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Y Introduction

There is a great,deal that we, do not know about 1iteraéy.: In
. . »

_anthropolegy, debates are waged about the effects of the advent of

4
writing on the intellectual traditions and history of a society

. (Goody & Watt, 1977 Goody, 1977) In psychology, much’ inquiry
concern§ the intellectual consequences of literacy in the life of
. the individual (Scribnér & Cole, 1981). Social critics and edu-

. ’ - . -
. cators strugkle with questions of the approprlate environments,

- . N

technlques, and goals for literacy instruction. , For some, literay

is oeerationally defined as an array of technical skills requisite

for performence in many océupations.n For others, literacy is the
4N .

key_to.other worlds—-both within and -outside oneself (Bettelheim,

~

1967).. For still others, literacy is'a crucial form of “cultural

capital" (Bourdieu, 1977) without-which critique of the'conditions

.

of one's life is difficult and the means td change those conditions

- L]
.

out of reach (Friere 1970; éiroux, 1979).

However we think of the effects of li:eracy on the indlvidual
and the‘community, there appears to be consensus that.writiﬁg is a
cultural :ool (Vygotsky, 1978) making possible a variety of expres-

sive activities. In our society, schools gre vested with great re-
.,. . : <
sponsibility for teaching people to wield that”cultural tool. There
. V. L]
"is ‘much contemporary concern about the, effectiveness-witﬁ which schools

"impart literacy skills to students. Beyond these observations, however,
consensus and good information end. Apart from the manifest curricula
for reading and language arts, little is known about writing in either

.

the school or non-school lives of childrén (Hymes, i979), and the

; - . .
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classroom is ndt well-docymented as an environment for literacy~ The
’ \

. . - 4 * .
researcl on which this paper reports was undertaken to learp more

-

. [ 4 N .
* about writing in the school life of children. ™ °

Y
. Y.
>

Background of the Research Proﬁlem -

) o,

Scholars of language and cultufe have expressed concern about

"the adequacy’ of the .classroom as ‘an. environment 'for Jearning té

.

write. Cook-Gumperz & Gumperz (1978), for example, argue that

’

schools in our- society too narrowly define both lhe‘uses of written
. . . 3

literacy and the skills necessary to accomplish them. Shuy (1981)

<

’

' ‘echoes this concern. _He points out that while childrch have mastered .

« -

a broad range -of oral language functions by the time th?t they ente%

t
\

. school, most have had limited experiencé in writing. ' .

School, it is argued, is a public and institutional place. As

/
¥ such it is typified byig forral language register (Cazden, 1979).and -

\ . L d
by ekpféssivg activities in the European essayist tfadipion (Scollon

& Scollon, 1981). School writing has been criticized as being

3

largely-teachef-génerateé, monologic, and ﬁgn-fgpctional in-khe
,,ouc-o,f-_scho'ol lives of ‘ctildren (Shuy, 1981; Florio,\'1979).. Such
a learning enﬁironmeét limits thildren's opportunitias to‘acquiré
and practice.a broad and rich sociolinguistic repertoire jHYpes, .
. 1974). For writing in ?articularylwhich'is generzlly acquired at
° schogl rather than in the home, the consequences of this ;é?rbwpess
are ;eberéil .First; ch}ldren may never practice parts of the‘wrip-\
“ten exprg§sive universe that‘are se}f—generrtéﬂ;—fraﬁéattional gn@

useful in the course of life outside school. . Second, garticularly

for children whose own,cuiture does nog “define writing o narrowly,

s \

.

«
. .
.
‘
.o - .
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‘children may experience failure-as they attempt to make sense of

literacy activities at school in their own terms (Scollon & Scollon,

1981; Au.& Mason, l981): Third,.students may fail to acquire valuas

a

about literacy and its manifold personal and social possibilities
{Friere, 1970). If such is the case, children.s.competence in

writing mav never be fully realized, not desgite their formal edu:

LS o ~ /

cation] but, as a consequence of its limitatioms.

- . .

These are disturbing and powerful hypotheses about the class-

room as a learning environment for‘writing. Our way to'pursue them

\ ® .
is to enter the classroom and examine it as a social context for

2

writing-and its . instruction.

. The Studz

The two«year study on which this paper reports was conceived

in curiosity about the classroom as an environment for literacy

Thus it began, not with an exclusive fccus on the reading or . °

language arts curriculum and instruction extant there, but by

- 3 e
observing broadly the everyday life of the classroom. By means

of extensive partidipant observ!tion-and'broad.interchange with
teacher and students, the researcggrs&hoped to discover and describe

the way that classroom participants make sense of theix literate

world. ) ) vt : . ‘

; o .-
. Two assumptians guiding the study were that writing is an ex-

[
. .

