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In the second of of these volv.nel, Sheldon Whitgwrote r.hat a nevw
.

- ymy to bring research and prn;‘lce togethet vas for relenrcherl to take

R ’n'v'nn a wvalk out of their lnbontotiel and offices and into school class-

< —

-7 . ré”o-a.. He lpoke about the new problems that wch'

oduce., ‘But they

nllo bring some. new ugforution, 1nfomtioq that 1 think has been under-

-

O pregented at these conferencel, i:nfomtion on vhat {is nctully happening

{n classrooms where ;h.udren are or are not 1;tn1ng to read. N

The volumes include chnpterl ﬂ)out the micro levgl of eye move- e

t

mtl, hemisphiere dominsnce and mfér'-ltion processing. There is at feast.

- .
~

bR

thete are cbnpterl o lpecific curricuium materials.’ But, “except for

hY

Marie CIay s chapter in the second volume, there is- v_exz lttle about

vhat goes on in.classroompvhere teachers and children come together around

", the materials and behave in ways that get counted and statistically analyzed

" in reading research. . -

< 80, I vilrule ny discussant role to £il1 this gap, and report some

Py

observational reledrc? by -;lelf and others on }ur’n‘ing to read in class-
roos J.ntcrn:tio‘n. Tr;buio mentioned at this conference that speech act
theoties have become fashionable in li.ng'uiuic.. It'l' also the cué that
obumtiml relenrch is Aut.n £uh1mble 1n plycholagy. When you put
the two together, you get the, relntively recent lociolingniltic and/or’
e;hiognphic research in ciassroom settings. Not much of this research

to date has focused on reading, but it easily could. Reading, after all,

A 4 ’
i
14

_one chlpter at the BACTO level of statigtical sarveys. And in between .

ot



, S : , 124

4is itlelf a language performance, even an oral pei‘fomance in the beginning

‘K

. Aschool yean. 'mat perfornance and the interactidns in which 1t is embedded--

s e

-

betvcen teacher aud child or among. children--can easily be monitored by
nudio or video, tlpe. My- hope is that from such reaearch. we will learn

sonething about effeqtive environments for leaming to read and alsp that

reading vill be'a productive point of intersection bétt‘ieen pociotinguissic .,
'nnalyles of how lmgulge is used interpersonally and cognitive psychological
nnalyseh of vhlt people do &i\_lnnguage in their heads. ue’ re a long. way '
'fron underltanding tha.t relationship now., We dSn't even have many theoreti-
.cally-,baled hypotheses that could shifte obaervational research from a bottom-up
‘to a more top—dm of enter:ricea But we do kmow that at. leut f'oq some cog-
fnitive tasks, such relationships to the language‘enviremment do exist._ Per- s
haps the clearest exnmple is the effect of immersion in an eqvironment vhere
a lnngunge 1s ‘spoken that one once/ knew but had thought tot(lly forgotten

for!five, ten or even tventy y .' Somehow, ofie's memory of knowledge of

that language/ or agcess.to ii/ is changed drmticnl within hours of

Al

.,getting off the plane.
. 1 know of no indicition that ability. to read can be increased that |
much by shifts from ong en\ciroment to another. But ve do have studies
thnt point up. some ot/ the enviromepta’l influences oh that mere prosaic but
‘inportant variable of time engnged in reading taskl. ‘l\vo by Hess and Takanishi
(1971‘) lnd Cazd (1973) are more traditional otud’iel in wN.ch gbservers did
on-the-spot ¢ ing. Two by-Plestrup (1973) apd McDegmott (1976, 1977) are "y
lociolin Btic Bethnogrnphic analyses of audi,o- or video-tapec; :epents
rbal behdjriors. Gmpg and Heruinchuk (1§73 give a

:of verba and

co-pn}‘tive sociolinguiltic lnnlyoil of as cond grnde child giving l .

‘- .

- . - .
A ~ . .
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firsc é_ttdckeading lesson and a tea'chet conducthig a lpezlling lesson with to o
’.n gro;:p' .of lecond graders. But si..nce their 'i.nte::t 1a.not t; co-pi're.egfec; p - V
tive/t:::ny crj.teru that study will not be further delcribed here, -

- Hess and ‘rakanilhi' oblerved student "engagenenc" in eigbt 30-ainute
olnemtioun in. 39 ele-enux'y l&ool classrqoms in lov-inco-e co-nitiel
':o. find out whit teachers did to "turn omn" tl;eir ltudentl to academic \!ork
in mathematics and language arts. Oye‘x;al_l, they four® that lt}sdent engage~
mt‘uu strongly and cm’iltently related to. tegcher be'havi\?:r', ‘but not to
classroom- u'chi.tecture, nor to ltudent characteristics luch ts\uex and
ethnicity. Two denonltution- of intra-teacher conliltency in their data
-ntp impressive. Pi.rs,t, two teachers were 'ob‘uerved dur'ing tbo condecutive’ .
ye&rt. Although they had completely different <classes and re?orted that
‘:hey felr large differences between r.he ‘two years, the mean 1qvel of engage- A%
ment in thej.r classes remained al-ou: 1dent1ca1.~_ Second, during the second
year of '_cl.ze ctu&y, an ;ntireflchool being observed moved from a self-contained
c'lutroo-'-building‘ to ooe ‘with ppe.n-l;ace nrchitectu;:e. The -ogeull level
of engagement ncrm \thele very different physical environments was- 1dent1a1 *
‘(82 and 631), and the rank order of tenchera in teml o£ percent englgeaent - -/
in their classrooms das .85. : ’ o

) concury to expecuum, neu and Takanishi found that these levell .
of -tudent engn;é-ent were not conliltently relnted across tucher- to
"lpeciﬁc to'acher lttntegi.el luch’u the frequency of lpec?.fic queluonl.
or of feedback;" }uteld they were ltrm;gly related to more "global instruc- .
tional strategies” wch.;u {nstructional group_ size (more engagement in : . a
small “m).elﬁ.dir“t;ﬁ’ of student attention (more engagement ﬂhct;

directed towkid the _te.a_c'her\tb;a ‘tovward” othei"uudenu or materials alome).
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'nent--or attention as we catfed {t.
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- The nuthon conclude with a reco-endntion.that teacher-training progrm

- ~.

co;u:entrnte on skills in ciusroou soeial organization rather than on more
g T ;

opecific teaching behnviora. ‘l‘hil is an important cdution f.or campptency-

. -
e

based trlining as it is _usually concepcéauzed. P .

-

s Se\gr;l yenrs ago, at the request of Children s Ielevilion Workshop,

’ () i !

