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TEACHERS COLLBGE ¢COLUNMBIA UNIVERNITY
. .

NEFW YORK, NEW.YORK 10027
) )

Page 26 ot "Task Engagement and the Cansistency ot Pedagogical Controls" .
should read as tollows: ) ' a o0

- -

Table 9 shows that there fewer actual {nteractions between learners 1ig_, y
the learner-pressed Basic-activity settings coded teacher-controlled inter-
action (247 of thése intervals contained subject-othér learner inter- ’
action) than in those coded learner-controlled(327) but that the former.
{nteractidns were drastically low in task engagement~ (41%) and the latter .
were higher (717). -
D _ 4
~The 297 printed instead of the 247 above was originally a typo that 1

then accepted in characterizing this as "only slightly! fewerthan the

3127 of the contrasted settings. The stronger contrast of the correct
v percentages, 24 and 377, is more consistent with the claim that there were

different cxpectationa for tearner-learner interaction in these settings.

The data for the correction is available-in Table 9, .24 being the
result of dividing 174 into 90, . i .

!/
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Every pedogogy is centrolly concerned with the structuring of cpr(fmls

/ .
in the educotionol environment. Ploto ond A.S. Neill alike ottended to
| ' e : -

-

who should hove control over the subject motter of leorning, the sequencing

w

of studies, students' interactions with feochers ond with one onother, the
materiols of leoming, the criterio of leorning -in shor!, who should control

. the oims ondGonditions of educotion. A-powertul opprooch to the study of

. educationol environments should be one thot lodks systematicolly of different
. . ’ IS

. TR . . . » N
distributions of control< over the vorious elements of on educationol environment,

ond that osks what consequences flow from these distributions.

The reseorch this orticle will report focuses on the relotionships between

. different combinotjons of teacher and leorher controls and ‘the learners' engoge- .
. ) ; .

ment in their principal octivities. The dependent variable, "tosk engogement, "

o

is closely reloted to "an-task b:i’ibvior, " ond thus links.the reseaich to o

3

voriety of posfﬁ)nd current studies of the coﬁéifions offecting, ond the -

»

-

significonce of, leorners' on-task behovior.

The reseorch begomr os o descriptive study of leorners’ behovior’in differently

structured classrooms, specificolly the second grade clossrooms of severol )

3

comrosfi\-rg Project Follow Thro(:gh models ond a sponsor of clossroonts outside

of Follow Through. Its purpose wos to identify potterns ond degrees of

11

"qutonomy in leorning." Behovior streom observotions of children in the .
different clossrooms were recorded ond subseauently onolyzed . The concepts

-
4

of control ond tosk engogement were not clearly defined ot the outset, but




y f

were groduolly evolved from wb'rking bock ond forth between the doto \’ :

and theoreticol considerotions. ™

. Operationalizotion of the concept of control ’ " o

A bosic ossumption of this study is thot the resemblances and differences
between clossrooms thot the sponsors of the; clossrooms themsalves oppear to

think ore importont ore clues to the voriobles thot are significont for the .

participants in the classrooms. The strotegy is not simply o comparison -

~ of clossroom models os such, but rother a use of them to highlight voriobles

thot should eventuolly prove to be os criticol within the classrooms os between

’

them. ’
At the most generol level, control--the exercise of outhority and direction
by the teocher or the leorner--manifestly concerns the sponsors of. Follaw
: \ . _

Through clossrooms. * Some emphosize the prescription of instruction for leorners,
. o :

while others stress Ieomks' initiotive ond resporsibility. A first problem,
however, is that o dichotomous polorization of teocher ond leorner cottrol might
invalidly represent the models. Open educators tolk obout combining teachers’

. N . b ’ «
initiotive with leorners' initiative, ond behovior modificotion educotors discuss

»
. »~ .
v . . .

—

v

A A L}
> -+

** Project Follow Through is o set of federolly funded intervention progrdms
for children of low=income communities in grodds K-3. In 1970, when this
reseorch begon, there were some 25 different progroms in Follow Through,
eoch o K-3 "mod=]" with on instifutionol sponsor. The"plonned voriotion" of
- these models was meont to lend itself to comporative reseorch. Moccoby

ond Zellner (27) interpret the rotionole of the modals; Rivlin ond Timpene (33),
McBDaniels (28) and Grannis (17) interpret the evaluotion reseorch.

- l ’
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the learners' gaining control as a result of their mastering prescribed skills.

It is necessary to define degrecs of teacher or learner control, and to determine

K

proportions of time that the learners in one or another classroom exercise

different degrees af control (36).
‘ . , T . .
A second problem is that different aspects of the classrooms seem to'be ®

connected to control, ond that these ospects can vary independently. The

variables that the present report will concéntrate on are the activity options open
Y . = . -

to a learner ot a given time, the pocing of the Ieorne__f's octivity, the

feedback available tg the learner from materials, and the expectations for
i _
interaction among learners. Other environmental variobles that can vary

independently include the initiation of an activity, its termination, the

specification of th:t: step-by -step operations of the activity. ond evaluotion

of the end result of the activity. ' X
\ ?

~ O"‘_f\ the many sources consuited during. the course of the research, Gump
(19) and Bernstein (6) influenced most the resolution of these problems.

Gimp's analysis aof classroom settings demonstrated the possibility of categorizing.
- . ~ ' 8

different macro -features of the context of @ fearmer’s behovior over brief/time

"intervals. A teacher's or @ learner's pacing of an activity, for exomple, ‘might
» s .

-
.

be accomplished through a variety of specific behaviors. "Pacing" is a .
general inference from these behaviors. Gump's strategy further entails

coding the "stapding' or expected-over-time features of a sétting, so that

~

2
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one would decide fiom the available cues whethér a teacher or o learner was
: ) ‘ ’ ' .
expected to pade the learner's activity, distinguishing this from whether in

°

fact the learner's behavior conformed to this expectation at a given moment
in time. Similorly, options, occsqs‘s to feedback trom materials, and interaction

,between’learners, could all be coded from the standpoint of the setting expectations
for behavior.

{

‘Bernstein's concept of "framing" suggested that virtually any aspect af
[ . . . . 14"
. o
a pedagogical situation co/uld be construed as subject to the teochar's or

the learner's control, at least within the external constraints on the variability

of the situation, If it i< obvious that options, pacing, and interoction between

)
-

learners are matters of confrol, the application of the concept to feedback

from materials renders explicit what is only impiied in some pedagogical
. . ]

rationales, The programming of instructional materials is indeed o deliberate

mechanism of control, but the provision of manipulative materials that lend

», N -

M:hen&elves to a variety of a learner's operations only implies, even in the

-
-

~'  statements of - sen educators, the assignment of. control over feedoack from

materials, s

Y

The precipitate of c!l these considerations was a decision to categerize

the options, pacing, materials feedback, and interaction between leamers

as controlled by the teacher, by the teacher and learner jointly, or by the

learner " aver successive brief intervals of the observation record of a child's

behavior stream. This synthesizes the two major techniques of ecolagicob X~ -
. ] . B N

*

-




psychology, the béhuvilor setting and behavior stream observations (4). The
- . . “ . .‘. ' ‘ ) -' \.
integration of these techniques with the control categories creates what might

be ‘called a “political ecology" of the educational environment. .t
The tri-parte distinction between teacher,- joint teacher and leder,”

v
-

and learner control, is crucial to the resolution of the polarization problem, Con-

sider options, "Conceding that external foctors {imit options in any classroom,

-~

one can still distingﬁish between times when the teacher makes the choice

of an actiyity and times- when the learner chooses unconditionally . Between
.+ these extremes there is a region of limited or conditional choice: the learner

1

may have Been ossig;\ed several activities, but with choice ove}t_heir Ly

order; there may be several specified activities.from which the learner must

ond oose; or the learner may choose when to engage in an activity 7

! o ‘ . .2 .
that has @ set completion time. y\\

Next Bonsider the pacing of o leamner's activity. the regulation of the

¢ : :
rate of information procesging and energy expenditure . - Again conceding

\ ' . TR . , Lo
external constraints, one can recognize time when o teacher is continuausly

present and making demands of some soif on the learner, time when the
- -« , LAY
teacher regularly enters and Ie,sves the phenomenal vicinity of the learner,
. . i o . »
and time when the teacher is essentially obsent from the learner's vicinity.
. \ Ay N - : ~
The analysis of materials feedback is especially revealing in these terms.

