
ED.236 571 .

AUTHOR'
TITLE-

INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY
PUB DATE
GRANT
NOTE
PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

DOCUMENT. RESUME

CS '007 359r .
Sulzby, Elizabeth
Beginning Readers' Devel6bing Knowledge about Writtbn,
Language: BRDKAWL Proje-,t. 1980-82. Final Report for
tite Period Septdmber 1980-August 19e,2.
Northwestern Univ., Evanston, Ill..
National Inst. of Education (ED), Washington, pc:
82 je
NIE-G-80-0176

:Repsrts Research /T,echnical (143)
/

MF)04/PC28 Plus Postage.
.4 *Beginning Reading; Classroom Research; Kindergarten

Children; Language Experience Approach; '-*Language
Processingl PrereaSing Experience; Primary Education;
*Prior 4Lerning; Reading Readiness; Reading Re's arch;
*Reading kills; Teacher Role; igriting Research;
*Writing ls; *Written Language .\

.IUNTIFIERS Reading W it ng Relationship

a

/ .

ABSTRACT ... a:/

The product.of a two-year study inirestigAing the
literacy behavior of nine kindergattpn students and their classmates,

,.
this report'first explains the impetus aqd the,theoretical

.

foundations for the investigation and describes its subjects and' c-..

setting. It then presents the methodologx and the data collected froth
several related studies: (1) observer-child interviewslthat elicted
information on students' generaj. knowledge about written language;
(2) obsermations of and discussions with the nine case study children 1

1

as they first tolCI, then dictated, then wrote two mersions.of an .

event; (3) records of students' efforts to adapt\their writing to.
adult and child.readers; (4) observatiOns 0f-children's writing on a
recently shared event; (5)end-of-the-year.interviews investigating ,

general writing anowlpdgeLand (6) two follow up studies on the
.

.

children's reading:and wrifitg progress in the/first grade. After
m Ag_the data,,the report produced a number of conclusions, v'

Iiicludng-the following: literacy devslops prior 0 conventional
reading and writing, all children do not follow tbe same ,

,developmettal sequence in learning to 'read al0'write, and the
teacher's model of literacy has important implications for children's
development. Extensive appendixes contale copies of testing
instruments and-tralscripts of observer -chi1d\interviews. (MM)

***********************************************************************
Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

*
<3.

from the original document.
*********-***********************************************1*************



1

nY

Beginning Readers' Developing Knowledges
its

About. Written Laitiguage

ti

,

A

BRDK AWL PROJECT 1980-82

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR:

-fs

Elizabeth Solzby

Northlseestern.Unlyersity

RESEATICH ASSISTA TS

Susan Anderson
Beverly Cox

Beverly J. Otto

For the Period

September 1980 'Augurst 1982

Natioria,1 Inalituteof Education

GrEist, N9. NIEG-80-0178

fl
ai

U.S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER IERICI

This document has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization
Originating it.

t Minor changes have been made to improve
reproduction quality.

Points of view or opinions stated in this docu-
ment do not necessarily represent official NIE
Position or policy.



S.

BEGINNING READERS' DEVELOPING KNOWLEDGES ABOUT WRITTEN LANGUAGE

FINAL REPORT
.!

/ The BRDKAWLProject-198082

t

Principal eInvestigator. 1

41

Elizabeth Sulzby

"*7

Research. Assistants

Susan Anderson-
Bevdrly Cox ,

c Beverly Otto.

9.

For the Period

e tember 1980 - Augu1t.1982.

N ional Institute of Education
.Grant No. NIE-G-80-0176

i
r

'I

i

I

The research reported herein was supported by the National Institute. 1

. .of Education. The opinions expressed herein, howeVer, do
0

not necessarily
1ireflect-the positi6n ar policy'of the National Institute of Education,

t ;and mo official endorsement.by that group should be inferred.
. .

2



0

z

dar

1

/11. 4-""'t

r.

0

A

I

Copyright° bye,

Elizabeth Sulzby

1982),

<4;

4

1.7



4t

0

r

I-
0. $ ..\ A .

To Mitchell, ,Kiran, anti Mom

O

1

a

I

C

;

\ .4



Acknowledgements

. _

Auring 1980-82/four researchers, a. teacher, and

,

c

.
kindergarten dfildven workedtpgether to try.tO reveal a picture

et

4.

of.theAdowledges about written language alit children ince

. ''"?. ,

modern literate community,may.bring to. puti. schoolwith them
1..

,

.. 4 . ) I
. .

prior to_fprmai iht dation. m particularly indebted.to-the

other research team members,'Susan Anderson, Beverly 013, and

Beverly Otto.; ,to the leacher whom wecall "Miriai Kendall"; and to

.

bhe children. ,:..In addition to the Children-, we thank the parents,

,
..

'the 'first grade teacher's
'

staff, and principal at 'our ho'school.,
,

..

4.

4,

Unfortunately, ihese.names are not avaig4able for publiCation but
.

.

. .

:they are indelibly prini4,din my memory.(

,tv

On the sicielihes, working as transcribers, typists, judges,

' 'and scorers, as well as frAendly'crilti2s,.were a. number af unaef--

/..7-.;

,-giaduate..and graduate students at Northwestern University. We

..._
. .

t

.particulariy thank Harriet Ratienovets, Francin
'

siel, Mary : Ann
,

Urroz, Fay Robinson, June Barnhart, Margaret.Tinzmann, 'Bernadette

'

. .

Pudis now Dr. Pudis), Ann 'Brancli, Alison Holmes, Shareene Mitchell,
, .

Cardl'Schiemann, in4 Laura'Winslow. Colleagues who'contributed
-4

\

thoughtfueadvice and comfort include Dr. Norman Bowers, Dr. David
, - .

k

Corilray, Dr. Robert Gundlach, Dr. Rae Moses, and Dr. ...James Wertsch
-

allof Northwestern, and Dr. William H4,sTeale, now at the University

of Texas,`San AntOnio. -I also.thank our classroom visitors for

Study III, an anonymOu four-Year-Old and any husband, MitChell

FrSnk Rouzie.

1,

1

a



Chap-ter

Acknowledgements
Preface'

Contents

4

1 INTRODUCTION TO B R D K k W ~L, OR A LESSON
IN PERCEPTION

Curiosity
The Basis of Curiosity
'the Cause of Curiosity'
Whe.,is a Child Reading ?,`
The Boundary: Important but Misinterp,reted
When Does the Child Think S /he is Reading?,
When is a Child Writing?. '

17

',Is:There a Boundary Between,"Pre-writing" pnd .

"Writing"? ^ 9

Page Jy

3

3
o 5

5

7

7

Is There ,a Better Chance toxChanged Perceptions''
)

) .
' 10Now?

'The Writer/ReadAr Relationship. 11

Methodological 'stance --... 12

Organization of This Report , .13

THE EMERGENCE'OF INDEPENDENT READING:
\\ A THEORETICAL. PERSPECTIVE ON THE TRANSITION

, f
Introduction 15

Why Knowledges About:Written-Language? 16

Oral Language/Written Language Wfferences 26
,

Conversation 35

15

Storytelling
Dictation
MandwLtten Composition
Reading
Editing,
Mode Summary

The Author/Reader Relationship
The Reader%s Model
The Writer's Mddel

Emergent Reading and Writing
Reading Defined:

of a Feedback System
Other Characteristics Relatdd to Reading
Relationship of Writing to Reading.

_Emergence of Aspects of Reading.
.Comprehension

V.

,` 35
36

36

37

38

39,

- 40

42

45
49

50
51

56
59

60

60

V

re



COntehts d

.

4.

Chapter Pale

.31 ,
.

.

., i

Emergent Reading and Writing (Continued) .

Knowledge of Letter-Sound Relations ips . '62

Word Knowledge .; if .", 64

Fit Between the-Ethergent Reading Perspective

and General Models of Reading
\

6,.
66

Grounded Theory', 70

Supports,and Constraints of Text-Types i r.the

Emergent Reader T' 71

.
Basal aeaders 72
.Storybooks 75

'

Children's Dictations
i 76

,,

Handwritten`Compositions .77

Summary -/ P 78

Preview'.
78

3 THE CONTEXTS OF THE STUDY 80

.
a

Iniroductioh
A 80c

t

, Overview of the Participants and Sqttings 81
.

Guaranteeing Anonymity 82

The Teacher , 83

A Teacher Crates a Classrodm 85

:-The-"CiassrooM"-. 86-

The Kindergarten Curriculum . t 90

The Children 94

The Researchers
The School (

9

9

The Community 98.
_

The Families 99

Overview of the Research Design 100

Negotiation of:Mutual Goals 101

The Reseafch Design and Schedule -107

STUDY I: GENERAL KNOWLEDGES ABOUT WRITTEN LANGUAGE 112

(with selected sub-topics)
Introduction 112-,

Purposes of the Study 113

Method 1
115

The Interview'Results: General Knowledges About

Written Language 117

Part 103Ordersation Sample . 117
. 134

Part 3, Transition from W ting to Reading, or

"You wrote it--now rea it!"

Part 4, Reading Interview, or "My-Mom.. . .

She 'Reads a Good. Lane a Lots of Times"

-Part 5, Prior Knowledges About Topics and'
fAudiences,or "What Goes Into a Good Story?" 183

4

152

. 160

o r 4
vi

Part 2, Writ±ng Interview



Contents (Continued)
.

Chapter,

OR

' '

Pages

, 5. SELECTION-OF CHILDREN FOR `CASE STUDY,
"THE' BRDKAWL NINE"

Introduction
Seled'tion
The: Case Study cChildren,

Overview
Betsy
Nicole

. Jodie
'Andre-a
Chad
D'ouglas

.4
Noreen A

Michael (Mike)).

itirThaec
Examiner/Child Pairs
Discussion

, .

6 STUDY IL: REAL AND -MAKE-BELIEVE :TOPIC
, S

188

188
189
198
198
200
202

-
208
211
215
2.18
.223
2,a5
:23?
2.34

,,, 236
f

4.

IntirOducfion , ' i36
Real aid Make-Believe Top'ic Dist-inction . 237

Ways o' EXploring Topic in BRDKAWL 1980-8/ 238 .

Real/Make-Believe Revisions from &RKDAWL 1979-80 239

Questions 240

Method 240

Format - 1240
4General directions 241

Telling 241

f Disctatibn\ Re-reading and editing
Writing
Re-reading and editing

Results -

J.
.

/'

,. 243'
244
245.
247
247

.

The Task Paradigm *247
The Task. Paradigm,. conceptually '247
Variations of. the paradigm

. .
248

Similarity of story versions 250
Andrea, I the "Ideal"- ; - 251

Andrea'S extmples 252
Degrees of story similarity .. . 252

"Sank story, Irerbatim.':* ,. -256
,rSame story,' stable but not verbatim." 256.

"Not stable but similar.". 257

"Continued .stories." 258
"Different story" and "changed perspective." 261

vii



t.

4.

. .

Contents' (Continued)

Cdnversation and storytelli
.1 Telling and dictaion

'Dictation and Re-reading from DiCtatd.on
'Writing and Re-readings from Writirig
Variability of writing- systems
Re-reading from writing .

Editin
VOluntary,editing
Prompted editing
Real and Make-Believe

§onclusiots

7,1 CHILD AND ADULT AUDIENCE EFFECTS
) .

roduction
Purpose of Study II
Method 8

tasks
ResultDiscussion
Gupst Interview'

Chi; guest
AduTt. guest
Summary

Composing'SessiOns
Child topics
Adult topics
Effects of audiencts as
Forms of writing used

Delayed Re-Reading'Interview
High. children
Moderate -children
Ldw children
Case study children's
group sessions

Children for_whom comparison; could be made
Childen for' whOm judgments seemed ambiguOus

e.

potential readers

.263

266
"279

284'
297

299
301
303
30

\\
\'

306.
308

writing in individual and

Summary

s

viii

309

309
310
318
318
320
320
321
326-

329
330
344
345
347
350
351
351
353
356

362
363
364
366

),



.1'

%. Contents (Continued)

Chapter :Page

. /-

! STUDY IV: "NEW EVENT" STIMULUS 368
, . , ,

IntroductiA ,-
'N

68

\ ,.. Metho 370

Resurts 372

, *Stilulus Activity: The Race as .Topic %

(.., 374

372

A
,

Audience Awareness
Decontextualization Through Information

Structuring ,382

Setting_pnd CentralrActivity 383

.Story Grammar; as a Measure of Structure 385
* N Children'6 "Written" Stories as Incomplete

.c*
,

, or Contextualized-Structures
4

e 91

Internal Provi*on foi-Recontextualization
Text, Context, Decontextualizati6n4 7----
Recontextualization '

398

--T Reference 4 4.00

Completeness'of Context 405

Getting' to Written Form: Stor telling and

'Dictation ___
412

Written form . 416

Children's'Usesoi Writing Systems -416

Segmentation 423

Adults' as Aids 435

Reading From Conven4onal andDeveloping Writing
Systems *

/

/
. -\ ,

Conclusion '

STUDY V: GENE KNOWLEDGES ABOUT WRITTEN LANGUAGE

REPLICATED A TEACHER OBSE7ATIONS

introduction

%,spARTS

I -Study V,.General\Knowledges About Written Lehguage

c Writing InteRiew
Questions
What Do. the DataAook Like?
Space Use
Writing and Writing Systems
Results of Request to Write Like Grown-Ups
Results of Knowing and Learning Questions

Reading Interview
Re-reading Request,
Metacognitive QuestIons About Reading

Favorite Storybooks
'Book Parts .

Advice About Kindergartenfor a Younger Child

ix,

445
452

454

456

457
457.
470

. 471.

7.;:474

480

480
:480
485

`496-

499



es

Chapter_

Parts

TI

Contents (Contin`ued)

.

The.Teaccier grAdult Linguistic afid'Social Model
(co-authored by 'Susan Anderson)
introduction .

Method - .
Desdription of the Data Base

Context
The Classroom as Setting

The Observational Strategy s

Form
'`. Timing

The_Data Base`'
Research Stance .

°Firdings: Preliminary Analysis frOm'Narrative

Observapions
. .

Findings: Ndrrative Observations

011iassropm'klanagement-
Language-Oriented Behaviors
Planned Activities.

1S ary
-.Findings: Audiotsped.and Videotaped Ses4Ons

Audioiaped Day.(Teiiing Time, Art Proj "ect,

Storytime, Summary)
Videotaped Day (spme activities)

Findings: Teacher Interview ,

Findings: Language Use Across the Year

Limitations"
Summary
References

and Classroom

P.

502

502
_ 507

,507

,50,7

508
-508

509.

5LO-
510'

,513,

514-

515.
'517

523 .

524
524'

.524

.530'
534
542
552
'553

155,

10 'STUDIES VI AND VII: ,WRITING AND READING AFTER ENTRY

- INTO FORMAL INSTRUCTION' , % .,

4'

Introduction
-,

.
Study VI. . .

..
,

--.,

Results by Group: Reading From Four Text -Types

_ High emergent readers
,

Moderate emergent readers .

Low emergent readers \
'-,-

,,

.

Distinctions 3etween Oral and Written Language

S torYtelling.and Dictation
Cohesive Use of Reference

Study VII .
'Shift in Terminology and Analysis Techniques

Results
Writing. ..,

j. e

--

558.

558 ,

560
_561'
.561

;564
568.

.. 576

576
577
579
580
581'

'581

x



Contents (Continued)

Chapter--
.

10 (Continued)

Expanded Options in Writing 585

Judging Read -ing As It Becomes More Conventional 589

Reading aStorybook,and Basal Reader Tale. 590

Measures of Emergent.Literac and Readiness Tests 593

Conclusions After TWo Years, 596

'Page

IReferences

..^

t

t )

r

600



Table

1 Emergent Reading Ability Judgments for
Favorite Storybooks-

Tables.-

.Book Parts Knowledge Inventory,,

Page

165

1'82 ----

3 Adapted Story Structure Scores 389

Percentage of Structures Produced by Kindlrgarteners 390

4

Means and Sta5tdard Deviations of En4dophoric Reference
by Children-Differing in Emerge:t Reading Ability 404

6 Mean Number of Words Per Second ii Telling and Dictating

Modes 415

7 Emergent Reading Ability Judgments for Didtated and

-Handwritten Stories:of Children of Differing Abilities

Across Composition Modes and Trials 448

8 Mean Epergent Reading Ability Judgments for Dictated

and Handwritten StoriesA 4 Groups by'q is 449

1

9 Emergent Reading Ability Judgments for Handwritten
and Dictated Stories

10 Frequencies of Children's Emergent Reading pategories
for Favorite Storybooks: Beginning and End,

of Kindergarten Year

451

493

11 Book Parts Knowledge Inventory II, 497

12 Rank Order Correlations Between Measures of Emergent

Literacy and Reading.Readiness 593

xii



Figures

Figure

.1 .Mayes & Flower, \Structure of the Writing Model"
of Literate Adult

2 Classroom Map

Diagram of Research Design and Schedule:
BBDKAWL Project

4 Conversation Interview Set-up

Writing Samples

Jodie's "Text"

7 Possible Versions pf Task Paradigm

N, 8 Andrbat.s Stcfry Vetsions

9 Noreen's Story Versions

.10 Andrea: Conversatiolt Storytellingand

t Dictation

39

88

108

116

139

/54

249

253-255

262

264

11 ,Andrea: Scribe's Copy of Dictation; Re- reading
Without Pointing; Re-reading'With Pointing 278

12 Chad: Re-reading From Dictation Iiith Pointing .
281,

13 Douglas: Re-reading From Dictation With Pointing. 283 ,--

14 Douglas: Assisted Re-reading From Dictation 285-286

-15 Andrea: Writing; Re- reading of°Writing Without
Pointing; Re-reading With Pointing gg-

1

16, Written Stories, Make-Believe, of Nine'Case Study
Children /

17 Chad: Re-reading From Writing

18' Comparison of Cohesive and Non-Cohesive Reference
Used by YoUng Children in Composing Stories

.15

288

.291-293

302'

,406



Figure

Figures, J

Page

19 Use of Anaphora (Immediate.md 1.diatATies) by
Young Children at Three Levels Eettgent

Reading .Ability While Composing Stories

'Completeness of Context SOres by
Across Trials'.-

ng Children

407

410

21 Comparipon of Mean Completeness of Context Scores
or ,Kindergarteners. and. Second. Graders Using.

"New Event" Stimulus Conditions '411

22 Mean'Emergent Reading Ability'Judgments for Dictated

-'--%!"- --and Handwritten Stories Mode by Trials r 449

23 Writing Samples. II . 459/

24 Categories of Emergent' Readingof Favorite Stotybooks 495a
,

.

25 -Written Stories of _Nine Case Study Children at End of

First Grade
J

582-584
s-,

0

xiv

1 6

S.



AAppendfdes,

Xppendix A: 'Chad: Writing Interview.'

Appendi

Appendix

Emergent Reading Ability. Judgments for Fayorite

'Storybooks
a-u

: Daniel R: Re-enlictment of'My Cat Likes to Hide

in Boxes

624

62$

'Appendix D: Holistic rankings fro Study I:(General'Knowledges

// About Writtea Language).-With Analysis

Appendix E: Children Eligible for Case Study

Appendix F:

Appendix G:

Appendix H:

Appendix

Examiners ManUal, StUdy II

Examples of Children's Use of Reference

Completeness of CdEtext Scoring -System

I: Emergent Reading Ability Judgments for Dictated

and Handwritten Stories, Revised

Appendix,. J: Examples of Children's-Emergent Reading Abilities

for Favorite Storybooks

3

XV

63'3

645

659

661

662
r

663



4
ti 4- Chanter One

Introduction to BRDKAWI*
&OA

cr
,

'-eik.Lesson in Percepricin,

J

SC
d

In 1980 Glenda L. :Bissex.published a book titled GNYS AT WRK;

,taking her title frdm a sign her st;(n Paul had posted above the

workbepch in Paul waS'a little over five and a-half at

the time-and had stattedwriting early in his. fifth year u g a\_

system Charle Read (1970, 975) and Card]. Otiomsky. (1971) c,Tl

"invented spell`ig."(11 At five Paul's "writing" was advanced'enough to
,

4
be decipheredby an adult wh.o.knew that children write using huch a

system. Paul's entire message was DO NAT_ DSTRB GNYS AT WRK. Bissex

describes Paul's writing at that time as haVing a'theadf

independence, and perhaps or territory:
. .

DO.NAT KM. IN.ANE.MOt.JST.LETL.KES

(Do not.come in anymore. Just little kids.) :(p. 23)

Ih 1979 I began a research:prdject called "Beginning Readers'

DevelOping Knowledges About Written Language."/ This project. became

BRDKAWL, for short, on examiners' manuals, protocols, clipboards, tape

recorders, file folders, and the like.!, I always had trouble

,remembering the initials but it was easier to run through the name to

get the initials thah to write out the who,le title. App roximately a

1

year later a friend asked me how I,choseBRDWL asie title7what

child had invented it'? What was its signii icence?

6



4

That, dear reader, was the first time I had tried to ptonounce

?/-

BRDKAWL, whiCh wes, fOr me just a set of initials, 'For my friend to,

whoth I hadbeen explaining young children's writing attempts, was a

child'a:word'and easily'"do.cp-de-able When I began to-view the, -.

letters through my frlentOs perceptive eyes, I quit-having tsay the

title, "Beginning Readers'\ Developing Knowledgeg About'Writen

Language," whenever forg i the order of the letters in the

"abbreviation" BRDKAWL.,

This ig a in perception. Had a five-year-old or six--

,

year-old writ,t-RDKAI-TL piece pf paper,'Vd have easily read it,

/ -...

fudge it to be high level invented
... ..

,,chid ab u\ the rest of the story that went along with theist word,

ening, and probably :asked the

BRDKAWL. Maybe I'd have used the'prompt of Miriam Kenddll;' the

kinderg#rten teacher whom you will meet in Chapter Three of, this'

/

report: "Corey; what a intriguing start! What about BRDKAWL? Don't

leave me hanging! Let me,know the'"i-esi!",

In contrastto my friend Iliad made .the 'perceptuardecisioil that

the "word" BRDKAWL wasn't a "word," because I hadn't intended it.as.

, .

one. In the hypothetical' case of my thinking"that it was

2
w itten by a

child, I Would have made the decision that the letters were to be
S.>

sounded out in order, maybe filled in with a few that children

assimilate to gurrouniing letters, and'then Onve ted to alphabetic

equivalents via the system which Read (1970;'1975) described in his-

0

research."'

Of course, neither interpretation should stand withoutwcheing

)

19
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to learn the intentions_ of the composer. The interpreter,'or reader,

needs a model that includes both aliimself or herSelf and the composer;
1

or, writer, in ordair to deal with the ambiguity of BRDKAWL (or of any

piece Of writing). BRDKAWL or GNYS.:AT WRK.or.CAT, or DOG -must be .

...

e ta.
perceivedj.not just received.

: 1 . .

I"!°3"
.

.
This final report to the N.Rtional Ins.A.tute f Badcation is about

perceptions, those-ofluits looking at and listening to chilken; and

of the.children themselves; it is about thetheories'that guide those

4 perceptions. In particular, it is about the early developMent of

literacy.:

Curiosity

The report is about curiosity - -my own curiosity to investigate

. 0

for myself:how;Ohildren become able to-read. and write. 'I 4es curious
.1,

about the big picture, dot just about spelling or handwriting or

reading words or learning letter names. I wanted. to study the child

1

as readerand writer simultanTusly sothat I could explore the

child's model of the reader/writer relationship. Within this

undertaking I wanted to see if--or how--the oral language /Written

language. distinctions we think exist are perceived by the'child,as

s/li-e--advances in literacy knowledge. Finally', I was curious abou

learning by human beings in general, and literacy development i an

important and broad area of human learning.

.Thd Bg8is of the Curiosity

When arles'Read and Carol Chomsky began to study children's/

early before instruction, uSing invented spellings, they were,

3



uncovering phenomeria that were.not percepibke to most of us; we
A

didn't know that the phenomena of different kinds of rule-ba'sed

spellings or phonetical categories existed in young children's.

behaViors. Years earlier, Gertrude Hildreth(1936).had-discovered

that young children who were blought to her office for mental

:examinations ould scribbTh farms that looked tike their names and

that as the'childrenincreased.in age; without_inatruction,
.1)1

.children'au-signatUtes" became moreand-more like,theYprintee or.

..-adult-written name. When-Hildreth noted th,5t these attempts showed,

abstraction of principles of wr nrrather than' imitation, she was \

uncovering a -phenomenon thatmost of us wdci d 't have perceived.-

j .

Similarly, when Marie Clay.(1967; 1912) began Studying how Children

,,match finger, voice, and print in
r
attemptingito read she was opening

new areas to our perception. of 'children's literacy development. This

.

report is. based upon research-motivated by curiosity about an area

that is just now beginning to be perceived.. Thus the curiosity is4

A /

based upon a changing, or emerging; data base about literacy in young

children..

Though it is true that there is a surge:of research in early'

literacy development currently, due in part to advances in linguistics

and psychology, Hildreth's 1936 statement aboUt early writing

continues to ilesCribe the current state of knowledge about early

iteracy in all its f6rTs:

The concept of writing as a., developmental protess in

peeschool ade children is comparatively new. (p. 291)

4'.



The Cause of the Curiosity

There'.seems to,be,a-poiq, attpleast for some children, at which

the child hasan "a -ha" or a discovery ;about reading or writing. I

wanted tO.f_investigate the point at which a child discovers that s/he

can read. (I'-ll e*plain later-why "the poineat.which4'a.child

discovers that she _can' write" deemed, to pose' a different.question'.)

In describing the BRDKAWL-project in research proposals like the':

one funded by NIB, I edited "the point at which a child_ discovers -That

...,.-

s /he. can r_ ead" to a'more-prosaically-worded'descriptiOn: "the

.'. .
.

transition Irom pre-reading to reading." In spite of the wording, my

e

curiosity ltuas 'still abOut how it is that a child changes from not`\

, . .

.

thinking that s/heis a.reader.to th ihking that s/he is a reader, and

in particular thattpoint at which I asan'ach4lt would agree that the
.

child is reading froin print. -Involved in the question was the child

grbwing_awareness of himself/herself as a writer.

When is':a.Child Reading?

It's prbbably true that people are "readihg" whenever they put an

interpretation on something. We'say that we read peoples! facial

expressiods or body language. We say,that a parent reads the meaning
.

of a baby's cry. We may even say that a 12 td- 18 month old child is

reading when s /he babbles to a book, using a stream ?f sounds with an

intonation curve that sounds like reading. We say that a three. year

old is reading when s/he sits down and recites a stc?ry to the book

held upside down and/or backward. All of these behaviors are
4,

legitbaately "reading" and may have impbrtant relationships to

5
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learning to. read in the More conventional sense.

Rather than explore these relatiOnships, we tend to ignore many

su

of these kinds of behaviors whenwe do research RE plan instruction in

reading'. We have a more specialized definition, perhapS tagged

"really reading,".that means that the.child is reading "from print."

.
.

pat.definition is also probably guided-by adult perceptions,without:

comparison with informattOn from the child's perceptions.-
. N -

When we switch into our formal "real reading" definitional,'

format, we tend to label a.child using terMslike "pre-reading,"
.

"not reading.yet,m.or "in readiness," or a "beginning reader," or

"reading." Teachers have such categories and so do parents,.

particularly When they think of their child.in relation to school.

.

Researchers, too, have.such categories and"sametimes teserve.certain

4- .

/
-

.

;--:-

.._

kinds of research until children are reading at a certain level of

proficiency.° Some kinds of knoWledge, particglarly, "comprehirSion,"

.f
4

aren't investigated until they can. be measured by existing instruments

based upon the. assuMRpion that there is.a sharp'dichotomy between
. .

"readineHand "hot reading."

' I will reserve discussion of the consequenes.of t ese

definitions for instruclion-and research until later t,.for now;-. it

is sufficient to know that these differences exist and that a newer.

.

point of view in- resear(Th_is repree'aied in this project, a viewpOint

1
that takes-heyearly reading-like and writing-like behaviors of young

.children tobe part of, the reading and writing process, able to be

describedand measured and relate to later developments in literacy,

/

4



The BOundary: Important but Misinterpreted

When I switched to the wording "the transition from pre- eading
:""

to reading," I did it partly to communicate with people Who did pot

yet. perceive the early reading-like and writing-like behaviors to
_ .

exist nor'tb be an important Part of liteOcy., I also did, it because
`-

1t is necessary $o accept that a ,significant ghange_takes place when a'!

child. recognizes the functions. and understands the forms of written.:

\language. As.researchers note children's abilities rather than their

deficiencies, is easy to lose touch with the importance of the.

change that' takes place when childrenbegin to read from ptint. I

have begun to call "the. transition -into reading," or- .real reading,"

or "beginning reading" by bthe term

that an important change has taken

self-regulated reading, from print (A la Clay, 1972, 1979, br Holdaiw,

1979) or simply' reading from rint. For now, I. will stick with

1nindependerreading,." by;wh h I mean that a child is able to call

"independent reading," to signal

place., Alternate terms might be

upon various aspects of.knOwledges about written language flexibly.and

with self-regulation n,order to interpret intended meanings from

orthography with satisfaction. I call the earlier.reading and writing

behavior; "emergent reading" and "emergent writing.'

When Does the Child Think c/he is' Reading?

During the BPDKAWL research Ile learned

p

hat children will say

they are reading at Many. different times w en'anadult might disagree;
r

that a. child will deny ehat s/he can.rel for reasons that are

/

_surprising; that children will tell or show what they mean by reading;

7
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0
and that there are ways in which the adult and child perceptions can

be reconciled. These statements and petfotmances by children are

impOrtant clues td broaden and sharpen our perceptions of'early

literacy. Here. are some examples of hildrep's claims about their own

So

reading:

0

dy

O

Boy (from Sulzhy 1981c, page 80)s

If I were in first grade it would be

a little\incher, like a. friend of mina

.is. You already--I know-flow I learned .

to tead. First I just have to listen

$
to people read. Then [If can remember it

and then [I] can read it.

Girl (Study I)

Well (pause) I was (pause) all we did
:

was sound out the letters and ,make them

sound (pause)`all together, read it .

'faster and faster until I Could read.

Girl (StUdy 1)"

Umm, because-when my mother reads me

los stories I learn how to read. I can even,
.

like, I -remember one of the books--I have-
.

one of--one of the books at home I know how
. t.

to,read and I can read it. I can read most



the pages withPut eveu having the\bookyith

me. .

. When is .A Child Writing?
\ I

In the'examples frA research that have been alluded' to above,'
.

there.seems'to.be evidence that young children write as mell' as read

beforesch4b1, instruction begins% Bissex's son Paul."discoverede! how

to write and did it various hypOthesis-guidedways before he, settled "'

into conve4tlonalorthography; so did. the children in Read's research!.

In stUdies that have included leas advantaged. children at various

points of prOficiency, researchers (Clay, 1975; Ferreiro & Tebornsky,

1979 and in press; Henderson & Beers,'1986),have'begun to open the
4

world of. early writing'to us. Clay's (1975) bookwas titled; "What

vdid I'write ?" a statement that indicates part of xchild's conception

of how writing works that is different from that of literate adults,

-

but understandable to us-if we are willing to explore the child's

point-of-view.

'Is_There al.Boundary between "Pre-writing and Writing"?

Thanks tb neglect, the boundary .between pre - writing and writing

does not seem to be as clear nor as severe as the boUndary between

pre - reading and reading. Both children and adults can make a boundary

between different points in writing -developmen , just is they can with

reading.. It seemsto me that the boundary is-more dichotomized in

reading than it is in writing; this may be partly because reading has.

been.given more attention both in instruction and in research =;

9

it();I.. 0



Children start first grade and the expectation is that they will learn

..to .read .and that they mill hav"e'careful instruction in, reading,

usually involving special books and special groups. Children have

fewer expectation put upon them about writing and writing' is defined -

various

;

ways.. .For example, young children are often .taught as if

"writing"_meanshandwriting or letter formation.Another part of

writing,--u.aually not "introduced".un'til late in first grade or maybe.

even second grade is.."sp91.1ing." Composition or writing meaningful

discourseis delayed even later, and, in general, stinted in most

school programs (Graves, ).

.. _- :,..Ne'are fortunate enough to see,a blossoming of attention to

writing research. Previously, however, research in writing by young

.children tended to focus upon the mechanical aspects of letter

formation and spelling, just as instruction did. When researchers

like Hildreth--(1936) described these very early behaviors, their

writings had limited audiences, perhaps because the time was not ripe

forunderstanding-the phenomena.

Ls' rhere a.Better Chance for Changed Perceptions 'Now?

Perception, according to Gibson '& Levin (1975, page 13), is the

-"pi.ocess of extracting infOrkation from stimulion emanating from ti

objects, places, and events in the world around us." As.extraction,

they suggest, perception is dependerit upon the prior knowledge and tI

needs of the individual perceiver, but it is also dependent upon the

Presence of a sufficient data base from which to select and

differentiate features or patterns.

10
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In order for people to recognize that GNYS might be genius, there

needs to be enough other examples of children spelling words with

'certain salient letters for the hypothesis to get some testing. Most

of us with'one or two young children (at a given age) tend not to have

a "critical mass" for pattern recognition of early. literacy phenomena.

Regearchers-an early literacy are currently amassink such a data

base. Once one become's attentive to some of a group ofrelated

phenomena s/he is more likely to notice others. Once the pattern is

/
recognized, ignoring the pattern seems almost impossible until new

perceptions lead to new perceptions. This project is aimed at

increasing our data base in. literacy behaviors of young children.

'.The Writer/Reader Relationship
o.-.

With the growth of world-wide interest and research in early

literacy, involving people with backgrounds in education, linguistics,

psychology, anthropology, sociology, and on and on, a data base is

emerging that'. will enable more people to pay attention to' the

significance of early literacy behaviors. This research reported' in'

this document was intended to add to that data base by following a

group of children closely.4-ttirugh cheir, kindergarten year withbut

formal instruction and into their first grade year with formal

instruction. This part of the data base emphasizes the reader/writer

relationship, looking at how these children began to read from their

own compoS-itions. The children are e.samined as readers and as

writers, but primarily as human lapTners. In the chapters that

follow, I will provide details from a rich data base about.individual



children, gathered from within a framework intended to display the

child's developing dodel of the author/reader relationship. Chapter

Two explores the theoretical base and'related research.

Methodological Stance

The 1980:-82 BRDKAWL project is a hybrid between what 1.1.ba (1978)

calls naturalistic inquiry and conventional inquiry. The techniques

used are case study and ethno7:--aphic; however, many of the case study

data were gathered using a structure taken. from a previous year

large sample interview and experiment. The structure of the entire

project is based upon theoretical concerns outlined in Chapter Two--in

some cases, hypotheses can be tested; incsome cases, the data will

generate hypotheses. In a naturalistic vein, the various

methodologies were designed to overlap and converge on the same

question in many ways. The stance taken by the researchers is

personal and the relationship ,between the researcher and the child is

taken as data along with such traditional items as writing samples or

, responses to interviews. Each study is .described separately, along

with specific details about methodology and analysis.

The project is also developmental. The age range of thechildre

is appropriate to literacy development. Within the age range,

however, target children who differ in emergent literacy were selecte

for case study, then tasks were structured to vary in their demands"

upon the chid's developing knowledges'and abilities in reading and

writing. The project is also developmental in that we explore the

child's model of literacy rather than simply inventorying the amount

12
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, or kinds of knowledge the child gains.

The project focuses upon children's reading from their own

compositions. We looked for a 4eracy behavior that we could examine

at its primary onset. For live-year-olds in mainstream western

literate societies, writing and reading one's own composition is a

task that challenges mosj'of the children but is within reach. For a

.few children it seems so difficult that they can only .perform it
N .

through interaction with a supportive adult; for a few; it is pretty

easy.. Other tasks, like storybook reading attempts, haVe been,going

on with some of these children since infanc- ad many can maintain an

independent re-enactment at two or three years (Doake, 1982; Sulzby

Otto, in press)'.

Reading from one's own composition is appropriate ta:the -age

.range and it alrows the writer/reader relationship to,be' explored..

Five-year-olds have an increased awareness of their own thaug4t

processes and are able to discuss themfairly well. Thus five-tr7 six

years was our age range and reading-stories' that one wrote oneself was

the primary task.

Organization of ThisReport
.$

Chapter Three gives the details of the design based upon the

theoretical framework developed in Chapter Two.' Since the research is

naturalistic, the style is .descriptive. The range of the'project

v.
prohibits easy reduction; furthermore, reduction is not appropriate

for display of a, data base fOrrlatively new- phenomena. Therefore, I

have elected to begin the report in great detail, then to summarize

13
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the studies as the reader begins to understand thecomparisons th4

are being made. The report concludes with' a report on dissemination,

in which papers.coming-from the project are described. Those- papers

give more traditional kinds. of information in more-condensed fashion.

This report can be considered to be the story of a year that four

1

researchers spent in a kindergarten classroom with 24 young children

and their teacher, Miriam Kendall (a fictitious name). Case study

information from. nine of those children. is. woven into .the description

of the individUal studies that togethevraada up the project. Those

nine children were followed into. first grade fortwo studies that-
,

evaluate.their wogress in reading.

14



hapter Two

The Emergend -of Independent Reading:

A Theoretical Perspective on the Trans tion

Introduction

This chapter explains the theoretical foundation for the 198.0782

version of BRDKAWL, "Beginning Readers' Developing KnOwledges About

Written Language." The discussion is broken into five topics. The

first topic, "Why Knowledges About Written Language?" argues that

children in literate societies have the, opportunity for learning about

written language in child-appropriate ways as early as infancy but

that it is ill-advised to assume in advance that children's knowledgd

about written. is organized like that of a hypothetical

literate adult, Developmentally children organize the written

language input differently than adults do,.just as they organize oral

language input differently; and, across faMilies and broader social

groups., children's actual-opportunities,with written language vary.

The next two topics, "Oral Language/Written Language Differences"

and "The-Author/Reader Relationship," concern what needs to be learned

about written language that seems to. be crucial in order for a reader

to understand an author's intended meanings to the reader's

satisfaction or for a writer to encode intended meanings so that a

reader may have a reasonable c`nanove of satisfactory understanding.

15



°them. words, these aections,address how people
A

in Qoarrast with how they operate in oral language contexts, like

n to read and write.

those in conversations.

The final two sections ,are addressed more speaUcally to the

t..isskie of how children become independent readers. Part four,

"EmeSetlt Reading and Writing," presents a detailed discUssion of the

definition of reading and beginning

relavionship of_Writing to ieading,

become organized into more

reading used in this project, the

and how knowledges about written
6

recognizable aspects of reading as

reae,na nears' independence. Finally, it concludes by contrasting

three Models. of. reading, bottom-upmodels, top-down models, and

interactive models, suggesting that interactive models best account`

for. flot just proficient reading but also early reading. The final

seQt1.0, "Supports and. Constraints of Text/Types fdr the EindSgent

Reader," considers the opportunities that four differenttext-types

(base" reader stories; storybooks; children's dictations; and

. .

children's handwritten compositions) afford the young child in the

coneGrUction of a model of the. reading process. The section concludes.

with a preview of the topical design of BRDKAWL 1980-82.

.1111yplowleggsAboui Written Lang

When babies, are first born we assume that they use neither oral

not written language. Yet they have7the capacity to communicate' and

to ifiterpret communication from others. This capability is

16
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capitalized upon and shaped through interaction with other people,

particularly with responsive parehts..

We have become well aware that oral language surrounds even tiny

babies. Along with cooing and clucking and the other weird

IL-.

vocalizations that many paients produce in the presenCe of tiny

infants, parents talk to their babies. They also act as if the child
C ,

1.4, talking back. Long before the child utiers'thil first recognizable

"word," parents act as if children are conversat 'al partners. Both

,.partner, adult and child, are responsible for maintaining

communication. The child goes to sleep and, the parent quits

vocalizing. The parent quits vocalizing to the child and turns to

another adult and the child may lustily call' attention back to

herself. This form of mutual speech- making and speech-attending,

pacingaof interchanges, and interpersonal bonding seems to be

.essential to oral language and is perhaps the form of non-linguistic

'communication as well..

We treat the *child more fully as a language user, howeVer, when

"words" appear. Then parents chart thea child'the, child's first words in the

"baby book",and linguists (Bloom, 1970; Brown,.1973) attemptto write,:

grammars of child language. From diary desCriptions through formal__

syntactic analysis back to semantic and pragmatic analyses, the study

- Of infant language has had to consider the context of language (even 1

if deciding to exclude it as "faulty- and degraded") that. surroundg the

child as well as what the child produces in that context.

That is, up to a point. A large category of.language has been

f
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largely overlooked in the study of,child language. We tend to be far

.

less aware of the written language that surrounds even tiny infants

and of the early-impact_of_written language and written language-like

forms and functions upon the child's developing language abilities., A

h

9)

recent paper by Snow_(1 82) considersthiscontex__I t.as extremely

... .
.

. -
important but uses the terms "language" and "literacy" as contrastive.

Printed fOrms.of language are fairly easily recqgnizable as

written, language. Storybooks are Used-tor interaction betWeen parents

and children.' Embroidered ABC samplers may hang on the wall.above a

child's crib and as he is tucked in mama may touch "A" and 'say,

"What's that, Ryan? A. * an you say A? Good oy!" all to ,the

accompaniment of a drool and from the tiny. baby. A teeshirt or

jumper may have the child's name, RYAN2-printed.on it. and again. mama

-or daddy may point_and say the isolated name, deliberately, first

looking at 'the end'of the indicating f,ihger, then at the child.

4 y.

Cerealrdishes'say "Snoopyg or."BigBird." Babies soon develop enough

motor skill to knock mama's arm While she, is writingHthe grocery" list

and make-her cry out as pen marks scrawl across the:organized page.

Soon the 'little one is'grabbing pencilS, crayons, jelly, and making'

marics of his or her. own and, 'by two or three, -may ask or be asked to

"write a note" to grandma ontabirthday-card,

t Parents seem to try to,do.two things: to show the child'(1) the

significance of the print. and (2) how. to act in the presence of print.

The print On the teeshirt bays, "Ryan," and you look'at it and say.it.

Oral forms that convey notions about written ldnguage are a bir

35



more elusive to perceive and also to interpret. I speculate that -many
.y%

more written language forms and functions will be lound in oral forms

between parents and children as we begin to study early literacy in

more detail. Here are-some instances I think are significant.

We:recite nursery rhymes, do pattycake, and use other forms of

repetitive, ritualistic;predictable, deliberate speech,: often

accompanied bi. physicakgestures which may theMselves contain

.
, /

repetitive, predictable rhythms. While these forms may come from oral

/

traditions that depend upon the face-to-face interaction
/
Of two

persons, they are designed tobe paSsed down across time// in memorable
..

.

,/

'ways just as, centuries ago, formulaic passages were passed in formal
.

,

(

or everP priestly oral traditions that preceeded and led to written

texts. Ace 'analogies like this from h cal/cultual backgrounds

of language forms useful in looking at children and.Current forms of

'literacy? Perhaps they ar ; they are not. , =They do seem to

touch upon some language processes that are similar to those used in
/

literacy (deliberat& spacing/pacing 'of wording which will enable_

wording to match:with spaced, printed forms; treatment of speech

entities as enduring, retrievable, and memorable). One area of.

fruitful research in emergent literacy is the role-of memory for

privileged pieces of speech that function as. texts.

Another kind of oral language that may contain written language

forms and functions. is the oral monologue, such as the evening
c

newscast or the.narrator's description of wlet's going on in an .

episode of "The Rocky and Bullwinkle Show" on Saturday TV. These

19



"speeches" are bon-interactive and conveY.lots of informatibn. The

information is given4in a highly specified form; "decontextualized,"

to. use Olson's (1977) term, so that the listener does not have to ask

questions (often),nor call upon previous acquaintance with the speaker

and the incident being disctLseL Dan Rather, the newscaster, could

deliver these words orally just as appropriately as they ma, 'wear in

the morning newspaper:

Two powerful bombs explod&l minutes apart at the Air

1

France and Lufthansa German.Airlines offices Sunday

night, shattering windows and damaging furniture,

police officials said. There were no injuries.

In fact,, much speech that children hear on television or in film

originates from written scriptso. These scripts, like other written

stories Or accopts, have been -.translated from contextualized inner

speech of the composer into a decontextualized written form that
Ns

enables the listener/reader to recontextualize the information in a

-new, mental world (cf. Flower, 1979; Tierney, LaZansky, Raphael., &

Cohen, in press). That seems like a complex description for'whAt goeg

on when children hear the cartoons or a newscast, yet the ability, to

attend to (and create oral monologues) and, particularly,

decontextualized oral monologues teems to be related to reading and ,

writing acquisition. Children who deirelop this ability,throughoral

input are developing knowledges about written language just as

importantly-as when they learn to recite "A" to the written graph A or

to the picture of.an apple on a drugstore workbook page.

20



We need better descriptions,of the forms of written language

learning that children contact in their homes,and with their families.

eTvo primising branches of,related research are underway. One branch

is attempting to inventory events of literacy that occur in ttl, homes

of young children. What chances.do children have to interact with

written language? Taylor (1981) and Anderson, Te'ale,,and Estrada

6
(1980; in progress) have conducted extensive ethnographic and

naturalistic observations in the homes of earican chi dren to see how

',

literacy occurs. Taylor sent three yea s doing ethnogr phic

defdeription of six middle class families and.the Anderson et __al

project was conducted in the homes of lower nccme Anglo, Chicano,. and

olnck children over a similar period of time. Heath (1982b, 1982c)

spent live years studying. two communities of working class people in

the_ Piedmont area of the United States. While her research was not.

limited to literacy in the familie;-1, she studied it extensively both

.

within the family and the Ilraade- --mmnity cultures. These studies

together address the issues of 0) hat literacy looks like in the

home and (2) what messages about literacy are convened within the

family culture.

The second branch of family literacy research focuses more upon

discrete literacy "teaching events" that occur in the home and what

these events teach about the forms and functions of literacy. Heath

addresOed this topic in her research, suggesting that the 'relationship

between oral and written-languagevis not the .same across cu ures but

that the relationship differs according to the cultureof which. a

1
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child's home is a part. ,-.She alSo found divergent conceptions of

literady in the homes of children from two some cultural groups and in _

the schools which they later attended which could be described as

having mainstream expectations.. These differences she found in the

'homes extended to thetkinds pf questions that can legitimately be

asked by a teacher and answered by a*child, both about general topics

and about . literacy in particular. The differences also included how

the child was allowed to interact with books and other written

documents.

Bruner and Ninio (Ninio & Bruner; 1978; Ninio, 1980a, 1980b) have

studied storybook reading betc.feen infants and their mothers They

argue that the mother scaffolds or structures "how
146,

reading goes" by

acting As if the.child is a,full participant in the "reading," long

before the child is actually capable of participating.alone; then she

gradually.Shifts over more and more of the, burden. to the child as the

child become more capable bf performing independently. While th'e

storybook reading activity they describe is not as clearly distinct

from oral language as we expect "real reading" to be, it contains some

differences that are IMportant to.written language. The adUlt and

child turn from face-to7face interaction to interaction with shared.-

regard directed toward an external object.' Furthermore, that object,

contains a picture of yet another reality.' The mother acts as if the

--_.

reality must be.talked about,in special ways. This talk includes the

cozments. that can be made, who makes thipm, and what questions can be

asked about what topics.

22



Ninio (1:980a, 1980b),, like Heath, found. social class diffeiences

in how literacy is presented between .18raeli mothers and their babies.

"- 1 that mothers" scaffold the storybook reading differently,

.!,_.)c4ing, upon their social class. Scaffolding that clearly directed

-the e'llildren'a attention to the intended referent of, the mother's

speech included forms of questions that are more congruent with

mainstream'schooling and with written forms of discourse. This was'

the language form used by the middle class mothers.

Catherine Snow (1982) had studied events of scaffolding of
t/-1,1 f

mailer "pieces" of literacy in everyday events around the home, lik-

how a mother takes time out to show how plastic letters on a
Q

refrigerator can be arranged to spell the child's name. She describe

a major'part ofthe child's literacy learning during the early years

of life in a literate hpme as involving learning that printed language

can be, and increasingli, will be decontextualized. She claims,

"Clearly, the young child would prefer a world in which print.(and

language) -was contextualized, prediqable, and nonarb4itrary," in' which
0

print was part of an object iri the "proper name" sense.

(ispandropoulou and'Sinclair, 1975, argue that conceptually children

go through quite a bit of difficulty sorting out the arbitrary

relationship of word labels and refeents.) Snow argues that-the

distinction between contextualization and decontextualization is one

of the 'important features that creates difficulties for-some children

beginning to. read and to write.. It is decontextualizadon,:rather

than whether or not the message is conveyed through an oral or written

23. '
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delivery form, that she thinks is a crucial insight about literacy.

The research done in home literacy reveals how.littlewe

know about the nature of the child's very earliest.contacts"with

written language; about whether or not incidents that would seem to

Involve written language actually dO from the-child's vantage point;

,
.

. _

-about how incidents with written language forms get treated; and about

hoW these incidents Mild into a body of 'useable knowledge- in more

conventional literacy tasks like,readinga Dr. 'seuss book, writing a

1

warning note to' keep your workbench privat,%, or writing a request to

Dad to pick up some Reese!s Pieces at the <grocery store. .Does the

mother who points to-d picture book and says, "What does the cow say ?"

imply anything about written language to the,child? Does the

question, "What does this-%ay?" when the mother points to the child's

name in the book mean anything different than "What does the cow say ?"

When do these two oral speech events by the'mother begin to signify

something different about the source of the answer and about the

nature of the object (the book) beihg held and commented upon?

In the section on " rgentReading and Writing" I suggest that

children's knowledges.ere variable and that the models they are

constructing vary as well. They take the'variable input that they

lut

94-

receive- aboiteracy, along with the variable frameworks that they

are incorporating the new knowledge into, and continually reconstruct

their models. The goal of instruction is to held these models become

supportive of the literacy needs of the Individuil. ,Ne usually

interpret this to mean able to do school tasks and, ideally, try to

24
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makeschool tasks relevant to broader human needs, but that is a topic

outside the confines of this project, which only looks at the

interface with kindergarten area first grade.)

In the BRDKAWL project for 1980-82 we attempted to short-cut the

challenge of our lack of-knowledge about how literacy develops in the\

home by describing what knowledges children brought to school with

them from home. In the project title, "Beginning Readers' Developing 1

- Knowledges About Written Language," I use the plural term,

knowledges, rather,than knowledge. Rather than discuss written

language as if I understand its organization or as if it has only one

organization, I have chosen 66 use the term knowledges about written

language. The use of the term knowledges rather than knowledge

signifies three things (1) our lack ofunderstanding ofthe

organization of the child's knowledge of, written language; () the

variety of initial opportunities children have to learn about written

language, and (2) our lack of understanding of the organization.of_

written language alone and in relation to oral language.

In the section-that follows,, I will discuss some hypothesized

differences between oral and written language that guided the design

of the BRDKAWL project, with the caution to the reader that these are

hypothetical differences ,_e ipon partial knowledge. They are

idealized for discovery purposes but seem to fit the development of

children whc are successful in mainstream school tasks. In the

project itself, we test the model against the literac'y development of

children who differ widely in the knowledges about written language

9



that they bring to kindergarten. By using a model that assumes a set

of distinctions between oral and written language we can examine the

performances of children against our model.

Oral Language/Written Language Differences

I have argued in this chapter and elsewhere (Sulzby, 1981c) that

oral language and written language develop in-different relations to

one another dependOlg upon the child's literacy background. For the,

_children in the current study and in the 1979-80 study, written

language knowledges develop alongside oral language knotwledges, but

the two differ in some predictable ways. TI.t,fse'differences are

related to conventional ways that we use ten prose school-like

tasks and within Western mainstream literacy. ,These differe c s can

be desCriba-as.a movement toward understanding the nature of written

texts and how they differ from face-to-face oral dialogue.

Here I make use,oran idealized fOrm of essayist prose as

described by Olson (1976, 1977) and of an idealized adult

writer/reader against which I will compare the young child who is just

learning to read and write independently.

The BRDKAWL project for 1980-82 makes use of a sequence of tasks

;-

conceptualized to move from conversation to written composition. I

propose that children who understand, at some level of awareness, how

these forms differ will be enabled to deal with print more easily and

move toward independence N,.77t-h fewer false steps. S/he will have the

26
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basis for a more conscious awareness of how different aspects of

reading and writing relate and in attempting to read may make mor

fleiible and accurate predictions of what is written. S/he will

monitor the message being constructed in line with those,expstations

and will hav9 a standard of what constitutes an understandable

J message. In writing s/he will be able' to create more /

decontextuali;Ad, predictable prose for a reader's ease and pleasure.
9

/
/

Before Moving to the task structure let's consider some of the

things about oral and written language that children may need to

learn. These involve the mode of delivery,: the structure of the-

message, the means of reviewing information, and the specificity of

the message, including what gets encoded; Each of'these is

intertwined with the other and I.attempt to show same'of that

intertwining below.

First, we assume that the modes of delivery differ. Oral

language is_ given through the voice and that seems self-evident to a.

child as well as to an adult. However, we have just discussed that

written language forms are also delivered through the voice in forms

adults use and that children are .exposed to: like 'newscasts, films,"or

plays. For children, even storybooks are...delivered. through voice.

However, when written language is delivered through the mode of

the voice, within literate cultures; there are some conventions that

go along withthe oral delivery. Two that'are particularly important-

include the deContextualization of the message and the second involves

a particular prosody or combinations of pace and stress in delivery.
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These two elements are tied to the more typical mode of delivery of

written language: print.

In printed form, language becomes linear and segmented. Its form

of retrieval by the reader is different than the typicalform of

retrieval by a listener. The conventional or allowed ways of

interacting with printed language are different than those with oral

language and we often transfer those interactional patterns to written

language delivered orally. For example, when a speech is being

given, there are conventions against interrupting. There often are

specially allotted times for questioning; there are also expected

forms for dealing with memory connected witt such questioning, that

reflect written forms of discourse, in that a questioner may re-state

a speake's three points, then pose his/her question in its relation

to the speaker's points.. -Speakers/listeners often act as if they are

reading from a written text.

Thus delivery forms differ 1,co ventionally,.for oral and written

language, and, when conventions are_. broken, ..we tend-to-have-other:1-

conventions connected with those deviations., Yd'ung children have

opportunities tq note both the standard and the most common, deviations

quite early and to slim' -dr awareness of some of them fairly early.

For example, when young children are asked to "pretend-read" a

favorite storybook, they often use a reading intonation ur reading.

.prosOdy; in reciting a possible text to go with the pictures, they,

also learn to alter the wording of their speech to produce fairly

decontextualized forms (see Sulzby & Otto, in Press).
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Another way in which oral and written language differ was alluded

to in the oral speechmaking example above. Oral speech' is considered

tO be'a tranSient'form and printed speech is considered permanent in

that it can be reviewed, visually, from beginning to end. Oral forms

of language are face -to -face and listeners can interrupt the speaker

and ask for a repetition or clarification. In conversation, the most.

NN,
v_interactive form of oral language, there are conentions that.govern-

Whether_a_conyersation is maintained, ceases, or disintegrates. A

child must learn to maintain 'Conversation, where the speech burden is

shared, and to maintain autonomous language forms, like-those in

written language. The child also needs to learn that forms

appropriate to one will not be appropriate to the other unless

reframed. In storybook reading attempts, very young children will

often create "voices" for two. Characters as if two people were

carrying on a conversation. As.tey become more mature they insert

dialogue carriers and narrative exposition to help the listener follow

the story. ,They give more "words" to explain the shift of speakers,

nog longer expecting the_listener to follow the oral flow through the

pretend "voices".,alone. Thus features of written language gets

inserted, become redundant with, and eventually replace the direct

vocal imitation of two-voice conversation.

Oral and written language differ in terms of what gets encoded

and how it getS 4ncoded. Some things that are-said-either do not .get

written or; if they get written, they must e changed. When .a speaker

is talking it is perfectly all right to in ert.um's and uh's as

2.9



"filled pauses." Speakers,also include noises associated with the

physical mechanism of talking (swallows, squeaks of braces or

dentures polite or not-so-polite belches). These sounds are not

phonemic and are not attended' to as 'Ispeech." These items do not get

encoded in written language unless they are given some'special status

like being included in a description of one ofthe characters in a

novel. Stress is an important marker of the importance or

meaningfulness attached to a statement or a part of a statement ino

orl form; in writing, we typically re-writea sentence to highlight.

the stressed' portion or we use some sraphic convention like

underlining that can carry only part of the "message" of auditorily

received stress. Some young Children express confusion about whether

or not a scribe will <or should) encode "um" when they dictate

stories. Similarly; Graves (l980) has found that children use the

graphic display of writing to try to indicate intended stress, just as

some writers of children's books d ;

Each of these variations upon the idealized form may present a

beginner with additional puzzles about bow written language works:

a.
The child who is used to reading books with conventions like,

ot-i NO oi4, NO I
solimmoompom

in an illustration may treat text differently than a child who only

reads text with one size of print in which the wording alone must

convey focus or meaningful stress. We have observed that, while

pretendreading(a favorite storybook, some children demonstrate first

30
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that th'ey are cognizant of the print and their need-to use it by

asking about words in bold'orunusual print or print in signs .or or;

objects within the illustrations. Thus, early on, some kind of

focusing or meaningful highlighting of parts of a message can be

,attendeto that later will be'expanded through other alternative,

typically through within -text. structure".

..Other differences relate to the relationship between the

participants." The author/reader relationship has similarities and

differences from ,the '!conversational partners" relationship. The

child can ObserL from yhom a message is.toming in face-toface

interaction. As Olson '(1,977) puts it the authority of the sp,...er is

immediately perceivable and testable. In the written form, a young

child may not know who is sending the message or even have any not(on

that people write messages. For children in the mainstream literacy

culture, however, intermediate forms like dictation and invented

writing systems may have helped them realize that people write

from
messages. As they learn to control the process and separate more from

their message; they learn that messages can be re-worded or re- worked

for better communication. These undeistandings can come:from

conversations as well. Graves (1980, in press) has studied the

composing process of young children and noted the importance of"the

composing conference in which teachers and/or other children ask the

writer questions about what s/he needs to put into the printed

message in order for e reader (a non-present.audience)-to understand.

Naive conceptualizations of beginning reading treat reading as if.
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it is a decoding (through letter-sound relationship§) ftom print into'.

\\, .

oral form. For children with vast amounts of sophistidated knowledge:

about written language the "decoding" description might seem

reasonable; these children's "oral language" has become hybiidized

with written language. Heath's. description of middle class children

seems to imply that for them the process is closer to one of

word-by-word translation from one form to another; for her working

class children, hoWever, the written form and Oral form of language

differed widely.. The expectations of what is said in written form and

.
of who is allowed to say it and of what one is expected to.do in

-response to it were different for these_children.

While the decoding description might seem to work given the

closeness, in oral language/written language forms of a child's

language, we alsO know the child will not share the same knowledge

base as an author, unless that author is the child. One form of

introduding children to written language involves the use of

children's own language, through dictated accounts (Stauffer, 1970).

Let us consider tow the oral language /written. language distinctions

that the child makes might work with'such,a technique.

It is assumed that a child who realizes that-a dictation contains

his/her own words will'.,be more likely to call'upon memory for text.as

an aid to retrieve words "r to support predidtions involving letter-sound.

relationships. However, not all children who are asked to dictate

treat the scribe's a....dtjj.vties as at all related to their own speech.

Some children treat the dictat on request as an interrogation or
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conversation. The child who treats the dictating as an oral

conversation may not attend to.the words s /h= utters as a memorable.,

entity. S/he also may not be aware that s/he supposed to be

creating an autonomous text and maymake hie/her tatements contingent

upon .information given in a teacher's statements or directions.. The

child may then,expect.to find words in the written to t that are'not

there because the child'never uttered theth. Similarly,, child-may

insist that speech that seems to be an aside like, "That's all I can

think of," should be written by the scribe. Then, when atte pting.to

re7read the dictaeion, I-Hi-child may omit these words.. The child

whose oral_language has incorporated features of written languageand

/ whose expectations are governed by knowledges of written language is

more likely to.remember the composed text and use it in reading

attempts; this memory combined with other knowledges about howprint

works can be used to solve the puzzle of how reading work. Clay

\

(1972; 1979) describes the ways young children use the ability to

match a remembered or expected text with print while learning to read.

. -

In the.final part of-this chapter, I will discuss other text
. .

.

types.: In this section, I wi.11 move into the primary mode

distinctions conceptualizedto accoMpany learning to read. from one's

own compositions and how they differ ifi the movement from face-to-face,

interactive dialogue to an autonomous written monologue that will

.

enable the re-created dialogue between .author and reader that goes on'.

in independent reading from print.

In BRDKAWL a six-task paradigm was designed to tap language mode .
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distinctions'by five-year-old children when attempting to read from

their own compositions. The paradigm includes .conversation;

storytelling; dictated composition; handwritten composition;

re-reading; and editing. In application the re-reaaing and editing

tasks were used with both the dictating and hiandwritten modes.

The modes Move from tasks which children can do-easily to thdse

which are difficult. The notion of independent versus dependent '

functioning is involved in a paradoxical format: most five-year-olds

cpn take patt in conversation independently even though conversation

requires a dependent relationship in that a partner is required. When

conversation goes well thete is a, mutual dependency between the

partners, Few five7year-olds read or write entirely independently and

when asked to tackle the task require adult assistance. Yet the.modes

of reading and writing require a removal from face-ta-face

interaction. They require independent functioning, injtheir mature'

..., , .44-,_ 1 -

form. A writer writes for a non-present audience; and a reader reads

the work of a non-present author.

In the BRDKAWL task paradigm, the examiner was available to,

furnish a child assistance for dependent functioning but the child

provided'the signals for what kind of assistance was needed.

Children's Moves to elicit assistance. were examined to see in What

, ways they modified the language m des. For instance, a child may

treat the examiner's directions ca ling for telling a story "from

beginning to end,". as a conversational bid br the child may...requite

questions from the examiner'to comply with the request. The child has.
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adapted the mode from storytelling to conversation or interrogation.

Jhus,the paradigm includes both the six modes as they were conceived:

'and the child's modifications of those modes. The next sections given

summaries of the podes as they were donceived, idealized from

mainstream Western literate culture.
.

Conversation. In conversation, inforMation is exchanged between

two speakers.. The speakers are also listeners and monitor the

communications of both participants. Garvey (1977) has shown that

very-young children can take account of a message from another chijd

and make comments and ask questions that are contingent upon the

speech of the other in order to maintain the inforMation exchange and'

conversational continguity. In conversation,.nOther speaker has)to

cartytentire burden; instead, the burden is shared. The speech

event tort oftwo-person dialogue.

Storytelllng. In storytelling, one speaker is expected to

maintain an oral monologue and another person or persons is/are

expected to listen. The speaker must keep the attention of.the

liSteners aut.s, /he is responsible for-informational continguity and

completeness. In effect, the dialogue becomes internalized. The

:infOrmation is given in a transient manner and cannot be reviewed by

the iistener Thus the speaker needs .to give the information in an-

interesting and expected fashion. When a listener needs to stop the

storyteller for clarification, the storytelling mode'eXpectatiOns have

been violated, in the directiOn of conversational expectations. The

mode has:been adapted toward conversation.

3.5
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o
DiCtation. In dictation, one person.is the speaker who Must

1/4

maintain an oral monologue. In face-to-face dictation a second person

serves as a scribe and writes down what the speaker says. The speaker .

must compose a message which should be'appropriate for written

language, for reading by a non-:present audAnce. The speaker must

make use of.the same kind of internelized model of dialogue thal s/he

needed for storytelling.

The speaker is freed from the burden of writing through the

scribe but the scribe presents he speaker with other burdens. The

speaker must adapt the speech t the needs of the scribe. For

example, the scribe needs the speech of the. speaker to be clear, to be

guided by the scribe's' writing speed, and for intonat,ion and.

segmentation to be coordinated to the conventions of the writing

system. The. scribe may or may not feel that's/he has to leave the
%

role of the scribe to serve as a reader monitoring the message,

depending upon the skill of the dictating person. When the dictators.

are children with varying.knowledges about written language, dictating.

as a mode can be adapted numerous Ways.

Handwritten composition.
handwritten composition, the person

conveying the message stops speaking and, uses a graphic mode of

comMunicatinga.message. For literate English- speaking adults, the

mode is an alphabetic writing system. For writers of other languages,

the writing system may differ. There. is ificreasing evidence that

children re-invent writing systems, thus the relation between the

composed message and the written form of that message inay vary from
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the adult expectation.

The writer must deal with or get assistance with all of the

constraints of written language that s/he is aware of: message

composition and structure, spelling, punctUation, etc. The audience

is no longer present, even in the intermediate form:of the scribe, and

must be imagined for effective communication. The writer must be the

sole monitor of message effectiveness; hence, the importance of the

writer as reader (or re-reader).

Reading. The reader of someone else's composition may have a

relatively easy task if the writer has done his or her job well.

kowevez., the reader, to be efficient, needs to have a similar

internalized model of the reader/writer relationship and of the

possibilities for a text about a given topic. The reader needs to

t ink that a text was written by an authorwho had certain

, expectations (that can be inferred 'by the reader) about the needs and

\'

.

4,

capacities of the reader and that sihe, thereader, can use this

\
.

,

internalized model to know what strategies will be effective to obtain
..,

and react to the author's intended meaning., These expectations

probably remain tacit for most readers mostof the time'but even young

children start to build"images" of what an Eric Carfe' book will be

like or ,why a Richard Scarry book is easy to "read."

When the mode of reading (or re-reading)'is used by an author of

a written text, the reader-aUthor must keep in mind the needs of an

absent audience-reader for at least two reasons. First, the author

needs to check to see that s/he has actually written allpart ofthe, --

(
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message so far and to see what comes next; many five-year-olds

'spontaneously re-read their own comp;3Sition over and over during

compositing. Second, Ltte author needs to evalate the written text in

terms of its decontextualized- content and its effectiveness in

achieving its intended purpose. Graves (1980; in press) reports

conferences with children from first to fourth grade who take this

.part of the re-reading
withdextreme seriousness and use it as part of

z

a revision process.

Editing. Editing is a mode distinctioa closely tiedocto

manipulating written text to make it more_ effective. It is sometimes

called, revision but we typically think of revision as-cling tried to

ti

the written mode and, often as involving extreme reworking of large

Segments of text. Editing goes on with all production, however.

Self-correctiong and.clarifications
in conversation and in

storytelling are forms of/diting just as. much as are adding topic

1-
sentences or specifying a4protagonist's relationship to another

characte Editing 1.S-de-pendent upon monitoring producingn'line
. .

with a mental expectation or goal (cf. Miller, Galanter, & Pribram,
,...

. , --- -

1960).

Editing o written texts depends'upon the mode of reading; thus

it, itIvolves th internalized model of the author-reader relationship

of.the author./ It tends to be more deliberate and more separated in

time from the/ initial production than is the editing that goes on in

the oral modes. We think of adults as far more likely than children

to ,say something like, "Hey, remember last night when I told
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Cathy was coming back on the plane--well, I should have said she was

coming on the plane to New York and taking the bus to Philadelphia."

For a young child, editing of written material may provide the
/

7
.

most concrete evidence that-one's composition is an entity that can be

eflected upon and manipulated. Editing in written forms has a

superiority over editing in oral forms; it has the written record

which can be examined over and over; L. permits the kind of critical

"" reading of the text that mature eUlLiiv.; requires.

Mode .summary. I have discussed thd six modes of language used in

the BRDKAWL 1980-82 design: conversation, storytelling, dictated

/compositions, handwritten compositions, reading, and editing. These

modes haveZthe potential for becoming distinct and flexible for, the
7

mature language user.. For the literate adult, the modes comp'rise a

transition ?ram interactive face-to-face oral language to written

language. For e child, the modes are still developing within the

oral language /written language of his or her culture. Within a given

culture, particularly one consistent:with mainstream literacy, the

'Child's dev,alopment should have a predictable course which should also

include the child's internalized model of the relationship between

communicators.
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The. Author/Reader Relationship

Recent research in the writing process has made us increasingly

aware of how-complex an act of written composition is. Linda Flower

and John R. Hayes (Flower0979i Flower & Hayes, 1977; Flower & Hayes,

1980; Hayes & Flower, 1980). asked adult subjects. to write for a given

audience about a given topic and, to thinkaloud while they composed.

By analyzing the'piotocols produced'by these 14iters, they.were able

to develop a model of the'Complex decision - making that goes into an-

act of.writing. Tierney, LaZansky, Raphael, and Cohen (in press) have

elicited readers' conceptions of what they think a writer's process

must have been. Tierney et al. studied how'these conceptions were

used in comprehension, including the readers' reactions to the

author'-'s status and intentions as well as knowledge about a given

topic. According to this body of research'done with adults, literate

adults develop internalized models of reading and_of writing that

include interaction between the author and reader.
_

The model, of Hayes and Flower (1980),oan be used as an

illustration of the levels on which decisions may be made.

Scar alia and.Bereiter (in press)' content that, in mature, Skillful

compositiOn, the goal is constantly emerging during the act of

composition, so that the text is capable of\beingrecycled at numerous

levels. Tierney et al. posit a parallel model of the structure of the

reading process. These are both models for literate adults, however,

so in order for them, to be.useable as models for the emergent

reader/writer,'we have to conceive of the basic undertnnings of each
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part of the model developing and being reorganized. For example,, the

whole box labelled "Translating" must include everything, that the

Child comes to know about writing systems, including letter formation,

spelling, punctuation:, paragraphing, as well as highei level

organizational features. Underlying each of these notions is a huge

category of knowledges to be 'orp.:Azed together, like, for example,

everything that underlies knowing how letters are formed.

rigure 1. Hayes and Flower,

"Structure of the .Writing Model" of Literate Adult
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In'the'BRDKAWL project it is assumed thatyoung children also

develop internalized d models of the author /reader relationship. As a

, .child makes a transition into independent reading from print, s/he

. . \.,
,,,

also has developed a1\set of expectations an-1 understandings about

writing. As a child become independently able to write a text that

another person can read, s/he also must have dev,eloped a set of

expectations a4d understandings about'hoW reading is done.

The child must develop a series of understandings about reading

and about writing that lead to the more organiZed models used in

Initial independent reading and writing. Many of the parts that we

..would consider to be necessarily conneC'ted Lo each bther may not be

connected for the chil4'and the child may have connections hat we

:Ad hard to imagine. ,Let us considee_a little tit of what the Child

ivakl to learn as a reader and as a writer. I deal with reading and

writing separately because there is some evidence that the two

processes do not develop as mirror images of -one another and that

children do not automatically transfer understandings across the two

processes.

Thd reader's model. As a reader, the child has a lot to learn

about writing and writers. The child who has interacted with his/her

parentscwith lots of storybooks will eventually come.to know something

about the.nature and origin of those books. Involved in that

knowledge is the notion that people.can writd,,that the book had a

Writer, that the words of the book are. written, and that the written

part is stable, or remains the same. Additionally, the child will
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.
learn that there are many kinds of texts-Lthe ABC book, the Richard

Scarry dictionaries, the Dra Seuss rhyming narrations, special stories

like Are You My-Mother? or The Three Little Pigs.

When a child attemptu to re-create the text of one of these

books, in what I call an emergent reading attempt, the child is

dealing with 'his /her notions about writing; repeated re-enactments by

the child over time show development of more mature models (Doake;

1982; Holdaway, 1979; Otto & Sulzby, in piess). Children show the use

of many options. Many of the earliest models do not seem to indicate

that the child has an idea that it is-the printed letters that are

read: At 10 to 18 months, the child may simply vocalize to the book,

without recognizable words: reading is'making noises to these things

You hold. At a later age, s/he may pick up the book and go through it

asif s/he has a, rule that says, "tell what you see, in the pictures,"

or "Make-sounds for.the things in the pict;,- ,s." Later, the child

--may not be governed so much by the pi:Itura content as the notion that

the book has.a story. S/he may not treat the specific story as always

existing in the same book, however, I have not observed this

phenow. non. Children seem to learn very early that there is something

cosistent about the speech that goes with a given book although some

very young children will pickup a book and seem to "chatter" to

themselves almost randomly. This behavior is proballY more one, of

"role - playing" the general act of reading rather than responding to

that specific book. Some children do say different (but related)

things each time they go through a book; others soon learn that you
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say similar things each time. Still later they may learn to imitate.

patterns like other written texts when they meet a new text and they

may work very hard to re-create a very familiar text. All this

without responding to print as such!

All of these reading attempts imply something about the nature Of

what was written and what the relationship is between what, was written

and what gets read. Later, children create complex models of what

writers are like, of what the writing process is like both at the

°lower levels of spelling and eaphic form and at the higher levels of

formulating a message. If the writing system involves slow, laborious

spelling, a child may decide that reading'is a slow, laborious

sounding-out. Hopefully, that same child also knows that the spelling

was of a meaningful message and may also realize that predicti.on of

the meaning can speed up the sounding-out process. The child's model

may also have come to include the notion that writers sometimes have

trouble "saying what they mean," and then may approach reading as an

interpretive process, using alternate interpretations when one proves

puzzling or unsatisfactory. As the relationships between the notions

becomes more integrated and conventional, and as the child's ability

to use each part of the process becomes more prOkleient, the child's

model looks more and more like the adult model.

qt
Some readers seem to start reading fairly easily with a-scanty

model of writing. Others have very full models of writing. Still

,others develop along. the route of writing first and seem to have a

limited model of reading. Now we turn to the model of reading that a

44

6.1

ti



writer may develop.

The writer's model. When the child was reading from the

storybook at 18 months, s/he may not have paid attention to the marks

at all. At the same age, the child may be beginning to write and to

construct a model of writing. Some child's model of writing is "You

mark." Children at three (according to Harste, Burke, & Woodward,

1982) and occasionally even younger distinguish between writing and

drawing, when asked to draw first and then to write. Their products

look like random marks or repetitive marks .to the untutored eye, but

Harste, Burke, & Woodward producedoevidence of systematic

differentiations across and within children involving the kinds of .

movements and lines used and the placement of the markson pages. We

have observed children to produce this kind of differentiation but to

Use the same kind of verbal labelling: "This is a person," "This is a

person." Still other children will differentiate the verbal labelling

producing= descriptors for drawing and using verbal language that

sounds like reading for the writing attempt: "This is a person."

"Boy."

Children's marks soon take on more and more of the features of

the conventional writing system, with lineax"-format,, repeated

elements, and variation within the patterns. These features show up

while the child's writing is still "scribbling." Sometimes when

children are writing by scribbling, they may recite a text to go with

, the scribbling. This text may or may not be treated as stable. While

it may be remembered from the context of the composing act if that act
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was done with supportive adults who-tall it back to mind,' more likely

it will be abandoned for yet other pages of markings. (Five-year-,-oldS

who have abandoned this syStem may return to it'at times when they do'

want to compose longer pieces of writing in a hUrry; theSe older \

children.often remember the "intention" for a while and tend to-use\

reading-like,speech when tellingwhat it 'says.:)

C) Marie Clay (1975, 1979) treats the child of writing as

0^
changing si41ficantly when it also includes the notion that the marks

signify or "say something." The child marks or writes letters, asks
,

"What did I write?" and waits, expeCtantly fdi Mom or Dad to answeer.

The child's model has been expanded to include not only speech in

relation to the writing but also comprehensibility. Someone e e can

'read what I wrote.

Some children seem to understand that the writing system' has

two -sway comprehensibility: the writer can read it and so can another

pevon. The writer is writer/reader and the other person is an

audience/reader. Some childreir.reach this realization after they haVe

been using very sophisticated invented writing based upon alphabetic

principles. When they riach.this point, they often stop writing

attempts because' they have acquired a glimmering of-the Idea that

there is a "correct" way to write and that other people can't read

yorir Triting unless you "do it right. ".,

Here are some of the realization that a child may go through:

Someone (I) can write.

Something gets read°.
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One writes ideas.

One writes speech (not pictUres).

One writes speech but not all speech.

Writing involves a system.

What one writes can be read.

People read and need to understand what was Written.

You can read your own writing.

Other people can read your writing.

The writing sygtem helps people read.

What one writes can be changed. .

What one means and what one writes are different.

What one writes can be made more satisfactory to both

writer and reader.

Changes in what is written involves making the writing

more readable; this can happen at different levels

(letter formation; spelling; punctuation; wording,

etc.)

Within the BRDKAWL conceptualization it is assumed that children

come to these realizations in different orders and re-organize their

overall models of reading/writing in different ways: Various

researchers, particularly Clay (1975,-1979) and Ferreiro (1977;

Ferreiro & Teberosky, 1982) have-posited orders for various sub-parts

of the model. Ferreiro's work is particularly impressive because she

suggests the cognitive structures underlying the writing system; she
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compositions, children use many levels of their developing knowledges,

including less mature, often previously abandoned ones.

In BRDKAWL'children are asked to, do complex tasks that re beyond

their current competencies to perform easily. We have obserVed that,

as a child's overall model of the reading/writing process becomes

broader, he may revert to less mature forms to enable himself to do

things with writing that he is aware of but cannot yet do

conventionally or with his current more mature system. With

five-yearOles in particular the idea of knowing about pro esses you

cannot yet control seems to be, extremely important zs a "growing edge"

for learning.

I have presented the reader's model and the writer's model

separately- Or two purposes: first, so that-the reasoning could be

T

followed mote:.-easily and-, second, because the child's model of

literacy does not necessarily develop with the two "sides" as

parallels to or mirrors of each other. Indeed, as adults we may have

a more fully developed and more conscious model of either writing or

reading. Even with the separate presentation of the reader's model or

the writer's. model, it can be seen that each model posits a

reader/writer relationship. In the section that follows, I discus's
.

.

briefly what the process of exploring writing adds to the child's

.
.

model. In the final sectiO , I discuss text-types more specifically,

4\emincluding reading one's own co positions, and show how the reader's

.
model of the reader/writer relationship can be affected by attempts to
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read each text-type.

Emergent Reading and Mriting

The perspective taken in this project is that early re4ading-like

behaviors and writing-like behaviors are important, relevant parts of

literacy; however, they differ from independent reading and witing.

In the mdre traditional vieys, the child was considered first to be a

non-reader or pre-reader and then to become a reader. Children are

less often characterized as being" or not being witers, due in part

to the way school curricula have been designed and in part to the lack

of social visibility of writing, yet the emergent writing behaviors

were also ignored. In the view of emergent literacy that I take, the

child has been constructing a model of literacy long before the child

is reading or'writing conventionally. However, the child makes an

important transition when the processes of reading and writing come

under self-regUlated control in relation to print'(cf. C1.7..y, 1979;

Holdaway, 1979) as opposed to other-regulated control (Wertsch, 4979).

Other-regulation here means dependent upon an adult for

interpretation, for rejection, or on-going processing; with

self-regulated processing, the child knows whether or not written text

'exists, is being used, and is making sense. At the point when a'

child's reading and writing efforts are self-regulated, the child's

knowledges about written language have become importantly reorganized

to a model that is very similar to the idealized adult model. The

model contains both the reader's expectations (or writer's
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intentions)., the printed forms, and an ability to use the two together

for initial processing and evaluation of the processing. Terms like

comprehension, word knowledge, or letter-sound relationships become

sensible descriptcp of aspects of the child's knowledge; not because

they have been imposed from deduction from a. rational model but have

arised from the,child's.reorganizatioo (cf: Resnick, 1977, on rational

'4'
versus empirical models) in interaction with 4rint.

The BRDKAWL project was designed to.describe the child's

emergence as a reader; conceptually, as well as operationally, this

invol:sies the child's emergence as a writer, but writing is.treated

within the context of reading. This is in contrast to tie research of

Graves and his colleagues (1980, in press) who have studiedeading

within the context of the child's emergence al a writer.

Reading defined. Independent reading, as I view it, is the

child's consistent, orchestrated, and self-regulated use Of knowledge

about written language in the service of interpreting a printed. text

to his/her own satisfaction. I suggest that, as the child's model

converges upon the conventional model, the "knowledges" that have

variable organization become organized more conventionally into what I

call three "aspects of reading." Each of the three aspects of reading,

can and usually does develop somewhat separately bOr'.7.-,, becoming

integrated into an internalized model which guides 'fldependent

reading. The three aspects of print knowledge are:

(1) comprehensionwhich in the emergent reader can first

develop as anticipated for 'a not-yet-experienced
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text or as memory for anexperienced tex or both;

(2) word knowledge--which in the emergeril reader involves

treating the written word as a stable unit, both graphically

and semantically; and

(3) knowledge of, letter-sound relationships--which in the

emergent reader can develop from oral segmenting during

writing attempts as well as from use Of sound/letter

predictions during reading attempts.

Aspects of reading are distinguished from other contribUtors to

literacy in that they are .directly related to print, whereas other

characteristics that contribute to literacy have less direct

relationships. The, aspects are organized within a model of the

process, however, that operates as a feedback system to the child so I

s/he is directing the total, integrated process of reading. First, I,

will discuss the leedback system and other characteristids related to

reading that contribute to the total model. Then, I will.ditcuss the

forerunners of the aspects of reading and why. the forerunners of

aspects that become separate afford the child connections between the

aspects.

Internalization of a feedbidk system. When the child is reading

independently these.aspects.of reading are organized within a model

which includes both strategies' (procedures and,hueristics)) and

knowledgeS,(the aspects of reading and the child's knowledge of the

world). It is the "aspects of prin

/
' which define this act as reading

, < '

rather than painting, skating, whistling, or doing/philosophy. The
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child learns to read from interactions with the physical and socia

environment which organizes the input, yet the child's cognitive

structure defines how the input will be internalized. It is the

interaction-with the environment, however,, that helps the child to

internalize -a feedback_ system to know when s/he is doing an act of
,

reading. In other words, the child's comprehension defines an act of

reading; understanding what it is to comprehend to one'S

self-satisfaction from a given input (print) is what must be

internalized.

Literacy is part of human learning in general and has many of the

same characteristics, differing in that print is the defining feature

of literaCy. The view of human learning taken in BRDKAWL is

developmental, following the views of Dewey (1938), kohlbe and Mayer .

(1972), and Piaget (19.70)that the human being is born with a

predisposition to develop in given directions, and that the developing

human, particularly the child, constructs an internal model from

interactions with the environment. The child's model is used to

interpret the environment,'yet the environment presents input to help

the child re-construct the model. Development is an 'interplay between

the structure of the individual and the'input of the environment.

Literacy,-however, involves language which is part of,Social

interaction between human beings. At this point the social

interaction theory of Vygotsky (1962; 1978) and Wertsch (1979; 1980)

provides an expansion of development to involve a description of-- the

.environment;' in literacy, the environment is other people, whether in
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the form of a parent structuring interactions with ,literacy or in the

form of a not-present audience or author.

Let meTgive an analogy from general learning, taking the stimulus

incident we used in Study II of this project', the child's learning 'to

ride a "big wheel." First, I will describe the child's experience

with the big wheel alone and then. I will describe the,child's

mechanism, of learning. In this example, I will illustrate the'notion

of the development of a self-regulated feedback system, such as I

posit for independent reading.
I

Learning to ride a big wheel, or a tricycle, or-a bike with

trainer wheels is an important event in a'ci:fld's life. It marks him

or her as "a big.boy," or "a big girl." It has social signifiCanoe

and involves independence, exploration, mobility. "-It is also'

difficult because the child must bring an immature physical -system

.under control in order to manipulate a complex object. The child has

observed other people, children, do this task but s/he must learn it

for herself /himself.

The big wheel has an organization, however, that Trips the child.'

If you don't "do it right," it-lon't gd. When the child pushes the

pedals in'the appropriate up, out, and downward circular motion, the

tiny vehicle moves forward propelli lech-hd with it. It's almost

fail-safe, in that if your feet stay on the'pedalS, y:)11 can only push

them in. two directions, backward ,or forward.. So there is a limited

range of trial and error in direction of pedn1 puthing. It's easy to

"get the eel" of the directions and then to disinguish 'eorlward from
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backward. The child has the memory of backward and forward from Other
.

f situations to help 'monitor the physical movement and thus to try the

other direction. ,Other details of the object'could be given, but

these are probably sufficient.
_J-

Second, children interact with.-the organization of the big wheel

within social framework.. In any earning event. with this object,

due primarily to the frailness of the human toddler developmentally

and td the soc14- Aature of humans, theft is another more proficient,

human to hel/ -; novice learn. thiS.other human is usually an adult,.

typically a parent, who acts as aguide and coach. The adult serves a

number of functions. S/he mLy demonstrate or\call to.mind the child'S'

viewing of a demonstration of someone riding. Certainly, s/he will

put the child in the situation; s/he will put /the child on the big

wheel.and support the child in the full activity, putting the child's

feet of the pedals, pushing the child along, and helping the child

. "5:et the feel. of riding. Gradually, s/he will back away from

phystcal support and urge the child to more and more independent

furro,:ioning. S/he will "scaffold" ehe'learning for the child, to use

Bruner's (1976) term. 'UsuAly, this scaffolding involves a verbal

commentary on what is being done, .often in the form of a set of

procedures:. "Push down," "Out and down, out and down'," "Turn the

handlebars this way," "Keep it going!" "Whee,'now you've got it,

round and round."
..

,

This is analogous to learn to read and to. write but in literacy
,.

- ...
, .

activi4as the learning is far more complex, the ,physical. part of.
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the feedback system is far less informative. For some children,

however, the human guide is even morersupportive and informative; fpr

other children, human guides are lesS helpful. It is for this reason

I suggest that human learning of liter'acy is more Variable than human

learning of something like learning to ride a big wheel.- In/the

previous sectiorts, we considered the variation within the literacy

environment in ter:..: 5 of distinctions between oral and written language

and conceptions of the author/reader relations hip. Those are both

organizations' of the to-be.-learned phenomena.for childrenhe adult

cultures hay. .a created and continue to perpetdate literacy__..wIthIn_

different frameworks; the human child learns literacy within those

frameworks ve,th the guidance of- human adults.

Harste and Burke (1977) have suggested that there is a strong

effect of the instructionalmodel, of a teacher upon the child's
r.

developing model of reading,. They suggested that, instructional models

that focus upon /I etter-sound relationshipS or decoding strongly

influence children to view reading as decoding; two other types of

instructional models that they investigated are skills models and

whole-language or comprehension-oriented models. (The iaodel of

parents are perhaps even stronger than those of teachers although we

almost no concrete oVidence of typesOf parental models with the

exception of Heath's (1982c) research and work in progress by

Anderson, Teale, Estrada.)

My own research suggests that while there is an influence of

instructional models, there may also be an effect of what thd child
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needs to learn in order to develop a self-regulating model. Children

seem to focus upon different aspects of reading or comb!.. .:s::..._ of the

a,Inects at different time within their development, as if whey are

woric.,ng on a part T-,f the .total puzzle of how reading works. A child

may hold a if(::coding model briefly while working on the aspect of

letter7sound relationships;. r.; child may hold a.model that says "read

only known words" because treating the giaphiC wordunit as stable and

memorable is a new and important realization. TheBRDKAWL project for

1980-82 follows the development of children in the context of the

school model of instruction and can provide some evidence concerning

the relationship between the "natural" model and the "instructed"

model of particular children.

'Other characteristics related to reading. The aspects of reading

are specific to learning to read from print. Other, characteristics

contribute to learning to read (and write) and are explored in the

BRDKAWL project. These include general characteristics,- such as

Intelligence, aptitude, personality development.

General characteristics can be considered to be enabling but

independent of print (see Sulzby, 1981c). There is a body of research

in early literacy that suggests that certain personality

characteristics, like pe3istence and inquisitiveness, are strongly

enabling of dle development of reading. In seminal study of

children"who learned to read before entering school, Durkin (1966)

identified children who came to school alreadyproficient at reading..-

She then followed their subsequenCedevelopment, particularly focusing
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upon the effect of ez..ly reading on later school achievement. ,She

also interviewed the parents about the characteristics of their

children at earlier points in their development.

Parents of Durkin's early proficient readers (also cf. Clark,

1976; Tobin, 1981) reported that the children had personality

characteristics that seem to be quite similar to those reported in the

early spelling research of Charles Read (1970; 1975). (The children

were curious about print and asked numerous questions. about it. They

were persistent in their own efforts, trying out reading aria writing

in various ways, and were persistent at getiing parents' attention and

aid-- dhtionally, Durkin and Clark report that the children were-

socially competent and even rewarding; they were children with whom a

parent would readily spend time. The BRDKAWL project is designed 'to

tap such personality /social characteristics through the use of

intensive case studies in which the interaction between the tasks, the

examiner, and the child are taken as relevant data.

I speculate that, through their early literacy inquisitiveness,

the children also developed the,language,of literacy and of learning.

They learned metalinguJstic labels and were more conscious of their

owl' thought processes. They were learning how to learn more

efficiently, both through their own efforts and through elicitilg aid

of others, particularly adults. V.esechar5,cteristics seem to be

strongly enabling of reading deveic..ment, and the metalinguistic

labels attained through these characteristics may become integrated

into the aspects of reading.
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While aspects of reading arespecifid.to litepcy and

characteristics of general learning are, lot, there' is a third category

.

of_cC haracteristics that seem to have an ambiguous status.' These
, .

k...---

characteristics seem to hold a culturally-defined relationship to

literacy. Oral language acquisition is an example. As discussed

earlier in this chapter, oral language may be_tied more or less ,

directly to print, depending upon the child's literacy culture and

specific development. A three-year-old from within a mainstream

culture with much input from written language may have well- developed

oral language that includes patterns from written language yet :nave

difficulty in learning to read because other aspects, such as

letter-sound knowledge, for example, are nett yet developed,' A

five-year-old/from a culture with little written language input or
1

input tha differs'greatly from that expected in schoolsmay also have

/

well-developed oral language but have difficulty in learning to read

because the oral language patterns do not include patterns of written

language. The characteristics that haVe a'multurally-defined

relationship to print present particularly' important issues to

research and to practice, because we may tend to overreact to

correlations from one population'and/generalize to others, not

realizing that the literacy culture and the fit of the literacy

culture to.literacy tasks may influence whether or not the

:characteristic `contributes directly to reading development. Here the

ethnographic study by Heath (1982a, 1982b) is perhaps the most

enlightening evidence of different effects between literacy cultures
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, :and lite7:acy development.

RefUtio'aship of writing_ to reading, In the section on .oral

`lanplage/written language. differences and the auth(;.r/reader

relationship, I discussed some of the relationships between writing

and reading. With the young child in particular, however, acts of

writing may furnish specific knowledges that become organized as the

aspects.of reading. Writing allows the child.to experience the

mechanics of reading, like sounding out words and segmenting

utterances, in a far more detailed way than acts of reading permit.

Furthermore, in some Cases, these "mechanical". experiences are

supported by a feedback system from the child's knowledge of intended

message. In other cases, writing supports practice and/or drill

related to-,reading, 'as the-child simply works on figuring out the

writing system, for the tithe being allowing the semantics of a message

to be irrelevant to the activity of spelling or handwriting.: Writing,

with its visible record, provides visual feedback of how the process

is going, at the lower level of forming letters or the higher level of

composing a readable message. In all cases, the child's writing has a

relation to the. child's conceptual system that is closer than can be

designed exte ally in. a general curriculum.. In some\irytances, this

close' relationship is positively supportive to development; in other

cases, the child needs the push of more complex structures such as

those found in conventional writing.

For young childran, however, acts are not always what they appear

to be to the adult eye. When the child is composing and writing what



s/he is composing, the child may not treat that intention as being

what gets read back, or may not treat the "saying back" of what was

written as an act of reading. We need'to study children's reading of

their own writing looking for how the child organizes the a7..tivities

and relationships. between:them rather than presuming what the

organization is. Let us consider some of the forerunners of the

aspect- of print knowledges and how they may differ from the adult

concepts and from how the child finally organizes them in his/her

model of independent reading.

Emergence of aspects of reading. At the point when a child

begins to read independently, s/he has organized many knowledges about

written language into more .integrated, larger bodied of knowledge

called the aspects of reading, comprehension, word knowledge, and

knowledge of letter-sound relationships. The.child's very, early

knowledges may have been categorized in quite unusual ways and may
.

.

--,,-
.

.
.

.

have been strangely cross-categorized or may have failed to be
.\..

cross-categorized in ways that seem important to the adult model.

The BADKAWL project's goal is to discover the knowledges that young

children bring to school. Sothe illustrations were provided in the

earlier sections of this chapter. Here are others designed to show

both how the aspects develop individually and the potential for

interrelatedness between them.

Comprehension. Comprehension 'of print emerges from general

comprehension, or making sense of the world. Comprehension for

written texts emerges more specifically from interactions wit} print.
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For the young child, learning that RYAN stands for "me," in which the

child indicates that the referent is himself, pointing to his chest,

requires an act of comprehension.. Perhaps a different act of

comprehension is_learning that RYAN is "my name." When the desdriptor

"my name" is distinguished from the vocal pronunciation "RYAN" the

child has comprehended more about the relationship between oral word,

written word, and referent.

Similarly, when children are working on figuring out part of the

Etter -sound relationships that underlie the alphabetic system, each

new realization is an act of comprehension, in the broad sense of the

term. To draw the relationship closer to our adult mode, however, we

need to consider that a child's naming of objects in a picturebook is

part of the knowledges that feed into the more organized aspect of

comprehension..

Many behaviors used in reaction to books can be considered to

. .

underlie our more typical definitions of comprehension: babbling to'

books with reading intonation curves; memorizinglrhymes or other

patterns; enjoyment of.being read to; and memories for stories and

other textual entities. The final item, memory for text, seems to

emerge as an important organization strategy. It is clearly tied to

written texts and to patterns of written language that appear in

texts. Memory for text can support the child's use and discovery of

letter-sound correspondences as well as the child's growing awareness

Of how word boundaries work, of stability of the word unit, and of

other`orthographic features: Different text-types seems to support
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these explorations in different T.g-it. Children's dealings with

different text-types is described'in the final section of this

chapter.

Knowledge of letter-sound relationships. I use his term simply

to indicate that children need some knowledge of the alphabetic nature

of English in order to read independently. I am n1 suggesting a

detailed processing model for decoding but I do suggest that the

reader's knoWledge of letter-sound relationships needs to be o anized

to be used :flexibly. Metaphors like "top-down" and "bottom-up". are

often, used to suggest the order of processing. For example, children

may use knowledge of letter-sound relationships "top7down," through

predicting what a given word or phrase may be and then checking with

the print for confirmation or 'they may use the knowledge "bottomup,"

to actually "sound-out" or decode a word from scratch. Children need

some proficiency with processing in both directions and at various

levels.

.
It is not certain how much knowledge of letter-sound

relationships are needed for independent reading to begin. Probably

some 'children.get by with less information from this aspect of reading

by depending more upon comprehension or word knowledge aspects.

Othersseem to use, if not require, Vrast amounts of knowledge about

the relationships between lettei patterns and pronunciation segments.

Gleitman and Rozin (1977; Rozin & Cleitman, 1977) argue that learning

to read English is particularly difficult 'because the writing system

,

.
is alphabetic and the level of analysis needed-to decode alphabetic
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systems is at the deepest, least accessible level of consciousness.

Fortunately, children seem to bring analysis at the phonetic and

(

. phonemic - levels to consciousness fairly easily through speech play.

Children who are inmersed'in a literate culture also seem to carry out .

this analysis fairly easily through exploring writing. Children will

go through all of the steps of decoding that seem so difficult in

reading in the encoding process of writing: they segment the word,

produce the "soundsl! for each segment as they perceive them to be, and

blend them together various ways during writing, and then-reconstruct

the whole word orally when they finish. We do not know haw,parallel

these two processes actually however, watching, and recording

children while they write can provide us with some evidence.

Children begin to gather knowledges that get organized as

etter-sound relationships very early as they learn letters on blocks,

on teeshirts, and the ABC.song. We need more evidence of how this

knowledge gets acquired, Tarticularly in different literacy ultures.

More and more children come to school knowing all of the mes of the

alphabet letters. Letter name knowledge has.been one of the best

predictors of later achievement test scores in reading, yet there is

evidence (Nurss, 1979) that it has lost its predictive power for first

.t-,1-aers because of ceiling effects.

Read (1970;.1978) reports that children use letter name knovledge

, -

to help construct invented, spelling systems that show great awareness

of the phonetic base of English spelling and that converge upon the

conventional English phonemes and their spelling representations. We
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have far lesd knowledge of how letter names are used in av:,s

reading or in the development of the ability to read (see Ehri,,in

.press, for a review of this inconclusive literature),

The great debate of the 1960's, marked by Jeanne Chall's (1967)

book by that title, centered around the issue of decoding. I think we

are beyond the debate to begin to pose somewhat differpfit questions.

First, how do children decode? Second, how do children use decoding

in reading? The final question is probably how much is enough and I

have already.observed that children seem to have different

requirements to begin independent reading. (We do n t know, for

example, how much ability or automaticity in decod ng in needed at

various levels of proficiency, but the BRDKAWL-p oject does not

address that issue.)

One way to begin tackling this'question is to observe young

emergent readers and 'writers over time doing both reading and writing.