1 conducte‘d an observationnl study thgt also mcasured children's engage-
N

e wanted to find out vhat environ-

P

nenttl vari:ab,l—ea cffected ,gthe viewing behavior of children vatching The .
- Electric M in their elenentary school clansrooaa Viewing behavior .
wvas defined as both visual attention and verbalizations. We observed 10

. . ‘ . .
primary grade classrooms during the 30-minute show five or six Limes each.
. . PS 4 A4 \

* Two independent measures of atteptiot; were used: a scan of the entire class

at 30-second intervals to count those visually orfented toward the TV
. ' . - - . ‘ J ' )
screens, and continuogs monitoring and recording of the -visual attenthon

of individual students’ on an event-recerder.  Monitoring individual.at- '

tention on the event-recorder wuas extreneiy reliable (.94 ‘inten~observer
lgreenent), md\’group lttenti&a averages from. thedo-seo@ scans had

hiyl validicy (mrage vithin clusroon correhtion of .94 between neasures "

- -

of group und individual attention), Coding verbalizations was g:ore. diffi-

cult (iptetoboerver reliability attained only 86) The 10 c'lusrooms
q-
wereselected to represent a range in claurom "ltructure", defined here
from - ,
ds a continuua klassrooms wilere nttention to the shov vas expected ‘and

-

" enforced by the teacher ('high" lfructure) to clnur—oouu wh.ere&u rangg' ¥

-
’

of &npeting lctivitfes vas available ('"low" structure) ,As expected, we

found that olassfoom structure was positive}y related to both group at-
- N (4 . N . .

tention (correlation .87) and individusl atfention’ (correlation .95).

"




Bigﬁ ltructu;e affected @11 childr.ern, ‘increasing their atrenti,veneu and

.- .

scores
ture elucroo.o had hig* attention/thah better readers in low structure

\clueroou . L . ’ T -

. With ‘the exception of-ome classroom, structure also correiated highly

. .-

with average number of reading responses ‘(correlation of .90 ‘for nine classes,

reeponai.venen to The Blectric Company, so that. poor reade,rs in high struc- "

but only .38 for all tem). In the one exception, the noot highly structured
. . i -
classroom vas highgst in amount of attention‘paid by the students but lowest
.- in nvenge m-ber of Arading reeponeel. Since there wes nothing-in tht level

of reeding ability in t:he classroom that would explnin this anoméiy, we thihk

4

that some aspect of r.hu teacher'sp cluerno- control (which we could aot

t

undereund from our limited obeervatiom) df:cournged overt reading reeponlea. aE .
Because The Electric C_"'.&! is deeigned eepecully ‘for children

reading below grade level, we vere‘ also interested in the relnfionehip be-

N

" tween vtevigg behavior and read,ing level. Children s reading nbility cen be
. ' . ?
B cu:egott;ed according to :hei: relative standing. mj:hej.t_elul-(high., niddlew__,

ot low reading 5toup) or renked BOTP nblolutely nccording to et.e‘dardized
' test scores. Average attention of children 1.n the lovelt quau({e of naﬂ,eve-

sent test scores was 79.7%. While this was not as high as :h‘e 89. lo7. and 85 81. /"

atteantion of the two -1dt;1e quartiles (25-75 peteeutilee), it wvas higber ’,/
" than the. 69.8% attention of the heet rudere nnd vas encc;urnging evidence . j -
that the ehov vas _reaching its mtenaed audience.. More Lntereottng and /{‘
nurpriling was a ftnding thet, without exceptiqn, chudren ‘of the qm ‘ . 5; .
7

- tested rudﬁg level ‘showed less attentiom and more £luctunt1m Ln their /¢
I3
nttention (-ote dutrtctiou) vhen they are- anong the loveet readers in geir

cluerou thnn when r.hey are in relatively hiﬂxer rending groups. , In the £ol-

et
lowing tables {Cazden, 1973 P 37), this data is ehoun for the six -ed:ond

o’

grade clessrooms for vhich fall etanderdi:ed test ecom vere u-ihble. . ]
Q . . _ . .« A
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Attention and Pluctuation of Children
‘th Six Second. Grades by Standardized -

Yest Quartiles (caprehension) and . . '
Relative Standing in Class ' o " S 1
) Percent Attention :
~ T ' . » \ - .
. Comprehension Quartiles
F 1-25% ] 26-50% "51-75% 76411001
: 89.5 { 90.9 1 73.2 -

.-Standing high =0 - n=10 n=29 n=11
" within - — '
Class low 79.1 T 79.0 . 87 3 . I 49.4 i )

. o . n =20 “n=4 n=2] n=5 ‘o

) Ntnbér of Fluctuations ¢
: K K ,ehénsion Quirtilei

.. TN - :

ing D N - ¥ 30.6 b4, 4 ‘ .
within high . ) .
Class . ' . o } . -

lov | 50.6 .| 58.6 T 57.5 - 64.6 — -
. B 7 - . * K
- ~ K ‘) N B X .

- :

Because our sample was not designed for natching numbers of children 1n each

"of these celll, firm concluliom cannot be drawm. But in these adnittedly L F
limited dnu\, lower relative standing in class (in terms of reading groap
:ri{g:nentl) adversely affects t_:.hildr'en's attention to televised reading .
materigl. Seen in this way, a variable such as reading levél, that-is_

.uaunlly' considered a child variaBle in its ;bso.lute serfse, becomes an ét}-

. virommental variable aw well through the child's relative standing.in the' .

classroom group. This phenomenon deserves fugther research. i '
]

Piestrup”s research on sources of interfcrence between the language

of Black children and their teachers was referred to in Simons' chapter. 7. - -

-.-;I

In an a‘ulyé/il of 104 reading instruction episodes sudiotaped in 14 first

grade classrooms viih predominantly Black cl;iluren, Piestrup 1denuf'.1éd :
, . -, . - ’ . r
8 ° 3.;___',
( -
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two kinds of mterfetenc'e vhich she labelled structural nnd functional.

Hbether the -imtch is only a te.pornry -umderstmding or a more aetious

o -
- barrier dependa o the-{encher'i mderlunding of the proble- “and her re-

sponse ‘to it. In the follovins epilode nbom: a workbook lesson, the

: tgaghif explicitly and effectively dealt with a ‘structural (dialect)

A : Y . . -
conflicet: . ’ ’ / Coe T ~
T  '...how would you harm the colt?' - . e :
< c1 Tear it. - ' " if +
: T. Huh? , ' . ‘ .
Cc Tear it. ' ’
St Ut . T :
.1 Th--th--0h! Do you, do you know what a colt 1s, now? .
C; Ob, kill fc, ki1l ger -1
. hd 5 < ' .
T : Ko, ylut'- a colt? .
¢, Somethin' you wear.
T- There's an 'l' in it. "Coat" is c-o-a-shi--don't laugh, ,

L that's all right. "Colt" is very bard for city ghildren}
because they haven't been out on the farm, and they don't .
: know about it. It's a baby, a bqby colt. .

