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ABSTRACT 

The major purpose of this study was to determine teacher differential 

treatment of gender by documenting teacher wait-time during reading instruction. 

Reading classes for two participating teachers were video taped for a period of 

ten weeks resulting in 252 reading lessons. Forty-one second and third grade 

students were observed and wait-times recorded frt >m ten minute segments of 

ninety lessons chosen by random sample. Wait-times were measured on 

academically posed teacher questions during the basal story or slcill discussion 

portion of the lesson. The questions selected for measurement had to be clearly 

presented with the teacher calling on a student by name for a response. Gender 

related wait-time was measured during the period after the teacher's selection of a 

student for a response, until teacher probing, restatement o r redirection of the 

question to another student. A t-test was applied to the mean wait-time 

differences between girls and boys for each teacher. The results of the t-test on 

wait-time showed girls received more academic wait-time during reading 

instruction. The t-test showed a significant difference for both teachers at the .05 

level of confidence (p< .05). 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

Wait-time has been studied as a factor in student achievement directly 

affecting student outcome. Wait-time has been defined as the period of time a 

teacher waits after selecting a student for a response until probing, restating or 

redirecting the question to another student. Pre-service teachers were taped 

teaching elementary students in order to increase wait-time to three seconds. 

Results indicated practice increased teachers wait-time significantly which 

produced longer student responses, more student questions and interaction. 

Teachers tend to pace instruction at a rapid rate. Once the student responds, the 

teacher intervenes, comments, or asks another question immediately (Deture 560). 

Wait-time, the period of time a teacher waits for a student to begin responding 

can be seen as a variable whose manipulation can improve teaching techniques or 

procedures (Rowe 270). 

Row, in 1976, suggested question/answer exchanges between students and 

teachers occur too quickly. Teachers usually wait only one second after a posed 

question before calling on a student. When an answer was not received, the 

teacher often repeated the question or called on another student to respond (258). 

When teacher wait-time was increased to three seconds or longer, significant 

changes were noted. Students began to give fuller explanations and make better 

connections between inferences and evidence (259). 
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Tobin, in 1986, used a wait-time of three to five seconds and found math 

and language arts achievement improved (191). In a study by Brophy and Good, 

it was found that boys have more contacts with teachers than girls. These contacts 

included criticisms, misbehavior and academic contacts (227). Brophy and Good 

also indicated that boys were asked a higher percentage of abstract questions and 

were more willing to guess at an answer (228). 

Gore and Roumagoux, in a 1983 study, examined sex-related differences 

during mathematics instruction using wait-time as a variable. An analysis of 

variance showed no significant difference for either girls or boys on academic 

achievement levels. However, the results from the t-test indicated teachers gave 

significantly more wait-time to boys than to girls during mathematics instruction 

(273). The following outlines the theoretica l assumptions and hypotheses used for 

this study on teacher wait-time. 

Statement of the Problem 

This research assessed the different wait-times given to boys and girls 

during reading instruction. The following research questions served as the 

foundation for the null hypotheses: 

1. Will the wait-time given differentiate the gender variable? Specifically, 

will teacher wait-time be significantly greater for one gender than for the other? 

2. Will there be a significant difference in mean wait-time between 

teachers? 



3. Will the teacher call on a b ct · · · · oy unng reading mstruct1on to answer a 

question more often than a girl? 

Statement of the Hypotheses 

1. There will be no significant difference between the average teacher 

wait-time for boys than the average teacher wait-time for girls. 

2. There will be no significant difference in average teacher wait-times 

between teachers. 

3. There will be no significant difference in the number of boys called on 

to respond in relation to the number of girls called on to respond. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine teacher differential treatment 

of the genders by documenting teacher wait-time during reading instruction. 

Other purposes within this study included measuring the frequency of boys being 

called on in comparison to girls as well as overall average teacher wait-time. 

Significance of the Study 

Wait-time was reviewed and studied in the classroom setting in order to 

determine if more wait-time was given to boys or girls during reading instruction. 

The results may show an indication for increasing wait-time, a factor which might 

affect either gender's academic reading achievement. 

Limitations of the Study 

1. This study was restricted to an elementary school in a low socio

economic area in the South. 

3 



2. The student participants were limited to members of the second and 

third grade. 

3. Teachers in the study included only those who taught second and third 

grade children. 

4. Observations were confined to routine reading instruction periods. 

Definition of Terms 

4 

The following are specific definitions of terms based on usage within this 

study. The terminology used may not be consistent with other theoretical 

definitions. 

1. Attrition: Attrition is the loss of subjects due to the mobility of the 

subjects or due to the students testing into another group. 

2. Basal Reader: Basal readers are preplanned, sequentially organized, 

detailed materials and methods used to teach developmental reading skilJs 

systematically. These graded reading textbooks serve as the core of a reading 

program. Basal readers usually have reading readiness workbooks as well as other 

supplementary teaching materials. 

3. Classroom Reading Instruction: Classroom reading instruction involves 

vocabulary introduction and development as well as usage in the reading lesson. 

