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A  FOREWORD.

How srudents spend the1r time in school has become a criti-
cal 'issue in education. Research with elementary students .and
academic high- school students indicates that time on. task is-a

- key variable in learn1ng.A Furthermore, time use is one of the-
few . variables that cdan be manipulated by teachers. Prior to the
timé-on-task research céonducted at the National’ Center, only
limited information abeut vocational students' and teachers' use -
-0of time was available. This is the second study. of time on task
in vocational classes., . The first provided a database of time use
in- secondary vocational programs. The current study eéxpands that -
database by adding postse ndary programs ard by focusing on the
teacher - hehav1ors and classroom variables that may affect student
time- on task. :

, "This report is designed primarily for researchers, evalua- .
tors, ‘and teacher ‘educators to show how students and teachers,

N spend. their time in vocational-technical classes. The report
examines the relationships -among student use of time, classroom
variables, and teacher- instructional/managerial behav1orsv It _
should 'be used to spur continued research. in time-on=-ta . iBsues .

- in vocational classes, to formulate evaluat10n criterid, and to
g1ve information to educators of - future vocat1onal teachers.

_ The study .was conducted in n1ne secondary vocational classes
;renresentlng agrlculture, business and office, and trade and :
industrial service areas, and sixteen postsecondary vocational-

.. téchnical: classes representing agriculture, business and office,
trade and industrial, and technical service areas. Two project
. statf membérs observed each class with one observer coding obser-
vations every minute and the other wr1t1hg a narrat1ve account of

classroom act1v1t1es and teacher behav1ops. T

Although the teaahers and other ‘school personnel” whao parti-
-cipated in this study must remain anonymous., we want to thank
them - for lett1ng us collect the data in fhelr classrooms. Spe-
cial- apprec1at10n is extended to Dr. Lorin Apnderson, University
‘of South. Carolina, and Judy Pfannenstiel, Research Management
”Corporation, for meeting with us and shaning”their experbise.

a

“This prOJect was conducted in the Evaluatlon and Pollcy
“Division of the National Center under the. direction of N. L.
McCaslin, Associate-Director.. We wish to thank TIda Halasz,

. _Project Director; Karen Behm, Graduate Research. Associate; and
Marta Fisch, Programmer, for preparing this report.— Also thanks
‘to. Floyd. McKinney, Stéphen Franchak-, and Pat Fornash for all the
hours they. spent collecting the data. We appreciate the statis-—
tical analysis help -provided by Paul Campkell, John Gardner, and
v Prem Goel,~and the many hours of typing done b] Marjorle Arnold
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- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY- . - - .
A ;. P § I

: Time on task is one of the most cr1t1ca1 varlables associ~
- ated with student productiwity and learning in school. " ‘Numerous
- studies have supported the:iommonsonse notion that time on” task,’
or the time when students e engaged actively ‘in 1earn1ng ‘activ-
ities, relates’ posrtlvely to -academic . achlevement.\ More ‘impor- : T
e tant; t1me use is one of the. few varlables related to ach1evementf .
~ that can be’ manipulated to some extent by teachetrs. » Most pre-—-
: _v1ous time-on-tdsk studies were conducted in academic classes,j
- producing results spec1f1ca11y relating to elementary and- high
- ”school English, math, or science classes.*®' While these results,
prov1ded valuable 1ns1ghts, they were not specific-enqugh for the
unique- 1earn1ng act1v1t1es in vocatlonal techn1ca1 educatlon _
oo - classes.- : v S __»,-, _ \. L

Y . '\ . . g -
i

W\

: éonsequently, the National Center has conducted twq conse—
cutive studies to determine ho# time is .used by vccatiopal- .
o techn1ca1 students and what their- teachers do to maxlmlae time: -
' spenb on curriculum-related tasks. The first study that -resulted

.in a report entitled.Time on Task in Selected Vocational Educa—
tion Classes (Halasz and Behm.1983) determined how time was- spent

“in- secondary classes,.’  The current study has extended the scope
“of. thaf ecfort by 1nclud1ng the follow1ng purpose- } . e

[ x,

_}To Jnvestlgate the. re1atlonshlo of teacher 1nstruct10na3/
o managerial L=haviors and classroom variables to stédents" .

- - time.on task in secondary and postseconda“j vocatlonal— _ S
L "techn1ca1 classes. L . ;‘V"= . o A

?

-
¢

. = In condUCtlng the study,'the followlnq T 4ology was used
 -Nine seCOndary and sixteen: postsccondary clau-bs were selected:
. " purposively for- part1c1patlon in this exploratory study. The - |
o classes were located at two geographic sites, -an innercity. and
I its, ad301n1ng suburb and a midsized .urban site. - The secondaty
classes were. .in’ two compr’ehensive high schools and five area .’
" vocational schools, while the .postsecondary classes were ir a
community college ahd an adult technical. school. - Altogether,,152
secondary .and 328 postsecondary studcnts were observed for 5 938
-and 5, 915 m1nutes respectlvely. : : :

$

R

The m1nute by—m1nute observatlons were;recorded ‘on- two” types‘

‘of observation- guldesffone of wh1ch was also used to~record nar- N
- rative data,. - Student time spent ‘on speéiflc content or non-’ :

content tasks, -on .breaks, and off task were recorded alonga

» B
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s

.'analyzed and reported separately because the student levels of’

o

'w1th grounxng, 1nterruptlons,_and disruptions, Teacher methods,

level of wWith=it= ness—(sensitivity -to. “students! needs), types of
interaction, goal definition, organization, role modeling, and
other varlaoles were also recorded E

" The data from the. secondary and postsecondary classes were

‘maturity and motivation differ cons1derably. The proportions’ of
time on.- and off task were’  calculated by dividing the number of .
-student--minutes spent on the activity by the total number of
students present in the class. The primary data analys1s was "
‘conducted by~ computing means of proportions of time and break1ng
- them" down by the explanatory variables. Analy§1s of variance was
gsed to test statilstically significant differences. \All analyses
_were done. for _the full -sample--and-replicated’ for each'\service
area. The’ ﬁarratlve data were synthesized and analyze with
qualltatlve methods.f . _\\
The findings and conclusions of ‘the study indicated that the
overall proportions of time spent by. secondary students were-

: 7l 4 percent on task (basic skills, 37 8%; employablllty skllls,

.7%; thedry, 21.3%; practice, 37.8%; noncontent, 8.5%) and 29.6

- Qercent off ‘task (breaks, 4.5%; and; time sociali21ng, waiting,

.other off task, 24. 1%).  There was ‘considerable variation in time
“useé among the three service areas——agrlculture, bus1ness and ’

office, "and trade and 1ndustr1al and among the classes w1th1n
fthem. : : ; - S

. At the postsecondaqy level the overall proportlons of t1me'
. spent were 83.5 percent time--on task (baslc skills, .3%; employ—

ability skills, 1.6%; theory, 42.3%; practice 27,9%; and non-

"Econtent,rll 4%) and 16.5 percent’ off task (bmbak, 7.3%;. and other'

off task, 9. ?%). Agaln, ‘the~four service areas—-—agriculture,
business “and- offlce, trade and 1ndustr1a1, and technlcal——

defered from each other in the use of time.

-'The ‘same var1ables were 1nvestmgated in both the secondary
and postsecondary classes with somewhat different results. The
-f imdi-ngs and concluslons were, stronger at the secondary level be-
cause the rangé of time on task (44:8% to 95.9%) was..much greater
than the range in postsecondary“classes (78 1 'to 90. 3%).

The most 1mportant teacher behav1or related to student ‘time -
on task : ‘was goal definitian, Teachers who clearly stated 'goals"

s to be accompllshed -had the h1ghest prOportlon ‘of student tlmg on

task. This variable was close}y tied to teacher plannlngﬁan
organization, which was also a very: 1mportant factor. Another,
-related variable was the teacher' s dellberate max1mlzldg,of the
avallable time., - - :

4
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" The 'use of the‘apprbpriéte teaching methods was critical
“to-student--time .on task, especially in secondary classes. One-

to-one. instruction prevalled with - about a third of ‘teacher time .

on that method «This method facilitated time on task when the
teacher was tuned. in to other students' needs at the same time.
Test/lnspect work in progress -and d1scuss1on ‘were mcre conducive
to student time or. theory, while .observation was more conduciue
to time on practice." Secondary students required much closer
‘supervision through interaction and observation than did post-
secondary students. In-fact, in postsecondary classes, students
had a greater proportion of time on task when teachers were out
of the room or déing their own work, The teacher method least
‘conducive to student timé cn task was clean.up or setting up.

- Teachers who used different teaching methods ‘elicited a greaterf

. proportion of time on. task than those who only used a few teach—-
" ing methods, - .

ptﬁer teacher variables. that appeared to relate positively
to student time on. task were modeling the work ethic and provid-
ing real world-of-work examples, hav1ngggos1t1ve expectatlons of
the/students, and positively re1nforc1ng students. While the

teacher variables differed somewhat in magnitude or priority be-

tween the secondary. and postsecondary classes, they were all

',1nE1uent1a1 at both 1evels.

-

: The most 1mportant classroom varlable was student grouplqg——
whether students were located in one or more rooms and whether
they were engaged in one or various tasks. This variable was
strongly related to what methods the teachers used, what” level of”
with—~it—-ness was necessary,'and what type of 1ntecaction/observa—
tion was Trequired. Most secondary sStudents were located in more
than one room and worked on more than one task, "while most post-
secondary students were in one room and worked on: one task.

“Thus, teacher control or opportunlty to keep students on task was

less at the secondary level.
74 . .
while intefruptlons dld not significantly reduce time on
_task for. all-students+—they did distract the individual students
who”were interrupted by, for example, other - students -who came
"into 'the class to chat with them. oOverall, disruptions were
m1n1ma1 and did not appear to make much of a dlfference.

There were .a number of mellcatlons f*om this study for
vocational educators. There are several recommendations for
increasing -student time on.task. Especially in secondary.
classes, but also,in postsecondary classes, teachers should--

.0 define goals clearly . RS

o consider - time an important resource.

jxv\~e' _u .1‘1
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o) ensﬁre'that students’® " tasks.are meanlngful
o 1mprove and d1vers1fy teach1ng methods

o decrease time for breaks _ .

o decrease interruptions of -individuals
o encourage stuoent 1ndependence
o have pos1t1ve expectatlons of students

0 prov1de posltlve re1nforcement

’

O serve as a role mode; of. good work habits N
As eXpldratory research, this study'raised'many questions
that could not be answered.  More research is needed to test the
‘conclusions and to extend the scope of this study. Further re-
search ,is. recommended ‘in’ several areas, including-- T

o studying within each serv1ce area<and specific c1asses,

e

. - o) correlat1ng vocatlonal techn1ca1 ach1evement to t1me on
I task,
"o: coOrd1nat1ng vocational- technical teacher educatlon w1th -
' time-on~- task research, and B -

Y

o deVeloplng cr1ter1a for evaluatlon based on t1me on- task
'research l :
i 4
It is also recommended that since time on. task is such an 1mport—
ant variable, research should be continued in' this area to- fur-
ther build a useful database for researchers and practltloners.
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CHAPTER 1 - = .

INTRODUCTION AND.FRAMEWORK -

L LLIRE s

‘ Organlzatlon of the Report

O
Th1s report provides: deta11ed descr1ptlons of the research
methodo1ogy and findings from an exploratory study. The study
investigated: the relatlonshlp of teacher instructional behaviors
~and classroom variablés  to student time on task in secondary ‘and
postseconoary veecational-technical classes. . The people for whom
this .report is intended are. teacher educators, researchers, and
" evaluators at state departments of education, colleges and uni-
versities, two-year postsecondary schools, and large-. local educa-
tion. agencies. _This report is intended to be used as a basis for
future research of time on -task in vocational classes ‘at the
secondary and postsecondary 1evels. It is also intended to be
helpful in developing ¢riteria to evaluate ‘'vocational programs
and teachers, and to provide recommendations to. educators of Eu-
ture vocatlonal teachers. : o

M o
<

P The first chapter contains background 1hformatlon, including
" the purpose, objectives, and questions of . the study; definitions’
of termlnology used in the study:; assumptions and limitations.

- The second chapter synthesizes the findings from previous studies

and provides a matrix to compare key studies. . .In the“third chap-"

_mter,-the details .of designing the observation guide, selecting

'"the sample of classes for observatlons,'and data collection and

data analysis are .discussed. Chapter 4 provides the .results and

conclusions that are ‘discussed separately for secondary and post-

secondary classes. The last chapter summarizes the study.

Pollcy implications.and, recomméndations .as well as recommenda-— '

. tions® for further research are offered. The appendix inc¢ludes
the observatlon guides. ' o '

a

Overview

a

T1me on task is one of the most cr1t1ca1 variables  assoc'i=*

fated with student productivity and achievement in school. The
time during which students. are actively engaged in 1earn1ng
activities is called time on task (Bloom 1977). The -National

_Comm1s51on on Excellence in Education (1983) has successfully
_raused public and educational interest in .the efficient use of
t1me available for learning in school. Numerous studles have -
1nvest1gated the differences in time use and the consequences of
on- or off-task time in many types of classes (i.e., Evertson
1980; Fisher et al. 1978; Rosenshine 1981; Stallings and Mohlman

1981). - . _ A - _



Results from the-studies are Potsconslstent,'but strongly
support the commonsense. idea that” t1me ‘use is an’ impertant vari-
_able., More “important, perhaps, time use is one of the few vari-
‘ables - ‘related to achievement that can ‘be manipulated by teachers
and administrators (Karweit 1983). 1In light of the many vari-- ..
ables affectlng school-related achievement that -.cannot be ‘manipu- -
1ated to any significant .degree by educatorslwlt_;s reasonable
that: educators focus on increasing time ‘on task as one ‘way to

'“1mprove the product1v1ty and quallty of school 1earn1ng.

_ The systematlc study of teacher behav1ors related to time on
" task is a relatively recent development in educational research.

_Only.. dur;ng the past-.decade have-studies 1dent1f1ed the 1mpact of
teaching methods on student time use and student achievement in
‘learnifng. .  Findings from the seminal study by Fisher and his
associates (1978) indicate that some teaching behaviors (i.e.,
spendlng a large amount of time talking with .-students about c1ass
work) "are p051t1ve1y associated with eff1c1ent use of student

- time and student ach1evement. o _ L -

. The majorlty of time-on- -task research, ‘including those stu-
dies regarding teacher behaviors, has been conducted in elemen-
tary or secondary academic classes. Prior to -the first National
Center study of time on task in vocational -education, (Halasz and
Behm 1983), there were little data indicating how students and
teachers use time in various ‘types of  vocational education

.classes. That study provided much-needed bhaseline data on time
use, showed that time use varies considerably among different
classes, 1nd1cated that observation methods can be used to col-
777 -lect reliable data in vocational education classes, and showed
that teachers control most ‘of the ways students spend class time.
Another f1nd1ng was that administrative de€¢isions such as the
“ length: of classes-and the number.  of students in classes also

'1nf1uence students* use of time in vocational classes. Longer a

classes and smaller classes had a higher. proportion of time on- -

“task than did shorter classes and classes with more students.

_Purpose_ and Objectives

Th1s report describes the second study conducted at the
National Center to investigate time on task in vocational- -
‘technical c1asses. ‘This study, like its antecedent, is explora-
tory in nature It will not.provide data -applicable .to all -.
secondary and - postsecondary vocational-technical ‘classes.  The
purpose of this study .is to investigate the relationships of
teacher instructional behaviors and classroom variables to stu- _

- dents'.time on task in secondary and postsecondary vocational-
‘technical classes and to guide future evaluation efforts,

'3
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-_vant tasks in secondary and- Qostsecondary -vocational—=technical -

The flndlngs from th1s study are useful ‘as a source of
prev1ous1y undiscovered information about the re1at10nsh1p of
teacher and-classroom variables to .secondary and postsécondary
vocational-technical students' productivity. They can be used in
preservice and ‘inservice teacher education curricula,. and can S
T providerccriteria. for ~evaluating— the product1v1ty -of-vocaticnal— - —-
technical education classes.’ The specific objective of ‘this ‘
studyrwas to identify the teacher 1nstruct10na1/manager1a1 behav--
iors and: classroom variables that increase student time on rele-—

classes.

- - ' o . . : .\
Questions : A

\

To SUpportzthe objective®of this study five question were

asked: A N : - ’ S\,

1. what are the characteristics of the classes in the
study’) . L. - .

2. What are the proportions of t1me spent by students
.on task, :on breaks, and off task? ) \'
3. 'What ‘are the relationships of teacher instructional =
and managerial,behaviors to student time on task?

4. What- .are the. re1at10nsh1ps of’ classroom var1ab1es to
student time on task° - v

5. What is ~the’ re1at10nship .among student use of time,
teacher 1nstruct10na1/manager1a1 behav1ors,-and
c1assroom var1ab1es° S

‘ . Definitions

. Many terms. have been used in studies about’ time and educa-
tion. The following terms are defined as they are used in this
study. ; '

- .- . P

‘Observation Guides

) Observation guide is the instrument used to record every
minute of student and teacher activities in vocational-technical
education classesy Two different ‘types of observation guides
were used in. this study. The first, Observation Guide I, was
‘used to record the number of minutes students spent on various
. tasks and off task; the amounts of time teachers spent upon var-
ious instructional behaviors; and classroom var1ab1es.. The
. second, -Observation Guide 1I, ‘was used to reco;d teacher

R - -
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‘with-it<ness, disruptions, interruptions, transactions, and a
-narrative deser1b1ng teacher—student 1nterautlons. (Both guides
\’are 1nc1uded in the Appendlx ) o -

el

- : . R ° .

Classroom Var1ables S
—

T A D1srupt10ns ar\\those d1sturbances or act1v1t1es that arlse
w1th1n the classroom and. temporarlly stop or decrease student
s time on task. An example is when\students in-the. c1ass talk_too
;4-—-—1oud1y~andware repr1manded by the teachen.

Interruptlons are those d1sturbances that or1g1nate out51de
of the classroom and temporar11y stop or decrease student “time on
task. An example 1s when announcements are made over the pub11c T~
_-ddress system. :

Grouplng is a combination of two sets of var1ab1eQ used- in
Observation Guide I. Through chi square analysis, the student .
dlspersement and grouping codes were comb1ned to form the follow-
ing four types of groupss:-

Group 1. -Students are in two or more connect1ng rooms and

.

are. working on various tasks 1nd1V1dua11y or in
.sma11 groups. ' :
L& Group 2. Students are in one room and are work1ng on
‘ ‘ .varlous .tasks 1nd1v1dua11y or in small groups.
Group 3. Students are in two:or more.connectlng.rooms”but-
i - . are working on one task as a class.

- Group 4. Students are 1n ong’ room and are worklng on one
i task as a class.

‘qurricularPContentS' T L e

Techn1ca1 skllls are the hands-on performance (practlce), or
the Tearning about (theorj) those tasks of varying levels of- '
skill that require proficiency, ability, or dexterity for. com-
plex, or h1gh1y complex cognitive understandings. Examples of-
techriical skills ‘are occupatlon-related knowledge of procedures
.and. the use’ of tools, equipment, and: fac111t1es.

o Basic skills are also considered'to be‘a part of the curri-
culum. They may be defined as the use of reading, mathematics,
and - both oral and written commuriications skills by students in =<'
vocational-technical education classes (adapted from Weber 1982).

«- Examples of basic skills are calculating, writing, speaking, and

. reading, in conJunctlon with techn1ca1 skllls.

- .
- o
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,Pmployabl itviskills include the three areas of work atti- -
tudes or values: “ jJob-seeking, maintaining, and advanc1ng skills;
.and knowledge of the world of work. . These- three -areas were ulti-"
‘mately combined for analys1s in. this study because. a re1atIVe1y
~small.proportion of time was. spent upon ‘them 'in the classes ob-
t..:.. served for the -previous study.” Examples .of  the f1rst of these
three areas, work values or attitudes, are gettlng ‘to class or: -
= “work. on. time and doing_.one's_work well.=: bxamples—of —the- second““"'“”"
—-mm—”——one, lAb seeklng, ma1nta1n1ng, and advancing skills, -include - ‘
Lo developlng a resume and learning about. interpersonal-skills that
" dre riecessary for, .success on the job.. Examples of knowledge. of"
the world of work activifies are d1scuss1ons about job opportun-
ities, wage structures, and the soc1a1 or personal 1mp11catlons
of choseg JObS.~ : : »

~

Time . - . _ ' S . o .

Total class t1me is the largest unit of time considered in .
the study. Total class time 'is the amount of time,.in minutes, . <.
that is offi c1a11y scheduled for a.particular vocatlonal— E Co

techn1ca1 ClaSS\\\\\\\ . : . _ .

Time on task . is the\pro ortion of time students are. attend—
ing to teacher-assigned actlvities*\\Tlme on. task includes.cur-

ricular Pontent,_both practice and théory,.and noncontent
act1v1t1es.,. , - i\\\\*\\\\\\\_ ‘

—

PR ‘leme~on content.is the proportion of time students_are\fS\S\\\\<;\\
K : engaged in basic skills, employabilityskills," the practice or T
' theory of". techn1ca1 sk111s, and .youth organization skills.

" Time on noncontent includes the proportion of time students
are setting up, cleaning up, and d01ng other assigned but non—
curricular content act1v1t1es. :

-

Time on break is the proportlon of - time sttdents are on
scheduled @r mandatory breaks. Other time wsed by students for .
restroom v1s1ts, getting a drink, or other breaks.from classwork
is cons1dered time off task. : o ‘

o

. Time off task is the proportlon of t1me students are not on
curr1cu1ar .content, are ‘on assigned nonconternt, or are on sched-
"uled breaks.‘ Time off task indicates the students are waiting,
doing nothing, socializing, goofing off, using the restroom, and
so- forth. : - \ ' s T

Time on practice is the proportioh of time students are en-
gaged in using technical skills through hands-on practice or work "
with tools, equ1pment,4and materlals. ‘ : :




. Time on-theoryvis the proportion of time students are -en-
- -gaged in using technical skills through discussions, lectures,.
" tests, .workbook exercises, and so forth. : :

‘Other'befinitionS" e R - EEE

Engagement occurs when students are act1ve1y involved_in-

: iearnlng,—whetherrlt—is thedry or practlce."In an observatlon

ﬁ_study, engagement is assumed from what :students appear to be-

- doing. There is not way, however, to assess the qua11ty of the -

student#' work .

W1th it-ness was c01ned by Kounin and Gump (1974) to ‘iden-
-tify teacher behaviors which communicate that the teacher knows
"what is 901ng on in the c1assroom at ‘all t1mes.

Assqutlons,

, Five -major assumptlons were made. in conduct1ng th1s study.

. These assumptions were based upom a thorough review of related
~studies, theoretical models, information’ provided by acknowledged
experts in time-on-task research, and procedures.and findings .
from the previous study by Halasz and- Behm (1983). ° First,_it'was

assumed that the results of study1ng teacher 1nstruct10na1/
"managerlal behaviors relatlng to student time.usé can contrlbute

relevant informatign for improving vocational- techn1ca1 educa-

tion. ' -Second, -it- was assumed that student time on task is: a .

_critical variable for achievement in.school learning. Third, it -~

' was assumed .that while no agreement exists about the desirable
-outcome of secondary and postsecondary vocat10na1 technlcal
education}. there are’ tasks (or curricular- content areas) that

-most -educators would agree ‘'should_be addresseéd -in all vocational-
technical education programs. Fourth . it was assumed that the
differences between secondary and postsecondary vocational
classes require separate analyses of the data’. Fifth, it was

'”f\\assumed that the findings and observation methodology developed

Ql .and tested in" the: prev1ous study can yield useful data to-
R\study the relatlonshlps .of teacher behaviors to student. t1me
use,

\: s

'Flrst Assumpt;on

qtudylng te'cher 1nstruct10na1/manager1a1 behav1ors relatlng

to student time us can produce information to improve
‘vocational-technical™education in several ways. The. procedures .
" and findings are useful\ for developing criteria to evaluate pro-
grams, which wili accurabely reflect what actual]y happens. in the
‘classroom to produce’ learning. Consequently, recommendations. re-
sulting from evaluations can direct-teachers and- administrators
to make .changes more- effectivel \;n areas that have been shown to

make a difference and that ‘they ¢ ’control




: Results of rh1s study . also can 1mprove vocatlonal techn1ca1
»educatlon by prov1d1ng information to_teacher educators, school
,admlnlstrators, program supervisors, - 4nd teachers.’ Knowledge af
~the relationship, of teacher behaviors to student time use: can -
.Shape. or change reachers'”1nstructlonai~sty1es—to maximize =

fffﬂy;f stu aent tlﬁe“on ‘task.

© ’ . : P -
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%econd~Asscmption B : S . ‘ e o

. Student time on task  is a cr1t1ca1 variable  for ach1evement L
“iin. school learning. - Evidence from.a substantial body of" research
Jlndlcates that time spent on relevant- tasks, also described as
”tproduct1v1ty or student .engaged time, increases student opportun-
ities to learn. <Chapter 3 describes’ related studies which indi-
cate: that various measures of .timeé have been studied as variables.
of school. learning for almost a century The conclusion from the

‘various studies is that the time spent in school on relevant .
' tasks ‘is p091t1ve1y correlated-with. increased student 1earn1ng
‘and achievement.- Although many studies have been conducted in
'elementary and academ1c secondary classes, very- few have addres-
-sed time on task in secondary vocational education and none have

; addressed t1me on task in postsecondary vocat10na1 tethnlcal
/ c1asses. :

Third Assumption o o oo

. ’here are certain tasks (or curricular content areas) that .
most ‘educators would agree should be addressed .in all vocational
education programs. Although there is a lack of agreement about
~+-the desired outcomes or goals for secondary programs (McKinney et
.al., 1981), there appears to be agreement about a\core of tasks.
‘that should be addressed (Kazanus 1978; Selz 1980) These in=
-+ - ~clude (1) basic skills;”~ (2)employab111ty skills that subsume
knowledge of the. world -of workj; (3) job- seeking, ma- nta1n1ng and
advancing skills; (4) work attitudes or values; (5) techn1ca1
skills, which are either theoret1ca1 or pract1ca1 and\(6) ‘youth
organ17at10n act1v1t19s. : , : : 3\ L I
Slm11arly, at the postsecondary 1eve1 there is no. core cur-. -
“riculum taught imrr all service areas, although there is somewhat
more agreement . about the. goals of postsecondary- education e
(McKlnney et al.. 1982). " In order to determine which specific - - .
tasks are addressed at the postsecondary level, the same broad .
- group-of tasks used for the- secondary observations .was used for
. the postsecondary observatlons, It was believed, however,. that
'there would be less emphasis upon basic skills and youth organ-
1zat10n activities than at the secondary 1eve1

S




“*‘same course and program t1t1es, the mot1vat10n ‘of the ‘'students to

-

i FOLrth Assumptlon.m','i; - s »",..~*

. ‘ . ) o

:There are d1fferences between secondary and postsecondary

attend “these clagses may differ considerably. Secondary—stu-=-

'_classes that. make separate analyses of the data necessary. CAl- T

dentsT—f ><the—most—part;, are required to be . in 'school. 'Even 1f
“they elect a voe¢ational-technical class, it may ‘not be- their
‘choice- to. be: in.'school at all., In-'addition, many secondary

.vocatlonal students are in their: second- or third-choice" program

area.‘_In contrast; postsecondary students elect to attend a
"specific school, choose the program area, and often- choose a -

- 'specific teacher.. Postsecondary students: ﬁ%equently must pay- for

their schooling, whereas secondary students rarely. ‘pay - for "any-
thing except consumable materials for prdjects and ‘an-occasional -
tool. Also, ‘sqgme postsecondary students’ are forfeiting the- op- -
portunities to earn- monéy .in a JOb while they are attending
school., The differences in the right to choose, the sacrificing
‘of paychecks,; and the need to pay for classes are coupled with '
differing levels of maturity of' the students. Secondary voca-—.
"tional:students are fourteen  to seventeen years old as opposed to
postsecondary students who have a median age of twenty-scven ..
(McKinney ‘et a1 .1982).  As a’ result of these differences, it is.
-reasonable .to assume that secondary ‘'students have a 'less self-
mot1vafed and less- task-oriented aoproach ‘to their vocat1onal
courses. Conversely, postsecondary. stidents would appear to have
a more selfzmotivated and task-oriented: approach because they are
older, have better defined employment-related goals, and have a-

greater investment of t1me and money in. attend1ng the1r classes.

*
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'-“ifth Assumptlon e ) S ) o ) ) e R

é

The f1nd1ngs from the:. prev1ous study as we]& as the observa—

°t1on methodology developed and tested in that study: prov1de a

founda#tion for the current study. The findings firom the ‘previous
- study, indicated that’ the- des1gnated tasks. (curr1cu1ar -content,
areas) were indeed add¥essed 1in secondary vocational education
classes. - The findings, also conflrmed that teacher methods in’
vocational classes .are d1fEerent than those reported 1n studies

" of academlc classes.‘ , ! . G e

. - .. . : . . . . .,
3 K - . . - .
- e

F1nd1ngs»from-the observatlon methodology 1nd1cated that~;

.activities could be” recorded re11ab1yvon a: minute—to-minute ‘.
‘basis. They also showed that there was a high degre\\of agree- ' - -

.ment among- observers .using the- obserVatlon guides.. - The\corre—_
Jlation: cerf1c1ents were empioyability skills--.73; 'set’ up/clean

p—4.77, off task—— 90; hasic skills--.94; and technlcal sk111s——

.94, for coding the various tasks._ Flanders -(1967), who is
perhaps the best known classroom ohserver, feels that a

o
o
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coeff1c1ent of .85.is"a reasonable level of: correlatlon among ob-

"7 .sérvers. .The 'results of the interrater—reliability” assessments
fw—in—the “previous. “study - compared -favorably with those of .44 to

1.00 reported by Stall1qps (1977) and .79 and .80 reported by

.,

,,,,,,

v81rotn1k (1982) for the1r respeetlve—stU01es

-, o : ) P

. . _»'“ Limitations

‘I

.

' This study is the second conducted by the Natlonal Center

/;_i—for\Besearch in Vocatlonal qucatlon to investigate the use of

time in- vocat1onal techn1cal/ classes. The.first study was - ex-
ploratory im-.that it-aimed to develop. strategles to study time-

-on-task issues.and develop baseline data- on time.use through- the:

use of observatlon methodology. Although that methodology- has

- been refined, a limitation. is that it remains an exploratoryo'

study. 'The observation guides should be considered to he in. a

- developmental state.. A number of new var1ables have -been -added
" to .the: observat1on guides in -the current study tdé collect 'data
~for determ1n1ng the relatlonshlp of teacher and claserOm S

varlahles to student t1me use.

;;“G -h A second llmltatlon is the lack of generallzablllty to che

populatlon through sampling. The nine sEcondary and sixteen .

. postsecondary classes that. part1c1pated in the study were

'selected deliberately rather than. randomly. The classes were
selected to - ‘represent a cross- section of vocational- classes in
several service .areas. "Desp1te the intensive observation

11@ requ11éd to collect the data, the study included a- large sample

of twenty Six teachers and over four hundred students.
TA'thlrd llmltatlon of'the study is the lack of generaliza;
h111ty to the total school year. of. act1v1t1es.' The. time of the

_year when the observations: were ‘made is not necessarily represen—-

tative of how time is spent throughout the September through-June

" school year. Recause of Sscheduling constraints,’ the observation- -

al data were collected during March :and- Aprll,‘§h1ch are close to
the end of the °*school year. . Several . ‘teachers cautioned. observers
fhat. much of' the theoretical work had already been done earller
in the year. and that more students ‘were. worklng ‘on.individual

’ pro;ects at’ that timé than during the previous months.. While- the

‘reésults of ‘the prev1ous study indicated no s1gn1f1cant dif- :
‘ferences among ‘weeks observed in March and April, it is possible
that there would- have been significant d1tferences among weeks
observed in Septemher, December, Aprll, and June. '

° —

©

With these. llmltat1ons in m1nd, ‘the - reader shouldee careful
‘to avoid- applying the results of this study to all secondary. and
postsecondary vocational classes 1in qenerala' Vocational- =~ °

.-, technical education.is. extremely d1verse, with - cons1derable vari- -
31ance among commun1t1es, schools, governance structures, :



- , . . . . Lo -t . e

w

'populétions servéd,‘ahd'goals. Within'its“limit%, thlS studx

onv1des an_unprecedented”amount of data about the relatiorship.:

f;f among teacher 1nstruct/,10na1/manager1a1 behaviors, classroom :
T varlables, and student’ time on task in a number of secondary and°
I postsecondary vocational<-technical classes. Not only does this ,
7 -~ information increase .the understanding of the'producﬁivity“énd S
o =, - the dynamics.of’ vocational-technical classes, it also’'provides
- ‘data for ‘developing evaluatlon procedures 1ncorporat1ng tlme’on
task as a crlterlon. C e _ . BRI
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' 3¥_./<i .- . . CHAPTER 2.. -
'7 . N et R

T . REVIEW OF RELATED.STUDIES-

o Antecedent %tudy 1n Vocat10na1 Llasses_. - S ‘

3

_ Qtudles of classroom tlme have evolvedxfrom gross measuresf;
of ‘the . 1ength of the. school year,.to measures of time allocated: -
.to .a subject, to the. actual time students spend on spec1f1c: _
tasks.  The most .récent time- ~related .studies have. . their origins
~in the process-product. studies of ‘thé1960s and 1970s. These
studies related classroom processes or practices to educatlonal
'products, such as student achievement. . Numerous. studies .were
. conducted in . various stages to d1scover which c1assroom practlces‘
- lead to student’ achievement, - In1€1a11y the studies focused upon _
Atifme ‘spent on.basic skills in elementary 'schools and have since
~evolved. to' include- a .variety of academic- subJects such as Engllsh
or math in secondary schools (Qtalllngg 1980). -~ Ll Lo
o R - \ "

. T1me on’ Task ' in Qelected Vocatlonal Education™ Classes C 0.
”(Halasz and Behm 1983) .was one of the few studies of time on ‘task
conducted in secondary veocational education. classes. The pur-
poses of; that exploratory: study®were to- develop approgrlate ‘
observatlon procedures for record1ng student flme use.’ in -voca-:

L3N

“’tlonal classes and .to determine the ‘propor tion ‘of time spent - .upon -’

*currlcular content . The, results of the study prov1ded a.reliable -
ohservatlon gu1de and - basellne data about ‘student- ‘and teacher )

1Lt1me use n. purposlvely se1ected secondary vocatlonal classes

Brlefly, the data from that study 1nd1cated that the average‘pr
" proportions, of time . spent by/the Students in the ten c1asses g
observed for ten class perlods each were T

;“1Pa51c sk111s 6. '74% ?ﬁ-h" 'j' .
'iTechnlcal skills 41.17%.. .

