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Preface to the Volume

\

. . This volure is the second of two volumes cowvering a progr jram of
researdn with preschool and elementary aged children which has as its
function the study of cognitive processes involved in learning to read
and vgrlte., While both volumes include reading and writing data, the first
volume, Children, Their lLanguage, and World: Initial Encounters with
Print; highlighted the young child as reader-writer; this volume high-
Tights the young d‘llld as writer-reacder. 7

~ Section l, 'o'f this volume introduces the program of reésearch by
examining its methodological and conceptyal contexts. Section 2 provides
illustratiye and altémative looks at thé yoing child as writer-reader
- and reader-writer. By casting and ocontrasting oo—occurrmg pattems
which we identified in our data against recent work in psychology, soci-
"ology, and linguistics, key transactions in llteracy and literacy leamn-
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 vesearch and offers our evolving model of key processes
involved in litéracy léarning.. SectJ.on 4 includes a series of papers
written for this volure, describing individual studies which Wweré oon-
ducted by research associates, visiting: S'chol'a’.’ré, and graduate students
who in one way or another were involved in this research program. They
are included to illustrate the variety and kinds of follow-up child as
informant studies used to verlfy and extend our understand.mg of patterns
identified in our base videotape data bank

This volume has been wrltten to and for our teacher and researcher
colleagues in hopes of expandJ.ng their t-hink:l.ng and stl_mulating a oollabobra-
tive peaagogy 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 to .record same of the general and specific insights which our
informants gave us, some leads which merit further J.nvestlgatlons, but
rnost of all the present and dong term beneflts of usmg the child as

curricular and research informant.

Caralyn L. Burke

Virginia A:. Woodward

. February 1983
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o lnte.rpret the processes from the point of view of the léarner on the

THE YOUNG CH]EI‘:.BAS WRI‘IER—RE:AIER Bage J N T T
i.’b’i;_ m;m jotj Jcn‘ ON TO THIS PROGRAM érv RESEARCH - T

: : 5 : . ) ‘ ,
'Ihls volunte w1_ll attempt to expialn our tiunk.mg relatlve to key

soc1olmguls.'§1c and psydblmgtnstic prqpesses mvolved in the evolution
of llterac,y. By pmcess we meaﬂ the cngnlt:[ve stances whlch language
users assume’ and the strategles or cognltlve activities whlch language

users engage m, du.rmg a llteracy event We_ see language as socio~
logically -rooted and language learning as only understandable when
Viewed within its social contest. Pgyéholinguistic processes have their
genesis in the literacy demonstrations made available to language learn-

ers as they encounter the members of their interpretive commnity- \
engaged in the psychological and sociological actions associated with
literacy. : .
o : , - » ' S
We do not propose a new method of reading and writing instruc-
_v . ’ . -

tlon', nor do we propose & new way of classifying written language .’

1éanxers for purposes of»iirstructidnai remediation. Our objectlve is

the majoxity of whom were 3 to 6 yéars of -age — over a;'six year period.

i

This does not mean we will igrnore the instructiéi'iai issue: ALl

" action is rooted in belief (Kuhn, 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). Bducational research ought o afféct

practice. Even basic reSéarch, such as that which we. f;e'p'éffz; ought to
. .

illuminate false or faulty assumptlons about the language and language

o v §



THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER-READER, Page 2

learning'process 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 ‘profession's beliefs, as well as its mis-

, gi 'V’n'gs , is k"gy to understanding the net}bdaﬂ:og\xca:‘t aﬁ& corceptual
‘conitexts within which this volume and our thinking mast be framed:
These beliefs form part of the 'conceptual context' within which the
evolution of literacy in our society occurs, and hencé 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
any research process, alfld so form a 'vneti'ndological context' for our:

study: i ;




,‘,

|
by

" THE ){OUNG Gﬁiﬁb AS WRITER—REA&‘;R, Page 3 -
: “‘ . t T

1.1 mmpmfﬂ@f%m@mfs RESEARCH PdeAM

It mu:]:d be a mxstake to assume th?t the meﬂxS&)loglcal issues

we discuss and our resolutlons are 'asides' and not part of our\re—

/
search program and findings. 'Ihe.methodologlca:]; issues as well as our:
resolutions are the concerns of ;réééar&i when a 'pmce’ ss' as opposed to

If language is a soca.o—psychollngulstlc process, thm a method-*
ology is n?eded th.ch does not tbeoretlcéily Vlolate thlS pxemlse. )
o .‘ Owr study raises thlS isswe and essentlally explores how we came to

:substltute one set of met-hodologlcal bellefs for another.

Iesearch and Currlculun as 'Iheoretlcally Baséd. At an 1ntu1—

tlve level the goal of sc1ence 1s to 1dent1fy a seét of basic mmutable
facts upon. Whlch a discipline's. kzmledge mght be bUllt While this
th.mklng seems reasonable, upon .examinatlon 1t pmves unténableé. '

'Ihrngh a series of papers on essmtlally the ethics of sci-
',

est ptniosd:c?her, slowly convmced the science comem1ty that such a

"fact seek::ng agenda" was mmrkable, as any ’fact' 'oontalned count—

&

less assmq:nl:rone( thch would farst have ‘to be verlfled

.

‘ ~

. He arc}ted that science cou’ld iny proceea on 'bellef ', a
»statement séem:mg.‘ty enou;h in harvony w1th what is cu.rrently known
that it couid forr;t the baSIS upon thch one might act -,Slnce there
is no way,to arr:live at 'fact', the best that can be dane is fo p pro-

ceed recogm.za:ng that what oné is pmceedlng wpon 15 'belief' or

'networks of ‘beiti_‘efs._ . onoe evrtdence is gathered that a bellef is

i1
v te .LU




© THE YOtNG CH]ID AS WRITER#READER, Pa

-, v . . ! -
¢ Ty . \. o
. ' . . /7. g . L ..
'\‘ B B

A

. faulty a new statement of belief, on whicth

. must be q'eﬁérafea _
One is struck by the large ntnrber of thmkers m our centuxy&‘

who apparently mdependent of Pe::roe, have formulatéd the pmblem of'

knowledge 1n snmllar terms. Espet:::aiﬂ:y strrklng is é)tbo van Neurath s«

famous s1m11e. . : . ’ \! 4';“
Sciéntists aré like sailors who have to rebuild their ships at
*« high sea, without being able to seek port. Each plank in the ”
hull may be jéttisoned in the process; but it is not feasible
to¥ jettison 'all; of the planks ag the same time. (as qt_nted by
Sk,aégestad 1981, p. 19) v

faat I,

Educators must act; they cannot now, nor cou:};d they years ago,f
wait éu:ound until all the data are in: But just as f;hey st act,
they mst also reallze that what they are actlng upon 1s 'bellef“ not
'truth' or 'fact'. while "salling t-helr shJ.ps at hlgh sea" it be‘hoove;s
them to examine the beliefs or "each plank in ﬂ1e huil." g " 1

To conduct educatlonal research, or pl%n educatlonal currlculun,]

'! v :I

R_EY
o
L9

researchers and teachers must 0perate on sorre set of bellefs. None-'-

,

- theless, if our rofess1on “is to advance on- the" basis of sc1ence, .' « 3
productive educational research as well as 'p'rcidu"ctive' curricuiun de—v
velopnent must be conducted in such a fashJ.on that . thé assumptlons
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 assumptlons must be made. To da othermse is to be left
building practioe on practice with no advancemenit in knowledge

We hold that the goal of educatlonal research is understand—

ing. To perpetuate and dlssemmate any practlce because 1t "v»orks"

)

¥
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Y A
to take an anti-intellectual stance (GQoodman, 1980). Those who ‘advo-

cate a 'model-programs approach’ or who wish to 'develop curri‘guium'
but do ot explore the issues underlying "chat*'curri'cuimn,. mist, under— .-
stand, no matter their good mtent, what an acadenucally mgr/iendly "
pos1t.1.on they take. : : ; L '

7 -

It is mportant tH understand that the research and curricular

issue here is not whether to be assumptive or not. To thlnk one is '

not tia.mq assumptive is to be intellectually dlshon&sty $ both oneself
and one's intellectual hlstory. - v ’ .,
- The real issue is methodological: This methodological issue -

is too complex to pose as residing on whether the ﬁié,‘_df research is
t6 'lend credence to' or 'find out'. fThe point is that it must always
be both:

" As pmfess1ona—ls we have not on:]:y tpe rlght, but the respon—

sibi_]_ity to be assumptive. But—-and one mast hast11y add the 'but'—¥

- as professmnals we have the reSpons1b111ty to c:mstantfl:y put those'

' assunptlons on test.

i

Towards a Oollabo"ratlve Pedagogy and Pract:tca:‘t ﬂheczry- Based -

I Y

on' our experience, we believe a vxab?ce n'etl'odo?coglcai stqnoe for the
pmfessmn to assume 1s in using open—ended rea:'t ?canguage s1tuatlons '
in w_hlch the c:hlld or ?carxguage_user becanes' the research ané currxcu—‘.
lar informant. By real language sa.tuatmns we mean functional in-
stances of language where all systens (graphophonenic, syntactic, se-
mantic) in' the event are a’dowed to transa \uth ‘the other commmi-

cation systems whlc'h co~occur.

\ X ) . :-

o |
OO
>~
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FoL and ‘teacher become much * the sane. ’fh;s is an important HEﬁDdO1°91C31 .

s ,;;:;:_shlft :In effect thlS poslt.lm ‘holds that the tradltlonal gap betwsen

RS R
B, A researd:er ang teacher is in t-he end dysfunctlona.l5 and falls to. serve

nothlng nore or less than belief is a first step, _we belleve, on the road

to /mqtn:ry, profe551or1alisxn and pm ss1cnal unlty ' When resea:rd:l is
'conductech open; functJ.ona.l language Settlngs, the child as research -
and cur.rxcc&ar :mformant offers this perspect.lve a methodo];oglcal self-

S ocrrect.tng strategy

b .. . Given xecent trends in t-he study of language this posxtxon re-

B celves theoret:[cai support from lmgulstlcs.' Within t-he past ten years
- ftn'ldamenml changes have ocmured in hngulstlcs. In the early days of
.lmgu:tsttcs, 1anguage was conceived of &8s an object and it was the job
‘of the linguist to phlloscphlze how it was ﬂaat%:ms object”' anrked
:‘Sﬁch phxlosoph:;zmg\ pmduced theorles of language that when applied’ o
__' real lagguage users in rea_l language 51tuatlons resulted in dec:.s1ons
that some utterances were "grammatical” and othérs "not granmatlcal "(
Early bsycholmgulstlc and SOClOllngulsth research of the
| nmore recent traditt:tons of Goodman‘ (1976), E‘Im.g (1971, and Halllday {
' (1974) ; changed atl tﬁat. ‘Arguing that language does not ex1st in the
ab:tract, bnt cnly;rn use; they developed a theory of langua'g'e learning

and use rooted&j;n what real language u§ers actually dld Herzfeld

(1982) characterizes thlS change as one whlch mved t'he professmn from -

-~

LT a "t-heoryv-to—pract_loe" view toa "t-heory-of—use" or "practical”ﬂ‘na)zy"

- view.

z
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Subset of language are not

adequate Exéaiy of language or language learning must explain all
language ptx—:'noneng. | |

This linguistic focus on "practlcal theory" further suggests
EﬁE.ﬁéEiEéi 1a’fig'ﬁage environments, and potentially natural lan'g'uag'e
envirorments Like classrooms, are good research enviramments. Since
the- ultimate goal of basic educatJ.onal resea.rch in language lea.rnmg"
is for purposes of developlng a t'heory of language 1nstruct.lon, set-
Etngs where all of the contextual factors which might affect learning
are aiicwed to transact ult.mately pmv1de t-he 1deal milieu for theory
deveitopxent and ‘test. - So; from another dlreet:.orr-llngulstlcs, the
role of teacher and researcher malesce, and addlt.lonal support for
a new era dawns, one in effect calllng for a collaboratlve pedagogy

\

fanguage Issues and Assunptlons in Expermental and Ethno-

graphic Research. ’mere is muich débate surroundmg these methodological

issues which we have sketched (Carey, 1980; Guba, 1978; 'Mlshler; 1979).
'IhlS volumé is not immmne to that debate. “ The -study repérbéd began
étlfmog'raphic .tradition. In the ‘course of the study it becnn'e evident
that these research traditions represented different world views:

. Assumptions wnderlying an experimental approach assuwe the world is

‘ made up of identifiable variables thch interact to form a ]:anguage

évent. A ocmplex event, like .language, can be broken down and each
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variable can be stadied ifi:isolation o Eindiout how it really works.
This position is positivistic, the assumption being that all and any .
phenomena. are reducible to component parts: Figure 1 attempts 5 to con— .

céptualizé this world view then applied to the area of reading. /
Figure 1. Assumptions Underlyxng Reading from -
. an Experimental World View.

(a) The parts of the event equal t-he event
itself (EVENT = PARTS) )

. = Reading
(c) A+B+C+D+E+F = Reading = =
* A+B+CH+DHE+([F Controlled] = Reading
A+B+CH+DHF+ [E Oont.rolled] = Reading
Etc: s
o~ Etl'mography errbod:ters an alte ate world view. Théré are no

such- thmgs as var::abi:es. Rather, the thmgs exper:.mentallsts call
varlables ’ in an .tnstanoe of language, transact to form a new phemm-
enon, the subcomponents of which,are not reducible’ 'Ib 'control ! a
component is to distort the tpansactive relationships which occur, and
in the pmde'ss.altér the event so that it is not a real insk:anc_:e o:".
what one thought one was studying:. In short; '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 55!&68.6 (Eco, 1976). The assumption under-
lying this view supports a theory—of—use position on language .and
language learning. Flgure 2 attempts to cf)ﬁcef)f:uallze this world view
wher, a'p'piieé to the area of readlr')g;

15
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T : . event 1'tse1f (EVENT # PAIH‘S5 :

~
.

Figure 2' Assumpttors Hnderi:ya;ng Reading from

an Etl'mographj:c World View. : SR

‘, . (a)’IYEpartsoftheeventdsnotequalthe

’ (b) Rééaiﬁé )

(c) AYBYCFD{EKF = Reading; wherei means in transaction with

(d) Either: 'AXBXCKDYE but [F Controlled] # Reading
. AleclBiF but [E Controlled] # Reading .

3{ in transactlon w:tt-h k

o Etc. ’ . . Key: # does not equal

To say we started as positivistic and ended up as semioticians
is too dramatic. Given our research hlstory and training the changes
were often more ephemeral than that. One of the graduate students at

_ R _ . _ I G ol .
our institution probably best captured our dilemma when he sgid, "By

“evening, after looking at this data, I'ma Efue semiotician:. The prob-
1 |

lem J.S each morning I wake up I'm a pOSItIVISt agam'" .

‘ Wwe found and find it hard to abancbn such terms as va.rlable
'factor' and other such p081t1v15t1c termxmi:ogy mny of our mltlal anal- ;;
yses were p051t1V15t1c, a posxt:ton wl'u:ch over time we came to outgrow. -

Often it took us what in retrospect seems an mord:mate amouni: of He to

abandon a related term or GonGEpE which was theoretically inconsistent

with the position ve had come & Pold: All thése and more (some which
we prer.’entlyv are unaware of) are enbedded in this report.

qux the ert.lng up of our flrﬁmgs has caused us problems
The E;fadxtmn is second—persop—, distant. An ethnographlc perspective
assumes ail aspects of the context of Situation, including the

1 N —

v 1o
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'researdmer, are an J.ntegral part of the process and hence an lntegral
part of the transactions and pbenomena one is attenpt_lng to explain.
An expermental approach assumes; that through certaln controls, the
effect Q;f the researcher is equally distributed and hence ignorable.

_ Since the researcher has been renoved conceptualily, the researchery' can
wrlte as if he or she did not exist. An eﬂmographrc approach assunes
'the reseawer s presence will be part of that preoess and that such

Pl
involvement must be recx)rded and studied. To wr1te in seoond—person,

abstract, is to be tl'leoret_lczlly mConsmtent with the position: held:
Entwined WIﬂI this issue is t-he issue of generalrzablirty
Fram a semiotic perspecttve e:@ermental research data is nct gen—
eralizable because It deals with a distortsd s1gn. How can studymg
non—language instances, where key aspects of the process (which we
haven' t even rdentrfred yet) are not allowed to transact; hei';'p"ljs
understand real language? From an experimental perspective, how does -
ane generallze from naturallstlc data” | - , ’
Sorre of these questlons we have avorded by focusmg on prt'scess '
rather than product. Our approach has been to look for patterns and co-
Occurring patterns within and across language e\;ents To the extent .
that there. are miversai cognitive brﬁcessas inwolved in any instance
of language use or learning such an é{:pmach seems tenable. B
“1In 1ts spec1f1c detail; however; we will 'aréue ‘that language
is context dépéhée'nt. To the extent aaat each language event is wnique,

orchestrations of cue conplexes constituting the linguistic event. From

S U
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_the perspectlve\of pract_lcal theoxy; all instanges of language, :'Lf- they nawe
occurred, are real and mist be explamed by one's evolvmg theoxy. No
data can be 1gnored 'Ihere is no oonvem.ent met‘md:loglcal dutrpmg '

ground like "error varlanoe" m the exper:.mental approach. A good th'eory
not just those it fmds convenlent Frrom a senlotlc pérspectlve

' belng able to explaln the observed behav1ors of language ‘users du.rmg
a language event érov1des}\a sounder basis on which to generate t'heory

J

or explalm.ng a subset of béhawors oneé flnds oonvem.ent, whlle s:mul—

taneously admowledglng observed "error" or exoeptlons evén within thls
o = : v 5,"‘ £ ‘
set. - . 3 A )

This notion of érror is an urportant one. We h'avé f0und—, for

example, that it is t-he mexpected— t-he unpxedlcted——whlch merits and
roommands attention. It is from the unexpected that we have found we
"can and do learn the most about our current assumptions and t-he:u:
shortcomings. !

While this discussion of the issues and our evolving resolu-
tions axe not totally adéquaté', they represent our thinking at tl;is
time, and together oonétiﬁité the ﬁétfbdoiogioal context in which this

' report is written and should be read.
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1.2 THE CONCEPTUAL CONTEXT OF THIS FESEARCH PROGRA

Td Recently, a National Instltute of Education publlcatlon apoea.red

armouncmg the avallabllltz of nerf résearch foniés in readlng and lan-
guage. In the area of early llteracy the federal g)vernnent wished to
support resegirch in, _and we quote: - (
How we move from simpler forms of reading, such as letter recog=
nition and sounding out words, to a fuller understanding of = - .
written materials. (NIE, undated, but still béing diétributéd;in
. November of 1982)

Whlle this statement seems to pose a ratherétralght—forward

agenda, it makes a series of aestmptions about language and language

jearning. It accepts, for the study of literacy, the conceptual via-

 bility of such notions as 'developmental stages', 'readiness', ‘emergent

reading'; and others which rest on'these S8sumptions. Even further, it

endorsed, in part at least, a behavioral model of language learning and
a subskills approach t language teaching. Inplicit in the statement
is a belief Ehat written language is a second-order abstraction which
is built on an oral language base. ; ‘

3 since thess notions and the assuptions underlying them have
been proposed as useful constructs for wderstanding literacy, by
historical Fiat they constifute part of the conceptual context of this
study. At best, NIE'S request for research reflects only a selected
sovtion of current thinking in the field of literacy and literacy learn:
ing; and; in so&aing, raises many issues. ?&El’bugh this is not the
forum for a full diSCdS‘éioﬁ; some mdei‘sf:a‘n&ing of f:hese issues and

their conceptual altematives is needed:
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The function of this section is ta provide a corceptual frame
within which our program of 1;£erac:§r and iiferacy learning research
__might be understood. We briefly identify issues historically by fore-
grownding and backgrounding -altemative theoretical positions: Other
sections of this volume elaborate and extend this intellectual hetitage.

_ Developrental Psycholmgulstlcs and Oral Language Leamlng In

the '605 Jmportant changes arose in our understanding of oral language
dexrelqgtent in'children (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 lexicon;| the number and vari-
&ty of words used by a chijd: These words were classified ageording ©
adlt language éaaégaéiég (mowns; verbs; adjectives, and"so i and \
the correiatxon between increases in vocabulary with age, sex, race,
' socioeconomic class, and school achievenent; studied.
: No collection of pronunciations we Emght recognize as words—no

matter how vast--in Itseif constitutes a Ianguage. Without precise
‘rules for cambining and mterpreti:ng those eil:enents there is no il:anguage\ '
The fi:EéE criticat point at whj:ch associationistic models of leaming )
were discovered to fail was in accomting for the develSpment of syn- .

tactic rules: Neither imitation nor selective reinforcement, the two

key elements of associationistic leaming, could dccount for the ¢hild's
learning of syntax. | '

Although it is beyond the scope of thlS dlscus’smn to pmvuie
a detailed analy51s of the advances made by developnental psycl’o— B

Linguistics, it is necessary to present a brief overview indicating

x -2 J
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some cruc1a_l pomts The traditional assoc1atlonlsia:c nodel of language
acqu151t10n is sn_rpi:e children leam through mprmt:mg and Jmltation
(see §k.mner, 1950, 1978). The environment which Surrounds the chiié is
' organlzed to remforce certain i:ééfaéhSes and eliminate others. In oratl’ /x"
.language, when the Chlld produoeg a sound (lJ_ke dada) Wthh the parent
lg.}:es f.o hear, the parent smiles and relrljoroes the_ child. In_ this way
tne,envrrc:'umt sekects, fram the vast amownt of sounds 1eavin§ the child's
mouth, only t-hoéé 'c_bnbinétions correspon&tﬁé to the mother tongue. These
sounds must acquire meaning to be converted effectively into WOords.
In this modsl the problem is resolved by repeated exposure. The
| ddult presents an Gbject and pranounces a word which is the name’ of
| ) EﬁaE object. Because language is arbltraxy—Z:he words we use to label
an objecg have no direct tie to that object's meaning other’ than by
virtue of the fact that a group of us agfeeé to call something by thlS
f;éifri-'language learning i§ Séén as being an abstract form of 1eanu.;1g
Since language is abstract and arbltlaxy 1ea5;ﬁi£’g ts @ifficult and
tricky; essentially unnatural . By reiterated associations of the sound
and the object, these problems of unn&turalness are overcane WIﬂ’l the
’resatt bemg that in the end an assoc:.atlpe bond” is formed: In this
- model the language leamrer is seen as passive, being shaped by his or
her environment: language is transmitted dlrectly and does not mquxrﬂ
active rediation. Words are seen as the key unlt of 4anguage. )
) Work in aevelopnenta_l ps’yc.holmguiéticé gréatly é.ltered this
| view: Instead of chlldren who are passwely awaltmg extémal reln—

forcemant, children came to be seen as actlvely attemptmg to mderstand,

R
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 the nature of the language spoken aromd them. In attemptidy to under- .
stand language, language learners came to be viewed as active predictors
and hypothe515 t&sters (see O’msky, 1965). During this perled _chJ_ldren
were said "tb form the1r own gramnar" (see Brown, 1973). This was not
tﬁu’st a deformed copy of the adult model, but their own creation. based
on the rules c.f language use they had mu.uted as menbers of their lan-
- guage commnItIes. . :
Tn reality children did not; nor do not; "develop their own
' 'girainﬁéf; " While child language is different from adult language; it is
based on the same rulés. We will show that the interpretive rules of
1aNGUAGE uSe-—&ven WEithan 1AngUAge use--are apparently mich more avail-
able o language users than' previowsly thought and are acquired through
social interaction at very early ages. !
The regula.r1z1ng of 1rregular verbs illustrates both the initial
observation and our clarification: - If ‘the form is "I walked," "I talked,"
"I climbed;" why not "I ated" (EéShéii, age 6), "She rided” (sally,
age 5); and other such ¢ommon pattems from child language. When
children contimually make similar deéiSioi'iSi, that is, when a S);steifiatic
/ pattem is discemible, to simply call it 'error' is to focus on surface
i sthJeture form but not to lock at the process. or rules which underyird
the constructlon Since adults do not speak this. -way, language cannot
be sgud to have been learned thmugh J_mltatlon. Nonet-heless the rules
chi.ldren are us:.qg (add 'ed' to verbs to s1gn past ténse) are not a
"new granmar, " but very flrmly rootéd in rules of language use in the

child's mtexpretlve oomrunlty. Irnegular verbs aré not regularlzed

LY
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have been actively seeking the patterns that occur in the language
aroind them. In the course Qf usmg language to get things done," |
children have formilated hypotheses bout how the system works.

\ ' They are ;naklng predictions and testlng these predictions in
the neat of using J:anguage 1o get on with llvmg.r The belief wnder-
lylng the orlglna:]: observatlon and our clarlflcatlon is that all lan-
tive of psycholmgulst_tc activity on the part of the language user.

Rather than the leger being seen as shapéd by an environment-
response bond, s in the beﬁav:;éralmav, the cognitive view of lan-
guage leamitig sees' the object to meaning bond as trladlc ‘The lan-
gquage user is central. Objecfs are not slgn’s until the language user
perceives them as signs and infers their meaning. Meaning does not
reSJ.de in the object, but in the language use.r Whén™ this triadic
bond is in place, a 51gn funct.non has been %tabllshed, and an in=

stance of llteracy lS said ¥ occur.

TIh]:ougkout this ‘volume when ‘we say somethlng 51gns meanlng ;

what we mean is that such a gign functlon has been establlsh . Flg-

schematic form:
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Figure 3. Language Learning: Beha havioral and ' o
Cognitivist Views (Carey, 1982). : BT
] B . . . .‘ . . . . .
A EEHAVIORAL VIEW | A COGNITIVE VIBW
LU (M)
KEY: O = Object o KEY: © = Object
_R = Response . . - _M = Meaning
” LU = Lanquage User . | LU = Language User
' (Invisible in S =8ign
this Model) & |
. i; v

e
Over t.ure, t-he active mle of the 1anguage user and the open-

(ness of language as a sn;‘ systan has altered the pmfessmn s view of

words - and word meanlng Some data we collected 111ustrate this point.

and not just leamed by rote: A Chlld'S meam.ng 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'j“'”in, age?]) to -say nothing of’ the
American Historian' S ("a major fac.f:.or/I in the westward movement"
[College Professor, age 42]). 'Ihough prom,mcmtlons of ‘the ‘word

tree are the same, meamngs are quylte dlfi:érent Pronunc1at10n,
without n'eanlng, does not cnnstltut:e {language Language always in- -
voives an actlve J.nterpreter\ 'Ihe dlfferenoe, Labov says (1982), ’ 7
"between a parrot and a human saylng T Jil .mef:t'you dapntown—,~" is thati
‘the human 13 h:keiy 0 show up“l v " |

Socmimgulsttc&anilanguageleamlng. Because -children grow

1.t> in a pa:rt:taﬁ.a:r 1anguage or 1nterpret1ve cnr'rmunlty, the patterns they

f) -
1.«%
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discover about language inevitably shires much in comion with the lan=

guage around them: = Some have mistakenly assumed that this ghenonmenon
means that some of language is acquired through imitation and modeling
(being directly available in fhe enviromment; ready-made to-be picked

. up; hence, the term ;lang'uag"e acquisition'); while other elements are
léarned through rule formation and hypothesis testing (some. more active
procass) . ‘— . - '

7 The problem with an eclectic p051tion is that it accepts the '
v1ab111ty of a behavioral model of language learning; that is ;' it
assures somé of language/—, at least, does not involve active interpreta-
tion on the part of the language leamer. Our own position is that
rone of language can be explained via an associationtstic or behavioral
nmodel of learriin'g'. Language 1s not acquired, it is :‘l:eaa:ned We have
found that upon examJ_natlon any llngulstic activity assumed by some

.

to be 'rote' or J_mltatlve p represents action based on layers and

layers of psycholmgu:.stlc actJ.Vlty ThlS cognitive activity is rooted )

in a set of abstract rules which the- language user has formed and : .

operates as an ant1c1patory schema (Nelsser,. l976) "with direct

exploration. l.angUage behavior i§ never random.

vy

Ore example should suffice to ;;Llliiétrate-_,th@s' his point. .As part.

of this program of resedarch, we 'an’ﬁthe réséarch af,S'sooia'te's; 'g'ra'duate' -

students, and teachers w1th whom we cane in contact, oondmted,what we' ‘

called chlld—as-:mformant curricular and research siudles These_
_studies involved selecting a setting and observing young schildren’

operating in that setting.

25
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t-hls mstance t-he parent-researcher reportedaobserv:mg t-he .
follwxng actJ.Vlty in t'heJ.r 2‘-year old son, Dav1d It was Sunday morn- -
ing. -The opeu.ng and closin'g of the screen Goor 51gned ﬂlat the Sunday
‘~ __paper had been dellvened Dav1d grabbed t'he camic section, walked by
hlS toy box and plcked up a wooden, cylmder—shaped block.. Hopplng ’.'
into his favorlte chaJ_r, mVld progped his feet on the ottoman, plaoed
.t'he block—-hls "play c1gar"-1n the comer of his muth, snapped the '
paper open, and w1th arms extea&d annoinced, -"I'm golng to read the
funnles'" , -
7 A behavioral mterpretatlon of this mc1dent would be to say
that pavid was 'imitating’ or 'nodellng'\wﬁat it is he had seen hIs
father do on prev10us :C..tmday mrm.ngs wha'x the paper had arrlved 'IhIs
mterpretatlon leaves unanswered the questlon of whether or not Dav1d'
actions were dellberately neanmgful ThlS is a most Jmport:ant questlon. .
. It is at base the dlfferenoe be’cneen a behav10ral as opposed to a a:)g-
ni tivist \uew of language learnlng. 3 ’
Frqn a childas-informant pe.rspectlve, if Dav1d repeated these f
'or similar actlons across language settings we ocould mfer that his
behaviors were intentful and rule-governed; refldctive of psychol'tn—
guistic and sociolinguistié éét‘ifx’i’iEy.‘_ With onty 'gﬁé i‘ngfa'rice we still
mist suspect these things: Clearly; for example; we might infer that
David already, at age 2, sees reading as a form of soctal action: Given
certain seftings; lookingsat aisheet of newsprint is an acceptable form
of secial action: David also demonstrates by his actions that he sees

9

newspape.rs as objects which 51gn an activity called readlng . We might

20
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suspect. that Ddvid sees 'i'ead:i:ng'-; then, as sométhing one does from
things like néwspapers In addItxon we mlght surmise that David

mcbrstand,s this aCt1v1ty in. relat:lnnshlp bo his world. The newspa

R is de.‘l:lvered .so that thls act1v1ty called 'readmg can occur. Reah

is exjoyable. Funnies are part of t_ljle newspapeg:. Fmie;-am ;t.he -

things one reads first. . . o

All of these 1nferenoes, we m:tght suspect, are pa.rt of Dav1d s
thfl:l‘ﬂ(lng and govern hlS actions. mak:tng them predlctable and non-
ra:ndom To dismiss th&se benav1ors by :‘l:abehng them - n'odelJ.ng 1s to

‘mj;ss ' the- leaxner' m ‘the event, and the patterns in what it is that

o David aﬂ:ready mmltlvely wﬁerstands' about the llteracy process.

M a process perspective, ’Dav:.d may ‘already have an ant:.C1patory
" frame fer navspapers th.ch Jncludes what one doés w1th then, ‘and why

one does it. Newspapers and thelr arri:va]; are objects which funct.wn
| as 51gns Dav1d's J.nterpretatlon of these signs are understandable

| via a stu:ly of his somol’lngulstlc and: psycholmguxstlc act1v1ty and

acztlon ance such ant1c1patory franes are a centrai part of the

reachng pmoess (Smith, 1978; Goodran, 1967), they are much too im-

) portant to go theoretlcally unnotlced . SR e

E ) It 1s mportant t:o understand that underlying these views are

radlca.lly different a)nceptlons of language, language leanung, and the

language leaa:ner. an a CDgnlthJSt v1ew, language is an open 51gn

system which ir operatlon mvolves the actJ.ve 1nterpetatlon of the
”language user. Frun a behav:.orlstlc v1ew, the EI:anguage lea.mer is

"pa551ve, a receptacle, and J.rregularltleﬁ m leamlng are not

%
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nile-governed, but random, created by inconsistencies in the delivery
 system. | | | -
' Because of the model of language learning which is the theoreti-
cal referent for the tems 'modeling' and 'acquisition’, we have dropped
-them’ from our vocabulary. We recommend others who see the language
learner as active do 1ikewise.

- Cnrrentﬁ;:al Langugge Issues as Rooted.in Danguage Léarning

ﬂh;.o.rz Sometlmes today rather than speak of 'nodellng résearchers
' speak of 'scaffolding', a nbtion' rmch akin to nbdéling in many. réspects
(see Céiaén, 1965, 1966, 1972 1978) This concept orlgmated from
sttxhes 6f ‘aduit-child 1nteract.1.on where it was found that adult-
ch:tld speech :mteract:l.ons were different from adultradult speedu mter—
. ‘ act.ton patterns ) .

- 'pr:tcaﬁy what hasbee'l noted is that sentences were short:er,
chﬁd responses were expanded -and elaborated by the adult and only
'dev1at.1ms which resulted in loss of neanlng corrected Because 'mean-

ing' is mentioned the findamental leaming issue is often lost or
c'i'oixied Essentla]:]:y the not:l.on underiylng scaffoldlng is that the .
adult determlnes the language structures to be used by the child and
that such structuring-facilitates the child's picking up, or acquisi—
tion, of .];an'g’tiage; The conclusion that is often regthed is that
( natural language settings are far from 'natural' ' thus supportlng the
V -‘v1ab111ty of direct mstructlonai models of language teachmg and a |
behav:.oral nbdei of 1earn:mg (see 'ﬂeale, 1982‘»and Bruner, 1982)
Whl_le 1t is true that chl:'l:d—aduil:t conversat‘Jpns are structured

v_ dlffere.ntly than are aduit-—adult cawersatlons, these drfferemes are
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pred.xct-able and, llke any J.nstarioe of language use reflect the psycho—

ll.ngUJ.Sth and socmlmgulstlc pm/cesses Involved in language use

v

v

'Ha‘lllday (1980) argues that what part1c1pants do psyc:l’xolmpulstlcally
is semantlcally track' each ether, the resu:]:t of. which produces socio-
: llngulstlc shlfts and’ moves on the part of the part1c1pants t}u'oughout |
the event. These ShlftS and noves alter t-he event and cr,eate potentlal
signs th.ch the pa.rt1c1pants read In an aduit—d:rld oonversatlon the
‘shifts and noves which the adult makes in adjust:mg hls .or her lan-
guage to the ch:ld——what Halllday calls 'tracking —mlght be more
smpiy viewed as 'the child as the cnnversatlonal 1nﬁormant' the
shift and moves wh1ch the Chlld makes to the adult, as 'the adult as
conversational informant'.
| The term 'scaffolding" réf‘éréi'cés the env1ronment and weﬂs ,
adult~child interaction as thé adult beJ.ng 1n charge, s:mellfymg, .
manlpulatmg, or structurlng the env1mment for leam.uxg 'Scaffoid—
) 1ng as a term pulls attention away from pmcess to the envnm*rment
| and hence suggests language learm.ng to bé the result of an envnannental-—
response bond. ' :
The term trackmg references the psychollngulstlc and socio~
lmgulstlc prooe55&s or strategles engaged in by both Language users_
-in the event. ‘Both child and adult are actively Seen as structurlng a

the event. Figure 4 illustrates these differences figuratively.

e
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Figire 4. 'Scaffolding' and ‘Tracking' as g

]

-in Language Learning Theory. .
.Sc'a'ffoldn’;dig'” - Adult as - ...:._;.-;_;.;;;;_;—r ,,@ﬂa é’,‘;,’,,,,,,,
g Ianguage Hser , . Language lLearner
. e
Marnpui:atxngfthef
language lfeaming
. environment for -
the learmer ]
: »Tracking: ° Adultas _ __ > _ Childas
. T Language User ,;" _ : ’ Language Leamer

' Shlfts and moves made between.

