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e : The Importance of Learning Time in Schools

'the amount of study time to iearnipg effectiveness? . -
“ N “ * LS 3 Q
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LEARNING TIME AND EDUCATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

- -

.

-

)

. ‘ o .
What relationship does time have to school learning? MHow important is

»-

Both researchers and: practitioners in the past decade -have developeg an
increasing interest in the relationship between the two. Their interest stems from
several sources. Some educators contend that getting students to spend most of _
their time in appropriate learning activities is the primary .godl of the typical .
classroofs teacher. 1f a student's time in the classropm is not spent trying to

to the detriment of .the class. i

~ -~ +

‘learn, it will bé spent on other things, often to the dismay of the teach

Other educators (Carroll, 1963) suggest that learning is dependent on
‘how much time students actually spend learning. ‘Learning. time is thought of as a "~ /

!

‘

er and/or

differences.

x -

--Educators interested "in cﬁrriéulqm design have expressed much interest
in learning time. The. school day only has so much learning time dvailable, six °

‘hours per day, 180 days per.year. Although this amount of .time has remained re-

cause of achievement. Still other educators (Bloom, 1974) sée the time spent in '
learning as the '"missing link" between instruction and achievement. Instruction
can have a profound effect ,(either positive or negative) ‘on student learning time
which, in turn, -can profoundly*affect achievement. Learning time in this view
helps to explain the variations in student achievement based on instructional

.

-

‘markably stable over the past century.. the amount of material covered and what

-
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to establish priorities and determine emphases.
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Students are expected to assimilate hds increased dramatically.. Since learning’
r almost anything sigfiificant would -seéf to require a certain amount of time, the -
introductign of a bulk of new material into the §amé time frame would reasonably
berexpected to have negative effects on the ‘quality of learning. The amount of
available learnimg.-time, then, doeés influence ‘the curricylum, forcing educators .

. Educational researchershave also come to view time as aupbténtially
confouriding variable in classroom research studies. If, for example, a study is
designed to compare the effectiveness of an "individualized" apptoach to instruc- . . j
. tion with the proverbial "traditional'" approach, the -emphasis of, the study is on )
the type of instructiondl approach. Suppose, however, that students spend twice as
imuch time working on a particular topic (e.g., differentiating fact from opinion) A

" “_and that the ééh;§Vément‘testrused*to—ﬁ%asure:e££e¢£ivene55»tend§ to_emphasize that

L

real d}ffeggnces in quality-of instruction. e .
N o .;s ‘ : . ;_M\l

PR S BT W

_topic.. Such a difference in guaﬂtitz»ﬂili probably be sufficient to outweigh any ;




oy C@l The Nature of Leariing Time: - R

" o Educatibﬁii_reéeatéhérs—Have identi%iéd three distinct tyggs-Bféleatnigg S
time:  I) allocated time; .2) engaged time or time-on-task,.apd 3). academic legrning

. time. . s s . . . 0 - ] = 3 ' T E—

* @ Allocated time refers ‘to the.amount &t time that étudendz'are

- “scheduled for A subject or learning activity.. Allocated time
-Is the time in the classroom during which students -have an oo

opportunity to learn some material or to attdin seme goal.
Indeed, the variable, "opportunity to learn," has received

, attention. in several large-scale international studies of .

N achievement with quite promising results? -, .

+

@ Students. do not -speni all of the allocated time actually study=-
ing thessubject or-completing the assfﬁned learning activities.’
s The amount of time students-actually are attempting to learn
%s termed engaged time or ~timé-on-task “(TOT). Task, here, re- . .
fers to a learning goal and its. appropriate learning activities.
. “The time students are.not involved in learning is called gime= -
of P-task. ¢ ’

8 o

- * @® Researchers at ‘the Far West Laboté’tory for Edicational Research
' and Develgpmeﬁt.(?isher et al., 1978) “have identified a thi:d‘ >
s type of learning time that they cdll .academic fearning time
. (ALT). Academic ledrning time refers to thé amount of time stu=
dents are engaged in, and experiencing success in, learning. *

P P

o Success is an elusive and ébmﬁlex'éoncqptf In view qfoar West
. Lab. researchers, sucgess is more' likely when learning goals and . P
goal-related activities are at appropriate levels of difficulty
" for students. . Thus, academic ledarning time ehpompasses'oqftask
student .behaviors which are relevant to- the attainment of a
‘ legrning goal that is-at an appropriate level of difficulty.

