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Introduction

~#The tuy papers that follow are both based on the sime cx-
diyring the summer of 1964: a four-week study, by sev-
iéhith grade children at the Morse School in Cambridge.
ftain matenals relating to evenis in late 50 and ecarly 49 B.C.
The first paper is by Richard Emmett, the classroom teacher for
this unit. This paper records his impressions; it also contains the
basic factual information concerning the materials, the children,
and the classroom conditions. The second paper, by Dr. David
McNeill of the Center for Cognitive Studies at Harvard Univer-
sity, records the cvents from the point of view of a linguist and
makes some suggestions, based on daily observations, about the
relation of linguistic skills to the ability to study, read, and “write”
history.

Both of these papers were originally written for intramural
use and circulation only. However, they were fudged to be of
interest to a wider audience, and accordingly they are here re-
produced for larger, though still very limited, circulation. We
hope that persons engaged in curriculum development in other
subject arcas — whether at ESI or elsewhere — will find them
useful. We also hope that teachers, principals, superintendents,
psychologists, and historians, to name but g few, will want to
read them. ’

In the interest of speed and economy, no elaborate editing
was attempted, nor are any pretensions to scholarship made. If
these papers will succeed in stimulating discussion and contro-
versy about teaching and Ivammg they will have served their
function. _

PETER WOLFF

Editorial Director
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Report on the “Caesar Unit”-1964
' by Richard S. Emmett, ]r.

In the summer of 19684 we completed a four-week teaching
session on the “Cacsar Unit,” using the materials previously as-
sembled for ESI. The session involved six children from the
Cambridge arca who were attending the ESI summer school
at the Morse School in Cambridge. These children volunteered
to attend an additional one-hour class in the afternoon, after
campleting their regular morning  program.

The six children were drawn from several different public

-~ and parochial schools in the area. They were: Dennis Avery

(grade 8); Paul Antonopoulis (8); Debbie Winn (8): Juan
Evereteze (8); David Callanan (7): and Paul Leonard (7).

There were five one-hour classes per week, lasting from 1:00
to 2:00 pm. On several occasions, however, a number of the
children staved on well beyond the regular finishing hour, to
co . inue the discussion or to raise new issues. Classes were held
in one of the regular Morse classrooms. Ordinarily we sat around
a hollow squure of desks. although different arrangements were
used for sessions at which slides were shown or in which the
class was divided into two working groups. This flexible and
informal hind of scating arrangement secemed to work well al-
though it is certainly not vital

I served as teacher at all sessions and did the necessary
planning. Regular observers included Sally Scully of ESI, who
kept a very full record of cach class session. and David MeNeill
of the Harvard Center for Cognitive Studies. There were a mun-
ber of irregular observers, including Peter Wolff of ESI, and
Jerome Bruner, Dircctor of the Harvard Center for Cognitive
Stuches. The children seemed to accept the presence of adult
observers with equanimity.

Frequently. useful discussions were held before and after the
class sessions, reviewing the material covered, the methods used,
the response of the students. and the future of the Cacsar Unit.
Sally Scully was able to do some preliminary rescarch on the
existing sources and on possible additional sources and materials.
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UCCASIONAL PAPER NO. 1 .

David MceNeill prepared three tests which sought to amalyze
the ability of the children to use this kind of material etrectively
and in the final week met with several of the children individually
to go over the results of these tests.

While the conditions ut Morse this sunnmner were ideal in
many respects for conducting this Kind of a session, it should be
voted that on many afternoons the beat and humidity were high
and that the children came té the class after a relatively full and
intense moming, It should also be noted that we di‘d not feel
that we should assign homework for this class, in view of the
seasom and the children’s other commitments. However, two of
the students did do some outside reading on their own initiative,
s difficult to make any definite statements concerning the
relative ability of these children since we had no records indicat-
ing their performance on standard aptitude and reading tests.
On the other hand, from the very nature of the class, one can
infor that these were chiildren with a high degree of academic
motivation derived fron some source. One can also say, in gen.
eral. that cach child showed a considerable degree of ability in
at least some arcas and yet found 4 considerable challenge in
the materials and in the demands of the class sessions, Finally,
none of the children had more than a very fragmentary back-
ground in Boman history.

