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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine teacher and 

program effectiveness in Consumer and Homemaking Programs in 

Arizona by using time on task as a measure. 

In effective program studies, the common critical 

variable was the individual teacher (Brophy, 1979; McGreal 

and McGreal, 1986). Teachers who were organized, started 

class on time and kept the students busy with relevant work 

maintained high time on task percentages. 

Using time on task as a measurement of effectiveness, 

the "Managing Learning Time" instrument (Halasz and Desy, 

1984), was used. This study: determined that the majority of 

students were on task in Arizona Consumer and Homemaking 

Education classrooms. Time on task was affected more by 

teacher and classroom practices than by the course content. 

The focus of the on task behavior varied by subject matter. 

The majority of time was spent on theory, practice and basic 

skills in Consumer and Homemaking courses. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The effectiveness of vocational educational programs as 

part of the American educational system has been a 

controversial issue over the past eighteen years. The issue 

began when Congress identified the need to evaluate 

effectiveness of Consumer and Homemaking Education in the of 

Education Amendments of 1976 (P.L. 94-482). The controversy 

has continued because of concern about how to measure 

effectiveness of programs and then demonstrate that 

vocational education meets the educational priorities set by 

the federal government (National Institute of 

Education,1980; National Commision on Excellence in 

Education,1981). 

Various studies which focused on the overall 

effectiveness of Consumer and Homemaking Education programs 

were conducted during the early 1980's. (Mears, Ley and Ray, 

1981; Bell and Durr, 1983; Bell and Glosson, 1983). Each 

concluded that Consumer and Homemaking programs were meeting 

congressional statutes. 

Further studies were conducted to examine individual 

characteristics of effective programs (Brophy, 1979; Spitze, 

1983; McGreal and McGreal, 1986). In all studies, the common 

critical variable was the individual teacher and the 
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teacher's organizational skills. One way teacher 

effectiveness has been measured is evaluation of time on task 

(Kounin, 1970; National Commision on Excellence in Education, 

1982; Halasz and Behm,1983-84; Smith, 1985). Time on task 

is defined as "the proportion of time students are attending 

to teacher-assigned activities" (Halasz and Desy, 1984, 

p.4). Most of the research on students achievement have 

utilized written assessments, (Talbert, Fletcher Phelps, 

1987; Mandeville, 1987). Program effectiveness and also the 

types of evaluation used to measure this effectiveness are 

still being challanged. Sanford and Evertson (1983) suggested 

that since all content courses are taught differently then 

specific classroom studies need to be conducted on time use 

within subject areas. 

The effectiveness of such programs was still being 

challenged by the Reagan administration (Mary Beth Stine, 

personal communication, March 14, 1986; Floyd G. McCormick, 

personal communication, January 14, 1987). While proposing 

budget cuts, the admininstration listed Consumer and 

Homemaking within the list of programs to be cut. Thus, the 

image for home economics was poor, teacher positions were 

being cut, and pressure was placed on existing programs to 

prove their worth (Glines, 1985; Spitze, 1983) . 

Again in 1991, the Bush administration was questioning 

the effectiveness of education. He held a high level 
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conference, with all fifty state governors,from which AMERICA 

2000 (1991) was adopted. Although Consumer and Homemaking 

Education was not specifically identified in this plan, 

curriculums which created better interpersonal relationship 

skills and more healthy communities were stressed. 

Despite the press for human relationship skills and 

positive child rearing practices, funding is still in danger. 

President Clinton and Vice-President Gore are proposing to 

Congress to eliminate Perkins funding altogether (Nancy 

Walker, personal communication, March 4, 1994). If this 

proposal is approved, authorization for the program would be 

terminated. Thus, until worth is proved, Consumer and 

Homemaking programs are in jeopardy. 

THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

Since Consumer and Homemaking Education programs 

continue to be a target of budget cuts, it has become 

important to use various methods of evaluation to measure 

effectiveness in the curriculum. The primary purpose of 

this study was to evaluate teacher and program effectiveness 

of Arizona Consumer and Homemaking Programs using a time on 

task measurement approach. 
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OBJECTIVES 

Using time on task as a measurement of effectiveness, 

this study will: 

1. Determine if students are on-task in Arizona 

Consumer and Homemaking Education classrooms. 

2. When the student is on-task, determine what is the 

focus of the on-task behavior. 

DEFINITIONS 

Consumer and Homemaking 

programs 

"instructional programs, 

services, and activities 

that prepare youth and 

adults for the occupation of 

homemaking, and instruction 

in the areas of food and 

nutrition, consumer 

education, family living and 

parenthood education, child 

development and guidance, 

housing, home management 

(including resource 

management), and clothing 

and textiles. Education 

Admendment, 1989, P.L. 98-524 
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Time on task 

Vocational Home Economics 

Basic skills 

Technical skills 

"the proportion of time 

students are attending to 

teacher-assigned activities. 

Time on task includes 

curricular content, both 

practice and theory and 

noncontent activities." 

Halasz and Desy, 1984, p.4 

Consumer and Homemaking 

and Home Economics Related 

Occupations programs. 

"Include reading, writing 

and calculations." 

Halasz and Desy, 1984, p.5 

"The substance of vocational-

technical curriculum, they 

included-both theory and 

hands-on practice of various 

tasks that require manual 

proficiency and complex 

cognitive understanding." 

Halasz and Desy, 1984, p. 5 
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Employability skills 

Human relations skills 

"Work values or attitudes, 

job-seeking, maintaining and 

advancing skills . Knowledge 

of the world of work." 

Halasz and Desy, 1984, p.5 

"Activities that help the 

student become socialized to 

the world of work." 

Halasz and Desy, 1984, p. 5 

Youth organization activities Include Home Economics 

Related Occupations, Future 

Farmers of America, 

Vocational Industrial Clubs 

of America, Distributive 

Education Clubs of America, 

Future Business Leaders of 

America, Office Education 

Association and other 

school-sponsored activities 

that are part of the vo-tech 

curriculum. 

Halasz and Desy, 1984 
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ASSUMPTIONS 

Time on task is an adequate measure of program and 

teacher effectiveness. 

Observing three classes for each teacher is adequate to 

determine t irne-on-task for that teacher. 

The title of class reflected what was taught in the 

class . 

LIMITATIONS 

Limitations included time factors. The observations 

were to be completed in a three week time frame. The study 

was completed during the last few weeks of the 1986-87 school 

year. 

The sample size was small , 6 schools, and thirteen 

teachers. 

Task behavior was difficult to determine while student 

was out of the room. 

Instrument limitation included determining percent of 

time on task when a student left the room. Another 

instrument limitation was determining if a student was off or 

on task when talking. If conversation could not be heard, 

determining the content of it was difficult and had to be 

surmised. However, determination was consistant because of 

single evaluator. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter includes literature pertaining to the 

evolution of effectiveness as an issue in vocational 

education and the concept of time on task and it's usage. 

