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S.

Preface to the VbIume

ThiS volume is the _second of two volumes covering a program of
research with presdhool and elementary aged children which has as its
function the study ofbognitive_processes involved in_leaining to read_
and write. While both volumes indlUde reading and writing data, the first
Volume,_ Children? Their Language? and World: Initial Encounters with
Print highlighbitd the young_dhild as reader-writer; thiS volume high
lights the young Child as writer-reader.

SectiOn 1_ Of this Volume introduces the program of research by
examining its methOdological and conceptual contexts, Section 2 provides
illustrative and alternative loOkS at the young child as writer-reader
and reader-writer. By casting and contrasting co-occurring patterns
which we identified in our.,data against recent work,in psychology,_soci-
blow, and linguistics, key transactions in literacy and literacy learn-
ing are highlighted. Section 3 pulls together_ And'identifies how our
thinking about literacy and literacy learning has changed as a result
Of this program of research and offers ,our evolving model of key processes
involved in literacy learning._ Section 4_incltdes a series of papers
written_ for this Vtlume;describing individual studies which werecon-
ducted by research associates, visiting scholars, and graduate students
who in one way or_ahother were involVed in this research program. They
are indltded to illustrate the variety and kinds of follow-up child as
informant studies used to_verify and extend our understanding of patterns
identified in our be videotape data bank.

This volume has been written to and for our teacher and researcher
colleagues-in hopes of expanaing their thinking and stimulating a oollabbra-
tive pedagogy. Despite this being a second volume, it is best viewed as
a milestone in the midst of an on-going program of research. In it we
attempt bp:record some of the general and specific insights which our
informants gave us, some leads which merit further investigations; but
most of all the present and along term benefits of using the child as
curricular and research. informant.

I
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Obruhe C. Harste
Carolyn L. Burke
Virginia A. Wbodward
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THE YOUNG CITII.D AS WRiTER-REALER. gage

1..01 ntiTRODUCTION 'TO THIS PROGRAM OF RESEARCH

7ThisvOli3Me-wrill, a_ttempt to e ain our thinking relative to key

sociolirig4SWAnd pSychablinguistic prwesses-involVed in the evolution

of literacy. By process we mewl the cognitive stances Which language

users assume, and the strategies or cognitive activities which language

users engageengage 'in, during a literaCy event; We see language as so-clo-
t

logioally.roOted and language learning as only understandable when

viewed within its social context. Psydholinguistic. processes have their

genesis in the litetacy demonstrations made avdilable to language learn-

ers as they encounter the meMbers of their interpretive community-

engaged in the psychological and sociological actions associated with

literacy.

We do not propose a new method of reading and writing instruc-
I

4015, nor do we propose A neW way Of Classifying written language:

learners for purposes- ofinStrUctiOnal remediation. Our objective is

to interpret the processes from the point of view of the learner on the

basis of data obtained from preach-Obi and elementary school dhildren7-

the mejo4ity of whom were 3 to 6 yeast of 'age=-'over a:six year period;

This does not mean we will ignore the instructional issue; Ail 7'

action is rooted in belief (EUhn, 1975). SiMilarly, all instruction

is rooted theoretically in a set of beliefS about language and language

learning whether these beliefS are Stated explicitly or operate im-

plicitly (Harste & Burke, 1977). EduCational research ought to affect

practice. Even basic research, such as that which we ieporti ought to
A

illuminate false or faulty assumptions about the language and language

I
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learning.iproo..ss which undergird instruction; By-illuminating faulty

assumptions, Instruction and instructional practice rooted on these,

assumptions must give way. We mention this to dispel any faulty notions

about who we are, what our ultimate goal is, and what it is we have and

have not done.

Understanding the.professidn's belidsi as well as its mis7,

giv ngs, is key to understanding the methodological and conceptual

contexts within which this volume and our thinking must be framed;

These beliefS form part of the 'conceptual context' within which the

evolution of literady in our society occurs, and hence are, of neces-

sity, an integral part of the study. Further, because of the nature

of research, the profession's current beliefs are an integral part of
s_

any research process, and so form a 'methodological context',for our

study.
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1_-

1.1 THE METIrDOLOGICAL CONTEXT OF THIS BESEARCHPROM

It would be a mistake to assume that the methddolOgical issues

WO discuss and our rebblutions are ;asides' and not part of our -

search program and findings. The,methodoIogical issues as well as our

resolutions are the concerns of research when a 'process' as opposed is

a 'product' view of language and language research is being attempted.

If language is a Socio-psyCholinguistic process, then a me

ology is n ded which does, not tbeoreti ly violate this premise.

V-/
Our study raises this issue and essentially explores how we came to

Substitute one set of methodological beliefS for another.

4

Research and Curriculum as Theoretically.BaSed. At an intui-

tive level the goal of science is to identify a set of basic immutable

facts upon which a discipline'8;knOWledge tight be built. While this

thinking seems reasonable, upOn)OXaMinatiomit proves untenable.

Through a series of papers on essentia].11i the ethics of 8di=

ence, Peirce (1931 -1958); probably now recognized as America's great,

eSt philosdpher, tslowly convinced thescience coomtmity that such a

"fact seeking agenda'' was unworkable, as any ifaqt' contained count-
!

less assumption( Which would first have to be verified.

He argued ;that science could Only proceed on 'belief', a

statement sbemingly enough in hainony with what is currently known

that it comid forth the basis upon which one nigh actl.,Since there

is no way to arrive at 'fact', the best that can be done is pro-

ceed recognizing that what one is proceeding tqn is 'belief' or

'networks of beliefs'. Once evidence is gathered that a belief is

IU
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faulty a new statement of belief, on

must be generated;

. .

I
-ch one now is -willing ta,act;

4t- "One is struck by the large number of thinkers in our century

who, apparently independent of Peirce, have formula* the probaeut k

knowledge in similar terms. Espetially striking is (tto van Neurath's

famous simile:

Scientists are like sailors who have to rebuild tfipi-r Ships at
high, sea, without beinTabIe to seek port; Each plank in the
h011 may be jettisoned in the process, but it IS not feasible
tOOjettiSonall of the_planks at the same time. (as qUoted by
Skagestad0 19q, p. -19)

EdUdators must act; they cannot now, nor could they yPars agoe.
!'

it around until all the data are in But just as they mist act,

they must also realize that what they are acting upoh is 'belief', not

'truth' or 'fact'. While "sailing their ships at high sea" it

them to examine the beliefs or "ea Ch plank'in the
Lk' 1

'lb conduct educational researdh, or plan edUCational curridOlUM;1

researchers and teachers must operate on some set o6deliefs. None-"';

_ _

theless, if our rofessionis to advance on.thiteSiS of science,

productive educational research as well as prOductiveoirriculum

velopment must be conducted in such a fashion that.thb assumptions

underlying them might be examined,. If what the researcher or teacher

finds does not match what the researcher or teacher assumed, then a

new set of assumptions must be made. 'lb do otherwise is to be left

building practice on practice with no advancement in knowledge.

We hold that the goal of educational research is-understand-

ing. 'lb perpetllate and disseminate any practice because it "works" is

20.

I



THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRI'T'ER - READER, Page 5

to take an anti-intellectual stance (GoOdman, 1980). Those Who1adVo-

te a 'model-programs approach' or who with to 'develop durri?lum'

but do not explore the issues underlying that'curriculum, must under-

stand, no matter their good intent,-what an academically unfriendly
ti

position they take.

It is important tb undekstand that the research and curricular

issue here is not whether to be assumptive or not. TO think one is !

not being assumptive is to be intellectually dishonest;' both oneself

and one's intellectual history.

The real issue is methodological; This methodological issue

is too complex to pose as residing on whether the role; of researdh is

to 'lend credence to' or 'find out'. The point is that it must always

be both.

As professionals we have not only 10e right, but the respoh-

Sibility to be assumptive. But=-and one must hastily-add tie

as professionals. we have the responsibility to constantly put those

assumptions on test:
o

wards a CollabOtative Pedagogy and Practical LTheory. Based

On our experience, we believe a viable methodoIogical:stande for the

profession to assume is in using open-ended, real language Situations

in which the child or language user becomes'the research and cutricu-

lar infOtmant: By real language situations we mean functional in-

stances of language Where all systems (graphophonemic,,syntactic, se-

t" mantic) ±n` the event are allowed to transaCtwith,the Othercommuni-

L3
cation Systems which oo-occur.
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Given such a position, it should be noted, the roles of 'researcher

andj:.teacher become Much 'the same.. This is an important methodologiCal

shift. ,:In effect thiS pbSitiOn7hoIds that the traditional gap between-:.;
.

.
A .

researcher an teacher is in the end dysfunctional and fails to. serve

feasion. Acknowledging that both research and curriculum rest on

nothing ire Or IesS than belief is a first step, we believe, on the ibad

'r. .

-

toin5uiry, piofessional.ifsin, and profeSSic:inal. unity.' When research is

*conductedAn open, functional language settings, child as researchazg.

and:curricular informant offers this perspective a methodblogical self-

oorrecting strate§y.

Gi'Ven recent trends in the study of language this position re-

teives theoretical support from. linguistics: Within the past ten years
: .

A fundamental changes have occurr=ed in linguistics. In the early days of

linglaistics, language was conceived as an object and, it was the job

of the linguist to philosophize how it was that this 'objeCti worked;

'stitch philosophizing;produced theories of language that When applied to

real laAguage users in real'language situations resulted in decisions

that some utterances were "grammatical" and others

Early PsycholingUistic and sociolinguistic

"not granniatical."

research of the

more recent traditions of *Gbodmair,(1976); Emiq (1971), and Halliday sit

(1974) , changed all that.- A2guing thatfanguage cities not exist in the

ab.-5tracti but onlyikin use, they developed a theory of language learning

and use rooted. in what real language users, actually did. Herzfeld

(1982) Characterizes this change as one which moved the profession from

a "theoryt6=prectice" view to a "theory-of-use" or "practicaI=trieory"

view.
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If language cioes not exist in the abstr ct, but only in use,

then it follows that theories of language ch can only explain a

subset of language are not only inadequate but no theory at all. An

'adequate theory of language or language learning must explain all

language phenomena# ;

This linguistic focus on "practical-theory" further suggests

that natural language environments, and potentially natural language
.

environments like classrooms, are gbod research environments. Since

the-ultimate goal of baSic educational research in languagelearning,

is for purposes of developing a theory of language instruction, set

tings where all of the contextual factors which might affect learning

are, allowed to transact Ultithately provide the ideal milieu for theory

development and hest. Soo fram another di...riti=ii.;-linguistics, the

role of teacher and researcher ooalesce, and additional support for

a new era dawns, one in effedt calling for a collaborative pedagOgy.

Language Issues and Assumptions in Experimental and Ethno-

graphic .search. ThereiStkich debate surrounding these methodological

issues which We have sketched (Carey, 1980 Guba, 1978; Mi-shler, 1979).
,

ThiS Volume is not immune to that debate; The --.study reported began

by trying .to meld what itfelt was the best of an expdimental and an

ethnographic tradition. In the 'course of the study it became evident

that these research traditions represented different world views;

ASSumptiOns underlying an experimental approach assume the world is

Made up of identifiable variables which interact to form a language

event. A oomplex event, like language, can be broken down and each

ti
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Variable:can be studied ih.isolatioh to fipdi.out.hOw it WOkk.S.

ThiS position is positivistic, the assumption being that all and any

phenomena are reducible to component parts. Figure 1 attempts toCon,-

ceptualize this world view then applied to the area of reading.

Figure 1. ASsumPtions Underlying Reading from
an EXperimental World View.

(a) The parts of the event equal the event
ASelf (EVENT = PARTS)

A
(b) (C D E 1 = Reading

F

(c) AA-134-C+104E+F = Reading
A+B+C+D+E+[F Controlled] = Reading
A+13+C+D-FF+[E Controlled] = Reading
Etc.

Ethnography entodieL an alts to world view. There are no

such things as 'variables.' Rather, the things experimentalists call

'variables', ih an instance of language, transact to form a new phenort=

Orion, the suhcomponents of which are not reducible. TO 'control' a

component is to distort the transactive relationships which occur; and

in the prOcess alter the event so that it is not a real instance of

what one thought one was studying. In shorty 'to manipulate' is to

diStort the linguistic sign formed by a complex of cues and with this
. _

diStortion, alter the cognitive and linguistic processing which normally

occurs. This position is semiotic (Eco, 1976); The assumption under-

lying this view supports a theory-of-use position on language.and

language learning. Figure 2 attempts to conceptualize this world view

when applied to the area of reading.
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Figure 2.* Assumptions Underlying Leading from
an Ethnographic World View.

(a) The parts of the event do not equal the
.event_itself "(EVENT X PARTS)

(b) Reading

(c) MIBICMEXF = Feading; where means in transaction with

(d) Either: 'AXBXCADITE but [F Controlled] X Feading
A31Be1DIF but [E Controlled] X leading
Etc. Key: X does not' eqUal

in transaction with

To say we started as positivi,stiC and ended up.as semioticians

IS too dramatic. Given our research history and training the changes

were often more ephemeral than that One of the graduate students at

Our institution probabllibest captured our dilemma when hp s 'id, "By

evening, after looking at thig data; I'ma true semiotician. The prob.-

lem is each morning I wake up I'm a positivist again!"

We found and find it hard to abandon such terms, as

'factor' and other such positivistic terminology. Many of our initial anal-

yses were positivistic a position which over, time we came to outgrow.

Often it took us what in retrospect seems an inordinate ampunt:Of time to

abandon a related term or Concept, whidh was theoretically inconsistent

with the Position we had come to hold. All these and more (Some which

we presentlrare unaware of) are embedded in this report.

Eveki the writing up of 'our findings has caused us priobleMS.
1

The tradition is second- person, distant. An ethnographic perspective

assumes all aspects of the contekt of situation, inclUding the
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researcher, are an integral part of the process and hence an integral

part of the transactions and phenomena one is attempting to explain.

An experimental approach assumes that through certain controls, the

effect o the researcher it equally distributed and hence ignorable.

Since the researcher has been removed conceptually, the researcher can

write as if he or the did not exist. An ethnographic approach assumes

the resealer's presence will be part of that process and that such

inVolvement must be recorded and studied. lb write in second-person;

abttradt, is to be theoretically inconsistent with the position. held.

Entwined with this issue is the issue of generaIizability.

Frain a semiotic perspective experimental researdh data is-not gen-

eralizable because it deals with a distorted sign. How can studying

non==language instances, where key aspects of the prOdess (4hich we

haven't even identified yet) are not allowed to transact, help us

Underttand real language? From an experimental perspective, how does

one generalize from naturalistic data?

:Soirmi. of these questions we have avoided by foicuSing on process

rather than product. Our approach has been to 100k for patterns and co-

occurring patterns within and across language events. lb the extent

that there-axe universal cognitive processes involved in any instance

of language use or learning such an approach seems tenable.

In its specific detail, however, we will argue that language

is context dependent. TO the extent that each language event it unique,

what Mutt he tearChed for is suspected and unsuspected harmonies or

orchettrationt of cue complexes constituting the linguistic event. From

1 '"/
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the perspective lof pradtidal theory, all instances of language, iftheyhaCe

occurred, are real and must be explained by one's evolVing theory. No

data can be ignored. There-is no convenient methodologiCal dumping

ground like "error variance" in the experimental approaCh. A good theory

Of language learning hat to axplain all instances of language learning,

not just those it finds convenient. irbm a semiotic porspeCtive

being able to explain the ObSerVed behaViors of language Tsers during
7

a language event provideta sounder basis on Which to generate theory

(generalize), thah does ignoring as muchiofthe event as one.explains, ;
.

or explaining a subset Of behaviors one findS convenient, while Simul=

taneoutly acknoWledging obterved "e " or exceptions even within this

4,t
set. A.4 9

ThiS notion of error is an important one. We have found, fOr

example, that it is the unexpected -the unp±edictedWhiCh merits and

commands attention. It is from the unexpected that we have found we

can and do learn the most about our current assumptions and their

shortcomings.

While this discussion of the issues and our evolving resolu-

tions axe not totally adequate, they represent our thinking at this

time, and together constitute the methodological context in which this

report is written and should be read.
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1.2 THE CONCEPTUAL CONTEXT OF -THIS ,TESEARCII PROGRAM

1 Recently, a National Institute of EdUcation publication' appeared

announcing the.availabilit'of ner4 researdh monies in reading and lan-

guage. In the area of early literacy the federal government wished to

support research in, and we quote:

Haw we move fram.simpler forms of reading, such as letter recog-
nition and sounding out words, to a fuller understanding of
written materials. (NIE, undated, but still being distributed in
November of 1982).

While this statement seems to pose a rather-traight-forward

agenda; it makes a series of assumptions about language and language

learning. It accepts, for tlie study of literacy; the conceptual \Pio.-

bility of such notionsas idevelopffental stages', 'readiness',' 'emergent

reading', and others which rest on'thesegumptions. Even further; it

endorsed, in part at least, a behavioral model of language learning andasubSkills approach to language teaching. Implicit in the statement

is a belief that wriLLen language is a second-order abstraction which

is built on an oral language base;

j
Since these notions and the assumptions underlying them have

been proposed as useful oonstructfor understanding literacy, by

historical fiat they constitute part of the conceptual context of this

study: At beSti NIE's request for. research reflects only a selected

portion of current thinking in the field of literacy and literacy learn-

ing; and, in so doing, raises many issues. Although this is not the

forum for a full discussion, some understanding of these issues and

their conceptual alternatives is needed.
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The function of this section is to provide a conceptval frame

,

within whibh our pEogram of literacy and literacy learning research

__might be understood. We,briefly identify issues historically by fore-7

-grounding and bad grounding -alternative theoretical positions. Other

sections of this volume elaborate and extend this intellectual h4-itage.

Developmental Psycholinguistics and Oral Language Learning. In,

the '60s important changes arose in our undeistanding of oral language

development inchildren (see Lindfors, 1980; for an excellent review).

There was a virtual revolution in this field which had. been dominated

by behavioral models. Until this Period most of the studies on child

lahguage were predominantly concerned with lexiconA the number and vari,-

ety of words used by a child. These words were classified a rding to

adUlt language categories 0101111Si verbs, adjectives and'so on , and

the correlation between increases in vocabulary with-age, sex, race,

'socioeconomic class, and school achievement, studied;

No collection of pronunciations we might recognize as words no

matter how vast--in itself constitutes a language; Without precise

'rules for combining and ihterpretblgthose elements there is no Ianguage..

The first critical point at which associationistic modeIs of learning

were diScovered to faiI.was in accounting for the development of:syn-

tactic. rules. Neither imitation nor selectiVe reinfordement, the two
.10

key elements of associationistid learning, could account for the Child'S

learning of syntax.

Although it beyond the sdope of this discussion td provide
_ .

asdetailed analySiS of the advances made by developmental psycho -

linguistics, it is necessary to present a brief overview indicating
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some crucial points. The traditional associationistic =del of language

acquiSitibn is simple: children learn through imprinting and imitation'

(see rcinner, 1950, 1978); The environment which surrounds the child is

organized to reinforce certain responses and eliminate othert. In oral

language, Whet' the. child produces a sound (like da-dg) Which theparent

likes to hear, the parent smiles and reinforces the child. In thiS way

thelenvirOnment SekectS, from the vast amount of sounds leaving the Child's

mouth, only those -Combinations corresponding to 'the mother tongue. TheSe

sounds must acquire Meaning to be converted effectively into words.

In this model the problem is resolved by repeated exposure. The

a.11t presents an object and prohounces a word which is the name' of

that object; Because language is arbitrary- -the words we use to label
)

an object have no direct tie to that object' meaning other-than by

virtue of the fact tha a group 'of us agreed to call something by this
1

termr-language learning is Seen as being an abstract form of learnipg.

Since language is abStract and arbitrary, learning is difficult and

tricky; essentially unnatural. By reiterated associations of the sound

and the object; these problems of Unn.gtUralness are overcome with the

result being that in the end an associative bond" is fbrmed. In this

model the language learner is seen as passive, being shaped by his or

her environment, Language is transmitted directly and does not mequiri41
a _

ectiye mediation; Words are peen as the key unit of language.

Work in developmental psydhblinguistics greatly altered this

view. Instead of children who are passively awaiting external rein-

forcement, Children came to be seen as actively attempting to understand;
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the nature of the language spoken around them. In attenpti.iig tounder-

standjanguage, language learners came to be viewed as active predictors
k

and hypothesis testers
0
(see (iomsky, 1965). Daring this period children

were said "to form their own grammar" (see Brown, 1973). This was not

just a deformed copy of the adult model, but their own creation based

on the rules of language use they had intuited as members of their lan-

guage communities.

In reality children did not; nor do not; 'develop their own

grammar." While child language is differe t fram adult language; it is

based on the same rules. We will Show:that einterpretiverules of

language useeven written laiIgliage use are apparently much more avail-

able to language users than previously thought and are acquired through
A

social interaction at very early ages.

The regularizing of irregular verbs illustrates both the initial

observation and our clarification; If the form is "I walked; ' "I talked,"

"I cliMbedi why not "I ated" (LaShell, age 6), "She riled" (Sally,

age 5), and other such common patternMram child language. When

Children continually make similar: decisionsil that is, when :a systematic

patitern is discernible, to simply call it 'error' is to focus on surface

structure form but not to look at the process, or rules whidh unde4ird

the construction. Since adults.do not speak this-way, language cannot

be Said to have been learned through imitation. NonethelesS the rules

children are using (add 'ed' to verbS to sign paSt tense) are not a

"new grammar," but very firmly rooted in rules of language use in the

dhild'S interpretive community. Irregular verbs are not regularized

rj i
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through seIecAivereinforcementr they are regularizRd because children

have been actively seeking the patterns that occur in the language

around them. In the course of Using-language.to get things done,'

Children have formuIatedhypotheseS :about how the system works.

They are making predictions and testing these predictions in

the heat of using language jo get on with living. The belief und,;r-

lying the original observation and our clarifidation is that all lan-

guage behavior is organized and rule-governed; that is to'say, rpflec-

tive of psycholinguistic activity on the part of the language user.

Rather than the being seen as shaped by an environment-

response bond, is in the behaVioralview, the cognitive view of lan-

guage learning sees the object to meaning bond as triadid. The lan-
.

guage user is central. Objects are not signs until the language user

perceives them as signs and infers their meaning. Meaning edges not

reside in the object, but in the'language user. When this triadic

bond is in place, a sign-function has been establiShed,.and an in-
,

stance of literacy is said to occur.

Throughout this'volume when:we say something 'signS,Meaning!,

what we mean is that such a sign function has been established. Fig-
,

ure 3 contrasts these differences in language learning theory in

schematic form:
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Figure . Language_Leataing: Behavioral and
Cognitiviat Views (Carey, 1982).

A BEHAVIORAL VIEW

0

KEY: 0 =Object
= Response

LU = Language_USer
(Invisible in
this Model)

A 'COGNITIVE VIEW

KEY: 0 = Object
M = Meaning
LU = Language User
S = Sign

Over time, the active role of the language user and the open-

s of language as a:si4A system MS altered the profession's view of

words-and word meaning. Some data we collected illustrate this point,

Even vocabularyitatswhich relate to Concrete referents are mediated

and not just learned by rbte: A dhild'S meaning for the word 'tree

( "a place to swing in my back yard" [AliSon, age 5]) is different from

a second grader's (.'wood, shade" [T n; age 71) bp-say nothing of .the

American HiStorian's.("a major fattOri in the westward movement"

[College Professor; age 42]). s Though' pronunciations of the word
!

'tree' are the same, meanings are quite different. PrOnundiation,

without meaning, does not constitute language. Language always in-

volves an active interpreter. The difference,.I.AbOV says (1982),.

"bebaeen a parrot and a human saying, 'I'll.meetyou downtown," is that

.the human is likely to shoW:up:";

Socialirgaistics_And_language-Learning. Because .children grow

dp in a particular language. or 'interpretive community, the patterns they
e
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di-goOver-ahout language ineVitably'shares'mUch in common with the lah=

gua4,6 around them. Some have mistakenly assumed that this phenbMenon

means that some of language is acquired through imitation and modeling.

(being directly available in the environment; ready-made to picked

Up;bende, the term 'language acquisition')i while other elements are

learned through rule formation and hypothesis testing (some.more active

process) ..

The problem with an eclectic position is that it accepts the

i4fe- viability of a behaVioral model of language learning; that is it

assumes some of language, at leasti does not involve active interpreta- .

tion on the part of the language learner. Our own position is that

none of language can be explained via an associationistic or behavioral

MOdel of learning. Language is not acquired, it is learned. We have

found that upon examination any linguistic activity assumed by same

to be 'rote' or 'imitative', represents action based on layers and

layers of psycholin.6uiStid activity. This cognitive activity is rooted

itn a set of abstract rUleS whidh the,language user has formed and

operates as an anticipatory schema (NeiSser, 1976rwith direct

exploration. Language behavior is never"randam. .

One example should suffice to illuStrate.tb4S:point. -Ap part.

of this program of research, we arse research associates, graduate

st..Ident8, and teachers with whoM we came in contact, condudtethidhat we*

called 'child as- informant curricular and research siUdieS'. TheSe

spldies involved selecting a setting and obServing young.dhildren

operating in that setting.

25
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In this instance the parent-researcher reportedobServiagthe

following activity in their 2.-year old son, David: It was Sunday morn-

ing. -The opening and closing of the screen door signed that the Sunday

_paper had been delivered. David grabbed the comic section, walked by

'his toy box and picked up a wooden, cylinder-shaped blodk, Hopping

into his favorite Chair, David propped his feet on the ottoman, placed

the block =his "play cigar"--in the corner of his mouth, Snapped the

paper open, and with arms extended announced, -"I'm going to read the

funnies!"

A behavioral interpretation of this incident would be to say

that DaVld was 'imitating' or 'modeling'\what it is he had seen his

father do on previous SUnday,mornings when the paper hadarrived.; This

interpretation leaves unanswered the question of whether or not David'S

actions were deliberately meaningful. .This is a most important question.:

It is at base the difference between a behavioral as opposed to a cog-

nitivist iiew of languagelearning.'

Frain a child-as-informant perspective; if David repeated these

Or similar actions across language settings we could infer that his

behaviors were intentful and rule-governed; refldttive Of psycholin-

guistic and sociolinguistic activity. With only one instance we still

must suspect these things; Cleailyi for example, we might infer that

David already, at age 2; sees reading as a form of social action. Given

certain. settings; looking4rAt a:sheet of newsprint is an acceptable form

of social action. David also demonsLidtes by his actions that he sees

newspapers as objects whidh sign an activity called 'reading'. We might
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suspect that David sees 'reading', then, as something one does from

thingsaike'newSpapers. In addition we might surmise that David

understands this activity inreLationship to his world. Ihe news

is delivered so that this activity.called 'reading' can occur.
4

4.is enjoyable. Funnies are part Of the newspaper. Funnies- are.the.

things one reads first.

All of these inferences, we might suSpect, are part of David's

thinking and govern his actions.making them predictable and non-

randoM. To dismiss theSe bdhaviors by labeling them -'modeling' is to

miss 'the learner' in the event, and the patterns:in What it IS that

DaVid already intuitively.understands aboa the literacy process.

a pcocess, perspective, Davidmay'aIready have an anticipatory

frame for newspapers which inchides what one does with them, and why

One does it. Newspapers and their arrival are objects which function

as signs. :David's interpretation of these signs are understandable

Nvia a 'study.of his sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic activity and

action. Since such anticipatory frames are a central part of the

reading process. (Smith, 1978; Goodman, 1967), they ,are much too-inr

portant to go theoretically unnoticed.

It is importdInt,bo understand that uncex/yipg these views are

radically 'different conceptions of language., language learning, and the

language Ieazner; From a cognitivistview, language is an open sign

system which iri operation involves the activeinterpetation of the

language pser. Fru'it a behavioristic view, the language learner is

passive.a receptacle, and irregularities in learning are not

2
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rule-governed, but random, created by inconsistencies in the delivery

system.

Because of the maz7et of language learning which' is the theoreti-
-

cal referent for the terms 'modeling' and 'acquisition', we have dropped

.them'from our vocabulary. We recommend others who see the language

learner as active do likeaise.

Current_Cal_Language Issues as Rooted ,in Language Learning

11Leatar_. Sometimes today rather than speak of 'modeling', reSearchers

speak of 'scaffolding', a notion much akin to MOdeling in tany-teSpects

(see eazden, 1965, 1966, 1972, 1978). This concept Originated from

studies cifadult-Child interaction where it was found that adult-

speeCh interactions were different from adultadult speech inter=

action patteins.,

Typically what hasbeennotei is that,sentences were shorter,

Child responses were expanded-and elaborated by the adult, and only

deviations which resulted in loss of meaning corrected. Because 'mean-

ing' is mentioned the fundamental learning issue is often lost or

Cloilded. Essentially the notion underlying scaffolding is that the

adult determines the language structures-to be used by the child And

that such structuring,facilitates the child's picking up, or acquIsi-

tion, of langtage. The conclusion that is often rehed is that

natural language settings are far from 'natural',i thus supporting the

viability of direct instructional models of language teaching and a

behavioral model of learning (see Teale, 1982; and Bruner, 1962).

While.'it is true that Child-adult conversa-qions are structured

differently than are adult=adult'donversations, the differences are

23
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predictableand, like any inStazide of language use reflect tta psycho--

linguistic and SOCiolingUiStic proCesses.involved in language use.

FLalliday (1980) argues that what participants do psyCholinpuistically

is 'semantically track' each other; the result of which produces socio-

linguistic .shifts and moves on the part of the participants throughout

the event. These shifts and moves aiter the event and create potential

signs which the participants read. In an adult-child conversation,the

shifts and moves whichthe adult makes in ad5Usting his.or her lan-

guage to the.childr-what Halliday calls 'tracking'--might be more.

simply viewed as 'the child as the conversational informant'; the

shift and moves which the child makes to the adult, as 'the adult as
. _

conversational informant'.

The term 'scaffolding' references the environment and views

adult-child interaction as the adult being in charge, simplifying,

manipulating, or structuring the environment for learning. ''ScaffOld-

ing' as a term pulls attention away from process to the environment

and hence suggests language learning to be the result of an environmental-

response bond.

The term 'tracking' references the psycholinguistic and socio-

linguistic processes or strategies engaged in by both language users

in the event. 'Both child and adult are actively seen as structuring

tl-w event. Figure 4 illustrates these differences figuratively.
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_Figuile 4. 'Scaffolding' and 'Tracking' as Rooted
in Language Learning 'Theory.

Scaffolding: Adult as
Language User

Manipulating the
language learning
environment for
the learner

ackin : Adult as

,Child as
Language Learner

Child as
Language User Language Learner

Shifts and moves made between, '

equal partners as they together
create a successful text in this
context.

These semantic distinctions between 'scaffolding' and 'tracking'.

are significant. When a behavioral, AS opposed to a cognitine pexspec-
,

-tine is taken, the danger lies in deducing that what Children need is

simplified language environments and that these a enaturar'for

language learning. Inptructionally this lexis to setting up envirors

merits where all of the systems of language are not aIloWed to transact

as they narneliy do. (and as, in fact, they were-doing iii: the studies

from Which !scaffolding' as a concept evolved) .

Written Lan9uage_Leartaing:_ Examining_fterron 4TmstrcOtions. When

one moves from oral language learning to written; language learning these

issues c33 not diSsolve, but rather become accented. Frorit'ia socio=

-psycholinguistic perspective it seems ludicrous to assume that given

a literate society young children, while actively atbampting to
$

make sense of their world, would selectively decide not-to atten&to
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print. Given everything we knaW aNDOut leartlers and our print oriented

society, several researchers (Go osImen &.60°Otran, 1979; Smith, 1980;

Ferreira & Itberosky, 1982; RinY & rental %dated) have argued that

a more viable theoretical: positiAi Weald re to assume that young chil-

dren have attended to print prior to 5cfloolihq and that formal aiteracy

priOgrams should build off of thP kria4ledge

paaliaiDETAaletOralLanesumption. Part of the

reason so few persons have studied litetaCY before schOoling lies in

the assumptions embedded in, and tInder4riri4 Whatt-we have termed/ 'the

oral language supremacy assumptiorr. :his aSsunption is at oraI

language must be in place before One adds Yet another tier. Hy serial-

izing the expressions of language. a subs is approach to language

learning is advocated. Oral langliciage bits 111(1st be in place before

written language bits can be acquired.,

The pervasiveness of these peirlise6 Ivan' readily apparent to

us -in conducting this progrAnofiseei'O.h:

(1) bre often than not, lint iQ Was being done at the preschool

and kindergarten level in the flare, c't reading and'writing;

(2) When something was being dbine. that %lathing was usually

letter nine knowledge and lettlsou4dl Pattern drills;

(3) OraI language instruCLonsl activities of all kinds typically

preceded reading and icritipg eotivi.ties throughout the

curriculum.

The assymption is made that, Since c'41 language is a pre-

requisite to written language learrlirae then Special emphasis should



THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER- READER, Page 25

be placed an oral language in preschool and kindergarten programs.

Many preschool teachers whom we approached thought our research in-

appropriate, often feeling obliged to inform us-that their 'Children

didn't read or Write yet. one preschool teacher took a look at the

unconventional script her 3-year old children used to 'sign in' in her

classroom (a procedure we developed to collect name writing data over

time), to conclude she Was right; children can't write at this age,

we were unrealistic.

In interviewing the preschool and kindergarten teachers from

our inner city study, we discovered that reading books and going to

the library were seen by the teachers as activities which were enjoy=

able and broke up the day. While these are reasons for including these

activities in a school day, they are not language re ns; the activi=

ties were not seen as part of the reading and writing curridaum.

Teachers did not perceive them to be relevant when. asked to delineate

what things they did that facilitated children's growth in reading and'

writing. TO dismiss this pattern of taadlerbehaVior as an oversight

is to ignore the theoretical assumptions which undergird their

decision=making.

)

The assumption that if one does something in reading and writ-

ing, one must begin with letter and sound matching, is so pervasive

that many otherwise excellent early childhood educators are not inter-'

ested in highlighting reading and writing activities in the prechool.

OfEen the are humanistic teachers who take a cognitive approach to

teaching and learning in all other cUrticular areas. With "new"
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materialsbadvocating alskills and drills approach to beginning reading

and writing; their obs rvations of what written language con6gpts the

ever-Popular Sesame Street teaches, and their past eerience with

formal literacy programs, these teachers believe that to stress lit -

eracy"they must abandon their learning model. Many excellent early

childhood educatiort refuse to do thi . But by not being cognizant of

theoreticafalternativeS, they permit eir children to Miss many sig-

nificant and natural encounters with print.

Then; tbo, throughout the reading program, oral instructional

activities typically 4recede reading and writing activities. Some

teachers delay writing until the second half of first grade (Till,'1980).

Almost all introduce' new words orally, have the childrenuse them in oral

sentences, and carry on extensive discussions before permitting the

child to read. ,The assUMpti& is that reading is-not a language learn-
,

ing opportunity, all' ooncepts must be in place orally before the reading

process can work.

Ewi the languag experience!approach.in which children and

teachers construct theirown reading materials based on the experiences

they have together; assume an oral language towritten language Porres

'pondenc;e which buys into a serial notion about how the expression of

langwge is learned. In these rooms childreh rarely were given paper

and pencil and permitted or encouraged to.write their. own messages.

Failing to note the difference between an integrated language curriculum

and a fused one--where reading and writing are juxtaposed because of-9m4

assumption bf a shared language process, not just theoretically viewed

v
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as a convenient way to teach the

only clouds important conceptual

Examining the Assumption

./1
same skills through parallel play- -

issues which need clarification.

that Print'is a DeconteXtualized Second-
.,

Order Language,Abstraction. We also Bound that teachers can assume a

cognitive position on how children learn and have learned oral language,

yety assume a.behavioral position when it comes to how written language

is learned. Often(this, too, is.the case because they are not familiar

with theoretical options which are available. At other times this

enigma is the result of the belief that written language is more ab-

stract than oral language, being a 'second-order' language process.

psycho - linguistic argent underlying these beliefs is that

oral language is more contextualized than Written language (Mattingly,

1972, 1979; Emig, 1971; Olson, 1977). The process of learning to

handle written language is a proSess'of learning to handle idecontextu-

alized' print.

In its expanded Bornttheargument runs something like this:

cognitively, inorder for-ipmprehension to occ*t.:the language user mist

ItL assimilate what is being perceived into his or her existing fraMework. t

If Oe prerequisite concepts are not in place the learner is not

to 1:le ready', or thematerial being taught too 'abstract'. oral lan-

guage situations prOlAde more contextual cues whidh the_language user

can use to access assimilative schemes. leitItten language settings have

fesi.4 if any contektual cues and hence are mire 'abstract' ; more decorr-

.Since contextual cues are_not available, a different

set ofcues mast operate-in written language use. The trick in teaching
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children to tead and write is- to 'get them' to be dependent upon '.print

cues' as opposed to 'contextual cues' which got them by in oral language.

Given its popularity in recent literature, this view obviously

haS a lotof appeal to Viers of the profession. Much of oi.ir data argue

against this vied. Although we will build an alternate theoretical.

in the body of the report, an Overview of our position is given here.

From a socio-psycholinguistic perstectiv, reading and writing do not

involve less concern for context than do speaking,and liStening. If

,particular oontent or process information cannot be assimilated, it can

be said to be 'abstract', but this is as. true of certain oral language

activities and experiences as it is Hof written language. We will demon-

s't.rte that all language both oral and writtensigns its context.,

From a soci-psychOlinguistic perspective the - anrgoing challenge

in writing is learning how to sign an interpretive context so that readers

might construct a";uccessful text world. Rather than NV a decon-.

textualized process, context remains 054ntral. Language and language

learning are contextually dependent activities for all language users.

Context plays as much of a role. in our first language response as our

last language.response. This IS-as irue of our oral language responses
)

as, 'it is of our written .language responses; Brandt (1983) conceptualizes

the key Isste_ in successful adultiwriting as transactions between and

among contexts, invblving orchestrating the context of situation,.the

context of the text w6rid, and the context of the evolving surface text.
& .

Examining-Assumptions Underlying the Notion_of lrevelopmstal

Stages'. Naturatianists hold that much of a child's cognitive develop- '

,ment is explained biologically. The essential assumption underlying a

r
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maturational or biological notion of development is that children are

like plants: as they-get older and bigger,-theyare capable of doing

things they 'were not previbusly capable of doing.

While clearly not the first maturationists, Montes6ori (1912)

and later Havinghurgt (1952) popularized the position by weaving biology

and psychology into their theories of learning. Given thr intellectual

tenor of the time, Piaget (1969, 1970, 1973) understandably, too, began

his cognitive explorations of children's thinking using bdological lens, `

and'egually not surprisingly, ended up posing a 'deVelopmental stage'

theory of cognitiye development whiioll wove biology and psyChology into

an intefetting and appealing mix.

Essentially what Piaget dicIwas pose children of various ages

with a set of logical Problem solving tasis.:. By observing the Children

and the thinking that led to their Solutions; Piaget mapped out a set

of cognitive processing strategies which children at certain ages were

likely to exhibit. Before mrtainforns of thinking were possible,

children had to hAve progressed through other forns, or stages, of thoUght.

Piaget damonstrated that young children's thinking abilities were

gualitativeIy-differear-from that of _o lder children, and that both' of
A

4

these patterns were different fram"the:formal thought of nest adults.

Theoretically he'introducedthe notion of 'centrism' to explain why'

children were notas flexible thinkers at, were their older and more

logical peers.

Given-this formidable history, it should surprise no one, to find

the notion. of developmental stages,We0-rooted and deeply, embedded in



THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER- REALER; Page 30
, 0

educational learning theory, including language learning ttr.ory But.

just as it has been discovered that the process of photosynthesis is

as applicable to the young plant as the old, plant, so, too, it thould

surprise no one that at a Processing level the biological residue of'an

essentially cognitive position on learning would increasingly come

under attack and question.

The work of Margaret Donaldbon and her colleagues (1978), for

example, seriously questioned Piaget's notion of 'centrism' by demon-

strating that when tasks were constructed that dealt with the experi-
v

ences of the child, the same child who appeared not to he able to

conserve, suddenly,could and did. Similarly, when the' rules of language

use in experimental oonditions were explained to children (so that they

underttood that 'the same question' was 'the same question' and not an

indirect speech act, as it typically is when the sage question is re-

peated by an adult to a child); significant numbers Of children were

suddenly able to engage in cognitive operations which led them.to the

logical tolutiont of Piagetian tasks.

Conceptually, Piaget's misjudgment, we now-understand-,' vas in

assuming language and thought were separated. For Piaget, langilagefl;e-
.

flected thought, hit did not affect' it. Sin_ce language was.a'frin6e,.

benefit of thought, but not an integral Part,)etinking, what and how

on6 used language (even with children in research settings) was of no

cognitive consequence. Language for Piaget, was an output of thought,

z-z)t a generator of the batic protest itself.

Thit it not to critic.ze the cOntributions of Piagetians.

Piagetian research is thepreticallythised having its .6-mory of learning

37
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stated. Further, rather than focus on product, what Piaget
°.

attenpfed fib 'do was look( at process'and:the oognitivd'operations involved.
.',11

Thesee,4re ,signiliotirito?ntributions whic14 Ofivacteriie our. own Work.

is. t0 Suggest,' .hoWever; .that Pi.aget's, aipproach to research,
,

,fails tooheoic''oertain assumptions:, abotiti*guage/Cognition, and the

relationship which exists 'between.the two; Which we now see central

le .

tc unclei.-standitief literaty. VygotskY (l962, 1914) helped us

thought and langtage transact dnd together become nore than their in--

diviNkr dand .indeperid4selve'selves

Assimilation and acconirodation are the Cognitive universals which

....Tiaget,identified.. His dewloprrental stage work" evolves from a product

diialy of childrell's thinking On tasks having little or nothing to do

with a kinds of settings, and thinkingal:cut object:s, With'_Which

clren were familiar 1,,t keep this distinction in mind;

one.set of labels references riniyei±sal cognitive processes; the other
.

set, an'.an a psis of paracular piatterns given partiC-ular conditions.

t(the notion' that dald bring assimilative schema to language

which inevitably getaltered ,as a function of that experience
.

305 laiiguage contexts are'ever exactly alike and hence processing

cannot be fornillaic or simply involve rote use of assimilative schema),

and reject the notion of developnental stages. Since our work bears

much .dizni.larity <to Piagetian ressamoh, some fUrther explanation of our

position sears warranted.

Built Piagetian tasks is a conception of .how the
.

process work,s: and the key cognitive operations which are involved in
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that process. :lhe assumption is that Cogelitiveab ,'ty is a Prime; '

a 'state' which transcends'and affects.. 414i.Y Particaar-,finstance of think-

ing. Our research demonstrateg that ience affects the kinds and

quality of,thinking children,are capable of doing and thus illuStrates

that thinking ability, like language ability, is context dependent.

Children are at different 'cognitive stages' given their familiarity

with the context of situation. From a-socio-psycholinguistic view, eaze

should be able to demonstrate that adult thought in unfamiliar settings

shares much in with child thought in such situations. We would,

make this prediction if settings wbere experiential backgrounds were

similar could be found. By the same token, some literacy settings--like

computer literacy--miOt allow some of today's children to have a cog-

. nitively strategic advantage .over adultS. By studying the child and

the adules psycholinguistic flexibility in these settings, : needed

insight into this issue may be possible.

Piaget began with a set of assumptions about the 616gnitive opera-
'

Lions involved in formal thought and designed a set of outificial tasks

which he felt Would more effectively test his theory. Be made no at-

tempt to watch language users pc,-).ve 4pie world probl;ms of personal

importance. While Icils approach may appear logical from a methodological

perspective psycholinguistically it is not without its own set of

faulty premises.

A research example might clarify thiS point. Ian7

guage there are-essentiAny a lot of things to, attend to. A partial list

might include haw oral language nova-onto written language, haw phonemes

t,
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and graphemes correspond,:how.language is written and formatted, how

language structure varies by context; haw one uses language to mean,

haw language functions across various contexts, how perceptual infor

oration x into language, etc. If tasks are designed to explore

one of)these aspects, rule-governedbehaviors can be identified.

.4
4

The problem is of course, that one would never kncw'whether or not .

the thing identified really operated that way or had much, dfanci-.

thing, to dou7ith the evolution of literacy. It may be that when all*

of the other things available and to be attended to in language were

operating, thepartieular'pattern identifiedbi the task pales to

insignificance.

M a particular instance, we found that young children when en-

gaging in reading cemonstrate graphemic awareness. This language system,

however, never operates independent of.the other systemsof languageo

and alternate corammicationAtyswhich are available in the setting.

When all systems are permitted. to operate as they do in natural language

settings, the amount of graphemic- information needed is significantly

less than that necessary if this system is presented in isolation.

Then, too, the nature of the 1 guisticsign has been charmged In the
-

experimental setting dge has at )best a partial sigh; at worse, a d si''

borted'sign. Since the rules

functional liteAcy tasks are

cue complexes norm011y ft
All this ',is toLsay

of language have mgthodologi

language use have changed, even when

ected for experimental purposes, the

g as signs are changed;

both a theory of learning and a theory

'impaications and in transaction lead us

I

U
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to 6elieve that not all research settings axe of equal, worth. Both what

is believed abou,t learning and what is believed about language, are
-4

important in conducting and assessing litera;* research.

Examining the Assurnptions_Underlying 'Readiness'. The notion of

izeadinesS' (see C, -sell, 1925, 1940; Hilgard & Bower, 1975; Biggs, 1982) ,

is,closely relatild to the notion-of 'developmenial stages'. Both evolve

from a maturational, or bio-psychoIogibal, view of learning. Both suffer

.from premises about "the nature of:language and thought. Like develop-.

pealtal stages, !readine88' is a concept Which oognitivists and behav- -

"iorists alike have supported. Like developmental stages it has both a

content and process dimension.

:Fram a content perspective one must have pertain information

before other information can be Meaningfully learned. From a prowess

perspective one Must be perforMing [:certain way cognitively before one

can expect new forms of cognitive activity. What both content and

process readiness positions share is a common belief that language is,

a perfectable absolute. There is-one and only one,tzue meaning to be

Stained fram the authbr; there is One and only one careful route to his

meaning. Language is a closed system. The processing .order to inter-

pretation is fixed.,

No concept has been more difficuit for the profession to abandon
.

than:is the notion of language as a perfectable Absoibte. .Bespite tomes

of research showing that language variation, including variation in

camprehensionand comprehending are expected events, the notion persists.

Sihce Alit one brings lo the process affeCts what one gets out of the

I 4i
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process as well as the assimilative linkages one can nake, variety and

openness is tixe expectation. Idipiicit in the notion of 'readiness''is

a concern with outcome. If onecexpects everyone to be the sane--arrive

at the same neaning, take the same careful path to reconstruct that

meaning --then and only then, is.readiness a language learning issue.

.Opir model of langUage assumes sociological and psyChoIogical var-,

iation. It assumes that the same surface experience,for two different

language users Will result in two different events and two different

experiences:" Our data leans us to believe that language users attend

to that which they are personally_ready for and cognitively able to attend.

,

The !same' experiencl, means different things to language users on differ=

ent occasions. If one can accept language variation and with it variation
.:.t . .

in"whatwas learnedifone,cah appreciate a language learner's current

achievenentsandlcinguage experienEes foi. what they currently are, not

what they might be.

The diiperia We hold for what makes- literacy experience good for

us, cannot be used to judge the Value of a literacy eiperience forS,:

another. This muSt.be done by the lariguage learner- on hit or her ',919.,.-

terms.' Children, like us,-get out of_an experience what they are per-

.!Sonally ready,fWr. AzIa this is good enough. Cie does ndt have to look
--I

at.!'every mountkin AOhe Radkies to appreciate their majesty and grandeur.

In literacyk whet4ng the appetite is fetter than satiating it. If you

explore every 400k and cranny Of the Rockies, why ever the need to go

:,,back? It ig,e86ntiallY our mistrust of the child as a learner; and our

ii.lfiderStnding of langua46 as an open; sign system which has made readi-

rie6S-thePisathe eX:Cuse, and the theoretical subterfuge it often is.
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A Passing Word on 'Emergent Beading'. It must be noted in

ing that the term 'emergent reading', currently growing i popularity

among many researchers studying the evolution of literacy- (see Clay,

1972, 1975, 1982; Holdaway, 1979; Sulzby,1981; Doake, 1979), embodies

all of the assumptions we have discussed for the notions of readiness

and developmental stages. For this reason no extended dismussion of the

term is offered. It, however, like the terms 'beginning reading' and

' beginning writing' assumes the proficient process to be psyChiblinguiStic-

-r'
ally different fr the process young children engage in. Implicitly,

the potion of 'emergent reading' buys into position Whidh At40maa
I

there are no cognitive universals in language processi The patterns

described are based ort changes in the surface test created during-reading

and writing. Tei.b.finclno compelling evidence that these changes are a

'function of differing psycholinguistic and_SOciq.jaguiSticprocesses:

Some_Concluding:Thbughts. Unless we examine the beliefs and .

assumptions underlying our Berns it is difficult to insure yUlfterability

of our beliefs in .our research and teadhing. For the and other rea-

sons we believe the notions of ideVelopuental stages', 'readiness'', and

liktely, 'emergent reading' need examination and reexamination by

the prdession.

We are of course, not the only ones to question.the oonceptual

usefulness of many:of these terms (King, 1982; Goodman, 1982). Graves

(1984', for example, is veryjond of saying that he was struck by the

idiosyncratic nature Of the writing' process; Rather than speak of de-

velopmental stages, he wishes to speak of "sequences'.

43
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While we believe Graves may have come'to the same conclusion

that we did--namely, that the assumptions underlying the notion of de-

velopmental stages need tote questionedthis does not mean we agree

with his current resolutions. While one can clearly see that some pat-

tern exists in the ,child's name writing ability from ages 3 to 6, for

example (see Figure 5), to focus on the 'sequences' is to focus on

forMfland not on the cognitive processes by which those forms came to be.

Figure 5., Name Writing Across Age

3-Year Olds
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4 -YoAt Olds

9t 1p1 habi
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C711. Charles
t.schw) Michael

311104.- Stephanie,
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ots Ben
ACt Mike

Sil5kk Taisha
50)baft

Brandyce
tVV*;4W) Charvin

, DA W Dan

i/41 a V Dawn
YS f-4 I Crystal

44. Frank

5Ct 117 Sally
5i I t Jill
A I-Pit G. Alpha
ect- yJeffrey

VOA/4 'bp Donald

JA.50 IA Jason

6-Year Olds

Chris chri9
Gerald, Gerald

pERSharm VA De shonna

t I S110 Latisha
G i ticu fling

Vi r1Cen Vincent

jo..K t. Jake

1..4 She // LaShell

C heEugene

44 511 Natasha

ti\r, rc. Marc

AIQ )1 11A Alanna



THE YOLP443 CHILD AS wRrITIERTIrr:AEE11, fags 38

0.

TO say writing isidicsynericiS tOstIggest therearenodiscernible

cognitive universals in the pi eS eS irrVolvd in language use and learn-

ing. We have no evidence that the kinds of cicisiohs which children make

in the face of, literacy are qualittiv.cy 0,..--kterent from the kinds of

dedisions which adults make. The tz,kdocess et141.dren engage in is not a

pseudo form of the real procesS; it is. that Ptoc*ss.

InStructionallY, the problm with theSe ter*--'develop-

mental atacjeW, 'readinesS',"'eMereelt readja'--is the same problemWe

haVe with the term 'scaffolding'. At its most demeaning level the argu-

s: If 'little children' haNe little thOughts' and attend to

cues' in written language, then structubed environments need to

be designed which recognize these differmCes and facilitate literacy

learning. In more sophisticated surface Striture form, the instruct=

tional assumption runs. Complex prCesseS, written language and

written language learning; must he siMplified in order to, be learned.

This position, in whatever foi'mi inevItObly leadS to distorting

the linguistic context and, if trantaCtionaliSt5 are right, the lin.=

gdistic sign. Further; the position Oils to explore, acknowledge, or

appreciate what the young child haS learriedih the messy on-goings of

written language use prior to forth instruction;

We went into this program Of eseereh a5sUming the young child

-had much to teach us and the profeseiOn aboot written language and the

written language learning proceLl% Fald4neot41117 we believed the pro-

fession was better served by an esca-pieiattaii of the basic assumptions

.underlying a request for studies Alai tail ed for an examination of
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". . . Haw we no filam simpler forms of reading, such as letter recog-

nition and sounding out words, to a fuller tmderstanding of written

mrterials" (NM, undated), than it would have been if we conducted re-

search which embedded these assumptions in the design.

As is evident we loot avoid taking a stand on what we-believe

about written language and written language learning. By putting, our

beliefs and assumptions up front, and by contrasting them to alternative

theoretical positions availabile, it behooves us and the profession -to

critically examine theie beIiefi, not only philosophically, but em-

pirically. The description which follows represents our attempt to

lay out a program of research where such cOnceptual alternatives might

be freely explored and examined.
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1.3 GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THIS RESEARCH PROGRAM

BecauSe of The methodological. and conceptual contexts within

which this study took place a research &Sign was needed which allpwcd,

us to explore these issues and at the same time put our preferred theo=

il anations to the test. Conceptual positions which influenced

the, design of this program of research are discuSSed beloW. For each

position, explanations of initial working hypotheses are given as well

as how we designed the study to test these beliefs. The final section

of this volume will readdress each of the positions sketching our

current thinking as a result of this program of research.
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1.3.1 THE HYMENS OF LANGUAGE

If linguistics and sociolinguists were ri no system of

language could ki.e studied in isolation of the other systems of language.

Figure 6 presents our on nceptual4ation of language when we began this

program c) research. This model conceives of language as made uR of

systems of language: semantics (meaning), syntax (grammar), and grapho-

phonemics (letter-sound). Language is conceived of as a sphere with

Figure 6. Whole Language Nbdel (Harste & Burke, 19771

An instance
of language

meaning or semantics being the core. In written language this meaning

is expressed in lexicogrammatical arrays; hence,sheathing this meaning

core is the syntactic system and the graphophonemic system of language.

We assumed the focus of language in use waS meaning (semantics) and that

47
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to operateithese outer systems must be transparent; If they become

opaque, that:isi if the language user focused his or her attentign an

the outer Systems, language did not work. The dotted lines. in this

model are meant to suggest that all systems are open and do 'not operate

independent of each other. It is trie openness of these systems which

forms new subsystens of language like the morphemic system (orthographic

patterns which sign meaning), story grammar (syntax of semantic system;

i.e., the order of semantic chunks in narratives), and the like. The

wedge in the model is meant' to suggest that any instance of language

contains all three/systems when:the focus of lan'guage is on meaning

(see the selected writings of K. Gbodmann in GOIlasch,1982a, 1982b).

This model meant for research purposes that if we wanted to

Study what children knew about letter-sound relationships prior to

coming to school, and we did, such a micro-analysis mutt be done from

data collected in situations whereall of the systems were available

and operative. At 'the start of this study we suspected children ac-

cessed the semantic system of language and that it was this access which

led to control of the graphophonemic and syntactic systems. If such a

belief were not tenable, that is, if control of the graphophonemic

System were indeed prerequisite to access. of the reading or writing

processes the child's.bdhaVioruould force us to initial

beliefs.
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1.3.2 LANGUAGE IN A SYSTEM OF KNOWING

We believed that in order to address language, we had to,l'arSo

address 'the relationship*tw6en language and thought more broady.

Alternate communication systen s represent 'alternate literacies' which

transact to support and eftrichzany specific literacy (like written

language literacy). Ccilceptaily,., Figure 7 illustrates these notions

Ei4ure 7. Communication Potential Model

_ _

11etc. etc- / etc etc. eta 4

',15ainting,,t.:ecmetry/Opero _/Writing,/ Drama ,/ I
:
j/ / f I'vA r

. Sculpture z Trig -/ Fbetry /Reading .66Sonime, I (
. ./

TrigVii' , . / .

ART MATH ,/ MUSIC /LANGUaG4/. DRAMA / i .1 .

I /.1

. Meaning i k\_\
li(core system) COMMUNICATION POTENTIAL

Syntax I 171,-*tpeCtiyfw 1 Bose 10, I

I space 1 aft. i

t7
Sigo

Vehicie

I

I /I
/ //I,

I

scale I grammar !movement /
Irelationshin1

--1-

color I numerals notes I letters 1 form
line I sounds I

1

0*

( by suggesting that the sum of what we as individuals-10r as a Society

`know across alternate Communication Al/sterns Institutes a 'communication

potential' of which language is but one system. Figure 7 suggests that

what ties the humanities is a common semantic or-meaning systam. Figure 7
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is not meant to suggest that all Of which is known is equally acciess-
.,

ible:to a particular CuOmMnication system, bud rather than the .sum of

whatis k wn across CommOnication systems constitutes a meaning po-.

tential By this visa, Society, and the'schooI (tirLicula.whiCh that

society-creates to further itt ends, ought to be concerned with expand-

ingcommunication potential rather than systematically shutting off

certain forms:of express
,ion through over-emphasizing sOme-and neglect-.

ing other of the humanities (see Eisner, :1982).

We suspected, when we went into this study, that strong sy8thms

for the child. (like art) could support Weaker systems (like written

language)-. 'We...therefore wanted natural settings where alternative

amitulication systems were an available part of the event. If such

were-not-usede-language-learner,-or-when

available, not facilitative, but rather detracted from successful

reading and writing, such data would force us to abandon our initial

model and the beliefs which it entailed.
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1.3.3 READING AND WRITING IN A sysrEm OF LANGUAGE

Carolyn L. Burke has attempted to capture,some of the essential

-notidhs of our thinking underlying the relationships of reading and

writing in a system of language in a model she,ehtitled The Linguigtic

Data Pool (Harste, Burke, <,& Woodward, 1981). me central notions which

she attempts to portray in Figure 8 are:.

(1) what-lan9w4ejusers learn fran aaanguage encounter feeds a
comm Od pooI'of linguistic data which cah'be drawn upon in a
subsequent language encounter;

(2) Oral language encounters provide data for written language,.
encounters and vice versa;

. .

(3) Growth in a_given expression of language must be seen as a
rulti-lingual .event; in reading for example,hearing a set
of directions read, encountering written language with
others, listening to 4a1:6k, talking about a newspaper
article, or attempting to write your' owmstory, all support
growth and developrent in literacy. c.

Figure 8. The Linguistic Data Pool

- Reading Encounter

- Writing Encounter

,

Reading- Enceuntet

Writing EncOunter

-Speaking Encounter

-Listening Encounter

.Reading Encounter-.
00S44,0e.peblr.,.

+Weiling Encounter -

beta Pocr4

peaking Encotrnter -,4441- 414 Speaking. 'Encounter -

Listening Encounter Listening Encounter-

While she is not the only one to conceptUalize language in thii

way (Moffett, 1968; Smith,'l980;King & Rentaii:undated), the iMportance.

of this conceptualization is that it poses a parallel developrent of the

r
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language arts-, A8 such it seriously challenges existing notionsrela-

spracy lgag.in,e writtento the en u , .

language (typically,: listening is AS-Sum-6d to pre5ede speaking, speaking''

td precede reading, reading to precede writinq) .

Oral language primary notionS-current.147..dndergird most

formal language programs intltisoountry. The model in Figure 8 is not

meant to suggest that all of the''expre88ioht oflatiqUage are ''the same,

only that language shares much in-conuon across expressions. This

being the case, one strategy which initiate'.-A6 well as Se-AS-Oiled language:

users can and do use, is building on available strengths they have in

other expressions.

This constraint meant that we wanted a variety Of situations

where alternate expressions of language'Were inVolVed Which might

support reading and-writing l=tivities-and-it which we-mielhottithe-7-

the kirks ofpsychological processes which these contexts providea. If

thereuereno psycholinguistic or sociolinguistic processing advantageS,

-across settings which allowed a rOiltitude of; language modes as Opposed

to settings which focused,on a single mode; such data would be'taken

aSMot lending Credence to t its working' hypothesis:
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1.3.4 COMMON LANGUAGE SETTINGS

Because we suspected that reading, wiiting, and reasoning' are

not monolithic skills (that is, we' Suspected,a childis reading abiIi-

tieg, writing abilities, and thinking Abilities varyas a function of

experience) , we wanted .a series of cogron settings which permitted a

variety of entry and exit points far language users of varying back-
.

grounds.

DOr,purposes o our initial studies, the series of settings we

elected to study our xnfbiffents in. were: (1)rea4ng print common to

their environnerit; (2) writth1g their name and anything else they wished

boracite; (3) drawing a picture of themselves and tigning'their nane;

'(A) dictating a language experience story and reading,andrereading it; ,

(5) reading a bOok; (Er"): writing an4.-reading a story; and (7) writing

and reading a personal letter.

While.all children in our society might have some experience

with thesetonteXts'of 'literacy, qe assumed backgiound experience would

vary. Assuming that reading and writing a.re'experiences in their awn ,

right, we alto wanted to see each, child perform in similar writing and
. . .

reading settings cC a number of oCcationt. No criterion level of accep-

table performance was set as our interest was in seeing what strategies
. .e.. 7

Children Used in tblving,p ems WhichinVOlVed-the use of written

language. While which setting to select was a major issue, it was de=

cided that any getting whiCh opended, whble language-usage

was acceptable. We didnOt then, nor do we now,..believe the settings
r
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we selected to be the idear set of situations in which to observe young

children in literacy.-

A bigger issue revolved around -whether or not these settings .

.

would be perceived as functional to the child. :Although eadh setting

involved readingand writing, whether the child would perceive reading

.and writing as a self=selected fUnctional veiiicIe to some that. problem

or whether they would simply engage in reading and writing activities

-to,please us was a critical concern;. Tb partially attempt to solve

problem we built into several of the settings what we perceived as

representing 'a more functional need for the ugewritten language. In

one setting, for example, the Child received a letter from a research

assistant whom he or she had gotten to know. Of the day which the research

assistant was absent,,the child received a letter from him or her and
.1"

was asked to tead this letter and respond back in writing: - °'
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1.3.5 THE CHILD AS INFORMANT

Since our interest in,this program .of research was in discovering

what construction; processes were involved in literacy and liteiacy learn-

ing, the role we as researchers played'during data collection'and analy-
.

sis was an issue of conceptual and methodologidal importance, The posi-

tion We took was that our role should be one which permitted children

po be our linguistic informants. We did not wish to push the ~child '

through our'questionfhw'into a state of.cognitive 4dissbnance, a prude-

dure which would necessitate our taking ownership of the process away

fromthe;child. We were, rather, interested in wh4t :problems the<chilot

might perceive and what strategies he or she would use to circumvent or

blems. This meant a low,gkeyed role, taking our cues from

'user during data collection. All questions-which the

dren had and all problems which they identified, were turned back to

them to solve1 . Often this. meant that assurance must be given so that
4t,

children would continue their involvement in the literacy setting. The

role we ielected, then, was one of support rtlheE than int ention.

1,1." attempted to maintain this role across all data collection settings.
e.

In-retrospect this decision was at best a compiomise; In natural

language settings outside of school and researd10 settin7, children do

interact and discuss things with adults and.others who share a literacy.

experience. .Such interactions are not outside the process, but an inte-

gral part of the event. While such interactions do affect the event and

even change its direCtion; this too is natural.

if
. -
36.
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From watching our behavior on videotape, we can now say our non-

involvemept affected the event as much as, but in different ways than,

did our involvement. While we now accept this as true, we *neve, over

the long haul, our policy of, allowing the child' to follow hieor her

own lead, rather than ours, was a good one. While. children didn't always

address the- issue we thought most compelling to address from our per-

spective, what they did address proved interesting and more in-

sightful.

We also believed a position of support rather than intervention
)

within the Opuzse of the literacy event would allow for more consistent

data to be collected and facilitate generalizing' our findings. Over
_

time, however, we e-have begun to reconceive, this issue too. What con-

sistency in a-researdh setting allows,4s.donsistency indata. When

process and product .literacy analyses are done, such consistency only

misguidedly appears important. Without valiation in research settings

within-and across language piers, one can never be sure that the:pat-

terns One sees area true part of the process, or anartifact of the

research task, petting, or research prdcedures USed. Even sUChcantius

we now would_ argue, as hOw young Children handle cohesion, are best

Studilinindiiiidualsettings,as the ability to write cohesive texts is

not a monolithic skin but a function of the taski setting, experience
4

. .

of thee language useri and other transactions in' language use. Built

into a study of cohesion in Children's stories, for example, are aspects

which assure that any conclusions readhed are extremely limited aril not'

generalizable to the process one is supposedly studying broader

5,
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When research is designed to study the processes involved in

literacy and literacy learning,- -Of contrastive settings are

one way; to insure that any proicesses identified are indeed involved in,

and applirahle to, literacy and'literacy learningdiore'generaliy. It

is Only under such ConditiOns that we can be ccdifortable that the pat-

Sik

. terns or configurations we identified are indeed real and not a function

bf a particular task or.other constraint operating in the setting. Nor

does such a procedure diminish the value of any particular set of data.

If a particular constraint is operating in a particular way, such pat-

terns are in themselves important to understand.' WithoUt the study of

this phenomenon in contrastive settings, however, such configurations

cannot beidentified. Equally important, from this perspective, the

Original report, based on-one; consistent set of data, does not in

crease its generalizability, but rather, becauSe it represents a half=

truth, decreases it.

No pattern we discuss in the.repbrt which follows occurred in one

and only one setting; In fact; it was because of the constraints we

saw operatingin our original videotape data that folldw-up studies

were conducted td(aSsure ourselves that the patterns we had. identified

were re- occurring' patterns in literacy and not artifacts of the particu=

lar resear01 contexts we had created; For each of the perspectives we

take in the main body of the report; haw this phenomenon manifests it

self. across *age settings will be discussed.

Our position that the child should be the research informant
.

_ -

also dad implications for data analysis. Rather than examine any data
4

5 J.
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with a preconceived or existing analytic system, our first step was to

watch all videotape; and note things of interest and patterns in the

data which we saw as evolving. This does not mean that al categories

we developed were unique only to us, rather it means that some of the

patterns we saw were patterns other researchert had also observed.

In these instances their taxonomic categories were used. Various,meur

bers of the research team were assigned the task of watching the video-

tapes and studying our other collections of datafor purposes of iden-

tifying patterns which they thought interestingand important. Once

an initial set of categories evolved fran the data; the entire research

ateam rewatched all tapes for purposes'of generating new tegories, as

well as having patterns already identified clarified.

When taxonomies were used for coding data, categories were

developed and enough examples of the phenomena identifie4 so that coders

trained on the instrument could do so with an interra reliability

of ,;80 or better; Until such reliability was established, the pro-

cedures of adding examples to categories was continued; In. retrospect

a study of the research team's interactions duringthese data analysis

and codin6 se5siong, would have proved very interesting and meritorious

--of a study in its own-ri4ht, as we are convinced research serves its

own infOlmtult rode. In this sense, the taxonomies we developed for

'analyzing data wereseenas heuristic devices to explore both our and

our informant's thinking. There is no aLliampl. in this report to explore

all of the ahiyses we-perEdrAa'bn100iims portions of°the data we

collected over the course of this research peogram. Our decision in

5j
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what to report was to select those patterns and'analyses which we be-
.

`lieed proved particularly valuable for extending current notions of

literacy and literacy learning.

At this point it seems appropriate to say that preestabj.ished

c_
factors which supposedly affect literacyi'such as socioeconomic status,

which we could not see as a pattern in our datere not studied. Tb

-correlate these faCtors against patterns identified by other criteria,

is to take an essentially antitheoretical stance. The reader is re-

ferred back to Figure 5. Anyone being able to identify responses by

the socioeconomic status Of thete children's parents, or on the basis

of the race of the informant, is asked to contact us immediately as

we haVe been unable to identify any reoccurring processing patterns'

which fall out along these factott. The Model of literacy:we propos&

therefore, does not indlriele these as usefdl constructs for the study

1

of literacy and literacy learning. Unlett such constructs have a viable

base in theory, one must seriously ask Why hair color, shoe size, or

,other theoretically unrelatedidoncepts are not afrtO studie& TO the

extent that socioeconomic status, race and sex are viable constructs

for the study of literacy in. schooling, bdt not before schooling, the

key theoretical' variables are not these, but other more significant

attitrtides and interaction patterns. Tb focus on the-8e factort divertt,

rather than illuminates.

Once a pattern had been identified in the data, existing liter-
;

ature was reviewed to see if others had observed this phenomenon.

Whenever possible' existing tetmsfrom sociolinguistics, pSydholinguittict,

Cu
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semiotics, linguistic3 and related fields were used to label thd pattern

identified. If no such teen was available, or if the use of a particular
4

term did more toonfUSe than clarify, a new term was,created. The-

origin of all such terMS and their definitions is reference:1.i tiS body

of the report which follows.

4
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1.3.6 STUDIES CONSTITUTING THIS PROGRANIGF RESEARCH

Based on a study of early readers in kindergarten (Woodward,

1977) and observations of preschool and firtt grade ciassrogns (Harste

& Burke, 1977), We began this program of research assuming that What

the young child knew about reading and writing prior to first grade far

exceeded What teachers and beginning reading And writing programs

. assumed. NOW after six years of'research and involvMi.ebt in a wide

Variety of study, we realize we were not optimistic enough. Children

know much more than any of us have ever dared to imagine.

In the summer of 1977 we received funding in the form of a

Proffit Researdh Grant toStuOy a randdt sampleof twenty 3, 4, 5, and

6-year-old Childrenin Bloomington, Indiana. The children represent

a sample of middle'to upper class white dhildren. The purpose of this

study was to identify what literacy and literacy learning looked like

under, What was .00nsidered, given the literature, ideal ConditiOnS.

Since then we have fdlind that the circumstances of one's birth is a

poor baSis onwhich to predict the evglution of literacy. Given the

fact that some upper class dhildren have a yery'phoor literacy learning

environment, while same lower class Children have very rich literacy

learning environments, the best criterion to use is obserLticn, as you

hand the child: (1) a paper and pencil and allow them to write: and

(2) a book and ask than to read:

Throughout the summer of 1977 we worked out task settings and

adminiStraLon as Well' as videotape data collection procedures.: Our

firtt study involved children in 4 research settings: (1) reading
t:
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environmental print; (2) dictating a language experience story and read-
,

ing and rereading it (3) writing their name and anything else that they

could write; and (4) drawing.a self=portrait and writing their name:

4It s fram these initial a istration experiences that we decided

/1 videotape data must be collected using two remote control cameras

so as to reduce the numbers of individuals present at the data collec-

tion site and insure the collection of useable videotape data. This

policy we have Bollowed faithfully, with Virginia WCodward collecting

video data in the homes of two children who moved during her longitudinal

study. It was also during this perial that we decided going to the

children, rather than them cbming to us, was an important part of data

collection. and would do much to reduce they anxiety that some of the

'cildren we studied in 1977 seemed to display. As a result of this

decision, in Subsequoint VideotOpe studies we not only met with the

children prior to actual attempting po collect data, but physical1P

tramtported two remote control camera units and a blender to the sites

involved.

In the spring of 1978, Dr. Nbodigard received funding fram

National Council of Teadhers of English to follow the 3-year olds in

our Bloomington study over a three year period collecting data on our'

tasks at regular 6-month intervals. Since our previous study assumed

the 3 -year olds we studied would look like the 4-year olds we studied.

if we could study then one year later, and so on, this study was spe-

cifically designed to check the viability of this assumption. In the

course of this study, we came to understand, however, that with, prior
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experience in a language setting, the literacy potentials of that set-

ting drastically change for the language user.

In 1979 and 1980 we received Ilinding from the National Institute

of Education Bore study of a randoMsampIe of 3, 4, 5, an 6 -year old

inner city, Black and White children coming fram lower and middle socio-

economic circumstances, baselkon parental income, parental educational

level and residential area In -this study, conducted in 10tdianapolis,

Indiana, additional story and letter writing settings were added to the

research design fir purposes of exploring story writing across setting

and the stability of certain patterns across a larger variety, of

contexts.

In each of these studies all data were' taped forr.Q.ulipabe§ .

of data analysis. This decision proved invaluab allowed us,

to go through our data on a number of occasions to look

which we only later came to appreciate. All data in th

were collected from children in individual setting8

period. Att

During the 1976=1981 period we and several ca. the
4.

dents at our institution conducted longitudinal case'stUbli'
,q,41!

children. These studies included Lynn Rh8des' stUdl:
or

Kara, from ages 3-5; Margie Baghban's study of her daugh

from ages 2-5; Mary Hill's study of Alison, Erica, and 4anir;m ages

3-6; and our study of Alison fram ages 3-8. .These children present,

an upper-middle class sample of children coming from homes where lit-

eracy was a highly valued activity. Our decision to study this population
9

})
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as intently as we did was based on a belief that we had tOhavesome

notion of what was possible in the name of literacy learning before

schooling if;we were to be able to judqe,the quality of the/experiences

of :children coming from alternate and supposedly less fOrtunate environs.

From these initial studies patterns were identified in our data.