What is concerned js control over confirmation of the correctness of the learner's

operations. Materials feedback cp‘peors‘to be controiled by the teacher if
\ . .

no materials are available to the learner or if the matetials in use are symbolic
, y N .

. I L, . Ty
.

. . *
o t.
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without explicit onswers, for exqmple, © worksheet pasing problems but
not providing onswers ond not coordinoted with monipulotive moteriol thot
o .

might supply confirmation to solufion\s of the problems., Materiols feedbock .
can be soid to be jointly controlled when moteriols incorporate printed onswers, for
exomple, progrommed workbooks with onswers in the margin; or when there

is materiol to copy, o comporison of the materiol to be copied with the product

.

providing feedhock to the leorner; or when manipulotive moteriols furnish onswers
to set questions, for example, Cuisenoire’rods coordinoted with o worksheet.

I oll these coses the leorner has occess to feedback without consulting the

teacher, but the teocher hos restricted the feedbock thot is 0voiiotule. The

leorne'r‘ fully controls materiols feedoock when materiols ore ovoiloble fhotj
: I N
“confirm o voriety of operotions by the leorner, for exomple, paints, building
. , "‘
blocks, o homster,‘o orinting press, or Cuisenoire rods used in on explorotory

L]
activity,
) ;- )
The case.of an expdsitory book illustrates the strong ombiguity of some -
. B J. -

" materials from the stondpoint of\fcedlgqck. While the book is, literally, symbolic

2 .
material without explicit answers, it con contain little or much contextuol
» ‘ :
. : 4
. feedback, depending on the reader's ability to extract feedbock from the
Y

redundoncy of the 'epcoded information (35). .In the present reseorch "symbolic

witbout expl\iﬁt onswers " was opplied to book reoding, but very few instonces

. o ’
' of reoding books were octually observed. Many more instances of another,
- ’ . ’ . | y @
similorly ambiguous situation were encounte'red, the prese~tation of material
+ B
/\
> oor
~ = ( ,
) i/ )

h . ’ » /l



like o film or pictures held up in front of o grShp. These situations were
v N , .

omitted from the materiols feedbock control categorizatian,
| ’ *s
The question of who controls interaction between learners olso presents’’
. . ~

- -

difficulties. The teocher con be regorded os controlling leamers' interoction

if the leorners ore prohibited from interotting with eoch other, during seotwork
w v

or during o recitation when the learners ore expected to interoct only with the
teacher,or if the teocher completely regulotes the leorners' interoction, during

_ o ceremony of moss choral recitotion. The learnen' interaction con be

[y

considered jointly controlled if the leorners e allowed to interoct, but
1) ) ’ '

the’ Ocﬁ‘vify of eoch is to be completed indiviquolly. The leorner has the

greotest confr}l,in this woy of thigking, when differentioted interoction
/ 8 s ' )

4 L : S -4 -
between leorners s essentiol to the ochvm of two or more leorners, for
- * [ .

» ’ -
exomple in o construction project involving a division of lobor, or when

[l

conversation is itself the leorners' principal octivity. .

’

. . . ' - .
Anolternctive, possibly more volidgno|ys?'s, would define teocher contro!
‘ . - -

r i ’ b A * )
as obOVe, but would define joint control intierms of rules that shope , but do

»

not fully nprescnbe or proscnbe learners' interoctions, for qump|e mshuunoncl games
ond formcj peer tutoring. This scheme would detine leerner control as fhe possibility,

of o lqorne‘r s interdcting or not with other leorners as he or{@cbooses. It is

the first set of distinctions thot hos been used in the reseorch this orticle presents.
\ Co | |
) As wos stated ot the beginning of this explifction, the control of options,

\

pocing, moteriols feedback, and interaction between l(-o?l!rs cor vory independgntly.

-
!

) // \ '. h/
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from very early in the research, however, the investigator sensed on averall

N
~

{ tendency for these cantrols to vary together, and ot the same time the
) occurrence of marked inconsistencies among the controls in_certain situations.

e The analysis of the offects of diffarent combinations of the controls, therefore,

-

1] . - ‘ .
come to be defined as an examination of the consequences of consistency or
inconsigtency of the controls, Some of the ramifications of this will be outlined

in o discussion of a theory ot congruence toilowing the prcsanfohon of the results
B >
Y ) ‘ X!

of the analysis.

Y

Tosk engogement as an outcome variable .

v

The long range purpose of this research is to identifv the pedagogical conditions

that best foster learning ond developmerit . Research conducted durfhg the

-

‘several decades prior to Project Foliow TI:rough left undseided the question of how

different controls offect achievement on written tests (13,26, 34, 39). This.

‘

same research, however, sugqested that more divergent achievement, and independent
. ‘ .

-

ard cooperative behavior within the leaming environment),. were promofed by whot -

.
. o

one reviewer called ”dlspers'on of the feocher sisocial poweﬂ and emotional

occeptonce" (16) “All of the Follow Through models were commmed to enhoncmg

4

v

| .
children's ochievemenf, and some were dt least equaily conceried with the

broader, ‘more developmentally’construed range of educational goals.,” The

gréter variety of clas.oom environments in Follow Through than were available

for prew\)ious research invited further advances on the problem.
. ' _
The present research was designed ta examine exclusively the learners' conduct

of their classroom activity, focusing on this as both important in its own right and
. * i ’
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essentiol to the pursuit of ony gool. The investigotors' specific interest ih patterns
oo

of outonomy loy directly behind the decision to use behoyior streom observation,
] ' . )

thot is, observotion oriented to the immediotely goal directed, intentional

activity of the learner (41). Of course, virtuolly ony behovior could be T
. . ) . - . o, . .
construed in the subsequent ‘onolysis.0<sf;bsumcd under gools at one hierorchical
. ' ' ‘ " \‘ . -
level or onother. For the present purpose, however, it made sense to stort

- -~

with the goals thot the participonts in @ clossroom tolked obout os defining

- its principal wctivities, octivities thot might be assigned to o lear ner or thot the

leorner might dec)pre he or she elects. When this coordination wos attempted,
ond the Onol.y;is ottended to the 'mitiotion, :ermir;otion, ond svuspension or

/
inter}uption of these octivi.ties, o sacand, structurolly inferior closs of
octivities become opporent. Main &fivifies usuol)y begon ec;rlier, A\}ermi—ncted .
loter, ond accupied more time thon-the olternof'rVe‘ octivliﬁes that permed?ed :
or ir\tenuptgd them. As it turned out-, the main oclivities of the'cHﬂ_dren ‘
ubserved ova.roged opproximately 15 minutes elapsed time, w‘ﬁle the ulternotive
o\divifies OVeroéed olpproximof'ely 2 1/2? minute: clopsed tim<e.

The category ‘maoin task behovior' hos been applied to oll behovigx that
contributes to, or belongs to, the octivities that ore recognized os hovi‘ng
ptiorit)}‘in the observed leorner's behovior streom record. This includes M‘m
provisioning for the task, goining perspective on the tosk by comporing progress
wl;h other learnors, and seeking or giving directions for the 1ask from or to

another learner or the teacher, os wall as carrying oot the task in the mnsgt

v ) '\A'

- "
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-

direot sense. The category 'clternative task ehavior' has been applied to

~

oll behaviar that is competitive with main task behavior. It could be passive,

-

&in waiting, resting, ar gazing, or it could be directed more actively toward

s

an olter}p?;we goo‘i,' for example the goal of heiping another learner with his
splelling, as an alternative to the leorner's awn orithmetic task. The lotter
_cxomplé clearly indicotes thot olternative activity is not being construed in
. : :
the same way that "off task" is aften canstrued to mean activity not-sanctioned
" .
by the teacher.’ While such avusage might be ‘applicable to teacher contralled
» . .

activities, it becomes involid in those situgtions where the learner sanchions -
his own activity, hoving to regor;i onlyl the r;nst basic covenants of the
learning environment. In the example aboye, spelling would hecame the
learner's pfiqcipql activity at th;z point when the iearner terminoted his
arithmetic oct'ivity in favor of spelling. " Up to this point, the designotion o;
the spelling as an alternative activity is meant not to iudgé the sp;'lvyling ‘

moralistically, but to be an index of the power of the arithmetic séHing for
" sustaining the learner's engagement in arithmeﬁ.c .

