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To the memory of

MARGARET MEAD

The keynote speaker and guiding spirit at the conference that culmnated
in this volume. The tribute to her is by Dell Hymes, and was originally
presented to the Council on Anthropology and Education, 1978,

I saw Margaret twice in the last year. The first time was at
these meetings a year ago, when late at night she sat in a
small hotel room in Houston, elder of the tribe, responding
patiently to questioning about the history of her people,
anthropologists, as she had known them in the old days, for
the benefit of two or three young students. The second time
was when she came in April to my university to be keynote
speaker, the drawing card, for a conference attempting to bring
education and ethnography successfully together there. Her
talk was ranging, reflective, concerned with the future. She
had known for half a year that she had cancer, but she came
to help. So much of what is being remembered about her seems
to have that theme: She came to help.

The loss of Margaret Mead will be felt in many fields, but
in none more than in education and its anthropological study.
She was in the finest sense an educator, through anthropology,
of us all. For this she gained great fame--who else among us
can expect at our passing to have the head of our government.
speak of our use of the insights of cultural anthropology ?--and
for this she paid for a time a certain price. To be famous was
to be not respectable in some quarters. There were those who
spoke of her as "having left anthropology.” Ye# she lived to
see her professional and her public roles jointly respected and
honored. She is the great example of the joining of the two
roles in our time, cnd her example is a resource to all of us who
struggle to join them and extend them now.
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PERRY GILMORE ano DAVID MARTIN SMITH

A retrospective discussion

of the state of the art

in ethnography and education

The articles in this volume were prepared for the Colloquium on
Ethnography and Education hosted by Resecarch for Better Schools, Inc. and
the University of Pennsylvania in the spring of 1978. The date and the
occasion are both significant. The date is important because the eth-
nography of education enterprise, which has since that time burgeoned,
was then still in infancy; the issues debated at the colloquium have been
foundational to much of this recent growth. On a sadder nqte, the date
is memorable s one of the last public appearances of Margaret Mead.

The conference was conceived to try to resolve a dilemma. On the
one hand we believed strongly that ethnography, with its inherent sensi-
tivity to people, to culture, and to context offered the promise of valu-
able new practical insights that could lead to the improvement oi schools.
On the other hand, we found ourselves sharing a general apprehension
that an easy enthusiasm without careful regard for the nature of the
theoretical assumptions of ethnography could dramatically reduce its use-
fulness and destine it to becoming simply another passing fad. The ten-
sion created by these two impulses, the one to go forward as quickly as
possible in exploring new applications of ethnography to education, and
the other to hold back, to clarify, to define and to set standards, created
a tenor of cautious optimism at the conference.

The occasion itself was important for the kinds of people it brought
together in intense discussion--staff of the federal Office-of Education,
state education officers, school practitioners, university researchers (in-
cluding anthropologists, linguists, folklorists, developmental psychologists) ,
and the staff of the regional educational laboratory--as well as for the im-
pulses giving birth to it. The unusual mix of constituents at the meeting
was noted by Margaret Mead in her Keynote Address. Having never
addressed quite such a group, she commented that it was a "nice hot spot
to do some thinking." It clearly was.

There were two distinct and significant contexts in which that "think-
ing" took place. First, there was considerable diversity among the pre-
senters (those who were doing ethnographic research in education). Not
only, did :hey identify themselves with several disciplines, their approaches
to the eth.aographic study of children in and out of school were different.
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The folklornsts, for example, brought a rich familiarity with children's
behavior in peer groups (see Bauman, Sutton-3Smith, Kirshenblatt-
Gimblett). Ther,view had not commonly been a part of the educational
ethnygraphy community (see Cazden for further discussion of this). The
colloquium also brought together several of the ethnographers doing micro-
analysis of children's interactions in school and home settings (see Mehan;
Shultz, Florio, and Erickson; McDermott and Hood). One concern among
the researchers themselves was to wrestle with the micro-macro dichotomy
to come up with some compatible merging of the two approaches (see
Hymes; Heath; and Cazden for their discussions of these issues). Other
concerns reflected in the conference were the use of quantitative data and
analysis in ethnographic research (see Jacob, for example) and the ethical
dilenma posed 1n using =thnography for evaluation (see Kirshenblatt-
Gimblett for discussion). Thus the researchers brought an agenda for
debate among themselves that dealt most specifically with theoretical clan-
fications and definitions--the "holding back" impulse mentioned above.

The second communication context vas defined by the interaction be-
tween the presenters and those practitioners, policy makers, and education
researchers who were there not only to learn about ethnography, but also
to help explore ways of making it useful to the education community.

In practical terms, this meant that the research findings presented
were greeted with openness, by an audience receptive and generally
hungry for insights into the reasons for the present condition of school-
ing or the promise of improvement. Each proferred set of findings was
subjected to intense examination and discussion. We consider it significant
that the major concerns of the audience were not so much with the vahdity
of the findings but rather were voiced as two practical questions, "How is
this information going to help Monday morning 1n the classroom?" and "given
the way school systems are constructed, is ethnography really a practical

approach to research?"
)

THE STATE OF THE ART

The first question was, predictably, asked by the practitioners
in the audience, the second by those with an interest in research policy
and management. Yet they reflect more than simply the occupational
biases of the questioners. They were understandable, anu serious, re-
actions to the state of the art in ethnography of education--as represented
by the conference papers.

The classroom studies were seen as both costly and potentially intru-
sive, although yielding impressive results. The theory and history papers,
on the other hand, raised a different sort of problem. Whereas seen as
harmlessly academic by practitioners, to the thoughtful researcher they
represent a radically different way of approachung the education research
enterprise. If ethnography is based on the theoretical and historical
underpinnings described in the Heath and Hymes articles it will inevitably
have to address a set of new questions, 3ometimes seemingly tangential,
and even alien to those of traditional education research. It will inexorably
yield a data set not easily amenable to the stahistical manipulation or corre-
lations most frequently used in education research.

The attempt to view ethnography through the lenses of educational
psychology and, indeed, even to translate its lexicon into that of educa-
tional psychology, can be seen as a subtle yet ubiquitous theme in the con-
ference debate. The issue is taken up in McDermott and Hood's contribution
in this volume. We raise it here simply because it leads to another major
concern that has yet to be adequately aired by ethnographers of education.




GILMORE & SMITH / A retrospective discussion / 5

Before we can even begin to formulate answers to the two practipal
questions posed by conference participants, ethnography must undertphke
to negotiate its relationship to educational research and practice. Eth-
nographers, partly by choice, are outsiders. They have come, as t e’
conference presentations and discussion make clear, asking to be let in
because they have something to offer. They have not, however, come
with hat in hand asking to serve as "handmaidens" (cf. Smith 1977).

Ethnographers who find their roots in anthropology tend to view the
transmission of culture as their own special purview. This view is quite
appropriate for outsiders so long as they are addressing their own col-
leagues, or merely offering educaters insights to use as they wish. It is
another thing when they begin to/act as though their expertise will yield
definitive answers to pressing eddcation problems or will confer the right
to simply move in and displace educational researchers. Such an approach
not only confronts issues of-turf but risks, for ethnographers, denying
in practice that which is basic to their science and which’ holds the prom-
ise of usefulness. .

What ethnography should bring to education is not answérs, but a
listening, learning posture that--based in respect for informants-~leads to
the explication of the important, unaddressed questions. Educators are
anxious to have this happen. They know best that schools are struggling
and are viewed as being in serious trouble. They are the ones who are
taking the heat. They have, albeit with understandable caution, opened
the door to ethnography. The conference proceedings reported here

- stand as solid evidence.

Seizing the opportunity presented by this opening. however, will not
depend on ethnography coming with a sophisticated, proven set of re-
search techniques. Neither will a coherent, history-attested, theoretical
perspective carry the day. The crucial ingredient will be a supportive,
mutually rewarding relationship. Ethnographers cannot effectjvely oper-
ate as outsiders with little real vested interest in the practice of educa-
tion or as wholesale replacement for the fallible expertise already in place.
Any assessment of the state of the art of educational ethnography must
first look at the relationship and secondarily at the fruitfulness of the re-
search technology and the adequacy of theory. Despite the ‘enthusiasm
generated by the conference presentations and subsequent discussions, it
is clear that progress on the relationship lags behind that on technology
and theory.

S:

FOUR MAJOR THEME

A RETROSPECTIVE ANALYSIS

This excursion into the state of the art and the concerns of the
various groups represented at the colloquium is not a digression, but pro-
vides a setting for the remainder of this essay. The overriding reason for
the conference was the need to pause and take stock--this, of course, in
the interest of guiding future efforts. But now the future has arrived.
We, as the authors of this introduction, find ourselves in the unique posi-
tion of being able to point up the major themes emerging from the con-
ference and also tracing their evolution in the research efforts during the
three years between the colloquium and the present. We take this as the
central task of this paper. To accept the traditional mandate for an intro-
ductory chapter, that of synthesizing the conference proceedings, would
be largely redundant. The Cazden paper and the discussion included in

the final section of the volume serve the needs of synthesis.
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One caveat at the outset: Although we are conversant generally
with the major research efforts in the field, much of what we report here
is based on our own experiences and on the reports presented at the first
two Ethnography and Education Research Forums hosted by the University
of Pennsylvania, which were in fact an indirect outgrowth of the confer-
ence reported in the present volume. For us, and for many of our col-
leagues as well, the Colloquium has had a direct influence on the direction
our work has taken. Some of this can be traced to the presence of
National Institute of Educatiop and other Office of Education staff at the
conferenge. These individuals were able to communicate to us their
agenda and concerns and found time to hear what we were doing and
could do.

Although this kind of dialogue between funding agencies and their
contractors and consumers is important--and all too rare--the most long-
lasting effects of a colloquium such as this are not to be found in the di-
rection funded research is pushed. Funding is subject to vagaries out-
side the contro! of any single agency. The most permanent effects are
traceable to the saliency of the themes and issues raised and resolved
through the process of interaction.

We find that four important issues were raised again and again,
either explicitly or implicitly. All of them are treated in the contributions
in this volume as they appeared important to the authors at the time of
the Colloquum. We are looking at them as they retrospectively have
proven sigmificant in subsequent research. These four themes are

1 The discontinuity between school and the home/community con-
texts in which children live and the concomtant amount of "work" de-
manded of children in coping with the disconynuity;

2 The relative usefulness of micro- and macro-ethnographic
approaches;

3 A concern for understanding the roots of ethnography and
for guarding the integrity of its theoretical underpinnings; and

4 The tension between theory and practice.

Children's "Work" and
Home-school Discontinuity

Anthropologists view schooling as a cultural process and schools
as cultural institutions. This conceptualization inevitably throws into re-
lief the differences between interactive contexts. Followed to its logical
conclusion, schools are painted as alien institutions in the community,
organized around a set of values and beliefs frequently not shared by the
children they serve. Children, cocialized in diverse contexts, come to
school differentially prepared to cope with school demands. As a result
they experience school differentially, to the decided disadvantage of some.

The view of home-school discontinuity further finds credence in the
stereotypes many educators hold about the family and street life of the
children. The micro-ethnographic studies of classroom social organization
and of home contexts tend to reinforce the sense of distance between the
two worlds. By highhghting contrasting interactional structures they de-
pict the interactions as terribly complex. One is frequently left with the
impression that children must do superhuman "work" simply to survive in
the school contexts.

As a result, from the viewpoint of the school practitioner, although
the onus for failure may be shifted from the child to the school, the pic-
ture that emerges is more hopeless than ever. It is in this context,

Q
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GILMORE & SMITH '/ A retrospective discussion / 7

conscious of structural constraints they labor under, that school practi-
tioners question the practical application of ethnography. Historically,
anthropologists have had little practice in doing more‘than telling "how
things are," so our attempts to provide answers to the question are
typically feeble.

Recent research efforts are changing our notions of the nature of
home / community-school discontipuity and the apparent work children have
to do to negotiate in their various settings. As it turns out, the picture
painted above is basically an adult or educentric view, and does not re-
flect the reality children themselves experiznce. In addition it suffers,
as McDermott and Hood point out, by attempting to accommodate an ethno-
graphic perspective on interaction to an educational psychology notion of
children and the tasks they face.

To take up the latter point first, as long as we continue to locate
the problem of school failure in social organizational prccesses and yet
seek the solutions in changing what is in the heads of children and then
assess progress by measures of competence, we are destined to have
*limited success. To find solutions we must go whole-hog from the per-
spective we have started with. We must assume children do not fail in
school because they are not competent to deal with the new context but
because, essentially, their survival needs are met by failing. If they
fail not because the context is alien but because at least half the class
must fail by definition, then the cards are stacked against them.

. By the same token, blaming failure on the impossible work children
are required to perform is the result of several misconceptions. The
micro-2thnographic research itself serveg to point up the amazing skill
displayed even by the failures. Giimore (1979), in a paper describing

" and analyzing a private language created by her son (5.5-6.9 years) and
a Kenyan friend (6-7 years), has indirectly called into question some of
our assumptions about the difficulty of social and linguistic tasks ard the
abilities ot children to accomplish them. When faced with the need for
communication and the absence of a comn.on code, thestwo boys developed
a language that adequately served their needs. The children created and
spake primarily in their pidgin during the 15 months they were friends
and neighbors on an isolated hillside in the Kenya bush. Gilmore's study
details both lexical and grammatical creativity and invention in their lan-
guage, including, for example, original syntactic devices for expressing
tense and aspect. This study presents striking evidence that children
are not only capable of, but can be quite ingenious at, transcending sub-
stantial linguistic and cultural differences. Differences much less extreme
than those the two children faced are often represented as insurmountable &
in discussions "of culture conflict in American classrooms.

As we turn our research attention to these aspects of peer culture,
the Gilmore study being just one of a number of recent efforts, it is be-
coming apparent that the work children are called on to perform in the
pursuit of success is not of the difficulty our models would suggest. This
does rot mean that their tasks are simple, it simply means that the com-
plexity that overwhelms us in our research efforts is probably more a
function of our models than of their realities. We err in equating the
complexity of our analyses with the difficulty of their tasks.

We are not suggesting that there are no difficult tasks our children
are faced with in urban classrooms. We are questioning whether we have
been depicting the right ones as hard. McDermott and Hood (this volume)
have questioned why it is a child can not learn appropriate turn-taking
behavior after years of schooling. It is our position that the turn-taking
behavior exhibited by the child must be adaptive given the social contexts.
It has little to do with difficulty.

4
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Returning to the issue of discontinuity, the distinctness of school
and community /home environments has been questioned in several recent
studies. Contrastive studies of community and school tend to focus on
the differences in values, language and discourse styles, and interactional
patterns. What 1s neglected are the rectprocal influences at work in these
contexts. In our own research on literacy in the home we have been find-
ing that much at-home time 1s structured by schaool culture. Not oniy do
parents follow explicit directions about how to conduct homework sessions
during the school year but even summer practice and assignments take up
many at-home hours. In search of home hteracy patterns it is difficult
to sort out distinctly school from community aligned practices. McDermott
and Morison 1n a recent report on a similar community literacy study dis-
cuss the formality that often characterizes these school-like interactions
at home (1981). i

Where does this leave us? It brings us scarcely closer to aaswering
the questions of practical application posed by school practitioners. It
does demonstrate the validity of their pessimism. Studies of children's
peer subcultures make it clear that school-home/community discontinuity
cr the consequenf work students are forced to engage in, are as empty
as explanations for school faillure as was the presumption of cognitive
deficit. Furthermore, the answers seem not to be forthcoming from the
micro-ethnographic studies alone which, to some, have become the trade-
mark of ethnography.

Micro- and Macro-ethnographic
Approaches to Education

In recent years the microanalysts of interaction have had a
strong influence on work being done by many ethnographers. With ap-
proaches taken from ethnomethodology, kinesics, proxemics, Jlingustic.,
and with the technological advances in video recording techniques, class-
room ethnographers found that they were able to intensively examine small
units or strips of behavior. This is the basic character of much of the
ethnographic classroom research being done at the time of the colloquium.

Although microethnography cannot claim direct lineage to the main-
stream of traditional anthropology, the reasons for 1ts popularity in edu-
cational research are not difficult to trace. Some ethnographers of edu-
cation were trained 1n ethnomethodology, a tradition of analyzing selected
behavior patterns with hittle immediate concern for the culture as a whole.
To some degree the penchant for micro-studies can be seen as a natural
extension of kinesic, proxemic, psychological, and lingustic interests in
studying the interactive behavior of individuals. Finally, micro ethnography
can be seen simply as an accommodation of ethnography to the problems of
studying complex societies. Where it is impossible to make the society as
a whole the unit of study, and no smaller unit appears to naturally emerge,
an obvious solution 1s to focus on apparently bounded contexts, such as
a reading group, or an identifiable series of eveats, hke turn-taking, 1n
a lesson or a meal.

Micro approaches have always had senocus detractors both within and
outside the ranks of ethnographic researchers. Ogbu, for example, has
consistently argued that lack of attention to the wider social context dooms
ethnographic research to impotency in its search for answers to school
failures (cf. Ogbu 1980). Our own research, in which we have started
with teacher-perceived problems in the teaching of language arts, and
examined the 1ssues they indicated both 1n the classroom and outside 1t,

has convinced us that serious attempts to explain any school phenomenon
(=3
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will irevitably depend on the care with which leads are pursued through
various levels of the school's social structure and into the wider commun-
ity (Hymes et al. 1881). )

These ‘studies stand as responses to the Heath call (this volume) for
research attention to wider contexts. Her own recent work (1980) as well
as that reported by McDermott and Morison (1981) have also reflected this
Interest in out-of-the-classroom contexts. Of significance, having found
ourselves free of the constraints of a micro-perspective, a new unit of
focus has emerged, the school community. This community is more than
simply a geographic eritity. It is a cultural entity consisting of families
and the school, which are bound by a set of attitudes, values, and social
statuses. .

Heath, without using the term "school community," describes what
appear to be three community types. One, which she calls school-oriented,
finds parents consciously seeking to socialize their children into the liter-
acy culture of the school and then following through to see that they are
enrolled 1n a school where their skills and values will stand them in good
stead. A second relational type, her Roadville famlies, make the same
sort of effort--but being limited in scope and follow-through leave the
children -disadvantaged 1n school. The third type, the Trackton familes,
appear to make little effort to accommodate the school's culture of hteracy.
Their children also find themselves at disadvantage in school even though
they may have mastered some uf the higher order skills valued by the
school. s, .
McDermott and Morisog describe the culture of literacy of Irish Amen-
can families in NeWw York who send their children to a parochial school.
They show how the families' organization of activities around literacy 1s 1n
direct reaction to their perceptions of school demands. In presenting this
analysis the authors explicitly point out that the micro-analysis they use
1s embedded tn the context of the community culture:

Ethnography 1s a story telling enterprise, where the plot
line is gradually filled 1n by the details of the lives people
lead with each other .

We are aware, however, that good ethnography moves be-
yond well-told stories. There 1s a place in ethnographic
analysis when the narratives can be broken down into
pieces and the parts can be shown to relate to each other
in quite specific ways. (p. III-5)

These recent developments do not necessarily suggest that micro-
studies must be abandoned as useless. They do suggest that their value
1s enhanced when they are embedded i1n or combined with understandings
of wider cultural contexts. Two good examples of the power of combining
micro and macro levels of analysis are provided by Theophano and Shultz
(1981) and 1n the Gilmore study (197%a,b,c) referred to above.

In a presentation at the second University of Pennsylvania Ethnog-
raphy in Education Rgsearch Forum, Theophano, who had done fieldwork
in the community over a several-year period, contributed the cultural
context in which Shultz and she analyzed a videotape of one meal. They

amined "multiple layers of data" to explore correspondences between
soMal interactions of specific events and basic cultural assumptions of the
broader community. ) .

Gilmore, 1n her analysis of the development of a spontaneous pidgin,
found that structural or process questions were best answered through
micro-analysis of tape-recorded discourse between the children. "Why"
questions, however, concerning the values, beliefs, and social contexts of




10 / CHILDREN IN AND OUT OF SCHOOL

the children's community could be answered only through macro-analvsis.

She found that the two levels of analysic not only complemented each

other, provided a fuller picture of "what's going on," but more important,
, the two levels validated each other (1979b,c).

To sum up, 1t appears that movement in the past three years has
been away from dependence on micro approaches 1n ethnographic research
on education. Concomitant with this movement has been the 1dentification
of a potentially significant unit of research focus, the school community.
This trend does not overlook the important contributions micro-
ethnographic studies have made to our understanding of education.

They are, 1n fact, the foyndation on which the new 1s being built.

Not accidently these recent developments in ethnographic research
have the effect of bringing us closer to a fidelity to our own roots. They
further promise to help us answer what Hymes has claimed should be the
central question for an anthropology of education, "what kinds of schools
are there?' by yielding the cumulative data on individual schools that can
be used 1n comparative generalizations or the creation of an educational
ethnology (Hymes 1980a).

-
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> e ch for Historic
and Th retical Roots

The conference's attempts to define the essentials of an ethnog-
raphy of education may not have been of pressing concern to many of the
participants. The effort did, however, relate to a number of 1ssues on
their minds. How. for example, to get a fix on what was happening. to
assess the usefulness of ethnoggraphic research? If ethnography was
simply an 1nformal technique, amenable to use by anyone, as 1t sometimes
appeared, how could one be assured that its findings were valld or rec-
hablg? A tracing of 1its historical development as a disciplined, and tested,
perspective could presumably go far to allay these fears. A demonstra-
tion taat a coherent set of theoretical principles had indeed been formu-
lated and that. at least. some of the bewildering variety of research activ-
ities claiming to be ethnographic could be seen as consistent with this
theory, should aid 1n sorting the wheat from ‘the chaff. The efforts could
well have the additional salutory effect of discouraging those not famihar
with the theory from passing themselves off as ethnographers.

The effort was, of course, doomed to httl: more than partial success
from the beginning. The fact 1s that ethnography as practiced by educa-
tional researchers did not have a single theoretical heritage. Develop-
mental psychologists. hngusts. sociclogists, folklorists, ethnomethodologists,
cultural anthropologists. and a vanety of social scientists not easily olaced
in any disciphinary box found themselves doing "ethnogr:phy of educa-
tion ' and all clamed that these approaches were consistent with their own
disaiplinary perspectives.

In some respects cultural anthropology's claim appears to be one of
the weakest. It was developed and nurtured through studies of small
socleties significantly different from our own both 1n scale and cultural
organmiza-on. It flourished 1n contexts where 1t was seldom called to
answer to the people 1t studied or to demonstrate through practical appl:-
cation the usefulness and vahdity of its findings.

1he sense that ethnography needed to demonstrate its theoretical and
historical legitimacy to education was not born of paranoia. As a source
of information useful to either practitioners or policy makers 1t did not
seem to have hved up to some of i1ts early promise. Both in the hterature
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(e.g., Mulhauser 1974; Schwille and Porter 1976) and in the conference
it was greeted with some skepticism by researchers and policy makers.

Even though this skepticism may have been a reaction to the faddish
popularity that ethnography was coming to enjoy, hindsight would suggest
that it was not to be dissipated by informing educators of the history and
of the anthropological theory underlying ethnography. The roots of the
pessimism went deeper than simple lack of information.

It seems to us that the skeptical reaction on the part of educational
researchers and policy makers to ethnography sprang from two sources.
One was the undefined or unnegotiated relationship that had developed
almost willy-nilly between ethnography and the education establishment.
The other, related to this, was the lack of reflective analysis on the part
of ethnographers themselves as to the nature of their own science.

Working with educators presented a new challenge to ethnography
beyond that alluded to above occasioned by the need to find a useful umt
of focus in a complex society. Ethnographers have traditionally "studied
down." (See Hymes 1969 and Nader 1969 for thoughtful discussions of
this issue.) Furthermore, anthropologists typically assumed the position
of "marginal natives" (F1eilich 1970) in conducting their fieldwork. Some
may have assumed the same positions in looking at schooling, that is,
viewed it as down and themselves as marginai. bat the stance turns ot
to be inappropriate.

The education system not only is part of the investigators' culture,
it boasts its own set of highly skilled researchers. (It is interesting in
this regard that CAE, the Council on Anthropology and Education, the
organizational home for anthropoiogists researching education, and AERA,
the American Educational Research Association, the educational researchers'
primaty professional organization, still hold memberships that are largely
exclusive one frém the other.) The ethnographers' margmality to the edu-
cational subculture, if it 1s characteristic, is not simply neutral outside-
ness. They tend to align themselves or be seen as aligned with the social
critics of schools. To take two examples, Rist's Urban School: Factory
for Failure and Rosenfeld's popular monograph, Shut Those Thick Lips,
while ‘perhaps technically good ethnographies, could not easily be embraced
as neuiral descriptions by educators or education researchers. In these
books, they, at least implicitly, are cast as the perpetrators of the state
of affairs depicted in the studies.

The ethnographers, who took up the challenge of demonstrating the
validity of their findings (as to some extent those defimng the essentials
from a historical or theoretical perspective were doing), found themselves
in other traps. The cannons of validity held by educational researchers--
adequate sample size, statistical significance, etc.--were consistent with a
research perspective and had evolved in a research tradition radically
different from that of ethnography. This perspective was not limited to
affecting research but was widely shared by practitioners and policy
makers, and indeed, the structu~e of schooling itself reflects this perspec-
tive. Therefore, the only kinds of research results that could be szen as
useful, that is implementable in formulating policy or developing curricula,
were those couched in the formats and language of educational research.

Whereas sorting out the details of this in real life practice would be
complex and too time consuming for this essay, the result is that even
presenting ethnography as an historically legitimate, theoretically con-
sistent research tradition did little to allay the concerns of the ed icational
community. Its results still are not presented in "useful” form (the argu-
ment in Mulhauser 1974, for example) and the tradition itself appgars
disturbingly unscientific. Even more problematic were attempts to trans-
late these results, to quantify ethnographic data, and to adopt the
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terminology of educational research. The differences proved much too :
profound.-

We will return to the relational problem presently. First, however,
we must come back to the second source of conflict between ethnography
and traditional educational research, the lack of reflection by ethnogra-
phers on the nature of their science. A few scholars have attempted to
examine the basic differences underlying the various research paradigms
(see, for example, Magoon 1977 and Wilson 1977). Many ethnographers,
however, seemed to view ethnography as p:imarily a set of techniques
that could be contrasted with other techniques--such as the experimental,
survey, or psychometric. It even became common to view ethnographic
research and quantitative studies as mutually exclusive. On the other
side, ethnography was frequently equated with qualitative, naturalistic,
field-based, or participant observation research.

Considering ethnography as simply another technique presented no
inherent problem to educational researchersg They had long been using
observations and other informal measures in®heir own research. These
were seen primarily as supplemental to otlier techniques or as preliminary
approaches (in formative evaluations, for example). In fact, it was this
view of ethnography as a technique that has lead to its faddish popularity
--after all, being an ethnographer doesn't require the onerous work of
learning statistics--and became a major concern to anthropologists.

In a nutshell, the skepticism of educational researchers toward
ethnography, understandable from their perspeflive, appeared to create
something of a no-win situation for the ethnographers. If ethnography
1s a simple technique, as the relatively unreflective use of 1t had sug-
gested, 1t should be amenable to the kinds of rigorous testing apphed to
other techniques. Ir it is, in fact, a historically and theoretically legiti-
mate research perspective, but one that leads to condemnation of the best
efforts of education with little promise of practical solution to the problems
1t 1dentifies, who needs it?

Recent experiences show a different picture emerging. When the
rel..ionship between ethnographers and school communities is given a
chance to develop in a mutually respectful ~limate, ~stablishing historical
and theoretical claims to legitimacy takes on a new meaning and, in fact,
as a practical matter is diminished. The r.ceds of educational research-
ers, as they see them, and the essentials of ethnography turn out to be
congruent.

For example, the essentials of ethnography as a pergpective useful to
understanding education are not participant observation or nonquantifica-
tion of data. Insofar as these are important at all it is as means to ends,
or as the unavoidable consequences of fidelity to the underlying perspec-
tive of holism, inductiveness, and the use of a cultural construct.

What is essential for educational rescarch is the inherent collaborative-
ness of the approach and the requirem nographers to take an
), learning posture
towards education. These are eg€éntial because they lead to such things
as rigor in asking the right queStions (in addition td rigor in the model
of the kind traditional researchdrs are cor.erned with), the collection of
cumulative data on individual school settings, and the'possibilities of form-
ing valid comparative generalizations about the kinds of\&chools that exist
in our society (Hymes 1980b).

These arc all issues educational researchers recognize 4s important
and that their traditional approaches have done little to clarify. They know
full we: hat their best efforts have not solved the problems\of American
Education. They are aware that validity and reliability in mo are of no
use if the wrong questions have been aske- originally. Furthermore, they
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have a vested interest in finding ways to look at these issues. When this
kind of mutually respactful, long term, collaborative relationship is forth-
coming, several unexpected results ensue. The issue of perspective ver-
sus technique disappears. Educators are not looking for new techniques
to simply examine the questions they have already raised. When they are
socialized into the perspective of ethnography they will find the techmques
they need. (We have recently led 22 staff members of the Office of Re-
search and Evaluation of the Philadelphia School System through an inten-
sive one-week training seminar that demonstrated this can successfully be
done.) These may include survey studies, for example, but the questions
on the questionnaires will not be tygical of those they used in other
studies. It may even include mathematical manip ulation of data--but not
using the statistics they traditionally have facility with (Zachary 1981).

The outsider-insider problem resolves itself. Ethnography is not an
esoteric set of skills that .s the purview of anthropologists or sociologists
and cannot be transmitted., It is a perspective that can be adopted if
enough effort and good will are expended. Good ethnography, further-
more, rests dufinitionally on insider-outsider collaboration, collaboration
in which both parties share the work as well as the rewards of the effort.

Finally, the search for historical and theoretical roots is not under-
taken to legitimate our presence in an alien context. If undertaken at all
it is done as a mutual effort, with our collaborators, to refine our theory
and to better understand ourselves and our tasks. One of the most re-
warding outcomes for an anthropologist, in doing ethnography of educa-
tion is the professional growth he or she sustairs, the sense indeed of
being on the "cutting edge" of theory refinement. :

What is emerging in ethnography and education, as we work out the
nature of our relationship, is truly a "new animal." Surprsingly, how-
ever, it is a new creation characterized by the often overlooked "essen-
tials" of the old ethnography. It is new in that in adapting itself to a
new time and place, it has had to develop traits that were often only
potentially present in the old contexts.

The Tension Between Theory
and Practice

Developments relating to the final theme of the conference, the
tension between theory and practice, have largely been anticipated in the
foregoing discussion. This was not a tension between ethnography and
traditional approaches to education, except insofar as ethnography pro-
fessed to offer more practically useful results. At the conference, except
in panels, there were few presentations by practitioners (teachers and
administrators). The papers were the work of researchers with practi-
tioners and policy makers assuming the reactor roles. In the recent con-
ferences we have hosted or participated in (University of Delaware, 1980,
and the first two Annual University of Pennsylvania Ethnography in Edu-
cation Research Fcrums) this has not been the case. Practitioners have
not only made presentations but theirs have typically been the most en-
thusiastically received.

The change has not been accidental. Ethnographers had long claimed
that of all approaches to research, ethnography held the best promise of
being democratic in keeping the ownership of research findings in the
hands of those most directly involved in the work of making schools effec-
tive (e.g., Hymes 1980b). This claim was infrequently borne out in prac-
tice. Therefore, the appeal of the principal at the colloquium,. "what am 1
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going to be able to take back and use Monday morning?" was regarded as
a serious challenge.

The claim to ethnography's usefulness was more the result of arm-
chatr reflection upon the logical application of its perspective to school
settings than of field experiences. Perhaps unfortunately, many of those
doing ethnography showed little commitment to make practiceable this
underlying philosophy. The results of ethnographic studies were reported
in dissertations or in articles prepared for scholarly journals. Ethnogra
phers who seem to have a keen sense of what we have considered the
ethnographic perspective and who did prepare monographs that could be
read by the practicing public, such as Wolcott's The Man in The Princi-
pal's Office (1974), tended to scare practitioners with the detail of their
reportage and the clear conclusion that they were able to do this kind of
work only because of the leisure their profession, professor of higher
education, ‘afforded. Ethnographic research was seen, like other modes
of research, as the purview of professionals who studied subjects and
settings.

The fault does not lie entirely with the researchers. Professional
recognition thai comes from publication for a research- or policy-oriented
audience is where the pay-off lies. No adequate vehicle existed, nor
does one yet exist, to reach practitioners with the results of research,
at least not so that they are perceived as being of vital and direct
importance. More seriously, the structure of the educational-research
establishment is such that practitioners do not have a sense of tueir vested
interest in research, nor does effective networking take place among teach-
ers and administrators so they can share either the problems they face in
common or the answers they have formulated. Too often practitioners are
seen as, and see themselves as, end points on a linear research model--
either they are the subjects on the one extreme or the consumers on the
other. In both positions their role is that of passive object of the ex-
perts' attention.

For ethnographers this model represents a perversion of their per-
spective. Practitioners, in the contexts under investigation, are not
subjects to be studied but informants, the ones who have the information,
and collaborators in the process of reaching understanding. This view of
participants as informants and collaborators is the uniquely rich resource
for ethnography. It means that potentially botn the answers and the re-
search questions can ultimately be found in situ.

One of the reasons this resource has been so little exploited is again
found in the unnegotiated relationship we have allowed to exist between the
researcher and the participants in the setting. Ethnographers have fre-
quently been content to allow themseives to be cast in the role of tradi-
tional educational researcher--the intruder who will be around for a while
and then forever disappear.

Anothker barrier to our successful creation of a uniquely ethnographic
model of school research is the reward structure that exists in the educa-
tional establishment. Heretofore, anthropologists have been able to re-
search third world societies, and even pariah groups in our own society
(such as street corner society), with little regard for rewarding info¥m-
ants for their part in the research. If we arc going to truly make our
informants collaborators jt is not enough to simply establish long term,
learning relationships with them. We must find ways to have then share
in the rewards of our ®fforts.

i For the researcher these rewards are articles published and read by
colleagues, academic advancement, and professional recognition. School
practitioners find the same or comparable rewards appealing to them. Al-
though the same vehicles for publication and sharing do not presently
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exist for practitioners, they do have the opportunities to conduct in-
,services or to prpduce newsletters, for example. In addition to profes-
sional recognition, they welcome other supportive adults in their class-
rooms or offices with whom they can reflect, without fear of being "put
down" on their own experiences. Presentations of experiences at pro-
fessional meetings is as meaningful to them as it is to researchers. Find-
ing research models that reward both parties to the collaboration is not
enly an ethical imperative, it is good research strategy--both politically
and substantatively. .

In our own regearch efforts we have experimented with a number of
techniques for making the notion of collaboration not only real but re-
warding professionally and productive of immediately useful results. Com-
mon to all of these is a conception of research as a dialectic between prac-
titioners that investigates the simultaneous processes of question formula-
tion, data collection, analysis, validation, and application. We attempt to
avoid at all costs perceptions of the process as a linear progression with
researchers controlling the flow of information and ultimately in a position
to establish claims of ownership on any outcome.

" As examples, we began one major project by asking teachers to
identify the major issue they faced in the teaching of language arts.
Then the researchers, in the classroom, worked with the teachers to un-
cover the dimensions of the issue and how it was perceived by students.
After further pursuing the issue into the community and homes of the
students, results were shared with the teachers so that they could take
respcnsibility for implementing them in their teaching.

Teachers and administrators are given graduate program tuition credits
as reward for participation in the research projects and, where appropriate,
credit for the research is counted as part of the course requirement. Ad-
vanced doctoral students who have regular employment in schools are en-
couraged to do descriptive case studies in their own schools ar school com-
munities as their analytical project requirements for graduation. Several
have already been awarded degrees and'in addition to the contributions
their studies have made to our cumulative store of information about schools,
they form a cadre of trained professionals in the field enhancing efforts at
continued coilaboration.

Practitioners are invited to make presentations at professional meet-
ings, to prepare paflers on their own, to serve on the planning committee
for the annual Ethnography in Education Research Forum, and to par-
ticipate in the development of funding proposals. Finally, a group of
principals and teachers are presently preparing the Winter, 1983 issue of
the Generator, the publication of AERA Group G. This will give them a
wide audience for publicizing their research efforts. These experiments
are not unique to us but are being reported by a number of our colleagues
in other ifstitutions and communities.

Although we do not pretend to have worked miracles, our experiences
suggest that a model of researcher-practitioner collaboration is possible, a
model that conceptualizes the needs of the two enterprises not simply as
complementary but essentially the same. One practical result is that we
now have far more requests to conduct "research' in clagsrooms and
schoals, requests by teachers and administrators, than we can honor.

Perhaps the most dramatic attestation to the change in climate from
that at the colloquium i8 provided by the principal who raised the "what
can you do for my Monday morning needs?" question. In a talk he gave
at the University of Delaware's annual Educational Research symposium in
the spring of 1980 this same principal remarked:
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Prior to this relationship, the University had a very nega-
tive impression on many of the school people of Philadelphia.
Our impression of the University was, that although it is witu-
ated in the city limits . . . it did not really involve itself in
the issues confronting urban education until now. This program
was a 180 degree turn in that situation. The University has
been very accommodating and we have pretty much been given
our heads. And to me this has been the greatest thing about
this cooperative enterprise--we were not seen as people that
they were going to foist something upon, but people to work
with and develop team relationship. 1 really appreciate that.
(Matteo 1981:18)

PLAN OF THE BOOK

The chapters in the book have been divided into three sections
for the convenience of the reader: A Search for Historic and Theoreti-
cal Roots, Explorations in the Practice of Ethnography, and Reflections on
the State of the Art.