During the 1979-82 period we .encouraged graduates; students,r visiting
A

scholars, and teachers uticanwe came in *tact with to cOndttt their

own child-as-informant research .and curricular studies. These sttdies

were conducted inhccit..b, schools, clinics, and other settings see if

patterns and constructs:identified were viable expaanations o literaC

and literacy learning. Because' several. f the graduate students and

teachers we contacted were involved in cial education programs and':

in niultiqultaralsettingsAn Tex_as, New Me4co, Hawaii, and Alaska,

these follow -up studies also provided Us a beginning opportunity to

explore the viability of the constructs we d identified for discus-
.

tt! ,Sing literacy among special populations,

It was from:these follow-up

value 4f ftnctional language set

reading and writing daa. SUbSequen

1)16 set situations, "Up have involved
f .

'writing to a group of first graders oVe

when not set up, have invOlved eith

children naturally roduce over the per

vation of Other Self-selected literaCy,

Dtritg. the 1977 -1982 periadiqi) One

had the opportunity to work with a Up
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Bi6i. a 3-year period; (2) another member of our research team, be

cause of her faculty position, had an opportunity to influence whatr
happened curricularly at the University-sponsored preschOol program, nd

v.

(3) a third member directed; -a, special summer reading and writing program

for elementary aged children; Because of theseopportunities, curricu=.

lar studies were conducted to determine how tile, insights from our ini=

tial studies into literacy and literacy learning might translate into

instructional practice. During this same time period, one of the
t, _0,

rent graduate students at institution, Heidi Mills, was givem
k-

opportunity to set up, conduct, and or as a language arts coor-
,

'dinaiar and resource teacher in a preschool head Start.P4rai in

Aichigan. The adOances in literacy which occurred among this populAtion.

a three-year program will form the basis of her.dissertation..

During this same period severaI:other doctoral students at

our institution picked up on; key patteknt and concepts which we iden-

tilled in our study to explore the viability. of the patterns and

constructs at other ages and with ddier populations. Because their

research inevitably prOCeededfaStek than ours, they often ended up

p6Shing our thinking as mph aWe'theirs* Further, because w-Sfer_

to these studies and consider them a integral part of this program of

researdh,'speciallir prepared reportS on some of` these studies which

have not already been,pUblisbed in.an alternate form are-included.in

a final section of this volume. 04
,
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2.0 'ME YOTAIG CHILD AS WRITER -REALER: ' PATTERNS IN
INTERDIsesputarci PERSPECIVE

4

Gbodwan (19E:44 argues that the study of reading has become multi-

disciplinary'ratherthan interdisciplinary. By. snaking this distinctiOn,

poodman calls attention .6o the,fact;thatwhile a number of disciplines

are involved in Studying the reading process, each does so from its own

.perSpedtive using its own methOdblogies. He .''oils for "bridging the

gaps in reading" via interdisciiainary work which .integratep and re-
-

spects multiple perspectives.

While e focus'of Goodman's remarks is on the status of reading

research, his argument is'eqUally applicable to recent'wark. in writing;.

. Thiasection will identifY and describe w4iiit we perceive tb be key con-

cepts in understanding literacy andsliteracy 'earning; Eight loncepts

are identified: Organization, intentionality, generatidn, risk, social

action, cOnteXt, text, and deMbnStration. These labels serve an or-

ganizational function for the patterns 'we Bo d in dhildren'S writima

across our program, of research. Or we identified a pattern in Our

data we searched the literature in reading, writing, and related fieldS,

#
to identify how `others had talked about'thris

ically their disdussions,andoUr observationS

literacy and literacylearning.

The sections which follow each contain to parts. Using'pro-

menon and what specil
.r-

t to understanding

tocoI materials, Part One identifiv andestablithes what we see as

Significant: patterns emerging from ourdata and Why we view them as Stich.

Part Two traces the significance of the patterns conceptually for
Tr

1



THE YOU CET AS WRIER - R, Page 61

pum06ges of i ig literacy via-a rivies gf pertinent research "and; a

more indepth,analysis of "selected protocols., In this process cooking

`at the young child as reader and writer, typical data-and typical data

analysis procedures used in our prograt of research will"he presented.



ez,



. ;,-..

Tf*:YOT.IIG CHILD AS WRITER-FEADER, Page 62

2. ORGANIZATION

2.1.1 Q,RGANIZATION: THE YOUNG CHILD AS INFORMANT

-By 'organization' we refer to patterns in children's reading and

writing behaviors which seemingly reflect,' in their genesis, a eorturon

set of _Cognitive processing deasionst the part of the langbage user

and learner. When asked to write, for example, we found young children.

make markings which reflect the wriLLe3t.langriage of their culture; We

interpret these data to that the'psychoIinguistic processes in

written -language use ai ..lea=rning are sociologically rooted; These

data support' the notig -that young_ children are .written language users

and learners long bet fore instruction and that they ac ly

attend to written language; in shot, there-is literacy befdre schooling:

-Dawn, a 4-year ob,d-fisr:Oth the d States;
writes.in unconventional scrip' Awing
dries of wavy :.ZUcde2 Each britten

left-to-right, Down creates :a page of
auch,,4ines star, -ng at the top of her page.

4/ eree. i-ft ashing bottortrOf,her
t

' r'

,,, ..7 is ".. -, el.00fre a ,4- from 7audioilrabiaii,1.,AY-5f:

Of
rty,.. cell .surC2lipctuetUSfion:iiri9r-II9;il in ;oic -'.'

.

Zots:.4f ' , over the script'.. . .._..E.'.`

.?comptet I:Cer story she says, ;
you'ipaVA,..tread it, Oauee ,.:1-:.,

n_Ardbie and in Arabic wi;
9 that you do in English'._

"4' V.
1.5

Si

rah
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Ofer.x a 4-year old from Israel, prints,first right -to -left, then left- to-right,
using a series of recto#gitlar and tri-
angular shapes to preate his story,
which his grandmother says, ". .

looks like "Hebrew, but it's not." Her
concern because he sometimes writes
"backwards" sounds like the concerns of
many parents and teachers in the U.S.,
with the difference being that left-to-'
right is "backwards" in Hebrew, and right=
to-left "backwards" in English.

-\
We also found that 'cognitively particular decisions

writing are organized and orchestrated beyond language to include:and

made for

affect. assilliative st,:k-ucturesacross yariouS-connunication systems.

Nathan, age 3, tgea a.. linear, wavy line
for 'ting but a circular, more
glob ly central aet markipgs for art.

Shannon, age 3, on Nth.0r4ther hand, does
just the opposite; using a series of
linearly organized circles for writing,
but a series of up-and-down lines'
centrally positioned for

Jerry, ag'e 3, like Shannon, uses a
series of linea2-71y organized circles
for writing/but a series of embedded
circles and straight lines to p.lacehold
his self-portrait.

Patty, age 3, like- Nathdn; uses a Series
of dense up-and-down strokes ,to placehoid
her name and a series of' open, more'Oir-
cular, forms to placehold her self--
portrait.

Lqtrice,.age 3, like both Nathan and +Patty,
uses a set of dense ''wavy lines.' to place-
hold 11.,-.)name. Her art is more centrally
positiofned on th,,page and is .created using

broarcular emotion.--,.,.

Elena, age 2, 'when aaked,, to write her _name;
giggles -and creates a wavy, linear like. .4#;

When asked to .draw _a picture of herself,
:Elena once again gig.6les But now makes a
ser 4cs. -of dr-Ren, much larger, circhilar

-

WLitin_g Art

Na than

44)(X), 'Shannon

t9 Jerry
p1 8=Patty: L .
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The organizational decisions which dhildrenthake in writing are-

strongly influenced by the written ford of their ears. GiVen'informa-

tion as to what features of the maze the child is or has_ attended toV

(see below), adults in thiS society have littlqpr no difficUlty iden==
i-, 4-__

tifying other writing samples Whidh were uxe4te4,by a particular: child

': '.
A. .

even if we Wert to present such samples r ply .

_aik

1,1

-a.chp)arYer

1414:1-17_-.6- an
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By the start of first grade the surface texts which Children#
,.create include a wide vytietY of organizational StttttUreS which Clearly

!:_

Mark its genre to liter44-adult members of the child's interpretive

community. When the organiedLonal structures which -children use are

also found in;the surface texts created by successful readers and

writers in the child's interpretive 'community, we assume the child's

use of these structures reflects intentionality and a real ass to
-

literacy:: Further, we assume, ip_zuse-'9rganizational structures'
1 . ;

function as 'signifying structures': By ''Signifying structures' we
-

mean'textleatures whic. are perceived assigns by members ()fan
- -..

in.Lerpretivetommilnity: %stUdying how and when members of an-inter-
_

pretive coMmunity use' such features and what they make of them, in-.

sight into the pSycholinguistic and socio-linguistic procesS in-

vowed in literacy. and literacyjearning is assumed.

Stephtnie, in a 2=day period the summer prior to entrance into
first gradewcrdated a birthday 1i4, a map, a letter, and a
story. Adult members of hdr interpretive community have. no

. .

difficulty identifying whiGh document is Wiich as function and
context:are clearly signed in the surface taxts ofeach document.
Stephanie!s decisions as to which informatio4 to exiaicitly
inen4de and exPZicitly exclude, how to allocate such information
to art as opposed'to''524iting,' as well as ha one syntacticaZly
and 4gmantically formats and organizes various texts, alesely
parallel writing decisions made in the adult community for t. xts
of the typeS.

piPaupAY LIST
1isa

'Laura Guests

Tic-Tad-Tice
(Game to be
,Rlayed)

White Cake
Balloons

W. I

LETTER
Dear Mdm
I
hope you

badeo9me
Love
Steph
(Note:
stophahie
decorated her
paporto look
like
tationery.)
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MAP FOR
13 I RallEAY
WES TS '10
GET TCUIER
BE DROOlk
MY agdrOcim
Hallway
Door to

mole in

)bl i AID A me
WIGS, swee

STO PAGE ;0;
:My dad and rre
was swinging

(Note: Quite
different
functipns for
art in story
as opposed to
letter and
map.)

Robin, in a oOte week period prior to first grade, wrote several notes,
,- a story, and a letter. Each of these documents is readily_ i:den-

tsfLabl'e as to genre and._,_
of key signifying stru ct
?triers of the 'inte ret

_ .

Aeli4
MA e iv PAY
CAM -
I 41 AY
Rob Al

COO tiV
4'4;4 Ydtti

AOR
A
A/A S

Pitt

NOTE
Patty
in the
naming-
-cone,

in
ZOOM

NOTE
Carolyn
you
are

nice
D.`e,vson.

PO :(begin-
-n±ns Of
signa-
turN,

ectaRobin's attention and understanding
Wilicifizatrk the surface texts which adult

'ty'cre te for various contexts.

NF WILDS-64M 13
MY dgit, D06,

Aiio FirilDS

cio& goat
Aet 104/1, /14,;,
.doCli OAN toy

viol* :Rhii4Y ANQ
TWrtili Auratt

DAY DAb

c.ArSIC,IftlAPS
WitAT6 , T_A/

oI1M
111611/4

HAD tAp_at "9 444
emu Atr MArN

W.11-4Y SAk
AY _MIA P*7111

my_ _RAM __I'M_ AT

A 4tuz TIC
opt Fss A_ PAM TIME
1.4401AH- SAL 49

G.44 u pi AND Ths
GtOt' MUTT'
CA OP* ta Rs 8f0V

ry

I

STORY
The World' s Greatest
My cbg Dog
Tina . t"-

any my friendS)gay
are very nice
dogs; One day
a little girl
fell in them>
water. Ruby and
Tina saved her.
The end.

LEMER
Dear Dad
E love you. Is the
dat okay? The puppies
already have their.
eyes open. Tina\-
had 7 puppies; Grandire's
puppes are 1 month
old; Willy said
Hi. My mom painted
my room. We got
an apple tree.'

it's a pear tree.
Marcie said Hi.
I went to see
Gulliver and The
Great Muppet
Caper. Love Fbbin.
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The structural variations in the oral responses which even

Children as young as.3-years old give, when presented alt mate written

documts and asked to read,..sulgest that attending to the talient

.signifying structures in various written texts it a key element in

written-language learning.s4Attention to tAese features has obviously,

given what the 6-year old already knows, provided-the child a basis

for making predictions and testing hypotheses about how written lan-

guage and oral language differ as well as how written language operates

in Various settings.'.--,_

.

Cliarvin, age 4, gave the /Wowing responses when asked to read
varioi14ams..ofenviponmentalprinti "flonft know, Eggs, Ronald
McDonalie! Cole:4;TaothpaSti;: !Barger Chef." When writing a

cWitory Chaivt*Wictated, "Itfs a horn. Itlanguagli s
a baseb This is mu dhoorcipe_train. It blowS up."
When askew ead,_a letter liaelv*eived from Linda, a re-
search assn te4on the project r'hig4in read, "Linda, Linda,

ffir likit4t1V

4sve

'''oralLatrice, age 3, gave tne follOwsm responses in reading
environmental print, "A thing, A cup, Eggs, A cup, Toothbrush,
A Burger King cup." Yhe oral language she used in dictating

mastory "4:3 structured.differently reflecting her understanding
What a differing set of signifying structures operates in the
,written language of stories as apposed to environmental print:
linepoon. .A spoon to eat. There's a string. You put it
round your neck like this." When asked to read a letter she
received, Latrice's response reflects an alternate set of
predictions about how written language would be organized in a
letter setting, "Linda. My like it.",

Nathan, age 3, gave the following types of responses to vdrious
pieces of environmental print: "Don't know, Eggs, MCDonalatSt,.
Coke, Toothpaste, Burger Chef.4 The structure of these-revonses
clearly indicates his understanding of how enviY,onmental ptifint is
orgcmizod and what it is one nds to when reading envirgnmeutal
print. When asked to dictate language experience etoryDeclare
transcription, Nathan dictated; "Put, the key in car," bastnplito
oral response on his physical activity at the time of dictition*
Rather than dictate, "I put the key in ,the car," Nathan's text,
does reflect a slight shift in psychological stance and a pre

n'

-:, .
diction o the part of Nathan that the organizational princtpt0. I
here are quite different than those, used in responding to eWiron-
martial print. .
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Children's-semantic decisions- in reSponding to print and in

creating an exterlded surface text show concerns for unity and the use

of 'strategies common to their interpretive community.

DuJulian, age 3, was asked to read what he
had written dUring uninterrupted writing.
His respo'nze,reflects use of a basic propo-
sitional form which gets repeated fbrmu=
laically ,,to prodUce an extended text. The
semantic field arAa whichPall entries in'
his surface text cohere is 'family members':
"Me, and my daddy, and my grandMa, that's
my granddaddy, that's boy--boy, that's my
grandma, that's Ricky, that's ty'e Ricky."

Dawn, age 4, selected a paint brush, a toy
elphant,' and a cow to use in thinking up
and telling a story for dictation. Given this array of divergent
item she manages to create a unified text by thinking of a context
in which such diversity ,might be handled in a unified manner (a
shopping trip) and uses iirepeated propOsitional structure to further
build a unified surface text: "I'm going to buy a/brobk of jingle bells.
I'm going to buy a paint,b h. I'm going to buy an elephants. -I'm
going to buy a car."

,

Sally,,, age 5, ignores the items she selected for use in telling her
story and Yielies instead upon a story structure she evidently has
abstracted out of past story encounters: "Once upon. a time there
was a little,girl and she was seventeen. And she rided a car. And
she saw a sta "

Alanna, age 6, selected a PZay School persbn, a to car, and a toy
elephant -( Ech.she calls a 'pet') with which to tell her story.
The unity she creates through a variety of syntactic forms reflects
her,sophisticated understanding of,dohesion and her,ability to
orchestrate such factors given the constraints on story writing this
setting posed: "People walk. Cars drive. People drive cars too.
People live in houses. The pets live in houses too."

The range of decisions children.make in an attempt to capture

in writing what t4ey peroeive,as key conceptual and perceptual features,

of their world are not unlike the problems and dedisions which the

originators of our language not only faced but had to solve.
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Marvin, age:4, when asked to write any-
ti.t.en4' he wished to write made three dense
set arkings; using an iv-and-dot-on
stroke for each When asked to read
what he had written., Charvirz read,
pointing beach blob in right-to-left
sequence, "tree, bear, dog," thuS'
demonstrating a sense ,of,wordness using aT

one concep t per one mark rule.

Lisa, age 3, was asked to write her name.
She did so using a series of f'zv 1 's. A

-S When asked to read what she had written,
Lisa pointed to the first Z and said, ''Ply";
then pointing to the second Z, she said,
"name"; the third, "is"; the fourth,
"Li"; the fifth, "sa". Lisa's "My name is
Lisa" response demonstrates her .active
testing of the hypothesis that oral
language maps onto written language
foLlowin.g a one mark per one syllable
rule. Lisa's ccision to use Vs as
opposed to son ether marking is no doubt
influenced by the physical form of her
written name and demonstrates the orches-
trated complexity of the child's hypothesis,
testing in writing.

Michael, age 4, wrote hiS name using a set
of very intricate letter,-like shapes.
When asked to write anythIngvelse he wiihed
to write, Michael moved to a new spot on
his paper and made another linear sequence-
of similar shapes. Finishing this set, 4,

he moved to yet a third spot and repeated
,

the process. While each set of markings
placeheld a ce4ept"' for Michael; much as it
did for Charvin, Mz:chael has attended to
the face that ou'i, writing system is made up
of Zetters and is actively e.z-ploring how
such a system might work.

klchelle; age 4, was asked to write her name
and anything else she could write. Using
English letter forms, Michelle wrote her
name /4=Y upside down J-A-E. Underneath
tnis she wrote her father's name, Jay,
speilz:ng it, upside down J,=447. Under=
neath her Jay she wrote her illethr' s name,
Nancy, spelling it N-A-Al-N. In 'rereading
what She wrote, Michelle read, "Michelle,

7 6

(iit7 b4

OltN el. )
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Jay, Nancy," paused, _and then, snatching
the pen, drew a_circZe around the 3 names
and crnnounced, "Now that says Morrison,"
which was in this instance the family's
last narre.0

Erica, age 4, wrote a letter to Hugh signing
the envelope H-g-H. Thinking these letters
had to be kept together, Erica solved the
problem by drawing a circle arpuld them to
nark their worthless.

Mara, age was, very conscious of wordness.
Her decision was to write in list form
producing ctext consisting of 3-columns.

- Matt, age .7, was asked to write a stow._
He elected to write a rendition of The
Three Little Pigs instiad,of creating an
entirely net story. Matt wrote multiple'
words on a 'line but meticulously drew
squared which he blackened in to separate
each of his word,units.

NARA vi
L?.ittria LtIA ti

Urt
Yel 7 15

limp 5 i6
LA . to I

C: C it

MO p

wussictaporlia
"Titrio_71.,hr diwt.i so

Thi-eeal.Bag
F04 r4 Mac! Coln
and bOYSvaland
ma. hge
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Sara, age 5, began her text with the tradi-
tional "Once Upon A Time" which she wrote
as a Single Word (WASUPONATTM). Since
semantically !,;Once upon a time" signs a
fictionaZ text to readers,'Sdra's decision
here reflects the active testing of the
hypOthesis that language is written in
conceptual units.

Jennifer, Ranee,'Borvid, AaZiya, Ariel,
Redsuen, and Saul, aZZ age 9, wrote
/hank-11;u as one word (TRANKYOU) in an
unedited set of Thank-ypu-Zetters they were
asked by,thOr:=4:th grade- teacher
to the seairchersfor:eaving come into

tr room to work with them on writing.
.Sircce 'Thank You' operates as a single
conceptual unit, their decision is not an
unreasonable one and nicely demonstrates
that the problems younger children face are
not unique to that age level.

Ake, age 4, wrote his name quite conven=.
tionally spelli:ng it M=I-K-E. When asked
to write anything else he could write,
Mike wrote a.series of letter -like forms
which he embellished to look like the con-
cepts being placeheld. 'Owl', for example,
began _with an A and was embellished with .

a d feet. Mike's final text t-lookdd
much' e thosd created the American
Indians, and like such texts, served a
memorability and retrievability function'
that Mike's earZier writing did not
possess.

The organizational decisions which ch

Siktzh
1/4A9PANAtT45H
*Mt-Mk 1VA5

oV& A .8AL
0 NE Fle6bAr.,,A

p
MoNIK

dIptnorit rate in

spelling reflect a sensitivity-, concern, and attempt to OrdheStrate the

Multiple Organizational structures and. principOs on which our written

syStems are based.
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'I

Jason, age 7, said the character in 'his-
story "tried again" a concept which he
placeheld by spelling-it C-H-R-I-IY-A=G-E-N.
In reading his text, his C-H-R-I-D-A-G-21-N.

.momentarily' Stopped him, a problem he
resolved by attending to the meaning he
was trying to convey at this s _n.the
story. Thinking 'his spelling- no
least a part of why_he _couldn't immediately
retrieve his text, he decided to fix it
up by crossing out his first spelling and
correcting -it. The result of this new
effort was C-1-f=R=I-D-A-G-E-N, the exact
same 'Spelling as his original effort. This single spelling demon=
dtrates Jason't attempts to orchestrate his intuitive understand-ings of the English orthographic system. He attempts to write the
way it means ('tried _again' being perceived-as a single concept); ,-1.ze
maps sounds to grapheme (/t/ and /ch/ are formed orally by the
tongue being at the same -point in the mouth at the time of articu--.
lotion); he represents sound.s by their letter name ( /i/ sound atthe end of 'try'); he placeholds syllables in oral language with
a single or double grapheme; and he uses the knowledge he has .

gained from reading to visually get' the word to look right. Eventhe Tett phonetic of spellings are written in letter forms available
only to the child through reading. 'Notice that Jason's distribution -
of vowels reflects the English pattern, but that it was his concern
for the appearance of the..word :visually 'which triggered his revision.
It is impor-/Int to note that ekison's understandings are not random,
but rule-gc(verned, to Inuch so, j, that in rethinking and rewriting the
'idea 'try again' he is Zed to the same conclusions.

Kammi, age e, wrote a story in which the
words their and burring occurred. In writing
their Kammi wrote T-H, then paused, pro=
nounced the ,word, and wrote A-I-R. She
wrote burying by so_ unding it out and re-
ferring back to her-spelling of the
when ..she realized-7Ft contained the same
internal '4 arid. The result was B + A-Z-,

I-N-G. ''s behavior demonstrates:
not only er deep understanding of how
oral language is mapped onto written. .

language. in EngliSh, but, like Jason, , the
value and role visual memory plays in the
process. Kammi's assumption that how' her solutions to problems posedin the past weree,aaailable as data which she could use in solving a
new spelling, reflects her access to this strategy and is one decisionwhich the Inventors of our orthogr,aphic system c ZearZr cperatedon:

i-J

i.
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Rebecca, age 6, wrote lhe1, spelling it
Y-11=-N=1,1. In producing this spelling
Rebecca firs audik.ly said "when" and "why,"

ng to associate the word to
pew. Since the word '!why"
ter name "y", Rebecca writes-

, st sound. Having gone this
*bly again says "when" and

to finish her spelling for
Having 'solved this spelling
erl she needs the word again
she refers back to this
simpl.Y, copies it.

thuS atternp
otheY,s she
sans the Ze

a8 the fi
far she crud

this word.
once, whene
in her text
spelling an

Jeff, age c ,/ write s _the ;word
house, spel ing it 11=0=-S. as
.he sounds t out.. Once corn-
pleted he pauses, relooks
at his spelling and reflects,
"I'll be there is a silent
E on the end of that word!"

1addirig an E go his final
spelling is. H-O-S=E. -

cz ..iJeff s behavior here
shows that he is operating
on hi or someone else's' .

rule, sI which, while he-f inds
themiunpredictabler, are, -,1 Inoneltheless, to be expected

. in E4'nglish orthography. '' 1Later;. in -the same text, '
Jeff writes cloz,4 spell-
ing K-L-D as he sounds it
out:. He 'then pauses, re

cts audibly, "I'll bet
re is a silent L oh the

nd of th9t word,q ostidadds
final L (K=L-D-L).

I

1 Agison, age 4, tried to recall a story she
had written and was told by her 'other

1

that if she wished to remember her, stories
she'd have, to write them down. Takiiii out
a sh#e-t, of paper she wrote tche Letters of
her name in random, order going left-to-
right and top-th-bottom,-tom, thus filling her1

page with A's, L's, I's, S's, O'S, and
d's. In the weeks that follotied

-,

when-
e,er she wanted to read her story, She

cr.
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would get out her sheet of paper and faithfully read her story,
recreating it with amazing accuracy: In addition to having
demonstrated an understanding of hozi writing works, ltilisol'also
demonstrated that she knew that written was corned
of a finite set of letters which were simply repeated in. various
orders to produce text.

Marvin, age 3, in responding to' various pieces of environmental
.print and asked what they said, responded by giving generic labels=( "cottage cheese," "milk"), related concepts ("toothbrush" for

Crest; "U.S. Army" for U.S. MaiZ),tattrbutes ("Hot" for Dynamints),
functional descriptions ("Stop" fbr a Stop sign; "Eat it" 4Or
Burger Chef), brand names ("McDonald's","Lego"), situational
descriptions ("cup" for Wendy's, ",4 box with sugar in it" for
Jell -o) -and associations ("Rubber=;Band" for Band-Aid). In so
dbing his response4 like 98% 'of aZZ reading responses of children.
3, 4, §, and 8-years old, feltZ Dithin the semahtic field and
decision matrix our society uses in Zabeiinglenvironm9ntal print,
i.e., generic labets.(Cotton Balls), related concepts (Mars for
candy bars attributes.(Efferdent), functional descriptions
(Mbp & Glo), brand names (Johnson & Johnson), situatioAat de-
scriptions (7-11 Grocery Stores), and associative chaining (S.O.S.
Soap Pads- The irTortance of these ck2taiis that they illustratehow ac qtr organizational System ss and how, attentive and
di.,Zigen 'ldrg,n dre in understanding the rules which
semant-v. rate .n written language sattings wi4h which theyare fami ar. -

Given ihese observations about organizational patterns in theN -
r

ready and writing dtta we. collected, the following section traces
, _

N
the significance of these patterns for purioosesLof rethinking literacy,..

,

... ,

via a review, of pertinent research And a more
,

in-depth analysis of
,_,selected protocols. Specifically we will'attempt to apply ands relate

recent theoretical reSeardh,stypically conducted with Much older
,_ _ . _

language users, to our findings for purpose§ of synthesizing and up-

dating our undefstanding of the psycholinguistic and 9ocio4nguistif

processes involved ip,literacy and literacy learning.
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y

.2.1.2-ORGANIZATION: INTERDISCIPLINARY PERSPECTIVES
o

AS if to deMOnstrate that there is nothing so practic41 as

thebry, one of the Major oontributidns of cognitive psychologists has

been Sdhena theor; and its eemonStrated applicability totinderstanding

'pSycholinguistid processes in literacy (Neisser,-19761 Smith, 1978;

Spiro, 1977; Adams & Collins, 1978;.Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977; Anderson,

Reynold, Schallert & Goetz, 1977). 'mere is presently no single ac-

depted StatemEntcif,SChema theoryi.thbugh the broad outline is fairly

well defined- Generally, schemathebriSts are interested in hOw the

Mind processes,'stores, and retrieves input.' Mere areseveral theo=
_

reticiant and researchers in the area i,,ttcSe positions are. generally

simr )r but specifically different (NeiSeer, 1976; RUMelhart & Ottbny,

1977; Spiro, 1977; BObrOW°& Norman, 19751 Minsky, 1975; Shank 4 St son,
,

-
, '114":

.,. ,

1977).

Schem theorists p4Ulate that the human memory sy' em is made

up of interacting knOwledge structures called schema.- NeisSer. (1916)

defines a sdhema'thisway:.

A schema is-that portion of the entire perceptual eyCle which
is internal*WThtperceiver, modifiable by experience, and some-

specific. to what is being perceived. The schema accepts
formation as it becdMes available at senpory surfaced and is

dhangod by that informatibn;_it directs movements_ and exploratory
activities, that make more information available, b which it is
further modified. (p. 54)

Put simply, schema theory posits the mind as a hghl- complex

setof cO4nitive Structures-whicia govern not only perception.

aptprehehsion. Uhereas earlier the

cognition, schema theory joined.th

.Language user center stage.

parated perception qn

so doipg Owed the
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From the perspe ,of schesii theory,, reading conprekpneion

specifically, but comprehension generally, was predictable in that what

was brought to the process strongly affected what was gotten. out of 'the
.SI-^

4151117o.cess . From a- schema-theoretic° perspective, canpre ion is seerfas
l''' W'

. p:tv

',.eprocess pf sense-ma/elk in light'of or.through assimilation and accom=-
, 4

'irodation of cognitive structures; learning is 'Seen as the binding,

.1i?*., '

t.building;. and reorganization of cognitive stnictures; ,A vital. compPt-i,,, . .

On' t in both comprehension and learning is inferencing which, from a

schema-theoretic"viewpoirrt, involves the filling in. of necessary "de-

fault_ values" or "slotr based on background information in order ithat

what was being perceived made sense.

Because of a tendency to think of Schema as static hierarChial

mental structures, Smith (1978) reopnceptillalized schema theory and be-

agam talking abatxt it in terms of a- "theciry of the uorldjn-the head:"
, .

Smith's reoancepiiiilization was a significant contribupOn ,since it
..-, -.-c

highlighted the dynamic, ever - changing, nature of Scherna.:at''''well as the

power and significance of this oonc:eptualization as a' process per-

spective for m5tivating as well as drivinglEorrprehension and learning.

Smith's use of Leory as oppose d to Structure suggested not only' ,,

higher, _more complex' levels; of mental organization, but an ordered,

set of 'relationships between cognitive structures such that. to alter.

one necessitatedtreformulat ion of others."

° A minion thread which runs through all of the work in, schema-

theory is arm assumption of non7randonness. For comprehenSion and

g to be maximally useful and 'something other than rote, it must

erniDedced or, tied to existing cOgni structures.

4-



. It should be oeviou8-from this discussion that
;o%

'+'

parallels between _schema theoryand,theWork:of Piiget'(See Ginsburg &

Opperi 109). BOth schema theorists and Piagetians.believe schema are
4z,

hierardhically arranged mental structures and that learning takes place
_

:

through Changes in them; Piagetjefers to!thee changes as assiMila-'

tion, Accorruodat4ont, and 'thiluilrbrAtion. ,14113.1e. schema theoriOts Fbelieve
.

in these pros eS qnera4y, Neisser:(1§70:' fbr one Wes not belie46-
6

aCCOdbOdatibb 'iS,00Sgibie and that all4barningstr,therefore be_
=

Shanki(19844, in making a comkarison between schema

theory and iageti says.7of.both tneories

Sdhematas are thOught,to.gro(.4 from thtgeneraI to.the precise
the pe,rsOilallm:the impersonal;'' e context a erxient the:
contextindqpendent.:.Im.hOlk-theo 7:experience andinanipula-
tion.of,ohdectSiS thOUght t5Jplay, important role-1n sdCh
growth. Children come _into- the_wo ,not As blank slates;. but
wired with capacities for thought: language; The 'earning
process, according to both theories, is continual andwhat-is
learned at one stage mast necessarily be carried on to the next.
(I?, 35)

Important differences between schdma theorAts and Piagetigys do

exist: Piaget's view of, growth and deVeIbpMent, for iraqtancei iS:;mudh-

rore biologically an4.genetically baSed than is the view helcrby schema

theorists. According to Piaget, children Develop the capacity for cer-

tain-kinds of mental operat*ens at certain age! on a more 'or less.fixed-
,

biological tiMetablet ,This snot that experience is unimpor=

tant, -only that biology takes denoe. schema theoristS, On.the

cther hand, do "not tie cognitive maturation So clOsely to biology, but

:Z rather see experience, particularly-accumplated prior knowledge, as

central to explaining differenceS bett;oeen childnd adult thought. They
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..., :<,
e., ,.

would argue that the :Cognitive operatidntAdertY ild and adul,t"

thoUght is:the same and that diffelEces are in om-rterrt and not so much
..4.

.
..

in prdtTe-Ss,per se. Schema theorists would argue that when faced with a
'

. new Phenonenon, process- distincticns bk7.4.eert
*, ... .4

ssols.; the 1-.1 ,e42-andi:§roce)4 for all ages looks mucE.the
-

Our own po*tion, w11.i.le, not inimical to schenia theirt
re like that of Halliday 1974) and Vygotsky (1978) iniiiito

"
guage-learning as first and foremost a social event._ From our

040,

Pe rs pe ctive schema are socier,00gnitive Phenomena and specific both
.

culture and to omtext. The strongest evidence we have fcbr supporting.

our view is the writing ot young children across cultures (fie Figure 9)

In contrast to Najeeba's and Ofetias scrVables, rawn ' s lbbJ decidedly

Engli --like, Najeeha- sai

can't read it

-r);

sae ocap,Ieted "Here, but you

is than you dp in English."

Arabic and in AirabicNege,use a lot

-is an ISraeli. child ithose
.,

i ,looks decidedly' 'Hebrevi c,,...,.. ,

' What these;t6ata.CfieMongt.rate is that long befor4formar ,

instruction the yotng Child is .actively neking ens :the world.,
4(..7

iricluduzg the world Of print.- inFortant*, however, the samples

salgtantiate that not only are thi language decisions ts.hig children
sir `

make organized, but also' that Such. organizational deoisions. are

sociologically an/contextually rioted. This insight, of course,

does not deny a sChema==theoretic perspective, butrather sharpens it.'

Practically what thiS diStinction'ireans is that if Piaget and we were

to draw our mDdeis of learning in graphi.c. form, they Would look quite

different t.Rxu each. other; even though the ;may have the sane Major



.

11-th. YOUNG CHILD:AS WRITFt-REAR, Page `79

< . 1

components. bet's say, for exasg>1041th;at both, Piaget and we would de-T'1.:". ; _ ,.
:"..,:....,:, . 2'c"

cide to useathree overlapping-'circles -to represent the interplay of.
biologica_l, pSychological; err d sciciiolQgical infi.uences4n litatAcy

°

learning., sme.a.nount. of -influen. ce4each,.factor haswouiti deferinine the
"size of the'cirqle=.-small :Circle; a i I] i-nfluence; 4±4.lartjto. circle, a
large influende. Which faakcxrs were seen 4a3$,:key would deterniine'the

order of the circles and their qrzan§eperit.. Whileyiaget and-we might
'art with the sane C'cmponentt Inour itoderA,., tke orAINr, and 'ax-

rangerrent of our three eikcies JOti.r4 be te differs:1Z._

pJ

klopre 9. ticittbili-cUltura.1...Wri.fing-Samples; Composite

D 'l 4
Zit

Day.V 160
Ungt1IXF $tateg:

iti

;i

si

O
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.,,z :4,
_ , ,r,: 50,4 .

ratat.-SiegdiNiPATIERNS`.4" AlthOtgh*Ot aSiMmediately eve
:.:-, .,, .4_,..,.'i:,, :1 ,..'

,,-
*L .dent in the sUrpbe struOturer' texps,-ag that of rtbitiF experienced written

.,,language users, the bpganizationA deois.loiv 'Underlying the writing of4(4 '',". i .

children as young as 3 -years o3,141..s.d.cernible With dy. Theoret-
o 4

-ioally ,Ispi-4 di-thovery is:irriPoiltant as It suggests scribbling is not ---
st ribhl'ip n the sense of beilig unorganized and random, but bears much4' ., s

'..:,)siini larity a.ta. PrOdess level to ille activity we have called writing.
- Figure 10 presents puTuLtan's (age 3). uninterrupted, drakirig and

writing sampleS.... Given knadledge. of the fact that DuJulian organizes
a

,! 4

Figure io.. Uninterrupted Writing' and Uninterrupted Drawing Samples:
-DuJulian (Age 3).

,4 I

qt'
Uninte ted iting

tk

tiainterrupte ciebrawing
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s Wkitintraing inear, up--c:loun stroke (see Uninterrupted Writing

,Saruple,::Figure 10) it is readily4parent which marks were mace to

'1" pl acebcild .. the ..picture.. o.f _himself thee_ Of: tininterrup ted
)

7 Drawing Sir1e, Figure 10) as i::pposed to those made to rrlacehold his name
,..,., .

. .

(see 'botAlIen sifirtion of UninterrupteDrawing Sarrple, Figure 10). Art

for Dui_Tulian involves circular markings; writing involves. linear stiokes

with up-down markings.

If the decisions which 3-year olds male for art as oppoSeira.

writing are indeed different, than it follows that examination of
. .

sets of scribt)lcs cons?ituting the product of a wh4 asks them to

draw a picture- of themselves and sign their mane shod]. d reflect these
4 I. 44,

alternate decisions.; in shoraribbgng in' art six:1111d look different
, ..

from scril:bling# writing: That this is, .indeed, tli,
apparent when one, examinesthe sample in Figurell. -N

tidily

scriroble writing be differentiated from Scribble drawing, bat; 1.4' have

found adults have flt.tle di4fieulty,Agiveri" the linearity of W:citing andc

the global cohesiveness of arpi.:4differentiate which is 4hich, even

when the markings have not beenqabeled and categorized as has been done

in Figure 11.

These data demonstrate the organization present in tlitkiproducts

of art and writing scribbles. The un'it' of the. chila decisions acrossovi.

art and writing, as well as the support such unity provicbs in rrotivating

and driving literacy learning, needs trifibprr elaboration. , In searching

.rok,r process principles underlying the decisions made for art as oppo

of the th-ISPISIV. -i
' A

411"' ildr

S

10
°

I..
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Figure 11. UhinterruPted Drawing
(Age 3)

: Self=lowortrait and' Name

Writing,

Art

Marvin

reserved up-dawn strokes for

children did just the opposite,

and up-down strokes for art.

up-down stroke for writing and a circuIarstrokefor

-ting and circular markings for art; other

e., used circular Markings for writing

xample, Dudulian (see Figure_ 10) tiled

Shanndh0

writing and
-t

on the otter hand (see Figure 11), used a circular stifti

an up-down stroke tor art:

Er,J
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42,

In studying 'this'phenanenon we discovered that if the

name begins .with a.letter which is made up of l,inear -elenents,. such as

the L .in Latrice'S mane which is made up bf two straightIines, the
---odds that child's scribble writingtis composed.bf up-cbwn strokes

. _
_

,, is high. Similarly, if the ch, fc's narre *starts -with a let-ter which is.40
composed of curt*'5:elerrentlt suctL as the S in Shana-m, the odds are

.. ,

' high that the child's sx.J.131:9.t:wri.ting is circular. Arrong the 3-year
:141,1". JO

4

t.

old 1.rsirigtkis sirnple fErrrkiiaic relationshiP, .prediction:leto
a -

the organization of find he:nce it for .any individtial. child is
t7-

.
,

0.91: Men a.41.3. of. the Vset.Vrs name 'are uged and a proportiok0,f

linear letters to .6fr-ctilar letters';is Calculated,-.the
frorrrtheiprOportion which ±-e634s 'raises to O. 93.. Wh

01 largely irrelevant which organizational- fOrtn
.

. opposed to.--yriting for anyalMj-iven ph ad regardless

pp int is that a reationships,exists between cbbihona made irn

writing and decisions. made in art and vice versa. Tete data, then,

1.

narne,

-

t .of their

.

,support Smith's clarification of sclera theory in that it shows that

the complex of decisions 'made in writing in contrast to the cximpleik-oftY
- *

decisions'made ai--t b a chili re orc*tratecrankprganized at

levels beyond the particular cognitive stiucture of the system itselft

LATIZEI_ORGANIZATICUAL PATTERNS. Language' is, of course,, laced

with organizatitn; The reason age oorielated with language is that what.

three additions.: t'eat's .mean to the language learner is twice the number

of opporttlnitiesinot only to encounter, but to discjer nore and more of4

_
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these organizational feature ;4

".

rational perspectives whiCh are'aVai

Writing. In the sections that foiloW- t will be used for an ex..-
.

, . -A
- . .

tended diScussion of sOMe of the organ tional feat**. which are
x.*.

present in the written priflucts.cif'children two and three.yearsolder

!.106king at foung children's

than thoSe we have been examining.

Figure 12. Text Organizational'Perspectives

..`0)

k

TEXT PERSPECTIVES

MATIC

',function

GRAPHDPHONEMIC,

spelling the lin-0-6 sounds
spelling the Fay it lOoka

-spelling the yay it means

SYNTACTIC

fl §w

struct,Fr

SEMANTICS;'

semantic Yield
semantics'Of syntax

(transitivIty).
syntax of aemantica

case grammar)

\

-' t

Testing Xour Child-AsInformant Skills. Because many adults

assume children are 'in attate of "cognitive confusion," when, in fact,

this label better describes their own present level of understanding,

much of the organization displayed by children is missed. Before you

,

ti
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read the transia....ns for Sara and Matt's texts (Figures 13 and 14),

assume, As we hay_ traincl ourselves to do in this project, that the
- t

decitiOnS Whidh these young
v.,ri.ters--.have::made--are-d,r4aniZed--an4-test

your chil&aS-inlormant SisillS by attempting to read their written

effortS. Tiie pictures Sara and Matt inc1i in-their stories are an
406

integral pvt of their texts. It sfiould be kept in mind that children"

.2 and 3 years younger than Matt and Sara, when reading What they ha've

written - -long before their stfaee texts become as .nooriventidtal" as

are Matt's andiata'S,==deAbnstra4 that their writing shares many of

these same -organizational features..

*

Figure 13. Unihterrupted Writing Sanple---Saik (N.0 5
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1

Surface !Text Organization: A Pragmatic Perspective. A pragmatic

perspective cads he taken by asking what fUndtiOh the piece of

was designed- to aoxiting...tbAt..,SciraurfAci.::tigact.:;{.-----

. ,

Mother's Day card,. we have to sa
of love, thoughtfulness, approq

1

:AVn does not

surrounding Sara's text, .however.

quite well.

This obsera
.

rose fo _Intmmv). _%ms a

Product served theAgpression

short, umoi)her's-dayness,"

resolVe all of the' pragmaticitssues

Wnilt the surface text functions as

a Mother's Day Card,: "Once upon a tithe" is more suggestive of a ,fairy

tale than a greeting card. Sara's use of One genre in service of an-

:i5ther adds to the intrigue of the piece and.* a text ,strategy whichL

,

will be discyssed more fully later.

k
Pragmat y, Matt's surface text is easily recognized-as haw

_initbeen produced by him after a trip to the zoo with his first grade

class. The Let thatMatt's text is appropriate for this context is

evident A you ask adults to tell you where

,piece. of Writing, in workshops, we-

ey might find such a

ed, almost without ex--.

ception, teachers can tell you what events led up to the creation of

Matt's text.

_.11-'grnatically, it is also important to note that Matt's text has
no title. Some educators and li

the young' child has_not de ped the ability to produce a "decontextu
AL

lized" text.. The context of situatfOn, hx verr, makes entitling this

pied,
a

"My Trip to the Zoo" unnecessary; since this 'was arCassumption:

4ficiiWas'Shared by all o,f the languarge users in thisetting.

would take this as evidence that
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Surface-1t-xt Or anization: Gr ho honemic Pers

gested in Figure 12; we.might'look at &tta and Matt'S Surface texts

41i4 -----,-graphophonemac eyesi noting the regularities whichA r. Dor purposes

of discussioi-Ciie-riaile'diVided"tiii-sectillon-into-stli*Liies-Whieh-AiriVolVe------

the phonerrric, the graphemic, andmorphernic 4ystertS of language; narr4y,

spelling the way...it sourads, spelling the. way it looks, and spelling-the

Way it means.
.

Spelling V-lecway,,, Mirth work, has bee.. done in this .

vit

Area (Marcel; Ipso; Read,
. 1975; Bar.On; 1980; Marsh Friedman; Welch

DeShery, 1980;- Henderson & Beers,- 1979, 1980; 1979

Bissex, 1980; Chomsky, 1979) Our own analysisof the products which

young Children produce would suggest that there are essentially three-

soUrid-toletter strategies employed: (1) spelling the wax, it = sounds.,
, .

(2.) spelling the way -it articulates; and (3) spelling the way -it
#./

sound.; out Of 5-teig4 rThibre than one of ItheSe spellings...strategies are

inyolx/ed.-A,..pingie spelling of a yard, i.e., JPES$ for dress (Jef6-

'age 6) where the J is produced because j'Ls and d's are formed at the

sane spot in2the, mouth (same point of arti_culation), and RES is pro-

'-,duced on the basis of letter-ffolind correspondence. fourth sound-to
4,

.401kt strategy is really ,a 'subtle instance of the first strategy but

Aiat been to "the letternamegtrategy," where a pame..of the letter
e,

Q -. $ . ogg

coincidv with sound unit--as in 10111c4IX " -fir -in Sara's

4 v
icase, A as n v"a loveable bunny." Sara's three uses of A's in- "P, lOVE

A BAL BONE" demonstrate that the sane marking cip ocaar for entirely

different- sound-to-letter rules. Sara's litirst is ced via a

-.
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Ietter-nane strategy; her second an

via A letter -sound strategy.

Spelling_the_way_it looks. letter-sound observations are only
a

a small porticn.0f the...spelling organizations and orchest, rations which

can be stunted, and are probably the portion that has

third A's LOVE A BAT, 46 produced

tense observation by others to date. From the,

child as,reader.i.e might ask ourselves, "What

encounters With pr1Ahave inf1uenced the chit
YIi

then be lookinj for spelling which 'involves

the most in-

ce exists that past

ings?" :mould

tuning written lan-

gunge with writtenV.r guage itse fr .-9r wtich
Th-f.

11,es aspects of visual

.;,,,4 ry (rierny, 1980): Since both-of the suriface texts are written
10.

"%gifping Enatilish letter-like forms, the thinginmediately know is 1:DOth

it4.4...
I .

ending.,.involved in the spelling pri:kiabs. We also know that, no

ot..:...1r c a spelling may appear (R or "Ourl'e just by virtue

act that it is placlihgld with a recognizable letter of our

alphabet; visual memory zs involved in the spellirig. Where .else would

these f

write fi

this infoLinalion cave from? ;hose who suggest children

and read latei,Wd who.use "inyutited spelling" as their. a
,

evidence, ,haye failed to appreciate key transactions between reading 'and

writing in literacy Ie.arning.
,te71_ o

In Sara's text she writes. FRO for for. While The" might wish to

assume that the F and the R ale

iii- letter trategy, the very f

Pettrs
.

in what appears t
.

o be a phonetic- act.

produced on the basis off-Lre, sound-
,

that these Orms are recocjnizable as

our alphabetVeansthat visual memiry is inherently involved

Sara's in4usion)of the 0 at the
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4

end of her FR isalso motivated by visual meMory; Having been a reqaer,

Sara obviously recalls that thgxe is an 0 in there somewhere and *so

tags it an the end. Whether tlhis piece of information was accessed

- because the FR didn't look long enough not known,, though if this -were'

the explanation offered, we mi have to.cqnclude

.

that the child spelling us'

;

using a .visual rnerfory strategy. act that

and .confirming
'a! -

nits an. visual

memory axe involved im the production -of.pV.-bn a single later, like the
- . . . -

F just Means that such efforts. at pifurcitiOn and orei. arelmisguice.,,c1,

t
This point is imPorearIP. since many persons working iii,h4

.? , --...i.

f "invqted -spellig", seem to believe that Children 'initially
. . .

4 .
using a phowtiC strate4!, and that only later do thai'Ompl4

tleppoty.--. V haVe Shown ,that no SuC1 .tidiness.'iS-014,0bi.* we WOUid ..

-- arguei',1:-s:it':.desired. 7 The redundancy Of: cues across -sArategies sets -up -.:?17
, , ,.. 56.

1...._ ,-_..
1..:.

,.

mtsnsibhs,' reading experlienc*Vtransmi -,a.nd supporlk

and alloWs spiel systems to be mastered, if deSired, via Orkchelp-
,_

t

tration.

' 7 Spelling'the way means. In addition to

.organizations relative to sound ancl-
,0
14'
4

at spelling orgarliZati;p010.alria bn in Ste"

text's we have several exce,lleri.kcaloples.. In these ibbtances we would

be looping for spgllings whiltiqshaVie-morptemic. and highpr level-8 of

semantic organization. Love HAL (loveable) in Zara!' s surface text.
( .

T

is prOtably a spelling arrived at thrOugli a combination of syllabic- and

morphemic decisions. sard' s ilASAPAMMAEM (Once upon a time) is an even
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better-example in which she demonstrates that for her this spelling is

oneObnceptual unit. -Semantically "OmCe upon a time" is a unit which

gn4ls fairy taiee. TheMeailing of each individual word adds up to

by quite different than the,mmening of the phrase itself. From a
--

psychological processing perspective it makes more sense to write "Opce
.

upon a time" as a single unit than to break it up into units unrelated
.

its ts meaning or - psychological significance.;

_
Sara's LOVE A'BAL (loveable) in contrast to herVASAMINMEM

(Once upon a time) is a nice instance of hoW various ways to organize

writing are not. only conceptually possible, but 4multaneously being

explored in a single setting by the young child. Think of how much

less language confusion there might have been in the profession if the

originators of our language would haVe decided to 'write in chunks of

meaning (like Sara's WASAPANATAM than in words. An interesting

feature,pf Sara's surface text is the fact that she simultaneously

tests at leaSt 3 optional writing Systems in a Single setting: dhunk

writing by meaning (4,1APANATAEM); chunk writing by syllables (LOVE A

BAL);. Chunk writing hlt, words (BONE).

Matt's text has equally as many clear examples of his testing

hypotheses relative to meaning in his spelling. Matt's refusal to

divide the word LUNCH, which he squeezes on the line, suggests that

for him.T.LLUCH is a single conceptual unit and therefore not easily

divided; Once children discover that in writing they can diVide what

previously -hail beer; a singlp.concetual unit by using a hyphen, they

often divide everything and everywhere.
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klison, at 6.5 y- of age,diScoVered the hyphen While reading

a bp-6k% Iri thiS instance She asked; what the "little Mark" mant;. For

the next several weeks, hyphens appeared throughout he? writing.; -In
A

making he?beSt friend a birthday card, She began on 41e left-hand side

of the page writing Jennifer's name,. but then suddenly realized that
v.

if she continued in that fashion she'wouldn't be able to apply,her

latot language discovery; Her dedision was to erase and begin writing

Jennifer well toward the right of the page thereby running.out'of space

and getting 'to use the hyphen;

The realization that concepts can be' divided in writing when

they are not able to be divided in real life comes late for most

Childrenwell aftef their early
4
markings demonstrate application of a

One-mark per one concept rule; In fact thisOne-mark per one- concept

notion is so natural that it is literally impassible to decide when

children first develop a notion of "Imordness;" Our own frustrated

attempts led us to conclude that When the.child makes one blob for "a

dog," 4nofther_foritreend_a_thirA for pearittT bac notion
_...___

of "wordnese is evidenced; When one_ thinks AboUt Nordness" from this

perspective; the notion has so little power to explain growth in lit-

eraqy that violations; "non-wbrdness" decisions like Sara's WASAPANNIAEM,

are more significant iR.understanding the evolution of literacy than

are instances of the concept; -;

Other sFeliirestratPgies.' There are, of c=ourse, othei-deci=

sians which can be examined in the spellings, even of those' wards Which

.we have ,`already examined in Sara'S:and Netts texts, In spelling loveable
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,

(UNE A BAL) Sara, at least in part, may be resolving this spealing on

the basis.of how the hat resolved similar spellings in the past. .0-As

reported in our earlier volume (Hartte, Burke, Wbodward, 1981), We have

some evidence that chil consciously spell by their own or someone

else's rules, often adding silent E't and the like after application of

some other initial strategies.'

A final strategy which we haVe fOtild enters into children's

spelling decisions is one we entitle, "Knowing One Doesn't Know." Often

in these instances language use select a different word, or put down

some rendition'of the word they wanted which pladel;bildS the item until

they have .time-to check on the spelling later. Which Of-these strate-

-gies they usechoosing another word or placeholding theswiord they

wanted using the best,spefling-they can muster on the spot,--is seem-

ingly a function of present and past writing contexts and the Child's

sense of risk involved, Nonetheless, "knowing one dbebn't khow" isa
1

very complex strategy. The language user is saying that after haviA4

tried all of the spelling rules which seem licaha4 the only thihq
.....

known is that application of known rules doesn't solve thit 8pellihg

problem. Because realizing one doesn't know is'a significant ttep,An

knowing, this is clearly a strategy worthy of further study. Cur-

rently Chrystine Bouffler (1982), one of the'§raduate associates on this

Project, is completing a dissertation in the area of spelling, bdildihq

from and ending the work which we have discussed here.' Some of the

issues she explores are that spelling ability varies by oohtext of

situation, that "invented spelling" is but .a ouropoinent of a More general

9
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and univerpl strategy which all writers ule,.and that development in

Writing ability involves the flexible use of and even tentative setting

aside of spelling information;

Evidence-of-graphophorienvid_orchestration in reading. As a

further measure of the young child's attention to the graphophonemic

Systems of language we oumpared the graphemic units in their language

experience storie*, to the phonemic unit t produced during reading in

terms of the.relationship which existed. The categories which emerged

from our data were (1) items which were Unavailable_in_the__Surface_Text

read; (2) items which represented a Textual Signal- (this could

incIbde attempts at sounding out); (3) items which were AvaiIablein

the .Text read; and (4) items whidh represented a.Nixed Response dour

'hination of available and unavailable itemt.

In an4yzing the children's first reading of their,Story only

categories 3 and 4 proved useful with 45.9 percent of all units read

being available in the story and 54.1 percent of all units representing

a mixture of available an unavailable items. The trend in terms of

Available In Text to Mixed Reaonte was 28.6 too. 71.4 for 37,year olds,

40.0 to 60.0 for 4-year olds4c45.5 to 54.5 for 5-year olds, and 66.7

to 33.3 for 6-year olds.

In rereading their language experience stories one day Tater%

5.4 percent of all units produced were either Unavailable in the Text
(

or represented a Minimal Textual Signal; 45.9 percent of all units

readuereAvailable;in the Text read; 48.6 percent of all units read

represented Nixed Responses types involving _what was in the text and

0(1
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new or unavailable in the surface text. The trend in terms of Available

Flex t. to MixedPesponse was 57.1 to 28.6 for 3-year olds, 27.3 to 72.7

for 4-ypar olds, 40;0 to 60.0 for 5 -year olds, and 66.7 to 22.2 fOr

6-year olds; While 3-year olds look miore constrained in teading by the

graphemic system Chan do 4 and 5-year oldd, this phenonanon is largely

a function of the relatively shorter stories they dictated and bende

were asked to'read and reread. Nonetheless, these data do,Suggest that

whe 3-year olds engage in reading they do so with some understanding

of the graphemic constraints which are operayIng in this literacy

event.

Overall; what these data Show aretthat Children are monitoring

their early reading in light of available graphophonemic information and

that from ages 3 to 6 an ever- conventional orchestration and use of the

graphophonenric system occurs.

Surfam___OrganizatiJonSyn_w_tic_Terspectives. At another

organ+7ational level we can lookifor syntactic organization in the

surface texts which young children produce; From this Perspective we

can ask questions relative to haw the mesSagw in these'surface texts

flow and whetherornot there is inflectional 'agreement within and

across sentences in the surface text.

From a socio-psycholinguistic perspective syntax is a text

cantektittansaction. While many, for example, might not perceive en-

vironmental print to have a true syntax, such a perception ignores

pragmatics. The syntax of enihronmental print is expressed in rules

about haw print functions and operates in this context.
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At one syntactic level We can ask, 4Do these,texts sound like
A

oral or written language?" Sin-Cc it many of us run around saying,

"Once upon a time there was a lov.e.abl- tinny who picked a rose for his

mompyi" except under special settings such at story
_ e

tively know that a's surface text is written language. Oral:lan-

guage, according to Halliday (1980),'is syntactically complex, but

conceptuallynot very dense OWell, you see, there yaS this mouse .

And this mouse wasAaIking alonand = ."). Written language is

conceptually dense, but syntactically elegant (Once upon-fa time there

.was a loVeable bunny who_pickeda rose -f his mommy) .

Matt 's text, because it is composed of several syntactic units,

alloWt us to explore more fully intersentential grammar. matt begins
_

with an-I:LIKE'grtatement which is followed by an,ACTIVITY Statdhent (I

LIKE) + (Go TO THEZ00). This format is used in the next sentence, be-

coming almost formulaic: (I LIKE) + (TO HAVE LUNCH THERE). HiS final

statement 1.s an I LIKE + OBJECT statement, which breaks thepattern.

Ilhat is partidaarly interesting is that together his decisions conSti-

tute.AhighlypKganized of ;ilyntactic and semantic decisions which
_

/greatly add to the CoherenCe of the piece.His-ordering decisions here

are so good that even if you give adults each of Mattis statements

separately and ask them to put theM..into asurface text, they almost

inevitAhay put them in the order that Matt Chas put them.

Mdtt also seemingly knows that one way to signal. an end to the

text is by altbkihg the syntactic patterns that have been set up. Here

we have evidenCie of the interrelationship between reading and writing in

4
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language learning. FrOm Platt's past encounters with written language

as a reader, he has abstracted out how written language differs from

oral language, anti haw authors alter syntax -in an effort to terminate

text. While,Matt may not be consciously mare of the understandings

about language, he demonstrates that successful language use and meta-

linguistic awareness are two different things and ought not

should not --be confused.

There are,'of course, other things we might look at syntac-

tically, i.e., the density and complexity of Toleas,'but because syntax

indsemantics are not independent. systems the seem best

discussed using more semantic perspectivesE This sew to be espediaily

so since the one thing we haVC learned in the last ten years is that

semantics is not a single language system and that syntax and'semantics

transact to form several systems {Beaugrande, 1980).

EvidenceAlf-syntati_c_orcheftratictv_in _reading. As a farEher

Measure of the ydung child's attention to the syntactic systems of lan-

guage, we compared the syntactic units in the language experience story

dicteted to the syntactic units produced during the child's reading of

the story and describe4-the'reIationShip which existed in terms of Syr

tactic pdbrdination. Four categories emerged from our data: (1) NO

Apparent_Coordiration; (2) Generalized Coordination (TEXT: Fall Down.

ri--1110(104 READER: "Grey BloCk. Fall Block") ; (3) Availablelliri Text

(0ae.to one syntactic correspondence betueen text and reading); and

(4) Mixed_ (TEXTt Andweread-a_book;'READER: "And. we read books") .

-This last category accepted minimal dhanges in meaning such as that

illustrated above.

u
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t o
For purposes Of analyzing the dhilAren's first receding of their

language experiencestories; only categOries'-'2, 3; and 4 proved useful,
1

-

with 113.9. rcent of, all tin represeating a _Generalied Coordination

between the text and .what was read; 51:4 percent Available_in_Text ors

a one-to7One correspondence between syntactic units; and 29.7 percent

MidXed syntactic correspondence. The trend in terms of the percent

of one to one syntactic correspondences between text units and what

was read, the Availablein Text category, was 28.6 fOr 3-year oldk,

40.0 for 4-year olds, 54.5or 5-year olds, and 77.8 for 6-year olds:
. .

Because we sus acted that Some of what the child had dictated

was not meant to be part,of his or her story even though we had written

it down as part of the ch d's story originally, for purposes of analyz-
I

in4 rereading behaviors, we used the child's firSt reading as-the text

base. In rereading their language expeiience stories one day later

sandscompar' g these syntactically to the surface text of \eir

reading, then, 5.4 percent oi all units showed No dinati-on,

16.2 percent showed aGeneral_ized__Ccordination; 48.6 percen epre-

seated aLone7to-one correspondence (the Available in Text tegory),2 , ,

.

and 29.7 pert?ent showed a Mixedoorrespondence. The trend in terms of

age for the iNvailabIe in_hTextcategory (me to one syntactic oorres-
i

pondence), 1 42.91 percent for 3-year olds; 45.5 percent fOr 4-year
Ns

alas; 40.0 percent for 5-year olds;' and 66.7; percent for 6-yeail olds.
e

Overall what these data show are that even 3=year old children

are very cognizant of the syntacticcoonstraints operating in written

language. :The reason this effect is more pronounced in the rereading4
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4

data than in the data from the first reading is that asides which the

child made to us during story dictation were no longer being considered
fr

part of the dhild's text. in this sense, the set of figures quoted.for

rereading represent the degree of predictability ofthe child's second

reading given hiSOnher fitSt reading. As can be seen, syntactically,

this.is universally high across all age levels. Theoretically; these

data SUgge0 that children are cognizant of the fact that syntactic

constraints are very much a part of the 'text world' created during

reading. Access and reacoless to this 'text world', and with it the con-
e

straints which operate,9dilow them to both predict and generate a syn-

tactically quite successful text when reading, and, given our previous

analyses, when writing.

Surface Text Organizat z Semantic Perspectives. From a set-an-t
r
perspective several features of the surface text may be studied and

noted. There 1441 semantic field of meaning set up in the text which

is paitly identifiable through the lexical dhainS which run through the

surface text to eqtablish parameters of meaning within which the text;

world hides (Pratt, 1977) . In Matt's surface text one suctilchain is

formed by the lexical items ZOO and LIONS; another is forted by the reper

tition of LIKE; Recently King and Rental (1981) .completed an extensive

study of collesionas a perspective from which toastudy written language

growth and development. Their study demonstrates that all children have

a fundamental understanding of various cOhesive devices by the time they

enter first'graide, and that such knowledge varies by story mode and is

best affected by quality story encounters over time.'

lUu



THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER-REAdhR, Paget _9 9

How larger Chunks of meaning are orderedih-the text is called

"syntax of semantics." KnoWing the setting in Sara's text; "Once upon

a time there was a bunny sets a stage which we expect anVitiating
_

event ("wh66.picked a rose for his mommy "); the initiating event sets the

stage for us to want to hear an attempt; an attempt, a consebquence, and

so on While the "syntax of sementics"th some genre of texts is
)

better known than in others, the reality of story superstructures in

reading -and writing seems to have psychological validity. When chil='

' r

dren's opening stori lines are eiamined\from our uninterrupted story

writing task, for example, all children ,5,111-0,. elected to write Stories

began by the introduction of a setting or an antagonist. Story;begin-

nlngs ranged'gualitatively from "A Halloweeen ghost" (Terry, age 3);

to "This is t1 bocgyman houSe" (TOwanna, age 3); tb "Once there was a

large forest with a house ; The little girl lived there" (Jill,

age 5); Additionally several children under this condition wrote in=

formational stories about themselves whith they introduced as: "I

like candy" (ViAtenti age 6);' "We have a cat" (Latisha, age 6): "ChriS

is in first grade" (Chris, age 6). Often because the process of phy-
:

sicallakproducing a surface t'6xt was so all-consuming; children never

finished thPi-r "stories"; yeti what;'-they:did produce 'supports the,

coneeptof mental StoryStruCtureS as schematically operating in
,

writing..

In many ways several of the newer issues in reading andmriting

are' current a to further understand the drIOPlexity of the seman-

tic systems of language. Meaning is orthestrated through mood,

1u
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intonation pattern, theme-theme, cohesion, transitivity relationships,

given -new Contracts, and more (Halliday & Hasan,,1976, 1980;,Fties;

1980;. Christenson, 19794. Cohesive harmony;j(Hasan, 1979, 1980), propo-

. sitional analysis (Kintsch & van Dijki 1978; Frederickson, 1977), macro-

structural analysis (van Dijk, 1977, 1979), semantic negotiation across

art, writing,,anecontext (Harste, Burkk W5Odward198I), and others

are attempts to describe and understand the semantic system of language

in use.

Studying Tesnanticfeature(in_chialdrenis_writin5. To be co-
;

hekent a text must have ;unity; that is, the units of meaning in the

text must cohere or hang together; Coherence resides, however, not

Only in thejinguistic surface structure of the text (this element of

Coherence is caltled cohesion), but in the mind of the beholder

-/
(osenthal & Tierney, 1982). Coherence simply defined is a measure of

how unified the idea units:of a text are. Part of coherence is directly

expressed in the surface stkUcture of the text including -art work (see)
for example Sara's and Matt's use of pictures to support their written

_ _ I

surface texts); the rest lies out-Side the surface text in the "text"

. we create in our heads" as readers.

'I study s.study the coherenc ie n the linguistic urface texts which

young children prOdUce we developed a semantic mapping procedure which'

-assume's that the expression of coherence in surface text is impoitanti.

From the writer's vantage point, the expression of coherence assures'

that the reamer will'be able to follow, or semantically traCk, the/Ideas

being presented. From a schema -,theoretic, pe pective, such expression

'U'



THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER=READER Page 101

of coherence assures that the units of meaning are organized and are not

just bits of isolated information.

If we take Sara's text, the first thing we need to 'do, is identify

the mainline units of meaning which reside in the surface text. Once

we pave identified the mainline units of Meaning we can thenlook across.

then in order to see what relationships exist between them. The system

we use for this purpose is propositional analysis (Kintsch & van pijk, .

1978) . Using this system the first thing that one does as a reader is'

attempt to identify mainline-units of meaning, of what van Dijk has

called "basic facts." Acknowledging that the text we create as a reader.

may inSact_be different than ,the text Sara wanted to placehold in the

:surface text she produced, but probably will share features in cOmmon

in that we are members of the sane interpretive oommunityi what we -find,'

in the first part of her first sentenceds one basicLfact; namely, that

there exists a humpy. We write that in propositional form as follows

where PI -stands for pruposition 1: Pi (E)ST,, BUNNY) . .

Onceupon_a_time_ tPIls us the circumstances of when the bunny :

existed; The second proposition modifies the first proposition. It's

not a new basic -fact, but a condition mbdifying the first-basic fact.

We write this proposition 102> (CIRCUMSTANCES: (I),"ONCE UPON A TIME) .

We draw an arrow througti the P2 to indicate that this is.a modification

or a basic factas all we need to deal with at this level are the basic

facts themselves; We do this trade the assumption that modificatio

(propositions. which modify basic facts)'are by definition already

coherent.
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_

Sara's text reads; "Once upon a:time there was:a loveable bunny:"

Tb this poht, we have everything napped except the concept LOVEABLE.

41purthird proposition, then, is:-101.3-)(CCALITY OF, BUNNY, LOVEABLE)

TtAS too, is a modification of a baSic fact and so it too receives an

arrow.

The next part:of the sentence reads: " . . . who picked a rose

for -his noirmy.-" Aare we find another basic fact: P4 (PICK FDR, BUNNY,

ROSE; G: MDMHY)

now ha?e'two basic factS: Pl (EXIST, BUNNY) and 'p4 (PICK

FOR, BUNNY, RbSC G: MOMMY); Since Proposition 1 (P1) and Proposition 4

"'.(P4) share a common case, namely, BUNNY.; we map them as tied; lb show

this we can draw a.line connecting them:

Sara's text ends here, but beforewe end this discussion, we

will assume three different endings and explore what each of these endings

means relative to the. mapping of surface-text coherence; Fbr example,

assnme the next line of her surface text were; She was happy. We could
;

propositionalize that: P5 (HAPPY, E: MONMY) where E stands for experi-

encer. Because,the 6ase,:MDMMY,' appears in P4 (PICK FOR, BUNNY, ROSE,

G:'MOMMY) and P5 (HAPPY, p: MOMMY) we tie these two when we map -them:

For purposes of ftirtherilIustration, let's assume the text

didn't read, She Was hap*, but rather, Bunny and Mommy were happy. We

would propositionalize this alternative proposition (AP) as: AP5 (HAPPY,

E: MOMMY AND BUNNY).: Because P4 (PICK FOR, BUNNY,- ROSE, G: MOMMY) and

the new alternative AP5' (HAPPY, E: MUMMY AND BUNNY) share the case

1(Ji
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MAMMY, and because Pi (EXIST, _liUNNY) and-the nag alternative APS (HAPPY,

PDMMY, BUNNY) share the case BUNNY, we would have to draw our evolv-,
O

ing map such that both elementt Of coherence could be shown;

As can be seen, the map changes shape as the coherence in the surface

text, Changes; providing one with a visual display o the surface text-

coherence;

TO carry this even further and for purposes of contrast, let's

assume that Sara concluded her text with, Father throw up. A propo-

sitional analysis of this sentence would render: BP5 (THROW UP, FATHER).

Since (THROW UP, FATHER) sharesnocaSes with (PICK FOR, BUNNY, ROSE, G:

MOMMY) nor (EXIST, BUNNY) , we would have to map it showing no tie:

BP5. This does not mean we could not Make it coherent or

tied to the other text portions; but it does mean we, the reader, must

do the dying mentally and that Whatever coherence there may be, it does

not express itself in the transitivity relationShipS xpressed in the

surface text.

Aezoherent text need not be one that has all of its mainline

propogitions tied to each other, but Margaret Atwell (1980) has found

that surface texts with are ludged by readers as being well=written

have a higher degree of local coherence .90+ or -) than do texts which

judges perceive as less well Written 1.76+ or -). Mapping texts in

thi
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this fashion, then, gives one a look at_the_lOcal coherence expressed

in. a surface' text:

When we examined the language experience stories which 3, 4, 5,'

and 6-year olds produced folr us, we fOund that the older the child the

more likely we were to receive a story consisting of Multipld proposi-

tions. TWenty=five percent of our 3=year oldS produced such stories,

50 percent of our 4-year old8, and 75 percent of our :5'and 6-year oldS.
_

When we anappRd these stories we found that all childier) were addressing

issues of 1oCal Coherence in their texts. By examining the prbportion

of mainline propositions which were tied tb each other in the text ba86

we found this ranged from .17 to .46 for 3-year olds to .25 to 1.00 for

4, 5, and 6-year oldS. In lbOking at-a Child's ability to handle or

across story taSks, we further found that this ability was con=

text specific depending upon the task and story writing'conditions.

By looking at the maps produced one can tell 'N'ihether global.cb

herence is expressed in the surface text or whether it must be inferred..

Expressed global coherence means that there is a proposition in the

text to which all other propositions are somehow tied. Inferred global

coherence means that there is no single proposition which is expressed

to which all others tie, but that one can easily create a proposition

which might serve his function. In Matt's text; "My Trip to the Zoo"

-would be such a unit. It must be remeMbered, however; that because of

: the conditions-surrounding the production of Matt's text, no such prop°,

, sition needs to be expressed in the surface text. For 'this reason its

absence cannot be taken as indicative of a lack of surface text

1 1 ,
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organization. In fact, what -appears to be lack of organization from one

theoretical position is evidence of ordhestration and growth fiuntanothel7.

Sdmetimes when you as yOung children to dictate a story, they

decide not to do so, electing instead to have a conversation,, play, or

do other things. Of the 48 children we asked to dictate a story in our

IndianapoliS Study, 46 engaged in story dictation at some point during
ti

the event. When we looked at hoW global coherence was handled by the

Children in their language experience stories, we fOiind only four" stories

contained an explicit macroproposition to which all other wain line

propositions tied. For 12 of the stories one could infer a placropropo-

sition. This proposition was implicit rather than explicit, much like

the proposition one can infer for Matt's text. Thirty of the stories,
C

were contextually dependent meaning that in order to make sense of the

surface text created; a'reader would have to be familiar with the context

of.story dictation in terms of the objects used or the actions and antics

of the language user. Further; when weldoked at the global coherence

of the texts children created across story,composition conditionS in

both reading and Writing; (dictate and read a language eXperiende story,

write a story, read a story)4 any individual child's ability to handle

global coherence was found'to be a function of the story con tion and

the topic selected;

While this procedure for studying coherlence is not without its

conceptual faults, we have found it useful for studying variation among

the surface texts produped by young writers across a variety of contexts.

Generally, what we have found is that coherence is not a monolithic
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_ .

Skill in-Writing___It_isnot true that-language-users-either-hame-it-lar-.

IdOn't have it. Under certain conditions the surface texts which Children

produce express more or less coherence; EVen more importantly, our data

suggest. that young:-!Children are dealing with these 'issues and; in the
.

process of using.languagei'discovering what coherence means for texts

within a iety of contexts.

Recently, Stephen Kucer-(1982), in a study of college students'

writing, also debbnstrated that the amount and kind of coherence ex-

pressed in the surfacetext is more a function of the conditions under

which the text is produced than it is an expression of linguistic capa-

bility. Certain settings not only allow, but also encourage children

and obviously adults to test other.language hypotheses. Mhese,hypotheses

range from pragmatics, to graphophonemics, to syntax, to .other dinenSions

of semantics, and seem affdcted by topic choice, background infOrmation,

and task conditions. In its specific detail, then, the amount'of co-

herence expressed in a surface text'-is.a fUnction,bf the setting in

which the writing tasks place and the intentions and assumptions of the

language users involved. These aspects of textual organization will be

discussed in subsequent sections of this report. A8 will alsO be eXpli-

cated in subsequent sections of this report, linguistic adherence is but

one dimension of textual coherence.

Ficutan organizational perspective these data dettlonStrate both

the schematic aomple*ity and the schematic sophistication which young

Children bring with them to: writing at the time when most fdtmal writing

programs begin in this country. These data question many current
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____Instuctignal assumptions about the young dhild's writing ab4ity,,as

well as the theoretical grounds on which these assumptions 41eSt.