' ‘equal partners as they together.

. create a suooessful text:m 'L'hls

- These sanantxc chstmctlons between scaffoi:dlng and 'tracking':
are sa:gm:f::cant; When a behav:torail: as opposed to a oognxtlve perspec—
-tive is taken, the danger lies in dedtx:mg that what c}r.ﬂ;dra'l need is

sxmplexed 1anguage enwxmmrmts and ‘that thae an ' for .

language 1eaxn—1ng. In§tnvctmmily this leazis to settnng up env:Lron-
ments vd‘tere aﬂ:‘t of the systars of language are not ailowed o transact
as they mrmaﬁy do (and as, in fact, they were'’ domg m the studies

- fram Whil.ch scaffold:mg as a ooncept evoived)

_ Wrxtten LangxagejeamingL Exanrtm:ngﬂ:mmnﬁssrmptxone Wﬁe? '
one moves from orat 3;anguage 1eama;ng to wr:n:tten 1anguage learn:mg these \

, 1ssues do not dJ.ssolve, but rather beoome accented. Fma soc1o—
psychollngulstlc perspectlve it sears ludlcrous to asSume that given
a lltera'ce socyety young ctni;&ren wile act:tveiy attempting to

neke sense of their world, would seiectlvely dec1de not -to atten& to
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print. leen everything we kriow about leanlers and our print orlented .‘

§661éf:§, several researchers (Googman & GOOC}man 1979; smith, 1980;
Ferreiro & 'Iebemsky, 1982; Rind & Fentalr uhaated) have argued that

a more viable theoretlcal pos:LtJDh Wollld e to assume that young chil- .
" §
dren have attended to print prior o SQhoohng and that formal "llteracy

programs should bu:le off of ﬂ'mﬁ krloWledge

Examining the Oral Lanquag
. - * - . N L . , o
reason so few persons have studieq literacy hefore schooling lies in

Part of the

the assurptions embedded in, and wderlyind ¥pat we have termed, ‘the
‘orat iéﬁc}dég@ supremacy a’ss-mn'pti&i' . This aSsUmpt.lon is tkfat: oral
language mast be in place before One 3s YOt anotheér tJ;er. By serléij
Izmg the expressions of language; a SUbskllls approach to language
learning is édvbcated Oral languag? bits "'llst be in place before
written 3:anguage bits can be acqulxed i
The pervasiveness of these premiges ‘vaS’/ readlly apparent to
 us -in conducting this program of ‘{eseareh
(1) More oftm ‘than not, llttle was belng done at the pnesc‘nool :
and kmdergarta'x ievel in the Name of readmg and writing;
(2) when something was be.mg &per that Something was usually
v"letter name kmwleage and 1ettel‘-somld pattern drllls-
(.73‘)v Oral J:anguage mstructxonal aCtivities of all kinds typlcally
- :eceded readlng and wrltlhg achvj—tles throughout the
curriculum, : E
The, assmnptxon is made that, Since Oril language is a pre- v

" ieqtjiélte to written language leamind, the® Special emphas1s should

N
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be placed cn oral language in preschool and kindergarten progrars.
Many preschool teachers whom we agproached thought ou.r research in-
approprlate, often feeling obliged to 1nform us. that theJ.r ‘children
dian' t read or Write yet. One preschool teacher took a look at the:
unconventional script her 3-year old children used to '3ign in' in her
classroom (a procedure we developed to colléct nameé writing data over
time), to conclude she was rlght, children can't write at th.ls age,
we were um:ea:‘txst:[c. | , )
In interviewing E.hé f)reéchool and klndergarten {:eachérs from
our inner city study, we d:tscovered that neadmg books and go:Lng to
the llbra.ry were seen by the teachers as act.w:.tles which were enjoy—
able ard broke up the day. While these are reasons for including these
activities in a school day, they are ot language readqns; the activi-
.. ties were not seen as part of the readlng and’ wrltJ.ng currlculum.
| Teachers did not perceive them to be relevant when. asked to dellneate
- what thlngs they did that facxlltated duldxen s gIowth in readJ.ng and
wntmg. To dismiss this pattem of tead'ler behavior as an overmght
1s to 1gnore the theoretical assumpt:lons which underglrd their
' decm:.on—makmg. ' ‘ ' ) ) ,.
'Jhe assmrptlon that if one does sonethlng in readJ.ng an:i writ-
mg, one must beg:l.n with letter and sound natchmg, is so pervasive
that many otherw:.se éxcéllent early ch:ti:dhood educators are not’ inter-"
ested in hlghllghtlng readmg and wr:tting activities in the preschool
Often these are humanlst.lg teachers who take a oognlt:l.ve approach to

.teachlng and learning in all other curticular areas. With "new"

o 3Z
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mat:erlals »advocatmg a= skills and drills appmach to begl.nnmg readIng
. and ertl;’lg, their ob: rvatlons of what wr:r.tten :'Language concepts t-he
ever-popular Sesane Stneet teaches, and the:tr past egcperlence w1t-h
formal llteracy programs, t-hesq teachers believe that to stress 1it-
eracy” t-hgy must abandon their learning model: ~ Many excellent early
childhood educators refuse to do this. But by not being‘obg"ni},ant of
i‘El'ln\éir d'nldren to miss many 51gh

r

theoretlcal altnrnatlves, they pe.rmlt
nlflcant and natural encounters with prmt
Then; too, thxmx;hout the reading program, oral inStructional
activities typically Qrecede readJ.ng and wrlt.mg activities. Some
- teachers delay wrltlng until the second half of flrst grade (Hlll, 1980)
AJm)st all 1ntroduce new words orally, have t-he chlldren ‘use them in oral
sentences, and- ca:n:y on extensﬁ;e discussions before pe::mltt.mg t-he
ing opporttmlty,' all’ concepts must be in place orally before the read_lng
process can work. =~ L
Bven the Languagd experience’approach in which children and
teachers construct their-own reading materials based on the experiences
they have togetﬁer, assume an oral language towrltten language copres-
poi&afxéé wfuch buys into a serial notion about how the expression of
tangiace is leamed. In these Foos, childreh rarely were given paper
s pencil and pemTitESd Of encouraged to.vrite HhEiT own TESSAges. :
‘ Failing Eo note the difference beﬁveenaﬁ :l.nteg@‘t:e'_iw7’”’”‘;3l ]:éﬁéua?e curriculum .
and a fused one—-where reading and writing are juxtaposed because 6f; _
assu:fpf:lon of a shared language process, not. just theoretically Vledea

.-"~. .: ;. ’ . 7 33 ’ - ) )
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as a ccmvenlent way to teach the same Skllls thmugh parallel play—-

X
only clouds mportant conoeptual issues wh.lch need clarlflcatlon.

i

F.:xammmg the Assunptlon that Print’is a Decontextuallzed Second—

 Order 1 Language ;Abstractlon. We also found that tegd'lers can assume a

cognltlve po'sii:ion on how childreri learn: and have learned oral language,
vet,- assuxre asbehavioral p051t.10n when 1t comes to how written language
‘ is learned. Often't-hls, too, is the case because théy are not famllla.r
with Eheoretlcal optlons which are available. At other timés this
enigma is the result of the belief that wrj.tten language is more ab—
stract than oral 1anguage, being a second-order language process. _
The psycho—imguxstlc argument un&rlylng these beliefs is that
oral 1a?19uage is more contextuallzed than ertten 1anguage (Matt.mgly, '
- 1972, 1979- meg; 1971, Olson, 1977) The process of learm.ng to | o
hahdle written language is a prodess of learnln\g to handle 'decontextu- ~>
alized' print. '
* In its expanded form ithe arglmE.nt runs son'ethmg like this:
cognitiveiy, in- order for. gonprehms::on to occlt ‘the language user must
% assimilate what is belng percerved into his or her emstlng framework £
‘ if t;he prerequ:LSIte concepts are not 'in place the learner is gal,d not
. to be '.ready', or the material ben;ng taught too 'abstract' . Oral lan-
guage sn:uatlonS pm\hde nore contextual cues which the language user
can use to access ass:.mllatlve schemas. ‘Wrdtten language settlngsl,have
fe:w if any contextual cues and hence are more 'abstract'; more 'decor— P
wtextuallzed' Smce oontextual cues are, not avallabie, a different
' set of cues must operate in wrltten language use. ‘Ihe(.mck in teaching
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duldren to read and er.te is. to get them to be dependent upcn prmt

Lone”

7 leen its popularlty in reoent llterature, this view obnously
has a lot of appeal to members of the profess1on Much of ojr data arque
agalnst thls view. Although we w1ll bulld an altérnate theoretlcal %ase
in the body of the report, an 0vemew oﬁ our posltlon is glven here.
From a soc10—psycholmgu.1stlc perspect.lua, read.i_ng' -and wrlt:rng do riot
mwlve less oonoem for context than cb speak_mg and llstenlng.‘ If‘ P

o 4

partlcular content or process mﬁormatlon cannot be assimilatedf it can
be said to be 'absttact'; but this is as, true of c_ertam oral language
activities and experiences as it is ;‘of ‘written language. We will demcn—
s\trate that all language—both ofal and wi;tten—signs/its context.

From a soc1d‘-‘psyduo'1_m?3ulst.1c perspective the :oih-gojng challenge
in writing is learniny how to Slgn an 3.nterpretive oonte:ﬁ: so that readers
might construct a'Successful text orld. Father than bqijg a decon-
textualized process, oont:ext remains oentral. Larviguageand langtnge

' learning are oontextually dependent activities for all language users.

L

Context plays as much of a role in our f1rst language response as our
last language- response. This is as ,true of our oral language responses ;
as it is of our wri tten language responses. Brandt (];983) oonoeptua:hzes
the key lSSL‘E in sucoessfu.‘l. adult'wrltlng as transact:tons between and
anmg contexts? mvblvmg orchestratnng the conbext of sxtuatlon, the '
context of the tex% world and the context of the evolvmg surface text 2
Wsmpﬂons Lh&arlglng the Notlomoﬂjeveiognehtai '

’
¢

Stages'. Maturatlmlsts hold ‘that much of a dnfl:d's cognitive develop-

ment is explained bIolog:Lcally. The essent:Lal assutrption mderlylng a
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maturat:.onal or bmloglcal notJ.on of developrent is that chﬂ:dren are
‘1like plants. as they; get older and bxgger -they are capable of cbi;ng
th:l.ngs they were not prévikbusly capable of. dolng. . '
| While clea.rly not the flrst maturatJ.onJ.sts, Montessori (1912)
and later Havmghurst (1952) popularlzed the p051t10n by waavmg blology
and psychology into their t-heorles of learnmg leen th'e mtellecb.:al
tenor of the time, Plaget (1969, 1970, 1973) understandably, £, began
his cognlt,J.ve exploratlons of chlldxfen s ﬂu.nklng u51ng blologlcal lens, .
ana ‘equally not surprisingly, ended 'u'p’ posing a 'developmental stage' |
| theory of cognltlve development wh:ych wove blology and psychology 1nto
an 1nte‘rest.1ng and appeallng mix. . : ‘ ‘

' Essentlally what Plaget did was pose thldxen of varlous ag&s
w1tl'{ a set of loglcal problem solv:.ng tasks.& By observ:mg the ch:leren t
and the thimking t'hat led to t-helr solutmns* PJ.aget mapped out ‘a set :
of cognitive process:.ng strateg:.es whlch chlldren at oertaln ages were
hxely to exhn.blt. Before certaln fonns of thinking were p0551ble,
 chiidren had to Hve pmgressed through other forms, or stages, of thought.
Plaget dem:nstrated that young chJ.ldren's thmkmg abilities were ‘

qmiltat:rve:‘ty d:tfferent.from that of Dlder children, and that bot-h of

4
these patberns were d:tfferent frcm the formal thought of mst adults.

Theoretically he J.ntroduced .the notion of centrlsm' to expla:.n why

’ children were not .- as f];ex:x:ble thinkers. as were theJ.r older and more
" logital peers. T RN '
~ Given -this form:tdabie hlstnry, it should surprlse no one, to f1nd

the notmn of developrental stages vJell-moted and deeply enbedded 1n
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educational iearnrng theory, mclud:mg language learning theoa:'y.a But,
just as it has been dlsoovered that the prooess of éhotosynthesls 1s ;
as applrcable to the young plant as the old plant, so, too, it should

surprise no one that at a processing level the blologlcal resrdue of an

- essem-:xality cognitive pomtlon on J,ea.rmng would mcmeasmgly come ‘

tnder attack and question.
| ‘ii-ié work of Nb:r:gaxet Donaldson and her colleagues (1978) , for
e:anple,lserlously questloned Piaget's notion of 'oentrlsm' by demon-
stratlng that whenvtasks were oonstructed that dealt w1t-h the experi-
‘ exces of the child, the same child who appeared not to be able to

-oonserve, suddenly could and did: S:tmrlarly, when the rules of language
use in expermental condlt.lons were expla:med to children (so that they

understood that 'the same question' was 'the same question' and not an /
‘indirect speech act, as it typically is when the sal;'e question is re- ‘
peated by an adult o a chJ.ld) ; 51gm.f1cant nurbers of chlldren were

suddenly able to engage in cognlt.lve operatrons which led then to the

4

loglcal solutlons of Plagetlan tasks. _ ‘
) Conoeptually, Plaget's mJ.sJudgnent, we now understand, was m

assum.ng language and thought were separated - For Piaget, language re—

flected thought, but dld not affect“lt. - Slnce language was a frrnge o

. | beneflt &f. thought, b not an‘ lntegfr:al part o thitﬂtmg, what and how

5 ‘, one. used language (even w1th children in- researdn settlngs) ‘was of no

.oognlt.lve consequenoe. ) Language, for Plaget, was an output of t'hought,

mt a generator of the basic pro@ss 1’cself. ‘

_, ums 1s not to crltlcr\’/ contrlbutlons of Pragetlans
Piagetian reses ch is theoretlcally‘based havmg its {-fheory of learm.ng

s




v

| THE YOUNG CHILD AS'WRITER-READER, Page 31 . *F

)

-

" .

. . i
@ By - R 4
: ¢ i \ :

R . . o . . ’

'exp.l,lc.ltiy statied Further, rather ﬂ)an f0cus on product, what Piaget
) : attarpted ﬁo cb was look at process and ’che oognitu.ve' operatlons mvolved.

"Ihese .are mgniflcént cnntrlbutlons whlch dia;;acterlze our. own WOrk -

‘ ‘o

&:{ ‘P'z,_-5 %t a.s to sm;gest, however, that'Pi.aget's approach to research

.. fails to ched: uartain assmnpt.lpns, abou@ 1anguage, cognltlon, and the

o m&e‘rstandi:ng"llterat*:y Vygotsky (1962, 1978) helped us fee t it
’ thought and langaage transact and together become more than their m- _

relatlonshlp th.ch exlsts between the two, Whlch we ncw see s central o

<

”fd.w ddai and mdeperﬁmt:selves., . T - . .

) <
[

¢

.. [Piaget, Identxfred H:cs cbvelopmtal stage work evolves from a product

T anaiy oﬁ chﬂdren s ttu.rﬂcrng On tasks having 11tt1e or noth:.ng to do |

. wrth e krnds of sett:mgs, and thrrﬂc:l:ng‘ about objects, wlth whlch Chll—

.'._d‘re'x were famrhar it rs{;:mportantto keep thJs dlstmctlon mmlnd

6"

| one set’ of 3:abeits references Unrvm’saf;l: cogtutq.ve processes, the other

ot

set, an aEa:]:ysrs oﬁ part;tcnlar patterns glven part.lcular condltlcns

- we accept er‘ not:r.on that dnldren er.ng aSShnllatlve schema to language

settﬁr_Tswmacl'x J:nevitabi:y get aitered as a fmctlon of that experlence
(m, Evd }anguage contexts are e’ver exact.ly alike and hence- processmg

» 13"

'cannot be formutaic or s:mpiy involve rote use of assnm:];atrve schema),

"~ and reject the no}:ion of deveiopmental stages. Smce our work bears

mt:ch s;t.m:llarrty #o Plagetlan research, same further explanatlon of our

pos 1t1.cn seerrs warranted X

v Bullt mto ":lzhe Plagetlan tasks is"a concept:ton of how the

’

—

5 kssmﬁ;atlon and acoomrochtlcn are the cogrutlve unlversals th.Ch S
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- that pmcéss. ']he assumptlm is that! cog‘ut:uze ab" r'ty is a prime; ’

‘.‘

lng Our research dexmnsttaités that rience: affects the klnds and

, i

v quality of. t-hmklng ch:leJ:en are capable of dolng and t-hus 1llust1ates
 that thmklng ablllty, lJ.ke 1anguage ablllty, 15 context dependent.

: Chlldren are at dlfferent cognltlve stages given theJ.r famlllarlty

£

W1th the context- of 51tuat10n. From a- socxo—psychollngulstlc view, ‘cne

’ should be able to demonstrate that adult thought in mfamJ_lla.r settlngs
shares much in con?nn with chn.ld t’hOLXJht in such SItuatlons. - | would

make thls predlctlon if settlngs whene experlenttai badcgmmds were
p )
s:tm:;]:ar couldbe found By the same token some ixteracy settIngs--llke

.,

computer 11teracy--mlg;1t allow some of today s chﬂ;dren to have a cog-
-nltlvely strateglc advantage over adults. - By study::ng the ch;Ild and

Sedwe

the adult!s psycl'bllngu.lstlc flexlb:l_llty in t-hese settlngs, needed
:ms;ght into - t-hls 1ssue may be possmle.

: ‘ Plaget began with a set of assumpt:Lons about the mgnltlve opera- .
tIons 1nvolved in formal tl'lought and dé51grxed a set of artificial tasks
wmch he felt would more effect.we;ky test his theory: He made no at-
terrpt to watch 1anguage users soJ.ve whole world pmblems of personat

Importance. : WhJ_le His approach may a;pear loglcal from a meth:doioglcal

PerSpectIve, psyc}blmngtlcally it is not without its own set of - Rt
, faUJ«‘tY Pranlses. ‘ _ - v

A research example might clarlfy this paint. . in'writ&n" lan-
guage there aressentlally a lot of thmgs to attend to. A partj;aj; 1ist

mght 1nclude how oral language mapé onto written 1anguage, how I:i'menes
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and graphates mmpaxd, how - i:anguage is wrltten and fonratted how -
language structure varies by oontext how one uses - language to mean, ':

'how language functions ac.roés various oontexhs, how peroeptua.l mfor—

. matlon i into 1anguage, etc. If tasks are de51gned to explore

any one of\¥heee aspects, rui:e—governed behavrors can be 1dent_1f1ed
' '.’lhe problan is; of course, that one would - never know "whether or not .
' the tl'u.ng identified really operated that way or had mixch, if any— '
thrng; to cb wrth the evolutmn of lrteracy; It may be that when allw
of the other th:l:ngs ava:tlabi;e and to be attended to in language were '

operatrng, the part:rcuiar pattern 1dent:|_fled by t-he task pales to-
1nsrgn1f:tcanoe. j '7 ' ' S l
As a partrcular J.nstance, we found that young children when en- o

gaging in readmg denmstrate graphemc awareness. ’nus l-anguage systan,
.however; néver operates lncbpa'ldant of the other systems of 1anguage ‘
and altemate oommm:.catum sysﬁeflr; which are avaJ.lable in t-he sett:mg |

| When ali: systems ate penm.tted to operate as they & in natural language
‘setta.ngs, ‘the anount of grapl'xenh.c information needed is sxgm.flcantly
less than that neoesaary if t'hls syst:em is presented.in 1solatlon
Then,; too, the nature of the l jgu.lstrc sign has been c*hanged. In the

N ) e:qner:.mental sett.mg dZe has at best a part_ral sign; at worse, a d:;,s-'-

torted’ srgn. SJ.noe the rules o language use have changed, even when

func:tlonal literScy tasks are s ’ected for experimental purposes, the .

cue oonplexes normally f" ihg as 51gns are changed:
All thJ.s 1.s to{ say th%t both a theory of leammg and a theory
age | thodol }mphcatmns and in transactmn lead us '
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to Eelieve that not all research settrngs are of equal wozth Both what

is. belleved abou;t lea.rm.ng and what IS belleved about language, are l

'J.mportant in conduct.mg and assessmg llteraoﬁz research ‘
Examlnlng the Assmrptrons,mﬂerlymg 'Raad.mess' The nction of

"readiness (see Gesell 1925 l946- HIlgard & Bower, 1975; Blggs, l982) X
is. closely related to the notmn«of 'develo;mental stages . Both evolve

from a maturatlonal or blo—psycholcglcal, vxev of learning ' Both suffér

- .from prem:.seﬁ about 'the nature of language and thought. lee develop—

) yental stages, readzness is a ooncept which cognltrvrsts and behav— :
'Ionsts alJ.ke have supported Like developrental stages it has both a

¢

; cor‘itrent and process d.1mens1on. .

Fi:{in a content perspectlve one must have certain mformatlon
before other mformat:.on can be meanlngfully learmed. From a process
perspect::ve one nust be performlng & certaJ.n way cognlt:tvely before one
‘can expect new forrrs of cognltlve act1v1ty what both content and
process readmss pOS1tlons share is a common bellef that language is,,

a pa'fectable absolute 'lhere is -one and only one. true meaning to be
v’%talned from the author; there is one and only one carefui route to his

meaning: Language is a closed system The process,mg order, o inter-

.

- pretatlon is flxed C ) c.
No concept has been nore dlfflcult for the profession to abandon

than is the notlon of 1anguage as a perfectable absolﬁte Bespxte tomes
of research showmg that language varlatlon, mcludlng varlatlon in
comprehensmn -and canprehendlng are expected events, the notlon persists:

;Srnce wtg,’t one brlngs 4:0 the process affec’:ts what one gets out of the
% , :

’ g 7 -
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f)chess as weii as the assimilative h:ﬂcages ane can xré]éé;_ variety and
openness is the expectation. Implicit in the notioh of 'readiness''is
a c?nc?efn with 6u€€oné ~'If 656; expects everyone E) be 'E’dé same—artrive

" at the same meaning take e sane careful path to recnstruct that - oy
néanmé—-ﬁqéx and 6ﬁiy E&ev:i; is réaﬁ:mésé a language iéaiiiiié issue.

;;. | Q:r mchi of 3:anguage assumes 500103:0gxca1 and psychoi:ogl.cai var-
iation. It assumes that the same surface exper::en‘ce for two d.tfferent
1anguage tsers w:;]i resuftt in two d:tffexent events and two d:tfferent
expera:enoes © Our data lea<$ us to bei:Leve that 3:anguage users attend
to that which they are personally ready for and eogrut.tvei:y able to attend.
'ihe same' e:q:ene'xoe means &1fferent thmgs to language users on dJ.ffér- '

a' ent occasnms. ‘ If ane can acoept language variation and with 1t varlatlon '

\ in’what was learned,‘ ane, can ap;jremate a lang'uage 1eamer S current
achleven'ents and language e:q:eflenpes for what t-hey 7cu.rrently are, not

whattl*eymlghtbe.r' & ;_ ce

-

' ?

. 'Ihe c:rl}tena we hold for what makes 11teracy experlenoe good for
- it

us, chnnot be used to ju:ige t-he value of a llteracy es'qaerlence for; f-
another. This mmstbe dcneby the language leamer cn his or herbq

P terrrs Guldren, like us, ‘get out of ‘an e.xperlenoe what they are per—
. I )

’sonally ready fﬁr Ar%d this is good enou@q ‘One does ndt have to look

at "evexy n'ount‘l&m ihc the Ibckles to app):ecn.ate thelr majesty and grandaur.‘
.1' '
In llteracy; whattlng the appetite is better than satJ.at.mg it. If you

explore every no‘ok and cranny ef the lbckles, why ever the need to go

.

'~,Jback° It 1s~éssent1ally our ‘mistrust of the child as a learner, and our
msm&rstandmg of languaée as an opeh, 51gn systen whld'x has made readl—

- neee ther 1ss¢§/ the excuse, and the theoxetlcal subterfuge it often is.

R .,' - ‘
O F ’ , B o \
A ‘ ;'- ‘ .

] ii‘: 5 . - :; o | .i"'; .
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A —f’assing Word on "Enérgmt Rea'ciixg'; It must be noted in rgass- |
 ing that the term energent readlng currently g'row1ng in popuiarlty
anong rany reﬁearchers stndymg the evolution of llteracy« (see eiay, .
1972, 1975, _1982; Holdaway, 1979; Sulzby, '1981; Doake, 1979),; embodies
all of the aSsmptions we have discussed for the not1ons of readiness
| and developtental stages. i?'or this reason no extended disods;sion of the
_ term is offered It, however, like the tern's 'begmm_ng read.mg and ~
'beglnnIng wrlt_lng assumes the prof1c1ent prooess to be psycholmgulsttcr :
aﬂ:iy dIffeJrent from the process young children engage J.n. Imp11c1tly, ’
the notion of emergent reading’ buys 1nto a p051tlon Whlch assumes 5
the:re are no oognltlve ‘universals in language process_vngw The pattems
described are based on changes in the surface: text created durlng»readmg
a:nd ertIng. We- fmd no oonpelllng evidence that these changes are a’

tfunctlon of dlffermg psychollngmstlc and SOClQ).Jg_l‘gu.lSth processes. \\

WQQO@htS. lhless we examlne the bellefs and

'assumptjaons underlymg our terms 1t 1s dlﬁflcult to 1nsure yulnerablllty '

‘of our betiefs in our research and teadung For thcse and other rea-

-

sons we beileve the notions of deveiopmtal stages" readJ.ness ' and
frore ]-ﬁteiy, emergent réading' need exanu.natlon and reexamination by
t-he prdfesslon. o v |
. We are; of oourse, not the only ones to questlon the' oonceptual
usefu.}_ness of n‘any ‘of these: tErns (King, 1982; Goodman, 1982) Graves
(1982), for exaxrpﬂ:e, is very fond of saylng that he was struck by the
' 1dlosyncrattc nature of the wrltmg prooess. Rathe.r than sgeak of de—‘

velopmental stagw, he w1shes to speak of 'Sequenoes"

~

Al
"



1 R
4

THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER-READER, Page 37 -+« ., . © .

. While we bélleve Graves may hévé EoTne E"Hﬁé’ sane éeqciusion

_t'hat we dJ.d—namely, that the assumptions un&ariymg the notion of de-

veloptental stages need to ‘be quest:toned-—ﬁus cbes not mean we agree
with his current résolutions. Whlie cne can clear];y see that some pat-
tern e>;J.sts in thé child's name. writing ability from ages 3 to 6, for
example (see Figure §), to focus on these 'sequences' is to focus on
formf and not on the cognitive processes by which those forms came to be.

Figure 5. Name ert_lng Across Ages.
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To say writing is idiosyncraci® is 10 Suggest there are ro discemible
cognitive wnivérsals in the praeeSse$ involVeq in language use and learn-
ing. Ve have no evidence that the Kinds of %cisions which children make
in the face of literacy are qualltatlvely different from the kinds of
décwmns whlch adults make. The DrOCESs dlgren engage in is not a
pséudcb form of the real process; it i5 that Process. : 7
Instructlonal_ly, t'he problem With 21l of these tern§—-'d'evelop—
nental stages', 'readiness', ‘emergent I‘ead"-ns'—«ls the samé problem we
nave with the term scaffoldlng . At its most demearung level the argu—
rns: 1f 'little children' have 'littie thoughts' and attend to

cues' in written language, tfen Sh:uo*t"l“ed environments need to

be de51gned wh.lch reoognlze these Chfferenoes and fac:.lltate litéracy

leanung. In more sophisticated sw:faf9e str“c‘ture form, the J.nstruc* I

N s e e T 1 e, TR

written language learning, must be 'sJI“Pllerd in order to.be learned. |
" fhis position, in whatevef fofM inéVitahly ledds to istorting
t'he llngulstlc context and, if traflsactlbnallsts are rlght, the lin=
guistic sign. Furﬂler, the p051t1011 f2ils UO xplore, acknowledge, or
appreciate what the young child has lealned in the nessy on-goings of
written language use prior to formil ﬂstructlon.

. . We went into this program of research assumlng the young Chlld
“had much to teach us and the profeSgioh about written language and the
‘written language learning process: FMdamentally we believed the pro-
fession was betier served by an exauiition OF the basic assumptions

wnderlying a request for studies which called for an examination of
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". . . How we move from simpler fonns of reading, such as letter recog-
nition and somdlng out words to a fuller understanding of wrltta'x

r?terxals" (NIE, undated), than it would have been if we conducted re-
search which embedded these assumptions in the d951gn. '

. Bs is evident we do¥ot avoid taking a stand an what we believe
about written language and written 1anguége ieaming.’ By puttmg our
beliefs and assumptions up front, and by contrastlng them to alternatWe
theoret.tcal po;n:[ons avaxiable, 1t behooves ‘us and the pro;.esmon to
critically examine these beliefs, not only phllosophlcally,' but em-
pirically. The description which folloys represents our atterpt to

lay out a program of research where such ccncep’a:al a.ltematlves mlght

" be freely explonad and examined.

du
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1.3 GENERAL CHARACI'E.‘RISTICS OF 'I_'HIS RESEARCH PROGRAM
BecauSe of ‘the nethocbloglcél and conceptual contexts within

which this Study took place a ‘research design was nesdad wnich allowed
us to explore these issues and at the same time put our preferred theo—
ret_\Cj( explarmtms to t-he test. Oonceptual positions which mﬂuenoed
the design of this program of researd'l are discussed below. For each
pesition, "expianai:ions’ of initial working hypotheses are glven as well
as how we designed the study to test these beliefs. ' The fimal section

" of this volume will readdress each of these positions sketching our

cirrent thinking as a result of this program of research.

| A
et e o e et < o \\7777 . - - e e,
:
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“.‘

1.3.1 THE SYSTEMS OF LANGUAGE : .

| If linguistics and ‘socioiinguists were right, no system of & |

1anguage could be studied in isolation of the other systens of language.

