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TIME-ON-TASK IN BEGINNING STUDENTS OF SPANISH AT THE

UNIVERSITY LEVEL: A CASE STUDY

Donna Reseigh Long

-

SECOND LANGUAGE EDUCATORS SHOULﬁ.BECOME MORE AWARE THAN THEY
are at- present of the quality of time devoted to specific
tasks in the classroom. In order to understand better the
role of time in learning, it is necéssary to.study the‘
processes that fillwthatvtime. All activities taking place
in the instructional setting affect each other ip a complex
manner. The éresent study investigated utilization of
instructional time by the instructor and students in a second
language classiocm.- ,
Tﬁeoretical bases for the study come from Carroll's
model of school learning and Bloom's subsequent theory of
school learning.1 Bloom and Cgrroll both key their pesearch
to time, since all learning requires time,‘and they have thus
shifted the'primary focus of instructional research from '
teacher beﬁavior to the consideration of student Qariables.
Specifically, time—op—task——the amount of time in which a
student is ehgaged‘in manipulating classroom materials gnd

realia, reading, interacting with others, or in some way

processing information about the learning task--seems to be
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particularly relevant to student achievement in such basic
skills as‘native language reading and mathematics.2 Bloom
fouﬁd consistent, positive correlations between time-on-task
and achievement.
One of the most important influences on student
~ time-on-task is.the behavior of the teacher inrghe classroom.
Recent studies of teacher behavior have been focused on
’stﬁdeﬁts' classroom activity, thereby enabling researchers to
- study the teaching and learning processes simultaneously.
Given that learning a second language takes time, that
achievement is parttaliy é function of time spent engaged in
learning activities, andltﬁat one of the primary functions of
teaching is maintaining student'task engagement, there is a
need to investigate the role of time 'in the second language

learning/teaching process.

TIME-ON-TASK: RESEARCH'

In the instrqctional process, what is actually learned
depends primarily on the active participationlof thé learpgr..
Those actions by which éﬁudents engage in learning tasks have
geen terned mathémégenié beﬁaviofs and? include such
constructs as learning s;rategiés; attention, set, cognition,
etc.” It also Seems applicable to wﬁat the present study

calls on-task behaviors—%those used as indicators of

time-on-task.
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Student engagement in iearniﬁg acgivities has long been
thought to be a predictor of student achievement;6
Contemporary edﬁéational research has included the theme of

~ time-on-~task under various labels--e.g., engaéed time, ‘
academic learﬁlng time, and student attention. The majo;/
studies have been gpnfined, however, to instruction in sﬁch
basic skills as reading and matheﬁaticé at the elementafy
"school levél. But second,laqguage learning also seems to fit
into the éategory of learning of basic skills or
"didgctics"-—learning that takes place in a linear, logical,
sequential, gxplicit manner. | '
Results of major studies relevant to student
time-on~task reveal correlations of +;40 to +.60 between
student tiée spent on academic tasks anq measures of
achievement.8 The use of aiternative measures of time and
‘achievement in observational resea}ch,'hOWever, hés.yielded
different and sometimes conflicting estimatés for the effect
of time-—on-task. Greatest effects have been founq when
achievement measures reflectAactual instructional activities

and when time measures capture students' rate of engagement

in instructional activitieé.g
CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT: RESEARCH

Maintaining students' task engagement has been

identified as the é}itical teachiﬁg task. Since learning
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results from student behaviors; teacher pe;ﬁgyﬁance~acts”as'a
mediatiﬁg influence on student behaviors that bring about
lgarning.lo Effective classroom hanagement'isldééhribed as
consisting of "teaghef béhaviors that produce high levels of
student involvement, minimal amounts of student beﬁaviors
that interfere with the teacher's or other students’ work and
efficient use of instructional time."ll" “