Because all threéwtypes affect. student, learning, we willﬁdiscps?,tﬁé;impli- .
* catious .of each. The most {Eeqqentlg studied, however, is q}meronﬁgask. The bulk
of this research has been conducted in ther primary and middle ‘school grades. Only

recently have studies béen initiated @at the high school ‘Jével. The results, of these

\fgwahigh school studies, hohgthelcgs, are remarkably_coﬁsisﬁent with those at ‘the | e
glementary and ‘middle‘school levels. : ) , .
Allocated Time and Curricular Priorities ) )

- . o
. - .
< . 4 I

Allocated time is ciqésréom 5iwe.during which students hive an oppor;dnity

to learn some subject matter ‘or particular concepts, p{inciples,‘and/or skills within
that subject matter.. 1f vathedatics, for example, is taught five days a W k, for
50 :minutes a day, stu&bngs’havq~approximately 165 ‘hours in the 'school year during-

h ) which they would have an. opportunity ‘to fearn mathematics. Simjlarly, if the concept
of democracy is taught for 'six days (50 minutes per déy}.duripg’thénentire school . |
£ year, students would have only five hours allocated for learning about democracy. L

@
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'c6nteg;.br topics within subject areas. The average amount of time allocated_to- N

problems; others tend t

" . amount of 'time allocated to the, subject/topic. .

- spent 6n-tasg. When tasks are at a level of difficulty that 'promotes success, stu-

~

. . i ° . -
. Pespite -state and local recommendations o¥ mandates. about the*amount of
time that shéuld/muStuSe—devqted to various sgﬁjgcc areas, résearchiers have found -
large differences in the time -actually allocated :to.subject areas and to specific

reading and réadiqg-rélatedvinsbruction in fifgh{gyade;°for example, varies’.from
about 60 minutes per day in some classes to- about 140 minutes 4in -others. If a’ )
school year of 180 days is considered, students in.the 1402ninute group would -have o
an astonishing 240 hours of additional instructiopal time in reading available each
year. ‘ . T - .. ) <

’
-’

o

Differences in allocated time are qﬁite large and are related to difféer- . ..
ences in student achievement., An additional- 240 hours. of instruction in reading, . -
reggidpess of the quality of tHat,instructiq%,_should result in the acquisition of
a greater number of reading skills. While these differences were found ak the
elementay and middle school levels it is quite likely that such differences also
occur in junior and senior high school programs. Some secondary mathematics teachsg
ers, for example, tend ;ghgllocate a great deal of time to the solution of word
o heglect the topic altogether.

A

N Al

The implications ofAthese findings for curriculum priorities-Seem‘ciiar.
Priorities. must be established, and- they should.be based on the importance .of the .
goals, subjects, and/or topical areas. Importance, in turn, should determine’the- ~

»

A .
4

- . A
c@j . Academic Learning Time and Task Difficulty _

o Acadenmic leéining'time:(AiT) is defiped in terms of :time-on-task and“task -
difficulty. ALT presumes. that students. are involved in learning tasks which are at
dn appropriate level of difficulty. -The concept of "appropriate level of difficulty"
may.be approached, from two promising perspectives. The first (implied by the Fat ’
West Lab research) is to sgléct'rgIativély easy tasks; that isy goals and goal-
related adtivities. that aré appropriate for the_present status of the students and
whichi provide many: opportunities' for early and frequent success. The 'second
approach, ‘tecommended by proponents$ of "mastery learning" (described in some detail

o~

-

N /

in a later section) is to ogdér-tésks in sequence from less complex to more complex,

‘from more. concreté to more abstract, and then require students to "master" each task

prior to beginning subsequent work. v
". > a

P
.