. Rressive option that is, like speech, acquired in use,‘and that,

1 .
in our society, the classroom is a key site in which the young are
L 4

.exposed to literacy. For these reasons it was decided -to examine
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WV . .
not only the social context for written .literacy that the. classroom
provides, but the perspectives of teachers‘and7children on what

) ;)f ’ ) : j
writinL_is for and what it means to be literate. Thus the theorat-
. e Lo T .
ical underpinnings and design of the research were interdisciplinary.
 ame e e e - — "

In"an effort fo document the classroom as an environment fg;_written

M

literacy, pe;specfives and methods of éthnography, socioljinguistics,

and cognitive psychology were combined and augmented with insights

of the experienced teachers who participated in the research.

- © . .

[ - . J
In the face of our relative ignorance about the classroom as . ¢

. - - °
an environment for written literacy, it,was decided to adopt a

phénohenological starice in the research. In phenomenology, .our aim

-

is to encounter the object of.our curfosity in a state of wonder

(Schutz,‘l9263. “We endeavor to put aside our pfesupposition§ about

M . ¢
what the reality of the situation might be and ‘o discover its
reality anew b§ immersion within it: In so doing,‘our aim 'is not ‘e

- \a
.

te explain, but to ‘describe (Wittgenstein, 1253/683. Y

In developing the descriptive model of the classroom under B {

[]
.

study, analytic categofies wére arrived_at inductively. ‘The re-

searchers and informants sifted the ndturalistic data for patterns
‘ . 4 - 1

.

of meaningful écitivity in writingl In addition, howzver, insights

- - < W

T : . \
from previous research on writing and teaching and the expetriences -

of partd.cipating teachers provided.useful conceptual levers to

¢ . 4

interpret the data (Schatzman & Strauss, 1973). Of focal importance v

was the groundihg of «inferences about written literacy in the every- -

day activities of teacher and students. Such inferences were tested

¢ . A} A4 -

b§ repeated ?bservations.' Competing axplanations were soughbt and .

evidence from‘ﬁultiple‘data points was coapafed (Gorcden, 1975). The

. PR

.6
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"interdisciplinary and collaborative nature of the study enabled
~ AT .
" these activities. Eventually a descriptive model of'writing in

c . the'classroom'was derived. The model portrays-the functions of

4

writing in the classroom, the:forms at.. .adant to those functions,

3

and the values implicit in those functions about writing adﬁ its =
puyposes. - . ' : _ ' L s
f . T 7

‘ The classroom in question_in this report.is cal¥ed.Room 12.

It was studied both as a small community in its own right and as

\ ea social group within the wider communities of school and neighbqg-
hood (Florlo, 1979) The teacher, Ms. Donovan* was a key informant

- >

in the study sivce it was she who plannéd most classroom actirites

- ~ -

ahd prepared the learning environment for $tudents (Clark & Yinger,
1980). bata collected in the study reflected the interdisciplinary

nature of the research and were intended to yield a broad and rich
. / . . . N

. documentation of writing in Poom 12. Data collegted included. the
following: . . ’

*

-—field notes of‘year—long'participant observation,
--videotapes of sclected classroom activities,

--weekly journals kept by the teacher reflecting her
S . thoughts on teaching in general -and on writing in’ -
\ , particular,' . .

-—interviews with the teacher about the content§ of
videotapes and journal entries,
~--student writings coX¥lected naturalistically,:ahd
!

" -—conversations with students about their writing.

- Y

N T Y
.Thls paper offers only a partial report of the findings of the

.

study. It presents the descriptivz model of the functions of writing'

’
o -

L ) . ' ]

. *Pseudonyms are used throughout tflis report.

' . . -

J o 7 ol
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. in Room 12 that was derived by analysis of the many types of de~

scriptive data collected.. Prelude to\the presentation of the-model
.is a brief description of the school and community in which Room 12
is located. Following the discussion of the functions of writing
in Room 12 are some thoughts on the nature of the writing curri-~

¢ulum and on this classroom as .an 3nvironment for literacy

El

This report focuses on a second/third grade located in Room 12

- 0

°+ of the Conley Elementary $thool,. The school is in the East Eden -
$chool District~-a district serving approximately 4,600 stuaentst .-

The small city of East Eden is the home of a large langd grant uni-~

.
. 4

versity and abuts the capitol of a mid—western state. %ts popula~

/’" . \
tion is a diggrse one with famiiies of many ethnic and racial back~

~

" grounds and a variety of occupations ranging frém sta;e government
° . R -
N .
employment and university teaching to farming and automotive work..