Classroom management researchers have identified several
teacher variables that predict student task engagement and
free@om from off—task behaviors.‘ Generally speaking,’
successful teachers are strong leaders who occupy the center
of attention in the classroom. They direct ipstructiénal
acﬁivities without giving-stﬁdénts choices, ana approach the
subject matter in a clear, businesslike way. In additién,
tliey communicate expectations from the beginning and monitor
studenﬁg closely. Finally, teacher enthusiasm cleafly

influences students by increasing their attentiveness to

instrﬁétion.l2

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The primary pufpose of the study, determining how
available instructional time was utilized by -teacher and
students in ; gecond languag; classroom, was divided into six

suprroblems: (1) to develop a description of student on-task

behaviors; (2) to describe teacher behaviors that iﬁf}uence

1%/
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or are associated with student on-task behaviors; (3) to
develop an observational instrumeﬁt for recording student
time—on—tasé and associated teacher péﬁaviors;»(&) to.
determine the proportions of available ingtructional time

" allocated for listening, speaking, reading, writing, grammar,_
culture, vocabulary, gnd other instrﬁctional activities; 13
(5) to determine the ﬁroportions of student timg—on—task to
allocated time for. listening, speaking, reéding, Qriting,

- grammar, culture, vocabulary, and other instrudtiohal
a;tiyities; and (6) to determine‘the proportions of available

instructional time that are substantive, managerial,n

appraisal, or instructionally nonfunctional in nature.

PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATIONS.
. Before the main body of researci was begun, three

sub—pféblems were investigated. and resolved: (1) a
description of student on-task behaviors was developed; .
(2) teacher béhaviors that influence or are associated with
student on-task behaviors wereldefined;'(B) én observational
instrument for recording studeﬁ;gtimg—onftask and associaﬁed
teacher behaviors Qaé designéd}: Tiﬁe;on—task observaﬁions
require"high—inferencé decisioﬁs;' in numerous situations, it
is difficult to detefﬁine whether a student is paying
attention to instruction or not. A student may appear to be

attentive when, in reélity, her or his mind may not be oun the

0362~1783-033



lesson at all. In such a case, the observer can'oﬁly read
the overt signs of éttention and code ﬁhe student as being on
task. In order to deal with the prgblem of making such
high-inference decisions, the investigator made a preliminary
study of eleven beginning Spanish classes.'15 Students'
behaviors were observed to determine whether or not they were
attending to instructional ;ctivities. When judged to be on
task, the type of behavior exhibited by the student was
noted. A glossary of those behaviors became the. operational
definitions for on-task behavior used in the study. A
cbmpreh;nsive, though not all-inclusive, list of on—tasg
behaviors for second language learning activities includes

" the following (when cued by the teacher of at an appropriate
time during instruction): repeating chorally or individually;
answering questions; giving alternative answérs; speaking in
the targe; language; watching while the teachex modéls
pronunciation or grammar structures; using headphones
correctly; looking at another studeﬂt who is reciting;
watching the teacher correct other students; looking at the
chalkbo;rd or an ovg:head transparency; using a pencil to
follow lines in a reading text; taking notei; copying moiel
sentences in the target language; laughing at a related joke;
asking for clarification; using "thinking postures,” such as
a hand on the forehead or an intense facial expressionj

confirming an answer with another student or the teacher;
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anticipating the answer to a’'question by moviﬁg the lips,
raising the hand, etc.; looking at viéﬁals or realia; using a
dictionafy or the glossary of the textbook; underlining key
sections of the text or class notes; taking out classroom
supplies; citing a grammar rule or otherwise substantiacing a
comment making educated guesses that indicate testing of
hypotheses about the target language.