The Far West Lab appréach would likely begin with an' assessment of student.
needs, .followed by the selection of tasks whicp”differ only slightly in difficulty «'.
from the students' present level of functioning. The "mastery dearning" approach ’ *
would probably begin with an analysis -of overall gurricular goals. Then subgoals ,

(or. ‘objeggives) would be identified to build a "bridge" between the overall Boals

and the current functional level of.the students.. Inqﬁvidualostqdegis would be b
placed at the appropriate place in the sequenceé through the use of a placement test
or other assessment -device. Whereas the first approach may yield many, different
curricula (i.e., one for each type of Student), the second yields only a single
curriculum (for each subject grga)d?‘\

.

., - - - .
. P N

. v ) .
- . Whicheyer .approach is preferred, students fust, be provided with tasks at  }

appropriate levels of difficulty if a large amount of the allocated time is 'to be K
' i

dents tend to spend most of their time engaged in learning. -~ .2 r
] # S o T.
:Q - foee 3= .- . -
. o
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Le.arpin’g*Tim,e and Achievemenf T e ‘ -
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° _Evidence from a number of research studies suggests that. time-on-task .
is related to.achievement. The more time students.spend on-task, the more they'
learn. The relationship tends to be stronger in: 1) studies of shorter duration,
.2) studie$ in'which a sufficient number of observations are made. (to allow for ‘
‘reliability of observation), and 3) studies in Which the goals and topics assesse
by the achievement tests (so-called triterion-referenced tests) are quite similar °
to those included in the curriculum. - o

. s . .
i A smaller amount of evidence suggesﬁ% that this felationship is causal -~
in nature, Studies by Anderson (1976) and Walker and llope (1976).indicate that
as time-on-task 1§ increaséd, so is achievemernt. The techniques -used. to.increase
_time-on-task’ varied in these.two studies and will be discussed 1fter. Eviderge .
also exists that greater amounts of .al}ocated time and academic learning time are

2

associated with higher achievement., Y
: S . ' <. . 1 :
{ ! . ‘ . ' E s 2 -
T Student Characteristics and Learning Time - . LT , \\
. " - N - ° < - . - '. .
a . . ! ’ ' o _ .
.. - What kinds of students tend to spend more of their time on-task? . ’ﬁ
W ’ . - . ' - 8 o e .
S Students who .are highér.in verbal ahd quantitative ability spénd more'of =~ . .
their time on-task and .tend "to be more congi.stent in their time use than their low
_ability counterparts. Stadies conducted at the junior high school Tevel,, for exs .

ample, Suggest that high verbal ability ‘students spend about the same pquortion of
their time on-task (appxoximgtgly“&O‘pérpent) over the entire class period. ’
Inlccntrast, s;udenf; with moderate verbal ability spend a decreasing pro:'
portion of their time on-task over the, class period. Moreover,* the on-task pattern
s for iqw'verbal ability students is virtually randoms One tan liken the experience
of low verbal ability students in the claSsroom to-a person watching a television,
_set whose picture i§ interrupted periodically by "interference." It is hard to ‘
- imagine that much meaningful learning would result from such an experience. :
- An interesting finding is that high verbal ability Studerits are inclined
to spend a pai&icu;arry high proportion ofatheir time on-task (relative to low  -.
ability counterparts) when instruction is presented in a lecture format, or a.simf-
) lar methodology where "one-way" communicatiop (i.e., teacher to student) is promi- ;
"®. nent (é?dgrson and Scott, 1978). , o, . .o ;
; . o - e . |

’ Students. with more jpositive affective characteristics (é.g.., positive , .-
attitudes toward school, interest in particular subject areas, positive self- °
perceptions of their ability to learn) tend to spend more of their time on-task
than students with less positive affective traits. Anderscn and Scott found that ) o

L)studeﬁts with positive self-perceptions in seatwork settings tended”to spend. :
especially high proportions of their .time on-taskiin comparison with students of.
more negative academic-self-concept. This finding seéms reasonable because seat=: "’
work typically calls for a certain amount of self-responsibility on the part of
the studént. It is 1likely that.sildents who bélieve they can learh are more 1ikely

.. to possess a sense of self-responsibility. , ) - .

N - . .
’ 4 ‘y
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[@3 Mastery Learning o C ‘ s ’

. ', * * o, .
., ? - . N ! . '
[ * Instructional Approaches anil' Learning Time. : . : -~ :
) .I1f learning time is, :in fact, a critical Gariable influéncing student - .