- «(practice ang 1ecture) o~ 55r9%'0n_task/content . ngﬁ

;j Pmployablllty sk111s 7.99% - -

”QSet UD/clean up.-7. 189” " 13.25% On task/ L

."Related/on task 65.07%: . noncontent
- oS o S .
© . Off- task/soc1a1L21ng 25.27% g 30 94% Off task R

_Break S o 5. 67°'
The proportlons of student t1me use var1ed greatlj among the )
1nd1v1dua1 classes ‘and from day to. day in the .same'.class. Figure:
1 shows how t1me on’ task:. varied day to- day durlng one week of
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obser¥at4#6n in a distributire education class. The amount. of
time students were absent or late also varied cons1derably among
classes and trom day to day. .The average rate of absence.was
18.4" percent. There wr:.e s1gn1f1qant .differences (p<. 001) for
the proportions of time on ‘task among-, 'short (46 to 56 minutes),
medium-length (111-126. m1nutes), and long (146-176 minutes) clas-

ses. Long classes had & significantly (p<0.05) higher proportion
of time in class than medlum—length classes, and medium-length '
'classes had a s1gn1f1cantly h1qher proportlon than hort classes. .

L "\."

'Med1um-s1zed ‘classes (15 l7 students) ‘had ‘a significantly

higher (p<0:01) proportion of time. on task (74 percent) than ,
* larger classes (24-26 students, 59 percent)., The smallest class

(7 students), which was not 1ncluded in the. calculations, had the

- highest ‘mean (86 percent) of t1me on task .

A s1gn1f1cant dlfrerence (p<0 05) was found for time on task

" hetween classes that "had a substitute teacher 'as opposed to the
.. regular teacher. There-was a higher proportion-of time spent on
_task when the regular teacher was present, even when the substi-

tutes appeared® to, be.task oriented: and conscientious. . Teachers
spent, on-the average, over a fourth of ‘their time (29 percent)
prowiding one-to- one . ‘instruction. = They worked™at their desk 11.8
percent of the t1me,{observed sStudents at work 8.1 percent, gave
directions 8 8 percent, ‘and lectured 8 3 percent

' Th8 proportions of t1me on task in “this’ study appeared to .be

"similar ‘to those found in studies conducteéd” in academic subject
classes. Because of .the d1vers1ty in research obJectlves and -

procedures, however, further c0mpar1sons could not be made be~

. tween vocatipnal and acadenic subject time-6n-task studies. This
- study prov1ded a databa’se of student time use, and, to a limited

- degtee, teacher time use in ten purpos1vely selectéd secondary
'"ocatlonal classes. _ .

. Recommendat;ons for further research emphas1zed the need to
"determine the: relationships of teacher 1nstruct]onal/manager1al
" behaviors to student use of time. As 'a result, a second study

has been conducted to 1nve°t1gate the relationship_ of teacher =

,'hav1ors, other potentially viable’ var1ables, and™. student _time.. use..
- in vocatlonal -technical classes. -

]
. .

‘g,a St ' Comparlson of Related Srudles

ﬁ . -1
Although numerous stud1es have been conducted. on' time -on

task., .especially in elementary elasses, methodology. and defini+. -
ftlons of .on-task behavior vary. *“ According to a summary of re- .
search’ by Caldwell, Huitt, and Graeber (1982), studies at the

.. 'secondary level have found much higher student engagement rates

" ‘than those. at the elementary leyel, _There is 'some belief that

o . .‘&"

o
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secondary students may mask their nonengagement bhehaviors more
effectively than elementary students. As in the elementary
studies, it is difficult to compare engagement rates across

\\\\\btudles, partlcularly since some results come from early work on

the—amount of time students paid attention to tasks. Studies
before™ 1950 for -example, found engagement rates of 90-98 percent
(Blume 19?9) ‘and_80-88 percent (Edminston and Braddock 1941),
Later studies found- engagement rates of 62-83 percent (Anderson
1975),~84-92|percent (Frederick et al. 1979), and 40-85 percent
(Evertson 1980). In Evertson™ (1980) the average for high-
chieving students was a 40 ‘percent engagement rate.

~—

Several Factors affect the dlfferences in” “engagement rates
between studies. Engagement rates are usually calculated as a
pércentage of alloratpd time. However, some studies (Fisher et
al, 1978) excluded general management activities and transition '
time, such as handlng out assignments, from allocated time.
Other studies, |(Brady et al. 1977) included such activities.
Noncontent activities assigned to students, such as students
putting their name on as91gnmente, were considered on task 1n
some srudleg‘and off task in others

-The follow1ng matrlx, table 1, lists sewveral time-on-task
studies and. their major findings. Methodology and terminology :
~yaried con51derably among the studies, which renders d1rect_¢~____———————
~comparisonstof results 1mp035{9leL__Iogether—-howeVer, the
studies g;gy;de_an -overview of how time use in the classrooms has
beeﬁ”aﬁgerved by\other researchers. . . . &

Earlly Models of Time and Learning

Most of the tlme related studles trace the1r theories. about
time to Carroll! (1963) model of school learning. The funda-
mental tenets in hiﬁlmodel are that time is a critical variable
in individual stuydent learning and that students differ in the
"amount of time they need to learn a given unit to a set “level of

... proficiency. Carfroll's model. includes-the five_factors—of

aptitude, ability], peyserverance,.opportunlty to. learn, and

quality of. instruction, ‘reduced to' the following formula:
oo

Degree| of rni‘hg = f£ftime actually spent)

\ o NEE tlme needed

Carroll dlstlngul hed \etween elapsed tlme and the. t1me ‘the-

learner is actual y spending on the act of learnlng as the time
. during whlch the learner is- paylnq attentlon and rrylng to . -
»learn. . RS

I3




TABLE 1

. COMPAR1SON. OF ' T IME-ON=TASK STUDIES

Study/Report

"Referesnce

Population

Procedures

Highllights

"A Model of School Learning®

Disclplin: and Group Manage-
ment in Classrooms

"Relatlonship of Discrete
Classroom Behavliors to
Fourth=-Grade Academic

Ach levementr -

Inslide High School

e i

"Time and Learn! ngq"

. 4

"The Use of Classroom Time
In High Schools Above or
Below the Medlan Reading
Score™

L]

Bloom, B, In Learnin
“‘and Instruction, ulg-

'Frodarlck; LIS

Corroll, J, Teachers

- Col I%o Recor

Kountn, J, S,, NY; '
Holt, Rlinehart, and
¥inston, 1970

Cobb, J, Journal of

Educatlonal Psychol~-
ogy 63 (1972): 74-80

Cuslck, P, -NY: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston,
1973 .

rock, ed, rkeley,
CA: McCutchan, 1977,
586-597 .

Urban
Education 11, no. &
T T 859-464

REST COPY AVRILEBLE ~

————

6th graders

Book Includes a varlety of
studles, The Dimenslons of

- Classroom Management Study
used videotapes of elementary
classrooms which also Includ—
ed a few enotlionally dis-
turbed chlldren, Behavior of
preselected chlidren coded
every 10 seconds during aca-
demlc activities, When
possible, preselected child-
ren Included 8-emotlonally
disturbed and 8 nondlsturbed
chlldren, ’

102 tourth graders In 5
classrooms In 2 middle-class
schools over 9 days

1 high school :

S S

Synthesis of exIsting studles
of time and learning

184 classrooms In 27 Chlcago
_publlc high schools; 12
schools were sbove medlan
reading score, 15 were below

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘Programmed=Instruction .

booklet developed to
teach rules of an
artiticlal tforelgn

" lanquaqe,

A second videotape
study used 50 first and
second grade classroom
for a tull day, 24
classes were: In 8 sub-
urb of Detrolt and 26
In Detrolt, Presslected
chllidren were coded for
work Involvement and
devlance every 12 sec~-
onds, Teacher behaviors
were coded separately,

Observers coded 13 cat-
eqorles of on and oft
task behaviors,

Malnly based on quali-

tative data==interviews mately—3-hrs7/day on noncontent and
5 ————and obServations--no

formal def!initlons of
behaviors or time,

Every 5 minutes observ-
ors recorded the percen-
tage of students present
who were Involved In-the
tesson, Interruptions,
attendance and completed
homework asslgnments
were also. recorded,

Poor quallty Instruction retarded the
learning rate of chljdren of al!l 10
lovels, It also attected perseverance
of high=1Q chitdren but had no signlt-
Icant effect on those with 10's of 115
or below, ° )

i
Both ettective and Ineffective
teachers handled distruptlons
simltarly, €Effective teachers )
prevented disruptlions from occurring
in the first place,

.

Best predictor was proportion of time
pupll was attending, Other on-off-
task variables were also predictive of
academlc achlevement, .

High school sfudenfs_.s_gonj'_approxl-———“‘

approximately 1 1/2 hrs/day on

content,

€ngagement rates were highly predlc-

tive of student achlevement-accounting
for as much as 3/5 varlation In
achlevement, . -

High-achleving schools had signlti-
‘cantly better attendance, a higher

tevel of Involvement, tewer students
going in and out, fewer Interruptions, -
and more students doing the assigned
homework than did low-achleving

schools, . High=achleving schools had

about 755 of classroom time avallable

for Instruction, low-achleving schools .
hat 51% of the time avallable, -
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TABLE |

(continued)

Study/Report Reference .

Populatlon

Procedures

Highllghts

)

Instructional Dimensions Brady, M; Clinton, D;

Study - Sweeney, J.; Peterson,
M; and Poyner, H,
Washlington, OC: .
Kerschner Assoclufes,
1977.

"The Relaflonshlp Among Anderson, L., and
TeachIng Methods, Student Scott, C. Journal of
Characteristics, and Student Teacher Educatlon
lnvolvomen? In Learning® no. 3 (1978): 52-5

Teachlng Behaviors, Academic Flsher, C., ot al.

Learning Time and Sfudont Technlcal Report V-I.
Achlevement: Flinal Report San Franciscos
of FPhase Fan nq_,wesf LaboratorTes,

2eq
m&«:n Study)

1978.
Tralning of Teachei:s Ysling Brown, R. Washington,
Observation of BYES DC: National insti- -

05 tute for Education,

| 9/79.

varia

/
Rutter, M, et al,
Cambridge, MA: Har-
vard University Press,
1979,

llS,dOO Hours: Secondary
Scnools and Thelr effects on
Children

i PN
'

"Time, Teacher Co'mmanfs, and Frederick, W,; wal-

Achlevement in Urban Hligh berg, H.; and Rasher,’
Schools" S. Journal of Educa-
. tlonal Research 75,

no, c 1979):
7 . 63=65 .-

» Flgures for comparison purpos es In Cald-nll Hultt,

no, 5 (1982): 471-480,

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Far

elomentary students

i00 nine through twelfth
graders In a suburban high
school;. 15 students each

from 7 humanities and soclal

studles classes

Elementary_ and socc;ndary
students

Same as above

12 London -Inner—city

secondary schoois -

Secondary students in 175
classrooms in 26 Chlcago
high schools.

and Graeber,

"Time Spent In Learning:

32
O BEST COSY RYEMERLE o

Classroom observation

with transition time, .\

down time, and manage-
ment Yime Included as .
allocated time

.

Anderson's observatlon
schedule to determine-
task-relevant behavlors.
Classroom behavior of
veach student was coded
once every 90 secofds by
two observers. Verbal
subtest of Lorqge Thorn-
dlke Intelllgenco test
used to measure scholas-
tic aptitude. Scott
Academlc Seif-Concept
scale used to measure

- solf-concept.

Classroom observatlons,
Transition-+ime;——down—
time, and management
time ot Included as
sllocated time.

40 ciassrooms observed
‘by 20 student teachers,

Quatitative Study -
narrative descriptions
from observations and
Interviews,

Observations -of time us-
“age and teacher's
behavior every 5 mlnutes
.for 2 perlods, A runnlng
log also kept,

«

and math 75%,

Impi lcaflonsl_ from Research."

Average engugomenf' rate for reading
and math was about 60%*

Students with low aptlitude and low
ascademlc self-concept appear most af-
fected by the varlatlons In teaching
mothods, Students with hligh-aptitude
and hlgh academic self-concepts were
more off task In group settling than
with other methods., More students, -
regardless of groups, tended to dem-—
onstrate task-relevant behavlor when’
classroom discourse teaching methods
were usad.

Ma Jor Flndlngs--dl”erenf students
tend to beneflt from different
foaclhlng methods.

Average._ enqagomnf——f‘afo‘fﬁr “reading
Engaged time positively
re lated to total reading achlevement
scores In second and flfth grades; to -

. totai mafh achievemant scores in flfth

grade.®

Ceromics students were engoged 60! of

_ the time; welding 62%; Blology 44%;

English 87%; Muslc 54’ woodshop 95’

Children's classroom behavlor was
better In lesson-oriented structured
classroom. Pupils attending 75% or
more of the time had higher exam
scores,

46.5% of the time was lost due to
absences, lateness, Inattention.

Etementary School Journal

-




TABLE 1
{continued)

Sfudy/R;;mrf

Reference Populatlion

Procedures

“Highlights

"A Study of Schoollng”
« (numerous articles have been
publlished from thils study)
7

A Study of Schoollng

_ Currlculum®

"lpsﬁyg_f_l_onal.,'_.(:anfexf’;'anmrdm—fﬁ:—(:. and
——Tadividual Dlfferences In

Pupll involvement In
Learning Activityn

School Pollcy, Leadershlip

« penditures of Class-"

Style, Teacher Change'
‘Student Behavior Tn

" View, CA:

- Schools

"How Time Is Spent In

Elementary Classrooms®

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Reported by.¥, Slrot-
nlk In "Contuxtual
Correlates of the Ex-

525 senlor hligh students
selected from a purposlive
sample of 25 schools "across
room Time on Instruc—= the nation

tlon and Behavior: An .

Exploratory Study of

Secondary Schools and

Classes” In AERA

Journal 19, no, 2 .

TSummar 1982):. 275-292 -

Kleln, M.; Tyle, Ko; & 1063 teachers at 25 junlor

Wwright, J, Phl Delta and senlor high schools In 8
- Kappan (Dec ]9795: subjact areas, Also did
. 73;-718 simllar study with elemen-

tary classes,

et e e e T

2 high= and 2 low=-achleve-
ment students In 4 urban
fourth grade classrooms .

Korth, W,, paper .
presented at AERA, ‘San
Franclsco, 1979 (€D
171 409) v -
8 secondafy schools In the
San Franclsco Bay Area, 43
teachers' classrooms .

Stallings, J,, and
Mohiman, G, Mountaln
Stalllngs
Teaching and Learning
Institute, 1981

Rosenshine, B, Jour~ 6 second and flfth graders
nal of Classroom In~ who ranged In 25th—65th

terac¥lon , NO, percant only N
(1981): 16~25

B o .
362 jumlor high siudents and

5 minute Interaction
frames were used, 4-5-
mlnute Intervals evenly

‘spaced durlng class

perlod for 3 full.
perlods,
<«

Cf

Compared teacher Inter-
views with observed data,
Observers were present In
1016 sampled classes.
Four 10-minute observa-
tions made In each_class

——————""0N" 3 §6parate days,

Individual behavior coded

mJnutes by minute

Observatlions of class-
rooms, questionnalres,
Interviews, review of .
ex|sting school data,
verbal Interactlon of
teachers coded avery 5
mlnutes

Classroom observatlons
recording ‘engaged actlv~
Itles only (putting name
on paper, or other tran-
sitional activities not
Included),

tn sacondary classes grouplng styles
with students working alone les: often
and students In the upper tracks had
Assoclatlion
between most teacher varlables and -
percent of class tIime spent on In-
structlon and behavlior alther non-—

more t1me on Instruction,

exlstoent or weak,
) r

Teacher perceptions of time on
Instructlion = 70%, observatlon = 75%,
percelved time on routine = 13§,
observed = 20%, percelved time on

behavior = 128, observed-=--4%-

Students engaged 67% time but varl.od
More al~
focated time In moth/reading but less

signlflcantly with subject,

on task than soclal studles and

sclence

Schools where pollicies and rules clear -
and conslistently entorced had hlgher :
teacher morale, fewer Intrusions, less
IIttar and vandalism, a ‘lower absence
rate, less class misbehavlior, and more

time on task,

S d graders

min, or 40% of In-class tlime:
‘language/math academlcally engaged
overal| rate 84% In téacher groups;

708 with seat work,

Amount of
and walt time conslstent across
classes; off-task time were not,

. ;
d about 2 hr, 30

Interim



TABLE 1
‘ (cont { nued)

Sfud'y/Roporf

Re terence

" Population

Frocedu es

Hiqhiights

"Classroan Management Prac-
tices In Industrial Educa=-
tion Laboratories: An
Ecological Study"

A Pluce. Called School

Time on Task in Selected

Vocatlonal Education Classes

Fonder, G. and Hinely,

R. Journal ot Indus=-
trisl Teacher Educa-
tion » no, 2 (1982):

;

Goodlad, J. Now York:
McGaw-Hi1), 1983 :

Halasz, |., and Behm,
K.. The Natjona} Cen~-

ter for Resparch In

Vocatlonal Education,
Columbus, 1983 (ED 229
528) o <

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

10 Industrial education
student teachers In 3 high
schools and | middle school

.38 schools - efementary,
.Jjwnlor and senior high:
1,350 teschers, 8,624 par-
ents, 11,7163 students, 38 .
principats, Observed 1,016,
c las T oons, ¢

186 students and 10 teachers
in 7 schools located In 4
states, 3 service areas--
agriculture, marketirg and
distribution, ard trade and
Industrial-=included.

“Narrative clascroam ob-
sarvatiocns of clasgoam
management techniques

[V, .

Data collection teams
observed, Interviewed,”
and collected Informa=-
tion .from existing docu~

ments, Classroan obser—
" ---vat-jon—methodology based

on Stalling's work,
Baoth qualitative and
quant{tative data were
col lected,

Obsarved, minute-by-
minute, for ten entire
class per lods du"ing two
nomconsecut jve weeks fh
the sgring of .1982,

< Over 11,400 minutes

obsarved, recorded, and _
analyzed. Proportions
ot time calculated and
comparisons conducted
using F-tests and
t=tests, Qualitative
.data.also analyzed and
reported.

Purpose was to.label and describe
clasoan menagemnt practices of
smoothiy run Industrial educastlon
classes based on Kownln's criteria of
task= engagement, "Better shops" had
work involvement of 758 and 95%;
others were balow 50%, .

‘Study Includes many canponents In
additlon to amount ot class time spent
-on Instruction was 70f at elementary
fevel.and around 758 in high school,—

o -

Student time oh task = 56% on content
and 133 on noncontent, Time off task
= 318, Of time on task, 41% = tech-
nical skiils, theory or practice.
Toachers allocated 67% time tor con-
tent and remalining 33% on manager!al
activities, - Teachers spend 29% timo
on one=to-one Instruction, Longest
classes and classes with least stu=
dents had highest proportions of time

on task,
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Bloom's model of school learnlng was-built upon Carroll s -
ideas (Bloom 1974, Carroll 1977). Bloom called the amount: of
time when the learner 1s actively engaged in learn1ng the "time
. on task" (1974, p. 682Y. In his comprehensive review of differ-
- ences in learning under d1fferent classroom conditions  in
'_d1£ferent natlons, states, and commun1t1es, Bloom found that
whlle there can be no s1mple explanatlon for all these
differences, it , seems . to some of us that the percent of
time the student spends on task in the classroom may be a .
powerful var1able underlying most of these d1fferencesw———-—”~"'
(1974, 684) , ) T T

— BIBBﬁ—also“commeﬁted that

-~
[

: thorough understanding of time and its use in school
learning may help us turn this great potential 1ncreas1ngly
toward the improvement of the schools and the 1mprovement of
the human condition; (p. 686) ‘\' .

, W1ley ‘and Harnlschfeger (1974) formulated a/ model that was
based in part'upon Wiley's analysis of the controversial Coleman
report, Equallty of Educational Opportunity (1966). Wiley's "
analysis in- that study of the relat1onsh1p between attendance and
achievement Pndlcated that the quantlty of schooling has a power-
ful effect on determining achievement. - In the Wllty—Harnlschfeg—
er model,~as in Carroll's model, achlevement is determined bhy two
variables: ’the total time a student needs to learn a task, . and
‘the total t1me the student actually spends on the task. The in-
fluence of all other variables (curriculum, student, and teacher
characteristics, quality of 1nstructlon) is overshadowed by these
two: t1me var1ables L

v{ . - . . ) R .
|~ .- Results of Recent Studies e
I - .

_ The three models of time and learning developed by Carroll,
"Bloom, - and1W1ley—Harn1schfeqer provided the theoretical founda-
tion for several emplrlcal,‘observatlon based studies. These
modéls of tlime were the- basis of the concept of academic learning
- "time that has been a major. contribution of the Beglnnlng -Teacher
. ‘Evaluation Study (BTES) (Fisher et ‘al. 1978), . The BTES. findings
... - on allocated and engaged time that substant:ally agree w1th
o .-earlier research are derived from a stronger and more g
- soph1st1cated database (Borg 1980).- ) .
Through d1rect observation, RTES researchers (Flsher et al
1978) collected longitudinal data ahout students' -engagement or
T nonengagement in- instructional tasks in elementary classes. Find- .
2.+ ings: from. the multiple linear regression analysis of ‘the rela-
"'~”tlonsh1ps betWeen academic learning time ‘and student . achievement
: .1nd1cated that the proportlon of allocated t1me that students are'

-
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engaged in learning tasks was found to be related positively to -
achievement. In classes with the highest  engagement rates, the
teachers had allocated more time for the academic activities.
Teachers allocated approx1mately 55 percent .0of the class time for
academic act1v1tles, ‘with another 25 percent devoted to subJects

" such as music, art, and physical educatlon.d_Ihe,remalnlng’QO
percent of the time was spent in—noninstructional activities and
_transitionss — -

A

On .the average, the second and flfth grade students in the
BTES were engaged in math and reading about 73 percent of the
allccated time. Overall, the students were engaged in academic
_activities about one hour and forty-five minutes or 40 percent of
“the in-class time. There was considerable variation among stu-—
dents, however, with some students engaged about thirty minutes
more and others engaged about thirty minutes less than: the aver-
"fage engagement rate (Rosensh1ne 1981). :

a
-

The Eo]low—Through evaluat1on studies conducted by Qtalllngs
and her associates through the 1970s ‘aid 1980s (Stallings and _
" Kaskowitz 1974; Stallings and Mohlman <1981) have provided im- = -~

proved classroom ‘Observation methodology and ~additional substan—
l tiation of the" rlme on-task theory of learn1ng.' Stallings's con-
-tinual work has resulted.in correlational and descriptive data
o about school "effectiveness, including the use of time by elemen-
I_ tary and -secondary teachers, and students in the classroom. Her
' findings 1indicate that the mere length of the school day or the'.
length of class in secondary schools is not the c¢ritical factor
in students' academic achievement. She stated, "Clearly student
learning depends on how the -available time is used, not just the"
amount of time available" (%talllngs 1980, p. 11). . Stallings has
organized a teacher- tra1n1ng institute to encourage teachers to .
spend more time 1nstrucr1ng -and managing students to stay on .task .
“during class t1me (Stallings and Mohlman 1981).' .

 The notion that 1ncreased time' _on task will increase
achievement is appeallng as a slmpl;\solutlon to the.problem of
- -making-academic education more- effectlve. Several researchers .
. = have cautloned, however,'that the time on. task findings should
: '~ 'not be. interpreted to mean that- merely 1ncreas1ng the engaged
,M;;gmmwtlme—w&ll—prodnce—more~learnrnq—for—alt»st dents——=>stallingste———- -
C (1980, p. 12)~ comment sums- up- the - v1ews of sucl others as Soar - ‘
.(1978) and Evertson (1980)., "For all studentsy there is a point
. at wh1ch more learning t1me does not produce mO{\\learnlng"

: L Sl ’ T

At this t1me, there is no known optlmum time\on task: for
most ‘students, part1cularly the :less academically sSuccessful ]
students. It 1s believed,. however, that .1€ss succesgful: students
need. more rlme ‘to learh than the more successful studeépts (Bloom.
1977):° Dpata from Glaser (1968) “and: Atkinson {1968) suggest that -
the slowest 5 percent of learners take about five. - times as -long
to reach any given criterion of mastery as do the-fastest per-
cent of the learners (Borg 1980) A number of studies’ (Block

S
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'1971-_Peterson ]972) prov1de ev1dence that 80 percent of the
students can achieve a Tevel of 1earn1ng that is usually attained
.by only 20 percent| when there 1s'an increase of 10 to 20 percent.

in learning time. | However, 1n a more recent writing; Bloom
(Carroll 1977) suggested that rates oﬁ,learnlng~are‘ changeable.

——

. _,,/'r
————~+—f‘—““§9ertson '(1980) reported a’ slgnlflcant variation in student
engaged time -among achievement groups.  On the average, low-
-ach1ev1ng Jjunior hlgh students_were engaged 40 pertent of the
time in .academic content compared with 85 percent engaged time
.. for high- -achievers. Low-achievers spent more time wa1t1ng and
L 'd01ng nothing. than d1d h1gh ach1evers.

Anderson - and Scott (1978) examined the relatlonshlp among
methods, students' verbal" ab111ty,;students academic self-
concept, and students' time on task in a suburbah high school
One of the major findings :of the Anderson-and. Scott study is that
_dlfferent teaching methods ‘can be useful for different types of

- Students. ' Students with both low. aptitude and a low academic.
self-concept seem to be the .most affected by variations in' teach-
ing methods. Students with high aptitude.and high academic self-

- conecepts appear to be more off taskxln group settings .than with

-.any other method. - More students, regardless of type, tended to
show more on-task behavior with methods that provide two-wav com-
munication and that are largely teacher dlrected such as discus-
sions, w1th questlons and answers.

-

Another influence on the. t1me -on—-task stuc |7 -en
" Kounin's work on discipline (Kounin 1970). Both effec . = =nd
ineffective- teachers appear to handle discipline ‘problems ir- much
_ the same way. However, effective teachers manage classrooms in
r ways that prevent d1sc1p11ne probiems from occurr1ng in the first
place.-' . .

Koun1n (1970) 1dent1f1ed ‘the following categor1es of teacher.’
_;behav1or associated with-high levels of time on.task: with-it-
. ness, smoothness, momentum, variety, and group focus. All of the

identified teacher behaviors: relate to: the flow and pacing of
classroom activities leferent -teacher behaviors were assoc14*,
ated with -high levels of time on task' in dlfferent situations.
"With-it-ness" and "smoothness" were associated with t'ime on task
regardless of the situation. "Variety" was 1mportant to seatwork
but not recitations, whereas "momentum". and "group focus" were
associated with h1gh levels of time on task in rec1tat10n but not:
seatwork. : .

- ater stud1es by Koun1n and Fump (1974) developed the con-
_cept of a s1gnal system.that helps explain the previous findings.
. The situations ‘themselves exert. a. "holding power" “that can .lead :

. to high:levels of time on:.task. The learning: env1ronment, teach- =
.er behaviors,. or pac1ng of the lesson all can give the student

signals. . |

. i
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——To SUmMmarize recent studies of time on taSk, it appears that
a positive relationship (correldational, not causal) between
teacher-allocated time and student time on task and achievement
has been established. in the elementary- 1eve1 studies. There is
A temptation to apply the time- ~on-task Flndlngq from the academic -
clementary classrooms to the eecondaLy level ,vocational educa=-
tion classrooms. Tt is important, however, to recognize that
there are usually significant differences between these twd areas
in their orientation, goals, structure, and student. Ccharacterist- -
ics that have dlfferent 1mp11cat10ns for 1ncreaq1ng student. . ;time

" on task. _ .

The t1me achlevement research suggests that ‘teachers should .
- manage class time to prOV1de adequate time for students to be
engaged in learning. There is no formula' for calculating the
precise amount of time required for opt1ma1 learning at either:
_the elementary-or secondary level, nor is there any amount of
time 1dea1 for all .the students in a ‘heterogenous class. It is
-apparent ‘however, that- .where the opportunity for student time on
task is increased, there is significant: gafn int student ‘achieve-
ment. - . :

. -
. P

Key Factors Affecting Students’ Time dg;Task '

. Teacher Behaviors

Huitt and Caldwell (forthcomlng) Categorlze teacher behav—
iors into two types: management behaviors and instructional
behav1ora.v Management ‘behaviors can be further broken down into
three major. concepts--selectlng and arrangln99 activities} moni-
toring student behav1or, and dealing with' mlsbehav1or——wh ch have

~further ‘suBdivisions as follows: ) . : [ :

Se1ect1ng and Arranglng Art1v1t1es

® Use rout1nes to reduce confu51on

- T

- Establlsh c1ear and con519tent *ules

o'-Plan for tran51t10n" between act1v1t1es, have
mater1a1 ready : .

- . -

<

® ,Foster.good studeht'work'habits-z

® ZStructure the phy51ca1 env1ronment to fac;lltate

- . learning | ‘
~ - - . . - . - K | ,” 2 .
' @ Move around: tne room to monitor behavior e Y

® Pace activities.appropriately.




o

b]

: - . o
© Stopping Misbehavior

® . Anticipate conscguences; head off misbehavior
before it occurs - '

o 'State expectatlons for behavior clea;ly X

e Hold’ students accountable for behav1or

o G1ve feedback on behav1or,,perhaps pr1vately;'
_— " a . ;

. " According to Huitt and Caldwell, rules and procedures are
usually established during the first weeks of school. - Thus, an
observation team is not llkely to note this factor unless the ob-
sgrvations take place within the first few days of school. Since

-.teachers and administrators often consider this the worst poOss-

ible . t1me to have observers, yearly "procedure setting” is seldomn
obseryved. : . - B N :

.Ihe.re}ationship between teacher 'behaviors and the amount of

stud nt'engaged time is complex, but: ‘several behaviors do seem to
encourage student engagement. :Huitt and Caldwell (forthcomlng)
haveg found a sequence of important instructional events: emerging
from the research and grouped these events into four major cate-

Les: opresentatlon, practice, feedback, ‘and monitoring. Spe—

ic behaviprs. can be identified ‘under .each category and organ-
into an effective strategy to achieve the specified goal of

1m121ng the amount of allocated time, engagement rate, .or -

‘Burnham (1983) has suggested that it is very -important for
adult educator to be organized. 1In this article,..organiza-

% - . < -
v

'entalls develOplng obJectlves, goals,,and a broad counse_
. outline which are made available in writing to the ..
i -learners; develOplng lesson plans which include activi-
“‘ties - that approprlately mirror the cognitive taxonomy;

and“evaluatlng in writing. or through conference, the
- learner's performance- and products . ... when the’ teach-
er does not -do those things ‘out: of respect for the ’
- learner, the:-all- too—clear message is that the learner
: 1s nhot. 1mportant (p. 34) : -
. o~ QI' °
Pfannenstlel (1982) lists seven ways teachers canﬁlessen S
transltlon time which c01nc1dé w1th Burnham s (1983) emphas1s,on
organ17atlon- ',_v, D -~

ET{_ Develop rout1nes SO that students know what w1ll ST

appen—next T-' - MR .

“_; Fstabllsh clear and conslstent rules «
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fo,:‘:; 3....Structure the classroom so that it is easy to monitor
-all students.v . o ; : : :

4. Make sure that needed classroom materlals tor the day

are easy- to find and replace.ﬂ o B i
Cf", 5. _Set up ‘the classroom to mlnlmlze dlstractlons
. outside or inside the classroom. . .
¢ - ‘ .

6. Plan- for transitions so that - everythlng is ready .and
qu1ckly dlstrlbuted

7% Foster good work hab1ts‘in students. (p. 21l)
: 3\ number of . studles have focused on the relatlonsplp of
teacher behaviors ‘to. student time on task. One study of 53
sixth grade teachers and a subsample of their students done by -
Foxs Peck, and Blattstein (1978) found. a‘strong association be-;.
tweeh teachers: exhibiting. systematlcally organlzed classroombbe-
havior and student time on task. In ar: cther study, standardlzéd
ach1evement was affected ‘curvilinearly by time on _task (Edwards .
“1981). Edwards cited a, study by Peck and Ve ldman | (1972) that~ '
focused on 165 second and th1rd grade teachers. The study found
that o . o . . St R
\ “
teacher characterlstlcs wh1ch correlated hlrhly o . . : —
~with "'students’ standardlzed ach1evement test score
-~ gains to have consistent negatlve affective 1mpact
< sugqestlng the possibility that_the very valués &and _
procedures which tend to- max1mlze the learning of the
fknowledqe and sk1lls tapped- by standardized ach1evement'
.tests may have adverse effects ‘on pupril morale,
L. fnterest,'and long-term .dedicat’ion .to learn1ng in . .
' ra broad-sense.‘ (p. 16y . ~“'e'- e G "

e . - v,,,

~ Howe ver, Barnes (1981) caut1ons that care must be taken not to .