4. Directed Reading Lesson: The directed reading lesson is a method of 

classroom reading instruction which involves skills in word attack, vocabulary, and 

comprehension. Steps may include preparation or readiness, guided reading ( oral, 

silent, and discussion), skill development, and enrichment (Wilson and Hall 58). 
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5. Discourse: The term discourse refers to any teacher and student verbal 

interchange (Tobin 787). 

6. Fate Control: Fate control is the students belief that reinforcement 

(rewards and punishments) are contingent upon one's own behavior (Rowe 300). 

7. Homogeneous Grouping: Students grouped according to reading group, 

capability, or academic need are grouped homogeneously. 

8. Interobserver Agreement: lnterobserver agreement refers to 

comparisons of observations from two or more independent observers. A 

percentage of agreement is determined using the interobserver process (Gay 217). 

9. Pausing Principle: The pausing principle is a form of wait-time which 

allows the student in a lecture class to formulate notes and interpretations during 

the lecture (Rowe 258). 

10. Reading Groups: Reading groups are constructed according to 

individual pupil skills. Teaching is centered on individual pupil skills and the 

attainment of personalized reading goals. 

11. Scriptal: Scriptal refers to questions which do not have answers on the 

student's page and require the reader to use experience to find the answer 

(Gambrell 78). 

12. Teacher Call(s): Teacher calls are the frequency indication of the 

number of times a student is called on to respond. 

13. Text-Based: Text-based refers to a question which has an obvious 

answer on the student's page (Gambrell 78). 
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14. Wait-time: Wait-time is the period of time the teacher waits for a 

student to begin responding after a teacher-posed question. Wait-time is 

measured after the teacher selects a student for a response, until the question is 

probed, restated or redirected to another student. Specifically, wait-time will be 

used to determine the variable or differential thinking time allowed between 

genders. Only the initial gender related wait-time after the posed question will be 

reviewed, not any subsequent elaboration-time/wait-time which may follow during 

discussion. 



CHAPTER 2 

Review of the Literature 

Teacher wait-time has been studied as a factor in student achievement 

which might affect a student's academic growth. Gender related wait-time has 

been examined as a variable that might affect the academic achievement of boys 

and girls. Relevant research into wait-time and gender related wait-time are as 

follows. 

Wait-time Research 

Wait-time refers to the period of time between the selection of a student 

for a teacher-posed academic question and the teacher's probing, restatement or 

redirection of the question. Experimental studies (Riley 335) in teaching_ science 

showed achievement scores directly related to teacher wait-time, as well as the 

cognitive questioning level. Results indicated that wait-time of about three 

seconds suggested knowledge achievement in science, as well as positive results in 

influencing the students' classroom behavior (341). 

Row in 1974 identified wait-time in two categories with the first wait-time 
' ' 

occurring after a question presentation and the second wait-time occurring after 

the response (265). Rowe, in a second 1974 study, addressed fate control in 

relation to wait-time (292). 

It was proposed that short wait-tim~s coupled 
with a strong sanctioning pattern will tend to 
induce a low sense of fate control on the part 
of the student. This low sense of fate control 
will in turn express itself in particular . 
detectable behaviors such as low task persistence, 

7 
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low risk ta~n~, low interest in experimental 
?ut~omes,_ 1_1m1ted planning and projection ahead 
m time, d1smterest in interpreting experimental 
outcomes (292). 

Rowe, in 1986, stated that a wait time above 2.7 seconds produced marked 

consequences for both teachers and students ( 43 ). 

If a teacher can increase the average length of 
the pauses at both points, namely, after a 
question (wait-time 1), even more important, 
after student response (wait-time 2) to 3 
seconds or more, there are pronounced changes 
(usually regarded as improvements) in student 
use of language and logic as well as in student 
and teacher attitudes and expectations ( 43). 

The second wait-time allows time for the student to elaborate and extend 

the answer. Rowe further expressed the difficulty in getting an average wait-time 

of 3 seconds or more, which allows time for the student to think ( 43). Gooding, in 

a 1985 published report, concluded a wait-time of 3 seconds between student and 

teacher interactions resulted in higher cognitive levels of discourse (3). In 1983, 

Gambrell investigated think time for third graders in relation to the types of 

questions answered. Findings showed that more time for thinking was allowed for 

text-based questions as opposed to scriptal questions (78). 

While attention has been focused at the elementary level, wait-time has 

also been studied with high school and college students. Boeck (3) reviewed wait

time in relation to the cognitive level of the question and length of the response. 

This study was accomplished with college juniors enrolled in an educational 

psychology class. Boeck found wait-time related to the length of the student 



response. With a fast schedule, of question · h . . s W1t out wait-time, student responses 

tended to be short phrases without any explanation (8). 

Bozsik, in a descriptive study with pre-service a d · · n m-service teachers, 

measured wait-time during pre-story and post-story portions of reading 

comprehension lessons. Various ability groups were viewed and little differences 

were found in wait-time between pre-service and in-service teachers (3). Casteel 

found wait-time strategies to be learned through microsimulation and 

microteaching. 