Fran an interdisciplinary perspective, the decisions which chiI-

dren make in reading and writing from age.3 through.age6, are not only

organized, but laced with Both personal and social organizations. This

interplay betmaan personal and social organization in the evolution of

literacy is universal. Panda-mess and'language are inimical concepts.

It should not surprise us to find that it neither charadteriZes our

writing nor that of:the 3-year
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2.2 INTENITCVALI

By 'intentionality' we refer to an expectation on the part of k
language users and learners that written marks are cultural objects, or

signs, which signify. Even before children have determined what a par=

ticular written mark may signify, their responses reflect a basic under=

standing of written marks as cultural objects which have a sign potential.

Kibi, age 5, when asked to write, made a
series of marks Dn the paper. Kibi looked
up quite pleased with her performance and
asked, "What did I write?" Kibi's question
suggests that she sees written mcirks as I

signs which signify meaning to other lan-
guage users. While she does not have a
knOwledge of how one produces specific
marks to sign specific meanings she does
understand that these objects are signs
which signify. She has, in other words,
accessed the deep structure of literacy
without controlling in any precise way the
surface structure.

Angela, age 50 was writing a letter and
accidently made a series of marks on her
paper during the process of waving her pen
as She thought abolit what to write. notic-
ing t marks she aske'd, "What do these

What is particularly interesting
about Angela's behavior is the assumption
she makes that any written markS st?1,7? mean=.
ing. While this instance demonstrates the
pervasiveness bf the assumption of inten-
tionaZity even when the genesis of such
marks was not intentional;_ it should be
noted that it is not clear whether Angela
really understood she had accidently made
the marks herself.

Frank, age 5, was shown various pieces of envrionmental print and
asked what they said. Frank's responses included, "Mints" for
Dynami-nts, Kroger" for Kroger Eggs, "Blocks" for Lego, "Street" for
Indianapopa and "Don't Know" for For Sal f. What is important to
understandis that all of these responses are governed by an assumption
of intentionality, even his "Don'ft-Know." What "Don't Know" Teans is

11u
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that Frank, in having studied the cue complexes available in this
setting, does not recognize them as immediately identifiable. For
example, when shown the Evil Knievel Chopper box and asked 'what__ it

,says, Frankainitially responded, "Don't Know." By our asking, "What
things do you see that help you know what this says?" Frank buys
himself more time to pursaF our first question, ,and responded, "I
think it says 'motorcycle'."

Greg, age 5, received a Zetter from Linda and was asked to read it.
Greg initially reSponded, "I forgot what it said." After a pause
he read: "Dear Greg, I want to go 2flack to school with Greg Winston and
come and work with you again too."

Megan, age 4? wrote a personaZ Zetter and
a story on two separate sheets of paper ,44/4/Y4using a wavy up-and-down script to plc:toe-
hold her texts. When asked to read her
letter she, read, "Dear Mary, I hope you
bring me here every day, The end. Megan."

4\4410AN.i.When asked to read her story Megan read:
. "Once upon a time there was a ghost.

C1-411Three ghost family. One day they went out
for a walk. They honked the horn cause MLo44,they saw Mrs. Wood and said 'Hi,' then
they went back to MY,s. Corners and they
honked the horn and sa-said Hi. The End."
While the physical products which Megan produced do not Zook like a
letter or a story, given our conventional, eyes, it's important to
understand that for Megan these, sets of markings had particular mean-
ings which closely correspond to our conventions for how the print
in letters as opposed to the print in stories operates.

Mile language users and learners may not know what a written

mark may Spedifically signify, to suspect it to be.aaiagn purposefully

created and existent for the purpose of communicating something to some=

body is to hypothesize intentionality. Intentionality is such a per-

vasive assumption refledted in dhildren's responses that instances Which

may initially appear to violate thiS piemise merit special examination.

Robert, age 3, when ShOwn_the city road sign Indiana and cl8ked
what it said, reSponded, _"Sesame Street." Robert's esponse demon-
dtrateS that his assumption -of intentionality led him to a cognitive
search of a con text in which to make sense of what he perceived.
Simic-Sesame Street Signs are more familiar to Robert than indianapoliS

11.0
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city markers, his response is under-
standabag. Given the fact that the
Sesame street sign serves as a logo
and appears in all materials which
that show sponsors--including all
SO-viame Street book covers-=the
responses "Book!' when shown the
Indianapolis city sign, giAn by
no Zess than 14 of the 48 chil-
dren in the Indianapolis studyis
qqudiVy understandable. In the
Bloomington study, 7 of the 24
children, when shown the Bloom-
ington city sign, respOncled,
"Book." While we might initially
infer that- this latter response
was graphophonetically driven by
the child's recognition of B's
and 0's in the word Bloomington,
such an interpretation would sug-
gest semantic intent was used as
confirmation, not initiation of
the response; Robert and our
Indianapolis informants show this
clearly was not the case.

Benjamin, age 4, when shown the,U.S. Mail
logo and asked wpat it said, responded
"Gas." OthL, cgildren und.er this condi-
tion responded "Oil station," "Oil," and
"Gas Station." While our initial impres-
ion of the relatioinship between U.S. Mail

Gas may be one of nonsense, from the
oh ld's vantage point, the red, white,
an blue color similarities on the logos,
th limited amount of print, the style of

nt, as well as the organization of the
nt on both the'U.S. Mail gas station

ogos make Benjamin and the other chi l=
dren's responses logical and reasonable.
In this regard, we have found, children's
responses can heZp us understand what se-
mantic options are available in the
setting. Further, "it is the same 'cognitive
process, driven.by intentionality, which
undergirds language users coming to a cultu-
rally 'correct" 'decision as it does their
coming'to a culturally "incorrect" deci-
sion. This understanding is important as

p
p
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it means "correct" and'"incorrect" have little if_anything_to do with
our understanding of the' proCeSSeS invOlVed in literacy -

use ,and learning:

Boyd, age 3, was asked to draw a picture of himSeli% During the
completion of this request, Boyd turned to the researcher and asked,
"Do you like _Boyd's piCture?" The researcher assured him she did,
but given his question and the nature of 'his markings, decided she
had bestclarify the task indirectly and so said matter=of-factly,
"That's a picture of Boyd." Boyd responded, "Yep. This is Boyd's
picture." What is significant about this instance is that it demon
strates that our intentionality (draw a picture of Boyd) and Boyd's
intentionality (here is Boyd's picture) are often quite different
and correspondence cannot simply be assumed.

TO "say that written language users and learners approach print

with an expectation of intentionality is to say more than that they see

it as purposeful or even meaningful, however; Embedded in this notion,

also, is the expectation that combinations of these_ written marks as

well as the relationship thesewrittenmarks have to the context of

situation in which they are foiand wit( C6ntribute to the attainment of

a unified meaning; Intentionality governs the- responses'of all written

languape users and sets into motiOn cognitive search strategies whereby

literacy and literacy learning are propelled.

Allson, age 4, when shown Kroger Cottage Cheese, typed out in primary
type' on a 3 x 5 card and askedawhat she thought it said, responded:
"Well, it should be the alphabet, but it doesn't start with A."
Alison_ assumed here not only intentionality; but also that what was
shown her would be personally meaningful. The cognitive operations
she engages in are universals which undergird both successful and
unsuccessful in'st nces of the process.

ehris, age 3, aZon with his father and aunt, Oas one-a camping trip.
As they were going back to the(eoottage to. put Chris down for a nap,
Chris' aunt spotted a snake. Trying not to sound alarmed -and thereby
excite Chris so he couldn't sleep, the aunt calmly said, "Tom; do
you see the S-N-A-K=E?" while continuing to walk with Chris to the
cottage. TWo hours .later, after his nap, Chris bounded out of the
cottage and said he wanted to see "the A-B-C." What do. you think
ar, "A=BC is?" his aunt questioned. "A snake," Chris replied.

1 1 3
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Alison,- age 3, was accompanying her parents on a' trip to Indianapolis
zoo. Seeing the freeway signs overhead, her father asked, "Alison,
what do you think that says?" AZison responded as if reading the
overhead markers, "It says . . . uh . . . Daddy . . . turn .

right . . . here . . . to go . . , to . . . the 200.."

Kara, age 6.5* brought home a basaZ reading story to read from schoot.

The text read, "I want to hide here. I want to stop here. I want
to at and eat . . ." At this point ,Kara stopped reading and turned
to her mother and said;" "Godly Does this make sense to you!?!"

Alison, age 3, and her parents went to Baskin Robbins to get an ice
cream cone. Alison's mother pointed to the flap on the trash can
with the letter FLU =S=H etched in the flap and asked, "Alison, what
do you think this says?" Alison responded, "Push." -Alison's mother
questioned, "How did you know that!" As she ran her index finger
in 40e grooves forming each letter, Alison responded, "Cause it's
got aZZ the right letters."

Languipe users assume that the various signs in a literacy event

-are intentional, non-random, and together operate to convey a unified

meaning. Further language learners seemingly operate under the assumption

that it is not beneficial to ,them over the long haul to ignOre or disre-

gard objects perceived as signs. Tbgether the assumptions cause the

language user to actively search for unity and propel the active testing

of language hypotheses by language users and learners.

Jill, age 5, was asked to read or pretend to read the book, The Ten
Little-Eresme. In this book a predictable structure ie et up whereby

page by page another of the hears-leaves home to panic pate in an
adventure. .This structure is also conveyed in the pictures which
show fewer bears on each page. Jill began her reading by making up
a story about a group of bears who go on various trips. As she
created her story she noticed the repeated at-home pictures and
visibly counted the bears. Having thus discovered this structure
Jill is led to building it into the text she creates. This decision

leads her very close to the.surface text structure. Her Zine:

"Then five little bears stayed home." The actual story line: "Then
five little bears were at home."

Charles, age 4, was shown a box of Jell-O pudding and asked what it
says. Charles responded; "Jell-O," but then asked, "What's that
little mark mean?" pointing to the registered trademark beside the
word While neither we nor Charles pursued his question,

11:
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2 iimplicit in it is an assumption thrat this nark is ct sign z3hich
Lat-er when shoion the Johnson 81-' johnson Band =-Aid box artd

asked what it says, Charles responded, "Band=Aid." Then seeing ,the registered trademark beside the word Braid----Aid reflected, "Thereit is again." Once again while neither we nor Char Zee pursued his
observation, the fact that he made it suggests that having oncerecognized it as a sign, and assumed it' was- intentful, Charles is
actively searching_ for its meaning. By collecting instanced of its
appearar;ce, he will make ern inference and test a hypothe.sis. Tworelated observations are important. Language learners, like
Charles, always seem move interested in that they haven't sorted outthan What they he It does not surprise us that Charles focuses
on the trademark symbol, this being his latest language discovery.
SecoPtelly, when we began this study we were concerned that the print
in the print-settirzg be big enough for young children to see. . -Experiences such as this Zed us to realize the eye sight of young
children is never as serious an issue as beginning reading and writing
programs assume. In fact, we ve some evidence that lined school
paper which forces the child ste with a certain sized print
actually distracts the child's at noon from the real issues
literacy learning.

Jodi, age 6, was asked to write her name_irbe-
tween the lines" on some hand drawn school
paper as part of a test given to judge reading
readiness in first grade. Noting the horizon-
tal dotted line rwming down the center of the
line she was to write her name on Jodi assumed
its role must be to 'separate the letters of her
k2ame. Ever so carefully, she wrote .J in the
space between the first wo dashes,\O in the
second, D in the third, and I in the fourth.
space.

Jodi was an extremely competent young writer,
having had 3 years in Heidi Mills' preschool
program in which she had had extended oppor-
tunities to interact with books and select
paper from a writing center appropriate _to
whatever writing she wished to do. Encounter-
ing school paper for the first time, she rier-':
fulls assumed the markings down the center of
each line were 'intentional and decided they
n-ntst be to separate the' letters'in writing.
While this made her name look strange, this was
after all first grade.

.
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The-assumption of intentional ty characterizes our current written

anguage discoveries just as much as it does our very first explorations

with print; It is the assumptions of non-- randomness, relative_to con-

textand to any and all markings encoUntered, Which drive literacy and

make written language learning sametimes appear effortless. Understand-

ing intentionality is fundamental to understanding the sociolinguistic
ti

and Psycholinguistic activities involved in literacy and literacy learning.

We are not the first to see intentionality as a universal pattern

reflected in all instances of literacy learning, though-we may. be the

firSt to see unconventional responses as instances of thephenomona.

EVery protbdol example in this volume reflects this assumption on the

part of the language user. If it were not so-fundamental to under-
-

Standing literacy, ita'pervasiveness alone wculd in itself be boring.,

The review of literature, diScussion of selected protocols and descrip=

tion of analysis procedures which follow look more closely at some of

these patterns of-intentionality in o'er data for purposes of tracing
tl

itsthe conceptual and historical roots;roots; of this notion and discussing ts
0

significance tb UnderStanding,and rethinking literacy. ab illuserate

that the concepts we discuss in this report,, like 'organization'

now 'intentionality', are applicable to any pieoe:oof reading.and-

writing data, Organizational pattftns Which are present in the new
441

protocols we introduce in tp following sedtion will be referenced for

the reader's benefit. Organization, you will reca1A, was the topic of

Section 2.1, whidh preceded this one.
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2.2.2 aNTENTIONALITY: INTERDISCIPLINARY PERSPECTIVES

The past 15 years have been heralded as a 'Period in which phenbMi-

enal advancement has been made in understanding the reading and language

process (Pollock, 1979; Shuy, 1979); TO the extent that this advanceMent

is real, it may well be attributable to discovery of the centrality,of

the semantic system in not only reading (Goodman, 1967; Rummelhart,

1977; Smith, 1971, 1978; Admiens,Si Collins, 1978; Kintsch & van-Dijki_ 1978;

Frederickson, 1977), but language and language learning (Brown, 1973, ::

Halliday, 1973, 1975; Hymes, 1967; Shuy, 1979). 'Given a perspective

which only the passing of time can offer, ttle:past period of research

in reading and related fields might well be seen as diSOOVery of the cenr

trality and the oomplexity of the semantic systems of language; lb;date

seven semantic systems pave been identified (Halliday & Han, 1980) of

Which transitivity relationships .(FillMbre, 1976) and a-01)081_0n (Halliday

& Hasani. 1976) have received the rrbst Study 131; cognitive psychologists

arxl: others.

The iMportanceJof intentionality to understanding .the cognitive

'!Processing operations involved, in reading aampt066h$an has only very

recently been re-emphaSized by Sahank (1980). OM Attempting to get a
t

computer to simulate human coMprehension, programming the computer to

perform advanced operations on-the rntic proved insufficient;

'Frustrate0 in this effort; Sdhank.repOrted that he has his colleagues

needed to develop a spOcialprogram ãlied 'What's Your Point?" in order

tri.get the computer o Priciritize.propositions and readh"Oonclusions

similar to those made by language users when reading.

2
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The net result of work in this area across disciplines has led

to the artiallation of a flpctional perspective on language and lan-_

-guage learnt/1 (Bates, 1976, 1977, 1981); Grioe, 1975, 1978; Searl

1969; 1975', 1979). Functionalists argue that the very essence of

language is meaning (Bates, 1976, 1977; 1981; Halliday, 1973, 1975;

Goodman & Goodman, 1979). They argue that language did not develop be-

4
cause of one language user, but because of two whO had as,their purpose

comMunication. Halliday (1973); as a result of a longitudinal study of

his son, describes the whole of grdwth and development in language as

"a, saga ih learning how to mean."

17gotsky (1978) sees one of the crucial points in Written lan-

guage learning as beingthat moment when the Child intends,' and then

makes marks on the paper to placehold that intention. He Characterizes

this crucial period in literacy by a formula which reads meaning over

object (meaning/object) , and contrasts it to an eaflier state which he

characteriies as object over Weaning (object meaning).. This latter for-

mule is illustrated by a child-making a squiggle on paper (object)

and only later deciding to name the mark something (meaning), for ex-.

.ample; "a snake." Vygotsky's'formula necessitates the naming of the

-representation -before it is written to be considered an instance of

literagy. If naming is not done befOre prOductiA begins then Vygotsky
r

-

ass that.intentionaIity is missing. Thfilyoung chilq's question,-

.
,

"twat did I write?" after putting marks on the paper signals that he

or she has inferred that the marks made should mean. 1,57gotsky's

insights, while important, need-extension.

123
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Given two sets of cbrrobative data--the children's reading of What

they had written in comparison to What they had been reguested.to Writei,

and the in-process verbalizations Of -children made during the proce8t Of

Writing in comparison to the responses made when asked to read what they

had written:.-11 children studied in this program of research wrote with

the intent to mean. The complexity as well as ,the significance of thiS

finding for the study of literacy is best seen when one analyzes the

in=process behaviors and verbaliZatiOn of our young language users in=

Volved in written language encounters.

Beth's uninterrupted story writing behaviors will be analyzed to

deMbnstrate.her 'intentionality' in Writing.. Beth's final product is

Shown in-Fighre 15.. The step by step process data in Figure 16 whidh.
ti

Figure 15. Uninterrupted Story Writing: Seth (Age 5)

.

,
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Figure 16. In-Process Writing Data--Beth (Age 5),

It4v\9eoNmse31)%

correspond to the verbalizations in;olved in the creation of this prod-
,

uct is made possible by stopping the videotape and reproducing, by use

Of a light table; the product produced at each of these points. The

correspondence between the detandS of the ta:.k, the in-process verbaliza-...

tions, and the child's stbSequent reading of her story, constitute what

was dbnsidered evidence of intentionality in this 'study.

12J
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(Figure 16--Sample A) Beth began by drawing a picture of a sun

and a house. (Figure 16Sample B) Beth writes, her name and then an-
,

nounces "I can write my name anotkler way" produding the second spelling

of Beth with an altered. E form (located in center of page) . After this,

Beth writes David Dansberger announcing it too be her brother's name.

She decides also to write Jeff, her other brother's name, but decides

her J doesn't look right and says, "That doesn't look right!" After

this announcement she tries to erase her J with her finger. Next she

draws a picture of David and announces as she does so, "This is David."

She begins to draw Jeff but remembers she didn't finish 11 name and

So decides not to.finisbhis picture correcting -herself at this /point

by saying, "Oops!"

(Figure 16--Sample C) Beth next degides to write her age "5."

Not pleased with her, product she immediately tries again (see "5" in

middle of page). (PigUre 16Sample 6) Beth Pauses for a moment at thls

point.' She then begins saying and writing her nuMbers 7n 'backward

orderL. "8," "1,"6," "5." Not pleased iath her .5 she Makes several

attempts to make an improved one saying "5," "5," "5e""5," and pro-
,

duces the array of forms shown here. Finally-shrugging her,shoulders

she continues by saying and writing "4,%"1," "2," "1,",'"Zerci," "BLAST

OFF!!!"

0* At this point Beth hastily sketches the rocket You seen the

loiddle of the page. Canplete with sound effects she terminates her

pictuie, story' by adding the streamers coming out of the topoi.the

rocket and flowing down the page saying as she does soi '"VARDIUM!1

VAROOM!! VARDOW!! VARDOM!"
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At tills point Beth announces she is done and the reseatcher asks

her to read what she has written. Bethpays, "Well, this is a story

ahout whatje andAqr brothers do at home, play rockets and things like

-that."
_.*

While this "reading" has the psychological dittance characteriz-

ing a retelling, it is imgortant to note that in light Of the: intent as

she expresses it, each analevery mark had as its fOndtion the Place-

holding of components of her story. While the surface level organization v

of the product may look random (Figure 15), the Semantic features of her

markings at a deep-structure level were intentional. Not only were her

markings intentional, but these markings were organized during produc

tion in story structure form; Notice; fot.example, Beth begins with a

setting (sun and house), introducescharacters jherself and her brothert),

and relates an organizing event (play rockets and thingg like that)

around which her story coheres.. Despite surface-structure form, her

Story clearly contains a recognizable story grammar (Propp, 1928;

Stein & Glenn, 1978; Applebee, 1978; lhorndyke, 1977; van Dijk, 1977)

which we can only conclude, given the available data, was 'intentionally

orchestrated and placeheldvia a highly ordered set of in-process

markings.

Beth, the youngest of 6 children, is a 5-year old without pre-

School experience. Although her behavior and story are particularly

goodo!amplesillustrating the complexity and sophistication with which

children otchestrate.intemtionality in their written products, all chil-

dteni as stated earlier, demonstrated intentionality in their writing.

12
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Latrioe, age3,,Who produced what from a conveltional perspective

Might be viewed as the most primitive markings Of all children studied,

began by saying she was going-to "make a dog," attempts to do so, but

says she can't. and decides to make, "a Mickey Mouse." Later, wten asked

to read what she had written, she said she had written "a dog and a

Mickey Mbuse,"'responses which fall nicely within the semantic' field of

the intent signaled by her speed during writing (see Haiste, Burke, &

Woodward, 1981, for a further detcription and analysis of thit instance

of writing) .

I

AS a related aside, it is interesting to note that oral speech

during writing not only signaled intentionality, but acted almost as a

plan of writing. action. In this regard, yire, like Vygotsky (1978), noted

that `almost inevitably speech produced in the proces\Of writing signaled

a plan of action either in abatement or in initiation. Speech, then;

seemingly served an organizational function in writing' The hand

seemed to follow as if subservient to decrees of oral intent. Rather

than a tool for thought, speech in the process of writing acted meta-

phorically as "intention director."

As an even further related aside, one cannot help but note that

speech during writing served as its own sign in a semiotic tense (Singer,

1980) which seemingly triggered the next semantic*unit*to be written.

In part.this is evident in the nonr-raridomand often ordered semantic

field in the written product. Rarely does one find it difficult-to

infer the class around which specific elements in the written products

of preschool children cohere. Latri6eis a noticeable exception. More*

123
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typical,of the data we received isShannon, age 3, who said, for ex...

ample, as she produael4'the respective lines in the product ghoWn in

Figure 17, "This is Anita. This is Shannon. This is Robin. This is

Figure 17. Uninterrupted. WritingShannon (Age 3)

Angel. This is Daddy. ThiS is NOMMy." In analyzing her product;

cohering elements are initiaily."playMatee. and4ogically, given the

bridge of her sister's, "family members." The interesting process fed-
A

t6ecE.this list, however, iSthat in haVing biome uP:with the first

item, that item acted as a. sign which seemingly stimulates the remaining

coherent elements in this set. Tioi'the extent that this is a viable .;.1

theoretical formulation for the phenomenon Observed, these data suggest

that intentionality signs intentionality and that decisions as to

k 12d
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-

intention are not isomorphic but ordhestrated through a prodett of On= :

limited semiogis (co,E 1979, 1976, 1979; 1980). Given the recent dokj,=-

nitive processing model of Flower and Hayes (1980, 1981) for writing,'

this phenomenon merits further study as it may expiain the process by

which plans come-to be embedded within text production and why the door

inant product char4cteristic of such a process is not only intention;

ality embedded in intentionality, but unity across plans and.subplans.

Giventhemodel of language which this research has driven us to

hold, intentionality is At much a part of Written language production

as it is of oral language prbdtction. This statement assumes a common

language process undergirding all expressions in languagereadingi

writing, speaking,-littening--atwell'at a-common linguistic data pod'

(Burke, 1977,1980) created and Made available regardless of the Ian-
p

guage expression through which a particular linguistic insight is made.

In written lapguage as well as art literature intentionality and

conventionality are often confused. The assumption being that in order

ifor written language to be intentional it must be conventional. From
/

out data, non-conventional markings on paper could not be construed as

uriiAentional in meaning.

One of the definitions of a scribble offered in A Dictionary of
.

iHead.insv.and_PelatRaTerms (Harris &

meaningless written marks" (p. 287).

/ written efforts of children, such a

Hodges, 1981) reads, "to produce

Given a functional look at tie

definition falls far short of real=

ityf arid seemingly confutes conventionality with intentionality. TO the

extent that more successful writers nay. not always write what -they intend,

1IP

1 3 u

)
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though what they elect to write is done in conventional form, tfiis con-

fusion nay prove as problematic in our attempts to understand pro iciency

as it does in our attetpts to underatand the evclution of literacy.

'A

r
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2 . 3 GENERATIVENESS

2.3.1 GENERATIVENESS: THE YOUNG CHILD AS INFORMANT

In use, language is an open system which pennitt the maintenance

and generation of meaning. 'lb say that written language is an object

which functions, as a sign is to suggest that the system is infinitely

open. What the language user takes the shin to mean is a function of

his or her purpose and background of experience. Language as 'a sign can

sign different -things to different people, or even different things to

the same person on different.ocrasiOns.
Q

Beni_ age 4, was shown a Crest toothpastq.c ton:and -asked whit- it
Scifd. He respondeA, "Toothpaste." Later w 611. asked,. "What else
can- you tell .me about this?" Ben responded, ."Well . . . we use
rest at our house; (1.

For Ben the letterf C-B-E-S-T signed 'net only, "toothpaste," but, ye
find out later, also "Crist" the response we' might have expected
to our' initiai question. For Ben as for us the letters
sign many things sirmataneously,7.incluiling "cavitieb," or hope- -
fully the Zack of such (as it did for Tyler, ageN3), "flouride"
(Heather, age 3), and "toothbrush" (Bhannon, age 3). To say that
Ben's and these other responses are "wrong" is to fail to demonstrate
an understcazgling of the generativeness of language as an open sign
syStern.

gathan, age 3, was shown a box of Jell-0 pudding and asked what it
said. _His response, "It's got sugar in it" indicates to us whit
eT-E--L-L=0 signs to him given the nutrition lessons he has obviously
learned at his mother's knee. While General Foods might not be
pleased to know that J7E"-L-L-0 signs "sugar product," it is the
openness .of lcmduage which keeps it alive and ever pertinent. The
amount of time an object Zike J-E-L-1,0 has been around and the
amount of effort General Foods has devoted to establishing to better
meanina is, in itself, no g7)aranted that language users will gi e

--the interpretation that' General Foods desires. 'Despite our or their.
desire to close language, it remains an open sign system. -

The generativeness-of language does.rbot.stop once convention is

understood. It is the generativenesS: of language which propels' our
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a

learning of language, about language, and through language and makes
V

reading and writing real and educatiw.experiences in their own rights:

Alison could write her name more orjese
conventionally from age 3 on. At age 5,
however, she wrote her name A-L=I-S=O-N.
When asked why she was writing her name
this way, she said, "Just because."
After too weeks she resumed _the conven-
tional spelling of her name, A-L-I=S=O-N.
At 7 years of age, she signed the name-
plate on a book that was given to the church
library A-L-L-I-S-0-N. Upset with this
decision, since the book was to be a per-
manent contribution, her mother questioned,
"Why did you write your name like that!?!"
Her response, "Well, you can you know . . .

Some people Alison that way!"

What these examples illustrate is that
the generativeness of language does not
stop once convention is reached. As
Alis9n learned more about languagehow
tar'lloands of language mapped onto graphemes
and what options were available in this
mapping process--the generative potential
of language, including her own name, in-
creased. Rather than demonstrate what
she knew, or being "correct," Alison is
more interested in testing her latest lan-
guage discoveries. It is this proceNal'
coupled with the generativeness of lan-
guagenot the drive to convention--which
governs literacy and literacy learning.
As in language, and thought; there is,
thankfully, growth beyond convention.

Megan, age4, was asked to write anything
she could write. At one point .rather than
write she drew a picture of a Present.,
replete with a ribbon. In rereading what
she wrote she said, . , and this says

Having said this, she
paused, reflected a bit, and said, "No,
it doesn't!" Snatching the pen again she
crossed 'out her picSure and wrote P-R-ILL
declaring; "Now, that says"presentg."

-J

3,0'
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example illaCtrates that with..,hepeated opportunities to involve
'herself- in the ,,process over the''course of this event; through art
and kater through reading and whiting, irtegln is-given an opportunity

&.take a new stance' and. orchestrate more wfatske knows about
writiej:".ac.a,..process. N.11ze generativetiess of the proce0 _does not
pnly:.lead tom, divergency- in language,. but convergency;

. I ,.
Frital. a (F.ognitve iproceSsins perspectipe 4 jeligagement and: engage-

ment in 'the process, increases the oppittiiiitieS,Ianguage .users:have. for

self-di4covei=y of the generativeneSs and Selfedticative aspects of

Iangtage in`use. in 'this sense not. only language, but the process of
,

language use,e'is in,,itself generative, buying the language user tine,
=

allowing him'oi.-her to? shift stances psychologically, permitting torches-
,

tkation of What is already known, and allowin4 him or her to organize

.

trim` evolving: text. This process occurs during bOth reading and writing

and involves all comunication
I

systems.

Charvin, age 43, was asked to dictate a story using the, objects lie
hail selected from a box of toys He dictated, "It's, a horn. It's

baseball bat. Thipis my chop, -ckoo train. It bloLis up. When
asked to read bhat he kad.writ-ten, Charvin read., "This is my bagebcrZZ
bat. Thi§ is my horn. It. blows up. This is my choo-phoo train.
This is wyd base- . a I don't know.",- At this 'point the
researcher obtro7;eirted..' "You're reczding your story very, nicely."

ven enVpuratemerit, ,:CharVin began reading again, "This is my base-
balt ,bczt i'4n4 'it h'its'balZs,. And this my choo-choo train and it

.,, ,-(pauset . . . don t' know how to2'read. "
eor

Complex., this exclinple illustrates that Chczrvin sirRuZtczneously
*explores both' the chance and generative functions of written lan-
guage duzii-hg this event. His initial reading includes aZZ of the
original propositions in his dictated taxi. In rereading, he not only

. builds off of these propositions, but discovers he has more to say
about each'fand adds descriptive statements., "This is my baseball bat

..'and it hi-is balls." While this process scares ;him into -concluding
that cioesn"t. know how to read, his, very behavior belies this
fact and indeed demonstrates engagerrAnt in and exploration of the
key,,cognitive processes andbenefits'cf literacy.

Chcirvin begi.rnh by inventorying*hat he sees as available to him in
this 'setting.' This act is in itself' generative in that' it sets up
implicit contrasts which Zead Charvin to the>discovery of what he

am,

134
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might say about this concept as, opiiosed to ther. In rereadi'ng,
this process continues with the resu.ltbeing addition of descrip-
tive statements for items inventoriep7. o 'study we notoniy
found this pattern of inventory-descripti6n operating in writing, but
in reading with the result being that once descriptive statements
were ,generated a narrative. or e*sitory text more in line with our,
expectation of such texts raetnad. It's important to understand
that what repeated opportunities to engage in the 'process with this
text--first as a writer., then as areader--offered Charvin was oppor-
tunities to both work tbraigh the process and simultaneously dis-
cover its generative and self--educative benefits. : Also illustrated
is the importance of a supportive environment' in relationship to
this engagement and growth. I
Jason, age 5, selected a spoon, a to suitcase, and some play money
to use in telling a story for dictation. Jason began by dictating.,
"Dalian Spoon. Case." Then as much to -himself as to the researcher,
Jason asked/ "Do you know what you do with thbse?" Without waiting
for a reply, Jason continued his' dictation, "You take t spoon and
you dip it in chili and cereal and you eat it. You tae it (suit-
case) 1162, some money to go to the store. Boy. Girl. Money. Ease.
Spoon." Like Charvin, Jason mentally begins by inventorying con-
cepts he sees as availcz.ble to him in this instance. His inventory-
ing activities nerve as q heuristic for comparison and contrast
which leads him to discover that one of the things he knows is that
you do different things with each of these objects. From here he
,begins to generate descriptive statements and is Zed in the process
to tying and weaving these bOncepts together into a "story."
Jason's reading and rereading contain all of the propositions in his
original story with the only difference being that his "story" is now
much tidier. ."Spoon. Case. Dollar. Take a dollar to the bcink.
Take a case to Chicago. Dip the spoon in chili. Eat the chili." _

It's important to 'note the various psychological stances Jcison takes
during the course of this event. During dictation he's initially
a participant using language to get on with dictation, then, by
asking his' rhetorical question, he is suddenly a monitor lookirzg
at what he has dictated in light of what he knows, and finally
then he's a pqrticipant again.. Just as asking his rhetorical ques-.-
Lion allowed-fiim to switch stances during dictation, so asking him
to read affords the scone opportunity and he again takes advantage,.
only this time becoming an editor. His final text, the result of
the generativeness process itself, while probably not much of a
story by our definitions of well-formedness hrksparallel, syntactic
and semantic structures. G

Eugene, age 6, dictated a story 'much like that of Jason's: "Money.
I like money. Ice cream have a spoon. Doctors "have, a suitcase."
Like Charvin and Jason, Eugene too mentally follows an inventory-

.
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descriptive text generating.process. In rereading Eugene maintains
most of his text, but edits his last two 'tines to read, "Ice cream
:goes with a spoon. A doctor needs an suitcase."

_ . .

Misty, age 4, follows the same process but uses a different strategy.She initia/ty selects objects to tell -her story with, but rather than :
deal with the objects as zdhat they are, assigns them character roles.The Play School person becomes 'Raggedy Ann' The toy elephant be-comescomes a 'big bad wolf'. Having made- the.se decisions, her text begins,
"Raggedy Ann. This story is about a pig bad Wolf . . . "

Heather, age 3, follows a strategy similar to that of MIsty0, seeing
her objects as candy and more generally as 'food'. She dictates:
"Candy. Mints. Trick or Treat. They go driving. They go hunting.
They going to drive down the spoon. . I Zike milk. I Zike cotta
cheese . . ."

White Heather's "story" seems to go nowhere in particular, the
inventory-4escriptive generative sequence is shown. As Heather
dictates she acts out her story by manipulating the objects she
selected. Play in this instance seeming to serve Heather the same
benefit Jason's rhetorical oral question offered, him. Psychologically
these moves allowed the Zanguage user, in both instances, to take a,
new or alternate Stance with the result being the generation 'of text.

*.
!

Latrice, age 3, was asked to read or pretend to read the book,
The- Ten-Little Bears. She began by identifying items in the pic-
tures she recognized, "There's a" table . . .a chair." From here
she moves to simple desfriEtion,. "He's driving" and proceeds in
this fashion throughout her reading of the book. Here, again, we
see this inventory-descriptive pattern reappearing.

Taisha, age 4, was also Jokea. to read or pretend to read the bodk-,
The Little Bears. Unlike Latrice, She never moves beyond X

.---inventorying, though her -inventorying is much more extensive than
is that done by Latrice, "A fire truck, bears; elephant, airplanes,
truck, bear, elephant, rabbit, bubble gun, spoons, foritAbicq-8,
mixer; hammer . . . "

This inventorying behavior _may wen-have its roots in tap reading
where often parents and child together go- through a book naming
objects and making cOMMents on them. It is also here; no doubt,;,,
that childreakjea4n that books contain coherent- syntactic arid
semantic structurqs,Tfor regardless Of idhat young children elect
to foquson; the text Which resulted seemed to have at least the,
rudiments of parallel OritadtiO and semantic structures.

Brandyce, ag' 4, too, begins witll an inventorying sort of behavior
but rapidly moves to descriptive statements as the _basis her or
story. She begins, "Bears. These bears sitting--Zaying down. ,Going
to be that . . And he's going there to the roller toaster

. . .1 an
he's going there to the swimming pool . . "

13
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ChaTvin, age 4, follows this same pattern, "Bears. Laying cn. the
floor. Still laying on tho floor. They're laying in the water . . ."

Stephanie, age 4, uses a subtle combination of inventory followed
by description. "One little bear . . . on the beach, One little
bear, he's riding in his car. There was a roller coaster. They
was in sujimming . . He's buying some candy . . . going to school

.,. They're fixing supper."

Sally, age` 5, does not visually go through inventorying and descrip-
tion though the 1story .she read reflects a similar genesis: "There
was ten bears that wanted-to eat but only one ated: Then the papa
bear was in the saiZboat and.the ten little bears were at home. 'Then
a boy went out in a car . .

Alpha, age 5, begins with descriptive statements and continues this
pattern throughout her reading. What.is particularly interesting
is that in this process she arrives at not only a syntactic and
aemantic parallel structure for her story but a final statement that
ties her story semantic&ZZy.together. "A bear sailing in the ocean:
B0ars playing around. Bears dri'ving a jeep. There's a bear. riding
an a roller coaster. 'Bears swimming. Bears jumping rope. Bears
taking a hairut. Bears get candy. Bears at airport. Bears at the
fire station. Bears'having :fun!"

FOcuSing on the generativieness of language in use is not meant.

to deny the value or imPortance'of the meaning maintenance functions

of language, but rather, to suggest that language psychologically and

`sociologically is much more than ifiaintenanceas a medium in the process

of literacy and literacy learning.- The protocolst analysis procedures,

and discussion of related-literature WhiCh"f011oware meant to dembh

strate the iMportance of understliding language and language use as

generativ,p'Processes for purposesF ot. rethinking what's inObl(Fed in lit-

eracy.

o
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2.3.2 GENERNTIVENES : INTERDISCIPLINARY PERSPECTIVES

Orie ofIthe advantages of written language over spoken language

is that written language supposedly affords more precise memorability

and retrievability of ideas over tine and space (Goodman & Gbodman, 1979).

Vygotsky (1978) argues that yet another index in literacy growth and

development is when the child not ohly intends to mean", but later when

'encountering that marking anew, retrieves the original intention. From
Pi

the perspective of psychology this literacy feat entails the-retrieval

and maintenance of ideas franliTime 1 to TiMe 2 by an individual.

The maintenance of ideas across, language users in a society,

triat
(

is, from one :Language iiser:to another, given the previous diS=
4

tinctioni Might be thought of as:!sociolOgidal_languagainaintenance'.

/

It is,. of course, at the level of sociological maintenance that oonven-

tion becomes important. Convention'tis defined as'a set Of social rules
.

of language
i

pse and form which have as thar-purpose facilititing comp-'
t

l'. "'

munication (Fteedle, 1972, 1977, 1980)..
t
.,,oe ,

't

One's own p6rticuThr'rules, whiCt /nay well servea'psychological

maintenaAce function! In that despiptqheir non conventional form they

serve perSonal.440raioility as well as retrieVability '(and must, there7-
_

forei be Stand6kdited enough to function across time for the individual

at.least) might blest be thOught of as personal convention; James

JOyce'S7stream
,,

developed

at.conscioysness writing and, the punctuation system he

can' assume, as personal convention, but has moved

0

to aStatUS Otitocial convention via social acceptance of his work.

I

I

13J
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Understanding not only language change but the processes in-

volved in this change is important:. Language, whether on a psydbodogical

Cr a sociological level, serves a maintenance as well as a generative

function (GoOdman, 1980). ReCent Work in cognitive paychblogy has not

only explicated the generative...nature of reading,' but in So dOing ex
plicated the maintenance and generative functiOn of language more gen-

erally
7

These insights into language are best seen when.neWer Models of

reading comprehension are contrasted with their historical aboUiterparts.

AistoriCally reading has,been viewed as a process of information trans-.4,

fer With the reader seen as tote or less a faulty vessel. A proficient

reader under the historical view was seen as sZxreone.who,aotNired--alI

textually implicit and explicit units of meaning and did so without dis-

tortion or intrusiOn.

Newer models of comprehension.have challenged this View (Adams

&:Oollins, 1978; Goodman, 1967; Rbtenblatt, 1938, 19691'1978, 1986; Eco,

1979) And havedemonstrated that readers construct a text in their_

.'11e4cIsigiven their reAding of available signs in the graphic display

(Eco;,1979; Iser, 1978; Beaugrande, 1979;1980; 6uller, 1980). Under

this view,;comprehension is much less precise; what a reader makeS of

a text is dependent, upon his knowledge of, faMiliaritY with; and inter-

pretation of, available signs.. While all readers in a given culture'

will come to haVe a.good amount of shared meaning simply by virtue of

the 'fact that tney Share a history (4 language encounters in a given

interpretive coMmunity (Fish, 1980), each reading, because of the
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individual reader's unique experience; will also be slightly different.

What a reader reads may mean more to that reader than:it did to the

author. The same prOdOSS which leads to "less," leads to "more." It

is, in'fact, the generative function of language which keeps it psycho-

Iogicalli and sociologically alive. It is the maintenance function of

language which gives language psychological and sociological continuity.

Within any retelling there is not only a maintenance, but a

generation of ideas (Crafton, 1981). In part this is true given the

nature of comprehenSiOn, but in part it isitrue because a reading and a

retelling is not a linguistic act but a linguiStic event with each

aomponent7-both.the reading and.the retelling--being a language encbun-

ter in its own right. Carey, et_al_. (1981) argue that one cannot parse

a retelling in tens of whether the source was author or teader; but

rather suggest that a retelling is a new evenf;--theFresult-of-a-trans-

action rather

PsitA

Smith (1982) ,

process which

Writing, like

carding one's

than a simple interaction between atthior and reader.

retent research in reading comprehehSion, ShAnklin (1981)

and Kucer (1982) have developed miodel8 of the writing

capture not only its maintenance btt generative functions_

reading, has historically been viewed as a process of re-

,
ideas on paper. The generative function which writing

serves for the writer (Smith, 1982); while freqtently discussed by

writing theorists (BexthOff, 1975; Young, Becker & Pike; 1979), was

nOticeably absent in most formaImodels of Writing and hence in research

and instruction.

Decent work in metaphor and the cognitive processing operations

involved in understanding metaphors (Ortony, 1977; 1979; Altwerger, 1982;

Jo, 1 o
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Strassi 1982) mpy prove to be viable models for understanding the main

tenons and generative function of language processing generally.

AItWerger's Work (1980, 19811 moves in this direttion by studying meta-

phors and how readers process them in more natural reading situations.

She finds, given the processing behaViors of readers, that not only do

traditional definitions of metaphor break down; but that the prodess
Yr

Underlying how readers%unjerstand metaphor is similar to hiow they under-

stand portions Of text not previously thought to be metaphoric. Froi4 a

d as informant perspectiVe what the reader processes metaphorically

to coincide with what a linguist might code as metaphor. in the

Surface- text itself.

We will attempt to clarify these understandings by folloWing a

Written language event through time. As part of our study of written

langpage growth and development, we asked 3, 4, 5, and 6-year old

Children to Select from a box of toys three objects with which they might

tell a story. The story as dictated by the Child was transcribed by

the researdher. ImMediately following transcription; the child was

asked to read the story. One day later the child again was asked to

read the story. Analysis of:the child's first and second readings

lustrate the maintenance and generative aspects of language both within

and across encounters.

Dawn's dictated story, both in its original and propositional

form, is found in Figure 18.(for purpose of propositionalizifighd--

children's stories Kin4ch's propositional system as explicated by

Turner & Green, 1977, with adaptations by Harste & Feathers, 1979, was

1 LL
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Figure 18.. DiCtated Language Experience Story-rawn (Age 4.3)

I'm going to buy a bock of jingle hells.

1. (BUY, DAWN, BOOK)
, 2. (WALIFY, PDTEkIAL)
3. (SUBJECT OF, Bonk, JitimE

I'm going to buy a paint brush.

'FIRMS)

4. (BUY, DAWN,_ PAINT BRUSH).
5. (QUALIFY, (4), POTENTIAL)

I'm g0Ag to buy a elephants.

6. (suy, FTNPHANTY
(NUMBER OF, ELEPHANTS., TWO OR MORE)

.7. (QUALIFY, (6), POTENTIAL)

I'm going to buy a car.

. 11DAWN, CARL

. (QUALIFY, (8), POTENTIAL)

used). When we compare the dictated story to DaWn'S firSt reading of

that story (Figure 19) we noted certain Modifications in-the prOpoSi=

tiohal base. A portion of these MOdificationS served a cleaning -up

4:triotion. For example, Whether DaWn was going to buy one or more ele-

phants, now becomes clearly just one elephant. Mbdifications of this

sort were classified as partially generative (PG) in ihat.trAb6fthe orig-
.

inal three cases making up the proposition remained intact. [(NUMBER OF,

ELEPHANTS, TWO OR MORE) (NUMBER OF FTPPHANTS; ONE)].

When one cotpares the*giral story (Figure 18) with Dawn's

second reading of the storv,(Ftgure20) one sees even further modifica-

tion of the propositional base. Rather than continue with her structure,

"I'm going to buy ." she now writes, "I'm going out to buy . . ."
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Figure 19. First Reading of Language Experience Story- -Dawn (Age 4.3)

I'm going to buy a book of jingle bells.

M (BUY, DAWN, BOOK)
M 2. (QUALIFY (1) , POTENTIAL)
I 3. (SUBJECT OF, BOOK, JINGLE RFT.T.S)

going to buy a paint brush.

M 4. (BUY, DANN-, PAINT BRUSH)
M 5. (QUALIFY, (4), POTENTIAL)

going_taAguy an elephant.

M 6; (BUY, DAWN, ELEPHANT)
PG (NUMER OF, FMRPHANTS, ONE)
.11 7; (QUALIFY, (6) , POIENUTAL)

I'mAgrdng_Abalmoq_a_car-.

M 8. 01N, DAWN, CAM
M 9. (QUALIFY, (8), POTENTIAL)

Figure 20. Second Reading of Languag6ExperietiCeStory--Dawn (Age 4.3)

I'm going outba_buya_lx)ok. of_jingle bells.

M 1. (BUY, DAWN, BOOK)
M 2. (SUBJECT OF, BOOK, JIN( rP, RELT.S)
G 3. (GO OUT, DAWN, HOUSE)
G 4. (PURPOSE OF, (3), (1))

I'm going oulta_buy_an_elephant.

M 5. (BUY, DAWN, ELEPHANT)
G 6. (GO OUT, DAWN, HOUSE)
G 7. (PURPOSE OF, (6), (5))

I'm going out to buy a car;

M 8. (BUY, DAWN, CAR)
G _9. (GO OUT DAWN, HOUSE)
G 10.. (PURPOSE OF, (9), (8))
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thUS clearly indicating that the text world to be created is one which

puts the author physically at home.or at some site not near where the

shopping is to be done. The modifications add a whole generative level

of propositions (G); the meaning potential of whichwfas not very clearly

signed prior to this revision (Go-ouTi DAWN). 2'

When Dawn's readings are systematically studied and coded on a

'proposition by proposition basis and marked M for propositign maintenance,

PG fora proposition which is partially generative, and G for a new prop-

osition which was generated, one has clear evidence of bbth the genera-

tive and maintenance functions of individual langua encounters.

-1

Dawn's story and readings illustrate one of the patterns we ob-

served in watdhing young children read their language experience stories

on our videotapes; That was that while often their readings were uncon-

ventional by_bur standards, they inevitably fell within the semantic

ballpark of the dictated story. Because the oral reading often did not

neatly map onto the surface text of the dictated story,'we needed to

develop a procedure whereby we.couId study what was happening seman-

tically. The procedUre we turned to was propositional analysis. By

propositionalizing the language experience story which had been dic-

tated, and by comparing these propositions to the child's first and

second reading of the story, we found we could semantically track

cnanges over the language event.

Three functional categories evolved from our comparison of prop-

Ositions across thesurffce texts available from dictation; the dhild's

first reading, and the child's second reading: (1) Maintenance, or

14 4
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vr-

proposition in which all agent categories matched (TEXT: ISA, $ (un-

specified something),,,BASEBALL BAT: READING: ISA, $, BASEBAL BAT)

(2) Partially_Generative, or propositions which maintained the dic-

tated propositional meaning but did 90 in slightly altered deep stru6-

tUre form through a change in one agent category of the proposition

( TEEM: EAT, DOG, FOOD: READER: GET, DOG, FOOD); (3) Generative, or

new propositions which expanded the original semantic base and involved

two or three new agent categories in the proposition itself (TEXT: ISA,

$, BASEBALL BAT: READER.: ISA, $, BASEBALL BAT and POSSESS, CHARVIN,

BASEBALL BAT where the latter proposition is completely new too the story)

Taxonomic categories were worked on until A80 level of interrater

reliability was reached.

When a formal propositional analysis of.the language experience

stories whidh children dictated was made; we found that the stories -con-

tained, on the average, 14 :81 propositions per story; A study of the

distribution of'propositional types-predicate propositions (GET, DOG,

FOOD) to modifications (POSSESS, CHARVIN4 BASEBALL BAT) to connectives.

(CAUSALITY: BECAUSE (GET-, DOG, FOOD) , (EAT, DOG, FOOD))--revealed no

signifiCant differences by stories across ages. Overall, of these

14.81 prOpOSitions;n the dictated story, 8.2 Were Maintained in the
' .

first reading. Additionally, the first reading contained 3.62 proposi-

tions which were Partially. Generative and 3.3 propositions which were

Generative. These data are ba.sed on our analysis of all story reading''

in which the language User mainlOined the communication.aantracti-that

is, read we asked them to read. They include 8 stories by 3-year
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bldS, 10 stories by 4-year olds, 10 stories hy 5 -year oldse and 9 stories

t6, 6-year Olds. The maintenance as wdll as generative aspects of reading

are clearly shown and hbld acraps all age groups.

Rereadings:(secorid,readings) on the average, contained 14 propo-

sitions. Of these, 7.032 served a Maintenance role, 2.687 were coded

,asPartially Generative, and 4.375 as' Generative. These data show the

.

on-going maintenance and generative aspects of the language event for

all age groups.
-7.

Semantically these data suggest that each opportunity to engage

in the language-process provides the language user an opportunity to not

only maintain meaning, but generate, new meanings. Reading is in-its own

right a language experienCe. What engagement and reengagement in the

reading process, afforded the storyauthor was opportunities to mainthin

meaning, clear up meaning, and generate new Meaning. The net teSult:.

being that the final reading Or text was a much improved document.

Furthe , these data suggeSt that young children understand and

are cognizant of the semantic constraints and opportunities which 'exist

in engagement. Theoretically these data suggest that young children are

cognizant of the fact that semantic constraints are very much a part of

the 'text world' created durihg reading; Access and reaccess to this

'text world' and with it the constraints which operate, allow them not

only to both predidt and generate a text whidh a reader might judge as

quite successful, but reap the generative and, selfleducativeberiefits

of literacy which can only come through engagement in the event;

,Crafton (1981)i building from our worki used,this prddedure to

study the retellings of 4th and 11th grade students and demonstrated

110
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that the phenorrenon bserved,here is round in .all retellings. AS a re-

sult she not only argues that both reading and retelling are language

experiences in their dwn right, but begins to explicate under what read-

ing conditions more or less maintenance and generation is likely.

The applicability of this perspective to the study of writing

is apparent when one looks at Dawn'b second reading marked using Stan-

daxd miscue marking procedures (Goodman & Burke, 1972)., If Dawn's orig-

inal text had been Written, the changes DawnAnakes in her second reading

look distinctively like those a write might make in editing a first

draft (see Figure 21). Even deciding there are more event sequences 4

thant heeded and therefore getting rid of one, as DTanhas dime, would not

surprise usif this were editing being done on a piece of writing.

Figure 2 scue Markings of LangUage Experience Story--Dawn (Age 4.3)

I'am going to buy

a bodk of jingle

4

I'm going to buy

paint brush. I'm going to

bpy a elephants; I'm

going to buy a car.

DOWn
Dictation

I am going t c buy

a 136;ok of jingle. bells.

going to bily_a r.
paint_hrisii.) I'm goingAto

arto
bpy a elephaptda I'm

aoZ
goingit to buy a car.

Dawn
Seoond Reading

.Key:

I am = Substitution,
elephants = omission
going out to = insertion
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a

Givenwtat'we know about the our initial drafts of manu-

scriptS take form, the generative and self-educative benefits of con-)

tinued engagement in the process which Dawn and the other children we

Studied displayed does not surprise us; It is, of course-, parallels

like this between reading end writing and betWeerywhat children do and

What we do, that lead usudtonlyto.lopik at reading behavior as

scribbling, bu a the PrOdesses'inVOIed4nscribbling as being uni-.

veisally applicable to the study of written language gEh and de-

velopment at all ageS;

While this generative process is less tradkabIein.the writing

which 3-year old S 00i given their non-oonventionalscriPt, it is none-

theless discernible through Pi*ositional analysis Of the text-read:

Often children at 3, but not nearly so often....64.Someld lead us to

believe,.wrote one thing at Time 1, but at TiMe 2, when asked to read

what had written, renegotiated the markings to be something.elSe.:

.0f-ten these renegotiations in reading, as has already been illustrated

iq previous. sectionsof this report, fell within the semantic field of

the original text. Vygottky (108) Would ague, nonetheless, that

renegotiation is evidence of the child's lack of understanding of how

written language functions. VygotskY's argument, wever, ignores the

generativeness of language and instead falls into the trap of looking

at written language aSi-,'Serving-only a maintehance.fbildtibh.
.

For Vygotsky literacy only occurs Whenlanguage:users demonstrate

that the original meaning .has been maintainedfpOM.cOndeption; in the head
,.

(meaning ), through writing or.invention of a mark (objecti), through
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reading or reconstruction Qf the original,meaning. We might4epresent

..1./ygotsky,'S thinking formulaically as:

Object
-1

Man4ngi

Example:

Child'thinks 'snake'

Child makes mark (swiggly line) on
paper to represent 'snake'

ldr

Child reads mark and reconstructs 'snake'

In li\eU of vygot.§ksii-s formula um would propose that language

potentially generative at every pain in the.event, and that.it is 'the

openness oflailguage which makes the process of literacy Loth generative

and self-educative. What We initially mean 04saning4) gets placeheld

with a set of marks in writing (Object). TheseMaxks are signs which

can'trigger our original meaning (Meaning 1) or a new medanimg a*.arling2i

We could represent our` thinking formulaically as:

Meaningl

Objett ,

Meaning?

Child thinkS

Child! makes mark (swiggIy line) . on

paper. to represent...Snake

4,
Child reads mark and constructs
f'the path the snake took'

More accurately the _formula. might' read Iubaningl over Object cr 2

.

Nbaning
2
, where the Objebt as a sign can signify different meanings,.

Further, our data'suggeat that the ganeratiVemess of language

is not something laid. on literacTaftet yibu first know and understand'

its maintenance function.. Both the.maintanance4and generative functions

over

I

1 -1 ;_p.
ryv

:
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iof written language are there and being exploredifrom the start. It is

the openness of language which leads to gr9wth, bothburSand yours.
-

What I write can mean more to me 'ater than what it, meant to me when I

wrote it. Mat you write can me:arl. More td,:me thaft!it didto you Tiie

openness of language' leads to both creativity and error. That the prof
,

ess which leads to creativity is also the,process which leads to error

is something we must accept; but clearly, since we can not have one'

-Withbut the other, than we cannot ignore, confine, fail to appreciate,
.

.

or to encourage thi,417pcesS.



,
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2.4 kISK

2.4.1 RISK: THE YOUNG
%

CHILD AS -INFORMANT

/Language is inherently social. Because the trail- of narks we

leave during the writing process 'rakes language users vulnerable, en-,
gagement in the process cAn scare both participants and observers.

When this happens withdrawal frau the process can occur. Sinde.access

the process can only he gained through involvement in the process,

ikrategies which allow language users to set aside perceived or real

constraints and permit engagement on the language user's terms are cent

ral to growth in literacy.

Benjamin, age 4, when handed the book The Ten Little Bears end asked
to read, questioned; "You mean pretend to read?" "Yes," the re-
searcher responded, "just do the best you can." Given this assurance

iBenjanr n.was able to proceed.

Benjamin's question shows a_ concern for the ponstraints he per-
ceived as: operating in this context. Having abstracted out of past
encounters with reading some notion of what is involved, he decides
that if this is the kind of reading we are talking about, he can't
read. If, however, he can :pretend', that is, set his own con-
straints, he can proceed on hie own terms. 'Since access to the
process can only be attained through engagement in the process,
Benjamin's strategy is significant. Through 'pretend', constraints
can be set aside; a new set of rules 'operates.

BOyd, age .3, was asked to write his name and anything eZse that he
could write. He began by writing .a 'B' which carne out backwards.
Saying "I can't" aelv tried to erase his mark with his finger, he
quickly announced, "I'm going to make monster," and then pro=
ceded to do so using art instead of writing. While his monster was
not placeheld with any more of a conventionalized set of markings
than was his aborted nate. Boyd evidently saw art as not imposing
a set of constraints that writing did, which made his efforts in-
adequate. By age 4, most chiZdren are very aware of the constraints
involved in writing. When the management of these- constraints '

appears overwhelming., children often elect not to participate.
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Les'lic, age 6, when asked to write, initially ,responded, "Bus I
can't spell." t-WhenVe assured her that we were not interested in
her spelling, but in her writing, she was able to proceed.- The
perception that when one writes one must spen correctly appears
to be the single biggest constraint which 5 and 6-yegr old children
see as why they can't engage 'in the process. Given the attention
spelling is given by teachers and parents thisperception,ii
understandable, but nonetheless dysfunction to growth in literacy.

David, age 4., was handed a sheet of paper andasked to write his
name and anything else he wanted to write. David looked at the
researcher in dismay and responded, "I don't write! You learn to

.write in kindergarten!"

While David's resper4se appears 'cute', given aZZ that other 4-year-
old children in our sample had and continued to lears'about:1-1-teragy
through involvement in the process, dysfunctional notions such as
this fail in the end to serve the language learner.

Leslie., age 10, was
seZected by her labs-
room tg cher to' be ,

"wore ith" in
.cause she

found her "frustrat--
ing." "She'ZI speZZ
a word correctly in
the beginning of her
paper and then turn
arouncfand misspell
the same word later
on." :In the writing
Leslie did for us she
initially speZ Zed
turn T-U-R-N only,
later to spell it
T-E-R-N in the same
piede. Light- was
originally spelled
correctly, but became
L-I-H-G-H-T later on.
Arken asked as she
turned her paper
ovet Y-", us irgnedi-

ately upon comp.Zeting
her first draft,
"Leslie, do you ever
reread your writing to
see lf you got aot the
way you wanted.9'" she
responcted, "Oh, no.
My teacher does that:"

4

1 t, e (1, c f ,,, of fine
L, .4 f L m/L. :

0 .,
1
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1 e d e rOe ^ tt 0 rs. ,.... 4
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Leslie's response, "Oh,nO. M teacher does that!" provides clear
evidgnce = of the instructional constraints which she perceived and
which guided written perfbrmance in this etting.. What is inter-
estig, of course: is that the constraints present in4Opiss instance
oflanguage instruction worked against the attainmentofi the instruc-
tional goal of becoming an independent writer--the very goal we can
absume this teacher was working on by involving her students in
writing in the first place. In this instance, the unwritten
message of past instructional behavior-the teacher's careful cor-

.rection of the.children's written products--became apowerful force
alter,ing instructional intent. 'Rather than insuring corrective
feedback for growth toward proficiency it short=circuited the very
process in which this student must eng&ge if she is to become pro-
ficient. An instructional procedure instituted to facilitate,
debilitates written language growth and'development whit examined
through the eyes of the language -user to whom it was directed.

Bill, age 4, was shown ,d, vaxiety of logos from selected pieces of
environmental print and 7.4w aeked what they said When shown the:
Kroger Eggs Zogo, resz5onded, Aen shown the Kroger
Milk logo, =Bill responiied,

. nd'. I don't know."
When shown the Kroger Cottage_Cheese'logo, Bill pauSed and re-
sponded, "I don't knbw." Bill had similar prvblems with Jell-0,
Coca:Cola, and Band-Aid, -in that having once.said. "Coke" to

d-BanAid he felt this"option used up and so missed-Coca-Cola too.
One day later 74,6 laid all six items out in front-of Bill and said,
"Gibe me' the one that says 'Kroger Milki."- Bill scanned the st -

and ,handed us the _Kroger_ Milk_ logo. wed-ye me the one that says
'Kroger Cottage Cheese!,."-Bill handed us the Kroger Cottage Cheese
logo. "Give me the onethat says.'Kroger Eggs',

. . . . . .

. . ." until the one remaining was Coca-Cold. When
we asked, "Whqt does this one say, Bill proudly,"said, "Coke:".

Knowing what items we had used in our. product condition of
task, Bill was familiar with the options he was likely to face.
Trying to work within this set of options; his. previous experience
with'our task operated as a constraint on his current decisions.
Once he had used an optio% it was no longer available. When nswe
altered the task the range of options available was clear; hence,
the quality of his decisions improved. Under this later condition
with optional constraints clear, the task becomes manageable.

Constraints operate in all Zang auge settings. These constraints
are both perceived and real. Alter the constraints operating in
a context of situation and a new set of linguistic resources
suddenly appears.

Because language IS an open sign'system, risk is ecessarily a

central feature of the process involved in it use. Without riskthere

'NW
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can be no discovery of the generative potentials of literacy. Over-

emphasis on the maintenance aspects of 1 guage discourages risk.

Bradley, age 4, was shown first a picture.
of one dinosaur and then n-a second,picture

-/
of two dinosaurs and asked what each was
in a replication of Emilia Ferreiro and
Ana Teberosky's tasks.(1981,designed to
observe whether or not children had
strategies for coping with pZuraZity.
Bradley said of the first picture, "This
is .a dinosaur" and of the second, "There
are dinosaurs." When asked to write,
"This is a dinosaur," Bradley wrote,
T-H-S I-S A D-U-A-N-T." When asked
to write "These are dinosaurs ".Bradley
wrote, "T-S R D-U-R-A-N-T-S."
While Bradley clearly understood plural-
ity and how to sign it in writing, what is
More interesting is the hypotheSis he

. tests relative to the spelling of dinosaur.
Knowing that his last name is Dryant
clarifies his strategy. He began how-
ever, by sounding out the word dinosaur
and at this point .wrote the 'D'. Then,

pausing and rOnning through all the
"d-words" he knows, he comes upon his last
name, Dryant and decides to give it a try.
While his strategy "doesn't work" in this
instance by our standards, it was the
hypothesizing and testing that such rela-
tionships were possible which has led to
the written language-growth Bradley cur-
rently demonrates.

Caroip age 3, was asked to.sign her name
as part of a "sign-in" procedure instituted
in her preschool whereby children keep
their own attendance. Since this provided
a functional writing setting and allowed
us to collect name writing data over time,
both we AIL the children were pleased
with t74111tivity. Carol's signatures
consisted of C's, O's, and L's in a variety'
of upside -down and backward forms, One day

as Carol nonchalantly signed in, she said
to the teacher, "I tricked you last Friday,
I signed in Carlos' name!'
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In searching all of the signatures we had collected from Carol no
discernible Chrlos signature was to be found: Havig.0 sorted out
what constraints were operating, Carol, being the con- ident writer
she was, was off testing more interesting hypothesedlObout language.
Carol's new hypotheses had a lot to do with us, but were not the
set we thought we were interested in when we designed the study.
In comparison to Carol's-subtle understanding of tenor relationships
in language, our interests pale to insignificance.

Hank, age 3, repeatedly signed his name H-A-N-K, only occasionally
producing an upside-down N. One day-he signed in H-A-K. As he as
putting down his pen, the researcher questioned, "Are you done?"
"Yep" came the reply, "that N is giving me too much trouble so I
decided to leave it out." Two weeks Zater Hank's signature again
contained the N.

Alison, age 5:5, purchased a fill -in autobiography book from her
visit to a school book fair with her brother. Since not only had
functional spelling been accepted, but encouraged, she knew asking
spellings was something-others did; sue must rely n her own re-
sources. In completing the page on fbvorite clot? s one of the
sentence starters began, "My favorite shoes are
Alison completed the sentence by writing "my Sun y shoes" spelling
it M=I S=N-D (backwards)-A S-H-O-E-S (a correct spelling she got
by copying the word shoes from t*sentence starter stem in the
book). Pbinting to her correct spelling of shoes e showed her
mother the book page, saying, "Boy, is Dad going t oe mad
got this one right!"

This story, Zike those of Carol's, Leslie
section aZZ illustrate the insightfulness
cognizance of constraints that operate in
particular Zanguage settings..

. $Jason, age 8, had stopped writing as a
result of too much emphasis on correctness
in his first grade reading program. His
parents sent himforvemedial help. When
asked to write, Jason refused and elected
to draw pictures instead. After much
encouragement and assurance that we could
'tad dny thing he wrote, Jason began writ-
ing and elected to write a 28 page story
to a wordless book he particularly liked.
His story demonstrates an extensive
knowledge.of.language.:a0few,ty,hers
whom we have worked With can stand
how a child with this written 'language
knowledge could possibly have been 'in
trouble! in first grade.

's, and, others in this
of children and their

1 5
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Given that all that we know cannot be attended to at bride, and

that our latest language discoveries are always more fun to think about

than that which we already think we have sorted out, written language

is almostalmost a perfect medium for the mind to work with. The process

leaves a revisitabIe trail. In so doing, writing allows the mind an

opportunity to do what it considers exciting-- about, attend to,

and record the new--while simultaneously permitting, via the conveni-

ence of another literacy--reading, speaking art, etc.--the opportunity

to revisit, reflect, and orchestrate the latest discoveries with the

old or-known., Given the make-up of human cognition, this arrangement

metaphorically allows us to have our cake and eat it too.

Since there is no good way, nor no good reason, to alter these

penchants of how the mind naturally works, understanoling this process

and the psychological centrality which risk plays in it is important.

The role risk plays in literacy needs to be supported, facilitated, -and

reflected sociologically in the supportive environments we create for

literacy learning.

The discussion of risk in relationship to written language

learningwhich follows further expands this position by tracing its

origins.and by demonstrating that-this concept is as applicable to

understanding our writing behavior as it is the writing behavior of

young children:
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2.4.2 RISK

If one very carefully sits down to analyze how reading

cognitively differs from writing, almost all of the initial differences

one might propose dissolve (Goodman & Emig, 1979); Both the reader and

writer must identify appropriate background information, create a text,

make inferences, plan, search for unity, self-corre,ct, and so on.

Clearly one process is not more generative than another. It takes both

the reader and the writer to create a revolution.

After an analysis of this sort is done, about the only difference-

between reading and writing that one is left with is that under normal

conditions writing is more public than reading. Even this difference,

of course, disappears under oral reading.

Generally this difference holds, however, and it.is, we believe,

an important one. .Oral reading and writing both involve the creation of

a potentially misusable private record Of-one's process decisions.

Every false start, every. misguided hypOthesis, every mispronunciation or

misspelling, every incoherent thought, every missed transaction

(ShankIin, 1981), is available for analysis by both the language user as

Well as any would-be language teacher present in the immediate environ.

This is an important understanding, since the implication is that

the Vulnerability which a language user feels under the conditions of

Writing and oral reading is a "learned" vulnerability; not somethin6

inherent in the process itself. While it is the case that reading in

the process of writing may heighten the author's own awareness of any

false starts or other communication difficulties (Atwell, 1980; Perl,

1979), the feeling that these should not be present in one's;first draft

constitutes a dysfunctional view of the writing process, and a leaYned

1 5
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dysfunctional view at that (Britton, Burgess, Martin, McLeod & Rosen,

1975; Emdg, 1971).

The relationship between linguistic constraints and linguistic

resources has been clearly=estabIished (Hymes, 1967; Halliday, 1975;

Harste & Carey, 1979). Social learning theories such as that of Lewin

(1935, 1942) suggest that a change in one vector alters the homeostasis which

was maintaining the behavior and it the impetus behind behavioral

change; a new homeostasis. Language users bring to a language encounter

their past readings of the constraints present and some sense of the

successfulness_or unsuccessfulness of the resource decisions which have been

'ratteMpad. What worked last time becomes the general frame from within

Which one might attempt variation this time. Within this personal, but

social, hiSory of4literacy, a range of choides present themselves;

Frcim a social learning theory, risk ds relative, but clearly not and

unaltered attitude. The more evident constraints are to the language

user, the less,likely an attitude of risk willibe adopted.

These understandings are crucial, as recent research suggests

that reading and writing are risky businesses. Because of the limits of

short term memory the mind in relation to text leads; the hand and eye

follow. Planning is an integral part of both the reading and writing

process. Global intention propels the successful instances of the

process and is the frame within which_more specific planning takes place

(Flows.r & Hayes,' 1980; Kucer, 1982; Atwell, 1980; Shanklin, 1982).

Robert's text iS a prime example of this phenomenon in writing

(see Figure 22). In wanting to write she could, Robert wrote instead

should, demonstrating that when his hand was writing she, his mind was

ahead. Because of this nmind-hand span," writing must be functional for

15"
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all bf us at "the pdfrit of utterance."

Figure 22. Story Writing--Robert, Age,9

7.

abb

IrtaW:tutik

What's true for'' writing is alsotriie for reading; Smith (1978)

and Smith, Goodman, and Meredith p1978) argue quite powerfully that in

order to decide what the left=hand portion of a sentence might mean, the

reader already has to'have decided whit the right-hand portion of the

sentence is likely to mean. mdote simply the function which a word

serves in an utterance is not inherent in the word, but in its use.

White is potentially anything: a noun (Mrs. White, the white of an egg,
o

Whites as opposed to BlackS), an adjective (The White House, white

electricity), a verb (as' in iten the picket fence, or white out the

linecof type).-- The reason n all options need be explored by reader

in reading is that the context helps to establish intent and, limit

available options.

Having established that: (1) risk i:ah integral -part of the

language process; (2) the 'process of risk taking is con-Strained by.:th0.

language user's personal-social history of literacy; and (3) there is

nOthing.inhetent in the proCess itself that leads language users to

perceive writing and oral reading as more risky than other lang4age

engagements, what remains is to establish risk as a central and

15J
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universal strategy in literacy learning. While this insight is similar

to the argument which establishes risk as a central feature ot=the.

reading and writing process, it i*different. The previous insight

asserts that it is via the,proC4S's of risk taking that language learningi"

and hence growth in literacy occurs.
.

Vygotsky (1978) argues-this point probably the most cogently'Of

,

anyone. He maintains. thatvnder known conditions the language user's

responses are predictable and hence safe. Under such conditions, rather

than learn new rules, what the language user is 'aoing is confirming fold.

rules. When things go wrong; that is, when the expected relationships

or known rules do hot hold, the language user is forced to develop new

rules and new responses to cope. To live within existing rules and

predictable patterns is not to grow. It is oh under cbnditiohS where
. ,

111 of the relationships are not known that language rs must Scamper
A..-

to outgrow their current selves. In this process they
..

new

patterns and relationships and, in Vygotski7ts term

taller than their current selves."

The importance of these theoretical argurrient,p

learning should not go unnoticNO. By penalizing Etip

engaging in risk, teachers or would-be teachers potelttial

a ° t
language learner to play it safe; or worse yet, en6s0

engagement. Since one can only access the process throrugh u

settings mitigate against the very goal--literacy learning--tht they

are supposedly encoeraging. Further, if Vygotsky is right, playingit

safe is not an ideal learning situation. It is only when we don't play

it safe that we must outgrow our current understanding. It is, then,

neither .a no-risk nor a high-risk learning situation which const(ilkes

1 6
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ideal literacy learning settings, but rather a low-risk situation.

such an environment the language user neither guesses wildly, nor does

not guess at all; rather, she finds himself or herself in a

Setting where calculated guesses and "what-I'm-ready-for" constraints

are allowed to evolve.

Counter to current instructional folklore; recent ifigights'into

risk and its relationship to literacy and literacy learning suggest that

literacy programs which insure correctresponse and attempt to eliminate

error fail to best serve literacy learning. It is only when the

language user gets himself or'herself in trouble, Within what was
...

perceived to be a moderately predictable' setting, tWat groAh occurs.

What is, of course, fascinatir is that.when the writing.of'young'.

children is examined from the perspe ive of risk, all of these insights

are ipmediately apparent. Children 5 and 6 yeas pf age are much more

, cautious about written language than are children 3 and 4 years of age.

This is as true in reading as it is in writing,.

The response times of in reaing enx;ironmental,5 and 6. year

print, for example, are slower'than the

olds (see'Harste, Burke, Woodwar

using three categories of response

s of 3 and 4 iyear

shows the dat

rate, defined 4s the,

normal pause of the language;User;;
.

rip 1- ra 7of the

porrita/1 rate

41.

language user plus a count of 4't6'.6

of the language user and a count

The oIderikpe child, thesIo

becaus4 5 and'6-yearolds know1es,"
they knoT.4More.

-

.2

is"'not

t because
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'Figure 23. Re-Sponse Time by 4 to Environmental Print

Category Label Age 3 e 4: Age 5 Age 6

1. Lmmediate - 98.3 96;6 90;2 87.6

2. Pause 2.9, 6.7 6.9

3..Prolpnged Pause 0.5 3.1 5.6
4

e more that is,known, the more that must be taken into account.
7 w

As any expert-will tell you, knowing more about -a topic. than som9Whe.
. -

47-

else is not. nly 1Pterating in one sense, but constraining in. another.,
.

The "expert" 5' and 6 year_old has Ead more, langpage encoOnters and hence.
_

more opportunity to observe and note the orchestrated Cdhtextual0

behavioral, affective, and linguistic demonStrations whiCh constitute

AI

uccessful language use in the literacy event.

While such encounters make one moire realistic they also make one

more easily intimidated. With better and better clarification of all

that must be orchestrated comes cognizance not only of others, but alsoN:.

of one's own inadequacies.
0,

Nanci Vargus (1981), In teporting'ethnographic data On' r owl
f, *

0

children's growth toward literaa the e following interchahge

/

between her y9unger (kindergarten) and older,(first grade) daughters,
4' ,4

whilethe former was reading to the latter:

Becka: Abigail! The word is fetch not get.