’ ! . e .
The East Eden School District has been revising its K-1Z curriculum

/ »

for writing over the past few years.z/xhus, teacheqs have been re-
minded of the priority curreﬁtly-being placed’on writing and _.its

: . ? BERY o
instrucrion. ' . . -

’
'?

Rogm 12 is the only room of its kind in the Conley School

-

Its special nature has impl cations for the uses of writing that
a . . .

were observed there. In order to locate writing meaningfully within -

~
A . ~.

the social context of the classroom, it is important briefly to consider

’ -

Room 12 and’ Conley Schbol as iearning environments

Occupying an entire wing of the Conley School buildifig, Room

A,

17 houses four teachers and four cross-age homgrooms~—two at the

second/third grade lével and two at the fourth/fifth. The room ha. -
/ ' : T ~ .

«

. g 8 ) ’
- f
. . o
. .
»




ovable walls and a large common‘area. The four homerooms are in

'alcoves of the'}oom ‘and can he isolated from one another or merged
5

(see’ Figure 1), Mixed age interaction,findependent and small group
. . \\ M . . .

-

learning in'cent rs, and a flexible team approach to planning and

‘n . {
teaching are impoft////’pects of life in Room 12.

,«Conley School is:not-an unlikely nlace for such an alternative -

leaming envirgnment. It is knowr in the community of East Eden as
TR

-;\lively and active place particularly:e%fective in instructing

-

children from diverse backgrounds. 'Conleyk§chool receives'Title 1
aid and, although many children atte\ding the school come f£rom middle

class households, ‘many of its students are poor. While the parents
’ o . - .
of some children are employed by the nearby state university, others
. ti - i . . .
work in local agriculture or the autogindustry. Unemployment in. the

A 4

‘Conley neighboshood "is increasing, and” many families 1ive in _govern~
, g

ment subsidized housing. As 'in the rest of East Eden, a large .number
of Conley children from all economic backgrounds liye in single-parent

households.: . .
Established as an alternative learning environment in 1976, -

3 Room 12 has not been uncontrovérsxal - Some teachers consider it a

professional challenge to work there, while other shun the roo% s
L. .

apparent disorder and lack of privacy. Some parents prefer less

-~

Y

. ¢ . : ‘ .
open environments for the children, while others consider assign-

'ment of their children to the room as a special opportunity. Chil-

’

dren from all backgrounds’are represented among Room 12's membership.

L)

Room 12 has changed over the years in the direction of less

open space, mixed age activity. " The fourth/ fifth grade homerooms

>

[
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Figure 1. Map of Ms. Donovan's. comer of .

room twelve (Field Notes,*9/5/79).
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t -
« tend-to remain in t*< west side of the room for most of the day

] g
whil phg\fecong/third grade homerooms tend to occupy the,kast.

- H¢wever, many of the vestiges of the cpen education movement that
<

) Egriginally inspired Room 12 remain. Students have mgny oppbrtunii

b

. -ties to choose 'the tindng and format of their academic and social

" !

~ * activities. They work in a variety of instructional arrange-

ments including teacheé—led large groups, small student- groups, ¢

nixed-age tutofials,'and'independent learning centers.
. Room 12's openness, theé nearly one hundred mixed-age students °
who occupy it,:its ﬁbecial status in the building and community,
$ . N \ .

Y )

- . and its ethos of student 'clicice in learning.givé rése to the fol-

lowing four broa%\functibns of writing in Ms. Donovan's class that .
. P B ) ' -

were identiffed in the course of the researchs: - °

1. wriéing_gg_part%cibate in community, \
2. writing to know:onesglf and others,
e

3. writing to occupy free time, and
. /l.‘i .

4. writing to defionstrate academi® competence.

.
4 .

. ‘The Eun%%ions'of Writing in Room 12

-

ey

‘This study?was inspitufed with an interest in the social situa-
. . » . .

tions in which studgdts' written products arise and ir which their,

*

“beliefs and values about writifig are shaped. Toward these ends,

€

guiding questions raised in the process of collecting and analyzing

. : Ay .
data included the following: What opportunities for writing do
K .
students find i the classroom? How is writing used by students
] . Y .
to méet those ggportunities? How do teachers and students differ-
- * - ,

[ . .
entiate among the functions of writing and the forms appropriate
R 4 . L]

.

to them?"Whaq~contextual’forces are operant in this process?

