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Relatlonshizs betw=en the structural properties of schozls and
‘claSSrooms and s—uzdent outcomes have been extreme}y(elusi» foor edecational
researchers. Scol e -ronments have been described aiterzzzively as
struetures of‘rescurces, roles, expectations, ;alues” and -r-bal exthahges;
yet, Qeriatioes in these proper:ies have not been determi: r=ly ]inked to
students' achievements, attituces, normative orjentztions, o~ behavior

_patterns. Thje beed not imply that séhoolg. as organizations, have'eo
effect on their students. Part of the impotence of past research can be
attributed te the inappropriate agqregafibn of data. For example, Qheh'

‘resgurces.are considered as characteristics of schools, substantial within?
scheol variations and interaction effects are ignored. Much of the research
on school structures has not Sgecified variab{ee'that adequately represenﬁ

the settings in which learning actually‘occurs.]

A related problem pertains
to the lack of specification of processes by which structural properfies
-attein their effects. Mechanisms that 1ink environment charact&fistics to

. specific outcemes are rarely examined. For example, studfes of velue ’
etfucturesl(climates) have not analyzed the conditfons in which values
supposedlylehepe attitudes and behavior, where the'salience_of Qalues.and
their_meanings for EOncrete‘aqtion,are deterained.i CODSEQ§eUt]Yb the
relationsﬁipé among ;trbcteral elements and pfocesses, particu!arly the
;atteneatfng effects that one may - have Od.anotﬁer,'have not been examined.
These.prob}ems derive'frem the lack of penefratjon'into the wnrkiﬁgs of
the schoel;' The schooling.env?ronment, whethef it is the cleséfoom;
'currneLlum track or entire schoo? uSually is treated as a ''black box"! -
oF as a_ highly |nd|v'duai|zed and fragmented system of dyadic exchanges,

There is a need, therefore, for models‘that specificy the social brganlzatibn

of schooling processes and the linkages between particular structural elements




and specific sxdent cutcrmes.
in thi=paper, | sha™l argus that the structure of activities provides
the basis o= a model of =zzhool organizatior and its effects on -tudent
outcomes. ~ aiz view Tests com the simpia cb==rvatiown tha: it is Q}thin the
. context of Zaily actiwvities thet tsachers ard students make.judgments
. about themselves and otn==s, irz:rsct and form social ties, and experience
socialvsanctiqne. The structure of activiti=s shapes the_atudent's
exposnre to particular curricuﬁ&m'zzntent;,':he distribution and use of
resources, the pedagogical decizizms that teachers make, the meaning and
effect of social influence, and == exercise of teacher authority. These,
" . in turn, affect what children learn. | will try to'identify the basea of
this activity atructures mode in othet work on sociaf organization effects,
specify elements of the model for different levels of schooling, describe
‘the relationship between‘the.atructurequ activities and 6ther aspects of

- the schooling environment, and make linkages between specific student out-

comes and characteristic activity structures.

Bases of an Activity Structures Pergpectiee
An activity.structures perspective is rooted in seVeral traditions.
In part, the idea that recurrent attnvntles shape the deve10pment of. the
social self underlles most of the behavioral sciences. To the extent that
itfprientstattention and behavior to the accompfishment‘of-a:eourSe of
action,‘an,actjvity molds the way in which }ndEVqualé experience their
env:ronment, others, and themselves.~ Secial”experience is embedied in the .
mcanlngs that phenomena have for the actor. Stnce an actnvnty entails a

temporal ordering of and relatsonshlp among phenomena, |t structures
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ana objects. The acquisition of shared meanings is fundaméntal to the
process of socialization (pafti;qlarly as described hy fhe symbolié
interactiépist and phenomenological traditions3). Shared meanings result
from interrelationships that develop amdng_individuals as they define
and react fo things in a regiprocal manner. Recﬁrrent, shared activities
" provide the context Tn which"these“ihférrelatf;nships dévelob. "The know-
ledge aad.norﬁsL-Sets of_shared'méénings of ok:jects and actions--that
beople aéquiré;then, are determined by the structure 6f activities as it
orders the iypeé of sharediexperignces and mganings available to individua}ﬁ.
The.socializatiOn'oﬁtcomes.of any social'organizationjarESe froﬁ its
struéfuring of activities. | |
| The fmpac£ of common, recurrent social experiences Has been”
most'cloéely studied'by Breer and Locke (1968). Their analysis of rhe.
.effects of task actlvntnes on the formation of: attxtudes, values, - and

beliefs centers on how the form of.the task, not its content, affects

behaviora! o?iéntations. They argue that i; donng @ task certain patterns
of bphavnor have a hegher Instrumental reward value than others. That is,
partncular-forms of actlon are more likely than other; to be successful
>for the complefion of the tésk. An indivfduai wili recdgnize the inSt}u-
mental value of certain patterns.of behavier and develop c0p|ng strategles,
" or task specnf:c norms, based on thése patterns to insure success. Social_'

-

reanf6rcement also affects the-development of theSe coping strategies.

o Common task experiences generate collectively defined task norms which are

reinforced through group sanctions.




~; Breer énd Locke further argue-that successful coping strategies
generalize first fo Qfmiiar task éituétions and then to a variéty of
activities. ,Inductlon'occurg through continued reinforcement of task
specific norms. The success of particular patterns of heﬂavion heighfens
'their cognitive desirability)-transfb;hing-the task specific orientatioh
into a préference for completing ﬁimilar tasks .n a similar wéy.
Continued réfnforcemént céuses this preference to become more abstract
and rembved from the original task activity until Tt be;omes a basic
orientation to action. Thus, general norms of.conQUét arise from
\%pec?fiC'patternslof behavior associated with cohmon, recurrent activiti=s..
. This process gén be iilustrated by the following example. An
individual is involved in a series of tasks that entail.cooperation
among group members. Cooperative behavior is reinforced 'by the successfui
.complet?on of -each task and by group memﬁers as they develop task specific
work strategies involving cooperation. Task norms develop, embodying the
notion tha;kcooperation is instrumental to ﬁask success, dé%irabie, and
éfeferab}e to other actions. lf4;ne indfyidual.is involved in othér'u
-grpup.activities,'themc06peratibn norm fs-likeiy to be abpljed to these
'situatidﬁs as well. fheﬁcontinued success 6f cooperat{ve behayior trans-
'forhs the task specific norm into a general preferenée for_co;peréﬁiVe
behavior in éi] situarions.h.

Bcger and Locke's argument ciearly re]les on.social learning and

attutude formatnon theorues, especnally for the effects of social

-

.




recnforcement. Their treatment of the links between t=sk znd ~=word
structures, huowever, go=s beyond a'typical examinatiom"of the | emooral
ordzring of ==ts and san:tfbns. A conceptuallzatuon of task = serience
focuses atten:ion not only on the structure of a.particulz = sk bu:

also on the mrganization of all activities experienced by =2~ .adividual.

e

While behévﬁnmal_orientations are generated by the properti=s of specific

=

activities, iz lis the:organization of the task environmens, especially
the corresponiiznce among task situations, that affects the generalization
of nporms. Tke: form and structuring of task situations, == well as the

concomitant matterning of social relations in them, determine the outcomes

g

of-socialemerience.

-

The-relationships between the structure of activities, patterns of.
socnal interactlon, normative ornentat:ons of group members, and producti-
vnty have been lllustrated il numerous studies of industrial work groups.

Homans (1950) for example, has shown that orientations toward work and

productlvnty ncrms are formed and rennforced in the small clique groups
that develop among coworkers. The organization of task; influences thg
nature of -these relétfonshipé-and hence, éffects the development of

these norﬁs. Roy (1952)-and Borgatta and Bales (1953) describe snmllar‘

structura] effects. on |nvolvement and work norms in their studaes of

~

small task groups.

Séyles' (1958) analyses of.collective action in industrial work settings

discloses several important characteristics of activity structures. He

U



fourd: that “the relation between members prescribed by the flow of work
;roczsa‘griza critical variabi= shaping the'ihterna!-socia! systems:of

a gr=u {1958, p.42). Wariations among factory settings 'in terﬁs of
the =.:. »f work groups, thg essentialness of a ggoup's_fbpction within
the;:rgar:zation; aﬁd the e#tent of Qorkeg judgment in completin§ group
taccs accconted for differences.in'group cohesion,‘iﬁierdependence among
'worke;s,zznd‘propensitymtcwar: collective action. The-divi;}on of labor
within th: task group‘waSra% important factor. When workers completed 2
com=on task in a s?nélé wofk'area, cq!lective work norms &nd grouﬁ

acT: vities were common. Where the.division of labor was extensive,

>

sec=rating or é!imina}ing:wofkers ehgagéd in common tasks, concertéd
group activity and_cbile;tive orientations were less’ likely to develoﬁ.
Similar re]ationsﬁips are déscribed in Woodward's {1958) anafysis
of the:effqp; of fnduStrial technology on management-worker conflict, in
Blau's (1955) studies of supervision and work grbup relations, ‘and in
Miller and Hamblin's (1963) ex;mination 6f work group broductivity and
competition. The task structure, by‘shaping the recurrent conditions
in which group members interact and form social ties, éffe;ts the
formation of group éttitudes and.valpe;. | s
't”‘SCHOOIS'aﬁd‘élasgrooms alsé'can‘be described in terms of thelr

"characteristic structure of activities. While traditional educational

research has largely‘iénéred this,'schobling outcomes may be attributable

to the Ways in which activities structure students' and teachers' actions.>



Studies of 'classroom behavior settings" provide some =jues. Using
behavioral records of classroom interaction, Gump (1367} found that
levels of teacher control and pupil work involvement were related to . a
the type of instruct!onalvactlvitﬁ vsed. ‘During se=twork and whole

class recitat}on, teachers were cbnsiderebly more conzrol oriented
and Jominaf}ve thain during sma1l group projeets 6r meading circle.

Students! work invoivement as well as their coopenatlvc behavior
_'were higher in sma]l group actlv:ties than in seatwork or recntatto*

Gump's study substgntiated two earlier attempts to relate classroom
‘activities to pupil and teacher behavior (Kowatraxul [195] apd'
.Hughes-[]95gr)but did nof analyze why variations in behavior eg;terns

derive from gertaln patterns of actnvaty, nor did it examine if these
'produced different work orientations in students.

{ In their study of a medical schoel, Becker, Geer and Hughes (1961)
-demonstraée the ways in which activity structures affect professionél
orfen;atiohs;. The actlvity strectere at the-school was embodied in
‘the curricufum itself. Students worked on identical tasks, often In
shail éroeps, and under great time pressures to absorb the large
quantities of the'factuai material presented. The colleetive
experlence of common actavut;es fostered collaborative relatnonsths
| among students aqﬁ heoghtenedogroup solidarity. ThlS led to the
developmeht‘b? collective definitfonsﬁof and se]utions to common

problems, thus buffering competitioh and generating cooperative work -

norms. As a. group, students defined what was important tc learn,



how to meet the cé=mands of work, and the appropriate emotional invblvg-

ment to be given to certain tasks. :The common, collective nature of

activities and their pacing set determinate problems for the students

a

. . o . e _
and shaped the collective solutions available to them. Professional

norms were ro‘tediin these collective solutions. and, hence, can be

ko

-attribufable to the effects of the activity structure.
On é.theoretical'level, Dreeben 11968) and Bidwell (1972) have
~examined how the normative (moraf) outcomes of schooling result froh the

~structure of recurrent activities. Dreeben contends that what children

s

learn deriyes,from the nature of daily task expériences. Chérac;eriqtics
of the task enﬁirbnment, such as thé boﬁndaries and size of socfal
groupings, the duratlon of social relationships, the re]atlve numbers

of adults “to nonadults, the degree of homogeneity in members sgcsal
characterfsfics, énd the éxtent to which ﬁembers can obsérve each -

others' actions, shape behavsor and the opportunitues for tnteractlon.