1dent1f1ed for spec1flc grades,_subJects, and groups of Students’
A’ causal relat1onsh1p between teaching behav1ors and - ach1evement _
cannot - be assumed since many variables are not controlled. ‘Also, .
there—cou]d be . ‘interaction efgects with subJects and/or gradp R
level. There is.also the questlon of what is. the most des1rablel_“m
outeome oE educatlon.,“ e : : s

Slrotn1k (1983) found that about 75 percent of class time in-

both - elementary and secondary schools was instrtuctional. . About.

70 percent of total classtime 1nvolved student-teacher interac-

—_— ,_¢4@n*lAbout 20 perceht. of the teachers.! time was equally divided .

. hbetween worklng alone (often at EﬁéTr“desks)—and—mon&torlng or~—-*——“
obserV1ng students. The-other. 10 percent -inéluded - nonverbal re=
sponse- to students and walklnq around ‘the classroom.*

> . s b -
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o In h1s study of 1, 016 c1assrooms, Goodlad (1983) found- that

'”teachers tended to use a very limited: repert01re -of teaching :

’5methods, spendlng most of their -time’ talklng -and mon1tor1ng seat—
‘work. - The ‘lack of instructional’ variety was less evident in -the
arts,’ physical:education and vocational education. classes.; Ac-
"cordLng to Goodlad, 1n these classes there,typ;crlly are - . .

" more demonstratlons, dichsSions,.various'typesfcf :

'phys1Ca1 performing,
_than written ones. These classes. entail less lgcturing,

‘- fewer written ass1gnments, and  fewer qu1zzes.; ‘Further
© “'more, students are considefably more ‘involved in setting .
their own goals, choosing the subjéects of°study and work,_d,

‘_and so forth. (1983,,p. 467) .,

o

2

o

R .Accord1ng to a report by Sta111ngs .and - Mohlman (1e81),
~ "Attendance is becoming. a bigger and bigger problem /in today's
'h1gh schools.. Clearly,"
appear .in class"‘(p 5). .Rutter-et al. "(1979). found that pupils -
"attendlng 75 percent or more cf school time had higher exam
'scores than students who attended ‘less often. Frederiuk (1977)
studied classroom time in low- and. high—-achievindg Chicago.

High—-achiev¥ing schools - were those.above the medlan
1ow—ach1evqng schools were

In the study, o

wAbsenteelsm

Y|

~

.schools.
\\\readlng score/ for. Chicago schools-
deflned as those below the med1an score.

B “h1gh—ach1ev;ng schools have s1gn1f1cant1y better - ./
' attendance, ‘a- h1gher level of ‘involvemént; fewer /-
students géing in and out, fewer interruptions, and

‘more -students d01ng the assigned homework than in }ow
;achlev1ng schools. (p. 462)

- .
o

“the high-achieving schools due to absences, inattentién, ‘and.

”'1nterruptlons. However; -in. 1ow—ach1ev1ng schools, 4

‘available studont t1me was wasted (Frederlck 1977)./ . o

, o . =

s In a review of selected stud1es on time on tasé Karweit
B (1983) stated that - e ‘ : ”}/: -

”  student absence varies by age.'and sex of stuﬂent o

. (Levanto 1973), by the location of the schodl S

. (Statistics of State School Systems, 1978), by the
size of the school (Lindsay 1982), and.by the grade
organization of’ the school (Slav1n and Karwelt 1982).

(po 7) R v - ‘. -
. .- ' ’ .. 4 .- ’ - '}.'_'." / . r

%4

and production of .products other ;J

teachers cannot reach students who do.not"

e e
~Twenty—F1ve percent of the ava11ab1e student tlme was wasted in

"perceht_oﬁ*

o

-
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“According "to Karweit (1973), ‘on any given day in an -urban second—

ary school, ‘there - may be more students absent than present. Not

-only- do absent students m1ss ‘the learnrng time themselves, they

reduce ‘the time available to other students if. the teacher has to

review material missed. Levanto (1973): stud1ed records of - 310

students in a ConnectlcuE high school during. the 1971-72 school
year and found the follow1ng patterns of absentee1sm- ' /

. -' B - /

. Wednesday and Thutsday ‘have the lowestpstudent ab—
sence rate. The rate ‘is also lower on days of "
1mportant'tests, and other 1mportant act1v1t1es.

'o Males have a lower absence rate'than females during .~
. the first. three. years, 'but senior males have a highe
absence rate than females. : -

.e®. _Rate of absentee1sm 1ncreased from n1nth to tweltth
grade.

® Students from two parent homes have -a lower absence
" rate tnan other students. s O ‘ -

. ® - College preparatory students have’ the lowest absence.
rate, next business educatlon, then general. :

.o Gen1ors with the h1ghest IDO's and academ1c ach1eve—:
ment have the lowest absence rate.

. ® Rates were lower if. students part1c1pated 1n both- P
) athletic and nonathlet1c act1v1t1es than 1f they par— L
.~~t1c1pated 1n one or none.’ ' : PR

wit Y s

e Absentﬁelsm is hlgher for - blac than for wh1te
. students._ Y o : :

e. The poorer the teacher = persona11ty score; the
: h1gher the absenteelsm rate of the ‘students.

Caldwell, Huitt, and- Graeber (1982) have stated that “the
number of days: in- the year a student. actualLy—attenés—school is
the most general measure of a student's involveément in 1earn1ng"
(p. 472). They'list several. factors that influence attendance--" -
community. bellefs, peer group,. home env1ronment, and ‘the school
and classroom env1ronment. -7 ' '

~

= e

~Interruptions-and Breaks ° - L . . _
T T : . : . ; _
L @tallinqs and. Mohlman - (lQHTTg?ound that fewer students were

lon task "in secondary classes where there were frequent interrup-
. tions by tardy students or announcements over the loudspeaPer.
There were also more teacher correctlons for behavior' in class- . . .

rooms wWith more frequent 1nterruptlons. Not only was . t1me lost
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due to the 1nterrupt10ns; but it took additional t1me for. stu— e

dents to return tp their on-task act1v1t1es after each inter- '
r"ptlon.. ; . -

Results of the Beginning Teacher Evaluatlon Study (Fisher
et al. l978)lalso showed that break time (including recess,
*lunch, restroom, etc.) in elementary classes was negatively cor-

related w1th student time on task. - One poss1ble explanation of-.
fered was that long periods of "play" carry over into .work time

_(Rosensh1ne 1981). Henderson .(1983) found dur1ng observatlon of
vserndary hort1culture classes that :

! d1sproport1onate amount of t1me was spent on. school and
teacher prescribed breaks.’ The breaks appeared to be
-unnecessary,'léngthy,_and did not reflect true working
conditions. Excessive break .time may encourage

,}inappropr ate ‘work hablts.. (p. 72)

- Grouping- ' ,

_ Stud1es of elementary classrooms that used small group 1n—
struction rather than total class.instruction had less t1me on

_ task. -The teacher was often’ 1nterrupted to discipline non-group
.members and seatwork was not as effective in keeping students en- _.
gaged. In the Follow- Through studies: conducted by Stallings and

- Kaskowitz (1974), teacher time spent .working with one or two stu-

~ dents was negatlvely correlated with student gain 1n ach1evement,

-whereas time spent in teacher-led groups was pos1t1vely cortréla-

" ted ‘with achievement. However,.Karweit (1983) cautioned that it~
is " necessary to consider more than just the quantity of instruc-
tional time. Different amounts of time y1eld similar results .
dppendlng on the eff1c1ency with which time is .used. Grouping \\\\

[

may| be productive if the quality of time outwe1ghs the -time .;
necessary. for management. When working with the entire: cla o
the| teacher. will usually pace the lesson’ for tHe average’ or
mlddle level ability students. Thus the lesson is likely to be
toa;slow for higher- ablllty students and too- fast for.lower- ‘
-ability ones. Grouping acdcording -to: ability level potentially
-may-\increase.the effective instructional time.: - The problem with.
grouping is the trade-off between increased instructional effici-
ency| of those in the group and a reduced level for those students
‘not’ 1nvolved at. that time.-

|

et
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Time on Task and Effective Schodls'

Although in recent years .effective school stud1es have re-
ceived much attention, there seem to be many different ways to.
. define what effective schools really are. Furthermore, it ap- .
'pears "that efEect1ve school factors are so 1nterrelated that 1t '




has been d1ff1cult to determ1ne 1f the 1dent1r1ed factors are-

whiat ‘make schools effect1ve or if Schools that -are effective ex— -
h1b1t these character1st1cs. Little (1981) looked at school

. success relative to staff development activities. Edmonds (1979)

considlered schools effect1ve if low-income students achieved at
‘the same devel as the’ m1ddle income students. Rutter (1979)
looked at consistent - ach1evement test 'score gains, low- absence
rates,=and positive’ student behavior (such as low del1nquency

-rates and appropriate classroom behavior) as s1gns of school

effectiveness. .Stallings and Mohlman, (11981) def1ned effect1ve
-schools as those with. high teacher .morale, teacher implemeptation
of-t1me—use programs.,students on task Tow absence rates,
friendly env1ronment -and. low. litter and vandal1sm. Westbrook's.
(1982) study determ1ned school effectiveness by student ach1eve—_
-mént test "scores. in the basic ‘skills. areas. Each ‘of. these stu--
dies described what effective schools are”d01ng, ‘according to
.their writers' definitions of 'effective," but none actually
~showed what made these schools effect1ve. o -

WestbrooK (1982) 1dent1f1ed several 11m1tatlons or qual1f1—
cations that should he. cons1dered .when interpreting the findings
of effectiveness stud1es. ~First, if the study bases -its effec-
tiveness .rating on student ach1evement scores’, .there .is no way to
. look -at the relation of the total school env1ronment on effec--
tiveness. Second, the. findings of the ex1st1ng stud1ES cannot -be
applied to other situations. Most studiés are based on basic”
skills ‘achievement in.urban elementary ‘schools.. Im addition,
educators do not know how to change ineffective schowls into.

‘ieffect1ve -schools. Therefore, factors that are found)in the

effective schools.studied cannot necessarily be. applied success-

‘,fully to. other s1tuat1ons. Third, existing studies do not show -

.the large range of achievement variations between tffective and
‘ineffective- groups. Comparisons with- ‘average groups would - pro-
vide a more. realistic picture of. the differences. ' And f1nally,4
long1tud1nal studiés of effect1veness are rare, so there is no
~way- to measure changes over a ‘period of time. - Thus’ 1t -cannot be.
determined if schools remain cons1stently effective. ~ Schools

_that have only. recently become effective may, exhibit different .

factors than those that have ma1nta1ned long term effect1veness.
« i . _

Many of the var1ables in effect1veness stud1es could be
grouped under the category of classroom management, which in-
cludes: the effective use of time. The Stallings and Mohlman.
study (1981). spec1f1cally defines effective schools. as those .
with students on task and teachers impleménting a time-use pro-
gram._ .The classroom’ env1ronment seems to reflect the management °
style - of the teacher. 1In.a descriptive study of Chicago—-area
schools, Wynne and Martens (1980) make the following observations
about a Jun1or h1gh~ . . ‘ R

. ) . . .
I saw one group of students act up in a classroom

where the teacher- had_no_control~a~$hen—the—rest—of

the -day, where teachers were str1cter and. applled
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punishment., the same group behaved. ' If ‘a teacher
. - was very strict, they were very .good.. -If a teacher
"' allowed them some freedom, they took it, Tn. some S
Classes a lot of 1nteract10ns and exchanges wént on, o7
and a .great deal of enthus1asm was allowed, but it was
obvious that th° teacher had control of the class. ’

(pov 145) R . ~

achers may not always be. aware of the magn1tude of management
.problems. In the_ same study Wynne and Martens 1nterv1ewed both
students and teachers. E : .

LIron1ca11y, when we .asked teachers if they thought
their students cut class often or cheated on exams,
- they .believed that for the most part. these th1ngs
didn't happen. "Our interviews ‘with the students,
;however, 1nd1cated ‘otherwise. (n. 32)

'Mackenzle (1983) descrlbed the factors contr1but1ng to ef-=.
fectlve schools ‘as - a "culture of mutually: reinforcing expecta-
tions‘and activities" (p. 8). Three dimensions of-effective

- schools were identified-j 1eadersh1p, efficacy, and eff1c1ency.
The efficiency dimensions include such elements as effective use’
- of ‘instructional time, orderly c1assroom environment, and well-
: structured classroom activities. T -

A Although there are ‘many character1st1cs found in effectlve
schools, the time students are engaged in ‘learning and the:fac-
. tors. contr1but1ng to that time appear to be integral parts of an
effective school accord1ng to the stud1es reviewed. :
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‘CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY" AND PROCEDURES =~

o - ) s Ratidnale .
' The' rationale for .the design of ‘the current study was based
- on recommendations from the previous study, concepts. of time use,
- findings /from related studies, and the objectives of the current
study. 1In addition to -the recommendation té investigate teacher-
. instructional/managerial variables, the previous study indicated
other factors 'that could potentially influence student time use
- in-vocational classes. ' Reviews orf related studies and face-to-
face or telephone discussions-with other researchers of time .on
task (Lorin Anderson, Judy.PfahnenSteil, Nancy Karweﬂt) confirmed
that a number of--additional factors should~be considered in the
current study, As a result, several cther variables were ‘added
~for observation.. These included the grouping of students. in a
class, whether in one room or more than. one room; whether .all
. students were working on the same task or different tasks;.the
amount-of distraction coming from within the classroom, or from
" dutside the classroom; the type and amount 6f interaction between
the students and thé teacher; how effective ;he,teacheﬂ(was at
noticing students' needs; the number of transitions during a
class period, and the. intensity of student ‘involvement. \ J

' : ' g A o SRR :

As a result of the previous"study,*amcla§Sification\bf‘stu—

dent time use was developed, which is shown- schematically \in fig-
ure 2. “As figure 2 shows, time on coentent " jncluded basic §kills.
'(reading}\writing,-cdmputation);'the,ﬁheory of ‘technical skills,
practice of technical skills, employability- skills, youth organ-
. ization activities, and_ahyVOther'gbntent—related'ac;ivitiesg’ '
.Time on noncontent included otheryouth organization activities,
":work ‘assigned by the teacher but‘ not content related, set up and

clean up, and. other néncurricglﬁm—related'activities. Ce

’

. - ,Time. on break,wasvconsiaeped_separately from time- off task.
because it was not a student-initiated of f-task activity. Time
on break was mandatory in many cases due to school or.staté re-
gulations. .Time off task - included student-initiated time spent -
_-waiting,'SOcializingrﬁgoofing‘off, leaving the room, or other .
~time not on task. ~Other decisions prompted by the results of the
‘previous study weré-a reduction in the number of observations
necessary to collect reliable data and the need to record des-—
- criptive information about interactions. and special situations.
Also, it waskconcluded'that;since'marketing.and distributive A
education classes had:"far more simulatibn-as opposed ‘to realistic -
-practice of skills, another service area would be more useful for - .
study of ‘timé on task. Therefore, business and office classes '
- were.selected (rather than,. for example, marketing and distribu-

tive_education—classes)+—Finally;theé objectives of the current
. study were to expand the sample to include- postsecondary :
‘fVocqtiohalrtechnical-clas$es.‘ : ' o

~E L 3
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‘Sample

e Both secondary and postsecondary classes were de11berately
i -”selected for part1c1pat10n in this* study. The sample selection -
“'.resulted in-nine, secondary classes.and slxteen postsecondary

classes. - .

-

o Secondary Classes : s

It was f1rst determ;ned that, if pos51b1e, classes would be~
selected at the schools where the previous study. was conducted.
One reason was that. information was already ava11ah1e about. these
schools and -their respectlve communities. - Second, it would be
‘easier to gain ‘permission to, conduct the -study at these schools
~ .rather than new schools. And, most important, these schools: were-
~ known to meet the other cr1ter1a for se1ect10n wh1ch were—- g
' "'o”’perm1551on for part1c1pat10n from the stafe director. of
' vocaflonal .education, -

-6, prox1m1ty (for budget purposes) to the Natlonal Center,
Y 'possesslon of at- 1east ‘two  of the followlng vocatlonal
" program areas.: agriculture, business and offlce, and
trade and 1ndustr1a1 educatlon. e s ™

The add1t10na1 cr1ter10n was that each site had to have a .
v1ah1e postsecondary - 1nst1tut10n that would .agree to partici-
pate in the study.. This was necessary to make the best use of
~staff and travel resourcés. The two sites that. met all of the

_cr1ter1a were . asked to part1c1pate 1n the study.. =~ .. . _ >

Throughoutdthe seIectlon process typ1ca1 CLasses‘werebreﬁ
quested, as opposed to exemplary ones. ‘' The .vocational directors
‘made their: final .selections of the specific classes for inclusion
hased upon which vocatlona] program areas were represented at
their schools and the-times the classes were scheduled. -Working

- wWith: unav01dab1e schedu11ng conflicts, time and  resource limita-
0¢.‘vtlons,~spr1ng vacatlons, "and other constra1nts, the researchers

N /,-' ) ) -
PN S
As’ 1nd1cated,4nftab1e 2, five classes- were selected ‘at the
7edfuzban site. One represented agrlcultnre education, two
_ _ ented. business and office educatlon, and two represented
.- ;[trad,'ano industrial education. Four >classes were'selected.at
'_thevhnner -city site. - One represented: agrlcultural'education, one
reprvsented hbusiness and office educaticon, ‘and the remaining two'
reprosented trade and 1ndustr131 educatlon. ’ : . T

o e e e . L et . . @
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a -u‘TABLE 2

|

e DISTRIBUTION OF SECONDARY CLAsSFs'. ;
-_PARTICIPATING IN THE qTUDY BY PROGRAM AREA AND SITE

e L

o - . . R -

.Business' ’ :Trade,and = Total

- : Agrlcultural and Office * Industrial  Number
Site _-__ - Education ___Education -Education : Classes
Midsized o ;1‘ N 2. .. s
Curban U0 e 0 e A L
. Inner: ci,ty '. . L. - 15 . -. o .'__ ...-. . v '.vl» . . L . ] 2 . ... 4 . . i
Total.number I . ' : : _ Y
. of classes S /v2",f* o -3 . i 4 o 9 !

. . . o ’ - . i .,/
IS

Postsecondary Classes

The selectlon of’ the postsecondary 1nst1tut10ns was

- obviously 1nf1uenced by the decision to return to prev1ous1y

-selected secondarye¢schools. However, the selected schools: were
requlred to meet the follow1ng cr1ter1a' o &’

) .Agreement to: parf1c1pate from the chief adm1n1strator -
and, in some’ cases, from gpecific 1nstructors who :
taught the courses in the requested program areas

® “Possess1on of at‘1east/two of the fo’low1ng vocatlonal—
*  techneial ‘program areas: 'agr1cu1 ure, business: and |
office, trade ‘and industrial, and techn1ca1 educatLQn——~w—*”’”

The same constralnts f,r,the—seIEEEYBn of the secondary .
classes applied to»the’ﬁBEtsecondary selections. ‘An additional "~ | ;
constrarﬁf”’hggeuer, was that at one of the two institutions. o //
classes were held once a week instead. of each day. Since that . .
institution met the other criteria, it was determined that more -// g
classes would be obsgrved even if they were only observed twice AR

~during the two weeks scheduled for the observations. The final

selection resulted inm the- sixteen classes displayed in table 3.

34 . 50 3 | \ '/_’/



-, TABLE '3 gﬁ ‘-'A‘ S e

© " " DISTRIBUTION OF POSTSECONDARY CLASSES PAR-
’ TICIPATING IN. THE 'STUDY BY PROGRAM AREA - AND- SITE

s . IR ', .
. . . . R 9 . . . - . i ) ;
C o : . . . . . A

Bu51ness L Trade and. | ' Total

Agrlcultural and Office - ‘Indistrial - Technlcal Number
*Educatlon, - Education Education ,‘Educatlon Classes
, 3 - Ty
- 1l 5 0 4 10 -
number
, Flp .- . g - 1 - 5 , 16

As shown in 'table 3, there was an uneven d1str1buf10n of
_ classes across s1tes and across- program areas. At the midsized
Coe .urban s1te, four iclasses represented business and office educa-
) "-tlon, one cfass represented trade and - ‘industrial education, and
one class represented technical educatlon. At the suburban site,
‘one class - ‘repr ented ‘agricultural. educat10n,‘f1ve represented
bus1ness and- ofche education, and Eour represented technical
educatlon._ o : :

S :j.'j;;_____;;févérf”T’ﬂpffnstruments L o :
S  Two observatlon gu\des were developed for the study.,,The
\»guldes, called Observa 1on Guide. I. and Observation Gu1de II, are:
. shown in the Appendlx. “The gu1des were. des1gned to record -each
»-minute of ‘class  time.- "Each of the observers used only one type :
_‘of ‘guide . throughout the st dy. -Thls practice is believed to Sine
. creasé the observers"profl iency" and their ‘reliability 1n making
S 'judgments for:ithe’ observatlo\s.' The’ guides were designed to eli-
-, - minate ‘the need for recoding ‘or. transcr1b1ng the information for.
data entry. Each page of Obsérvatlon Guide T was designed to
record fifteen m1nute§/9£~clas§<ttme. For example,'lf the class
‘being obseryedfwas“150 minutes long, then ten pages were used- to
‘ record the. time used in that class, imilarly, each page of Ob- .
" servation Guidé II|was used to record five minutes of class time;
o 'requ1r1ng ‘thirty pages/for a 150—minute .class., 'The guides were
isimilar®in format to those used in bhe previous study, but dif-

-

]fered in_content.. s1nce add1t1ona1_var1ab1eS~were added..—Conse .
_quently, more ‘details . could be recorded to prov1de data about -the
Eactors such as: grouplng and 1nterrupt~ons. :

35




. L J,'\" : Lo .
Codes Used in Observation Guides . T e

-,

, - Observation Guide I was used to .record: student and teacher .

- ‘time use, as well as 'student grouping on. a minute-by-minute
‘basis. "“The/ first seventeén columns'were ‘used to record . 1dent1—
./ fication codes——t1me of- day, date,’ observer, s1te,'1evel school, .

‘'service area, class, and teacher type. Codes for student d1s—_ e
,‘persement (location . 1n ‘one or more rooms) .and student- grouping -
! . {whether whole class, group,»or individual work on task): were -

recorded . 1n the next two columns. The .teacher's opportqnlty Lo B
view students,'opportunlty to interact with students, role

-(actual observation of and interaction with students),‘task (pur-
‘pose of teach1ng behav1or), and primary. teaching method were

recorded 1n code, form in the: subsequent seven columns.g

tudent t1me use was recorded in -the: rema1n1ng columns of

'Observatlon Guide- I.,*Student ‘time was.classified-as time on con—
‘ tent, on - noncontent, and off task. Each of. these. class1f1cat10ns
. was’ subd1v1ded to indicate spec1f1c types .of ‘activities such as. .

time" on theory and time on 'setting up/cleaning up. - Flnally, the'
last two columns of Observatlon Guide I were used to record the

Jnumber of’ students enrolled in the class that day. and -the exact
Vnumber of students present dur1ng each m1nute.

v <
&

The f1rst seventeen columns in observatlon Gulde ITI- were
used to.record. the: same 1dent1f1cat10n 1nformat10n recorded ﬁn.
Observation \Guide I. . Codes for d1srupt10ns, interruptions, ;
trans1t10ns, student involvement, and teacher with-—it-— ness were.
recorded in the next five columns.' The observer used the remain-

1ng space: to wr1te a narrat1ve based on the follow1ng questlons~t

A\

o¥7How is the teacher ma1nta1n1ng act1v1ty flow’

i

/

.Lgﬂ Is the teacher,behav1or approprlate° -on task’ﬁ:"

;j e What appear to be. the t1me controls/standards for’;h
: student behav1or'> ;; _ S v . T PR ff'

L ¥ What behav1or sett1ng/content var1ables seem ‘to. !

“1nfluence t1me on task?. .,d;' . . R AU

%' g Y L j ) \:l.
| O

“Validitv;and'Reliability.R

Lo i 4

As in the previous study, direct observatlon was cons1dered-

the best method for study1ng how teacher instructional/ manager—

-ial behaviors relate to- students use of time in vocational edu--

cation classes, - However, many problems with val1d1ty and ell—
ability are inherent--when bs1ng the dlrect obhservation method.
The observation guides were- modified from those developed for the
prevaous—studyT—and—the1r—re11ab111ty~and~val1d1tymwere consid—-—

: ered in several ways. ) ‘ _ i \ S
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| - o _ U : LI
" .Validity. One of the -assumptions .Gf this study .was that-
there- are major  curricular _ content areas or tasks that are.- = .~

included in all vocational programs.. It was believed that these
- .curricular’ content areas would be valid for both the Secondarx’¢'§_3
“and. postsecondary "levels. . Thus the .observation guides included .. ™
-~ codes for the.curricular content area, for .classroom-vatiables,
———- and.for teacher instfuctioqal/managepialfbehgviors thet were -

-. - based upon findings from the'previous,research;andzrelated-
studies. The codes were pilot~tested in secondary and post- o
secondary business. and office, agriculture!, trade and -industrial,
andgtechnical classes. ' The codes. were subsequently r fined to
reflect the classroom situations -encountered in: the pilot-test
.classes. P ’ ' D 5 - S :

. ~Observer -interference. . Kerlinger (1973) minimized the |
‘potential problem of observer intefferéncelwhen.he explained that
'observers,haye'little4effect on situations ‘they: observe, Kerlin-
- ger poihteﬂzdut<that'pebple;adapt=QUick;ygto”the4obsérvérﬂs o
“ presence and continue .to do' what they usually do.. "Indeed," he
7 said, "it is more of a -problem to the uninitiated who seemed to
. believe that people will' act differently, even artificially when
> observed" (p. 538). ~According to .Ryan (1960), the' classic belief
~ is:that teachers will ‘gct ‘in an unusually perfect way when being

- observed. Although this may be true in some cases,. it should be
- -recognized that teachers cannot do under observation what they =
‘have never learned to da.: ‘' . ‘ o L e s '

' RS

. " 7 Most of thé teachers in this study were observed for a week

. (five days),  from the_beginning»tpﬁthe last minute of each class

. . period. - It. was .therefoere believed that, as Kerlinger *(1973). and
Ryan:{1960) .indicated, .that the teachers wére'behaving*iq their *

. usual- ways-during the observations: o i
" observer reliability. Although Kerlindgr'(l973) discounted
observer interference as .a’ serious problem .in direct .observation

stgdiésr.hé belie$ed_that_oner#ér}reliability‘is a potential
'The observer mds;:digest_phé'iﬁEOfmatiohIderived from .
. - .Observations and then make inferences .about constructs . N
c .. . . The strength-‘and the weakness of the procedure° - A

is the observer's power of inference. (p: '538) .-

Medley and-Metzeél (1963) recommended that. obsérvers should

- consciously use the, least’ inference possible in describing . ¢
.whether, . a behavior occurred. “To "this end, the observers in this,
- study recorded specific activities as they occurred'each“minute:j

The fast~paced recording dE,actiVities prevented the observe¥rs .

.ﬁrdm-reEIedting_upon;the—events+and*secbhdrguess1ng the 'students’

or,teachers'ﬂdntenpions;-;Aﬁﬂagresult,factivities“were recorded
with a.minimum*of_QbserVer_inférenCe;4. / : SR ;

| L L L
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~Reliability among observers\\ 'Flanders -(1967) commented that
"the 1deal observer team is a group of llke—mlnded individuals -/,
. who. wlll respond . cons1stently w1th\the same category number when -
'presented with the same communication events" (p. 158).. The -~ ., .
pilot. tests” ‘resulted in con51derable .reliability (.85). among . the -
observers., ' In ‘this study the potent1al problem of reliability
among. observers using .the - same instrument was furtheér minimized: -
A toeal of  four observers, K conducted aﬂl of the observations. 'Two"
 of.the obhservers collected all the seqondary data while another
- " #two collected all the postsecondary data._ Each" observer used
"~ . ~only one ‘of the observation guides, fun@her minimizing’ potent1al
*"~  'problems with jinterrater:- re11ab111ty for e1ther secondary or
postsecondary observatlons T

#
ot
5 . .

e Field Procedures' -

- The Pilot Test .- T S R
o . The First drafts of the obseqyatlon guldes were used in
AN pllOt tests at. a. local secondary school, and\a postsecondary in-
' stututlon. * The- field proceduxes ahd- ‘the process of. recording -
observatlons every minute were- teshed in. severa] ‘types of:
; voéatlonal technical classes. -All ‘but. one of\the_four pllot test
' »ﬁmfstaff ‘had collected data for the prev10us study. The four. .mem-. *
w ‘bers of the pilot-test staff were 'scheduled to! collect ‘all the .
f"} data for the current study. The pilot-test staff used the "‘speci-
-fic-observation guide (Observatlon Giide I or. Observatlon Gu1d°
If) they would use to collect the study data. :

P

! After ‘the pllot test, the two observatlon gu1des ‘were
B rev1sed to 1nclude more. precise codes._-The pilot-test staff
-g,j-‘reported khat the minute- -by-minute data recordlng procedure- as

| comfortable, not too demanding, and not too bor1ng for:- the length
o of" t1mev§pen* observ1ng. They found the codes rellatively easy to
i }." remember and to apply in. the/actual classroom s1tuatlons. =
R . R / i

o
o - ~

Data Collectlon : ,f/ U e
_ The f1ve secondery and two' postsecondary schools selected
\for part1c1patlon in -the study were located at two geographlc,
‘sites.’ Site 1 was an /industrial’ metropolltan city. surrounded- by
suburban areas that are closely :linked.. econom1cally. In con~
R trast, Site 2 was a hbmogeneous m1ds1zed city.  Data were collec—-
;w°. ted at each. site for ‘two nonconsecutlve weeks in Warch and Apr1l
1983... L : w_/ . y . . ) ;
. . 4 : . 2 .
e ST D1fferent clas;es were observed durlng the first week - than L
- _.during :thé& - second at the secondary schools and at one of. the two -
ffwf‘ﬁoostsecondary institutions: - Singe the second- postsecondary Lo
7_:.j1nst1tutlon held glasses only once :a week (as opposed:to every
o .'day of the week),.the same classes were observed both weeks 1n'

9 . . L4 o S0 . i . . B .
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order to collect at two entire class period%Lof data for the '
classes. Two teachers were observed teaching three classes each
week., " ' . x

‘The four observers for the study compriﬁed two tcams, ore
for secondary and one for postsecondary. Once at their respec-
“tive schools, the team members talked. hriefly with the teachers
" they were to observe. They explained the- observations procedures
and answered questions. The observers explained that they would
move with the students--from lecture rooms. to shops to remote _
‘areasi--in order to record the,studqnts‘iactivities.accurately./.
The.qbservers asked the teachers to ignore them as much as pos-
sible by not introducing them or accommodating them by, for
‘example, asking students to bring them chairs in the shop area.
In turn, the teachers requested that the observers comply with
safety rules by wearing .safety glasses and following other pre-.
cautions in the shops. = . : I - '

L
|

_ .In all situations, the observers were as inconspicuous and
as unobtrusive ‘as possible. They sat at the back of classrooms
during lectures and quietly moved"arbupd in the  shops or labora-

tories. Especially after the first day of observation, the
teachers and students did .not appear disturbed or motivated by
the observers. 1In most classes, the observers found that stu-.
dents and teachers were initially shy about .approaching them.
After the first two or three days, however, a few students asked,
"How are we doing?" or "What, are you evaluating?"  The observers .
responded very. briefly and discouraged further conversations in a
friendly, but firm manner. When opportunities for conversations |
arose outside of the classes, the observers answered questions.