Folldwing the same procedures, the investigator noted
the type di teacher behavior that was associated with, or
that scemed to influence, the subject's on-task behavior.
Those behaviors include, buﬁ are not limited to, the
following: choosing reciters randomly; requiring students to
. show work; circulating about the room to check students'
work; using visuals and realia; telling jokes related to the
subject matter; giving directions clearl&; giving choices of
answers; using geétures; calling on iebiters after ﬁsking
questions; drawing illustrationston the chalkboard for
clarification; using different colors of chalk to emphasize
important structures on the chalkboard; providing examples
and models; structuring learning activities hierarchicaliy
and sequentialiyi having students provide information to be
organized by the teacher; pointing at students;hwalking up to
studeng;' seats; pointing out differences and similarities

between structures; asking for alternative answers; giving

w4
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"spot“ lessons when necessary (review grammar strucguref
culture, etc.); telling relevant anecdotes.

Although deciding whether or not students are on task
requires an observer to make judgments that may appear to be
subjecfive in nature, the preliminary groundwork of compiling
a glossary of on-task behaviors helped toAéiiéyrtﬁé'pfoblem
somewhat in the present study. In addition, two periods of
participant observation, one during the pilot study and
another during the principzl study, helped the investigator
make comparisons between operational definitions and
behaviors specific to subjects in the study.

After the glossaries of student on-task behaviors and
associated teacher behaviors were developed, the investigator
designed an observational instrument that accommodated the
variables of interest: subjects' attention or inattention to
learning tasks; associated instructor behaviorg; ana type and
duration of instructioﬁal activities. Figure 1 shows a

sample observational instrument.

Insert Figure 1 about here.

Column 1l lists the 15-second intervals during the
observation. Column 2 notes the type of instructional
activity in progress, using the following codes:

L (listening); S (speaking); R (reading); W (writing);
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G (grammar); € (culture); V (vocabulary); E (substantive, if
not one of the categories above); M (managerial); and

N (instructionally nonfunctional). Columns 3, 4, andNS are
used to note the subject's behavior--on-task, off-task, or
unclassified (could not be determined or no opportunity
existed for engaging in the instructional activity). Column
6 recorded the instructor's behavior asséciated with the
subject's on-task behavior via the Observational System for
Instructional Analysis Codes.16 Column 7 contains space for

additional observer notes. Figure 2 lists the OSIA codes.

»,

Insert Figure 2 about here.

7
The final step of the preliminary investigations Yas to

establish reliability of judgments made by the investig&}or

. \
while coding behaviors in the instructional setting. Thé\

\

cfiterion>of 85 percent was set as the minimum accep;able L
measure of inter-observer reliability for‘the study.17 In a
serigs of observations, the investigator and a co-observer
obtained mean inter-observer agreement measures of 100
percent for classroom activities, 93.8 percent for task
attention, and 88.1 percent for teacher behaviors. The
co-observation procedures offered sufficient evidence that
the operational definitions of student on-task behaviors and

associated teacher behaviors weremfeliable and generalizable.

10362-1783-033
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POPULATION AND SAMPLE

The investigation was carried out in a beginning Spanish
class for non-native speakers at New Mexico State University
during the 1982 Summer Session. The six-week intensive
course of instruction consisted of five 110-minute classes
and three 30-minute laboratory sessions each week.

In order to compensate "“or possible effects of transfer,
only students with no previous second language experienc;
were considered for selection as subjects.18 Based on amount
of time available for observations and time needed to make an
optimal number of observations per subject, the decisiovn was
made to include five subjects in the study.19 “Becausc all
five subjects were enrolled iﬁ the éame section, contextual
conditions--instructor, teaching strategiesdand techniques,
classroom activities, instructional ma;erials, and time
allocated for instructional activities—--were held constant.