F:Lgure 6 presents our cnnceptuallqatmn of language when we began this
"4 program of research: This model c&fiveﬁ of language as made up of aéf
systems of language: semantics (meaning), syntax (graimar), and grapho-
phonemi .écs (letter-sound) . Language is conceivéd of as a sphere with

Figure 6. Whole Language Model (Harste & Burke, 1'97;;.

et anee

An instance
of language

meaning or semantics being the core. In written language “this meaning
~ is expressed in lexicogrammatical arrays; hehc'e—,; sheathing this meaning -
core s the syntactic system and the graﬁlopfbriéﬁiié system of language.
, We assumed the focus of language in use wasne%nln& (semantics) and that
. | - m .; '. , ;
15 ~
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& operats, these outer systams must be fransparent. If they become
opaque; that is, if the language user focused his or her attentifn on
the outer Systems, language did not work. The dotted iines. in this
model are meant to suggest that all systems are open and do not 6péfa?}£é
. mdependent of each other. It is the openness of these systems which
foriis hiew subsystems of language like the morphemic system (orthographic
’a patterns which sign meaning), story grammer (syntax of semantic system;
i e., the crder ‘of semantic chunks in narratlves), and the like. 'Iﬁe
wedge in the nodel 1s meant' to suggest that any mstance of language
wntalns all three systams whan.the focus of language is on neanlng

(see the selected wrltlngs of K. Goodmann in Gdl.lasch 1982a, 1982b)
'IhJ.s rrodel meant for research purposes that if we wanted to
study what children knew about letter-sound relatlonshlps prlor to

: cam.ng to school and we dJ.d such a mlcro-analys15 must be done fran

and Opératiiié. At ‘the start bf this study Wé Suspectéd ch.lldren ac—
led to control of the graphor.hmemlc and syntactlc syStems. If such a
pelief were not tenable, that is, if control of thé graphophonemic

~ . A . . L
system were indeed prerequisite to access. of the reading or writing
processés, the, chlld'sbehavn.or would foroe us to abandonour initial
bellefs. o ‘ o /
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1.3.2 LANGUAGE IN A SYSTEM OF KODWING

We believed that in orde'r to address language, we had to. also
address 'the relatuonsh:.p between language and thought rore - broadly.
Alternate ccxrmunlcatum systens represent 'alternate 11terac1es Wthh

transact to support and ehrlch any specific literacy (lJ.ke wrltten

Py
x - language literacy). Conoépmﬂly,) Flgure 7 J.llustrates these notions
4 1
S ST %
Fidure 7. Commmication Potential Model
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4

( by suggestmg that the sum of what we as md1v1duals,vor as a socrety

. “know across alternate cbmrurucation systems constltutes a conmum;cation

pote‘ltlal' of whlch language is but ane system Figure 7 suggests that

what tles the humanitiés is a common semantic or ‘meaning system Figure 7

N

J

Cu
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. oo | a
.1s not meant to suggest that all Of which is known is equally access-
J,ble to a 'particular comnunlcatlon system, bu# rathe.r than the sum of
whath k WNn across corrmunlcatlon systems ccnstltutes a meaning po—
tential. By this view, soc1ety, and the’ schaoﬂ: currIcula which that
society- creates to further 1ts ends, ougl'rt to be oconcerned with expand
ing canmmlcatlon potential rather than systerratrca:]:ly shuttl.ng off . -.;"'";"_
oertaln forms' of expressmn through over—emphas:.zmg some aﬁd neglect-
J.ng other of the humanltles (see Elsner, 1982)
We suspected, when we weént into thls study; that strong systems
for the chlld (llke art) could support weaker systerrs (like ertten
‘ _ 1anguage) We therefore wanted natural settlngs where altematlve

o
Id

conmunlcatxon systems were an avallable part of the event. If such
ava:r:‘l:ab];e, not facilitative, but rather detracted from successfui ‘
‘reading and ert.mg, such data would foroe us to abandon our initial

model and the beliefs which it entailed. '; R
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Carolyn L. Burke has attatptea to capture,some of the essential

~+ 1.3.3 READING AND WRITING IN A SYSTEM OF LANGUAGE

., writing in a system of language in a nodei she, entltled ’Ihe L.mgulsta.c
Data Pool (Harste, Burke, <.& Woodnard 1981) 'Ihe 'central notions which

she attempts to portray J.n F:Lgune 8 are. '
Y (1) What - languAge users learn frcm a’ language encormter feeds a

common 'pool ‘af linguistic data whlch can’ be drawn upon in a

si:lbsequ?nt language encounteér;
(2) Ora—l ‘language encomters prov1de data for wri:tten language

encotmters and v1ce versa;

'(3) Growth ;niafglven exprfsmon of language must be seeﬁ as a
nuitx-i;ngg:a.l. -event; in reading for example,"' hearing a set

of directions read, encnunterlng written language with

" .- others; listening to & pook, talking about a newspaper -
i article; or attempting to write your oW stery, all support
: growth and developrent in literacy. i i _
Figure 8. The Linguistic Data Pool o Ce v

't’

.Readnng Encountév-

-W'i'ing Encounter } Y >Wiiting Encountar R Tt
N RS AN g i 3
. L ; S \s?l':;‘ A :

—Reading Ehcounlev—\ R Readmg Encoumev" -
~»Wriling Encounter—
s

\Speakiiig Encountar -

= . - / »\:\\U(i;}‘?‘\:i ) h [EENERY
—Speaking Encountar :]\:.\f'gl-\.“h:"\-\s‘peaking‘ ‘Encounter”,

—Listening Encounter  istening Encounter “Listening Encounter— '

Whlle she is not the only one to conoeptuallze language in t'hls
way (l\bffett, l968° Smith, -1980;: K:mg & Ibntal, unda{:ed), the mtportance

of t'hls oonceptua_llzatlon is that 1t poses a parallel developnent of the

™ L oe
8 e P .
A ' 1 . 3
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language art:s As such 1t serlously d'ailenges em;/stmg not:ons rela-
tive to t_he supremacy of: oral language ,1n the &vei;opmt of ertten

3 pxeoede readlng, readlng to precede wrltmg)
Oral language primary notlons .curréntly» tl:i'ndérgl;.r(‘i most
fomal language prograns in this comntry. The rodel in Figure 8 isnot
_ meant to suggest that all of the" expressions of zlanguace are- the sarre,
s "on]:y that language shares much in ‘common across expr&951ons. This ‘_ .
being the case, orne strategy which lm.tlate as well as seasoned langt.;age ; ’
users can and do uée, is building on avallable strengths théy have in
other exﬁrésmns . o - L i
oo This constralnt neant that we wanted a varlety of s:Ltuatlons
whe:me alternate expressmns of language ‘were. involved Wthh mlght
---------- support- reading —and-wrxtmg act.tvxtaes and” in which we mlght examme T
the klrm of’ psychologlcal processes whlch these contexts proymded If’ "
there were no psycholmgu:.stlc or soc1elmgulsmc processing advantages
acress sett:mgs whlch allcwed a mJltltude of language modes as‘ opposed

to settmgs wnld'x focused on a single n'ode such -data would be taken

p

. as not 1end1ng credence to t’?us working' hypothesm.

P RN

o o
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Because we suspected that readn:ng wr::tn:ng, and reasom.ng are
not nonol:r.th.tc sk:r.lls (that is, we suspected a chlld's read.mg ab;r_Il
t.les,_ wrlt.mg abllltleS; and tl'u.nkmg aTnllltles vary as a functlon of .

L \

@cperxence), we wanted a serxes of cammon settmgs which permitted a

'7 variety of entry and ex:.t po:mts for language users of vaxyn:ii§ back~

gromss. ey

fbr . purposes qpeur initial studles, the series of settrngs we

L2 ”':{:ﬁ"g 7 ?

eilected t:o stuiy our im‘;brnan's in were: (1) reading pr:.rrt: conm:jn to

-, -

the:tr awiment, (2) wrxt:tng t—har name and a;nythmg eise they wished

to wr1te, (3) d;raw:cng a p:r.cture of therselves and s::gn:mg‘ the:n:r name,

(5) reading a book; (6) wrlting and reading a stozy, and (n wr1t1ng ‘
and reading a personal i;etter ' : '

- - Whlle all chlldren in our soc1ety mlght have some experlence
.w1th these mntexts of. llteracy, ,yve assuned background experlence would

© vary. Assumlng that readJ.ng and wrlt.lpg a.re experlenoes in fheu:i own

rlght, we also wanted to - see eadl chlld perform in smu.lar wntmg and
?

read.lng settlngs on a number of OCCa310ns No crlterlon level of aocep— A
B

table performance was - set as our 1ntem£t was J_n seeJ_ng what strategl%

3

- chlldren used J_n solv1ng prr%lens whlch Jnvolved the wse of wrltten
- 1anguage while Whlch settJ.ng to select was a major 1ssue, it was de—

cided’ that any settJ.ng whlch permlttec{L opén—ended, whole languagé_L usage

N was acoeptable. we d1d not then, nor do we now, - belleve t-he settlngs

Al . ‘-

"
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we selected to be the 1daal set ef situatmns 1n thch to observe young .

\

children in 11teracy

I

A bigger issue revolved around whether or not thae sett:mgs

‘would be perceived as functa.onal o the ch:t]:d. . Pd:though each sett:.ng‘
mvolved readnxg "and wrlt.mq, whether 'the ch:i.—ld w:m—:l:d percelve readlng
and wrltmg as a self-sélected fmctmnal vehic];e to soi:ve that: pmblem
or whether they would s1.mp1y a'x;age in readlng and Writ:tng act1v1t’3:'es'
'to please us was a critical concerr. 'Ib pa.rtlaily attempt ta soi:ve
th;s problem we bullt into several of the sett_mgs vhat we percexved as
represmtlng a more fl.mctlonal néed for the u¥e wrltten J:anguage..
| oné sett.mg, for example, the child recelved a- 1etter frcm a research : ‘
'asslstant whom he or she had gotten to know on the day which the research |
".%as&stent was sbse.nt, ,the child received a 1etter frcm him or he_r and ‘:}_,f
“as asked to Fead this letter and respond back in writing: - 1

®

atwnl
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.Since our interest in.this program-of research was in discovering
~. S
what constructwn pmcesses were involved in llteracy and llteracy lea.rn—‘

L
J.ng, the role we as mearthers played dur:Lng data collectlcn and analy-
sis was an issue of conoeptual and nethodologldal J.rrportance 'I‘he p051—
" tion we took was that our role should be one Wthh permitted chlldnen

tn be our lmgu.lstlc mfom\ants. We did not w1sh to push the dllld -

thmugh our’ questxonﬂlgrmto a state of cognltlve dlssbnance, a proce— ';Tjﬁidl-,‘

dure which would necessxtate our ta:lcmg ownershlp of the pm’cas away
from the.child. We were; rather, 1nterested m what ‘problems the- C’hlld
might perceive and what strateg:tes. he or she woui:d use to circumwent or

solve thegmgproblens: This meant a lowtkeyed role; i:ékiﬁg our cues from'

tuser durmg data coliectlon. All quest.wns “which. the d‘lll—

dren had; and alil pmbiets which they Identlfled, were turned back to

than to soi:vé Often thIs meant that assurance must be glven so that

1
&

children would continue their Involvarent m the llteracy Settlng. The
. role we Se&ected then; was one of support ratfxar than 1nt§ventlon.

We attempted to maftnta:m this roi:e across aii data collectlon settJ.ngs

7 Ii'i\retrospect this deca:sn;on was at best a compmmlse. In natural'
3;anguage settings outsmb of schooi and researcg sett:;n?, children do
41nteract and d.tscuss thmgs W1th adtﬂ:ts and others who share a literacy’ -

experlénce Such 1nteractlons are not outside the process, but an inte-

gral part of the event. vhile such J.nta:act.tons do affect the eva‘lt and

even change its d1rec_:tlon, this too is naturat.
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_ From watching our béhav10r on videotaps, wé cah now say our fon-
- involvemept affected the event as Im.ich as, ‘but in d'i.fferent ‘ways than,
did our lnvolvement. while we now accept this as true, we %lleve, over
the long haul, our pollcy of: allow1ng the chlld to follow hls‘or her
own lead, rather than ours, was a good one. Whlle chrldren didn't always
address the issue we thought most oompell:.ng to address frcm our per-
spective, what they did address proved mare\mterestlng and nore in-
sightful. . ! ' v ‘

We also belleved a p051t.10n of'ssupport rather than 1ntervent:|.on
~ within the cburse of the llteracy event would -allow for mre cuns1stent
daia to be oollected and facﬂltate ‘ga'xerallzmg our flnd.mgs. Over- o
time, I'Kjwever, we‘have begun o recnnoe1ve thrs issue too What oon—
B s1stency in a. research settlng alil:ows rs oonslstemcy J:n data : When |
process and product j;rteracy analyses are cbne, such oonsrstency only
: mlsguldedly appears mport:ant" Without vafratron in research settings
" within -and across language uSers, one can never be sure that the pat—

‘terns one Sees are_a true part of the process, or an. arta;fact of the

resarch task, settrng, or. research procedures used. Evenr such f

we now would argue, as rnw young children handle cohesion, are hest
studJ.ed in individual sef:t_mgs, as t-he abil ity to wrlte cohesive texts is

not a nnrx)lrthlc s}crll but a funct:tcn ‘of the task, sett:mg, experience
3

of the' language user, a:nd other transactlons :tn language use. Built
.mto a study of cohesion in c:hrldren s stora:es, for exanple, are aspects
_whrch assure that any ooncﬂ:usrons reached are extremely lunlted and not -

' genera]:rzable to the prooess one is supposedly studylng J’a broader’

-y

B ; " ' . . ) ¢
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| When research is designed to study the processes involved in
llteracy and 11teracy learm.ng, a va.rletiof contrastive settlngs are
‘one way. to 1nsure that any processés identified are mdeed involveéd in,
-and agpllcablé to, literacy and 11téracy leaming more’ generally. It
1s only under such condltlons that we can be oomfortable that the pat—
. terns or oonflguratlons we 1dent§f1ed are 1ndeéd real and not a function
of a pa.rtlcular task or. other oonstralnt operatmg in t'he ;éttlhg Nor
does such a prmdure diminish the value of any pantlcular set of data.
"If a partlcular constraint is operating in a partlcular Way, such pat-
terns are in t-he'rselves J.nportant to mderstand Without the study_of
this phenomenon in contrastive settings, however, such configurations

| canrot: be identified. Byually inportant, from this perspective, the
orlglnal report, based on.oné. consistent set of data, does not in- w
crease 1ts generallzablllty, but rat'her, because it represents a half—
truth, decreas&s 1t.v

No pattem we discuss in the report whlch follows occurred m one

and anly one settlng in fact, 1t was because of t-he constralnts we

were re—oci:urrmg pattern_s in lltexacy and not artifacts of the particu-
lar research contexts we had created! For each of the perspectives we
take in the main body of the report, how th.'LS phenomenon mani fests 1t—
-self acmss l‘age settmgs will be dlscussed B ‘
our p051t.lon that the Chlld should be the research J.nformant

also ~had J.npllcatlons for data analy51s. Rather than examine any data

~

-
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- with a preconceived or éXJ.stlng analytlc system, oﬁi;« 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 aj.icat’:eg’ori&
we developed were wnique only to us, rai:h’%er it means that some of the
patterns we saw were patterns other rés’;archéré had alio ojoéérVéd_,
In these irxstanoes their taxnnomlc catégories were uséd Véri’oﬁs mem-
bers of the reseaxch team were asmgred the task of watch.mg the v1deo—
tap&s and studylng our other collections of data for pu.rposes of J.den-
tifying pattems whqpﬁ they thought J.nterest’-_lng; and J.rrportant. Once
an initial set of categories evolved fram the data, the entire research
. tedm rewatched ali tapes for purposes of generating new gategoriss, as
well as having pattems already identified clarified. |
| " When taxonomies were used for coding data, categorles were
] developed and enough examples of the phenonena 1dent.1f1e§ so that coders

-
3

- trained on the instrument could do so with an interrats _j:eiiability
of .80 of better: Until such rellablllty was established'; the pro-
Eé&ifeé of adding exaxrples to categorles was eontinued: In. retmspect
a éEtﬁy'Sf the reSearch team's J:nteract:[ons durxng these data analysis |
aﬁé coding sessions would have pmved very J:nterostmg and mgritorious

- ~of a study in its &H;Eiﬁﬁ;‘ as we are convinced research serves its
own informant role: ' In this sense; the thwonomies we developed for
analyzmg data were seen as heurlstlc devices to explore both our and
our -mfomant's thmkIng The:re is no attempt J:n “this report to explore

ail of the anSiyses we perfani'e&"on%mm portn.ons of"the data we

oollected over the course of thIS research program Our decmlpn in

- “ o
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what to report was to select those patterns and anaiyses which we be-
'lleved proved part.lculariy valuabil;e for extendlng current notions of
llteracy and llteracy J;eam:mg

At this pomt it seems appmpr:tate o say that preestab]ished

factors which supposedly affect literacy, such as socioeconomic statins,
wthh we oould th see as a pattern in our daté \(ere not studxed. To
correlate these factors agalnst patterns identified by other criteria,
is to take an essentlally antltheoretlcal stance. The reader is re-
ferred back to Flgure 5. Anyone belng able to J.dentlfy responses by
‘ t'he soc:10econom1c status of th&se children's parents, or on the basis
of the race of ‘the mformant, is asked to contact us J.Innedlately as
we have been unablé to identify any réoccurring processing patterns
which fall out ai’o’ng these fa'ctoj:s'. Thé modél of iiteraey we proposeé,
therefore, does not include theseé as useful constructs for the study
of llteracy a.nd llteracy learnmg_. Unless such constructs have <“;1 v1able
base in theory, one must seriously ask why hair color, shoe size, or -
other theoretlcally unrélated oonoept.s are not étgo studiedé ’Ib the
s\

extent that Socioeconomic status, race and sex are viable constructs

for the study of lltels:acy in. schaollng, but not before séhoollng, the

o
"

key theoretlcal varlables are not these, but other nore s1gn~1f1cant
att_ltudes and 1nteractlon pattems To focus on these fact:ors dJ_verts
rather than 1llum1nate£

mce a pattem had been 1dant1f1ed in the data, ex1st1ng liter-
ature was rev1ewed to see if others had ob’s;erve’d this phenomenon.
Whenever possible’ existing térms from sotiolinguistics, psycholinguistics,

L% -
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semiotics, linguistids and related fields vere used to label the pattemn
1dent.1f1ed If no sSuch térm was avallable, or if the use of a particular s
-term did nore to confusé than clarlfy, é new term was created. Tisé |
origin of all such terms and their definitions is refeérenced .in'tHb body

of t-he report which follows
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1.3.6 STUDIES Cﬂ\]S’I‘T‘RJ’I‘]NG THffS PROGRAM OF RESEP&?GH

Based on a study of eai'iy readers in kindergarten (Woodward,
1977) and observations of préschool and first grade classrodms (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

what téachers and beginmeng reading and w;iti'n'g' prograns

_assumed. Now aftér six years of research and involvement in a wide
variety 'o'f Stuéy, we r'eaiiz:’é W& were ot optimisi:ic enough. Children
know much rore than any of US have ever dared to lmaglne.

. In the sumer of 1977 we reécéived fundlng in t'he form of a

‘Proffit Research Grant to,study a random sample of twenty 3, 4, 5, and
6-year: old MMm Bloomlngton, Indlana 'Ih&se children represent
a sample of mddle to upper—class white chJ.ldren The purpose of thlS

) study was to 1dent1fy what llteracy and llte.racy leam:.ng looked like
wnder, what was considered, given the literature, ideal conditions.

‘Since thén we have found that the circumstances of one's birth is a
poor basis on which to predict the evglution of literacy. Given the
fact that some upper class children have a vexy‘pbor literacy learning
envn:onnent, while some lower class Chlldren have very rich llteracy
learnlng env:Lrornm’ts, the best criterion to use is observatlon, as you

 hand the child: (1) a paper and pencil and allow them tQ wri}te; and

(2) a book and ask them to read.

'Ihroughout the summer of 197’7 we worked out task settings and
aaminigtra%ion as Wél_l as videotape data collection procedures.’ -Our

~ first study mvol;led children in 4 research settings: (1) reading |

)’\
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enwrmriaﬁtéif)rlnt, (2) dictating a language experlence story and read~
mg and rereadxng it; (3) wnt.mg thelr name and anythlng else that they
oould wrlte- and (4) draw1ng a self—portralt ani wrn:t:mg their name.

vas from these initial ac!m:.m.strat:m experla'xces that we dec1ded

so as to reduce the numbers of J.ndlv:l.duals presa'xt at the data collec-
&

tion 51te and 1nsure the ooilectmn of useable mc‘botape data 'Ihls

pollcy we have fo]:lcwed falth.fully, with Vlrgz.nla Woodward collect:.ng
- video data in the homes of mo children who maved during her longltudmai

study It was aJ:so durmg this perlod that we demded gomg to the

chlldrm rather than them com.mg to us, was an J.mportant part of data
‘chllé.nen we studJ.ed in 1977 seemed to dlsplay. As a resrﬂ:t of this
decision, in subseqwnt vxdeot.pe studies we not only met wa:th ‘the
chlldran prlor to actuaifty attempting to collect data, but physicallj;
tramsported two remote control camera units and a blender fo £hé sites
In the sprlng of 1978, Dr. Woodward received ftmdlng ,fmm thF
National Council of Teachers of English to follow the 3-year 0lds in
" our Bloamington study over a three year period llecting data on our
tasks at negular 6-mon th mtervéls Since our prev1ous study assumed
the 3-year olds we studied would ook like the d-yedr olds we studled'l.';""
cxflcally de51gned to check the VIabﬂ:Ity of thlS assunptmn. In the
'couxse of this stu:ly, we came to understand however, that with prlor_

"1 -
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v . _ , .
experience in a language setting, the literacy potentials of that set-

ting ar tlca]:-ly change for the language user.

In 1979 and 1980 we reaarved fund:mg from t'he Natlonal Institute
of E‘ducation for a study of a random sample of 3, 4, 5, an& 6-—_yéaf old
inner city, Black and White chiidren cffni_né from lower and mlddle éecie-
economic circumstances, baseion parental mcme, parental educatlonal |
]:evei: and res:.dent:tai area. In thrs study conducted in mdlanapolls,
Indlana, additional story and letter writing settings were added to the v
research design //ﬁ)r purpcses of exploring story wtiting across settlng
- and the stalelty of cerbain pattems across a larger varlety of
' contexts. '

In each of these stud:tes all data were Bééftapedﬁf fér}g.mpd' purposes

of data analy51s. This decrsion proved mvaiuab

to .go through’ our data on a number of occasions to 1001&

which we only later came to appreciate. All data in th

L3

ch:l_ldren These studies included Lynn Rhodee stud;hof ‘?r
Kara, from ages 3-5; Marela Baghban s study of her daughtér, % '
- from ages 2-5; Mary Hill's Study of Alison, Erlca, and Nﬁ‘gan from; ages_;_ -
" “3-6; and our study of Alison fran ages 3-8. These clu];dreﬁqi‘epresem: .
an upper-nuddle class sample of children comlng from hémes where 1it-

eracy was a hlghly valued act1v1ty our dec1smn to stu&y this populatlon
. . Y]
~ ] S A
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_patterns and constructs. Identlfled were v1able explanat:uons []

_ téachérs we contacted were rnvolved in 3

;ertlng to a group of fLrst graders ove.
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as 1htently as we did wasbased on a bélléf that we had tohavesone
notion of what was possible in the name of 1itsracy learming before
schooling if we were to be able to judge the quality of the/ experiences
of children coming from alternate and supp0sedly less fortuate environs.
Ffofn these IIlItIal studies patterns were 1dent_1f1ed in our data.
buring the 1979-82 perJ:od we encouraged graduates, students, v151t1ng
scholars; and teachers whom we came in ogtact with to oconduct their

own d’ﬁld~5s—5flfér7téﬁt research and currlcular studles. Th&se studies

were conducted In hones, schools, cllmcs, and othe.r sett:.ngs f‘, see 1f
R ’ ;’
1

iteracy

“ F I
and .llteracy }earmning. Because several bf the graduate students and

c1al educatlon programs and

.in mult.ugultural sett.mgs in Texas; New Max‘ftco, Hawan, and Alaska,

these follow—up studles atso prov1ded us a begmnlng opporumlty to -

P

value $f functional langua@ setting
readlng and wrltlng data. Subsequmt'

to set 51tuatlons upi, have J.nvolved &
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week for a 3-year period; (2) arrothé:‘ member of our researdl team, be=
cause of her facrﬂ:t:y position, had an opporumlty to mfluence what

happened curr:tcnﬂ;ariy at t’ne tmlver51ty-sponsored preschool program( and
(3) a thrrd manber directed. a ‘special sunmer readlng and wrltlng program

for elemenmry aged chn:idre'l. Because of these opportmlues, currlcu- .

lar studids were conducted to determ.me hcw tl’fe J.nslghts from our ini=. ',:

t1.a.1 studl&s into i:tteracy and lxteracy learm_ng mlght translate lnto
(3 < .'

rent graduate students at eu:r mstrtutlon, Herdl MJ.lls, was glverr the

opportunlty to’ ‘set up, oonduct, and wcrk as a i:anguage arts coor— :

d.ma’t:or and resource teacher 1n a pr&scboo:‘t Head Start_ program in |

'41ch1gan. Thé- advanoes in llteracy which occurred anong thls populatlon

a three—year program ) w111 form the basrs of her: dlssertatg.on.. >
Durlng thlS same perlod severat : othe_r cbctorai: stuients at
our lnst_ltutlon plcked up on; key patterns a;nd concepts WhICh we 1den-

t_1.f1ed in our study to explore the v1ab13:a‘:t;y of these patterns and

constructs at other ages and -w:.th ot/h\er popuﬂ;atrms; Because their ,/_"/.‘ -

‘pashing our thlnklng as nu.;:rh as we‘ the.lrs. . Further, because

to these studles and con51der then\;% mtegrai part of this pmgram of
research, spec1ally prepared reports on same of th%e stud:z;es which

" have not already been publlshed in an altemate form are mci:uded in
af:mai section of thlS volume. s, . - 7 o,

e
Y

mstructlonal practloe. Burlng thIS same tJme perlod, one. of ‘the. curf-L - R
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2.0 THE YOING CHILD AS WRi'I'ER-REAlI:R"’PA’I‘IERNS m
- INTERDISCIPLINARY PERSPECTIVE.-

A [ R A

. Goodnan (1980) argues that the study of reading has become malti-

v dlsc1pl:mary rather than 1nterda:sc1phnaxy By rraklng thls dlstlnctlon, ‘

-

Goodman calls attentlon to the, fact tt'at while a nun'ber of dlsc1plmo£ '

“~a

‘are J.nvolmd :Ln studymg the readlng proeess, each does so frum its own
perspective usmg its own meﬂlodologles g ca,lis for "bridying the
gaps in readmg" v1a mterdnscmpllnary work Whlch mtegratq; and e~ w

spects rmltlple éerspectwes. ™~ N J
_ Whll he focus of Goodnan s remarks is oni:he status of readlng
research his a.rgument is equally appllcabie to reoent wo.rk in wrlt:mg.
Thie section wz_ll ldentlfy and descr:be wrigh we percewe tz) be key con—
cepts in understandlng llteracy and ‘3:1teracy learnmg. Elght cémcepts
are 1dent1fa.ed organlzatlon, J.ntentfona:'l:lty, generation, rlsk social |
| actlon, c:ontext\, text, and denonst:ratlon These 1abeis serve an or-
gamlzatlonal functmn for the patterns we found :m dnldren's wrltlnq

4 \
acmss our pmgram of research. Once we 1dent1.ﬁ1ed a pattern in our

L4

data we searched the llterattme in readlng, wrltlng, and related fields,

to identify h:vw others had talked about *this phe mergn and what spec1f-f' o
1caﬂy their dlscussmns and otir observatlons t to mderstandj:ng

Nt - . .
lrteracy and 1Iteracy learm.;%gi - . 1‘ ' ' . S

: The sect:xons Wthh follow each contaln o parts Us:mg pro—
Qtoceﬂ: nnterm:ls, Part One 1dent1f1§ and establlshes what we see as
s:tgm.fxcant pattems emerging from our ‘data and why we v1ew then as such
Part Two traces the significance of these patt:erns conoeptually for
. <y

£y -

) “.:
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more mdepth analy51s of seiected protocoi:s. in this process C
‘at the young chlld as readar énd writer, typlcal da'a and typxcail: data
analys:.s pmcedures ug.ed in our program of research will be presented.
) : ’ . A
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‘and leamer.

Lo wrltben language use aﬂﬁ ‘leaming are soc:tologxcafd:y rooted.

s
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2.1 - ORGANIZATION - : ‘ .

-
- -

2.1.1 QRGANIZATION: THE YOUNG cum AS INFORMANT

-By organlzatlon we refer to patterns in cha.ldre.n [ reading and

) vzritlng behavmrs which seemlngly r‘eflect, in thelr gen&sls, a common

&

_set of cognltlve prooessxng decxsmnsﬁ‘t the part of the language user

When asked to wrlte, for e)ample, we found; young chJ_ldJ:en

meke markings which reflect the wrxtten 1anguage of theJ:r culture We

‘mterpret these data to’@an ‘that the: psyc:hoﬂ:xnguxstlc prooesses in

]

<n e w

data support the notﬁff t'hat young d‘nidren are written 1anguage users

(.‘I 2 4

and leamers long befgm fomai .tnstruction and that they ac ely

attend to wrltten laﬁguage, m short, therev is literacy befdre schooling.

9

. Dczwn a 4-year okd fmm the
writes-in unconventional serip ﬁszng a .
aames af “wavy léhést Each Zzn& Mw britten -
W left-to-right; . Dawm creates.q page of
ucﬁ Lines stqrtiing at the top of her' page.
:a:rid fmzshzng -a g bottom*of her page. :

i

L é@er the seript.:
' complet - hép story she says,
_youwzaﬁ-'tﬁfread it, cause, '~
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. Ofer, a 4—year old from Israel, prints,
first mght—to-left‘ then Zeft—to rzght
using a series of rectagailar and tri-
-angular shaped to create his story, :
which his grandmother sa'ys ",
looks like Hebrew, but it's not. "
concern because he Sometimes writes
"backiards" sowids like the concerns of
many parents and teachers in the U.S.,.
with the difference bezng that teft-to-"
right s ""backwards" in Hebrew, and right=-
to-left ”backwards” in English.

-

Her

A Y
We also found that 'oognltlvely partlcular dec151ons made for . .

wrltmg are organIzed and orchestrated beyond languagg to mclude and

affect ass-;at::ve st:uctures across various'’ conmmlcatlon Systems.

. Nathan, age 3 uges a. Zznear wafuy Zzne
for #priting but a_ctreular, more .
» globdily central set oﬁ markz;zgs for art.
* Shannon; age 3, 7q.n%th$ other hand, does
Just the opposite, usang a sepries of
organzzed etreleg for wmtzng, -

linearly
but a series vf up-and-down Zznes

cerztr’aliy positioned for art..

- derry; age 3, like Shannon uses a

sertes of lineariy organ‘l,zed eircles

for writing, but a series of embedded
circles and straight lines to placehold
his ser—portrazt. N

7o 3

Like" Nathdn, uses a series

. Patty, age 3,
of dense up-and-down gtrokes ;to pracehoZd
her name and a series of open, more ‘gir- -
cular;, forms to placehold her ser—
'portrazt. 8

N

o

. thmce ‘age 3, Z‘Lke both Nathan and Yatty,
" uses a set of dense Wavy: lines. to pZace-

hold ho% name. Her, art 18 more centrally

POSY«W ned on thﬂ page- and is created using-t g7 o

.a broac  roular. mo tion.

EZena age 2, when askeéfv to write her name,“‘
giggles and creates . a wavy, linear line. -b'
When asked to .draw a picture of herself,
:Elena once again gig}ﬁes but now makes a
serics of dpen, much larger, m,rdular

micrnle fn . - BTSN
9? ‘ - “‘) 7-[]

—_——

_Nathan * @ .

3};}7” ok
! Shanfgo’n 7

@@Jerry ‘ '
ih P tty ' )

f.atrlce

Y —

-
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The orgam.zatlonal dec::sn;ons Wthh chlldren make in wrlting are-
strongly influenced by the wrltten fozm of the.J.r nams. leen J_nforma—‘ ! |
tion as to what features of the name the child 1s or has attended to |
(see below) , adults m this soc1ety have httlg,cpr no aeffflculty 1den—

&
tifymg other wrlt.m.g samples which were crea-téq\ by a partlcular Crllld
A ‘L

‘ even if we were to present such sarrpl&s réhﬁaﬁfy

%

.-
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By the start of fJ_rst grade the surface texts wh:.ch chlldren

]

ax:reate inelude a w1de \7r1ety of organlzatlonal structures Wthh clearly

)
- mark its genre to llterate adult n‘enbers of t-he duld's J.nteroret.lve

oonmmrty When the organzﬁtmnal structures whlch -children use are

aiso found :l:n the surface texts created by sucoessftrl readers and

.

use of these structures reflects Intentlonallty and a real awss to

theracy E‘urt:her, we assume, m\use 9rganrzat10nal structures

functlon -as 51grufymg structures .’

By’ 'signifying structures we

"

mEan text features whlcé are percerved as SIgns by members of an . .

m{:erpretlve\'tnmrmn;ty By studyrng how and when merbers of an mter*— ?

pretlve conmunlty use "such featu:res a.nd what they make of them, in=

s1ght into the psychoh;ngurstrc and socro—imgulstlc processes in~

velved in irteracy a%xd iLrteracy learning is assumed.

story.

E

. Stephunze, zn a 2 day pemod the swmmer pmor to entrance into

first gradege preated a birthday 1isg, a map; d Zetter,rand a

Adult members of her Lntezﬂpremve commmity have no

dszzculty Ldentzfyzng whish document is which as fimction and:

context are clearly signed in the surface texts of each document.’ “
Stephanze s decisions as to whieh information o "explicitly

r

ineltde and epozcthy exclude; how to allocate such information

to art as opposed ‘to- writing, as well as how one syntactically
and sgmantically formats .and Orgahzzes various texts; clesely =
parallel writéng deczswns made in the adult commmnity for toxts

of these types

-

[ aw Yy
QAOx
WOAeT
" BLAN

BIR'IHDAY LIST
 ¥EIisa
Laura

Guests

TIc:Tac—'Ibe

(Game to be
. Blayed)

@h’ite Cake

| Balloons

Stephanle .
decorated her
paper to look
like
statlonery )

3 £ )
~ ' ~ ) e

B
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(Note: Quite
different -
functipns for
- art in story
as , opposed- to

Ietter and
map. ) _ ,

- Robin, in a oﬁe week pemod pmor to first grade, wrote several notes,

s a story, and a letter. Each of ‘these docwments is readily.iden-
. . tifiable as to genre -and weMects Robin's attention and understanding |
, of key signi fying strucb" & whzc’r’z"muk the surface texts which adult i

Rty cr§e for various contexts.

’

ers of the znte_ ret %X

e

P T ~E————— SmoRY |
F:tTT\" 1 MY”;;:"'”GK?? The World's Greatest
kn?g%rw nthe | Tewa 0 My dg L Dog
.| moming : AWNY FErups Tina . Y
"™ m’ SR %' come- - : - any ny friends s .
RooM - "®| in my doé foobt by | dog Ruby :
T roéfn ..77-.\. . 3&1‘ VA/"”;‘ k‘"n a_;'e ver_y nl@
T obs oM _‘?' +- | dogs:. One day
o= A )‘ I Gg%. g a little girl
.% e tari | water. Ruby and
- LIBGEND -— 4 Tina saved her.
S L o The end. ’
. . - . . . v , ST ~ > ‘
S T R U o ¥
CNOTE ¢ I Dar DAD LETTER
N C"’“’m , Carolyn - i tia 73 ws | Dear bad o
e @ Yau N ~you -~ .0 cm:-ax,-,&??ﬂfé ‘1 [ low you. Is the
- Adr are D pazars Mhe TRE 1 at okay? The puppies
B, | 7,’&/75" o o a S I 1 oriﬂ,,w sapias | alrcady have their. © .
. Re Pesww nice a':':, E?“j AATH eyes open. Tina- ‘
I person ;| opo wiey A% . had 7puppies: Grandma's
- Ib ‘(begin-" ut My MiMA ‘;:;" ‘I puppies are 1l month
. 2 . hing of ‘;f;';.,'f% ; old: willy Said
. ; . signa-. Dosnsi & Pir’t TREE | 1j . My mom painted
ture) g%ﬁrfv % my room. We got
‘ e ;‘"c;«uvv AND. TR an apple tree.
CeaT MAPET Oops, it's a péar tree.
. - Cﬁbim LoV Rs8PN Marcie said Hi. ]
- - .- ' I went to see _ S
; PR .+ 7 .. "¥oculliver and The
. Great Muppet -
o R N * Caper. Love Robin.