In the first section, A Search for Historic and Theoretical Roots,
the chapters by Hymes and Heath provide a framework for the reader by
setting ethnography in context. In this section the authors wrestle with
definitions of ethnography, discuss its basic underlying principles, and
propose ways in which it can be useful to education.

The second section, Explorations in the Practice of Ethnography,
presents a range of ethnographic studies. This research defines by
illustration some essential characteristics of ethnography. The first two
artic'es in the section (Mehan; Shultz, Florio, and Erickson) present a
gs ute of ethnography using video data, which allows for a careful micro-
a.ialysis of behaviors not possible when relying on participant observer field
notes. Mehan offers an example of what he has termed "constitutive eth-
nography," which explicates details of the underlying structure of inter-
actional events in the classroom. His analysis highlights the interactional
competence required by children in classrooms in order to digplay their aca-
demic knowledge successfully. Shultz, Florio, and Frickson d on Mehan's
structural model and meticulously examine and compare the participation
structures of a family meal ‘and a formal classroom lesson, examining home
and school discontinuities and the ways children make sense of these two
worlds. Jacob also looks at children's behavior across home and school
settings. Her Puerto Rican study combines what she calls quantitative and
ethnographic approaches used to answer questions neither approach could
answer alone. Labov's chapter strongly echoes the theme of discontinuity
between home and school by summarizing and detailing the sociolinguistic
evidence for the existence of competing value systems found in inner-city
schools. The final two chapters in the second section present folklore per-
spectives on informal learning, out of school. Bauman examines children's
expressive folk culture revealing children's competencies that educators
might easily fail to see. Sutton-Smith details the effects of economic, social,
and historical notions about play and how they have framed our theoretical
assumptions about children and their development. '

In the third and final section, Reflections on the State of the Art, a
range of reactions to the chapters is presented by five different authors.
Their remarks reflect on the different themes, issues, and concerns of the ,
field of ethnography and education in general and of the articles in the
volume in particular. Cazden opéns the review with a discussion of the
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central themes of the volume: continuity vs. discontinuity in children's
lives; the role of folklore in education; researcher/educator collaboration;
and micro vs. macro levels of analysis. She not only summarizes the
presentations of these issues but contributes further insights of her own.
Scanlon sketches an educational context in which to judge the contribu-
tions and merits and stresses the obligations and responsibilities of
ethnographic studi‘Fs. As an educator and policy maker, he describes
the present needs of the educational community to which ethnographers
must address themselves. McDermott and Hood's remarks follow with a
more cautionary note. They warn ethnographers not to blindly allow
educators to define the problems to be addressed. They suggest that
even the langu‘e used by educators to state their needs, grounded as
it 1s in psychology, may obscure real issues meriting investigation.
Sanday distinguishes between anthropological investigations of education
and educational researchers' uses of ethnographic techniques in school
studies. She notes that the views of Hymes and Heath, which frame this
volume, are representative of the anthropologists' perspective. Finally,
Kirshenblatt-Gimblett lists what she sees as some of the uses and poten-
tial dangers of ethnography in education.
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Ethnography in education:

Defining

the essentials

In the play Travesties by Tom Stoppard, a character makes the
following comment about the meaning of the words art and artist: "Doing
the things by which is meant Art is no longer considered the proper con-
cern of the artist. In fact it is frowned upon. Nowadays, an artist is
someone who makes art mean the things he does.” This article suggests
that the state of the art of ethnography may have come to the point where
anthropologists can echo Stoppard's character to describe the change a
the meaning of the word ethnography: "Doing the things by which is
meant Ethnography is no longer considered the proper concern of the an-
thropologist. In fact it is frowned upon. Nowadays, an ethnographer is
someone who makes ethnography mean the things he does."

Recently, researchers in the field of education have been particularly
prone to use the terms ethnography or ethnographic to describe studies
using participant observation, naturalistic inquiry, and open-ended re-
search designs (e.g., Wilson 1977; Rist 1975). Thus ethnography in edu-
cation has become a set of techniques in search of a distipline within the
social sciences. A variety of researchers, many nonanthropologists, either
"do ethnography" or critique ethnographic methods without reflecting the
historical, methodological, and theoretical links of ethnography to cultural
anthropology. Numerous methods and approaches, described as qualita-
tive, naturalistic, ecological, and holistic, are identified as ethnographic,
characteristic of or having the form of ethnography. Though it is not
necessary to claim that only anthropologists can do ethnographic research,
it is important to recognize that many of the methods, rationales for open-
ended research techniques, and theoretical guides to interpretation of
data gathered by these means derive in large part from anthropology.

Therefore, it seems necessary to define the fundamental character-
istics of ethnography as they derive from anthropology, and also to clarify
the difference between a fuli-scale ethnography and ethnographic studies
that use some essential methods of ethnography. An understanding of
ethnography depends on linking it to its traditional disciplinary base in
anthropology and its role in the anthropologist's study of human behavior
in Crou—cultuxl perspective. To grasp the distinctions of methodology
frequently said to characterize ethnographic research in education, one




34 /| CHILDREN IN AND OQUT OF SCHOOL

must recognize the similarities and diffcrences between these research
techniques and those found in social psychology, sociology, and other
disciplines that have focused on the study of human behavior in formal
institutional settings x societies. In essence, if the term eth-
nographic is to have/a consist identity in educational studies, re-
searchers must be able to identify what it is that makes a Sﬁcuhr
study ethnographic. For example, they should be able to

nguish an
ethnegraphic study from ethological work, from field studies, from sys-
tems analysis interpretations, and from case studies. Only in so doing
can ethnographers meet the challenge of specificity of procedures, clarity
of goals, and relevance of interpretations to theoretical considerations de-
manded in the numerous institutions now sponsoring ethnographic research
in educatior..

This article considers: (a) methods of ethnography and an expla-
nation of how some of these might be applied in ethnographic research in
education; (b) some weaknesses strengths of ethnography; and (c)
suggestions on how some "essentials” of ethnographic research might be
carried out in a community-to-school study with a topical focus on literacy.

ETHNOG.RA
E

HY: WHAT ARE
THE SE

P
8 NTIALS?

The goal of ethnography is to describe the ways of living of a
social group, a group in which there is in-group recognition of the indi-
viduals living and working together as a social unit. By becoming a
participant in the social group, an ethnographer attempts to record and
describe the overt, manifest, and explicit behaviors and values and tangi-
ble items of culture. By long residence, the ethnographer learns the lan-
guage of the society and structures and functions of culturzl components,
before attempting to recognize patterns of behavior that may be covert,
ideal, and implicit to members of the culture. Ethnographers attempt to
learn the conceptual framework of members of the society and to organize
materials on the basis of boundaries understood by those being observed
instead of using a predetermined system of categories established before
the participant-observation.

The range of techniques the ethnographer uses includes mapping;
charting kinship and other patterns of interaction; interviewing; collecting
life histories; studying written documents relevant to the history of the
group; and recording folklore of all types--narratives, songs, myths,
riddles, rhymes, and proverbs. If used at all, survey data, question-
naires, and experimental methods play a much less significant role than
participant-observation. The ethnographer's description will, ideally,
deal with the totality of existence of a particular social group in its
natural setting. Laboratory experiments, or any noncontextualized be-
haviors, tend, in the ethnographer's view, not to yield substantive con-
clusions generalizable to these same participants in their natural environ-
ment. Moreover, a pHori hypotheses taken with the observer into a
group are believed by ethnographers to reflect more the conceptual frame-
work of the investigator than that of those being observed.

The concept of culture as holistic--more than the sum of the parts,
both material and nonmaterial--forces ethnographers to place their de- LN
scriptivns in the context of larger purposes. Of major importante are
knowledge of the universals in human experience and recognition of the
unique aspects of human patterns of behavior that may develop within a
group. Most frequently, the ethnographer's descriptive data will gener-
ate a cultural grammar, an abstract theory that provides the rules indi-
viduals within the society have to know to produce, predict, interpret,
and evaluate behaviars in given settings or social interactions.
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Simply put, the ethnographer's task is to describe the culture of the
group being studied, and tc identify specific cultural patterns and struc-
tural regularities within the processes of both continuity and change. For
example, the ethnographer attempts to answer the question of what are
the coistraints on the system that contribute to predictable patterns of
behavior? The ethnographer works with the following principles of oper-
ation: ’

1 Fieldworkers should attempt to uphold the ideal of leaving aside
ethnocentricism and maintaining an open acceptance of the behaviors
of all members of the group being studied.

When participation in and adequate description of the full round of
activities of the group is not pbssible, fieldworkers should make a
principled decision to learn and to describe as completely as possible
what is happening in selected activities, settings, or groups of
participants.

Data obtained from study of pieces of the culture should be related
to existing knowledge about other components of the whole of the
culture or similar pieces studied in other cultures.

Ethnography, perhaps more than any other sociai science, strives for a
comparative perspective. Research conducied in one social group should
be accessible for comparison with that conducted in other social groups.

As ethnographers in the past two decades have moved away from the
study those social groups located far away from centers of modernization,
and easily identifiable as bands, tribes, or villages, these methods and
ideals of ethrnography have been difficult to maintain. Many new tech-
niques, theoretical perspectives, and comparative procedures have de-
veloped. Therefor .~ array of diverde and often contradictory methods
now subsumed undes - term ethnog—aphy make it seem necessary: to ask,
"What is etHnography?" Alfred Kroeber, a figure prominent in the de-
velopment of anthropology in the United States, asked this question in
1957 when anthropologists had begun their first major moves toward study-
ing groups and institutions in domplex societies. Kroeber noted that the
shift of interest away from remote and less technologically advanced peo-
ples to communities at home seemed to occasion neglect of "old-fashioned
ethnography" (1957:196). For example, background ethnohistorical re-
search carried out in libraries and supplemented by oral interviews and
documentary evidence in the field formed an essential part of many of the
ethnographies of cultures of Africa, Asis, and islands of the South Pacific.
Ethnographers working in complex societies, however, often seemed to see
no need for ethnohistorical research. In addition, Kroeber charged that
anthropologists working in the cgmmunities oi* complex cultures often failed
to elicat data beyond the "expectable obviousnesses” (1957:196). Too often,
these studies focused on how the "different," e.g. the poor, ethnic groups,
and American Indians became more like the mainstream, the power group of
the nation. Thus, Kroeber charged that ethnographers were leaving aside
the longstanding maxim of anthropology. to deny ethnocertric interests.
Kroeber warned that the study of an Indian tribe in earlier times and in
its self-identified status as a group in relative isolation required methods
no different from those used to study the assimilation of the current de-
scendants of that tribe in an urban community.

Methods proposed by Kroeber as typical of "old-fashioned ethnogra-
phy" warxant consideration for ethnography in education research. How
might the methcds and iceals uscd by anthropologists in the study of an
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Indian tnibe or an African village be applied in education research? Eth-
nographies, 1.e., descriptive studies of a culture as a whole, are not
usually written with a focus on formal educatior, but ethnographic methods
charactenistic of those used in preparing full ethnographies may be used
1in particuler settings of formal education or other institutions. In ceveral
cntical ways, ethnographic methods are, distinct from other methods often
termed ethnograonhic, though they may share philosophic bases with other
research approaches (cf. Magoon 1917; lannaccone 1975). For example, a
case-study approach--the collection of intensive histories of individual
units made from the perspective of development with relation to environ-
mental factors (Smith 1978)--in and of itself does not constitute ethno-
graphic research. Ethnographic studiec involve more than simple
participant-observation or naturalistic research 1n noncontrived settings
(Furlong and Edwards 1977). What distinguishes ethnographic studies
(whether carried out in formal education or other institutional settings,
such as a hospital, bar) 1s consideration by the researcher of the applica-
bility of methods and thecries used by anthropologists (Wolcott 1975).
Those discussed here are ethnohistorical research, attention to definition
of the urut of study, microethnographic work, linguistic investigations,
and analysis of artifacts. Many "old-fashioned" ethnographies (e.g., Evans-
Pritchard 1940; Malinowski 1932; Radchffe-Brown 1933; Leighton and Kluck-
holn 1946) exemplify some or all of these essentials, and they are dis-
cussed in numerous descriptions of the science of ethnography (e.g.,
Lowie 1960; Kroeber 1957). Thus, their use 1n education research may be
said to help establish the ethnographic character of specific studies.

ETHNOHISTORICAL RESEARCH

For any particular social group stud’ed.\pthnographers have at-
tempted to relate the origins and history of the gréoup through tine to
consider the social past as well as the social present. Fieldworkers study-
1thg a tribe or village in Africa, for example, collected data on the group
before the arrival of European 1nfluences. Records of early travelers who
contactgd: the group and oral accounts from older tribe members helped
build this history. In addition, the story of European contact and the
development of European influence in cultural values and behaviors was
needed. Research for this portion was often done 1n hibraries through
records of European officials and missionaries, official correspondence,
proceedings of specific councils, biographies of tnbal chiefs, and news-
paper accounts of European polictzes wath respect to African cultures.
Many ethnographers supplemented the published materials with unpub-
hshed accounts, such as the correspondence of missionanes, travelers,
and merchants (cf. Schapera 1962).

Ethnographic research in formal education settings need not be differ-
ent in ty,.2 from that collected for the African tribe or village. An eth-
nographer writing about a particular schoo! may, for example, learn much
from documentary sources and unpublished accounts of the school. The
nature, extent, and accessibility of these materials will vary according to
factors such as the time, purpose, and agents of their preparation.

Many other relevant materials are in the public domain: superintendents’
reports, proceedings of local school board meetings, biographies of indi-
viduals influential in the development of the school or its system, and
newspaper accounts. Evaluation studies of curricula, student perform-
ance, and labor relations are often less accessible, but failure to obtain
these cap often be partially compensated for through oral interviews and
examinafions of curricular materials at district libraries.

Ethnohistorical research is particularly relevint for determining the
background’of particular themes, such as ~itizen education, back-to-
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basics movements, morals education, in a particular school. Documents
describing the rationgles for these movements often contain specific goals
and aspirations for dents, as well as notions of how knowledge, skills,
and dispositions help create the "good" student.

Few "ethnegraphic" studies of education have included ethnohistorical
research, such as histories of the school, communities past and present
that make up the student population, and special interest groups (such as
labor unions, loca! businesses, and voluntary associations) that influenced
school policies and programs. The need for an ethnohistorical component
in the study of education js underscared by the work of historians of
education (e.g., Katz 1968; Tyack 1974) whose works emphasize the strong
effects institutions such as the school have had on what were formerly
.private primary groups, such as the family. The Paul and Jean Hanna
Collection, begun in 1977 at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University,
contains materials from several nations that will help researchers answer
such questions as what role textbooks play in political socialization and
how ties between publishers and scholars, teachers and administrators,
affect school curricula.

ATTENTION TO.DEFINITION
OF UNITS ®F STUDY

Every anthropologist who undertakes a field siudy of a com-
munity or tribe, as well as those who engage in education research, must
make a decision as to the specific social group, setting, and focus he or
she will treat. Early sections of traditional ethnographies are often de-
voted to a definition of what is being studied--band, tribe, or village--
and the reasons for the choice of the group. If an ethnographer chooses
to carry out ethnographic research within a school or classroom, problems
of definition seem simple; problems of reason for the choice are more com-
plex. Often a particular classroom or school is studied because it was
accessible, a friend was on the staff, or the local district was fairly lax
about access of researchers to the school. Rarely are reasons for the
choice made clear. Types of schools or clagsrooms are also often left
unspecifiea, so that comparison of research across schools or classrooms
is difficilt. The, particular categories chosen to describe schools or class-
rooms raise problems; for example, if the ethnographer chooses to work
in classrooms of a particular subject or teacher style, will the ethnogra-
pher follow native usage (i.e., that of local teachers and administrators),
or will new terms be devised in accordance with the patterns that evolve
in the course of the study? There is no standardization across districts
and states for many components of formal schooling.

Another problem of definition arises for the ethnographer, because
within anthropology, education refers to the process of cultural trans-
mission (which extends throughout life); formal schooling is only one as-
pect of this process. Therefore, when formal schooling is the focus of
research, anthropologists attempt to study it in relation to the broader
cultural and community context in which it exists. For example, the be-
haviors of pupils are ideally viewed not only in relation to fit or contrast
with those of teacher, typical student, or successful pupil, but also with
respect to home and community enculturation patterns of pupils and teach-
ers. Thus, the ethnographer must be concerned with a definition of com-
munity if the study is to follow students into their home environments, or
even if communities served by the school are viewed as background for
development of the school. Communities served by schools may have one
designation used in official maps, another known and used by current
residents, and yet another known to former residents of that area who
have now moved to other locations in the same city. Communities may
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also be defined only with respect to neighborhoods in which students live,
or they may also be used to refer to institutions that may or may not be
locality-based (e.g., the Kiwanis Club) and yet exert a strong influence
on particular school activities, Many of the community institutions may not
be structurally interrelated; yet all impinge on the school.

MICROETHNOGRAPHIC WORK

Since the beginning of anthropology, there has been an emphasis
on the holistic nature of cuiture and the need of the ethnographer to deal
"with the total range of human activity as socially determined" (Lowie 1960:
485). ‘As anthropologists came to admit that they could not do justice to
the whole range of these phenomena, they urged collaboration, first with
biologists, chemists, and others in the "pure sciences" and gradually, with
othner social scientists, For some anthropologists, a better way to repre-
sent the whole was to devise new techniques appropriate for the study of
the minutiae of parts of culture. Linguistics, the sdentific study of lan-
guage, developed increasingly rigorous and precise techniques for describ-
ing the structures of languages. Anthropologists and other social scientists
have attempted to devise systems of description and analysis of equal rigor
ant Precision for other aspects of culture, such as nonverbal communica-
tion, and social interaction. (For discussions of these methods, see Frake
1976; McDermott and Aron 1978; Erickson 1976.)

This need for finer and finer distinctions of what makes up the whole
of culture for any social group has led anthropologists to observe new
units of behavior and to deal separately with these in an effort to provide
adequate descriptions. Ideally,_these pieces, such as a lesson within a
classroom or a conversation between teacher and principal, are so discrimi-
nated that resynthesis may at some point be possible to provide a com-
posite view of the whole. For the researcher, however, these pieces are
'wholes," in that they have a structure and rules of their own, and justi-
fication for revealing details of their composition, participants, settings,
and rules lies in their shedding light on such broader issues as the rule-
governed nature of social behavior and questions of covert patterns of
exclusion.

Interactions within the school, such as the lessons, athletic games,
composing activities, and reading circles are the interdependent pieces
that go toward making up the cuitural phenomena of the school. Each of
these activities has an organization and sets of rules, overt and covert
(e.g., ermott 1977; Mehan 1978; articles by McDermott; by Mehan;
and by/Shultz, Florio, and Erickson, this volume). Often one group of
actorsfhas one set of rules and operates according to this set; other par-
ticapantX have different sets of rules and operate accordingly. Neither
recognizes that two sets of rules are in operation. In all situations, a
pattern of interaction and rules for roles played by the actors emerges
from a detailed account of the situation preserved in fieldnotes (and some-
times supplemented by videotape), so that the ethnographer can return
again and again to the data for analysis. In traditional field settings,
anthropologists often gave descriptive accounts of tribal leaders' orations,
interaction of villagers in the marketplace, or the reaction of community
members to the performance of medicine men. Recording these events for
detailed analysis is no different from recording analogous events in formal
educational settings, except that current methods make descriptions more
detailed than before.

A critical point of microethnographic work is that it be linked with
other types of research on schools or classrooms. Ideally, microethno-
graphic work can contribute to comparative analyses of classrooms of the
same or different types, to studies of schools of varying kinds, so that
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some reasonable sense of wholeness or comparison may emerge. The les-
son, Ppeer teaching interaction, compaosition class, or any of the numerous
types of teaching situations (Stebbins 1975) suitable for analysis should
not be separated in concept and in practice fr. ways this knowledge can
relate to other components of ethnographic research. Is the lesson to be
viewed as a field, that is, simply a setting for research, or is it a sample,
an illustratipn of a type; and if so, are the latter definitions carefully
established (cf. Arensberg 1961)?

To gain a dynamic view of education, we need to coordinate micro-
ethnography in the classroom with the study of communities and other
institutions related to the school. The continuum from community to
school, from school boards to schools past and present, should be units
of study that reveal processes of change. Without special attention to the
need for a diachronic pérspective, there is the danger that research that
focuses on the minutiae of streams of behavior will seem to portray be-
havior in closed, fixed, repetitive frames. A given mode of activity will
be viewed as reinforcing others in such a way as to perpetuate itself with-
in the social organization of behavior. Exclusive focus on this type of
research reinforces the "fallacy of the ethnographic present" (Smith 1962:
77), that is, the belief that observed conditions are static and not subject
to influences from beyond the immediacy of the social organization of the
institutionalized moments, e.g., the lesson, space or time routines, or
other teaching situations.

LINGUISTIC INVESTIGATIONS
g
L] Ethnographers contemplating work among tribes or villages in

faraway places usually did not speak the language of those they proposed
to study. Therefore, they had to learn the language, and often they re-
corded it in written form for the first time. In the study of formal edu-
cation in our own society, ethnographers would seem to speak the same
language and to share basic concepts and categories with the participants.
Yet, the specific terminology of schools and the ways of thought of teach-
ers and administrators enculturated through the rites of passage of N
teacher/administratqr training are often more different from those of daily
usage than would be expected. Many of the words are the same as those
used in normal discourse, yet their uses and meanings differ. For ex-
ample, the term "E designate" is used in some schools to refer to students
who by standardized test performance have no promise of successful aca- N
demic achievement. In other schools, "E" is a grade of excellent. The
ethnographer's task is to understand the practical dimensions of daily
language use in the school setting.

Classroom language is characterized by a special "register" or style
appropriate to teaching or caregiving. As a conventional way of speaking
used in particular situations, a register diffefs in intonation, vocabulary,
grammatical structure, and accompanying nonverbal features from other
ways of speaking. The connected units that make up the "discourse" or
flow of speech in interactions in school settings often have particular
characteristics, especially as they occur in certain situations, such as
lessons. Interpretation of the units of language is highly dependent on
the setting, social relations between speakers, and expectations of each
party. For example, many ' directives used in classrooms are either state-
ments ("I can't talk until you're ready to quiet down") or questions ("Why
don't you check the encyclopedia?"). All of these, however, function not
as isolated sentences, but as connected units dependent on prior and
subsequent units.

Folklore studies, traditionally a component of many ethnographies,
and in many cases, an extension, have had the goal of recovering the
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lore of the folk, both verbal expressions and ways of integrating uses of
these expressions into other aspects of behavior. Traditional tales, games,
myths, legends, songs, chants, verses, proverbs, riddles, and mnemonic
devices have been collected by anthropologists. Many of these genres
exist in schools and are used by people across the boundaries of social
role and social situations. Schools often have a set bf folklore typically
identified with the school, and legends, myths, riddles, jokes, and songs
are carried on generation after generation. Some of these are known to
all members of the school, e.g., the school song or cheers; others are
known only to certaig groups within the school. For example, students
usually pass on mnemonic devices and riddles unknown to teachers. The
use of these genres in connection with specific subject areas is particularly
important, since they often reflect values and dispositions unspecified in
written materials.

The organization and uses of written materials are partxcularly im-
* portant for analysis by the ethnographer, since they often contain hidden
expectations held for students. For example, the relationship between
text and illustrations in textbooks across subject areas varies greatly.
Reading texts at the primary level usually contain illustrations that tell
more about what is happening than the text does. .Children attuned to
studying pictures do better at inferencing than students not so attuned.
Teachers are often unaware of the cues given in illustrations for infer-
encing. Social studies texts often have "floating” illustrations, pictures
that have no specific relationship to the text other than providing a de-
tail that can be subsumed under a generalization proposed in the text.
In a chapter on industrialization, for example, a picture of a steamboat
may appear; yet there is no discussion of steamboats per se. In another
culture, ethnographers would be certain to rfote that in certain written
materials, illustrations repeated the text's message; in others, they did
not. Because ethnographers studying formal educational systems in our
own society are familiar with textbooks, and they themselves adjust un-
kncwingly to the discrepancies in text-illustration links across subjects,
they are unlikely to analyze texts with the eve of a stranger.

ANALYSIS OF ARTIFACTS

One of the first steps of ethnography is to inventory the tangi-
ble objects used in the range of activities of a social group. The forms
of these are described, and observations allow the ethnographer to deter-
~ine their functions, particular aesthetic patterns, spatial distribution,
and relationships to status maintenance and role behaviors. Ethnographic
studies in familiar settings of complex societies often given little attention
to artifacts, since the material items of a modern technological society are
*so easily, taken for granted by those socialized into that society.

Every school room is filled with material culture, some old, some new.
Many of these artifacts may well be similar to those found in school rooms
decades ago. Other artifacts are more recent and some are similar to
items found in other institutions. Yet the artifacts and their arrangement
are often unfamiliar to many children entering school in the first grade.
These children must learn not only the names of these items, but also
rules for their use in specifically designated time and space blocks. Stu-
dents rarely question the function of these artifacts or their arrangement
in time and space. For example, school desks have an appearance distinct
from all other desks. They are also arranged in many classrooms in
straight rows, and the desk of the teacher (not specifically a "school"
desk) is placed at the front of all other desks. The functions of the desk
in this particular space are not clear: teachers rarely sit at these desks
and talk to the class as a whole. Instead, the teachers use the desk most
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~ften when students are engaged in seat work or students are not present
in the room. If the function of the desk at the front of the room is to
see students (for example, to watch them during a test) this position for
this practice is highly unusual. In other situations when one wants to
watch others, observers place themselves so as not to be seen by those-
being observed, or, at the very least, to be as unobtrusive as possible.
Placing the teacher's desk at the back of the room with students'*desks
facing for+ .rd seems logical if one expects that knowledge used in similar
situations is relevant to teachers observing students in the classroom.
This is just one example of an occasion when rules for the use and place-
ment of material objects in the world outside the classroom do not apply
in the classroom., If an ethnographer were describing a group whose cul-
ture was unknown to him or her, such incongruitics in behavior from one
setting to another would be noted.

TRENGTHS
P H

ND S
OGRA

The foregoing are only some of the techniques used in prepar-
ing full ethnographies that can be adapted for =thnographic research in
formal education. Some methods of ethnography have been surrounded by
debates throughout the history of anthropology, and most of these debates
have pointed out partidylar weaknesses and strengths inherent in the
anthropologist's approagh to ethnography. -

"So what?" is a gjiestion sometimes asked of the detailed descriptions
provided by anthg ogists of minutiae. To what extent is the material
and the sense of a particular phenomenon developed for one social group
generalizable to other social groups? The same question can certainly be
asked of studies of a single school or classroom or situation within a formal
education setting. How can classrooms, schools, or situations for compari-
son be determined? In the selection of one school as opposed to other
schools, the ethnographer must consider how what one finds in that setting
is representative of what occurs in other schoo's, and how the results of
one ethnographic study can lead the ethnographer to explain the relation
of this school to others.

This problem is not unique to the study of formal education by
ethnographers or social scientists, Those who carry out community studies
have not yet determined a satisfactory typology of communities or expla-

' nations of how the study of one community can be generalized to others
(cf. Arensberg and Kimball 1965). Recent arguments revolve around ways
of locating community boundaries (Seiler and Summers 1974) and distin-
guishing community studies from locality studies (Stacey 1969). For the
community, there are often no recognizable boundaries; a community may
be known by various names, and any one geographic territory within a
specific .ommunity may be known as a community to other groups.
Schools, on the other hand, do have geographic boundaries, and it is
predictable that numerous groups will be consistent in their identification
of a school. The identification of parts or units of a single school and
constellations of schools is much more uncertain, however. What is it that
we have to see to know what a school is all about? What can ethnogra-
phers report that will help them identify other schools of a similar type
as well as describe a particular school? How much new information does
each ethnographic study of a school provide that can be related to the
experiences of the past and provide any predictive value for the future?
Most social scientists agree that evaluation in education research has had
much more prominence than have process studies detailing innovations
and other types of changes. Therefore, what can ethnography contribute
to estimations of social change processes in formal education? These are
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all questions rel~*sd to the issue of the generalizability of ethnographic
studies.

Another seemingly inherent weakness of ethnography is that it has
traditionally claimed to do everything and to do *t with objectivity. In
actuality, all anthropclogists know that no completely holistic study of a
culture exists and that by definition, such a study is impossible. One
cannot recreate the whole of a culture in an ethnography; therefore, the
concept of holism is a guiding concept, one that holds out for anthro-
pologists the constant reminder of the interdependent nature of culture,
which i indeed greater than the sum of its parts. Similarly, anthro-
pologist.s cannot be entirely objective in their studies. The constant goal
of leaving aside value judgments is again a guiding principle, one that
forces ethnographers to evaluate both the methods and the content of
their studies in terms of this ideal. The ever-present call tp value-free
research has created, ironically, yet another weakness in ethnography--
the absence of detailed attention to values, ethics, and morality in de-
scriptions of cultures. Relatively few ethnographies provide descriptions
of thase topics that can be used in comparative analyses (Bidney 1953;
Edel 1962). .

The comparative perspective of anthropology, particularly of eth-
nology, is'yet another guiding rationale of anthropology.’ It, too, has
not produced as much as it has promised. Ethnology feeds on ethnogra-
pPhY, because it has to do with the description and interpretive analysis
of the cultural characteristics of diverse human groups. Ethnologists
analyze the ethnographies of cultures (generally those of a-particular
region), and attempt to explain similarities and differences, to point out
the distinct paths leading to comparable behavior traits in different social
groups. Principles of borrowing, invention, diffusion, and other methods
of social change are drawn from the comparative study of cultures.
Ethnology, through its broad comparative surveys of human cultures,
past and present, is often said to help explain processes of change and
ways in which current complex diversities évolved.

There is, however, relatively little ethnology for present-day cul-
tures of the United States. Ethnographies of communities are not
abundant enough to permit the development of ethnologies. Ethnographic
studies of schools and classrooms are neither numerous nor consistent
enough to allow comparative analyses.

A relatively recent methodological and theoretical trend in ethnogra-
phy may show the same divergence between ideal and real that the goals
of holism, objectivity, and cross-cultural comparison have shown.. This
.is the tendency among anthropologists tp break apart portions of the field
of ethnography, to develop new terms, and to apply these to the study
of specific aspects of culture. Anthropologists have proposed such terms
as ethnography of speaking (Hymes 1964), ethnography of writing (Basso
1974), and ethnography of literacy (Szwed 1981). ' What has not been
realized by subsequent researchers using these titles to describe their
studies is that the original proposers coined these terrs to emphasize the
need to include speaking, writing, and iliteracy in ethnographies, not to
urge an exclusive focus on these aspects of culture. Anthropologists
proposing these terms urged an extension of research by ethnographers
and linguists, not a restriction. The explanation us-d for proposing the
ethnography of communication often seems forgotten in the piecas of lan-
guage behavior described as "ethnographies of speaking":

The needed term must be one not only for coordinating lan-
guage with other things, or for suggesting a portion of the
range of problems, but one of general scope. For anthro-
pologists and anthropologically minded investigators from
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other disciplines, ethnography of communication seems best to
indicate the necessary scope, and to convey and encourage the
fundamental contribution they best can make: studies ethno-
graphic in basis, and of commun’cation in the scope and kind
of patterned complexity with which they deal.

. . . such an approach . . . must take as context a community
investigating its communicative habits as a whole, so that any
given use of channel arid code takes its place as but part of
the resources upon which the members of the community draw.

Facets of the cultural values and beliefs, social institutions and
forms, roles and personalities, history and ecology of a com-
munity must be examined together in relation to communicative

) events and patterns as fotus of study (just as every aspect of
a community's life may be brought selectively to bear on the
study of a focus such as kinship, sex, or conflict). (Hymes
1964:2-3)

Thus far, ethnographies of speaking have not achieved the goals of com-
prehensiveness or consideration of holistic context proposed here. They
have tended to cover specific acts, events, and situations within specific
interactions, and there are as yet only programmatic statements on the
methodology of the ethnography of communication. -

. If ethnography has all these weaknesses, what are its strengths?
Why are ‘educators interested in having ethnographic methods applied in
education research? Much traditional research in education has been
quantitative, global, sociodemographic, and dependent on large-scale
comparisons of many different schools, or it has been experimental,
based on studies of selected groups operating in controlled settings.
Terms such as input, output, accountability, and management have
characterized many of these reports. Input factors (independent vari-
ables) have been said to influence, predict, or determine output factors
(Cependent variables). Pieces of data about social groups, such as num-
ber of siblings, income of parents, time of mother-child interactions in
pre-school experiences, have been correlated with the output of students
expressed in test scores, subsequent income, and continued schooling.
The effects of formal instruction have been evaluated by correlating these
input factors with educational outpat. Gradually, many educators have -
begun to realizse that large-scilie surveys, correlational studies, and ex-
clusively quantitative studics do not provide actual data about events
either in the classroom or thx coramunities of students and teachers.
Moreover, ther findinge are often used to predict the academic future of
certain groups of studznts. Used in these ways, they reinforce stereo-

- s and easy genevalizations about abilities of students, the inability of

hers' to fit, and the disintegration of family and community life. They
often allow already overworked teachers and principals to have "reasons"
for closing off innovations and options in instructional methods and evalu-
ation techniques. .. -

- Recognizing these limitations of traditional methods of educational re-
search, some educators have begun to pee the merits of ethnographic
research in supplementing other types of research. The major emphasis
fror within education circles has been to use ethnographic methods in
evaluating programs. Some groups involved in education research, such

_as education laboratories and research centers, are somewhat cautious

- -~ about ethnographic research in education because they recognize that in
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addition to the weaknesses noted above, ethnographic methods offer other
problems in comparison to traditional methods of education research. Eth-
r.ographic methods to be used in a study cannot be specifically spelled out
in research proposals; part of the strength of ethnography depends on its
interactive-adaptive nature. The researcher, interacting with the group
being studied, acquires data that enable the adaptation of methods of in-
quiry to the situation. Ethnographic research does not lend itself to being
categorized, tabulated, or correlated, and it will not necessarily, identify
specific indicators that predict success of either programs or students.

in short, ethnographic research does'not meet the criteria of traditional
research in education in ~ither methodology, format, or results. It cannct
be carried out in a brief time period. It does not generalize the findings
from one setting to another without comparable work elsewhere. It does
not fit neatly into current calls for efficient, business-like approaches to
education, and it will not specify discrete noncontextualized factors that
may lead to improving either schocls or students.

From the point of view of anthropology and ethnography, these weak-
nesses are the strengths of ethnographic methods. The validity of ab-
stract representations of human behavior must rest on reality founded on
disciplined observatign and analysis. Ethnography provides an empirical
data base, obtained through immersion of the researcher in the ways of
living of the group. This immersion allows perception of the interde-
pendence of parts and also permits frequent returns to the data. The
descriptive power, the ability to incorporate in data the form, function,
and context of the behavior of a specific social group, and retention of
the data for considered and repetitive analysis are the major streagths of
ethnography. Ethnographic data cap often help provide the context for
expanded interpretations of studies done by other researchers.

Correlational studies (e.g., low scores on reading tests and low
sociceconomic class) can be amplified by ethnographic work. For example,
an ethnographic study of a specific low socioeconomic group may reveal
that reading scores correlate not only with economic level, but also with
the degree to which.reading is relevant to group membership, status
achievement, work opportunities, and retention of cultural values for the
group as a2 whole. Ideally such contextual evidence for specific communi-
ties helps educators reexamine school values for literacy in terms of how
they can be related to home and community values. Another explanation
of the correlafion might be found in an ethnographic study of reading
circles done through videotape analysis (cf. McDermott and Gospodinoff
1979). If cert'in students have less eye contact, verbal interaction, and
time of direct. reading instruction than others, these factors may contribute
more to reading failure than socioeconomic factors.

In essence, ethnography is the background tapestry--busily detailed,
seemingly chaotic; however, upon closer look, it reveals patterns, and
with repeated scrutiny, it may reveal yet other patterns. Upon this
tapestry may be placed the studies of others, psychologists, political
scientists, and sociologists, in an effort to explain as fully as possible
factors that help determine educational success or failure. Perhaps more
important than an emphasis on success or failure is the power of ethno-
graphic studies to provide data from which we may determine the princi-
Ples that explain the processes of stability and change. Only by knowing
the context provided by the ethnohistorical past, and by having an ade-
quate accounting of the ndividuals, activities, and relationships involved
in the events of formal education can researchers know the internal and
external conditions that relate to processes of change. .