The concept of task engogement implies invoivement. In u seporate
data collection conducted to pursue some of this project’s questions at the
' -
time, Greene and logan (18) coordinated ratings of learners’ affective arqusal,
or involvement,. with Moyar ond Cosey's (30) simultaneous obsé(votior)_qf the

same leorners' interactions with the teacher, other learners, and materiols,

in classroams of the three follow Through programs represented in the rescarch

.
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’

being reported here.* The observotions of the interoctions included judgmients

as to whether the leorners’ behovior toword the teocher, other leorners, and/or

—_—

materiols, were those expected in the setting-—a stondpoint very close 18

. the main task/oltemative tosk distinction of the present inquiry. [t wos

found thot involvement correloted positively with expected behovior in oll of

14

9 bosic types of classroom settings observed. Greene ond Logoﬁ orgued thot

7

expected or;or?—fcslr. octivity is more likely fo Be involving thon off-tosk

octivity becouse it is usuolly more developed, and thot fts development is

-
o consequence of its considerobly longer durotion. This links tosk engogement
- ”

with thot offective interprst(_:ﬁon of involvement thc;t is generoIAl‘y ossumed
to be necessory for the occomplishment of developmentol educotionol gools
@, 23). | | | ~»

from o leorning stondpoint, the significonce of tosk engagement is similor
to that presumed Ey oli definitions ot on—tosk behovior, Corroll's mode| of school
iodrning defines as its central voriable "time during which the person is :
otien;ed to the learning task and actively enngoge'd in ledrning” (9). Bloom
hos‘operotionolized this os "time on task, " or the ratio of Iofo[ octive leorning
time “tototol ollocoted ‘expo;ure time . m reports thot

%

...indices of the omount of time the student is spending directly
on the leorning (either overt or covert) ore highly predictive of
the leorning ochigvement of the student. . The correlotions

*Bank Street, University of Konsos, University of Oregon.

See below, p. 12 ff, .
: )
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‘

hen corrected far reliability accaunt far abaut three
R'f:\s af the achievement variation of students ;; 686).

< < Lo )
In the present study the learners' task engagement under specified canditians

- ‘ , .
of contral is aperatianalized as the ratia of main task activity ta main task .

e <

activify and alternative task activity combined, The analysis yields
, N _ L

a task engagement percentage far each af the cambinations of cantrals examined.

- - 7
P I3

. L . v o
. J ' : .
© Sample . :

Twentyv children, ane bay~and ane girl in each of 10 secand grade classpoa

were each cbserved aver the course of @ sisgle school day between Februor);

and June 1971, All of the clo.ssrooms had been recommended os valid exemplars

~

of ane ar anather educatianal pragram. Eight aof the classraams were invxﬂ-ved

in Praject Fallaw Thraugh, three of these sporsored by the University of Oregar:

.

(Siegfried Engelmann ond\Wesley Becker), thﬁe by Bank Street College of
S - ) :
Education (Elizabeth Gilkeson), and two by the Lﬁ/ersify of Kansas (Donald

-
]

Bushell). Twa classrooms were sponsared by the Creative Teaching Warkshap

(Floyd Page), at that time an agency of the Educatian Develapment Center

\
outside the sphere of Foilaw Through. All 10 of the clossraoms were lacated

~

In predaminantly low-incame neighbarhaads. *
The Oregon pragram cambines so~-called traditianal classroom methods with
behaviar modificatian practices. It emphasizes the learning of generalizable

concepts and skills thraugh o mixture aof teacher-paced, pragrammed small graup

recitatians, and learner-paced, in-class written assignments, the "take hames",
L

so named because they are taken hame after they have been successtully comploted.

~

« =
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Much of the day is devated ta DISTAR reoaing, language, and arithmetic

Y - .

-

imstructian, while the remainder of the day is determined by local curriculum

priarities. ' . g

* The Kansas program is characterized os "behavior anolysis"'. Kansas
] . .
stresses the |eorn|ng of reading, handwriting.and arithmetic concepts and Skl”S,F
S ~N

but through each chnld s progressing tr}dnwduolly thmugh progrommed warkbooks .

It uses a reinforcement system in which the child receives takens far opproved

performances and spends the takens ot least once o day on elected activities,
typically canstrued by the children thermselves as "play™ in contrast ta the

-
"work" of the earn peiiods.

Bank Street affers o "cognitive—ocial development” or “interactive " program.

The program is equally concerned with the intellectual, the social, and

the esthetic development of the child. It relates rot only formal instruction, -

but creative activity, canversation, and games {as does Oregon ta a lesser

extent) to the teaching of skills ond concepts, sometimes through the use of

4

«rintegrative themes for the class's activities as a whole.

In theary, the Creative Teaching Warkshop classrooms are more oriented
3 . N LY
to the individual child's exploration of #n object-laden learning environment,

by camparisan with Bank Street’s historical emphasis on the classroani as a
« l x
miniature society. However, one of the C.T.W. teachers observed had been

trained at Bonk Street, and, conversely, Bank Street has been heavily influenced
r ‘ - (

-

in recent yeors by the object orientation of the: English infant school. The

Creative Teaching Workshop explicifiy identifies itself with open education.

R . I

o
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N\ This\@lecfion of progroms wos intended to provide o voriety of presumobly -~ = 7
well functioning clossroom environments, differing especiolly in the structuring

of the leomer's octivity. Though the Creutive Teoching Workshop clossroams

_ contoined just one teocher, supplemented briefly in one cose by o student

\,

, - , .
teocher, eoch of the Follow Through clossrooms wos stoffed by two to four

¢

Ve

paid teochers ond oides throughout the doy; thus the sﬁ:dy cleorly does not
purport to reflect.the proportions of time children spend under. different degrees
of odulf control in second grode classrooms generolly, Most of the onalysis

Ik N
osks whot regulorities occurred in ossociotion with specified degrees of teocher
1

" or leorner control. For this purpose the selection oppeors to hove been

oppropriote.

In eoch clossroom the heod teocher was osked to withdrow from o list - <

. :
of the children who might be observed ihdivid@y child who she thought
should not, for o speciol 1eoson such as the child's not speoking English, be
observed. One boy and one girl were then chosen ot random for the behavior
,.c"' ~
stream observotions. Parents’ permissions for these observations hod been
obtained for oll the children in odvonce of.this selection. The children ond
teochers were not told what selection resulted, though they usuolly become "
awore of it by the end of o doy's observotion.

L

The children were oll 7 or 8 yeors old ot the time of the observation.
Their reoding obility oppeored to ronge between struggling to decode s&‘pﬂr!

. . . » .
grode material ond fluency with third grode-materiol. The behavior strecm

|
’ ™
. A . .
O ‘ b 1 ] v
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records demonstrote thgt,as with ony 20 school children, their temperaments
. ;. :

ond learning styles voried tonsiderobly, within os well os ocross clossrooms
ond progroms. , The regulority of their behovior as.o function ot setting should

‘ . . .,. ’ ‘ ‘e . . A
thus be oll the more striking.

. - Procedure ! ‘
LY ,“ )

The behovior streom observations of the children in 0 given clossroom were

conducted on one doy during o week in which the reseorch teom olso obtoined
_o behovior streom observotion of the head teocher, behdvior getting observotions .

-

.of the closyroom, ond videotopes of.selected settings in the clossroom. In

this woy several sources of information could be brought to beor on the subsequent

1

cbding of the control conditions for the behovior streoms.

A teom 6f 5 or 6 observers conducted the behovior streom observotions of

4

the children, toking turns so thot, except when observers were repiocing one

e

another, there-were olwoys two, but not more than two, observers in the

-

¢

<lassroom ot o given time. . The children were told thot the observers would

be tolking into recorders in order to keep notes\on the ‘clossroom. The children

3

were osked to proceed with their usual doy, and the observers then become
s uninteresting os possible. Unsolicited comments by the teochers following
the observotions, ‘ond o subsequent onolysis of the behovior streon.\ tronscripts
for e.vidence of the clhildr&n's wotching the observers, estoblished thot the

observotions were sotisfoctorily unintrusive.