Apart from these common attributes, there was a considerable
variation in classroom performance, both from day to day and
fromi one chikd to another, Dennis, for example, was quite weak
in his analysis and use of spedific written material but indicated
a high degree of curiosity and initiative, a retentive memory, a
fairly wide range of interests, considerable shrewdness and great
tenacity. David got more than Dennis from what he read, also
had a good memory and retained an objective approach: how-
ever, he tired carly and gave up casily, preferring to compromise
or relapse into silence rather than to continue grappling with
an issue. Juan was strong on intuition but rarely used the ma-
terials constructively. e shot fust and furiously from the lip,
generating much noise, scoring a few bull's-eves and registering
a vast number of complete misses. He also 'was the only class
member to go through a period of open disaffection for the
course, although he later sought strenuously to “restore” his
image. Paul Leonard 'was a slow geader, inarticulate and passive,
but he would occasionally, throngh careful reading, pick out
key points that the others had hurried by, The best students in

.
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REPORT ON THE “CAESAR UNIT — 1934

the customary sense ware Paul Antonopoulis and Debbie, the
former having an edge on intuition.

~ The basic materials used were a selection of Cicero's letters!
and Cacsar's Commentary on the Civil War ( particularly chapters
1-11). In addition, short selections from Plutarch, Suetonius, and
Lucan dealing with the crossing of the Rubicon were used, as
was Polybius’ description and analysis of the Roman Constitu-
tion.! About eighty slides were shown? over five sessions, in
conjunction with the written materials and with various maps
(particularly a relicf map of Italy produced by the U.S. Army).

Most of the class time, especially in the first two weeks, was
devoted to the oral reading and a close analysis of the two basic
sources.  Through persistent teacher questioning, either direct
or in response to student questions and comments, the basic in-
formatign and issucs were slowly (often very slowly) developed.
The picjure was rarcly complete or wholly accurate, but many
errors ahd uncertainties were clarified later by additional ma-
terials or by a further round of guestions. The children, in gen-
cral, seemed to find this approach dt'mandmg,, sometimes frus-
trating, but stimulating.

The nature of the crisis in Rome was the first general subject
pursued, and about two weeks were devoted to this topic. After
opening with Cicero 303, we initially concentrated on the carlier
letters to and from Cicero (266-298) and then switched to
Caesar’s version of the events of the first weck of January (Chap-
ters 1.8). The Caesar version was then compared to Cicero
300 — the first exploration of two sources deseribing the same
events.

_ The first week was devoted largely to the discovery and
analysis of additional conflicts, both within the Cacsar commen-
tary (Where did the tribunes join Cacsar?) and between Caesar
and other sources. The first such inter-source conflict concerned
the crossing of the Rubicon. Far more attention, however, was
devoted 4o the conflict between the Caesar and Cicero versions
of the eveats immediately following the oceupation of Rimini.
The discovery of this conflict involved some slow, painstaking

I Letters 266-318 from The Letters of Civera, tr. Evelyn 8. Shuckburgh,
London, 1809-1905,

2 Plutarch. Life of Cacsar;: Suctonins, “Juliny Caesar” in The Lites of
the Twelce Cac sars: Lucan. Pharsalia: Polybius, The Histories. Bk, VI

3 These shides were taken by Jim Burke of Life Mugazine f5r ESL The
photourapher followed Caesar’s ronte from Ravenna to Brindisi, taking
approximately 5000 photographs,
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OCCASIONAL PAPER NoO. 1

work and required the effective use of a larger amount of ma-
terial than had been true hitherto. After a slow, difficult day I
decided to split the class inte two working groups, cach using
one basic source. Once the two groups had worked out their
respective chronologics, the issue was joined and the debate
raged long and loud. Some of the carly arguments were mis-
directed, aimed at the other team rather than at the other source.
Only slowly and tentatively were the children willing to accept
the fact that the sources were in direct conflict, and there were

" many suggestions of compromising the issue. Moreover, even

when asked to’ explain the conflict in writing, all the students
adopted the most innocuous theories — none was willing to take
the position that Cacsar or Cicero had deliberately distorted the
sequence of events. In general, there seemed to be a great
backlog of unquestioning faith in the printed word.

Although the conflict of evidence issue continued to flare up
during the final week, most of the last days were devoted to
following Caesar’s drive down the peninsula. One particularly
successful session was spent in locating Corfinium (not on their
maps) by means of the clues in the Caesar text, then exploring
the implications of its Jocation with the aid of the relief map
(using eves and touch) and finally introducing the slides und
trying to relate them to what they had read and to what they
felt and saw on the relief map.

