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"Todiy. during the consideration of the relationships between oral.

. and written language learning, 1'd like to approach it from an interac-

" tional language behavior framework iovolving both children and their

teachel. UeASo ofteo study child language development by focusing

'prrmar1ly on the chi]d and his or her expandxng communicative competence. .

Instead, I would like’ to prébose that when we are inquiring into school
-age ch11d Ianguage development,. it is Hbth short-51ghted and simp]y not

possxble to xgnore the effects of school1ng on that deve!opment. For

y example. we know there are children who are. early readers who have actualiy

g »

.......

IF"“?T1ﬂaﬁr1Wr1Wvst“graoeﬂnﬂﬁnnnrﬂﬁnmowere~aodged#&o4u&+kﬁﬁeaer ip
reading ability. What interactton teok place between the already readlng

“child, the reading series or materials used in the classroom, and the

té%cher? What could have been discerned from a study of, that interaction )

&

“that could have led possibly to the part1cipants approaching each other

.and the & nateoiels in\o dxfferent. more positive and fruitfol manner? "

.

Consequently, today I-w111 conszder oral language use and the develop~

' ment of Titeracy -- learning to read and write -- wuthinoa language intec~

action framework in an educat1ona1 setting, and share with you some of

/

our preliminary flnd1ngs about aspects of each a§ exemplified in one
S I _

classroom. /

I would also like to draw in the two other themes in this 1nst1tute --"

social implications and cross- cultura1 considerations of ora] and written
language Tearning -- as each area can have profound influence on teacher-

student interaction during. language learning lessons and on the teaching/

learning climate as a whole in a classroom, a school, a district, a S\
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geographical area. and in a nation such as ours. If we as a society are,

~in fact. qoing to be able to insure an equal opportunity for.childven in

our schools to become lzterate. to expand their communicative competence )

..in htghly important ways, we must have lnformatlon on. how a cuwltures-in-

Y
4

¢

contact educatxonal situation can lnfluence this learning

Let me brxefly def1ne a maaor concept which runs throuohout this -papar -
and our research Then I'11 descrtbe our research project whxch generated .
the data my . colleagues and I are analyzrng on the expansion ‘of communica-

tive competence, includtng lnteracy learnwng. in six and- seven.year olds

‘mamumcultueal__classmom R ‘M

e ———— o o s s - 4t et

Communicative competence hasﬂgecome a conceptual framework for us in

our research on language development BaStcally, .t is- the knowledge of -  -—

. language structure and function Thls knowledge includes the rule systems

. 3 ‘\:.
for semantics, syntax and phonology. as well as a set of appropriateness '

' 'rules whxch ‘have been deflned as log*cal. psychological and social in

nature. Ny hunch is that they are largely social Thus, commun1cat1ve

- competence is essenﬁlally the_language abllxt1es of the'speaker and Tistener

‘(Hymes. 1972).- Is one able to vary speechland gesture to fit the\expecta-

tions of others in a situation iu order to transmtt meaning? Is one able

. language or languages or different varieties'of“a language, and with whom,

to comprehend what others are communicating, what others mean whether it's o

spoken or'written? The actual language used in the comnunication is only

part of competence. The speakerpmust also know ngu_and nhen to use a

~

~ and, of course, when not to. We don't discuss math with our minister or

L3
e
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speak pig Latin in the classroom. - Our knowledge of what is appropiriate or

inappropriate is part of coamunicatwe competence. \

Schoo'ls play a powerful role in expanding comunicative competence. \

[

To quote M__ehan.. Cazden, Coles s Fisher and Marou]es,

In general terms, "communicative competence"
(Kymes, 1972) in the classroom inyolves knowing.
that certain ways of talking and acting.are :
s appropriate on some occasion.and not others, .
knowing with uhom, when and .where they can ' ot
speak. This requires students to bring thew '
action. into synchrony with people who are A - Poa
- already tatking. To do so, they must emp'loy L —

t classroom rules for taking turns, produce - P . .