The purpose of this classroom observation study was to 

determine teacher and program effectiveness of Consumer and 

Homemaking Programs in Arizona by measuring time on task. 

Need For Effectiveness Studies 

Within the past eighteen years American education has 

become very controversial with respect to program 

effectiveness in vocational education. In 1976, Congress 

drafted education admendments which called for a national 

study on vocational education. The National Institute of 

Education (NIE) was to determine whether federally funded 

vocational education programs were meeting the priorities set 

by Congress. At the time, federal funding was being cut for 

vocational education programs. However, there was much 

support for vocational education in Congress and 

representatives received many phone calls and letters 

supporting it's programs. Funding was reinstated for 

Consumer and Homemaking and other vocational education 

programs based on the assumption that the effectiveness of 

the programs would be proven (NIE, 1980). 



1  8  

In 1981, the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education was created to study the public school system, "to 

report on the quality of education", "to help define the 

problem" and "provide solutions" (A Nation at Risk, 1981, 

p.iii). In the recommendations the Commission suggested 

programs be offered to "advance student's personal, 

educational, occupational goals, such as... vocational 

education".(p.26) Programs that demand a high level of 

performance was also recommended. 

To prove effectiveness, Consumer and Homemaking programs 

needed to be evaluated. Therefore, studies were conducted 

on overall Consumer and Homemaking program effectiveness. 

Mears, Ley, and Ray (1981) conducted case studies of Consumer 

and Homemaking programs in seven different states and 

included teachers, community, group members administrators 

and students. Bell and Glosson (1983) completed a telephone 

survey to determine former student perceptions of their 

Consumer and Homemaking program. The authors of these 

studies came to the conclusion that Consumer and Homemaking 

programs were meeting congressional statutes. (Mears, Ley 

and Ray 1981; Bell and Glosson, 1983). Mears, Ley and Ray 

(1981) concluded that such programs were comprehensive, 

stressed areas such as parenting, and encouraged males as 

well as females to learn homemaking skills. 
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Several studies concerning effectiveness, achievement, 

perceptions, and employment issues have been conducted over 

the past ten years. Janslow and Compton {1986) determined 

there was an increase in home economics vocational education 

students' overall achievement and attitude towards business 

opportunities after completing the program. Cunningham 

(1984) determined that if basic skills and critical thinking 

were incorporated into the Consumer ana Homemaking programs, 

those students scored as well or higher than other students 

on achievement and attitude tests. 

Yet, in 1985, while presenting the 1986 Federal Budget 

proposal, President Reagan stated that vocational education, 

including home economics, was not meeting the needs of 

society and therefore not worthy of receiving funding. 

Another massive letter writing campaign ensued, and funding 

was reinstated. 

Home economics is an important discipline which 

addresses many societal issues. Since Consumer and 

Homemaking programs focus on family life situations and 

conflicts, critical thinking skills are essential in a home 

economics classroom (Rucker, 1983; Jorgensen and Haley, 1985; 

Spitze, 1984). This profession is the only one incorporating 

all disciplines toward the improvement of family life (Cobe, 

1984). Rucker (1985) believes that learning skills for living 

is the basis for home economics course content. 
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The trend toward improvement of students' basic skills 

and family life skills has continued. On April 18, 1991, 

George Bush proposed a long-term strategy, AMERICA 2000 

(U.S. Dept. of Educ., 1991) . Under this plan students in 

grades 4, 8 and 12, would be able to demonstrate competency 

in five content areas: mathematics, English, science, 

history, and geography. The Bush plan featured four themes 

designed to meet si:-: goals. Two of the four themes related 

directly to Consumer and Homemaking Education programs. 

Theme III stated that we needed to learn "to become better 

parents, neighbors, citizens and friends." {p. 29). Theme 

IV stated that we needed to "create and sustain healthy 

communities," (p.31). President Bush declared that we are 

not "only making a living , but making a life as well" (p. 

31), adding further emphasis to the relevance of Consumer and 

Homemaking programs. 

Thus, AMERICA 2000 provided another opportunity to 

highlight Consumer and Homemaking since these programs 

focused on the family. Clinton plans to continue Bush's 

efforts with his revised version of AMERICA 2000, which will 

be titled, "Goals 2000: Educate America Act" (The Arizona 

Daily Star. April 22, 1993). 

Yet, despite the focus on family issues education at the 

federal level, President Clinton recently proposed to 

eliminate funding for Consumer and Homemaking programs 
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(Walker, 1994). If funding is cut it will be difficult to 

finance our Consumer and Homemaking programs. 

A general recommendation made by the Melnick committee 

(1988) was to conduct more research to determine current 

practices of vocational educators in Arizona in order to 

measure effectiveness. However there has been no overall 

Consumer and Homemaking program effectiveness study completed 

In Arizona. One study, by Babich (1984), was based on job 

effectiveness of Home Economics Related Occupation (HERO) 

students. The Kendall Agricultural Experiment Station study 

(1985) was to evaluate overall Consumer and Homemaking 

program effectiveness in Arizona. 

Effective Schools 

Purkey and Smith (1982) note that research on school 

effectiveness is based on one of four models: a) comparison 

between effective and ineffective schools, b) case studies, 

c) comparisons of types of schools, and, d) program 

evaluations. This study will focus on program evaluation by 

looking at effective schools. 

The majority of studies use student achievement as the 

primary measure of school effectiveness (Murphy, Weil, 

Hallinger, Mitman, 1985). The student is the main concern of 

all school effectiveness studies. A six year study 

conducted by Stringfield, and Teddlie (1987) determined that 

more effective schools continue to raise student achievement 
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over a period of time. 

Characteristics of effective schools, determined by 

Talbert, Fletcher, and Phelps (1987), were: a variety of 

curriculum perspectives, good discipline and safety, a 

variety of classroom practices, positive interpersonal 

relations between all people involved, high teacher 

commitment, educators support from administrators and other 

personnel, services and facilities, teachers and students 

involved in decision-making skills, educators ability to 

achieve goals. 

Characteristics of effective programs determined by 

Mears, Ley and Ray (1986) included: teacher behavior, 

student cognitive and affective gains, curriculum growth and 

development, support personnel, parents knowledge of 

programs, and community involvement. In a study of A+ 

schools (Altersitz, 1991) the following characteristics were 

evident: a safe and orderly climate, high expectations for 

success, strong instructional leadership, clear and focused 

instructional leadership, and frequent monitoring of student 

progress. 

The effectiveness variables in the Murphy et al. (1987) 

study included: (1) tightly coupled curriculum, (2) 

opportunity to learn, (3) direct instruction, (4) academic 

direction, (5) instructional leadership, (6) frequent 

monitoring, and (7) structured staff development (pgs.362 & 
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364). A conclusion of the study was that a combination of 

these variables seem to create an effective school which 

fosters student achievement. Ornstein (1984) claims that 

since most monies are earmarked for insrtuctional purposes 

there is need to determine effect of teacher on the student. 