For the final sessions the children had been asked to read
portions of Polybius" description of the Roman Constitution,
written about 100 years before the Civil War. This source stim-
ulated an interesting and useful discussion in which the students
compared Polybius’ view and analysis to the picture they had
reconstructed from the Caesar-Cicero sources in the first two

.weeks. They were able to perceive and articulate quite success-

fully the shift to a condition where military power was paramount
although most of the political forms were preserved.

In general, my regard for and interest in the Caesar Unit
were increased as a result of the summer session. However,
there is much that can and should be done before the Unit is
generally used. First, I became more acutely conscious of the
unnecessary barriers created by this particular Cicero translation.
Second, it would seem that some review should be undertaken
to determine whether additional letters should be included ‘and
whether some letters might be climinated. In a brief review
of the Loeb edition of the letters to Atticus, I did find two letters

8 | 7



REPORT ON THE “CAESAR UNIT  — 1964

that seemed to give a clearer picture of the background of the .
crisis (Atticus VII, 1. 9). Third, there are some instances where
the Caesar translation is open to question. Chapter 5, concerning
the tribunes joining Cacsar at Ravenna, and Chapter 8 (“At this
juncture”) are cases in point, Fourth, I do feel that some back-
ground information on Pompey, Cicero and Caesar and on prior
events directly related to the erisis of 49 B.C. would raise the
level of student comprehension of the issues without destroying
the tensions, conflicts, doubts and discoveries that make the
present collection of sources so rewarding and so adapted to
student involvement. Fifth, 1 think that additional basic infor-
mation on Roman transportation should be made more readily
available. to avoid some of the rather fruitless and dubious at-
tempts to reconstruct the chronology of events. Sixth, further
work could well be done. to help teachers to isolate the specific
problems that are present in the materials and to indicate specif-
ically what materials are most refevant to each problem and
Low they may be most offectively used. '



Some Linguistic Shills for
Hustory Students -

by David MeNeill -

The Cacsar Uit hopes to teach history by having students
exarnine  docmmnents. Such sucecess as the Caesar Unit might
achioyv e depends on at feast two things: the stadents” skills for
mfoerring information from written sources and the teacher's
abititv to gurde this process, OF course, there are other determi-
mints of the suecess of the Unit, but these two have obvious
importance,. To a degree. T helieve they are interchangeable,
I this s troes the partial interehangeability of teacher’s ubility
and stndents” shills can be timed o pedagogical advantage in
that a less abile teacher can be compensated by mproving stu-
dentd skills. Yet, such interchanecability poses a danger, for
there i the corresponding possibility that skillful teaching will
provent stadents tram developing their skills, In saorty there s
protection to he gained against both the clever teacher and the
inept one by giving eaplicit: consideration to the Tanguage skills
of history students,

In what follows, T try to analyze these language skills and
deseribe v efforts te study some of them, 1 am certain the
list is not complete. Nor are these skills entirely linguistic; the
line betweeadangnage and cognition disappears somewhere in
the Cacsar Unit. MY TG Gould be seen as a crude and brief
first approximation to a deseNption of what students st do —
linguistically or otherwise —indprder to study history from doc-
uments. ’

The heart of the Cacsar Unit is inference-making, I want to
differentiate at the ontset between actual reasoning on the one
hand and organization of the materials of thonght on the other,
[ believe the difficulty 11 and 12 year-old children have in working

with documents is not in being “logical.” I think that is the easy

part. Rather. they have trouble in getting their materials properly
organized. It is in this realm that the students™ lingnistic skills

10
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SOME LINCUISTIC SKILLS FOR IIISTORY STUDENTS

and the teacher’s unrelenting questioning are important and, to
a degree, interchangeable.

The basic skill, supporting all others, is reading critically,
“Critical” is not the name for what 1 mean, but I have been
unable to think of a better one. Critical reading is not the same
as reading fluently. It is, instead, something like an ability to
see the connotations of sentences. The critical reader gets beyond

" the material literally referred to and perceives that the sentence

is relevant to a larger domain, My assumption is that the parallel
between eritical reading and formal rcasoning is very close. The
literal contents of sentences are premises; the connotations are
the conclusions. The problem for the student who would become
a critical reader is to treat sentences es premises on which to
base conclusions, a problem which is complicated by the fact
that propositions in sentences are rarely arranged in syllogistic
form. Morcover. there is nothing in the sentence itself which
trigrgers this raalization of connotation, so the difficulty of alerting
students to connotation is formidable,

An esample will clarify what is meant here by connotation
and the relation of connotation to inference:

“Several Pompeian contingents swelled  Cacesar’s ranks
and others increased his cavalry strength.”