The observe:s‘étarted recording when the ¢1és§ was -offici-
ally scheduled to begin. The observers scanned thé classroom to

record student activities as well as the téachqrﬁs activities., e

‘While some attivities, such as -practice. of tecqnical skills on a
piece of equipment, continued for several minutes, other activi-—
ties” took very small amounts of time, - For the most part, the
observers recorded the. specific activity they viewed that- ins-
tant. .However, if students were working-on a piece of equipment
and looked away briefly, they were not recorded as off task.
Yet, other activities which also took relatively small amounts of
time, such _.as calculating the length of a pipe to cut, were
indicated when bbserved (basic skills). o
v The observer, using  Observation Guide II, /wrote a narrative

of activities that were .not ‘recorded in code fbrm by the olfserver

who was- using Observation Guide T. Consequen{ly, a thorough re-
cord was made of each class observed that”indicated student and

teacher interactions and ways in which teachérs managed’ the 'class -
time, * - i o ‘ . : . . Lo ,
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= ; ) Pata—Analysis v o e

The data from the secondary classes were ‘analyzed separately
frrom those collected inf the‘postsecondary classes. In effect,
this resulted in two studies conducted and analyzed concurrently.

v while more postsecondary’ classes (16) were observed than second-

~ ary classes (9), the total minutes 'for each level were approxi-
mately the same., As shown in thble -4, 5,938 minutes were ob-—
served in secondary classes, wn%reas 5,915.minutes were observed

,,,,, - As mentioned earlier, the postsecond- -~

ary classes at- S1cc 2 were held once a .week, which limited the
number ‘of possible ‘observations. FEach class was observed once
each week during the two weeks of observation. The classes at
the secondary schools at-Site/1l and at the schools at Site 2 were’

observed five times consecutively dur1ng one of the weeks of
observatlon. /
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o o ' < " | TABLE 4 ST | T

T~ _ : S .
: ~+———~ . NUMBER OF/ MINUTES OBSERVED IN o
__SECONDARY 'AND POSTSECONDARY CLASSES S
¥. o / . T . o o e
31 Secondary / e Postsecondary L
(R ’ Number/ of ) : o v T Number of
\/ Service Area .U_J’Mlnutes _ __ Service Area ‘ Minutes
| Agriculture ' 1537 ‘ ; . Agriculture o :.328
' AV 'v.‘"-" ’ ) - / . .- : - ' ' ."'
\Rusiness and office' _1289’ . - Business and Office 12957
i ‘ . .'j\'"‘ ’ . - [' ‘ . ) )
S Trade and Industrlaﬂ _3}12 Trade and .Industrial  : 830
! . R | ; ) . : . . N
\ . - ‘ \ ; Technical 11800
|  Total. minutes : , N ‘ ' ‘
, observed o . 5938 | B e 5915 -
i v : : C .
N. | \[ | ) - \\\\
 xCollapsed and Deleted Varlggles for Analys1s : A X

X T . : N .
o Some of the ‘data %llected and class1F1ed accord1ng to the -
codes in the observati guldes were. recoded or. deleted for
.analysis. Several, of tg %varlables coded in the two observatlon
guides. were found to. be edundant or not as useful  as planned
Data collected accord1ng to- those codes were .not used, whereas .
“other data were- collapspd for more concise analyses and discus-
sion of the results.  The deleted and collapsed variables are:

3111sted 1n table 5, while- the remaining. varlables are shown 'in .
table 6.

o
o
—_——
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'CﬁLLAPSED AND DELETED VARIABLES FOR ANALYSIS

)

TABLE 5.

I}

' Variables Coded in.
'/Observation Guide I

/
/

Change

Process/ )
Reason for Change

Student Dispersement
(five categories)

' and

Student Grouping
{two categories)

) /- ‘
/
/ i 1 -

Collapsed into four

categories and renamed

the Grouping or Group
Variable as illustrated

There were too few cases
in most categories ‘as*
originally coded. Phl
square analysis was used

to collapse, categories,

L -
‘ N Student Dispersement
- Ly In more than
el one room In one room ’
. s A D - o :
ot N L =
- Al g :
R 5 38 Group 1 Group 2
| (=} B e . .
-\ 4 [4 ] ’
,\_ ] N
- N U, ~
\ ' = 0. 2
T T 0
| 9| o« .
4~ 3 (SIS , L : .
DY O e . .
\ aoR g Group 3 Group 4
- . . P
\ . o ° .
A =]
: =0
\‘ ‘

\
N\

3.

a,

‘Teacher Opportunity to
" View Students:

(six categories)‘
and
Tedcher Opportunlty to

\Interact with Students -
'(s1x categorles) o

_/.—/'

- Teacher Task

(ﬁifteen categories)
_,‘\' . .
o
Teacher Role )
(sixteen categorles)

S e

Deleted from all

analyses

- Deleted from all
-analyses

g Collapsed into eleven ,
. categorles

57

" same ph

 codes to be- confusing an

ough regress1on anal—‘
these ‘two variables
fognd to measure the -
Q\menon .as.the =
TEacher Role varlable.. :

ysis
were

Observers found these

redundant’ with the

,Teaoher Method codes.

~ Since several codes were

not different enough to

‘warrant separate ‘consid- .

eration in the analyses,

“they were collapsed None

of the. codes were
eliminated,



T - STARLE™5™ T B
(continued)

Vafiables Coded ‘Process/

Obseryation Guide I Change

Reason for Change

5'

Basic Skills

_ and
Employability Skills
and.
Youth Organization
Activities (Content)
and
Other On-Task/Content

Youth Organization
Activities. (Noncontent)
and
Assigned ‘but - Noncontent
and .

. get- up/Clean up

'Restroom,

and
Transitional:
i and
Other Noncontent

Waiting; Doing Nothing

, ‘and
Socializing .
- and S
Goofing off
Leave Room
-and
Other Time Off Task

Repérted in descriptive

' tables “but subsequently

as Time on Task Theory.

. for analysis of.vari-_
_ance and crossbreak
. analysis. °

1

Reported in descriptive
tables but subsumed as
Time on Task Noncontent

for ana1y51s -of vari-

‘ance, and. crossbreak -

analysis.\

RS

.Reported in descriptive

tables but subsumed as
Time Off Taskxfor anal-

-ysis .of var1ance and

crossbreak anaLy51q./'

Az

Very small proportion of
time spent upon these
content-related activi-
ties especially at the
postsecondary level.
Since most of these
Aactivities were theory

- .oriented as .opposed to
~practice, they were

;.collapsed.with theory.

Most of the noncontent
time was spent on set up/ .
clean up. Since very

small proportions of time

" were spent on the remain-

ing noncontent activi-

ties,,they were collapsed"‘

in one category as time .
on task/noncontent. '

‘The partlcular time-of f-.

task activity was not es-
sential to the analyses.

Thus, all.off-task -

~activities were collapsed

into one category.

..,
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e - o TABLE 5

(cont1nued) L

=

Codes Used in ' : o . Process/ _

Observation Guide I1I _ Change : Reason for Change

8. Transitions Neleted from all Observers found transi-
analysis. tions difficult to recog-

. , nize and record. Thus,
since observers believed
the data were not-accur-
ately recorded, the data
were de]eted '

"~ 9,. Student Involvément . Deleted from all R Through~regression'analy-
. ' analysis - ‘ -sis, this variable was
: ’ - found to measure the same
phenomenon as student-
time on task for content-
“related activities. To
eliminate ‘redundancy and
possible confusion, this,
variable was de]eted

There were, obv1ous1y, far fewer var1ab1es for analys1s after several were

:co]]apsed or deleted. The remaining variables and transformed variables were
11sted in tab]e 6. : ' '
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S : : TABLE—6

VARIABLES (REMAINING OR TRANSFORMED)
USED IN THE ANALYSIS

'Variable Name . ' Subcategories

1. Student.Grouping or Group - Four Subcategories:

Group 1: Students are in two or more
adjoining rooms and are working
individually or in small groups

) on various content..
Group 2: Students are in one room and are
’ working individually or-in small
= __ groups on various content.
. Group 3: Students are in two or more
adjdéining rooms but are working
. as a class on one content area.
) _ Group 4: Students are in one room and are
7 : o ) . working as a class on one
' / ' content area. ' '

) . N -
2. Teacher Role . , . - Five Subcategories:

Role 1: Observing all/interacting with
o "~ all students in class
Role 2: Observing and interacting with
. " group/individual
. Role 3: - Observing activity but not
- ' _interacting (monitoring)
‘Role 4:-. In room/office but not observing
or interacting
Role 5: Not in room at all .

3. Teacher Methods ' Eleven Subcategories: - 3
- . Method 1: One-to—-one instructions
. Method 2: .Discussing/questions and answvers
Method 3: Socializing -
Method 4:  Lecturing/using auaio—visuals
3 . _ Method '5: ~Making' annOuncements/passing out
~ o _ ‘materials - ;
' Method 6:  Cleaning up/setting up
3 Method 7:.7 . Giving directions/demonstrating/
explaining .
Method 8: Testing/inspecting work ,
Method 9: Observing students - \
) . Lo Method 10: Working on own/doing paperwork
T S . . . Method 11: TUsing other methods/miscellaneouq
44 o PR . A\




| " TABLE 6
. . . - (continued)

Variable Name . - ‘Subcategories

)

4, Teacher With—it-ness~ ' ° Five SubcategorieS'
With 1: Sensitive to all/sensitive at
. many levels
L _With 2: Sensitive' to. most needs
SR “ ‘ “With 3: So-so/variable sensitivity to
' : T needs _

With 4: Not sensitive to most students
- ) With 5: Not sentisitve at all ;

5. Student Time on Theory’ ~. Includes theory of technical skills, basic
‘ ' skills, employability skills, “youth -
organization 8kills and other content
_ ‘ which is not specifically time on
" o practice., °

‘6. .Student Time on Practice ‘ Includes only hands-on practice of
7 ‘ ' technical skills.

7. Student Time on Brodniis ‘ ‘ Includes only time on scheduled or o _ g
S ‘ mandatory breaks. ‘

8. Student Time Off Task v includes waiting, soclalizing, goofing
: o . off, 'using the restroom, leaving the
- room, and other time off task. -

9. VDisrhptions . - Includes time during which disturbances .
occur within the. classroom interrupting
time on task. .

10. - ‘Interruptions S Includes time during which disturbances
?. L C ‘from outside the classroom interrupt time y
' : ' _ on - task..
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"Unit of Measure.

percent on one-to-one 1nstructlon.

Since the data were collected on a m1nut@—hy—m1nute basis,
the minute was used as the primary unit of measure .To calculate
the student time use ohA and off various act1v1t19s, the raw num-
bers (of minutes spent upon various activities) were|converted to
proportions of the total number of m1nutes available \during each
class. - The proportions (or percentages) .were caiculated w1th the
following fermula:.- » o \

number of student

‘minutes spent on

the ‘activity. . = proportlon of time on
number of class m1nutes the act1v1ty '

X students present . .

in 'the class o ?

For example, to find the proportlon of time’ spent on baslc skills -

in a fifty-five-minute class with fifteen students, the Eollow1ng
equation was used: . : : \
. Total -student minutes. ' \
-on basic skills = 150 = .18
55 minutes x 15 students |
present = 825

|
\
i
|

As the ‘equation indicates, the numerator was .i50. It was
calculated by counting the total number of minutes spent on basic
skills during the class. The denominator .was 825, which was

- calculated by multipiying. the number of class- minutes by the

number of students present. The proportion of time, found
through. ‘dividing 150 by 825; was 18 percent. Glmllarly, to\
calculate the -teacher time used for role, method, and with-it-
ness, the raw number of minutes was converted to proportions of.
the total number of minutes avallahle during each class.v ThF
following formula was used. . . : . : \
-number of teacher minutes : . . \
spent on the activity T= PrOPort}O?_Of time on \
number of class minutes the activity '

Thus,’if the'teacher spent twelve‘minutes on one-to=-one ﬁnstr_c—
tion in a " fifty-five-minute. class, the .proportion of tiﬁe-was 21

Statistical'Procedures

‘ PLI languaqe spec1al proqrams were used to- organlze, ‘renam
-edit, and manipulate-the raw .datai; Computer -based procedidres

from the Statistical - Package for the Social Studies (SPSS) (Nie’
et .als—1975) and PLOTALL (Seymour and Wiggins 1981) were used to
analyze the data and produce pie charts and tables. PLOTALL pie
plots procedure was used to present the student tlme use data in

46 -
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the shape of a pie. Each slice of the pie represented one Lype
of cime ‘use (e.g., time on practice). The size of the slice re-
presents the percentage’ of the total class time. Pie charts were
created for the average of all the secondary and the post-

secondary classes and for each .service area, ¢

Through SPSS descr1pt1ve stat1st1cs procedures, the raw data .

_(minutes spent on:.various activities by teachers and students)

were converted into proportional data.. Further descriptive sta-

~tistical procedures wete used to create tables of distributions

and frequencies. These tables indicated the. proportions of time
stddents and»tgachers spent on specific activities. -In the

tables. the proportions were classified in various ways, 1nclud1ng -
by level (secondary or postsecondary), by service area (agri-
culture, business and office, trade and 1ndustr1al, ﬁpchnlcal),
and by 1nd1v1dua1 class (nine secondary and s1xteen post-
secondary) .

The prlmary data analysis was conducted by computing means
of proportions of time and breaking them down by the explanatory
variables. SPSS crossbreak procedures were used to study
relationships among the variables. For example, crossbreak
analysis was used to determine the relationships of teacher-

methods to  student. time on theory, practice, noncontent, and off ..

~task in secondary classes. The architecture of the crosshreak
. procedure used in that example is depicted in figure 3. Notice

"

that in figure' 3 all the class minutes are-broken down by the

: eleven categories of teacher methods, ‘which are broken. down by

the three seccndary- student group types, which in turn are broken
down by the four categories of student time use. All analysis-
was done for the Eull sample and was repllcated for each service

area. . . A

"One- way analysis of variance was used to determine if there
were significant differences within the "independent variables re-
lative  to student time .on. task. For example, the teacher with-
it—-ness var1able has_five levels from "sensitive to all students.
needs" to "not sensitive at all". Through! one-way analysis it
was determined that students spent significantly more time on
theory when teachers were more sensitive to their. needs. Simi-
larly, one-way analysis of variance was used to determine the re- .
lationships of teacher methods,.teacher roles,'1nterruptlons,- '

‘disruptions, and student -grouping to student time on theory,

practlce,—noncontent, and off task

. To’ overcome posslble stat1st1cal problems caused when” uslng;.
proportional data in analys1s of: variance, the-data were.stabil-

'ized .through the arc sine transformation. 'Although this funetion

changed the levels of significance somewhat, ‘the levels of signi-
ficance nonetheless_remalned at p>0.001. . - -
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. . . . Al 'l Secondary ‘ ' . o
. Class Minutes o . : _
..
. Method 1 " Method 2 Mothod 3 Mathod 4. Method -5 - - Mothod 6| | --Method-7 - - Mathod 8| .{Method 9| [Hethod 10 Method 11
One~to=One ) (Discussion/ | | (Soclallize) (Lecture/ . | (Make lr: (Clean up/ (Explain/ (Test/ (Observe) {Work (Other) .
° . Quest/Answer Audtovisual) | | nouncements).i,| . Set up) Demonstrate) inspect) on Own)
I . : g - -
. . ’ - .. . :
! - : ) ' . . !
- Group 1 Group 2 Group 4 |
Students in All In Same Room All In Same Room
More than One Dolng Tasks : Doing Same Task, . , ’ . .
- Room Doing Tasks tndividuatly or ' . .
individually or In Smal) Groups ) -
In Smafl Groups, .
. e h
s
- L
Student ) Student : _Student ' Student : ' :
Time on Theory . Time on Practice Time on Noncontent Time Ott Task
b o
. . " ' .
Figure 3. Architecture of crossbreak procedure used for
analysis of relat1onsh1ps among varxables.
* R
wh11e only one, method is illustrated, each method is broken down by these three A\
group:.ng variables. There is no Group 3 in secondary classics. T
. 2N
** pgain, only one group- is illustrated but each group is broken down by student time. §
g === . } \
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To Eurther ensure that the reqults of the analyses were -
valid, the one-way analysis of variance were also conducted with
every fifth minute of data. These analyses were conducted to de-
termine whether or not the fact that the minuté-by-minute' data

‘were repeated measures as opposed fo independent measures

affected the level ot iqnificance. The results indicated ‘that
the significant dltterenceq using every fifth minute were 51m11ar
to those that occurred when using every minute of data.

'
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

\ Answers to the research guestions listed in chapter 1 were
‘through analyses of thegdata recorded during 5 938 minutes
of observation' in secondary classes and.5,915 minutels in post- A

secondary classes. The data 1ncluded both quantitative and-
qualltatlve information observed durlng entire class periods.

The data from secondary and postsecondary classes were analyzed
and reported separately 'in this chapter. Thus all five research

_questlons are first answered for the secondary classes and then

followed by the. postsecondary‘flndangs.

AR ]
- Findings and Conclusions Related 'to Secohdary Time Uses,
\ TeachervBehav1orsA and Classroom Variables

\

\
{ 1 a *
, . . | ] /// . .
Question One (Secondary) ) 1 L A o . S

"What are the. characterLst1Cs of the classes 1ncluded
in the study? . . -

© /

)

The nine secondary classes observgd in the study were
located in. five schools at two s1tes./ Site 1 was the 1nner—c1ty

of a diverse 1ndustr1al metropolls.’ Site 2 was a medium-sized
service-oriented city surrounded by prosperous farms. Table 7
displays the characteristics of! each class.' (Note: The first of

the class- code numberd is the slte number.). As shown ' in- table 7,
there were’ two agr1Culture classes,wthree busrnes s_and office .
classes, and four' trade and 1ndustr1al classes. Two buslness\;jd

offlce classes were located in comprehenslve hlgh schools, wh -
as the rema1n1ﬁ% seven classes were in area vocatlonal schools.
N \

The classes ranged in length £from 55 'minutes to 180 mlnutes4:
or three hours-. Seven of the classes were bethen two . and three

- -~hours long. With one excethon,‘the classes were observed five

ERIC
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~times, Monday through Friday of the ‘same week. The exception was

the carpentry .class, which ‘was observed only four times due to a
blizzard that closed Fne school on the Monday morning .of: the ob-.
servation week. The types.- of/currlculum listed reflect the ’

1

- . teachers"’ self-report (as~” opposed to the observers' °percept1qns)¢”
-;jof the currlculum used in the1r classes. : o ' Sy

—

As’ dlsplayed in table 8,‘the total enrollment in all se Jond—

-ary classes was{lsz ‘'students. 'More than half were white" (81) -

w1th the remaln ng (71) blacks or other mlnorltles, The,mlnorrty

P . : - ": - ’ : : - ' )
i . . o B . - : .o

l_, ) : A \ . - s
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- . - - £-]
PR ‘ TABLE 7
p . . o
) ) { CHARACTERI'STICS OF SECONDARY CLASSES L b
. © ., . ; . Length of . » - ;
, " Class/ Type of . Type of Each Class . Total Number of o UK
Ctass Code .- School Commpnl+y. In Minutes Classes Observed - Type of Curricqlum
= : ‘ ; g = Y
; : Agriculture’ - ‘ B 7
" Ornamental Vocatlonal Mids I zed s 175 - ‘ 5 . _State and local ly developed
Hortilculture ..~ ‘ Urban . Coe competency based
. "(20301) : , ) . . v . SN !
. Hortlculture Vocat lonal Large . 150 - Sfafe'dévelop%d, ‘performance-
(10101 Inner clty : . o uvased | .o
- i . . . . - - i
. - N - : : / A R
. . . P
’ . Buslness and Offlce - - - !
Typing- t1 Compre=- Midsized 55 5 i Locally developed
(20408) hens lve Urban = -~ - ] S )
- Word Vocatlonal Large ' 145 .. 5 : Performance based N "
\ Processing Inner clty ‘ . o . . . -
o= (10223) e : o D I
M\ Data. . -  Compre-.. MIds Izad 55 . 5 ~ Loca/ ly. developed i
"~ \ Processing ““hens Ive . Urban . . . e ;
\ (20407) , .. _ . _ ;
\ B e . ’ '\‘ ’ - a . . /
\ '\\\\\g Trade and Ipdustrial - . | /
Lo Elgcffonlé. . Vocational "Laréé - T T 140 . o5 -------Gtate-developed, performaﬁéé'f—‘
.Communications . «  Inner clty .. based” | i
(10222) * R .
/ \\ Y- oL : - ."/ * B ]
" Carpantry’ Vocatlonal, . Llarge ‘140 4 i - State developed; compentency.
- /Q10102) - . ~Inner clty ' _based : K
//ﬁAufo. \\ ' Vocatlonal = Midslzed . 180 .5 ' " Competency based .
J Mechanlc§: . Urban - . :
/ (20509 \ ! , -
N ) | .\'; - r“ ) hL\'J
Machlne Shop Vocatlonal 5 :

Mldslzed - 175

Comp7 ency. ba;ed'<
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7 : roe TABLE 8 °° ‘
v ) ENOLLMENT /IN" SECONDARY CLASSES ,
_ e .
Class/ - Total ¢ . N K Handi - ]
) Class Code Enrol lmént .Mlnority Wh!fea Mqle . ‘Female capped
’ ’ Agrlculfure
/ f a
N ' . 2 - . .
Ornamental 14% , 0 ;14 10 . ) Yes
Hor+lculture o -
a (20301) ~ .
. " Hortlcul ture .
(10101 N 10 4 6 °6 4 Yes ’
o ) Buslness and Offlce :
X Typing 11 . - Tz, e 10 1) No
- (20408) - /- : '
a C e ) R . . K . -
Word - o . 16 . T 0o/ o 16 .
Processing * . - : . - . /
.(10223) ) -
Data - . - 22 9 13 5 17 ‘No :
Processling “ a '
(20407) -~ -, : .
— i " T . / P
R ’ o .- : o " Trade and Industrial - o
: " Electronlc -* . 23 19 4 21 ' 2 “No .
47 Communlicatlons : P : . N o
; (10222) , ;
. ! e ‘._ ] hd . - . - R i -
! N Carpentry . 19 . 16 . 3 . 19 0 Yes - .
© 1 10102) 3 : L : ,
' . Lo s ) 3
C et L - ] . L
" Mechanics - 15 2 ¢13 15 0 - No !
(20509) - o .
“MacHlIne Shop ,. . 21 .- . .3 BRT:' 21 0 Yes R
s (20305) . o N ‘ . g
? TOYALS' 152 77 81 " 98 - 54
.« . oL -~ . : / :
; ) . h : . . ' LA . / . ' J
.- -*Class ‘was open ‘entry/open wexlt, Number reported was, the nuTb?;y?bserved. . ) R
b .- L i
’ "" '\ "\ ‘ . . ‘0 s . . : L .'\\". ‘. o lv )
i 3 - : .
; /I.' - ". Ly . e \ i
W ‘\ - _. ' ’
\ o |
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- students were concentrated at the inner-city site schoplé} ‘There
»qerg'almost.twice as many males (98) as females (54), with the
~ females concentrated. in the business and office classes. The

. . teachers said there were mainstreamed students with. some type of
©.handicaps’ in four. of -the classes,‘but did not enumerate them nor
' point out the specific handicaps. " During the observations, it
. . was difficult to discern which students were handicapped or if

,they had diffiéulties learning or-praqticing the vocational _ \kﬂ

~ skills. S , , .
_ UL e e : - _ .

fCTéacher characteristics, cited-in table 9, indicate that all

ofathe business and office classes were taught by female ‘teach-

ers. . Conversely, all the agriculture and trade and .industrial )

classes were tadught by male teachers. All of the teachers had at

- Least-fiVé-years'éf.teaching ekperiénce~and at least two years of
+ - experience in industry. Two of the teachers. taught "that class
-fpnly onée a day, whereas the.others taught it twice a day}

" " The seéconddry teachers appeared to know their subject mat-
“ter well but did not use a variety of teaching methodologies. .
Although-the numerical data indicate high percentages of student
time-on content, -the narrative data suggest that the quality of
the time may be questionable. The students may have been doing
what the teacher requested, but the observers had a sensé that
overall goals were lacking sometimes and\the activities did not
always contribute to effective learning or practice of skills
related, to the curriculum. c : : '

Agricultufe classes. - The teachers in the two secondary
agriculture classes had problems kecping track . of all their

‘students because there often was more than one work area. Both

- of the agriculture classes had-a greenhonse and a classroom.
.. ‘One class (2030l) also had a retail sales program; which meant
" ‘there were, interruptions from visitors who wanted to buy plants.
- However, because students were working:individually or in small
~-groups much of the time, the interruptions did not seem to botner
moét_of them. ’ o oo o -

s
4

B ’ . 5. . R .
. Teachers in both agriculture classes ‘provided a great deal
‘ of one-to~one insﬁructxpn to show students how- to do certain -
v+ . tasks and to answer their questions. - e

~

. one class (20301) had a mixture of adult and high school
- students. . -One of the teachers was very young and related to the

students more as a buddy or one of the gang rather. than a profes-. .

{;sioﬁal.-_The students stayed under control because of the friend-

'ship, not’ because he was the instryctor. The adults were more e
©  motivated and appeared to be much more -involved with their work

- than the high school students.. This appeared to be due to their.

~ . own initiative:rather than any. inducements from the teacher. "~ The
‘teacher spent little time on task himself. . He looked for excuses
to leave the classroom and spent mucb time on the.telephone.

H4

-
Q
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. ‘.‘, . /’ \
: i S S
< ’ t _ - ) :}3/ ,é
: - TABLE -9° o T
G / R . . fa]
U . . Lot ) ‘r‘ o ) . N “‘ .
'uTEACHER CHARACTERISTICS/IN SECONDARY CLASSES . ° '/
. =) - : oo T /-
o - s . . . Ry . "'/. . o : a/ }
Class/ oI Years . Experlence Years Experlence - -Teach Same\Cl,ss
-Class Code = -Minorify. - Sex | In Education: In Industry ‘More Than Once/p Day
" Agrlcuffure .
Ornamental  ~ No - M CRR 2.
Lo Horticulture - ' ' ‘ : ; e
e (20301) ' T
‘ ,Hortlcdlfu?e Yes Mo S [ i
(10101) - ) -
. : .~ "-Buslness and!Otfices
'~ Typlng Il No F ol 1 21 2
. . (20408) .
_ Word Yes F - 9 1N+
. "Processing o :
(10223) ' ..
Data . No F 10 2
Process Ing. .
I TTT(20407) e .
R 3 , Trade and Industrial
Electronic No | M 10 o 5 ’
Commun|ica- :
tlions - '
(10222) ) i
‘Carpéhfry* Yes M 16 j
(10102) ! .
e~ ‘Auto. Mo Mol 5 6
 Mechanlics B
(20509) ’ -
. Machine.. . No— M T T n L Yes .
—~Shop - y ) : :
;o (20305) ‘ // /
, - T T
s ) ) ! . Voo
*'There as also an assistant teacher who was a minority dple; : f T e _
/ . / S
/ .
- /- /
| ] |
- ! i
i o ‘\ ’,
.\ : y . .
. e i -
o { .
e | N A -
4 . \\ﬂ \
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In the otheér c¢lass (10101), the- teacher .was always on task.
He kept the students on task by moving around and’ checking on-

- their activities. Accordlng to thls ‘teacher, all the students

were slow learners. The observers noted that the teacher's rou-
tine was lecture for part of the .class -time every ‘day - . However,
the vocabulary was too difficult for the slow learners to be able

~to take notes. The instructor was obviously not trained to work -

with special needs students. . After he repeated information and
examples several times and students still d4id not understand, he
became harsh.. This upset the students and. seemed to compound i
their lack of understanding. During ‘a"conversation with the ob-
servers, the instructor said that the students would never be '

" able to work without ,close: superv1slon. The observers noted that

perhaps- since this. teacher did not expeet much from the students,
the students did not perform. " The. teacher s frustratlon was evi-~
dent thrOughOut the observatlons.

Business and offlce classes. Equlpment appeared to be a

lproblem in some of the secondary . business and-‘office classes. The

“word processing class(10223).-had-more students than machines.

As a result, one student was almost always -off task becausé she. \jf'
‘did not have a machine to use. "A typing II/(20408) class was

using outdated machines that did not have correctlng Capablll—_A

.ties. Repairmen were worklng on typewriters in the’ tw0 classes
"and thls did - not seem to be .an unusual occurren"e.,"

e

i The’ observers noted that there were well- deflned\goals for

. the two typing classes (10223 and 20408). -In both classes there

seemed to be a well- established pattern of activiites that kept

" the students on task most of the time. - An observer noted about

the 1nner—c1ty word processlng class (10223)

Y

Q
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The teacher 'had .an establlshed pattern for the stu—_
dents. She had them do a timed test at the- beglnnlng ‘of
each perlod The student denoted as the superviser for
tHe day conducted the test. _This left the.teacher free

" to take roll or to take care of other- managerial
renponslbllltles.

o

The third buslness and -office. class (20407) haa a substl—i

'tute for threé days and the fifth day was "senior skip day," so
only . two students were present in that class. Since the regular

teacher was only .present for one day, it could not be determined
how typical the observed classes’ were. ,6However, students did not
seem to be settled into any kind of routine. Students came late,’
left early, and appeared to spend llttle tlme orn task. '

In_ all three classes, the .teachers were d01ng a varlety of

ﬁthlngs while students were working . . The typlng teachers appearea’

to sense whether students were on task by the sounds in the

_class. The observer's notes 1nd1cated that one teacher (10223)——

° . ! o

56

71
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. were worklng, they could not tell what . they were ‘doing or if they

uexplalned that she dld every asslgnment on the word ’;ﬁ'\\ i
.proces sor before she assigned it to .the students: She f-"\\
-'said I.want to.be able to know any problems that mlght

come up in advance! .

Although the teachers could tell by sound whether ‘or. not students

"were doing it correctly The . camnmon procedure ‘seemed to be that
when students needed help, they approached the feacher.'

Trade  and - 1ndustr1al. The first day of observation for ‘the
bulldlng trades class (10102) at the inner-city|site was cancel-
led ‘due to & blizzard. The blizzard, appeared to affect . attend-
ance and’ performance .on the subsequent days ‘of the. observation
week as well. -In the auto mechanics class (20509), the teacher
was absent on Frlday ' So instead of teachlng ‘class, the substi-
~tute-showed a non—subject—related movie’ for entertalnment.' As a
result, ‘the class was recorded as off task for that day ’

whén they had class,.the teachers ‘in the four trade and
industrial classes ‘appsared to ‘work hard most of the time. - A
-common problem, -although not consistant every day., was that )
teachers often started classes late. Buses were frequently . late'
too, which. further detracted. from opportunltles for student time

" .on-task. -Another common problem-was the high noise level in. the

-

trades and 1ndustr1al classes. -In one class the observer noted
that—— _ . : S I
" This class (10222) was extremely noisy, so6 noisy that-
the teacher could have no 1dea if theé 'students were on
task, or talking about other thlngs such as mov1es,_
clothes, or sports. . :

C e

.The teachers were busy but spent much of the “time respondlng

‘to students 1mmed1ate needs.- The teachers seemed overwhelmed
much of the time-~and did not seem to. be able to keep. ‘up- with all
the students in the- class at once., The students walted to be-

_told -what to do. and did not seem to be’ able to progress on- their
own. . Although the teachers appeared to be effectlve with the
individual students with whom they were worklng, they ‘were much

“less sensitive to the needs of the total class.: ‘Students spent -

much of the class time ‘waiting for the'teacher s help or trying.

_to attract his attention. 1In classes requiring groubp efforts

"guch as building trades, students in .one group spent much “time

waltlngofor another group's task to be finished before'they -could-
begin. The observer described one class (10102)

.._,,Fveﬁ/;IZh/t;o tedachers, students were constantly stand—'

'ing around waiting. They waited to be told what to do
next. The teachers had to givea 1nstruttlons for every
nail, every board.‘ 'The teacher weré very busy, but it
was almost 1mposs1ble to keep all the students on task . .

s . Coe
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Thus, whilé .instructors were busy with Sthers, students had many
_ opportun1t1es to socialize 'and engage in other non- task related
-~.behav1ors 1n severa1 of the c1asses. : . :

Teachers did not appear to always not1ce what students ~were
_ really doing. = For. example, in one. class (10222) the observers
.. noticed that a student was paying the other student at his work
" station. to complete the .assigned task. . Exams were often com-
o p1eted as. group.. pro;ects although .the' instructor had spec1f1—.
'f;'cally stated they were to be done 1nd1v1dua11y. ' .

“In a11 the c1asses the 1nstructors appeared ‘to know the con-
tent we11 but did not teach it effectivs ly. Most important, it

Lo appeared that the teachers did not set clearcut goals for the1r

;fﬂte»students. _Instead, they kept the students "busy" for the day.’

' -The - exception was a machine shop'class (20305) where the teacher
used a competency based teaching model. 'The student assignments
for completing workbook pages were posted on ‘the board each day

.- and students started to work as. soon as they arr1ved This
strategy was especially effective for this’ part1cu1ar class be-
-cause buses from feeder schools were often late. and much" L1me
would have ‘been wasted wa1t1ng for everyone to arr1ve.

- Some of the teachers a1so seemed to forget that they were |
serv1ng as role models for students. They appeared to use the ..
"do as. I say not as I do" approach, especially with safety pro-
cedures. In one class (10102) two instructors periodiéally re=.
..., minded students about wearing hard hats, yet neither teacher ever
wore one during the week of observations. .Another example was
"when an instructor did not follow. the safety procedures for using
'ladders. Yet he exected the students to follow the procedures..

- . -

%_ Question Two (Secondaryl

What are the proportlons of t1me spent by sLudents on
task, on breaks, and off task° :

ﬂ

: N L~ : :

The descr1ptlons of the secondary classes paint a picture of
hard—work1ng teachers with students only on task when. the teach-
ers worked with them d1rect1y, or classes where the teachers
mostly left students alone to complete work Notw1thstand1ng,
the observers recorded that, on the average, the students were on
task more than they were off task.  The pie chart displayed . in

, figure 5 shows the proportions of time spent by secondary stu-
dents on. various tasks, on breaks, and off task.

