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We also used a scale of 0 (none) to 3 (lots) to score their behaviors on 
a further six variables:

4. how much discussion there was,

5. how eager and enthusiastic they were to start,

6. the degree to which every member of the group participated 
in the activity,

7. how persistent they were at trying to solve the problem,

8. the amount of knowledge mobility, and

9. the degree to which their written work was non-linear.

Regarding Variable 8, our initial attempts at having students work 
on vertical whiteboards had shown us how much movement of ideas 
occurred and how positive it was, and I wanted to capture this in the 
data. With Variable 9, my studenting research had shown that when 
students are not mimicking, their work tends to be messier than when 
they are mimicking, and although this is not a perfect indicator of 
thinking, I wanted to capture it in the data as well.

This experiment ran in five different classrooms. Figure 3.2 shows the 
average time and scores for a given workspace and a given variable 
across these five different classrooms.

Figure 3.2 Average times and scores on the nine measures.

These results clearly show that having students work on whiteboards 
produced better results across almost all variables than if the students 
worked on flipchart paper—irrespective of whether they were standing 
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