The behovior streom observotion tapes for children were transcribed

i | S B
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into typescripts. ‘A mechanism had been installed in each tape recorder to

»  signal 60 second intervals to the typists. The first step in,coding was subdividing.
these units into 30 second iAtervals by counking the typed lines for ea¢h minute
b . .
. : ' ‘ - _ N \
ond arbitrarily designating each half of them as 30 seconds. Since the procedure -

o : X L . )
did not subsequently sample events .or\% second intervals, but rather coded T

Y

events aver 30 second intervals, i does not present any special problems for

”

“the analysis. A totol of 9797 .coded 30 second intervols resuited. The.average

number of minutes coded for a child was 245, or just over four hours observed,

£

) AN . .
time in the classroam. The longest time was oimost six hours and:the shoriest

A ' - \ ~
slightly more than three. ‘ ”

a

A variety of codes derived from ecolagical psychology (3, 19, 41) and

classroam interaction analysis T,29) were applied to each 30 second infervol
, ~ . ,
of the transcripts. Of the categories that have been used in the present anolysis,
: | .
some remain in their original form, and others represent condensations of the

categories first used. <

o

- The following are the categaries employed in the presen! unalysis:

Activity cancern: bosic subject (reading,.writing, spelling, handwritirig, oral
fanguage devclopment, arithmeticly enrichment subject (science,social studies,

. art or crafts, cooking, music, show and tell, fantasy play,, board games, object
play, construction); environment maintenonce (transition, physical exercise,
eating, toileting, cleonup). . . -~
Options: teacher (closed); joi:;' (partial); “leorner (open). £y
Pacing: teocher (teocher present in setting); joint (teacher regularly in and out);

leorner (teocher-absent from setting). {

Materials feedback: teacher (none); joint (restricted); learner (unrestricted).

[y

-

)
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Interaction between leorners: teocher (prescribed or prgscribed interoction); joint’
(seporote tosks, interoction ollowed); leorner (co-operjtive tosk).

/7 Tosk orientotion: main task (dominont in behovior streom); olternotive tosk.
" (competifive in behovior streom). ‘

P
-

Each coding judgment wos based on the cOfégoq thot opplied best to'the
', mojarity of tronscript lines in o 30 second idervol. Task orientation, for -
. ) : ‘ R

L ] . - . .
exomple, wos coded 'olternotive tosk' only if  more thon holf the lines

represented alternotive behovior. ' ‘ J

The o‘pplicotion of thés_e‘codes every 30 seconds presenrs‘o speciol prol:;lem
for the stofisticol.onolysis. The observations with respect to eoch varioble
ore interdependent from one 30 second intervol to the next throughout e’och'
activity, not simply os o fUn'cﬁon of coder judgment, but bec<;use these
intervols were sequentiol in reol time. This is most b 10t in the cose of .
options, which wos determined from the ciggumstdnces ot the initiotion of on episode .

Pocing, moterials feedbock, interaction betwaern leorners, and, of cdurse,

task orientation, couid ond did change within on octivity, and choﬁged

in8ependently of one onother. But even these chonges were recogln/'ﬁed os occurring
. >
‘over phoses of on octivity or episode, not in 30 second intervols token one
) . - " |
ot o time. Except for tosk orientotion (or not in the some sense os follows)

these codes oll hove to do with ﬁ&@ conditions ond expectotions of ond for the

\
\ '
\

leoner during his octivity. From a totisticol stondpoint, the identificotion

of persisting potterns in the leorner's/environment is equivident to orientin
pe ng p ! q ‘ g

-

to Morkov chains in the doto, ond/it enhonces the: possibility of prediction

%

e
4%,
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in the que way that the identification of Markov chains increases this

capability in.interaction analysis generally (5). At the same time, the existence

- ' . \
of the chcﬂé places restrictions on the statistical inferences that can be
: . . :
P .

drawn in the type of analysis required to examine task engagement .
- under different combinations of pedagbgical conditibns. The sheer

percentages of time occupied in various ways have been reﬁor_ted to to provide

limited orswers to the research questions. The only significence fest used, Kendall's

A

coefficient of rank correlation, makes no assumptions that are not met in the data.

b

. ]
\ . Reliobilitz ’ g

Observer reli¥bility was only estaplished inFor;rmqlly during the investigators'
training in behavior.stream observations prior to the data collection. Kaminsky
/ & . . .
made an ex post facto study of the reliability ot the teacher behavior stream

[
s

observations by matching segments of the observation records against segments
of videotape recordings that had been obtained at the same time. The content
of the observation record wos thus compored to the actual data whicl the k—'

tope provided,

P
.}

Prior to the comparison decisions were made as to the information

which would be required for accurate analysis. Molecular behavior

of the teacher, such as touching he? hair, tapping a pencil, and other
unconscious actions, were disregarded as irrelevant. For six

observers a range of .83 to .93 agreement was obtained for at .least ‘
one half hour of matched tape and observation record. In all cases

where discrepancies occurred it was in omission rather than in

misrepresentation (24: 87-88).

Ms it was more, difficult to hear children's conversations in the classroom

than teacheps*; i an only be presumed that the observer reliability for the

‘o

=
o
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L o ' . : ‘ g, R
child behavior streom observotions, was somewhot ‘lower thon#@.fer the.
A!eocher‘Qb;»ery.éﬁéns.

. /
. . Coder r&!jhbilify is reported here for the three coders who, between them,
. J : . .

codad all’ the child behovior streom observotion rec_prds. . The procedure
- ‘ - ‘ y N :
used to compute r took A's coding as criteriol. One hundred-ond'fwerjfy (120)

30 second intervdls of transcript, representing oll four programs, were coded

@ ,

for this (eliébilify test, ’ @'
A ) -~
Voriable A/B A/C
Options . .87. .86
Pacing .97 - 1.00 ¥
Materials Responsiveness : .83 97
Interoction between leorners - - ‘ .84 .67
_Activity concern .82 1.00
;) Task drientotion _ .94 .93
RESULTS

1. Teoching-leorning conditions observed in the four progroms .

Table 1 shows that eoch of the five pedagogical voriables discriminoted
in a meoningful w0); beMeen programs. ' The small group recitotions in the
Oregon progrom ore‘reflected in the exceptionolly high propo}iioru of time

during which interoction between leorners wos totolly prescribed, ond

- *This'reliobility wos obtoined before finol coding commenced. The porticulorly
low ogreement between A ond C for interoction between learners reflected C's
different interpretation of the definitions of the cutegories, which were immediotely
resolved. The coders subsequently conferred on oll.difficult decisions throughout
the severol months of the coding.

U,f: q

. o
‘ ] 1 .6()
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Percent of total time learners in each progrom
. were observed under each candition

. ‘Bk.$t. "C.T.W.  Kan. Ore.s
Total number of 30 second intervals 3431 1744 1615 3907

- [N

1. Options . 3\
, sed e Lo Shdfi~— 88%:  76%.
J, Portial il?% 'hZf; ,gj: ,192
L, Open ’ Lo ” "9

Not codable 2% 3% % o O%
2, Pacing , '

T, Teacher presznt in setting 35% 7% - 21%  51%

J, Teacher in and out ' 9% 1% 45% 7%

L, Tedcher absent from setting  56% ~  52% 34%  42%

3. Materials feedback |

T, No feedback ' _48% 51% 47% .  64%

J, Restricted feedbock - 5% 0% - 21%. 7%

L, Unrestricted feedback 24% 35% 1% - 9%

Not applicable or not codeble  23% 14% .21% 20%
4. Interaction between learners p

T, Prescribed or pruscribed 31% 29% 21% 66%

J, Separate tasks, allowed 58% 55% 76% 33%

L, Co-operative task,essentiai  11% 16% 3% 1%
5. Activity concem _ K

Basic subject: ' " 46% 41% _65% 76%

Errichment subject 41%  50% 23% 13%

Environment maintenance 13% Y% 12% 11%
6. Task orientation : )

‘Main task activity 86% 84% 78% 86%

Alternative task activity 14% 16% 22% 14%

\ .

Y
-
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. ' . Ve .
s also in the Oregon teachers' pacing learners' gctivity and controlling = 7 -

0 . . . ) ‘ "

materials feedback }he\highest percentage of time. The children's control

' AR : .
s @ \

over the order in which they completed their "take homes" is reflected in
__ the substantial portial optiQgs percentage for the Oregon program.

]
.