:.-' As 1nd1cated in f1gure 4, the secondary students spent, on the
5/- average, ‘over two-thirds (71 percent) of their time-on tasks,
- wh1ch 1nc1uded bas1c skills (2.8 percent), -employment skills (.7

o R . ) B ) ~




percent), theory (21.3 percent), practice (37.8 percent), and'
" noncontent (8.5 percent). ‘The students also spent 4.5.percent of’
. the:time on scheduled, or mandatory breaks, and 24.1 percent of
_the time off-task. : - S I :
2 .The proportlons ‘of-time use var1ed among the service areas
-as ‘shown in flgures 5 through 7. . A further breakdown of . second-
_ary student time use ‘is presented. in table 10. As shown in table
10, the agriculture c1asses had the- h1ghest proportlon of time on
task (83.59 percent) “in’ compar1son to business and office classes
(74.8 percent) and trade and -industrial classes (71.02 percent).
Business and office classes spent considerably more time on basic
. skills (6.76 percent) compared to agrlculture (.09 percent). and
trade and industrial classes (.92 percent). '~ Agriculture classes.
spént slightly more time on employability skills (1.99 percent)
"than business and pffice ( 95 percent) or trade and 1ndustr1a1
c1asses (.23 percent). : _— .
. There was also var1at10n among c1asses w1th1n the same serv—
.. ice areas, For example, in the trade and- industrial “service )
" areas, the machine shop (20305) class spent 79.25 percent of t1me
: - on task as c¢ompared td the- auto mechanics (20509) class with ,
44.82 percent time on task. There was also a considerable. dif-
ference for time on task between the two agrlculture classes . .
.(95,92: and 74‘91 percent) but fewer differences among the busi-
ness and -office classes (80.96, 76.46; and 61.70 percent). - Other
variations among c1asses within the same .service are found in the
word processing (10223) class,. which spent 10.81 percent cf time-
on basic skills and 1.64 percent time on employablllty skills = -
whereas the .other two business and office classes spent no time .
‘on -either .of those :activities. Slmllarly, only that word proces-
.sing class (10223) spent time on breaks .(7.21 percent), whereas
neither of -the other classes spent any time on scheduled breaks. .
"It should be. noted, however, that both of those classes (20407.-
v-and 20408) had considerably more time off task (38.52 and 23.18

percent) when compared to the word process1ng class (11.55 per— - -:

cent). -In the.other service areas, time spent on breaks dld not .
appear to’ 1nf1uence the amount of t1me off task e
: The four classes at Site 1, the 1nner c1ty site, had a high=—
- .. -ér average proportion of time on task (74.77 percent) than the
’ flve:classes at Site -2, the midsized: urban. site that -had an aver-
age of 67.42 percent, Within Site 1, the. horticulture class
. (10101) had the highest proportion of.time~on task  (95:92), as
compared to_ the lowest, the electronics class (10222) with 60.88
.'percent. Within Site: 2, the machine shop (20305) had the. highest
proportion of time of time on task (79.25) and the auto mechan1csA
class (20509) had the lowest (44.82). " A e
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SECONDARY CLASSES

FIGURE 4. PERCEBTAGES OF TIME USED IN ALL
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PRACTICE

"NONCONTENT
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G'= TIME OFF TASK .-

KEY
TIME ON TASK
BASIC SKILLS
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NONCONTENT
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NOT ON -TASK
p = BREAK
G = TIME OFF TASK

EMPLOYABILITY SKILLS ..



KEY

-TIME ON TASK. . -
A = BASIC SKILLS
B = THEORY/OTHER CONTENT
C = EMPLOYABILITY' SKILLS
D = PRACTICE
E = NONCONTENT

NOT ON TASK"
F'= BREAK -
-G = TIME OFF TASK

. ~ L. - . . - .
FIGURE 6. > PERCENTAGES OF TIME USED IN SECONDARY
. : BUSINESS -AND -OFFICE CLASSES
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"= THEORY/OTHEP. CONTENT
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PRACTICE -’
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‘G = TIME OFF TASK
i
FIGURE 7. PERCENTAGES OF TIME USED IN ALL SECONDARY T s .
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’
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What ‘are: tne relatlonshlps O+ teac1e ilnstructlonal g N R
and’ managerlal behav1ors to studen thme qn task° S

. : 1 RN T

- . ‘ . i ] N .. |
The three teacher\behav1ors recorded on a mlnute by—mlnute
‘basis- were /(1) -the level--of “teacher: w1th-1thess, (2) the teacher
. role 'in’ 1nteract1ng w1th/observ1ng the students, and - (3) jthe spe—i
‘cific ‘teaching methods’ gsed., Additional - varlables were quallta—
“tively. analyzed from- th narratlve data. ‘The n1ne=secondary LN
: ’tea hers were dlverse 1n thelr styles and. approaches to teachlng.
v g o L -
?J*n,: . Teacher w1th-1t-ness,’~Some teachers/were more attuned to '; 'yL‘,
—:;l'thelr students' needs than other teachers), as shown by the.level
- - of w1th—1t—ness in. table 11. The level- of teacher w1th—1t—ness :
was posltlvely assoc1ated w1th the amount of- student tlme onh. ..
. task|. For eXample, the. teacher of the hortlculbure class (lOlOl) o
yi?:?‘w1th the hlghest/tlme on task (95.92 percent) among ‘all the A

. ,.classes was observed to |be most: (45.6 "percent) ‘Ywith -it" Sr. senff' o
- sitive: to. ‘all students/sensltlve at: many levels.’ In contrast, SR )
;the"eacher of: the auto /méchanids class/ (20509) with" the lowest“;”

: . time lon task (44 82 percent was observéd .to be far :less w1t

BRECE ¥ with no. time:- spentlon ‘the hlghest/level of thh—lt—ness
., more. than ha]f of his time~on the ‘lowest- two" levels.° Slmllau
in the other classes the levels of teacher w1th—1t—ness were
ineli ed to be higher in olasses w1th/more time-oh - task and'

" In" classes with less tlme‘on task.- Although not completel 0
T slsteat for /all -‘the - classes, .the trend,evmdently 1nd1cates{t'
the te chers levels of. w1th lt—ness/lntluenced students t

& or of f meanlngful tasks 1nlthe secondary classes inlthe s ud . K
o TTacher role.awThe teacher role was ‘a ¢ mplex varlablejthat'ﬁ:g
. . daptur ‘the . type of teacher 1nteractlon w1t 'students and' he: ! N
~amount |of/ teacher observation of students ‘The observers assesk e

" sed the'type of role, whether ‘the teacher\was-dbserv1ng df : ;;u
interac ing with students,lobserv1ng only, in the room ‘and £
) interacting or observ1ng, or. not in’ the rodh at. all..: Unllk the
o ¢w1thh1t—ness variable, Whlch progressed from most to. leastlw1th—

‘the role varlablelwas categnrlcal, with each role/poten--
tially 'pproprlate for a given sltuatlon.o The data\lrom t O
‘teacher role varlable, dlsplayed in table 12,J id not 1ndmhate ' o
consistent trends,’ perhapslbecause the dlverse types .of classes '
.7 required| ‘that teachers interact w1th and observe: students 1n'd1f—-
" . ferent ways. The mofle” for most teachers was_ to observe and ;

1nteract1w1th a‘sma gro/p or 1nd1v1dual, with all’ but one T ,
teacher (typlng II//20408) in that mode about half of the tlme. ST
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j Class Code [ = Z . ;3 & 76 n/a
B ' e f' ‘“/’ﬂ " N o ; ' :
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U " . e L B / ) . L
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lwl'rh-l'r-ness, ls deflned asz, | . —

| - . l i
Sensitlve to all/senslTlve to- sTudenTs at many levels
Sensitive to most sfudenfs' needs " ! . T
So-so/varlable senslflvlfy to sTudenT needs e
Mot sens”tlve tc most needs / e

Not sensitive to anyone's' needs ° . /
thér/does nof apply- ; ‘ ) B R

w




. ' . TEACHER ROLE

. . : . / Cos ot v . S

A SR
- TABLE 12

« ° IN SECONDARY CLASSES
: f’
~ @ {Percent of Time on Role! i
- Class/_ . : . From Highest Interactlon Means to Lowest .
' Class Lode . e T Z | 3 : 5 n/a - ;
'™ - /._, . - ! ) ’ B . !
- Angculfufe‘ '
Horticulture . 28,9° | 45.3 £3,1 12.5 0.3 0.0
10101 , . , ' '
Agriculture 2.8 “5).0, 28,3 7.4 10.5 0.0
20301 . ’ .
' ~Average 14,0° 48,5 21.8 / 9.6 6.1 0.0
® Buslness and Office
WorJ Processlng 1I5.0 . 42,0 29.5 8.0 7.5 0.0
10223
Data Processling *7.9 62,5 11.4 ©17.5 0.7 0.0
20407 . i )
_ Typling 1§ 5.7 11.8 15.7 56,4 10.4 0.0
: 20408 ’ : . ’
. // Avaerage 10,3 39,9 ‘22,6 20,6, 6.7 0.0
. ' v Trade and Indusivial
Bullding Trades 5.5 “81.7 . 2.7 9.2 .3 .5
10102 Co -
‘Electronlics 0.5 86.0 §.9 N 3.2 .3 )
10222 _ v oe » - ‘ . . °
Machlne Shop 4.3 58,7 . 14,8 8.4 12.8 1,0 B
20305 . - L
Auto Mechenlcs v - 1.9 53,0 9,3 24,4 11,4 0.0
 20509 ’ , e - - -
. . E] . . e }
Averaqe——““~““"‘“ 3.0 67.9 9.5 11,5 L1.7 3
: Average for alt T - Lo : .
classes - T 1.4 56.8 - 15,5 13,0 L 7.) - 3 o
. - e >
“TRole Is defined as: ' : I - [T T
’ 1 = Observing al'!/lInteracting with all students In class
(.. 2 = Observing and interacting with group/individual
e - 3.= Observihyg. act vity but not Inferacflng (menitorting)
. 4 -“In room/office but not observing- or Interacting

ERIC
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Not. in- room at all
ther/does nof apply-



2

i
|
i
g
|
J
!
}
M
i

i
!

Rl
Il

|

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. : . | \
. i . ! \

\
u Lo

In some classes, the teacher rodle appeared to\have a §trong
influence on student time on task. For example, in\the horticul-
ture class (10101) with 95.94 percent time on task, \the teacher
was interacting withnahd\qbserving all studen@s 28.§\percent-of
the time, by far a greater percent of the time than ny other
teacher. Conversely, in\the auto mechanics class (20509) with
only 44.82 percent time on task, the teacher was not observing or
interacting when in the classroom (24.4 perceﬁt) and was put of

“the classroom 11.4 percent of the timé. The most notideable ex~
ceptions to; the relationship of student time on task t») teacher
observing/interacting was'@he typing II{ class| (20408) where the
teacher‘yas’not interacting with nor observing students over half
of the time (56.4 percent) and was out of the room 10.4 percent
,of the /time. Yet the studénts were on task 76.46 percent, of the
time. / Upon further examination, however,. itjqu found that the
‘students- were practicing.68.12 percent of the time, the largest
proportjion of time on _.practiice among all of the classes. \also,
the narrative data show that this teacher "was extremely well
organized and told the students what they were expected tolac-
complishs— - o » ‘ ‘ \

It appears that the teacher role variable was sensitive to |
.the type of secondary class and the type of tasks being done by |
students... When students had assignments to practice, they stayed.
on task in classes where goals had been clearly set forth wilthout
the ﬁontinua}-supervision&of the teacher.

. -
: .

lTeacher=method; Overall, the decondary teachers spent over
a third of -the time (33.43 percent) providing one-to-one instruc.-
tionias shown in'table 13. The second greatest amount of time
{18.91 percent) was spent on miscellaneous methods”, breaks, OIf -

_task behaviors such as chatting with othér}teachers, or being%dut

of -the room. Teachers spént'the'next longest amcunts -of time!.
working on théir own or doing paperwork (13.42 percent), obser-
ving students (41.81 percent), giving disections, explanations or
demonstrations (7.31 percent), ,and giving 'tests or inspecting
work ‘in progress (5.51 percent). The remaining 10 percent of
time was spent lecturing and ‘using audiovisuals (2.78 percent)|,
c¢leaning up or setting up. (2.39 percent), or discussions, or
questions and answers (2.2l percent), or. announcements or passling
dut materials (1.70 percent), and for socializing with studént
(.44 percent). . ) P '

a2

v " . - o. 4('

'~ The methods used by teachers varied with the servicé areaL
although there‘’were exceptions among classes within the same sér-
vice areas. “One-to-one instruction was ithe predominant method | .

(43.99 percent) used by trade and industrial teachers’, especially

i when compared to agriculture teachers (15.81 percent) and busi-
i

ness and office.teachers (28.94 percent). '~ Further inspection
reveals, however, that the data processing. (20407) teacher used

‘that method far more (48.92 percent) than-the typing II (20408);.
|teacher (7.85 percent). Similarly, the machine shop (20305)

teacher used the method far less (34.35 percent) /than did, the
electronics teacher (60.82 percent). l Y -
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TABLE 13

METHOOS USED BY SECONDARY TEACHERS

Lecture/
Class/ One~to Discuss/ Soclai- Audlo- Announce/ Direct/ Test/ Own Clesn~up/
Class Code One Q=&=A fzing - Visusi Pass Mrls, Demo inspect Observe Work Set-up Other
Agrlculture". . .
Hort 20.90 A6.BO 0.00 14,81 2.93 10,80 19,08 7.98 ' 10.40 .78 $.45
10101 .
Agri 12,72 2,72 2,38 1,25 1,01 7.62 7,04 28,60 11,02 ™ 2.16 23,43
20301 ’ ’ ’
Ava;'oga 15,81 4,49 1.37 7.61 1,83 8,78 12,56 19,58 10,74 1,56 15,68
. Business and Office
Dats Proc 48,92 ' 5.7 0,00 1,07 0,00 8,57 AOA.OO " 8,37 14,28 l..07 11,78
20407 : T
» .

Type 11 7,85 1,07 0J00 0,00 2,49 2,50 1,78 7.14 52,14 Tt 24,28
20408 i . e ,
Word Proc 29,37 2,32 0.00 .96 0,40 11,38 .27 13,43 22,07 2,61 - 17,13

10223 . . . .
Average 28,94 2,79 0.00 '.78 W77 8.8'4 54 11,02 26,92 1,86 17,53
Trade znd Industris| i
Moch Shop  34.35 .45 .57 10.00 432 1,70 .90  17.98 16,09 91 22,46
20305 - . .
Auto Mach 40,99 *~ .11 0,00 0,00 A1 4,64 2,10 .66 5,63 7,07 ) 38.67
20509 : . s =
Building  42.07 .16 0.00 .3} 1.01 19.65  11.08 ,42 3,02 0.00 10,71
Trades .. . . . ©
10102 .
Efec= 60,82 2,74 0.00 4,92 2.45 1,50 4,65 3.56 10,27 5.6\ 5,89
tronics .
102_22 ¢ -
Avarage 43,99 .83 .16 1.22 2.02 5.94 4,08 8.29 9.16 -3,02 21,08
Aver‘eg‘a 33.43 2,21 LIS 2,78 1,70 7.31 5.51 ] I‘,‘Bl 13,42 2,-59 18,91
- For aill - N S ’ :
classes:
?
7- * -
P
¢ - ¢ ©
. : ) ‘ g5
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TABLE 14

TEACHER METHODS RELATED TO
SECONDARY STUDENT TIME USE

Teacher Methods

Teacher Methods

» Percent " F Ratlo
Student Time , of Proba=- wlth Highest With Lowest
- Student bliity Means Means
- Time '
Time on Practice 37,81 40,97/ Observe 39,26 Lecture/Audiovisuals 4,00
(e - 4 . N :
: 0,00 One~to=0One . 37.14 Clean Up/Set Up 7.76
. _ Test/lInspect 31,38 S
Time on Theory (lIn- © 24,73 43,55/ Discuss/Q & A ' 33,47 - Clean Up/Set Up- 4,74
cludes baslc.skilis and ’ 0.00° One-to-One 26,43 Other 6,79
employabl 111y skills) ‘Lectura/Audlovisuals 22,72 -
_ Timo on Noncontent - 8.48 33,39/ Clean Up/Set Up - 21,58 Lecture/Audlovisuals = .93
k] .
¢ - N ) .
Tota! Time on Task 71,02 50,80/ One-~to~One 63.47 Other ° 28,27
"(Inciudes Practice, : - 0.00 _ Observe 53,02 T -
Thpbry, Noncontent) Test/inspect 50.47
' - Explain/Demopstrate 46,27
Total Time off Task "24,10 _ 35,85/ Clean Up/3et Up.. 40,97 Lecture/Audliovisuals 4,06
(tIme on break, 4.5 . :

Q
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The relatlonsnlps among teacher methods and studernt time use
were reveal ed through one-way analysis of varvriance. The- high-.
llghts from these: analyses of the secondary classes are displayed
in table 14. The data in tabkle 4 show that the ‘teacher methods
of one~to-one instruction, observation, test/inspect, and
explain/demonstrate had the highest means for student time on
task, whereas the miscellaneous/other category had the lowest.
The methods with the hlghest means for student time on practice
were observation,. one-to-one instruction, and test/inspect,

_whereas those with the lowest means were lecture/audlov1suals and
-set up/clean up. For student time on- theory, the highest means
.were discussion/question and answer, one-~to-one instruction and
lecture/dudiovisuals; the lowest were clean up/set up and
"other". It appears that teachers used different methods for:
theory and practlce, with the exceptlon of one- to—one 1nstructlon
.that was pervasive 1n both.

’

Not surprlslngly, the method with the highest means for ~
student time on noncontent was set up/clean up while the lowest
was lecture/audlov1suals. Similarly, the method-with the highest
means for student time off task was also clean up/set up- while
lecture/audiovisuals was the lowest. While no causality can be
demonstrated, the pattern of relationships between teacher
methods and student use of time indicates that certain methods
are more conducive than others to elic 1t1ng student time on
practice or theory, or on task. = ¢

The relatlonshlps shown in table 13. were slmllar, ‘with minor
exceptions, in the analysis of the service areas. .On the class:
level, the- most striking example of: nonconformity was the typing
- -IIclass (20408) with 76.46 percent time on task where the
teacher spent the- majorlty of time (52.14 percent) on her own
work. Although one-~to-one instructing, observing, testing/

_1nspect1ng, explalnlng/demonsttatlng, and lecturing wereé most,
_assoclated with student time on. practice and theory, a teacher s
.cleaning up or ‘setting up-and the "other" category were least
associated with content-related tasks. One conclusion important
to vocational éducators is that dif ferent methods appear. to be
more useful: to maximize student time on practice; a task that
" engages almost a third.of vocational student time, than are
useful for .student time on theory. S .

@

o Additional Teacher Behavio'r"var'iablesa
1jseveral additional teacher behaviors that were not recoraed
Qn a minute-by-minute basis were noted in narrative form as they
occurred. Anary51s of ‘these notes indicated that' there were
. differences "in individual teacher. approaches, style, and philo-
. sorhy that appeared to he 1mportant 1n student use of time.
. The most outstandlng of these varlables was the teachers
ability to define class goals clearly. In many of the secondary -

- 70 . - ~ : .
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classes, teachers did not explain what students, either as a

class or as individuals, were expected to accomplish during that
period or for a longer time range. One exception was the typing
IT (20408) teacher who was explicit about the class goals. Her
students were on- task 76.46 percent of the time despite the fact :
that she did not supervise them closely. In other classes when -
teachers did explain what they expected students to do, there was
an obssrvable difference in the students as they set up and )
started to do.their assigned tasks. ' Sometimes the teachers not
only explained the goals, but they also wrote group Or individual -
assignments -on the chalkboard Of posted them. on a bulletin board.
In the machine shop ciass (20305), the goals were broken down by
specific tasks to be done by -2 -:ific students by a certain time.
Students referred to the post = task assignments frequently and
appeared to be .better able to continue without further instruc-
tions from the teacher.. In th: building trades class (10102) and.
‘electronics class (10222) where no goals were explained or
assignments posted, .the students were of f task for many minutes
until the teECherwqwere free to explain the next assignment.

Another impoortant teacher variable was planning and organ-
ization of the curriculum. Good planning was” not only necessary
SO teachers could explain the goals more-readily to students, it
also meant that teachers<had the necessary supplies and equipment
at hand when they were needed. " Thus, 'students did not have to

_wait while supplies or equipment were readied during classtime,
but could go from ‘task to task with littleé time lost. In’ some

" classes the equipment was old and did not work properly which may'

¢r may not have been due to teacher planning. Good planning and
organization also meant that teachers could think ahead to pre-.
“vent potential problems. The word processing teacher (10223) é&id
all of : e assignments on each type of word processor in order to-
anticipate student problems. At the secondary level, teachers
were frequently not well organized,. which caused them more- work
during class, especially in the trade and industrial and agri- .
culture classes. ~Although these teachers hastened to find-sup-
plies or ‘prepare equipment, students often waited or socialized

' because they did not know what to do next or were not motivated

enough to work-without teacher supervision®.

Most of the teachers at the s®condary level did not appear

to maximize class time Adelibeiately. While teachers worked hard
_in several classes to Xe=r ..> with individual student needs, they
did not appear to. try tc w-xe use of all the class time available .

for relevart tasks. . Te. . -3 opened doors five t¢ ten minutes
after the class bell hed ::mg in a few instances. In sevéral _
classes teacherf walted te call roll or.start class because buses:
were. up tq thirtvy minutes late. The majority of the teachers

did not stari ciass as soon as the bell  rang. Instead, they
chatted with stufents, organized supplies, and waited until
everyone settial down oOr arrived in class. One’exception.was
- the teacher who 'had students start indirvidual assignments until

u . .‘__.ﬁ38- -'iZJ”M:: ._f‘. -g?‘
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everyone arrived by bus, which uSually took flfteen to twenty
minutes after class officially started. That class had a -higher
proportion of time on task than others’ where. .the’ teacher waited.
In some classes teachers started clean up thirty mlnutes be fore
‘the end of the class. Eve:un the mess1uw. tasks did not requlre
that an entire class spend much tim¢ cleaning on a daily basis:
‘A ‘large proportion of the daily time off.task occurred ‘during the .

“clean up time as well as-during the first, minutes of class.

3 \

The teachers who wera cbserved in the secondary classes ap-
-pearel to have the, necessary ‘content knowledge and skill prOfl—
ciency to earn their students' respect. . The major problem was,
fiowever, that instead. of teaching the students general skills s0
they could be more independent, some teachers taught each task’ \
one step at a time to dndividual students. Consequently, many- &\
"students waited for their turn for 1neructlon rather than pro-
ceding on their own. Teachers appeared to use toco much one- —-to-"
one* instruction as opposed to demonstrating and explaining skills
to the '‘whole class or small groups. As a result’, although teach-
ers may have known the content and had the Skllls, many of them
.did not use them to advantage.

Some of the teachers at the secondary level were models of
the work ethic. These teachers appeared motivated, involved, and
busy with meaningful. tasks, and they rélated.class work” to the
world of work when appropriate. One observer commented. that a
word processing teacher (10223) : . -

was an excellent role model . Her. dress was appropriate . -
for the classroam or for working in an office. She often
stressed the importance of ‘the 'skills “necessary to get a
job, not just ‘being able to type, but also language arts
skllls, how to wrlte a vita, and how to act in an
‘interview. o o i

Observers noted that other teachers sometlmes emphas1zed safety

precautions but did not follow these themselves. . Because the.
observations lasted onlypa week, the observersrfound it somewhat
difficult to relate the work ethic modeling to student time use.

* However, .teachers that were good models of the work ethic ap=~

;pedared to exhibit. other behaviors that related to student .time
use. It appeared that teachers with good work habits and a .pro-
fess1 na] manner eL&clted ‘better 'work hahits from their studentsh

L
1nally, nro"1dlnq poswtlve relnforcement apweared to motL—
vate students wore than teacher criticism of anqer.’ One teacher

- was tense and upset when his repeated explanations did not seem

to help students understand what was expected. Consequently, the
students were afraid to try on their own, and wasted much time

-waiting for individual ‘help.. In classes where the teacher -made

»

positive comments frequentlv for example, a word processlng
class (10223), students appeared more eager to work and to risk
trying new tasks w1thout h°lp .

-

-




The var1ables descrlbed in th1s sectlon were not the on1y
teacher behaviors that appeared to relate to student use of time.

- They were the most outstanding and occurred most frequently

during the . 5,938 minutes observed in the secondary classes. It

was therefore concluded that although not all . relevant teacher
"instructional/managerial behaviors may have been determined,
these seven provide a wealth of information for evaluators,

superv1sors, and teacher educators.

Ouéstion Four (Secondary)

- L _ _ - .
What are the re1atlonsh1ps of classroom variables to
student time on task? . -

“The grouping variable, interruptions, d1sruptlons, and
absence were the classroom variables - investigated relative to
student ‘time on task. The grouping variable proved to be most
useful in exp1a1n1ng student t1me on task -

E

N

Grouplng As. exp1a1ned in. chapter 3 group1ng “is’'a ¢ol-
lapsed variable that provides a p1cture of how students were dis-—
persed and. whether they were engaged . in the same or different

. ‘types of tasks, As shown in table 15, the predom1nant (49%) type
- of grouping in secondary classes was Group 2 where the students

-~ ..were’ in one room and were working on various tasks in small

»» - groups -or individually. Students were dn GrOup 1 (in more than
\\ one room worklng on various tasks) 31 percent .of the time while

. they were in Group 4 (in. one room working on .same task) about 18
percent of the time.  Very few (less than 2 percent) moments were
spent on Group 3 (in- more -than one room worklng on .same task). -

_ The data in tanle 15 Eurther indicate that grouplng dlffered_
- by ervice areas, For example,“while business and office classes
- wereNin Group 2 most often (84 percent), the agr1culture classes
: were only in that mode - 8 percent of the t;mea'The ‘predominant
v “mode in aorlculture ‘classes . was Group 1’ (55 percent) although
" they. were alsd in Group 4 36 percent ‘'of the time. Trade and
industrial classes were mostly in Grouwp 2 (55 percent), though
~ they spent almost a third (31 percent) of ‘the ‘time 1n Group 1.
The grouplng of students was d1ctated by  the: conElguratlon -
_ . of rooms assigned to the c1asses, by the. nature of the tasks as-—
-, signed, and by the. .specific assignments made by the teacher. In
" ' turn, .the. qLouplng of students ulctated the teacher role, teacher
methods, and level of teacher with-it-ness ‘necessary’ for effec=-
tive use of student -time. Some of the teachers controlled the
students. movements ,very strictly. Others did .not seem to m1nd
when students d1sappeared Erom the1r view for long perlods of




TABLE 15 . .

DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPING]-OF SECONDARY CLASSES

v | / ‘j
- |
. ‘ - Group | oo browp? - Group. 3 . Broup 4
| Number  Percent  Number ~ Percent; = Number  Percent MNumber  Percent
Service Area Minutes of Total  Minutes of Total Minutes of Total ~ Minutes of Total
Agrleubtyrel g5 s 8 e 059 36
Fducation. B | | s
Business and Offlce = 34 }} | 891 B4 '“"Wj“““mmf*none'""“““m'””*“*ﬁlIS"“m”“|0$
Education | REE - ' B : o
[Trace and Industrjal- 774 . 3 : 1338 n55$'| . nons R T
- Education U e | ' ‘
M1 service aress [0 I 1 S A 31 I 49% , v Less than 2f - ' 865 189
o T ‘ L . too fex to
| conslaer -

.
\

.'The grouplng varlable Is 3 conblnaflon of student dlspersement and grouping, The four comblnaflons |
| derlved sfaflsflcal|y vere: o - - -

)

Gron 1= STudenTs are In-two ¥o or more adJolnlng roons and are worklng Indlvidually or Insmall :

qroups angd varlous %onfenf - S : !
Group 2 = Students are In one room and are workling Indlvldually or In small qroups on !E[l&!i
~content, ' ‘ ‘ .
Group 3 = Sfudents. ars !n Two or more ad]olnlnq rooms buf are worklng as 2. c|ass on one content

¢ voarea, .
Group 4 -«S#udanfs are In one room and are worklnq 25 3 ¢lass on one conTenT area. '
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Eime. “The teacher's abidlity to interact with . all the‘sZudents
did not appear to be as important to student time on task as did -
the students knowing what the teacher expected them to .
accomplish and that they would indeed be actcountable for. those
tasks. It was important that students Kknow what to do néxt on
their own, especially in the Group 1 mode where the variety of .
tasks being performed simultaneously in différent rdoms could
easily lead to confusion. ‘ ' B

kN

. As descrtbed earlier, a major reason students. were off task
in secondary classes was, that they did not know what .to do after
they accomplished,’a speciﬁic assignment, Consequently, they
would either pretend to work at a task, socialize, wander about "’
the room, go to the restrooms, or just wait until the teacher got
back to tell them what to do next. Tt .seemed to the observers
that if the students had been given more of an overview of th L
whole task to accomplisH and had been ‘taught ‘the .basics of doihg o
a range of tasku, then they could have proceeded_77thout needing
further Jinstructions. Because studer* s had to be in _various
rogys: to accomplish:assignments, their grouping was the key to
‘teachet behavior. Teachers who appeared to respond o the
student grouping had appropriate types of interaction, had the ;
level of with-it-ness necessary, and used appropriate ,methods. - «

. For example, the typing teacher who mostly worked on-fer own work

. but was tuned in to students' needs (with-it-ness) and had
clearly defined the goals, elicited the highest proportions of
task time from Students in a typing class who .were in one room
doing one task. : ' “i o '

Disruptions and interruptions. In the literature, interrup-"
tions and.disruptions are major deterrents. to time on task in
academic classrooms. ~In the VOcationaL~craééfooms_observéd,‘ .
however, 'neither interruptions -(from outside “*he classroom) or
disruptions (from within the classroom) appeared to make a .
significant difference-té/Student,time on .task. On the averade,
in all the secondary tclésses, there were more interruptiops.(SuZ
percent) than disruptions (1.4 percent) as shown in tablée 16.

The observers noted that the intetrruptions from announcements;
people walking-into/the Cclassroom, telephones ringing, .and so
" forth rarely caused Ehe-majority of students who were.engaged -in- ©
. tasks to stop. Tﬁe exception was when other students came in to
- Ealk to students in ‘th: class who then stopped their work.,
*3Simi1ar1y,'disruptions, suchas two students joking loudly or-
"®rguing, &ere rélagivgly infrequent except in thé agriculture -
-Classes (4.2 ,percent) and 'did not appear to dissuade students -
-.from remaining on.task:for very “long periods of time. It "is o
‘interesting to ncte that the-class with the highest proportion of - .
 bime on task, horticulture (10101), also had the most time for

U H

; disruptions and,interrupt}ohs {3.2 and 11.2 Ppercent), I
N R . - a, . ) -

-
. P o : . b . . .
e . " oo o .
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VAR TABLE 16 . ' o .
Vi » - . N o . . - )
] © DJSRUPTIONS AND INTERRUR{IONS IN SECONDARY C'.ASSES y\ /
// o , ! ' .
- » . Percent of Tl+e on Percent of Time on
. Class/ Disruptions : ~Interrupt/ions
Class (Code (from-within ‘class) i (from oufsl?e class)
) 8 ' . . ‘ I. - ’
. Agriculture: R : |
- . / ; ! . .
‘. Horticulture . 3.2 . 12 .
10101 | -0 RN T ]
"‘Agrlculture - 4,9 “*‘ 5.0 / o
,'20301 . \~J K \ . '
K . * R / "
Avgrgge % 4;2J , 7.7
< Business and Offlice i
T " ’ : . - -
Word Processling - 0,8.. -° ‘ 4,4 ,
10223 / : . 0y o - '
ot . : ‘ : ' ' - . . .
) “*Data Processling ’ ”/ 0,0 /4 6.1 . /
. 20407 /o . ;. : fo-
" Typing |1 1 . 0,0 ’ R
20408 _ S '
o . v < '
- / ' ¥ T I ;
Average 0e5 4.8 i N
S \ i :
. B B \\ . E 0
~ Trade and ‘Industrial
. Bullding Trades \ ~ 0.5 § 4.0 /
10102 i} e \ /
-Etectronlcs 4 . l.la e 3,8 - .-
10222 =] _ : | . N e
. . ; ] . | R \ - . e /
- Machine Shop - : - \ 0.5. \ . 7.4 l
20305 : 4 SR S ; ;
.- ’ e . . N . \ . - 2 - X
Ruto Mechanics : 0,0 L - o 1.0
29509 .. ’ . I ™, BTN
oy SN, L -
. . = v 4 . v ' T
Average ~ 0By - 7 4,0 K
s . 5 s o Lot 5 -
. . N v - » _\\” .‘ 3 .
Average for all "classes .4 1w Py -~
° e . \ ~w -
- - R . . 3 R .
. . ’ 4 . \ f, -
SN R : v A . . C e T
. ’ / ' . ¢ ) ‘ .. . .v,
/ ' ° " * N \ 7 '. ﬂ e
: ¥ [ A ! .
. K , . B ; Ny : Ry ’
U N . . . A R ;¢;
. - A T ~ T L S
N . . N ) = o ) : i \ . ot . . .
. T ’ T ; : = Tt e S
: 76 - A A
: 94 . L Jo* .
. ) « o . . l o, " R . ’ \.;' . ‘/ ' .‘ ) .
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One concluslon about the 1mpact oE d1sruptlons\and inter- @ , *7.
ruptlons is that' since so.many activities typlcally\occurred in ¢
the vocational 'classes, students who, were motivated to. be on task.
did not. take. much’ notlce of d1sruptlona Qr. 1nterfuptlons. . :
© " Another conc1u91on is 'tHat while students did -dppear’ to be on
task, there was no way to assess the quallty of the1r\engagement. N
For example, students could easily glancé up to see someone walk
~+into the  room or listen to an announcement ‘while cont1nu1ng to do
A-W' many. tasks such .as pott&ng plants, .sweeping aifloor, sandlng an
objecth and even runn1ng a 1athe R S f,)\ . ,
- by - <4 i . ’ : < 1
Dlsrupﬁlons and i e?ruptlons dld "howe er,. make a\ L
dlfference to the individpal studentsrlnvolved -When a\student"'
e from another clasgss came .o-chat with, a student, the individual
.} would stop- work1ng. Wh “two students -were arguing, the& v
obviously. were not on :t sk. As a result of “these observa “ions, a.
" third cohclusion is t?at although d1sruptLons and 1nLerruptlons HEPR
. may not- affeck ‘most o the students (as they apparently db in :
academic ¢lasses), th 3% cannot be di svegard ed as important .
deterrents to 1nd1v1dEa1 studént ;timé on task.. The observers’i ' !

noted that some teachers were able to hold d1sruptlons—aﬁd .
1nterruptlons to a minimum by keeping claSsroom ddbors closed by-
keeping other studen s out *except cuaring breaks, by hav1nq c1ass#
rules regardlng restroom ‘breaks,” and by 1mmédlate1y repr1mand1n

i’ -ustudentswwho got tOO\nolsy\ . . S ; ‘ ‘- -
, 'Absence. :Qverall} students were absent from their Elass : L
almost 33 percent of }the time as shown in table 17. Absence was:

calculated to include’ all the minutes students were late thb ~the
‘class, l=aft’ early from the class, .and, did not come to class.at_.
all. The number of student minutes present was divided by the
number. of student minutes enrolled. The rate of absence was much
hlgher than. reported 1n‘the previous study’ where the average was .
.7 184 4. percent, "7 One factor was .that the observations at Site. 1
. "occurred during-a majpbr .winter snowstorm. While school wa% not’
" officiallw closed, vejry ‘few teachers and students were present T

dyring the Elrst week| of observations. Although attendance
1ncreased durlng the second/week the teachers stilkl reported
that they norma]ly had Eewer students absent than were '

during that wéek SR SN L T

o | o
The rate—of absence’ appeared to make some: d@ffe & celln time
‘on task in at least ophe class. [The hprticulture’ cléE [(10101)
/with the highest time| on task (9572 percent) of’ all/dlasses only\
+ had eleven students enrolled ‘and of - these, 2, J,-6, 7, and 4 .
T students artended‘durlng the week of.ohservatqon Perhaps the :
high time on task was|-due to the very few students/w1th wh1ch th /
. teacher had to work: There was no clearcut relatlonshlp ‘between
‘.absence and time on yask, however. ‘Both the word processing ..
H/ ‘class 7223) and the}machﬁne shop~ (20305)—had about 80 percent /
- time, on task Land” had'a £ drly low rate of: absence.. ;

. . / .
- - ‘ o / L .
, . . . . ,
' . . . ;

OO
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: _ TABLE 17 . Co .
T ' o . T . . . . 0
, PERCENT OF STUDENTS ABSENT IN SECONDARY -CLASSEs . | ~ . "« |

Class/ . % a ) 'j } . : - : 4 ‘;’° e
-Class ] _ : : Percent Time e . Percent 7., o
Lode. [ B on"Task ' * . Absen't S

I ~= ™ . ! i . . e .
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. - . s | 4 . . . L
A v - g m - — - LS oo,
A . . . . . ) - . . .. Lo,
. '\ ; o ! . o .
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i ) o ;__‘_. S e e 3 B . Cﬁ\\b -
Horflcd}fure . ‘ s 95,?2 - ! 53.94 . L
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' The observers noted that in classes where students appeared

to depend upon their teachers for step-by-step a551gnments,,h1qh—.

er rates of time on task appeared to occur when there were fewer
‘students present._. It can be concluded that absence was a
critical factor in classes where students worked as individuals
or in small groups and did not know how to proceed without
‘explicit next-step instructions from their teachers.