{ O . .
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. The structural variations in the oral responses which even o
children as young as:3-years old give, when presented altgmate written
docur@ts and asked to read, susgest that attending to the salient
signifying structures in various written texts is a key element in
wj;itteri-'langtiag”e leaming. wAttention to these features has ob'viogsly,
given what the 6-year old already knows, provided-the child a basis
for making pred:tc&oﬁé and testing hypotheses about how written lan-

. » ] e B o : 7' .
guage and oral language differ as well as how writtén language operates
T : Y o - — LN
in various settings.- .., , A -
: Charyin, age 4, gave the foblowing responsts when asked to vead
- vartoud;items of enviyonmental print: "Don't know, Eggs; Ronald
McDonal@@,: Cokey i Taothpasie;. Burger Chef." When writing a
Ry dnce story Charvimedictated, "It's a horn. It's
Lo This is my chaorehoa train. It blows up."

oy
o Erzt,;‘ — e - L -z o e Al N

‘read’a letter he Had: fdeeived from Linda, a re-
‘ in read, "Linda, Linda,

&ateion ‘the, project;  Ci
# Dinda. o LKEQGERLY i, oo

2N . i

e

PR XY
« * Latrice, age 3, gave * foiiég%%ﬁgiazrmsponses in reading
environmental print, "A thing; 4 cup, Eggs, A cup, Toothbrush,
A Burger King cup." The oral language she used in dictating
' Qhétory L8 structured. differently reflecting her understanding 173
.o at a differing set of signifying structures operates in the
“written language of stories as apposed to envirbmmental prinmt:
‘Wpoon. . A spoon_to eat. There's a string. You put it N
round your neck like this." When asked to read a letter she
recetved, Latrice's response reflects an altermate 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 parious
pieces of environmental print: "Don't know, Eggs; MeDonaldfs,. -
Coke, Toothpaste, Burger Chef, ¥ The structure of these. g’egonses
clearly indicates his understanding of how envivonmentql prnt is
organized and what it is one yiggtends to when reading envirgwpental -
print. When asked to dictate W language experience story{'fqr;‘@;‘ e v
transcription; Nathan digtated, "Put. the key in car,” bas -ﬁgﬂt‘@. -

. oral response on his physical activity at the time of dietgtion®%

- Rather than dictate, "I put the key in ithe car," Nathan's text
does reflect a slight shift in psychological stance and a pre- ., - _
diction on' the part of Nathan that the organizational princfples = "§
‘here are quite different than those used in responding to ewwiron-
memtal print. . « : : ' .

- : B S0
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¥

© . , ”7_77‘. :; i . )
Children's semantic decisions in responding to print and in

1A
L

creating an extended surface text show concerns for wunity and the use.

of ‘strategies 65&&65 to their interpretive commmity.

"“» DuJulian; age 3; was asked to read what he
had written during wninterrupted writing.
' His response, reflects use of a basit propo-
. 8itional form which gets repeated formu-
lateally to produce an extended text. The
semantic field drotmd whichball entries in-

his surface text cohere is ?family members':
"Me; and my daddy; and my grandma, that's
my granddaddy; that's boy--boy, thats my

grandma, that's Ricky, that's toe Ricky."

* Dawn;, age 4; selected a paint brush, a toy .
elephant; and a cgr to use in thinking up —
and telling a story for dictation. Given this array of divergent
items she manages to create a unified text by thinking of a content

- in which such diversity might be handled in a wnified manner (a
shopping trip) and uses @ repeated propositional striucture to further
‘butld a wnified surface text: "I'm going to buy a book of jingle bells.

I'm going to buy a pdihf;b%ﬁgﬁ. I'm going to bwj an eélephants. " I'm
going to buy a car." 138 : .
o : . - - .
* Sally,.age 5, ignoves the items she selected for use in telling her .
story and Pelies 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 stati . " : .

~ - :
- Alanwna, age 6, selected a Play School person, a toy car, and a toy

o elephant (Mich.she calls a 'pet') with which to tell her story.

The wnity she creates through a variety of syntactie 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. R
People live in houses.” The pets live in hbouses too." ’

The range of decisions childrén.maké in an attempt to capture

-

in writing what %iéy perceive as key conceptual and perceptual features.
of their world are not wnlike the problems and decisions which the

originators of our language not only faced but had to solve.

1
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. ‘e

Charum, age. 4 when asked to write any-

- tfnng he wished to write made three dense

_gets of markings; using an Wp-and-oim i .

stroke for each. When asked to, read.

what he had written, Charvin read; : S

, ~ pointing to each blob in right-to-left N A Bby
'_// sequence; ""tree, bear, dog,". thus’ . RN AT

demonstrgting a sense @i - wordness ‘using a? T -l

one concept per one mark rule. S S -

" Liea, age 3 was asked to write her name. . A —_——
. She did so using a series of five 1's. | N . . )

-5 When asked to read what she had.written;

Lisa pointed to the first I and said, "ty 'y
then pointing to the second I, she said,

"name'; the third, "is'; the fourth;,

"Li"; the fifth, "sa". Lisa's "My name is

Ltsa" response demongtrates her .active

testing of the hgpothesis that oral

language maps onto written language.

following a one mark per one syZZa.bZe

rule. Lisa's decision to use 1l's as \
opposed to some other marking is no doubt :
influenced by the physical form of her Vo ?__J
written name and demonstrates the orches- - E
trated comple.mty of. the chde s hypothests '

testing in wri tzng

. M'Lcrzan age 4, wrote his name us‘cng a set ooy
of very intricate letter-like shapes. : - 7 )
When asked to write anythtng else nhe wished . 7"4399 <4y 2 '
to write, Michael moved to a new spot on .
his paper and made another linear sequence> . A N
pes. 18 set, .. :
of similar shapes thshtng this s o QMV&:

he moved to yet a third spot and repeated
the process. While each set of markings . P
placeheld a cwﬂ'apt for M‘LChan much as 1t ; ql\\ d)
did for Gharvtn, Michael has attended to Al .
the fact that our writing system is made up ‘ L
- Of letters and is actively exploring how .

such a system nght work.

* Michelle; age 4, was asked to write ner namg ( , i
and anything else she could write. Using :
English letter forms, Michelle urote her
name M-Y upside down J-A-E. Underneath

© tnis she wrote her father's name, Jay,
spelicng 7t, upside down J-Yg#. Under-
neath her Jay she wrote her her', nams, -

* Naney; spelling it N-A-N-N. In'rercading -
what She wrote Michelle read, "Michelle, .
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Jay, Nancys" paused and then, snatching
the pen, drew a circle around the 3 names
@id announced, "Now that says Morrison, "
which was in this znstance the family's
last name 9

RSN '
G 1
B

. E'mca, age 4, wrote a letter to Hugh sbpgning

the envelope H-Y-H. Thinking these letters
had to be kept together; Erica solved the
problem by. drawing a cirgle arpund them %o
mark their wordness.

-

. Maf’a, age 5, was, .ver'y conseious of wordness.
Her deczswﬂ Was to write in. list “form ’

- producing Q text conswmng of 8- colums.

—

~ Matt, age .7, was asked to write a storq
N [ elected to write a rendition of The
R Three Little Pigs instead of creating an
entirely new story. Matt wrote multipler
words on a line-but metzculously drew -
squared which he blackened in to separate '

each of his word,unzts

.

eyrqTr

WUS=g- Poh=q
"TiMe_Thhrswus=
ThreC» Bal .
Fodra PoS (nom
ard » boyzaand

Thua lif hgee
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~

* Sara, age S5, began her text with the tradi-
tional ”Once Upon A Time" which she wrote
as a szngle word (WASUPONATIM). Since
semantically Pnce upon a time" signs a

© fictional text to readers; ‘Sara's decision
here reflects the active testzng of'the
hypothesis that language is wrztten in
concep tual wnits.

. Jénnzférg Raree,’ Davtd Aalzya, ArzeZ
Redzuen, and Saul; all age 9; wrote
Thank You as one word (IHANKYOU) . an
unedzted set of Thank- u-letters they were
asked to, write by, thgv Ydith grade teacher
* to the searchers for, ﬁ&yzng come into

' their room to work with them on.wpiting. o

.Stace 'Thank You' opérates. as a szngle
conceptual wnit, their deciéion ié not an
unreasonable one and nicely demonstrates
that the problems younger children face are
not wnique to that age Level.

« Mike; age 4; wrote %is name quzte conven= .
tzonaZZy spelling it M-I-K-E. #hen asked
to write dnything else he coutd write,

Mike wrote a'series of letter-Like fbrms
which he embellished to look like the con-
cepts being placeheld. 'Owl', for ezample,
began,mzth an A and was embeZZtshed with

a bec d feet. Mke's final text:looked
much’ t€ke thosé created by the Americay
;Tndzans, and liké such texts, served a
memorabzlﬁty and retrievability function
that iKke's earlier writing did not ‘
possess

!
spellinc reflect a SensatIVIty, concem, and attenpt to orchestrate the

(lh .
WAS}\ PANATAEM

TEEM TAR WAS

*ﬁio\/ﬂ A BAL

AN Hernass

,@ffé s MoMY -

'J

The organIzatlonai decisions which chfﬁggén demonstrate in "~

multlple organlzatlonal structures and prInClD&es on which our wrltten

systems are based

Rad

»

’

- Ay
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* Jaéo'n;,,agé 75 'Said theChanéEéP in hlS' .
' story "tried again," a concept which he
< placeheld by spelling: it.C-H-R-I-D-A-G-E-N. |-
In reading his text; his C-H-R-I-D-A-G-B-J.%
~momentarily stopped him; a problem he
resolved by attending to the mewning he
was trying to convey at this po 7, the:
story. Thinking his dpelling uidE
least a part of why he couldn't i{mmediately
retrieve his text; he decided to fix it .
wp by crossing out his first spelling and ,
correcting it. _The result of this new a e .
effort was C-H-B-I-D-A-G-E-N; the exact ; - :
same spelling as his original effort. This single spelling demon-~
strates Jason's 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); . he ;
maps sounds to graphemed (/t/ and /ch/ aré jormed orally by the PR
. tongue being qt the same-point in the mouth at the time of articy-. - i
_ lation); he rvepresents sownds by their letter name (/i/ sound at R
2 . the end of 'try'); he placeholds syllables in oral language with =~ .

‘a single or. double grapheme; and he uses the knowledge he has . . +. -
gatned from reading to viswally get the word to look right. Even

- the mdbt phonetic of spellings are written in letter forms available .

only to the child through reading. Hotice that Jason's distribution %

~of vowels refiects the English pattérm, but that it was his concern -

" for, the appearance of thesword visually which triggered his revision. '

it is Zmpor-ant to note that Jrflré'on’s'mdéi’étqﬁﬁinééc}?gnét random, e
but rule-gquerned, 8o much so, ythat in rethinking and rewriting the N

idea 'try again' he ©s led to the same conclusions.

* Kammi, age 6, wrote a story in which the bt E s
words their and burying cccurred. In writing BhRING THE
their, Kammi wrote T-H, then paused, pro-
nowiced the word, and wrote A-I-R. She
wrote_burying by sownding it out and re-
ferring back to hep.spelling of their. ‘
when -she realized ¥t contained the same
\ internal spund. The result was B + A-I<R -
-+ I-N-G. jKammri's behavior demonstrates:
not only her 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

ThAIQ
e &b

process. Kammi's assumption that how her soliutions to problems posed
"in the past were;avatlable as data which she could use in solving.a
new spelling, reflects her access to this strategy and is one decision
which the inventors of our orthographic system ¢learly operated.on:

/
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4

_' Rebecca, age 6 wrbte when, speZZLng it
JY-H-B-N. In producing this spelling
. "Rebeccq firs, audidly satd "when" and "why,"
thus attemp ng to associate the word to :
others she Knew. Since the word ”why”n o
says. the lefter name "y", Rebecca writes-
£ as the first sound. Having gone this-
far she ~audibly again says "when" and
writes H-E-N to finish her spelling for
. this word. Havzng solved this épeZZzng
once, wheneyer/she needs the word again
in her text She refers back to this : ;
spellzng<ri /szmply copies it. ' . : , -
s : &
.« Jeff, age 6, writes theword . - :
house, spelling it H-0-S'as
' he sounds 94t out... Once._com-
pleted he pauses, ralooks
at hig spéllzng and reflects,
"I'11 bkt there is a silent
E on: the end of that word!" .
adding gn E 8o his_final
speZZmng 8. H-0-S-E. =
Jefj/g/behavzop here cZeaPZy

" sBhows jthat he 18 operatzng
- on hig or Soméone else'’'s .. -
N rules/whzch while he” finds
. tham unpredictablé‘ ares
* nonqtheless to be expected }
in English orthography. ,@»1
ﬁatér,'zn the same text,
JéJ?‘wrzte% elougg spell-
ing K-L-D as he sounds ﬁ;///r‘
odt He then pauses, re
cts audibly, "I'Ll bet -
ve is a silent [ on the
nd of thgt word," and. adds
fzjzml L (K-L-D-L).

- 1idison; age 4; tried to recall a story she Y -
, //had writien and was told by her gother ’—'AL lé',oo*',,
4 I that if she wished to remember her stdbries - ) CQL?| >Y7
| she'd have, to write them down. Takijgg out ;({L]$¢WQL{
/ a sh¥e: of‘ paper she wrote the letters of ’ ALjreN
'+ her name.in random order going left-to- R A (; :;>
. right and top to-bottom, thus filling her - S
/ paye with A's, L's, I's, S's, 0's, and - L';O’V
W's. In the weeks that followed, when- . Vijfg_ .
/ ever she wanted to Pead her story, she ' K/

p | - 3 ‘ "
q“j. ’7 ' I 8 R 3
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would get out her sheet of paper and fazthfuZZy read her story,
recreating it with amazing accuracy. In addition to having '
demonstrated an wnderstanding of how writing works; Alison also
demonstrated that she knew that written language was comﬂad ;
of a finite sét of letfers which werf szmpZy repeated irs various
orders to pmduee text. . ‘.
. i
. Mazruzn, age 3, in respond‘mg to various pzeces of environmental . o
print and asked what they said, resporded by giving generic ZabeZs j
("eottage cheese, ! "milk"), reZatezpconcepts ("toothbrush" for
" Crest; "U.S. Anﬁyi’iﬁgr U.Ss. MazZ),'attrﬁbutes ("Hot" for Dynamints),
- funetional descrzptwns ("Stop" for a Stop sign; "Eat it" for '
' Burger Chef), brand names ("McDonald's "Lego™); sztuatwnal
, descriptions ("eup” for Wendy's, "A boz with sugar in it" for
© " Jell-o) and assoeiations (”l?ubber—,Band” Jor Band-Aid). In so
doing his responses; like 98% of.all reading responses of children
3, 45 §, and 6-years old, fell within the semantio fteZd and
decision matriz our society uses in Labelingienviror tal print,
Z.e., gene\.z;:\c labels . (Cotton Balls), related concepts (Mars for

&

attributes . (E'ff‘er(fent) functional descriptions
(Mop & Glo),\brand nawes (dohnson & Jo hnson), situatiodal de-
Seriptions (7-11 Gr*ocer'y Stores), and associative chaining (S.0.5.
. Soap Padsle  The ‘meortance of these data/z,s that they illustraté
s how -4_ R_odr organizational system 1s and how ‘attentive and -

candy bars de s

, diZi'gen J' (ldren dre in understanding the rules which
semanticlg Ll operate ,n written language séttings znﬂh which they -
are familiar. - : BT f

Given these observations about organlzatloral patterns in the -
N Ay '
réad_u;g and ert.lng dgta we. coii:ectea the follow: ng section traces

4 .

the 51gnlf1can® of these patterns for purposes Lof reth:nkmg 1Iteracy/

via a review of pert_ment researc:h 4nd a more’ m—depth analysis of
. R ,,5" ,‘é- S
seiected pmtoools Spec1f1cali:y we wul’attem'pt to épply and; i'elate

recent theoretical research, typxcali:y conducted w1th much older
’ -
/” language users, to our flndlngs for ¢ purpos&q of synth&elzlng and up—
e
dat:mg our mde;‘standlng of the psydmo:‘l:xngulstlc and soc1011ngulst1.g

prcoessa involved in, llteracy and llteracy 1eam1ng.

’ - .
e /s
. “r

oo
P.‘ v
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.é.vl.‘Z:.‘-."fQRGl\NIZATVI‘CX\IEk -INTER),ISC.IPI;.II@RY PERSP?GI‘EI:VES .
AS if to deronstrate that there is nothJ:ng é’o éracticai as
t.heoxy, one of the major contrlbut;lons of oogm:ta;ve psydn:‘togn:sts has
.' been schema ﬁleoxy and its denbnstrated appi:::cab:d;::ty to %ndexstandlng
psychollngu.lstlc processes in h:temcy (NeIsser, 3:976 Smith, 1978; :
Spuo, 1977 Adan‘s & Colllns, 1978;. Rumeﬂlart & Ortony, 1977; Ancbrson,
Reynold Schallert & Goetz, 1977) . ’ﬂ'qere is pxesently no sxngle ac-
cepted statement of schema theory, thoug.h the broad outllne is falyrly
well defmed. . Generally, schema ‘theorists are 1nterested in now the °

mind procxasses, ‘Stores, and retrlev&s J.nput. ']}fene are- several tPeo—

:

ret:Lelans and researchers 1n the ‘area whose pos:.tlons aré generally ‘

. 's’:'m’ i but Speclflca_]_ly different (Nelsser, 1976 Rumelhart & Qrtony,

1977, Splro, 1977, Bobrow & Norman, 1975 M:Lnsky, 1975~ Shank s;, "Son, o

5 1977) R ’ o b*
S Sd'mema theorlsts pos»:ulate that the human REMOEY sysr[_, is made

up of 1nteract1ng kncwledge structures called schema Nelsser‘_ (1976)

" defines a schema this’ way': . Y : B s

' A schema is._ that port-_lon of the entu:e perceptmal cycle Wthh
is internal to%percelver, rmodifiable by experience, and some—

v Specific to what is being perceived. The schema accepts

nformation as it becdmes available at sengory surfaced and is
changed by that information; it dirécts movements and exploratoxy
activities.that make moré information: avan.lable, by which it is
Further modified. (p. 54) . ‘

Put snnply, schema theoxy p051ts ﬂw.e mind as a hlghl” conplex
corprehenision., Whereas earlier theo’
cx)gm.tlon, schema ‘theory joined the

ionguage user center stage. L _ I ¢
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' Frcm the perspe ve of schen? t-heoxy, .readlng conprehensmn

spec.iflcally, but canpxekmxsmn generaﬂy, was - predlctable in t-hat what

ms breug\ht tD the process stmngly affected what was gotte.n out of the'

kX ) s
T pxocﬂss. From a-schema- theoretxc perspect:tve, comprehéls i _

4 itprocess pf sense—nalig in ixgh't of or- through ass:.mJ.latmn and accom-

irbdatlon of cognrtxve structures, J:eammg is seen as t'he bJ.ndJ.ng, j

0
;-
]

3bu.11d1ng, and reorgam:zatxon of cognxt-.ive structunes. JA v1tal compo~- sBe
@t in both cmlprehens:ton and 1earn1ng is mfermcmg whlch, from a o
schema tneoretlc VIewpo:tnt, :tnvoives the. fiiiing in. of nécessary "de- C
fault values" or "sJ:ots" based on backgmund 1nformat10n in orderqthat
whatwasbe:ngpercelvedmdesense.'_. o o -
Because of a tenciancy to think of schema as statlc hJ.eraJ;chlal
mental structures, Snlth (1978) reconoeptual;zed schena theory and be—

I

garr ta:]:kIng about it in terms of & "theozy of the world mgthe head."

SmIth's reconceptuallzatlon was a s1gruf1cant contrlbqt 3

.hIgrﬂ:lghted “Fhe dynamlc, ever—d')angmg nature of schema"as well as the -

"

power arﬂ sxgm.fn:cance of thls conceptuallzatlon as é process per-

\spectIve for m:trvating as well as &1vmg§§omrehensm and 1earn1ng.» -

- - ,

Smlthks use of éheogz as cpposed to structune suggested not only\ 'J ;

_ - h.r.gher, nore conplex levels of mental organlza,tlon, but an ordered- ?' - 3 r
set of 'reiat:;onshlps between cognlt.we structures such t-hat to alter :, s |
one necessa;tated zreformulatlon of othérs. L i - . o o * "

© A cc:mon t'hread th.ch runs through all of the work m schema . ;
ﬂreoxy 1s an assurrpt}.m of non—randorm&ss. . For conprehenSmn and | ' e |

—8q o

i g to be maxlmally useful and somet-hlng other ﬁian mte, it must
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. It should be ob\nots from thJ.s dJ.scusslon that axe many
P

. pa.:;a_lleis jsetween schena fheoxy and the work Qf Piaget ( Ginshiura -&,A% P

Opper, 1979) Both schema theor,lsts and Plagetlans belleve schéma éré

.- <
hlerarchmcally arranged rrmtaj: sf:mctures and that learm.ng takes place
'Y
through changes m then. PIaget gefers to the§e ch.an%s as ass1m11a— )

tion, accommdatxonp and - a;uil:tbratxon Wule schem‘a theorlsts*‘belleve

enera:l;];y, Nersser (l97% for tme ddes not f:el;i,eve .
acconmodatlon J,s posé:.ble and that aii: iéarnmgﬁrmst therefdre be

' assmulatlve..': Sharﬂ{—‘l.i'ff (1982), in ma]ﬁ:rxg a cemQarIson between schema’

- R o G

7 theory and 1aget, says of bot-h tueorles-"* S X -

’~"'hv

-

Schematas are tl'nu;ht to.grow from thef? general to-the prec.lse, )
the personal to .the J.mpersonal 7 ~the context@ependent®o the.

oontext: J.ndependent ‘experience andﬁg'an;pula— '
tion ‘of .objects is thought play 1mportant role-in such . .:
growth. Children come imnto t'he wo g5 not @s blank slates, but -

. wired with capacities for t-l'xoug‘ht earning

ianguage. The 1earnmg
process, according to both theories,; is continual and what is
learned at one stage must necessarl_ly be carried on to f:'he next
(p. 35) ) : .qxgv ,

L]

Important dlffexenoes between sche'ma theor:é!ts and Plageths <b

L R
exist" Plaget‘s v1ew of . growth and cﬁvelopnent, for ngstance, IS much

more blologlcally and genet.lca.lly based than is t‘he view hei:d by schema

t’neonsts Acoordlng to Plaget, chlldren @velop the capaca;ty for cer-

tain -klnds of ment.al opera,tpns at certam a@s on a m)xe or less. fa:xed -

bmloglcal tu‘netable‘ ‘I‘hls o 'sy_not mean, that experlence is unlnpor— :

- dence Schema theorlsts, on. the

tam;, only that blology takes

cther hand, do Tot tie cognltlve maturaf_lon so closely to blology but

ratrer see " experlence partlcular],y awun-flated prlor knowledge, as
central to explalmng dlfferences between duld and adult thought 'Ihey o




+ does ot deny a scfne:ra theoretl.c p;rspectJ.Ve, but rather s‘harpens it.

- new phenon’enon, process* dlstJ.rK:t:Lcns between chixd énd a&&l"t“thbugh T
_dissolve; the 1eéﬁ-m_n% proaéﬁr ‘for all ages loom mu& the sa;ge Tk

-perspectlve schena are socxo-oognitlve phenomena and spec1f1c both "M "o

;" our view is the wrlt.mg o‘f young c:h::idrm across cultu\res (sge Flgure 9

. ) Fn
R “oo . ' 4

. \&' . - e s foi - 3 o
,would argue that the oogm.t:.ve operatlon tmderiy nggehild and é&ﬁi:'i? '

thoug]'xt is. the same and that dlfferfxoes élre in crmterrt and not so much

m prd"' s per se.- Schema thaarlsts would argue that when faoed w1th a

- A

' ‘ Our own poﬁtlon, vd’u.le not mnnlcai to schema the’ﬁry‘; .15 ' )
sore lJ.ke that of Halliday (5974) and Waotsky (1978) 4m" ok We. gee R
_ hl ‘F‘a‘ . d IR

L )"

1 guage leamlng as first and forenbst a soc1a‘& ewent. From our.
. C ey

X

culture and to a:ntext 'ﬂ]e strongest ev:.denoe we have for supportlng
). ”’"‘*‘J

) 'In oontrast to Najeeba's and Gfer s scr:cbbies, Dawn s loolé decldedly"ﬁ e

Ehglzgh-llke? Nageebarsal s‘he oonpiete& ber pleoe - "Here, but you

antreadlt..,"._Iwro Arabrcan&mArablcweusealot SR
mo .qg"tsl thén you 7 }n fflghsh" g‘ is an Israellvc‘n‘ﬂ.d whose ‘. ~f
wrl . Jooks decrdediy”ﬂeﬁriﬁ}' o, S e
What these éata &nfnstrate is that lonoé raefor% formal . s

g -

lnst.ructlon ﬁle young ch.ﬂ;d is act.wely ma!ung sens¢ of rthe world, B
& k- Lo -
includidg the world of pnnt. Inportantﬁ however, these samples .

: SngtantIate that ot only are. thé language decmlons whlg ql'u.ldren

make orgam.zed, but alsd‘ that sud'x oroanlzat.lonal dec151ons. are _ E
soc::oiog:tc:aiiy oontextually rooted 'Ihls m&ght, of oourse,
Pract:tcaﬂy what thlS distmctlon Teans 1s ~}:hat J.f Plaget and we were ¢
to draw our models of leammg in graphlc form, they would look qu1te

dlfferent-fmn each‘ other; even. ﬂmough theymay have the same major

1 -, . . . ’ ) L ..*» '

N
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- % .
. oonp)nents I;eft s say, for exa@le“"‘ﬂxat both Praget and we would de—"

c:zde to use'three overlappmg*’cucl&; to represent th:e mterplay of

,,
. € P

blologlcal, pSychoiogrcal, ar&d soc‘mlgglcal 1nﬂuenc:es;‘;tn 11te!racy

: learnmg.. 'I‘he amouz’xt of- mflue.noe) each ,factor has wouid determlne the .
size of thetlrcle—-snati c1rc1e, a smalli 1nf1uen¢e 5y 1&3:& crrcle, a: | T

v -\

1arge mfluende Which faizto,xs wel.‘e seerf %& Key would deteimn.ne the f o

B order of the clrcles and thelr arrané'ement. ’ Whlle }1aé_;et and we mlght

.:gmrt w1th the same cotnponents in bu,r mdels, the SJ.ze, oraqr, and a,rh R =

- [y - . . -, o ‘;:!I:f‘i:

: rangement of our three ‘;c:chies woa be quite d_rfferent e e T
' , ¥ e T R . 4'«’
s - R ) A2y B CoL T Y C ‘ ‘ . E l; - :‘-_ . T -

.7 I ‘ ' .. M R N T
F'lr,gure 9. nMrlté,pulmrai *er&ng Samples Conpomte NI % T Tl
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< . ' P

mym@mmm PA'I']ERNS Although*"zxot a?&g.nmedmteiy evir

-

i dant in the Stzrfaoe structure texts aS‘ that of mrap’experlenced written "

i "Q language users, the organl ,tmxﬁ;‘ declsiong "underlylng the wr1t1ng of
- v it i,_, a7 . )

duldxen as young as 3—years ow'ls.cﬁcemlble w13:h udy ~ Theoret-

:uzally »ﬂ:ﬁs dlsoovery is, Inportant as 1t suggests scrlbbllng is not -~ g
scrlbbliﬁgﬁn t-he sense of beIng Lmorganlzed and random, but’ bears much T

ey 3 smular’lty ata pmdess 3:eve3: to the act.1v1ty we have called wrltmg :
v Flgure lO presents I)cﬂuiian s (age 3) unlnterrupted dxa;v:n.n@ and
T
‘ wrltlng sampls., leex ]cncwledge of the fact that DuJullan organlzes . .

=
. Lo T T M [T ‘ 3 - : L w
> . ¢ . Y
- . . .

o f’lgu}.:e 10. : Unmterrupted Wr:.tmg* a:nd Urunterrupted Draw1ng Samples'
e DuJullan (Age 3) T

R . . v, B @ O ;’,:- vr;l N
Y A R : . & LT e
N T S v @ A ¥

S I Y

eriptedWeiting 1, *mtem@ted'mwmg

5 - - = T

Y
?
~.1




~ihis whtln ing gmear, up—d.)wn stroke (see mmternpted Writing

. THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER-READER, Page 81

1.
PN

-

lq‘

@ process pnnclples underlylng the dec1s:Lons made for art as oppo

. . . .
—9d3 - (e . - B . . .
P 3 . . - .
- . - . 5
: ° 2
’

. - e k]
9 ~ . - o~ AR . t N .
° . * . . . LI P

Sample, Flgure lO) ; it is readlly
placehold khe. plcture of hinself. (see.. xpp section-of. Unmterrqpted

Draw1ng Sample, Flgure 10) as ‘(pposed to those made to place.h:)]:d his name
(see bot&n s@:t.lon of Unmterrupteg,Drawmg Sarrple, Flgure ]:0) Art

for mJullan J.nvolves c1rcular marklngs wrltlng 1nvolves lmea.r st‘k’okes

? o« '7

w1th up—down marklngs. o

< -

If the <iac151cns which 3—year olds make for art: as opposedw@ '

wrltlng are 1ndeed dJ.ffenent, then 1t follows that examlnatlon of ' 7 ‘_f.‘rl'
sets of scruhles oons?ltutlng the product of a @sﬁ asks them to
draw a plctu.re- of tharselves and 51gn their nane should flect these
alternate decmmns, in shorl‘fﬁ&rlbblmg in’ :rt should look dlfferent

1,4» o
from scrlbblmg ? wrltlngg # 'I'hat this. 1s, J.ndeed, tl';,é’

& o -
scrlbble wrltlng be dlfferentlated from s’ch.bble. draw1ng, but vfe have ‘r :

'

found adults haye IYttle d.].ﬁflc‘:ulty,aglven the llnearlty of Wa.”lta.ng andv.:.
ot . s
the glabal cnhemven&ss of art 5. o dlfferentlate which is wh.lch, éven

J& -
wha'l the ma.rklngs have not been labeled and categorized as has been done

L4
in Flgure 1. ~ : a

'

. These data dem:)nstrate the organlzatlon present in

* of art and ertlng scribbles. The unlty of the. chlla\ d‘ec:.smns acrossﬂ\

: g .

art and writing, as well as the support such wmity provides: in nota.vat:.ng !

‘and driving literacy leaming, needs ﬁg’r elabora‘?:lon. , In searching

-

A ]



.;’
o
children did just the opbosite, i e., used circular markings for writing
. . s ;
and up-down gﬁ'xaks for art. Eor ,xampfl:e, Budtﬂ:Ia:n (see Figure '10) used #f
an up—cbwn stroke for wrltmg and a C1rcuitar stroke ‘for agk. Shann’dh’—, o
. W ‘;~

. ‘on the ot'her hand (see Flgure 11) ' used a circular st*é wrltlng andx RSRC
. 0 i -3 -

. T g 3

S _

a

an up—down strbke for art

. ' L ‘ 83

“r
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In'studying ‘th is* phenomeno "n.wé discovered that if the child's
) Y
, name beglns w1t-h a letter Wthh is made up of 1,1near elenerrt:s, su::h as’

f

the L -in Latrloe S name whlch is. made up bf two straIght 3::l:nes, the

x’ odds that t-he Chlld'S scrlbble wrltrngwrs oomposed of up—cbwn strokes

‘is h;gh. SJ.mJ.larly, if the -hi

P

.

ws naure starts&wrth a letter whlch is-

element§, suctLas the S in Shannon,_the odds are -

.