It appears likely that students who can employ 
structuring, conditional, wait-time and inductive 
moves in lecture-reaction, recitation, and value 
clarification modes could also use these skills 
in order to facilitate other patterns of 
classroom discourse (28). 

9 

Deture and Miller developed and validated a protocol model to help 

educators improve wait-time (8). Teachers were instructed to record, transcribe, 

and calculate wait-time using audio tape recordings. When the taped lessons were 

reviewed, teachers found wait-time could be significantly increased in two sessions, 

as well as reaching the· wait-time criteria of three seconds (9). 

Wait-time was measured on inner city elementary students and junior high 

students by Fowler. The results indicated the following: 

Teachers can be taught a technique whereby they 
can increase the amount of student-to-student 
interactions in small groups during science 
inquiry and can bring about an increase in the 
frequency in which students spontaneously make 
verbal contributions to the group (1). 
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Goodwin, Sharp, Cloutier Diamond and D I d . . ' , a gaar , m 1983, published the 

following guidelines to help teachers improve teach· d · · • mg an quest1onmg skills. 

One factor which can have powerful effects on 
~tudent participation is the amount of time an 
ms~ructor pa~ses between asking a question and 
domg something else ( calling on a student or 
rewording the question). Research on classroom 
questioning and information processing indicate 
that students need at least three seconds to 
comprehend a question, consider the available 
information, formulate an answer, and begin to 
respond. In contrast, the same research 
established that on the average a classroom 
teacher allows less than one second of wait-time 
(13). 

Instructors using wait-time make fewer teaching errors by responding 

illogically or inappropriately to student comments. In contrast, allowing too much 

wait-time can be detrimental to student interaction, if the student does not have a 

feasible answer. Students who do not have an answer, yet are allowed ample wait

time may perceive the extra time as punishment (Goodwin, et al. 13). 

Swift, Swift, and Gooding, in 1984, investigated the effects of increasing 

teachers' wait-time during questioning with an emphasis on teacher strengths and 

successes. Wait-time was found to facilitate interaction among students with the 

process being called supportive intervention. The teachers asked greater numbers 

of divergent and evaluative types of questions indicative of higher levels of 

cognitive discourse. When teachers extended wait-times to three seconds, an 

increase in student-student interaction as well as length of student response 

increased (Swift, et al. 7). 



Oral language behaviors and questioning strate . d . . g1es use were studied m 

relation to wait-time (Hassler 1). Teachers who were t · d · · · rame m wait-time 

techniques had students with longer responses, higher level questions and more 

unsolicited appropriate responses (Hassler 4). 

A study of wait-time in college science classes (Moriber 322), reviewed 

teacher wait-time as well as skillful questioning techniques. It was noted that a 

wait-time of under four seconds leads to incorrect student responses. Upon 

receiving the incorrect response, the teacher would then reword the question, 

believing the first one was unclear, leaving the students with a second related 

question to answer (326). 

11 

Rice completed a study on wait-time in relation to thought-provokjng and 

inquiry-type questions. The areas examined were wait-time, number of questions 

asked per minute and the cognitive level of the question (353). The results of this 

study suggested, pre-service elementary science teachers can improve question

asking skills and wait-time through instruction (358). 

Another form of wait-time was called the Pausing Principle (Rowe 258). 

The Pausing Principle technique was used with lecture types of classes where wait

time was a technique used mostly with discussion sessions (259). Rowe found that 

with college science students it was beneficial to pause at least three times during 

a lecture for two minutes. This allows students time to think, share ideas, and 

retain more of the lecture (258). 
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Rowe hsted the positive effects of xt d . . 

e en ed wa1t-t1mes with the following 

behavioral changes noted in students. 

1. The length of student responses increased 
between 300 percent and 700 percent in some 
cases more, depending on the study. ' 
2. Mor~ inferences were supported by evidence 
and log1cal argument. 
~- The incidence of speculative thinking 
increased. 

~- The number of questions asked by students 
increased as did the number of experiments 
they proposed. 
5. Student-student exchanges increased: 
teacher-centered "show-and-tell" behavior 
decreased. 
6. Failures to respond decreased. 
7. Disciplinary moves decreased. 
8. The variety of students participating 
voluntarily in discussions increased. Also, 
the number of unsolicited, but appropriate, 
contributions by students increased. 
9. Student confidence, as reflected in fewer 
inflected responses, increased. 

10. Achievement improved on written measures 
where the items were cognitively complex 
(Rowe 44-45). 

Teacher changes were noted in Rowe's 1986 study with greater flexibility 

being demonstrated in teachers' responses. Teacher ideas and the reduction of 

discourse errors were noted as well as the quality and quantity of questions 

presented. Overall, teacher expectation for student performance showed a 

tendency for improvement (Rowe 45). 

