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behavioral competence. Acrosg q]] groups, it was found that students
spent about‘45 minutes-in a typical school day actively engaged in"
academic responding. Coﬁpari;ons between groups'reveaWéd"fHdi while
the nature of instruction was simi]ér for stﬁents regardliess of
begaviora1 compeﬁénce, students in the lower behavioral competence
group spent more time engaged in inappropriate behaviors and received
ﬁore teacher.disapprova1. " No differences wéreAfound in téial academic'
responding‘time for high, middte, and low behavioral competénce stu-
dents. F{ndiﬁgs related to the breakdown of tim® in a typical school

" day, variability among students, the relationship between student
- . . € 4 .
responding time and achievement, and thé relationship between behavioral
and academic competence also are presented. Implications of findings

for understanding the c]ass;oom eéo]ogy for students exhibiting behavior

. problems are discussed.

' L . ‘ \ !
. ‘ - mbstract ¢ -
Thirty third and fourth grade'sfudents were observed over two o .7 -
. ént?ke school, days to examine thg qature of %nstructionland academic L
responding time foi séudents of high, middle, and Tow teacher-perceived
‘l
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a

Instruatjonal'Ecolggy and Academic Responding Time for Students at

. .

~"fhreeiLevels ofiTeacher-berceived Behavioral Competence

Several recent studies have focused on how students spent tine in

school and the extent to which they are actively engaged in academic

learning (cf. Borg, 1989; Helms, 1980; Rosenshine, 1976, 1978, 1979;
-~ ' . H

Rosenshine & Berliner, 1978). It has been demonstrated that children

generally spend only a sma11fp0rt10n of the school day act1ve1y engaged

in learning activities (e:g., Ha11, Greenwood, Delquadri, 1980; Rosen-

~

shine, 1980), that there.is considerable variability among students in
time spent academically engaged (é.g., Berliner, 1979, 1980a, 1980b;
Greenwood, Delquadri, Stanley, Terry, Hall, 1981; Hall et al., 1980;

. . » ' + .
Rosenshine, 1980), and that there is.a strong positive correlation be-

tween the time a pupil.spends actively engaged in instruction and subse-
quent -achievement (cf. Borg, 1980;. Fdr,a comprehensive revied’nf stud%esv
on'student engaged time and its relation tq achievement,'refen to-Gradené o
Thurlow, and Ysse]dyke (1982). - . L. - fﬁ*.“ IV

\\,-‘ - E
+ .

Because of the demonstrated reTat1onsh1p between ach1evement and t?me

act1ve1y engaged in 1earn1ng/ d1fferences between students in academ1c‘

_rejpond1ng time have 1mportant ?mp11cat1ons fbr their suceess 1h\3chool

\ A

|he tlme that a student actua]]y ‘spends act1ve1y engaged 1n 1nstruct10n

-~y .

- a fnnct1on of a var1ety of factorsa the time al]ocated, or ava11ab1e,

1nstruct1on, the teach r s résponse to the student the oppbrtun1t1es

mater @15, and the character1st1cs of the student. A1l of these factors . "‘\\

\\, |
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contribute to”théicomp1ex re1atiogship between what occurs in c1assrooms

i cand hou 1earning takes place. Of particular 1nterest in this study was i

b T how +hese Var1ab1e% nh1ch reflect the Snstructional eco]ogy of the, cTass- o
rdon - vary fdn d1fferent students. B C : -

Y :; It has been demonstrated that teathers respond d1fferent1y to stu-.

¢
dentg‘as,a funct1on“of their expectations for each student s behavior

(e.9., Brophy & Good 1974 Foster & Ysse1dyke//1976 Rubovits & Maehr, ’
197] 1973) and that teachers perceptions and eXpectat1ons for students .

- ' »
LI are afﬁectOd by the1r to1erance for certa1n behaviorg (A1gozz1ne, Ysse17//ﬂ_\\\ yf

o , ' dyke, & Chr1stenson 1972) . Ihus the actual classroom experiences of
AN - students in the same. c1assroom may be very different Silberman (1969)
found that teachers responded d1ff rently to students whom they had

';~“ ranked 1nto four groups: ..attachment“ (students they preferred) "concern”
&students who were hav1ng d1ff1cu1ty and needed help), "indifference"

N

(students who they were least prepared'tq°discuss in a conference), and

P

"rejection" (students who they wou1d prefer to have'removed from their

N )

class). In observat1ons of teacher student interactions in 10 th1rd-
~.‘° grade c1assrooms Siiberman found that students in the "rejection" and

"concern" groups received the most ‘teacher contact, with the "rejection"
. N 2

group receiving the most negative contacts. T

4 ‘ ! '

in nine first grade classrooms; they found that the “rejection" group

- 4

___L__~_www.soughtmgteatex_amountsno£~teaoher-eontact1~callédmout—more-answers and - --

recejved greater numbers of behav1ora1 contacts w1th teachers, but they

-

!
respond. The (1ndﬂfference3 group 1n1t1ated fewer contacts with the

received fewer turns to read and fewer tea?her initiated opportun1t1es to

Good and Brophy (1972) attempted to rep11cate the S11berman f1nd1ngs 1
J l
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) ;f,'! \
\ '{f ) .
‘ s/ ' : . ‘ 3 -
. teacher and received feuer'contacts from the teacher. In another study
- i 4.: » ‘ N
+ - of the effect of teachers expectat1ons on c]assroom 1nteract1ons,

| . &
| jb Brophy, nd Good (1970)  found that in: four ft:;ﬁfgrade c1assrooﬁs higher

ranked students received more favorable teacher contacts; they concluded

[ . y . . that d1fferences between groups of §tudents existed not in the quantity -
- e 1
: {

of teacher student interactions but 1n£the qua11ty

%__—_‘ sErom these studw,s,_ﬁtt_appear st t—studentwhom%eac-her s—see—as—— .

being problems 1n their c1ass d1ffer in the1r observed behav1or from
.other students and a]so d1ffer in the amount and the nature of,contacts
//

‘with the teacher. Severa1 other stud1e§ have demonstrated hat in add1* ’ .
N <
tion to behavioral rat1ngs other teacher expectations and/or ch11d char—

acter1st1cs affect teacher-student interactions. For a review of these

studies, see Graden et al. (1982). |

The finding that teacher beliefs about a student'E‘behavior affect
N teacher-student interactjoﬁs has implications for the study of how chil-

dren spend time in sehoo1. A teacher's percaﬁtions about a student's
Ve
behav1or may affect how instruction occurs for the student how t1me is

__/
a11ocated how the teacher interacts with the student, ahd how the student

re$ponds apademica11y and behaviorally. However in the studies-to date
¥

- of how children spend their time in school, the effect—of teachers' per-

cept1dns about the student's behavior has not been stud1ed The ;gior

s stud1es of student aqadem1c engaged t.ime by,Far West Labs (e.g., Rosen-
4 ‘ ' -
/shine, 1980) 1nc1uded on]y students . in the‘middle th1rd of an ach1evement‘

1

‘Studies by the Jun1per Garddns Children's prOJect on

/
e

~s° test distrib

students' opportu o respond (Ha11 et al.,. 1980; Greenwood et al, \:§

»

1981) fOCused on a broad.range of responses for random]y selected studegts

. . ( :

1 .
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As noted by Berliner (1976), Hall et al. (1980), and Rosenshine (1978,

1979), there is a’'need for a data base on how variousigroups of children

—

spend their school days. ,

i

The current investigation was conducted to provide a datagbase on
the instructional ecology of the school day'foq students of var iﬁg levels
of teacherjsarceived competence. This investigation avoided seVera]

. _methodological probiems of previous s;udieglgj;eﬁgggeg_Ejmg_ﬂgf;ﬂ§fg§§g;_ﬁ_ .

-et al., 1982). For example, data were collected through direct observa-
. .

.tions instead of teacher repo}ts,'and observations were conducfed over /
entire scn2?1 days. Previous studi of‘feacher—student interpctiéns as

related to behavioral ratings did not include these eansiderations; fur-
then, studies of how students spend ffime in school have been primari]y

.

based)on on]\*a port1on off the schoo1 day, With the notable except1on of

studies at the Juniper Gardens PrOJect (Greenwood et al. , 1981, Ha]] et a}c, .

oI -t - ~
-~

yndated). ‘ 2 . . o

The hejOr focus of this research was-to addres3 the effect of

teacher perceptio;jlé?/e student s behavioral competence on the st t's_ A '
L
academic respondifg time and the instructional eco]ogy of‘the clas room : <:

fo;z the st:udent The major quest1ons addressed w’ere. v
J .
: e wh@t is the "typical" scb001 day 11k§ for children at all ' . ‘
"t a¥ levels of teacher-perceived behav1g: 1 competence? .
o To what extent are-there s1gn1f1cant\d1fferences between R
* groups of students at varying levels of- teacher‘perce1ved
behavioral.competence in time a11ocated to varfous-activities?
e To what extent are there significant differences between
L © "groups of studénts at vary1ng levels of teacher-perceived
(ﬁ\ behavioral competence in time .allocated to academic versus
s non-academic activities? ’ -
y e Tq what extent are there s1gn1f1cant d1fferences betwe®n
groups of students at vary1ng levels of teacheriperceived .
trehavioral competence in time allocated to varlous $? ’
% ‘ v
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.
. .
. . »
N . -
. H . .
.

s To what extent are there signific#nt differences between

groups of students at varying levels of teacher- perce1ved

~  behavioral competence in time allocated 16 various, class
structures?

13

o To what extent are there si+gnificant differences between
groups of students at varying levéls of teachér-perceived

« behavioral competepce in the position of the teacher in
relation to the student? - °

|
o To what extent are there significant d1fferences between ‘
groups of students at varying levels of teacher- perceived
e ~behavrora%-competence~rn-the~teacher 5 response imrelation to
the student? |
|

‘e To what extent are there significant differences between
groups of students at varying levels of teacher«perceived
behaviora] competence in time spent engaged in-.various student
responses?

. o To what ‘extent are there significant differencegibetween

. groups of students at varying levels of teacher™Perceived ‘
. behavioral competence in time spent in academic responding, . +
2 - task management, and inappropriate behaviors. .
. " Method. i

Subjects ) > : - ,-‘ \‘55 et

4

~ Thirty students from 10 classrooms in five elementary scRools in

€

a suburban school district served as subjects. In each school; six
. “ .

. - . \
'students were selected from eath of two classrooms. The teachers in
these c]assrodhs included eight féma]es (four third grade, four fourth
Fe

grade) and two males (two fourth grade). Overall, 12 of the students
(four c]asérooms) were third graders and 18 (sii classrooms) were fourth
gratlers. In each school, three boys were selected from one classroom

and three girls were selected from the other, so that half of the stu-

- -dents were male and hdlf Qe?e female. -

—

Al] teacﬁers and students were volunteer pgrticipants‘ih the obser-

‘vational study. At the béginning éf the school year, the school district




6 | . C i co
, .sent consent forms to all teachers and to the parents o§§311 students
withfn*the~target grade Aeve1s'ﬁn the 10 designated sehools. Homeroom
classes from which tangpf'students would be chosen were rardomly se]ected
:from those in which teachers had signed consent forms ..
In response to a school destrict request, students within the 10

payrticipating c]assrooms had &Een rated earlier by the1r teachers in terms

4

-, of their behavioral competence in the classroom from tdp (most competent)

to bottom (least competent). Boys and girls were ranked together, providing

a subject pool of three éroqps in each classroom--upper behavioral, middle

behavioral, and lower behavioral. One student was randomly selected from
K}

IR each'behaviora1 group in each of the 10 c1assrooms, with«the restriction

that a]] students from one c]aSSnoom be of the same sex.

5

0bservat1on Sjstem
.

The CISSAR:(Code for Instruct1ona1 Strfucture and Student Academic
Response) observation system-was used in this study. The version of =
+ the sjstem\emp1oyed,was developed by'tne'duniper Gardens Children's Pro- T
"ject in Kansas City, Kansas (Greenwood, Delquadri, & Hall, 1978). ‘Rather :
than sampling béhhviors«of several students, in this system one target
student was observed over the entire school day and six event areas were
.' recorded: (a) activity (12 codes),'(b) task (8 codess, (c) teaching
, . s¢ructuﬁk\f3 codes), (d) teacher position (6 codes), [(e) teacher activity,
f5 codes),” and (f) student response (19-codes).‘ Seventeen stop codes ,?
also were used to record reasans for termination of observation. The
-de%initions of the event areas and the specitic events recorded within

/

‘ ¢ - ; - = . ”
each area are summarized in Table 1. . Detaifed definitions and” examples
. .

_are presented in Appendix A. Excluding the stop codes, a total of 53

\
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An interval time sampling techniqué was.used to direct the recdrding
*of events in 10-second intervals over the entire school day Whi{e’the.
stndent nas in the classroom. :Coding was structured.intd consecutive .
6]ocks bf seven 10—sec6nd intervals. During the fjrst 10-second interva1,
activity, task, and teaching structure wé%e éecorded During.each of the
next six 10-second 1ntervals, teacher . pos1t1on, teacher act1v1ty, and
student response were recorded. This pattern “was’ ma1nta1ned throughout

the observation, o . . ' \

A

‘ +An auditory electronic timer attached to a clipboard was used to sig-

nal the 107second intervals. The-timer was equipped with an earplug so

that only the observer could hear the’signa1'(a short beeplsound). The

clipboard was used to hold codidg sheet;;dfﬁrto provide a hard surface

for marking ebents. - - “ o ot »
The ccding sheets, modeled é?ter those used by the Juniper Gardens .
Children's Project (Stan]ey & Greénwood 1980), were des1gned at Minne-

!

sota S Inst1tute to ‘be read automat1ca11y by an opt1ca1 scanner (see

.

Append1x B). To be read correct]y\by the scanner, the c1rqﬂﬁs on the ' S

cod1ng sheet had to be very dark and comp]ete]y f111ed “In add1t1on to

- spaces for cod1ng student 1dent1f1ca¢1on and start and stop times, each KX |

\,),
‘sheet conta1ned three b]ocks represeﬁtﬂng 70 seconds each. Each.com— .