Stringfield and Teddlie (1987) found that the relationship 

between teacher and school effectiveness is a strong one. 

Effective Teachers 

In all the studies that list characteristics of 

effective programs, there is a common and critical variable 

that seems to be most important. This variable is the 

individual teacher. More specifically, in effective 

programs, teachers use a variety of skills, techniques, 

methods, styles, and models to reach different types of 

learners. This in turn promotes instructional effectiveness 

(Brophy, 1978; Spitze, 1983; McGreal and McGreal, 1986). The 

Spitze study also concluded if the teachers are professional, 

attend professional functions and maintain classroom 

management, then the programs tend to be more effective. 

Murphy, Weil, Hallinger and Mitman (1985), claim that if 

the teacher sets goals, frequently monitors the students, is 

involved in staff development, and increases academic 

learning time in the classroom, the student will achieve. 

The Kounin (1970) study indicated that classroom 

management is most successful when a teacher is organized 
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and lessons are well planned. The students in turn are 

involved in learning activities, free time is scarce and 

there is less classroom misbehavior. Smith (1985) 

supports this statement, asserting that organization is the 

crux of a teacher's work. If the lesson is organized and the 

student is on task, then student achievement is positively 

affected. In the Stringfield and Teddlie (1987) study 

conducted over a year in 16 classrooms observations, it was 

determined that more effective schools had teachers with 

more interactive instruction and higher time on task. 

Time on Task 

The NIE (1983) study A Nation At Risk, recommended that 

use of time be one of the five improvements for American 

education. Time on task is an important variable when 

evaluating effectiveness (Waimon, Morton and others, 1984; 

Latham, 1985; Fitzpatrick, 1985; Crocker, 1986; Cangelosi, 

1990). Fitzpatrick (1985) states, "One commonality that 

continues to appear in the teacher effectiveness studies is 

evidence that good classroom management appears to make an 

important difference in the overall effectiveness of 

instruction." (pg.3) She notes that this in turn fosters time 

on task which, "has been consistently linked with gains in 

student achievement...", (pg.3) 

Time on task is defined as "the proportion of time 

students are attending to teacher-assigned activities. Time 
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on task includes curricular content, both practice and 

theory, and noncontent activities" (Halasz, and Desy 1984, 

p.4). There has been much suggestion as to lengthening the 

school day, or year-round school such as in California to 

have more time to teach our students. Morehead (1989) 

suggests that we could add 15 days to a school year, just by 

"finding" 5 extra minutes for each class period per day. 

Results from the Halasz et al. (1983-84) studies concluded 

that secondary students spent an average of 71 percent of 

time on task. The studies also showed that teachers have a 

great deal of control over how students spend their time and 

that teacher behavior can promote time on task. 

The purpose of the Kendall and Gillespie AES study was 

to identify factors associated with effective vocational home 

economics programs in Arizona. Surveys were sent to teachers 

and students to discover perceptions of classes, course 

content and teaching methods. (Gillespie, 1986) . 

Administrators were interviewed to determine perceptions of 

program effectiveness (Unpublished study, Wheeler Kopf and 

Kendall Sproles, 1987). 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This thesis is part of an Agricultural Experiment 

Station research project conducted by Kendall and Gillespie 

(1985) which included data on program effectiveness drawn 

from questionnaires completed by students and teachers, and 

interviews with administrators. Classroom environment was 

observed, and curriculum guides from each department were 

reviewed. In this smaller study, data were collected by 

observing student time on task in vocational home economics 

classrooms. 

Selection of Subjects 

Population 

In this study a random sample of programs were drawn 

from those examined by Kendall and Gillespie, 1985, as part 

of an Agricultural Experiment Station (AES) funded study. 

The population for the AES study included all public 

secondary schools with vocational home economics programs for 

the school year 1985-1986, as identified by the Arizona 

Department of Education State Supervisor. All programs in 

this study received state and federal support . A random 
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sample of 140 schools were drawn for the AES project. A 

total of 285 vocational home economics teachers were 

associated with these programs. The AES sample included 

rural and urban settings and represented both single and 

multiple teacher programs. 

Sample 

Using a table of random numbers, a sample of six schools 

from the Kendall Sproles and Gillespie study was drawn for 

this investigation. The sample includes 13 teachers. Class 

size ranged from 8 to 35 students. 

A phone call was made to each of the schools the second 

week in April 1987 to request a visit to observe in the 

classroom. A follow-up call was made the third week to 

confirm visits. An observation schedule was determined, 

based on teacher and observer schedules. 

V a l i d i t y  

Halasz, Behm and Fisch (1984) state the validity of the 

study as: 

One of the assumptions of 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 secondary and postsecondary levels. Thus the 

observation guides included codes for the curricular 
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content area, for class room variables, and for 

teacher instructional/managerial behaviors that were 

based upon findings from the previous research and 

related studies. The codes were pilot-tested in 

secondary and postsecondary business and office, 

agriculture, trade and industrial, and technical 

classes. The codes were subsequently refined to 

reflect the classroom situations encountered in the 

pilot-test classes. (p. 37) 

R e l i a b i l i t y  

Halasz et al. (1984) determined that since the 

observations were made so often, every two minutes, there was 

little time for reflecting and second-guessing the behaviors 

of the students. Therefore, observer inference was at a 

minimum. In this study, there was only one observer so there 

was no concern for reliability among observers. 

Instrumentation 

Five observation sheets were taken directly from 

Managing Learning Time (Halasz and Desy, 1984) . 

Worksheet I (OBSERVATION SCHEDCJLE-see Appendix A) was 

used for determining an observation schedule for each 

teacher. The general information requested was: date, 

school, organizer, position. The nine columns on the 

instrument are as follows: class beginning and ending times, 

teacher, observation dates (first-fifth), and observer. 
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The observation worksheet (OBSERVATION FORM-see Appendix 

B) was the actual form used for observation. The form 

requested information such as: date, class, observation 

number, observer, school, number of students enrolled and 

present, and beginning and ending times of class. 

The observation worksheet was divided into 5 main 

categories. The first category is time, what was the actual 

time the observation took place. The second category is 

number of students on curriculum-related, tasks. This 

category is divided into six sub-categories: theory of 

technical skills, practice of technical skills, basic skills, 

employability skills, human relations skills, youth 

organization activities. The third category is number of 

students on other tasks. The sub-categories are: setup, 

cleanup, managerial tasks. The fourth category is number of 

students off task. These sub-categories are break and off 

task; which are further broken down into: scheduled class 

breaks, individual breaks, wait, whisper and behave 

disruptively, The final column is a section for observer 

notes to describe any unusual circumstances that are 

decreasing time-on-task opportunities or situations that 

are out of the teacher's control. 
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Worksheet II (see Appendix C) was for computing time 

use. The class and observation dates were noted on the top 

of the form. The worksheet was divided into two parts: 

Part A listed the totals from the previous page and Part B 

divided the grand totals for each activity by the total of 

all students present. Part A was further divided into 12 

columns and 19 rows. The rows were categorized into four 

subtotal groups. The first was curriculum-related tasks: 

theory of technical skills, practice of technical skills, 

basic skills, employment skills, human relation skills and 

youth organization skills. The second category was other 

tasks: setup, cleanup and managerial tasks. The third 

grouping was breaks: class and individual. The final 

category was time off task: wait, do nothing; whisper, talk 

quietly and behave disruptively. Part B was setup to divide 

the grand total of student for each activity by the total of 

students present to determine the percent of time spent on 

each activity. 

