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ABSTRACT r ) .

This réport presents 2 summary of findirgs from a
year-long s ciolinguistic study of pupil and teacher perceptions of
classroos discourse. Subjects were 164 pupils, and their teachers, in
six second, third, and fourth grade classrooms in a lower ,

_socioeconomic, multiethnic elementary school. 'Six teacher-planned
lanquage arts lessons.were videotaped in each classrooa over the
course of the year. In addition, videotapes were made of

. conversatiohs in the families of three third-grade pupgils and of six -
. randomly selected (stratified by sex and peer status) pupilg in each

classroos in an unstructured Rlay setting. Videotdpes were played
back to pupils ard a variety of tasks were used to collect data on
pugpil percertions of the "rules” of discourse,,the "units" and
."salient features" of discourse, and the -functions of “questio.
cycles® in each of the three settings. Comparisons were made of pupil
responses over time, across settings, and in relation tc pupil
characteristics, including ethnicity, sex, entering reading.
achievement, peer status, and status with teacher. Pupil perceptionms

. were compared to teacher perceptions, and both were coapared to those

of cutside chservers, chiefly sociolinquistic specialists. Important
discontinuities were identified betveen children's percepticns of
discourse in home and play spttings and their percépticms of’ y
classroon discourse. Children's perceptions of and participation in
classrooa discourse, for example, appeared to be associated with
differences in classrooa language patterns, as identified by
sociolinguists. Pupils*' sex, entering reading achievement, reer
status, and status vith teacher vere all significantly related to
perceptions of classroom discourse and participation in classrooa
.discourse, but ethnicity was not. Prequency of particiration in class
discussions contributed significantly-to explained variance /in final
reeding achievement. (Author/NP) ' '
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ABSTRACT ’ C

- N rat o, »

This report presents a summary of findings from a year-long sociolinguistic

st of pupil and teacher perc:ptions of classroom discourse.: Subjects were
164 1s, and their teachers, in Bix second, third, and fourth gradﬁ class~-
rooms in & lower socioeconomic, multiethnic elementary schdol located at the
southeérn €nd of San Francisco Bay. Six language- arts lessons were videotaped
in each classyoom between September and January. In addition, videotapes were
made of conve;Sations in the families of three third-grade pupils and of six
randomly stratified (sex and peer status; pupils in each classzpom in-an un-
structured play setting. 'Videotapes were played back to pupils and a variety
of tasks were used to collect data on pupil perceptions of the "rqles of dis-
course, the "units" and "salient features" of discourse, and the functions

of "question cycles”" inveach of the three sertings.. : :

Category systems were developed to code pupil responses to each task.
Nonparametric statistics, analysis of variance, and regression analysis were
used to identify significant patterms of responses. Comparisons were made
of pupll responses over time, across .settings, and’ in relation to pupil char--
acteristics, intluding ethnicity, sex, entering rehding achievement, peer status,

and status with, teacher. Pupil perceptions were compared to teacher perceptions, .

and both were compared to thoserof outside observers, chiefly sociolinguistic
specialists. »

fmportant discontinuities were identified between children s pgrceptions
of discourse in home and play .settings and their perceptions of classroom dis~ '’
course, ‘There ware significaﬂt classroom differences-.in ‘children's perceptions
of and participation in classroom discourse that appeared to e associated -
with differences in classroom 1anguage patterns, as identified by.sociolinguists,(-
and also .apparently “Contributed to significant classroajn differences in final '
"reading achievement (entering reading controlled for). Pupils sex, enterink
reading achievement, peer status, and status with teacher were all significantly
related tp perceptions of’ classroom discourse and -participation if claSsroom® .*
discourse, but ethnicity was not. Frequency of participation .in class _discus-

sions contributed significantly to explained variance in final reading achievement.

. -An explanation of pupil and teacher interpretations of how pupils learn
‘from classroom questioning was préposed, and validated by data on pupil partici-
pation in class discussfons and pupil attention to the comments of other pupils.
Questions .are proposed for further study. . .

pldqo




.o - FOREWORD

.
-~ . * ’

. The final report is organized into five sgparate parts, which are::

Part I: What Did Ahybody S.y? ‘(salient featurés of, classroom

o ) .+ discourse) -~
- “ - zart I1: . why Do You Ask? (interprétati‘ons of the question cycle) o 4 1'
. Part III: Rules of Discourse, CIighrom Status, Pi:pil Participation, .
. and Achievement in Reading: A Chaining of Relationships. .- 1
) Part IV: How Do We Know? ('alternative deacriptions of classroom dis- ' . 1
. k : courae) ot L |

Part v: Attending %0 the Discourse of Classmates in Play Settings

-

) 'Copies of other parts of this report can be obtained from Syracuse _University .

at a nomina].’ fee. , ) .
A nunher of \people have contributed in a variety.of ways to the conduct -
a of the study and the preparatign of the final repo;t, and we are grateful to
then all. . Roaedith Sitgreaves of Stanford University 3ave us imaluabh advice
. on questions of statistical 'analysis. Roger Shuy of Georgetown University and
the’ Center for Applied Linguis‘ti‘os,wa'"s_ a,na_'jor c'onsultant on the .aociolinguio-
" tic analysis of the da_ta and vas assisted in his analyses'by Steve Cah-ir, also
of the Center for Applied Linguistios. Arqulfo Ranirez of the State Univer- '
5\ ‘ lity of New York at Albany conducted a sub-study ‘that provided a speech act
| analysis of all thirty-six leuons. Margaret Lay-Dopyera of Syracuse Univer- -

4

“sity conducted a sub-study that provided a description of pupil's communica-

- 1} -
s \ . . a

tion -patterna in play settings.

- 3

i
n

’ kgse@rch auistanti vho bravely wag:d‘with us through the maspes of
data, contrihuting'im;:»ortmt ideas of their own along the way, included Mary
-!-ilton ‘at the »Colitornia State University at Hayward, and Gary Galluzzo,
Fred Fagal, and i’itricia Graham at Syracuse University. The hardy souls vha

sat ’on‘the floor taiking with pupils throughout the school year of 1978-79,

2




) ]
and who enabled us to gather’; wide variety of relevant data because they °

so quickly wvon the trust and cooperation of those pupils, were Susan Lytle, -

/

Kitty Norton, Stephanie Gannon, and Greg Nierman. ‘

}’ .

. We wish to exﬁress our sppreciation to Kent Viehoever and Virginia

3 - s

Koehler of the. National Institute of Education for their advice and assis- e

tance in dealing with adninistrative.idiosyncracﬁgs of the project, and “to

|
|
‘Harold Shstzen (Research ?oundation, California Statejgﬂlltrpit at Hayward), _ j

+

William Hough, and William Wilson (Office of Sponsored Programs,'Syracuse'
3 .

. University) for their assistance in dealing with budget matters.

A ’

) Production of this final:report proceeded according to schedule because

“of the skillful typing of Laurie Battelle agﬂ Linda Wozniak. We are 1nde2}e
to them for thsir cheerful assistance. . R '
Most of all,.we owe our thanks to the pupils and teachers of the 'S th .

Bay School," who’ shared with/us their thoughts about language in\slassroons,\

© L ,

“~  to the parents, who welcomed us in to their homes €0 videotape family canver- % )
sations, and to the principal, vho provi ed’the- support and resources to make
us feel at home in his school. We have learned much from all of them, and -
. ' ‘\\ -
- will not soon forget any of thcn. : T a
- - ) ! - *
i 4
' Greta Morine-Dershimer ) \

- ' . (Syracuse University) *= .

Morton Tenenberg .
(Califbrnia State Univérsity, Haywa:d? -
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There is'a recognized need for further research on teaChing as' a 1inguistiq

' process, particularly research which would help children and teacﬂers, who are

the participants in classroom discourse, to understand eachvother more fully. . .

.
A

. It is clear that the consequences of ‘miscommpnication can be bad for children,

Jboth inteliectually and socially. ' Miscommunication can occur with regard to
. ’ . .o ~ e
« eitner reﬁérential mednings or social meanings, of classroom conversation.

This study has concentrated on investigating‘the sources and the effects of ,

. s . ' 2
niscommunication re1ated.to the socia1 meanings of c1assroom discourse.

iy . The stuéy was designed to investigate participant perspectives of the

nsture of communicaﬂ‘on in the cLassroom, describe pupil conceptions of the

’ 1]
differences between discourse in the classroom, at home,,and* in play settings,

examine the correspondence between pupil and teacher zonceptions of the rules -

' .of classroom discourse, and compare participant conceptions to those of a

.sociolinguistic' specialist in analysis of classroom discourse. In additionm,

»-

the study has examined pupii-acquisition of the rules of classroom discourse,
. with particuixr attention to pupil differences in cultural background, class-
T - - . '/ - ‘ -k
room status, and grade level, and to teacher-perceived differences in pupils'

[ * .
’

-~ —communicative behavior in the classrolm.. Finally, the study has investigated

. -

i ' the relationship bétween teacher conceptions of pupil differences in communi-
cative‘behavior'and teacher expectations for pupil sudcess in reading achieve-
hent . AN,

U4
>Review of Relevant Research s 3 :

The two major areas of research most relevant to this study are class~

.o I3 “

room research and research on children's language development. Classroom

resear&‘ has expanded within tite past sgveral years to include a variety N . .

€

of approaches to collection and analysis of data. At least four different

- . . 4
approaches can be identified ujpse methods and findings have relevance to.

’

the design of this study. These are: classroom interaction studies, ethno- .

s




‘ graphic studies, sociolinguistic studies, and studigs of teacher information T,

- " processing. Within the field of ‘child development research, sociolinguistic

studies of language development have most relevance to this study., Each of these
types of studies can provide useful information about communication procésses
in the classroom, and relevant findings from all of these 1pproaches will be |
presented here. But special emphasis has jeen given to sociolinguistic qpncepts -
and methods, for it is this approach that responds most directly to the quéstions

* ]

that are addressed by this study. - . ‘

Relevant sociolinguistic concepts. The basic question'that sociolinguists

ask,is: _what differences_in form, content, and sequence make one sentence dif-

.férent from another with regard to the kind of attitude conveyed, the kind of

situation it is (e.g., intimate, formal); the kind of act it is (e.g., request,
command). or the kind of pE;son'who is talking'(e.g., student, teacher) (Hynes,-
1972)." Sociolinguists identify the social context as the most powerful determinant
of verbal behavior (Labov, 19}0; Phiiips, 1972) and point out that different
cultvral groups have quite different sociolinguistic assumptions about how and
when it is appropriate to talk to different audiences (Dumont, 1972; Boggs,

1972). It has been demonstrated that all speakers are multidialectical or multi-

stylistic (Labov, 1970) and that each adapts his/her style of speaking to the .

social stiuation (Cazden, 1976; Blom & Gumperz, 1972). An understanding of

2

how to use, language appropriately’in social situations is termed 'communicative
competence"’ (Hymes, 1972). 1t has been suggested that children learn what is
socially appropriate linguistic behavior through a process of "cultural transmis-
sion" (Bervstein, 1971), in which'they adquire "symbolic orders," or ways of
organizing experience. Bernstein identifies four critical socializing contexts,

which are the regulstive (e.g., parental scolding), the instructional (e.g.,

. classroom discussion), the imaginative Te.g., talk during play), and the inter-

personal (e.g., conversation between friends) » _P-

y . . . .



- ) .
Soci&linguists make important distinctions between the correctnéss ‘and

the appropriatencss of language use, and betﬁeep the pfbduction and the compre-

-

hension of appropridfe language (Stubbs, 1976). A major problem for speakers L
of nonstandard dialects i; 1hteraction with speakers of'stahdard dialects. may .
be the'mutual(ignorance of each other's language (ﬁ;bov, 1970).

A problem of concern to some sociolingufsts has been the‘fgct that.edhca-

tional failure often appears to regult from sociolinguistic differences between
¢ 3 . ’

teachers and pupils ¢Stubbs, 1976). There is some evidence that dialectical

differences cause educational problems only indirectly (Wight & Norris,‘1970; -/, )
' ¢ \ T

wight, 1971, 1975; Sinclair, 1973), that is, by affecting the attitude of the

teacher toward the pupil (Stubbs, 1976). The attitudes that teachers, and

3

many other speékérs of standara English, display toward dialectical differerces .

-

do not sqtaxe wi.» the facts.. It is not the case that some languages or some ' -
dialects within a given language are less complex than others (Laﬁoy, 1970, 1972).

It is not the case that the iinguisticAdifferences among variéug English dialects

are extensive erfough to interfere with understanding when speakers of different
dialects attempt to communicate (Labov, 1972; Gumperz, 1971). 1t is not the case

that differences in native language imply differences in cognitive ability (Cole
P ’

L B .
& Bruner, 1971; Keddie, 1973).- .
Taken together, these sociol#nguistic conﬁepts arid findings help to define -

the problem of investigating participant perspegtives of classroom discoufse. .
. , ) g .
The\classroom is viewed as one socﬁal situation among several in which the. child

participates. It can be expected thac'tﬁélldnguage appropriate to each of these
different situations will vgry: and thgt the child will have some measure of

communicative competencé‘in each of these varied situations. It is also probable
| .

that children from different cultura{ backgroun&s may have different assumptions

about what is approp}iate linguistic behavior in a given situation, and that
) e

pupils’' assumptiond may differ from the teacher's assumptions. This sugRests
* ' & e . ; [ 4
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- A\ ]

that the procese of learning the rules of classroom discourse can be illuminateg
by comparing pupils' ‘bonceptions of these rules to their conceptions of the rules

of discourse in the other social situations in yhich they participate, as well
> - . * [ 4
as td teachers' conceptions of classroom discourse rules. In addition, it camn’ ]

. ]

be expected that teachers wlil‘form judgments about pupils based &n their use

¢

of language in the classroom, and it is probable that these judgments will affect
teacher expectations for bupils. This suggests that teachers' observations and

., . 7 N
conceptions of pupils' communicative abiljt¥y need to be examined in more détail.
- / .

Relevant sociolinguistic methods. Most classroom researchers would agree

that "a major problem in stggyéng.classroom behavior ég that it takes a tremendous
effort to really see whef is happening, rather than_si&ply taking the scene for 4

granted and,interpréting it in terms of conventional categdfies" (Stubbs, 1976,

A} . ‘ -
pg. 70). Proponentd’ of classréom interaction apalysis have dealt with this

.
. v

¢ .
problem to some extent by having. the teacher code thesinteraction and make his/ .

B . . .
her own iﬁtefpretations (Flanders. 1970; Parsons,‘1968:.Morinq, 1975). Ethno- pm, - -.
c . . /' . - -~ L4
. graphic studies, sociolinguistic studies, and studies of teacher information
. . t .- . . i 3
processing havgldealt with it by making a concerted effort to gather data about: *
1 . -

the participants' interﬁfetatﬁo of éﬁe behaviox, chiefly through a variety

.

(1%

of interview tegpniqﬁes. Sociblinguists particularly have emphasized the need ’ \-
\ . s .

to study participant interpretatfons of the social situations in which language

M . P . s ' -
occurs. . ‘3 . L
N LN ., . .
2 ‘. te 4

LN .

'Hymes (1572) points out that: . . I .