Wait-time was assessed in a 1983 study with 40 middle school science 

teachers in order to train the teachers in wait-time using a wait-time device that 

provided immediate feedback (Swift and Gooding 722). Prior to training in wait-
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time, there was no difference in wait-time means fo th f • r e our groups mvolved. 

After applying the experimental variable, teachers increased wait-times 

considerably (726). A follow-up study (Swift Swi"ft and Go ct· ) d d , , o mg was con ucte 

in 1985 with 10 teachers from the original 1983 study. These teachers were 

trained in wait-time techniques and supportive interventions (7). In sum, the 

authors have determined use of wait-time can result in spontaneous improvements 

in both cognitive and affective variables in the classroom (9). 

Tobin, in a 1980 study, investigated the effects of variation in teacher wait

time on science achievement for middle school age children ( 469). The results 

showed that an extended wait-time did lead to higher science achievement, which 

supported the experimental hypothesis. Tobin further investigated wait-time in 

1984, in relation to student and teacher discourse/ interaction when extended 

teacher wait-time was implemented. The results indicated teacher wait-time was 

related to teacher and student discourse/interaction variables. When a teacher's 

wait-time was short, student and teacher interaction tended to decrease (787). 

Gooding Swift and Swift reviewed variables which resulted from wait-time 
' ' 

research in an effort to help teachers moderate the pace of interactive speech in 

the classroom. Teacher training techniques were developed to help teachers 

measure and utilize pauses during questioning. Wait-time measuring devices were 

being developed and refined, in order to promote a more reliable wait-time 

measurement and to help minimize error (8). Rowe concluded her 1974 study by 

stating ·a stopwatch was not the best measuring device since some pauses are too 
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brief for measurement. She devised a servo h 1 -c art p otter to record pauses and 

voice activation, yet extraneous sounds and background · -11 n01ses st1 caused some 

difficulty in recording wait-time (269). 

Gender Related Differences 

While no research was found concerning the way children learn in 

relationship to wait-time and reading, much research has been conducted in 

relation to mathematics and wait-time. Gore and Roumagoux did a study on wait

time and teacher behaviors during mathematics instruction. Wait-time was 

considered in relation to the classroom environmental influences and teacher 

expectation during mathematics classes. Teacher expectations, behaviors, and 

wait-times given were considered to account for the differences in mathematics 

performance between boys and girls (275). 

Sex-related differences in mathematics classes show males and females 

learning mathematics at different levels, yet the variables influencing these 

differences are still unclear (Fennema 189). Fennema's study involved sixth and 

seventh grade boys and girls and the assessment of mathematics ability. 

"Significant sex-related differences were found for only two affective variables: 

Confidence in Learning Mathematics and Mathematics as a Male Domain" (194). 

The results indicated males were significantly more confident of the ability to learn 

mathematics than were females, and males stereotyped mathematics as a male 

domain at higher levels than did females (194). Fennema's 1981 study compared 

females and males during mathematics instruction. Sex-related differences about 
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the inadequacy of females compared to males during th 1 · f . e earning o mathematics 

has not reflected significant results (384 ). 

Duval, in 1980, conducted a study involving secondary mathematics teachers 

and differential treatment of female students' grades on geometry p~pers. Duval 

theorized that females self-select themselves out of mathematics courses in the 
' 

area not required, and females should be encouraged to take mathematics courses 

(202). The expectation that a student 's sex or ability level influences the grade 

assigned to a paper was not supported by the results of this study (207) . 

Marshall and Smith proposed to identify strengths and weaknesses in 

children's performance of mathematics over a three-year period with third and 

sixth graders. Percentage scores received usually tell only where the groups differ 

and not how they differ (372). Findings showed that girls exce lled in mathematics 

in the third grade, yet failed to maintain the excellence in the sixth grade. 

Marshall and Smith concluded the skills developed in third grade may no longer 

be required in the sixth grade. It was further stated that girls and boys have 

different deficiencies in mathematics in the third grade. Mistakes made by boys 

were more visible than those made by girls, and teachers tended to foc us on these 

obvious deficiencies (383). 

Leinhardt, Seewald, and Engle investigated why boys.' and girls' 

performance differs on second grade mathematics and reading scores. Leinhardt, 

et al. concluded there are identifiable teacher behaviors that are differentially 

applied, depending on the sex of the student and subject being taught. Teachers 
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make more academic contacts with girls than with b • . oys m readmg and fewer with 

girls in mathematics. A greater percentage of contacts directed to girls were 

academic. Teachers spend more instructional time ·th · 1 · • . w1 g1r s m readmg and with 

boys in mathematics. Teachers give more management information to boys 

overall ( 437). 

The amount of wait-time given girls and boys may be a direct result of 

teacher expectations. Brophy and Good (365) reviewed teachers' expectations and 

found differences in teachers ' behaviors based on criticisms of different levels of 

children. The teachers demanded better performance from children fro m whom 

they had high expectations (368). 