T e . .
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. To’ address questions of this nature, one.needs to approach -

A

. writing holisticallyijy{ as a seryes of discrete skills to be

LY - ! 4

mastered, but as a cultural .tool i ude. Viewed in this light,

4 writing functions are the focus of inquiry. This focus on function

4

stands in sharp contrast to other ways of studying language that

have typically ’emphasized the study of lapguage forms. To study

writing in this way, one takes an ethnographic stance that, in:
Basso's (1977) words,

. focuses upon'wrifing as a form of communicative
. activity and takes as a major objective the analysis .
.o +  ‘of the structure and fun'ction of this activity (p. 426).
Table I summarizes the four broad purposes éo which writing )
%

.. . 1
* ' was put by Ms. Donovdh and her students .n their corner of Room 12.

- -

Life in that alcove was varied. There were scheduled.and impromptu

lessons, group and individual activities, teacher-planned and stu-
. o«

/ . dent choice times. Written communication in Ms. Donovan's class
. - L]

. reflects this sacial and academic dibersity. ’Each of the four °

“
’ 8 '

» functions of written literacy .documented in this é&ass arises out
J

: of particular intellectual and social needs éﬁd opportunities pre-
sented by the school and classroéﬁ:

-

Table l'presgg;s/éé a formal matrix what was, in reality, a
—~T e A

. - .
. series of .dynamic, interactive occasions for writing. The matrix
—~ Y -9
“ il . M L .
- was derived from analysis of the various descriptive data collected

in Room 12 during the 1979-80 academic year. It was developed with

Ms. Donovan's collaboration as the 'year progressed and was tested

and elaborated with 'data from subsequent observations during the _ -
] -

*

year. - J ' ‘ “
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] .o N * The Functions of Writing in Room Twelve :
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' . [ . - 0 <
’ ‘ * ’ ‘ J y : PR Y
FUNCTION SAMPLE o DISTINCTIVE FEATURES _ -
TYPE AcTIvITY ? WRITER/ ‘ ‘ ) .
- . |ANITIATOR CQHPOSER SPEAKER AUDIENCE FORMAT . FATE EVALUATION
~ - 2
’ ;:l'YPE 1: classroom | teacher | t Jcher 3 teacher student | by teacher and |posted;, T no -
F'WRITING TO rule- s:}qgnts students: referred to when
1 PARTICIPATE setting 1\ , drafted on rules are broken
-IN COMMUNITY ! chalkboard; é
! . printed in .
. 'y . colored marker p
- on large white ’ 1.
T N paper v oq -
‘ETYPE 11: diarfes teacher student student student | by teach:u_': locked in no
WRITING TO . written or teachet's file ‘
- KNOW ONESELF B printed on cabinet or kept
| *AND OTHERS Y lined paper in |in student degk;
. student-made occasionally
12, - _booklets shared with &
e ) teacher, other .-
. students, or
. . family
¢ . 'l .
letters student student student other by student: kept; may be no
dnd cards (parents, | printed or given ap gift
' friends, | drawn on‘lined |to parents gr
family) or construction] friend
paper .
i;lePE 1v: science teacher | publisher | publisher & | teacher | by publisher: checked yes *
‘LHRITING TO lab « | student{g) printed fn by teacher; filed -
1 DEHONSTRATE .booklets . N\\ commercial for later use by
| ACADEHIC . . | hookTet student; pages
'l COMPETENCE T~ sent home to par-
. © \{Ms by teacher
~ ’ 1T SN \ . :
! . v - N
. i .
N )
o )

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- Tmplicit ‘if the matrix is the notion that classroom literacy
- : L.
) resides not entirely in .the production and compréhension of(ﬁocd—

- ..

ments, but in.a complex of social and cognitive features including

,'roles,iexpressive,intentions, resources for communiicaticn, and

- outcomes of communication. The foux generzl functioms of writing

.
- [}

identi d,can thus be‘distinguished from one another not only by

~

.
"+ . the documents produced (see Figure 2),’ but in’ terms .of the ways in

- ©
. °

which tHEy variously combine and manifest these soc1al and cognitive

distinctive features. Y

Writing in Room 12 is used to serve multiple purposes 1ncluding

<

) R but not limited to the demonstration of academic mastery In addi-

S
° ’

* . tiom, writing occurs throughout the curriculum--in reading and lan~
i
guage arts, but also in stience, social studies and the like. Beyond
. Y . - '
: }ts‘appearance in the manifest curricular areas, moveover, writing

w

occuys and serves important purposes in the establishment, enactment,

L ey e 1O R e S T ] % <o A R

and regulation-of the classroom social life.