' - orderad utterances, ard make coherent top1cal T .
ties {1976, 196-7). S *a

Also, schooling mc'ludes both instruction designed to 'mcrease abﬂity

& to conmunicate orany and mai wnpng (speakjn_g and_writing) and to hejp R

it students comprehend _ot_'her's .Aspee_%ch' and writing (1istening and-. readi ng) '

_(DeStefano, 1978). The t_eac_hing of Hteracy is a “large part of the. 'school's
effort to increase a student s abihty to communiéate in our society Thus. _ .
corrmunicat'ive competence means competence in both oral and written modes of o
expression. Students are expected to speak, read, and write in s-chool_: -
and to d'o\it t‘requently. Put another way;'étudents"are'expected to learn ]
a new set of i'eglsters,both in the -oral and written modes. with new syntactm' E
"fonns and 'lexical items, and maybe even scme phonological changes ] f L
‘bidialectalism is a target | T
Communicative competence is developed and taught in a language inter-
action setting which I have charactenzed as part of' the powerful “h1dden |
curriculum” that exists in schoo]ing. Mehan,’Cazden and colleagues. describe
this ‘curriculum cogently, noting it's full of “tactic rules" about form, and- S

that students must master it,.asmell as tpe overt curr;j_culum They state:




T eie classroom competence invoives matters of form as well
as content. To be successful in the classroom, students
must not only know the content of academic subjects, they

. “must Tearh the appropriate form in which to cast their
. academxc knowledge (p. 15 ) O . .

Because . classroom rules are tacit and implicitly communi=

cated to .students, they must engage in active interpre-

tive work. Students interpret implicit ¢lassroom rules

that specify different courses of action and vary from
~ _occasion  to. occasion. Successful participation in the =~
.- ~culture of the classroom involves the ability to relate

behavior, hoth academic and social, to a given -classroom
Lo lsituation. in terms of implicit rules This involves

S going beyond the information to undersfand the teacher
~ 1inking particular features in general patterns b fill-
ing in contextual information (cf Cicourel, 73{

Yo be competent members of the classroom community, then,
students need academic skills and interactional skills.

are instituting a variety of programs de51gned to remedy this purported

" They must produce factually cprrect academic information, _
- and they must provide this content in the appropriate - '
form (1976 198—199) : _ ' )

, Language use IS highly 1nvo]ved in a student's mastering this curricu-

_ lum as many of the “tacit rutes" referred to are social appropriateness

_;Ianguage use rules. These include waysof talking and writing which are

part of this curriculum . ' . :

within this conceptual framework SO briefly'sketched, my colleagues,
Harold Pepinsky, a psychologist, andiiobie S. Sanders, Ph.D. candidate '
in our Graduate Program in Langudge, Literatyre and-Reading, and I are

currently conducting research on language iearning in a multicultural setting.

‘The impetus behind our selection of the following context for examining

communicative-competence? A recurrent complaint one often hears from adult .

members:of our society is that our children arenft learning basic skills,

—

sucn as reading and writing. To counteract this lament, educators have and

o -




..brqblem. At £he ssme time;admiﬁistsators and teachers have.beén @ade increas-
. ;ingly aware of problems in teaching chi!dreh who, within the same classroam,
T -.exﬁibit dissimilar backgrounds ofslanguage and culture. Recognition of )
__nsuchldiversity'aTSQ invites the deveIOpmeni'of a1te§native methods for coping
| _'with it, as Hymes suggests, exemplifying the chalIenge of as much as the
difficulty in providing students with equal "access to (différent) kinds‘
of competence". (Hymes, 1979). '
For instance. 1nner-c1ty Blacks and urbanized Appalach:ans represent
culfpras that are essentxally and traditionally oral 1n charscter. Members .

of these cultures are like]y,to have -achieved far lower.levels of literacy

?than*persGHS“from‘mainstveam*Nurth*ﬁmeritanscuTtnre:“*fh‘tunseqnence. their—
‘bhj]dren are likely tc have come from homes in which there is much greater
reliance upon the spoken rather.than sbe written word as a mode of communi-
o cating and beiqg communicated with (Lapos, 1977; Montgomery, 1972;.Stewart.
T 1974). “ - -,
| To investigate the gxpansion of communicqgive competence, of corftrol
over aspects of the spoken and written langqué._we selected for study.a
. group of first-graders and their teacher in an;elemestany'schoo1 within the
~ T public school systsm cf a large midwestern city. When oub'research began
' Jast Fall, the system had Just be reorganized under a court-ordered plan of
desegregation And so, for the first time, the classroom included white
) and black mainstream;culture children bussed in from an adjacent neighbor- ' ,
- " hood. |
Because male students in general seem so have. more trouble: than' females

in learning to be literate, we chose fbr,iﬁténsive observation and analysis..
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three boys: ane from inner-city Black culture, a second from Appalachian
culture, and the chird-a mainstream.culture child. hlong with thesetbuys,
~ We centered attention on their teacher, a middle-class female with six ;7 g

gears of teaching expeérience in the school. 'h . \\\'

