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- ABSTRACT

1)
°

v This study explored student perspect1ves on their
work and play at school and examined why they engage in work and |,
play. Nineteen eighth grade students, who were” predominantly white,
and of the middle or upper middle class, weré the subjects. The
‘students, were asked to conduct an interviewer on a grand tour and
,then various mini-tours of their activities- dur1ng a school day. They
'also were asked to- categorlze different activities as either work or
‘play. This was done to help them articulate their prec1se thoughts

+ and feelings about- the nature of work and play. ‘Work activities were
commonl perce1ved by ‘the students as th1ngs they had to. do whether
they wadlited to or not, and among the reasons they did ,them was
"because the t aehegggraded them. Play activities were seen as things

_ @ the'students because they wanted to and because they were fun. :
The-flg§1ngs suggested that students seée ‘their school activities in
terms work or play. A discussion is presented on the importance of
develdping instructionpl activities and curricula to increase their
play~;1ke qualities and to provide higher mot1vat1on for students.
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. : ABSTRACT .

This research explores a student "perspective" on school play and
school work. Rather than concentrating bn what students actually do as
they play and work, the research focuses on why they do them. That is, it .
focuses on the context of their behavior rather than its text. Moreover,
the research is concerned with only one aspect of these play and work con-
texts, namely, their defining socio-perceptual parameters. While this
approach is broader than some contextual researchers might find useful and
narrower than others might desire, it is still one legitimate way to view .
the impact of context on the text of human behavior. Moreover, it is an
approach that lies at the cutting edge of current thinking about play and’
work in other disciplines. .

To explore these parameters, an availability sample of 19 white, sex-
mixed, middle-class, Santa Barbara eighth graders was interviewed using a
specially. designed, "observant participant" methodology. One part of the
methodology was designed to pap whether school play and/or, school work were
salient natural perceptual features of student life. The Other part was
designed to help students articulate their precise thoughts and feelings °
about the nature of their school play and school work. :

[ 4
Interview results indicated that school play and school work were
salient natural features of student life. Mareover, the€y were preceived i
very opposite-ways. _The former activities were perceived as oney students
hadgto do, even thou&ﬁ“?hey did not want to, because they\were graded.
Whereas, the latter activities were perceived as ones students did not Have .
to do, but they wanted to do, because they were fun. In short, school work
activities were perceived as bging largely "exotelic," whereas school play
activities were perceived as being largely "autotelic." .

4

These results suggested that current efforts to make school work®more
work-like are off-target. Such efforts would appear to send clear messages
to students &bout their self-social incompetence rather than competence. _
Efforts 4o make school work more play-Tike are required. But~guciefforts
will ensue only when instructional specialtsts change their beliefs about
students as workers and players.

{ _ "
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School Play and School Wori
v \ . '

.

This report pivots on an assumptibn that certain be'kiefs

p]ay,@ centra] role in the operat1on of most Amerzcan pub]

Foshay, 1973)/' Hence, when that operat1on becomes prob]ematT

boutlgtudents'

ka

schooLs c/f.

LIt

K

test sconé§ (see Madaus e_ .~ 1980), 1ncreas1ng m1sbehav1or (Ru_é 1977),
i

deter1orat1ng inter- and 1ntra group relat1ons thwegtiet al., 19}9)' and

i ! 0
as;decreasing

“that v1rtua11y all students,

. they work so little, -and how they m1ght be mot1yated to work more.

'(WG1nste1n

. students a centra] one *(DoyTe, 1986)

1ncreas1ng personal abu;e (Wynne, 1980) wpu]d /quest is the case,gﬁday--

"we propose that educators, might reéssess these bé11efs o

% ~ N
E]sewhéFe we have 1nv1ted‘?ou to reassess your, be11ef about students
We i\§§\

as psycho]og1ca1 ent1t1es ‘and, especially as 1earners suggested,

rather than a few can 1earn excel]ently,

sw1ffﬁy and_self-confidently (B]ock 1980) that is, 1nd1v1dua1 differences’
in. }earners need not translate into individual differences in 17arn1ngg

Here we 1nv1te you to recons1der your be11efs about students as soc1o1oq1ca1

.

nQLt1es and espec1a11y as workers and as Qlaxers Ne shal] suggest that-

the school play of .students te]]s us much about their school work, why

At first g]ance our focus on students the1r play, and the p1ay/work

»

relationship may seem frivéTous.

te

Cons1der though the fo]]ow1ng ponnts
For ease of exposition, we shall u&é the, terms PLAY and NDRK hereafter to N
schoo] play and school wo k‘ respectively. - ) :

.

First, "there is grow1ng recogn1t1on among schoo11ng researchers. that

refer to students’

students are & key neglected variable in the 1nstruct1ona1 process

in press). Whereas trad1tiona1 research parad1gms usualTy'gave

«
teachers the centra] place inethis process, the néw paradjgms gften g1ve
C]earLy, if the traditional para-

digms Justified the study of teachers, the new paradigms justify the study .
v . . . . "\ . - T

-~ *x - «g

\
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- of students.

Second, there is growing evidence

has yet to be characterized.adequately.

that the student role in instruction

Whi1é'many scholars and practitioners

/~— Anyon,

-
the essence

]

alike seem to assume tha
1980+ Behn et al.,
. +LeCompte, 1978; Ogbu,

. o be only a part .of what they da. In fact,

'1974; Bowles & Gintis,
1978; Sieber, 1979; Wilcox, 1982)

of the role ‘involves doing WORK, (e

1976; Larkine 1979;

studies of how. students

)

Vat

.9.,

s WORK wou]d'appear

d1str1bute their schodl t1me and of the act1v1t1es or tasks on wh1ch th1s'

. _t1me is. spent (e.q., AI]en,

(1976; CsiksZentmitialyi et al.,

often:suggest that-WORK is onlv aysma1] éart of what theyggo.

1982; Batcher, 1981; Crowe,

1977 LeCompte,

A

1981 ;
1979; Everhart,.1977)

Indeed,

some pub11c schooL/students may spend the bulk of the typ1ca1 school day

s

negot1at1ng to do little or no WORK' at all (e.g., Dov]e

\

Geoffrey,, 1967)' ! ¢

1980; Smith &

Third, there 1& pre]ﬁn1nary ev1dence that one th1ng mos t' students do;

besides work, .is PLAY.

of students' tifle, tasks, and acti

AN .
state (e.g.,’Allen, 1982 Cusick,
Students,

plans (A11en, 1982),

~
Th1s ev1dence suggests

1973; Cs1kszentm1ha1y1 & Larson,

]

in fact that a good deal

~-
t1es are d1rected toward that dynamic

1978)

"bug" the teachew-about certain rules for behav1or

Cusick et al.,

for example, constant]y “test" the boundar1es of teachers’ 1es§bn

Y(Licata,

_and\ﬁct vehrildish® (

FBurth there is also preliminary eQidence that»stqdents“ PLAY may be

1979),

"goof-of f" with friends (Everhart,

'1977; Parr

AN

.

.

tt, 1972),.
Glassner, 1976) or .otherwise "nén-seri:3§z\(DeVoss,
\ .

e
1978).

N

d1a1et1ca11y re]ated to the1r schoo1 WORK.

This evidence indicates, in

that students wiy11

part1cuTathhat PLAY may be so central ¢o school life,

attempt to Mminimize the quantity and/or quality of their WORK so that they

1982; QeVoss,

\
can max1m12e the quant1ty‘and quality of their PLAY {AWlen,

a

P




1978). Usually, the nature of their’HORK wt]] be negotiated so that its
substance and/or form parameters are as well-definmed, as undemand1ng, and
as efficiently. executed as possible. This negotiation may take place
through quasi-bi-1atera1 dia]ogues with (A]]en, 1982; McNeil, 1980; Doyle,

‘;980) or through unilateral dictates to their teachers (Licata 1979),

:;7 These four lines of research, then, suggest that our focus on students,
their PLAY, and the(PLAY-NORK relatfonshigvjs far from frivolous. If stu-

. dents have a centra] but not yet adequate]x spec1f1ed role in the instruc- ,

: t1ona1‘process then more know]edge about that role would seem to ﬁﬁ'esseh-
tial, And if PtAY may be just as centra] to that role as WORK and if

- students' PLAY-aad WORK are dialectically related, then more know]edge‘

about students‘ PLAY and the PLAY/WORK relationship is particu]ar[y required.
. - . ) .
: Studying PLAY and WORK - x .

~

Haw, then, does qne go “about studying stupents' PLAY and WORK? After
all, e(en the most cursory 1iterature reVieu'suggests that numerous metho-

dologies exist for-studyihg each' topic not to mention the student "per-

-~

- spective" thereoh We-prioceeded as follows.
. First, we permsed the extant Titerature purport1ng to study K-12 public %,

.schools students' regu]ar PLAY and/or WORK (For an introduction to this \A
-11terature see Baer, 1979 K1ng, 1976; Henderson 1980; 0'Toole, 1976; :
Schwartzman, 1976; Sp1hd1er 1982 Sprad]ey & McCordy, ﬂ572 Wilcox, 1978).

We exc luded stuuies of "pre-schoo]" c]assrooms:pr1mar11y.because most are

-private, and we exciude?,studies of. "spécia1" ciassrooms (e.g., individualized,
special educatioh, bi_h'ngualx ESL) because of the receht trend to "regu]arize"\

or mainstream" them anyway. ’

aYy

This perusal Suggested that the extant literature fe®into three broad

<camps. 'One camp df“studies was concerned primar41y’with what students

)y - . ‘~ \- ‘//r
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actually did while they engaged in PLAY and or WORK .(e.g., Brophy &

"Evertson, 1981; Devoss, i§7§}\Pump, 1969), "that is, with the text

.(Schwartzman 1978) of their behavior. A second camp-was concerned pri-

marily w1th why students engaged in PLAY aﬂﬁ/or WORK- {e.g., Berman, in
press; Bossert 1979 Eﬁiy1e 1980; LeCompte, 1979 Polgar, 1976; Popkewitz,

1981), that is, with the context (Schwartzman, 1978) of the1r ‘behavior. )

© And the third.camp\was coricerned with both (e.q., Erickson & Shu]tz 1977}
.Green 1980 Gumperz & Cook Gumperz, 1979 McDermott, 1977; Mehan, 1978,

. N

lQﬁO Schwartzman 1976)
‘ .
Second, we. dec1ded to a11gn\our research w1th one of these camps

namely, the context camp. " Our reasons were both substant1ve and methoJo]o— N

’

gical. Substant1ve1y speaking, the notion of "context" 11es at’ the cutting .

.and WORK proportjonate1y<more than it-could:increase the knowledge base

future school text by context imteractibna] research by further clarifying

edge of current research not only in instructional theory (e g, Koehler,

) ‘
A synthesis of, these°theoretqca1 lines seemed Jlong ovérdue. For example,

|

i

.1981) but PLAY and WORK theory as well (e.g.,.Cheska, 1981; Terkel, 1974)., '~‘
|

a recent vanguard volume on Play as Context (Cheska, L981) contained no

papers devoted to PLAY in public classrooms despite the ‘anormous amounts of

context research is rather rare espec1a11y compared to text reséarch
(Koeh]er, 1981; Schwartzman 1978) Our small research project could,

1
student time they consume (B]oom 1976). And methodo]ogica]]y speaking; '
therefore, increase the knowﬁedge base about schools as contexts for PLAY

’ |

3
about schools as texts., At the same time, it could suggest insights for’.