An entire class changed workbook areas ot the same time in the Kansas
- ; ‘ ‘ . . ' . .
clcssréwu,' the children rotating through the tobles in a fixed arder. Thus

4 , -

the children in the Kansas program spent the highest propartion ¢f time under

teacher controlled options, the exception to this being the time they were

-

~ ' - .
presented with a choice of activities during the "spend periods." Medium ,
pacing and restricted feedback occurred the highest proportions of times
in the Kansas classrooms, though not os'strongly as might béﬁpected.

In one of fhe_KBﬁsc\:s classrooms the teacher ond her assistants tended to

. V'
’

interact with single learners for several minutes at a time, so thot the remaining
learners were virtually left to pace themselves,  in both of the Konsas classrooms

the restricted feedback that/wgqs supposed to be available in prog‘rc;r-rmed

Aoy

. or hadibeen removed, for part of the time

workbooks was hot funet]

observed. , 2
N A

The Bank Street and Creative Teaching Workshop clussrooms were

1

;iistinguishe’d less from each other than from the Kansas and Qregon c|<:;§sr06n;s.
: Tho-ch‘ildren ohserved in the ﬁrsf fwg pro.grcrm spen.f higher proporfiéns of time (
g under the conditions bf open options, Yearner pocing; unrestricted r‘nd}ejriols
: .Fee_('i)'o‘ck, qr:d cq—o'peroflvp intcmcfio;w l?e.fwecn Iqomor".‘f Th’e Bonk

Street qnd Creative Teaching \Workaﬁop'chilgife'n

»

spent léss time in the basic
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~ * subject octivities, reoding, writing, spelling, lojguoge; ond orithmetic,

] . '
. . » - -‘:."r P
thon the?ldren in the Konsos ond Oregon clossrgoms. ' T ¢

P

"Jhe overoll sém..ixtivif)‘ of the yariobles to distinctive feotures of the

A
rogroms su rts the volidity of the obser¢giton ond coding procedures.
Progromms suppo y of (9‘? r gpP

g v r —
The generqlly' infrequent occurrence of jointly controlled pedogogicol ;

- ) « . . ) ,'

conditions should be noted. ' ) . ” ) ‘
, . . L .«

The lower main tosk orientotion, i/e., main tosk engogement percentoge,

3

, ter the Konsos childrenys the question of whether the figure is peculior -
. d . , v

hd

to these children, or reflects o pattern thot accurs ocross all the classgoms, but

disproportionately in the Konsos clossrooms.

2. Tosk engogement @ o fungtion of different combinotions of controls.

.These onolyses include only bosic subject ond enrichment subject
oétivifies. 7272 30 second intervols of the;e octivities, or 74% of the totol
volume of t};e coded child behovior sfre;:m tronscripts, were coded teacher
controlled, jointly controiied, or leamofl controlled, for coch of the ‘four

pedagogicol control voriables.
| Toble ZQdisp'Oys the tosk engogément percentoges for each of the control
variables ond the octivity concern vorioble when the remaining of these
variables ore hgld cgnstont, It con be seen thot there is no consistent trend
from high to low tosk engugement thrdugh the sUccessive cotegories of ony

of the control voriables. The meon tosk engogement for enrichment

activities is higher thon for bosi¢-activities, 88’:()’KCw2p;Jued with 84%

.. 2,
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Table 2
Mean task ehgagment far each '
. separate pedagogical condition
Control conditions: T | ) L
Pacing n 3043 967 3262
f W B1% 82%
(]
Options n 4558 821 1893
n e 84% 83% 90%
Materials feedback \n 4745 730 1797
B ® 84% . &% 90%
Infqroétlon between learners n 3226 3569 477
‘ . a 89% -~ 81% 92%
Activity"coﬁ%:rn: B " E
e | A 4983 2289
R SR e 84% - 88%
Grand meon: . '_ no 7272
C 8 5%
- ‘r’
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The analyses that vary the control categories are sOmewh'ot‘compllc;oted,
and will be presented in .severol stages to make their structure clearer.

Toble"3 c.ioos not distinguish between basic and enrichment activities, and
considers only three of the con.tro..l variables. It.shows the total number of
30 second intervals each combination of the options, pacing, and materials
feedback categories was oBserved, and, where this total is more thc;n'ZO
intervals, the percentage of the time that the learners exhibited moin tosk.
engogement . ™ Here the pc;ssibility of an interaction among the control
va;'iobles is apparent. Consider the four combinations that we;re observed

- . O =k = = e = = e e - S e v S GID O R T O e G M W PN - e S . et = e S - - -

Insert Table 3 about here

*|n this and the subsequent tables the engagement percentages for combinations
that have fewer than 20 observations are not displayed. These percentages
ore more erratic than those for the combinations that have. more than 20 observations,
and they confuse the patterns that can otherwise be discerned in the tables.
Nonetheless, all the data are used in the consistency calculations that follow.

v




Toble 3

| Number of 30 second Intervals and meon maln tosk engagement
for aach combinotlon of the conlrols of pacing, options, and materlols feedbock in basle and enrichment actvitles combined
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X 1 x = dagree of Inconsistency
y i y = number of 30 second Intervals observed . L
| k "2 = moi fosk engagement, or main task over o
o 3 | moin task plus olternative task ‘ 0!l
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'most frequently: PTOIJ-L# (teacher pacing, teacher op.tions, teachex;
materials feedback); PLOLM_L (iearncr pacing, learner options, le‘ar;ler -
materials feedb_ack); P; Oy (leax-nf:r pacing, teacher options,
.tgocher materials feedback); ond PL%MT (LJOmer p,ccing., joint options ,
o acher materiols feedback). The task engagement pefcentoges for the;e
four gombinations respectively are 92%, 90%, 65%, and 79%. What
these data suggest is that the consistency with pocfpg‘pf options (:Jnd‘
materials feedback affects the tosk engagement percentage,
To examine such an interaction further. an inconsistency formula
hos been devised. A vélue of 1 is ossigned to the teacher category of
each céntrol vcrioblé, a value of 2 to the joint category, ond a volue :
of 3 to th; learner category. The incgns-istency-of_the controf of options
“and materials feedback with the ;:ontrol of pacing is the sum of the
absoluté differen‘c‘es .befWeen'fhe pacing value and each of the other two
control values. * For PTOTMI'" the imonsistenéy is 0, for PLOLML it is 0,'.
for P'-OTMT the inconsistency is 4, and for PLOJMT_ itis 3. The inconsistency
" of each control comb_inotion; ranging from 0 to 4. is indicoted in the upper
'.rfght hand con:wer of the CQE{CSPCT.C«'!T" cellin Tob!‘e 3.
| The next step in this c:.r;c!ysis is to obtain the metn engagement
percentage for oil the combinations of each inconsisfenqy.. . For the thre? ’
combinati;)ns “with 0 inconsistency the mean task engogement is
N%, The eight’com.bir;ctions having an inconsistency of 1 hove o 4

I
™ . ’.
mean task engagement of 90%. The mean engagement for the
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combjnations of inconsistency 2 is 83%. For inconsistency 3 it is
¢ 8%, and for 1nconsistene?;4 it is 66%.
| Tables 4 and 5 break down the data of Table 3 for basic and

. enrichment activities sebarate]y.

Insert ‘Tables 4 .and 5 about here

crrm— e —————— g g SO L S

P LI —————— ettt ettt ettt et R R g

Applying the same calculations.as before, quite different results

. are obtained for the different activity concerns. For basic activities,

the trend discerned in qule 3 is strengthened Combinations with,
1nconsistency of 0 have 94% task engagement those with 1ncons1stency
1 have 88%, for inconsistency 2 t%sk engagment is 81% for 3 it is 78%

- and for 4 it is 64%. For enrichment activities, on the other hand, _.
the trend dissipates. ‘For the,combjnations of 0, 1, 2, and 4 degrees
of inconsistency, the respective task engagements are 88%, 98%, 86%,
and 91%. (Inconsistency 3 was observed for oniy 10 intervals.)

Tanle 6 summarizes these first three consistency calcu]ations,

Somewhat offsetting the discrepant f1ndings above, Table 6 also

e - - = - > == W o Y o e R = W o o o W WP W S W G em En W b W e S D ES D S em e W e - -



Teble 4

* Number of 30 second Irtervals ond meon tosk engagement for each combinatlon of the controls of paclng, optlons,

ond materlols febdboclc In basle activitles,
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Number of 30 sacond Intervals ond meon task engoggment for each comblnation of the controls of paclng, optlons, /
e and moler!olls fegd@uck‘ In enrl;hment actlvltles,
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- ~ Table 6
Summary of analysis of engagement percentages as a
function of degrees of inconsistency in the control

- of pacing, options, and materials feedback.