In addition te what it savs about what happened to Pomipey's
troops, this statement pertains to their lovalty, The implication
is that they were not reliable. This example is particnlarly obvious
for the reason that the sentence really has just one proposition
and so there is.no problem of organization. However, note that
the sentence itself does not contain information on the loyalty
of Pompey's troops. If one were to carry out an analysis of the
sentence in the muanner of Katz and Fodor, none of the readings
would be “Pompey's troops are disloyal.”™ There are no automatic
rules of English grammar which guide the reader to connotative
information: he must ferret it out for himsclf.

Much of historical reconstruction appears to depend on using
connotation in this sense. However, my evidence is that the
principal difficulty for 11 and 12 year-olds in learning history
from documents comes precisely at this point. Except in the
simplest cases, they are unable to use written sentences as prem-
ises from which to infer additional information.

11
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OCCASIONAL PAPER NoO. 2

Testing

I gave students in the Caesar class a set of quotations from
Cicero's letters and Caesar’'s Commentarics on the Civil Wars.
Mast quotations were one sentence long; some consisted of two
sentences. Most were taken from documents the students had
not yet seen. Questions were appended after each quotation
which the children had to answer.

The students worked with pencil and paper. Later, I inter-
viewed the students. The quotations were of two types. In some,
the questions could be answered on the basis of gl information
contained in the quotation; i.e., the answer to the qcu'estion was a
connotation of the quotation. In others, the questiqps- were un-
answerable. These quotations were ambignous inQSmt at least
two connotations of the quotation were answers to each question,
An example of an unambiguous quotation is the one given above
about Pompey’s treo, defecting to Caesar. An ambiguous quo-
tation is the following;:

“Cacsar wrote; ‘Al units of the 13th were recalled from
their garrison stations and we moved in the direction of
Osimo. The town was occupied under Publius Attius
Varus.””

The quotation provides contradictory answers. The ambiguity
focuses on the verb “was” in the second sentence. This is because
crucja! information is lacking, namely, whether there was a battle
over Osimo and if Nere was, did it occur b sfore or after Varus'
occupancy? If there was no battle, Varus was on Caesar's side.
If a battle occurred and it came after Varus' occupancy, Varus
was on Pompey's side; but, if the battle came before, Varus was
on Caesar’s side. In order to recognize the ambiguity of this
quotation, a student would have to generate both answers; it
would be desirable if also he realized what it takes to disam-
biguate the quotation — information about the battle.

All quotations, ambiguous or not, had the question “Can you
tell?” after them. Thus, the students had to discriminate ambig-
uous and unambiguous cases. It seemed possible that the childsen
- would not do this, even when they could correctly infer inforga-
tion from unambiguous quotations. All other things being eqi¥al,
there is at least twice as much to do cognitively when spotting
an ambiguity as when inferring from an unambiguous passage.

The results are laid out in Tables 1, 2, and 3. The children
gave much the same answers to all the questions. Whatever skills

12 :
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SOME LINGUISTIC SKILLS FOR MHISTORY STUDENTS

this text engaged, then. seem to have been possessed by the
children in general. Three of the quotations led to correct infer-
ences, three to incorrect inferences (Table 1), It is clear to in-
tuition that the three quotations which led to correct inferences
are “easy” in contrast to the three which-did not. The basis of
this intuition.»I helieve, is awareness of the number of proposi-
tions which must be considered in order to reach a correct answer.
By talking hiere about the number of propositions which require
consideration. I am lumping together at least two distinet pro-
cesses, One is comparing prepositions, as, for example, in noting
an ambiguity. Here information must be held simultaneously
in mind. The other process is inferring information on the basis
of infoymation already inferred. In this case. each sncecessive
step is a summary of what has gone on before, and information
can he worked on suceessively. In both cases. however, the child
st organize materials, and the larger the number of proposi-
tions, the more difficult the problem of organization will be.
More careful work will distinguish the successive and simul-
tancous cases. but that has not heen done here.