Ethnography, because it is descriptive, has a highly individualized
and particularistic quality about it that provides vivid details and con-
creteness, and allows readers to identify with situations described.
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Unlike correlational or experimental studies £hat provide hypotheses and
predictions, ethnographic descriptions have the quality of reality and un-
deniability. If one is a member of a group being described, and actions
that have not before been recognized are described, one is forced to ad-
mit actions, to drop rationalizations, and to challenge the conflict between
ideals and realities of behavior (Heath 1978). These characteristics are
particularly important when education resef¥ch is being considered 'by
state superintendents, district supervisors, principals, and teachers in
the formulation of programs or in new considerations of past practices.
Those in the day-to-day action of teaching and providing environments
for learning need detailed descriptions of those practices and programs
that worked or failed to work, and the conditions or contexts that
created change for students and programs. Kroeber (1957) asserted:

What the ethnographer is alone in doing within the "secial
sciences," and almost alone in anthropology . . . is two
things. He tends to envisage his problems or objectives
holistically; and he prefers to acquire his data by holistic
contact, person to person, face to face, by word of mouth
plus his own otservations. (:193)

. the ethnographer makes his documents as he works.
He knows their occasion and context, he can more or less
judge their bias, he can extend or reduce the scope of his
inquiry, he can return with fresh insight to recommence

it. (:194)

Thege strengths are of immense importance to educators who, because they
must make decisions for practice in the real world, need descriptive narra-
tives and analyses derived from data that may help researchers answer as
completely as possible the question "what is happening?" (McDermott and
fron 1978). '

o
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R A : COMMUNITY T
OOL--PROPOSAL FOR
A STUDY #*
In what ways might ethnographic studies provide an answer to
this question for a particular topic in specific settings? The foregcing
discussion ‘has indicated that there are numerous settings for ethnographic
studies, each making contributions to building a comprehensive view of
education. Therefore, the study proposed here is for illustrative pur-
poses only, and many other varieties of ethnographic studies are possible.
The one chosen here takes the community as the focus, primarily to in-
volve readers in considering how knowledge about uses of literacy in
community settings may be useful for comparison with data ahout the uses
and functions of reading and writing skills in schools. Within the United
States, community studies have rarely been used in education research;
the focus has been almost exclusively on the school and its subunits.
Frequently, these units have been termed cultures in and of themselves;
little attention has been given to the fact that these sociocultural units
have few characteristics of the culture-bearing human groups traditionally
studied by ethnographers. Schools and classrooms rarely have cross-
generational self~identification, and their "culture,” i.e., artifacts, values,
and ways of behaving, is largely dependent on external forces (school
boards, teacher-training institutions, text and test publishers). The
relative degree and7type of external force on schools as opposed to
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classrooms has been the province of social historians, and a topic #gmored
by ethnographers Little is known of the conditions that define and re--
inforce the character of certain classrooms.

Communities, however, are specific culture-bearing human groups
with in-group recognition established through cultural transmission across
generations. These are appropriate for studying education, both because
they include and interact with the school and because they are the locus
of enculturation forces (families, ‘churches, voluntary associations) that
exist apart from the school. Therefore, cultural transmission within the
community involves the redprocal influences of school and community as
well as child socialization in primary groups, such as the family. Much of
the relatively recent work in communities has been sociolinguistic (e.g.,
Labov 1966, 1972; Wolfram 1969), describing the language and ways of
talking these students brought to school. The popular press and some
teacher-training materials have occasionally overgeneralized conclusions
from these studies to explain how the language forms and functions of
groups included in these sociolinguistic studies contributed to the school
failure of al! bers of specific ethnic or racial groups. The growing
emphasis on "mWcultural education” has made teachers anxious for
materials on culture differences beyond those of food, music, and holidays.
Thus, eye contact, the pimp' walk, ritual insults, and characteristics of
intimate space usage came to be handy additions to teachers’ presentations
of the cultural inventories of ethnic and racial groups. There is, there-
fore, a, need for community studies that will help educators have more data
on culture as both art and artifact, as ways of doing things (such as
learning to read or categorize ideas) as well as material items made, ac-
quired, and used.

Proposed here are the bare outlines of only one type of cross-cultural
longitudinal project set in communities of the United States. The goal is
to illustrate how ethnographic research can provide data about ways of be-
coming literate, specific areas of knowledge about reading and writing, -
and cultural items that are employed by community members in teaching
and using literacy." A group of four_ethnographer teams would meet to
draw up an outline of ethnographic field methods and questions to be di-
rected to literacy. Four communities that had in-group recognition of
themselves as communities would be selected; ideally, four schools that
members of these communities attend would also be chosen. Each team
would go to one specific community. One member of the team in each
site would initially work only in the community outside the school, the
other member would work in the selected school. Prior to work in either
community or school, ethnographers would study zll available documents
and ethnohistorical data. After an initial period in which there would be
no contact between team members in each site, they would meet to formu-
late new questions by sharing data: following that, am members could
switch positions, the ethnographer originally in the community now work-
ing in the school, and vice versa. This switch would allow team members
to test perceptions and to verify adequacy of data collection. During
the final period of the field study, teams from all sites would come to-
gether to develop a comparative framerork bafore returning to the field
for completion of the research. The final report would be prepared by
members of each team, and summary findings orr culture patterns in com-
munities and schools would indicate patterns that promote or retard
motivations for literacy--both its acquisition and retention. This kind of
comparative approach would ideally help contribute to a typology of
schools and an ethnology of communities. v

What kinds of questions might the ethnographers bear in mind as
they collected data? What knowledge about literacy would help focus
these questions? Traditional anthropological approaches to literacy cre
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illustrated by the work of Kroeber (1948), who talked of literacy and its
spread with respect to distinguishing two types of societies, preliterate
and literate. Goody (1968, 1977) posited a similar kind of dichotomy be-
tween literate and nonliterate individuals, maintaining that literate indi-
viduals have particular ways of knowing, perceiving, and categorizing
reality. The functions of literacy implied in these societal approaches to
literacy have become the guiding rationale of educational and economic
institutions of complex societies. The assumption has been that learning
to read and write does something not just to what people know but to how
they will go about knowing things. Coordinate with the view that literacy
makes individuals and groups think differently is the view that literacy
brings economic advancement, benevolent attitudes, critical faculties, and
logical thinking. The recent work of social historians (e.g., Lockridge
1974; Stone 1969), psychologists (Scribner and Cole 1981), and anthro-
pologists (Basso {974; Szwed 1981; Heath 1981) challenges these traditional
assumptions--economic, social and cognitive--about literacy. The challenge
of ‘these scholars (and an overview of research on literacy in multilingual
societies in Ferguson 1978) suggests that the study of literacy using eth-
nohistorical and ethnographic approaches is critically needed. .
In the hypothetical study proposed here as one of the possible ap-
proaches to an ethnographic study of literacy, a first step would be col-
lection of artifacts of literacy, descriptions of contexts of uses, and their
spatial and temporal distribution within the life of members of the com-
munity. The internal style of each artifact and the abilities of those who
produce these should be considered part of this context. How are these
artifacts presented to children? What activities and explanations surround
their use? Do questions directed to children about these artifacts empha-
size -the acquisition of labels and description of discrete characteristics of
items? Are there links made between these representations and uses of
their real-world equivalents? An indication of the value of observing
interactions with literacy ariifacts is suggested by the difference in adult-
child verbal exchanges which occurred in a community in which pictures
drawn by children in kindergarten and first grade classes were collected
in books for use by adults with young children (Heath, forthcoming).
When adults attempted to relate to these "books," they were forced to ask
real questions of the children about the objects, events, and attitudes de-
picted, because the adults could not understand the children's drawings.
The young children responded with lengthy descriptions and narratives,
not with single-word answers or labels. When adults chose books made
by adults for children, and used these when reading with children, adults
knew all the answers. However, when adults used books made by chil-
dren, children knew all the answers, and children's language was much
expanded over that produced when commercially prepared books were used.
Implications from this kind of detailed observation of the uses of
literacy artifacts are reinforced in Ninio and Bruner (1978) reporting on
labeling in parent-child dialogue cycles. In the introduction to the study,
the authors make the general statement that "book reading is the major
activity in which labelling occurs" (:3), suggesting that this is a univer-
sal characteristic among social groups. However, some groups do not
teach labeling as an isolated linguistic activity linked with book reading;
their young are expected to learn the names of objects and activities
from their use in contexts, and only when children ask the name of
something do parents offer labels (Heath, forthcoming). Schooling does,
however, make book reading the major activity in which labeling occurs.
Therefore, for students who learn labeling through adult-child interactions
with books, there is a critical fit promoting the acquisition of specific
reading skills. For students from communities in which labeling is not
learned in book reading, we need to know how labels are learned, what
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discourse surrounds their introduction, and how inferencing skills are
taught. Specifically, in what proportion and in which, circumstances do
labeling or specific directions for inferencing strategies occur? * Are there
ways of learning labeling that do not relate to books, which might be
transferred to schools as methods of expanding approaches to instruction
for all students? )

Related questions are those asking how the community verifies norms
for producing and using written materials. For example, if an item ap-
pears only in writing in a community and its topic has not been intro-
duced orally, what will the reception of that item be? Will the form of
the item make a difference? Will there be a search for verification, e.g.,
contact with individuals or institutions that might be associated with the
item, or will community members rely on other literate sources to verify
its usefulness (e.g., book reviews)? What are the ways written materials
are used, ranging from product names to books? For example, how is the
name of a new product unknown to community members learned? 1Is it
through reading the label, television advertising, recommendations by
other members of the community, or by analogyjto a similar item? When
do oral directions or analogous experience take precedence over, written
messages? Is there discontinuity between adults and children in the use
of product directions? If there are discontinuities, are there rationales
that attempt sto explain these away? For example, if a' child attempts to
put a toy together or play a game without reading the directions, does
the parent scold? Yet if the parent does not read the directions for
putting together a new l:y‘pe of flashlight, and this is pointed out by the
child, are there appropriate rejoinders by the parent such as "Do as I
say, not as I do"? Is reading for information held up as an ideal by the
parent, yet not practiced? ‘ \

Other cts of the purposes of literacy also involve the total
spectrum of the ways of living of a group. Is it appropriate to respond
to reading emotively or primarily in terms of information? Do community
members talk most frequently about reading done for instrumental pur-
poses (e.g., to learn about- a job possibility) or to gain information in a
broad sense with no specific predetermined purpose (newspaper) or for
pleasure (comics)? What is the extent of self-conscious knowledge about
literacy in the community? When moet of the members of a community are
not literate, what happens to those individuals who do become literate?
Are their services incorporated into community needs, ignored, deprecated,
or seen to relate only to that individual's life outside the community? 1Is
the acquisition of literacyg by an individual seen primarily as a'social in-
dex or evidence of indivifual efforts?.

The tools of the ethnoscientist (an anthropologist especially inter-
ested in the determination of categories by members of a social group) are
especially useful in literacy-related issues both within the community and
the classroom. For example, taxonomies of reading derived from com-
munity members, from a teacher, and from students are often very differ-
ent. A taxonbmy of reading elicited from a teacher may include only read-
ing that has been assigned, is from a textbook, or is relegated to a spe-
cific space and time (e.g., circle readihg, free reading). In community
settings, children may provide more items in their taxonomy of reading,
and their bases of division may include such headings as materials, pur-
poses, and settings. Materials (i.e., what people read) may include
minds, signs, pictures, the sky, letters, books, funnies, house numbers,
prices, etc. Inside a classroom, children may give orly a very restricted
taxonomy of reading, such as/books, workbooks, clock, and board, and
purposes related only to teacher-directed activities. Taxonomies are use-
ful primarily as they can be related to ways in which“they are derived.
Thus the contexts of learning and using terms for categories within the
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taxonomies would be essential to ethnographers as they observed within
both the school and the community.

RS AND EDUCATORS

ETHNOGRAPHE
ESEARCH PARTNERS

AS R

It may be helpful to readers if I make explicit the experience
eut of which the view of ethnography presented here comes, and the
audience of resders envisioned. The experience of being a public school
teacher, anthropologist, and educator trying to bridge the gap between
the world of university training and research and that of public education
is reflectod here. With the background of being a public school teacher
in a multicultural setting in the United States, I did anthropological field-
work in communities and schools of Mexico. Following these experiences,
% attempted to bring both roles together as an educator participating in
training teachers and helping public school personnel develop policies and
practices for multicultural student populations in the United States. The
.sudience addressed here is therefore both educators and anthropologists;
ethnography in educational research today should make sense to both
groups. Anthropologists must not feel they have tc change or bower
standards for educational research. Educators should not have to feel
that anthropology and ethnography are too esoteric, detailed, and re-
moved from reality to be of use in their decision making.

Many of the views expressed here are drawn in large part from the
experience of tracing the footsteps of anthropologists and linguists in
Mexico who had written ethnographies about communities there. In many
cases, either these anthropologists or their students had used information
from these studies to influence educational policy making at national and
regional levels. These ethnographies (cf. Redfield 1930, 1941, 1955; Red-
field and Villa Rojas 1934) traced the history of the community and de-
ta'ed in a descriptive account the language and culture of the group.
Through a period of months, and sometimes years, ethnographers came
to know the methods of self-identification held by the groups and the
values, beliefs, and behaviors of group members of different generations
and sexes. Therefore, when this information was used in determining
educational policies and practices (cf. Casn, et al. 1954, 1964; Aguirre
Beltrin 1957; de la Fuente 1964), community norms and needs were re-
flected. The uses of anthropological and linguistic studies in educational
planning have differed in the various administrations of Mexican govern-
ment in the past half century (Heath 1972), but increasingly since the
1940's, educators have provided for and paid serious attention to com-
munity studies in planning education; teachers cnd local comniunity per-
sonnel have often played significant roles in recommending programs,
practices, and personnel.

The multicultural nature of Mexican schooling has been recognized for
decades. Within the United States, the multicultural nature of communi-
ties served by public education has only recently become an expressed
concern and thus an impetus for change in educational processes. Uni-
versity teacher-training programs, research laboratories and centers, and
policy makers at local and national levels have recently called for citizen

boards, citizen participation, and input from communities in a
form that could be used in planning educational changes. The Mexican
experience seemed a useful one for schools and communities of the United
States. Therefore, during the past seven years, as an educator and
anthropologist, I worked in schools and ~ommunities of the Piedmont re-
gion of North and Soutlr Carolina, attempting to incorporate the most
successful aspects of anthropological and linguistic fieldwork in Mexico
in educational planning in this setting. Teachers, administrators,
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parents, and community leaders became involved in various aspects of the
process. , During these years, we worked together to use ethnographic
findings from two closed communities (one black, the other transitional
Southern Appalachian) of similar sociceconomic and occupatxonal status to
help make formal schooling work for these groups. My own focus and
methodology in the communities was that of traditional ethnographer:
observer/participant interacting with members of the communities in as
many different daily activities as possible. The same type of participant/
observation techniques was used in classrooms, schools, community ser-
vice centers, and vocational settings during portions of the study. The
ical focus was language learning and language use within the communi-
ties, ~sschools, and service or work institutions. Given ethnographic and
hngmétxc data about these communities and intensive training in ethno-
graphic and sociolingustic field methods, teachers and administrators

. collected instances of cultural fit and conflicts in learning styles, lan-

guage uses, respect behaviors, time and space usage, and other aspects
of culture. The teachers applied knowledge gained from the ethnographic
data of the comi.unities to devise new strategies of classroom interaction,
to revise tests and instructional materials, and to reorganize space and
time usage in schools and offices. They rewrote units for reading and
social studies, handbooks for school volunteers, and mini-textbooks based
on ethnography of speaking research they conducted in their own insti-
tutional settings (cf. Guinness and Heath 1974; Holland 1974). sZhey ex-
tended the concepts, materials, and methods of ethnography through the
workshops and in-service training programs they provided fellow workers
in the region.

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, standardized tests and sociodemo-
graphic correlational studies dubbed many of the children of the Piedmont
Carolinas as low i1n ucademic achievement and potential. The overriding
concern of the educational establishment became knowledge of how home
and community experiences formed the lingwstic, cognitive, and culturq]
behavior patterns of children. Initially, the focus centered on knowmg
how these patterns were formed in pre-school experiences, but gradually,
the focus shifted to all out-of-school experiences, as teachers and ad-
ministrators came i1ncreasingly to recognize the role community life played
In supporting or denying school goals. For example, if students came
from a commuruty 1n which 80% of the residents worked in textile mills and
never used writing skills of any type in their jobs, teachers could not
argue that successful compositions helped guarantee vocational opportuni-
ties. Neither could they argue that successful writing habits would bring
better wages, since many of the textile workers earned more than public
school employees (see Heath 1981 for an account of how ethnographic data
from communities were used to alter the teaching of composition). Re-
searchers observed and participated in various asp :cts of community and
school settings while bearing in mind some of these questions. How, and
1in what propoitions, did members of the closed communities ask Questions
of the young? Was the greatest amount of question-asking donc by par-
ents or by other familiars, by adults or by children, by males or by fe-
males? How did commumity members construct the reality of virtues and
vices? What value-words were used to express taste and preferences, to
cnticize, grade, and evaluate, to warn, praise, reprove, and draw atten-
tion to rules and demands for respect? How widespread was the grading
of people, the gi.ing of advice, the expression of dissatisfaction with dis-
plays of respect, and the use of persuasion and encouragement? What
kinds of references to written materials were expressed by community
members? Did they use writing to seek information, advice, emotional
outlets, or verification of their ideas and ideals? How .1d cluldren learn
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to label items, to recognize colors and other attributes, and to relate
knowledge of these objects and their characteristics to other situations?
It should be emphasgized that the goal of this ethnographic researcn
in the communities (representative of approximately 70% of the local popu-
lation) was not to catalogue folktales, list local folk heroes and occasions
for celebration, and detail children's games, so that teachers could use
this cultural information as content to be taught in the schools (see Bau-
man, this volume, for a discussion of the questionable educational merits
of teaching folklore to the children from whose parents the folklore has
been collected). The emphasis in the Piedmont Carolinas was to have
educators learn the @ys of teaching and learning that were functional
for members of these communities. Especially critical was knowledge about

_the functions of spoken and written language in community settings.

Throughout the curriculum, teachers could then adopt and adapt these
varied learning processes in their teaching techniques and materials.
(For a full account of the project, see Heath, forthcoming.)

Ethnography in this setting was supplemented by experimental
studies, rgpeated standardized testing, and numerous other traditional
methods of evaluating educational progress. Data from urban planning,
community centers, and transportation studies provided numerous leads
on how and why communities were shifting in composition, recreational and
work preferences, and-associational networks. Many of the methodological
guidelines were strengthened by these complementary data. For example,
when reading scores for groups using a specific basal reading series in
one school rose in a three-year period, and those in another school did
not, teachers asked why. Teaching methods, in-service practices, socio-
demographic characteristics of the populations, and access to audiovisual
matenals were ostensibly the same. A content analysis of the series was
done., and the items and certain behaviors used in the stories were cata~
logued. Ethnographic data from the communities served by the two
schoois were checked to determine the presence or absence of these 1tems
and behaviors. In the communities attending the school with increased -~

.reading scores, at least 90% of the objects (such as elevator, escalator,

apartment buildings) and culturak behaviors (such as ndiag a bus, inter-
acting with a school-crossing guard dressed in a paliceman’s un:form) used
in the texts were famliar. In those communities where scor-s had not im-
proved, only approximately 60% of the objects and behaviors were familiar.
Had ethnographers 1in the communities not considered shopping trips,
routes to school, and other seemingly useless detals of daily activities
worthy of recording, this check wouid not have been possible, and we
could not have obtained an understanding of the context that contributed
to the difference 1n scores between the two schools. Foliowing this check,
we were able to go back and analyze performance on various sections of
the test. The vocabulary items and specific questions 1n which under-
standing of certain meanings of words was critical to comprehension consti-
tuted the greatest proportion of errors for students in the school that had
the.lower scores.

In addition to research in communities of students. communities of
teachers and administrators were sites for ethnographic study. Knowledge
about enculturation patterns of teachers and administrators helped explain
their 'set” toward particular school behaviors. Traditionally, the relative
degree of fit between the norms of teachers and adminustrators and school
goals has not been analyzed, except in such general terms as the "middle-
class aura" they are sad to bring to school (Payne and Bennett 1977).
Such descriptions of these values and behaviors as do exist are not based
on ethnographic analysis or studies of how the patterns of behavior of
teachers and principals were actually acquired. Instead, these works
speak of a jenerahized mainstream or middle-class "teacher lifestyle.”
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The answers to questions asking where the appropriate rules for behaving
in school came from and why they are used and reinforced by teachers
and administrators should provide information on how and why school
officials acquire "readiness" for promoting school rules. Ethnographic
study in the homes and communities of teachers and administrators reveals
the enculturation patterns that provide frames into which institutional
norms fit and from which they are reinforced. In Bernstein's terms
(1974), classification and framing used by school personnel are only par-
tially the creatior of the school; they are also the creation of .he socializa-
tion of the middle class. In short, research inside the classroom and

1, when supplemented by studies of the content and process of cul-
t transmission in communities of all members of the school--teachers,
administrators, and students--helps verify these frames.

Achievement of the essentials of ethnographic research suggested
here depends on cooperation between ethnographers who focus on the
community outside the school and those who focus on the classroom and
also on the professional partnership of anthropologists and educators.

We need to find out what it is that students need to know and do to*
become acceptable participants in classrooms in which their membership is
imposed by others, and we also need to find out what it is they know and
do to be acceptable home and community members. Through participating
48 research partners, teachers and administrators may gain specific in-
sights intc ways to alter what it is students need to know and do to be
acceptable members of classrooms and still achieve educational goals. The
purpose of the school as institution is to change some aspects of the be-
havior of every individual who passes through the process of formal edu-
cation. The school has the task of socializing the young to a particular
set of behavioral and informational norms characteristic of an idealized
"good citizen.” There are, therefore, limits as to how much the school's
methods of operation can change without altering the basic purpose of the
school. Nevertheless, certain changes in procedures and philosophic sets
toward methods and materials can be made. For example, the hierarchical
and sequential structure of classroom behavior can be changed to include
structures that are not intrinsic to either institutional norms or encultu-
ration patterns of the middle-class mainstream teacher or administrator.
From our research in communities, we learned that sequencing, over-
lapping, and multiple coding within learning situations outside of class-
rooms were often much more complex than those of the classroom. There-
fore, for students from these communities, the classroom slowing and
simplification of interaction and presentation of discrete, specifically se-
quenced units in predetermined hierarchical form were indeed foreign.
Teachers came to realize that the slowdown, breakup, and careful minimal
layering of classroomn interactions were not necessary, if they could adapt
community teaching and learning interaction styles to classroom purposes.
Teachers involved in ethnographic research therefore trained themselves
out of some of tneir mainstream middle-class enculturation and institution- ¢
alized norms and learned to use some of the multiple and complex strategies
employed in the communities studied.

CONCLUSIONS

In the past, emphasis has centered on ways to change indi-
viduals through formal schooling. Ethnographic studies should enable
schools to broaden and expand the tasks individuals encounter in scliool-
ing. The essentials of ethnographic methods suggested here (ethno-
historical research, attention to definition of unit of study, microethno-
graphic work, linguistic investigations, and analysis of artifacts) derive
from the anthropological goals of ultimately obtaining holistic comparative
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studies of communities and schools as part of those communities. In so
doing, education researchers may reverse the usual trend of being inter-
ested primarily in the influences of large social inslitutions on the cultures
that participate in them. Instead, educators may be able to realize the
potential of understanding the many patterns of culture represented in'
communities for expanding ways of learning and reflecting knowledge,
skills, and dispositions in schools.
The future calls for the design of research projects from which we
_can proceed to identify other essentials of ethnographic research in edu-
cation and perhaps construct a taxonomy of educational settings. With
such a taxonomy, we could develop a mode! in which testéd types would
figure as expected results of variable forces at work and the processes of
change in education would be clarified. In short, to return to Stoppard's
character who questioned the defirition of art, we may have a paradigm
_through which ethnographic studies in education can be considered the
proper concern of the ethnographer, and we cau have an image of whole-
ness to tell us what it is we are doing.
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I take it that educators (researchers, practitioners, policy mak-
ers) are drawn to ethnography for similar reasons: We all want to achieve
a better understanding of the teaching-learning. process, the factors that
contribute to the development of children's skills, and the role of schooling
in society. I also take it tha: there is a general dissatisfaction with the
dominant approaches taken toward thees and other topics in education: the
educational psychology and the survey research approach.

Although in the course of what follows I will be recommending a form
of ethnography as a methodological strategy that has utility for the study
of children in and out of school, I would Hke to make it clear at the out-
set how this reccmmendation is intended: I am recommending ethnography
not because it has a list of answers to pressing educational problems, but
because it provides an entirely different way of looking at schooling and
asking questions about the educatio’ 1] process. :

Despite running the risk of ¢ ersimplification, I think it is possible
to say that the fundamental question asked, when a survey or other corre-
lational study is corducted, is why?, where the "why" implies a search for
causes of action in antecedent conditions. Examples of questions posed in
this way are "Why do certain students achieve success in schools and
others fail in school?" "Why are certain programs more successful in pro-
moting reading than others?" The formulation of this "why" question in
this way organises methods to reach its solution. Human experience is
carved up into discrete elements. Some of these elements are treated as
"input variables”; others are treated as "ou&put variables.”" The goal of
the research is to find correlations among these elemments. A statistical
correlation between input and output variables is taken as an explanation
of the relationship.

The fundamental question asked by an ethnographer is different, it
scems to me. It is not why, it is how. How is a given state of affairs
organised as it is? This "how" question also influences the approach taken
to find its answers. Instead of seeking causal explanations in statistical
' correlations, ethnographers seck the rules or principles that organize be-
havior in practical circumstances. This resuts in a holistic rather than
an atomistic conception of human experience. The goal of the research is

»
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to specify the machinery that generates the social order observed as people
organize their lives together, with the additional proviso that the descrip-
tica be meaningful in participants' terms.

This difference in approach to research is recapitulated in the results
of research. The results that accrue from the ethnographic approach do
not look like the results produced by surveys, experiments, or other cor-
relational studies. By and large, correlational studies produce numerical
sunmaries. By contrast, ethnographies take the form of descriptions of
the way people live their lives in social situations. Often, these descrip-
tions are narratives. In some ethnographies, organizing principles are
included in the description, and appear as "grammars," "models," or
"rules.” But, in any case, the final research report does not come out as
a set of causal statements linking input and output variables, or appear as
a frequency distribution of certain patterns of behavior.

If we are interested in understanding, and possiblv changing the
structure of education in society, then knowledge about organizing princi-
Ples is crucial. Such knowledge informs us of t! e processes that crganize
education, and can relate what goes on inside schools to what happens in
other aspects of society. .

In this cle, I ask questions about students' competence in class-
rooms, namely:  What do students need to know and do to participate effac-

‘ tively in the classroom community, especially in the eyes of the teacher?

To address this question, the body of this article is organized into
three sections. The first section presents my conception of ethnography
as a research strategy that is suitable for the study of students' compe-
tence. In the second section I present a summary of research that ex-
amines the social organization of classroom events. In the final section I
examine the consequences of this structure for students' performance in
the classroom.

FIELD-BASED RESEARCH

Perhaps it is because 1 come from sociology where the dominant
research strategy is survey research and I am entering a domain long
associated with anthropology, but I believe that it is important to spend
some time describing the field-based research approach called "ethnogra-
phy." 1 provide thie background to explain the rather special way I
use that concept. .

In the broadest terms, ethnography can be defined as a description
of the culture of a community or society. This is a deceptively simple
definition, because researchers attach different meanings to the terms in-
volved. And depending on the meanings attributed, the very meaning of
ethnography changes. More specifically, distinctions can be made between
those who treat "culture" in a very general way, and those who approach
culture in a more specific way.

General Ethnography

Tylor (10.1:1) is representative of those who interpret culture
in a very general way: "Culture or civilization, taken in its widest eth-
nographic sense, is that complex whole whith includes knowledge, belief,
art, morals, law, custom, or any other capabilities and habits acquired by
man as a member of society.” This designation of culture was meant to
distinguish those aspects of the totality of human existence that are sodial
and transmitted by symbolic means from those aspects that are biological
and transmitted by genetic means.
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The ethnography written about the culture of a group when it is de-
fined in this way is similarly general. It takes the form of a narrative
chronicle of the customary behavior and artifacts of members of a sodiety.
It is generally long and discursive, full of rich details of the group of
people involved. The entire society is being described when culture is so
defined, even tho .gh the source of information may be only cue or two se-
lected informants from a particular village or community.

Culturally Specific Ethnography

Culture has also been interpreted in more specific ways. Instead
of approaching the totality of a group's social achievements, particular as-
pects of a society have received attention. Conklin's (1957) detailed re-
port of the agricultural patterns among the Hanunoo, Frake's (1964b) struc-
tural account of aspects of Subanun religious behavior, and Gladwin's
(1970) description of Pulawat navigational systems are exemplars in this
. version of cultural anthropology. -

A change in the conception of ethnography has accompanied the de-
velopment of more specific approaches to culture. There has been a marked
shift in emphasis from accumulating considerable amounts of data in the
form of an extended narrative account to a more formal analysis of particu-
lar cultural patterns. By this view, ethnggeaphy is not a "mere descrip-
tion" of the patterns of behavior associated with a cultural group; it is a
cultural grammar or abstract theory, which provides the rules for produc-
ing and interpreting appropriate cultural behavior in given scttings ( -
enough 1957; Conklin 1964; Frake 1964a).

Despite these differences in scope, ethnographies have many method-
ological features in common. First is the shared belief among ethnographers
that a cultural description requires 2 long period of intimate study and
residence among members of the community being studied. Eecause eth~y
nography has traditionally been constructed in communities that are foreign
to the researcher, a knowledge of the spoken language and subtle patterns
of behavior of the ccmmunity members has been cogsidered a requisite.
Indeed, a sign that an ethnography is proceeding well is that the re-
searcher is acceptable to the participants themselves. This aspect of
ethnography places a special burden on researcher: studying scenes in
their own culture. The ethnographer working in a foreign landis at-
tempting to make the strange familiar so as to und »:and it, whereas ‘he
ethnographer in local scenes must reverse the p s and make the [amiliar
strange to come to an understanding of it. .

Instead of relying on documentary evidence supplied by official agen-
cies, or survey data gathered by brief, formal int(rviews, ethnography is
characterized by a range of ob.er ational techniques, including prolonged
face-to-face contacts with members of the local group, direct participation
in some of that group's activities, and intensive work with a few inform-
ants. ’

The open-ended character of ethnographic data gathering avoids the
limitations imposed by research categories determined in advance. Ethno-
graphic research becomes self-correcting during the course of the inquiry,
because guestions posed at the outset are changed as the inquiry unfolds,
a~.d topics that seemed essential at the outset are replaced as new topics
emerge (Hymes, this volume) .

Hence, an ethnography is vigorously naturalistic. It is richly detailed
and fine grained. The description is formulated on the basis of extensive
unstructured research settings, although recently a number of "experi-
mental” ethnographers (notably Cole, Gay, Glick, and Sharp 1971) have
been applying controls to ethnographic data by the use of ecologicaliy
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valid experiments in conjunction with detailed field observation.

Yet another distinguishing characteristic of ethnography is its com-
parative or contrastive feature. The cultural system is not studied in iso-
lation, but in relation to known systems of organization. A delicate matter
in this desire for a comparative component is "cultural imposition"--employ-
ing the cultural arrangements of one system as an inappropriate explana-
tory device for another. A commitment to prolonged face-to-face contacts
with members of the community under study is an attempt to ensure that
the description of the culture is consistent with the perspective of the
participants inside the setting. Categories imported to the setting from
the outside are avoided. Instead, the goal of ethnographic.research is to
allow the reahty of the situation to impinge on the investigator's subjec-
tivity until®the categories for description are determined by the scene it-
self (Stenhouse, as paraphrased by Doyle 1978).

More recently, ethnographers have taken advantage of technological
developments in the audiovisual field. Videotape and film have been used
to collect data for analysis. It is important to point out that tape and film
have been used as a data base, not simply as fancy illustrative material,
The social organization of naturally occurring events, especially in insti-
tutional settings, has been investigated piece by piece, from beginning to
end, top to bottom.

Videotape and film are particularly important tools becatv<e they allevi-
ate some of the problems that reliance on written notes causes in field
studies. The videotape serves as an external memory, allowing repeated
viewings and consideration of multiple perspectives of the activities cap-
tured on the tape. A more comprehensive view of the society's culture is,
therefore, possible. Indeed, it may be the case that these technological
advances have contributed to the shift from simple narrative description
to more formal and abstract models.

In addition, it is possible to retrieve the grounds of an analysis from
the data source when audiovisual inaterials are used, Furthermore, par-
ticipants 1n social scenes studied can be shown film or tape and asked for
their account of what is happening (Erickson and Shultz 1978; Cicourel,
Jennings, Jennings, Leiter, Mackey, Mehan, and Roth 1974; Florio 1978).
When researchers check their interpretation of events with participants, a
sophisticated check on the validity of the research becomes possible.

Although film and videotape solve some of the problems associated with
more conventional data collection techniques, these devices are by no means
a panacea. In fact, they cause many problems of their own. For one
thing, the camera angle and placement create a specific perspectival view
of the social scene being recorded. It is by no means possible to capture
an entire arrangement of people, or hear all conversations occurring in a
group of people. Hence, the perception of a situation available in audio-
visual materials, ke other modes of perception, is selective. For another
thing, there is always a certain reactivity effect when sophisticated re-
search equipment is introduced into a social situation. Although I have
been pleasantly surprised how quickly elementary school children adapt to,
indeed, ignore, cameras and recorders in their midst, it is always im-
portant to realize that there may be a difference between a scene observed
and a scene unobserved. This dilemma becomes a special case o/ what
Labov (1972) has termed the "observer's paradox": The need of the re-
searcher to gather naturally occurring (i.e., unobserved) behavior is con-
tradicted by the necessity of observing behavior to gather material.

Perhaps the most important contribution that the introduction of
audiovisual equipment makes to the ethnographic research process is mak-
ing explicit the reflexive relationship that exists between researcher, par-
ticipants, and research reports. Researchers are often described as
passive vehicles, "open windows" {Gusfield 1976) through which the

s
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objective facts of the matter pass unaffected. Viewing videotape and
assembling transcripts remind us that the researcher plays an active role
in the research process by organizing the scenes to be studied, assembling
materials, and interpreting data. The inclusion of this reflexive aspect
(Hymes, this volume; Jules-Rosette 1974) in ethnography is one of the im-
portant features that distinguishes this L..e of investigation from simple
participant observation.

The Ethnography of Communication

A particularly important development in ethnography (especially
for our purposes here) has been the extension of the focus of study to
include the communicative and linguistic aspects of culture (Gumperz and
Hymes 1964, 1974; Hymes 1972; Bauman and Sherzer 1974; Sanches and
Blount 1975). Hymes has defined the concZrns of "the ethnography of
communication” as a description of the skills and abilities involved in the
acquisition and use of language in di{ferent social situations.

Ethnographers of speaking stress that language does not occur in iso-
lated sentences, but in natural units of ~peaking, like speech acts and
speech events. Indeed. speaking is like uther cultural systems of be~
havior (e.g., religious, economic, and political); it is organized in each
society in specific ways that are to be discovered upon analysis by the in-
vestigator. . This statement of relativism does not deny the existence of
universals, however. Quite the contrary: It asserts that generalizations
*about speaking must emerge through comparisons of individual systems, in-
vestigated first in their own terms. The point of departure for the eth-
nography of speaking is the speech commun_ty, not the sentence. The
speech community is defined through the shared or mutually complementary
knowledge and abilities of its members for the production and interpreta-
tion of socially appropriate speech. Such a community is an "organization
of diversity" (A.F.C. Wallace, quoted in Bauman and Sherzer 1974) inso-
far as this knowledge and ability is differentially distributed among its
members; the production and interpretations of speech are thus variable
and complementary, rather than homogeneous and constant, as grammati-
cally based linguists have assumed.

Ethnographies of communication have concentrated for the most part
on the verbal aspects of communication. They have produced descriptions
of people's ways of speaking in contrasting social situations in different
societies, or in contrasting institutional contexts within a given society
(see Bauman and Sherzer 1974; Gumperz and Hymes 1974; Sanches and
Blount 1975). Through their analysis of ways of greeting, taking leave,
providing narratives, giving commands, making jokes in different groups,
communities, and societies, these researchers have demonstrated that an
intimate relationship exists among language forms, the functions they serve
in discourse, and the social contexts in which they occur.

nstitutive Approach to
ure and Ethnography

The developments in the ethnography of communication are par-
ticularly important, given our interest in descriptions of interaction in edu-
cational settings. We must be on guard, however, against both an overly
mentalistic and an overly behavioristic conception of culture. The concep-
tion of culture provided by "sociolinguists" and "ethnoscientists" (Stur-
devant 1964) has a strong cognitive orientation. This conception can lead
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unwittingly to the position that competence is only things in people's
heads (e.g., "ideas," "beliefs,” "knowledge").

Culture is not a purely cognitive or subjectivistic consideration.
Effective participation in interaction requires that people produce behavior
and be able to interpret behvior in a manner that is acceptable to others.
In Goodenough's (1957:167) terms: "As I see it, a society's culture ‘con-
sists of whatever one has to know or beleve in order to operate in a man-
ner acceptable to its members, and to do so in any role that they accept
for any one of themselves.” This means that the patterns of behavior,
-the "customs," the "folkways," and the rest that are observed to be re-
Peatable ways of life within some cultural group need to be taken into ac-
count.

Nevertheless, it must be kept in mind that this call to consider "pat- ~
terns of behavior" is not simply a recommendation to substitute a behavioral
definition for a cognitive conception of culture. Culturé is not an either/
or proposition: either cognition or behavior. Culture is neither purely
objective, a "social fact" that simply exists "out there" in the world
(Durkheim 189%6), nor is it purely subjective (a mental state in an indi-
vidual's head). Neither cognition nor behavior can exist without the other;
the& are in a constant dwlectical relationship. o

Freire (1968:35-36) has said that the separation of the objective from
the subjective aspects of human experience, when analyzing reality or act-
ing upon it, results in two simplistic positions. The denial of the subjec-
tive (in this case cognition) results in "objectivism"--a conception of the
world without people. The denial of the objective aspects of human ex-
perience (in this case patterns of behavior) results in "subjectivism" and
in extreme forms of "solipcism," for it posits people without a world.