N
\

. Three periods of observation were used one over 4 days in the foyﬁth

week of September, 1979, a second for13 days in the second week of Novembeh(
1979, and the third over 3 days in thb first week of Februany, 1980 -~ also '\
the first week of the second semester. Records were coilected in the form \
of v1deo- and audiotapes, note-taking by at least one of us during ;lasst1me,
notes on interviews wit the teacher containing her evaluations oﬁ the Stu-

dents+'pvﬁgr9§5'"¥ﬁt‘ WS”WTth‘thE‘TﬂﬂTVTﬂUﬂ?“stuﬂentﬁ‘—ﬂﬂﬂ—an—rﬂde§9ﬂéeﬁt '
{

/

'7- .measure Marie Clay's (1972) Concepts About Print Survey. h T

Our drscourse analysis framework for looking at the language interaction
- betwign teacher and students includes several approache§ based_on classioom
| Ianguaée data. One is a british analytic sy#tem‘dévfse& by Sinclair and
quljﬁard 41975); the other major format is the one created by Hugﬁ Mehan
T '(1979)“§hen'he analyzed Courtney Cazden'é classroom in San Diego. In our
| preliminary ana1y51s. we have focused,on the boys' communicatiye competence:
their ability to use language (inc1uding wr1tten forms) in the c1assroom and
to do so appropriately (DpStefanu, 1978).
In this classroom, of rirst graders, as in many others, much of‘the
' school day is devoted to literaqy 1nstruction, constituting‘a majcr\bortlon' '
- of academic activity during the schoo] day. In actuality, our teacher ,‘ -
_ﬁseems to befguided by two major objectives for Iearning hy her studené§
she wants them (1) to be orderly in their behavior, including language\

L}

behavior, and (2) to become proficient in their reading. Writing ggg,gg_ ‘

)
A
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h daily cuirioulum. 'How well they perform 1n these

petence as members of the classroom community (Mehan, 1979).

Within the agenda area of orderiiness, turn-taking ruI;o.are c]ear in
the teacher's behavior during a literacy instruction,Iesson. “First, she™ 'j'“~-~~-;\+
controis and allocates the turns -on the majorxty of occasions This :s _ )
part of a teachenfs’ﬂognnonted role as a turn-allocator who 1s responsible

. for assigning discourse turns during classroom lessons (Mehan, 19?9, McHoul,

,:3»/- 1979). Within the Sinclair and Cou]thard (1975) framework of -classroom djs—

e . course analysis, after she asks a question, she makes the nominations po_'

specific children to .indicate it's thexr turn. c1ear1y “using the “one=
.opeaker-atqa~time“ ‘requirement (Sacks. Schegloff and Jefferson, 1974).
This nominatien is'usually made by calling the student's name. although she

less frequently nods at a child or looks dmrectiy at them to -indicate a /,;ﬂ.

turn.- *

v What trkggers S particular‘allocation? In some cases, the children may

make a nonverbal\oid by raising “their hand. Verbal bids in the form of an_

@

elicitation are di oouraged as, evidently, they are seen as not “"orderly." R

~ Then the teacher will call on one of the children whose hand is raised

< In a reading gro turns serve other purposes than “cheoking on"
| which children think th y have a “"correct" response to a question‘or on

._their attention to the-f sk -at hand, hands up evidently being equated with | e

attending. Turns also are allocated for specific instructional reasons, -
.. . - - particularly to nominate children to read aloud from the reading book text
and to nominate children to \answer comppehension questions after they've

, read a 'story. 'Evéhy child is to have a chance to do each of these activities

v .
-
. M :
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at least once Huring a segment of the lessoﬁ. The teacher alse carefully'
allgcates turns for a word-calling-game called "Around the World" which-

serves in part, as an evaluation of a child's visual memory for “sight

,wurds;“* Thus, turns are controlled and allccated by the teacher to provide

her with feedback from individual children es to their mastery of the, .
literacy abilities and skills she is'teaching. As such. they perform an

‘important function in a teacher’s academic agende. S .