In Table 2 is thg uunher of correet answers to each question
in relation to the musber of propesitions which had to be con-
sidered. These results are not particnlarly orderiy in their details,
mainly because of the question involving three propositions which
every student answered carrectly. The question was “Is Pompey
a traitor or here?” Since the students were generally anti-Pom-
peians, the correct answer “traitor” came casily and need not have
heen anferred from the quotation. Moreover., part of the quo-
tation said that Pompey behaved “dishonorably,” and while this
was not logically suflicient to cgnglude that Pompey hed been
a traitor. every student cited that passage during the mtor\ jew
to explain his answer, '

Aside from this guestion, however. the general finding is that
the number of propositions which must be considered affects
accuracy of inférence. This is the principal evidence that a major
difficulty for 11 and 12 vear-olds in getting information from
documents is organizing materials for inference. The remedy
here waould be to find wavs which the students can use of ordering
the propositions of a sentence in terms of importance. One pos-
sibility, which is discussed below, is that intonation can assist
this process.

Table 3 shows how often the children opted not to answer
the substantive questions after ambiguous quotaticrs! The result

/ 13
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(left half of table) ‘seems to be that the option was rarcly taken.
which imcans that the students did not usually detect ambiguons
gquotations, There is one exception in guotation 5. It said, “Such
ain idea never oceurred to our friend Pompey’ in former times,
and Jeast of all in this controversy™ The question was “Is the
writer acensing or defending Pompey in this senteuce?” Two-
thirds of the students rightly said they could not tell Thwever,
this scems not to be hecanse they spied wn ambiguity. When
interviewed, onh one (Debbie) was aware that interpretation
of the gquetation required knowing whether the idea referred to
was w0 good one or h.i:l one, 1 think the trouble here is that
quotation 3. unlike the other ambiguitics. required the students
to consteder several propositions. even for them to be misled into

Cansweering the substantive guestion. They had to asdgn some

value to the idea reterred to in the quotation — ¢ither good or
bad « and theu invert this value because Pompey had not con-
sidered the wdeas In short, when saving they conld not answer,
the children sncant the substantive question was too  difficult,
1 sooat s the ondv case where the children recognized their own
litattons — bt more on this below, The other ambiguitios
awere ustdly seen as interpretables In the case of quotation 7,
whicli s the one abont Publius Virus oceapying Osimo, the
vestlts are cdears The children casilv inferred one of the two
atsviers but never {except. again. for Debbie) both, Of the five
childien who answ ered the substantive question, three said Varas
was on Cadvar's side. two thought -he was on Pompey's side,

Quatation 2 was very diffienlt, and for a special reason. In
anotations 3 and 7. the ambiguity is semantic: it arises from the
possibility of doubly interpreting one word < “idea”™ in the case
of 5. wan” i the case of 7. In guotation 2, on the other hand,
the ambiguity iy pragmatic,. There is not a single word which is
ambignous. Rather, the interpretation changes. depending on
what one imagines was the writer’s state of mind, The quotation
read:

“Casear wrote to Cigero: ‘T beg of vou that T may avail
smyveelt of vour advice, influence, position, and support
of every kind?

— Dacs Caesur consider Cicerp to be his ally?”

The ambiguity.of this guotation comes from the possibility that

Cagsar was nncertain of Cicero and thus wrote a conciliatory
ventence or two, However, every child thonght the -ghetation
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meant that Cacsar considered Cicero to be ar ally. Unanimously,
the word “beg” was the reason: one begs from {friends.

Pragmatic connotation must be most interesting for the his-
torian, but if quotation 2 is representative, it is a type of inference
most difficult for children to make. During the interview, I was
usually able to persuade the students that quetation 7 was am-
biguous. but I had no success with quotation 2. The problem

on which the double interpretation is focused. This is a problem,
however, only because the children fnd it difficult to draw any

pragmatic inferences at all. The diffculty of pragmatic inference.

is indexed by the children’s devotion to the word “beg,” con-
sideration of which might have been helpful in the case of a
semantic ambigaity but not in the case of this pragmatic one.
In any future work on these problems, the selection of quo-
tations should be done with much gredter care than 1 devoted
to it. The left side of Table 2 is not really interpretable. Quo-
tation 3 turns out to have been too difficult to test fairly the idea
that children can detect ambignities, and quotation 2 involved
pragiatic rather than semantic connotations. The evidence that
children overlooks semantically ambiguous quotations comes from
just gquotation 7. T wonld suggest that in future work grammatical,
semantic, and pragmatic ambiguitics be studied separately, with
variations built into the semantic cases in terms of the number
of propositions to be considered and the types of cognitive oper-
ations to he pgrformed (e.g., inversion, comparison, ete. ).
Assuming it to be true that 11 and 12 years-olds cannot detect
ambiguous dquotations. one consequence wonld be that the chil-
dren will over-interpret documents. They will accept whatever
reading they happen to note. Such seems to have been the case
for the students in the Cacsar class. Another effect, parallel to
over-interpretation, oceirs for those unambiguous  quotations
which are too difficult for the children. We should call this
misinterpretation. It arises because the students do not seem to
recognize when they fail to comprehend. "The right half of Table
3 shows the number of times the students opted to say they
could not answer substantive questions after unambiguous quo-
tations, * The option was virtually never taken. Recalling from
Table 1 that maost of the guestions atter quotations 3 and 4 were
not answered correctly, these results suggest that the children
were answering giestions mainly because questions were there.
It was not important whether the children had answers to give.