Worksheet III {see Appendix D) graphed time use. Class 

and observer were required to be written on each sheet. The 

graph was a rectangle divided into 20 sections of five 

percent starting at 0% and ranging to 100%. The key at 

the bottom began with a and ended with g. The space next to 

each letter was for writing the activity then the percentage 

of time spent on that activity. The graph was filled in by 
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drawing a line at the appropriate percent spent on the 

activity, the area blocked in was labeled using the 

appropriate letter. Off task activities were then shaded in. 

The Worksheet IV (see Appendix E) was used to interpret 

the results. Class, teacher, date and observer were written 

at the top. Eight questions were then asked. The first was 

the average time spent on-task. Question number two was 

divided into each of the curriculum related tasks: theory of 

technical skills, practice, basic skills, employability 

skills, human relations skills and youth organization skills. 

The third question was how was time used in relation to the 

objectives to the class. Question number four asked why 

students spent a certain percentage of time waiting or doing 

nothing. The fifth question asked how much time was spent on 

other tasks: setup, cleanup, and managerial tasks. Question 

six asked how much time was spent on breaks then divided 

between class and individual tasks. Question 7 asked when 

class began and when cleanup was announced. Finally number 8 

was a question to discover how much time was spent on 

managerial tasks. 

Data Collection 

An initial phone call was made during the week of April 

6-10, 1987 to set up observations dates with the teachers. 

The schedule (Appendix A) was set up based on availability of 
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the observer and the school schedule. During the week of 

April 13-17, a confirmation call was made. A total of three 

weeks between May 1- 21 was spent observing classrooms. Six 

schools were visited and thirteen teachers were observed. 

Each teacher was observed for three classroom periods. Some 

of the teachers were observed several times in one day, some 

of the observations were over a period of two days. The 

researcher completed all the observations. 

The observation schedule was determined and observations 

sheets were colored coded, one color for each program. The 

program and teacher numbers used in the AES study were also 

used for consistency. Program 01 was gold and the teacher 

numbers were 201 and 301. Program 02 was white and the 

teacher numbers were 102 and 202. Program 05 was pink and 

the teacher number was 105. Program 08 was green and the 

teacher numbers were 108, 208, 308 and 408. Program 09 was 

yellow and the teacher number was 109. Program 17 was blue 

and the teacher numbers were 117, 217, 317 and 417. Each 

class hour of observation required 2 observation sheets, (see 

Appendix B) A clip board, 4 sharpened pencils, erasers, and 

a stick on watch were also part of the observation equipment. 

Before the class began, basic information was filled in 

the appropriate place. The information collected was: date, 

class title, observation number, observer, school, number of 

students enrolled (determined by class roster), time class 
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began, and time class ended. The observer also noted the 

name of the teacher so the forms would not be confused if 

more than one teacher was observed at each school. The 

observer informed the teacher to not introduce or even 

acknowledge the observer to the students during the class 

hour. If the students questioned another person in the 

room, the teacher discouraged any discussion so the class ran 

as usual. The observer was removed from the class enough to 

be uninvolved but close enough for each and every student to 

be observed. Once the class began the observer made an 

observation every two minutes. If the class began at 9:00 

the first observation was made at 9:02. The time of the 

observation was written in the first column. The observer 

would determine what each student was doing at that time. 

The number of the students performing each particular task 

was recorded. If a student left the room the observer was to 

mark the student off task. If the student was completing 

two tasks such as talking and a basic skill then the student 

was marked only once. If students were talking for a minute 

or so then began working when the observation took place the 

observer would mark on task. If the students continued in 

this manner the students would be recorded talking at least 

once. If the observer was unsure of the activity then the 

observer would guess so that a two minute observation would 

not be missed. 
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The observer needed to paint a true picture of the 

classroom. If most of the students were off task, the 

students would be marked off task. If the class had a high 

time on task the students would be marked on task. If a 

student was marked on break, but came back in with copies or 

other material, the student was recorded completing 

managerial duties. The number of students present at that 

moment in time was recorded for the two minute observation. 

If an unusual circumstance caused a disruption, the 

disruption was noted. 

Data Analysis 

Once the observations had been completed and the 

columns totaled, color coded copies of the time computation 

sheets were made to match the observation worksheets. 

Results were tabulated for each class observed for each 

teacher. 

Worksheet II (COMPUTE TIME USE-Appendix C) has 11 

columns to record 11 observation worksheets. The grand total 

of the students present was added and recorded. Hand 

calculations were used to compute the totals . The student 

total for each activity was recorded. Each column listed the 

total for one page. Grand totals for each task were 

computated by adding across the row. The grand totals were 

recorded in Part B of Worksheet II. The grand total of 

students completing each task was divided by the grand total 
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of students present which determined the percent of time 

spent on that task. The percentages are average proportions 

of class time spent on each task. Percentages for all 

activities were added, the total should have equaled one-

hundred percent. Exact percent was not necessary. The total 

percent should not exceed or be less than 5 percent of one-

hundred percent. Steps were retraced if the total was less 

than ninety-five percent or more than one-hundred and five 

percent. Once the totals were determined the results were 

displayed. 

Worksheet III (Appendix D) was used to display results. 

The key at the bottom of the page was completed by placing a 

task next a letter to represent it in the graph. The 

actual percent of time spent on the specific task was also 

recorded. Lines were drawn on the graph to determine 

percentage of time spent on activities. Off-task time was 

shaded in. Worksheet IV (Appendix E) was completed for final 

analysis. Percentages were filled in where appropriate. 

Since no data were collected on class objectives, question 3 

will not be included in the analysis. 

For further analysis the classes were divided into sub

groups: (1) foods and nutrition, (2) clothing and 

textiles, (3) human relations,(4) child development, and 

(5) interior design. Since a careers class could not 

justifiably fit into one of the five categories, it was not 
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included in the analysis. The categories were divided into 

five of the six consumer and homemaking topics for analysis 

Consumer studies was not one of the topics. Worksheets II -

IV (Appendixes C-E) were filled out to determined the 

average of time spent on task for each content area. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 

The purpose of this study was to determine teacher 

and program effectiveness in Consumer and Homemaking Programs 

in Arizona by using time on task as a measure. 