, G, Ababycolt. 3 g : .
[+ Oh yeah! .
T Remember the lt.o;y? an' it's a c-o:l-t. ’"Coat" is

. c-o-a=-t, and it's no 'l' in it, but lisgen to--KeuhA--colt,
. colt, colt. Now, do you know what a colt 1s?

~_. . ,

€, Yeah, Iknow. . . o

T  hat is €7 . |
A baby horse. C W "

T Yes, q.*-l.uih, how could you harm & babf horse? —

' (Piestrup, 1973, pp. 3-5):

- Interference 1is 'ter-cd- functional rather than structural v\hcn’che-

-u-:a comes from the functions language ip used for rntlier thc;a from

[Kc o .9




. structucal features of the language itself.

A

In the following excerpt'

from oral reading, ghe ’children ‘shift away from discussion of .remote con- —

T, e tent to verbal play,,th/e telcher is '1gnored and

back to the rea&ing tasic

) T. -‘OEf' . .
- , e -
C, 'Off to the-- L .
'r' OK.‘ 1t says 'wood.' . ¢
i c,’ -- wood.' S ~ )
- T ‘ We would ‘say woods--this book was written in England.
. (:1 _Now, I'm througir. .1 ain't gonna read thiis pag; again.
T .OK. Vell, y.re're‘gonna turn the page and ve'r; Just gon:;a
_ . read -the next page. ) 21 .
o C, Uh uh! _Dan\'en 'sposed to be-first..
T ) T _Well, I'm waiting 'for Diirren to come back. Come on, Darren.
) . - - C, He just playin' aroun’
. ) (not clear). ( s
M ooy He*‘crqck his kouckles, in the buckles.
. .‘Ca_‘m-uh. T ) ’ . '
) . "1' OK, Zj.p and Wendy ran to the woodn, and here's the-- i
. ? c;. I~got a tw truck: Hy mama bought me Ot'l'e._ ’ | '
S b 4 .. gather.
'r G, An' 1 got me 'a_c\iz: to hook it ou. It got a hook--
’[ ’ ' - ((Pielt:"t';p, 19,75,app. 6-7) _
F "l'he tvo teaciaerl out of the group of fourteen who vete} able to
P( accanodate nc;it\ effectively to both ?ttucturnl and funccional sources of,
| . mterference, termed "Blnck Artful/' by Piestrup, had r.eaching e%lodes
; . . ,' that were both lively and focusad on reld% and their children had the -
i . . o .
- 10 >
t ; .
}A

fails to get their attention
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higheet reading ecoree at the end of ﬂret grade.’ Pfeetmp"e c'oncludion .

that "the vlyl teaehen communicate i.n the clulroon are crucial to chil-

}‘ dren's success in Ledrning to rend" (p. 170) is worthy of more. extended

aociolingnhtic research. -« . : o

. .
’ . L
’-

S HcDernott (1976; 1977) has done an t.ntenlive microanalysis, frame

| o g
’

by fr-e, of vtdeo-upee of two 30-minute reading groupe (top group and bot-

. tom group) in one first grade clueroo- Duri.ng those 30-1nutee around

A

the reading ubk(children in the top group npend three times as nuch

time on- tuk as children in r.he bottom group, end Hd)ernott has tried to .
\ )
underetend -how this happenl. First, the procedure for allocatt.ng turns

.. =to rend is different Ln the m groups. In the top grou?, the nunber of -
pages in the ltory 1; nllocnted eqully among the children, end each child
' readl his share in order eromd the table. 1In the botton group, there s _
no ﬁxed order and each turn h negntnted nccording to vho requests a )
© tum nnd \bo the teacher thinks can read che pege in queetion. Interrup-
~ tions are moTe frequent in :he botton group (4Q ve. 2 for the top group)
. and more fferuptive because contimtion_of readtng is more dependent on

the éeecber for uei:gning the next turn. Some'of Epeee interruptions a
.\\‘
even fnithted by the teacher herlelf : \\ : >
’ o

On one occasion, for exsmple, she orglnize\e the children .
C . to-¢all for a turn.to read their. new ‘books, "Raise your
s . hends {f you can resd page 4." The children straighten ' .
. ! ) themselves.up in their chairs, form neat lines along the
. sides of the reading table, and either uiee xheir hands
" for a turn’orat leasf look at their books or\the teacher.
' As their hands reach their highest point, the teacher looks -
avay from the reading group to the back of the room.. She -
_yells at ome child in the .top group, and then another child -
4a the top grogp. The three children in the bottom group
+ - ~—who raised their hende, lower thes to the. table. ' Another !
ligtle boy who didn't have his hm@xeieed thruste his
"chair back away £ron the reedtng table nnd the teacher = .

) . 1
ERIC -+ - 1




- example, in

) augge:u!

T

.teacher. [ - -, .

-
nJ

"

‘and balances it on its two back 1e s. The other two ‘
children in the' ‘group linply look- down at their books. e
The teacher returns and says, "nobody can read page &? -
\ﬁ\y not?™ Evéntually the children recover,*and _someone

gets a :ur;n But it all takes time. -

>
]

(McDemott, 1977, pp. 25- 6)

. . . - . !

_+How does this contrast come at_»outj? Possib‘ly the™ teacher haa been

told oﬁévhere that calling ‘on ch’ildre; in a random order helpl keep the

~

atten:ion of potentialty more dioorderly- thgldren (as recomeudéd for

-
[}

the progran analyzed by Bartlett) More importantly, HcDemott

v ¢ - R S .

- . - -

H‘hat 1l driving this vhole lysteﬂ"’ I don t think it

is the negative expectations of the teacher, - Rather, -, T
the children in the bottom group represent ‘pedagogicel’ '
and interactfonal problems for the teacher. Pedagogi-

. . cally, there {s no doubt that it is easier for the

teacher to practice reading with the children in the

top group than to struggle with the process of teach-

ing decoding -to the children in the botto:h group. Amd -
interactionally, there is the pressure of the conp&titioru
between the groups and the scarred identities of the chil-
dren in the bottom group.. Even within the bpttom group .
we hear' claims of one'child against another. ("oh, you
can't read", ""Better,than you.") Or we can point to A
a child in'thé bottom gromp who constadtly calls for Y os
turns to read wvhile, at the same time,:appears._to struggle
to make sure that she ddes not get eye contact with the w

r . . N

o] ¥

In relponu to all thele problens, the teacher and the chil-
dren Ln the bottom .group make adaptationss In recponse fo
alt these pressures they struggle to solve the: pedagogical
and interactfonal probleuu of coming to school not knowing

“ how to read, of having a teacher vho expects them to know

how to read, of having a ‘teacher who doesn't know how to
overcome. thet they d6 not know how to read while she hag -«
tveqty other children walking around the room, and of

overcoming the pressure of having the other children taunt

them for their, perforsmances. In response to 2ll this, they

. make very specific sdaptations. Ome adaptation is tJ make
. sure that no one child is isolated to read something too
" difffcult. So the teacher uses.the two different turm .

taking systems with the different groups, and this ndapta-

' tion has' the cgnlequencel already explicated..