-

4
the nature of the least developed interactant. '

Third, we pev1ewed var1ous approaches to the study of human¢(Moos 1976)

and more especially educational contexts (Brophy & Evertson, 1978; Erickson

A

v/
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& Shultz, 1977; Koehler, 1981; Mdos, 1979) and settled on one for &laboration.
C . )

Fo]]éwing the lead of Moos (1979) and Na]beﬁg (1979), ‘we chose to pursue a
“social climate" approach whose focus would be on ideht{fying those gagred
perchtual parameters’of phe school experieqce‘which seemed to invite‘stu-
dents to;gngége_in PLAY émd/Or wORK.‘PNe regggglzed that such an approach |
was clearly broéder than some instrﬁctional context reseachers might .find
useful and narrower than others might desire. for ex?mp1e; it clearly
focused our attention on the characteri§tigs of the perceptions rather than
on‘the’charaéteristics of the perceivers (Brophy & Everison, 1978) or of
theif social éttions (Erickson & Shultz, 1977). Sti]]} the approach seemed
. ,7' dsefu]. After all, we were interested in using,a new approach to the study
of sah061s as contexts for students' PLAY aﬁd~w0RK. To have focused oﬁ’thé
~ background characteristics of the perceivers would have forced us to use
old approaches that héve been c}iticized by human’and educational context
reviewer; alike,(Moos, %976; Koehler, 1981). Or to have focused on the
actions o; the perceivers would-have forbed us to study schools as texts
(Scwartzman, 1978) for ‘the students' PLAY and WORK. -
~ 7 Finally, having decided to study the context of students' PLAY and WORK
from a "social climate" .approach, we reviewed various approaches for
‘studyﬁng the "student" perspect;ve on the "social climate" of their schools.
Most of these approacﬁes could be characterized by who reported the basic
data on the nature of the school climate and by gﬁg&.ﬁasic data were
\ reported. Typically, the data wére reported 1arge1$y either thé students

UHt chronicler of

themselves (Pittman & Cloud, 1980) or by some other
classroom life (e.g., teacher fHolt, 1964j, outside observer {Benham, 19803,
or participant observer {lLarkin, 1979]). And these data were those of

-interest to the student (Parrott, 1972) or those of interest to the

! o

‘ B - . i0 )




, 6
chronicler (Crowe, 1981). Since we were interested in a) Qhether PLAY and
WORK were central facets of school life andyb) wha£ were their defining
o socio-perceptual pa;ameters, c]qar]y‘we required a student “perspective"
Tethddo]ogy that would allow student o report for themselves what was
saljent to thém. In short, we.neéded an "ingAder" research methodology
fﬁespite some of the logistic prob]ems it -poses (Smetherhamy 1978).

' R -
One such methodology<particularly intriqued us, namely, the one used by

; Becker and “his céﬁiéagues (Becker et al., 1961, 1968) in their stud1es of
'student life iq medical scﬁoo]s. We‘were'impressed by this methodoloay's
concern with identifying the‘coj1ecxixé'pfbb1ems students actually face at
schoo];'wé believed that PLAY and WORK were such problems. And we were
also impressed by iés concern with not only the collective aetions students
develop in response to these problems butltheir thoughts and feelings as
well; we say these %houghtg and feelings ‘as beiqg central in_exp]icatinq <
the defining‘soéio perceptual .parameters of students' ﬁLAY and WORK. '

‘ So we decided to use this mgthodo1ogy for our study and to g1ve it a

spetidl name. We égﬁ1ed 1t a “perspect1ve" perspective.

'

Apply1ng,the "Pergpect1ve" Perspective

A "perspective “perspect1ve researcher faces two fundamental problems
in understanding the student perspective on the1r_PLAY and WORK. One is
7 how to identify the’common problems students actually face at school. The
othér is” how t? get at ‘students coliective intel1éctual and emotional

reactions and proactions to these problems. y

Typically, the réigarche} has resolved these problems through a two-

-~

pronged attack (e.g.4:5prad1e§, 19@0). Usually, s/he will begin with some

form of part1c4%$nt observation. To oversimplify, the resfarchers will
<2

emerse themse]veSspart -time 1ns1de the human m111eu of 1nterest and record
. t'

o \




- - of their tine engaged in some things they called WORK and “in some things

what the collectivity experiences. Then, as the researcher begins'to form .

i
>

)some preliminary understandings as to how the miTtieu "ticks,":s/he will o -

shift to soﬁe‘form of observant.participation to confirm, elabordte, or

? »
N

refine theSe nnderstand1ngs To oversimplify again, s/he will:seek out
actual fu]] t1me inhabitants of the m111eu--e gqg 1nformants, spokespersons
acqua1ntances or fr1ends—-and encourage them to ref]ect upon and to articu- ‘g
late about certain aspects of their -experience.
We have used both participant observer and espec1a11y observant part1c1-

pant techn1ques in applying,the “perspect1ve" perspect1ve methg&o]ogy .to E
the study of students' perspectives on the1r PLAY and WORK One’of our
gréQuate stodents, RoBert -Elmore, spent the entire 1978€79 acgdemic.yeor . -

-

conducting first a participant.observer and then an observant participant

study of 1earn:ng in two local sixth grade elementary pub11c schoo1’c1ass-

rooms. Then Elmore and.another of ouf’graduate students, Ann ‘Thompson,

spent a portjon of the 1979-80 gcademic yeir using observant'part1c1pant v
‘techniques to examine the impact of the trensition from elementary to-{untor

high school classrooms on.these students' perspectives regard+ng'schoo1 I

1earniné as well as home-schoo1 re]ogionships (see, E]more'&'Thompson, }980)»

~

Out of these studies, we drew the following conclusﬁyr;; Eirst"at
both tne elementary ané the juniOr.high school,]eve1, st ents-spent much
they called PLAY, Second, students typico11y alluded *to the nature of tneir q
WORK aniﬁz;:ﬁLAY in connection with tertain daily activittes (cf. Morine—‘
Dersh imer Tenenberg, 1981) Third, it was possible to eglicit the essence .
"of these act1v1t1es using largely observant pant1c1pant methoés, Part1-

cipant observer methods gave us only a finer-grained,.not a different, . <\

v

picture of the students'.school day. . . . -

N
>«




Building on these conclusions we began to develop a special interview
methodology;whose»exp]iCit purpose is to‘encourage students to be more
observant participants regarding the nature of their school experiencﬁ)

The methodo1ogy ia organized around the oomnon activities in which students
perceive themselves to engage during school. It allows them to reveal
- whether PLAY and/or WORK are in fact salient facets of these activities
“and, if so, to articulate their Eommon thodgnts-mujﬁeelings about them.

The firsf portion,of our interview scheme bo' ds_directly on the prio;'

participant observer'and observan% participant résearch of Elmore and

“Thempson (1980). In this work, three different .intervié odoJlogies

have been'combined to‘produce an interview schedule that can be Yharacterized

as being unstructured (Loftand, 1971), respondent (McCall immons, 1969)
and ethnograohic (Spradley, 1979). Not only does this schedule allow the
students to define their major daily activities,'it also encourages them to
describe their feelings and attitudes‘towards these‘activities, i.e.,-the
1n£ervienee‘s subjective interpretation of them:,and to express these

@feelings and attitudes uding their own vocabulary and classifications (see,.
Elmore & Thompson, 1980, 7-10 for details),

As in Elmore and Thompson s research, the f1rst portion of our: 1nterv1ew
‘§cheme asks students 'to guide the interyviewer on an open-ended grand tour
o of their school day, *Students are as&ed to recount what they did from the
- time they arose for schoo] until the” t1me they returned hoﬁz Tﬁey are
_(also asked to recouﬁt their thoughts and/or fee11ngs about.theifﬁdo{ngs.
< This tour allows them to 1ay out the sequence of the1r day s activities, «
rts h1gh and Tow po1nts, and the place, 4f “any, of/PLAY and/or WORK

activities. , . ' <§C‘
. . . . s

Then, students are asked to guide the jnterviewer on less open-ended

-

.

" 1




Y
& mini-tgurs over each activity. They are probed.on who did what to whom %hd
when, where, and how. And- they are :1so probed on ehy they acted as‘the;/
did, as well as how they evaluated their actions.
The second portion of our interview scheme extends the.research of
_Elmore and Thompson by fusing it with the researeh“ﬁ? Parrott (1§72). Like
Elmore and Thompson and other educational anthrépajog1sts (e.qa., Davis,
1972; DeVoss,, 1978; Everhart, 1977; G]assner, 1976; Lancy, 1978; Po]gar
1976), Parrott found that studenﬁs tended to map their school day by cer-
tain activities in which they participate. UnTike these other scholars,

~

however, she was not content to mine these maps by just naturalistic

methods. . Rather, she employed J% interventionist technique oftea used in
the concept elaboration\s:udges of_éxge§§Tenta1 cognitive psychologists
(see Newell & Simon, 1972). Once she had identified certain key activities
for her interviewees--games, tricks, and goofing around--, she condacted
paired comparisons ‘of one'activity to another so.as to better understand
their Basic shhi]arities and differences.

Likewise the second portion of our interview schedule asks-the stu-
dent to part1c1pate in an 1ntervent1on, namely, a structured‘act1v1ty sort,
task. Whefeas Parrott asked students to compare each activity to another,
oug studepts are asked to combare each activity to their own subjective
def1n1t1ons of PLAY or'WORK. On the basis of our prior participant observer

. and dbservant part1c1pant research (E]more & Thompson, 1980), we had igen-

tified'twenty-three activities whicﬁ our target population of studentg

often used in parameterizing their school day. Each activity is written-on
an }ndex card, and students are asked to sort the entire stack ‘of these

cards into one or more of three categores--PLAY, WORK, .NEITHER--according

to their own subjective definitions. They are then asked to give specific ¢
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: reasons {thoughts aé well as feelings) for each of their categorizations.
fhe ordér in whith the activities are presented is:randomized.
F1na11y, after they have categor1zed each activity -and Just1€;ed each
/- categor1zat1on the students are asked severa] general quest1ons about the
overarch1ng character1st1cs of PLAY and WORK act1v1t1es They are f1rst
‘ asked to define what makes certain school act1V1t1es PLAY and/or WORK
They are then asked if they have a particular time for PLAY and/or WORK
. and, if,so,‘QheAf Next they are asked whether there are particular tifmes
when they fe;1‘1ike’engaging in PLAY and not in WORK and vice versa and, if
'so, When. 'Fina]1y, they are quefied as to why they éngége in PLAY activi-
ties and in WORK ones. ’ ( ‘
We are now in the prscess of specifying ‘the prec1se psychometr1c pro-
pert1es of th1s two stage, natura11st1c interventionist 1nterv1ew schedule.