Learning 'social norms occurs as children develop coplng strategies to
“handle specific task situations and as_theée‘are generalized to other

activities' (following the processes described by Breer and Locke (1965);

see above):. Since institutions have characteristic structures of

activities which inyolQe different tasks, constraints on actions, and

OppértunitiQ§,f6r‘interéction, participation in one is llkely to produce

different outcomes from participation in another. For these reasons,

. : .8 : ’ .
. Dreeber~ argues that the family and school instill different forms. i
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Although Dreeben does net consider the structural veriations within

an instituflon, Bidwell exfends this model to'suggest-how'schoqls end-parts
of schools (e.g., classrooms and eurrlculum tracks) meyjprgduce different
Xnormative outcomee. He argue§/;;;?\eparacteristic school actiVif(es.exemplify
‘moral principles end provude moral meanmipg to requnred behavior. This'
results, in part, from the way in which activities structure opportunitieﬁ e
for interpersonal and within group comparisdns. lnterpersenai influence
and other forms of social control are frahed byﬁihe activity. The nature

/
of interdependencies among group members, specified by the activity form
. , o

i;self. can either heighten or diffuse the'imhact of social control.
Moreover9 the meannngs assdtiated with expected behavior are not generated
, from sanctions’ alone, but from the consequences that approprlate conduct
have for the completlon of the specific actlvnty. For_GXample, learnlng
to wait for ore's turn in a -class recitation results from the child's
realization that the activity itéelf entails turn-taking and not sirply

from the experience of social .sanctions. Bidwell contends that learning
- ' ~

comni tments to forms.-of social rélations associated with specific

d

activities precedes the development of general morsl eommftments, the

latter arising fromghe generalization of experience {n task structures.

To the extent that schools and classrooms have distinctive Structures.

A}

of activities, they should engeﬁder in children different moral commitments.
~ - i ) ’ .
Two recent studies of variations in schooling environments indicate -

-

the promise of this approach: In elementary schooluc]assrooms that;emp!oyed
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99
dnstunctive patterns of |nsrruct|onal actlv1t|es, Bossert (Fefthtuanqﬁ

found that ch:ldren deve]oped dlfferiht norms of peer eoeperatnon and
c0mpet|tion. And White (1978) noted that varlatnons in the professnonal
orientations of students from two elite busnness schools :ere lirked to
Qifferences'in the structure-of activities emhodled in the school;;@
instructional and *social cunricula. In beth studies, the ?orms%of
sccial relatiens.that developeé within the context of aarti;u!ar,patterns
of activities provided-the basis\for porm fearning. | -

a

Thns brief overvnew suggests some of the basic pr0pert;es of an

actnvnty structures model. Slmp]y put, an activity shapes an lndnvndual'

exper.ence by ordernng the temporal and recnprocal re]atlons among
phenomena and actions. Taese activity e;perlences constitute an in dividual’s
stock of knowledge and ‘form the basis for the formation of attitudes and

behavioral orientations. The latter process occurs in two ways. Certain -
N ,

actions have a higher_instrumental‘ reward value for the actnvntv and
&

when enacted, are reln orced by the experience of success. Successful

forms of behavsor become coping strateg:es, or act:vuty spechfac norms,

which'govern'subsequent action in the actlv1ty, fprther shaping how
the.indfvidual expetiences his envfronment. In addition, -the structure )
of an activity, through its specification of behavioral patterns, atfectsf
the nature 6fisocial interat}on‘within the activity setting. uPatterns

S of soc:al relations shape the impact.of |nterpersona1 lnfluence attempts

and sogial control and, hence, affect an-|-q lduals"assessment .of hlS

L

L . o . o




own and others! conduct. Behavorial orientations become subject to groﬁp

LN ?é © contrc! in activities that foster the.developmeni of colleﬁtlve
‘définitions Qf actfon. Thus, an actlvity may entail both autotelic and
social reinforcement of behévior in 2 crescive faﬁhion. The structufe
~of actfv?ties determines the extent that an.individual encounters simi]ar
- ‘or different activity sitﬁations, énd this.influences the degree o which

écgivityvspecific'nérms}beccmé generéi norms of conduct. “

An actEvity structures model, thereféfe, include; several basic e
prope}ties. Elementa? are the forms of behavior yhich constitute the
activity itse!f.l While activities may v;ry in their degree of behavioral
spe;ifigity--fhe number of different ways of doing the:samt activity-~and

" in the cbmplexity'df pattefns of action;”thpse basié'forms of behaQiér
are identifiable.® 'Ye;;'Whatéver béﬁavigra!'options are available, some

are more instrumental than others. Therefore, the reward structure |

embodied in the activity is an'imporfant'factor. The ‘autotelic effects -
on behavior of an activity's structure result from the temporal ‘ordering.

of reinforcements and actions. The sequencing of rewards or punishments

- ‘~

in relation to behavior genarate: the chéracteristié coping stfategies‘

associated with the activity.’ !Mprebver; since social ;einforﬁehen;
also‘méy contribute to the development of beﬁavforal patterns, the
collective character of the activity Aust be considered. _Amoné other
things, activities differ in"the:numbervqf péople invol;ed; the'inte;nal
e , divisidn of Iabor (e.g.; wheéﬁer everyone is d;fpg the saﬁe thing or doihg :
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different, coordinated tasks), and the degree to which group members can:
choose among behavioral optivons. Besldes setting determlnate~constraints

on behavior dlrectly, through the patterning of social interactlon;'these

ed i

characteristics shape the development and impact of collectlve deflnltlons,'

coping strategies, and soc|al sanctioning.’ The nature of social relaxcions
in an actIV|ty thus has_lmportant effects on an individual's orientation
to certain patterns of conduct. The consequences of;these-factors reside
in the way an indiVldual experiences his envlronment; others, and self in
participatihgin the.actlyity. These experiences'constitute.part of the
'lndididual's knowledge of the actlulty setting and orlent'future behaviorL
thle the above dlscusslon does not represent a systematlc or

-

com?rehenSIve outline of a theory of actlvlty structure, lt does lllumlnate

somn of the |mportant0elements and processes of this approach to organi-
:'zatlonal effects. The task in the remannder of the paper is to examine
- how these notions apply to schools. What ‘are the factors that typnfy
lefferent act|V|ty structures within schools and classrooms? Do the
knowledge and normatlve orlentatlons that students‘acqunre in schools -

\

result_from the‘Way-in:which characteristic actjvities structure their

eXperlences of thc'environment others, and themselves? Can the effects

: of parthIpatlng |n dufferent schoollng enV|ronments be explalned by

dlfferences AN thenr actlvlty structures? ,

P

To answer these questlons and begln bulldnng a model of the organi-
zatnon of schoollnq actnvutles, the analysis presented will draw on-

current research and conceptualizations of schoolnng processes as well

9



-
as on other social science research to indicate frultful velationships
- between activity structures, socialization and learning processes, and
schooiing outcomes. A som.what arbltrary'separatlon between the processes

associated with technical and with moral socia? zatlon shall be made .8

The structures and processes that produce each tybe of outcome will be

 considered separate]y Th|s |s artiflcial because the activity structure e

s likely to operate in both rea]ms snmu]taneous]y and because the moral
and technical outcomes of schoolnng are inextricably linked; the former
contributing to the motivational elements that engender the iatter; and
the latter providfng the content'bf ‘the former. However; some of the .
‘lnteractlons between these w|ll be duscussed in a later sect|on. 'The' ,
resu]tlng mode] wl]] be |ncomouete, but it shou]d provnde a sense of
the promtse of an actnvnty structure analysis of schoolnng processes

and outcomes.

a

Activity Structures and Technical Socialization

In thinking about -how school ing environments affect.the:know]edge

3

" and skills childrenvdo or do not learn, the curriculum is likely to

come to mind. It cbnsists of a set ot subjects or contents”which
‘,students are‘supposed to master through the deve]opment of requasite

‘ skills and knowledge. Qu|te s|mply, what students are exposed to should
affect what they learn. 9 Yet, the structure and methods used to transm|t_

r

the content.of “the curr|cu]um and to faci]itate the. deve]opment of requlred

-

‘skills also are |mportant determlnants of ]earning. A]tnough currncu]um

- .-...,.‘,.,,‘_','...:"- e . : ' . @
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oo “structure usuaily refers to the Iogncal relations among the concepts,
‘skills, propositoons and attlitudes that compruse the intended outcomes
of schoollng,J_o In practice, the curriculum consists of. the-temporal

' orderlng of actlvltles and of labels that categorlze the actlvntnes
functions, Students (and prohably ;eachers; experience the currlculum
as a set of SUbJECt titles and attendant &aSkSa For example, a pupil
m§§ encounter math as that 50 minute period in each day where one’ SItS
at one's own desk, !sstens to the teacher's !nstructlons, and completes
- worksheet on sums wlthout talking to classmates about flying gllders
durlng *he next ‘recess perlod ’litlhe structural - characterlstlcs of 3 -
’ .curr'culum, then, can be conceived in terms of the temporal orderlng of
'dlfferent forms of actlvltles.‘ What effect does varlatlons_ln these have .

s

on thejlevel,and'content'offstudent_learnlng?

’

R

C ThelTemporal Structure,of Actlvltles
| ~The amount of'time;spent ln an activity and lts.relationshlp to the
level of learnlng have received considerable attention among educatlonal
researchers. At the most nndlscrsmlnate level, the length of the school,
year may'oredlct how much children learn: the more -time students spend
in school, the larger their achsevement galns on standardized tests
(leey, 1975) Similarly, the amount of time an |ndivldual Is actively
engaged in a particular, actuvnty (tnme -on-task) seems to affect learnlng

-

" higher ‘levels of - achlevement result from longer active involvements in

-

- : the task (Carrolly.l963;_Bloom,197k). The allocationhof time to actlvitles;
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then, seems to'be an Important characterist{c of schoolfng evironmants.
The leve! of students':learnlng may be lnfluenced‘by the way in whichk
.- SChOOL?;fcurriCU]um tracks; classrooms, and subgroupings within a
ulassroom'specify the length of time students’apend in particular sets
ofvactivities;. |
| 'CUrrent models of tfme, howeyer, remain very limfted. Differences
, among activities and their interrelation in an activity structure have
_not been considered. The relationshlp between time and learnung, for

. examp]e, probably is not llnear., Actavitues may vary in the time requsred

to master the knowledge and skl]ls assocnated with them:. In part, thss

A3

. may be a property of.the actevuty‘itaelf Some tasks anvolve a longer

- sequence of tomponentfstep§ or are more'Eomp1ex than others. ° To the .

 extent that fixed time periods are allocated to:¢ertain‘subjects-fas~tney
are-in many elemenﬁary classrooms. and secondary schools--certain efficacious

learntng'attiyjties either mdy be prohibited or, when used, may not ade&hate!y
reinforce the knoyledge‘and-skills involved because the instrumental reward
value of task completion {s withheld. The organization of time at the school

~level may affect the types of activities used in instruction. Moreover, ;

sthdents may vary in the time it takes them to master an activity: Some,
children may require more time to complete a task or more repetltnons to -

!Instcll the behavnoral patterns or content of an actnvnty, others lTess time.