» "Akuthority accriles to an investigator from knowledge of a wide range
ot relevant’ materials, from mastery of methods of analysis, from experience
with a type ofl prob¥em. But the authority also accrues from mastery of -
qctivitieg and kills, from experience with a variety of language, in a o

. e&mmunity.. An 1nvestigator depends upon the abilitles of those in the ’
-situation, whether it is a question of scientific inquiry or practical-
° applicatfion." (pg. XV) “ X
A - ’ ' )
v Y N

Stubbs_§19765.argues that:

+ « _ "Research on children and.classrooms is usually done by outsiders,
but glﬁ!mately it is only the participants in a situation who have full \
_ access to'all {ts relevant aspects. Ultimately, a sociolinguistic . e

.o

11
Sy o
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-

description of classcoom langudge must come to grips with the values,
attitudes, and socially loaded meanings which are conveyed by the - ,
language, and only the participants have full access to these values."

(pg. 76)

In addition to an acknowiedgement of the importance of participants’

interpretations, two other methoddlogical matters are of concern to sociolinguists

engaged in classroom research or studies of language development in children.
The first is the problem of studying the "matural situation,” a problem for all

clagsrpom researchers, for it has frequently been noted that haﬁing an observer
- b J

present in itself creates an unnatural situation. This is particularly true

~ . . ) '

when the social setting-is what is being studied, for it is the sccial aspects

a

.

of the situation which may be most affected by the presence of an outside ob= N
server. Pride (1970) underscores this nicely when he points out tﬁe difficulties’

inherent ‘1 serving privatNerbal behavior, for with the presence of a% obser-

»

[
ver, privacy disappears. y

Studies. differ widely in how closely they sample the natural language -
¥ .

setting, and in whether ghé} reporf examples of actual language used. Rather

.

’ r
removed from the natural situation are studies where participants' retrospective

reports are used as the basi% ’&afta,'supported by observations of a few actual
? T ’ -

4 .

communication events (e.g., Woods, 1975). Children's language in experiméntai o

-

or test situations has been examined in a series of studies {e.g.,, Heider, .

Cazden & Brown, 1968; Hawkins, 1969: Brandis & Henderson, 1970). Mehan (1973)
., £
has arguﬁg that a.child's language ability is not an absolute qualityf but

rather the outcome of a social encounter, thus suggesting that the test situation

itself "constructs" the child's ability, and is not a valid measure of his/her

~

actual use of language.

» A large ﬁreponderance of studies have been conducted fhrough observation
A o .
of and participation in the natural speech situation. Labov (1970, 1972) in

particular has based his work on long-tefh intensive fieldwork and participant

observation in the speech coﬁmunitjps he has investig;ted. He provides detailed

-~




. transcripts of

analyses of the actual language recorded in Ehcse natugal‘settings. A variety

of methods are used for recording naturally-occurring discourse. Analysis ltas
° K v ' - -

been based on paper and pencil recordings (Torode, 1974; Atkinson, 1975),

’s0und recordings (Bellack, 1966), the actual sound recordings

) ] .
(Gumperz & Herasimchuk, 1972), atnd sound recordings supplemente 'y timed photo-
graptic records (Walker & Adelman. 1972, 1975, 1976).

Some investigators observe and report on only one type of social situationm,

focusing primarily on the classroomlor instructional setting (e,gi, Bellack,

1966; Barnes, 1969; Atkinson, 1975). Gumperz and Herasimchuk (1972) varied °

the social situation by varying ghe role relatioﬁships when they compared the - \

discourse of an adult teacher with a group of éhildren to a b-year~old teaching

a J-year-old child. Several investigators have comparea children's language

. \
use in two difgérent social situations, thus obtaining further insight into

cheracteristics of=classroom discourse. ,(Philips (1972) compared school seftings

to community settings in her stud; of Native American children. Boggs (1972)

Py \

rec( ;ded ard observed Hawaiian children in lesson», on the playground, and in
conv$rgation with an adult observer, aﬁd identified different patterns in ihqir‘

. S
speech that corre ,nded to-these different situatioms. In studying the functions

- .

(1972) observed children

e 5
in classrooms and i{n the community.- :

L Y
of silence }n Sioux and Cherokee classrooms, Dumont

[

., Taken in fheir totality, these studies demonstrate that sociolinguists

»

have made a concerted effort to observe language in natural spciél situatious, .

’ - . . .
to record it as completely and accurately as possible, and to compare classroom

language’'to language ysed in ‘other social sitdations in order to better under-

1

stand the social meaning of classroom discourse. ;

The second methodological matter af concern has to do with thejﬁeateres
of'language that- ought to-Comprise the basic data for analykis, and to some
i . - .
extent this appears to be bBased upon the "whim,of the researcher" (Stubbs, 1976,

’




.

pg. 107), ;s well as upOn‘the proble;kundgr study. -The selected features have

) included gilzhge (Dumont, 1972), children's repsonses to and uses of questions
- (Béggs. 1972), the topic under di;cussion kTorode, 1974)., telcher’' use ¢f
séeci;lizedvterms (Barnes, 1969):'£a1k-5p;ut-ta1k, or "metqeommunic:tionf‘

‘ (Atkinson, 1975;‘Stub£§, 1976): disrupthe events (Atkinson, 1975), and insﬁfnces

of miscommunication (Adelman &.Walker, 1975). _Some studies have used a éom—

bination of features..such as words, syntax, and interpﬁanges (Mishler, 1972)

or words, sentence form, and intonation .(Gumperz &'HerhsimChuk, 1972).
’ .

There are relatively few examplgs where re;éhrchers have analyzep class-
room'language as a system, rather -than focusing on 1sglated features of the.‘
lahguage. Bellack, et al (1966), Schleg-ff (1968); and Turner (192:) are
important examples of this dpproach. Sinclair ;nd Coulthard (1974) have id;nti-
fied a hierarc&ical structurélof classroom discourse 1n‘wh1§h acts (e.g.,

~ . .

eli~itation, prompt, ﬁominatipn) build up intoé moves (e.g., initiation, response; -

<

frame, focus), whiéh combine to form teaching exchanges or boundary exchanges.

- These exchanges combine to.form trangactions, and a series of transaction; form
{4/// a lesson. ( Do ‘
) Stubbs‘(1975; 1976) has fﬁundly critic® ‘A the tendency for researchers
to select as evidence any feature of languag. .nich strikes them as interesting,
and urges the impqortance of analyzing language as a self-contained system with ¢
an inherent organizafion. In particular, he calls for close attention to lan-

[ 4

" guage sequences (e.g., sequences of words, and sequences of conversational hhts)

as a critical feature of language organization.

v

The critical aspects of methodology discussed above have been aptly

4

summarized by Stubbs (1976) in the following statement:

"The demands which one has tq make for work on language in education
are therefore as follows. The work should be based primarily on naturalistic
observations and recording of language in real social situations: mainly
in the classroom itself, but also in the home, and in the peer group, hich
is the most powerful linguistic influence on children. The work must be
bqsgd\gn a linguistically adequate analysis of what is said. This means

~




both being explicit about the rela:ién between language forms and language _
functions and also analysing the language as linguistic systems. It is

not enough, however, for the analysis to be rigorous in a ‘mechanical way:
what is required is an analysis of the social meanings conveyed by language
and an analysis of people's attitudes to language. Finally, if we are 4
to understand the general principles underlying the sociolinguistic forces

at work in schools, the analysis of- language in educational settings must

be related to what we know of sociolinguistic behavior in other settings.

. These demands are stringent, and ...'no work ... yet satisfies them
on all counts. (p. 112) . .

\

These requ}rements have been echoed in part by Robinson (1968), Hymes (1971)
andtAdelman and Walker (1975).

‘This review of methodology strongly suppqrts the intent of this study,

.
a \

which was to examine the social ﬁeanings that pupils and teachers, as important
participants in the classroom setting, attach to cLassroom'aiscoutse, to examine |
teacher judgements about pupilé' communicative beﬂavior, t; compare pupil concep- '
tions of classroom language to their conceptions of language in other s;cial

situations, to:engage pupils and teuchbers as "research assistants" or informants

in the analysis of ci§ssr;om discourse as a linguistic system, and to compare

their ang}yses to that of a specialist in sociolinguistic analysis of claagroom

) L}
discourse. . .

Relevant findings from classroom reSearch, While sociolinguistic studies

-

of the classroom are still largely "ékplégatory work on a relatively narrow

rangé o{,classroomé" (Stubbs, 1976, pg. 90), when the full range of classroom

regearch is considered, a number of important f&ndings can be cited. To begin
. ’ E k4 .
with, classroom dialogue is asymmetrical, with teachers contributing two-thirds -

of the language on the average (Flanders, 1970). The question—answér sequence

-

is the most basic pattern of classroom dialogue (Bellack, 1966; Sinclair &
'Cohltﬁard, 1974) and it 'is a pattern that has been found to be 'stable over fifty
years (Hoetker & Ahlbrandt, 1969) and across different countries (Bellack, 1973).

This recitation pattern is 6ne of the characteristics of "direct teaching,” and

recent studies have provided some evidence of the effectiveness of this strategy

- (Rosenshine, 1977; Berliner & Roaena_\hine', 1976).

. * hd
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However, the question-answer pattern carries differené meanings for pupils

from different cu&tural backgrounds (Philips, 19727 Bumont, 1972; Boggs, 1972).
. Moreover, teachers characteristically use questions that aTe not genuine requests
for information, but are "6est~questions" (Labov, 1970), or "psuedo-questions"

(Barnes, 1969). The rules of . classroom dialogue are quite distinct from those

. 4
of conversation between sccial equals (Stubbs, 1976) and may act to inhibit
-

“children's use of language, by setting up a social situation in which they play

a passive role, giving short answers to discrete questions, and seldom initiating

discussion themselves (Flanders, 1970). There is evidence from several_studies

that teacher absence ‘can lead to*productive and conplex discussion among chiluren

—
(Labov, 1970, 1972; Wight, 1975; Barnes & Todd, 1975), and that children follow

1
different rules of discourse in soc;al ‘situations other than;;he classroom

L=

(Boggs, 1935; Lumont, 1972, Philips., 1972). -This evidence supports.the socio-‘

linguistic thesis that the social situation is the strongest determinant of

verbal behavior. - \ .' ‘.- -

Several distinct functions are served by language.in the classroom. Research
has explored some of the éognitive~fupctions (Barnes, 1969: Mishler, 1972),

disciplfnary functions (Woods, 1975), lenguage control’fun?tiops (Atkinson, 1975;
S .

Stubbe, 1976), status~definition funcfons (Torede, 1974), and socialization
- -

functions (Jgckson, 1968; Snyae;, 1971). The effects of pupil language on

teacher judgments can be critical. Hammersley (1974) has described-how the

‘language .of pupila,parficularly their responses to questions, can lead to

teacher judgments about the 1nte11ectuai capacity of pupiis. wight (1971, 1975)

4

has demonstrated that children's d{alectiaal differences can also lead to negative

-

teacher judgments abBut pupil ability (see aldo Williams, 1972: Shamo, 1976).

“"The informal assessments that teache?n{geke as a result of their face-to-face

4

encounters with pupils can lead to decisions that greatly influence the~school
Pl

lives of children (Rist, 1970; Leiter, 1974; Mahan, 1974: McDermott, 1974).

*
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A
Relevant studies of children's language development.’ Studies of the develop-
ment of gommunicative competence and performance in children have not been as s
. - ;

extengive. Several dtudies have examined socigl class differences.in the
effectiveness of cophunication in.structured tasks such as two-person communi-
Q .

cation games. Lower c'ass children have consistently been found to be l2ss

L

_explicit in their encoding (child as speaker) and less accurate in their decoding

(child as listgner) than middle class children, and to'use a style of encoding

[N

termed,“hole Inferential in:contrast to the middle class child .8 Part Descriptive
(Heider, 1971). These studies bave ‘considered the child as speaker (Heider,
Cazden, & Brown, 1968; Hawkins, 1969) , and as both speaker and listener

(Glucksberé, Krauss & Weisberg, 1966; grauss & Glucksberg, 1€39; Brandis &

‘Henderson, 1970; Heider, 1971). Bernstein (l972) found some crossover of

effectiveness. Middle class children were more explkicit in telling steries J
4 \ ¢
about a seres of pictures, but lower class children were more wﬂ‘ling to role
- ' * .

~ ‘ ’

play the pictured situation, and to hypothesize about what the person in the, " - ’ /
picture might be saying. There have been' questions raised about the effects~

of the '"test' situation on the accuracy -of this picture of childten's communica-
: , . . ]

tive ability>KStubbs,'l976), but Joan Tough (Cazden,_l§7i),_taping children in
play sessions, replic;ted Hawkins' results. - |
Some studies have examined children's .communication without emphasizing ' . .
social class differences. Mueller (1971) videotaped play seesionsvof young
children and ‘found that failure of coumunication waswhest predicted by frag;
mentary or unclear utterances (child as speaker), while success was best
predicted by the attention or involvement of the listener. Strandt -g and
Griffith (1968) found that personal involvement of the speaker in photographs
‘being described resulted in greater structural complexity of the description.
Labov, et al (1968) -obtained similar results.in comparing children's nartation

v

of television programs and personal experiences. -
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linguistic methodd, Carlson and Anisfeld (1969) and Weeks (1970) found that

rvery &oung children varied their intonation and pitch to‘perve dilfferent func-
tions in different social 3ituations.’ Horner (1968) examined the types of Qan-

guage (mands® and tacts) young children heard and used when interacting vith their .
uothers an; with other children. Verbal behavior appeared to be more patterned

or s%anda;dized between child and ‘adult than aetween child and child. The
-bossibiifty of detrimental effects of peer interaction on language develgghent'

has been raisga~b§ soae other studies (Bates, 1975; Nelson, 1973). : . e

Relatfngfaevelqpmental research té classroom research.’ Developmental

—
[

research has studied the child as speaker and as listener. Classroom fesearch ,
i%dicates that the child's principal conmmi)cative role- in ®he classroom is ?}
of listener cather than speaker * (Flanders,$i970) We know that the child-a¥

x <
speaker has strong effects on the teacher's attitudes and judgments (Williams,

1970 Shano, 1970, Hamneraley, 1974; wight, 1971, 1975 Leiter, 1974; Mehan,
1974; McDermott, 1974). While correlations exist 'b2tween use of nonstandard

dialeets and cognitive features of language, such as vocabulary (Lesser, Fifer. -

R Clarﬁ,'1965) and language use (Cicirelli, et al, 1969), use of nonstandard

English has not been demonstrated to be a causal factor in school achievement
(Cazden,’19%2; Stubbs, 197651; However, teacher expectations based on negative
ju&éﬁenta of pupils tesultiﬁg from language Aifferences may have an effect onf
school‘achievenhnt (Rist, 1970; Brophy & Good, 1969, 1974; Beez, 1968). We ’
know a fair amount about the kind of language the child as listener hears in . 4 R ;
the clasaroom (e.g., Hiahlér, 1972 Woods, 1975; Bellack, 1966; Sinclair &
Coulthard, 1974). We know veryflittle about how the child as listener integg;ets
the language of the classroom. Qha; we do know has been largely inferréd from

compafison of the child's behavior in school and in other settings (e.g.,
Houston, 1976; Philips, 1972; Boggs, i972: umont, 1972), The poin; has been

strongly made that the individual's interpdetation of the social situation must <

. .
. . i

:
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. . L
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be considered if we are te:understand the'behavior we observe (Psathas, 1988;

Hymes, 1972; StubGB, 1976) . 1t has also been demonstrated that it is possible

" to tap individual interpretations of classroom behavior using what Slobin (1971)

would term "{ndirect" methods, e:g~, having pupils -identify the items of teacher
behavior they observe while participating in a lésson, then group or categorize

these items according to their aiﬁilarities, to reveal the concepts that. pupils

use in organizing their observations of the classroom (Morine‘fnd Vallance, 1975)..