Question'Five {Secondary) ' e

-

What is the relationship among student use of time,
teacher instructional/managerial behaviors, and classroom
variables?

7

When examined separately, each teacher and classroom
variable appeared to be associated to some degree with student
time on task. Since causal and predictive analyses could not bhe

. conducted with thg nonrandomly selected observational data, pro-

i files were compiled to portray patterns of the relationships
among the variables. 'In table 18, the teacher methods are
juxtaposed with student time use, dominant teacher role, dominant
teacher with-it-ness and dominant student grouping. (The pre-
"dominant student time use is underlined for each method.) Tables
19, 20,-and 21 present profiles for*each of the secondary service
areas. As shown in table 18, the most frequently used teacher
method (one~to-one instruction) occurred most. often when students

were practicing (43.3 percent), the teacher role was to observe .

and interact with a group or individual, the teacher's
with-it-1ness was at & level not sensitive to most . students, and:
. the students were located in one room and worklng on tasks in

“yvsmall groups or as individuals. ALthough this pattern was

'similar for the service areas as .shown inm tables 19, 20, and 21,
the teachers were observed to be more "with it" (Level 1) in the-
agrlculture classes, - perhaps because the students were more
scattened (Group 1) and had to be monitored more closely.

- The second’ most,fnequent teacher meéthod_(18.9 percent)

‘'included mirscellaneous out-of-room teacher behaviors. Again,

. although not consistent- across all service areas, the average
pattern was that students were .off task, teachers were not
observing and interacting or they were out of the room, teachers
were not at all sensitive to student needs, and students were .
‘located in more than one room whlle a551gned to work on various
tasks- ) : o . Co ,

[N

Teachers worklnq on thelr own (13.4 percent of the time) had
‘diverseé relationships to student time. For the average of all
classes,'studentstpracticed most fregquently when teachers were

© 97
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PROFILE OF ALL SECONDRY CLASSES:  TEACHER ETHD, PN

- ROLE, I THWTTNESS BY STUDENT TIME AND GROUPING
\
.. memmfofShMmemJ . W n
| | o Tofal : | “~ Dom| nant Do nant | Dol nant
o Teacher Mothod - Minutes o Non= -+ Oft TeacheE ~ Toacher 3 Sfudenx
on Method  Theory  Practlce Contont  Task Role WIthelteness”  Group
I Gotoms strctln -, 09 B4 B 61 B R IR
L Dassonloeitions nd aisers 1 @1 15 . 6213 T 4
L Selalle B B B 13 R ! I
L lectroludlo visel . B0 2 s il RS |
5, Annodnce/pass mterlals | | or - ng A3 | 02 W | | SR g
6; Cleab wisetw - . M2 84 ‘ 8,2 E 02 gz;g 5I RN | 7
- , Bolain dlractlons/deronstraty 4% gézl jggli* NYRREY o j 3
TRy TS R g_s'g_a_' 159 ETRR ! 2
*9.* sere B mo‘ '26.0 g_z_ TR Y IR RS T
.105 Wdrk on oun/paperQork S m o 24.8‘ 555}1' 66. 2.2 4 LV
1, Orrskfst of ron IR VIR VA’ VR B o

Total ‘mlnutes observad 5938

! Rows dornot 2dd o 100 percent bécause tIne on break 1s not Included In-thls anelysls

Zhojay - c e it teness: o
I=0bserving all/Interacting with al| students ~ 1= Sars | t1ve to all/sensl?lve st many . 1=Students 1n mora than one'roon wcrklng on’
2 ObserVILq/InTeracTInq Wl group/lndlvldual levels - varlous tasks n
SWWMMMWWWMWMM_ .zmmmmmmMs -' 2=Students 1n ong room working on varlous
4=In roon/of tlce but not observing/Interacting 3:50-50/var1abla sensl*1vlty fo naeds tasks
5Nt Inroomatall oMot sens|tlve fo most students . <Students In nore 1han one room worklng on
| . Gt senslflve gtall oD ame ek y

4=Students In one roon working on -same ‘task




TABLE1S ' -

PROFILE OF ALL SECONDARY AGRICULTURE CLASSES TEACHER METHOD,
ROLE, W1 THe | T-NESE BY ST 2 I TINE AND GROUPING

Percant 1 Student Tine!

- j : Total ‘ ‘ ~ Donlnant = Donlnant Dol nant
' Taacher Method , . Minutes - ' Non= Ot TeacheE Teacher .. Sfudenl
o on Method Theory  Practica Content Task Role With=It-ness”  Group
1, Onestonore Instructlon R R N R A % S R R
2 Dlscusélon/quesflons and answars 69 63,6 150 10 10,3 ¥ R 4
3, Seclslles I T X B Y I ‘ |
4 lectwolaudlovisel M6 #4180 T g A B
3 Announce/pass naterlals B W w0 21_1 b 5,4 4
6 Cloan wp/set up R X T X T ¥ S TR Y S
L Bolah directionsionstrats 15 B8 48 80 B35 2 B
8 Testfimmctwrk 8 WS RS N3 03 2 N !
S Oworve - TN A SN B U R ! 1
10, Work on cin/papervor BN BSR4 5T i
11, Other/brek/out of roon I YIS X N T N RS ; |
Total minutes observed 1536
! Rows o noT add to 100 percenf because timo on break Is no‘r Included ln thls analysls j ’ '
2Role. ‘ . J 3Wh‘h H-ness‘ . ‘ Croup: '
=0bserving all/Interacting with all students 1=5ens{tive to all/sensitive at many  ~ I=Studsnts In-more than one room worklng on
~ 2eDbserving/Inferacting with group/Individal . levels - \ ~varous tasks
* 3=0bserving activity but not Interacting 2=5ens [t1ve to most needs | 2=3tudents In one room vorklng on varlous
« 4=In roon/otfice but not observing/irteracting  3=Soso/variable sensltivity to needs . - tasks O
5=Not [n roon af all . . 4Nt sensitive to must students . - 3=Students In more thah one room working on
. : o 5<Not sensitive at al! . \, same task ,
/ 4=Students In one room workIng on same task
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TABLE 20

’ ROFILE OF AL SEONORRY BLSHES A (FICE CLASSFS. TEACHER WETHOD, &
ROLE WlTH-lT-NESB-EY—STUw " OURING
 @' | o ?wwﬂofﬁwmfﬂmt | ﬁ
% | - | ToTé!- — ' Donl nant Donl . Donlnant
Teacher Mathod | 7 Minutes N | 0ff TeacheE - Teacher }‘ Sfudanz
: ‘ on Method Theory  Practice .Content Tﬁkl Role NHMHm%; Group
L oo Itrctln 8 78 B4 65 B0 7 R A
T, Dscusslon/questions nd anstors 35 T B oo 5 {
S.I‘Soclallze | U | O.OI ‘ O.b | 0;0 o0 0 , 0
3 Lacfure/audlovlsual R T R NI 3 i
5,.',Announce_/pas‘smerlals; o i '1_1,'_; R % IR S
‘b‘ 6. Clean Up/sef'up . o 24 i 2 . 8;7 | .9'5 B "5 b B .I L
L Elehdrdtiostoostte 0 93 R4 4 B Y .Ia R
g etttk FIXIREE T Y I NER ;o 3 ,
o W BEOME N B3 3 ;
10, Wofk ongwn/papeﬁyork - I | jj;j -”‘5}5’- .5w15i;‘ 'f A 5 2
\.\\ghL_J.. Q;rhe_r/breakzog’rlldf rom . .2 | ;.2 _2_5_._3_ 10,0 _ZM 54 & 5 2
\mmmmﬁummwnm - | .'. . . : | '”'I, o .J‘
- ' Rovs fo'nt add o 10 percent becauss 119g on brazk s hgj_fncluded'ln this analysls S - h
ooy | : w[fhlf-ﬁess' * trou ST

l%MHwMaWwMHw
lavals
25ens 1+1ve to most needs

@m«ﬂmanﬂm«mfmwwhdlﬂwwm '
2=0bserving/Interacting with group/Indlvidual
- 3=0lserving actlvity tut not Inferacting

l%mMmlnMWTMnmemmwmeon
varlous tasks
"tudents In one-room vork!ng on var|

dzIn roon/ottlce but” nof observlng/lnferacfan 3=So=50/var lable sensl41v. tasks
- 5~NoT in roon at-all -~ . 4=Not sens!tlve to most students 3Students In' nore than one rFoon worklng on
e . ' g . SNt sens]Tlve at all. same “task
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TABLE 21

- PROFILE OF ALL SECONDARY TRADE AND INDUSTRIAL CLASSES:

TEACAER ETHOD, ROLE, WIThe T-TESS B STUDENT TIE M0 GROPING | I \
. » . )f17 ' ' /
Percent of Student Tine! ‘ e o //(
. s . - \;ofal Domlnant . Donlnant Dom]n;nt | ;/
| Teacher‘MeThod Minutes Non- Ot TeacheE Teacher 3 Sticen
: .on Method Theory  Practice . Content ~Task ~ Role With=It=ness™  Group
— — -~ B : o . 1//4 ,
F VOﬁe-fo-qne Instruction . ]369 mr .2§Ll | 63 ) 2 4 E~—-_ug”f,
2 Olsesslovfuestions nd nsvers. 26 BT 64 10 2§ 2 A
5, Seclallz s a2 w2 a1 owme 2, | ’
b, cturofaudlo visial Row9 35 18 14 2 3 2
5y Announce/ﬁass materfals ., 6 2.7 “}ﬁgﬁl vlll;é 30,2 | 2 J 4 : l
.+ 6, Clean up/set up | 6§ 1 BE A2 B 2 5. 2
o Exlpllaln’dlrecflons/demnsfréfe BRIy 2.t -2_5.3' 279 T 2,8
v '5.-1Iégf/lnquct«wérkf SRR/ A ¥ 2]:}i 15 316 2 4 2
9, “Oserve I I Y S S S TR YRR |
0, worl;_on “pwn/paperwork" : s ;1_4 28 %0 1. 43 2 !
11 Ofﬁer/bféak/ouflof room: 856 1,0 21,7 45 64 1,4
Total mlnu+esobs§ry9q,3106 L |
! Rows do rr add. fo 100 percenf‘because +1helonlbreak [?‘Eginlnc|uded In thls analyslsll D
——-ﬁ.zﬁRole . WITﬁ I*-ness - . Group.

1J55§5F“1nq arrfrnferacflnq_JUI__all students
20bserving/intaracting wlth group/Indlvidual~

3=0bserving actlvity but not Interactlng

4=In roon/oftlce but not observing/Interacting.

5=Not In room at all

. 1=8ens]tive to all/sensitlve at nany

———_levals

2 Sens|fh;3~?5_ﬁﬁ§f‘heed5*--~

3=S0=s0/varlable sensitlvity to needs -
4=Not sensitive to-most students.
5:Not sensltive at all

I=Students In more Than one roon worklng o
varlous fasks .

2=Students In one roon working on varlous
fasks—

J=Studnrits
same tagi

= Sfud?wla In one room worklng on same fask

in more than one room-wornlnqqpn
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doing their own work. 1In. trade and industrial classes they were
.either on theory or off task, and in agriculture classes they. '
were on theory, ‘practice, or “off task. . -The dominant teacher role .
-¥Ywas consistently to be in the room but not. observing or inter-. o
"acting, and the teachers were not all sensitive to student needs.
The student grouping was not consistent among .the service areas, -
although teachers appeareéd to do their ‘own work most often when
students were in one room working on various tasks. ' -
_ . "Teachérs observed students (11.8 pergent of the time) mdst
. frequently when 'they wére practicing, althgough in business and. - .-
office classes they observed slightly more when students were
engaged in theory-related. tasks. .'When teachers observed, their
role was also. recorded as observing but not‘inﬁeracting and their
levels of se@§ipi0ity-EIuctuated'erm'variabIé'Seqsitivity-to not
sensitiye-to'&1l-student,needs.- With the exception of the: n
business and office clggses (Group 1), teachers used the observa-
tiorn méthod when students were in..several rogms working on T

< . ﬂ
various tasks. - . - , . T .

. "EBach teacher method can be similarly analyzed by reading . .
‘across by- method in tablés. 18 through 21, “Analysis of. teacher.-
method-reveals reasonable and-expected patterns, especially when
‘considering the types of instruction generally found.in specific.
. service areas., By reading the same tables 'down by .student ‘time -
use, teacher role, teacher with-it-ness, and student grouping,-
- other patterns emerge. For example,.  there are no dominant .
fteacher methods for studeut time on noncontent relative to other
student time.use. As discussed previocusly, student time on
theory . appears to be associated with lecture/audiovisuals,
discussion/question and answer, and explaining/demonstrating.
. Student time on practice appears to be related to one-to-one .
'-instruCtion;Ttesting/inspec;ing~work;'observing; making announce-
ments, working on own, and explaining/demonstratihg.  Student e
.time off  task appears.to be related to the teacher's methods of
socializing, making announcemehts and. passing.out materials,

-

e

~cleaning up/setting up, .and “"other"/out of rdom.

© e .
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: Findings and Condlusions Related to |
4 L Postsecondary Student Time Use,
Teacher Behav1ors,=and C1assroom Var1ab1es‘

R £
. L
e ¢

The same questions that drove the ana1ys1s of th@ secondary
data were used to analvze the postsecondary data.

o .

éOuestion'OneQLPostsecondary).

. : N .
- » - . - . . 4 e - ~

‘ o whab are ehe character1st1cs of the’ c1asscs 1nc1uded )
1n the study°’_' L , ) S °

. .
\\ . &

The s1xteen postsecondary c1asses observed in the study were
‘located in two institutions at two sites. Site.1 was a suburbah .
area adjacent to one of the secondary sites, the inner :city of a '
‘d1verse industrial metropolis. The economy of this suburb was
_dependent: upon tWe metropolitan area. Site 2, the other -
secondary site, was the same med1um—s1zed service-oriented city
surrounded by prosperous farms. The’ character1st1cs ,o0f. these tMo
postsecondary s1tes are displayed in table 22. As ‘showf in- table
22, there were” nine* bus1ness and office, one agrlculture, -one ’
trade and 1ndustr1a1 and five techn1ca1 c1asses.

Slnce c1asses at Site 1 on1y met once .a week, there were
‘more c1asses observed at that site than at” Site 2. At Site’ 2
each class was observed for a full week while at Site 1 most
v c1asses were observed twice, once each’ in the two non- consecut1ve.
- weeks of observatlon. The classes ranged in 1ength from 65
. minutes to 180 minutes: or three hours. _Eléven of ‘the sixteen
- »c1asses were 150 to 180 minutes- long. The four shortest c1asses
* .. were’ in the bus1ness and office service area at_ the adult educa—
tlon area technical 1nst1tutlon,‘ _ L e
F 2 : N . -
. ° As shown ‘in tab]e 23, the-total enrollment 'in all the
"classes was 328.students. The majority (15 percent) of tha
students were white and fiemale (53 percent)., The females .were. _
.concentrated in the buslness and office classes, whereas males-—_
~were concentrated ;n the remaining types of c¢lasses. . Four "
.o teachers said there were harndicapped students.in their classes,
a1though the hand1caps were not observable in most cases.
T, . None of the teachers represented a m1nor1ty group as shown
<. 1. table 24 Although it appears that there was an éven split be-"
" tween male and female teachers,_one male teacher taught four of
the c1asses observed whoréhs a female. teacher taught three. C

.
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. 7 TABLE 22 .
o CHARACTERISTIC“S OF POéTSECONDARY CLASSES -
. .‘._ . - ’ ° v - '.- ’ )
N - . Y : : Total Nq’mb;r = .
Class/. Type of Length of of Classes . '
Class Code s ‘Type of School . Commun Ity Each Class Observed ~Tyce _f:". Curriculum
} Agriculture .
T " Pest and Diseases ° -Communlty Col lege Suburban 150, - . 2 _Noncomp'e'rer)cy.b'ased
(10706)- . . o .
. . _ Business and Offlce -
. . ’ L ’ . . TR * T - : N
« Data Entry . Adult Ed Technlical’ -Mids lzed 65 ‘ 5 ) Local iy developed
_(20818) ) ¢ . urban . : L -competency based
) v . . \ . . . _ ] .
Beg Word Community-College " - Suburban - 120 1 JAndividvalized and . ‘
~ Prgcessing , : T N . : '~ .competency based. ’
(i071Q) = -0 )
- p . - . . ) - ’ ’ ) .. -~
Beg Word- Adult Ed Technlcaia Mids|zed - 70 5 . Noncom_ etency ‘based’ _
. - Process.ing . ’ - urban. : Co- ,5" . . e
(20810) . . e
“Intro A Com'munH:'y Col.l.ege o Suburban ) 150 . 1 . Noncompetency based B
. Typlng. N ' S : : g
R YANE ) o : / :
— - Typing Il Commiunity College Suburban 170 - Noncompetency/based
. - (10708) - - ‘ . ' : o ~ X '
. : : s o
Sy <A v y
. Adv-Typlng Community Col lege Suburban 180 2 o NOncompe'rer)'cy B_ased
. R aon2) S : ' T / , -
i & Shorthand and, ‘Adult E2 Tachnlcal - Midsized 5:.- Cornpe'renc/y Hased ”
Ce Typing . - .. o oo . .urban , - /.
(20823) . - T C !
Court " "Community Cpl lege Suburban - 180 2 " " Noncompeteficy ‘based
Reporting ) . . . e tl : SR
(10713) .- - . ) 1
: Accounting "Adult Ed'Technical - Midslzed 80 . .50 Compe;rénc_.y'bésgd _‘;ﬁ /‘?:.\
- (20817) . - ot i urban- . o x [ =
. 3 ) ‘ . ) . “: [ ) . . .
- . 1 Technlical . : /. S,
> Electronics Adult .Ed Technical Midslzed 150 5 State developed.
(20819) ° o » o . _Jrban Y o R " competency based
* AC Funda=- . ’ o _Communlity Col Iege_ Suburban - ; ’/.l so 7 2 Noncompetency, based .
mentals - - . T o / B ' - :
.- (10720) ' A : M
AC -'Funda;' o "Community College " Suburban 150 2 ) oncorh,pefency based
mep‘tals-‘ o - . . L .
10724 - _ 5 .
P AC=Lab-. . - - ':Commun‘l“r"y.Col lege Suburba/n 150 - 2 Noncompetency’ based
(10725 L B R : —- : - ‘
N X . . « . . ) - o
Q _ ST .
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TABLE 22 (Contlnued), .

’2' - .
° - ," Total Number = - =
- Class/ L ) . ) Type of Length-of of Classes
Class Code - " Type of ‘School . Community -~ Each Class  Observed Type of Currlculum
: . : 9 . .
Refrlgera;; ) . Community College Subhrban © 150 2 ' Noncompefency based
tion ) ) o ’
-(10716) L —— T
” Trade -and Industrial, -
a . . >4 \

. 4 . o e . N . o .
Machlne kdulf Ed Technlcal Midslze 166 ‘i Competency based
Shop k ‘ ’ . ) urban . N
(20805) . . : . \\

S i ' .
kS
-
4 >
e ¢ .
6 —
; v )
F-d J—y -
A @,” o '
; . - -
I} '.,8 . . _
~ i 109 " .
t . Y.

O
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5 _TABLE 23

<

* ENROLLMENT 1IN POSTSECONDARY CLASSES

Class/
Class Code

Total

) Enrol]menf

Minorlty white

Male

Pests and Dlseas
(10706) oz

Data. Entry
(20818)

Beg Word
Processing
(107l9)

Beg Word
Processing
/(20810)

Intro
Typing
(10711)

o

Typing I1
. (10708)-

" Adv' Typing
(10712)°

_ Shorthand and

Typing,
(20823)

‘Courf
Reporting
(10713)

” Accounting
- (20817)

"Electronics .
. {20819). 2

AC Funda=-
‘mentals
(10720)

Ac Funda=~ -
mentals
(10724)

AC-Lab
€10725)

:Réff]gera-
+ion )
(10716)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

es. 36

16%*

27

23

20

23

27

27

12

El

4 32

~

" Agriculture =~

30

Bus!ness and Offite

4 6

Technicat

2 21

883

0.

21

24

24

1"

26

23

17
23

16.

No

No

qu

- Yes

No..
"No

Ko

No

Yes

No

‘No

No

Yes
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TABLE 23
(continued)

¥

Class/

" fotal . S Handi-
Class Code Enrol Iment Minority - . Nhlfe Male Female capped

_ Trade and Industrial :
Mach Shop _{ - 27! 1 26 27 0 . No
(20805) : ‘ ‘
Total . 328 . £ 49 279 153 175

‘Class_was open énfry/open exit. Numbers reﬁorfed ware the number observed.

89
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TABLE 24 X
TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS IN POSTSE@NDARY CLASSES 2
o e
Clusél [ Years Experience . ars Expertence “ Teach Same Class
Ciass Code Minorlty Sex In'Education In industry More Than Once a Day T
) - ’ Agricutture :
/ R
Pests &~ No M7 2 : 12T No
Diseases : o i .
(10706) . . ' - .
. ° ‘ Busliness and Office o
Data Entry No -F 7 s Yes
20818) ) . “
Beg Word No F ) 16 ‘ " 10 Yos -
Processing T o . .
(107110)
Beg Word Mo FoL 5 : 2 L No
- Processing - - ’ ’
{20810)
intro No F - 7 . 6 " No .
Typing . “ . .
(onn : L . . e -
Typing 11 o F - 22 , T ™ °
€10708) . .l : Lt
Adv No 17 6 No
Typlng
{(10712) .
Shorthand ‘No 25" 2 Yes e
- and Typing . X o
(20823) e
- . L
Court . . - .
_Reporting . .
(10713) No M 5 ) .20 . . No .
Accountlng No F 5 5 Yes
(20817) ’ .
. ° - ?
«Technical
i Electron- No M - 19 - 20 No "
lcs L a . .
{20819} CE ) : -
- AC Funda- No - M Tooas 15 . No
mentals ;. .
(10720) - ) -
AC Funda= No M 15 15 .
mentals : . L c A
. (10724) :
AC‘LBD- » No .M ‘15 . 15 . No - :
. (10725) ‘ . . » . ‘ Y .
! Refrigera- No , M X 2 18 - No
! © tion - ' : :
{10716)
Trade and Industrial : _ o
L e .
s Machline No M 20 12 . No K °
. Shop .
(20807)
. . an 1_
. \\.
\ .
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- All but one of tHe bus1ness and oEElce teachers were Eemale'

" with:the exception of the court reporting (10713) teacher. The
teachers ~t the community college located in Site 1 had more
years (mean = 12.2 years) of experience in 1ndustry than their
. counterparts at the Site 2 adult education technicail institution '
. (mean = 7,6 .years). .On the other hand, teachers at Site 2 had
slightly more (mean = 13.5 years) experience in education” than

' the teachers-at Site 1 (mean = .12.6 years). About half of the
teachers at Site 1 taught part- time while maintaining their
full-time - Jjob in 1ndustry, whereas all of the teachers at: Site 2.
taught full- t1me and did not hold a second’ job with industry.

Business and office service area Gtudents in the post-
secondary business and office classes séemed to know what .they
were to do and began working. as soon as they arrived. Teachers
walked in and out of the classrooms without: noticeably aEfectlng
student, time on task. Observers noted that students were )
apparently accustomed to 1nterrupt10ns s1nce ringing phones,
-phone conversations, ringing timers, and visits from outside
students d1d not seem to break the work flow.

Many of the teachers appeared to communlcate class goals to
the students very clearly and effectively. The goals-were

.generally written on the chalkboard, reinforced verbally,. .or S

provided in students' handouts.~,0ne observer .made the follow1ng
notation about an advanced typlng class (10712):

The beginning of the class was espec1a11y eEfectlve
Teacher's directions were clear, goals.were stressed,

- checks were made on student- perfOrmance, and Eeedback
was provided in positive ways. :

This teacher. continually challenged students to do better even if -~

they had reached the goals required to earn an "A, She told. tHe
students that she would" provide their highest timed typing score
when asked. by employérs for recommendations. Even though the ’
students had met the class goals, it was to their personal
advantage to do even better, and thus many tried to improve their
scores. Since the teacher provided much positive feedback, there
appeared to be a serise of healthy competition rather than
frustration among the students

- One word processing classroom (10710) was divided into many
small carrels that provided an ideal environment for individual

learning.’ The program was individualized and competency based. A .

teacher and two lab assistants circulated around the room to
provide help or directions. They appeared to be "at the right-
place at the right time" to help students when they needed
’assistance In the court reporting class-(10713), the tealher
was’ also ‘sensitive to the needs of individual students and
provided positive feedback when dealing with the whole class.
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However, when he was evaluating individual students' ability to
. record proceedings, he was less sensitive. to others.in the class
.gand did not give assignments to them. Thus, most students had
"down time" while waiting their turns because they did not have
~other projects to do. , o : ‘

Teachers in the bus1ness and off1ce service area did not use
a wide variety of teach1ng metheds. ..On a few occas1ons they used
‘transparenc1es and class discussion to stress key points, but the

' emphasis was on individual practice. Most of the teachers c1rcu—

lated to help students’ w1th 1n61v1dual problems. “The observer's
notes 1nd1cated

xnthe teacher (20810) .continues to move around the room to
"~ help students, .Students _.are all doing different: tasks
, specified in the modules. The teacher's constant
- _movement helps her 1dent1fy students problems'anp also
keeps the students on. task. . B \

In the accounting class. (20817) ,however, the teacher th at her
desk and waited for students to ask for help. The .teacher seemed.
shy and rarely approached students, but was very friendly when
they did ask.for help. The .students used competency based -
'workbooks and were all at different places in-the curriculum.
Although any whole group instruction may have been virtually
* impossible,~the-class seemed -very  boring to- the students. G —
Several students dozed during class from time to time, waking up
~only when the teacher moved sto their part of the classroom. For
‘the most part, however, the business and office classes were on
task most of the time. The teachers were enthusiastic and
-knowledgeable, and served as excellent role models. They
integrated information from-the world of work into their lectures
and discussions which made the 1nstructlon more relevant- for
students. The court reporting (10713) teacher was quoted by an
observed as saying, o , ‘ .

wait 'til you try hearing a word in court when the wit-
ness is- tapping his foot, the court clerk is clipping
his fingernails, and the judge is pouring water in h1s.
glass behind you——1t sounds like N1agara Fallsl '

Other service areas. The .teachers in the other service
areas had somewhat different approaches to teaching. In the
lecture—or1ented AC fundamentials classes (10720 and 10724), the
teacher was outstand1ng. ‘An observer made the follow1ng '
comments: .

The teacher has® excellent knowledge of the material. g
The material is theoretical, but the teacher cites fre-
quent applications of the principles and concepts as re-
flected in their more practical usage. T.:e teacher is
careful to point out new concepts and draws many dia-
grams to illustrate, them..The teacher often asks stu-
dents if they have any questions, and provides ‘much
- positive reinforcement™tgo encoutrage creative thinking.



While the classes are long, the teacher is very active
- and challenges the students to stay with him. '

~.._Similarly, the. teacher in the_agricul;ufe_clasé"(LO706)”',
-spent most of the time writing on the board and explaining while
the students—took notes. Students frequently asked questions

that the teachefﬁtOQK time to answer. An observer .noted: .

~—

b

‘\ . . - . .t
there is a good deal of work-related information
.- provided by the teacher.and the-students. Most of
the students appear to work. As a result, they cite
real world examples and problems which the teacher
/. uses to reinforce his lecture. : T

He also used slides and examples to demonstrate key points, such
'as samples of bark from diseased trees. " Throughout' the class,
several students chatted quietly from -time to time although in
general their interest appeared to be high. The chatting may -
have been due to the 'seating arrangements, with students sitting
two to a drafting table. : '

-

.

The room arrangement in the electronics class (20819) pre-— .

. sented similar opportunities for socializing. The class was .
—located in a temporary room while the permanent room._was_being _...__
remodeled. Students worked in small groups at stations which
promoted considerable interagtion among students, although much’
'tﬁat-w@s overheard by the observers was related to the electri-—

. city experiments they were conducting. 1In that class, the . _
- -teacher'"s presence seemed to distract students. Hé chatted about
baseball and -other non-electronic related topics. When he read a
book at a desk in front of the, room, the students were on task a
greater proportion of the: time. -

A In the machine shop (20805) each student was assigned a card

- describing the task to be performed. "The cards were displayed on
a bpard in the shop that kept individual's goals prominent and
explicit. The students seemed to use this board as a meeting
place, - however, and frequently cecngregated there to chat for :
several minutes at a time. The teacher was awire of this:ploy -~
and disbanded them with "come on fellas, back to work now." ° '

, In many of the postsecondary shop or laboratory classes, the
most common practice was that the .teacher or assistants were :
‘available to help students at their request. As the teachers
circulated, they pointed.out student errors as they occurred
rather than wait for work to be handed in for grading. “This

-immediate feedback seemed to prevent students from learning or
practicing incorrect procedures. An-observer noted that ,in the
AC Fundamentals laboratory (10725) T

the teacher does an excellent job of eXplaining.problems_
to the students. He frequently uses the chalkboard to
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draw diayrams and asks relevant questlons that probe
- studentj‘k”lnds for understand1ng. '
In most classes the’ teachers . movements seemed to set the 1eve1
of intensity of the‘'class. When ‘the teacher was active, Busy
with students or other’Work, then the students were more active
as -well. Although the quallty of their; work could not be’ judged
from the observations, students. appeared to work harder .when. ‘
their teachers worked hard. .However,..the teachers effect was not
as great as it was -in secondary classes. ‘Students in post-
secondary classes "appeared motivated, internally. as opposed . to
trying td%please the teacher or to av01d censure.

1

Question. Two (Postsecondary)

L v >

) - What are the proportions of time spent by students
\§\\<32\ta8k' on breaks, and . off task?

" The analyses oE the L1me spent in postsecondary classes
indicate that studeénts _spent most of their class t-ime on task,
whether. or.. not__ teachers Were“superv1s1ng“them closely. _.The pie, .
chart (figure 8) shows the aVEYage\proportlons of time spent by .
po"tsecondary students on task, on breaks.,_.and of & task.

‘ . . . T
. N .