2
[N

‘ (HcDemott, 1977 pp. 27- 28)

- ST B
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McDermott concjudes: < . ' . L .
L Siccess' in learning is best’ predi;ted by ’t:he time . i
a child spends on a task; some may learn faster '
than others, but with time, almost any child can ot

learn. vhat has th -be learned in schbo
are the p:oper organizationil coustr
coe e getting the 1d task. for the

e 4
A X3 v

. t ‘ . _ "
dgen’ achieve

Ty ~ of time, ' Th¢ question of vhy some
W more’ than others has been ‘transfo inté a question
. ) . about the enviromments in ‘terms of vhicy some ghudren -

get counsistently organized to attend to school tasks ™
in cl,usroou wvhile othe:l do gf -

o~
.

Certain cbildren, tho, for uhatever reasons come to
school behind their peers in the development of class-
. ~ room skills, constitute both pedagogical and mterugiml
< .~ problems for most teachets. Most teachers say of them.
that they are harder to tgach; part ‘of that reaction is ‘
T that they need more of teacher's time if they are to .,
- . catch up with their peers. 1In addition, they must learn ,‘
- -under the pressure-of knqwing.that* they are behind,
_ gemetally in a dlassroom which Wxlocates status in
. part oo the basis of the children's intellectusl rfnk-
C e 1ng in the clultc;o- ) ‘
} ) Thus, the small differences reén, children in t.he early
Yoat ~years of schoo) quickly Xo the drastic forms of \
! diffemtul pet‘formce vhich become obvious in later ,
N - years.. At the root of these differences {s fiot so much
’ the extreme conplu:lty of the school tasks, nor the
differences, in the learning potentials of the dff.ferent
" children, but the differentisl enviromments we offer’
; the children for" getting otgniud and on task so :hat.
lrurntng can take pla / -~

s

y ) \." . : Lo L (HcDemtb, 1977, pp. 11-12)

N

: " 1 think we have to acknowledge that what MgDermott: hds exposed would be

found elsevhere if we dared to told as close a look. - o

i . i 5
- . » . . -
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‘e . teacher's desk or the methods she 'profﬁeues ‘to use. PFor examgle,
| .J 2:03 of the first-grade reading. ltuqlieé supported U;: the dfflce of
T ’ a

Education prerati\,ré Research Project, Chall and Feldman (1966) went

behind "methad A vs. method B" comparisons to ex_aminé vhat teachers:

’

- actually did to implement those methods, Observational ‘st'udies of

teachers showed no s$ignificant relat‘ionship'between the ranking of the

tepct;ei's professed method emphasis (uhether-"sdﬁnd-synbol" or "meaning")

Sh—

and the method emph‘asis observed' in her élauroﬁd (p. 573). Pqpp made a

) . R 4 :
similar point in her contrastive analysfs of curritulum materials.

, McDermott's research suggclts' that the~focus may vary fron’one

gn.:up‘ in a classroom to another. In his top group, the cﬁlldren,_coald

read the words. )
. Occasionally, the children create problems by word calling
) instead of reading for meaning, apd the teacher's main
. _pedagogical task is to couvince the children that there
is living language complete with propositions with illocu-
‘tionary force on.the page. Thus, one child reads, "But

) ' Kicky said his mother..." in a dull monotone, and the
.. teacher corrects her, "Let's read it this way, 'But RO
. Ricky,’ said his mother'". : ) L
L

“With the bottom group, the teacher has rather different

> problems. Accordingly, the teacher and the children
T . constitute rather different environments for each other
‘ ’ in the different groups. The children in the bottom
.. - group do not.read as well as - the children in the top
group, and the teacher attends less to the language
on the book's pages and more to the phonics skills
needed to interpret any given word in the text. .
there are many more stopping places in the children's
reading, and the story line which is to hold the lesson
together is seldom alluded to and never déveloped.

+

(McDermbtt, 1977, pp. 22-3)

+ These alternative foci qf attention--story line or phonic skills--

may also be distributed throughout different parts of the'school day. As

‘ '

- 14
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part of a larger otudy of children's functional language conpetence in . -
:l.nderprten and the prtnty gradeo being conducted at the Centet £or ¥ )

Appued Ll.nguiotico, Gri.fﬂn (1976) hu holnted a set of reading event

A

contexts ﬁuch/;iffer 1n the kindo of mteuction that take plnce. She

pteog?ted a pilot mlyou of two events in one £1rst-grnde ‘classroom:

the éradit:lonll recdm gt'oup and ;he teacher reading a story to tha

entire clut. 19' tﬁe lctter, teacher questions are nll “co-prehenuon

gueotiono, 1n this case prisarily -of anticipated neaning "H:at do you

think will happen then? " In-the reading group, by contrut, tucher

.comments lnd questions are nbout. decodi.ng, about units no hrger than a -
Ivord.‘ Evidently this pattern is bo pervuive that deﬁnite expectgtiono

about cpproprute responses ihlve 'been learned by the children. When the

teacher at one point shifts and ulu about nemins in the regding group, - p
the child responding gives an {ncérrect decoding-type ansver. At ledst’

71n this f: £1rlt: grade clasgroom, there 1s a division of tuchet attention

snd, therefore, of child nttention as well, ouch thu decoding 4nd com-.

prchmion ate taught in entirely upaute contexts.

Ar. first thought, ouc\n separation uy scem de:riaenul ‘to learnin'g.
Intu!.fively, 1t um harder for childrea to get decodin; and comprehending
together in n si.ngle -enul act 1f chey are taught .)parately in different
parts of the ochpol dcy. On the other hand, maybe a clear and-'c?nuotent
f_ocul‘ of attention is helpful, especially '£or beginnin'g ‘|earners. A
;;t;dcnt' pap';r (Dickinson et al, 1977) raised thig question in a nev way.

T~ Didhuon et ul described differenceo in single vs, multiple foci,

and nttendmt dffferences in tille spent off-ltuk {n a math lesson and a -

reading group lesson with first-grade children in a single K-1 classroom.

r ]

15
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In the math lesson, the children were individually msnfpulating attribute

4

-blockl 1ntq intersecting ‘sets. There was a repeated pnd therefore, pre=-

Y | .

[

. [
questlpna €o the children abput wba? they had done, cncf flnally con= .

cluding luteuent about vhet they had found our. In succenlve aequen&a,, .