Discourse rules within the literacy 1earning lessons are also apparent

-
. in our data, but perhaps not as dxrect1y. For example, one of the major

instructional premises.infu;jhg the teacheris behavior is ‘that the process

._of reading is qecoding'words. .Sé when the students a%e peading silently,

~ then bid for help on something they're having trouble with, it's always a.

word they ask for help w:th. -They do not say something like "I can't under-

stand this story." or have some way of asking for help with an entire ¢
sentence.. .. . | | ” |
When they’read aloud, as they 4o in each reading group, they also read
word by word, e.g., each word receiving basically sentence intonation. . So \
we hear on our tapf; T%is... s...s}tere..ie...ev'ant.,. o...séo. . - / h
Finally, the *Around the world" game is based on accuracy of so-ca11ed
sight word recognition.pnlt's played very quickly, with each‘ch}Jd respond-
ing;.in turn, as fast as'possib1e to<a single word on'a card by saying it
aloud., If a child doesn t call out the exact word she or. he is out of
the game and must s1t down. Thus, in effect, reading is presented as
largely word recognItion with discourse patterns invol#ing either single

word responses or accentuating inquiry aboutfwords.

Writing in this classroom revolyes’primar1yy/around two activities:

."1) writing'§ sen%ence to"deii:igezifb{cture epéh child has drawn, and

10/




- 2) practicxng handwrxting In ?ost. writing instruction early in the school .

Q, . year basically consisted of handwritkng teachxng and learning of manuscript
S /
y

poirtlng. Tmme was spent on chxldred\s practicxng forming upper case
letters.’ Later in the school year. they were asked by the teacher to. .
'comp1ete a single sentence to describe a picture they draw, the subject of
a‘wi;ic:h s often 1n4icated by her. The directions were "to write a story"
about their picture. Other than these two activities there ‘was po othér )
" children's, writing in this'classroom during our data col]ection periods; .
How well the three students in our study have learned the substantive
‘and procédural rules involved in the type of oral language dévelopment we
are studying and in learning to be literate can only be answered'in pre~
liminary fashion at this time. Apparently, though, the students have
accommodatad. As far as learning and complying with turn-taking.fuies. thq,? | .wi
data thus far indicated awareness and use of these rules by the three boys;"“. .
Fotjexamp1e. the maiostream culture.consuftaht makes somé Eupil initioted |
) ~ elicitatio. doring lessons, in the following manner:.{"con D tell'you two
' things?" or "Can I toil you something?" However, he usually then responds | .
. to the teacher's directive to answer with a reply wéiitﬁtthin the confines
of the lesson, e.g..gno chaoge of topic. —The.other two boys tieither asked‘
questions like "Can 1 tel you:something?" norvmadé.verbal bid/elicﬁtgtions
- \ by starting to talk'bétore they'd raise a hand os been ca1léd on by the X
| teacher. The Black 1nner-city consu tant does not.bld as frequently as -
the other two boys, while the Appa]achian culture boy does bid, ‘usually
to inquire about some classroom prdhedural rule. - - R

Howevets_the Black inner-city consultant does not appear. to have

'learneq the range of rules for responses the other two boys have.’ For

~ ! 11
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oexample. when tﬁe teacher.sajs to a citild, “My. what a nice picture," a.

response would be given. ‘especialdy in-mainstream cultur~. It{s a conversa-
tional upenlng “to which a-chjdd is'suoposed to respond at least with a
mumbléd "thank you," or, patter yet, with an explanat1on of what itis |
and so on., When our inner-city consultant is approached by the teacher
“in that manner, he is silent. He also doesn't look her in the eye or sm1le

at her. Within his culture, that is respectful, appropriate child behavior.

- in interaction ﬁith an adult, partlcularly°a'“strange“ one. Later, the
'tu'teacher gharacterized h1m as’ sneaky" because, so she put it, he's gerbal

“on the playground but not in the classroom w1th her. Here we can begln\to

see 'some culture clash as the two behave according to their owh cultural

xmperatives in response to one another.

. Now we turn to the questions of how well do our consultants seepn to be_

- learning literacy instruction rules and‘nhat kind of progPess do they appear

" elicits from the children, followed by "Make the '

l\ to be making in becoming 1iterate? . =

_1‘ Our consultants seem adept at learning the classroom discourse rules

M &

for literacy instruction. They each respond appropriately, if extensively, f

“ L3 M

to.phonic word analysis prpmpts from their teachers. "I'm stuct on ...