. achievement, then-the question of 'what can. be done insttuctionaliy to increase ,
learning time is an important -one._ Two instructional approaches have been found
to be.associated with high levels g#f time-on-task.” An instructional approach » 4 ¢.
here refers to a systematic series of steps that are followed to facilitate stu=, _
Cent learning. An insﬁuctional appyoach.. diffets from inst:ruct:ional techniques e
in that the_steps involved in t:he former are imore global- and- more generalized,
the latter &re more specific and rmore specialized i .

4

. r ~
The first approach, mastery lea,rning, is ‘based- on a theoret:ical ‘model
proposed..by. Lenjamin\ABloom in 1968. The second approacm direct instruction, is °
the result of a synthesis of classroom tesearch studies (primarily at t:h; elemen=
tary level) which have focused on increasing time-on-~task as well as- achievemen E

e

: Mastery learning is.a philosophy of school learning and a related set;

of instructional practices. Mastery learning philosophy affirms that virtually
dlt students can learn what schools- teach if instruction is approached sensitive-
1y, and éxtra time and help are provided t:o students when and where they are ex-

periencing difficulty in learning. RN ) - .
. .. . * o s .
Mast:ery learning instructional programs customarily 1nclude nine key :
elements (Block,.1971): . S . N
+~ ‘ : . ‘
: v Clearly defined ‘instructional objectives -- expllcit:
” statements of what st:udent:s are to- learnj . )
¢ 'h . . ERT I
. o Léarningrunits of a‘ppréximat:el’y “wo weeks duration that o
- . are organized around related sét:s of objectiVes; \ . o
5 -
. s v Highly valid, relatively short tests t:hat: are used to - T |
assegs student learning, pert:inent: to nhe obJect::Wes, ~ e o
i, - (format:ive “tests); . ’
? v Preset: levels -of test. performance which, when attained, ’
indicate “that students have acquired (i.e,, "mastered") -
.. ithe underlving objectives; .. o - . .
v Communication with studénts about what'they are to learn ‘ ‘
“and how they are ‘to "learn it; o . . ) )

\/ Provision of correct:ives - supplement:ary learning activ- s
. ities and .materials for those students failing to at:t:ain . -

the present: performance st:andards, ce ' 5

’ .
! l hd 1

. 4 Monitoting of corrective activities and materials, and- .
administration of alternate-formative tests until virtu- -~
ally all students in the class have met t:he performance :

a st:andards, t

. ° E)

. . .
- - . - ~ -
. . . ) - . EE P
. . ) ¢ -, . ¢ P .
RPN N = 5 = - . bod . -




assigning -grades (summative tests),

' v Utilization of. cumulative -tests for”the‘purposesnf

L]

« 1

~3
»
-

Y

[ v/Assignnent of grades. from sumnative test: performance -

L

» o N . based on the preset performgnce standards,‘rather than
3 S the performancE-of~othermstudents; t
. . ‘ . . . i
.- - The. results of. experiments ‘on the effectfveness of mastery 1earning

indicate.that mastery classes tend to increase in the amount of .time on-task over
.a series of 1earning units when compared with non-mastery classes.. Furthermore,
students in mastery learning classes tend ‘to attain considtentlv higher levels of
achievement over the same learning units in comparison with non-mastery students.
Perhaps the mpst intriguing and most controversial finding of mastery Ey
learning research-is that students in mastery 1earning classes tend to require.in- .,

creasingly less -allocated time to achieve the same performance lével over a series

of learning units..

As a result, students tend to b

come _more similar hoth in the

y .-amount of- learning and the allocated time needed to learn it.

The range ofSdiffer-

. ences in the amount of required allocated time decreased frqm approximately 7 to 1,
° to 4 to 1 in Oae 'study,.and from approximately 4 to 1, to 2.to 1 in two others.

e .

E@l ' Direct lnstruction .o DO L ’ ~ : BT

AJ

- The second instructional approach associated with high levels of time-on-task
: ,is direct instruction.- According t¢ Rosenshine (1978), there are approximately 10

1]

) key elements of diréct imstruction: 7 . . ¥
e , B £ ] oals which.are communicated to the students; : ’ ’
¢ - - . N
, ’ . Sufficient time allocated for instruotion to ensure a ¢
o -, highi‘quality of learning; .