The sample included teachers from urban and rural areas, 

as well as those who were in single-teacher and multiple-

teacher departments. Six high schools were selected, which 

included 13 teachers. Class size ranged from 8 to 35 

students. Generalizations are limited to the sample. 

The data was presented in five separate categories by 

course content: Clothing and Textiles, Food and Nutrition, 

Human Relations, Interior Design and Child Development. 

Because teachers are such an important variable in time on 

task in a classroom, comparison between individual teachers 

was included. Each category compared individual teacher's 

classrooms. Five figures were included for each category. 

Notes describing special circumstances are included in a 

table along with a summary. 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis was completed for each teacher by class 

following the Managing Learning Time observation manual 

(Halasz and Desy, 1984). The classes were further described 

by subject matter: (1) foods and nutrition, (2) clothing and 

textiles, (3) human relations, (4) child development, and (5) 
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interior design. 

Since the course matter was not typical for any of the 

existing categories, one career class was not included in the 

data analysis. Class objectives were not requested from any 

teacher so question 3 on Worksheet IV (see Appendix E) will 

not be answered. 

Subject Hatter 

This section reported student time on task in Arizona 

Consumer and Homemaking classrooms organized by subject 

matter. Worksheet IV, INTERPRET RESULTS (Appendix E) was 

reported in the following manner. The questions were not 

addressed in order but grouped for ease of understanding for 

the reader. Question two is addressed in the introduction for 

each section. Questions five, six and eight is addressed in 

a graph labeled Activities. Percentage of time spent on each 

activity is listed below the graph. A comparison between 

teachers is included in four graphs. The graphs used are 

called stack graphs. The stack graph is an easy way to view 

differences between the teachers. The first three graphs are 

labeled: Curriculum Related Tasks, Other Tasks and Off Task. 

Question seven is addressed in one graph, Average Time Class 

Starts, with the exception of clothing and textiles courses 

which will include, Cleanup Announced. Question four is 

addressed in a table. Questions one is addressed in a time 

use discussion at the end of each section. 
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Clothing and Textiles 

Eight clothing and textiles classes were observed. 

Courses included in this category were: Beginning Clothing, 

Fashion Design, Clothing and Potpourri. Potpourri was a 

class that included a variety of crafts utilizing many types 

of textiles. 

The percent of time on task was 67%. (see Figure 1) 

This can be further divided into student activities: (1) 

curriculum related tasks (60%); a) theory of technical skills 

(3%), b) practice of technical skills (51%), and c) basic 

skills (6%); (2) other tasks; a) setup (1.4%), cleanup 

(2.3%), and managerial tasks (3.2%). 

The percent of time off task was 33%. Four percent was 

spent in individual breaks, 8% waiting or doing nothing, 21% 

whispering or quietly talking, and .2% disruptive behavior. 
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ACTIVITIES 
ON TASK OFF TASK 
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PERCENT OF TIME ON TASK 

ON TASK ACTIVITIES 
TTS = Theory of Technical Skills -
PTS = Practice of Technical Skills 
BS = Basic Skills - (6%) 
SU = Setting Up - (1.4%) 
CU = Cleaning Up - (2.3%) 
MT = Managerial Tasks - (3.2%) 

OFF TASK ACTIVITIES 
(3%) IB individual Breaks - (4%) 

-(51%) WDN = Wait, Do Nothing- (8%) 
WTQ =Whisper, Talk Quietly - (21%) 
BD = Behave Disruptively - (.2%) 

Figure l. Time use for Clothing and Textiles 
Courses. 
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As time on task varied from teacher to teacher, three 

stack graphs are provided for comparison in these areas of 

interest: Curriculum Related Tasks {Figure 2), Other Tasks 

(Figure 3), Off Task (Figure 4), Time Class Starts (Figure 5) 

and Announcement of Cleanup {Figure 6). 
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Figure 2. Curriculum Related Tasks 
Comparison by Teacher in Clothing and Textiles 
Courses. 
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Courses. 
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Table 1 

Reasons Students Wait or Do Nothing and Problems or 

Complications in Clothing and Textiles Courses 

TEACHER 

2 0 1  

102 

105 

408 

108 

STUDENTS 

Do Nothing or Complications 

Announcements read, students 
unprepared, individual help necessary. 

Teacher left room, tardy students, 
candy vendor comes in room. 

Electrical Problem; no bell or sewing 
machines. Discipline problem next 
door, teacher watches two classes. 

Individual help necessary. 

Tardy students, ice cream vendor comes 
in room. 

Time Use in Clothing and Textiles Courses. 

For the clothing and textile courses the average time on 

task was 67% and off task behavior was 33%. The range of 

time on task varied greatly from an average of 87% for 

teacher 108 to an average of 27% for teacher 102. Clearly 

teacher 102, who began class at the latest time had the most 

of off task behavior, (see Figure 5) 

Factors which influenced off task behavior were 

interruptions and distractions from outside the classroom. 

In this study cleanup did not seem to affect on or off task 

behavior. Based on the percentages of task behavior between 

the classrooms, the teacher was a time on task variable. 
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Foods and Nutrition 

The sixteen courses included into this content area were 

titled: World of Foods, Creative Foods, Commercial Foods, 

Today's Foods, Foods and Nutrition, Gourmet Foods, Foods I, 

Foods II, and Independent Study. The Independent Study 

course was used to prepare and sell lunches to the students 

at school. 

Time on task (see Figure 7) in the foods and nutrition 

classes was 65%. Curriculum related tasks included: theory 

of technical skills (20%), practice of technical skills 

(21%), basic skills (3.6%), employability skills (2.3%), and 

human relation skills (.2%) . Other on task behavior included 

10% spent setting up, 7% cleaning up and 1% completing 

managerial tasks. 

Off task behavior was 35.3%. The students waited or did 

nothing 20% of the time, whispered or talked quietly 15% of 

the time and .3 % of the time was spent on individual breaks. 
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ACTIVITIES 

ON TASK OFF TASK 

TTS PTS BSESHRSSU CU MT WDN WTQ 

•»>>3SSE 
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PERCENT OF TIME ON TASK 

ON TASK ACTIVITIES OFF TASK ACTIVITIES 

TTS = Theory of Technical Skills - (20%) 
PTS = Practice of Technical Skills -(21%) 
BS = Basic Skills - (3.6%) 
ES = Employability Skills - (2.3%) 
HRS = Human Relation Skills - (.2%) 
YOS = Youth Organizational Skills -
SU = Setting Up - (10%) 
CU = Cleaning Up - (7%) 
MT= Managerial Tasks -(1%) 

CB= Class Breaks -
IB individual Breaks - (.3%) 

WDN= Wait, Do Nothing - (20%) 
WTQ =Whisper, Talk Quietly - (15%) 
BD = Behave Disruptively - (.2%) 

Fianre 7. Time Use for Foods and Nutrition 
Courses 



4 7  

Since behavior varied from classroom to classroom, 

graphs are shown for comparison in these areas of interest: 

curriculum related tasks (Figure 8), other tasks (Figure 9), 

off task (Figure 10), and time class was started (Figure 11). 