" KEY

* TIME:-ON TASK

BASIC SKILLS
THEORY/OTHER CONTENT
EMPLOYABILITY SKILLS
PRACTICE
NONCONTENT.

moow>
o o# o

NOT ON'TASK  °
F = BREAK
G = TIME OFF TASK

¢ A FIGURE 8, PERCENTAGES OF TIME USED IN "ALL
: POSTSECONDARY CLASSES

As shown in flgure 8, the. postsecondary students spent about
four-fifths of their t1me on tasks that 1nc1uded bas1c sk111s
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FIGURE 11. PERCENTAGES OF TIME USED IN POSTSECONDARY
N TRADE AND INDUSTRIAL CLASS
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- (.25 percent), employablllty skllls (l 61 percent), theory. (42.3
pereent), ‘practice (27:9 percent),_and_noncontent (11.4 percent),
The students also .spent ‘7.5 percent of the time on scheduléd
breaks and 9.2 percert of: the time off task. The .proportions of
time use varied: greatly among the four. service areas.,- as shown in
Flgﬁres 90 through- 12. _'Note, however,, . that the'pie charts for
agrlculture ‘and trade and 1ndustr1al each represent only one
class.. o . ._-- : . . :

‘Total time - on task d1d ‘not vary much among the: serv1ce areas
or the classes as 1nd1cated in table 25.; The h1ghest time on
task was found in the AC.laboratory . (10L25, 96.13 pércent), -
‘whereas the lowest was in':the ‘AC fundamentals class (10716,

76. 40) "Both classes- were taught by ‘the same teacher, and .the .
‘major.difference. seeqped ‘to-be vthat students came to the. lab to
conduct. exper1ments -or take competency -based. quizzes and ‘left

“'when they. completed their objectives. -The other: class was held
late Friday afternoons.. It was. - lecture/d1scuss1on°or1ented ‘and
'the teacher worked hard to retain the students attention ‘even ‘
: though' he appeared to have an excellent relatlonshlp w1th them
and. expla1ned)the lessony very well

_ Another: relat1vely low time~ on-task class. was the machine
shop°(20905) where the teacher switched to the’ competency-based
currlculum during the week of'observations which appeared. to up-

-set many students. . As a result’ a number of students seemed. to
take excessive t1me to set up_ and clean’ up (23.62 percent), wh1ch
-although con51dered on-=task, did. ‘not appear to ‘contribute’ to
bu1ld1ng the1r techn1cal skills as machinists.. The noncontent

vt1me in other classes was lower, .ranging between 1.57 percent’ 1n'
an AC fundamentals ‘class (10720) to 18.00 percent in the .
ShOrthand/typlng class (20823) . ..,; S )

_ Although there was no t1me spent on pract1ce “in the agr1cul—--
ture class, 52.4 pércent of the time was spent on practice in- ’
" business and oﬁflce classes,  46.9 percent in technical classes,

" and 36..0 percent in the trade and: 1ndustr1al class. Conversely,
85.8. percent of the ‘time was spent on theory in thé agriculture
class compared to the .18.1 percent spent imr.trade and 1ndustr1al
classes, 19.3 percent in the ‘business and offlce classes, and
‘46 9 oercent in the technlcal classes. S . : LT

-».4 A . . ]
_ Very 11ttle.t1me was" spent on..basic sk1Lls ( 25 percent) "and

‘employablllty 'skills (1.6l percent)fo Basic skllls were primarily’
~uséd {1.09 percent) in the competency- based workbooks and skill
sheets in. the machine shop (20805). Most of the references to

’employab111ty skills were made by ‘the part t ime buSlness and off-
ice teachers who- 1ntegrated a- great deal’ of "world of~work"

'1nformat10n into their - explanatlons.~-~ . : : .

-

Time on break ranged betWeen 0.00 percent for several ‘busi-
ness and offlce classes and the electricity lab- (10725) to 17:13
percent for a word process1ng class (10710) : Although in some ’
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. Class/
(lass Code

- FROPORTIONS OF. TINE SPENT'BY POSTSECONDARY

- TABLE 25

’

.t
~

b .

 STUDENTS DURING 5,915 NINUTES'OF OBSERWATION

R “Tine On Task !

Skills

" TasTc EnployablIThy

Skifls

7

Theory

‘Practice

Norcon= B
- tont
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Time On
CTask

Time On S TlmaVOff |
Break -

Task -

. Pasts and

*f\;wf“niseases |

!

0,00

o

148"

Q .

' !

E e
. herleulture

R

0,00

2,94 -

90,27

A

5,5 .

5.2

10706

d\-‘,__‘_‘hé !
. Type |1
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- Word Proc
e
0 o
T Beg Tiping
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e
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_—
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0,00
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e,

e
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35,01
e
35,31 |
16?:'35 ',
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o

4

i

I
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e
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~
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4
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81,01
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| “Noncon=
SkINIs_ SkIlls_Theory™ Practics

tont- Task' .
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Broak

Timg 0ff
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~ Mach Shop

“ 20805
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Trade and Industrlal

18,10 36,09
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09 0,00 B NV (XY

"y,
G
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'
|
i
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classes that had scheduled breaks there was less._time.off_task, ™~ —.- -
.in.most classes—the~break time simply added to off-task time. 1In
most postsecondary classes, scheduled whole-class .breaks appeared
unnecessary since all the teachers had an "open door" policy .that
allowed for using restrooms, getting coffee, and so forth. - Break .
times appeared to be more desired by the teachers than the stu-~
dents, many of whom continued practice regardless of the offi-
cially announced breaks. '

/

- o —~

)

' Ouestion Three (Postsecondary)

What are the relationships of time spent by teachers
on- various.instructional and managerial behaVigrs to
'student time on task? , .

o ‘The postsecondary teachers used variaus styles of teaching.«
The part-time teachers included more referénces to the "real -
world of work" than did the full~time teachers. They also ap- .
peared to assign-more work that was based on tasks currently con-
sidered important inw»their job as opposed to the full-time teach-
ers. Although there was not a wide range of time - on task among:
the postsecondary classes, the teacher’ instructional/managerial
behaviors appeared to account for some of the differences that

. did exist. - _ . — ' '

Teacher With-it~ness. Overall, the .teachers appeared to be
tuned in to most of their students' needs the majority (52 per-
cent) of the time as shown. in table 26. There were no strong
patterns or trends indicating relationship between the level of .
with-it-ness and the proportion of time on task. It would be '
tempting to assume that the reason. there was a-fairly consistent:
- high level of time on task was because the teachers were rarely .
"tuned out." That -was probably not the case--with some excep~
tions. .One -exception occurred in the accounting class (20817),
which started at 8:00 a.m. sSeveral of the students tended to
doze while working on the individually paced, competency-based
- worksheets.  The teacher made a point to frequently walk to the
area of the room where the students sat, which always awakened
: them, and prompted them to resume their -tasks. Several of the
" other teachers also had subtle ways to keep the postsecondary
" students on task when necessary. without reprimanding .or embar-.
rassing them. For the most part, however, the students did not
require reminders to stay on task. In fact, often-a greater pro-~ R
~portion of students were on relevant tasks when the teacher was;
. out-of the room. —Some teachers actually seemed t3 deter students
from” their tasks by chatting with them or someone near them or by
: interrupting frequently to give directions and '‘provide explana-
~—-—tions.--For-example,—the-electronics (20819) teacher o ST
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; C TABLE 26
—— - _ | . .
T . - "TEACHER WITH=IT=NESS IN POSTSECONDARY CLASSES
' Tl . “Parcent of Time on leh-lf—ness'
Class/ From Hlighest Means to Lowest
Class Code X 1 Z X 4 n/a
A . \ . Agriculture
| ‘ : ,
Pests ane Diseases 11,0 58,5 22,3 1.8 0.9 6.4
10706 o . .
\ T )
\ Business and Ofilce .
) L -
Typling I1 "33 24,2 5.8 Y . 2. 9.2 25,6
10708 ¢ R '
- Word Processing T a9l7- 5.0 10.5 5.5 0.0 19.3
10710 : °
o
Begin Typlng 63,0 4.5 0,0 0.0 18.8 13,6
o7 : ) )
AdvancediTyping 74,3 15.8 ooy 0.0 0.0 §.6
10742 ..
'\.\ i . . .
Court Reporting 68,2 4.1 i.9 6.6 0.0 19,1
10713 \ . - o
worg'Prochslnb 82,2’ 1.4 0.6 © 0.6 5.0 10.3
20810 \ :
.Accounflng 56,2 35.6 3.2 1.2 ‘0.7 3.0
20817 |
Dats Entry | 51,5 9.0 7.8 _ o.3 2.6 28.8
20878 - \ .
. ShorfNand/Ty&ﬂng 36.8 38,6 14,9 6.3 0.0 3.4
. 20823 [ . . -
L
Average § \ "55.8 . 17.6 5.2 3.2 3.5 14,7
1 il .
Trade .and Industrial
Machine Sho 77.6 7.5 0.1 4,2 - 0.4 " 10.6
20805 . -
Technlcal.
Retrig and Alir Cond 42.6 "23.0 24,6 0.6 " 0.0 9.2
10716 ;
A.C. Fundamentals | 57.1 ~7.3 6,6, “0,3 1.3 27.3
10720 \ i -
A.C. Fundaméntals 64.8 12.4 3.3 0.0 ‘0.0 19.6
] 0728 \
T Laboratory A 89.4 4.6 0.0 0.0 020 5.9
10725 . ]
Electronics 14.4 37.7 12,0 . 9.0 6.6 20.3
20819 . \ CT : o
— - v
Avarage \ 41.4 22.9 10.8 3.8 2.9 te.
. ’ Averaée for alll . B - -
Classes 52,0 20,1 7.2 . 2.8 3.2 14,7
2With=1t-ness J& daflnld as: ‘ :
1 = Sensitlive to all/sonslflvo to students at many levels
2 = Sensitive to most students'. needs
3 = Sp=so ynrlablaksenslflvl?y to student needs
4= Not sensitive to most. needs - .
° ) 5 = Not sensitlive to anyone's needs
. n/a=z Other doas nof apply . °
. g . o
m?é\f‘gu - 125
S . 101 ——
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tended -.to talk about fishing, baseball, or anything but electron--

ics with small groups of students who were on task most of the
time when .he was 1n another part of the room or out of the room
a1together.

Teacher role. The teacher role variable incorporated the

"type of teacher interaction with students and the amount of

teacher observation of students. As shown in table 27, the aver-

-age -for all classes indicated that teachers were observing and

interacting with all students or with groups/individuals almost
two-thirds (63.6 percent) of the time. There was no apparent
pattern for high or low time on task classes, most likely due to
the diverse types of classes in the sample. - Although there was
vatiance in- the teacher roles among the service areas and indi- .
vidual classes, most of the variance appeared .to be consistent

“with the natutre of the: student use of time. For example, in the

air conditioning 1aboratory (10725), the teacher was 74.8 percent
on Role 2, observing and interacting with’ group/individual. That-
role was the best. one for relating to. students working indivi-

. dually at lab stations. 'n the court reportlng class, on the

other hand, the teacher was 60.2 percent in Role 1, which was
also appropriate: for his simulation. of the dep051tlons or types
of information that would be recorded 1n courtrooms.

¢ It appeared that most of the teachers observed and 1nter—-
acted with students at an appropriate level. They were, with a
few. exceptions, available to answer questions or give directidns
when students needed them. It was clear that sometimes the stu-
dents did not need them at all and actually accomplished more-
when the teachers. were occup1ed with the1r own work or out of the

room,

Teacher method: Postsecondary teachers spent a'Eourth
(25.1 percent) ©of the time providing one-to-one instruction as

- displayed in table 28. A close second (23.8 percent) was spent

giving directions, explaining, or demonstratlng., Teachers spent

the third greatest amount of time (17.3 percent) on other or mis- =

cellaneous methods and being out of the room. The proportion of
time -that teachers used the following methods was: - doing ‘own

work-or paperwork (9.1 percen*), discussing or question and

answer (7.25 percent), observing (5.48 percent), lecturing/audio-
visuals (3.16 percent),. testing/lnspecting work (2.79 percent),
announcements/pas51ng _out ‘materials (2.56 percent), cleaning .
up/sett1ng up (l 28 percent), and soc1a1121ng with students (.95

ca

The teachere' me thods var1ed ‘with the service area, although :

thére were exceptions among classés within. the same service
areas. Although one-to-one instfruction predomlnated in business

‘and office classes (28. 81, percent) and. the trade and industrial

class (35.54 percent),- g1v1ng directions, explaining, or demon-
strating predomlnateo in the technlcal class®s (24.61" percent).

A .
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TABLE 27 - .
TEACHER ROLE 1N POSTSECONDARY CLASSES

’ ‘Class/ - ' - Percent of Time on Rolel
Class Code T 2 3 . 4 : . n/e
° . -~ - *
Agricuiture ' ) N
. ! . o s
Pests and Diseases 72,0 .6 20,4 1,2 . »6 . 5.2 B
10706 . .
Businass and Oftice e
. Typing t1 ' 27,5 9.4 14,2 25.8 17.7 . 5.4,
M 10708 .
’ Word Processing 0.0 ~ 56.9 13,8 12.2° . 0.0, 174 -
10710 ) . :
Bo.aln Typing 42,2 2,6 13,6, 39.0 ’ 2,6 0.0
- 10711 - .
Advarced Typing - . 35,3 34,6 12,3 11.6 0.7 5.5
- 10712 : o . a -
" : N - - ~
- Court Reportidg ‘60,2 . 11,0 0.3 3.3 13.8 .3
10713 -~ AR : v . . :
word Processing ) 12,8 55,2 :kSIO.ﬁ 19,2 2.2 0.0 . - o
20810 : e ' : : . . S
Accounting - 0.7 63.2 16,4 21,4 3.0 1.2
. 20817
.- Oata/Entry ' ) 2,9 60,8 . ‘2.0 .3.8- 30.5 0.0
20818 ' i _
Shorthand/Typing 18.3 49,9 _ 13.6 "16.2 2.t -~ 0.0
20823 ’ . . - " -
Average. - 21,9 38,7 ‘9.8 ¢ 16,3 9.3 TS !
- . - 7 . .
Trede and Industrial ) B ’ -
. . «
Machine Shop . 1.0 66,0 13.3 10,6 0.0 9.2
20805 . i . . - .
. ' . s Technical >
. ° ‘ .
Refriq and Alr Cond 20,5 - 65,0 5.7 1.3 7.6 0.0
10716 . o P .
- AC Fundamentals ; 59.5 3.0 5.6 9.3 - . 12,6 ° 10,0
10720 . . . . -
T AC-Fundamentais U648 1074 173 978 4352 TTT9TAT i )
10724 . ]
Laboratory A.C, 0.0 . 74,8 , 5.5 17.2 2.6 0.0 . 4
10725 - .
Electronics 20819 1.7 7 49.2 8.8 22.0 18,4 0.0
. Average L 25.3 39.8 6.2 13,7 1.8 3.3
. Averag'o for all . . .
- classes .- . 228 40,8 9.8 . 13.9 8,3 4,6 .
- . . . N - - o
'Rote Is detined as: . .
| = Observing -ati/interacting 'with all students In class ‘ N
2 = Observing and Interacting with qgroup/individueal . B
3 = Obsarving activity but not Interacting (monitoring) .. T S
47="In"room/oftIce but not observing or Interscting = = s
5 = Not-In room at el R - : S . i - .
n/e= Other/does mot apply . : . i . -
' - P v
v

103
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TABLE 28
METHODS USED BY POSTSECONOARY TEACHERS

Lecture .
Class/ One~to Olscuss Soclal- Audlo/ Announcr.~ Diract/ Test/ o Own Clean=up/
Code : One Q-8-A 1z1ng Yisual ments Demo Inspect Observe Work Set=-up Other
. o .
Agriciiture
Pests and 0,30 23,78 0.00 _ 6.7 9,14 32,93  19.51 0,00 0.00 1,83 5,79
Dliseases . . :
(10706) .-
' '
Business and Office )
Type 11 -~ 6.46 6,46 2.29 10,42 . 3.96 9,17 0.00 7.7 14,58 1.67 37,29
(10708) : . .
Word Proc 11,60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 45,30 0.00 0,00 0.00’ 0.00 43,09
- . (10710) . ‘ : . B ) T -
Beq Type - 4.55 1.95 0.00 29,22 65 7,79 0.00 1,95 14,94 0.00 _ 38.96
(10711) . ‘ . ]
Adv Type 28,42 2.40 . an 2,74 411 26,37 7.19 8.90 9.25 0.34 6,16
€10712) . ‘
ct’Report . 9.12 6,35 0.83 0,00 1,38 49,72 4,14 0.28. - 0.28 0,55 27.35
.oaon3y L - : . ]
L . .
wd Proc 54,87 0.28 0.00 0.00 '0.28 13,09 0.00 9.19  13.09 0.00 = -9,19
(20810) .
Acctg 53,48 6.97 0.50 0.00 1,00 2,98 0.00 - - 5.22 22,64 0.00 ' 5.97
1 (20817) : ) ) . . :
Data Proc  38.66 0,00 0.06 '0,00° 1,45 23,54 0.00 2.03 1.74 0.00 32,56
(20810) - . .
Short/Typ  34.46 3,66 0.26 0,78 7.57 21,67 1,04 10,44 16.97 0.52  2.61
120823) . . :
‘Average 28.8¢  3.62 . .98 ‘339 ° 257 20,90 1.35 5,68 © 11,16 44 2073 :
. Trade and Industrial
e Machline 35.54 1.81 0,00 ° 0,00 0.00 29,05 0,00 10.12 6.99 , 0,12 13.98
Shop ! . . . ' . . . . . R
(20805) : - . .o
) . i . -~ Toechnical . T
. R:B_]ﬂ;gd AC 38,49 33,12 315 4,73 0.00 - 2,84 0.00 3.79 5.05 0.95  6.31 °
‘AC Fund 1.99 ° 8.30" 0.00 9.30 3,32 38,87 8.31 0.00 ° 6.98 0.00 22,92
10720 _ . . “a
AC ‘Fund 9.77 10.42 - .. 0,33 5.21 8.47.° 41,70 8,14 . 0,00 1.30 10,33 13,03
10724 - i ] ; : b
Elec Lab 42,38 . 4.63 0.00 0.00 " 0,00 27,15 0.00 - 4,64 - 3.97 1.32 15.89
10725 . . ' oo
Elect . 16.02 8.15 2,21 . 0,00 1,25 20,44 1,520~ 7.32° 1423 _6.91 16,85
Z0B19 - . - - e P e
Average 18.78 12,67 1.%0 . 3.28 2.50 24,61 3,39 4,00 - 8,33 311 ‘15,28
Average 25,12 7.23 .95 3.16 2,56  23.84 2,79 5.48 9,10 .. 1.28 17,30
for all . . L : T
classes. - e e B - T
- ’ a 0
-~ « . e N
- ° &
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within the technical service area, there were acute. differences
due to the nature of the class. In one air. condltlonlng funda-
mentals class (10720), the teacher primarily expl fined and demon-
strated (38,87 percent) eléctrical currents while/ the same’
teacher mostly provided one- to-one instruction. (42.38 percent) in
the laboratory class (10724). /

The relatlonshlps among teacher methods and student time
uses were investigated through one- way analys1s of variance. The
data in table 29 show which method:s were used most frequently
with each type of student time use. One-to- one instruction, )
'cleaning, cleaning up/setting up, and worklng on one's own had
the highest means for student timc on task-while the lecture/
audiovisual had the lowest. Al though surpr1s1ng, the negative
relationship of lecture/audiovisuals. to’ student time on task can
perhaps be explaihed when cons.idering- that -method was only used
3.16 percent of the time and the results ,6f the one- way analys1s
were. based on frequency. / .

The methods with the h1ghest means’ for student ‘time on prac-—
tice were one-to-one instruction, work1ng on own, and observing.
In contrast, the methods with 1owest,means were lecture/
audiovisuals, testing/inspecting, and making announcements/
passing out materials. For time on/ theory, the highest means-
were for testing/inspecting, d1scuss1ng/questlon and answer, and
cleaning up/setting up. Soc1a1121ng, other methods, »r lecture/
audlov1suals ‘had the lowest meavs.g a

A4

Tlme on noncontent was most related to socializing and
cleaning up/settlng up and least related to lecture/audio-
visuals. Socializing also had the hlghest mean for time off \
task} whereas test1ng/1nspect1ng work in progress had the lowest.
Apparently, student time off task was least liable .to occur when
the teacher was assessing student work, whether through wr1tten
tests and qu1zzes, or inspections of work in progress.

Although cause and effect cannot be inferred, the one-way ‘
analysis ‘indicates that some methods are more llkely to be used
than. other to.elicit student on-task behavior. The* relationships

——:shown—in-—-table-29-were -similar-in.- the analysés of the service
‘areas. One exception was ‘that for trade and industry, the high-
est means for time on theory were observ1ng. Another exception
was in business and office, where the highest mean for time on

: noncontent was announc1ng/pass1ng out mater1als.

"*Addltlonal Teacher Behav1or Var1ab1es

) Aside from the. teacher role, wlth4it—ness, and methods re- ,
corded on ‘a minute-by-minute basis, additional teacher behaviors .
were noted in narrative fashion.- These notes indicated: that

there are individual teacher dlfferences that' appeared to be

-
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TABLE 29

TEACHER METHODS RELATED TO

. " POSTSECONDARY STUDENT TIME USE .
/"/
‘ Percent of F Ratio Teacher Methods - Teacher ﬂgfhods
Student Time Student Probab- with Highest : with Lowest
Time ity Means . Means
Time on Practice 27.9 156,66/ One~to-0One 58.88 Lecfure/A;dlovlsuals 1.84
0,00 Work on Own 49,94 Test/inspect 10,15
- o *  Observe 41,69  Announce/Pass Out

Materials 11,99
Time on Theory (!n- 42,3 41,95/ Tesf/ln;pecf 40,18 ‘Séciallzlng . 10,98
cludes Baslc Skills and " 0.00 Dlsguss/Q & A 38,65 Lecture/Audlovisuals 13.,71"

Employabllity Skills) ' Clean Up/Set Up 33,63° Other 12,29

.o - ) R . ," :
Time on Noncontent 11.4 28,06/ Soclallze //47{55 - Lecture/Audlovisuals .82
- 0.00 Clean up/set up,/ 14,05
Total time on task: 85.5 86,97/  One-to-One. ~  94.43 Lecture/Audiovisuals 16.15
o b '0.00 Clean Up/Sat Up 84,33
. Work on Own 79.48 . !
Tofal‘flmeﬂoff~fask *9.2‘ F25.32/ ‘Soclallzing 25,40 Test/Inspect .80
B 0.00 :

!
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associated with use of time. - Although’ there were no classes with
truly low proportions of time on. task, there appeared to be
teacher bhehaviors related to proportions of time spént on pract-
ice and theory. As in the secondary classes, defining class
goals was the most important variable related to student time on
task. The teachers of cGlasses with the highest time on content-
related tasks started the class promptly and immediately ex-
‘plained the goals to be accomplished. Postsecondary teachers
frequently explained how the short range goals~fit into the long
range. goals and why they were important in terms of the world of
work. For example, a business and office teacher sa1d

Today we will type invoices as part of the account—
ing module you are doing-. Invoices are
very important in business--they're bills sent to

customers and must be exact. I want you all to
strive for exactness . . . watch those decimal -
p01ntsI . ' v _ -

Unlike the secondary students, most of the postsecondary students
appeared ‘to .-have a general. understanding of what to.do.’ It was
apparent that tasks written on the board, handed.cdut in agendas,
or posted on bulletin boards decreased the need to wait for
instructors. -

Most of the postsecondary teachers had well- planned and
well— —organized curricula. Rarely did they search for materials,
and most of the equipment was new or in excellent condition- -
Most postsecondary students were responslble for bringing their
own supplies to classes, but teachers had extra supplies for
those who forgot. There appeared .to be very little vandalism or
stealing of supplies, and most teacheérs did not have to spend- a
lot of time safeguarding equlpment or materials. Although there
were subtle differences among the teachers, for. the most part the
observers felt that student opportunities to be on task were not
lessened due to teacher dlsorganlzatlon or poor. plannlng.

e

.~. Many of the postsecondary teachers seemed to maximize class
time deliberately. They appeared to value the scheduled class
"time, “perhaps because students were paylng for the education. _

u»muumhemstudents—aLSO~appeared to want to ‘maximize the allotted time

. or to complete assignments quickly in onder to leave early. Many
students held part- -time or full-time jobs, so - they used their
tlme well while in school. e

o -

Many postsecondary teachers conveyed an att1tude of urgency,
that "time .is mgney," and that _work in the real world had to be -
‘done: efficiently. They closeéd doors and start \classes more
‘promptly at the communlty college than at-the adu lt technical )
school, but both institGtions seemed to regard time_as a valuable
resource that was not to be wasted. Especially in the business
and office classes, the teachers maintained a continual flow of.
meanlngful act1v1t1es that related to real world of work tasks.

- . RPN < . . .
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Some teachers were better than others *in max1m1z1ng time.
For example, oné typing teacher whose class (10708)_had 7.7 B
percent time on| noncontent an(l 46.7 percent time on-practice had
-a rule that when a whole-class asslgnment was finished, students
would work on lohg- ~-term progects ‘until the next wholé-class
assignmnent was started.' Another typing teacher, whose class
(20823) had 42.2 percent time on practice and the highest time on
noncontent of all classes (18 0 percent), had.a.rule that when
the whole- class asslgnment was finished, -students would set uyp
for the next asslgnment and fold their hands and quletly wait for
everyone to bewflnlshed. Although the' quality of the  "extra" *
work done by the students in class 10708.-could not he judged, ‘it
appeared that those students had more opportunltles td practice
typing skills that depend tO0 a large degree, upon repetittion.
Even though both classes were second-year courses, the observers
noticed that the expected typlng rates were higher (e.g., 65 -
words per minute -.to get an A compared to fifty-five words per ]
minute)—in the class with more opportunities to practice skills.

H

Many of the postsecondary, teachers appeared to be good
models of the work ethic. Npt only were. they motivated .and
thorough, ™no- -nonsense™ teachers in-¢class, several teachers held
full-time jobs in the real world of work. These part-time
teachers ‘seemed especially effective in relating =lass assign-
ments to jobs. The court reporting teacher continuously cited
.examples of how the skills being taugh- ‘wo: be fu. in . L
work situations. The students were- ob.iou. Tl ste anc
seemed especially eager to increase their pIeClSlC .nd ski

i~

“in recordlng. A : ’

Even when teachers did not hold other jops, they dressed and.

behaved ‘as professionals in their field. With one exception, the
business and offlce teachers dressed in. suits or other clothlng
appropriate for offices. In the machine shop and the technical

'classes the teachers wore: laboratory or shop coats with their

names stitched on the pockets. When té&achers were not super-
vising students they typically d4did paperwork at thelr desks and
appeared busy and 1nvolved .

Since all of the teachers appeared:to havé”the necessary
‘content, knowledge, and skill proficiency for theif positions, it
was difficult to ascertain whether this quality made any differ-
énce in the. postsec0ndary students' time on task. One teacher,

- however, appeared to help keep his. s§udents interested and on

task with his expertlse not only in the principles of electricity

. but also his skill in presentation.  The AC fundamentals teacher

held. students' attention with his skillful diagrams and:- explana-
tion of electricdl currents ‘for: almost two hours w1thout a break

u

‘on a crlday afternoon._ Although this class had a relatively low

overall ‘time on task, it was apparent that a less-skilled. teacher
would not ‘have maintained these students' attention because most

were tlred after a week of| full-time wdrk and part-time school.

1
-
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. The effort of posltlve reinforcement was subtle but apparent
to the obhservers. Teachers who had exhibited the,ﬁblllty to
praise students and encourage them positively seemed to encourage
them to work harder. The observers noted that at Site'1, two
typlng teachers were .very different in their approach to motlvat—

ing students. Whereas one teacher was cold, stern, and critical,

the other was friendly and made many positive comments to deserv-
ing students. The time on practice and.theory was higher in the
latter teacher's class, and the students morale seemed .to be
higher as well. -

»

Question Four (Postsecondary)

What are the relatlonshlps of classroom varlables to
student time on task?

>

Thé grouping variable, 1ntérrupt10ns, disruptions} and ab-
sence were the classroom variabl investigated relative to: stu-
dent time on task. ’

3

Grouping. ‘As shown in table 30,. postsecondary‘students

:spent 88 percent.of the time in Groups 2 and 4, which- meant ‘they

~

were predom1nant1y in one classroom. Unlike the secondary S
classes that were frequently in -more than one room, the- post-
secondary classes were less spread out. Students were mostly in

Group 4. (58 percent)--in one room and working on the same task.

In fact, the agriculture class (10706) was- -always in G¥oup 4.
since the teéacher was. oriented toward theoretical explgnations,
with drdwings on the chalkboard and discussions afterward. The

-trade and industrial class (20805) was dlso always .in one large

shop but. working on various different tasks (Group 2). o©only one

. class, beginning typing (10711), spent time .in Group-3 when the

teacher had several. students go to the adjoining classroom to use
dlfferent typewrlters to do the class ass1gnment.

Except for one class, the qrouplng did not appear to have
much influence on postsecondary students. The exceptlon was the
refrlgeratlon and air conditioning class (10716) where the
teacher had two classes at the same time in three ad301n1ng

rooms. Two rooms were crammed with desks while the third room
was long, very cluttered -with- refrigerators, air condltlonlng
piping; and other large equ1pment. It was 1mposs1ble to view all

of the students at- the same time. " The teacher moved; about fre—
quently to provide one-to-one or small group 1nstrUctlon, but he
did not see many of the studénts most of the tlme. " Although the
najorlty 'of the students were. displaced adult workers ‘who ap-~
peared intent -upon learnlng new.skills, a -few of the recent hlgh
school graduates took advantage of the isolated work spaces among

_the. equ1pment to smoke, chat, and stay. off 'task.

I . . . ’
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" TABLE 30 -

- DISTRISUTION BY GROUPING! OF POSTSECONDARY CLASSES . '+ o
7 ' N C, / "‘a

| ~ Group | - Group 2 o Group 3 . © Group 4 |

. ’ Number  Percent  -Mumber  Percent  Number  Percent  Number  Percent
Service Area  ~  Minutes of Total  Minutes of Total  Minutés of Total CMinutes:  of Total

‘ ) . . . ] . .

‘ L] ) ‘ . S .
‘Business and Offlce - 691 308 103 - AL o wst 7 193 g5
Education | ‘ a . |
<N " . , ! ) ' . . ' ‘

Agricuitural none . hone "', ) none f 1 ©299 ¢ 1008
" Education “ _ , 5 ¢ Weooe
. , | . o \ = o
Tradesand Industrial ~ hone 681 "1005 Coo. . none . none .
~.Educatlon L ‘ L o B |
Technlcal Education . 284 . 20§ 608 © 448 nome 40 - ¥
T . | | A S
. . l\ | ‘ ' " A ) s | .
Al service areas 353 (LY 3., 16l BT 2122 _JSS%" “,
] , » 3.

|The grouplnq var!able Is a. comblnaflon ot sfudenf dLspersemerT and grouplnq. The four comblnaTlons '
derlvad sfaflstlcally were: ' ; :

*

)

“ "
| Group | = Sfuden?s are ll to or more adJoInIng roﬁms and Bre worklng lndlvldually or In 9ma|| L
n groups ‘and varTous content, - L, i '
134 © broup 2 = Students are In ong roon and are worklng Indlvldua||y or- In sma|| groups of !_g_[_l_g_u_g_
- | content, - | ; C
g Group 3= Sfuden?s aﬁa‘ln two or more’adjolnlng rpqms bpf are Qorklng'as 3 crass on one conTenT.
' area. b E ‘ ' ' -" ‘ IR

Group 4= Students are ln one room and are worklng 8 a class on one, qonTenf area.‘

. ‘ ' o ) ', V‘l"lp
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. There was, however, a relatlvely high level of time on task
(77.0 percent) -in part due ‘to the older students' motlvatlon but

‘also because the teacher told tHe students what the goals were

for the day, had the necessary materials on hand, and had the

‘students use competency-based skill practice modules. Students
used these modules, which lookKed like large boxes with many

switches, hoses, and wires, to conduct simulated: experlments and
‘tests in wlrlnq equlpment or f1x1ng a broken furnace.

In’comparlson to the other serv1ce ‘areas that employed

hands—-on activities, -the business and office classes had more:-

time on practice (52.4 percent) and also the highest time on task
(86.3 percent). 'THe business and office classes were frequently"
(37 percent) in more than one room, that did not appear to lessen
student time on task. As 1n the alr"condltlonlng class, it ap-
peared that the majority of .the students were self-motivated and
did not require close supervision.  Furthermore, -the teachers

"were well, organlzed, were clear about the daily and long-term

&

goals, and assigned. the students a large volume of work that
could only be completed if students worked continuously. B

There were very few anldents noted as dlsruptlons (.8 per—
cent) and interruptions (2.8 percent) in- the sixteen post—

'secondary classes. As shown in table 31, there were no. disrup-

tions or 1nterruptlons in the agriculture class (10706); ‘All the

other classes had a few minutes of 1nterruptlons,'such as stu-

dents from other classes coming in, public address announcements,
telephones ringing, and so forth. 'Neither the interruptions or
the disruptions seemed to effect the .students' time oh task -
except those dlrectly involved. ' For example, if two/students
started joking with ‘each other loudly (disruption), ;then |-

'typlcally only those students were off task. -The postsecondary
-students were not easily dlstracted when they had ro meet goals

at a spec1f1ed tlme. - : o

Many of the'teachers seemed to be aware of yays to minimize”
interruptions and disruptions. These teachers tAlked. quletly to
students. in‘one~to-one.situations and did not give dlrectlons °
loudly to students across the room. They closed doors to Ehe -

=hallways and adjoining classrooms being used by other teachers.