Treating culture in purely cognitive or purely behavioral terms be-
comes "alienating" in that culture is divorced from its human modes of
production, i.e., the constructive or constitutive "work" that assembles
human experiences. Both of these extremes are ingenuous, for "world
and people do not exist apart from each other; they exist in constant
interaction" (Freire 1968:36). The solution to this dilemma is to collapse
the subjectivist-objectivist dualism by treating culture as intersubjective
praxis (human productive and interpretive practices) instead of either a
subjective state or an objective thing.

This position rests on the "constitutive" (Garfinkel 1963; Mehan and
Wood 1975) premise that patterns of behavior are constructed in social
scenes; they are assembled by people in their interaction together. By
the same token, cultural knowledge (including ideas and beliefs) is en-
acted in social scenes; knowledge is displayed in people's interaction.

On the one hand, this means describing what people do with their
cultural knowledge, how they use what they know about social st ucture,
norms, and other’people in ongoing social situations, encounters, and
events. On the other hand, it means describing the active modes or prac-
tices of human production and construction, the concrete, observable
"work" of people that assembles orderly entities. In both cases, it means
recognizing that the world and people are in a constantly reflexive re-
lationship. ) _

Relating this discussion to the topic at hand, we come to the position
that the objective facts and subjective states associated with education ke
those associated with other cultural domains, are interactional accomplish-
ments. "Classroom organization,” "curriculum programs,” "teacher effec
tiveness,” and other so-called "objective” aspects of schooling are inter-
subjective phenomena, constructed in interaction. Similarly, "students’
abilities," "students' intelligence," "teachers' stylen," and other seemingly
subjective states of individuals are intersubjective phenomena, displayed
in interaction.

r
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Therefore, this constitutive approach to ethnography (Mehan 1978,
1979) recommends studying the dynamic interactional work of participants
that produces behavioral displays that are judged as "acceptable" zr "un-
acceptable,” "correct" or "incorrect," and recommends studying the inter-
actional work that assembles aspects of schooling that become taken as "ob-
jective.” This constitutive approath tc ethnography is récommended as an
alternative to correlational approaches--which merely seek relations between
antecedent and consequent variables--because it focuses on the interactional
machanery that constitutes educational er.vironments. )

Summary

" he previous discussion provides some of the background neces-
sary to investigate students' participation in the classroom. It provides a
warrant for, defining "interactional competence” in terms of effective par-
ticipation or membership in the classroom. It instructs us to locate displays
of competence in the talk, the gestures, and the other interactional work
that people use to make sense of one another and to assemble the organized
character of social situations.

This conception of competence is intentionally broad. It encompasses
the requisites for commurication with others (cf. Hymes 1974), as well as
the interpretation of language, behavior, rules, and the other normative
dimensions of classroom life (cf. Garfinkel 1967; Cicourel 1973). Hence,
"competence” becomes interactional in two senses of the term. One, it is
the competence necessary for effective interaction. Two, it is the compe-
tence that is available in the interaction between people. This interactional
approach to competence contrasts with the more interpersonal view of cgmpe-
tence adopted by Weinstein (1969) and by O'Malley (1977), who are con-
cerned with the "productive and mutually satisfying interactions between a
child and peers or adults” (O'Malley 1977:29; cf. Clement 1977).

What is involved, then, in competent participation in the classroom
community? What do students say and do when they are judged as "effec-
tive" or "successful” in the eyes of other members of the classroom com-
munity, especially the teacher?

I address these questions in the next two sections by summarizing

constitutive ethnographies” that have examined the structure of classroom
events and then by drawing conclusions about the consequences of class-
room organization for students' performance.

THE STRUCTURE OF
CLASSROOM EVENTS

A common feature of these studies is their view of classroom life.
Instead of relying on categories that may have been devised by curriculum
specialists, administrators, budget analysts, or others outside the daily
life of the classroom, these studies attack the prob'em of the organization

of education from the perspective of the participants inside the classroom.

“This commitment to achieve a convergence between researchers' and par-
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ticipants' perspectives has led researchers to concentrate on how the class-
room is organized on a daily basis.

Perhaps one of the most pervasive features of everyday classroom life
is its temporal organization. Teachers and students come to a single place
(the classroom) early in the morning, and for the must part, remain in that
setting until late in the day. The focused observation of the school day
from its beginning to its end, either by concentrated participant-observa-
tion or Ly repeated vieings of audiovisual materials (or a combination
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of both), shows that the stream of belavior between teachers and students
1s punctuated into relatively discrete segments. These segments can be
called "events" (Frake 1964b; Hymes 1974) because certain activities regu-
larly occur within these frames, and people conduct themselves differently
in different frames. Furthermore, the participants themselves "formulate”
(Garfinkel and Sacks 1970) segments of the stream of behavior as an event
by keeping ane another accountable during the course of inq’eraction
(McDermott 1976), and sometimes, 1n addition, by naming what is going
on 1n so many words (e.g., "it's reading time, boys and girls") (Erickson
and Shultz 1977; Mehan 1978; cf. Agar 1975).

Figure 1 is a hypothetical arrangement of events in one classroom for
a morning. This arrangement did not occur in any one particular classroom.
"Rather, 1t is a composite assembled from the several ethnographies of spe-
cific events conducted in different classrooms. 1 have assembled this com-
posite so that the general points about the structure of the school day can
be presented and so that the implications that these organizational arrange-
ments have on students' perform?ice in classrooms can be described con-

csely. j

4

Events: Circle § Lesson § Work Time

”Circle Recess Work Time

First Reading Groups; ESecond Reading Groups;

= —*

Figure 1. A Composite View of a
Morning in a Classroom

Each event has unique orgamzational features that are assembled in the
interaction between teacher and students. Some of these events (e.g.,
"circles,” "lessons") are "whole-group” activities, in which all classroom
participanis are assembled 1n a single place and there 1s a single focus of
attention. Other events are 'small-group’ activities. Here students con-
duct many activities 1n separate clusters, some under the supervision of
the tdachers (reading groups), others outside the direct supervision of the
(work groups).

e physical arrangements of the partiapants vary on these occasions.
Students are assembled 1n a cluster on thé floor surrounding the teacher
"arcles,' and are at their desks or i1n chairs facing the teacher

ing "lessons.” During "reading groups” and "work groups’ the stu-
dents rotate between learning centers. At one such center, the teacher
reads with a small number of students, while 3t another, a parent or aide
checks work. Students work independently “at c\her centers. Setting up
reading grdyps and circles entails the rearrangemint of furmiture (chars,
desks, charts). The organization of each of these} events involves the
movement frgm place to place in the room, or is a lnatter of treating the
same space xx configurations a different way (Clemeérit 1977:11)., These
differences 1t teacher and student configurations and major rearrangements
mark the bcundanes between events, and distnguwsh events from the back-
ground stream of behavior.

The ostensive purpose (at least from the po:nt of view of the teacher)
1s hkewise different for different events.! Lessons and reading groups
have a more academic or "instrumental’ (Bernstein 1973) purpose, whereas
arcles have a more procedural or 'expressive’ (Bernstein 1973) emphasis.
It 1s during these latter times that announcements about the day's activities
are made, changes in procedures are announced, lunch money 1s collected,
ind the ubiquitions show and tell 1s conducted. Recess 15 recess.

e
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The Segmentation of Events
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r

ot

into Phases

Just as the school day can be segmented into constituents
(called events), each possessing a unique organization, each event can be
analyzed into its constituent parts. In this section, I will summariz¢ some
research on the segmentation of events into "phases." Then in a following
section, I will des¢ribe the segmentation of lesson phases into their con-
stituent patts, called "interactional sequences." )

In one such ethnography, Bremme and Erickson (1977) have analyzed
the procedural meetings ("circles on .he rug") that took place across an
academic year 1n a K-1 classroom. Upon repeated videotape viewings of
these eventd, they found that these circles were organized into distinct
phases. These included the call to the arcle, warm-up, students' time,
teacher's time, and wrap-up. The shift to students' time was announced
by those at the edge of the circle rising to their knees and facing into the
center, by the commencement of a long student's-turn-to-speak deahing with
a persona)l experience or concern and by the teacher's ceasing to scan the
group with her face and eyes, and focusing instead on one student (speak-
er). Teacher's time was marked by students' rearranging themselves into
a sitting position, turning their faces and eyes toward the teacher, and by
the commencement of the teacher's scannings as she initiated a top:ic of dis-
course dealing with organizatio=al or " teaching" content. Transition times
were signaled by the breakir.g up of either of these verbal-nonverbal pat-
terns, 1.e., by the indivi<ualization of students' gaze orientation, body
positions, and -conversational topics--along with increased body movement
by both teacher and students.

In a related study, Florio (1978) found that "work time" in the K-1
classroom was composed of three constituent parts, which participants re-
ferred to as "getting ready,” "focused time,” and "wind-up." Work time
as an event was set off from the flow of ongoing classroom activity by the
assembly of participants in a single part of the classroom. Activities within
this focused event were also marked posturally and spatially. During
"focused time," the teacher and students were oriented toward the center
of actvity. Their focus was on the task before them. The teacher ex-
cduded children from peer-peer conversation by verbal means (e.g., "1
just don't want to hear you now") while not maintaining eye contact with
students. This centered focus of orientation contrasts with both "getting
ready” and "wind-up." At these times, participants adopted a more de-
centrahzed focus. Florio reports that the task at hand was not a central
focus during these phases, but was more of a sidelight.

Mehan, Cazden, Coles, Fisher, and Maroules (1976) found that nine
'whole-group” lessons taught throughout the year in an ethnically mixed
(Black and Mexican American) cross-age (first, second, and third graders)
ciass had a similar hierarchical organization to which lesson participarts
were oriented. Each of these nine lessons was arranged into "opening,"
nstructional,” and “closing" phases. Each phase was characterized by
distinctive interactional work between participants.

In the "opening" phase, participant- assembled at particular and re-
current places in the room. thereby, in effect, informing one another that
they were to participate in & Jesson. For example, the teacher shifted from
a sitting position in a small group of students to 3 gtanding position in
front of the chalkboard. At the same time, students put books and other
materials away and faced the teacher. This behavior at the kinesic level
was recapitulated at the verbal level. The teacher pruvided verbal direc-
tives (procedural instructions to the students to move chairs, sharpen
pencils, take out or put away b oks), and informatives (verbal formulaticns
that inform the students about what is going to happen in the lesson) (ecf.
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Sinclair and Coulthard 1975). After adjustments in physical arrangements
had been made, the teacher and students focused attention on each other.
This change from relatively active to relatively calm kinesic activity marks
the shift from the "opening" to the "instructional" phase of the lesson.
The closing phase is a mirror image of the opening phase. Whereas at the
outset of a lesson participants inform one another of what they are going
to do, at its closing they inform one another what they have done. A set
of directives, instructing students to move to the next event in the school
day, often accompanies closing informatives.

In an exceedingly fine-grained analysis, McDermott (1976; McDermott.
Gospodinoff, and Aron 1978) has located the constituent components that
teacher and students in first grade reading groups employ to hold each
other accountable to the ongoing course of interaction. The "top" reading
group was orgamzed into three "rounds" of interaction (roughly analogous |
to "phases”). The first round was a quick discussion and organization
penod in which the teacher told the children to open their reading books
and called on volunteers to start to read. The second round was a long
session in which each child in the group had the opportunity to read once. ‘
In the third round, the teacher asked the children questions, and the chil-
dren answered 1n chorus; then, the students left the reading table and ‘
prepared for lunch. These rounds were marked off each from the other
and trom surrounding classroom activity in several ways. Bodrés were
oriented and props’ were used differently 1n each round. In the first
round, the students handled the books while they looked at the teacher.

In the second round. the children all focused on the books; 1n the third
round. the books were 1gnored, while all attended to the teacher. Stu-
dents shifted their bodies at the end of a speaker's turn toward the
teacher or toward the next person to read. In addition, each round was
marked by different procedures for sequencing activities. In the first
round, students vied for turns, in the second they were nominated by
the teacher, and in the third they responded 1n a chorus.

Although McDermott 1s able to demonstrate effectively that there is an
equivalent social order 1n the "bottom™ reading group, that reading lesson
1s organized somewhat differently. At the level of the lesson the groups
are basically alhke; but the bottom group has four rounds instead of three.

This reading group starts with the teacher at the chalkboard, inviting chil-
dren to underhne word:. Then the teacher passes out books. "Taking
turns to read” 1s the th,rd round to appear, and 1t takes a third of the
total time. In the fourth round, children wnte words from the board on
their work papers. As 1n the top group, each round 1s marked by differ-
ent body orientations, use of props. and procedures for sequencing activi-
ties.

This phase or round level of the constitutent structure of classroom
events can be depicted by modifving Figure 1. This modification appeavs as
Figure 2.

i he Segmentation ot Phases I'nto
Iinter cct:onal e quences

The phases of classroom events, 1n turn, have constituent parts
composed of the interactional work of teachers with students. I will illus-
trate the segmentation of ®ven phases into "interactional sequences” by
reference tu my own work on the orgamzation of the 'instructional phase”
of classroom lessons. ?

The 1nstructional phase 1s the heart of the lessons. It is here that
the bulk of academic information 1s exchanged between teachers and
students. The instructional phase, hke the opening and closing phase, 1s
composed of charactenstic interactional sequences. This exchange of aca-
demic 1nformation occurs 1n interactional units called "elicitation sequences.”

o
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’ Event: Circle
: . Call to . Student | Teacher
Phases: Circle Warm-up Time Time Wrap-up
Event: Lesson N
Phases: Instruc-

Opening tional Closing

Event: Work Time

Getting § Focused

Phases: |pgaqy Time ! Wind-up

7~

Figure 2. Phases as Constituent Parts
of Classroom Events

S

These units are "interactional" in that they are a joint production of teacher
and students; they are "sequential" in that they occur one after the other
in interaction. These sequences have three interconnected parts: an Initi-
ation Act, a Reply Act, and an Evaluation Act.

In effect, the three-part Initiation-Reply-Evaluation sequence contains
two coupled "adjacency pairs" (Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson 1974). The
"co-occurrence relationships" (Ervin-Tripp 1972; Gumperz 1964) in these
sequences are schematically represented in Figure 3:

Initiation Reply Evaluation

L ]
I

Figure 3: The Three-part Instructional Sequence

The Initiation-Reply 1s the first adjacency pair. When completed, this pair
itself becomes the first part of the second adjacency pair. The second part
of the second pair is the Evaluation Act, which comments on the completion
of the Initiation-Reply pair.

Interactional sequences during the instructional phase of the lesson
are organized around topics. As a result, the instructional phase of class-
room lessons can be characterized as a progression of "topically related sets
of interactional sequences” (Mehan 1979). The "instructional topic" is estab-
lished in a "basic sequence" that appears on every occasion of teacher-stu-
dent interaction. On some occasions, the discussion of the topic ceases with
the completion of this basic sequence. On other occasions, teachers and
students expand on the basic topic with a series of "conditional gequences,”
progressing through these topically related sets of sequences in a system-
atic fashion.

The following transcript from the "Namecards" lesson exemplifies this
hierarchical arrangement. In this transcript the teacher (T) asks the
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students, Patricia (P) and Carolyn (C), to identify the name printed on a

card. \

Tnitiation Reply Evaluation

4:9
T: Who knows whose name-
card this is? (holds up
namecard) P: Mine
C: (raises hand) T: Ah, if you see, if
it's your namecard
don't give the
secret away if
you, if...
4:10
T: Let's see, I'll just take
some people who are
here. Um, if it's your
namecard, don't give away
the secret. Whose name-
card, who could tell us
whose namecard this is?
(holds up card) : (raises hand)

: Carolyn. : Patricia

: Can you point to
Patricia? : (points to P) T: That's right.

: Is this your namecard? : (nods yes)

T: Whose namecard is this?
Now, don't give away the
secret if it's yours, don't
give away the secret if
it's yours, give other
children a chance to look .
(holds up namecard)

The teacher held up a namecard for identification (4:9). When Pa-
tricia identified her own card, the teacher gave further instructions and
held up the card again (4:10). When Carolyn identified the namecard cor-
rectly (4:11), the teacher asked her to locate the student named (4:12) and
asked Patricia to confirm the identification (4:13). As soon as that was
done, the teacher lowered the namecard and said, "That's right." The
cadence of the teacher's voice slowed as she pronounced these words. The
lowered namecard, the changed cadence, and the use of "That's right" all
marked the end of this topically related set of sequences. The identifica-
tion of the namecard (4:9-11) was a "basic sequence" that established the
topic. The linking of the card to the person (4:12) and the confirmation
of that identification (4:13) were conditional sequences; their appearance
was dependent on the prior appearance of the basic identification of the
namecard.

By raising another card and quickening the pace of her voice, the
teacher began another topical set (4:14). One topical folilowed another
throughout the remairider of the instructional phase of the lesson.

This transcript also illustrates that interactional sequences between

e
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teachers and students in the instructional phases of lessons appear in
"three-part” and "extended" forms. The three-part sequence occurs when
the reply called for by the, initiation act occurs in the next turn, and is
immediately followed by an evaluation (see line 4:12)., The extended se-
quence occurs when the expected reply does not appear immediately {see
4:9-11), because students do not answer at all, or give partial or incorrect
replies, or because interruptions or distractions occur. At such times, the
initiator employs a number of strategies, including prompting after incorrect
or incomplete replies and repeating or simplifying initiation acts, to obtain
the reply called for mn the initial initiation act. The completion of extended
sequences is marked 1n much the same way as three-part sequences: by
the positive evaluation of the content of students' replies, slowed cadence,
and manipulation of educational material.

The presence of extended sequences of teacher-student interaction sug-
gests that the refllexive structures that tie speech events together are not
limited to adjacent utterances (Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson 1974), but
operate across considerable stretches of interaction (cf. Goffman 1975;
Philips 1976). Because "reflexive tying" operates across extended sequences
of interaction, teacher-student interaction does not appear to be under im-
mediate stimulus control. Instead, the machinery governing teacher-student
discourse in classroom lessons seems more akin to a generative, interactional
model (Cicourel 1973; Mehan and Wood 1975) than to a stochastic model
(Mishler 1975a, 1975b).

The complete sequential and hierarchical organizatien of the classroom
event, formulated as a "lesson" by participants and researchéys alike, is
displayed in Figure 4. Included in this figure is the hierarchical arrange-
ment of the major lesson components displayed vertically, with the smallest
unit at the bottom. Sequential arrangements are displayed horizontally, with
the first component in a sequence on the left.

T EVENT LESSON
Phase *_Opening Instructional Closing
oy Topically , [Topically
R trelated set irelated set
% @ Type of o Infor- [Eldi- Elci- {EHd- EHci- |Infor-
&g sequence Directive mative f[tation tation jtation tation Jmative Directive
& s Organization E E
2 ¥ of sequences|l-R-E 1-R-{E} |i-R-E 1-R-E [1-R-E 1-R-E [1-R-{5} I-R-E
Participants [T-S-T T-§-T JT-5-T T-5-TJT-S-T T-S-T[T-S-T T-S-T
Sequential organization >

Key: T = teacher; S = student; I-R-E = Initiation-Reply-Evaluation sequence;

{g' = Evaluation optional in informative sequence.

Figure 4. The Structure of Classroom Lessons

Summary

Teachers and students mark the boundaries of interactional se-
quences, topically related sets, event phases, and school events themselves
through shifts in kinesic, paralinguistic, and verbal behavior. The presence
of these boundary markers in the interaction indicates that participants are
oriented toward the sequential and hierarchical organization of 'school events.
The presence of this interactional work demonstrates that teacher-student
interactions~-like mother-infant (Brazelton, Koslowski, and Main 1974),
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counselor-student (Erickson 1975), and psychiatnst-p\kjent (Condon 1966;
Scheflen 1972) interactions--are rhythmic, cooperative adtivities, involving
the complex coordination of speech and gesture. Interaction is segmented,
and to some extent controlled, by systematié, shifts in participants' postures,
conversational rhythms, and prosody. . These changing arrays of postural
configurations demarcate the division of the continuous flow of interaction
into discrete segments. By indicating that something new is happening,
these changes have profound effects on what is communicated. In the class-
room, proxemic shifts, tempo changes, and unique lexical entries signal
changes to lesson content.

In short, the following are the general findings from those ethnogra-
phies of classroom life:

1 The stream of behavior between teacher and students can be segmented
into relatively discrete units.

"2 The segmentation of behavior is describable with a small set of recursive

rules. .

3 The segmentation of behavior forms units of increasingly smaller size,
with the "event" being the largest interactional unit; events, in turn,
are composed of phases, and phases are composed of interactional
sequences.

4 These constituents are interactional accomplishments, i.e., assembled in
the interaction betweer participants.

5 The segmentation of behavior forms boundaries or junctures between
events and other constituents.

6 These junctures are marked by participants' interactional work, includirg
verbal and nonverbal behavior; the larger the unit, the more cmphatic
and redundant the juncture markers.

CONSEQUENCES F}T)R STUDENT
CLASSROOM PARTICIPATION

These configurations are not merely elegant formulations of the
structure of classroom interaction. Tiliey have practical consequences for
students in schools. It will be my purpose in this section to describe some
of th: consequences that the structure of classroom events has for students'
participation in classrooms.

Each configuration depicted in Figures 1, 2, and 3 provides a "hier-
archy of contexts" (McDermott 1976) for interaction between teacher and
students. Different contexts impose different constraints on students'
actions in that certain ways of speaking and certain ways of behaving are
normatively enforced in each context. These constraints may vary from
event to event, from phase to phase within an event, and from interactional
sequence to interactional sequence within an event's phase. These con-
straints require that students engage in active interpretive work to make
sense of constantly shifting social circumstances. This implies that effective
participation in the classroom entails recognizing different contexts for inter-
action ar.d producing behavior that is appropriate for each context.
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1 Constraints

ua
Events

Con
bet

te xt
ween
McDermott and Gospodinoff (1979) examine the consequences of the
application of forms of behavior appropriate in one everyday-life situation to
another situation, that of the classroom. At one point during the school day,
a Puerto Rican first-grade student gets the attention” of his (Anglo) teacher
by touching her buttocks. The teacher responds negatively. ' McDermott and
Gospodinoff ask why this student would engage in this beha/sior with this
teacher nine months into the school year, no matter how acceptable that be-
havior might be for a youngster in Puerto Rican culture. These authors
dismiss explanations that focus on conflicts in communicative codes (tactical
Hispanic child vs. distant Anglo teacher) as too simplistic, and engage in a
context analysis to locate the organizing prinriples of this incident. An
analysis of the action surrounding this incident revealed that the student
also broke a number of other rules at the same time, one a general rule (he
called the teacher by her last name without the appropriate title), another
specific to that classroom (he broke into a small group lesson to get the
teacher's attention). McDermott says that the boy shows considerable re-
spect for these rules at other times. A further analysis suggests that the
boy picked his behavioral repertoire effectively, in that he not only gets the
teacher's attention, but after a slight scolding, he gets the teacher to scold
a child with whom he had been fighting. These authors imply that the boy's
action was a strategic manipulation of available social resources. By import-
ing behavior from one situation and using it in another, the boy gets a
piece of interaction accomplished that is important to him. McDermott and
Gospodinoff also suggest that this incident is functional for the teacher, as
it results in time away from the bottom reading group but in behavior that
1s beneficial for the entire group.

Contextual Constraints
between Phases

Bremme and Erickson (1977) found that certain behavior was ac-
ceptable during certain phases hut not other phases of "circles." For ex-
ample. talking without the teacher's specific permission was acceptable during
"teacher time," and received her acknowledgment if the utterance met spe-
cific (though tacit) critieria of topical relevance. But this behavior was
prohibited during wgtudents' time." Then, students had to raise their hard
or call the teacher's name and be acknowledged before the teacher would
respond to their talk. In this situation, topical relevance did not matter.
This means that at any given point, the student must decide which phase
of the lesson(s) he is in--teacher or student time. This also means that the
"game" behavior (e.g., talking) takes on a different meaning in different
circumstances. To interact successfully in the circle, students had to co-
ordinate certain behavioral displays with certain phases of the event. A
Jack of coordination led to negative evaluations. As a result, students had
to "read" the subtle cues that signaied shifts in the phase of the circle, or
find their behavior in disfavor. )

Contextual Constraints between
Interactional Sequences

Classroom lessons have been described above as composed of a
series of Initiation-Reply-Evaluation sequences between teacher and students,
Most of these sequences are initiated by the teacher. The teacher provides
information to students, elicits information from them. and directs their

'y
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procedural actions. As the teacher is initiating these actions, she is simul-
taneously allocating turns to them,

. Under normal classroom circumstances, the teacher allocates turns by
nominating individual students, inviting them to bid for the floor, and by
inviting direct replies. Each of these procedures proscribes different be-
havior. On some occasions, pupils can reply directly, althouygh on others
they must receive permission to reply. To contribute successfully to class-
room lessons, students must discriminate among the subtleties of these norma-
tive procedures. When one particular student has been awarded the floor by
name or nonverbal means, other students must know to be silent. When the
teacher invites bids for the floor, students must know to raise their hands
and not shout out the answers. When the teacher invites replies from the
class, students must realize that they contribute directly. Those who mis-
interpret an Invitation to Reply as an Invitatioh to Bid, and raise their
hands instead of answering, lose the opportunity to display what they know.

When these two dimensions of classroom discourse were integrated,
interaction between teacher and students proceeded smoothly. Students
reply to teachers' requests for information, listen attentively to informative
comments, and respond to procedural requests. Students raise their hands
when Invitations to Bid are made, and reply in unisun when Invitations to
Reply are made. ‘

Of course, not all interaction in classroom lessons confcrms to this
normative ideal. Students do not always synchronize what they know with
these normative procedures for the display of academic knowledge. The
separation of form and content leads to inappropriate social displays in the
classroom and negative evaluations by the teacher. This is as much the
case for the student who provides correct academic content without the
appropriate social form as it is for the student who provides form without
content.

The student who supplies correct academic information, but does not
use appropriate turn-taking procedures to do so, typifies the case of con-
tent without form. For example, a student may reply direct with an aca-
demically correct answer when the teacher employs an indirect turn-alloca-
tion procedure, e.g., an Invitation to Bid. When students did not employ
the normatively appropriate procedures for gaining access to the floor in
the classroom 1 studied, their actions were routinely evaluated negatively
by the teacher.

The student who has mastered the procedures for gaining access to
the floor, but does not have simultaneous command over academic informa-
tion typifies the case of form without content. There are numerous vignettes
of the following sort from tapes of this classroom, especially in the fall of
the year when the young first graders were still learning the classroom turn-
taking rules. As the teacher asked a question, students jumped from their
chairs, waved their hands frantically, and shouted for attention furiously.
But when the teacher nominated one of these students, that student sud-
dently melted. Although their mouths opened and closed, they had nothing
to say. ’

One particularly poignant esample of this occurred dur'wg a reading
preparedness lesson during the first week of school:

Initiation Reply Evaluation
4: 46
Jeannje: (raises hand)
4: 47
T: Jeannie Jeannie: (pause) I had it and I lost

it. T: Uh, ya

S
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When the teacher called on Jeannie who had been bidding for the floor
vigorously, instead of giving the answer, she said, "I had it and I lost it."

A similar lack of congruence between the form and content of students'
replies is found when students bid for the floor before a teacher has com-
pleted asking a question. One such example occurred during the teacher's
introductory soliloquy to the "Cafeteria Trays" lesson (see Mehan, et al.
1976, Appendix III)T Each time the teacher paused for breath as she ex-
"plained the problems involved in cleaning up after lunch, one particular
student raised her hand. Finally exasperated, the teacher chastised that
student for not synchronizing her bid for the floor with the completion of
her initiation. .

Students have a repertoire of academic information and social knowledge
available to them. When the teacher initiates action, they must be able to
choose a reply from their repertoire that is appropriate for the occasion.
When the teacher is allocating the floor to students, they must recognize
the turn-allocation procedure that is operating and provide the behavior
that is consistent with those normative expectations.

Once students have gained access to the floor, they must know what
to do with it. That is, they must synchronize the appropriate form of their
reply with the correct content. To do so, students must employ interpre-
tive abilities that enable them to invoke required aspects of their potentially
changing stock of social and academic knowledge in constantly changing
socigl circumstances,

e Interactional Work of
tudents' Contributions3

Although teacher-initiated action predominates classroom lessons,
the students' role is not limited to replying when called on. Contrary to
those mechanistic conceptions of classroom interaction that assume that the
direction of causality is from the teacher to the student, close observation
of teacher-student interaction reveals some evidence of "reciprocal causality”
(Doyle 1978) in classroom relationships. Notable in this regard are the
"mediating strategies" (Doyle 1978) that students use to initiate action during
lessons.

There seem to be three component parts involved in having student
contributions incorporated into the course of a lesson: (a) getting the
floor, (b) holding the floor, (c) introducing news. Dynamic interactional
work is represented by each of these component skills.

1 Getting the floor. Having a turn to talk is the mimimal requi-
site for influencing the course of a lesson. This involves "getting the
floor." However, students cannot just talk an, time. There are "proper
places" for students to introduce their talk. Therefore, locating an appro-
priate floor-control juncture is a component skill in students' contributions
to classroom lessons.

Although in ordinary, everyday conversation, speaker-change points
can potentially occur after every speaker's turn (Sacks, Schegloff, and
Jefferson’ 1974), this state of affairs does not exist in classroom conversa-
tion. When the teacher initiates action, she allocates the floor, the students
reply, and the teacher takes the floor back again as she evaluates the reply.
That set of actions constitutes an integral unit, whick means that the appro-
priate juncture for students to gain access to the floor is after Initiation-
Reply-Evaluation sequence, not after every speaker turn.

The students in the classroom I observed became increasingly sophisti-
cated in locating these "seams" in lesson discourse during the course of the
year. They progressed from indiscriminately introducing talk in the middle
of an ongoing sequence of interaction (which received sanctions from the
teacher and occasionally from other students) to introducing ideas at the end
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of an Initxation-Replvavalu';tion sequence.

** 2 Holding the floor. Although locating appropriate floor control
junctures was necessary for students' contributions to reach the floor, simply
placing talk on the floor is not sufficient for effective classroom participation.
Students must not only put their talk on the floor, they must have their
contributions "picked up" by -others.

Not all speech acts initiated by a student, even though they appeared
in a "proper place," received responses from others. An example of this
appeared in a reading preparedness lesson in which objects located on a walk
around the neighborhood were.being drawn on a large map. Alter the
teacher had finished marking the place on the map where one student, Leola,
was to draw her house, two other students, Carolyn and Jerome, mtroduced
comments:

Initiation Reply Evaluation
4:77
T: But I think wec ought to walt and
let Leola, until Leola (prints
Leola's name) comes and

/ICarolyn:
(spells) -
L-E-O-L-A, /1. Let her put her
house, right? Many: (nod yes)
4:78
J: 1 should put in my house.
4:79

T: Um, what color should we
make the street? (touches street
on map)

Although Jerome placed his informative in the proper place in the lesson
(after an I-R-E sequence), his speech was ignored vy the teacher and other
students. The students remained silent, the teacher initiated a new sequence
of interaction dealing with the color of the street on the map. This snippet
of interaction illustrates that there is more to successful participation in les~
sons than locating the appropriate turn-change juncture. Contributions must
be made relevant to the previous and subsequent course of discussion as
well.

e students' mastery of the subleties involved in "holding the floor"
18 1llustrated below. Near the end of the "SkM Words" lesson, the teacher
asked the students to recapitulate the words they had offered previously
that started with the letters S and M. After an initial ist was produced,
the teacher encouwaged still more words:

Initiation Reply Evaluation
3:52
T: And what else? Many: Potato salad,
potato salad. T: Salad, sandwich
: Potato salad
Audrey: Snake T: Snake, good, good
Audrey, you re-
membered.
(-
/s
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After the teacher complimented Audrey for her contribution, Carolyn intro-
jected & comment on Audrey's reply:

Initiation Reply Evaluation

3:53 .

C: But you can't eat it. - T: No, you can't eat
it, but anything
that begins with an
S that's right you
can't eat it

Carolyn placed her informative at a proper juncture in the lesson. Further-
more, it did not disrupt the symmetry of the sequence that was in progress.
Unlike Jerome's informative (4:78) described above, which was properly
placed yet ignored by other classroom participants, Carolyn's comment was
"picked up" by the teacher. She specifically responded to Carolyn's initi-
ation act. Her treatment of this informative was brief, however; the teach-
er provided only a minimal response. She did not pursue this student's
topic; rather she continued to request more words for her summary.

These examples display some, but not all of the skills necessary for
successful influence over the course of lessons. The students were able to
gain access to the floor successfully; they were able to contribute some in-
formation of their own. But their time on the floor was momentary and
fleeting. Their topics did not alter the course of the lesson. Although
these topics were topically relevant enough to be picked up off the floor,
they were quickly bound off by the teacher.

3 Introducing "news." It seems that for a student's contributior
to change the course of a lesson once it is in progress, it must not only be
placed in the proper juncture and be related to previous topics, it must
also make an "interesting" or "original® contribution as well. The addition
of this component to the others enabled students to gain control over lesson
format.

There was ample evidence of this combination of skills throughout the
"Birthplaces” and "Martin Luther King" lessons that were conducted near
the middle of the year. In the "Birthplaces" lesson, the teacher recorded
the place of birth on a large wall map. In one such episode, after the
teacher determined that Martha's mother was born in Kansas, she initiated
a sequence of interactions in which she encouraged the students to locate
that state on the map. One student, Roberto, completed this task success-
fully. As the teacher was writing this information on a card in her lap, a
number of students introduced information that reached the floor but was
not picked up by the teacher. Then Carolyn made the following observation:

Tnitiation Reply — Evaluation
8:71
C: Tesacher, it's across from Arkansas.

The teacher treated this student's informative differently from any of the
others we have considered so far. She neither ignored nor "bound it off."
Instead, she worked very hard to encourage Carolyn's observation:
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Instiagion Reply —Evaluation
-_= - Kansas T: Um, um wait a
minute.
8:73
T: Carolyn, what do you mean?
8:74

T: Are you ready to come and
join us in the circle?
8:7%
E: It's close to Arkansss.

She "closed out" another student's attempt to gain the floor (8:72), di-
rected the attention of another student who was disruptive (8:74), and ig-
nored Edward's observation (8:75) in order to give Carolyn further oppor-
tunities to express herself:

Initiation Reply Evaluation
8:76
T: Um, Carolyn, what did you
mean by 'it's across from
Arkansas” C: Cuz, you can see,
cus you can see
Arkansas right
next to it. T: Yeah.

Carolyn's informative was incorporated into the lesson because her observa-
tion was unique. It introduced genuinely new information. This character-
istic also accounts for the students' success in introducing the topic of the
uo—)teachers birthplace later in this lesson (see Mehan. et al. 1976, Appendix
III).

Wallace displayed the same skill in the Martin Luther -‘King lesson.
Just at the point when the teacher completed determining the students' ages
at the time of King's death, Wallace asked about the teacher's age:

Initiation Reply Evaluation
562
T: Now

9:63
W: How old are you? T: Ah ha!//

/1/G: She was 23 o
years old//

1

9: 64
T: !, I'll tell you my age,
ah, Wallace, and you see, : -
you figure.

That Initiation act by a student changed the course of the lesson consider-
ably. Discussion continued for minutes while guesses were made (9:64-69).
Finally, the teacher assigned Wallace the task of actually computing her age

(N
-~




MEHAN / Structure of classroom events /79

arithmetically (9:70), and received an answer much later from Greg (after
Wallace subtracted incorrectly).

These students were very successful in introducing their own topics
into a lesson, and changing its course in the process. “The success of these
students seems to be attributable to their ability to introduce an interesting
topic at the right juncture in the iesson.

Having contributions incorporated into lessons involves inserting infor-
mation in the appropriate junctures, making topics relevant to the previous
course of discussion, and making an original contribution. if students do
not integrate all these components, they neither sustain control over the
floor nor change the course of the lesson. If students attempt to initiate
action without taking junctures into account, they will be sanctioned. If
they introduce information at the appropriate juncture, but do not tie this
information to previous topics, their comments will be ignored completely.

If they introduce information at the appropriate juncture, and tie this infor-
mation to previous topics, these comments will be picked up ty others, but
bounded off. When students weave all of these skills together, they success-
fully introduce their topics into lessons.
’ There is ample evidence that the students in this classroom learned the
structure of these lessons as the year progressed. First, the total number
of students' contributions incrcased during the year. Students initiated 10%
df the sequences in lessons conducted in September, 4.6% in October, 4.1%
in November, and 31.4% in January. Second, the quality of student-initiated
interactiondl sequences changed across the year. This increase in sophisti-
cation can be seen in the decline of the teachers' sanction of inappropriate
students' actions (10% during the first week of schooi, 8% n. the i ., and
6% in winter), the decline of student-initiated acts that were ignored by
others (6.2% first week, 41% in fall, 28.5% in winter , and a significant in-
crease in student initiations that were incorporated into lessons (9.2% first
week, 39% in fall, 48% in winter).

These figures point to a steady gain in the stucents' mastery of the
interactional machinery driving classroom lessons. They also suggest that
effective classroom participation involves the integration of academic content
and interactional form.

CONCLUSIONS

Effective Participation
in the Classroom

Thesé studies demonstrate that competent membership in the class-
room community invblves interactional work in the display of academic knowl-
edge., To be effective in the classroom, students must indeed master aca-
demic subject matter, which involves learning to read, write, compute, and
ihe content of such subjects as history, sodal studies, and science. But
effective participation in the classroom is not limited to academic matters.
Although it is incumbent on students to display what they know, they also
must know how to display their knowledge. This involves knowing that cer-
tain ways of talking and acting are appropriate on scme occasions and not
others, knowing with whom,6 when, and where they can speak and act. They
also need to provile the speech and behavior appropriate for a given class-
room situation, which involves relating behavior to different classroom situ-
ations by interpreting classroom rules that are often implicit.