: sound" divec: es from

I

' .the teacher. yielded about equal quallty analytic and then synthet1c word

]

'constrqct1on | L
Howéoer. some inportant d1fferences were ohserved. OQur inner-city
Black culture/student, who is in the lowest reading group, asked for this

type of assistance less freguently than gither the mainstrean or Appalachwan

. culture student. In terms of how many phonics instruction type pnpmpts by

P

&



R

L lienw ol g i adBE 1 et L @

L

T TR
N 1

b3 i - . \ _ . ) 11 )

the teacher are utilized per'word, the Appalachian student demonstrated

. ' the ability to have a word almost totally segmented into constituent sauﬁds_ |

and yet resynthesize it.
*I'm stuck on n~o-t." elicited the following series of prompts:
Teacher: Make the 'n' sound. '

Student: 'En.'

-

Té?chert No, 'n,' 'n.’
" Student: Nen. | )
.Teacher: Make just the 'n.' Let's hear 'it.
& ' - Student: 'N.' '
" Teacher: Now 't''sound. °'N,' 't.’
“Student: 'Not.' . - L
; The mainstream culture student asked for frequent aid via a;t“lfﬁ
Zstuck'bn ..." format. However, in contrast to the extensive-"clueing" done
~~f§ruthe Apyglaehibn-bqy.-the teacher’s.assistqncg wjthAonly the initiéll
sound or égen mefEIy a clarification response pinpqinting the word in ques-
, ti?n frequently rgsulteQ in his recognizing the *correct” w0ﬁd. For example:

. Student: I dé;TE\Eﬁﬁw~whg§‘that first word ds.

Teacher: (spelling for clari;;ESETbné\\ﬂ:Sf§~é?

\- B \.‘“

° Student: 'Here.' I

r ~

According to ouf analysis via the Mehan (1979) framework; the teagh?r :
utilizes studgnt bids for:help in decoding words as feedback evidence that
the students are, in fact, readigg-Siléntly when asked to dé so. The main-
stream cul ture sfudenﬁ provides such feedback frequently. The Appalachian
cufture s;udené also provides this form of feedback, 'but simﬁltanebus]y |

implies he is "in mére trouble" with his-decoding skills than the main-

* stream culture child. This implication is 1mpor£ant as he is repeating

13 | '
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. first grade, having missed "too much school® his initial year in first-.

. e .

-

' grade;'altheudh he did not use the same reading scries.

The child from the inner-cxty Black culture provides the teacher with
Tittle feedback of . this nature.a.Apparently a number of factors contrxbuting
to this including his "cultural taboo" to in1t1at1ng'his talk with an .

adult. His reading group meets for the least overall amount of time, yet

" when they do meet, they've already overheard'the stories from ether higher

‘ groups at least twice. His group is also asked to stently read somewhat

smaller segments of text. Perhaps most importantly, -he may simply know all
the words and nd®* "get stuck.” On the surface then, it would appear that

the inner city Black culture student adheres most'succintly to the teacher’'s

“dirvective to “read silently to yourself and find out...", but he provides
‘less overt feedback of deing so than e1ther the mainstream or AppalachIan

. culture student.

According to the Mehan. (1979) analytic framework, the teacher stated .

or observed procedures rather explicitly in establishing an orderly pattern - B

“of_response in "round robin" drill. Once the pattern was-established, she

provided an index-qf the rule in operation. For examp]ef early “Round the.
Hbr1d" flash card games were acebmpanied by :ompleee instructions from the
ieacher. "0K, we' re going to play 'Round the World.' Stand up ie front of
your chairs, so you'll be able to 51t down eas11y. Are you ready to pay
attention? Remember if you're a person that maybe is hav1nggto sit down,
maybe you need to pay attention as evenyone says a word."”

Chiﬁdren were then called in turn to respond to the flash cards.