In sum, the research eited.above demonstrates that we need to know more

about how pupils with different characteristics interpret an&‘develop competence -

in classroom discourse, about how cloaely.pupil interpretations of the fules of .

claasromq discoaxse correspond with teacher interpretations, and about how pupils'
languaée in the classroom affects ;;acher expectations for pupil performance.
Additional research is necessary because the cansequences ?f miscommunieation
can be bad for‘ehildren botﬁ socially aad iatellectually, apd because a clearer
understanding of the separate, perspectives of the participantS'iﬂ claasroom

discourgg\zan eventually help those participants to understand each other more

fully. Th guidelines for effective resear\\”hRVe been clearly stated CStubbs,

"1976). The essentials are¥ -naturalistic observatiqp, an analysis of classroom .

L - .
Janguage as a linguistic3aystem; an analysis of the social meanings the partici-

_ paatp-attach to classroom language; and a comparison of classroom discour'se

& . . .. T

to sociolinguistic behavior in other settings. The study reported here was

desigqu with these criteria in mind.

The Research Paradigg . ’

The general paradigm that has been used to guide this study i’,g{esented
in Figure 1. In this model the child's Rerceptions of discourse at home/play .

and at school and hic/her participatiqn‘infclassroom discourse are viewed as

* ¥

intervening variables between family language factors, or classroom language fac-

¢ *

tors, and eventual success in school.’ The lines indicate the types of relatiom-

ships that have been examined.

, .19
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Each’ of the boxes in this model«represents a set of variables, Figure 2
o.' . : . > L :

identifies these variables in more detail. Some of these variables are self- .

wexplanatory, while others will be explicated in the pfoce

of re rting,pn'
data collection procedures and findings. It may be‘wel to note, howev '
/‘pecial enphasls is given here to the child's _status, “both. Social and acad
in the ongoing classroom. This 1s an essential factor to be _considered in
'examining the rules of classroom discourse, 'since sociolinguists'identffy stat 8
as @ key variable in understanding verbal intefaction in any social setting.
It would of course, be possible to restrict our consideration of status to

pupils in the aggregate, and examine classrodm discour{b only in relation to

o

differences between pUPil status and teacher status. Qwever. we .have elected-

to take Barr and Dreeben s (1977) criticism of classro8m research seriously and q/
examine:the differential status of individual pupils as this may affect trans-
\ ' S ’ .

actions within classrooms, . ’ ’

-

Much of the research on effective teaching has focused on standardized

achievement in basi% sk#lls as the single criterion of success in school.

Furthermore, succsps is typically défined in terms of "f‘ture status in achieve-

- ment of basic skills rather than status during the period that the classtoom

-

is in operation. It is the endrof -the-year test that 1s most often used to

deternine the success or failute of the individual pupil-and the qffectiveness

" of theuclassroom teacher, Entéring achievement, whichk we have termed "eoncur-

rent" status, is used mainly as a means of controlling for differential nupil
. -3

ability,.to arrivdaat more accurate estimates of the teacher's contribution’

*

A ]

to pupil achievement.
A‘sociolinguistic approach to the study of classroom interaction forces

us to acknowledge the inuu:rtance of concurrent status, and to give equal emphasis®

to achievement status and status in the social system of the classroom in which

the intéraction occurs. We believe that this kind of -expansion of the concept

AR

»




) FIGURE 2 .

Identification of Specific Variables Considered

.- [Ramily unggage Factorsig— - { Ethnic Background | R

Kllantoo. Language Factorsg}i — —3| Grade Level
Ve T : Time of Year
) Teacher's Perception of Stated
N . - "Rules" of Classroom Discourse
' - ‘ , : Teacher's Identification of Units
. . . of -Discourse and Salient
. . ) L cttFeatures
. ' .  Teachet's-Perception qf 'Functions
<. of CIagsroom Language .
Teacher's ‘Patrerns of classroom
Interaction . =
Teacher's Perceptions of Pupil's /
Communicative Behavior

“y

’ .
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lChiL&'s Perception of Discourse in ; \| Stated "Rules" of Discourse
Home -and Play Settings "+ /| Appropriate Forms of Address
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°

~ . v - . Functions ‘of Questions and
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o . | Salience of Language Events
A . . . . -
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. o Salience of Language Events
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Entering Reading Achievement
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St¥tus with Teacher

2 : (Sex) . ) -
b' ’ .
. ‘ i FUTURE STATUS
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. ' of "success” in school is.essential for a clearer understandihg of classroom

discourse. The’variables of entaring reading achievement, status with peers,
" and status with teacher are all exarfbles df acquired status within the school

]
-and classroom éetting, and as anch, are reasonably-placed under the label

"concurrent success" in school. The "ascribed" status variable of sex is clearly
a different matter. It is not, strictly speaking, a measure of succes< in’
the school setting, but it is a status variable of importance. In higure 2,

wé place it in the Concurrent Status category, set off by parentheses to indicate
. s

that it is a special instance of classroom status.

—~ Investigative Questions

~

iy B ' Four majo; questions were addressed.as part of this investigatfon. Each

.

major question has several subsidiary parts, as follows:
1, What do pupils conceive to be the units, salient features,

functions, and rules of classroom discourse? -

a. Do these vary by classroom/teacher? : >

-

~

b. Do these vary by cultural background, classroom status, or
age of the pupil?
] 4 N
2. How clbsely do the units, salient feafures, functions, and rules

of classroom discourse conceptua%izeq by pupils correspond to

i "r those identified by teachers ghemsélves?
. a. Does the amoﬁnt of correspondeﬂée vary by teacher?
| ] . '
b. Does the amount of correspondepce vary by cultural
.' background, classtoom status, or age of the pupil?
) .
c. Is tHipamount of correspondence related to the features
of dfscourse in a given classroom as identified by a .
sociolinguistic specialist?
3. ‘What differences®do pupils notice bétween the features, .
‘i L] .
functions, and rules of classroom discourse and those of
. discourse at home or in play.settings?
a. Do these differcnces vary by classroom/teacher?
A} ' R . ‘ .y .




¢ - b. Do these differences vary by cultural background, classroom
. status, or-age of the pupil? o

4.. What differences do teachers notice among’ pupils with regard to
communicative behavior such as attentive listening, participation

in c¢lassroom discussions, observance of "no talking" rules; and
R L4

use of standard English? : o,

‘a. Are teacher ranking- of pupils on these various types of
W ., communicative bohavior interrelated? .

. b. Are there relatiohships between teacher expectations for pupil
' ) success in reading and their rankings of pupils on these various
types of communicative behavior?
c. Does the amount of teacher-pupil correspondence in identifying
the rules of classroom discourse vary according to teacher-
. . perceived differences in pupils' communicative behavior?

.

- ' PROCEDURES
' T ) ’\-' N ' ) ’ . N 1
e Subjof:to . ' ‘ * : , BESE
' l‘] N o ! v B M
- The subjects of this study were 164 children, and their teachers,.in six

second, third, and fourth grade classrooms, in a 3ingle school located atuxhé
‘0 .
‘oouthorn end of the San Francisco Bay. The six teachers were all female, and :

- -~

=

all had been teaching for many years, Four were Anglo, one was Black, and one

vas. Portuguese. The school was located in ‘a.lower socioeconomic, multiethnic, ‘
: - . - ' “
", ' urban ‘area, consisting mainly of small, single family dwellings. Stable, two

parent. flniligc'predoninatod, and the school population was also remarkably
% L ;taSIC for'a qugr SES community. About 45X of the pupils were He;icqn-Amarican,
352 were ng%g. 112 Black, and 9% other minority groups, including priﬁhrily
. children of Asian and gortugucoo extraction. Tﬁe scﬁool appeared t; us_to be
remarkably well. integrated, with numerous friendship chojices that crossed ethnic

"lines." ‘ .

UL

Data Collection ?rocoduros - ‘ ' .
The basic data collection procedure for this- study 1nvolved videotaping

ot: langua.. arts loaoona in each classroom over the first half of the qchobi

gD e T T
i ' A

. year (Scptember throu;h January), Teachers selected their own content for these -

24 '
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. lessons. We specified only thHat they not teach spelling or .handwriting, and

that the lessons should include the whole .class and should involve some verbal

ra

intera!!!oﬁ (i.e., not“fe comprised merely of individualized séat ork). The
. = . -~

lessons covered a &ariety of topics (e.g.,_capitalization, nouns, poetry analysis, °
" M ‘

’ ’ /
creative writing) and a variety of activities (e.g., pantomime, a sensory awareness
B ’
"// exércise, textbook exercises). « |
" The videotaped lessons were plﬁyed back to pupils and teachers on the same

day that they were taught. Each pupil viewed turge different lessons, working

o~ L.

. - 'yt
indiyidual with a data Eollector, and responding to a variety of dags collection

tasks. Each teacher viewed all six lessons, and résponded to the same set of

! b)

data collection tasks as did thé pupils. Videotapes of gonversatio%s fn three
families (one Anglo, one Mexican-Aﬁerican, and one Black) were used to collect
information on perc;ptions of discourse at home. 'ﬂifhin each /classroom a strat-
ified (peer status and sex) random s&mple of six s;udents was videotaped in °

an indoor, relatively unstructured play setting. and these vidqptapes of play
gréup conversations were used to collect information on perceptions 6f discourse
at play.

The specific tasks to which pupils and teachers responded covered a rather

wide variety of topics and involved several différent procedures. Most tasks
were carried out in relation to all three settings (classroom, -home, play), but
they are described. here in terms of lessons. Briefly, the tasks includea:

1. A sentence completion task on '"rules" of discgurse, conqtructe& on
the basis of pupil responses to an open-ended question about "how
people talk in your classroom;" .

2, éenerating sentences which might be said by (or to) the pupil to "get

) someone's attention" or "get someone to do something:"

3. Reporting "what you heard anybody sgying" after playbacks of short
videotaped segments of lessons in which pupils had participated (re-
sponses were recorded verbatim on 3 x 5 cards); .

4, Organizing 3 x 5 cards of "what you heard" into groups of cards that
"belonged tozether because people were saying the. same kinds of things:"
and - -

-




S. Studyipg a set of teacher questions asked in the lesson (also pupil

\ - responses and teacher praise) and exPlaining who said these things,
to whom, for what reason. .

/

Additional data. Videotapes of the “lessons were used to produce transcripts

of each class discussion, and seating charts provided by the teacher were used
to identify the pupil who made each comment, wherever possible. These data[
‘were used to derive a measure of frequency of participation in discnssion over
six lessons for each pupil, and within each classroom pupils were.classified as
high, middle, or low in frequency of participation, based on the{overall ostterns '

of participation in-that class. w -

To gather information on pupil status in the peer group, each cnild (in .
January) was presented with an array of photographs of children in the class,
given a series of scenarios, and asked to select the three children most likely
and least linely to fit each scenario. The episodes involved selection of a *
team for a sports cantest, selection of a team for a TV quiz®show, identifica-
tion of the children who would beﬂlikely (or unlikely) to take charge and know
what to do if there were an accident in the classroom and no adults were around,
and identification of the children who would probably be obser;ed "hanging around"
with the.pupil 1if (s)he were followed fo; a week, Composite scores were developed
for each pupil according to how frgquently (s)he was menrioned onder "most )

likely" and "least likely" categories, and within each classroom pupils were , -

clascified as high, middle, or low in peer status, on the'basis of these com-

-

posite scores.. ' ’ ' LN
Data on teacher perceptions of pupils' communicative behaviot were collected

by asking teachers to group children on the basis of several different languege g

charecteristlcs, which had been identified in earlier studies as salient fea-

turee to teachero (Horine-bershimer, 1979; Morine & Vallance,'l9l5). In\Sep»

.

tember, October, and December teachers were presented with a set of 3 x 5 cards,

each containing the name of a pupil in their classroom, and asked to sort, Oﬁﬁm
. x
S '
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group, the pupils according to: theit participation in ¢lass discussions; their

13

" attentiveness during lessons; their tendency to follow the "no-talking” rules

of the classtoom& their use"of "standard English;" _and their probability of

.
~

success in reading achievement for,the iear. Teachers' groupings of pupils in

.

»
.

December, when.the classroom was well established, were used to develoﬁ composite

scores of their ratings of pupile, and these were used as measures ofypupil

+

statuq with the teach:r. Within each classroom éupils were classified as high,

niddle, or low in status with the teacher on the basis of these composite scores: "

In.addition, the groupings were used to examine relationships among teache;-
1 - - '
rankings of pupils on the various communicative behaviors.

Pupil "entering" reading achievement scores were based on the results of
~ . - ]

‘the Metropolitan Achievement;Teét which was routinely administered-hy all

+

teachers in the school in October. Within each classvoom these sco.es were

organfied by quartiles, based on the natibnal test norms, since the state-funded

‘- . LN 2 v -

reading improvement piogruﬁ'waq evaluated .1 the basis of the number of pupils
N

Y

who moved up from bclow the first or second quartile in reading achievement

during the course of the school year.

. - ’

"Final'" reading achievement was measured by scores on:the Metropolitan

Achievement Test which was administered in the fall following ou; year‘of data
. . i

.collection. In examinirg the factors that might be relaCed‘tosiinal achievement, '
¥

we have used regression analysis to control for entering readinyg achievemeut.

Data<Anal¥§is
» . For each task administeged, pupil responses werp}reviewed and c;tegory svs-
tems wore’develoﬁed to reflect the pattern of these resp-uses. These category’
systems: are described very briefly in the section on findings, but are presented .
in detail in the five-part final technical report. Intercoder teliabiliéy in
use of these ¢ ory systems was checked by having two separate coders code

, 4
. all peipons 8 one or more classes. In all c3;¢§ agreement was above .85, -~

A Y

‘When all pupil :1esponses had been coded, these data were co*gined with

27
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background information on pupils (ethnic group, grade 1eve1, classroomy etc.)

and the SPSS and SAS computer programs were used to identify general patterns

of reaporses, as well as relationships between patterns of response and other

pupil variables. - In addition, pupil responses were compared across the three

settings of home, play, and school, and within the school setting, the pupil
. reaponses were compared ro-those of their teachers. )

' 2 Most of, the variables examined in this report are qualitative, or have been

treated as quaiitative in order to make comparisons across classrooms. In some

1nstancer. decriptive data are reported, but no tests of significance have

’ .

" been made. Where app;;g;;ate, nonparametric stagistics have been used to test

the. significance of rélationships. Regression analyses (performed by the SAS .

computer pro;rem) have been used to identify the factors that contribute to

A\l

status with. teacher, participation in class discussions, and final reading

achievemeﬁt. Further details on statistical anhlyses are presented in the ®

technical reports. )

It should be noted ther thfé is an exploratory'study, and that a large
number of relationships have been examined. The reader 1; reminded chat sig-
nificant relationships which have been 1dent1f1ed must be viewed conservatively
for this reason. g

. FINDINGS

Rules of Discourse * .