There are practical consequences for students who do not unite form

and content. This is as much the case for the student who provides cou-
tent without form as it is for the student who provides form without content.
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If a student provides correct content without proper form, that student will
be sanctioned. A history of such Inappropnate behavior can lead the teacher
to treat the student negatively. [f a student attends to form without an
equivalent concern for content, that student loses opportunities to express
knowledge. A history of lost opporturnities can lead a teacher to beleve

that a student 1s inattentive, unexpressive, and the like. It 1s in this arena
that teachers' expectations are built up, and worked out interactionally.

Mutually Constitutive
Interaction

These strdies also demonstrate that the organization of the class-
room 1s not unidimensional, with activity originating only from the teacher
and floming toward the students (Dunkin and Biddle 1974:Ch. 12), but is
multi-dimensional, with students and teacher jointly responsible for the flow
of activity. The unidirectionz] perspective ignores the 'reflexve ' (Gar-
finkel 1967:1) aspects of classroom interaction: that the student operates on
the world, including adults, as much as the teacher (and the world) oper-
ates on the student. There 1s no doubt that students are influenced and
modified by adults; but equally as important, students structure and modify
their environments, just as they are structured and modified by it. That
1s, the student, the teacher, and the world are mutually constituting the
classroom environment. This "mutually constitutive’ (Mehan and Wood 1975:
211-221, 229) view of classroom lhfe recommends that future work give the
same attention to students’' contmbutions that has been given to teachers'
contributions by approaching the classroom and other educational environ-
ments as reflexave, interactional networks instead of one-directional causal
systems.

Ethnopgraphi 4+ nd
Policy

A concern that pohcy makers, researchers, and educitors share

15 the role of schooling 1n our society. Survey research methods have been
used extensitely, at least by sociologists {e.g.. Coleman, et al. 1966:
lencks, et al. 1972; Sewell, Haller, and Portes 1969) in an attempt to come
to grips with this problem. It 1s myv position thit. in and of themselves,
results from such studies are not very helpful tor this purpose | would
ftke to suggest that the constitutive approach to ethnography, which re-
veals the interactional work that structures educational environments, does
have something to say to people concerned with educational policy matters.
In adopting this position, [ am taking exception to Multhauser (1974) who
Fis said that ethnography has nothing to contribute to educational policy.

Survey research 1s a correlationa! model that uses an Input-output re-
search design. Aspects of people's lives and social and historical contexts
are treated as 'variables" in this design. Some variables, hke the social
class, age, and sex of teachers, the size of classrooms, the ability of stu-
dents, the attitudes of teachers, are treated as input vanables. Other
factors, like pupil achievement, economic opportunity, and subsequent career
patterns are treated as output varnables. The research task of surveys,
ike other correlational methods, 1s to test the strength of the relationshup
between the input and the output varables.

There 15 a methodological 1rony 1n the work of researcher. who use
survey designs to stuay the influence of schools on studen:-. Although
schooling” 1s a major factor in the equation that hnks people's backgrounds
and biographies to their success in later Lfe, what goes on 1n schools has
not been examined directly. Measures of schooling have been taken
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-.ndirectly; e.g.., the number of books in school libraries, the ‘amount of
equipment in science laboratonies, the opinions of teachers and administra-
tors toward the ‘school have been counted. But what actually happens in-
side schools, in’classrooms, in'educational testing encounters, at recess, in
teachers' lounges and lunchrooms on a practical daily basis has not been
examined by researchers who use the survey method. The school becomes,
in effect, a "black box” between i1nput and output factors.

Large-scale surveys may be approprigte for studying gross differences
between schools (Coleman, et al. 1966; Jencks, et al. 1972}, but they are not
heipful in revealing the social processes of education that take place within
particular schools. We need rigorous descriptions about the processes of
education 1n pragmatic educational environments and systematic ways ‘of. re-
trieving and presenting this data to researchers, educators, and members of
the community so that well-informed dedcisions can be made about the nature
of schooling. f we war.t to know whether teicher-student ratios, classroom
size, and all the rest actually influence the quality of education, then we
must be able to show how these operate in actual educational situations.
Similarly, 1f we are to undefstand how so-called "input factors" like "social
class, "ethnicity,” or "teachers' attitudes” influence educational outcomes,
then their influence needs to be located in actual educational environments.
As a result, 1t 1s difficult to draw policy implications from survey data and
implement these findings in actual educational settings.

For one thing, data gathered and analyzed in surveys is static. Pro-
ducts of the educational process, such as educational test scores, grades,
or class standing, are correlated with students' background experience or
teachers' styles. This approach does not capture the interactional work that
assembled these facts, a lack that makes 1t difficult to decide which spedific
actions to take to make educational improvements. For another thing, the
results of survey research are probabalistic; i.e., they report average dis-
tributions across a large population of cases. As a result, it is not certain
that these general findings apply to the specific circumstances of a particu-
lar school or community.

In addition to being static and probabalistic, the results of correlational
studies are also abstract. Presented as statistical summanes, they are far
removed from the practical, daily activities of educators, parents, and stu-
dents. Each of the numbers in an input-output model presumably stands on
behalf of a constellation of activities between people; however, the activities
themselves cannot be retrieved from the numerical summaries. As a result,
1t 1s difficult to translate abstract summaries 1nto concrete action.

In short, the tabulation of data into freguency distributions obscures
the processes of interaction that take place in practical circumstances.
Dividing the flow of interaction into discrete varables destroys the relation-
ship. of action to its pragmatic context. The correlation of discrete vanables
does not reveal the interactional activity between people that produces the
social structures that discrete vanables presumably index.

I do not think that answers to questions about the
society will come from large-scale comparisons between sch
from careful descrmptions of what takes place in educational éqvironments, in
and out oi schools. To understand the process of education, _need to
exammne the teachung and learming process wherever it occur i classrooms,
on playgrounds, at home, and on the streets, and make comj ri’ ns of this
process across these settings.

The ethnographic approach, which focuses on the methods people use
to constitute their daily hves, provides information on an order different
from the data of large-scale comparisons between schools. The findings from
constitutive ethnography are presented as videotape or transcripts, not
probabahstic summanes, which means that they apply to particular educa-
tional circumstances. Because these materials are concrete, not abstract.

e of schooling 1n
ls, but will come
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they can provide the specific information needed to figure out what does
make a difference in edlicational settings. Information available in this form
would be helpful to those who are not only interested in understanding the
educational system, but would like to change it.

In recommending ethnography for educational policy purposes, I would
like to emphasize a pdint made by Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (this volume) that
ethnography not be reduced to a diagnostic tool that would enable principals
and others in positions of power to observe teachers mbre carefully for the
purposes of evaluation. Because of its participatory and direct observa-
tional nature, ethnography is a research strategy based on trust. Using
ethnography for decisions of hiring and firing would breed distrust, be-
cause ar essentially nonjudgmental research strategy would be used in a
judgmental way.

T he. Uses of Research

When the research process ic completed, and the data are collected
and analyzed, a question remains: What to do with it? Social science re-
searchers, like their colleagues in the natural sciences, have an implicit

obhgation to report their findings to the community of scholars in their

field. The
books.

by writing reports that become articles in journals or

searchers working on issues related to teaching and learning not

only have an obligatioh to make accurate reports to the community of scholars;
they incur a commitmer{ to make their work meaningful to the community at
large. When this commi}ment has been met in the past, the conventional ap-
proach has been one of/authority: Research is given to the educational
community as "findiglgs" or "results" at the conclusion of a project.

I have troubl¢ with this conception of the uses of research for a num-
ber of reasons: {a) it treats research as static information, a "thing" to
be transferred between people like a package; (b) it separates researchers
from the educational community by treating the community as a passive
audience, whose role it is to accept the findirgs of research; (c) the re-
searcher assumes a privileged position vis-a-vis the educational community
because of the presumed superiority oi knowledge gathered by scientific
methods. .

A number of social scientists have pointed out phat the bulk of social
scaence research results goes to .peodple in positions of power: governmental
agencies and business executives (the latter because they sit on the boards
of private research foundations and receive final reports). Gouldner (1968)
advocated that social saences researchers become partisans for the powerless
by turning over their research results to the poor and disenfranchised.

The following comments will make 1t clear, I hope, that merely changing
the audience who receives research does not solve the problem. Giving the
results of research to the powerless instead of the powerful still treats the
other 1n passing as a recipient of information. Even though the audience
changes, the research 1s still being done about others, and reported to
others.

Freare's (1968) vision of the 1deal relationship between the teacher and
student (which he calls "pedagogic action') invites us to consider an alter-
native relationship between the researcher and the educational community:

The teacher is no longer merely one who te*~hes, but one who
himself is taught in dialog with the students, who 1n turn while
being taught, also teach. They become jointly responsible for a
process in which all grow. In this process, arguments based on
“authority” are no longer valid . . . (1968:67).

[od]
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By substituting "researchers and educators" for "teachers and students” in
the above quotation, we have a recommendation that researchers act with
educators and parents in a cooperative manner instead of doing research on
or about them. The message being communicated here is that people are
active subjects, responsible for their actions, not passive objects of received
information.

A cooperative or participatory approach would place researchers and
educators in a dialog. A dialog, unlike a lecture (which is based on author-
ity), assumes a parity between participants. The purpose of such a dialog
1s not to give information or impose findings: it is to provide the partici-
pants with ways of looking critically at social circumstances, ~o that they
themse' "es can take action to make changes. Hymes (1972:xiv) has talked
about t!is as participants .becoming "ethnographers of their own situations."

This approach has, in fact, been explored with classroom teachers.

It was an impliat feature of the Cazden-Mehan collaboration (Cazden 1977;
Cazden, Cox, Dickensen, Steinberg, and Stone 1979; Mehan 1978, 1979); 1t
was an explicit organizing principle of the Erickson group's work (see es-
pecially Florio 1978) and of the major study of functional language use con-
ducted by the Center for Applied Linguistics (Griffin and Shuy Forthcoming).
In these studies, the classroom teacher was not simply asked to be a subject
of a prearranged research project, and then provided a list of findings at
the end of the project. Instead, the teachers participated in the research
(and in our case, 1initiated it), cooperating in research design, framing
questions, analyzing data.

A particularly important aspect in the process of prepanng narticipants
as ethnographers of their own situations has been the use of "viewing ses-
sions” (Erickson and Shultz 1978). Videotape from classroom situations is
viewed by researchers ar.dparticipants together. Not only does this pro-
cedure provide a-method to cbtain participants' perspectives and verify re-
searchers' interpretations (Erickson, et al 1963; Cicourel, Jennings, Jennings,
Leiter, Mackey, Mehan, and Roth 1974), it can lead to research i1deas that
are collaboratively pursued (Florio and Walsh 1976) or that participants pur-
sue independently (Griffin and Shuy Forthcoming).

Viewing sessions also serve as a device to enable participants to "see’
the often covert aspects of communication, social organization, variations in
language use, and the interactional "work” that organizes patterns of class-
room behavior. This 1s perhaps the most important aspect of the pawticipa-
tory aspects of the ethnographic perspective, for, 1f people 1n a particular
situation are blind to 1ts nature, then the researcher cannot see ‘or them.
At best, they can provide insights and incongruous perspectives, suggest
new things to notice, reflect on, and do. However, if research of any kind,
but espeaally knowledge gained from ethnographically based research, 1s to
be effective, then 1t must be articulated in locally meaningful terms--in the
school and commuruty context. This is the case, because in the final analy-
s1s, 1t will be the understanding and action of the people who participate in
practical, concrete educational circumstances, not researchers who come and
go, that will determine whether changes are implemented.

NOTES

1. When I conducted an analysis of teacher-student interaction during
"circles' {Mehan 1980), faalitated by a wireless microphone, I found evidence
of teachers' agendas and students’ agendas occurring simultanecusly. Inter-
action 1n these circles proceeded smoothly when the teacncr was able to in-
corporate students into the accomplishment of her agenda, while students
were able to accomplish their agendas, gearing into the teachers while using
the teacher's concerns to faciitate the completion of their own concerns.
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Such incidents are similar to those reported by McDermott and Gospodinoff

(1979) (one is summarized in the text above). Clement (1977) reported un-
covering an equivalent set of covert activities occurring simultaneously with
the teacher's more traditional concerns. °

2. This discussion should be compared to Sinclair and Coulthard
(1975) and Griffin and Shuy (Forthcoming). Although similar at a super-
ficial level, there are considerable differences between this approach and
the Sinclair-Coulthard approach. For an explication of these dfferences
see Mehan (1979) and Gnffin and Shuy (Forthcoming).

McDermott (1976; McDermott, Godpodinoff, and Aron 1978; McDermott
and Gospodinoff 1979) also examines the organization of lessons at a level
below the phase or round, which he calls "positionings." His analysis is
oriented more toward how participants in classroom events organize inter-
action 1n nonverbal ways.

. 3. An expanded version of this discussion appears in Mehan (1979).
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Where’s the floor?

Aspects of the cultural organization of

social relationships in communication

at home and in school

Some educators, psychologists, and anthropologists are inter-
ested in a very basic reality of childhood--that growing and learning occurs
in the home/community as well as in school. This reality has implications
for those concerned with the structuring of the school learning environ-
ment as well as for those responsible for tie assessment of children's
performance in school. The study that follows attempts to illuminate, by
means of close analysis of slices of children's lives, different ways of
participating in social interactions at home and at school. It speculates
about those differences as sources of potential misunderstanding between
teachers and children as they engage in academic activities.

In conducting this study we were interested in learmng more 2bout
the ways interactional events are organized--those social ‘environments or
L "contexts” through which children must learn to navigate in daily life at
home and at school. By looking closely at the experiences of children who
were both 'newcomers to primary school and culturally different from their
] teacher, we hoped to understand betier the nature of the differences in
. interactional contexts at home and at school that appeared to "make a
difference” to teachers and children in classrooms.

Why should such differences be a problem for children and their
teacners? One could say "School is school and home is home and they are
bound to be different." But the issue.of home-school discontisuity is not
as simple as that. In some cases there seem to be differing standards be-
tween home and school in what can be called communicative or interactional
etiquette. Knowledge of that etiquette has been called communicative compe-
tence (see Hymes 1972, for discussion). This term has been used to refer
to all the kinds of communicative knowledge that individual members of a
cultural group need to possess to be able to interact with one another in
ways that are both sodially appropriate and strategically effective. Three
aspects of communicative knowledge seem especially important: (1) knowl-
edge of the shared set of implied assumpuons--commumcative traditions
about what are the proper and expectable ways for people to interact in
various social occasions, (2) possession of the verbal and nonverbal per-
formance skills necessary for producing communicative action that is
appropriate and effective in a given situation, and (3) possession of the
interpretive skills necessary to make sense of the communicative intentions
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of the other people one is interacting with in a given situation (see Gum-
perz 1977, 1979).

The communicative competence necessary to participate in face-to-face
interaction with others is an extremely complex package of knowledge and
skills. Anthropologists and sociologists have shown that the content of
this shared knowledge varies greatly from one human group to the next.
This is true not only among large-scale groups, such as ethnic groups,
social classes, or nations, but also among small-scale groups--between orne
family and another within the same ethnic, racial, or social class group,
between one neighborhood friendship network and another, and between
one school classroom and another next door within the same school (cf.
Goodenough 1971, Hall 1976).

Shared standards for communicative etiquette are culturally relative
across all kinds of human groups, so the term communicative competence
does not imply a single standard of knowledge and ability along which all
children and adults can be ranked from low to high, from less fully de-
veloped or mature to more developed. Because the content of knowledge
and skill in the communicative competence package varies from one group
and social setting to another, the meaning oi "competence" intended here
is ‘whatever the individual's practical knowledge is about how, when, and
where to communicate, for what purposes. In that sense almost oll indi-
viduals are "competent."! What is of interest, then, is not the answer"to
the question "Who is more or less competent here?" Rather, what is of
interest is the two-part question "What is the content of each individual's
practical knowledge of how to interact (communicative competence) and how
does that knowledge get realized in the patterned performance of face-to-
face interaction?” To answer that question is a big order, and the current
state of sociolinguistic research is not such that the former part of such a
question can be answered. But the latter part, concerning the descrip-
tion of patterns of communicative performance, can be answered, and we
think it sheds light on answers to the former part of the question, con-
cerning the content of children's and teachers' practical knowledge of how
to interact face to face.

We are concerned with the interactional difficulties encountered
by students and their teachers as they engage in academic learning tasks.
In classrooms there seem to be children who repeatedly annoy the teacher
and make it difficult for him or her to teach, and there seem to be teach-
ers who repeatedly are much rougher on some children than on others.

We assume that such recurrent difficulties reduce the effectiveness of the
classroom learning environment.

There are at least four kinds of explanations for why children and
teachers have recurring interactional troubles with each other. One class
of explanations places the greatest explanatory weight on individual char-
acteristics of the child--on the child's pathology of inadequacy in terms of
motivation, intelligence, or physical and emotional state. (The whole field
of special education is based on this kind of explanation, as was the earlier
field of compensatory educatory to remedy so-called "cultural deprivation”
in the children of poor people. See as examples of the "cultural depri-
vation" literature Riessman 1962 and Passow, Goldberg, and Tannenbaum
1907, and the critique of this position by Keddie 1973. Assumptions of
"cultural deprivation" among children of the poor are now considered in-
valid by many social scientists, but these assumptions continue to be
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found 1n teacher education curricula and programs of continuing education
fer teachers.)

A second class of explanations locates the main responsibility outside
individuals, in the structure of a class-based society. In this view, to
the extent that an individual is blamed for interactional troubles, it is the
teacher rather than the child. The teacher is seen as an agent of the rul-
ing classes, wittingly or unwittingly arranging everyday life in the class-
room so that the children of lower class background (and/or of relatively
powerless minority group background) are consistently expected less of
than are middle class children. Lower class chilu.en are seen as being
mousetrapped into misbehavior and low achievement in the present, which
insures their assignment into the adult lower class or unemployed class in
the future. Thus by the workings of interactional processes at the micro-
social level of the classroom, an oppressive class structure in the society
as a whole is reproduced across one generation to the next (Parsons 1959
ngl)es and Gintis 1976; Bourdieu and Passeron 1977; E :rnstein 1975; Ogbu
1978).

In a third class of explanations, the teacher and student are seen as
equally responsible for producing each otheY's interactional difficulties and
misbehavior. Growing out of a model of psychopathology, which psychia-
trists call the "double bind," this formulation posits that teacher and fail-
ing student are locked in inescapable and troubled transaction. Although
they may alternate roles as "victim" and "perpetrator," the classroom
interactants work at communicating inappropriately with one another and,
ultimately, at insuring academic failure (see Bateson 1972 [= 1956], for the
original formulation of the double bind theory). The apparent disposition
of some students and teachers to do each other in relentlessly in face-to-
face interaction may be related to issues of social class and cultural differ-
ence. These dispositions are seen by McDermott and Gospodinoff (1979)
as multiply caused. Interactional behavior is considered to be influenced
by the press of the larger social order and its class structure on the one
hand, and by the personalities of individuals on the other.

A fourth class of explanation locates the problem of children's consis-
tent misbehavior i1n lack of knowledge by the children and by the teachers
of each other's culturally learned expectations for appropriate social be-
havior. This view assumes a mismatch between sets of standards of com-
municative etiquette.

In this article it is the fourth class of explanations--the cross-cul-
tural "mismatch" or "interference" theory--that will receive the most em-
phasis. It was this set of assumptions that guided the data analysis to be
reported. We should admit here that we believe this kind of explanation is
the most generally applicable: It is likely to explain more cases of chil-
dren's misbehavior than the others, at least in the early grades. Our
hunch is that differing expectations about communicative etiquette are a
major reason for young children who come from culturally "different" popu-
lations acting 1n school in ways that are judged by teachers as misbehavior.
We say "a major reason” h=cause we do not see it as the only reason, and
because we have no larg: :dy of "hard" data by which we can demon-

strate our hunch. Morec , our preferred explanation does not exclude
the alternative ones.
Each of the four clas.. of evidence may exnlain part of the variance.

It may well be that teacher-student double binds occur frequently in the
classrooms, and that although such relationships between teachers and
children may begin out of children's simple naivete about how to act in
school, double-binding may be the process by which children and teach-
ers continue in more complexly motivated ways to get at each other for
the rest of the school year. We must further grant that simple ignorance
of social rules of the classroom 1s, by itself, no adequate explanation for
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the misbehavior of children as they reach junior high and high school age.
Some children may indeed be Huckleberry Finns, knowing cultural expec-
tations but refusing to be constrained by them, whether because as Freud
would argue, the id always reacts to civilizing impulses with discontent,
or because as Marx would argue, people on the bottom of a social order
tend to resist by struggle and rebellion. Our preferred "mismatch" ex-
planation is not 1rreconcilable with a view of the school as an oppressive
institution whose primary function is to maintain the existing class struc-
ture.

Finally, it is clear that some individual children do indeed have neuro-
logical impairments or metabolic states that are out of the ordinary, and
this may explain why they are "hyperactive." Some children may be
constitutionally of low intelligence and unable to "tune in" to the social
and cognitive task environments of the classroom. But even with children
in individual states of pathology, cultural standards for the conduct of
interaction (and the violation of those standards by children) may be in-
volved with the ways children get "diagnosed" and "treated."

We suspect that formal and informal clinical labels for students who
are difficult to teach--"hyperactive," "dyslexic," "immature,” "slow, '--
often do not reflect accurate diagnoses of children's cognitive and emotional
states. Rather, we think the clinical labels tend to be applied to children
who interact 1nappropriately with other children and with the teacher, e.g.,
the term "hyperactive" can simply mean "this kid doesn't sit still and keeps
interrupting all the time." This seems a perfectly reasonable everyday use
of a clinical term. What makes us wonder about the diagnostic validity of
such labels is that they are so often applied to children who come from so-
called "culturally different” backgrounds. Some school critics would argue
that the term "cultural difference” is itself merely a clinical label, which
obscures the underlying fact of the child's social class, since those chil-
dren labeled culturally different are also likely to be poor. We think that
to read "cultural difference” as a social structural label is as much an
oversimplification as it is to read it uncritically as a clinical label. Social
class groupings and cuitural groupings are not mutually exclusive sets,
but they are not identical sets either. In our experience some children
who come from families that are not poor do get labeled "culturally differ-
ent," while other children from families that are poor are not labeled in
this way by the school. Consequently we do not think that the cultural
difference label is simply an index of social class.

There seems to be a general set of standards for how to act in school,
a sort of American "classroom culture." Some aspects of this have been
specified in recent research. Similar patterns of etiquette in the conduct
of classroom lessons have been found in public and private school class-~
rooms that differ markedly in the ethnicity, race, and social class of stu-
dents (Mehan 1979, and Griffin and Shuy Forthcoming). These studies
have focused mainly on patterns of conversational turn-taking during les-
sons. The kind of lesson we will be describing later in this article is one
in which patterns of turn-taking occur that are similar to those identified
by Mehan and 1n Griffin and Shuy. The student "misbehavior" we will be
describing involves speaking in ways that, given the turn-taking et.quette
of the lesson, are labeled by the teacher as "talking out of turn,” or
"interrupting.' These same ways of speaking by children at home, how-
ever, are not always reacted to as interruptions by the child's parents
and siblings. That children can act in ways that are judged appropriate
at home, yet 1nappropriate at school, impresses us as important for under-
standing some sources of children's misbehavior in school, especilly in the
early grades. It also impresses us with the need to understand more fully
children's socialzation into communicative traditions at home and at school,
traditions that may be mutually congruent or incongruent. i
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An illuminating study of these issues was done by Philips (1972, 1975),
who studied Native American children at school and in community kife out-
side school on the Warm Springs reservation in Oregon. Early in her re-
search, she identified one possible source of school failure for the children
in their apparently minimal talk in school lessons. Upon close examination
of the children's interactional styles in task settings both at home and at
school, Philips noted that "the social conditions that define when a person
uses gpeech in Indian situations are present in classroom situations in
which’ Indian children use speech a great deal, and absent in the more
prevalent classroom situations in which they fail to partxcipate verbally"
(Philips 1972:371).

In Philips's work we have examples, on the one hand, of children's
prior experience that is congruent with expectations for interaction in some
classroom social situations, e.g., interaction with peers in small groups.

In those situations the interactional behaviors of Indian children appear
"normal, natural"--so as to go unremarked. On the otl.er hand, Philips's
evidence suggests that where situational expectations are inconsistent be-
tween home and school--as in the large group lesson situation--the sense-
making of children, which continues to be reasonable in terms of their
prior experiences, can be misconstrued by teachers. Thus to the extent
that the patterns of life extant in home and community of the Warm Springs
children differed from those in the classroom and found no legitimate place
there, the results were, in Philips's words, "learning difficulties and feel-
ings of inferiority" (1972:392).

In sum, we think that the culture factor often plays a part in the
problems of face-to-face interaction that problem children and their teach-
ers have with each other. Because those people and their interactional
problems are complex, the cultural factor is likely not to be operating by
itself, but together with other factors. This suggests that simple analyses
and the proposal of simple, quick solutions would be inappropriate. But
if cultural factors are part of the problem, they deserve investigation, and
not just in global ways. It is necessary to be very specific about those
particular cultural differences between home and school that may be having
an effect on the conduct of everyday life in the classroom. If children
who "misbehave" repeatedly in their early school years do so pa-tly be-
cause of differences in expectations about interactional etiquette (not simply
because they lack respect for teachers, nor simply because of emotional
disturbance, low intelligence, poverty, or lack of breakfast), then what,
specifically, is it about the organization of classroom interaction that is
confusing to children from a particular group with distinctive cultural com-
municative traditions? If the cultural factor is indeed important, it is a
question that must be asked and answered repeatedly, cultural group by
cultural group, and perhaps family by family.

The following analysis is a beginning attempt to answer thxs question
1n a particular classroom occupied predominantly by children from a par-
ticular American ethnic group, members of which live in a working class
neighborhood in a suburb of Boston. The ethnic group is Italian-American.
The research focuses on selected aspects of life at home in two families of
the neighborhood, and on selected aspects of life in one classroom in the
neighborhood school.

THE STUDY

Features of the study are detailed elsewhere (Florio 1978; Shultz
and Florio 1979; Bremme and Erickson 1977). Here we will summarize those
relevant to the present discussion. Field workers conducted participant
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observation and penodic videotaping in a predominantly Italian-American
suburb near Boston. Dwuring two years of data collection, the researchers
observed both classroom interaction in a kindergarten/first grade and the
interactions of two members of that class at home with their families. Whole
days were observed at school, at first periodically, and then several days
each week. Periodic videotapes were made of classroom activity throughout
both years. Also during the first year of the study the two target chil-
dren were periodically accompanied home after school where their complete
afternoons and evenings were documented by means of participant obser-
vation and videotaping of naturally occurring activities. Ultimately the
researchers hoped that by - nderstanding the organization of face-to-face
interaction in both settings, useful comparisons and contrasts could be
made across them.

In the process of data analysis, the researchers developed ways of
working that were useful in coming to understand the organization of inter-
actional events that occurred within each site--at school and at home (for
details see Erickson and Shultz 1977). Discovering ways of validly and
usefully comparing and contra: 'ing interactional contexts across the
two sites was a much more difficult endeavor. Philips's work had taught
us that some contexts for interaction at school had apparently resembled
interactional contexts at home more than others. This finding imphed that
we ought to be able to identify points of contras‘ive relevance among con-
texts. Such contrasts might be great or very subtle, howcver, and we
needed to locate those differences that 'made a difference” from the per-
spective of participants,

We werse looking for similarities and differences across the different
kinds of contexts for interaction;: or what Wittgenstein calls "games." As
we sifted through field notes and videotapes and talked to informants, we
kept in mind Wittgenstein's notion ‘of "family resemblance":

Section 66. Tonsider for example the proceedings that we call
"games." 1 i.can board-games, card-games, ball-

o games, Olympic games, and so on. What 1s common
to them all?--Don't say: "There must be something
common, or they wouid nct be called "games."--But
look and see whether there i1s anything common to all.
--For if you look at them you will not see something
that is common to all, but similarities, relationships,
and a whole series of them at that. To repeat: don't
think, but look!... And the result of this examination
is: We see a complicated network of similarities over-
lapping and criss-crossing: sometimes overall simi-
larities, sometimes similanties of detail.

Section 67. I can think of no better expression to characterize
these similarities than "family resemblances”; for the
various resemblances between members of a family:
build, features, color of eyes, gait, temperament,
etc., etc., overlap and criss-cross in the same way--
And I shall say: "games" form a family. (Wittgenstein
1958:31-32) '

To find family resemblances among games, Wittgenetein advises,
"Don't think, but look'" Implcit in this admonition is that what might
appear at first blush to be useful, formal ways of noting comparison and
contrast might be, 1n fact, red herri..gs. When we first began to look
for interactional contexts at home and at school that might be usefully
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contrastive, we lovked at those that resembled one another in superificial
form. Thus we thought of contrasting dinner time at home with snack
time at school or story time at school with bedtime story reading at home.
Then we realized that we had been thinking rather than looking. It
seemed that despite superficial resemblances in interactional form these
events failed to resemble one another with respect to the patterns of
organization of interactional function wmithin them--the uses people were
making of one another, of space and props, of the abiding interactional
nghts arnd obligations of participants. All these aspects of the organiza-
tion of function were involved 1n getting the instrumental work of the
everts accomphshed.

We had been participant observers in family dinners and school snack
times, 1n story time at home and at school. Our intuitions about these
events, as well as our lurking 1mpressions that something was wrong as
we watched videotapes 1n an 1rutial attempt at companison of eating times
and story times at home and at school, suggested that we were being too
literal 1n our attempts at comparison. We were seeking instances 1n which
children confronted with interactional events 1n school resembling those
with which they were more familiar at home might be observed to apply
strategies deemed appropriate in the home setting but inapproprate in
school.  Our 1nmitial looks told us that comparison and contrast was not to
be found 4t the level of the event i1tself. We looked as well for comparison
at the level of the speech cct--again fruitlessly. We thought that we might
be altle to ascertain that a ‘reprimand,” for example, at home could be
contrasted with one at school. But we did not -ee children misreading”
school reprimands--at least not 1n the way we expected.

By attending to functional rather than formal similanties, we began
to realize that we were interestea in contrasting patterns of behavior that
could be loosely construed as aspects of style or strategy. As such, we
avre 1n search of ways of wnteracting that cut across--and were therefore
avaitlable for analysis within--levels of performance organization from pho-
noloey and syntax 1n speech to the level of the sequential structure of
the whole event, e.g., the whole sequence ot setting the table, having
dinner, ard cleaning up afterwards (These levels of organization are
usuallv held analvtically separate by hinguists on the one hand ard e¢th-
nographers on the other. Sec Hymes 1974:177-178, 196-199 )

From this insight, we returned to our field notes and recollections of

field experiences and did more tape watching. We reflected on those ways
ot interacting at home and at school that had seemed as though they were
it least potentiilly comparable in terms of stylistic and strategic aspects
of organization. We had the sense that mealtimes and teacher-directed
group lessons might be such examples.  Although we were no longer
~erFing homorphism n the lteral tasks to be completed, props to be
n-ed, contiguration 1n space, or speech acts accomplished, we were
aentifying events within which participation structures, or patterns in the
allocation of interactional rights and obligations among all the members who
sere enacting a social occasion  ogether (cf. Philips 1972), seemed compar-
ible [he work of Phihps demonstrates that, partioularly in differing. cul-
tural groups with different sociolinguwstic traditions, different participation
structures may be used to accomplish what on the surface seem to be the
same Interactional occisions.  Similarly, our ingriry suggested that the
s4me participation structures--perhaps in different relations--could consti-
tute formally different’ events. Thus 1t foliows that the study of cross-
cult sres rmuscommunication entails the discovery of specaific points of differ
s an the orgamzation of particapation structures.

We extmined 1in detarl three videotaped 1nstances of mealtimes in two
Panilie o, und three 1nstances of mathematics lessons in the <lassroom. We
noted, forst of !, important functional similaritics across the meals and
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lessons. Both events involve one or several adults and a group of children
in the completion of an instrumental task, In each case, the occasion for
the gathering is other than mere conversation--a meal must be consumed,

a lesson accomplished. Special locales are appropriate for the enactment of
dinner and math lesson. Each of these social occasions, within its own
spatial, temporal, and instituttional "frame" (cf, Goffman 1974) has an
occasion- specific array of props related to the completion of the instru-
mental task that is focal for the occasion--there are dishes of food to be
passed and utensils to be used in dinners, and concept blocks to be held
up and arranged on the floor i1n the "hands-on" math lessons.

In general, participants seem to be carrying into such interactional
contexts expectations regarding the focal tasks to be accomplished, the
relative nghts and duties of participants in accomplishing those tasks, and
the range of behaviors likely to be considered appropriate within the occa-
sion. There seems to be a working consensus among participants about
these expectations; an order to which, in various verbal and nonverbal
ways, they all hold one another accountable. Cook-Gumperz and Corsaro
(1976:11) have used the term "ecological environment” to refer to the
totality of the social and physical features of the setting, which seem tc
cue participants to a particular -ccountable order according to which such
an occasion should be enacted.

These accountable orders for theenactment of social occasions can be
called participation structures, fol]ow?ng Philips (1972:374). In previous
research it had become apparent that participation structures differed not
only across social occasions, but within occasions, from one moment to the
next (Erickson and Shultz 1977). We had found shifts 1n patterns of allo-
caticn of interactional rights and duties among individuals across what we
had come to be able to identify as primary constituent umts or "chunks”
of action within a whole social occasion.

As we looked at the videotapes of family dinners and math lessons,
especaally the dinrers, 1t struck us that one aspect of participation struc-
ture 1s the notion of "floor"; the nght of access by an individual to a turn
at speaking that is attended to by other individuals, who occupy at that
moment the role of hstener. Simply talking, in itself, does not constitute
having the floor. The " floor" is interactionally produced, in that speakers
and hearers must work together at maintaining it. If either functionally
interdependent party drops their end of the interactional log, there is no
longer any "floor," but only (a) a speaker speaking unattended by any
audience or (b) an audience attending to a person who fails to speak.

For some ume we had been concerned that a recent model of turn-
taking 1n conversation (Sacks, Shegloff, and Jefferson 1974) had made
claims about the allocation of access to turns attended at speech--what was
called a "turn exchange economy'--that were not valid cross-culturally.
The model was claimed to be umiversally applicable to human conversations,
It presumed that in getting and holding the floor there was cne speaker at
a time, and therefore one audience at a time. "Turn exchange” meant
switching, between various individuals 1n a group, the role of speaker;
one speaker at a time taking on that role and then dropping back into the
role of audience member as another speaker ceased to be a (nonspeaking)
member of the audience and took his or her own turn at speaking.

As we watched the videotapes of family dinners and school math
lessons, we realized that the Sacks, Shegloff, and Jefferson model of the
turn exchange economy--one aspect of the overall participation structure--
did not account for how the people we watched were behaving in speaking
and listening to one another. This was especially apparent in the familv
dinner tapes. At some times, there was more than one speaker talking
simultaneously, yet nobody in the scene (including ourselves, who had
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been partiapating in the meals as well as videotaping them) seemed to be
acting as though any of the simultaneously talking speakers were "inter-
rupting” any of the others. At other times when several persons were
talking simultgneously, some person (alv-ays an adult or older sibling)
would turn t& one of the younger children and rebuke the child, as if for
‘interrupting.” But these were very rare occurrences. It seemed that
dunng these dinners, 1t was almost (but not quite) impossible to "inter-
rupt’ anyone else who was speaking, Our dinaer table tapes looked and
sounded very much hke the New York" family dinner scene 1n the Woody
Allen film Annie Hall.  as contrasted to the small town Wisconsin 4
famly dinner scene 1n that movie, in which turn exchange was conducted
according to the Sacks, Shegloff, and Jefferson model.

Moreover, as we looked at our tapes 1t became apparent that at times
there were not only multiple persons talking simultaneously, but there
seemed to be multiple simultaneous audiences as well. Within these differ-
ent audiences attending to multiple speakers (or perhaps more accurately,
different levels of participation in attending, by different individuals and
subgroups within the total set of interacting individuals), there were
different apparent ways of listening. Some .ways of listerung invclved re-
maining silent and maintaining eye contact with the speaker or speakers.
Other ways of listening 1nvolved ‘pitching in” brief comments that over-
lapped the speech of the other simultaneous speakers. Such comments,
which szemed to be a way of showing attention by talking rather than by
remainung silent, hever were reacted to by other family members as "inter-
rupting.” That those comments did not constitute "interruption” seemed to
be part of the working consensus about one aspect of the participation
structure appropnate for dinner table conversation.

In sum, 1n the dinners there seemed not only to be multiple simul-
taneous speakers occasionally, but also multiple audiences and ways of
listening’as audience members. That meant that there were multiple con-
versational floors™shat speakers could address. The most appropnate re-
search questions tnwsns seemed not to be along the lLines of the question,

Who's got the floor now. and how did (s)he get 1t?" More ﬁpp_ropn'ate .
lines of inquiry seemed to he in the direction of such questions as
‘Where's the floor? How many kinds of them are ther:, when?”