. The. pacrng and" sequencnng of tasks in an actnv:ty ctructure as well as lts

»flexianity to accomodate dnfferent rates of mastery may have Important effects

“‘”'”_"—~E;?learnrng. The value of flexible time frames for activities has been examined
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By referenCe to each studentls.aptltude for the actialpy;.aptltude

belng defined as the amount of time needed to master tne,componenf

‘parts of the task {Carroll, 1963; Bloom, l968).!3 The'sequeneing'of
instructlon is clearly linked to aSsessment and feedback about the
ddeVelopment of requisite'knowledgé'and skills, not to rigid, fixed
schedules. lnstruct!onal programs based on thls prlnC|ple generally

seen to promote hngher average levels of achlevement among partncnpants L

\

‘However,-whether a program |nvclves mastery ideas or riot, an actlvity

structure's effect on learnlng can be analyzed ln part, by reference to

the way tlme is allocated in and among certain actnvnt:es.

. \

. The amount of tlme spent in a pantlcular activity or |n repetltlons

of it may not be the only parameter affectnng learning. ExperLeneemJn

’ 5|m|lar actsvntles:-ones tha; lnvolve some of the same component skills
or kncwledge,'bdf notvneceséarily-the'same goals or;consequences--may
decrease the learnlng tlme requ&red of any one, of tnem. For exanple,
maklng a scale drawnng in art |nvolves the'manual dexteraty requnred
in handwriting as well as the knowledge of.proportlons and addition
used in math 15 wWhen examlnlng the effect'of time on learning, the
similarity among activities becomes_an important ‘eonalderation.

At the most general level, this is recognized: reading achievement,

for example, stems from. reading requirements in social studies and

math as well as ‘from periods 1abiled reading instruction. Unfortunately,

few studies have~analyzed'in a yery_detailed fashion the overlap among

activitjes in thelr component skills and knowledge. Tnough, an analysls-

s
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" of the effects of sinilar tasks on learning should not be limited'to‘ln-

. school activities. .The. amount of time students spend out-of-school on
actlvttaes that are like the ones encountered in schoo! should influence
.the:r ach:evements_ For example, the reading a ;hisd does at home, inc!uding.
that which is asslgned as homework, _contributes to read:ng achievement. 16
The isomorphism among act|V|t-es and activity settlngs medtate the effects
of thelr temporal ordcrtng ‘However, the degree of slmtlarlty also influences
the breath of know]edge and skills acqunred through a set of activities.
Snmply put, the more sim»lar the nature of the activitle53 the fewer the "

opportun:tnes for developing dlfferent skills. (The nature of activity
"differences and its effect on learnzng wlll be examlned later ) The -diversity L
of tasks must be considered when examlnlng the temponal structure of activit:es,
. The pacing, sequencnng, and flexibility of tlme periods assocsated wnth
partycular sets of asctivities as well as the over]ap of actlvutles and activity .
"“d?settnngs .comprise basic propert,es of the activity structure. Although these
’ characterlstccs, as suggested here, are far from benng clear and discrete = ‘
o _ varsables for a time analys,s, the ndea that learnsng outcomes ;re aﬁﬁected b;/’(f
the temporal patternnng of .« actavity types muct be cncorporated into models of
- :learnlng time. To the extent that various schoolnng envnronments differ in )
_terms of these properties, students' ]evel of learnlng also should dxffer.

Activity Forms and Learnlng o o ; ' S ‘ L

-

While the time spent on a particular activity may influence how much a

-, .o /4’ .




student learns from lt, certain activity forms may be better than others
for teachlng a set of skllls. The same tlime allotted to dlfferent methods
v . . . may produce different. levels of - achlevement. Thls'notlon,.however.
| . generally has not been supported by research on teaching. Althoogh there
isno - way of describing dlfferences between lnstructlonal methods, ‘
most studies have not separated the erfects of content. teachling materials,

and activity forms when examining teaching methods. 17 - When examined _
Separately, usually ln experlmental deslgnsD common lnstructlonal methods,
such as recftat!on, discussion and“ eeatwork. do not seem to “produce different
- levels of achievement (Stephens, '1967; Dunkin and B:ddle, 1974; Dovyle, 1977),_'
.‘The few studies whnch do report dlfferences among teachlng methods--usually
; rated along some contlnuum from tradltnonal to lnformal or "open" teachlng~~
j employ data so removed from the proxlmal learnnng environment and the »
; actual behavior of teachers and students that thelr results are hughly
UQUestionable‘(e g., Hrlght l975; Bennett, 1976). (f teachlng methods-
make a difference, lt remains unclear how. | '. .
Recent research on time-on-task however, suogests one mechannsm.
by which various lnstructlonal methods may produce dnfferent achlevement
galns.A Scott and Ander on (1976) have shown that actlvlty types and |
', leVel of student on-task‘behavnor are assoclated. Collective act!vltles_
in which attentlon is focused on visual material or on. the teacher (as in

recltatnon) seem to promote relatlvely hlqh rates of task«related behavlor,

whergas small group activities educe the least task involvement. . Although
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their study does not anaifze why certain levels of on-task behavior are
associated with:certaih activity forms, it does replicate part of Gnmp‘s
(1967) findings on stunent partiqipation and spjbests that the dee of
certain high involvement a;tivities may eontribute to higher achievement
gains. None_of the other studies of Instructional methods have'aséessed
’timeeon:task when comparing teachfng strategies; hence,_there'!s ]Ittle
‘infqrnation about the interre!ationship betneen activity forms, pupil
involvement and achievement. 18 _ |

More indirectly,-an activity's structure may affect how a teacher

responds to students. Part of-an-effective teacher's ski]Ttinvclvés -

the ab|lsty to d|dgnose moment-to-moment and day-to-day fluctuations in

-

A ]

a student s or the class' response to |nstruct|on and to provude apprbprlate

-treatments. Usua]]y, this ability has been attributed-to the cognntxve

v

or personallty characterustucs of the teacher, but wuthout much success
|n llnknng |ndlv1duals attutudes or traats to theur actual behavnor.]9

"~ This V|ew |gnores the fact that teachers themselves are constrauned by

,_‘

the environment in which thny act, formung thenr behavror |n the context

.
7

\'20f ongoing actuvntues. The 'structure of these actuvities may shape what

N . . 7
. 0

|nformat|on becomes avaulable to the teacher and lts meanung as well as

how certain\responses may flt (or not flt) into the course of action..

N
The collectlve nature of 1nstruct|on |s one of the most apparent

< DY

hut !lttle examqned factors of classroom life affectnng the teacher.

\
t— As Jackson (1968) has indicated, the press of numbers and of timetshapes

. _ . . | :\\-.
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'a teacher's response to classroom events. Individual students' need often

are subordnnated to the class. Rather than responding to Individuai
varla?sons in learnlng. teachers generally seem to use broad-nndncators
of class performance in maklng their pedagogical deCIS|ons. In studV|ng

how curraculum unlts are paced for ‘example, Dak118¢ (1971) has® argued

.that teachers tend to monitor the progress of a small group of pupils,

usually those in the lower 10th to 25th percent|le of the class aptitude

distribution. These students become a "criterion steernng group" for

- the teacher's decisions about when to end one lesson and begin a’'new one.:

“either ‘the comp051t|on of the steering group or the nature of what is

. Slnce'progress is referenced to the achleuenent of aoout 15% of the class,

students who learn consnderably faster than th|s grodp must walt or
rece|ve other ass:gnments, and those who learn more slowly may never
have the opportunlty to grasp the maternal 20 The collectave nature of
the classroom task environment forces the teacher to attend to some bits

of |nformat|on and not to others, to the progress of’ the crnter|on steerlng

U_

group. thle Dahllof s work demonstrates the 2xistence of the steerlng gtoup,

t

particularly in’ tradltlonally organ|zed classrooms, its has not explained how

-~

teachers’actual]y experience the classroom group as a collectlvlty and how
thls in turn, shapes what lnformat|on is mon|tored. Hence, l|ttle is known
sbout why certain pup|ls become part of the crlterlon steernng group, or about

how varuatnons in |nstructuonal method and currnculum content may |nfluence

1
Ny

monltoFed.



ln making”classroom decisions, a teacher may rely on a variety of
cues todasséss poolls',learnlng.- The avallablllty”of these cues and
the meanlngs.they acgolre may derlve from the teachers' own relationship
to classroom activities. As attribution theorists have recently'indlcated,
fan'indlvidualls assessment of the causes of behavior are associated with
that lndlvidual'silnvolvement in the activity. For example, actors and
observers construct dlfferent‘accounts vabehavfor; actors tend to attrl-
bute events;to:sltuatlonal exigencies, while observers attribute the “
causeg'of behavior to personality traits of the actors. These dlfferences
_ln perspectlve result from posltlonal and nnteractlonal factors affectlng
S '-the avallabllnty and: meanlng of lnformatlon (Jones and Nisbett, l$7l),
:Many of the causal attrubutlons about. chnldren s behavuor that teachers'

F

use to make pedaqogncal decusnons lnvolve 'such. perceptually |nacce551ble:
characterlstncs as motlvatlon and -intent. The factor; which, shape these
'-attrubutlons also shape” deczsnons. The collective nature of an instruc;-
tional actnvnty, partncularly the extent to which' the teacher is involved
'wlth pupnls in the actnvnty, may affect such |nterpersonal aseessments.
- wlll a teacher who 15 actually engaged ln the task make d;ffercnt attrl-
-butnons of |ntent and motlvatlon than a teacher who' s me-ely a super- -
visor. or observer of the action? Doe< lnvolvement lead to the u;e of
different cues for assessing pupils' behavnor? leferences in attrubutions

may affect the'Student' whether behavlor is thought to result from low

S mottvatlon or from the amb|gulty and complexlty of the lesson affects
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ciassroom dernsaons._‘To the extent that'these-decisions have a pedagogical
Influence on students, achlevement wiii be affected i
\

In addition to attributions about motivation and intent, many

-

classroom decisions involve assessments of puplis -performanCes on in-

2 . 3
i i ¢ “

structional tasks. Whether a chlid Is achleving or not andrhow his

4
Y

a

performance compares to otherslc0nstitute important |nformat|on. There
are. at least two ways that the activity structure may affect these
| assessments. First, the degree to which conduct Is linked to evaluations

of achnevement may" depend on' the activity form. While others have described
5.

the reiataonshu s between "g900d behavuor"‘and achlevement (e. 9., Jackson,
P

v . o "

1968 and Dreeben, 1968), thus may-be more true for ‘some instructionai

.