In,the chapters that follow I will describe children who spent a great

amount of time and effort working on letter-sound relationships in

reading tasks and/or in writing tasks; I will describe others who did

not.
r -.-

Word knowledge. In letter-sound .relationships, the child has to

figure out the. relationship between sound, meaning, and the English

__
writing system. In word knowledge, the child'ha.to understand that

English is segmented into units, words, that can be moved about in

acou. '4c space and in printed space, In order to,represent meanings.

The child must transfer the notion of object permanence to written
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words so that the word is treated a stable object.. When the child

learns that the oral word /was': (and the conceptual word (was)) is

written was, the child must also raiit that came cannot also be

/was/. "when come to this kind of 1-Wareness about the

character of the unit word, tney ViaVe coordif!atf?.d a great number of

knowledges about written language.

Another understanding that a child must develop about written

words is*That the word is a bounded entity. It has a beginning, an

/7
an internal Rattern, and is bounded by.unmarked space. Clay

(1978) has studiedor:el'reading by young children and has.:racked the

development of their ability to match voice to print units correct

including their use of finger-pointing to guide the eye's

Y,

king of

print. Understanding where word boundaries occur in-speech in

'print is an important step toward independent reading. ->

Some knowledges about written words are.dlosely related to.

knowledges about 16u:ter7sound.relationships. The child begins to have

'visual expectancies for written words: they look like English

orthography (Lavine, 197.7; Pick, Unze, BrownellDrozdal, & Hopman,,

.1978; iSulzby & Templeton, 1980). Children also begin to.notice

similarities of words parts and to decide that words with similar

form are likely related to one another, through those parts of the,

orthographic system that signal morphological and inflectional

relationships.

Some English words seem tc be more salient than others, as

sources of knowledge about the form and function of words., Ferreiro &
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Teberosky (in-press) have confirmed the findingS of other' researchers

that the child's name is usually the fir4t_conventionally spelled word

to cm :. into the child's repertoire. They suggest that the name is a

source of knowledge about the writing system", in the ,cases they

report, alphabetic systems. They and other Piagetian researchers

(Berthoud-Papandropoulou, 1978; Sinclair & Papandropoulou, 1974) have

',investigated the child's developing notions of hosi.meaning and form

relate within the word unit.

It is often argued that children need to develop a sight

vocabulary, or a stock of well-known words, in order for the-reading

process tomove rapidly enough to support comprehension.

Additionally, such well - learned units may provide better means of

exploring letter - sound relationships. What has not been included in

this earlier reasoning, however, has been the more recent ideas of the

cognitive structures underlying children's expldration of the

relationship between form and meaning in words (see Sulzby, 1979a,

1979b). Also lacking is the consideration that some children may use

comprehension to support the acquisition of sight vocabulary.

I propose that the child does not have to have a tremendous

amount of knouqedges about written words to make the transition into

independent reading but s/he must have somc. awareness that words mark

maanings in print (comprehension guides and checks word recognition);

thawords are located in written space; and that words are stable

entities with recognizable parts,

Fit between the emergent reading perspective and general models
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of reading. Reading theories can be diAded into three types, that-

have metaphorical ,41.els referring to the direction that processing is

presumed to take: "bottom-up" 1:.ileorics; "top-down" theories; and

"interactive" teories-. Whi?e the most current and satisfactory

theories are interactive (1.sgold & Perfetti, 1981; Spiro, Bruce, &

Brewer, 1980), tivy typic:ilIly do not address the issue of initial

acquisition.

Bottom-up theories of reading assert that the reader must first

internally constn;ct the text from-thf.? marks on the page. 'Decoding

from print to speech is the first step,- whether or not that speech is

uttered or consis'.:5 sou._ internal, shortened acoustic code. After

piecesof the messagi= are decoded, the decoded units can be joined

into increasingly larger units,. Such models (for example, Gough,

1972; LaBerge & Samuels, 1974) may also contain provisions foi

unitization of larger units as a reader becomes more experienced with

print. Comprehension is considered to be. attained as a result of

first dealing with--the data on the page. Teaching approaches based`

upon such model: . emphasize an 'early, systematic intkoduction to

phonics and other skills with carefully sequenced teaching.

Top-down theories of reading assume that reading-4s an active,

thinking process and that readers are only able to maie sense but of

the marks on the paper because they comprehend or construct possible

'meanings prior'to processing the print., Frank Smith (1978) has'

pOpplarized Paul Kolers (1969) statement: "Reading is only

incidentally visual." Smith draws upon communication theory and
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/suggests that the reader uses print to reduce the uncertainty of the

predictions that s/he raises :about..the authortg intended message.,

Because print contains' so many redundancies in orthographic patterns,

in morphemic markings, in semantics and syntax and because those print

redundancies are made-further redundant with the activepreditions of

the reader; the fluent reader is able to,use strategies of only -'°

sampling the print rather than decOding it bit by bit. Teaching 4

.approaches based upon such models stress giving children opportunities

for frequent and purposive reading ("yoU learn to read by reading")
d !

and helping children- 'become aware of ,comprehension'straegies to make

the processing even more efftdient.. They tend to- avoid.focUsing

attention upon skills ,in isolation.
f

Danks ar.d argue that' truly 'top down theories are hard

- -1 .

to find.. In my, opinion, the main difterences,between interactive

theorists and people who, are tagged "to downerS" like Frank Smith or

Kenneth Goodmap are whether or not the viewpOintsea4n..inchide
,

:

developmental considerations. I shall return to this point after.

discussing theinteractive theories.

Interactive theories combine the features of the other two kinds

of theories and assume that the reader's knowledges that enable

reading to take place are "multi-level, interactive, and

hypothesis,-based",(5Piro, Bruce, &iBrewer,.1980). Readers need visual

information from the page but their processing is aided by the support

of hypotheses from higher levels like sentence syntax or world

knowledge. Similarly, predictions from the previously read context
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and/or world knowledge can be cued from visual information and

confirmed, changed,' or rejected from visual information. Rumelhart's

(1977a) influential paper, "Toward an Interactive Model of Reading,"

illus rates how tI processing of a reader would use information from

k.all levels of organization of knowledge in.order to read the_two

simple-words, "THE CAR." In his diagrath hypotheses, are generated and

tested at the level of the graphio input, including letter

identification, letter patterhs, word\ iddntificatfon, Phrase

identification, contextual information from within the sentence amt..-

the person's world knowledge, including illustrations-on the. page.

)

Research testing these theories looks fof added influence from

one level of processing upon another, like- :tha supportive effective of

-context upon word identification or of word identification upon letter

-perception. The research has ,been.active and promising, bu6econducted

with adult fluent readers T)rimarily. ,Janks-and Fears (1980') .used

second graders as their youngest sample of what they.calied,children

who were "learning to read" in contrast to filled readers.- I suggest

that the descriptive information about how emergent readers and

writers organize and acquire the knOwledges about writtenlanguage'may!

provide developMental grounding for such a theory.

Smith (1979) rejects the linear transiar of the,interactionist

position into research design, including the division of the.process

of comprehension inta'a component or set of components. He also

rejects the top-down, bottom-up metaphor; he calls his own position

"inside-out" because it stresses self-motivation and the person as
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experiencer guiding the process, Both Smith and. Goodman. (:967) resist

chopping the reading
P
.rocess into Ccl.aponancs in theory or In research
J

testing a theory. 1.13, position, however, is that we need to watch the

way young children operate in developing as readers and wrltcrs. It

4

is iossible.that young children do .temporarily chop the protess into

components of emphasis. Such chopping does not necessarily mean that

reading/ iting have somehow become less human or less "inside-out";

it may mean that we naed to examine more closely what humans do and to

use that as a grounding fcr our tneories.

Grounded theory. During,recent years researchers whom I have

mentioned earlier have begun to accumulate a data base from which a

grounded theory o,rf reading and writing emergence May be built. Y.,..tta

Goodman. (1980) has-written a theoretical paper called, "The Roots of

ly

Literacy," in which she uses the image of a tree rooted in a rich

environment or soil of.literacy. Goodman and her colleagues have

collected masses of ricW.data from children of varying socio- economic

and,ethnic groups that show that children are acquiring literacy long

before they come to school. The current project is intended to add to

data like that of Goodman by actually following a group of individual

children through the transition into literacy. The model I conceive,

however, has more activity by other people than the less active image

bf soil might imply and more variability 'in the children than the

notion of a pre - programmed seed of the tree miglit suggest.

The image that'Goodman has used contains the essential notion of

'structure, of purposiveness within the child, that is found in the

models of Kenneth Goodman, Frank Smith, Amelia Ferreiro, or Jean
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Piaget: ,I suggest th examine the various models that children'

\

construct, as ind& ..dmans doing. Then we will need an image

showing the Toots actively reorganizing toward, rather than away from

the trunk, hut I'm not sure thatiwould make a tree, except for a

linguist.

Seriously, however,. I propose that we will find organization

within the acquisitional patterns of children converging upon the

adult models of literacy, and that interactive models that account for

adult processing may not be contradictory wits}{ the final products.

From my observations, young children reaft with print in, an organized

fashion that includes interaction between top-down and bottom-up

processes from very early, if they are brought up in literate

cultures. In particular, I suggest that dealing with decoding or word

knowledge is nc necessarily detrimental to reading for meaning so

long as the (person, or the comprehender, is in cctrol of the process.

In the, next and final section of this section, I suggest the ways in

which some of the various text-types ::hat young children use may

support and 'constrain the development of various literacy knowledges,

or knowledges about written language.

Supports and Constraints of T:r.xt-types for.the Emergent Reader

Earlier, I suggested that as children come closer to independence

in reading, they organize knowledges about written language into three

interconnected aspects of reading that wa can call comprehension, word

knowledge, and knowledge. of letter-sound relationships. I. further

suggested that thase knowledges may differ in specificity at the point
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when the child begins to read independently.

.

The three aspects of reading are p3sited to be essential parts of

the reading process. In this section, I will examine four of the many

text-types that young children may experience. I treat these texts as

being different in type because of the ways they support and constrain

the child's experience of the aspects of reading in a given episode of

attempting to read from the text.

It should be remembered that children read and experience'

different kinds of written material and 'texts in'addition to the ones

discussed here. Yetta Goodman has written extensively about the 4

child's growing ability to deal with environmental print like prc -ct

logos in-meaningful, functional ways. Glenda Bissex (1980) and Robert

Gundlach (1982) have carefully described more specific uses of other

children-written such aL. letters and signs. Here I focus upon

four type:, that wi2 at vari:Jus points in the'BRDKAWL project:

stories, .
materials contrived for systeMatic instruction

'-:,-:ners; children's storybooks written by adult authors;

Alen's dictated compositions; and children's handwritten

compositions.

Basal readers. Basal readers are series of ordered or "graded"

instructiona materias. They typically are designed to control some

part of tckr _icten input. In particular, they may control either

letter-sound relationships (differing in what the unit of ini rmation

is Lcx.sidered to be- and/or the order of introduction). ',Chall's (1967).

research organized basal materials primarily into "decoding" and
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"whole-word" controlled approaches. Certainly, the two emphaser

present different demands upon the young child; few basal series can

be considered "pure" examples but their emphases can be detected.

With texts organized around systematic introduction and

reinforcement of whole words the child is given the opportunity to

continue;tordeveldp the idea of the woi as a st:17.. unit. This

organization can help him/her solve other part:,; of the word knowledge

puzzle, like matching Voice to print- However, the child may not have

remembered meaning from a previously experienced text to enable the

process to go fast enough to maintain comp ehension, unless the child

is a phenomenal word learner. Here the teacher is supposed to' pace

/

instruction so that comprehension can be maintained. If the child is

.

learning words fast enough and automatically enough, s/he may be able

to construct meaning, but often basal reader preprimers do not,have

much of a ''meaning" to construct. Controlled texts tend to be,weak in

their ability to !0.:±p the child anticipate meaning. Thus if the child

has a problem in -emembering words, the text won't be of much support

until the child is pretty far along in the series. Y

In the whc/e-word oriented texts, often' called "skills" or

:eclectic ApprOaches the intution of letter-sound relationships.is

paced more slowly than in decoding.approaches. With decoding

approaches, while children are'given instruction in letter-sound

relationships, there is the added problem of the speed needed to

soull-out words fast enough to avoid los.ing meaning. 'Basal rear '...s

that depend heavily upon letteround relationships tend to place much
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emphasis upon developing these skills to a high degree and to pace the

lessons, as rapidly as possible. One program, DISTAR, includes lessons

in both segmentation and in speeded recoding or blending, so that the

child is aided to arrive back at the word unit. Chall's (1967)

original plea at the end of her massive research summary was that

decoding skills be taught systematically and intensively without

neglecting comprehension. Unfortunately, the texts structured to

.
provide such decoding practice tend not .to be written so that the

meaning is predictable or easily constructed, particularly when the

process must be slow,e, enough to use decoding.

Reviews of basal reader programs by researchers of early reading

development (Bartlett, 1979; Beck, McKeown, McCaslin, & Burkes, 1979).

indicate that when some parts of the text are controlled, no matter by

what means, other parts suffer in relation'to what we are learning

about young children's comprehension. However, I suggest that both

whole-word and decoding kinds of control, along with systematic
f

-;:"lessons" in skills'do enable the child to anticipate the words or

word-types e6t will 1, ay be used. The child can also anticipate

that the words or word-types will be repeated. With such

anticipation, the child may continue further development of word and

letter-sound knowledges; however, the text:, do not,tend.to be very

supportiVe of comprehension, in and of themselves.

A critical difference in t1 it support from comprehension can be

4

'found in how adults use them to interact with, children. To anticipate

my findings a bit, we also have found these books used by parents in
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unusual ways. Some chjl.dren have very poSitive- titudes toward

lessons taught by pA .nts with "Tip and Mitten"; others have been

taught to read Houghton-Mifflin's tortured dialogue with great

dramatic gusto; and others have developed extreme sounding-out

approaches to rending.

Storybooks. Authors write books specifically designed for the

understanding and pleasure of young children, some of which are

storybooks. These books are written with language naturally fitting

the topic and intended audience and not iith "reading instruction" in

mind. When a child attempts.to read such Sbook, S/he may .find it to

be an old favbrite or anew story to be experienced.

Some storybooks become "favorites," or books that a child asks to

have.read over'and over. Such books are,often learned almost "by

heart." Ifthe'book has becOme such a well-learned favorite, it will

prcide support for the child in the form of memory for text or

anticipation,of text. It thus supports the aspect of reading that we

call comprehension. It can aid the child's attempt to match voice

with known words and to use letter-sound knowledge as checks upon

rp
anticipated words Instead of for sounding-out. IHowcer, such texts do

not tend to lead the child to analyze critical featu

letter-sound relationships or of words to the d t structured

programs may.

If the child has not read the .story, for the first reading. it

will tend tobe less supportive of comprehension. Nevertheless, if it

has survived-the marketplace test long, it will likely be a
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predictable book in some sense. Again, however,, the child may not

come to analyze critical features of the writing system. S/he is even's

less likely to be supported in the word knowledge and letter - sound

aspects of reading by unfamiliar storybooks, but the challenging

content and flavorful, predictable'language may nevertheless.support

the aspect of, comprehension.

Both categories of storybooks, favorites and unfamiliar stories,

tend to require construction and memory for large amounts of text.

The materials to comprehend will be less intimately known than the

material in the child's own compositions, even though it may be highly

meaningful as common human experience. Further, the language phrasing

and structure may be more memorable and enduring as "melodies on the

tongue" than the language of the child's own compoisitions. Children

only gradually becoMe able to implant such memorable phrases and

structures in their on compositions. 1,ciitionally, they only

gradually come to treat their own compositions as.objects Tor memory.

. Children's dictations. In dictating a composition, -the child

creates a. text by saying the words for a scribe to write down. The

/
scribe writes those words in conventional orthography, so the child's

re-reading attempts are from print spelled.and punctuated.like.that in

basal readers and storybooks. Dictated stories support the part of

comprehension that is remembered, rather than,constructed, meaning,

although as the child develops the ability to treat'the dictation as

al. object, the editing process may be constructive in a broad sense of

anticipating posSible structures. In reading from a dictation, the,
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child may use memory for text to support the growth of word knowledge

by matching voice to print. When the child watches the scribe write,

the child may observe the conventional use of letter-sound
a

relationships in encoding the child's, speech to print but the child

will be less likely to analyze le-*.er-sound relationships in

re-reading the dictation than either -`in writing or re- aading from

writing.

Handwritten compositions. HandWritten compositions. aa_text-types

contribute to the child's knowledges both during writing and during

re-reading, Indeed, the child can be considered to be reading while

writing although I argue in Chapters Four and Six that this is an

assumption which, can be treated as a hypothesis and tested against

children's behaviors.
(

The'form of the child's writing system afects the supports and

constraints of handwritten compositions for children's reading

ancaupts.. If the child is using invented spelling, then he writing

act itself requires the child to deeply process letter-sound

relationships. Writing is difficult, however,requiring great

expenditures of effort. WI.' " ~tempting to write a long composition,

like a story, a child may e, -o use other writing syStems to get

the story recorded, If po, then the handwritten composition will be

leSs supportive of letter-sound knowledge. The child may use a System'-

consisting of writing known words that have relation to. the

intended message except ."being words." If so, the resulting text may

even contradict the knowledge of word stability that the child may be

/ .77
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otherwise developing.

Whichever writing system is used, though, handwritten

compositions tend to support memory for text, dependent upon how.Close

the child is to independent reading. Certainly, requests to read what

a child has written conveys the message that what is written can be

read;however, a child who is quite far fro independent reading will

not treat either dictations or handwritten' ompositions as very

memorable.

When a child has some proficiency with writing, particularly with

invented spelling and /or conventional spellin , written compositions

tend to be shortei than other kinds -of tf...xLs,Jsinr-. _iley require so

._...

much effort. to construct. They can thus be mope memorable in tE...ms ofi.

the. amount to remember but they may be liV. the dictations, less

memorable in structure and in turn of phrase hey also tend not to

extend the child's notion of cowprehension outwa d toward

reconstructing someone eise's,.an author's messa e.

Summary. The four kinds of texts describeFl ere differ in the

demands and constraints they offer the beginning 'eader in a reading

attempt. Prolonged experiences with these text - types, including human

interactions involving them, also may differential y affect the

child's developing model of the.reader/writer relationship._

Additionally, the text-types tend to differ in t of their

relationship to the child's distinctions'between oral and written

languago.

Preview. In BRDKAWL, the child's ability to construct his or her

\
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own texts through dictatiOns and handwritten compsitions and tr'

re -read these texts is the primary means of looking at the child's

.transiticrn into independent reading during the kin,dergarten year

.(Studies II, III, and IV) since.r.hd is a literacy'behavior
)

at 1. ts primary onset. Additionally, children's reading attempts with

favorite storybooks is treated s a long-experienced behavior and, is

surveyed in 'two studies of children's "General Knowledges About'

Written Langt!lage" (Study I and V). During the first - grade year,

two kinds of self-composed texts and favorite storyboos will be
/

compared with the children's reading attempts in tl .. r instructional

the.

material's, the Houghtori-Mifflin basal reading seas.

VII). .The,design will be reviewed more complet,:lv
/V

contextn the project took
/

,,Chapter Three, which presents the

udies VI arid.,

the end of
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Chapter Three

The Contexts of the Study

Introduction

Any study has many participants, some seen and some not seen but

equally important;'the study will have many related settings. We fool

ourselves to assume that by not mentioning them they do not exist

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Yet every study stresses or makes use of

participants and settings selectively, with prejudices and biases.

What we can hope for in any study is sufficient detail to identify the

strengths and deficiencies and to allow useful interpretations to be

drawn.

This chapter will describe the context of the 1980-81 part of the

BRDKAWL project. During this year our goal was to describe the

knowledges about written language that a group of five-year-old

children brought to kindergarten with them. These children studied

were enrolled in a classroom in which there was no formal instruction

in reading and writing. The children were studied both in individual,

structured sessions with th'e researchers and in the everyday context

of their classroom. An additional goal was added to the research

after negotiation with the children's teacher; she would agree to let

us observe her with the children if, in turn, we would help her put

into words (orprofessional jargon) the goals and activities that she

had discovered during her years of teaching.

The chapter begins with a brief overview of participants and

settings; discusses the limitations set by a pledge of anonymity to
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the participants; returns to introduce the participants and settings

in more detail; and finally outlines the structure of the year's

research.

Overview of the Participants and Settings

In BRDKAWL 1980-81 the most important participants were the

children, the teacher, and the researchers. The study was about the

children's literacy development, but the children were always seen in

the presence of the researchers and, some of the time, the teacher.

Even when information was gained from other people and setting's, it

was through documents we prepared. While the parents were crucial to

the development of these children we studied, we had little direct

contact with them, with the exception of a questionnaire which we

asked them to complete at the end of kindergarten. Other family and

community members were part of the children's lives but they were not

directly involved in the study. Some other school personnel were

around and helped us but their activities were not examined directly

in the study.

The most important settings were the classroom in which we

observed both children and teacher when they operated as a class and

spots in the hallways, cafeteria, and empty classrooms in which we

conducted individual interviews with the children. The classroom was

situated within a school within a community composed of families.

Each of these latter settings were also important to the children's

development but were not directly part of the study.
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We will describe both participants and settings in more detail

after discussing the limits we set on the details we would report.

Guaranteeing Anonymity

We agreed to protect the anonymity of the children, parents,

teacher, and school in this study. (The participants are free to

identify themselves but we will not identify them.) Thus the names

you read for the teacher, Miriam Kendall, and for the children, like

Jodie, Douglas, and Michael, are fictitious.

For that reason, some highly relevant information will not be

reported. For those readers who would love to know birth order of the

children, marital status of parents, national origin, etc., we are

sorry but that information would risk allowing participants to be

identified. While I regret this agreement in many ways (particularly

when it meant I had to take a child's name out of a writing sample or

omit the details of a trauma in a child's family), the focus of the

study is upon children's demonstrated literacy behaviors; capturing

those behaviors is a large enough job for now.

While the personal information is limited, any changes in the

data like removing the child's name from the body of a story will be

mentioned. Children's ages are given, rounded to the month of the

reported observation. The only data about social and emotional

development that are included are those aspects personally-witnessed

in the research sessions. When a child told about personal

information that seemed relevant it was re-cast in a non-identifiable

form. The long-range significance of social and emotional developmeat
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is discussed only in terms of literacy acquisition because our

expertise lies there not in other areas such as clinical

psychology or social work. Similarly, we describe the school and

community only in general terms. More detailed information can be

made available to individual researchers for research purposes so long

as the original anonymity agreements are not violated.

Information about the teacher was partially furnished by "Miriam

Kendall" herself. She kindly allowed us to interview her and has read

our reports. Other information about the teacher and classroom came

from observations dur- 1g the study; copies of those observations,

including audiotaped and videotaped sessions were also made available

to the teacher.

The Teacher

Imagine allowing four other adults watch you perform your most

prized work, writing who-knows-what on clipboards while you struggle

with your duties. And imagine them taking the living, breathing

"products" of your work and examining them out of your sight and

hearing. If you are a psychologist with a private practice or a

reading clinician imagine having outside evaluators checking up on

your clients--from the perspective of what the evaluators think is

important rather than from your perspective. Yet that is what Miriam

Kendall, our teacher, agreed to.

Her actual agreement was far more specific because we stressed

working out or negotiating goals that would help both her and us.

s..,Ispect that if we had not done this openly that Miriam would have
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made her wishes known. She is a warm and welcOming person but a

person of great strength of conviction and character. She sets

implicit boundaries to interpersonal contacts with great skill. The

goals we negotiated will be presented later in this chapter.

The 1980-81 school year was Miriam's 23rd year of teaching. She

has always taught kindergarten, usually two half-day sessions of

approximate two and a quarter hours each with a lunch and planning

break at mid-day. She has an undergraduate degree in Education and

has taken few additional courses, mostly district-sponsored in-service

workshops. Two have been influential: a workshop on learning

disabilities and one on art techniques. Additionally, she remembers a

period when she had close friends teaching ,children approximately the

same age who were eager to share tips and anecdotes. She misses the

stimulation of close colleagues who are excited about children.

I wanted to do the study of'literacy acquisition in Miriam's

classroom because she had a number of qualities that would be helpful

in the research. Nevertheless, longitudinal studies of the sort we

planned involve by definition intimate and intrusive relationships

(cf. Slaughter, personal communication). The year's research hinged

on Mirian, once we started: she could kick us out of her room; she

could freeze us outvor she could change her way of operating so much

that she changed
/'the children's behaviors. The year also hinged on

us. We could offend Miriam; one of us could have trouble with one of

z
the children; we could begin treating our research as a belief instead

,oT a question. All of these possibilities faced us in the fall of

84

">



1980 and we discussed them with the teacher, Miriam Kendall.

I told Miriam why I.wanted her: (1) she is a gr,:-,d teacher who

knows and tares about children and (2) she did not believe in a formal

program of instruction in reading and writing for five-year-olds. At

'that time, she did not even believe in an informal program encouraging

reading and writing.

For the.past three years, my graduate students and I

had begun to help fill the colleague void but we were "from-the

university" and not exactly "teachers" to her. She deals easily with

the notion that people in different roles have different perspectives

and weighs evidence for herself. She,_like many teachers I-know,

would accept my experience, but would assure me that my perspective

was not current, saying "if you were still in the classroom. .

"yes, but when you are in the classroom all day. .

II

Miriam has a very warm manner that she uses dramatically with

children. I had the feeling that she did something important with her

dramatic way of acting but, at the beginning of the year, I did not

know what. Her warmth did not involve touching the children

physically;it was conveyed by her way of speaking. She also has a

detailed curiosity about and understanding of children, particularly

of their social and emotional growth. She conveys wonder and delight

at each child's performance..

A Teacher Creates a Classroom

My first visit of this year after the children came was the third

day of school. We met on the playground and Miriam Kendall
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immediately began pointing out various children to me, commenting on

what.was going on with this one or that one, predicting how the year

would go for them, or saying something like, "Now here's one I can't

figure out. Look how she hangs back--like she'a not at all

interested. Usually you see just a glimmer by now. I'm waiting--"

By the third day of school, September 1980, it was clear that the

children were a class and already knew how chings went in Mrs.

Kendall's classroom. They knew how to use the individual activity

stations, how to get out the play equipment and play on the

playground, and how to line up.. When you see an active and orderly

class it is easy to forget that it takes effort of some kind for these

individual children to become a social organism. Miriam had already

taken that effort. (Later in the year I read Shavelson and Stern's

1981 review article and realized that the planning and tryout period

must have already been done by the third day; Miriam confirmed this in

an interview with Susan Anderson, telling how she "created the class"

starting on the first day. I observed this phenomenon by visiting

Miriam's class on the first days of 1981.)

The "Classrbom"

Mrs. Kendall's room has maintained both a constant appearance and

a constant atmosphere during the years we have been acquainted. The

classroom map (Figure 2, page 88) reveals the appearance, with the

well-defined work and play areas with many things for children to do.

It is welcoming room for five-year-olds. When four-year-olds come

with their parents for get-acquainted visits in the late spring they
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"check out" this big room. Iii the fall, when they come to enroll and

begin school, they soon start venturing out to explore some of the

intriguing puzzles, toys, and tools. Later they learn that the "room"

also includes an enclosed play-yard, just outside the'door behind the

lesson and art area, with lots of mounted bars and slides, a sandbox,

and a storage room with moveable wooden toys, including wheelbarrows

for pushing one Another precariously about.

Appearance must be distinguished from atmosphere, however. The

appearance of the room is a common one for a kindergarten class in the

suburbs in which the school is located; the appearance is based upon

the use and contents of the available space. Atmosphere connotes the

way in which the participants occupy thespace and use its contents as

individuals and as a group.
)

In appearance the room has four quadrants: the entry and coat

area; the rug area; the lesson and art area;. and the playhouse and

individual activity area. A closer look at the map reveals that the

"individual activity" area actually covers the entire room, but our

obiervations indicated that the teacher helps the children develop

tacit social "rules" for when these room-wide individual activity

stations are used and for when the group gathers in the various areas

of the room for other purposes. While the room appearance indicates

space for each child to be occupied individually, the actual flow of

activities regulates times when the class gathers as one total group,

as a few smaller groups, or as pairs or individuals.

In atmosphere the'classroom can be described as active but calm.
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At the beginning of the study we were impressed with the ease with

which the teacher controlled the overall flow of activities. We could

readily spOt some of her cues: body posture, voice tone, tunes played

__or thepiano or sung, by .the teacher first with children gradually

chiming in. During the progress of the research, we have developed

means to describe and explicate the atmosphere, including the

socialization techniques the teacher uses, the activities she plans,

and her 'conception of the daily and year-long schedule. In September,

howeNiar, we were aware of how well Miriam and the children functioned

as a classroom grOiup, independent Of the -type of activities.

__Classrooms differ widely, even when initial appearances are the

same. Wearing my other hat as a teacher-educator or an even earlier

hat as a reading speCialist, I have seen a room arranged just as

neatly become a place where children fight and race about, where

children cry and rip uppapers, where teachers yell and make demands.

I have seen similar rooms house quite different teaching styles,

including extremely formal instruction in'reading, writing, and

mathematics. Other classrooms are organized around units of

exploration in which a topic like "community helpers" or "animals"

serves to focus children's and teacher's activities for long periods

of time': But now we were going to learn about this space.

From my previous experience, I.felt confident that the children

would have a pleasant and non - threatening day in Miriam's class and

that if a child had a problem such'as being ill or unhappy for some

reason Miriam would,let us know. She also, would not allow us to take
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advantage of the children, even unwittingly.

We planned to learn more about this classroom, so that we could

check to see if the information we were getting from the children

seemed consistent with the classroom behavior and also so we could see

what informal instruction they were getting about the variables we

were interested in.

The Kindergarten Curriculum

Kindergartens tend to have'much more varied curricula than we

find in "the grades." For instance, it would be highly unusual for a

first grade teacher to decide not to teach reading or writing; even

though sothe experts suggest that a delay might be helpful. Yet many

kindergartens do not include reading and writing in their

instructional offerings and when they are taught, the form of that

teaching also varies widely.

In spite of the variation in curricula there are a number of

identifiable models that prevail. These are general models, not

restricted to reading or writing. Lay-Dopyera & Dopyera (1982) break

these models into (1) environmentalist, (2) maturationist, and (3)

interactionist with the warning that most programs are "eclectic"

rather than pure examples of a given model.\\ This breakdown is similar

to the models that we described in Chapter One proposing how children

"learn," "acquire," or "develop" language. In these models, as in the

language models, the major differences can be found in the view of

teaching and of the nature of the learner.

In the environmentalist model, instruction or teaching is viewed
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as highly important; the learner is viewed as the relatively passive

recipient of carefully structured, highly sequenced, carefully

assessedinstruction. Usually specific areas of the curriculum are

identified and each has its own task analysis and planned instruction.

The model assumes that teacher's responsibility is to teach what gets.

learned; this does not mean that childre- only learn what gets taught

but that the responsibility of tLa teacher is the efficient delivery

of instruction. Of the three models, this is the one that tends to

interface most easily with instruction in the higher grades, partially

because it does not assume a strong difference between the needs of

five-year-olds and older children.

In the maturationist models the needs of the given child within a

given age-stage are primary. These models assume that the teacher's

role is to support what the child is internally programmed to do; the

child has\an internal clock of development. Another way of putting

that is that intrinsic motivation is far more important than any

extrinsic goals that could be devised. The teacher needs to set up

nurturing situations in the classroom that honor the child's needs,

such as a balance between kind of activities and of group settings.

Interactions with other children, with materials, and with significant

adults should be provided primarily to allow the child to select

developmentally appropriate ways of spending time. Thus the teacher

does not set goals-but helps the child to have the opportunityrto meet

his or her own goals. This model can result in a dichotomy between

what happens in kindergarten and in first grade. Occasionally, the
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maturationist viewpoint is used in urging that a child be given a

second year in kindergarten, "to mature," before being exposed to

formal instruction.in first grade.

The third model, interactionist, puts strong emphasis upon the

input from the environment and upon the chilOgs i.atrinsic motivation.

The learner is viewed as active and not passive, bul; able to be guided

and even accelerated by teaching. The role of the teacher is to /

decide what the student neeus to learn and to provide developmentally

appropriate ways to help the student learn. Those ways can include

/formal instruction more like that used in "the grades" but for more

kindergarteners there is a strong stress on hands-On activities as the

basis for all learning. Interaction with both children and adults is

viewed as part of the curriculum but there is, simultaneously, a

strong emphasis upon the academic areas. Kohlberg and Mayer (1972)

_proposed that academic goals such as high-level reasoning are found

within such an interactionist view because development is directional,

not laissez-faire, while being,internally-guided, rather than

externally-imposed. Thus in classrooms governed by such a model,

children will often be found working hard at tasks designed for

exploring developmentally challenging ideas, such as volume, velocity,

.trajectory, or prediction of story events, yet the tasks will be

suited to young child e
/

. Children and teachers will be working

together with the teacher acting as a supportive prodder.

But where should we place Miriam Kendall in these models? She

certainly didn't fit as an environmentaliSt, not just because she
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didn't teach reading and writing. Her day was not structured in bits

and pieces with carefully stated objectives, carefully and directly

taught, and just as carefully tallied up for each child.

At the beginning of the.1980-81 school year we thought we saw

aspects of both maturationist and interactionist models. Miriam might

be called a maturationist in that she certainly had ideas about what

was appropriate for five year olds, including a strong desire not, to

"push" them. Some of her language sounded "maturationist." She had

mentioned that she wanted the day to have a variety of active. and

quiet times. She did a lot of observing of children at times when she

could have been interacting. Her interactions did not seem to

pinpoint and push individual children particularly. Her curriculum

did not seem to have a strongly academic thrust. Nevertheless, there

were individual work stations the purpose of which we did not

understand and hadn't seen in action. Her language with children

seemed to have a purpose that eluded us yet captured the children's

attention and imagination.

In short, we did not understand either the model nor the

curriculum it led to at the outset of the kindergarten year we wanted

to study. Miriam was not able at that time to explain it to us in our

terms; she said, "You can watch and maybe you can tell me what I do,"

but she was firmly convinced that "it works." While she did not say

it, I also was convinced that she thought her way cteaching was good

for children.

Thus we developed a goal. We wanted to watch the children in
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their classroom to see if our observations in the one-to-one sessions

of our study were consistent with the child's classroom behavior and,

second, we wanted to explore the c.1:riculum of the classroom to see

what. the children were being, tail-,;at about the literacy-related

variables such as conversation, storytelling, dictation, written

composition, - reading, "editing," topic, audience, at whatever level

and in whatever ways they were explored. This second goal was later

adapted by our discussions with Miriam to include an study of her

model, trying to put into words the intuitive model of teaching and

learning that she held, as well as trying to-understand what 'it taught

children about literacy.

The Children

Miriam has two classes a day to occupy her classroom space. This

is a common practice in many school districts in the United Stat. .

Some years Miriam has the only two classes for her school and other

years there is a second teacher who has either one or two classes.

During 1980-81 Miriam was the only kindergarten teacher, with one

"morning group" and a second "afternoon group." The morning group

stayed from 9:00 till 11:15 and the afternoon group from 12:45 until

3:00. With both groups a few children often came early, gathered on

the rug with puzzles, books, or toys, and played until the "day"

/

officially began. \\I

1

Children in the school attain mean scores well above the national

t

norms on intelligence and achievement tests, as well as on the

school-administered "readiness tests." There was also, however, a
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range of scores so that children differed widely. In our own

assessments of what children could do in reading and writing in each

of Miriam's classes, we found quite-a range.

A second important academic feature of these children was that

_they expressed themselves relatively well to adults. They were good

"guinea pigs" for adults interested in what children can do and can

say about literacy.

If these children were so advantaged, even with a range of

abilities, why do we need to study them? Personally, I needed some

simplification since I wanted to investigate reading and writing

complexly otherwise. However, two other reasons are important: first,

these children_may not be so different from less advantaged children.

Harste, Burke, and Woodward (1981) argue that the characteristics of

developing literacy, and of being able to show off and talk about

literacy are not limited to upper-middle-class children prior to

formal instruction. I have also found this to be the case in pilot

studies in the inner-city of Chicago; however, for this study, we

elected optimum conditions in a culture which we knew had a strong

impact of written language appearing in the ways in which people

expressed themselves orally.

The second reason concerns the instruction for children of this

kind. Even with children who bring such a wealth of information about

written language to school with them, we often offer only very

traditional instruction, beginning/ 11 or large groups of children in
,

the same materials at the same tiMe, restricting children from writing
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"until they learn to make their letters," and then only offering the

most mechanical tasks, like copying or sentence completion.

Our 1980-81 research was conducted with the Miriam Kendall's

morning group and we used the afternoon group for pilot-testing and

researcher-training. Twenty-four childreh were in the morning group.

Only one child enrolled after the year began; that child left again

before the year was over. No other child left during the school year.

Typically, class membership in the school is relatively stable. This

stability in membership was an assurance that a longitudinal study

using case study methodology would be feasible in Miriam's classroom.

More information about the children will be given in Chapter Four and

particularly in Chapter Five, in the discussion of how nine of the

children were chosen for intensive case study.

The Researchers

Four researchers committed themselves for the 1980-81 school

year. Three of these (Sulzby, Cox, and Otto) would'work with

individual children and a fourth (Andersori) would make classroom

observations. The three researchers who worked with the children had

extensive classroom teaching experience and two had research

experience with young children. Sulzby was the principal

investigator. Cox and Otto were both graduate students in reading and

language. Anderson was a senior undergraduate student majoring in

elementary education. She had taken a number of courses in reading

and had worked on a research project during her junior year. Her

interest in teaching and young children were important factors leading
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me to accept her offer to work on the project; she operated as a

fullfledged member throughout the study. The researchers were

committed not only to the conduct of the study itself, but also to

making the experience worthwhile for the teacher and Children.

The School

The chool building is a mixture of architecture, fully workable

for children in the elementary years. It houses kindergarten through

sixth grade with several sections of each grade. ,The,grades are laid

out in classrooms adjacent to one another. The school includes a

library and gym and a number of rooms for other specialists, including

speech and learning disabilities. Health specialists, psychologists,

and social workers are available when needed. The schopl is open to

research by the University provided there is appropriate space; during

1980-81 all the extra rooms were taken by classes, administration, or

specialists.

The principal takes an active role in all aspects of the school.

He is usually physically present, walking up and down the halls,

speaking to students and teachers, knowing all by name. The office

and support staff also know the children by name and:when parents pick

. \ .

children up at school the secretaries often make pleasant, even

personal comments about the children. The office telephones are busy

with home-school, school-home calls. Some children will be found

sitting outside the office door on couches or chairs at tables; it is

more'common for them to be there by choice, using.the area as a

comfortable workplaCe, than for them to be\there
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Major problems with children are dealt with through conferences

and, when extreme measures such 'as special placement are being

considered principal, teachers, parents, specialists, and often the

child meet together. Often a number of such meetings are held before

a final decision is,reached and then the child's progress is monitored

in the new placement or new program. Follow-up conferences may be

held as well.

During 1980-81 the principal and teachers were choosing a new

basal reading series. The school had gone through aperiod of

emphasis on individualized instruction, trying to tailor the

curriculum to the pace of each child. As often happens with such a

plan, teachers, administrators, and parents began to worry about

communication and continuity of instruction and to suggest a move

toward a more uniform approach to teaching and monitoring progress in

reading. The plan was to chose one reading series to become the

standard for diagnosis, placement, and the bulk of instruction. The

series being considered had a strand for kindergarten and Miriam

Kendall and other district kindergarten teachers were involved in

eiialuating those series. The series would not be used until 1981-82.

The Community

The school is in an upper-middle-class suburb north of Chicago,

Illinois, with a population of between 25,000-35,000. The community

is not one of the wealthiest in the area where the cost and .standard

of living tends, to be high but it is economically very comfortable and

the population is qUite stable. Most people within the area of the

98

1 i6



school own their own home and most homes are single-family dwellings.

There is a moderately-sized central business district and smaller

commercial areas spread throughout the community. Businesses include

bookstores, to stores, and other stores devoted in part to children and

family life. Public transportation makes working in Chicago

relatively easy. There is a major University close-by, as well as

other teacher-training institutions. Public libraries and parks are

within easy reach of all residents. The community would be classified

as highly literate, including the contexts that surround members and in

ways in which families socialize their children.

The Families

As mentioned earlier, the school pOpu:_ation is relatively stable.

People do move into and out of the community and there are divorces

and other family disruptions of modern times but not to the degree

found in many areas. A recent reliable community survey classified

the community as having stable family configurations.

Parents participate in school activities, including volunteering

in classrooms, giving special workshops and "mini-courses,"

accompanying field trips, and keeping touch with the teachers. Part

of this is done through the parent-teacher organization and part of it

is independent. Parents attend conferences with teaphers about their

children and often children attend.is well. The parents of the

children in Miriam Kendall's room seemed to be interested in 'the study

we were planning and all gave their permission for the children to

take part. Later, they were responsive to the questionnaires we sent
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home. Some of the parents expressed desire for a formal reading

program in kindergarten; others were just as firmly in favor of a more

informal program, almost every parent seemed concerned with his or

-';her child's schooling.

Overview of The Research resign

To review, the over-riding goal of this research project was to

describe the knowledges about written language that a group of

five-year-olds brought to school with them and to explore how those

knowledges grew and changed, particularly during the kindergareetil

year. The specific purposes of the 1980-81 year were to chart the

development of a select group of children making the transition into

independent reading and to describe their development against the

backdrop of other children in their kindergarten classroom who were

not given intensive researchattention and against the backdrop of the

kind of instruction provided in this classroom. An ancillary purpose

was to describe the teacher's model of teaching and learning. To

fulfill those purposes within a naturalistic framework, we had a

research design partially specified and partially emerging. The next
I

step was to work out or '"negotiate" how we would actually carry out

the research, given that we wanted it to benefit the participants as

directly as possible as well as furnish new knowledge to outsiders.

The design for first grade, 1981-82, was not so complicated as-

the kindergarten design. First grade involved only two sessions, fall

and spr7Lng, in which we assessed the children's abilities after they
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began formal instruction. The procedures for those two studies will

be described in Chapter Ten. The remainder of this chapter applies

primarily to the 1980-81 school year, or "kindergarten in Miriam

Kendall',,s room." First I will discuss the general agreements we

reached to begin the project and then I will trace the research design

and schedule in brief detail.

kigggsjatiQnafhutualstaais.

With the teacher. At our meeting in September 1980, Miriam

Kendall and I agreed to a number of points and agreed to continue

working together for our mutual benefit during the year. The points

which Miriam made didn't seem like many at the time but they were

important. First of all, she welcomed us and welcomed the information

we could give her. Second, and importantly tied to the first point,:

she had ways of teadhing that she believed in and would continue. She

wanted our information and also her .autonomy; she would evaluate what

we made available to her, and would not feel pres,sured to change

because of what we were doing. -Third; she would appreciate our giving

her labels for her educational practices. She had developed ways of

working with children intuitively that she often had difficulty

discussing with other people. She wanted to know in what way hoer

practices were like and unlike those of other teachers and wanted

vocabulary to use in talking with parents and teachers. Finally, we

were to be ready to leave her classroom at a moment's notice, .Without

saying a word, if she signalled to us to leave. Miriam did not put

the stipulation this bluntly; I rephrased it in this way in promising
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to honor the sanctity of her classroom. \She was concerned that there

might be a time when a child was upset or when she herself needed

"some breathing room" and wanted us not to be hurt but to honor her

needs and those of the children. (We never had to leave for those

reasons, but that is partly because, as we learned, Miriam was able to

handle all kinds of crises so calmly and reasonably,)

Running through Miriam's comments in September was an ambivalent

note of welcome and of protection of autonomy. I found that I was

having similar ambivalent feelings. I didn't know how comfortable I

would be spending an entire year, intimately observing another teacher

whose children we were working with so closely. I was afraid that I

might lose my research perspective and take on an interventionist

perspective if I found myself disagreeing with things Miriam didt,, I

was also afraid that I might become too protective of her point of

view.

In considering the history of the relationship getween research

and practice for a compendium on ear reading, Sheldon White (1979)

suggested that, instead of tryi ether to be a pure scientist

studying a complex set of phenomena in a laboratory or taking time

from science to act in /some marketing role, the scientist might, step

into the classroom or other educational setting and try outhis/her

ideas there, in the complexity of the setting Where reading and other

forms of literacy re actually. used. We were taking.this step, and in

so doing had complicated our design further.

The fears that I had about my relationship to the teacher were
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thus significant and helpful. They helped me to separate my

researcher goals and my teacher-educator goals. I explained that to

Miriam in September; I told her that I wore two hats, one as a

teacher-educator and the second as a researcher. I told her frankly

that, in my teacher-educatoi role, I would rather that she used an

informal, developmental program like language-experience or

whole-language, that gave children more opportunities to explore

reading and writing. In my researcher role, I preferred that she not

offer such instruction but that she stick with the kind of program she

typically, offered. I also told her that if she changed her mind

during the year and began any new kind of program, like the new

reading series, for example, that I would just take it in stride and

try to describe what happened. I warned her that she would be

receiving all kinds of proof of what the children could already do in

reading and in writing and that she might end up wanting to use some

of the techniques we were using in our research in her own classroom.

I also warned her to watch for encroachment and over-enthusiasm from

us and to tell us to `back off" when and if we left our research mode

and tried crusading.

I asked Miriam for her feedback on what we were doing and she

promised to, give it. We gave her copies of all our protocols and

observations as we prepared them. We agreed to a kind of informal

collaboration with Miriam to have as involved a role as she wanted.

At that time,. we discussed a possibility which Miriam laughed

off--perhaps we would write a paper together or give a talk together.

(Our eventual collaboration had a slow start; during 1980-81 we just
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talked but during 1981-82, Miriam began to use some of our techniques

with a different group of children and gave her first present,-,tion on

the project at the 1982 meeting of the International Readim:,

Association.)

The issue of instructional change was important to me. The

previous year (1979-80), I had conducted a complicated experimental

study with Miriam's children (Sulzby 1981c); just as the study e:.-,ded

one of the other teachers began to take some of the children out of

Miriam's room for reading instruction. At that time, I panicked to

think that the change could have taken place in the middle of the

study. In planning for this year, with its more naturalistic design,

the research team had discussed the possibility of instructional

change and had decided to take Vygotsky's (1978) posthumous words

seriously:

Any psychological process, whether the development of

thought or voluntary behavior, is a process undergoing

changes right before one's eyes. (p. 61)

Rather than assume that we could control the events in our study we

/t--)

would try to des ribe the situation at each point in time so that

change could/be detected, charted, and, hopefully, understood (cf.

Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Guba, 1978, 1982).

With the research team. ,Negotiation of goals within the research

team seemed a bit more ticklish to me. Graduate students depend upon

their professors for a number of things that they aren't always aware

of at the outset. Likewise research Projects can be made or broken by

104



graduate students' ability to commit themselves. I knew that the

commitment to BRDKAWL was a huge one and tried to warn Beverly Cox and

Beverly Otto. We agreed upon some time limitations of what I would

ask of them and pay them for; needless to say, we far oveir:r., the time

lImitationi in what they did and far underran it'in pay. Briefly,

besides hours and pay, I promised them training, the chance to

understand a complex, relatively unexplored set of phenomena and, in

return, they promised to work long, hard hours and to submit

themselves to difficult work involving creativity, drudgery, and

rwnitoring by themselves and others.

Since we were doing highly descriptive work, depending first of

all on careful cl-ta collection and second upon extremely painstaking

trans iption, monitoring was essential. We agreed to double-check

all transcription and protocol preparation, aswell as any subsequent

scoring. We al o agreed to ouble-check each other in all kinds of
J(

data anal cluding that done in choosing examples from raw data

in our writi

Our 5ina1 negotiated goal was that, while we would be

hyper-critical of each other, we would also be nurturant of each

other. We would accept the stance of the research design as being

"emergent," or growing as we went along but we'would also treat

ourselves as emergent researchers. Not long ago one of the other

researchers wrote a paper and said that we had used "reading

readiness" as a criterion in selecting the case study children.

scrawled a note saying that we had not, that we had used "en.....6ent
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reading" as the criterion. Then, to my embarrassment, I reviewed my

records and found-that, while the construct we had used had been what

we now call "emergent reading," that my heading in December 1980 had

been "reading readiness." We have grown and changed as we agreed we

would. I apologized and she forgave me.

With the children. Negotiation of goals with the children is

somewhat subtle. The status of the partners is not equal and in a way

the children aren't able to say "no" so readily as another adult would

be. We asked the children to help us and tried not to pressure them.

All the children agreed, even Richard whom you will meet in Chapter

Five. A great deal of this agreement was due to the parents and to

Miriam Kendall. We took responsibility to be honest with the

children. We explained the purpose of all the things we were doing,

in simple words like, "I'm Mrs. Sulzby and I am interested in what

boys and girls know about reading and writing when they start to

school. I know you don't read or write yet like a grown-up but I know

you know a lot about reading and writing. Will you help me?"

Additionally, when we asked them to write for us we made xerox

copies of their writing for them to keep. When, in Study III, we told

them that visitors wanted them to write stories for them, we gave the

originals to the visitors as we had promised (even though we would

have loved to have the brightly colored originals instead of our
ti

xeroxes). At the end of first grade, when we asked them to write a

story to give to us "fog us to remember you/ by," we kept the original;

however, we gave them a storyboOk to remember us by.
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In capsule, our stance was a humanistic one, treating the

teacher, the children, and ourselves as human beings with feelings as

well as thoughts. It was developmental, in that we expected all

members of the project to change and to grow. It was interactive in

that all of us individually and in interaction were the "subjects"

the research. Now I w,,L outline the design for kindergarten very

briefly. The chapters that follow will describe each studyfand'

cross-study comparison in detail.

The Research Design and Schedule

Figure 3 gives a schematic look at the research design. The

chart includes 1977-79 in which pilot studies were conducted with

children from Miriam Kendall's room. It also includes 1979-80 in

which two large-scale studies were conducted that give comparison data

for Study I and Study II of the 1980-81 year.

1980-81, kindergarten. BRDKAWL 1980-81 consisted of five

separate studies and corresponding observational data. The year's

work was planned to include two levels of data from children collected

in individual sessions: "large group," or data from the entire class,

and "mini-studies," or data from the case study children alone.

Large group data. Figure 3 shows three large diagonally striped

boxes, marked I, III, and V. Initially, we planned to collect large

group data only at the beginning and end of the year, Studies I and 'V.

We added a large scale comparison in Study. III for reasons that will
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be explained in Chapter Seven.

Study I and Study V are beginning and end of the year interviews

called, "General Knowledges About Written Language." They were

designed to inventory the knowledges that children have about reading

and writing, including. the language that they use to express this

knowledge. Additionally, Study I was used to assess the children's

prior knowledges about some of the stimuli we would use in the

mini-studies, like real and make-believe, topics for child and adult

audiences, and about learning to ride a child vehicle like a "big

wheel," a tricycle, a "green machine," or a "two-wheeler" bike.

Chapter Four presents a detailed look at the children during Study I;

Chapter Nine will make cross-kindergarten comnarisons, including Study V, so

that we can make some judgments about how the children changed during

this kindergarten year with the kind of instruction we described

through our observations. Additionally, we will compare the results

for the case study children and the other children.

Small group data. Cross-hatched boxes indicate five mini-studies

in 1980-81. The ones marked I and V actually indicate the sub-set of

data that came from the nine children selected for case study. The

other mini-studies were discrete studies: Study II, Real and

Make-Believe Topic; Study III, Dc1.9yed Audience Interview (based upon

the Child-Adult Audience large-group study); and Study IV, "New Event"

Stimulus in which children wrote about an event they had just taken

part in. These five mini-studies make up most of the individual data

for the case studies, along with class observations, parent
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questionnaires, and the data from 1981-82.

Classroom observations. Extending across the entire school year

on the chart in Figure 3 is a narrow dotted box. This box represents

Susan Anderson's weekly observations of the children and teacher which

is described Sulzby and Anderson '(1982). Anderson observed during. the

entire school day, 9:00 to 11:15, one day a week for the year. The

diagonally-striped box beneath that indicates that whenever we took

the case study children out for individual sessions, we-returned to

the classroom and continued observing them in their classroom

activities, to see if the one-to-one data we collected seemed

consistent with their classroom behavior.

The children's parents responded to a questionnaire at the end of

kindergarten. The purpose was to collect their memories of the

children's early interests in reading and writing and to compare their

memories with our observations during the study.

1981-82, First Grade Follow-up. In the children's first grade

year, they were given formal instruction in three different

classrooms. The goal of the project was to describe the knowledges

about written language that children brought to school with them and

to describe the transition into independent reading. As we watched

the children through kindergarten only some of them made the

transition; we were loath to leave them just because formal

instruction had begun. Additionally, as discussed in Chapter Two, we

had begun to make predictions about how the children would read from

basal readers as a different type of text from the ones the children
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had read from in kindergarten (i.e., their own dictated and

handwritten stories and their favorite storybooks). Thus the two

studies, VI and VII, focus upon how children read from different

text-types. The materials chosen for Study VI differed for each

child, with the child choosing a storybook and the first grade teacher

suggesting basal reader stories. Study VTI served an evaluative

purpose and used the same storybook and basal reader story with each

child. For the first time, comprehensic was measured by use of a

recall technique.

Running through the two years was a thread of change. Our

initial objective was to describe literacy knowledges. Our

understanding of the ways in which such knowledges show themselves

grew during the two years. Rather than give the reader too great a

preview now, however, I invite you to meet the children of Miriam

---
Kendall's room and see how they displayed their "General Knowledges

About Written Language," during the first months of school.

1
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Chapter Four

Study I

General Knowiedges About Written Language

Introduction

What do .kindergarteners already know about.written language when

they start to-school in the fall? Children seem to be learning more

and more but we have little evidence from procedures that simply ask

or allow children to show off what they can do. So, in October, 1980,

we began our survey of a group of 24 kindergarten children, with

Miriam Kendall's, the principal's, and their parents'. permission.

And, as we took each child out for an individual interview, we asked

them for their permission.

This chapter presents the rationale, method, and results of Study

I, General Knowledges About Written Language. The "General

Knowledges" interview is divided into five parts: (1) Conversation

sample; (2) Writing Interview; (3) Transition from Writing to Reading;

(4) Reading Interview; and (5) Prior Knowledges About Topic (Real and

Make-Believe) and Audience (Child and Adult). Each of the five parts

has a number of subparts that are addressed to issues raised in

Chapter Two. The data are presented around these issues, with some

data presented as frequencies and ranges of behaviors found in the 24

children and other data presented as examples to illustrate a point or

identify a characteristic. Children are identified by code name and

age at the time of their individual interview. The chapter concludes

with an overview of the group data. Chapter Five present:- these data
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again, in the context of introducing the nine children chosen for case

studies.

Setting the Stage With the Children.

By October, the four researchers were familiar classroom

visitors. We seemed to be accepted as grown-ups whom the children

could approach but people with our own work to do,.signalled by our

clipboards and,notetaking. Mrs. Kendall; always welcomed us with a

cheery, "Good morning, ladies and then she went about her own

routines with the children.

On Tuesday, October 14, she announced 'to the boys and girls:

"You know, our visitors are very special.people

and they have some special things that they would

like to find out about us. Will you help them?"

That was my cue to tell the children that we would take them one at a

time to a special place outside the room and that everyone would have

a turn, "If not today, then on/another day. You'll all have a turn."

Purposes of the Study

One purpose of the Ceneral Knowledges study was to inventory the

knowledges about written language of the children in this classroom at

the beginning of the kindergarten year. The interview schedule was a

revision of one used during 1979-80 with Miriam's class of the

previous year (Sulzby, 1981c). By inventorying the knowledges of the

1980-81 class we could make comparisons with the children of the

previous year in order to get some estimate of the reliability of the
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interview itself. More importantly for this study, we could make

comparisons to end-of-the-year data as a way of describing how these

children change during the year.

rA second purpose of the interview was to gather data to be used

in preparing the middle-of-the-year studies with the case study

children. In particular, we wanted to measure background

knowledges about topic and audience and we wanted estimates of their

ability to carry on conversations with adults about general topics and

about literacy.

Third, we needed to select our nine case study children, those

children whose transition into independent reading we wanted to

describe. To make this,selection, we would use our construct of

emergent reading abilities. In retrospect, I realized that the

selection process would become a test of the construct itself. Could

we use it to select children who would differ significantly from each

other?' What would be the items that we took into account in making

these decisions? How would the'y hol u uring the study? And, our

most stringent test, although I didn't realie it at the time, how

well would they hold up when Miriam Kendall, and later the children's

first-grade teachers, began to reveal to us their judgments about the

children?

The General Knowledgesinterview is divided into five parts, each

with subparts. The five parts are (1) Conversation sample; (2)

Writing interview; (3) Transition from writing to reading; (4) Reading

interview; and (5) Prior Knowledge About Topic and Audience. Herc, are
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questions that the parts can be used to address; note that the parts

are listed in parentheses after the question.

Specific Questions About Children's General Knowledges

(1) How do these kindergarten children converse with

a somewhat familiar adult? (Part 1)

(2) How do these children converse about learning to ride

a big wheel or. other childhood vehicle? ()Prior

knowledge of stimulus for Study II) (Part 1)

(3) What can these children write? How do they describe

this writing and their knowledge about it? (Part 2)

(4) What can these children.read? How do they describe

this reading and their knowledge about it? (Part 3,4)

(5) What dc '7'.lese'Ohildren say about literacy tasks that

they cannot ye' per-orm? (Part 2,3,4)

(6) How do iiildren characterize knowing and

learning? (Part 2,3,4)

(7) How do these children attempt to read favorite

storybooks? (Part 4)

(8) What d8 these children know about book parts, labels,

and purposes? (Part 4)

(9) What do these children know about the variables of

topic and audience? (Part 5)

Method of the Study

Subiects. For Study I all of the 24 children. in Mrs. Kendall's
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class were our subjects. Three of the 24 were slightly overage (6-1,

'6-3, and 6-4), having been "held back" at home a year by their

parents. The remaining 21 children ranged from 4-11 to 5-11 with a

median age of.5-5 and a mean of 5-8. In the class as a whole there

were 11 girls and 13 boys; the three overage children included one of

the girls and two of the boys. Five of the children came from other

language backgrounds: three from western and eastern Asiatic

countries; and two from European countries.

Data collection. All sessions were.. held between October 24 and

December 2, 1980. For the interviews, each child was taken from the

classroom by one of the three examiners. The researcher ye-introduced

herself before leaving the room and asked the child to select a

favorite storybook from the room. Then the adult led the child from

the room to a child-sized table set up in the hallway leading to the

room. The table and two chairs were carefully arranged prior to the

child's arrival as shown in. Figure 4.

Figure 4. Conversation Interview Set-up

The two chairs faced one another. The examiner motioned for the child

to sit,in one chair, took the other for herself, at the same time
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casually taking the storybook from the child and placing it face-down

V

at an angle under the table, "till later." All parts of the interview

except the conversation sample and storybook reading required the
/

`examiner to follow, a.set script.

On 'the table were unlined paper, cr ons, and two sizes of

pencils, Primary and adult, both witho t erasers: After the first

ISartof the interview, the convers tion sample, was 9ver, the examiner

helped the child turn around to/p e table and pushed theseutensils in
ti

front of the child to obseriY 7the child's choice and handling of

writing Taterials. In the storybook reading session, similarly, the

child was asked where the book was, then the examiner, could observe

how the child picked up and handled theA)ook,

The final materials in view were the tape recorder and the

examiner's clipboard, pen, and protocols. Th child 'as introduced to

the tape-recorder if s/he seemed to notice it; from previous studies

in this school we had learned that children were accustomed to using

tape recorders. Usually, we simply commented that we were using it so

we wouldn't lorget what we said and offered to let4he child listen to

it a bit after we were finished.

Each part of the interview will be presented separately. The

rationale for, ea:h portion of the interview will be presented, as we go

along.

The Interview: General Knowledges About Written Language

Part 1, Conversation Sample

Rationale. For the BRDKAWL project, it has been posited that
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children signal knowledges about written language by being able to

differentiate between oral and written language. For these children

who have been brought .up in a highly literate culture, oral language

can be divided into the most interactive mode, conversation, and the

next most interactive mode, storytelling or oral monologues; written

language can be divided into dictation, in which there is a scribe but

no present audience, and into handwritten, typed, or printed stories,

in which the writer takes on the whole burden of creating a text

without a scribe's help.

In Studies II, IV, and the first grade studies we would ask these

children to tell stories, to dictate stories, and to write their own

stories. Children would also converse with us in those later studies,

but for now we wanted a baseline sample of conversation, including

conversation about the major stimulus for Study II, learning to ride a

"big wheel." a

Conversation implies that both partners present ideas and react

to ideas, not that one partner acts as an interrogator or supporter of

the other. However, in conversations between adults and children the

__Lniz-denis often unevenly distributed. This distribution can be due to

the child's level of development in relation to the adult (Bruner,

1975; Cherry, 1979; Wertsch, 1978) or can be due to status and/or role

considerations (Mehan, 1979).

In the 1979-80 study (Sulzby, 1981c), the conversation sample had

been gathered near the end of an interview session. The interview

itself had set up an interrogation pattern similar to Mehan's (1979)
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IRE (Initiate, Reply, Evaluate). In such a pattern, typically found

in instructional situations, one person initiates a topic, a

person responds, and the first person, the initiator, evalL The

response. We also found that it was typical behavior for each of ,us

to take the'a4t1t, teacher-figure, status. We woul4 ijiitiate a topic,

the child would respond, and we-would say, "That's gOod," or give some

other evaluative comment, then start another cycle;
I

In this study, we wanted conversation that would have the

potential of being more interactive and more equal in status. In

order to elicit such conversation, we analyzed actual conversations in

the real world to have a somewhat different format (see Wells, 1981,

for comparison). In real conversation, partners are more equal and

negotiate for status (which is transcient). Either partner may raise

a topic that may be picked up and carried further by the other person

or may be dropped by ignoring or countering with A different topic.

Partners may evaluate each other's responses but the conversation does

not depend upon evaluation to progress. Partners respond with

sentences, partial sentences, tortured phrases, gestures, facial

expressions, grunts, interruptions, and silences. They also interrupt

one another and occasionally may talk simultaneously.

Procedures. The examiner was supposed to begin the (,.ntire Study

I interview by sim±- ! tJnversing with the child, using the

understanding of conversation that we had developed. A few topics

were F.olggested as elicitations, like how the child liked school so far

and what the child liked to do, at school and at home. The examiner
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was supposed to allow the actual topics '.-..o flow from events Within the

conversation; however, at the end of the conversation, if the topic

hadn't arisen already, the examiner was to lead into a discussion of

what the child enjoyed playing "in the playyard, with the other boys

and girls," and by himself or herself, at home. If the chiat then led

into the topic of riding a big wheel, well and good; if not, thg

examiner led into it.

In the conversation, the examiner's speech usage was supposed to

be casual: "Wha'd'you like to play by yourself--like to ride?" The

examiner was supposed to pause at times, as if thinking over what had

been said. Gestures were encouraged. Rather than asking questions,

examiners were encouraged to tell anecdotes about themselves, with

appropriate pauses for the child's ( luation:

"Wow, I remember when i learned to ride a big wheel. TheY

called it a tricycle then. It didn't make a noise like a big

wheel." (Pause)

"So I fixed it up so it'd sound like a big wheel." (Pause).

"I put a piece of cardboard on it with a clothespin so it would

make a popper." (Gesture)

After the child and adult discussed the topic of learning to ride

a big wheel, the examiner led into the writing interview. The

conversation sample results will be summarized now.

Conversation results. Since the conversation sample was elicited

primarily as baseline information, its greatest usefulness is in the

case studies. In Chapter Five those results are presented by
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individual child, and in subsequent chapters they child's ability to

'sustain monologues, both oral and written, will be compared with the

child's conversational characteristics. Here we present an overview

of the results of the group of children, to describe ways in which

five-year-olds can sustain conversation, acting as respozsive

partners. The first analyses are, addressed to that part of the

conversation before the "big wheel" discussion; this section concludes

with examples:of children's conversations about learning to ride a big

wheel.

First, we present some simple measures of conversational length

and questions asked. Second, we examine the conversations

qualitatively, to estimate how competent the children were as

conversational partners.

First, all the protocols were examined to consider whether or not

the samples could legitimately be called samples of conversation. In

contrast to the 1979-80 (Sulzby 1981c) study, all 24 children produced

samples that could legitimately be analyzed as conversations.

Although the length of the conversation was not controlled, it

was obvious that these children differed widely in how long they

conversed. Since the structure of-the interview led to the topic,

"big wheel," one indirect measure of length can be taken from how long

it took the adult-child pair to complete the target topic, even though

many different kinds of reasons can affect the time spent. The time

ranged from 1735" to 7'47" kith a median of 3'30".

Another difference could be found in who asks questions and how
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many questions were asked. Inthe samples the children asked from .

zero to nine questions while the adults asked from 14 to 65 questions

per,samp le. And this was with warnings not to interrogate the

children! An examination of the function of these questions, however,

shows that many of them are not 'true queries.o Notice the example

with Ariadne, below, in which questions like "You don't have one?"

serve to give the child's side of the conversation instead of being a

true question from the adult.

In other words, the questioning data can be examined to see how

the questions functioned. In these samples, Most of the questions

that the adult asked were for the purpose of maintaining conversation

and not of quizzing the other peson nor usually of satisfying real

curiosity.

The child questions, on the other hand, were usually signs of

interest or curiosity. Tizard (1979) has found that young children

ask parents at home a much greater number of questions t han they ask

their teachers t school or other Care centers, The early reading and

writing literTr\e (Clark, 1976; Durkin, 1966; Read, 1970) gives ample

testimony that children who learn early and easily ask their parents a

large number of questions swhich their parents answer simply and

directly.

In this baseline sample, We wanted to see how readily, -.the

children would us questinna. In the subsequent studies we were

curious about whether or not we old see increases over time and/or

situations in these children asking adults questions, particularly

about literacy. We also expected to find differences in how easily

the children would use adults as resources, in general, and

question-asking seemed like a place to look for indicators.
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In order to consider how well the children maintained their part

of the conversation, the conversations samples were categorized in

four ways that had to do with the appropriateness of the language used

for conversation. First, the overall nature of the exchange was

judged to be either "free exchange" or "labored," which can either

include one partner's being too dependent upon another or not being

cooperatively communicative. The. second judgment was based upon the

degree of contingency within the utterances: were the partners'

utterances mutually contingent or did one partner adapt to a less

responsive partner? The third question was related to the

informational specification (an analysis which will be used in judging

written language samples) of the child's utterances. This category

includes questions like, did the child give specific information to

orient his/her listener; did the child clarify statements voluntarily

or did the adult have to ask questions for clarification; did the

child ask for clarification When needed? Finally, the conversation of

the child was judged to see whether it sounded like oral or written

language.

Before presenting the results of those analyses, I will first display

e mples from the data, accompanied 'by Interpretations aoout the

ad It /child interactions. Two examples have been taken from the same

examiner on the same day, October 19, 1980, to illustrate differences

in children as conversational partners. In these examples, only the

first part of the conversations are included, both centering around

the ages of the child and the adult. Typically, for all the samples,

123



I

the earlier Part of the conversation was relatively strained as

compared with the final part, particularly the "big wheel"

conversation, samples of which will be presented later.

Of the two children represented in these samples, Daniel B. was

judged to,be an easy conversational partner and Ariadne was judged to

be difficult. While Ariadne was untalkative in this sample, in later

exchanges both in studY sessions and in classroom observations, she

was found to be very talkative but very unconcerned about her

partners. ( The numbers here and in other examples are from the tape

recorder counter and can be used as an indicator of the relative

rapidity of exchanges or length of pauses.)

Daniel B. (awe 5-11):

Well, I'm sure glad that you could come

and help me today, Daniel. Let's put

this over here. (Note contextual quality

of examiner's language.) OK. (Pause.)

005 Adult:

How old are you?

006 Child: Five and a half.

006 Adult: Five and a half!

007 Child: Uh-huh, and mY"

007 Adult: (Interrupting)--Wow, you're a big boy.

008 Child: And my birthday's in December.

(Voluntarily extending conversation)

008 Adult: In December! So wh--you're going to be how
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old pretty soon?

008 Child: Six.

009 Adult: Six.

009 Child: Uh-huh;

009

009

Adult:

Child:

Do you know how old I am?

r-
How old? (Looking curial's.).

009 Adult: (Laughs) I'm pretty old,---zuNi't I?

(Ariadne (age 5-4):

002 Adult: Is that kind of an interest machine?

003 Child: (Nods head.)

003 Adult: Is that an interesting machine? Do you

know what that is? It's a tape recorder.

Do you have a tape recorder at home?

004 Child: (Shakes head no.)

005 Adult: You don't have one? Well, it just--I'll

let you listen to a little bit of it

later, OK? It just puts down everything

you say. It's kinda fun, like being on

radio. Huh?

006-007 (Pause)

007 Adult: Do you like school? (Pause)

Are you having a good time here?

(Child has been nodding yes throughout.)

008 Adult: "How old are you?
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009 Child: (Holds up five fingers.)

009 Adult: Five years old, wow. You'i& getting to

be a big girl, aren't you?

010 Adult: How old do you think I am?

010 Child: (Shrugs.)

011 Adult: Don't know?. Am I pretty old? (Laughs.)

Just don't know, huh?

These samples were taken from the beginnings of the samples and,

while the children differ in sharing easily in the conversation, in

both samples the adult is carrying most of the weight of the

conversation. In fact, the adult started the conversations with 22

out of the 24 children. Nevertheless, two of the five year olds

started conversations. By the time the target topic, "big wheel," was

reached, however, children were carrying more of the burden, overall.

Children began the "big wheel" topic 13 out of the 23 times in which

it was successfully discussed.

With some notion of the data and of our prior,analysis of the

exchanges, we can now return to the overall results of how well the

children functioned as conversational partners. The judgements about

the overall ease of the conversations indicated that, of the 24

samples, 15 can be called "free exchange," in which the child as well

as adult initiated topics, partners laughed together, there were

"snappy exchanges," in which people spoke quickly and eagerly, and

each partner could speak extendedly without losing the other's
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attention. Nine of the conversations were judged to be "labored,"'in

some way, usually because the hdult had to carry the conversational

burden for both partners, as in iadne's sequence, above.

A related, both not totally re undant, judgment had to do with

the degree of mutuality in the exchan es, or the degree to which the

conversational partners made statements contingent upon statements by

the other person. In a mutually continge t exchange, both partners

"play off" of each other's speech; the dial gue transcript would

require both person's speech to convey the message. In this sense,

conversation is contextualized with the two-part conversational unit

being the informational unit. Where there is lack of mutual

contingency, one partner carries more of the burden, to the extreme

that the transcript might be understandable with only the speech of

one partner. Our samples varied in contingency, as described here,

with 15 child/adult pairs being judged as primarily mutually

contingent, and nine pairs being inequal, usually with the adult

carrying most of the burden. Thirteen of these pairs were also judged

to be "easy,"iin the first analysis and two were labored. Daniel R.

(to distinguish him from Daniel B.) was judged to be too dependent

upon the examiner, hence, "labored" until the end in which he and the

examiner began to carry the burden equally, with speech units tied to

each other's. Nicole, on the other hand, maintained a free-flowing

conversation by carrying much of the burden herself but not mutually

tying her speech to the adult's.

The third analysis addressed the degree to which the child gave
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the adult orienting information. It is possible to introduce a topic,

like an event that happened t. you such as learning to work a piece of

machinery, but not give the person you are talking with enough

information for that person to understand you. In this analysis, the

conversations were analyzed to see to what degree a child voluntarily

gave information that the adult needed, both in initial statements and

in clarifying statements. OccasionallY, childrem were judged to make

voluntary orientation statements that were not successful, but these

children were included as being "voluntary orienters." Other children

were able to clarify information in response to adult's questions

while other children were not responsive to questions or were

unsuccessful in clarifying.

Orientation

Category

Voluntary orientation

Successful

Unsuccessful

Responsive to. questions

Not responsive/

unsuccessful

Total

Number of children

(6)

(3)

9

6

9

24

The final analysis of how well the children maintained their part

in the conversation had to do with the nature of the samples as oral

language. We have Considered aspects of the conversation having to do
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with who carries the burden; now we want to consider whether speech

and behavior units are allowed that are appropriate to conversation.

Were the partners free to use full sentences, partial sentences,

gestures, facial expressions, grunts, silences, interruptions,

simultaneous talking, and other activities that are usually identified

with the oral mode and with the less formal, interactive character of

conversation as opposed,to written language modes and conventions?

The answer to this question is: "yes." All 24 samples show

characteristics of oral language. There are instances in which the

adult or the child produce units of more deconteXtualized, highly

specified speech that seems to reflect knowledge of written language

usage, but those units are very rare.

This judgment seems almost unnecessary, but it was necessary to

,:et some baseline information about conversation or interactive speech

led an informal nature with characteristics of oral language

so that we could more confidently analyze speech units for

characteristics of written language in the remainder of this interview

and in the studies that follow.

Each interview was supposed to include a discussion of the topic

"big wheel." In the 1979-80 study, the children had been asked if

learning to ride a big wheel could really happen. The topic was

probed at the end of the original "General Knowledges" interview that

year. All of those children said a child could learn to ride a'

big wheel, or judged it to be a real topic; 23 out of 24 said that

they themselves had learned and tEle remaining child said that he

couldn't, "Not until I bought one--not till dad taught me how."
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In this sample, the children were led into the topic of things

they liked to play at home and into "big wheel" specifically only if

the child did not mention it. As reported above, 13 of the Children

introduced the "big wheel" or child vehicle topic. The examiner

terminated the conversation sample without reaching "big wheel" with.
\

one of the second-languapo children and another child, Ariadne, gave

an_ambiguous_set of responses. Ariadne talked about liking to ride

bicycles then said she didn't have one; the examiner's queries failed

to get her to expand on the topic.

The "big wheel" samples are used for descriptive co parisons with

stories elicited in Study II. Those comparisons are made in later

e-'1

chapters, but one of them should be presented now. Children were

generally responsive to the topic, "big wheel," and a number got into

a spirited conversation, far more elaborated than the compositions of

Study II. Two examples are given here, one from Virginia, one of the

more \advanced children, and the second from Mike, one of the least

advanced. Mike's example is particularly significant because he later

was not able to prbduce monologic compositions without conversational

adaptations from the examiner.

Virginia (age 5-6):

Adult: . . . Well, how did you ride, learn to ride a

two-wheeler? (Topic had been introduced earlier.)

Child: Well, (indecipherable) a tricycle, when I started,

I think. Yeah, I started when "I was four in the
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summer.

Adul Uuub, and then you learned how?

Chi1I: Uh-huh,

Adult: Did somebody help you?

Child: Well, like, my, my dad brought it home--(pause)

and then ,I started to ride it cause my mom helped

me. But she holded the bike up, .I was too little,

but my feet were about up to there (demonstrates

height with one hand).

Adult: Um-hmm.

Child: The bike was, about down t here (demonstrates by

moving same hand used above in downward motion).

Adult: Um-hmm. 4

Child: And so I couldn't reach the pedals, socmy mom

would push--

Adult: Yeah. 1.3

Child: Yeah.

Adult: If you can't reach the pedals, it's pretty hard to

ride it, isn't J.:-? Have you ever had a big wheel?

(Child said, "uh-huh," twice during the adult's

statements.)

Child: Yeah, I haveyeah, four.

Adult: Four big wheels!

Child: (Nods yes.)

Child and adult: (Both laugh.)

131



Child: One for Larry, one for Sammy, and one for me.

(Her brothers.)

In M .conversation sample, he has been very difficult to

understand. Notice his ability to-convey the action hEre and the way

he tied the trip to France back into tLe vehicle theme. (See also
Chapter Five, p. 223.)

Mike (age 5-6):

Adult: (Following discussion about other vehicle.)

(Pause) Well, how about a big wheels, (sic)

do you ever ride on a big wheel?

Child: Yeah.

Adult: Do you have one?

Child: Yeah.

Adult: Um-hmm. How do --

Child: (Interrupts)--But when--but when I go on the street,

I jump it up. I keep on pedaling, I-jump it up.

(Excited sounding.)

Adult: Make it come up on its back wheels?

Child: No, on its front wheels.

Adult: Oh. (He might mean that the front wheel comes up.)

Child: This time, you know the street thing was this high,

as high as the table and I, "Pukuu!" (Blasting sound.)

Adult: Hmm. Just like Evil Kneivel, huh?

Child: Yeah, but (patIse), see--I fall upside down on a big

wheel.
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Adult: Well, that 71,Ast have hurt.

Child: No, it didn't. Not on a big wheel, it was over and

I was (indecipherable) --this, this first time cause
,

when I got my big wheel I got it for my birthday;

(Pause.) We wanted to play'big wheels.

Adult: Um-hmm.

Child: On the big wheel.

Adult: Well, 1.-Alw did you ever learn to ride a big wheel?

Child: I always I alwyys ride a big wheel but not

when I was a baby.

Adult: Um-hmm. Well, how did you learn though?

Child: (Pause) Well--(pause) to make jumps?

Adult: Yeah.

Child: Oh, oh, from my big brother. I mean from my big.

sister. She- -

Adult: (Interrupts)--you must have a big family. You got

a big sister, too?

Child: Um-hmm.

Adult: A big sister and a big brother and you.

Child: My sister's bigger than my brother and my brother

is bigger than me.

Adult: Did you all have the same big wheel?

Child: Nope. My dad had a motorcycle, and, see, we get to

ride on it. (Pause.) We went to France. We, we be

playing in the swimming pool, and he'd pick me up with-

133



out anything on.

Adult: (Laughs.)

Child: In the swimming pool with my bathing suit on, I'm going

back to France.

Adult: (Laughs.)

Child: llow, I'm mo-ped all the way there.

After the conversation sample was over, the examiner made a

transition into the remainder of the interview which was conducted

With child and adult facing the table. The first task was the

Writing Interview.

Part 2, Writing Interview

Rationale. The purpose of this part of the General Knowledges

interview was to gather samples of anything the child already could

write (or would produce in response to our asking for writing), of the

child's verbal description of the writing, and of the child's

explanations of how s/he learned to write it. Additionally, we asked

the children to describe and to imitate grown-up writing. The purpose

of this part of the interview was to obtain samples of a writing task

that both child and adult would know was yet too difficult. From such

a task, outside current competency, we would be able to infer features

that the child had abstracted about writing.

These tasks are similar to tasks used'by DeFord (1979), Goodman

(1981), HarsteVurke, and Woodward (1,982) and others. Some
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differences should be noted. The directions for the current study are

worded as if the child can perform the tasks instead of asking for the

child's judgment in the "Can you write?" form. Also we asked specific

questions about knowledge and learning, giving the child opportunity

to distinguish between the two.

We know that children can write using various kinds of writing

systems such as invented selling, scribbling, drawings, letter

strings, and so forth. In the 1979-80 studies (Sulzby, 1981c),

children had produced different kinds of writing when asked the

questions 4.11 the General Knowledges inventory than they did in a

second study in which they were asked to write a story. In the

General Knowledges format, children tended to favor conventional

spelling and writing systems and only to use more inventive forms when

asked to imitate grown-up writing. The resulting samples across the

1979-80 studies enabled comparisons between the child's kr,owledges of

conventional writing, of clearly "pretend-writing" imitating grown-up

writing, and of the child's inventions to deal with a personal

composition.

Procedures. After the child and adult turned around to face the

table, the adult pushed writing utensils before the child as described

above and asked the child the interview questions. The examiner sat

to the right of the child and observed how the child chose and handleo

writing utensils. These methods were the same as those used in the

1979-80 study, except that all children were asked to imitate grown-up

writing in the current. study and only some of the children were given
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that chore in the earlier study. Examiners were encouraged to ask

these questions in a lively and personal way but to stick to the

wording of the script. These fourteen questions were expanded to

include a complete inventory of all the items written if the child did

not volunteer the information, which many did quite eagerly:

1. What can you write?

2. Show me. (Try. Pretend. Do it your way. These

encouragements were used whenever needed.)

3. What's that?

4. How did you know what that was?

5. How did you learn that?

6. What else can you write?

7. Show me. Write everything you can write.

8. What's that? (and that, etc., trying to get

child to inventory all items.)

9. How did you know what that was?

10. How did.you learn that?

11. Wow, you're really good. You know lots about writing.

Tell me, how do grown-ups write?

12. Show me. (Try, Pretend. Do it the way they do, as

close as you can.)

13. How did grown-ups learn boy, to write?

14. What would it take for you to learn to write like

a grown-up?
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Analysis. A data reduction system was devised for the writing

samples in BRDKAWL studies. It consists of twelve items. For each

child in Study I 'Writing Analysis" sheet was prepared that

summarized the child's writing attempt. The twelve items can be

re-groat ed various ways. Four items refer to the composition as an

entity. In St,:.'y I as we shall see, children tended to treat that

entity as a "list," but in later studies that entity tended to be a

"story" or similar composition. The four items related to the

composition as a whole are (1) "What child wrote," both reproduced

and described in words; (2) "Intended message (stated/inferred)," which

includes any indication of what the child seemed to be writing; (3)

"Voicing during composition," which could be the same as number (2) or

cc,.d be voicing cc letter names, letter sounds, words, or talking to

the examiner about the task or ()the: things; and (4) "Re-reading," in

which the child could give a drisCription once again, could

"pretend-read" or use reading-like behaviors like self-corrections or

list-reading intonation. Parts of these four questions were also used

as data for Part 3, Transition from Writing to Reading.

The remaining eight items (structure of composed unit; writing

system; spelling; letter forms; directionality; spacing on page;

spacing between words; and "other comments") tended to be concerned

with parts of the writing rather than the whole. For Study I, "other"

also included the child's attempt to "write like grown-ups" or to

attempt a task out of current competency.

137

15



Results

What do the data look like? Here are four examples taken from

the group of 24. Parts of other examples will be presented later in

this chapter and in Chapter Five. These four will illustrate some of

the variation within the children's writing. These samples are

photocopy reductions of the originals; however some changes have been

made to preserve anonymity and are noted. Tiny numbers in circles

indicate the order in which the items were written.

Caroline (6-3) wrote a neatly ordered list of names, using paper

3pace and her time in the same top-bottom, first-last order. Robert

(5-9) started out writing words and names in top-bottom order, but

then returned to the remaining available space to finish. Kimberly

(4-11) began to write in conventional spelling but then added a batch

of "invention" on the top of her page which she cordoned off with,a

semi-circle; then she underlined her original items as she re-read.

Finally, Mickie (6-1) produced an example of drawing in response to a

writing request, but he also included copies of some conventional

writing in his reproduction of the crayon package. Each of these

variations will be discussed further below.

Insert Figure 5 about here

What did the children write? As in the 1979-80 study, the most

frequent kind of responSe to the question "What can you write?" is

conventional writing, mostly of names, common words, and other

isolated units. The children rarely use invented spelling or other
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Figure 5. Writing Sample
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writing systems and do not produce long compositions. These results

contrast with the kinds of long compositions involving inventive

writing systems that kindergarten children produce when given other

directions, such as, "Write me a story." (Later in Study II, the case

study children in this class ,used just as inventive\techniques for

composing as did the 1979-80 children so the different results do seem

to be elicited by the different directions. Ferreiro & Teborosky,

1979 and in press, report similar variation by task and situation in

clinical interviews and asdoes Hilliker, 1982, from comparisons of

home and classroom writing.)

In 1979-80, children most often produced their names. In this

study, slightly fewer children produced their names (18 of 24 as

compared with 22 of 24) but it was still the most frequent response.

Of these 18 children, only one was unsuccessful at writing her name;

the remainder were able to write their names but did not do so for

this task. The responses can be divided into seven categories: no

response; isolated letters; names; other common words; inventions;

phrases or sentences; and, finally, drawings. Frequencies of those,

responses are listed below.

Writing Responses

No response 3 (two were second language

Isolated letters 1

Names (own name,
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friends', relatives') 18

Other common words 6

Inventions 4

Phrases/sentences 3

Drawings 5

The categories above include multiple responses. Eleven children gave

only one kind of response. Three of those were the no response

children. Six children only wrote names and no other category of

writing. Two only drew; one of those spoke a second language. All of

the children who gave multiple responses wrote some combination of

responses that included names, with the exception of one child,

Richard, who wrote only isolated letters and drew. Of the 18 children

who wrote names, these combinations were found:

Names alone 6

Names and common words 4

Names and phrases/

sentences 1

Names, common words,

and inventions 2

Names, common words,

and phrases /sentences 2

Names and inventions 1

Names and drawings 2

'renal 18
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These results are important because they indicate that, even

though children may be working at inventing or re-inventing writing

systems based upon their current model of the writing process, the

conventional- model co-exists with those inventions for them. Ferreiro

& Teborosky (in press) discuss the importance of this alternate model

as an impetus for children to re-organize' their knowledge about how

writing works. I suggest that the alternative models show themselves

in many different ways; here, as a demonstration by the child of what

s/he can do and, in other instances, as a refusal to try because "I

can't do it right."

How did children use spacing on the page and within "word" units?

The following descriptions cover the child's use of the page and of '

other conventions of writing.. Page use includes the writing that the

child did in response to the request to write like grown-ups do but

other conventions do not apply to those attempts, so I treat writing

like grown-ups as a separate category.

Page use. Children need to learn the conventions of writing and

in the Study I writing interview they tended to be quite conventional

1

as compared with requests to compose stories. Each child was given

unlined typing paper to write on so that we could observe how the

child structured the page. All of the children turned the 8 1/2" by

11" page so that the narrow edge formed the top and bottom and the 11"

edge ran top to bottom. Most of the children then wrote from the top

of the page downward and most chose a columnar display. This is

somewhat unexpected when we consider that children ordinarily run
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"words" together when they begin to write using invented systems.

However, since children tended only to present conventionally known

units to this request, they tended to use columns which also function

as word boundaries (see Sulzby, in press, for a discussion of children's

representation of word boundaries). Twelve of the children used a

\
primarily top-bottom display while for five others orientation could not

be judged. Four children used a mixed or scattered display and two

wrote their items bottom to top.

Within "word" units. Other aspects of directionality can be

detected within word units. Children may compose left to right, or

conventionally,

directionality.

orlIntation and

rest conventionally. Robert (shown above) said, "G-0," in

conventional oral order as he wrote in the same order, but spaced

backWard on the page, so-that it appeared as "O-G." No child wrote

or they may not yet understand that part of

Of these children, 13 used an entirely left to right

three others wrote only one item right to left and the

right to left consistently although two used mixed orientation. The

remainder of the children either did not write or drew so that the

left to right judgment, was not applicable.

What writing and spelling systems did children use? We have

already noted that children did not tend to use invented systems like

invented spelling or scribbling for their own writing in this task.

They tended to write in conventional spelling and handwriting form.

An aspect of conventional handwriting that is relevant

developmentally, however, is the tendency for children to begin
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writing entirely in upper-case and only gradually shift to a mix of

cases. In American English samples, it seems that letters do not

"come in" as lower case forms all at once, according to most

observations including my own (Sulzby, 1981c). InsteacOsame letters

are more likely to appear first and the lower case I is the mot,t

frequent and vivid. It usually appears as a tall letter, the same

height as upper case I, but crowned by a large dot. Other frequent

-4.

first arrivals are T and E. Thus we examined the children's writing

sample for the form of the letters. Here is a d4splay of what we

found.

Letter Forms Number of children

All upper-case

Upper-case except i

Upper-case except i plus

others

Child 13 (t, h)

Child 16 (t for j,

e)

Child 18 (t, e)

Child 19 (e, a)

Upper-case except own name

No lette7L -o examine

Mixed case as needed

7

3

4

1

7

2

We can conclude, from these results, that writing is not entirely
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new for any of these children and that almost all of them have quite a

bit of knowledge about conventional ways to write. They also seem at

ease with writing utensils and with the use of paper to display

writing in a reasonable fashion. Even the children who used drawing

for writing showed some knowledge of conventional writing, as did

Michael who didn't write anything recognizable for the sample but

later wrote his name. Now, however, we need to consider how the

children do when pressed to abandon the conventional system that they

have quite a bit of knowledge about and to tackle a task we assumed

they couldn't yet do with ease, "write like grown-ups."

Results of request to write like grown-ups. he request to tell

the examiner how grcwr -ups write and then to demonStrate was designed

to give children a.chance to show us how they use resources about

written language which are clearly outside their current competency.

For the "what can you write?" task children tend to be conventional

and to use conventional metalanguage. For this task, they need

language which they do not yet have and need to use physical skills

which they may not have used. From previous studies we have observed

that children have reasonable but clearly child-like responses for

these questions.

When the children described grownup writing, eleven were able to

use conventional language: grown-ups write "in script." Three other

children had no descriptor but used a scribble-like-gesture. Two

others used the terms, "squiggly lines," or "the ziggelly vgBy " The

latter child made a little song as he demonstraced. "gig -zag-lee."
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Six of these children said that they did not know how grown7ups wrote.

This was a larger number than we found in the 1979780 study, partially

due to the Larger number of second-language speaking children. Of the

remaining two children, one said that grown-ups "don't print," whereas

he printed and Mickie who only used drawing for writing said that-

grown-ups driw the Sears Tower (which his father did in fact draw for

him). Of the three children who gave gestures, one (Chad, whom you

will meet in Chapter Five) included an intriguing difference,. For his

own writing, he had heldhis pencil between his middle and fourth

fingers, standing awkwardly to write; when asked how grown-ups write

he said, "Like this," and held the pencil canonically. He also said

that some kids 1_11 his room held the pencil that way. This is a

particularly interesting response because we tend to make diagnostic

judgments from children's preferred behavior without checking to see

if they know other ways of performing a task.

Children's productions of imitation cursive writing is

informative because they display features of the adult writing system.

Again a number of children said they didn't know how grow-ft-ups write.

Six gave this answer and three others only. used gestures in the air.

One, as described above, had drawn the Sears Tower. The remainder

used some kind of feature-revealing writing. Six used

undifferentiated scribbles:

Four used letter -like forms that were not cleArly identifiable as
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letters:

Four joined actual or cursive-like letters:

((/(A-71

In addition to being able to stretch beyond what they can

currently do easily, however, children are also amazingly able to talk

about their knowledges of and their learning about writing. Now we survey

their responses to questions about knowing and learning.

Results of knowing and learning questions. Two questions were

designed to tap what seemed to be two different kinds of metacognitive

awareness about writing (cf. Sulzby, 1981c). As seen on page 25,

these questions (4,5,9,10) were asked repel' If the child

stopped after writing one item, the adult asked the questions about

knowing and learning, then asked the 'child what else s/he could

In this case and most often, the question,3 were asked after the child

finished writing all of the I- produced.

The two questions may elicit the same answer or may elicit quite

different responses. Most of the children in this sample gave

different answers, some of which linke.0 the efforts of other people

al-acl their own efforts. The two quest ions E;.re
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HOW DID YOU KNOW WHAT THAT WAS?

HOW DID YOU LEARII

In 1979-80 children asked these questions were found to attribute

their learning to other people; to their own efforts and knowledge

states; and to things in the environment, but primarily to humans,

t.ctemselves included. Particularly noticeable was the overwhelming

attribution of help to relatives, particularly mother. The children

confi7.11F-.. -ports from Clark's (1976) and Durkin's (1966) research

intervic.a.ng the parents of children who learned to read before school

without formal instruction; in the current case, however, these

reports came from all the children and not just precocious readers,,to

use Tobin'S (1981) phrase.

Twenty-one of the 24 children answered these TIcstions; two who

did not were second language speakers but one was Mike whom we will

meet in Chapter Five Twenty of these children mentioned other people

as teachers or providers of help. Mom, mommy, or mother was cited

alone by 17 children; mom and dad by two; and dad alone by one. Mom

and other relatives (all siblings) were mentioned by three. All in

all, 20 out of 21 children mentioned some family member. The one

child who didn't mention a family member attributed learning only to

himself and thing's in the environment. These findings were

those in 1979-80, except even higher in attributing help to family

membrs.

As in 1979-80, these children do not mention school or teachers

TAlch at the beginning of the school year. In the "other people"
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category, two mentioned "school," which I interpret loosely to mean

teachers; one mentioned "my old teacher, Mrs. and one

mentioned "Sesame Street," which could be classified as a "thing in

the environment" rather-than-a person. These findings become

important when we examine the findings about attribution of learning

to one's own efforts.

Childr. also gave credit to themselves, their own efforts, and

own knowledge states for learning. Eighteen of the 21 who an_swer

mentioned their own efforts as contributing-ta-fheir knowledge and

learning. They mentioned copying, learning the alphabet, "practice,"

wanting to, wanting to know and asking someone, spelling, and

"learning myself." The vague mentions of "just did," "easy," and

"just knew" were not included in this count; in this category children

were clear about their efforts.

One finding seemed more evident in the current study and that is

the tie between own effort and that of other people. Only .one child,

as mentioned earlier, attributed his learning only to himself. A

second child attributed his learning only to other people. Fourteen

.children of the 18 made a clear connection between the efforts of

other people and his/her own efforts. Many children seemed to hold an

interactive model of teaching/learning!

Two exanples may illustrate the seriousness with which these

children leaced the questions and also the wealth of the information

they gave us. When we first started asking five-year-olds these kinds

of answers we expected ,A lot of "no responses." The first example is
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a thoughtful and perhaps reasonable substitute fo7: .7.10 response."

The second is one of our fuller_responses-,--but-both are equally
_

informative.

Stephanie (5-9), after answering one set with information:

Adult: How did you know what that was?

Child: (Pause, laughs) I can't explain it.

(Expletive deleted)!

Adult: Okay. How did you learn that?

Child: I learned--I can't tell you, it's too hard.

Betsy (5-8) had mentioned writing and pronouncing letters in

her first set; now she discusses reading as a contributor to writing,_

along with "mom."

Adult: How did you know what that was?

Child: Cause--my mother told me.

Adult: How did you learn that?

Chi d: Umm, because--when my mother reads me stories

I learn how to read. I can even, like, I

remember one of the Looks--I have--one of--

one of the hocks at home I. know how to read

and I can read it. I can read most of the

pages without even having the book with me.
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Things in the environment were typically mentioned within the

context of people and their efforts. Appendix A presents the full

interview with Chad (5-11) as he tells how he discovered that he could

write by fooling around writing his name on someone's birthday card

while his mother was raking leaves outside or just "writing some

things" when "it was snow time and his mother made over his writing

in delight. (Part of this interview is also given in Chapter Five.)

In Chad's interview as well as those of other children we find

vivid matches in detail between child memories and parent memories of

children who learned to read early. For Chad, who was no early

reader, this event seems to be a high-point for him, narking in memory

a pleasure-filled discovery of his own initiative and of his parent's

responsiveness to his efforts.

In the Writing Interview we asked children about writing while

they were composing. In the Transition from Writing to Reading

Interview questions we asked them to take a step back and to treat th.7

writing as reading.
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Part 3, Transition From Writing to Reading, or "You wrote it--now read

it!"

Rationale. The items that I will present here were initially

part of the writing interview. The writing interview tasks involved

the children naming items and discussing those items while writing and later

answering questions about writing. Since in effect the children were

"reading" those items during composition, it would seem that we could

assume that they "can read what they wrote." This is in assumption;

it is not clear that children automatically make the connection

between writing and reading and there is some evident:_ that the two

modes do not develop as mirror images (Bissex, 1980; SUlzby,

For that reason, a series of questions was designed to conclude

the writing interview. These questions ask the children to re-read

the entire writing interview and then to discuss how they and/or other

people learn to read.

Re-reading request. Item 15 of the interview asks the child to

read the interviewer what has been written:

You really have ::warned a lot. I like what you've done.

I know you told me what things were when you were writing,

but I need you to tell me again. Read me what you wrote.

Item 16 is a statement' olt. praise at the end of 15, "You really are

smart! You are getting so you can read what you write!" after which

the examiner observed-the
child's reaction to, the praise.

Metacbgnitive questions about reading. The interview ends with

questions about how the child did or will learn to_read and about how
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"peol.,10' learn to read and about what the child or "people" need so

that they can read.

Results

Re-reading request. Since we are investigating emergent reading

and writing abilities and behaviors, we are looking here for some

difference between the child's behavior when-composing and when asked

to,"read." When writing, a number of children used descriptive words

rather than-giving the word's "name." In other words, the child might

say, "That's my sister," and actually write, "Debby." Or, "That's me

and that's how old I am," while writing, "Maggie 5." When children

are asked to read their writing to an examiner, however, their

behavior often changes to show parts of their understanding of

reading.

In response to .the reading request, 15 of these 24 children

looked at the print and showed reading-like behavior, such as speaking

in a "reading-intonation" appropriate for list reading. They often

oriented their eyes toward the print and said the words' "names"

("Randolph," "Kristin," "dog") rather than giving descriptions
r

brother," "my mommy's name," "my dog"). Of those 15 children, all but

one used the reading-like behavior voluntarily. The child who did not

,

is an interesting example to illustrate how the reading-like behavior

differs from description. Here is Jodie's answer to Item 15, along

with the examiner's probes (which were rather unusual because the

examiner knew Jodie could read a bit already):
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Figure 6. Jodie's "text": (Reconstructed to conceal

her actual name)

Jodie's "reading" interview:

Adult: (Gave the "Read me what you wrote" directions.)