‘ oomposed of (
T hlgh that the child's scr,lbblgxwrltlng is c1rcu:'tar. Anong the 3—year
' . 5 Q

0 91. Vhen al.]. of. the ],ett,ers oﬂ.,the nane ‘are uded and a proportlon Q,f f*ﬁa-i’-*gv
i" 3

ianear 1et‘:ters to c!'rcula:r letters IS calculated, the preda.ctlo% made

’ £ R

Y i I _ag e ﬁ

opposed to:wrltlng for any@ven chqild regardless &% the ni.of their . T

Q ’ "'rrame, t}).e po:.nt is. that a reil;at:tonsh.tp ex:Lsts between d%lsmns made in - v; i

" 1t.1ng and da:msrqnsimade in art and vice versa.: TPfe‘Se data, then, - | )
b supéort SITl,lth'S ci:a;rfrcatxon of schena theory 1n that it shows that "' -
.. : the oonplex of dec:tsrors ‘made in wr}.tlng in contrast to the corrplei‘t ﬁfw o

;’d'ec:Ls:Lons nade in art bf.a c}ul&ﬁre orchéstrated and?z@rganlzed at - )
levels beyond the partrcular cog‘nitlve structure of the systan 1tself‘ 1

: IAERQRGANiZATiﬁSAE PATTERNS. Language is, o/f course,, laced '

X with organgati:On. The reason age correlated with language 1s that what

three addltaonai years mean to the language learner‘ 1s twice the nurber

, ‘ e
o of opportunlt_les pot only to enoomter, but to discover more and more of

': . :
. . . N



. tendd dj;scussmn of some of the organgatﬁonal featurqs whlch are ~

' prese'xt In the written prtﬁucts of chlldren two and three years older
’ than those we have been examlnlng. . ~’
’ éﬂli@ - L
% Fi gure 12 Text Organizational Perspectives
. v ' '
e e ——————— — - AR
¢ e o0y joTEXT PERgpReTTVEs 0. . B T
'.5 P ' uji'; 7 . ) W”_.?Jiii : = .
~a o ve . [ ..’ PRagMATIC .
L 2 o e 'G"RAP' PHOPHONEMIC
_ L - spelling the way. {t sounas [ )
=5 Loy : R gaspeii;pg ‘the way it looks T :
' e s . +spelling the wa.y it mea.ns 5 S .
g o B . . -
L i & sywTAcTIC . _
‘ ) - f1§1'77"77f‘ ‘. .. ) ] . . N B . ’w- . . . ¥ ‘
1. v structure - . . = ; Ty -
, M - . ® SEMANTICS: : o : ;3 R
ST VAT £ TR semantic_field S © s, L
- - B - semantics of syntax , : \
J (transitivity) = L .
syntax of semant1c§ ‘ . . e
R (i.e., case grammar) o \ 7
e 7 . .
- /\ i ’ ‘ _
9 v - . ’ ‘-';

X Testing Your. Child-as” “Informant Skills. Because eny 2 adults - "
N .
-~ assume children are 1n a"gtate of "cognltlve confusmn," when, in fact:,

this label better deSCrJfbes t'heJ.r own presmt level of mderstanchng, T ,

 mach of the organlzatIon dJsplayed by chlldren is mlssed Before you

- -~
4 .
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-v,@;—‘.ggv“ | :
9 “ ' %
read the trans]:a Qns for Sa.ra and Matt texts (Flgures 13 and 14),

L)

1.

assurre, as we hav tramfi ourselves to do m ‘L'hlS projeét, that the

i dec1s10ns Wthh t-hase young ertersv have macb .are. ongarmzed -and-test--

‘your chllcFas—lnformant s?mlis by atbenptlng to read t-helr written

- efforts 'lﬁe pictures Sara and Matt 1nclude in: their stories are an
J_ntegral pert of the.lr texts. 7 It should be kept in mind that children -

.2 and 3 years younger than lV‘att and Sara, when reading what t'hey have

wrltten——long before t-hel_r sqxfaoe ‘texts become as "oonventld'l'al" as’

~ are Matt s arrd ,Sara s—-denonstrate that their wrltlng shares many of

i - . , -

these same organlzatlonal features : ' -

s . QY T
- . . . -.‘z,,.] oo . . - ,\,,'

S

# ='§'
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. - . "
; - ‘ ~ . ‘ S A - . . 1 -

Sxmface 1Text Organlzatlon. A Pragmat.lc Persgectm . A pragmatic

perspect:l;ve cah be taken by asklng what functlon tln pieoe C

was desxgﬁed tb sewe mmng that Saxaza:sutfa@ texE (L

........ e e T

Mother's Day card, we have to sal ‘;' he product served the-&fipression +

" of love, tl'oughtfu]ness, apprec;' short, "ﬁﬁéﬁéf'é—aayﬁéé,"

. P
quite wei:i. » ' . « o vy

/ Thxs obser\!aﬁn ’gbes not resolve all of the pragnatlc “‘Wssues
Stxrromdlng Sara's text, .however. while the surface text functions as
a I\bther s bay card, "Once upon a tlme" is rrore suggestlve of aafalry
tale than a greeting ca.rd Sara's use of one genre in sai:v:tce of an~
~ % other adds to the Intrlgue of the pleoe and& a text strategy wh:r_ch v

: Co@ 1
¢ w1_11 be dlscussed more fully Tater. ) -

C e
Q

Pragmatrgﬁly, mtt's surface t‘éxt is ea51ly reoogm.ze& ae hav-
&been produced- by him after a trip to the z00 Wlth his. flrst grade :
"c'laS’s The fact that Matt's text as approprlate for thJ.s oontext is o

evn.c’ént 1& you ask adults to tell you wh ey rm.ght find such a
i.p,lece_of vg.ltlng; Iin workshops, wev have : \ cted, aJ_nost w1thout ex-
céptign, teachers can tell you what ‘eventg ieﬁd' up to t_he creation of

Matt's text: .. . . : ‘

"‘—‘ ,ﬁ'fg?raticaﬁ:y, it is also mportant to note that Matt s text has
o title. Some educators and 11"

'oped the abJ.llty to pmduce a "decontextu—

{

would take thls as ev1dence that

the young ch;ld has not dew
~allzed" text. 'Ihe oohtext of mtuatbn, ~:; er, makes ent;tlmg tha;s

- pmecl-:\, "My 'I‘ri(p to the Zoo" ifmecessm:y 'since this was an’ assumption ‘,

- <

/,,_ ; :'. ) . . .‘. ...~ . SJ . .v; . ~‘ .;

Vo
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P

phogtbnemlc eyes, not.'Lng the regularltles which ép&ar For purposes

T

Tof dj.scussron we hav’é“dlﬁid’e'd ‘thls“ section ".trm~stmjaegies~wh3;eh a.nwlve e e

theé phonemic, the graphemlc, and n'orphemlc systers of lapguage, namely,
speH:tng the way 1t sounds, spellmg the, way 1t looks, and spelémg the

~

way 1t means.;

Spelh.ng the way. lt@unds Much work has IEQI} done m thlS

-

T .a,

1
Desber_y 1980 Henderson & Beers, - ]:979, 1:980 Zﬁtell,,1978, 1979,;
Blssex, 1980 Cl'xon‘slq,' 1979) , Our own anail:ys::s of the products which

. young chlldren produoe would suggest that there aré essentlally thres' | .

sound-to—letter stratsegies empil:oyed (1) spell‘mg the way it »sounds, S
“_ .
(2) spelllng the way it artxcuiates, and’ (3) spell.‘;.ng the way 1t ‘
A . .
sounds out.’ Ofteﬁ n&e than one of these spelllngs %trategles are - ) =ty

m‘volved J.n he s'fngfte speﬂ:hng of a word, i.e., JRES$ for dr&ss (Jeff“ .
- - % . e

'age 6) where the J is produoed because J's and d's are formed at the = - %

same spot in'the, nouth (same point of art:l.cuiatlon), and RES is pro— -

‘duced an the basis of letter-ébund cnrrespondence. : \zA fourth somd—to-'-
o f ﬂ s N ~

TR -Wfiit strategy is really a'subtle instance of the first strategy bt

"t'he letter—nane \Qtrategy " where a name.of the ietter :
0 :

e

sound unit--as 1n 15

cx>1nc1dqg; w1th a 108 ot§, o\ “in Sara s
; ‘: : casé, A as m"'a loveable bunny." - Sara's three uses of A's in- "A IOVE ©
& T : ‘

A BAL K)NE denonstrabe that t-he same marking c@ occur for entrrely

‘dq,f,ferent sound-to—letfer rules. Saata s ’1rst A":ts prﬁuced via a

AL . ’ . e

P O ' T '39
a - - e . S
8 Li . - -» ) - _— B
; . :.- _ : N . '.‘ b
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CHEADER, Page 88

. ’
‘s .

letter—naxre strategy her second and thJ.rd A's (IDVE A BAL) agr;e produced

¢

vra a 1etter-s<3md strat@gy.

l"/

‘ ‘ Speﬂ:imgﬂ'zeev@yettelooks Ietter—sound observatlons are only

La. snaﬂ portxcn of the spelling orgam.zatlons and omhesi:ratlons ‘which -
".+ can be studﬂ:ed, and are probably the portion that has had the most m—

tense observata:on by others to date. ‘From the, perspective ’of the young

. d'n:id as. reader we mIght ask ourselves, 'Wha.t e;, ot oe/e}asts that past

I j"eneomters w::th pr%have Influenced t-he d'u.l v spdgllngsw' “We wouid

,..
> m'medlately know is bOﬂ'l
e mvolved m the spellmg procnes. We also know that no

pt a a sf;éliijié mai}' appé;ar (ﬁ‘g'
. . RS

R 3

. ‘alphabet, vrsual mennry is mvoived in the spelllng Where else would

‘ these fo}_ cand this Monﬁomn come from? ';,hose who suggest chJ_ldren -
/ wrlte first and read 1ater, d who.use "inyented spelling” as their
| 3 '%vrdenoe, have faﬁ;ed to apprecrate key transactlons bemeem readmg and
. wrltlng in llteracy i/e}rning i ' .
*’tn)“ . I_n Sara s text she writes FRO for for: Wh:.le we might wish to

assume that the F and the R afe produced on: the ba51s of SOI'(E sound-

. 1!“" ..

to—letter 'trategy, the very fa"r that these forns are recognlzable as .

, in what appears to be a plmettc act. Sara s mclu510n\of the O at the

o .- . . -
o 'w [ S . - . ’
. vy . . L m‘ y’ ? . ®
- - . : Lo \
- ) - .’




énd of her FR is’ also motlvated by v:::sua:]; mermry. Hav:mg been a reader, :
Sara obva.ously recalls that theze is an © in there somewhere and so |
' tags 1t on the end. M'xet.her "dus plece of mformat:r.on was_ acoessed

', A because the FR didn't look long a'xough is not knom, ﬂroug‘h If thn:s werej

the e.pranatJ.on offered, we might

that the cthd“was Spelllng Usi

usrng a v1sual merory st.rauegy. " ™ f/fact
nenoq a;r:e J.nvolved J:n the produ:;tlon of}e\kn a smgle 3:etter Tike rhe iz

-

| ».; F jUSt means that such efforts at }?1furcatlon and Order arefmsgui_@dl'~:_ : -

v ""Ihlspon.ntls mportants:.rx:emanypersonsworkn;gm,’

\\7

. .
P PR

‘,»4 " - ’ B L L
gf_ ianted spellmg" seem to belleve that chlldren J.nltlally

using a phos@tlc strategs' and th,at only later &3 they employ vxﬁl, ‘
%nmpry " We have sl'mn that no such tldmess 1s~possmle gnor, we would - ‘_‘ ._‘.

) -uargue, 1s 1t des:.red.~ The redundancy of' cues across strategles sets up ;.;
and allows &? spelfI:Lng systems to be masteréd 1f des:.red va.a Ordues—. . g J
R tratalon ~ N : : . S
: E 7J_3ellmg the way .ﬁ.tz:ears In add.lt:.on to l : ;
organlzatlons ref[at;.ve to sound and v1sual memory, ',::.
P R POl

at spelllng orgam.Zathgs"baS@d bn

L 4

be looltlng for spelllngs wh:ach have n'orpl'emlc and highér levels of .‘

\

semant'l.c orgam.zatlon. LOVE A BAL (loveable) :Lnsara s surfaoe text.
. F

- is proﬁably a spelllng arrlved at through a- ombmatmn of syllablc and ‘\
‘n'o_r‘phenu-c dE:c1s_.jLo11s. Sara s msAPANAmEM (Once upon a tln'e) is an éeven. ‘ E ‘:
’ : "“ ‘ : : f>~ o , f. -~ . - 4:; L '3‘”‘ | ﬂ
; : ' F\: "7 S ' r . , :
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THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER-READER, Page 90 o . R

better example in whlch she &emanstrates that for her this spelllng is

. one d)nceptual unlt Semantlca:tiy "Gnce upon a time" is a unit which
s1gna.1s 'falry tales. 'I'he tream.ng of each Indlv1dual word adds up to

be qulte dlfferent than the meam;ng of the phrase 1tself From a

' ‘Tpsychologlcal process1ng perspec’tlve it makes more sense to wrlte "Once

upon a t:me" as a smgle un1t than to break it up into uruts unrelated
. © its neanmg or: psychologlcal s1gnlf1cance. ' ,.
- | Sara's LOVE A'BAL (loveahle) in contrast to her WASAPANATAEM
(Once upon a time) is a nice 1nstanoe of how various ways to organize
writing are not: only oonceptually poss:Lble, but snmultaneousiy berng
'expiored in a smgle settmg by the young Chlld. 'Ihlnk of how much
less ],anguage confusion there mlght have been in the prcfessron if the
originators of our language would have decided to write in chunks of
rreamng (like Sara s WASAPANA'B\EM) than in words. An InterestIng
feature .of sara's surface text is the fact that she simltaneously
tests at least 3 optlonal Writing Systems in a sini_:j;'Ee setting: chunk ‘
writing by meaning (WASAPANATARM) ; chunk writing by sylldbles (LOVE A
' BAL) ; chunk wrltlng by words (H)NE)
| Matt's text has equally as many clear exampia of his testing
hypothses relatlve to m’ea.run’g 1ri his spéllinij. Matt s refusai to
dIvrcTe the word LUNCH, which he squeezes on the llne, suggests ttat
for him.LINCH is a 51ngle conceptual wnit and therefore not easily
divided: once chJ_ldren dls_cover that in wrltmg they can divide what
previousty had Beeri a single’ conceptual unit by ufing a hyphen, they

R

often divide everything and everywhere.
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MLSQn, at 6 5 yearré of ‘age,, discovered the’hyphen Whlle readlng

'a book In this mstance she asked what the "llttle mark" m}éant-. For

> “\e

theé next several weeks, hyphens appeared throughout her‘ writing.
maklng he.t’ best frlend a blrthday card, sl'x-:- began on Ehe left—ha;xd side
of the page;wrltmg Jennlfer s lname, but then suddenly realized that %
i she continued in that fashion shewouldn't be able 0 apply her
latest language dlscovery Her dec151on was to erase and begm writing

; Jennlfer well toward the rlght of the page thereby runnmg out of space
and gettlngtousethehyphen ¢ ‘ ; |

~ 'Ihe realrzatlon that concepts can be divided in wrltmg when
they are not able to be d1v1ded in real l»rfe comes late for n'ost '
children—well after thelr early marklngs demonstrate appllcatlon of a
one-mark per one—concept. rule. In fact this one‘—mark per one—conoept
notion is so natural that 1t is llterally mposs:.ble to decide when
chlldren fJ_rst develop a notlon of “wordness." Our own frustrated
attempts led us to conclude that when the_child ma.kes one blob for ','a

- dog;" another fork"s tree,” and a.third for "a bear,!',,the }_oasxc notlon

o g e e

of "wordness! is evidenced: Wwhen one thinks about "wordness" from thg.s
perspeétii?e; the notion has so lit&é powef to explain growth in lit=
are more SIgnIfIcant in understandlng the evolutlon of llteracy than

are 1nstanoes of the concept: "

Qﬂ:epspeihrgsttategxes. 'Ihere are, of dour'sé, other- déci=

4
‘i

- sions Whlch can be examined in. the spel]:_tngs, even of those words th.ch
we have already examrned in Sara S: and Matt's texts, 'In spelllng loveable

“~
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- (if)Vf.‘ A BAL) Sara, at least m part, may be nesoi:vmg thIs spedl ing on
the basis of how: she has resolved similar spellings in the past. =As
reported in our earlier volume (Harste, Burke, Woodward, 1o81), we have
some ev1denoe that chllciren oonscmusly spell by their own or someone
e1se s rules, often addlng slla'xt E's and the llke after app:’l:xcation of
some other mltlal strategles.
A final strategy which we have found enters into children's
‘spelling decisions is one we entitle, "Knowing One Doesn' t Know: " Often
‘in thése instances language useds select a diffsrent word, of put dowi
some rendition of the word they wanted which placeholds the item until
o they have ‘time- to check on the s%jéiiing iatér. Whlch of-these strate-

‘gies they use——choos:.ng another word or plaoeholdlng the word they

5

wanted using the best spelllng they can mustér on the spot——ls seem-
 ingly a function of present and past wrlt_mg contaxts and the dnld'

‘sense of risk involved: Nonetheless, "knowmg one doesn t know" is'a
. i
very &@1&5&5@" The language user is saying t-hat after havn’rg "
s

-

known i1s that appixcatlon of known rules doesn't solve th1s spellmg :

probiem; Because realizing one doesn't Know is‘a significant ste'p Jm

" knowing, this is clearly a strategy worthy of further study. Cur-
rently Chrystine Boiiffléf (1982),; oneof the"gfaduate assoc1atés on this ~
pProject; is oompi:et::n.g a d:.ssertatlon in the- area of spellmg, bu:,ldmg

! from and %endlng the work which we have dlscussed here. ' Some of the
issues she exp];ores are that spelllng alelty varies by context of

situation, that "invented spelling" is but a component of a rmore gé'nérai ¥

-
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. A
and univergal étrétégy which all writers ube, ‘and that d'evelopren" t in  ~
¢ o

wrltlng ability J.nvolves t:he fleXJ.ble use of and even tentative settmg

-

asuie of spelling information.
. Evidence of graphophonemic orchestration in reading. As a
further measure of the young child's attention to the graphophonemic

. systems of language we compared the graphemic wnits in their language
experience stories to the phonemic Units produced during reading in

terms of the relationship which existed. The categories which emerged
~  from our data were (1) items which wetre Unavailable in the Surface Text

\

read; (2). items which represented a Minimat 'ﬂexEj;Pc Signal (this could

include attempts at soundxng out); (3) items wh:tch were Available in

the-Text read; and (4) items which represented a Mlxed Response com~

“bination of aVailable and unavailable items.

Ih aiqa}Yiifig the d'ﬁldreh's first read.mg of their/story brxly -
cdtegories 3 and 4 proved useful with 45. 9 percent of all unlts read
being avallable in the story and 54. l peroent of all unlts represautlng
a,mlxture of available anq tnavailable items. The trend in terms of

Available In Text to Mixed Response was 28.6 to 71.4 for 3-year olds, -

40.0 to 66.0 for 4-year oldé,@t}.s to 54.5 for 5:y;ar olds, and 66.7
to 33.3 for 6-year olds. | | '

| fn rereading their language experience stories one day later
5.4 percent of all units produced were either Unavailable in the Text
or represeited a Minimal Texctual signai; 45.9 percent of all imits . ‘

" read vere Available .in the Text read; 48.6 percent of all units read
: . 7 . ] .
represented Mixed Responses types involving what was in the text and

vy - -
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new or unavailable in the surfacé text. The trend in terms of Available

In Text to Mixed Responsewas 57.1 to 28 6 for 3—year olds, 27.3 to 72.7

for 4-year 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 mbre constrairéd in reading by the
graphenic system\than do 4 and 5-year olds, this phenonerion is largely
a function of the relatively shorter stories they dictated and hence
were asked &y read and reread. Nonetheless, these data o, Suggest that
wherl 3-year olds engage in reading they do so with some understanding
of the graphemic constraints which are operafdng in this literacy
evélﬁz . . . .
Overall, what these data show aretthat children are monitoring
their early reading in light of available graphophonemic information angd
that from ages 3 t 6 an ever-conventional orchestration and use of the.
graplbptmanic system oocurs ‘ )
Swﬁmﬁﬁﬁrgan:zaﬂnn‘mlgecuves. At another

organizational level we can looks for syntactic organization in the

surface texts which young children produce. From this perspective we
can ask qdééé{éﬁé rélative to how the messages in these'surface texts
flow and whether ornot there is inflectional agreement w1thln and -
acmsg sentences in the surface text. - ‘

From a socm—psycholingtn:st:tc perspective syntax is a text—
context ,transactlon. shile marry, for example, might not perceive en-
virormental print to have a true synEax such a perception ignores
pragmatics. The syntax of envirornental print is expressed in riles

about how print functions and operates in this context. ‘ ’ &
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5
s At one syntactic level we can .ééicr, "o thesez,tseséfé sotfn& tike v
{éfé:f or written language"' §1nce not many of uUs run around é§yfﬁx§,’ |
"Once upoﬁ a time there was a iQVéabi* unny who picked a rose for his
nom'iy " eiacept under special settings suchlas story tellmg, we intui-
tlvely know that g&ra s surface text is written language. Oral. lan—
. guage, acoord_tng bo Halllday (1980), " is syntactlcally corrplex, but
conceptually\not very dense ("Well, you see, there yas thlS muse . . .

And this mouse was#é\a:]:k:mg along and . . ."). Written language is

conceptually dense, but éﬁ&é&é&liﬁi élegént.(drx:e ﬁponia time there
~ was a loveable bunny who. pj;ckecLa ;gse—f ) his n’onmy) ’ -

Matt's text; because it is ccm;x)sed of several syntactlc unlts,
allows us to explore nore fuﬂ:i:y intersentential granmar Matt begms
\ with an JIZLIKES sgtatener;t which is-followed by an ACI‘IVITY staté?nent (I
LIKE) + (GO 1O Tfﬁ Z00) . This format is used in the next sent?ence, be—
coming almost formilaic: (I LIKE) + (T0 HAVE LUNCH THERE). His final
”été-terrient ﬁs a.ri. I LIKE + GBdEGT statement, whi’ch' breaks thel pattem.
'Vshat is partlcularly interesting is that together his decisions cohsti— |
tute. a h%ghlyv(ganlzed s\t of s.yx'xtactxc and semantic dec1510ns Whlch
/ greatly add to the ooherence of tne piece. "His ‘ordering decisions here
B are so good that even if yOu g1ve adults each of Matt!'s .statements
separately and ask them to put them dinto a surface text, they almost
mentably put thém in the order that Matt ,’has put them:
© Mitt also seemingly knows that one way o signal.an end to the
text is by altering the syntactic patterms that have been set Up: Here

weé have gvidence of the ;nterre r SI:ationsh:tp between reading and writing in

1uz
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language leaming. From Matt's past encounters with written language

~ as a reader, he has abstracted out how wrltten language differs from

.

ora-l language, and how authors alter syntax 1n an - effort to terminate
rtext while Matt may net be consciously ayaré of these mderstand.tngs
.about language, he denonstrates that sucoessful language use and meta—
lmgulstlc awareness are two dlfferent things and ought not——Indeed
should not—-—be oonfused.

'Ihere are,”of course, other thrngs we mIght look at syntac—
tlcally, i e., the den51ty and conpla{rty of Ideas, but because syntax
and~ semantics dre not 1ndependent ,language systems thlese seem best
discussed using more senar\t.lc perspectlves. This sée?rs to be éspeéiaily

v" . so since the one t'hmg we harvé learned 1n the last ten years is that
AN sanantlcs is not a smgle-language systan and that syntax and semantics
transact to form several systems (Beaugrande, 1980) -

Exuc‘encaoisyntactrcmdestramm reading. As a further .
measure of the young child's attentxon to the syntactlc systens of lan=

guage, we compared the syntactic units in the 1anguage experla‘lce story
dlcteted to the syntactic units produced du:rmg the Chlld's readlng of

the story and descrrbed' the' relationship which ex1sted }n terms of syn—
tactic coordination: Four categories emergéd from our data: (1) No

Apparent Coordination; (2) Generalized Cgordination (TEXT: Fall Down.

A Block: READER: "Grey Blogk. Fall Block™); (3) Availabie'ii:{ Text

(One -to one syntactrc oorresporﬁence between text and readmg) : and
"And’ we read books").

‘This last category acoepted mrm;ma:l changes in neaning such as that .

Lllustrated above. L . d o . 7

10%
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1’ FOr purposes of analy21ng the children's fIrst reﬁ‘dlng of theu:'

language experxalce stories, only categorles '.’2 3 and 4 proved useful
with 1%.9. g@rcem; of all \:bts répréesenting a Generairzed Coordination

betveen the text: and what was read 51.4 peroent Avaﬁ;abl&m 'IEXt oy .

A 3

a One—to—one oorrespondenoe beﬁoeen syntactlc units; and 29:7 peroent

i

a M{md syntactxc correspondenoe. The trend in terms of the percent

of one to one syntactic correspondences between text wnits and what

was read, the Available in. '.I\ext category, was 28.6 for 3—year oldé
40 0 for 4-year olds, 54 5 for 5—yea.r olds, and 77.8 for 6—year olds.

i Beci:—mse we suspected that some of what the child had dictated

was not meant to be iaart f\of his or her story even though we had written
-

it down as part of the child s story orlglnally, for purposes of amalyz-
mg reread.lng behav:.ors, ‘we used the ch11d's first read:Lng as the text

base. In rereadlng their ianguage experla'xce storiés orne day later
5

,and ’oompar g these syntact:tcally to the surface text of flrst
t rdlnata:on,

readmg, thm, 5.4 pef{:oent o% all Lmlts showed No Apparaq

16.2 peroent showed a Generaﬂ::l:zedﬁ;ordmatlon, 48 6 peroen rjepre—
sented one—to—one oorrespondenoe (the Avallable in ’Dext ‘te‘gory),

>

and 29.7 perbent showed a Mixed oorresponcbnoe. " The trend in terms of

b

\age for the Avallable Inﬂaxt category (one to one syntactlc corres-

ponidence) , was® 4% ] peroent for 3—yea.r olds- 45.5 percent for 4—yea:r

oias; 40.0 pe.roent for S-year oﬂ:ds-- and 66. 7 percent for 6—year olds:
Overall what these data show are that even 3-year old ch;idren

are very oogru.zant of the syntactlc cnnstramts ope_ratlng in wrltten

, language. 'Ihe reason this effect is nmore pronounced in the rereadlng‘

. - .
e .« e ‘
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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 |
part of the child's text. In this sense; the set of figures quoted. for
rereading ré'prééént the degree of pre'dictablﬂ:l\tg_) of the child's second
read:cng given his. or. her first reading. As can be seen, syntactlcally,
this As universally hlgh across all age levels. Theoretically, these

_, data s'ugges;c that childrén are cognizant of the fact that syntactic
constraints are very mich a part of the 'text worid' creaEed during -
reading. Access and reaé:cess to this 'text world', and with it the con-.

straints which operate, /4Tlow them to both predict and generaté a syn-.

tactically quite suoc'eé",s'ful text when réadlng, and, g’iveh’ our 'pfevioué

analyses, when wrltlng. . -
] ' . '
)7 Surface 'I\ext Organlzatm Semantic Persgectlves. From a sena:n

tic perspectlve segeral features of the surface text may be studied and
noted. ’Ihere 188 semantlc field of meaning set wp in the text which
is partly 1dent1f1able through the lex;Lcal chams which run through the
surface text to egtablish parameters of meaning w1thJ_n which the text,
world resni—’:s‘ (Pratt, 1977). 1In Matt's surface text one such chain is

formed by the lexical items 200 and LIONS; another i_s forméd by the repe=

tition of LIKE. Recently King and Rental (198l) completed an extensive - -

study of cohesion as 4 perspective from which to,study written language
growth and development: . Their sfudy demonstrates that all children have
a Findamental u?laé?sEéndlﬁg of various cﬁhesive devices by the time they
enter first grage; and that such knowlddge varies by story mode and is
'best affected by quality story encownters over time. |

Coodus
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tic syste(rs of language. Ngaanmg is orchestrated through mood,
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° ' How larger chinks of msaning are ordered -:5% .the text is caiied |

"syntax of semantics. " Rnowing the settlng in Sara s text, "Onoe upon

a time there was a bunny" bsets a stage :{n which we expect an @1t1atmg

event ("who ~p1cked a rose for his mmny"); the initiating event setsl the

stage for us to want to hear an attémpt; an attempt, a consequence, and

so.on. While the "syntax of semantlcs"““m same ge.nre of texts ZLS ‘

v

better known than in others, the real&ty of story superstructunes 1n }

~

readlng and writing seexrs to have psychologlcal valldlty When d'lll—

dren's openmg stoxg llnes are e_"j 7\*' ed‘ from our unmterrupted story
ertIng task, for example, all ‘children kvho elected to wrlte storles

began by ’dxe introduction of ‘a settm@ or an antagonist. Storyrbégm-'
m:ngs ranged qualltatlvely from "A Halloweeen ghost" ('I\erry, age 3);

£ "This is the boogyman house" (Towanna, age 3); to "Once t-he.re was a :
large forest with a house . ;&' . The llttle glrl llved there" (Jlll,

age 5). Additionally severalg thildren under this condition wrote in-

formational stories about themselves th:Ch they introduced as: "I

‘tike candy" (ViMfcent; age 6); "We have a cat" (Latisha, age 6): "Chris

is in first §fadé" (chris; age 6). Often because the process of phy-

51ca£l:y§ producing a surface tEXt was so all—cnrrsumlng, chlldre.n never

‘flmshed ﬂ‘xeir "storles" : yet, what‘ t'hey :did pmdu:e supports the,

wrltlng.- j" v . ¢

in many ways several of the newer Issues 1n reading and wrlt.mg

are“ current atiiempts to further understand the Cnnple}atg of ‘the seiran— ‘

L3
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intonation pattea, fﬁéﬁe—themé, 65F1ési6ﬁ, tran51t1v1ty relatlonshlps, ¢

. structural anaiys::s (van ijk, 3:977 1979), semantic negotlatlon across
art, wrlt.mg - and context (Harste, Burk! Woodward; 1981), and others
B T

are attempts to describe and wnderstand the semantic system of language

in use. - - ;
: @v Studylng jenantlc feature{ mmﬁdxemsmr;txng To be co-
herent a text must have unlty, that is, the units of rreanlng in the
text must ohere orrhang together: Coherence resides, however, not
nly in the, 1inguis't1c' surface structure of the text (this elerent of
coherence is caJ,led cohes:Lon) , but in the mind of the be;hoider

Coherence simply defmed is a measure of
Part of coherence is directly

-

/ . (lVbsenthal & Tle.rney, 1982)
how unlfled_ the idea units .-‘of—a,r text are.
expressed in the su‘rfioe' sthlcturé of the text including @t work (see
for example Sara's and Mat'-tis use ‘of: 'pi'c'tures to support their written |

' i

/
|
i

‘%
f

Rl
- |
/

we create in our heads’ as readers.

surface texts); the rdst lies outside the surface text in the "text
To stuciy the coherencé J.n ﬁ1e lmgulst.lc surface texts which

r

assunes that the expressmn of coherence 1n surface text is Jmportant/
wrlter S vantage pOJ.nt, the expressmn of ocoherence assures
redter w:ll be able to fOllow, or semantlcai:i:y track the /chas

Prom the
From a schema—theoretlc, perspectiwve, such expressxon

that the
bélng presmted.

L 10y
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of coherence assures that; the unlts of neanlng are organlzed and are not
just bits of isolated 1nformat10n. | ’

If we take Sara S text, the fu:st thlng we need to do isg 1ciant1fy
the mainline units of meam.ng which re51de in the surface text Once ,l
e pave identified the mainline u"rm_:s of medning we can then look _ecr’oss'. ‘
them in order to see what relationships exist between them. The system -
we use for this purpose is propositional analysis (Kintsch & van Disk,
1978). Using tiris system the first thing that one does as a reader is-
attempt to identify mainiiné“lmii-_e of meaning, og what van Dijk has
called “basic facts:" Acknowledging that the fext we create as a 'reafier.' .
may in fact be diffetent than the text Sara wanted to placehold ih the
‘surface téi&i: she produced, but probably w:.ll share features in conm)n
in that we are members of the same mterpret;ve commnity; what we find ;o
in the first part of her first sentence s one basic._fact; ﬁaﬁélg—;; that
there exists a bunny. e wrxte that in proposxtxonai fom as fo:H:ows

o ‘
where Pl stands for Proposxt:ron 1:P1 (EﬂST, BUNNY) . ;

P

Qn@mjm tells us the cn:rcumstanoes of when the bunny

. existed: The second proposition modifies the first proposition: It's
not a new basic jfaiéf; but a condition nbd:tfy.tng the fIfstbaSIc fact:
We draw an arrow through the P2 159 iiﬁ:i:é&f:é that this 1s a nbd::fxcatioﬁ
of a Eééic fact as all we need to deai w:x:th at this- ‘ievel are the bas:tc-

‘(propomt.rons wh1ch nod:Lfy basic facts) are by definition already

ooherent. : ' C . . - : :,
- \\
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ﬂus'we can draw a line connectmg them-

the new alteérnative AP5: (HAPPY, E: MOMMY AND BLNNY) share the case

Ymaerie A ' . '
LY -,

‘[ : —

Once upon a. tme there was. a 1oveable bunny. "

- ’Ib thJ.S po:!nt we have everythJ.ng Irapped éxcépt the ooncept LOVEABLE-

o ~<.-

,.mréthud prop051t10n, t'hen, is: —Pa+ {QBLITY OF, BUNNY, LOVEARELE) .

K\

- "ng;s@r too, J.S a nodlflcat:lon of a ba51c fact and so it too recelves an -

_ ’Ihénextpartof the sentenoe reads: " . . . who picked a rose

‘ *"for his nomry gbre we fJ.nd anothe.r basn: fact: P4 (PICK FOR, BUNNY, .

»

. a -

We now ha;:e two basic facts P,i (EXLS'I’ BUNNY) and ' P4 (PICK

f’eR, BHNNY, Resc G- NBMW.{) .- Since® Proposxt:ton 1 (Pl) and Proposition 4

“ (p4) share a commpn case, ‘namely; BUNNY, we NBP them as tied. To show

\ sara's text ends here; but before we end thxs discusmn, we

‘ wfti: assume three d;rfferent endlngs and expﬂ:ore what each of these endIngs
. rrearrs relatlve to the mappmg of surface, text coherence.v For exanple,

-.assﬁm'a the next line of her surface t@ctwere, Shemasﬁhappg Wé oould

proposxtmna.llze that: ' P5 (HAPPY, E: mmy) where E stands for experi-

enaar Because ﬂle case, MMMY; appears in P4 (PICK FOR, BUNNY, FOSE, -

l\ﬂVlMY) andPS(ﬁAPPY E m&)mtleﬂ'resemowrenwempﬂiem

For pttrposes of pr:t'her ﬂ;lustration, let's assune the t@ct

‘didn't read She was happx, but rather, Bunny and Marmy were hapyx We

- would proposﬂnonaluze this alternative prop051t1.on (AP) as: AP5 (HAPPY,

E: MOMMY AND 'mmi;., Bécause P4 (PICK FOR, BUNNY," ROSE, G mm; and

)

-

i 1uU
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MMMY, and becausé Pl (EXIST, BCNNY) and the new. aiternatlve AP5 (HAPPY -
E: M)MMY BUNNY) share the case BUNNY we would have re) draw our ewlv—

ing map such that both elements of coherence oould be shown;
¥ o |

As can be seen, the map changes shape as the coherence in the surface
text changes, providing one with a visual display o\f_; the surface text .

S

conerenca. - : . - ;
- ‘I\b carry this éven further and for purpo’ urposes of contrast, let's

assume that Sara concluded her text w:Lth, Father threw Up. A propo-

| ‘srtrona—l ana:tysls of thlS sentenoe would render BP5 (THKM P, FPE‘HER)
Since (THROW UP, . FA’I‘HER) sharesnocases with (PICK FOR BUNNY, mSE G:
MOMMY) nor Y(IEXIS'E, BUNNY) , we would have to map it showing no tie:
| BPS. This does not mean we could hot make it coherent or.
tied to the other text ﬁéfﬁéns; but it does mean we, 'aqé‘}:eade'r, mist
" do the Eyrng nmtaiﬂ:y and that whatever oohereme t_here may be, it does
not express itself in the transrt1v1ty relatlonshlps éxpressed in the
surface text. ’

{ : A ooherent text need not be one that has all of its mainline
- bropositions tied to each other, but Margaret Atwell (1980) has found
" that surface texts which are J_udged by readers as being well=written
. have a nlghe.r degree of locat coherence ( 90+ or -) than do téxts which -

3udges percelve as less we.ll written {.76+ or -). Mag:mg texts in

liy
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thls fashxoﬁ, Ehen g’i&és one a lock at theloca:l ;coherehoe e@ressed
in a surface’ text: ;' ’

_ Wha'x we e)anu_ned the language experlenoe stories wh:uch 3; 4, 5,
and 6-year olds produoed for us, we found that the older the child the
tions. Twenty-five peroent of our 3-year olds produoed such stories,

50 percent of our 4-year olds, and 75 percent of our 5 ‘and 6—year olds.
When we «rapped these StOI‘l% we found that all chlldrer\i were addressmg
isst:'és of local cohérence in their texts. By éxamining the 'pro’po'rtiori
of rainling propositions which were tiéd to sach other in the text base
we found this .réng'éé from .17 to .46 forzézyéar olds to .25 to 1.00 for
4, é and 6-year olds. In looking at a child's ability to handle o=
herence across story tasks, _we further found that thlS aalllty was con— ’
text spec1f1c depend:ng upon the task and story wrltlng ‘conditions.

By looklng at the maps produoed one can tell vhéether global e o
l'érence is expressed in ‘the surface text or whether it must be 1nferred-.‘ .