.

! The Four Functions in Comparison and Contrast

Varying somewhat systematically with the sociocognitive purposes
* to’'which writing is put in Room 12 are the distinctive features pre-
. . a \ : .
/ . ’
. .sented imithe matrix. These features reflect the truly‘local norms

of 1lifé in Room 12 (Hymes, 1976) but also reflect a commonsense
' ’ r
understanding of the Sovedal roles, intentions and outcomes that abide

in much wé}ting undertaken in bur culture. The features that vary
* meaningful%y_from function to function in Room 12 have been identified

- s

to include the initiator of the occasion for writing, the composer
° - . " f

‘N of the written product, the person(s) who actually write(s) the

RIC 14 -
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dopument,.the writing's intended audience, the ‘format of the docu-

ment (and thé person(s) who plan that format), the ultimate fate . .

of the written document, and the presence or absenze of formal

w

>

s

evaluation of the.V;%ting.l

. The distinctivd features of the four functions of writing are .

’
v imtimately bound'up in the social contexts within which the writing

is undertaken and the documents4ﬁltimately produced. To perform .

”-~
these fynctions of written literacy-entails not only competence -
- ’ , .
to manipulate written symbols, but the negotiation-and enactment ) .

.

“of a variety of social roles qj:hin.the context of school and class~

- 4 .

o

room. . \\\\#///
. The important facets of writingsn this classroom fnclude some

that appear regularly in the literature as generic parts of the
>

composing process (e.g., composer, audiénce, format). Others, how- .

3

ever, reflect the unique institutional context of the school and .

eldssroom.’ One would expect, for example, that audience 'would be .
- 1 . ° e T R
a relevant feature of most or all writing. However, one would not

-

expect that“%ll writing would necessarily have as a distinctive .

feature xheﬂprgsenée or absence of formal evaluation. Some writing's
effectiveness s ﬁ%sed, instead, on its ability to persuade or elicit
2 ) .
a response from its audience. Similarly, in the case of the solitary
*

writer in a private setting, it might not be relevant to distinguish

-- the initiator from the writer in an occasion for writing. A diarist -

.-" _initiates her/his own writing as does a housekeeper preparing a )

Ve

{

1ﬁbile the four functions are described ir detail elsewhere
(Florio & Clark, in press), this report focuses on their cogparison °
and contrast and the social meanifgs that reside in them.

"
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shopping list or a researcher hoping to share findings.from her/his

-

study. This is not aiways the case in the classroom, however.

Finally, some of the distinctive features reflact the expiicitly

-

local context of the elementary classroom. ’For example, in most
adult literacy events it is unlikely that we would count a speaker
as a writer. One would assume that a: the very least ome would have

to inscribe graphically to be considered engaged in writing. In the

»

elementary classroom, however, as researchers such as Cook-Gumperz

.

and Gumperz (1978) have shown us,. a child may. gradually approach

writing thrdugh the oral medium of discussion or sharing with

-

others. Thus an event like Show and Teli may take on a distinc-
tively literacy-related quality %P a setting such as the elementary
. I

. “ 2 .
classroom. . '
One peculiarity in the matrix reflecting the local norms of

A

the elementary classroom social context is the breaking down of

the graphic activity into three roles—-initiator, composer, and

scribe In Roomr 12, as in other c1assrooms,Athe teacher was the

4

. *

frequent initiator of writing activities . In fact, the matrix shows
that in only one type of‘writing is the student the initiator~-writing
to occupy free time. In an open space classroom with a great deal
: L

. %
of such free time to be structured by the student, there was, in fact,

a great deal of such initiation. But one ,could imagine cla%srooms :

2Although not brought out in this matrix, the same could also
apply to the rather fuzzy distinction that might be drawn between
early drawing and early writing. Much as it is difficult to pinpoint
precisely the beginnimgs of literacy in societies, in part because
pictorial representation preceded and is so closely related to it
(Goody & Watt 1977),. so it is with early writing and with the 3
mingling of drawing and writing that often marks the writtey literacy .
of young children (Gardner, 1980; -Clay, 1975; Ervin-Trlpp & Mitchell-
"Kernan, 1977).