It occurred to us that in school classrooms, holding the floor, defend-
1ng 1t from 1interruptions, and allocating 1t at appropnate times to students
are significart concerns for teachers. As we looked at our school math
lessor. tapes. more of the floor allocation and turn-eachange processes
\ seemed to occur according to the Sucks, Shegloff, and Jefferson model

s than had been the case with the family dinners. Even in the hands-on
math lessons, however, there seemed to be times at which many children
and the teacher were talking simultaneously, 'thhopt anyone holding any-
one else accountable for interrupting.’ Talking while another person w:s
talking did seem at some times i1n the lessons to be interrupting and at
those moments the teacher would invoke a "single speaker at a time class-
room 'official rule.’ At othier times 1n the lessons, talking whie others
were talking seemed to be an acceptable way cof listening. We wondered
what could account for these apparent inconsistencies; for the varation in
participation structure within lessons and dinners as well as across them.

As we looked more carefully at the tapes, 1t seemed that changes 1n
conversational floor pattern and changes in what Gumperz and Cook-
Gumperz have termed 'speech activities' (cf. Gumperz 1977) were occur-
nng together. Speech activities are units of discourse 1n cornversation
that are longer than a sentence and may consist of one discourse topic,
or may consist of a set of connected topics and subtopics.
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The best way of characterizing what I mean by "speech
activitv' 1s to name some, using descriptive phrases such as
"discussing politics,” "chatting about the weather,” "trying to
catch someone's attention,” and "lecturing about hnguistics.”
Such descriptions imply certain’ expectations about the thematic
progression, turn-taking rules, form, and outcome of the inter-
action, as well as constraints on content...

In a sense, speech activities function a bit like the

- psychologists' "plans” or "scripts." Note, however, that the
descriptive phrases we use contain both a verb, and a noun
which suggests constraints on content. Verbs alone, or single
nouns such as "discussion,' or "lecture,”’ are not sufficient to
characterize activities...

Distinctions among such activities as chatting, discussion,
taking part 1n religious rituals exist 1n all cultures. but each
culture has 1ts own constraints not only on content but also on
the ways 1n which particular activities are carned out and sig-
nalled. Even withuin a culture, what one person would identify
as "lecturing, another might interpret as 'chatting with one's
child,” and so on. .

Since speech activities are realized in action and since
their 1dentification 1s a function of ethmc and communicative
background, special problems arise because modern society is
made up of people of widely varying communicative and cultural
background. How can #c be certan that our interpretation of
what activity 1s being signalled 1s the same as the activity that
the interlocutor has in mind, if our commurucative backgrounds
are not i1dentical? (Gumperz 1977:205-206)

The notion of speech activity seemed useful in thinking about differ-

ences between home and school in the organization of conversational " floors ;
in the reaprocal relations between audience and speaker roles in the en-
actment of floors. The combination of a performative verb characternizing
the communicat. e action of the moment (e.g., chatting 1n_contrast to
lecturing) together with nouns characternizing the topic of conversation
allowed us to make useful distinctions among "chunks” ot discourse in the
dinners and lessons. In one of the dinner tapes, for example, chatting
about how much everything costs i:. the stores nowadays and explaining
why and where the father (a manual arts teacher) is going out of towr for
an "Inservice” workshop this coming weekend are speech activities differ-
ing not conly 1n the content of the two topics of conversation. They differ
also 1n partiapation structure--in the relations between speaker roles and
audience roles, in the kinds of-conv.rgational floors and floor-management
strategies that are appropnate. The first speech activity 1s cne 1n which
multiple conversational "floérs" are appropriate, and in which overlapping
speech is approprate. The second speech activity has only one "floor'--
the parents partiapate in 1t as prnimary speakers, and all the children,
regardless of age, participate as primary attenders to the explanation,
Interestingly, however, overlapping speech by the child atterders as a
way of showing thev are listening is still entirely appropriate during the
(sometimes overlapping) speech of the parents in explaining abcut the in-
service workshop. Such overlapping speech by hsteners during an ex-
planation by an adult is not usually appropriate in the kindergarten-first
grade classroom attended by the youngest child in this family. He and
other Itahan-American children 1n that classroom continually "interrupt®
explanations by the teacher, by overlapping comments as she is talking.
We found that in the school hands-on math lessons and in the family
dinners, usually as the speech activity changes, so does the participation
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structure. We have also ‘bund this to be the case even in two-person
1nteraction, 1n an earlier study of conversations between school counselors
and students, in varying ethnic combinations (Erickson and Shultz 1981).
However, the speech activity notion, by itself, does not fully account for
the overall patterning of shifts in either the school lessons or the family
dinners. To understand the overall pattern of variation 1n participation
structure within these social occasions, as well as between them, 1t is
necessary to take a more comprehensive view, and consider the overall
action-shape or ‘event-history” of the dinner and the lesson occasions as
w holes.

A SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Interactional events are generally observed and experienced as a
whole continuous flow of activity. To identify for analysis the participation
structures that constitute social action 1t is necessary to segment the activity
flow 1nto its primary constituent units. Figure 1 displays our segmentation
of the whole events, dinner and math lesson; into its main subevents or
phases. These phases were inferred both by systematic observation of
videotapes and on the basis of our experience as participant observers.

The phase changes in Figure 1 have been noted when a participant
reports explicitly that things have ch:nged. When such information 1s
rnot avallable (or when viewlng-session comments by participants are avail-
able, but the particaipants are unable to articulate that information ex-
olxcxth)\we identify phases tnrough videotape observation of behavioral
changes acxoss a number of communicative channels (e.g., postural shifts, _.
changes 1n vecal pitch register, loudness, intonation contour, tempo, and
other aspects of speech prosody), and when we also see that after such
behavioral shifts the subsequent interaction patterns of participants are
organized differently from the way before the changes 1n posture and
speech prosodv.

In the lessons and dinners, this kund of segmentatxon reveals simi-
lanties 1n overall sequential organization of the two events, which seem on
the surface to be such different sorts of social occasions (see Figure 1).

For example, each event requres an imtial phase of supervised prepara-
tion and setting up of props. Next, each event includes a central phase
of instrumental focus--the enactment of the event's raison d'étre—-eating
the meal” or teachung and learning” the academic materjal. Finally; each
event involves a gradual wrapping up of the Mnstrumental wcrk that has
been done--a clearing off of the boards--before participants can appropn-
ately depart from 1ts social/ecological life space.

’

2

« Prior 7] ; "Wrap-up" Subsequent
Scene or "Set-up" ./ "Focuse ! (including) Scene or
Event Preparation , Activity" [ "Clean-up") Event

Figure 1. Invarant Order of Constituent Phases

In the central, focused phase, not only does instrumental activity predom-
nate, but 1n some kinds of events there are points of instrumental chimax
toward which action tends, after which focus iz lessened slightly, in a-
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* pattern of ebb and flow. Thus the diagram points not only to adjacency
relatbonships in a sequential order enacted in and across real time. The
diagram also points to the teleology of the sequential order, at the level
of the primary constituent phases withih the whole event.
Figure 2 contains the invariant sequential order of primary constituent
phases across both kinds of scenes--dinners and math lessons.

DINNER
Option 1

Prior Preparation ¢ Focus ! Wrap-up / (Recycle for dessert)

‘ [
Scene e ‘
:' "eating” { "conversing” \_ Option II
' lear off table)

"conversing”

MATH LESSON

Prior Scene Preparation '.' Focus Wrap-up
"Reading ] ’
Lesson" 12 + wind-up iclean-up
," "instrumental ," "instructional ,"
! teaching/learning” ! climax” !
> : ! i

Figure 2. Sequential Order of Primary Constituent Phases
in Dinners and Lessons

Two narratives fpllovn} that describe the kinds of activity that takes
place during each of the primary constituent phases of dinners and math
lessons.

Dinner Scene Narrative

I. Preparation of Main Course. During this phase, there is more movement
than talik as the mother sets the table and the children take their seats one
by one. The mother "manages" this phase as she (1) prepares and delimits
the space in which the interaction will occur;’ (2) lays out the props that
will be used by family members to tarry out the activity; and (3) issues
commands and reprimands by which she makes explicit some of the etiquette
operant in the contexts that follow. The noise level is high as people be-
gin to Serve themselves, and the talk is related to the meal.

II. Focus: Main Course. As this phase-begins, the noise level drops.
Family members spend more tine eating than they do talking. People posi-
tion themselves around the table in a "carpentering manner" and their eyes
are focused down at their plates. Bowls are passed around the edge of the
table and people lean across the table to reach for food. These actions
‘serve the function of physically binding the group. During this phase,
conversational topics are, in general, not nreal-related.

' [II. Wrap-up of Main Course and Preparation of Dessert. As people finish
eating, the ambient noise and the voices of family members get loude~.
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There is more talking and different kinds of talk. Family members lean
back from the table and orient toward some of the participants, and away
from others. More than one conversation is occurring at once. People
outside the table area are called to, thus expanding the space within which,
interaction takes place. Two or three participants talk simultaneously most
of the time. During this phase, the mother clears the table as the father
and children remain seated. The mother walks to each place, around the
edges of the table as she removes dirty dishes and replaces them with
clean ones¢ Talk among all family members gradually subsides as people
shift around and back into focused position for dessert. The talk is

again meal-related as the mother distributes dessert. '

IV. Focus: Dessert. As the mother leang into the table passing around
the dessert, other family members are bent over their food. They no
longer form small postural subgroups but rather orient toward the center
of the table. The talk that occurs is not related to the heal.

V. Wrap-up of Dessert. During this phase, as people finish eating, they
leave the table. However, as this is happening, multiple conversations de-
velop among family members. They are more exaggerated than the multiple
conversations that take place during the wrap-up of the main course, since
some family members are now physically separated from the table. Some
family members actually get up and stand near their conversational partners.
The children dnft away first, leaving the adults sitting at the table.

Hands-on Math Lesson
Scene Narrative

1. Preparation. As the previous activity (often a reading lesson) is
wrapping up the teacher goes to her desk to get materials for the coming
lesson. She bnings the materials in one or more trips to the "circle area"
of the room. As she does so, some children who have finished their seat-
work from the previous lesson are already sitting on the floor in a partial
arcle formation. Other students aré still at their tables finishing up.
There is considerable ambient noise with small groups of children chatting
together at various piaces in the room; at tables and on the floor {(carpeted)
at the circle area. hen the teacher begins to call students over io the
arcle. Usually there 1s more than one call, but not more than three.

1. Focus. There are two or more constituent subphases within this
phase: one or more introductory phases and then a "climax" phase toward
which the introductory instruction tended. The introductory phases are
accomplished by a series of "interrogative rounds" in which various children
are singled out to manipulate the materials (such as blocks) and, with the
teacher's interrogatory guidance, demonstrate to the other children the
principles and concepts to be learned (such as the concept "set"). Dur-
ing each round there is an interrogatory slot, a demonstration slot, and
an evaluation slot, which appear in invariant sequential order (although
the evaluation slot may be optionally elided). During each round the pri-
mary speaker/attenders are the teacher and the student selected to do the
demonstration. The other students participate in a secondary manner as
"audience." (After the last call to order of the circle at the end of the

- preparation phase, this overall organization persists until the final clean-up

phase.) If members of the audience speak overlappingly with the teacher
and the focally addressed student who is demonstrating, the teacher nega-
tively sanctions the overlapping talkers. After the climax phase begins,
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however, and the teacher and children have leaned forward intently into
the center of the circle their bodies outline as they sit on the floor, the
teacher no longer negatively sanctions overlapping talk. In the previous
introductory phases, the children sometimes responded in unison to ques-
tions asked by the teacher. In the climax phase they give much more
"ragged" unison choral responses, which are interspersed and overlaid
with overlapping comments about the action.

III. Wrap-up/Clean-up. The teacher and students sit up more erectly

as the teacher gives directions about clean-up. During those announce-
ments the teacher is the single focus of attention and the primary speaker.
She negatively sanctions overlapping talk again. Then as the children be-
gin to clean up, multiple conversations arise, as in the preparation phase.

Participation Structures

. To examing differences in how interactional activities were accom-
pbshed at home and at school, a typology of participation structures by
which persons collectively accomplished the interactional activity "talking
during dinner" was developed. This typology follows. A short narrative
description of each participation structure is presented, followed by a
description of he different roles family members may play in the enactment
of these participation structures.

Type I Participation Structure. Single conversational "floor,"
with only some of the persons present participating in the "floor" as pri-
maz ; speakers and attenders. Others present participate minimally as
secondary attenders. There is little overlapping talk.

One conversation is occurring among one subgroup of the entire
group. The persons involved in this conversation are referred to as
"primary speakers /attenders.” The remainder of the group is sitting and
listening to this conversation. Those not directly involved in the conver-
sation will be referred to as "secondary attenders."

Allocation of Interactional Rights and Obligations (Roles )--Primary
speaker: address utterances to small group of others (primary attenders)
and then attend to utterances made by other primary speakers; Primary
attenders: pay attention to primary speaker, and respond as necessary;
Secondary attenders: no active attending is required. However, enough
attention 1s required to know not to .nterrupt primary speaker.

Type II Participation Structure. Single conversational "floor,"
with all persons present participating in it. There is only one primary
speaker, who is addressing all those present. All who are addressed
partiapate in similar ways as attenders. There is little oveziapping talk.

One conversation is occurring, with one speaker addressing the whole
group. In this case, there is no distinction made among attenders. There
are basically two roles that are played: speaker and attender.

Allocation of Interactional Rights and Obligations (Roles )--Speaker:
To speak to the whole group, and to continue doing so as long as one or
more members of the group are providing appropriate listening behavior.
Any member of the group can provide the listening feedback, and it could
be a different member each time; Attender: Show a modicum of attention
to what speaker is saying and not interrupt speaker. Also, from time to
time provide "backc¢hannel” listening feedback (e.g., nods, gaze shifts,
‘mhm," etc.). .
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. Type 111 Participation Structure. Single conversational "floor,"

with all persons present participating in it. There is considerable over-
lapping talk. Two subtypes can be distinguished:

Type l11-A. Single "floor" with multiple floor levels. Primary and
secondary levels of participation, considerable overlapping talk. A Type Il
conversation is occurring among primary speakers/attenders.

One or more of the secondary attenders says something topically tied
to what the primary speakers/attenders are saying. These comments by
secondary attenders (who then become secondary speakers) are "tossed”
out into the group conversation and do not require a response or acknowl-
edgment from anyone. The primary conversation among primary speakers
and attenders continues as comments are being made by secondary speaker/
attenders.

Allocatiorn of Interactional Rights and Obligations (Robles)--Primary
speaker/attender: The same as for Type I. However, an additional fea-
ture for primary participants is avoiding actively attending to and respond-
ing to the overlapping comments being tossed into the conversation by
secondary participants; Secondary speaker/attender: The same as for
Type I, with the additional right of making comments related to the pri-
mary conversation. However, these comments might not be recognized or
attended to by the other group members.

Type III-B. Interpolated single "floor" with single floor level. A
collective commentary on a previous primary speaker's remark, during which
the previous conversational "floor" is suspended.

A Type II or Type I conversation is occurring, and is interrupted by
an interlude, or "side sequence," during which one or more of the attend-
ers make comments related to what the latest speaker had been saying.
These "commentators" overlap what other commentators are saying and
sometimes speak continuously and simultaneously. The conversation that
was’going on when the comments began to be made stops its forward pro-
gress. The primary speaker in the ongoing conversation may or may not
relinquish the previous floor; in some cases that floor is momentarily sus-
pended for collective commentary, in which the primary speaker may par-
ticipate too. In other cases, the earlier conversation may be dropped en-
tirely as a new conversation evolves.

Allocation of Interactional Rights and Obligations (Roles)--Speaker:
Throw comments into the conversational pool with the understanding that
such commentary may not be acknowledged or recognized; Attender: The
same as for Type II, except that in Type III-B attenders have the right
to toss in comments as others are commenting, without having such tossings-
in held accountable as the speech act/interrupting.

Type IV Participation Structure. Multiple conversational "floors,"
with subgroups of the persons present participating in topically distinct
simultaneous conversations. Much overlapping talk across and within the
various "floors."

Several Type I conversations are occurring simultaneously, conducted
vy sets of primary speaker/attenders. In most instances observed, -each
person ‘present is a primary participant in at least one of these conversa-
tions. If a person present does not participate in a primary way, then
(s)he partigipates as a secondary attender to one or more of the sets of
primary speusker/attenders.

Allocation of Rights and Obligations--Within each of the simultaneous
conversations, same as for Type I.

The participation structures differ along three dimensions. These
dimensions, which can be thought of as being analogous to distinctive fea-
tures, are (a) number of people talking at one time, either one or more

3
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than one; (b) kinds of roles played by participants; that is, do all par-
tiapants play equivalent roles, as in Type I1I and Type IlI-B conversa-
tions, o is a distinction made between primary and secondary participants,
as in Type I and Type III-A conversations; and (c) the number of-conver-
sational floors, either c.e or more than one. Each of the dimensions has
two possibilities: Eitter there 1s more than one person talking at once,

or there is only one person talking; either all participants play equivalent
roles, or they do not; and either there 1s more than one conversational
floor or there 1s only one. The presence or absence of each of these
features’ 1s noted 1n Table 1.

-
Table 1. Distinctive Feature Analysis of Participation Structures

More than One
Participation Person Talking All Participants Play More than One

Structure at Once Equivalent Roles Conversatiwonal Floor

Type I
Type II
Type II-A
Type II1 B
Type IV

Note: Type IV conversations are made up of multiple Type I conversa-
tions. It is possible that all participants could be primary par-
ticipants in at least one of the conversations. If that is the case,
then all participants play equivalent roles. If some of the par-
ticipants are secondary participants in one or more of the conver-
sations, then all of the participants do not play equivalent roles.

‘The method used to arrive at this typology of participation structures
s described 1n Ericksor. and Shultz (1977). First, one of the dinner time
tapes was examined in detail through repeated viewings and an imtal
typology of participation structures was formulated.

After the typology had been refined through further viewing of the
tape, the vahdity of the typology was tested by examining other tapes of
dinner time to see 1f the same kinds of participation structures were pres-
ent 1n those tapes. Dinner time at the home of another student was
studied, in addition to another tape of dinner time in the home of the stu-
dent where the tape originally analyzed had been made. The typology was
found to hold true for both the dinner times in the other home, and for
the additional dinner time in the original home. In all, at least 60 hours
of videotape viewing were involved in the analysis reported here.

Evidence for the validity of the typology came from several sources.
Participant observation in the two homes and in the classroom provided us
with intuitions regarding how dinners and math lessons were accomplished.
In addition we had each participated in numerous dinners in our own homes
and had taught and done research in other classrooms. These sources of
personal observation were called into play while we watched the videotapes
of dinners and math lessons as we applied our interpretive procedures to
make sense of the recorded events. In this process of sense making, we
relied less on personal observation and experience than is usual in tradi-
tional ethnography, but we relied more on these sources of evidence than
s usual 1n ethnomethodological analysis of behavior records.

In watching the videotapes, we attempted to use the same behavioral
evidence the participants appeared to be using to make sense of the
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situation. We considered various forms of verbal and nonverbal behavior
in distinguishing among the different participation structures. For exam-
ple, the major difference between Type I and Type II participation struc-
tures is that Type I conversations involve two different levels of partici-
pation among listeners, whercas in Type Il conversations no distinction is
made amang attenders. The differences in participation among attenders
in Type I conversations are manifested in three areas: (a) posture and
body orientation; (b) gaze direction; and (c) backchannel listening feed-
back. Primary attenders in Type I _onversations are required to orient
their bodies toward the primary speaker, direct their gaze toward that
person as much as possible, and provide some sort of backchannel Iisten-
ing response. Secondary attenders, on the other hand, are not required
to provide the same kind of nonverbal behavior as the primary attenders.
Tley can look away from the persons carrying on the conversation, they
can orient their bodies toward the center ot the table instead of toward
the primary speaker/attenders, and they do not have to provide listening
feedback. In Type Il conversations, some of the attenders have to pro-
vide listening feedback (otherwise the speaker would probably stop speak-
ing) but their listening behavior does not have to be as intense as that of
primary attenders in Type I conversations. In other words, the amount

of attention provided by attenders in Type II conversations falls somewhere
in between the amount of attention expected of primary attenders in Type I
conversations and the amount of attention expected of secondary attenders
in Type I conversations. Similar kinds of evidence of differences in verbal
and nonverbal behavior were used to distinguish among all types of par-
ticipation structures. )

A second source of behavioral evidence regarding the validity of the
typology presented is contained in the reaction of family members to vio-
lations of any of the patterns described. Two kinds of violations were
noted: {(a) production of inappropriate behavior: the youngest son in
one of the families, during two Type I conversations in which he was a
secondary attender, tried to get the attention of one of the primary
speakers/attenders. He was told by one of his older brothers to keep
quiet because "people are talking." Such a reprimand would not make
sense during a Type 1I1 (A or B) or Type IV conversation during which
more than one speaker may speak at a time; (b) absence of appropriate
behavior: during another Type I conversation in which the same son was
supposed to be a primary attender, he did not provide the kind of listen-
ing response required of a person in such a role. His father, who was
the primary speaker-at the time, made the absence of this listening re-
sponse accountable {cf. Mehan and Wood 1975:132) by saying his son's
name followed by "I'm talking to you." This kind of a reprimand would
not make sense during a Type Il conversation, because not all of the at-
tenders are required to provide active listening feedback.

These four types of participation structures or "conversational ar-
rangements" employed to accomplish the speaking activity "talking during
dinner" are represented schematically in Figure 3, which shows the physi-
cal arrangement of the family around the dinner table (represented by the
rectangle), as well as their postural and gaze orientations in the various
participation structures.

As noted earlier, the participation structures depicted in Figure 3 are
those used to accomplish the speaking activity "talking during dinner."
They were developed Ly careful observation of the videotapes of dinner
time in the homes. In school, the kinds of participation structures found
at home are also found in slightly differing "family resemblance" versions,
which seem to be functional equivalents to those used at home.

There are a number of specific differences between the home and
school versions of enactment of the participation structures. First of all,

1y

L




SHULTZ, FLORIO, & ERICKSON / Where's the floor? / 105

TYPE 1

< 3

TYPE 11

o LD b G35 of

Jo

r/
O(\‘ /JO

——» Primary speaker ——» Speaker

----- Secondary attender

TYPE 1I-A

7
NN
v o

-_— Primary‘ ttender - —~—— Attender

s

TYPE 11I-B

0
N S I

~o o

PR

I/ N

’\n
/)
'}

)

!

i

~/
@)

\
A\

© ———» Speaker
——w» Primary speaker —_— f\ttender
——— Primary attender

----» Secondary speaker
..... “Secondary attender

LEGEND:

o~

f
=

@)

M
|
Arrows and lines indicate :
gaze orientation t\:
J

™\ = postural orientation

+

————— Secondary

Figure 3. Schematic Representation of
Participation Structures

——» Primary speaker
Primary attender

attender




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1¢6 / CHILDREN IN AND OUT OF SCHOOL

there is a much higher threshold of tolerance at home for a higher pitched,
louder, and steeply rising and talling speaking intonation than there 1s at
school with the teacher, who 1s not an Italo-American. Second, given the
iarger number of participants 1n the classroom, particularly when the
teacher and all of the students are assembled as a group, the negotiatior
of and management of the interactional rights and obhgations become more
difficult. Much more orchestrating and managing 1s done by the adult
present (the teacher) and more explicit directions for how to interact are
given. (For example, Teacher: "Don't talk now, it's my turn," "Joey,
whose turn is 1t now?") Although such reprimands are occasionally issued
at home, directed for the most part at the youngest family members, they
are heard much more frequently in the classroom, where the ratio of young
participants to old ones 1s much higher. And finally, given the physical
proximity of family members at the dinner table and the fact that each
member 1s able to face every other member with a minimum of effort, it 1s
much easier for the famly to act as a group, posturally focusing on a
point 1n the center ¢f the table. In the classroom, when the teacher 1s
assembled with all of the students, not everyone can face everyone else.
And so by necessity, some participants nave their backs to others.

These participation structures are distributed differentially across the
Constituent phases of the two events. (Review Figure 1.) Table 2 shows
the distribution of participation structures across the phases of the two
events. It can be seen from Table 2 that Type I, II, and IV participation
structures occurred in school as well as at home. Type III participation
structures occur in all three phases of dinner, but occur only infrequently »
during the math lesson. For the most part, this way of participating in
lessons 1s referred to as "calling out" and is not permissible in classroom
situations.

Type III participation structures were allowed during the "instructional
climax" subphase of the instrumentally focused phase of the math lesson.
During this subphase, the focus of the teacher is on the "point" of the
lesson, and social interactional rules no longer seem to be foregrounded
in her attention.

Even though all four participation structures occur during both din-
ners and math lessons, they are distributed diffprentially across the con-
siituent phases of the two events. At the levellof the event, then, the
kinds of participation structures that occur and the rights and obligations
of participants are essentially the same. It is only when one looks at the
level of the constitu:nt phases that differences in the enactment of the two
events appear. .

What is distinctive about each of the phases of the two events is the
set of participation structures that does occur, and the relative frequency
with which each of the participation structures occurs. The sequential
order of the participation structures within a given phase does not seem
to be obligatory, except that Type III-A and III-B participation structures
must alwaye evolve from either Type I or Type Il conversations.

Not all of the participation structures occur in each of the phases;
and the partiapation structures that do occur do not all occur with the
same frequency.. For example, during the focus~d phase of dinner, Type I
and Type Il participation 'structures are the most frequently occurring, but
Type III-B participation structures, when they do occur, are negatively
sanctioned by the teacher. This can be seen in the following text example
from the lesson. This example begins toward the end of the focused in-
struction phase of the lesson. The discourse organization of that phase
involved a series of successive interrogative rounds (see Bellack, Klie-
bard, Hyman, and Smith 1966; Mehan 1979; and Mehan, this volume).
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Table 2. Distribution of Part(gpation Structures Across Primaryy Constituent
. Phases of the Two Events ~ ’

-

Constituent Phase

Event Preparation Focus wrap-up
Dinner I, 11, I1I-B I, II, III-B I1-A, 1I-B, IV, 1
Math Lesson v, 1 I, 11 I, III-A (during instruc-

tional climax)
and

{1, 1V (during clean-up)

Note: For each constituent phase, participation structures are listed
according to frequency of occurrence. Those participation struc-
tures that occur most often are listed first, while those that occur
least often are listed last.

In each of the rounds a student was designated the "answerer," and en-

gaged with the teacher 1n a series of question-answer turns. That is a
Type | participation structure, according to our typology--two principal
speakers, teacher and student, with other members of the interacting
group in attending rather than speaking roles. (Children are occasionally
allowed to echo in chorus the designated answerer's answer, and to laugh
at the end of a round, but otherwise they are to remain silent.) During
the interrogative rounds, and especially at the end of them, as the teacher
s about to turn to a new student as the designated answerer, the childrer
who have been attenders often do things the teacher reacts to as "inter-
rupting.” One thing reacted to that way was for an individual child who
1s not the designated answerer to try and get a turn at speaking. If that
were allowed to happen it would make the conversational arrangement what
we have called a Type III-B participation structure (more than two pr:-
mary speaker/attenders). Another thing the teacher reacted to as an
interruption was for cne or more children who were not the designated
answerers to make overlapping comments on a point one of the two primary
speakers had made. If that were allowed to happen 1t would make the
conversational arrangement what we have called a Type lII-A participation
structure, (in which there are secondary as well as primary speakers and
attenders, participating simultaneously 1in multi-layered conversational
"floors") .

Math Lesson Example

. In the text that follows, the connection of lines with brackets
(1) indicates overlapping talk, the connection of lines by brackets with
"flags" going in opposite directions (L) indicates that the talk of the
second speaker begins abruptly just at the end of the prior speaker's
word. Markedly slow speech is indicated by spacing between syllables.

Multiple double dots (:::) indicate elongation of a syllable. A "full sen-

tence terminal ‘pause” of approximately one second is indicated by two dia-
gonals (//), and a "half pause" of approximately one-half second is indi-
cated by a single diagonal (/). (These are roughly equivaient to the
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period and comma.) Stress (loudness) is indicated by capitalization of the
stressed syllable, or by vertical marks preceding the stressed syllable.

If the pitch of the stressed syllable is high, the vertical mark appears
above the line, e.g., 'GOOD. If the pitch of the stressed syllable is low,
the vertical mark appears below the lire, e.g., ,GOOD., These marks ac-
count for stress and pitch in the absence of a pitch shift. When stress is
combined with a pitch shift, diagonal marks are used. If the left side of
the diagonal is high that indicates a shift from higher to lower pitch, e.g.,
“GOOD. If the right side of the diagonal is high, that indicates a shift
from lower to higher pitch, e.g., /G‘OOD.

(Scene: Hands-on math lesson in a kindergarten-first grade classroom.
The teacher, Miss Wright, and 14 first graders are seated on the floor in
a circle formation. [hey orient to objects in the center of the circle area
that has been defined by their bodies. Lying on the floor are two rope
rings, which enclose sets of wooden blocks. In one of the sets, all the
blocks have the same shape (triangle). In the other set, all the blocks
are of differing shapes, but have the same color (yellow). The teacher
has been introducing the children to the concept of "set property.” At
this point in the lesson she is about to review what the children have
learned in the lesson up to now.)

(a) T: 0. K. (Miss Wright speaks more loudly
and holds up incex finger to her
lips. There is a steeply falling
intonation contour on the "K" of
"0.K.")

Now let's look //

(laughter stops) (children's general laughter 1s
sustainel as the teacher speaks,
end stops in exact synchrony with
the "k" at the end of the teacher's
word, "leok")

what have we decided have

(laughter begins ——— (on stressed "THAT,  all the
we decided THAT children instantly stop laughing
~————w» stops) and some sit up more erectly)
these blocks all have the (the teacher points to the
property of the same 'shape” ring and its blocks)
~what //
(by C: SHA:::PE (Class answers in chorus, with
Shape two individual "echo” answers)
Shape
(c) T: Shape/ so they go here even though they're
(giggles start »)
different [colors SH:::://SH' (during general
BL: |and they're the same shape giggling, o'ne boy
. - overlaps T's speech)
(giggles continue » stop)
(d) (Alice picks up a block)
(e) T: a'nght // (very rapidly)
put this down (softly, 1in an aside to Alice)

AR

ts




(f) SS:

(g)
(h) T:
(i)
(G

(k)

() T:

(m) T:
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THESE SETS ALL HAVE THE
PROPERTY OF THE SAME
FWHAT?

B = |_That's yellow

Sh

Shag ¢
Shape
C: |SHAPE
B: Shape
Color

C: | color

They're not all the same
shapes //

This isn't the same shape //

They're the same COLOR 11

B: see this isn't

*RIGHT // (children are
laughing)
NOW // “WAIT

(loudly, with higher pitch register
throughout)

(Bobby overlaps)

(the teacher says this softly to
Bobby)

(individual students call out

"shape," a chorus calls out shape,
and then Bobby does so)

(to Bobby and the whole class)
(chorus response, subdued volume)

(low volume, pitch register)

{holds up a block)
(lifts the block higher)
(Bobby addresses Vito)

(louder, higher pitch register

{all children silent)

DO THESE BLOCKS HERE HAVE

(laughter starts
THE PROPERTY OF //

——— —» stops)

(at pause, T
puts finger to
lips)

(screech of delivery cart in hall)

COLOR? // 1
(second screech)
(B looks away to door)

(C looks away to door)

(two-second pause)

(V looks away to door)

Let's look here // /1 1]

wwht //

(softer, lower pitch register)
(three-second pause)

(half whistle, addressed to Bobby)

(B looks back to circle area)

Vito/ let's lock here//
This is important//

(postural focus of circle is re-
Do these blocks here have the

property of color AND the
property of shape?//
Do they go in BOTH sets?

(low pitch register, even more
intensely)

established)

(rapidly, to Bobby)
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(n) R:

(o)

(p)

(q)
(r) T

(s) C

(t) C

(u) T

(v) L:

(w) T

(x) C

(y) T

(z) T

(aa) C

No
(others): no, =o
chorus .«O:srszsrsssssssssssssssssss
T: Why not? (to Bobby)
B: (Turns to child
on his left and
says something
unintelligible)
T: S (to whole class)
These are 'YEllow

(two children give unintelligible responses)

I know, but in this SET/

all I care about is color
(two children opposite teacher slide
onto their stomachs, touching each
other, looking at the blocks)

c'mon, sit up //

This set, all I care about is shape.

Do these blocks/ I want yellow blocks here // (addressed to Carol)
To they go in this sect?

Yes’l
Yes 'cause they're 'YEllow
all I want here is triangle blocks can they go in here?//
(faster)

NO[
Why not?/ they're 'T!{Ia.ngles‘l‘B (higher pitch register)

ut they're not th/

you d
1 don't “CARE that color they are here//
Are they 'TRIANGLES is what I want to know//

Ye::[:::::s
ye yes
yes yes
so could they go in ['this / [set?//
yes yes|yes No::::sssssssissssss
yes no|no no
no no
could they go in both
sets?//

(softly) no .
stop it (addressed to child rocking back and forth
while sitting in the circle formation)
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(bb) D: YES: : (wrong answer)

(cc) T: LETS “LEA:R:N!/ (addressed to child who had been rocking
back and forth. The rocking stops)

do they go in 'BOTH sets?// (addressed to D)

(dd) ye::::::a:::::::::::::hNO:// (final shift to NO: is correct

yes answer)

(ee) T: Why not?// (addressed to Bobby and whole group)

(ff) B: Because they also could (Bobby takes a yellow triangle

go in here from the "triangles" set and places
it in the "color" set)

(gg) T: /I (T takels the yellow triangle and
places it back in the "triangles"
set) ’

But could they also go in (addressed to Bobby and total
'here because they're group, falling intonation on "tri-
,triangles angles")

(hh) C: |YE::S (chorus)
yes ves (multiple speakers begin
to introduce new [comments —————»[comments stop)

(ii) T: Alri// A-/ (raises | finger to lips)
Alright this is tough//
we're gonna do this again tomorrow// (faster, less volume)
THESE BLOCKS HAVE TWO PROPERTIES/ (slower, louder, hold-
ing up blocks)
they go in |BOTH sets//
B: |Hm::
so we loop them over// (puts edge of one rope ring
over the other)
and put them here//
and this is a new word/
it's called an 'IN
TER o ting _o.// (even slower, wide "step-
s wise" intonation fall)
and we'll talk about it later//
it's almost time to go home
N WIND-UP
PHASE

BEGINS (Here a marked posture shift occurs. The teacher, who was
sitting leaning forward up to this peint sits back up and simul-
taneously the children move back a bit to enlarge the circle for-
mation and sit up themselves. Speaking more rapidly the teacher
explains "intersecting set" again to a child other than Bobby.

luy
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Then she elitits from Bobby answers about the "intersection" at
a traffic crossing, demonstrates the analogy between that kind of
intersection and the looped rings on the floor (during which
demonstration all the children look again at the rings), then tells
the children to put the blocks in their storage bag and put their
chairs up on their tables. Thc children disperse, clean up, and
then leave the room)

Discussion. As the example begins, the class is still in a Type 1
participation structure. For one speaker to talk while another is talking
is an "interruption," as evidenced by the teacher's reactions to overlapping
talik by children. She reacts implicitly and explicitly to overlapping talk.
In turn (a) the reaction is implicit. As the teacher stressed the word that
in the phrase "what have we decided, have we decided THAT," the children
stop overlapping talk instantly. The stress on THAT appears to function
as an implicit cue for children to stop "interrupting." In turn (c), how-
ever, the teacher's cues are explicit. "SH::://SH!" Again, the students
instantly stop overlapping speech. In turn (e) the teacher addresses a
"Sh" to Bobby after he has overlapped her speech. In turn (1) the
teacher employs a nonverbal-cue to negatively sanction the occurrence of
overlapping talk--the instant the teacher's finger is raised to her lips the
children stop talking. From turns (a) through (1) the teacher has con-
sistently been enforcing a Type I conversational arrangement as the par-
ticipation structure by which the lesson discourse 1s being conducted.

In the next few interrogative rounds the teacher continues to enforce
the apparent "only two designated speakers at a time" principle. Then,
just before the point of instructional climax in the lesson (which comes
just before the transition into the final phase of wrap-up/clean-up), the
teacher does something unlike anything she has done previously during the
focused instruction phase. Now (turns n--hh) the teacher no longer en-
forces the "two primary speakers” principle. >

The instructional climax of the lesson--its conceptual "punch line"--
involves the notion "intersecting set,” which is announced with emphasis
by the teacher at the end of turn (ii) in the example: "and this ic a new
word// It's called an in ter
secting set, (In an interview, the teacher
said that the purpose of this lesson was to introduce this new concept.

In the interrogative rounds leading up to the climax the teacher reviews
the notions of set and set property by putting blocks in two clusters in-
side rope rings on the floor. One set consists of variously shaped blocks
that are all yellow [the set property of color]. Another set consists of
triangles. Most of the triangular blocks are green, but a few triangles .
are yellow. They belong in the triangle set according to shape property,
but they belong in the yellow set according to color property. The seem-
ingly anomalous yellow triangles can be accounted for by looping the edges
of the two rope rings one over the other and placing the yellow triangles
in that newly created space, which is an "intersecting set"; a logical ab-
straction concretely manifested in an arrangement of blocks and ropes.)