The court reporting teacher (10713) unplugged,the telephone in
the classroom to avoid interruptions. -In the/AC -fundamentals
clagses there was an intermittant loud noise. comlng from the-
ad301n1ng laboratory classroom about which the teacher cemmented
but ‘oVercame by explaining the diagrams in a louder voice.
Students sometimes leaned forward in their seats to hear him

better and, rather -than taking the opportunlty to ‘tune out, were

even more attentive since the explanatlons were 1nterest1ng and
important to understand . . /

1_11.1,3__6_.1;.:-. .
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TABLE 31

DISRUPTIONS AND INTEREUPTIONS IN POSTSECONDARY CLASSES

Percent ot Tlma-on
Disruptions N
(trom:within class) «

- Percent of Time on
tnterruptions
(from outslide class)

Pests and Diseases

Agriculture

)

".0.0’ 0.0
10706, o _ /
L d N "
; . Buslness and Dtflce
Typing 11 ‘0.0 - 2.3
10708 N i :
Word Processing 0.0 . .6
10710 -
s
Beginning Typlng 0.0 3.2
10711 . .
Advanced Typing 1.4 1.4
10712 Y -
Court Reporting | 040 .8
10713 )
word Processing 6.1 I.7.
. 20810 - - :
Accounflng 0.0 4.5
208!7_ s
- . Data Entry 3.2 - 9.6
20818 . )
Shorthand/Typling 0.:0\ - v 2.3
20823 . ‘
,JM
Kv;rngo 1;5‘ 3.0
2 " Trade and Industrial’
L " Machine Shop .6 -
. 20805 m
N " TECHNICAL
hofrlg. and Alr Céﬁdtfloningz 0.0 - 3
10716 - i . . .
AC Fundamentals ! 1.3 .1
10720 Lot -
AC Fundamentals 0.0 B 1.0
10724 ;
Laboratory AC 0.0 | 4.6
10725 i -
- Electronics 0.0 ' 2,8
20819
Average ; - ~ 0,2" 1.8
i ~
- e Average for all classes 0.8 2.5
/"_ |
: "
— . 3
. . R
: ) : . L.
. N ) -~ } v! i . - . -
. - BEST oRY RgigleJTEﬁ . 112
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.Absence! oOverall, postseconqarzgstudentsrﬁerefabsent 19
percent of the- time when absentesism is calculated hy dividing
"the number oflstudent minutes present hy the number of student
minutes enrolled. .In reality, this method of calculating the
N percentage of absence did not reflect true absence. As a result
of the somewhat flexible attendance pollcles-at both schools, it .
was 1mposs1ble to determine if students were late or left early
or’' should be noted as absent. Nonetheless; the rates of absence
varied somewhat by service areas as, shown in table 32. The
rates were: agraculture, 20/ percent; business and office, 23
percent; trade and industrial, 4 percent; and technical, 28
percent. There was a w1de;range-of absence among sites. . The
mean absence rate at Site 1 was 28.4 percent compared to the'mean
rate of 11.2 percent at Site 2. There was a blizzard at Site 1
Aduring  the observations. Also, in most classes at Site 1, com-
-munity college students :did not have to arrive in the class at

the officially scheduled time. They worked to accomplish their
goals ‘for the day and left when they were finished. Teachers did
not take roll.iin most classes.at that school because they be- '
lieved that learning was.an individual responsibility. Students
.were not reprimanded for being late, leaving early, or nots coming
to class at all. The AC laboratéry teacher said that = students
who -did not go to the_ lab clasSs invariably failed the course, not
because they were absent but hecause they could not comprehend
the concepts. In ‘the business and office classes assignments had
“to be completed with typewriters, word processors; and adding
machines, which motlvated students to be in class or come at
another tlme.

. ‘At the adult technical institution school (Site 2) there was
1less flexibility in attendance requirements. . Teachers took TLoll.
and. expected students to be present. The business' and offlcé\\
classes were in several adjoining.rooms, however, and teachers
"did not object when students stayed in their previous class *to \\
finish assignments or left early to go to their next class. -
During the first five minutes of class time . students went back’
and forth among several classrooms to chat briefly with teachers
or other students, collect their books, borrow reference books,
and so forth. e

"As indicated in table 32, there was a w1de range of absence
(8.1 to 58.7 percent) within the bus1ness and office service area
at Site ‘1. ‘'There did not appear to be any discernible relation-
Shlp between student time on task and absences in those classes. -
I.ikewise, there weré no apparent links between time on task or
rate of absence in the other classes. It should be poxnted out
that there was no enrollment per se -recorded for the AC labora—
tory because it was a scheduled teacher- superv1sed time for any
of the electricity students to conduct experlments and take '

competency tests. As .a result, .the .absence rate was 0.0 percent
-~which-may- have»skewed -the— serv1ce*area“and al'l ¢lasses' average
somewhat . ' T

0
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TABLE 32

PERCENT OF‘STUDE}JTS ABSENT IN POSTSECONDARY CLASSES
’ ) : ) .

classes

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Class/ . :
" Class | - Parcent Time Parcent
Code o on Fask Absent
- Agr;lculfuro
Pests and Disease 90,27 19.3
10706 C T -
‘ Business and bf!lca .
Typing 11 81,01 17,5 -
10708 . N N
Word Proc.silng .79,97 71
10710
Beglaning Typing 86,12 58,7
1071% - .
s
Advanced Typlnyg 85,63 8,1
10712 - , . R
Court Reporting 77,66 50,5
10713~ -
Word Procbsslng 95,74 8,5 -
20810 -
Accounting ’ 90,71 16,7
20817 )
Data Entry 87,90 ’ 9,6
20818 . o \\\
Sh‘or‘r/Typlng 88,97 K 12,1
20823 P
Average 86,20 22,3
Trade and Industrisal °
. Machine Shop 78,90 3.5
20805 .
Technical |
‘Retrigeration and 77.01 24,6
Alr Conditioning
10716 . . -
AC Fundamentals 76,81 11,8
10720 . ;
AC Fundamentals 76,40 - 38,3 '
10724 _ )
Laboratory AC 96,13 . 0.0
- 10728
Elmctronics 77,98 21,4
20819
Average 78,71 23,0
Average for all 83,50 19,0

b 441
I3
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. Question Five (Postsecoﬁdary)

- " '

S, “.A._-_____,J_s____--___j

_What is the relationship among student use of time,
.teacher 1nstructlonal/manager1a1 behav1ors,‘and classroom
varlables° '

L e

ot =~

Proflles were constructed to 1nd1cate relatlonshlps among
the key variables in the study. ' Téacher methods were Juxtaposed.
. with student time use, dominant teacher role, dominant teacher :
"with—-it-ness and dominant student grouplng in tables 33 through
37. (The predominant student time use is ‘underlined for each- oo
~method. Y : ’

f . ' . . . . . . . o
1 .

. As 1nd1cated in the proflle of all postsecondary classes
- (table 33), .the most frequently used teacher method was one-to-
' one instruction. It occurred most often when students were

-

practlclng/054 4 percent), the teacher role was to observe and

——intefact with a group or individual, the teacher with-it-ness.
level was to be sénsitive to-all “student needs, and the students.
-were 1ocated*1n one room working on the same ass1gnment.

i

~

Thls pattern did not hold in all serv1ce areas, however.
‘There was- only one minute of one-to-one instruction recorded. in
the agriculture class, and that method was not the most- frequent-
ly .used in the technical classes either. In the business and

- office classes, the pattern was the same as for the average of
all classes, whereas in the trade and industrial class the
teacher with-~it-ness level was to have .variable sensitivity w1th
the students in one room but worklng on dlLferent tasks.

" The second most frequently used method - for all classes wa s
explaining, giving directions, or demonstrating. This method
occurred most often when they were learning theory (51.1 per-
cent). The dominant teacher role was to.observe and interact
with a group or individual, the teacher with-it-ness level was to.
be sensitive to all needs, and the:students were located in one
room, working on the same task. The third most frequently ‘used
method was the m1sce11aneous, break, or out of the.room category.
.This method was used mostly when students were practicing, teach-
ers were out of the room or not observing students, teachers were
not all sensitive to student needs, and students were in one
room. - . \ '

The patterns of teacher behaviors and: srudent groupings were
‘fairly consistent across the service areas. As described ear-
lier, the postsecondary classes all had a high rate of time on
task so the similarities across the classes were not surprising.’
Perhaps one of the most important conclusions that was derived—
-———fromtheanalysis was tHat postseconuary studernts dpycaL‘lO stay
-on task regardless of teacher or grouplng factors. -
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, . PROFI LE OF ALL POSTSECONDQRY CLASSES: * TEACHER : ‘
A | METHOD, ROLE, WTTH«IT-NESS BY STUDENT TIME AND ROPING T

Parcent of Student Tine!
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SNt In roon at all : daMot sensltlve to most stidents . I=Students In fore than one roon worklng on
' : " ‘ ot sensltive at all o same task

4=Students In one room wquing on same fask




o “2\=Observlng/ln‘reracﬂng'wI‘rh'group/lndledua‘l Ve

< 3%t In'roon at al|

o
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PROFILE OF ALL POSTSECONDARY AGRICULTURE CLASSES: - TEACHER
© NETHOD, ROLE,

o

TABLE 34 7

WITHe[ T-NESSBY STUDENT TIME AND GROLPING

Percent 6f Student Tlme1

Total,

Donlnant

Dominant Domlnan‘r': |

{=0bserving al /Inferacting with-¢/1 students

- 3=0bserving actIvity but not Interacting

- .
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. §

4

|
\
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1=Sensitive to al l/sensltive at ' many .
levels L o
| 2:Sens[tlve to most nesds
4In roon/oftice but not observing/Interacting | 3=Sowso/vartable sensitivity to needs
.. Nt sensitiverto most students -
o ~ T 5Nt sensitive at all

(-
\
'

.u¢&r$m¢ T Mintes T e o Tochep Tk Studen -
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+ PROFILE OF ALL POSTS CONDARY TRADE AND INDUSTRIAL CLASSES: TEACHER
" METHOD, ROLE WITH | TRESS BV STUDER TME AND GROUPING
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"CHAPTER 5
_S/'TJP-IMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

i Ca .
Summary of Findings and Conclusions

/ The purpose of this exploratory study was to determlne the
,',L relatlonshlp of teacher and classroom variables to student time

' -“on task in vocational classes. A corollary purpose was to ,
develop an observation guide for ascertaining vocational student
time use, teacher'behav1ors,'and classroom variables. A number
of variables were’ observed and recorded, both on- a minute-by- '
minute basis and in narrative fashion in purposively selected
secondary and postsecondary vocational classes. The results of
statistical and qualitative analysis indicated that teacher
behaviors and classroom variables influence student time on task,
and that diff ferent variables are associated more with time on
practlce than with time on theory in vocatlonal classrooms.

In cha ter 4 the findings and conclusions were presented
separately r s condary and postsecondary classes. Secondary
school attendance is compulsory whereas postsecondary-level
enrollment is voluntary; Although a major responslblllty of
secondary teachers is to keep track of students, many post= .’

- secondary teachers.do not even.take roll, making students
"canpletely responslble for their own attendance. - In'several
5 postsecondary. classes, students stayed: in class- only-‘long enough~mwmm~ﬂ
\ to complete their individual goals for the day. - Consequently,
\ their time in the class was spent productlvely w1th little time
\ off task. S . _ o
A " It is not - surprising, therefore, to find that postsecondary
\ classes had more time on task (83.5 percent )\ than secondary
o\ .classes (71.4 percent). Also, since student maturity and moti-
\ vation probably accounted for much of the time‘on task, there., was
“ a relatively narrow range (76.4 to 96.1 percent Nof time on task
\among thé sixteen postsecondary classes. There was\a much wider
range for the nine secondary classes (44.8 to 95.9 percent),
whlch provided more opportunities to associate teacEEK\ind
c&assroom ‘variables with student time on task. - Therefoxre, the
relatlonshlps in the secondary data are more ev1dent.’ Although
.the\postsecondary findings provided valuable 1nslghts about\\\\\
maximizing time on task, the secondary findings were stronger:> .
" The follow1nq variables were ohserved and analyzed for their
assocratlon with secondary and oostsecondary student time onv" \\\\\<'
task-‘\ . . . 7
\\ l . ) N .. . K N . . . .' °
‘e ‘Teacher goal detinition ' o
analyzed qualitatively

® Teacher planning/organizatizn » _ .
analyzed qualitatively’ o : :
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4

lo Teacher methods
eleven methods or groups of methods analy zed

statlstlcally N

® Teacher with-it-ness

level of sensitivity" to students' needs analyzed
statlstlcally - o

o Teacher maximizing time A v
analyzed qualitatively @ -

e Teacher role :
type of 1nteractlon and observatlon of students
analyzed statlstlcally

e Teacher modeling work ethic
.analyzed qualitatively

1

° Teacher pos1t1ve re1nforcement/expectatlons
analyzed qualitatively

~

@ Teacher content knowledge/skill
'analyzed'qualitatively '

= ) . @ Student grouping ' .
- whether students in one or more rooms and doing one’
or more types of tasks analyzed sfatlstlcally

e Interruptions and disruptions
e - -- distractions from outside and. 1ns1de class analyzed
' ' statlstlcally :

~Snmmarxrof Secondary‘Classes

!
i

!
The proportions of time spent by secondary students in nine
.classes during 5, 938 mlnutes of observatlon were as follows:

Basic skills 2.8

Employability skills 7% . :
Theory - _ . 21.3% Time on task 71.4%
. " Practice o ' 37.8% : ’
" Noncontent - " 8.5%
' Break - - 4.5% - ; - -
‘Time off task 24.l%j} Time off task 29.6 -

There were considerable variations-in the time spent among the
three service areas--agriculture, business and office, and trade
and industrial--and among the individual classes. Time on theory -
ranged from 'l percent to 54 percent whereas time on practice _
‘ranged from 1 percent to 68 percent. Although four classes spent.
 no time on basic skills,_one class spent almost ll percent time

'\ _::“; . -'“‘122‘:1=ﬂ. 15;2
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~on_that task. The range 'for employablllty skllls was 0 to 4
percent. The low for noncontent was 5 per ent and the high was
almost 14 percent. Three classes spent no time on breaks,
whereas one class spent 9 percent of the time on breaks.

Finally, time off task rangéd from e percent to 49 percent._

In geneLal in secondary classes, the most important teacher
behavior was goal definition. Teachers that clearly stated the
goals to be accomplished by the class and by individuals had the
highest proportion of time on task. This teacher variable was.
related closely to another: teacher planning and organization.
Teachers who clearly communicated the goals to students, by
talking about them or wrltlng them on chalkboards or posting them
on bulletin boards, were also better prepared to have goals
acconmplished. They had the necessary supplies, tools, and equip-
ment on hand, ready to be used. It was also important that
teachers were aware that time should be used productively, .and
were tuned into their students needs'  (teacher with-it-ness) so
that students were not kept waltlng but could proceed to the next_

task.

-t

About a third of the time the teachers used the one—to—one'

. method of 1nstructlon, which, in some cases, was conducive to.

time on task. Several-of the teachers were able to have a high
degree of sensitivity to all or most students' needs :(teacher
with-it-ness) even when they worked with one .student. Others

could not concentrate on more than one activity with the result
that. when these teachers provided one-to-one instruction, most of
the other students were off task. Secondary students required
close supervision through interaction and observation (teacher
role), but the type of superv1slon depended upon student grouplng
and the type of tasks belng per forméd by the students. When
students were practicing in more than one room, for example, the
best teacher role appeared to be interaction with and observation
of a small group or individuals. ; .

., Overall, the teacher method that least facilitated student
time on task was cleaning up or .setting up. Teacher methods most
conducive to student time on task (in addition to one-to-one

-instruction) were “observation, test/inspect\work in progress, and

explain/give directions/demonstrate. Additipnal teacher vari-
ables that appeared to he positively associated with students'
time on task were- the teacher's modeling of the work ethic,
positive reinforcement and expectations of students, and teacher
content knowledge and skill prof1c1ency.

¥ .

Student grouping was the most 1nportant classroom varlable

’ because it dictated to some degree, the type of teacher inter
~action and observation necessary. Although interruptions and _

disruptions dlstracted individual students from their tasks, for
the most part these variables were not strongly associated with
time off task in. the. secondary vocatlonal classes observed,
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Snmmary.of Postsecondary Classes

-

The pr0portlons of time spent by postsecondary students in

sixteen classes durlng 5 915 minutes of observation were as fol-
lows. : -

Basic skills . 3%
- Employability skllls 1.6% :
Theory e 42,0 3% Time on task 83.5%
"Practice Tl 27.9%
Noncontent 11.4%
Break : , 7.3%}_ v
Time off task 9.2% - Time off task 16.5%

There was less of a range of time on task (78.1 to 90.3 percent)
amo ng postsecondary service areas than among secondary service
areas. There were no classes with very low time on task.  The
lowest was 77.6 percent and the highest was 96.1 percent. There
was conslderably more variation among classes regarding spelelC
uses of time.. Time on theory ranged between 10.4 percent in a
worl processing class to 73.9 percent in an air conditioning '
fundamentals class. Conversely, the highest time for practice
" wasin that word processlng class (72.1 percent), whereas the
lowest was in the other air conditioning fundamentals class (0.0
percent) Only four classes spent any time on basic skills,
‘whereas all but four spent time on employability skills. Time
for noncontent ranged between 2.9 to 18.0 percent. Five classes.
had no time for breaks at all. The highest time off task was in

the air conditioning class (20.5 percent) and the lowest was in a/

beginning tyolng class (2.1 percent).

Although there were no postsecondary classes that had ex-
treme amounts of time off -task, there were differences observed
in téacher behaviors that appeared to relate positively or
negatlvely to student time on task. As in the secondary classes,

in postsecondary classes where teachers clearly defined the goals
for the class or individuals, there was a higher proportion of

time on task.” In fact, the observers felt that once students
. acknowledged  the 'goals, in some classes it made no difference
whether the teacher remalneq in the classroom or not. . Teacher

planning and organlzatlon was a corollary to goal °ett1ng that
made a difference in time on task, although it was not as criti-
cal as in the secondary.classes .since postsecondary students
frequently brought their own supplle° and tools to class. - Post-—-
secondary teachers appeared toO maximize the time available with a
sense of urgency that may have reflected their understanding that
many students had jobs and family responslbllltles. Many students
came to class to accomplish their goals for the day and then left
_before class was officially finished.

" In Glasses where teachers engaged the students in discus-
sions or explained and demonstrated skills, or varied their
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teaching methods in other ways, there wi¥s a greater amount of '
time on task than in classes where teachers always left students
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.to be pralsed for accompllshments.

alone. This does not contradict the earlier statement that

~teachers should leave postsecondary students alone sometimes to

increase time on task. Teachers' sens1t1v1ty to student needs at
the moment, or teacher with-it-ness, was critical to their recog-
nizing when students had sufficient information to proceed on
their own and when discussions or further explanations were
necessary. Some teachers explained too much and interrupted
students who were able to proceed on their own, and some teachers
socialized with students while others were trying to work.

.. The part-time postsecondary teachers appeared to be more
enthusiastic about teaching than some of the full-time teachers.
The part—-time teachers appeared to use far more world-of-work.-ex-—

amples in explanations. Most of the teachers, whether full-time .
part-time, seemed to model the work ethic with their profes-
sional manner and dress, although there were exceptioris. The

observers noted that the teachers' professionalism, combined with
genuine interest in the students, seemed to motivate students -to
work. harder to win the teachers'. respect. -

As in csecondary classes, postsecondary teachers who provided
positive reinforcement and had positive expectations of students.
had the hHigher time on task classes. Although postsecondary stu-
dents- were more mature and more internally motivated than second=
ary students, they too needed:to be recognized as individuals and

. '@

o . .
Implications and Recommendations-
for Vocational Educators

<

Several issues have emerged from this exploratory study that
have slqnlLlcant policy implications for vocational: educators,

-especially teacher educators, teacher evaluators, supervisors,

and policymakers. Most of the issues affect the secondary level,
although some also affect the postsecondary level. ,It is most
important to recbgnlze that the postsecondary students -maturlty
and motivation to be in school are significant factors in their
being on task a greater proportion of time than ‘secondary
students. Nonetheles's, postsecondary teachers can and should "’
1mprove their approach to 1ncreas1ng student time on task, be-
cause in some classes students do not maximize the time avail-
able. To increase time on task, secondary and postsecondary

teachers should--

® consider time an important resource,

® ensure that students' tasks are meaningful,

@ define goals clearly, -



® improve and diversify teaching methods, \
® decrease time for breaks, . \

. ® decrease interruptions of individual students,.
’ |

e encourage student independence, . \

® have positive expectations of students, S

e provide positive reinforcement, and . - '\

- @ serve as a role model. ' - : ;\

Consider Time a Resource , . \

. _ \
r
The most important issue that concerns both the\secondary

and postsecondary levels is the lack of teacher awareness of the
importance' of time as a valuable resource. Time is one of the

few variables that teachers can manipulate in the classroom.

Some teachers in the study used time. far more efficiently than

others and were concerned that students lean as much as possible
during the tlme. Some teachers filled the time by Peeping

_students busy as opposed to helping them progress through a

series of related meaningful tasks, although this was far more
apparent in the secondary classes than the, postsecondary classes.

‘Many of these teachers did not try to maximize thej class

time by starting as soon as the bell rang .and often allotted

~overly long periods for settlng up and cleaning up. If ‘teachers

were more aware of time they would, for example, asslgn‘students e
tasks as soon as the bell rings instead of waiting to start class
when all the buses arrivé. . This would save many mlnutes\of time.

In a class with fifteen students, a teacher who waits ten minutes

a day for the last five students to.arrive:loses an astoundlng
eighteen thousand minutes or three hundred student hours of ‘class.
time during a 180-day school year .*

\.

students clean up for twenty to. thirty minutes at the end \of

. class itime.” Even the messiest rooms. do not requlre that all
students clean up for that much time. In a class with flfteen
‘students, any more than fifteen, minutes is wasted time that can

regsult in from 225 to 675 student hours lost during a schogl
year. Although there was less tlme wasted in postsecondar (e

. ‘ _ |
Similar losses of time occur wlien some teachers have\:ll

.*Calculated/by’multlplylng the ten students in the class by en.
’////,mlnutes a day by 180 ‘days of the school year.

O
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classes than in the secondary classes, it appeared that some °
teachers were not overtly encouraging students to maximize their
time. Instead, much of the efficient time. utilization. was due to
postsecondary student motivation to complete tasks as soon as

- possible and then leave, even when ]ass was not OFfLClal]/ over.

It appears that if teachers would be trained to regarad tlme

‘as a resource that should be used as carefully as supplies or

other consumables, - then students would spend more time on
meaningful tasks. Further, if use of time were:an evaluative
criterion, then supervisors and evaluators could recommend that
teachers: look at how tlme is used in their classes and make
necessary cnanges.

Assure that Tasks Are Meaningful @

.Another important issue arising from this study is that

"although "time on task" implies that students are learning or

increasing their skills, the actual amount of achievement cannot
be measured through observation alone, especially at the second-
ary level. 1In some instances the observers felt that students
were assigned routine,. repetitious, and nonmeaningful tasks just
to keep them busy. Obviously there are many jobs in the real

“world of work that are repetltlous and routine, but the function

of vocational education is to teach as many skills as efficiently

as possible. Even in cases where teachers assigned meaningful -
tasks, some students did the easiest or least messy tasks for
long periods of time. Because they were not disturbing others

and appeared "busy," the tearhers left ‘them. alone.

It is, therefore, 1mperat1ve that Tf evaluators .or super—
visors use time on task as a criterion of effective teaching,

- they must look beyond the number of students'that are "busy"héo/,/,,,
s

record the number that are engaged in meaningful tasks. Teae
likewise should not just see that their studeggs,are Gccupied -
with tasks, hut thHat these tasks are relevant to the achievement -
of stated educational objeot;ye /”ﬁgglous]y, the term #meaning-
ful" tasks is a highly -objective one and its interpretation. could
he flercely ‘debat€éd. - It must, therefore, he carefully defined by’
teachers—and .their supervisors. Perhaps self-analysis of their

’//,//ctudents tasks by teachers would he more helpful than the impo-

Q
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sition of supervisors' oplnlons.

Time on task, especially on meaningful- tasks, was very com-—

plex to assess because so many variables were involved. Through—

out the observatlons, however, the' most ¥ritical factor appeared
to he whether or not the . teacher clearly defined goals for the
class and for individuals. The teachers' methods, style of
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interaction (role) and sensitivity to ‘students' needs (with-it-
ness) were also important, of course, but were secondary. to the
definition of goals. If teachers learned to tell students their
expectations for the class period, the week, the grading period, . -~
and the whole year, then more students would be..engaged in____ __
meaningful tasks for longer perlods of time. In classes where
teachers were explicit about goals,. students. stayed on task nfore

" because they had less "down tlne" .waiting for ‘furthér instruc-
tlons. Much time wars wasted at the secondary level .when students
did not know how to proceed on their own and had to wait their
turn for one—to-one instruction. Since secondary teachers used
one-to-one instruction ‘about a third of the time, it is important
that they provide students more long range instructions rather
than giving them tasks that need step-by-step ‘prompting. Super-
visors and evaluators should tell teachers who exhaust themselves
by running frdm student to student that perhaps the students do
not understand the long-range goals of. the tasks they. are asked’
to accomplish.. Evaluative criteria should include noting whether
instructions and ‘'goals are explained orally as well as written on
the chalkboard or posted on a job board. -

@

Improve Teaching Methods

Along with clarifying goals, teachers must use appropr%ite,,,///
methods to teach the content they appear. to know well. Most of :
the teachers in the study were prof1c1ent in_thedir” sdbject area oo
but did not.always use the approprlatexteachlng methods. - Several
secondary teachers had a_great deal of 'student timé -off task be-—
cause they/d}d,not/explaln‘or demonstrate the tasks sufficiently
to&g;l/the students. Instead, they showed students each .step
oA I ividually .as:they needed it. Although much.of this was due to
the individually paced, campetency-based curricula, the obhservers
believed that/teachers could nonetheless provide better overviews -
and opportunities to learn generic skills. Very few teachers at
the secondary level used audiovisual aids, lectured, provided ex-
planat&ons,,or skills to give students the big picture of why
their task or skill “practice was important. At the postsecon-
. dary level, more teachers provided such overviews, which appeared
to make a difference to .a time on task in their classes compared
to those who did not prov1de the -overviews.  Several teachers .
explained to the observers. that most explanations, lecture, and
dedonstrations are 'given at the beginning of the school year (as
opposed to March and April when the study was conducted). If
.that is the case, then teachers should change the timing of their
explanations or repeat them when the students are about tc start
practicing the related skills..” At both levels; teachers used a
very narrow range.of methods to teach and did not use the most
approprlate method for the given task. Observers noted no peer-
led discussions or. demonstrations, no guest speakers, no field -
trips, and few audiovisual aids. In classes where teachers kept
a faster pace and varied their methods/ students.responded;by

© R i -

o
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working faster, accomplishing more, and staying onxtask for a.
greater proportion of the available time. Teachers should have
'0pportun1t1es to see other teachers who have hlgh tlme on—task

w1der range of teachlng methods.

]

Decrease Time for Breaks

Scheduled or mandatory breaks are a deterrent to time on
task. In most classes where students took breaks as they needed
them, there was less overall time off task. In many classes
teachers would announce breaks that. interrupted many students—
concentrating on tasks. .In some classes, students contlnued to
work through the break times when teachers permrtted them to do
so,, but several teachers turned off thefelectr1c1ty or otherwise
stopped the work so that they could leave for a break themselves.
Perhaps having breaks .in- segondary classes is due to state laws, .
but mandatory/breaks should be eliminated in postsecondary class-.
esb,especrally when:students could continue to work safely on

— " their own. Postsecondary students would use the time better if.
allowed to work, and would take breaks as needed. Furthermore,
the psychological break that comes from shutting down the whole
class makes it difficult to regain the, momentum of working.
Students in the study were frequently': off task a greater pro-
oortlon of.the time after a break than prlor to the break. .

.

.Decrease Interruptions

‘Interruptions such as public address announcements were not
observed to he a major deterrent to whole class time on task.

e

S

However, especially at the secondary level, interruptions such as:

students from another class coming in to chat did keep the in-
volyedgxnd1v1duals off task. In the statistical analysls, inter-
ruptions’ did not show a significant effect on time c . task, but
when analyzed qualitatively, it appeared that the 1nterruptiohs
of individuals disrupted their time on task cons1derably.
Teachers who kept other students out of the classroom by clos1ng
and even locking doors. prevented the types of interruptions that
kept some students off task for several minutes each tlme.

EncourageAStudent Ihdependence

Another subtle but important issue is. that of teacher con-

trol.and resultant,student dependence or 1ndependence. This issue

'is tied to the iss ue of clarifying goals but is different enough
to warrant a separate discussion. Although it is not an import-.
* ant .issue in _postsecondary classes, in seuondary classes in the
Study, teachers often‘did not encourge studenfs to try tusks on
their own or to. experiment. Where students were trusted to be

more independent, they accomplished more. The adage "teach them

- o . . ) ) . o
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 to fisW®rather than giving{them‘the fish" aptly portrays what
v happens in some classes where teachers encourage student 1ndepen—
dence. When teachers enco‘rage studénts to learn on their own
and provide them sufficient basic understandlng of the skills,
_students do not have to spend asﬁmuch time waiting for one—to one
nstructions. Students are mpore in charge of their time ‘and,
although there are exceptl ns, can proceed to accomplish tasXks,

explore alternatlve ways to do tasks, and feel that they know
what-to do. :
3,

Teachers should be encouraged/to assess "how thelr means of - /
controlling their students may or may not 1mpede their 1ndepen—.f
“denice. Although secondary teachers should not abdicate control- of

.. the:classes, they can teach students to be more independent of

contlnual -teacher superv1slgﬁ" This is especlally true when
.students ‘are grouped in several rooms.

i
| ¢

S N _ . : - ,
Have Positive Expectations jand Provide Pbsfézve Reinforcement

5 B

_Bacause it has been repeated so often, the notion of having
‘'positive expectations of students is sometimes:overlooked. . Espe-
cially at the secondary level a few teachers -appeared to believe
their students could not work on thelr own and could not. work:" .
well regardless of the 1nstFuctlons they received. Even teachers
who were not so negative did not . appear to have: hlgh expectations
of their secondary studentsi However, teachers who did. appear to
believe students could "do 1t" ‘provided students with enough

“. instructions so they could proceed on their own.  In those.class-
“es, students were on task more’often“ ‘regardless of. whether or
not the teacher was superV1s1ng thjﬁ closely

This issue is closely tled to prov1d1ng posltlve relnforce—
ment.  Teachers who had posltlve expecgtations also. seemed to
praise students more often for accamplishing goals. ' There ap-
peared to be a hlgher level of motivation, urgency to work,:andg
tendency to stay on -task in both the-.secondary and the bost—-

‘secondary classes ob erved whereée teachers told students they Were
ffd01ng well.-'.. LT ar

!

'Serve as’ Role Model

— S A flnal 1ssue is teachers serv1ng as the students role mod-

els. ,Teachers ‘who were professional 'in. demeanor had classes with
greater proportlons of time on" task than teachers who were 'bud-
“dies" or who frequently socialized. At both levels, students

worked harder .if they appeared to respect their teachers as ex—
-emplary workers in the professions they’ themse]ves asplred to
enter.' Teachers/shGGid not only act professlonally, they should
also tie the. class work td6 world—of-work examgles. They' should |\

o let students know about their own world of work experiences soO 4 °\

-~ that studenSﬁ can be better prepared to make<career'deci#ions and
— Jooa ' e
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~tion classes. . oA

espec1ally to their spec1altv within the serv1ce area. |

to have realistic eXpectations about working. Teacher educators K
and supervisors should stress the importance of beind a role R
model when teach:ng secondary and postsecondary vocational' educa-

B}

!

.Recommendations for Further Research e

-
)

It is 1mportant to keep in mlnd that this was an exploratoery
studv More research is ' needed to confirm the conclus1ons and. to
expand the scope of this study. Further research is needed with-
in each service area to discern which teaching »ehaviors" produce
the highest proportions of time on task.  Teacher educators are
not satisfied with £indings collapsed from various serv1ce areas.. -
They 'want recommendations that apply to their service area and

Achievement -in vocatlon=l education c;asses should/be stu—

~died relative to student time on task, student grouplng, and -

teacher behaviors. Due to contract restr1ctlons,,no attempt was

e

"made in‘this study or the previous study to relate achievement of.

Vteachers. _ |

.

ftlonal educatlon classes. Time .on task should als

certaln levels of occupaticnal competency to the proportlon of
time spent on technical skills.. Until’ such: research. 1% done,, }
there will be no conclus1ve evidence that t1me on tasklls as
important a factor in vocatlona1 classes as;lt is in dcademic
classes. . : g / ) .

!

It is also recommended that teacher educators and research—

. ers - work together +t6 determine how future teachers can be better
‘trained to maximize time. in their classes. .- Collaboraflon etween

teacher educators and . researchers is necessary in order to ensure
that the researchers are providing useful information that

teacher educators can use for tralnlng students to'"b better
\-J’

} ‘... E » ; Lo s
\\Another recommendatlon is that the methodology of this study

be used,xo develop riteria to evaluate the efficiendy of. voca-'
be used as -a- :

'cr1ter@on for the ‘evaluation of teachers. Obv1ously, if students’

st

_product1v1ty.

f.are off task a large: proportlon of"the available time, -they can-

not bhe learnlng or improving their skills. -Levels| of acceptable

time on and off “task must be determlned at the lodal. level “for.

specific. classes or serv1ce areas and then used to assess student

Flnally,llt is 1mportant to remember that t'me on task is WTT;”i
crltlca1 ‘because, 1t is one- of * few varlables affe_tlng student .. N,
achlevement that can bé manlpulated by teachers. It is, ‘there- S

' ‘fore, recommended that research on various. aspecits . of student -* N

*trme on task be contlnued SO, that the database_
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