15
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My impression is that the question, not the quotation, is a suffi-
cient condition for inferring information. These children seem
not to be committed to the materials as such, and T wonder if
they can always recognize an answer when faced with one.
Intanation

The main shortcoming these students scem to have in Rarning
from documents is an inability to read critically. The trouble
appears to be in organizing the materials for thought: quotations
which required the students to put together two or more propo-
sitions usually brought disaster, This was true of both the am-
bignous and unambignous cases. In this section I want to suggest
a remedy. The findings here are based more on my introspections
than on ohservations of children. The introspection is that spoken
material séems to be more easily organized than \;\fn't‘tvn matcerial.
What makes the difference, I think, is intonation.” When 1 read
a complex passage of prose aloud, T tend to distribute stress and
pitch so as to rank order the logical propositions contained in
the passage. In case 1 do not understand the passage, 1 try
various combinations of pitch stress. I think this is done by all
adults as a matter of course. The children of the Caesar class,
in contrast, usually read prose with completely non-English
patterns of intonation. However, the children apparently can
be helped by intonation, which implies that their difficulty with

written materials lies in seeing them as something outside normal

(spoken) language. 1 suspect there s a reason for this. It is
that throughout clementary edncation, children are carcfully
protected from prose in which connotation plays an important
role. Thus, they never sce the possibility of using theiteral
content of written sentences as premises on which to base con-
clusions, nor have they had practice organizing materials for the
purpose of drawing conclusions. I imagine the effect of such
training is to create a curious “literury” form for ‘the children
in which written language is conceived to be largely separate
from spoken language. In their spoken language, however, in-
tonation is abundantly used, and I suppose iLgerves an organ-
izational function. The problem then is to overcome the children’s
“literary™ style by restoring intonation ta their interpretation of
written material.

Consider the following passage:

“What terms from Caesar could there be that were pref-

erable to Pompey’s abandonment of his country?”
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— Did Pompey accept Caesar's terms? .

— Should Pompey have accepted Caesar’s terms?
— Did Pompey lcave Italy?

~ Should Pompey have left Italy?

This passage is ambignous in at least three ways, perhaps more.
It is very difficult for adults, not to mention children. Each of
its three readings has a different pattern of answers to the four
guestions. One of the readings is inferior since it does not specify
exactly the answers to all the questions: in this reading, the
terms, were tor Pompey to leave the country. The two other
readings are more interesting for present purposes. Try to see
the guotation as critical of Cersar. The pattern of answers is
no-so—yes—yes. The gist of the quotation under this reading is
that Caesar is at fault far having offered very bad terms; Pompey
rizzhtly rejected them and left Italy. If one reads the quotation
aloud. trving to encode this meaning, extra-heavy stresses and ex-
tra-high pitches will fall on What, Caesar, could, be, and possibly
preferable. Also. 1 think juncture is introduced after cach of these
words. The rest of the sentegee is read without juncture under
normal intonation. "'intnnatimgwre selects the guilty party, and
knowledge of guilt is the main organizational principle through
which answers to the four questions can be inferred. In fact. one
can partially answer cach question from the general proposition:
Caesar was wrong, Pompey was right.

Now try to sce the quntatimf as critical of Pompey. In this
case the pattern of answers is yes—no-no-yes.  Reading the
quotation alond with this meaning in mind, the extra-heavy stress
and extra-high pitch moye to Pompey's. abandonment, and
country, again marking the guilty person. The gist of this reading
of the guotation is that Cacsar offered inferior terms; it would
have been Better to leave Ttaly; but Pompey accepted the terms
and remained at home.

Not surprisingly, the children made little sense of this quo-
tation in written form. Moreover. it developed during the inter-
view that listening to the quotation did not provide much help.
But the indications are that when the child managed to read it
expressively himself, answers to the questions more or less fell
into place. One student. Paul A, after hstcnmg to me read the
quotation {under the eritical-to-Pompey interpretation ), was not
able to unravel the sentences. On request, he imitated my read-
ing, and the following.took place: .