Cleanup was announced only by teacher 109. All other classes 

had no cleanup announced or cleanup was continuous, so no 

cleanup graph was included. 

R 0.9 
C 
c  0 . 8  

201 202 102 105 1 17 317 408 108 109 

THACHER NUMBER 
OTTS 0PTS 0BS OSS 

TTS=Theory of Technical Skills 
PTS=Practice of Technical Skills 
BS=Basic Skills 
ES=Employability Skills 

Figure 8. Curriculum Related Tasks 
Comparision by Teacher in Food and 
Nutrition Courses. 
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Table 2 

Reasons Students Wait or Do Nothing and Problems or 

Complications in Foods and Nutrition Courses 

109 

TEACHER STUDENTS 

Do Nothing or Complications 

202 Tardy students. 

105 Free time when assignments completed. 

117 Waiting for food to be heated. Senior 
ditch day. 

317 Waiting for food to be heated. 

408 Gas Leak 

108 Teacher unprepared 

109 Food prepared day in advance. Party 
organization. 
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Time Use for Foods and Nutrition Courses. 

The average time on task was 65%, off task was 35.3%. 

On task behavior varied greatly from the high to the low. 

Teacher 201 averaged 93.5% time on tas, wheras teacher 317 

averaged 4 7% time on task. Teacher 408, with an on task 

figure of 31%, was unable to control the gas leak so the 

percent was perhaps not a fair figure. 

Clearly teacher 201, who began class promptly when the 

bell rang, had the highest on task behavior. On task behavior 

was also affected by the fact that food had been prepared a 

day in advance. A difference between teachers can be seen 

even when this is the situation. Teachers 117, 317, 202 and 

109 had students prepare food in advance. Teacher 117 

averaged 19% off task behavior, teacher 109 averaged 32.5% 

off task behavior, teacher 202 averaged 34% off task 

behavior, and teacher 317 averaged 57% off task behavior. 

Clearly there is a teacher difference among these 

percentages. Thus, the teacher was a time on task variable in 

Food and Nutrition Courses. 
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Human Relations 

The six courses included in this content area were all 

labeled human relations or introductory human relations . 

Time on task (see Figure 12) in these classes was 84%. 

Curriculum related tasks included: theory of technical skills 

(68%), basic skills (8.6%) and human relations skills (2.6%). 

Time spent on other tasks included: setting up (1.65%) and 

managerial tasks (1.8%). 

Time off task was 21% or 5.6% of this was spent waiting 

or doing nothing, 10% was spent whispering or talking 

quietly and 5% taking individual breaks. 
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TTS = Theory of Technical Skills - (68%) CB = Class Breaks 
PTS = Practice of Technical Skills 
BS = Basic Skills - (8.6%) 
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Figure 12. Time Use for Human Relations Courses. 
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Since task behavior varied from classroom to classroom, 

stack graphs below show these areas of interest: curriculum 

related tasks (Figure 13), other tasks (Figure 14), off task 

{Figure 15) , and average time class starts (Figure 16) . 
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Comparison by Teacher in Human Relations Courses. 
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Table 3 

Reasons Students Wait or Do Nothing and Problems or 

Complications in Human Relations Courses 

TEACHER STUDENTS 

Do Nothing or Complications 

301 Guest speaker late 

308 Guest speaker late Selling pizza 

217 Senior ditch day. Student visitor. 



5 6  

Time Use in Human Relations Courses. 

For human relations courses the average time on task was 

72%, off task time was 28%. There was a difference between 

teachers. Teacher 301 averaged 88% on task, teacher 308 

averaged 83% on task and teacher 217 averaged 82% on task 

behavior. Teacher 301 (see Figure 16), who began the class 

when the bell rang, had the highest on task behavior between 

the three. Cleanup time was not a factor for human relations 

classes. Looking at the percentages there is a teacher 

difference. There are also outside influences as well such 

as, venders and evergencies. 

Interior Design 

The three interior design courses were called Home 

Design, Home Furnishings and Interior Design. 

Observed time on task (See Figure 17) was 75.1%. 

Curriculum related tasks included: theory of technical 

skills 27%, practice of technical skills 20%, basic skills 

25%. Other tasks included: setup 3%, cleanup .5% and 

managerial tasks 1.2%. 

Off task behavior included 8% waiting or doing nothing 

and 16% whispering or talk quietly. 
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TTS = Theory of Technical Skills - (27%) 
PTS = Practice of Technical Skills - (20%) 
BS = Basic Skills - (25%) 
ES = Employability Skills 
HRS = Human Relation Skills 
YOS = Youth Organizational Skills 
SU = Setting Up - (3%) 
CU= Cleaning Up - (.5%) 
MT = Managerial Tasks - (1.2%) 

OFF TASK ACTIVITIES 

CB= Class Breaks 
IB individual Breaks 
WDN = Wait, Do Nothing - (8%) 
WTQ = Whisper, Talk Quietly - (16%) 
BD = Behave Disruptively 

Figure 17. Time Use in Interior Design Courses 
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On task behavior varied from classroom to classroom. 

Several graphs are shown for comparison in these areas of 

interest: curriculum related tasks (Figure 18), other tasks 

(Figure 19), off task (Figure 20), and average time class 

starts (Figure 21). 
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TTS=Theory of Technical Skills 
PTS=Practice of Technical Skills 
BS=Basic Skills 

FIGURE 18. Curriculum Related Tasks 
Comparison by Teacher in Interior Design Courses. 
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Figure 21.Average Time Class Starts 
Comparison by Teacher in Interior Design Courses 

Table 4 

Reasons Students Wait. Do Nothing or Whisper, Talk Quietly 

and Problems or Complications 

TEACHER STUDENTS 

Do Nothing or Complications 

202 Tardy students, registering 
students for field trip. 

117 Teacher unprepared at bell. 
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Time Use in Interior Design Courses 

The teachers started class at the same time into the 

class period. Teacher 117 had 78% time on task versus 

teacher 202 with 74.5% time on task. Starting class on time 

and having all students present increases time on task. There 

is still a small percentage of difference between the 

teachers. In interior design courses the teacher is a time 

on task variable. 

Child Development. 

The five classes observed were Child Development, Child 

Development and Family Relations (C.D.F.R.), C.D.F.R Nursery 

and Home Economics Related Occupations (H.E.R.O.). 