(the two pltti of'each directive (e. g. "Place ‘the blue blocks in thle

* ‘
clrcle ancL "Place the yellow blocks in this, clrcle.") vere cpoken wlth )
4
decreuing mtervenlng ume and luccesslve questions to the children o

‘elicited progreulve’ly |bore 1nfotnatlon. In the .reading group, 1n contrut,
there was -oré varlaeion and less predictablllty in both the focus of

e

attention and the ln:er&glonal structure. 'l‘he teacher”’ aoked individua)l

children ton'talge turns ﬁad;_lng aloud, but talk about the booh title, table

of contenu, page nu:l:erc, and capital vs. lower case letfers was inter-

>

cpersed 1.n ceenlngly unpa&terned ways. -

_ 'l:hete were so neny other differences between the [two groups that no

firm co&lntionl can°be drm--dlfferencec in actlvltyf group size and

\ﬁether the g{oup included ali chlldreh present or anly a 1ubset. m:ue
”

the readlhg group was ualler, it did not include all the chlldren in

L} L'} * -

‘ Qhe room. at the time, and so was more lubject to lnterruptlom and divided

tescher attentlon. It would take more, controlled researdi to deternine

—

how sfch the interlcclml lhpllflcatlon of the nath group alone contributed
£

.

1

to the grenter ‘on-task englgenent.
The possible inatructlonal value of such interactional lmpllﬁcntlon

is not a new idea. -Sme ‘of the success of\lir'fptar (descrlbed in Bartlett’s
N

ch;pter) may be due to ‘!hll feature. _ Recently, such simplification bas

been. n.dvouted‘ snevw fn a’ dilcuntqn ‘of the design of Sesame Street

PEES -

<& <

e
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-
-

(Gibbon, Palmer & 'Povles, 1975). A familiar exshple of holding the

* { . . .
3 . - ' .. - B .- :

” h\u'tructiml frame constant vhile varying tire content is the Sesame

'.

—"§E§§t f catagorization game, "One of these things ('S n‘&‘iﬁ‘[‘iii'emﬁii“?fﬁ‘"""":"""L" """""""
o Gibbon ‘et al explain the' reason for this deugn ) * |

SN . * Varying the. content vdule keeping the format constant
’ _promotes familiarity with format conventions that. ave
potentially useful for instructiomal purposes. The
format of any program segmént functions as a kind of . .
"frame” for the instructional comtent, a complex of oL
) wditory apd visual conveantions that the child can ' :
.- ' master through repeated exposuce. For example, the -
' " viewerrcan learn to egpeéct that a particular format :
~ will usually deal with a particular category of stimulus
-+V  (letter, word mumber, concept) and with a particular
C mtelgcml activity (memorizing, sorting or cmufying,
! ‘ - .guessing, eo.btning) A particular- sequence of events
’ .- or types of events will relubly occur; a particular
tybe of feedback to the viewer's implicit or cplicit
Tesponses will be delivered. Moreover, & viewer's
. - femiliarity with a given format can help him determine
. » ,- at'what point in the presentation the i.-pottnt infor-
‘. .7 mation will come, how much of it there will be, perhaps
’ even whether it is likely to be .too easy, too difficult,
- or about Pight 'for him. Among the main instructional
Moo advantages afforded by these various’ formd of cueing is. ’ <
- that they will entice the viewing child to attend to what '’ R
- . is new in each succeeding application of the format, - LT
. since it will "stand out” against Ehe familisr background
‘- * moxe than 1f the entire pruenutton were novel. As a
b relult, lurni.ng and concept formatiom ate enhanced,

-

[3

. : : (Gibbon, Palmer & FPowles, .
ot . . : - 1975, pp. 225-6)

. 2 - ' w
' . Reading gxoupl u u.ditimlly enacted in prmry ochool classrooms
are uﬂwrmly cc-plu “in content and. mtenctiml ltructure. Learning
co- to rad requirer-lny lnfterc‘nb kinds of learnings abmt.che.nu:ed levels .
of orpniutian gf a writpen text--lettet-oomd cortelpondcnceo, mulual /
vord ordot, pdctuttton fayout on a pap and in chapters, etc. e need
’ X . _'u_:nu‘etmi tnl_lycu of Jnlgcmun organizations of reading events in

vhich these learnings can be separated or cﬁnbhmi. :

/ " ' ) L \

L4 N " PR RN
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B © T OPEN DISCUSSION OF CAZDEN PRESENTATION

McCONKIE: * The ethics or reaearch t’ﬁese daysaluost precludes, the use of

w

;-tthing lilee an IRA survey to !‘:l.nd tbe “least erfective classrooms. 1.am on the
conm

ittee that mievs reaearch propo,sals at Corncll ror human subJecte, and 1r

a propoeal were to co-e before that committee said, *We are going to gat.her data

"on a bunch of clﬁesroo.e’ ao that we can later identity who the errective and

}nertective teaehers are,” that couitt.ee probably wouldn't approve the proposal

\/
unless; ; it vere made c:ear to the teachera, who were going to be in the study,

that that was going to be the purpose of ‘the study, and that they could choose '

not to;urticipabe in the ,study ir they didn't uant to. To have that kind of -

judgnqﬁ'. lade on tbu, even in a research contekt, without their lmouledge,

[N

beccling unethical in résearch. it's going to ;be hnrder and barder -to doe this

/
D -

kind -of research.. . N o /

-~

. 4 .
I3

\

CKZDEN: There must be some way around it, because I think the Par : West Lab 1is

doing something like this at the moment. : I don't know the details.

. . . . - . -
» .
. - & t

l!cCO]liB' I‘suapect it's being done fut I also-suspect it is going to be more

and more ‘dirricult to do in the future. x" € -

P SRR S S

GORDOW: There 1s-one vy aroun'd? that. I don!t think those regulations’ affect

.' ad-inistntive record lneepirgp a8 luch, and the careful monitoring of/ such ?ecorda ’

cenprodueeluqhoftboegekindordata."_-.' \ -

v v ~ . P :
- LU < * ‘)

- 4

UAH.ACK: I would 1ike. to m Gourtney why she seeas to aaame that all aapecta

. ot -1ddlo-olue uunq @spporting activitiee at bo-e aro equally important ror

) -
- . .

'EKC - L >

%
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leayn;ng to read. We are not going to soive_the problems of poor kids, minority

Agr'oup ld.’ds,. not 'learning to read, through recreatipg in one fell swoap, a

¥ a

. ~liddle-clazg\ro-e enviq@a-ent.' .o, ‘ ., _—
PR . - . ’ . =
~»> 7 1 - * V4

Isn't the.crucial question ‘to “try to define key ingredients that are
. . & - -

. - . . . . . )
r sufficient, and se¢ if a program built in terms of such Bypothesized key
. . . -

. ' ingredients will qO.the Jjob? N ’ . .