Pupils in this study perceived clear differences in exyectations, or "rules"

of discourse, acrosa the three settings of home, play, adr school. It may seem
inappropriate to.talk about "rules" of discourse in informal settings such as

family conversations and play grq:n interac®ions, but it is the case that there

.are certain expectations of appropriate verbal behavior in any ongoing social

group. In comparing pupil statements about the formal ruies of classrc  ‘is-'

course with their statements about expectations in the informal settingss . . home

* No teste of significance were used with these data.

e e
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and play; we have 1ttempted to identify the classroom expectations that seem °

-

to children to be the most_ similar to and most different from thﬁ expectations
in the other settings that are most fauiliar to them.

with reasrd to expectat*ons for being quiet and not talking, the following

items are worth noting: o

1) When a teacher wants“‘quiet, she is expecteldl to use a signal (turns
> out lights, rings a bell), but mothers and playmates are expected
to give commands, and they are seen as giving sharp commands ("Shut
up!") proportionately more often than teachers'

2) VUhen teachers and mothers talk, children say that they keep quiet,
but when playmates talk, they listen;

3) Politeness rules for not talking are expected to operste more
strongly at play than at home: ‘j,p
~ , 1 \
4)" Pupils are expected te be more bound by politeness rules than
teachers, and mothers and playmates seem to be seen as following
these rules more than the children who are reporting:

5) There are few differences between home and schbol with regard to ex-
pectations about whom children talk to when playing or when work
is done; and ‘

6) While children are working, the expectations that they may talk
to an adult are similar at home and at school, but talking to a
child is a stated expectation at home more than at school, and. ,
talking to '"no one" is a stated expectation at school more than at -
) home . N

~ .
With regard to expectations for asking an?,answering questions. <« is

-

‘hardly surprising that children in this study indicated they were expected

to raise their hand in school if they knew the answer to a question, while at

©

hope or play, ‘they "just answered it," but the following results are somewhat

e

more i‘nteres ting:

1) The expectation is that children will directly acknowledge not knowing
the answer to a question ("I don't know') at home or play,. while at
school the acknowledgement is indirect ("don't raise my hand");

2) The expectation that a child will try to find out .the answer to a
question if (s)he doean't know it is stronger at school than at home
or play, but the tendency to evaluate sbility or question difficulty,
whether or not the answer is known (I'm smart, I'm dumb, that's an.
susy question, that's a hard question) is much stronger at home and
play than at school; '

-

. "7
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3) It is expected that children ask questions at sehool home. or play
» when they need help, but at school there is the added ‘expectation
-~ - that they do this at the "allowed” time: .
4) Teachers are expected to ack questions in order to teach, while
mothers ask when they want to know something, and playmates ask‘
when they need help; and
]
5) Asking questions is seen as a situational activity for mothers as

often as for teachers (the teacher asks a question whan we're doing
math, and my mother asks a question when she's cooking supper).

. With regard to getting information, assistance, or prajise, the following

expectetions can be noted: -,

'1) Signaling to get attention before asking for 1nformation is essential
at gchool, but surprisingly, getting attention first is important
in home and play eettings too ("Hey, Mom, come here or "Hey, you .
guys"); and : )

2) .Praise di;ected at the individual child is easier to come by at home
than at school or play. . .

: [ ]
It is clear from these data that, in a general sense, children perceived

.

definite differences in the rules of discourse at school and in mo; 1nforma1

~

settings. This is hardly to be wondered at, for the,reality is that differences .

in expectations do exist in these settings, and children could not function in

7

the school setting if they were not aware of'tﬁe differenees. A more important
question is whether different children perceive these .settings different{y.

For pupils in this study there were no significant differences by either ethnic

A

_ background or entering reading achievement in responses to the sentence com—!

a .
pletion ‘task for either the school or home setfing,

We cannot drop the issue of home-school discontinuities here, hoqever.
Three typee of rules can beiidentified in relation to home-school congruency of
. expectetione.. There are rules with fairly high congruency, eubh as"
;5' ‘\1. Hﬁ’n I'm playing, I talk to ... my friend: ' .
2, When _____ talks, I ... be quiit, and ,
3. _____doesn't talk when ... someone else is talking. |

( [
Tt;;, are also rules with highly agreed-on discrepaacies, such as:
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1. If I know ‘tho answer to a question, I «so Taise l& hand (qchool)/
say it (homs); A .

!

‘e

2. My teacher/mother uiyl "good" when ... someone gives s good ansver
(school) /I do something right (hou),,and

’

.. 3% Wher I need ho’lp. 1 ...Mraiu wy hand (school)/ask my mother (home).

-

There is no confusion about the differencec between the two settinﬁs in the

L ' : s

.above instar.ces. . ) . - -

Hovever, there are rules for which expectations sre mixed, or muddlad.

It 1- these rulu for uhich hou-lchool discontinuities night be most apt to

9

lnd to lilundcutanding md -:llcon\micltion between tuchcr snd pupil. 'rhc

upectations vhich appear to bc most "mixed" have to do vith questioning. For

example: L Y - .
1) If I don't know the answer to a questiod, I ... don't raise my hand/
-say I don't know (23 comgruent responses, 35 agrud-bn discrepant
ruponul, out df 143 toul responses) ;

2) I ask a quution vhen ... we're s 'posed to/I need help (1.9 congruent

recponses, 23 agr«d—on diucrepant responses, out of 143 total responses) ;

and . ~,

3 - _ _asks a quution when ... she wants to tell us something/ .
she wants to know pmthing (32 congruent responus, 16 ‘agreed-on
\dchepant responses, out or 143 totfl responses) .

»

The dats' on pupil-teacher correspondence in defining tl.ne rules ‘of discourse

-

[

also point to classrdom questioning as theé area where rules are least cluf.
Pupils and teachers show the lust agreement on rules about asking questions.

Pupils say that they ask a qdution "when the teacher’'s not tllking.' or "when
o .
I'm s'posed to." but teachers believe that pupils ask questionrwhen they need

help or want to. know somethiug. "Teachers say that they ask a question when

they want to tu‘\ southing. or (occasionally) wheri they want to know some-

Ehing. but over half the pupils responded by giving a situation in which the
teacher would ask a q\;ution, rather than a purpose for asking. 2
The ltrongut pupil-teacher -agreement exists for rul‘about anuuering

4' .

quastions and getting mfomtion/u-iutam:e. 8ll rules that 1nvol\re ive of thc
\ .
"raise your hand" tignal. ‘Overall pupil-teacher agreement was strongest in

- ' 1}

31

.




.o o .25 .

: one"chu vhan the teacher stated the rules clearly and reminded.pupils of their
existence f requently.

Ay

!or the most part teacher perceptions of pupi ' communicative behavior
(pntic:lpationl, attentiveneu, following "no talkipg rules) was not cioeely '
re;letcd to’ pupil agraement with the’teacher in etating the formakrules of
classroom discourse. 'rhat 1s, teacher perceptiona did not reflect pupils' foml .
‘knowledge of teacher expectationms, euggeeting thpt pupils' formal n_nq_derstandins
of the rules is not necessarily reflective of their operational undetstanrlins

(their rn’i communicative beltevior).

' To sumaarize, these findings on pupil perceptions of the rult, of glass-

room discourse point te no direct relationships between 11 perceptions of -

formal rules of classroom discourse and pupil status variables,x but sug-

. L]

gest that home-school discontinuities in the rules.surrounding classroom ques-

tioé;gggégy lead to niscoulgg,;etion.between teacher and pup .' ‘fhis deserves
further study. - ‘ ' b —

Forms of address. A special case of the rules of discourse 1nvolves
choosing appropriate forns.of.address. In examining pupil perceptions of appro-'
priate forms of address, ve cunceptrated on two language functione that were -
clearly important t; pupils'in 81l three settings. These were the functions ’
ﬂ'of iettﬂng ettention and influercing (controlling or directing) -others. )

Pupils in this study generated a wide variety of sentence'forns, 1nc1u&ins
commands, requests, susgeetion-, and questions, as apprepriate.for serving both
the attention-getting and 1n£1uencing functions. Within each of the three
settings of school, home, and play, the forms of address 1dent1fied as appropriate
varied according to the relatiye,atatus of the speaker and,ligtener in that social
setting. For example, command forms were generated as instances of talk by |

\ .
mothers and teachers ("Do your chores now;" "Go get me some paper."), but ques-

tion and request forms were génerated as instances of what pupils would say
("Did you fix my bike yet?" "Pleue help me with mwy work."). Anglo pupils and

igh in md:lng nqhievmnt accorded more diffe:ential atatus (relative

l 4 -




to themselves) to -their teacher than did Mexican-American pupiis or pupils low

KJ -

in entering reading achievement 16 the forms of"address used to influence.

L

Low peer status pupils~lcco}ded nore differential status to thei; playmates than -

¢id middle or high pocf.status pupils, 4 '

. . In general, the teather vas i&corded more differential status, relative

to the «child, than ﬁna thc,nother'in forms of address used to inflﬁence. ‘But
pupils low in reading achicvemznt, and Blacks and "other'" minority group pupi{\
(not chicnn—Ancrican) did not accord as ‘much differential status ‘to the teacher

vs. the lothef in the forms of addross used to 1nf1uence her. That is, they
did not display as -uch awz;eﬁeaa of a home-school discontinuity, which secncd ¢

to indicite they did not under«tand the status rules associated with formg of

r
.

_addresq,in fornal sqttings as well as other pupils.,

These findings indicate that pupils in general were quite aware of the

relationships between sociil status and appropriate forms of address in e?ch of

: »
the settings nost_faniliar to .them and of the very real differences between

. apgrqpxiate forms of address 1L school shttings compared to home and play settings.

H

. sponded primarily by é}ving "simple" units, i.e., they reported actual language

g & "Apalysis of variance vas used with these data. ~ x

Pupils who d1d not perceive, the rules a= different in the formal vs. informal

setting tended to-be those who were culturally different,(z:é those who encountered

achievement problems. . ' . :

L

Units of Discourze . o '. .
and Salient Features . . :

In reporting vhat they heard "anybody saying" after viewing videotape - ’ .

pllybahks“of lessons in which they had participated, pupils in this study re-

v

+ in %rntcnce form, but provided no information beyond the utterance ("How many’

would like me to ﬁﬁt another word up?" "I know how to spell language.'). ‘Over

the qébrae of tha year, however, as thejclasstoom became more familiar, signifiﬁ

-

cantly more contextual information was reported, so that more "compound" and

) "complex" units of discourse were reported by pupils (p< .001). Some examples

) , 33




are: “
1. " (_nm %..I. rang the bcl'[a Now to do your assignment, you have to -
- Mtc the untcncu‘.' re is (sic) 14 unec, and :

»

- 2. Lot'n drav e vitch. ' How .can you ducribe a witch?

- - [sne eslied on Rick)
sut,o . < ' “
"—I dbd'twknow how to ‘drav scary, so 1'll just write it on. the board.

Pupilb high in otatua with their poers reported ngnificantly more “informa-

»>

f ‘;1ou (Ictdll llnaulge plus can'axtual ;nformation) than dfd middle or low peor ’

otntu- pupixs (915'02); In viewing 'videotapes pf informal settings (family
.conversations. and plny g?&upo) pupila reported more events" wi;hout ‘giying the
.ctual 1anguago uttered, and prcvided less specific info::aeioa (language used
pluo contoxtual information), than they did for tha formal classroom lessons
(pz 001) .. : o . -

In fotlinq'groupoA(catogoriés) of the 3 x 5 cards contairing their* reports"
of the language thay heard in videotape replays of ‘lessons, pupilscidentified
"contextual” and "social" features of discourse most frequently. That is, theyi
referred ;o .events or activities within which‘}he language occurred and to lan-
guage sources as important common (salient) féatures of the language. Some
exanples 1nc1udo:

1. - Instances selected: -

/8. Bill. Let's see vhat Bill can male. P

b. Gavino, come up nnd 1ot s see vhat he can make.

c. Robert-made "mousetrap," and that's a “un game, too.

) Reason for grouping: Thoa. pcople .vent up to mdke some (compound)
words (on the tcltbonrd),

2. lustances -oloctcd:

a. Do you know wvhat a msental picture is?
[she asked Yaa(] B

<

A mental picture is something that you think in your head. (Ysa) .

b. There was a Jaws chasing me. (Ysa)

FRIC ~ Ressom for groupingi Ysa's talking. It's about the stuff that she

seen in her head (an exercise in describing).
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These "embedded" features of a social and contextual nature became signiﬂ-

’

cantly more prominent as the classroom became more familiar (p<£.05), in much
o the same way as contextul 1nfomatiom1nr-reased .1n the units of discourse reporﬁed.
B;bedded features were as salient to pupils in videotapes of family convgrsatic;ns ‘
, A and play groups»gs they were in )lessons. "Written"‘featureé of language were ' v
more salicnt to pupils 1n‘leasona ‘than in 1nforma1 settings (pi{ 05). Writteﬁ' |
features vere 1den§1fied vhen pupils concentrated on the written form of the _
fanguagc ("These a}l start with 'd.'") rather than the oral form ("They're 311 .
™ talking sbout a game."). '"Abstract' (structural nnd functional) feat)ures of 3
langusge were *nor\e salient in informal settings (p<.05) (e.g., "The’ mother
was_telling them to do something," a directive function). ’
There were no pe;r status or ethnic differences in salient features.identi-

" fied by pupils, but there were si,gni}icant acl31e\rement and gra.de level diffe‘rences,
with lower achievers (p<.902) and second graders (p (.“OS)A jdentifying more written
features, while higher achievers (.1)4.01) and fourth, grédere (p< .001) 1deht_1- ) '
fied more abstract features. ‘ 1

Teacher reports of what they heard "anybody saying” in lessons understandably
. tendcd to be in more conplex units than pupils' reports. In additigu, teachers
tended to report a question in conjunt?tion with a pupil response, or a series of
resp;;.es, vhile pupiis t‘nde¢,t$,:nppff pupil responses in 1s?lation from the
quostiqn that ellciqu it. Contextual features of discourse were "salient" to,
teachers as well as pupilo, but teachers focused a great deal on functional
features as well, Tuchcr._ contcxtual groupings were organized by les_son con~
cept (e.g8., these were thd'?rdin;ry examples of compound words the kids gave;
these were the unusual and 1nterést1ng exaﬁples thex‘gnve), and their functional
groupings tended to be related to imt)ructionall purpose (e.g., questions 1 asked

to get out facts; questions I asked, to get expressions of their opinions),

Thus, teachers orgénized classroom language around content and 1nstr6cttoqal

¢
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purpooe, while pupilo orgeni:ed it around the activities of the lesson. ..

e

The*eociof&nguist (Roger Shuy) who ‘analyzed the thirty-six videotaped leesona

-neither reportod what he heard-,enyone saying, nor. 'grouped" language unitn,,

on the basis of their similar features, but he did use categories or concepts
‘- Y . . .