Time on task {see Figure 22) was 72%. Curriculum 

related tasks included: theory of technical skills 47.6%, 

practice of technical skills .5%, basic skills 5.5%, and 

youth organization skills 13.5%. Other tasks included 

setting up .6%, cleanup .3%, and managerial tasks 4%. Off 

task behavior was 28% and included individual breaks at 5%, 

waiting or do nothing 7%, and whispering or talk quietly 16%. 
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ON TASK ACTIVITIES 

TTS — Theory of Technical Skills - (47.6%) 
PTS = Practice of Technical Skills - (.5%) 
BS = Basic Skills - (5.5%) 
ES = Employability Skills -
HRS = Human Relation Skills 
YOS = Youth Organizational Skills - (13.5%) 
SU = Setting Up - (.6%) 
CU = Cleaning Up - (.3%) 
MT = Managerial Tasks - (4%) 

FICMRP 22. Time Use in Child Development Courses 

OFF TASK ACTIVITIES 

CB = Class Breaks -
IB - Individual Breaks - (5%) 
WDN = Wait, Do Nothing - (7%) 
WTQ = Whisper, Talk Quietly - (16 
BD = Behave Disruptively -
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On task behavior varied from classroom to classroom. 

Several graphs are shown for comparison in these areas of 

interest: curriculum related tasks (Figure 23), other tasks 

(Figure 24), off task (Figure 25), and average time class 

starts (Figure 26). 
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Figure 23.Curriculum Related Tasks 
Comparison by Teacher in Child Development 
Courses. 
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Figure 26.Average Time Class Starts 
Comparison by Teacher in Child Development Courses 

Table 5 

Reasons Students Waited, Did Nothing or Whispered, Talked 

Quietly and Problems or Comolications 

TEACHER STUDENTS 

Do Nothing or Complications 

301 Speaker finished early. 

208 Gas leak one class period, 
announcements read, 
student visitors from other 
classes 
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Time Use in Child Development Courses. 

Since teacher 301 began class earlier than teacher 208 

she had greater time on task. Teacher 208 was unable to 

continue a traditional class because the preschool children 

were not present. The average percent of on task behaviors in 

her other classes were 65% compared to 93.5% of teacher 301. 

There is a definite difference between teachers teaching this 

subject matter. The teacher is a time on task variable in 

child development courses. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to determine teacher and 

program effectiveness in Consmuer and Homemaking Programs in 

Arizona by using time on task as a measure. 

Studies were conducted to examine individual 

characteristics of effective programs (Brophy, 1979; Spitze, 

1983; McGreal and McGreal, 1986). In all studies, the common 

critical variable was the individual teacher and the 

teacher's organizational skills. One way teacher 

effectiveness has been measured is evaluation of time on task 

{Kounin, 1970; National Commision on Excellence in Education, 

1982; Halasz and Behm, 1983-84; Smith, 1985). Time on task 

is defined as "the proportion of time students are attending 

to teacher-assigned activities" (Halasz and Desy, 1984, p.4). 

Using time on task as a measurement of effectiveness, 

this study: 

1. Determined if students were on task in Arizona 

Consumer and Homemaking Education classrooms. 

2. When the student was on task what was the focus of 

the on task behavior. 
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Summary and Conclusions 

Mere students on task in Arizona Consumer and Homemakina 

classes? 

Time on task was affected more by teacher and classroom 

practices than by the course content. Teachers with higher on 

task behaviors tended to have class begin when the bell rang 

and had fewer classroom disruptions. Second, schools with 

teachers that had higher time on task had fewer outside the 

classroom disruptions. To have higher time on task for 

better student achievement, class needs to begin on time and 

there need to be fewer class disruptions. 

The observations showed that students had high (75%-80%) 

on task behavior in five classrooms, average (70%-75%) time 

on task in three classrooms and low (below 70%) on task 

behavior in two classrooms. A clearer picture was presented 

when this was seen by subject area and teacher. 

Human Relations courses maintained the highest average 

on task behavior at 84%. The three teachers in this area had 

over 80% on task behavior in their classrooms. 

Interior Design had the second highest average time on 

task at 76.7%. Both of the teachers had over 70% on task 

behavior. 

Child Development averaged third with 72% on task 

behavior. Classrooms varied greatly, with one teacher at 

93.5% averaged time on task and another teacher at 52.3% 
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averaged time on task. 

Clothing and Textile courses had an overall 66.9% on 

task behavior. The range for classrooms was 87% to 27%. 

Three of the teachers maintained 80% or better time on task, 

while one teacher averaged 70% and one teacher averaged 27% 

on task behavior. 

Foods and Nutrition courses averaged 65.1% on task 

behavior. Teacher averages were 93.5% to 47%. One teacher 

averaged 93.5%, two teachers were at 80%, two at 70%, two 

above 65% and two below sixty percent. 

Looking at teachers in the classrooms, it was obvious 

the teacher was a manipulable variable. Teachers 201, 108, 

105, 117 and 301 had consistent high on task behavior 

regardless of what content area was taught. Teachers 202, 

317 and 408 consistently had average ranges of time on task 

in the classroom regardless of the subject matter taught. 

Teachers 102 and 208 consistently had extremely low time on 

task averages, regardless of subject matter taught. 

What was the focus of on task behavior of Arizona 

Consumer and Homemakina students? 

In the Consumer and Homemaking courses as a whole, the 

majority of time was spent on theory of technical skills. 

The second major focus was on the practice of technical 

skills. The students also spent a considerable amount of 

time on basic skills. The least amount of time spent was on 
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employability, human relations, and youth organization 

skills. A small percentage of time was spent on: setting up, 

cleaning up and managerial tasks. When broken down by subject 

matter, more time was spent on Theory of Technical Skills in 

Human Relations Courses, Interior Design Courses, and Child 

Development Courses. The majority of time vos spent on 

practice of technical skills in Foods and Nutrition Courses 

and Clothing and Textiles Courses. Teachers with high on task 

behavior used many of the different skills in their 

classrooms. 

In Clothing and Textiles courses 51% of time was spent 

on the practice of technical skills, 6% on basic skills, 3% 

on theory of technical skills, 1.4% setting up, 2.3% cleaning 

up and 3.2% completing managerial tasks. 

In Foods and Nutrition courses, 21% of time was spent on 

the practice of technical skills, 20% on theory of technical 

skills, 10% setting up, 7% cleaning up, 3.6% on basic skills, 

2.3% on employability skills and 1% on managerial skills. 

In Human Relations courses, 68% of the time was spent on 

theory of technical skills, 8.6% basic skills, 1.6% setting 

up, and 1.8% on managerial tasks. 

In Interior Design courses, 27% of time was spent on 

theory of technical skills, 25% on basic skills, 20% on 

practice of technical skills, 3% setting up, 1.2% on 

managerial tasks and .5% on cleaning up. 
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In Child Development courses, 47.6% of the time was 

spent on theory of technical skills, 13.5% on youth 

organization skills, 5.5% on basic skills, 4% on managerial 

tasks,.5% on practice of technical skills, .6% setting up, 

and .3% cleaning up. 

Implications 

For the most part, the teacher seemed to be the critical 

variable (Brophy, 1978; Spitze, 1983; McGreal and McGreal, 

1986) in the time on task studies. Teachers who were 

organized, started class on time and kept the students busy 

with relevant work maintained high time on task percentages. 

This study supports both the effective school and effective 

teacher studies. 