' Consequent]y, we can offer no def1n1t1ve statement at this time regarding

*  the overall qua]ity‘of the responses it yie]ds. A1l we can say is that the
quality shoh]d be reasonab]y‘good: Both stages of the schedule are well-
grounded in current methodo]ogicé] literature and practice ps well as in

\ our own experience. And, more impor;ant]&, the responses from one stage
cdn be cross-checked against thosé from }He other usjng a qualitative adap-
tation of Campbell and Fiskes~(1959) multi-trait/multi-method approach
since the same method was used to tap the different perceptions students

might have of their PLAY or WORK -activifies within each stage but different

hd N

methqu vere used across states. g
’\/ ' Findings ‘
. . A Y

To explore the socio-perceptual parameters of PLAY agh WORK contexts
from a student perspective, we used our observant participant interview

methédo]ogy with an "availabitity" sample (Braéht & Glass, 1968) drawn from

A )

-

- .
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.

- their sixth grade. Recall, that in te 1978-79 academic year, we had "

\schoo] learning and home-school relationships (Elmore & fhompson, 1980). A .

Y

,Largé]y mirrors the tharacteristics of the surrounding community, with stu-

: ’ 11
an initial population of’56 largely Anglo, sex;mixed, middle to upper-

middle class, Santa Barbara area students whom we had been following since \f‘

N
[y

P

examined all of these students' perceptions of the nature of elementary .
Y (\
school learning. Then, in the 1979 80 academic year, we had examined 11 of Y

AR}

these students' perceptions of the nature of e1ementary versusfjun1or high

.
R

First, we cheCtked class rosters to determine which of these students still
.1ined in the area. :Jhis reduced our pool of potential interviewees from 56 - o~
to 51. Then we mailed letters to all the remaininq students' parents N
asking their consent to participate in the interviews. After a]]ow%ng
several weeks to respond we fo]]owed up our initial réquest for consent .
with a.new request coup]ed with phone calls home These procedures netted
a sample of 19 students. A1l but two students were Ang]o,'12 were boys and
7 were gir]g,‘a11 were miéd]e-c]ass as‘judged by their parents eccupations
(mostly teachers, engineers, small business persons) and living circumstance;
(tybica]]y“neW\homes_in_the median Santa Barbara area price range of $150,000
and up). _Five of these 2tndents had been interviewed by us in both the .

1978-79 and the 1979-80 academic years; the remainder, in the 1978-79 aca-

demic year alone. . x4 ‘ “ e

Interviewees all attended the same junior high school, located in Goleta, .
California, a relatively affluent, predominantly white community with -a
popu]ation of roughly 70,000. This community is located adjacent-to the

University of. Ca11forn1a Santa Barbara, and is one of a“number.of similar

communities that comprise the Santa Barbara area. The school itself

dents and staff being predominantly white and middle- or upper middle-class.

-

- ' 16 - ’ —
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In térms of its structure, the school is fairly typical of most secondéry /
schools. Each day students attend six different c]aéses taught Qy subject /
matger specialists. ‘T ese classes are interspersed with 5-minute "passing /

f

periods" duning which s udents_trave] from one é]ass to the next, picking
up- books from their lockers onkthe way. - There is also a one-half hour
““lunch period‘after the fourth périod. The on]y’major difference between ’
the structure of this school and most other secondary.schools in that the’ /
< order in which students attgnded tlasses was reversed every ofher week,
- ostensibly to proVidé students and teachers with a dégree of structural
variety: o
. * !
A11 19 students were'audio tape-interviewed between February and May
. 1981 by our research associate Hartwig. Each interview lasted for two to
three hours. And each was conducted at home, after scﬁpol, and under a
pledge of complete cnnfidentia]ify so as to allow the' students to comment
as freely as possible about the nature of their school experience.

Let us thhﬁnOW'to éﬁe results 6f these interviews. .For purposes of
discussion we sﬁa]] begin wigh some of the findings of the activ%ty sort
portion of our interview schedule. Specifically, ﬁe.shall focus only on:
how and why students ca£egorized each activity; we shall not focus on-stu-’
Ident rEsponses to the over-arching questiéhs regarding PLAY’dWd WORK that

’f0110wed the activity sort because these responses have not yet been fully
én§1yzed. We shad1 then return to the grand-tour/mini-tour portion of ghe
interview to cross-check tﬂlse findings.. Clearly, our activity sort
required students-to categorize.certain activities as PLAY, WORK,>or NEITHER.
Oﬁ1y-the grand-tour/mini-tout portion of our interview data can’ tell us

whether these are naturally occurriog, as opposed to researcher imposed, °

categories for describing the students' school experience.
’ ’

ERIC SO ¥
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\ . . )
The Activity Sort Findings :

:

Tables 1 and 2 summarizé how each activity was categorized within each

student and across a]lfstudents Fespective]y. Two gohmen%s will aid in

reading these tables. First, we were unable to coﬁb]ete the activity sort A
/ ortion of the interview schedule with students EB aﬁd.KL because of hbme
>

Insert Tables 1 and 2 abdlt here

visitation constraints. The - in Table 1 indicate those activities
L XN . .

which were.unsorted by these students. Second, the reader will note that

some students did classify some activities in multiple ways. Not only did

. they classify theaf in multiple ways we had expectea, e.g., PLAY/NEITHER,

- ‘ s

ghey also xlassified them in some ways we have not expected--especially,
EITHER PLAY or WORK. While some researchers might consider these multiple

c]assificatiéns\@s evidence of unreliability in the stgdents' categoriza-
5 ’, :

tions and hence; throw them out, we considered them as reliable indices of

[4

L

our ipterviewee's suQ;éEtive state and kept them in. A "perspectjve“
perspec on the students' categorizations demanded that we credit insiders
with befng able objectively to perceive some activities in more than one
way. ( < \ ‘
b Lookin& at Tables 1 and 2, it is apparent that there Qere n&merous
variations iﬁ categorizations both between and within students. The same .
| activity was oftep classified differently by different students and the
same student occasionally classified the same activity in different ways.
Still, these vari&tions are remarkably systematic when one considers -
= the reasons students gave for their c]?ssifications. Indeed, underlying

f ) tAe phenotypic variations éppearé to be a set of remarkably consistent

J
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. “\ Table ! !

‘ \ Categorizations of Activities By Student

\ ' : : S
Activities . ' Students

J.Ba. K.L. SiG. Y.?d. C.B. M.M. M_N, £.B: S.B. J.F. M,B. J.M. R.O. K.Bi K.S. AM. M.N. R.J. J.B.

Assemblres PP Pr £ P - N W P P P N E PP NN
Assignments d W W W W W d d W W W W A A A W |
3ugging Kids PN £ N P P P p 3 \F' PN P P P P P P P P
Bugging Teachers N PN P 5 /‘P[ P £ . P p ‘ p P P P P P P P
C;Hsthenics P W.. Woow E W W B . WO P P M W E W W
Cleaning Up \ W WoW W o~ W W E W E A A W E N W
Daydreaming P, P N P P - N P P P P N P P P B P ¢
Fighting a \/N - PN E PN - W ° P E .E PN P PN PN N P
Foodfights 2 N P P p p P P P P P p p -7 P P p
Games 1n Class e P > p PN - P P P E P E P2 P P N P
‘Games Outside . \ )

Class [ P p pP. PN - p p P £ P £ P P p N p
Homewor k W W W =W W W W W W, W W W W W W W W
Projects £ W p £ W. 'E W W W £ W W N 8 P W WN
Reaﬂng 3 3 3 W 3 . 3 3 3 3 ‘E 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Shooting Baskets,‘ L
Playing Catch, p - p P P p 3 - % W £ p p p p £ P p p
and Stuff Like That . v . ¢ ,
Sitting. Arouhd — . ) .
in Class W - t W p N A - - PN p 3 p p A £ A ? N N
Sittir:g Around ‘ ,
Outsideyllass P N PNT N P P P - P P N P P P P P P o PN
Standing 77 Line N, - N N N N PN - N W N NT N PN N N E NN
Talking ' £ )‘E‘ e p £ T E ‘¢ p P £ £ E PNE £ £ Es PN
Tests W W W W W W tl W W W W W, W W ‘d‘ ‘N W W W,
43lking £ e B WN WN £ P PN £ PN £ N p £ £ PN P P p N
Ariting . oW € P W W€ wow oW ow B W W E I I
daiting N - N R NTN P - N E NN W TRNON PN W
W - Work B - Both Work and Play PN - Play or Neither )
P - Play E - fither Work or Play A - A1l Three .
N - Neijther. WN - Work or Niether "

- N
O

RIC

.
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Table 3
Categorizations oflActivi ies Across Students
Activities . Classifications?
h i By Percentage
- |{W . ) P l
. - W N LN LI A -
* Assemblies 5 6 - 17- 50 17- .
: )
" Assignments T~ 100 .
Bugging Kids- 110 11 68 . 11
Bugging Teachers ‘ » 5 —‘11 80 - 5 .
Calisthenics 63 o 16 11 5
Cleaning Up 72 DRSS 17
-~ N 3 N
Daydreaming 17 . 83 ‘
Fighting +4 6 18 29 23 18.
Foodf ights ) 11 84 5
Games in Class 6 6 6 61 \22
Games Outside Class 5 68 26
Homework . 100.
Projects 42 5 5 11 32
Reading - 5 ‘ " g9 5
. ) , \’___,/“ a , ) X
Shooting Baskets,- 6 Lo 71 22
.Playing Catch 5
and Stuff Like That V4
Sitting Around in Class 12 18 6 29 18 . 18
Sitting Around 21 11 67 ‘ R !
Qutside Class . .
_Standing in Line 6 6 65 18 6
Talking 11 16 74
Tests 100
walking 11 11 16 26 37 .
Writing 14 5 5 16
Waiting 6 6 59 12 12 6
3y = WORK N = NEITHER E = EITHER WORK OR PLAY 1
WN = WORK/NEITHER PN = PLAY/NEITHER B = BOTH WORK AND PLAY
. P = PLAY A = WORK, NEITHER, PLAY
20
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v

genbtyp1c percept1ons as to wh‘z is and 1s not PLAY Or WORK. Let us ‘&a-

/

borate Qn these perceptlons by concentra 1ng, first, on the rea5035nstu~

dents gave for c]ass1fy1ng some act1v1t1es as basically NE%}HER PLAYaNdr

WORK° and then move on to d1scuss the reasons they gave for c]assifyingln

other- actfvities as basically wOR/jLAY and EITHER PLAY.Or WORK,

respect1ve1y As was can see in Tab]es 1 and 2, 'each actjvity was cate-

4

gorized by most of the students in one or more b% these four ways.

NS NEITHER PLAY. Nor\ WORK o

{

Two act1v1t1es were categor1zed by a maJority of our interviewees as

L)

.16

-being NEITHER PLAY Nor WORK~~waiting‘aTd stapding in 1ine. One conmon per:

- * { *
ception seemed to underpin this categorization. Beth-activities wera per- ° .

- v

\ ce1ved as ones in which the student was qo1ng noth1ng rather than someth1ng '

or, more spec1f1ca11y, someth1ng assoc1ated w1th PLAY or WORK.

- .

S.B -and R.J., for example, strike the general -doing-nothing- versus-

doing-something theme. R.J. speaks'of wa1t1ng' '
"You're just s1tt1ng there waiting .for someth1ng to happen and
you 're not doing anyth1ng.“ ‘
S.B. says o{ stand1ng in Tine:

°

"You' re not do1ng anyth1dg, you're JUSt stand1hg aroutfd."