’

to talk about the language features'thet stord out for him. He identified a . -

ve:iety “of "salieht feotures" (e.8., topic manipulation, self—referencing,
- Y

ouperoegmentals) hut most salient for hin_were the ways in which these features

of cleooroom talk cbntributed to\gr detracted from the immediate function
(managing the flow of talk) and the" long-range function (learning) of the ckassroom.

He also appeared to "hear" more teachet talk than pupil talk. ,The instances of °*

4

. pupil talk presented in his report_were there primarily to i11ustrate the ways

iniwhich teacher talk served to mdnnge or.control the flow of pupil talk.»

t' These differences in perspective are presented graphically in Figures 3

and &, Figure 3 can be interpreted as follows: jdeally, any lesson is designed

to serve some long-range goal or purpose; at the same time the .esson has a

content. and purpose of its own; this content or purpose determines the management
’ . . . )
procedures appropriate to the lesson; the management, in turn, is designed to -

. e . "y )
facilitate ‘the aetivities which occur within the lessén. The findings of this

study suggest that pupil perceptions of language were organized by the "i.ner

circle," the lesson activities, Teacher perceptions were organized from a

broader or more encompassing perspective, by the content and purpose of the lesson.
The sociolinguist perceived classroom language from two perspectives, one more
narrow (nonoaemont of the flow of talk), and one more broad (longrrange purpose). .

In a sense, then, his perspective was at once more encompassing and more penetra-- "

ting than the tencher'l perspective, and indeed, this ie what we should :;pegt

from an outoide observer, just as we should expect the teecher s perspective

to be more encoapeoeing than the pupil's. Considered as a whole, Figure 3

. 1llustrates _the point that- the fullest understanding of classroom language can

~

~a
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b’
only be achieved by the inclusion of all of these perspectives.

?igu}e 4 {1lustrates three perspectives of the saliency of the two main
sources of classroom talk. For the pupil, pupil talk predominated and there
vas no clear relationahip between teacher talk and pupil talk. For the teacher,

‘both. tencher talk and pupil talk yere salient, with pupil talk having a slight

LI
.edge, and there vas a xeciprocal relation between the two. For the sociolinguist.

teacher ta;k predominated, and functioﬁee primarily to manipulate or direct\pupil
talk., Here, it s@ems to us, the teachers' view was the broadest, or most apcompas-
sing of the three, but it 1s still the case that all three perspectives must be

combined to provide a really complete view of classroom language,

To summarige, the findings on pupil and teacher perceptions of the units

and salient features of classroom discourse all emphasize the 1ﬁportance of the

social context in the formation of these percgptions. In particular, the role/ ,

status of the participants in the social setting, thesrstage of development in

-

establishing the sociai gi}tem itself, and the purpose for which the system

has been cstablished. all appeared to be contributing to differences in partici-

‘pant perceptions of classroom discourse. Furthermore, it is clear that pupil

ggrccgtions of language shifted as the social context changed from the formal

setting of the lesson to the informal settings of conversations in families

+

and play groups. L .

1

These findings underline the neéed to know more about how the social system

of the classroom is established, and what part lanquage plays in that esiablish-

-

ment. The 50ciolinguilt1c analysis of these lessons focused on the language S

". .

used by toachers as & fundalnntll factor in the social system of the clasaroom.

‘and emphasized -the ways in which classroom differences vere created by subtle .

Y

differences in teacher use of language. We turn next te.an examinatton of{thgge

differances, focua{ng particularly on the management function, and on class-

room questioning. ¥
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* Friedman adalysis of variance Sy ranks was used with these data.

Sociolinguistic Analyses

of Classroom Language

Roger Shuy'q sociolinguistic analysis of these lessons grev out of a partic-

plar perspective on the relttionship between talk at home and talk at school.

He noted that talk in the classroom is the mdj;r device for assisting in learning.
Children come to school.from an environment in which talk is conversational. .
They nctt ar new kiﬂd of language use which requires them-to learn new rules. ,ﬂj

They havg to learn that one cannot talk at will without making a bid for a turn

(visual qr verbal). Tﬁey need tc learn a new set of asymetrical interruption )

rples. Thgy need to learn the'subt}eties of indirect language use. (?I see .

someone whose hands aren't folded" actually is an imperative, even though~1t has

the form of an observation). The learning pattern may be described as follows:

Home conversation - > Scl;ool tglk
With such.a developﬁeﬁtal°ﬁattern clearlylevident, it would seem reasonable
that effective classroom language‘would attempt to move in the learner's direc-
tion rather thau to expect the learners to be 1mmediate1y proficient in a language

aystem they have not yet mastered. Such-a strategy would- look like this

Home language ‘ ‘ cj———? School talk

That is, the effective teacher would attempt to reduce the mismatch of school

and home talk styles by: - '

1). eliminating the unriecessary characteristics of school talk;\

2) -accepting the errors in stylistic conflict caused by the
mismatch; and , (

3) setting a t!asbnablg and gtadual pace for acquiring those -
aspects of school talk which are necessary to be learned. ‘ -

Some of the' traps into. which teachers can fall gre3
1) valuing the need to’control (and using language to gain
'tpig control) over the need to learn;

.

"2) setting 1ndividunl learning beneath group sociaiizing;

3) emphasizing managing (thrOugh talk) over the learning
of content; . -

v 1




. 4) failing to take advantage of the students' natural develop-

: mental lesrning by not permitting th. » to talk, by ignoring

; ' vhat they talk about, and by not capitalizing on what they

- \ do say and then steering that talk toward the content \
2 toyic. and .

b mi

5) failing to build on the natural convnroational style
n g with vhich children are familiar. .

Shuy noted that some teachers do better than others at avoiding or addreooing
these traps. Figure S5 presents a summarv of the majoy elements of language in these

six classrooms, as described by Shuy. He pointed out| that this description was .

3

1
)

:
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not ‘meant to be evaluative, although it certainly delved into this territory

vhether it intended to or not. what it should point out is that there are many

dimens{ons to talk in the clasart;on. and that not all teachers work in the same Q

a way. 1f the six teachers otudied here provide any sort of microcosm of a larg;i
universe, it is abundnntly clear- that any assessment of teacher competencl in ‘
using llnguage is highly\‘cological rather than segmental. ,To isolate any one
languagc:feature from the overall task and from other langvage features is not

. ‘possible in the usual quantitative paradigm. To say that ritualized lang;age

4

is bad, per se, is not possible, since such language does accomplish certain
hd =, A - .

-

desirable goals; Thut < natural conversaticnal style is more effective seems
intuitively right, but it may well not: be right for every child or for every oc-
,casioqf Wha: is offered here 1s, instead, only a set of dimensions for anllyz;ng

»

the’yse of talk in the classroom, 111ustratea by a set of samples of six teachers
in ore schpol. - |
.+ In examining {1assroom questioning, Shuy proposed a model f;r effectivé -
.ulo of "probing" questions, suzgesting that the most useful strategy would in-
volve movirg from open-ended (Tell me ahout the industry of Bolivia) to "wh-
) qpeséiono"Y(Hhat is the leading export ;f Bolivia?) to "Yes-No" ques.’-.s (Is
tin the leading export of'Bcliiia?) to "tag" questions (Tin is the leadiﬂg’

‘axport of Bolivia, 1oqft it?). This model is based on the supposition that

" teachers ask probing questions in order to find out what pupilse know. In his

‘(__. . | 41-
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Teacher A -
lassons all focus
on "doing school"

-manages the
lesson with |
"ritualized
language'

students are’
insecure about
vhat a "safe’
topic" is, so
they "racycle
old, safe
topics”

exhibits a
"slow pace"
and talks
in a
"monotone"

1.

2,

3.

Teacher B
lessons focus
“on "coing content"

skillful at
mbénaging, working
‘on both- form

and content of °
pupil language

o

topics controlled
by teacher, but
she is "amenable
to suggestions"
from pupils ,

’

uses shifts in
intonation and
pace to mark
segments of
the lesson;
skilled at

"teacherese'

A Summaxy of A Socioliniﬁiltic Analysis “
of Classroom Language Bifferences

Teacher' C {
1. 'lessons focus on 1,
"doing school®

sets the grodhd
rules for the
lesson but "not
with clarity"

2.

" shows "weak
- topic shifting"

displays "an
as yet unde-
veloped
ability to do
'teacher talk'
effectively"

Teacher o

lessons focus 1.
on "form of

doing content"

"consistently 2.,
informs her

class about
where they are

in the le: .on
plan"

topics con-
trolled by

" teacher, but

she is
"amenable to
suggestions"
from pupils

exhibits
"dramatic
verbal be-
havior;"
pre-lesson
activities
include

more

"natural
conversation"

Teachgr E

lessons focus 1.
on "form of
doing content"

illustrates a 2.
technique of
"management

by withholding -
information"

tight control '3,
of the tqpic

one of the 4,
"best examples

“f the special
language of
classroom

teacherese"

- "doing content” 3

Teacher F ) ;
leasons focus on -

4

Y

manages with
"clear sequence
markers," opens
with personal
anecdotes, in-
vites class to _
>"join . the convers:
tion"

"adept at, topic
branching:" 7
"topics flow :
smoothly from

one to another"

the most 'natural
use of language
of all six
teachers
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analysis of quaations in these classrooms, Shuy noted that:

1) Questions were an important part of ciassroom talk in these lessoms,
. comprising approximately one out of'every three teacher utteragtes,

2) The questions asked in these lessons did not follow the proposed
model of an effective probing strategy (i.e., moving from an E
open-ended question to a wh- question to # yes-no quesj}bn to :
a tag question); : '
3) The flow of questions in these lessons did not follow the vertical
downward movement of the proposéd model, but appeared to be
motre horizontal (i.e., a series of wh- questions were asked before
proceeding to a yes-no queation),

4) Teachers in these lessons used mostly wh- questions and yes-no
- questions, with only two of the six teachers showing a strong
predominance of wh- over yes-no questiqns; and

WA 5) Wh- questions tended to dominate five to ome over yes-no quzstions
. in the process parfs of the lessons. but teachers differed greatly
here, with two teachers (D and E) having a strong four to one '
dominance of wh- questions, two ‘teachers (B and F) using wh- 7
and yes- no questions in about equal amounts, an’ two. teachers E
" (A and C) using yes-no questions twice as’ often as wh- questions. :

It is worth noting that the two teachers who show.u dominance in use of
wh- questions (D and E) were the two who focused on '"the form of doing content"
(see Figure 5), while the two who used wh- questions and yes-no questions

in equal amounts (B and-F) were the wwo who focused cr. "doing content," and

the two w\gkused yes-no questions twice as often g8 whe questions (A and C)

were the two who focused on "doing school." Thus we seé that questioning
strategies in tnese classrooms- appeared to be closely related to whether the
principle function of classroor :alk was on the socialization aspects of language
arts or on the content aspects.

-

Speech act analysis. A special sub-study was conducted to determine '

whether the approach selected for the analysis of language as a linguistic
system would strongly affect our overall findings. In addition to Shuy's
.analysis, two other descriptions of these thirty-six lessons were developed.
Arnulfo Ramirez carried out a:-speech act analysis, using an adaptatfon
of Snith and Coulthard's model (1975), which he tad used in an earlier study

of language artd lessons (Ramirez, 1979). Ye identified the types of acts

4




\ . .
that occurred within the opening, anewering, and follow-up moves within both

teacher-intiated and pupil-ipitiated exchanges. Discourse wds found to be

du .inated by éeacher-initiated eféhanges, with a relati;ély hiéh density of
speech aéts occurring in the 6pqping move. In teacher-initiated exchanges
there were significant differences in frequency of parti;ular types of act?j
within each of the three moves (p<:.001 in each case), Opening moves (teacher)
were dominated by speech acts categB¥T%édmas.tdirective manag;ment" arnd "non-

participant informatives" (stating fact, example, observation that did not

: include the speaker directiy). Ansvering moves (pupil) were dominated by

"non-participant reacts" (respoﬁses to teacher calling on pupili, -~vhere response

did not include any personal opinion, attitude, or experience). Follow-up

‘moves (teacher) were dominated by ,'accepts” ("all right," as opposed to "very

- wh

goo@"). )
_, There were significant ghifts ové% time in the speech act ratios of

éeneral management to lesson-related management, and pa;ticipént replies and
réacts tawnon-participaht replies and reacts, with géneral manaemént decreasing

and Krrticipant replies and reacts increasing from September to December.

This \tended to support other findings related to development of the classroom
,L ; ) ‘

as a social system. V}

-~ f

T'his speech act analysis tended to support Shuy's conclusions with regard

to the importance of talk as management in these classrooms. Ratios of "real”

to fgguedo" quest;bns and "participant"” to "non-participant” informatives
within opening moves in each lesson were examined to identify possible statis-
tical differences in use of "natural language” from the point c¢f view of speech
act analysis, but no significant classroom differencgs were found on either

of these measures. There were significant classroom differences in sp;qéh

act ratios related to ;énagement acts, and these tended to corroborate Shuy's

descriptions of Teachers C, D, and E. Teacher F exhibited no "extremes" 6n )

" any of the speech act ratios which involved significant cléssroom‘differencés,

4
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‘which might be conatruedﬁas support of Shuy's view that shé used "more natural .

3

language." - K N
Diagramming lesson structure through question cycle sequences. A third i

type of sociolinguistic analysis utilized an adaptation of a system for cate- -
- B - ’ R N -
gorizing question cycles that was developed by, Johnson (1979) . Diagrams were

-

developed for all thirty-s.x lessons, designed to display the'structure\of

each lesson in relation to three types of question cycles: independent (two
- N ; ' . * P @ ‘/’
cycles are structurally separate, as & new question is introduced); conjunctive

(two cycles are tied together because. the samesquestion is asked of more than
one student); and enbedded (one cycle 1is-‘contained within "another, because
N the react or £ollow-up nove involves a new solicitation of ° the same pupil,

as in the case of a probing question or a question of clarificatiqn). These

°

v

. structural displays showed adgreat deal‘of difference from lesson to.lesson’
- - -
in terms of the vertical (independent cycles) development vs. the horizontal

(conjunctivef development of the lesson. Much of this variation seemed to _
c P . .
derive from the instructiondl strategy, or teaching.procedure, being used.

~ This was'particularly evident in the diagrams of Teacher B's lessons, which

-

are presented in Figure 6. Teacher B taught several 1essons using a variety
of "models {Joyce & Weil, l972), ‘80 differences in instructional strategy

from one lesson to another were quite marked. .
ﬁsing these diagrams, measures of tne "conjunctivé development" and

"embedded development'' were derived for each of the. 36 lessons, and an analysis

of these measures showed'aigniflcant shifts over time.ig conjynctive development
(< .05), vith sinilar‘ahif'te which approdched significance (p<.10) in embedded
developlont.‘ In each case. the December and January lessons tended to‘be ranked
highest, suggeating that questiona tended to be pursued in somewliat more depth
as the year progressed. This- also paralle]s findings on development of the

Classroom as a social system. (Note also that pypil replies to questions

shifted toward nore“"parficipent? information during this period.) There were
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LY

no significant classroom differences in conjunctive or embedded development
of lessons. This analysis of tne sequential’structure of classxoem questioning - "
presented a very different perspective from Shuy's analysis. It provided %

neither a specific corroboration‘of.nor a bpecific contradic;ion of his find}ngo.