*
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Paul: (reads, placing special emphasis on could) Oh! \What
terms from Caesar could there be that Pompey preferred more
than leavipg his country? So, “yes” to the first question.

Interviewer: The second question?

Paul: (pausc, during which he reads in a whisper) According
to whoever wrote this, "no.” But Pompey did. This guy thought
“no,” Pompey shouldn’t have.

Interviewer: How about “did Pompey leave?”

Paul: No, he didn't.

Interviewer: Does this mean the best thing Pompey could
do is to leave the country?

Paul: No. not the best. but it means “why didn't he leave the
country instead of accepting Cascar's terms?”

Interviewer: So, how about the last question?

Paul: Yes. ‘

Paul A. was clever at adopting my intonation patterns. Most
of the others hud less skill and, also, less success with this quo-
tation. Unfortunately, this result is confounded with Paul's gen-
cral ability, which is considerable. But Paul's ability docs not
alter the fact that he was helped by expressively reading the
quotation, and there is no reason to assume children of less ability
would not be helped by the same appreoach. If the suggestion
is not too silly, I would sayv that students in the Caesar class will
be aided by coaching in dramatic reading.

A Note on Motication

I mentioned above that the students scemed not to be com-
mitted to the muterials, That was in connection with answering
questions, but the same lack of commitment appears in other
situations. At least, this is one way of looking at what happened
to the Caesar class during the third week of instruction.

One of the choicest parts of the Caesar Unit is a conflict of
evidence hetween the students” two major sources. The issue
concerns the sequence of events after Cacsar crossed the Rubicon.
According to Cacsar's commentaries, first there was a failure of
peace negotiation with Pompey. then Caesar occupied several
key citics. A reconstruction based on Cicero's letters reverses
the sequence. First Caesar oceupies the cities, then he negotiates.
In order to present the conflict, Richard Emmett, the classroom
teacher, divided the class into two groups, one working from

18
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Cicero, the other from Caesar. The groups worked independently,
arrived at their different reconstructions, and then compared
results. .

The conflict in evidence immediately became a conflict of
students. This, in spite of the fact that every student had been
pro-Caesar, including those who now were Ciceronians. Indeed
the Ciceronians remained pro-Caesar. There was no inconsistency
in this for them because they were not truly engaged with the
materials. The analogy which comes to mind is the rioter who
uses the street as a source of rocks and bricks but couldn’t care
less about its construction. The assertions and counter-assertions
revolved around two issues, both of which were irrelevant: the
relative competence of the two groups of students, and the rela-
tive quality of the commentaries and Cicero’s letters as sources.
The latter may sound as if it were appropriate to the real issue,
hut as stated by the students, it was not. Cicero gives many more-
dates than Cacsar. To the Ciceronians, this proved their case.
But there is no question of the order of cvents given in Caesar’s
commentarivs, and the basic conflict was over order rather than
dating. This fact was well within the grasp of the children but
they were not interested in it. The unimportance of the materials
to the children was nicely pointed up in the following exchange
between Richard Ermmett and a Ciceronian:

Emmett: Which is the maost important chapter in Caesar?
Ciceronian: We didn't look them over for information.
Emmett: Why not? Yon had the chance.

Ciceronian: Yeah, but we didn't.

Emmett: Why?

Ciceronian: Because I thought Cicero had enough information.

This same Ciceronian later suggested that the entire controversy
conld be solved through compromise!

The incident of the Caesar-Cicero conflict is interesting. be-
cause it demonstrates that getting children to interact with each
other does not guarantee that they interact with the materials.
Ofen, 1 believe, the assumption is that motivation and involve-
ment with the materials are positively related. In this case, guite
the opposite was true: the students’ motivation distracted them
from the true conflict of evidence. The children made extensive
use of the materials in the “debate,” but only in a most superficial
way to provision themselves with ammunition. '

19
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TABLE 1

Unambiguous Quotations

Students’ Answers

TOTAL
CORRECT
CORRECT . NO. CORRECT/
QUESTIONS ANSWERS DAVID DEBBIE DENNIS JUAN PAUL A. PAUL L. NO. ANSWERS
la yes yes yes yes - yes yes 5/5
b no no no . yes - no no 4/5
da no no - yes - yes yes 1/4
b Pompey Caesar . — Caesar Caesar Pompey  Caesar 1/5
c traitor traitor )
4a Pompey- Caesar- Caesar- Caesar- Caesar - Caesar 0/5
writer Pompey opponents people
8a no no no no no no —_ T8/
8 a defensive defensive defensive offensive  defemsive defensive defensive 5/6
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TABLE 2

Number of Correct Answers as a Function
and Number of Propositions in Mind

.