;Abigail: Yeah, well, get works.

Becka: Thatkind of reading,is okay,at.home, but

it doesn!t Work in school!

162
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As .the interchange-between Becka and Abigail shows us, it is a6 easy to

demonstrate and support notions of written language inadequacy as it is

-notions of written language literacy.

Rarely do. language users at any

really prototypically ideal ,readers .or

level think of themselVes as

writers. From our-obser-Vations

of readers and writers of all_ ages we conclude that rarely do language

users stop reading a good selection because-they feel there is-nothing

more to learn if they were to reread, RRr do they stop rewriting their

manuscripts because they believe them done. In both instances, Ianguaije.
1r a4

-users sto ause they've gone as far as they len.and continued

engagement isn't worth the- effort.

As authors, we will submit th: manuscript not because it is

done, but because at this point in time it is what we can do. As

readers', the more we get out of'a book.on our first reading, the more We,

are convinded that rereading of-the book a second time would be

profitable. This poses a dilemina- for thellanguage.user; a dilemma that

can only be solved ina supportive environment one where our

understandings gained fronit'reacIdng.are appreciated for what they

.

currently ape, not what they could become; where our written

N'attempts afe appreciated foyhat they currently and boldly attempt: to
/-

say, not what they might -say if they had beiin better penned.

The'hardest thing to appreciate for any language user who has had

Y.

more opportunities to be present in a literary event than someone less

fortunate is the other's literacy achievements. Older informants in our

studies were always more sympathetic' more understanding, more impressed.

. .

with.the achievement of their younger siblings than were parents who

-133
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f

seemingly 'were more ready. for the. neit,"sta,ge" than the one, the child -

was currentl y in. Jiven the superordinate-sUbordinate relationship
. A

between would=be teacher and would-be learner, this languliphenomenon

needs to be both understnOand anticipated for or it results in the

creation of settings not conducive-to language learning;

When we look at'the child's willingness to engage in our writing

tasks the thing that becomes clear is that with increasing experienbe

comes an increased sense of risk and a concomitant reluctande. Three-

yearolds never refused to.participate in any writing experience we

suggested; thqy were always game, thoegh they discovered more about some-

writing tasks from their actual engagement in 'the writing event than

they seemingly brought with them as stored information;

,

Four-year olds were initially more.reluctant, often asking, "You

mean pretend to write?" .Thit guestiondemonstratesAtheirn understanding
I

of the constraints that were operating:in real instances of literacy of

.this-sort, as well as their own sen04ofinadeguacy relative to these

perceived'demands: Pretending alio :them a way out'ofthe hornt of'
A

this dilemma. It permitted them-, -t aside-the complex of constraints
At

Ithat they -were cognizant of; constraints whichsUggested to them that

they were unfit to suecetstaly engage in the event. Pretending for

them was an engagement strategy. It afforded. them opportUnity to engage

in activities they knew they were not ready for and in the procest

demonstrate both for themselves and otherd'that their sense of non-

readiness was all the readiness needed.:

In contrast, 5 year old and 6 "year 'old written responses are more

'c.autious, more "I'll-live-within-your-world" strategic attempts

litetaCY learning. 'Whereas 3 yeat olds would give ut'unhisitgtingly a

page of markings, 4 year olds a lktOtend" but viable text attempt; 5 and

) 164".Ab A
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(hrear Olds would give us an acceptable but safe surface text. While

2 _ _

not immediately -apparent in the graphic displays ihemselvegi it is

important to understand that 5 and 6 year olds were orchestrating as

many constraints--though a different seta4,wereic3 and 4 year olds.

What their experience in school literacy settings had taught them

is where to devote their selective a ention. Being 5-and 6 they know

that in this context--a school setti , working with individuals who

.

look distinctively teacher=like and who were or seemed interested in

distinctively teacher -lire things, i.e., reading and writing - -that they

were not to experim00; but rather to demonstrate what they had learned.

The only thing they'Vere sure they knew. was)hat their teachers had

taught them. Under4legeconditionse the restatsa list of known
- ,

words; a shortened,enl.Ipori of a famous fairy tale - -is napsurprising.

Fr:n the peIpectivecf! ki the 3 and 4 year olds look like

better, more aggreSsive languag arners; They test much bolder
:. -, ....

i44- ,L2.''

!"111hpime4heses about how to make litetiCy fly (not how-to get by), get
_,

. .

' ''
r 1,

,,-, ..

em eelws into
-.- 1. ..4

,7-1.
a mote success

--troubIeeand in the end,_ given our measuring stick,

qo:frievd;.

their older, wiser, and more cgititious literate

jt:ie i -o understapd
4 !...

--:-
-aispiA064..* & learned vulne

sp. v1f-cithiS were not the:PEA-A:444 se would
,. ,

. 1 '' .',';',P,'.'61..,_.:::'''. '

b4tween _ -sponse patterni'. .3 aii'cf7.4'-'§eir:1d§ a

4.5
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The centrality of risk to best exemplified when'we

look at 8 year old Robert's writing (see Figure ;4). "Robert haP the

.king in hiS story talkiAgt don't care how you do it, just do it. I'm

ruler of this land, If yOu don't do it you will be axlacutted :if you
don ' t. '

Figgre 24. Axlacutted_Story--Pobert (A .e 8)

sNotice Rbbert's first use of axlacutted. meaning IS far out

ahead; Robert initially writes flaxlacutted" almost a whole line ahead

of where he really Wants it
Themind,7.hand'spae in writing is clearly

demonstrated and so, too, why writing al,Hthe point of utterance, is

and must-be functional.

It is the writer's image of S unified= "text wOrld" intenstOn

with the discontinuity of the evolving "surface text" (a-tension noticed

wlien the writer actSiSS-readler) that causes a A0if.t,iitille language.;

user's psychological stance Now the languag.0*#V1Putpok at lsnguage
I .

anew; analyze it, revise it, and move on. rook'V is

metalinguistic; -In Self,-correction Robert has to ,.,ag--Aock 11;if what

went wvng and more consciously Apply what he knowP about langu4geas a

It Is in the heat of orchestrating "act 'evolving Surface'tekt to

ti!

teal.
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placehold an,,irnagi-hed--.tenE,-World that

a system at raised.

. -
one's consciousness of language as

During_ writing, the writtee.s attention must be focused ufSon the

creatiOn.of a text worldsolving problemsOf-ulity and discontinuity
- _

betWeen the "text world "' and the "real. 1,464d",;')#eating and searching

for unity ittti'in this fictional! world n tne-liMitSoftthOrt

t memory, tblibwriterhort of disenqaq

than accepting a flindtional transcrip ahoOt correct

other; option

rz

spelling and:ijdod grammar is to_occupy 4 t
..t.'

-..

text. and,Anthe proCess, to lose uttit:'
_ i

placehold the surface text, no mattery434.Protiv
.

;;memory' with surface"'

bre viable stcategy'AS.,t
A

and alow rer..imeMent'

to come via thWconvenience\of anothei liteiacy; namelye-re iding. .

Our data would biggest that the-surface tent tratia6i6A

watipiesoffondtiohal Writing,&s4earned naturally.- 'It is orTly Wheh:
,t

dysfunctional atrafegiea are Stiggested--such as those-associated with

erof''-ffee writingthat'diSengaaement becomestbe favoredbption and

unfortunate mode fori., :Rather-than liVe with the litter of literacy
11-

by enjoying the convenience and by'acCepting the responsibility for
.

cleamup, the;franchise is never offered nor seen.

Equally important is thefact,that in crossing out "akacutted,"

-Robert has placeheld where-he wants to goi and can now selectively

"atteriCl to how he Might.get there. Robert's revision serves a semantic

iplAholding function;

textual direction.

which, while messing -up the surface text, assures

Foradults under known and well- rehearsed wKitkng'conditions it

'may be possibIeto producewhat looks like errorless writing.

Nonetheless the more unsure the adult -is in.a writing sitting, the more
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fundtionaI will be-the resulting written output. For both children and

adults, there is simply too much to orchestrate initially to make

correct writing the criterion of successful writing.
,

This position.agaes against automaticity. It's not the fact
, .

that lower, more fundamedtal processes have been mastered which allOws

us to seIectvely'attend to text, but rather having attended to text

functionally we:can selectively afford the-luxury of attending to

essentially textually-related matters like linearizing seripkicland

conventionalizing syntax and spelling.

In equivalently unfamiliar writing territory, the writing of

Children and adultS lOokS decidedly similar (see Figure 25). Note, fort

4 , J
example, our initial draft of an earlier portion of this manuscript with

subsequent draftS, bearing in mind as you do pobert'S "axlacutted"

behavior.and the Similarj.ty involved..

Figure 25. Writing as a Functional Process

Early Draft

Robert's -crossed out
axlacuttec3 is not a
pointed instance of
messup text but' a_
semantic placeAolder.

Later Draft Still Later Draft

Ro-bert's crossed out
"axlacutted" is not
'a pointed instance
of messed 1.1p text

but a semantic
placeholder.

atbartiS revision serves
a semantic placeholding
function, which while
messing up the surface
text,_assures textual
direction.

ShoW us a safe writer and we'll show you someone who doesn't

write much, often, or well (English teachers are prithe but sensitive

exaMpleS):;. By not curriculum upon the fynctional strategies,' i%

which successful writers use, we CoAvince children to abandon their more

functional approach and lament the result, compliment them on writing

achievements Which d6 not merit Corrtiment, anoLfail:reo appreciate that

Ct
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What they have learned ta orchestrate is our demands more 46 than the

process.

The first definitibh'of- a scribble offered earlier by Barris &
4

Hodge (1981) "to write carelessly without attention to shape or
6

legibility of letters, accuracy of spelling or grammatical correctness."

If thiS def. *ads, then our data suggest that all, initial

writings b nguage users--both youhg and old--are scribbles. To

the extent at scribbling is a strategy which allows language users to

. .

search-for, findiand placehold text, it is an extremely functional one.
%

Tb the extent that all'ihi , ier 04etents in literacy events are less

thaniterfect,cribl 4e as it is a universal

. -
chareateristic of any language uSe s response. The only thing any of

Lcaldomplyins+nrce_ ofwritteblaiguageuseis scribbIethat is,
-

given our Cur t level of understanding, take our best shot.1144

e '1
4

(
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2.3- SOCIAL ACTION.

2.5.1. SOCIAL ACTION: THE YOUNG CHILD AS INFORMANT

Understanding that one stops at a Stop signi attends very care-
t.

fully to story details to be succesgful in classrooms, eats at

McDonald's, is not something one learns by abstractly thinking about

print, but by inferring relationships between print and the actions of

other participating reptesentatives of the culture,. While language

fr.labels like. wordS am'.arbittary and abstract, the psycholinguistic and
- - 4

SOciolingUIStic-aqtions-t4ey:i9n are concretely referred to a variety.
3!40. 'i . -;,

of experid;00i hd -..ncbtrit.drs with4traguage in use!

Alison, atiO1 4 was told by hei.:044er to "close the door" which
had been le?4,0,Pgr Ole fe4mily**Ped the house after coming
back fawn? a S p. Alison,Toolced at her father and then' at,

.

e.the door and th 4, yeakAmrto the door and closed it.
At age 1.5 AZison's productive dbi sties were very Zsmsted. By
age 2, Alison's vocabulary contained two hundred words. While she
icould not have produced this sentence herself, her behavior demon-;
,mstrates-that she was.already a language consumer and user.

4.-4-than, age 3, was shown a carton .of Crest toothpaste and asked what
.TYrsaid. Nathan responded, "BPush teeth." To Nathan C-R-E-S=T was
not an abstract symbol, .but a concrete index to a particular form
of social action; namely; brushing teeth. Language while arbitrary
and abstract at one level, is a direct and concrete Sign to paycho-
7gical and sociological action in use.

lasha, age 3 was shown a box of Band-Aids and asked whgt She
thought it said. Tasha responded, "Bandages . . you'IT not
suppose to stick them, on the itoilet." In talking with,,,T4Sha's
-other about this incident we to find out that Tashalhad
t,-Teen a box of Band-Aids antkuck them all over the stooZ8,in. the
toilet in their bathroom one fternoon six months earlieif., .

the letters B-A-N-D AJT-D signed "Bandages" to Tasha, it
signed a particular form of social action which had a parlisculb
s('t of meanings to her, given her personal history of literacy with
this object. .

1
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f-

Nora, Saul, an& Mauro, age 9, were asked to read a selection together
and at the-end of each paragraph say something to their neighbor
about what they had read. Rather than talk about what the selection,
meant to them, Nora, Saul, and Mora asked teacher-like questions of
each other at the end of each paragraph checking each other's compre-
hension. While this strategy had been developed to supportchildred
in developing a more functional view of reading, what the' oppoitunity
to talk during reading signed to these children was questioning,
the focus of their questions being on correct answers. These. dys-

nctional notions about reading were learned instructionally via
the demonstrdt2C4bhich 4re made available to these children each
time they read assigned selections in the classroom. Reading to
them signs particular cognitive action's which in the end short-
circuit their explorations of what*eal reading as it relates to
literacy is all about.

Frank, age 5, z,,as shown "a variety of environmental print and asked
ohat he thought t said. All of his responses were admonitions:
"Don't walk on the grass," "Don't eat that Jell-O," Won't write on
that mailbox," etc.

Without reflecting on Ant set'of experiences Zed Frank to his de-
vision that all enviromgntal print served a regulatory Anction,
Frank, even within this frame, has discovered mu- h about written
language and clearly sees le as pertinent and related to his life.

Marvin6 age 3, was reported by his father as always "driving me "
nuts." "Right now, he's running around the house with a little pad
of paper playing policeman. He gives you tickets if you leave
dirty dishes in the family room and stuff like that."

What Marvin's behavior demonstrates is that he understands one of
the many functions of written language. From on-going encounters
wit pripAkin their world, children discover the many functions

ti written language serves.and'actively go about exploring these new
insights. ,4

v, Language is a socio-psydholinguistic process; not just a psycho-,

linguistic one. While in the final analysis each language user and

learner must dO it for him or herself; language learners are never
d1

psycholinguistgEally on their own; Psycholinguistic activities are

sociologically available to language leaders as they participate in a

literacy event observing other language users' engaged in the process;

In a literate environment, identification of objects which are considered

1"
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culturally significant signs

these signs signify in terms

(like Written langUage), as well as what

of pSychologicll and Sociological stances

and actions are ayail4410in:the

of othersengaged in the event.

cipatory activities and behaviors

Brad, age 2.8,-received a copy of the picture book, It Didn't
Frighten Me (Gros's & Harste, 2982) from Brad's mother. Brad im-
mediately picked it up, leafed through it, and thqn went back to
the front to begin reading it. Looking at the pictures -f the
animals and noting their teeth Brad said, "He bite." Then looking
at-theiboy in the bed, he added, "But he didn't bite me." For each
page, Brad followed a similar procedure saying, "An orange aili-
gator in a tree. He bite. But he didn't bite me. A bluermonkey
in a tree. He bite. But he didn't bite me," thus creating in a
sense his own predictable texts. Later in the evening.Brad asked
his mother to read the text with him. His dother read the first
pert of each page and as she =came to the Zast Zine it was Brad's
turn. His contribution at this point in'time was, ."But heridn't
bite me!", Despite the fact that Brad'sline differed from the
author'b line; Brad's mother at each of.these points accepted Brad's
contribution and proceeded to the next page and her part of the
reading.

The last sequence in this book shows a brown owl in the tree which
breaks the picture pattern of the book as all previous animals are
either make believe or unlikely to be found in trees. e

thein pictures is also reflected in the., graphics where the pattern
now changes: Instead of: "One pitch, ,black, very dark night;
Right after Mom turned off the light; r looked out my windpw
only to sedj..A.'fadjective) (noun) up in my tree. But that
(aajeativ):-(noun) didn't frighten me," the form, is now "One pitch,
black, very:dark night; Right after Mom turned out Vie light; I
looked out my window only to see; a big brown owl sitting in my
tree; )1nd did that big brown owl ever frighten me!"

Because of these shifts, Brad elected not to read his line on the
last page. Brad's mother; sensing: his desire to have,her proceed
without his oral participation, read, "And did thatebig brown4owl
ever frighten me!"

All was quiet for a mom while Brad puzzled over the book switch-
Z2g attention from the owl to the boy in the bed, who on tVis page
is sitting up with mouth agape, eyes wide, and hair standing. Brad
immediately wanted the book reread. This time, as they jointly read
the text with Brad's mother reading the first portion of each page
md Brad reading his line, he said, "But that (adjective) (714un)-
didnt' scare me!" Never here nor in any subsequent interac44on with

1
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this book did he ever mention the concept of 'bite' again! This is
an important Language story as it documents earZy evidence of sign
utilization as well as the cultural and social nature of literacy
learning. While Brad cZearZy created hisTidn' viable text from the
graphiclOisplay avaiktble, as a result of social interaction his new
text moves02604e;" khat might be called social convention in read-
ing. What Br arned in interaction with this book and his mother,
who in one sense was acting as a representative of her culture, was
what constituted the signs in this book and what one was to make of
them.

Heather, age 3, .when shown various pieces of environmentaZ *int
and asked what they said, would pick the item up and toes it across
her shoulder, put it to her Zips, act Zike she was eating it, or
do any number of things we found incomprehensible. In
watching.and rewatching our videotapes we discovered trot rather
than-answor ouroquestion, "What do you think this says?" Reather
answered ate v4estior, "What things can you do with this?" From
this vantage paint her actions were logical and could be successfully
read as *gns for 'throwing', 'eating', ''drinking', etc. Fbr.
Heather as for all of us written language was something one did
something with. As an object it was a sign signifying certain
forms of physical action.

Leslie, age 4, was shown a carton of Crest toothpaste and asked what
it said. He responded by chanting the names of the letters in Cret,
fbrwards and backwards and then by pronouncing its name:
"CCCRRHEE'ESSSTTTTTSSSEEERR-R-CC-C,Crest.

Leslie demonstrates that he can do several things with written Zan-
guage including name-the letters, sad. its name,.and Zatr when we
ask him, "What other things do you know about this thing?" that
"You brush teeth with it." The word Crest oUrectLy signs a variety
of social actions arid permits a variety of psy0oZogicaZ stances.
To say that writtenlanguage is abstract is 'to take only one stance
on language. In use, written language is conbret, indexing a
range, of certain social and psychological actions.

Alison, age 4, when shown the U.S. Mal Zogo and asked what it said,
responded, "American picture sign."

When a sign function is, established; that is, when, an object is per
ceived as a sign which is interpretable as meaning, then an instance
0,literacy has occurred. Alison's fundamental understanding of
llteracy isi readily apparent in her response as she tells us that
she sees 'this' as assign - - "a pictitre sign"--signifying American.

Sometimes we seemingly forget :twat language is by its very

nature, Social.. Not only do writers assume readers, speakers assume
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listeners; but interaction with real or supposed social others involving

all of the expressions of language .are an integral part of any instance

: of the language and lamTmcie learning process. This position suggests

that-how one learns written language is not different from how one

learns owl language; Further, it suggests that how we made our last

written language discovery was not different from hcpy we learned our

first. These insights fly in the face of mudh'past thinking in the

field. The discussion which follows elaborates this position and the

thinking and experiences which led. us to reformulate and dha lenge how:

language is conceivgd'ofeW*thin the structure of knowiedgeAnd knowing.

We 'alee much indebted to Professor Robert F. Carey for hisiassistance in

helloing us think through our data in this way.

1

4.4
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2.5.2 SOCIAL ACTION: INTERDI§CIPLINARY VIEWS

Language pan and pas been studled in a. variety glipSys.
s

Linguistically,..language is studied as a rule-governed system.

Psycholinguistically,'languagelr died as a form of mediated4 rdle-
.

governed behavior.

form. of mediated, ru

Socip-psycholinguistically, language is studied as a

legoverned, social action. Not only does each of

these postures 'igiVe us an alternate perspective on language, but each

perspective--moving froma linguistic perspectip to a psycholinguistic

perspective to a socio-2sycholinguistic perspectiveis more

encompassing than the'fOther.

Socio-psycholinguistically,language is seen as

event.ii, In order to understand the cognitive and linguistic operations

a context Specific

_ -

that take place in language ]earning and use one roust do so in light bf

the contexts -- situational" and cultural - -in which that cognitive and

.linguistic processing occurred4.

Language researchers such as Firth (1935) argued that meaning

must not be regarded as either a fixed mental relation or historical

process. In attempting to translate a fribal,aanguage to English,

Malinowgki (1923) -und that direct translgtion was not adequate. InMicu..

.
I

'order to rea.ly interpret a tribal language Nquired knowledge of the

situationA7n whit the language was used: the role languadeas opposed

to,other communication systems played in the commainicatie event;'the

relationship between the individuals involved and how such individuals

respond to each other in that culture; and a sense of the activity. being

performed; He coined the term "context of situation" to describe the

transactions which occur between ext and context during the process of

17J
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languaging. Richards (1925, 1936) extended thfs nation to thefield of

etoric arguing that writing cannot:be judged arbitrarily as good o*'

bad. 0Stio,ch judgmentt must .-rest on knowledge of thetask and the writer's
L.

-intent:

More 'recetatly Halliday (1975, 1978) has studied children's early

oral language development in terms of language use n natural

,

situations. HebelieVes that children "learn how to meal( by learning

the functions language serves in use.

Giben the fact that we seated siktyeight 3, 4, 5, and to year old

children one at a time i6 frOnt of paper andpen and asked them to

write, it is of significance to Bite that'all piciced up the pen and made

marks on paper when requested to do so. Not a single infornint got op

and closed the door, stuck the pencil in the knot -hole on the tablei nor

did 101 other things :which We might deem as behaviors 'un?elated to the

request. All picked up thepen arlai,niade marks on plapdr

What this observation meint tocio-psycholinguisticaIly is that

all of these children saw wriitipg as a legitimate form of social-action;

By their pAformance, Childrenjn our study--innercity as, well as

subdrban--demonstrated that they already understood-that given certain

linds of oral requests; the making of little blaCk marks ofka piece of

paper was not only culturally acceptable, but cOltUrally expected

Our conclusion is that children, by the age.Of 3; demonstrate g

pc,Sonal as well as social history.oOliteracy. The single act of

puttibg pen to paper when requested to'write, repeated atA.t- were across

68 children in Our Bloomington and Indianapolis studies and within .

children across various writing tasks, tells anyobserver7-indliiding a'

,hypothetical man fbm mars--that the children being' observed came from a

where making marks on paper 'Sian accepted and important form of
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I'`
social behavior. Their behavior demonstrates that they had not only

been present in language settings where this behavior has occurred, but

that, by 3 years of age, they had abstracted out of,such experiences

some personal significance and within this frame had gone origto learn their

k
cultural lesson.

To make this observation however, is not enough as it fails to

.clarify how this important language learning occurred: Working from the..

,premise that it-was the child's presence at past encounters from which
MG

such understandings were learned, Mary Hill (1980; 1982)i one of the

early members of our research teaRi'has recently conducted her own

follow-up studies. In current work she has set up a mu ,ti -age group

situation whe three children, ages 4i 4i and 2-I/2i are asked to.
g

write stories and engage in written conversation. Watching the 2-1/2

, .

-rest of these videotapes is fascinating. Initially theyear old

child dOe6 thatle a very clear notion of what to Watching the

other childrenchildren grab paper and pencil shei.however, foIl6wssuit. From
g

het.on, while she Sakes marks onAler der, her rapt attention is upon

the other children; Her stare is observer; but active observer. It is

not so much her direct physiCai participatioh in the experience as Jler

presenceat the encounter which allows her to sort out what's happening

and its Significancp. The importance of these data lies in the fat

that they begin to help us clarify the difference between a language

encounter and a language experience, to appreciate such difference, and

to value both as significant language learning events.

What was demlistrated to Annikai the 2-1/2 year o among other

iF

things, was writing as a culturally acceptablefOrm of tocial,action.

Additionally, the setting demonstrated to her not only what you use-
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pencils fbri but also, whbther 00 needed not, what pencils doi

what purpose paper serves, hdw you use both in conjunction with'an oral'

request to write; how-such activities Snow explOration of the world, ,

how such events allow participantS to share their worlds, and how one's

presence allows and affords ndteonly social action, but social

interaction. From a single quality written languagi encounter, this

videotape demonstrates that the young child learns much. Clearly from
. ,

this moment on, embedded within her notions of paper and pencil, are
e

What paper and pencils do.
f

Eleanor Gibson (1976) talks about children'S perceptions of

Chthirs as affording "sitting," cars as.affording 'Urivirig0"triCycles as

affording "riding." While such characterfstiCS.are'not seemingly

inherent' in the objects themselves, it is the child's. presence at such

settings which permits 'the child to abstract out key social fOrms of

9action, Annika teaches us that the same process holdS in,irg and

reading.

Language is in )ne2sense never abstract. EMbedoln the concept
e_

DCG is what dogs afford: friendship, petting, messes, pUddleS, trouble.

McDonald's is not an abstractisetof symbols in one sense, but 40 iconic

ttial haVing indexical features to psychological and social action.

(Cakoy & HarSte; 1982)." Language as_a sign does pot directly point to
s.

any inherent qualities, but rather suggests interesting modes of

psychos ogi -1 and social action which might be taken by the language

user. The plus (1-) and minus (--) signs okmathematics lre analogous

how language operates more 'generally. Looking at a p SiS

064010W: What we are to do--cogni _rationpto perform;, While we

cap a41, the terms 'name', at .miss the psychological and
' --

--r -...

S'Ociological forms of action dir sign ,by ese symbols. ,When we
lye(
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MCDonalds indexes

i`.7.. Figure 26.

can say "MrDonalds," but more importantly

as iconic territory of what we can do there.

A Semiotic Theory of content

INTER RETANT

REFERENT SYMBOL

The SeMiotiC6tOdy bf.Content (Richards,-1923; Peir66'; 1931-1959)

is, often depicted in the .form of .a triangle where an arbitrary cultural

relationship has been established between the word (symbol), the-object
4-

(referent) and the meaning (interpretant). The sign ds the set of

relationships that exist between symbol, referent, ana.intertiretant (see

Figure 26). When all of the rel'ationships between syM:bOlVtl*ferent, and

interpretapt have been made; that is, the sign function,established,

literacy can be said to occur. n this report we use 'sign' to mean

'sign function' and'all instances_ of its use should be read as such;

There are, according to the theory of semiotics, different minds

, - .

of signs: A weather vane is 'indexical' as is a knoCX oh the door,
_.

indexing someone's presence and, the direction of the ilid. A map is
. . .

a.

. .
..,

- .-
ticonie representing'the actual item it references., L nguage is

:symbolic' meaning arbitrary; "dog" standing for dog not indexiCaIly_ or
,

-

iconically;' bit by cultural fiat... Because of its grammai, some

semioticians refer to language as a legisign (Thomas; 1979), though...for
'4.

'10

411110W we will not concern ourselves withthis.distinction. The theory'.of,

semiotics further suggests that the ent
. from

T.!.'

index to icorksto symbol. Though there can be sighs wfiloh are symbolic
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Ne.
icons and iconic language in use is ocevCni being symbolic

;1!6_

and hence abstract,' (Carey, 1982).

- We have semiotics,to provide us a powerflaA perspective, but our.
, .6

data would refute the notion of semiotic order being from inaex to icon-

to symbol; Langle, at base, -''is iconic. While language as a mediated
. . , o'' .

form of behavior allowtills, to stand back and reflect on it
7
asv'a 'system,

, .:%,,.

,

thus permitt to .p language, as syliqOlic,kthis is a-peta- .,)

,

, .

.

s.0
.. . .

.

_-.
linguistic s ;l in use, it is iconic iind.46. such ,indexical to

ate,
,

psychological anarsmi6ial forms of action (Ca'rey & Harate, 1982).

, ,-.

BandAid. signed for one i: our informants "pt it on your owie"
/ ..., ...,...

(''and/ "You're not suppese td stick. theni ',--. the toilet," two fdrms of

, t. 1.11 . ._ tio., _

social action. U.S. Mail sigva forqiie; of our .iriformants, American
" __ _

picture sign"; the beauty of the response being that it captures in

imageverbal form the nature,Of the iconic image which U.S. Mail mentally

clenerated./ While often Children might have diffic4ty verbalizing what

they thought a givemitell of print might say, feis had difficultyqf they
-

had ever encountered the print previously, telling what one'did with:it

Socially. "Brusti2Teeth" for Crest, "Drink It" for Coca Cola, "Eat It"

for Je11-0, all are early social-actioniTesponse forms made possible':

through an iconic response to print. :-

Seeing language--bo oral and written--as,simultaneously in-

dpxical, iconic and Symbol' epending on psychological stance, explains

why written language .cannot be seen as some more,abstract, 'second-Order

kind of cognitive processing which is 1 a upon oral language. Further

it, Suggests that sign functions can:be established with written language

at a personal level as well as%_soCiaI level; and that social language

,artifacts dike convention Cannot be equated with literacy or the

.

a'

4
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' t

- ,

-'.literacy' 15.roceSS, .which by, this v nttilis-estahlishment Of the sign
-

a

functiO0.

.. /.
The child who

4
repeatedly:uSp-a dot to placld his name (Hill,
: - ,,,

. _

.

1980), id, in so .doingi demonstrating a rear access too the literac?

pia/gess:- , He, has a-syn4001 (the.0160, MI *Object (imaelt)t and an
1

'.. . t4. 44,4. 44 4
interpretant Istqpif icationIN , The fact that over time he qpyes to

,

represent his n011oust ingthe symbol lif and ,later the symbol*,;HAN* is
.

°

6vidence of cultural .refinement of this process but, not _=1 cress ;.

4 - . . 1

is wak.depionstrated.much earlier.= Hi$ electfbn,, one clayo-t6write.,his
.4

new name HAR because N is g iring me- too much troUbWyiliay.-be,
"

4.

4.
ever fine-tuning of a personal and cultural literacy deciaioni but even

hi$.peraonal s tgri, }-!Pil5e4 lISIS a hOst of

The child who at 2 uses du' ba

tUr a 1 entailtentS._
, o

for "I' Want Oast ailip

(Halliday:. 1975)- and itpe f wh6 semantiFV1V track -and re4ond,

despite's-the surface--stru_ m qf- what, has gone" on, are engaged in
-.4

the 1 literacy_.prpcesS, not some o form of -i. t./°'

Access to the moili6E'tongue i culturally predictable form of

fr

. .

social action given-,the -child's presence in what, are litely to be

available langlpge settings, but such acceSs does rigt do;IsTute the

onset of literacy; that has occurred lonsj4before. IP

,
.

, Picking up` pep: to write when requested to.-do so istt. only then
A

.

.

a for, of social action, but a form of social action mediated through
/ .

and with language. The significance of 'this event is that it provideS,

evidence that the oral

child's-ritten response a.sign function had been established. Literacy r

est acted as a sign and that given the

is both a product and a process; As a product, to focus on surface

structure form--be it cony tion or scribble is to miss the literacy,

process; or in- t his instance the social and socializing, action.

15
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i2 . 6 .1 ODNrEXT: ,THE CHiLDIAS INFORMNT I....a . ° ,
A '`

....

___, ___ _1. . _ .... _ -- -

...es%
bituatiorial ctin--G-ii isrA"Tt ceteithirig one can ex, idei.--O-r,..not--O5n=

....

;Sider in ,lariguageit is riot.a 'variable
"

, btit an integral part'oL the
- *lingtaistio sign. .. - 6 ,

,.).

. .'' - Roberts age 6,; ,as a parti.cipant in a ichiltIrpn's sermon'; lisi ened
attentively as the pastor began - ., ,....

i h, '1P.t li ,, i 11., ..,,.; . ,

es; that lives in eitherher a nes. irk a or makes its home

' .? 4 .
Children, I'pz thinking "of something that,ia..abouti five or six; iv. i

h ceshigh; that dampers a roa4the. ground;',,, can: climb
.tree :

din. a, hollowed-out portion' of a tree's trunk. The tki.44 I'm
Tati-t, ' 'tkirtOingabout gathers nuts_ and stores them: for winter; it --,

,r....-, "" s is someti?pes brown ale someOmes g'ray; it has a big bUshy ,;,.
'' , tai l. 1 kho '6at tel1:-me what .Ig?p;_thimeing of?

4,..;;.`.,
- . ' : :01.,!!

'Knowing the pPoper.dhurch behavior, the children remai*d quietokzn4
r

reserved. Finally, Robe Z slowly and ever so tentative_ add 12is .i..g..,'
hand. The pastor,' despe to for a response .sci, he cOuldcg wiTt,,,, . : -..,*, ex the. sermos said with some relief,. "Yes, Robert,:;'IzAcit do think
it was?" . . -.

"Well," came the response, '"ordinaiZy' I'd think it was a.U1.104.irrel
buf I'su.ppose you want -'me to Say it bias 'Jesus.'",

Language varies according to: topic, the persons int3o2ved, and whether
it is written or spoken. The language of:church vs different from
the language' used when' talking with ce's PpLaymates; the language
we find in books is diffe.rent from.lhe language *we ffrind on stree,,
signs.- Language which sounds right at home may sowed funny in Y ,"
church. Children learn to make adjustments in their language natur=
ally from having many opportzmitief to be present in different kinds
of ,settings where lang-uage is being used, Competent language users
know and adjust their language to meet the demands of the setting
in which they find themselves. ,

.,

O.
4'

..

Under a different set of circumstances we would expect Robert to
respond differently. If he ideie at home. . . if pne of his friends
were doing the questioning, the possibility that Jesus was the
desired response would never have occurred to hiinb. Not only would
the content of Robert's response be different, but-is phrasing would

different.
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Robert's response Is more than aliUsing or4Pte. Tt tells us.
he is a growing, sensitive, and effective tanguttge' user who has had
lots of opportunittes, to cowpare contrast, 7ceed use language in a

variety osettingsz I,

Joe) age 9, was shot.* a' Stesp eign,with theme
word "Ban" written on it& parfof our

as' being formed by the relationship
of: /3rtizt-in context. .-We had, found this

ular Slopsign in a magazine adver-
tisti -eon Mderaf.m Deodorant. In the
context of he magazine advertisement the
mIssage ,was clear: "Ban stops,wetness."
By &ever cutting we were able to' remove
al/ other print and so mdzaged to save the
octagonal ,shape with the word Elan on it.
We showed this print setting to Joe, a
neighbor child, who _nit bnlyEknew of or

...interests in studying young children's
growth in reading and writin4,' but who
knew us and,our research quite Oell.
Int4ifrupgniedii.s play`we'asked, "Joe, what
do 4/Q14 k;114-1R' this says ?" Joe poUsed4a
molp3t c7t4 said, "I "suppose sags '.5toP'

oirMerman or ,Some thing.; that.rs _just the -
kind of ,junk you'd carry arpuncl to puil
ou'i and ask unsuspecting

IV; In- addition to his- humor, ogt taught us more out 'reading than our
assumptive expergient gozil..dhave_rightfully hoped to teachc,us. ;

Joe s - demonstrates not'ohly his awareness of, print,,,, but
more spec ---411y,i,.te'reationsi,iip of print-iind context ethe,:
signing element in readixg: We can speculate that the ,przni'fiz"
the context of the red octagonal shape suggested the messizal should
say "stop:" That .this print-context relationship is iomewhatltnpre-
chctable is evident response is, i"I Suppose it says,
'Stop' in German or some But this isn't *the only print
context relationship zi.1142, ,Joe reads. Re also reads, the print-
context relationship Mc-zip:operates betwen the print in its octag
onal sh zpA and-us.' "tells us that this second printrcontext relo-
tionshiP'confirms his first prediction: "That's just the kind of
junk you'd carry around -to puZl out .and ask unsuspecting kid&
about!" Print clearly played a role in Joe's orchestrated cleci-;
si.12n.s; not, however-, as art isolated cue, but as part of a com-plex'
of cues which form a sign in a semiotic sense. Print doesn't siern
meaning; print in relationship to its context--in this case its
contdxt;g--signs meaning. When we remove the road sign from the
magazine, -we' change not only its signing potential, but its-man-
ing potential. In the context of the magazine this print setting
mewit.one thing, in am.' hands it meant something quite different.

183.
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,

1471Age: 3, :1Las shOwn a carton f Crest' toothpaste on WhiCh we hard _

whited out the print ta_oe4ttf-3-year old reading responses would
Zook different under this condition than they' di.d under the _iibi,inat
'condi:tion idd had used _in, this research task. To our _qUeStion,
"What da:.you think this Says?" lan responsed, "Well, it Should Say
'toothpaste', but you took the print off!" .

/Waiitigib-57E5-775Ve-Yrai5oili-ei-W7iie.aeIved when the print was present--
o6thpaste," "Crest" "Caviti4i;" "Aim," "Toothbrush,_ " "Bin4Sh_

Teeth; rs response. is qualified,

in
that the abSenee,of print, in this .setting waS a Sign in itself whi'ah, was rioted _grad"had to be addressed. The linqUisiic sign is _fomed;by print 'in

context; Ev4n when young 'children's resPonsedbear nodireot-":;
phonemic-graphemic matok,; Ian teaches 'us thatweLcannqtcongt44. that
print wasflot_involved in the of the_reSpemse4hen:
print ,is removed, the nature of the child's response to prints ngeS

"To'bthpa8t" to Val, it Should say 'toothP4te',
took t prilit off!"

d in text. iS Context. The apritektual-rales of language

use reflect thempeIxes in liiiirsemantiO, Syntactic, and graphophonemiC
.

SLiSteirs-;of 'language: 7Amgoe context is embedded in,
110'. =

als0 signed i -that part 4Df -language we Call ptiht- ction as

a*contextkiied surface' text, language signs psytholinguaSt!Ecally Ah

is

potential range'cA interpretive procedures which we might. empi6y.

Joshua; age 3, t-OVedit, j-444.4books read to him. Knatding he .is,the
son of a student sttiM:Zg:Y'aii the nfiniStriyi the _"Amen" he. said at
the end o f 'ed-ch and every. book read to him is Underetandble;

Woah, age- 6, was Lasked to complete a
"series of workshelets in, his first grade
cZassroom designed to give chil-drem prac-
tice in the - visual discrimination of
the letters of the alphabet. Each line on
each worksheet focused on a different
Zetter of the alphabet. The first line
on the_ first worksheet focused on the

't'. Along with this letter was
a picture of a tulip- and the word tulip_
written out with the 't' circled. Adja-

N00, cent to' this picture Were a es of
words like table;
rabbit' 'etc. 4144ic

100, tam.111moos a......... Om... Oa Im .11 4.04 4
1 ...."........." T......4.......4.....4

t *
V/

q!.We '.; 31 s 10 2/

..,.
ra., ..6. sa. liUl *vb lei

_ Vielitti IM ;4;

. Igir5PMT21
Sr

rabble e^liEellE. FE,
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look at, find and circle the t's. Despite
the fact that Noah did the-first set -
class together, when he went to work on
his own, rather than just circle the s's,
Noah circled all the s's, c's, o's,
and r'S he found in the words sister,
desk, base, socksz safe, suasep.ksnowy

or these leters were used
in spelling the word scissors. As he
followed this Procedure for the' pntire
worksheet, and the teacher never dis-. covered the _rule upon which he wrszth pper
czting his worksheet was graded unsatis-,..
factory.' The teacher's written cammentr's'? 42_"h
on the top of his,wdorkshett, "YO,uwe'ren!t
.concentratirig,-" was more of a reflection on her, than on Noah's
performance. One week later, Noah, hoWever, got q new wqrksheet
covering the les 'z',. 'y', 'x', and (ii-z that order) . TVs
time he had no :,trouble doing the_exercise. For 'zinnia` he circle'd
only; the z's in the words zero'', zizzag, zippv,,Zon.e, 2:4o. maze,
graze, fuzz, zebra, glfzze etc.

We must ask ourselves what
lfloah

learned out,;,reading ;from' this ex-
perience, howeaer. We must conclude,, "nothing,"-'ehough he learn
a great deal about 'reading instruction' ..-Given his initial per-
formance, Noah could already visualli:discriminatei-b_Oween,-the let-,
ters of the alph.41 7pouldiziNt make the,!nii_stakes
Rather -than language, hew-Pto
limit and c -*king toW.-)e Sitocessful in literacy, events
or tills sore" her than reflect.,his cognitive, abilities or lit:
eracy yoah's thinking processes are best viewed as an
artifact of thelinbtruct. nal detting'in which we find him. As such
one's history of is' a context~ within which and from which
one must. attmept, to make sense of any data collected relating to the
evolution of litegacy.

5 gshoima, age 6, wag asked to write
under a nawber of conditions. When
asked.to write her name and any-
thind ease 'she could write Deshonna
wrote-her name and then dr-w a picture
of herself, 'a pumpkin, and christznas
tree. When asked to write a tory,
Deshonna decided to do a per °nal nar-
ratz:ve .p lece of writing, is is
Deshonna. Deshonna is j i.ng rope."
In rereading, She decid.ed. to -cross
out her first line, so her final text
was a single written line: DESHONNA IS
JIRO ROIG.. When asked to write a letter,

['At-f.shonna wrote, "Deshonna. Love Linda.

EMI=
ntia R. ,teg '.e ee

1g:i
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I like- to do things for you," written
DESHONNA. CLOVE LIODS: I LIKE TO DO THIR
FOR YOU -Unde'r two writing condition
Deshonna elected to write.; under one
writing condition Deshonna eZec d to
draw. If we had only collected ruing
data under the write,=an thingt:7,yci7t-,aan7\trite 'condition, '4,56P-m have -errone-
ous ly concluded -that-- ihirzg
Deshon uld_wrikte was her name.
We woU 14 OP ve miss &d dekcovering that
Deshonna knows how to produce CO2

appropriate text- ,See-_,Aken,appropriate
9onVext (her letter sound ,like a
etter; her .story sow *s a story))

'knows her corrzmunicaive options in
terms of Rlaceholdzi.ng 7-zer text (the
decision,to use -an aidierhate 'communica-
tion,:syStem deaur,rcistrn also), and
has a growigg knowledge o:direction-

'''' aii:ty) eter--.92zuna correspondenice,
wordness, sentencenes,s and more.

9, - Natasha, age 6, like "Deshonna, was asked,
to write ;,cnder a variety of conditions.
When asked to writ her name andany-
th-Vng else she coin write,'Natasha
wrote her name and the following words

; in 2 .columns on her page: love, will,
pu-Opy, Bi-11, ten, Cre,q,
Lynn-, .sand, band, can, par, go,
da zoo, an ran, a 23, if; pra., dye to,
Tc2z12 rib we, book, all, boy nun., Lori"

Mary-. When asked to write a story,
Natasha began by drawing a picture of '
herself andtherk7crossinzcit out agtizin.
She then wrote THEI for 'This., decided, ,

,she didn't like it and wrote THIS IS A
PUPPY on a new spot-on her page. To
complete her story she illustrczted it
with a drawing of a puppy. When asked
to write a response to a letter from
eTprry in which he hczd asked her what
thing-0 she liked to play with in schbol
and at PiSme, she responded, "Puzzls
and colors. I have lion.. To Jerry,"
driting it -in columns, PUZZEtS AND CLERS

F (abandoned this effort, and
.-roving to.a new coZzarrn) I HIV LION TO
JERRY. Like Deshonna, Natasha demon-
strates an ability to create a

At'a541*.o
Puffy

-8111

.arq
9

oaf y4

Saift4_
Band
Can
car

Tao

and
tmt

is

tV0
dy
re
rosh

Ny

60011SK

all
Boy

Waal.
of

41.
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successful text for a p 11f-r-7,:
Whereas Deshonna saw
legitimate in uninterrupted
IVatastza, did not explore this .ilvi".01
bility in this setting, but tin 2
Dreshonna does so in her story,
portant also is the observation
when Natasha sees par 'writing co, itiOri
as school-like (in' the -letter we
tion school); her response is to write
in columns indicating she has orches-
trated her written product in. light
this register. Under story writing, an
activity which Natasha does not get to'

- do in ,her firet grade claesroom, her
writing shows no such constraints.
Under write a letter conditions she
writes in a full sentence organized
,3i9zearly on the page.

Jason, age, 5, was also asked to write under
a,,variety of wr104 conditions. Wien asked

-to --Ciidete his noir and anythfng else he Could
1Write; Jason wrote his name and the letters
of *the' alphabet; in A-B-C order;

Wilen asked to w*te a story, JasrOn drew apt
picture ;64 a ghdst and a dog. Wherz asked
to read. what he had written; Jason read,
"A ghost flying throUgh the air4 A dog
barking. And when the ghost sazA* he
cane down and bumped him on the nose!"

Wien asked to write a le. tter; Jason wrote a.

Pt.)4tI
e%1N4

Clers

acv
T.'
erry

/0411

N
E. "IS-.

series-s random letters of the alphabet.
trecz is the task as a penmtznship exercise. 05,i

Like .1-sh-onna and Natasha, Jason moves to
art under some conditions, ana g
under other conditions. Given his kinder-
garten focus on the alphabet, this register
is dominant for Jas.on if the activity in-
volves writing. If and when we a,sk qm to
write and either directly or inadvertently
support this register, Jason elects writing
the alphabet. Story writing is an unf'a-
=liar school activity fbr Jason. Since
writing the ; alphabet is not seen as approp-
riate, Jason moves to art. Importantly his story il:ustratGs
that he hats a sense of storiness and in fact much better languLii(..
information than he is willing to display in writing wren the
constraints he peceives as operating in these settings.

Jason
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The word 'context' contains the word' 'teXe. Ps dhOlinguiS

tical* and so oli istically language is always whole. ,This is as

true of the language of classrooms as it is of the language of research

reports such as this;.4'Talen a teacher writes the letter '1' o the black=

bOard and the children respond, "la-, lion, ladder, lady," as they did

,in one set-USg iri which we were observing; the rules of language use

in this setting'dictated the Semantic rules which allowed the Children

to maesense of the situations. They knew to make-the it tial sound

of t-eletteraiin isolation and, to -follow this aptivity by thinking of

three words that started with that sound; The context oMtuation'

further specified the.syntax.of the exi6fit. From past :experience the
Ff:.;

#

order of things
,

to dd. after the teacher had writbaid4b-iSblated letter

on the board was. JoilKstn. Eveli--furtiltr the context ilikf 'tuatonspecified

pespitev=the surface

L4$ is
.

thq syfitactic and seman-

oral or written

what graphopboneMac asSoCiatio*e 'VVIetr.rade

- 4
structure this is a Wholeitfstance-or Iarecoge,.

whole in this and other instaAcemOr

':(."

tic rides are also embedded in and hiince

1.4nguage.

-, -.
BeCaUse'Of the relationship betWeen text and context, finding a

d _... 7 lk .1'Dewspap*'sa clASSO,cm is arposed to finding a npaper on' the step
.....

;

Ur house can sign widelydifferenU.psydiolinguiStic:and
.

- 4,
socioAhou.j.stic,pc# to the Sdme%langua4e.uS*. Site bbtle.lari-,

,,or -9 , .._
,4. ,

guage;an inherentv social, alas = ham "Ehe poto.1
t.y

ti.101,-* lang461t iarwilkmnants 3..n..
- .....,

..., .. .*:'.

le opiRortunieres is natural, .

_-.

82 41°
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. 1
'language learning circumstances could be increased. The protocol ex-

amples and discussion which th --ow extend'and elaoorate



:
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.

2.6.2 CONTEXT: INTERDISCIPLINARY VIEWS

,
.

Probably no word in the modern history of language is more, A

Maligned than is the, term context. We knoW tOWNrperS Who say they are

"studying cbntext" when what in fact they are St$dyli-kpare3 and 4 Word
.

-

syntactic strings Some of our readingteachet boll6agues referto

helping students read by using "context cues," meaning for 60 most part

the syntactic and semantic cuss which,reside Dmmediate line of

print.,_. `The fkct that tlanave strippedt the linebf print fro:Ot$

-
textUaLand'situational support to teachuCoilteft6UeS" never Seems

giVe them.,a .moment. of concerns

Just as:teaching is too good a term to be reduced to-softie narrow

redudtiOniatid. a tim ulus7reiponselframework, so Tcontext" and,"retearch
. ,

on context" is too important tb our understanding of langpage aid
4' :

,

language learning to,be,lost in reduCtionistic zesearch and pradtice;

ile-Some might wish to label researcheritand theorists who
6 t,

perceivecontext beyond 4 word syhtactic strinws "radical:.

contextualistsiv- recent work in this area would suggest that contextual
2 .

are:
-studies at these:levels eminently more helpful in our. attempt to'

ratand literacyt1lan,prit reductioniStic effOrts which-do more.to

...:
confuse ,1k

"-
the issue than clqrify it.....

, .

W e the term- contex to refer t , e'linguisticsituationaI
, .o.zt. _.

and Cultural m lieu ofdlanguage in use." .layijaimasio4s of' this context
4 :..

t
-

have been described by-Halliday (1978) as field (what's happening),_

tenor (the relationshfp of tl)p barties.idsiOtfbd), aria mode -(the cDannel
," v ,,.. -' 1p -.4

.,.-

"of communication udd,with specilic'referen0. tO the role language plays-

1

in the cr.erell 'communicative event).

19 o
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,

From2Past endbunters with language in a particuaar context of
_ .

situation, language users bring with them an anticipatory frame for how

language works in thi,* particular, conteict, Thip anticipatory frame has

been 4ergted ,register by soCioginguistits like Halliday (1978) aced Hyrnes

(1971). , while Cicourel ..(1974) would not deny *that ori* one level register
is an anticipatory frame, he would vehemently hold tfat the specific

. (

mister of a language event.'evolves throughout the event via

.

application o interpretive procedures by th anguagen
involved. Cicourel's intight is an important

.'register is not totally formulaic, but cha
:.,

'",understanding, how what was pu. p 0 sedly an 1

C:Y ,I,n-,
.

turned into a f0ftdcal interchan.= .7; Ietirn -to to the Chagrin of the
-, ,..,...

paticipents involved, 44
4i)r-

,,,-

4144,,,, Cic8urel's work on interpretive PrdeedUreS (1974) and Grice's. .

I
ne a it suggests that

a construct- helpful in

al meetirig;,suddenlY

1.
expli

'nt4.4
rig the cooperative principle off: language use (1975) do

:-
141 general registers which laligUage Viers bring to a-4.

.'.:1.;languasing event;,

i
` trite

While at !present researchers do not IchoW what all of these

ve procedures

-F!

4, perspectives (language users assurne,t6ere is no difference between how

i' assign meaning);;. they and their.part,i tpants assgn (2) et cetera. assumptidnS

Cicourel's ligt includes (1) reciprocity of

(language, users assume their participants will fill in common details);
.

(3) normal,forms (language wse s'attempt to'interpnt anything ambiguous
._

by making restatements of arilbj.. ity.congruent With the other forms

used); (4) etrospective-popec ve sense of ,occurrence (language users
A

will attempt to-`see ,r,ainbiguities are clarified later on or if this is

not possible, attempt tn.,ciatify them in light of prridub statements);
_ ,

0

(5) the reflexive nature:of language (Language users will use the

I
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'specialized thilar selected by their participants_as clues to how

something is to be -interpretea;
_.

Additionally, Grice- 11975). 'has' identified what he callS,the
. ,--cooperative principle oftlianguage. There are foUr maxims to the'

4 - d

cooperative.printiple -whiCli can be interpreted ,as Underlyihg assumptions.

within which language participants ese are Maxims of (1)

(2) Quality (SaY or
-

write what you belieVes. provide- evidence);'' (3). RelatIon (say
4 4

CT Write what- is relevant), and .(4) n gutty (say or write to -void

Quantity Tsay or write en

gewobScurity, i.e., be _logical). jOecause language users

cultural participants understand these maxims, .meaning
%

no_14-_that_':their

can -.1pe_ ncl:,is
.) _'.

'_gdied_throUgh,what Gricecalls "implicatute," or the. cleli ,

. , . .. . , . . . .,.breaking of these, ttles...-. .., -%
>, . ...

Within these.general frames, specifi6 re'§is Ars for language_s.

'7.11

-eq,ents"develop, Recent work by Hasan (Halliday &flaSarl, ioe);. Or :...,
r , 2 . - ',;05-' ,

. . ,
. ; -, , 4 11 ' ,)' i.I.:- 4 '1. tample, s to explicate the, guage part.i4pOnts..haile-ifi,,

, skshe pine. a ,`,Greencjzoder,,'_, an ectiiiialent rdbably to a farni,1Y7owned at

neighborhood food stqrR2 _25/.5 Cicourel (1974) and Cox

out, howevei, not on'y language-participants- b

anticipatory frame relative tsi ,their pest read
_

tenor. in thiS'"and lanquage" 4ting'

9g ; polpt.

regiSter takes place .vi.a.`41*-1ngUage 'user's on:-:§6,ing.'reading of fibl

Te, and tenor during ,itifie-languaging event itSelf.- Thus register is

neif a static concept but an err evolving one. Theoreti-cally this
,

.notion iS tent as it suggests the value. experience plays in.
langulge learning.'

4
When young children'S,literaby.'respittnee areexamined for
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evidence of context one isimmediately,,mpressed'w.ith
the'yOungichild's

sensitivity' to language variation and Change. Typical of our data is

Zach In the following dictated story (See Pigure 27), the corrections

that Zach initiated in the re-reading
indicatean'understanding Of the

functional differences between an oral story (his dictated version) and

a written story (his miscued version). "Thete are planes" is an oral'

language fortm "They are airplanes" is the more formal. written language

fOrm and reflects ZathiS knowledge of how written language texts differ

ftOM oral language texts. "They're having a dog fight" is an oral

language form; 'They are having a, dog fight," the more formal written
langUage fprm;

TheoreticallyWe might say that Zach's behaVior demonstrateS that

he had already developed One register for oral story forms and another

register for written story fOrms. In each of theSe instances, Zach's'

reading of elements within the context of situation helped him bring to

memory past registers which he saw as appropriate. Operating within a

general anticipatory frame (Which included his undetStanding of the

interpretive procedures of language, the cooperative principle, and

these past registers); Zach'S particular reading of the field, mode, and
tenor of the alternate contexts available under a condition of oral

story dictation as opposed to oral reading allowed him to make

particular shifts in register WhiCh reflect thetsolveSin,text.

EMbedded in text is contexiS The reason all of u8 can

succeSSfully answer questions like: (1) Where are you likely to find

thiS instance of:languago?Field); (2) Is it oral or written language?

(Mode); and (3) Foryhom and by whom is it produced? (Tenor), for

language fragments such as 93n your marks," "From here take the path

north," and "Raise your haridS please " is th9 dded and hence signed
1;
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in text are the register shifts reflective, of and appropriate to

context.

Figure 27. Dictated Language Experience Story
& Kiist Reading--ZaCh (Age 6)

They cort66nes,
Thcre -re planes .

HaY1 ck.

e s e

Tcl bane-se iczAr

End,.

§1 r8

Key:

There - substituted they for there when reading.

- repeated phrase in reading.
194



THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITERREADER, Page 188

/

Shifts in regiter allow language-users to produce appropriate

texts for appropriate contexts.,: Zach has, vria,shiftS in register,

produced d-an oral labguage.text (his dictated story) and, a wri tt-le

language text 4hiS reading). These are not alterations;in form so much

as they are different texts. Zach is a kindergarten child about to

enter first grade.

impressive.

His subtle understanding of language is truly_

Figure 28 presents a shopping list and a story which Hannah, age

3,,has produced. Can you identify which is which?

Figure 28. UninterrUpted Writing
(Shopping LiSt Story)--Hannah (Age 3)

19
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Wi/at Hannah amonstrates,is that the linguistic understandings we,

have discussing are not added onto language after some more

eleTentary forms are learned, bait rather are essential understandings

underlying access to the literacy process. Nancy Shanklin (1982)

exprgsses this'insight more formally:

Thus language has no realmeaning separate from the envircbment,
i.e., the context of situation in which it is used; therefore it
would seem.:than language and the nature of schematas.are
intrinsically related'to the context of situation in1which they
occur.

Because -of the extensiveness of our research program we had ample

opportunity to study and discover for ourselves the importance of

context-relative to understanding and researching the evolution of

literacy. Alistin's writing at home and at school provides an

illuminating first instance.

Mary Hill, an early and on-going colleague in thiS program of

study, used'Alison as a subject in het lOngitudinal study of young

childten'S evolution in, writing (1979, 1980). At around 5 years of age,

AliSon's stories took on a familiar pattern which Mary readily accepted

(see Figure 29). This continued to be true, even though at .home
A

wrote using an-alphabetit script. At home, on the very day that Alison

had -Ptothiced the second sample in Figure 29 for Mary, in response to the

suggestion that she write on a finger puppet she had cut, out from paper

'What makes you happy," Alison write C FLOMRS ("When 11800

floWtrS").
_

SI-A. moved so rapidly from a place-holding script to alphabetic

script that we were stunned and, forewarned Mary that she was in for a

surprise on her next data collection day.
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Figure129. Uninterrupted Story Writing FxamplesAliSon (Age 5)

Figure 30.' Uninterrupted Story Writing SamplesAlison (Age 5.6)
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But alas,- for Mary, Alison continued to mrite stories like shes
had in the past (see Figure 30). This occurrdd not only once, but for

several pursuing weeks.

What had worked in the past became the register of the present.

FOt each context Alison had developed an appropriate register. Alison

knew and under-Stood the constraints .-that were operating in both

settings.

She knew that Mary accepted her stories, and while this did not

stop her froM messing around with a sure thing as we'll show later,

moving from a place=hOlding script to an alphabetic scrit was not one

of the things She elebted to do in this setting;

During the early years of this research effprt, we 1,ike'many of

our colleagues became quite fascinated with "invented spelling" as a

product documenting the rule-governeld nature of the young child's

approach to literacy. As the age when we expected such a move to occur

(m, for Alisdh, we. obviously, thoUgh not purposefully, communicated this

expectancy. AlfSon, at 5.6, obliged, though equally obviously she saw

- _

no reason, in settings where oth9f constraints were operating, to test

this particular. set of hypotheses in this form.

While such sensitivity to context may initially surprise us,

given the fact that SOMiOticians have documented (S beOk, 1979) the fact

that Hans, a horse,.waS reading the pupil diptions in. his master's eye

in order to know_ when to stop tapping out the answers to addition

problems--the,C2OVet HanS PhenoMenon--we should have no trouble

believing a child the same age as a horse is even more sensitive tp

context.' What seems surprising from one theoretical posiion on

Language looks eminenly predictable from another.
7

196



THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER- READER, Page 192

From'a research perspective, the importance of this experience

lieS in the fact that it clearly illustrates the difference between a

psycholinguistic and a socio-psycholinguistic view djf language use and

learning. All language settings are n9t equal; Tod continue to collect
,-

developmental.data with a blatant disregard for'context caniin the end
4

only confuse us and do a disservice -to children= Even Piagpt's

developmental statementsi Margaret Donaldson'teaches us (1978), merit

close eview. As educators, we know, statements emanating from such

research all tae often become the unexaminedassumptive frameworks

of instruction. Language varies.for each of us bl'-situational context,

and while we intuitively know this, it takes a sensitive observation of

children and their writings for us to rediscover the applicability of

this principle to written language 1earning and instruction.

How language use 'varies Across instructional contexts is a

contextual issue which pushes'our very notion of what is haSid in

:literacy and literacy learning. Our Indianapolis sample of idner=dity;

informants came from,a singie geographical area which included several

preschools and elementary schools. Within particular age'levels we had

-Children then* with distinct school writing histories. Because we.

collected our Videotapes on sitethough in special rooms set up solely

for data collectiod purposes-and because, we suppose, we looked'like

teachers, often the constraints that operated in the classroom writing

context became assumptive constraints operating in our researl task:

In one particular school, children were taught to write in columns

on lined7school paper, a practice dnne, according to the teachers when

interviewed, "to help them in forming their letters and in learning the

difference beween letters and words."

19
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1

As shown in Figute 31, even
t

gradeletAfrom %this school

in our letter'writing bask, firtt

writing.ford%taintained'his

1 ,..

, FigUre- 31'.. 11001 A: Fi t Grade Letter .Writing Samples--
la'llinaj:Watat -,-LAShell -

,,-,:7,. '

Puziles

O1 h I Ver5
II Oh

Terry
Ar

That this is clearly something learned in first grade 'in thit'
1

school is evident when one examines the letters which kindergarten'

children in the same school produced; As shown in Figure 32, Sally and

Alpha't letters showThasuch constraint on form;

In Schobl B, no such foutetting criteria had been taught. Though

the quality of the letters remains mpch the same (see Figure 33),

ihdicating,4as we will show later, a commonality-of other constraints
.

operating across both setting, this formatting constraint is not one of

them.

'

o

tiUtl
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Figure 32.: Schodl A: Kindergarten Letter Writing Samples--
%-

' Sally, Alpha

e6.k1

tAD L Yod

tear. YtA

y ysar isirLdy_

LiG v-
'So Yu

t

Figure 33. School B: First. Grade Writing_Samples--
Yin-Cent, Jake, Chris

Dear 4/hclii.
No c4r Glad

-To cOre ethd
Rif

Dear bode%
LiKed At movie

i v13 K6 and'
3001z;

Love 6105
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f- .
Of particular interest also is the fact that once a certaan

constraint was in effect, seemingly affected other; aecisions which

the children made. Note, for example, that the first grade letters

collected from School A are qualitatively hifferent than the leters

collected ftom School B. By contrast, the first grade letters from

School B seem much more well formed than do the first grade letters from

/

School A. In School A, the first graders seemingly had taken Cicourel's

interpretive procedure--the et cetera assUmptioh--much.too literally,;

not botherng,to sign letterness via an ftpening, a clip-Sing, nor for that
of

matter, even, a r ctableiamountedUndancy.
11!,

-.-
This phenomenon is particularly important, especially in light of

the fact that k ridergarten_chirdren in to same schooldo not seem to

Stiffer from an "et cetera deficit." Note, for ,that-the letters ficut

kindergarteners in School A ;look more like the letters from firSt

_ _ 0. _ _ _

graders in School B than they took like the firSt grade lettefS fr9F%__

ti

their older and wiser peers in the same school.
-0

What thiS phenOrfitnon suggests then,is the notion of transaction.

Constraints are not additive, leaving everything else the same, but

tranSactive, altering the total composition of the event. Shanklin

-
(1981) uses the metaphor of putting a drop of red dye in a beaker of

water to discuss the notion ofitrans4Ction. By establishing formatting
/

constraints Ytir t grade children's kriOwledge of the personal letter form

as well as their,handling of exophoriatext-context Oceddedness--
,

changes.

Probably kirst graderS in School A assume that' if their teachers

are so concerned about the shape And'form-nf letters and words so as to

give explicit instructions, each additiOnal entry they write even When
r4 :
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and if they have better.linguistic information at their disposal, as

risks which are unnecessary, especially if the teacher's concerns are

on quality of penmanship, not quality of writing. A second possibility

=also exists and, that. is that by accenting any particular constraint,

attention and short term memory are filled making access and testing of

Other linguistic hypotheses,unlikely. Both of these effects seem

deleterious to the evolution, of literacy;

It 'should be noted that what is highlighted irk these examples are
44

the transactional effects of imposed constraints on language learning.

Whethere perspectivea language learning pers tive we approve of such imposing

of constraints is imlortant; but regardless of our stance, the fact

remains that a viable model of literacy must be abbe to explain bbth

more productive and less productive instancesof language learning.

Given the'pervasive effects an imposed constraint dealing with

'something as simple'as format can have on the writing process, we must

, predict the this effect will only be compounded as more writing

constraints are added by the first grade teachers in School A. Alison,

.who we can document_(Harste & Burke, 1980) had been a written language

user and producer from the age of 3, entered a very skills centered

first grade reading and writing program. Despite the fact that she had -

been writing for years, by November when requested to Write.at home, she

announced amidSt tears* "But I can't write anymore!!"

The compounded effects of fOrm and spelling convinced her that

pll she haci learned was somehow not useful; of,,worse yet, wrong. While

we very rapidly moved her beyond this moment of doubt by assuring her

that she had been writing for years and that we could read anything she

wrote, the effect of suddenly imposing constraints on the young,child as

writer in less supportive environments clearly merits a full scale

.
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investigation. We used to think that 'if they were off to a good start
4n literacy they could withstand any negative School experience; We
don't think. so any more;

That such effects need not be the outcome of instruction when

constraints ale allowed to develop naturally over time is best
illuStrated whend.letter writingqtaarbss time is Studied. Nanci Vargus

(1982), one of the ,,later members of our research team, correSponded with
a group of first gra4ers"over the course of a semester. The in-depth.

udy of how theSe children's 'letters changed over the course of :the

semester became. tie foCue of her dissertation.

icriicompares the letters we received from first .:gradetS
,(F,±gures 31, and 33) with the first letters which. Nanci recei'Ved, there

. .are,,..hrany A.sCis illustrated in the examples we provided,

any letters Seeq'lony on form any short on context (LaShell & Vincent).

Most deal with a Single topic (ktanna, LaShali, Vincent; Jake, ChriS),
0"

answer questiont directly assuming a-- continuity of context across what

we see. as events (see Alanna's "Cut and paste and go outside". in answer
"

t6 the question, "What- thingg do yea Like toitdo in school? "),

communicate little new .information;

Whap the first letters which Nanci received look ,a lot like. t1.16

letters -tie received, the changes over time which occurrid. as tesult of
her captinuing to correspond are impressive. Michael's 1st ain 9th

'letters ate illuStratiVe (see Figure 34). Not only do the letters
oecome lOnger,. topic expansion and a shift in responsibility occur.

Children no longer take refuge in ritualistic form andthe answering of
questions posed by their correspondent, but take ownership.

responsibility for 'generating and coThrflunicating new information.
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.34. Micjirers 1st- -and 9th-Letters -(N/arguS, 1982)

roircoif-Lok Mt h0

Dtar Pir Vats
Ty r il Di

1 pot t sre IN sippl!soti

;,ii i De in colatorjpy. wi I bel 'pi

IV of pligros..i w 1 1 lo ova

to Mrs.i Vargus

How have yOU been?
Will you be my pen pal?

Love Michael McGormley

Dear Mrs. Vargus,

My puppy is getting big;
r will not be here when
school is out; I will be
in California; I will be
in a lotor places; I will
go on a roller coaster;

-Love

Michael

The importance of this data isthat it clearly demonstrates how

tegister evolves and changes over time. While first grade children in

our study and Vargus' demonstrated that they had a particular register

for letter writing even in their first letters; what continued

involvement permitted was register expansion and exploration. Their

letters seemingky move frOM.high-on form to high on content; yet; given

-.1
the circumstances surroundingtheir 1st lettera stranger whom they

barely know; it should not surprise us that they have little to Say or

little basis other-than the letter they had just received on which to

make decisions about what to say. What loOkS like deficit is more a

statement assessing their perception of our research context than it

a comment on the Capabilities of these young writers;
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Theoretically we might say that when language users are thrust

o an unfamiliar context they take refuge in those past registers
,

Ipich provide the closest fit; To be succesSful in thig new situation

.they rely on text-context rules which they have absttacted out of past

experience as chAacterizing language use in this setting. Within thiS

frame, what time does is allow language users the opportunity to more

carefully attend to and orchestrate aspects of the specific field, mode,

and tenor of the situation in Whith they are involved. As constraints

naturally evolve and become perceptible, rather than restricting

communication as imToSed constraints do, they permit expansion of

meaning potential.

Understanding this transactive relationship between context and

meaning is important. What experience provides is potential; not only

the opportunity to explore text potential, bdt in go doing, more fully

to appreciate, to orchestrate, and to- unleash human potential. ,That's

What real literacy is all about.

Context .has often been mistreated as a variable which affects

linguistic output. The cuts we have taken across our data in an attempt

to explore context--with Zach by linguistic mode; with Hannah by

literacy event, with Alison across home and school- -show it to be not a

variable but a transactive and transacting part of the literacy process

and sign. Tekt and context transact; together signing past and

p(JLential forms of psychological and sociological action; If Michael

had written, "Will you be my pen pal?" in his 9th letter as he did in

his 1st, the print-only superficially would have remained the same; the'

text potential and hence meaning potential would have changed. To study

,Lext in isolption of context is at bbSt to Study only half the sign; at

lull
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worst, to hopelessly confuse what's involved in scribbling and other

literacy events.

21)
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2.7 TEXT

2.7.1 TEXT: THE YOLN6 CHILD AS INFORMANT

From a cognitive ptocetting Perspective the basic unit ofilan,-

guage is 'text'. 'TOW presupposes a'reader or a writer actively in-

volved in Chunking and Making sense of experiences involving language ;;

Latricej Marvin, Nathan, Terry, Patty,
Towannaj Shannon, Duirtiliari Robert, Jerry,
and Heather, all age, 3, Were ShOW-n albhoto
of a Stop sign and asked what it said.
Their responses respectively Were "Stop;"
"Stop," "Stop;" "Go This -Way," "Stopj"
"Stop," "Don't Pass The Sign," "Stopi"
"Danger," "Stop," "Stbp," and "School."

What_isj.nterestingabout this set of
responsealis that they all represent
things 'one might find on street signs.
They are, in other words, the right text
.,fr the right context;

To note that_there islittle or no graphemic involvement between some
Of these responses and the word Stop- is to miss the textual-- event.

.:, Everl responses such as "Danger," "Go :This Way," and "Don't PaSS ThiS
Sign" are the right kind-of print semanticaley and syntactically;

sthe right amount of print, organizationally, for this context.:,

Alison, age 6. but just prior' to fi7t
grade, was asked by_herlather to prepare
a shopping list as he finished the dinner
dishes. Alison wrote eac C of.the follow-
ing itemsas_they.were dictated: MOLA
(milk), VONOL (i'anilla)i ROSBOREJAM
(raspberry jam), and BOD (bread). When
she was asked to write "newspaper" he

I
-)

asked, "Can di,di-d that?" After Al son
was assured that no -one Cared a- ong as
-L;i_ remembered the newspaper when we went
shopping, she prOeededj drawing a news-
paper Poploto with column:; and layered
sections of paper. Oh the bottom of her
slopping liSt she signed her name and
wrote the auto 7/::6/78.

-

Print S r-tIng:

Stop
'Stop
Stop
Co This Way
Stofi

Stop

Don't Pas.s The Sign
Stop
Danger
Stop
Stop
School

2 o
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Like a11 of us; as a writer Alison was faced with producing a suc-
cessful text given a particular context. Her decisign to placehoZd,
her meaning in art as opposed to writing is one which we as adultc
may not often consciously select when making a shopping list, but

' is clearly available to us should we wish to use it. He24 question
as t5 whether or not this move was alright reflects a concern for
text and the appOkopriateness of this move given the communal func-
tion which this shopping.list had to serve. While not everyone signs
and dates their shopping list, this too, is predictable given the
constraints Alison was operating under. Asa subject of a 5-year
case s y, Alison knew we dated and put her name on all of her
writt work. 7Ier signature and dating of eveh such items as shop.:
ping lists, while to the outsider may appear bizzare, is, in this
instance, an attempt to create a successful text in light of the con=
etraints under which she was operating.

-)Jason, age 9, was asked by his mother to
start a shopping Zist by writing 'blue-

and,'bacon' on it. He dutifullY
and literally hopped to the task. The list
he prreparpd was a masterpiece of tidiness
replete with the drawing of a sweet angelic
child. In addition to his mother's entries,
the shopping Zist had several additional
items, however: 1 BAG OF DORITOS (LARGE);
POP; SHOE STRINGS 29 INCHES; and KLETATS
to Indic to that he wanted a new pair of
soccer shoes uiith 'cleats'. Anyone looking
at this shopping list would know immediately
that it was 0 ordinary Zist. Jason had
created a. surface text for a particular context. Through art, pen-
manship, and the placement of requests on his list, he had orches-
trated available cues to create a text which he hoped signed not
only his wishes, wants, and desires, but spoke of his fine character.

Lisa, Wendy, Grejbry; Tom and Brett; agc C; were asked to write
Mr. Whiten; Brett!a father; a Thank You letter Jro having come into
their room and told stories. Rather than allow the eltaildren to

2
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(

write their own letters the teacher wrote the follOwing Zetter on
th biadkbOard: "Dear Mr, Whiten: Thank you for coring to- our room.
Love . " EachOhild was giiven _a sheet of chOOl pczper
and asked to ilZUStrate their pag:, Copy the letter:, and Sign their

\ . \
. it

i

. .

Meg IIala Piri a111 I I

MTh 'oct--fni

6vv----- _
.... ,

netime. isa, Wendy, Gregory; and Tom had no problem with the task.
Brett, who had quite a different relationship to the speaker, being
it was his fath&r, found the "Dear Mr. Whiten" structure awkward.
In -the blank left for his name--the only slot left open to him by
the teacher, he wrote DAD rather, than sign his name.

21u



The texts we create vary by context of situation in which we find
ourselves and reflect the ,tenor of -social relationships we have with
the parties involved. Although we seemingly forget this, Brett
demonstrates that he already kneD this and refuses to simply comply.
To focus on, or teach form andsstructure in Zanguage outside of
context is to miss the orchestrated textual event which 'language use
represents and is in the end.to give children a dysfuncionaZ view
of the process.