B Extehsive roverage of content (a 1arge amount of matérial -- S
is presented to the students), )

bl ~

» »

~ .
. ” o t4

RS  trong relationship betweenugoa’s taught and _goals tested,
. Lo ’ *
~'®m- Careful ordpring and/or sequencing of goals and: tasks T,

'y U'

@ Teacher control of_instructional-goals and materials;

" [} »

@ Teacher control of'the;pace>of learningi . - * ®

] guestions 2t°8ented to students at a low cognitive level )
(e.8., encouraging the recall of facts and rules) g0 that- .
they can produce ‘many correct responses; o7

@ Monitoring of student p,erf‘otmance; o : .

8 Immediate and academically~oriented feedback‘to‘students.‘ - 2

ot
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..  Research (Stalling:et al., 1979) both at the elementary and secondary ° IRRR
levels clearly supports a relaE!qnship between ‘instruction containigg,these;glemepts .

andkhigh lévels of time-on-task and achievement. ~ - o T o
Y . o, : .

-l

| - D ’

_ Note the strikinglsimiihr;ty;ofithg,gwo instruictipnal, approaches. Central
to both.is the need for clearly defined goéls/objéctives,Jcommuhiéétion of expecta-
tions/to students, and the monitoring of’ student progress and performance. - The
mgjo;“contribution of the mastery learning approach is ‘the use of corrective activ-
ities and materials so that errors apd\g;sunde%Stgndiﬁg are not allowed to accumulate.
Direct instruction emphasizes the gctivé‘rolé of ~the teacher not only in determining -

,/ibpropriq;eagoals and activities, Uut also _in the pacingzrelat{ve to the goals.

Y b2 * s “ : ’:3" LN

Denver embarked on a mdstery learning project four \years ago. \The~major
goal of the project is to improve student achievement and atgitudés-through a staff- .-
development model ‘that emphasizes the principal's role as instructional leader in
_the school. Principals are trained by a district resource person in the concepts’ * -
of mastery learhing and, in turn, plan staff inservice for their teachers. Insgr-\‘ -
vice presentations revolve around three majéi themes: Planning for Mistery, Teach- =
ing: to- Mastery, and GClassroom Management Technigues. A key -objective .of the Teach-
ing to/Mastery. theme is to provide teachers with skills/techniques likely to promote
high levels cf student time on-task. i e ' o :

. -
¢ Y ad

-\ . “
N Ty . Exempli Gratia ~ = "\ . v
. < . N - . = R .
" Several school districts are current y\&nvélyed in , -
putting the .xeseidrch on learning gimefhﬂgAinétruction‘ith:
.practice. . . : - » ‘e v
. . . s 2t b -
S : ‘ y N . AN o 3
§] DENVER CITY SCHOOLS, STEDMAN:SCHOOL, 2940 Dexter §kreec,\Bgnver, Colo; 80207 ¢
Contact: Carol Barber, Coordinator; Mastery Learning Prbjégt» . o ® .,

* Results thus far-suggest a significant increase in the use of mastery - *
teaching skills as well as 4 positive response on -the-part of teachers. to the in-.
structional leadership. of principals. Moreover, tlie project has had a positive S
impact on student achievement and attitudes and occasioned an increase in time-on-

* task. » ' : : o sy

6] JOHNSON CITY -CENTRAL SCHOOL.DISTRICT, 666 Reynold ‘Road, Jchnson City, N.Y. 13790
® Contact: Albert Mamary, Assistant Superintendent for Instruction
= - - p— . * , ,\' . > - - x .