Jodie: That's Jodie. That's my name. (9)

That's my sister's. (2)

I'll make a 3. (She wrote a reversed 3 to the right

of her sister's name.)

I'm gonna make a 5, uh, I'm gonna make another 5.

(Her first 5 after name at top (9) was in correct

direction but second 5, after (3) was reversed.).

I'm got to make - -I don't know my mom's or my dad's.

Adult: OK. Are you reading to me?

Jodie: Uh-huh. Yeah. (She then went into "reading intonation,")

Jodie. Five.
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Deena. Three.

And my momma--uh--five.

And my mom--I don't know.

And my dad, I don't know. (Changed intonation back into

"talking.")

Well, OK, I'll just make a 22.

Adult: OK.

Jodie: Now what do I need? Oh, two- -

two, two.

Adult: OK.

Jodie: Two. Twenty-two.

And my mom. (Pause) Here you go. Two (low voice).

My mom's twenty-one (loud voice)

and my 'dad's twenty-two (lower voice).

That's all. (Intonation had varied but was like reading.)

Adult: OK, did you read'it all to me?

Jodie: (Began to recite list again, eyes on paper, with reading

intonation clearly signalled.)

Jodie, five.

Deena, three.

Mom, twenty-one.

Dad, umm, twenty-two.

Adult: OK, anything else you wrote on that page?

Jodie: Me!

Adult: (Laughed) Oh, anything else?
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Jodie: No. (Notice that she ignored all the other common words

she had written as well as the pretend-cursive items.)

Jodie ended up reading her list, selectively, using intonation

that is'appropriate for reading a list. She could have read all of

the items she actually wrote, but she seemed to treat some as her

"text" and rs as garbage or irrelevant. Two other children in the

15 who showed reading-like behavior used self-corrections while

"reading" as if to signal a difference between their intent and the

written items.

The number of children showing reading-like behavior is quite

high, given the number of children of the 24 who were second-language ,

speakers, five, and the three children who did not respond.

Twenty-one children responded in some way. Only a few used

descriptions, four in all, two of whom are more easily classified as

showing mixed behaviors. The two clearcut cases are children who drew

and then used descriptive phrases to name the items in the drawing.

The other two also included some naming behavior. One had written

letters which he described and named, using mixed directionality, from

left to right, then right to left across the pages and bottom to top

lengthwise. The other had written words which he described, making

some errors between composition and reading tasks. In addition to the

two who gave descriptions of drawings, two others showed interesting

behavior about their drawings. One, Freddie, age 5-1, who had acted

9

as if his drawings were writing now declared that drawipgs couldn t be
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read; while Richard "read" both letters and drawings.

At first Freddie seemed to be "reading" his drawing but then he

explained to the examiner that drawings couldn't be read. Notice his

metalinguistic usage:

Adult: Read me what you wrote.

Child: Freddie.

Adult: What is this? (Pointing to drawing of a face; notice

the adult's question is not a "read to me" request.)

Child: Face.

Adult: And read ne this page. (Turning page over to other

drawings.)

Child: (Pause.) There's no letters on it.

Adult: Oh, so, can you read the page for me?

Child: No, I can't read pictures.

Adult: Why.not?

Child: No, no, words, no, no (indecipherable).

Freddie's protocol presents a rem:Lnder that we must examine

children's behaviors and words over time and situations and not

hastily assume that we have captured their understanding. Only one of

the children in this sample did not seem to differentiate between

pictures and writing if all of the protocol is examined and that child

gave at least one indication of differentiating.

All of the children were praised for what they had learned about

reading from writing and then the interview continued with questions
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about how the child (or how "people") read and learo t 1 re,.-... Data

from these "metacognitive" questions have bet.::. collapsed -},n th

summary that follows. \

Metacognitive questions about reading. "Hcv do you read?' How do

people read? How did you/do people learn to read? What -do you/people

need so that they/you can read? Why is tha.t.?" These are quite a

battery to spring on young children but five - year -olds seem to enjoy

puzzling about such things.

The children answered these estions with a closed set of

answers, referring either to processes or units of language, to people

as helpers and teachers; or to/specific literacy materials. Only

three children gaye no resporise to any of these questions and they

were second-language speakers. Eighteen Children mentioned units or

processes of language. Their responses included references to reading

and to writing, to words, to letters; to "sjgning out," or "sounding

out." Ten mentioned help from parents or other people and ten

mentioned specific literacy materials.

Many of the responses included multiple kinds of responses: In

Jodie's answer she mentioned her mother as a helper, units and

processes of language, and literacy materials, whereas Richard only

mentioned the unexplained process, "reading" and the units, "letters."

Jodie (age 5-9) :

Adult: How-do you read?

Child: I learned my name by my mom and I learned my

sister's name by mom and I just tried to write--you
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know, my mom, like, I didn't--she told me the

letters and--

but how do you read?

Child: It's easy, likc, that mnm (pointing to mommy).

She told me what that., said and and that and

that. (Indicating her whole list, page 154.)

Richard (age 5-1):

Adult: How dO you read?

Child: I don't know.

Adult: How will you read?

Child: By reading the letters!/

The answers of many children, in addition to Jodie above),

tended to stress the help or example of other people. P rents and

other family members are mentioned the most frequently the

responses usually sound positive in tone. Chad's long anecdote

(Chapter Five) is the most vivid example but here are others that give

us insights into the children's views of learning within families.

Ariadne (age 5-6):

My momma teaches me.

Robert (age 5-11):

Mom and my dad. . They used to teach me by tell,

telling me, telling me and telling me a lot.

Douglas (age 5-4):

Cause sometimes I just practice some of that with my mom.
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Freddie (age 5-3):

Watching my big brother read.

Richard (age 5 -1.):

My dad readed The Cat Comes Back a lot of times, so that's

how I learned.

Kimberly (5-1):

Well, my sister, um, my mom read me Sherman and Herman and-

then I started knowing it 'cause she -sh--she reads a good

line (pause) a lots of times. And The Hungry Caterpillar,

she read a lot of times, too.

In the last two responses the children mentioned multiple

readings of favorite storybooks. Specific literacy materials were

mentioned numerous times and children reminded us of the importance of

reading to children. The m:xt thing that we asked the children to do

was to read from someone else's writing, in the Reading Interview, and

fir this task ,Je asked them to retrieve the favorite storybook they

had brought from the classroom.

Part 4, Reading Interview, or "My mom . . . she reads a good line a

lots of times"

Overview . One of the most informative parts of Lile 1979-80

General Knowledges study had been children's attempts to read from

favorite storybooks. In that study, we asked children to show us, to

name, and to describe books parts, in an adL:tation of Goodman's
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(1979) Book Handling Task and Clay's (1972) Sand, or Concepts of Print

task. We a.ls asked them to share Cie book itself and many "read" the

books they had brought. From those data, I developed a scale for

analyzing Mildren's eme.cnt reading attempts with favorite

storybooks.

The 197-80 inc.,trview was unsatisfactory in two ways. First we

quizzed chij, ren about parts of the books first, rather than putting

our attention upon sharing then bock as a literary event. Second, we

did not urge the children to "read the book," but to do only as much

as the child sEmed eager to do; in some instances, we only asked the

child to "sow book." In the current study, we decided that

storybook readig was a literary event, not a "test." We would

emphasize the chiA's sharing the book with us and would ask the child

to "::ead" us thc hook. In this case, the examiner would be the

audience in a book reading event. A graduated set of encouragements

that 'n!cl been developed for the 1979-80 study was refined and made

more standard for this study, with the goal being to have the child

attempt to :ead independently.

Rationale, favorite storybooks. Young children are renowned for

requesting to hive a storybook read to them over and over and over

again. They will correct a parent when the parent accidentally or

deliberately changes the wording of such a book. Theoretically, those

behaviors seem to be important to the aspect of reading that becomes

reading comprehension. It is indeed story comprehension but it also

involves the development of strategic behaviors that the child can use
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in better understanding written texts after the child is reading faom

print. In these early storybook re-reading requests and reactions to

change in the parent's reading, the child is treating the story text

as a stable entity;, an entity that endures and can be remembered.

The roots of the behavior seem to come not just from hearing

stories read but also from interactions during these readings in which

the parent scaffolds the child's treatment of the text as requiring

certain responses (Brune;:, 1978; Ninio, 1978; Ninio & Bruner, 1980).

Storybook "reading" is one early instance of shared regard and shared

reflection between parent and child. IrLthese "readings" typicpliy

the parent "labels" or names pictures, then gradually shifts the

responsibility until the is the "labeller."

One trace of this be.'-nvior is found with older children, like our

five-year-olds,who share a favorii:e storybook simply by labelling

items in the pictures or only making brief comments about pictured

objects. Th!s "labelling and commenting" behavior is immature when

seen in a five-year-old but it seems to have come frominteractiyfts

with adults in which the child takes first the role of the-audience or

.observer, then the performer or producer, having to gain some notion

of the author/reader; speaker/hea-er relationship.

Storybooks as texts.are representations of another world or

another reality. Besides the notion of the text as a stable object

for reading-like behavior (Bruner, 1978) and the notion of the text as

an object for memory (SUlzby, 1981c) text has an enduring quality as a

recreation of external reality or action and children gtadu-ally come
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to understand this aspect of text as well. Vygotsky (1978) observed

that children move frgm action, to symbolic play with abstract

objects, to gesture, to drawing, .thence :o written language. I had

seen children treat their drawings as if they were a continuation of

action or had a life of their own (although they clearly distinguished

between the drawing and reality). In children's early storybook

"readings" I also saw children treating the pictures as if the action

were on-going before they gradually began to treat. the pictures as a

decontextualized entity which could be interpreted and "read" for

themselves and for others.

Analysis of storybook reading. From these theoretical

considerations and from observed behavior of the 1979-80 children, I

co?tructed a scale. The scale is called the Emergent Reading Ability

Judgments for Favorite Storybooks (ERAJFS) and is designed to be used

with reading attempts with those books which children have had read to

them numerous times, read and re-read to themselves numerous times,

and freely choose as a favorite. In the first part of its

development, however, we simply asked the children to bring a

"favorite book." (The scale itself is currently being refined and

'ralidated with longitudinal data cOmbiniH- .erif :ation of the child's

i,,tmiliarity with the storybook and col;.: n of two books at a

session, involving children from 2-5 to z4/3 who are not so dependable at

choosing "favorites" as are five-year-olds.) Since the current study

is still a refinement of the ERAJFS, the parts of the scale itself

will be discussed as the results are presented.
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76sults Storybook Reading At:(2mipts

ERAJFS scale frequencies. he '..esults are firEt reported in

Table 1 as the number of children placed at each point the ERAjF1:,

scale, along short descriptors of each point. The following sectioll

gives descriptive results, :Long with explanations of each part of the

scale. The table of scale frequencies resulted from a classification

of the longest stretch of independent "reading" by each child.

Independent readings are the child's responses to the adult's

requests: "Read me your book," or "Well, pretend you can.

Pretendread it to me," which are treated as the levels of least

couragemrin,:. Other encouragements led to dependent readings, or

n-_enactments (to use Holdaway's, 1979, term). Also counted as
- .

ili;Jepencient readings are any time within a dependent or interactive

rending when a child begins to "read" without engaging in

echo-reading-, choral-reading, completion tasks, or question/answer

sequences with the adult. (A list of the books chosen by the children

for Study I and Study V is given in Appendix B.)

Most storybook reading descriptions thus far are for storybook

interactions (Cochran-Smith, 1981, 1982; Doake, 1981, 1982; Green,

1977; Green & Harker, 1982). One category system that looks at

children's independent re-eaactments is that of Haussler (1982). Her

system has a number of similarities\to the ERAJFS scale. A current

goal of the BRDKAWL project, as a result of the current study, is to

devise a system for describing both dependent and independent reading

attempts since most children move easily from one to the other within
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the sane sessi or now, however, the scale covers only the

independent port , of the re-enactments.

Table 1

Emergent heading Ability Judgments for Favorite Storybooks

Frequencies, BRDKAWL Study I

Attempt Type* Number of
Children

Attempts Governed by Print 5

Holistic, independent (1)

Holistic, strategic (1)

Aspectual (1)

Print-governed refusal (2)

Attempts Governed by Pictures, Stories Formed 11

-ritten language-like
Verbatim-like
Similar to written text
Created story, written influence

Oral language -like
Story told for audience
Disccnnected oral

dialogue/commen,s

(6)

(5)

Attets Governed by.Pictures, Stories Not Formed 4

Actl.on-Gove

Labelling,
(2)

(2)

Refusals, Immature 4

*Short descriptors are used here; see full description in text and
Appendix B. (Chad assigned at highest of three levels; see Chapter
Five.)
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Descriptive 'results and di.ecussion. The parts of the scale,

Emergent Reading Ability Judgments for Favorite Storybooks (ERAJFS),

will be described in this,section. with eamples from the data to

illustrate each category within the scale. (A copy of the scale can

be found in Appendix B.) The descriptions are presented in reverse

order, beginning with the least mature behavior and moving toward

independent reading. When appropria! the five-year-old behavior is

also compared with that of younger children (Sulzby, 1981c; 1982b:

Sulzby & Otto, in press).

Attempts governed by pictures, stories not formed. The

least mature bt=naviors observed with the five-year-old children

reflect two of buicvic discussed above: (1) labelling and/or

commenting ano actf,on-nriented behavior. If one listens tz the

speech of the .
.:e3ds the transcript, one would not be able to

Irstand a "stoLg from either. The langu&ge,is not tied together

.fficiently for the audience.

When "reading" or "re-enacting" a book through labelling a child

will turn pages, point to a pictured item, and give its name:

"Doggie," "kittie," "sun," "choo-choo." Commenting is giving the

infrmacon about the labelled or highlighted item: "Brush him

teefL7, "Go to bed," or even a fuller sentence, "He hates cats."

With younger children in particular, these pronouncemen s are often

accompanied by a resounding slap to the page but with five-year-olds

the movement is more controlled. Here is an example from Noreen (5-1)
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re-enacting Angus Lost (MarjoTie Flack):

Child: This is the cat.

Adult: OK.

Child: Dog and the cat, (turns page)

dog, dog (point= to picture and laughs).

With interactive questioning from the adult, her speech was. more

mature but her unaided reading attempt was classified as labelling and

commenting. Younger children tend to stich with the behavior all

through the book, but they often turn numerous pages at once, or

recycle through the book in part or whole, sometimes with varying

orders.

In action-governed "readings" often the chOd will move his or

her head close to the book and pointing finger and will speak as if

the pictured action is now occurring: "See, there he goes. He's,

gonna catch h n. But he don't see 'em!" The verbs are distinctive

because they tend to be present tense or present progresSive. Mike's

example in Chai,ter Five uses this kind of language. Yol47ger children,

often stand up when reading in this manner and gesture from the

picture off the book into sume imaginary space, even making motions

for the story characters. Ihesa re-enactments are also often,

accompanied by "sound effects" made by the cnilf: verbally, "Pow!" or

"KRRR!" or physically, .with banging and rubbing,

Both of these types of "r,7:ading" form the bottom levE_Is

ERAJFS scale and the data from Study I did not actually discrj_mii:-.

between which 0: the two was more mature. I have described them with
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an order because of subsequent research (in progress) and from

re-considering the theoretical base. In any case, the evidence thus

far is tentative and the scale should be used cautiously. It was

developed only with storybooks, with only one book deviating from that

category, the "patterned rhyme book" which Daniel R. re-creates in an

example given belcw.

These two least mature behaviors, labelling/commenting and

actioned-governed, can be distinguished from other storybook emergent

reading beLllvi,)fs 'loth because they are governed by pictures rather

than print and Lecaude they do not result in an entity that could be

called a "story." As children become yet more sophisticated in

emergent reading, they continue to treat pictures as if they are what

gets read, but the children re-create a more or less coherent story.

The stories that are picture-governed can be divided into two

categories, those that are more like oral language and those that are.

more like written language.

Attempts Bove' :d by pictures, stories formed (oral language- like).

The current data indicate'that there an? two categories of oral language-

like "readings" or "re-enactments." In the less mature re-enactment,

the child creates dialogue to fit the nictures, often depending Upon

intonation to distinguish speakers. There may be some narration

the child does not link the dialogue with narrative nor with

.Logue carriers so the story does not form a coherent, independent

whole. There is some indication of "past" and "future," often clued

by verb usage. The language and intonation is clearly "oral" and

occasionally relation between statements is just implied by sequence of

168



statements. c.an if the child uses only dialogue there is a sense of

audience within the language tihat the child uses. It is clear that

the-child is `taking the listener's needs into consideration even if

s/he does .iot do it skillfully. The dialogue sequence forms a story

of sorts and is not just a series of disjointed utterances (as it is

in the action-governed "reading").

The more mature version consists of the child telling a story

which is a coherent whale. The intonation sounds like storytelling

and not reading, but the dialogue will have narrativ, frames and

dialogue carriers. The dialogue carriers will be st&.ced in a manner

appropriate for oral storytelling. An example of such oral usage is,

"And he says to her, 'Go away!' and she runs off," as opposed to the

more written language-like, "He said 'Go away!' and she ran far, fzIr

away." Both the wording and the intonation are clues to whether or

not the language can be called "oral" or "written."

Douglas (5-3) re-enacts Professor Wormbug in Search for the

Zipperump-a-Zoo so that we hear a story being told. He starts in

medias res:

Child: Made a trap--(adult laughed) cause he thought,

like, he could eat one of those, like, walk

inside it and, like, have some (Indecipherable)

and then--he, he picked, then he brought down net

and then he picked it up and, and he, like, saw

one and then e) then he wanted him for

(indecipherable word probrbly lunch; child chuckled
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during word) and there he is right there.

Douglas goes on to create a story that the adult, looking at.the book

with him, can more-or-less follow. From his speech it is clear that

something happens and even what some of the happenings are but'not

what the whole story is about. Douglas is very much aware of the

adult as his audience and his intonation stresses things that he wants

her to notice; the intonation must be heard and its function is an

oral language function.

Attempts governed by pictures, stories formed (written language-

like). As we move In the scale into the categories that are

called written language-like, the data for five-year-olds fall into

three categories. In the least mature, the child renders a story that

departs from the actual storybook text in either the match of the

content to the pages being "read" in actual content. The child

nevertheless is able to create a written language-sounding story that

is decontextualized and has clear signals that the child has developed

a "sense of audience," or is aware of audience needs and how to

accommodate to those needs. The child has learned some of the more

subtle conventions of written composition. Since this level is still

relatively immature, the child's language may be a mix of oral

language -like usage and written language-like uvagc. but the

preeDminant form is 111;.e written language.

In the next step up the scale, the child begins to sound more and

mor liko s/he is actually reading the text. At this level, the child

"reads" or "re-enacts" with reading intonation most of the time. The
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child renders a story that is similar to the original story but is

still not close to verbatim. The child may create patterns that are

written language-like but are not in the original. For instance, one

child created a set of three for the three little pigs that ended up

with all the houses blown d t, quickly recouped as if no proolem

existed, and told another set of ee in which the wise little pig's

house survived, keeping her voice going along as if that were the true

Ind original version.

The most mature of the picture-governed, written language-like

re-enactments is when the child recites a story that is almost

verbatim to the original. When the child does depart from the

original the phrases sound very appropriate and are given in reading

intonation. Often, however, the child will make numerous

self-corrections and re-phrasings to try to recapture his/her version

of the text. This stage sounds very similar to a stage in which the

child is governed by the print but is highly dependent upon memory for

text (or comprehension) as an aspect of reading rather than attempting

to integrate -,ore aspects of reading.

It is important , ..stand how the almost-verbatim versions

differ from a rote memory. Children give these recitations not as if

a taperecorder were being playd,but as if it is their intention to

recover a text, a unit of-language that exists stably-and can be

retrieved. Their attempts to retrieve this memory is strategic, as is

Daniel's attempt below, rather than rote.
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Two illustrations of picture-governed,.written language-like

re-enactments may be helpful. Kimberly (4-11) exemplifies the lower

level, in which there is still a mix of oral language forms but

written language is predominant. The higher level example is from
1

Daniel R. (5-7), the.only Child to have part cp.: the story learned

almost verbatim and still 'ot be attending to the print.

Kimberly (r 1:
5-1), re_iding from Green Eyes by Birnbaum:

Adult: Read me 4r 1.,,ok.

Child: I can't read it, too hard.
I

I can't read this book.

Adult: Pretend you,can read.

Child: (Long pause)\ OK.

Child: OK. (Turns age and laughs) 14cre, look at this--

Adult: Look at that.

Child: (Begins to-pretend-read, looking at pictures only.

Intonation is ore like telling than reading but

her language / booklike as she tells Green Eyes'

story in first person; the book, however, differs

quite a bit from this version.) [See Appendix J,

example 5, for a clearer example in which the

wording rather than intonation is dominant.]

This is green. ',1y name is Green. (Pause) I have

very long whiskers and green eyes,, you see.

you about when I was a little kitty. I lived

in a very large box, it was a very large box.

172

I.:1^ 1 8J



(Turns page) I had to work very hard if wanted

to go out and play.

Adult: amm.

Child: I had a real beautiful box and hold onto the side,

but I got way up there and then I would jump out,

with my (indecipherable) feet at the top. And then

I would run about and play. But when 1 was running

around and playing, when I w9s fi4shed, I, I

rested out of my box, like air/ rested, and then

I ran around a tree and r , rar, ran, ran,

and I still wasn't tireu nn--Jre, then

(indecipherable) go to st-- .:he chicken and

eggs; I'did. . . . (F2-' A..ly continued to the end

of the book, creating a story to go with the

pictures, following the general line,of the story.)

Daniel R. (age 5-8) had had his book, Sutton's My Cat Likes to

Hide In Boxes (also see Doake, 1982), read to him a number of times.

He looked at the picture:; rather than print while re-enacting (except

briefly at the and when he shows the examiner the print, counter

number 350, for her to read to him). Daniel showed the highest level

of picture-governed behavior, trying to re-create the text verbatim,

self-correcting and getting aid to retrieve the text which he treats

as an object of memory not remembered but memorable. His abiliL; to

remember, to slow his recitation down and self-correct, and his
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to

treatment of the text as stable and enduring are knowledges that I -

think lea&:1 into later ,matching voice, eyes, and print as Marie Clay

(1978) has documented in her research in beginning reading. Theo

process he uses-in deciding when his version is "correct".is a part of

.metacomprehension sometimes called comprehension-Tonitoring

(cf. Brown, 1980; Flave11,41981; Markman, 1981).
4

Since Daniel's re-enactment is so close to verbatim, the reader

,,,

needs to know the words. The,book has a format thatgoes like this

(the rest 4arhpelinferred from Daniel's reading, only part cif---which is

shown here; ,hhe remairling reading

I

:is
Al

shoshown in .Appendix C):

Book: ,

Aje
2

The cat frOm FrMice

liked tosing and) dance

But 'MY cat like's to hide in boxes,

74 cat from Spain,

Flew an aeroplane. )

The cat from France

likeeto sing /and dance.

But MY cat likes to hide in boxes.

(The numbers refer to the counter of the TCM-11.1 tape recorder used in

all sessions; they may be used-to-lo\date utterances in the

transcr-S. ,.)
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Daniel R. (age 5 -8)'; re- enactment of My Cat Likes to Hide in Bbxes:,

254 Child: But my cat likes to hide bokes.,(Said rapidly.)
,

254. Child: Is'that--cat--cat --pain --cat in--(indecipherable

pain!

257 Cat--in Norwaygot/ stuck in the doOrway--(said rapidly).

k

.: 258 Adult: (Chuckled.)
*de'

258 Child:" --and--and, umm (pause), the cat from Spain liked

to drive,n ai?plane (pads/ and (pause)

the at from (pause) Nor! (Nor said emphatically then.
4

.he seemed to decide to skip'it and go on.)

'264. Child: --but my cat likes to hide i' .boxes!

/265 The .cat from Greece jbined the police. (This couplet

4 was said cleaq_y and forcefully as compared with
7

the tentative tone used in section 217-163

0
267 And the, caerin fqorway--got stuck in the doorway.

And, um, uh, the cat, -.6h, and the cat in

(indecipherable but sounds as if he,ran-"Spain
t '

liked to" together) drive an airplane.
0-

272 But my cat likes to hide in boxes. (Rapidly,

words running together.)

275 Child: .forget thl. one! (Child's voice takes on a

whining tone but his affect did not seem to" -support,

that interpretation,)
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277 Adult: Can I help?

277 Child: Yeah.

277 Adult: Whataya want me,to do?

278 Child: (Dro p book forward.) Help me'with

I fo4rget. t is one.

279 Adult: What aim I poged to.do?

279 Ckld: And read this page--cause I'forg.that.

280 Adult: Read the pagk--OK.

one--

s .41

The cat from Brazil caught a very bad chill.

ml

282 Child: (Began without hesitation.)

Oh--and the cat from Greece joined the police.

Umm, um, and the cat from Norway (said rapidly)

got- stuck in the doorway

and, um the cat, and the cat from Spaim,

umm, umm, drive a air\lane.

287 Adult:: (Low chuckle.)

288 Child:. My cat likes tp hide in boxes.

288 Adult; (Cbtickle.)

290 Child: The cat from--(Pause) what's this word?
-

295 Adult: Want me to.help?

295 Child: OK.

295 Adult: . Show' me. (Here chid showed adult the print,

but child had not been looking at print. Now

he pointed in general direction of print,

176



indicaAg bottm half of page.)

296 Child: Umm, right--um, here - -I forget.

298 'AZUlt: The cat from Carlin played .theviolin:,

299 Child: And the cat from--uh--cat from (Rause) would,

you do that one again?
A

-11

304 Adult : BERLINplayed the viollh.

305 Child: 41--(pause).

306 Adult: The .cat from Berli/in playtd

307 Child:' And, and--_
g

307 Adult: --the cat from Brazil--
,

308 Child: --caught'avery bad chill.

.1)309

310

3104:bolt : Cat from No rwayj

r

4

And the -cat from 'Greece joined
4

And, umm,.uh-- g.

tire police..,

310 Child: --Norway got stuck in the dotrway--
,0

313 and the cat. from Spain drived an airsplane-

315 My. :cat. liked to hid 'n boxes. (Last parts

4
%/.

said rapidly uric sing-song.)

316 Adult: (Low chuckle.)

. , N .

Daviel had taken Ardat care to choose ,i
41.
book that he "knew? Tieli.

s

\-. Later, i,n Study V, we T.il-llesee tlore of tee' chilciren seeming to choose.,I

.

,,
,.

'A' a book within reach( of their g:: owing know'ledges of print. In the,

/

next category, print ia attended to as 'the source of the' story,

\p,1.1dAn sometimes seem less capabl% than they dip in thee 'highest level

picture-governed attempts. But e step "back" is a step 'forward.
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, .

Attempts governed by print. The highest level in the ERAJTS
k

, A
scale, attempts which are goverried.by print, is divided' into, :7hat.

appear to be four categories: a high - level refusal to read; aspectull
'

. I
lk ..e"

- attempts; holistic; but strategy-dependent -attempts; and indepLdent s

',reading.
.

.1... .

d -
4

Refusals.' Oiten children begin to refuse to try as theyleaint6.

4 :S. 1

.

more aboup reading; particularly as they learn that it is the print that
....

. . .
,

.

gets read. Very immature children' will refuse to try to read-aril may

need 44port f(om echo or choral readingcr.other interaceions;,.

,
however;:the refusal that is

.

seen with the more mature children seems .

i ,A,
.

M .

t
0

growing
0 0

to be due to, their growing knowledge about all that goes of
,0 ,

.
13;1

-independent reading. Refusals are snail:CCwithin the scale at both
\ , k

plaCIand must be judged r the ,context of other behaviors by the
L.

. . ';
. a , . .

child: (Haussler, persona communication, has also noted the two
, . .

1dt:cis of refusal with young children's emergent storybook readings.).,
.. 7

4_ Children seem to make high -level refusals Before they show the
t

.4.
/

other print-goyerned befiaviorS% but this order has not been tested

suficiently '(cf. Rossman, 1981'1'for some data). The remaining print-
'

_ _ __

.-
1 '4.

governed attempts'can be divided into "holistic" and ' , aspectual, versions.

-4 1
ii . . 4 41 -3

4

AspectualtatteMpts. Before the Child becomes an independent
._____.

.
. . .

v _.-.,

_

'reader, hoWever, c \mes a very important period in which S/herealizes

that it is print that gets read and that things s/he.knows like a feW

. .

words, or a lew letters' and associated Sounds,ortthe remembered text:

can be aids and are clues'to figuring out print. Here the child's

. .

4



1 .
k s *

,"reading" often.seemsto regress.%.(And, of course, the high 'n .

.

level-refusal may be viewed as a regression in'this sense.) ,The child
. . ,

.

.'-'.: . . .. -

wild was recitinuentiretext6 with reading intonation may stop.
\ .

! . 4. eX.
attending to-meaning and just rec'ite°t .wprds-s/he can recognize on

.

.the page: -One of.our children)recited: "Grandma, -the, .-and, ,the,.a,
r i ° 1 . ,

and'," for page after page while at this print - governed, "aspettual".

A ,

.level .of dkergent reading. Other.thildrenIfocus attention, upon

sounding-Out words; others upon memdry for the text;'others upon I
I

-co44nations of these. The important factoe in identifying this stage

4
y A ,l f

of elergent reading is that the child "doesn't have it all together,".

as s /he will 1ate5 in the ho]istic stages.
4 .(

00
attempts, include independent reading

/

inwhich the. child has integr4ed all of the aspects rdhding-
4

(c.ompAhension, letter-sound 4knowl and known wOrds), into the
4 ,.

ability to read the-print flexibly and self-regulation. They

also include the level I call "strategy - dependent" which seem to be.'

more like independent reading°than aspectual reading but is'still not

:

sufficiently `integrated nor'strategically fleible. The

strategyldependent reader may tend to omit unknown words excessive/y,

6) substitute otAr "known words" from his /her reading repertoire, or
÷ 4 .

to sound-out words excessively,ten leaving,"nonsense" words not.
. ,

.

.
, .

corrected, or may'olier-depend upon the predicted or remembered text
..,....

o -

rather than the written text. In all of these instances, the child

will have some controover the neglected aspects

.

Thesetwo holistic attempts are distinguishable by the amount of
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.self-regulation that the child can use and can be detected often by a

little test.- If the child is not yet reading independently but is at

the stage just-below independence, strategy-dependent reading, and

ydu apply this little test, the child's reading will be disrupted.
11'

The child will soundless fluent and/or will becOMe less Accurate.

1

The child seems to know aboutall of the jiarts of reading, can

se_
rgr

maintain'thm far awhile, but does not seem tobe confident of

indepepdent'control of the process. In ,91,ther words, the reading

process does not s-lm to, be .111y "balanced," or integrated.

...if the child is beading indelloehgently from print,anCI isn't :

pointing to the words as she reads and you ask her .to point.to the

words, her reading will becoie more accurate"and often more fluent.

The extra attentiveness to print does not seem to interfere with tie

process which

processing of

"test" but we

Summary.

ti

seems to be an integrated ofie,-with dnteraction between,
f

various sorts. (I don't suggest this as a hard - and -fist

hate found.it helpful and worth.more formal study.)
0

These results indicates quite a range ofabilities

within Miriam Kendall's kindergarten' group for the task of attempting-

to read favorite storybooks. Thus far we have seen them write and'do
.

at'least two kinds of readingfrom digit' own writing and from a

storybobk.''.In the kindergarten studies that follow we will emphasize

.reading from'their own writing and once again, in Study V, look at .

their storybook reading._ In first grade, we will add basal readers.to

atheir,,repertoire of text-types. For now, we return to the inventory

bf'their knowledges and examine what 'they can tell us about boOk'
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parts... 4..

f

' Rat onale, book arts. How familiar.are fime-year-olds with the.
Aw

major.to
!

ls of literacy?. In Part 2, we learned that these children
. .

were quitelemiliarith paper, i)encil, crayons, and what gets done
-

,with these Writing-implements: They could also'talk in various ways

about other literacy implements, linguistic entities, and reading and
..

writng proCesses: From the-storybook reading attempts, we could
/

estimate the knowledges about book reading that they were developing.

We could also obeerve, in these real tasks, their functional ability

to handle the hooks (cf: Goodman's, 1979, and Clay's, 1972, tasks).

'Nevertheless, we also waited to 'see hcw'well the chiidrenacould label

and bOok'parts and describe their functions so we asked them -a series

,
.

of questione gtter the book reading was completed. The book parts we

quizzed the4 about were the cover, title page, page, picture, and
,

print.. The question series for each part'was: (1) Wilt's this? (2)
15).

What do you do with it? and (3) What'sJit for.? .
/

Results, book parts. tefound only,,twb.children who, hacOextre*

difficulty with this task, both of whom weresecond-language-spLkere:

Tanya (5 -10) answered, "I:don't know," to all thesequestions while
4 ,

Don (6-0) answered only one question, stating thatLprint-is for

"reading:" Don seemedlto attempt to answer in his own language and

both of these children showed a high degree of familiarity in their

handling of books. in the .classroom.. ..The following figures Cothe.ofrom y

the remainirT 22 children in Study I. (Note that appropriate synonyms '
C

were accepted for labels: words for print; the front for-cover.)
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'`able 2
.

,

Bopk PartS Knowledge Inventory

4
e

4 .

,1*
ks,

Cover Title Pqge Page Picture Print(

Label or

synonym

s%

'16* 11a, 17 11. .1B\

auction 12. 14 19. 315 22

*Vigures indicate number of-children at4swering correctly.

/ 4

he number,of chlidren who were able to tell the.he functiOns ofthe
er 1 .

4

book parts ISi not unexpectedly, higher than 'the number
/
Who could

product the correct label, using an adult standard. These figures are

,

also probably a low estimate ofthe.chaidren's abilities, because

there were a few.ttmes when a question wfs°skipped or whenan examiner

did not re-Word the question or eturn to a question after the Ehild

had indicated 'hat he or she.knew more than had been volunteered. One'

I

reason for the examiners'., difficulty was the caution not to introduce

.

/ IL

metalanguage which made it awkward ta probe for answers.
, ,

Nevertheless, both tasks, the storyboqkreading attempt and the

,

book'parts inventory, indicate that these five-year-old children were

4uite well acquainted with book. Even within this group, however,

there was a range of abilities..

Comparison with Study V. The tasks in Parts , 3, and 4 will be

.).82
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.

'k

compared with end-of-the-)iear repults from Studyy for al1,24 4

.

children. The reg?s of Part 1 and Part 5, yet to be described,, will
'I

1 .

only0 .

only be used as part.of the cast studies. For that reason,

will be discussed only briefl?in.this'chapter.'
'Part 5,Prior Knowledges About Topic and Audience, or "What Goes Into

Good Storyl".N 5

'In Chapter Two we considered the importance of underst ndihg
a

.

.4to*c. and audience considerations fora writer and how und rgtanding
.

.

the writer's process could help a reader become. more sera eiically

oriented. , We also 'Orlidered,the complex transformation,of topic and

audience 1from the tacit level needed for face-to-faceeconversatidnal
I.

interaction to the removed otions of topic and audience,found in

written communications. o children seem to begin this

L7,n, '

-e~transformation of topic an audiende from the immediate face-to-face

interaction to the more abstract' level. of print early in life through

A
their literacq,interactiOns.

In StudieScII, III, andIV we manipulate topic and audience

directly.. Throughout the other 'tudies and observations, we set up

less formal ways of observing topic and audience effects as well.

N. .

Thus we used:the concluding part .of Study I to interview the children

Sheut their prior knowledge for the N4ay we would Manipulate topic and

audience. .1

Prior knowledge of topic. In Study I.I the childrenere asked to
,

tell one story from a "real" standpoint and one story from .a

"make-belieVe" stance. The basic topic was "learning to ridegbig



3

'wheel." In Study I,

of this basic topic a

ri

topic. Now, in Part

we had sampled both the child's knowledge

the ability to converse aboutthis___
ce

, we checked to be certain that the-child could

distinguish real from makg-believe in reIatiOn to what- goes into -

Two techniques were used, a.".comprehension" ah a "p roduction".

task. That is,4first we gave the children examples and waited to see ,,

...

.
.

.

. t
s

.

. ,

if they would react to them; second, we asked them to give us examples

of real and make - believe things that couldgo.into stories.

-
The examples given to he chi en were.two story stems. The

1

examiner read each stem after -first saying, dramatically, "Let me. tell

you --something."

THIS MORNING I GOT UP AND LOOKED OUT MY BEDROOM WINDOW

\; , Y N !

(AND I SAW A-BIG,1 GREEN DRAGON FLYING RIGHT AT ME.)

okAND I. SAW A BIG, TALL TREE WITH PRETTY COLORED
._

-:\ - -I

LEAVES' ON IT.) ,(Pause for reaction)

. .
-A.

,

the child did not respond voluntarily after each stem, which
. , .

\ . \ .7
3 . i...,

most did,\\the examinerasked,'"How about that?" The final:probe. was,

1,

!

s

e

"Would that be real br.make-believe, do you think? Sure, that (could)

(couldn't) .really happeh."

The request for examples simply,used tt phrases real and

make7believe, "Tell me some (real) (make-believe) thingsthat could be

Is

in stories. The child was asked for three examples of each type.
.1'

All of the children reaCted,to the story stems as if they

recognized the fanipsy-element in. the makebelieve stem. kfew-
\

1

quibbled about the real stem but said it could have been true a few

I
A



-a

weeks before while the-leaves were still. onthe,trees:
. , s,

.

,74..A response added by one child abbut dtagons having been

.
-a Icing long .time

Twenty-one of the childFen
".

This triggered

real.but only
lk

gave make-believe exatp,les,-some'of

which were 'gloriously fantastic. Two f -the second lafiguage children
. ,

-
Three of the Children patterned their examples.and Ariadne did not.

I .

after the story stems "This morning I," or."' loOked out "my witdow:
a.-

and.:. , ,Twenty children gave real,examples*With'the same-two

a
et

second'languagechildrdn not responding, (two others were omitted by..

examinerverror."
. .

e Prior knowledge about' audience.
. -

toNtliinkiof Some things that little
/ot

would li1Ce to h-ays:in.stories, same

boys and girls .;.(grown -ups) would be

c

The children -were simply asked /

boys. and girls (or .grown =ups,

thiags that stories for little

abbut:'

The children' Made the distinction abut they were lesS specific

about things.grown-upS.would'like. Only 22 gaveanSWers about-
:

grown-ups and most.Wererestricted'to what their parents would like..

..
Children seemed tOcall.upop their knowledge of having seen parents.

read. .Four, interestingly enOugh, just mentioned,tA 'printed nati.e

of the material: Words, newspapers, ,!tno ictures," etc.

All of the children, including the two language'Children

1.71johadnotallsweredinthisseetion
told things that little

boysand girls would like in stories. The content was specific.

Children would like things 'that are little, cuddly, animated

(particularly animals but especially baby animals), or,im4ginative,

including ghosts and:other scary. t4ngs,
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.
In shor't,°the idea of topic as 'things people would iike.in

stories seemed,,like a reasonable question to these children. They
i

.

_
. . ,

were less specific about other people's preferences bUt they-knew that

they were different from those of people like themselves, "little 'boys

and girls." :of

These_knowledges were particularly,needed for Studies II and III

-1

in response to specific directions for the situation. Tri StUdy IV

(and in the first grade studies) the children would be asked.tO decide

upon certaintopic/and audience characterigtics of their stories.

Topic and audience as notions affecting reading strategiesswould be

766served during children's reading interviews as well.

Atthe cdnclusion.of Study I the child was complimented for

his/her many good ideas, told that the examiner enjoyed them, and

escorted back to Miriam Kendall's classrooms.

Summary, or "If I knew so much, what car,)I do?"'

Like the children from the 1979-80,study these five-year-old-

children have a tremepdous number of knowledges about written

language.'N6ertheless, they Also,vary greatly in their knowledges, as

A

separate "amounts" of thipgsthat they know'about written language,

and in the organization ofthose knowledges. In the following

chapter, I discussprocedures used for analyzing the protocols o

these Children to derive a "holistic" estimate of their emergent

reading abilities to be used A the first step.inoselecting children

er.4

that seem to differ in their*, elative overall emergent reading

Ability. Each of the'selection steps is!presented and discussed,

including the teacher's judgments. Finally, the nine. children whom we
1
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studied-in,depth-dtir the 1980-81 /school year are introduced, 'along 7
, , t .

with, a summar of thei
-

y r performance in Study I.
.

.,

/-__
The next....Atep (reporter ;in later chapferS), now that we had alatter

of-what the case study children douldIdo and could conceive

of doing, was to press\them to try a task just out of2their reach or

certainly challenging. Storybook reading and writing of li4ts were

certainly old-hat to tost of these children. In the studies that
0 .

form the heart of thecasestudyprocedure we asked the-children

to compose their own_stor4es, to tell the stories' (an easy task

fo4'most), to/dictate tie stories (a bit harder and for some just

/ /,/

about thesame task as storytelling), and to write their own

stories (a big challenge that needed an adult to say, 'Jaime you
1

can, just do it your way.") The written stories were tasks that

were just on the'edge of'these children's competencies, but again

the children varied in their abilities to perform the tasks. Our

job was to make senstiout of the variation.
I i

I
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Chapter,Five: Selection of-Children.for Case Study, or

"The BRDKAWL Nine"

Introdu ion

Face with page after page of evidence of the developing literacy

knowledges Of 24 children gathered from'Study I, we had to choOse.the

.

children upon whom to 'focus for the kind4rgartenyear in a method,

a

consistent with a developmental, emergent reading perspective. This

chapter described the steps by which the children were selected.

Children were chosen over ,the range of emergent iead-ingability-usin

,

-recursiva,,,s0lect ion methods,. First, each examiner made two kinds of
.

judgments, holistic and detailed. Second, the principal investigator

took that evidence and "re-ordered' the entire list, classifying each

child as "high," "moderate," or "low" in emergent reading ability.

During the process eight children were eliminated from the eligible

list (three were overage and five were "second language". speakers).

Finaily, a random list of prospective case: study children was

I pr sented /-the teacher for her independent judgments. The final

part this chapter is an introduction to the nine children whose

literacy development we will be folldwing in-depth through

kindergarten and, in lesser detail, first grade.

lb8
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Selection

ResLtsof Study I. Trom'the'"General Knowledges About 1.%.-..Ltten
/

Language" interview of Study I, we had to pages of txanscription

for each 'child.. Each transcript had been'double-checked with the

original tape-recording arid critiqued by two examiners; the critique

.included impressions of the social7emotionalclimate between
t .

. resarcher and child. We also'had impressions from each of our own

sessions that were not..transcribed and were perhaps so intuitive-one,

tacit that we could not readily access them. Now we wanted to reduce

all that information to one "score," or a placeient leading either to

a given chiles being selected or not selected.

. The. BUKAWLproject is primarily exploratory in spite of its

o'
-having a theoretical stance and design, The stance that we took was

that we did not know exactly what went into emergent reading'and

writing abilities but that we had informed intuitive judgments.that

Could'be'used. We would put the intuitive judgments of each examiner,
0

with her own background and with our common background, to the teat

and. try to make the bases for'our judgments .el.cplicit.so that we could

check their validity.

Sulzby (1981c) had alreadY,,devised some ways of judging emLrgent
,/

'reading abilties as have other researchers (Clay, 1972, 1975,11979;

Goodman, 1979,'1980; Holdaway, 1979; Mason, 1980). We did:n4 want

.

those tools to be used in our initial selection..and we wanted the .

/-
.benefits of the different perspectives of each of the examiners. (It

must be remembered that Sulzby's judgments are influential in the case

ti
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study. selections, but we tried to cqun eract "2.11Went red:4dancy;

.i1-rough the use of multiple. judgmentsI .
.

. We developed a series of,teOhniques to move from raw data to
,,

holistic judgments to selection.. These teehniques are ,somewhat like

White,.9) procedures for isolating criteria used in fudging youriA

children to becompetenti" another complex construct.

Individual examlnerts)udgments. First,,each waainer took the

:,

.14.st of children whom she had seven in Study I, reviewed 1.1e43rotocols,

Ni
,c.

and made*Pholistic" judgments about' each ollild' level'of,literacy

development.- With those-judgmencS'in mind, the examiner ranked the

children in her list. Second, he examiner identified criteria which \r.

sheilad used or thought she had used to make those holislic judgments. '

,

She then went through the protocols in detail, looking for specific

verification that those criteria had been used and.6hecking for

-
. e

-criteria that had_been overlooked, part cularly those used with one

child but not with avOther. As a result of.this verification step,

she then re-ranked the children, noting changes and"teasons for,making

those changes. In 'no case was a qhild moved more than one position in
d .

the re-ranking. (Appendix D gives the motes of one examiner for this

step of the prOcess.)
0,

Combined judgments. The principal investigator took each

examiner's set of judgments, along with the original protocols, and .

looked for consistencies and inconsistencies, inclUding the range of

abilities within each examiner's group c children. (An example of an

,

inconsistency was the range of Otto's children as compared with thee

ae

.
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Other two examiners; she had no truly "high". child inher initial
.

, .

i:group.) From the thredlalists, Sulzby judged each child to be "high,"

I
"moderate," or "low" compared with the other children in the list,

after removing ineligible\hildren from the-list. (Children were

.

ineligible if they were overage or spoke Engli h either bilingually or

as a second language. Three children w wo tO five months overage

and five did not speak English as their primary language.)

Rationale for "With." "moderate" and "low" grOupt.\'While the

primary methodology was case study,'We wanted be able,to apply-some:

/ \

statistical tests and also to be able to have` enough differences

betwien individuals and groups of individuals not to' be drowned tin.

individual'differences. We all know that each petson is an

individual. One gbal Of rpsearch, however, is to find likenesses and

differences by rd-grou'ing data in various' ways. The BRDKAWL project

for 1980-81 was designed to look for developthental di?ferences. We:

, . A
'chose a. five -year -old age group in a kindergarten setting. We could

ply track all or any subset of the children chosen at random.,

ce we wanted to chart the transition into independent reading, We' .

/
.

cou have chos\en only thosethi nren who were not yet reading .

indepe dently. However, .we would have' lacked a reference,poiitt coming

from childten who had already."thade the transition, thus wetcluded

"high" children some of whom were already reading' independently
;.:

Thus we rejected a random group orva group chosen on the baSis of.

to

not being able to read independently. .A second choice could have

been two group% one reading dnd-the other not. In order to find
4

21 0 r



ferences, we simply had to look for five - year -olds a considerable

.

'"distance" from the children whO1.4ere already reading; however, their

development might be so. different that we would not 'see they

likenesses. 14h finding children who are significantly diffaent,1

,

seems to be)\nifty at first

difference. \Our prithary target was

independent reading and the "low" children
1

cSthat transition during the kindergarten

began in first-grade.

glance, the research m'us ars& eXpYal.11 that,

p:ha

into

y would not m

to spOt the

79,

%
Our solution was to chose a

three

a

year before forpqa1,:instruction

:-

smaller group of childrima.iyhe

transition

levels,of "high," "moderate," and ';low," so that we thigh
.

chart

the developmental'range more completely, even iftit mearjt that some

'differences might not be detectable by Statistical-too The
tthree

levels.of emergent reading ability (which my notes it nically show

that I was4ren labelling."reading readiness") were defined as
of.

follows:
/

High.. These\childr

were already

7.

showed some clear e'vidence that th4(

/
ading or had at least.two aspects of

readirig (asdefihed try. Sulzby., 1980) under control

.

in either. the storybook reading attempt'or in re-
.

. .
,s\

reading from their own writing. The aspects need
-

not be used simulta eously. These children treated

,print as what gets read

ideas about the process of learning to read and .

write. Their language about languageland

and had pretty definite

192

language



k

ab614t learning'was quite explicit and used easily.

They conversed easily with the examiner..

Moderate., These children did not-shoLclear evidence that

they were reading indgpendently. Their- model of

,

reading was not always includesprin as the

a.

'sources of what gets read. They had one

'aspect f reading under control.in some situations

and occasionally used another; but the aspects were

far from .integrated. They did some writing which'

could:involVe some invention. The relationship

betweenreading and writing was not very clear to

them but was growing. Their language about

language was adequate.. Their language about

learning was adequate to good. They showed few

confusiOns about language terminology and function,

but were generally lower nithese areas than the

"high" children.

°These children did little wilting and said either

that they ppuld not read or-their reading attempts

were ery ature. Reading attempts showed few

signs of being textually controlled, either by

graphics orby memory for text. Reading attempts

were ane in an intonation appropria, e to oral

language.. Their language about Ian wage and abOut

learning was vague and often confusing. .Interaction

193
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wAth the examiner was also occasionally "not easy"

or was strained. Oral language was often not self-

dOnLtored and the child did not make clarifications

.

Rationale. fdr selection. Nine children were to be chosen,7three,

each from the "high',"'"moderate," and "lo'w" categories. Additional

.

criteria were to divide the case study children as evenly as, posible.

1

according to sex and age and to have one.from eadh.ability category

for/each examiner so that each examiner would have a subvt of
4

1,3

children ranging from low to high'literacy development. As mentioned

earlier, however, Beverly Otto's original. List. did not have any "high"

children. Another unusual distribution. problem arose in that there-

were no boys in the "high" group. While 'sex differences in beginning

reading have been reported numerous times, we had not seen this

distribution difference using emergent reading ability criteria with
4

any oth9r kindergarten classes in this school over four years. After

conferring with an advisor' in. researcludesign, we decided that it was

better to drop the sex criteria and to treat the male and female

groups as two distributions within the same class. Thus wechose all

girls from the "high" group and one girl in each of the two lower

groups; the remaining four students were boys, two in each of the
it

.loner groups. The one girl inhe low group was the only eligible

girl from that ability category.

Initial selection. The original list of eligible children with

ti A

age as of December 31, 198Q, is shown in Appendix E. From that list,
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the follOwing subgroups of children were selected. Given all the

sproblems'of the distriblitiEns,. we were pleased and submitted those
)

:names in randolilotder to Miriain Kendall,:the children's tether and
,

asked her to classify the children as high, moderate, or low, so that

,we could check our judgments agaiiist hers. The list consisted of-

children with a narrowage range overall' and within each group.

Initial selection
4

High Betsy 1 5-4 Female

Nicple 5-9 Female.

Jodie 5-9 Female

Moderate Richard 5-1 Male

Daniel R. 5 -9 Male

Virginia 5-8 Female

Low .Michael 5-8 .Male

Douglas 5-8 Male

Noreen Female

v..
I

- 4
../

teacher judgment. The teAher'not'bnly rated the children into
IL

high, mae aes, segorlow ca predictionsgh, moderate, and ltihlde diction's about

how we would have placed them. She disp.greed with us abObt Richard'

r/
and:Douglas and she told us she predicted we-Would have calledaichard,

moderate and Douglas low. 'She thought that, while Richard seemed to

.have a lot of knowledge in some ways, he would have di'fficulty

195
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learning in a group setting. We had been uncertain about him because

he

vb.

had refused to pretend-read his chosen storybook, claiming that he

/-could read.one of his books at hoMe:but only that book. He had:'

certainly Shown behaviors that- weie consistent with her Warnings,.

including alternating befween being very agreeable and very abusive

toward his Study I examiner. On the other hand, the teacher predicted
0

that. Douglas would do well because he tried hard and had the .social

ability to learn well in a group and from a teacher. Those comments

.were consistent with our Study I observations. Other than that we

agreed,'although she called Jodie moderate.6nd ptddicted we would have

Placed her high because she could read some words. We had placed her

as: our.lowest high child.and selected both Jodie and Nicole in

praference.to Ariadne because we preferred to have two children who

were just beginning to read independently rather than two who were

already reading with ease.'

Inail'alyzing the teacher's ratings as compared with ours, we.saw
1_

that we tended to overstress knowledge at,the expense of-social

v
characterist cs and the teacher placed more stress upon how a child

t
would get along in a group setting and"lea ing from instruction.. In

discussing instruction, she primarilyindicated first grade and its

formal instruction -in leading._ We looked back,over our records and

decided to use the ratings with Miriam's revised ordering of Richard

and Douglas. But that was too orderly for fate.

Final-selection. After the first session of Study TI we

discovered that two taperecorders had malfunctioned, losing all of the
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A--from Daniel R. and Virginia. since we were just. 44.

beginning and had other children from the "moderate.-category, we

.replaced them with Andrea (5 -7) and Chad (6-1). This increased the.

age range frbm 5-1 to5-9 to `he new range of 5-1 to 6-1.'

0
One ohild'In each Ategory was assigned to each of the three,

xaminers for the remainder of the two -year study. The combinations

on'the final list were as follows:,

Final List, Case Study Children, .

Ability category Child 1_ Age Examiner

High Betsy 5-9' Beverly Cox

Nicole 5-9 Beverly. Otto

Jodie 5-9 Elizabeth Sulzby

Moderate Andrea 5-7 Beverly Cox

Chad . 6-1 .Beverly Otto

Douglas 5-4 Elizabeth Sulzby

a

Low Mic ael 5-8 Beverly Cox
Q

Noreen 5-3 Beverly Otto

ichard- -5-1 t" Elizabeth Sulzby

Our'inAial plan had been to keep children with their examiner

from Study I but distrib tion, equipment, and perscpality problems led

-
197.
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to ,a number of changes. Four of the children changed examiners from

Study I to the remainder of the project, but the examiners took extra

carp to get acquainted with these new children. From this point

forward, the relationship between examiner and child'would become part

of the data of the case study.

In Oe'section that
4

k. follows, we introduce you to the case study

children, as personalities and as possessors of knowledges about

written language. In.Chapter Four, we revietqed the knowledges that

the group of children in Miriam Kendall's classroom showed to us in an

interview called "d'aYleral Knowledges About Written Language." In that

chapter, we began our practice of giving a.number of examples from

the children and identifying children by their code name. In the

chapters that follow, we will give moreexamples from these nine case

study children -drawn in part from .the written case studies. More

information about individual children will appear in Sulzby (in prepara-
1.

tion) and in other BRDKAWL publications (e.g., Sulzby & Cox, in press).

The Case Study Children

Overview

'This project is focuI sed upon individual Children, primarily. At

times group and sub-group data'are presented but-the-gaal is

describe the transition into.independent reading for individual .

children. This presents a problem since children were pre-selected'S

being in A category of high, moderate, or low..

I consider the categories to be heuristic in nature. By blocking

our groups, we stand a better chance of isolating differences; given

198
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our still limited understanding of emergent reading. But our initial
. .

judgments may have been faulty and children can chahge: I do not

intend to treat these children as "fixed" oar permanently in any

category. However, for ease'of description for the writer anifo

.clues to memory for the reader, the children will be described within

the'sub-groups of high, moderate, and low. Their names will be used

.

as the primary means of identification.

In the chapters that follow, we will usea cyclical approach of

discussing the,children as individuals, of discussing groups, and

individuals. within-those groups. 'Furthermore, we will discus .0e

o
classroom in which they spent their kindergarten year and,,finally,

how they performed when .they, were exposed to the formal instruction of
, .

their first grades. Through the cyclical approa6h we hope to

understand the transition into 4ndependent reading better for theSe

individual children and., through understanding the transition fur:

.these children, he better able to understand the transition for-Other

children.

199,
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Betsy

,Betsy's Study I interview was held on NcVember'8 when she was

5-8. She had a warm and friendly manner. She described her faMily

:voluntarily,'implying lively and supportive relationships at home.

She freely mentioned literacy activities, particularly reading which

she treated, as a pleasant pastime. Her parents read-frequently for

themselves,and to the children and Betsy reads to her younger sibling.

Her speech was fluent and its content was interesting ta the adult. .

She monitored her communication and clarified both voluntarily,and in

response to questions. /She showed a positive and adventuresome

attitude toward. learning and about reading.and writing in particular.

One of the first conversational topics she introduced was a tale

involVing 12arning to spell someone's name, making.a mistake, then
.

Sounding out her spelling to the silly name it produced ratherthan

the .correct name. Real and make-believe ("pretend") was a,distinction

she introduced before she-was asked'the interview questions. She used

metalinguistic and. metacognitive terms appropriately and often

voluntarily. She told the examiner that she was learning to .ead and

to write. Her interest in the topic can be -seep in that she took over

the interview and began to ask questions appropriate to the, interview

for the examiner!

Child: As soon as,I learn how to--um--write,

learn how to read. You know-why ?.

Adult: Why-is that?
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Child; Cause I pr--I kind of--try.to say wh--what

the letter sounds like and I, learn what it

says.
."

Betsy had a memory for her own learning iiocess and attempted to

describe it. She said tilitLiKe read when she was two and talked about
\s

instances'when she First learned things and how she refined her

learning. Even if her memories are not fully accurate they provide_us

with interesting clues. Her/writing sample was, the longest one in the

24-child sample. She re-read voluntarily while writing in contrast

with other children who say letter p.ames or sounds while writing.

Pere's her memory of learning to read as elicited after her writing

sample.

Adult: How did you learn to rsad?

Child: Well (pause) I was (pause) all we did was sound

out the letters and make them sound _(pause)

all together, read it faster and faster until I

could read.

Adult: Um-hum. Well, how did you know what the letters

sounded like?

Child: At first I thought T-H made the sound /tc /. Then

when I was three I thought that would make /td/.

/iy /, /to/ /iy/. That's what I was--that--that

was what I thought it sounded like. /to/--/to/--

/oks/. That'*s how I thought these words sounded- -

and this, that was really hard. That would be

201
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hard for me. (She was referring to the writing

she had done on the back of her writing sample

She had written:

t k/ so
THE- rra.< r

Tootles the Taxi, the name of a favorite book.)

Adult: ,Um-hum. But you've done . very good job-- .

Child: (Interrupting)--But now, I can read it easily.

Betsy read from the print of the storybook she brought, "easily,"

making only a few miscues. Some of those miscues showed high

level attention to meaning. Others resulted in the insertion of one

word that might be semantically inappropriate; however, these

,sentences did not seem to interfere with her undergtaaing. She

seemed to have a "say something and go on". rule but she only used it

occasionally along with'ot/her strategies. She stopped occasionally

and discussed the book with the exauiner. She sounded out some words

and elicited the examiner's feedback easily. Her reading could be

considered an interpretation in that she discussed things in the

pictures and Ideas in the story along with her reading. The boa,

Beady Bear, by Don Freeman a long book with a great (pal of. text.

Betsy was judged to be reading independently and to be writing'

with ease. Her progress during the kindergarten year was predicted to

be rapid. We considered her the most accomplished young reader. and

writer in our group of nine case study children.

Nicole

Nicole took part in Study I on October 21 when she was 5-7. She
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conversed easily with the examiner, introducing one topic change.and

expanding others. She seemed at ease throughout the interview. She

wrote in skinny pencil, with her left,hand. She wrote three girl's

names, including her own, spelled conventionally, all in capital

printed letters, except for r and i. Both lower case letters were

made as tall as the capitals and the i had a large circle. These

three names were written, one per line in the left-hand bottom corner

of 8.5 x 11 inch unruled typing paper turned so the 11 inc' edge ran

top to bottom. On the bottom line, she added I love you adjacant.to

the final name, Nicole. (This sample has a replacement for her real

name, with features preserved as closely as possible, hence the large

dotted i.)

N (:- Ea
0

While writing Nicole used descriptors for the names, "My name,"

~"mymother's names." When asked to re-read her writing she read the

actual names, correctly, her eyes on prit. Her language about

, \

language and about learning was quite abundant and communicated to the

adult easily, except for one instance in which she tried to explain

that people read 'by "signing out" "letters" and that you use your lips/

and a "cork" or "cort" in your mouth, perhaps meaning the vocal cord.

She also used the phr-ase.'"to sign out" about spelling.

Nicole handled her storybook easily and told about other books.

In attempting to-read she used two different strategies, one after the

other. First she began t til.to sound out words in the dedication.
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She gave possible sounds in sequence. Then, after spending some time

trying to .:se this strategy she asked, "Can I skip it?" She tried

this sounding out strategy again in the text then finally began the

sedond strategy:
going through the

pages'of the book and simply

saying the words that she knew. Thus her reading became a series of

word lists rather than a story. The book,- A Secret for Grandmother's

Birthday, by Franz Brandenberg, was a familiar one from her classroom

that she said she liked; however, she did not use the story as a

source of checking out her reading attempts and focused on the aspects

/.

of known words and letter-sound
relationships in

isolation from each

other and froil comprehension.

Book parts and handling were easy for Nicole. She identified

page, picture, and print (which she called words) by label and

distinguished the book cover and title page functionally. Her

functional descriptions of book-parts were also quite precise.. She

was also able to distinguish between real and make-believe easily and

to give individual topics suited to child and to adult audiences.

It was clear that Nicole was
attending to print and seemed to

have a variety of strategies for dealing with print. Since all of her

writing was
conventional, it was difficult to assess her model for

'writing and 'its relationship to reading with any precision. She

seemed confident' of her abilities and she volunteered
that, "I can

read a.little bit." She was judged to be close to making the

transition to independent,
reading and we expected to see that happen

during the kindergarten year.

204
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Jod!..e

On October 14, atoage 5-7, Jodie was one of our first

interviewees for Study I. She quickly displayed a great deal of

knowledge about reading and writing and a facility with oral -

Thnguage. She was able to sustain a conversation easily, although

some of her speech was so rapid that it was diffiCule-teunderstand.-

She initiated. topics and could tell long event sequences or describe

lengthy procedures, like hew you build Lego people oplay with "Bozo

Buckets." She was respo4Rive to the examiner's questions. She could-

be labelled as "talkative" and did not always monitor to see if her

audience was following or interested, but that isa bit much to,expect

f a five-year-old. fater in the interview she easily distinguished

between real and make-believe and topics appropriate to a child or

adult audience. In those discussions she often mentioned books she

had reed at t-haMe and at school.

Jodie was confident that she could write and that she could read

what she wrote. In the storybook interview, by contrast, she stated

that she could not read her book, but could read some words, For the

writing sample, Jodie wrote a lot of names, words, and numerals,
-41

saying letter and numeral names and letter sounds as she wrote. She

talked constantly about her writing as she wrote, including a

discussion of how certain letters were formed, thus showing that the

'activity of writing these items was fairly.easy,for her. Her writing
,

sample is discussed in Chapter Four,(pp. 34.36) to illustrate the

variety of understandings that can be seen during children's
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composition and re-reading attempts.

When she re-read her writing sample, she used reading intonation,

first embellishing the text into more complete sentences (like, "My

mom's 21 and my dad's 22") Itit \hen she re-read exactly what she had

written ("Mom, 21, Dad, umm,.22.")

Jodie was enthusiastic about the book'she had brought with her,
N

Eric carle's*The Seed. She-first told about the book, voluntarily.

She then went into a slightly tangential discussion about how books.

were selected for the claSsroom library from the school library. This

. tangent gave more information about
.
her literacy knowledges.

0 - She then refusedto read or pretend read because, "I cannot read

too good." Jodie then went into away of talking Lat later seemed to

be typical for her; it sounded indecisive and venturesome. First
_

she.claimed that she couldn't read, then she said she could, "this
o

whole book,", then that she could not.. Finally, she begSn.to read in

the middle of the book parts interview. In°this attempt; she simply.

went through the book looking for ..wards she knew. She recited-t ese

words in an intonation typical of list reading.'

.,
Jodie's knowledge f book parts was excellent, including beits

able to explain the purpose Of the title page.: After shell d told the

,examiner that "the front.," or the cover, "tells where, what story is

called," she said that the title page is like the front, too, but the

cover is the real front. .She had "read" the title .alJd author'fromthe.

titlepage in a tone:as If to say, "I just told you,"

this lengthy explanation.

Then she gave 1



Adult: What's it (title page) for?

Child: It's, like, it tells where it starts
,

butihis (gesture) is the front.

Only has marks--what's this one got.

0.ower and inside the flower it's called

"The-tiny 7s.eed."

Adult: Ahh.

Child: And Eric Carle made it.

Jodie was judged to be a child high in emergent reading and

writing abilities. She had shown some knowledge of all the aspects of

.reading if uns consider both her writing and her reading sample. She

seemed more confident-in her writing abilities but her reading refusal

was clearly based upon the understanding that print is read and her

attempt was "aspectual' She also had showed that stories have

content and that she understood the book she chose; however, at this

point in her development she was not using comprehension 'to support

4

her word recognition when reading a book written by someone else.

Nevertheless, she had used her`-composition intent to refine-her

reading from the writing sample. We expected to see her make the

'transition'into independent reading during the 1980-81 school year.
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Andrea

On November 12, 1980, Andrea settled uneasily in the chair facing the

examiner at the beginning of .the Study I interview. She was then

5 -6, an attractive, shy-acting girli sniffling with a cold. She

showed .d number of.behaviors that seemed to be typital for her. Her

comments were low. She was responsive to the examiner's questions but

she didn't initiate or expand on any topics. Andrea smiled at praise

but Aid not seem to get much more at ease during the interview. She

4^)

fidgetted'a lot in her chair, at times twisting her hands or her

r

dress.
I

Andrea was able to,maintain a fairly monologic discourse,-

however, as shown at the end of the conversation sample. She told a

.delightful episode about learning to ride a big wheel with her daddy

and her uncle pushing her with a broom. Both child and adult laughed'

at this episode and Andrea seemed quite sOphisticAted at being,sablAto

i:iteract with the adult briefly. The rest of her exchanges tended to

a put most of the burden on the,adult- to initiate and maintain. the flow

of conversation. 7
Andrea Wrote list of family names', all conventionally, aligning

her paper so the 11 inch side ran top to bottom-. She wrote in skinny

pencil, at the bottomlet-hand. side of the page, one item per.line:'

She wrote in aLl capital manuscript letters except for i which had a

.
circle for =the dot. When asked to write like.grown-ups, she said that

they write in script and then re-wrote,her sister's naive joining the

manuscript. letters. The. result could be 'Partially read but the final

/0
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letter was not recognizable. She re-read heelist easily, eyes on

print, top to bottom.

The Sweet Patootie Doll, by Mary Calhoon, was the book Andrea

brought as.a favorite.. It had been read in the classroom by the

teacher wand Andrea said she liked it. In the storybook reading

interview, the examiner.initiateddependent reading after Andrea had

insisted. to other encouragements to read that, 7.don't know how."

The form of her dependent reading was interactive with the adult
//

reading part then pausing for the child to cOMplete the pasgage. She

/

didn't respond until the ninth page of text,//then she gave some fairly

long compIetions,.up to a clause, that were semantically appropriate.

.These were usually initiated .by the adultpAuse but one time -'she

interrupted and completed a page alone.

Andrea. showed a variety of conceptstabout books during the

interactive,,reading attempt. For example, she indicated that the

t"

pictures could be read or that the print could be read. She pointed

to the top line of each page when the' examiner asked hertwhere she

should read; however, she often turned past pages with text and didn't

protest either from the fact that the written parts were skipped or

that the oral story was incomplete. She seemed to enjoy the story.

At the end of the story,- she completed the final'sentence, "for making

a,little girl glee, " as "just' for the.girl," said with great

emphasis. This was her closest textual match. She recited this line

to the blank eridpage. When asked where that part was, she turned back

to the last page and pointed to the middle of the top,of the page's
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four .lines.

Andrea showed a fair amount of knowledge of book parts, except

that pictures area "for reading," according to her. She used only one

appropriate lab4, page, but gave functionally appropriate

explanations of other book parts. Print was words and, _like the

pictures, is "for reading."

Andrea's language about language and about learning was adequate

but not extensive. She gave very little detail from her memories of

learning to read and write. She said that she learned to write from

her sister and Sesame Street. She learned to read, on the-other hand,

from mom uad, again, Sesame Street. Than she added that she can only

read "my books." People need a teacher to learn to read and the

teacher's way of teaching. is to "read you books." She made a strong

distinction between real and make-believe and a less vivid distinction

between child and adult audiences.

Andrea's examiner thought that she had basic-knowiedges needed to

, .

succeed in reading and in writing but was concerned about whether she

held a view of the learner's role as active or passive. Certainly, in

the Study I interview, she had shown both knowledge and dependence.

Our prediction was that she would make average lirogress during

kindergarten. While it waS possible that we had under-estimated her

abilities because of, her shy behavior., we thought we had sampled

enough instances of reading behavior to bebcertain that she was not

yet reading independently. We had not sampled enough writing behavior

to feel confident in predicting her progress as a writer or a reader
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of her owp writing. We were curious about how long she would remain

.
shy and dependent or whether the kindergarten year would be a yeaf of

change in her,social characteristics.

Chad

Chad was one of the first children interviewed in Study I, seen

\

on October 14, 1980. He was then 5 -10, one of the oldest children in

the classrOom who had not beeg held back a extra year. Chad'sr
interview was filled with affective responses, both happy and sad. He

was sad about a bad accident that had happened to a close member of

his family and had brought along I Wish I Was Sick, Too, by Franz Brandenberg,

as his favorite storybook. The happy incident was one that he told a

number of times in later sessions, about his discovery that he could'

write.

-Child: Well, see, one time my mom wac -aching me to write

my name and when she wasn't the was doing

some housework outside--

Adult; 'Uhm.

Child: --and she was raking the leaves and I writed my

name to a letter cause it somebody's birthday --T
o

Adult: Uh-huh.

Child: --and I went outside and to my mother and I said,

"Hey, Mom, I writted my name." (Child laughed and

then adult laughed.)

Evidently exchanges between Chad and his mother were lively and

filled with affect. He told about another incident of his showing off
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writing while his mother was working. Evidently he had just written

letters and she acted as if he were writing words.

Child: And, so,'I started to'write all of these letters.

and, um, I walked up to my mom and said, "Hey,

Mom!" and then she said,."What, what, what!"

Adult: Hmm. (Laughed)

Child: And she--came and looked at my paper and she said,

"How'd you do that?" (said with great affect) and

I said, "I put it down myself!"

Adult: Oh, yeah. So how did you do it?

Child: Well, see, I was just writing some letters and I

didn't know, know I was writing those different

words.

Chad had quite extensive language about writing but more limited

. ,

language about reading and book parts. He seemed to have an interest

in learning and to have a positive attitude about his ability to learn

but he asserted that he knew little about reading. His notions about

writing seemed to be tied. to producing letters that made up words but
)

without any sign of attending to the letter-sound aspect of the

writing system. He reiterated in numerous ways his idea that people

learn to read and write from other people, particularly their moms and

dads. He seemed to think that adults were responsive, supportive

people, or at least that-adults who are moms and dads are! He didn't

mention teachers or schools but he did mention literacy materials such

as books, newspapers, and "writing," as sources ofelearning to read.
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This statement might be taken to sum up his,notions in October.

do people need so, that they can read?

Child: Well, they get some kind of book, I don't know

reading, some reading, but I know about

words.

\
Adult: "(Repeated question)

Cnild: They just need:newspapers and write those'words.

Adult: Why is that?
.

Child: Cause if they write_their name.and see their

in the newspaper, they'll,look at them, and

they'll write it.

11

The storybook reading part of the interview did not seem to be

comfortable for Chad yet he revealed a fair amount of knowledge in it.

He-said he did not want to read his storybook and that he also dAdn't

want to pretend. ,However, he began to tell about the book in ways

that seemed to be pretend-reading. If it was, then Chad's pretend-.

reading fit with his claim that he didn't 1now hoW'fo read'in,that it

was fairly short, didn't forM a complete story, and was at the''lowest

levels of emergent reading abilities as shown in Storybook reading

attempts. He started making dialogue for the characters by groaning

anksaying in a suffering voice, "I wish I could be sick, too," which

is th \theme of the,book. Then, however, he simply made a few

.

.

statements that were comments about,characters in the--picture. and

their situation. His reading .could be characterized as "labelling and

commenting," "action- governed," or "creating dialogue,'! at different
I
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times but there was not enough sustained attempt to classify it clearly

(see page.165). He turned past many pages without comment but seemed to

study the pictures intensely. He identified pages, picture, and words

by label and, while he said that pages were for looking at, he

distinguished between pictures and words with pictures being to look

at and words, "you kinda read it."

Chad distinguished easily between real and make-believe and even

told a dream about making up a story about dinosaurs and tarantulas.

His distinction betweed topics for dult and child audiences was not

very clear; the adult thought he was distinguishing topics for

children as being about "little" things but he also said that adults

would like toy guns and toy-boats in their stories.

Ou:assessment of Chad at the conclusion of'S -tudy I was that he

Would made average progress in learning to ,read -and to write. It was

suspected that he would make more progress in writing but we had seen

no evidence. that he conceived of'the writing system as being more than

. a discovery of conventional_spelling. His pretend-reading had shown

little-use-617for the text of the book and no use of

reading-intonation. Furthermore, Ile did not create a decontextualized

story for the adult as listening audience. In all, he seemed to have.

some positilve knowiedges but to have a limited model of reading ag'a

means of communication. He had strong affective responses to learning

and to his family as a source of learning. Additionally, he seemed to

..have memory for and language for his.own learning along with ability

to monitor communications by himself and others in oral conversation.
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Douglas

One of our youngest case study children was Douglas who was

interviewed first on October 28 when he was 5-2. He is a charming

young man with an easy manner. His conversation was responsive,

however, it was not always easy to understand. Doug tried to tell two

dif ferent-events-tht-seemed to be-maze -c-ampl-icated than he could

easily put into language understandable to the adult. He Monitored

his communication and tried to explain when he noticed the adult's

confusion. His conversation was not extensive but he expanded upon

two topics without having questions from-the adult as prompts.

Douglas'.writing was all in upper case. He wrote in skinny

pencil, aligning his paper so that the 11.inch edge ran top to bottom.

He arranged the items he wrote on the page starting at the bottom

Middle portion but seeming to use a random order for the added items.

Certainly, there was no indication that he was using a left-right,

top-bottom order for the items, although'he wrote the one complete

word, his name, in a left-right order, He wrote his own name and "the

letters of the first name" of his siblings, meaning the first letters

in-their names. He said he had learned to write his name when he was

four. He attempted, to imitate adult "script" which "looks squiggly.".

His imitation looked like a capital W. 1,74.: when-asked to read what.

he had written, he called it a. W. He made a qualification in using

this label, that seems inten7,!6ting; he did not identify the writing by

his intention (imitating grown-up writing) but by what it-looked like:

Adult: Can you read that? (Gesturing)
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Child: I know what it is.

Adult: Cariyou read it?

Child: Read what?

Adult: (Pointing) that.

Child: Its .sW.

both writihrgand attemptiag-to-read-seemed-to-require-a'great

effort from Douglas. He refused to read.the book he had brought as a

favorite, Mercer Mayer's Er,s?lesiorWonnbugtaearclsxthe,.

Zipperump-a-Zoo, but agreed that he would "pretend-read." His reading

attempt can be classified as being oral language-like. He created a

story, told in past tense, but it was highly dependent upon context,

both of the adult's knowing the story (which was not the ce ) and of

attending to the pictures.% Douglas looked at the pictures while

reciting the story and his intonation' pattern was more like

storytelling than reading. He seemed to enjoy the story and at the

end fie turned back to re-examine a picture he'd skipped over briefly ,

so that .he could see the ZiiPerump-a-Zoo, "the person who was

missing," as he put it. Only a few characters in the recitation were

identified by a name or a.decontextualized description; the few that

were were placed almost at the end_of the story and this placement

seemed to have no structural or staging pUrpose suited to a written

language form. , 1-

Douglas did notdn.rnish any labels for book parts but he
. .

indicated functions for most parts. At one point he said that bdth

pictures and print could be read but later: ne qUalified the statement
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- by asserting that pictures are "like to show you like, i'dhat it's kinda

lik

Douglas' language about language and about learning was not ,

extensive. He answered a numbei of questions/by saying, ".g don't

know." He said that he learned to write part of his sister's name by

watching her write it and/that he wouTelearn tO -when' he got
/

/
,

,
!

older, "when I'm eight/ or seven, or something." Other things needed
,

,
1

to learn to read areilight and a book and practice. He said that he
.

/ /
.

, i

practiced some with his mom, but,he didn't expand except to say/that

he could read it, fit, andmit, none of which he included in his

writing sample'.

In summary, Douglas' Study I performances had revealed some

knowledge about reading and writing. In writing, he used conventional

spelling for his name and indicated that he knew parts of his

siblings' names, agaih with the implication being that he was

referring' to conventional spelling. There was no evidence that

letter -sound relationships were part of his developing notions about

literacy but there was also no direct evidence that they were not.

his reading attempt, he showed the concept that a book tells a story,

,
although that story was not close to the written text and was neither

aecontextualized in wording nor reading-like in intonation.

By placing Douglas in our moderate category, we were predicting-
,

him to make average progress in learning to read and to write. We

felt uneasy about this prediction, although it became more defensible

as we saw his performance 1;-:: subsequent studies. Now we knew that
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there was much more about his literacy knowledges that we needed to

learn. He was the student whom we had rirst placed as "low" and. the

classroom teacher had placed as "moderate" because of his ability to

get along in a group setting and to learn from a' teacher. At the end.

of Study Z, no specific details in his reading and writing development

were predicted but Douglas' classroom behavior had impressed us that

he-was a rather quiet person of determination and self-confidence.

We would watch his development closely and see what he could do when

we pressed. to write stories.

Noreen

Noreen (5-1)pad just had her fifth birthday shortly before the

interview., She approached the chairs easily,. placing her

I

book, Angus Lost by Marjorie Flack, where the examiner directed her

The conversation sample that' followed was filled with

\\-
mis-communications in that she and the examiner had difficulty

understanding each other.N.She seemed interested in what the examiner

said and the implements on tha.table and asked, questions about them.

Noreen's knowledges about reading and writing seemed ta be,very

limited. Her meta-linguistic usage anL iinitions were often

'inaccurate. She seemed to have a model of learning that only included

"practicing;" growing older, and going to school. She did not explain

what would happen in school even when the examiner probed.

Noreen was the only child in the 24-child sample who could not

,produce her first name without a pattern. She took the large primary

pencil in her right hand and aligned the paper with the 11 inch. side
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running top to-bottom and began to write, saying, "I can write my full
4

name but I need my copy card," a referende to the model her

kindergarten teacher provided (see Sulzby & Anderson, 1982). Her

"name.included only a few letters fropi her actual name.- Here's her

.
writing sample, including. (1) her "name," unchanged since it is not

recognizable:A4Jfter2writini'l-of "per sons,11a-4:raming 'nf a girl; and

(3) her attempt to.write like groWn-ups which she labelled. script. In

re-reading these items, however, she only included "Noreen" and said

about the script, "I don't know what this is." When asked if she

wrote anything else, she said, "A\person."

(Photo=copy

ion

from 8.5x11"

paper, done

in No. 2

pencil; numbers

in circles

/ added by

examiner.)

While ,Noreen seemed to'confuse drawing and writing to some

extentp.she distinguished between print and pictures in her storybook

reading attempt. Her labels for book parts were few and not used

easily to communicate to the examiner. For example, she called pages-
.

paper and the picture, a fence (part of its content).. In answer to

the questions about print, however, she demonstrated quite a bit of
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understanding,,albeit in a confused manner:

Adult: What's this? (gesture to print)

Child: Writing.

Adult: What\do you do with it?

Child: You write.

Adult: What?

Child: You write.

Adult: What's it for?

Child: Because you need to read a page, you read it.

Adult: (Turning back to picture of a dog) So what is

this?

Child: A dog.

She went on them; with probing by the examiner, to state that the

picture is to be seen,lpecause "the people need to see the, um, dog,"

one pretty clear statement in a reading context that writing and

illustration are not the same thing. Once again, we need to take care

not to assume that the child sees the similarity between a printed

picture and the child's own drawing, but Noreen gtemed tohave the

understanding that reading Is done from the'print.

Such an understanding would not have been clear from her

storybook reading attempt, howeiter, which was governed by pictures

rather than print. She refused to read,at first saying, "I don't know

how to'read," but did respond to the prompt to pretend. Her reading

-attempt did not form a story but was characterized by labels and . ,

commnts, a vay, immature level of emergent reading, and by-
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action-governed language. In action-governed language the child uses

present or present progressive tense and speaks as if the action in.the

pictures is currently occurring. Herattempt was interrupted by the /
examiner who began to ask questions to clarify the meaning Of some. of

her statements. These questions could have served as a cue to use

decontextualized language but Noreen simply continued to use the

contexts of the pictures and deictic language: "This guy is chasing

this guy. He was', this guy was, this guy is tied on." (While the

second sentence. has a self-correction, it is still deictic in nature,

dependent upon not only the picture but Noreen's perspective.)

Real and make-believe were distinguished although Noreen had ,

difficulty giving. an example of make-believe at first. She confused

the purpose of thequestion, similarly to confusions she had made in

the e.-7,ier conversation sample, responding to "make" rather than

make-believe even though she had just identified the dragon story stem

as not true. Finally, 1.1e gave the same example that the stem..

contained, "dragons," as content for make-believe stories. On the

other hand, she had no difficulty offering appropriate tOpids for

child and adult-audiences.

Noreen was judged to be "low" in emergent'knowledges about both

reading and writing: She had only writtenT-Iqur letters that could b

identified in appearance and she had not named any of them nor

mentioned any letter-sound relationships. Her storybook reading

attempt was not cued-by Ole print ancr'--* little dependence upon

memory for the story. Reading and writing) events were'not mentioned
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oluntarily by her. She was able to use language about language but

it id-not----Seeff-to-be-easY-for -her -to_access-oi to-use accurately.

Her concepts about learning seemed to be quite inexact and she told no

instances of learning anything - -even her discuss of learning to

ride a two- wheeler was about what she did after she'learned to ride.

We predicted that Noreen needed many experiences exploring reading and

writing before she would be able to do either with much confidence.

We-did not expect her'to make the.tansition into independent reading

during the kindergarten year and were concerned about her reaction to

.instruction from the basal- reader program in first grade.



Michael (Mike)

Mike (577) had been observed to- avoid verbal exchanges with both

teacher and children in his classroom .efore the Study I interview on

November 18. He was a sturdily builtb t not overweight, little boy

with an engaging smile. Durifig the intery ew he demonstrated not only

difficulty with verbal communication but els few literacy knowledges.

Mike's conversation was particularly puzz n . His 'examiner

acted as if she knew what he was talking aboUt m y times When, in

act, 'she had been bewildered. Looking over his typed transcript and

knowing more about him later, we could understand quite a bit. more

.1
about his topics but there are still portions tnat we do not

comP.rehend. In the conversation, the examiner began to notice a theme

that has recurred with( Mike: a temporal delay between the initiation

Of:a topic and. Mike's final response, paired with a lack of clues to

help the adult know, that he was responding. She called'this delay.
\

"temporal discontinuity."'

In spite of the difficulty in communicating clearly, Mike's

conversation was one of the longest and liveliest in our sample. He

both initiated and expanded topics, even though he did not always do

it SO that the examiner understood hiM. Among the topics he discussed'

in hia.7 minute 47 second conversation were playgrOund bullies, or

"hot--shots," tape recorders, Whdelbarrow pushing, raking leaves., dead

squirrels, falls from bunk beds, horrible accidents, burglars,

birthdays, brothers, or ''fuss butts," and, finally, a long story.about

a big wheel ride, "moped all the way." His topics seemed to be
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beyond his ability to communicate clearly to anotherperson.and, later

in the case study, he complained about having ideas in his head that

he could not get out. With the other children in our case study

sample, oral language seemed to be fairly well developed for their age.

With Mike, however, it was'not and we became equally as interested in.

.

oral language development and how it would related to written language

development.

Mike refused to try to write; he did-not even say that he could;
C

write his name, although in fact he could. He conveyed the attitude

that he did not think he could write or pretend to write arid knew

little about it. However, later, in an instance which the\examiner

called temporal discontinuity he made what seemed to be a random mark

on the paper with the crayon he was toying with. At this time he

muttered, "Don't even look like it," which was interpreted to mean

that he might have been "writing" and disparaging his product.

In spite of his not having written, 'Mike was asked the interview

questions about how people.read from their own writing. He surprised

his examiner by then saying that people need paper and pencil to read.

This response may have shown. some confusion about reading or have been

a temporally displaced response to earlier questions about how people

write.

Reading seemed to be more understandable to Mike, particularly as

seen in the storybOok reading attempt. When asked to read his book,

Professor Wormbug, in Search for the Zipperump-faZoo by Mercer Mayer,

he did not hesitate or protest. _He simply piCked up the book and

v..
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began to giggle at.the pictures, pointing to actions in the piCtures,

and making comments about them. .Twice, however, he attended to print,

"by asking the examiner what was written on signs.within the pictures.

His storybook reading e.ttempecould be classified, first, as

interaction with the examiner, and, second, as what Sulzby (1982 ;

Sulzby & Otto, 1982) calls "action- governed" language, in which the

child speaks, as if the action in the pictures is on-going.. Mike's

language did not create a complete story and it was highly

contextualized, with deictic terms and unspecified references. Yet it

showed a high involvement with the story.

Child: (Mid ray through the book) Watch. This thing

is sti -71Ving him, watch:.

Adult: The thing's still following him?

Child:. See. There.

Adult- Oh, yeah. Look.

Child: (indecipherable phrase

or clause)

Adult: Hiding right behind there.

Child: Woops!

Adult: Woops! (Laughing Oh - -what happened now!
4

Child: He fell asleep. Look at it, he's bigger than

(indecipherable syllable).

Mike's reactions to the examiner's questions typically did not

result in less contextualized language although at one. point, "he fell

4 asleep," he moved into past tense, a more apPropriatd tense for

225



relating a decontextualized story told for an audience. Thus he has

demonstrated some language adjustments appropriate to storybook

reading and he responded to the task with enthusiasm and a positive

attitude.

He also showgd consideralfle functional knowledge about books and,

their components, although he used little metalanguage to label book

parts: he identified page by name and print as words. When asked to

label a picture as part of the book parts inventory, Mike only named

the specific item within the picture nearest the examiner's gesturing

finger. When the examiner made-a gesture that outlined the picture

border, Mike responded that it was a page. His discrimination between

picture and print in the reading attempt had been to ask what print

within a picture "said." In the book parts inventory, he said that ,

both pictue-and page are "to look at," but print, which he 'called

words, is "to look at and read 'em." In addition to looking at pages,

according to\Mike, you can turn them, just 'as you can turn the cover

and title gages which he did not identify by.label.

Mike said that he liked stories, particularly "like with book

pictures ih," and airplanes, and "ghost stories--with pictures." On

the other hand he said that he didn't'think he could make up a story.'

He distinguished between real and make-believe story.stema (giant free.

excepted) and furnished examples himself: He was one of.the few

children who patterned after the 'story stems to make up' his own

examples.

"226



(List of make-believe things that could be in stories.)

Child: Like, like, this morning I looked out my window

and saw a giant dragon. Like a monster stepping,

on_houses. Like-a_giant_turtle_atepping-on7houses.-

(List of real things that could be in stories.)

Child: Like this morning I looked out my. window and.

Saw a giant tree. Well, next, morning I looked-,out

my window And I saw a cloud, . I looked out--I

looked out my window and I saw one of my friends.

In attempting to distinguish topics suitable for children and

adults', Mike claimed, "I don't know. I only know about kids,"but he

did finally offer some suggestions for adults, ghost sioriesWhich had

also been proposed fo.-: children, and love stories which he said his

4.
mom likes.

Mike's language about language, particularly writing, .and about

e .

learning was not very coMplete nor very precise but that was the case

_...7.

for much of his descriptive language. Yet there were instances, some

of which are given as examples above, which he could communicate

adequately in verbal exchanges,. He showed quite a.bit of

dissatisfaction with himself as a prospective writer and as,a readet

of his own writing but he seemed enthusiastic Obut books.c His

'storybobk reading behaVior, howeVer,- was more like that of

three-year-old-than .of a five-year7old. At.the .conclusion of-Study i

j dged Mike to be "low" in emergent literacy and predictedthat he

would .make slow progress during kindergarten. -We 'were particUlarly'
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interested in whathe would show us about his notions about writing

and we were determined to watch the (levelopment,of his ability to

carry on a coherent conversation.

Richard

On October 28, 1980,-Richard (age 4-11) came to the Study I

interview willingly enough, bringing along Eric Carle's The MixedOp

Cameleon from_t&erbdOk rack in Mrs. Kendall's room. It soon became

apparent that control was an issue for Richard. His behavior

fluctuated between being very defiant or very agreeable. Many of

Richard's defiant behaviors could *be seen as avoidance of tasks that

he may have felt he was unable to do or unab;e to,;,do well. In spite

of this uncertainty, Richard did seem to have quite a few knowledges

about written language.

kichara's conversation with the examiner began with a complaint

And an avoidence then settled down into interactive and pleasant

exchanges. A.few of his statements were difficult to understand,

partially due to some immaturity and nasality 11-Oki's speech,and

partially
o
due to failure to clarify statements so that the examiner

could understand him but, all, his conversation was one of the;

most satisfactory of the initial interviews. This behavior pattern

came to be one we expected: initial resistence but, when held to the

task and allowed to negotiate it a bit to his needs or desires, final

cooperation.1)

Richard .displayed -Aany knowleges about writing.. He said -that he

knew N-0, bit didn't ktow how to-make an N, evidently distinguishing
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between being able to say the letter names and writitIg them. He did

not identify N-0 as the word no, nor did the examiner probe that

statement. When asked to show the examiner what he could write, he

restated his abinty to "make an 0," and also "my ABC

In writing, he chose the large primary pencil ill. his right hand.

He aligned the paper with the 11 inch side running top to bottom and

wrote six well-formed letters left-to-right acrorc- the page; he then

wrote three other letters in a line beneath the firs ::ine but this

time he wrote right-to-left. He faced one and perhaps two of these

letters toward the left. He named the letters after writing at first

and near the end he began to write and then name the letters. He

omitted the name of Y, calling it "whatever that is." He also drew a

sun and a boy, saying, "I could write people," but continued by

telling the examiner, "I'm going to draw it on the other side."

Richard boasted that he couldn't write everything he knew because the

paper was too small, matching this boast with a complaint about the

pencil. When quizzed about e2ch thing he had written he correctly

names A,B,H2O,E,L,F(written backwards), and Z. He again called Y

"whatever," and explained that he knew that these things were because,

"I learned my ABC's," and "Cause I sung the ABC's."

Richard refused to-write like grown-ups, saying he didn't know

how they write, then engaging. in what seemed to be avoidance behavior.

When-drawn. back to-the task he told the.eaminer that he was writing

by pretend and, "I'm writing.in-my head." At one point, when; pressed

to try, he hit the paper with his crayon, angrily, and'sQid, "I'm not
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going to really write on this paper," then, "Ouch, ouch."

,He re-read his writing, naming the letters correctly, but

following the left-to-right, right-to-left order in which he had

written, still calling Y "whatever." 'le then. turned the paper over

.

and s ;. "And the other side, the boy, sun," pointing to the pictures

he had drawn.

Here Richard shows the ambivalent attitude we often see in young

children about the relationship between writing and drawing; H.

seemed to equate them on one level, yet he also diStinguished them in

his explanations about how he knew what each c,f the items were and how

he learned them. He had discribed knowing what the letters were from

the ABC's but his response about the drawing of the boy was, "Cause I

saw people."

Richard had good use of language about language and about

learning. He continued'to describe how people learn to read as

involving, "reading the letters," but he also included repeated

readings of books by parents. He said he learned to read The Cat

Comes Back (perhaps_DrSeues' The Cat in the Hat Comes Back) because
A

' his dad read it to'him"a lot of times, so that's how I learned." He

also said that people need "helping".so that they can read and that

they need helping "so you can learn," a not-too-precise but

provocative response.

Richard's reaction to the request to, read his storybook was

unexpected, given his enthusiastid description of reading his book at

home--He-groaned and complained even though he handled. the book
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easily. Then he refused to' even try to read aloud. Richard's refusal

Could be interpreted as a high-level refusal to read based upon

growing knowledges of how reading is done but he and the examiner gOt

into a power struggle and that ended that. He again talked about

reading, "inside me," when asked if he were reacb.ng. (Later, in first

grade, Richard began to talk about reading inside and told the

examiner that he first remembered being able to do that when he was

five; however, at this point, he was probably not reading from

print.)

The examiner made one overture to assist Richard in his reading

attempt but he told her that he wanted her to do "nothing" to help

him. In the book parts inventory that followed, the two voices showed

exaspeiation and impatience, with the examiner failing to pursue

responses that needed probing and thechild seeming to give the least

effortful-answer. Richard identified the cover and pages by name.

The title page was called the name of a.character in a Dr. SeusS book:.

"The Sneezes." When asked, "What'do you do with it?" he replied, VI

don't care what i'do with it," a pretty apt comment for the interview

at this point. The function of the title page, pages, andpictures

are, "To look at." People turn pages and look at pictures. Since

Richard was in a pretty wretched mood during this point of the

interview, his answer about print can be interpreted as significant.

He departed from the formula he was following to say that print is,

"The writers.' How to read it."

Richard perked up a bit for the final part of the interview,

231

250



perhaps because the topic changed. His answers still varied between

pleasant and unpleasant. For instance, Richard told the examiner that

he didn't like stories, not any kind of story except The Cat Comes

Back and doesn't like to make up stories. He distinguished easily

between real and make-believe-but' when he started giving examples oft:

his own he called the examiner "dumb" and told her to be quiet:

"Well, would you be- quiet so I would have some time to think." He

tried to distract her -by grabbing his writing paper back while telling

her that although dinosaurs are make-believe, long, long ago they were

real. His distinction between topics for child and adult audiences

was partially indecipherable but seemed to have beenbeen'u derstandable to

the examine,

Richard had shown a number of knowledges about written language,

even though he refused to try to read from his storybook. His writing

had shown no invention, but he seemed to know a number of lettere and

their names easily and to hold his composition sequence in mind in

re-reading attempts. While he seemed to relate writing and drawing

partially, he also made a distinction between, the two. His primary

characteristic that concerned us was the social behaviOr that seemed

to block us .from tapping his understandings. Richard, like all the

children, was offered the chance not to take. part in the study but he

insisted that he wanted to "come and do my work." -He was changed to

an examiner whose assignment was to hold Richard to tasks firmly but

without getting angry or arguMentative whenever 'there was evidence

that he could do a task. She was to allow him to negotiate the task
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to what he could do when he seemed to' be truly unable to do.a task.

Our classification of Richard had been "moderate" and lids teacher's

had been "low," with her disagreement based upon his ability to learn

in a group setting and from a teacher. We had gone along with her

judgment.and placed himin the "low" category but it was evident that

he knew a fair amount about reading and writing, Our expectations at

the end of Study I were mixed; 'we certainly saw the social behaviors

that concerned the teacher and also concerned us. We also knew that

our estimate of his literacy knowledges was inflated' since he had

refused so many of our tasks and his performances had only provided

samples of letter writing and reading, along with Some apparent

confuSions about the relationship betWeen drawing and writing and

about directionality. Our goal was to be firm and see what he would

show us.

Examiner/Child Pairs

Earlier I presented the adult-child pairs for the case studies.

Now that the children have been introduced, I will review in more

'detail_ the reasons for keeping the child/adult pairs together.during

the study. AS mentioned before, each researcher in BRDKAWL 1980-81

had special talents and outlooks. As part of a

naturalistically - oriented study, we had to include those talents and

outlooks as part of our data. Additionally, we had taken two other

stances about this project. The first involved the relationship

betweenoral and written language and person -to- person interaction.
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Since the child who internalizes a model for reading and writing has

to learn to deal with the notion cif a non-present audience, how the

child treated the adult within e ch task would be important data.

Each child and eact- adult have different styles of interacting and

would form different interactional pairss. The second stance involved

how weviewed the research itself, as emerging rather than totally

pre-planned. Each researcher would grow during the study and change

in unpredictable ways cnd those changes were alsoimportant data.

Each researcher would have a better chance of understanding th

transition from pretseading to reading if she dealt with chil en

across the range of ability levels.

We had tried to keep the children with the same adult that they

had for Study I but tape recorder malfunction interfered with that

goal. .Because of that, four children changed examiners. More of the

children were seen initially by me than by any other examiner so that

4-

gave me an intimate wpevf viewing more of the children. The only

child who was assigned because of persclial characteristics was

Richard. Because of that change, I then had the three children about

whom the teacher had slightly different opinions than we did: Jodie,

Douglas, and Richard.'

Discussion

In the chapters that follow, we will see much more of these nine

children. In Chapters Six, Seven; and Eight, many examples from the
N

children will be displayed to illustrate the phenomena we are

exploring, literacy acquisition. Chapters Nine and Ten will give
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overviews, with Nine being a look at the classroom and Ten being a

k at variables across the studies and across the children. The

three chapters will have looked at each child while the latter

two will look at "children." During these chapters we will see the

children move closer to being able to read and write independently ,

and, indeed, some, as we predicted will make the transition during the

year. Before we move ahead, however, let's consider what we already

know about the BRDKAWL nine.