-

pleted sheet represented 3. 5 m1nutes of observation time.

Observérs ' _ : ' r

| \
Thirteen individuals served as observers; ten of the observers

| b
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8 : C
.
L)

‘were responsib]é for. the majority of the the observations, and the other
three observers were substitutes who filled in for reasons of Sicknéss,

make-up *observations, and so on. These substitute observers.were Institute

« r

staff members th conducted observer training sessions and monitored the

redu]ar 6EsErvers._ The regular observers were all females who had been
sélected'from a deH of 50 female app]iéénts who had resppndéd to an ad
inia\1oéa1 newspape;.' To minimize biases that might be brought to the
classroom’setting, a‘prerequisite for consideration was that the appli-
cant not Have a-ba;kground in education. Additional selection criteria
included average or above average reading ability and performance on

’

selected bérts of a géneraﬂ office skills test. A personal intérview
with one of two IRLD sfaff members coﬁprised the final step'df;selé;ti;n.
Of the 10 selected observers, three had attended college for at
least one year and one had a BA. Two others had completed a business
or vocational school program. Previous employment varied greatly, .in- .
cluding sales, clericdl, foster parent, own business, and socia] worker.
A11 but two observers had a child or children in elementary or secondary
school. Observers did not work,in schools in which their children

were enrolled.

Procedures

Observer traininbi Training ?f observers in the obse}vation system
was accomplished through the. use of an Obgerver aﬁd Trainer's Manual
(Stan]ey & Greenwood, 1980). The manual presentéd eight units<that,
‘according to.the authors, yere Yequenced in terms of the complexity of
the recording skills Jbve;ed. fraining required observers to read

materials and then practice coding small numbers of events through the

use of a variety of other media, 1nc1udjng flashcards, overheads, and

’.

- R l;)

Y %




of

. s d'(x ‘ ‘ * ' * 9 B
videotapes.~ Exercises or quizzes were presented throughout the manual. -

~ &

Mq;fery~(100%) of the material in each unit was required before continuing

-~

‘in thestraining to thesnext unit. ¢

& e .
. Training in the system was conducted by four Institute staff members.
D ° ' Q

* de;weekéaof hg]f-day training sessfons‘were required to cover the materi-
¢ °

al.presented in the manhual. This was followed by two to thiee days of
' H

practice coding within actual classrooms.
€ '

o . Data collection. The trained educational obsefvers coded activities

en either, a whole-day.(one observer all day) or half-day (one observer

fgr.h&?ning, another for afternoon) basis. Typically, observers did not

-
S LS

. .-Gode continuously for a period‘pf more than 1 1/2 - 2 hoyps because of

*wbreaks ‘within the school day. Observations were not conducted during
;s . ) '

=bréaks;;such as those for lunch, recess, and bathroom. Also, observers

-

did ot ‘code during physical education, music, or special assembly pro- s

P .

grams since the{observation system did not apply to these situations.
. ;

Qbservers did follow target students when they left tReir homerooms

'y .

tQ go to other,c1assfobms for other subjects (tygica]]y reading gnd/or‘
' matﬁémafics). Codiné was conducted in these classrooms in the same

manner as }n'homeroomg. Regardless of the physical setting, observers

attempted to'position themselves to be unaobtrusive aéd to avoid reveal-

ing the identity of target students to the teachers, the target students

¢ »

themselves, or to other students.

‘ <~ Use of tﬁe optical scanner coding sheets typically required observers
to mark only slashes in the appropriate circles while observing becduse

the 10-second 1nter}a1 did not provide enough time for circles to be -

darkened g&fficient]y to be read accurately by the optical scanner. As

-

: . .
a result, %bservers darkened the slashed circles after the actual obser- <
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vhtionswas completed, either during break periods, .in the evenings, or or
the weekends. This procedure tended ‘to reduce errors in the coding of
data. e ‘ o

Fach target student was qbserved for two full schoof daxgaby ob-
gervers. The decision to coliect two days of data on eéch studeni was'
based on stability ana}yses preseﬁ%ed by Greenwood, Delguadri, Stan]gy, )
Terry,:ana Hall (1981), in which they found one day of observation
_predicting 62% and 92% of tge variance for actjvity and student respohse;
respegtive1y. Observations were conducted 4in all schools at approximately
the %amé time (2 days in school 1, 2 days in”school 2, etc.). The
order of observ;tiOn d% studenps witﬁin a class was random; classrooms.
were scheduled for observation so that observers would be present in
the classroom on different days of the:week; Observ;rs were blind as
to the classification of the students they observed. Students' names

within a c1as;r60m were always listed alphabetically and observers

signed in for observation of students on a random basis. ‘In addition,

teachers were not informed as to the identity of"the students being ob~

served. Observers located their target students by means of either a

-

seating chart or by name tags on students' desks in the homeroom.
Since three students were observed in each classroom, schedules were
arranged so that two o?segzers cpded in each classroom*on each day of
- observation. This allowed for the observation of two students during
éach day in‘é particular c1a§sf06m. A1l observations (2 days f9r 30 stu-
dents) were completed during the fall of the year. .
Reliability. Reliability checks were cdnducted throughout the

study to detect any‘inponsistencies in coding~6ﬁong observers or between

an observer and the established egge definitions. The reliability

¥
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checks were conducted every'gqy‘by the observer pairs within each room;

one of the two observers; designated'rqndom]y as the reliability observer,

4

stopped observing her ;aréet student and coded events on the same student ‘

-

as the other observer*in the classroom for approximétefy 14 minutes (4,

pages of observation). During the study,/ﬁl relfability checks were

véomp1eted. .These were done during the observations of .31 different sub~

-

jects (81.7%).

.
)

Two types of reliability were checked: (a) behavioral, and (b)
sequential. Behavioral reliability was a measure of observer agreement
on a specific event being obéerved; behavioral reliabilities were cal-

culated for (a) teacher position, (b) teacher activity, and (c)-stydgnt

response. The second type o% reliability, sequential ref%abi]jty; was »
a.measure of observer agreement on a sequenée of ite;s; this measure

was designed to document that observé;s were coding in the sequehce
rgauired by the observation system. According to the CISSAR training
manual, the desired levels of relfability were 907 for behavioral

reliability and 85% for sequential reliability. Table 2 is a summafy

of the reliabilities obtained during the present study.

4

Insert Table 2 about here

f . CTTTTTTTTTTETTT TR TtTetT
To maintain adequate levels of reliability throughout the study,

meetings were held to discuss coding problems, re]ihbi]ity disagreements,
' * 1 . i, . )
and so on» These were held on a weekly basis for the first two weeks

of the study, and then on a biweekly basis after that. At the meetings,
definitions were reviewed and any disagreements were resolved. .

Achievement testing. At the end of the school year, 24 of the

-~

1o

.
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. observgg students (80.0%5 weré\a&ministered the Peabody Individual
Achievement Test (PIAT: Dunn & Markwardt, 1970) by trained testers. .

~

The ﬁemainihg students were not tested either because they had moved
or because parental -permission for testing was not given. The students,

- for whgm parental permission was not obtaine&»genera11y were fpbm the

¢ Jovew behavforg] group; all upper behavioral group subjects were tested.

Data Analysis L o

Total amounts of time each student spent’in the 53 observed events

and in five event composites (Academic Activities, Non-Academic Activities,

, . 7/ .
Academic Student Responses, Task Management Student Responses, Inappropri-

-

ate Student Responsesy) over the two days of observation comprised the

dependent measures that were analyzed in this study. However, for

descriptive purﬁoses, these times were transformed to represent the

'

“time spent in each event during one school day. Because the observation

] system was designed to record as much data as possible ddring each 10-

“

second interval, the activity, task, and structyre were coded orce every,

~

70 seconds, while the teacher position, teacheﬁ activity, and student

v response were coded six times every 70 secon Thus, transformation

-

of times from the recording system produced slight overestimates of
the time spent in each activity, task, and structure, and slight under-
estimates of the time spent in each teacher position, teacher activity,

and student response. The transformed times'appear in all figures and
. )

tables, but were not used in the actual data analyses. ¥ R )

A . A1l data were analyzed using analyses of variance (ANOVAs) to iden-
™ tify significant diffefences (p < .05) between, behavioral competence
group means. Further, because some of the significant results might

1

occur by chance due to the large number of ANOVAs conducted, only those '

Ly ' '
NN
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-findings .that exceeded the number that would be expected by chance for

each research‘question (5%) are reported Fo1fow~up tests on significant

ANOVAS were conducted using the Student- Newman Keuls procedure Addition;

ally, students' end of-the-year PIAT data were corre?ated with their

student reSponse times. , . - e

. Resu]ts

Descr1pt1on of the Typical School Day

To eddress the question of how students at all levels of teacher-
‘ . T 4 ~

perceived behavioral competence spehd a typical school day;'severgl

breakdowns of the schoo] day were made The largest portion of the
£%,

school day is the~total 1ength of the school day, which usually is man-

.
dated by district policy dnd is the same for all students. Within the
school day, however, time for instruction is inevitably lost for such
activities as lunch and recess, and the remaining portion is the time
scheduled for instruction. However, time scheduled for instruction'i;
not always allocated to.instruction; time is lost to transition activ_

ities such as getting materials ready. The time that remains is the

“time that actdalTy is allocated to academic instruction,

P . .
A further breakdown can be made in the instructional time available

to students. Within the time that classroom inétruction is allocated, a

given student may or may not actually’be engaged in dnstructiona11y

related activities; for example, one student may be reading while another.

is waiting for help at the teacher's desk, while yet another student li

"

‘1ook1ng out the window.  These students may differ 51gn1f1caht1y in their .

academic engaged time. Finally, one last reakdown can be made in how
r : .

a student spend his/her time in school. A distinction can be made

between the kinds“of responding that a student exhibits; the student
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can be making an active academic response (e.g., reading, writing, dis-¢

cussing wjt@ the Yteacher), can bé making a passive, yef appropriate,
regponsef(e.g., waiting for instruction, listenjng to a lecture, looking
for-materii1§), or can be ﬁaking an inappropriate respoase, e.g., 1aoki£g
out the window, disrupting #he class). The rat?onale for ti?é\fina1 -
breakdown is bdsed on fhg argument by Hall et ai. (undaﬁed),é%at Tearn-
ihg takes place through practice and making achemic responses\ For a
schematic representation of the above breakdown of a school day, see
Figure 1. °In~the observation system employed in this study, direct
observation was used to agsess°time spent in activities, tasks, grouping
structures, teaching positions, and teaching aétivi}ies; these can bé

characterized as "alloeated time" variables. The remaining yariable,

student responding time, is a measure of engaged time. .

Insert Figure 1*about here

- e e e e e e Yo e -
Kl
4

Following this breakdown, the typical school day for students in
this study can be described: For all students the official 1engtq of..
the total school day was 3§G‘minutes. Approximéte1y 170 iinuteg were
Tost to lunch, recess, physical education, etc., which resulted in
approximately 220 ﬁinuteg during w%ich the students were in the class-
room and were observed. During the 220 minutes in which the studenfs
were in the classroom, approximately 40 minutes were allocated to non-
academic activities such as free fime, busirness management, and transi-

tions between subjects. Therefore, approximately 180 minutes of the

total school day of 390 minutes were allocated to academic instruction.

An average of 65 minutes was allocated to reading and 44 minutes to
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math. The breakdown of academic and non-academic activities is repre-
I

sented in Figure 2. ‘ ':'

/7 of, . ]
1' Insert Figure 2 about here
& A second aspect of the instructiona] ecology of the school da] is
. .. the breakdown of the learning tasks and mater1a1s that were used in
* 1nstruct1on 0f the 220 minutes in the c]assroom, about 18 minutes -

‘were allocated to the non- 1nstruct1ona1 task of fetching and putt1ng .

away mater1als, with the rema1n1ng 202 minutes spent in various instrus-

th%a1 tasks The most. frequently used task was,the use of readers or , * .
other‘books, with worksheets, other media, such as films or games,
- and workbooks being next in usage. fhé figures on time allocated to

. N ¢
7’various tasks are depicted in Figure .3.

o Another d1mens1on of 1n§¥ruct1on is how the c]assroom is grouped,
or structuréd, for instruction. It was foundlthat the vast majority
of the class timel about 177 minutes of the 220 class minutes, was al-
1ocated to students receiving instruction with the total group. About
42 minutes were allocated in small group instruction; and about two

minutes were allocated to individual instructionz as shown in Fiqure 4, ,

- o e o e o e e = e T - -

, Also of interest in the study of'the instructional day for students
is where the teacher does his/her t’ach1ng in re]at1on to the student,

\ This breakdown is demonstrated in Figure 5. It shou]d be noted that -

2

.,‘1\)
1]

ERIC . 2
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in this breakdown and in succeeding ones,' the total figure for the w

observed day is less than 220 minutes. This is attributable to the

L]

method of collection of the data. The tgacher position, teacher re
;Lon

sponse, and student response were co
T4

] .
interval; thus, for 10 seconds in each interval, or one-seventh of the

d for 60‘peconds of. each 60 s d
» N

observed time, data on these variables were-not collected. Oﬁ the 183
minutes o% observation of teacher positions in re]gfiop to the étudent,
teachers sbent most of tHeir teaching tipe among students, in front of
the class, or at their desk. Theﬂbreakaoﬁn for teacher position is in-

cluded in Fighre 5. .

e o v = ——— - = - - - -

Insert Figure 5 about here

- e S - = = e - = -

Another variable in the instructional day that was studied was the

response the teacher exhibited toward the student; the time breakdown

of teachar activity is contained in Figure 6. During most of the approxi-

mately 183.miﬁu£es'of observation, the teacher did not exhibit a teach=
ing resboﬁse toward thé student. The next highest‘category of feacher
activity was that of teaching, with very 1itt+é time spent in engaged
in talk other than academics or in approval or disapproval.