Marti; -Rhoda, Todd, and Mark, aZZ age 6, were asked to complete the
sentence, "Mania- makes me happy," as a writing activity following
a discussion of 'happiness' in their first grade classroom. Marci
handled the assignment well writing BIRDS MAKE ME HAPPY. Rhoda had
more problems. She initially wrote 111 BIGHCX (bike) MAKES ME HAPPY.
In rereading her effbrt,'she, decided it wasn't a text and so added
RIDEING (riding) to the front of her structure. The final product
read RIDEING MY BIGHCK MAKES ME HAPPY. Tbdd's strategy was more
evident., THIS IS MA SKADEPRSIN (skate person) WRSKADEN (roller
akating) MAKX (makes) ME HAPPY. Todd initially had written, "Roller

21.
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skating makes me happy"; his addition of "This is a skate person,"
suggests the cruciality of text to making sense of this task. mark
initially wrote WETLY (when) (I) GET A LETER (letter) as his orig.=
inaZ contribution. In rereading, Mark decides "When I get a letter

makes me happy" isn't much of a text. To solve this problem he
adds THIS so his final text reads, "When I get a 'letter this makes
me happy."

In his search for teat, Mark discovers clausal ellipses. What these
data suggest- are that text is a basic unit of language and th
taking responsibility for the creation of text is rm.* easier an
taking someone else's partial text and trying to make a text out of

'it: The partial text st;>ucture, "(Blank) makes me happy" proved
harder to deal with than would have-a blank sheet of paper on which
these children could have written their own text. By trying to

leluplify language we make it more difficult in that we add yet another
t

21
A
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constraint which too must be dealt with and orchestrated in respond-
ing. Since under normal conditions we do not need to work within
someone else's partial text.conditions, we often, while having
best intent, make writing instruction hore difficult than just writing.
The teacher in this instance had each of the children illustrate their
texts and had wanted to use them to create a bulletin board on the
theme 'happiness'. Her decision to give the children the sentence
frame "T$-lank makes me happy" was done, no doubt,' to support the
literacy process and insure a set of .usable products for the bulletin
board. It's important to know that if practices such as this one
are to continue they must be justified on the basis of our adult
needs for tidiness, not because they support literacy learning.

As a' unified Chunk of neaning 'text' has both logical (proposi-

tional) and earalogical (n propositional; affective) dimensions. Lit-

eracy learning not only always involves these two dimensions, but is

characterized by a search for unity across them, and other

have been created.

Robert; age 6, elected to write a story to
go with the wordless, book, A-Boy, A kw
and a Friend (Mayer, 1961). On the-final
page in his book he wrote "the end" in
black pen. Rescanning his work, he crossed
it out,' grabbed a color crayon, and wrote.
"the end" in a bold golden colored script.
"There," he said "7 wanted a rich. ena'ing."

21d
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I

Given an opportunity to piacehold Ris text in 'writing, Robert, Zike
,any writer, has to be conCerned,qith signing one's meaning. By using
a combination of color and print, Robert overcodes his writing so
that'it better signs what Robert meant. Whether; or not anotheryan-
gu eyser will read aZZ of these signs is, of' course, another 7.ssue.
o ert, Zike the Impressionist painterswho signed tree by putting
lobs of painaf togather to capture, anisign Zightlrefactions whenA
the conventional sign of the times was different, is essentially
,faced_with the problem of convincing the world of the value of his
sign. The gold lettering of "the end" to Robert signs a rich end-
ing and 'is an instance ofsemiosis. 'If and when Robert convinces
other' members of his interpretive communi* to read- the sign as he
does, his personal convention will have'become public. Since gold
in this society has already a rich coding, Robert demonstrates how
convention serves invention and propels both our and Robert's
literacy.

Alison, age 3, knew that her father often carried children's litera-
ture books home 1.742 his briefcase. , Whenever he arrived home Alison
would immediately Open 3p,s briefcase and Zook for books which she
might have him read. One day instead of a vhildren's literature
book, she pulled out a basal reader. As always she brought the
book-over to be read. The story. they selected was abgut a baby
monkey who wanted to know what he look6d like. Whenever he asked
his mother, she would respond, "You'are baby monkey. You look just
like what a baby monkey shiould. You are very beautiful." The story
buiZds on this pattern and s6 as baby monkey sees other baby ani-
mals he always asks if this is what he looks like, and his mother
alwaiis responds; "No, you are baby monkey. You look just like . .

Because the bOok was a teacher's edition of a basal reader; at the
bottom of each page was a set of gomprehension questions. Since
Alison's father was as interested in comprehension as .anyone else,
he decided to ask .Alison the questions suggested by the authors of
the basal series as he read the book: Alison was on his lap suck-
ing her thumb. When he finished the first page he asked, "What did
Baby Monkey want to know?" Alison pulled her thumb out of her mouth.
and responded rapidly so as not to break the pace of her thumb
sucking,-"What he looked lice. " "And what did Baby Monkey's mother
tell him?" Again Alison pulled out her thumb, "Xou look just like
a Baby Monkey should." ':And what do you think' will happen next
in the story?" At this point Alison extracted her thumb once more,
and with body tense and fists clenched shouted, "6-0-0-0-0-0-0h-h-h
. . . READ!!!"

For Alison the questioning her father was doing was an interruption
in the process of reading. Alison wanted to get on with reading, ,-
building a text world and living within it. The qutstions being
asked by her father were an interruption; they lay outside of what
the reading was all about. It is also interesting to note,that

21,i
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Alison responded with om9t4ion. Her "0-0-0=0=0=0=Oh-h=h-h . . .

READ!!!4 is ot3ereiQded with affect. How the book Was read...was af-
fecting and coloring her lived-through textual experience.

Alison, age 4, was shown a paper cup from Wendy's and asked "What
do you think it says?" Alison responded, running her finger under
the word, Wendii7s4 "Wendy's" and f'unning her finger under the word
hamburgers, which also appears on the cup in bold print, "cup."
AZison paused a moment after producing her response, as if in re-
flection, and responded, "That's a Z6ng word with a short,sound."

The rides which Alison had obviously formulated is one that .says, that
the sound of the word-has some corres -,-nce to.the length of the
ward in written form. Given everything e knew about print in
relationship "to context, this word shoal "J-:.e "cup," and she, concZudes,
"That's- a long word for a shortosound." Her decision her% from our
perspective, is incorrect: In the Zong 'run, however, it is not.
Need Nie help here? Not in a traditional corrective sense. All we
need to insure is that he has continuing encounters with the process,
for each encounter will161low her to test out the validity of her
new hypotheirs that sometimes no one-to-one correspondence exists
between the graphemic length of a word and the phonetic length of
the word.

From a cognitive processing perspective, what 4lison's response indi-
cates is a constant search for text. ii(hen reflecting, Alison is
shifting psychological stances and becomes a monitor of her own
participatory activities. 'In this role of monitor she looks at her
current performance in light of what else she knows about language.
This process represents a search for unity across this experience
and other experiences she has had. It is this processof inter=
to Z tying or the search for intertextuality which is a major
dr ing force in literacy.

Since writing doeb not entail simply taking what we know lin7

guistically and tradtlating this into written language, nor 4ding,..

taking written language and simply translating this-into linguistic

thought, but involves-other than linguistic ways of knowing;10 Semantic

negotiation is a central charadteristic ofthe psycholinguistic process

involved in text creation. SUCh paycholinguistic activity takes place

within the context of our personal hiatories of literacy which include

the past texts which we have created to chunk and make sense of our
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world. The Search for unity within the eupIving text and with past

texts creates psychologibal tensions which propel the readi ng. writing
0

"and.leartin4 processes.' The prbtodbls and discussions whidti follow ex-

amine theSe ideas conceptually for purposes of'underStanding literacy

and literacy. learning.
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2.7.2 TENT: INTERDISCIPLINARY VIEWS

'As aresult of:multidisciplinary w k in reading specifically, we

might characterize the last ten years of text research as haVing begun

with a view of "text as object'," moving from there to a view of "text as

evenri".and finally to a position which. views "text as potential."

Importantly, these shifts in perspective constitute changes in the

profession's notions as to what is involved in literacy;
2

When text is viewed aean object, literacy is seen as a process

of information transfer. Readers and writers are viewed as more or less

faulty vessels. Good readers are defined as persons who reconstruct all

implicit and explicit meaning (Adams & Collins, 1978): Gold writers are

defined as persons who are able to transcribe meanings from their heads

to paper in conventional.form.

;..From this perspective texts. can be rated, and readers and writers'

baited. And they often are. Current studies in cohesion (Halliday &

Hasan, 1976; King & Rental, 1981), syntavmatic and paradigmatic overlap

(Fries, 1980), transitivity reIationships°'(Fillmorei-1976;'Kintsch & van.

Dijk, 1978), ideational structure (Meyers.:1975, 1979;'Stein & Glen, 1978;
w

Anderson, 1978) and propositional explicitness (Frederickson, 1975,

19771 1978) are representative.

When text is viewed as an event, literacy is seen as a
.11N

psychological and sociological partnership. Meaning is norr something

inherent in the print, but created in and through interaction; Text

moves from being sbmething on paper to being a psycholical and

. .

sociological event; Anderson, Reynolds, Schallert and Goetz '(1977) show

that what a reader brings to print strongly affects what is gotten out

of print. Carey, Harsteiand Smith (1981) show that the situational

( 2
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context within which that event takes place contributes to

schematization and hence meaning: How meaning evolves in texts (Kintsch

,
van Dijk, 1978) and in classroom events over the course oftime

becomes a major area of study (Mehan, 1979; McDermott, 1976, 1977, 1979;

Greene & wallet, 1978; Feathers, 1980;' Siegel, 1980).

Just as studies of text as object led to and u orted viewing

text as event, so studies of text as event have led to-and SuOpOted

viewing text as potential. Text as potential is meant to capture not

only the notion that text is an in-head phenomenon bUt that it is ever

changing: 'what is but there is a "'text potential"; what we create in

heads is "text."

Much confusion in current theory Would be eliminated by a

semantic distinction between surface text or the "text potential" and,

the "text." Teachers tell.students to "take out their texts" when they

mean their textbooks; researchers often endow their text (What we prefer

to call a 'text potential') with the kind of life which only a reader

can find and create. Perhaps it is _utopian to hope to change such

entrenched confusions in critical terminology, but at least the present

diScussion Will observe the following distinctions:

"Text potential" designates a set or series of signs

interpretable as iconic forms of psychological and sociological action.

We use this rather roundabout phrasing to make it cleat that the text
0 /

potential is not simply the inked marks on the page but rather the sign

complex formed by print and. other communication systems in relationship

to situational context; that is, a print setting as, it is encountered by

a reader; or mental setting. In a reading situation "the text

',otential" may be thought of as the complex of available signs in a

21J
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given print setting which demonstrate capacity to serve as iconic forma

of psychological and sociological action for langtiage users.

"Text;" for our purposes,. presupposes a reader or a writer

1.

Actively involved with a text potential and refers, in reading, to

a reader makes of his or her encounters with a particular text potential

at a given point in time. Text for-a writer is an in=head phenomenon,
'

some portion of which may never be signed in the surface text which is

created. Writers, in creating a surface text, need to decide not only

what elements of their text will be commmicated, but how'Ithia portion

of their text will be allocated and orchestrated (typically for most

writers across and between art, context,'implied gestures and language)

in aneffort'to sign their intended meanings. These decisions involve

negotiation, defined as pragmatic and semantic'shifts and moves on the

part of a language user in an effort to find, create and sign text

(Harste, Bnrke, Woodward, 1981). A parallel process exists in reading,

where negotiatiOn is defined as pragmatic and semantic shifts and moves
00

on the part of a reader in an effort to find and create text (Harste,

Burke, Woodward, 1981).

FrOm the time of birth to the present moment the world as we've

'experienced it is one continuous undifferentiated experience (Smith,

1982). Givetfthe limits of short-term memory, "texts" are those things

which the mind creates in an effort to chunk the world of experience

into meaningful and manageable units.

While "text" is a mental entity for language users, in creation

it represents-a series of psychological and sociological strategies.

"Text" in reality must be thought of as an event in time. Rosenblatt

(1978) captures this idea eloquently by stating that it happens during

0
owing together, "a compenetration," of a reader and what-we have called
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a text potential; The texts we create have certain characteristics:

They represent pieces of the world which for us have_unityi contextual

appropriateness and represent ur attempts to orchestrate and honor

available signs;

Though we create texts from text potential,' we assume:

intertextualityi i.e., that t texts we haVe created will be helpful in

understanding the current to t we are creating. Beaugrande, 1990). ,From

a Semiotic perspective, text- sign other texts and hence act as both

past and potential signs in eir own right. This search for and

discovery of suspected and un uspectediharmonies between past texts and

current texts constitutes leaning. Making sense of current texts in

light of pest texts constitute comprehension.

The meaning of a text tentfaltextual meaningis not fixed;

but rather changes as a result f new exgerience.' What experience does
.

is peOVidedemonstrations of ho' the linguistic, behaViokali contextual,

and affective elements of an experience are orchestrated and signed.

With increased experience comes ncreased knowledge of, familiatity

with, and use of these signs. ause reading, for example, is its own

experience (Ctafton, 198i), in re ding we have, opportunity to search

46for new unity and new forms of or stration. iThis is one of the

reasons young children can enjoy a book over over again, never

tiring of it long after we have convinced ourselVOS it hat no new text

potentials for.us. It is, of course why we can enjoy a good book a

second and third time. 'Turtheri reading prtkvides writers with MUltiple

demonstrations of the writer's craft; so many in fact th no matter

what Our ability a well-written document Can serve us, as writers, as a

veeitable data source

The relationship between thought and language insures that the

'"*Lo
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texts we create always have adinguistic dimension. All that is known,

hoWeverp is not linguistic in nature.

Sdme of what we know-lies in'and across alternate communication

syitems. In Thought and_La ua e, Vygotsky (1962) emphasized "the

weakness of traditiona psychology" in separating the study of

"intellect andaffect." When this is done the thought process is

"seqregated friom the fullness of life, from the personal needs and

interests, the inclinations and impulses, of the thinker." He

postulated "the'existence of a dynamic system of meaning, in which,the

affective and the intelleCt unite" (p. 8).

James (1939) states that for him thought includes "every form of

A -
consciousness indiscrimjnately"--sensationsi percepts, images, concepts,

states or qualities Of:states0 feelings of relations, feelings of

tendencies. When viewed as an in-head potential, text is
eka

multidimensional."

In Mind and Sqciety Vygotsky (1978) argties that when thought and

language come together at aboUt age 2, thoUght becomes linguistic and

language becomes rational. ThepOdel we propose would argue that

thought is never totally 1 oquistit. Ih feot this is what's wrong with

much current work in discourse analysis and comprehension. For us the

notion of text includes linguistic and non-linguistic thought. I. A.
_

Richards' (1929) insightful analyses Of "the plain sense" of a poem

nicely captures how meaning often resides beyond the linguistic system

itself:

Inifact,_a feeling_that_is quite pertinent seems often to .

precede any clear grasping of the sense. And most readers will admit
that, asa rule,_ the full sense, analysed and clearly articulated,
never comes to their consciousness: yet they may get the feeling
perfectly. (p. 216,)

2 6.,

A



THE ,YOUNG CHILD AE WRITER-READER, Page 215

Nor would we agree with those psychologists who would suggest

that non - linguistic thoright is "muddle- headed" or non-logical thought

(Spiro, 1982). Knowledge in music, art- dance, etc., is organized,

though quite possibly on some other basis than rationalism We refer to

the organizational structures: underlying these alternate-forms-of

knowing as paralogical thought to putthem on an equal plane with

°language.

Styleand aesthetics is operatiOnany defined as the

orchestration of signs acrossavaiI4lecommunication systems such that

more of the bext.potential or,potential lived through experiences

(psychological and sociological actions) have been signed. Rosenblatt

(1978) states it this way:

_The actual lived-through reading process is, of course, not a
word-by-word summation of meaning, but rather a process of tentative
organizations of meaning* the creation of a framework into which the
reader incorporates ensuing words and phraSes,.... aesthetic
reading, -the qualitative aspects; the voice, the tone that haS been
established' often -have an important effect, nOtOnly on the emotive
impact of the words that f011oW bUt on their meaning. (pp. 24 & 25)

One can buy into the notion of macrostructural textual

organization (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978) Without buying into or thinking

aboutlimacrostructure as being only linguistic in form., ISer (1978)

states :.

The text itself simply offers "schematized aspects",thrOugh-which the,
subject matter of the work can be produced, while the actual
production takes 'place through an act of concretiz4ion.:..., From
this we may conclude that the literary work has two Oeles,_Which we
might call the artistic and the aesthetic: the artistic poleAs the
author's text and the aesthetic is the realization accomplished by
the reader.. In view of this-polarity, it is clear that the, work_
itself cannot be identical with the text or with the concretization,
buemust be situated somewhere between the two._ It must inevitably
be virtual in character; as it 6innot be deduced to-the reality of
the text or to the subjectivity of the reader, and it is from IthiS
virtuality that it derives its dynamism. As a'reader passes through
the various perspeCtives offered by the text and relates the_
different views and patterns to one another he sets the work in
motion, and so sets himself in motion, too. (p. 21)
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"Texts," as used here, have some rationalistic characteristics in common

with the notion f.schema, though the term "text" is meant to capture

and include both'Iogical and paralogical Ways of knowing which result,

in reading, from sociological and psychological forms of action

part of the reader. 4

Because/inked marks on a page in a particular situational context

on the

S

together form one of the sign complexes of a

in the situa lanai context necessarily alter

Illustration of the transactive reIationshiPi

text potentiali.alterations

the text potential,

between text and context in

writing, using young children's examples, began in the previous section

of this re t. What this section attempts to do is clarify other

transactiVe relationships involVed in text comprehension and produftion

as these relate to literacy and literacy learning,

Not only are children's responses textual in the sense that they

diSPlay internal and external unity, but further, they are textual in

the sense of 'their being an orchestrated set of signs. Alisonts PDS

DUNOT DOSDV (Please Do Not Disturb), see Figure 35, is a case in point.
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Fire 35. Alison's Note (Age 5.5) I

N.C4T1

DOSEY4

alua

Embedded and hence signed in the text is context. Not only is

Please do not disturb written language form (as opposed to its oral

language fbith,"Pleasedon't disturb me"),qJut as experienced language

users the message and its accompanying form tells us that it is the kind

of specialized environmental print one finds on doors in hotels when

guests wish tO Sleep in, in schools when tests are being given, or in

other situations where the person in authority wishes to exert control

and does so by softening the-suPerordinate-subordinate relationships

involved with a "please."

Alison} posted this-note on her bedroom door after her older

:* brother and his friend had repeatedly indicated that she was in their

way_on a rainy Satutday afternoon. In this instance the message and its
(

accompanying form acknOWled-geMlison's sense oNhet tight$ the "please"

acknowledges the fact that while she knows she's in the fight, she'd

better not push it too far.
_

In addition to unity . {within the text .itself and between text and

context), it should also be noted that Alison( u ed a black, tAk-
tipped, magic marker with which to write her note. -In 86 doing;the very

_ form of 'the mark letS one in on tier, current attitude as wellcas

helps her communicate the fact that she means business.

224
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This, then,-is the notion of orchestrated sign and text as.

involving-not,only linguistic,but'affective, contextual, and indexical
4

demonstrations. Captured in Alison's message is attitUde, tone, and

language which together constitute a complexly orchestrated 7t of

signs.

Alison'stext is for her brother and his friend a,text potential.
o

Depending, of course, on their facility with written language, they may
t

not read all of the available signs; or then again read more signs than

what Alison had hoped to communicate, thus interpreting her message as,

"She's getting uppity," or "The. prissy little thing had better be taken

dowti a notch."

All texts include-affectiveias well as contextual complexes which

-operate as signs. A language story whidi illustrates both this,notion

and the notion of inteqektUal tying is that collected by David Whiten,

a later member of our research team, and his wife (1981), in their

attempts to understand evolving literacy.

Chris, age 4, liked to have stories read to hinu His favorite was

The Three Little Pigs which he insisted be read first at each Session.

1
One morning Phyllis, as'uSual, sat down to read stories. She began, of

course, with The Three Little Pigs.

Chris' next selection was Hans Christian Anderson's Steadfast Tin

SOldier. In thiS book the steadfast tin soldier meets one disaster

after another. Finally on the last plge he is shown in a rapidly

deteriorating paper boat slowly sinking into the water. Phyllis paused

as she finished the book. Chris reflected a moment and then with some

diSldSt his voice commented, "He shoUld of built that boat out of

brickS!f"

2



11Hk YOUNG CHILD #S WRITER-READER, Page 219

It is important tonote'that the,past text--The Three Little

Pigs -- became the frame from.and through which Chris attempted to make

sense of this 'new text. As such this language story nicely illustrates,

the notion of intertextual tying and the assumption that the past texts -'

we created will be useful in understanding the current text we are

ThisThis binding of texts--where the current text signs past

-_,texts and where as a result a new synthesized text ig.treated-==.iS What

learning is all about. From his expe 'ence with The Three Little Pigs,

ChtiS has'abstracted out a set of rules. His abstraction 'and

application of these ruIeg--good wins over evil; diligence pays off;

brick hoUses are stronger than wood, and straw houses; smart people build
-%

With brick8--becomes the-basis for evaluating and summarizing this,

experience.

Not only doesthis language st9ry illustrate the notion of

intertextual tying, but it also illustrates affective dimensions of text

learning and use. Chsis's "He should of built that boat out of

brickS!!" is said with disgust and disappointment. While on one level

we might productively study the linguistic propositions which make up

ir5his response, this' is only a part of his text; the other component is

affeCtively signed via intonationi.tonei and accent; As in writing; the

affeCtive and linguistic dimensions of hisreading response together

constitute an orchestrated and complex signing of what this experience

meant to him.

L
At age 3 Alison encountered the book Prince Bertram, The Bad

-(Lob& 1963) in which Bertram- lives in a "royal" nursery, breaks
'1

"royal"- toys, pulls up "royal" floWers when he visits the "royal garden"

and solorth. Days later; when she encountered the book. on her own, her

Story line included, as we might suspect, "royal" everythings. -Months

22 6/



THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER-READER, Page 220

later, on the grounds of Ehe Association of American'HistOrians which is

housed in an old historical mansion, she asked, "Is this 'the royal

garden'?"

The importance of his instance of literacy lies in the fact that

clparly.demonstrates the notion of,texti as well as learning,being

the search for unsuspected textual harmonies across time. Alison

assumed that the past texts she created woufd be useful in her current

attempts to make sense Of the World. Thetexts she created from a

written'language encoUnteraerVed not only as frameworks for subhquent

encounters with written, language, but with the world; The lines which we

as adults draw between written langpage texts and whole world texts are

abitraey and both are in fact a play in the text worlds we create from

language. Iser (19781 refers to these interplays as, "tensions," and

isees them as the basic force n literacy.-

Whether certain parent=child interactions-encourage this sort of

*4'4-intertextual tying, as Shirley Bride Heeth's'researCh indicates (1980),

merits further study. FrOM a gociopOyciiolitiuistic.'perspective We are

sure such a relationship exists. Importantly, from the perspective of

text macrostructure, Alison's queStion, "ts this 'the royal garden'?"

vas.triggered as much by the "Aura" of the setting as it was by the

referential objects; a castle=ltke -h ouSe and its surrounding gardens.A

The texts -which children create diking uninterrupted story

writing bubble with affect and gesture and dande; only a "poor relations

portion" of which aclally gets recorded. Not only do children often

literally hop, but their pens do too. Iasha (age 4)' and her rabbit

went hop, hop, hop with joy and split. The ink.marks on the paper

recording this event were poor relations-=a series of dashes. In

r.

a
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rereading, rather than being caught up in the story as she was Oben she
,

was writing, she said, "And these are the bunny's tracks," thus

signaling, to us her change in psychological relatiohShip to the text.

She made this statement, thr paused, and shrugged her shoulders thus

signing her own, disappointment between her origiNal "text".and this

"text potential." While the realization of diScontinuity did not drive

her to revision, partly because we had,collected the pens, t is, we

believe, this search for unity and realization of discontiliity as we

I

switch psychological stances that governs text creation and constitutes

a self-correcting push towards literacy.

Donald's story is a semiotic event (see.Figure 36). He began by

drawing a man and a bat. Ashe pointed back and forth between these

forms he\later read, "A bat biting the man." His story also contained a

dinosaur which chased amouse which in turn made appropriate noises as
,

4

it died. The wavy line you See in his product was initially the trail'

the mouse took, only later to become the back of his dinosaur as hiss

story evolved. The extra little markings .on the dinosaur's back

were "other mice arming out," all of which followed the same.bloody

trail and'met the same bloody fate as did their predecessors. The text

that he read was a poor second cousin to the text that he dratnatized arid

told: "ma bat is.biting the. man. And the dinosaur swallowed the rats."
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Figure 36.. Uninterrupted Story TeI4ng--Donald,(Age 5)

O

11

The transcription-of this event reccirds important distinctions

between "text" andig"text potential." FUrther, it demonstrates the

concept of negotiation as both a textual saga and strategy.

One of the decisions Donald, like allof us.as writers, faces is

what portion of text to.allocate to context, to art, to print, to

.gesturei or even to assumption. These semantic negotiations, as Donald,;

shows us, are not without drama. The results of th-Se dedisionsare:

often a disappointment not only to our readers, but to oUrselves.-

Yet, Donald's script shows.us the potential in negotiation as

much as it does the saga; In moving to art Donald produces a Set Of.

signs which serve- textual memorability and retrievability AincribbS.

characteristic of more conventional scripts. These are not direct.

tepresentations of referential objects:bUt abbreviated;:abstracted,

arbitrary forms representing mental symbolism:

From'Donald's whole world experiences with mice he has abstracted

out an image of how theymove. This is not the meaning of the event to

t'.
.1

Donald but a code placeholding its meaning. This abstraction, he

diSCOVers in this setting, can be recorded via particular markingson

That they remind Us more of art than writing 1g a distinctiOnpaper.

2j
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, 9

which Jeads us away ftbm appreciating the written. language -like
4.,

,
.

cw,

Chafacterand the procedses involved ag universal ones in literacy.

Donald is not tmitating the movement ora mouse, but rather

offering ptqpEthat ftomrhispasericoUiik4rs he 1as abstracted outof
. .rx

thilexperience,a-codebYwhichhestaW'reCrkat0 it. , If imitation-weret ft

ail that iWere'invcif4ed theireewouldbeqd evidene:of"infetence,'analogy,
;

, , ak
r imagination., This code serves as semi tkfc iudctaon,just as Donald's

.

recording Of this
'

code now signifies the dinoSaUr-eating-mOuse event in

his story. Carey (1982), in discussing the applicability of a semiotic0:-
e4 %.

perspective for the splay of ,reading; says:
, A :aw7f

.11 c q
,Writtemtekts owe .their existence to the codes that we invent to

.

k mocess,tlua,world and create it. They remind` the_ reader: of the codes
and show him how;they 'work..... Reading, then, like all other
coMMuniPative,activities, is the pursuit of Signs. The reader
engages-in- the prospect of grouping, comprehending, and capturing
evasive signifying structures."' (p. 13)

.

"Writing," to borrow Carey's language pie all,other corrahnicative

activities, is the purspit,54f Signs. The -'writer engages in the prospect.
Of

. ,
of grouping, crgating, and capturi.hg evasive signifying Structures."

..

Thege are .ndt newObservattons, though their' importance in

literacy ilearnii* May be: ,Atiaget (as reported' by GinSburg & Omer,

I1979),YePattsthat daughter;LUcienne, upon:observing him ride a
."

$

CyCleTertormed the same motions herself, swaying to and fro at about

the speed of the ycycle.

".,Lucienne's and Donald's behaviors are forms of mental symbolism.

The chald'S swayitig back and forth later when the bicycle is not present .

signifies the bicycle event, just as Donald'S,mouse track signifies the
t lir

.

dramatic events of'illocise-escape and fate.

While these are at onelevel abstract symboli; in text production

I '.
and creation they are indexical traces and iconic images-of

23u
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psychological and sociological territory. Both Donald and Lucienne

teach us that -visual perceptionAs as much an activity as is the

,pladeholding of an event with paper and.pe:,..

Theoretitally we can say that the semiotic function involves

Signifiersmental events, words, or thlogswhich stand for something

else. Signifiers signify or represent something to the individual. In

the past semioticians have labeled signifiers as being either a sYmbol,

an index, or an icon. What Donald and'aeienne demonstrate is that any
(,v

signifier is all three: an index or trace of the event; an iconic imAe,

projecting the psychological and sociological territory, a smbol, or

abbreviated abstraction of let this be that

Signifiers m4y be personal or conventional. They may only

signify things to us personally or they may signify things more

tqzlerally to other meMters of our immediate and more distant,cultures.

This distinction is the difference between semiosis (personal) and a

semiotic event (shared). For Donald thelmouse-tr4i1 signifies the

event, for another child it may be a pictureiof a dinosaur actually

eating the mouse (whiCh despite spine forMs of detail is still an

abstraction of the event itself)., for a third child it may be the

markings DIAUSOR (Matti Age 6); What is significant here is not so much,

the form it takes as the process; which-is involved. All represent the

semiotic, function ornstances of real literacy.: They differ by virtue

of their being variations on,a common theme.

The semiotic function of literacy is not an all:or none thing.

Each of us has various elements of our world which we-,.control at

personal levels and other elements at conventional levels; Donald can

sign his'name tonventionallyi though his signing of story lies somewhere

between personal and social convention; (Note, for example, that though

2 3
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his story is placeheld in pictures, it has a story ptructure form.)

Symbols, Dpnald teaches US; take new fOrm as we move them from mental

.images' to concrete forms. This prodess:can be as generative fiir,us as
-/

it is fOr the child: As researchers, for example, we have fouhd the
.

.
__ _, _ ,

11.

strategies which. children 6 iS0 in writing=-negotationipretending--to be

keep-going strategies for us too. We did not Consciously know that

before'

The complexity of semiotic terminology should nbt obscure the

fa t that,the,ability to form mental and-phySiCal represeAatioils is alb

ievement of great magnitude. ThingS no lOnger need to be present to

on them. The ability to represent liberateS_the child from the

im ediate present (Vygotsky, 1978). He can imagine things that are both

sp tially and temporally separate from himself. He can create worlds

wh re dinosaurs eat mice and placehold them by making marks'on paper

ich capture the essence of his text. The use of such a system.,

rmits the child to transcen4)the constraints of Space, distance, and

lime. Donald's scribbles, in sort,'offex hini self-discovery of all that

writtemlanguage offers us.

"In attempting to mean, children often.freely move between writing

and art; and just as often in- this process border Skirmishes.resiht

(Harste, Burke, WoodwarOP, 1981). Erica (see Figure 7), in writing' a.

story abOut an animal, began with the letter B which she then turned.

into a fish and 1Aker into a "birdfish." Megan (see 'Figure 38), in

representing a castle, placeheld her notion with a jagged line which not.

only captures the Characteristic jagged features of a castle wall, but

which takes on a written language-hike form. Megan's decision here'is

ot unlike the set of decisions which undergird several Oryental
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languages.

Mike (see Figure 39) on one occasion wrote his name quite

conventionally, but in this instal-ice preserved his ideas via a.,

combination of pictures and print. In reading what he wrote, Mike

recalled the'ideas placebeld by his border skirmish scribbles, but said

as he came to each letter, "I don't remember what that says." Mike'S

scripting decisions here look a bit like thoSe underlying hieroglyphs

and the early writings of Native.AMericans. It is significht that thiS

personal textual transcriptions 'meant more than his use of our

conventional ones, as it signs to us the order of thingS in literacy.

4

Q.;
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Figure 37. Uninterrupted Story Writing Excerpts--Erica (Age.4)

Figure 34. Uninterrupted Story Writing Eiccerpts Megan (Age 4)
. ,

t.

rt;

6
I

. r
.,Figutge 39. Unititer4pted Story Writing pcciperpt--Mike (Age 4)
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Alison (see Figure 40) wrote her story "inifUrtiVei" or so she

said She also said she could write more if she added a picture) which

she did before adding the other Iine of her story.

Figure 40. Uninterrupted Story Writing--Alison (Age 5)

4

The interesting thing to note in each of the/instances reported

in Figures 37, 38, 39; and 40 is that the children. not only seem to be

.:inventing Written language for themSelVeS, but seem to, be in the process

of personally resolving all of the poblerri s which the inventors of

°WtittonlanguageacroSs various CUlturet have had to resolve. As a

result of berder skirmdshes between writing and --_each of these

children learned how.they could write So that they could retrieve their

texs over time.

Alison's story, for example,., could be reconstructed -by her almost

word for word even weeks later. Her story read: "Once upon a time there

Was a girl named Alison. She was walking down the road and saw a little

boy named Jack, I mean Jason. The little boy named ason said 'Hello'

to Alison. Alison said 'Hello' to Jason and they became friends so they
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played until i:Was suppertime. The end."

From such border skirmishes between art and writing it may be but

one metaphorically short step befOre Other-tkirMiSheS'ariSe as betWeen

- written language and sound.' Megan (see Figure 41) initially drew a

picture of a present to placehold her text. In reading, She said, "This

says package2' Then she reflected, "No, it doesn't!" crossed it out,

and wrote, "PEfPL."

6

Figure 41. Uninterrupted Writing--Megan (Age 4)

c\Acci;\)
FiPL

J. 3.

'

what these examples demonstrate is that in scribbles is the

invention of the written sign, not as an heirloom which is passed on

from generation to generation, but as a process replete with the

advantageS. which we; too, haVe discoVered for written language over oral

language. The fact. that Donald's, Erica's, Mike's, Alison's, and

Fegan's markings are mere SctibbleS in. relationship to their original

texts seems to us to be no more than the relationship between this
*

"text" as we envisioned it, d the "text potential" which you are

currentVy'reading;

A 23o
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2.8.1 DEMONSTRATIONS: THE YOUNG CHILD AS INFORMANT

By 'deMOnStration' We Mean a display of haw something is done.

As applied tb written language and written language learning, any Iit-

eracy event provides a variety of demonstrations which arii.available to

language learnersphrough.the actions of.the participants and the arti-

facts of the process. The learning of these demonstrations involpes the

a ive mediation of the language user.

Alison, age 6, was writing her timetable for watching her favorite
-television programs. She was copying from the T.V. Guide in the
newspaper as she wrote: 6:30--Ch. 6--Mork & Wndy--7:00--Ch. 6=;
Wonder Woman. To make the spaces sheused black squares. When her
father looked at her timetable he said, "Alison, adults use bZank
spaces, not black squares to space." Alison replied; "Daddy, I'm
not an adult."

Through her encounters with the written language of newspapers,
Alison's response demonstrates that she has attended to how it was
that members of her interpretive community separa their writing
in units. Having inferred these rules she develop her own rule
system, but has a different surface structure. Alison's behavior
reflects the active role wach the language learner plays in
language learNing. In light of what is currently known, Alison
develops a personal convention which, while different from ours,
serves her at this time. She is not simply modeling or imitating
what it is she has observed; rathr,. having obserwd a particular

.

phenomenon she has inferred its ?unction and in light of her current
'interests, developed her own system.

Sarah, ae 5, a Alison, age 6, both
developed a new way to directly sign
'the fact that s's sometimes carry a
z-sound by making their s's under
certain conditions in the s-shape but
using the 45 degree straight Zine
angles that we typically use im making
the 'z'. What is interesting is that
both children made s's in other eir-
cumotances quite conventionally. All

-1R64 8oge,10.14)-

14-44

WA N5

R6
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occurrences of this new letter7in their texts was where the s car-
ried a z-Sound such as in raspberry, rose; and was While it is
clear that this-decision was intuitive in that the new letter also
occurred for the z-sound in once it is interesting to note that
these demonstrations and options are readily available in our writ-
ten language system and represent an easy change which the inventors
of our system might welt4have considered.

Jerry, age 3, watched as hls
father ditigently wrote out
checks one evening after
dinner. S \nce he Was deter-
mined to help, hi,e,fdther
gave him a pencil.and'paPer
with the outline of d check
on it. In the upper left-
hand corner Jerry made a
series of very dark, dense
milks where he ha obviOusly
noted the name an,
was printed on chedks. Using a finer stroke he filled out the TO
WHOM line, dollar amount, and signature block, with a much finer
wavylinearlineandhandedhischeckbackto his father saying,
"All done."

ltsaipvt"
0

From his presence in this literacy event Jerry learned much. Not
only did his observations of the demonstrations involved in this
literacy event inform him that writing was importantrand something
he.wanted to do, but also where to write and how to organib-e that
writing. With these understandings he creates a successful text
given this context.

Tliere is no inherent sequence to the order in which the demon-

strations involved in literacy are learned; rather hich ddbpnstrations

are learned are a function of which demonstrations are highlighted by a

literacy event as they transact with the interests, purposes, and per-

sonal history of the Angdage user.

Jonnifer, age 8, had giveni.us a copy of her bo The Talking Egg
Goes Gamping. We wrote -her an. official Thank ou letter and sug-
gested via a post script that we would be happy to have copies of
the other books in her series, The Talking Egg Eats a Peanut Butter
Sanaidich The Talking Egg Tries a Cigarette, and The Talking Agg
Takes Up jogging.

Jennifer had completed this whole series of booke as part of her
work in Vera Milz' classroom, a.teacher attempting to support and

230
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encourage young chiZdren's reading and writing "through functional
classroom activities.

In response to our 'business' letter, Jennifer wrote us a 'business'
Zetterrback. Her letter began with a business address, JENNIFER
CAMPBELL; backwards 4 851 Ardmore Drive, followed by a salutation.
Her. letter read: DO. YOU LIKE READING
STORYS THAT CHILDREN RIGHT? I DO! I
LIKE THE WAY THEY ADD THE FUNNY THINGS AND
THEY CO7 ?RAW VERY GOOD PICHERS. EVERYBODY
THINK THAT I AM THE BEST ARTEST IN THE CLAS.
BUT I CAN'T HELP IT I DRAW LIKE THIS
(pict e of a butteNly). MY MOTHER HAS
A LO F ART IN HER. THAT MAY BE WHY I
AM A ARTEST (picture offlower). To
close her letter Jennifer added a post
script as we had done in our letter:
P.S. YOU MIGHT NOT GET ALL THE BOOKS AT
YHE SAME TIME COUS SUMMER VACASHON IS
HERE. JENNIFER CAMPBELL.

Jennifer obviously is a very self-confident young writer who knows
a good deal about letter writing. What she is :able -to learn about
busyness letter writingfromthls single encounter is truly impres-
sive. From her experience as _a reader and receiver of a business
letter, Jennifer noted several demonstrations and inferred their
fialction--include a business address; add post scripts. with these
data in tow, she actively goes about incorporating these iofeas into
what already is a welt= developed letter writing schema.

Michelle and Tyler, both age 3, were
individually shown several pieces
of environAental print in an effort
to ,further study the relationship
between response type, age, and
experience. Nlap, shown a package
of Dynarvints aAWsked, "What do you
think this says?" Michelle responded,
"Dynamists" while Tyler initially
responded "medicine" but corrected
his response to "vitamins." When
shown a box of Jell-O, Michelle
responded "Jell-0"; Tyler responded,
"We eat fbod."

Dinanartts

Examining Michelle and Tyler's responses over these first two items,;=
Michelle would seem to have an experimental edge. When shbwn a,aar7

.

"ton ofCrest toothpaste, however; Tyler responded 'Toothpaste," while
.

Michelle responded "Tooth Brush." In this instance Tyler seems ' to
have the experimental edge.

23J
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Since such thinking s based on the
assumption that responses move to
convention over time and experience,
we introduced a product--Wendy's--
which was new to our area having
only very recently received tele-
vision coverage. Our question was
what happens when experimental
opportunities are restricted.

Interestingly, given.our'elaborate
preparations, when shown the cup from
Wendy's and asked what it said, both
Michel and Tyler responded,
"Wendy's."

What is interesting is that childreel
much older seemed to be at an ex
perimental disadvantage. Megan, age
4, responded, "I don't know, but I've
seen.it on T.V.° Mara, age 5, re-
sponded, "Water." Dawn, age 4, re-
sponded, "Burger Queen:" Jonathan,
age 5, and Heather, age 6, responded,
"Arby's."

What these data suggest, then, is
that there is no simple and direct
relationship between age and re=
sponse type, nor an increase in
experience and the production of a
specified conventional response.
Despite common sense notions, en-
vironmental print is complex, with
most items containing multiple
syntactic and semantic units scat-
tered over the item's surface. Cues
must be selectively perceived from

StraWbERTYAannom.fuhvo.

goat, lesser/

-1-1
shesit ht. s tahrtrtn.

IA/4ms

5+nothts**13

Allison .1.1

5.3
Nuilsg,

Crest-

NIT WT. L3

44hintr. 9 MST

CEE3r

Bik r
--0 mi..611. 3.4

3.3

Ottr.1 4.4
S.J.

3:1

DAR OA* .1'n.

Nast.

Barr, ()inn

Atts1.3

'1,3tnai

Sun htr on tr.

r 1.3

-10 I al 3 4
311.nn 4.1
D..,.. S.

the varying systems and a weighting of these relative
as they transact with the total of incoming cues with
experimental knowledge. While "Crest" and "Toothpaste" won the popu-
larity contest in terms of what to read on a Crest toothpaste carton,
tno discerning readers focused on Fluor is-term saying 'Flouride."
While -Milk" and "Kroger's" captured most children's attention,
there was a small discerning group who attended-to "Homogenized."

.

What Michelle, Tyler, and these other young language users display
is the flexibility and confidence to make individual decisions which
can only come with the accumulating effect of personally significant

;_-
Influences made
the reader's
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experimental confrontations. These
confrontations, rather than closing
options, open them. While initially
knowing that Wendy's is the name of

e new fast food place is enough,
hat experience does is permit us to
ve our attention to new demonstra-

tions which were alWays available.
So Crest moves tp "Flouride," Milk
to "Homogenized," and Wendy's, for
'us, to "Frosty Shakes."

Alison, age 6; who we know was a written
language user at 3 years of age was asked
by her first grade teacher to make a Thanks-

. giving Book by copying the text onto
school paper from the blackboard. Pre-
sumably this assignment used writing to
support reading by using copying to get
chilafren to attend to print, discriminate
between various letters, and in the
process, learn their various forms. Since
Alison and the other chiZdren we studied
rarely_ demonstrated any of these inabili-
ties, however, the worthiness of this
activity seems questionable. The text
Alison was asked to copy was on the pi4-
grims and read, "When they got to
America they found corn and saw un-
friendly Indians." Without commenting on
the-quality of this message as social
studies content, it is interesting to
note the difficulties she had with this
absignment. Because of the lined school
paper. Alison tried to be extra careful.
Her whgn wouldthave warmed the heart of
a Palmer handwriting expert. When she got
to the secOnd word, they, she carefully
nude the 't' to fit the height of tha
half line rather than the height of the full Zine; the 'h' the
height of the entire line; and he 'e' and 'y', tail and aZZ to fit
the half line. Since both her 't' and 'y' were written within the
half Zing space, her printing looked funny and unZike anything she
had previously written without ,the benefit of Zined paper.
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7,

Concentrating on letter form she gets worse, rattier than better,
making decisionsunlihe others she had ever made. The net result
was a carefully done maze of crowded letters and words.

Interestingly, on the same doll, we invited Alison to write a Thanks-.
giving story at homed She,:thoughi a while and then drew a pilgrim
snowman and wrote the y'4lowing-text on unlined paper in two
Columns running the length Al the pictmre: "The pilgrims had a long'
winter and built snowmen and one' was a pilgrim snowman . . . The
end . . ." spelling her,,mlessage THE POGROMS HOD A LONG WOTH AND
BOLT SNOW MON AND WON WAS A .POGRA-M MAN SNOW MON T ND.

In contrast, the quaSyty,of thdse tvo writing experi ces is strik-
ing. In the first instance what is being demonstra ed is the im-
portance of good penmanship. What you write isn't mportant; how
'you write it is. Under these conditions Alison attends to these
demonstrations and!produces a piece of writing which is nearly
il4egible. By contrast, in the second setting what was demonstrated
was faith in the language learner. The assumption is that Alison
has things to write about. She rises to the challenge and aes
the pilgrims would like doing what she likes doing, name Zy, bui d-
ing snowmen. Since there was nothing to' sign the importance of
penmanship, she focuses on her story and'the testing of her latest
language discoveries and hypotheseswharf ,in doubt about a vowel
use 0; use a hyphen to split words. From the perspective of lit-
eraey learning, the qualitative differences bepween these exwri-
ences in terms of the demonstrations available and attended to are .
startling. Using the c lid as informant salient-demonstrations in
a literacy setting can e ident,Efied. If the child is attending
to demonstationb which, i our.present level of understanding
of literacy, we, theoretical y believe to be dysfunCtional, then
conducive environments can be established which highlight more
functional demonstrations. For purposes of instruction, und'er-
stamding this relationship between literacy learning and available
literacy demonstrations is extremely important, and seems particu-
larly meritorious of ,the profession's immediate attention.

Since attending to and making sense of available demonstrations

is in the self-interest of the language learner, language users of :All

ages are extremely- sensitive to any dentinstrations which they perceive

as potentially functioning as signifying structures .j.n a literacY event.

*Ilhe search for and orchestration of #lese .signiAlying structures is "gov-

erned psychologically by a search for text and the creation of a unified

Meaning.- In the search, identifidation, and interpretation of Signifying
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11

structures for the purpose of creating text and a unified meaning, the

language users make active use of the alternate communication:sy5tems
.

.and the alternate expressions of language; PsycholinguistiCaliy and

sociolinguisticallyWhat these alternate oommunication systems and ex-

pressionS of language offer users are alternate stances whereby they

can triangulate their knowing. It is this continual process of

attending to and sorting out available demonstrations in a literacy

event as these relate tics leirning written langUage, learning about

written language, and learning throughtWritten language, that the in-

dividual and societal potentials,of literacy in service of and expan-

sion of:the-human potential occurs. The section whichfollows examines

these notions via protocol materials and a review of pertinent litera-

ture for purposes of reconceptualiiing.literacy and literacy leerning.

F
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2.8.2 DEMONSTRATIONS: INTERDISCIPLINARY VIEWS

Stith (1982) argues that any-language encounter provideg a

multitude of demonstrations:

The first_essential component of learning is the opportunity to see
how something is done. I shall call such oppprtunities
demonstrations, whickin effect show a potential learner "This is how
something iS_done." ItieLworld,continually provides demonstrations
through people and throughtheit products, by acts and by artifacts.
(p. 108)

.

Tn fUrth4,t,6U4ding.and explaining this;concept he suggests that

'a variety of process information is simultaneously'deMonstrated in-:any

language event. In reading a book with ',a parent, for example, not only

do young children, have demonstrated how enjoyable a bookiSr. but that

books are meaningfulvand that bObk reading is impor'tant.- Demonstrated

alsois what a story is, how aiiors put stories together, hoW pictures

and print work together to fOrm a surface text,, rd how you paCkage the whOle

thing. Additionally children have demonstrated hoW pages in a book

,

work, how to turn pages as you read, the order in which you read,'Yand

the relationship between page turning and movement thrOUghtheStory.

Equally important are demonstrations relative to how one reads, how one
4

:corrects in reading; and how the speaking voice changes during reading.

From still another perspective chilOrek:have demonstrated how langauge

works, what it looks like, how it is chunked and formatted, as well 'as

how it is distributed inthiS literady Setting: While not all ofthese

demcmstiations anelothiS are attended to in any -single instance ofP

literacy, Smith argues they are available.

It is important to understand that the ';information available

not content information per se but process or strategic information.

.,miEb'saiVument is important as, it begins to explain- by it, is that: we

,O
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can repeatedly involve ourselves in reoccurring literacy events and

still find them both valuable and -enjoyable. Because literacy is an

event rather:than an act, a perpetual firstness (Pierce, 1931-1958) is

assured both for the young as well as the 'more spasoned.learner. With

repeated encounters we can ..attend to new demonstrations using choice as

a self-motivating and°conteit-capitalizing strategy.

When we say language use and learning involves orchestration;

theoretically.what we are saying is that the behavioral, affective,

contextual, and%linguistic defficinstration8 constituting an instance of
.

literacy, together and separately form a set of sign complexeS which

have meaning potentials. From thispespective.a demonstration

constitutes ps=ychological and sociological actions associated with one

set of thesesign complexes. tore. successful' and less successful

instances of literacy revolve around the consistency and inconsistency.

of demonStrations and the messages which they individually and

collectively sign as they'function in their role,as a text or text

potential. The evolution of literacy involves awareness, familiarity,

knowledge and use of such_- demonstrations to sign and 'intepret meaning.

moreWith more and more' encounters, come more and more opportunities to.becare

aware of, familiar withand knowilkdgeable about the use of available

and potential demonstrations. Literacy is never a glorified state one

enters, but involves orchestration and reorcheStration

complexes of literacy as contexts chabge and evolve.

of the sign

Because any instance (4f literacy contains multiple

demonstrations, unity across- demonstrations is an ekpectationi4hich

language users bring to the process. unity, and the search for unity

between and across sign complexes, becoMeS a driVitforce in text

production and text'cornprehension; unity, and.,the search f9r unity

2'1
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across past and current texts, becomes the propelling force in literacy

learning.

These Observations are particularly powerful in explaining and in

Making sense QL:the data which We. mid others have collected ddring

observation of the young child as writer. This section will further

expand the notions of. demonstration, orchestration, and unity as

constructs for understanding literacy and the processes involved in

literacy learning.

Seating a child.infront of. paper ate pen and announcing that

-
'today we're going to; storieb" proved to be a rather stark, but

r, r

stet interesting setting for exploring key processes involved in

---
literacy. Many younger childrennegotiated.the task so thatrather than

deal with story writing, they saw and took this as-an opportunity to

practice writing their letters and numbers. No other adult had ever.

approached them wiWsdch a regdetT surely, we must want what other

,

addlts wanted..:Pheit search for unit across this setting and others

led to negotiation of the task, but identification of a "text" which

made orchestrated sense in light* current_ and past signs.

Those children that did engage Were, 'of coarse,- immediately

confronted with two problems: whlt story Should they produce and h6w

should they begin?' These problems were not. independent of each other
. _ .-,_

Since the immediate environmehtRffered little sup t in that we were
. .

busy writing our own stories, many children reliedon past story

settings, in which they and we had been involved. Some accessed past

prototypicalstories; others accessed not only past stories, but an

,immediate past context whic they saw at similar to the one in which

they currently found themSelves. Bebadse.of, the nature of our research
. ,

__ekH
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project this immediate past story'contpxt for many of-our subjects

involved their reading or pretending to read--just 3 days prior - -a book

entitled Ten Little Bears. Under these conditions, notSurpriSihgly,

fully one-third of our subjects wrote their stories als0 on the topic of

"bears." Jakei*-age 6, producedThe Three'LittIe an, even more

refined rendition of the story he elected to tell during.our language

experience story dictation task.

Because we were writing a story our very presence in the research4

a

Setting provided a variety of available demonstrations--where to begin,

Aow to begin, and if they read over our shoulders, what they might even

*rite abodt. The!StbrieS we had dedided to write white the children

were writing their stories were third=perSoh narratives, We began in

each instance by drawing a stick figure and then writing a brief story

given What,weihad learned about the child: "Phis is Tasha Tasha w.

,1

likeS to play in the Sandbox with her friends, etc."

An examination of the stories Whidh children produced under this

conditionividly illustrates not only that these:demonstrations were

available, but how influential.such demonStrationa are in literacy

;learning. Well over one -half of the children in our study included a

picture in their story, many beginning with a picture as we had done.

Natasha,,age 6 (see Figure.42), even decided to cross out her first.

dharactet and made a puppy'which then became the ba-i r story.

That imitation or modeling is not the key phenomenon, but rather a mote

general understanding of what strategies might be employ& in this set:

ting,'is evidenced by the fact that she assures us, "I'm going to mak6

- something really different than you." Obsijously from past encounters,

one of the things Natagha had learned was that imitation of content was

inappropriate; reapplication Of process, however, was acceptable.
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_Modelihlt, for us, dnvolves imitation of

without understanding the underlying rel

in the notion &f. demonstration is learnin

abstracted strategic processing operation

ontent oreping of behavior$

tiOnShips or rules, Involved

"and'reappli9atibn of

Despite the fact, 'or

example, that we drew, children still Hadtb dedide for themselves if

they' would draw. Given this demonstration' as available, one half the

children elected to ignore it as a strategic Sign, on hoWthey might

proceed.. Choice is aarintegral part_ of a theory of literacy which

perceives the language user as acti

Figure 42. Uninterrupted Story Writing--Ntasha (Age 6)

Kibi, age 4 (see Figure 43), orchestrates a variety of strategic

-demonstrations which were available in this an. past settings by

electing a topic "bears" (a demOnStration availablq in a past context)

and by including in her'story "illustrations" of her characters (a

demonstration available in thiS context).: Kibi nicely demonstrates not

only the long arm of,unity, but:fhe significance of this search in terms

of literacy.
4,
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Figure 43. Uninterrupted Story Writing-=Kibi (Age

tP

SO

An observation-whilconaId GraveS (1980) has made relates to
,

both the notion of demOnsttation and perforMance. Graves'

observation is an portant one;.namely that successful writers "live

off the land," meaning capitalize on'the natural support 'systems

'available in their immediate context of situation.
4

In one of the schobls, the room in Which we did our videotaping

contained several animal posters reflecting the tempo of the times; The

posters had such pithy sayings as, "Love Will Keep Us Togetheri", Puppy

Love," and "Skatebird." Since we felt these added to the decor of the

setting rather than detracted from it, we decided to leave them up

during data collection;

IntereStingly'several children saw these as available_

demonstrations and used them in their texts during uninterrupted writing

sessions. Natasha's decision to write a story about a puppy (see Figure

42) no dOUbt was motivated by the fact that the postersloilable

demonstrated to her the spelling of puppy and thuS reduced the risk

involved.

S
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Importantly first grade children coming from classrooms which had

stressed spelling and letter formation seemed especially prone to

solving their current writing problem using these posterS as their major

resources (see Figure 44'). This is especially interesting in that 5 and

6 year old children demongtrated in other tasks that they knew more

abopt writing and reading geneMilly than did younger children who

obviouSly had less experience but. who also,felt less at risk. Their

vulnerability was learned in classroom reading and writing programs

which/imposed constraints and demonstrated to them that what they

already kneW Wasn't good enough.

ThiS does not mean that "living off the land" was an

inappropriate strategy, as it did help'these.Children arrive at a text

which thli felt they could successfully handle given the constraints

they perceived as operating. The strategy was in this sense very

useful. It is important to understand, however, that the quality of a

strategy is dependent upon the conditions of its use.. In this regard

Donald Graves' research is an important contribution as he and hiS

research team demonstrate that'under more natural conditions,

instructional sategies--such as peer.-interviews prior to a writing

experiencecan be organized to facilitate literady growth using as
o

one's ideational-source the natural support Strategies which children

use.

N
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Figure 44. Uninterrupted Story Writing--LaShell,.Marc (We 6)

Marc (Age 6)

PG
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LaShell (At 6)

Writing down the stories children dictate is located by

propbhents of the language experience approach because, it provideS

support to children presumably before they can take oWn#rShip of both

story composition and production. Upon analysis, staff dictation

to be an extremely complex language setting in that children are

proves

expected to coordinate their evolving oral textt.Witpethe process of

transcription; when control of the setting s really in the ilandS

another'iangUage.aser--theperson taking the dketation. Solve children,

of course; initially*-.dall.odds and charge full:speed ahead.

Under these conditions one rapidly gets a feeling for what

of

children already know about the process of story dictation, as well as

for those less familiar with the setting, what demonstrations are.,.

available and how rapidlyT8hilaetWin'from them. A this regard; we

found as did Sulzby (1981), several iiifdtmanls who -initially grid not

seem tor understand the requirement of story production. We also found,

however, ian studying our videotape protocols, that after ,as few as one
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repetition of a dictated story component--done by us to clarify what the

child had dictated children often began to pace their dictation of the

story more realigtiCally. While our research setting was not designed

to be instructional, available demonstrationp became signs which

operated like instruction.

Further, plthopgh we were only there s sedly to take

dictation, our presende led Other Children to ask hypothetical questions

which in turn seemingly led theM to clarify for themselves what a story

was and how one goes about creating one. Jason's story (age 5) is a

clasSic instance of this-phenomenon. He began by naming objects:

"Dollar. Spoon. Case." He thth looted a question which we must assume

was in part at least stimulated by our presence, yet said seemingly to

no one in 'particular: "iou know what you do with these?" What follows

in his story dictation is more predictable; namely, connected discourse:

"You take the spoon and you dip in chili and in cereal too, and you eat

it -.. . " While Jason's story was a monologue, embedded in it are

features of dialogue.

Although, during dictation, we attempted only to a questions .

-for purposes of clarification, these, too, often served the same
k

(- function that Jason's self-initiated and Self-anSWered questions served -
,

Equally interesting is the fact that several children who
,

did not appear to understand what was invblved-in story

_iictation and transcription began to use Metalinguistic terms such as

story and word. Their use of these terms seemingly was more a result of

our interactions with them during story dictation than it was a function:

of their undettanding of these terms prior to. story dictation.

in attempting to make SeriSe of theSe data we found Halliday!p
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ipsights extremely helpful. Halliday argues that any instance of

`language provides/Xanguage users with an opportunity to learn language,

learn about language, and learn through language (Halliday, 1980

Learning language involves learning how to mean in particular contexts.

It involves language in use; the semantic and pragmatic functiohs of

language. It was what our young language users were doing.as they

discovered, in process, for themselves what constituted a story_ and how

to produce one under this setting.

Learning abOUttanguage invOlVes learning about language as a

system. It involves an understanding of how language isouSea'_in

particular contexts as well as language about language or meta-

1

linguistic knowledge. As we asked fOr repetitions of previously S.

dictated content we caused these young authors to psychologically step

adP

back and reassess what was involved in the task, and how you talk aobut

it. Throughcur sounding of their stories .as we wrote, through

interacting with them in attempting to communicate, we provided children

with meta- linguistic demonStratioh8 which made sense and were rapidly

learned.

Learning through language involves using language as a vehicle

for cognition and expansion of one's world. It encompasses what
.

HaJ.Iiiday terms "the mathetic function" of language. Jason in the

process of story dictation inventories what he knows and in so doing is

led to the identification of what he might say. In this process he

brings what he knows to a new level of awareness, organization,

undestanding, and binding with what was PrevioUsly known.

Any set of research.protocols permits exploration Of 'the

ralakionship.between ac6ilable demonstrations and language learning. In
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reading environmental print a simple, "What?", said .when we truly didn't

hear the child's response,,demonstrated to some of our subjects

disapproval and more often than not resulted in their changing their

response. In our letter writing tasks the inclusion of an envelope on

the table a$ our request was made acted as a complex.sign which resulted

in children more frequently engaging in: the task we wanted personal

letter writingthan in the writing of-letter-s of the alphabet--what

'letter writing' meant to them given past experience at home and

preschool; Initially we saw much of this .as problemsjviith our research.

In reassessing what's involved in literacy and literacy learning we now

see it as data.

As we look across these and other data we mutt conclude that

language is.its own4experience. Theoretically we might say that we,

acting as represehtatives of our interpretive community, in social

interaction with our informants, helped them and they in turn helped us

identify what were the significant demonstrations from among those which

were available. ur, and their own speech, and repeated actions, acted as

ready signs to on-going and expected forms of psychological and

sociological action. As participants in these settings both.they and we

came to them expecting to make sense and have 'what we perceived be

sensicaL Using signs available in the cue complexes forrtied by text in

contexti we and they accessed past, recent texts which Shared'key

features and used these as an initial base upon which to create a text

that was appropriate to thig context; If when Conflicting

information presented itself during the languaging event; that is, when

either we or our informants sensed that these past texts were not

serving well, we began a search for new relationships among the

demonstrations that were available abstracting out of these key

254
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'behavioral, linguistiC contextupl, and affective cuescomplexes which

signified for us the key demonstrations. These experiences expanded

both their and our notions of the potentials of language in this setting

and caused them and us to re9rganize and reprioritize expectations about

eer---r-913

la uage in this setting. This process was cyclic. What they and we

learned from this language encounter became and becomes the anticipa/tory

frame for subsequent encounters.
]

0

4

25.3'



THE YOING CHILD AS WRITER-READER,, Page 249

.3.0 CONCEPTUAL AND METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS
CE.IRRICaLAR PERSPECTIVE

While we as professional language educators and as adult members

of the child's Iinguisiiccbmmunity know a lot about languaje, children

must discover it -for themselves in the supportive environment of a lin-

guistic community. In this social process of making it their own,

children make and contribute their own, language discoveritis. An inter-

esting thing happens to Ohatthe linguistic community knows about lan-

guage in this process. Using the child,as our informant, we learn more

about language and children's potential for language than what was ini-,

tially knOwn.

Just as children must reinvent language_ the inside,ont4 so
.

researchers must discover what.others may have, tilauyht.,known.,

In this probess of rediscoveryof making it their own-- search-AS

at well as .the research community often learn more abo

children's potential for language learning than was ku

The contributions which we discuss in this sectio

confirM, but inevitably alter, and extend what we and. 0th
"N. 4

Language research, like language itself, is a potentiaI.:7,

it is a potential the profession can use to explore ten

ricula; not only a better language curriculurn for chi(

itself.

Curriculum, in a "real" sense, is what is experienc40; it is

the result of transactions between language users at a point in time as

they'engage in a planned activity. Both language teachers and language

\"4
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researchers in deve aping paper curricula must begin by attending to

these transactions. Using this as their data source thlk paper curricula

they develop have as their sole function perspective. Without the data

obtained from the childas infonuait, curriculum development cannot

occur, only curricular entrerainent and curricular estrangement. Given

the number Of myths about language and language learning we uncovered

in this program of research, we now knoO this is unfortunately true of

both teaching curricula and research curricula. Because of the rola=

tiOnship to the "real" curriculum, the paper curricula we develop for

our research or literacy programs must always be written in

Just as this process of reinve tion gives.the Child's language

itsown quirks:5nd personality, while
_ .

ruing than a linguistic birth

certifipate, so too, we,endow past curric4lar effort$ with our bwn.per-
i

Sbnalities, our own quirks, our awn birthmarks. This is not only a pro,-

fessional inheritance, but a professional:tight and iesponsibility.

As language educators we see our irie,..as welDaS our involve-,

tent in child language research as's

Section 3.1 provides a synthesis of

poses of redefining,Uteracy andli

tt

a new theoretical on which to`ale-

search curricula. Section ,3.2 revisi

purposes of (1). clarifying haw our.

kunction. '

we. i ntified. for

implicitly setting

and

- . t

for

e COurse.

some of

0:0-0".0

ar.frame

of this program* research, .and (AY

the methrlidOlogical and dondeptUaf

for research and instruction. Sectfbn
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3.1 REDEFTNING LITERACY, AND IITERACYcitARNING:

. A SYNTHESIS OP PAITEPNS
6

This section summarizes each of the major patterns identified ,

.

.

in our program of research for purposes of highlighting key psycho-

Iingustid and sociolingUisttc processes involved in literacy. and liter- .

acy learning. The fUnction of this Section is to synthpsize the:se

fihdings for purposes of redefining literatand.literacy .earning.

Because this summary represents a synthesis of what it is we believe
_ 40,

we came to_ underStand about the process of literacy and literacy leain-=

rogram Of: research, a auriculdn fqi both 'teachers anding fran o

researdhers is implicitly sketched.

Organization. One of the first things we noted in our study of

Children's reading and writing responses was the variety and quality of

organizational patterns it entailed; Children'swritten language re-

sponseswerefound to be organize,d'pragmatidallyisemantiCally, syntac-

tically and graphophonernioally; General o anizational patterns were

idehtifiatle at eadb'age level, while specifa organizational patterns

were Round to be a function ofdLeilltdrei experiente, and the latest_
,

discoveries and interests of the language user)
4

The organizational decisions which young children make do not

api_aar tote made for diftrent reasons,'noriare they qualitatively 7dif-

ferent fram the decisions other successful written language users oon-

tinue to deal Itith at a consciol§ or intuitive level'uten invcaved.in

reading or writing. Tsycholinguistically, utat characterizes all Writr-

ron language users is that having perceived and inferred the function

2 5
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which a particitar!organizational pattern'br signifying structure of writll.

.

A "

ten language serves; attention is freed to sort out still other patterns.
-$

The organizational features orpatterns to be attended to seems to be a

fiction of what language features are highlighted in a given instance

of language use, given the language user's interests, prior experi-

ence, and purpose. While there is no order to which organizational:

features or patterns will be attended to, the simuitaneous.search for

new signifying structures and surface test organizational structures by

which to code,ang confirm linguistio disvoveries are cognitive process-

ing univertals which characterize the liferacy learning probegs.

Intentionality. One of the cognitive processing universals in

liter-40y is the as on the part.ofee language user, that written,

marks, are gignswhidh.have the power of signification.' This repognition

of 'written marks as cUltdXalObjects*:or'signs which sigdifyioccurs

early and represents access to the fundamental structure of literacy; ,

The very fact that children engage #n_ making of marks on paper at

tests to the fact, that they have dis this univertalin literacy.
.

:1kw,

This is true even before the childcapit6ll you What the marks he or she

prbduced say. Sovetimes.ydurig'dhildren, for example, make a mark on

paper and ask, 'That does this say?" Vulgelai age 5)i or Nhat-jdid I

write?" (Eibi, age 5). While these questions indicate the Child's mark

_2=

ings do not sign a specific meaning, the very question itself means that

the child is,making the assumption that such markings should be orhaVe

the power to signify meaning. Given the fact that the writing of even

the very youngest children reflectsAntentonality, such demonstratiOns

fi

U
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are evidently readily available and learned very quickly by children in

this society as they encounter written language.

The assumption of intention, and theaccess to liter...a-0y it rep is

resents, governs any written language user's very fitSt markings as

well as his or hei present ones. Re rs and writers Whb'proddbe that
_ .

we initially perceive:as-nonsense appear to be an exception. DeSpite

the fact that the intention another reader or Writer-,may attrihtte to

a sign, may differfralAga:intention the child assumed was signed,

jram the child's persteetive-, the responseis an attempt to make a rfloari=.

4dngful response giVen";rhat he or she perceives to, be called for in this

context. uncionventipphlity does not deny intentionality.

the impoitance-Opthe assumption of intentionality /that it

is a propelling forCitrin_litera setting in motion cognitive search
-...

strategies whereby significance deduced. Further, it is this
-1.1$4* A,;

..... .7,
-

6ssisr9Itiort which governs every. literacy discuvery frcrn the initiate's

ilit* insi
-,,

iir:- aped schema, the'ena3Untering of,
v .L

'...fri-,..i._-
.- .

P-3-F 1g4P:iP tity and".Sets intA. # intOtp
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0.-..
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As a reader of ourAwn writing we may decide that what we wrote

was exactly what we wanteato say (even, when later, our editoriftells'us

the thought is not written in sentence form), what we Wrote was not

what we meant, or even thati we like what we wrote better than the

thought that generated the process in the first place. As a reader we

may be pleasaRtly surprised to find in rereading a book, concepts:and --

ideas we never knew were discussed, be dismayed when we cannot find soffe-
.

thing we4livtecito quote because evidently the author never said it,

decide upon hearing the author speak that he or she is a better writer

than aker, or even that we can talk about,the author's,"cpncepts

4
better than the author himself or herself can;

Such discoverieWwhether the result of reading, writing,

speaking or listening, force us to cognitively take a new stance on

language. In this process we have new oppgrtunities to learn how to

use language to better serve our communicative ends, to objectively

think about hOW language works,( and toaSsess how what we said ties to

the other things we wrote and knoivi. Train' a cognitive processing

spective engagement and re-engagement in the process increases the oppor-

tunities language users have for selfHeliqcoVery of the generativeness

and educative aspects of language in use. These functions within the

process are inherent in, the process .itself and areuniversal. In use

these functions ar.as aVailablp to the ini-tiatelexiULG-1-language user'

AS the more experienced.

The generativeness of language dpes n'ettleOy'thq value: Or

portance of- the meaning maintenance functions of Arilyt*ge.,,Langpage

,tl,
f
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psychologically and sociologically, however, is much more. than conven-

tion as a medium in the process of literacy and literacy learnirig;

_
106-qk4. Sire. Language is an open spgn.q$teMk-risk is necessar-

Hy a htral Aeature of the process; ..Wit .0txisk there can be no

44bration noi discovery of thegenera#*S4OtentAglis of literacy:
mo.

Over emphasis on the maintenance as rfilili;j.. discourages risk.

Written language is almost a pqr fi6r; the mind to

work with, because oogn tiveIlf: (1) all know About :_IanguMe-'-

-

cannot be attended to at once, and O). *teSt4angualie OispgwrioIg%

are always more, fbn to think 464 tai, that thiCh.we alraptfitaTn1,7-

We have sortedbut. process leaves a revisitable iaiI., In so

doing, writing .allows;themiridaJnopportunity:to'do what it coniderS

exciting-7think about, atend to, ,, ane record he new--while simul-
;q

,

taneouSly perratting, Via the oonVenience of another literacy- -reading,t

-art, speaking, etc.-=the opportunity to revisit, reflect, and orches-

trate these la tidiscoveries withthe knonr, Given the make-up, of

human oognitiOnthis arrangementmetaphorically allows us to have Our

bake and eat., it. Cognitively it allows us to not only fine-tune lan

guage but thought: In writing it allows us to code and overcode

#

deMonStrationS via use or invention of signifying structures.

The trail we leave during the writing process reflects these

Being' psychologically, as opposed to 0OnVen-pen-Chants the "mind.

tionally, functional, the. very,process itself can scare both partici-

pants and observers. When this happens withdrawal from the process

can Occur. Since one "can not learn this process, to say nothing'

2
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about fine-tuning it, except in use, such efforts to eliminate risk'are

dysfunctional.

-Since there is rioppid way, nor no good reason-to.alter how the

inii naturally worksi understaadi* these penchants and the advantages

they serve literacy is important.', "he psychological centrality of risk

.is naturally supported sociologically by virtue of the fact that it is

an event which occurs through time. What time allows is o

for reengagement and refinement of'the fUnctional litter of
_

The' role risk plays, in the literacy process needs to be supported,

facilitated, and reflected in the advice 'And programs we provide and

design for written language learners of all ages.

Social Action. Sometimes we seemingly forget that language is,

by its very nature; social Not only do- writers assume readers, and

Speakers assume-iistenersi:but interaction with real Or supposed social

others involving all of the expressions ofjangtage a2b an integral

part of-any instance of the language and language 1parning process:
Q

Because the psychological and sociological benefitS of written language

literacy are available to literates and even illiterates `who are present

in the eventi print is a necessary but-not a SUfficient, condition

for understanding literacy and the processes involved in literacy

learning;

While in the final analysis each language user and learner must

do it for him or hetSelfi. he or she is never psycholinguistically on

their own; Psycholinguistic activitf are sociologically available'to

language learners as they participate in a literacy event observing

of,
41.VA
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other language users engaging in the process. In a literate env

identification of -objeihich are considered culturally significan

signs (like

-terms of psy

able throu

gaged ,in

itten language), as well as-what these signs signify in

Iqg

A

and sociological stances and actions are avail)-
.

tion of the participatory activities of others en-

UnderStading that one stops a car at a stop sign, eats at a

McDonald's, or attends very c refully to story details to be Success

in: this classroom,: is not--

about print, but by feriihg

.
learns by Abstractihg thinking

Joetween print. and the actions

of other participating representatives of the culture. While language

labels like lards arorarbitrary-, the psychoIinguistic and sogiolinguis-

tic actions sign aretoncretely referenced through a variety of
1

experiences and endbuntys with language in use. 'Language is a socio-

psyCholinguisic Process, not just,a psydholinguistic one.

-These findings suggest that how one learns written language is

not different Bran haw one learns oral language; Further, they thus-
*

the opportUnity to en0Unter literacy in a widetrate how val

Of wr tten language events is bei' each of us. The socio-

icsycholinguistic process by which we Made our last written language

discovery is na=dtfferent froM how we learned gur first. What makes

a good Written language learning environment for us; makes a gogd

-;vritten language lear4ggHehvironment for a Child.=

Context. Often we mistakenly assume print is the linguistic_
1

,

sign literacy. In reality the linguistic sign is formed by.tce union
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of text in context. This is why words mean different things in differ-

*"
ent settings. The 'S-T-O-P' on a stop sign, signs "Stop." The same

logo embedded in an advertisement with Ban Underarm Deodorant signs;

"Ban stops wetness." TO still another langOage user the sign is in

terpreted as a confirmation of the regulatory function of all environ-

mental print. Situational context is not something one can consider or

not consider--it is not a variable; it is an inextricable part of the

thing we call _a lingUistic sign;
:

Embedded in text is context. The contextual rules of:language

use re in the SeMantics,

graph° Sy's-bails- of Iangclogitt.t, sin6e context

guage, it ig'*..sogned-in:t1;
4:unction Os a &attw;904: ,s.draCe.

i,Jo4v4
sociologically signs to the language

syntactic and

is
(
embedded in lan-

anguage we call print; In its

, print psychologically and

er what interpretive actions

and activities. to take; This is as truce of the language of classrooms

it is of the language of research reports such as this one; Psy

11Mistically and sociolinguistically language is always 'wbole4 in

all instances of use. Since both language and classrooms are inherently

social .activities; classroons have the'potenttal to.be'quaIitatively

natural.language learning environments in which quantitativelya

greater ntiMber of opportunities4for engagement in productiVelanguage

learning dirdumstances is inCrIted

dN

Text: In the production of signifying structures (Drat to

<5

mean in writing, a surface text is created. This surface text 4A dif-

--
ferent from' the real text which remains in the head of the orI4inator.