NUMBEFR OF STEPS MEAN PERCENT NUMBER OF
IN MIND CORRECT QUESTIONS
1 g1 4
‘ 2 7 3
3 100 - 1
4 25 1
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TABLE 3
Distinguishing Ambigucus and Unambiguous Sentences
STUDENT AMBIGUOUS SENTENCES UNAMBICUQUS SENTE!CLS NO. WRONG
2 5 7 1 3 4 6 8
David yes no  yes yes yes  yes  yes  yes 2
Debbie yes no no yes 1o yes yes  yes 2
Dennis yes  yes  yes yes yes yes yes  yes 3
Juan yes  yes  yes no yes yes  yes  yes 4
: Paul A. yes  no yes yes yes  no yes  yes 3
Paul L. yes  no yes yes yes yes  mo yes 3
No. Wrong 6 2 S 1 1 i 1 0
Mean Percent 4.3 0.8
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Test

Here are some sentences. Read them and then try to answer
the questions underneath. But beware! Sometimes the questions
cannot be answered. You have to decide whether or not the
question can be answered; and then, if you think it can, you have
to decide what the answer should be. Don't be fooled. Some
of the questions are tricky. There are some which look at frst
as if they have no-answer, but in fact they do have one. And
others at first seem to have an answer, but really they do not.

All the sentences, except one, have the question “Can you
tell?” under them, as well as other questions about the sentence.
If you think these other questions cannot be answered, then write

no” after “Can you tell?” One sentence does not have “Can you
tell?” under it. This mecans you must answer all the other
questions.

1. Our fricnd Pompey has shown neither wisdom or courage
in anything he has done. Even in his third consulship, when he
started being a defender of the constitution, he urged the ten
tribunes to propose a bill allowing Caesar’s candidature in his

absence.
" — Were Cacsar and Pompey once allies? .o
— Has Pompey always defended the constitution? ...

—Can You tell? e

2. Caesar wrote to Cicero: “I beg of you that I may avail myself
of your advice, influence, position and support of every kind.”

— Does Caesar consider Cicero to be his ally? ...
—Can you tell? ..o

3. But Pompey, behaving dishonorably, takes himself to the

“city of Brindisi and Bellienus, they say, on hearing this, sur-

rendered.
— Was Bellienus at Brindisi? . ... b erreene e e sentsesnas
— Was Bellienus on Pompey's or on Caesar’s side of the

WBET oo eeeteeceseseeessestseasearasaseas s sestassraasnenstsssessassneneerensm e atennseneas
— According to the writer, was Pompey a traitor or

ROYOP et ee et ettt et ee e st nstnaeas
~ Can you tell? ... R beretreareanseneeneas
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4, “Fight along with Pompey,” say you, “rather than be a slave.”
To what end? To be doomed if beaten by Caesar; to be a slave
after all if victorious.

— Whao will enslave whom if they are victorious? ...........ccccoueee
—Can you tell? L e

5. Such an idea never occurred to our friend Pompey in former
times. and least of ull in this controversy.
—Is the writer accusing, or defending Pompey in this
SODLEIICET oot e e e eet et sa b e ae e e et e nen e e s e e es st carannae e
—Can you tell? ..o

6. Scveral Pompeian contingents swelled Caesar's ranks and
-others increased his cavalry strength.
— Was Pompey able to rely on his troops? ...
—Can vou tell? o e

-

7. Caesar wrote: “All units of the Thirtcenth were recalled from
thieir garrison stations, and we moved in the direction oi Osimo.
The town was occupied under Publius Attius Varus.”
—Is Attius Varus on Caesar’s or Pompey's side of the

civil war? ... et et e et eteee et e
—Can you tell? e

8. Cacsar pointed out that he had left his province to protect
himself against his enemies.
— Did Cacsar consider his attack on Italy to be defensive
or offensive? ... TSSOV US VO USUPN
—Can you tell? s

9. \What terms from Caesar conld there be that were preferable
to Pompey's abandonment of his country? Why did Pompey do it?
— Did Pompey aceept Caesar’s terms? o
— Should Pompey have accepted Cacsar'’s terms?

— Did Pompey leave Ttaly?

— Should Pompey have left Italy? oo
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