N e mmmcmmccmm—a——— I b TP
Insert Figure 6 about here
14
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Finally, of ‘major interest in the ‘study d? a typical school day
. o L
is_how the student spends his/hér time gngaged in school. As shown in
Figure 7, of the total 183 observed minutes, the majority of-spudents'

time (about 112 minutes) was engaged in task management responses. Most

of the task mandgement time involved passive responses which included

2y - N ,
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waiting for instruction'andv1i§tenfﬁg\ta.the teacher or andther student.

About 45 m1nutes of. the o served day ‘;xe engaged in active academic

\

responding. W1th19 academ1c respond1ng, students were ¥engaged most, of

. {
the time, about 29 minutes,\ in writing. Students we

. >

engaged about 10
minutes reading szf:E]y, three minutes discussing aca micfsubjects,

and less than one minhute reading aloud. The final category,-inapbropriate

. behaviors, tota1ed about 26 minutes of the school day. Within this

category, most t1me was engaged in the 1nappropr1ate behavior of look-

1ng around. .

.
.

.

\ e me— e ma

Variability. The descr1pt1on df a ”typic " day‘for a group of ‘

students does not reveal the enormoua d1vers1ty d1sp1ayed among students o
-

in a classroom in how they were engaggd and how they received instruc-
tion. A "typical" school day differs great1y when it isiviewed from

the perspective of individual students Qﬁthin a c]assroom. Thevranges

W 1nd1v1dua1 student spent their ti e for one school day are listed
3.

in Tab es 3-8. . f ) '

- . Ea . . - Y e e e M A G Am e W R ma S e m e G e TR AR e e A e

Inseyt Tab1$s 3 through 8 abouit here

As shown in Ten1e 3, the time,éﬁ1ocated to, academic activities (i.e.,
Academic Activity Comnosite) ranged 473ﬁ§a Tow lof 131.3 minutes ner day s
for one student to 229.3 minutes per déy for andther student, while time
allocated to non- academic act1v1th;.ranged fromi15.8 to 90 0 minutes
per day. For time allocated to reading, the range was 12 3 to 112 7

minutes per day; for math, time allocated ranged From 25.2 to 56.0

\
i

"minutes per day. Individual students also varied %ide1y°in the time




‘minutes of direct teaching were received, for another student, 116.9

.
. N

allocated to transitions (7.0 minutes to 23.8 minutes) arnd to business .

. -

3
management (0.0 minutés t%B§8.5 minutes). These data demonstrate that
L) S
some students received more academic instruction than others, while

in some classrooms, sngn1f1ca\¥1y more time was lost th transitions
and management of daily business. .
Time allocated’ to various: tasks also naried greatly, as Shown in g '
Table 4. .For example, time allocated to using wofkbooks ranged f?ﬁ%
ze!&gpinutes to 69 minutes; time allocated to getting materials ready
ranged from 8.8 to 36.8 minutes. !,

The individual differences in ti§: 1ocated to ’:rious teaching

structures also were striking, as shown ‘in Table 5. While one student
- Y - - ~

.(recetved no small group instruction, another received 95.8 minutes of

small group instrqctjon. Tne lowest. amburit of time allocated to indivi-

-

dual instruction was zero minutes, and the highest was 11.2 minutes. &\,///’//Kj

Individual students' experiences in the classroom regarding where
the teacher was in relation to them also varied (see-Table 6). For’

» s
example, one student received 22.3 minutes of instruction with the

teacher among the students, whkle another received 138.1 m;nutes with
the teacher in this position. One student received no instruction with
the teacher at his/her side, while another received 6.2 minutes of )
instruction next to the teacher

D1fferences also were ev1dent in the type of teacher instruction -

individual students received (see Table 7). For one student, 38.0 ' (

]

minutes of teaching{were received. Nhi]e some students received no - ) . *J
disapproval, a h1gh of four minutes of dispproval 0ccurred for one :
student, | e ’ ‘ ‘
’ \\\ ‘ ’ ‘
) i T -
) <) ' - .
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Finally, vast differences weré observed in how individual students

k]

were engaged during class time, g shown in Table 8} Time engaged in

active academic responding varied *rom 36.] to 62.8 minutes; tNme
R4

»

engaged in 1ask managgmenp responding ranged from 56.2 to 154.7 inutes, 
and time engaged in inapér?éniate responding varied from 6.4 %9 45.6"
minutes. These ranges demonstrate that some students more often'w;re
engaged in learning behaviors than others; some fwasted" more time
than others, and some displayed more inappropriate behaviors than

. \ oy /

others. .

Comparisons Between High, Middle, and Low Behavioral Competence Groups

Aside from the descriptibn of the typical school day fgr students
at all levels of teacher-perceivgq“behaviora1 competence, the remain-
) ing research questigns é@dressed the extent to which'studénts percéived
by their teacher as having high, middle, and 'Tow behavioral competence‘

students differed in the instructional eco1ogy’variab1esp(e.g., teacher-
- 4 \ N

Student interactions, student responses).

)
. i

Activity and activity composite. One aspect of the instructional

+

ecology qf the classroom is how time is allocated to various iﬁstruc-
tigpal and non-instructional activitiés. The average amount and per-
centa of timé allocated to various ‘activities by the tpree behavioral
,groups are shown in Table 9, Statiséical analyses revealed that there
were no §ignificant difference§ between éroubs in time allocateéd to any
"of the activities. Similarly, it was féund that there were no signifi-
cant differences betyeen groups in the time allocated to instructional

‘. -

activities (represented by the academio activity composite) or to non-"

instructional activities (represented by the non-academic activity com- ?
\ A

posite. All groups received a 180 minutes of academic ingtruction




J s . _ “
(BEf_fi/pﬁﬁher of the observed déy) Although the differences were not
'§%at1st1ca§\y significant, the high behavioral competence groups received
less time in non- academ1c act1v1t1es (about one- ha]f“Four, or 15% of
class time) thanggidd1e and low behavioral competence students, who
averaged about three-quarters of an hour (about 19% of class timé) in
‘non-academic activities. “

~F

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

Insert,Table 9 about here .

_ Task. Another;aspect of the instructional ecology is the task -y

- :$(f.e., instructional materials) that the teacher uses wjth students.
The averagg amount of time aTﬁocated to various tasks for the three
groups of students is represented in Table 10. Results o}\statistica1
tests 'indicated that the gfgﬁps did not differ significantly in the
amount of. time allocated to-any of the tasks. All students received

~ .approximately one-third of their instruction from readers (from 63.5 to

1y

per day). Much less time was devoted to listening to lectures

78.4 min

or discuss? which comprised less thaﬁ five percent of the class time .

for all students.

- e - - A - e = - = T

- ) .
Insert Table 10 about here .

- - = ———— = = e o
[}

Teaching .structure. The ways.in which students were grouped for in-

Y

struction was apother variable studied. The amounts of time high, midd[é,
‘ { . .
and lew behavioral students received instructionsin various class grouping

® Y. .
structures are presented in TablTe 11. The differences between the groups

of students were not statistica]]} significant. All groups received more

than 75% (163.9 to 194.6 min per gayj of the clfiss time ig entire group , .




*y

t0:39.4%, o 63:7 to 72.8 minutes). T

- ! . . :
.the average daily amount-of teacher disapproval received was -small for = .

1
instruction, and 1% or less of the time in individual ihstruction (about
2 min per day). _—

v 'Insert Table 11 about here

Y

Teacher position. Another research question focused on the extent

to which there were differences in whehe the teacher was 1n the classroom
in relation to h1gh, middle, and 1bw students. It was found that there
were ng significant differences in the tedcher's position i relation to

the groups. The average amounts of time allocated to various teacher {
o

\ .
pos1t1ons for the three groups of students are shown in TabYe 12. For

all groups students received most of their 1nstruct1on w1th the teacher
L

in front (31.2 te 34.8%, or 57.6 to 63.0 minutes) or among students (34 :0

’o »

.1 VD emme e m———— P e e m—

Insert Table 12 about here

Teacher ectivitx, One major aspect of the instructional day is the

¢

extent to which the teacher responds differently to various students.

-

Statistical tests revealdd that the groups differed significantly with

. . - . —
regaﬁd to one type.of teacher response--the amount of disapproval re-

~ ' . -

ceived,, E(2,27), p = .010. Fo]1ow-up comparisons between groups reveéLed

that 1ow beheviorhT group Students received significantly more teacher

disapproval than either the.middle or high behavioral groups. Although

all groups (about 2 m{n foy the Tow group, 1 min for the middle group, ’

band 50 sec for, the high group), low behavdoral group students received at

LN




22

least twice as' much teacher disapproval as other students, or about two
and one-half more hours per school- year-ef teaCher disapproval. The -
average amounts of time that the three groups received various types of

teacher responses are summarized in Table 13.

Student response and stddent response composite. A major research
duestion addressed the extent te which students who were rated differently
tby their teachers on behitiprg1 competence differed in their actual ;1ass—
room behavior: The average amounts of time students spent engaged in
C 'Jarious types of academic, task ménagement, and inapprdp?iate responding
are'listed in Table 14. O0f the 19 categoties of student responding, high,
“middle, and lTow behavioral group students differed significantly, in the
amourit of{time spent asking academic questions, 5(2:23) =4.27, p = .625, ¢
. disrupting the class, F(2,27) = 3.41, p = .048, and in playing inapprd-
priately, 5(2,27) = 7:36, p = .003. Post hoc chparison thts of group
- means revea1ed§severa1 spec1f1c di fferences. First, students in the low
v. ' ogroup, spent more time engaged 1n asking academic questions than students
in the high group; however, all studengs yere engaged.for less than one
minute ner day askjhg questions. Second, studspts in the Tow group spent
more time engdged "in beh;v1ors characterized as d1srupt1ve than students
. in the high gﬁggﬂ, a]though time engaged in d1srupt1ng the class was ex- . ,.

-+

tremely low for ald groups (about 15 sec per day were recorded for dis-

- .

ruptive behaviors -in the low group, 5 sec in the middle group, and less x

than 1 sec in the high group): Finally, students in the low beHavioral

“ .
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group were more often engaged than tthe in the high behavioral group

} . in behaviors characterized as inapp?op}fate play. Low behavioral éroup
‘ studepts engaged in inapproprfaté play aboqt seven and.one-ha1f minutes
: p?r day while high behavioral group students spent only about "two minutes,
_per day engaged in inappropriateyplay. ‘

A related question addressed the extent to wh{ch students rated as
high, middle, or low in behavioral competence differed in the major types
of rpsponding exhibited; these were categorized as academic respondigg

composite, task management composite, and inappropriate behavior composite.

«It was found that behavioral groups differed significantly in the jnap-

“propriate behavior composite, F(2,27) = 4.35, p = .023, with the low :

¢

behavivral competence group exhibiting more inappropriate behaviors than

- . either the middle or high groups. Low grdup students were eﬁgaged ébout

&
i 4

32 hinutes‘per day (17.3% of class time) in all inappropriate behaviors,
whereas middle.and high group stuJénts were engaged about 26 and 21
minutes per day (or 11.8 and 13.;% of class time), respectively, in in-

appropriate behaviors. ‘ . !

- - . e B - m e e @S S de e Gm e e e

' Highlights of Additional Comparisons Between High, Middle, and Low
- Behavioral Competence Groqg; .

In addition to determining the extent of differences between groups

for the major instructional ecology variables of activity, task,-struc-

L 4

ture, teacher position and activity, and student response, ‘analyses were

complefed to determine how various combinations of those variables




24

i )

also revealed differences between groups. The specific_research ques-
tions’that were addressed to assess group differences for combinations
of the variables are 1is;ed}tp Appendix C. Highlights of significant
findings from these analyses are described in Appendix C and are sum- -
marized below. q

One se; of findings revealed thgt high, middle, and low behavioral
competence studeﬁts differed in the responses they exhibited as a func-
tion 67 what the teacher was doing. When the teacher was teaching, stu-
dents iﬁ the low behavioral competence group spent more time engaged in
.asking academic quesfﬁons éhan students in the high group,.f(g,27) = 4,08,
p = .028. While the teacher was making no teaching response, students iﬁ
‘the Tow group spent more time engaged in inapprépriate play than other.
students, F(2,27) = 4.60, p = .019.

Differences also were revealed in the type of teacher activity dis-
played to students in the three groups as a function of the teaching
structure. Dui?ng both entire group and small group ihstruction, teach-
ers directed more d}sapproval‘at gtuaents in the low group, £(2,é7) =
3.56, p = .042 and F(2,27) = 4.54, p = .020, respectively, Middle
group students:received the most time of no teacher response during

\ t

entire group instruction, £(2,27) = 3.78, p = .036, Other significant
di fferences between groups followed the general trend that lower students
received more disapproval and displayed more inappropriate behavior

regardless of the other instructional ecology variables.

Agﬁievement Test Results

Achievement test results indicated that although lower group students

had lower mean scores, there were no significant differences/jn*measured
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achievement levels between students rated by their teachers as low,

-

middle, or high jn behavioral competence (see Table 15).