First, these nine children vary greatly, even within the

sub-groups that were chosen to be most similar. The children's

literacy knowledges are different and their personal characteristics

are different. The research is a search for both likenesses and

differences so that we can better understand emerging literacy of

children. 4

Second, these children, even Mike, Richard, and Noreen, know

tremendous amount about reading and writing. They can do some things

they can't talk about very well a..l they can talk-about some things,

they cannot yet do. Their knowledges are varied and organized quite

differently but they are abundant. They,have much to teach us about

children and literacy.

Finally, they. will puzzle us as much as they enlighten us.

Fruitful studies should raise as many questions as they answer, I've

been told and by that criterion this project has been fruitful for me.

Now let's mom along with the children and explore real and.

make-believr.: and adult audiences; and see how they

respond nri/ eve as a composition stimulus.

14-4t
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Chapter Six

Study II: Real and Make-Believe Topic (Revised)

Introduction

This chapter presents our first look of the nine case study

children as authors of stories and as readers of their owz'i,

compositions. The study, "Real and Make-Believe Topic," was\designed

to see how well children who vary in emergent reading ability are able

to take a given knowledge base, like how they learned to ride a "big 42°

wheel" or similar childhood vehicle, and turn that topic into written

language forms. In particular, the children were asked to approach

'the topic in two different ways, from a real or a make-believe

perspective,,and to explore the topic in different' language modes:

storytelling, dictation, handwritten composition, re-reading, and

editing. Additionally, the conversation sample about learning to ride

a big wheel from Study I (Chapter Four) was compared with the Study II

story versions. The number and kind of story versions produced by

each child varied according to the child's abilities but an underlying

task-paradigm consisting of mine story versions and.a series of

editing tasks was used to explore\ these responses. 'The responses of '

one student who fit the entire. paradigm is presented and discussed as

a reference point to compare the responses of the other children.
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Real and Make-Believe Topic Distinction

If we, are investigating young children as writers, we want to

know if they can do some things that authors do. In Study I we

learned that these children can write primarily in list form, from a

conventional repertoire; they can also imitate adult writing; they can

talk about,their.knowledges. But can they write stories?

We assume that, in order to act like an author and to write .a

composition as complex as a story, a person needs to access prior

knowledge for a given knowledge base, then take the.knowledge base and

manipulate it to create a written entity that other people can read.

So, in order to study young children as authors we need to know that

they are writing from their knowledge base. One way to do this would

be to let children Choose their own.topics. The problem would be that

we would not have a knowledge'base common to the children and might

not understand the various. knowledge bases used by different children.

One solution to the problem of prior knowledge is to select an

experience typical for all of the children we planned to use in the

study, to assess each child's knowledge of that experience, then to

have the children deal with the same experience through different

perspectives, like the perspettives of real and make - believe.

There are other reasons for using real and make-believe as a

topic manipulation with emerging readers. Particularly debatable are

issues ,of the effects of realistic and fantasy approaches upon the

Content and structure pf stories and the relative memorability of the

resulting compositipns (see Sulzby, 1981 , 1982 , and Chapter Two).

this project, however, rather than focus upon an experimental test of
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these topic differences, we elected to explore topic in as many ways

-as possible. The next section, "Ways of Exploring Topic in BRDKAWL

1986-82," shows the placement of Study II. within this exploration.

Ways of Exploring Topic in BRDKAWL 1980-82

In Study I we assessed the childrens knowledge base for a given

topic (learning to ride a big wheel) and their understanding of

different ways, to approach a topic (real and make-believe). In Study

II. (reported in this chapter) we Manipulated the way the knowledge

base was used, by asking children to write a rea and a make-believe

version on the topic of learning to ride a big wheel. Study III

allowed each child to choose a topic in line with the expressed
4'

preferences of two people, a child and an adult, whom,the.children met

and interviewed as visitors to their classroom. In Study IV we

created a new event (or provided a new knOwledge base) and asked each

child to write about the event as topic for someone (an audience) who

was not present. Thus during the kindergarten year, the children had

many opportunities to show their understanding of how topic is

handled.

In first grade, we gave less direction abo4 topic. In Study VI

we allowed the child to choose both topic and audience and we quizzed

the child abo t those choices. In Study VII, however, we asked each

child to write a story for the examiner to keep to remember the child

by. We allowed the children to ask the examiner questions about

preferences, similar to' the interviews in Study. III, except the child

bore more responsiblity for 'asking questions: We examined the stories

of Study VII to see if they reflected awareness of the audience
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through the topics chosen and later interviewed each child about why

s/he thought "I (the examiner) would like your story.'"

.Real /Make - Believe Revisions From BRDKAWL 1979-80

Study II was patterned after a study in the 1979-80 .part.of.

BRDKAWL but used for ,a different, more exploratory purpose. The

primary purpose of this study, as for all of the mini - studies that

make up the heart of the case' studies, was to explore.. the child's

developing ability to read from his /her own compositions, within a

series of oral'tand-4iitten_language tasks.. Since that was the reason

for the study, rather than a direct test of real and make-believe

differences, task'order was not varied as it had been in the 1979-80

(Sulzby 1981 ; 1982 ) study. The real stories were collected first,

just after Study Itin which the child's real-life experience in

learning to ride a big wheel had been assessed through a conversation

sample. Within eadh condition, children were asked to do the tasks in

Jthe same order: to tell the story first; to dictate second; to

re-read and edit the dictation third; to write fourth; and, finally,

to' re-read and edit the written composition.

The second difference was to re-word the directions so that they

prompted all parts of a story, in line with expectations about.both

structure and specificity of content. The final difference was a

slight, but significant one: the examiner and child sat face-to-face

during the storytelling rather than facing the table or turning

sideways to face each other. Then, following the storytelling the

child and examiner turned back to the table.
7
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Questions

Let us consider young children being asked to write a story for

an adult who is not mom or dad, a very difficult task for most

'five-year-olds. One important question is whether ornot these

children treat the tasks that we think are different as truly

different tasks. This question is particularly important for young

children who are not yet reading from print. The only way they can do

someOf these tasks is through an oral language mode, as we will see

with Andrea (below). Do they vary these oral outputs.to show us that

they do have knowledges about written language task demands? Do

children at different points of development show predictable

differences in how they treat the tasks? Additionally, are thse.

differences arrayed along the designed set of oral language/written

4(

language relationships? In the section that follows, I will give a

brief' overview of the procedures, then I will make theSe questions

more specific as I present results from our nine children.

Method

Format

Study II was held as two sessions, "Real" and "Make-Believe."

Each child was seen by his/her examiner separately. The entire

sessions were tape-recorded; additionally, the examiner wrote

observations of behaviors not recordable on audiotape and collected

copies of all the child's written products. An examiner's manual

(Appendix ) set out the specific procedures be followed. The

directions were to be delivered verbatim but in an casual tone. The

directions are long and constitute an oral monologue whichthe child

must attend to.' Thus the direct were treated as part of the data;
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any changes in wording by the examiner\and any-interruptions by the

child were transcribed. VA

General directions. The child was given anoverview of the

entire session, setting the purpose of the tasks as baing diffeent

things people do to write a story.and assuring the child ,that the

examiner would help. .Here are ,the directions for the real story. The

make-believe story sub'stituted Little Prince /Princess Charming for

"you," the child, and used the, appropriate pionounS, as well as

repeating the caution to remember that the story was to be

make-believe.

TODAY I WANT YOU TO DO SOMETHING VERY SPECIAL. I WANT YOU

TO WRITE A STORY FOR ME. (Pause for (reaction.)

I KNOW YOU DON'T REALLY KNOW HOW TO WITE A STORY LIKE 'A GROWN-

UP YET, BUT I ALREADY KNOW YOU KNOW A LOT ABOUT READING,'yRIT-

ING, AND STORIES. AND I WILL HELP YOU. ,

I-

I WANT YOU TO WRITE A STORY FOR ME, BUT WE WILL DO IT A LITTLE

BIT AT A TIME. WE WILL DO THREE THINGS TO HELP YOU WRITE xpuR

STORY.

FIRST YOU CAN TELL. THE STORY TO ME AND .I WILL LISTEN. THEN

YOU CAN DICTATE THE STORY TOME AND I WILL WRITE IT DOWN FOR

YOU. THEN LAST OF ALL YOU CAN WRITE IT YOURSELF. DON'T FOR-

GET--I WILL HELP YOU'.

HERE'S WHAT YOUR STORY SHOULD BE ABOUT--IT .SHOULD BE A REAL

STORY ABOUT YOU AND. HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE YOUR. BIG WHEEL

(BICYCLE, ETC.). LET ME TELL YOU MORE ABOUT.IT.

Telling. During the storytelling, the.adult and child were to

sit facing one another. The examiner was t look into the-cliild's
1

lace,but not question or interact in ObvioUS ways. The examiner's

role was set thus:.
. . ,
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You should look interested, ascif you were listening to

someone telling a story from a stage but as you were not

closes enough to interrupt. You should not int!rrupt while

the child is telling the story Avoid any obvious nodding

(except for allowable prompting).

The prompting that was allowed was to be certain that the child
411

had finished the story and was not pausing to plan before going on.

In instances when the child's intentions could not be safely inferred,

the examiner first looked questioningly at the child, then said,

"Hmm?" then asked, "Anything else?" at set intervals with up to three

such prompts all of which had to be recorded. In contrast, when the

child used some signal.that s/he had finished like a clear sentence

final even more obvious falling intonation or said, "The end," or

"That's all," the examiner asked, "Anything else?" one time. Here are

the basic directions for "telling."

ONE OF THE THINGS THAT PEOPLE DO WHEN TREY GET READY TO WRITE

A STORY IS TO TELL THE STORY TO SOMEONE FROM THE BEGINNING`

TO THE END. THEY TELL THE STORY TO BE SURE THAT THEY HAVE THE

STORY JUF/T THE WAY THEY WANT IT TO BE. IT HELPS YOU WRITE A

STORY IF SOMEONE LISTENS TO YOU TELL YOUR STORY.

I WANT YOU TO TELL ME YOUR STORY AND IT'S A REAL STORY ABOUT

YOU. THE STORY ,IS ABOUT HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE A BIG WHEEL

(BICYCLE, ESC.). PUT IN EVERYTHING YOU NEED TO MAKE THIS A

GOOD STORY, A GOOD STORY ABOUT YOU AND HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE

A BIG WHEET.,

YOU CAN TELL WHAT MADE YOU WANT TO DO IT, WHERE /OU WERE, WHO

WAS WITH YOU, WHEN IT HAPPENED, AND EVEN HOW YOU FELT. TELL

EVERYTHING ABOUT IT. THAT WILL BE A GOOD STORY.

NOW TELL ME YOUR STORY AND I WILL LISTEN- REMEMBER IT'S A

REAL STORY ABOUT YOU.

r-.
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Dictation. For dictation, the child and examiner turned to face

the table where the writing utensils were arrayed as for Study I. The

examiner took diCtation on unlined typing paper on a clipboard on the

left or right hand side depending upon the child's handedness. A

carbon paper was inserted so that a copy of the dictation could later

be used for re-reading. The clipboard was used flat on,the table so

that the child would have the opportunity to watch the examiner's

writing and the examiner made observations about the child's

attentivness to the writing. The examiner,wrote with pencil,

carefully and darkly,,at a speed, described as "like a first grade

teacher raking a language-experience story."

The examiner made no comments while writing except when the child

,

dictated too fast for the examiner to keep up. In
/

that case a set

procedure was used twice and only twice. If' the/child.continued to

dictate too fast after that the examiner kept up' as well as possible.

And quit writing approximately two seconds aft/'r the child's voice

eded. The prompts-Were, "Wait a minute. I can't keep up with y'

Here's where I am. . . ," and then the examiner read the preceding

compl: sentence and any partial sentence up to that point. Then the

originalchild'sspeech,theexaminer'scopyofthedictstion,and t1

child's response to tfle prompt could be compared. are the basic

directions for dictation:

YOU DID A GOOD JOB TELLING YOUR STORY FOR ME, THIS Ti JIE WE

WILL DO ANOTHER THING THAT PEOPLE DO TO WRITE A STOW% ONE

OF THE THINGS THAT PEOPLE to TO WRITE A STORY IS TO LET SO_`''.-

ONE ELSE WRITE IT DU4N FOR THEM. THAT'S LIKE HAVING YOUR VERY

OWN SECRETARY. WI: CALL IT DICTATING WHEN YOU TELL nUR STORY

AND SOMEONE ELSE WRITES IT DOWN FOR YOU. IT'S LIKE UBIN YOU

TELL MRS. WHAT TO WRITE DOWN FOR YOU IN TEE: CLASSROOM.



I WANT YOU TO DICTATE YOUR WHOLE STORY TO ME, JUST THE WAY
YOU WANT IT TO BE FROM BEGINNING TO END. IT DOESN'T HAVE

TO BE JUST LIKE YOU TOLD IT--YOU MAY WANT TO MAKE SOME THINGS

DIFFERENT NOW THAT YOU'RE DICTATING THIS STORY, BUT IT'S STILL
THE REAL STORY ABOUT YOU AND HOW YOU LEARNED TO RI.- YOUR BIG
WHEEL (BICYCLE, ETC.).

. LET ME TELL YOU THE DIRECTIONS AGAIN:
I WANT YOU TO DICTATE YOUR STORY AND ITS A REAL STORY ABOUT
YOU. THE STORY IS ABOUT HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE A BIG WHEEL
(BICYCLE, ETC.) PUT IN EVERYTHING YOU NEED TO MAKE THIS A
GOOD STORY, A GU . STORY ABOUT YOU AND HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE
A BIG WHEEL.

YOU CAN TELL WHAT MADE YOU WANT TO DO IT, WHERE YOU WERE,
WHO WAS WITH YOU, WHEN IT ??ENED, AND EVEN HOW YOU FELT- -

EVERYTHING ABOUT IT. ,ILL BE A GOOD STORY.

NOW DICTATE' YOUR STORY AND I WILL.WRITE IT DOWN AND REMEMBER
IT'S AREAL STORY ABOUT YOU:

Re-reading and editing. Appendix F gives :the directions for

these two tasks, including levels of encouragements used to offer the

child a variety of supports if the child responded that's/he could not

read. The child's re-reading behaviors were observed and the examiner

followed different procedures depending upon whether the child read

looking at the'print, pointing at the print, accurately matching voice

to pointing other, tracking, or not attending to print. These

variations will be discussed along with relevant examples in the

results.

Editing, however, was more structured. Editing is the only task

ln Study II that focuses the child's attention upon specific parts of

reading and/or writing. After children wrote and re-read, the

examiner waited to see if the child would initiate any changes

voluntarily. If not tLen the examiner asked for general editing,

"Anything you watt to'cvrange? (What? Show me. Do it.)" The final

part of the editing task involved sampling the child's undergtandings
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of what were called "the three aspects of reading" in Chapter Two

comprehension or memory for text; stability of the word un t; and

knowledge of lettersound relationships. The gxaminerr/ had opportunity
/7

4:: ///

to observe these.aspects-in the tasks, tut in/the editing task

the examiner structured the editing changes more specifically. For

comprehension, children were az,id to re-read selected sentences and

then "say-it another way," -or to demonstrate that s/he.could separate

wording from intent. For stability of the wOrd unit, the child was

asked to locate selected words in the text; preferably words that

appeared more than once. For knowledge of letter-sound rel,P.tions-Fili

,
-------

the child was to re- locate those Nerds, to suggest refiriEedients,_

"something you could put instead of (word)," and to write the

replacements. In this task, as in all others, the child who protested

s/he could not do it was urged to "Try. Do it your way."

Writing. Writing was, of course, the goal of the entire session

and finally the children were told that they should write their story

themselve, assured that the examiner knew\they couldn't yet write

like; grown-ups but -could do the writing their own way. Here are the

d7vactions for writing the story:
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YOU DID GOOD JOB DICTATING YOUR STORY FOR ME. THIS TIME

WE WILL 00 ANOTHER THING THAT PEOPLE DO TO WRITE A STORY.

ONE OF TH.: THINGS PEOPLE DO TO WRITE A STORY IS TO ACTUALLY.

WRITE DOWN 11: STORY THEMSELVES. REMEMBER WHEN YOU WROTE

FOR ME WHEN I CAME A LONG TIME AGO? IT DOESN'T HAVE TO BE

JUST LIKE GROWN-:TP URITING. YOU CAN JUST DO IT YOUR OWN

WAY.

I-WANT YOU TO WRITE YOUR STORY FOR ME, JUST THE WAY YOU WANT

" IT TO BEFROM BEGINNING TO END. IT DOESN'T HAVE TO BE jUST

LIKE YOU TOLD IT OR DICTATED IT; -YOU MAY WANT TO MAKE SOME

THINGS DIFFERENT NOW THAT YOU XRE WRITING THIS STORY, BUT

IT'S STILL REAL STORY ABOft YOU AND HOW YOU LEARNED TO

RIDE YOUR BleWHEEL (BIC!iCLE): (-

LET ME TELL YOU THE DIRECTION$' AGAIN:
I WANT YOU TO.WRITE YOUR STORY AND IT'S A REAL STORY ABOUT 0',

YOU, THE STORY IS ABOUT HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE A BIG WHEEL

, (BICYCLE). PUT IN EVERYTHING-YOU NEED_TO MAKE THIS A GOOD
STORY, A GOOD STORY ABOUT YOU AND HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE

A BIG'WHEEL. I IT.

YOU CAN TELL.WHAT MADE YOU WANT TO DO. IT, WHERE YOU WERE, WHO

WAS WITH YOU, WHEN IT HAPPENED, AND EVEN HOW YOU FELTEVERY-
THING ABOUT IT. THAT WILL BE .A GOOD STORY.

NOW WRITE YOUR STORY. AND REMEMBER IT'S A REAL SORtsABOUT YOU.

(The child will probably protest that s/he can't write or
can't write that much. Encourage, using general encourage-

ments like "try," "do it your way," etc. The first encourage-

ment to give in this case, however is:

DO AS MUCH AS YOU CAN. I KNOW IT'S A BIG JOB. DO-AS MUCH

AS YOU CAN.

Few kindergarten children write more than one sentence for

this task. Allow them to stop wh;.a they say they have done

all they can after you have encouraged.
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(
For this task, the table was cleared of materials except the

writing utensils. The examiner sat ba.ck in her chair with the

clipboard on her lap, again making a carbon copy. While the child

wrote, the adult looked at the writing and observed the child's

behaviors. The adult made a copy of what 'the child Wrote.

Re-reading and editing. The adult recorded observations during

re-reading and editing on her copy. The child edited directly on the

handwritten story. Editing procedures were the same as for dictation

except that only one sentence was edited for the comprehension sample.

, .

This change was purely pragmatic; children rarely write more than one

sentence and often less under these conditions.-

Results

The Task Paradigm

First I will present the.task paradigm as it was conceived, since

how the child treated the paradigm becomes part of the results. I

will discuss various conversions of the paradigm that children could.

have made, depending upon their responses. Then I will present

Andrea's responses as an example of a child who "followed

expectations" of the paradigm liiits "ideal"form. Different

groupings of Andrea's responses will then be used to begin a display

of. the. responses of the case study children.

The task paradigm, conceptually. Conceptually,

language was sampled with six tasks:

conversation (dialogue)

storytelling (oral monologue) - /

dictation

handwrittenfeomposition (writing)
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re-reading

editing

In actuality, the dictation consists of two versions, the child's

speech as,uttered (transcribed later from audiotape) and the child's

speech as printed by the scribe. These two versions may or may not be

duplicates. The.re-reading and editing tasks are repeated, once for

the dictated story and once for thejiandwritten story. The child's

re-reading may also become two tasks, depending upon whether or not

the child seemed to be reading from print and whether or not the child

pointed to the words while re-reading the first time. Each of the

tasks could have resulted in a complete version, with the exception of

the editing tasks. For children (like Andrea) who did not point foi

their first re-reading attempt, there was the possibility of nine

versions, as shown in Figure 7 .'

Intert Figure'7 a
./
ut here

Variations of the paradigm. The paradigm was crated with those

children in mind who are not yet reading, ndependently from print.

Children like Betsy who read easily from print probably might not have

the two.-second re-readingS (Boxes 6 and 9) because they either point

voluntarily or show through their'reS ng behaviors that they are

. reading using print' cues. Other children may point voluntarily. es

well, thus they too will omit the extra re-reading samples. In

-ffect, they drop. (5) and (8). Still other children,will not attempt
Fyn

to write or will refuse to re-read, dropping out as many as five

versions (5-9) or only the versions tied to writing (7-8).
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Pigare: . Pos.oible Versions of Task Paradigm

Pvaamisasammene,

Fumely....Iligli-FMNSIMIEZezeilrammr

Scribe's copy
of dictation

(taken on paper-
in ppncil, child

looking one

L

Written story

Storytelling

2

Re-reading
of dictation -

without pointing

Re-reading
of handwritten

story -
without pointing
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Dictation
(transcribed

frolaudictape)

3

Re-reading
of dictation -.
with pointing

6

Re-reading
of handwritten

story-
with pointing
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Similarity of story versions. Within the boxes representing the

versions the child could produce basically the same information nine

times or could vary that information, in a number of ways called

"degrees of story similarity " '(described on pages 250ff.) A mature

writer might use his/her knowledge base, as reflected. in in the

conversation sample, and successively hone the information into a more

and more interesting L.,, accurate story across the modes of

storytelling, dictation, and, finally, writing, using the re-reading:

and editing tasks as opportunities to add further polish: Ypung

children are less likely to be able to do that4but, from among our

children, we might expect the children who are close to reading

independently to be able to make such distinctions.

Another option would be to take the knowledge base and convert it
.

to a story that one would stick with across all versions. Certainly,

re-reading should first be a repetition of what was written or

dictated before one began to Change it. We would expect that keeping

almost all versions the same would be an option of the Children who

were fairly, far along in literacy development. We will see that this

is the case for Andrea, a "moderate" child not yct reading from print

and, in the studies that follow, we will see other less mature

children moving toward this option, whereas the higher children often

show more flexibility in refining their composition. Less mature

behaviors would be to tell a different story each time or to produce

some unidentifiable response. A behavior that might signal difticulty

with literacy tasks or alternately might signal mature development

would be the continued story, depending upon the conditions under
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which it was produced.

In the discussion that follows we use these distinctions to

discuss the 'degree of similarity between story versions. The major

distinctions are: same story, verbatim (or read "accurately"); same

story, stable but not verbatim; same story, not stable but similar;

continued story; different story; changed perspective. These

distinctions are better understood with examples so first we will

display Andrea's nine samples, then use these samples while defining

the degrees of story similarity. In cases where Andrea does not

illustrate a given category, other children's responses will be used

and contrasted with Andrea'

Andrea, the "Ideal"

The children in our case study sample varied in hoW they adapted

the paradigm as we shall see below. We already knew that Betsy seemed

to be reading independently and that Mike had made no attempt even to

write lists. The childi\en most likely to maintain the paradigm would

be those with a fair amount of emergent reading and writing ability

but who are not yet reading independently. Andrea was such a child.

She was the only child in Study II, Session I (real),' to produce all

eight versions'(nine includfilg'conversation from Study I) and to keep

the content of the Study II versions very similar. For a child like

Andrea, maintaining a stable, if not verbatim, story seems to be-an

. important accomplishment. Andrea seemed to be working between highly.

similar story versions to stable (but not verbatim) forms.
tt

deviated, her changes were predictable thus they form good examples

When she

use as references in understanding the stories ofthe other childret.
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Andrea's examples 1

All nine of Andrea's story versions are presented in Figure 8 .

They will be discussed and presented again in sets of.three: (1)

conversation, storytelling, dictation); (2) scribe's version of

dictation and two re-reading attempts; and (3) handwritten story and

two re-reading attempts. This organization will be, the framework for

dis'cussing the other case study children's versions and for making

comparisons across modes.

Insert Figure 8 about here

Degrees of story similarity

.

Before discussing Andrea's examples in sub-sets we need to return

to. the distinction of the degree of similarity between story versions.

In this research project, a child's story versions are judged to be,

more or, less different or more or less close to verbatim, or perfect

repetitions. Clay (1967; 1979) has' noted the importance of a child's

being able to remember a story and match that story to units in print

as the child is beginning to read. Rarely, hoWever, does a child

.

remember every word of a story; often their "verbatim" attempts

include some variationor perhaps some self-correction and struggle to

retrieve the verbatim account (compare Daniel. R.'s storybook reading

attempt, Chapter Four, pageS 171-74 and Appendix C ). When children

Are reading, primarily from print cues, of course, they have external

aids to memory. Their story reading attempts may be a word perfect

match with the print or may include "miscues" that indicate an

intelligent "reading" response to the print. (I concur with Haussler,i
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Figure 8 (Page 1). Andrea's Story Versions

'CONVERSATION,SAMPLE (from Scudy 1):

Adult: Tell me about (when you learned to
ride a big wheel).

Child: Uh--I was four, I used co ride
,a little big wheel.

Adult: Uhhuh.
Child: And my daddy used co push me.

And so did my uncle- -

Adult: Uhhuh.
Child: --mykIneleipushed with a broom.

Adult: You're kidding- -

Child: No. (Both laugh)

Adult: That's a funny way to learn co
ride a big wheel.

Child: He pushed me with the broom.

Adulc: (Laughed).

Child: And my,unele usta push me wit!,
his foot.

Adult: Uhhuh.
Child: And my daddy usta push me ;:ich

the broom, coo. (Both laughed)

Adult: They had a real game with you, huh?

Child: (Nodded; both laughed)
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Figure 0 (page 2). ,Andrea's Story Versions

INIEBNIPOINELL

TOL:: STOR (rea:;:

Well', my dad bout me one

and--he was helping me ride it (pause)

He, uhm(pausel he was pushing

the big wheel (sniff)

and. and he. uhm tpause) then heslet

me try mine by myself (r.:,use

and: ride lt.

That's al:.

Ci

SCRIBE'S COPY OF DICTATION (real):

My dad.he he helped.

He pushed me on my bike.*

**
and he let me try to do i y myself.

That's all.

*Error due to,examiner's understanding
her to say "on" in person; "and"
on tape; both make sense. and Andrea
did not correct examiner's re-reading
in prompt to slow dictation.

**Prompt to slow dictation began here and
started with previous Child

did not repeat "and I diJ Examiner

added end. of sentence from memory,

DICTATED STORY (real):

Uhm, "iv dad, he (pause)

uhm, he--helped--

he--pushed me and my bike (pause)

1

And he,. uhm :(pause) and he, uh, he--1

then he let me try to do it by myself

and 1 did it.

That's all.

i

RE-READING OFDICTATION (real), without

pointing:

My dad (sniff) he helped me with my t-icycle

and (pause) he pushed the bike

and then he let me do it by myself

and I did it.

'That's all.
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Figure 8 (page 3). Andrea's Story. Venlions

RE-F.ZADIN3 OF DICTATION (real). pointing:

My dad helped me with my tric.4!.,

and then (pause) he pushed me with it

and then he lecme do it by myself (, sniff):

and I did it.

(pause! That's al:.

AmItmewma.

S.

1'4 arIhra.A.1,9.k#LRIOW=mrsmaass

WP,ITING (real);

Child's writing:

P r rA /v\
11C)e-
Voicinc during writing:

My /hie tricycle /tr/ /ey/1

did id lc/

Examiner observed much other voicing
of phones and syllables, and what
sounded like re- reading of words and
phrases, all in beginning to end
order.

By ny

14

RE-READING OF WRITING (real), without
pointing:

My dad helped me with my tricycle

and then he pushed me (sniff)

and then -cc let me do it by myself.

And I did it.

41

11E-;.READII4G OF WRITING (real), poiricing:

- (sniff) My dad -- helped me wit
my dad helped Me with my t icycle

, .

and he (pausft) he (pause) he pause) /p/

.he, um, he le: me do it by myself

and I did it.
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1982, that when the child is clearly reading independently from print,

a reading miscue analysis is the propriate tool; but here I use the
e".

term "verbatim"-co show the relationship between emergent reading

attempts and the onset of independent reading.)

"Same story, verbatim." When we judge a story version to be

"same story, verbatim," we mean that it is either a word for word

match with the original or that the child shows a clear and fairly

successful attempt to achieve a word for word match. Andrea shows no

vertim renderings although it is possible that she was working for

verbatim memory with her re-readings of her handwritten story,

particularly the second one, with pointing. Unfortunately, her

writing did not encode all of the parts that she re-read and her

voicing during composition did not offer evidence that she intended to

encode the extra parts.

"Same story, stable but; not verbatim." A second distinction is

that the child produced a version that is the "same story, stable but

not verbatim." .As children move closer to independent reading they

begin to be able to treat their own speech as "text," as a stable,

memorable entity, just as we.saw them doing with storybook te:,:-ts. In

this project, we use the term "stable" to denote a-high degree of

memory for text that is not. nacesarily Verbatim memory and is not

"reading." By "stables" I mean that the child,recalls all of the

clauses of the original version, without adding any, leaving out any,

or changing the order of the clauses.

Andrea's two re-reading attempts for dictation are "stable", wit`.

her '4eech in the.dictation but not with the scribe's version. In the
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oral form of the dictation, she safd the same clauses that -she later

reread but when the scribe repeated part of the dictation to her as a

prompt for her to repeat the end, she failed to include the clause,

"and I did it." (She also failed tc repeat the end of the preceeding

sentence but the adult printed it anyTI.Jy. The *tual s,,:ribal version

should have ended with "and he let uv.I.try," '.Yut since the judgment:of

stability is based at the clausal lvel the judgment would not

change.)

Story versions that are the same and stable may have quite a bit

of dissimiThrity in details of. theyorcAng, Notice that in the

rereadings of the dictated speech thwl were;: judged to be stable,

Andrea added "with My tricycle" to tho :first clause; either changed

the vehicle from a bike to tricycle 7r used the two terms as Synonyms;

and, finally, drops out "try to" from doing it by herself.

All of the stories that show less similarity to the original

version can be called "not stable," because they have different
C,

clauses or clauses presented in different orders. The four types that

seem impOrtant are stories that are "not stable but similar,"

"continued story," "d1,fferent story," and "changed perspective."\

"Not stable but similar." Of the remaining four types, Andrea

only presents us w.:.th stories that are "not stable but similar."

Andrea's told story is clearly, hot "stable""with her conversation

because there are clauses omitted and added in the told version. The

,/
two versions, conversatirl and storytelling,. would not be expected to

be "stable," for two reasons. The conversation was gathered at during

a previous study and the mode of .conversation includes input from
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another person. It is certainly possible, however, that the told and

dictated story versions might be stable because they are supposed to

be two versions of a story planned to be written. Indeed, when

Andrea's told and dictated stories are compared, they are more similar'

than storytelling and conversation, but they are not "stable." They

are close to stable for there is only one ciause that is different;

the.. dictated story omits the clause "My dad bought me one."

"Continued stories." Andrea furnished no examples of continued

stories; we have to turn to other children for examples. Producing a

"continued story" in this situation may indicate a mature 'Or an,/

immature response. Betsy's stories appeared to be a mature form of

continuation and Norren's appeared either to be-"continued," or the
o

next form, "different." Betsy's tg1l.d and dictatee versions seemed to

be a continued story, and both seemed consistent with information she

had included in her extensive conversation.. Since Betsy was reading

from print, her re-reading was "verbatim" with' the dictated version.

Only the told and dictated versions are displayed.

Betsy, told, real:

Well, the first thing that happened :!s

,,:ame downstairs when I woke up and,.um,

I found my tricycle

and it was my birthday

and I said, "What, is this thing?"

And I looked at the (pause) the ribbon that was on it--

it was a-ribbon about that big-x-.4 (pause)

And we kept the ribbon, and, umm,
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then, um, what,I 'did was I-rode the--tricycle

around the house a lot of time

until it was almost past breakfast time:

And, and my tricycle just felt Like it was a big bike.

And I'never ride my tricycle because- -

-I never ride it anymore because I've only have it--

for two years.

And, um, ic's a red tricycle

and I want-- now I want a bike

and not a dumb, little (pause) tricycle.

One of the tricycles I used to have is--was blue

and it wasn't as big as my red tricycle

and I had turned the handle, somewhere,

and the handles broke off. (Pause)

And then--my dad put--bought some other handles

.Ind put them on

and then--now it's my brother's tricycle,

cause it's much too small/for a five-year-old. (Pause)

My brother and I (deep breath) doesn't really pedal real well.

He walks the tricycle sorta. (Pause)

Is, when, =4112n I first had--went outside with my tricycle

and I was R,oing--I went around in the yard

and then--I took a walk with my dad and my brother.

Cau'e my brother's only two

so he would have to be carried. (Pause)

Andl-was only - -three when I got (pause) my (pause), um,

(pause) my tricycle.
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It's pretty big now.

But now it's too small for me.

And that:s all I can think.

Betsy, dictated, teal:
(

Well, all right, what--when--I first trriied to ride it

(Pause) it, it felt like, um, (pause) it waass, was, (pause)

um, it feat like - -it was (pause) a bike that didn't have

pedals,,

Cause I couldn't reach the pedals so well. (Pause)

. And, My brother--(examiner asked for repetition)

Because my--because I couldn't reach the pedals (pause)

and because (pause) my'brnthdr was chasing me

and he kept malting me fall,on the tricycle. (Pause)

He couldn't run so fast. (Long pause)

And-my-brother-kept telling me to let him have a turn,

and (pause) I let him have-a turn, but (examiner asked for

repel:l.tion)

And--"pe asked for aturn; (Pause)

Ancf_--I gave him a turn,

but he couldn't reach'the pedals. (pause)

And. it, when I first (pause) went for a ride--outside--

my dad was--with me. (Pause)

And that's all. (Examiner: Anything else?)

Well, one more thing. (Pause)

Um, when I went arou--I went around the block (pause)

add I kept falling (pause) on my tricycle. (Pause)

That's all.
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"Different story" and "change _per§ _ve." Noreen's story

versions (Figure 9 ) may be the exar of a "different story"

between telling and dictation. Her v.,:Lgions were also quite a bit

different, froth the content of her conversation. On the other hand,

,:he told and dictated versions may simply represent an unclearly

signalled "continued :tory." Noreen also presents an instance of

"changed p'erspective"'as she shifts from real to make-believe. In her

re-reading from dictation she shifted back to first person, "real."

once again. Her re-reading contained similar content to the dictated

version but it was not stable.

Insert Figure 9 about here

Whether Noreen's story versiot,: represent -the category,

"different story," or represent an unsignalled continuation, the

category " different "story" is needed for two ,reasons. First, it might

be likely that the would be large differences between Ithe content of

the conversation-samples of Study I and children's compositions in

Study II. This was not the case in any real sense, but two of our

f-
lower children, Richard and Mike, claimed to have difficulty

remembering learning-to ride a big wheel or other vehicle in the

Study II sessions whereas they didn't protest at all in the

conversation session of Study I. Both children had a knowledge base

for the event, but seemed:to be dependent upon different negotiations

of the tasks with the examiner in order to produce stories as, "things

people do to write a story." The second reason would be if any of the ,
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Figure 9. Noreer. . it6ry ,Versions

Noreen (5/4)
Noreen (5-4)

Told story, make-believe
Dictated story, make-believe
(audiotaped version)

My dad woke me, up.
She rided her bike out to the park.

[Remember this.is a story Um: she swinged. (pauSe)

about Princess Charmirig.*1
She we.nt to the slide. (pause)

Her dad woke her up She Went on ther4pause) jungle gym.

and she.gitacttced in the mOrnirg. (Pause) She went on the rocket.

[Anything else? ] ipause) And she went ..me. (Piuse)

(Sigh; no verbal response.) a ioK.

That's all.

*Illegitimate probe from examiner.

San

Noreen (5-4)
Scribe's copy of
Dictated story, make-believe

She rided her bp. the park.

She swinged.

She went down the

She went on the jungle gym.`iv

She went on the rocket.

Then she went home,*

*Note wording errors as compared
with audiotaped version.

igwoms.1=1"...s.MIMM,

I

*Illegitimate prompt.

. 2214.11.1.41,

I

(5-4)

..;,.-- reading from Dictation

I went to the park.

I went on the, swing.

(Starts again)

OK, I went on the swings.
I went on the slide,
I went on the rocket.
I wept on the, uh. spider (whispered)

spider (pause)
That's the spider there (pointing

out windoW to playground).
And I went on the jungle gym and ode
(pause) and I went. home.

2 6 2'
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children failed to understand the requested tasks so much that wildly

different speech was produced each time. Again, this was not the

case. As we will see below, children primarily produced similar

versions and, in Chapter Ten, we will see that story similarity across

versions increased during the kindergarten year.

Degrees of story similarity are only one of the types of

comparisons that can be made between the story versions, however.

Andrea's examples have been divided into three groups for closer

examination.

Conversation, Storytelling, and Dictation (Figure 10)

Insert Figure 10 about here

Conversation and storytelling. Andrea was a child who was judged

to be "moderate" in emergent literacy. One outstanding feature of her

performance on Study I had been her shynek, and her lack' of verbal

responsiveness, particularly in the conversation sample. The one

exception to ehis shyness was in Cr. discussion of learning to ride a

bigwheel. Note the richnes0 of he narration as compared with her

told story. She gives many more details and is very responsive to the

examiner's verbal and non-verbal L.ontributions. The interchange has

lively and positive affect as well as rich conteL,t. In contrast the

told story is more sparse in detail and constrained in affect.

Daddy's pushing the little big wheel with the broom becomes just

"pushing the big wheel." The uncle is gone but there is a teeny bit

more evidence of Andre, as an active agent.

The conversation samples fromStudy I were compared with the told

story from Study II for all of the case study children. Almost all of
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Figure 10: Andrea:

Conversation, Storytelling, and Dictation

CONVERSATION SAMPLE (from Study 1):

Adult: Tell me about (when you learned to

ride abig wheel),

Child: Uh--I was (our. I used to ride

d little big wheel:

Adult: Ph-huh,

Child: And my daddy used to,push me.

And so did my uncle- -

Adult: Uh-huh,

Child: --my uncle pushed with a broom.

Adult: You're kidding--

.Child: No, (Roth laugh)

Adult: That's a funny way to learn to

ride a btg wheel.

Child: lie pushed me with the brOom.

Adult; (Laughed).

Child: And ay uncle usta push me with

his (oat. .

Adult: Uh-huh.

Child: And my.daddy usta push me with

the broom, too, (Roth laughed)

Adult: They had a, real game with ni, huh?

Child (Nodded; both laughed)

0

TOLD STORY (real) :

Well, my dad huiliN me ww

and--he Was helping me ride It (pause)

Ile, uhm (pause) he was pushing

the big wheel (sniff)

and, and he, uhm (Pause) then he let

and I ride it.

That's all.

'DICTATEP,STORY (real):

Uhm, my dad, lie (pause)

uhm, he-- helped --

he-- pushed me and my bike (pause).

And he, ohm (pause) and he, uh,

then he let me try to do it 14 myself

dil4 I did it.

That's
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these conversations Were much lofiger than 'Andrea's. In seven out of

nine Cases, the conversation sample is richer than the told story.

Usually this added richness came from .,..Are details, more variety in

the details, more sub-topics introduced, and usually more details of

the specifics of the child's learning: There were two instances in

which the conversation.could not be judged to be richer. Both were

children judged "high" in emergent literacy. One was Betsy,who

created very rich versions across modes and the other was Nicole who

told a richer story but got distracted in the conversation by talking

about her sister and not herself.

What can we conclude? It is clear that the children were working

from ,a rich store of prior knowledge about learning to ride a big

wheel (Nicole's rich told version completes the lvidence for all nine

Children). It seems that, as one would expect, when there is another

person interacting with the child in a conversation about which the

child has abundant, intimate knowledge, that the child is likely, to

handle that knowledge in an expansive and interesting manner as was

found in the oral narratives collected by Menig-Peterson and McCabe

(in press). The adult can ask questions to cue more information; the

adult is not just looking interested but is saying, "Hmm," or,

"Uh-Luh," or laughing; or the adult may tell an anecdote that Will

lead to more elaboration. But when a child is asked to tell a story

as part of writing a story and the adult sits there without talking or
1

interacting openly, the oral mode has become ionologic rather than

,dialogic. This seems to constrain the.child's verbal output. As we

'shall see, changing th' F;ask demands even more toward wriLLea language

can create even more Constraints at the level of richness of detai
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Telling and dictation. Telling and dictation of the same story

offer important contrasts about written language knowledges of

five-year-old children. Both seem to be conditions in which you do

the same thing: you tell a story. However, for a child with growing

awareness of how written language works the two modes should differ'in

a number,of ways. Some differences should be detected in.the wording,

in,that written language is often better specified because the

audience is not present. Other information that can be indicated by

gesture or expression must be specified in the wording as well.

The speech modes that comprise the telling and the dictating

should aluO differ.. The teller is in face-to-face contact with the

listener; in dictation, the listener has become scribe who is writing

down what the child says. The task of Zictating requires one to shape

one's speech to the constraints of the scribe's writing. Sulzby (1981

1982 ;.1982 ) reported that speech used telling and dictation could be

distinguished by a listener and that differences were related.to

emergent reading ability. Chapter ten will explore these differences

in the case study .hild's development over the kindergarten year; now

we will examine drea'S- stories and compare them with the otuer

children on a more casual

As discussed earlier, Andrea's dictated story is not. stable with

her told story, although he seemed to be T:rying to tell the same

story again. She :1-ropped out the reference to her father's buying her

the big wheel but she did it with hesitation's and repetitions and

finally seeming to.tleaye a sentence-hanging' as.a. "false start." The

"he helped" phrase maS7 Also, be another false start; if so she had two
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abortive tries before she composed the more complete sentence,

"he--pushed me and my bike."

Andrea, however, had difficulty in the telling mode as well. In

fact, independentudges listened to a tape of comparable sections of

Andrea's two versions and could not distinguish be.aeen her telling
a

and her dictation from the speech alone. She showed a
a

Jd bit of

difficulty. in the wording of both modes and seemed to be modifying her

speech more becaUse o, her own problems of expression rather than

careful watching of the scr:.be.

The scribe's version gives-further evidence of her difficulty;

nevertheless, she did produce two appropriate versions for both

telling and dictating. She was able to create the versions without-

aid from the examiner and only needed to be interrupted once bec-iuse

her dictating speed was too fast.

In Study II of the children produced something for both

storytelling and dictation but they varied in their need for aid from

the examiner. Two children's versions (Mike, Real and Make-believe,

and Chad, Make-BelieVe) we're "not scorable" as independent productions

beCausd they required unallowable assistance Ale examiner. Two

of'the-"low" children, Mike and Richard, both needed extensive

interaction to produce their stories. Richard is the child who was

described as having a "control" issue but his need for interaction

seemed equally as important in the times when he was cooperating as it

was when he was resisting the task: Mike was equally dependent and

later used the examiner's questions as aids in constructing an

independent version (see .O-ox & Sulzby, in press), The following
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examples come from Mike and include interactions from the examiner;

they can be, compared with Mike's Study II conversation in ChapterFour:

Mike, TOLD, REAL, 1/27/81

Child: (sigh) When I was Um, when I was four and a half,

one,I knew.how to.ride e, but, but my longs weren't, um,

long enough to get t e, pedals. (clears throat)

Adult: What was that? What did you say?
*

Child: I, 'I was big and I; I .knew how, to ride a big wheel

when I was four and a half

but, uh, but um, (sigh my legs were too shc..t.

,.**

Adult: OK, well how did you le rn?

Child: Well, I didn't need to 1 arn when I was four,

I already learned beforeI was fOur and a half.

I learned when I was foj. (sigh).

And now (sigh) .I know how to ride it.

(sneeze) (sneeze) (sniiff e) (pause)

* Illegal wording of prompt (,

End of independent production; beginning of interactive
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Mike, DICTATED, REAL, 1/27/81

Child: I can't remember when I firyt learned (pause),
1

What does that say? (pause)

Adult: I'm writing down what you tell-me.

Child: (pause) But what does it say?

Adult: . It says just what you told me.

Hmm.

Child: (sigh)

Adult: Anything else?

Child:

(paUse), OK?

(pause) Wall, (long/Pause)

, (pause)

O

Adult: Do you remember

Child: Um, um.

t this story's about?

Adult: About your big wheel--

Child:. --Um um

And how you learned to ride it.

Child: Uh-um. I know what you mean. That was a
0

Adult: (Interrupts, indecipherable)

Child: --That was a long, long time ago. (pause)

Wh, whe,'Wherr, we±yere starting to move I wanted to 'ear:--

r-ride a big wheel. (pause)

That's all 'I can remember. 0 (clears throat

Well, that's au. I can remember.

*Becomes interactive here
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Mike, TOLD, MAKE-BELIEVE, 2/19/81

(This section follows his.refusal to tell his story.)

Adult: Well, where do you think Little Prince Charming was

when he learned to ride the big wheel?

Child: In space.

Adnit: In space! Oh, that's going to be a good story, Mike.

OK, now, ho-who was with him and how did, he do it?

(pause) Who was with him? (pause) Out there in

space? (pause) Hmn? Who was with him?

Child: I don't (sigh)- -

Adult: Was he all by himself?

Child: I unh indeci lierable (Probably said, "Uh-huh,"

very low.)

Adult: Oh, he was up--he was by himself, OK. (pause) Why

did he wanta learn to'ride a big wheel ir space?

Child:Idon'tknow.(puse)

Adult: Well, how did he:feel about it?

Child: Maybe kind of un-unbarrassed.

Adult: Embarrassed? (laughing) (pause) Did he learn to do

it?

Child: Yes.

Adult: When did this happen?
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Mike, TOLD, MAKE-BELIEVE (Continued)

Child: He already tole you. On Mars.

Adult: Oh, I know. I said when did Jt happen?

Child: (sighs) (pause) On lunch time.

Adult: (laughing) OK. that's good. Can you put that all

together in a story?

Child: Um-hmm.

Adult: OK? Let's hear it. (pause)

Adult: Come on, I know you can do it. (pause)

Child: (sighs) But I already read it, I read it in my mind.

Adult: But I want to hear it. I can't read in your mind.

Say it to me out loud.

Child: OK. (deep breath) (clears throat) (pause) I can

only read that story in my mind, but, I can only read

one word at a time.

Adult: OK. Well, let's do it-one word at a time, but, let

me hear it, too.

Child: (sighs)

Adult: What's the first word? How does it start?

Child: The first word is: He did it in space.

Adult: OK.

Child: Second word is uh--(pause)
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Mike, TOLD, MAKEBELIEVE (Continued)

Child: What is that noise (referring to music in background)?

Adult: Sounds like a xylophbne. (indecipherable) (pause)

What was the next word?

Child: It was about when he did it.

He did it on Mars.

Adult: And when did he do it? (pause) What time was it?

Child: Lunch time.

Adult: OK. And how did he feel?

Child: Unbarrassed.

Adult: OK.
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Mike, DICTATED MAKE-BELIEVE 2/19/81

Child: He did it on Mars. (said rapidly)

Adult: OK. (pause) [Illegal prompt]

Child: And where it happened. (long pause)

And rode one.

Adult: You said, "I don't know"? (pause)

Is that what you said? Wha'd you say? [Illegal prompt]

Child: No. And (pause) and uh, and

he was embarrassed. (pause)

What happens after the story? (pause) What happens

after dis story? \

Am I all finished?

Adult: (interrupts)--uh, well, no, m-pretty soon you get to

write one.

Child; I have to copy all that?

Adult: Well, if you want to, or you can write your own,

that's better sometimes if you write your own,

but we'll talk about that in a few minutes, Mike.

Anything else?

Child: Nope.
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In contrast withMike, Betsy,produced the full versions we saw

earlier for the Real condition, but in Make-Believe she went from a

.very full account for telling to a constrained question-answer form

for dictation. Both she and Mike seemed to take the examiner's

questions into their composition but Betsy was able 63 make this

maneuver independently (even if it did produce a weird 'story") It is

also-possible that Betsy intended these guides,."First, I.'11 tell you

w-when it happened," to be meta-level comments or asides, but she was

not able to signal this well in the middle of her kindergarten year.

She also kept them ir,, her written version. (In first grade, she

separated asides from content easily.)

Betsy, dictation, make-believe

First I'll tell you when it happened. (long pause)

Um. First (pause)'she was a little baby

when it happened. (pause)

And so she told her mother that--she wanted

to ride it. (pause)

And her mother said she was too small. (pause)

Now I'll tell you--who was with,her. (pause)

Her--her mother was with her. (pause, clears throat)

And I'll tell you now why--she--she wanted to do it.

.(pause)

Because--she had an older brother who wanted to do it

who hadn't let her who wanted to do it. (pause)

And he already learned to do it. (long pause)

That's all.
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,When Betsy s make-believe dictation is compared with Andrea's we
0

notice,the presence of pauses at regular intervals. Betsy had gauged

her dictation_speech so that, the examiner did not have to interruptherwith a slow-down.prompt. Andrea's dictationchad pauses but they

seemecruPbe governed morelpy her difficUlty in wording than by the

scribe °s writing needs. Thus even with a brief dictation, the scribe

.had to ask her to repeat part of the dictation.

In the reql session five of'the children (Andrea, Nicole, .Doug,

0
.

Jodie, and Chad) required one or two prompts to. slow their dictation.

The only:childrenwho needed'prompts to slow in make- believe were
r. ,

Richard and Doug.. Both Richard andDougbeCame attentive to the

scribe's writing but didn't'seem to understand what was taking :place.

DoUglas confirmed this hypothesis through questiOns that he asked

during re-reading but Richard interrupted the dictation to express his

consternation. Here s, part of. his interactive dictation.

Richard (5-2), dictation., real:

Just wanted to ride it

and I learned how to when I was four. (pause).

Hey! -How come that--how come the pencil is wr--saying

what I said? s(laughing) (pause)

How come?

In the, make-believe Session when the examiner gave him a prompt

to slow that began, "I can't keep up," he asked, "Why?" and began to

quiz her about speed of writing and what was being written.

Children had different opportunities to learn more about the

scribe's needs through these sessions. Children who could watch the
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scribe. and knew a lot about reading and writing,could observe their

speech being encoded into print. Children who did not yet know much .

could adapt the modes toward more interactive forms.that gave them the

chance to ask questions or elicit aid from the examiner.' As we move

"---"into the re-reading and writing tasks we will see more of the

opportunities that the children had during Study II.

The children's speech distinctions and wording distinctions can

be summarized by emergent reading ability grouping. These figures

cannot be understood fully until we compare them with other sessions,

but they let us know that there was a range of ability within the

children in. Study II.

When comparable sections were taken from each child's told and

dictated story versions and re-taped with all clues to the composition

mode removed, it was far easier to detect that the "high" children

used their .vcices differently in telling and dictating. There were

six comparisons (3 x 2) for each ability leNiel, but two versions were

not comparable. Here are the proportion of children were judged to

make an oral distinction in each group.

Group

High

Moderate

Low

Proportion

Distinguishing

5/6

3/5

2/5

When the told and dictated stories were compared for degree of-

similarity, none of them were as similar as the categories "verbatim,"

or "stable," but many were quite similar. This.chart lists the
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children according to th- segrees of similarity found in their stories

for the two session's. Within the "similar category" the children's

names are roughly ranked froth most similar to least similar. A

category. called ,"question/answer" was added to indicate those stories

that required or used the examiner's questions.

Sessions

Real

Andrea

Richard

Similar Jodie

Nicole

Douglas

Chad

Continued

Make-Believe

Richard

Nicole

Douglas

Andrea

Chad

Betsy Jodie (but same content

as her real story)

Noreen

Different Noreen

Question/Answer Mike Mike

(Betsy, independent)

It appears that the children do distinguish between told and

dictated versions of a story when asked to and that both of these

speech entities differs from the way children converse about the same

topic. In the next section, we will look at how children re-read from

dictation, starting with Andrea.

Insert Figure 11 about here

277 2 9,6



Figure 11. Andrea:

Scribe's Copy of Dictation; Re-reading.Without Pointing;

.Re-reading With Pointing

SCRIBE'S COPY ,OF DICTATION (real):

My.dad he he helped;

He pushed me on my bike*

A*

and he let me try to do it by myself.

That's all.

*Error.due to examiner's understanding

her to say "on" in person; "and"

on tape; both make sense, and Andrea

did not correct vintner's re-reading

in prompt to slow dictation.

*Prompt to slow dictation began here and

started with previous sentence. Child

did not repeat "and 1. did it." Examiner

added end of sentence from memory.

,JBMI=ONX=MORNINIIININNI7OINNItla

RE-READING OF DICTATION,(real), without

pointing:,

Hy dad (sniff) he helped me with my tricycle

and (pause) he pushed the bike

and then he let me do it v qyself

and I did it.

That's all,

RE-EMING OF DICTATION (real), polnt.ing:';

My dad helped me with my tricycle

and then (pause) he pushed m; with it

and then he let me do it by.myself.(sniff)

and 1 did it,

(pause' TWA all,



Dictation and Re-Readings from Dictation

Andrea would have been in much better shape if she had`known more

about how adults write down didtation. Her scribe'.s copy of the

dictation did not contain all the speech she said for dictation

because she had gone too fast, then when the scribe asked for

assistance, Andrea didn't monitor what the scribe repeated and didn't

correct it. Thus Andrea had already violated-the notion Of story

stability when the prompting took place.

Since the scribe's version was different than her speech, her

,\re-reading attempts which.eeem to be chased upon memory for the

dictated speech are not stable with the written version. Andrea was,

looking at the print but.she did not seem to be tracking it and when

asked to point she did not point accurately. She pointed generally at

each line and said a sen

Andrea's performanc

tence remembered from her oral composition.

e is consistent with our placement of her as

"moderate." Taken in isolation, her reading attempt could be

considered even higher than that of Nicole. Nicole was clearly not

reading from print in StUdy II, as 'were the other two "high" children,

Betsy and Jodie; however,her attempts showed a high level of

awareness of print and she was interrupted illegally by an examiner's

prObe, preventing a more direct comparison with Andrea.

All of the other children, the remaining two "moderate" chidren

and-all,three "low" children had. great deal of difficulty attempting

to read their (dictations. Three of the children showed resistence to

reading because they knew. print must be read.' Chad tried very hard to

read from print and attempted to match his pointing to the print even

though the'task was quite far above him. Both Douglas and Richard
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tried various ways to read,and finally were assisted through choral

or echo; reading. Mike refused to try saying that could not read.

Chad's re-reading attempts are shown in Figure 12. He attended

to print voluntarily, as shown by his,,use of his finger in the first

___re-reading attempt.' The examiner interrupted him (an illegal prompt)

and asked him to point to each word. Notice that in the first and

second attempts, he said the same words for line one; the words are

the two clauses-that are shown as two lines on the scribe's copy.

the second attemPt;: after the examiner asked him to point, he made

two sweeps across the line, broken at the clause boundary: In both

attempts he seemed to have a rule._ that. represent something like

clause boundaries.

Inert Figure 12 about here

Both Chad and Douglas (Figure 13) voluntarily used their fingers

to sweep across the lines on the first re-reading attempt. While

both boys seemed to know. thqt the voice somehow must match the printed

I

words, both had. difficulty remembering all of the dictation. In both
1

. .

.

I

.

cases,, the boys used up more of the remembered portion of their
1

.

, . .

dictated" message on,the first printed line than the scribe had actually

encoded in that location. This problem can lead a child into noticing

the mis-match even at a point when the child is only occasionally able

to use print cues. Douglas pro\vides us with an example of such a

\
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Figure 12, Chad: ,Re-reading From Dictation

Scribe's copy of dictation

Um,lhe, um, he gets on it

and pd he turns the pedals

,

and he starts going. That's

all.

t

With Pointing

I I.

First re-reading, sweeping ,

finger across lines, Typed

Words are child's re-reading.

(Line 1 'sweep)

111e`gets on it and he turns

the pedals

(Line 2\sweep)

and he--starts-ioing

Interrupted by examiner

who asked )him to point;

see second re-reading.

/

300

Second,re -reading, sweeping &

some pointing. Child'svords'

in cursive above scribe's

version.

taort.,1 At I /Id 444 14 11(APa'r

m, he, um, he gets pn

la*C4At L

and and he turns the pedals

, 1
' 1 '1 I !

ItlAtterntl
oliPlim

and he:starts going. That's

all.



mis-match problem and of a child's attempt to solve the problem.

Insert.Figure 13 about here

In Douglas' first re- reading attempt with voluntary pointing, he

became confused at the lack of match between his voice and a graph

that he recognized, I. While Douglas could attend temporarily to the

graphic display of I and while he was expecting the verbal and semantic

unit I, it seemed clear that he was not-immediately aware that the

written and oral forms were the same. He seemed to. reject graphic I

as being capable of being a "word" (cf. Papandropoulou & Sinclair,

1974; Ferreiro & Teberosky, in press).

Doug: . . 'cause this one's all alone,end it can't
make a w--and it ca, and it can't make a word.

Douglas' confusion over I led to a long discusion in which he'

tried to figure out the problem and was able to elicit aid from the

examiner through increasingly'specific-rmetalanguage. Finally, h

seemed to have an "a-ha" realization that the printed I could be the

oral/semantic unit I that he had expected. (This example is discussed

at more length in Sulzby, in press.)

After Douglas solved his problem with I, he completed the first

re-reading with great difficulty. The examiner then asked him for a

second re-reading. She asked him to "read it with me," using a form

of assisted reading to see how much Doug could match voice to print
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Figure 13. Douglas: Re-reading From Dictation

With Pointing

Scribe's copy of, dictation

line 1
line 2

line 3

line 4

line's

/,line 6

line 7

8line

line 9

line 10

MY
We-re.r cl;

- Tv% fo r'-1 CA in ci a ct

vo t" 4: re

4- GL vex tri fn" y
5;, ÷e tr- end broirke_r

Ne,re_... e- 4-0 0

W a in +e a cu. r)

o

L.\ f
n o

vv e. .

a_ Lg. s e.

so
one. 4nct

re.a. s o W

First re-reading, sweeping finger across lines.
(Figure 14 gives Douglas's re-reading with exallaner assistance.)

line 1: My mmom--and dad - -were with me too.

line 2: A1--so--my sister my brother--they were with me too

line 3: (He was expecting line 3 to have the words for lines
6 and 7: "I wanted it cause I wanted fun." Here
he noticed the mis-match and entered into a long
discussion of whether "that thing," I, can be a
word., This example is discussed in Sulzby, in press.
The re-reading attempt ended here and assisted
reading began with some choral and some echo
reading.)
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and anticipate the message with adult guidance. The assisted re-

reading is shown as Figure 14, pages 285-286.

Insert Figure 14 about here

Dictation is written in conventional orthography. When chilarep/

have to read from it, they may be dealing with elements that they

have not yet incorporated into their own system. For example, Andrea

did not use spaces between her "words" in the real condition and when

she reached the "make-believe" condition she used a columnar display

to indicate word boundaries. Both of these devices are different i

_ --

than the space usage in the scribe's conventional story versions.

---
Dictated stories, may thus be sources of confusion for children

at some points. However, that confusion may lead to growth through

the conflict between the child's notions and the observed form. Both

Douglas and Richard spent much time exploring how the writing system

works through the dictation. Douglas tried to re-read and asked

numerous questions about how the writing system works (see Sulzby, in

press). Richard insisted upon copying from his dictation for writing

and also engaged the examiner in myriad questions about letters, words,

/and space. Now we need to examine how these children handled the task

of writing their own stories.

Writing and Re-readings from Writing,

Again Andrea's examples present a useful reference for discussion.

She wrote energetically and produced the manuscript shoWn in her

284
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Figure 14. Douglas:,

Assisted Re-Reading From Dictation

(Page 1)

Doug, 1/22/81,Study I I Ran_'.

195 Adult: Mmmy were (laugh)

Child: --my---mom-and-dad with-cc-
,

Adul-r: A (That letter? Or that - -)

Child: (What's that letter?)

Adult: when (You

Child: (No, that word.) I-didit (laughing)--- -

Adult: said Wanted before, this time you got it!)

Child: (still laughing)

204 Adult:
Child:

Adult:
Child:

't - -sso

(That 'one's and.)
and-I-(Wait. What's

letter?)---4rause, 207-209) (I don't know, what that,

Adult:
Child: says.

(OK, you see it anywhere elseV ?)
(Pause

216 Adult: (OK, it's my) (Uh-huh)

Child: Hmm. my

210-216)

(Zat.a S, it

219 Adult:
(Yes, yeah, it does look like

Child: kinda like a 5?)

220 Adult: a 5. It's an S, uh-huh.) (Pause)

<-
Child:

(Pause)

223 Adult:. -sister (Yeess)

sister-and-brother were-with-me-too-

225 Adult: (Excellent!)
Child: Iiii--(pause 227-230) (I don't know

230 Adult:
(OK) wanted

/

Child: that letter, know that word.) too-to-
r

234 Adult: (OK)

Child: playwith ? (I really don't know what that

235 Adult: -,-(Yeah, yeah) (that wor ox,

Child: letter is' that word

that's not pies/with, you're right. OK:\ -it

71--

/

236 Adult:
Child:
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Figure 1 . -Douglas: Assisted. Re-Reading From Dictation

(Page 2)

Doug, 1/22/81, Study, II, Real:

Reaction to level 4 encouragement,
continued..

re-reading of dictation,

;237 Adult: says, I-wanted-it-cause
Child:

241 Adult:
Child:

I-wwanned--to, no;.,(What's

(Which one?)
that letter?) (well,-I mean, 'that word?)

242 Adult: - -fun (Uh-huh!)
Child: so-I-could-h, so

Adult:
Child:

252 Adult:
Child:

I- /k/--(What's

got
that, what's that word?)----a-bigwhee]?---so-I-

. (That would work out, wouldn't it?)
got-a-bigwheel.

253 Adult:
Child: (Yeah)

254 Adult:. (OK, that's not what it sayS, but that would work
out the way you're pointing. OK. Let's read
it together..)

255 Child: 'Kay.

255 Adult: So-I one. (So I got one, same thing as
Child: got a

260 Adult: big wheel, huh? What's this one? This one?)

262 Adult: **(Yeah. OK, all right. What's
Child: And, that's a and**

264 Adult:
Child:

269 Adult:
Child: and--what does this say?)

(OK, and)**
(breathing) I don't know that word

(OK, that says, another.)

269 Adult:
Child: -nother

272 Adult:
Child: say?)

another' (uh-huh)
an- noth -er (What's. that

reason whyy
reason- -why Iii-wanted-abigwheel

275 Adult:
Child: (Where's the other stuff what said it?).

276 Adult: (Oh, cause you quit saying it, 'remember?):

**There's confusion about the xeference here and about what
the child actually understoed by what adult was saying.

/286
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handwriting in Figure 15, along with much voicing while she wrote.

The examiner was able to transcribe only part of her voicing, because

her speech was too low for the microphone, but murmurings can be

heard throughout, the writing task.

Insert Figure 15 about here

In examining the children's writing, two things\quickly become

evident. First, the task of writing .a story/is so hard that Children-

\ produce little in a one-to-one setting like we used. Andrea actually

oduced a large amount of writing in relation to her told and dic-

taed versions. (Study III will show that these children producelmore

and differently when they can move around and talk while writing.)

Second, children's ways of writing vary greatly. Andrea, for

example; "wrote" four clauses but she failed to represent a number.of

the words. Her first clause includes one or more letter per conven-
,

tional word unit; these letters are equivalent to the syllabic unit.

In the remaining clauses she omitted units like he and and then' he let

me do it. She spent a great deal of time voicing sounds and words

while writing, including re-reading sections. Andrea!s writing can be

called invented spelling and her level of analysis primarily assigned

one letter per conventional syllable (M=my; D=dad; H=helped; T=tri;

S=cy; K =cle) with the exception of pushed and self (PT and SF) which

may have been elongated due to voicing in isolation.
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Figure 15. Andrea:

Writing; Re-reading of Writing Without Pointing; and

Re-reading With Pointing

WRITINC (real):

writing:

011 M W1614 Pl. A13/6P

Voicing daring writing:

/m/ trkecle Jul ley/ By my

/b/ /m/ did /4/ /i/ /t/

Examiner observed much other voicing

of phones and syllables and what,

sounded like re-reading of words and

phrases, all in beginning to end

order.

RE-READING OF WRITING (real), without

pointing:

Ny dad helped me with my tricycle

and then he.pushed me (sniff)

and then he let, me do it by myself.

And I did it.

RE-READING OF WRITING (real), pointing:

(sniff) My dad -- helped me with my --

my dad helped me with my tricycle

and ht (pause) he (pause) he (pause) /p/

he, t4, he let me do it by myself

.n I did it.



N

A brief summary of the writing samples of all-nine case study

children will illustrate the variety

Here is the summary across both sets

believe, including the "size" of the

writing systems used to produce them.

in the writing systems used.

of stories, real and make-

unit and a classification of the

Child: "Size" of unit actually

written:

"Writing system":

.Betsy Full story

Jodie One clause; three clauses

Nicole Lines of letter strings

intent of internal units

not clear

Andrea Three/four clauses

Chad Lines of copy from

items in surroundings

Doug One word/One clause

Noreen Letter strings

Richard Two/three lines

Pete . Unidentifiable mark;

perhaps.a Y; one "word"

in invented spelling

289

Mixture of invented and

conventional spelling

Mixture of conventional

and name elements

Letter strings; some

invented spelling in

editing; perhaps in

first line MB, too

Invented spelling

"Environmental print"

Invented spelling

Letter strings

Copied fp3m dictation

Primitive invented

spelling
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The summary above presents the classifications that we made about

the children's writing. Figure 16 shows the actual" written products

for the make-believe condition completed in February, the middle of

the childrens kindergarten year. Since this was the second

story-writing sessions for each of the children, they knew what they

were expected to do.., Some of the samples can easily be read or have

been discussed earlier. For others that cannot, be understood without

,aid, notes have been added on the child's text page. Each of the

samples was reduced by from the original, with the exception of

Nicole's which had' to be reconstructed in order to conceal her real

name. Her sample is shown first along with the other two "high"

children; the three "moderate" and "low" children's samples are

displayed inorder.

Insert Figure 16 about here, pages 291-293
.
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Figure 16 (Page 1). Writtel Stories,

Make-Believe, of Nine Case S udy Children

4)

5)

W e PZ Pri PCriAK
rpt

N lc °Li_ Iviccc-ppppp

14/1/Z2 SILFQ
14/ ABC6126QCD 8

Ni cote *
(2- 14- SO

Vlo

*Nicole's example has been reconstructed to disguise her name./

The first line was half pencil, then yellow crayon. Successive

lines were purple, green*, gfeen, and. blue crayon. Underlining
was crone without comment during writing.

She re-read twice, once voluntarily, and the second time,
with pointing. Re-reading without pointing:

"How did Princess Charming learn to ride--her--bike.
When she saw her sister ride her bike, she thought she could
do it. But she couldn't. So her--she asked her sister to

give her a push. She said, 'Yes, I will.' She did and then

(pause) she lived happily ever after because she could ride
her bike."
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Figure 16 (Page 2). Written Stories,

Make-Believe, of. Nine Case Study Children

-ra.Le vow wet') '1-itti3P4,,in

Sa
\Jticks Lill-L.
3?1- 4 SNIAMI MIP ; r.--r'eLnQ;41-ta IN10+ rm SiziD

he?0 . vsL avti It -re LYou W9+Yo wo 04_
C.1 0

4 'c\D
A'siTh 1GNI) cep,

4,D)/r)
L

T I--f 44-S

Bm'sy
c,041)

12'
c2'0

Vi?c74

\2,=),,,N4

Re-read. with and without pointing,
looking at print, one word per

roclie

spaced unit: "I bought a big
wheel. She started riding it.
[S]he felt good.

4 L.
And r 01

I 7 - )

Re-read following print with
finger but not matching voice or
finger to print:
"My .dad helped me, helped me,
with my, um,'tricycle, and then
he pushed me with it. And then
I, uh, Wanted to do it by
myself." (Low tone: "Yeah.")

500/.:rJo(c8Aj
pp,u5c--... 5-roe

Rc Ej/JCoo Lunt-c-
/E LD

Chad
0.4740

Chad's re-reading is shown
in Figure. 17.
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Figure 16 (Page 3). Written Stories,

Make-Believe, of Nine Case St dy Children

-47'1 1--

D0465 1"
2.4-11)

L0444.4"4. oral... C
L., p....1

Noreen
(1-2.7-41)

Ilk-read looking at examiner and
not print:.

"I went on the swings and I rided
my bike. (Pause) I saw a sign.
That's all.

r

C

.1-14-irt)
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Earlier I commented on two surprising findings about the

children's written stories: (1) that they produced so little and (2)

that their ways of writing varied so much. Both points are important

and lead to another question: (3) what do children get out of doing

complex written compOsition when it is so hard and few have alphabetic

and/or conventional conceptions of the English writing system? I will

re-examine the first two claims and use that information to address

the third.

What is the output? Clearly, Betsy produced. a long, readable

story. Most of the other versions are not readable unless someone

explains them. The two closest to being readable are copiee from

conventional orthography. Chad's conventionally spelled words

supposedly stand for completely different words and Richard only

copied from his dictation. Two stories are primarily in invented

spelling but they would be hard to read unless you knew the author's

intent.
47

The output for these children is (1) the written record of the

composition; (2) the intention of the writer; and (3) what got done in

the 'process of writing: Andrea's writing sample includes the

examiner's summarized notes about her voicing during composition. The

example that follows is a record of what"Douglas -said while-composing

his one clause, "He wanted it so he," which he ended-when he got into

a puzzle about how to spell-(the second) he. Both of these examples,

"Andrea's and Doug's, show the effort and the intellectual challenge

that can go into even a brief composition by a five-year-old.
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Notice that Douglas stopped to think before beginning:

(Ht' h . ; 711r o

M;d:ih '1U".1.01t t :!-tt
(Just ...tor dircetions:)
357 Child: HO..

. I

357-36.,
366 Chiles

366-377 (Pause)
377 Child: H.

377-380' (Pauhe)
360 Child: H.

380-3E2 .(Patv;c)

302 Child: IIMMh.

382-385 (Pati::c)

385 Child:

3E5 -391 (Pati:,e)

391 Child:

391-395 (palls(
395 Child: Hmmi.., Im do you spell he?

395 Adu't: What do uu think?

396 Child: 4 ,h Ire

397 Adult: Ok,.you it your way. 01:, it doesn't have t.
be liko prown-up writing.

399-409 (Pause, sculd of ;:hild writing H,D, 'hen tapping
pencil on paper.)

409 Child: Ilrumm.

409-412 (Pause.)
412. Child: limmm.

412-415 (Pause)
415 Child: (Laughinb) I can't think.

417 Adult: What are you doling hov--what part of it?
417 Child: He.

418 Adult: 0h-huh, vbot s rood. Now what?
419-422

.
(Taus;:)

422 Child: .Wah--te:!.

422-424: (Pause)

424 Child: W.

424 Adult: Sure. 0;:, I'm gonna turn the tape recorder
over while you're working on that, 0?

428 Adult: (After tape over) OK.. "He wanted"--

429 Child: lie--/wiq (short pause) he, he (short pause)
/t/ (short pautic) ht- (short pause) he '(short
pause). (Still writing, long period of
pencil scratching.)

441 Adult: (Laughini.:) I bet: Enew what thzL says- -
441 Child: What?
441 Adult: You tell me.

!

442 Child: He--van--ted--it
442 Adult: 'TeaulTrul.



443 Child: /t/, /t/--
sspo--;

447 Child: 0 (then child mumblini. to himnolf),

451-459 (Child vhi.spers t.o bit sclf: he yanto.11--it,

hewant_ed- it--so hee,--(then child l.'::; specs

louder: be, h, (short paust:)-Ity (shortp..,er-e)

E.)

460 Child: (Out-loud) No,,I want to chanrc that. (He

has written PDWtiCZO:., then an M-liku figure.).

460 Adult: OK.

461 Adul': Just mark through it and change it.
(Child did that.)

462 Adult: Yeah.

462-468 (Child whispering: he wanted-----hhteo--4__
then more whispering.)

468 Child: (Out-loud) He, hOw you spelljle? (?;.use, then

whispering he.) (Notice he is askin;; for a
word he has already spelled. as first word.)

469 Adult: How do you think:

470 Child: 'What?

471. Adult:' How do you think you spell it?

471 Child: 1 don't know.
471 Adult: You don't know?

471 Child: Uh-uh.
471 AdUlt: You got any of it written down? (Ex::7liner

had seen the H at the end of the sequence

and was wondering why the child didn't look

backeto the first word he which the child had

spelled HD. One hypothesis was that the child

would he dissatisfied with HD which is an

unusual rendering for he for inventive spellers.)

.471 Child: Yep--H.

471 Adult: OK.

472-473 (Pause)
473 Child: Hmmm.

473-475 (Pause)
475 Child: Hramm..

475-479 (Pause)
479 Child: 1 can't think of anythingTelse.

480 Adult: OK, why don't you leave the rest of he and go

ahead and put the rest of w6,t you want to

write?

481-486 (Pause.with child saying "hmm" ery low

from time to time, looking at the paper,

with pencil in hand.)

487 Child: T can't think of where I am.

487 Adult: OK. You can't--well, OK. Re-read fi for

me so I can see where you are.
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Variability of writing 'system;. In Study I we learned that all

of the children could write at least one conventional word (the

child's name) and most could write a number of additional

conventionally spelled words. Now we learn that a number of other

options co-exist alongside conventional orthography.

In recent years, invented spelling baed upon alphabetic'

principles (Chomsky, 1970; Henderson & Beers, 1980; Read, 1970, 1975)

has had great popularity as' a research topic. This research has been

translated into practice in some instances that I am aware of; in thiS

practice,. children are encouraged to "use your invented spelling."

The variability of the "high" children's writing attempts causes me to
__-

question the assumption that all children do or should go through a

periodc f invented spelling. It is quite possible that they do or

that the appearance of the phenomenon is quite subtle. For now, I

raise a caution and suggest that we continue to explore both the

capabilities (Ferreiro & Teborosky, in press) and the prefeences of

children in different. situations over time.

What do the children get out of this writing? Each form seems to

make its own contribution to the child's knowledges about literacy.

The invented spelling ranged from Mike's sounding out the word space

which he segmented as /s/ /ey/ /s/ but wrote only with two letters; to

Doug's complete clause; to Betsy's quite full story. In invented

spelling the child can hold an intended message in mind and encode its

sound via the alphabet letters. The child practices segmentation and
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blending of'thelsounds in meaningful units, in sequence.

The children who used letter elements and other leti6r-s ings

also varied widely. Jodie, who used name elements, practiced many

principles of conventional orthography plus the idea that words have

repeated patterns but she has created a conflict about how the same

letters can stand for different words in her invention. She may later

learn that this occurs occasionally in traditional orthography but

with other curs from letter-sound relationships, syntax, andsemantics

to help resolve the ambiguity. Nicole used fewer elements .atandard-

orthography.- She ran all of her letters together and repeated more of

the same letters and the same "type" of letters than is allowable in

English orthography. Yet she "edited" in fairly advanced invented

spelling. For her, the letter string writing system seemed to be

highly preferred, perhaps for speed, but she could use other systems.

Noreen, on the other hand, did not seem to have attained the 1

alphabetic principle yet, using only conventional spelling of family

named and letter strings with no clear idea of her intent.

Finally, children copied traditional orthography. Chad copied

environmental print to stand for his composition but Richard copied

the form he knew "was" his composition, the scribe's copy of the

dictation. Chad used his written form for a complex attempt to track

the print. He is "role-playing himself as a Writer and reader" to

borrow a phrase from Don Holdaway (Note ). Chad is clearly reaching

far above his capability as a writer but he shows a sense of what

writing is like and then he "reads" from this writing. The problem is

that there is no principled relationship between his writing and his
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intent except a "write something that exists as writing" rule. All of

the other children made up a system or borrowed one clearly related to

their composing act.

Richard's copying, for instance, can be very fruitful because he

can partially remember his message and try to work out the

relationship between the message and the writing, now slowed down and

partitioned in his "writing/copying" attempt. In fact, Richard used

this activity to ask lots of questions about writing.

So, for all the variability and scantiness of production, the act

of trying to write a comple, composition seems to be valuable for the i

case study children. The writing data also produces evidence of my

contention that "knowledge" about written language, as an organized, 1

integrated system, arises from knowledges variously acquired and

.organized, often occurring and interacting in simultaneous,

conflicting, or overlapping events.

'Re-reading from writing. Andrea wrote in invented epelling'and

used her memory for the story to re-read, once without pointing and

once with pointing.- Her story without pointing was "Stable but not

verbatim" with her written text. She recited four full clauses

without pointing and only glancing generally at the paper. When sh4

I

pointed, she'dropped out the second clause although the audiotape

seemed to have a /p/, which she abandoned. In these two. attempts, I

Andrea was able to use two degrees of sampling from the print to

confirm her expectations. Since her expectations were so precise,/

having just been "deeply processed" at the word, syllable, and phone

level individually and tied through the meaningful clauses, she had
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the opportunity to use many levels .of the reading process

simultaneously when re-reading.

The case study children varied the task paradigm here just Ls

they did with dictation. Of four possible re-readihg attempts in each

of the two written modes,-, the "high" children averaged.3.0 attempts;

the "moderate" children, 2.8; and the "low" children, only 1.3; The:

averages were slightly lower for written than for dictated

re-readings, with the largest difference for the "low" children

(Noreen, three for dictated and two for writing; Richard, two for

dictated and one for writing; and Mike had not attempts).

These findings are extended a bit by the one other type of

re-reading. In Study I (Chapter Four) the children were asked to

`write and, their comments during writing were recorded, just as they

were for Study II. In both cases, the voicing during composition may

or may not be considered to be re-reading. In Study I we asked the

children to re-read at the conclusion of writing and noted differences

in the wording and intonation of tfle children's speech. In Study II,

as well, the children "voiced" during composition and, while some of

that voicing may have seemed to be re-reading, some of it may not have

been conceived by the child to,be reading.

For example, Mike sounded out the word ,space during his

make-believe writing task and then wrote; 2 Yet he refused to

re -read. Chad, on the other hand, made no voicing while copying the

words of his "story" yet he "re-read" easily, giving a story similar

to his other versions and even monitoring the print, saying that the

word starts was not in his story (the print). In this example, Chad's
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"reading" is written in cursive above his text. Once again Chad is

practicing reading from an unconventional form but using many

conventional reading behaviors.

Insert Figure 17 about here

Clay (1978) argues that voice, finger, and print matching is an

important step toward solving the reading pUzzle, Already, in 'the
)

middle of their kindergarten year, these children have made great.

progress even when it would seem unlikely given a partial look at

their literacy behaviors. Jodie's writing might imply that she knows

far less than her reading behavior would indicate; Doug's writing

behavior seems advanced but his reading behavior lags .behind. A

glance at the written products of Chad and Richard might cause one to

be quite impressed but for erroneous. reasons.

Editing

One final task,:editing, was used but, it did not result in a

total story. version so it was not included in the paradigm display

used in the preceeding section. Editing is, nonetheless, an important

source of information about the children's development as composers

and as readers. By editing, I simply mean changes in the text.

Revision or re-drafting seemed to be terms too grandiose for the

children's scanty productions, yet the tasks we asked them to tackle

are far more complex than simple mechanical proofreading (if indeed

*
proofreading is so simple).

*I am indebted to Lucy Calkins, personal communication, for
mentioning the various uses of these terms.
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Figure 17. Chad:

Re-reading From Writing

o
U 5

\).° 1\1

Chad (2/17/81). This
reduction has been retraced
with pen; cursive words
are Chad's re-reading.
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Voluntary editing. As incongruous as the comment seemed, Chad

attempted to edit by saying that his make-believe story (re-reading,

page 297) did not include the word starts. Douglas edited voluntarily

while writing (page 291, counter number 460), "No, I want to change

that DA-like figure] ." Typically we think'of editing ,as being at a

higher, more semantically-orient level but none of the children made

changes above the letter Or word level without proMpting.

Prompted editing. The final part of the editing task was

designed to sample in greatet detail the child's understanding of what

I propose to be three aspects of reading, large systems. (that become'

integrated as well) into whI.Ch children's knowledges get organized.

The aspects are comprehension; stability of the word unit; and

knowledge of letter7sound relationships.

Comprehension was assessed by selecting clauses (or sentences)

and asking the child to "say that another way for me." Here the child

is asked to focus on a unit within the whole, separate the intent from.

the statement, and paraphrase the original statement. This is a far

more difficult task than simply monitoring one's speech and making

internal, spontaneous self-corrections. The children gavefour types

of response: saying they couldn't do the task; repeating the original

statement more slowly; Saying basically the same statement with a new

phrase or clause added; and, finally, giving a paraphrase with
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internal changes. Of four opportunities, here are the number.of times

each child was able to show some evidence of comprehension as'measured

by either add-on or internal re- statement:

Betsy 1.(written mode)

Jodie 1 (dictated mode)

Nicole 0

Andrea 4 (2 written; 2 dictated)

Chad 1 (dictated)

Doug 2 (dictated)

Noreen 2 (dictated)

Richard 0

Mike 0

Stability of the word unit is quite complex and involves the

child's growing ability to treat the same letter units as the same

word in different locations, to re-locate a word by its approximate

location in the "speech space" and in the "written space,"'and to

reject dissimilar spellings of the same oral/semantic word. In the

editing task, however, the measure was simple. Here are the number of

times (out of four) that each child was able to locate a proposed

word in a written text. This often, but not always, inclUded finding

more than one instance of the word.

Betsy 4

Jodie 4

Nicole 2

Andrea 4
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Chad

Doug

Noreen 0

Richard 2

Mike 0

Knowledge of letter-sound relationships was measured by asking,

children to find, these same words that they located in the stability

task and to replace them with a synonym. //If the child did not offer a

synonym, the examiner offered one. Here rare the number of times

(again, of four opportunities) that each child replaced the word with

another unit in which there was some evidence of letter -sound

relationships. In Other words, this item was a check of invented

spelling or of'a letter-sound relationship underlying conventional

spelling,

Betsy - 1*

Jodie 4

Nicole

Andrea 4

Chad -0

* Betsy refused to replace words in three attempts, giving
semantic reasons for her refusals. For instance she said mother could
be replaced with mom and wanted with wished but each time she refused

to make the change since the new word was not as good a choice as her

original! (The examiner did not press her to make the change since
there was ample evidence of her letter-sound knowledge.)
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Doug 3

Noreen

Richard 2

Mike 0

The prompted editing gpres a more common baseline of data across

children that the more naturalistic observations of the connected

writing and reading. The' case studies use of the information

together. In looking across the children from the prompted data,

however, it is easy to see that children had more difficulty with the

comprehension task than they did with the word locating and word

writing tasks. It is also evident that the "low"children appear low

in comparison with the other groups in the word and letter/sound

tasks; whereas, the comptehension task shows more variance at both

extremes.

Real and Make-Believe

In Study I, General KnoWledges About Written Language, the children

demonstrated that they could distinguish between real and make-believe

and that they could formulate interesting, even fantasic make-believe

topics. Yet in the stories produced under the real and make-believe

conditions of Study II only one child actually put fantasy material

Into the make-believe story. That was Mike, our "low" child who had

so much difficulty with dictation and with writing. Mike set his

protagonist "on Mars" even though he didri't specify who "he" was.

Richard introduced "Little Prince Charming" by name in his

dictated title but, his story content was very traditional: "His

father taught him how to ride a two-wheeler." Richard's production is

literary in nature with a title and a literary closing: 'Then he
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lived happily ever after." Nicole probably wrote about the princess

in her first line but she re-read using pronouns.

The other children used basically the same material that they

used for their real story and changed the pronouns from "I" and "me"

to "s /he" and "him" or "her." Some 'of the children (Andrea, Noreen,

,and perhaps Jodie) reverted to self as the protagonist in some

versions and Nicole used "my sister" and "me" in editing.

The effect does not just seem to be a lack, of putting exciting, k

innovative material into the make-believe stories, however. Almost

all of the children mentioned far more interesting ideas and themes in

conversation than in either of the story conditions. In the.Study II_

tasks the children used their knowledge base in a more constrained,

stereotypical fashion rather than creating an expansive story.

In Chapter Ten we will examine topic effects in greater detail.

Now, howeve:., we Include that the Children took the rich

information base t.,,t they showed in their conversation and stripped

it to "bare bones" in the real and make-believe conditiond. This is

consistent with the results of the 1979-80 study as well.

The effect seems to be tied in part to the structure of our

interview setting. In Study III we mlved back into the classroom for

the child/adult audience investigation and used a setting in which the

children would move about and talk, in which more kinds of paper and

writing utensils were available. In this setting fantasy topics were

produced far more freely. Additionally, other features related to

literacy also appeared that were missing in Study II: the

representation forMs of drawing.and scribbling' and structural features
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like multi-page booklets or genre designations like 'picture book."

Conclusions

The tasks of storytelling, dictating, writing, re-reading, and

editing, along with a sample of conversation from Study I, comprised

the structure of Study II. As we have seen, the children varied

greatly but within fairly regular patterns. Conversation seemed

easier than a monologic stOrytelling'which, in turn, seemed easier for

many children than dictation. All of these oral forms were easier

than writing if the handwritten product is the measure. Yet each of

these progressively harder tasks allowed the children to display

numerous knowledges about written language. In the case of RAchard,

Douglas, Mike,-and perhaps other children, the tasks also allowed the

children to explore written language Memory emerged as a

significant feature, but not in the form of rote memory but memory as

an organized set of expectations about language. The topic

distinction of real and make-believe seemed to be overwhelmed by the

effect of the overriding goal of writing a story in a structured

one-to-one setting. In Chapter Seven we will watch children

manipulate topic. when they have more choice not only of topic but also

of writing materials and context.
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Chapter Seven:

Child and Adult Audience Effects

J

Iritroduction

'41)

Audience is a complex variable that we usually associate with
. \

acco4,1i adults who "Write novels or feature articles or with

\

playwrights or actors. Yet part of the model of reading a' d writing

:that even children need to develop is a sense of audience eeds and

characteristics. Further, the child needs to become able to separate

self from other ih planning an effective written communication. Being

ableto take the.perspective of another person is an impo taut

cognitive development of young children (Donaldson, 1978;
1

flavell,

1977; Piaget, 1926). and is closely tied to sense of audience in

written forms. However, separation of self from other probably also

establishes the potential for using oneself as an audience,(Graves and

colleagues, pers nal communication) and as a monitor and critic of

one's composition

In Study I, the children in Miriam Kendall's room had

distinguished between child and adult audiences at a knowledge level.

In Study III, we wented to tap' their ability to distinguish between

child and adult audience needs functionally. The' form of the study is

more naturalistic than the previous two studies and is exploratdry in

nature. The major questions it addresses include whether or not

children distinguish topic preferences of thild-and'adult audiendes
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and whether or not children make distinctions in the form of

representation used in composing for child and-adult audiences.

Study III included alarge-sample phase in which two visitors, a

four-year-old and an adult, were interviewed about their tastes in

stories and then invited Miriam's class to write stories for them.

The data consisted of transcripts of the interview, transcripts of the

children's composing sessions, and copies of the compositions

themselves, along with transcripts of the children's explanations

about the compositions. Additionally, the nine case study children

discussed and re-read their :7°.7.ories after a one-week delay; these

discussions were also transcribed.

Chapter Seven consists of a description of those data along with

a discussion of the relation of this study to other sources of

information about how these children show their awareness of audience

characteristics and needs.

Purpose 1 Stidy III

The primary motivation for the child/adult audience study was

interest in children's growing awareness of audience. The study

itself took place in the classroom; rather than in individual sessions
1

with examiners. The group setting was motivated by a concern from

Studies I and II that children were constrained by the one -to -one

context and that we would not see the range of possibilities that we
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might see in a more naturalistic setting. Furthermore, in Study II we

had constrained topic choice and we wanted to be certain -1'14t children

would feel free to write about topics that came to their: Hind for the

child and adult audiences. Graves (1979) has observed that a primary

way that young children show their growing awareness of\ audience is

through topic choice. In his research, children who are.just

beginning to write appear to range rather freely among topics and

produce just as freely. Then, somewhere neap- the end of first grade

or early second grade, as the children become more proficient and more

aware of audience, they suddenly seem to be blocked about choice of

topic. Graves reports that this is due to having more understanding

of audience.

A writer develops a sense o2 a%,dience that becomes more and more

explicit and precise. Audience can be someone else who will have to

read, understand, 'Le intrigued, be puzzled, even be turned off by your

writing. Graves' data includes conferences between teacher and child

and between child and child in whici- audience reactions become

explicit to the young writer through questions that the

.audience/reader has to ask in order to understand the written piece.

Graves also reports that children become increasingly aware of

audience as self. --The child becomes aware of self as a monitor of

expression o iaeas and evaluator of how well a piece of Writing

conveys intended meanings. Scardamalia (1982, p. 91) describes sense of

audience as minimally demanding "the coordination of two points of

view, one's own and another's."
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In Chapter Two, it was suggested that a reader uses an

internalized model of the reader/writer relationship in an attempt to

construe the author's message. Mature readers can reflect upon their

own processes in attempting to understand a piece of writing, as

evidenced by the following record of a reader's internal speech to

self while attempting to read a computer manual:

Why would he give me this long line of garbage--

that doesn't make any sense. I hope I don't have

to understand it, sure would like to skip,it--

Oooh, maybe that's just for computer-types. He didn't

put that in here for me.' Anyway, if he thinks it's

important for regular users he will say something

more about it. I h -

As this reader reflects, we notice comments about the author's

intentions and about intended audience. We also witness the reader's

using, the model as a means of governing his own reading strategies.

We also note that a writer may make certain assumptions about the

intended audience. These assumptions can be as extreme as ignoring

the audience. For instance, in the study that followS, some of the

children state clearly their intention to write something one of the

visitors stated he liked in stories, yet during the act of writing the

child composer seemed to ignore that purpose. Intentions about

comprehensibility show themselves, sometimes in a puzzle that a child

discovers when-the intention is beyond the child's ability to convey,

as we will see when Chad wanted to indicate that part of a drawing
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stands: for "underground'," but decided that the problem of how his

audience could understand that intention was solv,ble by telling:

"I'll tell him." I

/7

As with most, if not all parts of mature reading, it is important

to know the roots'of audience awareness in oral language as well as in

//
written language. In 9ral language, audience awareness is eVidenced

in dialogue or convepation; it is probable that conversational

interchanges teach/children to becOme more-aware of audience needs and

//
of ways to take/tare of those needs. In Study I, the children had

.conveyed awareness of audience by describing different topics or topic

variations for children and adults. Most of these comments seemed to

be tied to written forms of language.

We know that children in this age range make adaptations in their

oral language according to the age and relative status of Ilthe person

with whom they are conversing. Through observing children in home

settings, Jean Berko'Gleason (1973) found evidence of code-switching
S.

by children when they addressed adults, children of the same age, or

younger children. She found examples of differences in content,

style, and even willingness to speak to certain audiences. In

experimental studies, Menig- Peterson (1975); Menig-Peterson and McCabe

(1978), and Shatz and Gelman (1973) have found that children are able

to adapt the contents of their oral accounts or conversations to the

needs of their audiences, even though they do not do so in all

circumstances (particularly in some of the situations described by

Piaget). These studies do not totally refute claims that young
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children's speech does not take audience needs into account

sufficiently, but it does indicate that children are developing the

abilities to modify their speech relative to the needs of other

people. These modifications may be stylistic (as in Gleason's

code-switching study) or content-related (as in Menig-Peterson &

McCabe's study of specification of reference).

In 1979-80, we had attempted to query children in a way that

would reveal their knowledge of code shifts, or stylistic changes when

addressing different audiences. We had been quite unsuccessful in

getting children to explain code shifts between child and adult age

groups. While we had expected for this to be a difficult task for

most five-year-old's, we had hoped to pick up indirect clues from some

of the children about fruitful wording and situations to use to elicit

their knowledge of code shifts. Instead, coming from clues in the

story compositiostudies and also' from clues suggested from Graves'

research,-we decld d to focus upon content-related knowledges, to look

for effects of audience awareness, in topics that children would chooseN
for'adults and for other children. We also planned to include the

possibility of dete.cting stylistic as well as content differences,

through bn-!-Ag the children interview their prospective audiences

before the .hildren wrote.

Data from the on-going observations made by SuSan Anderson in

Miriam. Kendall's classroom also motivated us to move Study III into

the classroom. During February the kindergarteners had prepared

valentines for the traditional Valentine's Box. Additionally, Miriam
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had begun a unit about letter-writing. In one major activity, each

child wrote a letter to his or her parents. Then the class took a

field trip to the Post Office to mail the letters. They spent time

learning about the Post Office from the postal. workers, including

discussions of how the workers knew who to send letters to and how

letters actually got delivered to children's homes. Then, after the

field trip, the children were asked to watch for the arrival of their

letters at their homes and to report the parents' reactions. The

teacher asked for these reports, usually in a "Sharing Time" activity.

For the reports, some children also brought written replies from their

parents.

This activity provided a classroom context for Study III. In

this context, the children and teacher were already exploring

,author/audience relationships. The classroom setting also was

appropriate for an exploratory study, which Study III is. A few of

the questions explOred are explained here.

Will-the children distinguish between the topic preferences of

children and adults? We had one set of data from Study I which

indicated some distinction each child thought. of. Could wn further

tap these distinctions by introducing a specific adult and specific

child as people asking the children to write for them?

Will the children make distinctions in the form of representation

they use in "writing" for the child and for the adult? ,To make the

contrast more vivid, we used a child who was clearly no yet reading

and an adult who specified that he could read and spent?much time
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reading. During the individual sessions we had asked the children to

write "for me," as adults. In these situations, the children used

some form of writing and no drawing (except for those few examples in

which the drawing was said to represent writing and not illustratio0.

In the classroom letter writing we observed that the children copied

traditional orthography from models that the teacher provided. This

was the case both for letters to parents and when sending valentines

to peers. In these observed instances, it seemed that writing and

drawing took a conventional text/illustration relationship for' these

genres. Would the children continue to exhibit strong conventions

about text and illustration' if writing for a four-year-old or would

drawing'as a representation for the message become more evident when

composing for the child ? Would drawing diminish for the adult or

would it shift in role from central representation to an illustrative

one?

Alternatively, would the potential audience have no noticeable

effect in this situation? It might be possible that, with the

complicated demands -on the child, s/he.might simply produce whatever

,/

came to mind at the time of composing. We might once again find

evidence of the famed-egocentrism, either with regard to stated

audience preferences and/or in producing a "story" the intent of which

could only be known by asking the child author.. (The latter

poSsibility is, of course,, complicated by the difficulty of

understanding the "message" of any drawing and of much of children's

early writing attempts so we attempted to observe the composing and to
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interview the children about intent during the composition session.)

In the next section, I will give an overview of the-method of.

data collection. The remainder of the children will inalude the

results and discussion in three parts: audience interviews;

composition sessions; and delayed rereading interviews, The final

part involved only the nine case study children with all other parts

including the class of 24 children.
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Method

Tasks

There were two replications, each involving the same series of

tasks, first for "child audience," and second for "adult audience."

The first two tasks included all 25 children currently enrolled in

MIriam-Kendal-li-s-class. The f h 5t- task- Was -to- interview -the invited

guest who served as an audience. In order to have a. successful

interview, we invited each guest to first visit casually with the

children during their opening exercises and individual working time.

Then the teacher called them together and officiated over the

interview, which involved two major sections. The first section was a

lengthy exploration of the guest's reading habits and preferences; the

second section was an invitation by the guest for the children .to

write stories for him.

The second task was story composition. For each guest, the class

was divided into two halves, by the teacher, who attempted to put a

mix of children into each half. For each of two days, one group

composed stories for the invited guest with the principal investigator

as their teacher and the second group worked with Miriam Kendall on an

art project in an adjacent work area. During the composing sessions,

Elizabeth Sulzby roved around with a tape recorder, taping the

children's :on -going comments during composing and making summary

statements describing the activity. Then, when each child turned in

his or her composition, Sulzby taped the child's,. explanations and

readings of the stories.
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Guest Interview

In both guest interviews, th- teacher served as the guide to the

discussion, asking qUestions to kee the children on track. She used

asimilar format, making adjustments r the children's prior

knowledge of the technique when the seco d guest visited, She

followed a format that we had noticed was typical for her (cf. SUlzby

& Anderson, 1982).

Restits and Discussion

First, she involved the children's own background knowledge. She

asked them about books and stories they liked before moving to the

guest. During the discussion, she wove.four types of questions in and

out, addressing different children as they gave responses.

Occasionally, she made comments about children's responses that

classified the response into these categories as well, so the form of

her speech was not always that of a question but the functiortwas

maintained. These questions move from general to specific

preferences and include descriptions of the children's feelings about

the books, along with the books' contents or topics. Here are the

questiontypes that she asked, using varied wording:

1. What kinds of books and stories do you like, (child's

name)?