~ 1 \ .
!Incoqsis~ ’ Engage- 30 second ! " Percent ‘| Number of | Intervals
SN tency ment Intervals - of Time 'Cells per Cell
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" * To test the relatlonshlp bet en-the predicted and the observed rank
orders of the engagement, 11's coefficient of rank correlatlon has
been computed. .For both 8351c and Enrichment Activities Comblned anc

Ty
Basic Activities Separately,”™ = 1.00, p < .0l. ¥
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shows that the mofe consistent combinations were used-a much greater
proportion of the time in enrichment activities than in basic

activities. Combinations with inconsistencies of 2,3, or 4_occurréd L

A\l

only 21% of the total time enrichment adtivities'Were-observed,

whereas these combinations occurred 51% of the time basic activities

. .
3t g
S

were observed. This tendency for 1ncon51stent settlngs to berfound ~
more “in basic activities than in enrichment act1v1ties becomes stiil

more apperent when the total observed time fOr each degree of - B O

i
inconsistency is divided by the number of combinations potentiai]y

contributing to this total time. Table 6 includes the resuits of thESe R N

- . ,"-‘: L s, L
calculations. It can be seen that in enrichment actﬂvities the yo T 0

I N
1 "‘.

average time observed in the 3 combinations w1th incons1stency of

L

0 was at least 10 times as much as, the average que 1n the combinaggons o
'with any greater degree-of 1ncons1stency<’ By contnast the average ;
time in the basic act1v1ty combination§ with 1ncon51stency of 0 was
only twice as much as the- average 1n the basic act1v1ty combinations

.with an’incons1stency of 4. e o
J . N . . B “\‘
Indeed, the trend in the-bast¥c activities is for the average -

’ a

time in a combination to increase steadiiy from inconsistency 1

i i

through inconsistency 4, so that a bi—moda] distribution -of averaqe

time obtains between combinatipns of inconsistency 0. and of 1ncons1stency .

4 No such tendency exists for the enrichment activities, and thus

the tendency is only weakly present in the distribution\of time
for basic and enrichment activities together.
-
’ "L: ¢
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;still'further:' In-the basic activities data the task engagement

A.closer inspectionwof Tublés 4 and S elucidates these patterns
. ) voa . ' . 4 K oy

»
v

patterns are btr1k1ng There isdu drnmatic deterioration of task

e
J -

engagement as teacher control of optlonsluuiﬁuterlals feedbnck 1s

s - >

2 .
* ~ O T

joint contrbl' to the lqurnex. There'is then a steady return-te

v
- } -~ -

h1gh engagemént as opt1ons and . mater1als fcedback bccome more consxs-'

- N

tent w1thalearner pucrngf lnconsmstency does not d15cr1anate

N - [

N . .

however among the several obﬂerved basxc actLV1t1es cémb1nat1on$

I

that 1nclude full) lcnrner controlled optxons. All of these have

Lask engagements between 91% and 100%

-

4 B
.

4 A

Almost ‘all the enrlchment act1v1t1es observed occurred e1ther in.

. -2 » -

settamgs which had man1pulat1ve mater1als and Were learner or )oxnt—

> . <.

1y teacher-und-learner paced or 1n settlngs wh1ch prov1ded no mate—

L}

S

r181§ feedback and :were teaeher paced " More generally for enr1ch~

L
0]

ment actLV1t1es thih in the case of b351c actxv1t1es, the con51stency

LR -

; of 0pt10n54W1th mater1als feedback and pac1ng, as d15t1ngu1shed from

Jtlons will be'taken up further following Ewo other'analyies.

. M - \4.‘ ]

the con51sten6y between “the latter two var1ables alore, ~appears to

haVe made no dlfference to task engagemenm. " The funct1on1ng,o£,op— -
‘ ) P . R .

- DR
"
\

1
I3

/ Thble 7 addresses the questlon of wheLher the patterns 1n‘ba51c -

° 2

rrumber of 30 second intervads observed for a g1ven program in a given

-.-------_..-_--_---_—____-_-__-....--_-__-_-..____----..__-_~__-,o_-._-._...__..

maintained‘and'the’control of, pacing shifts,froﬁ the @eacher; thr0ugh.‘

act1V1t1es obta1n equalily for all\four prognams observed. WherE*\Pe R



- .. Table .
Number of 30 second intervals and mean task engagement for each . X
combination of the controls of pacing, options, and materials
 feedback in basic activities for the four programs separately.
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combihation was 20 or ﬁore, this numbér and the taskqugagement
percentage are entered. The data for Bank Streét, the Creative
Teaching Workshop, Kansas, and Oregon, are entered in clockwise
ordér beginnihg in the upper left hand corngr of'chh cell in the
table. It will be recalled that the chi}dren_obsg;yed in the'Kansai
classrooms exhibi;ed the lowest pércentage of main ‘task engﬁgemént
'gf any of the children observea.' From Table 7 it does not appear

i 1]

thaﬂ there was a general tehdency for tﬂe Kansas children tor%ave_
been less engaged in the main tasks of eqdivalenf.settinés. The Kan-
sas children's main task engagement-responded quite systematically

to the variations in contrgl that have been the fotus of the analysis.
so far. Overall. the structure of the conditions, more than the
particular subsets of children involved, seem to account msre for the
patterns in the data, although tﬁp many gaps in the data make this

a highly tentative conclusion.

The last analysis examines the effects on task engagement‘of con-
sistencyhor inconsistency among all four of the control variables,
pacing, options, materials feedbagk,kand intérhction between learners.

There is not enough variation in learnen interactidn in the enrich-
ment dActivities data to throw light on the problem, so only the data
for basic activitics will be presented. Table 8 displays the distri;

butions of 30 second intervhls and main task engagements for the dif-



Toble 8

Nurber of 30 second Intarvals and mean task engogement for eoch)mbinaﬂon of the controls of pacing, options,
materials feedback , ond mteryz’ueon between leorners, in baslc activities,
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Table 9

Analy51s of engagement as a function of degrees
of inconsistency in. the-control.of pacing,
options, materials feedback, and interaction
between learners in basic activities. *

Iy N - "“'.' ‘—1
Inconsis- Engage- |30 second
‘tency ment intervals
1 e Tt YTT I
|
| 0 .94 | 2003
L .
- : .
1 .89 347
v
2 ' .80 746
. : : 2
A !
3 .84 395
‘ 4 .83 3 663
T P e T
s 64 7 g8 e .
| 7 .
, ' i
' 6 .61 t 139 J
| : i
Y

* To test the relationship between the predicted and
the observed rank orders of the engagement, Kendall's
coeff1c1ent of rank correlation has been computed

o= , p < .01



ferent control combinations. Tablé 9 shows the mean main task engage-
ment percentage for each degree of inconsistency.bet;een the control
of pacing and the control of.options;'materials feedba;k, and inter-
action betweén learners. Fof inconsiséencies of 0, 1, 2, 3, 4; 5,
and .6 degrges respectively, the main task engagements are 94%, 89%,

<

80%, 84%, 83%, 64%, and 61%. ‘Inspection of Table 8 reveals that the

-~ n

relative consistency with pacing 9f interaction between learners is

.found>with higher engagement percentages.in six of the nine compari-

sons that can be made between otherwis¢ equivaien£ combinations.’
The finding that control of op£§bns does not appeat to interact

”’

with pacing to affect task engagement as strongly as do the other

two control variabies“invi;es further prbbing of the data. - It is :
possible to identify and inspect the. behavior "stream trénscript mate-
vfial represented in cach cell of one or another of the analyses. One
of the combipations that is most discrepant from the gpneral pattern

for basic activities is PTOLMT, for which the task engagement af 91%
is unexpectedly high (Table 4). Four activities are found to account
for most of thé.time in this cell. Two of them involved the girl
and the boy in one of the élassrooms, at a time when the fcacher

;sked, "Which children need a math lesson in 10's?" Both subjects
: 1

were¢ among the 10 wha volunteered, whereupon they participated in a

lesson the teacher conducted at the blackboard. A third activity

concerned a chijd who took a story she had writtcn.td the teacher,

which the teacher then read and discussed with theé child. And in

the fourth episode, a lcarncr\<fnt to the teacher to have the teacher

”»

0



1.