LY

Achievement scores were correlated with categories of student
responding to reveal the extent to which types of student responding

were related to general levels of achievement. Significaht (p < .05)

in Table 16, Sevéra] student behaviors were correlated negatively with

’ >
achievement; for the most part these were the inappropriate behavioers

)}

of disruption (r = -.41), play inappropriate (r = -.39), and inappropriate
locale (r = -.37). However, one appropriate academic behavior, answer-
ing academic questions,’corre]ated’negative1y with achievement on
the spelling subtest (r = -.50). Positive correlations with achievement
were evident bétween the appropriate task management response of p]gy
appropriate‘gnd the general information subtest (r = ~40) . waevér,

- two positive correlations a{so were observed between achievement and
the inappropr{aie behaviors of inappropriaée task (r = .42) and talking

g AN
about non-academics (r = .42). : :

- . e ey e ar e e e e
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Teachers' Ratings of Behavioral and Academic Competence

i
[
i
|
]
} correlations between PIAT scores and student responses are presented '

. Teachers' ratings of students' behavioral competence and academic
[ competence (rated fo} another study) were correlated to assess fhe extent

of congruence between students'’ perceived academic and behavioral

* .
4 .
i v - AU
, .
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competence. Ratings for each of the 10 c]asseé were correlatéd using

the Spe;rman rank coeffic{ént; it was found that for all but one class,
there was a significant relationship (p < .05) betwaen behavioral and
academic student rank. The correlations, 1isted jn Table 17, rangéd from

.28 to .81. ‘

Discussion v
The major f}ndings of tﬁ?sjitudy cbntribute to our understanding
of what currently occurs in c]asérooms for studenés of varying levels df
behavioral competence. The results also guaéeit possible appro;ches to
}mprpve current_practices of intervention with children displaying behav-
jor probiems..‘ ' ‘ _ ~ ‘
A major fihdinq; consistent with the many previbus studies of academic
engaged time,_wap the sﬁa]] amount of time that children are academically
engaged duriﬁg the school day. Furthernore, it was found that levels of
time engaged in academic responding did not vary as a function of behav-
joral compétencq. In observations, of 60 entirg school days for 30 stu-
dents, it was found that about 180 mifutes (or 80%) of the 390 day was
éT1ocated to academic instruction in a typical day, while for70n1y about
45 minutes {about 25% of class time or 12% of the entire day) studenté
were actively engaged in academic responding. These findings highlight
the necessity to design and implement strategigs to inc;ease acaqui; t

responding time for all students. “

As in previous studies, it was found that there were the expected///
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positive correlations between time sSpent learning and achievement and

the expected negative correlations between time in inappropriate be—‘

i

|

} haviors and achievement. However, some of the correlations obtained,from
thé data of the.current samp1e of children At varying levels of behaviorﬁi
competence were unexpected; for example, positive correlations were ob- ‘
tained between acHievement and inappropriate behaviors while a negative
cqrrelatiop was obtained between an academic' response and achievement.
One exptanation for these inconsistent correlations between types of

. resppéding and student achievement may be attributable to the Tow
samp{e size used for this ;na1ysis. For example, it is .possible that ‘ A
{ one or two students who answered a larger than average number of aca-

demic questions also scored lower on spelling, thus contributing to
"the negative correlation between an academic behavior and én achievement

score. A related explanation is that the diversity of the sample,

behavioral competencl, led to different correlations than those based on
studies with more homogeneous samples. Yet another'possib1e explanation
is related to the selection of the PIAT as an aclievement measure to be
used as a-correlate of student Sépaviors. Because the PIAT is not spe-
cific wigh regard to‘conté;?‘tdZered on the days of observation, it should

not be expected to correlate highly with observed student behaviors.

ranging from students low in behavioral competence to students high in .
A second finding, the epormoué variability in student responding
> |

-

and other instructional variables, is consistent with previous studies.

For example, the daily difference in time students spent in reading

'
silently ranged from 18 seconds to abqgt 27 minutes. When added over the




28 a0

P [

typical school year (160 days), this daily difference amounts.to a yearly
di fference of 76 hours in time spent reading. When viewed another way,
given this daily difference (18 seconds of read}ng versus 27 minutes of
reading), one student is reading 95’times more than another student.
Thus, if this difference existed in a tyﬁica] day, it would take the
Towest student 90 days to read as much as the highest student would read
in one day.* While this is an extreme example of variability, striking
differences between students were observed in all variables relating to
amount and type of instruction. With this demonstrated difference in
how children spend their school time,"it is not difficult to see the im-
plications for instruction and why some children are not makind adequate
Erogress in school.

One *focus of this study was to investigate the extent to which there
were differepces in student responding and in various instructional var-
jables for students of varying levels of behaviora] competence. lIt was
surprising to f1qﬂ that theré\were essentially mo differences in how
academic instruction occurred or how students rgsponded academ1§a11y as
a function of behavioral competence. However, as in previous studies
of teacher-student 1nteract1ons (e.g., Brophy & Good, 1970 Good &
Brophy, 1972, S11berman, 1969), it was found that there were differences
in the quality of interactions between teachers and students at differ-
ing levels of teacher perce1ved behav1ora1 coﬁpetence Lower behavioral
students rece1ved more teacher disapproval and,-at the same time, they
displayed more inappropriate behaviors. While the total amounts of in-

appropriate behavior tﬁey displayed and disapproval they received were

Tow, lTower students received twice as much daily disapproval as other

‘students, spent three times as much time in disruption, and spent at

%
C

e Y T ¥
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least four and one-half.more minutes per day in inappropriate pldy.

_ When viewed in the context of the nafG?e of interactions over an
entire school year, tHese differences become signjficant in tﬁéir con-
tribution to the negative cycle of interactions between teachers and stu-
dents percd%ved as low in behavioral competence. OQOver the course of |
the school year, low behavioral group students will eﬁgagedin nearly 22
more hours of inappropriate beha&ior and receiye nearly three more hours
of disapproval. ' i t

Additionally, the finding that teachers rated students' behavioé%}
and écademic competence similarly points to the need to éonsider the ; ¢

interaction between behavior problems and achievement difficulties. ﬁé?*

this study, although the differences between groups were not statistj-

cally significant, there was a trend that the Jower the behavioral com-
petence rating, the lower the measured ach{evemeni. Therefére, these |
children who are engaged in a negative cycle of behavioral interactions '
with teachers §1so ten;ed to have lower achievemert, as perceived by,
teachers and as measured on tests, and it is likely that students low in
both academic and behavioral competeﬁce receivea the least favorable inter-
)/ actions with the teacher. Hf. : « ot
This interactional view of the c]assrooT points to the need to con-
sider the various,61assroom ecotogical and instrugtional variables that
contribute to school'learning and behavior probiems. Typically, when
—_ students.are considered to display behavior problems, a referral is maae
by the teacher to determine what is "wrong" within the child. Following
the referrq], assessments may be made to determine an internal "p'rob1em‘i

-

4

' Jo \
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and interventions such as special class placement may be instituted.
Indeed, recent studies have shown that the decision to refer a child
stgrts a ‘process that can be called a "search 'for pathology” in which -
92% of referred students are evaluated and 78% of evaluated students 4;‘

st

are declared eligible for spec1a1'education services (Algozzine, Chris-

'

" tenson, & Ysseldyke, 1982). Furthermore, it was found that children are —~

referred for broad, general reasons (Ysseldyke, Christenson, & Algozzine,

1982). Additionally, in a longitudinal study of "normal" children,

Rubin and Balow (1978) fonna that from grades K through 6, 60% of students

[

‘. were identified as a behav1or prob]em by at least one teacher. These

stud1es suggest that a. 1arge number of students are referred and 1ater
placed in spec1a1 education for behav1ors that may be cons:dered problem- -
atic by s¢me teachers but not others. This p enomenon in current practices
suggest the need to cons1der the ¢lassroom ecology when a student s [ex-
h1b1t1ng a fehav1or problem. . . \

A s1mp1er approach than the typical referra<’to p1acement process
for behavior brob1em‘students would be to 190k‘inside the g}assroom‘
ecé]ogy to determine the &xtent to which different ¢lass variables had
an impact on the dam nstrated probl d behaviors, and to assess the extent
to which and under what c1rq<nstandbs learning did occur. As the current. ,

results demonstrate, for many students only a sma11 portion of the schoo1

RN ‘'

day is spent engaged in academic practice; 1ncreas1ng engaged ‘time is a
potentially powerfu] basis for des1gn1nq/c1assroom 1ntervent1ons Rather .

than referring students for diagnosis and p1acemen;/i/mgre/appropr1ate

first approach may be to develop ways to increase gs‘student s active

———— academic—responding within_the current classroom ecology. The research

. K L «

© e ¥
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the need t9 1nc&ease the opportunities for learning for all Students.

In these efforts to understand and enhanceéthe classroom learning ecology,

an ecological systems approach toward intervention must be emp]o&ed, ‘

with an emphasis'on the cbntribution various system components (e.g.,

the student, the teacher, the school administrators, the parents) make - |

to classroom learning. Jherefore,_rather than blaming a behavior problem

child or placing all onsibility  for change on a c]assrdbm teacher,

an ecological understanding of learning variables in academic responding

) \ 31

on how time is spent in school by varﬁous groups of ch{]dren points to

t the requires interventiohs based oﬁ mutual and shared responsibi]jty J
among the students, parents, teachers, and administrators. Exqmp]es of

interéention strategies based on a model of academic engaged time can be

LY

found in Muir (1980) and Noli (1980). Additionally, research efforts

need to continue to’%ormu]ate and field test strategies for intervention

¢ |
based on the academic engaged time model. : ‘e
. . I
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} i Footnotes

The 6bservat16naF§researgh reported here was part of an extensive

project that could not have been completed without the cooperation and

help of numerous individuals. Foremost among these were the administra-
‘ . e lad * A Y. '

tors, teachers, and students in the school district in which the research

y

was conducted. EquaT1y impdrtaﬁt to the successful completion of the

research were the observers;  all yewe committed to providing an accurate,

objective picture ofithe school day. Listed alphabetically, the ob~

P

servers for the present study were: Deborah DeCoux, Barbara Flykt,

Eileen Mevissén, Donna Mi1jen, Rose Marie.Plant, Chery1 Randklev, '

[N

+ Judith Rygwall, Yvonne Shafrahski,\hendy Studer, and Gera]ding Nebsterﬁ

4

In addifion, the assistance of Sandra Christenson during observer train-

ing and Jean Greeper .for cbordinaﬁﬁbﬁ of observations is gyaéefu11y

ackhow1edged. The'spécia1 assistance of Charles Greenwood_andtSandra

Stanley, University of Kansas, in‘the impiementation of thei;lCISSAR

obéerQationa1 system was appreciated great]}, as. was thé data analysis

expertise provided by Bob Algozzine, Matthew McGue, and Ji7g Jen Wang.
S , . <

. , R Lo b . { A.-,.
Also essential to the completion of thg.proaqct were the contr1pgt1ons&pf

-

psychometric assistants Barbara Anderson, Lisa Boyum, -Yetta Levine, AEE\\

Cathy Walters. Further, the‘excg]]ent secretariat‘séryices\provided by'.

Audrey THur1ow and Marilyn Hyatt made the entire research process easier

than it would have been)under normal conditions.
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Table 1 .

CISSAR Event Areas and Specific &£vents Coded®

tvent Area , .

Speci fic Events Coded

Activity - type of instruction being
provided/established by teacher

.

°

"TasR - curriculum task or verbal
instruction mode in which student
is expected to engage

Teaching Structure - physical arrange~ '
ment ot student in class °

Teacher Position ~ locaticn of teacher *

.

.
. ) S
&

Teacher Activity - response of teacher

tc target student :
Student R&Sponse - behaviar in which
student is engaged . .
[

| . ' '

- Reading M - Math S - Spelling H - Handwriting

T - Language ~Sc - Science Ss - Social Studies
Ac - Arts/Crafts Ft - Free Time Bm - Clads Business/

R
L

_Mamagement Tn - Transition Ct Can't Tell

Rr - Readers kb - Workbooks Ws - Worksheets
Pp - Paper and Pencil L1 - Listen to Teachet Lecture -
Om - Other Media Tsd - Teacher-Student Discussion

/e ~

——

Fp - Fetch/Put .Away Y . .
Eq - Entire gro'u'p Sg - Small group I - Individual

IF - In Fron:\rf Class AD - At Desk  AS - Among Students
0 - Out of Room § ~ Side B - Back )

"NR - Mo Response T - Teaching 0T - Other-Talk

A - Approval D Cisapproval

v © - k2
W - Writing G - Playing Academic Game RA - Reading Aloud

RS - Silent Reading . TA - Talking About Acadefics .

ANQ - Answers Acacemic. Guestion® ASK - Asks Academic. '

Quastion AT - Passive Response RH - Raising Hand

LM - Looking for HateriaR\fs_‘- Foves. to New Academic Station
oI - '

E - Play Appropriate {sruption” PI - Play Inappro-

.priate IT - Inapproprizte Task TNA - Talking About Non-

academics~ IL - Iheppropriate Locale LA - Look Around
SST - Self-Stimulation .

.

-

. 3Basec on sfénl'éy & Creenwood«%"sj*(1§A60~)1~C1-SSAR: Code for i'nstruct,ional structuge and student a'cademic e

response: Observer's marcal.: Withih the Student Response Event Area, tne AT event, which was designated

+as "Attending” by Stanley and Greenyood, was renamed as “Passive Response™ in the present investigation
to avoid inappropriate connotatiods of the responses included within that event. - f

<
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. Table 2

*

. Summary of Reliabilities Calculated During the Studya

¢

Reliability . ' Mean .. Range ]

Behavioral

ST ) Teacher Position 92.5, . 69-100

Teacher Behavior " 94.4 72-100.
. Student Response ‘ : 89.0 ~ 60-100
Sequential 93.6 85-99

aamn re]iabilities are expressed as percentages.

[
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4

Average Times and Ranges in Time Allocated to

Table 3

4

[

Activities?

Activity -

X Range c
Reading ) 65.1 12.3 - N2.7
Math 44.0 25.2 - 56.0 ' .
Spelling. 10.6 0.0 - 34.0
Hapdwriting ) ;L.l- 0.0 - 29.1 '
Language 22.6 0.0 ~ 42.7
Science 10.4 0.0 - 4.3 l
Social’ Studies 18.4 0.0 - 60.2 |
Arts/Crafts 13.0 0.0 - 43.8
‘Free Time 4.7 0.0 - 28.7
Business Management 8.6 0.0~ 8.5 ’
Trans.ition : 13.5 7.0 - 2378 A
Academic Activity Composite 180.3 131.3 - 229.3
Non-Academic Activify Composite = 40.0 ‘15.8 - 90.0

Means and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day,”
based on two days of observation of 30 students.