At the beginning of the turn in which she delivers the conceptual
"punch line" (turn ii), the teacher begins to enforce again the "only two
designated speakers at a time" principle, as she had done during the
earlier part of the focused instruction phase. But in the 20 turns immedi-
ately prior to this point of instructional climax, the teacher does not en-
force the "two desigrated speakers at a time" principle. This can be seen
in the adjacent sets of turns (t-u-v), (w-x-y), (y,z) and (aa-bb). In
the first of these instances (t-u-v) the teacher overlaps the class and then

10
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responds to a question initiated by a ncndesignated speaker. The teacher
answers the child's question, and does so by overlapping the talk of the
questioner. The caild who asks the question is the same one whose attempt
to ask a question a few moments before in turn (b) was negatively sanc-
tioned by the teacher with a "SH:::". Apparently at the point of turns
(t-u-v), the turn allocation principle previously invoked has been tem-
porarily suspended. In the next few turns the teacher's talk is overlapped
by that of the children (turns x-y-z) and the children's talk is overlapped
by the teacher, yet the teacher does not react to the overlapping as if it
were interrupting. This can also be seen in turns (cc-dd). There the
teacher's question talk is overlapped by the answer, called out by various
individuals and by a chorus, as the teacher is engaged in addressing the
question to a single individual, Carol, who is designated as the answerer
by the teacher's gaze and by the tilt of her head towards Carol. Not only
does the teacher not negatively sanction the children's overlapping talk
giving the answer to the question addressed to Carol, but the child be-
havior that the teacher does negatively sanction in the same turn (by say-
ing LET'S LEARN) is kinesic behavior (rocking back and forth) rather than
speech behavior. The directive "LET'S LEARN" can be interpreted as evi-
dence that the teacher still is enforcing some standards of appropriateness
in children's participation--there are still for the teacher some thresholds
of activity beyond which children are doing too much--but the thresholds
maintained are those involving nonverbal behavior. The thresholds for
overlapping speech behavior beyond which children are verbally interrupt-
ing no longer seem to apply. .
In short, at this point in the lesson, the teacher acts as though what
we have called participation structures of Types III-A and III-B were legiti-
mate ways of allocating turns, across multilayered conversational "floors. "
Momentarily, some of the constraints on overlapping talk have been loosened.
Then they are back in place. As the teacher begins turn (ii) she holds
her finger to her lips and repeats the first syllables of the first word of
the next phrase "Alri-//A-// Alright this is tough." As she says this,
the children (who have been overlapping one another and the teacher in
the previous turn) stop the overlapping "spillover" from that turn. From
then on until the clean-up phase begins, as the children begin overlapping
talk the teacher stops them by saying "SH::" by raising her finger to her
hps, or by using stress and pausing before continuing what she was say-
ing, as 1n turn (a), during an earlier phase of the lesson:

T: What have we decided, have we decided THAT / these blocks
(Laughter begins » stops
all have the property...

A constant problem of group management for the teacher early in the
year was children "chiming in" as secondary speaker/attenders while a
dialogne was being conducted during a lesson by two primary speaker/
attenders. This "chiming in" occurred not only in math lessons, but in
other large group instructional contexts. In contrast, participation by
"chiming 1n" was often approprnate for those children at hore, as can be
seen 1n the transcript from one of the videotaped dinner conversations in
the home of Bobby, who was one of the designated "answerers” in the
lesson transcript just presented.




Dinner Conversation Example

Scene: Dinner time in a kitchen 1n an Italian-American home. The four sons, the daughter, the mother, and

one of the researchers are sitting at the dinner table dishing out food. The father 1s at the kitchen sink wash-
ing his hands.

(a) OS: What else is there besides chicken and ... (The mother gets up to start
passing food around to her
car [rots...for the main ... children. As the oldest son
[ asks his question, the daughter
(b) D:|Any dessert? interrupts in a loud, high-

pitched voice to ask about des-
sert. She looks at her mother
who is walking around the table.
All others are looking at their
plates.)

(c) M: (Unintelligible)

(d) D: ANY DESSERT? (Getting no response to her initial
question, the daughter repeats it
again, raising the volume of her
voice as she does so.)

(e) M: Yes.
(f) D: Oh.
(g) M:  You don't have to shout. (The mother continues to dish out

food to her children as she walks
around the table. The rest of the
diners are concentrating on the
food on their plates.)

(h) D: Yes I do.

(i) S: (Unintelligible)

o l.t)
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Yes[you are. (addressed to S.) (Father shuts off water and dries
[ his hands as he walks to the table.

R: It's a fancy dessert made by Julia Chiid. Researcher rubs his hand.s togather
and smiles as he makes his comment.)

S: (Unintelligible)

Made [by... (Father stands by the table drying his hands ~
as he joins in the conversation for the first time.)

F: Where is she, where is she?

What isn't | she?
R: Lulia Grownup. (as he rolls up his sleeves)

[The best //

l_Noisy? (?)

A

once. The father repeats his daugh-
Any, any dessert? Every night ter's question, mimicking her into-
nation and high volume. As he does
the same thing. so, the daughter and the researcher
M

The best [desserts are made {by my mother. (Several people are now talking at
R:

(laughs) F:

raise their eyes and follow him with
(unintelligible) their gaze as he walks back to the
sink to put back the dish towel.)

The best desserts are made by my mother. (Researcher turns to face oldest son
and the mother walks back to her

I see. seat on the other side of the table
but doesn’t sit down yet. She

Right. continues to dish out food.)

Qooh.




(y) S:
(2)

(aa)

(bb)

(cc) D:

(dd) M:

(ee) D:

You'd better try [some carrots.
YS: LAnd the be::st desserts

R:

Mm, mm.

Noooo?

Uh, uh, uh.

(two-and-a-half seconds of silence)

(ff) F:

(gg) M:

ERIC
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What doesn't she want?

Carrots.

—
are...

A commercial (referring
to son's praise of
mother's dessert)

(name of daughter), are
you going to have some

l.carrots?

]
s ts

[ 4

(Father walks back to the table
from sink.)

(Mother sits down and looks at
daughter as she asks her about
the carrots.)

(Noise level in the room has
dropped significantly. Only one
person is speaking at a time.)

¢

(Father sits down and daughter
turns to look at videotape camera.)

The father, who just sat down,
joins 1n the conversation between
the mother and the daughter.)
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Discussion. The example from the dinner occurred as the prepa-
ration phase was ending and the focused phase was beginning. As the
food was being passed around the table, the oldest son (OS) asked a
question regarding the meal (line a). The daughter (D), chimed in with a
question of her own regarding dessert (line b). The mother answered the
daughter's question, and the conversation so far was a Type I conversa-
tion. In line (j), the researcher, who joined the family for dinner, once &
again brought up the topic of dessert, and this comment opened the flood-
gates that lead to a Type III-B conversation. From line (k) through line
(aa) family members chimed in with comments regarding the quality of des
serts made by the mother and comments about Julia Child. This chiming
in, with several persons talking at once (as in line (n) through line (t)),
is characteristic of Type 1II-B conversations. *

In line (bb), the mother asked the daughter a question aboi‘ whether
the daughter is going to eat carrots. As she did so, the other participants
in the dinner became involved in eating, and the chiming-in characteristic
of the previous conversation stopped. The noise level in the room dropped
consideraoly, and in fact, there were two-and-a-half seconds of silence
occurring between line (ee) and line (ff). This was the first time since
the dinner began that no one was talking. The pattern of one-person-
talking-at-a-time, interspersed with moments of silence, as is found in
line (bb) through line (gg), is characteristic of Type I conversations.
Conversations in which only one person was talking at a time continued
throughout most of the remainder of the focused part of the dinner.

As can be seen from the transcript, the transition from a Type I con-
versation to a Type III-3 conversation and back to a Type I conversation
was accomplished smoothly and without any hitches by the participants’ at
the dinner. There was no explicit mention that more than one person was
talking at a time, and the only kind of verbal behavior that was negatively
sanctioned was the volume of the daughter's questions in lines (b) and (d).
The conversation during the dinner included a great deal of shifting from
one type of conversation to another, without very much conversational
managing work being done explicitly by any of the participants. This is
in direct contrast to the example of the transcript from the math lesson
presented earlier, where the teacher does a great deal more managing, like
orchestral conducting, to indicate the type of conversation that is allowable
at the moment.

Interactional Knowledge of C
and Teachers at Home and Sc

A student in a math lesson, at the transition between the lesson's
preparatory and focused instructional phases, may interpret what 1s going on
in terms of the norms for interaction he or she uses at home and uiay decide
to perform a Type III-B participation structure during this phase. This
kind of behavior is likely to have been considered appropriate at home.
However, during the math lesson, it is perceived as a breach of inter-
actional etiquette and is negatively sanctioned by the teacher.

It 15 therefore not enough for a child in the classroom to know which
constituent phase of an event he or she is in to know how to behave appro-
priately according to classroom norms for interaction. The preparatory stage
of dinner places interactional demands on the child different from the prepar-
atory stage of the math lesson. A child entering school for the first time
may make errors relative to the classroom's norms for interaction because of
how participation structures and constituent phases are matched up in the
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classroom as contrasted to the way they are matched at home. A situation
at home in which more than one conversa is allowed may turn out to be
a situation in the lassroom in which only one conversation with the teacher
as the focus 1s the norm. But exceptions to this general principle may also
occur.

During certain activities, the teacher may allow the students to use
the full range of participation structures that they use at home. This was
especially true for the climax subphase of the lesson. It is during such
times that students are allowed to use Type III participation structures--
those which are the most "homelike" and le:st "school-like" of all of the
wa,s of carrying on conversations. Allowing use of a wide range of par-
ticipation structures may be adaptive for the teacher. At the most crucial
place in the cognitive task environment of the lesson she "opens" the lesson's
social orgamzational structure to ways of acting that are culturally congruent
with ways of acting acceptable at home. Conversely. the teacher's "opening"
of the social order in the direction of cultural relativity at such moments may
be maladaptive. Children new to the classroom may be confused by this
seeming "inconsistency," and this may be why they attempt to use Type 1II
participation structures at other times during the school! day when such be-
havior is reacted to as inappropriate by the teacher. Further research is
necessary to develop this idea. There is, however, considerable evidence
emerging from our own work with Native American teachers and students
(Van Ness 1977; Erickson and Mohatt 1982) and that of the Kamchameha
Early Education Program in Hawaii (Au 1979; Au and Jordan 1981) suggest-
ing that mimmal adaptations by teachers in the direction of participation
structures that are culturally congruent with the communicative traditions
governing children's int@raction at home may not only not interfere with

" childrea's. learning 1n tne classroom, but may facilitate such learning. Such

cultural adaptation by teachers is not at the level of academic "content"--
that is, teaching about formal culture, cultural "heritage," and cultural
group "heros"--but at the level of interactional process and 1its informal,
outside awareness, "transparent" rule structure--at the level of "invisible
culture," as Philips (1975) so aptly puts it.

IMPLICATI
TEACH
Studying the interface between home and school as 1t is manifested
in the differing interactional demands of participation structures has a great
deal to say to teachers concerned with the structuring of sclllo] environ-
ments for learning and with the assessment of student performance. Our
prehminary findings suggest an interesting paradox. The differences in
interactional etiquette obtaining between home and school create a situation
in which quality schooling seems to be related directly to the school's recog-
nition that it is not the sole educative force in a child's life. Acknowledg-
ment of the existence and legitimacy of different learned systems of inter-
actional etiquette entals acceptance of the existence and legitimacy of the
nonschool cultures in which some of those systems are learned. Such recog-
nition also amounts to a willingness for educators to think in terms of
differing "kinds of competence.” which change systematically from situation
to situation. rather than thinking of “incompetence" or "deficiency."
Practically speaking, it may turn out to be the case that teachers can
become quite directly and behaviorally involved in easing the difficulties
that result from differences in interactional contexts at home and at school.
Certanly the aforementiored examples of thz Odawa study and the Kame-
hameha Early Education Project attest that interactional process can be
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renegotiated in classrooms, ¢ither to accommodate the styles that children
bring with them to school or to communicate to children with greater con-
sistency and clarity the interactional demands of school learning tasks as
contrasted with more familiar and apparently similar tasks performed in less
formal learning settings. It has further been suggested that such sensi-
tivity and clarity, arising out of the careful analysis of the interactions
constituting different sorts of learning tasks, might be applied to the enter-
prise of evaluation--thus rendering school testing situations more "ecologi-
cally valid" as well (Cole, Hood, and McDermott 1978).

However, it would be hasty to simplify the implications of this kind of
research or to generalize from such single-case studies inappropriately to
many classrooms of the same grade, many children of the same age, or many
families of the same ethnic group. As was mentioned earlier, the cultural
stylistic differences of interest here obtain not- only at the "macro-cuitural”
levels of ethnic group or neighborhood, but there are also important and
systematic differences in interactional etiquette at the more "micro-cultural”
levels as well--from classroom to classroom within the same school, from
family to family within the same neighborhood.

Well-ingentioned teachers who recognize and value stylistic differences
as part of the rithness and diversity of American life still find themselves
daily having to organize groups for the purpose of academic learping. Up
against a range of stylistic variations brought from home by children,
teachers may not be in a position to decide--particularly in the moment-to-
moment fray of classroom activity--which minimal differences in interactional
behavior are going to facilitate participation for which children.

If we think about the kinds of activities teachers engage 1n as
part of therr role, howevar, we begin to see the ways kncwledge about
such cultural variations of style (and the requisite interactional competence
underlying them) can enhance the practice of teaching and may ultimately
enhance as well student achievement and self-concept. Teachers are, among
other things, observers of child behavior. From their observations they de-
velop hypotheses about children--hypotheses about child competence and
about the kinds of speaal attention children may require. Teachers are
therefore also planners. They think about what will happen tomorrow in
light of what happened today. Teachers think about individuals, they think
about clusters of individuals in activity groups, and they think about the |
cognitive task environments in which those individuals and groups will work.
In short, teachers are clinicians in the sense that they are ccntinually ob-
serving, making judgments about what has been observed, and planning and
acting according to those judgments. Thus the activity of teaching proceeds
in 2 grounded and iterative way.

Insights about the interactional sense-making of students and about the
possible clashes between those ways of making sense and the ways of making
sense used by the teacher can contribute to a kind of clinical theory about
teaching and learning that is potentially more comprehensive than that which
obtains in the current state of the art. When teachers are afforded the
opportunity to think more broadly about their students as learners they
soon discover that learming occurs in places other than school, and that
the social group 1s a powerful educative force in most of the learning situ-
ations in a child's hfe. These insights can enhance teacher decision-making
about students and their progress as well as about the organization of
learning tasks in school. When one is not bound to either a thecry about
child performance in school that rests entirely on the individual hypothe-
sized "personality” of the child or on a theory about within-classroom
"curriculum” and “management," one begins to see that what is really at
1ssue is the intersection of such factors as individual difference (physical,
psychic, cultural), the structure of academic tasks and of the social en-
vironment 1n which they are accomplished, and the very special aspect of
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‘socio-cognitive task environment" that is created when people who differ

in hfe, expenience and culturally learned patterns of expectations are

gathered together in face-to-face groups for the purpose of task comple-
. tion.*

Such a comprehensive view of the processes and forces operant in any

classroom 1nteraction assures the teachar that (s)he is not entirely.responsi-
- ble for the things that go wrong both for individual children and for groups
of children. Simultaneously, however, the identification of the range and
diversity of influences at work in the school experience of children Fflaces
1n bold relief the kinds of things that a teacher can be responsible for as
{s)he plans for the classroém life of children. Recognition, for example,
that one powerful and oft:n tacit squrce of inferences about children's in-
tellectual competence, their interactional performance, may not poynt directly
to changes in teaching behavior that would make 1t easter for ch:ldren to
"perform" in ways more appropriate to school. What 1s really of interest
and potentially changeable are the teachers' criteria for deading what consti-
tutes "competent” performance and on what grouncs it can be inferred by
the teacher that children's performance "makes sense.” The simple recog-
nition that some children "interrupt" not out of stubbornness or slowness
but out of incongruity between teacher and students in communicative tra-
ditions defining appropriate ways of organizing the exchange of speaking
terms 1n conversations, may introduce an important extra ingredient into
the teacher's practical logic of informal assessment--how the teacher decides
whether the interruptors are, i1n fact, "problem children" or not.

Similarly, awareness of the interactional complexity of group inter-
action--phrticularly when that interaction 1s complicated by culturally stylis-
tic differences among interactants--introduces an added dimension to the
teacher's conception of the school learning task. Suddenly the cognitive
load 1s seen as much heavier for children--taking turns, for example, 1n-
volves continuous monitoring of the lesson situation and strategizing about
interactional performance by both children and teacher. These activities
happen 1n addition to the stated academic agenda of the group, such as |
mastery of math facts or reading a story in a primer. ‘

Insignts from research into the interfaces between home and school |
highlight that (a) children are potentially more sensible than might be
thought 1f observed only 1n their interactional performances irn hmited class-
room situations; (b) classroom learninc tasks are more complicated and de-
manding events than we might have thought, with a "working consensus”
ot standards for appropriate behavior changing across and within partici-
pation structures as a part of getting academic activity accomphshed; and
(¢) changes 1n teacher thinking about both child competence and the inter-
actional complexity of task environments may inform planning and assessment
--perhaps at a level ultimately fore significant than inere changes in analyti-
cally 1solated "teaching behaviors” hypothesized to be associated with changes
in 1solated "student behaviors" or "outcomes." Finally, such a cultural/
interactional theory ‘about teachiffg and such a method for the situational
analysis of the action of actual teaching points tc the very few but potenti-
ally powerful areas in which teachers can effect change in the hives of stu-
dents. Practically speaking, within a school or ir. a classroom, not much
can be done to change a child's race or ethmcity or first language (nor,
one can argue on ethical grounds, should such attributes of children be
changed or ignored). Within the cla#rcom, not much can be done to change
a child's neurological state or t6 change the kind of- y hfe he or she
has. These are some of the "givens" with which a ¢ enters the class-
room. Some of these things can and should be changed, but that must take
place within the "larger society," which 1s not where children and teachers
are each Monday morning. But then and there, teachers can do a great
deal, both about structunng classroom ‘ﬁfe and about monitoring the
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performance of individuals and groups therein. Moreover, teachers can
enrich the conventional practice of observation.of child performance by

- searching for evidence of child sensemaking, which will change the teacher's
ways of thinking about what children know and do, and how they do it. By
focusing on the "how" of interaction as well as on the "what" of it, as every-
day life is happening in the classroom, teachers can learn to think in en-
nched ways about the children with whom they work despite--almost in vir-
tue of--the stylistic variations possible in children's interactional perform-
ances within the richness and diversity of their actual lives outside and in-
side schools. )

NOTES

1. Because of its unfortunate connotations in other people's scientific
usage we will avoid henceforth the use of the term "competence.” However,
because communicative competence is so important a concept in our special-
ized field of study, we have thought it wise to define it at some length so

" that the way we are meaning it is not misinterpreted.

2. Some of the videotape viewing was done together with one ‘f the
participants 1n the scenes that were taped. We locked at lesson tapes with
theé classroom teacher in viewing sessions and discussed them with her. We
did not do this with the parents and children in the two families whose
dinners were taped (it would have been desirable to do this, b t time and
money constraints prevented us from doing so). We were participant ob-
servers both at school and at home, and in two of the three dinners taped
and analyzed, two of us (Florio and Erickson) were active participants in
the meals (one of us ate while the other operated the camera and then half-
way through dinner we exchanged roles). In addition, one member of the
research group (Florio) is Italhan-American and had been raised in a
speech community similar to the one the families we studied belonged to.

3, There are eight possible combinations of the distinctive features.
Six of them are represented in Figure 3. The only two that are not (--+
and -++) would be cases in which not more than one person was talking at
pnce and there was more than one gfonyersational floor. Although this
combination of distinctive features is theoretically possible it 1s not logically
possible since it would be difficult to claim that there were 1n fact two
conversational floors when only one person was talking. The only times
this could occur wculd be at a pause in one of the conversations, and these
pauses, if the conversation was>to continue, tended to be of very short dur-
ation. The participation structures described in this typology therefore
exhaust all the logical combinations of these features.
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EVELYN JACOB
Combining ethnographic and
quantitative approaches:

Suggestions and examples from

a study on Puerto Rico

Ethnographic, anthropological, and qualitative research have
been contrasted with the quantitative, psychological, and experimental
research traditionally used in education. (See, for example, Cole and
Scribner 1975; Edgerton 1974; and articles in Tikunoff and Ward 1977.)
Although many researchers tend to use either one or another of these
approaches, they are not incompatible in a single research design. In
fact, these approaches should Be seen as complementary in the context of
the long term development of knowledge, which involves a cycle of quali-
tative observation, quantification, controlled observation or experimen-
tation, and development of theory, which in turn motivates more observa-
tion, experimentation, and quantification {see Tinbergen 1958; and Scrib-
ner's 1976 discussion ui Schneirla 1972). Much of the criticism leveled
between the practitioners of the various approaches has stemmed from so
many researchers having used a single approach to the exclusion of the
other. Yet more is to be gained by combining approaches than by using
only one in isolation. ? b

It is true that these two approaches differ in basic philosophical,
ideological, and epistemological assumptions (Rist 1977; Magoon 1977) and in
their approach to theory development (see, for example, Cole and Scrib-
ner 1975; and Erickson 1977). This article, however, focuses primarily
on methodological issues and leaves for another forum a discussion of the
implications of combining theoretical aspects of the approaches. Specifi-
cally, I outline how one can include an ethnographic approach within the
basic framework of a quantitative one and point out the benefits of its
inclusion.? Where possible, examples from a study in Puerto Rico are
used to illustrate the issues being discussed. The Puerto Rican study
is not presented as a "model," rather as an example of an attempt to
combine approaches. In the final section I discuss some research and
policy implications of using a combined ethnographic and quantitative ap-
proach.
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ETHNOGRAPHIC

QUANTITATIVE

AND
APPROACHES

I should point out why the terms ethnographic approach and

quantitative approach

have been chosen for elucidation.

Not much is

gained from a methodological point of view by contrasting the disciplines

of anthropology and psychology;
Nor is much to be

each discipline.

there is considerable diversity within
gained by contrasting ethnographic

studies with quantitative studies; each can, and often does, contain a

variety of approaches.

are shared sets of underlying assumptions, and
speaking, include such issues as types of quiest
and methods of data collection.
" some methodological charac-

design, acceptable data,

is meant by "ethnographic" and "quantitative,
teristics of the two approaches are outlined in Table 1.

Therefore, we are contrasting approaches,
which, methodologically-
ions to be asked, research

which

To explain what

These character-

istics are not meant to be exhaustive; the two approaches can be compared
on a number of other dimensions--both theoretical and methodological,

Table 1

Methodological Characteristics of Ethnographic
and Quantitative Approaches

===

Dimensions of Contrast

Approaches to Research

Ethnographic

Quantitative

Hypothesis Formulation
Hypothesis Reformulation

Questions Asked
Data Used
Methods of Data Collection

Concern for Context

Approach to Generalization
Concern for Validity

Concern for Reliability
Approach to Meaning

Types of Categories Used

Formulated through-
out study

Open to reformu-
lation

Descriptive, process
Qualitative

Naturalistic partici-
pant observation,
open-ended inter-
views

Central concern
(ethnohistorical
and immediate)

Nonstatistical
Central concern

Not of central
concern

Emic8 and locally
relevant

Fmic? and locally
relevant

Formulated at beginning
of study

Not open to reformu-
lation

Descriptive. causal
Quantitative

Nonparticipant observa-
tion, questionnaires,
experiments

Minor concern
Statistical

Not of central concern

Central concern
EticP

Eticb

a .
Emic refers to meanings and categories that are recognized by mem-
bers of the culture being studied, 1.e., the native's viewpolint.

bEtic refers to meanings and categories tnat are imposed on the data
from outside, usually from a theory or model, 1.e., the researcher's view-

point.
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neither is this listing meant to be an entry in the debate concerning the
"essential characteristics of ethnography." Table 1 presents those
characteristics of the two approaches that are the focus of this article,
and points out those characteristics of an ethnographic approach that
might be (and in some studies have been) successfully combined with a
quantitative one.

Before proceeding to the main discussion it will be useful to describe
briefly the study from which my examples have been drawn so it is clear
how these examples fit into a larger context (see Jacob 1977 for fuller
discussion and details of the study).

A D o T,

STU Y OF C TURE, ENVIR NMEN
AND COGNIT N IN PUERTO RICO

How culture and environment influence children's cognition was
the focus of the study. Recent quantitative studies have indicated that
several factors (for example, social class, birth order, education, urbani-
zation, socialization experiences, and familiarity with specific objects) con-
tribute to various asperts of children's cognitive performance and develop-
ment (as manifested through test scores). One recurring drawback of
many of these studies is that the cultural context of the nongenetic and
cognitive factors is rarely discussed. For example, although many re-
searchers have quantitatively examined the influences of Western school-
ing on cognition, few have discussed the place those schools have in the
culture of the people they are studying. Another problem is that these
studies provide little information about the daily experiences that contrast
the lives of these groups of children. As Goodnow (1969:455) points out,
the "schooled" and "nonschooled" variables are used as "hopeful summaries
of past experience but we have only a general idea of what these experi-
ences are.'

The study discussed here combined ethnographic and quantitative
approaches to deal with these problems. As an ethnographic case study
of kindergarten-aged children in Utuado, Puerto Rico, the research in-
cluded descriptions of the broad sociocultural context of the children's
lives as well as more detailed information on the environment and culture
of theshome and school, and descriptions of children's activities in these
settings. A general model of the relationships among culture, environ-
ment, and children's cognition was also presented. Building on data
frequency at home, detailed descriptions of children's activities at home,
and the children's scores on a general cognitive test to test the model

quantitatively.

Procedure

The fieldwork that is the basis for this study was conducted
betwcen November 1974 and September 1975 in Utuado, Puerto Rico.
My first three months there were spent gathering background and eth-
nographic data on Utuado and in establishing and developing as many
contacts in the town as possible. During this time I read local docu-
ments, interviewed local officials, went to public events, and accepted
invitations to visit people's homes. Daily I wrote up notes of conversa-
tions and of my observations in the town. After two months 1 began
observing in the local elementary schools on a regular basis. These were
ethnographic observations in diary form and gave me an overview of the
structure of the activities of the classrooms (i.e., how classes are ar-
ranged, formal and informal situations in the schools, time schedules, and
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activities during play periods). Although 1 began more detailed observa-
tions of a sample of children in March, broader ethnographic observations
in the town and schools continued throughout my entire stay in Utuado.

To obtain detailed and quantitative information about children's activi-
ties and cognition, their immediate environment, and the cultural values
influencing their lives, I, with the help of local assistants, studied a
sample of kindergarten-aged children in depth. Detailed observations of
their activities at home and in school were collected, their teachers and
female caretckers were interviewed, and their scores on cognitive tests
were obtained. Using school lists, a random sample (stratified by sex)
was selected. The mean age of the 29 children in the final sample was
six years three months; there were 17 males and 12 females.

The observations of the sample children's activities were aimed at
getting detailed descriptions of children's activities in naturalistic settings.
After piloting the procedure and developing guidelines for training local
assistants, 1 visited the children's teachers and caretakers to explain to
them the procedure we would follow. I stressed that the children should
be allowed to do what they normally do. The observations were collected
over four-and-a-half months in the children's homes and schools by me
and four Puerto Rican assistants. Only one observer was present during
each observation. Four home observations were carried out on each child
during summer vacation; two were approximately 15 minutes long and two
were about 30 minutes long. Four 15-minute observations were rollected
for each child in the sample toward the end of the school year during
kindergarten free play periods.

Observers were instructed not to interact with the child or others
present during the observation. They were to try to maintain "the role
of a friendly, nonevaluating, nondirective and nonparticipating person who
is interested in what people do" (Barker and Wright 1971:211). Observers
sat near the child they were to observe and placed a small tape recorder
with a buit-i. microphone near the child. Before begifining the observa-
tion, the observers waited a few minutes after their arrival to allow for
an adjusting period. During the obse-vations we placed no constraints
on the children; they were free to go anywhere or do anything they
wanted to do. Observers made detailed notes of what the child did and
said, of what others said to the child and did. In particular, their in-
structions told them to record what the child does, how she or he does it,
and with whom she or he does 1t, what objects or toys are used, and
the interactions between the child and others. They were also instructed
to note, when possible, the actions and speech of those with whom the
child intera¢ts and of those near the child. Observer guidelines stressed
that they were to provide descriptions and not evaluations of the chil-
dren's activities. Observers were also instructed to indicate in their
written notes the time at the beginning and end of the observation, and
also to note approximately every minute during it. After completing the
assigned observation, the observer expanded the notes and transcribed
the tape made during the observation. The expanded description was then
integrated with the transcription to form a continuous narrative. The
narratives were then checked, revised, and typed. These narratives were
used to produce a descriptive overview of children's activities at home and
at school; the home observations were also coded for children's speech fre-
quency and for their reactions to the observer.

The primary female caretakers of the children in the sample were
interviewed twice. "Caretakers" refers to the adults who are responsible
for raising the children or who babysit on a regular basis. In the
sample they included parents, step-parents, grandparents, and aunts.
The first interview was conducted before observations took place, and
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covered the home environment, demographic characteristics of the house-
hold, and the caretakers' attitudes about certain aspects of child training.
After the observations were completed, a second open-ended interview
focused on the experiences of the children, on child-training practices,
and on attitudes of the caretakers. The teachers of the children in the
sample were interviewed after the school observations had been completed.
In open-ended discussion they were asked to describe each child generally,
the child's academic abilities, what things the child likes to do most in
school, and the social behavior of the child.

After completion of all the detailed observations of the children's
activities, a Puerto Rican psychologist administered several tests to the
children in the sample. One of the tests given, the Stanford-Binet, was
udld in testing the model discussed below. Although this test has limi-
tations, it was chosen because it covers a wide range of skills, the sub-
tests can be analyzed for patterns, and because it is used in the local
school system.

Overview of Ethnographic Findings

The focus of this study is the pueblo of Utuado, an urban com-
mumty located in the western highlands of Puerto Rico. Approximately
11,600 people live in this town, which is the local center of business,
religious, and governmental activities for people in the surrounding
municipio (township). For the municipio as a whole, agriculture is the
main source of employment, and the atmosphere of the town is influenced
by the surrounding rural farm area. Yet very few people living in urban
Utuado have farming or farm-related activities as their prim:zry occupation;
most are employed in manufacturing, commerce, or government. Women
account for about a fourth of the labor force in the town. For both the
male and female labor iorce, slightly more than half have blue-collar jobs
and shightly less than half have white-collar jobs. The overall economic
situation in the town 1s not a bright one, and 74% of the families have an
income below the poverty level.

Utuadefos recognize three main social subdivisions in the town: los
ricos, la clase media, and los pobres (upper middle class, middle middle
class, and lower class, respectively). These three locally recognized
social groupe differ in aspects of their immediate environment and i1n their
cultural values some of which can be hypothesized to influence children's
cognition. Consequently, these groupings were used as a basis for intra-
community comparisons. (Seven children in the sample are upper middle
class, seven are middle middle class, and fifteen are lower class.)

Home is one of the major settings in Utuaderio children's lives. Most
children in the sample live with two parents. Only in upper middle class
and lower class households are there adults other than the children's
parents living in the household. In the upper middle class cases the
other adults usually are the child's grandparents; for the lower class
households the other adults are the child's aunts or uncles. These other
adults play an active role in the children's lives, and often spend a great
deal of their time playing with and watching the children. Young children
in Utuado are involved in a wide network of caring relationships that ex-
tends beyond the immediate househoid to include family and friends
(familiares). From this variety of relationships the children derive a
highly valued sense of security and warmth.

Geographic mobility is an important part of the lives of Utuadefios.
Even though most of the children in the sample have lived in Utuado at
least five years, 59% have lived in two or more homes in Utuado and 25%
have lived outside urban Utuado--either in Puerto Rico or on the mainland
U.S., or both.
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There are significant social class differences in the number of years
of education of the children's primary caretakers and in the percentage of
primary female caretakers who work outside the home. Upper middle class
parents tend to have a few years of college; middle middle class parents
usually have finished high school; lower class parents on the average have
less than eight years of school. Middle class primary female caretakers
are more likely to work outside the home than lower class female caretakers,

The kindergarten-aged children in the sample engaged in a variety of
activities at home: motor activities. rule-bound games, card and board
games, reading, writing, counting, building, conversation, chores, watch-
ing television, pretending, grooming, watching others, eating, and playing
with miscellaneous toys. The children's activities are influenced by various
cultural concepts, values, and standards. Capacidad is an important Puerto
Rican concept. It refers to a person's present abilities, social maturity,
and readiness to learn more complex skills and social behavior. It is
thought that young children have no capacidad and that they acquire it
little by little through accumulating experience. Because of their ideas
regarding capacidad, female caretakers said that one should not demand
much from children (no exigirles mucho), and that one must guide children,
only gradually giving them more freedom and responsibility as they grow
older. .
To quantitatively test the general model discussed below, children's
speech frequencies at home were examined in detail. These analyses indi-
cate that in their homes lower class children speak less than middle middle
class and upper middle class children when an observer is present. An
examination of the cultural context of these data indicate that the iower
class children are more likely to define the observer as a visita (visitor)
with whom they would have a more formal relationship and that middle
class children are more likely to define the observer as a visitor with whom
they would have a more familiar relationship. Since different behaviors
are appropriate for the two kinds of visitors, the children's different defi-
nitions of the observer may have influenced their speech frequency. The
reported difference in speech frequency may be a real one (i.e., it would
have occurred even if the observer was not present), an artifact of con-
textual factors, or a combination of the two. It was not possible to deter-
mine conclusively 1n this study which interpretation is correct because the
analysis of "observer effect” was not a part of the original design of the
study.

School is another major setting in the lives of children in the town.
For most Utuadefio children more than five years old the calendar year is
divided into the school year and summer vacation. In urban Utuado there
are public elementary and high schools, a Catholic elementary school and
high school, and a Head Start program. Directives from the central office
of the Departamento de Instruccién Piblica concerning curriculum, stand-
ards for teachers' credentials, and related matters are followed by all
local elementary and high schools. Most children go to classes for 2bout
five hours a day; in elementary schools classes are held approximately
between 8:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. .Kindergarten classes meet for three
hours a day either in the morning or in the afternoon.

There is no sharp break between home and school for most kinder-
garten-aged children. The atmosphere of the kindergartens is relaxed,
informal, and supportive. From discussions and interviews with teachers,
we have seen that several aspects of the children's social behavior are
salient to the teachers: the children's general level of activity and
speech, their willingness to share with their peers and with the teacher,
and their warmth toward the teacher.
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Model Tested

Drawing from the anthropological tradition and previous research
on the influences of nongenetic factors on cognition, a general model of
the relationships among culture, environment, activities, and cognition was
proposed. This general model indicated that over time all the factors in it
are mutually interdependent. The study reported on here tested one part
of the general model and focused on childrenn. Figure 1 diagrams the spe-
cific relationships from the general model that were examined in the study
reported on here.

Immediate
Environment

Environment Activities —5 Cognition Performance

Culture /

Figure 1. Model of the Specific Relationships Examined

Surrounding Children's Children's {Competence and

NOTE: Following the conventions of path analysis diagrams, singleheaded
arrows indicate the direction of an assumed causal relationship, leading
from each determining variable (o each variable influenced by it.

Even though no aspect of surrounding environment was included in
the path analysis, it is included in this diagram because it is in the
general model.

The model tested suggests that factors in the children's immediate
environment and the cultural values of the community influence children's
cognition directly and also indirectly through their influence on children's
activities. For the model, culture was defined as "standards for perceiv-
ing, believing, evaluating, and acting" (Goodencugh 1971:41).
Bronfenbrenner's (1974) distinction between the child's immediate and sur-
rounding environment is a useful one and was followed in this study. The
immediate environment is that which contains the child--for example, the
home, school, and neighborhood--and includes the physical environment,
people, and the activities of these people with one another. The sur-
rourding environment may not include the child, but influences with whom
and 'how the child spends his or her time--for example, shopping faciiities,
work hours, and “governmental policies.

In the model, children's activities are presented as "mediating" the
influence of culture and the immediate environment on children's cognition
because activities give the children opportunities to develop competence in
cognitive abilities and to learn the culturally specific "rules" for perform-
ance. Activities could include interaction with others, games, speech,
chores, play, and school tasks.

As can be seen from Figure 1, cognition is separated in the model
into competence and performance. Competence refers to one's underlying
abilities and tacit knowledge, i.e., what one can do at a given moment in
time. Performance, on the other hand, refers to one's actual behavior at
a given moment in time (see Chomsky 1965; Cole and Bruner 1971; Dasen
1977). Ths distinction was included in the model (even though it was
not possible to partition cognition into competence and performance com-
ponents) because the distinction is important for conceptual clarity and
useful for interpreting some data.

~ l
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Quantitative Analysis and Results

Path analysis® was used to quantitatively ted{ the model presented
in Figure 1. The children's scores on the Stanford-Binet were used as
measures of their cognition and were viewed as reflecting th competence
and performance. (See Jacob 1977 for discussion of the limitations of the
Stanford-Binet and how scores on it were interpreted for thid\ study.)
This test involves a wide variety of skills and is heavily weigh¥d on
vébbal ability. Many of its subsections test verbal skills and ev those
that do not test verbal skills explicitly require the children to understand
complex verbal instructions (see Anastasi 1976; Valett 1965).

Because the Stanford-Binet is heavily weighted on verbal ability,
frequency of speech at home was chosen as the measure of children's '\
activities to test the model. Two measures were used: mean numoer of
spontaneous utterances that were not addressed to the observer, and mean,
number of all spontaneous utterances. N N

Two aspects of culture were included in the path analysis. The first
was the degree the children were included in long-standing, wide networks AN
of famly and friends, and, it was assumed, had a sense of security and
warmth. On the basis of ethnographic data it was further assumed that
mobility would decrease a child's sense of security and warmth. Several
variables measuring molality were used z "proxies" for the security-
warmth value. The second aspect of culture included 1n the path analysis
was the children's reaction to the observer (measured in mean number of
looks directed at the observer and mean number of spontaneous utterances
to the observer).