; write down a étofy that he dictated to her, and the tééchef fhen dis-
;usséd the story with him. In all four of fhese cases, the 1earn7#%
seem to have'exéréised their options to satisfy a clearly defineg\
need for instruction, help or feedback fromfthe‘teacher. The teacher's -
response then took ﬁlacé.hnder conditions that wgre”coded as teacher
controlled, théugh one might particularly question this in the case

of the child dictating a'story.‘

The eﬁrichmeng_activities in PO M, and‘PLo;ﬁL (Table 5) appear

to be réciprocals to the cases noticed above. In the cases now in

QU stion the tasks ptescribe& for the learners seem to have beéh \

a; ivities that the learners would‘havé elec;ed.for tﬁemselves.— They
include tiie foliowingi two different instances of Show and Tell being
preséribed for a class and the observed cbild's,having brought an
object which the chiléiis!taking around to classmates aﬁring the

] time represented; a éboiaﬁg activity tc which a child was assigned

because it was her turng a child's being assigned to work on a vol-

>,

<«

cano construction and v ;Eing project that the child had already
B \ .‘. ’ *
started as aifree choi

t an earlier time; a child's working on an
g ‘ ' .

ecology pgéig},t at. the only activity available for her at the

time, but whith
she. completed her basig acttvities classwork for the day; and a child’'s

'

‘had. shown various signs of anticipating while

\ . s
participating in a sbciodrama initiated by the teacher but very much
y . M * +

controlled by the chi}dren in both content and process once the

interaction had gotten.underway. ~ In all of these cases a teacher as- .
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. (g
signed a child to an activity in which the child‘controlled both the-

'pacing and the materials feedback.
‘A different aspect of the functioning of options is illustyated

by the basic activities in P O M (Table 4}, another combination for

7

o~

which the tagk engagement is higher than the iﬁconsistency of the
controls ieads'dhe to expect. It turns out'}hat'in,every'case thé.
children-defined the tagk in such a way that thé'gbs?rved child re-
ceived substantial feedback from one or more ofher’éhildren; which
Feedback then made up for the lack of materials feedback. A child
selected a story book, brought it,toﬂéndihér chi!d f;\thé reading
corner, and read it to that child. In ;ndther activity, the observed
child and four others organized a spelling test at the blackboard;
one child read the words, the subject and the thre; others wrote
them on the board, and then the child with the book mafked the spei-
Jing on the board right OT wWrong. Two‘children, onc ‘of them the ob-
_se;vedJ;told their feacher,."We're going to write,” and proceededAto
;rite ;fories side by side, freQueﬁt1y~lo;iing at each other's writ-
ing as they-progressed.' Another twé children decided to write a
.s:ofy abodt an aiffofce they.had built, and p:océeded to ;rite in a
minner similar, to the children juét described. Because of the sepa-
rate tasks involvéd in the story-@riting episodes, they'were coéed
“teacher and learner jointl; controlled" i;teraction between learncrs.

Nonetheless, they involved nearly as much interaction as the formally

cooperative tasks in the first two episodes,
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These cases contrast sharply with most of those in pLOTM% apd in

PJOTMT (TabT™4). The activities of these latter pbhbinations tended

»

very heavily to be workbook dnd workshegtlexercises, or papgr and pen-
c¢il tasks prescribed on the‘blagkboard. Under these conditions the ¢
children in all.of tge programs except Bank Street rarely interacted

over the content of their tasks, although they frequently cbmpared

what page or item they were on. The few exceptions to thig included

Bank Street children's consulting each other on their separate tasks,

s

which expiains the higher main task engagement percentages for Bank

‘Street in the cells in question. 1Indeed, almost all cases of children

resorting to each other for substantive feedback in basic dctivities.

-

were observed in the Bank Street classrooms, and thus appear to be

deliberate implementations of the Bank Street.mfdel.

The significance of options has turned out to be more complex than ,

the consistency question presumed. Either a teacher or a learner
. [
can exercise his option so as to orient an activity to the control of

the other, as well as to obtain or secure control of feedback for

himself. The teachers used their options more for basic than for en-
U ’ .
richment activlty.\

they tended to . maintain control Bver both materials feedback and in-

For the activities that they paced themselves

S 4

teraction betwcen learners.  For the activities the teéachers pre-
scribed for learner pacing, however, they tended to provide or. foster
consistent materials feedback and learner interaction if the activity
concern was an enrichpent subject, but they varied considecrably in

the extent to which they established these conditions for basic sub-

™
4.)



: ”~
- ‘,\
ject activities. The task engagement differences betwken programs

v
-

. A
can be traced largely to these variations in teachers' provisions for

prescribed learner paced activities. The learners tended to us2 their |,

open options for enrichment activities, though théy elected basic

activities somewhat more in the Bank Street classrooms. Whether they
Py . . a .

chose basic or enrichment activities, however, .fhe learners in all
four programs tended to select, or form, appropriate materials

" feedback and/or learner interaction conditions under which to carry

out the elected activity.

P -

A Discussion

>

The mean main task engagement percentage for all four programs -

observéd,‘SS% for the 9797 recorded 30 second intervals, is higher

than the on-task percentages, ranging between 70% and 80%, that have
p 1

r

generally been reporfgh in recent studies of classrooms.that include
substantial proportions of learner paced activity. (8, 20). Pérhaps -
the fact that the classrooms in the present study had all been recom-

wended as'exemplars of_their models contributgf to thjs difference,
as welltas the faét that there were probably ﬁgre tqachers.ih the
pr?sent set of classrooh;. A; this study has demonstratcd, however,
A VR :
. the models themselves have much to do with the provision of appropriate

)

P o'- - . - ~.. .
conditions for the learners® activity. A first implication of this

research is that the sheer percentages of time rccorded as 'or task" <
in classrooms labeled '"traditional," 'open,' or whatever, are rcla-

tively meaninglcsgfuixhout a specification of the conditjons, espe
\) , !)() i

ERIC ~ -
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certain noise Jevel, but was not

35- '

. ’ -
- N .
.

Ry
&

cially for feedback from teachers. learners, and materials, under

which the observed i1earners!' iime it spent (cf.'Zsj;

A provocative finding is the relatively low proportions of time

the children were observed under cbnditinds jointfy éontrollca.by ihe

2

teacher and the learner. Interaction bctween learners may appear to
. Y . L -

he an eii?ption to this. but. except in the Bank, Street classrooms,

it %eems,fg‘huxe-been simpiy a neglected variable of learmer pac@d

. . < ‘-.
zctivity in basic concerns; thus the frequent observation of Jearners'

'
[

being "allowed" to interact over separaie tasks usuaily reflected »

. »

situation in which the learners’ 12>praction was tolerated up to a
couvraged within the frame of the
task expectations.  Lach.of the jo.ntly controlled conditions, none-
’ v

theless, occurred as a deliberate featurc of one oc more os‘the pro--

grams. Bank Street fostered task-r~Jated interaction between lcarners;

{regon, and to a lesser extent Bank Stre«t, creatoed partial options;

.

and Kansas employed both joint teacher-and-learner pacing and res-

N : .
tricted materials feedback  What was lackimg in.all of the programs

was the consistent combination of these jointly countrolled conditions.

The consistently jointly controlled <etiiag, in fact, was fever ob-

served .

Much of the incoansjistency in the basic activity settings relates

to this infrequent, and irregular, occurrence of the jointly controlled

.

conditions. The inconsistent setting:. that occurred most frequent iy

appear to be the result of the teschers. or thei: sponsors, trying to
) | .