M.B., J.M. and A.M. strike the more spec1f1c not=d01ng-the-something~

Q L

associated-with-PLAY-or-WORK theme. M. B descr1ﬂbs stand1ng in line:

<

"tts noth1ng It's not goof1ng -off and it's not work
cause you re not doing anything."

.

Likewise, J.M. and A.M., respectively, say of ‘waiting: L

"It's not play 'cause it's not really fun;.who- Tikes to .wait?

- And it's not work 'cause you don't have to th1nk about it,

you Just sort of stand there."

"It's not work ‘cause no one forces you. And i%*/‘not: )
play 'cause you'd rather do 50meth1ng e]se with your
friends instead.. . .

’ 21‘ | .‘:Q'

~ ) " Mo ez [



Likewise, M.N. co?f1des about-tests. A "iﬁ.:s.

e onK';' [

. As the preceding section suggests one "someth1ng" that "students per-
cejved they coujd do, was: to engaqe =in, NORK«act1v1t1es %breover as J M.
and A M S quotes 1mp1y, these act1V1t1es were pérce1ved to ha(e certa1n

defining qua11t1es. Reca]] that s M suggested they 1nvo1ve thinking wh11e

\e L
'A M. indicated they are’ coercive. tet u&~now examine thé nature of NORK
N 4 v r’-az .. v
act1v1tnes in greater detail., 7. .. T o a §

<

Three act1v1t1es were categorqzed by all 1ntervteWees as be1ng WORK - -

ass1gnments, homework and tests; 3nd a fourth act1v1ty-fwr1t1ng th1nqs~- ;

o

was so categorized by about three-qUarters of - them Under1y1ng these WORK ",

~

/

Have to do 1t. First,’ WORK act1v1t1es were routfnely characterized’as-

categorizations seemed to be three common,pergept%pns .—f‘ - o

[

ones students had to do. The words “you‘have to do 1t" or the1r connotat1ve
equ1va1jﬂts peppered our interviews. For examp]e/’K B -J.Ba.,, J.B. and
M.B. comment on assignments, homewofk tests and wr1t1ng th1ng, respect1ve1y

"It's assigned. You have to do.it. If you d1dn t haveito get
it done,. it wouldn't be an ass1gnment "o

v 4 .

‘ "It's something yous have to do--it.'s,.asmust. " - < e

¢ ¢ . -
-~

"You have to--you Just can't not take a test."

"Those are assignments, too. You have to do it, you:have‘to - .

‘get it done..." - S

The "it" that students perceive=they.have to do apparent]yv%nvo1ves

>

both matters of substance and of form The substanCe is chosen by the

teacher. R.0., for example, describes ass1gnments '\ s :

"You gotta know what you' re do1ng LIf the teegzeé:gays something -
you gotta write about it, you gotta know what aid." )

%
"You're tested on what they gave you -to 1earn‘ind from what
you have to find out from books.'

[E SR

14
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Lot The form in which the substance will be studied is determined by the
teacher.too. To illustrate, Y.W. notes that her assignments consist of:
. J . . \_/J
", ..papers and dittoes that I have to take home..."
M.N. finds that in doing homework: -
. ]
’ ® "ou try to get the—right answers...have to read questions’
and write.down eyerything." R .
.- R.J. finds<that tests require him:® . ‘
~ "...to study-up the night before...make sure you know evéry-
“thing. = You have to looksup old work.and find the, right
_ subject.” :
, And M.N. comments about wrfting thing§:t .
",..if you had towrite a paragréph on a book or a summary,...
you'd have to recall from what was in the book and.write* ~
it down in so many words." , .

" Beyond perceiving that WORK activites have a required form and substance

o

¢ chosen by others and not tFemse]yes, ourinterviewees also toldtus what

o7 ~some’ of these substance an& form parameters actually were. The substance

par amet ers variéd by subgect matter. E.B. speaking of w%itinq fhings, for

) ‘examp1e, says:c ;
. - Y%You have to gemembér how to spe¥l-all the words. You have
» to remember how to write a complete sentence and where to
. put peripds and commas and stuff." - ,

The form parameters seemed to cut“across subject matters, falling into

three sets. These were physical, persenal, and social.

4
o

One set of form parameters was physical, involving especially matters
N
of Time and place: WORK activities were ones to be done in class or at .

home under’ certain time constraints. As S.B., speaking of assignments,
. &

o
v

indicates: .o
J

" ..the teacher wants you to get -it done before the end of
class." !

Or as K.B. comments on her homework:

* . 4

.
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i

— physical, intellectual and emotiona1 comfort.

_sometimes taken Hy- homework :

19

"If it weren't for homework, you could be going out or some-
thing. Instead, you have to stay home and work."

-

A second set of form parameters was personal, involving matters of

>

g

First, our inter viewees spoke of the personal physical démands engen- ;7

dered by WORK activities. S.B., for example, speaks of the physical toll

N ~

“When Jou have a letllyou stay up real late working on it."
Likewise, K.L. and K.W. speak of the strain associated with tests. K.L.,
\
to be specific, mentions "writer's cramp," whﬁ]e both of them mention

"headaches." And E.B., in relation to wr1t1ng things notes:

2

“Your hand gets tired; and your f1nqer starts to hurt fro;ﬁk x
rubb1ng against the pencil.” )

Second our 1nterv1ewees spoke of éhe peranal 1nte11ectua1 demands
4

engendered by WORK activities.- The act1v1t1es are,descr1bed as being hard,

as requiring concentration, special mental effort, memory, and thinking.

-

J.B. and A.M., for eE;/n1e, say of assignments, respective]y?f{
"It s hard to do...you really have to think about it." T .

"You have to use your mind. You have to put out a special -
effort."”

Likewise, E.B. and M.B. comment on homework:

at's a brain strain...'cause there's 1ots to do and e '
met1mes you get tonfused ! ,

~
Al

"You can't do anything el%e in between 'cause if you do any-
thing else, it messes you up. You go really slow and you
can't concentrate. You have to be concentrating on it."

M.M., E.B., and M.U., respectively, speak about writing things:

— "That's hard 'cause you have to, like, stick to the topic ’ \v

sentence and you can't do run-on sentences and ‘punctua- ~
tions gotta be right. You know coffmas where you should

put commas; and spe111ng‘




s "You have to remember how to spell all the words. You have : o .
to remember how to write a complete sentence and where to . -
put periods and commas and stuff."

You're having to write and concentrate all your knowledge
on that, or .brain power."

~

And M.M. notes about tests:

~ .
"Tests are work ‘cause they're hard for me. [ have to
. study hard, ‘'cause if you don't learn it good, the test . : .
° will be rea]]y difficult." ) .
« ¥ «

Th1rd our 1nterv1ewees spoke of the personal emotional demands engen-

7
o dered by WORK actav1t1es. These activities are described constantly as
emotional 1ow points: boring, pressure packed, anxiety p?ovoking. For
g examp]e AM. comments on assignments: ’
"You do all this stuff that's boring like cutt1ng off a tiny
piece of plaht and putting 1t under a microscope, or.writing
things down or taking notes"
while J.M. says of homework: . .
1, "They usua11y aren't interesting; they re ustally boring.'
N v P e
Likewise K.L._anq;A.M. describe tests: .
J "...it really puts on t?@ pressure--yeah! That's a good word, :
Pressure is also work, [ think, 'cause it's, you know, .
mental angquish."
. "Taking a test, that's work . ..because a test, you know,
you're nervous because, you know, it's your grade."
The final set of form parameters was social. WORK activities were per-
- ceived as one you did alone and without friends. M.M., for example, strikes
the aloneness theme when he comments that one of the chief problems with
homework is: : ‘ o
“There's no one there to help."
And R.J. and-S.B. strike the without-friends theme when they categorize . '

assignments and tests, respectively, to be worklike simply because each

precludes talking to friends: ’ -




" ..you want to talk instead of work. You might have
sometging else to talk about and instead you have to do
the work."

“You're not allowed to talk." . _ N
. ) -~
We have treated these physical, personal and social parameters, of \

¢ tete

- {® . . ;
course, as if they were conceptually independent -percepts to students. In-
reality, though, they were often phenomenally interactive. That is, each '

~interviewee usually perceived WORK activities as having some combination

. . Ay

terac-

This phenomenal i

3

haracteristics.

A
-~

of .physical, personal and-social
. A

e

2

tion.is illustrated in A%M.'s comments about homework: .
"That's uncalled for, 'cause you\spend six hours a day at

school and qfter school you want %o relax, go outside,
goof around with your friends, go laces. ., But you're
stuck “inside because of homework."

v

‘

Don't want to. So far, we have seen tkat the first perception that our.

intervieﬁbes shared abodt WORK activitie§ is\that you have to do them. o

you have to work on that substance in certain

physical, personal and social constraigfs. Givean tﬁéxnature of this

activities were somewhat resented.

The general idea that working is

“

all

through our interviews. For exa ple; M.B. is expansive as she descr;-

-

¢
assignments:

bes ~
"When you're working, you're thinking abo& what the-teachers . .
make you think about. And if you're thinking about other e
things, your mind is ranging arbund and it's not really work, ; T

«  ‘icause working is making yourself do something that you
don't want to do." . '

LA+
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J Ba., M.U. and J.M. are more laconic 1§,bheyfcharacterize homework, tests

and assignments, respectively:
™.
* "Nobody likes to do it...there's nothing worse than homework..."

Q\fxwYou_don't want to take the test--you'd rather not."

« "I don't like it. It's not interesting.”

The more specific idea that WORK activities were somewhat resented is

-

also apparent in some of our interviews. To illustrate, consider the
rfo]]owing comments by A.M., M.B., K.L. and J.Ba. on assignments, homework,
tests, and writing things, respectively:

"They assign it to you. You have to do it...when you have
to do something, you don't want to do something...you do
all this stuff that's boring.": ) .

. % ‘ R
"[t's plenty easier to keep your concentration going on
stuff that's not work than when it's work. Like when

* you're on homework you start thinking about things:
'What am I doing this stupid hqmework for?'"

"There's the mental anguish of knowing thatssome kid y
on the other side of the world is.out playing.-.."

"It's & pain in the butt, 'cause it's hard. It takes v
up too much time, 'cause you gotta take time to think;
you gotta do a rough draft and a final copy. And [
write slow." _ ¢ :
b ‘Because you're graded. [If students have to do someth ing they do not

want to do, then the que;tion naturally arises‘as to what motivates them to L
' complete their WORK activities. This brings us to the tﬁird,?ana final, .——4>
Beﬁcept{ﬁn that our interviewees shared. Students were motivated by grades-- i;
especially the fear of bad grades. o

" The theme.of grades appeared frequently in pur interviews. For

€

example, E.B. and K.L., respectively, sBeak of the ;hpact of grades'on

doing assignmentse:

"You have to do 'em or else the teacher will do something

like give ‘you a bad grade...you're under pressure to do it." —
: ‘ " ' ~
¢ : >
. 23;7 /



"There's the pressure knd@iné that afterwards he's going to .
. correct it and mark it down in his book, his infamous little '
book." .

Y.W. expresses a similar sentiment about homework:

"You have to set aside part of the day to think about school,
which I just got out of and which I don't want to think )
about.x.'cause I want to. avoid F's and D's." .