17 ’
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organized differently in which the tedchér would be the sole initia-

tor of all written activity in the classroom. \\

-

In’general, in Room lZ, the roles,pf initiator, composer,

and .scribe are not held by the same person,. .The students often

v

have the opportunity collectively to’ compose a document'While the :

teacher writes it down at the chalkboard or on large white butcher

< ’

paper. “In such cases, the students undertake'the composing activities

~

typically related .to writing, including brainstorming for ideas, -

finding worde to expres. one's intentions, placing punctuation, andAW7l
4 ‘ o
‘proofreading and correctlng However, for the ease of group genera- -

22

o = .

a text (or because early in the yearichildren lack sufficient
’ . i

1ical skills to write privately), these ‘interactive compositions

3 .

are endeded b thé teacher.
ﬂ\aa‘ Another distinction that applies uniquely to institutional

settings is that of separation of the formatting role from the

-

.

roles of composer or encoder in the literacy event. We have.all . .

’ hﬁd the experience of filling out -forms~-whether they be for in-
R . ;o . '
come taxX, uiemployment; or mail orders. In so doing ‘'we are pain-

d

fully aware of our subordinate status in the writing process. 1In

> . -

.
ordex to communicate effectively.we must .capitulate to the thematic

i)

categories, technical language, énd space limitations of the form.
Although it can be argued thatuto commumicate effectively underﬂany'

-

v
3It has beemw argued elsewhere that.such interactive cognitive t .
events may help to expand and extend the individual beyond the limits
. of what her/his productiqon would be alone (Vygotsky, 1978; Ccle,

et al., 1979). In additio , however, they are uniquely suited to

public literacy events such as the generation of a code of classroom

rulés, the productionof a class than¥ you note to someone who has

served the group, or the teaching of a whole group session. .

< F - . . o e v B . [— [, -

‘¢
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circumstances’ we must submit to constraimts including the orthography

[3

-'of the language, conventions of genre, and the like, the form is an

extreme case of the séparation of the formatting role from the en-

-

coding role. It can be argued in such:cases that the formmatter and

the person filling in the form at best collaborate in composing the . \

.

document. .
Viewed in this way, childrenuin Room 12 are at.least in bart

¥ collaborators with publishers as fillers—out of forms. This is a

o

role they identified for the résearchers when asked 20 sort and

* » L4

y describe their-bi—weekly fol_der “of writings. ’I'hey uniformly sepa~

.

.
)

. rated forms such as worksheets and workbook pages into a-separate S
category, calling it "work" and pointing out that it was special

because- it was written by machine." Bgcause of the nature of the

v" \,

open classroom organization and curriculumfof Room 12, it is notable
a N L' N N . o

that such form-filling was only one of four types of written enter-
prises observed. However, it is worthy of note as well- that such

form filling was always evaluated formally and shared with parents.

While other student written work may or may not have rejeived formal

N

or informal evaluation the writing that students did in collabora-

¢

tion with publishers was always evaluated formally——hence, perhaps, _°
the:comﬁon‘categorization of it as "work" by the students and its

. similar labelidgiin the ordinary educational parlance.
. This matrix reveals. a great deal of what can be thought of as

sthe "hidden curriculum" (Jackson, 1968) for written literacy in .

Room 12. ‘Writing continues to be unique among ghe basics in East
' Eden in that it lacks many explicit props or.guidelines for curri-

e . -
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culum and instruction. "Other than a district-wide (and teacher

: generated) set of loose guidelines called the "Commor!tWritings,"4

teachers are not required to specify their writing curriculum, nor’

A -’

are they innundated with prepackiged materials for writing.instruc-

‘tion as they are in such areas as math, reading, sciencs; and social

studies. —

’ - A

. - . - . - ﬂ. :, A\
Although four types of writing are used ‘in the classroom,-dhey

are not all.claimed as part of the writing curriculum'5§;tge~teacher.

While our descriptive analysis do eﬁtéfthat, contrary to critics,

s

writing ‘clearly does occur in the classroom and that a great range

'“of kinds of writing are undertakgn there, much of the writing docu-_,
. v
mented in the matrix has a ‘somewhat incidental quality.5 The hidden—

.

ness of many of the varied ways in which children are using writing

as a cultural tool in Room 12-obscures some potentially r¥ch oppor-

P

tunities to make explicit literacy-Telated aspects of an activity.