A
0

articulate learner controi with teadher control ?;r nLeruction in

—m



basic toncerns, but in the process combining teacher-control of some

»

of the conditions with learner control of others instead"of design-

,.

ing settings that were controlled by both the teacher and the learner

consistently among all. the conditions In an historical¢sense the

jointly controlled setting is only gradually being 1nvented Joint

. -
control between teacher and learnér appears to have been grucial to

Monteséori's pedagogy (32). Glaser's recent formulation of an "adap-

1

tive' mode of }nStruction, in which both teacher and learner adapt to
, each other and the requirgments of the task, eXplicitly includes

%, ‘joint teacher and learner control over all ‘the conditions focused on *
in the present research (l%@. From a developmental perspective,
joint teacher andulearner(control may have to be,re—invented in every
classroom to some degree. Developmentally, it may occur not as a
step betweer teachét or learner contfol, but as a step beyond teacher
or learnsr control, the resolution of a conflict for control. What

one sees in classrooms that have not taken this step is a polariza-

tion of controls between the teacher and thé learners.
LS . .
. ' .
At this point a deeper question looms large. Are any controls as

appropriate as;any.qther for the-accomplishment of an educational ain,
so long as the.controls are consistent with one another? From ecarly
‘in the research the investigator caught glimmern of still more general
.patterns of consistency tha; tho;e which the data analysis feported
here is ahlc to cdpturc, consistency not only within the conditions
of teaching-learning, bhut beétwcen theSc conditions and their in-

tended outcomes. What now emerges is a gencrﬁl hypothesis that . in 5:

: i ,

\) . ' c)~

FRIC ~ © 7 .4
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. different educational goals themselves, from the standpgint_of con- -

individua

. . 4 AN
v B
i)

any educational situation, controls of process and controls of out-

come will tend toward congruence. Different controls of the. condi-

‘

'tions‘qflteaching and:learning are hypothgsized to be appropriate

oL

for different educdtional aims. !} 3 I
In an-article written conéﬁft&ptly with the present article, we
have analyzed not only pedagogical conditions, but the structures of

»

trol Qy other, by self, and by self and other jointly (17). Three

v M .

classes-of educational, goals are recognized, goals of community, of

» 1

tion, and of competence. -Community is held to entail the

gfeatest dggree of control by the collective other, individuation
. .o ' N * o

lthe strdnéebt control by the self, and competence 2 joint control by

a collective other and the self. 'In.a developmental frame of ref-

.

erence, communities can be maintained and reconstructed more volun-

- N ".

tarily by individuals who have déycloped high internal controls,

individuation entails internalization of the community's controls,

b

. and competence increases as self and others join to stipufate what is

to be controlled. The éongruencc hypothesis holds that, at different

.

levels of individuals' and groups' development, the prescncéibf a

given constellation of environmental gpntrols signals the general -

form of what is to be accompliéhed in an activity, as well as pro-

7

El

motes its accomplishment through the regulation of control over pac-

ing, feedback, evaluation of the end result of the activity, and

- .

other instrumental processes. A dynamic interplay or equilibration

between the perception of the goal of an actjvitg, and the control

&

A - Te

i by
DJ
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of the conditions of the activity, is thus a part of yhat is implied
by the hypothesis that controls of process and controls of outcome
will tend toward cbngrucncc. A coﬁgrucncc of process and outcome in
an educafionalhsetting‘resultg»whcn rhq participant consistently

takes his criteria for thought and action from sclf, other, or self

and other jointly. "
The occurrence of ultcrna}ivc or oft-task activity dcan be inter-
. : ) ¢ , .
preted in the framework of the congruence hypothcy\s. In so doing,

. however, one wants to recognize the positive function that léurning

-

theorists have variously:ascribed to incongruence or discrepancy
(11, 22, 31). Let us stipulate a distinction between 'incongruence'
and 'discrepancy,' reserving the first temm for the structural in-

consistencies this argument has been addressed to 'so far, and using
' N ¢
‘discrepancy’' to réfer-to the difference between a perceived present

i

M \ . :
state and an expected or intendedystate. The reduction of discrep-

ancy in this sense is gssential to the nccqmplishmeﬁt of a task.

S . )
The congruence hypothesfé implieﬁéfhat this descrepancy reduction,.
and its aftendunt'learning,-dcfur:.most etficiently and validly when
control 6f the processESQEnd the pergeivea outcome ot the actiyity

are'tonsistent. Increasingly as the setti§g~p§&cesses and goals, one
‘ h "

com]d say the means and ends, aré experienced gy an individwal as in-’
. ‘ - A ~ S
cornigruent with th another, the individual disengages from thought-

-

action djréctea towatrd reducing the discrepancy between present and

intended state, and shifts toward reducing, or escnbiné from, the

- setting ingongruence per se. Where the individual has fq{:‘control
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.and enrichment activity alike, by integrating the sponsors’' joint

FR SN

AN ' <

over options, this can take the form of redefining the main task. If

the individual does not have this contfol, he will orignt to an alter-
native task or object that 1s more compatible with’thojERQonditiuns
R 1 - .

* . N . » .
that the individual does or can control. This interpretation of

alternative activity appenrs to be fully consistent with the data of-
. : - ' i s
the:present study.
. v ) . .
A,paﬁ}icular irony of the findings of this research is the con-

junction of the nonoccurrence of consistently jointly controlled set-

-

tings with the high occurrence of settings concerned with the basic
subjects of language arts and arithmetic. A large phoportibn of
the instruction in these subjects focused on concepik and skil}s

that are central to competence, which the congruence hypothesis ‘&~

predicts would be most validly, as well as efficiently, achieved

under conditions of joint feacher anda learner control. The hypo-

o

thesis receives a modicum of indirect sapport from the fact that al-

-

most all of the instances of joint control of one or another condi-

tion were observed in conjunction with instruction that focused on

r

concepts and skills. The joint controls occurred'mainly in basic

* .
subject activities, but they-were also observed in enrichment
activities. What the sponsors have created separately they have not

. . »
.yet put gogether. The implication is that any and all of the pro-

grams -observed could enhance concept and skill uchi@vement, in basic

.

2

*
control procedures. -

L 2



along with time spent, variables tha

is still Oregon, Kansas, and Bank Street.

1

. 'The‘mﬁ}n task engngemcnt percentages are themselves, of course,

not Sufficieq} t¢ predict achievement of-one kind or andthgr. Indeed,

in Fadlow Through the sheer amount of time that children have been

AN .

- . .

observgd 4n basic activity has been the best single predictor of

- . . ’

basic 9chﬁ!vemcnt test scores (37, 38), and the order of the three

Follow Through programs in our own data on the proportions of time

v

‘given to basic activity, Oregon, Kansas, Bank Street, is tho same

- »'M . -

order that ghpese programs have regularly occupied in thé national

s A -
evaluations. All of the relevant Fodlow Through research, however,
A S

v » -~ .

W’. ’ ; . Y
has been able to predict achievement

- “

?E‘Qccurately by including,

an be related t9 the control
conditions of the bresent study. .The most er ful approach appears
to be that which Cooley and Emrick (10) have developed to operation-

alize the Carroll model. The two basic classes of events in this

€ormulqtion'are'time spent on tasks related to the criteria shmple

o

and,efficiehcy{of the instructional environment. The thrust of the

. present research is that task engagement is a function of the effi-

ciency of the instructional environment. By mul tiplying the percen-

tage,Ofitotal time that the children in each Follow Through program

were observed in basic'gziivity, by the mean percentage of this time
. .

that the children in the respective programs were 3ctually engaged in

this activity, the resulting order in the data of the preseht>study
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It would be fruitful to follow the present study with a set of
more experimental investigations. By systematically varying the
control of options, pacing, materials feedback, interaction between

learners, other process variables, and the goal% of\teach!ng—learning,

one could Obtain data on those combipations of conditions that are

»_ .
o)

1oy

more scarvce’ ighfound settings. Doke and Risley’s (12) study of the

» ' A

ef fects of different combinations of teacher or learner initiation of

9

activity Qith plentifulness or scarcity of iearning nmtcriais,
Fisher et‘a1.'s (14) research on the effects of allowing learners to
thoase the difficul;y levels of arithmetic problems in a computer
assisted “instruction setting, wﬁng's (40) study ot the effects of

learners' choosing the time of day in which to pursue prescribed

a

tasks, and the mastery learning experiments of Bloom and his stu-

dents (7, 2). all illustrate experimental approaches that the present

-

iine of invesfigatibn could pursue. All ot these studies have used

_learners' on-task behavior as a proximal outcome variable.

Ecological observations must. not be abandoned in following a
i '
more experimental course. At the least, the experiments would have

to be maintained long enough to see both the more adaptive and the

more stereotyped behavior patterns that appear to have developed it

the classrooms of the present study some time after the\instfuctional

conditions were first established. More generally, ecological obser-

~

vation is as much concerned with the unintended as with the intended

4

results of intervention. Task engagement presumably predicts much more

than achievement on tests. The findings ot the present study suggest

Sy -
Q S I
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that the unintended results of different distributions of pedagogi-

cal controls have just barely been uncovered.

v
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