)

o,
h
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Table 4 .
' , Average Times and Ranges in Time Allocated to Tasks®
\
i Task ' X Range
Readers . RER o s3-T078
Workbooks , 22.8 0.0 -.69.0
. Worksheets M.8 0.7 - 93.5 L
Paper angr Pencil ‘ 14.2' 0.0 - 37.8
Lisken to lecture 8.7 . 0.7 - .21 of ,
: Other Media | IS - I B ~=
" Teacher-Student , 9.6 1.8 - 21.7
Discussion’
‘. Fetch and Put Away 17.9 8.8 - 36.8 ;
L .a _ . ' =
Means and\ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based
on two days of observation of 30 students.

N
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: . Table 5 '
it . .
Average Tirqe-'iand Ranges in Time Allocated to Teaching Structures®
- - - Y . ,'f"%%u”' - R [ J—
R
Structure R Range
Y ’
Entire Group 176.9 117.3 - 260.8
Small Group . 41.1 0.9 - 95.6
. Individual ’ 2.0 - 0.0 - 11.2
aMee_ms and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based
on two days of observatipn of 30 students.
\
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Table 6

Average Times and Ranges in Time in Teacher Positions®

Te?éher Position X " Range

In Front 60.7 2%.9- 1420
At Desk 41.3 4.0- 91.9
Among Stﬁqents 65.9 22.3 - }38.1
Beside,StJ;ent 2.3 0.0- 6.2
Back 5.3 0.1- 48.4
Out 7.5 0.1- 20.9

qMeans and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based
on two days of observation of 30 students.

[ . v
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‘ Table 7

. Average Times and‘Ranges in Time in Teacher Activitiqsa
Activity R ‘Range
No Response . 102.1 63.2 - 154.6
Teaching . - Nn.8 38.0 - 116.9
Other Talk 74 1.6 - 16.5
Approval ' 0.2 0.0 - 0.8
Disapproval . 1.3 0.0 - 4.1 y

4Means and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based
on two days of observation of 30 students.

+
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. .' . ) Table 8
! / - Average Times and Ranges in Student Respondinga -
Student Response ¢ X " Range
. Mrite R e L - A7 By
Play Academic Game _ 1.2 . 0.0 --12.2
Read Aloud 0.7 . 0.0 - 4. .
~ Read Silently v 9.7 0.3 - 26.6
D Talk Academics = 3.3 0.0 - 8.6
) Answer Academic Quesfion 0.8 0.1‘— 2:3
-« Ask Academic Question 0.5 0.0 - 2.3
) Passive Response 90.0 37.0 -125.6
‘: Raise Hand ) ) 4.3 - 0.7 -17.9 :
Look for Materials 5. 2.2 -10.0 '
Move to New Academic Spqtion 4 1.5 -_9.9 ?
Play Appropriate, : : 7.2 . 0.0 - 32.9 &
Disruption ‘ Co. 04 0.0 - 1.2 ’
Play Inappropriate " 42 0.1 -15.8 ;
' Inaﬁpropria e Task : 1.8 0.0 - 6.9
Talk Non-Academic 3.9 , 0.3.- 9.3
.Inappropriate Loca}\e" ' M:é‘;'m%’;;;,&ﬁgq* w 0 0- 8,2
s | Look Around ! 13.6 5‘.7;:";- E%gwwx“‘ SRS
Self Stimulation S 0.3 0.0 - 1.5 . ¥
. Academic Responding Composite  45.1 30.7 - 62.8
v - quk Management Composite ~ 1115 56.2,-154.7 °
-~ Inappropriate Responding e N . '
Composite ’ 26.1 . 6.4 - 45.6- .

' ?Means and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based
on two days of observation of 30 students.
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Table 9
Time Allocated to Activities %or Students at Three Levels of
ﬁjj}/ioral Competence? - L .
~ | -
LA‘crtiyity . "‘ . High%\ xMidd]e-% \; Low . -fl3e1b
Reading 6.1 30.0 6.9 28.9 665 29.9 - ks
Math 4;.7(’ 20.4 446 19.8  43.8° 19.7 '
3pelling _11:9 (5.6 8.7 3.9 11.2 5.0
Handwriting | 7.2 34 T 49 9.0 4.0  ns
Language 21.4 10.CY 22.4. 10,0 24.0 10.8 ns
Sciéqcex 14.6 . 26.8 10.2 4.5 6.5 2.9 ns
' Social Studies 18.3 8.6 198 8.8 17 7.7 ns
«  Arts/Crafts 8.?‘ 3.8 12.8 é.7. .1&10 8.1 ns,
Free Time 29, 1.4 28 1.2 84 3.8 ns
Business, Management 7.2 3.& 13.1 5:8 ‘5.6 2.5 ns ,
Transition 4.0 6.6 a6 6.5 12.0 -5.4  ns
Academic Activity . « . .
Composite’ 181.2 84.8 ‘181.6 80.8 178.0 80.1 ns
™ “fon-Academic Activitjw‘ o |
" Composte 3.4 15 433 193 443 (19%
’ Total ETETE EEETB' ﬂ :;;;;T{ L ns

a . ' . P ] S
Entries are mean numbers of minutes, and percéntages of total minutes

(in parentheses), for one day, based arf two days of observation of
10, students in each group. ’ '

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

two days.

"

»




Table 10 -
' )
Time Allocated to Tasks for Students at Three Levels of

Behavioral Competenceao

. Cat

: High - Midd | S1g - |
Task R 19 ¥ 'y id % R Low Yy Leve]b
: N 1
Readers 78.4 36.8 77.4 '34.5 - 63.5 28.6 ns ¢ |
Workbooks - 4.4 1.4 23.2 10.3 20.8 9.4 ns
" Worksheets . 38.0 17.8 39.4 17.6 48.1 2.7 ns
Paper & Pencil 10.2 4.8 13.5 6.0 19.1 8.6 ns

Listen t¢ Lecture " 9.6 4.5 10.2 lfs‘ 6.3 2.8 ns

Other Media 26.7 12.5 32.1 14.3  36.3 16.4 . ns A

Teacher-Student 876 4.0 9.7 4:3 10.4 4.7 ns.
Discussion :

Fetch & Put Avay 7.5 _ 8.2 19.0 8.5 17.2 7.8 ~ ns

Total ©213.4 - 2245 LT ns (1

dntries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes
(in parentheses), for one day, based on two days of observat1on of
10 students in each group.

v

bS}gn1f1cance Tevels are from one-way ANOVAs On the mean times over
two days. . } "

3
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E Table 11
Time Allocated to Teaching Structures for Students at Three Levels
- of Behavioral Competence®
/ : t
’ : i Aigh —_MiddTe Tow  Sig b
Structure ¢ - X % X % X % Level
. Entire Group 163.9 76.9 194.6 86.6 172.3 77.6 - ns
Small Group- ,(&/ 47.2  22.1 38.4 12.6 47.7 21.5  ns
\*. Individual 2.0 0. - 1.7 0.8 2.2 1.0 «ns
' Total * 213.1 224 .7 2222 ns
Entries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes
(in parentheses), for one day, based on two days of observation of 10
students in each group. * :
bSigm‘ficance levels are from one-way ANOVAs on the mean times over :
two days. . ;o
g g X :
2 v G g , % \\
’ .
N e g ‘( o . - _ - “‘;; » =
=/ .
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Table 12
Time in Various Teacher Positions for Students at Three Levels,,

of Behavioral Competencea

-

. High. MiddTe Low Sig .
Teacher Position ) S | X. % X %  Level™
In Front; 61.6° 36.8 ., 63.0 33.6  57.6 312 ons
At'Desk - w.2 227 )41.4 220 4220 2.9, ns .
Among Students + . 61.1 34.6  63.7 34.0  72.8° 39.4  .ns
Beside Student 20 1.2 2.0 13 27 1.5 ns
Back o 41 " 23°. 8.9 47 2.9 1.6 ns

5

Cout 7.7, 4.4 8.4 4.5 6.5 3.5 ns

Total , 176.8 187.4 184 7 ns

H

it parentheses), for one day; based on two days of observation of

é?gﬁries.ére mean numbers of minutes, gnd percentages of total.minutes ?
0 students in each group.

'bSignificance Tevels are from one-way ANOVAs on the mean times over
two days. ‘

o



f:/ ’ /’ . '
_Time in Various Teacher Activities for Students at Three Levels

3 4

e Table 13 ‘.

of Behavioral Competence®
‘ ~

o . ~ High Middle, ’ Low - ST
Teacher Activity X % bt 4 X 9 Level,

G m—— o

No Response 97.4 5.2 105.4 56.2 1035 56.1  ns
Teaching - 7006 40.0  72.6 3.7 - 72.3 39.2 ns

Other Talk 75 .42 80 43 65 35 ns
Approval * f 0.2 0. 02 01 03 ~02 ons
Disapproval 0.8° 0.4 1.0 0.5 20 1.1 -010
Total = » -7 176.5 187.3 ERTT I ns

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

a I

‘§bSignif1cance levels are from one-way ANOVAs on the mean times over
two days. '

-
)

A

d
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) ‘we  Table 14
Student Response Time for Students at Three Levels /
of Behavioral Competencea
!

” ~ " High Middle - ~ Low Sig
Student Response X % R % X % Level
"”' , *- I e T T e - = - ‘“'r - .- - . T T - v
Writing 28.2 16.0 29.6 15.8. 28.8 15.6 ns

Play Acad Game ' 2.5 1.4 ~ 0.2 0.1 1.0 0.5 ‘ns
Read Aloud. 0.3 0.2 1.0 05 0.7 0.4 ns
Read Silently 10.5 5.9 9.7 5.2 8.8 4.8 ns
Talk Academics 3.9 2.2 3.6 1.9 2.4 1.3 ns
Answer Acad Question 0.5 0.3 0.9 0.5 - 1.0 0.5 ns
Ask Acad Question 022 01 0.5 0.3 _ 0.8 0.4
No Active Respgnse” 90.2 51.1 94 .7 50.6 85.2 46.2 ns
_Raise Hand 3.9 %.2 5.3 2.8 3.6 2.0 ns
Look for Materials 5.4 3.0 5.9 3.2 5.9 3.2\ ns
Move to New Acad 4.0 2.3 3.5 1.9 5.3 2.9 . ns
Task '
" Play Appropriate 6.0 3.4 6.7 3.6 .~ .88 .4.8 ns
) Vd
Disruption 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3 °~ 0.2 .048
. ) ~ L e,
Play Inappropriate * 1.8 1.0 3.1 1.6 7.6 4.1 003
Inappropriate Task 1.5 0.8 1.5 0.8 2.3 1.2 ns
Talk Ngn Academics ~ 3.A 2.1 3.7 .2.0  4.2. 23 ns
Inappropriate Locale 1.6 = 0.9 2.7 1.4 2.8 1.5 ns
Look Around 121 6.8 14.3 7.6  14.4 7.8 _ ns
Sg?f’Stimu]atioﬁ. 0.2 '9.1 0:4 0.2 0.4 0.2 , ns
_Academic Responding ' .
- Composite ~86.1 26.1 45.4 , 24.2 43.6 23.6 ns.
Task Management ) )
Composite _ 109.5 62.0 ]]6.2 62.0 108.8 59.0 ns
- Inappropriate Re- - : -
" .sponding Compos1te 20. 9 11.8 * 25.7 137 31.9  17.3 .023
Total . : 176. 5 ']87 3 184.3 ns

Eﬁbr1es are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes

(in parentheses) for one day, based on two days of observation,of

10 students in each group.

bS1gmf1cance 1eve15 are from one- -way ANOVAs on the mean times over ‘

-twd days.

- hd
R

)

ob

-
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Table 15
PIAT Scores ‘ »
?
Top + Middle Bottom .
- L . Sig a
X SD X SD X SD Level® ~
Math | 1M4.1 135  112.5 7.0 - 103.7 * 8.3  ns T
Reading ' -
Recognition > 116.5  10.5 110.0 . 7.4 108.7 "10.1 ns
‘ o ; ‘
Reading ‘
+ Comprehension 115.1 8.9 110.0 8.9 _ 109.2 13.5 ns
Spelling 110.8 6.9 106.6  14.5 103.5 10.3 ns ‘
General ' . ‘
Information 107.3 8.8 108.0 . 9.1 104.2 12.6 ns
“Total 147 8.6 110.3 9.8  106.5. 9.5  ns - .

N=10 N=8 . N=6

4Based on analysis of variance with F(2,27) degrees of freedom.




* Tablle 16

%

Significant .€orrelations (p < .05)

Behavioral Group 8

51

" Observation RIAT

Variable with - Subtest r p

Answer Academic Question -Spelling . * -.50 .006
Play Appropriate, ' Geégra] Information .40 .025
6isr@1on ' General Information -4 022
Play Inappropriate . Spelling yo-.39 .031
Inappropriate Task ' Spelling .42 .022
Talk About‘NonJAcademics Spelling .42 .020
Inappropriate Loca]e Math -.37 .036
Inappropriate\}ocale Reading Comprehension -.48 .00§
Inappropriate'Locale Spelling -.58 .001
Inappropriate Locale Total ' -.47 .01

adN=24
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Table 17
‘ Correlations of Teachers' Ratings of Stuc{eﬁts‘ Academic
0(7\ -and Behavioral Competence |
Classroom ] Correlation Sig.. Level N
2 72 L
2 ‘ .81 - .001 28
3 .63 . ‘--.001‘ 25
4 v - .39 .038 ' 22
5 28 n.s. 29
6 . 73 001 29 -
‘7 59 .001 30
8 ’ .37 .044 23
9 .74 ) .001 22
10 88 002 24 .
-<




e Time in the School Day

o o \

Time Allocated to Instruction ) l
I
I
|

(minus lunch, recess)
.

' ’
s \l/ ’ oA

Time Spent in Instruction
(minus transitions)

Engaged Time
(time on task)

Academic
Responding Time . ’ {

4
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School Day ' ‘ "
= 390 min I e
»
- S B s .. U e o e e e e e
(Lunch, Recess, @ Handwriting (9.1 min)
"} Music, Assembly,
. etc.)
. Business Mgmt (8.6 min)
Free Time (4.7 min)
Academic i’
<
Reading
Academic:
;, : (65.1 min) .
Observed Day Activities -
= 220.3 min .= 180.3 min ,
g " Math
(44.0 min)
lLanguage
(22.6 min) .
Non-Academic
Soctal Studies
Non-Academic (18.4 min) ‘Transition (13.5 min)l
‘ . Spelling (10.6 min)
\Act‘ivit\es Science (10,9 min) Arts/Crafts (?3.0 min}
= 40,0 min [ [ !