2 (;
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When someone else read this surface text in search of signifying struc-

tures and interprets their significance a new text is born. The con-

structive processes of. creating texts in reading and writing are thus

-
open. This openness is assured because our perception of signifying

stictures, and wfiat they mean, is in part a function of the transactions

which occur beta6en oontext and the personal history of literacy we bring

to the process.

Just as writing does not entail simply takingyhat Ten know lin-

guispcally and translating this into written language, so reading

does not entail taking written language and simply translating this

into linguistic. thought. pecause,both of these processes involve other

than linguistic ways 'of knowing, semantic negotiation-and orchestration.

between and across icat n systems are central Characteristics of

the psyCholingui§tic processes involved in text creation in reading and

writing.

Such psyfolinguistic activity takes place within the context of

our personal 'stories of literacy which include the past texts which

we haVe created to make sense of our gOrld. The search for unity.
A

within the evolving text and with past texts creates psychological

tensions wIrich propel the reading and self=Correcticn process, the writ-

ing and revision process, as well as 'the learning process more generally.

EcoonStrations. It is through encountering the demonstra4ionS

of literacy in the actions and artifacts of the event that language

learners come to perceive the organizational patterns or signifying

structures involved in written languageVdt4what it is'they are to Make

7
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of then. 'Sdnce attending to and making sense of available deMonStra-

tions is in the self interests of the language learner, rangUage users

of all ages are extremely sensitive to any4idemon8tration which they
, .

perceiveoto be a potentially predictable.sign or signifying structure.

Practidally, this mans that the language user is never bored with the

process, no matter how many times he or she self-selects the opportunity

to encounter or engage in a particular literacy event. Once the 8ignifi=

cance of one organizational feature of language ha§ been perceived,

the language user actively searches for unity by orchestrati4gand re-

orchestrating this discovery in terns of extant assimilative schema.

If a tentative unity, or an unresolvable disunity occurs, attention

moves to other more interesting and compelling denonstrationst the

setting. Because the mind is constantly learning and'refuses to be

bored by attending to what it already knowsi when the language user

decides thereis nothing new to learn, Or what there is to learn isn't

worth the effort, attention automaticaW Shifts elseWhere;

This process of attending to and orchestrating available demonstra-

tions is neVer4ending. Language is laced with organization and is an open
- ,

tysterr-neaning in effect, the language user can attribute organizational

patterns or invent signifying pattern8 WhiCh frbm someone else's per-

spective were not there. Similarly, the communicative efficiency and

effectiveness of a written language setting is enhancedwhenwthe'Complex

of available demonstrationiltigns a unified Meaning. InStrUCtional

settings designed to support written language literady must be

interested in not only which demonStrationS are made available through

2L
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the tOhtent of What they teach, but'also through -how they teach that

content.

TherdOis no sequence to the order in which the demonstrations

involved are inherently learned; Whicli demonstration.s are learned is

a function of which demonstrations are highlighted; The context in

Which literacy learning occurs strongly affects the nature and ditectiOn
,

of literacy learning; Since literacy gricith can only occur inSlttingS .

which contain or call for demonstrations for which we have pray partial

assimilative SCh6Mai good language learning settings are those in which

language users,are,pnly tentatively satisfied, and 'Where they assume

-.: that with continua' engagement theywould toe'ableto Code,OVerbode,

or interpet other organizational features in.the texts they read or

produce.

The search for invention and ordhestratiOn of the-Se signifying

structures is governed by the search for text And the creation of a uni7

fied meaning; Because of the human:Mindifs pendhant for 06ighitivoly

setting asida, the olde while Bodusing on the newi signifying structures

previously understood, but not functibbally the fOcts Of attention,

seemingly reappear,in.surfaCe texts when language users have continued

opportunities to engage and reengage in the event..

In the search; identification, and interpretation of signifying

strItures frit purposes of creating a unifi_edmeaning,language users

aaRe active us of the alternate coMmunication systems and the alter-

nate expression o' language. PSycholinguistically and sociolinguis-

ticallY what the-Se alternate communication sys e and expressions of
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3.2 CONCEPTUAL IMPLICATIONS IN CURROJIAR PERSPECTIVE

Science' proceeds on the haAiS of belig. not fact.

research and planiiing curriculum must, in light-of'What is then knOwn,

take our bett shot,` while Sintil ly designing Settingswhele-thOSe

beliefs are vulnerable and growth is possible. When old beliefs are

found wanting, new beliefs, which better fit the data, need to be gener-
.:

ated. This section revisits the working hypotheses upon which we built

this program of research far purposes Oficlarifyiag how our thinking has

changed, and identifying that we see as the methodological and conceptual

implications of the changes for purposes of studying written langtlage

and written language learning.

L

7

9.
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.2.1 THE SYSTEMS OF LANGE

4110%Alen we begafr this Program of research our review of the Iitera-
-

dire suggested that if linguists and sliolinguisS were right, no sys-

tem of language could be profitably studied in isolation of-the other

systems of language. The model of language we adopted conOi d of Ian-
v.

guage as made up of three systems of language: semantics (meaning);

syntax (grimmar),- and graphophonemics (letters/sound:91. Ourwork4g

hypothesis was that Children as written language learners accessed the

semantic system of.language and thatiit was this access which ied to

control of the graphOphchemiq and syntactic systems. If such a posi-

tion-Were not tenable, that is, =if control of the,graphophoneMiclYSten

re indeed prerequisite-to access of the reading arid writing processes,

the data we collected 'in this program of research would force us. to
4

-6: 0:k:

abandon this position.

In hindsight we did not have to abandon our Model, th004040

did have to-texpamd it in that our initial hypothesis proved faulty.

We no longer believe control of meaning precedes form in written lan-
.

glege development; rather, in'use, formand meaning transact, with form

clarifying rand generating meaning, and meaning governing revision of

surface text forms in both reading and writing; We introduced the

4
concept of 'text intent' to expl4n

that the decisions which

semantic decision is to

graphophonenic one

Given this insight we began to see the systems of language as

phenomenon.' 'Mt data suggest

children makeetre 'orchestrated1; to !Lice a

simultaneously have made* a Syntactic and a

not "real" in any sense of that word 'but as linguistic devices
I ti
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.researchers have used to discuss the complex phenomena caned language;

:We have also came to Understand and appreciate the conceptual advhntages
.

;...

,

and dangers of such a Procedure. The advantage is that such ltoonamies
._,

k , t
allow us.to-talk about complex processes. lb date we, -too, have no:

other alternative terminology and so anlyUnfortunately continue this

ttaditibh. The danger it that on we and others put such, reduction -,

t

ittib terrmardogy_and devices the flOor, Others, like cog==

nitive psydholOgist8, Use it to think with and conceptualize cognitiVe

processing Models for language. Oftenwhile they accept the.reduCtion-

istic categories in,the taAa.nomies, they do not accept they

that any syste of language -operates in isolation. While the models .

they develop often have data to support them; this data more often

looted with research designs uhidh.violate this

later premk cons ce, this process" leads Ito `the positing of

cognitive processing models for language which suggest iangUade users

trala4)% series of semantic, syntac144 an graphophonemic decisions in

processing language. Soon' the-illiterature is replete vith talk of ' top.

down' and 'bottotriup' cessing, or,00rribinations

difeerent oonditions, proficiency of .reader, etc.

hypothesis' "is born; The end result is that the

of the two under

and a 'compensatory

taxonomic device,

rath.tr than move the profession ahead, causes it 'tp become sidetrackep

and,confused in issues which were never real language .issues in the

First place:

We have, for

that children make a

10, no evidendoe Iram this p

V'

of research

series f isomorphic decisiorls rela ve to each

2-i 0
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systawof language in eithet learning or using language. Our data

instead suggegt that children nade a single 'decision, and that decision

is 'textual'. The principle that guides their search is: "What's the

right text for this context?" We .hayt Bound that even responses which
a.

appear to represent attention to the graphophonemic stem (i.e.,

"Gro-Ciro-Crost" [Leslie, age 7] when shoWn a Crest oothpaste carton

and asked "What does this says?"), are in reality textual. This first
_ _ _

grader's experience in reading instruction focused cft sounding out

r

words; and because we looked like teachers and collected this data in

a room in the school; Leslie's' response of "Cro- Cro- Crost," too, tepre*
7

sented attempts to interpret what she perce$ved to be the signifying

structures available in this setting and to produce an orchestrated"

text to fit the 'context. ,*

Furtheri and ap a result of thiis program of reSear

longer believe in/ nor would we again use the t n control': "'rela
46.

fionship to language. Indded in the use'of this notion,WU latent

belief that language is a perfectable absolute. Our data show that!'

language varies by the context of situation and that no two language
t.;

events are exactly the sane. Each and every instance.of written Ian-

lage'use calls for active, on-the-spot, decision tusking based on one's

terpretation of perceAvedsignifying structures parti ar to this

context in an attempt to create a successful text;

Notice also our use of the phrase 'successful text.' We now

prefer this term 'sucoessf01',tb others which, we have tr. In this

sear ch we tried and abandoned. the'p 'appropriate text',
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phrase reflects an outsiderls, rather than an insider's, vied of_la

guage. If one holds or_adopts,a, theory-of-use perspective on aatigUage,

t4e1, if a language user produced it, it has to to roPriate't-- .,Rwin

the language useriWperspective the text was appropriate; whether or not

.;it wassucceswful the language user and we can judge given the subsequent

course of the event itself.

At,

aor,similar reasons we have also avoided as much as possible the,

use of the term 'proficient.' ZYne p.rCblem with this -term is that the

way it is currently used in most of the Aterature it assumes that

'proficient' is a monolithic state; either a _reader orriter is pro-

ficient or he or ste is not :proficient. Used in this' sense proficiency

.beoomedi a blocking variable in many language studies.- When used

this fashion, 'proficiency'"appears to be a state a ?fail
\

and assumes literacy to be a.toribiithid

cue user enters

_ data suggest language users are succesSth-in sasrne settings,
t I

but less successful in others.: 'SuCcessful' Gds. a' "tern which while not

totally adequate, permit, fOr the ti being to focus our attention,

and thosewith whom we interact, on a particular instance a titeracy

withouE buYing.int6 what we've called the "light-switch theory of

literacy" ( either you have it or yondon' t) .

These' are not related asides. -How one omIceptrualizes language

is important. This :program of research' has alltered our notions of the

systems of language by fOrcing, us to discover pragmatics (the social
e

rules of language use in a specific oontext) as artruefourth system.

MI of innguage..; As ,a result of thitkidnig-rpsiaarcti we have cone to

0' IP
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see the linguistic sign as not phonetes (oral_ i#4:tge) or graphemes _

(writer langauge) +.syntax semantics + pragmatics; but rather these

cue systems in transaction with each other and the cue systems of other

a.
crarnunication systems: Alter the context of Situation, and pragmatics

(the rules. of languagE04;c4=' in this c:ontekt of Situation) ci;liamis'
; and

with it how tzif, syntactic; -ancl.graplAphonemiCpdstemS opera

45.1is an at -tempt to oopcettr..Vize oUr'Carre.nt model of

language.. 'this.m i5c1iI'.- suggests that pragMatics is the 8y8t6n that binds

O

language users.-together in L_iliguage -event: By v*wing any instance

of language as always 4..TIVO wing two lar cage users.(even when one of
,o.

than is a book or.mare ger3e y wrigiten language), what rulet operate

in a particular language situation is open So negotiation between the

participants in the event. 'this is why we may read a book for purposes

which the author never 41Lende'r:li and also why stucliveing the book will
in itself not, lead is to' identifying signifying it tructures and

processes involved indomprehensiOn and oomprehendire;
.

Figure 45. Language as a Social Dient

27 i
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The, dotted lines in. ,

..

systems are open. When pragmatic-negotiation occurs this change in

rules reflects itRelf in hourthe semantic, synthetic and graphophonemic

1 are 'want tclsuggest that all

systems operate:* --.4%:

.

An examPrIeof how this model applies involving settings usead
-AP 4 ". er"

t offs rfrqqraln of research miillit,help clarify this ;pcsint

tseif:. At, first glance much environmental pant, like the 'DRIVE
.

1HRU: on- the marquee at McDonald's seemingly =does not have. a true .

This,we now understand, is untrue.; The rudes of language Use in en:-

virorptental print settiligs (the pragrretica of the context of literacY)
,sv

Specify not only the syntactic patterns, but also pecifwand.legiti-lif
- 7

m ze spelling Patterno,. I is instance ; tie Spell ing of rhei through,

T-H-R-U; and in contrast spelling pcssibilitieS which also
pro,

legitimized for' use .in thi = tting, operate ihs a pos4enti Al

sign In our city a .00kieting.resta t Went up acros;, the street

from NC-Donald's 'm6r5luep Which' said 'DRINAE UCEO as opposed
-

.

to IDRIVE THRU: . Given what we know about, languagifroi this program

of 'research we now Would hypothesize that language users would search

a

fo* signifyinag structures like this in this setting (THROft vs. THRU) ,

assumegintentionality, and infer :that this new restaurant was attempt-

ing to purposefully say something different. By studying how language

users interpret this new marquee in relationship to the McDonald's

-'nerquee, we could come to understand its sign function and the inter:

pretive procedures involved.

./
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,..

4V
Research IMplicaticke: Because the basic premises underliing_

. ,.._

.t-

thetiod61 of .language used in this program of research were exiende
. _- , .d - 4.. .. ,i-,,,;__

abut not found untenable, some of the.opnceptuall,implicationg for re,-
,

seardh cif the position eiiptesseba in_otii- revised model are the same. as
, . - '-il":. H _ ._: '....N.

.

.,
in the original. . lb clarify our current:position, these and other

.

,.:i:, :j:,

implications for research involving- the of language and 'earning:
-4

are sketched below. This -list meant be suggestive, not eXhaustive.

1. Since lahguage only exists 1. use, functional real natural .-1:,,-
4.4J - t___,,, _ __ , , ..._

language settings where alVsysteMS re,@llewed:te,trOnsact axe more -., r.y..b . ,

.0 . 43 ; '''., ,

profitable ones fot-developing theory and.currieuluM. than are csontrolled, * ,,,. ,
, to *P.

%.-- 'sari sect5ett,ingt wilich.havlibtailt into than basic assumptions abeVf
.--

:-...1 which arein need of testing.C,--,
, . ., x.A. f '

.

2; Inwrbamt:teseart and curricular pogitionS takOn
WAthei,

,. ..

5414r i ;,,...,

ilofessipn which are based on-reseatch,results WtAthOisimie at10:;41±7

is ate the sySteMS of language for purposes of Stud, need rep.

IL

Iicated in functional,, language situations Where all of the system of
;" (

:language are permitted to operate simultaneously andltn transaction

with each other.

3. Because language use and laCning is cont4x;'"deendent app.

a relationship always exists between constraints operating in a language

setting and the Iinguistic4resources called in and used by language

users in this setting, Contrastive settings are heltfUl in highlighting

these transactions and exploring key processes in language and language

learning.

4. Given that reading and writing are social processes, re-

must recognize, and accept pragmatic.negotiationsas rear

I'
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r.

data, including in thei#E=analyses descriptions of, air Own involv

and. influence during the coursa.of:thee. Furthdr, because 1 guage
I

is an event which takes time amid o between 1

sear mustmust attend to, and record, haw the rules. of language us

change oNvEr the event and trx,#'Such changeS continually alter and i luance

I %
all aspectspf language as weli-as the event itself. a

inqtructional_lmplications. Instructionally, the imptica ors.

7'"ofrparceiving'language as a social event are far Feachimg. .Theo .cally

based instructional positions and.activities which flow from this model

follow:

a,- and Writing are tool41 which ranguage users use in

the .pre*ess of getting things-dOe. The' reading -91int writing curricula

should of be 'isollated fran VulOr put rather be a '',

7 Arlikt

. natural 'and functional pait s by the cla.SS,- to
,

explore their /World:. The currIcblar.iSsueis not what we can teadti

Children about Attain language,- but.hduWde Can use reading ..1q 4ting

naturally and functionally to support children in' their learnimg.4

2 Given that cire-Etilitc language learning cfCcurs through written

-language use, and that wrArtiell- language literacy is central to school

Sutcess, reading and.writing should be highlighted in all Classrooms,

including the preschool. Our reccardemdation is that teachers litter

the environment with' print. -Vit. haiie 'found a reading center and a writ-.

ing center located or moved into the middle, as opposed to a coiner

of the classrocmi dramatically increases children's involvement with

27
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books) and pencil. Any

duce print should be taken.

opportunities to naturally intro=

3. Language users 1e7.rn written language through meaningful

ehcounterS with print. Children, as active written language learners,
-0#0 .04

should be given multiple' opportunitles to -test their written language
.

.hypothes-es in a low-risk environment. Open-ended lafiguageartsecti,v1-

ties in which the child isTerthitted and supported in the?testipg-of'

his or her written language hypotheses are recOnnended.ti:,

A.1.4dritten language varies by situational =text. Teaah4rs
Air

. -haVe_aresponsibility toikltroduce dhiIdren.cto a witvariety of written
0 -

language contexts as they rovide childreniOpportunities to expand,

explbre, and d±sQDve;Ir worlds; Daily journalstnews.,..0-

sage boardsAknepalt, recipes, menus,'environmentar-

.talction4,1 uses of Written language in addition to stop =, and trade,

hoolgs in content areas should be a natural part of all classroom

rs, mes-

d other

:.--

,-,-,-.--,-=Q-

ronments. .In preschooICIapSxmirs a note pad by the tone in the
10- ,

,-;tii4 play area, a '_sign in pIe4Se' 'activity whereby children take their own

'attendancee-a4igrocery store,-a restaurant, a post office and other-
.,

settings provide nairal and functional uses of written language.

Since language varies by the circumstances of use, letter vti ing as

ell as

,

story writing should be done under a numbedof different set-

tings. Predictable books (Rhodes, 1981), jump tope jingle books, and
.. 0

environmental print walk (which can lead to the making of class and

416 child composed prOduct bOokS

The rOle. Of the
al

0

1980))are further suggestions.
)0.

.lãdendthe.ãbilbil-7:`
ity of print i 1iety of Contexts.

2 S.
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; Choice is an integral part of the ,language process. Par-,

ticipants in a language event have the right as responders,. example,

to ask another question rather than answer the question asked (qv:7 ,)

matic negotiation), .-as dacderaswriters, t6 i to allocate parts of .their
, .

, .

texts to art, oontexti inference, etc; (semanti negotiation)._ These

rights need to be respected in the aassrpom. leachers' efforts .to
. . ...

- t AO i

introduce new contexts of literacy and-expendthe child's world should

fb
,.

andle'd as invitatigns . yle have.ugd tbatonce a child engages in

an activity and shas, ,his or her work, even 1i initially not well-

received invitations gain in popularity;

The focus of:language in use is madning..Anstructional

.

:Activities should not isolate. the systems 9f4anguagefor'tormal study

but rather, such explorations, too, should be:a. natural 4nd functional
.

part of the child's:, of reliding and writirig,49 #?4y USef
4

`- -
written langu

, -

ore their weitId "This does not mean that edu-

0
oators cannot identify materials which highlight partidular organiza-

tional. feature e in, wralien4anguage which !they see as central to Under-
..# .

i

- .

standing literacy ih a given context. Bdt,..it does' in that any such

feature iidentified must, be naturally highlighted-w1p4m reaLlwritten

language;settingsand the child's right to select or reject attending

to that featut, testing ins d his or her hypothesesi itispeeted,..

:
.

Similarly, which featUr s of written language pre learned and

..in what order they are learl-is a function of context, purposed in-

Al

fa

teresti and the background of experience of the. langiser. Yqis

40M
of a sample of children's writing and reading effortutbver time

2S. I
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identification of which organizational features have already been at-

tended to as well as what are (Au-Lent interests and zones of.proximal

development in children. In light of this information particular in-
-

structsonal activities might belselebtrOeor developed to s.,uppOr the

7

child's exploration of li given that ilich activities,repres'ent

real in:Stan written lanInage use:.

7. Written Aangua* learning and use involves orchestration of
"N''-` . ',...

...6 .esthetF4P complexes of literapiLiwa particular context: Free a S .

to a wide selection of, witting Materials and writing s ou
4

,
1 , :---1,4 i,

itoo' be centrally avalablq,and &Permanent part of the classroom so'
, -,

ahildrefrmightchtoge'iteMs theisee,ap approp given sioOntext

,

,..,.

. .,

and purpose of their'yritipmp,.

8. When reading andWriting events 'take

Where participants have Itegual social status, teachers-must be par,

,

ticu*rly careful of not takibq oWnerShip of_the process away from

children; Ourzole as teachers is support of, rather than intervention

in, the )earning proCess, As teachers we can organize the social envi-

ronment of the.classroam to support the language user's perception;

organization, and pre4entatiori%f texts%n readIngtihd writing:

4

2S
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%hen we began this study wa that in order to speak,

abolbt language we had to diScuss the 4I4ionship between language and

thought. more broadly. Webeiieved.:alternate communication systems repre-

sented alternate literacies which interacted to support any specific

literacy (like written language literacy). Conceptually we saw the sum

of what we as individuals and society-knew across cbmmunication systamS

ag constituting a 'communicationpoientiar of which language was but

one sksteni, ',04.k. Working hypothesis. was that strong sySteMS for the

language learner (likart) could support weaker systems (like written

language).

While the findings of this progra0, of research ,support this.fib
pOs+tiOnpur D n ti al Inking -bout- the relationships involved between

_

language and the alternate ctimunicatjiOn systems in the-service of

literacy learning proved.eXtreiraly sittistic. We no longer beIAve,

such neat diStinations between language and the alternate bommunicationn

f;.

-systetS po4able. AIEernab-xmitunipation.systeMs not only suppott

language, but language supports altarnatrrimUnicatiLn systems. Chil-

dren as fregInntiy moved atailwriting to art as from art to writing.

.

Further, we ,cam to understand- that in use, the 'Iiniguistic

s ign' is a cue complex which is multimodai in nature. Cue systems from

alternate communication systems are embedded in and make up this lin=
. .0?

guistic cue oomplax. is is readily evident as.we-have shoWn in en-
,

vironmental print settings, the asides Children make in reading, and

in the surface texts which they produCe in writing.

2S3
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We believe that thin is true for all surface terAlwhether they

ge 277

theoresult oral ipr written language encounters. ,We believe that

is why, for example, scans poetry must be seen While other selections must

be heard in order to eiPerience their effects. Each communication mode

adds itslemn additionial signifying structures which mus be otdhettc;a-ted

and only in-bniti with the signifying structures. of other available

-016amunication modes does the potential meaning of a selection'become

a perceptual possibility. er:

GiveiktheL5ading'and. 'ting responses of the children we

StudiExl, the MuItimodal nature of the Iinguistid sign is .$7;key feature

in not only literacy but literacy learni6g. We now see
JP

Meaning, in
-, ..... , ,... _

any instance of language as
,

conveyed simu4aneously bhgough linguistic '

(discursive) andpaAgnguisticAncni=discursive asgects f=the event. .
.., .

id written language this iS,-cbfie,..4r.ugtlitatingi .,type.sige and thick--.,
_ _ _ .k

raness, padiseting, laybUtSe ):47rts gpdhs,an icture:Sirali of which in
-..,.,

with . . ,._,-, ,,,_ -; .4 .,-. !: .Eransactionwith print are sigrii....skruve-wIt4
.

potential in
....' .t-i=ii 7 .;, ..,,,: :1

10. ' /7
use to'sign.Meaning. In oral language th,,_Ottlkf stores, intonation,

44j''
. ,

.
_ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ 1.

.and contextual referencing (pointing), cahtributpstoithe muItiModal

nature of oral expression. ; in short,_ this' progriin of ..research forced

s.

:, -.,-,- _. g_ ik . _ _
. : .

-

to Abaridon what in bettaip0-Lajbt might be -termed a irbocentric' view
, _:4-'

o£ 1i cearid adopt a semiotic done, Whete7the,orCh)aStrationof all

Pignitting4t8'
.,';,? § _ ,i . , , i . ie

everlt .integral of our study of- CP'end
Atliteracy i

- 0,
.i- 44.

. v :. OA ,

vt,... ''''
')1...,,, ..,

'*. ;

availabl#1 oommunioatido syst in The
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1
Research Implications. Some of the methodological implications

of this position for research are sketched below:

1. Since we do not fully underStand what relat

ing structures from alternate obMmun n systems play in lileracy -

-learning, research and curri

tional natural language situa
. v

re transactions between and among

these Communication sisteml can tudied.
.

N

2. MO-4 ogIt11Y, analytic devices for describi the pat-

.

J't
s should be oonductegi in func-

terns of linguistic aridrnon-linguistic signifying structures that emerge

in the data from research and curricular studies need to be included in

Stildies of literacy and literacy learning;

3. Cognitive procesSing modelsoruphith language and curricular
_ _

Studies are conceptualized must be dOpable.of explaining hoW linguistic
a 46

and non-linguistic signifying structures are orchestrAted by the language

laser and operate in literacy and literacy learning; ,

4: Sinde;any language experience is multimodal, curriculuM aim

research need,to be'designed so that how teach or do research in

relationship to whatweteach and do res .4coordinated in

terms of the signifying structures which are demonstrated'by each, and

their impact on literacy learning studied. COntrastive settings- d

to bekrentified where obnfIicting signifying structures are s

_

ously demonstrated and these set Compared and oontrasted with

settings theoretically

and efficient.
('

d to be more Caimaanicativ ly, effective

-,..

L.c. - i,
,

Instructional_ Implications. In the final analysis the goal of r .
,, . , ci'4.t

/ . ,...

%do .the language arts pTogram involves, expansion of4ahe child's communication
-

; 2 3.3
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potential. Activities-which iiivaVe other than litiguisti

knawing should be an integral and natural part of the langua

4111- curriculum.
, . :;,-.4? -. ..-

1. As an alternative to questioning, wa,1ate found that chil-

.dren can be asked to daw and share a sketch'-of Alai they think the
.....

,.

story means. -Acting out stories which they read, pantomiming the

actions of their favorite character, putting their Stories 40-imisic,

-
and other such activities heighten awareness mid tbary appreciation.

Similaeactivities can bAsed in- content area readiig.
r OR

Art can be'used as a vehicle o dr'rni4491enogaze:their '

thinking prior to writing, or is,a keep-going strategy when writer block$

isexperienced.Pantominescanhelpchildrengct in touch with their

feelings and faCilitate Music can be u.ePd to set a4

iltda,.for reading or writing, ehi;dren.can be

to9:10go with, thelr_Qrai.reidings of the stories

ilk Tule access to a wide variety Of art Adraisicalmaterials-
-

should be.available in the classroom. Childrentaliould 3be encouraged

.encouraged to set- music'

they write. "

to create their own prOps, put on their own plays, -create story nuralS,

conduet book sales, crpatedtolobk narks and ayers for theIr favorite'

etc. , often the traditional oral or written book*

report. 3 \ °

gning one's meaning is a,astiplex process. Children should
-\

be given' le opportunity to experiMent wi,th7alfernate ways to express

their meanings inwriting,1' At the writinToenter, crayonT, colored
-At

magiCmarkers, cc to constrtiction-papeit glp, scissors, etc, should

1'
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be available and child -reh en6Ouraged to illustrate their books and other

1h-

writing by exploringwwide xfariety-Of techniques bpi. which they might

0
..,,NlavaiIalle 'in the event and apprtciationleattened.

bettef capture their meaning:: 1
,

. ,

5. Reading and writing are aesthetic experiences in their own

rights. Livingoihrough a story read,, sensing the'rh of a poem, a
.

)

well-written novel, a joke, a jump rope jingle, is a real written lan-

ge experience in its owm right. Written
. .

not be.fOrMally,dissected,and analyzed 5110i-

ienoesi, A particular favorite Class

':144:folder,:illpstrated by th

.-"Through repeated encounters chi

5page experiences need

to good learning ex-
.

song, etc., can be. kept .

sited on a:regular basis.

a to other derrajstrations

°

- A

SAO
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3.2.3 READING

At the start of thisstudy we saw reading, writirX3* speaking;

ibt _

TER=REAR,

AID 'I" TING IN A SYSTEM OF LANGUAGE.

4.

and listening feeding a opmmbn linguistic data pool from which linguis-

tic data 'was available forAise by the,language user in a,subsequent lan-

guage encounter; This model posed a ppmellel develdpmentiOf the language

arts where oral language

encounters and vice ve

eperiences supported writing

to for written language

a .

is was thatrea0ing

riences and that strengths in one
r . .

expression of language could-be used'..tO build strengths another_ex-.

,J
press ion of language.

b
this model°and the data we collected in this progilarrOf.iresearcili

did much tb dlarify,tear thihking about the relatio.vship be reading,

reasoning, Add the psycholinguistic processes involved in

literacy'and literacy learning. One of the first things We ,discoveillirt

,
3'

for exam01 that a writing involVed<qpchsmore thanwritinri'
A

illIncluded e event was speaking, 3.isteriinc; and reading. Similarly,
.

we noted that.frorirthe dhild'S..perspective, c a unifi -text in .

, 7 t
reading shared psydhblinguistic dralarities tooampo (a y..X4:in

.-...=

re
. -

..Writing; Fbither, the 2breading of-one:Sown = `much in

oammaa, psydholingastical44 withe,vrodess
...

Flcu.I.Aloognitivel.Sing perspective, the distinctioris betwe
- AV :

as a receptive activity, and wilting aS'an:eXpreSSIVe activity,:
, - _

did not hold.Ap: Reading was alsexpressive as'writingr, and both entailed

the creation and search for a unified text.

,

r.
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Conceptually; Figure 46 depicts. what we saw as occurring in light

of our evolving model of language; What this model suggests is that

-underlying these expression.§ was a colturau anguLage .process, and that
.

within a literacy event pragmatic negotiation was possible between the

expresions of language.----,N.

Figure 46; Reading and Writing in a Sys teni of Language

In this regard; we observed that shifts to alternate expres-

SiOn of language (to pronounce a word orally during reading or spell-

41g; to ask a.neighbor a question; to converse with a friend; to listen

to a neighbor4 to reread the evolving surface text) offered the lan-

guage user an oppoitiiiiity to change his or: her psychological stance

and in so doing his or her sociological-role in relationShip to the
d

. .

text:. As writers gOing full speed ahead, language users were

participants'inthe event; as readers they were editors andcencerned

with thoS'o sigriifying structures editors are concerned with; as

speakers.theirquestions indicgted that they were lhors of What they
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'

had written contrasting what they wanted td write, to what they knew

or thought others would wantor already know. While there was no one-

to-oneoorrespondance between mode of expression and role, nor no-

guarantee of psychological shift, the opportunity for such negotiations

of role was available at the points. Mare often than not the invita-

tion to switch roles was accepted with the effect being a perceptible

shift in stance tdwards the text.

We then noted that moves to alternate oomffunication systems:

.served this same fiction psychologically for the language User, invit-

ing and permitting semantic negotiation between thealternate cciMmuni-

cation systems.. ConoeptuallY what these semantic and pragmatic

negotiations offered thelanguage user were invitations to take alter-

nate perspectives of and on knowing.

Anthropologists use the term 'triangulation' to describe a

research procedure common to their discipline whereby the participant-

observer-studies a ,phenomenon like marriage from the perspective of the

, -

bride-and bridegroom, parents of the couples, as well as him or herself.

Figure 47 likens the language user's use of alternate communication

systems and the expressions Of language to ttianquatio4 by positing

that psychologically trey permit individuals (as well as societies) to
o

triangulate or take other stances whereby-they can Self-verify their

knowing.. Given the metaphor of triangulation what Such shifts and

moves.in literacy provide the indiVIdual is a cognitive self-correcting

strategy. .As -such this rode' conceptually lays out What we now see.as

a fundamental'prodeSS in literacY learning. It argues that a literacy

/
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Figure 47. Triangulation: ,A-Psycholinguistic and Sociolinguistic
Processing Strategy in _Literacy Driven by the. Search,
for Text. in Contekt and a Unified Meaning

4.

1.arn
Language

_UNIFIED
ing Art

mut P-M7)6f5

MEANING
Speaking

C7%

Dram Learn Thrpugh
rLanguage

fLearn About
antxuge

It Ritic

ThtOugh
ii:;ua - -`fir

mucic

4i(.1.7WV60. earnguage,

Writing Math
TEXT IN CONTEXT (Etc.

event dontains.a number of signifying structures and simultaneous demon-
. .

strations which are potentially available for interpretation and signifi-

cation by the language user.. From the perspective of literacy andsIit-

eracy learning these demonstrations provide the'language user opportuni-

ties to learn how to use written language; to learn about'written language

and to, -learn through written language. Within a literacy event'language

users and do shift to alternate communication systems arid to alter-

nate ekpressions of language. Each of these shiftS allbwS the langtage

user to take a new psYdhOlogical stance and in so doing a new socio-

logical one in terms of hiS or her role and invoivement4Kith the text.

Each new stance allows the language user an opportunity bib tiarshall

what it is he knows about language and search fbr new arrangements of

signifying structures and unity across such structures. In this proceSS:

. ;
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ofsusing, d at the same time, learning written language, expansion and

explorat' of human and literacy potentials occur.

lications. ,Sque of the conceptual implications for

research suggested by this model are discussed below:'

1. Given the psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic proCessing

similarities between reading and writing within and across a with Vari-

ety of literacy contextS,. broadly conceived functional literacy pro-

grams where opportunities for both language learners and langu.pge re-

searchers to further explore these transactive relationships are needed.

2. If the distinctions between communication systems and be-

tween the expression of language which we have drawn in the past are

dysfunctional from a psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic processing

perspective, then curriculum and research are better servedusing as

their organizational structure functionalAliteracy events where such

transactions.are possible;

3. Since we already know that not all classroom literacy pro -

grams are theoretically equally meritorious of study, initial selection

of classroom research sites should be done using criteria based on our

best information about the transactive relationship between context

and the sociolinguistic and psychoIinguistid processes involved in lit

eracy. Collahorative arrangements should be built into the design of

-the study so as to even further explore tOrbse relationships as well as

enhance the potential of classrooms.. as functional aril natural literacy

learning enVironnentS.

M
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4. Given the complexity and.universality of the geraholinguistic

and sociolinguistic' processes involved in literacy and literacy lealming,

settings involvingyoungcAildren and other initiate written languaget

learners where such processes might be studied "in their unfrozem form are

encouraged for purposes of furthering needed theoretical work and clarifi=

cations:

Instructional implications. Children can be supported in their

reading and wilting through activities which allow them to change their

psycholagidal.StanceS and thus give an alternate and new perspective on

the process. Theoretically based instructional positions and activities

whidh we have taken and which build on these insights fallOW:

1. Writing is an event; not an act; As such, writing is a

.
process WhiCh occurs over time and which demands multiple and extended

OppartunitiOS 4cor engagement and reengagement. Classroom writing pro-

grams
_

gramS should be organized to reflect this process. Practically this

means iarge.blocks of uninterruptedwritingttine and recognition of the
1

role of writing as a functional and self-educative process. Convention

is a natural part of the process as selected draftt are being considered

by children for revision, publication and distribution to audiences

beyond the classroom.

2. Teachers need to provide thildren multiple opportunities to

experience the demonbUations available in the actions and artifacts of

various types of written language literaciet. TO this end,teachers need

to read and write with their children, Share their interpretations of

selections,, and share and seek help from the children with their own
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writing when in draft form. FUrther, as part of the language arts pro-.

..

gram, authors can be invited into the classrooms, and, in a variety of-

other ways teacherS can help children develop functional motions \bf

What iSinVOlVed'in writing. Because of past histories of literacy, many

Chdldreh ares,overly Concerted with conventions such = as correct .spelling.

And good grammar. Aft editor's table can do much to gi.4n to the Children

that the concerns will be addressed at an appropriate point in the

process, but that for rim/ they have to nave ahead functionally getting ,'

their thought* on paper: children. must learn that no bne can be an

editor of their manuscript before they produce one.

3; Reading and writing are social events. Discussions with

neighbors prior to during and after involvement, are not-disruptiOna

to the process, but a natural part of the process itself. SuAcessful

'`
writers use friends for purposes of discussing where theYinight go

next, what arguments still need to be developed, to verify for that=

selves that their writing has the effect they desire. Opportunities

to build from and use the natural social support of the claSSroom Should .4,

be a part of the language arts, curriculum. -During reading, Children

-I
can be encouraged at selected points in the seleCtion to say something

to their'neighbor about what 'hey make of their reading op to thiS

point; Cognitively, these discussions with their neighbors help chil

dren access assinuaative schemas whereby they might further tie and
, -

_.

integrate their understanding. An author's circle might be a regular

feature of the classroom where authorsmightreceive ideational and

strategic SUppbrt fram other authors in areas they wish whenever they

think such Support would be helpful to tham.
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Froma cognitive processing perspective reading and writing

share much in common; Juxtaposing reading and writing in activities

, _-
which highlight one or the pthev. of these processes can do much to

facilitate and'supPort litq*acy learning. Before writing, books can

be made available and children endburaged to read widely in a subject,

taking notes on 3 x 5 cards, organizing these cards prior to writing,

and using them as a global, but tentative plan for organizing their

ideas for writing; Extended units where Children read about a subject,

write about that subject, read some more, write some rdbre and. so on,

including experiences which involve the alternate expressions of lan-=

guage and the oomuunication systems-should be explored. Dialogue

journals (Staten, 1980), and writtenti,c6nversations,(Burke, 1980) are

informal but functional writing settings which juxtapose reading and

writing and in so doing offer the language user the additional support

they need;

Some of the potentials, of literacy can only occur When lan-

guage users have repeated opportunities to engage in the event over

time; The opportunity for dhildren..to read a variefy of books on a

single topic, or by a single author over a period of time allows then

. to identifY what, features diStinguish this authbr from others. Letter

writing over time allows Children to explore the potentials of this

genre,as well as extend their own letter writing abilities. Asking

children to read a seleetiOn 4 thither of times'for a number of

different purposes--once for the author, once for themselves, once to

disCover and think -about what and Why, their neighbor underlined the.
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.t
highlic t appreciation of flip reading procvs.

C
wr

things he or she did--can help children shift psychdlogital atancies and
4

r
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3.3 MEMODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS IN CURRICULARPERSPECTIVE

The great unfinished agenda iteM in language research is .the

identification and - development of an appropriate methodology in light

of what we know about language and language_learning.

Whether you align yourself with those Who view the current popu-

larity of field-based studies as just one more passing fad or with others

who see field investigations as a:panacea for all educational research,

-it is important to undeIstand that thisArove by the profession has both

theoretical and practical roots; In this section we trace recent
4

shift's towards ethnography which this program of research has led us,

for purposes of providing a curricular frame whereby both teachers and

researchers might more profitably proceed;

Some researchers have been drawn to ethnographic approaches be-

cause of a growing dissatisfaction with conventional experimental- de-

signs: Burton (1973) summarizes this position well:

"Research" has a hi4Ul_positive connbtation in American culture,
suggesting the rational; scientific approach to truth and knowl-
edge and is the premium of acadeMe, though in the humanistic-
oriented English teaching profession there has been an abiding _

uneasiness with quantitative methods and perhaps with the empiri-
cal.approach generally (pi; 160)

From a theoretical perspective this dissatisfaction is more than just

Q
dislike for numbers and a distrust of computers. Language is a particu-

larly hUman phenomenon (Halliday, 1974). It is thit concern for humanism

and the role literacy plays in the search for are free expression of the

larriall experience (Emig, 1982) that hat led language arts educators to

seek,out more theoreticslly consistent research paradigms.

1
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ti

Other languatgeiarts educatOrs have ber drawn to naturalistic

paradigms-because they aredisappointed,by the failure ofmuch recent

research to affect teaching and dlassroom practice; In akieupting-to

play the importantrolelpT.synthesiZer (Goodman, 1979),_these educators

argue that research which is not uncierstandal and relevant to class-

room teachers and administrators fails to serve td educational func-.

tions ,for which it is designed. Kantor, Kirby; and Goetz (1981) argue

this point most eloquently: .
Educational inquiv

n
Should engage researchers anct:consumers in

dialogue rather.ta isolate than from each other; The findings
of descriprti itativei.naturalistici. andjolistic approaches
are often y interpretable and couched it-the language of
Englishpropssionals. ;; Such research strategies tend to work more
with wholes than parts,:with describable phenomena rather than
inferential quantification, to use the languagebf the classroom
teacher rather thAn the discourse of the laboratory researcher.
(p. 294)

Theorists like Guba (1980), Mishler (1979), and Carey 11980)

have.arguedthatexperimental inquiry emphasizes hypdthesis.testing;
_

control of vakiablesi "stripping" of contextsi.educational outcomes,
j

readPr-text interactions, generaliZability, reductionism, and researdher

detachment; yahile naturalistic .inquiry is concerned with hypothesis

generation, grounded theory, educational processes, reader-text trans-
.

contextual relationshIps such as the effect of the researcher

and task on the language process, and participant obServation. Without
'

either confronting the issue of what constitutes truth (which we believe

be at the baSe of these methodological arguments), nor buying into
e

methodological eclecticism (a posirn-we believe further demonStratet

a failure to understand the fundamental issueS),wbat we wish to do in

2 9
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.1 '6

this section iS °acknowledge these discussions, but add our own clarifi-

.

oation by suggesting that the shift to ethnography rePoresqpts both an,

overdue attitude and A paradigm which might guide language arts re-

searchers and teachers.

I 1

'ft
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-
3.3.] THE ATTITUDE OF ETHNOGRAPHY

Research is not only a'prodwt and a process; but an attitude.
6

The attitude of research, highlighted by the shift inthe profession .to

ethnography, is :I car find out.' This attitude is as important for

teachers.as it is for researchers. The attitude of ethnography sug-

gusts good teachers act like good researchers and god-researchers act.

'like good teachers.
t,A

Often in our research and teaching we act- as if we were the lan-

gSage infaxmants, but such an'attitude is misguided; The research

attitudqpf',-"ican.find out" is absolutely liberating not only for

teachers and researchers, but also for children: For us tbiS. change

attitude is a charge fmcm testing our language hypotheses to allowing-,

.children the opportunity to test theirs; 'For children thiS change in .

attitude is a change from language obserVer to; anguage participant;

from tenants of our texts o owners of their own , texts::

The, most liberating experience we ever hgd as both teaahers and

researdhers4 for example, was approaching language fusean4jaiO'hag6;

iearhing with the find -out attltude,embodied in the concept, "the ild

.as4nformant."

The research attitude of ',II can find out" ofte&gtands in corm

trast to the ways research is usually taught and presented in institu-

tions of higher 4educatidh where the means and ends of research :are pre-
c41,,

sented as vehicles of proof, andwhere;fiecausepf. thisvieW, research

-is perceived as something-One does,in,graduate education (knowledge pro-

duction), but not teacher education- (knowledge utilization). The attitude

v.,
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of ethnography argues that all gaps- between language theory and langtage

practice, between the language researcher and the language teacher, be-

'tween language research activities aid language, instructional activities,

between language research settings and language instructiopal settings--

are dysfunctional and fail, in the end, to serve the profession;

This is not to suggest that there are not many research per-

spectives on truth, though it is to argue that some research language

truths are more useful than others. It is the intention of this section

not only to raise key issues in the ethnography of language arts research

and teaching, but also to cast thesin,some conceptual frame whereby

the professional teacher7researcher and researcher-teacher might proceed

even more productively.

3u1

ft
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3.3.2 THE PARADIGM OF E1HNOCPAPHY P

4.

In Order to address and explore these and other research issues

_
more formally, Figute 48 presents a theoretically based view Of

4

langUage arts curriculum. This model represents current:thinking about

Figuxe 43. A Theoretically Based View of the Language =Arts Curriculum
. .

THEORY.

4nat we know about:
language
language learning:.

:.successful langUage users
. thee4olution of literacy

THE CHILD AS INFORMANT

In light of what we know,
how are these language users
performing?

In light of what
we know and how' these
language users are performing
:nat curricular support
could I provide?

CURRICULAR SUPPORT

Classrooms as Natural
Language Environments

the relatironShip among teaching, researdhi and curriculum: I licit in

this model are suggestions that all language research and instruction

are not equal; that certain forms of research and instruction are more` useful

than others; that eclecticism in research and teaching IS not only illusion,:

ary, but also dangerous; that a relationship exists betWeen what teachers

and researchers know on the one hand and the conditions under which

3 (
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thby know it on the other; that to build practice on practice consti-

tutes anti - intellectualism; that our interest in, the language arts as

teachers and researchers is in the,final analysis an interest in learn-

ing; that not all language settings which we could study are equally

Worthy of our attention; that classibams can be made to be natural lan=

gunge environments; that supportive language envirommnta are beSi not

.

only for instructiOnal decision-making, but also for assessing growth

and development; that in the final analysis as a profession we are in

this together for the purpose of _improving language arts instruction

And for the benefit of. children: This Miodel, while loOking quite innoc=

UOUS, addresses key issues involved in the ethnographic shiftS of the

profession as thday relate to transactions between language arts re-

search and teaching.

The_Role-of_Theory_in Research and Instruction. Theoretically

the paradigm depicts a transactional relationShip between theory and

pratitice. It is meant to argue that instruction must be rooted in

theory and by implication suggests that instruction nbt so rooted is

not professionally productive and should be abandoned. The paradigm

suggests four key theoretical areas upon which curriculum is built:

what we know about language, what we know about language learning, what

we know about successful language users, and what we know abotit the

psycholinguistic and socidlinguistic processes involved in the evolu-

tion of literacy. py 'inference it suggeSts that not only are these .

area and their counterparts (alternate communication sysbmns, unsuccess-

ful language users, etc.) fruitful areas for language study, but also

3
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that good language arty teachers and researchers are knowdedgeable in

these areas.

implicit in the paradigm is a call for conscious muteness,

meta-researching and meta-teaching examdmations- of what one believes

about language and language learning. hat a teacher or researcher

believes in these constitutes a set of relations upon whidh be-

'havior is organiZed. While not stated directly, the paradigm argues

that all research and teadhing in the language arts, whether examined

or unexamined, is theoretically based (Harste & Burke, 1977), and that

researchers and teachers Owe it both to themSelves andthe profession

to lay out what they perceive to bekey relationships in-lan4uage

learning.

Good language arts research and good language"arts instruction'

not only lay out the theoretical positiovit it takes on and across lan-

guage, language learning, successful language users and growth and

development, but put such beliefs in a position of instructional and

research vulnerability. The shift to ethnography' argues that one of the

major pToblemS with much current research and instruction is a failure

to examine assumptions--assumptions often deeph embedded in the what

and how of `teaching and research:

Some researchers and teachers even go so far as to Suggest that

While,otherS are theoretically biased they are in a state of theoreti-

cal virginity, as if their decisions to look at what they looked at,

or to select a worksheet over a blank sheet of paper, was done in

innocence and purity. This paradigm does not ask researchers and
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teachekS to be atheoreticalthat's impossible--only honest:jIt con-

dones neither Mad-dog empiricism nor atheoretiCal ethnography.

Equally important, the paradigm suggests that only when, theory

and practice Stand in equilateral relationship to other is it
I

Pattible fat each to became a head taller than the current and S. gle

a
selves'. When practice is built on practice we hav a blatant disdain

for research = -an antiintell

Nhen practice iS built on theory,

identify and clarify theoretical

stanceand wasted opportunities.
.

esearch results can fl back to

structs. When practice is built

opt theory, results can feed back to identify and clarify practice. In

tranSaction, then, both theory and practice can become more than eityr
4

can become separately.

The power of this paradigm is its heuristic stance. It does not

guarantee that teachers and r:esearchers do not make mistakes, only the

hope for fewer; and those we do make,,a,call that they merit and demand

itractical and theoretical aLLention. It is this generative function of

language research and teaching, not the maintenance of our current

assumptive language teachli4and research, which makes the shift to

ethnography by the profession so eciting.

TheChild,aslnlormant as a Self-Correcting Evaluative Strategy

in Research_and_Instriiction A theoretically based view of the language

arts suggests that assessment which does not lend itself to improved

theory or instruction should be abandoned. From a curricular perspec-

tive, the question to be addressed by evaluation is "In light of what I

know about language and language learning, how are these language users

performing?"
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All evaluation and all evaluation instruments are theoretically.

.based.\ TO the extent that they violate what we know about language and

language learning, they must be abandoned end other more theoretically

Valid measures developed. When applied, this criterion often retultt

in harsh judgments of current instruments and assessment practices.

Often in our attempt, to assess the strengths which language

users possess, we isolate them from peeisuppOrt (for fear of cheating),
1

give them materials to read which have no situational support by way

of appropriate context (unlike natural reading situations; the reader

under the ConditionsofTtestipg never ,knows what the topic of his next

selectioh will be), and ask them 26-D deal with topics for which the have

little familiarity orlpiwterest (this issupposedly done to insure the

actual reading of the inaterials and assure no reliance on background

information). Etjually.often, what such data give us is a picture of

what reading looks like under strange conditions. Uhder normal condi-
,

tions we read things for which we have a background and in whibh we are

interested, go to materials with a host of expectations about what we

will find there, locate the materials to read in a situational context

`rich with signs to help us access appropriate anticipatory texts, and

use colleagues and fries to discuss and clarify ourAinderstandings.

We use:this example to demonstrabe that given what we know about success-

Ail readers in real language situations, we can then begin to *prove

research and instructional assessment. The shift to ethnograph by the

profession does not suggest that cleaning up assessment will be sy,

only that it mutt be guarded.

3ud
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The view of evaluation proposed in Figure 1 suggests that we.get

our best language data when we put language users in situations which

are rich with support, not isolated and deprived of the support avail-

able uner normal conditions (Vygotsky, 1978); Theoretically this

suggests we must use whole natural instances of language as settings

within which to collect evaluative data Since this same criterion

holds for any instance of language instruction, this insight allows us

to view classrooms as potentially natural language situations. All too

often we go out of our way to make classrooms and research settings

unnatural.

Interestingly, when viewed in this light, wht becomes accented

is not only the unnaturalness of most current assessment'and assessment

conditions in language arts teaching and research, but the need, given

the social nature of language, for the development of sociological

models of learning. this insight, that currently learning theory is
# #

rooted psychologically, whereas language and language learning are

rooted sociologically, is a nice demonstration of the powerful trans-

actions possible when theOry and practioe are juxtaposed as is Tgested

by the recent shift to ethnography by the profession.

_

Supporting the Language Prbdess in research and Instruction.

In light of what we knoW and in light of what language users are doipg,

what support anddld be offered? Within "linquistirA117 the leaSt

strictive environment" (Watson, 1980), this decision has two forms:

(1) strategy instruction, and (2) the creation of a low-risk classroom

aura. '1
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Given-, for example, an obServation that When affordedopportunity

to take text ownership, an infotmant refusda'to write saying, "I Can't

F.'
spell," as .teacher's and researchers we immediately know several

things:, First, the have evidence that the child perceived the major

constraint which stopped him or her from engaging in.the process to be

spelling.` This we theoretically suspect is a learned constraint.

Because we know that successful language users cannot,worry about

spelling at "the point, of utterance" and yet be successful (Britton,

Burgess, Martin, MbLeod & Rosen, 1975), we theoretirnlly also know that

we must take action to help the child. functionally re-perceive this .

constraint. Theoretically we know that as long as this constraint

governs initial writing efforts the child is depriving himself or her-

Self of tile only vehicle--involvement in the process--whereby he or she

can grow.

In-this instance-we might find that a simple, "I'm not inter-

eated in your spelling, I'm interested in your writing" would suffice

in supporting the child toward coming to see functional writing as a

universal strategy in writing for alllanguage users: If our informant

had learned his past instructional lesson too well we ght have to

be firmer and make recourse to dysfunctional strategies re difficult:

"No writer can worry tiolot.it spelling and grammar and things like that

when they are trying to first get their ideas down. We'll take care of .

that later when and if we wish to make our writing public. Right now,

leesjustgetourideasdownbeforetheyslip away. Now let' back

to our writing, you made me lose my train of thought." In eith

3U3
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the instances curricular support grows out of theoretically based

evaluatipns in -the leasA restrictive linguistic setting. Such an en

vironMent gives us our best developmental data as it helps sort out

language behaviors which are an artifact ofinstructibn film those

which refleA ionmunioation pOtential. An ethmograPhicXemroflah7

guage tells us that there is a relationship between linguistic con-
.

straints and linguistic resources. Alter the constraints and you

unleash new resources.

a

Other cur.Licularsupport grows directly from theory (for various

examples see Rhodes, 1978; Crafton,-1981; 1980) . Many language

users have been found to have extremely dysfunctional notions of

writing (Britton, Burgess, Martin, MdLeod, & Rosen-, 1975; EMig, 1971;

Atwell, 1980; Ktcer, 1982. The source of these dysfunctional notions

is readily recognized in that no real writer could write under the con-

ditions reported as surrounding much school writing (DeFOrdi 1981;

Graved, 1975; 4plebee, 1981). TO encourage more functional notions

one-instructional support unit might have as its focus acquainting chil=

dren with successful writers through interview of actual writers in the

classroom. Not only does this practice have theoretical roots, but it

is an ideal source for the identification of teacher and researcher

theoretically based support strategies which may, in use, cycle back to

further clarify the theoretical constructs from Whig they grew.

Theory, because it ,affects practice, is much too important to 1:e left

in the hands of the theorist. An ethnographical view of language arts

says that's what has been wrong in the past

3 u
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Reaainj and reading instruction are not synonymous terms though

-they sctould hoz. Children, we have found,'%ften 'filave one set of per-.

eeptions for reading instruction and another far real reitding.. 'In

'conducting a written conversation (an instructional support strategy

developed by Carolyn Burke after having observed real language use's

operate in real language settings), Susan Robinson, a doctoral student

at our institution, asked one of her informhnts whether or not he had

learned to like reading now. His telling response, "Which reading?"

(Robinson, 1981).

Frank Smith (1981b) advises teachers who feel they must have

children engage in at least some of the pseudo reading tabk8 of much

current skill instruction, that the least they might do is inform

studentt that they are about to engage'in a "funny kind of reading"

and that they ought not confuSe this with that they do when they

really read. Smith argues that children can live with lots of adult

peculiarities.

It Shouldn't surprise us, given ethnographic insights into

language, if children appear confused when we fail to provide them

with support environments in which they might have demonStrated (Smi

1981a) information on which to make better linguistic decisions. The

Shift to ethnography by the profession suggests that the fastest way.

to clean up research and instruction is to throw out all practices

not rooted in instances where real language users were operating in

real language settings usin4lreal language.

31d
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3.3;3 CONCLUSION

In the opening of this section we asserted that ittras important

to understand that the moves to ethnography by the language arts pro-
. e

fession has both theorlical and practical rootS. This section haS

attempted to develop the argument that this understanding is important

because it represents a call for a new professionalism. At be this

move to ethnography constitutes chall to pest definitions of

research, teaching, roles, truth; and who is in charge. MOves which

Call for fundamental professional changes of this sort often create.

dysfunctional gaps. This section has attempted to assert that if the

move to ethnography is cast in the shape of an attitUde and a curricular.

paradigm it constitutes a low-riak; high learning situation for teach-

ers, researchers and Children. From this perspective, the essence of

ethnography and this report on our program of research is an open;

invitation to form a collaborative pedagogy.

3
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4.0 THE CHILD AS CURRICULAR AND RESEAPCH INFORMANT:
CONDUCTING YOUR C% STUDIES

Included in this section are some representative child-as-
.

informant follow-up studies conduCted by teachera, graduate student

visiting scholars, and'othera whim we have had the good fOrtune

interact with over the aourte of-this program of research. Some ex-

amples of the child-as-informant Studies wiAph have been conducted

include following a single child thrOughout a week collecting and obr-

serVing all en ureters with written language (Weilt, 1980), comparing

the same child's iting'under highly con-Strained and leSS-constrairrd

conditions (Lovelace, 1981), studying a single preschool child's self-

initiated revisions on a single story (Matson, 1982), c011etting and

analyzing name writing over time by a class of 3-year old Children

(Hill, 1981; WbodWa -,1980), to time useage studies given changes in

the location and amount of written language in a preschool claSSrodm

(Harste;&'Brexste, 1980). In reality the entire 'collection of the86

studitssjeprits a volume n its own right

In thisthis section we include four such studies which were tondUcted

under our general direction; These are meant to serve as examples of the

kinds ofstudies which readers of this volume might like to pursue on4

their own. The particular studies selected for inclusion in this

vdlume represent a range of explorations and are meant to suggest that

almost any language setting merits our attention and study. .

---, -

The number of informants to une-in your dhildr-as-informant

.

study'iS not anxSSne.
,.

Until we can explain the behaviors of at least
'
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41,

one language learner, we probably Should not be too intent upon develop-.

ing a generalized theory of.literacy.learning. As long as we find one
Atc'

_thing that a language learner does surprisingly therearestilI revisions

needed in our evcaving model Your personal relationship'with the in=
.

formant alSo i8 not an issue. We have -foundthat the 1:otter we get to

knoW our informants, and the better they get to know us, the more likely

it i8 that we will see what it is that they:are really capable of doing.

StUdies such as these stand in stark contrast to those Which atterpt to

study literacy by doing so under the strangest and tidiett of conditions

for the shortest, amount of tire; Deficits identified in SUdh Studies

refer more to the research setting than to the Child'S

Since we often assume our role is to teach children written=

language, rather than support childrem.in their efforts to learn writ enn

language, playing a research role can be liberating.. We have found no

mOre effectiVe change strategy for teachers or,fOr'OuiSeiVe8. Given

that we-have just begun to scratch the surface yin terms :of our under-

8tanding of the processes involved in literacy and literacy learniPso

there is much to learriand no better time to start.

4,

r,'
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4.1 SPELL= IS EASY . . . IT'S GETTING IT RIGHT THNT'S
THE HAM PART: A FUNCTIONAL VIEW QF THE SPELLING PROCESS
by Chrystine BouffIer

Riverina COlIege of Advance pacation

When het mother asked her how she would heIp,sbueone learn to

spell, 12-year old Jilda looked puzzled; "Teat do you mean?" she

asked. "Spelling is easy. It's getting it right that's the hard part.'

It would be easy, simply bo feel for Jilda'sk4dilemma and dismiss

her remark as cute. That, however,would be A pity because Children in
1114

their innocence are often Wiser than adults With all their learning and

sophistication. Underlying *Jilda's remark are, in fact, two Aportant

insights that we would do well to ponder. The first is herunderlying

Assumption that spelling is fOnctidnalv i.e., that it is sonetIOLncpthat

occurs naturally: in the course of writing. The second istfiatthere is

Often_a difference between using spelling and adhieving a conventional

product-7a product/process distinction.

There are a. number ofcrucial questions that arise. from these

insights. If speliing'is as Jilda suggests, a natural process',' what.is

the nature of this pikers, and secondly, what is the nature of conVen-

'tIon and hoW dOeS it relate to the process?

MUch'haS been Written about Spelling in the last 20-30 years.

Perhaps no othet area of the writing process has achieved so much atten-

tion, particularly from theinstructionalstandpoint; The work of:.

Chomsky and Halle,' (1968) dia.MUch to dispel the view of spelling as

.'organized chaos'. but the plethora of linguistic spelling sdhemes,, which

were the besuit of applying Chomsky ana Halle 's theory to instruction,

0.
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have proved no more successful than their more traditional antecedents

and 'added little to our knowledge of how children learn to spell.

Studies emanating largely from the area of tive psychology

have at to identify various aspects of lingiilstic-tv.arenest and

relate these to spelling performance (Marcel, 1980, Baker, rIto). Other

studies have attested to identify specific reading and tpelling.ttrate-.

gies and examine their interrelationship (Baron, 1980; Mardi et al

1980),-while studies like that Of Tenny (1980) have examined the role'

played by visual memory. One dharacterittic of these and other studies

reported by Frith (1980),is that they rely heavily an the use, of pseudo

words & lists of words chosen for their adherence to, or deviation fitm,

established phonological rules.

Another set of studies was prompted by the work of Read (1975).

Although Read's study was of children's categorization of English speech

sounds, it nevertheless proved that Children's spelling errors were not

random occurrences and were in many cases based on sophisticated phonetic

decisions which while not consistent with those made by adults were,

nevertheless, based on clearly identifiable principles. A number of

studies reported by Henderson and Beers (1980) have extended Read's ini-

,tial study and attempted to identify the characteristics of children's

spelling across grades arta]. 11979) in particular related Children's

spelling development to the Piagetian notion of decentration,

TO some extent these studies have been able to dhow some simi-

laxities in spelling patterns across children and some developmantal

tendencies,but if we turn to the writings of children rather than tests

315
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designed to eIicit specific rule related spelling responses it becomes

cdovious that there is much that. is idiosyncratic and le ainei.

Ta explain language behavior under experimental condition not

necessarily to explain it underconditions of natural and it

is the conditions of natural usage which are of prime importance to

educatibn.

Harste et al. (1984/ as a result of their study with young

children and their initial encaunters with pcint,,have done much to

broaden the base for studying children's spelling. They have identi-

fied a number of strategies used by children to encode meaning,in

graphic form. Six of these can be identified as spelling strategies

viz.: r
1. Spelling the way it sounds. 'U' for 'you'; 'PM' for 'my.

name is Lisa'. (Each stroke represents a syllable); 'DA'

for 'day'.

Spelling the way it articulates. 'CHRIDAGEN' for 'tried again';

'BPIF' for 'brief'; 'USLIP' for 'asleep'. This category also

. includes phenomena identified by Read such as the omission of

the preconsonanta/ nasal, e.g., 'KIG' for 'king'.

3. Spelling the way it looks. 'FRO' for 'for'; 'YUD' for 'you';

'WHIT' for 'with'f 'TIMSE' for 'tines'. In the cases the

Spellers have all or most elements of the word through not

necessarily in the conventional order.

4. Spelling the way it means. 'REFRIGERATOREDI for `refrigerated'

(to put in the refrigerator); AXLACUTTED' for 'guillotined/

316
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;

imanDawm, for the semantic unit 'once upon a

time'; ADX AOX ACW for 'kittens', 'AOX' being 'cat'. This ,

is similar to a linguistic convention used by some Australian

aboriginal languages where plurality is indicated by doubling

the word, e.g., 'Makti--'craw , qi2AGGAWAGGA''crows'.

5. Spelling the-way I- have scavedsimIlar spellings, 'TOOL UP'

for 'tulip'; 'PEALISTIC(' for 'realistic'; 'LOVE A BALL' for
A

'loveable'; 'FINELY' for 'finally'.

Spelling_by_ny_rules_nr_someoneelse.e:s rules. 'FIZZLE' for

'pizza' with,the accompanying remark "I know it's not spelled

the way it sounds"; 'ALSOE' for 'also'.

It would be an 9 rsimplification to believe that any one spell-
7-

-

ing was simply the result 'f aoolying.any one of the strategies outlined.

Each spelling, in fact, reflects a complex orchestration Of language

decisions. Several strategies may be involved at any -one time The

following is a story from ten year old Jason:

HElEia 4
Zul /Q,

Qi Jason
Ono dal on An'te I ope, was'
runry.,1 throw the, viule.. Medd W

n&It- to Anra rap6- Ilde. demon
and wertf to MG
-the. Antelope. went Into the Forma"
tor 4.74% i-hedt 180- wool -to the. miaow
witI Be was runems in the. me.d.w.
to Ac3lit4 L,fe. is Jou/. The hei.X.S* Aay
wAe.r fAe. An&Io h A /p& w e.. upo a so ......

..14 M 14.A1.)29 v., pit over the. eeuiffid sneen
srost. *walk. out At iejA,. Me. ,

bbd 144. the. nt-gh
For 6.4- n' the. mor,vna he., ne.re.r. fwb4e.

up. p Re Ante. /ogee- was 6e.a4.

THE END.
31-7'
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The story may not rate highly as a creative piecethe result of

the school conditions under which it was collected rather than any in7

ability on Jason's part. It demonstrates, however, the orchestration of

many language. strategies- including those relatdd to spelling. The

following chart may help to exemplify:

SOUND ARTICULATES FORS MEANS
SIMILAR
SPELLING RULES

thi-uw

lids

foreist

'baryes

he.Se.1 if

cool

nexst

buitful

be for .

It is obvious that Jason relies heavily on,SpundVarticulation strategies,

They are not, hOwever, the only strategies' he uses. Nor can it be

assumed that idqntical spellings represent ttlg same strategies in each:

313
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case. One child produced the spelling 'mqpvE' for 'movie while another

produced the same spelling for theword 'move

Oontext of situation also plays an important part' in spelling as

it,dbes in other aspects of language use. Such context can be focused

as narrowly as the linguistic environmentlin which the word occurs or as

brcadlY as the purpose for which the child is writing and the on-going

social situation. Certainly both interplay in the production of text.

, _

One young writer when writing about a letter used the word 'envelope

and immediately underneath on the next line the word 'any'. It was not

surprising that she spelled 'any' as !eny It is more than likely that

the 'en' of 'envelope' directly affected her decision.

/Just recently a teacher who had been persuaded to introduce

writing journalt into her second,grade class abandoned them after

about three weeks. She claimed that they were not successful because

thechildren made grammatical and spelling errors that they would not

make when writing fqr her in glass. She took great pains to demonstrate

how wards spelled w ugly in the journals were, in fact, correct in

class compositions. Mat she failed to see, however, was that the

journal entries more reflective of the children than the semantically.

sterile pieces they were writing for her. .The children were also

demonstrating that different purposes elicit different'spelling-re-

Sponses or, to put it another way, spelling is not something of prime

concern when you are concentrating on getting your meaning clear. In

such cases you use whatever of the strategies outlined are available

to you and keep going. Spelling is, therefore,, functional, serving

31j
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the writer's purpose at the point of utterance. Some functional spell-

ing is conventional other non-co 'onal. The conventionality is not

the issue during composition but_xaEteriaten the composition is trans-

lated to the wider language community, i.e., when the writing is made

public.

Bissex (1980) in her classic study of Paul's emergence as a

writer demonstrated how a child's spelling evolved towards adult' forms.

Bissex supposed, however,,that invented spelling represented a stage

of development and this assumption has gone largely unchallen464 until

recently. Harste, Burke, and WoodwaNd in their study,(1981) of chit=

dren s initial encounters with print suggest that far fram repmesent-

ing stages invented spelling made use of strategies common to all lan=

guage users. "From our observations of writers in this study and

others we have come to see functio spelling as a strategy which all

successful writers use. Seeing functional spelling as a stage whiph

children move through on their way to conventional spelling misses the

strategic importance of the stra relative to long.Iterm growtA and

development across age" (p. 75). The researchers prefer the term

'functional writing' rather than 'functional spelling' because the same
,

case can be made for grammar as for spelling. Functional writing allows

the writer to ,encode meaning without allowing conventions of grammar

and spelling to interrupt the process.

Itis fair to say that most effiaient writers produce non-

conventional forme. This is more likely to be'true.in the early stages

of composing, when marling is evolving and beginning to take on form.

3 2
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a

It is alai° true relative to the purpose of writing. !tare formal situ-

ations may produce less non-conventional selling than less formal

situations basically because under such conditions writers pay greater

attention to editing and proofing. Such forms when we catch them reveal

a use of the same strategies observed in children. The non - conventional

forms of proficient writers are, however, often harder to catch because

they may beedited out before the.writer even puts pen to paper by con-

sulting a dictionary, a practice assiduously taught in school but dis-
$

ruptive'of the writing procesS at certain points, or because the writer

recognizes the non-conventional form before it is recorded. On the other

hand, if it is recorded it may be immediately erased, especially if,

like me, the writer uses an eraser-tipped pencil to produce the first

draft. -Sometimes rather than take risks with spellings writers, avoid

spellings they are unsure of add chOose alternate words which they know,*.

they can spell.

If, however, we do catch non-conventional forms, usually in

'first draft situations or situations where the writ6r is forbid by cir-=

cu Lances to take risks, i.e., the word is fairly specialized and

there is. no dictionary available, then it is possible to demonstrate

that efficient writers do use the same strategies as children. Unfortur-

nately it is not economical to show an effiqient Writer!Sinon-conventional

forms, in Context because they are usually fewer than:those of children,

unless the writer is poor speller. The point here 4.15 that

proficient writers/spellers use the same strategieq, when in doubt, as

do poor spellers or Children. Fbr example, consider the following non

j.
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conventional forMS produced by adult proficient spellers, i.e., 'adults

who were not considered to have spelling problems:

SOUNDS
.

ARTICULATES WOKS
,

MEANS
SIMILAR
SPELLING

0
RbLES

Misque
9iscue)

.

.

,(1k .

pract'cle
(sr 'Cal)

stradegy
(strategy)

.
.

, .

'artibr
( teary) . --

.

It could be argued that in sound and articulation 'misque! and

practicle' are alternatives, to their conventional forms., Such alter -

natiVes may by found in-other spellings, e.g., queue and perticle.

though one could 4rgue that stradegy and strategy do metosound the

same, their articulation is so close as to take a sophisticated

phbnetician to detcribe the difference. A,word like tragedy attests

to the acceptabil4ty of the '-degy' sequence. Artibrary represents a

case where all letters are present but in a reverse order'. The sequence

produced is also an acceptable onelibrary. One could argue that there

are rules also operating but this is true tf almost all spelling since

spelling is seldom random. In the examples above I believe the rul

that are operating are explained by the categaries already coded,

I chose not to analyze them under rules;

.Georgia Bernard-Shaw, noted-for his. vitriolic attacks on g1ish

spelling, once claimed that 'fish' could be, spelled - Even the

7
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spelling of the leatt con4entional speller would challenge this view.

There simply are not limitless possibilities for spelling any One word.

A person's intuitive knowledge of the phonologicai-riles of English

constrains the possibilities available for spelling a word. Some chit-

dren may appear to challenge this view, particularly young writers who

choose a limited set of .letters to placehold their meaning, e.g.,

'2OX' for 'cat'. In sUlCh cases the writers are using a spelling as it

means strategy and producing idiosyncratic but far from random spelling.

As the Writer's linguistic data base increalVed through successive encoun-

t4s with written language, so she/he is able to make more effective use :.

of all strategies, including spelling as it means, to orchestrate her/

his decisions. As such orchestration becomes more effective the range

'of options for functional spelling decreases.

' It would be Wrong to assume that the.term functiohal spelling'

is simply, a substitute for 'invented Spelling'. This certairay is not
1.4

the case since functional spelling inclwIPS in its options that which is

conventional. If we define Ci-onventionalitrias that whiCh Is generally

acceptable within a given langUage community, it becomes obvious that

.. 4

conventionality is not an abiolute; as'most wri instruction would

lead us to believe. -Not even widely used and-respected dictionaries
.

' can -always agyee on what is convention as Emery's.study of Variant

4,-Spelling in Modern American Dictionaries (1973) shows.' Emery looked at

spelling in five American dictionaries --the American. Heritage; Webster's

Collegiate and New World; the Randarit House; and the'Stairdard College---

and collected over 120 pages Of variant spellings in these dictionaries.
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l/
As he points out in his preface, "The teacher who wishes to warn, again8t

the use of a, variant is not always on safe grOund when he relies upon

Oat old jotandby 'preferred spelling' for reasons other_than that a dis-

putatidus student might protest that the secondary spelling is the one

that he happens to prefer. For one thing; the tact that a spelling

is placed first is no guarantee that it is preferred; if two spellings'

are equally acceptable the dictionary/mil:me; have to place One before

the other. Also i9dicaZed at numerous pOints in thi8 book, diction-

aries are not always in agreement upon which variants dhould be in=

cluded and which of two or more forms should be placed in first posi-

tion" (Preface Etery first produced his book in 1958. The

fact that he felt fifteemyearslater that it required complete revision
r

because the dictionary editions that he had originally uded:were out of

datwith regard to refletting common practice, says much about the
, .

nature of language in general arid'spelling in particular. Neither is-

statiC. .If they were, we would be dealing with a dead language.

Not only does anvention define itself within'the community'

at large, it also defines itself in terms of the purpose for which it

is being used Environmental print speaks eloquently to this fact.

It seems perfectl acceptable that the bowling alley situation on
[

Eubank Street should be called EU CAN BOWL or that the local quick,food

her should be EZ=GO, a name that only American speakers of English

would probably appreciate since 'Z' has a different pronunciation in

English and Australian/New Zealand English. A supermarket chain called

'SHOP RITE' or a product called 'KKK' offer perfectly ,conventional
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'spellings_ within that setting. Sine thwlangilage-of advertising is a

powerful force in the print enviroilmenq of'''c.hildren, due must crtainly

reassess the notion of, convention as it relates to their writing and

indeed to writing in -general. ilbday'S variants may well be, ixmorrow.'s

convention.