The five subjects were selected carefuily. Ten students
having no previoué second languase experience were identified
on the basis of inform;tion gathered from classroom
registration surveys. Demographic information (name,
college, rank, major), previous second language study, travel
abroad and other related language experience, and reasons for
takiﬁg the course, Were‘items included in the survey. In

addition, the Modern Language Aptitude Test Short Form was

used as a pretest for scrcening subjects.zo ‘The Modern

0362~-1783-033
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Language Aptitude Test was chosen as a means of selecting
subjects with "average"alanguage—learning.apfitdde. Research
suggests that }garners, even under ideal learning conditions,
require differfhg amounts of time.tollearn a given task tc
criterion.21 Since aptitude, according to éarroll's
définition, is inextricably involved with time needed to
learn a given task, and may also be refiective'of E learner's
time-on-task, the decision was made to include in the "study

only subjects who scored neither very high nor very low on

the Modern Language Aptitude Test. From the group .of ten

studentg identified previously as having no prior second

languaée experiéncg, five students whose scqres‘were between
one standard deviation below and above the mean were sglected
as subjects for the study. By using these selection
procedures, aptitude, also, was held approximately‘equal for
all subjects. To avoid affecting their classroom behavior,

students were not informed -of their selection as subjects.
- J _

t

!
PROCEDURES ' , : .

In yet a-further attempt to deal with the problem of
high-inference décision—making,.theuinYestigator beéame_a
participant oﬁserver*in theﬂéiass during the first week of
the~session.22 Since time;on-task is a construct-that may  be

both overt and covert in nature, participant observation was

seen as a vehicle for aiding the investigator in making

@
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acéurate judgments about subjects' on-task and off-task
+ behaviors. Through participant observation,'the investigator
could.rgach'a better undersganding of the milieu in which the
_subjects .and the instructor were functioning ana could thus
make more valid interpretations of events in the
instructional setting. In addition, students became
- accustomed to the investigator's note-taking and deing
- activities. As a result, after a ?e& days little notice was
taken of the coding procedures, and the investigator's

presence did not appear to affect the béhaQipr of the

instructor, subjects, or other students. During the

r Q.

‘pargicipant>observation period, qualitative data regarding
the instrﬁcéioﬁal setting and participants were recorded in
Qaily~fie}d notes. Informal discussions with the instructor,
subjec&s, and other students helped in determining how
‘subjects’ behaviors reflected their attention or inétﬁention
to learning’taéké. . |
.in the remaining five weeks of the study, four

observations weré made of each subject. Only one subject was:
obéerVed per clars period.. Subjecté' behéyiors were coded at
/ls—second intervals.23 ‘ObserQationé were done live by the-
investigg;or,»butﬂaudio tapes Wwere recorded as a means of
verifying hand—recprded daté. The, order of obseryation of

subjects was dictated to someé degree by daily attendance.

e 7
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However, individual‘sdbjects were observed once "a week, on a
differe;t day each timé.

Because not all_;ime—on—£ask takes place in the
classroom, students kept a daily log of study time spent
outside of class;;laboratory sessions,‘individual study,
tutoring sessions, listening to Spanish radio and television
broédcasts, etc. Although those>estimates were not
verifiable, they may have mediated the effects of claésroom

¥
time-on-task on achievement.

RESULTS

All subjects in the study sﬁent most of the allocated
instructional time on task.‘ Three subjects, in fact, were
coded as being on task at.all intervals during their four
observations. Table 1 presents proportions éf 15—§econd
intervals of on-task, off-task, and unclassified behaviors to

‘total allocated instructional time for each subject.

Insert Table 1 abcut here.

~7
©

Most of the instructional activities used in the course

came from the text, Puntos de partida: An Invitation to
Spaniéh.z4 Ten chapters from the text were completed during
o .

the six-week period. Large-group, instructor-directed

activities were the principal mode of instruction. All

-
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‘second language skillé were not practiced during each class.
The writing skill, fo% example, was never treated in class,
althodgh examinationsfwere written. Grammar activities
occupied more time ddring the latter stages of the course,
;hile listening actiﬁities became less frequent. Other types
of instructional activities remained relatively constant
throughout the,éour%?. Number of activities per classr
session ranged from three (on an examination day) to~31. Theé
mean was 23.3 activities per class. Mean allocated
instructional time was 90.7 minutes per observation;
therefore, average duration of each activity was
approximately 3.9 minutes.