Irvine viewed the sex variable in the classroom within a 1985 study and 

found females receiving less praise, communication, less neutral procedure 

feedback, and less nonacademic feedback. Male students received more teacher 

attention for praise, negative feedback about behavior, neutral feedback about 

procedure, and nonacademic feedback. The role of males has been refl ective of 

society's sex role socialization. The male students have been socialized to be more 

active, assertive, independent, and demanding of the teacher's time and attention 

(342). Fennema and Sherman concluded, if causation of factors have been due to 

social forces in the environment, the forces can be modified and the behaviors 

changed (201 ). Myths about females and the learning of mathematics are 

damaging, but Fennema and Sherman see these myths amenable to change (ZOZ). 
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Summary of the Literature Review 

Wait-time as a teacher behavior has an effe t ct -
c on stu ent learning. Most of 

the studies reviewed agreed that wait-time was an essent"a l 1 • 
1 e ement m many areas 

of academic growth regardless of the student 's age or sex. In all stud ies, the 

average wait-time needed for question comprehension fo r all age groups was at 

least three seconds. Teachers have been able to increase wait-time with rehearsal 

and practice using audio tapings. The benefits from increased wai t-time fo r the 

students and teachers are numerous. Overall, increased wait-t ime improves 

student responses as well as the quality and length of the response. Increased 

wait-time by the teacher brought on more continuity fo r the lesson, with better 

formulated questions and higher expectations fo r the student. Wai t-time in 

reading has been used to compare pre-service and in-service teachers with the 

results reflecting no significant difference in either group. The foc us of wait- time 

research has been on measuring or increasing overall classroom wai t-time fo r all 

students during instruction. Specific wait-time research in eleme ntary reading 

comparing wait-time given to each gender has not been completed. Gender 

related wait-time completed during science and mathematics indicated di ffe rentia l 

treatment of students. The number and kind of contacts noted with a ll students 

indicated specific types of contacts with a particular gender. Girls rece ived more 

academic contacts and instructional time, while boys received contacts in 

. Th nt of wait-time given to boys or 
mathematics or behavior management. e amou 

. · h · ch may be reflective of the 
girls may be a direct result of teacher expectation, w 1 
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socialization process within our society. Gender related wait-time may be a 

variable which affects how and why the genders achieve at different rates. The 

literature review indicates more research should be done in the field of wait-time. 

Gender related wait-time during reading needs to be reviewed which may reflect 

differential treatment of students during instruction. 



CHAPTER 3 

Methodology 

Design 

This study was a Quasi-Experimental design with tw I o e ementary teachers 

participating in the research. The participating teachers were informed the 

purpose of the study was to investigate the effects of reading behaviors during 

reading instruction with no further explanation give n. The teachers were unaware 

that teacher wait-time differences, gender re lated wait-time and amount of teacher 

calls were being viewed and evaluated. Teachers were informed of the specific 

nature and results of the study as soon as it was feasible to do so. 

Subjects 

The subjects were two elementary school teachers (n=2) who each taught a 

split second and third grade homogeneously grouped class. Teacher num ber one 

had three years of teaching experience, while teacher number two had four years 

of teaching experience. The level of education obtained by each teacher was a 

bachelors degree in elementary education. 

The student population for this study was two second and third grade 

classes, with a total of six reading groups. These students were tri-cultural with 

Black Americans, Caucasians, and Spanish students represented. The student 

population consisted of twenty-two boys and nineteen girls with no subject losses 

due to attrition during the ten week study. All ( 100%) student participants 

resided in a housing development maintained for families from a low socio-

19 
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economic level. This study was conducted in a high! b"l . . y mo I e community m the 

Mid-South where family relocation was commonpl ace. 

Procedures 

Written permission to conduct this study was obt · d f h ame ram t e school 

administrative personnel prior to the study A checkli·st form f h · or uman research 

was submitted to the university department prior to the onset of the research 

Before the ten week study began, a letter briefly explaining the study 

(Appendix A) was sent to the parents of the students. Parents were given the 

same information as the participating teachers so that all concerned would not 

realize that gender related wait-time was being studied. Enclosed with the letter 

was an informed consent statement (Appendix B) explaining voluntary 

participation and procedures. All participation forms were returned from teachers 

and students. 

The purpose of this study was to establish teacher differential treatment of 

different genders by documenting teacher wait-time during reading instruction. All 

reading classes for each participating teacher were video taped for a period of ten 

weeks for a total of three hours per day. All students used the same basal series, 

with each teacher conducting her reading groups in essentially the same manner 

using components of the Directed Reading Lesson. Video tapings were made of 

252 reading classes with wait-time recorded from ninety randomly sampled lessons. 

Each taped reading lesson was thirty minutes long with data collected from ten 

minutes of the basal story or skill discussion portion of the lesson. 
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Teacher wait-times were then viewed and rec d d b 

or e y the researcher 

during ten minutes of the story or skill discussion The d . . secon rater timed and 

recorded wait-time during the same reading video viewing. The third rater 

randomly sampled wait-times independently from the other raters by sampling and 

timing sixteen ten-minute reading segments. Interobserver agreement on wait

time for all three raters was .99 for females and .96 for males. These 

interobserver agreement scores show consistency in the interobserver process. 