Expr&sed global ooherenoe means that there is a propos1tlon in the

text to th.ch all other propositions are somehow t:Led _Inferred _global

ooherence means that there is no single proposition which is expressed

to which all others tie, but that one can éasily create a proposition

1c:h mlght serve ;{us function: In Matt's text, "My Trip to the Zoo"

..would be such a unlt. It must be remembered, however, ‘that because of

the oondltlonsxsurroundxng the production of Matt' s text no such propo—

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

11
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.- organization. In-fact, what appears to be lackoforganlzat;tonfmn one. .-
‘theoretical position is evidence of oroi'ieStration and growth from andthet.
| Somstimes when you ask young children to dictate a story, they
decide not to do so, electing instead to have a conversation, play, or: -
"o other thmgs Of the 48 children we aaicéd to dictate a story in our

;

Inchanapolls study, 46 engaged in story dictation at some pomt dunng

. the éVént. When we l’oo’ké’d at how glObal coherence was ha'ri'dled by the

- children in thelr language éxpenenoe st'o'riéé, we fbx;nd 6niy four’ Storiéé
oontamed an expllc1t macroproposnlon to Wh.lCh all other rain llne

L

pmpos;ta.ons tied. For 12 of the storles one oould mfer a macropropo-

sition. 'This proposition was implicit rathér than e‘xplicit, mach like
the proposition one can infer for Matt's tEXt: Thirty of these stories,

were contextually dependent meaning that in order to make sense of the

surface text created a ‘reader would have to be faniliar with the oontest_
' of story dictation in terms of the objects used or the actions and antlcs'-
" of the language user. Further, when we looked at the global ooherenoe

of the texts children created across story oomp051t.1.on cnnd_ltlons in

both reading and wrltlng (dlctate and read a language experlence story,

write a story, read a st:ory), any individual Chlld s ablllty to handle -

global ooherenoe was found to be a functlon of t‘ne story oon ition and

(

the tDplC selected

- Wh;_le this prooedure for studying mhenenoe is not without its
Jonceptual faults, we have found It useful for studylng variation anong
the surface texts produced by young erters across a v arxety of contexts.
Generally, what we have found is that coherence is not a momolithic

Tl
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- ,__sklll—ln er.tJ.ng. It isnot true that language. users either have -it-or -~

pxb’éiicé EéXpress nore or less coherence; Even more Importantty; our data
5
process of u51ng language,” discovering what coherence means for texts_
"w1thm a riety of contexts. A
Reoently, Stephen Kucer - (1982); in a study of college éi:u’dénts'\
W'riting, also demonstrated that the armount and knéxd of ocoherence ex- | *
pressed in t-hé Surfadeifékt is more a function of the oondlt:[ons under
Wthh the text is produoéd than it is an expression of 11ngu:tst1c capa—
bility. Oertaln Settings riot oniy allow, but also encourage dnid;ren
and_ obviously adults to test other language } hypot-hses. These. hypotheses
range from pragmatics, to graplmphonémlcs, to Syntax, to othér dimensions
of semantics, and seem affécted by toplc 'choioa—, background information,
and task conditions. In its spéc1f1c detail, théu, the a:rount of co-
herence expressed in a surface text is'a finction of the sétting in
which the writing tasks place and thé intentions and aaémxpti’o'né of the
language users involved' These aspects of textual organlzatlon will be
dlscussed in subsequent sections of this report As will also be expll—‘
-.c_alted in subsequent sect.lons of this repor_t, lmgulstlc cohérénce is but
one dimension of textual ccherence. g |
Fram an organlzatlonal perspectlve these data denonstrate both
the sche:ratlc cnmplex1ty and the schematic SOphlSthatlon whlc;'l young)
children bring with them to,writihg at the time when most fo‘:rmal writing

programs begin in this country. These data questioh many current

11

don't have 1t. Under oertaJ.n condit:tons the surface texts which ch:.ldren .
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_ipstructional assumptions about the yomng child's writing ability, .as
weii as the t'heoxetlcal grounds on th.ch these assmrptlons )f&st
Fram an mterch.sc:.pllnaxy perspectlve, the dec1smns which chﬂi-
Eh?e?x make in readlng and writing from agé 3 thmugh‘-agé 6, are riot only
orga;nxzed but léééd w:.th Both personal and soclal organ;zatlons. This
interplay bemeen personal and spc:.al organlza_tlon in the evolution b‘f.
iiteracy is universal: Randomess and languags are inimical *concepts.

it should not surprise us to flnd that it neither characterlzes our

wrlting nor that of the 3-year old: { T
N ;
g{";ﬁ
\ “6"
1
N -
N ‘ ‘
- N
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By mtenttonallty' we refer to an expectatlon on the part of x
i:anguage users and learners that wrltten marks are cultural objects, or
signs; which sxgn;f_y. --Even béfore children have determined what a par-
ticular written mark may signify; their responses refieci: a basi'c wnder-

stand.mg of written marks as cultural objects whlch have a sign potentlal.

e biz, age 5, when asked %o write, made a 7 N
series of marks on the paper. Kibi looked | Cnn 9_)9?{) '

up_quite pleased with her peiﬂfomqnce and .
asked, "What did I write?” Xibi's question

- suggests that she sees written marks as *

signs. which signify meaning to other lan-

guage users. -While she does not have a l

kndwledge. of how one procfuces specific

marks to sign specific meanings she does
wnderstand that these obgects are signs,,
which signify. GShe has, in other words,
accesged the deep structure of Zzteracy ) .

withbut controlling in any precise way the
surface structure.

* Angela, age 5, was writing a letter and

paper during the process o;f waving her pen _
as she thought about what to write. (lotic- | 0

Z marks she askeds "What do these \7/
S What 1§ parttcularly interesting ' :
dbout Angela's behavior 1§ the assumption .
she makes that any wpitten marks SIYM mean-.
ing. While this iTnstance dgmonstrtates_ the " ,
pervasiveness &f the assumption of i'ntén':
tionality even when the geresis of such
marks was not intentional, it should be
noted that it is not cZear whether Angela
really wnderstood she had accv,dently made

the marks herself. <

- Frank; age 5, was shown various pteces of envmonmental pmnt and
a'sk'ed what they said. Frank's responses inecluded, "Mints" for
Dynamints, "Kroger' for Kroger Eggs, "Blocks" for Lego, "Street" jor .
Indianapolis, and "Don't Know" for For Sala. What is important to
widerstand is that all of thése responses are governed by an assumpmon
of intentionality, even his "Don' t—.Know " What "Don't Know" means is

-/ Y
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il that Frank, in having studied the cue complexes available in this
Setting, does not vecognize them as immediately identifiableé. Fop
exanple, when shown the Evil Xnigvel Chopmer box and asked what it
-says, FrankSinitially responded, "Don't Knpw." By our asking, "What

*—>' things do you sée that hel: you know what this says?" Frank buys._

L4 himself more time to puif'siﬁ,,oui’ first question, and responded, "I
think it says 'motorcycle’.” : A -

« ° Greg, age 5, received a letter from Linda and was asked to read it.
. Greg tnitially responded; "I forgot what it said." After a pause ,
he read: "Dear Greg, I want to go hack to school with Greg Winston and
come and work with you again too." ‘

* Megan, age 4, wrote a personal letter and -|
@ story on tuo separate sheets of paper | AAMALE

using a wavy up-and-down seript to place-

hold her texts. When asked to read her p
letter she read, "Dear Mary, I hope you

bring me here every day, The end. Megan."
When asked to read her story Megan read: ] e, . :
"Once upon a time there was a ghost. - tory M/ PV
Three ghost family. One day they went out | - A L

for a walk. ~fThey honkedsthe horm cause /V\E'_(jj,l, AEQIs

they saw Mrs: Wood dnd said 'Hi,' then <.

they went back to Mrs. Cormers and they
honked the horn and sa-said Hi. The End." o
While the physical products which Megan produced do not look like a
Letter or a story, given’our comventional eyes, it's important to

widerstand that for Megan these sets of markings had particular mean-
ings which closely corrvespond to our conventions for how the print
in letters as opposed to the print in stories operates.

While language users and learners may not know what a writtén .
mark may specifically signify; to suspect it to be.a sign purposefully \\
'créétéci and existent for the purpose of commmicating something to some- .\ |
body is to hypothesize intenticnality: Intentionality is such a per- .
vasive assumption reflected in children's responses that instances which
may initially appéar'to viblaée this premise nmerit éﬁecial examination.

- Robert, age 3, when showm the city road sign Indianapolis and asked
what it said, responded; "Sesame Street." Robert's Yesponse demon=

gtrates that his asswiption of intentionality led him to a cognitive

search of a context in whlch to make semse of what he perceived. o
' Since” Sesame Street signs are more familiar to Robert than Indianapolis

. 116
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eity markers; his response is wnder-
standablg@. Given the fact that the
Sesame street sign serves as a. Zogo

and appears in all materials whzch

that show sponsors--ineluding all . K
Somame Street ‘book covers--the - 4

ﬁl .'; |

responses ""Book! whén shown_the | -4
Indianapolis city sign, givdn by AN 5
. ..no less than 14 of the 28 chil- . B s
. dren in the Indianapolis study,. is £ :,' v = )=
v qquglly widerstandable. In the - £l
, Biogmington sgpudy, 7 of the 22 L e B
chitdren, when shown the Bloom- - RS =
ington eity sign, résponded, ' Y e =
' "Book." While we might initially e i
infer that. this latter response ';.‘:‘.;‘g‘;‘]‘;?,;‘&wan;ﬁu:?mm T

was graphophonetically driven by
the child's recognition of B's

_;
!
1

and 0's in the word Bloomington, . . Fosk Cover
such an interpretation would sug- ‘ ) '

gest semantic intent qugiyz;ed as
confzr'matzon, not inttiation of
the response; Robert and our
Indianapolis i{nformants show thzs

clearly was not the case. . ) P
N . -
. Benga?m,n, age 4 when shown the U.5. Matl

logo gnd asked what it said, responded

"Gas." Other cHildren wnder this condi-

tion responded "Oil station;" "071," and
"Gas Station." While our initial w%pres-
ston of the r'eZatw(nship between U.S. Mail
a Gas may be one of nonsense, from the
ch'Zd s vantage point; the red white,

{ blue color similarities on the logos;

¢ limited amount of print, the style of
int; as. well as the organization of the
rint on_ both the  U.S. Mail gas station
©gos make Benjamin &nd.the other chil-
dren's responses logical and reasonable.

In this regard, we have found, children's
‘responses can help us widerstand what se-
mantic options are aqvailable in the

setting. Further; it i1s the same cognitive
process, driven by intentionality, which
wndergirds language users coming to a cultu-
rally "lecorrect"” decision as it does their
coming 'to a eulturally "incoryect" dect-
sion. This wnderstanding is important a;z

.

: i’ : :1 EL At"
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. it means. "correct" and ”zncdrrect” have ZzttZe 7/f anythzng to do with
our wnderstanding of the: cognitive processes invglved in literacy -
use and, Zearm,ng I ;

. Boyd< age 3 ‘was asked to draw a pzcture of hzmself Dum,ng the

completion of this request, Boyd turned to the researcher and asked
"Po you like Boyd's picture?" The researcher assuved him she did,
but givern his question and the nature of *his markings, decided she
had best - cZamfz,/ the task indirectly and so said matter—of-facz’:iy, '
"That's a ptctu:ﬁe of Boyd." Boyd responded, "Yep. This is Boyd's )
picture." What is significant about this instance is that it demon-
strates that our zntenmonalzty (draw a picture of Boyd) and Boyd's
mtentwnaizty (here 1s Boyd's picture) are often quite dszerent
- and correspondence cannot simply be assumed. :
To ‘'say that written language users and leamers approach print
‘with an expectation of intentiondlity 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 these written marks have to the context q’f
situation in which they are found will cbntribute to the attairment of
a wnified meaning. intentionaﬂ:xty governs the Iesponsc-s ‘of all wrltten
langua’ge users and sets into not:[on cognitive search strategies whereby
llteracyf and llteracy learning are propeli:ed;

* Alison, agé 4, when shown Kroger Gottage Cheese, typed out in primary
type on a 3 x & card and asked®what she thought it said, responded:

"Well, tt should be the alphabet, but tt doesn't start with 4."
Alison_assumed here not only intentionality; but also that what was

shown -her would be personally meaningful. The cognitéve operations
she. engages 7,n are universals whzch undergzrd both successful and

. (fhms, age 3, alony with h7,s father and aunt;  was on+-a cwnpwg trip.
As they were going back to the. ttage to. put Chris down for a nap,
Chris' zunt spotted a snake. 'Trying not to sound &larmed 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 Chrie to the
cottagé. Two hours dater, 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=B=C i8?" his aunt questioned. . "A snake,'" Chris replied.

[
T -
)
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. AZzson, age 3, _was accompanyzng "her parents on a trmp to. Ihd%anapolzs

 z00. Seeing the freeway signs overhead, her father asked, "Alison,
what_ do you think that says?" Alison responded as tf readzng the
overhead markers; "It says .« .uh . . . Daddy . . . turm .
right . . . here . . . to go . . . to . ... the zoo."
< Kara, age 6.5; bﬁbughtuhome,d basal reading story to read from school.
The text read; "I want to hide here. I want to stop here. I wart—
to éat and eat . . ." At this point Kara stopped reading and turned.
to her mother and said, "Godls Does this make sense to you'”'" :

. Alisons age 3, and her parents went to Baskin Robbins to get an zce
creéam coné. Alison's mother pointed to the flap on the trash can = |
with the letter P-U-5-H etched in the flap and asked, "Alison, what '
do you think this says?" Alison responded, "Push." -Alison's mother.
questzoned "How did you know that!" “As she ran her index finger s
in tge grooves forming each letter, AZ$son responded MCause it's
got all the right Zetifrs " .

Lan gu%e users assume that the various signs in a literacy event

are intentional, non-random; and together operate to convey a unified

meaning, Further-language learers seemingly operate under the assumption

that it is not beneficial to them over the long haul to ignére or disre-
gard objects perceived as signs. . ibgétﬁéf tﬁééé assumptions cause the
language user to actively search for unlty and propel the active testing
of language hypotheses by language users and leaxners.

. JLZZ age 5, was asked to read or pretend to read the book, f%e Ten

thtle—Beapsq In this book a predictable structure 18 get up whepeby

page by page another of the bears leaves home to partzc pate in an

adventure. This structure 18 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

ereated her story she noticed thg 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 line:

"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-0. pudﬁingaand asked what it
says. Charles respgndbd "Jell-0," but then asked, "What's that.
little mark mean?" pointing to the registered trademark beside the

word Jell-0. While neither we nor Charles pursued hzs question,

o
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'./_imp,z,iezt in it is an asswmption that this rark is-d sign z}m‘éh sig-
nifies. Later when sholm the Johnson & Jonnson Band-Aid box aitd -
asked what it says, Charles responded, "Band=Aid." Then seeing C
~ the registered trademark beside the word 3and-Aid rejlected, "There |
‘it s again.” Once again while neither we nor Charles pursued his

observation, the fact that he made it suggests that having once
recognized it as a sign; and asswmed it was intentful, Charles is
actively searching for its meaning. By collecting instances of its
‘appearance, he will make an {nference and test a hypothasis. Two
related observations are important. Language learmers, like
Cnarles, always seem moxe interested in what they haven't sorted out
than what they hgpe: It does not surprise us that Charles focuses
- - on the trademark symbol, this being his latest language discovery.
Secordly, when wé began this study we were . concernéd that the print
in_the print-setting bé big enough for young children to see. , :
Expertences such as this led us to realize the eye sight o young
children is never as serious an issue as begiming reading and writing
: programs assume. In fact, we ave some evidence that lined school
paper which forces the child %tewith a certain sized print
‘actually distracts the child's at®ntion from the real issuss ir

literacy learning.

* Jodi; age 6, was asked to write her name '"be- _ .
tween the lines” on some hand draim school '
paper as part of a test given to judge reading
readiness in jirst grade. WNoting the horizon-
tal dotted line runming down the center of the , , -
line she was to write her name on, Jodi assumed :i\J_*Cf}__ti—_- _
its role must be to separate the letters of her \ \ , l
pame. Ever so carefully, she wrote J in the
space between the first two dashes, O in the
second, D in the third, and I in the. fourth.

space. * , , ‘.
Jodi was an extremely competent goung writer, B
having had 3 years in Heidi Mills' preschool |
. program in which she had had extended oppor- T AN
‘tunities to interact with books and sélect = RaAN AN
paper . from a writing .center appropriate. to - Ve e
whatever writing she wished to do: Encomters. ”

ing school paper for the first time, she righft:

fully assumed the markings down the center of

each line werc intentional and decided they y
"mSt be to sepavate the' letters'in writing.

While this made her name look strange,. this was ,

dj'ter all firét_gradb, a0 L , _

. . B ® e o .
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'ﬂ':e assurrptn:on of mte'xtlmallty characterlzes our current wrltten

o
’

3:anguage d1sooverxes just as much as it d:es our very first explorat.lons .
with prmt. It is these assun‘ptlons of non—randomness, rélative to con-
text: and to any and all markings encountered, whlch drive llteracy and
", make wntten language leammg sametimes appear effortless. Lhdéj:*stand:
1ng mtenttmiahty is fxmdaneital to understandn.ng the sociol 1nguIstIC
and psycnoimgtn:sttc acttvxt::es J.nvolved in llteracy and llteracy learnmg, g 7
We are not the first to see intentionality as a umvexsal pattern e
réfléctéd in all instances of h:teracy learmng, though we may be the
first to see uncx)nventlcna:'l: responses as Instances of the phmomena
Evexy pl_;otoool example/m ‘this volume reflects tfrus assumption on the
part of the ianguage user. If 1t were not so fundamental to mder—
standlng llteracy, 1ts pervas_weness ai:one wouid in itself be bormg. . '
Thé review of llterature, d.13cussa:on of sei:ected pm?ocols and descrlo—
tion of ana1y51s pmcedures wmch follow lock more cloSely at some of
\ these pattems of 'mtentlonallty in cttr data for purposes of tracing
the cnnoeptual and hlStOI‘lCal roots of this notion and dlscussmg 1ts
significance to un@rstandlng .and rethinking hteracy. To Iliusétate
that the _Coméptg we discuss in this report, like 'organization' and

now 'intentionality', aré applicable to any Plece ©of readIng and-

writing data, organizational patﬁns which are present in the new .

o .4(
-

protocols we introduce’ in thg follovung section will ‘be refenenced far g
the reader's benefit. Orgaru.zatlon you Wlll recaJ)l ~was the topxc of al -

' Sectlon 2.1, which preoeoed this one. , .

AR
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2.2.2 {NTENTIONALITY: IN'I'ERDISCIPLINARY PEi%PEeff\ﬁ”“” i
The past 15 years have been hera:]:ded as a perrod in which phenom—
enal advancement has been made in tmderstanding the reading and language
~ prOOess '(Poll'o’ck; l979; Shuy, l979); To the extent that thlS advancerrent
is real, it may well be attributable to discovery of the cerrtrallty of

the s’én’antic system in not only réadi:ﬁg (Goodman, 1967; Rurmelhart,

l977, Smlth l97l 1978; Adams & (blh:ns, 1978; Kn.ntsch& van Dl]k 1.978- '

Frederlckson, l977) , but language and language learnlng (Brown, l973

,,;Halllday, 1973, l975 Hymes, 1967; Shuy, 1979). ‘Given a perspectlve 8
. which ‘only the passing of time can offer, tbe past perlod of research "\\

in reading and related fields mlght well be seen as diScovery of the cen—
 trality and the complexity o_f the semantlc systeams of la,nguager 'Ib date
seven semantic systers have been identified (Halliday & Hasan, 1980) of
which tran51t1v1ty relatxonslnps (Flllnore, l976) and oohe51on (Halllday \
K & Hasan, 1976) have received the Tost study by cngnltlve psychologlsts !
T v y |

an:'i.otherfs. : ) y oL C : : \_:'

he iipor tance of i;n}éntionsiity to understanding ‘the cognitive
4 rocessing operations involved in reading compsafiension has only very
recently been fe—emphaS12ed by Schank (1980) . # In attempting to get a'
* computer to simutate human ’ddﬁp'réh’énsion:—, pxag:aﬁning the computer to E
° perform: advanoed operatlons On *the semantlc base pmved msuff1c1ent.' / '
: Frustrat.ed in this effort, Schank reported that he has his colleagues |

needed to develop a spé’c1al program called "What s Your Point?" in order ],

t6 get the computer to prlorltlze prop051t10ns and reach conclusmns - ]
St X \,
/

similar to those made by 1anguage users when readlng. _ o

12 - " /
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The net result of .W'o'r-k in this area across disciplines has~ ied

to the artlcqlatlon of a fmctlonal perspectlve on language and lan— ‘

P
?" .

" guage leanun% (Bates, 1976, 1977, 1981); Grice, 1975, 1978; Searldgp %,

o,

1969, l975 1979) Functlonallsts argue that the very essence of

language is meaning (Bates, 1976, 19'7'7, 1981 Halllday, 19'73, 1975;

- Goodman & Goodman, 1979). They argue that language d1d not develop be-

cause of ore language userl, but because of two who had as :their purpose
commication. Halliday (1973); as a result of a lorigitudinal stuly of
his son, chscrlbes the whole of grdwth and development in language as
"a saga 1?1 learm_ng how to mean." _

Vygotsky (1978) sees one of the crucial points in wrltten lan—

guage learning as belng that moment when the d'uld mtends, and then i

“ na.kes marks on the paper to placehold that mtentxon; He characterxzes

' thls’ cruc1al perJ.od in literacy by a formula which reads meaning over

. I.rxslghts, whj.le Jmportant, néed extausron.

object (meanmg/ob]ect) , and cnntrasts it to an eafliier state WhICh he

dmracterxzes as object over mearung (ob]ect/meanlng) .. This :‘tatter forh

- mila is iliustrated by a child meking a squiggle on & paper (object)
| ,_ ard on.‘l:y tater dec1d1ng to nan'e the rrark something (meana;ng) ' for ex- .
V; ample; g snake*" Waootsky' s formula neces51tates the nanu:ng of the
-representatxon “Before it ;Ls Written t be oons::dered an Instance of

li:tér . .If nann:ng is not done before pn:)dt;ct::on begins then Vygotsky

¢ 7

: that mtent.nonaiity is m:L551ng. Tha.young child's questlon;

o

"What d:Id I Wr:ttea" after putt::ng marks on the paper s‘:tgnals that he S -

or she has inferred that the marks made should mean.’ Vygotsky s

3

[N
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Given two sets o’f corrobative data—-the children's réading of what

t.hey had wrltten in comparlson to what they had been requested to wr1te~,

and the In—prOCESS verballzatlons of chlldren made during the process of

| .wrltlng n comparlson to the respons&s made whm asked to read what they
had wrltten——a:l:l chlldren studied in this program of research wrote with
_the intent to mean. a'lhe complexity as well as the significance of this
finding for the study of literacy is best seen when one é.naiyzés the
in-process Eéﬁéi?ibfg and verbalization of our young language users in-
volved in written léhguage encounters. ;
Beth's uninterrupted stoxy wr1t1ng behaviors will be analyzed to
dénonstrate her 'intentionality' in writing. Beth's fimal product is
. shown 1n‘Figure 15.. The step by Stép process data in Fiqure 16 which. ‘
5 T '

-

f‘iguré 15.° Lhmterrupted Story ertlng. Bét"l (Age 5)

&'
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Figure 16. In-Process Writing Data——Beth (Age 5)

R N '
N Gy
< \DQ‘RDWEBPRJ :
e —
RS
él
o :

ocorrespond to the verbalizations involved in the creation of this prod-

uct is Iﬁaaé f:égéj:bie by stoppmg the \n.deof:ape and repmdumng, by use
of a light table, the product pmduced at each of these pomts. The
correspongenoe bemeen the demands of the task, t-he in-process verbaliza- -
tions; and the chlld's subsequent read.mg of her stoxy, constltute what
was con51dered ev1denoe /0f mtentlonairty in this 'study.

12
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L

-and a'house. (Flgure lG——Sample B) Beth wrltes her namé and then an=
nounces "I can wrlte my name another way" produc1ng the second spelllng
of Beth with an altered E form. (located :Ln cénter of page) B After tl'u,s

: Beth wrltes Dav1d Dansberger announc1ng it to be her brother § name.

‘She de’ci’des also to write _’gg_f_f;—,, hér other_ brother's name, but decides
her J doesn't laok right and says, "That dossn't look rightd" After

. this armoxmoenerlt/she tr‘le£ t.o erase her J w1th her flnger. Next she
draws a plcture of Dav1d and annomces as she does -850, "'lhls is David."
She beglns to draw Jeff but rearen‘bers she dldn't fmlsh his name and
,.so dac.ldes not to flm.sh hlS plcture correct.lng herself at this /pon.nt
.by saylng, (X)psl"'.-;."l : :?.'v ' ‘

(Flgure l6——sample c) Beth next deeldes to wrlte he.r age "5."

Not ‘pleased with her product she immediately -tr;.es again (see "5" in

 middle of page). . (Figure l6—Sanple D) Beth pauses for a moment at this
polnt. She then begns saymg and wrlﬁlng her numbers :tn backward
order: "'8 " "’7"' "-6 hongow Not pleased vch.th her 5 she makes several

attempts to make an J.mproved one sayIng "5, "5 " "5 » "5 '»' and pro-

. duces the array of forms shown here. Flnaﬂ:y' shrugglng he.r shoulders

she oontlnues by saymg and ertIngj "4 " "3 " "2 " "l " ”Zero " "BLAST

..‘ v' . .v',:r'iw_

OFF!111" : ' o R R A
L - . . : . :-8?' ;' ": e

K At this p01nt Beth hastily sketches the rodcet you see :r.n the
widdle of the page. - Cunplete with sound effects she termrnates her
vpicture story by addlng the streamers ccm.mg out of the top,ofathe

rocket and flowing down the page saying as she does so, "VAROOM! 1

126,
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While this "readlng" has the psychologlcal dxstance characterlz—
ing a reteﬁrng, it is mportant to noté that in llght of the. mt’ent as
she expresses it, each a.naevery mark had as its functlon the place- ’

hoil:ding of companents of her story. while the surface level organlzatlon v

v

| of the pmduct may look random (Figure 15), the semantic features of her

. vmark.lngs at. a deep-structure level were 1ntentlonal Not only were her

mark_lngs 1ntent10n—a:]:, but these marklngs were organlzed durmg produc—
tion m story st:mcture form Notlce, for . example, Beth beglns with a
settJ.ng (sun and house); introduces’ characters ,herself and her bmthers) ’

and relates an organizing &vent (play rockets and things lee that)

A ]

- aromd whlch her story coheres. Besplte surface—structure form, her
story clearly contams a recogrnzabie story grammar (Propp, 1928-
Stein & Glenn, 1978; Appiebee 1978; Thorndyke, 1977; .van DK} 1977)

which we can only conclude, given the available data, was intentionally
brdié,trated and 'placehei&yia a highly ordered set of in-process

markings. - . ,.i

Beth, the youngest of 6 children; is a 5—year old w1thout pre-

scl'nol experlmoe. Although her beha\nor and story are partlcularly
good exanpl&s J.llustratlng the conple.x:tty and sophlstlcatmn w1th which

" children or‘dmtrate 1ntentlona11ty in their written products, all chil-

dren as stated earller, denonstrated 1ntent10na11ty in their writing.
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Latrice, age.. 3, who produced what from a convehtional 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'ts and decides to make "a Mickey Mousé." Later, when asked

to read what she had written, she said she had written "a dog and a

Mickey Mouse,"’ responses w’hich fall nicely within the semantic field of.

the intent signaled by her spesch during writing (see Harste, Burke, &

Woodward, 1981, for a further description and analysis of this instance

of writing).  _ o |

AS a related aside, i‘i-_ is interesting to note that oral speech
during writing not only signaled intentianality, but acted almost as a
plan of writing.action. «in.this regard, we, like Wgotsky (1978, noted
{-hat ‘almost inevitably speech produced in the process of writing signaled
a plan of action either in abatement or in initiation. Speech, then,

. seemingly sgrv’ed an organizational function in writing! ‘ 'Ihe hand :
seened to foliow as if subservient to cbcrees of oral mtent Rather
than a tool for thought, speech in the process of wrltlng acted n‘eta—,
phorlcally as "1ntentlon dlrector:" ) A

As an even further related aside; one cannot help but note that
speech during wrii:ing served as ité own sign in a semiotic §éii§é zs&agé'r,
1980) th.ch seemingly t.rlggered the next senantlc ‘it to be wf:cttén

| In part this is evident J_n the ror-random aiid often ordered senantIc
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. Latrife is a noticeable exception. More '

125
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typlcal of the data we received is- Shannon, age 3, who said; for ex-

’ anple, as she produced the r&spectlve lln&s in the product sthn in

Flgure 17 "This is Anita. This is Shannon.. This is Robin. This is
. D .

»

Figure 17. Unmterrupf:ea Writing--sharinon (Age 3)

Angel: This is Daddy. ‘IhJ.s is Mommy." In analyzing her product, the

cnhermg e:];errents are. 1n1t.1ally "playmates" andwkogxcally, given the
brxdge of her sxsters, "fanu_]_y merbers " The mterestIng pmcess fea-

item; that item acted as a:sign which s_eemlngly, stimtﬂ;at_es the remaining
' cnherent eil:ements in this set. To’ {-he’ extént that this is a -iiiaﬁle —~
theorettcail; fomru:‘tat:ton for the phemnenon observed these data suggest

that intentionality signs mtentJonallty and that dec:.sxons as to S

A VU S
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intention are not isomorphic but orchestrated thro'ugh a process of un-

limited semio s’is (Bco, 1979, 1976, 1979, 1980). Given the recent oog- -

mt_lve prooe551ng rrodel of Fi0wer and Hayes (1980 1981) for wrltlng,
this phenomenon merlts fttrther study as 1t may e@ialn the process by
which plms came - to be embedded within text productlon and why the dom-

mant product characterlstlc of such a process is not only mtentlon— : .
r .
allty enbedded in mtent.lonallty, but\lty across pil:ans and subplans.

leentheno&‘:l of language th.ch this researc'h has driven us to
T
hold, mterrt:lonallty is as much a part of wrlttén language productIon

as it is of oral language productlon This statement assumes a common

languag:e prooess_ mderglrdlng all expre551ons in language-—readlng;

writing, speaking, “listening=-as well ‘as acmxion linguistic data poot

(Burke 1977 1980) created and n:ade/avallable regardless of the ]:an- \> -

guage expression through which a partlcular lmgu.15t1c insight is made: '
In wrltten la;iguage as well as art llterature mtent:tonafl:l'ty and

-

oonventionality are often confused. '.Ihe assumptlon being that in order
for written language to be 1ntent10nal 1t must be conventumai From

_ / _
A 7 ¢
% data non—conventlonal rrark:mgs on paper oould not be oconstrued as -

ur}ln‘centlonal in meaning. ¥

. ‘. .Qne of the deflmtlons of a scribble offered in A DJ.ctJ.ona.Ez of .

Eadnhg and Related Terms (Harris & Pbdges, 1981) reads "to 'proc'iuoé .
V)

neanlngless wrltten marks" (p. 287) Given a functlonal look at tHe

wrlttzn efforts of chlldren, such a daflru.tlon falls far short of real=
ity/? and seermngly confusles conventlohallty wlth mtent.lonality 'Ib the ;

extent t‘r'at nore sucoessful wrlters nay not always write what t'hey mtend

“
o

A 13y, - =
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. T J
/ : ; . .
though what they elect to write is done in oonventional 'foﬁﬁ',r this oon-

fusion may prove as problematic in our attempts to ujﬁéefstaﬁd proficiency

as it does in our attérpts to wnderstand the evolution of literacy.
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2.3 GENERATIVENESS
s ' .

In use, language is an open systen which permlts the malntenance‘

‘and generation of meaning. 'Ib say that’ wrltten language is an object

'which functions as a éiéﬁ is to suggest that the system is infinitely ,
‘open. What the ianguage user takes t};he siyn to mean 1s’a functlon of

his or her purpose and background of experience. Language as a 51gn can

51gn dlfferent things to different people, or even dlfferent ﬂllngs to

the same perscn on different, occasldns. i

G

* Ben;_ age 4; was shown a Crest toothpaste catton and asked whit: it

satd. He respondedg, | "Toothpaste." Later when asked, M"What else
ocz; you tell ‘me aboyt this?" Ben respond‘ed ”WeZZ . . We use
/Crest at our house P . : o

‘l
BN

For Ben the letfers C—R—E—S—T szgned no'c onZy‘ "toothpaste, " but we
find out later, also "€rest;" the ‘resporse we might have expected
to our’initial question: For Ben as for us the letters C-R-E~5-T

sign many things stmuZt&neousZy,.,tnthﬂtng "eqvities, " or hope-
fully_ the lack of such (as it did for . Tyler, age+3), "flouride"
(Heather, age 3), and "toothbrush" (Shannon, age 3). To say that

. , Ben's and these other responses are "wrong” is to fail to “demonstrate
an understcmqhng of the generativemess of language as an operz stgn
system : .

. Nathan, age 3; was shown a box of JeZZ 0 pudding and asked what it

satd. His response, "It's got sugar in It" indicates to us what

J-E-L-L-0 signs to him given the nutrition lessons he ‘has obviously
learned at his mother's knee. thZe General Foods might not be
pleased to know that J-E-L- L—O szgns "sugdr product,” it is the
openness .of language which keebs it alive and ever pertinent. The

- amoioit of time an object like J-E-L-L-0 has been around and the .
amoint off effort General Foods has devoted to establishing‘a better _

'meam,na i8, 1in itselfs no guarantee, that. Zanguage users will gipe

" “the interpretation thatGeneral Foods desires: ‘Despite our or their

desire to close language; it rematns an open sign system.

THe generatlvmess of language does not ; stop once convent:ton is

mdérstood I% is the generatlveness of 1anguage whléﬁ pmpels O‘{Jr ;J,

‘\ - T .'_;. . . .o ,
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1earn:mg of ];anguage, about language, and through language and makes b

[

LA

read:.ng and writing real and educative experlences m t'.helr own rlghts

g

* Alison could write her name more or.dess e e

conventionally from age 3 on. At age 5, : I~ vy 3.0
) however, she wrote her name A-L=I=S-0-N. AL

When asked why she was writing her name : SRR i

+ this way, she said, "Just because." . T 31
After two weeks she resumed. the convewn- ~ i .
tional spelling of her name, A=L-I=S-0=N. IS0 WAL
At 7 years of age, she signed the name- g/ o
plate on a book that was given to the church s LD 4f
library A-L-L-I-5-0-N. Upset with this Ciosew e
decigion, since the book was to be a per- K- >0
manent contribution, her mother questioned, . e o
"Why did you write your name like. that!?!" ' Lo, 6.0

' Her résponae, "Well, you can you know .

Some people’write AZzson that way A

What these examples illustrate is that

the generativeness of language does not
éf{)gfonce converition is reached. As -
Alison learned more about language=--how
ﬁ? sownds of language mapped onto graphemes

and what options were available in this

Hoenincion, insiim,

creased. Rather than demonstrate what , 1 ditSon HuURAJ
she knew, or betng eorrect," Alison is DR =

mapping process--the generative potential e
of language, Zneluding her owm name, in- - 440300 WIS 104 oratmas .

mbre interested in test'mg her lategt lan-

guage discoveries. It is this proceose

-coupled with the generativensss of Zan-

v

guage--not the drive to convention--which

governs literacy and literacy Zearmng

As in language, and thought; there is, =~ o NQE%\’\ .

thankfully, growth beyond convention.