"éaliggce" of languase evehts. Earlier we noted that pupil repdrts of what
they "heard anyone saying" in lessons tended to focus on pupil reSponseslin
H }
isolation from teacher questions or comments, Ramirez' speech act analysis

provided statistical corroboration offtﬁis.pattern. Speech acts occurring '

in the answering move were reported significantly more often (proportionate
N -
to their occurrence) than acts in the opening or follow-up move (p=.00013) . ‘//

Thus, pupil attention was strongly focused on the comments of other pupils.

.

The structural anaiys}of quesgion cycle sequence also provided addi_tional

information on the sa¥lence for pupils of particular types of language events.

Pﬁpil responses to'questions were reported significantly morg often when they -

¢ :

) ~ /
occurred ir conjunctive cycles (p=.0017) anZ in guéktion cycles that contained
embedded cycles (p=.00013). This suggests that pupil comments were most salient

to other pupils when they occurred in response to a teacher question that was

LY

pursued (expanded, developed) by the teacher in some way, e.g., by asking a -
probing question of the same pupil, or by asking anoiher pupil tb'fespond to

the same question.
)

- f 0

Summary. To summarize, each of three different approaches to sociolinguistic

analysis provided useful information about the language in these six classrooms.

The three approaches supplemented each other in very interesting ways. While

they did not corroborate each other in every detail, they did nét contradict ,

each other, Roger Shuy's analysis identified classroom differences in language

use. Ramirez' speech act analysis corroborated several of these {identified

differences. Both the speech act analysis and the analysis of the structure

of question cycle sequerces provided evidence relative to changes in the

social system of the classroom over time and pupil attention to the responses

ol
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of other pupils. -In addition, the anllioio of ,Llesson structufe identified

differences related to instructional strate

Iachl of these lnilysgo’particular attention was given to classroom

questioning, which had been identified.as a critical area by the findings

-

on rules of discourse.

Fuactions of ,%g_mon., ' 4 .
Ragponses, Aasn Praise” . ) o ;

. /-
Pupils in this study readily identified the very real differences in the

functions of qn;ltions fq~loloono and in family conversations. Teachers asked
questions “fo tcli," ;r "to_tqach,” vhile mothers asked questions because
"they wanted to know." Childran's rc;ponses to questions, on the other hand,
were seen as serving a more or less "routine" 1nteract*ﬂ95{uqctign in both
settings. That is, children answered questions gecausén"someoné asked."

Questions ;nd responses to questions occurred very infrequently in ~lay
group settings, and vhen they did occur appeared to serve an attention-getting‘
function rather than ;n informing function. Because questions were so infre-
quong in the play videotapes, data on children®s définitions of the functions'
of questions and £;sponses in play settings were not gatherfd.

fcachcrs agreed with pupils. in stating that questions served primarily

an instructional function. Thus both sets of participants tended to 9isagree

with the outside observer (sociolinguist) wh- suggested that effective ques-

. *

ftioning should involve a diagnostic function, informing the teacher about

vhat the pupil knew. )

Pupils reported that teacher praise was given because it was deserved,
1;3., "we had good ideas." Praise qccurred'very rarely in the videoiape; of
both family conversations and play groups, so pupil definitions of the functions
Bf praise(}n these settings were not obtained. Pupil perceptions of teacher

praise were quite fongruent'with teacher statements, for teachers said they

used pratoc_for feedback  to pupils that their ideas were correct ér good..

# Chi square and regression analysis were used with these data.
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There were no significant ethnic differences in pupil perceptions of

the functions of questions, respomses, or praise at'school, or the functions
of‘questions and responses at home. There were significant relationships
(p<:;025) between pupil perceptions of the functions of questions in lessons | .
and their "composite concurrent classroom status" (a cembined measure reflecting
entering reading achievement, peer starus, and statss with teacher). There wereo
significant relationships between pupil perceptions of‘praise and each of the
concurrent, classroom status measures separately (entering reading achievement,

l p< .01; p§er status, p<..05; status wirh teacher, p<{.005). Children of higher
classrqpﬁ status viewed questions as instructional and praise as deserved,” .
while children of lowe;_zlassroom status tended not to provide any definition

of the functions of these language events.

’
. There.ﬁere strong classroom differences in pupil perceptions of the 1/ °

functions of teacher questions ;§<11001) and of éeacher praise (p< .05) in
lessons, and these differences corresﬂonded to differences in teachers' use-ef
questions and praise, as identified in analyses of the classroom language.
?eachefs C, E, and F stood ouﬂ’particularly here.

Teacher C relied almost exclusively on questions presented in the teacher's
guide of the textbook, and used the highest proportions of repeats of pupil
responses, and the lowest proportions of actual praise. Pupils in this.class\
were less able than'other pupils to define any purpose fer the questions being
- asked, and tended not to define praise as deserved

Teacher E's questions, according to Shuy, did "not build vertically,
toward larger knowledge... She inches forward slowly, never fully revealing
the right answers.' She had'higﬁ proportions of repeats of pupil responses,

N

_and low proportions of praise. Pupils in this class defined questions as
] A

serving an ‘instructional function, and saw praise?asydeserved.

Teacher F, said Shuy, used questiohs in a "natural cnnversational stvle,"

and reacted to pupil comments with "questions which both built on what the
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student had contributed, and- at the same time allowed the teacher to design

geries of "real" questions. She used roughly equal proportions of repeats, ) ]

vhere the topit .ould go." Teacher F's lessons almost always began with a

qceeptance; and praise. Pupils in this class defined questions as serving
s .
an informative function ("she wants to know"), and thought praise was deserved.

These classroom 'differences in pupil perceptions of the functions of

questions in lessons, and in teacher use of questions and praise, appeared

to have some relation to final achievement, for there were significtant differences ' .

a

between pupils in Classrooms E and F in final reading achievement, when entering
reading aehieyement was controlled for. It is importamt to ndte here, however,
that Teachers A and”C, who received the most critical "reviews™" from Shuy,

did not have pupils who scored significantly lower in final reading achievement

(entering reading controlled for). : .

’ € N .
wl ’ 4

In addition, the evidence indicated that defining questions es informative

o

contriouted significantly to the explained variance in‘pupil participation

in classroom discussions (p<f 01).. Defining<praise as deserved was’ also sig-
nificantly related to higher participation in class discussions (p< .025).
Frequency of participation in class discussions contributed significantly

(p<.0001) to the explained variance in final reading achievement (entering

.

.

reading controlled for).

To summarize, the findings on participants' perceptions of the functions

Y

ofﬂquestions, responses, and praise related to and supported severzl other §
C o . ) . . . . .
findings already reported. In particular, the sociolinguist's descriptions of .

classroom differences in use of language were reflected in differences in

LY

pupil perceptions of the functions of language in these classrooms. - In addition,

© O . .

the findings on rules of discourse pointed to the p;pbable importance of

an _understanding of the rules surrounding .classroom questioning for pupil
success. in school. The findings ;epthed here support this supposition, for
understanding of the functions of questions aud praise was shown to be related .

,@' N ' - ) ' ' - e W d%
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to concurrent ‘chssroo;l status, and to participation in class discussions, which

.

aas in turn relatad to final reéding‘a'cl{ievement.
Salience of Lav 1ge Events”

The language events which were most frequent in‘occurrence were not necessarily

the ones which were most “salient” to pupils (i.e., reported as héard most often,

proportionate to their occurrence). This was true in both classroom and play

. H -
’

settings, and was particularly true fd% questions, reépopses, and praise in

the classroom setting. ' . .

o

As roted earlier, "salient" speech acts or~curred more frequently in the
answgring’mobe than the opening move (p=.00013) in teacher-iritiated exchanges.
It was also the case ~at there were higher ratios of attention for pupil

answers than for teacher questions (p< .001). This latter fact was tyue for

-both teachers and pupils. Thus, although teacher questions occurred somewhat

more frequently, pupil responses were more salient -to the classroom participants.
Sihilar‘y, with regard to teacher praise, as the intensity of praise
increased from simple acceptance, to mild praise, to strong praise, it decreased

in freqqucy\of occurrence, but was reported as heard more frequently by pupils.
N v

}n addition,.pupil responses which drew teacher praise were reported as heard

.morebfreduently than responses which did not.

In play groups, the most frequently occurring language events were "information-
L4

v

giving, attengion-gettiné,' and "directing/influencing," in that order. The most’

~ .
v

frequently }eported events were directing/influencing and information-giving,

- Y

in that order. it appeared that directing/influencing language was particularly

salient to clildrea in the play setting, while attention-getting language tended

to be ignored, or screened out.

Y

-~ Thus, children in this study were involved in information-giving and attention-

getting in both play groups and classroom lessons, albeit in quite different

ways in the two lettings. The directing/influencing language that they used

so fre uently in play settings was rarely used in classroom lessons. They
* Kruskal-Wallis and Friedman analysis of variafce were used with these data.
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a

attended to,information—giving language‘in both.play groups and lessons (e.g.,
pupil responseg). They atteﬁaed to the directives of peers in play settings,
but did not freq;ently report the diregtives of teachq%g in lessoné.s ‘ttention-
getting language arnd behavior (raise your hand) were not frequently attended
to 1n'eitner sett;ng. .

These findings indicate that pupils in.}Lis study were using.different
language production and reception skills in the two settingsl A further analysis

wvas made of factors that might be affeéting their patterns of attention
! ! - .

(language receptioni. !

!

, !
In lessons, the ratios of pupil attention to teacher quastions were not

significantly related to the type of question that was asked. However: ratios

of attention to pupil responses werg\significantly related to the type of
question being responded to (p<:.001). Pupils reﬁorted hearing responses. to
lover convergent ana higher dtvergqht questions most frequently. Responses to

rhetorical questions were repotte@lleast frequently.

There were clear individual differences in pupil patterns of attentipn

. ‘

to both teacher questions and gugi& responses. Fourth graders attended less
than sect *1 or third graders éo teacher questions (p< .05), and attended more
than second or third graders to pupil answers (p<f.02). High achievers in .
reading attended more to teacher questions than low achieverr (p<f.001).
Pupils hifu in peer status attended more to pupil responseé than pupils of middle
or low pee; status (p‘:.OS). There were no ethnic differences in attention

* to either teacher questons or pupil responses.

Theseafindings demonstrate that selective attention wds occurring in

ﬁoth the classroom and play setting. We, assume that children believed this
selective attention to be functional for some’purpose. We might surmise that

~ children 'attended cldsely to directing/influencing language in play settings in

{
order to defend themselves, or protect themselves from being controlled by

\;‘}1: playmates. And indeed, Wilkinson & Dollaghan (1979) have provided exemples

o




of hothkillful childrep: can be in use of indirect refusals to follow peer -

directives. - . C 4

But how might attention to the comments of other pupils be seen as func-
tional in the classroom? To answer this question we must consider how several
. C e N
other findings might be integrated with the findings on attention to other
L 4

pupils. The critical perceptions of classroom participants to be considered
here are: - . ' J

1. Teachers' questions were asked in order to give information ‘(to tell .
or teach), rather ‘than to-get information (agreed to by both teachers
N and pupils);

2. Pupil responses were given because the teacher asked a question
(agreed to by both teachers and pupils);

3. Pupil responses were more salient (attended to more often ahd/or .
deemed more important to report as being heard)’ than teacher questions
(agreed to by both teachers ‘and pupils); .-

4, Praise was given because the pupils' responses were right, or good
(agreed to by both teachers and pupils);

5. Praised responses were more salient than unpraised responses (data
ffom pupils only); and

6. Responses which occurred in "extended" question cycles (several re-
sponses to same question, or responses which are probed by teacher)
were more salient than those which occurred in "short" cycles (data
from pupils only). .

How might ell these perceptions be integrated? 'We suggest that‘the threads
misht be w&&«n together in pupils' minds (consciously or unconsciously) in the -
following way. Teacher questions serve to idenfify‘the things that one gggﬁg
to know. Pupils repond to these questions because that is‘the "natural" course
of events--3 question is asked, an answer is gives. The answers to questtons
inform other pupils, so that if one pupil knows what ought to be known, soon
al%/pupils may. know it. It is the pupil responses, theréfore, that ore must
attene to, in order to know what should be known. When a pupil response
is right it is praised, as indeed i{ should be, for not iny does this response

demonstrate that the one pupil knows what ought to be known, it informs all
‘ .

oiher pupils, corfectly. so that they now know as well (or so that they are

97
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confirmed in what’ they thought to'be correct). A pupil response which 1.
praised is probably a better (more accurate) presentation of information than

one which is not praised (although an unpraised comment may not really be wrong), *

so it is probably useful for other pupils to make a special not!'ofucomments

which draw teacher praise. A question cycle that is extended by the teacher

/’ .
(making it a conjunctive cycle, or embedding a new cycle within it) serves
to indicate to pupils that this is a partieularly important question, so that
pupils shouId‘give specia1 attention to the response(s) which it elicits.

This vision*of "the way it works" fits both pupil and teacher descriptions
-~

of the functions of questions responses, and praise, as well as pupil patterns

of attention-to c1assroom'1anguage. It seems possible, then that teachers’

and pupils in this study shared a common understanding of the function of the

<

solicit-response-react cycle as an integrated unit that contributes to learning

in.'classroomsL v |
To summarize, -the findings on salience of language events, when conbined

with the findings on participant perceptions oi the functions of questions,

responses, and praise, suggest that pupils and teachers interpre.ted classroom

questioning as follows: -

1. Teacher questions served to identify the things that one ought to
know; ' .

2. The ansaers tp questions served to inform other pupils;

3. Praise served to mark the pupil responses that were particularly
"good:;" and

4, Teacher extension of a question cycle served to indicate to pupils
that this was a particularly important question. .

Participation in Classroom Discourse

and Success in School.

»

If this view of classroom questioning is valid (i.e., really. operated
in the minds of these‘pupils and teachers) then it would follow that pupil
responses were perceived as critical to the learning of other pupils. Teachers

might operationalize this view.by calling on pupils who were more apt to give

J o 88 S
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responses that would help others learn, i.e., pupils who were more successful

\

in school. Pupils might operationalize this view by attending differentially

to the responses of pupils wﬁo would help them 'learn -- again, the pupils who

were more succéssful in school. We can test the validity of the view, to some

bl i

degree, therefore, by noting whether either or both of these béhaviors did

in fact occur.

Verbal participation in class discussions.* The pupil status variables
that contributed to frequency of verbél participation in class discussions
for pupils in this study are diagrammed in Figure 7. Enterin; reading acbie&e-
ment was the best predictor of academic success (final reading achievement),
but it is(interésting té-note that both entering reading and participation
in class discussio;s Eontributed significantly to the explained varianéé in

final reading achievement (p=.0001 and p=.0027, respectively). Neither entering

-

reading nor ‘status with teacher, two important measures of_"success" in sc¢hool,
éontributed signfficantly to the variance in participation in discussions by
iéself, but they did contribute jolntiy. This finding supports the proposed

"
view of classroom‘questioning, for teachers did appear to be calling on pupils
they considered to be.more successful. \

Note also that while peer status was an important measure of classroom

J'

social success, and was related to both entering reading achievement and status

]
with teacher (entering reading and status with teacher each contributed signifi-

“

cantly to the explained variance in peer status, with p=.0049 and .0004, fespec-
tively), it was not a direct ﬁeasure of academic success, and it was not .related
to participation in class discussipn. Ethnifity was also'related to entering
reading (pﬁ:.OS), but it was not in'itself a direct measyre of success in
school. It did not contribute to expldinéd variance in peer status, or status
;ith teacher, and it did not cont}ibute to the explained';ariﬁhce in partici-
pation’in class discussion. These fin&ings also tend to support che proposeé

v

view of classroom questioning, for teachers were not calling differentially
* Chi square and regression analysis were used with these data. =
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on pupils who were not clearly more successful academically.