Digital stop (ACCUSPLIT) watches were used as the timing devices for 

measuring the time allowed for responding to a teacher-posed question. These 

measuring devices were rated by the manufacturer as the best and most practical 

available for conducting this type of research by claiming quartz accuracy to 

0.002%. 

The objective of the video observation was to record teacher wait-time and 

incidence of teacher calls on boys and girls during reading instruction. The 

observation system used pertained to individual responses with redirected 

questions being ignored. The teacher had to clearly pose an academic queSti0 n 

and call on a student by name for a response. Wait-time was recorded after the 

teacher-posed question and student selection, until the teacher redirected the 

question. Only the initial gender related wait-time was reviewed, not subsequent 

. . Q · not directed to a specific 
elaboration time used during the d1scuss1on. uest1ons 

. t" without a student being student were ignored as well as multiple ques mns 
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selected for a response. Applicable wait-times were recorded for each gender. A 

t-test was applied to determine the differences and significance of the two genders. 



CHAPTER 4 

Results 

This chapter contains a summary of the dat d 
a an tests of the hypotheses 

for gender related wait-time. The data were summarized and analyzed according 

to the procedures outlined in Chapter 3. 

Statistical Findings 

The data consisted of the number of teacher calls, teacher wait -time in 

seconds for each call for boys and girls, as well as mean teacher wait-times 

between teachers. The subjects for the study were two elementary classroom 

teachers with a total of 41 students in two separate classrooms. Teacher one had 

9 boys and 11 girls divided into three reading groups, while teacher two had 13 

boys and 8 girls divided into three reading groups. 

Teacher wait-time was collected to see if differences exis ted between the 

teachers in mean wait-times for boys and girls. The mean, a measure of ce nt ra l 

tendency, was used to determine the mean wait-time di ffe rences between boys and 

girls for each of the two teachers and 41 students. The differences were 

determined for each teacher and between boys and girls for the total sample. As 

shown in Table 1 mean wait-time for each teacher reflected girls receiving more 
' 

wait-time than boys during reading instruction. The measures of ce nt ra l tendency 

showed the overall wait-time for each teacher and for total groups to favor more 

wait-time for girls. Total mean wait-time for boys equalled 1.64 seconds wi th girls' 

total wait-time being 2.14 seconds. 

23 



Rater #1 

Table 1 

Mean Wait-time in Seconds for Each 
Gender Determined by Raters 

Rater #2 Rater #3 
Random 
Sample 
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Total Mean 

Teacher Male Female Male Female Male Female Ma le Female 

#1 2.11 2.70 
#2 1.31 1.80 

Null Hypothesis One 
H 

0 

2.07 2.79 
1.40 1.82 

1.71 2.12 1.96 2.54 
1.24 1.57 1.32 1.73 

X= 1.64 2.14 

1: There will be no significant difference be twee n the average teacher 

wait-time for girls than the average teache r wait-time fo r boys. 

A t-test for the significance of difference in tota l girls wait-time and to tal 

boys wait-time reflected a statistically significant t value at the .05 level of 

confidence. The t value for boys and girls is noted in Table 2. The null 

hypothesis was rejected and it was concluded that wait-time for the two teachers 

and the participating students as a whole showed wait-time for girls to be 

filgnificantly greater than for boys. 



Teacher 

Males 

Females 

Table 2 

Mean Teacher Wait-time for Bo f 
and for Girls from Each T eachyes _roSm Each Teacher 

. . . . r m econds: t- test 
for S1gmf1cance of Difference 

Mean Standard 
Wait-time Deviat ion 
#1 #2 #1 #2 Differences 

2.11 1.31 .62 .70 .80 

2.70 1.80 .77 1. 17 .90 

*Statistically Significant at the .05 level (p< .05). 

ull Hypothesis Two 
H 

0 
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t Value 

3.83* 

2.87 

2: There will be no significa nt di ffe rence in average teacher wait-times 

between teachers. 

Mean teacher wait-time compared showed teache r one giving more 

academic wait-time than teacher two. A t-test was used to measure the 

significance of difference between teachers. The t value for teacher one equaled 

2.67, with the t value for teacher two equa ling 1.61. The t values are both 

statistically significant at the .05 level (p< .05). The t-test for comparing teachers 

are listed in Table 3. The null hypothesis was rejected for the sample since there 

was a significant difference in average teacher wait-time between teachers. 