* In .the Johnson City schoolé,;gfoups of hpprbximhtely 75 %tudénts{form,é\‘
.N"family" with three to four teachers. These teacher teams are respénsible for plan-
“ning instruction for all §tu4ents in the, "family." ‘Different grade level teachers
.(e.g., grades 6, 7, and 8) are involved.so that students may stay with the team for :

three years. ' ’ ‘ N ’ - o T

- Each.team first examined its use of time by looking at individual teaching T

[

schedules. -Mosg, teams found in examining the flow of students among team members .
and special subjects that much time was wasted. Approximately 20 minutes of in8truc- ‘

tional® time was regained simply by a careful examination of schedules. Time &lso was
rrggainéd.by”havin'g“teachersfpay,.specia;lli'g:tention,_tq the détails of classroom manage-
‘ment. Daily schedules,were prqpared and published. Thus, transition’tigfe within and
across -class activities was decreased: dramdtically. . ; ' :

> ‘ . -
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© - . Teachers examinea their expectations and beliefs :both about student learn-
ing and .the amount of time necessary. for students to master various irnstructional !

~_~f ob3ectives. Initially, ‘teachers publicly stated that all students could learn most ,°

of what they were.xaught, .given énough time, yet manv-feachers had little idea of. -

. the actuaI‘time ﬁeeaed. "The fgeling d eveloped that it a studéﬁt didn’ 't J1éarn. some-

thing today, .she/he would learn it tomorrow or the-next. day. 'The present practice

is that students are expected to--learn within. a given time period.' This eﬁpectationv
" is communicated directly to the students. - - - .

' . Finally, insfructional time was siaved by the .cyclic xeview of prior learn-
__g_ Review was built ifito the instructional process rather than-:allocated ayg —
separate time. Using this approa ach,. "teachers found that students maintained~thcir
skills better, and the total amount of time spent on review in a semester or- entiré\
séhool year was reduced. , -

“ . . . - .
. N . - Y N .

\(:

. \IONTEVIDEO PUBLIC SCHOQLS, . 6th’ Street and Grove Avenue, Montevideo, Minn. 56265

" Contact: Candace Tobin, Director, Resource Center.
1]

3.

< e v . N
The Montevideo elementary schools use an individualized instructional p*o-

¢ g developed by the Learning Research and Development Center at the University of

Pittsburgh. The program has two major components. The prescriptive -component in-
cludes activitiés in reading’ "and mathematics -assigned.on ‘the basis of diagnostig

. test results. The exploratory component features a variety of activities selected
by students based on their-interests--in mathematics, ocience, social studies,.
reading, writing, creativer arts, perceptuai skills, etc. *
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\ The program is implemented by means of a Self-Schedule,System focusin g on
‘student responsibility and decision making. -Students can decide when ‘to work on
the learning activities prescribedvby Yhe’ teacher in the various prescriptive curri<
cula and when'to work on the exploratory learning tasks of ‘their choice. ‘Under the
Self-Schedule System, ‘students..are given the' qpportunity to- make decisions about
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when they will do what, but some parts of the. "what" are prescribed by -the teacher._.

, The results have been quite positive. Studefit contacts with teachers are
increasingly more instructional rather than managerial in nature. Student§ are
spending a high proportion of their time-on-task and achieve mastery of a large .

number of learning tasks." Moreover,. students tend, to achieve higher scores on a

‘measub of, self-responsibility A " .
B'PHILAﬁEL IArPUBLIC SCHOOLS, 21st and the Parkway, Philadelphia, Pa.. 19103 - :
Contact? Earline Sloan, Achieving Schools Expectations Project, Board of Education

The Achieving Schools Expectations Project operates on the belief that .
* for. the vast majority of students in a school to achieve on“grade level, the entire
school must reflect ‘that expectation--principal,’ teachers, policies, priorities,
. decisions, and. the allocation of‘xesources. Next to people, the mbst precious, -
4&7/,/, nonrenewable resource of .a school is time. Its allocation® clearly tells teachers
and ‘students what is important at.that.school and directly contributes to tne self-
fulfilling nature of the.. school's expectations. .« e R -~
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Entir chool staffs, as well as individoal teachers; are helped .tQ ' -

examlne and’ adjust their use-of time .in the follqying areas?’ .
~ B
@ Scheduled time-off-tasks: Counting ,stam;:upwtime _in_the.. _:y,_,_:lw,,w
. morning, “time for eycling. for special classes, and the like, & _ .

one’ school actually had 44 percent scheduled time-off-task. .

This figure translated to two- days..every weeK during which

no teaching or learning was., occurring. Awareness of the : -T
problem led to change dnd more efficient operation. . .