Several measures of the immediate environment were included in the
path analysis: social class, education of the father, education of the pri-
mary female caretaker, amount of time the primary female caretaker works
outside the home, birth order of the child, family size, type of family
unit, and number of adults other than the primary caretakers living in
the home. The child's age and sex were also included as independent
variakles in the analysis.

Using the variables discussed above, the results of the path analysis
without the deviant cases indicate that the higher the education of the
father, the more adults beside the primary caretakers that live in the
same household with the child, and the more the child speaks at home,
the higher the child's test score on the Stanford-Binet, and that the more
places the child has lived, the lower his or her test score. The path
analysis also indicates that the influence of the father's education was
partially mediated through its influence on the child's frequency of speech
at home.® These results are diagrammed in Figure 2.

With this introduction to the study from which the examples will be
drawn, we can proceed to discuss how an ethnographic approach can be
combined with a quantitative approach and how that combination would
make a difference. Most quantitative research follows a basic pattern:
formulation of the problem and research design, formulation of hypothe-
ses, operationalization of terms and concepts, development of procedure
and design of quantitative instruments, piloting of the procedure and in-
struments, execution of the procedure, analysis and interpretation of the
data, generation of new hypotheses and new studies, and presentation of
results. This pattern will be used to structure the discussion of how the
Puerto Rican study combined an ethnographic approach and ethnographic
data with a quantitative approach.

b
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QTHER
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Figure 2. Path Diagram of Regression Results
(without deviant ccses)

NOTE: Straight arrows represent assumed causal relationships; curved
lines without arrows represent relationships that are assumed to be non-
causal. The numbers on the straight arrows between two variables are
the path coefficients (Beta values of regression equations); the numbers
on the two arrows pointing to dependent variables but not from other
variables represent estimates of path coefficients for laient variables
(i.e., all other causal factors influencing those variables); numbers on
the curved lines are zero-order correlations.

COMBINING ETHNOGRAPHIC AND
QUANTITATIVE APPROACHES

Formulation of the Problem
and Research Design

After selecting a topic, the researcher must formulate a specific

problem or problems that can be investigated scientifically and choose a
research design that corresponds to the goals ¢f the study. The problem
and research design chosen will obviously influence the rest of the re-
search process. In quantitative studies the problem is usually stated in
terms of a quantitative description of particular variables or as an exami-
nation of the quantitative relations among a set of variables. The re-
search design in quantitative studies most often involves testin~peciﬁc
hypotheses that have been formulated at the beginning of the study.

Incorporating an ethnographic approach at this stage would mean
including a commitment to determining the local significance and meaning
of the variables of interest, a concern for how the naturally occurring
systems in which the variables to be studied operate, a concern for the
context of those systems, and an openness to reformulation of the problem

Q 1:;
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as the study proceeds. Such an approach would usually mean including

in the research design a penod of ethnographic observation before the
structured, quantitative study is conducted. The time needed for this
observation will depend on what has been done before that is relevant to
one's particular problem. The data collected during this penod of ethno-
graphic observation could be useful in determining the local significance

of hypotheses, of terms, of catpgories, and of variables early in the study,
in identifying new variables and hypotheses that are locally significant, in
modifying one's methods to adapt them to the local settings, and in placing
the study in context.

Two aspects of an ethnographic approach that are relevant to this
early phase of a study (a concern for cantext and an openness to reformu-
lation of the problem and hypotheses) will be discussed in detail in this
section; other aspects will be discussed in foliowing sections where they
are more relevant.

Astention to context should include both the ethnohistorical context
and the immediate context of the behavior being observed. The identifi-
cation of the sociocultural and historical context of the area and group
being examined 1s 1mportant for nonstatistical generalization >f the findings
of one's research and for an urderstandthg of a deeper, historical meaning
of the data. Bronfenbrenner's (1974) concept of the surrounding environ-
ment is relevant here, and enters into a consideration of background cgn-
text. In the Puerto Rican study a variety of forces seem to have influ-
enced contemporary urban Utuado. The Hispanic roots as well as the re-
cent influences of industrialization have created bonds of similarity be-
tween urban Utuado and other areas of the island; however, factors
associated with urban vs. rural hiving and those associated only with the
coffee regon in which Utuado is located contribute to urban Utuado's
uniqueness. Taking these various factors into account, we would expect
urban Utuado to be most representative of other towns 1n the coffee re-
gion, but also to share large parts of its culture, socaal environment, and
behavior patterns with ¢ '~ areas of the island.

Concern for the imine- Jte context should operate at both the micro
and macro levels. At the micro level it means examining how such vari-
ables as other persons, physical environment, and topic may influence
suhjects' behavior with regard to variables being studied. On a macro
level 1t means mnvestigating how subjects' behavior in other settings may
influen_e their behavior i1n the setting being studied.

Data from the Puerto Rican study indicate the importance of micro-
level contextual influences. As a later discussion of the deviant cases in
the path analysis will show, there 1s evidence that contextual factors in
the home and school settings were important influences on some children's
different levels of verbal activity at home and schobl. An example of a
concern for immediate context at the macro level can also be presented
from the Puerto Rican study. Although extensive ethnographic research
has been conducted in Puerto Rico, little of 1t has focused on small towns,
and even less on detailed descriptions of children's activities or on cul-
tural and environmental factors that might influence children's cognition.
Because so little was known about the detailed context of children's lives,
I decided to examine their activities in both home and school, the two
major settings 1n young Utuadeno children's lives.

An openness to reformulation includes both an attitude as well as
specific strategies. It means that as one formulates the problem of the
study one allows "space" for new variables or a whole new question if
ethnographic analyses indicate that they may be important. It also means
that at the beginning and throughout the study one is open to rethinking
one's initial formulation of the problem. For example, one might start out
by asking how parents' education affects children's cognitive development.
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After initial observations the researcher might then realize that before that
question can be answered, he she must understand something about
variation in both parents' and.‘;ha?em activities that result from parents'
education, determine whether another variable masks the effects of parents’
education, and determine whether other variables may be more important
than parents' education.

The Puerto Rican study offers a good example of reformulation of the
problem. Initially tne study was conceived as having two parts. The
first was to be an ethnographic description of cultural standards for chil-
dren's activities and intellectual activity as well as a description of the
play, work, and learning activities of a sample of young children. The
second part was tc be a comparison of children's specific cognitive skills
(analysis and conc2ptual grouping) in everyday activities and on cognitive
tests. A task analssis of detailed observations of children's activities was
proposed to 1solate the cognitive skills used in these activities.

After three months of participant observation in the community, the
mitial detailed observation protocol, which combined checklist and diary-
type approaches, was pretested. During this pretest phase problems arose
with the instrument and in trying to determine which activities of the chil-
dren tg observe in detail. The participant observations did not provide
data on the range of children's activities or the frequency of occurrence
of specific activities, or the detailed descriptions needed to make prelimi-
nary decisions about whether analytic skills or conceptual grouping were
involved 1n specific activities. Because of these difficulties it was decided
that it would be more appropriate to gather detailed descriptions of the
range of children's activities rather than focus on selected activities.

" The overall goal of the study (understanding how culture and environ-
ment influence cognition) remained the same, but the focus of the detailed
observations changed from specific activities involving analytic ability or
conceptual grouping to a sampling of the range of the children's activities
in school and at home. With the change in focus of the detailed observa-
tions, I decided to administer a more general test of cognition to the chil-
dren in the sample rather than tests of specific skills; the interviews were
also modified to_goincide with the new focus of the detailed observations.
The quantitative.’relationships to be examined were also reformulated in
more general terms than those initially proposed for the study.

"Formwulation of Hypotheses

. In a traditional quantitative approach, hypotheses are developed
at the beginning of the study, procedures are developed to test the hy-
potheses, data are collected and analyzed, and results are published. A
researcher who wants tc;égnbt‘he an ethnographic perspective with a
quantitative approach_wotld see hypotheses formulation as an ongoing
process, with some formulated at the beginning of the study, others de-
veloped after participant observation has been done, and with still otkers
generated as ideas for future research.

Hypotheses formulated early in the study from previous research and
theory woiuld be open to modification after the initial ethnographic data
have been collected and analyzed. If researchers are going to transpose’
hypotheses develcped from data frum other cultures, then they would want
to know the local context of the variables transposed, something about how
the system 1nvolving those variables operates. and the local meaning of the
vanables (see Berry 1969). These data would allow one to make informed
hypotheses and to judge whether the hypotheses mean the same thing in
the two cultures or settings. An example from the Puerto Rican study will
1llustrate this. Social class effects have been found to influence cognitive
test scores (for example, Eells, Davis, and Havighurst 1951). Before
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hypothesizing that such differences would exist in Utuado, the local social

_structure was examined to see if social class was a valid concept to use

there. We fBund that social classes defined as "sociocultural groups or
segments arranged i chical order" (Steward 1956:8) have been
part of the social stm‘l’uerto Rico for a large part of its history
(see Lewis 1963; Steward, e . 1956). Utuadenos use the term social
class (clases sociales) to distinguish their locally recognized social group-
ings. These emic groups also differed on variables that one might hy-
pothesize to influence children's cognition, so they were used to study
internal variation in the town (sée Jacob 1977 for further discussion of
Utuadeto social class).

An ethnographic perspective might also lead one to examine ethno-
graphic data to see if factors other than those in the initial hypotheses
might be important. For example, in the Puerto Rican study ethnographic
analyses indicated that adults other than parents were often present in
the children's homes and suggested that these adults might play an im-
portant role in the children's lives. Ethnographic data also indicated that
young children are included in a wide network of relationships with both
family members and friends ( amiliares), and that security and warm
relationships are important cultural values. The presence of other adults
and the security-warmth value were hypothesized to be important vari-
ables, and measures of these variables were included in the path analysis.
Both were significant. If hypotheses had been developed only from
previous studies and theory, these variables might =ct have been included.

Operationalization of Terms
and Concepts

Operationalization involves specifying how the terms and con-
cepts used in a study will be measured. An ethnographic approach at
this stage would suggest that a researcher try to develop measures that
have local significance, i.e., they have local relevance and, where
appropriate, local recognition.

An example from the Puerto Rican study involves operationalizing
"social class" fo- use with the Utuadefio sample. We were concerned first
with identifying subgroups Utuadeiios themselves recognize as well as sub-
groups that differ in environmental and cultural factors that can be ex-
pected to influence children's cognitive competence and performance. As
discussed in the previous section, social classes met both criteria in
Utuado.

Once social class had been identified as a valid concept in Utuado,
it was necessary to operationalize the concept for use with the sample.
Ethnographic analyses indicated that the emic distinctions (among the three
major social classes were based primarily on income, occuption, educa-
tion, and area of residence. Family background was not sighificant in
delineating a separate social class, as is characteristic of many other Latin
American courtries. Two of the emic criteria (occupation and residence)
were used to subdivide the sample into social class groups. Although in-
come is an important criterion of social class in Utuado, it was not used
to operationalize group distinctions because we were not able to obtain
reliable information about the incomes of the households of children in
the sample.

\
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Development of Procedure and

Design of Quantatative Instruments
Having an ethnographic perspective can be important in sample

selection and in designing an experiment, a detailed observation protocol,

or an interview instrument. It leads one to be particularly sensitive to
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validity, the local meaning of one's procedure and instruments, how these
procedures and instruments fit a particular cultural context, and how the
system (including the procedures and instruménts) operates. Ethnographic
data collected before this stage in the reseaxrch project can be useful in
responding to these concerns.

In quantitative studies, the issue of sample selection usually deals
with the sample of people to be studied. An ethnographic perspective
would also lead an investigator to be concerned about the sample of con-
texts. Whether focusing on people or contexts or both, a researcher
interested in combining ethnographic and quantitative approaches might
try to identify and examine locally relevant or locally recognized sub-
groups and settings before selecting a sample. In the Puerto Rican study
the issues of people and contexis to be selected were intertwined in decid-
ing which children to ok.erve. -

In- Utuado, kindergarten-aged children are not required to attend
kindergarten. If their parents do choose to send them, the children might
go either to a. public school or to a Head Start class. After conducting
ethnographic observation in public schools and Head Start classes and
after talking informally with several teachers, I decided to eliminate chil-
dren in the Head Start program. from the sample pool because of differences
in the classroom procedures and the orientations and goals of the two pro-
hrms. The data did not warrant their being treated as a single unit
(i.e., kindergarten) for the study. Examination of school records and
interviews with school officials did not reveal any systematic bias between
the two sets of students, but inclusion of Head Start students would have
made any interpretation of children's school behavior difficult bechuse of
the major differences in the two school settings.

Designing valid research instruments that take cultural meaning
and context into account is no easy task. Recently, increased attention
has been paid to adapting research instruments to the local setting,
particularly in cross-cultural research. (See Brislin, Lonner, and
Thorndike 1973; Frijda and Johada 1966; and Levine 1970 for some
general discussions; for discussions of these issues with regard to experi-
mental instruments see Berry 1969; Cole, et al. 1971; Cole and Scribner
1975; Glick 1975; and Scribner 1976.) Many of the issues raised for
cross-cultural studies are relevant to studies in our own society, especially
when the research deals with subcultural groups or is in settings that
have not been docuinented ethnographically. We will focus here on some
general issues, using examples involving interviews and observation proto-
cols, -
Ethnographic data allow the researcher to design interviews and
questionnaires that use emic categories and phrases, that ask culturally
meaningful questions, and that include questions that might not have been
immediately obvious as being important before 'the ethnographic observa-
tions. An sxample of this last point can be drawn from the Puerto Rican
study. While collecting the detailed observations of children's activities,
we began to suspect (on the basis of ethnographic and detailed. observa-
tion data) that children in different soclal classes might be reacting:
differently to the presence of an observer. One reason for this differen-
tial reaction might be that the subgroups of children had different stand-
ards for behavior in the presence of a visi Consequently, we incor-
porated questions about standards for apprupriate behavior for children ,
in the presence (f adult visitors who are neither family nor close family
friends into the second interview with the children's female caretakers.
These data proved to be very useful in later analyses that focused on
this differential reaction to observers. (See discussion of this issue in
the Piloting section below.)
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An ethnographic perspective would favor open-ended interviews

v rather than multiple-choice questionnaires unless the culturally significant
-dimensiong of contrast are already known. Open-ended interviews allow
one to find out what dimensions of contrast are sigrificant locally. For

. example, in the Puerto Rican study we were interested in how the teach-
ers of children in the sample characterized them. Rather than ask the
teachers to rank the children along a continuum we thought was important,
wé asked them to describe each child generally, the child's academic abili-
ties, the child's social behavior, and what things the child likes to do
most in school. In this way we were able to identify dimensions that were
relevant to the teachers and also have an idea of huw the children sorted
out on these dimensions. These data could have been used to devise a
questionnaire that was more amenable to quantitative analysis if that type
of data had been needed, As will be shown later (see section on
Analysi1s and Interpretation) these data were
important in the analysis of the deviant cases in the path analysis.

An ethnographic perspective at this stage could lead to an examination
of the immediate social system 1n which the researcher's procedure and in-
struments will be operating. A data collection situation ig a social situation.
Researchers are part of this social situation and, consequently, are defined
in some way by the participants. Moreover, the social situation itself is
defined by the participants and they may have standards for behavior in
the data collection situation very different from those that the researcher
assumes they have. For =xample, Wolfson (1976) discusses the difference
between the researcher's and participants' definitions of the situation when
sociolinguists try to obtain "casual" speech through informal interviews in
the United States; Berry (1969) and Scribner (1976) discuss the demand
characteristics of experimental situations; Cole and his colleagues (1971)
examine situational influences on cognitive performance. Ethinographic
data could be useful in understanding the participants' definitions of

l appropriate roles and standards for behavior in structured data collection
situations.

In the Puerto Rican study the issue of the social system in which
data collection occurs was very relevant to the analysis of the differential
influence of the observer's presence on middle class and lower class chil-
dren during the detailed observations. This will be discussed further in
the next section.

Piloting ocf the Procedure
and Instruments .

Anderson (1971), in his discussion of the psychology experiment,
states that a pilot is

useful for trying out the instructions, for making sure
that the equipment works, for adjusting the conditions of the
experiment so that the task is neither too easy nor too diffi-
cult. and for enabling the experimenter himself to master the
routine of the experiment. (p. 69)

From an ethnographic point of view, piloting the procedure and instru-
ments involves much more than this. It is an opportunity to examine the
local meaning and relevance of terms. categories, and nhrases, and a
chance to identify the participants' definitions of appropriate roles and
standards for behavior in the research setting. .

An example from the Puerto Rican study deals with the influence of -
observers on the behavior (specifically, on the frequency of speech) of
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children during detailed observations in their homes. We found that lower-
class children spoke less at home than middle-class children, but we sus-
pected that the two groups were reacting diffcrently to the presence of o
nonparticipant observer in their homes. Consequently, we examined a
vaslety of data to try to understand how the children were defining the
situation and what their standards for appropriate behavior in that situa-
tion were.

In Utuado, nonfamily visitors to a home are considered either famili-
ares (close friends and fictive kin) or visitas (literally, visitors). We
would expect both lower-class children and middle-class children to define
an observer in their homes as a visita. When female caretakers of the
children were asked how the children should behave in the presence of
visitas, middle-class and lower-class women gave different answers. The
lower-class women said that the child should be quiet and not speak
(estar quieto y callado, no hable) and not pester the adults (no molestar),
The most common response for middle-class women was that the children
should not interrupt the adults' conversations (no intervenir, no
interrumpir). Consequently, even if both middle-class and lower-class
children define the observer as a visita with whom they have same degree
of formality or familiarity, we would expect the lower-class children to be
more "quiet" in their speech and gross body movements in the observer's
presence than middle-class children. We would expect these differences
between the groups to be increased because several factors indicate that
lower-class children are more likely to define the observer as a visita with
whom they would have a more formal relationship. These analyses from
ethnographic data indicate that the reported quantitative difference in
speech frequency between middle-class and lower-class children may be a
real one (i.e., it would have occurred even if the observer had not been
present), may be an artifact of the observer's presence and other con-
textural factors, or a combination of the two. Unfortunately, it was not
possible to resolve. this interpretive dilemma because this analysis was con-
ceived after data collection, and middle-class and lower-class observers
had not been counterbalanced with middle-class and lower-class children.
The analyses do indicate, however, the importance of examining the social
and cultural aspects of data collection before collecting one's quantitative
data. Examining these issues while collecting ethnographic data and dur-
ing the pilot phase will allow an investigator to adapt the procedures ac-
cordingly and will also give important insight into both the local cultural
context and the data. '

Exe¢:ution of the Procedure

In most quantitative studies the execution of the procedure is
relatively straightforward--the experiment is conducted or the question-
naire is administered. An ethnographic approach would lead to the view
of the data collection situation as a social situation, and a researcher
might "do" garticipant observation of the structured data collection situ-
ation itself.” These ethnographic data could provide the researcher with
important insights into the validity of the structured data, the local mean-
ing and context of the data, and other factors that may have affected the
data. The discussion in the previous section of the effect of the ob- |
server's presence on children's speech frequendy at home is an example |
from the Puerto Rican.study of an important insight that was generated
by ethnographic observations made during more structured data collection.
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Analysi1s and Interpretation
of the Data
In many quantitative studies the analyses are heavily shaped
before the data are collected. However, if the researcher has had an
ethnographic perspective throughout the study, he or she will at
this point have a variety of data besides that available in a traditional
quantitative study. Questions may have been reformulated. New ques-

N tions may have oeen asked. All this makes data analysis more complex
than in a traditional quantitative study; the investigator must tie to-
gether a diverse array of data in the context of an unfolding understand-
ing of the questions being asked.

Coding and categorizing are important in quantitative data analysis.
An ethnographic perspective stresses the use of locally relevant, emic
categories, but emic categories can be combined with etic categories in
one's analysis. This has the advantage of producing an analysis that is

- meaningful locally, tied in with current theory, and amenable to cross-

cultural comparisons (see Berry 1969). A brief example of how this was

done in the Puerto Rican study follows. The detailed coservations nf
children's activities at home were first coded following emic descriptions
of the children's behavior. (After reading through all the home observa-
tions, answers were listed from an emic viewpoint to the question, "what
is the child doing?" Using this list, the observations were reread and
the children's major activities were coded using these emic categories.)

Examples of the activities listed include the following: carrying out the

garbage, playing tag, looking at a book, playing with a doll, climbing a

tree, and playing house. These activities were then grouped for analysis

into etic categories on the basis of theories and hypotheses in psychology

about the types of activities influencing psychological development (e.g.,

Herron and Sutton-Smith 1971; Piaget 1962). The second-order categories

used are chores; watching television; pretending; rule-bcund games;

board and card games; building; motor activities; reading, writing, and
counting; other toys; grooming; and miscellaneous activities.
Ethnographic data also help one deal with unusual cases in the coding

process. Coding always involves some judgment, and at times requires a

great deal of judgment. Ethnographic data can help the researcher suc-

cessfully interpret those cases that are "borderline," or exceptions. An
exampie from the Puerto Rican study deals with the coding of occupation
for the determination of the social class of the sample, As discussed,
occupation and residence were used to subdivide the sample into locally
recognized social class groups. Each family was categorized using the
occupation of the male head of the household when he was present and
employed. In two cases during the time of the survey, lower-class male
heads of households were on the mainland U.S. doing agricultural work.
Even though they were not physically present, they were considered
present for coding because ethnographic data indicated that they would
be gone only temporarily. Another coding rule was that when a male
head of household was present but unemployed, his unemployed status
was coded unless the female head of the household was working. If she
was working, her occupation was then used to classify the household.

In one case this rule was not followed, and the husband's former occupa-

tion was used to classify the household because the family's lifestyle was

more consistent with others in that category. Exceptions and borderline
cases are bound to occur; using ethnographic data as the basis for these
judgments will increase the validity of the coding.

Another issue in data analysis and interpretation is how to coordi-
nate ethnographic and quantitative data. At times the ethnographic data
may be useful in interpreting quantitative results and placing them in

Q oy
EMC ~ *




140 / CHILDREN IN AND OUT OF SCHOOL

their broader context. (Two examples of this from the Puerto Rican
study are presented “:low.) At other times the ethnographic and quanti-
tative data may produce different results. In all cases the two types of
data shduld be seen as complementary and the process of triangulation of
results should be continually used in analysis and interpretation. If
ethnographic and quantitative data produce different results, the re-
searcher must strive to understand and reconcile the differences.

As mentioned, ethnographic data can help interpret quantitative re-
sults and place them in a broader context. Two examples from the Puerto
Rican study will be presented: the interpretation of variables found to
be significant in the path analysis and the analysis of deviant cases.

The results of the path analysis without the deviant cases indicated
that the higher the education of the father, the more adults besides the
primary caretakers that live in the same household with the child, and
the highe: the child's frequency of speech at home, the higher the child's
test. score on the Stanford-Binet; and that the more places the child has
lived, the lower his or her test score. The influence of the father's edu-
cation was partially mediated through its influence on the child's frequency
of speech at home. Ethnographic analysis helped to interpret these re-
sults. They revealed that the other adults present in the children's
households are usually the children's grandparents who spend time playing
and talking with the children. Their prescnce probably provides intel-
lectual stimulation as well a; increases the children's sense of security
and warmth. Ethnographic analyses also suggest that increased mobility
decreased a child's test scores because the network of family and familiares
is disrupted, thus decreasing the child's sense of warmth and security.

Ethnographic analyses were also useful in interpreting the deviant
cases. Two measures of verbal activity (speech frequéncy at home and
the Stanford-Binet scores) were included in the quantitative analysis.

For five children (three middle-class bpys and two lower-class girls),
high speech frequency at home was not correlated with high performance
on the Stanford-~Binet, which is heavily weighted on verbal ability. For
the other 24 children in the sample, speech frequency at home was corre-
lated with test scores (r = .53). Examination of characteristics of the
children, of their immediate environment, and of their distrihution over
observations or observers did not reveal any systematic differences be-
tween the deviant cases and the other children. Open-ended interviews
of the teachers of the children were examined. Four of the five deviant
cases were characterized by the teachers as being quiet or timid (callado,
timido); the fifth was characterized as being very active (inquieta) and
nervous (nerviosa). Four of the children were #lso described as having
some problem in their relationships with other students. Other ethno-
graphic data indicated that the students' general level of activity and
speech, their willingness to share with their peers and with the teacher,
and their warmth toward the teacher are all salient aspects of students'
behavior for the teachers: The combined results of the ethnographic and
quantitative data indicate that factors in the immediate situations of the
home and school may be influencing the children's differential behavior

at home and at school.

Ethnographic data also may be useful in discussing the generaliza-
bility of one’s results. The usual quantitative approach to generaliza-

. bility is through the use of statistics, and is in relation ‘o the population
fram which the sample was drawn. Factors such as age, sex, and social
class are often considered in drawing a sample. Such cultural factors as
subcultural affiliation and ethnohistoric relationships are often overlooked,
however, even though they may be very important influences on the vari-
ables the researcher is siudying. Analysis of cultural affiliation might
lead one to generalize to populations that a purely statistical approach
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would not indicate. R

In the Puerto Rican study the local population from which the sample
was drawn was all kindergarten-aged children in Utuado. Ethnographic
observation throughout the community did not reveal any segment not
representsd in the school lists and therefore confirmed an earlier judgment
that the random sample was representative of the local population. A
broader population to which one might want to be able to generalize is
kindergarten-aged children in Puerto Rico. To decide to what extent the
findings from Utuado can be generalized to all kindergarten-aged children
on the island, we must examine the cultural variation on the island.

Steward and his colleagues (Steward, et al. 1956) emphasize regional
differences on the island based on historical differences in the agricultural
base of the economy. However, in their conclusions they acknowledge
that in the 1940s the influences of modern industrialization, primarily
mediated through the influences of the United States, have had some uni-
fying results. Gordon Lewis (1963), writing more recently, acknowledges
local and regional differcnces, but adds that these variations "cannot dis-
guise the general truth that in one degree or another the entire insular
society is being forcibly repatterned by the institutional changes wrought
by modernization" (p. 191). Steward (1972) states that the pueblos and
other urban areas of Puerto Rico have responded more uniformlv to the
influences of industrialization and urbanization and that the rural areas
are more differentiated on the basis of their agricultural base. It is
within this general framework of similarities and differences that we must
discuss the generalization of findings concerning environment, culture,
children's activities, and cognition.

The pueblo of Utuado where the study was conducted is a small urban
area in the western highland region of Puerto Rico. The western coffee
region where Utuado is located is often seen as exemplifying the "typi-
cally Hispanic pattern which once characterized much of the sugar area
as well as the coffee area [of Puerto Rico]" (Steward 1972:123). Be-
cause of its distance from San Juan, its relative inaccessibility, and the
inappropriateness of the area for large-scale sugar production, the area
has been, until recently, least affected by changes from the outside. Be-
cause of its historic base in coffee agriculture the pueblo of Utuado neces-
sarily shares scme aspects of its culture and social environment with the
rural area and other pueblos of the coffee region. However, because of
the recent industrialization, urban Utuado shares significant aspects of its
social environment and culture with pueblos outside the coffee region.

Generalization of the findings of this study must take this variety of
influences into account. Hispanic roots as well as the recent influences
of industrialization have created bonds of similarity between urban Utuado
and other areas of the island; factors associated with urban living and
those associated only with the coffee region contribute to urban Utuado's
uriqueness. Taking these various factors into account, we would expect
urban Utuado to be most representative of other pueblos in the coffee re-
gion, but also to share large parts of its culture, social environment,
and behavior patterns with other areas of tl.e island.

Ethnographic data are also usefyl for identifying cultural links be-
tween the local community one is studying and other, noncontiguous,
communities. Although one would hesitete to generalize one's findings
to these other communities without some qualifications, the identification
of cultural links between communities might lead to an examination of
similarities and differences between the two communities and, if appropri-
ate, offer findings from research in one community as hypotheses for
future s.udies in the other community.

Some data from the Puerto Rican study can be used as an example
of this approach. The mainland U.S. is 2 relevant aspect of life for
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Utuadeno children. Many have lived there or have gone there for visits.
Other studies (Fitzpatrick 1971; Lewis 1966) have reported that Puerto
Rican children on the mainland often spend time on the island. These
data indicdte that the environmental and cultural influences on both these
groups of children are not just those of the immediate community. More-
" over, we could at least hypothesize that research findings from one _com-
munity are relevant to the other.

In the Puerto Rican study the path analysis indicated that mobility
negatively influenced the children's performances on the ‘Stanford-Binet
test. It was suggested that this was because the mobility reduces the
children's network of family and friends and corsequently reduces their
sense of security and warmth, which are importan’ values in Puerto Rican
culture. If this is true, we would expect mobility to affect othLer areas
of children's performance in school. The Puerto Rican study also indi-
cated that the children in Utuado are accustomed to a warm, relaxed
atmosphere in the schools and to close ties between their homes and
school. Given the cultural link between tne island and the mainland, we
could hypothesize that these same factors influence the performance of
Puerto Rican children on the mainland.

Data from a study by Alicea and Mathis (1975) of Puerto Rican high
school students in three northeastern cities on the mainland U.S. support
these hypotheses. Alicea and Mathis report that school dropouts have
moved more often than students who did not drop out, and that students
with a low truancy rate have greater residential stability and have at-
tended their present school for a longer time than high-truancy students.
They also report that whereas approximately 50% of both dropouts and
stay-ins indicated that their, teachers liked them, a higher percentage of
stay-ins than dropouts felt that their teachers were fair to them and that
they could go to their teachers for help and advice. These data, com-
bined with results from the present Puerto Rican study, indicate that re-
search conducted on the mainland and island are relevant tc each other
and that future research on the mainland that focuses on the school-
related problems of Puerto Rican students should include an analysis of
their mobility, of the teacher-student atmosphere in the school, and of
other consequences of high mobility.

In this section the use of ethnographic data in the analysis and
interpretation of quantitative data has been stressed. One may also be
confronted with quantitative results with which one has very little rele-
vant ethnographic data. In such a situation it may be necessary to re-
turn to the field to be able to meet the stated goal of including an ethno-
graphic perspective in the analysis.

Generation of New Hypotheses
and New Studies

Ethnographic data and analyses can be very useful for generat-
ing new hypotheses and ideas for future research--in fact, some have
stated that this is the primary usefulness of these data. Both substantive
and methodological examples can be drawn from the Puerto Rican study.

Quantitative anclyses indicated that some children in the sample be-
haved very differently at home and at school on measures of verbal
activity. The combined results of quantitative and ethnographic data
indicated that factors in the ir nediate contexts of the home and school
may have influenced their differential behavior. Studies aimed at under-
standing the contextual influences on childrer's behavior at home and in
school are cilied for by these results. In another vein, several aspects
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of ~hildren's activities and locally recognized concepts need further ‘exami-
nation or clarification. For example, the concept of capacidad was often
used by the children's caretakers when discussing the children's activities
or development; it refers to a person's present abilities, social maturity,
and his or her "readiness" to learn more complex skills or social behavior.
Future studies might examine intracultural differences in this concept,
and how these variations are relased to children's activitias and parental
standards for these activities. A descriptive overview of children's activi-
ties at home was presented as part of the study. These data should be
useful for generating hypotheses about the relationship between chil@ren's
performance in their activities at home and on specific cognitive tests.

Ethnographic data used in the analysis of observer effect have raised
an important methodological isrue that needs further study. These data
indicate that the observer's presence and other contextual features may
have influenced children's behavior during naturalistic detailed observa-
tions. Many Tresearchers are calling for studies of children's naturally
occurring behavior; future studies should try to understand ethno-
graphically how the observer and other features of the observatirn situ-
ation influence children's behavior. Studies that specifically focus on this
issue in naturahistic settings would be extremely helpful because, as John-
son and Bolstad (1973) point out, there are few studies of observer effect
1in naturalistic settings.

Presentation of Results

One could continue the combimed ethnographic/quantitative
approach in the report. This might include presenting ethnographic de-
scriptions as well as quantiiied data, indicating where variables were
generated from ethnographic observations, discussing how the system
operates, discussing the locally relevant and emic meanings of variables,
explicating the cultural context of one's study, and examining the validity
(as well as reliability) of one's data. ’
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What we have been discussing here is an attempt to combine the
methodologies of more ihan one paradigm. As might be expected from
Kuhn's (1970) discussion, this is not an easy or a straightforward task.
It requires the researcher to explore his or her underlying assumptions
about the world and about the problem being studied. It implies a con-
tinual self-conscious reflection on what exactly one is trying to accomplish
and how one might best do it. It involves examining the benefits and
limitations of various approaches and methods and making conscious de-
cisions about how to proceed rather than reacting automatically on the
basis of one's disciplinary affiliation. This approach is neither "neat"
nor easy, but it 1s an important step in continuing our understandir.g of
human behavior in a variety of settings.

As Hymes (this volume) has pointed out, ethnographic observation
shares some characteristics with what we all do in our daily activities.
Its concern with meaning, with the influence of local context, and with
how the system operates means that it is very open to collaboration with
those being observed. In school settings this could mean including
teachers and administrators in the ethnographic research process.
By seeing participants' interpretations of events, the meanings they attach

ap
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to behavior, and the categories they use to classify behawvior, researchers
can come closer to achieving their own ethnographic goal. Incorporating
such an approach may have another added benefit. Research that has in-
cluded participants, such as teachers and administrators, in an active
role may find a more receptive audience than research that has not
addressed itself to or involved those charged with implementing the find-
ings. If the teachers and administrators have been involved in the re-
search all along, they may be more amenable to implementing tHe
recommendations of the study. They can identify with it and feel that
they had some imput, that they were not just passive objects of study.

From the point of view of those charged with implementing programs.
data from a combined ethnographic/quantitative approach could also be
useful. The success or failure of programs is closely tied to the meaning
these programs have for the intended recipients and deliverers. Numbers
alone tell little about these cultural perceptions. An ethnographic ap-
proach that includes an examination of how the programs are perceived
and reacted to by those involved in them could be very useful in their
successful implementation or modification.

Angombined ethnographic/quantitative approach could also be benefi-
cial in the area of policy development. Policy is concerned with real life
and with the broad social context surrounding individuals' lives (Bronfen-
brenner 1974). By including observations of naturally occurring behavior
and by examining the context of these behaviors the researcher miglht be
able to ground quantitative data in real life and link quantitative results
with information relevant to policy decisions.
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NOTES

1. Pelto (1970:44) argues in a similar vein: "There are sound ..
methodological reasons for maintaining an eclectic 'mix' of research oper-
ations--a blend of.relatively nonstructured observations (high validity)
plus structured interviews, tests, and other more formalized instruments
(emphasizing high reliability and replicabilig).” See also Rist (1977),
Cole and Scribner (1975), and Scribner (1976).

2. What I present is but one way to include an ethnographic per-
spective in educational research. There are many other ways. For ex-
ample, one might choose to do an ethnography of an educational setting.
For a discussion of the ethnographic method itself and other apprcaches
to including ethnography in educational research see articles in Tikunoff
and Ward (1977) and other articles in this volume.

3. Path analysis is an appropriate quantitative method for examining

the relation among variables in a model such as the one proposed in the
study discussed here. As Nie, et al. (1975:383) state, path analysis is
"a method of decomposing and interpreting linear relationships among a

set of variables by assuming that (1) a (weak) causal order among these
variables is known and (2) the relationships among these variables are

- causally closed.” (Italics in original.) Of course we cannot prove
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causality with correlation data; however, by assuming a causal order we
can use path analysis to test the model. More specifically,. path analysis
allows the researcher to determine how much of a causal relationship 1s
direct and how much is indirect through other variables (Duncan 1966;
Nie, et al. 1970:383-397). To do this, the hypothesized mediating vari-
able {or variables) is included among the independent variables in a
multiple regression equation for the primary dependent variable. To
see how much of the influence of the other independent variables is
through the mediating variable, this mediating variable is treated as the
dependent variable in another multiple regression equation in which the
remaining independent variables are treated as its independent variables.
In the present study, measures of children's cognition (scores on the
Stanford-Binet test) are the primary dependent variables. Measures of
the clgldren's activities li.e., speech frequency) are the mediating vari-

- ables, and measures of the immediate home enviroament and cultural

standards and values are the independent variables (see Figure 1).

4. Some may believe that these measures of speech frequency &
characteristics of individuals and are not related to sociocultural factors.
However, the statistically significant relationship between social class and
mean number of spontaneous utterances, the trend in mean number of
spontaneous utterances not to the observer by social class, and the data
on observer effect discussed later suggest that these measures of speech
frequency are socioculturally conditioned rather than randomly occurring
characteristics of individuals.

5. The results of the path analysis with the deviant cases included
indicated that measures of socioeconomie status (social class, education of
father) and of the security-warmth value were significant 1n explaining
the variance in both speech frequency at home and scores on the Stanford-
Binet test, but that these two measures of verbal ability were not related
to each other. When the most deviant cases in the relationship between
the two measures of verbal ability (n = 5) were removed from the path
analysis, the results presented above were obtained. Sece discussion 1n
the secton on Analysi1s and Interpretataion o f
the Data for a fuller treatment of the deviant cases.

6. The researcher night also consider using local assistants. Al-
though this requires more time and effort for tramning, it has some ad-
vantages from an ethnographic viewpoint. Beyond their formal assistance
they can also be helpful in the role of "principal informant." As one de-
velops procedure and instruments, executes the procedure, and analyzes
the data, one should view these assistants as important resources for
understanding local meanings and categories, the local context, and how
the systems (both those explicitly being studied and those involving the
resglarch instruments) operate.
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