.

* Megan, age 4, "was asked to write anything L l‘ ¥
she could write. At onme point rathey th(m SV LI = AT
write she drew a pwture of a present... . = e
r*epZete with a ribbon. L In rereadgng wha‘t R I ‘

, she wrote she said, :"." .., and thié says &

.V 'present!." Having satd this, she o P
paused reflected a bit, and said, "No, 3 ‘j< L
it doesn't!" Snatching. the pen again she N

- . crossed out her pidture and wrote P-K-P-L

s declamng, "Now, that says present' "
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7 Thv,a_ example zZZustmtes that wu’;h repeated opportunzttes to involve
. herself in the jprocess over the' course of this event, through art
- -and | ater through readtng and writing, Meg n i8.given an opportunzﬁy i
;" o 'tdke g new stance and.orchestrgte more of what she knows about
. writiHy aa a,process. ke gener'a‘ttveness of the procegs d@es not -
s a8 only Zead to dtvergency n Zanguagu, bwt: convergency' ' i

P L

BE ; f‘mm a oomltxve processmq perspectIVe, engagement and reengage—v

, nent m‘ﬂa pmcess xncmases the opp@'mnxtles Ianguage .users: . have’ for .
- se]:f—d:;sa)vexy of the generat::veness and self—educat::ve aspects of -
- EN )‘

SI:angt}age in us’e* in, Hn:s s;ense not orﬂ:y ianguage, but the process of

1anguage use, "is m 1tse1f generatlve, buymg the language user t.m'e,
IR S Xt AN
*_‘ v alil:owing hJ.m o&: her tp Shlft stances psychologlcally, permlttlng orches-—

/.

' ; traticn of What is alreac'gy known and allowmg hJ.m or: her to organlze "

.“:*"? the evelmng text. ThJ.s pmoess occurs durlng Péth readmg and wr1t1ng

e * . ) .
" and invobves all commm1cat.10n systens o TS .;‘

. C'ha_mnn, age 4 - was asked to dzatate a story using’ the obgects he
: ha,d selected fmm a box of' toys.. .He. dwtated "It's a horn. It's
Ea & baseball bat. - Thig is my choo~choo train. Tt blows up. " When
“e . "‘qsked to.read what he had, wpitten, Charvin read, "This is my baseball
s bat. This is my . hom._ It bZows wp. . .This is my choo-ghoo train,
'l This is my base-.. i i a i "I don't Know.!- At this poznt the
' "j researcher commented "You rg r'ead'mg your stor'y very nicely.'
Given. envoura{zement, Charvxm began . readzng dagain; "This is my base-
baZﬁ bat &nd it h‘ws baZZs And thzs 25 my choo-choo train and 1,1:
: (pauses) oI don 't know * how to ‘nead. " ,i’,,'- .

~ .

o guage dmﬁg t'his event. His initial readzng includes all of the
om,gznal propositions in his dictated text. In rereading he not only
“builds off of these pmposzmons, but discovers he has more to say -

' aBout eachwand adds deseriptive statements, 'This is. my baseball bat

vland it hits balls." While this process scaves him into concluding
“that be dbesn't know how to read, his, very behavior belies this
fact and 'mdeec% demonstrates engagemént. in and exploration of the
- keye cogm,tzve processes and benefzts of literacy.

o

" C’harvm begvns by znventoryzngﬁzhat he sees as available to him in.

“this eetting. 'This act is in itself’ generative in that it sets up
* gmplicit contrasts which lead Charvin to th?dzscovery of what he

-
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c ther. EF rereac?tng

mght say about this concept as, opppsed to

this prosess contimies with the regult ‘being.! ;iddzt‘con of deserip-

. tive statements for items inventoried. 'VIn oudstudy we not-only
found this pattern of tnventory—descmptwn operating in mttng but

in reading with the result being that once d‘escmptwe statements

bsitory text more in line with’ our

were ;generated a narrative or e:

d. dt's 'meoiﬂtant to understand |

" expectation of such texts res

that what repeated opportwnities to engage in the process with. thzs

text--first as a writer; then ag a reader--offered Charvin.was oppor-.

" tunities to. both work. throlgh - the process and suriuitaneoua‘fy dis-

: cover its ée?zé?&fibé &hd self-educative benefzts. Also zZZustratqd

- 18 the-importance of a supportive envzronment in relamonsth to
this- engagement and growth S : g

* Jason; age 55 selected a spoon; a toy suttcase,' and some play money

to use in teZZzng a story for dictation: Jason began by dictating,
"Dollar. Spoon. Case.” Then as much to ‘himself as to the researcher,
Jason asked] "Do you know what you do with these?" . 'Wt(zzut wat ting
for'a repZy, Jason continued hisg dictation; ""You take thw spoon and -
you dip it in chili and céreal and you eat it. . You take it (suit- ° ok
case) for some money to go to the store. :Boy. Girl. Money. G&ase.

L . Spoon." Like Charvin; Jason mem’:ally begins by inventorying con-

BN cepts he sees as available to him in thie instance. - His inventory-

tng acttvttzes ‘serve as a hemstw for compamson and. contmst , ,

o you do chfferent thzngs with each of these obgecis. _ From_here he ,
' ﬁegzns to generate descrtpttve statements_and is led in the. process e
to. tymg and weaving these éoncepts together into a Metory.' %
Jason s reading and rereading contain all of the proposztwns n. hzs
. much ‘tidier. "Spoon €ase. Dollar. Take a. doZZar to. the bank."
Take a case to Chtcago. Pip the Spoon in chili. Eat the chili. "

It's unportant to mote the various psychologwal stances Ja\son takes
during the course of this event. ‘During dictation he's zmtzally
a participant using language to get on with dictations then, by -
asking his rhetorical question, he is_ suddenly a monitor looking :

. at what he has dictated im light of what he knows; and finally -
then he's a pgrticipant again.. Just aé asking his rhetorical ques- . EARY
tion allowed-him to switch stances during dtctatwn, 8o asking him 75V

. to read affords the same opportunity and he again takes advantage, .

' only this time becoming an editor. His fimal text, the result of
the generativenéss process itself; while probably not much of a
story by our definitions of weZZ formedness; has,,pa.raZZeL symtactic

, and semantic 8tructures. LR 4

. E‘ugene, age 6, dwtated a story much sze that of Jagon's: "Money
I 1ike money. Ice cream have a spoon. ‘Doctors have.a suitcase.
- Like Charvzn and Jason, Eugene too mentalty follows aninventory—

: _ 135
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desgriptive text generating:proceSs. In rereading Fugene maintains

. +most of his text, but edits his last two lines 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 initially selects objects to-tell-her story with, but réther tham .
deal with the. objects as what they are, assigns them ¢haracter roles.

. The Play School person becomes 'Rgggedy Ann'. The toy elephant be-

. comes a 'big bad wolf'. Having made- these decisions, her text begins, - -
"Raggedy Ann. This story is about a big bad wolf . . . "

'+ Heather, age 3, follows a. strategy similar to that of Ifhéty} sé@ih'g

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 like milk. I like cottagm e
, : " i _ ,

cheese . . ." . . ‘

inventory-descriptive generative sequence is shown. As Heather _ ,
dictates she acts out hér story by manipulating the objects she. = .
selected. Play in this instance seeming to serve Heather the same =~

e " While Heather's "story" seems t& go nowhere in particular, the. .

_ bemefit Jason's rhetorical oral question offered him. Psychologically
these movas allowed the language user, im both instances, to take a
new or alternate 'stance with the result being the generation af text. :
. Latmce, ‘age 3, was asked to reac?ér«ﬁreterzd to read the book; .
The Ien Little Bears. She began by identifying items in the pic-
. e

tures she recognized, "There's & table ;. . . a chatr."” From here
she moves to simple desgription,. "He's driving". and- proceeds in

this fashion throughout ket reading of the book.  Here, again, we
see this inventory-descriptive pattern reappearing. : '

)

The Ten Little Bears. Unlike Latrice, she never moves beyond -~
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 gum, spoons, fork; dhoes,
" o . . . P

- Taisha, age 4, was alsoasked to vead or pretend to redd the book, - N

it

mixer, hammer . . .
- This inventorying behavior may well have its roots in lap 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 childreq leagn that books contain coherent syntactic and
- semantic structures,~for vegardless of what young children elect

. to’ focus on, the text which resulted seemed to have at least the",
rudiments of parallel syntactie and semgntie structures. o
- Brandyce, agé 4, too, begins with an inventorying sort of Behavior -

but raptdly moves to descriptive statements as the -basts of her .

story. ' She begins, "Bears. These bears sitting——laying down. Going.

*o be that . . . And he's going there to the roller goaster . . am;/ .
he's joing there to the swimming pool . . ." e . -
Y
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. Charvv,n, age 4 foZZozos this same pattern, "Bears. Layv,ng on. the
ﬂoor Still Zayv,ng on tha floor. f[hey re Zayzng in the water PR "
. Stepham,e, age 4, uses a subtle combination of 'mventory followed
by descmptv,on. "One iittle bear . . . on the beach. One little

bear, he's mdv,ng in his car. There was a roller coaster. They

wad in swimming . . He's buying some candy . . gomg to school
They re fzmng supper. " = o

g

. SaZZy, age 5, does not msuaZZy go througﬁ znverztoryv,ng and a’escmp—
-tion though the story she vead reflects a similar genesis: "There Do
“was ten beavs: that wanted .to eat but only one ated. Then the papa )
bear was in the sailboat and the ten Zzttle bears were at home. ‘Then ;
a boy went out in a car. in : :

. Atha, age 55 begins with descmpt;ve statements and aontinues this

" pattern throughout her readv,ng What .ig particularly interesting
'ts that in this process she arrives at not only a syntactic and

\ eemantic parallel structure for her story but a final statement tha‘{:
ties her . story semantically. together. "4 bear sav,Zv,ng in the ocean!

_Baars playing around. _Bears dm,v'mg a jeep: There's a bear riding

v. . .am a roller coaster. 'Bears swimming. Bears gumpv,ng rope. Bears,
-3 takmg a haireut. Bears get eandy. Bears at airport. Bears at the
_fire stamon Bea.rs havv,ng fun"’ ' .

Focusing on the generatlv_eness of language in use is not meant’
to deny the value or importance f the meaning maintenance functions
of language, but rather, to sugg&st that language psychologically and
;_(soc1olog1cally is much more than faintenance as a medJ.um 1n the process
) of llteracy and llteracy leaxm.ng. 'Ihe protoa)]:s ' analysm pmcedures,
and dlscussnm of related llterature whlch follow a.re rreant to dembh-
strate the mportance of mderstahdlng language and language use as |

generatlve prooesses for purposaa« of rethlnklng what S mvol(zed in llt—
s . o~ a

[ a

(@
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2:3:2 (IINERATIVENES ENESS: m'I'ERDISCIPLIM\RY PEIEPECI‘IVES

- orie of ‘the advantages of written lanquage over snoken 1angt1age

..

_ is mat wr1tten 1anguage supposedi;y affords more precise merrorablllty
and rvetr:tevabj;hty of Ideas over time and spacxe (,Goodman & Goodman, 1979) .
% gotsky {3:978) argues that yet another index in 11texacy growth and
deveiopnent is whe'x the chﬁd not ohly mtends to nean, but later when

encnunterxng that markmg anew, retrleves the orlglnal intention. From

the perspective of psychoiogy this ]:1teracy feat entaJ_ls the retrleval

and maintenance of . 1deas frcm» Tme 1 to Time 2 by an mdlv1dual

o 'I'ne maintenance of ldeas across language users in a soc:.ety,
-that is, from» one 1an<(3uage use:r"'bo another; glven the prevldus dis=

tinction, might be #hotight of ‘as, 'sociological language maintenance' ..
e !
it 1s, of course, at the level of soc:.ologlcal mamtenance that cnnvm—

'o

| tion becomes mtportant. Conventlonels defmed as*a set of soc1al rulés

of 3:anguage gse and form which have as the‘.hv puxpose f?cn_lltatlng cnm-* .
1 - . i? e
. rmm1catlon (Freedle, 1972 1977 1980) R P 1.' v

Q

v

‘ \
One' s own partlcular rules, whlch may well serve a psychologlcal

" mamtenaﬂce functlon J,'.p that desplbe’thelr non—conventlonal form they

[N

e per g jorability as well as retrlevablllty (and must, there-
fore, be s‘tandathz:dc eneugh to functldn across time for the 1nd1v1dual
at; least) mght hest be t-hought of as personal conventlon. James
Joyce s 'st¥ am o.ﬁ mpsaopsness wrltlng and. the pmctuatlon system he
&aVeloped bsgan ‘we can asslem:a as personal conventlon, but has nbved

to a status oi/ social oconvéntion via social acoeptance of his work.
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Un&erstandlng not only il:anguage C'hange but the prooesses in-
volved in thlS change is J.mportant Language, whether an a psychologlcal
| ior a soc:.ologlcal level serves a na::m:enance as well as a gererative
function (&odman 1980). Recent work in cogm.tlve psychology has not
. only explicated the gemeratwe nature of read.lng, but in so dolng ex-
pllmted the malntenanoe and generatlve functlon of language more c:en—
erally. ‘ | ' ' - - .
. (j‘ 'lhase m51ghts into language are best seen whm newer nodels of
Hreadlng ocomprehension are cnntrasted w11;h therr hlstorlcal cnlmterpa.rts
Hlston\cally read:mg has been v1ewed as a process of information trans:
fer with the reader seen as frore or less a faulty vessei A pmf1c1ent
reader under the hlstorlcal v1eu was Seen as sameone who aoqulred Al
| textually implicit and exp11c1t units of meanmg and did so w1thout dis-
' tortlon or Intrus:;on. - ¢ — e
Newer rmdels of ompréhen51m have c:hallenged this Vlav (Adans
" '-& Oolllns, 1978 Goodran 1967; Rasenblatt, 1938, 1969 1978 1980; Eco,
1979) and have dermnstrated ‘that readers construct a text in thelr
neads ‘glven H)elr readlng of available 51gns in. the graghic dlsplay ‘
(Eco, 11979; Iser, 1978 Beaugrande, 1979, 1980; Cu:'l;ler, 1980). Under
this v1ew, ocmprehensxon is much less precise; what a reader makes of
a text is dependent ~upon his knowledge of, famlllarlty with, and inter-
pretatJon of, avallable 51gns Whlle all readers in a given culture
'wﬂl came to have a. good anount of shared neanlng s:mply by virtue of
the fact that they share a hlstory of language e.ncounters in a given

mterpretlve oamunlty (Flsh, 1980) , each reading, becausé of the

day. L

°
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Amd1v1.dual reader s Lmlque experlauoe, w1ll also bé siightly differéut.
what a reader reads may mean more to that reader tﬁan:tt did to the
. author. The same process which leads to "less, ‘leads to. v';m)re.i" It
is, in ‘fact, the generatl.ve function of language which keeps it psycho—
‘ logicallf and sociologically alive. It is the maintenance function of
language whrch glves language psychologJ;cal and socroioglcal continuity.
‘ Wrth:m any retelllng there fs not only a ma:mtenanoe, but a

generat_lon of ideas (Crafton, 1981). 1In part this is true given the
nature of oomprehensmn, but in part it 1s jtrue because a reading and a 5’.
retellmg is not a lmgulstlc act but a lInguIStftc event with each
component—both the readlng and the retellmg——berng a language ehcoun-
ter in its own right. Carey, et al. (1983:) argue that one cannot parse

a reteillng in tenns of whether the soaroe was author or reader, but

rather suggest that a retellmg is a new event; ﬁie“resui:t_—of,_a_gra_n a
action rather than a simple interaction between author and reader. 3
Using recent reséarch in reading comprehension, Shinklin (1981),

'Smlth (1982), and Kucer (1982) have developed models of the writing ‘
prooess which capture not only its maJ.ntenance but generatlve funct:[ons
ertmg, like readmg, has nIstor:tca:lly beeri V1ewed as a prooess of re-

' oordlng one's 1deas on paper. ‘Fhe generatlve ' function which wrltmg
serves for the writer (Sﬁﬁtﬁ, 1982), while frequently discussed by’
‘.ertlnq t'heorlsts (Berthoff 1975; Young, Backer & Pike, 1979), was

uotloeably absent in nmost forrral models of wntlng and hence in research

and 1nstructlon.
/- : N . e

Recent work in metaphor and the cognitive processing operations

nvolved in understanding metaphors (Ortony, 1977, 1979; Altwerger, 1982;

Y

: Liv
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Strass, 1982) may prove  be viable models for understanding the main
Eenaxlxce and generative function of language processing generally. |
Altwerger's work (1980; 1981) moves in this direction by studying meta-
~ phors and how readers pmcess them in xrore natural reading Situations.
"She finds;, given the pmcessrng behaviors of readars, that ot only do
tradltlonal definitions of metaphor break down but that the process
underlymg how readers understand netaphor is similar to how they under—
stand pOI'tJ.OI'B of text: not premousiy tl'x)ught to be n’etaphorlc. From a

Hild as informant perspective what the reader processes netaptloricaiiy

i1s to coincide with what a linguist might code as metaphor.in the
surface - téxt 'itself
We will attenpt to clarxfy these understandlngs by following a

wrltten language event ﬂ‘lrough time. As part of our study of written

lang}Jage growth and development; we asked 3, 4, 5; and 6-year old

chlldr\e\n 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 researcher. Immediately following transcriptiop, 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 il-
lustrate the nalrrténanoé and generative aspects of language both within
‘and across encownters. ’ _ '

. Dawn's dictated story, both in its original and propositional
form, is found in Flgure 18 (for purpose of propos1tlonallzrng=;H1 2
(;Jqlldx'ezu s stories KintSch's %ropomtlonal system as expllcat\ec? by

Turner & Green, 1977, with adaptations by Harste & Feathers, i9__79, was
P

-~
'
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Figure 18. Dictated Language Expe r:té'lce Sf:oryﬁi)a bawn (Age 4.3)

I'm going to buy a book of jiiigie bells. H
3 . 1. (BUY, DAWN, BOOK) . -
- 2.  (QUALIFY, (1), POTENTIAL) ‘ ’

3. (SUBJECT OF, B%K, JINGLE BEI’.LS)

Imgomgtobuxapamtbrush

4. (BUY, DAWN, PAINT BRUSH). . s
5. (QUALIFY, (4), POTENTIAL) P

I'm goidg to io’gz a éiéphanté. B "
6. (BUY, .DBAN, ELEPHANT) ' ‘

_ (NUMBER OF, ELEPHANTS, TWO OR MORE)
7. (QUALIFY, (6), POTENTIAL)

Imgomgtobgyacar ‘ ST

8. (BUY, DAWN, CAR).
9. (QUALIE'Y (8), PO'ENTIAL)

g

used). When we compare the dictated stoxy to Dawn's flrst readlng of -

that story (Flgure 19) we noted certaln mthlcatlons in-the pmp051—
tional base. A portlon of these nod.lflcatlons served a cleanmg—up
.furi'ci:ion Ebr exanple, whether Dawn was going to buy one or mre ele—
phants, now becnnes clearly just one eléphant. IV.bdlflcathl'lS of this
sort were classified as partlally generative (PG) in fnart mo of the orig-
: inal three cases making up the proposition remained mtact [(NUMBER OF,
ELEPHZ\NTS, TWO OR NDRE)\("NEIMBER OF, ELEPHANTS,’ ONE)]. ‘

When ane compares the Original story (Figure 18) with Dawn's
cecond reading of the story .(Figure 20) 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 . .

142
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‘Figure 19. First Reading of Language Experience Story--Dawn (Age 4.3)

AImgomgtohnyabookofjmglebeii:s.

M 1. (BUY, DAWN, BOOK) ,
M 2. (QUALIFY (1), POTENTIAL)

I'm going to bu;g a pa:.nt brush.

M 4. (BUY, ‘DAWN, PAINT BRUSH)
M 5_: (QUALIFY, (4)»,’ POIEN'I’_IAL)

I going o buy an elephant.

M 6. (BWY, DAWN """ ; ELEPHANT)

PG (NUMBER OF, ELEPHANTS, ONE) o

M 7; (QUALiFY (6), POTENTIAL) S o ’
L m going to buy a car. - ’

M 8. (BUY, DAWN CAR)
M 9. (QUAL]I'Y, (8), PO'IENTIAL)

Flgune 20. Second Read:mg of Language Experlewe Story——Dawn (Age 4. 3)

e s Bt sy i v v v S e 2 e s,

I'm gomg out_to buy a book of - }1ngle bells.

M 1. (BUY, DAWN, BOOK) ' . s
M 2. (SUBJECT OF, BOOK, JINGLE BELLS)

G 3. (G0 OUT, DAWN, HOUSE) e

G 4. (PURPOSE OF, (3), (1))

I'm go:mg ouig uy an elephant.

H M 5. (BUY, DAWN, ELEPHANT)
G 6. (GO OUT, DAWN, HOUSE)
G 7. (PURPOSE OF, (6), (5))

I'f g)ing out to buy a car.
M 8. (BUY, DAWN, CAR)

G 9. (&0 OUT, DAWN, HOUSE) - ' S
G 10.. (PURPOSE OF, (9), (8)) ‘ T
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LY

thus clearly indicating that the text world to be created is one which |
puts the author phys1cally ‘at hone or at some site not near where the
S’I‘Dp’p’:m;g is to be done. These modifications add a whoﬂ:e generatlve level
of propositions (G), the meaning potaqttal of thch‘ was not very clearly
signed prior o this revision (GO -OUT, DAWN). e
When Dawn's readings are systamatically studied and coded on a(

* proposition by proposition basis and marked M for proposu.lan man.ntemance,
PG for a proposition which is partially generat.lve, and G for a new prop-
osition which was generated, one has clear evidence of both the genera-
tive and maintenance functions of individual languad€ encounters.

Dawn's story ahd readings illustrate one of t'i'xlé patterns we ob-

Setied in waEHLRg young children read their language experience stories

on our vi:aeotape‘s That was that whlle often thelr readlngs were uncon—'

ballpark of the dictated story. Because the oral readlng often did not
neatly néf) onto Eﬁé. surface text of the dlcta-ted story, we needed to
develop a procedure whereby we could study what was happening seman-
fically. The procedure we tumed to was propositional amalysis. 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 tiié'stéxy, we found we couici semantically track
cnénges over the lanquage event. | _ ; |
Three functional categorn.& evolved from our édnﬁrlémi of ﬁfop—
ositions across the Surfpce texts available from dictation, Ehe child's:

first reading, and thé child's second reading: (1) Maintenance, or

14
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proposition in which all agent categories matched (TEXT: ISA, $ (ui-
specified something) ;. BASERALL BAT: FEADING: 1A, §, maseeafL mAT);

(2) Partially Generatlve, or pmpomtlons which nalntalned the dic-

tated propositional. mean.mg ‘but dld so in. Sllghtly altered deep struc-
uire form through a change in one agent category of the propos.lt.lon :
(TEXT: EAT, DOG, FOOD: READER: GET, DOG, FOOD); (3) Generative, or

i new ev propositions which expanded the original semantic base and involved

- o or Bn:ee new agent categorles in' the proposition itself (TEXT: ISA,

s, BAsmAﬁsBAT READER: ISA, §, BASEBALL BAT and POSSESS, CHARVIN,

BASEBATLL BAT whére the latter proposition is oqmpletely neﬂ to ‘the story)l
Taxonomic cntegorxes were worked on until a‘ 80 level of interrater
reliability was reached. .

ST When a formal pmpomtxonal analysis of the language experience

storles which children d:x:ctated was made; we found that the stories con-

tained; on the average, 3:4 81 pmposxt:tons per sbory. A study of the

distribution of ‘propositional types——predicate propositions (GET; DOG,

FOOD) to modifications (POSSESS, GHP:RVZEN‘ BASEBALL BAT) to oonnectlves
(CAUSALITY: BECAUSE (GET; BGG, FooD) ; (EA;T', PoG, FOOD) )—revealed no
significant differences by stories across ages. Overali; of these
14.81 propositions in the dictated story, 8.2 were Maintained in the

flrst readlng. Addltlonally, the first read.lng cnrrtaa:ned 3.62 propos:.—
Q

Genérative. 'Iheﬁe data are based on our analysm of all story reading"*
in which the language user naln'@lned the oorrmunlcatlon oontract, that

is, read wi we asked them to read 'Ihey 1nclude 8 stories by 3—year
a

\

ot |
N'-A\‘
-
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. : , 1
©olds; 10 stories by 4-year olds, 10 sﬁoﬁs by S-year olds, and 9 stories
by 6-year olds. 'I'he ma1ntenance as well as generatlve aspects of readlng -
are clearly .shown and hold acrc‘s ail age groups. e L
Rereadlngs: (semnd readlngs) on the average.oentained 14 p‘mpo-

sitions. Of these, 7. 032 served a Malntenanoe role, 2 687 were coded

¢ 'as Partially Generatlve, and 4 375 as Genérative. These data show the
. N '.‘\"' "zf
- on-going maintenance arld ge.neradve aSpects of the language event for

all age groups. ! 7
Semantlcally these data suggest,that each ooportunlty to engage -
in the language prooess pmv1des the language user an opportunlty to not
only malntaln meaning, but generate. new meam.ngs. i?eading is in fts own
right a language experience. What engagement and reengagement in the |
reading process. afforded the story author was opportunltles to mamt}nn -
meaning, clear up neanlng, and generate new meanlng. The net feSult V
being that the final readlng or text was a much unpmved docunent
Further, these data suggest t'hat young children wderstand and
are cognlzant of the semantic constra:.rrts and opportunities whlch ex15t
in engagement. Theoretlcally these data suggest that young children are
-cognizant of the fact that semantic constraints are very much a part of
the 'text world' created during readlng Access and reaccess to this ,
Ttext world' and with it the céﬁstfamts which operate, allow them not
only to both predict and generate a text which a reader might judge as -
quite successful; but reap the generatlve and selffeducative beneflts
of literacy Whlch can only conme through engaganent in the event
-Crafton (1981); building frcm our work, used this prdcedure to
study the retellings of 4th and 11th grade students and demonstrated

116
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/

that the phenomenon obsérved here is B nd in.all retellings. As a re-

R

sult she not only argues that both reading and retelllng axe language
-

experleices in their own right, but begins to explicate under -what read—

1ng_ ccndltlons more or less maintenance and gereratlon is ln_kely.
The applicability of this perspective to the study of writing

is apparent when one looks ‘at Dawn's second reading marked using stan-

dard miscue markmg prooedures (Goodman & Burke, 1972)“ if Dawn's orig- s ‘

\

imal tact had been wrltten, the changes Dawn makes in her second read:mg
1ook dIstznctJ.vely lee those a wrltei' might make in editing a first
draft (see‘ FIgure 21). Even cbmdlng there are more event sequences 2
than needed and therefore get&ng r1d of one, as Dawnhas &me, would not

surprxse us xf this were edlt_tng bemg done on a plece of wntmg.

© Figure 2I. Miscue Markings of Language Experience Story--Dawn.(Age 4.3)

i

I aw going to buy

'a ook of jintle bells_
“I'm gomg & buy a

paint brush. I'm ging to

buy a eléphan' hants: I'm
going to buy a car.:
| Dawn : . .. % pawn
;chtatlon T -+ | Second Reading
Rey: I’ m-*
¢ I am= substltutlon
elephants = amission
j. PR going out to = insertion - .
.1 ]/ ‘ . -
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'y leen what we know about the wa§r our initial drafts of manu-

-~
S

-, scripts take form, the generative and self—educatlve beneflts of oon—/'
tinued engagenﬁ'lt in the process WhICh Dawn and the other children we
studled dlsplayed does not surprise us. It IS, of course, pa.rallels

like this between reading and wrxt:mg and beﬁve;an what children <b and

what we cb that lead us | not oniy to 3;001( at read:mg behavior as

e

versally appllcable to the study of wrltten language gn?_gth and de—
velognent at all ages. '
While th.'LS generatlve process 'is less trackabie ;tn the writing

A)

which 3—year olds do, glven thelr non—oonventlonal SCI‘Ipt, it is none-

Often children at 3, but not nearly 50 often asg. some would lead us to

f
belleve, wrote one thJ.ng at Time l, but at TJ.me 2 when asked to read

what éley had wrltten, rénégotiated the marklngs to be something.else..
‘ _Often these renegotiatlons in read.lng, as has already been 1llustrated.,r
.’ iq prev10us sectmns of thlS report fell w1thJ.n the senantlc fleld of‘”‘
the orlgmal text. .,‘Vygotsky (1978) would argué nonetheless, that _
renegot_latlon is ev:dence of the dnld"s lack of undexstandlng of how
"wrltten language functlons Vygotsky s argument, however, 1gnores the

.generatlvenms of language and instead falls into the trap of lookmg

at er tten language as serv1ng cnly a. mamtenanoe functlon. B ST

For Vygotsky llteracy only occurs when language users denonstrate

that the orlgmal meanlng has been mamtalned fmm conoeptlon in the head

(rreanmg ) through wrltlng or ;nventlcn of a mark (object ). through
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reading or reconstructidn of the original ‘meaning. We might represent
Vygotsky's thinking forrulaically as: o ‘
SR : ‘ ' A W " " e
v L Exarple:. . |
o Me attrlif"fgi . Child thinks iéﬁaké,' ' S B
Gf3Jéé{:l M '»"Chlld makes mark (sw1ggly llne) on
. | 7 paper to represent 'snake' ) -

Mean“mgl o Child reads mark and, reconstructs 'snake'

In lieu of Vygotsky s formia we N\would propose that langque LS
pote.ntlally generatlve at every pom in the event and that it is the
openness ofs lar;gmge th.ch maKkes the prccess of hteracy both generatlve
and self-educat.lve.. What we mltJ.a.lly mean (Meanmg*) gets placeheld

' W1thaset of marks 1n wrltlng (Object) ']hese ma:rks are Slgns which -

C f can trlgger our orlg:l.nal meam.ng (M—:aan1ng ) Or a new u'eanmg

We could repr&sent our” ttu.nklng fonmglalcally as: : L
Meaning' ° Child thinks ‘snake® | |
Object i Child'makes mark (swiggly line).on ™ A |
| 7, paper to réprééént—.snake
- ”; 2 » ;;; .,: z
Meaning v Gh;):;'td reads {na'k and constructs
. : ¥the path: the snake took'

More- accurately the formu]a mlght read Ivbanmgl over Ob;;ectl @2 ot Nover,
Meanmg ’ where the Object as a srgn can 51gr11fy dlfferent meanlngs. ;, - ‘
Further, aQur data suggest that the generatrveness of language

is not scmethmg lald on llteracy afte¥ you first know and understand "
R4

its ma.mtenance function. EBoth the malntenance‘and generatwe functions

.1 ‘1 J" ..

X
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‘of wrltten language are there and belng explored fmm the start. It is

the openness of language which leads to growth, both Gurs and y6uf§

What I wrlte > can mean more to me later than what it neant E6 me when I

- 5" -
-

‘wrote 1t vhat you wrlte can mean more to. me ﬂ‘IaIfllIt dld to you. ’Ble
opennéss -of language leads to both creativity and en:or. That .the proc-
ess whlch leads to creat1v1ty is also the. pmcess wh:l:ch leads to error

’1s somethmg we must accept, but clearly, s:.nce we can not have one "’

’ZWJ.thout the other, thm we cannot 1gnon,=,, cx:nfme, fall to appreC1ate,

or to enoourage thl&-'-gmoess.
. N ;_ ‘,«“ﬂ’\u; . " o

e e R e S—"
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2.41 RISK: THEYOINGCH]I.DAS INI‘ORMANT

* _ -
- -

| /Language is inherently socials Becausethe trail-of marks we -
N o . e S e R
-leave during the writing prbcess makes-language users vanerable , en-—

gagement in the process can scare both part1c1pants and observers.

then thls happens w1thdrawal from the process "can occur: Since. access . |
? the process can only be ga.med through involvement in the process,
GtratEgles which allow 1anguage users to set aside percelved or real

‘ mnstra:mts and pexmlt engagement on the 1anguage user s terms are cen—

3

tral to growth in hteracy.

" Bengamin, age.4; when handed the book The Ten Little Bears %nd asked

.5, ¢ to read,- queéfiéﬁé& "You mean pretend to read?” "Yes," the re- :

¥ seavcher responded; "just do the best you can." Given this assurancag
Benaarrrz«n,ﬂwas able to proceed. : o2
Bengamzn 8 questzon shows .a_concern for the gconstraznts he per— -
ceived as.opeérating in this context. Having abstracted out of past
encowunters with reading _ some notion of what is involved; he decides *
that if this is the kind of reading we are talktng about; he can't
read. If, however; he can 'pretend', that is; set his own con- -
straznts, 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.

. Bbydj,, agé 53,. was dskéd 1‘:0 wif‘zte his name and anijthing else  that he
could write. He began by writing-a 'B' which came out backwards.

i Saying "I can't" asa he ¥ried to erase his mark with his finger; he
quickly announced; "I'm going to make & monster;" and then pro-

« ceeded to_do so using art.instead of writing. While his monster was
not placeheld with any more of a conventionalized set of mark‘mgs

. than was his-aborted nake . Boyd evzdently saw art,as not ‘meoszng

: a set of constraints that writing did, which made his efforts in-

v adequate. By age 4, mdst children are very aware .of the constraints
~+ involved in writing. When the management of these. constraints ’

gppears overwhelming, children often elect not to participate.

o« . v
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)

can 't spell.” When We assured her that we were’ not interested in .
her spelling, but in har writing, she wde able to proceed.  The

.* Leslip, age 6, when asked to write, initially responded, "Buf I -~

_perception that when one writes one must spell correctly appears -
‘to be the single biggest constraint which 5 and 6-year-old children

see as why they ean't engage “in the process.. Given the attention
spelling is given by teachers and parents this perception.is’

" understandable; but nonetheless dysfinction.to” growth in ¥iteracy.