. "
-~ N A

.. - CAZDENK: 1 am sorry, God forbid that 1° should contribute
middle-class environment as a whole. The'point was that 1 ;bihk ood teaéhers do

§ the same thing. The teachers who-are teaching Scott. Foresman a bootleg in

)

phonics, 'are taking a program which focuses an context and meaning, apd adding a

v

LY

, . language and 80 on, .are doing the same thing.

. 4 ) e
\ - N

The point of the protocol was a fun way of showing that I think chiidren in
their natural, enviion-ents. and <3n some schools, get material at different:

. . . , . . hY
ievels, that somehow gets put together; 1 just wanted to fight the sequential \\

notion c yink is probably a’straw man. I assume you wouldn't only do
§ ti Hh} h 1 think i babl t that uldn' nly d

phoneses for ahy week, or any sonth.-

¥

1 -

WALLACH: No, but. I would do ;0l;;hing that has to do uith a c;rtgin sequenceQ
.ﬁhich‘ assumes 3 gerfes of.prerequisites.frou one subskif{lto aﬁother. Lhat 1
y worry about is that you are arguing'for a genial'eclecticisa..'ind 1 _tﬁink"thé
; whole field . of - reading hag been bliahted'by itﬁ The consequence in cuséonary
L claasr&o-‘hituations is that an gwfuI lot of kids, hund}eds of ‘thousands oé first-

graders each yedr, don't g&t such of anything out of- what they aré‘taught._

L
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C‘ZD&]: 1 lov‘e your prograa, and 1 love. yours con.u’n’itjy ty/t;o'rs, but not as a sole
.diet, and that's all. And I don't think we are arguing. -
i 7

\
L « e

-
1] -,

RESNICK: I think-you are. .~ 2 e

. . _— o« . . . +
UALLiCB: *If you could make all teachers as calpcfent and skillful and talented

"as the very best of theam, that would be oneé ngube to solving the problem, but 1

¥
don't believe that's going to happen within tbc t’oreseeable future.

- J
#

And if one thinks in terms of what light.practicaiiy be done for, say, kids

£

wvho are around the 20th percentile of péticztl norms on readineas tests at the

beginning of school, and 30 on-- » /7

-

M)

' AN . - .
. =, . : o 3
CAZDEN: But how thorouglily do you believe this sequence?

°%

K
4

_WALLACH: Oh, very;\boromhly indeed. I.think that phoneme 1dent—1f1caiio'n skills

are prerequisibe to being able to nalae sehsé oyt of letter-phoge-e re'lationships.

1
if a teacher trles to teach any ,ch sorts of correspondence rules ‘l'bat's a

very -clear sp‘citic‘on of ‘a prerehuisite to so-ething else, and I think it's
. abaolutely esuntial ’ - '. . .
. . T e

then Ubon you find that £here are uddle-class five-}ear-olds uho, on

the average, ar* very able to do this, uhile tbu-inco-e six-year-blds are. at sea

regardi pboo-el 1dent1fication skills‘ you. develop a very st,rong hunch that
/ »
that has .so-e‘thu& to.do with ditfereotial rqding performance. - . T
;,"1" : . /,// . ~"
X ) ' .- : . ’ - d -

>
4

GORDOM : , !'his debcte""is proccodim along 1 think Jtwo tra&a that dpn'.t pehit;

the two of youp-mt . . wl e - e,
e - . “ . o
\ . , #
* \ -~ 21 . . .
K; . . N l . * * ‘
£ ~\. . - v .. "

' "i":‘ 74;/
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You, Courtne}, seem to be suggesting that we look at'some of the natprally
A . . '

occurring phenomena, that -are facilitative of learning, with a view to better

understandiag~these—preéeosesTf—it~see-s—ﬁhaE—Hikg—ts—taiking—about"is analyzing

Y

"some aspects of learning to identify poiats at which one enters for “the* purpose

of .corrective intervention. -1 think both approaches are entirely legitinate. if
. . 3 ) C . )
1 may use a medical wodel;* if kidsg are generally eating well, we don't worry

about supplementing them u@th Vitamins, but if we run across a child who has got

3 .
- - .

some nutrition pcobless and if yau are go "to intervene to specifiééily oorrgcb /

:oP'co-pen;ate, it is very iaportant to determine which vitémin';s missing.

>
*

I would certainly think that Mike's concern uith the treatment fb extrenely

> -

: 1lportant to kids who are not making it. Eou are concerned with tacilitating the

.

process, or even understanéing uhat‘is ‘fatilitative of tbe process, to kids who
——

are .naking it. So his concern vith the sequence, fon»instance, light be lesa

important tor your kids and my kids, because naybe they dsal with that naturally,

but it nay be a kid was stupbling over a particular problem in learning, because
- . : ' . . / . .

.

\///’1t was- not being organized .in that way for. him, vefy much needs that attention be

x claims.

' finding out vhat to do with the kids tbat e care about And 1 am not - fighting

given to sequende. | &

SIMONS: 1If people aﬁe going to make very strong.ciatls for §equence, I would

fikc to see tbe strong evidence for it. And Courtney has -ade suggestions about
different levels, hut.thnag_arén'tgreally strong clains The other claims are

quite strong and 1 Juat‘ uant to knew upere the evidence is for those strong

1

-

56‘203?: 1 stilisdon't believe we are really erguing. "1 think 1 sQould have left

- -

* Lea out of this, because 1 am not talking about that as a research strategy for

.

L 3

’,
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"""  People t.'old us that children would be quickly bored with-wbat we were asking

V4

2

am fighting with you. ' R | .
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i . -

. thia ld.nd of very rooused instruction: But ] am concerned that aonebody uill

: -think that while you do that, you don't do' anything else, and you don t deal with

oentencea until you get that .point 1n the sequénce. It may be \a straw man. 'Bpt
I think tbere 13 a_danger-or another kina,of depr'ivation of meaning in stories

and so on, that 1 think can g0 along with your progras. I reelly_don't think I

-~
- TS
‘
—— e . - - . ~
v

‘ . : L . . . ‘ . -
WALLACH: Except I suspect that yopf worry is not as worrisome as you think it
: -~

1s. - | o B ~

-

4
'

éAZDEl: Yés, I say maybe it is a straw man.

p }

Y]

v

@

. WALLACH: - Let me gize:’you an example from the kind of t.‘hixgs we found. )

T e -

+
.

thema to do; that their attention would wander, they really wouldn't want to Hork