Ang A.M. and K.L. echo Y.W. regérding tests: | ' o

“Taking a test, that's work...because a test, you knaw,
you're nervous, because you know it's your grade. You
have to pass or else you get a bad grade.” . . . .

~

“If you have to get an A on the test, iike if the teacher's
only handing out’ so many A's then it really puts on the
pressure.” .

9

A

Our interviewees did express concern about bad grades in terms of their
N fufure aspirations--especially vocational ana educational. But most of the
pressﬁre stemmed from more immediate concerns. M.N., for example, comments

on the hassles one can epcounter with teachers if he doesn't turn in

assignments:

"It has to be turned into them; so many pages in so many
nights and if they're not on time the teacher hassles

you..." ~

And not oﬁly'might the teacher hassle you,,you might also hqssle:yourself. ‘

Y

Consider the observations of Y.W. on why it was important to do well on

tests and to not draw a blank: - . <

"Drawing a blank is bad—’fgzse others think I'm stupid,
the teacher thinks I'm stupid--1I think I'm stupid!

And I get a bad grade I don't deserve. The teacher
says 'study harder!' but I am studying hard! If I were
to study any more my head would bust.”

Apparently, engaging in WORK activities is hassle enough; students do not

want to bring upon themselves the additional hassles that can result from

not turning in assignments and homework or for not studying fQ{\fests.

~
A
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PLAY
If the preceding section on WORK activities seemed long, it should.
Qur interviewees had much more to say about the nature of their WORK acti-
‘ vities than about the natuee of t;eir PLAY ones. Indeed, many times in
ji"‘? describipg why something was categorized as PLAY, our interviewees' seemed
to feel 1t5wés sufficient to say that_is was "not work." Though this phrase
was denotqtive]y short, it was still connotatively rich given the eepth of
‘their perceptions regarding WORK activities. Let usgnow examine in gﬁeate}
detail the natureaof PLAY activities and some of these connotations.
While no activity was categorized by all interviewees as PLAY, several--
v daydreaming, foodfights and¢bugging teachers--were So categorized by at
1eastcthree-fourths of them. Underpiﬁning these categorizations seemed to
be three cemmon perceptions, peeceptions which, as we shall see, were
? exactly the reverse of those wh1ch underp1nned their WORK categorizations.

[

Don't have to do it. PLAY activities were commo 1y perce1ved as ones

('you did not have to do. ¥ndeed, they were so voluntary that you did them
. even thouéh &ou were not supposed to. .
- " . J.B., E.B., and J.B. strike the you-don't-have-to-do-if theme “about
daydreaming, foodfights, and bugging teachers, respectively:
M"It's not something anybodyVis forcing you to do." "
"It's not work. You don't’have any homework in it.or nothing.
You don't ﬁave to do it. It's voluntary."
"It's not something you're forced to do. You just do it
on your own." S
g? And K'S M. and M.B. strike the you-don't-havesto- do -it; in fact,

you 're-not- supposed -to" theme about tﬁ‘se same act1v1t1es

o MIt's not do1ng what you re supposed to do. You're off "
o . somewhere else.' :

"You're not allowed to do that or you get paper pick-up.”

K
E3

»*
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"You're not supposed to do its-you get detention." B

The "it" that students don't-have-tq-do, indeed are not-supposed-to-do,
apparent]y involves the subsdantive and formatual requirements of WORK
activitjes. Students. clearly perceive PLAY actiyities as ones where they
choose the subject and format even if this means violating the constraints
“of waK. To take a single activity, consider foodfights.

Foodfights are pérceiveq,as an activjt§ in which’fhe squect of eating

lunch is translated into the sibject of making a mess., As K.S. notes:

“You're not supposed to have a foodfight.™ You're not sup-
posed to make a mess." 5 .

Moreover, foodfights are perceived asﬁactiVﬁEies in which certain personal
and social constrainés associated with WORK ére breeched. To illustrate,
the fights are not physically, mentally or emotionally demandingﬁon the
" personal side. As M:M., R.J., S.B. and J.M., respéctive]y, note:
"Tt's not hard te takeea spoon and go 'whack’."
"You don't really think of what you're supposed to be doing."

nyou don't have to do it and you don't reqlly care about
anything." . '

Nor are they solitary and without friends on the social side. As M.N. and

R.D. point out: .

"It's not Work 'Cause the students start it. Its between
students."” . - ‘

"You do it-with your friends." \ | ‘.
_ Want to do. Given the element of choice invo{ved, it shqulq not be
. surprising that the §econd agrception our students shared of PLAYVactivities
is that they wanted-to-do them. A.M., in particular, strikes this want to
_do theme in his discussion of all threeaﬁgAY activities--foodfights, o
daydreaming, and bugging teachers, respectively:

"It's something you want to do."

L4
-~
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"That's not work ‘cause that's what your mind wants to do."
"It's something you want to do." -,

. ‘ '
Because students want to do PLAY activities, they also seek them out.

dQ:T;Tmﬁhi\r.U., for example, comment on how they pursue daydreaming:

'"...tﬁere are certain times when you have to daydream. Like when
you can't understand:-what's happening or you're trying and it
hasn't worked...the only way I can calm down is daydreaming."

’

nUsually you daydream 'cause you don't want to do the work and
you want .to think of something else...You also do it when-you're
bored."

And E.B. describes how he pursues "bugging teachers,"
"It's not work 'cause the teachers don't 1ike it. Things that
people don't like, you usually think are fun to do 'cause it
irritates them and they get all mad. And teachers don't
1ike that, so you just do it and they get mad."

Because it's fun. What, then, motivated our interviewees to want to do

these particular activities? After all, there were other activities on our
list--e.g., playing game£¢;;zgqggxof glass--which, from an adult pefSpective,
should have been viewed as ones students don't-have-to-do and want-to-do.
Yet these éctivities were not rated as PLAY-1like as foodfights, daydrea@ji?:/zr
bugging teachers. , '

The third pefception our interviewees shared about PLAY activifies is
that they were "fun." Indeed, no single word was used more frequently to .
characterize them. J.M., M.M., and M.U. commented regarding foodfights,

daydreaming and bugging teacher%, respectively:
" "It's not work ‘'cause you're having fun."

"It's fun. VYou're not doing®any work."

\:? 's fun, really fun."

Ou intenvieweeé were not expansive, however, whén»asked to dpfine what
they mrant by the term "fun." }ndeed, for them "fun" seemed to be a term

that wasiself-explanatory and required no elaboration, somewhat akin in

-
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\ many respects to mountain climbers' proverbial explanation for doing what
they do "Because it's there.”

As nearly as we can determine from this portion of our data set, "fun"
seems to refer to the experience of doing something they want to do simply for
their own pleasure. The key terms here are "own" and “p]easure."

PLAY activities seem to yield physical; mental and emotiondl pleasures
whjch stand in contrast to the pains associa%ed with on§ activities. Our
interviewees, for example, repeatediy spoke of play activities as exciting,
challenging, funny, enjoyab]e,~humoroué, carefree, etc. Consider the comménts

of A.M. on foodfights and of 'S.B. on foodfights and bugging teachers:

"It's fun. You're just throwing food at each other having
a good time. And you joke around after it's finished."

"It's fun, like watching people get smashed. It's kinda
funny. Like, it's things that make you laugh--Tlike work
doesn't make you taugh."
"It's fun. You're laughing--just seeing what would happen."
PLAY activities also yiel pliisures that result from the student's
own sense of control over the situation (c.f. Garvey, 1979), even’though
\) this control may not be total. The observations of Y.W. on bugg%ng
teachers and of K.L. on daydreaming are illustrative: '
"Sometimes it's fun. Like when Mr. X says 'How come you
don't understand this?'* 'Well I just don't!' 'Well, why )
don't you understand it?' 'I don't know.' ...He's responding o
. to my little problems...He's playing my game." -
'“Daydreaming is fun 'caGse you can do it by ydurself, with a
friend, you can be as creative as you want. There are no
restrictions on it except it may reduce your grade."
So important is this sense of self-control over the qpnditions of pleasure
Ld o
in fact, that when it is violateéd, even PLAY activities become not fun.
K.B. and E.B. say”of foodfights, for example:

"It's fun——ekcept.for when you get hit.," -

AN




"Mak1ng a mess s always fun--e;cept when you have to clean
‘it up."

And when self-control has been lost in a particu]ar‘activity, Students will

w—

rega1n 1t by “getting back! at their perceived tormentors (c f. Bettelheim,
)

1972). E.B. for example, descfﬁbes a "fun" strategy for “gett1ng ‘back" at
overbearing teachers:

L )
"That can get fun too, -'Cause they get mad at you and sfuff
and then you start arguing with 'em. So they send you to
the office, And you sit there and usually they don't do
anything té you. So’you-just get away with it. Th1ngs that
people don't Tike you usually think are fun to do ‘cause it )
irritates them and they get all mad. And teachers don t like TN
that, so you just do it and they get mad." . *

EITHER PLAY Or WORK - ‘ .

.

‘ &
So far we have seen that from a student perspective both PLAY and WORK
3 * N
activities involve doing something rather -than nothing. But in WORK .

activities the something one does is done because you have to, even though

you don't want‘to, fQr purposes of grades, whereas in PLAY activities it

is done because you don't have to, -you want to, . for puéposes of fun. If

this ana]&sis\is correct, then we should find that’ those activities that
were eharacterﬁzed as being EITHER-RLAY Or WORF should be perceived as
being chame]edn-]ike, pessessing most 1y WORK characteristics at some times
and mastﬁy PLAY characteristics'at other times. ‘

~ Two activities?were categoriied by about three-quarters of our inter-
: . \

viewees as being EITHER PLAY -8 WORK--reading and talking. And, indeed,

A Y
underpinning stﬁ%ent categorizations of these activities was each

- ¥

activity's chameleon-like character.

Rather than regaling the.realler with a full treatment of our inter-

v

viewees, perceptions of reading and talking,’ let us concentrate on*Y.W.'s

comments on feadihé‘and.A.M.'s and K.S.'s comments on talking, respectively.

4
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' Y.W. says reading is WORK:
“,..if you're reading aloud, "cause you don't like to ‘ '
--people notice you and that's embarrassing. You have to
read it and describe what it's saying or you have to study
it for a test. 1! hate that, 'cause it takes the enjoyment
out of it: You have no choice of the_book you read..."

It's PLAY:

v, ..when I choose the book, on my own time; I read the
book when I want, where [ want to and I don't need to worry
about anything elSe." )

A.M. and K.S., respective1y,'characterize talking as WORK if:

"You're in class and you have to talk and you.have to have
the right answer, 'cause it's for a g;ade."

",..you have to talk about it. Like hé asks you what's your
opinion about it or what is your answer...You're having to
do it in front of the class, and you get all embarrassed.

Or it's something you didn't know about and you have to

say what you thought it was and you're not sure it's right.
You have to talk and you hope to say the right thing."

But théy charactéﬁjze talking a§.PLAY when:
“.,.you're with your friends. You talk about normal stuff...
It's what we want to do. You're with your friends and you
i talk to them about anything, about what you want to talk
\ o or joke about. It's not-what the teacher wants." .
", ..you talk to your friends about different subjects.