4

Figure 2. Average Times Allocated to Various Activities During a .
Typical School Day for Third and Fourth-Grade Students.

61 . E ) ) .




School Day
= 390 min

55

(Lunch, Recess,
Music, Assembly,
etc.)

Observed Day
='219.9 min

-~

re " *
@ .Teacher-Student Discussion (9.6 min)

Listen to Lecture (8:7 min)

Readers
(73.1 min)

-

Horksheets ]
(41.8 min) -

Other Media
(31.7 min)

Workbooks
(22.8 min)
Fetch/Put Away
(17.9 min)

Paper & Pencil
[ ] (14.2 min)

Lo

|

Figure 3. Average Times Allocated to Various }asks Durfpg a .
Typical School Day for Third and Fourth Grade Students.

6<

-
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= 390 min

J

School Day "l
k J

1

J

I

{Lunch, Recess,

Music, Assembly, @® Individual (2.0 min)
etc.) \
»

Entire Group

Obggrved Day | (176.9 min)

= 220.3 min

Sma]] Group
(41.4 min)

. “Figure 4. Average Times Allocated to Various Teaching Structures During
4 .. aTypical School Day for Third and Fourth Grade Students.

Vs

, - Q . o ‘6‘3 ‘

‘ —




School Day-
= 390 min

(Lunch, Recess,
Music, Assembly,
ete.)

57
- A
—
Out (7.5 nrin)
Back (5.3 min)
Beside Student (2.3 an) “

Observed Day
= 183.0 min

(65.9 min)

Among Students |

In Front
(60.7 min)

At Desk
(41.3 min)

Figure 5.

Average Times Allocated to Various Teacher Positions
During a Typical School Day for Third and-Fourth Grade
Students. o

o —
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) School Day
, = 390 min ‘
— )
;—v ——————— o —a- — -- - - -~ -~
(Lunch, Recess, @ Other Talk (7.4 min)
Music, Assembly, - ) T
ete.) -0 T Disapproval (1.3 min)
* Approval (0.2 min)
‘ ) T ) N
]
. . "t No Response
(102.1 min) | S
Observed Day ‘ | ' L.
= 182.9 min
Teaching
“ //
_ (71.8 min) .
. . ‘/ ' . ,
’ ' !
* ' \ ®
, - -

Figure 6. Average Times Allocated to Various Teacher Activities
During a Typical School Day for Third and Fourth Grade
, ' Students. , )
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,

School Day
= 390 min

.

. ‘A (Lunch, Recess,
Music, Assembly,
etc.)

Play Appropriate (7.2 mins
Look for Materials (5.7 min) .
Move (4.3 min) R
Raise Hand (4.3 min)
) .
. @  Read sitently (9.7 min) -
Talk Academic (3.3 min)
Acadenic Game (1.2 min)
_ Ans Acad Q (0.8 min) - .
Read Aloud (0.7 min)
' . ’ Ask Acad Q (0.5 min)
@ Play Inappropriate (4.2 ﬁn‘n) )
: Talk Non-Aad (3.9 min)

.

PDbserved Day

4 - -
. * Inappropriate Locale (2.4 min)

. ' «

Inappropridte Task (1.8 min)

Task 1. Self Stimulation (0.3 min)

¥

Management Disruption (0.1 min)

Task Management .,

= 111.5 min

ey

= 182.7 min
R * . -
- ) Passive . -
, Response ‘ '
» Academic __ (90\‘0 min) Academic
= 45,0 min f‘/ll‘]"b,{”g . Inappropriate
. . (28.9 min)
Inappropriate : Look Around (13.6 min)
;- = 26.2 in . o - @
. . L.
Figure 7. Average T1mes Third and Fourth Grade Students Were Engaged
in Various Responses Durmg Typical School Day. .
- —— » -
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f . ' ya ' N N C ene . ; ; D A DN
E , . R . . . p ..
i ‘: N . 4 . N s . . ? .
* - ) . , . " . i - * ‘ . ™ ¢ i :
\ , - ‘ . B , ¢« * , . <9 ~ . B . - '
. ‘ . lostruczional Aczivaty . . )
-, ‘\\ ) (‘St.bgecc area of learn ing expcrience being provided to ta;get student by
L . oo teachér, aide, or peer tutor or By .arget student to tutee! ) ‘ e
. .- * . ¢ IR v
) . . % Note: Anytime the activity c‘hanges", move to A4 new coding block R . . N
.o . .’ . » e _ ~ . .
. v ¢ T ’ ; .
e —— - e ) 1 - - . ——— e e R - - s A e e ———— L [
. LI Vo s . ] N
‘ . # ) ,
- M - L3
T L, f ) ‘. ;' . g N i . A
. Activity/Code “! * Pefinfrion P ro Examples ‘ o Special Notes ° , .
. . . ) .,g.A Coa ,ﬂ . { . ‘ .
Lo - - ~ , P ‘
L ' Reading (R) L Reading ipscructions or. attivity; reading library book ™ Inéludex ¢ T
.o s : : or.gl and silent readmg from * talking about ch sound e how to use dictionary,
’ . L - \ books, discussion of words,+ sounds, sitting at reading table e'icycloped:.a,...(re'fer-
-, I vawels, ccp‘rson:mts, phcm).cs " draw picture about story - ence books) e
) Yoo RS - A e learning ABC'e (but, not
- i s when learning how to write)
‘-, ° : coe L : Lo . e draw, picture of what read;
’ g . - Tt act out story
‘ - A‘(.' ’- ) O N " 3‘*‘«, o w
P “r ] B o ' S oy o e '
¢ 7 / Math (M)§y . Math instryctigns or activity; : wogKing time worksheet ) :
R . 2 nyrbers,. georetry, tim me, weights, . mgasufing each other®s . .
% # zetrics, measurement, story’ .V hHelght . R . .
‘ RN o . problems v, 0, 7 Yriting math ptoblem on N
. 4 - X . . . . oy ‘board ‘. ¢ ¢ ' .
. e U .- . . o findg- exanples of "less
. .. (I . . \,\t‘;‘ . . "- &1\‘ o ): - '2 Chﬁ \' , . - . .
. LT o DR o s finé "runber ofr,gpa'ys in 4 . R
MR B, . . . e .. . 2 )ears S A v ' Ty
7 o ’ Y L ) ' K Pt
TG A el GRS SR Loeen oo ' ;] R d ‘
: ) Spetling (8y° 7 pelling instru;:tion or ac]tfvit\" o takiﬁ'"g spelling test - Include- ’ . v !
T ; 4 . R ) copying spelling wq)rk ~spelling . playing sp&llmg bee game e use of dictiodary’ to .f:igﬂ 5 %
% . LA . test ., lopking up ccr;‘ect spell— spelling of word {
c < . . ' "e " ) ’ . - ing of missed word’ : . - .
“ . - . ‘e, . R N , .
R w« e i e SN S S ‘ ' oL > 4
I Ha‘txduri:ing (H) 3" P:mdwriclng inscruccion or accivz!t)“ .»practxce Pcnnansh‘ip ) . ¢ B }
’ “ . % focus on ‘mechanies of v*i'r,ing et~ .. matchcs capital' and lower o |
DR L .- ﬁ rers or words (pri.n;, cursive, etc, ), ) case 1ettezs S Lt N |
o . . B . . hou to hold pentil, how to move arm, . . : : -t . |
. s . c0 . scﬁssion of. size oﬁ 1ecters, l.i‘nes oo ‘::(: . - ‘ oo “
. . . * " . K . V- [T o .
v . T T AR ‘ 64"
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- Instructional Activity - cont,
N v )
~~¢
’ “ Y 0 , 4
Activity . Definition - . Examples - Special Notes
4 b ' ‘\\
, Language (L) Language instruction or activity; writing book report on Include:
- ,focus on spgech, vocabulary, and story in reader » book reports (vriting or
. language meaning (words, physical points to "on top," . reading)
” relationships, etc,); creative "ynderx," etc. o looking up éefinition in
writing; listening exercises; learns how to say “thank dictiopary

Science (Sc)

other languages

’ ¢
Science instruction or activity;
science-related topics (chemistry,
electricity, space travel, elec-
tronics, nature, insects, weather,

zarmals, body, ekercise, personal

you'" in 5 languages

\ .

discuss weather

perform experimeqtation
on ‘electricity

school nurse talks about

- hyglene ’

e public speaking exercises

Include

e watching or doing experiment

e exercises in c1assroom
o sex education {(physical

aspects-not relationships)

- hzvlene) reads Weekly Reader arti- e speakers-on drugs/alcohol
s R cle about insects * e sciencé article.in keekly
' . ‘ . ' . ’ Reader .
. S ¢ ) - . " :
.. Socfal Studies Social studies’ instruction or talk about sex biases Include: |
s : (Ss) actlvity,\cultures ways ©f life, _sing Thanksgiving songs e sex education - relationships
jobs, roles maps; music topics label map of U.S, c., in general j
‘ (instruments, singing, scales, notes) listen to lecture’op Civi]l e unit on friendships . |
‘ War ‘ ) o special education topics - |
- . relations with hahdicapped
. ¥ ; ] . ® custons; holidays ‘
, o ) . . - ¢ history )
d t

. . . . . .

s " Ct f , - R = .

b4 ¢ o - |
.

- Arts/Crafts (Ac) Art-related instruction or activity; make poster of primary . Include: P? ;

s ' . ¢ coloring, drawing,"cutting, pasting colors o viewing att (own or others) AL
: R ‘ drav picture of self e decorating (bulletin board,
: (-l \ t U - _ watch 'slides of sculptures classroom) © .
e Y ; . . ‘ ' . o Witkin Ac time, putting away or
¢ A . y , . ’ ’ ‘ . getting new materials.is still

' Acy only change to Tn at begin- g
! ning or end of Ac time.

- . - ' - . .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic

\ Instructional Activity - cont.

Activity

Definitign - . Examples

P

Special Notes

Free Time (Ft)_

Class Business/
Management (Bm)

Transition‘(Tn)

Can't Tell {(CT)
’

.
.

Period during which student wmay
choose activity - can be academic;
study time

LY

anything wants to do
after+gtudent finishes

assignment, is in

library area reading

4
4 -

- F

&L .

picks up lunch tickets
class talks» about fight
on playground during

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

and tell ., N recess
& say "here' during agten-

- ¢ 7™ dance check ¥

Time between two other activities;
teacher signals end of one (put
away) ard time to prepare for new

line up to go to recess
put away readers and get

activity. Ends vhen teacher , out, math boaks
starts instruction in new activiey e .
' “ 1
L
Activities that do not seem to-film w e oo ctodmede o

in' other. categories. Sce coordina- . ,
tor to discuss - must change to = T

another code. .
N N 3

.

oy
o N

works math when told to do

class breaks into groups )

Include:
° qxtra—credit work

1f everyone has free time,

but target student is told .

what he/she must do, do not
code Ft. Code the subject
area which he is required to
do.

Include:

o Pledge of Allegiance,
morning songs

e sex, relationships, drugs,
etc. when related to
specific problem in schqol

e taking attendence

For arts/crafts, Tn 1s coded
only before and after entire
activity

N
-
» Make note of activity on
““separate sheet ;so will
remezber events to discuss
~with coordinator -
T
- . ERN w
s - . . :.i
& '

.




Acadenic Task

(aterials used by target student for ingtructional activity) .
-]
1
Note: Any time the task changes, move to a new coding block: =
* *Task/Code Definition Examples Special Notes ‘ )
- . ;
e LS X
Readers (Rr) Printed book, bound material library book Include: .
, ' math textbook e nmagazines, Weekly Reader
, comics book =~ e reference books (diction-
. / ary, encyclopedia)
workbooks (Wb) Paperback material in which student spelling workbook
. could write (even if student is languagé workbook
required by teacher to write on handwriting workbook -
separate paper or in notebool) ’
i
Worksheets (Ws} Separate prepared teacher sheets , student practices letters Include:
- (usuvally ditto or photocopy) on on blackboard - e 1 page torn from workbook
. which students write; blackboard dittoed crossword puzzle e writing Weekly Reader
writing by student . exercise :
. . e teacher made or printed tests
o .
Paper and Pencil Tasks where student writes on plece of notebook paper If students are taking notes
(Pp) paper using pencil, pen, crayon, for spelling test during tedcher lecture to .- +
etc.; includes writing in note- remember points, code L1
. 2 book
PR L. ra - — ,
Listen to Teacher Teacher talking or writing on vatches teacher demon- Code L1 even if student is : T

L

Lecture

(L1)

board, and student ‘expected to
look and listen :

-

strate exercises
li§tens to teacher talk
about telling time
takes notes as teacher
presents ideas for field
field trip , .

taking notes

.

i e




) Academic Task - cont. . ' .
.ot ‘ . ¢
Task/Code . Definition Examples Special Notes
Other Media (Om) Special materials; film, tape watches movie Include: )
. recorder, game, arts and crafts listeds fo tape recorder " @ calculator - N
. materials, clocks, telephone, works on calculator e animals
. play/drama acts out story part
, ~
Teacher-student Student talking with teacher; student answers teacher Include: -~
Discussion (Tsd) ask-answer question question e peer tutoring unless using -
students in class talk other materials
All other tasks take precedence with teacher about e student verbal presenta-
friends ’ tions (ipcluding reading .
. student tutors another book report)
. . on ABC's

- All other tasks take pre-
. student reads book cedence over Tsd.

) . R report to class Take cue from teacher for
change from L1 to Tsd.