It is'xiot only in the field of advertising that conventions vary

anyone who has read or tried to write feminist texts will knpw,,,' Sew.

eral spellings of the words 'woman' and 'women' occur-7 'wimin';

107imyn'. The only thing that you can be completely sure" of is that if

the person writing is worth her salt as a feminist the spelling 'woman/

women' won' t occur.

It is not simply" question of recognizing the convention in

relation to its context, however.' Should a British speller adopt,Ameri=

can spelling conventions when writing in the U.S.? The obvious answer

is that it'would depend on the 'purpose for writing and thwOriter

knowledge of such conventions. Is the writer any Iess effective as'a:.

writer or a speller, however, if British conventions are used in an

American setting? Given that the writing is intended for publication

in. the U.S., then whose responsibility is the spelling in these circunr

stances, the writer or the publication editor?'. For too 'brig i;istrucr

tional practice has; treated spelling as black and .white dedisiond to be

made 104 the writer. In real life it seldom works this'way.

INSTRUCTIONAL IMPLICATIONS:

There are a number of instructional implica

ram the view presented here. Spelling should be

323
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It enables the writer to express -meaning? It should; therefore, be a

-tool! for writing not a.barrier to the writing pros. The writing en-

vigionneirt shoUld be one that encourages children to usq those strategies

,,L.Ised a/J-...1-a5loguage,-iii,.. this is tb,. happen children should be
3.,.allowel-to becoMe'tiSk,ialfers. VariationAnast be tolerated and udder-

,
.

,

etood. This r+ quires nat only 'a Change in teacher attitude but also a

.'"change in public attices.

Spelling should be related to the purpose of writing'and to the

writing prI;;cess. if spelling.' its related to the writing process we have
. .

to."Atc ourselves when in the process comes conventional spelling become

important- j It 'seems to me that it only becomes iirportant when Me are

editing and the main purpose for editing is that we are "going publiv".
with:what we havefwritten. So much of the writing done in.schools is

writing which is essentially private but which is Made public through"
N,

t'

the circa mStances which4it, is written.' Most school writing is a one
.

off pri:§C;ess and Yetias- a writer my. first draft is, essentially private.

is'. true _'I., believe for most writers. such circumst.ances it is

,
secessarY Ito -respect the functionality of the writing process and not

,

. , .
confUse coOpotatmon with covcect opmileptiOn.

. m

e
It is not my Intention to explore purposes for writing here, but

;- it seems imperative that children be provided with a variety of purposes

for writing some of which demand editing, and, therefore, conventional

spelling and sone of which are.of a private nature. Conventional

spelling should become aill::!issue' only in relation to editing. Since

t is also Sa fact 11that .- writer is, in relation to conventions, his own



1HE YOUVCI CHILD M WRI'IER-READER, Page 320

worst editor, there is a case ,to J;:e. made ,for editing' to be done by other

than' the writer. Even among writers few-poStaesS the high degree of

editorial skills neoeSSary When g public. How the business of ed.it-g-

ing is managed in a non-threabaning and supportive way depends wort ,Ilow

a writing prograra., set up. It is obvious that some purposes for writing

demand convenUcnal spelling while others allow for variation. A clearer

understanding of the dernarids made by 'Specific iPUrposes and contexts needs'

to be developed.- This is 'particularly true of working in instructional

settings.

A this point in time spelling instruction generally includes:
,

)the 'terrorization of Iists,of-words unrelailxkvery often to classroom

writing tasks. Such practices appear to be counter productivi in the

developrrent of writing. A major rethinking and revision of such

practices is'long overdue,

no page 321)
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4.2 'ID JUDITH: A WOK AT A CHILD'S WRITING
IEVE3I3PMENT IHROUGH HIS LETTERS

by Judith ML Newman
, Dalhousie University

Jamie is a nine year-old friend of mine. Recently, I was absent-

from home' for six months and Jaftie was one of ttie people with wham

corresponded. I was pleased to receive his first letter, which acobirr

parried letters from his mdther- and younger sister, and I answered4ifm

promptly. Although he did not reply imediatelY, I continued exchanging'

letters with the rest of the family. That other coNiespondence had an

effect on Jamie and about two Months later I received anotillie'letter

froin him;

I was astonished by the length and detail of this second letter

compared with the first one and decided to see what I could learn about.

Jamie 'as a writer from hiS letters. I realized I 'wanted to do more than

identify spelling mistakes or errors inpunctuation and capitalization,

say something about his handwriting, or comment on what he has. het to

learn about letter writing form. By looking only at his correct use of

conventions, withoutregard for the context in which the letters had

been produced and the process by which they had been creafed, T was

aware I would completely lose sight of Jamie as a writer. I would gain

few sights into what he knew about producing written language or what

he knew about the social transactions involved in letber:wrikixig. -I
..

t.npeded, instead, to develop a sense of the oonplexity of the process

in which Jamie was engaging as he wrote. I needed to try and understand

a.
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the decisions Jamie was making as he worked out that he wanted to say and

how he wanted loo say it;

fio JLA,61 19) fha-iir ut>ti. far tAe
/5;44 4,e, 117..ve 11,17 flan ji

4:f awl- Eve Lk, , op) 7 %c
7 J. el c ti p Ayf tv; //4 /7-114.ft k /4. i/i ;ZJ

61in ct 0/2 j1 t> _ .c0470

c.% e-- /s , 7;7,-,1 177 j

e Ir

his ietteri.wrAten toward the end7of January, is a thank-you

note for my Christmas gift--a kite Which i had given the family. While

.

Jamie has known me for some time, this was the first occasion he had had
i

3 2
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to write me. His caution is evident. The length of the letter tells

us he didn't have much to say. The tone ("Tb Judith" instead of "Dear

Judith") suggestS there may even have been some coemion[4.9volved in

his taking on the task in the firSt place.

HaWever, having accepted the responsibility for writing a thank:

you note; Jamie was faced with some decisions about hew he would go about

it. He 'mess/he couldn't just say:

Thank you for the kite.-
FLLAtt Jamie

He had to enlarge on that sonewhat. His problem arose when he found

that what he had to write didn't use very much of the aVailable space.

Realizing- he'. thad to say more, he new had consider what would consti-
.

:tute appropriate news,to write about. It is not difficult imagining
4

the conversation which probably took place between Jamie and his mother

atir he was writin§:

:Jamie: I've said thNrt you, now-iwhat aa I write?-

Mother: Neli, you could tell her about what 06eve been gibing at
'...school, or Opsoould say something abouts.Y6ur swimming and

gymnastics.'.

ramie: OK. tell her about the diving.

about his participation in acoupleof up-coming
ec

diving canpetitionsiprOdyked what looked like enough writing. Salis-

fied with 'that ambudt, Jamie used a tine-tested ploy: he filled the

"reneining 'space with a picture. Like the rest of us, Jamie is .cleaxly
.4

operating on the principle that letters shoUld fill the page. He 114

a sense bf'hOw much writing looks likeenough and a convention which/

;. allows him to complete his lot r with a drawing.
4

.4. 3 3
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Next I asked myself what were some of the specific strategies

Jamie used as a writer. It is clear the most important decision Jamie

makes from the outset is to write what he wants to mean. Uhlike many,

more cautious, writers Jamie decides to say what he wants to saiwhether

he knows how to spell the wards he wants to use or not. :this decision

is most fortunate since it allows us direct access to JaMie's deciSion

irking as a writer/reader.

There areseveral instances, for example, where we can see Jamie

saying to himself "This doesn't look right!" We can see where he changed

several words:

k-e-y was changed to k=i=t (for kite)
n-a-t to not
d-u-t to rio,=u=t

s-u-m-e to s=o-m=6

These changes are direct evidence of the interplay bets an what

Jamie knows about written language from being a reader and what he knows

about spelling. They let us seethe considerable extent to which, Jamie's
o

ir

visual memory influences his spelling decitions. His spelling of

f-I-o-n (flown) and H-ai.-a-f-a-x (Halifax) , shows his awarenss of

sound/symbol relationships. Tfie changes he makes in NOT and. SOME show

he knows what those words look like. His initial spelling for BUT is

a hold-over fram earlier years when he was unsure about how b's and d's

Were written. His change indicates hp is now able to self-oorrect.

p
(Noththathe made the appropriate initial decisions for DIVING,'AND,

and JUDITH.)

Jamie's changing the spelling of c-o-n-p,e-y-t (compete) to

.

Co-n.=.'pr=e-t later in the letter is particularly interesting.. Dissatisfied
't

3
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with his first attempt (WhiOh.was based on a spelling generalization:

spell /e/ - ey as in 'money or honey), Jamie tries spelling:the word

another way which is closer to hcwhe remembers that word looking. His

trying an alternate spelling at same later point in the letter

striates how the constant revision or updating of knowledge comes about

through the use of written language itself. Jamie is in effect saying,

"I'm not sure about that word. I'll try it a different way this time:"

What is important is he doesn't let his uncertainty about how to spell

somethincj stop the flow of meaning.

Jamie makeS other changes as well. The H, written over h, in

Halifax shows Jamie's awareness of some rules for capitalization.
.

(Again, note his use of capital letters for the naves of persons:

Judith, Jamie.) He also uses periods in a somewhat unconventional way;

he uses them to mark a topic lift rather than to-signal a sentence-----

ending.

We see two other interesting changes in this letter.

the underlying the, is' an example of the writer's head getting ahead

of his hand. Jamie had'figured out 'what he was going to say before his

hand had caught up with his thoughts; Because he was writing with a

pen, he chose to write over this anticipation.

the l / t= pe

111\The orms us that Jamie paused to take a decision; Japip's pen
.

was on the paper waiting to write while hewaS trying either to recall

3 ti



YOLNG CHILD AS WRITER- REALER, Page. 327

the date of the diving meet or to decide Whether he wanted to write

EDURTEENTH or 14. His 7 and 14 for seventh and fourteenth, by thew-ay,

are examples of his choosing to use an alternate oommunication system

Even in such a short writing sample we begin-to sense the comr

plea orchestration reiuired to produce any written document. Jamie's

determination to place meaning ahead of convention is important Barhim:

as a developing Writer. His commitment *to meaning allows him to explore

witten 'language freely, to make whatever decisions he deems appropriate

for maintaining communication. His commitment to meaning is equally

important for us as kid watchers. His slips of the pen, his over-

writing, his use of functional spelling all provide opportunities for %sat

us to obsexve sane of the strategies Jamie. has developed for generating

written discourse.

We learn a great deal about Jamie as a written language us4

from this letter. We see he haS learned that letters have several

components. salutation, body, closihg. We find Jamie being a risk-.

taker with language, not unnecessarily concerned about neatness and

accuracy, willing to invent spellings and other conventions in order to

say what he wants to say. We'axe also able to see howiuTowl about

written language, developed by reading, is used as Jamie writesevidence

of the important and intimate relationship between readihg and writing.

Let's turn, now, to Jamie's second letter keeping in mind what

we have observed so far.

Several differences are immediately apparent in this second

letter. The most striking difference, of course, is the increased

Jr
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L

length; Jamie has a lot, to say this time. He gets very involved ex-

plaining bap -things which currently interest him: his "rotin" (rotten)

diet and what he's been learning in school about the middle.ages,

Notice, in fact, that his discussion of themiddle ages takes on the

character of a. school report with an underlined heading (To Wal[Olit)

as well as a final "Thend."

Jamie has little difficulty cescribing his and its effects

on his behaviour. He does, however, run into trouble When he begins

writing about the middle ages. He has so much to say and he can't get

it clown quickly enough. I had.some

of land ownership:

WHAT HE-WPOTE:
01

If there is say 10 manors
and lord's. There is a
berin and to own's that
and a king to and that
the king CUTI.

Having begun with a rush we

difficulty reading his description

TRANSLATION:

Suppose there are'ten manors.
Each manor is owned by a lord.
There are'baront and a king,
too, who owns land.

Jamie settling into his topic, informing

us "the rumen darroticwned hafe ave yorap (the Roman Churdh owned half

of Europe").

Next Jamie decides to diagram a typical manor.° He titled his

drawing and provided explanatory notes. His decision to shift fran

Writing, to drawing allowed him to describe more easily, and in greater

detail; what be understands about land use. His comparison between the

living oonditions of the lord and his peasants (the lord's homemasn't

any more comfortable than the people's homes) is clearly an after-

thought; he has plaeed this information between the writing and drawing

r
)
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and enclosed it in parentheses. At this point, Jamie has become so in-

volvedin sharingwhat he knows he Chooses-to write a third page.

Why,wemightask,hasJamiedecidedtowritesuch a lengthy ex-

position? It is obvious that his diet is important and he is inter-

ested in what he's currently learning at school,-but there-are other.

Subtle influences operating as well. Fbr example, Jamie's mother and

I had been corresponding about his diet. In my last letter to her I had

expressed interest in Jamie's reactions to having his choice of foods

so severely limitedd' She. had shared that part of her letter with him.

Jamie actually begins his letter by answering a question I had asked

his mother.

Furthermore, in the time between Jamie's first and second let-

ters,'I had exchanged two letters with Jamie's younger sigter, Jillian.

Her first letter, a single page, had included a story. In my reply,'

I had complimented her on it. Needless to say, in her next letter,

three pages in length, she had included another story. Again .I re-,

sponded enthusiastically; I als6 enclosed a small gift. Jpmie's letter

is influenced to some extent by my correspondence with Jillian. She

was getting letters because she was writing to me; he wasn't. She

also received a small present, he hadn't. m*

As Jillian and her moth-6r were writing once moreljamie decided

to ;get into the act himself. I leak later tha he had come into the

dtning roam, where the other two were working, watched for a few moo-

mentS, asked for same paper, then disappeared for abca a half an hour.

When he returnedgohe handed his letter to his mother to send with hers.
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We can imagine Jamie saying to himeelf as he starting writing?

Hmmm, Judith wants to know about my diet. .0K, I'll tell her
about that -HMmm, Jillian got some stickers when she told Judith:-
about losing herp. Judith also likes long leqerS (she writes
three pages to Jillian). What can I write about? I'll bet '=she'd'
be intexeiked in what I know about the middle,

,'Deak Judith . . . love Jamie" and hisfreport-like tone.

I did in fact respond to his letter as Jamie had predicted I

might. I. had seen a kit for making a model of a medieval village in a-,

bnokspare. didn't send it to Jamie though; I sent it to his mother
N

for the fandly tao work on. Nevertheless, when the present. arrived,

Jamie commented, "I'll bet she meant that for me but she didn't have

have anything for JilIian!" So much Bor adult. subtlety. Jamie had

watched my oorrespondemoswiththeothers, figure out how I would probri'

ably respond to a serious'effort if he chose to make it. He decidedt
to test hit theory with this lengthy letterto my Imoilledge the longest

document he had ever written.

Not let's look briefly at Jamie's cecisiontking in the process

of writing. Again, his functional spelling, overwriting, crossing out,

slips of.the pen, etc., help us understand how he .handles the writing

process. Once more, we notice Jamie placing meaning ahead of conven-

tion both in terms of punctuation and spelling, yet his knowledge of

both is considerable. Whereas we might have concluded from his first

letter that Jamie needed to be taught about beginning sentences with

capital letters, in this letter he use's that convention. He even cor-
,

rectsahinself twice:

hcelpe

. /19r-el A.10 f(
33c)

/
r1:15
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(When he gets'ivolved in his topic he dropf the capital letterr al=

though he retaint the 'periods.)

Jamie is also experimenting with apostrophes:

peanut's middle age' oome's

get's lord's people's

It would seem thathehas only recently become aware of this particular

punctuation mark and is still unsure of its application. He uses apos-
r

trophes with plurals, third person singular verbs,as well ag,,tb show

poiseaSic6; wherever he had afinal."s".:

Again, we see ,Jamie deciding "this Spelling doesn't look right":

D-a- becomes DEAR, r-s- becomes ROTIN, bp-i=e-t becomes DIET a-v'-e

hecomeS OF.. We notice him overwriting some letters: k-n-o-w .64,414i;_

forming them morelegThaY; 'He doinbih6S words ill -his-h asix-to-get-his

ideas down: a-n-g-is corrected to AND GET; t-h-e-n-d wasn'tnotioed.

jamie's spelling strategies continue to reveal the intimate rela==

tionghip between reading and writing. There is evidence of his knowledge

of sound/symbol relationships as well as his knowledge-of how words

look. We can see him sorting the problem some words present:by decid-

-ing to spell them the way he gpellt otherwords:

(comfortable); t-a-x-i-s (taxes) ; ww-h-e-r-e (were); s =u=n (son). We have

evidence'of his knowledge of spelling generalizations: s- u -g-e -r (sugar);

(manors) ; n-e-e-t (neat); e-n-e-y (any) . we see him decid-

ing to place hold neaning with some vague approximation for a word he

knows he's never thought about before': e-l-g-i7t (allergic) ; p-x-o-d-i-s-e,:

(products) ; s=w-t (sword)l. While a quick reading of his letter may

leave the impression that Jamie's spelling is highly unconventional,
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of the 221 running words he ligs written here, 78% have been spelled

conventionally.

What do we learn about the writing procels from Jamie's second

letter? First, we observe the importance of the writer's willingness

to take risks:. While Jamie had been a risk-taker in his first letter,

committed to saying what he wanted to say, he had Written very little.

Not until be had received a reply and observed my correspondence with

Jiliia and.his mother did Jamie really decide to be a writer himself.

'Jamie had learned that letters to friends are first:-draft affairs; neat-

.

ness and accuracy are not obligatory. Consequently, he shows little

hesitation on this occasion selecting'a topic, organizing what he.uents

to say, and writing about it

Jamie's second letter confirms the necessary interplay of read-

ins and writing. Jamie makes many more decisions where we see what he
, .

knows- as a reader influencing drat he deCideS as a writer. His spell-=,

ing decisions, organ zatiort and formatting decisions, and self-

corrections are all affected by his previous reading experiences. We

tecbme aware of the continuous interaction:Of the decisions he makes as

a writer and.the diecisionb made as a reader both4in the process of

putting the marks on the page and as he reflects on what he's'written.

Jamie also, provides us withan opportunity to See'that learn-
!

ing is not lidear. His letters demonstrate,'in fact, that learning

occurs on several fronts at the same time. The co-ordinating of ideas,

use-of formatting- conventions,' and attention to audience must all be
, .

considered on every writing occasion. It is not poSsible to master one
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aspect of the process before tackling a

volveseVclution on many 'fronts at. once.

second; learning to write

The triter is constantly in-

VOlVed in experimenting: Jamie's use of apostrophes is an example of 1

.1. -

just such experimentation: Whether his awareness of thiSloUnCtuationl

mark haS come from reading, from.soniethimgthe teadher_said,. or from

-watching the other kids write; Jamie has chosen to experiment with it

1

here. He has same of the features of its use worked out an "' "

.

often followed by an "s". In the process of experimenting he naturally.
. _

uses "ES" correctly; but his experimentatioh.leads to errors as well.

Those errors are important; they iloloW us to obServe haiw learnes

knowledge is continuously refined.by experience.

'Jamie provides other evidence that learning is not linear

We see that writers don't always use everything they know when

they write. _Jamie demonstrates his knowledge of how to use capital

letters and periods to begin and end Sentences but-as h4 becomes more

involved in drafting-the letter he frequently 'Omits the capitals. Jamie

also knows a great deal about conventional spelling (he,corrects
n

;to MILK: o-n-d. to OWNED: w-o-o-d to WOULD; we-n to WHEN; to OF)-,

but in his concern for getting his meaning on paper he often chooses to

spell functionally. Although writers may know about certain conventions

there is no guarantee they will use than all thetime. The reasons for

writing, knoWledge of audience, confidence of the writer, and the flow

of ideas all affect whether a particular .4.yventionioill be...Used or not

.Tfle Most important thing learned from Jamie's second letter

is the complexity of tle'oontext which affects a writer's decisions.
e
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Cour-notion that the writing context' can be determined' from what is written

in a teacher's lesson plan is clearly erroneous. The influences which

operate either to expand or constraih a writer's options extend far beyond

the narrow situation of a writing lesson in school. A child's decisions

ai'a writer are afected by a multitude,of factors npny of whichonly
_

become apparent after the diild has written; In the case of Crermie's

second letter that context included what was going on at school 'which

interested him, his diet and'the effect it was having on his life, what

he had been reading; what he was able to observe about the social trans-

aCtionS.'involved in'lettir writing from other correspondences, and what

heif0F4earning directly from what I had' chose mc Write him tairly.repay

to his first letter.' All of these factors affected what Jamie said and

how he said it.

As teachers, then, we need to look beyond neatness and accuracy
. .

when examining children's writing. We need to become sensitive to the

experimenting that is going on each time a child writes:

understand what children's "mistakes" reveal abOut'their

d

ledge bk

the writing-process.. Kenneth Goodman (see Gollasch, 1981a, lb ) 1.1

referred to those "Mistakes" as "windows into the pr9cesb"; theyprc,

vide.opportunitites'for insights into the kinds of sophisticated debi-
.

sions children are capable of making.

We also need to understand that knowledge aboutt.writing conies.

.

fromileny soulbes: from reading, from watching others. write, and fraift

writing itself. The curricula ' implications are straightfordard. The

only way 'we can help children dome fluent writers.islbY letting then
.

3,1
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write--for many different purposes, on topics of their own

and for audiences of their cwrch-..

As we have seen with .Jainie, letter writing is a particularly use-

ful vehicle. for facilitatidg children's writing` development: :Letters to

friendS, teadhers, older students, and'family are informal, legitimate

first-draft writing wherethefocus id'onmeaning, not on convention

and form. Letters provide opportunities to experiment with writing

whexe the cost of being wrong is low. Letters provide 'their 'own feed-'

back; they invite replies from those who have received them. Letter

writing is highly contagious. A message board, to which notes can be

Pinned, is quickly covered with letters the childrenWrite to one an-

other. A section of blackboard reserved for reminderS ii,,Scon filled

with notices. Thereisnp need for a child to ask 'What should I write

about?" when writing to an older or younger. student school who's

become a-penpal; there is iotsoth share. Ap*ascnal reminder from the

teacher to a child, tucked into a Iunchbox: or pocket, is sure to prompt

a reply. A young friend of mix1d, for example, has to tgke pills with

each meal. Not long agO, theteacherwas sending the pill bontainer

hOme to be refilled. She hadencIosed a note saying her supply was

low. The Box was returned to school with a repay from the'ahild.himself

on to of the pills.

The most useful thing about letters as a vehicle for helping,

children develop as writers is that they circumvent our compulsion as

teachers to correct everything in Sight. Who ever.heard-of returning -..

a letter to its sender with the mistakes circled in red? Letters are

3 .4
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4.3 THE EVMUTION OF REGISTER: LET ;R WRITING OVER TIME

by Hanoi FL Vargas
Ball Sta adversity

TWenty four first graders and Z corresponded weekly for a semes-

ter...Although many interesting changes occurred in their letters, this

paper focuips on the evolution of register. A few children's letters

will demonstrate theoomplex orchestration of language cue systems and

strategies through an examination of field, Mode and tenor. Additional

statistical verification, based on the entire class's responses, will

be included to show the pervasiveness of this evolution.

REGISTER A USEFUL THEORETICAL CONSTRUCT

Halliday and Hasan (1980) use the concept of register to.explain

theflexibility,and Social sensitivity of language users. All language

.
users possess a range of ways to express themselves; what we Choose,from

this linguiStic repertoire-is determined by pragmatic or social oonsid-

.

erations. For example not only do we communicate differently with a

clergyman than a garbage man, but we typically talk about different

things and treat one with more social deference than the other. Halliday

and Hasan categorize these compOnents of register as field, mode and -

tenor. Field refers to that which is being communicated, that i8, the

subject matter or topic. Mode is the communication Channel; generally

this category highlights the nedirmi, i.e., written or oral, but also

allows for finer distinctions, such as televised sermon, friendly letter,.

journal article. Tenor represents the social relationship of the language

users. The strength of this model of language is its ability to intertwine
4
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text and context and to integrate the ideational, interpersonal and

' textual aspects of communivaLtan.

Generally Halliday and Hawn. model has been used to analyze

individual speech acts or written documents. Retaining the context of

the situationallowed researchers to document the potency and interaction

of the literary context and the pitduct and Process of communication

SuCh an application, however valuable, tends to overlook the dynamic

properties of register. Some socio-linguists, such as Cicourel (1974),

are more interested in the development of registers. Their theoretical

concerns focus on ongoing process, continual re-alignment of relation-

ships, increasing social and personal Sensitivity, and emergent trans-

action: This paper will use Hall y and Hasan's somewhat statio con-

structs to analyze children's letters in order to illustrate the trans-

ctive nature of communication. within a relatively constant

setting (i.e., child to adult, friendly letters-, first grade activity),

field, mode and tenor evolve over

MICHAEL'S LETTERS: AN EXPLICATION OF FIELD,_MODE MID TENOR

Mrs.. Vargus

How have you been?
Will you be my pen pal?

Love Michael'McGormley

Michael's first letter



MANIC ND MD-LEVEL MSS OVER TIME

A SI.W1E CHART OF CLASS MEANS, F SCORES AND SIMIFICANCE LEVELS

PIECE OF MACE BEING (QUANTIFIED

TN OF LETIER

First Fifth Last

Syntactic variation score , 1.7 , 2.8 5.2

(Based on the nun* of
phrases, clauses and non-

NVN sentence pattern.%) r\

GraphophonemicLcpritity score 12.9 20.7 37.5

(Based on the rather of

words in the message of

the letter.)

Grapirphonemic spelling score 1.8 3.2 6.8,

(Based on the number of

to oonventiona.11y spelled

wordS in the message of

the letter.)

ME 3

YULTI

F SOON SIGNIFIMIZE

7.491 .003

7.491 .003
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Dear Mrs. Vargus

Pcar Nin Vargo&
ote _bps

°

wl k; h_ri-c scool is out

as in catAr will beind
lot ci Ms: 1 l sio on

rely-cost --Love

My puppy is getting big.
I will not be here when
school is out I will be
in California; I will be
in a lot of places. I will

go on a roller coaster.

Love
Michael

.Michael's last letter

Michael's two letters share the same mode; that iS,they are

both friendly letters The tenor does not change dreStiCally although

the last letter hat a friendlier tone, a less forbal signature, and a

more original message. The relationship appears more personal athou§h

the receiver retains her super-ordinate position as expressed through.

the continued use of the hobnOkific title, Mrs. The shift in:tenor is

most clearly illustrated by; Michael's dropping of;his last name; suffi a

decision reflects how he sees himSelf visa vis Mrs. Vargus and also how

he thinks she views him. The relatiOnship is more informal, rnore'inti-

mate, more primary role oriented. He no longer must give the)first

gral9 equivalent Qf "name, rank and serial number."

This change to cl6sing with just a first name rather than a

full name occurred with many children. The following table shows the

frequency. Almost four-fifths of the/children used their last name in

the first letter. Slightly more than four-fifths used only their first

name in the last letter. M6Vemar tat of significance yield a p < .000.

The final component of register, field, also shows some in-ten=

esting changes over time. 'the subject matter of Nichael's initial

3 5u
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CHANGES IN TENOR AS REFLECTED IN.SIGNATURE:

PERCENT ME OF CHILDREN CHOOSING EN OPTION

TYPE OF SIGNATURE

TIME OF LETTER
First Last

First name 20.8%*** 87.5%***

First and last' names 79.4%*** 8".3%***

100.0% 95.8%*

*** p <- 0.000 on a onertA+led McNemar Itst

* One child did not sign.her name

55113LE 1
4

letter is other-diro:rted. The two sources for his message are a fre-
)

quently used friendly letter opening and the clasing sentence of the

V
oversized group letter from the researcher which began this on- going

correspondence. Michael Combined what he knew about letters from out -

of- school experiences with what he saw denonstrated during school hours.

By his lagt letter, Michael is sharing information which he

finds interest g and he trusts the receiver will enjoy. He has gen-

erated the semantic content; that'is, he no linger'relies entirely on

pbrases or t4ics which originated with other people. His message

no longer loa!ks like that of another first grader. It's unique and

could only have been written by Michael;

NiChael, like the other first graders graduaIly'accepted re-

sponsibility for creatingtcontent. In order to quantify, this shift in

35i-
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topic responsibility, the children's massages were categorizedvas

tained," "expanded," and/or "generated." Operationally, -maintained

meant (1)' the child wrote about .a topic introduced by the researcher

(e.g. , in the first letter, writing letters is such a topic), (2) the

child used 'phrases which were displayedtin the room (e.g`., in .the

first letter setting, a new Pulletin board proclaimed, Happy St. Pat-

rick's Day) or (3) the child relied on_ conventional phrases which are

a part of let-ter-writing amenities (e.g., how are' y6u, I like you).

Expanded content referred to a...reliance on a topic which was previously

introduced by the child,, researcher, and/or imrediate environment but

highlights the child's extension of that .topic. The third field option

was to generate oontent basing semantic choices .on a desire to comrraini,-"

cite infauaation not

hcw these

previous y shared. Michael's letters i li trate.,'

categories were a led. Because he.liiitited himself ttlt a

question that often, is included in f

which was visually available- (my 1

Michael's first, letter was labelldd '

however, was clastified as "expanded"
4,

formation about his puppy supplemented

letters and to a senteVace

to the front boa4id),

last' letter,

t. The in-,

precious knowl-

the, "expanded"

esuited

I had pre-

I
edge about this nets addition to his

r,aft

categorization. The information

in a "generated" rating due to die

viousiy written about vacation plans: Mu .1

wantly .occurred.

le classifications fre-

352
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FIELD OPTIONS: MAINTAINED, EXPANDED, GENERATED TOPICS:

PEFCENTAGE OF CHILDREN'S LETIERS IN EACH CATEGORY OVER TIME'

FIELD OPTION
TIME OF. LETTERS

Firt Fifth Last

Maintained topic 95.8%*** 58.3%*** 37.5%***

Expended topic 45.8% 50.0% 20.8%

Generated topic 0.0%*** 54.2%*** 83.3%***

*** p.< 0.000 on a Cochran Q test
changes over time within each

for statistically significant
field option.

Note: Given the possibility of multiple, response within each
instance of time, the t6tals.fo eah.etter are greater'
than 106%.

TABLE .2

t,

1116 above table shows children drastically chariginq theik semantic

orientation from meiniaining preViously introduced topics to -generating

new information (1) < atwo); Su 411' a'clian4e repr4sents a willingnessjp

ift*A

take semantic risksi c l tUst elves for content origination, and
"f-

to assurne the

. 4INNY'_s_LEfilERs: _WISTER ADN - A.37-ato I.4

aLcke, yout-Mr4t yaigui.
'sh I cooi..,ir to

an'the tin(
time zenny H

you

ester
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:Dar; MrS...:N.C.U4 .

err,
i lad is -s, warkiri9 at__

ines ncivii; and .."._. cre.1-

teart- over tickets. _I __do riot' no
wear we_ air ..at but
hpOr CIPC. surPr_._ rileis. ot .sum
piocr-es we rri:5 t go.

Jenny's last letter

M4 19, 1980
Dear Mrs; Vargusi
MY dad is working at US
Airlines now And_we get

left over tickets.''I:.do
not know where we aregoing
yet,-but here are some

,hamesos some places we
might' go.

Kentucky 'Florida Texas

my. grandma and my cousin's

&endue's" hoUse

ouse in Kentucky

ji
'Michael's letters and the acoornpanying tables on-sit:Ina

ce and topic options illustrated the usefulness spf-HaIl
\ .

Hasan's constructs for highlighting ChaligeS whiCh occurred
14.

This,section deals with the role of risktaking aN.manifested in Jenny's

letterS. .Jenny's letters not only reflect the changes mentioned pre.L.

vibuSly; that is, she goes from maintained to generated content. and

she drops her surnaie'inhersignature, but her letters area means by

which these obterved changes can be undeistood.

Previous articles in this volume have des, illustrated7

and documented four universal strategieSi.i.e.,:negdNebility, risk
_

I

taking, textualintet, and fine tuning laTguagevith language. As

__ "_ _

Harste, Burke and Woodward (1981) demonstrate, these strategies do not

Operate in, isolation or within ,only oneflanguage Ode 'yiteirt. %II-ether

reading, writing, speaking or-iiseningi'langUage users orchestrate a

dbmplex process; Jenny's letters provide,con6rete:exaMplOS of how ter

notions of appropriate risks allow her to explore language-more fully-

Over time;
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Jenny,Jike most of the other first graders, initially chose

"safe," previorisly mentioned,-2socially'acoeptable'topics;'she co

Crated her efforts on producing=a product that-looked as 49nventional
4.

as possible: Her topic choice tecomesppre uniquely hers as time. pro-

gresses.. Not only does she =Are from maintaining, to expending,

geneTating topics, she albo'intreastS the amount of syntactic variation.

Hey willin;pgss to take risks is reflected as well on a graphophonemic

level in longer oitties,apd more functional spelling. Her syntactic
a

variation score went fram 2 to 8; her letter length increased from 18

to 47; the number of function& spellings changed fran 0 to 15. As

Jenny's letters demonstrate, risk taking is an orchesf.rated*vent.i Larry.

_guage userS manifest their wiltingness to test hypotheses, to experiment"

with language, to explore ways to mean across all language cue systems

simultaneouSly and intitractively.

Table 1 sumwrizes what Jenny and her classmates did syntac-

tically and graphophonemicallY over time. Analysis of variance shows

all the changes to be statistically significant at a p level of .01 or.,

less. Jenny's sccrestshcw a greater change than average; for instance,

her-- Last scores are 8 (vS. LT) forsyntax,Ns47 (vs. 3173) for words; "and
, t

4

15 4vs. 6.8)`tbr'spelling. HAr-wilIirigness to explorelanguage in So'

Many wayg, allows her to incase her fIencyaS a Writtenliguage user.

Her growth and development reflect the risks she aseqmed..ltappearS

that on At after (1) efle seized convinced that she"did not need to pro-
,

duce perfect products to be accepted, (2) she realized that school-type

constraints Air conventional contrbl were not paramount, and (3) she
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acknowledged that wriqen.lerlguage couldbe,peaningful and purposeful,

dId'she,fully free hesel;tO learn language, learn thiaughlari6uige,

and learn about language. The risks invol in letter writing- evolVed

from primarily social risks (e.-g., is this acceptable) lx cognitive

risks (e.g., how do q placehold meaning) . For Jenny and most of her

classmates, it book time to develop a relationship with sufficient

trust that they could write what they wanted to mean rather than what

they could control.

MIchael's firstletterwhich had only social amenities and

111 Jenny'S initial attempt whiCh emphasized her eagerness to develop a

reIatiOnship vividly.ibrtray.lbung children's sensitivity to social

rules and their detire.to be liked. Many adults have to wait until

they are past the legal voting age to learnt via Dale Carnegie or

Dr. Crane or Norman Vincent Peale, that one of the most effective ways'
e

to begin a social relationship is to show an interest in tho other per-
,

;.Son and/Or to_find:poirething Positive to say aboUt her,or him. The

first graders' rash bland messages iuperbly signed,"Let's begin!"

Now it was my re ibility, as the other language user, to respond,

1

to their intentian'i4Adi o provide tt-:e social support necessary for

them-to floWer as peoplethrough written language. For this particu-

ler classroom of children, my amonstrationSof pextOnal acceptance and

message transmission were exceptionally important because they had not

had any school sponsored 6ppo4unities to create their can documents

and they were accustomed to being evauated on hoW closely their

products adhered to lame Predetermined standard.
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Even though all children. followed the patterns previously de-=

scribed', sane had relatively Small changes over tirre.'* Ibny :anciCindy D.
'fr

were thetWo who were the least Consistent in their willingness- to
;;

communicate with words. fronicaLly, when, the child.vIn were interviwed

to see Whom they ranked as very good writers, Cindy ID. 's and Ibnyis

hams cam up the:, st often. Both children had beautiful). penmanship

and were among the seven children on the A- Honor Roll. Their teacher

deacribed than as academic and sociatetric stars who, tended to get

everlatittn g "right"; she was amazed that they wrote shorter and often/

lest Interesting letters than Many of their classmates.
v,

or,

Der Mrs. Vargus';,'

I'm a good soccer
player I. I 'm going
to gee the Empire Strikes
Back! Love

Tony

A %*
,

0

11 9 1980.
-0-

Tarry Ct .

..yOu very much: Xou're
Well 11pre is a picture.

A ,
Love Cindy D.

A,ast letter
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Their last letterS are reproduced above to show their written language

proficiency. Tpoy were proficient by May; they also were proficient in

,FebrUary When this,experience began. ;BLit their hesitancy to use written

language; to develop a personal relationship and their apparenElliabiliWo

take riSkS, seemed to inhibit their growth as writers. The folloWing suction_

4 -

illuStratOS thepotential for growth within this context of literacy.

CINDY'S LE.M.,PS: EVOLUTION OFREC,IMERAND_TEXTUAL_INTENT

Cindy'S firSt letter

no y tl,

bear M 7
.

;Ye c. t rya y .we
b'r- 09Jr IRO e c.qc,;
pin inbde out o.-a
'rn(Aolt rao;p_Irs.5_ pai
9Pnci 7 igatOr .g balloanri
tOt.nct 16(..4 t\i-ve-,sci-,V prupp_e

shrj,:)1- wog 011.e0.111E-1Fr rev:
ohOtheig9a t' a-4u a ¢:n_vi_a_s-r-r"

-te0- Ins '1-n61)r to
N L? et p C ce

-ritwe'wiant to IVo*
tfo eat- S p.p e r mkt Tr iond .

Q........ .

Love CI ncliN

Cindy last letter

356,

a 1

Dear Mrs. Vargus ,

I like you a' 1ot.
I hope. you 'haVe 4° nice
day-

Love, Cindy ;liner

.

1980

Dear Mr. Vargus.

Yostm-dAy we went 0
BroadrippioArt
Wasreally fun. I hollight..:

a littleptn made out Of a_
roekwith:MusOrapmspainte
on 4t: anal gota_fr,,e bat-
I.Ogn;" And in' the art buiidingl

we saw a puppet show -It- was

called the Prpiceps and;the
Pea; The queen' was_tr,sting
the Otricei4 to see .1f she was
a prIndess; And dfter,that
w,;yrnt to Noble ioliAlm's to
4Wt,sppp

with
My Iriend. Kristen,

_

.(went) ith me; -

Love;
Cindy M.
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Unlike Cindy D. and Many, Cindy Pl. actively explored ways to

mean with written language.throughout this experience. Her initial and

final letters represent conventi8nal controlk atypical of ,her classmates.

However, writing only what: vile -dcluld,srepresent:oonventionally was not

her aim. Her second ft-Om/i-eighth letters became increasingly longer,
r* -

more expansive, and bt?tically Foie oamplex. In addition, her 8pell-
.

ing miscues increased.- reaped; her oonti91:6ver oonver.
-r.

._ A.
t -

v,

tiOnal ending pun increase during the ter .::.:111-r_.._.:,-,

deed, during the mio.11,-- she even omitted_ idh

usually ended her, tes ' s -troOk--;9bilv'EPCiff at .4.
'

. 5. vt-,.t , :...-.__

semantic level; s it'; 0:' 0166-- nthe4dV0,44ye and
0` .1...-!

interesting letter: Her expl'anati*-eefier trip .td. the art
- , ,- .:. '

, fair provided pertinent .detai* on that She,lid-!4_'Fbr instance,the
.: ,.

p:in'she pluxhased is described so thbroughly.that a reader has no prob7::

_4:,' -,,,

lem. picturing it. Lewi8ei'thepuppet shoW become8"real through her

. ability to share relevant ,information (i.e., titleiplotsummary)a. By

focusing on what She wants to share with the receiver, Cindy manifests ,k,

'fluency one does not-expect frdm a first'.grader.and WoitiLd,nbt have pre-

'dicted given her initial polite:letter.

Onereason that Cindy can deMbnstrate such proficient use pf

-.written language is implicit in the notion of textual intent. Textual

intent is a strategy on whidh all. language,users rely in any- meaningful

situation. indeed, only. through a desire to mean,.a wtingnes8 to
F)

create, an ability tO"chunk parts into something greater tiOn the in-

**
dividual segments, doe8 communication odcur.''That,isto sayi only ulth

,:

3 5
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language users 'assume the responsibility for meaning and intrald to

'Create a "text," i.e., a chunk which is deSigned to sign'meaning, does

.

cant Uage function as a cognitive and:commUnidative device. Cindy

thiS466r responsibility in an .atmosphere which

Ship. .E0caUse she no loner7 had to "fill in the

,_someone else Created; she had roam to experiment

to grow and'develop as a writer'

Cindy's seMantic growth was quantified by evaluating the amoulic

Of expansion within topics on a scale from 0 (for none) to 5 (for a

great deal). Her first letter rated a l (i.e., a little expansion);

encourard text own

blSnkS" of a text

with written language,

her last letter was a 5; The following chart summarizes what these

firtt graders did on the first, fifth,, and last letters in terms of ex-

pansion. and other wore traditional diKourae analysis measurements;

In all cases; regardless of the type ofmeasureqfnt this group

4 ,

Of children showed statistically significant changes over time (p < 0.0)

Harste (1980) ond6 defined textual' intent as the'process'Nm mean.via

a text; a text is characterized by contextual appropriateness, unity
.

and orchestrated cue ccikoldx6s to Sign meaning." Althop4h this glimpse

of Cindy and her olasstatea focuses on semantic intent and its mani-

festation in the dqCumentt the children created, such.a narrow defini-

tion circumvents a richer understanding of the process The -f011oWing;

conclusion attempts to tie thA various strands fogether.

CONCLUSIMIL_TVELEVOLUTION OF REGISTER

This group of firSt graders was socially *Itious and conven-

tional when we bigan to exchange letters. The tenor was formal; their

3uti



sEmwric CHANGTS

A SOME CHART OF CLASS F SCORES AND SITIFIXCE 'VIIM

&pension score*

(eased on a range of

a low Of 0 to a high

of 5.)

Nutter of propositions*

tIrcludes both mainline

and supporting

propos

.

"!"4

*A it

ti: Pt11

11,441

TIME OF LETIER

First Fifth Last F SCORE SIGNIFICANCE

1.6' .,2.6 3.3 23.463 .0090

2.8 6.2 , 7.5 12.802 .0002

2.1 3.4 6.653 .005

*All measurements have an inter-rater relphility ooefficient of .90 or higher

'JME 4

3
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AY- --
topics were limited as they W1-06-7 it initial fri y letter to me.

Even though the physical setting, social actors and stated re-

mained relatively constant during this period of corresiondence, many

pragmatic, semantic, syntactic and graphophonemic changes occurred.

These changes were reflected in the to and field of their letters.

As the children redefined the social rules concerning thiS Reticular

on-going transaction, their ordhestration of the other cue systems

changed in quantitat..ively and qualitatively different ways. When, like

4Jenny, they deciaea that exploring gays to mean was more appropriate

than controlling writing conventions, they took cognitive risks that

promoted their growth and development:as writtenlanguage users.

'Al.ps children redefined what was contextually appropriate, as

they experimented with ways to s i meaning, they simultaneously de-

.wloped their potential as writers. SUch as open-ended experience allows

Michael, Jenny, ,and Oindito create texts consistent with their level

of proficiency. It provides a supportive environment for experimenta-

tion, for hypothesis testing, for meaning.

One iMportantconsideratitn'; however, is the role of time.

Register: is not st tic; it evolves; it grows. and Changes., Its dynamic

1
transactive properties can only be observed through longitUdinal studies.

Indeed, it is only with tine that both the literary and hUman potential

of written language communication can nourish.,
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11.4 REREADING: WHAT'S IN IT FOR THE READER?

by David Whitin
Indiana University

,f,k0rOalig children Who read the same book twenty times, even though
they know the WIOrds by heart, are not avoiding more 'challenging'
material in order to avoid learning; they are still learning . . .

Children will ribt stay in any Situation in which there is nothing v
for them to learn. (Smith, 1978)

My: first grade son Brett,iage.7, had read the same stories over

and* over to me and I was convinced that he was st5,114earning. I de-

cided to. tape record his readings for several months to see if I could
0

gain An insight into this learning. All the stories he read during

this time came fram the Sounds of Language seriesco-authoredby

Bill Martin, Jr. and PeggY Brogan. The stries and poems in these books

had been read and recited to him during his first six years. These were

the stories that he knew the best and these were thaiOnes that he would u ,

firtt learn to read.

During his reading to me, Brett demonstra some of what he

was learning. He was looking at his reading as a'writer, curials about

4P-44. Y.

0

the spelling of the word "like." He was building confidence in himself

as a reader. He was also setting new challenges for himself, such as

relying more and' more on nonvisual infOrmation.' He showed he could use
.

'

graphophonemic cues to predict what might be happening in the story and

alto to confirm what he already knew was goirAg to happen. Brett also

denonst ated that he was a readea7vho had conscious control of.several
.

other reading strategies: ;(I) making sense; (2) deleting words; (3) hav-

ing a sense of the' Story schema; (4) being sensitive to the reading

context; and (5) being aware of the print format.

_ ,
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PINE TUNING READINGMDKRITING

Let us-look at his third recorded reading of Three Little Dach-
.

sunds (2/11/82) to see somOof, this learning that was taking place. The

last Iines of the story are read without a miscue: "Bowwow,=waw' say

three little dachsunds. 'Wedike surprises, and we like home.'"

a

Brett: There should be one more "1" there for "like."

Dad: There should. be; one more "1" thew for "like"?thew

Brett: Yeah, for "like," because "like" does have t "1'

Dad: Where do you thihk the othilr'"I" should go?

Brett: Right behind the othar.'"1."

Dad: Haw -do you know that?

Brett: Becauge we have "like" in our books (at school ) and it

has two "l's." A

In none of his previous readings had Brett ever mentioned the

Wbrd "like" And its appropriate spelling. However', if one looks at his

writing during this'time, he hpd obviously been experimenting much ear-

lier with its spellipg.

Date Spelling

1-31-82 LIKT (liked)

.2-14-82 LLIKT (liked)

2-21-82 LLIKT (liked)

3-7-82 LLIK (like)

3-14-82 LLIKT (liked)

3-29-82 LIKT (liked)

Fbr some people the above example Would illustrate'a negative

correlation between reading and writing. These people would argae- that

'Brett'S misspellings in his writing were now confusing him in file read4

ing. The goal of language instruction, they would contend, is the proper
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+11

164

use of convention, and his confusron over "like" ought to be remedied'

quickly by an observant teacher brandishing a.red ,Epowerver, fram

another theoretical perspective Brett is learning about language. The

only way he can learn about how language works is to use if. Just like

a scientist, he is co iducting an experiment about the word "like." As

Yetta Goodman writes:

They [the children will not,always be right in their discoveries
but they will be in:qood company. Scientists have alWays made
mistakes and learned a great deal from them: in fact, in the
scientific world, mistake making is expected.- ScientiStS generally
hypothesize something and expect that, when they test their own
hypotheses, they may often go astray.' If scientists were sure that
thus hypotheses were always right, they would not even bother

imenting in the first place. Why work on problems when you
rdy know the answers? (Goodman,. Y., 1980)

NiStakeSsare a source of information.-)if Brett only ventured into lan-V
guage territory that was known and Secure, he would nevewow as a

language- user.

Notice too that it is Brett who is conducting this experiment

It was he who decided which hypothesis to test; Brett clearly owns this

hypothesis and has invested much energy in working out this tentative

prediction. OWnership gives him resPitibility for his decisions abOut

language and implies :literacy development fitiut the inside out; A look

at his spelling of "like" over time demonstrates that h:Whypothesis;is,

by its very nature,

points to the close

tentative.,Brett's hypothesis about "like" also
J

rel&Oonthip between reading and writing. What Ae

reads and what he writes fine tune each other in a positive way. I:4s

reading and his writing Are both supplying information that is pertinent,

to his hypothesis.

366
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USING NdOiSUAL IMti*Tri
. _ . .14'.--,

Another value for reteading,-storAtes is that learned to use -
.-4 *-3- "I- , .

as little visual information'ab pees On Feb 8 he read 7hree
, %

Little Dachsunds and cormEnted at the end, "I d it as fast as I

could." He wa 40iting quite confident abouctliereading ability as he.

started, to read tge next selection, One, TWok2iree, Four. By the time

he reached "the eighth mirth of the year" he started to look up at the

ceiling and continue to read. After be finished that page I inter-

rupted him: "Wait, you're not ;coking at the book. You have tcr. look

at the:book!" But Brett'giggled a happy reply of, ."tio I don't!" When

he had iinished his reading he commented proudly, didn't look at

almost all of those words."

'Dad: But I thought you have to.'seA the mas to read.

Brett: No, Ipon't.

Dad: How do you do that?

.,Brett: I just think in my head.

Dad: Bow do you know when to turn the page?

Brett: Because I know when I say, "And he followeine hiMIRt1

then I turn the page, because I know that's tale

tence. There's* period . . . there's a periods

there's a period . . . [he points tb,the periodeilatare
the last marks on several pages].

$, Ar
By hearing and reading that story over and over again Meet was

ecreasing his dependency on visual infolhation and increasing his

store of nonvisual information.. He was °i that he could.-profitably
-of

=.

shift this ratio of visual/nonVisu.al information and Still have his read-

ing make,kense. He was turning out the lights on himeelf, knowing full .00

cr. Y

. .16111L



yocxtcliELD AS WRITER - Page 36(1'

we that his nonvisual information would not away. He recogn
o

-4
this comforting permanency of,nonvisual infOrmationion another occa-

A

sir. On March 8 as he read One, TWo, Three,-Four for the foUrth- .

time, he started out by turning his eyes away froin the text. When I

asked him, "How do you know that's what it says?" he replied with a

chuckle,,4SaMe thing as yesterday!" What a keen insight for a young

reaoier'to make: the nonvisual information you used yesterday will be

with you today and tomorrow.

m

Setting New Challenges

. To those that Would argue that Brett does not learn anything-
,

by rereading stories; here is clear evidence that he does. By'relying

on. less visual information, Brett is becoming Ncre fluent reader. AS

he pcc-asionally looks down on the page,he is skimming to find what he

needs; Brett is not bored with reireading this story, but, it the con'
,.4==

trary,,is so interested that he, is setting new Challenges for himself.

In fact he iS_setting a challenge far more difficult than'any
1.

tine adult could have Created. may not be until i4ey know_juat

about everytword7in a book that they can get on with some of the More

complex aspects of reading, such,as testing hypotheses about meaning and

ielning,to use as little visual information as possible" (Smith, 1978).

By hearing him read to me over and over again, I too was helping

Brett grow as 1 reader. 'my presendrenabled him to try out a new

challenge,cto rely etss on visual infOrmatiton. Be was stretching himr

1.
. self as a language user, going beyond where he had been as he increased

thiS nonvisual /visual ratio of information. The new emerging capability

36(3
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wa. for him, what Vygotsky called, a zone of proximal'develop=-

pent. It occurred because he-was interacting with me and would later

become part of his independent developmental a6hievement (Vygotsky,

It is also important to note that it is Brett who is making
a.

Brett a fluent reader. Nb one else can dci that. Mier cannot be

taught. By attending to thoselparts of the text that contain only the

- information he need4 he is learning to read faster and to rely on

minimum'visual clues; Fluency dbueS through reading a lot. "Children

learn about:reading as long as they read, but
,

they can never learn to,

read by not readtng" (Smith, 1978). Fpency is largely a matter-of

experience. Ihe more Brett reads, and indeed tihe;more he rereads,

the more fluent 'a reader he will bedome.

00

Building COnfidence as a Reader .

I
After Brett hadread One, T.41 FOUrty turning his eyes,

awaAfrom the page.he'next Started to read a poem that had frustrated

%.4_ 1 - _

him just five days earlier, Round Is a Pancake. Let us look at his two

.. previous readings of thiS_pqeM. The mast difficult phrase for himyas
4

" Pound is my grndpa." On February 9 he rea&"Rilund is my grand=

father" and then paused for nine seconds before reading on. On Tebrii=.'

ary 13 he read "Round is my grand7 great" and this conversation

ensued:

Brett: I can't read. I'don'txant tq read it.(\

.

.-!5

pad: What,imakes sense there?

3GJ
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Brett: I don 't-k.
long pause

(in an irritated voice ; . then a
I can't do that, Daddy! ,

Dad: skip that pait.and read the rest.

Brett: Can't We wrestle instead?

He refused to read any further. Now on February l8, after proudly read-
.

ing One,___Woc Thr6a, *bur with few visual clues, he turned to Fbund Is

a_Rancake and read: "Round is my grand ; : . father" for Rounds my
'a

,
grandpa. Here again there was a long pause but he did continue on. He

fdlt the word still wasn't "grandfather" but he also knea`what he read

made sense, so he went on. "Grandpa" is not a familiar word for Brett;

he is used to saying loppy," "Grandad" and "grandfather" when talking
P .

about that particular grandparent. As we look at the next three read-

ings of this' poem,'Brett read "grandfather" in a.less hesitant, more

assures Fenner. Never again did he refuse to read this poem, even

I think part of the;though he oontinued,to make, the same :111.S

. ,
/ answer lies iwthe oonfiden that Brett' gained as a reader .who was

be

g to use less and less Sual inflation. For this poem he

less concerned with the "- exact" word: and more concerned 1with

what made sense. This is the mar- k of a fluent rear r. Brett could

never have gained" this fluency if he had not viewed himself as a comr

-7,-4petent reader.

4.1Sing PhoniCS tp GbnfirM

1

Brett-As aldb gaining al important insight about phonics as he

rereads. Brett is now using phonics confirm what he already knows;

it becomed one of the many strategies orchestra meaning and doed

370
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Bather, the use Of, phonic rules ts7kes a supgaaMentarrand sub-

ordinate place normal, meaningftl reading4-Am5urring so rarely
and effortlesfy that the readdi is notusually aware of the

strategies employed Phonies -s functtign almost as-a
Sentinel: the 57 cannot decipher worai . their ,own, but

Ailey will protest the reader against making ssible hypotheses.

1M-knith, 1978)

I 4

None of the raittues Brett made in Ore, Zoo, Three, Four are "im-

-potSible hypotheses." Nis corrected and uncorrectedViscues make sense.

Look at his selected miscues for aDicals in Table 1. The animals that

Table 1. Selected

Date,

-scues freer One,

2/1/82 Chidkens
squirrels
duCkt
Chiprunkt

2/11/82 dUCkS

Two, Three,.Fbur

/ Miscue

2/18/82 kittens
dickens
duCks
chipmunkS

2/21/82 *hie-kens
chipmunks

3/8/82

hens
chiprfunks
swans
thikmunks'

kittens
tur
swans.,

1. s, 2. squirrels

hens

...the. jays 1, blu, ;blue, 3

dudkg'.- swans

ilrett.'4.3seS miscues"do appear. the story, with the.eception-of

bens, All his miscues axe synta6tipaliy and'semantiaally4cceptable,

The large illustrations that accompanythe text- provide ik rtgat

fonm ofredundancy. In, fact, on ithrruary 18, sp Brett mad this 'ffiiscUe:
'
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..)

"1 lotrid- four speckled chick,ens,". I re and oputre.ntOld

lcok like turieys to ire!" The'.-.ifiutf.rations provide° ap'add'itional_ ctle

helpinT.to make Brett's oonfirmations more appbopriate. Bifbereading

these stories Brett is learning to use phonics as 'a 'strategy that helps
,

him oonfirmlftat he knew Ts carri,'. It is through this rereading that

,Balete.gives himself his awn phoniet les9Onsraild learns to /use this.

thptlY
A

'!rgad rather

.arl_ordhgsleted, watheV than isolated, fast` iOn :'At Frank
4

bzmarks: "dhildreprmasteE phonics as a ret-Uit Of learning to
0w

- 0
than as-,a prerequisite for rdading" (Smith, 1978).

,
.0 r"

" Other Key Strategies

After havi observedlirett rereME these stories,
4

I then gave.

him another. predictable story that was unfamdliar to him and asked.him

to read-it algid. //hat reading strategies would he eMploy with-this

new material? Let us see.

I handed Brett It Didn't Frighten Me (Goss & Harste, i981).,
4 1

turned to the first page and within tmi secones retponded, "I can't!"
. 5

read this, Dad:" Yet no sooner. than these words escapadrhis lips he

0

was looking, at. the words and mumbling tct himself (when I heard all

mudding

rpiscues) .

as he can

naking s

I realizedlhat what he eventuallyreads aloud are not
st-

t
In a sense Brett is pretendinhis way to literacy; so long

ak

he can do it, then he can start running some risks and

of the text. When he reached the third line of the text

with the phrase "right after Mom turned off the light" he had some dif-
-

ficulty. Different .reading strategies evolved during the coniofersaticn
I

that foLlOue-sav

3
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Brett: , lhati doesn .
reati this.

:Page 365-,

a.

"Richard afte Morn."

ou're doing fine.

Brett: I don't want to do it. It's a hard one

Just keerOtgoilig Wand do thi best ,yoti can-

tett: "Richard after Mom turn that,
I don't want to read ...it....,?nktited

Just keep going and lit you
.Brett:.It doesn't ..make sense '

:-

Dad: Eto the hest you can.

Brett: (a long pause) . . "Richhrd after Mom turned c4f the
light" doesn't make sense. 'Rao peciple 't";tiirn
the. light.

Dad: Keep going.
'

tt: (a Thing pause) . . "One pitch, black; very dark ni9ht,
ringed, off Man turned_ off the light"--it dcesn',Z malze
sense. -

ti.knake sense.

Dad:

.. 9

-reading end__ 'think 1,t 'will make .sense when, yo10
sli the story;

sr . . -4-.

-.

igett: ipti c6uldn't -take that away. (he points to the ward
"right") . Can Ida it ovetr.2.5,

(It

Sure. 4,z, .a.

.03

Biett: "Oneoritcla black, very dark night, right after Morn
turned off the light wit; "

Whci this conversation illustrates is the incortantce of reading on.
. ,

Firms Brett mad Richard after Mom,' using the in4tia1 word :segment

of "right". to rreke his prediction: Her he tler s gz'aphoptionemic cues

,,as part of a predicting strategy He then readS .1,'Hichard after Mom -'

turned," and then "Ri.chard after Mani turned aff the light." Sac.h tine

ng more and more text; each tine he' W a 13 willing to tolerates
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this "n640054,

nore he 'read

He now_knows

a little bit
ahead, the mare

that iwo people
.

"Richard" in favOr, of NMomi."

longer. The longer, he olerated it and the

information he recelyeklit Petex:t--
,

can't turn off the t am' SO\ &MS*

-This conversation also- atm:citrates that
. ,

Brett haS bonscio*.control of two %her intportant,-reading strategies:

making sense of theaRtory and deleting words that b not ma* sense

.

He realizes. at if be omits "right" the text. will' make nore:sensp.

As soon' as' he .employs that strategy he is able titx self -torrecr

mi.scues. s? p
s IP 64

..*There' are ottlsr observations to ntke aboit thipfiirst reading. 4

.
.

Brett* makes omisions letdr, on in th4story than , he cries a the
".,

beginninl. As Br''etit, becane more familiar with - the repetitin nature
A4174.

CI the stctry, he became less tied doWn;to

enpoUragfild him. to' read ahead,. causing omiossonsitut iniipasing find.
a--It is the omissions that inchlate that 13:tett is relying mpre and =ire

an non-visual information. He is alr&aclys,Alergling"les to the rePe-

titian; as evidenced by

window only to see" and

the omissions 'up trge" and -"otit of my ,

MOM to the,ovariations within this structure,

namely who is the n't. inhabitant of the treetop.

There are many long pauses m this firstlt-ending. As Brett
:aft

paused, he would 4.oOk to the pidture on the facing page to gain addi-
. -

tional. information; 3his miscue "rhinosaur" is 'a good example of hoW

Brett used this .picture (he had commented, "What do you call those'N. )

along.vrith mini-mum phonetic cities and; information about animals to

orchestrate this new words Since the horns in the picture are very

374
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A

similar to those of a stegboruittir a siyro9osaypis; two dinosaurs that
' I

Pie 367

firett has heard aboirt, his re is quite appropriatliC. -.H- thereby

extvil) 'caift.17,91, of hi t ceding`

edge. Br hadrielso :encounter pink dinosaur earlier in the story.
.

He reasoned that if there wasorie ancient lizard up in treetops, there

'just might be two.
!it

TWo weeks later Brett read this dame. story' to rte.. After he

drawing his present worldupon Xnaolit

read.the page with the pink dinosaur gan to twin:his eyes' away
o .

from the page. 1 was not surprised.for even in ,his first reading.

he was relying less *Id less on visual infornetion as fib read further

along; At this .port in his second reading.I interrupted -'

Dad: hat are you 4.13DIng?

Brett: I'm not looking%

FILe wIrds

atEt: But I carb,
and the w:-,tr.

I'don't-seeDad;

Brett:

(pointing to the bmk) .

ere (pointing to the ceiling)

ire dup there..

then. 0,,

You don't? There must be
your eyesight!.

scth a
g wrong with

Brett, *-43Viously enjoying the opportunity to tub his eyes from

.1)

the

page.'iy*-would oft&I take a peek to see who was the nett -Visitor in the

_ .

trees, but then Would turn away again. At the conclusion bf this

second reading

Dad:

Brett:

I asked him Tore about his n reading strategy:

Why do you look up at ceilin

It's fun. I just know e.pi
night" and the rest of ;it.

Dad: Do you ever look at the c:eiling-

'373
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-you-read at,, school?
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Brett:

yle

No! You're supposed to look at all .6%6w°
Mrs. May doesn't like that!

Does looking away help you in any way?

Brett: tt helps me tell my stories better. Tell
read 'em..

not

Dad: n How would yOu tell someone else how to do thiwtrick'
::! of yours?

Brett: Remember. Just'xismettiber.

By increasing :his store of noilviSUiI information:. Brett realizes he can

tell his story better. ' This is `his taw cirory schema. Even though

. A

he tarn S hiS.eyes from the page, he knows furio a parts of that story ,

fit then,' Brett is also aw that ,different reading Strategies To:

i.

are7-appropriate for different contexts. He pays More attention to the

eYs

words school than at home. Thus, the miscue that Brett makes as a
-

are greatlyjnfluence& to whom he reads,

ing conscious o. tienanY!encounter he has had with

fact that lye emplcitys,..different reaclitig stra = g s'claeepding on the
'

cohteYct:44.4keen insight for a.youn94ea e . words are the main con

sideratibirt school but a sense Of story the main focus at home.

A week, later Brett demonstrated thee reading strategy. when

e encountered some small print in What B : "A grasshopper is

bigger than a ladybug.

"A ladybug I
thii'J
1,ZhOCC:

Co .

After reading_theword."Iadybug'",,he gnored the small print and tutuedo.
p

:he .s.hit".-t heW .4-415 4 tur4 bad._and sead
iF -

lk

3 76
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V4IF
ze.

5 '

the small words.

Da k- Why did you turn the page. at first and not= read thoge
small words?

Brett: I thought that was just about, the author. It was so

small.
to

Why did you' thirik -that?

Brett: Because usually author N i t i r p b axe small . I ' 11 Show

you (he, flips, back to One', _.936o, Three, Four to show me
tie" small pript of the author bdIkatb the title)

vo,

Dad; H9w-did y01.1 kncw ,these words weren't' author wbrds?
.

Brett: Beaauge I riiad, "That's the biggest thitr .14 I know,"
and then I have "Is the smal, lest thing I knpuli " , SO

I ;just did it.-
.

He is learning about the uses of seal]. pzi.nt and denEastf!Ating quite a

-.',,
lo

.

knowledge of print formlting: Knairing Where': Certain infOrmation res

in the _text is an importcint:reading' strategy. Autet.s ' nairte ate
. .

indeed written smillleri4than the i-eSti'ol tie! 'Reading Oa

kense so :'Brett return ed'tO 'self-correOt his trios

,

.11;4his instance sm-0.1 print was not confusing him, but was prwlding

...other'opporturlity to test out an hypothesis about how Ian-

- 1,

guage wo

Variations with i*int ejcpA.thertreaning potential of.lapguage.

s.

Such an' idea is not anew one: f4:43rett, i he has always e

rented this pot ntaa1. in hiS writing. Some words aaNkwritten
.

ss a holiday wish and are included within .a_ piece" of art.large- to

On

/*we

Was the order in which thew)

ion he drew a pergon shouting the'orde '`must cross

very carefully wrote that command bac!cwd?&., since that(

3-7 7

of hiss 1T61114. At another

go r
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ir
'YI. I.

'..

time Brett drew himself. and his brother enjoying blueberry pie; with one
'.'-.

. .

saying "yuMmy" flontwards and the other saying it backwards (see-figure'.
. . ,

2).1 Brettjs'not.suffering from dyslexia or some other "visual percepA

tion" problemvas some might imagine. Instead be is testing again the

. .

full -La%ng Of Potential meaningstbat exist in print variations.- If he
_.1-;,-;,: ,_ ,

, t , 4,

iS,RxperiMenting with tOks print potential in his bWn writing, ,it ia"
--.0,...A,0_ ai i..

_.

;!, -4,..- .

only natural for him to see an equal amount of inventiveness in his own,, -
. 40,4o. -.,-

reading
..-:.:A..

- ,`, i

ias -'1!-,!. ,, :

.

r

F4gui-,?. 44,1hinterrupted Writing -7Arett Mgc4
r . 44..

.. :
, _ ,

,'4

HiS qui-rent Reading iagl

Mott show4,,consbiLsontrol of several reading sttategies.

Fir8t,- he knows reading must make sense. Sec

make sense, he will either read on oedelete so rds Third,- he

knows that his knowledge of the story grammar helps him to tell his

.story better; His.fourth'strategv is an awareness of print format

Ing and where certain information. resides in the text. Brett also

employs ih fifth strategy of pragmatics realizing that the oonteXt of

376



aides toenploy.
*-4 -4 kir t:t"

ies trismbriEttfated as a matt r,
s

one might be view any ire .as a profitable expvienoe.
,

IF

This would be a d misleading ooncluSiOn:. Rereading istipaRrth-

while only when it~- ks:dnitiated the chi3.db Fbr the parent or the

teackikr to-. cieCiti what material will be reread would be to rob the

child of his ownership in this language experience. No matter hoW

well intentioned the adult might be when he/she sets the focus, the

child is Stripped of his responsibility as a 'reader. Now he is rear -ice

for the adult, not for himself. Wh4tipptivation is there 'for a .7.
91

child to Set new challenges andstretth himself as language user t°

igie'cbesn't ;rant to read that story, in the first place?' breading
Oas a profitable experience for Brett because he .decided which stories

to reread and how_Aciftien he wuld reread them. ,The controli'was

and there it must gain

'sr

t
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6

THE LINGUI Ie. HOUSE THAT JACK MAKE*

by Phyllis Whitin,
Indiana University

Vhile playing nake-believe, Brett,

had to "die a terribie death."

told Chris, age 3, he

David, age 6,3udienly inquired at the dinner talrae, "What cites

bleak' mean?"

Rebecca, 26 nonths, arranged Legos in dithea, muttering, "Mark

.i.,_

.

it with 'a 'B'; put it in the oven fqr Baby and-me!"
4 itil s

Often adults hearing.scaething a child says and remark, "Nord

,'*'\
where did s/he get that idea?" In the* examples-we know: from literature.

.,.-

This paper investigates thePpartliiterature can play in the lan-

, i -.,. '...' 4 ,

age data pool (Harste., Burke, WOodWare, 1981). These children h
4

storie$ read ud, they chan4f4rOted poems; acted Out dories
._

*-

ii

'and played gagekyith Pdecespf language from litbra-
- *

,lbare. MD4'8t. Of the foil` "occurred .in a naturlt hone setting

in a fte=plapViltu4t. '''Itile adults, are, ,observers, trying to get
. ,

. 1
a peephole into tne I have chosen to present-four ways

that Young language users ex0nd their exposure to chit

i . ,

,

-4c

eratur. These ate: using a:learned phrase in a new contekt of situa-4

*on,-&-ailkorming and kers:mailing a language pattern, investigating
A
4.

semantics, and-readiiv as a private act; 00
1,

A 4T

ti PHANSE IN iitt P314-rExrio.fir.:

s Iit0

v*.
w:eait .nurnherrti 3 qhifar

Into A.
gpx14.41e a 16311,i,
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context. in the abd4b'stOry, Brett had Uen intrigued by the line,

("They came with Valiant dreams and hearts"

like angry hands, Maid them' fast and

than and could -,not

( Hyman 1977)

and had he

home: tee

of fire, bt.*

remained caught in

themselves, an ey died a "terriblegia4th"

tt had received .the book fOr his fourth birthday,

atedly. Nalmr he and iris were playing on the small

taking turns falling off and feigning injury or

Brffitt drew upon the dramatia phrase to make the game all the

41.11ire ;vivid. Was this book to "difficultto comprehend" for a' 5-Year

old child? tit must examine more closely what we mean by "comprehend-

ing." Brett clearly degonatrated his comptehension by his action.

. Brett' s personal experience With Sleeping BeaUty enabled him to approach

.11k-

a play situation in a new, -Creative way. He as an knclividuar was
*t,

changed by his involvelitient with the-story. Another rchildibr adult woul'
. r s

have been involved in a different way. With Brett, as withr any' Iangua

user, texts is a personal event (osenblatt, 1978) . I .am not

that all Brett's exposure was to such sophisticated literature, or even

that only elevated 1anc iage co i4 him grow. The important point

here is that he was exposed to a variety of literature.

Just. a few "months earlier Brett used nursery rhymes and poems

so oftan read to fit a new situation At the 1

grinning broadly, "Well; I licked that platter clean

Bie also- drew upon the following favorita:

If aJ. the seas were one sea
Vtrat- a 'great sea that would be!

all the treed were one tree,;
great tree that would be!

le 'he ann ounced,



And if all the gice,s.4ere one ax,
What a great a* that
And if all the me-ii w 6,
44at a great man he, vithtt Aar

An if the great'man took the
And C down great tree,
mci let it the great sea,
V4iat a spl. 4(ash that, would be!

I was upstairs staining a clo,t=dpor. As I rose, I knocked over.the

gallon container. Stain poured on the floor, 'seeped through the cracks

il%in the floor, onto the beans, kitchen ta , and new slat floor below.

I began mopping wildly,. cafkii* for my husband to save what" he could
. ,

downegtis. Brett stOo dr a few feet away 'from his father and quietly40 (
,

t.)

-- ' 1. ,

remarked, "What a splish Ordth 'that would bei::"
.... L

'Theopening story of Rebecca and tte Lagos ("Mark it vrih a 'B'
. .

. . ) is arxither example of a language phrase used in a new context.

Izebgoca-is usin4 a uthyme-provided by t -.in a play situation
/ se

I

/

to "digest"' a a.anguag0 pattekn. It is thioldult :tontributiori that

enables her to reach o,tit be d herself, setting new limits in her

gravel as a Iatigyage usPer. Th is a 'Crucial s,,te.1- in her deVeloprrent'

of abstract thought. Now Rellii4ca is using thelverse alt a set of ruies.
v4,

for°'her imaginary play, subordinating herself to her self-set bour4-°...-
:.-

d=r=ies: .,Here is imaginary action which is .defiried by her memory of the

boeln. ?Ste has set up a Situation that enables her to practice forming ;..,
6

Her play, -thus extends her conceptual

-4k (vycutskyl, 1978) .

7RANSFIRRMING A LANGUAaiPATIEEN'

At other tilnes children ;locus on syptactical stnzctttre . They

transform, a language pattern . frein a familiar story into their.very own

,
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structural innovation. In such settings young language users go'be-

yond quoting a Sentence-or phrase in a new context. They'act upon the
qt,

underlyingIntax of the piece of langpage, stripping away the original.

meaning, and rebuilding it with their personal meaning::

When Ian Thumb is in the sttpach of the cow (Martin, 1972), he

calls out, "NO miote hay, please! There's' enough down here!" After many

readings children love to in on'the phrase. After having heard the

story repeatedly since inf s age 3.6, entered the hoilse one

cold No crying; "NO more colci Please!

enou 4 down
R

Ir. 1,;
FE 'a-_age oved The Three Dilly. Oats Gruff Mai-tiny

1972) . Itpwas family tion to "trip, trap, trip, trap" over any

a;

bridge, balance' beam, Washing her hands for lunch one day,

.
-

Rebecca no iced the waEei'dripping. Mimicking our intonation frgth The

Three billy_COatsL-Gruffi4she caSed, "Drip, drop, drip, drogl.",

A-few months' later, at: 3, Rebecca was helping to unpack they

- Week's groceries; Suddenly she reached into the bag, calling "Hot dog,-

where have you been?" a structure she saw demonstrated in

"PuStV6a , pusSycat, where have you been?" (44.!,,xtiri, 1972) .