. Teacher attitudes .toward difficult teac’hin{; times. ‘Staffs @ ]
are helped to. recognize that any ‘attitude which allows a e T
teacher to waste ‘time regularly "(e.g.# "You can't teach on * .

- Friday afternoon.”™ "You can't teach the day bafore a holi- -
" .day,'during June, etc.") is. unhelpful; - unproductive, and 7 ©f
simply. unacceptable. -On May,l,,teachers ‘were informed, _ s
" that 20 percent of the total ‘time available for teaching T'i
during the. school year still remained ) - R

A

® Planning for total time. Anothér way to thinkeabout teaching . N
. . time and making -time important is- to, have teachers carefully :
plot what .they should teach during the course of a Year--the
miaimum. number of things students have.to .learn in a year to \
make a yedr's progress. In high expectation circumstances, ) *
1nstructors treach more and students ledrn-more in the -same- -
amount of time. ‘With careful curriculum\p anning by class- T
. room teachers, principals and resource teachers can monitor :
. learning and instruction more effectively so that no major B PR
« progrdam omissions can occur. .Of course, this' process, must
A - be coupled with the understanding that al?, students must be .,
chelped- to learn rathex than- just a few. » i .
,‘. ‘ , \ A w . .
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B PONII.‘\C CITY ‘SCHOOLS, 44 State Street, Pontiac, Mich. 48053 -
Contact‘ Helen Efthim, School. Learning Climate Program
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In Pontiac, ‘Mich., student” ‘team learning is being studied for its impact
-of time-on—task Observers of ‘several high: school mathematics classes were struck
by the high levels of timekon-task of the most reluctant 9th grade.general math
students’ when the "teams' -of which they were members were having “study or practice
sessions prior- to game conipetition. Because:so much of the recent reséarch’'on
effective instruction has.been conducted in actu;l classroom settings that do not.
include team learning, little is known about its relationship with time-on-task., .
Nonetheless,.the anecdotal evidence from-the: Pontiac.schools suggests that further
.. tesearch on- the impact -of team learning might be profitable. . . y

o ¢ C Team learning is currently heing intggcated into existing instructional -
approaches in’ three Pontiac schools.. The. learning teams are hete*o%eneous in
ability'‘and racially mixed. The emphasis is on tompetition among teams in a game-
like situation. A formal evaluation is planned with emphasis oa time-pn-task,
Aachievement,»coopetation, and the enjoyment of learning.
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I -[§] 'SAN- DIEGO CITYSCHOOLS, .4100.Normal Street, San Diego, Calif. $2103 - &
: .. B tontatr: Steven Isaac, Diredtor»oggﬁbiluation.Services ’ %
. . . .
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Faced with a puzzling decline in reading scores, the San Diego sého&!h
;-investigsted ways that an academic learning time approach-could,be implemented.
The résultgng,pngranfﬁrbVided inservice to -principals gnd, their staffs on the
«.- major findings and' classroom implication of. the Far West Laboratory ALT studies. .
Metely describing-the major features and factors contributing to on-task and off-

A 'task behaviors was 'sufficient. to reverse .the’reading score decline.

. - Encouraged by ‘this success, a more-Yocused stage of implgmehtatidh vas
initgatedl,_A magnet”program based on Academic :Learning Time was established in a
€~ gchool with a large proportion of low achievisg minority students. The staff at .. .
the Far West Lab provided peacher inservice,. and-specially trained resouxce teach-
"ers were assignéd to“ensure -the maintendnce of high on-task student behavior. Pre=-

- ~ limipary analysis of achievement test,data indicates. some promising gains.
. X ) - . . ' . . -
_ 3 3] VANCE ‘COUNTY 'SCHOOLS, 128 .Church s,c'reec,-\jfaend_e;soq, N.G. 27536, . LY
“Contact:. Shirley W, Johnson, Assistant Qserintendent % : Hip T
. . E . T\ L. . . .
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- ¥ * ‘The Vance County schaols were coﬁqyrngd with the effectiveness of their
-current Titlé'I_;ntegventidn program. They dgc@?ed to initiate 3 new Title I pre-
gram based on the time-on-task concept. LN - . .~
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. . Students in thE‘Vancé County program spend approximately two and a
quarter hours in "time=on-task, classrooms.” Each classroom is staffed by-a teach-
er and an aide. ,Approximaztely 20 percent: of «the’' timé is devoted to group instruc-