- <

4'I.'he "Common Writings" are the only district mandates in East
Eden that pertain to writing. They are a series of performance ob-
‘jectives for grades K~12 presented as "writing forms" that students
at various grades must be able to,?fgance Tht forms (usually five
or six per-grade) must be evidenced by one example that is. placed in
the student's ‘cumulative record.: These writing samples- accompany the ,
cbild through*the grades as evidence of competence in writing The
teacher has considerabie latitude in deciding when and: how to ellcit
the samples (see appendix) .

SEVEn whén this incidental writing is noticed by the teacher,
the problem of how to evaluate such work without discouraging studént
initiative and risk-taking is one with which Ms. Donovan struggled. -
The way it was resolved, at least in part, was to assess formally
only a*smgll sample of student writing. Informal assessment, or thé
effect of written expression on the student's intended audience, was
inevitable and available as well. The teacher used it to work with
children on.'their stories and diaries, wand all recipients of-student
written gifts and letters offered similar responses. But it is dif-
ficult for such assessment to enter into what Doyle (1978) called
the "grade economy" of the classroom--to be capital in the classroom
gnvirenment. o : v
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. It also’ bscures aspects, qghétudent %pmpetehce from teacher purview
’ S - 'al‘ . ) - . . .
and_evalua%ion. Finally, the stodent has many opporg?gyties to
\ i . .7 - ) > .
write; but\shey vary greately as to the degree that they offer ac-

- \ . : .
cess to. the whole expressive process--from initiation of an idea
Y . ; : e . ,
through the formatting,. the composing, and encoding of Jt.
. \\\\\ L ¥

Such diffé{ences in the complex of soctocegnitive features of
- L . %
’ . J . .
. vard9u§-9ccasiog¥ for 2£;ting may not only teach children different
o ~ . $ - - -

intellectual skilf$ felated to liéeracy (Scribner. & Cole, 1981), but
.}hey mai also impariﬂdifferent values about iiteracy and its use:
Wé‘begiq to see the association, for example, of form-filling with.

work and’performance avaluation. We see that some writing is col-

*

) laborative and public and related to the management of social rela-

-

tions. We can learn that the writtep word is a safe haven into which

to retreat when in a busy and crowded open space we want some time.to
. . j

-

. relax and be alone. But we may also learn that such‘writihg doesn't
¥

"count" ‘for much. We sée that writing is a bridge to\bthgrs-—through

¢ & -
+ letters and gifts~rand to one's inner world--through diaries. These
A g \ ’

values and meanings about literacy and what is available to one as a
. > .

literate member of a community are remarkable to learn-~but they go un~

)

o remarked upon as part of the communicatiye ecvlogy f the clasirocm." -

- ‘ .

-

Some would argue that they deserve at least as much explicit attention

as do the mechanical skills of production (Elsasser and JohpLSteiﬂer; 1977.

' . - -
. v

\
ey 20" ." 0 ¢
One way to characterize curriculum is, ‘in FEggleston's (1977) : °

words, as "a body of learning experiences responding to a societal

.
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« ¢ -

# //'view of knowledge that may not alwcys be fully eiﬁ%essed or even

: . . ) N ’
fully accepted bv teachers angd students" (p. 20). It was not unt}§~——<’
. * .

this study was well underway,gbat the researchers fealized‘that*to .«

study the processes of teaching and learning writing in the class-
» s ‘ room was, in fact, tb study the writing curriculum. Thus, it was
hd . ~ ‘e 4

a long time before the'teachers.and researchers in dialogue with - *

"one another discovered the curricula for writing embeddeq\in every~ .

- . -
N

- day activities in the ¢lassroom. ) -

Perhaps because writiné irstruction in Reom 12, unlike instrue-

v
A}

tion in other school subjects, lacks =2 "received" and highiy'stan—_’.

-, dardized system of objectives and macerials, it is-easy to assume .

2 that it lacks a curriculum. But-as Eggleston's characterization

< N
by . ¢ Y,
.- indicates, curriculum may exist without full c2onsensus about®or

full expression of the structure and'cbntents of Knowledge, Qﬁé

apﬁropriaté ways tc impart kno?ledge, the persons to whom it should.

. : . : . : R K
be taught, the means to evaluate such efforts, or the values under—x
Ny - / .
« - lying its instructiom. T e # ’

In large part we have found that thisrstate of affgifs charac%

. terized the writing c-rriculum in the classroom studied. The teaching

L] -

and learning of writing was, first and foremost, largel§ unarticulated.

: o X ¥ .
Free of the materials and precise’district mandates that both supported

- -

and limited instruction in other academic subjects, writing posed both \\

. a problém and aﬁ opportunity for the teﬁphér and students whom we
’ 2 . . .
) observed.