/ 2
Fetch/Put away Students changing materials- line up for lunch When student has absolutely no
(Fp) putting away and getting, picks up materials to < paterials, and is not supposed
7 - . . cleaning up throw away before com- to have any materials (such as
) ¢ a} ' pleting art project when has free time), code Fp.
: S . . : student hands out )
- ! . oo T e + worksheets ¢ - C ;
. : : ) \ N ’ ¢ ( {
: ) (1Y \r ‘»h > 5
~ -4 v
[ . . o |

Q ' . . \
[]{J!: . . . , o ) . . .
T - R B ‘ C ) : Lo
‘ : ; .
oL co C 3 ' :
. , Lt . ;
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a
.~
3

Structure

(How student is grouped for instructional activity) ’ .

‘ 0 + ¥
1 . Note: Any time the structure changes, move to a new ceding block ° , .
1 1) ‘
: N
. ) . vy
St;ucture/Code - Definition Examples . ) Speclal Notes i -
. : B , ~ -
Entire Group {Eg) Student receiving instruction class lecture For Eg, teaching (or fr .
with all other students in . class freetime time is for evervone)
classroon . . . .
- - Number is not the critérion ]
° ) . = 1f class has 5 students
Lo . ° and instruction is directed '
. "to all of them, code Eg - :
. - . i . , N
| + Small Group (Sg) Student 1is in part of class . reading group . , Include; . . ' . .
' that has been separated fraom , discussion group e two students working . .
- rest students in pairs | together away from rest .
; - ' ) - o of -class _— : L
. _ . ; .
. .\ \ ‘-
Indivicdual (I) “  Student 1is alone (in corral, student working on science Does not occur during free . ':,
. at table) or working one-to- ) experiment alone while time except when free .
g . - one: with teacher or aide other read fromtext time was created especially i
* - ; aide tutors student for student ° < e~

e
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Ce * v 7
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| ‘ . ‘ . ) ! ) . n‘ < - ' B
. . “~ N e - N .
. - . N ’
] . - - -
. - . A
. ’ - o N . \ ~
. PR 3 "~ ‘ ) E] - . : - ’ 4
. . . a . 4
{ ) ’ : Teacher Position " . -
-, o () N . ~ \
(Place "of teacher in relation Eo‘nll.stndcnlts) ’
L] . . . , R R .
. , Teacher Position/ . Definitlon-= L Examples ¢ -Special Notes '
. Code . N ' ’ . * - £ Y
! . In Front/IF - 4n front of majority of - standing at blackboard B .
' S Students - at front bulletin board . .
. A @ ' : .
o . - L ] .
- At Desk/AD = | _ standing or seated at teacher's - looking in desk for note- . * .
© Lt desk - book . .
. ’ - - at desk collecting lunch, :
! . money
. ~N ) - . .
. Anong Students/AS . standing or seated among - walking around class :
. students ) checking student work '
. - seated with rcading group -
-~ 4
Side/S . standing to the 5ide of —~ student leaning over - working individually
students and not AS child's desk, with a - student
, -~ talking te student at " ‘ )
' his desk. .
Back/B . standing or sitting in back - working 1t isolated desk )
o ) of classroom away f{rom in back of room
majority of students -pugting up art pictures on g - ! ‘
back bulletin board ’ S
’ ] , . \ \ . N
Out of Room/O ,out of the room - in hall talking to .parent . =
. : - in teacher's ldunge 5

. s .
PP e rovidedi e | . ’
%ﬁh e

;T gn.\ T ;‘mc...’,.hw , e

bac S ™

81+

‘ -, ﬂ!‘
o A ahre st B ., B
Ty ;‘ﬁﬁ,tz\. o wi"'@""“ PP, A
2 Y ¥

o i 3
¢ e oot




e v v

e . s v ’ ) PN
' W T : ’ : ! S SR
', . o, - , ' .o . - . N :
. . e : se 7, - M , ‘ - . - - ' - ) . v N . . .
P « v - . . = . . - .
e ' \ Al R t?;; -, ~ ’ . Lo , o A
c Yy s oo N s ‘ .
. Vo ‘. e ) . .
," Iy g N ‘ . . . . . .
sy n-a—:-a-)‘ [ N TM& h e gy -, ;..__-?. e et ke o r Y - P P T c ».,,j N . .
- ¢ ey, ‘ - . .L - L . v/ ) N . | . . i "‘:* R 5 ..
. y e, T . ] - . , . e % .
v K . e ' 2 - ) t ; > ’ )
3 o L. ! - « * . ﬂ ‘ fot . ¢ . !
C Yawl . L : L ! . . . -~ . Teacher Activity . .
'; .2 ! . N L - ' N . - ' N
"/ . - . Y ~ - = .
Lo Loy . - . (Codéd.in relation to target student or group in which he is a member) ’ .
. B . s 0 * .
"o . . - ' Do TA L . N . .
I - "n ’ [} . ’
“ o ‘e N > by . . T 0 .
o-- . - - ‘
Taloe ) Teacher Behavior/ . . - Definition . Examples . . Special Notes
e o, Code . o ) - . .
« 2 N - N . P . A
. L. . R N . PR ' j . v '
‘s <. . , .
e ; * ‘No Respense/WR .., makes no observ/a,gle response .- ~ at desk grading papers - working individually \
0 . ' ! * . ~ out of room . with another student
. . . ‘ <, - . X . ——
5 . ' o * “‘ M ¢ ) :
o > . . &
o - . ) }eaching/'r © ., . instruction or giving a - explaining at blackboard - key 48 active involve-
. " ; lesson to students ¢ * "< asking question = ‘ment by teacher ¢
- - P ) . ' - talking about academics ,
° o . i ' : child.must have oppoxtunity . u ' .
N . - o R e.g. giv{ng directions
wa A -~ SR to learn 5 : ' .t
. ¥ Te . M
e i C
. . [ ° -
’ L Other “TalR/0T . - talking about .class:business, - talking about retess . .
VoL . . . rules, schedules, future, ~ talking about mdther's . - . s
. ' N S activiries ’ ., hospital stay ° : ! ’
Ve o . . . - all teacher talk that is.néot . = collecting lunch money ,‘t ‘
- v . ., . N ‘. . s
‘ - . e . approval, disapproval, or . ) - . * . . .
oL . oo ° ., teaching » . SN , . ,
s . e e
' s . , - - o~ - . <, . } NI L ) . “n
. . ' . N P * S R % . .
v » . ¢ ' .
. - . . Approval/A * ' expresses praise for student: ~ teacher Wrops student ~ includes verbal com=\
o . ) . work or condyct . . - .teacher smiles - A~ _ments, gestures,
. - ' ) e . > o “Your map .looks-great" physical behaviors,
- . . . N . . -~ - ¥
. 2 R . . 4 . b
. PR Disapproval/D , expresses-dislike or disgust " - frowns at student ' . ~--includes verbal com-
o Sy ,with student work, .appear~ .+ -~ that is thg wrong-answer . ments, gestures’,, .
i‘ { e T S ance or conduct . ) - "You're not, trying" ‘ and physical behaviors
' . . . - "‘n -‘t' “' LR o, N N . N ' - o
* . Y . * by - M * ' ) v h
. . . , . ‘ ’ .
. 4 . . . ” . , - ~
. - s y i .t\ \. ~. N : ) . - . . . .
‘ N ' . (.‘ \') ' . ‘ . ‘
S N < o .k - . . N .
. T . <, o . . ’ <. X ‘ ) C
o te ' v, ©oF o \ T . L R
. . . . . L 4 . N
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Student ”esnonAO .

»

‘ '\ - . s v ’ ’ ‘z : .
. -: - (Academic response, task management, oY inappropriate beh€V}or of target student) l \
Ta 2 * .
v *
. . — — : + - - - .
. : . i . . ‘ )
5 Student Response/ D& inition . Ixamples ‘ Special Notes v
Code . N - . -, ) ’ ’
N P . . . o/
Academic Responses student responses made to ~ . . <
. ' - - * academic task ", )
e - - erasing ‘ .
. Vriting/W . . :
8/ : students observed marking . - marks answers on ditto - does not include drawing-
R acacdemic materials with pen, - sheet with crayon pictures, scribbling
' S " pencil, cxéyon - completes math problems =~ used for tests . :
‘ . : , - from workbook v ‘I

]

. * \
.

- includes™calculator .

. ’Academic Qame[G engaged with an academic - ~ihcludes flashcards, word

. pedia task played individu-*

- ally or with peer

. . g
. [ . v
‘ g A 4
+ . '
. ‘ * ~
. . "
<
. Read £loud/RA when student lookiag at
' reading material and
! — saying aloué what is
written in print |
3 i}
’ v
. )
s v
- l ’ '
~ «

s . v .

. games, coloring, abacus

sfudent responses are
verbal, manipulatory or
sothal in nature

4 students are playing a
spelling-game

student reads a paragraph
to rest of redding

‘group

-reads a sentence aloud to

"dound out" unfamiiiar
words ¢

- flashcards when with a
classmate or as”a
practice tool . -

7
- used wvhen teacher checks
student's knowledge of
flashcard
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- . Student Response coatinued . ' . oy

1 Student Response/ Definition

j Code

IIxamples

¢

WP

Special Notes

< .

N B
«

| .

| " Reading Silent/RS looking at reading material

j ‘for at least 2 seconds, and/or

}- . v, eye movements indicate scanning

| . materials on desk (3' radius).
"or held in student's hands.
Readers must be open to a page.

a <. e . “

. - =
A ' Talk About Acadenics/ talk back and forth about - student tells classmate ° child may be talking to '
- TA . acacdenmic materials or answer to math question himself or a peer . )
assignment - student talks during show coded only when target
' ) ey and tell .. student talxipg,.not -
i = - student recites a poem when listening ’
’ he's memorized - when recitirg a poem or
’ story from memory
' student doing all work
¢ in limelight

-

Answer Acadenmic student either verbally

Question/ANQ or gesturally responds know" to teacher's : or incorrect
o ' , ,to teacher's academic question . answer shpuld be almost
_ question ~ student spells a word for irmediate
| teacher ?

) . ’
' {I Ask Academic Question/  verbally ask the teacher a "[s 3+ 4 = to 17" oust be an academic &ﬁ .
. °© Ask ~ question related to * X question When is {
. } acadenics it timf fhr lunch?

¢ - : . is not K
L o ~ - it sy ¥ -
| S &3 |6 I - . . -,

FUUTRR S . ’ ¢

FRIC < * : '

s ,

i

- student is reading direc-
tions in language workbook

- student is scanning work-
bock for familiar words

- student reads.to self a
set of numbers from math
book

- student says "I don't

reading words or
nurbers

not rapid flipping

only code when reading
materials include
several pages (not
worksheet) '

-

N . rd .
answer may be‘correct

: T
- —. - \ . - R « -t
o
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Student Response continued - ’

/\ A )
a

]

Student Response/ Definition - Examples Special Notes

,Code //(/’ﬂ
) &~,/’\

Task Management

t

>

Passive Response

»  Raising Hand/RH

»

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

student ;s‘looking at teacher’

for instructions; at black-
board for &irection; or at
another student asking or
answering a question --
Key: looking at teacher
or peer

student's hand raised; may
be accompanied by looking
for teacher and if student

raises hand in a request
to answer teacher quest{oﬁ'/ .
* v
. - L4

~

student looks at teacher
vhile she lectures.

student pages through
math book to final
assignment .

teacher asks student to
pass out ditto sheets
o class )

teacher asks question and
student raises hand to
respond

studeant needs help with
math so raises hand
to alert teacher :

ot

")

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

—(rapid flippigg of pages’

- two students are playing
a game; target student
observing

-‘reading (ect.)  takes
precedence '

~ RH plus yelling equals
pI (disruption)

84



g

< f

) o e e "
M . . ' : :
e ame— PO e o v — i e - e e . —_ , - ‘,.“r‘s %
: e i 120 vs T PO
. N ol i : . . e B R
» . , Student Response continued —
h > .
' . . - Kl .
- < . , =
M - L4 L4 a ’ - N
« s F Ld 1
Stydent Response/, Definition ) Examples Special Notes ' .
Code . - » . N N -

student observed looking for
or putting away nateridls;
{includes use of materials
. away from desk.(e.g. an-
. swer sheets, gpeference books).

S

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

- L . P

- - - Moves to New Academic*
Station/M

engaged in play behaviors
approved by teacher

may involve toys from home;
may be sgrictly social ,

. Play Appropriate/PA

.

Inaporoprtate behavior

.

‘
. behaviors which are aggressive

Disruption/DI
. or prodfcg loud noises: in-
) cludes loud talk’
JJ : J
Ty
= S
O
ERIC .
P o v ' . .

\ , ) .

J :

4!

.
~

studenc“gghs to teacher's
desk for correction-
sheet

student returns dlctionary
to. ‘shelf

student lpoks for paper
and pencil .

»

student moves to learning
center during free time

students 1ining up for
'IQCGSS

-

students
chairs
studehts
during

play musical
during partyr
play Monnpoly
free time ~

»

trips another student
‘shakes fist at other
studen:

yells

L]
\ poke another student

e

.

e o Sawa

~-may inclu&e use of

., sharperting pencil

.

reference materials
avay fronm desk; leok
up word in dictionary

stapling

~ includes lining up and
noving when in com
, ptiance uith<ttacher .
request

~ code G if play becomes
an academic game ,
- coze when student put
ead on desk wh T :
- told to or when has
fr€€ time
dAnwxng. coloring 3
~drinking water, wiaghing
hands

-~ DI takes precedence over
{inappropriate locale
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"y Student Respoase continucd
cuderit Resppnse/ pefinition . trarples . Spregnl ntes ¢

' Code

2

Play Irappropriate/
Pl .

Inappropriate Task/
IT

* .

o
Talk Non-Academic/
. ™A

Inappropriate Locale/
IL

Look Around/LA

.

»

Self Stimulation/
SST

. play not approved by teacher -

: . -

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

.