"MOnce th)% pattern was establlshed. the presence of the Round the World

flash cards in the teacher s hands was suff1cient to provide an 1ndex of
\ "

]
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the coming set of operat1enal rules. Our subjects seem to demonstrate

 about equal ability to respond to .adices of operational rules net just

B L VOTERE P PP I P

*dent, he contlnues to confbrm to the readwngegro p set of rules for
arod

the one for “Around the World." Indeed, although the inner city culture
Black chiid now -finds -himself in a reading group with just nne other stu-
)
managing larger group e*g., one raxses oee}§ hand; one waits to be
called on; one may ask for assrstanciﬁgg/fespond to a bid for a product T

as when the teacher asks "what does_.this sign say?"; one does not offer

additional or margjna’l'(y related remarks;_,one waits one's tum.‘

~ What evidence do we have of oyr subjécts’®- success in becoming Titerate
as compaged to ‘their success 1n learning and utilizing classroom rules for
lxteraey learning znstruct1onal frames? Some perspective on various funef
tional definitions of literacy learning success are necessany.' BN |

The sing]e most overt measure of literacy learning successyin the class-

.

room is reading group membership During the 1n1tia1 data collectuon period

- e ¢ wmpa——— e st o e e =y B M.MMMM-I

September, 1979, theﬁe was one small readwng group, general . ‘classroom readi- -

'Z;ness‘instruct1on. and four children add1t1ona11y attending reading classes ' ;f

_taught"by,a specialist. A1l of our subjects at that: time participated.at

the general'claesroom_instruction level. By our second co]lection'eeriod; ’ | o

C T Nevember.'1979 three reading groups existed and “included a1l children

except a few who’ worked solely w1th the reading specialist. Our mainstream
and Appalachxan culture’ students were members of the middle reading group.
The teacher ce11ed the groups 1n order daily from top group to bottom
group by the title of the reader they were "in," Qur inner city Black
culture child was in the bottom group havieg eo name. This group was not
“in" a book before Thanksgiving, 1979 but rather worked primari1y from

dittoed exercise sheets.
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By February, 1980, the following reading group ranking and teacher
evaluation .of Sucoess in'becoming literate existed. iIn the classroom there
are now, four groups, the Towest lTevel having been splxt in two, and soe
children still only downg read1ng tasks outside the classroom with the

“ spec1a1xst.

The mainstream culture chi]d received 2 satisfactory reading progress

.report‘gp hls report card. The teacher expressed no -concern of retention

“for him. He was still a member of what is the mfddle reading group. The

Ly =~
teacher observed that "He did not real!y try very hard" in the group and .

" “yasn' t applying himself," but basxca%ly was progressing at the pre-deter-
mxned rate. He had also successfu]ly passed the reading serweS.criterion

‘. referenced progress test for moving from level to level. OQur observed and

«

°reoorded data of his participation in the readlng group during the third

co]]ect1on per1od February. 1980, showed him to be volunteering Iess,

attending,less, and responding less than dur1ng the earlaer two data

o me—

co]lectlon periods. Also, he did not do any self—selected reading or writ-
ing‘during this period although he had selected books and made text approxi-

: , Y
,,,,, o mations earlier in the year. . ——— L _ .-

Using a measure of progress devxsed by Merie Clay . (1972), we ascer—

-

_tained that his performance on her Concepts About Print Survey 1ncreased
two points from the September, 1979 to the February. 1980. admlnistratlon o
. while the stanine score remained the same. In other words, at the end of

six months, he remained in the same stanine he originally tested in at the

first of the year. And when ag&ed in an interview to explain "how to read"

to_someonerlike Mork_froﬁ Qrk, he respogoed with essentially an underSfand-

S ing that reading was wopd recognition.

- L .
0 - T
. . . « ..
E - . .
o . - -
Ll ’,‘ .
. . N oL
* . . : .
., . . . &
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a - .
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~ hin in the "top bottom grqyp,“ S0 he' 1s now in two reading groups. In .

~ever, he is in no danger of being retained in first grade.

‘When asked what reading group he is in, he responds “I m in 'Dinosaurs,‘“ ‘*.

- : . . , | 15

"tSamples of his writing over .a three week period in February. 1980,

were analyzed accord1ng to Clay's schema for nritten language evaTuatwon

{1972). His dxrecttonalxty principles rates (5) 'probably satisfactory | \
_ | \
-message quality rated (4) ‘not yet satisfactony,' and language ]evel '

 rated (4) *not yet satisfactory.", | "

The teacher s evaluation of his 1iteracy achievement lskthat basxcelly
he was acquired the necessary sk1lls but is "not_app?ying himself." How- - .
- The Appalachian cu]ture ch11d is a1so still a member of the middle

reading group, but his teacher has expressed concern for h1s progress, noting

- frequent and. sustained absence. To "combat" his .problems, she has placed

addition, he also works wtth the read1ng specialist oucside of the C]ﬂSS*

room. The multiple placements seem somenhat disconcerting to this student.