2. Is that a certain book? (Calling for specifics if the

child did not volunteer or noting that it was a

specific book if the child did. This seemed to have an

effect of helping other children react to the child's
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The final task involved only the nine case study chlldren. One

week after the second composition day of each condition, the three

examiners met with their assigned case study children for a delayed

audience interview. This interview consisted of three basic

questions. The first was an identification and explanation

question-pair to tap the child's memory for-the composition. intent:'

"Show me your story for (guest's. name). Tell me about it." The

second called for a reading response or a reaction to a reading

response: "Read it to me." This question was paired with the

graduated set of encouragements used in BRDKAWL. The final question

was aimed at the child's notion of the audience's reaction to the

composition: "What-do you think (guest's-name) will do when he gets

your story?" The child was asked for the basis of his her

supposition in order'to further ascertain any assessment on the part

of the Child about the intended audience.
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comment.)

3. What do you like or like best about that book or story?

(She usually accepted a content-oriented answer, then

,

pressed for an_affective evaluation through the fourth

'type of question.)

4.. How did the story make you feel?

During this part of the discussion the children contributed eagerly

and freely and, while they were still vying for a chance to talk, she

turned their attention to the guest.

Child guest. The teacher's goal with both guests, was to have the

children ask the visitor about his interest in books. However, with

the first visitor,.the child called Ricky, she first modelled asking

questions, then turned the discussion back to the children.

Notice that in this section, she first asks Ricky questions,- gets him

answering, then tries to get the children to think about the issue of

how "we" can find out what he likes, and does not actually turn the

discussion over to the children until the goal of their asking

questions is verbalized (in this example, by Betsy).

Mrs. Kendall: Ricky is visiting today._ I'm just curious

about you, Ricky. Are there special books

or J4,=,cial kinds of stories that you like,

too? What kinds would they be?

Ricky: Like, a magazine, and, like, a book and

other kinds of books.

Mrs. Kendall: Are there special kinds of stories that
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a.

you most, enjoy?

Ricky: Only one, though.

Mrs. Kendall: What's that?

Ricky: THE magazine.

Mrs. Kendall: Why do you like that so well?

Ricky: The Christmas catalog, cause it has lots of

toys in it.

(Mrs.' Kendall and Ricky continue to talk a bit about what

book has it in that is_appealing to him. He me tio

trucks and garages, then she closes this section, and urns

back to the class.)

Mrs. Kendall: Say, boys and girls,' you know, I'm giving

you a problem. See if you can work this

out.

Child: I have a story that I didn't get to--

Mrs. Kendall: Now, wait a minute, maybe you can bring it

in on this. Hold on just a minute.' Ricky

is visiting us today, and he's probably got

some very special books or stories (pause)

that he likes. How could we find out what

special books and what special stories he

likes. Stephanie, do you have an idea how

we can find out--that out?

Stephanie: I have--magazines. (She re-states one of
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Ricky's earlier contributions.)

Mrs. Kendall: But, in this case, if we want to find out

what Ricky's favorite ones are, how would

we do that? (Rejects the re-statement,

reiterating the "finding out" goal.)

Child: Well, we could show him the pictures and

read it and show him the pictures--

Ricky: I like--

Child: --and maybe he'd say, "I like that one."

Mrs. Kendall: We might do that. That's one way we might

find out. Ricky, do you have a suggestion?

(Ricky begins telling about books he has and Mrs. Kendall

acknowledges his comments, then calls on another child

who suggests asking Ricky for information.)

Mrs. Kendall: All right, Betsy, see if you can help us.

Go ahead.

Betsy: Well, we could, um, ask him which books he

has and then decide (which) he would like.

(While this suggestion/isn't totally clear, Mrs..Kendall

Picks up on it and then supported the children as they

begin to ask him questions. She first asked him a question

herself and then turned it back to the children. This is

the second time she has modelled but this time she marks it

linguistically 80 a model.)

5
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Mrs. Kendall-: (Addressing the class and bracketing

comments to. Ricky within those .Comments.)

.1s there anything else you'd like to ask

Ricky? Things about(unclear) ? Anybody

here?

Ricky, I to find out something

and now maybe it will give you some ideas.

(Second clause addressed to class as is the

next model` statement.)

Maybe this will give you some ideas but

don't copy me.

Ricky, (pause) do you ever read any books

about animals?

Her tactics led to a long discussion in which the children asked

Ricky questions, he volunteered information, and, finally, Ricky

showed some of his books from home that he brought with him. The

_discussion also included Riqky's telling the-d-that he couldn't read.

He asserted that he knew about the content of the stories by looking

. at the pages. The children also pointed out that people could read to

him.

The discussion ended with Mrs. Kendall's introduction of the idea

that the children might write stories for Ricky. She ,elicited the

children's ideas of what they might include and asked 11::',.1ky what he

would like.
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For summary purposrs, and-since it is impossible to know what the

possibilities were within a group discussiOn that individual children

mentioned many of their individual ideas, the topics mentioned have

been classified into two categories, preferences introduced by Ricky

and preferences that the children asked about. It was not clear that

Ricky actually rejc,:.'(!d any of the topics mentioned.

Preferees Ricky introduced:

magazines, THE magazine (evidently, a

Christmas catalog), toys, trucks, garages,

"gingerbread" book, Francis storl,es, library

books, animals, zoo books, "Mr. Fumble,"

helicopter book, crocodile book, "my big

book," "little books," picture books, "antses"

story (probably, Anansi tales), snakes, and

stars.

Preferences children asked about:

Sesame Street books, books about people, Mr.

Rogers' books, squirrels, jet fighters,. rockets,

airplanes, ABC's, ducks, tra:ins, snakes, Star

Wars (movie), Mary Poppins,

The composing sessions began with a review of things Ricky had

said he liked. during thi- review, the children primarily mentioned
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items from the interview with Ricky (Sesame Street books, stars,

snakes, trucks, trains, magazines, books with toys, clarified as the

Christmas -Catalog, Mr. Rogers' books, picture books; and ducks. The

topics that they mentioned which were not heard during the Ricky

interview included two fairy tale topics, The Three Little Pigs and

Three Bears, and one child's current theme, stories about

fictionalized fruits, "The pineapple story," and "Cherry Stories."

Adult guest. With the second guest, the adult, Mr. Rouzie, the

teacher began with the review of Ricky's visit. Again,, children were

able Lo recall topics Ricky had-mentioned; they also recalled the

procedures they had used to learn about Ricky, "We asked him."

Again Miriam Kendall led the children to discuss their own

preferences before turning directly to the visitor. First, the

children asked the visitor about himself. Then, even though the

children had just asked the adult about his interests (music)-and job

(restaurant), their first questions about his reading preferences

echoed those they had asked Ricky, the four-yePr-old. They wanted to

know if theadult liked magazines, catalogs, and books with pictures.

He agreed that he did and that he liked magazines that had stories,

poems, cartoons, and articles,

Other topic introductions by the children seemed to be based upon

the kinds of distinctions between adult and child preferences that the

children had reported in Study I. The children asked if he liked

newspapers and fat books, commenting that their parents liked those
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materials. Perhaps it was a child/adult distinction that led one

child to ask the visitor if he liked fishing magazines.

However, one other tendency could be noted, somewhat like the

tendency to ask qw.tstions patterned around the child interview; that

was for the childrt'i to press the adult to determine {f he liked

things children like. A question about Little Golden Books seemed to

be of that variety. One child, Freddie, asked if the adult liked

Little Golden Books. The adult particularly remembered liking one of

those books as a child and Freddie and he got into a spirited

conversation about Scuffy, the Tugboat, that other children entered

into. Other questions of this sort included, "Do you like to read to

children?" and "Do you like stories about children?" To the latter

question the adult replied that he liked stories about children

getting along with children and children getting along with adults.

The child with the "theme," Caroline, had previously asked him in

private if he liked "Cherry stories," explaining to him how the Cherry

family met, got married, and had children (cherries).

In this interview, the children asked about only.one topic th'at

the adult rejected. They wanted to know if he liked fishing magazines

and he said that he didn't. In most cases, when children asked

questions, the adult embellished on their questions.

The final type of topic introduced may have been keyed by gender.

The questions came from boys and.were about spaceships, black holes,

war, rocket ships and Space ships, and tanks.. In response tothese

,questions, the adult added that he liked science fictiun in general,
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rather than just stories about space ships and that he also liked

myster'ies. The adventure-oriented topics were introduced by the

children for both the child and the adult. In particular these topics

were snakes, star wars, jet fighters, and rockets.

As with the child, the topics are summarized according to who,

introduced the ideas.

Preferences by Mr. Rouzie introduced:

science fiction (elaboration), magazines with stories

poems, cartoons, and articles (elaboration),

Scuffy, the Tugboat (elaboration), galaxies

(elaboration) .

Preferences children asked about:

magazines, catalogs, books with pictures,

Little Golden Books, fishing magazines, blaLk holes,

Star Wars, space ships, to play with children,

films,-Aewspapers,fat-books, to read to children,

war, rocket ships, tanks, jet fighters, snakes,

"cherry stories."

In the composing sessions for the adult, .the children remembered

that Mr. Rouzie said he liked books about science, space ships, stars,

science fiction, films, catalogs, magazines, poems, Golden Books,

snakes, toys, children, fat books, tanks, wars, including World War II

(which he had said in an aside that was not picked up in the taping

328

317



session) Freddie, the boy who had discussed Scuffy, the Tugboat,

added that, it was particularly Scuffy that he liked among the Little

Golden Booi:s and that he liked science fiction, not just science.

iaroline asserted .that he liked big Cherry stories.

Summary. During the \interviews the children were able to elicit

information from each guest and to recall that information at the

beginning of the composing sessions. It is, of course, impossible to

separate the effects of interview order in this study, but the

/

children did seem to make .some adaptations based upon their

preconceived ideas about child and adult interests. It seemed also

apparent that they wanted to know about each audience whether that

person shared their own inter7' Finally, it appeared that they

elicited more voluntary-,Iew information from the child (orthat the

child gave more information). The adult, on the other hand, seemed to

adapt more to the children's questions. In the next section, we will

'see how children used this information when they composed for.the two

audiences.
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Composing Sessions

Overall observations. During the composing sessions, two things

were apparent that differed from when children were taken outside the

class for individual observations. First, they stayed at the task of

composing longer. Second, the forms of the compositions were more

varied. Both of these observations seem to be tied to social

considerations.

When children started to compose, they settled down into smaller

groups within the working- area of the room. Children would talk over

ideas with each other, including discussions of what "he" wq4d like,

referring to the guest. A child might start drawing a picture, notice

what another child was doing, and then incorporate that idea into a

second picture. Sometimes these "borrowings" were incorporated into a

story line, sometimes not. A second element prompting longer time at

the task involved interaction with the adult. Children began to turn

in their compositions and, when the adult asked them to "tell me about

it," they often left to go z.idd more to the story. Children had more

avenues for aid made more obvious to them. They could ask other

children questions, they could look at other children's work, and they

could consider the absent audience. (through the task of explaining the

production to the "teacher").

The social interchange seemed to add to the likelihood that the

forms would be more varied,Nagain in part because children could see

each other's work. At times, however, in both composing sessions the

idea of what the audience would like was discussed among the children.
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Along with that topic, children would assert that they were doing what

they wanted to do: "I'm making a picture." Other children would

agree that they, too, were making a picture book or that their book

-was of some other kind or description. Betsy, for instance, asserted

that she was making chapters. Other children discussed page

arrangements and organizations, title: pages, covers, ways to anchor

the books together. It was clear that the notion of book carried with

it ideas of more om lex compositions for most of the children; even

though a child's book can and usually does contain just one story, the

children seemed to constrain story in the individual sessions to mean

a one-page brief story. That form to the'content remained in the oral

accompaniment to the compositions in the audience study, but the

accompaniment in pages, illustrations, and expangiveness of the

composition over time spent in composing and materials used in

displaying the composition was quite different.

For example, during the composition sessions for 4he-child 24

children were present. Three did not speak clearly enough to the

30
heard during the-co osing session, but all described their

compositions at the end of the sessions. All 24 of those children_

used a composition form that can be classified as more than one page.

This includes such simple manipulations as using one page asa

front-and-back arrangement. Ariadne drew a picture and wrote "From

Ariadne" on the back. Mid-range compositions included series of

pictures, forming a sequence with oral accompaniment or with written

text, using only the fronts of pages, to similar sequences, using d
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front-and-back arrangements. These did not always work, as Richard

found when he tried to staple together pages that were oriented

differently, but the children were showing the concept of displaying a

composition over pages. The two most sophisticated forms were (1)

multi-paged large 'books like those of Kimberly and BetSy and (2)

multi-paged mini-books like those of Caroline.

Children who made multi-paged large books had more details of

published books than did the one child who made mini-books:\ These

were Kimberly and Betsy who worked together and discussed these

refinements between each other. Kimberly had a cover, with a picture

and a title, an author page with name and handdrawn picture of the

author, arranged in front-and-back order. Then she had a body to the

book, consisting of four pages with only fronts and no backs. She had

drawings on each page and used invented spelling to write her text on

the last three pages.

Betsy had a cover with a letter address, somewhat like that found

on the cover of one of the Sesame Street books in which the only

writing that might be a title consists of an address to the reader

("Would you like to play HIDE ,& SEEK in this book with lovable, furry

old GROVER?" "Please say yes!") Like Kimberly, who had been sitting

with her, she had a page for the author's, name and picture. She then

numbered the seven pages that formed the body of her story, 1-'(

(backwards 7). On these numbered pages, she had backs-and-fronts for

the first three but ignored them in,the numbering. She called each of

the pages, "chapters," and they appeared, to be about different topics,
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not necessarily related to the title of the "book."

etsv's composition

Form Description

Cover Text said, 'DAER RKeKKY,

HiRe iS A BOOK FOR YOU

iS COD ShiP's".

Illustration of girl on

ship with sun in top right

Author By BETSY

page Picture of child in box beneath

name

Page 1 Text at top, "YOU MAY FiNDE YHe

HiDAN HORT"'

Picture of ship at bottom with

picture of a heart hidden under

a flap of paper which she had

constructed.

Page la Pictures of hearts and smiley

faces on an unnumbered side of 1.
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Page 2 Text at top, "SAEKE'S" with picture

beneath which includes a snake and

some stars.

Page 2b This page seems to be either an

inventory of words she knows and

loves or a cryptic message tying

the author to the audience. Text

says,

"ME YOU

HELP

i LOVE'

YOU"

(In explaining this page a week later

she said, "This is about school," and

then read the vords like an inventory.-)

Pages 3

and 3b Two pages of pictures

Page 4 This page had a text at top,

"Hi HeLLO,"

the numeral 4 written slightly

above the center of the page, and

a picture of a rocket on the
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Page 5

bottom.

This page has the words,

"I'm

-LONLYe,"

written at the top, above a drawing

of a, small heart in the center of a

spiral which ends at a numeral "5"

in the bottom right7hand corner.

Page 6 This page has the words, "MY WOOR,"

written across the top, ending in

the top right-hand corner. Beneath

the words is 4 drawing of a girl on

top of what appears to be a mountain,

placing something in a container.

The numeral W' is written mid-way

p the right-hand margin.

Page 7 Page 7 has the numeral reversed (as

were 1, 2, 3, and 4) in the bottom

right-hand part of the page. Written

across the, top is,

"FROMBETSY

TOREEKKY"
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Parts of these texts were explained in part by conversations

tr.

overheard during composing (like when Kimberly and Betsy discussed how

to spell "lonely," each asserting different preferences for how "I

spell it") and in part by descriptions to the examiner'when the

stories were turned in. Additionally, for the case study children,

information could be added during the delayed re-reading session.

The second type of multi-page composition was the mini-book, but

only one child used that form. During her first/session, Caroline

drew a multi-paged book on one 8 1/2 X-11 1/2.inch piece of paper that

she divided into a number of tiny rectangular boxes. When the

examiner first noticed her strategy, she had filled in one box with,

"BOOK'," and a second with, "CAROLINE." While the examiner was

observing other children, Caroline finished her drawir - and cut the

tiny "pages" apart..- She had placed them in -.an order he examiner

had not seen the order in which they were composed. During the second

session, the examiner saw the pages before they were cut apart. At

least for the second session, Caroline had composed the pages

"out-of-order' on the page display bu. .1n order" of logical sequence.

After_she cut them apart, they, like Pages in the first "book,"

again followed a logical, front-to-back physical order with the

drawings lined gp with the oral story that she told to accompany them.

Each session she discussed her story while she was composing in

conversational wording and tone.. Then, when she turned the story into

the e- she "read" it with a reading intonation even though
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there were no words to the story. The story clearly had drawings to

represent the story events she recited. The first story was "read"

while turning the tiny pages.

Caroline (3/5/81)

One day there was Mr. and Mrs. Cherry went outside

to think of getting three cherries or not.

They decided yes, so they just saw behind them

a little (pause) pink rug with litt,le cherries

on it so (pause) they took them home with them

and they walked home. And then they got to the

house and went, "Ding dong," and went and they

opened the curtains and they left the curtains

open. So they closed the curtains and (pause)

and opened the door (gesture).

And then they opened the curtains to see.

And then they closed the curtains and then they

went to bed.

Caroline introduced her main-characters, clearly, in specific

terms,. and then used pronouns and'other reference words,fairly

clearly. In her second compositionshe specified the constituent

actions even more clearly, for "getting three cherries" mean getting.

Cherry "children" and the preconditions of a wedd:;,ng are fulfilled in

her story for the adult..
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These examples indicate the degrees of sophisti ation about

forms of published books and stories that children ar gathering. It

appeared that part of their growth came through sessions like these in
1

which children picked up ideas from each other, discussed the use of

those ideas, and incorporated them into their own compositions.

Additionally, the teacher's questioning of one child seemed to have a

greater effect in that a child would respond that he or she was going

to add "author's name" or "some writing" to the story he or she was

working on and, soon other children at the same work area would be

including that detail as well.
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These examples indicate the degrees of sophistication about the

- forms of published books and stories that children are gathering. It

appeared that part of their growth came through sessions like these in

which children picked up ideas from each other, discussed th2 use of

those ideas, and incorporated them into their own compositions.

Additionally, the teacher's questioning of one child seemed to have a

greater effect in that a'child would respond that he or she was going

to add "author's name" or "some writing" to the story he or she was

working on and soon other children at the ti,.-2me work area would be

including that detail as well.

Another set of overall Observations during the composing

sessions concerns the role of the teacher or researcher. First, a

f''

number of children's needs and desires for interaction must be

balanced. Second, it is impossible for one per/ soa to observe the

/

detail of the composition than an be observed in one-to-one

situations. Graves (personal communication) and his colleagues roved

from child to child and had specific conferences set up in the

classroom between teacher/researcher , university researchers and

individual children. Using that techniqUe, he azLd his colleagues were

able to gain samplings of the children's composing techniqui..

used one-to-one intervir in some parts of the study, removed from

the classroom setting, were able to gain much detail about the

sequence of the composing. In the classroom setting, we gained

details that we could not have observed, one-to-one, yet we lost

observational detail. .
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During the composing sessions of Study III, we were able to

sample not just parts of the composing but also parts of the balancing

act of the adults) present. For instance, at one point, Douglas is

trying to tell about his story and 'seems to go into a "reading" to

accompany the picture sequence. The other children are making so much

noise that the examiner had to interrupt his rendition and turn it

into an interactive sequence. In one-to-one sessions we looked for

ti- when the child mould turn monologues into dialogue, yet in the

:,!room setting it was the "teacher" who entered dialogue, not

because the child had been impercise but beCause the noise had covered

the child's speech.

Adult: Okay, Don, let Doug have his turn and then

I'll see you, okay?

Doug: Okay. This is the author's name and this is

the cover. That's a snake. (Contextualized

speech, "telling" intonation; he did not read

the title, "The Rainy Day," which he had

earlier asked the examiner to write for him.)

Adult: Okay. What's on the back side of this page

now?

Doug: Nothing. (Evidently, even though he had avitten

his name it was not "part" of the composition.)

Adult: Oh, your name again, okay.

Doug:/ ,Um, I made my name. (Seemed to acknowledge the
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print of his name, but then his speech becomes

"reading-like, after a full stop.,)"

One time a boy got a bOX from,his frienth

He opened'it up.

A snake jumped out.

He ran away.

He got another box one day and, and

it was a truck

but he thought it was a snake.

His mother took the box up

and put it in his bedroom.

He (noise covers next part) and he opened it 4.

He thought it was going to be a snake again.

Adult: (Interrupting) Okay. Now they were talking

t), so loud I couldn't hear. Who took it to his

bedroom? Did the boy take it to his bedroom?

Doug: No, the mom. (Contingent speech, appropriate

to conversation; notice that after the adult

calls the children to order, Doug continued

again in a "reading-like" recital and ends.)

Adult: The mom did.

Okay, Danny, I can't hear over here.

Can you guys whisper. Mike, can you whisper?

His mom took it to his bedroom. Then who

opened it?
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Doug: The boy came int his bedrn1

and he opened it.

Adult: okay..

Doug: : He took it out-and started to play with it.

The end.

--
Besides having the adult's time divided between class and

individual, often the attention was divided between two or more

competing individuals carrying out important development:al tasks.

For instance, at one point two of the lower children were both trying

to spell words. Daniel B. had drawn a series of rocket ships each

going to a different planet and had decided that he must label the

planets for his audience to be able to identify them. Mike had

composed a story that was fairly complex and coherent for him and had

been urged to give it,,a title.. He was trying to dictate the word

"army" to the adult. At one point, the audiotape records Daniel

saying planet names, sounding out, saying letter names, asking

implicitly for adult evaluation all the while while the adult is

repeating "army" and "what's next?" cues to Mike. Here is one section

of that sequence:

Daniel B' umm, umm, and now let's see, moon!

Let's see, M--

Mike: T, A, and, um-

Mm000nn--(simultaneously with Mike.)
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Mike: T.

Adult: What?

Mike: T? OK.

Daniel: Mmm000nn.

Mike: D.

From these Instances we can see that a teacher/researcher would

need a tremendous amount of knowledge (beginning:with the increased

perceptions mentioned in Chapter One) to keep track even somewhat

successfully with the events of composing in the classroom, whether

the purpose was primarily to record events for research or to offer

needed encouragement and assistance to children at the point when they

needed it.

From these observations, we have moved in more recent research to

try to record the range of.behaviors that can be expected in a

classroom setting and to provide practitioners not only with this

information but also some ideas of how they can expect their

management and observations abilities to increase as children become

more adept with and accustomed to writing in the kindergarten

classroom. Now, however, we turn to the question of whether or not

the children differentiated child and adult audifrices as documented by

the transcripts and ,:roducts ui their composing sessions.
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Child topics. Twenty-four of 25 children present for the

composing sessions for Ricky, the child guest, included at least one

topic mentioned in the interview session. Topic is defined as a

central item in the child's drawing that is:also mentioned in the

child's speech, either in oral explanation of the pictures, in the

oral story "reading," or in the written story accompaniment. The one

child who did not include a relevant topic was Nicole who composed a

three-page story using:invented spelling which she read as, "Once upon

a time there was a rainbow and over the shiny rainbow was, there was a

cemetery." The various representational systems, ...loth writing and

drawing, were so clear that only two of the remaining 24 productions

had to be clarified by consulting the transcripts. These children

both had personal themes which tended to override other intentions.

/
/ One example was Caroline's "Cherry Story" in which the transcript

reveals that she had begun planning to include a-"house" because Ricky

had said he liked houses in his stories. Similarly, Mickie, who

always focuses upon a personal theme of famous Chicago buildings (the

John Hancock and Sears Tower), also said that he was including "a

regular house," even though it is not clear from his drawings that he

has drawn anything other than huge monoliths with warning lights.

Having asserted that child-relevant topics were included in

almost every composition, however, I must now qualify that statement.

The topics that were included were extremely limited, non-centl:al to

the more lively discussion of the interview, and repetitive. The most

popular topics included in the children's compositionSNthat were also
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included in the children's productions were houses, for twelve

children, rockets, for nine, and snakes, for six. The most popular

topic inserted by children that had nr,t been mentioned in the child

audience interview is that of rainbows. While rainbows tend to make

the rounds of kindergartens anyway, these data were collected just

after St. Patrick's Day!

The children discussed Ricky while composing, including

discussions about his ability to read and their abilities to write.

Richard included Ricky in one of the pictures, in the Sear's.Tower,

beside which stood "the play Sear's Tower," and four other children

included an inscription, "To Ricky."

Adult topics. Twenty-three of 25 children were present-and

composed but Daniel R. failed to turn in his picture story of a

radarcar with radar "looking for tanks and planes." All of the 23

children who composed used some topic that had been mentioned in the

interview. The most far-fetched was, again, Caroline's "Cherry

Story," but she had interviewed Mr. Rouzie privately and got him to

assent that he liked "Cherry Stories." She seemed to make a

distinction (not based on discussion with the adult), that he liked

"big Cherry Stories."

The:adult topics show more variety, however,. the interview was

the second in time so there is no way of separating various kinds of

practice/historical effects from this greater variety. This is

particular relevant because, while the children composed about

topics mentioned in the interview, the core content was the same as
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those mentioned in the child interview, with the exception of the

second most popular topic, that of children, included by seven

children. Houses had dropped in popularity, commanding inclusion by

only three children each of whom drew a specific kind of house:

"generic" house; a huge building; and a barn. Snakes were included by

four children, including Chad who said the snake picture was an

"extra" and not a true part of his story. The most popular topic

category, used by 14 children, was a conglomeration of themes of space

travel and/or war. It is possible that each of these could be

included in adventure and science fiction; however, the topics seem

more likely to have been motivated by the discrete items: rockets,

eight children; tanks, five; planes, three; and spaceships, two.

It is intriguing to notice that, although the topics included

were indeed part of the interview, they were based upon ideas that the

children were curious about. One can speculate that there are two

basically "adult" themes: interest in children and powerful

adventure, but that is ertainly an inference built upon shaky

foundation, given the nature of this study.

We can conclud that the children did narrow their topics to

those included by the two visitors, whether or not they distinguished

within the topics themselves. Comments by the children support the

claim that they were attentive to the child and the adult as audiences

for their stories, even though they might not have held the audience

sufficiently in mind to influence smaller. choices. We now look at a

sample of comments from the children's discussions while composing.
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Effects of audiences as potential readers. When composing for

the child, many of the children seemed to base their decisions about

the form of representation that they would use upon the fact that

Ricky couldn't read or couldn't read their writing. The first

question asked by the children in'the first composing session for the

child was, "Can_we-make picture books?" Caroline explained that she

was making all of her little pages of pictues, ". . . so he could look

at the pictures."

When the first child mentioned writing, he or she (unidentifiable

on the tape) asserted that Ricky "won't understand." By the time this

comment was finished other children were asking how to spell various

words, so the writing attempts weren't noticably delayed by these

objections. Another child said that Ricky would like his story,

. . . well just because it's different pictures."

When the chilaren began composing for the adult, they discussed
\

his topic preferences more among themselves at the beginning than they

had done with the child. They mentioned categories that could

substantiate the claim that they were taking the topics from an adult

perspective. For instance, one child asked, "Did he say he, he likes

fiction ?" The examiner answered, "He did say he liked fiction,

particularly he likes science fiction," and the child promptly

replied, "I'm going to try--to make some flying saucers."

Some of the children seemed to be concerned that their writing

wouldn't be understandable to the adult. A group ,turned in their

productions-at about the Same time, explaining that they were picture
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books: "These'are picture books. We can't write anything cause we

don't know how to write."

In another instance, Virginia and the examiner were discussing

whether she would write or draw first and she elected to write first.

At that point, Jodie asserted that shel wasn't going to write. When

the examiner encouraged her to try and do it her own way, Virginia

suddenly interrupted saying that she couldn't write, either:

Virginia: I can't because I--but then

he wouldn't know how to makes it up.

Adult: (Interpreting in anticipation; this was a breach

of procedures.) He, he won't know how

to read it if you write it?

Virginia: Uh-huh.

Virginia went on to compose a three-page story in invented spelling;

for the child, she had drawn pictures.

Kimberly gave the longest discussion about the adult audience.

Her comments ranged over time. She had begun a piece that she called,

"A Children's Story," saying that the topic was because Mr. Rouzie

liked children. After working on it for a while, she suddenly came up

and entered into this long discussion about grown-ups.

Kimberly: I'm going to make mine long and that's good.

Adult: You're going to what?

Kimberly: I'm going to make this long cause then it's

good cause men like it long.

Adult: Men like long th--long stories?
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Kimberly: Big people like long stories.

Adult: I think they do. The'y(\ (tend to like longer

\\ ,

Adult: Why do you think big people like longer stories?

Kimberly: Because they want--someti es% --

stories. .

Adult: They what?

Kimberly: They want sometimes lonely stuff.

Adult: They want sometimes lonely stuff, ih-huh:

Kimberly: Yeah. They like to have long stories because

they like to rest.

Later, she added that adults want long stories, "For a bedtime

story," and that she had included a picture of Mr. Rouzie in her\

story.

Two of the children dealt with issues Pbout how the adult would

know how to interpret their pictures. Daniel B. had drawn three

rockets and explained that each was going to a different destination,

one to Saturn, one to Mars, and one to the moon. When asked how the

adult would know that, he suggested putting a picture of each heavenly

body in his pictures. The adult pressed-him about how Mr. Rouzie

would know which was which and he didn't solve the problem. The adult

asked if he could put the names on the picture and he left, as if to

do that. Later he came back with the pictures and no mass. He began

to explain which was which to the examiner. She again ask:-:d how Mr.

Rouzie would "know Mars from Saturn." He explained he had made

Mars bigger than Saturn. Finally, he acknowledged the problem with a
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possible solution.

Daniel: Well, maybe--well--could spell it on it.

Adult: Uh -huh.
\

Daniel: --like a name--but--I don't really know how.

It was Daniel B. who got into the lOng sounding-out sequence at the

same time that Mike was trying to dictate the spelling of "army."

Both 'boys had respoAded to questions about how the adult would

understand their drawings.

Forms of writing used. Far and a 14 ay the most common kind of

writing was the child's own name. Irf describing the child's writing,

the name- seems to hold special sigificance. For that reason, I place

<
\ different forms of writing, by condition.

"conventional" writing. Here are the numbers.of children using

it as a separate category, even though it can be considered to be

Child (N=25) Adult (N=22)

Own name 16 21

Conventional

words 8 6

Invented'

spelling 7 5

"Scribble" 0

Letters/

numerals

"Dictated" 2 1
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I find nothing 01 remark on about these data, except for the

pausity of connected trot overall, compared with the wealth of

' '.nd of oral acctImpaniment. In the next section, I will

discribe the oral accompanlmentf the case study children, along

with their other responses ro e delayed .re- reading interview.

Delayed Re-Reading Interview

One week following each composing session, the case study

children Were interviewed individually. The exariAner had a steer of

child compositions spread on the floor beside t..1-1 interview table and

asked the child, "Show me your stbry.fq7 Ricky ,(or Mr. Rouz " The

urpose of this selection was to see.if the child recognized his or

/ her own composition which the children did in.every instance. The

next two questions were (1), "Tell me-about it'," and (2), "Read it to

.me." By asking both questions, we could see if children ma e a

distinction between the oral accompaniment to the producti in

response. to tell and read requests. The final question. wa , "What do

you think Ricky (or Mr.. Rouzie) will do when he gets your ory?"

along with a request for the basis for this judgment, "What makes you

think he'll do ?" Unfortunately, due to illness, only seven

of the nine case study children had delayed re-reading interviews for

both child and'adult. I will discuss the children according to

emergent reading ability levels.

High children. Each of the three high children made a strong

distinction between the child and adult audience in discussing why

they thought that each would like the story or what the audience would
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do with the story. Two girls each asserted that, even though her story

had Writing, the child guest yld only at the pictures because

"he can't read." One of -these girls explained- the importance of

writing as distinct from drawing as a form of representation.

Betsy: . . I likes writing things.

Adult: Why do you like writing things?

Betsy: Because--pictures don't tell as much as writing

does.

Adult: Oh? How does that, uh, how do you know that?

Betsy: Cause, um, if you, um, take pictures then'

they won't really know what's happening.

Cause a lot of things can happen with a boat

and a buoy. And a lot of things can happen

with a (pause)_snakes7 and trees.

(Elements in her story pictures.)

Adult: Um -ham.

Child: And stuff, and everything like that.

Adult: Well how do, ah, how do words help that?

(Illegitimate introduction of term words.)

Child: They tell what the, the picture is, is dnin

with the, uh, um, with the words. To tell,

to tell what the pictures are doing. .4nd

what the people are doing and what the

everything is doing.

Both Nicole and Betsy wrote, with Nicole using invented spelling
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and Betsy uf.:ng a mixture of conventional and invented .spelling. They

both distinguished clearly between telling and reading. Jodie, on the

other did not write and did not distinguish; she sounded as if she

was telling a story gor.h,nth the telling and reading request like

BeC y, who clearl-;+ distinguished her reading from asides to

examiner during the reading,'Jodie's speech in response to the read

request sounexd like telling throughmTf:

Jodie: Well, see this is the story-bf king

,and a rainbow. Aad, see, one day the rainbow came

and the-o. :Lt went away.

That's all I could remember.

She ar,se-,ted (Alec she teas reading, "Because that's how I wanted it,"

but gave further explanation except, "I don't know."

Moderate children. Andrea was absent for the adult interview so

only Doug and Chad c r. be compared across conditions. By the time of

the delayed interview, the two moderate boys were no longer making

very vivid distinctions between the two audiences. Douglas claimed

that both child and adult would read his stories, even thOugh there

was 7::o writing otl the adult story and he himself had ignored the

dictated title, "The Rainy Day" on the child story. In Study II,

Douglas nad used some invented spelling of the syllabic level. In

this study, as in Study II, Doug showed trouble understanding "what

gets written of what is said." When the examiner asked him to

remember what he had asked her to write on the story. He said, "Rainy

Day," and then asked about "this top one," or the word, "The."
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He read the "middle one," as Rainy and the "bottcm .1e" as Day.

When asked to recall what he wanted the whole thing to be, -Lac.: said, "I

wanted it to be the rainy day." In this example, it appears that Doug

did not treat the word "the" as a salient, writable item. Notice,

however, that he appears to try to sound out the unit so he is

creat:;.ng the written unit as a word and even names it with another

short and indistinct sound unit, the oral word "to."

Adult: Let me say it to you again. OK. The whole thing

Is the rainy day.

Doug: Yeah.

Adult: What's the first one?

Doug: Hmm. (pause) I don't know.

Adult: T,at"s a real tough one.

I'll Say x..t real slow.

The--rainy--day.

Doug: Yeah.

Adult: What's the first one?

Doug: (Pause) To.

Adult: OK. Why are you saying to? Because of the T?

Doug: Uh-huh.

Adult: (Dc:iding to give information.) Uhf -huh.

Instead of being to this is the.

Doug: The

Douglas made a strong distinction in the spe-.ch he used for
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telling about the story and for reading the story, even though he was

"reading" from the pictures, in the child condition. In the adult

condition, his telling intonation was reading-like and when asked to

read, he looked surprised and said, "Hmm. I did."

In contrast, Chad said that he couldn't read from either story

because there "is no reading." In trying to explain this to the

examiner, Chad became very disfluent, "Uhm (pause) uhm, uhm, it's just

a--a like look a lot--at, uhm, story sorta." When asked to tell about

his stories, he used almost totally contextualized language, even

contextualized to the no-longer-present act of drawing.

Adult: Tell me about your story. .

Chad: (Pause) Well, it was pretty hard to make, and, u

(pause) there's a lot of things to do with it

and it's real fun to, um, color stuff.

The only way the adult was able to get Chad to specify the items he

was talking about was to ask a series of questions like, "What is this

about?" and "What are those 'up here?"

Andrea composed storie for both the child and adult audience but

she was ill for the adult delayed interview. From the information

contained in the child interview, it seems that she also did not have

a very distinct ided of the child liencz by the time of the delayed

interview. She had changed her _ cy somewhat from being about a boy,

going to/a garden and seeing_ a rainbow to being, a king going to a

garden. Jodie had asserted that her story was about a king because

Ricky was a boy and.if he weren't she could have made it about a
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queen. Andrea, in contrast, c:ve 219 her reason for choosing this

theme, "Cause it was the one that came up with me," "In my.

mind." Andrea appeared to use invented spelling in her child

although her text was indistinct in the composing session and she

crossed part of it .7ut. It is not clear how complex or accurate a

linear representation it is. That is, it is not clear that each

letter stands for one unduplicated sound; we have found that children

will begin to compost', lose track and then re-write an already

recorded segment. In the adult story, Andrea only wrote her name on

the three pictures.

7,ow children. Noreen was absent for all parts of the adult

session. During the composing session for the child and during the

re7reading,_she said .that the-flower_in_her_picture was for Ricky's

mother and that the house was for Ricky. In the re-reading, she

insisted strongly that the flower was for Ricky's mom and not for

Ricky, "Cause they don't--boys don't like flowers. . . . Anyway,

Ricky doesn't like them." (Thus while her picture story seemed to have

little connection with Ricky, her disclaimers showed awareness of him

as a person and of his preferences.

Additionally; Noreen said that Ricky couldn't read her story

because it had no words in it; she said that he could, however, read

her name "because he's in nursery school."

The two boys had stories for both conditions. Richard had a

picture of Ricky in the child story, along with a story fitted to a

child, and a picture of Mr. Rouzie in the adult story, along with a
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space ad re story. For both conditions, he, claimed that he could

not: story and that it could not be read because he had

othing. These statements were not directly connected to

considerations of the audience, rather, to Richard's abilities.

Richard's story for the child was in pictures which included

favorite elements of the boys in Richard's kindergaLten, the John

Hancock building and the Sears Tower but he wove them into a story

containing Ricky himself, real objects and events and toy, or "play"

replicas, like "the play Sears Tower for Robbie," and Ireal. Sears

Tower." In response to the request to "tell me about it," he gave

conversationally presented lists of the items in the drawing, elicited

dialogically.

Richard presented one of the most interesting distinctions

bet-an the "tell" and "read" request. When asked to read, he refused

since, "I-didn't write words down." 7.owever, he said, "I could tell

about it." He had, in fact, just told about it in the dialogic form.

Now, for this request, he maintained an oral monologue, clearly making

one of the distinctions of-the task paradigm for BRDKAWL. Here is his

story in response to the re-negotia:ed "read" request.

Richard (3=10-81):

Once upon a time the little boy Ricky

and he played Sears Tower.

There was a fire

and the ambulance came
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and Ricky was saved

but his dad was brought to the hospital

and this (pause)

(aside) oh, yeah, this the Sears',Tower

and this is the Hancock. (Adult: On the left.)

And here's the Sears Tower

and they were safe, tco.

And they brought thol out of quick here.

(Possible aside) I (unclear syllable) say at these two.

and it put out the fire

and_it were OK

and he was back inside

)1,1t ^ >r ^e of his pies were wet,

blt hA outside again.

airplane

And he brought out his play restaurant

and he saw the Sears Tower

and then his mother and dad drove him to the Hancock

and the Sears Tower

and he looked at them

and then he went home.

Even though Richard had some difficulty siLialling whether some

parts of his speech were monologic or dialogic and what the context was

for some of the references, he maintained a much longer and more vivid
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stretch of monologue than he had in either of the conditions of Study

II. In spite of the involved nature of the oral story, however, his

dro.vings did not support such an involved intention in contrast with

Doug who had conveyed his boy with the snake/truck presents through

both speech and drawings. For the adult condition in Study III, he

again said that his story, about space travel, could not be read.- He

claimed that he couldn't read, but he could spell; however, "I don't

know how to make words from spelling." He seemed to have a special

kind of speech in mind for "reading."

Richard: Th--there's nothing to read--but only,

only taking off.

Adult: OK.

Richard: It's "five--four--three--two--one--

decommission--zero--bblast-off!"

(Quotation marks seemed to be justified.

by his intonation.)

Adult: Oh, you could'.ve put that?

Richard: I didn't write them.

Richard had vritten both 'his name and Mr. Rouziers name on the

story, in spite of his th nials that he had written anything. Vlin

pushed to find something that could be read 1-:.e denied that there was

anything and when directed to the exact spot of the writing, he still

acted as if this par,:iallar writing "didn't count." 'co; form, he

gave an explanation of the source: Mr. Rouzie, "Cause 1. copied that

card!' and Richard, "I know how to make my own name!" This seems r,
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further substantiate the distinction between names and other

conventional words that children seem to make. However, Richard's

understandings seem to be advancing in that he is denying that he can

. write because copying or running off well-learned routines is not the

same thing as writing the words needed for a story. Additionally, not

all speech can be used "frit- reading."

Mike made no reference to either atJ:lience voluntarily and did not

seem to make a distinction in topic since both stories were about

space ,`-ruJel. At the end of the delayed re-reading interview when he

was asked about what the child might do with his story, he said that

he would read it. When questioned further, he then asserted that the

story was about space, or rather "Star Wars" which Ricky had said he

liked; Mike quickly retracted this statement and amended it as being a

"Buck Rogers" story rather than a "Star Wars" episode.

Mike's child story could be considered to be a rehearsal for :le

adult story in that the child story seems to be a relatively

disorgani:- sequence. In the child story, he began with a mixture of

what Glenn and Stein (1978) call descriptive and action sequence

statements. For the adult story, he seemed to have taken the core

elements and have woven them !ato a "motive-oriented" sequence with a

beginning, an action sequence, and a conclusion. This kind of working

on the task while supposedly performing the completed task is a

behavior that Mike's examiner, Beverly Cox, considers to be a very

important sign of how development takes place for some children.

. In both conditions, Mike distinguished between telling and
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reading. by claiming that he did not read. In the telling task for

the child audience, the examiner asked about one of the figures Mike

had called a ghost'

Adult: --What is he doing? Tell me a little bit more.

What is he doing?

C ild: I got to write the\words. I don't know what

he's doing. (He immediately turned the page

and described:the drawings on that page.)

Mike's reply may refer to the act of comp ding. Compare this

statement with Betsy's claim (page 352) that writing does more than

pictures can, specifying what it intended. In the reading part of the

'interview, Mike claimed that he couldn't read: "No, I can't, I don't

have any words." Then he volunteered, "And I don't know what this

funny thing is. I gotta think up something.' Again, he seemed to be

exposing his notion of composing that indicated that he was now

holdi g a higher concept of what rea and writing are supposed to

do than he had shown in earlier session of BRDKAWL.

His concepts seemed to be advancing but were still confused, froth:

a Conventional adult criterion. When he was ased what Ricky might do

with the child story, he said, "This is chapter one, this is chapter

two, this is chapter three," turning though the three pages of

drawings. When the examiner asked the question again, hereplied,

"Maybe read it or something." Again, for the adult, Mike claimed that

the story might be read. It also defended this idea by explaining

that (evidently recalling the cla, drifiew) the adult had
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said he liked to read. Additionally Mike had both dictated the word

"Army," by asking the adult to write it and by dictating the letters,

"A-B-G-A-T-A-T-D," for the word "army." When.he had been asked to

read, he had explained indignantly, "I can NOT READ!" Like Richard,

when he was prr'ssed to find something that could be read and directed

to the exact spot, he found the writing. He seemed to be pleased,

particularly with his letter-by-letter dictation and pressed the

examiner for exactly,. "What does THIS SAY?" His persistent

questioning, laughter, and repetition of the sounded-out sequence

indicated that parts of writing and reading from print were becoming

less mysterious and threatening to'him.

Case study, children's writing in individual and group sessions.

I have stressed the differences in the kind of productions that

children created in the c3 -sroom as compared with the individual

session, but that comparison only holds up if it is the found in the

case study children. Indeed, for all nine of the case study children,

multi-page productions with drawings were created in the classroom and

single-page productions with no drawing= were made. in the individual

sessions.

For the final comparison, I attempt(=d to judge the

writing/representation systems-use.d, in Cae Lwo settings in order to

determine if wa could compare the relative maturity of the systems

used in the different settings. Overall, there was more "writing,"

meaning more use of letters in response to a "write" requeSt. For

this comparison, the child's name was not included as part of the
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judged "writing." In the individual sessions, all nine of the case

study children used some kind of "writing," if we include Mike's

Y-like mark that he called a mistake. Four of these children produced

only picture stories in the classroom setting; four others, including

Noreen who was absen or the adult session, produced at least one

picture story. Only Nico produced written stories for both child

and adult conditions.

Children for whom comparisons could be made. The children for

whom making a comparison was relatively clear included the three high

children and two of the moderate children. The high chilaren's

productions were, in general, high and included much print. The

"relative maturity" judgment could be made with their comparisons in

contrast with many of the lower children whose writing systems bore an

uncertain relationship to intended message. Betsy used invented

spelling and conventional spelling for both individual sessions and

for the child story but she created a picture story for the adult,

session. Part of her reason seemed to be that she was tired of

working and didn't want to work so hard; it was not tied to her

conception of w , as evidenced by the level of her other Writing

.q,n1 her discussion of the advantage of writing given on page 352.

Jodie's writing was more mature in the individual sessions in

which she used a combination of conventional spelling, some phonetic

units combined with graphic placeholders including name element which

had sufficient stability to be remembered for a while and deciphered

rather well by an absent audience. For the classroom sessions, she
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only drew picture stories and had relatively brief messages to

accompany them. She complained about composing in the classroOm and,

in a typical fashion for her, was chided aboUt not trying.

Nicole, on the other hand, produced writing that was more mature

in the classroom setting. She used invented spelling.that could be

read for both sessions; where\as, for the individual sessions, she had

used letter strings and name lements with a story to go with them.

She had shown that she could se invented spelling by using it in an

editing task.

From among the moderate children -Ldrea's performance was

relatively high. She, like Betsy, showed variabili-y by producing

writing for three sessions,.ir s'lis case alWays using invented

spelling, but producing a pictur story for the adult. Her

conceptions are not so clear as Betsyis, however; it is not clear that

she thought an absPnt adult audience could read her writing.

Douglas used a more mature writing system in the individual

sessions, using invented spelling n both teal and make-believe

conditions. His endurance was limited and that may have influenced

him to return to picture stories in the classroom. His oral

composition that went with the pict res was very mature and the

nictures also related events that chlamged-in a story-fashion.

Children for whom judgments seemed, mbiguous. Chad and the three

low children gave more print in the individual sessions and more

drawing in the classroom session, but that does not mean that the

individual sessions showed more mature concepts about writing. For
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instance, Chad's productions overall were low in maturity. In the

individual sessions, he had copied from environmental print. For the

real story, he had denied that there was a message to go with the

print. For the make-believe story, he produced an oral "big wheel"

story. For the two classroom session, he produced picture stories,

but the oral parts of the stories were'quite contextualized and

dialogically-elicited. His conception of ho-7 "message" and

"print"/"picture" go together seemed q, It.e uncertain.

Noreen's limited samples seem like Chad's. For the

individual sessions, she had lette-s ao clear message; for the one

classroom session, she had a pictur ury. Her story changed

somewhat from the composing sessi_l the delayed re-reading. Her

conceptions cannot be inferred v. clearly due to limited evidence.

The two low boys, Richard and Mike, seemed to have similar
/

conceptions, even though their individual and classroom sessions

cannot be judged by relatively maturity. The conceptions seemed to be

that for the individual sessions, they would produce some print, but

no specific message; for the classroom sessions, they would produce a

message through a picture story with an oral version, but with no

print for the message: print/no message; message/no print.

This is an oversimplification because each had some kind o

message in the individual session, but it was not clearly tied to the

act of producing the print. Richard had copied his dictated stories

in both individual sessions and Mike's speech with the examiner was

dialogic and not clearly an oral monologue intended to be represented
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o

in the print he produced. In the real condition he had madea Y-like

mark that he called a mistake and': in the make-believe toniiitionPhe.
\.

had attempted ,to sound-out the word.space which he wrote as a baCkward

S and an A. Richard had copied Mr. Rouzie's name from a display card'

\°

but
/
denied that it was something to be read as part of hi& story.

The issue is whether or-not print forms -that are not clearly

signalled as having an intention can be compared with picture
. i

sec uences that seem to convey-gome story-lik qUence. At the end of
.

.

StudyLlgfl, it did not seem poseible.to make a reasonable comparison

between them. 4

Summary
2

The children in Miriam'Lendall's classroom carried out lively, and

A

. informative interviews with two visitors, a four -year -old child andan

adult male, both of whom invited' the children. to write stor4 es fdr

them. The children narrowed the range of'possible topics.to

overwhelmingly indicate awareness of the preferences, of the visitors :

in contrast with just writing 'about any topic."1They seemed to make
I .. .

i .. . t. I A- .
.

some slight distinction between the two visitors in the prodtcts of-
o. ,

. .
1: f, .

the compositions, there was bore evidence of consideration .of the

... I

intended audiences i-n the,children's discussions during the composing

\..

sessions, when turning in.their storied, and, for the nine case study

children, in the dela ed re-treading sessions. ---,

More noticeable than the audience distinction, however, were the

differences that were noticed when children were asked to' write in a

classroom setting in contrast with the one-to-one individual
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.

interviews: AM the individual composing sessions, Children wrote

(

.

one-page composition's, using some form of..writing and no drawing. In'

the classroom sessions, children Created multi-paged compoSitions, all

using some drawing, and generally using muchless print, These

comparisons were verified by directly comparing the compositions o
'0'

the nine case study 'children.

The compositions of'the case st y c ildren weree.Conerasted by

setting to determine 4f either the individual or classroom setting

elicited more mature cmnpOsition forms. 'Comparisons could be.Made for

five of-the children, but for the remaining 'Tour, who produced thL

least mature4ompositions, the forms could not be reasonably
la

contrasted.

. This study gives some evidence of the roots of audience awareness

that can be compare/d with other evidence. hrom children's reading .

1

\
attemptg w1Sh storybooks, from their re-reading behaviors with their

t

ol./n compositions, and from other comments about their tintentions for

composing. The stddy;was exploratory; its-results should be taken as
1

th4 basis. for more'refined techniques to examine the effects of

audience upon the early roots.of composition. Additionally, its

resulte'lead to questions about the effects of se tting.upon production

whith we raised from dile findings of the two years 'f comparing Study

I writing elicitation tec4iqueS with the techniques used in.Study II.

'1. A-
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Chapter` Eight

STUDY IV: "New Event" Stimulus

Introduction

this chapter we return to the Ox-task paraaigm of talking,

storytelling, dictating, writing, re-reading, and editing by once A,

'again taking our nine case study children from the classroom for

e-to-one jnterviews as we had cinne in Study II. In Study III with

its classroom setting; we had gathered evidence that the children had
, 4

repertoires far reading and writing that were much fuller than they

had detonstrated inieone-to-one interviews,o? Studies I and II.

Partially, were curious about the form of the writing systems that

they would use in tlie one-to-one setting with the task of "writing a

story" reinstated, In Study I children had used list-like structures

. with overwhelmingly conventional spelling; in Study II children used

varieties of writing systems but no drawing in ."wrieing stories"; and

in Study III children added much drawing to accompany full stories,

that could be oral or written in nature even if delivered orally.

*
iWe were more concerned, however, about the natut't of the stimul

\
.

we had been using for ;11e_children's topics in-, relation to-the
.i" .. ..

.

conceptualization underlying the six-task paradigm. In the.

conceptualization for BRDKAWL, the basic six tasks of talking,

S
torytellidg, dictating, writing, re-reading, and editing had been

designed to tap children's awarenesses of oral language/wl'itten

language differences. In Study II, there had been no direct and

comparable measur% of "talking." The prior measure of conversation
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about the topic of the compositions for Study II had come from the:

conversation sample at the beginning of Study I, removed about two or

..,three months from Sttoidy II. At that time, the,children did not know

, -
that they would be asked to write about topiCs from the conversation.

4

The conversations that the childfen.took part in during Study II

A

Q

.

itself were about the tasks being done; furthermore, they tended to be
1.

4
1

intervielike in nature. ,
4

1

r-

..

The stimulus for Study ii.I. wads alsokemoye in time from the

children', ever though the children had all had tthe experience of .

learning to ride"a big wheel ': : ae;bicycle. As noted in Chapter Six

and in, Ilzby (1941c) the topic of Ile rning-to ride a big'wheel could

have different semantic coltent for different children. In Study IV,

4 .

t

we provided a new stimulus,'so that the children could compose about-a
i *. 4 .

. new, Immediate event for whKh we had a record'in the form of notes

'---r-1 ..
and. tape recording. We would have a record of the child's experience

\ith the.eVent ind,alSo of the child's speech during-the event.
1,:',; : Y

w
1 .

Additionally,
.

we constrained the,eVent itself-Soothat it

contained all of ,the par& of a well-structured, goal -directd_--

sequence suchas is conceived to underlie story structure according to

',-,
.\

story grammar beor,istg' (Mandler & Johison, 1977; Stein & Glenn, 1979;

A
Stein & Gltnn, 1981). Since "stories" in Study II had.been

impoverished by story grammar standards (as 1144 been stories in
4

SulzbY, 1981eL we were concerned with whether the structure of the

event would 1?e mirrored inpthe structure-of the children's.stories

I
about that event.1,_
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Finally,
i

were, interested in the children's developinenotions
t;)

,
of audience needs. In Study IV; we wanted to observe howthe children

would Compose a story about an event we had just Shhted for an

1
.

,

.

..

audience thatiwas not present with uS. Issues of the struCture of 1.1e

0 .

.
stories were relevant to this-pare ofEhe inv,stigation, including not'

,
...,

just the overall "gramMar," but also how doheeiveideVices were usdd,

e
how well the child specified patts of the story, and whethevor

a
not

...

e .

,
.

the child included literary devices to signal'audience,and author

;relationships (she Scollon 1981)-1-

Method

,
l

"'The stimulus for.the "new. event" study was.arace with tiny

A .

, . .

1
.

wind-up toys,with rules announced:at the outset.. The race stimulus,
. .

e s 1 . \r .

was structured to replicate the hypothdsized story gra amnir structure

1 ...------
. ?' ---

. A

1
c of.a netting and an episode structure including an initiating event,

. -

,

e

a
internO. response/goal, attempt,.consequence, and reaction.-.The race .

r
0

included a settin g with
-
protagonists (the race,track display and

..

children). There was an initiatingt,event (the children drew dots for
.

..

their wind-up toy racers). Internal responses included the stated

,gdal of trying to win Ole race as well as non - stated responses which

etch childcould be aware of. The children's actionsl .pguiding the

toy racers formed .the attempt toward the goal. There were observable

consequences for each child as they Attempted to trOSs the finish line

.

first with their racer and there were equally observable reactions

,

from each'ahild. In addition to internal reactions, external

-reactions-were structured through the awarding of ribbons for each
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...

. / , ' . .

.

participant.with each child choosing. and/ decorating his or -her own

, I
%

s.

\

,
.

ribboit. While thif structure cOhformed to'one episode, tA dhild,courd ,

, -

ed§ily create embeddings leaiteto multi -episodicstol'ies (Stein' &-

'Glenn: 19.g1).
14

.
,

. . .
. .

,. Sessions'were.held in the .schooi.cafeteria, in a, corner with a
. . .

r 'kconsisting.of three lanes qutIinuct in masking' tape.' Tor-'racing

`each session,' three of the case study children and their 'examiners

-foiMeda 0-04. The.chifdren_yar.e told
.1

race which the examiners would, explain.'
le

thattheir would haVe a special

'One of the.examiners I
.

(following 'a sr_zipt provided in the'examinei,'s' manual, Study IV) save

.directi4ns Eor the race, using.a
4

second, examiner shook, up numbers

Casual but enthusiastic manner. A -

for the children'to.draw numbers fge

the racing toy each-wodid use in the race. After receiving the box

containing the'toy, ,each chIldufas given time to 'explore the toy": each

of which had a tric k'about-it that would pre'vent it from racing

straight down the child-'s lane to the finish line. The children were

.44

ts,

told that they Could help their'racers'ip any way that they could

figure out 'except that they could not just pickthe toy upland carry
4

,

it over-the:line; the toy had,to.travel they distance in the lane 't

.
, .

- / .

itself.

, Ail .parts of the group, session were tape- recorded, including .the

children's comments as theyopened the. boxes with the racers, during

the race, and following the race. At the conclusion of the awhr

-ceremony and its accompanying disFussion, the principal investigator

Called the group back.together,and announce directions for One-to-one

7. /
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-composing_tessions. _In'bhese sessions,. folldwingdthe-structure used

Study II, children were asked to write the story of the race using

the three forms of storytelling, dictating, and writing, with

re-reading and editing used to insure that the Story was 'the way you

.wantit to be." In, contrast with Study II 4n which the audienc6 was

the examiner and with Study III in, which the audiene was either the. .

child or adult *sitvr to the classroom,; for Study IV the child was

asked.tO white the story for an absent audience:

4 - THE SPECIAL. PART ABOUT TODAY'S STORY IS THAT

.1,

WE ,WANT to MAKE.THE STORY FOR SOMEONE 4 1HO

WASN'T HERE . YOU NEED TO MAKE'THE STORY

SO THAT A.PERSON WHO 'WASN'T HERE WOULD UNDERSTAND

WHAT HAPPENED AND WHAT A GOOD TIME WE HAD.

1

. Results

ti
The results section is.organized topically. 'S pecific questions

are raised and analyses are desCribed briefly prior to each set of

results. n many cases, papers thatexis as Separate documents are

summ arized.

Stimulus Activity: The Race as T.
.

The first question to be addressed concerned thp type.of language

used by the children during the stimulus activity, and'group

.

conversation preceding individual sessions. W4Ile each set of three,

childreh had somewhat different reactions to the race activity,,they

mall seemed to become involved and enjoy the race. The language that
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was used:preceding the race and following the race was ,interactive

conversational language, usually dialogic in form.' Occasionally;

4 i
1.,'.

there were adult - instigated IRE sequences (Mehan; 1979.) in which the

.

., 47 .*

adult posed a :queron and held the floor unt,i1 a child gave a .

. .

.

. ,
. ...

.

sanctioned response, but typically participants seemed to'c ?ntribute.

freely.- . e

.

Thd language that was used during the race, hdwever, usually ,was

more emotive in character, consisting of squeals, excited or regretful

cries. of "Oh, nO!"'or encouragement, or dekriptOn of tht action of

)

the racers:

t

Nicole: (Loudly) What's the MATTERwith this thing?!..
4. -7

C
. Child: (Indecipherable murmur)

Doug: It's going the:Wrong way. I guess I'll have

to turn it this way.

Nicole: I can't STEER the thing!
t7>.

(

t

During the conversations after the race,. the children showed.that
/

they understood the 'ace that had taken place and eagerly acted-out

4

some of the foibles of the racersand their solutions T' getting them'

to stay in the lanes and cross the finish line. The speech was oral

conversational speech primarily, and included copibus amounts of

gesture and facial expressions. Only one Of the children did not

cofttriBute freely during the group interaction. That child was Andrea

,who manaled to get all .other 'members-of the group to try to pull.

speech from her.

4.4./4

Besides furnishing as evidenci of the children's interactive
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1

'language upage,f.the grdup sessions instred us that the children were'

aware of the entir.e.sequence of events, including. the 'activities of

the other two children and'their racers. The conclusiod With .the

ribbon decoration, gavd,us evidence of reactive comftents as.well as

-

serving as a'further acti ity Which the' children could deA sCribelin

their stories.

' Audience 'Awareness
-

The'children were asked to compose the story for someone that

wasp't. present at the race, so that the person 'would understand what
s

.*

1-haipened and what a good time the children had. Thusthe direction*
e j

had called for ehe child to select an audience, to give information .

e. .

and convey reactions.

The 'first question to be rais6d,'is whether4the children complied,

V

with'the request to choose an audience. Of course, the child could ,

!

imagine an audience and not specify,la perSon..Mature Writing is often, .

described as having a general audience Or,. in the terms of Scollox and

Scollon (1981), a fictionalized audience. Some of the children actually

specified a person or personsas the Audience.

Th6 children who specified audiences came from among the.most and ,

least advanced. children.. Four of the nine children specified an

?
I

, ....

l

'

audience. Three of the childrenmentioned family members and a fourth

mentioned a classmate.

One outcome appears to be important. Specifying an .audience does
4 ,

not necessarily entail. .decontextualizatibn or specificaeion for a

non-present, non - interactive audience. One of the high Children, '

,
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Jadie, specified her audiehce as .being a cousin "or my whole family"

t

Heritold, di5p ted, and7handwr.itten st-orits contained importaht'
.

\...,,(- g

differences. Her told stbry is very. oral in imraing. Her vritten
..A--- .

. .

story is a brief, three-aasue schematic Version of her oral)and-
. ,

I

dictated stories, but her dictated story contains the most revealing

evidence of audience effect . While she dictated a story that began

in story' form,)it appeared to be partially letter-lik in fdrm,

;depending upon a high degree d interpersonallamilia ity. Note the''
,

,

\ . ......=e-

underlined section. Notice that the story,..beginsw shout a setting.or

N.

introduction. of the topic (this was' true fo'r a\ ili ersiOns ofeher
gy ,

stoly).

Jodie, dictated story

ih

I cam in second. (pause)

Um, C ad came in first. (pause)
4 4

Andrea came in third. (pause)
_ .

.*k

(Aside: Iknow'what I'm gonna ,say for the last

ti

line. The very 1.ast Word. (pause) Uh, let me

think.)

I picked a leaf for miblue ribbpn. (pause)

When I.give this to you,
2F .

I will show you-the blue ribbon. (pause)

(Begins talking, then signals that'wordsshould

t`e taken as an aside: .Let's see. That's not--)
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kind.;ofy*.e a creepy. creep my racer..

- (Louder) .I kinds had a creepy credpfOr my-racer.

0
Andrea had a frog that nobOdyh'd ever worked before.

A

(pause) Let's see:- (pause)
.

Chad' got, a helitopter (pause)

but iedoesn't fly,* pause)

It has wheels.

(Aside: n't this long?)

.

And I like the/tat ribbon a lot.

I,can't think of anything else.

(pause)

Jodie's.St ry shows great attentiveness to the scribein,s'needS in

2 pad-ging during the writing and in re-stating unclear or indistinct .

phrast
\

es. She:shows Awareriess of the potential audience who'Will .see

,, ....
1

.

.her ble ribbon but she doesn't give the'aUdiehce information about'.

\

i

why she would get a blue, ribbon. ...In her told story she had introduced
.

I
'

th blue ribbon as the very lett statement: . "A0d r got a blue
, ..`

.

ribbon'." NOW,- in\tlie dictated version, the reference to blue ribbon-

'

\
1

.0 e

a31

r

I

appears to be given information with "leaf" as the nqwinformation;'

'ftwever., the audience will not know that she used the leaf as a decoratio

\

!

onvher blue ribbon.

The,.Zther high Nicole, specifted that her story was for

her grandma and.grandpa. She created the only fictionalized story in

the sample. Each version,told,'dictated, and written,-began with'a

setting thlJseemed to becoMe increasingly literary (her written-
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:version ha jto be judged by the re-reading sinceYshe was -"ring letter

stritgs for avrd.tip 'ystem)..

'Nicolec-sto ytklling;:
.

Once it was, no, ()floe it was. a very nice, day out
,

and this little-oLand_his friends_ were outside

planning a r4ce: .

; Nicole, dictatingsetting:

NIcoleis story has, to effects of .the specific audience

,'(:)f grandma or grandpa; instdad, she stems, to\have created .a story that
\-

.. .,

'would be clear'to any audience. StO4on. and_Scollon (19ar) refer.to'
.

One flay(pause):there (pause 'was (pause

a lit -t105oy (pause)
' 7 i

and (pause) his (pause) friend (pause)' and (Pause,
. -

cough) the(y).Were, (pause) planning (pause) I

a race. .. .

. ,

'Nicole, re-reading from writing;-setting v'

One day there was a little boy.'
,

and naive waserer7
4 A

and he had a friend over that was named Annad. .

.

this phenomenon as fictionalizing the audience snd discuss a companion'

role of the fictionalized author. Here is Nipole's entire dictated'

story (pauses gave been deleted so that the reading_will be cIeair).
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Notice her reference to the author. In their case study of Rachel,

.

the Scollens observed Rachel introducing *self, as,character/author;

in this story, Nicole has concocted a et of dharacteTs rather than

tell the actual event and then she "fictionalizes" he'iself as author

at the.end.
4

Nicole. aictating;11

One day there was a little boy

aid his friend

and they' were Rlanning a race.

So they putAiown-kme tape

and he had a race.

And they had a tie.'
3:

And -they made .two ribbons,

otherwise it wouldn't be fair.

/The end. r..
I'm going to write the author's name.

The two low &hilaren who specified audience were Richard and

c)reen. Richard not only specified audienCe, he showed important

signs Of deton tualization. Noreen seemed to respond to the request

to think about a person who was not present. but did not_seem,to know

.A

how that related to her story; instead, each time she mentioned a
,--7--

person (a classmate or her aunt) she seemed to, become confused about
t,,,,,,

. .

.how to continue. Both children eemed to haVelsome difficulty in

, . -

, .

dealing.with the demands of specifying audience.
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Richard used a form that GDaves 98.2) has called the bed-to-bed .

1

story; he seemed to have to begin at the very beginning of his day in1

order to get to the race event and he even commented, "Um, I, I can't

remember if I-don't talk abotit my day;" Hits day had included a game

in hig'classroom in which a ball is passed from persow to person while

music plays. ,Notice his speech to the examiner and his attempt to /
/

keep his story decont\ extualized,' which becomes highly successful irn
'

the dictaXted version.
f-,

Richard; storytelling:

'cipAuA) Okay.

(

(pause) I wpke up (giggle).

and I went to schooli(laugh)

and (pause) and did that-whatever that passing ball

A thing is

and we went into this room

where we did the race (sniff)

and, um (pause) and'first I got my spider going

and it went in everybody's lane (laugh)

then I got back

and then I started it again

and it we t backwards

and I st rted it again

and it went frontwards.

and, 000hh (singihg7like tone) then7-I forgot your name- -

(Adult: Mrs. Sulzby)
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Mrs. Sulzby told me'(in a deep voice)

"You better get it going

or ypu won't win the race.'"

And I got going

/: and then (mumbled and looked at ribbon on his

teeshirt with Yosemite Sam decoration)

'What is ,this (Adult: It's a ribbon.)

And then Yosemite Sam's eyes!

(Distinctly) -ThE end!

4

°Notice the contrast. with the dictated version. The ellipsis'shoWs

materiq.1 omitted for brevity, This version includes.changes-he macke
4

afterirepetitions fore the scribe.

/V5%

dIctating (sections):

I woke up,,ate breakfast, !g t dressed, went to

kindergarten, and I was

Then the bell rang

and I went in

and, um, then we did our passing ball game

and then I went to the cafeteria with Mrs. Sulzby

Then, then I won the race

and I put, um, the ribbon on Yosemite's eyes.

(Pause, aside: This is long!)

The end.
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. .

--,11 .

In this version he was able tO-specify-the gae, even though he
....,

still used the personalizing pronoun our. He olttedhe tonal- cues.

for.Mra. Sulzby's spee and turned her strment into direct --

quotation by saying, "And Mrs. Suizby saiu," rather than "Mrs. Sulzby-

told me." Finally, he brought off the finale with the ribbon in/A

. .

manner that grandMa and grandpa or any audience would be more likely'

to understand even though the reference il still exdphoric..

In the storytelling attempt Noreen seemed to indicate that

Ariadne might be her;audience, but she may have been simply stating

that Ariadne was not present.

' Noreen, storytelling, preface to story:

(pause) Ariadne wasn't here. (laugh)

(pause) I don't know what to say now.
re.

In'her dictating attempt\ she mentioned her aunt who'had.had an

'accident but she didn't differentiate her speech so that the examiner

could know whether she was mentioning an audience or was responding to

the idea of someone who was not in the room. Her re-reading, attempt
.

was ambigues, since she asked the examiner what the first line said

and the examiner mentioned the aunt. Noreen included the aunt in the

-subsequent re-reading attempt but she omitted mention of her in her
, 1

writing (judged by re-reading since she used letter

Noreen's story versions Were, all highly contextualiz4d,,omitting. any

settki and initiating event and only telling the c ntents of the

action. For example, her total story in the told version is
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activity - related; interestingly, from the/w'rding it is not clearly an

attempt to attain a goal. t
0

Noreen, stoz7telliA:

Um (pause) my frog was (hushed voice) jumping

all over the place.

And Ripharc.s was going backwards

And Betsy's was turning around. (laugh)

.DeconteAualization Through Information Structuring

In the examples shown above, the four children who specified' an

absent audience for their stories differed in whether or not they then

gave information in a manner and order which wom4 help heir
0. ,

t
.

specified audience. Children can provide information so-that an' .

.

absent audience can understand it even without thinking of a specific

audience. It is assumed that children reared in literate societies

develop expectations about _how stories should be told that involves.

decontextuaiizatiOn, or specific on of the context within the text,

be it oral or written discourse. 'Story schema theories assume, for
.

that stories .begin with 4 setting which includes a habitual

state and/or location of a,'protagonist who*.ts introduced before tfie

. .

activity of the story is introduced. In our directions for'Study IV
. -

,

, we attempted to prime these categories.'

In this and the following section, we first examine a nvmber of

means of providing for audience needs through decontextualization from

the immediate context and through provision of a Contekt suited to written

texts. This section contains two parts. First, we will look at.whether
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or not the children gave a setting, including introduction of a

protagonisS, and whether or not they told "what we did," the introduction

of the activity. This examination is limited to the stories of Study IV."

'In the second set, which includes comparisons with Study II, weywill look
Oa

at the 'overall structure of the stories, using criteria from a story

grammar .and treatin4wthe stories as incomplete or.contextualizedstructures.

In the section that follows, Internal Provisions for-Recontextualization;

we look at the use of cohesive reference and at the specification of

items context within'the stories themselves.

, Setting and central activitz.. In spite of being r2quested to

compose the story.for someone'who wasn'c,present for the race,

Overwhelmingly the children created contextualized stories that

presupsed knowledge of the activity being described. only one ,

- .

instance was the protagonist introduced; this was Nicole's

fidtionalizatidd of the little boy and his friend. (or friends,

depending uponupon the version). In all_ other cases, -the child began 1116,

.the use of" the pronoun "I". Sulzby (19810 found a similar phenomenon

and noted that while the use of isWith a larger,pample

understandable to an
, ,

.

understanding of the

abSent audience an occasional child'ahOws greater
1

'conventions. of written language by fictionalizing

the self as protagonist. Fqliowing is an example of a child treating

self as protagonist given in the Sulzby'1981c corpos^(p. 152); this

example was taken from a "real" condition like that in Study II of' the

present project:
tz,

Once upon a time, once upon a time

/A there was a little girl named,Kimberly,

383 r
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K-I-M-B-E-RI-L- Y.
,..

Note that this examplemasAdcontextualized for the audience and yet

the child accommodated to the needs'of the present scribe by spelling

her name.I

i\11 creating a totally fictional character, Nicole seemed to allow

herse f more latitude in other parts of the story. She was also the

only chil8 to provide a setting, witbthe xception pf Richard who

created s setting only by giving theblo ,y -blow details of his day

from.getting up ar$ going to' school. Nicole'S story specifies that

"it was a very nice day out" add that the children 'ere "outside

planning a race." She also creates a fictional ending in which the

two children tie and both are awarded ribbons, in contrast to the

actual race ip which the children 4.1 won ribbons in-spite Of coming

in first,-second, and third places. Richard, in contrast, could only .

%-

spec actual locals rather than the general c ses needed for a

setting. His "setting" seems contextualiz.dd rather than

decontextualize\d thus.

Chad treated the setting as completely contextualized, by the use

of diexis; "The first-time I got there," indicating the site of the

race. Most of the children bdgan the story as if the audience knew

the directions, thus adaptin the situation somewhat toward

conversational conditions of ontingenci7.., They were somewhat more

successful in negotiating-the introduction of the. central activity,

the race, but in all instances except,for Nicole there :were still

-7

signs of cOntextuqlizatsion.
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Andrea used deccntextualized references to the race in both her

dictated and%andwritten stories; however, she -had been given an

illegal probe by the examiner in her told story. In response to a
14.

re- statement of the q stion, "What did we.dO?"Andrea responded, -"We

had a race." Sh retlined and elaborated on this, phrase in thf

following stories,. which seems to indicate,, that she was fairly.

advanced.in her expectAtiods-for_a story's structure, Similarly,'

Ricnard began his told story with a contextualized reference to the

race:. "We went into this room, where we did the race," in'which the

room and race are treated as, given, rather than new information. He

was able to maintain this form in his re-reading of dictation, having

(7 r t

omitted it,in dictation, perhaps because of interrupting_himself to .

question the scribe about1how long the writing took. Chad continued

his use of con4ersationalseXchanges' with the scribe in referring to

the race as "what we were going to do." Mike needed conversational

exchanges With the examiner to Compose was able to refer. directly

to the race in response to a .question he elicited from the examiner._

Mige, dictating:

Child: What did I say first?

Adult: You told me what happened.

Child:. I like becauthe I, ah, won the race

Mike, likeglichard, used "the race" for his first mention of the race,

rather. than using language that would foreground the item as net

information for the.non-present audience.

Story grammar as a measure of structure., In 'mainstream American
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Znglish-speaking literate communities, like that of our children, we

expect a story to contailvat least the basic simple story framework
,

described by story grammar theorists ike Stein and Glenn (1979, 1981)
.

or Mandler and Johnson .(1977). Basicaily,,ye expect the story to move

I
.

in a forward direction like that in.ourracestimulusl

.15

Setting,,

..:Episode structfire

Initiating. Event.

Internal Response

',Attempt:

: Consequence

Reaction

a

If-:the story is' elaborated, we expect imbeddings to occur at

expected,places. Each category above can be elaborated by adding

Statements or by embedding other structures operating as inIts...Some

embeddings may serve the function of temporal Inversions. Ofte example

is when the setting is elaborated asl-an abstract. Menig-Peterson and

McCabe (in press) discuss abstracts as being part of a category.called

appendages.

Abstracts are defined as 'Summaries or encapsulations of the

whole narrative that appear at the'outset, such as,

"I broke my leg one. time," prefacing a marrative about how

it happened.%

If the child treats the story as context-dependent upon the

situation that just occurred rather than decontextualized, the'story
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rendered may presuppose
4 information in the situation; it may also

presuppose infoFm4lon in the directions given by the examiner.

Sulzby (1981c) found this to be the case; she also found that children

build stories around the semantio,content of the event they are

narrating so that given parts of a story tray vary in elabora/pn

'depending upon the real-world occurrences in their- experience.

Sulzby (1981c) used an adaptation of a story grammar devised for

children's productions r(Glenn.& Stein, 1978; Stein & Glenn, 1981) in

1 -

'order to "judge die structure of children's realband make-believe

stories about riding a big wheel (the stimUlus.replicated in the'

Present Study II). The underlying structure for that grammar is the
1

.
.

,i

episodic stucturedputlined.above; however, Stein and Glenn found/that

children's produCtions'appear to develop from precursors that:Are
1

11
.

Ron'episodioin nature.

1

The pre-episodic structures consist of four categories:

(1) No structure

Descriptive sequence

(3) Actipn sequenCe'

(4) Reactiye'sequence.

rl The episodic structures also consist of four categories:

(5) Incomplete episode

(6)Simple episode.

(7) Complete, episode

(8) Multiple episode.

Additionally, children can refuse to produce a story.,or produce a
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11!. story that is dependent'Oon interrogation from the examine;. Using

the techniques desCribed in Sulzby (1981c),- the told_ and dictaXed.P
stories from Study II (treated as Trials 1 and 2) and .from Study

were scored for overall structure. Nt should be noted that
r

descriptive, action, and reactivesequences can serve as. elaborations
\.

of .the priMary categories in the-grammar for. the complete episode;

this is important' given .the fact that some of the children .quit before

the story was completed. For this comparison, however, we 'treated all

stories as if they were complete.

In Sulzby (1981c) the structure of stories was found not to have

a significant relationship with emergent readinvabilities.

Additionally, the stories produce under the conditions of telling and
. ,

dict'ating stories as -part of a writing.task were:found to be very

impoverished as compared with the storied in the Glenn ata' Stein

(1979) corpus; b6th of ttose corpuses were impoverished as compared

r

with the less constrained procedures
used.by Menig-Peterson and McCabe

(in press). (Only the Sulzby corpus was collected under conditions
, .

specifying writing..)

.."
The scores assigned ranged from 0 for "no story," and i Rix. "no

structure," through 8 for "multi-epi odic" stories. Table 3 shows the

distribution Of- scores.for each, child, arrayed by emergent reading

classification, across trials. Again, there is variability .of.

structure within and across each ability category, as Was found in

.Sulzby. (1981c;'also reported in 1982b). The frequen distribution of

the scores did not permit a comparison with. parametric techniques.

-Insert Table 3 ahout here
'Q
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Table 3

Adapted Story Structure Scores %

Trial 1*
Child Told Dictated

Trial
T d

2**
Dictated-40

'Trial 3***
Told Dictated

,High ERA
Betsy: 4 5 8 5. . a 7 7

Jodie 5 .7 1 2 3 3

Nicole 8. 6 7 7 7 7

Moderate ERA
1 , .

-

Andrea 4 4 5 5 5 5

Chad 5 6 6 6 2 4

Doug 5 6 5 7 4 4

-""

Low ERA
Noreen 3 3 3 3' 3

Richard 3 7 4 7 7 ,

Michael 2, O 0 2 l

*'Study II, Real
**-Study II, MakeBelieve
*** Study IV

a



The distribution of scores, summed across trials, did reveal one

difference from data reported in Sulzby (1941c). While the earlier

samples had' shown impoverished structures in comparison with Glenn and
,

Stein's. sample, the' current samples agiee qul.te well with their

diitribution. Table 4 shows the percentage of structures produced by

the kindergarten -aged children in each sample.

Table 4

Percentage of Structures Produced
by Kindergartners

_ -

Tenn and Stein
Structural Type Draft

(n 54)1

Sulzby 1979*,
(n 96)

Sulzby 1940-81**
(n - 54)

No structure*** 15% 21% 9%

.Descriptive sequence 6% 4% 9%

Action sequence 11% 26% 15%

Reactive sequence 13% 23% 13%

All episodic structures. 55%. , 26% 54%

*Reported in Sulzby (1981c and 1982).
*1! Data from current Study.
*** Contains "no story" and "no structure" categories:
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While structural scores are higher for this set of children than

for the larger samples reported 'in SUlzby (1981c) ; the disL'ibution or'

scores'across'ability level and also across the conditions cif '.told gnd--

dictated stories eems Comparable., One Possible differengecan:be

!found in the Study IV trial which id not compa'rable to the fiFst

Sulzby corpus; that is that the told and dictated stories appear, to be
4.

more similar structurally than.do the stories in the real and-

make-believe conditions.kneach comparison. This observation is.

highly attenuated by the small SaMple'and the'timing within-the set ,of

related studies.
A

Children's "written" stories.as incomplete or conteXtualize

structures. The results from Sulzby (1981 ).and the current set of.

stadies seem to indicate that there is no direct and simple

relationship between storystructure as-I-pored by, a story grammar

p p oduction system and emergent reading ability; however, this
. ,. ,

observation must be made most tentatively and compared with Other
/

results. The issue of decontextualization is most critical. From .....

examination of the children's stories-directly and using other scoring

systems 1-ike a cohesiOn analysis (Halliday & ftasan, 1976;-King

Rentel, 1981) or a completeness 'of. context, analysis (Menig-Peterson &

McCabe, 1978; Sulzby, 19810', it becomesevident that we do not know
)

, where the story begins and ends- conceptually for the children. (We

can score where the story begins and ends in.relation to allowable

.probes and/or clearly stated asides, but that is no the same as

showing where the child conceives the Story to begin and end.) If we
4-
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score the stories from the transcribed outcomes, they merit the scores

reported herein. Even within this scoring; however, the setting was

often only sketchily implied. rf we assume tligt the child'.s story

presupposes information ,available in the context (as we.will show

_______there is evidence for assuming)i then the story that might be judged_T,

an "action sequencemight be the attempt category in a full episode.

Likewise, a deScriPtive sequence might,be an elaborated setting of a

story that was a more ambitious` endeavor than the child wanted to

complete. Glenn and Stein (1979). bypassed this issue by furnishing

story starters to their children so their data cannot be used to make

a direct comparison.

.

,. ,/

Noreen's story. (page 382) is an example of structure judged.to''

"U

be low-level. (an action sequence) that would be an elaboration of an

attempt sequence were it imbedded in the full, decontextualized story.

Given Noreen's general functioning, including her writing, a low-level

structure seems consistent. For example, she was uncertain whether

her*itatements about the requested audience were part of her Story or

not. Her-writing for all story attempts was a series of letter

strings that-had no one-to-one or other identifiable relationship' with

the speech that she uttered in composing or re-reading.

One of the high children can be used to make a useful contrast. -

By the second and third trials (Study II, make-believe,' and Study IV),

. : Jodie's told and dictated story structures were judged to be L... low or

lower than Ndreen's. However, there,is evidence that the scot = le

structur.es.she produced were partial storiattempts, rather than
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complete ones, Jodie appears to/have stopped composing from fatigue

or knowledge of the difficulty of the task. Simultaneously, she seems

to have been making progress in her ability to control more

conventional vpects of the English adult writing system. I will

review all thre
\

trials for J6 ie and will compare her with the other'

h.,.high children who maintained gh structure scores /in order to explain

my reasoning.

For Study II, real,/before she had had the ex&rience of writing'

,a story for the examiner, Jodie told a story scored.as an incomplete_

episode that she turned into a complete pisode in her dictation. In

the told version, she began with an init ating event placed in)a

s

4
ttting --s-t-ted in ta perfectly understandable form for a non-presen

'....

audience't '"understand.

Jodie, Study II, real, told:

See, it happened all--

when my mother got this big wheel from the rummage

sale. (pause)

You see, umF, I, I was:four then

This
Jk

was a few years ago. .

Jodie went on to explain how she learned,to ride the big wheel

concluding with _a consequence, "and I rided it," and a reaction, "and

I
I rode it a lot." When she attempted to itt this story, she began

with the clause about her mother buying the big wheel then stopped in

fatigue. She appeared to be using invented spelling as her primary .

writing -system:

39_3
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For Study II, make - believe, Jodie attained very.low scores'for

her one and three'statementbattempts for the told and dictated

her told storyshe ss stimeheemed to be simply converting h
stories. Each.

from "I" to "she" and "her" for Little Princess Charming but her story,

ended with a disclaimer about fatigie, inability, or difficulty of the

task: "That's all I can think of," "I, I can't remember," "I don't

know what else to write," or "This, is REally hard." In,contrast, her

written story. (see page 292) included enough structure to have a'

beginning, middle, and an end with an implied goal:(from "started

'tL riding it"'and. "felt goOd"). It consists of three, complete clauses

with spacing between word units whiclivshe tracked in re-reading and

'which had stability for her within the composing session: In order to

compose this huge unit, Jodie used some conventional spelling for the

words I and a (an indirect indication of, an advanced concept for the

word unit ;according to evidence from Papandropoulou & Sinclair, 1974;

and Forreiro & Teberosky, 1982); she used a tiny bit of invented

spelling for initial phonemes; primarily,'however, she usecrfiite

strings that appear to be repeated and varied patterns from her name

(a technique that she explained in Study,INT's writing task). In using

this complex writing system, she was able,to compose a far more

'complex entity in graphics than she was able or willing to compose 'In

oral form

I have concluded that Jodie is using lower-level writing systems
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in the service of higher order goals and that the,structural aspects

of.her composition, as revealed by a story grammar scoring, are

temporarily depressed. as she exploret the more difficult writing

tasks. Study IV furnishes further evidence for this interpretation

because Jodie composed complete entities in her told and dictated

versions, yet still attained only very low structural scores.

In contrast with her abbreviated attempts for Study II,

makebelieve, Jodie created entities in Study IV that had proper

beginnings, elaborated middles, and conol.asions, yet could only be

scored as action Sequences by the story grammar system. In fact, they

appeared to be of a different genre than the story; they seemed to be
\ ,

I

more like letters. in form, This interpretation is consistent with her

. I

.
announcement that the stow was for her gtandma-and/or gtandpa. I

Ir i

Jodie, dictation, Study IV (asides, pauses, and filled,
-,-.

I

1

pauses removed; also see page 375):

I came in second.
Chad came in first.
Andtea came in third.
I picked a leaf for my blue .ribbon.
When I give this tot,you,

I'll show you the blUe ribbon.
(I had kind of) a creepy creep for my racer.
Andrea had a frog
that nobody's ever worked before.
Chad'got a helicopter
but it doesn't fly.
It,has wheels.
And I like the blue ribbon a lot.

Jodie's beginnings are a series of statements about the older in

which the children finished the race, or "came in." Like many authors

of short stories ot.novels, she sets up a 'context which a reader could

39,5
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infer waS'about a competition of some sort. She does not go on to

build upbt this framework but seems to change genre. She inserts

interpersonal statements like, "When I give this to you," referring to
T'

.

the story, and "I will show you the blue ribbon," wigi direct address

to the supposed audience. Her Statements are all either ,4mentS,

states, or meta-statements addressing the audience about reactions or

future actions in relation to display for the audience. To add to the

complexity of her composition, she also included meta-statements to

the scribe in the form of asides about the composition ("I know what

I'm gonna say for the last line.")

In Jodie', writing of -this story, she again included only the

beginning of the story; however, unlike the oral composition, she did

not elaborate it with other contextual information. She seemed to be

confident in this trial, however, that she could write and she was

quite willing to use invention. Her composition for this trial seemed

more understandable for a conyentionalireader*and she -explained in

detail how elements of her name. could stand for the word came (see

Sulzby, in press, f,.)r other details). She also stated clearly,

however, that what she, had writeen in this composition was not the

. entire story: "I'm not gonna write the rest."
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,Jodie seemed once again to be using lower-level systems in the

service of higher-level goals. In her oral compositions, she was

using action sequence and descriptive sequence statements in the

service of creating an interpersonal communication somewhat like a

letter. In her written composition, again she is using letter strings

and name elements in the service of writing elements that she either

doesn't know how to or doesn't want to write conventionally or in

invented spelling., Furthermore, she explained her strategies.

These comments-about the relation of story structure to emergent

reading and writing abilities is speculative, given the stall, sample

size. The notion that parts of performande will suffer when-other

parts of performance (or the child's conception of possible

performances) are incorporated is certainlYcOnsistent with other

5

aspects of developMent. As we will see in the remainder of this

chapter and in chapter ten, there are also other instances in which

perforMance of children suddenly drops at a later point in

development.

In summary, I want to suggest that.young childien's stories may

be contextualized and thus incomplete as we indecd found them to be
.

This incompleteneSs may be due either insufficient knowledge of the

demands of written language (as was the case with Noreen) or to the

child's use of alternte strategies to reach other goals (as with

Jodie). These goals may be'high-level goals in the face of which the

.child reverts to more primitive behaviors--such as impoverished
\

structures by story grammar standards or primitive writing systems.
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We will return o this topic in the section on thildren's uses of

writing systems. In that section, I present further examples of

children-using lower-order Strategies to,achieve higher-order goals

and, conversely, of children like Richard using copying of conventional

print even though he-Wasn't sure what the parts represented: That

same child, Richard, also usedtwhat may be a lower.Torder oral composing

atrategy'by reciting the well-known sequence of his day to get the story

of'the race-started; in this case, his race sequence was well-formed,

'even containing blocked goal paths in a set of three attempts before

his final outcome, "I. won:the race and I put, um, the ribbon on Yosemite':

(Yosemite Sam's) eyes."

Internal Provisions for Recontextualization

(This section contains summaries from three papers available

separately: Cox (1982), Tracking "it" throlIghthe woods and down the

t

trail from emergent to independent reading; Cox and Sulzby (1983);
- .

Children's use of reference in told, dictated, and handwritten

stories; and Tinzman, Cox, and Sulzby (1982),-Childrenis specification

of context told and dictated story productions. These par&rs also

include cgfnparisons.with Study VI. The'kindergarten results will be

discussed here and Study VI comparisons will be discussed in chapter

ter)

Text, conocxt, decontextualization, recontextualization. In our

examination of children's writing and reading from their own writing,

we have been distingulthing between oral interactive speech imbedded

in its context and monologic forms_of language, particularly written

'language,. which we have discussed as needing-to be'decontextualiied'

3.98
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so that'it is understandable to a-non-pMent audience. We have been'

using the word "stories" to refer to the children's composed units,

because,that was the unit requested, not from any judgment about the

natureof the unit\itself. The story grammar scoring placed judgments

compositionsupon the children's Compositions concerning how well-formed'the

entities Were as stories in the formal sense. Now, however, we need

to address the issue .of how text-like the enfi,ties are.. Text,

according to Halliday and Hasan (1976), is a grammatical unit but a

semantic one. It is a set of relationships between units that it

English are called sentences (or, in our adjustment to children's

compositions, clauses) that shows how a speaker or writer conceives of

the meanings tha\tthe sentences represent being bounded together.

Unfortunately, the.term that Olson (1977a, 1977b) and. others have

used to distinguish written language from face-to-face interaction is

decontextualization,.nr removing the relationship be ween the speech

or writing.and the immediate context in order to create text that

stands (relatively) autonomously. In effect, the text must

contextualize internally.ffiough intralingual or intratextual devices.

. In this section, I use the term redontextualiiation to refer to that

process whereby the text world 4s created.

In the previous section, we found that the kindergarten children

vary in how well they produce autonomous text. Only rarely did the

children introduce a protagonist by a literary device such as, ."Once

upon a time there was a little boy named Chad." Instead, they tended

to start the story as if it were contingent lapon,the present situation
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or-speech of the examiner. In using the story grammar scoring,

however, along'with the repeated production patadigm of telling,

dictating, writing, and rereading, we found'that what children

produced in a given setting might beonly a part of the total story.

In this.se tion, we examine the actual productions for the aspect of

internal cohe ion, or the meaningful hanging together of the clauses, .

accomplished through techniques like reference, and for the specification
-

of context which wouldanswer to questions, such as who, where, what,

when, how, and why, that could be addressed about the story. These
e

aspects. are parts of the internal devides.speakers and writers can use

to provide c ntext. within a text.
0

Refere ce. The technique of reference.as described by Halliday and

Hasan (197) is an important device that'speakers or writers use to

make text internally cohesive and has the potential of making text

decontextualized, to use Olson's (1977a, 1977b) term. Reference can

be divided into two major types, according to the relationship of the

reference item to its referent. (AppendixG gives examples from the

children's stories of each of the, types discussed ln this section.)

Reference that refers outside the text to an external referent is
o

4
called exophoric; this type of reference is suited for faceto7face-

oral interaction. The form of reference that is suited for socalled

autonomous written text Is endophoric, with the reference item

referring within the text to the referent.

According to Halliday and Hasan speech roles typified by personal

pronouns'differVwhether or not they will be considered to be
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endophoric or exophoric, with the first and second persons, "I" and

"you" typically.treated as situational, or exophoric, but with the

third person, "he," typically treated as endophoric or textual,

refeiring within the text. Speakers/authors can Fake the first and

second person pronouns carry endorphoric status through devices like

direct quotation or literary introduction. In the directions for the

real condition of Study II'and the race condition of Study IV,

children were asked tO,write a story at/Out themselves. King and

//i

Rentel (1981) found that children's stOries could be judged relatively

cohesive by diffeientiating between 411iday and Hasan's

-subcategories, formal, instantial,. and restricted exophora.

Instantial exophoric references are, most important for this discussion

\

because they refer to.the immedigte context of situation. Cox (1982)

followed a similar procedure to andand Rentel in-scoring stories

from the current corpus. This scoring is important because it allows

.a-differentiation that gives a/measure of children's sensitivity to

4

the topic of the stories.

Within the text-itself, distinction is made between the manner in

which the reference is "staged" for the hearer or reader. The.

hearer/reader typically expects a reference item to point backward to

a retrievable referent;,this type of backward-referring item is called

anaphora. Less often, a speaker/writer will use the reference item before

the referent;sin these cases, the hearer/reader may have difficulty

following the presentatiOn. Such reference is called oataphoric and

iStreated as typically. non-cohesive (with the exception of such cases

4Q1

Ir0_



as a slot7filler 'use .of it in an introductorY.clause like, "it is true

that V)...

Within endophoric references, text can be examiried for how close

reference items are to their meaning source. . Halliday and Hasan use

the term tie to indicate the relationship between the reference item

and its meaning source within the text. They disti% 3h.three types

of ties, immediate, mediated, and non-Mediated. Immediate ties, or

those ties within continguous clauses, and mediated ties, or instances

in which reference is reinstated across numerous clauses, are both

cohesive. Reference can break 'down by too great a distance between

the reference item and its referent without reinstatement; this

situation has been given the label non-mediation. There are ties but they

are non-mediated and hence non-cohesive.

Children's stories can be judged by degree o.f dependence upon the

situation by distinguishing between those exophoric references that

are found in the imMediate situation and those that are far from the

immediate situation: between insiantial,and restricted exophora..

.
They can be further distinguished by the degree to which the endorphic

references are cohesive and are tied by immediate or mediated

distance.

Scoringef the told and dictated 'Stories of. Study II-and IV

required, first, that the stories be separated. from all other language

produced (such as interactive speech with the examiner). Two

independentjudgeS, using the standards of the examiner's manual and

the audio tapes.along with typed transcripts, were able to mark the
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text boundaries without difficulty. Additionally, repetitions, false

Starts, asides, and extraneous interruptions were removed and.the

texts were re-typed without punctuation or capitalization.

Second, the re-typed texts wereparsedt..into clausal.units based

upon rocedures and reasoning of Pannas (1981). Initial agreement

,

between parsers was 96%. Third, a\ ll pronominal reference items' were

coded", using procedures of Halliday and Hasan (1976) and of King and

Rentel (1981). The Halliday and Ha an scoring treated all reference
\hs \

outside4the text as exophoric; the Ki and Rentel scoring, based upon

work with Hasan, distinguished instantial and formal exophora from

;..restricted exophor4, and treated instantial and formal reference as

endophoric. For this .scoring, both the immediate situation of the

topic and the directions given by the examiner were treated as the

immediate'situational referczic5!.

The final step in scorinu inv,:ived tallying the various types of

reference items and translat. Clem into proportions of the total

r

textual units .(to equate for length of-production). Acorrelaticinal

comparison of the proportion of pronominal cohesive reference to

overall emergent reading ability categories of the children revealed a

trend, toward more use of cohesive reference for the higher children

during kindergarten; however, this trend was non-significant and; as

will be shown in Chapter ten, was reversed in first grade. Table 5

shows the means and standard deviations for each groUp's use of

cohesive reference collapsed across-Study'II2IV, and V.I. For the

remainder of. the comparisons correlated t-tests were used.
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Means and Standard Deviations

of Endophoric Reference by Children
Differing inEmergent Reading Ability

a

Emergent Reading Ability-, S.D.

High

Moderate

Low

.53 .26

.40

.32 .21

The first general question to be asked about the children's

stories is whether or not the children create cohesive texts, entities

that are bound together rather than.being unrelated sets of

utterances. Using pronominal reference as the primarY, measure, we

found that the children did create cohesive, texts, using' significantly

more cohesive than non-cohesive pronominal reference devices; this was

true with both the Halliday and Hasan and the King'and Rentel scoring ,

(t(8) = 10.93 and 2.63, respectively). Furthermore, it was the

children's use of instantial exophora that-accounted,for- the.

difference between the two scoring proceduresas.shown by Figur '18

(which includes Study VI), Thus we can conclude that the children,;

while not creating totally autonomous text, were creating units that

4
hung together mean!ngfully and could be followed through reference

items and that their deviations from cohesive reference could be

understood by reference from the immediate speech and situational

context rather than.from a context completely out f"the ken of the

listener/reader.

I
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Insert' Figure 18 about here

Figure 19 addresses the relationship between anaphora and emergent

gavel during, the kinderWten year. The high group appears to

use more anaphora that is closely tied°(immediate and miated) than

11+r. Lower groups throughout the kindergarten year, with the difference

approaching significance in Study IV (t (2) = 3.80, p .10). As we

\ .

shall see in Chapter ten,' however, this trend is reversed ftastically

fat

\
°

the beginning of first' grade, perhaps tied, to attempts by the high

i

...

children to create, more sophisticated texts and losing control of ,3

lower-level devices.

Insert Figure 19 about hete

Cox (1982) also repots other details of comparilonssbetween-the

various studies and the told and dictated conditions which are omitted

here. The only other result of interest here is a trend (p6.10)

toward a difference in favor of more use of anaphorOot dictation

than for telling. This result, woUld,e expected if indeed children

are differentiating dictation.as a written form and telling as an oral

forM, with Aotential for face-to-face interaction. These results were

% . .

indidated in an analysis.of pronominal and lexiCal reference that

,-.included-a.comparison with second graders (Cox kSulzby, 1983).

9

Completeness.of context. Another way_to analyze internal

contextualization is to conceive of .a story or narrative as providing

answers to a. series of quedtiOni that a hearei/reader might ask about

a topic. Menig-Peterson and McCabe (1978) analyzed children's ability

to. orient a listener toward a topic using an analysis of specification
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Figure 18

Comparison of Cohesive.and Non-Cohesive
Reference Used by YOu9g Children

in Composing Stories.):
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Figure 19
Use of Anaphora (immediate and mediater-, Lea) by

Young Children at Three-Levels of ErneLent
,R ceding Composing Stories
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of the who, what, when, where, why, and how information in a

,narrative. Sulzby (1981c) adapted their analysis for use with real

and make-believe stories from the 1979 kindergarten writing corpus.