Table 2 presents proportions of 15-second intervals of
_subjects’ 6n-task, off—taské and unclassified behavior with
respect to the various categories of instructional
activities. Gramﬁar aétivi;;es represented approfimaﬁely
half the total number of 15-sécond intervals. Speaking
activities comprised the next largest number of intervals.
Other substant.ive ‘activities (mainly review) was the bthird
la;gest category.. Re;&ing and vocabulary activities were
similar in number, while listening, culture, and managerial
activities were minimal. ,No writing 6r instructioﬁally |
nonfunctional activities were obsé£ved. We see in Table 2
that .99 of allocated time for instructional activitieé was-

spent on task by the subjects. Approximately .09 of

0362-1783-033
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allocated time was unclassified, -while off-task behaviors
were so few in number that their proportion to allocated

instructional time was .00,

Insert Table 2 about hereée

The in;tructor utilized:most of the behaviors
;E;resented by th; cétegories of the Observationai System,for .
Instructional Analysis. Observed instructor’ behayiors
aséociated with subjects' on-task, off-task, and unclassified
behaviors are presented in Table 3. Sensing (primarily ‘
ylistening) was the most frequent instructor behaviér.
—Initiating (similar to iecturing) and soliciting behaviors
were approximately equal in number, followed closely by
responding.‘ Acknowledging was the most frequent app;aisal
behavior. Personal posi;ive and personal negdtivé judgments
were never used. Although positive and negative judgments
were infrequént, the investigator believés that the
instructor's acknowledgments were interpreted by students as
judgments of correctgess, thus minimizing the need for
outrighﬁ positive judgﬁents. Managerial activities conéistcd
mainly of initiaﬁing behaviors and were generally associated
with giving inséructions for classroom acfivities and making

homework assignments. In Table 3, we find that substantive

instructor behaviors constituted .77 of total allocated time

»

16 . 0362-1783-033



16

for instructional activities. Appraisal behaviors
represented .17 of allocated time, and managerial behaviors
.05. No intervals of instructionaily nonfunctional behaviors

were observed. It is interesting to note that the

' substantive behaviors sensing, initiating, responding,"and

soliciting are similarly‘pfoportional. Thus, the instructor
was able to utilize several effective means of keeping

students on task. Also, the proportion of soliciting

behaviors (.18) was balanced by a similar proportion of

appraisal behaviors (.17). The low proportion of managerial
behaviors (.0§)Dto total allocated instructional time and the
directive teaching style represented by the category
managerial initiating (.04) may bevindicggive,of students'
understanding of the need for quibkvéacing and timing in the
intensivé course, as well ag their understanding of the-
cooperating instructors' expectations from the'ougset.of the

course.

Insert Table 3 about here-

In Table 4, we find the estimated number of hours épent
on task outside of class for each subject. No estimates are
given for Deborah, who droppedtthe coufse before the final
week'of the session. Table 4 also presentsvsubjééﬁé‘

composite scores on the final examination and their final

17 . . 0362-1783-033 .
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1]

grades. The final examination Qas‘not comprehensive and
reflected éontent from the laﬁt twé‘weeks of the course.
During that period, the instrucfiqnal activities; fanked in
order of emphasis, were grammar, speaking,‘reading; othér
substantive activities, vocabulary, culture, and listening.
The final examination, however, tested only knoﬁledge of
grammar. Speaking skills were never tested formally, and
listening and reading comprehension were tested only on the
first two examinations. Five examinations wére given in all.
The final examination, theh; reflects achievement in a single

i

area.