A - . -
Boys, however, were called on (participated) significantly more ‘than

girls. But boys were no more successful than_gfrls on any‘of the concurrent
success measures (entéring reading, peer status, or status with teacher).

This finding does not necehsarily negate the proposed view. It does suggest,
however, that teachers used guidelines other than expected academic success

in choosing who to call on to p;rticipate in class discussions. Other studies
indicate that boys volunteer more than girls (Brophy & Good, 1974; Po;tér, 1974),

and that teachers ‘interact on the whole more with boys than with girls gMeyer

‘& Thompson, 1956;. Cherry, 1975).

’
)

For teachers in this study, then, the evidence indicafgg’that pupils who

were called on and who participated most frequently in class disgussions did
tend to be prpils who were more successful in school, and who might, therefore,
vbe more apt to give responses that would help‘othef pupils learn. It is CIéar,
however, that.;his was not thel?nly factor operating in teachers' aliocation
of "turns" to ta;k. Further, it is important to note that we collected no
data on wh; volunteered to talk,'though’it was & rather strictly fqllowed
"rule” in each of these classrooms that the teacher called on éupils who gid
have their hands raised. This procedure would put some additional constraints
on what pupils the teacher called on to participafé, and may accoumnt for the

lower participation of high-achieving girls vs. high-achieving boys (p< .01).

*
Salience of language sources. Attention to the comments of other pupils

did vary according to the classroom status of the speaker. Overall, ratios
of attention were higher for the comments of pupils who were high in entering
‘reading achievement, and lower for pupils low in entering reading (p<::01).

»

Ratios of attention were also highest for pupils who participated frequently
in class discussions (p<.01). Furthermore, thege patterns of attention varied
significantly for the subgroup of listeners who were high achieving readers

"(p<.001), and for the subgroup of liéteners who were frequent phrticipants

% Friedman analysis of variance by ranks was used with these data.
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< 01) but not for any other subgroups within those variables. Thus, pupils
in seneral appeared to be following strategies of attending more closely to
pupils who were more success£u1 (i. e.fdmight help them 1earn), .and pupils -
who were more successful exhibited these "strategies," or patterns of attention
more strougly than othér pupils,
Pupil stath variables that were not ‘directly related to academic success
(sex and pecr status) did not relate significant1y~to overall pupil variation ‘
in ratios of attention. That is, boys were notA;ttended to more than girls,
‘and high peer status pupils were ot attended to more than low peer status
pupils. ‘his.latter finding is particularly important, for if attention to *he
comhente of other pupils were a purely social pﬁenomenon, we would expect
- ’ﬁigh peer status pupils to'be atte;dej to more closely. /./-%T : ‘
Ethnicity was nnt:amdirect measure ef,success‘in school, and in general,
few crhnic differences were found in this study. However, ethnicity was related
to entering reading achievement, with Mexican-American pupils significantly .
lower than Anglos or other minorities in entering reading_(p<f.05). Overall,
~ ratios of attention were significantly higher for Anglo pupils, and lower
tor Mexican-American pupils (p< .01). There was no significant varfatien
in patterns ef attention for any ethnic subgroup of pupfigiw The oﬂly two
classrooms that showed significant variation in patterns of attention by entering
readiné achievement of the speaker were also the only th to show significant
variation by ethnicity of speaker. Therefore, it appeared that the overall

.

VaE}ation of ettentipn Sy ethnicity of speaker was at least partly a result

of the ethnic differences in entering reeding echievement. ..
Pupil status with teacher was an important measure of success in school.

Overall, ratios of atténtion to pupil comeents did not'vary significantly by

the speaker's status with the teacher. However, there were grade level dif- -

ferences in patterns of attention, such that fourth graders showed'significant




t

- variation in ratios of attention based on all three of the "guccess" variables.

Fourth graders géve more attention to the comments of high achievers (62f.01),
frequent participants (p (ﬁOl),iana pupils high in status wigh the tedcher
(p<'.001). Third graders showed no significant differences in ratios of at-
tention based on any of these variables.’ Neither third graders nor fourth”
gr;ders showed significant variation in ratios of attention based on ghe three

variables that were not direct measurts of academic success in school (ethnicity,

sex, and peer gxatus). .

When the data on ratios of attention for classrooms E and F, the two

'y

classes which differed significantly in final reading achievement, were
examined, there were significant patterns/of attention identified in each
classroom. It was not possible to say that one class displayed more "eff-ctive" -
stréteéies of attending to pupils frou whom they might learn, for each class
seemed t6 be usiﬁg some strategies that could bd effective, but neither class
showed significant variation on all three of the "success" variables. It

was the case, however, that pupils in.classroom F, the higher achieving class,

?
showed higher overall ratios of attention to the comments of other pupils

(mean ratio of attention was .224) than did pupils in"Classroom E (me;n ratio =
.170), and this difference was significant at the lgvel of p=.0188 (Mann-Wnitney U).
The reader may remember tﬁht these two classrooms also differed in patterns
of classroom interéiéfon, according to our sociolinguist., Teacher F used the
"most natural conversational language," and Teacher E was the "best example of
teacherese." This nggests that patterns of pupil attention were related
to patterns of classroom language use as well.
The data on pupil patterns of attention to the comments of oth.r pupils
in general support the view of classfsaﬁ‘quifioning preseated here. “Pupils
were attending differentially to other pupils' ents based on the speaker's
classroom status for-the status 'variables directly reMted to academic success,

LI

bhut not in most cases for the ‘status variables not directly related to academic

’
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success. Folrth graders displayed these attention strategies to-a marked

degree, but third graders -did not, suggesting that "learning how to learn"
from other pupils might be a developmental ﬁrocess. Pupils whe were more

successful academically displayed these strategies to a marked degree, but R
« ]
pupils who yere less successful did not, suggesting that those who had learned 7,

1

how to %)arn from other pupilé\did in faci learn mofe than those who had not. ‘
In two claﬁsro;ms which differed significantly in final reading achievement
(entering reading controlled for), pupils in the gigher achieving class showed
higher overall ra;ios of attention to the comments of other pupils, though

they did not display clear%x more.effective "strategies" of attending to aca-
demically successful pu?iig.

Summary. To summarize, the view of classroom questioning presented here,

which suggests- that teachers and pupils in this stude believed that pupil

responses to questions served to help other pupils learn, was rather strongly

supported by the data on participation in classroom discourse. Teachers in

this study appeared to operationalize this view by caliing on pupils who were 3}

more likely to give responses that might help other pupils_to learn, for the

‘\‘pnpils who participaied most frequently in class discussions tended tc be

the pupils who were most Successful academically. Pupils appeared to opera-

tionalize this view by attending differentially to the responses of pupils

who might help them learn, for the pupils wno were attended to most closely

were the pupils who were most successful academically,

.It is important to note also that the;pdbils who participated verballz‘

in class discussions most frequently were the pupils who scored highest in .

final reading achievement (entering reading controlled for). This suggests

that active participants may have learned most from classroom discussions.
Perhaps active participacion improves one's attention to the comments of others.

Next questions. Our data have not yet been analyzed td identify whether
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those pupils who were frequent partici>ants had higher overall ratios of

attention to the comments of other pupils than those who were less frequent

o

participants. Nbor have we detcimined whether pupils who most closely followed

the attention "strategies' which would appear to be most effective for learning

.

fromrgther pupiis‘were in fact the pupils who achieved méét. These are clearly

the peit questions to be answered in tracing relationships between participant

perceptions of classroom discourse and pupil success in school.. i

Teachers' Expectations
and Pupils' Communicative Behavior *

One important questio; remains to be addressed. Much has been written
about how teacher expectations may be affected by language differences in
pupils (Wight, 1971, 1975; Stubbs, 1976). For teachers in this study, expec-
tatio;s for pupil success in reading were significantly related to ratings
of| pupils on variqus communicative characteristics. Contingency coefficients
indicated that the sfropgest relationships were between predictious of success
in reading aﬁd ratings on use of sténdard English (.45), but relationships be-
tween'prediétions of success and listening attentively in class were almost
as high (.43). Ratings on pupil participation iﬁ class discussions were
next most closely related to predictions of success (.39), and ratings ;n
following the "no talking" rules in class were least closely related (.25). -
Thus, pupils' communicative behgvior did appear to affect teachers' expectations
for pupils. Furthermore, the gommﬁnicative behavior that would seem to have
the least direct &ffect on pupil learning,'but miggt be most closely associated
with "annoyance factors" for teachers, (i.e,, following the "no-talking" rufes)
7 was leasé closely related to teacher expectations for'pupil success.

" It was also the case that teach;rg' predictions of pupil success in reading
had some basis in prior pupil achi;§ement. Pupils who were low in entering

readiny achievement were not uniformly predicted to-have low success in reading,

but all pupils who were average or high in entering reading were predicted to
% Chi square and regression analysis were used for these data.
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be at least average in success in reading.

It.is wdfth noting that teacher expectations apd-ratings of pupils wer;
gignificantly related over';ime (September -through December).‘ Contingency
coeff;gients fdiithe ratings over time indicated that the most stable teacher
perception was the pred;ctiop of success in re;ding {.53). Perceptions of
communicative behévio;s‘were all less stable than this, with contingencikr
céefficients fPr following "no tglking" rules being the strongest (.46), and
listening a;tentively (.39) and part@cipatioﬁ in class discussions‘k.35)
being least strong. Stability of teacher perceptions of pupil use of standard
Englishmcoula not be tested, since ;ev;ral teachers declined to rate pupils
on th1§ characteristic in Seétember, saying the& did not yet know pupils well
enough to make this judgment. ’Tﬁis tendency for t;hcher perceptions of probable
pupil success to be more stable over t;me than their perceptions!;f communicative
behavior makes sense, since béhavior is presumably more amenable to change
than ability.

It is also worzz noting that teacher perceptions of these pupils were
rather heavily weighted on the positive side. For example, 94 pupils were
predicted to be successfui in reading, and only 30 to be unsuccessful. Similar
patterns occurred for each of the ratings on pupils' communicative behavior.
With such a prepondersnce of "highs" in each category, it was not surprising
that pupils rated high in one characteristic tended to be rated high on others
as well. In only one instance did a signific;nt relationship between ratings -
derive mainly from a tendency for teachers to rate pupils as low on each of
two characteristics, and that was the relationship of predicted success in
) reading to use of ;tandard Enélish. Thus it would appear that in general the
é!gnificant relationships among the fatings of ;hese teachers were associated

more with a "halo" effect than with self-fulfilling prophecies about pupilg

who were destined to fail in school. It is clear, however, that, as the
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literature suggests kWight; 1971; 1975; Stubbs, 1976) dialegtical differences
were related to tescher ;ttﬁtudes gbout pupils in ways that might possibly
affect pupil” performance.

» To examine.this possibility more carefully, teacher expectations for pupils
and teachgt ratings of pupils' communicative behavior were coﬁbined to form
a composite sEqre,'whiéh we have called "pupil status with teacher.” Regression
analyses showed that entering reaéing achievement and peer status of pupils -
each‘contributed significantly to the explained variance in pupil status with
feaeher (p-.0008.hnd .0240; respectively), but ethnicity and sex did not.
Thus, pupils' social competence as Qell as their acgdemic competence appeared
to be a fa:tor in teacher judgments. Furthermore, stereotypes about the
inabilitiec of minority group children in general did not seem to be reflected
in the judgments these teachers made aﬁout pupils. Thgt is, the sgecific
factor of dialectical difference made a difference in t;achers' perceptions
of pupils. The general factor of minority group membership di& not.

The role that teacter judgments of pupils (i.e., pupil status with tegcher)

played in'pupil participation in class 1iscussions' has already beep discusse@.
We reiterate it briefly here. Pupil status with teacher did not contribute

directly to explained variance in either participation in class discussions

or final achievement in reading. It contributed jointly with enté%ing reading
achievement to explained variance in participation in class discussiOns, and

thus indirectly to final achievement in reading.

' We also reported previously that ethnicity did not contribute significantly
to e*plained variance in pupil parg}cipation in discussion. We add here the ob-
servation that teacher rati;gs of pupils on dialectical differences (using
standard English) were least tirongly related of all the commynicative behaviors
to their ratings of pupil participation in class discussion (contingency

coefficient = .24)., Thus, opportunity to participate was not limited by minority

group membership, and teachers did not believe that children who were dialeqtically
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differenttparticipated significantly less in ¢lass discussions.

To summarize, while teacher expectations for pupils were clearly renggg

to pupils' communicative béhavior, they were also clearly related to prior

acadenmic achievemént, which was the best siggle'predictor of "final" academic -

achievement. Further, while teacher judgments about pupils were clearly

related to final success in reading, they were also clearly not the major con-

tributing factor. ’In fact, they operated rather .indirectly, contriﬁuting to

variance in pupil participation in class discussions in combination with: o .

entering reading achievement, and only thereby contributing to variance in ;

final reading achievement. . -

.

" The Non-Significance S ‘)
of Family .Language Factors’

We cannot conclude this report on the various findings of this study without
some comments on the apparent non-significance of family language factors
for pupils in this study.’
The oﬁly family language var;able examined in detail in this study was
. etﬁ;ic background. For pupils in this study there were no statistically sig-
nificant differences be;ween Anglos, Mexican-Americans, and Blacks and other
minorities in relation to any of the follow:;g variables: .—"

1) perqgptions of the rules of discourse in school, home, or play settings;

2) perceptions of the units and salient features of discourse in schooi,
‘ home, or play settings;
§ <

3) perceptions of the functions of questions and responses in school
and home setfings; ¢

4) salience of teacher questions and pupil responses (as apparent in
reports of what was heard being said in lessons); .

5) frequency of participation in class discussions;
6) status with peers; and

7) status with teacher. *

There were significant ethnic differences in entering reading achieve~

‘
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-

ment, with Mexican-American pupils displaying lower achievement than either
Anglos or Blacks and other minority group children. However, when entering
reading achiévémeht was controlled for by use of regressfon analysis, Mexican-

American :hildren ware uut significantly different from others in final read-
N

ing achievement (thouéh Fhis closely approached significance, with p<:.055).
L ' These findings do not necessarily contradict the assumptions on which
this study waé b;sed, (i.e., that the c1lturally different pupi! will probably
Jperéeive classroom communication from a different pcrspective than the teacher

P

. L)
aid other pupils; that the teacher may have negative (titudes about the cul-

.
.

turally different pupil's participation in classvoom ‘discourse; and that
(bogh ?f these factors may combine to lead to poor school achievement for
the'cultﬁrally different éhild). In fact, in a rather unexpected way, these
findings may support these assumptions.
What appears to be the case for our particular pupil populatiop is that
ethnic differences were not compounded by differences in socioeconomic status,
family stability, parent interest in school achievement, nor evin, ;or most

puﬁils, by differences in mastery of English. Thus, these Mexican-American

children were not socially, eculturally, or linguistically gﬁfferent enough from

the other children in their school to perceive or participate in classroom

¢

discourse in markedly different ways, or to be perceived by their teachers |

¢

as markedly different. Their evident deficit in entayyng reading achieve~-

.

ment was not reinforced by concomitant deficits in éfé?hs with peers or status

with teacher, and they did not fall sigrificantly further behind in reading

-

as the school year progressed.