She found a significant differencein the specificity of children's

.
make-believe stories as compared with their real stories and an

interaction that indicated that the makebelieve stories were better

specified in the categories of who, what, and how, or the categories

that form the heart of a narrative (descripti.on of the categories

and the scoring system is provided in Appendix H).

Tinzman, Cox, and Sulzby (1982) applied the completeness of

context scoring to the stories in Studies II, IV, and VI of the

present corpus. Only the kindergarten studies will be described in

this chapter with Study VI reserved f chapter ten. Additionally,

they analyzed the relationship between the categories that were given

in the directions and those that were simply requested. For instance,

the who Of Study II, make-believe, is given vin that a protagonist,

Little Prince or Princess Charming, is named and the child is tay.d.to

create a story about him or. er. The category of where ie requested

but not given: "you could tell where you were."

Each informational category was also examined across taals,

converting raw scores to proportions of po'ssible scores, but those

results will not be presented here. Individual difference findings

will be discussed in Chapter ten.
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Figure 20 shows-the mean completeness of ontext scores for

the three trials of Studies II, IV,' and VI. It can be seen that

i

throughout the kindergarten year, the high group provided !more

specification of context t
/

:than the.two low r groups; in feCt, the three

.groups are clearly' differentiated across the year. In first grade,

1

however, there is a/disordinal interaction With/the-top group dropping

far below the mo,iower groups that rise to levels similar to the high

group during kindergarten..

b Insert Figure 20 about here,

In this chapter we are concerned with the trend-during kindergarten,

which was statistically non-significant but repeated across three

trials, for the high group to give more specification than the loWer

groups. This finding was based-upon very small.groupswith much

variability. Study II conditions were replicated with a group of nine

second graders blocked on reading ability (based upon teacher judgment

and confirmed With standardized reading test Scores).- While the means

of each sub-group differed and the second graders were higher than the

. kindergarteners, again the difference was not statistically different

(Figure 21).

Insert Figure 21about here

In all,analyses, giving the information in the directions
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`Figure 20

Mean Completeness of Context Scores
for Young Children Across Trials

Trial

Emergent Reading
Ability groups

MOM MOM High

Middle

Low
Across

groups

1 = Study , Real
2 la StudY II , Make Believe.
3 is Study IV
4 te Study VI
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Figure 21

Comparison of Mean Completeness of. Context Scores
for Kindergarteners and Second Graders
Using "New Events Stimulus Conditions

in
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resulted, in a significant effect upon the specification of that

information in the children's. stories: Simply requesting the

information in.the directions had no suchreffeet.

.While there was no significant difference for emergent reading'

ability levels, perhaps due to low sample'size, the findings, combined

a

with those of the larger sample study of 1979 (Sulzby, 1981c),

indicate that specification of context is afruitfUl area for further'

research. Early research in young children's oral language had

indicated that they were insensitive to the needs of other people, yet

more recent research. (Gleason, 1973; Menig-Peterson, 1975;

Menig-Peterson'& McCabe, 1978; Shatz &.Gelman, 1973) has shoWn that

they do adjust their speech to audience needs. With a larger sample,

Sulzby (1981c), showed an effect of topic ,inn tasks calling for a

written language product. The effect of directions in the study

reported here lends further evidence that specification. should be

examined further-.--

Getting to Written Form: Storytelling and Dictation

In the sections abovei we looked at storytelling and dictation in

their transcribed fdrm to search. for evidence that children were

incorporating aspects of written language. .In. this section, we will

examine the speech in its auditory form to see if chkdren show

'awareness of the needs, of the scribe in dictation, or if storytelling

and dictation are indistinguishable for kindergarten children. This

( section Is a sjimznary of a paper titled, Children's development of theD
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ability to distinguish telling and dictating.modes (Sulzly, 1983).

Sulzby (082a) reported that judges could distinguish be°:.reen

audiotapes of children telling and dictating the same,story.' This

data came from the 1979 corpus in which.order and conditionsects

were counterbalanced and randomized However,'clues to

composition modes were present.on the. tapes and had.to be disregarded

by the judges.

In order to provide a more rigorous test of the ability of judges

to distinguish between the modes of telling and diCtatin, we selected

comparable units of speech from the audiotapes in which-tra.Were no

clues to the composition mode. These sections were eith2v j'Idged to

be the same or semantically similar. The telling and dictation

conditions were then varied randomly for each child and the order of

children randomized; then a master tape was made.in which each child's

samples were recorded twice with an announcement, '.Child 1 (or 2,

etc.), Sample 1 (2)" preceeding each recorded section. Judges naive.

to the study but acquainted with young children listened to the master,

tape and made three kinds of judgmentt arethey the same or

different' which was telling and which was. dictation. (with urging to .

guess even if they.-sounded the same); and basis for the, judgment.

As a further test of the ability of the. children to distinguish,

.speech density was measured by calculating the.numher of words per

section in each condition, using the entire production and the

comparable sections used. for the likeness/difference judgments.

Pauses between units were timed and all pauses of over one .second
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were marked in typed transcripts.

Overall, judges.were able to distinguish telling from dictation,

The judgments were more difficult (more judgments of "same," or

"almost same," and "guessed")_ for the eaTfe:ls than for trial 3

(Study IV). By -first grade, the judgments were laughably easy. The

.
bases for the judgments weraconsistentwith the criteria on which the

samples had been judged byV. the investigator selecting them.

\

If the total scorable stories are counted, including allowable

probes by the:examiner, children overall took froM two to three times

as lon&,to dictate as to tell, taking "child time" alone as the

measure. The lower children had more interruptions as a _result of

getting into dialogic exchanges,with the examiner, etc. (see Cox &

Sulzby, 1982). Dictation had morelegitimate interruptions than

telling which had almost none.

Table 6 gives the mean words-per-second for the. comparable

sections that were used for the like/different judgments' above, plus

comparable sections for children with clues to mode on the audiotapes.
,--

These means again indicaee that telling in much faster than dictation.

\during first grade. (Later analysis of first grade stories indicates

that the disparity groWs with a 4:1 ratio betwe4n the modes for the

high group and about 3:1 for the moderate and low groups;.see Sulzby,

1983a).

Insert Table 6 about Mere
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'Tab;e

Mean Number of Words Per Second
in Telling and Dictating Modes

ERA
Groups

Storytelling
Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 3 Trial 1

Dictation
Trial 2 Trial 3

High 2.18 2.17 2.11 1.40 .48 .37

Moderate 1.15 1.40 .77 1.34 1.52 .69

-Low 2.15 3.43* 1.71* 0,1.90 2.22' 1.26'

lese means include times for children whose samples could not be used in
individual judgmentS,due to clues to composition mode on tape;
child sPeechitimes and pauses not affected by examiner are included.
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Written Form: Children's Use of Writing Systems, Segmentation, and

Adults as Aids

This section has three parts..'The first_part focuses upon the

writing systems used by the children in writing, their stories. The

second part is a narrower analysis of one feature of writing form:

the children's growing awareness of segmentation between word units.

The final section is a continuation of the second. It spotlights

Children's means of eliciting and using aid from an adult,

particularly through the use of questions. The second and third

sections are based upon a paper by Sulzby (in press) titled,

Kindergarteners deal with word boundaries.

Children's use of writing systems. In Chapter six, the

children's writing systems for study II were summarized. The chart Off

page 289 shows the'"sile" of story written by each child and the

classification of the children'-s "writing systems." In Chapter Seven,

we found that the nine case study children did not necessarily

maintain the same preference for writing systems when composing. in the

classroom. There was a Muchmore frequent use of pictures rather than

graphic marks or print. Some children used a more mature writing

system in the classroom and others used a less. mature writing systei,

perhaps paired with a more mature "message" given in oral form. For

example, Nicol used invented spelling in the classroom whereas in the

two sessions of Study II she had used letter strings, a seemingly less

mature writing system. Doug abandoned invented'spelling for a series

of pictures; his-pictures did, however, form a coherent, well-formed
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,
set of illustrations for a story which he conveyed in reading-like

oral intonation.

In Study IV, the current study, we thought we'might see the

children incorporating more elements of drawing or other innovations

and we certainly thought that we would see progression upward in

writing systems. Our findings, however, appear to indicate far more

stability of the children's preferred writing systems in thee,

.one-to-one study session setting. We are, thus, positing a strong

effect of context. We, the researchers, were present with the

children in the classroom for, Study III and for the delayed

re-reading.

Tn Study IV, only one child changed "writing system" from the

classilr.ation we had made for Study II. That child was Mike, who had

only the .Slightest bit in-Study II, with his "largest"

production being an invented spelling "word" of two letters: -and A

for "space." In Study IV,'however, he copied environmental print for

his "story." Again the amount of his output was very limited, so the

,judgment is,based on a small sample. The judgment is 'also hampered by

Mika'S constant denials that he could write or could spell. (I will

discuss this further later.)

Presented below is a'summary of the writing- systems used by the

children for Study IV. 4

Child: "Size" of unit actually "Writing syStem":

written:
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Betsy Full story MiXture of invented and

conventional spelling.

.
-

Jodie Three clauses Mixture.of conventional

and invented spelling

and name elements.

StrOng preference for

forins. other than\

invented spelling.

Nicole Lines of letter strings Lettei strings:' Repet-7\

intent of internal units itibns of alphabet,

not clear letters, usually four

five in a row before

shifting to next letter

in alphabetic order.,

Andrea Three clauses Conventidnal andfull

invented spelling.

Chad Two lines of copy from.

crayon box, third line

the word "end," fourth

line invented spelling

rEnVixonmental print,"

one conventional word

perhaps copied or.

remembered, one unit in
_ .

for "the end." invented spelling.

Columnar display.

Doug One clause Full invented spelling.

.Noreen Letter strings,. four Letter strings;

lines, columnar display Some evidence oft
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internal variation,

source (copying or

generation) not .nown.

Richard Three lines but two trials Copied from dictation.

Mike\ One line "Environmental print',

From the comparison of these results with tho e for Std.:1y II, we

see that only Mike completely changed writing systems within the

0

,--,-
.

social setting. For most, there were only incremental differences.

Five out of the nine case study:ohildren were writing more, in terms of. ,

sheer numbers of units, and also in terms of proportiOn of the intended

message (taking the told and dictated story, as the base). A sixth;

Chad, made a partial change. of writing system,. incorporating a bit of

invented 'spelling for the first -time.

First I will explain- a kit-about why this comparison is. diffiCult

to nake.through looking at.those children whom I judged not to

increase. .The three "high" children Could not be judged to increase.

Part of this is a peculiar type of effect.". They always
. .

matched the oral, output to the graphic outpg.t.;. that is, they "wrote"
;

their entire stories, in contrast vith other,children.who said they

had to stop before they were finished because the task was so fiard:

Among the "high children," Betsy always wrote her entire story,

although it might be pared,down a bit from her elaborated wording in

telling. or dictating...Her writing was in conventional spelling and

'invented spelling so close to'conventional that it is easily readable.

The other two "high" children also wrote all of their stories, in a
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peculiar way. Jodie used a strategy of creating word units from a

re-arrangement of elements from her name, a writing system usually

considered to be immature (cf. Ferreiro &ieberosky, 1982).- She

combined this with a little invented spelling and some conventional

words. She spaced between these units, assigned a stable oral unit to

each, and re-read "conventionally," given the uflconventional nature of

her writing system. Nicole, on the other hand, used series of letter

strings, that lacked inti2rnal variation. In Study II, she used

variations on the letters of her name. In this study, she used

variations on the ,letters of the alphabet, in order. She used no

invented spelling in this study and she had only used itin editing in

Study II (she alio used invented spelli4g in the classroom in Study

III). Just as she had in Study II, she "read" h'et entire-story,

matcHing it to the graphs on the page by ,a linger-sweeping technique.

I thus judge both Jodie and Nicole to be using a lower-level

writing system for a higher-level purpose. The fourth child who did

'not seem to vary iri amount written was Ch'ald, a "moderate" child who
n.

always copied from environmental print. --Chad, however, changed in

that for Study II, he seemed to use invented spellineto write "the

end" or "the ending" with DNN. He "read"hii entire story (using the

told and dictated version as the-basis), matching his voice with the

print in a sweeping way, except that he denied he could read the last

part, the DM Chad's "writing" always looked'conventional--he copied

real warps, usually maintaining, the physical unit from beginning tc

end even though he did not space between-the units. "SONY" would'be
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written and most of "crayola" written beside it: Unlike Jodie,

however, he did not attach any :.?..able relationship between units

written and units "intended." Thus, Chad seemed to copy a more matuie

writing system and assign a lower -level relationship between it and'

intention.

From this comparison and from those of the children who wrote

more, I conclude that the oh..!.1drec.. may combine higher and lower.level

writing systems and intentions in ways not observable without watching

the composition and probing the child's understandings. Nevertheless,

we did find stability of the writing systems within the one-to-one

settings.

Five of the children wrote "more" or increased in ability within

the preferred writing system. Both Andrea and Doug represented more

of the sounds within invented spelling systems. Doug's increase was

most vivid because he seemed to move from a primarily syllabic form

(one letter per syllable) to fuller invented spelling with one letter

per phoneme (even though he omitted some phonemes).. Andrea had

already ruched that level of phoneiic representation but,..in StUdy

II, Make7believe, she had used columnar display and had difficulty

with the one-to-one represeatation, by repeating elements, For Study

IV, she want back to writing across the lines without spences between

word units, but her invented spelling could be deciphered rather

easily.

The remaining three children are the "low" children, each of whom

increased in the amount written in some way. Noreen wrote by
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generating strings of letters. She generated more letters and, during

composing, she some comments about her writing. She also asked

about the adult's written. comments. Later, during re-reading she

explained that-each line represented a child's turn, in wording that

sounds aaif relationship between the acts and the utterances are not

clearly understood. At the beginning of the re-reading, she refers

ambiguously to her dictation:

Child: I think I forgot. . . .

I don't know what to say. (Pause.)

Adult: Well, just read me your story.

Read me the story that you wrote.

Child: (Pause.) Should I say the same things that I said before?

Adult: Is that in your story now?

Child: Yeah.

Adult: Okay. Read me your story then.-

(Child recited a story, stable with dictation,

except for unclear conversational turns.)

Adult: So, point to where you're reading--for me.

'Child: (Sighs, ) Richard's turned around and went backwards

(points line 1). Betsy's- -this is RichaTA'--

right vihere\that dot is (makes dot between lines 1

and 2) and (pause) Richard--and Betsy's is right

here. (Makes dot between lines 2 and 3;'.sighs.)

Betsy's went round and roundand mine.went--no

(pause), this is Betsr's and this is Richard's
f"

\
(points to lines 2 then\p--Richard Kastor..

\

Betsy's went, turned, and mine went straight.
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. Richard continued copying from his dictation but for Study IV he

copied more quickly and with more tonfideL. He still lost his place

in copying,but, by starting over, he was abte to keep his place.and

self-correct this area, discussing it all along. It was clear that he

had gained confidence in his ability to copy,.

Mike, however, changed writing system. As mentioned previcusly,

thiscjudgment is based upon extremely small samples because Mike had

only made a random-like mark for Study -II, Real, and for Make-Believe,

he had only written two letters, S. and A, for "space." In Study III,

in the classroom, he had "dictated" the spelling for "army" which was

a string of letters with internal variation (perhaps) between vowel

and consonent letters and with no phonemic relationship to "army."

For Study IV,.he copied environmental print, then denied that it said

anything or that he could spell. Later, however, he declared that he

-meant it to say, "The army centrance."

Segmentation. In this section, I.focus on one part of the

children's writing that'has.generated much interest in the past

decade. That is the .issue of children's confuSions about the

structural characteristics of loritten text and its match with oral

speech. Most research in this area has looked at the child's

knowledge of words as discrete units. In this analysis, I examine the e'?"--'
(

written products of the children in relationship with their statements

:dnring composing and re-reading in order to infer the child's notions.

bout'word boundaries and how they are represented. Since this

section and the following section are summaries of a longer-paper, --
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I will only present findingsand discussion briefly.

The children will be disculsed by ability,level, with comparisons
_ .

across the two trials of Study II (Trial 1= real;-Trial 2=

make-believe) and Study Iv treated is Trial 3. In this section, the

children's use of questions will,be highlighted, then'in the final

section, I will.discuss how they use questions and other means of

eliciting aid. Comparisons between reading, writing, and comments

about the task's will be given, drawn from the case studies.

The "high" children can be described as displaying and discussing

discoveries that they have made or are making about writing in

general. They did not ask questions about word boundaries, as we had

To.spected they might, given th5 retrospective literature on early

::eiders and spellers (Clark, 1976; Durkin, 1966; Read, 1970). Perhaps

they had done their questioning prior to kindergarten and now could

confidently display their current understandings..

Betsy is the most mature composer and reader.' She composed

-complete stories filling 16, 12, at nine lines on 81/2 by 11 inch

paper, writing left to right, for bet three trials, respectively.

She used both conventional and invented spelling. She showed
.

evidence of conventional spacing between word units which became

more conventional and clearly spaced over trials. She seemed to

understand the purpose of spacing but she would occasionally use

units that adults segment as unanalyzed wholes, a characteristic
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not uncommon to young children in oral as well as written

language (Sulzby,:!.978),

, Betsy, 2-7Vi-Slc(Trial 2)':

/
/line 3: 5I-se AcC-Pt R." i7LA°411R.:".She askedher mother

line 4:
If SO2 COINDE. 1:1 if she couldride it.)

Chances to're-read with and without_pointing and to locate

and replace individual words gave evidence that Betsy treated

words_ as stable, isolatable units. Voicing during composition

indicated that she treated ASCtHAR as a unit, but she located

and underlined ride as a separate unit and suggested travelled

as a possible but not satisfying replacement.

Jodie reads almost as independentI, as Betsy. She reads

from conventional orthography and seems to use letter-sound

information-as well aL other Cues. Her writing system uses

spaces even more clearly. Her writing system, however, is quite

different. She favors the use of "graphic placeholders,"

particUlarly using elements from her first and laSt names.

Jodie uses some cony ntional spellings and variants of

conventional spelling (for exaMple,,Ni for in). She is capable

of using invented spelling but when she.did use.it she did not

treat it as if it were stable in the degree that she treated

the graphic placeholders. For example, she invented as BIK,

then later sounded it out as /bIki. Here is a full story,.
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highly dependent on name elements 131Jand AN. Her reading duting-

composition .is indicated below each unit.

1

Jodie, 2-17781.(Trial 2):

I PighttrLLAI big 0
S

FIT

She
2.2vdNi

0 tg t-3
7'150Ai good.

felt

Jodie is one of the children who discussed her writing-

system. Both she and Nicole (below) explained to their examiners

that this is how I do it." During Trial 3, Jodie commented

specifically on why invented units using name elements were like

Jodie but were different words: JOIE, JODE, JODI. Once she

composed such a unit, she treated it stably during that composing

and re-reading session but the same oral wordi,(came) could have

three different spellings on the same page (KAM, JOIE, JODE).

The first two "high" children showed steady progress

toward conventional use of spacing but Nicole's productions

seemed more erratic. On Trial 1, she used some conventional

spelling with some graphic placeholders (name elements and other

letter strings, repeated letters from the alphabet). In Trial 2,'

she wrote using graphic pIaceholders, then edited using invented
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spelling. Nicole talked about invented spelling and invented

reading, and said that she "did it my way." In editing, she

located the word,sister as the string NICCLLE, then said she

found it because "I read it., I spelled it my own way, and then

I read it--and it said sister. ". She replaced NICCLLE with an

invented spelling string with internal spacing which may have

been influenced by the spaCe left on the page (cf. Clay,

1975).

line 2:

Nicole, 2-19-81 (Trial 2):

PAz.+ 3cC L.L.11-
NICooLL NIccC

-rJg
E a

line 3: 1 F) f) f' FD ``\

AI)
Re-reading of editing which wraps around the right end of lines

2 and 3: My (MI) sister (TS) didn't '(DD) give (Ee) me (M) a push (AP).

Nicole is not yet reading independently: In dictating and in

re-reading, she segmented orally between words but,she did not show

clear evidence of using spacing as a primary cue to keep her voice,

eyes, and print aligned (cf. Clay,1978). Instead, she spoke

of using some kncwn words and letter cues, both from the scribe's

conventional spelling and from,her own inventions. Her final

production,(Trial 3) was one of the least mature in appearance.

She used only one known word; the'rest of her writing consisted of

long strings of repeated letters with no conventional internal y

variations. In her re-reading, however, she treated the print

if it represented her story, using word-by-word phrasing and

in;c,onation.
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The "moderate" children differed from the "high" children

both in the amount of written composition as well as in the nature

of the writing systems. they used. They also differed in the ways

Unlike ti;es.-"high".children they

ways of elj_citini aid from the adult.

are questions about word boundaries but only

questions.

most mature of the "moderate" children

they displayed their knowledges.

do use questions and more direct

Among the questions

Douglas asked these kinds of

Andrea was perhaps. the

in writing system. She.used invented spelling for each\trial. Many

children who use invented spelling do not space but run\all of their

"words" together, first as initial consonants alone, 4dlater

with even more of the word elements represented. Andrea's three

trials followed this pattern with Trial 1 mostly one letter

per word and.thtLn-with final consonants and. medial vowels entering

more often in the two subsequent trials. In Trial 2, she also

used a columnar display which has been noted (Bissex, 1980;

Sulzby, 1981b) as

boundaries.

away which young children may represent word

Andrea, 2-3-81 (Trial 1):

-114 19} MW/iiti 514 Fr k3 /VG. F-
TDC9-

Re-reading: My dad helped me with my tricycle (TSR). He pushed

(PT) me. [Be let me do it]

it (ET).

by (B) myself (MSF). I (i) did (D)
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Andrea, .2-17-81 .:(Trial 2):

(Well he)

14 P (helped)

M W r$ E IR (me With my tricycle)

t; 0.12 (dad)

I iS (with . tricycle).

By Trial 3, Andre.a's spelling was very complete 'invented spelling

and she reverted. to using lines with no spacing between word units.

She composed the story with a hypothetical "if you, then you"

structure but re-read it fluctuating between the hypothetical "you"

and the-real "we."

Andrea, 5/26/82 (Trial 3):

WeITIPPfrt° 14/.41.5 (We had a race)

f to to CrtRiPti-0114-erRVIND
(And if you got to

the finish Dip.elthen you)
VA) G'"11-1. 414 W4Ricee'

(will get Ca] ribbon)

Re-reading:

We had a race and w e got- -

we had. these little (indeciphera-ble:racers)

to use

and if you got to the - -(re -read voluntarily)

We had a race and we got to have-;-

If we got to the finish line

we got to have a ribbon..
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Douglas's output was much less than the foUr girls described

thus far but he showed steady increase toward the use of conventional

use of space to show.word boundaries. Trial .1 tonsisted of only

one written letter for one.word {W for wanted)., a Y(intent not
.

stated, although it could have been a duplication of the /W /), and

his name with 'ho spacing,. In Trials 2 and 3, he used invented

spelling for one clause.each time. In Trial 2 the word units
. ,

were all run together.but in Trial 3 spacing was used appropriately.

For Trials 2 and 3 his oral segmen ation during composition and

1

re- reading showed conventional word units except for wanted which

he pronounced as two distinct oral units.

-Douglas asked any questions about word boundaries. He

pureued his confusions, as will.be described later, until he

seemed satisfied.

Chad, the third "moderate" emergent reader, is the second

child to show variable rather than steady progress. Chad's chosen

writing system was to copy from words in the environment (on the

crayon bqx, tape recorder, or the mural on the cafeteria wall).

He showed evidence of spacing awareness by copying whole units

(in contrast to Mike, below) and by occasionally puttin fingers

bet 4 en the units.while copying, even though it di t result in

his'ac ually leaving a space. In re-reading Trial 2, Chad recited

a story to -go with the copied words although, of necessity, his
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speech and'print were not aligned. He did riot seem to understand

the notion of matching an oral word to a written unit; he re-read

by saying several story words at the same time that he pointed

to one word within his copied "text."

"fine 1:

paintings:

Chad, 2-17-81 (Trial 2):

'; o.
R

2 3

re-reading for
each point: 1= Well, when he gets; 2= on; 3=big wbeel

In Chad's third trial, he seemed to have invented the spelling

for one word/phrasee "the-end," but when he attempted.to re-read,

he said .that he couldn't read it. He said that he meant it to

be "the ending," but he did not seem to connect the activities of

writing with the possibility of retrieving the intended message from

writing that he had composed. Instead, he seemed to consider

copied writing as fully readable. This belief does not mean that

he was confident he could read it, simply that it was writing and
. ,

could be read.

Among the "low" children,' we found low understandings of

word boundaries; however, two of the three showed some awareness.

It was these two "low" children who asked the most quetions.and,

elicited the most aid and information from'the adults abaUt

word boundaries.,

Noreen wrote series of letters with no signs of invented

spelling. In Tr.ial 1, she wrote. six letters in a line but when
.

she finished she added two circles, each around three letters.
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She explained that the circles were to keepthe parts from getting

mixed up.

Noreen, 1-20-81 Trial 1):

In Trial 2,,Noreen wrote three lines of letters, again

with no sign of invented spelling. For Trial 3, however, she

explained her writing, giving three different explanations about

spacing. She wrote three lines of letters just .as she had dOne

for Trial 2. For Trial 3, there were.clear ind!.cations that

she considered the lines to stand for her gescription.of the

race that was used as a stimulus for the composition. Thus,

she can be judged to be using an invented writing system

even though it was not invented spelling. In explaining the

spacing, first, she said that each line stood for one of the

three children and that child's part in the race. Seca .

she put dots between each line. Finally, she.. underlined m,

line. When she put the dots and the underlinings, she commented

that they would help her know whose "part" each line was: Thus

she explained three different ways of representing segmentation.

Mike is the caild who showed the ability to indicate

his understanding of word boundaries; this was because his

productions were so scanty. In Trial 1, he made only one mark

that seemed to be accidenz....1 rather than intended as writing. In
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Trial 2, he attempted to/1pound out a word, space, but only marked
r J,

two letters,'a backward S and an A.. His writing,. A`,' was less

complete than his sounding-out; in sounding-out, he indicated

a final /S/ but he did not inclilde a second S. For Trial 3,

he showed more endurance in writing; this time he copied letters

from the crayon box. In contrast with Chad, however, Mike showed

no 4wareness of the word boundaries and copied letters from

within words and across word boundaries! He did ask,':ta examiner

(questions throughout, 'at first trying to discount his ability

and later showing` curiosity about how,printlworkS.

The final child in the- "low" category-, Richard, asked

numerous questions about word boundaries. He, like Mike, did

almost no independent writing but he insisted upon coPying,

his dictated story each time he was asked to write. Unlike
, I 0

-

the other two "low'.' children, Richard's .re- readiig attempts

used word-by-word phrasing that sounded like reading,"even

though he could not get his finger, .voice, and the print
;

aligned.

:For Trial 1, Richard showed 'a number .of interesting behaviors.

First he copied part of his dictated story, writing left to right,

Until he ran out of roomoon the page. Then he turned the paper

to the reverse side to continue. Instead of coLinuing from. where
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he left off, however, he began to trace the ori al.part through the

paper in right-to-left order,-reversing all letters, to "make- it

straight" Like children, in Marie Clay's (1975) samples, he seemed

to be influenced by the position of-the ,paper and his ,starting point.

Later, when asked to "invent" the spelling for big wheel on the same
.

side of:the,page, he -wrote (and sounded7out) fram,ieft-to7right again.

His internal segmentation fcr big wheel.contLns a few possible errors

from a` conventional with his spelling encoding being quite

abbrdviated and non-exclusive; nonetheleas we can see that he could '4

Segment and- solve segmentation probleps-quite ell, i luding using

the adult for support. The following examples is taken from a longer

sequence. 4

Child: /bad/ /I/.

/wa:/ /wa:/ /w.9: /.

/i-a/.

/I/ /I/ jw/ /w/

/i- /hwial/

Wh--at's /hwi-21/? Oh, /hwP/! Y.

/i-al/

/I/--what's--/V--what's hIg/? Oh, yeah; T.
a

right?--mean--I. (He had confused T and I

'visually earlier in,the session,)
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Adults as Aids.° In this section we will explore the ways in which'

children elicit and use aid from adults. The earlier retrospective

studies of early or precocious readers and writers (Clark, 1976; Durkin,

1966; Read, 1970) indicated that such children asked adults questions or

other-Wise elicited both aid and attention- from adults, particularly their,

'parents.

In the current research, we focused on one sub-part of reading

and writing--children's.awareness of word boundaries -rand examined

children's questions.and aid elicitations regarding word boundarieS.

We found the "high" children to_be displayers and explainers of their
\

knowledge in this area. It was the "moderate" and "low" children who

asked the most questions and used other means of eliciting and using aid

from the adult examiner.

The examples of two Of the children discussed in the segmentation

section of this chapter will be presented and discussed. The first is

one of the "low" children, Richard, who copied from his 'dictation wheh
.--'

/

/
asked to write his story. The second exampl Doug. In this example,

i

however, Doug is re-reading from dictation rather-than writing or re-

reading from his writing.

These examples may be significant for an important reason: in both

instances, wesee the children 3tling with couventional Orthography

at a time in which their, own conceptions of writing and reading from

writing are not yet conventi6nal. I a,p.ee with Ferriero and Teberosky

. . .

(1982) that we need to examine the sotlrues c) conflict In the child's

litrtcy environment in order to track children's literacy development.
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The first example is Richard, the child classified as "low."

Richard asked a number of word boundary questions in Trial 1. He was

copying from dictation that- ,contained conventional spaces but he- did not

leave spaces in his :copied versions. Among the ways he asked about word

boundaries are the following:.

Richard, 2-3-80 (Trial 1)

Chi' : I wan --are. these both together?'

Show me.

Child: Are these--does T and Y, 4oes T and I go to this?
( Pointing to word after it Questioning was aiming
at whether words,it and and are one unit.)

Adult: To this one here? (Pointing to and.)

Child: (Nodded yes.)

Adult: No, uh-uh, it's got a space in between it, see.

'Child: Uh-huh. (Adult said. -yes; child took paper back and
continued'copying.)

Many of Richard's problems involved getting lost in his

copying. Then he would want to knc0i4 if parts-"go with" other parts.

Additionally, he did not seem to treat words as stable, non-

overlapping units. He had copied About My bicycle backwards

,after copying it forwards. He then re-read-it with the examiner

(-
help and the examiner asked him to underline each word separately.

(Note his voluntary use Di' letter-sound information.)

- .
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,ChildLs
copying:

Adult:

4 0 0.114
g 4 d

--Show me about.

- Child: /130/ (splosively)

Draw a "line under it./

//

Child: Why? (Short pause) Why should I? (Pause) So I

could Cbreath) make it, uh, what? (Pause) Why

should I? (He then did it, underlining , .

rn-fp68A-, from right to.left.)

Adult: -That's abotit? OR, where..--.sme

Childl Not Right here! (Indicatingyo)
0

Adult: Dri!zw a line under. R.I. (Child did.) OR.

1.)Mre's bicycle?

Child: 'Bicycle? : /b/ Bight here; (Indicating og )

Adult: Draw a line under it.

Child: Oh, boy) I already drawed a line under them.

Adult:. OK (accepting tis-effort). Now you drew a line
under about, nry., and bicycle. Where--what's left?

Child: gland us! (Laughing, seemingly. about his letter U
which he had callad

.It was not always clear what.Richard was learning from these
4

exchanges but he continued-to ask questions about word boundaries.

Those questioni became bore specific'and also revealed more

, ,

evidence r,ICIArd's growing notions about how word boundaries

work. In Trial 3 he was still insisting that he could-not write

on his own but had to In this trial,_ however, he showed

awareness of.word boundaries and was able to align his.voice to
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print for a brief-stint. in re--reading: In his writing he-inserted

large dots between pairs of words.. His explanation 71e.what

confusing, yet he seemed to indicate Clay's notion word

houndaries not only separate but they also sshow_combihation. When

the ex;Iminer asked him what the dots were for, he said they were

"to get these across." Then he said they were to get them (words)

together, then corrected himself: "No, not put them both together."

The second example, Douglas, is a child judged to be "moderate"

in emergent reading ab__,ty at_ the beginning of the year (after

consultation with the teacher; see Chapter Five and Ten): He maintained

that relative standing in comparison with the other case study children

throughout kindergarten. During the year, he made good,. steady progress

but he was not an Independent-reader by the year's end, nor was his

writing full invented spelling or conventional spelling.

Competent, or well-functioning, to use Marion Blank's (1973°)' term,

is an apt description of Douglas. He is lively but rather quiet. He

.gets along well with other children. Both boys and girls seek him out

as a playmate and fellow worker.

During the study sessions, the examiner assigned to Douglas enjoyed

him. Such enjoyment of a chili's company has been noted by Clark (1976)

and Durkin (1966) as typical in the parent-child relationships of young

fluent'roader. Doug is not an early fluent reader but we propo$e 06t

he shows many of the characteristics reported ft-Jr such children.

The-characteristic that we are primarily concerned with in

this example is the ability to ask questions and elicit aid from an
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adult. Such behavior Was reported by parents in studie by

Clark (1976), Durkin (1966), and Read (1975). In the example that

follows the examiner will not show typical behaviors foi the parents,

however, in one respect, The examiner was instructed not to

introduce linguistic terms nor to assume that she knew what the

child's concepts were. Hence, she probably volunteered less

information than a parent might and she did far less "teaching"

than is reported in recent parent-child transcripts.

In the example, Douglas is trying to re-read a story

which he has just dictated to the examiner. The story is about

himself and how he learned to ride a big wheel. The story is

presented in manuscript to illustrate the kind of writing the

child was reading and the placement of words on the page which

is an Important part of the problem Douglas tries to solve.

Douglas, 1-22-81 (Trial 1):

line 1 Mt rvi 0 /Nil Ctri el cl m.. a

line 2 Ware ' vt/ i -1-VN r) 't e- v.; h c. rt

line 3 2 el; A- - i 4- cLexci y
line 4 5iS÷er A. r% d b r p 441er'
line 5 itve.re, Kt i + In rv%e, -r70-0

line 6 " W et. 11 4-e..ti ; 4 C.,10. let Se.

line 7 I teN, a 11-1--ea -Pu. n . IS 0

line 8 t ..,.-f. or. e., 4 1'N d

line 9 a n OT"I'VC. r r_e. ck... 5. o n vv k krr W a M+ 0 n e.,
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Douglas began to attempt to re-read, using his memoiy fo'r the

dictated text as an aid. He pointed to line 1 and recited the first

sentence as he had dictated it; then he pointed to line 2 and gave

the second full sentence. He then had a problem becars he had al-
.

ree'dy recited: "My mom and dad were with me; too," and '71-somy

sister, my brother, they were with me, too." He was evidently_ex-
r ---

pecting the third line to read, "I wanted it cause I Wanted fun," but

he detected a problem. The printed third line does have "I" but Doug

was troubled, as the following part of the transcript sh:4s. In ehis

section, the examiner hasAust asked Doug what he is pointing at

(line 3).

135 Child: The I. ThOught I knew--I I--I thought I knew, knew
what that was, nhi/knew it wLi-At, that was gonna say.
(The follawing,discussion is about line I did it
and my..)

137 Adult: Uh-huh.

138, Child: .But I'don' . BUt I forgot (underbreath. "what it wms")
138 Adult: OK.

139 Child: (Louder, as if finishing above statement.)--say..
139 Adult: OK. So--you knew what it was gonna say- -
139 Child: Yeah.

140 Adult: Yeah, but you got here (pointing), and what's that?
140 Child: I4e(distinctly)

141 Adult: What'd ya think?
141 Child: Huhh. (Pause to 144.) Hmm. (Pause, 144-145.) I

don't know it.

145 Adult: (Chuckling) -OK. Well--you were sort-of pretend-reading

it, huh?
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146 Child: -(Says something covered by adult comment.)

146 Adti1 A little bit? Uh-huh. .

At thil;.point, the examiner offered one of the encouragements

from the Examiner's Manual which were used LJ aid children attempting

to read. She told Doug that she could help him; this encouragement

usually ends with, "What do you want me to do?" to elicit the child's

concept but Douglas voluntarily began to explain his predicament.

His explanation indicates a problem about word boundaries. Notice

that in this section he does not use any metalanguage but refers to

"this" and "that," "that thing," then finally callS I by its name.

Calling I by the letter name (152) does not clarify for the examiner

what the child intends so the examiner tries to get Doug to explain.

148

149

150

Child:

Adult:

Child:

Hhh. (Short pause.) I don't really know if that thing
goes--uh, if this goes with that. (I did, line 3.)

OK. It does. 7Th -huh, sure does.

Uh. (Pause, 150-152.)

152 Adult: Well,-what'd ya mean, "goes with"? I'm sorry, maybe I

didn't answer you right.
(Child begins answering while adult is saying "didn't

answer.")

152 Child: That Iiii (elongated)
152 Adult: Yeah--)

\,-152 Child: Did it go with this?

153. Adult: You mean, d'--what'd mean "go with"?

153 Child: Thought it could--does the I go with .that?

154 This fis all by itself.

155 Child: Yeah.
155, Adult: Uh-huh, and this over here 5.s -all by-itself. (Indi- -

cating 'I and did,. line 3.)
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156 Child: Yeah.

156 Adult: Uh-huh. Yeah.

156 Child: So does this go with that?

In the. section that follows Douglas asserts, like the children

in'Fapandropoulou and Sinclair's (1974) sample, that one letter can-

not be a word. Then he decides that the I can only be the letter

name /, "that's the only thing it can make," "the only thing it

spe-ls." Finally, after decidingit is I, Douglas begins'to laugh

in delight, as he realizes that it can be the word I. Notice the in-

creasing specificity in his requests: earlier he_had stressed the

deictic words (this with that, 148), then the relationship this with

that (156), but here he becomes more and more specific with.pietalan-

guage being used appropriately (letter, spells, word, 161-169):

157

158

Adult:

Child:

Emmm. (Short pause.) If it went with it, what would

it be?

I don't know.

159 Adult: Oh, OK.. Emm. I don't know, exactly how to answer your
question, 'cause I don't know what you mean.--

161 Child: See, like, this tbilles one letter.

161 Adult: Yeah.

161 Child: And th, and that doesn't-spell anything, just one letter.

162 Adult: I see.

162 Child: 'n, I'm wondering if this thing goes with,.with these

letters. (Indicating I and did.)

164 Adult: Uh-hu7-., To do what?

164 Child: To, like--'cause this one's all alone, and it can't

make a .w- -and it and it can't make :a.word.

166 Adult: I see. '(Pause)
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167 Child: The only letter it, the only thing it can make is,
uh, I. (Said with extra stress.)

169 Adult: Yeah.
169 Child: That's the only thing it spells, I. (Pause.) Yeah.

170 Adult: OK, lib--

171 Child: (Interrupts, excitedly) Oooh! Iiiiee--171 Adult: --I! (Child claps.) OK! (Both begin to laugh extendrediy.)

The laughter marking this incident seemed to indicate high

affect by the child and adult at this moment of discovery. 'Holdaway

(l979) suggests that supported discoveries with positive affect

between child and adult are important in the development of what be

calls self-regulation in emergent reading.

In this instance, after the child and adult laughed and then

discussed the discovery that there is a time when one letter can be
Na word, Doug Went back to his pursuit of the reading attempt

and was able to givb the appropriate semantic interpretation to I.

,Ble was expecting the next clause.to read "I wanted it,".rather

than "I didit," but asha-read the line, he treated the'I as

being correct and questioned his miscue with wanted.

Both children, Richard and Douglas, were able to elicit and use

aid from an adult in a one-to-one setting even though they were at

very different points in literacy acquisition. In a paper available

elsewhere (Sulzby -& Cox, 1982), Beverly Cox and I discussed the

different abilities of children in the high, moderate, and low categories

to elicit and use aid from an adult in one-to-one and large group
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settings. We speculated that in the large-group setting, the children

in the low group (like Richard) would have had difficulty in two ways.

In literacy, their development was far behind the other children so

they would have had trouble expressing their curiosity. In the one-to-one

setting, Richard had.begun by refusing to try to write and demanding that

he be allowed to copy. He wanted ito give that task up until he was able

to get answers from the adult as he copied. In social terms, the low

children were not rewarding for an adult to .spend time with compared with

the other children. It was not until Richard became engrossed in the

literacy task that he became rewarding to the adult. His first session

and early second session, were very frustrating to the adult examiners,

as were those of other low children. Another low child, Mike, displayed

behaviors that seemed to be unresponsive and negative until the examiner

and he adjusted the-task paradigM toward interactive, conversational "I

exchanges.

During the year-long study, we saw the low children. grow in their

ability both to elicit and use aid from the adult in a manner. that led

to literacy deVelopment and in a manner that made the social interaction

between child and adult rewarding to the adult and child. I believe

that the area of social development needs much more examination, both

in terms of what the adult can and should do to make the tasks conducive

to the childs exploration and to make the child's responses available

l,
enough to rovide rewarding exchanges for the 'adult.

In this section, we haVe looked at writing systems from the formal .

nature to their basis. social exchanges. In the next section, we

look at children's re-reading from their own writing.
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Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Form P, Level. 1, was .37 (correctod for

ties), 7105.

This scale, called the Emergent Reading Ability Judgments for.

Dictated and. Handwritten Stories (ERAJDHS), was appliz:d to th current

corpus. for kindergarten only. Of the 54 story/reading pairs,,twelve

cases did not fit the scale.- Nine of these cases were of the same

type, judged to be the complement of an existing category. The Scale

description was adjusted to r,lflect this finding. The initial

category called "five" was defined s a reading attempt in which the

child's eyes were not on print bu his/her story rendition was stable

(using the definition of stabil ty given in Chapter six).. In the

-instances in which the scale id not fit the child's dyes were always

on print. for a good portion bf the time but the child was not tracking

print; in these cases, the story was not:stable, These behaviors were

more mature, than the "four" and less mature than the "six" category

and, theoretically, there was n to think of these behaviors as

complementary. In the remaining three cases, one child produced a

story that was a "pattern" story rather than the storyrequested and

the re-reading attempt included ellipses of clauses; and, for two of

the children,.ithe adult gave an illegal probe during Ele re-reading

attempt. In all three cases, the judge& agreed upon-a score that

seemed to be the conceptual equivalent to the child's behavior.

Jurtges were able to come to complete agreement after these prbblematic

cases were resolved.

Using the resulting scores as the dependentmeasure, we used a'
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mixed analysis of vaxiance modes and trials.ds the repeated

factors (see Table 7) . The scale Gras found to differentiate between

groups suc,...t,.1,1.,0:y, F(2,6) = 2..025. Since two of the three

high children were at ceiling levels (total, scores for-six
'7

observations were 42 and 41 of 42),..tha d7'fferences between group's,csn

be considered to be conservative.

Insert Table 7 about here

There was, in additiona mode by trials int;!rastion,

F(4,32),=5.31, 2.01. Figure 22 showsthe g of the interactioni \

with tha dictated story reading attemp s extremely higher for the

/

_first trial while only slightly higher for the'final two\trials.

Insert Figure 22 about here

The main effect for groups indicated that the groUps wete

distinguished. over time. The means displayed in Table 8 indicate' I

that children's mean score's within the groups increased over time;

\
while the high group's scores

.

were almost at the low and

middle groups' mean scores increased over trials.

Insert Table 8 about here

'Rank order correlations (correcte for ties) between the pairs Of

447

s



Table 7

Emergent Readirig Ability Judgments For Dictatd
and Handwritten Stories (ERAJDHS) of Children of Differing Abilities

Across Composition Mode and Trials

Source SS df MS F 2.

Total
Between

Groups (G)
Errorb

Withia
Mode (M)
Trials (T)
G x M
G x T
M x T
GxMxT

Error
1

Error2
Error

3

151.31
102.48
76.92
25.56

51.83
8.16
6.03
2.12
4.19
6.79
2.77
3.55

.8.11
10.11

53
8

2

6

45
1,

2

2

2

4

4

2

4

32

.0

9.63
---

4.61
1.45
< 1

1.01
5.31
2.16

ammu.1.411

- -

<.025

NS
NS
NS
NS

<.01
NS

_-_

38.46
4.26 --

8.16
3.01
1.06
2.10
1.70
.69

-1.77

2.08
..32
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E,

Ficure22
Mean am9rgent Reading Ability-Judgments for

Dictated and Handwritten Stories:

6

5

3

a

Mcde by TOals

.

Dictated

Handwritten

Trial I Trial 2

Table 8

I

Trial 3
r-,

t

Mean Emergent Reading, Ability: Judgments .for

Dictated and Handwritten Stories:\

Groups by.Trials

1

-Groups Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 3

,High 6.3 6.2 6.2

Middle 3.8 4.2 5.2

Low 2.8 3.2 4.0
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dictated and handwritten stories were as follows: T7ial 1, rho=.83

(2.(01); Trial 2, rho=.58 (NS); and Trial 3, rho=.73 (14.05). The

correlation between the' total scores for the ERAJDHS for'the six

sessions and the total raw scores on the Metropolitan was rho=.80/

(2.(.05).

Thus, it seems that child's re-reading attempts can.be matched

with the nature of the writing attempts using both intention and a

gross discrimination. between writing systems used-and that the

resulting categorization 'Of these reading/writing behaviors can be

used as one kindof measure of emergent reading/writing. (The tOto

and Sulzby, 19E2, paper points out limitations of the ERAJDHSas well

as its contribution to the classification of emergent literacy

behaviors.)

Since this chapter is also concerned with the behaviors of the

individual children, I present the raw'scores here in Table 9, These

.
scores indicate chat the children's individual scores did not vary a

great 'distance from the group mean, with the exception of Noreen's

.first dictated story. This was the exception mentioned above in which

`the child dictated, a "patt- rn story." Since the scale defined story
c

stability-at the clause level, Noreen's re-reading which deleted

subject and verb from the repeated clauses was judged to be a stable

story.

Insert Table 9 about here
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Table 9

Emergent Reading Ability Judgments

for Handwritten and Dictated Stories

Child
Trial 1*

.-Told Dictated

High
Betsy
Jodie
Nicole

Moderate
Andrea
Chad
Doug

Low
Noreen
Riaiard
Michael

7 '7

7 6.

6 5

5

5

5

Told Dictated Told Dictated

7

5

Trial 2** Trial-3***

4

5 , 2

4 6

2

5

7 7

7 7

5 4

5

5

5

4 4

2 4

2 5

5

5.

6

*Study II, Real
**Study II, Make-Believe

*"Eltudy IV
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Nicole's scores are more intf:!resting because they look more like

scores,of the "moderate" group. It should be remembel7ed that both

Nicole and Jodie used'letter strings encl:name elements in their

writing. Jodie, however, also used word boundaries and created

strings which she treated with stability along with segmented speech

and tracking of print. Nicole had simply used'unsegmented letter

strings without internal variation that resulted in.English-looking

strings. At this point she was showing some attention to print but was

not trackingand her writingsystem made it virtually impossible to

track in theh:Indwritten condition.

The moderate group could be described as moving toward attention

r_o vti-nt-and story stabillty----7he -loW-group in contrast appeared

neitl-,er to be' attending to print nor to story stability with the

Exception of the fluke of Noreen's first attempt- (explained above).,

In this section, the developmental progression toward conventional'

reading and writing seeks particularly vivid in the case study

children.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we examined the results of Study IV, New Event

Stimulus, looking at the nature of the,compositions.of the nine case

study children nearing the end of their kindergarten year. We saw

that the children's choice of writing, systems in the one-to-one

settings appeared.to be the same as they had used in Study II but

different -than_they had used in the group setting of Study III.
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In the one-to-one lug, the writing syStems chosen were also

different when :ldren were asked to write a story as they were

in Study II and tv from when they were asked to "write everything you

can write " 'in Study I. These setting and task differences seemed to

replicate the findings of the 1979 kindergarten study (Sulzby, 1981c).

Even though the children showed stability of choice of writing

systems inrelations to tasks and settings, we saw that the children

'increased in what they could do with the writing systems chosen for

story writing in the one-to-one setting, both in composition and in

re-reading their own compositions. In Chapter Nine, we look at

the end of the kindergarten year results for all of the children in

Miriam Kendall's classroom. The chapter contains two major parts:

first, the results of Study V, General Knowledges About Written

Language II, is a replication of Study I; and, second, the

results of the observations in the classroom. In Chapter Ten, the

chapter of this report, we look at the case study children's

development during the first grade ;ear.

453

4 7 '2



Chapter Nine

Study V: General Knowledges About Written Language Replicated

And Teacher Observations

Introduction

Chapter Nine has two parts. Part I contains the results of the

end ofhe year interview with all of the children in Miriam Kendall's

kindergarten class. Part II is a paper co-authored by Susan Anderson,

titled "The Teacher as Adult Linguistic and Social Model," a summary

of the findings of the classroom observations.

In this chapter, the children's responses to the writing thing

interviews are summarized, including their responses to metalinguistic

and metacognitive 0uestic,..nf In general, children wrote more in

quantity, more coniolly, more neatly. Some of the lass mature

writing responset. refusals, substituting drawing for writing,

'siting isolated. letters disappeared while other categories such as

common words, and inventions increased. Children's verbal

e..planations were clearer and given with more ease. Children's

reading attempts were appropriately distinguished.' They read lists as

lists with appropriate intonation; they read storybooks with behaviors

that are -n-ropriate to that genre. Storybook reading behaviors

emerged as particularly fruitful with a classification of the' patterns

of storybook emergent reading behaViors presented -in greater

developmental detail.

Observations in the classroom indicated a consistency in the
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teacher's goals and behaviors during the year. Some of the patterns

we observed and confirmed through interviewand videotapes are the

following: she emphasized the use of what, she called verbal language

in creating a social/linguistic community; she shared experiences

.through art activities in which chiL.ran were eypeCted to set and

evaluate their town goals; storybook reading and sharing time

(rug-time) were important social-emotional events structured by the

teacher; and she-did not give formal instruction in reading and

, writing during the year. While she indicated that verbal language

primarily meant oral language, her use of extended conversations over

time, use of extended metaphor and analogies, and uza of precise,

"decottextualized" language appeared to be tied to written language

conventions. Sharing irC:ormation about the children's knowledges by

the research team seemed to have some effect in increasing her

awareness of wL(k.': the children could do but had no observable effect

on her teaching during 1980-81.



PART I

Study V, General Knowledges About Written Language

At the beginning of the kindergarten year, we raised a number of

questions about the knowledges about written language that a group of

middle-class children brought to school with them. At the end of the

ear we wanted to know whether these knowledges had changed. During

the 1980-81 school year, we had observed in the classroom and

interviewed the children individually, beginning with, the "General

Knowledges About: yritt,an Language" interview in the fall. No we

repeated that interview at the end of the year. In between these two

"General Knowledges" interviews, nine of the children, our case study

children; were interviewed five times inindividual sessions. The

remaining 16 of the 24 children were interviewed twice between the -two

, )

"General Knowledges" interviews, during the child-adult audience

writing sessions of Study III. So, in addition to a year of

"maturation," hove learning, school experiences, and learning, these
I

children also had opportunity for some impact by the research

techniques we used.

In this final session,-we re-interviewed all of the children

about what they could write and what the; could read. A final,

additional set of questions asked the children to give advice to

Ricky, the four-year-old who -..;sited during Study III, that would help

him during kindergarten. (I am indebted to Tobie Sanders and Johanna

DeStefano for the idea of a near-to-peer. interview). The esults of

Study V are organized into three sections, Writing interview, Readiug

Interview, and Advice About Kindergarten for a Younger Child.
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Study V

Writing Interview

Questions. Lri Chapter Four, a number of questions about

children's writing were raised that are now re-addressed in

abbreviated but parallel for (see page 115 and 138 ff.). Four

children were used as major examples in that chapters; the writing,

re-reading, and comments of those children at the end of the year are

given for comparison, with other examples added when needed.

What do the data look like? The data continue to look like those

given for Study I. That is, when asked "What can yot write? Write

everything you can write," children produce a list of it- s. These

items are typically arranged in a columnar display on a page, usually

oriented with the short width as the top and length running downward,

in other words, oriented like a notebook page in an 8.5 x 11 inch

bound pad. The writing system used is o-'erwhelminily conventional and

the re-reading behavior is overwhelmingly list-reading in intonation

and wording. The only outstanding difference is that the children

produced more, said more, and omitted less mature behaviors. The

writing used is, however, in sharp contrast to their r,riting in

story-writing situations. This task-dependent effect has now been

replicated within children as well as between groups and is consistent

with reports by Ferreiro and Teberosky (1982) as well.

In Chapter Four, the writing samples of four children, Caroline,

Robert, Kimberly, and Mickie, were displayed to illustrate the

variability of the products. End-of-the-year samples from these four

chi''.dreneare given now for comparison. The variability still remain,

as can be seen, even, though there are obvious ' -onlzes.
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Insert Figure 23 about here

Caroline still used a neat list-like array, but her word list

changed from being restr1%..ted to her own and family members' names to

include a common word, book, which she varies with the plural marker,

s. Robert went from what looked like a disarray in terms of

top-to-bottom columnar order to an order in which words are arrayed in

a linear-sentence-like fashion, but without use of spacea'to signal

word boundaries. Kimberly has taken her complex list with its

.underlinings from the fall and his transformed it into a neat list

(that appears more bland but is definitely readable). Notice that;she

held onto the idea of providing lines beneath her words. Mickie

"wrote" things that look like writing instead of drawing, even though,

we shall see that he still signals the relationship between drawing

and writing. We will look at these examples in more detail, starting

with Mickie.

Mickie, who drew items in the fall, as written a list of words

and word-like forms. Listening to what he said 'while writing,

howeve.:-, reveals a wealth of information about his ,e.)n:.epts for

writing. Notice that his items run bottom-to-top, with item four

added last at the bottom. He holds a model that says that writing is

best if copied, which he did to write "crayola." In -the fall,

howe;?.r, he had drawn the Crayola bOx and copied parts of the letters

from the logo as if they were part of a design; in the spring, though
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Figure 23: Writing Samples II
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he "copied" his crayola is different from the type face on the Crayola

crayon box (see below).

Crayola brand manuscript:

ayo 0 I
(both recreated)

-

Mickie's version:

Besides copying the word crayola, Mickie said he wanted to write

tape but "I c--I'm missi g a copy." At ,t;iritc, he lets us knot./

that the ambivalence about the relationship between drawing and

writing (see Sulzby, in p ess a) has Lc,. disappeared--simnly become

less salient as he has add/d more knowledge. The;, following dialogue

shows that ambivalence; not that Mickie introduced the idea of

drawing just after he had d smissed the idea that he could write tape

without a model copy:

Child: Maybe I ca draw the Sears Tower but I have to °

to copy it cause I don't really know how it

looks, h w it looks.

Adult; Ohh--

Child: I know it has bumps, but I don't know if it

has point or not.

Adult: You don't kn w if it has what?

Child: I don't know

points.

if the Sears Tower has bumps or
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; 1
Adult: Oh, okay. /

Child: And I'm mixed up.

sa

L

Since Mickie gives up' on writing tape or drawing Sears Tower, he

needs to think if there is anything else he can write. He decides he

will write book. Notice that book appears,to be well-spelt?in

invented spelling, with two vowel letters, oe, for the /CL/ typically

spelled by QQ, and the c for k, an adVanced abstracti.onfar beyond

letter name-based phonetic rela iOnships. 7, listening to what

occurred while he was figuring out hOw to sr ook leads to

diei-erent conclusions:

(Continued on pag, 46 2)
/'

0
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Child: b0/ /ba/ /ba/ [Whispered, after which he took
0

a deep breath.] I got a B.

Adult: (Pause..) What else do you need?

Child: (Pause.) Hmmm.

Adult: What are you going.to write?

Child: (Sighs.) Well--

Adult: What's the word you're going to,write? [Adult
-

should-not have introdUCed term word,]

Child: I'm gonna, I'm gonna try to spell; um, (pause).

ALlt: Okay.,

Child: But I don't know what-comes after B.
f A -\

Adult: (Long pauie) Does an 0 go next? rAnothell

1

illegal prompt; however, the child had.

introduced additional metalinguistic terms

and in the next section builds upon the aid
)

given tlY
.

Child: t

Adult: Okay.

Child: Okay;. (Following was whispered.) B--book.
\ v
(Pause.) 'Book. A--htrumn. (Pause.)

17

What

comes after -O Book (pause) hook. I think

an, I think a G comes after a, a. 0:
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--) After saying that G comes after 0, Miqkie actually wrote the

small e. He added the C later during adiscussi9n about.how it was

that he knew book 'started with'a B. He intimated that he wasn't

finished or'wasn t satisfied: "I think I'm gonna have to copy it."

Copying both drawings and writing was i7Tortant in' Mickie's notion

about learning. However, he gave a` vivid. example of`letter forqation

as feature abstraction, rather than being simples copying. When asked

,how grown-ups write, he first illvtrated that ttley hold their pencils

correctly wherea.he held his pencil in a semi-palmar grip. Then when '

pressed about how grown-ups learned to write, he explained from his

own experience of .learning, how to make. an A from his dad. /Item four

2.
. . --

I

. .

consists of four ways Mickie said he had made the forleA in hie life
''',

-,- i.e.

after he was a baby and'did "scribble-scLbble." Also 'note that he
-

.

holds these approximations in hisNrepertoire,
.
perhaps not "it the

( -
.

.

ready" but able to be retrieved or reconstructed. (The adult's

, \

commentt, which were just ums-and uh-huhr , have been omitted.h
, r .

. v.

.

Child: Well, first I was a baby. Then
1

I just did
I/

i.

scribble-scrabble. Then I got bigger.

Then I didtsomething pretty good like this.

(Wrote item 4-1.) Now--then I grew=and

then I learned how to make an A
4

I. and I made it like thig--(pause)

I made it like that, (Wrote 4-2.)

And then my dad.teached me how to
i

make--

he makes such good N's--he make--he makers
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them lake this. (4-3.) (Pause.)

I mean--he makes themn like this. ,._, (4-4.)

Both Mickie-and'hi's dad were-fond of drawing together, with the

,

Sears Tower, and John Hancock building being favorite modelS (as thii,c

are with many of the children in the/phIcago area). Also there Was"-

much evidenCe in both of Miciels interviews and in our classroom "
1.q

Observations that the time the two spent together .was very influential

1.

on Mickie's knowledge about littracy and about hoW one learns.

Item 5isTas Mickie's sample of, grown =up writing. ±After ht wrote
.

it he 'asked the examiner: "What does that spell?" This questions and

questions. like "What did I.wriie?" are questions that Marie Clay's ,

A

(1975, 1982) research has made salient to us as'ways that children

learn about writing. We Saw a number of instances of child4en asking

questions after produfction.as if to discover more about literacy '\

activities. In this -gRample, Mickie claims that he had fp intention

c to write a very grown-up word.

Child: -What does that spell?

Adult: What do you think it spells? 4-

Chi].): I don't.know--hOw should Iknow? AreMinder

that we can't assume children hold the.same

ideas about writing that we do.
C4,1

.
,

Adult: Wh--what were you trying to make it spell-
/

, .

when you were doing it?

Child: (Sighs.) 'Something--I Was trying to make spell

wS4

something. (Intonation indicated that something
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was treated as.a general term and not as the

word he was trying to spelt.

What?

Child: (Clears throat.) Ultimate.

Adult: What?

I was trying to spell ultimate;
,7 4

In thesebeiamplet and 'in the full transcript, we can see that

. .

4

Mickie is mlkinguseCof codventilinal M els.(copyIng) more ccurately.

He also can copy letters qUite well and n copying has converted omet

7of the type face from the >rayon-box to the kind of printing -'done in

is classpoom copying exercise. He,may have a notion of matching
V

0

length of printed word to "len thft of the spoken word. He

,

Zifferentiates between words and letters and uses both 2.tter names

and sounds from within the word when trying to write. He uses

metalanguage eafrsily and fairly accurately.. In.hi reading interview,

A
,he emphasizedthe writing aspects of reading more than'the reading .

,

t

--aspects at least, as an adult might view -thep) and continued to talk

about drawing,04)writing together. The remaining examr3les are given-
,.

in lesser detail but are none-the-less significant..

ti

s-
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w
During the writing interview at the end of the .year, we noted---

i
., .

: .

that the children seemed .much more at ease with being asked to write

and to talk about'their writing. While we cannot separate,th"b effects
A

.

of having the research project done in the claAroom; at least We can

saythat kindergarteners are' capable of being.at ease with writing

tasks such as this interview and storywriW.ng.

Our first child, Caroline, is.an. eiiemple of how eager-0 many the
.

ghildreq were .in 'the 'spring. She enthusiastically assured. the
1

examiner th 'at she could write "tons'og-things" and that, "I have a

letter tp write to the teacher that has all the woAs I knoW on It."
.

, D i.ing the kindergarten year; Caroline's motherhad sent in numerous

.staries,that Caroline had'dictated at home.. Thesejstories were far.

woreCompleX thaki any of the children's dictated stories produced in
f

.0.. \ a 4
. Sk...i, /'''. 4.,

pur interview sessions: (Eilliker (1982) reported that children's
.

S.-
.4writing done aE homewas far more complex than that done in a--,

..
.

.

jcindergacen clarooM in which writing was encouraged.) In Caroline's

explanations about whdt she krkew and how she learned.it4 she gave hgr

mother much credit for writing 'things "tons of times" for her to learn

t,
-1 ;Turing Study III, Caroline had drawn "litt]e books" with pictUres

. .4
h and accompanied thesebooks with complex speech which reflected a

\,..._. r-

great'deal of knowledge about written language;- including literary

conventions (see pages 336-337 )., She completed the'words in this

. example in the'order, dad, mom, book, books, and the cursive writing.'

She re-read the words in the final, top-to-bottom order, saying her
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on name, for the cursivekitem, all .items said in-a list , ,

.

Intonatim. Not that'her.cursive itemis formed oi3 actual letters

. .
A . ,

and.letter-like forms linked together in a manner appropriate toc,

.

cursive writing.
.0

nr>

By study- V., the words that the children wrote appeared.to,befar'
)

more ;"automatized w childthe,fall. Mickie. as the only child Of our
, A .

I

I
four example children who wroteby saying letters avid sounds out loud

_ ...

--;-to himself and the,eXamilder while he wrote. The two girls simply said
.4 .

S
d

whole words while thewrote.' RobeNt wrotehis words in a linear
)

order across-the page; instead of using list fashion. In moving to

thia-display, he omitted spaces between the words, a characteriitic

coMmon to the children's story writing fbrms. Robert began by

reciting a list of words in list incone.tidn:as,his,answer to the

.

.

question, "What can you yf...ite?" Then-, when'he wrote, he occasionally
-''

. i .

whispered letter names to'himself while writing but he said a whole

word at'the end of each-ftem. Thus we have a display.in which "words"

are run together, but the 'act of Composing ihows th'at he clearly

. a \
treated each word as a separate writing act-:

Or-

4
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4 L 4
While it is interesting to examine individual children,

luantitative comparisons are also importabt.-' Following is a frequency

:ount of. writing respotses to contrast with those on pages 140-141; .

this count illustrates the conveneionality.of the children's
. x. .

a

inventories of what they can write in :spring of kindergarten.
q '3

. r

Writing Responses
. 0 .

0No ResporAe . ,

,;"

Isolated.letterS---

-(One child wrote

.alphabet along with
, .

------7atherwords)

Males (own name,

. friends', relatives')

Other common words
. -

Inventions
a 0

Phtases, sentences

Drawing

0

I

22

17

8

1

0

4

.s

.
. ,

.

The inventions are worth commenting,y. on, 'since I have claimed that
. ,

. . ,

`children typical* are very conventiopal'in this task in contrast with

the-storywriting tasks. The chiildren Who used some invention were

.
. . .

spread across,the_ability groupsSix used_clear _examples of invented

spelling. One child, Jodie, used what was probably a memory for the

visual word, off., which stie spelled foo; this infererice is drawn
. .
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because of the data intluded, in her case study in which she used

.visual memory and conventional 'btringg inventively iih Preference to
-

. o'
.

.

invented spelling'. One other child uftd 'part of his onga'and the
.

,

, e '

status of eiCt item-cannot be determined.

, 1
\ .

. .

It, is somewhat interesting to'observe that 22 children wrote
S

. / .

their own name and occasion;lly other names at the end of the'year.

Names continue to be important. However, all of the children received
/

one specific literacy legson during kindergarten--"copy card,"'in
A A

which they were instructed to copy their name conventionally with the

first name -on one side of the card .and their last name on'the back.

My subjectivi response is that the writing ol the'child's first name-

(rarely the last name) is still due to what Ferreiro and Teberosky

,(1182) call extrascholastic influenCes rather than in-school drill.

.Part of my opinion JA)based upoil the question, "How did you knowmh4t

.i'.'

(1(that was?" to which children vehemently anlweredli "Cause that's.my

name!4.

1;*

One contrast with names.rgeems particularly aportant, given

Piageftan speculations about the development of logic and proper

names. In the fall: six children wrote names alone; in the spring, no:
.

child limited the inventory to names.

Agaid, I want to stress the importance of conventional models

co-existing with invented (or re-invented) models. erteiro and

Teberosky (1982) discuss_the_importance_of the conventional

co-existing with the different solutions to the symbolization problem.

for young writers; In part, they emphasize the role of,conflicts in
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trying to,symbolize Erg if the child must recapitulate the discovery of

alphabetic writing; hoWever, they. also acknowledge .(an our data

substantiate) the importance of the current culturally sanctioned
A

models. `That is-tolay:- children may be solving Tpblems in

developmefit, bup thty also halite models of how other people have solved

these problems historically as part of their data.
./.

A second but related point is that names furnish'', greater
.

variety of spelling patterns than 'do the so-called simplified
-, . 4 ,

instructionaliMaterials like basal readers. I am constrained frOm

. 4. , : '. 1 0

revealing the names of these' children so I provide a list of first

names-from a simiIar.kindergarten not involved' in.this study to

illutrate this'point: Jiaather, Murphy, Christia, Sabine, Jessica;(,_
e ,

Ann, Carrie, Leanne, Brian, Giovanna,Michael; Ashleigh, Philip,

Alexander, Kristen, Ann, Rebecca, Lynette,, Frederick, Benjamin, Adam,

Susan,.- Hernando, and Jothua. . As we have,seen, children learn their

own names and names ok,family'members.and friends as well; these names

furnish part of their literacy repertoire.

Space use.' Xhe children's use of space is also more'conventiona1
.

than in 'the fall. 'there -1.7as no discernible problem with left-:t6-right

%

orientation*within word Units Only two. of the children could be`'

considered to use the page in a. disoriented fashion. One child wrote

only one word, Fourteen of the children used.a columnar display,'.

Three used spaces between words and a fourth may have been trying to

use spaces; five used words run together with no spaces. All in all,

the increased conventionality and neatness 'led to increased ability
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for an-"absent audience" to read what the children

i/
writing inventory. P

Writing and sfrgilivg.systeMs.

tall upper case on upper case with only a few letters coming in as

Still,

wrote on the

$.

the children favor either

/.

lower case. There were no children who failed to produCe let

However,-to

'only one child as

show the fluctuations that exist in these kii.nds of data,

-needed.

1

compared with two in the

Letter forMs

Al-,1 upper-case

Upper-case except i

sprin= used mixed case as

Numbe

Upper - ase except i 311us one' or

t10 gt-hers (t, e, r, and te)

Upper -Ease except e -

-

Upper-case.except

UpAer-dase except
4

Mixed case as neode

. .

e,aot,h

9

1

5

1

children

I

Some people argue that children learn to write the upper-case
N

letters. first because they are exposed to.rhem More often and/or are

taught them sore frequently. I think findings from my own research

-

and that of Ferreiro and Teberosky (1.982)*tend to indicate that a tore

irlex developmental process is going on

In the results reported about letter

that upper-case is predominantly favored.

-471\

forms we continue to rte
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fThe facthat only a few
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, s

lower-case letters enter a .'first and seem to enter-sOmewhat

systematically indicates that the shift to lower-case is conceptual.

-
For example, in the data above, ar appears that'i continued to 13,e an

r,
important letter to enter as a lower-case\option and e.increased in

Z/'
p opularity. While I suggest that these. findings indicate at

developmental conceptual phenomenon, I dknot yethave an explanation,

of why these letters might be preferred..
y,

Ferreiro and Teberosky (198:2; originally published in Spanish,
,.-

1979) reported. a
.

crossrsectional and longitUdinal study of literacy

-7e ss

C

le-7development in middle r and lower -class children in-Buenos Aires.
-.... . . 40,

In the Axg Atinian Schools and presohool/kindergartensthat these
.-.. .

1children at\tended, roWer-case cursive was the instructional model yet

.

the.children overwhelmingly used upper-case manuscript; jus.as the-
N

. 6 \
American children do. Starting with some children as young as three,

FIrreoiro and\leberosky report that this use of-upper-case manuscript

-\
developed from early,"marking" in which children alternated between

, , . .
1

two models: acursive'model (like scribbling) and a print model

Arens that look like letters and/or numbers). The developmental

progression, they traced showed children giving the cursive model

and moving toward the prj.nt model. Ferreiro and Teberosky present the

development s a recapiti.Ofation o the discovery of writing systems;

da-tiot feel'comfortabie gOing that fax at this 'point in my awn

,Dthinking butI do believe their data again fast doubt on the idea that

children's preference\or upper-case manuscript. is a simple response

_
lea4ned becatiSe they .se upper-case,more often.
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'
ere is a

.

further:argumett.that upper-loess is easiet to

given:the elatiVe. lack of. small: Muscle control of young children.

do not think thisargument-dssufficiently' strong-gin light f%ihe
. -

evidence that children often -can andlo.form the loc:ier-case _).etters n

awell=legrned units like.theit.names simultaneously with showing, a
" -

-strong Treferetce f r upper-case&

Du'ringothe early.part of this century, researchers like Hdldreth

(1936) and Legrun (1980'(tr.,)) deMonstrated children'.s
, .

pre-instructional abstractions about writing throligh their.wii.tine.

attempts. The exampleSthey provided showed dhil.Aren.creating their

own systematic .ways to Write. .More recena SiMner (1981) has.
'

analyzed children's4ormations of both upper-7 and lower-ca se,-letterS

prior

1

;t6 and following formal, instruction. SiMner-teated'hypotheses
./

- :

generated 1,j, a Grammar of Action'baSed on. strokes needed to copy 'c

geometrical forms as well as letterS.- He found that-children s. em to

have a related'but different set of .rules used in orming-letterg, He

.
.

1 I '-
suggested that they 'make Ail assessment of the overall .difficulty of

the individual letter and then_use 'strokes that will "lessen'effort"

at the same time that they lessen the likelihood that the child will
,

make.an error.

While Simmer's -research focuses'on\how children become abreto'

copy letters in conventionally.Tcortect" forth, his work indidates that
. k

children make an overall assesSment.of.the task to be dcine an that

children maintain their, own task analysis long'after formal instruction '

has-begui(see Resnick, 1976), formingIetters 4th a different

sequence,of strokes than they were taught" at least through second grade.
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Results of request to write like grown -ups. In the spring the

numberof children responding to this item increased; only one child

,

said he didn't knbw growr7ups write,show in contrast with six children

in the fall.; This child was an oriental child who wrote one word,

cat, in uppe-case manuscript and-later identified some words in

isolation in the storybook, using What appeared to be memory for

preiously learned Vords and some s)unding-out. 'Otherwise, his

interview was quite laconic.

The terms children used-settled down more toward the use of

script (14. children). One child used scribble-scrabble and then

elabo'rated it as script.' One child said scribbling. Two'of the

ao

children said that adults used small letters; one of those

demonstrated that adults write in lower-case manuscript. Onerchild

introduCed the new term which I can, remember using as a child: "real'
aft

wilting, with a compound word intonaton. Two of the children

indicated that adults hold their pencils differently than they did.

'Thr'de childrerOaid, "like this," and demonstrated: two of .them

gestured in theAair and third Wrote her first name in conventional
,

k.

script on paper.. . i

i ) c

..44,.....- ,

The htteppts to write like grown-ups looked more letter-like in

form, with some children joining actual 'letter forms. One child,

mentioned above, wrote her name-conventionally and two Others joined)

upper- and lower44se prin;4: letters of names (like Amy .on page 147 and

the example "Susan" below):

(Traced from original)
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Children. thought that grown-ups learned to write equally as much

by school as parental help. Nine children said gLpwn-ups had been

taught by their-moms and dads and nine said they were teached in

school. Four children referred to the adults' own efforts ("ju

a.
tried," "taught themsel-;es"). Two of the children said they did not

know;' these two were both oriental children who had come to the States

r.

2ieceptly. 1

One of ours ase study children, Betsy, had begun to fill a page

-.with writing, including sentences that seemed to be a letter to her

mommy, daddy,

.explained post

after this
A
one

;

'upon those ideas:

and other friends and family members. She voluntarily

of her items as we will see in the section that follows

Child:

Adult:

Child :

When asked how grown-ups learned to'write. she built

Same way children did, They,were once children,

so--(pause)

Um-hm. Well, how does th-, how do.children learn

how to writer then?

Umm. (Pause.) They looked at grown-ups writing!

'when- -after grown-ups learned how to write

and they copied it and their moms and dads told

them.

Adult: What would it take for you to learn to write like
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a grown-up?

Child: Thts is all. (Pause:, then, she began to write

again, returning to printing.) That's all.

I'll write my name really fast. (Wrote it

and then wrote what she seemedato think was

a script A.) . . . I knew what (indecipher- '

able) is. ,Nobody ever taught me, but I just

knew how to make it..

Adult: (Re-stated question.)
4

Child: A lot of practice,

Adult: A lot of practice. Well, you have really learned

a lot-- .

6
Child: (Interrupting)--andra lot of looking and listening.

We returnvto Betsy below as a child who used language about

knowing and learning very easily and informatively. For now, we can

that her ideas intertwine the learning of adults and children

quite realistically; adults are people.who were.children once anethe

parent-thild relationship seems quite straightforward and. dependable

to Betsy, a theme.that recurs in all of her transcripts.

1
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Results Of knowing and learning questions. All 24 children gave

some answer to questions, about how they krimi what theyvhad written and

how they had learned it; The aoswers wer..:'4istinguished by being

f4ler and more complex; additionally, as was the case.withBetsy, the

4
children often gave, information about their metalinguistic and

metacognitive understandings about writing vollptarily in the course

of writing their inventory.

The contents and proportions are similar to the beginning of the
ee,v

,;

school year,. hoWever, with'still a dearth of mention of school help

and abundant.references to help by other family members. Eighteen
0

children mentioned some family member and a nineteenth Mentioned ,,

"home" as the source of this knowledge. Thirteen children mentioned

mom alone, two mentioned mom and dad, and two others mentioned dad

lone. Siblings were Mentioned twide and "family" was mentioned once.

A twenty-first child menioned someone other than'a family member.

Only four children' mentioned school or school activities; among those

only one mentioned the specific teaching activity that seemed to b

very specific to the performances we saw children giving under/these

conditions, .. "copy card," in which the children wereposed to trace

and re-write their names "correctly."' Twenty of the children

mentioned their own effort and knowledge states./ Three of these
\ j

children mentioned no othe source for their kh)os,ing and learning.

Jodie is a good example Of the fullness of/these children's

responses. For the series of questions asking about knowing, she gave

these kinds of answers: I thought X; I tried to spell X; I knew X; I
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just knew;.wrIting a'cup at graridfath '(evidenly writing the Words:-

A, -, n'
from the cup); I knew the soUndt; I remember. For the questions about

a

learning, she stressed help from other people 4s well as her own .

efforts: I looked at it and my mom told"mq; books; ) I cap. read.

abe.respor&s.about their own efforts' were again quite specific:

gook off, books; write it down tons of, times; see iv in my, mind; see it

in .a book; figured it out; copying;, practice;_ sound it out just

thought them up in My mind; I just.lookaslt up and I memorized them;,
1

"by my copy card at school," game at home. The final example. was

intriguing because the child described a gaMe with.pictures of what'

you should spell apd:dots to match up that fOrces ou into:spelling

the name of the object conventionally. The chil*; hd:r.gave

was one of, the few who used invented spelling in his inventory but we

do6not'have sufficient information to know if this was his preferred
o

writing syste4 or.not.

taxer ,Betsy (see abo've ad 'volunteered information during

writing her-inventory which included what appeared to be parts of a

letter, her examiner re-instated the knowing and lealming quesfions,.
. .

gesturing across her entire page. Here are portions,of Betty'
.,

t.-.., c

:answers that give more evidence that she was definitely thinking

writing as composing,longer texts.in additiort, to being a task

requiring ldwer-level mechanics.

Child: Well, I learned how to write things and

I knew it was a message cause messages
t

are things$you write down and you giveit,
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A

Ck.

to people.

And (pause) write to yourSelf, so you

remember, what you wants bud

Child: (Interruptingadult)--that's a list.

Child: I learned. I knowhow to, spel1 door and::

I knew how, to 1 man so I knew dhow

spell 'doorman.

4

.

. Child: Well, unh, I thouAt about-it.

6

I thought'how things sounded'and then- t, uh,

copied them. Once, um, spelled egg, A, G.

[Egg is now part of eggface,' 'Awned

conventionally and used as a description

of her little brother71

Child: I i9st looked, it up and I memorized them..
,

4

Betsy's comments and the comments of the other children continue

\.to emphasize the home, family, and their own of and to downplay

the effects of ehe school and teacher(s). I believelthis emphasis i

probably not simply 'citie to Vie, lack of formal instruction in writing

in their kinciergarten but may be a more widespread effedt of,
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differences in the kinds of experiences in homes and schools. While

this is a speculative belief, 'I will give part of the basis for my

. 4
opinion. The few Studies that we have that look at children's

literacy developmenein thelome (Anaersen,Teale, & Estrada, 1980;

,Heat/1982; Taylor, 1982) indicate that children's learning is

dif\fusepread over time and spate, d.for:middle-class children is,

qui e rich and personalized. Another reason may simply be that the

t\ I
1

bondiu
\

between parent and child `,is s much more intense and

longLLasting than.is possible in a school situation that the'parents'
t.r

, , ...

0 ,
.'inputs may be embedded in memory' in .a more significant way than the

-
\

.

,

teachA'scinputs are typically:, given the socialiiatiop differences
,..

.

betwgien the home and school. Whatever the reason, echildren do

stress home and,family. They also . stress themselves as active
/ 1_

learners; iclmay be that the bests possible school setting would keep

he child's intrinsic motivation :and%would not. interpose

6
the teacher as .the source ie ource of knowing .and learning. Finally, the

children's perceptions may change as they enter 'the more formal

-schooling of the grades.

Reading Interview

(I have collapsed t e Transition from Writing to Reading,into,the

Reading Interview f6r this chaptei*X

Re-reading request. In the fall 15 of the 24 chil47 n read the
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inventory in list.7,like intonation. :In the spring all 24 children

treated there-reading request specifically as a reading task.

Twenty-two of the children used'a list=like.intonation immediately;

the speed and "naturalness" of.their responses werenOteable: Of
.

those _22, four children also used framing statements"wit the 1,'recd'
Vt

words.11:med clearly,as "words-as-wods." The remaining two children
.

only read one word eachf but they again clearly Said the
- -

,Vword-as-word." let me explain what.I mean by the above three

distinctions which are aided by increased attention by

anthropologists, linguists, and sociolinguists interested in

conversation and literacy activities (Cook-Gumperz & Gumperz, 1981;.

Gumperz-& Herasimchuk, 1972; Gumperz, 1983; Scollon & Scollon, 1981).

In what I am calling list -like intonation, the child typically

looks at the paper, often with a noticeable in-taken breath, and then

begins to recite the words on the page, with pauses between each word,

a contour within each word typically ending with either a rising tone

or a definite falling tone more appropriate to sentence7-final
J

positions; occasionally elongating )the pronunciation of a.ward (see

also .Bbiinger, 1972). Gumperz and Herasimchuk (1972) noted the'o.dd

use, of what.they.called "reading rhythm" when childrell read the word

the in reading groups; often pronounced /a -1 /Cinstead of a 'a I.
,J

This intonation pattern is somewht like the word-as-word

intonation. In both cases, the speaker signals that certain,words are

set aside from other speech. 1ith the lis s,,the child sets the.

entire list off'frod the remainder of.his/or her z h. One test for
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this Pis -to have an experience4p'stenographertranscribe the tapes;

typically the transcriber will list the words with commas betWeen them,

occasionally with quotation marks around the words or underlining,

depending upon the punEtUation.style being used.

Robert read, his list (page 459)

Jaarr
jar

. ceaat;
dad, mbothrbi-,.,

--step, go_

* .

Auiv 'and Don
Uhh- -and thisss--pish!

n the followl.n manner:
4.

The transcriber had underlinedey, left and not underlined, and

underlined Don.. In the last line, only pish was underlined. Fish was
. .

Robert's reading of the original FOI which he said he knew wasn't fish

but he, couldn't remember how to spell fish. He evident* completed it

as FOOL because of seeing that form in a book and need(ag'something to.

use-for fish." After finishing the writing4Of F001, he still asserted

it was pish but said "I don't know" when asked "how come" it was pish.

Robert's discussion of pish/fish;

Child: It was about=-there was a fish, I know that.

I was gonria write- -but I can't remember how

you/ spell it, of course,but my two,fish died.

And I can't think Of how to spell-fish- anymore--

Adult: Ohh. Thatys too b'ad,--about them.dying.

Child: Uh -huh.

.Adult: Just go ahead and do it the best yogi- can. .
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Child: I'll try. F--(pause) FL-0. Pause.)

Adult: Put what you. think.
"c-

,Child: F. (Pause.) E--can't be!

Adult: Why c 'A it be?
, -..

Childt Well, if, if, if there's anything I can think
$

of--because, causecause that wasjustl..liie,

there in, the book! :t

Ode of the children who f med the words-as-words with comments

about them was Jodieori e.. of our case study children. _In the .eltample.

,
thate-follocis, she successfully distinguishes. words -as -words from words

d
used i .emphasisempsis (i.e. "that's yours."). She alsOsuccessfully.uses

.,,haN
.

. /.
_,

other metalinguistit,terms and descriptions, particularly abo/Ut

spelling.

Child: This spells hi, H-I., M-E, me, .F (pause

foo, um, ioff. [a self-correction]

a 4

N-0, No, I-N, in, dim, that--well,

that's yours. (Examiner had added a m k.)

N,,

Adult: (Understanding her emphasis and its rterent.)

jhat's mine, yeah. Um -Timm.

_Child: And this is--I don't know what it sie/ lls in
.

script.. (Referencelis the "grown-up, writing.
(7,

% -

Another child who framed words-as-words is Doug, ,a second one of our

case study children. He used his finger as a pointer while reading

the list, running his finger left-to-right across the surf ace, of 1e

words.
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Child: Okay, hmm--dog.,--Doug--,(pause)

/b/ /b/--bike--(pause)

bus (pauc)

I don't know.' (Pointing to LAN) I forgot

what that one is. '(Pause.) c\-

. Ramp. (Pause.).

Bike(pause) th:ts one? bbiiike?

(Looked back' and forth between BAK

and BAG.)

.

And I forgot what that one--the letters
ir

was-uh-7garbage --

uhh--tray..

There were two further indications that the gi5oup of children as.

a whole performed this task more easily and conventionally.1 First,

tiA

there were no, instances in which children used the describing behavior

discussed on pages 153 ff. 'SeCond, a number ofthe.children dismissed

the "grown-up writing'', attempt as not really writing, saying either,

. . .

that they didn't know what it spelled in script, as did. Jodie (below),.
C

or saying that'the items was me trying write script."

When the children were asked what else they ruld.read, their

.

--responSpi_fell into a few categories:. nothing, five children;.bookS,

I

nine children, including one who:atso included a_baSal preprimer (Tip

and Mitten) and two who' also included other words;. other. words, nine,

children. The "other words." category consisted of five children who

listed general:words and four who listed categories.of-"environmental
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print"--words from the cafeteria; from the street, phone nuMbers, bus

signs, etc. Besides the'chlld. who mentioned the basal reader, only

.;

one other child mentioned inst ructional materials: eople's copy
_ x.2

-cards," or name cards., In the nexesection, we examine the children's

metalinguistic and metacognitive explanations out how they-learned

to read.

U

Metacogpitive questions about reading,. or "I learned halfway by

myself and halfway from my mom and dad and now I'm practieing." As

wit riting, the'dhildren s answers about how they learn or will

learn to read, about how other people learn to read, about what people

need so that they can'iead and.why that is were much more full and

fluent in the spring of kindergarten. They were alSo much more

school-oriented. The process of learning to read seemed so clear to

some of the children that they actually laughed at our qUeStions, as-

ye will see in Stephanie's answers 'below.

As Daniel R. put it', people "have'to have" a mom and dad to learn

to read.. This is consistent with the children ideas in the fall but

now they are more spec'fic that mom and'dad have to "teach" and they

give examples of how t at teaching goes. Teale (1982 and in press)

11 '

has been questioning the idea that children can or do learn to read

9' --
___ _ r .

"ridturally4 and ti gests that,natural reding includes much teaching
w

)

in the home setting, though this teaching may not be as formal as
N //

that in the school.
4
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At the end of thetyear, all 24 children. responded to these

questions. Only one child, Tinya, a second language child, refused, to

A

answer, but she justified, her refusals: "because I cannot read:" As

we will see in thestorybook reading section, Tanya was indeed

beginning to read from print. While her response is complicated by

her different cultural. and linguistic background, it i possible that

she is refting to speculate about-possibilities or to "pretend"

because of-her-increased knOWledge about what reading entails.

The remaining 23 children all mentionedprocesses or units of

language, with.the most frequent responses being "sound out," letters,

words, spell, write, listing specific letters by name or-by sound.. A

new category /appeared having to do with. thought processes- and bbdily,

organs. Children mentione& the need to memorize and gave examplesHpf
1

memorizing the spelling of words or "memorizing" the reading of books.

They mentioned:the need to Practice and to do thugs many times. And

they need to think, as Freddie asserted:

' Adult: What do people need so that they can read?

041d: (After a long pause.) Their 'brain.

Adut: Okay. Anything else?

1

Child: Their hand. Their mouth. Their 'eyes..

Adult: Okay.

Child: I can't thinkof anything else.

Adult: You told me-people need their brains and eyes
e.t1)

and mouths to read.. Why is that?

Child: So they can see and' think what it says and (pause)
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.when they know, they can say
. .

,

-In response to the questiOn, "How do people read?", Freddie .

explained: 4"By.knowing what-it means, days."

Children continued td thinly that other people, particularly 11=1

and dad, are essential. Sixteen children mentione other people 14

specified either :nom or mom and dad_ One child jus,t'said, "somebody to

help," and another said,,"A teacher." Schdol was mentioned explicitly

by seven children_and two'other's,Mentioned playing school with ?nom or '

a brother. In describing what mom and. dad do, the children said that-
.

they write for them, read with them, or teach them specific things

. about reading. They began to indicate two changes they themselves,

would become more and more independent and the OVher persons meeded to

be available."to2help," Helping was described by a few children as

being "to tell you if you are right or wrong" when you try to.read

things.

..Stephanie 'summed things up quite well at the end of a- very'long

interview when the examiner asked her to explain her answers:

Adult: Why do you need bOoks to.learn how to read,?

Child: Cause those:(pause)--what do 'you mean? (Laughing.)

Adult: I knoW--that's a silly question. Well', see what--
,

see what do you think? 'What do you think--why

do .you need books?

Child: (Laughing throughout.,) Cause that's the.only

.thing you can read (slight pause) besides
,

letters and things.

-7487
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Adult: Yeah. You can read letters, so why do you

need. books?

Child: Cause those a4e imp;ortant!, (Still la;ighing.)

Adult: They're important? What makes them important?

Child: Because(laughs)=-I,don't know!

Adult: Yeah, I-agree ith you. I was just wondering what,

what it i' that makes books important?

Child: (Pause:) Let me think--;(pause) You learn things

out of 'em! (Laughs.)

Adult: Yeah, yeah, okay. You said moms are important?

Child: Um-hmm.

Adult: And why is that? Why, why do, "why do you need

moms to learn to read?

Child:, Cause they can help you.

Adult: Um-hmm. And broihers?

Child: Cause it--sothey can play school with you.

Adult: (Laughs.) .That's pretty nifty for you, huh? -

Stephanie had given full explanation, of hoW her mom helped, including

Setting up a play schobl for her and he brother.

Adult: How did.you,learn to radii?

Child: (After a bit of urging. ) Well. . . I said,

"Mom, when am I gonna learn to read?"

.
Uh-huh.

Child: And then she said that I,was gonna learn

to read right now, like this second.
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And I, how? (laughs) how? (acting out her

puzzlement.) And then, uh, she said,

"Well, by 'playing-school with Joe," my

-brother.

Adult: Um-hmm.

Child:. And her uhm, played 'school with me-for a

long time--

Adult: ,Um-hmm.

Child: And she made books for us and stuff like that.

The transcript of Jodie's reactions w s'exciting,

particularly given her typical "I can't" behavior that recurred in the

case study documents whenever the questions were introspective. In
0

'response to the metacognitive reading questions in the spring, she

mentioned numerous resources of her own (sounding out words and

spelling words, which, she demonstrated) and, particularly, the content

of "good books," which included an outdated preprimer as-well as

storybook*. Immediately afterward, when she was asked to teed the

book she brought with her, she "shared" the book as a literary

experiences, stopping to exclaim about how funny or how good the story

was.

Other children showed the pleasure they got from books, seeming

to treat instructional matrials and tasks as if they are as much fun
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as books written for non-instructional purposes. Caroline illustrates

this kind of reaction, including the re-reading behavior that eems to

be a distinguishing feature of home reading.

Adult: How did you learn to read?

Child: Well, I have (pause) a book at home

that I got from Christmas. (Pause.)

And -..eaded it, and I readed it,

over and over, and it goes in order,

so you'd--learn--this--front page--always.

Adult: Really?

.Child: --You have to start from the front to the back

(pauSe) always, and that's wha--and I have,

um, I,have books--like, I have--a

-f-

for, first gra4ers and I can do stuff in it.

(Pause.) And I can, uh, I liave a-another book

that's for, uh, kindergarteners, and it has,

like, matching words--and it's really--like

spelling stuff.

Adult: Umm. I bet that's fun. How do people learn to

read?

Child: I already told you this, but I'll tell you again

(laughing).

Adult: Okay.

Child: (Laughs.) Um, sometimes they see the books

(pause) and sometimes they see the dictionary
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and sometimes they see it in books how to

spell and sometimes they see 4 from their

teacher--they tell it. And sometimes they see 'it

in their mind and they try to figure out.

Given the lack of stress on writing in the early grades in most

schools and in the school that these children were attending, it is

difficult to determine if the difference in the children's4nswers'

about writing and reading are instructionally-influenced, are due to

;1\1,t-

diffe'ences between writilig and reading .os processes, or both. It is

P

clear that these children have cometo attribute importance to school

S\ I

and to teaching-like activities that they did not mention in the fall

and that the attribution was limited to the questions about reI7ding

and was not given about writing. 4 r"

I

In our characterization of 'reading /as being a hierarchiclly,

organized set of iiteractive processes fAir the fluent reader, we

categorize certain knowledges (graphics, letter recognition, phonemic

interpretation, etc.) as being low-level processes. As educators, we

often disparage instruction on
.

,these "skills." I think the /picture is

i

becoming abundantly clear that the initial 'acquisition of these
i . .

To , ;

knowledges is conceptual and developpental. I think that the children
,

,. 'I

are also furniShing the hint
thaN

t they find learning aboutispelling,

I

--Sounding out words, letters, and words to be high intellectual 1 v.
1

,

challenge. I think that the-current-research in emergent /literacy has

contributed two important ideas: (1) "high - level" processes

I
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involving comprehending written language begin"- long before the..child,

is teading from print and (2) "low-level" processes are not low in

intellectual content or challenge nor

are without risk. of harm to children.

Can they be taught, as if they

Favorite storybooks. This section is,summarized from Sulzby

(1982c) and includes information from another project -examining the

storybook reading development of childrem from two, to five (Sulzby,

1983b). In the metacognitive questions about reading above, the

children had continued to talk about hooks. As :Robert put it, "We've

been reading those two (books, more than anything. Andd-,-I--well-at_

night--so.I've been really memorizing them." As we saw-with the

example from Daniel R.,in the fall, "memorizing" and-all of the othet

behavior,s leading up to independent reading from print are far from

simple, lowIlevel.behaviors. Instead, they appear to be

conceptually - based,. developmental phenomenon%

The children's storybook 'reading. attempts at the end of the year

were scored by the Emergent Reading Ability Judgments for Favorite

Storybooks. Table 10 showsthe distribution of children in each

category for both the fall and spring sessions. The children'i scores

were significantly higher in the spring using a Comparison of the

means for correlated samples.(t3.38:, p(.005). The mean scores were

4.33 In the falland 6.38 in -the spring.; both sessions the standard.

deviation was 3.26. Of the 24 children, 16:increased their scores and

.

four remained the same. Only four children showed 'decreased.scorea.

Appendix JgiveS examples from nine of the eleven categories,
't

Insert Table 10 aboUt her
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Table 10: Emergent Reading Ability Judgments

for Favorite StoryboOks, Frequencies, Study I and Study V

Beginning and End of Kindergarten Year'(N=24)

Attempt Type (sub-categories) Major categories

.

A. Attempts Governed Print

Holistib, independent (1)

Holistic,' strategic (1)

Aspectual (1)

Print-governed refusal (2)

Study: I V

(3),/

.(2):

X5)

(0)

10

B. Attempts Governed by Pictures,'Stories Formed,

Written language-like

Verbatim-like. (1) (0)

Similar to Wr. Text (3) (2)

Oral/Written Mix ' D(2) (5)

Oral language-like

. St.Told for Audiende ..(2) (3)

Oral interactive 0) (2)

C. Attempts Governed by Picture, Storie.s

Not Formed

Action-Governed -(2) (0)

Labelling, ,Commenting (2) (0)

D. Refusals,, Dependent o 4

6 7

: 5. 5

4 0
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alongwith.a brief explanation of the categorization used -All of

these examplesbare taken from the spring study,.with the exception. of

Daniel R.'s vivid verbatim-like attempt. In my work'with younger. children

(Sulzby, 1983b), we collected twOstOrYbooks at a session in order to

estimate the stability of the behavior over books. In ,two Of tie studies

(which form the basis for the doctoral dissertation of Beverly Otto)

all children read one book in common after they demonstrated that it

was a classroom favorite. Children's reenactmept scores at any given

were closely correlated (r = .92, .94, .93, .99,..f8rIour sessions).

Table 11 shows the distribution of scale leveA ovechildren at

different ages, usIng data.from the current research and the work

with younger children.-
t

Insert Table. 11 about here

These data'indicate that the behaviors are arrayed in a

developmental order;_however, my own observations and speculations

lead me to doubt ghat one category will a wayA be preseilAfor some

children. Figure 24 presents the categories as a tree-structure

beginning with the lowest-level independent reenactments, in...which

no story is fOrmed and.ending with independent reading.

Insert Figure24 about here

It is the highest-level oral language story (82a) that. causes

me concern. In Chapter Four I used. an example from Douglas; the

example from Don (Appendix C ) from the spring study is a much
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Table 110

Percentage of Redding Attempts at Increasing Levels

A
of Sophistication by Age

Age Number of Refusals
Altempts ,Dependent

Attempts

or Stories
(Not Formed

,

Oral Written
Language- Language
like From

Pictures

Governed
by Print'

..',.

Two's*- -24 42' :21 33 4 .-

Three's* 60 35 6
_

22' 28:

Four's* 72 cy 19 8 15 32 25

Five's** 24 17 17 -. 21 25 21

(November)

.Five's** 24 8 21 30 42***

(Kay)

*Data from the current. study. Two's consist of children up through age 3-2
a natural break point in the age,distribution. Four's consist only of

children between 4 -0 and 4-11. Two attempts were taken per session..

**Data from Suizby '(1982') reading attempts were taken at the'beginning and
end of the kindergarten year with the same subjects..

***Percentages may not sum to'100 due to rounding.

This tale is taken from. E. Salzby, Children's Emergent Abilities to

read. Final report to the Spencer Foundation, August, 1983.

495



Figure 24

CategorieS.of Emergent Reading of Favorite Storybooks

(ERAJFS, Sujzby; 1982)'

. Story Not Formed ** Story Formed

Oral Language-Likek* Written

*"indspndent reenactments only:.
child is making reading attempt

v21-liout dependence upon adult
conversation or Interrogation.

Language -Like

Print Not Watched** Pr Ant Watched,

Refusal
(Print-re.lated)

** Sub-categories not shown.

//'
495a

Aspectual** Holistic

S,tra, y- -Independent
Dependent
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clearer exemplar for this categqry. I suspect, however, that children

who arein strongly literate environments And engage in much storyreading

. .

with their parents may not pass through this category but will go directly

( .
,

frpm &ft to Mc in which there is a mix of oral and written language.