Insert Table 4 about here

Of the three sﬁbjects observed to be on task.at all
intervals, Deborah dropped the course, Roﬁ‘féiled it, "and
Steve received the highest scdre on the final examination and
in thé course. Steve also had the lowest estimate of T
out—of—class-time—on—t;sk, indicating, pefhaps, thatbhe
required less time ta master the content than did’;he other
Subjécts. High rates of time on task were found for all
‘subjects,_apparéntly the result of large-group instfuctor —
centered activities. This finding is not inconsisteﬁt with

results of other investigations. Although Rob was the only

student to receive a failing grade in the course, his Modern

| ' ’ 0362-1783-033
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Language Aptitude Test Score (40) and study log estimate
(80.1 hours). were-nearly‘identical'with those of another
student who received a final grade of B-. Both students had
perfect attendance and Were uery attentive to the
instructional»activities. This finding suggests that
time-on-task produces a "ceiling effect'" on amount of
exposure to instruction. The obserbéd'differences in
achievement, therefore, must be attributable to other
factors. Carroll's Model suggests that ability to understand
instruction (a combination of general intelligence and verbal
ability) and quality of instruction (teacher performance and
characteristics of materials) might account for such
differences when aptitude and:time‘variables are relatively
equivalent for suhjects.

The intensive nature of the course appears to’have
limited_variety and extent of instructional activities and
character of instructor behaviors and may have helped to
reduce occurrence of instructionally nonfuncZZonal activities
as well. A non-intensive setting might produce quite
different data—-including more student time—off ~task.
Although quality of input was held constant, it may not have
- been appropriate for all subjects. Individual needs and
learning styles may result in a need for increased time in
learning‘a given task. Students' abilitp to understand

instruction determines how detrimental insufficient
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‘.\
time-on-task is to achievement. Other factors such as
motivation, intensity of subjects' attention to Jearning
tasks, and difficulty of the learning tasks themsclves were
not assessed and may have contributed to the observed
differences in achievement.. Since the data here are purely
descriptive, however, such speculations cannot be supported

without further investigation.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Results indicate high amounts of time-on-task for all
subjects while achievement varied considerably. Since no
evidence of low rates of tiﬁe—on—task was observed, it is
impossible to speculate here on its importance as a variable
influencing student achievement

Thé questions'of time on gﬁgg task and under EEEE
conditions should shape the direction of future research in
second lanéuage time—onftask. Quality of time-on-task musﬁ
be invgstigateQMLOth from ﬁhe'standpoint of the teacher anq
of the learner. Research mighf Bé impleménted throﬁghiusg of
leérning—style inventgrieé and analyses of teéching'styles,
classroom activities, and instructional materials.
ﬁiscrebancies among the factors’should be examined for _ =
effects on student task engagement and achievement. fo using"

such procedures, additional factors such as motivation,

intensity of attention, quality of instruction, and time

. R | . 0362-1783-033 .
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needed to learn could be studied to determine their effects
on student ﬁime—on—task.

The qqestion; of eliciting and validating eStEEfE;S of
time-on-task spent both in and outside the classroom‘also
merit further attention. Interview techniques in which
Studeﬁts reflect on how they processed learning tasks would
be especially enlightening. Reflections could be stimulated
through replay of video or audio tapes of class sessions.
Similar procedures qould be used in determining intensity of
students' attention to learning tasks.

Researchgrs should explore the-use of multiple‘
simultaneous procedures for collecting and analyzing data in
second language time-on-task studies: viaeotaping, live
coding of béhaviors,vaudio taping, coding by several
observers from an observation rooni, and use of micFocomputers
and other technoiogical advances are all,promisiné means of
facilitating such studies.

In order to describe the concept of time—oﬁ—tagk in
second language research more meaningfully, nature and
difficulty of learnigg tasks must be assessed by means of
task analysis p;ﬁcedures. Exemplary teachers could then
attempt to maximize quality of time—on—taék by manipulating
type and diffipulty of learning tasks, mode of presentation,

and types of materials. Finally, studies in which
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time-on-task is correlated with student achicvement must be

conducted in order to determine its effects.

e
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FIGURE 1

Observational Instrument
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Interval Activity task task . fied
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Observational System for Instructional Analysis Codes