“activities than for others. During recitatuon. for. exampie, dlspiaying
.proper anewering conduct is asimportantas havung the correct answer
because the success of the activsty, by deflnit|on, depends on puplis
waltnng their turn to answer the teacher s questlons._ Nhere coordlnated
conduct is not so amportant for the compietion of the activity, perfor-

mance assessments may not involve conduct Second pelformance appralsais

)

based on comparative evaluations among chiidren aiso ina 7 depend on the

-

¢

~=2 nature of instructional actqvnties. Comparative assessments are possible

s

. bnly when pupils are engaged ih the same task: or when various tasks are

*standardized to a coﬁmon'perfbrmancc.norm. 'Littie Is known about how“

teachers use’ oomparlsons when assessing puplls' performances and how

the presenCe or absence of these affect |nstruct|onai decisionc concernlng’-

-
o

..
.
N,
.
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pupils. Dahllof's treatment of criferion steerlng’groups (described above)

indacates how comparisons are used when students are engaged In ,common

¢ ’

tasks and how these affect pacnng decisuons. However, when teachers

- -

~

employ a dlver51ty of |nstructionai tasks, where pupils are engaged in .7 e
lnd|v1dualized7le=sons for example,, |nformat|on for comparat|Ve assessment maf t
unavailab!e. Hou does the multiplicity of instructional,tasks affect !:‘
oerformance attributions? For example,Ado_teachers shift from comoaratjve'
to.individuai1y-referenced'standards as thelacfivitQ‘structure becomes

more dlversifled? How does thls affect derusnons about paclng and

0y

sequencung of |nstruct|onal ac |v|t|es? What constututes performwnce

snformatlon for the teacher may depend on the collectnve character of :

-
¥+ o
.

instructlonal act|V|t1es.‘V

. ~ . :
The col]ective nature: of’ actlv:t1es also mad(affect the dnstrnbutlon
of instructlonal assustance._ ;n groups wh%re members ‘have dlfferent _ |
- aptitudes (whlch is l:kel;leven in small wlthun-cnassroomlablluty groupings),
engaglng in ‘common tasks‘necessarlly |mplies«that some ndxvnduals yn]l
‘elther fnnlsh or demonstrat:.competence sooner than others.. Asi.de'-.from°

-issues concerning'the continued motivation oF those who must wait for

others to complete the, work, the teacher faces a managerlal task of
o o
What to do with these studenits. Keeping top Oerformers inthe lesson,

\\\\\\\\\\

- partlcularly if-it'is a recitation or dnscu5510n, may ‘facilitate the —— .

v

teacher s work, for these students contrubute to the activity and serve

- © . as standards for the rest of the group. On the other hand bored ] N

‘- - - N - - . , - -
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'”lesson w:th a smaller group . "
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’

studerts may disrupt the activity or, at Ieast, decrease the teacher s

ability to max:mlze the time spent with the poorer performers, After

"they have. demonstrated their Knowledge, therefore. these top students

may be glven other assignments so that the teacher can contlnue the

" o ' 1919
ln a ntudy‘of elementary school classrooms, Bossert (ﬂerﬂwxmﬁ7@)

found thatteachers who used common, ‘collective |nstruct|onal activnt N

exercased both opt|ons. Sometlmes top performers served as. standards

S p ‘_i

1 and facnlatators for the group act|v|ty Othertlmes the t 2achess. _pro~

o v:ded these students WIth extra assngnments--usual]y to read ahead and

\
begin the next lesson--so that the smaller group of students would

' recelve more of . the’ teacher 5 attentlon. In actual practlce however,

“

the top- performers recenved more. |nd|v1dua1|zed assnstance than other

¢

students' between the tnme Spent explalnlng the extra ass:gnment,
helplng the students begln it, and answerlng quest:ons durlng the work
n '

the teacher allocated more than the average amount of assnstance to

‘

the top performers. ‘The fact that these students had |nstruct|on paced

at a hlgher rate and recelved more help w:tn thear work seemed to bolster‘

the:r ach:evement advantage in the class. Moreover, the teacher beneftted

.

from th|5<because It guaranteed that these top students woqu cont:nue

to facllitate group actfv:tles by their good. performance. By cqntrast,

teachcrs who used collective activitice |nfrequently nrovnded the mos t

assistance to puwals havung dlfflcu)ty w:th the lessons. Certain top_

P

—d



'pupvls cou]d not ‘becume standards for the ciass, since many different
activutles were taking place at the same tlme. Those students-who were
’donng well were expected to contlinue at thelr actlv!ty, leav1ng the .
teachers free to spend more time wlth the students who had problems.
Thevcollectlve nature of the aCtIVlty structure, then, as it shapes

the Eeacher's action'alsc may.determfne the level of learning. Activity
structures whfch entail a'hféh proportion of common;-collective!y |

executed tasksmay help increase the achievement diversity in a group of

students. : ) - . -

Summary

If teaching has a technology, even a rudiﬁentary oae, part of’it
consists of the choices that are made about the type anﬂ-échedd\ing of
|nstruct|ona1 activutles. At tche most elemental stage,'time—onetask
o dlrectly affects the level of students' learning; The Wa9 in which time
. . 1is allocated to dlfferent pursutts, then, structures the learnlng
- o experienCes that are available to students. The pacing, sequencing,

and flexlbnlnty of‘actlvuty perlods, particularly in relation .to the
_complexity and dlverslty of tasks, constitute the opportunitler
students have’ for acqulrlng knowledge and developing skills. Nhatever

3

‘the content of the curriculum or +he nature of academic and non-academic

L & "tasks;.the effect of the tempcfal ordering of activities on students'

achievements must be considered.

N pory, . . ¢
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- The form of an aétivity, though, is not without its effect. Nhl]e
the structure of an activity may not Influence the level of student
learnlng dlrect]y, -except perhaps through Its assoclation wlth on-task
. behavnor, it may |nfluence how teachers construct their pedagogucal

" decisions. A teacher's perceptlon of a student's'or the class'

performance may result from the patterns of interaction inherent in’

_the activity itself. The structure of an activity, as it affects the

bases fnr eomparative assessment,athe relationship between judgments
©of social conduct and of achlevement, and the attr(bntlons concerning
pupils' motivation, influence the way in which a te.ipsne nakes such
instructional decisions &+ the pacing of activiti 's and the prevision
of special assistance. lnitial choices about,what acti%ities to hée;

then, shape other c]assroom decusaons and these, in turn, may affect
how much puplls learn. ,  > : ’

1~Activiiy Structures and Moral Socialization

That schools communicate eocia] valnes, normative orientationa,

attitude;, and beliefs is fairly well acknowledged. How schools generate
commi tments in their”students"to act’in partieular ways however is less
clear. While teacher;'and other schonl staffﬂinplore stuaents tb act
fn'eertaih.ways, the old.dfctun about the differént moral implications

of .what is said and of what is done seems to hold. Teachers often

preach the vqrtues of tpoperative behaveor, vet, they usually reward
children on the basns of lnterpersonal competltion. Principals praise

‘trustworthlness,,but demand hall passes and conduct locker searches.

25
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Teachers talk abOUt |nst|ll|ng the capacities for self-dnrectlon and
|ndependence while checking ‘Whether each pupll wrote the date in the
proper space before allowung the class to begln a wruting aSS|gnment.
This is not to say that all school pPrsonnel are hypocrite. or that
moral communlcatlon is |neffect|ve, however. the act|ons in which
people engage as part of thelr daily activities may exemplzfy and
lmpart moral pruncuples, sometimes ones that are at odds with: their
moral ° ‘instructions. This type of moral soclallzatlon--one that is not
dependent on\dldactlon but ‘that derives from patterns of social conduct--
has been called the hidden currlculum of the school

While the hidden curriculum has largely gone unexamined by
educational researchers, some of its contents and mechanisms have been
described. "Dreeben's (1968) treatment of norm learning in schools Is
perhaps the most detailed. He,argues‘that the charaoteristic structures
of school activities create situations in whlch ohlldr;n are likely to
learn certainnnorms of behavior. For example, the norm of independence - -
is fostered by ‘
the fact that school chlldren are removed from persons with whom'
they have already formed strong -relationships of dependency, and
the sheer size of a classroom assemblage limits each pupil's claim
to personal contact with the teacher, and more so at the Secondary
levels than at thé element tary. This numerical property of class-
.rooms reduces pupils’ opportunities for establishing new relation&r
ships of dependency with adults and for receiving help from them ™
(Dreeben, 1968, p.67). . x -

-The.structural properties of activity settings instill norms of conduct -

‘ bf rreating certain recurrent demands on students. As mentioned earlier,
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Dreebenic aneiycis, 1ike most others, does not descfibe how variations
In the activity structures of 5chople or parts of schpoisumay affect

. moral iearning.r He'fs interested in describing differences between,'
not wnthin,-institut|ons, though many of the re]ationshlps between
actlvnty sttuctures and norm learning he descr:bes can be applied to.

- subunits wnthln‘the school. ’

Bidwell‘(1972) has extended Dreeben'e argument to outline the
effects ofﬁdiffefentaschooi activities. He indicatec that activity
structures.affect moral socialization in two ways. Certain actiyities
difectly exempl ify norms of ccnduct and'reinforce patterns of.behavior
associated with them. And, the use of cnaracteristic.sets of activitiec'
shape the development of patterns of interpergpnal interaction end thus-
.frané tne"effecta of social sanctioning on emergent norms. These two
.ldictinctidns focus attention on how the structurei properties of an
ectiVIty relnforce certain patterns of conduct and on how these patterns
of conduct mold social relations and the effects of soclal lnfluence
.-oricontroi attempts._ If schools or settings within the school differ
in the activities they employ, will the normative orientations iearned

by students who experience these different activity structures also

differ? ,

! .

Behavioral ﬁeinforcement in Activities

In addition to whatever students learn about the content of a.subject,

. activities. involve certain patterns of conduct from which behavioral

O
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'orientatiéns may derive. For example, laboratory experiments in the
natural sCIenEes may be fire pedagoéical déylcé; for'téacﬁ!ng the
content of natural laws, but they aiso feach that careful, controlled
manipulation of physical matériafs produces predicfab1é and'replimable
results. Likewise, doing mathematical proofs teaches both the properties
'_df numerical and axiomatlc systems and the values of syétématic, stepwise
légfc and argumentatjén. |
The way In.which the forﬁ of an acfivity reinforces certain attitudes
and norms has already been outlined by Breer and Locke {1965). As
'desc}ibed earlier, their théofy states that cértain'actions are more
anstrumental than others for doing a part!cular task, and che successfu!
completeon Qf the task reinforces the behavior pattern. Through its
use in similar, recurrent task situations, this pattern becomes a task
specific -norm. To the extent that an ¢ndtvidua! faces other tasks and
contlnues to succes sfuiiv canplete °hese using tae same ‘task norm, that .
norm will beqomq a general principle of ﬁonpuct in all sjtuations.
Breer and Locke's thesis implies that an analysis of activity structures
:lnvnlvestwo components, a descriptnon of the actlvlty in terms of its
Instrumental behavnor patterns and an examonatlon of the snmilarity and
recurrence of activit!es within and among “task. settlngs.