Our distributions with the younger children seem to be -consistent with

.-%
this notion. Theoretically, the category fits as placed, and it fits

ft

empiricallyLfor some children. We/do not have longitudinal data With

enough children at this time to form a solid conclusion.
,

Storybook reading.appears to be a very fruitful area for further

research' in emergent reading, Additionally, it provides a

interesting way of tapping children'g distinctions between oral and

written language. Finally,,' it leads to a way of:examining parent-child

interaction in an area that has great impact on children's later

in-sch-01 achievement and research in this area is growing .(Harkness &

,Miller, 1982; Heath, 1982;Aleath & Thomas, in press.; Ninio, 1980;

Snow, 1982;-Snow & Niniol in prepAration;, Teale,. 1983).

Book parts. The children increased in their ability to label
4

the parts of books andTto give an explanation of the lunGtions of the

parts. Table 11 lLsts the frequencies parallel to the, &splay on

page 182.

Insert Table 11 about here.

One of Acategories, title-page, decreased For some reason,

fewer children indicated a label for the title page or'a functional

description., Jodie gives us an idea of the difficulty that even the
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Table 11

BoOk Parts KncledgeInver........Itaajl.

Coyer Title Page .

Picture Print

Label, or

synonym,,

Function

. 22*

23

7

11

19

20

:2Q .

21

22

23

1

*Figures indicate number of children-out of 24 answering correctly.
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children who were given credit for the function had in'expressing

themselves. (Nevertheless, we noted that children typically acted

appropriately toward the title page when they read their storybooks.

Adult: What's this part? .(Indicating title page)

Child: The, uhm, (pause) the fron--like the, like,

it's just like the front but it's not.

Adult: Do you know hat it's called?

4 Child:' It's like, it's like the, uhm, cover-like.

Aduld Dh-huh. What's on it?

Child: Uhm, it's the author and, uhm, what the book's

called.

Adult: What do you do with it?

Child: Uhm, it telJ.3 the author of the book and

what tt'e lied.

One,point.might be important.. As we shall see in Part II, .

,Miriam Kendall, the teacher, used the term "the get-ready page"

for the title page. She used the title page as part of the story-

book reading, experience and discusses authors and illustrators

with the children. Nevertheless, they showed little verbal facility

in the interview setting with the title page, either by label or

by function.

c!4
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The results of the writing and reading interviews let us know that

the'children have increased in their literacy knowledges even though
%

the kindergarten curriculuM did not offer forMal instruction in either

writing or reading. The one specific piece of. instruction, "copy

card," was not commented on by the children ad being very important

, .

although knowing how to write and read one's name seemed to be

.importantknowlqdge that the .children brought with them frot come.

Children continued' to attribute most of their learning to their

parents and to their own efforts although there was a discrepancy

between the degree to which school and/or teachers were mentioned in

the writing and the rea. t: nterview.. Children began to mention

-instructional materials bei used in the home for reading and to say

thdt ttey would learn to read in school,, although the numbers making

_this -claim were only 25% of the-children. Children do mention'their.

own parents as teaching and "helping," and have become even,more

explicit about how parents do this. Their metalanguage increased in

its amou ,,the fluency with which it. was used,-and*the terns used

correctly as labels or through'explanations.

Advice, about kindergarten fora younger child. I was concerned'

about childrei's perceptions about the first year of their public

school career so ve_decided to ask them about kindergarten. We made

use of Ricky, the four-year-old who had visited during Study III. The

examiner praised the child at the end of the reading interview and

then said:

499,

51 9



I Was thinking aboUt"Ricky--you remember Ricky, the
little hoy.who came. to visit, the boy.you did a 'Story
for?' You know, he'll be starting tO kinderten
nelit'year. Could you Help- Ricky by giving him.some

advice.

What would you tell Ricky that might help him dO a
good job in kindergarten?

Could anyone, else in your room give him some good
advice? Who? .What do you think (name) would say
that might help Ricky do a good job in kindergarten?

Only one-fourth of the1children,(8/24) mentioned literacy

activities as being important for kindergarter4 these children

were .girls and two were boys; there was .a mix of ability levels.

Interestingly, most of the children who mentibnel literacy activities

spoke as if the child should learn before kindergarten. Caroline said'

that. RiCky should buy books,'get pagei (evidently for writing on),

write things down, copy, do math and spelling page's (here a reference

to exercise boOkS), and read from a "reading book," again a reference

to instructional materials. Robert said that he would teach Ricky how

to read and that he would wri'e and tell him to memorize it. He also

said that. Freddie would tell Ricky to be good andwould'teach him

words..

The remaining' answers all related to social behavior:. listen to

. ,

the teacher, be good, play with friends,. don't fool around, don't say

bad words, work-hard; clean up, don't hit,.don't trip; pick up.glass

on the playground and 'give it to the teacher, don't hurt other kids,.

and be careful. There were no noticeable patterns of differenOe
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between the advice a child gave'and the advice he or she thought a

peer would give. Also the peers were from a wide ability range as

well. /

In brief,,the children found only two areas for advice, literacy

and other academic pursuits and social lehavior. Overwhelmingly, they

thought that how one acted in kindergarten was very important.

Unfortunately, we did not probe these answers further so they only

suggest an avenue for further study. These two areas match the two

emphases in kindergarten programs and the- relatively greater stress on

social matters seems to be consistent-with Miriam Kendall's emphasis

during 198081. In Part II, we see howMiri4m_ImpIemehted her program

with these children.

501 521



PART II

The Teacher as Adult Linguistic and Social Model

NOTE: This section is a reproduction of a paper co-authored by
Anderson and presented at the International Reading Associa
in Chicago, May 1982. Parts are redundant with information giv, else-

where in this final report.

During 1980-81, a group of four researches spent the year'

studying the literacy acquisition of a group kindergarten children

as part of the BRDKAWL project, or "Beginning Readers' Developing

Knowledges About Written Language." The BRDKAWL 'project's goal was

to describe the knowledges about written language that a group of

kindergarten children brought to school with them and to design

assessment tools that might be helpful in understanding other

children's emerging literacy, or .reading and writing abilities, The

project's design included the use of,ove7lapping research tools, all

converging upon the description of certain aspects of the children's

literacy development.

So that the study would not be contamina~.ed*by.formal

instruction, a classroom had been selected in which there -..Tas no

formal instruction in reading and writing. During the year, three

researchers spent their time focusing primarily upon the children,

with, nine children giver tensive scrutiny using case study

techniques. One researcher, Susan Anderson, stayed in the classroom

and attempted to discover parts of its culture, particularly those

parts related to literacy. This paper focucas upon the teacher, whom

we call Miriam Kendall, as the target, and we are sure that there were

times during the year that she felt like a target.
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Elizabeth, Sulzby, Beverly Cox, and Beverly Otto took children

from the classroom to take part in interviews and

experimentally-structured tasks. In those studies, the variables

4

being investigated were six language "modes":

Conversation

Storytelling,

Dictation

Writing (handwritten composition)

Re-reading

Editing

Two cross-cutting variables were topic and audience. By using these

sets of variables, we hoped to begin to iiscover the child's

developing model%for the readerfwriter', lationship as shown along

dimensions of tjchild's developing distinctions between oral and

written language.

So that we could fur her understand these variables we wanted to

cross-check our observation when we took the child from the classroom

by observing those same variables in the classroom. Additionally, we

'vented to know what was being emphasized about those variables in the

classroom. Specifically, what opportunities did the teacher structure

for the children's use of conversation, storytelling, dictation,

writing, reading, and editing and did she emphasize topic and audience

considerations? This was our initial question.

A discussion with Miriam Kendall, the classroom teacher, helped,

;

us to understand that question just wouldn't do.- A foreshadowing
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from the data will help explain why the question wouldn't do and why.

we changed our focus.

//

First of all, we found. that our division of "the world of.language

was not very meaningful to Miriam Kendall and the,wey she structured

, her classroom. There were times when she used our terms that seemed

to be from herlown choice, bUt primarily she did not and furthermore
7

7- -;

when she did tse our terms they had a special me1ning to her that'did

t
I

not come froin our study. Our closest convergence was in storybook
/ .

/
.

.

reading, vhich'waS not a major focus of our project but was part of a

..-

beginnifig and end of the year interview. The chalkboard in this
1

I

clasioom was not very accessible and rarely used: Children were only

encouraged to "write" around Valentine's Day and that writing tended

to be highly structured, mostly copying from a model. Occasionally,
.

-

Miriam would say, when reading to the children, "And, those of you who

are reading already may want to follow along to see the words go .
gr''.

with thd pictures and what I am saying," but sheTput no emphasis upon

the formal skills of writing and reading. She did use the term"

"audience" quite often, in the context of sharing time, but we did not

observe it being tied to Written language. Conversation was used

widely and treated with great significance, both in sharing time and

in less formal activities; while we might have considered conversation

to be related to forms of written language, Miriam seemed to have a'

different, but, we think, related notion of its significance for

Five- year -olds.

Second, we found that Miriam's division of the world seemed

attractive but alien to us. We did not understand it. Furthermore,

R:14
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Miriam told us that she-could not describe her own methods.

luring the planning for the 1980-81 study pf kindergarteners,

Elizabeth Sulzby approached Miriam and explained that we wanted to

observe in the classroom,at times having as many as four adults in

the room with three observing children and one; Susan AndersOn4.--

observing her, the teacher. ;Miriam laughed, and said, "Wei1,1 if you

can stand it!" She went on to set some boundaries with us--her first

stipulation was that we were. to leave instantly if she signalled.,

This-was in case our presence might. be disruptive.9ither to the

children orto Miriam. The other condition was that we not try to

prescrie how we thought she should teach. We stressed the second

condition as part of our research stance but Miriam emphasiz1 what we

suspecOis true about a lot of us in our teacher roles:

we have certain preferred ways of teaching, based upon

our beliefs, and we usually are resistent to imposed-

change" and need to understand' the relationship between

the proposed change and our beliefs. (Indented for

emphasis.)

During that meeting Miriam told Elizabeth that it would help her

if we coulii put it:. "what I do." She laughed pritt said that

she knew what.she did worked with five-year-olds but it seemed to be

hard for her to explain to people because she lacked the professional

vocabulary. She was aware that her practice was partly idiosyncratic,

having been developed over 23-years of teaching; of picking and
--

choosing from things that Pfelt right" and developing others simply

because'they seemed appropriate with the children. We ag'eed to this

a
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charge and thus our question changed from a description of the world

as we preconceived it for our study of early literacy twa question

emphasizing the discovery of Miriam's model of teaching: THE

DISCOVERY OF .THE TEACHER'S MODEL.

We think we discovered these features as being central to

Miriam's teaching; we present them now so that you can compare them,

with the procedures and evidence we have used:

(1) She establishes social and linguistic expectations on

the first day of class in September and maintains those

expectations consistently throughout the year.

.(2) Her linguistic and non-linguistic practices emphasize

what Harry Broudy (1976) calls the associative" and

"interpretative" uses ofschooling rather than the

more expected "replicative" and "applicative" usages..

(3) She models her thought processes aloud so that they

become available for reflection and description by

five-year-olds. She uses, words describing mental

states often and with positive affect.

506

526



Method

Description of the Data Base and. Classroom Context

The Classroom as Setting.

----Mrs. Kendall's room has maintained both a constant appearance and,

a constant atmosphere during the four years Elizabeth Sulzby has

.

worked with her. The classroom map shows an appearance of-

well - defined work and play areas with many things for childre4 to do.

Classroom map goes about here

Appearance must be distinguished from atmosphere, however. The

appearance of the room is a common one for a kindergarten class and is

based upon.the use of space and contents. Atmosphere contAtes the way

in which the participants occupy the space aid use its contents as a

group.

In appearance there are four quadrants which are labelled 'entry

and coat area," "rug area," "playhouse and individual activity area,"

and, finally, "lesson-and art area." A further survey of the

':insides" of each area on the map-indicates that the "individual .

activity" area actually covers the entire room. We. have noticed that,

as viewed in the map, the room appears crowded and severely ,

flow of activities. Children and teacher seemed to have tacit social

0
"rules" for when the room-wide individual activity stations wou ld be

partitioned. When we visited the room,,it did not give this

impression; it seemed airy and roomy and allowed for arid.encour ged
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used and for when the group would gather in the various areas for

different purposes, 'such as sharing time, storytime, or art lessons.

In atmosphere, the classroom can be described as'active but alm.

The teacher controls the overall flow of activity by vsing body

posture, voice tone, or piano tunes as cues. When El {' abeth Sulzby

visited on the third day of school, 1,980, that atmosphere seeing-4 to be

established (cf. Shavelson & Stern, 1981). Susan Anderson and the

other observers were able to recognize it when formal observations

began in October.

The Observational Strategy

Form. The observational procedure decided upon for both

Anderson's observations of the teacher and for the other reseircher's

observations of the children was a narrative description modelled

after DeVault,'Harnischfeger, and Wiley (1977). In this format the

`observer attempts to describe as fully as possible what is happening

in the classroom, indidating the times when activities change. Two

related purposes supported this.decision. First, we wanted to avoid

reducing the data to our preconceived notions as much as we could.

Second, we needed a wealth of data in order to capture the social and

-linguistic structure of this classroom.

All observations were Written as objectively as possible in or-

der that we could'keep an accurate, unbiased record of the school day.
J

Anderson's observations of the teacher were the key observations

around which qbservations by the other researchers were compared.
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Timing. Observers were trained to use.the narrative descriptioh

format. The next decision involved how we should schedule our study

sessions. The first strategy was to have Susan Anderson observe each ,

i

day of a typical week deciae what Lid of schedule would be most
-;

representative.. Theeacher had'suggested Tuesday or Thursday as most

typical and--Ande-rionis-observat-ionseon-f-irmed-this-4udgmerit,_altho_ugh____

we-foundthat there was little fluctuation between any of the

1

weekdays. One solution that was rejected was to randomly sample days

for our study sessions; that schedule would have been unworkable

because it would interfere with both school and university schedules.

Tuesday was finally chosen as the regular day for the study, with

,Thursday as the alternate in case of holidays and other problemS.

After choosing Tuesday as the "candidate ". date, all.four team

members made narrative observations on Tuesday, October 7, 1980. The

team met following the observation to compare.notes and times and to

estimate the degree of. observational "validity" or "adequacy" we could

hope for from our techniques (see Guba, 1978).

From that date forward, except for holidays and otheil,changed

dates, the. teacher was observed in the classroom' on Tuesdays.

Additionally, during the case study sessions4 the three other

researchers and their case study target children returned to the

classroom following the individual sessions. On these Tuesdays, fou'r

observations were made simultaneously, .The. team met following the

sessions to discuss-the observational contents and to verify times and

activities observed.
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The Data Base .

The data base or this paper consists of 31 days of observations,

with a "day" being de fined as the morning kindergarten session, from

9:00-11:15 a.m.; one au iotaped session bf .key activities;;one

videotaped session of key activities; one interview with the teacher;

44 "de-briefing" session with children and teacher, all from the

71-9 -80-81-school year. Additional data comes from follOW-up

obServations done by Sulzby at t e beginning of the current, 1981-82

school year to verify information athered in the teacher interview.

Method

Our. method for this part of the study can be"called naturalistic

inquiry, as ,Guba (1978) has described it. More specifically, we have
. r

borrowed techniques from ethnography, using both participant/

observational techniques and an ethnographically-structured interview,

with follow-up. audio- andvideo-taped examples (Erickson & Mohatt, 1982;

Green& Wallat, 19811 Spradley, 1979, 1980).

After Miriam Kendall asked us to describe for her. what we

perceived her teaching method'to be, we attempted to view her

kindergarten classroom as an unfamiliar culture. That is, we tried to

observe 'ow it worked and attempt to become aware of the 'participant's

understanding of the classroom. With this concern in mind, we choge

ethnographic t§ols to help us acquire this awareness. Spradley (19.80).

defines ethnography as "the work of describing a culture," and this is

what we set out to do. Spradley says:.

The central aim of thnography is, to understand

ranother way of life om the native point of view.

The goal of ethnography, as Malinowski puts it,
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of view, hisis, "tO grasp native't

vision of hisrelation to life, to realize ho

world". 0,922: 25). Field work,
then, involves

.

wthe disciplined study of what the world is like to

lh have learned t
hear, speak, think,peop e w o to

and act tn, ways that are differellt. Rather than

.

studying people, ethnography means learning from

people. (13- 3)

In order to understand the cultural setting of this classroom,

a participanttherefore, SUsan Anderson' took

r'1°°'-^rim every Tuesday, making

observer role in the

narrative observations. This role

distinguished from that of an objective obserer who would use

subjectivity in recording the events that
transpire.

of naturalistic

trul-Y-objective

appropriate for

no

is.

From the s
once

inquiry; we assumed that
observati8ns could be

participant Observer wasthat the role of theand F

discovery of cul ture. io this study, Anderson t°°1(

her task to be what Heath (in Press).has described as the discoverY of

and explicit s and values
"the overt, manifest, behaviors and' tangible

items of culture. She took participant observation as her 601.

The term "participant observation" 00 be taken

things wh n use0n research.

:within pa ticipant obServation

to mean many

the
most important variable:-One of

a teo
hnl-que is the degreeas

observer, both with in theinvolvement of the- the People and

activities which are. being observed.
( --T

participant observation from What we

Going one step fUriber,

have already distinguls

ealled-objectiNie observatioo

it is POSsible ag necessarywell as necessa for us
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distinguish the degree,of our involvement in.the\culture while

observing. Spradley (19 9) has identified five types of involvement.

from no.involvement to high or complete involvement. In our study:

Anderson's role can be described as "passive involvement."

Spradley (1980) defines passive participation thus:

The ethnographer engaged in passive participation

is present at the scene of action but does not

participate or interact with other people to

any great extent. About all you need to.do is

find anc"observationvost" from which to observe

and record what goes on. If the passive participant

=pies any role in the social situation, it will

only be that of "bystander," "spIctator," Cr

"loiterer." (p. 59)

This -dscription aptly captures
Susan Anderson's role bn

Tuesdays during 1980-81 in Miriam Kendall's classroom. She loitered

around the round table in the coat and entry area which was a point,

which afforded the most complete view of the activities and structure

of the room. Movement was kept to a minimum and occurred only when it

was necessary for her move to see what ;:as going on. One exception

was when the children went to the play ground or othei location,
like

the library. At that time, Anderson wcrtt along. The atmosphere was
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casual, so occasionally Miriam Kendall would drop over and make a

comment or two but those times were minimal. The children, too,

learned that the observers had work to do and dchot spend much time

visitine_while_the_observers_were-Lwriting.

..

White the participant style that Anderson used was patsive, the

cOkmunicationrwith the teather increased the involveMent. One' type

involvement was constant throughout the school year. Miriam Kendall

was given a copy of all observations and of all the transCripts from th,

individual sessions With the children. She was told that her

reactions were desired but we tried to put no pressure On her to

'respond. (In part, we felt tbat out lengthy documents might be a

burden for her to read and we wanted her. to read from interest and not

compulsion!) The second type.of involvement was a result of..the

Method of: ethnographic investigation by which we generated hypotheses

about the culture of the classroom and attempted to verify those

hypotheses.

e's

1

The Findings: Preliminary Analysis

From Narrative Observations

After several months, we made a-preliminary analysis of the

observations and noted trendt that we thought we saw. These involved

structuringboth Miriam's ways of instructing and her waY-Of. the,

classroom events and space. From this analysis, we decided) to do an

in -depth analysis of three clatsroom activities that seemed to be

highly significant both in termsof how frequently Miriam used them
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structured them. In carryin which
she struP' orderarid of the careful Ways

to allow us
we asked Miriam to

7
record days includingout this analysis,

April 14, we audiotaP-
pci a session and, on MaY 12'

such activit
ies.

we both aud and videotaped
a session'

Narrative 1.-servation-
, , 4

iotaped

continued during
11'

. time as well.

------ . ----
_ .--,,-- e 4 petb..... ---,the total.set o f 4ve obserVations,

rel..'
From reviewing narvat-

. . /-.
.

Oeses and c
iour preliminary hypo compared

the
With the audio

and vide

taped exampi
es. 1'1'

_00 the refined
hypotheses

i 0 ,

analysis, we constructed an end-cf_
the

both
to all°w us

resulting
from the total.

to,enbstantiate,or osprove our hypotheses and also to give
us in

met only from-YP°tion that
we could our inforillaut

Miriam Kendali: rioelly,

sultby andWE held a' "de-brieWlg
in which Elizabeth

And discussed

-lam Kendall

watched the
videcitaPe

observations, interview.and

The c
results f°111

A.

each kindeof

the

following section sive- reduced

findinga that w d caPtured Miriam'to highligh
t the

e d,
c e_

teaching fiVeyear
_olds.

.
Narrativ-

The Primary sourcece of data were the
narrative observati dol-

ons,._
.

lected week*. In
devising the format

we
had taken our cue De

vault,
from

Harnischfeger, and
Wiley (1978)

,

and
he'09:116

a modified narrative
broken

0 at which
.activities °I.

actions changed. Thusby notations
of ti"es

what a
5 a sens:Zftraight narratiVe

cann°c: the time

Importance. This madeclassroom
with all of itsstructure in the . .

voted to recurring
de

it possible
to compare

the amount of

feel for the overallwell as to gain feaand new activities as
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timing of the day as seen on a yearlong basis.%
( 4

In viewing the narratives as a record of time spent, we became

aware of an_assu._.. ,a we held about how time is spent. We realized

that we believed that, provided that a person has control of how.he or

she spends time, we could analyze events as a record of activities

that are valued. Thus one of our first judgm.rtts was whether or not

Miriam Kendall' was in control of how time was spent in the classroom.
13

%

Such a judgment; would have been easy to make had there been a daily

A
schedule announ'C'ed in advance and clearly followed.- One of our

.findings was that there was no such overt schedule,'yet Miriam seemed

to have a tacit plan and to be.in charge of how time was spent.

N-
At the end of 1980, Anderson prepared an evaluation of her

a

observational procedures, giving preliminary hypotheses and suggesting

,ways in which to Im prove- the amount of detail captured in the

narratives, including gathering more examples of the teacher's

language, and to-incorporate observations relevant to the BRDKAWL

variables. From the preliminary analysis, three areas seemed

significant for further breakdown from the original observations and

for future investigation. They were classroom management;

language oriented behaviors; and Planned activities.

Classroom Management

We noticed that, although there was a considerable amount of oral

.language in the classroom among the children at any time when the

teacher wasn't requiring silence, the overall noise level war.,.

generally low_ Occasionally there might be a loud outburst buc Miriam

would immediately correct it through means that seemed to be typical
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for her. For example, on October 14, some children were making lots

of noise in the block area. Here is Anderson's narrative description

of that exchange:.

10:06 T. goes over to the blocks and asks the children if

they can turn their voices down. "It sounded like

the big bad wolf." fhe children giggle. "No, it

isn't funny becatFe we could hear your voices over

by the big table. Can be a little quieter?"

Notice the implicit message chat, if the voices could be heard-

over "by the big table" that the voices were too loud. This statement

seems to imply a rule as did other statements and cues Miriam used.

These implicit rules seemed to work well within her Classroom and were

in place by the third day of school, from Sulzby's informal

impression. We were unsure whether the general low noise level

occurred due to the children's modelling the teacher's quiet manner or

whether she made explicit rules at the beginning of the school year

.about behavior that was and was not allowed. At any, rate the

children yere attentive to her cues.

Another aspect of classroom management involves transitions from

one activity to another, along with expected behaviors for the new

activity. We noticed thatthe teacher used two methods to signal

transitions. The first, and most'common, was a.short tune played on

the piano. When this occurred, the children immediated quieted and

stopped what they were doing to listen to the Miriam's instructions

for.the next activity,. The second method involved Miriam's

beginning to put away a few things or getting out the needed materials
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for the next activity. When the children noticed what she was doing,

they immediately came over to help and began to prepare,for the next

;activity. In this second. instance, the signal for change seems less

obvioUil hawever, it was just as effective. Similar cues have been

observed by Mehan (1979) and Green and Wallet (1981).

A final characteristic of management in this classroom that we

observed was that whenever the children finished clean-up or an

activity, they went to the rug area and seated themselves along the

edge in'a ragged, inner-facing circle awaiting further instructioni.

This behavior followed the two cues used above unless the teacher gave

the instructions at the outset. Again, it was unclear how the

children had learned that this was the expected behavior in this

classroom.

From these analyses of classroom management, we formulated a goal

for the remainder of the year. We would attempt to learn how Miriam

conveyed expectations to the children about how they should conduct

themselves in the classroom. For example, we wanted to learn how the

children learned to expect transitions from certain cues and how they

learned what to do in response. These questions became the basis for

part of the final interview with the teacher.

Language-oriented Behaviors

In our initial plans we had thought we could go into Miriam

Kendall's classroom and observe the language variables we designed

into the main study: conversation, storytelling, story dictation,

---storywriting, reading, and editing, as well as topic variations:such

as real and make-believe and awareness of audience differences. We
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had soon learned that the world of this classroom was not divided by

these conventions of language and that we couldn't superimpose them.

We had to learn how language was used in this classroom.

In addition, many of our expectations about how language is

typically used in classrooms were not fulfilled. We typically expect

children to be given a number. of "lessons" in classrooms (cf. G'-?en &

Wallat, 1981; Mehan, 1979). Heath's (1982) ethnographic study of the

interface between the eultural use of language in the home and-in the

classroom suggested that, in many first grades, children are given

lots of lessons, in =which teachers ask questions and.teach procedures.

She argued that the teachers in her study tended to ask questions

which focused the children's attention on discrete bits of

- information. Such questions can be considered not to be true

questions in which the asker wants-information but to be quest; ions

which allow children to perform for the teacher's, evaluation. Heath

--also noted that other kinds of language use form Ole-basis of

. )

:/higher-level thinking and that typically those kinds of language use

were postponed until the Children,learned the "basics" of reading and

writing.

Language use in-schools does not have to be restricted to lower

level use for younger children, but many studies (see Rosenshine

'& Berliner, 1977) have pointed' out the correlation between-the use of

low-level, factual questions and achievement test scores. In

opposition, 'Broudy (1976) argues that the emphasis upon low-level

thinking will result in less longterm retention of what is taught in

school.. Broudy divides schooling into four categories; while hit'
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Concern was abouf,a117uses of schooling; language use was highlighted.

We found Miriam's language-oriented behaviors to divided quite

unevenly among Broudy's Categories, away from the behaviors that he

`'found less lasting the replicative and applicative) and toward those

which he claimed to have longterm effects (the associative and

interpretative).

First we will describe the four uses'and how they are seen in the

classroom. .Then we will give. two examples of Miriam's typical language

use.
C.

Replicative use of language involves the passing on of

traditional knowledge o4 bits of information, TyPically,'it involves

the basis lor the "basic skills," with examples being learning ones

letters, learning the "sounds," or numbers. Applicative use of

languageinvolvesprocedures and an example might be learning how to

write a letter, focusing upon the fatal rather than content. These two

uses of schooling form the major ways ta which time in school is

spent, according to Broudy, and the major ways in which'we evaluate

schooling effects.

Broudy argues that we spend far less time upon associative and

interpretive uses of schooling and language. Associative uses are

non-linear, analogical Ways of thifiking and using language.

Interpretive uses involve logical thinking, predicting, drawing

conclusions,' and other complex thinking and language tasks. While we

do not think there is clear substantiation that these areas are

neglected as much as Broudy claims, we do find them slighted in many

classrooms. Associative uses are particularly Slighted and it is this
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use that we found most prevalent in Miriam Kendall's language-oriented

behaviors.

We will return to these distinctions when we discuss Miriam's

metaphors but now we gill give illustrations of two kinds of

behavior's, one of which stresses both replicative and applftcative,

knowledges and one which stresses associative and interpretive

uses. The first is "copy card," a term Miriam uses, and the second is

what we have called."oral weaving," a descriptor we designed for her

use of language in her art projects.

In "copy card," the purpose of the activity seems to be for the

childrento learn to write their own names; spelled conventionally in

manuscript, using upper and lower case letters appropriately. Miriam

prepar, a card for each childtwith the child's first name on the

front and last name on the back. These yards are on dis lay in a card

holder in the entry and coat area, with th,7. first names showing early

in the year and the. last names showing only after the child has

mastered the task if writing the first name. At the top left hand

corner of the card is a red dot. In introducing "copy card".Miriam

had the children use the red-dot as a guide to make sure that they

look at the card correctly. When she gave the children a second card

to write on, she asTr=zd them to check for their red dot to make sure

that they were beginning in' the right place.

In "copy card"'Miriam's emphasis is upon the replication of the

"correct" way to write one's name. This'was the only instance we

could find in which she-gave an extended lesson requiring such use of

language. She has taken the general stance that kindergarteners
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'should not be taught to read nor taught to write through a formal

program. More typically, when Miriam gives a "lesson".about "basic

skills" it is fleeting put into a game or fun context, and directed

at specific children with' different expectations for their responses.

For example, again on October 14, she gave Richard a brief lesson on

counting. Just after a discussion in which all the children were

gathExed on the rug, she mentioned that tomorrow -would be Richard's

birthday and that he will be five. She asked Richard "tdee if"

sbn can:play'five notes. First she played four notes and said

"Four." Then she played and had Richard count, up to five, with great

emphasis. Then she had him choose people to be his candles, again'

counting. The chosen people stbod in the center and Miriam told

Richard to light them and have them sparkle. They put their, hands

above their heads to"sparkle." Then she had Richard "blow them out."

The language usage.that we have called "oral weaving" is a

typical behavior for Miriam and one that we were curious about

understanding her perspective on. "In "lessons" as described by Mehan

(1979) or Green and Wallet (1981), the teacher will often ask

andand hold the floor open for given children to produce

satisfactory responses. Thus lessons are extended, based upon the

teacher's diagnostic judgments, until the teacher h'as decided that

expectations liave been satisfactorily met. Typically, the "correct"

answer has been produCed and "incorrect" answers have been corrected.

Miriam, in contras, id more likely to hold the floor for a child,N

during telling time, for a child to clarify his or her own message,

than she is during the part of the day that is her equivalent oft,

521

51,1



lesson time. During the lessons she is more likely to use the "oral

weaving" form.

Anderson describes Miriam's "oral weaving" as a use of oral

language in a creative manner to create a unit woven from her own

words, from emotions evoked, from thoughts elicited, and from the

children's responses. The unit that she wants children to attend to,

or the point of reflection, seems to be a joint language unit "somewhere

in the air between teacher and children," which at times also includes

gestures or demonstrations.

We first became aware of this phenomenon because we thought that

Miriam ignored children's contributions at times when we might not

have; at first, we thought that she was preoccupied with her:own

activities and words. Later, we formed the hypothesis that she was

creating this oral fabric and asked her about it in the interview.

Oral weaving is found particularly often in her art projpefs

where she introduces an idea and encourages the children to respond

verbally to it: to sive suggestions, predictions, 'comparisons,

metaphors. She takes their verbalizations, including "noises," and

incorporates them in her art lesson, either through the media being
4

preSented or by acknowledging them and commenting upon them; she is

also likely to allow them to stand without evaluation. Her teaching

presentation becomes demonstration coupled,with input from the

children. Later we will present Miriam's discussion of this

techniquealong-with speculations about its. role in children's

f
t.
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Planned Activities

The final category from the observations, planned activities,

covers the actual curriculum scheduling. Although there are definite

activities planned for each day, the time schedule was not rigid nor

time-governed. There is an alternation between active and quiet

activities so that the pace changes often. \ During each day, there is

usually one major activity. The activity ray be holiday oriented, art

oriented,, or may deal with the introduction of a specific skill, in.

the form Miriam prefers. She usually introduces the activity to the

class as a .whole and then takes a small number-of children to brill-

the activity while the majority of the children.i volve themselvesin

individual activities. This period of time followi the introduction

is called "working time" and generally consumes the`, greatest amount of

time in the day.

Besides the majo activity, there are other activities like group

o

singing 'or book r ading, both of which are focused. upon the teacher.

Frequently there is outdoor Play time in the fenced-in kindergarten

yard; outdoor play is totally unstructured and usually occurs at the

end of the session prior to going home. A fink aciivity that occurs

with frequency is telling time. This activity involves having the

whole group and teacher as an audience to one child who tells about

5omething he or she has brought or has done.

By far the most frequent of the activities were telling time and

°
book reading; the most frequent major activities were the art

. , .

projeCts..
w

.In each of these activities, furthermore, e were able to

see Miriam's special choice of language and her way of structuring the

social situations. We had hypothesized that Miriam's language favored
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associative and interpretive reasoning and we seemed to see that

emphasis particularly strongly not just in the language used during

the art projects but perhaps also in her preference for that kind of

activity as opposed to more didactic lessons.

Summary

These three areas, classroom management, langmage-oriented

behaviors, and planned activities, were our ways of categorizing the

weekly obserVations and generating hypotheses about MiriaMls

conception of her role as teacher. Classroom management gave us an

idea ,of how the class day was structured, how transitions were made,

and how discipline or encouragement appeared. We still did not knOw

.how these social structures were created. Language - oriented behaviors.

such as "oral weaving" had become evident but it was clear that we

'needed to delve.further to discover both her purpose and her method of

.using oral language in the classroom. Finally, by noting recurring

planned activities, we were able to observe the behaviors of the group

as they occurred in different contexts.
However, we found we did not

a

really understand the nuances of such honored activities as art,

working time, telling time, and book reading. Thus we decided to take

a closer look at selected activities through audio and videotaped

samples.

es.

The Findings: Audiotaped and Videotaped Sessions

The Audiotaped Day

After identifying the most frequently recurring activities, we

decided that we needed a more precise and accurate account of telling

. time4 storytime (book reading), and art activity. We asked Miriam to
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allow us to audtape on April 14. We had explained to her that we

were interested in her use.of language in the three kinds of

activity and she readily agreed to plan a day that would include

each of the activities. Susan Anderson ran the tape recorder and

also wrote her normal narrative observations. Thus we could

compare the results of thtwo kinds of event- records.

Telling time. The first. activity of the day was telling time.

Telling time is this teacher's name lor what is often known as

show and tell; it is a variety of rutithe (cf. Markowitz & Moses,

1981) and.is defined by classroom norms socially communicated

(cf. Green & Mallet, 1981). Adn Miriam's class, the norms for

telling time involve one child telling about an object, an event,

or a person in a few. minutes. .The'teller-is seated on a chair

facing his or her audienCe who are seated in a semi-circle on the

rug.

In the BRDKAWL study, the mode of storytelling or oral

monologue is the closest equivalent to. what goes on in rugtime.

In both instances, if the child cannot sustain p...monDloguethe

-.. telling mode is adapted toward interriogation or conversation

(Sulzby, 1981; 1982). For telling time 7111 Miriam's classroom,

t4, teacher often addressed the chosen child's classmates as
\

"aut nce." The teller's job is to tell about his or her topic.
. .

.

The children as "audience" question the speaker from time to time but

more often it is the teacher who asks-questions or probes for the

child to explain mare fully. In this way the teacher, may exert
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her authority figure status linguistically by asking questions to help

the child expand his or her narration but physically she remains on

.her chair at the very back of the audience. She also.does not select

ti

the next speaker. This choice is made by the child who tr.s just

finished presenting. While the children choose the next speakeV, ,

Miriam most frequently sets.the boundary about when the teller has

told enough. Usually she says something like, "Thank }YOU for sharing

this with us," and the child then picks the next teller. .(In the

videotaped sample, her termination strategy didn't work with Atiadnt,

a child known for her violation of social expectations.)

For tellinvtiMe, the teacher sets-up rules initially by the

piocedute of picking the next teller: "Today let'stry to have-a boy,

and then a girl." This abbreviated cue is often all that's needed to

get the picking going. During telling, she uses oral probes as a way

of getting the child to, verbalize his or he-J: understan&ngs so that

the audience will understand as well. Additionally, these:probes are

often used so that the teller will think through these same

understandings. For example, one little boy was telling about the

heights of the tallest buildings in Chicago. He simply gave:the

heights to his audience and might have ended there. Miriam 's.

challenging probe was, "How did you go about finding out that

information?". The boy replied to this probe and thus provided his
$.

audience with more information and more complex wording involving his

own thinking and actions with the information.

After several probes, the teacher's verbal, "Thank you for

sharingtthat with us," or a similar phrase is her signal to the child
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for him to end his telling time. All but one child responded.

immediately to this cue. Upon hearing the "Thank you," the child

picks another and sits on the rug with the rest of the

audience. Thus in telling time, there is an acting-out of different

roles in the speaker-hearer relationship; telling time is not everyday

conversation. As seen in this classroom and as typically.found in.

kindergarten classrooms, it seems to share characteristics of

conversation and of monologue with the child being able to switch back

and forth between the two'and being able to be both speaker and

audience.

At the conclusion of telling time, Miriam uses the Same kind of

"thank you" cue with additional cues that the context: of the group is

shifting: "Thank you. That's all the time we have today for telling

time. You know what, today isn't Monday anymore. . . ." With such a

simple set of sentences, children turn their attention to the Calendar

and are prepared to discuss days of the week or holidays or cle.F

. helpers.

Art project. The second activity was an art project. Using a

few words as transition, the teacher also created a physical

transition so that the .0ildren. gathered around largest desk set.

in the art and lesson area. Miriam introduced th' lesson by reminding

them that they had all just had a week's vacation. She named a number

of activities they might 1'1.1.7c done on their vacation and one of them.

was a. trip to Florida to see the ocean. Her speech about oceans as

et'

filled with emphasis, perhaps to focus their attention upon the

specific topic. said, "I thought about the ocean and I tried to
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remember things you might see in the ocean." The children immediately

began calling out a number of things which would be fodnd in the

qcean.

This use of speech seems to be a significant technique of

Miriam's. She did not ask for any ideas from the children, but the

children interpreted her statement to be an invitation to give ideas.

When she used speech in this way, typically, she-slowed her speech,

emphasized individual words, and used'Words about mental processes,'as

above: thought, tried to remeMber. She also tended to use

hypothetical wording: might, could, maybe.

The art project introduction lasted twenty minutes. During that

time Miriam was, drawing an ocean full of the kinds of creatures,

plants, motions, etc., that wiresuggested by the students.

Throughout the art activity she verbally encquraged imaginative

responses.- Some she incorporated into her drawing; others she did

r

not. This technique; as with the oral weaving, was deliberate as we

will explain-later in the paper.

Ai in telling time, the teacher signalled the end of'the

introduction. Her words this time have a future orientation, .however:

"Now wait -a minute, stop. YOu've all got"ideas, but I don't have any

more room." 'She then Went, on to explaii and deMonstrate the method of

making,a crayon resist over the drawing. Her cue for the children to.

. J.

begin their part of the:work -tied back to her mention o.f their ideas.

Holding up her drawing, she said: "This is only part of an ocean, but
.

0

we need more I like my ocean but you all hadgreatideaoy", While she
. ,

directed them to pick up their own paperr... and crzyons and to find
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places on the floor around the room, her ords emphasized their ideas.

The children worked on their drawings for about 25 minutes.

During that time, Miriam circulated'around the room encouraging them

in their ideas, giving praise, eliciting more responses from them; we

learned later that her goal is.toencourage them to become more and

more imaginative. -Her language to' them Included tte metaphors of

"grow" and "plan" which we will return to lacer.

As the children finished, they cleaned themselves up and then

went to variout areas of the room to play games,-work puzzles, listen

to records; etc. They did this. on their own with no instruction from

the teacher and they continued to work with these activities until the

teacher said: "Boys and girls, .I'm going to give you three minutes

,until story time." Today she checked with each group !o.make sure

that they were finishing and cleaning up. As the children finished

their tasks, they took Seats on the'rug, talking with one Another-as

they waited for storytime to begin". Again; the teacher used both a

verbal and a physical cue for transition to, a new activity, this time

with the verbal cue separated.from-the physical cue and a time limit

mentioned.

Storytime. After all of the children were seated on the rug, the

teacher gave a brief introduction to the book: "It's not a very big

book, but it bay make you think big thoughts." .As she opened to the

title page, she said, "Oh, I like the get-ready.pages in this book."

Finally, she began reading. the story, pointing out the action in the

ThrougLout the reading, the children made comments

about the story. As in the art activity, she responded to or
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incorporated some:of these ideas and some she ignored. (Her method 0 I

reading a book will be examined in more detail later in the paper and

is also being used to compare with the results of Study I and Study V

in which we ask children to read favorite storybooks and to identify

book parts for us.. Cf. Sulzby & Otto, 1982.)

Summary

The audiotape allowed us to ha e rather complete record of.the

teacher's use of language in these activities which we thought were

significant; however.; it did not give us the opportunity for NHsual

examination.of how non- verbal -cues fit with the verbal cues in

creating the social environment of the classrooM. Anderson's

handWritten observations could hint at this, relationship but not

capture it inthe way that videotape could. The audiotape had

expanded and confirmed our hypothesesiabont Miriamq,s_ust of language;

now we would expand it further with videotape.

The Findings: Videotaped

videotaped session was conducted on Tu4sday, May 12, 1981.

The same three activities, telling time, art activity, and storybook

reading, were recorded.'

Telling time. With the tell time activity, the physical

s;atting, teacher cues, and probes were similar. Additional

ormation was added by theamera's abiUty to tapture,Miriam's

facial expression and body movements during the children's telling.

Alt activity. Being able to view the transition and introduction

to the artactivity repeatedly enabled -(1.k to become more aware of how
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Miriam used non-verbal cues in creating the.social structure of the

clasSroom. For example, in her introduction to the lesson which dealt

with printing on a large sheet of Paper using differently shaped "found

objects" dipped.in paint, she modelled choosing the tools she wanted for

priming while she verbalized her reasons for her choices. She also

modelled the manner in which the children were to carry their pictures

from one station to another, again verbalizing her reasons for

_

haVing to -.2 it gently:

"Watch. Did you see how .I picked it up carefully at

the edges? Now I have.-to pretend something. I have

to pretend right now that I'm going,to a different

paint station because my paint station will no longer

be on the table. For. instance, thereis one over there.

(Motioning across the room.) I take it to the flopr.

There's one over by my desk with green. I take it to

another paint station. The hall will have it, too.

Here I'm carrying it easily on the edges because my

hands are a little bit painty. New paint station.

Can you imagine that for a minute? New paint
ree

station."

This technique of modelling a behavior physically while simultaneously

vcrballzing her thoughts and asking them to take part mentally is one

of lihriam's favored styles of teaching. She simultaneously models

th1nking and doing. Typically, she usually includes her reactions as

well, so that feelings are included in her model of "how to be" in the

kindergarten classroom.
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In addition to helping expose Miriam's,cOMbination of physical
co.

and verbal modelling, the videotape also provided ,:,ocuMentation'of

Miriam's physical activities while the children work. Understanding

this activity allows us to expand our /hypotheses about how the social.

structure t .onveyed and maintained: -During the children's work

tine, Miriam continually moved aboUt the room. Sometimes she simply

observed the %,17:kc going on. At:-/Other times, she would speak with oneo-,

of the children, giving encouragement, praise, asking questions,--and

eliciting ideas, usually indirectly., A typical_examp e was taken frd

the videotape:

Teacher: Control.your rim and see what it does,

Stephanie. Give'it a try. You like the
0

rolling rim best. I think they're pretty

interesting, too. s'that what this was

here? What about this print here? What

was that?. Do you, remember?

.Stephanie: That was, um, back there.

TeaCher: Ohh. (Pause) , It rolled up fast, didn't it?

Why don't you try more,of the blue object foi

printing? I think you've got room, Howie.

Give ,it a- try. See if you, can get a little

more., There's a lot of room fora regular

print. It might surprise you.

The children tended to continue,working as she spoke to them,

responding only occasionally. However, they often incorporated her

suggestions or their own ideas,which seemed to be generated by the
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statements she made. : What we seemed to observe here was t.t in

this classroom comments do not have to be acknowledge, a

:,rmal evaluation, whether by child to teacher or vice. versa.

Storytime. The videotape enabled us to see the physiCal setting

for the s?.orybook rading as wail as the teacher's non-verbal actions

accompanying the reading of the story. In reading a book to the

children, the teacher usually sits on ,a chair facing the children who

are seated on the rug. She holds the book up to the side of her body

sd that the pictures face the
4
children. She usually reads the'title

and all of the pages prior to the first pages of text.. She calls

these the "get-ready pages" and usually points out the author's and

illustrator's names.

In this day's session, the teacher did not read the opening

pages. Instead, she began her introduction by discussing thg many

colors used in the art prof ct:

And because yotf used so many colors, I got to thinking

about stories. There's something in the story that

had lots and lots of colors. What? (Pause) Elmer

(stressed) has lots of colors. Here he is. Elmer is the

story of a patchwork elephant. And a patchwork elephant

would have many, many colors. Why, he has green, and

orange, and yellow, and pink, and blaCg., and white.

Her intraductionftansition as well as-her choice of story'tied in

with the art activity'. Thus she. Utilized oral and witten anguage to

expand her children's experiences with and abilities to describe
N

colors, as well as to imagine a variety of uses for'calor.
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While she read the story, she often held the book so only she

could see the pages. She did not show the picture until the moment

, I

when the story words described the scene. The children's\comments,

mentioned earlier, tended to be predictions about where the story was
.

going and what the illustrations would show. Their bodies would lean

forward as if trying to get closer to the action of'the story. Whi14

using these techniques, the teacher often laughs or looks sad or

says, "You're going to like this," while holding the book facing her.

The children seem to get more excited when she does this and to in-

crease their predictions and attentive posture.

Miriam's reasons for choosing this particular method of reading,

her emphasis upon the amactivities, and her use of language were

addressed in our final data gathering device: the teacher interview.

The Findings: Teacher Interview

'Through the weekly observations we had become aware of the most

commonly recurring activities (telling time, art projects, and oral

storybook reading) and we had examined audiotaped and videotaped

samples of those activities to gain detail. Throughout this process,

we were formulating hypotheses about how the teacher conceived of the

social structure in the classroom. In addition, we were gaining an

awareness of how language was use c. to convey this structure. In all,

we believed that it was the tea:'lher's intention'to be a social and

linguistic. model for the children in .her classroom: After formulating

this idea', we wanted to check back with the teacher to see if our under-

standings were accurate through an ethnographic interview.
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Thus we interviewed Miriam Kendall on Thursday, May 28, 1981,

with specific questions developed from our research at that point.

Part of our concern centered around whether she intended to be a model

or not. Additionally, we wanted to know if she thought of herself as

planning for specific purposes with the children. Six questions were

designed to elicit her-views about purposes, planning, and means of

control. Three questions centered on the art project'`. Purpose was

interwoven here as well because we asked her about.her philosophy for

the nrojectS. Additionally, we were interested in whether noticed

how long her introductions were and how she selectively attended to

some of the children's responses but not others. The remaining ques-
_ .

tions had to\do with book_reading and "talking," or oral discussions

and conversation. We asked her specifically about her views on probing

for a certain answer, a typical teacher behavar which we found her to

use rarely. She answered Sue Anderson's questions thoughtfully and

discussed them again with Sulzby at the de-briefing session and during

planning days the following fall.

22si5round. Miriam has taught only kindergarten for her 23 years

of teaching. She has a B.S. in education and has taken few additional

courses. Most of her continuing education has been through district-
,

sponsored in-service workshops.

She commented that one of the in-service workshops hag left, a

definite mark on her teaching style, a workshop on learning

disabilities that helped her develop finerohservational'techniques.

She first used the techniques to do what she calls "finite skills like

'letter-sound relationships, left-to-right, balance, coordination, and
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the lie," w!th much individualized instruction.

Miriam ha;;; adapted what she got from the workshop in two ways,

both of. which seem instructive to revealing her conception of her role.

First, she now tends to work with the group as a whole, rather than

individually: She still keeps notes on individual children and uses

them in her "walks" and "conversations" with the children while

work. Shd commented that working with the group as a whole has

they

forced her observation skills to become more acute. Second, she said

that she now tends to make more observations about the child's social

skills rather than about "finite skills" alone.

This second comment about social skills seems to be indirect

evidence that she sees her role to have a social function. She

expanded upon this notion as she discussed what she believed the

kindergarten experience should be for the-child. Again, she stressed

social skills but there was a heavy emphasis upon thechild as-a,

thinker as well as a social being.

Miriam said that she wanted her kindergarteners to. spend their

year "learning how to learn." She attempts to give them living
.1

experience in kindergarten that brings in the social and emotional

aspects.. That is, she wants them to dev4op skills that help them

cope in this-new worlch kindergarten,_because_itAs_different from

the world at hOme. Here she stopped to describe in detail'hOWShe

sets up these expectatiOnson the first two days of the yeat SulzbY

checked back to confirm that,)indeed, these expectations are clearly

set:during the ppening days, with a number of themes: group,

including you-and-me; our place; plan; remembering;leeling; thinkin
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waitin challenge; along with introductiOns to her cues and special.

way of talking.)

to the coping asMiriam referred "goals" that fAle has

for the children. She wants them to develop independent thinking skills

and she wants to give them opportunities to make their own decisions.

She =1s this is very important, thus she uses the "working time" to

provide the-children with an opportunity to use independent thinkinv,
r.

skills and to make their awn decisions. (We noted later that we see

her using her pet phrase, "What is your plan?" f4equently to individuals

during working time.) She avoids criticism of the children. She

attempts to encourage them positively and to provide them with oppor-

tunities to stretch beyond what they are doing. She wants them "to
__

feel like they can keep expanding forever without ever achieving

failure"

Art protects.. .One of her primary activities is the series of art

projects that fill a large amount of the school year. In describing

her goals in art, Miriam said that she wants her, children to expand

and to grow, through experimentation with media and that the product

itself. isn't important. We had seen her stress filling space and had

wondered if this stress were an expectation about the product; now she

informed us that the expectation was about the child's expansion. She

also wants the chil&Ien to be in touch with their feelings as well as

bow their activity makes others feel. .
For this reason, she expresses

all of her own thoughts and feelings about her art as she demonstrates

the media for the children. We had noticed her stress upon evaluation

in personal feeling (see Menig-Peterson & McCabe, in press) and had
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noticed her rare use of evaluation in the correct/incorrect sense as

documented in "lessons" (Mehan, 1979) so her explanation was enlightening.

Miriam uses art to emphasize organizational skills as well.. She

itemized four skills which she treats under the.rubric "organizational."

First, the child must gather his own materials. She does not arrange

the materials in a packet--children must know where to get the materials.
.tj

If they cannot do this, they know they will be unable to do the project.

Second, the child has his or her own idea which may or may not stem

from Miriam's demonstration. Third, she hopes to see some incorporation

of her presentation in their work, some sign that they have grasped

the concepts that were conveyed to them. Finally, she hopes that they

will expand through experimentation and sharing of ideas with those

around them. It is this final goal that prompts her to circulates

around the room using oral language to encourage. These skills seem

to include materials, one's original ideas in response to a model or
r \

direction, and ongoing revision and evaluatiOn.

She deScribed her art introductions as being a time in which she

sets up a sharing atmosphere through verbalization. She considers her

function to accept and incorporate the children's verbal input into

her demonstration. Her goal for the verbalization/demonstration is "to

get everybody's minds thinking and working constructively."

Book reading. We asked Miriam to tell us what she was trying to

do when she reads a book to the children. Sheytated that her basic

goal is flor children to hear a good story.lgain, she uses herself as

a touchstone. She said she wants-her children to know that books can

make you feel and think so she picks books that challenge her effectively
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and intellectually. She may also pick a book with certain children in

mind. She thinks that every child does not need to like.or respond

to all of every story.

Miriath is aware of her book-reading technique. She said she

deliberately gives verbal expression tooher thoughts and feelings

about the book as she reads it. She wants her children to know that

it-is acceptable to express their feelings about a book. She also

wants to develop an appreciation for good literature in her students.

'Withholding the pictures has a definite purpose in her reading.,

Her goal is for her students to develop a sense of anticipation

involving prediction and confirmation or refinement. As they begin

predicting, she listens to them and mentally evaluates their guesses' to

see. if they are following a logical form of thinking. Miriam cautianed

us again at the end of our questions about her technique that her main'

goal is for the children to enjoy "and get a lot out of" books.

Structure. Miriam spent little time discussing schedules and

plans as such but referred to them in the.context of the social

structure of the classroom. She said that she does have a general

plan of what she wants to cover in the year as well as in a given day.

but that she rarely sets up strictly time-structured segments and she

always remains flexible. She sets up the social structure during the

first few days of class-.--She gathers her group together on the rug

to give them a sense of group. (Notice also how the physical structure

of the -room becomes defined functionally.) During this

does some singing'and story-telling with them. (Sulzby

the content of these. activities stresses both groupness
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membership in the group.) She aldo has a ritual in which she dismisses

the parents after showing the children that the parents do not fit

into "our chairs" and "our room," anA.dea that seemed inhumane in

description but seemed warm and reasonable when the ritual was observed

during the following fall (1981).

On the third day when the children come in, Miriam takes them

around the room to all of the activities which they may engage in,

activities which they were allowed to use "idly" the first two days...

Now, she asks each child what heor she plans to do toda (what his

or her goals are). Thus shE lstablishes her key phrases about plan

and working. After the'children have chosen their activities and

have been at work for a while, she plays a brief tune on the piano.

The room gets dramatically quiet because of the introduction of:the new

element and now she makes tha, transition into clean-up and gathering on

the-rug. During this transition, she commends the children upon their

plans and tells them that they have to do very hard work now. They have

to remember how things were and how to clean up. She makes each

step memorable through deliberate, stressed, dramatic language as well as

through demonstration and cues. Thus, during the first few days of

glass she intentionally introduces her students to the structure of

her class that she expects them to hold through the year.

q,angnage. Miriam's description of the introduction to.schopl

structure led easily into our questions about her use of language. Wa,

worded the question as neutrally as we could, "What kind of talking d.z,

you like to do with your students?" She discusSed a number of uses of

language, but did not mention her dramatic phrasing. She said that
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she asks questions to encourage, not to quiz. At times siv,.,(

deliberately becomes a participant and acts out app:mpriate bemyfor

for the children to model. At other times she "just visits!," as she

. ,

calls it, just converses with a child to let the child knOW
I

that she

finds what the child is thinking worthwhile andto let the child know

she is interested in his or her thinking. She sed that she also

gives directions and suggestions; she considers suggestions to be

encouraging rather than judgmettal.

We asked her if she finds herself following the model Mehan

(1479) described of asking,..a qu stion with specific desired responses,

then probing until appropriatft answers are given. She said she did

riot feel she does that very- often; our observations had documented

this statement. She said she tends to say, "What do you think?" to a

1

child. An alternate strategy is for her to ask axOestion and then
*I

give her own answer, saying, "What about ... ?" Again, her tendency

is to model but to ask for the child's evaluation of what has been modelled.

She said that She feels she. doesn't press children for correct answers;

instead'she listens to their responses with general, often long-range

goals in mind. She wants to see if the child's answer is logical,

Whether the,child has'difficulty-with 'word-finding," if the-child is

comfortable with expressive language,, rather than if the child can

give the right answer.

.
Miriam's final comments were surprising to us although we had

seen evidence for her claims. We knew that Miriam was opposed to

formal instruction in written language. We had avoided characterizing

language as much-as posSible, even using "talking" in the earlier
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question. Now, we,asked her uhat, sheleels isiher general focus for

her teaching.

:.7s. that she is "very d,Ainitely flocusing" on creating

A verbal language community and that skillr3 such as writing, reading,

and "mathematics are secondary. She said thlt verbalization is the

most important thing she is doing in her teaching. To walk iJito her

room and see her art activities, to see the childrenworking,,to hear

/piano signals might be misleading as it was to us at the'outset of

this investigation. Now, as we heard Miriam-expressth3 f.:01,\we

"could understand .that Verbalization, of a very specialkiad,

is indeed her focus. The next section deals with themetaphors 4nd

important phrases Miriam uses that se to illustrate this focus,, 0

examples of how her preferred,language..Usecan be illuminated by 4r

statements in.the interview, and, finally, a categorization of her

language using Bri.udy's (1976) categories.

The Findin s: Lan a e Use Across he Year

As part of our investigation of this teacher, MiriamIendall, as

a linguistic. and social model, we looked at her metaphors and pet i

sayings; how she uses language within the classroom. to convey. social

expectations; and, finally; how her language usage'seems to bedistri-

buted according to Broudy's categories of replicative, applicative,

associative, and interpretive uses.

Teacher's Favorite Sayings: Her Metaphors

Each teacher has his or her own "pet sayings" which he or she

uses frequently to convey important cultural messages to the class.

Sometimes the teacher seems almost unaware Of the import of these
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sayings but, in Miriam's case, we felt that the phrasr.3 and metaphors

were carefully chosen to be part 02 the means by which the structure

and :.-ode of the class were set. First we will describe the phrases

and the interpretation we gave them. In the remainder of this

section, the other examples often include variations of the meanings

underlying these phrases.

Grow. We have found that Miriam's most common metaphor is

included in the phrases, "It's grc-wing!" or "Something's gro-wing

here," said in a tone of wonder. her face is usually diiected toward

what the child is doing and, as'we will see later, she may lift the

drawing or art work to direct other children's attention to it. Her

tone and movements seem. to be part of i total ritual of wondering

attention. She seems to convey awe.or Amazement with the child's

creation.

Grow is almost always used during art activities but it often

pops up-in her conversations with the children during working time.

The metaphor is in keeping with her ideas about the art projects, that

they should be an experience. in which the child experiments with a

medium to see what he or she can achieve with it. By saying that a

piece of art is "growing," the teacher is encouraging continued

independent thinking'and creativity. This is in contrast to a teacher

who might say, "My, what a pretty picture you'vedrawn," "Ish t

that nice!" These kinds of phrases imply that the work is . completed

and that creativity has run its course, according to Miriam Kendall,

and stie doesn't want to imply that. She wants ,encourage the child

to go back and reach for heights of creativity yet' to be imagined.
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Notice than: her prwpts do not require the child to analyze or

carry on logicala-segnenced e:cplanations as in the dialogue teaching

of Marion Blank (1973). At t!h.1 s2me time, these .prompts do require

the self-reguation and se:!..F.-valuation that are characteristic of

Blank's "well-functionin children and Are similar to Clay's (1978)

and Holdaway's (1979) deriptionscaf self-regulation.

The' effect upon the dhildren of Mir,:am's use .of "It's

seems to confirm that this phrase does help sat the social climate of

tte tlassioom. Rather than leaving a task or turning in. the paper, they

'often turn back to their task with renewed,vigor, as if new doors had

opened 'in their When children finally turn in their projects,

they often announci! to Miriam, firmly, "It's done."

Plan. Another common phrase used by Miriam to the children is,

"What is your plan?" This phrase is used in two ways. In private con-
.

J

versations ulth the researchers she uses the phrase' to. evaluate how

children are working and, on the playground, how. they are playing together

on such projects as building sand worlds or using the wooden wheelbarroys.

When directed toward children, usually in the working time, it often

prompts exppsion-, as discussed above.

Occasionally, the "plan" question conveys the message that the.child!

is exhibiting unsatisfactory` behavior that the child needs to think'about.

d.
A child may be running about the room, taking toys from,Other groups, Or

,withdrTving. When Miriam this behavior, she takes the child aside

and simply asks for his or her plan for the day. The child usually

thinks for a moment and then names an activity which he or she has .
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left or now gets involved in.

In using the "plan"' question this way, the teacher has used a

positive technique to Correct a disruptive child. She has conveyed a

number of underlying messages about behavior and structure in the

classroom. First of all, her way of disciplining or correcting pro-

vides the child with a social model of how the child should behave or

react when someone else angers him or her. Second, si.e has made it

clear that the child must re-evaluate his or her goals and find a plan

more in keeping with those of the other group members. Finally, the

message is conveyed that the child himself or ,herself must make his or

her own decisions. These decisions must, however, be tied in with he

group and the child must therefore be aware of himself or herself and

of the group as s/he comidere gcLls. This phrase about "your plan" is

the essence of Miriam's positive correction in the classroom. It

serves as a disciplining device, as .an encouragement for independent'

thinking, and encruragemeut for the child to develop a positive self-

,

image. Miriam's ideas seem consistent with Miller, Galanter, and

Pribram' (1960) use of"Plan" as the basic unit of behavior.

In the section that follows, Miriam s_basic messages underlying

"grow" and "plan" can be examined in soecific contexts.

Uses of in the Classroom

Miram Kendall had told us that she wanted tq create a verbal

language community, Let's now look again at how she uses language as

a structurdng.and focusing device.: ,The activities here are art projects

and bookreadig. We will examine, these activities to see how Ale
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conveys her goals to the children through language use.

fh aLC, Miriam's basic goal is to allow the children to experience

different media, including new ways of using old media. Her focus

is upon creative thinking skills. In her art lessons, the product is

not the important goal. The goal is the experience; including h,oLT

the children feel about what they are doing and how they can make

o,ners feel through their art. For example, here's how she frequently,

'to a Aild about an art project:

Howie, you can turn it (his art product) anyway you want,

so it pleases yoU the most. Look, let me hold it away

from you. it looks a little different each time you ,

turn it, doesn't it? I know, it makes you feel good.

That's the feeling I get when I see it, too.

The teacher is very aware of the poWer of language.' Earlier we

characterized much of hc!-.,7 language as;nse .c:) "oral weaving" in which she

creates a verbal fabric both out of her speech and that f the children;

this, fabric is highly ntextualized (Olson, 1977; Sulzby 1981), and

includes the physics surroundings and their joint ventures. During

Miriam's art demonstrations we noted that the children are constantly-

calling out new ideas for her to use in her own piece of art. Some of

these comments she repeats, restates, or refe aces in-her language

stream accompanying her actions, some she does not. Rather than being

lacklack of attention, she says that her choices about responding are de-

liberate (although it is clear from observation that some of the child-

ren's comments may simply not have been heard). Her explanation is that she
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wants to use verbalizations from more vocal children as a spring-
/ r.

board"for,the quieter children. As Miriam e:qplains it, often. one

child'S verbalization will lead to an idea's being thrown out by some-

one who hasn't contributed at all. She does not immediately focus

upon that quiet child by commenting upon the contribution_but she

continued her-"oral weaving" of the total demonstration. It is during

her-observations of working time that she watches for how the quieter

child works after such a breakthough'in the demonstration. Thus her

plan for each child s performance can extend over time and activities.

.

.'She gives mUch thought to how'she-places children in small groups

for the art work following the demonstratilns. Miriam describes the

small grouVs as being conducive to conversations between the children.

Slie,The,,:gelf circulates, making comments about their-thinking and good

ideas, treating these comments as "encouragements." She' says that she

1

will throw out suggestions if a child seems not to haVe grasped the

use of the mediuM She says thatthe child "might use them and he
7

might not," that both child andteacher are aware that there is no

1

obligation to do so. She seems'to convey this message both through

the general expectations that have been built into the social

structure and, currently, throagh her tone of voice in making the

suggestion and in her treatment of the child's products as things,that

are growing, things that evoke feelings, things that can be shared.

As she circulates, she seems to take the pOsture of a "visitor," and

she often calls this activity, "visiting." We observed the children

converse with her while she visits, often while continuing to work, and
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then continue t and,converse among themselves as she moves away

1 another grow:

We saw a variety of uses of oral language as Miriam circulated.

Besides inquiring about their work, about what they are pretending,

rnd how their ideas are growing, she may, from tiie to time, Thtroduce

new terminology; in. the context of their ongoing york. She may give

suggestions: "The floor is a great place to sit but not the rug. The

rug is too soft. Your crayons won't come out bright." She may give

directives, as to Stephanie in the example given earlier: "Control

your rim and see what it does, Stephanie." As mentioned earlieri she

rarely searches for a "correct answer," rarely holding the floorfOr

a child to givea particular answer, although she may set the stage for

a child to con!-ribute or demonstrate. The main time that she insists

on precise turn allocations is when she reprimands by asking a child

-what his or her plan is. When she does that, she insists that the

child answer, usually verbally but always behaviorally.

Throughout Miriam's language use .e thought that we also saw -a'"

great emphasis ,pon children's becoming aware of their thought processes.

While this was not emphasiled in the teacher interview, it was evident

in the observations, in the de-briefing, and in Foilzby's folloW-up visit

to the first days of school in 1981. Words.like think, know, remember,

and idea weregenerously distribgted i.xi Miriam's speech to the children,

but that could be-the case with any speaker. We watched, instead, for

instances in which she used her cues of slowed and emphatic speech and

found them.. A typical example would be, "I want you to think for a
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moment. (Pause in which the children are still and silent.) No.

don't waral you to-say 7A-word. Just-think. Did you ever,see something

like this?" (Demonstration.) The speech units are segmented 'with

list-like intonation. She says, "No," to their silence as if to make'

them aware that they have indeed stopped. Sometimes she warns thei1:

"This will be very, very hard and you will ha4 to think very, very

hard. It may be one of the hardest things you ever have to do. See

if you can remembera time when you found a special place to be alone."

During the de-briefing, Miriam watched.children'a faces as they

'viewed the videotape which had been taken two weeks earlier. -=!1.

comments to Sul!.-by were about.whether or not individual children would

remember the day. Elle warnhed one child intently'for the first sign

that he remember, ;he the child's face begin to light up and

commentzd, "I th.r emembei,mg now." When the child began

,.--.rt".edly to commt, about other. things that happened that day and to

-",ct what would next appear on the screen, she said, "Oh, I'm glad.

wondered if that would happen."

The Nature of the Teacher's Language

Earlier, we claimed that Miriam Kendall's language usage emphasized

what Broudy (1976) has called the associative and interpretive uses

of langv., in preference\tO the replicative and applicative uses. Here

we present instances of eachicind of usage taken from the .,bservations.

Broudy uses the term replicative'to mean-the basic facts and

information that are imparted through schooling, often calling for rote

memorization. This input is the foundation for higher mental processes
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but in its acquisition the input is treated as if it should be learned

"as given." The only clearcut instance of this kind of demand by

Miriam was in her use of the copycards with the red dots discussed

earlier. Here she required that the children learn the conventional

form of their names, in upper and lc 'Pr case, oriented in the conven-

tional manner. In general, replicative'lejrning was not particularly

evident in her classroom. Rather, she wanted to build upon and to

stpplement the facts and information they already had. In general,

her usage'was not rep/icative; instead, facts and information were used

in associative and interpretive ways. New information and new procedures

were usually inserted in the context of the higher level tasks.

The second use of schooling and language is application. In

application one uses the constants learned replicatively in algorithms

or routines to solve a problem. Miriam dcas give children a number \

of opportunitie:,: 4.:(.r application in which there is one or a finite

Set of solutions, although she is more likely to deal with open-
.-

ended problems in which association and interpretation are called for.

Here is an example of applicative learning of the more constrained

sort. After some brief assesl,imelt of the children's knowledge of

numbers, Miriam moved on to the notion of combinations. Here she

taught the children a game she calls "Chip dropping." The ides of the

game is to take a certain number of chips, say 3, and to,drop them on

a piece of paper which has a circle drawn on it. The; children cz..ant

how many chips-land inside the circle and'how many land outside the

circle. Since they know they started with a certain number 'of chips,
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their. combination (say, three in the circle and five outside) will

equal the original number of eight. The stress of the lesson_is upon

the application of the procedure of counting the separate sets and

saying that they are the original total.

Associative uses of learning and of language are high in Miriam's

classroom. In associative uses "the resources of the individual'are

activated by non-logical relations to the situation," such as

contiguity, resemblance, frequency, effect, and other laws from

associative learning. In particular, Miriam uses language associatively

in the art projects and children make similar contributions. Heres

a bit from the May art project:

Child: . . looks like a rocking chair.

Teacher: Yeah. I can a bit, maybe I can.Let's see

what happens here. I think I can start it

here:NOohh!

Child: It looks like an upside down tree.
1

Teacher: CM:, isn't that a great tree?

Look what I'm coming up with .,.

Teacher: I'll tell,you, if I had to sit on that chair,

I'd sit there like a sandwich . I'd be

squished, I'd be squished. I'd look like --

The individual conversation:: between the teacher and students during

working time also incorporate this kind-of non-logical comparison between

the concrete activity end thought processes of either t 4 teacher or

student. Metaphors and similes abound and seem to be/used by Miriam

551



to cultivate crea.:..,'e thinking.

The final use of schooling which Broudy mentions is interpretive

which involves more reflection than the other uses. Interpretation

includes categorization, classification, prediction, and inference and

is the basis of formal logical thinking. An example is Miriam's use of

withholding the pictures during book reading then listening to evaluate

the logic of the children's predictions based upon the information which

they have gained from the story thus far as well as their own knowledge.

Miriam expressed her expectations for the children that thew would use

many sources of information and interpret them in order to make logical

predictions.

Limitations

We have used ethnographic tools in order to investigate the class-

room from the teacher'S.vieWpoint instead of from our preconceived

notions. We generated hypotheses from data we gathered in observations

and then checked those hypotheses from more objective records of the

classroom, the audiotapes and videotapes. We also checked with our

primary infr.Irmant and found that our account seemed to capture many

of her implicit practices and goals.

As we analyze the .data we have collected, we are aware that our

own-cultural blinders have keptus from gathering other data that might

have informed us further. For example, we are teachers ourselves and

neglected to ask about many of the artifacts of the classroom. We

asked, for example, why Miriam had the playhouse, area in front of the

chalkboard but we did not ask her what pencilc for, why she had
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crayons out, why mobiles hung in the room, and many other questions

that might have come to mind, had we taken the stance of an alien or

an ethnographer more rigorously.

Stfmm_aa

From this analysis of classroom observations, audiotapes, video-

-

tapes, and teacher interview, we conclude that the teacher, Miriam,

Kendall, has given gieat thought to what role the kindergarten ex-

.

perience should play in the overall life of these children. She has

made choices about what to emphasize, what to.touch on.lightly, and

'what to avoid during their year with her. Her goals are both social and

linguistic. Socially, she established a notion-of group on the first

days :Jf the year and involved with that notion of group is an emphasis

upon awareness of one's own thought processes, feelings, goals, and

possibilities. She uses language dt1atically, weaving her own

language, children's language, and the physical context into a unit.

She does not "give lessons," typically, but spends much'time

developing a verbal context, including both private and public

"conversations." She uses metaphors and net sayings to further the

structure of the classroom that she has establiahr'A. Her goals and

structure are implicit. It was only in retrospet, through review of,

the data presented here, that the goals and structure became more

explicit to us and were verbalized explicitly by the teacher in response

to our questions. Had we gone into the classroom keeping our pre-formed

notion of looking for instances/of conversation; storytelling, dictating,

writing, reading, and editing and of topic and audience, we might have
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missed those aspects of conversation and audience that became salient

through this investigation. The data can still be analyzed using our

other breakdown of language but uncovering Miriam Kendall's implicit

model will aid us to understand what has been conveyed to the children

both socially and lingnisticAlly wring their kindergarten year.
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Chapter Ten

Studies VI and VII: Writing and Reading After Entry

Into Formal Instruction.

Introduction,

During 1981-82; the nine case study children were briefly

followed into first grade through two studies done in ,December and in

J. 7
I

-May. The children were pladed into three different clasSrooms with

teachers whose approaches differed somewhat. All three` teachers used

:a basal reader series newly adopted,by the school-faculty. The

.

faculty had agreed to move "conservatively"through the books of the

-series* following theteacher manuals and using criterion-refe'renced

tests. Ealrly in December the teachers Were interviewedabout each

..-
case study child in their respectiVe care. As part of that interview,

each teacher4suggeSted two basal reader stories to be used'in Study

( .

-Ztudy. Vi included all four text-types, discussed in Chapter Two.'

4 r .

As in Studies II and IV, children told, dictated, wrote, re-read and

.

edited stories, this time on a topic of'their choice for an audience

of their choice. In a second session; they read a favorite storybook,

as in Siudid's I and V. Additionally;!theyread a basal reader story

t
-

that teacher Said they had done.4;eIrwith.,in'reading group 'and a. ,

more difficult 'story that they had not yet beet instructed with, not

more than a book level harder in publisher-specified difficulty.

Study VII focused on three text-types: handwritten stories by

.
the children, a storybook read to .the group orchildFen by on of the
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1

researchers, individual copies of which were given ta each child, and .

a common story. adapted from a.storybook for the primer :Level of the.

o

basal reader series. The use of two.common stories at the,end of the

tschool year allowed for some more direct comparison among the childra._

than the techniques used in other studips-_

Both studies were designed to have the personal components

o-

between researchers and children b more salient. In Study VI, the
, .

interview began/with a reacquaintance conversation and reminiscence in

which the adults and childrpn talked, about the kindergarten

experiences., In Study VII, the adults askgd the children to write a

.10

story for them to keep to remember each child by. They, in Urn,,,gave'

individual copies of the story, Where the Wild Things Are

(Sendak, 1963).to the children, witha)personal inscription in, the

.

I

front cover.

Children were found to differ across text-types, as predicted,

p.nd to c6ntinue todiffer.-in their growing Proficien4 in writing Or

"'reading. While teachers did not think most of the children could

'write and tended to answer questions about writing in terms of
.

'

_ \

.handwriting, all of the children shbwed advancement in writing. 'Each
. r.'.

was
.r-,

able.v) write a story that had .some;degree o completeness., in a

. more advanced writing system, than in kindergarten and the end of the t17'

year stories for even some of the lowest children sere quite good
1%. N .

t

Study VI showed a drop, or seeming'-regression, in the cohesive

features and. specification of context, in the high level in

storytelling-and dictation, such that they dropped-below themoderate
4 .
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and low level readers and their own first grade performance. This

results. was similar to thcae reported in other studies These

findings seemed to.be due to a greater divergence in what the Wigh

level readers were attempting to do structurally and topically.

. . .

AdditiOnally, there was some evidence that these children increased in'
,

their differntiation .between-storytelling, dictation, and

--\ ,

storyiriting as,formsrequiring features.of'oral and'written language.
b A 5

al The children showed varialion'within and among,groups in'both

-1 i
o . 7

writing:4nd reading. This variation was p rtially predicted by tliei.

kindergartp findings. There appeared to be an effect of reading
. 0

1

,.-."

) ; . .

ruction tor -some children in the kinds strategies they used. .

..

liu 0
h ldren's placement in classroom materials was questionable, in some

,

,. I
4 . . . . y

cases, with some over-placed and some under-placed. In. all, cases, the
4 s

0 ., . .

children's*-composition abilities were underestimated by he teachers

and instZUction described by the teachers seemed in appropriate.

'..Fhe findings raise many questions about the interface between

developpent and instruction. IQ

Study VI.
.r

. For brevity's sake 'nd since the method is basically the same as

A
that used.,.1,n'Study II and III, ; report only the results,. sketching.in

meth dological Con,sideration8 where needed. F#gt, the .results of

,,
readin/ from the four text-types are digcUSsed by group, then specific /

. /
. . .,

,
.

topios\are covered. These imAtide childrdn's differentiation between

storytelling and dictation; the form of chiadren s writing; children's
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. re=-reaciing of favorite. storybooks; children's reading from'twO levels

of basal reader.

Results by Group: Reading from. Four Text- Tyjes

'

High emergent readers. In kindergarten three girls, Betsy,

, .

Jodie, and Nitole, were selected as bej.ng high in emergent readifig

ability.' These girls differed in their approaches to writilig duritg

kindergarten'but made an overall high level of groWthvinthe kn ledge

fm-
.

that they seemed to have, about'both writing and reading, although,

Jodie 'and Nicole usekunconventionaIrutiting systems.

ct

gl.three'girls were rated as reading indepen'1ently from their ... .,

1
0

A ,.

own dictation and own written compositions. OnlyBetsy, houtever, used

primarily cOnventional.apelling with clear spacing between word units. .
.. ...

e
.

I Nicole used some conventional_ spelling and very 4Mplete invented
%

.

--------
,

. . ,.
A-..---

N spelling, a great adVen overover kindergarten. She edited spontaneously, P

-
. IP .

. ,

,
as she wroteY Jodie used more'invented spelling but she in4uded some 'Y

.

patterv'that afe hard ffor an adult to 4eci!pher. )

. 't
4,

Betsy and 'Nicalewere reading independently from' heir
, . f

.,
sto rybooks. Jodie's reading could perhaps be more accurately

described as just below, .independence, as strategy-dependent; however,

e E '

4( .hell book ch8ice makes this judgment questionable., She chose Scrambled

h Eggs, Super,by Dr; $euss. She alloWed a number of odd miscues to

*-4

staid uncorrected -but the bo4 itself have.a,playful, at time almot'

nonsensical theme to it. She read stretches quite well and than

became :fatigued and careless..

Jodie's--.
teacher spoke about her reading cor)prehension in class in
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a way that fits with tWe judging t f strategy-dependent reading. Her

teacher was afraid there tras.a perdeptual problem Gecause she °skips

words." She described It thusl.

.- 0

And.sometinies loses the meaning. She knows all-the wOrds-,,.,,

but as she's..reading, she'll leave out - -small words- .

% which'llLthroWthe:;-whole context of the.storY`"off." And
the other-7children inAe grOup will-catch it.,'ut she

.wouldnever - -catch 'it- -she jusc--and I have- -been asking.

her--to +to do alittle for mel causeI'm not sure why.'

she woulmiss,those lines-71 just cat)'efigure it out,-.

other than-ex7-she--she just--uhr-skips aline or some-

thing--skips.J

.As Jodie read Sdrambled EggaikSuper,, she acted as -if she' didn't
. *

, .

trust het ability to figure out thestory using differentStrategies.

. lihen.IsheT got to her first stumping section, she complained,. "You see,

can't really` teed" even though she had cleatly been .re- stating what

1.

.was.on the page with rapid and appiopriate.intonatiOn. 'She then went

through a stretch whet0he,Chose to leave words out or 'say

.

"whatevergoing on with Her. reading. She was cleatly undergtanding.

the gist of sections, laughing at the silliness and stopping to
'"v .

paraphrase-what was going on, "Oh; boy. He's using all this stuff.

Eggs, (Indecipherable) and gonna cook-'it and he's' gonna put.that

.

.

i, that in, that in. Pickles in?" in such an entertaining fashion..

that%the adult laughed as well:.

My conclusion 4s that' Jodie's r
4
eading ability and her social

charactetistics of reducing risk both affect-her reading of tougher

books. .(while "readability" is not the :OnlyIeature.affectinga bOok's

difficulty, thiS. book isfhigher in readability as well as more complex

.562
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structure than books. typically chosenby the dhildien as

kindergarteners). Jodie was,not observed to work hard on taking sense

of any passage; she seemed to want the meaning to be readily apparynt.

o----ghe would treat it like nonsense or "too hard" whenever it 'wasn't.

Notice that she appears independent in..the two basal readerlstorieS

yet her teacher complained about her comprehension.
.

All three.girls in the high-group were judged by the research" 4'N

team to be independent in the two levels of basal reader. stories.

,f (

However; there was adiscrepaAcy in'the -levels assigned to them. The.

child who has'beeliudependent in.all tasks-since kindergarten began,
$ . .

Hetsy, was assigned instructionally to-a second preprimer in December,

with a third.prepiimer,given as her difficult level. She sailed

through both passages. Nicole was placed instructionally in a

preprimer anda supplemental first reader was given -as her difficuit

book while Jodie's stories came .from die front and the back of.the

-,.supplemental 'reader. This-order is just the reverse of ifiat our

results wouldhave indicated for these three girls and appear to be

- al .

due to differences in how the teaches instruct.

4



-

.

Moderate emergent readers. These children continue .to maintain

their ranking relative to the high group children. Only one' of .these

children, Andrea, appears to be easily judged as independent in any

text-type. In all cases, the-children were placed in readihg books

1(
for group instruction by their teachers..

Andrea, our "ideal" child who piopiced stories 'in. all of the

possibfe tasks o *the ideali*.d paradigm of Chapter Six, but 1..thO -

appeared .to have great difficulty in conversational turn-taking and

other socia; functions was judged to be reading easily and

independently in a stoti'in the first prepriMer. She was, judged to be.

4
"strategy- dependent, focusing on known words, in the second preprimer.

6
c

These results.-are consistent with her',teqcher's suggestions about
od

basal reader placemeAt for her.

- 9
f fnConsiseent with her teacher's judgmerit, however, are Andrea'S

S

abilities to write. 'he teacher tstated. that 'she Could not Write and 4, .

/ i
.

did not try, yet in kindeharten we had foulid her to used' invented.

spelling and to create expansive stories, particula4y during Study

44.

,

III when wen had children write' in in the classio9m. erlteacher's
:

comments centered on her handlariting and not her composition

abilities; as was .Clarified in the interview Piob'es.

Andrea's re7reading from dictation and from her haridWritten

,

compositioi were both rated as 'level five, on the "Emergent Reading

Ability Judgments for Dictatedand Handwritten- Stories." In her case,
, )

.
-

she showed attention to print in both attempts but both times her

- )
story was not stable with the original during dietatiOn and as \stated-,,
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1. 4/
I

4

during-writirig. "When. she. was asked to'xe-read a second time from
.,

dictation, white pointing at words, tier reading deterioV4ed. She

.

added clauses as Well as changing the wording. She both sounded out

words whi e writing, showing knoWledge of. letter-sound relationships,

and she- e-read durIng writing, showing a sense of monitoring her

intented message. Her performances in both tasks seemed self- assured.
,

:1411ws.:,Andrea're-read her favorite storybook, Cloudy with a-Mance

,J)

of Meatballs` (Barrett, 1979), she was judged to read aspectually:at
47 ,

.

first, focuging briefly on .known words and some letter -sound

.V. knowledge. She was alsopretisting a storyline schematically. Soon,.
.

i

hawever,.she protested and the examiner urgecUlerto "pretend." At
R. . !

. , . - ,

N.
that point she fell back,to a level4whicti is a'mix of oral and written .

.,, . 7 ., 4
4..._

language characteristics ("Emergent Reading Ability Judgments for

v
7 . / . ..

r
1 o

Favorite.Storybooks," level 131c). The initial attempt to read
. ,.,

'..,
.

aspectually .is related to her attempt to read fram,the "difficult"
I

basalt reader story. .
She read im a fashion similar to

f' .

,
c

, ,

strategy-dependent storybook reading, focuSing inordinately on known
r .

words. Sinct basalreaders introduCe words and.patterns within words

in a 'sequential fashion, this finding is intriguing.
.

/'Chad gave a. different performance between reLreSding his .

dictation and re-reading flis-oricwriting; however, his written

composition was two,sentenOps patterned after basal reader texts. His

dictation re-readingWas level five, like. Andrea's. His -re- reading of
,

1-

dictation improved with pointing but'he still d:1 not hold the story

:stable. When writing, he re-read voluntarily and when re-read after
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he finished his.story was stable and his eyes were on print. However,
41.

' this usedpf the basal pattern along-wAh his reading of other'
0

text-types makes thi8 performance suspect.

When reading a favorite storybook, he began reading 51epending on

the strategy of remembering the text, looking at print, but not

I

reading the words as written. He then shifted to a strategy Of -.

reading only known words.; by thisstrategy what he read 'no longer'made,

sense. He used this sameAstrategy-dependent way f reading for 4Oth

thebasal reader selections, both coming from the. t preprimer of h

reading series, In -the second story,:from t e end of the book,, his

1 e

iattempt 4k.siery labored and the examiner allOwed him to stop reading

mid-way through he story.'

Dotigalso s owed A discreVancy between re-reading his dictation

,
t

and his ihandwrit en storye Like Chad, he read .the dictation at level

Gi

.

five, attending to print but not holding the story,stable. While

stability is judged '637 the semantic match between clauses, Doug also
.

shoWed an unLual behavioreby'diCtating "two,-wheelet" in his first

o sentences and then re-reading it-twice as "bike." .This behavior would

have .been more typical hadthe sentence been further into the -story:

crthen DoUg was asked to re-read the dictation. with pointing there was

'
little improvement in the story stahilitTand, again,. he. showed a

behavior unusual in the Children's're-reading :of dictation in,

.kind arten. He read some sentences with a .behaviOr more like th

.-

strategy-dspeUdent behavior seen with storybooks, substituting

-specific words for this originals when they made no sense syntactAallyt
.566 5 S b



or semantically. He evidently was re-reading, "When my mothertaught

me howtq. ride a bike we started ona hill in ty:frOntyard,"-from the

second'sentence of his story: :He- started out pointing, tp the first

few'words at the end of the-first: sentence and -continued through the

'second sentence. He read,'"We rising intonation) 4

myrmom -w -went -(pause) my- (pause) front use) to (pause) a (pause)

hill,".ending with-a finger4slide across the last words. ''

Doug used an aspectual focus on known words.' Sinbe he was,

. ,

reading the Little Golden boo version of The Night Before Christmas,

. ....,,,,-

it was even more unusual that lie did not seem to be ustpg his memory

Jr. 4

.
_

for the story when reading. He used this same technique wih the

second basal reader storYlfrom the primer. His teacher had said 'he
- -

e Wasin the third prepriMer instructionally but his reading of thd't
,

book,' whileV', accurate, was.elOw-arid
soundedlabored; perhaps because he

was4eading\in a strategy-dependent/rather than independent fashion.

Thus we concluded that Doug was probablyplaced inaccurately in

instructional\materials;furthermore; there is an indication that his

\
,

I . .4

at,
instruction is affecting the developmental patterns that we saw in

I 0

kindergarten,sothat he.was now ti;eatiu$ dictation and storybooks-more
A

like-basal readers.
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Low .emergent readers. Each of, thee low children,pade progress.

'
- .

RiCharci in-particular,-particular, had become a quite 'ccamplishedwriter-in_ _.

,

comparison with his kindergetten attempts. Mike shdwed growth. in-

diCtatiPA and carrie,wasshowing some -attention to print when
..._

re- reading her own writing.
.' :i i- -, J .

Richard was a chld:whomfwe had initially placed in'the moderate'

--.
group with Doug in the low group. The kindergarten'teScher,:ilitiara

,

.--
Kendall' disagreed with thoSe two placements,:saying-that

,
.

. . 1-, t

thesetWo boys would progress:differently in a School. setting with_
, 't: '; :.

.--

DOUg.working:hard and Richard either "hanging back," -not being
--.

.,

. .

. j .

involved'in classWerk,-or'being hard to-
'

get along with. 'By ihferenCe, , .

: .- 1 r .
,i

we concluded that the two children wouleget different kindslof .-

...

4ttentioh from a teacher.. We obSerVed-evidence of, this ih the )),

. /
i :.

classrooM and also in our SesSions, Richard had been 'hard forthe :

/
.

., i

first adult examiner to get along with. and it was only aftei switching
. .

examiners and 'firmly holding him to tasks that'he began ro.stOk

interest in both writing and reading. He seemed to thrive with the
_ ._. .

., .
%,

one-to-one attention he got from the researchers and also began to gqt. 1.
. .

.

approving attention from_his-teacher. 7
e

Richard was also receiving "lessons" froth his, mother at home.. 'I
,

. .

. . \
stress lessons because his mother wasusing\basal reader materials' and'

- ) J. .

,.,\ .

giving formal lessons in.contrast,to the kind bf informal, casual
'\

.

, - *
. .

T'lessons that go on in many homes (see'eale, 1982).
.,

His reading in )

.

the basal reader series used in school wagwquite dfffererit'from the

reading by./the middle group and other low group"-children. .Heread
.
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frbm both the second-and third preprimers smoothly and in an

-exaggeratelyexpressivevbice, a voice-also associatdd with reading

°nation but rare in first graders unless they have .ben given -

lessons in reading expressively (and, hence, often,much practice). He r

Used self-correction behaviors not to correct words' called

inaccuratAy but to get the intonation the way he-seeded to want it.

I judge him tb be indepempient in the basal readers,..

Richard made a dradatic distinctfon.between storytelling and
.
dictatiOn in both wording. and intonation. He decided to write the. .

well-known story of the ElVesand the Shoenaker. His storytelling

used themording and intonation appropriate for a told story, with
-

someinteractive language'as he tried to figure out the sequence of

exchanges between the elVes, the shoemaker; and the customers.
0

seemed to use storytelling as.,preparation for dictation which he did

*,
much more confidently, not losing track of his story) as he paused

between each word for,the scribe. When he re-read his dictation,

-hqweir, instead:of recalfift g the dictated story he began-attempting

to sound -out the'Words. The examiner also used echo7reading with him

and.he recalled the story easily with this support. After re-reading,

he was able to >edit-easily at the letter - sound, word, and sentence

level.

When Richard wrote his storYs he did some sounding and called

some letter names :/However,, more like the advnced children in

kindergarten,- he talked abautlhis story as he wrote and re-read

'voluntarily as he composed. &ming one of these re-readings, he

too' .51R3 1



x -
,

edited-Oluntarily, from PR for poor, to PooR. He also suggested that
t

l'''

it Might be'ipelled'P-6-0-E, indicating 'confidence in his ability to/

1
,

figure out unknown words. His invented spelling was quite good and

interspersed with conventional spelling:

ther NZ

a aid

Shoo.. malor,

and helhad

a waf and

he was PabR

This masterpiece was written in blue, black, red, and green crayon and

he drew an illusti-ation after the story, a behavior that Graves (1982)

considers more advanced than drawing first. While Richard was working

with traditi9a1 material, he nevertheless showed great growth in

,writing and re-reading his own writing as well as making distinctions

between the related modes thatlare more conventional than before.

Richard's re-reading from dictation with a sounding -out strategy

is a behavior not detected with the kindergarteners and cannot be

judged on the "Emergent Reading Abilities Judgments for Dictated and

Handwritten Stories," as it currently exists. It is more like the
y.

=strategy-dependent behavior seen with storybooks. It is also possible

that extended.researt with dictation with first graders might reveal

----n the same strategy - dependent behaviors. However, care should be taken

to distinguish between effects of formal instruction and children's

developing notions about reading from dictation.

570



Richard's:ere-reading of his- own writing must be described as

independent, particularly since he showeeSelf-monitoring and

self- correction stratties both' during'and after composition. His

reading from a storybook"was, again, aspecruel, switching back and

forth between sound-out, calling "known words," and reciting the story.

. .

, as le remembered it. Again, his flexibility in moving from strategy

to strategy is a mark of progress in this-Young man who had seemed so

7

. inflexible in kindergarten.

During this time, thoush, Richard was having the kind of

difficulty in first grade that his kindergarten teacher had predicted.

He, was having trouble with workbOok assignOents, often crying or

tearing up his papers,. His teacher expresed annoyance with-biz\in

4

' the interview, when the.examiner_came to get biz for the study

1sessions, and when observed by passersby in the hallway. Now, in

contrast with kindergarten, Richard was developing literacy skills

- .

that would enable him to do more independent learning. Much of this

learning would be used in-unstructured time In the classroom since

storybook reading and writing (as composition) were not a part of the

structured lessons.

In addition to his lessons at home, Richard had Worked hard in

the interview sessions in kindergarten and also in....his classroom,

seemingly mbtivated by the research team's Presence. He often came up

and sat by an observer'in.the classroom, "writing my words." In the

autumn of first grade, when he saw 'a researcher passing in the

hallway, he called out, "I'm gonna write all my words for you," and

571



later he showed her a ldhg list of words. This writing typically was

of the inventory sort (Bissex, 1980; Gundlagll, 1982); usually 10. "I

conventional spelling, and seemed to be an important kind o practice

for Richard. He appeared to use it as'one focus for ask1r7 the kinds

of 4nettions that children have .been reported--to ask their 13.x.etlitS at

home about writing. Ris focus 04 conventional spelling had beeti.a

,concern to his examiner in kindergarten; it appears as evidence,

again, that children do not all go through the same sequence in

,
writing development, for Richard was now using inventioWanu

Conientdon flexibly.

Noreen changed her story between storytelling, dictation, and,/

writing. She had also done this in kindergarten and we.now concluded

that she showed little evidence of treating her stories as objects of

memory. Her re- reading from di ctation'was the lowest of any of the

children in first grade, level tour, with her eyes not on print and
1.

.

.

her story not stable. She continued to use unrelated letters as her

form*of writing. Since she did not voice during writing, we conpared

hie story to the dictated story and it was different. This time, when

re-reading, however, she had her eyes on the paper even though she was

not tracking print, Placing her re-reading at level five.

faVorieestorybook was the original verslion of Ira Sleeps

Over a story re-written f r the primer basal `s er in her class .(a

Iff

story-we used in study VII Taii:h all the childreny". Her reading Was

classified as a low level refusal, again the lowest of any of the

children. Her reading from the lowest basal ruder story was very
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\ 0

labored and uttered Itered in a flat I4cvd--by word tone- ,With the harder

story, she appeared to rely or-A, tanmy ftr thel/atory dr predictionk 1,

of the story. This story wa, °kbpOsec:3. to anet./ story for her, -
O

according to her teacher, brit /14,10'en. -Gold the examiner she could read

the entire bookC.

Noreen's teacher had toiei.k110 eke-faioet that there would not be a

story from the book that-Not, Ittsaw v7e11- she characterized her as
c

having/little knowledge of ph,PAQ0) feWer.than ten sight words, and

not remembering things from iisNo to leasoa, I.rith very Poor.
I

hcomprehension. The teacher sr Nt she Was placed in- the lowest

reading group in/the- first Dt0Pkijoe, a Daolc. they had been in for two

months and were going throuuli teach s estinaq of

Noreen'g ability appeared to follY accklate; s nce the phlilosophy

.behind the reading series ig ON the child should be on instructional

level, it is.not clear why tkiCe% wqs ''in 3 book," rather, than the

readiness ptogram.

In Spit of Noreen's re. A\Ive Io1.1 reading and writing ability in'

first grade, she had made poPV itladeggsrten. Her. writing

included more letters. and sole eopYirr -8 of wcrirotImetal Print,

Additionally, she added her eNtlarl

Pete was able to compoS gaot3f and to Icteep its gist in memory

across the modes of storyteli,A8: (3.1.Gtetioh, and re-reading. He also

attended to the scribe's neaps \ben d-letattag. no longer seemed

411bewildered by her actions (07kup--g but to understand them.

When he re-read, his eyes N.,/° ply PIO p0-11t but not trackia4 it and

5)3
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= his story was stable, a level,five performance. His-re-reading from

1

wri ting was at this same level; however, he had copied. his dictati\ on.

While his ;.eacher appeared to stress' topying in the classroom, this

'was.a strategy,that Richard had'Used in kindergarten, which had seemed

to give him,much information about how print works. Like Richard,..

Pete now talker about his writing and asked questions while copying.

He. seemed to use his speech.also as a guide to keeping the sequence of

letters straight.

11 \
Then after that comes (pause); um,
den, den, and after- that ,omesanotherW
(long-pause. while he wEites)r

Then after that A comes, A
then after that W comes--(pause)
Then after that comes a N. ,

then after that comes T. . . .

-Then comes W,,
then comesipause) that, /t/ /t/ /t/ /t/

.

Mike first claimed, "I can't read," about his storybook, but he

started trying to read.it, aspectually, seeming to focus on a

known-word strategy, aithOugh he was very inaccurate. He used this

44

f.

same strategy,with the two basal reader passages, the first two in the

4
first preprimer. His teacher hadosaid'that he was-not competent with

_

any of the stories bit suggested,that these would be thepeasiest.

From this evidence,,it appears that Mike is using a behavior typically

shown developmentally after much more experience with print and that

it may have been artificially induced by the bgginning of formal

instruction.

Mike and Noreen were,in the same group for instruction. Both
tzZo
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were predicted to end the year reading at mid-first grade level. When

pressed-for what
. this meant, the teacher said that' they would probably

.

be reading in a primer. Since both were being.given formal

instruction when theit:emergent.teading fo'r other text -types seemed so

tz/
low, we were interested' in the spring tO'seewhat types 'of f-reading

\behaviors they, and thermodetate childten, would show.
1

The teacher was discouraging abut the children's growth. in:

riting during the remaining half the year. She

'Noreen would not be able to generate writing,on her

her current writing gchievement thus:

Well, we're working on,. y'know the fo

letters. -I don't think she'll be at a
she'll write on her own, copying, yds,
writing On her awn.,

predicted that

on and described

ation
point where
but not

Similarly, as Cox wrote in her case study of.Mike, the teacher
. .

- %

predicted (he) would not be Ale to write even a sentence

/independently but probably would be Able to copy one." Since

children were being. encouraged ,in sch4 to write in the ways, that.

children seem to develop withOutdmetruction, we were particularly

neither

%

cinteresied'in their writing in .the spring.

In summary, the children's achievement in first grade appeared

continue at a'rate con ietent with their kindergarten estimates of

emergent readineand wi\iting, with the placement of Richard and

Douglas continuing -to ,be problematic. Additionally, the actual.

'-behaviors we called emergent reading and Writing could still be

detected,,even in thebasal reader. 'selections, Children were using
4

,'775
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either the sate; or a slightly more conventional writing system.

DistinAiOns Betweekoral'and Written Language

(These 'sections are summaries of conference papers and articles.)

In Sulzby (1983), the children;,Storytellingand dictation.

.storytelling,and...dictation,sam from Studies II). IV,,and VI were
.4-

analyzed by taking.,Comparahle sections and making a. master tape to-use

with judges whO'did not know'the- children. Two, independent judges

were.a4ked to listen to paired.samples.and to judge whether:Orngt the
r

two sounded.thesame or different. Th-judges then had to identify,

which was storytelling and which was dictation, guessing if they were

uncertain. They wrote a description of.the basis they used for/hese
I .