Function Category Code
Substantive Thinking | 1
Sensing ) 2
Manipulating Artifacts 3
Iiiitiating . 4
Responding 5
Soliciting Clarification 6
Soliciting 7
Managerial Thinking 01
Sensing , v . 02
Manipulating Artifacts ) 03
Initiatiﬁg o 04
Responding ' R 05
Soliciting Clarifiéégibn ' 06
Soliciting . ' 07
Appraisal Judging Correctness - 8
Personal Positive Judgment ‘ 9 _~
. . «
- /
Acknowledgin — 10
| vledging — o
dgi Ihcorreetﬁégg//b 11
Judging .
// . ) .
_Personal Negative-Judgment 12
Instruéfionally Nonfpnctional 13
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TABLE 1
'Proportions of 15-second Intervals of<0n—task, Off-task,
and Unclassified Subject Behavior to Total Allécated

Instructional Time

Subject On-Task 0ff-Task Unclassified
Cynthia .94 | .02 .04
Betsy _ .99 .01 . .00
Steve . 1.00 ' .00 . .00
Deborah © 1.00 .00 . .00

Rob 1.00 .00 .00

e
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TABLE 2

31

.Prqportions of 15-second Intervals of On-task, Off-task,

and Unclassified Subject Behavior to Total Allocated Time

by Activity

aSubstantive activities not

Activity On-Task 0ff-Task Unclassified Totals
.Listening “ .04 .00. .00 .04
Speaking .19 .00 .00 19
'iéé;ing .08 .00 .00 .08
Writing -00 .00 L 00T <j66
Grammar b6 ~.00 .01 .4%
_cultare .02 .00 .00 .02
“Vécabilary .06 .00 .00 .06
Other® .11 .00 .00 .11
Managerial .03 .00 oo .03
Nonfunctional .00 .00 .00~ .00
Totals — .99 .oo» .01 1.00

falling into other categories

0362-1783-033



32

[ :d

TABLE 3 -
Proportions of 15-Second Intervals of On-Task, Off-Task,

and Unclassified Subject Behavior to Total- Allocated Time

by Instructor Behavior g

van—'““Off;wmﬁnclassi—

Instructor Behavior - 7 task .task fied Totals
-~ Substantive .77 .00 .00 .77
 Thinking .00 .00 .00 .00
Sensing T L .22 .00 .00 .22
Manipulating artifacts .00 .00 .00 .00
Initiating - .19 .00 .00 .19
Responding ) - .15 .00 .00 .15
Soliciting clarification .03 .00 .00 B ;.03'
Soliciting . .18 .00 .00 .18
Appraigal | | .17 .00 .00 .17
Judging correctness .03 .Od .00 ,03
Personal posi;ive judgment .00 .00 .00 .00
Acknowledging ’ .11 .00 .00 .11
Judging incorrectness .03 .00 .00 .03
Personal negative judgment .00 .00 ',oo .00
l‘ - (continued) L
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Table 3 (continued)

v

On- 0ff- Unclassi-

Instrucﬁor Behavior task task fied Totals

Ihstructionglly nonfunctional .00 .00 .00 .00 |

Managerial ' | " .05 .00 .00° .05
Thinking .00 .00 .00 .00
Sensing .00 .00 .00 - .00
Manipulating Artifacts .00 .00 .00 .00
Initiating . ﬂ04 .00 .00 .04
Responding , .00 .00 .00 .00
Soliciting clarification .00 .00 .00 .00
Soliciting .01 .00 .00 .Oi

Totals ! h .98 .0l .01 - 1.00
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TABLE 4

DAILY STUDY LOG ESTIMATES, FINAL EXAMiNATION SCORES,

AND FINAL GRADES BY CUBJECT

Daily Study Final Final

Subject Log Estimate Examination Grade

Cynthia 72 hrs 58 . Cc-

Betsy 112 hrs 60 c

Steve 65.5 hrs 68 B

Deborah N/A N/A N/A

Rob 80.1 hrs 10 - F
35
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