Al

" at these kinds of rote tasks. ' O

< -~

In rect., that's not at all the case ’l’bey work very hard.. The exiatence of
a close conne::tion between what they are able to do and what they are as\ked to doA
is terribly cruoial in terms of uhether they have in their hequ, at tbe time,
what ’ tbey ‘need in order to respond positively to tasks that ) 'y are confronted

with. And when tﬁey have enoub of tbat in hand, Cbey -ove - quite naturally to

the next step or starting to put 1t together into words, laking contact with the

)
B

orel language that's in their head already, and proceeding to meaning.
. ’ ’ f ¢
'GUTHRIE: Your research strategy amounts largely to close obaevaation in
. 5 * N L 8
classrooms. 1 believe probably we have a trade-off situation between that kind
. . ’ . : - ' O 1 ’

A\
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i
’

" of work and let.us oay survey uork of a national,level. .The‘irade-off .is that

1n obser??tional work you Have a lot of rich information that is very fruitfui;

Y

fﬁiugenerating hypotheses and nodels of' ifteraction for- theories ﬂBut 1 think it
is ditficult to test or refute hypntheses uith that kind of observation, because

often you .lack power in terns of rejecting a hypothesis

s *

el * ' N . (

Now, I bbink when you havé a larger nusber of observations over children and

Jteachors, 1et us say, you have an increaee in power to test hygotheses .But you

décrease the richness of it all 1 woulg say it‘s iuportant to work both' kinds

of strategies.' I think tbat ‘one at—the expense of the other just probably misses

the point. Ve nee&‘hypothesis construction kind of strategies» and  hypothesis
. * _; P . '-. s

testing strategies,:and they can be combimed. -

L4 ' A > .

. wro Y

-

WILLIS: Because these kinds of large national studies tend to b€ the kind that

nforss public policy ‘so frequenti;:'it seems to ame .that the rigor is warranted.

- ) - * N . -
-'Is it possible to have groups of experilen:ers doing the same -thing in different

) .
places in the country , simultaneously, so’ that youw have, in effest, a large

{
]

national study based on a series of micro studies?’

A

TRABASSO: Yes, J think I would like—te see some goordination of the efforts, in

order to avoid dupiicqtion of effort. Researchers teﬁd'toore1§ too much on the

Journals as sources of hypotheses .rather than the original problol itself, uh{ch

sSeeas to be in the' classroom. . I think there is a need for some reasonable
\ . . . P
cpordination, some of whith takes place in conferences 1ike this. Anofher kind

- ~

* of coordination would be through organizations that already exist, or which are

being created such as reading centers. 1 see the latte?'as very expensive.

t

]
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-. I’ tbink the hope here is to return to the general problem, such at ihe type
that .Courtney/ suggested, na-ely taking a walk 1nto the classroon, looid.ng at 4
classroo-s' eontext and looking at thdle observational studiés for sources -of

3

ideas, 80 that. you ‘can keep- the problem in front df you ‘rhen 1 think’ you are ’

‘ more likely to direct ¥ou research towards .that quest.ion, rather than s'i.del'ine

¥ ’ <~

-~

N

Now, wbether t.hat can be attained by govemnent direction or cem‘.ral agency
diredt’n or creation of a center 1 doo't know But that certainly, is a ;odel

Hhicb I tbink should be- encouraged.

. . , ) SR T
4 - .

x

GOBDO!I 1 aust_ cauent on Harriet's call for rigor and on John's re-inder that

""there isn't -udh power 1in observational work. Bearfng both the connenbs reminded

. le of tb‘ speech tbat Donald Hébb lade back :Lé' 73 at APA wben he repeated one_

of his ﬁ’avorite ad-oni ions: "Anything not worth doing is not worth doing well.®

~ .
—

And if we look at a lot of our large-scale studies, because we haven't .done

the generative work, that is, the careful examination of what the real world out
there is like, we are frequenjyIy-focused on the wrong issues. So’ the. elegant

collection of fata with respect to, effectiveness, and the elagant analysis of" it,

fall, I think, into Hebb's little category of stuff that is iot worth doing, and.

it 1is the;'efore ’uot- worth doing \;ell So that John, 1 would say there probably

are at least two points at which the ethnographic work becomea ilportant one  is

| t ‘the generative level but .the other is at the level of interpretation of the .

%

: vhidated work. Aﬂ:er collecting empirical data to test a. specific hypothesi,s,

&

' can begin to make better sense of these Quantitative data if we can look at them

we sometimes £ind ut{g:ous relationships between variables. It la} be that we

5 Y

\

within a descriptive context of the situation in which they have been generated.

- ~

\}
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. : . » L - : '
Such a contextual examination may better enable us to see what the trends in . the

data seem to ’be connmicating ‘ Bixt to simply argue for validation or rigor,

- L

without apprcciating the fact that validation and rigor have not told us much -

’
. , ’

far, I t.hink would be a mistake, ’ . .

A

. +

™

. CARROLL: ‘At the risk of introducing an old chestnut A night bring in a medical

e .

analogy; that ia, the eontrast between the researcher in a depariment of biology

V
or chemistry in a“sedical school who is working on biood che-istry, and who does
. . 5-’ . . .

his 1laboratory research, and on the other hand the clinicql personm goes into
. . , . . . LY . - . ) -~ [ .
the hospital and finds out what kinds o?f‘Qisordem people have in their blood,

It seems’ to me t.hat the sort ot‘ thing that -We- should get out of soue kinds of

-1 -t P -«

classroom observations, would be be‘tter notions ot‘ what kinds of things c,an g0

wrong; what \kind or v_gpiables seem to be pertinent in a particular ' situation.

e
4
- .

For example, this business abo t.ur'n t.aking. and thc'aloynt of tile that
particular chil'dren spend on read ’ and the t‘actor‘s that condition that, may
lakc all of tbe difre)'ence._ as a latm of f‘act, it many aspects of r&ding

behavior. o : T . T, ) 4
. L] - ‘ \ ’/_‘ . ’ ' Ny )

And '1 think. if there is a difficulty in doing research 'ethicall‘y' that
. ~ . 6

‘would stem from this notion° that people don't want to be evaluated, there is

-

so-cthing wmng there, becausc we are trying to inprove inatruction‘ are we not?
And ‘we are simply trying to find some variablea that contribute to good and less.

good initruction. ‘ o , ‘ '
: ' ' [

* So the kind of thing that Cou}'tney is talking about does have some relevance

to all of this.

-
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Z_; Of course, tberE/;:\EiqP a kind of quasi-laboratory‘researcb that is done in
y

) classrooms, and' I don't remember whether Courtney and I were at a conference on
teaching, that dgs Sponsored by NIE, in which a lot of very careful observations‘
iuere taken in the classroon, to find' out more about the effect of feedback and
correction of behavior, different styles of, dd!ng this correction, and so on. So

there are various kinds of claaaroodﬂpbservation research ; |

- ~
.
«’ .
’ .