It is possible.that relative freedom from outsideimanagement

. 4
of curriculum makes wr’ ing the last bastion of independent decision~

making among school subjectg. Potentially it is still an area in

e

which teachers can make fundamental choices about_the knowledge to,

impart, the ways to impart it the nature of .as'sessment, and the

reasons fdr»learning. But it is also possible for such lack of

%pecificagégn of the curriculum to be a source of problems. Teachers

may enact writing instruction ﬁnreflectively~;filling“up the time
K

with-activities that merely recapitulate tkeir own limited experi-

ences as former students of writing._-Worse, such an unregulated
- " .2
part of the course of study can suffer for lack of"legitimacy. Thus
. S ° -

we sometimes see writing slighted in a busy school day or passing

.

unremarked upon as it is used throughout the day as a means to othe1

academic ends. " . S

. <

,The-absence of curricular materials in writing has engendered

~
- - )

a paradoxical situation with respect to writing instruc:iBn. On °

o
R)

one hand, research- on-the teaching of writing poctrays teachefs’,
engaging in some of their most creative and rich preactivé and

4

interactive planning precisely becauSe they lack the cﬁrriculav
b
and -managerial props and constraints that materfhls would provide

(Clark & Elmbre, 1981) However, much of that creative instruction .

is "invisible'--tb analysts, to students, and to teachers themselves.

The inwisibility happens in at least two ways. First, teachers'often

-

engage students ‘in writing that is "incidental” to the completion of

other adademic tasks and miss, in their efforts to complete those

tasks, opportunities to draw studg¢nt attention to the important
. \

Rt




aspects of the very wrifing processes they are using. The second

’ source of the invisibility of writing ins*ruction lies in the nature
. < + . ﬁ % M .
. of clalss?:ooms as places in which to study and communicate with others.

Writing §s ubiquitous in classtooms, although explicit writ:i:ng. in=

. . : : ¢
struction may not ie.‘ Writing of papers and tests-can becdme such
- LN -~

- A .

a part of everyday lifé in classrooms that it goes unremarked upon~

N by its users. Thus the powerful potential of writing in use.in
ks “ . ) I . . . - . &
S everyday school life goes unexplqQited such that it is neither ad-
. T : e <. \ <

3

. . dressed in teacher pYeparation nor accounted for in curricular
“ Z‘\- ) descr{ptions; it is not even "coinﬁ:eci"- aé_ writing and writing ‘in-.
]st:ruct:ion by gducators, chi:ldren, or parents. Yet it 'is precisely
this .everyday us;: of language that is at t.l;e heart of the p.rocess
N ,
) :df becoming a competent communicator.
This state of affairs makesfiting EY ;:rat:eg"tc site for cur-

ﬁ/ .ric;ulazl'; research. In a‘ddition,' \rit:ing is a schoésubject that
V potentially ca‘lls forth cons'iderable professionalisu in teachers.
In uncier.t:_a.king writing instruction ;:hey riuay find themselves having.
t;-.reflect upon their own experie‘nce as wri.t:ers, the iives'of their
ﬁ, o dfvezjse students and the role of writing in ;:hem,- the opportunities
for becoming literate in t:freir’c-lassrooms, the pr.:oblems o‘f'st:anda‘rds .
in wfi'!:iu.g, and our societal definitions of and _values about(: iiteraé:y.‘

a ~ 4
<+

e
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.

Appendix to Field Notes: "Common Writings" Posters put up in
> i Room 12 for Open House

N , |

Second Grade
. Autobiography:’ Significant Life Events - - //
ot ’ The students will bring in five or six photographs that were taken .
during their life or that they have taken from a magazine as representative
of themselves. They will assemble these and write about their significance
in their life.
n~ " S~ 4

’

&
4

. Senfence & Paragraph:*

%.
¥
¢
3
<
$
B
K
M

.

The students w1ll write interrogative, declarative, imperative, and

exclammatory sentences. Folder . N
' 4

-

Report and Research Writing: ‘

The students V1ll alphabetize by second letter and gain fam111ar1ty
with l;brary arrangement., . 8

Imaginative/Fiction Writing:

EY Imaglnd“" Creature. The students will bring in pictures of monsters and
their "unreal' &reatures and discuss them. Have the students make -up their -
own creature and write about what it looks like and does.

*

Copving: ) i .
The students will copy a short paragraph from the blackboard.

LT s
’ *Required sample. Also clhoose a second Common Writing Sample. {

!
. K v
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