! You don't have to worry about the right answers. You're
just talking about anything--free talk." y; . ®

wﬁi1e neither Y.W.'s nor A.M's and K.S.'s quotes .characterize reading -
~ - or talking as containing,a11ithe previously discussed socio-perceptual
fedtﬁresfo% NORK'or PLAY, they do characterize them as containing most of
these features. First, bo?h reading and talkjng are WORK when you have to
- do them,_and PLAY when you don:t have to; moreover, when reading and '
talking are viewed as WORK, what you have to do is to labor under cergain
- substantive and formqtua}“constrﬁints which are not present‘¥hen-tﬁey are
viewed as PLAY. Second, both ﬁeading and talking-are WORK wﬁen you do not

L]

want to do them, and PLAY when you do. And lastly, both reading and

)
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talking are WOQK when you. have to do it-tor a test, righ‘;answers, ahd “

ultimately a grade, and they are PLAY when you don't. . , 0

'

/ The Grand-Tour/Mini-Tour Findings

I3

So far, we hdve seen how stydents perceived the nature of their school

-

activities under .interview conditions which-imposed the categories of PLAY
J / .

- WORK, and NEITHER to help” them articulate their perceptions Weiiave seen’
that under these "artifically occugring" cond1t1ons that both PLAY and WORK :
activities were common]y perceived as one’s wherein one does something
rather than nothing. But the "something" students -@id in waEK activities
appeared to be JEFy different than the "%pﬁething" they did in PLAY ones.

WORK activities were commonly percetved as ones students had to do, e;en
*15o§§h they did not waﬁt\to, Because they were graded. Whereas PLAY acti- ,/ .

vities were commonly perceived as ones students did not have to do, bqt -

B - —
¢ - ° ~ ¢ “

. -they wanted to do, because they were fun. L . : ) .

Now let us examine how students perceived~the natnreaof their school

- © activities under the more "naturally occurring" interview conditions wgich

characterized the grand-tour/mini-tour portion of oyr intervied schedule. "

If WORK PLAY, and NEfTHER are student-generated rather than researcher-

imposed categories, then-we should find that students do natura]]y use

these categories to reference the nature of their_schoo] experience. ;
To analyze our grand-tour/mini-tour data, we began by establishing an

4
sion, one that applies in any k1nd of situation 1n which a person ach1eves

J ana]ytica] unit. For this purpose, we emp loyed the concept of goa] recur-
a s%% of hierarchially ordered sub goals 1n the' context of achieving a
larger more q]oba] goal (Newel] & Simon, 1972).@ We viewed the grand- -tour/
R mini-tour portion of our interview schedule as presenting students withs the

<’ global goal of describiné their schoal dayk}n as much defail as possible.

. N
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To meet this goal, the students had to achieve a set of hierarchially

hcrdere%jsub-goals, viz., to describe the various segments of that day.

>

v

possible udit of analfsis. It appeared to us (see Figure 1) that to
describe their school day in ag‘much detail as possible, students typically
explained what happened in each of their classes. Each class_was bxﬁ]ained

\ L)

) by discussing pertineng tdpics, and edch topic was elaborated by suppTemen-

tary sub-topics. ’ e -~

‘! Since the enthographic research of Méhan (1979), Cazden (1979 ) ;Hd our
own students (e.g., DeVoss, 1979; Elmore & Thompson, 1980) had aiso
suggested ,that "topjcé" were a~u§efu1 unit of analysis for examining the
larger organizational features .of school activitizs and since we believed
that WORK, PLAY, and NPITHER WORK Nor PLAY were‘examplars of such feagyres,

we_then began to.examine our grand-tour/mini-tour interview data on a stu-

¢ dent py topic basis. We started by identify?ng the varjouS‘subjects or

- - classes to which the student réferred. Within each subject, we then

searched for those "verbal markers" (Mehan, 1979) fhat typicg]]y‘deﬂote the
beginning of one topic and the end of another. Mehan's Ueginnihg markers

were words such as "uh," "now," "okay," ?3m, now, um," "uh, let's see," and
) ’

"ané last of all" and "that's right." Our beginning.and ending markers
were more elaborate, perhaps because our studentslwere much older. :In. -
introducing a topic, the interviewee typically began {o describe a particular

objeét, person, activity, event or place associated with a particular class
’

and to treat the object, etc., as the main "subject" of the discussion (ala

<

the "subjeé'" of a sentence). This topic would be elaborated with clarifying
remarks, background explanatiofis, parentheticals and exambﬁes. The inter-

viewee would then move on:to a new topic by denoting either that s/he

< S

>
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Using the concept of goal ﬁggursion, we ideniffied."topics" as one ° .
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Figure 1 .
Goal Recursion for Describing School Day 7
9
’ g Describe day
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.class 1 class 2 class 3
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wished to spéak sabout a new "subject" associated with the same class or that
s/he wished to Speak about a new class. While the interviewee might return
t6 the old topic in discussing the new one, the o]d topic clearly was now
an "object" of the discussion (ala the "object" of a sentence) and not the
subject. ¢

Once we had identified the topics each student used in describing each
subject, each topic was then examined for the presence of one or more of
those characteristics we had isolated in our aétivity sort data as‘being
characteristic ;f.WORK or PLAY, i.e., have to do, but don't want to do, for
grades characteristics or don't have to do, want to do, for fun character-
istics. We also examined each topic for specific mention of the words WORK
and/or PLAY, as well as for specific mgntion of %heir common synonyms
(e.g:, labor or jeb for WORK, goofing off or messing around for PLAY).

Each topic was then given a '+' for WORK and/or a '+' for PLAY if it con-

¥
tained a reference to one or more of the appropriate characteristics and/or

¢

-

words.

Tabdes 3 and 4 summarize by subjects and students our topical analysis

\

Insert Tables 3 and 4 about here

N - ~
)

bf the grand-tour/mini-téur daté. Tab¥e\3 indicates by subject and student
the total number of topic; eaEh student used to descriﬁé the subject and the
proportiop of those topics in which WORK and/or PLAY characteristics or
terminology were quntaneous]y referenced. Note that fhe responses ogLstu-
dent drB. have been omitted from this table due to tape defects with por-
tions of he? grand-tour/mini-tour interview. ' Table 4 then indicateé'py

s&bject and stBdent the total number of topics in which WORK and/or PLAY

L4
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Table 3
~ ~ .
/ Student Spontaneous References to All Topics As Being WORK and/or PLAY-1ike?
Cass o Students

g B2 KL S, VM. CB MM MU, E.8. S8 0F. MB. JM. R.O. K.B. K.S. AM__MH_ R,
Art ' o(1) o) 6(3) |
Computer 80(5) :
Cook ing (1) ez . '57(7)
Drafting 0(2) 100(1) 33(6) 100(1) 100(1) o
English 100(2) 100(2) 0(1) 83(6) 50(2) 100(3) 50(4) O(1) ©(1) 83(6) 100(1) 50(2) 0(2) 89(9) 50(6) 100(1) 100(3) 0(1)
Guitar 100(1)
Math 100(1) 100(3) 100(1) 100(3) 0(1) 67(3) 75(4) 0(1) 100(1) 100(2) 25(4) 50(4) 100(2) 67(3) 33(3) 100(1) 100(1) 0(1)
Metal * 0(1) )
Music 100(1)
Office Aid 100(2)
P.E. 50(2). 67(3) 0(1) 75(4) 100(1) 100(5) '60(5) oa) 0(1) 17(6) 100(2) 83(6) 100(2) 80(5) 33(3) 60(5) 100(2) 0(1)
P.E. Aid _ 100(1) ’ 0(1)
Power Mech. 100(1) ¢ ‘ 100(1)
Science 100(1) 100(3))0(1) so(t) 100(3) 100(1) 20(5) 25(4) 67(3) 190(1)"100(1) 0(1)
Science Aid 80(5) v
Social Studles 50(2) 75(4) (1) 82(11) 0(1) _o(1) o(1) 60(5) * 0(3) 100(2) 89(9) 100(1)  0(1) 100(1}
Spanish 80(5) 100(3) 100(4) 100(1)
Theater Arts - 67(3)
Typing B 100(1) " 100(1) -
Wood 100(2)

G 77 8 17 .84 .43 .89 .68 .17 .33 .54 .64 .48 .62 _ .84 .5‘2 80 .88 .33

(99 {22y {6y (320 (7 (17) (22y (6) (8} (26) (1) (23) (13) (31) (23) (10) ((8) (6)

3The numbers 1n the pa entheses are the total number of topics discussed. The numbers adjacent to the parentheses are the proportions
of these topics referenced as being klORK and/or PLAY-11ke
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Y © T Tabled .
. Student Spontaneous References to MORK/PLAY Topics As Being PLAY-11ke? s
C)ass : Students
. e ,
' J.ga. K.L. S.6. v.4, C.B. MM My EB. SB JF. MB. JM RO _k.B. KS. AM MK R
Art \ ] .Q(z) .
N\ »
Computer 50(4) .
Cooking 100(1) ) 0(4)
Drafting 1) ¥ 50(2) : o(1) o(1)
English 0{2) 100(2) 80(56 0(1) 33(3) 50(2) - 20(5) 100{1) 0(1) 62(8) 0(3) o0(1) 50(2) of1)
00( !
Guitar . 100(1) . 3 B )
Math 100¢1) 0{3) 0(1) 67(3) ~ 0{2) 33(3) o(1) 0(2) 100(1) 50(2) 0(2) 50{2) o0(1) 0(1) 0{1) 0Oflly
.Hetal 4
Husic ) o(1)
0fffce Aid ) - 50(2)
P.E. 100(1) 100(2) 0(3) 100{1) 60(5) 33(3) 0(1) 50(2) 40(5) 100(2) 50(4) 0{1) 100(3) S0(2) o(1)
P.E. Aid . 0{1) ’
Power Mech, 100(1) ] - , 1oo(1)
Science ) 0o(1) 100(3) 0{1) 100(3) 0(1) 0(1) 100(1) o(2) o(1) ofl) '
Science Aid 75(4) g ‘
Social Studies 100(1) 100(3) 39(9) . 333) 50(2) 12(8) of{1) - 0(1)
Spanish 25(4) 67(3) 25(4) o(1) ' L .
* >
Theater Arts - : CoL 0(2) &
Typing 7 ) 0(1) Q1)
Wood ’ 50(2)
A\
- .57 .67 .00 .67 .50 477 47 .00 .00 .21 .57 W27 .50 .38 .00 .38 .29 .50
p (7) (18) (1) (27) (4) - (15) (15) (1) (2) (14) (7) (11) (8) (26) (12) (8) i) (2)
3The numbers in the parentheses are the total number of WORK-PLAY topics discussed. The numbers adjacent To the parentheses are the
proportion of these topics references as being WORK and/or PLAY-like.
T s 1#; ! e -
* 3
* 5 E\ M

Q
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characteristics or terminology wére Peferenced and the proportion of these

L]

references which were PLAY ones.

vy ~—

Two points are apparent from the data in these tables. The data from
Table 3. s‘uggest that students.did spontaneously discugp many of their
interview topics as being WORK and/or PLAY-like. On the average, about two _
out of every %hree topics were referenced by WORK/PLAY characteristics or

p -terminology. And the data from Table 4 suggest that students did spon-

L4

taneouly discuss these topics' as having both a PLAY-like and a WORK-like'

fTavor. Indeed, just under half of the topics were referenced by PLAY

.