- completed by the top reading group so our consultant seems to believe that

‘alert and ready to attend his initial pIacement group.

_continued to self-select books during his free time and makes fatrly

" accurate text approx1mat}ons from. thpse: books. A\so he has passed the .

the n1dd1e group on]y. Indeed, analysis of h1s.d1scourse shows frequent .

references to "We're almost in Rainbows," The Rainbows book has just been

it is possible to somehow catch up to the top group. “Further ev1dence of

his displeasure with additional placement <in the Tower group is seen 1n ,

——

his having to be reminded and called by name to that group, whlle he seems

»d

~ .

Nhile there is evidence of read1ng at frustration level present in Ris

efforts. nonetheless this subject frequently volunteers in his groups, has -~

7}
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reading series criterion referenced‘test required for hTS piacement in the o . .;

. middle group D o e ,ej/ J 12

| L Reviewing his performance ‘on M. Clay* s Concepts Abo_;LPrint (1972), ' ﬁ

| ..*, his score has remained the same from the September. 1979, admi nistration | g
B ; -__to the February, 19b0. administration. He, too, did notrmove during that
B - six month period Nhen gnterviewed about how to expiain to someone how to'

“4ij§§i" _read he respnnded *You read to somebedy" and "I'd teach him how to readi‘ ) L

L e obut could offer no more expianation than that ;b:; . S .

:;?;ie; | His teacher is aware of some of his difficulties and has prescribed B .

"repetition of reading levele he has already gone through " He is not in | t.‘
Qi?:fi@p-" danger of being retained becanse he can oniy be heid back once,/f%He is 7::5“i”.ilwm_%§

‘vepeating first grade. ) | \\ L . /f

In February. 1980. his writing samples were collected and analyzed |
o according to Clay’ s written language evaluation format (1972) " He scored Y
_ i-f;(S) probabiy satisfactory in directional principles, (}) not‘yet satigg '

L factory' inpnessaﬁe quality, and (4) not yet sa}isfactory in'ianguage
o levei ’ - T B ék ;

f'

S R Though the 1nner-city Black culture chxidfis ip the Iowest reading L

-

. group, he seems to have‘maintained enthusia?n fbrjpecoming literate and k ‘";?
A dxsplays an.awareness of _his own growth, aé evidenced in-part by comments
__:nade during his last Sand administrationf(61ay, 1972) Also, when 1nter- A

| - -e_‘Viewed about what it is to read, he fiygt responded nith “He make stuff.“ |

7 Q.

which in his experience is a very accprate observation. However, when

P ,'prohed he finally answered that he “thought” and then “sounded the word .
{:L;: | ' : out " He went on that “you have td know, the §ounds 50 you could sound the
. - f? IR T ~ . :




word so you could know it. " This is the most insightful and complfcated
explanation offered by any of our consuitants -- and in’ November, 1979.
s . - Despite hTsAenthusiasm and progress, he recnxvod a "needs 1mprove- o

ment“ on his progress report at the,ﬁhd of .the fxrst semester in February,

'1980. In fact, the teacher has expressed concern for r=tent1on in ftrst

~ grade to his_parents, though she thinks he will “pu11 through.” i

' R A
~~ This consultant's score improved on the Co ncegts Abouo Print Survey | R
5 points from’ the September, 1979, to February, 1980, administrations. o ;h'”,gjsf.

'n_ i? _ This is movement from the middle of the fourth to the top of the’ fifth . [‘; :rf—;ﬁ?
| stanxne. although he remains a stanwne behind the other two boys.ﬁ He also e

T T seemed very aware of areas that-were causing htm confusion and performed _" S

".

" ‘additional tasks of his own devisxng with the Sand text.

-

e

{F

: $cores on the readtng serles criterion referenced tests for pro- -
ceeding. through read1ng ser1es 1evels were not available as his group was \

not tes;yﬁ{upon movement into

\

the1r current text, and no previous tests were -

| e
- » H
PSP Ty .. A\l .
) |
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) Semp]es of his wrjting were a]so co]lected for a three week period 1n«
Fe:> ary, 1980, and analyzed on CIsy s written Ianguage evaluation format._
o | | “ Likejhis mainstream and Appalachwan peers, hé. scored (5) probably satis-

factpry.‘ in direct1onal principIes, (4) 'not yet sat1sfactory' in message |
Tup quality, and (4) 'not yet satisfactory' in language Tevel. _