The characteristic task properties of yarious school activfties,

[ . . o
-

however, have not been examined closely. One cammon observation, though,

. ’ . . - N N
has been made.concerning the possible effects of extracurricular-

31
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activities. Many of thEse Invo!vé coliective effert, wﬁere there is a
common goal, and tﬁg task idVines ;Qﬁe division of labor and Inter-
déﬁ;hdence among group members. A prdtétyplc e;amp}é ié team sports.
'Hhatever else team'spdfts gngender, they do seem to instill the lmportance
of coordingfed action. Bgcausé participants have different assignmentﬁ'.
or caﬁbeﬁént tasks to pefform, tﬁe entire enterprise dépends on responsfvg

- i

. execution of these. Other activities also embody“thls“;orm. Cooﬁeration

-+

and coordinated conduct are essentlal components of such activities as

1
2

sfudent government, service and drama clubs. Of course, not all extra-
. curricqlar activities are col]ectiye in naturé; hence, diffgrencés in the
ayailabf!}ty'of éiffgrent activity forms and In pafticipation'may account
fér vafiations-in individual and aggregate comhitménts tc norms of'coprdi—
nated, collective action. (Thlg was trﬁe'ambng industfia]’work groups
that Sayles (1958) studies; see earlier section;) | |

Anothetr example involves variations émqng schools; ciasérooms or
cgrriéul&m tracks in the use ofhlaboratory training In sciénte; f
laboratory e;perience insti]]s commitmeﬁt'to empirical research or,
at least, the value of carefulvsysfémétic egperimentation, science
curricula that do’not involve'l;boratory work may not‘prévidé the '_.
experiences’necessary.for studenté to develop thésetnorms. Likewise;
differences in. the qse of systemaflc proofs and rote hemorizatign in

: , _

mathematics instruction may account for variations in the value students

® e

place on these,attivities, independent of their effect on math achievement.

o -

.
32
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These examples imply that students who experience different activity
. forms, eitﬁer doring'inctructlon or In extracurricular activities, may
. acquire different norms. for behayiorc The provision of certaln activities,
then, should influence the outcomes of moral socialization In schools.
.Whatever the form of avallable act!vities'and their attenoant norms ,
certain'featuresvof.the structure of activities should affect the extent"
to which ac’ivity specific norms become more generaiized principles of
conduct. As Breer and Locke have |nd|cated norm learning from activity
experaences occurs because certain ‘behavior patterns or orientations receive
continued rennforcament in Stmnlar'acttvitles.. Therefore, just as the
pacing, sequenc!ng, dcversnty and overlap of acttvntles may affect level
of learning (as described before)}, these structural features also nay in--
fluence how activity'specific norms are generalized.

.The pacing of activities, for example, influences whether or not

students wilf'complete an actiVity.and be”relnforced by task success.
The time allocated to an activitylmast alfow for the instrumental reWar&;
vafue of prescrlbed'actions to be.realized in order for .these actions to
-beCome actirjty specific norms. (This need ‘not amply, however, that
ac"%utles must be compieted during one period ) A partlcular pattern
of behav:or, even ft it is reinforced i{n an activity. will not. become a

-'generalaZed norm unless it Is repeatedly used by students. Contlnued

-

instromental relnforcenent of behavior Is most likely to occur when the

’

“same or snmllar ~actlivities are successfully completed. (This, of course,
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is an underlying principle in rep?tltions:of instruttiam.)v Simiiarity'

may involve the extent of overlap between school and non-school |

actlvatues. Behavuora] patterns and orlentatlons that are instru-

mental i; multnple |tuat|ons are the ones ‘that are most l!kely

to become genera]ized prlnciples of conduct.J

A fourth feature of activlty,strugtures involves the sequencing-

of activities. In examinfhg the'fOrms'of actf@i;ies encountered

by students over several school years, the'norms developed in early

act:vnt|es may lnfluence behavsoral patterns used in subsequent ones.

For example, if mathematncs trannnng beglns with memorlzatlon of

rules and formuias, students may apply this procedure ad hoc

fn later mathlwork, perhaps.eyen when a more coﬁcep;ual approach

is required: Whenlactivitiesldp not Bave7one set of prescfibed
“Behavio}, eaﬁly patterns may be readily transferred to new activitieé;‘

Spus cont»nunng to reinforce prev»ously ]earned norms. |

. The autotelic effects of actlvitnes on norm Iearning, then, occur

throdgh the way in which certain forms fo activities instrumentally

-/
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reanforce partlcular patterns of behavfor and certain structures of
.activities provnde fecurrent, stmi!ar activity forms. The generation
of commltment to norms takes place as act:vity speciflc ornentataons
are general;zed to other sntuatlons. Since many settnngs;inmolve o
dlfferent forms of activities as well as differences in the way these |
.activities are paced, sequenced, and |nterre1ated normatlve prlnclples
'and the strength of commltment to them should vary among chlldren who
experlence different settings. The most efficacious actnvnty structure
‘would be one that provided a “set of activities which contlnually reis-
forced the same set of behavior patterns. Whereas the least efricacious.
one would nnvolve so dlverse a set of activity experiences that conduct
‘could not be routinized. The normative orientations that.students
acqulre from activity experiences in sChoo]s, classrdoms, curriculum'
‘ tracks, and other subsettangs within: the school may, In part, resu]t
from these structura] components of act:vntles, variations among ‘Students
in their normatlve orlentations derives from the experlenCes ‘gained in

[y

dlfferent actnv1ty structures,

A caveat must be menti0ned: Should an analy5|s Inducate that varlatlons
-, in students‘ normative orlentatxons are not assocnated with dlfferences
in the actlvity structures of schools or their parts, the effect of

instrumental- reInforcement of norms need not be d:scarded chera]

factors characterlzlng current schooling practlces may atteﬂuate the

L— autote]:c effects of actnvnty structures. _Flrst, most schooi activities .
. - . 3
a ‘ ' ~ Y - ’ ’ ) <
3 N - ‘32
. )
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]

" may not huve clear cut patterns of instrumental conduct. - An anaiysis of
0 o ' .

’

"typical school tasks could reveal that there are multiple ways of

:sucessfully comnieting most activities; hence,.no subset of behavior.

<

recenves recurrent task reinforcement. Second, school activity structures

1

may nnvolve a set of tasks that are extremeiy dissimilar.or are in-

{ LA -

effeciently paced and sequenced Behavqorai orientations that are; »'

appropriate for one activity are not reinforced in others sc that

students iearn only task,specific strategies and not more.generaiized

principles of conduc;;. Third, social ruies.guverning behavior cften

may yioiate the instrumental actions entailed by the actjvity ltself .
- and thus rejnfcrce orientat]ons that.do aot derive directly from
_.activity experienceg for~example, to work alone qn a wcrksheet violates

that c]ear.instrumental -eward values of cocperative behavior and of.

- dividing Jabor. Thls may instill confilctung behav:or strategues in_

: students and decrease the reinforcement’ vaiue of a partlcu]ar activity

\

structure;

¢

These problems, howeyer, do not deny the importance of an activity

. 3
structures analysis. The form and structuring of activities may have «
o . o e .

important effects on students' pcim learning. And, activity settings

that differ on crucial properties may account for differences in normative
commitments. This has not been examnned by research on schooi.ng

=, N o
N .

Activity Sttuctures'and interpersonai Relations -\\

o
L

— . 3
o

- As a mechanism for instilling attitudes and nornative orientatiqng,

- . =y
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social reinforcement is an'essential component in an activity strUctures

-

Nt

'perspective. The effects of -interpersonal |nf1uence, ldentificatuon,‘

model ing and reference group comparlsons on moral learnlng have been weil

documented The method and content ‘of- moral communlcatnon, partncularly

how attltudes and expectatnons are transmltted through social Interactson, @

-

" has geen a central concern. (See-Bidwe]].(1372) for an excellent review
+ .

, of how this. applles to schoollng ) An activity structureaxmocel however,

focuses attention on factors which shape social lnteraction within a

setting and on the social context in whichutnterpersonal assessments and:

\ R

'influence-occur. The structure of activities frames socia]vrelnforce-
ment. It influences who interacts with whom, the natore of that inter-
action, and the meaning of behavior and communications. Activity structures
affect moral socia)ization by defining the'0pportunities for and nature

of |nterpersona1 |nfluence and reference g[oup comparisons.

One of the most evndent features of many school activities is thelr

collectlve publlc hature.. Whatever.the content of the-activlty, students

usually comp]ete the same task at the same time and ln the same place.

Dreeben \1968) argues that the col]ec.nve character of lnstructlon provtdes

~
the basis for learning norms of univergalism,and-distributive justice.

- Common tasks heighten ‘the :sense of"group‘memberéhip-and_instil1 the

idea that a student-!s one of a category of people who engage in a
particular set of activities. ‘This occurs not only from the use of

. common activities in the'classroom but also from the differences in -

o
-
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actiﬁﬁ;ies among grede ]evelévand-curriculumﬁtracks in theyschool. For
.example, StUdents learn that tehtﬁ graders take U.S. History ane Algebra
whereas eleVenth graders study wo rld hlstory and geometry, and that only
college track studen}s_%ave ]aboratory work in Science. Dreeben notes -

i that withie the context of the school students mustllearn thaf Hecertain
qualities fhef,determine their uniquenees,as persons become subordinated
~to those specific:characteristics fn which they are allke'" (1968, Pogf 83).
ColPective actnvntles and the ;ensn of group membership that may arise
from par icipation in them foster interpersonal and self assessments that
are based on. categorical terms,Jthus reinforcing'universalisgic norms for

interaction.?! ' ‘s

At the same time,_coliectjve tasks provfde a basis for differeﬁtiation.

—~

and salf assessments can e readily referenced to”common standards of
berformahce. Combarisons and social sanctions thet may derive from these
‘judgments are gerierally seen ‘as equ{table because/iﬁhyAappiy eqea]iy to
each meﬁber-of the group. In sehool,'there are numerous common, coilegtive
activities, and students are distingqiehea by ;heir‘perfermanCe on these.
.Forﬁa] testing .is perhaps the ﬁost fundamente] for it usually links-
eerforﬁqnce-te a reinforcer that has clear comparative meaning. .Grades
~and testxscoree become ‘a common criterion by which studeats are Jjudged.