~~tion. Students spend the remaining time a;,individdzl work on assignments derived ~

..+ from the group :instruction material. . - S .t
bd L . . R .
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5 Students earn points for remaining on-task and lose points: for being off-
task. Points for on-task4yehavior are‘'awarded on a.variable reinforcement schedyle. .
Checkpoints-vary betweén five and 20 minutes and beconte less frequent as.the school -
year progresses. During the first three weeks, students can- éxchange their pdints
- for tang;blé rewards such as puzzles, models, .games, pencils, and tbg‘like.'.kféep ;
the third week, points—are’ accumulated and may be exchanged at the end of a fixed :
tine period (e.g., 16 weeks).;o.paggacipate in a group social activity like bowling -
. ‘or a movig, ) . - LI S
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- C@l * Implications of the Learning Time Concept . LT s .
. M - . .. . . ] . & . - o o )
* - FPerhaps the most -obvious characteristic of these ‘exemplary programs is

the very-diversity of théir .approach to learning -time. Somé schools ‘have chosen
to develop a }arge-sgalé’iqstrchiqnaysaﬁproaqh such: as mastery learning. Some
have worked on specific §§ﬁéct5*0f insttuction (e,g., teacher expectations, ‘team , S

learning, reinforcement, cyclic review). Othegs,ﬂévé focused on %gcreasihg,stu- Ut
defit responsibility and decision making. St;}{?others have.:conicentrated on
heightening awareness of time-on-task behavior. , - . .
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~ Anderson, L. W. "An Empirical Investigatioi of Individual Differences;in Time to
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This diversity tfighlights the .strength of the learning time concept. 4
Learning time is'Seen as a key to improving student achieVement,ﬂbu_g the .possi--,
.bilities for implementation are many. The actual.approach ‘will depend on the~”
types of students, the personality characteristics of the teachers, and other "in=- .
__8chool™- ariables. <In all cases, planning to do something about increasing actual
learning time is"a necessary first step. .
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Th\\cdgcept of learning time also has implications for the assessment of
instructional and teaching effectiveness. Student achieVement cannot ogcur without °
a sufficdent amougé\of allocated time and on-task time. Thus learniﬁ" time, espe- -

cially time-on-task, can'serve as an initial indicator of instructional -and teach- ¢ T
ing. effectivenessw If,an instructional program exhibits consistently low levéls 3
_of tlme-on—task, it is: quite likely -to-be ineffective in, terms.of student achieve-=~~
_ment_or- a&titude. Similarly, if the methods and strategies employed by a particular
‘teacher in a particular classroom are consistently associated with low levels of -
;ime-on—task,gthose methods and strategies .are suspect.-
\ "o - N\,
, Two- points. in tﬁe'previous paragraph bear stressing. N -
First, ‘the consistency of time-on—task behaviors must be deter-
\ _mined if task level is to be used as an indicator of overall ~ ‘,
> effectiveness. Instructionalgprograms usually have_strengths ° s
! . -arid -weaknesses ‘that will beé highlighted over several observations
) . by ‘an. inconsisteéncy in .time-on=tdsk leVels. Similarly, some

(33

t . . teaching techniques -and strategies will be éffective while others

. . will be fneffective. These differences will show up in time-on-
task inconsistencies over several observations.

A\

2 o Second, timehon—task is an- indicator of teaching effectheness
not- teacher effectiveness. Most teachers.do some effective and
.some ineffective ‘things in: their classrooms. The effective tech-

- L niques and strategies should be enhanced and maintained while the

ineffective ones"hould be eliminated ‘Timé-on~-task, then, ‘can :
provide teacliers with information about their strengths and weak-
% ness. The result--teaching effectiveness can, be improved rather

. than simply judged. e . g .,
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. ' This Curriculum Report was prépar;ed by~Lorin W. Anderson,

College of Education, University of South Carolina at
" Columbia. Dr. Anderson has worked on mastery legrning
' research with Benjamin Bloom at the University of Chicago.
He has published many -articles and papers on thé relation-
v ghip of time to school learning.
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