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

-

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

[ -

student looking away from -
academic task -

. p

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

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

alrplanes .

s

o

student colows to avoid
math assignment

reads story during
Social Studies

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

student goes to bathroom
wiphoutr permideicon

student becomes angry
and leaves school

student gtands on desk

child looRs out window
looks at floor then ceiling

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

-+

includes scribbling\or
drawing at vroap times
- code*when student puts
head on desk when ds
not supposed to

avoidance of assiguned
task is key

AN

can be directed to teach-
er or student
includes passing notes

e

- code AT if student
looking at classmate
and answering question

- single major feature of
child's behavior

- academic responses take -
precedence over S5T

95 ~

cL-v




-
« AR
. . ‘
)
¢ '
- * v A . v LIS
.
! . . ]
- .
-
- . N ¥ - . ’
» - .
5 B - . -
~ ~
s
M « \
— . Lo N . ,
. ¢ . ‘ X
o .
- N ‘ . ’ "\
f v
- '
N N ’ .
' B N
\
. : \
/ '
- .
. « - o
¢

. v, e’

BT VRV SURN SO

" : - o ‘ ° 934 | “

| t. < .

. 4 ’ y /

. . —_—— - < . ‘ "' ) “
, ' ’ o ' { : - - ) '
. . - , .
LT L APPENDIX B | , N
. &.F ' . - ‘. Y » . R ,
. Optical Scanner Coding Sheet- . : ‘ ,




! * \ £ - ? . , .
. ’ , - /
NG N © " - . « - . Va ot
v Lo P - N + . . . .
. P PR . o . B R
i " . ey -3(,{ v * . - 4 St i}
; . 4 - ' . . Toar e et e -
T ' S e ol SN ;
r B e woadye
' Lo I 1Y - PAG&E‘ . START 1 ST0P° 1 START 2 STOP 2 START‘S‘ STOP oBs ;
. [, - SR S S . v
- x [ Y [ ¢ 0 U 0 o0 00 6L ¢ 0 oo © 0 v 0 6 o o o 0 0 ~ 0 ¢ o
2 : o U N . . W~ -+
{ pw P T T T [ ' '."" B AN ' [ Lot v
{A - 14 AN Fr s M I ) ? '2 2 N 2 2 2 2.2 2 2 2“ Z ‘i‘ ?2 2 2 2
SRR Jx.*"’ IR [T 3oy 3 30y 3o v 3 33 ¥ 3 3 33
! waa 1+ b, 22 a A a o4 4 a2 44 . 4 4 4 & v Sfotnl‘
1 e - R I3 S, « s 8 3 sy o p > 5 8 5 5 5 - A Y
HE RO T 6 ¢ T ‘ ¢ . s e o ‘ CICI ’6 ¢ 6 & &)
1 o ’ [ PR | s y . y b) » ; RZEG A Z 77 17,
Do v Y . ' v 0 g, &, ;; : % (3 s . 8 8,088 8)
| ma 9. a 3 9 y - by . L} LI B ) s, ERNRNLY KAICHE I
Nl .g\.f"“ Y. :, L EFE 'w,mvmm AR IR, T TR
) | - \
' "’;; Institute for Research
- i T N
o) ey on Learning Disabilities . Ex8 CISSAR Codirng Sheet
[T RN . R . ’ ! < -
S Universily of Minnesota . .
-
; R
A R
. ‘( TSRO ¢ S 0. ST < 1 £ PPV S R G TTER YT SRR TN :
. s .
$ W s H 4 S Ss A FtEmr fio R VeoWsPp U 0m  Tsdfp £ Sy | : ® | SstopCode
i - , N ) .- . 1 Yo , A°‘B C P €
- ®® o, ;oA S DD RR Y OT A O W G RARSTA AR ASK AT RHIM M PA O piIT  TRA HLLASST R TG M0
baud ’:‘ ,.‘ 3 .\ - : . ‘w o ‘A o s I&JK}‘\.‘ \lr,' \;‘:\‘Q‘g KL MNO
X L, " RDASS 8 O KR T CT A D W GBARSTA ANG ASK “ATRHAM M PA  .Dieiam  TNA  NLEASST| T ©
M - N T J L P ;\
. - mey spas 8 0 NR Y OT A D W G RARSTA  aNg  ASK JATRHLM M PA . DI P IT THA Il LASSY START 1
| - . : D ' ' IV
' | wmranrss £ 07 _BKRTOTR D "W GRARSTA  AND ASK  ATRHLM MPA N OIPHIT  TNA ILUASST | e o—-
- : Yo . - ’ , 4 ., ' « (N~ B . . .v
- - gp AN RS S b0 KA T UT A D "W G RPRSTA  AND  ASK AL RH LM M PA DI PLIT  THA 1L LASST sTOP 1
R .. oL W IR I OOL, O ol o
o, —-ww oA AL S BOO NR T OT A g W G RARS TA /@ ASK AT RILAY M PA oA TNA L JASST | - e - -
- ‘, b ot o ) :
- - - ]
/{ e R oM S 4l Sc §s Ac Ft Be Tn Ct Ri WYWs Bp Ll Om Jsd Fp £g S¢ 1 )- k Stop Code
: ..-_ b N T . e R R . o'c b€
. - = AQAS S R O NR T OTTA D W GrRA RS TA _ ANG ax A RIETM IS PA oLeriT  TNA WL LASST| £ & "
: - . NS N "‘_)\v‘ ' s "-‘% \':« RV \J\’\) (W (\),\)i) K L M NO
R "i :/.xn':.s $ B O R T 01 A D W G BARSTA - ANG: ASK AT RHIM M PA DieL T THA I LASST| ¥ @ .
L , SR L e SO0 04 .
' : w.fADAS S B O HR, T OT A D W G RARSTA  ANG ASK ATRHLIMFA DI PIYIT  TNA Il LASSY START 2
) L S N e b 4 ‘\._a \,‘/.a\ v st P @ ~ N DC)‘\) (\) O’\/‘/\) R
- . ] wmygapass e e NR T OT A D W G RBARSTA_ ARO  AXK AT LM & PA DEPLAT THA WOLASST | et
e [ - " ~o " . " . R LN Yo
- ¢ . . N ~ ‘ FANEN N AN
) | wma iy A0AS S B G R T BTA D W_G RARSTA  ANQ ASK A1 RWIM B FA DI PPIT  TNA 1L LASST STOP 2
[ L. S DOl L SN OO0 Ol
. ! e grapas S 8 U NA T OT A D WG RABS TA~. ANO ASK AT ALK M PA DL PE T THA L LASST | i el
. . | - : R G S . . 00O IST
' e ‘7 ;‘A a .
L Sc 53 Ac Ft Bo TGt , e WoWs Pp Ut O Tsd Fp JdySg 1o/ P Stop,Codo
S ) e AT C O E
v . . g v . A
. 8 0 NR 10T A D W G RARSTA  AHOM ASK ® A1 HM LEY M PA SO P TNAL L LA ssy| v e
. - R PRI N N T . o QO VU rewnNo
. BO -+ MRTOIAD WG RARSTA  AND ASK AT MIELIA PA P TRA ILLASST] T @ .
v . ' ! ' " A . s . . N ) .
. AR S B O KE T QT A Da WG RABSTA “ANG ASK ATRACI 14 PA YR IT TNA I LASST{ START3
[ - R S S N . oo, W QLo :
«™8 FADAYS B O . MLOTAD W G RABS TA = ANO ‘ASK AT RHLM M rA O P IT TNA L LASST | e e
‘- N : . ¢ " f I JY N )
, % I h . ® S
fEmm . snas’s 6.0 NRT OV AD WG RARSTA AND ASK AL NS D PL T TNA 1L LASST STOP 3
- . ‘ B NN 7'":\ . N G R QIO
. ¢ .
""'n ROAS S B 0'1 HR T OT A D W G BARSTA ANO ASK, AIHNLMMiA DI IE THR L BASST |2 e o e
;u- < . J NV T ’\,C)k;k)\‘)\\‘\ s . )’\)\, , . s Q ()&)L)
‘ ' ~ ' o * LT e
- : - e N v
’ . - 4 . '
.. Y ¢ ,
. \‘1 " ’ ' > ’ L
ERIC - SR . Jo’- ‘
: . . » -
. , * ~ - ' 4




/]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

APPENDIX- C

Additional Research Questions
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. ///, C-1

To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent in various student responses as a function of class
act1v1ty7

’

o Differences between groups were not significant.

time spent in various student responses as # function of different

To what extent are there significant "differepces between groups in
tasks employed? iﬁ

—s Differences-between—groups—were—not-signi-ficant—

+

Tg what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent in various student responsés as a function of class
structure?

o Differences between groups were not significant.

To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time <pent in various student responses as a function of teacher
position? .

¢ Differences between groups were nat significant. t

To. what extent are there significant d1fferences between groups in

time spent in various student responses as 2 function of teacher

activity? ,

o When the teacher was involved in teaching activities,
students in the lower behavioral group spent more time
(an averade of about 38 seconds per day) asking academic
questions than students in the upper group (whose average
was about 11 seconds per day).

' ¢ When the teacher was invplved in other talk,: students in
the lower behavioral group'spent more time asking aca-
demic questions and in inappropriate p] an students
in the other two groups; however, all times Jere low
(the highest was eight seconds per day).

o When the teacher was involved-in disapproval, students in
the lower group spent more time moving to a new academic
station than students in the middle and upper behavioral

- groups (all wqre less than 10 seconds per day).

¢ When the teacher was making no response, students in the
lower group spent more time in inappropriate play (an
average of abolit four and one-half minutes per day) than
students . in either the middle (about one and one-half
minutes per day) or upper (about one minute per day)
behavioral groups

a8 L ' . f
4 »
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time spent in.various class-structures as a function of class
activity? . .

o Differences between groups were not significant.
Tg what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent with the teacher in various teacher positions as a

function of/class activity?

AN o Differences between groups were not significant.

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

¢ Juring both reading and language, teachers gave more
disapproval students in the lower behavioral group
than to students in eithér the middle or upper behav-
ioral groups (highest average time was 30 seconds per
day in disapproval during reading).

c-2
" To what extent are thqre significant differences between groups in

o During business managément, teachers gave more
approval to students in the middle behavioral groups ' |
than to students in the lower behavioral groups
(highest average time in approval, was about two and
one-half seconds per day).

To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent in different tasks as a function of class activity? -

o ‘Differences between groups were not significant. ’ )

To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent in varipus class structures as a function of the differ-
ent tasks empioyed? .

o Differences between groups wcre not significant.

To what extent are there significént differences between broups in
time spent with the teacher in various teacher positions as a
function of the different tasks employed?

s Differences between groups were not significant.

To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent with the teacher involved *in various teacher activities
as a function of the different tasks employed? ‘

o When the task involved worksheets, teachers-spent
more time giving approval to students in the Tower
behavioral group than to-students in the middle
group (five seconds per day versus one-half second - -
per day, on the average).

' t

o




o

.

e When thé task involved teacher- student discussion,
teachers spent more time giving disapprovab to
S ? students in the middle and T6W§T“UTUG§£ than to
students in the upper group (all ‘average times
were less than four seconds per day).

To what extent are there signifitant differences between groups
in time spent with the teacher in various teacher positions as a

function.of the class structure?

(] D1fferences between groups were not significant.

To what extent are there 51gn1f1cant differences between groups
in time spent with the teacher involved in various teacher activities

as a function of.the class structure? N

e Yhen in an entire group structure, teachers spent
more time giving disapproval to students in the
Tower behavioral group than to students. in the
upper group; they also spent more time making no

- responses to students in the middke behavioral
group than to students in the upper behavioral
group. The average amount of time in disapproval
to the lowér group during entire group instruction
on one day was., about one and one-half minutes; the |
average amount of time in no response to the middle '
group dutring entire group instruction on one day
was about 88 1/2 minutes (compared to about 60
minutes for upper group students).

more time giving disapprovadl jto students in the
Tower behavioral group (about 18. seconds per day)
than to students in either the middle or upper
groups {(about three seconds and six seconds, re-.
spect1ve1y) . .

*

e, When in a s&a11 group struct:&e, teachers spent

To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time.spent with the teacher involved in various teacher activities
as a function of teacher position?

. When 1n front ,Lf the class, teachers spent more
time g1v1ng d1sapprova1 to students in.the. lower
behavioral group than to students in the upper
behavioral group (average times were all less than
eight seconds per day). )

e When the teacher was among students., more time was
spent qiving disapproval to students <in the lower
behavioral group than to students in the other two
groups (all average times were less than eight sec-

‘onds per day).




c-4 ) T e

To what extent are there significant di fferences between groups in
time spent with the teacher involved in various teacher activities
as- a function of the class activity while the student is making no
active response?

e During both reading and language, the teacher spent _
more time giving disdﬁﬁrova] to students in the Tower -
behavioral- group (15 and six seconds per day) than
to students in either the middle, (five and one sec-
onds per day) ‘or upper (two and zero secon®’ per” day) ]

B SN PP 1 P
vetmaviorat groupss -

¢ During business management, when the sfudent was making

no active response, the teacher spent more time giving

approval to students in the middle behavioral group

(12 seconds per day) than to students in the lower

group (zero seconds per day).
To what extent are there significant diffgrences between groups in
time spent in various student responses as a function of the
different tasks employed during reading?

o Differences between groups were not significant.

To what extent are there significant di‘fferences between groups in
time spent in various student responses’ as a function of the class
Structure during reading? .

o Differences between groups were ot signifiéant. ) !

.

To what extent are theré significant differences between groups im =~ - =

~time spent in various-student- responses<as a function of teacher T
activity during reading? ) .

e Differences between groups were not significant.
To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent with the teacher involved in various teacher activities
as a function of the task employed during reading?

. Differeqcés between groups were not significant.

¢
]

/
To what extent are there significant di fferences between groups in
time spent in different 'tasks as a function of class structure during
reading? x ] :

. \ . -
e Differences between groups were not significant.
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To what extent are there significant differences between groups in -

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

a

o During academic activities, students in the Tower
behavioral group spent more time in inappropriate
student behaviors than students in the upper behav-
ioral group (26 minutes per day vs. 18 minutes per

[£4

3 day, respectively). , ¥ )
_ _ r
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