The majority of school effectiveness studies are based 

upon student achievement (Murphy, Weil, Hallinger, Mitman, 

1985). The six year study by Stringfield, and Teddlie(1987), 

determined that more effective schools continue to raise 

student achievement over a period of time. In the Stringfield 

and Teddlie (1987) study, it was determined that more 

effective schools had teachers with more interactive 

instruction and higher time on task. 

In all the studies that list characteristics of 

effective programs, there is a common and critical variable 

that seems to be most important. This variable is the 
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individual teacher. Smith (1985) supports this statement, 

asserting that organization is the crux of a teacher's work. 

If the lesson is organized and the student is on task, then 

student achievement is positively affected. More 

specifically, in effective programs, teachers use a variety 

of skills, techniques, methods, styles, and models to reach 

different types of learners. This in turn promotes 

instructional effectiveness (Brophy, 1978; Spitze, 1983; 

McGreal and McGreal, 1986). 

One way teacher effectiveness has been measured is 

evaluation of time on task (Kounin, 1970; National Commision 

on Excellence in Education, 1982; Halasz and Behm,1983-84; 

Smith, 1985). According to the time on task studies, average 

time on task is 72% {Halasz and Behm, 1983-84) . Since eight 

of the ten Consumer and Hornemaking teachers had 70% to 88% on 

task behavior, we can conclude that at the time of the study 

the programs were effective. 

Recommendations 

Should further studies be conducted in this area, the 

researcher recommends that: 

1. The Halasz et al.(1984) observation instruments be 

used because of the ease of use and completeness of 

materials. 

2. Classrooms be observed several times throughout the 
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school year: in the beginning, the middle and the end. 

3. All levels of Consumer and Homemaking are observed, 

including middle and all high schools. 

4. The same observer(s) are kept for consistency or 

that new observers are trained. 

5. Time use studies be conducted more often in schools 

to determine if students are really on task, and if so, what 

they are doing. 

6. Teachers need to be aware of their own use of time 

in the classroom. Are students on task and what is the focus 

of the on task behavior? Are the tasks meaningful and 

meeting the needs of the students, the programs, and the 

community? 

7. Beginning teachers need to be aware of how important 

it is for students to be engaged in meaningful learning. 

8. Beginning teachers need to be taught good classroom 

management practices, and effective teacher behaviors. 
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• Observation Form 

• Worksheet I: Observation Schedule 

• Worksheet II: Compute Time Use 

• Worksheet ill: Display Time Use 

• Worksheet IV: Interpret Results 

• Worksneet V: Teacher s Action Plan 



in 

Worksheet 1 

OBSERVATION SCHEDULE 

n.HB Oii|.nii7»» 

Schnnl Pncilinn 

CInss 
Bctjin End 

Times 
Teacher 

Observation Dales 
Olw.'ivci CInss 

Bctjin End 

Times 
Teacher 

1 SI 2d 3d <1l!i 5th 
Olw.'ivci 

• 
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Appendix B 

OBSERVATION 
FORM 

Date .  Cats 

Observation 1 2 3 — S 

Scnool Numotr ol Sluoeriu Enroiieo. 

Clan Qcqms Enai 

TIME 
NUMBER OF STUDENTS 

ON CURRICULUM-RELATED 
TASKS 

NUMBER OF 
STUDENTS ON 
OTHER TASKS 

NUMBER OF STUDENTS 
BREAK OFF TASK 

NOTES 

S- 2 S - W 
 ̂u< J . I a * 
H wi JL 31 • C. 

15 5 m — 

,, i = 
O 

a u 
2 r. 

2 _ 

A T 
3 5 

3 * 3 5 — o 
^ E 
„ i 
*£ o 

CT ^ 
c E 

a 5 - O 

«j -5T 

Describe any unusual 
circummncei tnat are 
decreeing tirne-on»taski 
oDOortunmes. men as 
assemblies, firv drills, 
etc. 

Q 5? 

Vt £> 
c 5 

I 

TOTALS 
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Appendix C 

Worksheet II 

COMPUTE TIME USE 

Class . Dates of Observation 

Directions: Make several copies of mis worksheet. Then add the total number of students present 

on eacn Daoe of the ooservation form to find the grand total. The grand total of stuaents present 

is I . Now, lollow ine directions in Pari A and B. The answers in the last column snow the 

proportions ipercentl of class time used tor each activity. Keep in mind mat all the percents (or trie 

suotoral percent!) snouid add to 100 percent. 

PART a 
Divide trie grind lotJii lor eacn activity dv inr 
grano total numDer ot uuaentj txtieni. Write 
in# anjvtcr in me Dfopomon ice/cent) column. 

PART A 
Lilt jnf lotJH from ine bottomi at ill ine otnervmon torm oagei 
mea tar inn cult. 

/ Diviaea By 
Grind Tout 

Student! preiem Activity 

Human ftcutionsi 
Skills ! 

SUB 
TOTAL 

Sot uo 

Clean Uo 

SUB 
TOTAL 

SUB 
TOTAL 

I T.m. SUB 
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Appendix D 

Worksheet HI 

DISPLAY TIME USE 

Class . Observer 

Directions: Use cooies of tnis worksheet to grapnically snow tne prooortions of time calculated 
in Wortcsneet II. Imagine tnai me mock of time below presents trie lime in an entire class period, 
or 100 oercent. Using tne oroponions of time calculates on Worksneei II, draw a line to divide the 
class time Dy tne vartous activities. For examoie, if 25 percent of tne time was used for tneory of 
technical skills, draw a vertical line at tne 25-percent mark. Continue drawing lines until all tne 
activities are snown. Next, coae <acn division of time wiin a letter. Then, write a key to inoitate 
tne type of activity each letter reoresents. 

TIME USE IN THE CLASS 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 05 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 BO BS 90 95 100 PERCENT 

KEY; A -

B -

C * 
D • 

E -

F -

G ' 
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Appendix £ 

Worksheet IV 

INTERPRET RESULTS 

Class Date 

Teacner Observer 

Directions: DuDlicate copies of this worksheet for the teacner. observer and others involved in 
interpreting tne results. Refer to tne completeo ooservation forms and Worksneet III to answer 
and discuss tne following Questions: 

1. What was tne. average percent of students' time on task? 

2. How much of tne time (percent) did students spend on 

• theory of tecnnicai skills? _______ 

• practice? 

• basic skills? 

• employaoiiity skills? • 

• human relations skills? 

• youth organization activities? ________ 

3. How was the time used in relation to the oDjectives of the class? 

4. Why did sruoents spend _____ % of time waiting or doing nothing? 

5. How much time (percent) did students spend on 

• set up? ________ 

• clean uo? 

• managerial tasks? 

6. How much time (percentl did students spend on breaks? Were the breaks taken as a class 
or individually? 

7. 

a. 

What rime was class starred? What time was clean uo announced? 

How mucn time (percent) was used for role call and otner managerial activities? 
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