. 3 ] o : : % ' .
“What s;wdeétE'learn from this [s that "each receives according to hiS own

performance.'",

Tl

9 \

vy

o 3S

within a groupm' When iﬁdividua]s;engage in the sar» activity, interpersonal
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However, activnty s*ructures vary\Jn the extent to whlch task
\1"

perfnrmance affecys . Interpersonal assessments and differentiation

E within.a group. VWhen students are not engaged in common tasks, any

Y
o

compaﬁative eveluationS‘must be made on cri eria other than relatlve

1979
achievement.. In a study of elementary schoo) classrooms, Bossert (ﬁe#%hceming)

found that’ Qhe way students evaluated one another and chose friends _ _
’ ’ ~——f
were Yunked to the activity ﬁtructures of their-ciéssuaoms. Where\group .o

4 ‘ /’ . - t . ! . s

recltation snd other common assignhents (2. g.; worksheets and booklets) -

/were the most frequent Instructicnzi’ actuvntles, re!ative ecadpmlc

0

, /performance played an Important role in the.chlldren assessments of

.

themselves znd’ thelr peers. Performance ¥%as a stated criterion fer

friendship among most of the studentq, and friendship cliques generally

-

contained only chlldren~ach|evcng at siml»ar le»els. By contrast, in

I
ot
l

classrooms which had few common group activities and relied ]ergely on

'

v / Individualized and student-initiated small group projects (multi-task

organizud classes)), interpersoral assessments rarely were based on task

perfornance and ﬁhe,children'did not select friends'according to their
relative ecademic standing‘in the class. Bossert argues that common,
collective activiiies,'partieu]erly when clearly linked to a formal
reward system that is’Based on'comparative judgments ofvperformance;

foster the development of a comp titjve status system withln a class-

P

-room, where status and interpersdnal bonding depend on'individual

C e - performance. ‘This decreases overall group” cohesion and reinforces

35
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social relations that support pupils' productivity and the chances for

obtaining rewards. Wnen a classroom’s Instructional erganization in-

volvas a variety of different activities occurring simuitaﬁeousﬁv. there

is littWe basis For co parative assessments of task performance. Pupils

q
are free to establish socnal relatlonships without regard for their ln-

\4 "

strumental reward valv° in-obtaining performance recogn!tlon.
Although *hese chlld;en s orlentation to co~perat|ve and compeg iQe
norms ‘were not measured dlrectly, Bossert's research ind .cates that a

_c-assroom s actlvity structure may have |mportant effects on how Children
ieare tHese norms. Students in'the multi-task orgénized classrpoms were
very cooperative. They worked wefl'!n'any subgroup ef the class, even
lf normal’ friendship assoceations were broken by group assugnments. The
other children, by contrast did not want. to split up their performance
homogeneous cliques and often persvaded thelr teacher not to do so. |
There was a hlgh'wfthfn-group solidarity but considerabfe betQEen-grcup
ceﬁeetition:expreased in play actfvifies as well as In academic tasks.
The. patterns of social relations among children exemblffied different

‘hnorms‘of competition and cooperatlon; Whife it seems unlikely that;

. generalized norms for interaction would result from one year of parti-
cipation in 2 partlcular activnty structure, dnfferences in these
children's assessments of peers and their social t!es were l:néed to
differences']ﬁ their classrcom actlvity"experiencea. ,Variations in the

~ - actlivity structures that children experience over several years may

- .
oo

miwy
.
———
N -




oA S ”'aCcount for differences In thelr normative orfentations.

“ The effects on norm learnlng of varlatlons'lndstudent's social . -

tl;s that result from dlfferent actlvlty structures is most clearly 5

. 'lllustrated In Uhlte s (l978) study of two graduat~ business schools.
One 4chool has a htghly lndlvudual126d program of study: w:th few

» core courses, and students are encouraged»to enroll in classes .

u

ln other parts of the unlverslt . The second school has "a rlg:dly

hat allows few optlons.' Students at this

el
G

small groups whlch recelve collectlve

o organlzed first year prOgram

school al&d’gre assugned

‘ assngnments ln many of thelr flrst year courses as well as a budget for

hd o

ocnal actlvutnes. /At‘the first school, ggclal relatlonshlps were dlverse

mented deﬁglte organlzed&soclal actlvltles wuthln the school
:§:§¥> group ‘solidarity was exceedlng)? high at the other school_\v

and
By con
and” remalned o‘éven durlng the second year of -the program when fnrst 4\;\
- year grodhlngg had no formal status, group asslgnmewts were less pre~
valent, and students selected speclalty courses. - Many of these
groups, ln fact, chose the specialty in which they would enroll collectlvely,
whlte argues that dlfferent work nor\%'developed among students at

‘(hese two schools.’ At the flrst school," s udéhts xpressed an orlentation

-

‘to |ndlvsdual|zed study and, ln fact collaborat‘d lnfrequently on course

. .
asslgnments. Students at the other schégl developed strong cooperative

‘\“\‘"SUETEl,tles _and shared work even vwhen their lnstruqtors proscribed col{ab-
. _ <“

oration. Horeover, as- all of these students began maklng’tareer declsnons -

.. -
¢ . s .
- } > oy . . )
s ' . ' . e .
3 . . P *
- . . .

tlse
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and selecting types of work situations in which to seek employment,
their occupational preferences mirrored their orientations to school

wonk. Students at the first school consistently stated a preference

a-caneer that would allow them to deflne their own objectives and

rk'indéﬁendcntly. Students from the other school favéred Jjobs where

they could work as a team and do collective problem solving. These
work norms were not an eXpliclt part of the curriculum but resulted
from the social organization cf .instruction. White's research demonstrates

that the experiences ‘and social relationships that derlve from an acti-

vity structure influence students' normative orientations.:

‘One'diffefénce between White's and Bossert's studies should be noted

-

"here. While the latter found that classrcom-to-classroom variations in
activity structures influenced student's behavioral orientations, the .
former indicates that these are, rélatively unimportant and that the

activity structure of the'school shaped students' work norms. The unit

I3

of énalys}s,'then, may vary in acfivity structure models of differént
settings. Hhén schooling eXpegiences ére limitea to one cléssroom Qroup,
as they are qu$05t elementary and pre-school settings, the structure of
.gctiQities'in_fhat classroom clearly shapés oppportunitiés for interaction

" ... and the social relatjonships that develop among students and between

students and teacher. However, when the organization of instruction

t

.- -and other school activities involves separate classes that may vary in

-—

L their composition, as in most secondary schools and colleges, students'

-
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‘expefiences in a.cu;FIeplum track or of a university department; for u
example, may be the more impoftant determinant of social relations. Ae
activity structures model focuses attention on groupings in which members
have 3 common,.recurrent set of experiences. Groups thit either are too ﬂ

4
-such as the entijre school at the elementary and secondary levels~-

inclusiv
or constjtute only a small and fragmented part of students; activity

\\\ﬁﬁuil o ' - ; o
experiences=-s as one course in high schools or colleges--do not contain .
the stable patterns.bfﬁsocial re]atiohships in which social control and

inteféersona1 influence are normally exercised and obtaiﬁitheir’é}fects.zz

When anélyses~cfvschooiing effects do not cap ure the appropriate inter=

action groups, they may aggregate disparate experiences or miss importgnt
interactions that shape students' orientations. Variaticns among inter-
/ . ) E

//gction groups in the typesof activities merfbers experience should induce

(\jifferent patterns of inéeraction within the group and, thUS; shape the

effects of social reinforcement on norm learning.

~ The effect of activity structures on other relational norms can be

suggested here. lhdependence, autonomy, and self-direction.may have their”

antecedents in patterns gﬁtlﬁteraction that arise from Cerfein structures

of activities. Dreebenf(1968), for example, nofed that self-sufficiency

is recnforced in act|Vlt|es that involve |nd|V|dual rather than grnuo work.
Learnnng to work a]one necessltates breaking patterns of dependency which
‘can develop from cooperative tasks (like most of those experienced in the -

family).- Any division of l2hor within an aetiyity precludes reward
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lndividﬁéi ée?forhanée,‘thus Iimlijng social ;einfbrcement'fof'independent
work. (This was also |nd|cated In White's study ) Autonomous and self-
directed behavnor, however, may ‘require more than snmply tearning to

" work by'oneself. Bossert (FolglﬂmnT@) suggests that self-direc;ed work
behavior among elementary school pupils {s assécfa;ed with activity - ;
éxperiencés.in'which teacher contréj and direction is minimal. Students

S in c]assrdoms that relied heavily on group recitation and seatwork--tasks -

whlg? entail hiah levels of teacher control--showed little self—dlrected

&%;5/ behavior when confronted with new, fanrly undefined actnvity settings.
Nhile learning to work alone, these students were dependent on their
teachers for sPeéificatfoh of proper work procedures.i‘By cqntrést;

_ children from classes that employed numerous individuaif;nd.gmall.groép |
projects lﬁ.which they Qere encou;aged'to choose and qrganize their own
tasks learned to begin new activities on their own without waiting for -

~; detailed instruétionst(sometiﬁes toithe dismay'of thefr teache;s). éarti-
cipation in different activity séructuré;, therefore, may reinforce
distinctive patternsiof‘interpersonal relations and, hence, engender
_diffefent normative ofientation;;A
Summa

.Tbe contribution of schog!ing_to moral comnitments has‘been’suggested

by many Qriters since Durkheim';’early formulation of moralledJcation,
However., the processes that affect norm lgarningA}n échools have not been .

- studies directly.23 An activfty structures perspective suggests some of
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the mechanisms by which schools produce moral outcomes. Norms may be '
directly exemplied by-patterns of conduct Inherent in an activity (e.g.,
cooperatfon norms from tasks‘entailing coordinated action) Learnlng
these norms (epends on having recurrent, successful experlences in the

, actlvnty itself, and-not necessarily on social reinforcement offbehavior ?
patterns. However; whén particular patterns.of conduct are socially
sanctioned, it must be recognfzed that interpersonal {nfluence and
social control are exercised in the context of an actlvnty structurea
Their effects are llnked to the structure of soclal relations whlch
derives from the actlvity pattern., .The use of. reference group or inter=-
persona] comparlsons, for, example, depends on ulthln group identifications
and common performance standards which can derive from common recurrent
actlvitles?ﬁ Schools provide actnvnty structures that daffer form other
._settlngs exper:enced by students, thus increasing their repetonre of
behavioral riorms. Schools.also;may vary.among.themselves or may contain’
.subsettlngs which vary-in the rharactersstsc actnvnty structures they
employ. These varjations have not been extensively examined in research
on schoolrng but . shouid prov'de clues for discriminating among schoollng
settings in their impact on norm learning. . ‘
lnterrelatfons Between!Horal and Technical Socjalization
While it Is analytically useful to separate moral and technical

'sociaPization,.actlvity structure effects in one may influence the other.

- L e

il
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A most apparent area'of interrelation is_fn the effect of student mntivat}on
- or commitment tg school on other achooling outcomes: The greater the
c0mmntment to school acthntles, the greater the Impact of these actnv:tles
on technlcal and other moral outcomes. Beside the-motivations,'aspirations.

and commitments generated by non-school situations, the structure of

i
- ~

school activities itself may contribute to or detract frqm the development
nf positive orientationsefor task engagement.ZA

" For example, the pacfng'and sequencing of activities, aslde from their
direct reinforcement effects (see earller seetion’on the temporal structure

of activities), may influence the degree of student engagement in these

ctivities. When‘too slowly paced, tasks may Instill boredom and students
will lose interest. Contrarily, activities that are paced too qulckly, not
allownng students to obtain lnstrumental reinforcements for task success,
also may decrease students' _satlsfactmon and interest in.the activity and
their Qfllingnegs tblbecome actively in&o[yedﬂ Moreover, a certain degree
of diversity_among agfivities maybbe neceseary tn'fnanre taak engagemenf..'- 
Even thi.ugh the squect or content of actfyities may change, repititions
nf the same form of activ?ty may decrease students' work involvement. How
such features of the activiiy structure affect motivation for task engage-
_ment have not been-examined but may provide impnrtant explanations for
schoofing outcomesi | .