_ characteristics and/of terminology and just over half by WORK ones.

Some timitations

Before we attempt to discuss our activity-sort and our grand-tour/mini;

k]

tour findings, two caveats are in order. One concerns the "goodness" of

-
our interview scoring techniques; the other concerns the "narrowness" 4f
3 P ¢ <

our jmterview sample. The former may affect.to sofe extent the inte pre-

tabil{ty of our findings; the latter, their generalizability (Bracht & Glass,

.

1968).

‘We are concerned about the "representativeness” (Snow, 1974) of the

©

,techniques we have used to "code" studgents' respohses 50 the“grznd-tour/
mini-tour section of our iﬁterviqw schedule. From the outset of the

- schedule's construction, we proceeded on the assumption that if‘we could

a3 N .
) . just tap students' capacities to be "observant parﬁicipants," then we would

obtain a simpler-picture of fhe naturq\of thelir schoo T experience than most

-

participant observers\and outside observers usually attaina

' ' Well, the picture was simpler in many respects. We observed, for -

- <

example, that most students used a very limited set of terms to describe

-

the nature.of that experience and that” these terms-gould be chained to form

P
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¢ 7
some personal verbal equations (e.g., work = have to do + don't want to +
for grades) that seemed to denote a good deal about it. But the picture
was not quite as simple as we expected. Some termé, for example "fun," did
more than denote a good deal ahout theqnature of the school experience, they
connoted a good deal as well. So we were occasioned to move beyend the
_Qenotative level of analysis in coding interview resﬁ%nses to the connota-
tive.
' This move was‘]ike opening Pandora's box. Not only dfd we find that
the connotative analysis. of oral interactional data such as interviews is a
relatively new field, we also found it is one Strewn with competing analy-
tical schemes and riven with methodo]ogiéa] debates. There were differences
in schemes among various disciplines (e.g., sociology versus psychology =
versus 1inquistics)‘as well as differences within each discipline (e.g.,
psycho- versus sociolinguistics) (see, e.g.; Brislin, 1980; Wilkinson, in
press). So not being experts in all o; thesg‘disciplines, nor having the
time to become goj we were forced, to select grand-tour/mini-tour scoring
techniques with whiéh we were familJiar, namely, goal recursion and topical.
analysis. Whether these fami1iar technjques wexe also the most appropriage )
» . techniques for our particular kind of interview flata is an open question.
| Another open gquestjon concerns our sample. ,We are concerned about its
representativénes§ not from the standpoint of-size, but from the s£andpoint
of composition. Vérious researchers haye suggested that background
variables such as sex (Lever, 1978), race (e.g., Ogbu, 1979), social class
{Anyon, 1980; Wilcox, 1982), and achievement level (Weinstein, 1981).may
affect student perceﬁtions regardiné‘the nature of the school experience.
Yet,.w%th the exception of sex, our“"ayailabi1i§? sample" was Te]ativé]y
' homogeneous with respect to such background variable differences. -Whether

-
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a compositionally more robust pamp]e would have yielded different findings
than our avai]abi]ity‘sample is an intr%guing issue.
. Ne ither our concern for fhe represqpiativeness of our grana-tour/mini-tour
sqpring scheme nor our sample should be misébnstrued, however. We view M
neither kind of unrepresentatizgness as being devastating to our findings.
Why? Qne reason is that most interview research of this kind suffers froﬁ
the same “represéﬁtativeneés" flaw in scoring. But remember we have not
relied on only the grand-tour/mini-tour scoring scheme for tapping student
perceptions of their PLAY and WORK; we still héve the sco}ed data from the
. aétivity sort portior.of the interview. The other reason is thgt evidente
is accumulating that diffeeent stuqents may not, have éHat many different
perceptions of the school experience anyway. Rather, most studenté may
share rather common perceptions,of the; basit parameters of that experience
(see, e.g., Filby & Barnett, in Bress),{but weigh these parameters dif-
ferently under one set of c]éssrooﬁ conditions than .others (see, e.g.,
Anyon:, 1980; King, 1979, 1981, w11éox, 1982). -~ -
No, we construe the "representativeness" prob]ems~associhted with our
grand-tour /mini-tour scoring scheme and with.our sample as simply pointing
fo the fact that our-findings will yave to be replicated under various
methodo]ogicé] conditions. Fortunately, some’'conceptual replications of
our‘rese?rch on stﬁdent PLAY .(e.g., King, 1981; Licata, 1979; Henderson, <. -
1981) and WORK (e.g., Anxon, 1980; King, 19@1;'w11cox! 1982) are already h

under way and these replications are producing results amazingly similar to

e
our own (King, personal commuication).

N 4
. L] H
Review and Discussion® P
= %

v A brief review is now is order. The purpose qﬁ;this paper has Bgii to

explore a student peﬁggéctive on their PLAY and WORK and, in particulah, to

°

(A

) ‘ | Y ' ’ . T
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begin examining why they engage in PLAY and WORK, not‘how--i.e., the con-
" text of their behavior, not its text. Moreover:, we have been coneerned
with only the defining socio-perceptual parameters of their PLAY and WORK,
1.e.; the common pe?teptions students have of them. \
Jo exB]cre these parameters, an avai{ability sample of white, sex-mixed,
e middje-c]ass, suburban,’]bca] eighth'graders was interviewed using a spe-
cially designed observant participant methodology. One part of the metho-
do]ogy asked students to conduct the 1nterv1ewer on a grand-tour and then
various mini- -fours over the nature of their school day. This part taps
" 5 whether PLAY and/or WORK are salient natural perceptua] features of their
school 1ife. ' The other part of the methodo]dgy asked students to partici-
K pate in a structured attivity—so;t of common school activities into PLAY,
WORK, or NEITHER categdries and to reflect upon their reasons for cate- ~
gorizing each activity. This part helps students to articulate their pre-
‘cise thoughts and fee]1ngs about the nature of their PLAY and WORK.
A To analyze our 1nterv1ew responses, we began w1th the bulk of the

activity-sort data. These data suggested that both WORK and PLAY activities °

were commonly perceiued as ones wherein students did something rather than. ¢

b,

nothing. But/the "something" students did in WORK activities appeared to -
be very d1fferent than the "something" “they d1d in PLAY ones. WORK activities
\;e;E"tomnon1y perce1ved 5% ones students had to do, even though they did
., not want to because they were graded. Whereas PLAY act1v1t1es were com-
monly perce1ved as ones students did not have to do, but the} wanted to do
because they were fun. “When the same ‘activity was categor1zed as being y ,
either PLAY or WORK it was common]y perceived as be1nq chameleon-1ike,

somet imes possessing characteristies of PLAY and other times of WORK. '

Having identified some of the basic socio-perceptual parametsrs of

- ° «

we e T e ~
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their WORK and- PLAY, we then turned to ana]y%e our grénd-tou;/mini-topr
data to see whether WORK and PLAY were, in féct, salient natural perceptual
features -of their schooa day. These data‘ suggested that studgpts did
natura11y describe most topics in their tours in WORK- and/or PLAY;ljke
terms . And they naturally described these topics‘in PLAY terms only slightly
less than as they described them ianORK terms. ) ’
, What, then, is the impoFtance of these findings? Or as Moore (1981) in
E’ a paper entitled the "Pedagogy of Experience" puts the question more
graphicai]y:

"So what? Once we have established that people in a specific

context use certain structuring procedures to accomplish their

interactions, we have to ask what differences those procedurés

make in the education of participants. The connection is not
self-evident." (p. 289).

What are the educational consequences of schpols:=as contexts for WORK for

¢

PLAY (Sutton-Smith, 1&5\&?
Since we have already begun to develop one answer to this question

>

elsewhere (Bfock, 1981), let us develop another answer here. Let us focus {
on the implications of our research for the improvement of school practices
and especially for contehporary ﬁub]ic school ipstructional theory and

- practice. Suffice itlto say that our other answer focused on the iﬁp]ica-
tions of our ;esearch for thegﬁescrigtion of school practices and espe-
cially for “"doing the inthropo]qu of schooling" (Sp#ﬁd]er, 1982). We con<

tended that our research should encourage educational anthropologists and
)

other chroniclers: 3

1) to coptinue to focus (e.g., Batcher, 1981) on other aspects of the
v «" school context'besides its WORK or techno-economic (Ogbu, 1978),,A
ones. PLAY was almost as central to student life as WORK in gur A
data, but even these data indicated that PLAY and WORK helped N
exp1a1n only a portion of that life. One-third of the topics our
interviewees mentioned in the grand- tour/m1n1 tour of a school day,
«for example, made no reference 'to PLAY .or to WORK at all.

ot
or
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Z)Q)to focus on these aspects from the student perspective. As Fein
(1980), Denzin (1977), Gaodman (1970), Kandel and Lesser (1972) and
others have suggested, we-still know relatively little about the
nature of the "idio-culture" (Fein, 1979) ‘that Glassner (1976),

\ Coleman (1971), and Keniston (1970) respectively have referred to .
as “"kid," "adolescent," and "youth" society except that it's dif-
ferent than adult society in certain réspects and similar jin
others. Tn so far as the student "career" (Lancy, 1978) cuts

. . across childhood, adolesence, and Youth, the study of schooling

from a student perspective may te?l us much about the nature of

that idio-culture. \Indeed, our data suggest that perhaps the’
experience of going to school and being a student shapes the nature
of human development in ways that adults might never suspect (c.f. ~
Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Denzin, 1977). Imagine, for example, how the
student perceptions of school work we have identified might shape -
their perceptions of adult work. We certainly would not want to
"work" for a living if we had such percep}ions. , -

3) to use a “perspective" perspective in studying the student perspec-
tive on tHeir schooling. This will help insure that ‘researchers do
. - not impute problems to students that they do not actually face at
’ . school or that we focus on students' actions to the exclusion of
2 their thoughts and feelings about these actions. Time-on-task, for
. example, is currently a major area of study for schooling researchers
(Stallings, 1980). Our data suggest, however,-that time-off-task
may be an equally important problem area for students, that is,
carving some PLAY time from their daily WORK time. Moreover, they
, suggest that while students time-9ff-task actions, e.g., goofing
around, may suggest that they are wasting time, their thoughts and
feelings-about their actions suggest that they are not wasting it
at all. They are simply using timé for their own agenda, rather
than for the teachers' (Allen, 1982). ) :

and 4) to develop more refined "observant participant" methodologies for

using a “perspective" perspective with students. Numerous researchers
have pointed out the inherent problems of using "participant -
observer" methodologies in classrooms and especially with students

* (Fine & Glassner, 1979; Smetherham, 1978). But while collaporative
efforts have recently been made to resolve these problems (see, e.g.,
Florio & Walsh, in press) with teachers, .few such efforts have been
made with students (see, Alschuler, 198Q; Marx & Winne, 1981, for
two exceptions). We %ee no reason why schooling researchers cannot
collaborate more closely with students to facilitate the study of
school life from their perspective. Indeed, our experience ‘suggests
that with-a littYe help, most students can become very articulate

~ observers on their own school conditions indeed. -

To return, then, to the imp]icq;ion§ of'durefindings for the improve-

ment of school practices, we are struck b& two aspects of these findings.
/ % .
One is thePrather bright picture students paiht of their PLAY activi-

ties as compared to the’rather b]eqk one théy paint of their WORK ones.