HAMMOND: -I°am ‘interested in focusing the issue on comgensatory education. 1t is

interesting to me that neitber discussant has really discussed that topic in any

»

) direct uay, although Mike Wallach may well be pushing us in that direction. It
& . >
s¢ems to ge there may be some valu%.in looking at what happens in niddle-cladb

falilies, and trying to figure out‘;bether any of‘ggii is going to be useful in
tbe classroom. 'But I would want to construct another kind of deficit theory, we .

have 1aid one to rest today alreéaﬁ,,nanely a deficit theory. of what happens in

Al

lpwer-class fglilies. Surely kids who are coupensatory education kids, who coame

from, let me call them, lower-class fgnilies, come with some strengths, some ;?‘\~
] .

those kid4 must come with some strengths. I haigg't heard anpybody talk about

that in the last few days. !

"Amd then finally, on the 1ssue of ethics, and of how difficult it may Se to
.perforn research, 1 wohder ifldé shouldn't be concerned in our research about the
side effects, sé to speak, of what we ;re hbing. " We talked tpday about
trﬁnsfer, about whether we need té ko throuéh all 26 letters, or ;hether we can .
do five, and then assule that so.ehow he rest are going to fall into place.
That's a kind of side ef(ect in that in.addition to teaching the kid about this

1&gﬁter, and thgn about that lettqr, there is a process that is being perforled,
- ﬂﬂeée is so,,tﬁiné tlpe‘thgp ig going on, Qn implicit kigd of a tbing: There may
. v - .

be other kinds of side effects that come from a particular way of teaching kids.

.. . v

EKC
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We may be teaching kids to be more or less 1ndependg\;, for example, and maybe we

need to look some more at some of those things, 1n‘ addition to what impact we may

< ' ) ’ ) N N £ » ( )
be having on the kids' score on the Stanford Achievesient Test, or some cognitive
. . ]

€

measure. ) T ; i

, [ o

¢ . ’ ot B
SUPPES: 1 have three commentss The first is to John Guthrie about power. I°
want to defend Courtney's ¢lassroom. Power, in the standard statistical sense,
is always relatiye to the hypothesis. The data you p{esented are extremely weak

in power, for many questions that one wants to ask'abo‘ui the reading process. "So «

P

' -there is no absolute sense of power. Her claaéroom o?sewations, '1f carefully

calibrated, .uiil have nucﬁ more power than yourz., i’For other questions, other

<

types of hypothesis, your' data uill have-the power. If you want to study certain
£

&

1

T
kinds of questions, you‘hdve. got .to look a%dat.a froo 1nd1v1duals in great depth.
You are not going to do both things. So it'is not an issue of power.- 1 mean, I

» want t#imphasize that your data dor't have any more poser, per 80, than detailed

and careful classroom observations.

- - [ -

B e ’ - * - “e . '
The second observation, 14 to yoq%ecause in ®sy view I agree ui’th_‘,

Herb; you are’' too confident about tﬂE"correctness of your view. 1 think you

~
—

have-done something that-~is extremsely good, and 1 commend you for it. ‘but  when

it comes to’ thé defense of it, you dre Yoo imperialistic about the virtues of the

.' iaartiqul;rluay‘you have done- things. You r;a.ind me of oonbu&;r pi'ogramers, who
5. ) have written a’ program that works uell, and yo;x ask then, "Is this the best you
S ' can do?" And they say, "cr course. look how vonerful it-is." And they _haven't

even tackled the inteltectual problen of establishing tha}: it 1s'thé best that

: . . )
can be done. G "

"F‘ kg ." ~

28
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That is a vb;'i much harder question. I am not saying you sbould have done

it, but 1 ‘luat. insist upon the point that you havc not done it.

. WALLACH: I Sertainly would not a/rgt.;e thts is the best one can do.

.
.

} . * ’ N R :
SUPPES: Courtney gives you too much. ground, I think. I \too"t'give' yeu as auch

* ground as she gives you. I cer.t.ain_ly : with ;ﬁetqou have done. éut 1 woul.;f
t Be H?lling to say t.hat:. w\éP need ; lot moree study before we can . conclude fi;'lly
that t.he“_l particular line of attack ’:, ta:oe, careful qumimlm the way that -
;oudoit,iathebestuay. . ’, T R ':.:" . «;
. ‘ P (, , ) .
I mean Ybest" in the large sense,, 1 don't mean t.hat. 1 am nit-picking, - ~that '

. You should do it slightly- d(fferently here and a little bit difterently there. -1 / P
o

mean, is 1t. concepuhlly clearly est.ablisbed that, let's say, t.he Scott Forealan

way, done w:l.t.h similar care is neceuarily going to be drastically worse

HAIJ.AQ!P Yes, thi ?/ actly t.be coqparison to Ellson 1 have beeu tal.king
>
Sbout. ’ R \

SUPPBS: I tmderstm‘m that comparison to Ellaon 1 haven't looked at Ellson's'’ ’
©, data in a wbue. B‘f I don't tbink that establishes the fact co#cluaively And
1 think it's a point; portb insisting upo: because, 1 think 1t'vilport.ant not to
let that pounon Become entrenched without  the data so firm that they are h

]
unequivocal. ‘That is ngg to detract from what you have done;, ' it is to argue ~~

4 .
! . .

about. the conclusiveness of the demonstration. R .

0

- ' \

HALLACB: ‘o one study, and no one comparison, are going to esfablish anything
. oonclmively - But meanwhile,” while this scholgrly r)rocessing 13 going on, 1
EKC ' '
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.~ PR ,
think we should remember that there are hundreds of thousands of kids' each year

- 4 -

not learning to read in‘first grade. Most of them are .lou income kids, many of

L4
’
.

- | ] '
them are minority group members.
i
b4

?

I thigk/ifnone works through to a type of approach that is practical in the

aenseﬁ that -it can beiilplenented, even though it may not be perfect, that it's

sonething‘that ought to be used while, these other kinds of questions are raised.

.
- .

SUPPES? Bow, that 1 agree with; we don’t disagree about that. 1 really-wént*ti
keep clearly on the tabip that the intellectual issues of the,oest way to proceed’

'
-

are-still up tor fihal resolution. Third and final point. I recently read

-

Sy o

-

discuss ber;‘bf middle-class and lower-class family styles. It was a report of

what university students were 1like at the University of Oxford in the 13th

-

century. The describtion of the life at the university.in the 13th century used

Enhland- as a reference,‘ because the story was about England. No classes in

England have anything like the kind of behavior that was characteristic of

< Prd

. university students in the 13th century, in ter-s of the violence of behavior,

‘e

the lack of what we would in broad terms call middle-class culture. ' “

- -
-
4 e D -

>

And 1 think it's'terribly i7portant to recogniZe that though we can gof on

'8
about thcse diatinctions, historically the differences betueen classes and groups

) in our aociety are ‘realfy very hnall compared to the historical differences

¢  J

'betueon the best educated and the best off people now and, say, six or seven

hundmed years ago.
v " / P