More |nd|rectly, commltment to school and hence, the power of act|V|ty

(experlences to shape both technical and moral outcomes may
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oerlve from’the effect an activity structure has on the teacher-pupil
relationship. For example, Bidwell (1570) has argued that alteacher
must establish a relationship of trust between himsel f and. his puplls
~in order to overcome the potentially hostile sltuatlon of control that
may‘result from students' involuntary recrultment into schools. "Student
trust in teachers is of the greateat lmportance in teachlng as It generates
___En2§e affectlve bond° between teachers and students . .‘. that generate
|n students mctivatlon to learn (whatever the content to be learned) In-
dependent]y of teacher demands for compllance" (Bldwell (1970, p. 50).
A teacher seemlngly cannot rely on  the authority of‘office to control
pupiis; personal bonds .of trost and rapport are necessary tor gaining
pupii compllance and promoting learning withln:a classroom.
ln'hisftneoretical.treatment-of teacher authority and student unrest,
Spady (1974) further elaborates the}importance of trust for promotin§
achievement and_commitment to school. He argues that a teacher cannot
| simply rely“on the exercise of.power;'thiélresblts in a confrontation"
batween teacher demands and pupil desires and can cause oupil alienation.
To provlde a conduclve'learnlng environment, tne teacher must g&in the
willing compliance_of his pupils.  Spady notes that a teacher accomplishes
this by showing that'he}is concerned about hls|pupil's welfare and by

~demonstrating his ability to provide stimulating learning tasks.

P

TeacheTs who rely primarily on the exerclse of formal, lnstltutlonal

e authorl}y\&ill not Be‘abIE;to develop'affective bonds that promote

o, . S
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willing compliance, motivation .to learn, and achievement among their

puplls'(though.ano.empiricai examination of this hypothesis has been

made). | 1‘ o ' ” .
In their arguments, 8|dwell and Spady -Seem to assume that a teacher's

ablllty to’ establlsh trust- and rapport with students {s primarily a

consequence of ‘the teacher's 3nd|vidual characterxstics. However, the

?

exercise of authori’, and the expres<ion of empathy may not ‘be solely a

consequence of teacher personality. - Bossert (1977; §eft;£§ZTng) has argued
that the exercigezo;’t;;c;er authority and the resultlng forms of tPacher-~
pupil. rapport are linked to a classroom s actnvaty structure. Teachers |

who relied on recatatlon were less able to establish close social ties

with their students than were teachers who pr(marlly ut:llzed small group

'and |nd|V|dual|zed projécts. . Recatation places teachers at the center\of

control: its forces them to rely on equitable, lmpersonal ‘sanctions

(usually short verbal desasts) and on the authority of office rather than

o on more personallzed influence mechanlsms. By contrast, small group and

individualized |nstructi9n increases opportunities for teachers to covertly

"bend” classroom rules to handle individual problems and facilitates
teacher involvement in, rather than simply teacher direction of, the

activity. This created a consideraly stronger sense of rapport between

.

teacher and students than that which occured in the recitation organized

classes25 The children.In the study explicitly expressed the importance

of personalized treatment and teacher participation for close social

bonds. It was not that the teachers who used recitation were less

."(':‘"""&c “»
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concerned or less empath:c, but rather that recitation precludes the

—

'tnduvndualization and Invoivement alJowed by other activities..

Unfortunately, Bossert d|d not test the relat|onsh|p between

¢ 1

activity structure,.teacher rapport and control, and achlevement.

However, lf 8|dwell and Spady are correct in their hypotheses than the
hd t

Py 'degree of trust and rapport.in ‘the teacher-pupnI“relataonshlp affects

students’ achlevements,'the activity structure may,prove an importent

'mediating]factor. thle'actfdity structures hay have direct effects

on'student learn{ng, their indirect effects on commitment to school must .

~ L4

‘aiso be examined. - Motlvatlon ana commntments can._derive from the socua!

)
relatlons that deveIOp wnthnn schools, and thus the activnty structure

e . \

as it affects,opportUnntles and forms of socia] !nteraction becomes - an

v

. impértant ioctor. . o h

- The effect of technical socialization onh moral socialization is less

" clear. As Bidwe]i (1972) has indicated, much of the moral content of

schooling is transmitted directly as. part of the technical program.of
~study. Moral aqtonomy, for examnle, may depend on a person learning —}{w

about the historica] range of values, attitudes and motives that have

- .

governed societies. Deve]oplng the view that moral ord\is are not

flxed and that moral c0ntrad|ct|ons and di lemmas are |nevltab1e in

complex societies may stem from the content learned in school‘ectivities

(e. g.,—h:story, sociology, civics, etc.) and necessarlly precede the

devalopment of . mora] commntments to autonomy. ‘liow activity structure'

transmlt the mora] contents and rennforce thelr applicant social relatlons

pa

is an important but unexamined ares of ctudv.
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) ) - o An Activity Structures Perspective

The search for causal'relatlssships between school structures and

student outcomes has tzker educatlonal'reéeérchers far away from exploring

. the nature of and interrelations amorng constltutive eiements of the schoriing

experience. School research generaliy has suffered from a “"black box" approackt

and from highly "individualistic madels of conduc;. 'ﬁan§ns;udfes measure only
”inputé” and outputs" withou;'attemptinglto.djs;ern or assess éroceséus'that J
lshape_té&cher and stUdénx.behavipr.' Evéq whén-beEavior i§ examined, personal‘

j | ;héracter{sfics of fhe actors, sﬁch ésvattitudes andvpersopailty ffaits,

are éons?dered fhé priﬁary determinznts of_actioh; These:prroaches have

contriSuted ljttlevto aﬁ tndergianding of schooliﬁg brecisefy»because_both

iéq9reltﬁe fact that education l§ a social activity--its butcohe influenced

by iis form of social organization. An activity structures perspective d}s-

closes some of-tﬁe'contenfs of the educationél,"biéck_box” and moves peyond

simplistic models of behavior. It rests on the notion that individuals -

experience‘thgir’wor]d in the context of their pursuits: Activities mold

T fndividual gxperiéhcg by stfucturing the temporal and reciprocal relstions

? . ahong_phénomena énd;acfions. The nature and organization of recurrent

“aéfivitf exiﬁriences constitute the learning environment.’

f?ﬁ?%“ﬁérSpectiye focuses attentlon on several Important factors. At a

most basic level, the actlvity structure specifles what tasks are encountered

* —
. -




and tke length of time and number of repititions involved. What students
learn is'directly related to the opportunltles for engagement [n specific
activities with part|cular technlcal and moral contents. But, wha{ever

the content, level of Iearnlng is influenced by the temporal orderlng of

‘activities. The pacing, sequencing and stmllarltylamong activities determines

“whether the knowledge and skills Implied in the task will be mastered. Thece
\nmst be ample opportunity for the student to complete the activity :and
encounter sufficient repititions in the same task or similar tesks. In=

effectively »aced and sequenced actlvities not only decrease the value of

instrumental reward properties but'also may decrease student'motiva-'
tion to eotively.engage in.the taFLs.' Pacing and sequenC|ng probably depend
on the compleX|ty of te:ks and their snmllaruty to other schooI and non-school
aCthltIEa as\weil as on the aptltude of students. To the extent that schools
or subsettings wit&in schools differ in the!r temporal structurnng of actl-i‘
vities, they'should“educe dlfferent .evels of student .narnlng.

. The T ;ﬁ"m‘of an activlty has both dlrect and indirect effecis on'student
outcomes. Certain actlv.tnes may induce hlgher levels of student 'nvolvement
and hence stimulate greatcr ach:evement by lncreasang students' tlme-on-task.
Moreover, actlvlty forms themse]ves embody teenn|cal and mora] contents:
behavioral skills and orlentatlons derive from an adtivaty as it structures

ins trumental and social relnforcemeﬁts of behavuor. Linked in a temporal

-

structure, actlvity fOrmS determlne the deve]opment of activity svectflc

—_ T, llls and norms and which of these reeelve contlnued reinforcement, thus
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becoming more generalized knowledge and norms; More Indirectly, the
actfvi:y structure’shapeslinterpe;sbnal're15tlons by deté%mining'téé
oppof:unitieu for Intefaction.ané ﬁhefbgsés'for gpc}él asse@kménts.

| Aiteasher;s Eégsgogfcal decisions, for example, may be !mportén{ly
shaped. by the way in which an actlvity form 3§ructure§ Informétion.and
cues about students! performances and épnduct. tn addition,'the exé;tise
of controfaand authértty and the'dlsfr!bﬁtlon of'individual§z;d fnstruc-
tional assi;tance seem to be shaped by an activity structufe. fhese
,featureﬁ of the teacher-pupll relatTonship‘shéﬁId have qbse}Vab]e effécts
on what children learn. ‘Social relnfofcément of behavioral 6rienfations
also occurs tﬁrqugﬁ peer relat}Ons;i An aét]vlty structﬁre; partiéularly :

" the gxfént.td whiéhvstudents engagg.fn'common colléctive'tésks, affects
the nature:of students social»ties. lnterperson;l lnfiuepce and c§n§ro]
obtain thefr effects.thkoﬁgh these ties. T

Stuqéntsjexperienqg,schoollng as a‘set of activities. To the extent

.that'thgse actfvityvexPefiehces'diffe};vso to shobld'thé technfcéi and
moral ogtcomés derived from schooling. An aétlvity'structures perspective.
penetrates intc the ever?day workings ofxthe.school. 'Iﬁ focuses on thé
daily, recurrent exﬁegiencés of stidents.and teachers; th behavioral

_ patterns are reinforcéd,,how social rélation; dgvelop.and'shape influence ¥
and cortrol attempts; énd hdw-actlvitf forms themselves comminichte moral
prihciples; 'Unfortunately; Tittle is known about .concrete va;iations in

activity ‘structures among schools and their parts or about how childrén
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are sorted (or‘sort ‘themselves) among warious activity settinqs. _How dif-

N ferent are students actuvity experiences over several years; "are there

°

'NdIVidUul variations as children progress throvgh school or_do schools or ~

school districts vary: in terms. of the types,of activity organizations they
provide? ‘What effect does length of particioation In a particular actiQity

B ’ L : . 3
strugture have on learning? Are’ there crucial periods in a child's develop- . .

ment- that make exposure to a particular activity structure more influential

than others? Khatrare the relationships between actlvity structures encoun-
tered in the home and those employed,in the school?

‘ - These questions |mply that research on schooling processes and out-
comesvgﬁst axamine how variations in the form, content, and tomong ‘of students

¥

activity experiences affect their 1earning._ There is a small body of research'

that has begun to do this. Slnglc and comparative case studses, usually em-.

ployong ethnographlc and field research methods to examine classroom and school
‘nnteractions, are beglnnlng to geneltte a Set of grounded prnposltlons about
schooling processes that capture the complexlty of'nnterrelatlonshlps_between
‘-§tructural elements and soc!al behovior (Rucher, 1975; Cayle, 1977) The most'
useful of these employ comparative case designs, where>the cases represent
distinctive variations in one or seVeral important dimensions.26 \E}nce most
classrooms and schools seem to employ an extremely llmnted range of acttvnty
forms -~ as Hoekter and Ahlbrand (1969) have noted, y=citatioh is probab]y ‘

- \d

the most C°WP?“ Instructional form -- choosing cases that are llkely to‘|llumi;h'

- nate contrasting patterns will produce the most useful and productive resulfs.2’




For example, if teacher attributiona of children's performances vary by  °

>

activity types (as suggested earlier), a research desngn might invo!ve

»

onservnng severai teachers, some of whom use the same type of activitles
’ and some of whom, use dlfferent activntles. Systematic and detailed com~

.parisons among cases are extremeiy emportant. QL

J

7

. Ethnographic techniquas and smalil, comparative case studies, however,

~are not immune to some of the problems that have plagued most standard

C e e | A _ |
research pn schooling effects.” The use(of extremeiy giobai character‘

o / .