Devitt 6, chose another poem from the family repertoire to

transform Henry Wadsworth Longfeliow'S poem "The Arrow and the Song"

As he played w th a makeshift bow and arrow in his favorite pine tree

he declared wi obvidus pomp, "I shot an arrow from thetkee. It

fell to.earth I ow not where." )

-

a spy:



The-Little Engine that Gould (Piper, 1961)

in our- house. The train carried intrigeing cargo:. ft.

pit. uLe piazzleg, books . . big golden oranges, red,cheeked a

bottlesqof creamy milk . . ." 'but the Big Strong Engire boasted

carried. ". . . big-friechineS [that] print books and newspapers for grown--

is a wall-read story.

;ape to rad!"
collected/

lingtaiSti

readied for the toy

Brett, age 4), played Santa and the elf. HO

his game; teen began paralleling his stored
a

isok4p,ives, awles, milk . . ." and, as he

". . . teIephones,for grownups to use .

TheSe-trartsfdrinations are rroli6- than "cute." TheSe children are !

Shading us they recognize the ;Unique

tire. B m=anipulating bits' of written 1.04-.111tjeop their OWI'l 'W110%13105

f

they' are 'internalizing the relationshipsOF en oral conventions and

written ones, rn each irtanceitley selec t a. foes, b only a

havin4 been given, the-121.1'.compleicity of iliraallkii6frclri Which to 'dodge.

., .

INVESTIGATING tstr,i.gERNS :1*__
., si ` _.6 4 .

A third aspect of which ciiilidren, spontislir iniies-
,

tic ate sematytics. They focus nean2ng of individual words]

ion.

1945) to Brett. when lite was 3,
.

,wh± -,r;uiive intrigued Brett:

Underl lain, over himr or1 a1].' four sides of h
an enornous world of garbage and trash and smelt:
messy spot to 'be in. He had egg. on- his trouseis,

a vi.v.Y.04;;S$ee frirp'tat:ook.
.

:

q. :

.,4%.

Just
a.

his cap,- gravy on his shirt; orange 'pulp in hiS eae,;ind banana
peel wrapped around his waist.
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About a week after we finished the boo* forthe third time,' Brett made

a "junkpile!' with hia sister. Suddenly he announced: "I have orange'

pulp in my ear." The remark faded into= the on-going piay, but that

evening he brought upmthe subject directly to. me. "I'd like to act out

Stuart," he told me. "my orange super6611 could be orange.pulp. What

ia orange pulp?"

This latest language discovery intrigue him. Presented with

a whole, Brett selected a small part to learn about. His known vocabu=

lary inclnaPd "orange section" or "orange juice" but not "orange pulp."

He decided he was ready for more information.

Rebecca,rat age 2.6, phose to explore the ide4 of multiple mean=

ings. TAb regularly read and acted out Caps for Sale (Martin, 1970). A

favorite line was the peddler's call: "Caps! Caps for gale! Fifty,

cents a cap!" One day as Rebecca matched a oollectionSf lids to their

corresponding jars, she suddenly called out, "Caps for salei Fifty

oentsa cap!" She selected a jar cap from the pile and field it up for

all.to see.

David's question, '11eiftlat does 'bleak' mean?" come,out of the blue

dhe evening: We had recited the poem "Antonio" by Laura E; Richards for-

months. A few lines: "Oh, nonio, Antonio / You're far too bleak and

bonio: .'..And my only wish / For you singular fish / Is that you would soon

be gonio;"' How long David had,contemplabeththe lire before he asked his
.

question we don't know; Interestingly, he didn't ask About "bonio".

or "gonio": he obviously understood those words were_poetiC variations

of words he knew.
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-
When Chris was 3i#, he'broUght Over a c011ectiOn of fairy tales

to our house. "You'have to read this one!" he exclaimed. "We read'it

last night!"

HIS selection was "The Glass Hilr(Ashdorrisew& Moe, 1920, a

tale complete with knights, prii7cesses; and magic coats of mail. Chris

was entranced. After we read it, Chris begged Rebecca, 2.6, to act out

the story with hin. He sat on the rocking horse, "T am the knight; you

are the princess." Jumping down from the horse, Chris dashed to the

coat rack to retrieve his jacket. "his is my coat of mail," he an-

nounced. Rebecca parroted dutiftilly that yes, that was his "coat of

mail" for a portion of the play. After a few references, however, the

term deteriorated to :jacket" for Rebecca, although Chris consistently

called it proudly "my. mat of mail."

This is a significant language story. In it we see haw Chris

made the story his on his min terms; taking bwnership of the 'text and

his own learning (Harste; Burkeijibodward, 1981). Chris had "lived

through" the story in the aesthetic sense (Rosenblatt, 1978). He re-

sponded to the poetry of the story language; his;reaction to phrasing

and melody was coMbined with his reaction to the story line. Rebecca,

on the other hand, did not respond in this same aesthetic way.: Her

response is different, on her own terms. Whle their:ages were differ-

ent, :each abstracted out of this experience those demonstrations for

wbich they uere ready.

Cme might surmise that "vocabulary" can only truly be learned

frdm an aesthetic experience. Word lists obvioutly present drawbacks,

3 8 6'
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yet even "vocabulary in context" ladks a vital component for true

'learning. A language learner must exgerience a word, "live through"'

its setting. 'When Brett, age 4.6, a ks 'What does 'died dawn to a

whisper'_ man?" (Hyman, 1977) while tip; dinner, he is mulling over

a cognitieemative eXperience--and he haS learned.'

READING AS A(PRIVATE ACT

The fallowing set of obServationt illuSttatet how widely varied

responses can be drawn from a common liperary experience: "What is

Pink?" by Christina G. RosSetti (in Martin, 1970). Our family has read,

recited- and transformed this poem a multitude of times. The poem

reads:

What is pink? A rase is pink by the fountain's brink.
What i8 red? A poppy's rod inits barley bed.
What is white? A swan is white sailing in the light:
What i8 blue? The sky is blue ,where the clouds float thra'.
What is yellow? Pears are yellow, rich and ripe and mellow;
What is green?..-ghe grass is green with small flowers between.
What is violet? Clouds are violet in the summer twilight;
What is_ orange? Why an orange; just an orange!

Brett, 5, had been writing ttories with invented spelling for

three months when he decided to write "poems." He knew 'What is Pink?"

by heart, had recited it alone; with a partner'as'a call - response; and

hadtranSformed lines from it orally ("What is pink? Main's earring's

pink"). In his early experience writing he often had trouble L nen-

bering what he had written, but when writing a poem he already knew,

this trouble was alleviated. Always kncWing what he was going to say,

he could attend to other aspects of the written-word. Halfway down the

page Brett stopped and said, "There are a lot of 'whats'.'1 He' saw the

4
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poem in a new way when he wrote it down. His eye was seeing and his hand

was feeling the repetition of the sound he'd heard so long. Sometimes

in writing Brett did lose his place nd repeat letters; but he cot-

pleted the poem in two sitttlgs.' The insert below compares the original

-poem to Brett's written poem and his reading of his writin-4t

A Sample Portion of Original Poem:

What is yellow? Pears are yellow, rich and ripe'and mellow

A SamplePortion of Brett's Writing and Reading of His Poem:

)
/

"What is yellow a lemon rich and ripe and mellow:"

(
Intexestingly, Brett risks transforming "pear" to "lemon. His linguiA7

.tic store provides him a comfort zone (1arste,'Burke, Woodward, 1981)

from which he sets off to orchestrate and discover more of written lan-

guage.

A few.weeks later bavid, age 6.6, also began to write a poetry

book. He worked for several nights retbording poems, including, of

course, "What is Pink?"

One evening David c411ed "Dad, how op you spell what, 'W-H-A-
,

4

"Yes, that's riyhL."
. -

"It looks like 'WAT'" he said.

By writing'down the wordshe had the oppoi.uuity to define for

himseif sound/symbol relationships in the English language. ln reao&g
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what he had written, David orchestrates this knowledge lAthvisualin-
.

formation he already possessed. By shifting stances from writer to

reader, David hadLdiscovered a vehicle by which he can 'triangulate' his '

kndwing (Harste, Burke, Woodward, this volume);

Six weeks later Rebecca, age 2.6, who could also Chant many of-
.

J
the lines of the poem,. hunted for wild strawberries with me. I found

one exclaimed brightly, "This one's ripe!" Rebecca's,guick

"Rich and ripe!"

A month passed; Rebecca rode: in the backpack as her broth-01S

and I walked the half mile to the beach. As 14e;TAialkedo I entertained

.the boys with a staryi oblivious to Rebecca. When I mentioned a man
?

who was "very rich," I heard a little voice. pipe up, "Wat he tellOW?"

Remarkable as these stories are, we came to a -Sobering thought.

Experience came first: experience with the full complexity of good lit-

erature. Perhaps Brett at 4;6 expressed it most poignantly. A young

friend brought a typical contr011ed vocabularY book intended for be-

ginning readers to our house. After hearing it once Brett declared,

-"I don't like that one. It sounds like a schoolbook." Language can

be so much mor-

Significantly, thew-language stories demonstrate that reading
.v.

.s its own experitnce, and that our experiencers during reading

affect and enrich the experiences we have with our world. This As-
.).

.;7

oavery counters the notion that whole world experiences must precede

reading experiences,if these are to be valuable. That the psycho-,

linguistic and sOciolinguistic benefits of literady are being

if
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experienced as children read, or'have read to them, books, and later,

more richly explore and enjoy their world, is,'itseems to me,What

written language liter is all about;
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5. 0 TAXONOMIES: STORY COMPOSITION IN READING AND WRITING

Included in this sectibn are the taxonomies we developed for
.

ing the surface' texts childrenscreated during story dictation, read-

ing, and rereading. The communication decision and propositional ana1y7

sis procedures desdribed in_these taxonomies were also used to study

Children's Written stories and letters.' The taxi we used to study

chldren's reading Of environmental print is included in our earlier

volume flarste, WOOdWard, 1981).

Various graduate Students at our stitution have extended, re-.

fined, and itnproved our taxonomic work. Margaret Atwell (1981) refined

.oure local an$ global cohesive mapping procedures in a study of proficient

and less proficient adult writers. Linda Crafton (1981) refined and ex="

tended the taxonomic categories dealing With meaning maintenance and

meaning generation within and across language events in a study of 4th

grade and lith grade students reading related concept materials. Stephen

4

Kucer (1982) deVelbod a reader - lased as opposed to text=based procedbre

for studying text Coherence. His.work solves many of the prObleMe we

see with our current semantic mapping. procedures. Karen Feathers (in

process) has_ developed a procedure for studying t:1 cohesive harmony of

a Surface text using the propositjxinal.kext. base. Nanci Vargue (1982)

has developed and refined procedures for mapping Changes in register as

a function of involvement over time. Chrystine ouffler (in:process)
4fr

haS refined and extended our taxonomies for studying pSyChOlingUiStic

and sociolinguistic strategies in spelling. Katherine BUSch (in process)

is developing a taxonomy for studying semantic neNatiationS in writing
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.... i using ttor s,written by 2nd and 4th grade stOde0.6S. Jetta Tarr (in
. _ .

.,
\..._

.

prioloCess) .'isnepping childre0 : ctaricieS 4br ptiti in a variety of
,

'Si onal,Contekts in an attempt to beter uhrstand the anticipatory

schema children bring with thevtoleading and writing. Marjorie Siegel
, 7 t

Oil process) is stud;Ap4_the PSycholinguistic and sociolinguistic,

a

4.

processes involved in reading comprehension in classrooms using a'Seti=

otic perspective as 'the sis for organizing her ethnographic obserVa-
\

tions. Mary Hill, who used her and our work to develop a theoretIcally

I_ v
based instructional program r,flor parents (1980), is currently develop-.

ing procedures for mapping the soil interactions, and transactions in-

volved in child-to-child literacy 'learning settings. Heidie Mills (1980),

Karen Feathers (1982), and others whose work is in progress, have

attempted to adapt and modify some of the analysis procedures for

by teachers wishing bo implement a iprtch to reading and

writing.

use

4

.-1:7,ejleveloped Our taxonomies as heuristic devices to explore our

and our informants' thiriking. We share these talloncelies in hopes that

_
...

they-Setkre-a-s-Tiiiil-ar andreference our students'

work should others wish. to continue explorations in these areas.i

t aq-=;_ ;.,
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5.1:1 *MOW: LANGUAGE EXPO STORY - DICTATION

-1.0 WRITER COMMUNICATION DECISION

Des6ri8es the relationship between the. researc=her's request to dic-
tate a story and the Child's Choice Of communication response.

.1 Attempts to Invalidate Contract
7, .2 Pseudb-Engagement.

.3 Negotiates Communication Cbntract.

.4 Renegotiates'ContractuaIAgreememt (From 1;6 to 1.1, 1:2, 1.3)

.5 Mixed Communication Decision (From.I.1, 1.2, or 1.3 to 1.6)

.6 Maintains Communication Contract

2.0 ENGAGEMENT (Cbde when CL is .5 or .6)

Describes the conditions leading to the' child's participatioki ix
contract. 0

.1 Freely Engages in Contract
;2 Engages With 1,,.-ompting

3;0 OBJECT SELECTIONkAND NEGOTIATION (Oade when Cl is .5 Or .6)

Identifies not only which, but how objects were used by child
in story composition;

;01 Block,r .09 Nbney .1 'Negotiated,

'.02 Boy ;10 Nut .2 Not Negotiated
;03 Candle .11 Pine Cone A NO Explicit Text Tie
;04 Car - ;12 Rock
.05 Clothes Pit .13 Spoon
;06 Cotton Bail : ;14 String

- .07 Eraser. .15 Suitcase
.08 Rey .lythirribIe.

<- , .

4.0 TEXTINCLUTICN (Code when Cl is Or .6)
.

IdentifieS'the perspective from which the text as an-object can be
logically understood. .

.1, Monclogical

.2 Dialogicai = Objects

.3 Dialogical - POsear6her

.4 Mixed
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5;0 TEXT/OONTEXT RELATIONS!. whentCl is .5 or .6)

Describes the structural eaturesOf the text in relatiOnghip to
the function when such features' serves the author.

4

Inventorying naming objects in situation cOnt*t.
;2 Inventorying of author's actions in relatiorighigtb the

objects in ituational context.
:3 Description - modifying object beyond.situational .context-

.

.4 Description explicating interactions with objects-beyond
situational context.

. 5 atxtrIAT Features - Efferent;

.6 Textrlai Peatures'- aesthetic.

6.0 TEXT TE 0 TION,... (Code ci is ;5 or ;6)
,,,i

k"; ;.f
.

..
. .. ...;

.. .
Describes the coAditions leading to the child'stermination of
the task. 1

._

.1 Contextually Signalked by Researcher

. 2 .COntextually Signalled by Setting ..-

.3 Child,=DeberMined.

7.0 AbioosinaNAL STRUCTURE (Code when Cl is 5 or .6)

Identifies the .Semantic anctpregmatic characteristics of the
Meaning units Within the text. Records the number of propositions
falling in ead4cateogry.

'1

.1. Propositiorfal Base (All tADeg)
;2 PI Propositions
;3 PC PropoSitivng
.4 PA Propositions

1---Propositions
;6 Case Relations (Includes PA ;; excludes PI, PC, and
;*7 .ticirdnal Relatiort(Includes PA; excludes and c
;8_ Reference ProposXions f.Includes PA' excludes PI, PC, and +--) -
:9' MiddifiCation (Includes PA; ekcludes Pi, PC, and ÷--)
.0 Connectives (IncIbdes PA; excludes PI, PC, ands --)

8.0 LOCAL COHERENCE (Code when Cl is .5 or" .6)
4

identifies the proportion ofmainjihe.propositionshich are tied
Aio eadhotheir.in the text baSe.

.1 Proportion 7,Tied Main.Line Propositions (7;6; 7.7, or 7.13) over
TOtalNumber of Main Line Propositions in Text Base

,:t
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41*

9.0 CLOBAL.COHEPENCE (Code when Cl is .5 or .6)
.(

Identifies the source and nature .of maCkbPkbpositional_ _

the text.
414,

.1 ExpliCit -;TeXtdal
..2 InpTicit - Textual
.3 Cbntemtually Situated

6. 0
N M,

6

ties in

10.0 EVIDENCE OF INTERTEXTUAL S610:6IS (Code when Cl is .5 or .6)

Jdentifies whether or not thiS text showt ,Ohe influence of other
textual erpounters.

if
.1 Evidence
.2 tio Evidence

! 6 6

0 COGNIZANCE" Off' DEMANDS (Code when Cl iS 43 or .6)

Dttermines child's awareness-Of talc demo naSed on in-=process
performance during story dication-

.0*

1.1 Demonstrates Pre-exiSt ng Cogn zan
.2 Discovers Demands,
.3 No Apparent Cognizance

,,

12.0 SITUATIONAL ENIIOSIS (Code when Cl is .5
f

1

Describes-whether or not evidence exits that evolving situational
constraints have influenced .the nature of the textqproduced.

.1 Evidence
;2 No Evidence

13.0 .TEXT PRESENTATIONAL, FORM, COde when .5 or .6)

Describes the total text produCed in terms of its linguiStic
dependency.

.1 Linguistic Presdntation

.2 Mialtimedia Presentation

3 9 :_)
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5.1.2 EXPANDED TAXONOMY: LANGUAGE EXPERIENCE STORY DICTATION

WRIER COMMUNICA/IION DECISION

dikscribes the relationship betWeen the researcher's request to
dictate a story and the child'S choice of communication response..

Attempts to Invalidate Contract
- ,

Example After researcher haS requested that the child tell a
story so that it may be trasnscribed, the child
refutes to do so either through silence or by ver-

bally attempting to invalidate the request:
o

:2 Pseudo-Engagement

Example: After researcher has requested that tteehild tell a

Story O that it may be transcribed, the child
respondS- by_gming letters of the alphabet or en-
gaging in other.instructionally:related responses
Such as giving a list of numbers.

.3 1\lgotiates Communication COntract

4bcampae: After researcher has requested that the child tell a

Story so that-it may be transcribed, the child re

Sponds by listing a series of story titles.

Renegotiates Contractual_Agzest (Frew 16 to:1.1, 1.2, or 1.3).

Example: After researcher had requested that the child-tell

story so that it may be transcribed, the child
tially begins to do so, but then moves to invalida
contract (1.1), pseudo-engagement (1.2), or negoti
communicatimfoontract (1.3).



4
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.1J

N
ion (1' 16111-1,-._ 2, ,or 1.3 to 1.6)

Example4 AftPlr researcher has requested that the child tell a
story so that it nay be transcibed, the child ini-

.

'tiallybegins by either attempeing to invalidate
the contract (1.1), pseudo-engagement (1.2), or by,
negotiating the communication contract (1.3), but
than decides to maintain the contract (1.0..

14aintains_Cninunication_ Contract

Example: After researcher has requested that the tell a
story so that it may be transcribed, the ch does
so either freely or with prompting.

'4=

4
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2.04 ENGAGEMENT.(Codp, when Cl is .5 or .6)

0 Describet the conditions leading to,the child's participation, in
the contract.

p

.1 Freely Engages in Contract

ale: Whph requested to tell a. story so that it May be
transcribed, the child begins to immediately dictate
a story.

Engages With Prompting
4

Iample: When requested to tell e story so that it may be
transcribed, the child initially does pot do sa; but
does with continued encouragement and prbrnpting by
the researcher.

INF
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3.0 OBJECT SELECTION AND NEGOTIATION (Co de,when Cl i8 .5 or .6)

Identifies not only which, but how objects were used by child in
story composition.

Procedures: Record object selected and then whether it was
negotiated or not negotiated.

pp to 4 objects may be recorded. Whenmore:than
4 objects were selected, take the first 4 objects
used_in_the story.

OBJECT SELECTiON Numbers: ;01 Block
;02 Boy'

;03 Candle
;04 Car
;05-ClothesPin..,
;06 Cotton Ball
:07 Eraser
.081<ey

.1 Negotiated

EXample: Child selects the car (.04
and calls it a truck in story;

Example:

E)2utiple:

;09 Ivey
.10 Nut.
.11 Pine Cone
.12 Rock
.13 Spobn
;14 String
'.15.Suitcasei
.16 Thimble

Child selects the clothes pin (.05)
and calls it a bat and ball in story.

Child selects the 'candIe.(.03) and 1

makes it a character in the story by the name of

.2 Not Negotiated

Example: Child selects the suitcase (.15) and uses as
a suitcase in the story.

No Explicit Text Tie

Example: Child selects the pine cone.(.11) but_makes
no explicit text reference to this object.

can
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TEKT.EVOLUTION 1Code,when Cl is .5 or .6)

Identifies the perspective from which the text as an object can
be logically understood.

;1 Mbnological

The text deates a
be understood;

world in which all elements can

Example: The_candle_iret_the_key_ _and_thedollar4_too.
=, - -

(Marc, Age 6)

Example: T go to the store and get qomethin to eat for dinnPr.
'U - U = ( 001S'' 11- 1
wit11-41*--brother-;
My_notherandmy_brother_go_sonewhere,with_dad.
And -we -read a book.

(Alpha', Age 5)

.2 ni-alc)qica -:Objects

Knowledge of the objects used in story dictation or the
child's interaoticomith or between objects is needed for
understanding of the text'producech

Example: Put the_key_ia_thera.
(Nathan, Age 3)

j

.3 Dialogical - Researcher

The text world createdie that of a dialogue betWeen the Child
and the keseardher..

ExamPle:, It's a horn. ' .

It's a baseball bat.
This issmy choo-choo train.
It blows up.

(Charvin, Age 4).
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The text %,-rorld needed in which to understand the text produced

is _only logical when viewed as a dialogue between the child
and the researcher given a context which is shared.

Exarnp14: Fall down.
A block..
Candle.
Happy birthday_to_yoxi; Taaha_.
Block.
Stry.a.

Spoon;
(Tasha,

Note: "Fall down" is
only interpretable
as dialogue betAeen
child and researcher
when it is }mown
that- the con-rent
refers to what a
block did from the
table at which they
were working.
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5.0 TEXT/CONTEXT WATIONSHIP (Code wh

Describes the structural features of the
fUnction which such features served the a

DeCiSion

.5i of- .6)

.1

Rules:

Inventoryin

Example: It's .a ho

in relationship tO the

Si it is assumed that inventorying prebedes
des iption and description precedes the creation
of a story text; either implicitly or explicitly,
use the highest level structure produced by a -
child for purposes of coding.

Structures which resulted from an interaction
with the researcher should not be used in deter-
irdomtrig the highest level text structure produced
by a child.

- naming objects in situational context;

Example:

Note:
It'd\a ba phell bat.
This is my choo-chsoin.
/And then what happens?!
It blows up.

(Charvin,Age 4)

This is gown tree.

111- is a black rodk.

See it says 2603.
Car.

Wagon, Age 5)

Because _"It blobs up"
is'evidence of be-
havior Characteristic
of 5;3 but in this
instance the result
of a child - researcher
interaction it is
ignored; and the story
is properly coded 5.2.

k
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.2 Inrmaalbaoryir[- of author's actions in relationship_ to
Objects.in situational context.

Example: Put my key in there.

Example: rm_igoingAm_start_theicey.
Make_zLmew
Nake-a-chtLy-choo.
wdce a box.'

ig
Eraser.

44Thaw to startAwpg up.

(Nathan, Age 3)

(Benjamin, Age *4)

.3 Description - modifying object beyond situational context.

ENample: Mbney.
I like money.
Ice-cream have.
Doctors have a suitcase-.

(Eugene, Age 6)

EXample: Dollar.
Spoon.
Case.
You know what you do with thPsPe'
You take the spoon_ and_you_dip it-in dkli and

cereal too, andlroueat_it . . .

(Jason, Age 5)

.4 Description - explicating interactions with objects beyond
situational context.

Example: I'm going to buy a book_of
I'm going to buy a paint brush.
I'm going to buy a elephants.
I'm going to buy a car.

4 3

(Dawn, Age 4)
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/0

.5 Itictual Features -Efferentl-j

Example: I like friends.
They are nice.
They play with.

E>omple: walk
drive;

pie drive cars too.
People live'in uses.
The pets live houses tip.

(Vincent, Age'.6)

(Alanna, Age 6)

.6 Textual Features - Aesthetic

Example: Heckel and Jeckel.
Him have anew hat. ,
Help boy_ a new hat.
Then it blow. away..
Then it put that and a who-le-bunch-
And then it put the-reStdwn;
And all the hats come down;

(Ben, Age 4)

Example:' Once upon a .time there was-a ,little_girl_and_She_was

And :zit= a- car.

And she saw a statue.
(Sally,. Age 5)

Example: This is
She put her-bag__up__hereiancl_she__didn1±

her bag was- alnost__operk;
Then she wept. Wig;
Then she kept-on-
And her_ hag_busted_opem
Supeitan flew

Exampl

0'0. Ie. le.. lir4. 01. DID 11 1610.-
M - limas ; - do 1 ell

an Eu.._-_like_the_can_busted_open_

(Natasha; Age 6)

porridge
t - WI- l'ZJ Tor a w.

Goldilocks7t

OM, J
IS rZi N

- P .7.k - WI =. 0- .111 .11 NM ;A

the_Iittle_houseof thethree_bears.
;-

She_olimied_Aile_dogrand saw the three bowls of porridge.
(Jake, Age 6)

4u
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6.0 TEXT TERMINATTCN Mode when CI is .5 or .6)

Describes the conditions leading to the child's termination of the
task.

dorthextuallY.§ignalled_by_Rsearche.r

Example: Child had been dictating lines of the text and after
completing a given line the researcher asks, "Is that
all there is to your story?", thereby signalling
the child,to terminate the text. .

'Or
J

Contextually Signalled by Setting ).
AOr

.Exampl : Child continues to dictate story text until the bottom
of the page is reachedloy the researcher and than
declares the story is finished.

.3 Child- Determined

4
le: Child seIf-determines when text is terminated. No

situational cues seem to be operative.

4
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7.0 PROPOSITIONAL FUNCTION Mode when Cl is .5 or .6)

Ideritifies.the semantic' and pragmatic characteristics of the mean-
ing,Units within -the Att. The number of Propositions falling
Within each category is recorded.

'irocedUres: Tekt is propositionalizedf011owing Pi-c:Cedures devel-
oped by Turner and Green (Eintadh,1977) .

PrOpositicns.which meet the following unique criteria
are the identified and marked within the text propo=
Sitional

Propositional Marking Procedures:

. PI = Pragmatic Interaction Mark _any proposition which
was generated as a result
of intervention by the re-
searchers which affected
story content or structure
with a PI.

McamEae

Dictation: It'S a horn.
It'S a baseball bat.
This is my ohoo=choo train.
fAnd then what Happens ?]
It blows up.

(Charvin, Age 3)

Propositional Analysis Wbrksheet:

1. (ISA, $ HORN)

2. (ISA, $, BASEBALL BAT)

3. (ISA, $, CHOO-CHOO TRAIN)

4. (POSSESS, CH ARVIN, CHOO-CI DO TRAIN)

Pil+ 5a. (BLOW UP, 0, $).

it b. (BLOW UP, 0, TRAIN)
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Propositional Marking Procedure Oontinued

PC - Pragmatic ConfuSion mark any proposition which was
generated as a result of IniS=
interpretation on 'the part of
the' researcher as being a part
of the story text as PC.

Exarrple

Dictation: f222L4
Keys.
Car.
ail' 4

wt's all the toys. tine have right here.
I have to have more toys.

(mike, Age 4)

Note: The last two; lines of text were meant as asides
to the researcher but which in this instance got
recorded as the child's story text.

Propositional Analysis Worksheet.

1; (> ISA; >$,,SPCCN)

2 (> -ISA, > $, KEYS).

(>.- ISA; > $i_ CAR)

4; (> ISA; > $, LID)

PC 5; (HAVE; MIKE & RESEARCHER; TOYS)

PC 6; (LOCATION OF; (5); IN THIS SETITIN)

PC 7; (NEED, ,MIKE, noway

PC 8. (QUANTITY; TOYS; MDRE)

r,

4th

1
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Marking Procures Continued

PA - Pragraic_Alteration .Mark any popposition Which is a Change
of meaning from that which the child
diCtated but where that dhaftge_dbes not
alter the basic structure of the cases
within the proposition with a PA.

EXample

Dicatation: This is the car at the grocery Shop.

TranscAteli: This is the car at the groceryistOre.

(Natasha, Age 6)

Propositional Analysis Wbrksheet:

1. (> ISA, $, CAR) **

2. (LOCATI ; AT, (1) GROCERY STORE)

4
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Propositional Merkin`procedures COntihuied

Semantic Redundandy

.

Dark any proposition within the
propositional text base which is
redundant of other propositions
in the same text with

Note: Redundancy whidh is deemed
as 'stylistic Should not be
so narked.

xamal.e_

A little house dog ran in the house And painted all over the wall.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11. (QUALIFY, ( ENTIRE)

12. (60NJ: AND, (7),(10))

(RUN, DOG)

(/ACTION: IN (6) HOUSE)

(QUALITY OF, DOG, LITTLE)

(QUALITY OF, DOG, MUSE)

(MINI', DOG, WAIL)

4

y.

The little MbuSe dog' ran into the house an

13. (RUN, DOG)

t-- (LOCATION: IN (13) , HO

15. (QUALITY OF, DOG, L

16. (QUALITY ogleoG, HousE)

4
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R.P9Pg#4.91.44-M44cing-ProceduresCbntinued-'.--

Once ail PI,. PC, ta, and -444:PropbsitIons in the TeHase
have been identified, the minter of propositions falling in
each of the following categories is recorded.

Propositional Base 1. types)

Record the total number of propositions in the text7base regard-
less of-prefixes;

Example: 1.

2.

4.

PI + 5a.
+ b.

(ISA, $, HORN) ..

(ISA, $i BASEBALL BAT)
(ISA, $, CI!)O -CFKJO TRAIN)
(POSSESS, CHARVIN, CHOO-CHOO TRAIN)
(BMW UP, 0, $)
(BLOW UP, 0, TRAIN):

Record: 5 (five) NOter.'

.2 PI PropositioriS-
.

3

Record the total number of PI marked propositions that are in
the text base.

There are seemingly 6 proposi-
tions here, but becauge 5 is
ambiguous (+) both Meanings
are written and a new number
is not created as this would
inflate the actual. number of
meaning units in the base.

Exampl Sde Propositional Analysis Worksheet Above (p.

Record: I (one)

.3 PC Propositions'

Record the total number of PC marked pro
the text base.

Example: See Propositional Analysi
Propositional Marking Probe
(p

Record: 4 (four)

1

4 1 Li

sitions t4tt axle in

sheet included in
s for this category



is
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l`S

PA Propositions

Record the total number of PA marked propositions that are in
the text base.

Example: See Propositional Analysis Vibrksbeet rincIuged in
Proposition al Marking Procedures for this ca
(p.,.: ),

1 (ue)

.5 +-- Propositions

Record the total number of +-- marked propositions that are in
the text base.

Example: Sde Propositional Analysis Wbrkaheet included in
Propositional Narking Procedures for this category

) .

Reaord: 4 (four)

.6 Case Relations

Note: There are more than: th,is in the
total tent but given the portion
of the text in the example, 4
would be the correct marking' for

'this category.

Record the total number of propositions which 'express ideas of
actions or states in the text base. .Include all PA marked case:
relations but exclude all PC, PI, and +-- case relations that
reside in the text base.

Example of Case Relations: (GET, DOG, HOOD)

(3UMIT LE, 0, $)
(HAPPY, E: DOG)

.7 Nominal_Relations

Record the total number of propositions which signal set membership
i -the text base. Include all PA marked nominal relations but
exclude an PI, PC, and nominal relations that reside in the
text base.

Example of Nominal Relations: (ISA, $, COO -CH00 TRAIN)
(> ISA, CAR)

4 1 /
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.8 Reference Propositions
1

Record the total number of propositions which reference
concept as identical to another in the text base. Incltr3e all
PA marked reference propositions but exclude all PL_PC, and
+-- marked reference propositions.

Example of .

Reference Propositions: ( RDIMERENCE, MOTHER, MRS. MILLER)
(REFERENCE, MR. MILLER, FATHER)

41

.9 Modification

ecord_ the total number of propositions which change concepts
by limiting, restricting, or negatingin the text base.
Include all PA marked modifications, but exclude all PI, PC,
and +-- raarked modificationt.

EXample of Nbdification: (QUALITY OF, DIGG, LITTLE)
.(ZUANTITY OF, TOYS, ALL)
(QUALIFY, 11) , RAPIDLY)
(LOCATION OF, (1), HOUSE)
(NEr40.4, (8)

Connectives

Record the total number of propositions which relate concepts
one to anotfier in the text base. Include all PA marked connec-
tives, but exclude-all PI, PC, and + connectives.

Example of Connectives: (CO NJ: AND, (1) , (2) , (3) )

(TIME: 'AFTER (10), (14))

s(OalTRAST: AS A RESULT OF (1) , (2))
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8.0 LOCAL COHERENCE (Cbde when Cl is .5 or .6)

Reoords the proportion of main line propositions which are tied to
each other in the textbase..

Procedures: Cnly main7line propositions are usedin this analysis.

Main line propostions are of three types: (1) Case
Relations (7.61, (2) Noininal Relations (7.7), and
(3) Reference Propositions (7.8).,

Osing'main line propositions a map is drawn of the
text such that each main line proposition is repre-
sented and a line conniectiminain line propositions
is drawn when such propoSitions share cases or are in
fact embedded within each other.

The total number of mainline propositicms which are
tied (have lines drawn between them) in the map is then
divided by the; total number Of main line propositions
in the text.

This number is thelproportion of main line propositions
which are tied to each other and gives a measure of the
local coherence of the text.

Example: Dictated text People Walk.
drive.

drive cars too.
live in houses.

pets live in houses . Alamo, Age 6)

Cars
People
People
The

Propositional Base: I. (PEOPLE, WALK)
2. (DRIVE, CARS)
3. (DRIVE, PEOPLE, CARS)
4. (COW: fl ADDITION TO, (1) , (3)),

5. (RESIDE, PEOPLE)
6. ( UDICATION: (5), MN HOUSES)
7. (RESIDE, PETS)
8. OUD(ONTION: (7), IN HOUSES)
9. (ODEURNST;.T00 (6), (8))

Mein Line Propositions: 1,2,3,5,7

Map:

Proportion Recorded: = .80

Record: 80

413

P1 & P2 have no shared cases.
P3 shares cases with P1 and P2.
P5 sharesrthe case "PEOPLE"
with P3 and hence is joined.

P7 shares the case "RESIDE" with
P5 and hence is joined.
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Example: Dicated 1119xt: It's a horn
It's a baseball bat:
This is my choo-choo train.
It blows up.

e

0
Propositional Base: 1. 41SA, $, HORN)

2, (ISA, $, BASEBALL BAT)
3. (ISA, $,CHOO=CHDO TRAM)
4. °POSSES, CHARVIN, TRAIN)
5. °MOWS UP, 0, $)

_MOWS UP, 0, TRAIN)

Main Line Propositions: 1, 2, 3,'5

Maps P2, and P3.have no shared
cantent relationships.

,P5 is ambiguous but since it
' is possible .that the second
alternative is the true intended
meaning a t/e is made to P3.

Proportion Recorded: .25

Record: 25

r.

41
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9.0 GLOBAL COHEMENCE (Cbde when Cl is .5 or .6)

Identifies the source and nature of macropropositional ties in
the text.

.1 Explicit - Itxtual a

A rapposition, explicitly stated, to whidh -all other main
line propositions in the: text are tied.

Example: The the-key-ancl-the__ciallar_tco.
1- `bOLLAR)
2. (MEET, CANELE, KEY)
3. (CC NJ: AND (2) (I))

4. (CONJ: ALSO, (1) , (2))

And they _were friends forever and ever.
5. (OZNJ: AND, CANDLE, KEY, DOLLAR)
6. (BECtME, (5), FRIENDS)
7. (QUALIFY, (6), EVERLASTING)
8. (Cala: AND (3), (6))

9. 031W: AS A RESULT OF, (3), (5))

(Marc, Age 6)

Main Line Propositions: P1, 2, 6

Map: The main idea of the text
is directly stated in the
propositional base. In this
case P6 not onlli ties PI and
P2 but is the main idea
which ties the text together.

41
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.2 Implicit - Textual

A proposition which ties all of the propoaitians in this text
could be created but is not explictly stated in the micro-
propositional text base.

Example: I go to the store and get somethihg_baeat for dinner.
1. (GO, ALPHA, STORE)
2. (GET, ALPHA, SOMETHING)
3. (EAT, ALPHA, DINNE2)
4. (MENJ: AND, (1), (2)1
5. (PURPOSE: OF, (4),_ (3))
And then when we get done we go back home and go
play with my brother.
6. (TERMINATE, ALPHA AND PERSON, SHOPPING)
7. (RETURN, ALPHA AND PERSONt HOME) 4

8. (PLAY, A1,14k AND mica", 0)
9. (CIRCUNS1ANCE, (81L WITH BROTHER)

10. (POSSESS, ALPHA, BECUTE2)
11. (COINJ: AND (7), (8)).
12. (TIME: WEN, (6), 111))
13. (OONJ: AND THEN, (5), (12))
My mother and my brother somewhere with dad.
14. (POSSESS, ALPHA, we)
15. (POSSESS, ALPHA, :-
16. (OONJ: AND (141, (15))
17. (00, (16), EWHERE)
18. (CTROUMSTANCE, 47), WITH DAD)
Prid_w_imead a book.
19. (READ, ALPHA AND PERSON, BC010

-20. (0014J: AND, (17), (19))

(Alpha, Age 5)

Main Line Propositions: P1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 17, 19

Map: Because the other person
in P8 given the total text
Is iipha's mother, or at least,
there is reason to believe this,
all main line propositions are
tied in this text.

u
"'
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Decision: Although this is 'a very cohesive. piece of text no "

single pxoposjtibn expresses the main them around
Uhich all other propositions oohere. *We can of cc5Urse
think of one like "Things I do after sdhoca." While
there may be even better ones than this available, the
fact that we can tie all main line propositions around
a single propositicnal theme qualifies it as being
implicitly globally cohesive.

"' 0

417:
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.3 Contrartmz;ny situated

A proposition which ties all main line propositions in this:
text Oould be created using the contract of the story setting.

Example: bbney.
1. (> ISA, > $,

2. (LIKE, ELVENE MONEY)
oz. 11P7.11%- '- 11 r.

be*Plo"4

- 01 AL- .111 1111:10

Ilgs.SE)-
SPOCN, ICE CREAM)

Main Lime Propositions: - Pl 3., 4.

Map:

r

(Eugene, Age 6)

N

Decision: While this text is locally not very cohesive, it
could be made very cohesive by simply ferring the
setting, and creating a prOposition s as:

"ThingS these. objects make rte think .o (see map
above)

4
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10.0 EVIDENCE OF 1NTEPTEXTDAL SDERBIS (Dade when Cl is .5 or ;6)

Identifies whether or not thistext sham the influence of other
*textual encouritdrs.

.1 Evidence

Example: Z11 it candle met the key and the' dollar too.
they were friend8 forever and ever. (Marc: Age 6)

Exam Ple:

"FOrever and ever" is a common story ending
which is inclWed in this text.

beard.
went to the park.

to the house.

L. 2_1 _ a s a el

-pork chop.
-she-said ,-"It;is too-soft." (LaSheIl, Ace 6)

This story his the same structure as that 'of
"Zhe Three Bears" and is a direct take off
&cm that story.

Examblev F411 down.
Al:dock.
C=andle .
Hippy birthday to you, Tasha.
BYE.
stri

4

*te:l This story has a single ling "Happy Birthday to
you, Tasha,".which comes, from another-text and

A: would therefore be used as evidence of inter -
A: 4 textual semdosis.
A

(Tasha, Age 3).

.2
°

No Evidence
,

Example: s_a torn._

ies_a_basebaitioat.
This is nor ctorchootrain.

a

(Marvin, Age 4)

Note: This story des not reflect any other text or
text structure which is readily identifiable.

419
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t

11. Q,. ODGNIZANCE OFD 7ASK EENIANDS (Cocb when Cl is .5 or .6)

Determines child's awareness of task -el ands based on in- process
performanc e during story dictation.

.1 Damonstratee-Pre-xi.sting Cbgnizance

Example: Child dictates story in word or phrase units
allowing transcription time for each unit before
proceeding. -

.2 Discovers_Demands

Example: Child begins by, dictating a large amount, of text,
but after armless adjusts rate of dictation to
speed. 9f cription. .

.3 No Apparent Cognizanc.e.

Example: child shol.4s1 little or no cognizance of "the task
demands' invollied in such dictatidn and constantly
continUe.s to give large amounts of telit at once
and at a pace beyond the speed of ,transcription.
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12.0 SIMATIONAL SEMIOTICS (O de when Cl ..is .5 or .61

Describes whether or not evidence exists that evolving situational
constraints have influenced the nature of the text produced:

.1 Evidence

EXample: Ablock falling off the table causes Tasha to
dictate "Falls down" in text.

Note: EVidence mist exist beyond just the pence
of the objects in the silualion; that s,

there must be an effect from the situa ion
which evolves and which gets reflected in
the

Example: The rese
later in
uses

Note:

.2 No Evidence

asks the child to "Sit , and
course of text dictation child

line in the story produced.

in
situational constraints are reflected

the story.

1

There is no such evidence as that identified'in the above
categories sbown in the text which iS.diotated.
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4-, '13.0, MET PRESENMTIONAL rORM t_Code when Cl is .5 or .6)

- CesCr 4bes t.he tot_ al. teact Prodiice?':in,.tenns linguisieic
,h_q

depenc3enty.

'
.

1 Li1211iEthl,sectatio',

'The teitt "prodted.bsilithe child doiS not inclUde altrnate
comrmanicatiOn systgrn forms sual as dramatization.

ft. t

..,02 Multimedia Preseniation

&oduce'llietext' d by the child, this include alteirnate
comunication,"systems forms such as dramatization with

Objects, hand gestureS.

422
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1.0 \REAEERCONNUNIChTION-ICES.ICN

Describes the relationshipybetween the resear request to
readthe story and the chiles choice of cortrntinication response.

".1 Attempts to Invalidate Contract
Pseudo -Engagement

.3 Negotiates 0:ormulication Contra

.4 Renegotiates Contractual Agreemen

.5 Mi.xed Contranication Decision (From

.6 Maintains Oormunication Contrap

e
(From 1-6 to 1.1, 1.2:or 1.3)
1.1, 1.2, or 1.3 to _l-E)

2.0 ENGN3E4DTT (Code when Cl is .5 or .6)

Describes the °conditions leading to the child's participation in
contrast.

.1 Freely/Engages in Contract

.2 Engages With Pronoting

3.0 PpDPCGITIONAL FUNCTION (Code:when Cl'is ;5 or ;6)

meaning _traits in Story Dictation text with Text produced
dUring First.Reading and dbadribes each. in terns of purpose.' The
number of propositions falling in*each category is recorded.

.1 Waintehance of Base_Propositions

.2 PT Propositional Maintenance

.3 PC.PropositiOnal Maintenance

.4 PA Propositional Maintenance

.5 --propositional Maintenance

.6 Partially ..nerative

.7 Generative

.8 .Generative Expansion,

423
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A -
I

.SYNTRCTIC COGNIZANCE Woods when Cl is.5 or =6)

syntactic units. in Story Dictation Tit to syntactic
inits produced during First Reading and describes the relatianship.
which exists in terms of syntactic coo #-Aion.

No Apparent Coordination
.2 Generalized Ccordination
. 3 Mailable Within Text
. 4 Mixed

.0 GRAPHIC cipaiNizAkt (COde when El is ;5 or .6)

.

Compares graphic units in Story Dictation Text to phonemic mita
prcduced during First Reading and desicrites the relationship 1111
which exists in tenors of graphic availability.

. 1 Unavailable in Text

.2 Minimal Tbxt Signal -

.3 Available Within Ttxt
4 Mixed Response

424
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5.2.2 ENPANDED 7AX6NOMY: LANGUAGE EXPERIENCE STORY - READING

t

1.0 READER COMMUNICATION DECISION

Describes the relationshipbetween the researcher's request to read
the story and the child's choice of communIcation response.

.1 'Atterripts to Invalidate Contract

iEXample: When_asked to read the story which was dictated the
child 'responds with silence.or statements such as

know.how to read" and refus to participate
in the contractual agreement posed.

1'

.2 Pseudo-Engagement

Example: Mien asked to read the story which was dictated the
child-responds by naming letters.'

.3 Negotiates Communication Contract

%ff.

EXample: When asked to, read the story which_ was dictated the
Child responds by answering some other ouestion thus
moving the contract to be something other than
reading of the story:

Renegotiates Communication Contract.

Example: When asked to read the story whic was dictated the
child. initially b6gins to do so but then negotiates
the contract to be SoMethingrother than reading,
engages in pseudo-reading behaviors, or invalidates
the contract by saying "I can't read:"

42:y
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.5 Mixed Communication Decision (Fran 1.1, 1.2, or 1.3 tio__1-6)

Example: When asked to read the story which was dictated, the
child initially begins by atteirpting to invalidate
the contract, engaging in pseudb-reading, .oby
negotiating the contract, but then elect's to maim
stain the contract and continues to do so for the
remainder of the contract.

Maintains Cbumunication Contract

Example:. When asked to read the story which was dictated the
i child does so either freely or with prompting.,

ti .

a I-

r
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ENGAGEMENT (Code when Cl iS .5 or .6)2.0

Describes the conditions leading to the child's participation in
contract.

Fre1----ICotract
he'ilvestod to read the story was distal the child

begins to iranediately do so.

Wen requested to read the story which was dictated, the
'childdoes so but only after prompting frce the researche .

...,,,,,, . ......... ...

'

4 2 7
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3.0 PROPOSITIONAL FUNCTION (Code,when Cl s .5 or .6)

Compares meaning units in Story Dic tio Text with Text produced
during First Reading and describes in terms ofpurpose. The
number of propositions falling in each category is recorded.

Procedures: Care Story Dictation Text with Text produced
during First Reading.

Mark all PI, PC, PA, and +-- Propositions which appear
in the text produced during First Reading

Code all propositions (including PI, PC, PA, and +--)
as to whether they maintain a base proposition, are
partially generative given the base propositions,
generative given the base_yropositions, or generative'
expansidn given the base propositions following the
procedures delineated below.

Prop4tional Marking Procedures

M - Maintenance Mark any proposition -M which reappears across
texts in an exactpropos4iTal form.

Example

Dictation: It's a horn.

Tarraieball bat.
This is my choo-shoo train.
It blows up.

1. (ISA, $, HORN)
2. (ISA, $, BASEBALL BAT)
3. (ISA, $, CH 0,0-019D0 TRAIN)

4.. (POSSESS, CHARVIN,-TRA1N)
PI + 5a. (BLOWS UP, 0, $)

b. (BLOWS UP, 0 TRAIN)

FirSt Reading: .

This is my baseball-ba .
This is my horn.
It blows up.
This is myrchoo-chop.

M (ISA, $, BASEBALL BAT)
2. (POSSESS, CHARV1N, BASEBALL BAT)

M 3. (ISA, $, HORN)
4. (POSSESS, CHARM, HORN)

I + 5. (BLOWS UP; 0, $)
(BLOWS UP, 0, HORN)

6. (ISA, $ , C2100-CFE0 TRAIN)

7. (POSSESS, MARVIN, (i00 -CHOO TRAIN)

(Marvin, Age 4)

42s
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Propositional Marking Procedures Cbntinued:

PG - Partially Generative Mark any proposition PG which
maintains dictated propositional
meaning but which does so in a
slightly altered deep structure
form or which extends story
meaning through additional ties
through extant propositions.

Examiile

Dictation: (Story rort:ion)
my mother and my brother go somewhere with dad.
And we read a book.

(Alpina, Age 5)

1. (MOMS, ALEEP4 Rculia0
2. (POSSESS, ALPHA, BROTHEO
3. (COMIJ:, AND,. (1), (2))

4. (GO, (3) , SCIMEWHERE, I: > CAR)

5. (CIECUMBANCE, (4) , WITH DY
6. (REM ALPHA )ND PERSON, BOOK)
7. (CONJ: AND, (4), (6))

First Reading: (Same Story Portion)
And we get in the car with dad.
And we read books.

A
PG 1. (ENTER, ALPHA, AND PERSON, CAR)

2. (CIRCUMSTANCE, (1), WITH DAD)
PG 3. MOW: AND, (*Previous Text), (1))

4. (READ, ALPHA AND PERSON, BOOKS)
5. (CONJ: AND (1), (4))

Example:

Dictation: The dog ate food:
(EAT, poG, FOOD)

First Reading: The dog got food.
PG' ((ET, DOG, FOOD)

42
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Propositional Narking Procedures__Continued_'

X3- Generative Mark any proposition Gwhich is a totally
new proposition given dictated propositional
base but falls within the original semantic
field of the dictated text.

Eicamp le

Dictation:

Ng

s_a_horn .

It's a baseball bat.
This is my _chocchoo_train.
It blows up.

(tharvin,

1. (ISA, $, HORN)
2. (ISA $, BASEBALL BAT)
3. (ISA, $, CHOO-CHOO TRAIN)
4. (POSSESS, CHARV1N, TRAIN)

5a. (NNID4 UP, 0, $)
b. (BLOIR UP, 0, TRAIN)

First Reading:
This is my baseball bat.

It blows up.
This is my choo=choo.

Age

1. (ISA, $, BASEBALL BAT)
G 2. (POSSESS, CHARM' BASEBALL BAT)

3. (ISA, $t HON)
G 4. (POSSESS' 2HARVIN, HORN)

5a, Mai UP, Or $)
b. 01U3K UP, -Ø HORNY, :
6. (ISA, $t CHOO=CHOO TRAIN)
7. (POSSPSS, CHARVIN, TRAIN)

b

4 c ti
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Propos itiznal_MarkingProceduresContinued

GE- Generative Expansion Mark any proposition GE which is a
totally new propOsition which appears
in the First Reading and which functions 4
to extend the semantic field of the
Dictated Text.

Dictation

*ittXe house dog ran in the
ho-e and painted all over the
wall. The little house dog
ran into the house and ate
all the'fbod and painted all
over the wall. The little
house dog went in the house
and got the eraser and erased
all over tle wall and he
painted all over the wall
and he pooped all over the
house.

(Michelle, Age 5)

SEMANTIC FIELD.

EXample

First Reading

The little house dog went in the
house, ate all the food, got the
eraser and'erased all over the
wall and pooped all over the
house. And-then he decided she
would go, for a nap. And then when
he woke up there was someone there.
Then he saw him. He got scared
and he scared him away.

WITHIN SEMANTIC-UM° -

6. (RUN, DOG) 1. (GO, DOGS
10. (PAINT, DOG, WALL) 3. (EAT, DOG, FOODS ,

13. (RUN, DOG) 5. (GET, 'DOG, ERASER)

17. (EAT, DOG, FOOD) 6. (ERASE, DOG, WALL)
26. (GET, DOG, ERASER) 8. (POOP, DOG)

27. (ERASE, DOG,%WALL)
31. (POOP, DOG) EXTEND SEMANTIC FIELD

GE
GE
GE
GE
GE

12. (DECIDE, DOGP,, (13))

13- (9AIWt Dalk*, NAP)
14. (ODINTRAST: AFTER, (11), (12))
15. (WM4 DOG, DOG)
16. (ARRIVE, 9OMOME, HOUSE)
ETC.
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Procedunasnmtinued Once all PI, PC, PA, +--, M6 PG, G, and GE
propositions have been identified d ked,
the number of propositions fa/ling ch of
the following categories is recorded.

.1 Maintenance- of_BasePrcpositions

Records the totem number of propositions which are
regardless of Other prefixes such as PI, PC, PA, an

'iced M

Example: See Maintenance Propositional Marking Procedures
Example Text (p. ).

Record: 5-(five)

.2 PI Propositional Maintenance

Records the total number of propositions which are marked'boths
M and PI.

Example: See Mainbanance Propositional Marking Procedures
EXample Text (p. ).

Record: I (cele)--

.3 PC Propositional Maintenance

Records the total number of propositions which are marked
both M and PC.

.4 PA Propositional Maintenance

Records the total number of propositions which are marked
both PA and M.

.5 +-- Propositional Maintenance

Records the total number of propositions which are marked
both M and +--.
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.6 Partially Generati4e

Records the total minter of propositions wiLich are marked

Stele: See gextExankae underPropositional Marking
Procedures for this category (p.. ) .

Record:, 2 (t310) /Alpha Text/

.7 Generative_

Records the total number of propositions which are
marked G.

Sample: See gext Example under Propositional Narking
Procedures for this category (p. ). ik

lt
Record: 2 (two)

.8 Genenative_Expansion

Records the total number of propositions which are
marked GE.

Example:- --See-text 'Example urif Propositrorial--Marking--
Procedures for this category- (p. ) .

Redbrd: 5 (five)
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4.0 SYNTACTIC COGNIZANCE (Coale when Cl is .5 or .6)

Compares syntactic units In Story Dictation Sbxt to syntactic
units produced during First FP_ading and describes the-relation-
ship which exists tenns of syntactic coordination.

.1 No Apparent. Coordination

Example: Honey.
I like mmey.

ctham have spoon.
Doctors have a suitcase.

(Rugene, Age 6)

First Reading:

Hope_l_Jz:lorne_loack to this place.

Hope I_see_people.

.2 Generalized_emrd-ination

Example: Dictation

Candle:
Happy_BIrthday_to _you,_ Tasha.
Mock.
String.

SPcon-
(Tadha, Age 3)

Pear_din

-_A man took:-
Grey Block.
Fall Block.
Sit down.
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.3 Available 14thin Text

ENample: Dictation lb

Fall down.
A block.
Candle.
Happy Birthday to you,
Block.
String.
Boy.
Spoon.

-Reading
Fa11 block.
birthday.,
Candle.'

'rasha. Tasha.

(rasha, Age .3)

Note: This occurred
during Tasha's second
reading of the text,'
but is included' `here'.
as the type of text-that
would be colea 4.8.

Example: Dictation
qhe,candle met the key and the dollar too.
And they were friendS forever and ever.-

(Marc, Age 6)

mived

First Reading
The candle net the key and the dollar too.
And%they were friends forever and ever.

Example: Dictation
I g o _to the store and -get sOrrething for dinner.
And_then When'ue get done we go back home and go
_play_with my brother.
My mother and My #irOther go SoMeWhete with dad.
And we read a book.'

(U.Pha Age-5)

First Reading
I like playing on the bed with my
And we get in the car with dad:
And Ve read books.
We are going to the store and buy

for dinne-r.

43
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5.0 GRAPHIC COGNI2ANCE (Code when Cl is .5 or .6)

Cbmpiaxes graphic units in Story Dictation Text to 'phonemic units
produced during First Reading and describes the relatiohship which
exists in terms of graphic Vailability.

unavailablalin

poample;'--

; I like go*.
cr,egriliave,

Doctors haw a

Firs P7di nag

Hope 1 coMe
'Hope I see peo

4

a spoon.
suitcase.
(Eugene, Age 6)

Minima.1

ENanple: Dictation
Fall down.
A-1510dk. -7-7--
Candle.
Happy Birthday to ylpu,
Block.

this pface
4

String.

ToY- ,

Spoon:

Tatha.

(Taf-.a1,75;%'3)_
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..3 Ava.ilake Within Text ,

Example: Dictation
Crie day the three bear,S cane to eat their porridge

but it was too hat So they v.eht for 'h walk, ,
While -thy. were gone, a little girl narred-Gold.ilocks
) Saw the little house of the three bears.
She owed the door and saw the three bowl's of
porridge.

(Jake, Age 6)

First Reading
crie day the three bears carre to eat their porridge

but it was too hot so they went .for a walk.
Mile they were gone, a little gird: named Goldilocks

saw the little house of the three beara.
She opefed the door and saw the three..bagla ,of
porridge.

.4 Mixed_Fe-sponse

Example: Dictation
The people gets the suitcase,

and he gOes inside the truck.
And he goes to a hotel.'
And-he rides-in--an-airplane at
And he gets done riding inside

and he gets the cap,'

8

the- hotel.
the'airplane,- he goes

And then he gets some sand and puts it on the slide
and he slides clown the sand On the sli,de.

Then to went to bed.
Theri he got his clothes on and went hone.
And then he wentoutside to play.

.L (Brandyce, Age 5)

First_Reading
The people gets the suitcase, he went-back hone and
then he wait inside the airplane and went to the
hotel.

And .thEtp he went to pick up the truth and also the
he went swimrniivg. ,

And then he put some sand on tbp'slide and he
'slided dottri the- slide. ..

And also he went lone and he played.

r

9
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5.3.1 TANDINCMY: LANGUAGE EXPERIENCE STORY - REREADING

1.0 READER COMMUNICATICN DECISICN

.1 Attempts td Invalidate Contract

.2 Pseudo-Engagement

.3 Negotiates'COmmunication Contract-.

.4 Rehegotiates COntractual Agreement (From 1.6 to 1.1, 1.2, or 1.3)

.5 Mixed COmmunicatioh Deopion (FLout 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 to 1.6)

.6 Maintains CommunicationSontrmct

tar-'

2.0 ENGAGEOWO(Code When Cl is..5 or .6)

.1 Freely Engages in Cbntract

.2 Engages With Prompting

3.0 PROpCSITIONAL FUNCTION (Co de when Cl is .5 or

(Relationship between Dictated Text and Second Reading)

PI Propositional Maintenance
PC Propositional Maintenance

.4 PA Propositional Maintenance
.:5 ÷--,Propositional"Maihtenance
.6 Partially Generative
.7 Generative
.8 Generative. EXpansion

4.0 PROROSITIONAL FUNCtION (CodErwhen,C1 is .5 or .6)
e

(Relationship between First eading and Second Reading)

.1 Maintenance ok Propositional. Base in First Reading
:2 Partially Generative
.3 Generative
.4 Generative Expansion

,..A 3
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5.0 SYNTACTIC COGNIZANCE (Code when. Cl is .5 or .6)
.1 No Vparent Coordihat.iori
.2 Generalized Coordination
.3 Available Within Text
.4 Mixed

6.0 GRAPHIC COGNIZANCE (Clods when Cl is .5 or .6)
.1 Unavailable Within Text
.2 Miniirnal Text Sigivil
.3 available Within Ott
.4 Mixed Response

air

AN.

':*

433



TFIE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER-READER, Peg& 432

.3.2 EFANDIp TAXONOMY: LANGUAGE EXPERIENCE STORY - REREAIDING

1.0 READER COMMUNICATION DECISION

Describes the relationship between the researcher's request to
reread the story,.(Second Reading) and the child's choice of oam-
munication respdhse.

. .

The sane criterion applies for Second Reading as it did First
Reading. See Expanded Taxonomy READING-for exahp1es (pp. ).

.1 AtteOlpts t9 Invalidate Conlk:It

. 2 Pseado-Engagement

. 3 Negotiates Communication Contract '

. 4 Renegotiates COntaactnal Agreement (From 1.6 t o 1.1, 1.2, or 1.3)
. 5 Mixed Communication Decision (nrcal 1.1, '1,f, o r 1.3 to 1.6)

.6 Maintains Communication Contract''
,

ENGAGEMENT (code when -Cl is .5 or .6)

Describes the conditions leading to the child's participation in
contract.

The same criterion applies for Second Redding as it did for FirSt
Reading. See Expanded Taxonomy READING for examples (p. ).

. 1 Freely Engages in GiOntract,,

. 2 Engages With Prompting. r.

3.0 PROPOSITIONAL FUNCTION (Code when Cl is .5 or .6)

Cbmpares meaning,unita in Story, Dictation Text with Text produced
during second reading and descries each in terms of purpose. The
number of propositions falling in each category is recorded.

The same criterion applies for Second Reading as it did for First Read-
ing. See ENpended Taxonomy READING,for procedures and examplep (pp.

. 1. Maintenance of Base _Propositions

.2 PI Propositional Maintenande-

. 3 PC Proposi4onal Maintenance

. 427% Propositional Maintenance

.5011-- Propositional. Maintenance

. 6 Partially Generative
:7 Generative
.8 Generative Expansion
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4.0 PROPOillIONAL FUN TICK (Code uten Cl is .5 or .6)

COMpareS meaning units in First Reading 7ext with meaning units
in-SecOnd Reading Text and detCriteLeadhAtip terms of purpose.
The ni.Witerof propositions falling-in each hr-optegory is recorded.

The state criterion applies for determining propositionswhich
maintainmaningo are_partially generative,- generative and genera -
tive- expansive. _S&EEXpandedlaxOncOly Reading Category3.0 for
identification procedures and exaMples .9f-each type (pp. ).

.1 -Maintenance of Propba#ional &Se in First Reading

.2 PartiallyieneratiVe

.3 atiei-ative

Generitive Expansion

,

5.0 SYNTPCTTC'CWNIZANCE (Code wfien Cl is .5 or .6)

Compares syntactic units ,`in Story Dictation Text to syntactic
units produced in.*oohd-Reading Text and *scribes the relation-
ship which exists in terms of syntactic coordthaticn.

w.
The same criterion applies, for Second Reading as it did for First
Reading. See Expanded Taxonomy READING for examples (pp.

.1 No Apparent Coordination

.2 Generalped Cbordination

.3 Available Within Text

.4 Mixed

6.0 GRAPHIC COGNIZANCE (Code when Cl is .5, or .6)

Compares graphic units in Story Dictation 'Ixt to phonemic units
produced during Second Reading and describes the relationship
which exists in terms of graphic availability.

The same criterion applies for; Second Reading as it did for First
Reading: See Taxonany READING for examples (pp. ) .

.1 Unavailable in Text

.2 Mininel Text Signal

.3 Available Within Text

.4 Mixed pesponse
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7.0 ADDENDUM

7.1 RESEARCH TASK'DIRECTIONS

TaSk 1: Environmental Print,

Task Segimnce:

Condition 1
Packaged prod

-ConditIond

1. Mat do you think this says?

2. What things you see that help ypu to know what says?

el

-Condition 2
TOo dinensionaIA.,
gralthi.cs'riarrovefrom
products

.1(

Condition 3
Typed print

3. Ibll me Some of the thiAgS yotikix* about this.

Condition 2

1. What dO=y0u think.ed4 says?

2. What things do you see that help you to ow 'what this says?

.Condition 3

1.- What do you think this says?

'0



4-1

Task_

'rask.--SKluen

.Sto

1: Talk about write stories.

2. Display toys

.pidk 1 to 3 objects.

4. Dictate to scribe. .

5; ge-read story.

6; Re-read one day later.

searcher _5.cri:

generally.

Sequences to be 'deotaped.

fly like the story about An \and the 6- When tie Cat
t:'-.'comes to. liVevin,Angus' house_they fi el ? They tight over

the food, and .they fight over the places that they.want"tausit.
The Cat hits Angus and Angus chase8 the Cat. ..

.
,

.

But one day when the Cat diSappeaxs, doyou know what happens?

Angus'igets lonely. fie misses the Cat and he's very h4ppr:when the

Cat comes back. la'

tells all about CatsAnother story inert I reallyik.le te and Kittens.

It litlis.how cats and kittens are alike. It 'tells that ibey both
like'rnilk, that they both-hunt, and even that they both480at:mad.

2. What Story-do you like? that do you like especially abou

.3. TOday_ You are
this box that
iikbok).

4. Chbose 2 ot 3
at the things
sry you're

going to make up_a story.. I have lots_of thin44

you can use to 411 a story. (Show child:objectS7'tA

$:
things ttlatiou_want to use in your story. Look_ :06

you've chosen Ad take a minute to think about the.:%

going to tell;

a .

_ 5. Now you tell me your story and I'll Writet eown, an the paper

while tell it:, tAktat do you want me to write first?

6; crfiere is your story. Read it fdi me,
, ..

4t),)



a . .
7. Yesterday you chose sow toys.and wrate a story for ne. What -

wes your Ty about? (If you are having trouble ,renembering,
- why don't u think first about the toys you choFe?) -

8. Here is. your story . (131.1t paper(s) on reading stand). Now
read or pretend to read your story for rre. I

)

igateri.als:

* box of toys
* writing paper andipericil

videotape

t
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Task -34 __Uninterrupted Writing and Drawing

Task-Sequenoe:

Child is 4-iv-en 44Iank paper and choice of pencilsig

.1. ,Write your name for Me.

2; Now write or pretend to:write anything else that you carl_write.

Can you write anything else? (repeated until dhild.stop

roeess)

4; Read me what you Wrote.,

Child'iS given blank. paper; r

5; Draw a picture fo:Courtelf

or Observer:

me what you wrote.

that I can take it with me.'

. Using Observation Sheet and record with blue pencil each

item produced by the child, placing it in an appropriate

ction of Observation Sheet:

each item designating sequence of production.
I

3.. Note tny'significant behaviors or comments of chianti

- relationship to item produced.

.--00Fingifhild's re-reading

4. Pled-Ord With %ed pencil each iteiu read by child, placing

.potation above appropriate_te?ct (blue) item.

5. Number each item/read designating sequence of proliction.

6. Note any significant bdhaviorS or comments%cf child in
relationship to item produced.

Naterials:

* unlined fbaper, pencils, crayons (child will have a primary and

'regular pencil available from which sto dioose)

* audiOtape/videotape 4, V
ce.

* observer/recorder sheet

1
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Task 4: leading a Book

Task Sequence;

1. 1.0* through book, Ten L,ittle Bears.

2. lead or pretend to read the book.

FeseaxoherScriat:

1. Hem is a book that has a story in =it. I want you to look
through the,boOk and find out about the. story. When you have
decided about the story I want you to read or pretend to read
trip story to me.: While you're looking at your book I'll kook
at a book; (researcher reads in silence while child reads.)

2; Now turn to the beginning of your story; (Wait until child has
book prepared.) lead or pretend to read your story to rre.

Materials:

* copy of 5an_Little_Bears
* book for researcher

d
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.

Task 5, Phape 1: FOceivinerand FINceding a letter

I

Task:Sev.P...nce:

1. Child receives let-ter indenvelope.-4.

2.. or: pretend to read letter.

isea.rcher-Script:

1. Here is a letter that
.

Open your letter and read it to yourself. (Silence-while
child readsi,)

3: 4-Now, read or pretend to, read your letter to

has Sent to you.."

Materials:

* letter addressed to child

Task 5, Phase writing_ _andjeactimg_a_l'tter
.

Task_ Se4uence:

I.. Corncobse letter.

2.
3. Address.:envelote

4. 14..ad envelope.

RaseArcher SCript:-

lbday we_ are each _going to ,write
6

a lette.r. I ern going to
write a letter bc:1 . 1,iho .are you going to

,* w±it a7letter to?

2. All the things you need lip write a +et-ter are on the tabl
(Child and re_searcher° write their letters.)

.-3. lead your letter to me.
.

Nona, fix your vletter so that it's ready too mail.



*..

..... ......

! .

Y0.1*G dIMID ItRilitWr ,.4.1)age 4e.

.
Now, read it the envelope) for Me'.

. i need to keep a copy of the letter that you wrote: So
mail your letter for you.

Task 5, 1)11nri:3: Writingand-Beadingyal° St ory

linlrite a story.

2.'4r loa story.

lbsearcher''S Script:

T
1. Here'S a piece' °of paper for you, and one for Ire. We're; going to

write stories. a _story on my r and you write,'
or pretend ,to a story your r. Then, when we're
cbne,- we reaoui stories to one angther.

2. Silent writinarewrchew and child.

3. NoW, read your story to me.

4 . r".searche_r reads story to child °`

ivttrials:

* blank_ typing paper

* OW11
4
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7.2.2 MIDD LE SES GROUP

Sample Characteristics
Summary Statements .

Race_ arid Swill-

1. tt

3_year_olds :4_year_olde 51year of s 6 year olds
_Male }-bpaie istae Barnaie, Male FermAle Male;rams_le

_, s4

1 _2 1* 1 1 2 12

SES

Lower
sP.8

Paren
t, .,c ..)

thers.'and 14 rrOthers had cortpleted less, than a high '.

efizol education (12'years).
,- . .3 6 fettle and 10 mothers had completed high school (12 years) ..,,

Middle E5-111 f*a4he' and 9 rrothers" had conpleted high school. The
kernaining 16 fathers and 15 mathei s had completed sorre'wor,k
beyond high school. -

Vi!"

473

of college9 fathers and 6 mothers had
(16 years or rrore).

Statut
Isyger SES -2 children are living with a guardian other than,

naturd.1 te.
3 children fran families which schbc>1 officials ipopect
of ctril use either because of eventa which havvY hempened to
this cTii r became df events *rich have hal, awned to other
.thildren In the family.
10 children cozre from single les; all einsle parent
faznilies heacbd by a female. o Et

4111'40.!ic,
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' .

Middle SES-All children c frcia 2 parent families. (Althou4h4this was
not a criterion used: in selection, the actual sample chosen
did not ingludb any,single parent families. Six single
middle SASS paxeqp did-return.permissian slips volunteering

IslAttiViEgitiOn in theptpdle' In_gOrwari
r SES sample, Afar fecr middle SES4nomes rn the

uratlottwre singliPperent families. Thisk then, is clearly
mar- difference hetmDen our middle and lower sEts sampl,es,

but may as stied reflect-real difference between lowvi andl
mi class life style).

. .

4 4

NO.



Sample Characterist

Upper Middle/Higher

Nan /Research #

Nathan_ 01

Michate 02

TYler-_ '03: _

Michejle 04.

Boyd 05

Alison, 06 4.1

-Megan , 07 4.2

Daniel 08 4.2'

3

3

3.3

3,4

3;5

- Education Level (Parents)'

,-, . III

F1 IT ofessor ,ii.$ 1a k,4 '
11 g(IT'

Dawn 009-- 40:-

Jeremy lb 4;5'

a

.7t

Dawn *11

Charles 12

Teddy 13

Mara 14

Jonathan 15

Euther

'

Lestie

' hstin

lbealor

F ,A-P=13
M 84-73

M .12-25-73

4 L

insurance Salesman

Professor

Professoc

dentist

W. . Engineer

------ --- ---- _

W, Professor

5.3 i 6-01-72.

5.1 8-22-72

5;4 M 7-01-72

5.5 F 4-15-72

5.6 M 3-27-72

16 6.0

17 6.1

18 1 6.2

19 '6.4

20 1.5

F 9-22-71

8-Z1-71

7-20-71
;1,5-25-71'

NC 4402-71

W

Graduate Student

Graduate Student

Trofessci5 r

Teacher

Graduate Student \

It'
41imestone Worker/Supervisor

2,&H, ountant

'leacher

Graduate Student

5

Apartment Manager/DiSabled

The,fellowing criteria were upd,in the selection of Upper Middle/Highet So;io-

a) Years of -formal; eatatiniAi fathg (or mother in single parent faint

b) Parent licupation*(Needed to fall within or at the upper middle levelsi.

occupations as lines:14y Uuncan, 1971);

c) Resideptal area (Selectid by suburbs where professionals lived),

omic children:

2-
F*Fesale;

3-

Oply. childten who ranged from 3,0-1.6.4.0-4:6;5.0--5.6.6.0-6.6 were included in sample

it) Single Parent Families

. e

Y
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7. 3 DIa'A CbLLEC3rION, SCHEEUW

. 3. I 171DEOTAPING: SCHEPUIE

DPI

Urante
Urante

Day 2

Environment:al Print - Condition-L
Wtte. a Story

Environmental: Print - Condition 2
Language Experience, Story

- Write
- Read'

Feacl a Letter

= ,Day 4

Environmental Print - Condition
Language Experience Story

- Fread
Write a fetter
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, .

7.3.2 DATA COLLECrIoN SdHErIJLE

Data Collection Schedule

SepteMber

October 12:

October

October 19:

Cctbber 22-25:

910tblibet 26;

otabibber 29- November 1:

NOveribe;,21.

November 5-8:

NOveMber..;.9:-

ventert.1215:-

41gNome3r 15:

'Ndovember 16, 19-21:

iJovember 26:

. November 43,1.,

Take remote equipment to Indianapolis

land installi6 Sthoo1.114

Orieitt. videotab; -up

Videotape 1st group (5 subjects),

\Orient new videotape group

vPs:'

Videotape 2nd'grOup (8 subjects)
4,(

Orientl?ew videotape group

ViceotapOr4.graup (7 subjects)

Orient new yideotape group

Videotape 4th group (7 subject )

'Orientmmrvieleotape group
Pbve equipmept to Little. Pelole'S Prep4add*
install

Videotape 5th group (12 subjects)

Orient new vidpotape group

Videotape- 6110coqp(11 subjects)

Catch-up videotape session for any children
who were ill in last.tapinig group,

. .

ilring video equipment back to ploomington

4- 7 S

+C.



.1M YOL340..CULD AS WRITER-MI:ER, Page '468

7.4 PARENT AND TEACHER INTERVIEW FORM

_Parent Intaview

ParentZChild Enocunters-with_langae in theliome

..are interested in the expe4ences children have that help
them learn to read and write. L.

ill me about any things helpful to' learning to read and write
that someone has cbne witti

4

2. Tell me abo
;

any thin

Does

II

ful to reading and writing that
_ self.

gs-

i..4"

-thh. TV much? '
'ithat programs doe§ e. :wa-tdt?

.3

4 L-rofessioilalsligacies Involved in Language Instruction

3.. Wilat,schools',or programs has attended?

at instruction reading and. writing did/does
receive there?

4

St
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