HWhat thgse findings demonstrat. 1s tha. ethnic (cultural) differénce,
in-and oé itself, qoes not (need not) lead automatically to school failure.
What they sﬁggest'is that we need tJ/;;;E}ne in much greater detail Yhe inter-

action of cultural differences with socioeconomic and other differences in

family backsround, as these relate to school achievement deficits. For now,

’
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it is import .. . note that these findings regarding the non-significance of
family language actors (ethnic background) are undoubtedly.related to some of

the unique (and, we feel, positive) characteristics of our particula. schoel

‘population. We would not expect to see these findings replicated in f- .
ferent settings (e.g., a bilingual class, or with pupils whose parents 4qre mi- ' N
grant workers). ‘ ,

.

The Possible éignfficance
of Peer Group Language Factors: ] .
A Question for Further Study * )

¥Margaret LayzDopyera conducted an analysis of 1anguage~in children's play

éroupS. Though based on a sample o. only six play groups, the data point to
o the possible significance of peer group language factors in. pupils' success
in, school. The most frequently occurring language events in thg‘play settings
+we observed were Information-Giving, Attention-Getting) and'Dirécting/lnfluencing.
-
This corroborated children's reports pointing to attention-g@tting aad directing/

inflyencing as important language functions in play settings.

How different were these patterns from the patterns of classroom discourse?

In these classrooms as'in most, the predominant pattenn was:\ teacher asks a

question (Information-Seeking); children raise their hands (Attenticn-Getting); 1
a

a child answcys the Jqugstiorn (Infurmation-Giving); and the teacher may or may

not react (possibly Approving). Frequently the teacher's opening move in this

question cycie involved several speech acts that were appropriately called

managing (Directing). Clearly, attention-g~tting, information-giving, and

e

directing/influencing were important language functions in both classroom and

play settings. Iut.this is not to say that they operated similarly in both

L
settings. -

Attention-getting was primarily nonverbal in classrooms. '"Raise your

hand" was the most univezpally understood rule of classroom discourse. Attention-
getting in these play groups was very verbal. The most frequently used wvords

and pnrases were: ''Lookit;" '"Hey, you guys;" "Kevin (or callieg another

A Regression-Znalysis and analysis of variance were used with these data.
[ 4
” * ‘
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" child by name):" and "See what I'm making." These devices certainly did nat |

~ ’ - . o61

guarantee the desired attention of playmates, and when attentiqn was éained,
* [ ]

it was fleeting. No one monitored the bids and distributed the attention

among participants, as an effective teacher might. Each child dispensed his/
. »
her own attention to others, rarely in any equal farhion. The differences

in attentlon-getting in the two settings are ‘clear.

Information-giving by pupils was largely reactive in classroom"discourse,

i.e., it usually occurred in response to a teacher's question. One of the
consequences of this was that pupil responses were rarely given in what teachers’
call "complete sentences.” The information-giving in these play-groups was

rarely in rd&spons¢ to questions, for few qustions were asked. Rather, childyéé.

<

volunteered information that they wanted to share with others. "It is interesting
to note that most of these utterances were ''complete sentences," (and were i .

reported back as such by children who observed the videotape). For exam .
I'm gonna make a bridge. :

. I'm finished. J
I'm building a trap for Bugs Bunny.
I'm going to make a colored snake. -
‘This -is the Lincoln log 'ride. .
This is how the log ride goes. D
It's my birthday tomorrow.
"Jade" starts with a J.
My mother's name isn't Karen.
These pipe cleaners are: good for making bracelets.
It looks like a tower. _ ) : ‘
It's so high I can't reach the top.

B

In addition, much of the information shared was in the form of "participang
informatives,”" i.e., the speaker included him/herself in the statement. This

was in contrast to discourse in ;hese children's classrooms, where "non;participant
inférmatives,"m(talking about objects, events, or concepts without personal
reference) predominated. Cléarly, information-giving was also very ddffereﬁt

in the two settiﬁgs.

Directing/influencing was 3lmost exclusively the teacher's prerogative in .

classroom discourse, but in the play setting éveryone got into the act.



.

Children typicglly get a good deal of practice in this language function while
interacting with peérs,‘ané‘as Wilkinson &/Dollaghan (1979) note they are adept
not only at "softening"'the forms of their directives, the: can also be skillful
at indigect refusals to follow peer directives., ‘OpportunityAfor pupils to
use this éommunicative skill is not often present in teacher-directed leéﬁbné.
In sum, it would appear that while the types of language events éhat pre-
dominated in ghese-play s?ftings were also frequent events in the classroom
'discourse the chiidggn experienced, the carrying out of the ass;ciated language
functions waé very different in the two settings. .Tge communication skills
which children might develop in the pi;y i?ttiné were rarely exercised in the
classroom lessor. ‘ ) .

- This finding is not very surprising. However, many prior studies that

have compared children's language in these two settings have focused on minority

culture groups, suggesting that the differences found resulted from differences A
between minprity and dominant cultures. and contributed singularly vo the . .

academic difficulties of minority grorp.children ?e.g., Fhilips, 1972: Boggs,
1972; Dumont, 1972). These data suggest that a more pervasive difference

exists, theﬁfﬁffefence between the subculture of childhood a~i the dominant
culture of adulthood. Most importantly for educators, ﬁ:rhaps, is the fact

that the communicative cohpepencies which these children appeared to be practicing

and developing in play éroups were rarely built on or utilized in the class- '

room setting

s
+

. The fact that there were important simi;a:itieg in these chilareﬁ's patterns
of lg guage reception (or processing of sociolinguistic information) in class-
room and playv se;tings was the most interesting f{nding from our own point of
view. These children had learned certain skills of screening out language
events which predominated in frequency of occurrence but were apparently per-

o,

ceived as less important for nurposes of effective functioning in the setting

(e.g., teacher questions in lessons, and attention-getting of playmates !n
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play settings). At the same time they had developed skill in attending to
language events which occurred less frequently, but were apparently perceived
as quite important for effective finctioning in the setting (e.g., pupil

fesponses to questions in lessons, and.directing/influenéing.attempts of play-

- )

mates in play settings).
/

Peer status and sekX were related to patterns of pfbcessing information
k]

- N

in both lesson and play settings. Participants of higher peer stath reported

. Yo
back more total information (language and social context) in both 'settings

(p< .02 in 1essons;ip<;.01 in play groups). Girls appeared to be more alert

than boys to “he source of language in both settings, reporting back more comments
of other-gfrls than of boys in lessons (p<.0l) and citing more playmates as

gsources of language in play settings (p<¢05).

These findings suggest to us that while the language production skills

/ - .
which children practiced in play settings were not frequently used in %lass-

¢ -

‘room lessons, the language reception skills which they practiced were being

used. <Jeatainly, children are called on to be receivers of language.in classroom

’

lessons more frequently tﬁan they are called on to be producers of language.
The question is, were these reception skills,préductive or effective in class-

room lesscne. The answer would seem to be i= the negative, at least with regard

to final reading achievement.

Findings indicated that pupils successful in the peer group (high

in peer status) tended to "screen out" teacher questions, but academically
successful pupils (entering reading achievement) did not (p{ .001).

Higher "information load," which was characteristic of information

processing in both play and lesson settings for children who achieved social
success in the peer group, did not contribute significantly to final reading
achievement, when entering r ading was controlled for, Girls' alertness to

i::;,age sources in both settings was apparently not an academically effective

rategy either, for girls were s:gnificantly lower than boys in final- reading
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‘.chiov.llnp, vheq_enéeripg reading was controlled for (p< .02).
The'daéaifron this st;dy thus suggest that while children Qppearqg to se
g ‘ applying language reception strategies which they practiced in play gro;ps to
the classroonm léss;n setting, these strategies were probably not information
proceséing strategies which led tcre}fective learning in the classroom setting.'
In fact, meceétio; strategies w@ich were effective in peer group settings '
-#ight even have been counterproducti®e in lessons. The possibil?ty of detrimental
effects of peer 1nter;cgion onithe language development of young children has
" been raises by other studies (Batés, 1975; Nelson, 1973). Clearly, this is
a ter which deserves further study.
He‘have one final observation.’ All Qf our findings seem to lend strengtﬁ
. to Stubbs' (1976) statement that thé peer group is "tﬁe most powerf;l linguistic

influence on children.” There has been much interest in recent years in com-
y

baring home and school settings in order to identify "discontinuities"” which
may exist, and may ccatribute to children's difficulties in learning .to read.
In fact, several of the.eight sociolinguistic studies funded by NIE, of which

this is one, }ere designed to .address that question. The findings presented

.

. .
here suggest that we should not limit our attention to, or even, perhaps,

concentrate our attention on, adult-child interactions in the out-of-school

setting. Interactions among children in play groups can provide us with val-

uable information about how communication skills learned in informal settings
~
may affect communicative competence in the classroom. 1In particular, we need
/

to learn much more about how languége reception operates in these two settings.

¢ isch research could make it possible for us eventually to help téachers to

bui 1d classroom discussion processes on children's communicative competencies.

CONCLUSION‘

In conclusion, we return to our original paradigm to examine the overall

pattern of relatjonships among the variables considered in this study. Figure

I 7R




8 presents this paradigm. The single lines indicate relationships that were

- 4 .

examined in this study. The double lines indicate relationships that were gpund

to be significant. The "laddered" lines indicate that discontinuities as

well as similarities existed between pupil perceptions of discourse at home
! R

~ - -

and play, and pupil perceptions of classroom discourse. While pupil perceptions
of discourse at home and play did not relate directly to pupil success in
school, they appeared .o relate indirectly, through these discontinuities:~
Family language factors (ethnic background) were only minimally related to
any discourse variable, for ethnic diffgrences on.y shaved up with regara to
status differentials expressed in forms of address used to "get someone to -
do something"” in home and school settings, and no tests of significance were
run on these descriptive ratios. There were significant differences in pupils'
patterns‘of attention to comments of other pupils (2 "participation in classroom
discourse" variable) which appeared to be tied to differencés in entering readiéé
achievement,

Taken together, the findings presented here suggest that we would be well
ainsed to search for indirect relationships between home-school discontinuities

in the rules of discourse and pupil success in school. From the data presented

here, the chain of relationships to be investigated would appear to be:

Classroom
Language
Processes

ome-School [Pupil Perceptions ] Pupil Final --
iscontinuities | a| of Functions of : Participatioq Reading
in Rules of Classroom Questioning in'Classroom Achievemen

Discourse Discourse | }
L N l P
Pupil Status .

in the
Classroom

The findings on play group interaction also suggest that further r.search
could focus productively on indirect relationships between play-school discon- -

tinuities in children's participalion in discourse, and children's’ success

)
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in school. Here, the chain of relationships-to be investigated would appear

. to be: S

’ Classroom ~
Language .
Processes
, r~
Play~-School J Pupil Perceptions of Final
Discontinuitie the Salience of Reading
in "Effective" Language Events lAchievement
Reception and Language Sources
Strategies in Classroom Discourse o
7

{?upil Status
- ' in Classroom

It is important to note that the -relationships among variables that have
been identified in this study are not generalizable, since they are based
" only on data from 164 pupils and six *eachers in six classrooms in a single
elementary school. However, the purpose of any in-depth, small éﬁmple, descrip-
tive study is primarily to generate concepts and hypothes:f for further investi-
gation. We submit that this purpose has been achieved in this study, and that
important questions for future research on teaching have been identified.

We earnestly hope that they can and will be p.rsued.

-
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. A POSTSCRIPT:
COMMENYS ON THE "TRIANGULATION'" METHOD

The principle method of analysis used in thig study derived from Stubbs'

\ . . -
(1976) comments about the necessity of usiné interpre .ations of participants
in the social setting,>as well as outside observers, in arriving at any accurate
understanding of the sociai meaning of languagé. Adelman and Walker (1975) coined
the term "triangulatioﬁ" to refer to this integration of several perspectives.

~We have, perhaps, carried the method of "triangulation" to extremes in this
study, but we have found it to be an extremely fruitful procedure.

Figure 9 illustrates the various ways in which triangg}?tion of perceptions
has been used in the analysis of data for this study. We began with the first
."triangle," integrating alternative perceptions of classroom discourse to get
a more complete picture of tLe sociak”éegning of language in lessons. As each
successive "triangl-" was added. our pictufe grew and developed. bradually,
we "circled in" on  he problem.

. Clearly, there is much more research to be done before we can begin to
beli;ve that we have most of the pieces of the puzzle in place. The method
of triangulation is a valuable tool, and can contribute a great deal in the

continued search. It deserves particular attention, which is why we highlight

it here. The method is described in more detail in the technical reports.

3 : \ - :
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. All of the findings summarized hére Qre reported in considerably more detail
in the‘five-part‘final report, and in a supplementary paper on pupil attention
patterns (Morine-Dershimer, Galluzzo & Tully, 1981). Copiég of these reports
are available from the Divisior for the Study of Teaching at Syracuse University
for a nominal fee. The reports are listed below.

Tenenberg, M., Morine-Dershimer, G. & Shuy, R What did anybody say? (Salient:
features of classroom discourse). Part I of Final Report of Participant ¢
Perspectives of Classroom Discourse Study. Hayward, California: California
State University at Hayward, 1980. 95 pp.

Morine-Dershimer, G}, Tenenberg, M. & Shuy, R. Why Do You Ask? (Interpretations
of the question cycle). Part II of Final Report of Participant Perspectives
of Classroom Discourse Study. Hayward, California: California State

¢ University at Hayward, 1980. 119 pp.

1
Morine-Dershimer, G., Galluzzo, G. & Fagal, F. Rules of discourse, classroom
status, pupil participation, and achievement in reading: A chaining of
; relationships. Part II1 of Final Report of Participant Perspectives of
; Classroom Discourse Study. Hayward, California: California State University
at Hayward, 1980. 117 pp. ’ .
Morine-Dershimer, G., Ramirez, A., Shuy, R. & Galluzzo. G. How do we knoy?
(Alternative descriptions of classroom discourse). Part IV of rinal Report
of Participant Perspectives of Classroom Discourse Study. nhayward, California: °
California State University at Hayward, 1980. 102 pp. )

Morine-Dershimer, G., Lay-Dopyera, M. & Graham, P. L. Attending to the discourse
of classmates in play settings. Part V of Final Report of Participant
Perspectives of Classroom Discourse Study. Hayward$ California: California
State University at Hayward, 1981. 27 pp.

Morine-Dershimer, G., Galluzzo, G. & Tully, H. Who hears wshom: Class~~nm
status variables and pupil attention to the comments of other pupils.
Paper presented at meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Los Angeles, 1981. 33 pp.
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