*f,lzatlons of soclai phenomena and of catégorlzatlons or indncators that

are- hu*:ly removed from the |nterart|on settnngs of everyday schooi life

-, . \\

e

will continue to produce |mprec|se plctures of schooilng proce55°s. For'

exampig, relying on teachers' instructional orientatlona, as exprcSSed in.

@

thelr pedagoglcai attitudes or self reports of ciassroom behav:or (such as
. P 4 BN
time logs), and on aggregate scores of student achlevement to |nvest|gate

rd

classroom s*ructural effects cannot capture the reiatlonships bet reen the

.teacher s cctlon,'students behavnor, and concrete ciassroom events. e tl‘

a

tudes arr poor prednctors of bohavnor, and self reports tend to mirror

,'officiai categories for lessons,.not actuai practice. Moreover, to describe

L

! , [ , -
 schools and classrooms as ''open'' or ”tradltlonai” or teachers as “"formal''

. or "nnformai” tells almost nothlng about the speclch activities in which

-

\hi;dren and teachers’interact or abcut the variatlons.ln experlences that
1 ca occur within a singie elass room andschool. Studies must be sensitive to

these variations and develop descriptive and analytic categories that ade- -.

-— ]




'tles of the entire collectivnty. In elementary schools, chlldren s exper

o
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quately 1ink activity structures,'the experience of them, and concrete

Y

: behaylor.:‘. o - ) . | 4 - : . ./

7

ln part,'many of'the'problems with current schoolung research stem from

the lmproper chonce of analytsc unijts. At one extreme, researchers often

~

”_aggregate data in.order to characterize the entire school This |gnores the

fact that few students experience the daily life’ of schoollng as modal proper-

y iences
- : /

are deflned prlmarlly by the classroom group, and characterlstlcs of other .

teachers and students may never |nfluence the chlld.28 Even in high school”

and college, where ;«hoollng actnvntles extend beyond a snngle claszroom,

[y

expereences in a. currlculum.track or college department may proouce the

\

' greatest effects, partlcularly ln larger, heterogeneousvschools. At another

extreme, the nature of dyadlc interactions between teacher and pupils has

5’

becn a favorite unlt for educational researchers. However, this. captures only
\

:.a fragmented part of social exchange~and leaves unanalyzed the. collectlve

propertles of instruction. An actnvnty structures pef5pect1ve, as mentloned

e

befo:e, provndes a theoretlcally mean|n§$hl crlterlon for aggregatlng data.
focuses on groups of.students and” teac ers who exper?ence common, recurrent

activities. Research on schoollng p ocesses must not assume ad hoc that ad-

,(—’

ministrative unlts, such as the schoo homeroom, or grade level, .are the most

appxoprlage units for studyrpg the lnfluence of - structural propertles on stu-

dents;and,teachers. In fact, more reSearch is nPeded to describe the |nternal

. o~

”‘worklngs of the school and the uays in whlch teachers and students are sorted

’ -
- -

wrd selected lnto Varlous lnteractIOn groups.

LA

(W}
1
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A third problem-of schooling research has been the extremely short
sampllﬁg frame used in most studies., Observations are usually gethered‘

over a two hour to two week period. If an'activity sfructures perSpective

.ls taken serlously, there are two readily apparent sampling considerations

that must be considered. First, \o d:scover the<nature of recurrent activities

there must be adequate time to observe the_natural cycles of school life.

Not only do activity-struetures vary in the periods in which common activities.

recur == Somé are'dafly, some week?y, some.monthly?9 -- they also may vary‘over

the yeaf”in'tefms'of the proportion of time spent.in activities of different

form“and'qonteht. These cycles and patterns may prove very important for

understending scheoling. For example, almost nbthing Is khown'apbut the

4

negotiation processAbethen teacher and students (Wallef,11932); how activiti

£l

chdices "and solutions to problems at the first of the year affect what can

and will bé done later.3° The cresive nature of classroom and school structure
can only be ‘examined if an investigation adequately sapples the complex routines_
of schooiflife.‘ Secbnd, gtudying'the impact of schoolin§ actlvl;ies“on' !
student dutcomes cannot be ]Imited'to single ebservationler even,one year time
?ramee.e Mest outcomes héQe anteeedents that derive from past experiences end

t :se must be tracedexplicitly. For example, several studnes of 'open" class-
rooms a55ert thet students exhlblt more problemns with procedural behavnor (coor-

dinatlng mo»ement from one actnvuty to another) than students in ”tradltlonal“

1

' classrpoms ahd that this accounts fof’the lower achievement scores‘of children

in" many open classes. However, if, estimates of the prevalence of open class-
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'rboms are correct (e.g., Bennett, 197%), most of the children observed

P

in any study have never been in open classrooms before. It seems reason-
.able to expect at least one year for children to !earn the new patterns.
.of behavior requlred In the open classroom and subsequelt years for the
effects of open structure on learning to become apparent. ;Lcngitudinalr
.data, then, is essential for ekaminfng how important consistencies and ;"_//f*
differences in chlldren s actnvnty experiences affect thelr learning. 1
Large scale studnes of schools and c]assrooms may be useful once a

‘set of 5rounded concepts and proposntlons are derived. HOWever, the nature

of pos»tnvnst:c social research makes it unsuntable for generatnng such

ez

?

ideas. A]though an acthlty structures perspective may provnde useful clues

for research it is stnll only a pers ectlve -~ sensntizi ng one to. |mpor-

- —t . . P

tant issves ~-- and it requires more development before clear relatnonshlps

and varlables are speclfled

t

" Whatever research designs are used to stidy schooling processes,

el

Neyf

howeuer; thermust,capture the complexity of sociaj interactions that occur

" 1n school settings. Schoolung is a socna] activity -- its outcomes |nfluenced
'by 1ts form of socnal organlzatnon. An activity structures perspective,
focusnng onctheffgrﬁ and organlzatlon of recurrent actnvntles, dlsclunes the
varlable co: dltlons in whlch students and teachers interact and. form soclal
ties, experlence soclal sanctnons, and make judgments about themselves and .

— i

others. - The structure of activities shapes how students and teachers experience

the curriculum, the allocation of resources and?rewards; and the pedagogical

decisions teachers make. These affect what is lesrned in schools.

(I
e




10.

T,

12,

13.

145,

NOTES.

R

A detal]edﬁcritiqUe of this problem will not be répeated here. = See

Spady (1973) and Barr and Dreebep (1977).

Ty

See Cohen (1975):

See Mead (1934), Blumer (1969), Berger and Lﬁckmann (1966), and Schultz

(1970).+ .

A éimilar exampfe of thls process can be found in Merton's (,949)

treatment of bureaucratic perscnality..

See Doyle (]977) for>a detéiled crltfque.

" In part, Bloom's (1956) taxonomy of BehavioraT objectives‘represents

such an attempt for some schooling goals. o .
Behaviora]'lgafning theories apply héne;
Bidwell (1972, p.1) usefully distinguishes between technical socialize-"

tion ~ '"developing intellective and motor skills and learning items of
information and systems of thought that organize them ~ ahd moral

- socialization - acquiring values and goals for conduct and learning

to be responsive to moral rules (norms).

'See'Na]ker-and,Schaffarzickv(197h):

There are many definitions of curriculum structure; see Posner (197%)

for a brief review.

Though, in faét,'f]ying mode airb]anes on the playground may constjtute

- an effective experience in math if-studénts recognlze and attempt to

compute relationships between the time and distance of flight.

Karweit (1976) could not replicate the relationship between time jn
school and student achievement. ) :
This assumes a given level of perserverence .and quality of instructjonal
materjals. ' C . :

This-effect is not always-c]éar because mastery techniques seem to ihply
a technical model of {nstructlon which usually cannot be implemented :
adequately in the~normal'c]as§room situation. See Barr and Dreeben (1977)

“for a discussion of this.

' )
&

.



15.

l6t

17.

18,

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24,

25.

‘function of [ts novelty to students who must learn new behavioral |

Whether a sfudents' cognitive awareness of the overlap among activities
9 .

-

serves as a motivation for performance will be considered later.

A reasonable conceptualization of ons of the links between "family
background" and school achle'ement may be {n the degree of overlap
in their activity structures. i

Even though a number of schemes for analyzing the actlvity forms in
classroom Jessons have been developed, none of these .have been used
to assess achievement outcomes. See Herbert (1967), Perkins (1974),
Gump (1967), and Adams and Biddle (1970). _ '
Recently, many .- ' _iques of "'open''..classrooms and schools indicate that
these methods decrease the on-task behavior of students, mainly because.
of the time {nvolved in movement from one learning area to another and
in"giving instructions about such movement. However, it is unclear
whether this is an [nherent property of these methods, due to poor -
coordination and planning among teachers who Use these methods, or a

P

orientations.

Studies of classroom teaching showno significant relationships between
behavior and traits, attitudes or expectations (Dunkinand Biddle, 1974;
Doyle, 1977). : ' ' '
Dah113f also argues that\within schoo] groupings by abjlity will
naturally increase differences in pupil groups because teachers
will pacc instruction with reference to different criterjon steering

~ groups.

Dreeben also notes the importance of age gradfng forﬁstimulating
within group comparisons. ‘ ; .

This is not to imply that associations in these groupings cannot

~affect students. Even fleeting interactjons may instll] normative
.orientations. However, ‘the most consistent and enduring effects should
~occur in stable, recurrent interactions. Moreover, larger aggregate

units may be appropriate analytical units of subsettings within them
all provide the same ability experiences. However, this cannot be

‘assumed; it must be explicitly examined.

Studies of school Yclimate" may guélifylhére. However, as Bidwell (1972,
ff p.%2) notes, these have pot clearly defined 'climate' or provided
dynamic models of how thelr effects are obtained. '

<

Some activities ma? be more~fntffnslcalfy satisfying than others, and -

this may result from motivations and asplirations that are generated

from out-of-school experiences and social relations,

'Of-course, teacﬁers who are Inept at handling the codrdination of multiple

activities may lose the respect of their students and, hence, generate less
rapbort than teachers who competently use recitation methoés.

B

B 4
>



26. -This does not imply that standard, hypothesis-testing designs must
~ be followed. 'Cases may be chosen to represent 'thunches'' derived -
- from the activity structures perspective,.with the exact parameters
of the differences generated during the study itself (following
Becker 5.[1958] guide for sequential analysls of fleld data)

27. See Pondy and Olson (1977) for a useful-discussion of selecting
“extreme'’ cases -in social research. , -

28. HMany studies in the "new wave" of anthropological and sociological
: ethnographic research fail to follow standard techniques of sampling,
concept develop and analytlc rlgor for fleld :esearch.

29. This is not to say that. aggregatc characteristics have no effect,
: but rather that their influence is obtained through the action

N that occurs in a classroom practice can alternate or modlfy the
- effects of modal characternstlcs.

30. One example of a month!y;Cycle Is a scnool run on strict behavioristic
. evaluations of students’ performances (social and academic). Children

accrued points for good behavior, etc. and 'cacshed them in'' at the
end of each month for tickets to films and other prizes at the
‘Y'School Bash." The children and teachers responded to this by
developing- elaborate- -accounting schemes to calculate the relative
“'warth" of engaging in certa:n acts during the month.

31. Bossert (ﬁoth:Lm+ﬁg) has xamlned how early activity choices
affect the development of peer networks and pcilagogical decisions
that occur later in the school year.
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