Table 3 

Mean Teacher Wait-Time D1'ffe B rences 
etween . Te_a_chers in Seconds: t-test for 

S1gmficance of Difference 

Mean Standard 
Wait-time Deviation Differences 

Teacher Female Male Female Male 

#1 2.70 2.11 .77 .62 .59 

#2 1.80 1.31 1.37 .70 .49 

•statistically Significant at the .05 Level (p < .05). 

ull Hypothesis Three 
H 

0 

t Value 

2.67* 

1.61 * 

3: There will be no significant difference in the number of girls called 
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on to respond in relation to the number of boys called on to respond. The 

number of teacher calls for a specific ge nder during reading instruction was 

considered from actual teacher calls. Teacher number one called on girls 352 

times with boys being called on 285 times during the ten week study. In contras t 

to teacher number one, teacher number two called on boys 216 times and girls 

l23 times as summarized in Table 4. The Chi-square was applied to differences in 

incidence of teacher calls between boys and girls. The differences were not 

significant for the calls of teacher one nor teacher two. Teacher one called on 

girls to respond more often, while teacher two called on boys to answer more 

frequently. The Chi-square did not show gender being related to number of 



teacher calls. Teacher two may have used f . 
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requency m calling on boys as a means 

to monitor behaviors since the reading gro . ups consisted of active boys. The null 

hypothesis was accepted since there was not · ·f· . a sigm icant difference in the number 

of each teacher's calls for each gender. 

No. of 
Teacher Girls 

#1 11 

#2 8 

Totals 19 

Table 4 

Difference in Incidence of Teacher-Call 
Betw~en Bo~s and Girls: Chi-square 

Analysis for Significance of Differences 

No. of Calls on Calls on 
Boys Girls Boys 

9 352 285 

13 123 216 

22 475 501 

*Statistical significance was not established at the .05 level (p > .05). 

Chi-square 
Value 

1.70* 

The total number of students equalled 41 with the number of teacher calls 

equalling 976. Teacher one called on students 637 times during the ten week 

study for an average of 30.33 calls per student. Teacher two called on students 

339 times with an average of 16.14 calls per student. The calls used within the 

wait-time study were for academically-posed questions with the students being 

called on by name for a response. Table 5 reviews the total calls and average 

calls per student. 



Teacher 

#1 

#2 

Totals 

Table 5 

Summary of Number of Students, Total Number 
of Calls, and Average Number of Calls 

for Each Teacher 

Number of Total Number Average Calls 
Students of Calls per student 

20 637 30.33 

21 339 16.14 

41 976 X = 23.80 

Summary of the Results 

For the group as a whole, mean teacher wait-times were significantly 
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greater for girls during reading instruction. Mean teacher wait-time for individual 

teachers reflected significantly greater wait-items for girls. However, the incidence 

of teacher call was not consistent for either teacher when comparing the gender 

called on most frequently. Teachers one and two differentiated boys and girls in 

respect to wait-time, but not in relation to incidence of teacher calls. Even though 

the incidence of teacher calls was not consistent, the mean wait-times for each 

teacher still reflected more wait-time given to girls during reading inStruction. 



CHAPTER 5 

Summary, Conclusions, and Implications 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to investigate ge ct I ct · . n er re ate differences m 

relation to teacher behavior during second and third grade ct· · . rea mg mstruct1on. 

Toe variables involved within this study were incidence of teacher call and teacher 

wait-time. The study focused on the following research questions: 

1. Will teacher wait-time differentiate the gender variable in favor of boys 

or girls? Specifically, will teacher wait-time be significantly greater for one gender 

than the other during reading instruction? 

2. Will there be a significant different in mean wait-time between 

teachers? 

3. Will the incidence of teacher call differentiate the gender variable in 

favor of boys or girls? 

A review of the literature was conducted in order to investigate all research 

and knowledge concerning wait-time and gender related differences. The 

literature described a number of studies stating measures for academic 

performance in various academic areas, using wait-time as a possible variable. 

However, none of the studies dealt with the incidence of teacher wait-time in 

comparing actual wait-times given to either gender during reading inS
t
ruction. 

. . d ·t t'me as a positive benefit in 
The literature review supphed suggeste wa1 - 1 

th 1 · · · , II as in-service teacher 
e earnmg environment. New teacher tra1mng as we 
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training has addressed the need and techniques for · 1 . 
imp ementat1on of wait-time 

strategies as well as techniques for calling on all students equally. 
The literature 

review also indicated the socialization of males and femal · · . es m our society may 

predispose a gender for a particular academic behavior. These social forces are 

reflected in expectation rather than the genders ' actual academic ability. There 

was evidence in the literature suggesting that teachers do often tend to ca ll and 

wait longer on boys during mathematics instruction. 
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The empirical part of this study involved two teachers and forty-one 

students in an elementary school tha t facilit ates students from a low socio

economic level in the Southern part of the United States. Three thirty minute 

reading classes for each teacher were video taped da ily for a period of ten weeks. 

Forty-five randomly sampled reading classes from each teacher were viewed by 

two raters, with wait-time being measured during ten minutes of the basal story 

discussion or skill discussion portion of the story. A third rater randomly sampled 

sixteen reading classes, viewing and recording wait-times fo r ten minute segments 

on each lesson. 