From these prelim{dany'findings on oral. {anguaee learning;'Titeracy
learning. and .some ‘of their connectlons as revealed by d1scourse ana]ysis
t;f{ﬁm_.‘. and other techniques there appear some implicat1ons for educators whether
they be: parents, teachers or administrators. One of the strohgest 1s for

school personnel to understand the various sultures involved in a cultures-

. . . .
L] . '3 : . k3




in-contact school and/or classroom setting. In our case, there seems to be -

almost no cognizance of the fact that both Appalachian and Black inner—city
cultures are essentia]ly oral and not Iiterary in nature. Little Viterary

traditlon 1n al student's 1ife can mean the task. of becoming literate is

—

'vxewed far dtfferently from, say, a child who s been read to.since infancy.

" And ¥n a c]assroom where the teacher is also a member of a 1iterary culture. |

‘hteracy 'learmng may be separated from oral aspects \éf language, wmch

::for oral culture cht]dren carry the major burden of the development of

".communxcattve competence. Thus, storytellxng, free ta}k, conversatxors.

- // .
- and play or creativity nxth oral forms are oftenwcnrtaiied if not dis- :

l

: couraged or e]im1nated as. ext oUs to 1earn1ng to become llterate. and
| ,,,efa“e

the ties that coald be made between the oral and ‘written forme which would

- be waluable to oral ;n]ture children simply may not: be formed. If this s

~

.1the case. there is increased 11kel1hood for clashes or confusion to occur

between a mainstream cu]ture teacher and students from oral cu!tures

Another«embortant area ofgknnnledge for. edncaters is that of dxfferent o

patterns of language interaction among cu1tures. For example, in Black -
inner-city culture.-parents may rarely address a yodnger child directly but
1nstead refer to some prescribed behavior in an almost metaphoric manner

such as --"while gazing in.another direction -- "hard heads make soft

o bottoms. According to Geneva Smitherman (IQBOQ,ffbe children understand

what;this means. But 1t S a very different 1nteraction pattern from ma1n-.

stream culture teacher-student interaction which involves a direct gaze

", and far less'aphonistic language. . : ] . e

 Peer interaction and teach1ng/1earn1ng is a1so prevalent in Black -

L}

inner-city and Appalachian, cultures where older chi1dren "1nstruct“ .
s . = . -
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youngey ones on appropriate behavior, inciudipg language -use. Perhaps

- normally highly teacher-tentered"classroom; +ould provide a more conducive

-

“atmosphere to, these children by providing a cultura\ly familiar pedagogical
environmen wzth peer teaching and much student-student lnteraction.
H\thin the area of literacy 1earn1ng speclflcally, our prelim1nany
results suggest that cﬁildten will not necessar11y give expected overt

- signals of progress :n§1earn1ng to read In our case, it is- asking for

help in decodingsseparake words! wﬂur Black 1nner-city culture boy does

. o this very rare}y,yyet has demonssrated the‘most growth of the three con-
sultants in be1ng éple to articutate how one goes about decoding as taught
» in that classroom. 'Thus, :teacher. whatever his or her appruach to read-
ing, must make a varygxy of assessments of progress% hopefully well beyond' ' };¥
‘those specif1ed by the reading series, in an attempt to understand the B

' progress of many chi]dren However, as Jerome Harste so clearly puts it,

“Rather than explove the range of “form available to language users in an -

b e A sk AT

mattempt to.mean, one form -=.the culture‘s selectgd,preference -- becumes kS
yardsttck and straightjacket" (1980. 16) | |
= Within the area of writing, I would swmply like to suggest—that 1t

. be done often and be 1ntegrated wlth ‘classroom content. events, and life

. : 13
- . -t
G

. experiences,rand grow out'of oral discussion of a top1c. In our consultants;
| . according to.ou} measure of growth, we've seen virtually none. This is °
for all the cultures in contact., My féeling'is that too littls wrﬁtfng'.:
experience has been provided to demonstrate growth at this point in time.
. . If time permitted, I would fike to'e;plpre many more educatiomal |

implications of our language learning research, as the development of

o

L)
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seems to be highly problematic in terms of'vaiid'evaluation and also is

| commpnicatiﬁe cdmpetence in culturally diversgmstudents in particular

. _ o
fraught with failuve in our society as many of these children fail to

becgme'lftqraté,
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