* David, age 4; was handed a sheet of.paper andasked to urite his ..
name and anything else ho wanted to wyite. David looked at the -

researcher in dismay and responded, "I don't write! You learn to
e - g - ey e — o M e L '
write in kindergarten!' FE L
; 4 o S
i

While David's respovise appears 'cute®; _gtven all that other d-year":

old children in our.sample had and continued to leam about '13teracy

- ‘through involvement in the process, dysfunctional notions such as
this fail in the end to servé the language Zean;zé}'. C.
B o . ~ g b . ? . . IR -
selected by her class- i h Gl st Toe
. room tgacher to' be J ki )
"wordRIth" in ' 0 d . P R
) 28~ N ~e O« : n - ot . z# of
.. writty$shecause she bod b fae i VB T /., >
found her "fmé?r’ét'—' bose . d / pre, me 0 y/, ,9 LA =
(ing." "She'll spell wion sa,d mol ng tng!NG L
a word correctly in - the . [1ght said Yas? an L
the beginning of her - feache 04 QnZ‘-Pu//c. Fhe sv,cly
paper and then turm fhe Jghr? shouled the iman
‘around‘and misspell and hgT ran and, i ,Mm,edf rhe,
the same word later “deor ! T nedp.he pl ;}"’””j‘ ehelp
on." 'In the writing o3 b e @
Leslie did for us she + T e /?'9' /71 _;"e r ”J,uf ff/'c ?;f
initially spelled and he - %~ ;f.};;ra r 7/15({ pam
turn. T-U=R=] . Ly T € Feslen ane  frer 4
- T—t—. ng R {Vzinz;z;:' ’ hi e £y o Shar <, Aad e S )
mop g Speil Tt nipa/ G ro’ée;;r Came and Yern
o T-E-R-V in the same on the [t devned 0F GFF
prece. Light was turd e auf the deer Xtro .fs
oritginally spelled ' ),OM, Ts8 Qf‘é“f" ternd on 7/4‘?.
correctly, but became [, int and S sa onl s es thta
L-I-H-G-H-T later on. Fige mi‘.[’ Jumbed  out Fne et
When asked as' she deow api Ry mom  came and
v T T ey Teech 47 A ahF. and iF card
turned ner paper . - Ly Cen  The hegh e eng (il ot ans
e T 2 47> g ) ) e / ‘ p rH~ p vy ’7) f}: . ";" »~ X ‘
over *r us immedi- . oV atane s TUE FENEDS miem
‘ately upon completing PN GRS (0 R /A A
her first draft, : f”;é engeyl cana INT Lo’ - e
' . "Leslie, do you ever ouwl Te P& ne one s W feul,
- reread your priting to vl sver  ap en , '
see i1f you got pt the - S S ————
way you wanted?" she _
responded, "Oh, no. - : o
My teacher does thaty™ FR ’
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Leslie's response, "Oh; no. My teacher does that!" provides clear
- evidence of the instructional comstraints which she. perceived and
. which guided written performance in this setting. What is inter-
esting, of course,’is that the constraints present infhis instarce
of slanguage instruction worked against the attainment'of the inatriic-
tional godl of becoming an independent writer--the. very goal we can
assume this teacher was working on by involving her students in -

writing in the first place: " iIn this instance, the umritten ,
message of past instructional behavior--the teacher's careful cor- .
, rection of the.children's written products--bécame. a powerful force

T altering ‘instructional intent: ° Rather than insuring corrvective . .
_+  feedback for growth taward proficiency, it short-circuited the very
~  Process in which this student must ég&ggiﬁshe 18 to become pro-

- ficient. An instructional procedure instituted to faeilitate,
. debilitates written language growth and development whh examined
through the eyes of the langudge -user to whom it was directed.

& Bill, age'd, was shown d vapicty of logos from selected pieces of.

w8 environmental print and was aeked what they said. When shown the’.
Kroge Eggs logo, Bill .résponded; "MLLk:"" When shown the Kroger
Milk logo,:Bill réspondeds "Mil- ... . nd'. . .1 don't know."
When shown the Kroger Cottage.Cheese’logo; Bill paused and re-
sponded, "I don't knbw." Bill had similar problems with Jell-q,
.  Coca-Cota, and Band-Aid, “in that having once said, "Coke" to
. ' Band-Aid he felt this option uged up and so missed Coca-Cola too.
One day later we laid all siz items out in front of Bill and said,

"Give me'the one that.says 'Kroger Milk'." - Bill scanned the sdt .
and ;handed us the Kroger Milk logo. “Give me the one that says
" 'Kroger Cottage Cheese’," - Bill handed us the Kroger Cottage Cheese

. logo. '"Give me the one“that says.'Kroger Eggs’, . . . 'Jell-0' . . .
T 'Band~Aid' . .. ." wuntil the one remaining was Coca-Cola. When
we asked, "Whqt does this one say, Bill proudly; said, "Coke:.",

Knowing what items we had used in our.product conditivn of tMge:: -
task, Bill was familiar with thé options he. was likely to face: = -
Trying to work within this seét of options, his. previous experience
with'our task operated as a constraint on his current decisions,

Once he had used an optiow it was no longer available: When ‘we
altered the task the range of options available was clear; hence,

the quality of his decisions improved. Under this later condition

with optdonal constraints clear, the task becomes manageable.

. Constraints operate in all language settings. These constraints

are both pérceived and real. 'Alter the constraints operating in
a context of situation and a new set of linguistic resources

suddenly appears.

‘Because language is an opemsrgn system, riSki is ?eoessarily a.
central feature of the process involved in itf use. Without risk there

-

[y
i
)
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can be no dlscovery of the generatlve potentlals of llteracy.

o

empha51s on,the maintenance aspects of‘iéngg?ge discourages risk.

- Bradley, age 4, was shown first a picture.
of one dznooaur and then .a second;picture
of two dinosaurs and asked what &ach was ~
in a replication of Emilia Ferreiro and
Ana Teberosky's tasks- (19818 designed to.
observe whether or not children had

. strategies for coping with plurality.
BradZey said of the first picture, "This
is a dinosaur" and of the second, "There
are dinosaurs.'" When asked to write,
-"This is a dznosaur,V BradZey wrote,

T-#-5 I-S A  D-U-R-A-N-T." When asked
to write "Thése are dinosaurs " Bradley
wrote; "T-5 R D-U-R-A-N-T-5:"

While Bradley cZeaka wnderstood plural-

ity and how to sign it in writing, what is

more interesting is the hypothesis he-

tests relative to the speZZzng of dinosaur.

Knowing that his last name is Dryant

cZafifiés his strdtegy He begah how-

and at this poiﬁi.wrote the 'D' Then,
pausing and rwning 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
s the written language- grthh*BradZey cur-
rently demonéFrates.

-

»

- Carol age 3; was asked to. Stgn her name
as part of a "sign-in'" procedure institute
in_ her preschool whereby children keep  _ .
their own attendance. Since this provzdbd
a functional writing sétting and‘allowed
us. to collect name writing data over times
both we the children weré pleased
with ii.e vzty., Carol's szgnatures

consisted of C's, O's, and L's in a varzety‘

of upside=down and backward forms. One day
as Cavol nonchalantly signed in, she said
to the teacher, "I tricked you last Friday,
I ‘signed in Carlos' name!"

&

Ineich DICanr

~——..




Do ' :
THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRTTER-READER, Page 148

In searching all of the signatures we had collected from Carol o

discernible Chrlos  signature was to be found. Having sorted out
what constraints weré operating; Carol, Eé%hg’the’cgﬁgzdént writer
she was, was off testing more interesting hypothescdbout language.
Carol's new hypotheses had a 1ot to do with us, but were not the
set we thought we werée intérested in when we designed the study.

In comparison to Carol's  subtle wnderstanding of tenor relationships
in language, our interests pale to insignt ficance. )
. S : \ ’

* Hank, age 3, repeatedly signed his name H-A-N-X, only occasionally
producing an upside-down N. One day he signed in H-A-K. As he-was
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 later Hank's signature again

contained the N oo s

+ Alison; age 5.5, purchased a fill-in autobiography book from her
vZsit _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; she must rely on her own ve
sources. In completing the page. on favorite cZoi]Zs one of the
sentence starters began, "My favorite shoés ave - L
Alison completed the sentence by writing "my Sunday shoes™ spelling
Lt M-I S-N-D (backwards)-A S-H-0-E-S (q correct spelling she got
by copying the word éﬁééé-f?oﬁr{z”t%(sentence starter; stem in the
book). Pointing to her correct spelling of shoes jpe showed her

_ Mother the book page, saying, "Boy, is Dad going £ e mad . . . T

7 got this one vight!" ’ Sl
[ . . ¥ i’ﬁ

-n

This story; like those of Carol's, Leslie ’s, and others in this
section all illustrate the insightfulness of children and their
cognizance of constraints that operate ip

particular language settings.. |

.-

.. * Jason, age 8, had stopped iﬁﬁ;ipgﬁg’gq o (
. * result of too much emphasis on correctness
 in his first grade reading program. His - -
parents sent him forgpemedial help. When
asked to write; Jason refused and elected
to draw pictures instead. After much
encouragement and assurance that we could
réad dnything he wrote, Jason began writ-
ing and elected to write a 28 page story
to a wordless book he particularly liked.
 His story demongtrates an extensive ‘
'knowledge of Llanguage-and faw_ dgachers =
whom we have worked with can wikPstand = -
how a child with this written language - , o,
knowledge could possibly have been 'in = ¢
trouble' in first grade.

—_
cr
C‘ H
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Given that all that we know cannot be attended to at once, and '

- tﬂ'xat our latest language discoveries are always more fun to thn.nk about

than that which we aﬂ:ready think we have so_rted out, written language' -3
is aim'”*’é'f: a perfect medium for the mind to work with. Theé process

SI:eaves a rev151tab1e trail. In so do:Lng, wrltmg allows the mind ‘an

. opportunity to do what it cx)ns1ders exc1t1ng—-th\isnk aboiit; attend to,

and record the /new—th_le snnultanequsly pexmlttlng, via the conveni-
ence of another literacy--reading, Spéaking art, etc.——the opportunity

to revisit, reflect, and orchéstrate these latest discoveries with the

Ce

old or'known.. Given the make-up of human cognition, this arrangement
rretaphorlcally allows us to have our cake and eat it too

Slnoe t-here is no good way, nor no good reason, to alter these

penchants of how t-hé mlnd naturally works, Lnderstandlng this process

and the psychologlcal oentrallty which risk plays in it is important.

The role rlsk plays in llteracy needs to be supported, facilitated, ;and

reflected sociologically in the supportive enV1mmrents we create for

litéracy learning. ‘ / - Py

-

The discussion of risk in relationship to written language

learning which follows further expands this position by ¥racing its

origins and by demonstrating that-this concept is as applicable o
understanding our writing behavior as it is the writing behavior of

young children.’ <o

<
|y
C,
C\
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2.4,2 RISK o N " - .
. ;
1f one very carefully sits down to analyze how reading B
cognitively differs from writing, almost all of the initial diffarences-
one might propose dissolve (Goodman & Emig, 1979): ';B'o’EI'i the iééde’i( and

writer must identify appropriate background information, create a te’ié'f:),
éiésiiy one process is ﬁ'éf ﬁiéfé c_";'éfiéfé'f:.ivé than another. It takes both
the reader and the writer to create a revolution.

after ai'i‘aiialy';s';_i‘s' Qf this sor;t'is' done, 'gbgqt the only diff’érence«
.bé't'wéeti reading and Qi:-i-i:inq that oh.é' is. lé'ftr'witl'bx;v ;i,s that; unaérr normal
conditions Wtiting is _’mo’i:é publlc than reading. _Even this diff’erenCe, .
of course, disappears under oral reading. ! .

Generally this difference holds, however, and it .is, we believe,
an im'p'or;té'nt oﬁe§ Oralreadmg and writing both involve the creation of
a potentiail_,y misusable éri'\'ié{:é. record of .orie's process decisions. .
Every false start, every misquided hypothesis, éyery mié’pr’onunciat;ion or
(Shanklin, 1981), is available for analysis .b:y'bo{:h 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
thé vulnérability which a iahguaéé user feels under the conditions of
writing and oral reading is a "learned" vuinéraijiiity; not something
" inhierent in the process itself. .While it is the case that reading in

the process of writing may heéightén thé author's own awaréness 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 learned

S 157
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‘dy'sfunctionai vxéwat that (Britton, B’uiéj'éés, Martin;. McLeod & ﬁésan,
'1975; meg, 1971). ) R |
The relationship between linguistic constraints and linguistic
resources has been clearly“established (Hymes, 1967; Halliday, 1975;
Harste & Carey, 1979): saéiai learning Eﬁééiiés such as that of Lewin
(1935, 1942) suggest that a change in one vector alters the homeostasis which
was ma1nta1n1ng the behav1or and 1§the Impetus behind behav1oral ’
change, a new homeostasxs.. r:.anguage users bring to a language encounter
the1r past readings of the constra1nts present and some sense of the
attempted What worked last time becomes the general frame from w1thm
“which one m1ght attempt var1atlon thIS time; Within this personal;, but
social, hi’story of*literacy; a range of choices present themselves:
From a soc1a1 learn1ng theory, risk is relatxve, but clearly not an\
‘unaltered att1tude; The more ev1dent constraints are to the language
user, the less 11kely an att1tude of risk will ibe adopted | 7
These understandlngs are cruc1al; as recent research su'gges'tsv
that réading'; 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. Plannlng i$ an 1ntegra1 part of both the readmg and wr1t1ng
process. - Global intention propels the successful 1nstanges of the
process and ];S the frame w1th1n which _more »spemflc. planrung ‘takes piace
(ﬁ‘iower & i-layes,* iééd; -kuCér, 1982; Atwéii, 1580; Shankiin, 198,2).
Robert's text i& a prime example of this phenomenon in writing
(see f;iguge 22). In ;ranting to write she couici Rob'eﬂ wrote- instead
| shomd demonstratlng that when his hand was wr1t1ng she hlS mind was

ahead. . Because of this “mmd—hand span,“ wr1t1ng must be functlonal for
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all of us at "the pornt of utterance" R N

1,,-r'.

Figure 22. _étory¢Writing—-Robért, Age 9

Whatfs~true for'writing is aié%éfiﬁe for reading. ?éﬁith (1978)
and Sm1th, Goodman, and Meredlth C1978) argue quxte powerfully that in
order to decide what the 1eft—hand portlon of a sentence might mean, the
reader already has to have dec1ded what the rlght—hand portlon of - the ‘

sentence is likely to mean. More s1mply the functxon whxch a word

’

serves in an utterance is not inhérént in the word, but in its use.

White is potentially anything: a foun (Mrs. White, the white of an eqq,
L . . o o
Whites as opposed to Blacks), an adjective (The White House, white

electricity), a verb (as in whiten the picket fence, or white out the

1inegof type).. The reason not-all options need be explored by 4 reader

in readlng IS that the context helps to establish intent and limit

H

ava11able options.
Hav1ng estabiiéhed'that‘ (1) risk is: an 1ntegral part of the'N”

- 1anguage process; (2) the process of rlsk taklng is constralned by the

‘nothing' inherent in the proCess 1tself that leads language users to
"percelve writing and oral read1ng as more rlsky than other language
a engagements, what remains is to establlsh rlsk‘aé a central and

: | ' 155 .
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. -
-

>

to the argument wh1ch estabixshes r1sk as a central feature of*the

read1ng and wr1t1ng process, it 1s dxfferent. The prev1ous insight

asserts that it is via the processlof r1sk tak1ng that linguage 1earn1ng’
and hence growth in 11teracy occurs. ‘

Vygotsky (1978) argues this po1nt probably the most cogently of
anyone._ He maintains. that*under known conditions the language user's I
responses are pred1ctab1e and- hence safe. Under such cond1t;ons, ratherl
than learn new rules, what the language_user is aoing is‘confirming,oidna
rules. When things go wrong; that is, when the expected relationships
or known rules do not hold the language user. is forced to develop new

rules and new responses to cope. To live w1th1n ex1st1ngvru1es and_“

R

predictable patterns is not to grow. It is on unéér;cbnditions whére

'qll of the relat10nsh1ps ‘are not known that language rs must séaﬁﬁér:
to 0utgrow their current selves, In this prOcéss they
patterns and relat10nsh1ps and, 1n Vygotsky's terms

taller than their current selves,"

engaging in risk, teachers .or would—be teachers potent
o - LS
language learner to play it safe, or worse yet, ené9u

-y -

enqagement Since one can only access the process thrd h uy

sett1ngs‘“1t1gate against the very goal-—llteracy 1earn1ng-—that they

are supposedly encoarag1ng;5 Further;.1f Vygotsky is r1ghﬁ; play1ng-1tq‘»§ | f
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 constitites

16v

0
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. ideal literacy learning settings, but rather a low-risk situation. In ..
" such an environment the language user neither guesses wildly, nor does
not guess at all; rather, he~er she finds himself or usrselffin a
setting where calculated guesses and “what—'I'm—,ready—for" constraints

are allowed to evolve. .

Counter to current instructional folklore; recent insights into

risk and its réiatibnship to iiteracy'ané literacy iéarhing suggest that

error fa11 to best serve 11teracy learnmg. It is only when the

-

' 41anguage user gets himself ot herself in trouble, w1th1n what was

perceived to be a moderately predictable settmg, that grof occurs.

What is, of course, fascmat is that" when the wr1t1ng of young

' children is examined from thé perspec 1ve of risk, all of these 1ns1ghts
: 3

are immediateiy apparénr. Ch11dren 5 and 6 years pf agfe are much more

e

N

cautlous about wr1tten language than are ch11dren 3 and 4 years of age.

-

olds (see Harste, Burke, Woodwar 81) Zisigure 2 shows these dat § .

:Late, defmed &s the'_‘, :

normal pause of Fhe iéhéuécjé userv of the
language user plus a counf of 4 ‘to".6 normal rate
1

The oﬂ:derﬁle chlld the” 516’ : R e, " Thiiae i s Mot
becausé 5 and 6 -year »olds know Ies ; of ug "beca_’use
* they know.,more. ST ;' ,n\ir.

by - -
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'
‘Figure 23. ReSponse Time by Agefo Envirommental Print:’ -
Category Label . Age3 -hged Age 5  Age 6
1. iﬁiiéd'iatéf - 98.3  96.6 90.2 876 .. ’
2. Pause _ 0.9 2.9, - 6.7 6.9 -d""
3. Prol,qnged Pause 09 ' "0.5 oo 3. 5:6

¢ e
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T’?e more that is+known; the more that must be taken 1nto account.

B any expert will tell ycu, knowmg more about a toplg than some@né

’ eise 1s not oniy hberatmg in one sense, but constra1n1ng in’ another. o

v
" The- "expert:" 5 and 6 year old has had more language encopnters and hence\

more opportunity to observe and note the orchestrated contextual, ?{ ’

y vt

' -behav1ora1, affectxve,'and 11ngu1st1c demonstr-atmns which constitute - & . °
. o, R s i

uccessful language use- in the hteracy ‘event,

While such encounters make one more real1st1c, they also make one

PR

more easily intimidated. With better and better clarification of all

that must be Qrchestrated ‘comes cogmzance not only of others, but also\,
of one's own 1nadequac1es. r

-

ch11dren's growth toward 1iteracw'w¢ecorded the followmg 1nterchaﬁge

" between her yeunger (klndergarten) and older (f1rst grade) daughters, :
\ -

* " while’ the former was readmg to the latter'

L 4

' ' ’. : S \
Becka: . Abigaill . The word is fetch not get. A
.Abigail: Yeah, well, get worRS. : 4&\" - '

Becka: That kind of readmg is okay.at home, but *:

\ ’ ) : N T . .
: ' it doesn't work in schooll : C A ;L

R . E % '- 1()2 o ’ a;;:.:. ,ﬂ ' \
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 can only be solved in a supportive environmént-—one w}{ere our
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-

. e

Rra.

. o

As the 1nterchange mtween Becka and Ablga1l shows us, it is ‘as easy to .

demonstrate and support notmns of wrltten language 1nadequacy .as 1t is:

.
.

~notions of wrxtten language 11teracy
< .

Rarely do language users at any Ie\zel think of themse]:Ves as

©

really prototypxdally 1dea1 readers or wrxters. From our observat10ns'

.

a( =

users stop readmg a good selectxon because they feel there is-nothing

more to learn 1f they were to reread ngr do they stop rewr1;t1ng thexr

manuscrrpts because they beheve them done. In both xnstances, language

©

-users sto@because they ve .gone as far as they ®an .and continued

3 s
KA

engagement isn't worth the- effort. .

-
s

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
: . : T . |

o -

readers, the more we get out of “a book on our first reading; the more we.

are convinged that rereading of the book & second time would be
profitable. This poses a dilemma for thé g'-languag\n.user; a dilemma that

3
)

understand1ngs ga1ned from* re@ilng ‘are appreclated for what they

\4 . » 1
currently are, “not’ what they could become’ or wh ():e our wr1tten

attempts ate apprec1ated forwwhat they currently and boldly attempt t}o
say, nét what they mlghgsay if they had bein better penned .;"»«' ';
The hardest th1ng to apprec1ate for any ianguage user who has had
more opportunrtres to bedpreselt in a' 11terary event than someone. less
fortunaté is' the other's liteéracy ai‘ghiev'ementsi. Older infOrmarits_'in our
stud1es were always more sympathetlc, more understandlng, more 1mpressed

*

w1th the ach1evement of the1r younger s1b11ngs than were parents who

_‘;i ; '];G:j



' seanmgly were more ready for the next"'

, .
- .- . ..
M . ~
3 - - v
wigef 9
q

THE YOUNG CHILD AS WRITER-READER, Page 157 - LA

stage" than the one the child

“ -~
CeG .

was currentl’y 1in. G1ven the superordmat;—subormnate relat1onshap

—————

_' between would-be teacher and would-be learner, this langua phenomenon

o~

needs to be both undérstood and ant1c1pated far or 1t results in the
creat1on of settings not conducive to language 1earn1ng.
When we look at' the child's willingness to engage in our writing

tasks the thing that becomes clear i§ that with incféaéiag experiente .

comes an 1ncreased sense of risk and a codcomltant relactance. 'I‘hree-

year olds never rerSed to. part1c1pate 1n any wr1t1ng experIence we~ -

suggested; tth were always ’game, thqugh they d1scovered more about’ some~

wr1t1ng tasks from the1r actual engagement in: the wr1t1ng °event than

they seem1ngly brought w1th them as stored 1nformat10n.

.q'

Four-year olds were 1n1t1ally more. reluctant, often askmg, "You :

~

, mean pretend to wr1te?" This quest1on demonstrates-the:tr understandmg

. of the constraints that Were operatmg in real 1nstances of 11teracy of

- this’ sort as well as’ the1r own sensé‘ of - 1nadequacy relat1ve to these
hi . . o ‘Jy;‘i

percexved demands. 'vPretending alloy them a way out of the horns of *

thIS dxlemma. It perm1tted them'j\.r." et aside-the complex of constra1nts

that they were cogn1zant of‘ constra}n;s wh1ch suggested to them that

e »

they were uant to successfu;tly engage 1n the event Pretend;ng for

' them was an engagement strateg‘y It afforded them opportunity to engage

in actlvxtles they knew they were not ready for and in the process

Gemonstrate both for thenselves and other_s" "tha__t t_heir _Sense of non-

readiness wag all the readiness needed ‘

In contrast, .5 year old and 6 ‘year old written responses are more

‘cautious, more "I ll—l1ve—w1thm-your—world" strateg1c attenpts at.’

11Eé§aa§-' learnmg. Whereas 3 yeaf olds would g1ve us unhe51tat1ngly a.

page ot markmgs, 4 year olds a "'pcétend" but v1able text attenpt, 5 and

‘ S )lb‘f' o 3 ,' s ‘.‘j;;

S

S
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Lo ‘e ‘

&‘yéar 61ds would give us an acceptable but safe surface text. While
not 1mmed1ate1y apparent in the graph1c dlsplays themselves‘ it is -

1mportant to understand that 5 and 6 year olds were orchestratmg as”

many constramts——though a different set——as, wer@ and 4 year olds.

v

" What their experlence in school literacy settmgs had ‘taught them
is where to devote the1r se.lectlve agtentmn. Being 5 and 6 they know

that in th'rs context—a school settifly, workind with 1ndrv1dua1s who
look distinctively teacher=like and who'Were or seemed interested in

d1st1nct1vely teacher-l e things, i.e., readmg and wr1t1ng——that they
%»

were not to exper:,mem:, but rather to demonstrate what they had 1earned.

S CE
& The only th1ng they ﬁere sure they knew * was hat their teachers had

taught them Llnder\g.,gheSe condltlons,. the results—a list of Eﬁoﬁi’i

words; a shortened'f}éendltlon of a famous fa1ry tale——tis nasarprlsmg.
. gL A

From the be@pectwe of? -3k, the 3 and 4 year olds took like

_,4, ,,,,,7,,,,7' SR

better, more aggresswe languag

vzt!.."‘v'

;_: ¥ hex,ghtened, 'thex resultg»fa“ _‘

a



look at 8 year old Robert s wr1t1ng (see Figure 24). Robert has the

k1ng in his story talk1ﬁg' "I don' t care how you do it 3ust do it: i'm J

ruler of this land if you don t do it you will be axlacutted if you

v ) - . - -

K don't." : ; : o

H ) ”

Figure 24. Axlacuttecl Story—Robert (Age 8) 7.’7,,,, S }’,' “ o

\ L JOY\% garr haw L L

- gp,mf -’d*:’f S

® }/oq c{o 11- ’
| o I am ml ey "’c H\,; ' '

%&' . \am* 1 t1£ yow “ J

. 7 ‘» ’-,__--—”'—
S /@d.f il b acdied ‘
B e }’6\1 don"*i P

[y

Notice Rob'e'rt;s first tige of "'axlacuttéd " Meanmg is far out
, ahead. Robert, 1rr1t1ally er;tes "axlacutted" almost a whoil;e iine. ahead

of where he really wants 1t. 'I‘he "rmnd-hand span" in writing is clear‘-ly

demonstrated and so, too, why wr1t1ng a’t "the po1nt of utterance," is

N
o - ..

and must ‘be funct1onal. -

s

It is the wr1ter s mrage of a unified: "text worldl' 1n< tenslon

-

w1th the d1scont1nu1ty of the evoil:v1ng "surface text" (a ten51on nohced

s‘v

wlien the writer acts ¢as‘reader) that causes a splft im the 1anguage P
[ '. ..

user's E’sYChologmal stance *Now the language'ﬂusg ust
- it

anew, analyze 1t, rev1se 1%:, and move on, TMS 4 .e% l’ook'v IS

‘metal1ngu1st1c. In self»—correct1on Robert has to palggwsﬁwk ‘bf wﬁat

went w ong and 'more consc1ousl a pl what he knows about 1angu ge as a
E, Y P % EF
. ) A

tcel . It‘ 1s 1n the heat of orcmhestratmg an evolving surface tex‘t to

hy
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- :r R St -~ ‘s - '. v - - . ® .
v .. . .o - " : . ) . - :
placehold an; J.magi‘he& texE WOrld that one‘s consc10usness orf language as
1 R .

v TN . : .
a system is ralsed . .- _ o ' )
) " . .

Dur1ng wr1t1ng, the writer‘s attentlon must be focused upon the

creatlon of a text worid——solvm.g problens of uglty and dlscontlnulty

between the k“tex‘t world'“ and the "real. WOfld“' Qereat"mg and searchlng

5 ]
for’ umty blth’in thlS fxctxonal! world‘*gclven the 11m1ts of short ’ ;

I;""L,

qg menoryr t'hg wr1ter——5hort of dIseng ~a

E

strat§1es of funct10na1 wr1t.1ng ;s learned natmrally. It is on?ly whén

s

dysfunctmnal strategles are suggested——such as’ those assoc1ated with -
: o
error—free wr1t1ng-—that dlsengaqement becomes the favored option and

,,-

»

. unfértunate mode for many. Rather than 11ve with the htter of 11teracy :
N ) "' @' { ’ ’;Q ’ PR
by en30y1ng the conVenlence and by acceptlng the respon51b111ty for e

i L
'

* clean. up, thecfranchlse is never offered nor seen;

-

E‘/qually 1mp0rtant 1s the fact that 1n crossmg out‘ "axlacutted "

i

'-Robért has placeheld where he wants to go, and can now selectlvely ’ \
1attena to how he mJ.ght get there, ~ Robert's rev1sxon serves a semantlc | B
‘Pla@holdmg fnnctlon, 'which wh1 e messmg—up the surface text, assures. '? 3
textual direction. L e : , C o0 ’z’

: E‘or aduits under known and well—rehearsed wr1t1ng cond1t10ns 1t

N may be posmbie to produce' what looks 11ke errorless writing.

Nonetheiess the more unsure the adult' is 1n a wr1t1ng sett1ng, the more

. .} . N & , ]
- . [

- L . I \ N
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functional will be the resulting written outpat. For both children and

.

adults, there IS simply too much to orchestrate initially to make
correct ertJng the cr1ter10n of successful wrxtxng;
ThIS position . atgues aga1nst automatxcxty. It's not the fact

that lower, more fundametﬁal processes ‘have been mastered which allows

functhnally wev,can.selectwely afford the .luxury of attend1ng to
';‘essentiglly text'u'allyfrelat'e’d matters like linearizing semggt icet and
conventionalizing syntax and spelling. -

In equ1va1ent1y unfam111ar wr1t1ng ter'r1tory, the wr1t1rig of

‘ chlldren and adults looks dec1ded1y 51m11ar (see Flgure 25). Note, for.

4

example, our initial draft of an ear11er portlon of this manuscrlpt with

subsequent drafts, bear1ng in mind as you do Robert's "axlacutted"

- - - - - I - - - _ -
-

behavior .and the similarjty involvéd. -
Figﬁ_re'ZS. 'Wr1t1ng as a Functional Process . ‘ c
) W : . ™ : . .

Early Draft Later Draft -  Still Later Draft |

P ‘,- ,i . . v, ~ ~ g R . s e . [N
. Robert's -crossed .out Robert's crossed out Robért's revision serves
axlacutted is not a +"axlacutted" is not a semantic placeholding
pointed instance of 'a pointéd instance function,: which while
messup text but'a of messed up text - messing up the surface
Semantic placeﬂolder. but a semantic text, assures. textual

placeholder. -. = . d1rectlon. .

: .

Show us a safe wr1ter and we 11 show you someone who doesn't

q{ *

write much, often, or well (Enghsh teachers are prime but sensitive

éxamplés).. By rot ‘rooting curriculum upon the fgnotiona'i strategies, i

which successful writers use, we comgince children to abandon their more

LT

functional approach and lament the result, compliment them on writing -

achievements which do not merit comment, and,fai'j,;;rto appreciate that
' oo BEs

-

~
”
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what they have learned to orchestrate is our demands more €d than the
process. .
“The f1rst defmit:‘on ‘of a scribble offered earlier by Harris &

Hodge (1981) Ras "to wr1te carelessly w1thout attentlon to shape or

‘ I-]
leglblllty of letters, accuracy of spellmg or grammatlcal correctness "

_/-Vholds, then our data suggest that all, 1n1t1al

wr1t1ngs b”-' z‘,:_ J nguage users——both yourilg and old——are scrlbbles. To

e scribbiing is a strategy which allows language users to'
Sy
search for, f1nd,and placehold text, it is an extremely functlonal one. -

AW

-%erx;agements in 11teracy events are less i

h a %ge as it is a unlversal 0

characterlstlc of any language us‘e response. The only thing any of

the extent*

To tbe/extent that all 1n1

thangerfect, scrlbbll" 15' 5t

&

us ean do in #ny 1nst§nce of wr1tten language use is scrIbble, that is,

given our curr‘ﬁ,t level oz understandmg, take our best shot.

",?_."r g

ot R

B ek
4
Y.

164
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-

2.5. SOCIAL ACTION |
‘ A

2.5.1 ¢ SOCIAL ACTION: THE YOUNG CHILD AS INFORVANT

Inderstanding that one stops at a Stop sign, attends very care-
fully to story details & be succesgful in Eﬁééh’x’ﬂé{ eats at
McPonald's, is not something one teamns by abstractly thinking about
. print ‘but by inferr'iﬁg relationships between print and the actions of
- other part1c1patmg repfesentatlves of the culture.- Whlle Language

labels l;Lke wor.ds a.re é.;rbitra.ry and abstract, the pfaydmlmgmsuc and P

. AZ’LSO?L, a§e 1. 5 was toZd by her _f\‘&’ﬂzer to. "cZose ‘the door" whtch
_ had been Zeﬁ_‘f‘la;ij_egn as ghe
¥ back fuem a $KSpn g

the door and. the%‘é 4 ,smade ar "to the door and closed it.

At age 1.5 Alison's productzve %ﬁ' ities were very limited. By

age 2, Alison's vocabulary contained two mmdred words. While she
( could not have produced this sentence herself, her behavior demon-:
i«strates -that she was: aZready a Zanguage ‘consumer and user. ‘ V]

sav,d , Nathan responded; "Br"ush teeth " To Nathan C-R-E-S-T was
not an abétriaét symbol; -but a concrete index to a particular form
of social action; nameZy, bmshzng teeth. Language while arbitrary
and abstract at one level, is a dirvect and concrete sign to péycho—
.bgzcal and sociological actv,on in use.

. lagha; age 3, was shown a box of Band-Aids and asked whgﬁ she ]
thought 1t said. Tasha responded, '"Bandages . . . You' r¢ not ° ;
suppose to stick them on the ®oilet." In talking with. Tagha's R
mother about this incident we came to find out that Tasha ad ;
trken a box of Band-Aids an%tuck them all over the stooZ*,wr. the

toilet in their bathroom one ®ftertioon 8ix mornths earlte;' ’LZG .

the letters B-A-N-D A¥T-D signed- "Bandages" to Tasha; 1%t s P
signed a particulay form of gsocial action which had a paiﬂ,;zcum N
sct of meanings to her. given her personal history of Zzteracy with ""

this obgject. S

P70 \‘ u -

TR

<

- . .

; B RY

= ' Coa L e



hension. While this strategy had been a’eveloped to support. chzldren

n developing a more functionmal view of reading; what the opportunzty
. to talk during reading signed to these children was questioning;

the focus of their questions being on correct answers. . These: dys— '

Awctional notions about reading were learned instructionally via

the demons trationd Which wkre made available ¥o these children each

time they read assigned selections in the classroom. Reading to

them signs particular cognitive actions which in the end short-
_circuit their explorations of what ¥real reading as ’Lt relates to

literacy i8 all about. TR , -

. Frank; age 5, was shown a variety of environmental print and asked
what he thought %t said. All of his responses were admonitions:
"Don't walk on the grass,' "Don't eat that Jell-0," "Don't write on
that mailbox,"” ete. .

Wi, thout reﬁectzng on u’?@zt set of experiences Zed Frank to his de-
ciston that all enm,ronméntal print served a regylatory function,
Frank, even within this fra’r’rié, ‘has discovered mudh about written
Zanguage and cZearZy sees)ﬁ" as pertinent and related o his sze.
. Mamn, age 3, was reported by hzs father as always "d_mmng me °
nuts. "Right now, he's running around the housé with a little pad
of paper playing policeman. He gives you tiekets tf 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
with pmp&zn their world, children discover the many functions

» written langugge serves.and actively go about exploring these new
instghts. : 4

y Language is a socio-psycholinguistic process, not jusi:. a psycho