]
e
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““lhereas, PLAY activities are character{zed as being largely "autotelic,"
i.e., volyntary, desirable, and pensona11y pleasurable, WORK activities
are character1zed as being 1arge1y "exotelic," i.e., required, resented and
persona]]y pa1nfu1 (see Cs1kszentm1ha1y1 [1975] for more on autotelic and
* exotelic ectivities). .

The other is the equally clear picture they paint regardfng the dialec-
tical nature of their PLAY and WORK. From a student perspective as espe-

cially the categor1zat1ons of certain activities as. being somet1mes WORK
N

and sometimes PLAY reveal, it would appear that PLAY and NORK are f11p

sides of the same coin. Hence whether a particular act1Vﬁ%y will be cate-

gorized as being WORK and/or PLAY w111 depend on how students perce1ve it

- 4

along Tlines perta1n1ng to 'their vo]untar1ness, desirability and

L 4

pleasurableness. Cléarly, if the activity is perceived, as be1ng%Jarge1y
vo]Untary, desirable, and pleasurable, then students w11} tegorize it as
being PLAY and are' likely to think and fee] that the act1v1ty will adm1t °
. PLAY-]1ke behaviors. And, if it is perceived as be1ng 1arge1y 1nvo1untary,
undesirable, and‘unpleasurable, then they will categoriZe it'as being

WORK and are.likely to think and feel that the activity will admit WORK-

. , S , )
like behaviors.. It is only when the activity is perceived as having a mix

»

of voluntariness, desirability, and pleasurableness, that stqdentS*wiJl
categorize it as being sometimes WORK and sometimes PLAY and are likely to

think and feel that the activity will admit both WORK- and PLAY-like behav-

jors as it unfolds. ‘ ° e

- 3
A * ' ) ER
L

We find thiE first set of findings to be striking because of'curfent

efforts in the field of instruction directed toward e]icitiné imprpwed self-
social "competence" from many mere pub11c school students (Spady, 1976

Spady & M1tche11, 1977). If one examines many of the efforts, ihen s/he
u‘ . . . . Rt -

“

v
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constantly finds ideas drawn from the adult w;rld and especfﬁTT;/;rom the
adult -work wor 1d at'their'heart. For example, one hears repéated]y of
strategies that can elicit more "timé-on-task:l (Rosenshine, 1979, better
/) }earning “products" (wélberg, 1981), §nd-c1oser 1inkages‘between thg school
and the "workplace" (Coleman, 1974; Tyler, 1979). And one usually finds -
that these strategies are constantly described (see, for example, Wise, 2 5
1979);in terms reminiscent of what over a decade ago Grannis (1967) has
™called the school as “factory" or "corporat:;n" metaphors or Jacksqp (1967)

has referred to as the "economic" perspective on teaching. : <\'

“Dur findings suggest that such efforts are off-target. Indeed, they

suggest that every-time instructi5na1 specialists hé]p design school acti-
vitigs to be even more NORK-]ike,'tﬁey are sending strong exg]icit and
,iﬁp]ic{teméésages to stddents not about théir self-social competence but
tﬂgi; jncompetence’ instead. ‘Indged, our studenté: whose WORK activities

have been stroﬁg]y influenced by the current let's make public school work
) :

——

more "work 1ike" movement (e.g., minimum competency testing, back-to-basics),

*
* , i
N

W 51eér1y perceive these activities as suggesting that they have little

.control over their productive destinies. The nature of these activities

a

suggests that ‘they are incapable of choosing the right substance or form

.o

) for their WORK, it must be chosen for them; they do not know their own Bro-

’

ductjve motives, they must be"made to engage in WORK whether they want to

»
23

or not; and they cannot set and enforce their own Standards of productive

excellence, they must be'set,for them.

; » .« If instructional specialists really want improved self-social com-
petence from more students, then our findings suggest that théy ought to

- '
“turn away from the world of adult work for ideas on how to develop instruc-

~ Ed

. tional activities and toward the wor 1d of children, adolescent, and youth

~’/ -

,
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play. Indeed, our sfudent§’$ee their PLAY activities as 3uggesting that ! .
they have a large measure of céntro] over the{r productive deétinies in
terms of substance, form, motives and standards. 4 . &
Some specialists in the field of curriculum, of course, have already
begun to reformulate the nature of‘sfudents' WORK to make it more PLAY-like. ‘
~ The research of Henderson (1981), Iverson (1981), Schubert and Schubert
(1981), Willis, 1981, and especially King (in-progress) is noteworthy. The

~L——\___.‘fpoint is that specialists in the field of instruction have not followed Rl

suit. ‘ ‘ " ‘ S
2 This brings us to our seconds set of %jndjngs. These findings strike us
as eroviding some good leads about how’jnstructjonal specialists could
follow suit. Indeed, in defining PLAY activities as being just the
" reverse of WORK ones, our students have provided instructional specialists
with a strikiné meta-social commentary (Schwartéman, 1978) on ;;;\Pn1y what"

is wrong with their WORK, i.e., it is exotelic, but what might be done to

make it right, i.e., more autotelic. Specifically, their commentary s

© suggests that instruct%ona] specig]iéts design school work so that it is
more PLAY-]ike,‘i.e., S0 Fhat it is peifgived by studgnts as having more
- voluntary, more desiregbie, and more. pleasurable attributes.
Many practical models and techniques a]rgady‘exist that can gu?ﬁéﬁ.

* . . instructional specialists in the redesign of WORK activities. Indeed, we
suspect that one reason thét these models and techniques have béen as suc-
jéssfu] as they are no doubt stems from 'the fact that they have™made the
school teaching-]earningaprocess ere PLAY-1ike. We are speaking particu-
larly of models and technigues drawn from the field such as humanistic edu-

cation (Simpson, "1976), open education (gg]berg & Thomas, 1972), experiential

learning (Coleman, 1979), cooperapive)lea}ning (Slavin, 1980), mastery .

>
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4

learning (Block, 1980), and intrinsictmotivation (Deci, 1975). Humanistic
and open educators, for example, have opefned up- new vistas “about how to
> .

14 P
make activities more voluntary in terms of their "substance. Specifically, A

théy have suggested that virtually any subject students choqse can be used | . (//
td convey certein teather—desired learnings. These educato:s, together
with experiential, mastery, and cooperative learning advocates, have also
4. '
’ stimulated new thinking about how to make“classroom activities more volun- L
tary in terms of their form. In particular, they h;ve Sus sted ways of
altering the conditions of time and space Gnderﬂwhichlthe teaching—]earning
pnocess unfolds, of minimizing the process's unnecessary physicat, intellec-
tual, and emotional side-effects, amd of allowing students to learn
co]]ectively tAdﬂ intrins;c motivators have generated intriguing ideas .
' q&put how to make c]assroom act1v1t1es more desirable and p]easurab]e. ‘

They haxe espec1a]1y suggested techn1ques that encourage students to want

to 1earn and to want\to ]earn for "endogenous" not "exogenous" reasons

I ’ & b . “~
3

(Kruglanski, 1975) i -, ‘ .

" ~

There are even extant play models.that can provide some over-arching
conceptual templates: for guiding‘instructiona].specia]ists to the most

relevant portions of these models and techniques. Afjer all, each of the ) -
. P LY R 4
fields we have mentioned is large and diverse, and each, as their unsavory

4 &

reputation with some instructional researchers gestifies, contains many

useless as well as useful modeis and techniques.
-~ - , 5 .o
v - N .
We, for example, have been drawn for several reasons to the "“flow"

mode1 of Cs1kszentm1ha1y1 (1975) as our template. F1rst the mode] is
- v1ewed as one major parad1gm for the study of play as context (see, e.g.,

,csikszentm1ha1y1 in Cheska {19813) and a‘Eiifqli: that views play, as do

» we,. as being defined not so much by an activity™ objective form or content

\‘1‘ . S : : -
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but by the player}s subgectiVe stance toward it. Secend, the model con-
ce*ves of flow activities much in the same way that onr students perceived
their PLAY activnties. When individuals are in dynamic state of flow they
experience their activities as being "...voluntaristic, exciting, per-
sonally meaningful}" (Csikszentmihalyi in Cheska, 1981, p. 22). Third, the
model proposes that one can convert even the most mundane of lifeds
activities, not to nention all kinds of serious "work" related gnes, into’
activities that promote f]on. ‘And, fourth, the model has already been used
to describe how .the teachin§-1ea}ning process may interrupt the flow pro- '

cess for students .and create major and minor incidents of misbehavior -

(Csikszentmihalyi & Larson, 1978), but it has not been used yet to prescribe

specific‘reso1ut10ns to these problems. ' .
/ ’ N o
According to the model (Csikszentmihalyi, 1978), human beihgs experience

- .
"flow" only when there is match between the challengeg posed by the acti-
) \

_vity and the skills the human possesses to meet thesg/challenges. If the

sﬁi]]s are greater than the cna11enges, then the "human will experience

[ £

boredom. But if the challenges are greate(-than.the skills, then s/he will

~ o~

exper1ence anx1ety To facilitate Ehe match between challenges and skills,

the flow mode] contends that an activity must possess two central character-
— Y
istics. ﬁF1rst Jt must pr0v1de information regarding each actor! s ability

. N
to meet the set of cha]]enges the act1V1ty poses. This implies that the '

activity is one with clear xules of performance, rules whose execution can

be evaluated by at least the actor. Second, the activity must take place
;_‘.‘; . . »

in a meaningful context, i.e., one wher others' cdncern for performance

will lend an element of reality to the ac\ivity's challenges.: Out of these
. %

two basic characteristics, four more specifjc ones emanate, One is that (¢

the activity must be structured so that it poses a range of ‘challenges and
3 ang Her

- -

*

]
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- different ranges of challenges. This allows the actor to im€r2ase or

decrease the cha]]enges to match his/her skills as well a;\tb‘increase he

comp]ex\ty of ;;formation about different aspects of his/her self that can
‘be tested. Another is that "the activity have clear and unambiguous goals
-~ -

so that the actor can focus his/her attention. Still another is that the

activity have clear criteria for its performance. The final one is that
7
the acti!ity'provide formative feedback about one's performancg that is

immediate and concrete. . . \ , '

The issue here, therefore, is not whether instructional specialists can
' /
make students' WORK activities more PLAY-like. We already have some of the

&

required practical mdﬁe]s and techniques and some of the necessary ‘gquiding
- ’ ? ~ -
conceptual play tempiates. The issue here is whether we want to make

students' WORK activities more PLAY-Tlike.

Fhis returns us to the oJening sentence of this report and the role that
- certain core~be11efs about students' PLAY in the operatiopsof American public
schools. We believe that instructional speCiaiists will make students' WORK
activities more PLAY-]ike only when we chenge our beliefs about students as
workers and players. Erik Erickson (}963) has noted in his classic wort

~\

Childhood and -Society: : ( i

.to be to]erant of the child's play the adult, must
- invent theories which thow either that childhood play-

-

- is really work--or that it does not count." (p. 187)

Instructional specialists must avoid 'this adult tendency in characterizing

student PLAY. Qur research suggest that students'?PLAY is naf really WORK -
) and that it does count. Indeed,lfor spudents, there is a time for PLAY and
B WORK at school. e . o

et
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