Interobserver (Gay 217) agreement on wait-time for all three rates was .99 

percent for females and .96 percent for males. These interobserver agreement 

. . b ocess All raters used scores show there was consistency m the mtero server pr · 

d. . . . . . • The data were analyzed 
igital t1mmg devices to time and venfy actual wait-times. 

h 11 group mean teacher 
at the .05 level of confidence using t-tests. For t e overa ' 

. . . 1 d . reading instruction. The 
wait-time was significantly greater for glf s urmg 
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incidence of teacher-call for each teacher was not . 

consistent. Each teacher ca lled 

on an opposite gender more frequently so frequency oft h ' eac er call cannot be 

evidence in this study. 

The results of this research indicate further study into · · . questioning strategies 

using wait-time. The mean wait-time received by all raters in reading supported 

the literature in other disciplines, which indicates teachers may need to increase 

teacher wait-time. 

Conclusions 

The conclusions of this study were based on the review of the literature anJ 

the research findings. These gender rela ted concl usions are as fo llows: 

1. Definite gender differences have been determined in mathematics anJ 

science studies in respect to performance. These differences tend to favor the 

male gender. 

2. Societal expectations and socialization of the genders may account for 

the teachers' perceptions and expectations of students during different acade mic 

disciplines. 

3. High expectations of all students with the variable of wait-time enhances 

all students' classroom abilities academically and socially. 

Gender related wait-time within this study was viewed and recorded on 

b 1 d. • It was necessary to use 
asa story related questions and skill work 1scussions. 

b h . · I ed in the basal series. 
ot types of questions since much skill work was mvo v 

Th . f · teacher wait-time fo r 
e measurements in this study involved the d1f erences m 
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bays and girls, mean teacher wait-time differences and th · -d 

' e met ence of teache r 

call between boys and girls during readin g instruct ion Futu e h · r re earc could be 

expanded to reading discussion wait-time and academic reading achievement. 

Individual student differences, teacher differences, and ]earning style variations of 

bath the student and teacher could be studied in relation to gender rel ated wait

time. Other areas of research cou ld be done concerning gender related reading 

wait-time using specific levels of questioning, depending on the objectives of the 

reading lesson. 

umerous areas concerning wai t-time co uld be invest igated and researched 

in the field of reading. Once a variable in wait-time draws sup port ive evidence. 

other researchers can expand the research and further the knowledge base on a 

specific topic or related area. 

Implications 

Implications and reco mmendations were made as a result of this study 

concerning gender related wa it-time. 

1. It is recommended the present research des ign be dupl icated wi th 

· · d · reading various other diverse student populations. Teacher wait-time unng 

instruction with the variable of student gender req uires more empirical 

documentation. This research could be expanded to encompass 0ther pertinent 

variables related to reading instruction. 

2. It is recommended the number of teachers be increased when 

. . h b·ect sample will be more 
duplicating or expanding wait-time studies, so t e su J 
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representative of the teacher population. A method of sampling teacher 

expectation for the genders should be devised so the study will not be influenced 

by what the teachers perceive as the focus of the study. 

3. It is recommended in further wait-time tud ies that more than one type 

of measuring instrument be utilized in ord er to correlate the accuracy of the given 

wait-time. 

4. It is recommended reading wai t-time and ge nder be assessed in relation 

to variations in individual student differences and lea rning styles compared to 

teacher differences and teaching styles. 

5. It is recommended the implications of the prese nt study be made 

available to teacher training institutions as well as in-service trai ning groups. 

Teachers need to be knowledgeable of ove rall wait-time strategies, as well as 

having a gender related wait-time awareness. 
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APPENDICES 



Dear Parents, 

APPENDIX A 

Letter 

I plan to do Educational Research in Reading at 

______________________ School during 

_______________________ . I will be viewing 

43 

reading behavior during reading as well as reviewing the research and literature 

concerning reading. I would like for your child to participate in this study. Please 

sign the enclosed Informed Consent Statement and return it to 

________________ as soon as possible. 

When my research is completed, a copy will be available at the school for 

examination. This study should provide a great learning experience for all 

students and teachers involved, as well as contribute to the field of education. 

Thank you, 

Mrs. Straub 
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APPENDIX 8 

Informed Consent Statement 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of reading behaviors 

during read ing instruction. Responses will be confidential. At no time will 

persons involved be identified nor will anyone other than the investigators have 

access to the data. No potential hazards may occur from participation in this 

resea rch. Partici pation in this study is completely voluntary and participants are 

free to terminate involvement at any time without penalty. A copy of the research 

findings will be available at the school for your examination. Tha nk you for your 

cooperation. 

Mrs. Pansy 8. Straub, Graduate Student 
Austin Peay State University 

Dr. Dolores A. Gore, Faculty Advisor 
Austin Peay State University 

I agree to allow my child to participate in the present study being 
conducted under the supervision of a faculty member of the Department of 
Education at Austin Peay State University and a faculty member of 

-----------------. I have been informed either orally or in 
writing or both about the procedures to be followed and about any discomforts or 
risks which may be involved. The investigator has offered to answer any further 
inquiries as I may have regarding the procedures. I understand that I a~ free not 
to participate in this study if I desire. I have also been told of any benefits that 
may result from my participation. 

Name (please print) 

Signature 

Date 
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