-judgments.

Children were found t 'Increase over the studies in their agility

...to.distinguish between the two modes, both in speed of:speech.and in

2

wording. Study VI samples were judged 'last and the judges began to

laugh at how obvious,the judgments had become.

An additional confirMatiOn of the distinction,was gained by

timing comparable segments,

first grade, dictation was

by the lower children were.

previously.

of stOrytelling

much 'slower and

more' like those

. ,

These techniques were used to cgafirm

researche=s that differences in intonation

and story dictation. By

the speed differences made.

the high children had made
/

0
the judgments bythe

and wording could be

detected, even when children's storytelling is done as a practice for

writing.
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Cohesive use of reference. Cox (.in press; Cox & Sulzby, 1983Y

analyzed children's use of pronominal reference. Children were found-
.

to,produce stories that lacked sufficient text-style anaphoric reference
.

to be appropriate to written language.When judged tiy the strict, standardS

.

f Halliday and HaSan (1976). However, when judged the modified
r

techniques of King and Centel (1981), we found that the children's stories

were not non-cohesive but were tied to the immediate context re-stated 'in

the examiner',

Children'

-directions:
'

use of pronominal reference varied by emergent 'reading

level in kindergarten, as discussed.in Chapte Eight; however,inDecember.

1/4 .

of firtt,grade, the high children's level of cohesive referende fell below
r-f".

that of the moderatd.and.low groups (see Figure 19, page 407).,

Tinzmann,-Cox, and Sulzby (in press) used a related analysis of

A

1pecification of context. In specifying the who, what; when, where, why,

and.hOw.of.Story Content, again the high-group fell below the two other

V'
'groups (see Figure 20, page 410).

4. .

Three possible explanations were offered, either as alternates or

joint influences. First, :the children may have been becoming increasingly
r.

specific about their restriction of text-style anaphora and specification

to the written mode., This explanation is further suggested by a second

grade replication of Study IV conducted byCox (Cox &'Sulzby, 1983).

.Second, the drop in pronominal reference might.tie.an effect. of the

basal readers using repeated nouns rathr than prontuns; the drop in

specification Might' be due to the picture-dependent and inference-

-
dependent, structure of the stories in the basal readers.

Iy .

a.
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Finally, the effects may be a developpental drop in control of one

function as newex functions or goals are added.

An examination of the stories of the high group suggests that fhe
4

third explanation is certainly ,plausible. The three girls :all seemed

to be tryingto cfeateimore complicated forms of stories. $etsy, in

particular, seemed to. be taking. her old theme of her brother Erandalli

and trying to fictionalize him in an interesting way; she seemed to

work on. this story across the modeS. Her told story is .closely tied.

to interesting actual features of her 'brother. She-begins to add mioreN

details in the dictated version, 'closing with "The end." Her written

story-is contextualizedbut introduces her idea of her brother's

fantasies.

_Well, He want's three.eyes

1is nose is an inch
r.

and a haf loge

and His Mouth is an inch

and a haf loge He's crasy

I like Him and He liks

me. He tallks all the

time. He thigks Hes

10000 the End

After his name at the end, she drew a picture of/him, with funny

chicken-like features:
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The other two girls did not write in the genre of"story."

Nicole wrote a scription of herself and what she likes to'do and

Jodie wrote an explanation of what basal readers she had already

. .

completed, which'one'she was in cUrrently,"which ones she will have

next. 1ncontrast, most of-:the lower children stuck.witthe story

genre. A few duplicated themes that were using in Studies II and IV.

One of the most cohesive and specified stories was hy 1;chard, who

told, dictated, and wrote the Elves and the Shoemaker :story.
V

Study VII

Study VII took.place'ia two sessions. :In the first, was gathered

.

all of the Children together ineg vacant classroom and told them that

we had. enjoyed working with theM for two years. Each child was-asked

.

by,therexaminet assigned to him or her to write a story that would

help the,gdult remember' the child. ..At the end of the. writing, each_
.

child read.the strirY'to the examiner and gave it to her. The children

waited until all were finished, continuing to write or reading a

storybook...

When all'of the children 'finished writing, one researcher told .

the children that we had a surprise for them', to help them remember
-

us. SheYgathered the children around on a rug,an&read Sendak's,Where

the Wild Things'Are. When_ttie story was ,over, each examiner presented

her three children-With-individual, inscribed copieS-of the book.

For session two, the children' were asked about the book Where the

Wild Thin& Are and were then asked to re-read it. After a brief

interruption, the child was asked to re-tell the story. The same

r .
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procedure was then used with astory from the basal reader. primer, a

re-written version of Ira Sleeps Over by Weber.

Shift.. in Terminology'and AnalySis Techniques
/"

Thus far I have refrained from using terminology and techniques
1 2

used in schools,'as much as possible, attempting to take a fresh look

at the early reading and writing behavidrs of young children. In the

results section of this study, I use school-familiar language again

and use techniques like the reading miscue'inventory (Goodman & Burke,

1974; Pflaum, 109 and personal communication).

The expectation in.schools is tht children of average

'intelligence will learn to read,during first grade. *In some schools,

the expe&.tation is,that they will learn the'mechanical skills of

handwriting, copying, and some simple conventional spellings.

Children are also_ expected to use these mechanical skills to compoSe

simple sentences or write Answers on exercise Sheets: In other

schools, children are also expected to become writers, in the sense of

composing meaningful connected discourSe, even ".publishing" their own

books as in the classrobmS observed in'the research by Graves (1982)

and Gundlach, Litowitz,and)foses (1978, Gundlaeh, 1982).

The children in this study were of average intelligence, and at

mid:year.the teachers expressed the belief that even the two lowest

children would be reading attheTrimer level. They predicted that
r.

,----
op children would havemechnicaiwriiIng skills, With the skills of

the two lowest children ,being limited to copying but not composing

situp sentences:
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Results
e

Writing. During the writing session, the childen wrote

,
industriously,\even thOugh not quietly.. The time spent writing,.which'

inclUdes talking aboutthe on-going story, re-reading to 'oneself or
e

8

neighbors, and making silly noises, as Richard and Betsy did
.

continuallyin between other "on-task" activities, ranged froM

minutes for\Jodie to a full hour for Douglas.

Even .thouev these children were not being given instructional

opportunities to compose stories and connected discourse,,allnine of

them wrote a readable compoSition and all but two read independently
4

from their stories. The writing systems used were mixes of

conventional and full invented spelling. Eight differentiated between

telling the examiner about the story and reading the story. The range.

,

of "genre" was greater across the stories, All of the' children wrote

the story, seeming to plan beforehand as,indicated in the cross-table
. -

talk. They illustrated their stories after they finished writing.

All of this without formal instruction.

Insert Figure 25 a, b, c about here
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Figure 25a: OS

Written Stories of Nine Case Study Children at End of Firt Grade
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Figure 25 b:

Writtqn Stories of Nine Case Study Children at End of First Grade
3

C;111:2.7"
71171 ,v7s

tr.3/ pi7 \Aron
p

L

l he

:el
413'(\iCiletidt-(C

Ili; Lis

.:1-tt°.h121Vrn;\ etel-f"()
Mac11-(

The -C=0Y

[-Lehz cA ° I j'111,-\ hti.v-rtoke
to, il.514,07.,.,4,vg;0_,"4,,54A

e ed "c- .11191:5,
ay 18

etat2.,

583.

.603



Figure 25 c:

Written Stories of Nine Case Study Children at End of First Grade
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Expanded options in writing. As can be seen in the r pr actions

of the nine pieces of writing, the children had increased their

options about the genre'of writing they would do'and had increased

their artistry in doing it. Betsy's story, "The Three Bugs" has a

wonderful turn of humor.when the "happy cople," Harry and Marry not
.

only legitimize their union but consummate 4t according to Marry's

plan to have a baby. Little baby "bugy" is shown in his baby'buggy-

)with his mother or father carefully watching overhead. Not only is

this story amusing, it presents a pleasing contrast to Betsy's

struggles.in Dedember to create a fictionalized story about hei baby

'brother who wishes to be. 10,000. years old and have three eyes.

Jodie wrote a simple exposition about herself, taking few risks,

as usual for her. In form; howevgi, she is more accomplished in using

readable invented spelling as she lets us know she is now taking

lessons at the high school, New Trier. Contrast her first person

narrative with Richard's. Needless to say, they were sitting at the

same table, along with Betsy. In between Betsy's and Richard's jokes

and funny noises, both of them re-read aloud and talked about what

they were writing. While Jodie probably used Richard as the source of

her. topic, she wrote about her own experiences realistically.

Nicole wrote about the traditional tale, "The Three Little Pigs,"

transforming it Into word on the pig's names, Harry, Larry, and

Cherry and.the names of their wolf friend, Garry, with. his girls

freiend Clerry. Like Betsy, Nicole furnished a title and added the

formal closing, "The end."
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Andrea decorated her written story after writing with the clouds

froth her illustration'.' She Wrote an exposition about herself in first

person. While reading her story indicates that the ladybug is male,

when shere-read it she changed the pronouns.

/1/.

Chad appeared to be using the basa reader story as a model once

/

again. His reader series used dialogue exchanges with the names of
I

4
characters off-set in the left margin. Most of the children)

..... !-

ordinarily omitted these names and a few who were not readipg

independently added dialogue carriers. When Chad re-read ais story,

he added the carriers and also added'aclause that he seemedto have

intended but left Out.- I return to his re-reading below beCauseqie is

the one child whO was clearly not. independently re-reading his Own

writing.
Is-

I

Chad's 'story reeds: Can you do thisg pill?

Yes,' I can, Bob/ Lift this

Okay? Bob..

It was not clear whether Bob Tiered Bill to "lift thil" or whether

Bill interrupted his statement to Bob by inserting his name. /Chad

attempted to straighten out this confusion in his re- reading but it

-- pi
wasn't',clear that he completely understood the problem.

Douglas', spelling from Study, II through VII could be taken as a

i

model for the development of invented spelling. While not all

children develop through the same sequence, Douglas' spelling

development was logictl. In his version of the Three Little Pigs, he

uses a mature mixture of conventional and invented spelling. Douglas ' .
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.showed his typical characteristics of perserverence and willingness to

try. He wrote'for one whole hour, finishing last and reading his

story triumphantly, ev

Hib story reads:

ough he got confused in the middle section.

One day there was three little .:pigs:

One little pig made his ouse out of sticks.

The.secondpig mmade his house out of wood.

The third little pig (erased section, with new start.)

But the smart little pi made his house out of bricks.

' The fox came to the fi st little pig's house
and-he huffed and he blow his house.

By now Doug was running out of room and began to, write very small on

top of the previous lines and to use ellipsis to finish.

And he went to the second pig's house

and he went to the third pig's house

and he huffed and puffed
;but he couldn't blow his house down

The end. May.19, J982 Doug

Richard's swimming exposition shoWs the greatest/problem-solving

about a convention of the writing 'system in this sample. He is trying

to use the contracted "I'm" which he:first renders as "I.IM,g then

and'finally plays around with at the end of the text with "Iay"

with an M on top of it.. Notice also his use of the period between May

and 18. Richard's exposition also appears to have a title, "I am a

swimmer," before the body of the piece begins, along with his formal.

.)

"the. End."

Noreen wrote a,polgnant third, person story about a man living

away from his little girls, making a cake (evidently all alone in his

little house." 'From a child who was last writing with random letters,
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this easily readable piece is'a major accomplishment.

Both Noreen's and Mike's pieces' of writing are far beyond the

expectations of their teacher: Mike addressed the reader in a manner

reminiscent of the young writers Graves (1982) studied. He has used

"a lead" to hook the reader: "Do you know about foxes? Well, I've

seen one on a mountain and with a gun I,shotit with a gun." He wrote
- ,

,
.

/

. .

.

.

this.piece a bit at a time, coming up td.show it as he went. He

appeared to try to edit, inserting the omitted thought "I shot it."

Like other beginning writers, though,-he added the omitted clause as a

whole after the elliptical phrase he,was clarifying. Mike's fox has a

wound in its abdomen with blood trailing down on the grass. Did Mike

copy this piece? We watched -him write it bit by bit,, asking

r rhetorical and real questions about spelling as he went along,

rejecting any ideas that didn't sound right to him and writing most

words with no help from another' person; He appearedto have

internalized questioning to direct his own writing and thinking.

Additionally, whe e shed off his. composition, he told the story df

the real hunt in storytelling intontion, embellishing the ideas in his

' 'draft. When he read it, he read the words as he had written them, in

reading intonation, tracking the ptint..

I
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Judging Reading As it becomes More Conventional

Up until now, I have used analyses that estimate how cldse the

Child is to independent reading. With seven of ehe children, there

was clear evidence that they were re- reading their own writind
,

re- reading during composition, making additidhs and changes during

composition, and re-reading "Word-perfectly," or making

self,-corrections, sometimes to become more accurate to what was

written and sometimes to improve what was written. These children

were tracking the print visually according to-the observations of

\their examiners.

Another child, Chad; vias'cleaAly not reading his composition,

independently. He could easily be placed' on the "Emergent Reading

Abilitie4rfor Dictated and Handwritten Stories" scale as a five,

consistent with his earlier performance. A

7

Douglas is a borderline case. He is clearly reading his print

, -
but not easily. As he began to get,confused with the crowded,

.4

to a memoryover-written text, he switched from_a. sounding

strategy inza laborsome way, as if the two could-not be maintained

together. This is consistent with his performance as we move to-the

storybook and basal reader story. For,that reason, I think

strongly that.we need more gradations of reading dictation and

handwritten compositions as children approach independence. Douglas

has not, yet reached the ability to move in a flexible and coordinated

fashion from one strategy to another to make sense of text.
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Reading a Storybook and Basal Reader Tale

For Study VII, we wanted a comp son across children in which

the materials'would 'be held more nearly constant,.affording us some

more consistent evaluation at the end of first grade.. The storybook

Where the Wild\Things Are was chosen because of its literary quality
%,

and because of children's tendency to remember its vivid almost poetic

.

prose. The teacherd had decided to end' the first grade currictlum

with the primer because they thought.the series was more diff1-.1t

than t previous one. We selected a tale that tad been re-written in

basal reader-ese from a storybook, Ira Sleeps Over by Weber.

.Previously we had judged reading from such texts by oral reading

along, using judgments about how much the children's speech /i

approximatrfd written language,, the actual text,°and. when they, began to

attend to print. $uch judgmei6 did not,penalize children for errors

° or miscues at the word leyel until the child neared independence. At

the end of first grade, we used a technique uaed by classroom teachers

as well as researchers, the reading miscue inventory . This tool

compares the Wor4s.of the child with the words of the text, making

judgments about the cuing systems that the child is using and

relationship between those systems. It also uses a retelling

.
technique to estimate' comprehension. The form weused. for oral

reading is an adaptation by PflauM'(1979) which has some reported

standards of reliability. Retelling wasAudged by checking of clauses

with the same semantic Content of the original text.

The use of the miscue techniques with the same text for children

of differing abilities is an adaptation 'that.will results in'same
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.

children being judged as
/

Since we.

Were concerned with finding independence but nlai quantifying'it, this

1
Q

use was an'appropriate exploratory one; however, it results in

.

. ,

percentages of agreement. changing irregularly from child to child.

Children' were asked. to'Te-read and re-tell each of the two texts

0 0

with.a short interruption task between re-reading and re-telling. Two

'

independent judges coded the.child's reading onto -a copy of.the text
zr

and then compared the miscue heard. Initial agreement was quite low,

around 75%. The two judges 9:listened to- all"questional miscues and

came to agreement at the 95% level: or better,-icalling in a third judge

to make final decisions) The same technique was used for coding the

Miscues that were reliably, heard on theaudiotape, following Pflaum's

system.

The results indicated that most of the children had. too few

miscues*e:anelyze for both text types.. Two children read aspectually
/.

-frOM the-stdrybook, making their reading attempts more legitimate to

ft.

classify by the emergent reading techniques than the miscue inventory.

These results are presented by child.

Four children, the high girls, Betsy, Jodie,and Nicole, and the

low boy, Richard, were judged to be independent. in all three teat

types. Nicole had more trouble with the storybook: but gave an overall

high performanCe. She made a number of self-corrections, reducing her

miscues to 12 out of 338 words, all'high level, and her re-telling was

quite high.

The moderate girl, Andrea-,,had difficulty with retelling,for both
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the storybook and the primer story, even though her miscues were too

few to.analyze and high level. Given het history of reticence in all

conversational situations, we tentatively place her as instructional

for these text-types.

Mike and Doug were both judged to be "aspectual" with the

storybook. Both were judged to be be'tween instructional and

frustration level with'the primer story, using the miscue inventory,

.

standards combined with informal reading inventory standards for
it

judging percentage of errors (miscues minus self-corrections), degree
/,

of comprehension (here judged by/Clauses recalled), and observed,

characteristics of ease or discomfort during reading).

Chad, who had been judged not yet, independent in reading his own .

composition, was judged to be at frustration level with the storybook,

but able,to be andlyzed.by miscue inventory rather than falling into
.

emergent reading categories. He was independent with the primer

story, haVing only nine uncorrected. and high level miscueiand giving

a good retelling.

Noreen, who had such dire prediction of success, was judged-to be

independent at reading her own writing; frustrated with the storybook,

with a high number of'miscues and scanty re-telling; and probably

. E .

instructional with t'he,primer. While her retelling was just adequate

she had too few miscues to analyze, five in all, three.of which were

self - corrected.

In conclusion, children do appear to make different degrees of

progress in reading different text-types in first grade.' Of the four
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children reading, independently from all three types,in this study,

three showed differences earlier in time. Second, not all children of
a

average intelligence can be said to be reading independently from

these forms as the end of first grade. Nor can any of these children

be judged "not reading," in some types of reading material.

Finally, even at the end. of first grade, the analysed of emergent:

.reading and writing add,to our understanding of children's

performances in a way that exiatinimeasures tests of conventional '

literacy do not. Next I compare the emergent literacy judgments to an

.

:existing readiness test.'

Measures of Emergent Literacy and Readin g Readiness Tests

Reading readiness tests are constructed from a different theory

of liEeracy aCquisition from analyses of emergent literacy.

Nevertheless,-it is expected .that there are commonalities between

them. Previous analyses, for example, showed a significant

correlation between the fall Metropolitan Readiness Test and emergent

,
teadirig ability judgments for dictated and handwritten stories. At

the end of first grade, both the.. fall and spring Metropolitan

Readiness:Test scores were available to us. The rank orderings of the

childrenitn the fall of kindergarten year, the two readiness test-

scores, anOranking of theoresults,of Study VII wdre compared. All

rank order correlations are statistically significant.

Insert Table 12 about here
k
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Table 12:

Rank Orde(-Correlations AmOng'Measures of Emergent. Literacy
1

and Reading Readiness

\
Kindergarten Fall Pre- Spring Pre- First Grade

Emergent Reading Reading Rankings

,Literacy Composiar Composite

(1) (2) (35' (4)

(1) : .63* ..78** .77*

(2) .87 ** .68*.

(3) .62*

*1345, Spearman rank order correlations (rho)

"POI

(1)-Emprgent reading ability judgments by-researchers.based on

Study I; General KnoWledges About Written Language

(2). Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Fall of kindergarten'

(3) Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Spring of kindergarten

.(4) Rankings drawn from end of firsCgrade estimates of

interface between emergent` literacy and independent

reading of handwritten compositions, commercial story-

book, and primer basal reader story.
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The two types of measures used in Table 12 were based not only., on

different'theories ofreading development, they were developed for

different purposes. The emergent literacy measures (including others.

reported in this document) were devised to describe development as it

occurs over time with very young children. The reading readiness

,

tests were-devised to predict achievement at a future point in time,

like the end of first gride. Both types of measures predict the rank

ordering of children's reading achievement found in Study VII at the

end of first grade.
%

Caution should be used in interpreting these results given the

small number of-Subjects and the exploratory nature of the studies in

first grade. Nevertheless, it,appears that the interface between

emergerit literacy and formal instruction sheds light on both ways in

which children learn. Further research can now be designed to.test

these relationships more systematically.
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Conclusions After Two Years

After studying nine children', their classmates, and kindergarten

teachc!: ' along With studying theoretical and.empirical

writings about literacy development, what hive welclrned?- Centrally,

we have leulTwo ..Lceracy does develop prior to the time Children

are writing and reading conventionally. This development reflects
/

\distinctions.that children are making between -oral and Written

*languageforms and functions. Furthermore, the study casts new light
I

.'
on the organization of reading and writing,procepses for'young

.

children. Processes that haVebeen'called high le or fluent, -

-

readers like prediction, use of prior knowledge, or comprehension?!

'generally are used by young children prior to readi g and writing

conventional print. Thus high level processes do not'mean they are at

the apex of a developmental sequence; rather, they, develop alongside

other processes. So-called low level processes requi %e high lev,e1

intelldctual processing fromyoung'children and may temporarily be the

focus of a child's theory of how writing or reading work.
_v.

We have found that-there,are developmental patterns in both

writing and reading but'that there is no one seqUence that all'

children go through. .Of particUlar theoretical importance is the °

finding that children may fall back to a-less mature behavior (like

scribbling or'letter strings as a writing system) in order. tO'dd more

complex tasks. Stich Seeming regressions Shed.mo light:upon the

developmental patterns and the reorganization of children's- knowledge

as they enter conventional literacy.
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We have found that the teacher's model of literacy and lea ,.-ng

may be quite complex and not easily detectable from .brief di cussions

and observations; We have also found that the teacher's model has!

important implicationi,for chili -rev's delieloprdent; We have even more

questions about what these implications are but we are in better

position to ask those questions.'

From following the children into first grade, we have found that

children continue to show the early developmental patterns after

formal instruction has begun and that there-is some evidence that

formal instructional may disrupt the earlier patterns. Again, this

tentative-finding needs further investigation. We also found that

children-of average intelligence may appear to their teachers to be

reading..lndependently when techniques of emergent literacy would

indicate that they are ,not.. -

We foUnd,"as have other researchers, that writing and reading are

not mirror images of each other. Rather, I hold that they are

importantly .related aspects of litdracy, with each contributing to the

other and_to-the-Child's internalized model of the reader-writer

) -

relationship. These findings-seem to be consistent with that claim.

It is important to note that writing continues to develop even when

there is mo emphasis on writing as composition in formal instruction.

Caution must used in interpreting these findings becadse we did not

assess the kind of writing that was stressed in the first grade

classrooms.

1This study has a number of limitations. Its scope was wide and
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the observations detailed; some parts of the analyses have been more

carefully carried out than others. I have tried to report the study

in sufficient detail that other researchers could verify the findings,

if not through exact replication through similar reasoning.

Second, the sample size was small, limited\ to middle class

children, and shows an unusual distribution beteer boys and girls.

We guarded against the dangers of small sample size by using samples

from the entire classroom population at strategic points through the

kindergarten year, through matching individual interviews,with

classroom observations, through replicating a previous larger-scale

study, and through the use 'of repeated-measures designs whenever

possible.

I defend the use of middle class subjects from the viewpoiht of

wanting a clear picture of optimal deiielopment before I began to

extend these techniques to children from different socioeconomical

background. Teachers and researchers working with children from
ti

different backgrounds have reported that the techniques and fine.ngs

are applicable to their children, but at an older age. I have begun

preliMinary work with poorer children from more diverse backgrounds

and will be comparing those results to the data base reported herein.

The distribution of high girls and appears to be a

fluke, limited to this particular class group. In_previous res'arch

done in the same classroom, there were boys who were as high or higher..

than'the girls and in the teacher's afternoon class the same year,

there was a more normal distribution between boys and girls.
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Examining the personal characteristics of the boys and girls reveals a

spread of social-emotional behaviors across the two sexes

While there was no intent to. intervene in the teacher's

techniques, there was no observable change during the kindergarten

year except in the teacher's growing awareness of'what weWere doing.

However, during the year we followed the children into first grade,

the teacher asked the principal investigator to come and work with her

in getting the children to write. That year and up to the current

time, the teacher has increased the opportunities for the children to

.write and to read in whatever ways they can. :Furthermore, she is

'sharing her knowledge with other teachers. Thus, the side effect of-

this study was what I judge t "be an improvement in classrcm

instruction.

We do not know enough about young children's development as

writers and readers. But we now know more. The tasks remain of

continuing to study development in research and to communicate this

research to policy-makers, parents, and classroom teachers.
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Appendix A

Chad: Writing Interview
I \

Chad (age 5-11):
1, What can you write?

Chile: Well, I can write my name and my middle name and stuff.

(Chad stood up to write, holding pencil between middle and

fourth fingers.)

2. Show me.

Child: But I can just write part of it, the T--or I--
. r'

Adult': Fine.- Go ahead, si(ow me. 1

Child: Right here? (Indicating paper.)

Adult4t, Sure. You can write it there.

(Chad wrote on paper and when finished he said, "There.")

3. What's that?

Child: It's my name, first of my name.

4. H&W did you know what ghat was?

Child: What?

Adult: How did you know what that was? /

Child: Cause I already--read, um, I can recognize this letter (C)

and I can recognize all these letter.

5. How did you learn that?

Child: Well; see, one time my mom was teaching me to write my

name and when she wasn't.there, she was doing some housework

outside- -

Adult: \hm.

Child: --and she was raking the leaves and I writed my name to a

letter cause it was somebody's birthday--
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Adult: Uh-huh.

Child: --and I went outside and to my mother and I said,

"Hey,q4om,'I writted my name." (Chad laughed and adult

began to laugh, too.)

Adult: Oh, wow, I bet she was impressed, huh? (Laughed) So you

put it on a letter going to someone else for their birthday?

Child: Yeah.

6. What else can you write?

Child: Like, almost every--the alphabet and kinds- -

7. Show me; write everything you can write.

Child: And--like some letters? (Chad wrote line of letters withr

spaces, pausing as if thinking at places marked with tiny

X's. Notice decorative U.)

(FudIssAsci

1 u
AD% Rof...et

e.1-141et el a. frI

Adult: Everything. (Watches child.) Hmm. . . .

8. What's that?

Child: That's all I can do.

Adult: OK. What 'is that?

Child: (Slowly.) B-0-A-U-R--what's this?

Adult: That one?..

Child: I don't know.

Adult: Don't know that one?

Child: It's at the last of my name.
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Adult: Uh-huh, what is it? '(Pause) You know it?

Child: Yeah (pause), M?

Adult: OK, that's close. It's an U.

Child: Oh, yeah.

Adult: OK:

Child: N, U, and E-M-H-I.

9. How did'you know what that was?

Child: Because I can look at the letters.

10. How did you learn that?

Child: Well, see, I think it was snow time and I was writing

some things, and, um, I was about--four, and I didn't know

how to write all of these letters--

Adult: Uh-huh.

'\Child: And, so I started to write all of these letters and, um,

I walked up to my mom and said, "Hey, Mom!" and then she

said, "What, what, what?"

Adult: Hmm. (Laughs.)

Child: And she--came and looked at my paper, and she said,

"How'd you do that?" and I said, "I put it down myself!"

Adult: Oh, yeah. So how did you do it?

Child: Well, see, I was just writing some _letters and I'didn't

know, know I was writing those different words.

Adult: Uh-huh.

Child: I didn't know, well, so--

Adult: Wow,Wow, OK, you really do know a lot about writing.
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Appendix B

Emergent Reading `Ability Judgments
for. Favorite Storybook's

Introduction. The scale that is presented here is.based upon data reported'

in Sulzby; 1981c, and refined with data ,collected ,in the 1980-1981 leg of,

the BRDKAWL project.sponsored by NIE: The scale is to be 'used with children's

independent re-enactments of favorite storybodks and. not with re-enactments

in which the child and,adult engage in interactive reading attempts.

Procedures. The child is asked to select a favorite storybpok. 'Then the

child'is asked to read the book. If the child says that s/he cannot read,

the child is urged to try, to "do"ii-your way." A second level of

prompting may be used which involves asking the child to "pretend" or"

"pretend-read" the book. Other leVels of encouragement were also used in

the previous studies and in work in progress'with 21/2 to 415 year old

children; however, this version of thescaleionly applies to independent-

attempts. Dependent re=enactments may also reveal developmental patterns."...

but they are not incorporated herein.

The descriptions which follow usually charadterize the majority, of the

speech utterances by the child in response to the'book; however, occasionally,

a child's behavior fluctuates'between levels.. Tile lower levels of the

scale'will probably be expanded to describe -the .behaviors of younger children

in.greater. detail. Cautions are inserted into the narrative.and should be

noted.

A. ATTEMPTS WHICH ARE GOVERNED BY PRINT

1. HolisticHolistic.attempts. Here.the child creates a version almost exactly.

like the written version.

'(a) Independent reading.,-The child is actually reading-the print

independently, using comprehension, letter-sound knowledge;

and known words in a coordinated tashion.in re-creating the'

text. Child may not read,"wora perfectly," but makes miscues

showing all aspects of.independent reading.

(b) Strategy-dependent. Here the child seems to be reading

independently by creating a.print-governed versio9. of the

text, but the Child,shows .definite strategies keyed.to

"aspectual" nature-of.reading attempts. In other.worda,
,.the child's reading proCess does not seem to be fully "balanced"

or integrated. Additidnally, the child does not seem to be

confident of independent control of the prOcess. Forexample;
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the child may tend to omit unkno n words excessively,
,substitute "whole'words," 'or to ound-out to nonsense /

syllables excessively.
7

2. '.;.3pectual"attempts. In this tatego , the child fOcuses upon
1-One or rwo aspects" of reading. (See. Sulzby,,1981c,--lor

discussion of "aspects" whjch get integratedinto independent
'reading.) This category is distinguished from strategy-dependent
attempts because:in these attempt's the parts are not integrated
rather than simply, being unequally balanced. The following
examples highlight each aspect' separately;- however, the_ child
may show different combinations of behavior. The
that follow do not imply order of acquisition.

o
L

--LETTER/SOUND ASPECT. The. child may treat reading as a

. sounding-out task. Child will laboriously try to sound-

. out words with varying.degrees of success. The task is so
labotaothe that the child may "give up.and not be able to
read long stretches of text;,-nevertheless-, the-child will' A.

be very aware that the whole book bas' not been read. The

child may refuse to go on or may revert to "pretend-
reading,:' depending upon memory.for text wi,th or without.
attention to print.

--KNOWN WORD ASPECT. The, child will go though meaningful
text reading only words that. s /he knows. 'Occasionally,
-the child may read phrases but s/he seems to.be governed
by a principle like, "Say the'words if,you know them; if
not, skip them." As-with letter/sound aspect, the child
may give up or revert to other behaviors.

--COMPREHENSION ASPECT.. Comprehension here is "MeMory-for.
, text," rather than anticipated meaning. The child'recites

the actual text almost verbatim, if. not in full,'in many
'parts. .Here the child looks at print a'great deal of the
time and clearly indicates that 'it. is the print' that is
read, but actual,tracking of print seems to interfere
with ',memory for text and the wording deteriorates. Child -

may give up looking at print and memory may seem more precise
or child may switch to dependence on other aspects such as

letter/Sound relationships.

3. Print- governed refusal. Here-the child refuses to read and
refused' to "pretend-read," insisting that print 'is what gets.

read and that s/he cannot read. This category often needs to
be compared with earlier or later attempts to be distinguished

by less mature refusals.
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B. ATTEMPTS WHICH- ARE GOVERNED BY PICTURES AND STORIES ARE FORMED.
(This category his two major divisions, based. upon whether the
child's language sounds like written or oral language; like
"reading" or "storytelling.")

1. Written language-like attempts.

1(a) Verbatim-like attempts. Child recites- story that is
close to verbatim and uses written language phrases
when departing from verbatim; very similar to
COMPREHENSION ASPECTUAL reading attempt except that
child is "reading" the pictures rather than attending
to print. Child uses self-correction behaviors as if
attempting to retrieve exact wording of original.
(Judgment of attempt is made by child's inferred
intention, not accuracy.)

,

(b) Similar to written text. Child renders story that is
similar to the original but not close to verbatim. Child
creates patterns that are written language -like but not
contained in the original. Child "reads" with "reading
intonation" much of the time and the wording is like
written language. The story/created ins a decontextualited,
coherent whole. /

(c) Created story, written influence. Child renders story that
departs from actual text in sequence of match of content
to pages or in actual content itself; nevertheless, child
creates a whole story with clear signals of sense of audience.
The story is primarily deContextualized. The wording and
intonation can be a mixture of oral language-like speech ;-nd
written language-like. /(Beware here of the_ child who
be attempting to read a story with which. s/he is not
familiar;this lack ofIfamiliarity could result in placing
the child's abilities, ere rather than in higher categories.) \

2. rellaagRage-like attempts.*

(a) Story told for audience. Child tells the -ory from the .
pictures as if for an
whole and the child's
rather than reading.
like speech.

audience. The stu, orms. a coherent
intonation sounds . storytelling'
Sentence syntax and phrasing sound

(b) Disconnected oral dramatic dialo ue and/or interactive
conversational comments. As distinct from Cl, action-r,overnedattempts, at this level the child's speech forms a stc-ry ofsorts; the overall attempt is disconnected but c, story-likesequence can i e inferred .Many behaviors appear` to be
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associated with this level. :The child may.creaie dialogue to

go along with the pictures, /often depending upon "voices".

for characters. Child may also given sententia'. comments

that sound interactive rather than narrative. \ notot

"link dialogue with narrative nor give needed exposition but

there is some evidence of audience needs. Mixture.of present,

present progressive, and past tenses:add to judgment that

attempt is disjointed in contrast with B2a which is coherent.

C. ATTEMPTS WHICH ARE 01.7ZRNED BY PICTURES BUT STORIES ARE 11217FORMED.*

These attempts are distinguished. as "reading" in part by the fact that

the child reverts to a less mature speech form than s/he uses in normal

conversation. This is in cor.-,;,-..*st with the Bl and A attemiits in which

the child's speech forms '.:.are formal and "mature" than s/he'

normally uses _for converse.

1. Action-goLed attempts. The child's comments sound as if s/he'

thinks the action in the picture is almost taking place here-and-

nor. Verb forms are usually present or present progressive; future-

sounding statements, like "He's gonna-catch him," can be inferred

-from the picture being examined, At timeS, thecomments and the

child'S pointing almost seem to be comments to self instead of to

an audience; at other times, the child directs the adult with

comments like, "Lookit, He's running." The child may skip parts

of the book or re-cycle In varying orders.

2: Labelling and, commenting attempts. The child comments on pictures

to adult, naming items or parts-or commenting on parts for the adult,

e.g., "This is X," "Doggie," "Brush him teefs," etc. No coherent

story is forMed. Very young children skip many parts of the book

and/or re-cycle in varying orders.

*Omitted from this version of the scale are refusals that lead to

dependent re-enactments; interactive readings; and non-verbal behaviors

such as looking all the way through the..book without talking. Currently,

all "low-level refusals" such as these are scored as the lowest level_

of the scale because they do not result in independent attempts.

Analysis of data with younger children (SUlzby, 1983b) showed that

children who give these kinds of attempts typically score in the.

C range when they do make an independent attempt.,
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Appendix C

Daniel. R.: Re-Enactment ofd
/7.

My Cat Likes to Hide in Boxes

203 Child: : Uh, the cat from France/liked to sing and dance.

204 Adult: Wows (Laughed-,
204 -Child: But my cat (pause) likes to hide boxes. .

206 Adult: Nifty. (laughing)

208 Child: The cat from (paUse) /Sp-ain/ drived a plane.
(slightly elongated). J

209 Adult: (Chuckled.)

210 Child: But my.cat likes to hide in boxes. (Rapidly and

'run together slightly.) I think.

211 Child: And the cat from- Norway got stuck in the doorway.

212 Both: (Giggled)

213 Child: But my cat likes to hider in boxes.

214 Child: And the cat from Greece.joined 'the 'police. But my

cat likes to hide in boxes.

216 Adult: '(Laughed)

217 Child: Hmm. (pause) forget (or i.forget) this little.

:20 Adult: Yeah?

221 Child: (pause) Hmm. (Then louder) Oh, I f
{idecipherable). go back to the beginning.

back to first text _page and began again.)

224 The eat --the cat from Spain--hmm, hmm, umm. I can't

6:*' this word.

226 :adult : Umm.

226 Adult: That's what you said first time.

230 Child: The cat from France (sounds more like Phoenix on
tape!) likes to sing and dan'te. {pause) But my
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',,,n3ated, then run-on to cai: like /mil

icaL!) cat likes to .hide in boxes.

233 Child:. Cat frqiii '!-.);.?.in flies au- airplane aneuh, the-cat
from, from, vat frcIA, cat f--and the cat from, uh,

cat.from (pause) un--I. forget it.. From--the cat

(pause) from, from (pav3e) umm, from (pause) hmm

(pause) (Both chuckle lowly, then:)

252 Adult: You were--(siTultangous with child.)

252 Child: This one- -

252. Adult: --right--you were right.

252 Child: (indecipherable: sounds like: where's--daddy

long legs?)

253 Adult: OK. All right.

254 Child: But my cat' likes to hide boxes. (rapidly)

254 Child: Is that--cat--cat'n--pain-rcat in--

(the mouse?) pain! (Not sure what taW77-as sup,

posed to say but child was still trying to remem-

ber the text for this page. He continued not

looking at print.)

257 Cat - -in Norway got stuck in the doorway -- rapidly

now)

258 Adult: (Chuckled)

258 Child: umm, (pause) the cat from Spain liked

to drive an airplane (pause) and (pause) the cat

from (pause) Nor!. (said emphatically then he

seemed to-decide to lkip it and go on.)

264 --but my cat likes to hide in boxes!

265 The cat from Greece joint.d the police. (This

couplet said clearly and forcefully as compared

with tentative tone in previous sectionS, 217-263.)

267 And the cat in Norway--goestuck in the. doorway.

and, um, uh, the cat, oh, and the cat in

(indecipherable: /painlito/as if he ran "Spain

liked to" togetherN--drive an airplane.

267 And the cat in Norway- -got stuck in"the doorway.

'A and, um, uh,.the cat, oh, and the cat in
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(indecipherable: /painlito/ as if he ran
"Spain liked to" together) drive an airplane.

272' But my can likes to hide in boxes. (Rapidly, run
together.)

275 Child: Forget this one!
, t

277 Adult: Can I.helpr
277 Child: Yeah:
277 Adult: What do you want me to do?

278 Child: (Dropped book forward.) Help me with this one--I
forgot this one.

279 Adult: ,What am I !sposed to do?
279 Child: .And read this (indecipherable: much?)--

/ cause I forget that.

280 Read the page--OK. The cat from.Brazil caught a
.very bad chill.

282 Child: .(Began voluntarily) Oh--and the cat from Greece,
joined the police. Umm, um, and the cat from .

Norway. (saying thid part rapidly) got stuck in the
the doorway and, um, the cat, and the cat from
Spain, umm, um, drives a airplane.

287 Adult: 6ow chuckle:)

288 Child: My cat likes, to hide in boxes.
288 Adult: (Chuckle.).

290 Child: The cat:froe(pause) what's this` word?

295 Adult: Want me to help?
295 Child: OK.
295 Adult: Show me. (Here he showedIme the mint but he had

not been looking at print. He pointed generally to
print, bottom half of page.)

.

296 Chlaid: Umm, right--mt;-here--I forget.

Adult: The cat from Berlin played the violin
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299 Child: And the cat from--uh--cat from (pause), from
(pause) would you do that one .again? (Said

rapidly and run-together.)

304 Adult: Berlin--played the violin.

305 Child: Umm--(pause)

306 ult: The cat from Berlin played the violin.

307 Child: And, and- -

307 Adult: --the cat from Btazil

308 Child: --caught a very bad chill. (Notice he

the full line.)

309 And.the cat from GreeCe joined the police

310 And, Umm, uh,--
310 Adult: Cat from Norway

310 Child: --Norway got stuck in the doorway

313 and the cat.Irom Spain drived an airplane

315 My'cat liked to hiden boxes.. (Last parts said

rapidly and sing-song.)

316 Adult: (low chuckle.)

317 Child: The cat from, u , (pause) the cat from- -

319 Adult: Japan.

319 Child: Japan. Had a fan?

321 Adult: Uh-huh. Yeah.

321 Child: And the cat -from7and --

323 Adult: Berlin.

324' Child: Berlin--umm--played a violin and--um-.-and the cat
from--can't forget that! (said in a high

squeaky voice)

,ssli 326 Adult: --Brazil
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327 Child: Bre;.zilcaught (one syllable indeci-
pherable,: sounded like /men a chili and--uhh-,7-
cat from Greece joined the police and, um, the
Cat from Norway got stuck in the doorWay and--
um (pause) and the cat from,' uh (pause).cat fro-
.(pause)- -and the cat /him/ Spain!.drived a air-
plane and that's all.

340 Adult: Wow! You really used that. Ohh. What about that
last page? (Note: examiner should not have
.introduced term page.)

34/ Child: Last page.
34, Adult: Uh-huh:

346 Child: I couldn't see any words on the last page.

348 Adult: I.couldn'tsee lt.
-.348 Child: (Turned to page) There!

349 Adult: On, yeah.

350 Child: I don't know what that says.

351 Adult: Umm. Would you like me to read it to you? (This
section departed from the established pattern a
bit.)

351 Child: Yeah.
351 Adult: OK. "Look at all these clever cats. Cats from

(pause to see if child was attending to print.
He didn't respond)--Spain. Brazil and--"

351 Child: --Norway--

355 Adult: "--France. Cats from Greece Japan, and--"

353 Child: --and (pause) Norway
358 Adult: "Norway! (Laughed) Cats who sing and fly and

dance." (pause) How nice. How really nice.
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Appendix D

Beverly Ccx (12-28-80)

Holistic Rankings rom Study I (General KnowledgesAbout Written Language)

1. Holistic ranking

2. Rationale from initial criteria

3. Verification .41

4. Suggested final- ranking

Ariadne

Holistic Placement: 1

Rationale: 1. Shy, apparent lack of/.oral facility,

2.. Later, oral exchange was.satisfactory

3. Wrote words and-re-read.them

(.4. Used meaning and 1/s relationships to decode;

emphasis on meaning

5. Commented on pictures, but used text for reading

. ,

6. Stated some inferences from the text and pictures

7. Used word-by-word matching and sweep

8. Read with good intonation

9. Exhibited good knowledge of words, stories, and reading

Verification:

1. Though initially shy and apparently lacking oral.language facility

Ariadne later prodzIced very strong reproductions of text and

carried on satisfactory oral exchanges.

2. She wrote 26 words and re-read all of them. She was very committed
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to accuracy, however, and insisted oniskimming text material to

find the words she knew. Then she copied them. On re-reading she

phrased some together appropriately.

3. During reading she used the text consistently. She used meaning to

74

make predictions of unknown words, but also used 1/s knowledge.

Her 1/s knoWledge usually relied on the initial consonant. Word

stability was recognized in that miscue words were typically

repeated as the smile miscue.

4. Commented on'the pictUres as extensions of ,the text rather tha.n as

information sources.

. Sing-song reading of "Happy Birthday" message on cake in window

(picture) which implied the cake's use.

6. Followed print accurately with some lingei-pointing and some L-R

sweep.

7. .
Skipped unknbcfn words without hesitating lengthily, bilt kept story

line intact.,

8. Read with correct intonation and little hesitancy, much. like a

mature reading style.

Stated pictures could help decode words and that the letters helped

also.

Final Placement: 1

Betsy

,Holistic Placement: 2

Rationale: 1. Oral language fluent, cohesive, and meaningful. Relaxed
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attitude

2. Wrote words and re-read them

3. Wrote phrases and re-read them

4. Used 1/s relationships to decode -- at first quite tied

to text to.deccide unknown words

5. Used text for reading, little reference to pictures

6. Used word-by-word matching, little, if any, sweep

Verification:

1. Conversatioli was very fluent and largely cohesive. Betsy introduced

new topics and elaborated,topics.

2. Writing was clear, well-kormed, and appropriately spaced in the paper.

L-R directionality is well developed.
'1

3., She wrote same-phrases and used a period correctly. She identified

the use of a question mark'but made it backwards, placing it first--

on the line before the phrase.

4. Betsy used invented spelling on part of her writing. (See the back

of the'sample.)
_ .

5. She re-read all that she wrote and used phrasing when appropriate to

set items apart. She spontaneously re-read parts.

6. She has a good understanding of reading, books, parts of books, and

meta-linguistic labels.

7. Betsy read her whole storybook, attending to print. She tended to

use a word-by-word delivery and appeared somewhat tied to decoding.

accurately. However, she did not let it stop her, but at times her
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substitutions relied more on the LIS relationships than on meaning.

8. Once or twice she used the pictures as cues to unknown words. Most

of the time she seemed to be reading with meaning.

Final Placement: 2

Kimberly

Holistic Placement: 3

Rationale: 1. ' Oral language fluent, cohesive, meaningful, and very

abundant

2. Relaxed attitude

3. Oral language very responsive to interaction cues

4., Referred to pictures rather than text for story line

5. Made no attempt at word-by-word matching or word

identifiCation

6. Considerable knowledge about words, stories, and books

7. Wrote and read words

8. L-Rdirectionality not well developed in writing

Verification:

1. Conversation was fluent and interactive. Meaningful exchanges through-

out. Where e-cznanges appear to jump radically, the shift was

accomplished logically in the conversation but was indecipherable

on the tape. Kimberly also introduced new topics to the convetsltion

and expanded on them in a mature style.

2. Writing began in the,middle of the page and words were added at tne

top later. Directionality on letters and words were sometimes confused.
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Placing of words on paper appeared random.

3. She re-read all words accurately.

4. In reading, Kimberly attended only, to the pictures. She paid no

elaborate. She did match story sectiqris to. pictures and pages, thus

leafing through the whole book, page by page.

5. She knew what a cover, title page, and print were fdr and could ex-.

press functions easily.

6. Had numeroUs, ideas for stor es, though many-were borrowed froM stories

she knew.

Final Placement: 4

Virginia

Holistic Placement: 4

Rationale: 1. Oral language fluent, cohesive, meaningful, and interactive

2. kelax:e.d attitude

3. Wrote words and're-read them

4. Referred to pictures rather than text for-story line

Verification:

Conversation was exceptionally , free- flowing and interactive. Virginia

used exaggerati4 which she self-'corrected when'adult questioned

it indirectly. r:T.hs also used image - provoking' words sucl: as "plop."

She . corrected "race" to be more specific and accurate. She elongated ,

the vowel in "slide" consistently, another image provoking device.
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She usr4d several analogies to help explain difficult concepts.

(Examples- "ball" ri1 "tree roots" When describing the jungle *gym.)

2. She wrote six words beginb ,t ',lee top of the page and placing one

beneath the other in a column. Most .letters were ac,curanly .made,

though J was reversed. L-R directionality was observed.

3. She attempted writing in script and joined all. letters together

producing a relatively legible word.
/ 1

4

/4. She was cognizant of letter names, repeating each one as wrote
.....

it.

t

5. She had trouble pronouncing her surname cOrrectly even thouglOshe

spelled it with a fair degree of accury. '.

1
6. She reversed the letterS of in oral spelling. On statin6

4 ..-''' / e
.

. I .

what else she could read, she said, "P-O-S, Stopi- do L-R
,

1

directionality is still incomplete to some degre

*7. When reading, She'showed knowledge that the prin4 should be read.

At first, she tried to decode it, but' then gave and told a real
I

story (with a beginning, middle, and end) to accompany the pictures.
I

(This item is the main reason I reversed my initial ranking of (

Virginia,and Kimberly.)

. 8. Virgihia!made letter-by-letter comparison of title on.cover and title

page, 'accurately noting their identity. She also noted that the one

on the cover was all on one line while on the tit-le page tWo-lines

were used. She noted how many and which words had been changed.

9. Exhibited knowledge about relation of Print and p.,:ture. On p. 16

( /8) she commented about the picture at.first. Then when re-directed
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to the print, she identified it as words and said, "'Lou

She continued .faith an example, "I sky (picture content)

10. Produced numerous.' tory ideas.

Final Placement: 3

Daniel B.

Holistic Placement: 5

1

can read it,"

something."

Rationale: 1. Oral language ;116xesive and meaningful, many repetitions

2. Relaxed attitude

3. Wrote words and re-read them

4. L-R directionality

5: Word boundaries not always observed ,

6. "Read" by commenting on pictures, but did not tell a

story

Verification:

1. Conversation was fluent in content but interrupted by numerous self-

corrections or repetitions as Daniel B. sought, to explain difficult

concepts.

2. He did sucCe.4d in explaining the concepts.

, r

3. He introduced new topics and expanded on diem. He showed knowledge
)

of "news" topics and used logic in explaining things to the adult

(see P. 4, 053-054).

In writing, he began on lower half of paper, but spaced words and

proceeded L-R on first line-. He placed ti second line above the

first and wrote the words R-L and did not use spacing between the

words.
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5. :When he re-read-he did so in LR direztionality, then moving up

and reading the word on the R sie. 'He omittedthe'lat word

written which was also the one without boundariefl. When the

adult called his attention t i the omitted T'''rd he,e'ead it

6. In reading book, Daniel did not tell a sry. He At'ende4.only-to

the pictures and made comments like "Look at that."

A ten i comments referred to pic ture content. He paid no attention

to the print.

7. He knew one function of the cover and title page, that of telling

what the book is about. He knew t;.e print wasfor.,reading.

8. Verb, 27.1.2a. few story ideas.

Final Placement:

Shawn

Holistic Placement: 6

Rationale: 1. Oral language'in English, while very limited inamount,
ar

was contextually appropriate

2. Oral language in cze section was interactive and

explanatory

3. Fairly relaxed attitude

4. No attempt at reading or writing

Verification

Con/ versational responses were usually appropriate to the question

even though very limited in conteL.L.
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2. While most responses were one word and therefore did not exhibit

much syntactical knowledge, two sections of conversation (p. 2,

#031 to-038, #043. to 044) showed a fair degree of syntactical

Competen'ce.

-3. Refused to write or read anything.

4. Expressed a dislike of reading and writing that may be a defensive
J.

mechanism.

.5. English._is a second language for Shawn.

Final:Placement: 7

, . -

Comments: I questioned placing Shawn 'before Mike. Mike certainly

produced a greater'quantity of oral language, but the disjointedness of

it and the frequent.1ack of "logic" concerned me.

1:T However, Mike made some :verbal responses tr -Dictures and did attend
. , .,

.

. .

considerablye to the pictures than Shawn did.

Mike.aiso did pickup a writing tool, while Shawn did not. Both

boys seemeddisinterested in the reading /writing, tasks,. Shawn could

only contribute a'few story suggestions, while Mike produced several more.

Shawn's contributiOns are probably under-elicited because his English is

still limited.

"s.

N

Michael (Mike)

----Holistic Placement: 7

,Rationale: 1. Amount of oral language was high but frequently lacked

cohesion, logi- -nd direct response to adult
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'2. No attempt at reading or writing

3. Did( pick up the crayons

Verification:

J. Michael produced ALple oral language but it did not always make

sense. Especially in the later portions of conversation, Mike

produced some disjointed as well as some bizarre ideas.

2. _Mike appeared disinterested in reading and writing, and his attention

often wandered.

3. Mike selected crayons as a writing tool bud refused to make any

Inaptiona/ marks with them.

4. Heinsisted he knew little'about grown-ups or his older sister.

(See p. 15, #19 and p. 19, 4111.)

5. Iris reading consisted of non-storylike comments on the characters ,

in-the pictures, comparing who was there, whete.a missing characteor

,

was in ar_ ther picture. ComMents UpoL actions were also common,

,X9

Most. comments seemed t

/

involve more of a one-to-one matching

_

component, though ,s me hinted at awareness ofa story line.*

6: Directionality used on pointing to a series of pictures on one page

was erroneous for a print orientation. (While there is no reason to

expect that a child. ,would pOint to pictures in a 1,71IL_T-B

ordinarily, Mike was supposed to be "reading.")

Final' Placement: 3

(*This is an example of an inconsistency.)

Tanya

Holistic Placement:,

642

662



Rationale: 1. Oral Eqglish is not yet.. communicative

2. No reading or writing attempt.

3. Did turn pages of book.,

111.441-cac112

1. Conversation was one word responses of "I don't know."

2. Tanya'S answers were frequently related to one key word in the

adult's question rather than to the entire semantic content of

the phrase, -resulting irLan inappropriate anvqer.

3. She would take one word from a phrase and pursue it as an extension

of 'the topic which was'inappropriate.
4.

4. Tanya seemed very tense througnouc, sitting with eyes downcast and

little eye contact or facia' expression:

_ _._.
_Sherefused.to write. She did not even pick up a tool.

.6. In,readiug of book, Tanya turned the first 2-3 pages and then

closed is without: comment. On a re-request she leafed through. the

/

entire book: ?age by page, indicating Some knowledge of the reading

act. No verbalization.

7. Some 'developing kiibwiadgeilish: syntax. (See p.'10, #6.).

The question "What's it for" appeared to cause Tanya to integrate

her previous response "Bear" to "Boy" with some semantic intent-as

an answer to the question.

8, English too limited to judge literacy knowledge through these

procedures.

Final Placement: 8
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for Case Study

(Alphabetically Within. Emergent Reading Category)

Child's Code Name:
Age:

12-31-80)
Sex:

High Ariadne 5 - 6 Female

. Betsy 5 - 9 Female

Nicole 5 - 9 Female

Jodie 5- 9 Female

Moderate Andrea 5 - 7 Female

Chad 6 - 1 Male

Daniel R. 5 7 9 Male

Kimberly 5 - 1 Female

Maureen 5 - 11 Female

*Ri chard 5 - 1 Male

_5 - $ .

-
Female

Low Daniel B.

*Douglas 5 - 4.

Maie,

Male

5. - 8 Male

Noreen 5 - 3 Female

Robert 5 - 11 Male

* Order ,reversed in teacher's judgments (ouglas, Moderate, and-Richard, Low)
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Appendix F

EXaminer''S Manual' '

Study II, Real and Make,-Believe Topic (Revised)
Beginning Readers' Developing Knowledges

About Written Language .

Sulzby, 1980-82; NIE-G-80-0176

The purpose of this manual is to give procedures for the. firs

and-second session of a six- session case study of selected

children chosen from Study I,'"General Knowledges A.Gut Reading

and Writing." The procedures are adapted from.a larger-scale
-study done in 1979 (Sulzby, in progress). This study differs
from the 1979 study in that the.procedures for the case -study

fit a more real-life sequence of telling, dictation (with

re-reading and editing) and writing (with rereading and

editing), rather than varying the order of tasks. Additionally,

in this study, all children wila compose the "real" story first,

then will compose the "make-believe" story.

In Seasioft 1 the topic is real; those, d''-ections are given on

pages 1-14. In Session 2 the cl.c li..;,1ke-believe and those

directions are given on pages. L!J-1A,

GENERAL DIRECTIONS:
i. Study tt g:77.7script, for yucochild from Study I, General

KnowledgeE.. :reading- and Writing. Use information from

that.sessl establish'rapport with the child. Notice

-,;ther your child conversed about learning to

'ride a big 1. If the child remembers learning to ride a

bit wheel, BIG WHEEL- in your. directions. IF NOT, use the

vehicle that the child discussed (bicycle, mini-bike, etc.).

2. Build rapport with the child after you leave the classroom..

Remind the child that s/he has helped you before and that you

yould like him/her ta help .you again.

3. -Follow the script..-teefully, but at a brisk pace. These

directions are lengthy ynd include repetitions. Be animated

but businesslike in your administration and give positive

verbal and non--7erbal feedback. DIRECTIONS TO THE CHILD are

given in BOLD-PACE type. Directions to the examiner are given

in small type.

4. Sessions begin with the examiner and child sitting facing

each ot'-r in front of-the desk.
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SESSION 1:

TODAY I WANT YOU TO DO SOMETHING VERY SPECIAL., I WANT YOU

TO WRITE A STORY FORME. (Pause for reaction.)

I KNOW YOU DON'T REALLY KNOW HOW TO WRITE A. STORY LIKE A GROWN-
UP YET, BUT I ALREADY KNOW YOU KNOW A LOT ABOUT READING, WRIT-
ING, AND STORIES. AND I WILL HELP YOU.

I WANT YOU TO WRITE A STORY FOR ME, BUT WE WILL DO IT A LITTLE
BIT AT A TIME. WE WILL DO THREE THINGS TO HELP YOU WRITE YOUR
STORY.

FIRST YOU CAN TELL THE'STORY TO HE AND I WILL LISTEN. THEN
YOU CAN DICTATE THE STORY TO ME AND I WILL WRITE IT DOWN FOR
YOU. THEN LAST...OF ALL YOU CAN WRITE IT YOURSELF. DON'T FOR-
GET--I WILL HELP YOU.

HERE'S WHAT YOUR STORY SHOULD BE ABOUT--IT SHOULD BE AREAL
STORY ABOUT YOU AND HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE YOUR BIG WHEEL
(BICYCLE, ETC.). LET .ME TELL YOU MORE ABOUT IT.

(EXaminer remains facing the child throughout(TELLING, looking
into child's face when child begins telling story. You should
look. interested, as if you were lisi,ning to someone telling
a story from a stage but as if you are not close enough to N\

interrupt. You should not iaterrupt while the child is telling
the story. Avoid any obvieyus nodding. See directions after
TELLING for allowable prompIng behayiors at conclusion of
story.)
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TELLIN G:

ONE OF THE THINGS THAT PEOPLE DO WHEN THEY GET READY TO WRITE
A STORY IS TO TELL THE STORY TO SOMEONE FROM THE BEGINNING
TO THE END. THEY TELL THE STORY TO BE SURE THAT THEY HAVE THE
STORY JUST THE WAY THEY WANT-IT TO BE. IT HELPS YOU WRITE A
STORY IF SOMEONE LISTENS TO YOU TELL YOUR STORY.

I WANT YOU TO TELL ME. YOUR STORY AND IT'S A REAL STORY ABOUT
YOU THE STORY IS ABOUT HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE A BIG WHEEL
(BICYCLE, ETC.). PUT IN EVERYTHING YOU NEED TO MAKE THIS A
GOOD STORY, A GOOD STORY ABOUT YOU AND HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE
A BIG WHEEL.

YOU CAN TELL WHAT MADE YOU WANT TO 00 IT, WHERE YOU WERE, WHO
WAS WITH YOU, WHEN IT HAPPENED, AND EVEN HOW YOU FELT. TELL

EVERYTHING ABOUT IT. THAT WILL BE A GOOD STORY.

NOW TELL ME YOUR STORY AND I WILL LISTEN. REMEMBER IT'S A
REAL STORY ABCJT YOU.

(Listen to the child:'s story without interruption. Follow,
these guidelines for prompting:`

If the child seems to be finished: after the child has stopped
for a 5-second pause with' sentence final intonation, has said
"the end," "that's all," or given some other sign that the
story is -completed, the examiner,asksonceTELIa2L2EL/

ANYTHING ELSE?

. -If the child seems to be stalled: after the child has stopped
for a 5-second paUse without sentence final intonation or other
indication that s/he is finished, "the examiner first. looks
questioningly at the child:. If the child still doesn't say
anything after 3 .secondS, the examiner says, "Ram?" If the
.child still doeSn't'say anything after 3 seconds, the examiner
says: "ANYTHING ELSE ?"

If the stalled behavior repeats, the examiner can 4sk "anything

else ? ". at 3-second intervals two more times. that point,

stop prompting and'assume child is finished and praise him/her

for a good story.)
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ICTATIN G:

(The examiner will take dictation on plain paper on a clipboard,
sitting. side -by -side with the child. Keep a ,piece of carbon
paper underneath the paper you are writing on and make a car-
bon of each sheet. /This carbon copy will be used during the
re-reading and editing. Hold the clipboard flat on the table
at a. comfortable angle for your writing but positioned so that
child can look on while you.write. (Pay attention to match
of "handedness.")

Examiner should make mental note of whether the child is watch-
ing during the writing, etc. Examiner should print carefUlly.
with pencil darkly at normal manuscript speed "like a first
grade teacher taking a language-experience story." The examiner
must make NO 'COMMENTS while writing.

If the child goes too fast: a set procedure is followed.
The first time this happens, the examiner says:

WAIT A MINUTE. I CAN'T KEEP UP WITH YOU. HERE'S WHERE I A:
. . (and re-reads final complete sentence and any follow- '

ing partial sentence up to the point where the place was lost).

-Record on handwritten copy only what the_child says after
this statement, placing an * dimly at that point fol later

reference,. Corrections will be inserted later from the.tran-
script so that we will have a record or the child's original
statement and any subsequent changes.

The second time the child dictates too fast for the examiner
to keep'up, follow exact procedure as above; if the child
does this a third,time DO NOT interiupt again -- simply write
down enough to finish writing approXimately 2 seconds after
child stops dictating.)

(Directions begin on p. 5.)
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DirectioAs to the child: (Dictating)

YOU DID Al.-900D JOB TELLING YOUR STORY FOR ME. TUTS TIM WE

WILL-DO ANOTHER THING THAT PEOPLE DO TO WRITE A STORY. ONE

OF THE THINGS THAT PEOPLE DO TO WRITE A STORY IS TO LET SOME-

ONE ELSE WRITE IT DOWN FOR THEM. THAT'S LIKE HAVING YOUR VERY

OWN SECRETARY. WE CALL IT DICTATING WHEN YOU TELL YOUR STORY

AND SOMEONE ELSE WRITES IT DOWN FOR YOU.. IT'S LIKE WHEN YOU

TELL MRS. WHAT TO WRITEDOWN FOR YOU IN THE CLASSROOM.

I'WANT YOU TO DICTATE YOUR WHOLE STORY TO ME, JUST THE WAY,

YOU WANT IT TO BE FROM BEGINNING TO.EMD. IT-DOESN'T HAVE

TO, BE JUST LIKE YOU TOLD IT--YOU MAY WANT TO MAKE'SOME THINGS

'DIFFERENT NOW THAT YOU'RE DICTATING THIS STORY, BUT IT'S STILL

THE REAL STORY ABOUT YOU AND HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE YOUR BIG.

WHEEL (BICYCLE, ETC.).

LET ME TELL YOU THE DIRECTIONS AGAIN:
I WANT YOU TO DICTATE YOUR STORY AND IT'S A REAL STORY ABOUT

YOU. THE/STORY IS ABOUT HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE A BIG, WHEEL

(BICYCLE,'ETC.). PUT IN EVERYTHING YOU NEED TO MAKE 'THIS A

GOOD STORY, A GOOD STORY ABOUT YOU AND HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE

A BIG WHEEL.
)

YOU CAN TELL WHAT MADE YOU WANT TO DO iT, WHERE YOU WERE,

WHO WAS WITH YOU, WHEN IT HAPPENED, AND EVEN HOW YOU FELT- -

EVERYTHING ABOUT IT.. THAT WILL BE A GOOD STORY.

NOW DICTATE YOUR STORY AND I WILL WRITE IT DOWN AND REMEMBER

IT'S A REAL STORY ABOUT YOU

(Follow prompting procedures as for telling. Note any indi-

cation that the child is ,"over-adapting" to the constraints

of handwriting by pausing exaggeratedly.but do. not urge, hiM/

her to "go on." after the legitimate prompting, move briskly

into re-reading an editing.)
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RE-READING OFDIC,TATIO N:

,YOU REALLY DID A GOOD JOB DICTATING YOUR STORY TO ME. NOW
READ YOUR STORY TO SEE IF IT IS JUST THE WAY YOU WANT IT TO
BE.

(Given the child the original sheet and, you keep the carbon.
Record the child's attempts as fully as poclible, particular-
ly non-verbal ,behaviors. Note any imports. signs such as
repeated re-reading of sections to match voice't^ print, any
sounding-out of Wordp, any use of memory for si while gaz-
ingoff in space, then returning to print.

After the child has "read" the story, if the child is in cate-
gory a, b, or ,cask the child to re-read and point while
reading.)

Ad we know, children's re-reading attempts vary greatly.
Follow guidelines from research sessions. Here are the
major categories from the 1979 study:

a. Child says s/he cannot re-read: Examiner
encourages- -
1) first level of encouragement: "try,"

"do your best," "give it a try."
2) second level of encouragement: "pretend,"

"pretend-read it."
3) third level of encouragement: "I can

help you--what do you want, me to do?"
4) fourzh level of encouragement: "I can

help you--let's read it together."

This final level of encouragement is choral-
reading and furnishes the child the most
examiner support. Begin reading with
the child, then gradually fa' . first
at predictable words or phras 2n for
longer stretches. Go back to nal choral-

4

reading if the child cannot respond to the
fadeouts.

b. Child tells story but does not attend to print, except
occasionally. Write narrative comments about where the
child is looking, intonation patterns, etc. Transcript
will provide words (as in a, above).

Child tells story, looking at print but not matching voice
-to-print nor pointing. Describe in writing as in b.

650 0 '7' i)
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d. Child reads or approximates reading story, pointing

least part of time. Write down what the child says

directly above your story copy, matching words to space

as well as you can. (See samples in appendix and consult..

notes.) If the child has a very long story,precord an

accurate re-reading for first. two sentences, then sum-

marize description of remaining reaming.

At the conclusi
ther the child

.pretending ask:

If the child say

n of re-reading, if you are no't certain Whe-

onsiders himselfor herself to be reading or"

WAS THIS READING OR PRETEND- READING?'

s/he was prey ,.ding, ask: ALL OF IT?

If yes, do not k cT id to edit. If child se....s to cor=ider

himself/herself t reading, even if only a little bit,

ask child to editk
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EDITING OF DICTATIN G:

YOU DID A GOOD P" )F RE-READING YOUR STORY. YOU RE-READ
IT AND-NOW YOU CAA CHANGE ANY PART OF IT YOU WANT TO.

(First the examiner calls for voluntary edit

ANYTHING YOU WANT TO CHANGE? (WHAT? SHOW ME. DO IT.)

(Next sample the three aspects of reading)

1. Camprehension

First ask child to re-read the first sentence, referring
to it as "this part."

READ THIS PART AGAIN FOR ME. COULD YOU SAY THAT ANY

OTHER WAY? HOW? SAY 4T ANOTHER'WAY FOR ME.

Then do the same for another sentence in the selection.,
recording which,,ane.was used. Do not use final sent nc_
unless there are only two.

READ THIS PART AGAIN FOR ME. COULD YOU SAY THAT AN'"

OTHER WAY?f,HOW? SAY IT. ANOTHER WAY FOR ME,

2. Stabilit of word unit' 1

/

Selecttwo words: 'a noun (like wheel or bicycle)_ and,a
verb that.can be found in some location in the story
other than the, first sentence. Preferably, each would

.should be present more.than one time.

FIND (noun) FOR ME. POINT'TO IT. DRAW A LINE

UNDEZ IT.

IS ANY PLACE ELSE IN THE STORY? (FIND IT.

POINT TO IT. DRAW A LINE UNDER IT.)

:IOW DID YOU KNOil

FIND FOR ME. POINT TO IT. DRAW A LINT

UNDER IT.

IS ANY PLACE ELSE IN THE STORY? (FIND IT.

POINT TO IT. DRAW A LINE UNDER IT.)

HOW DID YOU KNOW ?



.(rDITING OF DICTATION CONTINUED) .

r.,

3. Knowledge of letter -sound rexatliOnshils';

Use the tame Wo words and ask the child-tO chOowe and
write a,subsiltiEtion for each.

FIND (the, noun) FOR ME AGAIN,, TELL ME SOMETHING, YOU
COULD PWT INSTEAD.OF . DO. IT.- YOU WRITE IT,

'HOW DID YOU KNOW HOW.TOIDO THAT?

/ FIND' (the verb) FOR ME AGAIN.
COULD PUT INSTEAD OF

HOW DID YOU KNOW HOW TO DO THAT?

TELL ME SOMETHING YOU
XICIT. YOU WRITE IT.

At end of this section,"-Praise the child for his/her
good work and ask him/her to take a bathroOMbreak.god

this time, make notes on behaviors you'Want ttY
remember that you were.not:able to record dur.Lng the
sesslon4 f.

1-.
fr

Then clea the desk of everything except plain paper;
pencils aid crayons, and tape-recorder. Prepare for
the writing, task. Pencils and crayona.shOuld sit on
top middle of Alain paper placed lengthwise patallel
with front of detk.

4

The clipboard is to be hel d your lap during the
writing-task. Keep this examiner's manual on top
of clipboard but not clipped in. Have pencil with
.clipboard.
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WRITI NG:
, .

(The examiner will take potes'while the child is writing.
Sit slightly back from the. child and use your Clipboard
on your lap. Record what the child is voicing .in caseit
is not transcribable, especidlly when the child is'
Whispeiing. If you cannot get accurate tranecrip-

4
tion describe what the child is doing 'in words (i:e4, child

'was whispeting sounds and- letter' names while writing the.
part "learned to ride," then began to humor; or, child.was
trying to sound out big and made repeated attempts, changing
'from a /g/ sound to something like a /j/ or /j1/).) :

.

(Record the child's' choice of writing instruMents, how held,
etc. Write down what ttie child says s/he is writing or what
you can see, This copy will be used during fefreadingand-
editing as was the carbon copy dutingtdictating,) /

(Anyti child protests s/he cannot Write, encourage.. ,If
b child wrote during Study 1 remind child, "yoti wrdte-for me

last time and did a good job." 0ther encouragements are
"'tryi" "4o the best you can," it your way:" Do riot

badger the. child; if you thnk,the childreally Cannot .attempt
the task or really will not then say, "Oh, I wish you Would

th4 next time I tcome you Anyway, youshave n
done a good job with lots Of things ioday. .'Thank you for
helping.me\today."

.(DireC'tions on next page'.

.4
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(birections For Writing)

YOU DID'A GOODJOB DICTATING YOUR STORY, FOR ME. THIS TIME
WE WILL-DO ANOTHER THING THAT PEOPLE DO TO WRITE'A STORY.

ONE OF THE THINGS. PEOPLE DO TO WRITE' .Pt STORY IS TO ACTUALLY
WRITE DOWN THE STORY THEMSELVES. 'REMEMBER WHE-YOU WROTE
FOR ME WHEN I CAMEA LONG TIME AGO?. IT ..DOESN'T HAVE TO.BE

JUST LIKE GROWN -OP WRITING. YOU CAN JUST DO IT YOUR OWNWAY
I*WANT YOU TO WRITE YOUR STORY FOR ME; JUST.THE WA Y YOU'WANT,(

IT To BE FROMiBEGINNING TO END. IT DOESN'T HAVE yo REJUST
LIKE',YOU TOLD IT OR DICTATED IT--YOU MAY WANT TO WE SOME
THINGS DIFFERENT Mir-THAT YOU ARE WRITING THIS STORY, BUT
IT'S STILL TdE REAL STORY ABOUT YOU AND HOW YOU LEARNED TO
RIDE youR BIG WHEEL (Ricypix).",,

LET ME TELL YOU THE DIRECTIONS AGAIN: d -
I WANT YOU 1 WRITE YOUR STORY AND IT'S A REAL STORY ABOUT
YOU. THE STORY IS ABOUT HOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE A BIG WHEEL
(BICYCLE). :PUT IN EVERYTHING you NEED TO MAKE THISA GOAD
STORY, A GOOD STORY ABOUT YOU AND MOW YOU LEARNED TO RIDE

A BIG WE EL. tz,

.

YOU CAN TELL 'WHAT .MADE YOU WANT TO DO IT. WHERE YOU WERE, WHO

WAS WITH YOU,' WHEN IT HAPPENED, AND EVEN HOW YOU FELTEVERY-
THING, AtOUT /T.° THAT WILL BE A' GOOD STORY.

NOW WRTTE'YOUR STORY AND REMEMBER teS.AREAL STORY,ABOUT YOU.'

(The child will-probably protest that s/he can't write or
can't write that much. Encourage, using general encourage-
ments like,"try'," ".do it your way," etc. The first encourage-
tient to give in'thiA case, however, is: ,

DO AS MUCH AS\YOU CAN. I KNOW IT'S AJBIG JOB,' DO AS MUCH,

A.Sr.OU CAN 4

.

Few kindergarten children write, more than one sentence.lor
this task. Allow them-to stop, when they say they have done
all they can after you have encouraged.
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(:e- reading and editing of writing will be somewhat shorter
than for dictating since the writing is,typically shorter.
Also it shpuld,bemore flexibly governed by the examiner's
curiosity abo the child's writing attemptb.)

RE-RE+ADING OF WRITING:.
,

YOU REALLY DID A 900D .JOB WRITING YOUR STORY FOR ME. .

NOW READ YOUR STORY TO. SEE IF,IT'IS JUST TEE WAY LOU' WANT.
IT TO BE. l 4

(,The child reads from hip/her copy and the examiner records
any re-reading on,the0OPy. Also /record the. child's attempts
as fully as possiible, ixlud3.ng non - verbal behaviors.

f0
procedures are jiist as for re- reading from dictatiOn.

The child will almost 11wap be able to match voice\to print-
to some degree if s/k.,-,-.wrote. One variation 'is that the child

-..,may have dqng pretend-writing Or may-have used letters or
symbOls to stand for words.. Ask-the child to read'again
pointing,if the child.doesnot point but matches, voice to
print. Describe what you think the child is,doing in words.

enever the writing-over system does., not work:)

4

1'
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EDI7IG OF G:

YOU DID .A GOOD JOB OF RE= READING .YOUR STORE. YOU'RE-READ IT'

'AND NOW YOU CAN CHANGE,ANy PART OF IT YOU WATT TO.

(First the examiner calls for voruniarrediting%)

ANYTHING YOU ,,WANT CHANGE? CWHAT? StIOTI,ME. DO.IT.)
/

(Next sample, the three aspect's Of reading. Thia':.time ydhOaay

have. only one sentence or sentence part t8 sample. Again
sample. two words, Vilethey may be any Win words,that.the
examiner keels.it.would,be:heiiiful to investigate.. U'se hs:
two words first-for.16cation'and second 'for substitution.)

Comprehension -

Select a sentence or sentence part and ask th' cnild'to.
re-read it,-referring to it as "this part."

READ THIS PART AG N. FOR ME. COULD-YOU SAY THAT ANY. OTHER

WAY? HOW? SAY XT ANOTHER WAY FOR ME. .

e *

2. 'Stability ?f word unit'.

FIND
-

%FORTE., POINT TO IT. DRAW A. LINE UNDER

IT. .

IS ANY -PLACE ELSE IN THE STORY? ....(FIND

POT.TO IT.: DRAW A LINE UNDER IT.) c

HOW-DID YOU' KCOW - 4? -

FIND 'FOR ME. :POINT TO IT-. DRAW A: LINE UNDER
-

IT.

,
1

,\ , IS fr L , ANY' PLACE ELSE IN THE STORY? (FIND IT.

1

POINT TO1IT. :-DRAW A LINE UNDER IT.
.°

HOW DID YOU KNOW
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3.
,.

'Knowledge of lettetivsound relationships: ,

- .

9 4.
. dee the smile two words And askthe clald to ceirioOse arid.

. . ,.write .a substitute for each.,

S. e

)

YiNp. 1OR ME AGAIN. TELL .ME SOMETHING YOU COTILD

PUT INSTEAD19F . DO IT. YOU WRITE. IT :.;

BOW' DID YOU F.110

FIND
PUT INSTEAD. Of'

OZIhlt.TO DO THAT?

'FOR ME. AGAIN. TELL ME SOMETHING YOU COULD
. -150 IT, YOU WRITE IT.

HOW DID YOU KNOW HOW TO DO THAT?

... ,
l

it -.
--

, ,

.! .

r r .

: ; At end of 'this section, praise the .child 'warmly in your' , I;
- own rc2:tvID:o.wo riate to what has been done. ._ .

--.

- .
.

-

Tell the child :that you really like the story (if. one
-

'IN was ettetapted). and/Stkuld like to take a copy with you:
4 -Tell- himAer that's you will .go . to the Off ice. and make -a

copy then brink it right back.*
7,

Also tell: the child that if s/he* does anything else to.
the- story that 'yoli wold sltke to See it when you come
back and .that you would likes to see other- things that
s/he writes.-

'Set Lup the. expectation that ,youJwill be back and thit
'the tasks will be fun.

t

'Examiners were able-to take child to 'office and each
child made his/her own copies with photocopy machine and
chose whether* to keep original or copy. /

0

,
** .

This .appendi does pot intlude (Make-Believe directions;
full manual is vailabLe upon request from author._

\
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Exonhoric. Reference

t-

4

Appendix P.',
Examples of Childrere!.s Use of Reference*

S.

Major Divisions of Reference

Exophora):

qa

Endonhoric Reference

Kind

the referent's item refers to a meaning source that is
outWethe texi'itself.
Examole: (two speakers are-talking) ./

"Were did you get' that ?" q(pointing to object)
- "Well, my dad bought it for me:"

° The -meaning of "that, my, it, and me" 'can allybe
determined from the situation rather.than'the language.

.

(Endophora): the reference ,item refers to a Meaningsource that is

. within the text itsei.'
ExammliW (Andaea, Study II, Real)"
IMTAld he helped me. He pushed me."

,z

Exonhoric

*/nstantial'Exophora
(meaning is in-" he
immediate situation)

s.

,ss

'4

Subcategories of Reference

Examrle.

Restricted Exoohora
(meaning is notin-the
immediate situationliut
Must`be 'derived ,from

past shared knowledge)

.Endo,horic,

Ananho4ic (anaphora)
(;7infelle item refers
to preceding-text for
meaning)

-Examiner's me your. story and it's

*a real story abdut.you. 34estory is'about
how you learned to ride a big wheel (bicy'cle)

Mike (StUdy II, Reall: "When I was four' and a half I
knew how to ri,de one."

- Examiner's Directions: me your story and it's
a pietend.storyiabout LittletPrincq/Princess
Charming. The story is abour'how Little
Prince/Princess Charming learned to ride
a big wheel (bicycle)."

Betsy (Study II, Maksbilieve) ""hat happened first was

et sh got her tricycle andshe wanted to ridei
- An author's. use of "I" to tell a story. . ,

.

-Richard (Study. VI) decided to re-tell "The Elves and
the Shoemaker" as hA story. He introduced the shoe-
maker specifically and deferred to him as "he." He
never introduced the' shoemaker's wife. Mid-stOry
Richard said,"They went by the door."(to watch the
elves-with "theyg referring to the shoemaker and his
wae). -

",
-Jodie (Study a77.)

/
-andall got +a helicopter.'

.but it doesn't fly. It has wheels."

17"

* These examples ye,ie selected by Beverly CoX and used an illustrations for her talk

at the National-Reading Conference, Clearwater Beach, December 1982 (NRC Yearbook,

o in press).
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A
Cataphoric (cataphora)
(reference. item refers
to following text for
meaning) /

Immediate Ties
(reference item and
the meaning source
are in contiguous

-Mediated Ties'
(referencei.tem and
its meanini'source are
separated by onefor
more intervening
clauses,. but.thba mean-
ing ii maintained by
reinstatement through-
out the intervening
Clauses)

Non-Mediated Ties
(reference item;and.
its meaning source are
separated by one or,
more intervening
clauSes, hitt the mean-
is not maintained by
reihstatement fropgh-
out the intervening
clauses)

go.

2

10

ti

1.4

a

1 .

- Betsy .(Study IV) "I 'looked at it and iAkwas.
number four." 6It In first clause "refers io
,number four-An sec.ond clause.)

-Nicole (Study f9),"one day therewaq a little-boy
. and his friend and they were planning a race, so

.
they put down some tape"

r.

-Chad (Study II, Real)
"--and 'then you like ask a boy
and then just like ask, him, 'What is your name?'
and help you
and if he San't do itwell he'll Ask

.

- Richard (Study VI .
"--and firSt I got my spider going
and ItAwentin everybody's lane
theri4-igot.ii back
and then I started it again"

- Richard (Study VI} a .

and when the &remakes' came to
pair of shoes all dons
and then one man-came in
and he bought 'em
and he (said) 'Eawmuch (Ides it cost?'
Zane gold coin.' he said
No, I'll give you two!

And then next day he bought two ,pairs'of leather"
7Bets9.(gtudy II. Real)
":--and now I rode a bike and not-4 dumb Old tricycle

S

more kids to do it

work there was a nice

I used to' have a blul
but it wasn't asMig as my red tricycle
and I turned the handle'someWhete
and the beadles broke dff .

and then my dad put some other handles on
anddhow it's my brother's tricycle 'cause it's much'
too small for a five ~year .
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WHO:

v
4°

4
, Appendix H

.Completeness of Context:Scoring System

= No mention of participants !

1 =-Ihdefinite pr4b1:Ins orllother indefinite refeence
- .

14'

2.= Participants adequately specified
.

= Fu11 specification; participants embedded Intheir rela=

tions to other participants

'WHERE: 0 = Absence of location,

Presence of location

-WHAT; 0 = No Objects mentioned

47

:

1 ' 1 ,.

1 = Indefinite reference to main'object, .

, .

- -, ..

2N= Main object mentioned; or' two other 'Objects named
I / i 0

,

Lain Object 'plus at least ore other object named r

. ....

WHEN: ---0-=Nowtime_reference,_

WHY:-

HOW:.

L = General time reference
1

I. liv -. .-
t

.:

L
r .

2 = Specific time reference or literary conventional reference

1. to tune

0 = Absence of causal relations

1-=iiregenfe .6fcailsal\raIat,ions

.

(Action of the story;' how event's occurred)

0 = C onfused, or action,is totally missing
. ...

1.= Incomplete; importiAnt action inforpiatjrcn,missing; or
\,....

plete action presented confusingly

2 = Goal, actions, and outcome are included

*Adapted from MenigPetersor)rk McCabe ('1978) by Sulzby (I:981).
681 4
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Appendix'I

. ..

'Emergent Reading Ability Judgments
for Dictated and HandwIr"'''i.tien Stories, Revised

Score
assigned r -Behaviors &served

(For 1-2, any production cannot be called a s -tor composition either
by intention or by civracteristics of the product.)

,

4 1
11.

.

11 No dictatnd nor handwritten stories; hence, no'attempt to
re- read.' Child refuses to:pretend-write. -

2 In response to request to handwrite a story, no "std '

is produced but there is some primitive evidence.ofreading
and' writing. In response to. request to dictate a story,i
child says something-that does not seem o be treated as
a composed unit; it may consist of conv sational

i`

characteristics tither in wording or in Urn-taking.
It is either not re-read or re- readin attempt is.
.very primitive. ..

. ,.

.
,

-

(For 3-7, stories or their equivalent are pro cad.)

4 Child a to ts to re-Nad but .eyes are not on print.*

10 Story 7h ced is similar.to original but not stable.

5 chis se s to be.aperiod during which the child cannot*.
simulta4eously maintain eyes on print and' recite stable
story.' 'Score "5" either if (a) ChilVs.eyessarg on

,.print but story recited is similar but not stable or
(2) 4thild's eyes ate not on print but story recited'' / . .

is sable.* a

4:,

.
,

6- Eyes are on prilit'buchild is not tracking print. Story

. recited is.sable.* ,For handwritten story, print may
still be pretiad-cursiVe or other writing system' if the
story 'accompanied the comp9ition. either as shows}. by

. .
c--!. voicing dpringcompOsitiowor.by,;other evidence such-.

as mixture of invention or reference to units byintention..
s ..

- . ,

. .

Chitd's eyes are tracking print, matching voice to print,
"actually.reading,",independently, with attention:to,.

( meaning, .-To be rated as a "7" story, must consist of
more than one complete clause; if less, then rank."6"-
Print ,cap have Mature forms 'of invented spelling or of

/-(
combinations of other writing units as.long as child treat
individual units as- stable. 4

Mille stories are,produced, child refuses to re-read.
For own writing, Child may.say that. the story "(doesn't'
Say anything," or for dictation, "I can't. tead."..

*Stable in reference .to re- reading stories means that clause-level
,

units have been added, omitted, or. placed Out of composed sequence.
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.Appendix J

A
Examples of Children's Emergent Reading Abilities"

4

for Favorite Storybooks

- . . Exaple 1
Labelling and Commenting

.

- (p) ' .

,;-. , ,

Dan

. .

iell., re,-enactment of Professor
%

Wormbu /n Search fin.. the Zi
k-Zbq by Mayer (197

I

In this re-enactment, the child attends only to pictures and.points to
... .

the items in the pictures as. he -names or comments. His comments are tied
to the picture in view at the momeht AMA use of "the",in front of Zipperump-

A-Z4p_sounds'more advanced,'z!ar since "Zipperu4-A-Zoo" is.the
Character's name but othgr ch dren re-enacting at this. level will refer

to a character insight as "t e bunny" even when they 'appear4fo be using.

a general rather han a specific label. 4

°

per

621.?.d:

. s

. .

The ZipperUmp-A-Zoop,.

The ZIPperuMP---A7Zoo::

He took it alt.

And that's a ' (indecipherable) o a

4.

(Turns pages, and repeats this, with'pointing.)

'c
(Labelling)

: 1

(Commenting)

Adult He took it out and look what it was,: .

Child: ,Oh, yeah--I I like tnis!
.23

Adult: Oh, yeah.

Child\: Oh--and here!._
"(Turning pages)
Ew, yeah! Here's'

(indecipherable 4syllable).

all the new hate Here.

I . 4

(Meta-statement about
1

h

.Adult: Um-huh.

,Child: Herd comes Zipperump-A-Zoo.
That's it! (Clfsing,book)

\ .

reactign) t

43

.(Probably label)

(CoMMenting)

(Commeilting, perhaps actiongoverned).
(Meta-etatement"about activity



' Exdinple 2.
, Action-Governed.'

",(d1)

. -

Mike; re-enactmeat'of'Arpfessor Wprmbug in Search for the Zipperump-A-1 o'
by Mayer (1970

. ,

In thisxe-enactmenevIlfWbegins by initiating a long Interactia
conversation with.the.adult. The-adult-finally reinstated the reque'st
for milwpo read or pretend-readf. in the section that TolloWS, much 4.
of'what Mike said waS inde4pherable buethe inajority of his.speech-
is aboutithe picture 14 current Viewand.i'd worded asif the-action is
currently-.going on. Note the use of 'Iook.at that," andthe'usk-Dof
present and presentRtogressive tenses. ...Adult mimics-his usage here:-

, . .

Child: Lookit, lookit.
,

i . .. \ . .

.

:1Adult: Uh-huh! What's that?-, (Pause). Whafis happening there?.

-Child: (Points)
". i ._.., -
Adult: Goew--loOk at that
Child: '(Interrupting)--A

tree.-- -

Adult: Uh-huh.
Child: --and grass--
Adult: --Uh -huh. Look at that./

Child: Watch. This thing; is still following 'film;
Adult:" The thing's still following 'him?
Child: See. There.
Adult: Oh, yeah. Look.
Child:

-(indecipher

Adult:
Child:
Adult:

Child:

.(indeCipher-able)-
6 .

Hiding right behind there: ,(Repetition'of part of child's speech.).
.Woops! s /-.

,
Whoops! (Laughing). Oh what happened noW!. ,

watch.

He fell asleep.
he's bigger than .(pause)

\bIndeciphera le)..)LoCk at it,.
-------

(indec)Lpherable)

411
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Example 3,
.

Tower -level Oral Language, Attending to Tictures.
**(B2b)

Noreen, re-enactment of Mum Pudding rfor Christmas by Kahl (1956)..
.

. -. . HA
:The re-enactment began with the1abelling behavior shown on exariplie .

'Then she continued with this section which was told asshe turned the
. pages of.1.111.im.PnOling for Christmas by Kahl 1956) in reverse-ordei: In
,thissectiou'her-6pieCh becomes more and more rapid, wIth`a storytelling
intonation; and dissipation into c.ontextualized comments at the end, '.

during which time she is indicating parts of the pictures to the e.TAriner

4
Child: / The (pause) children are loOking for--

for the other children -- (turns page)
for `one more children. ---

And (p.ause) they looked all over the place'
. (pause) for that little. children. (turns ,page)
'And--wait--(turns page)
He went off to the (indecipherable word): (...

(turns page)
He writted a note to--to the king=-

,

. and they,- uh (long pause)
.

Adult: They wrote a note to the king and then--
Child: Then--they would...

t, 'Then the, um,'boy bring the note to the king
then he said to bring it'back to her. ^,'

"Adult: - Emmet. OK. -

'Child: (turns page) ;(pause)
And ;ben the little girl got peanuts
and thew.it at everybody--

\

Adult: I --oh, -oh---

. Child: -:-And,,then they're making stuff. And that,
and that (two syllables indecipherable) --

Adult: --Oh=-
Child:' .--pushed her into the peanuts.
4 so (turns page) he said take that

to your mommy. (turns page)
Adult: Oh.

,

Child: - (indecipherable' hrase said
in veryAow volume)
look-aWm, look in the book,
look under the boc:c. In the
'boy. (Latter speech seemed almostlo be addressed
to the pictured characters and,following speech

c\appeared,tb shift back to description off.. "them.'
, -And they looked wierywhere-for them.

, That's all I can read.
---.._

.

(With encouragement,-she continued the re-enactment with.the-Same_kinds
of behaViors.)

44Z Q'2;
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Example 4 -

Higher-level Oral ;Language, Attending to Pictures
(B2a)

1

,

1

rDon, re- enactment of Explores by Taylor '(1975).

. - ,

The re- enactment- begins with contextualizedilanguage and ihechild"rnakes
continued reference to the pictured content. 'The.botik-iz Henry Explores
the liountains by Taylor -(1975): The boy, Henry,' is never introduced add
his dog,. Angus,' is only identified in direct speech about. which the /Child
makes an interactive remark to the adult.

N
0 ,

.

Child: This la his house,and be is gbing to sleep. He was
.4 ,reading a boob. And he was going to bed., and then after

/hi was reading'ihe hook he saw pictureS 6:f--the mountains
up here. Here (pause) there's some pictures', here, and
then he thought-Ohe going exploring the mountains, he's going
to, oh Yeah, about the mountains and he thought I'm going
to explore the mountains tomorrow. ;And then he asked his..
daddy,. I- think I missed somepages here (turns pages back).-
No. Then he was.asking his daddy, exploring,?then he got in
'again, he ate his breakfast and then after he...was finishes: he
maked his bed. Then he got'out of his gite and he saw the
mailman coming on the street. And then he went; .(pauie)
and then he(vent . 9.ndecipherable) and then he
said ;oihith, (pause) Angus, Angus, (referring to dc 6) cause.

that's hiS. name. I know. Alter this we're gonna come to the
mountains (pause) Aid then he got one of his, and then he
stuck one flag in there and then this is gona-be-his tree.
And:then they were-by the mountain, (pause) 'taold then, hum,
I'think I missed some here.' I'll have Ito look this book
again, (turns back pages) to start again here.

.
1.

Multi OK.
. .

Child: / didn't do something here rights., I think t took (pause)
some pages with me: ,,(pause, pages-turning) Then they went
by the mountain. And then he putshis rope on there and then

,-. he climbs up. And then he: took him up. There was a fox' right
/ there and he.was, jumped on him. Then they found'a wolf. And

then the man came oast and there was just a dog. And the man
said, I 'call'him wolf, because hefra good hunting dog. They
got up-on the mountain again. And then he put' a flag on the

. - --- mountain. And'then (pause) it was his mountain.'

.Adult:Adult: Uh-hvh. . n .

. -,2-iit**4

Child: And -then, (turns pages)', and then.they ran over there and
sawa.forest-fire, there was-rock fall coming down,'and-Angus

.

began to fall dowtslidinv, Here: (paUse) And then he went
to wake him up. And couldn't he was /stuck/. .Aneno he was
.falling to s1.4:e.p. And then he went-to the man he saw-before



I

and (pause) (indecipherable), what's this up
here? It kinda looks like a dinosaur (child and examiner laugh).
No. And then he rat' .down to the man, then an called heli--

, helicopter and, and the,then t1 fire engines, there was a
farest fire. And then here it is. (pause) Andthen comes the
.helicopter andthere's the fire engines. Is this the polibe?
Huh? Is that a police?

Adult: I think they're just firemen. brforest rangers.'
Child: Yeah.
Adult.: The forest rangers are just about like police.
Child: 'What?

. .

Adult: The forest rangers are"Stst about.like polidemen. -Only
they just stay in the forest.

Childs . And there comes the (indeciphezable). And here
) comes a man up with trim (the dog) on his shoulders and he's -.

coming up the rope. And, then (pause) they got in the helicopter
awl they are going in the helicopter home. And first-he-was
watching (pause) and there they gol- Home.- And-there the fo4est
fA.e's finished. And then when they came'out, there were

. W (indeciihFrle)valking first, they come to
' meet the helicopter and then he comes home and he eats some

cake and they, have some coffee.. Andthen it's finished..

or

6
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Example -51

. . .

Lowest-Level Written Language (Written/Oral Mixture)
Attendi' to Pictures :(B1c)

Howie, re- enactment of liir,LplorsSEx th:::101ountains by Taylor-(1q7.5).

In this attempt', Howie uses speech that' varies 'from being written
language like and being oral language-like; .Be "read" from-the
picturesOloweyer,he(occasionally'skipped a page because,
as he put It, he didn't know what it "said."'

,
The transcript is arranged so that the rationale for classifying parts
of Howie's speech as oral or written can be examined.

Re-enactment:

Child: Called the
to the jungle.
Who?Adult:

Child:

Child:

Adult:

Child:

)

lorer goes

The explorer.
OK.
(Pause). UM. -(pause)
He's playin--he's painting
hp H's.
(pause) He,' uh, he likes
jungles, and he, and so,
does the dog.
And (pause), uh, he's\going
into the jungle,
(indecipherable phrase)
And the mom said,,
"Don't run into any tigers.
(pause) And here's your
lunch."
And he what?

And here's your lunch
the mom said.,'

Adult: OK--

Child: And, he, he.was walking out,
secin.g'the mailman coming.

Adult:

12Z t% 44

Um (pause) um, I don't
know what thaVsays.
OK..

Um. (turns page)
He was pretending hec was
shooting them..

Remainder of re-enactment shows simil

Behaviovetype:

Giving a "title'

(Child's speech

Reference to
picnure.._

Present and
present
progressiVe

r .

"And, uh"

conjunCtions

I

,Classification:

Written. language

_unclear)

Oral language

0

Perhaps written
in part.

(Child's speech unclear)

inversion

Postposed.
Participle /*'

Reference tto
page

Reference, to
pictured cows

1piors.

668 688

Written language
're-wording

Written language

Awareness of
print; written'

Oral language
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Higher-level
to Verbatim

Example 6
Written 4anguaie
to Written Text),

(Bib)

\ .

at but 179t Close
ttetdirig to Pictuies

. ,

Douglas, re- enactment of The Carrot Seed by Krauss (1945).

In.'this re-enactment, Douglas atches'the.storyclosely, page by page,
even though his wording.. is not verbatim. Be is looking At the Diaturee
but his intonation is like an expressive oral.readiUg, with slowed

-,p;poso47 and much use of expressive stress. The text is provided for
eise'Ot.00mparison.:

x Text'
p. 1
A little boy planted

cirrot seed: .

, (

Nis mother.saidf "I'm afraid
"it won't,come np."

,r
-% Child:

p. 4
Eis father said, "I'm afraid
it won't come up. ".

:,p. 6
And his biglprothe't said,
"It won't come

p. 8
Evry day thelittle boy
pulled up the weeds around the seed
and sprinkled the ground withwater.

p. 10
But nothing came up.

p. 22
And nothing came up.

1

p. 14
. Everyone kept saying
It wouldn't come up..

Oncea-little boy plan4d
A carrot seed.

And hid'iom said, said to him,
"That will 12-07rgrbw.\Neids.
water".", So = e day h e w eaid it.

s dad' said, "Nothing'sThan
goon

And then his brother came And
said, "Nothing's gonna grow."

And then ode d;:y-he pulled-out.
the weeds --and latered it.
(Sing-song spee,h)

.And it still didn't grow.

And then --she kept on doing.it and
nothing happened.

And theix--his whole family said,
Aid, it's.never-,gonna-grow.
(Runtogether speech)

669
Q
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Text:

p. it

4,

Apt he still -pulled up
the weeds around It. every day.
and_sprinkled the ground with water.

. pld
And then, one day,

-p. 20-

a carrot came up

22
just a the little boy .

'haddknOwn it would.
I

Child:

Then'he, but he didn't give up-.
Be kept on wateKing it--and
taking care of-it. - -

The one day.

7-1aa--saw something come up

And tie, then:he saw--a big sprout?
with on it--and it's a
big giant carrot. The end. '.

Adult: Oh, how nice. (Both laugh)

f



° Example 7
. .

Highest -level Written. Language (Verbatim-Like),
Attending to Pictures (Bla)

. , .

Daniel R., re-enactment of My Cat Likes toAlide.in Boxes by Sutton
(undated).

In this,retenactment, Daniells words are close to verbatim and he
attempts to, retrieve the verbatim wording by asking the adult for
help.)' Evidence of his attempts to retrieve the exact'wording are.
his heSitations, his verbal fillers (umm's and uh's), his questions
asking for the adult's .confirmation ("Is that . . .' ?") and his

\

Adult to "help me, II "read this. n
.

.

Notice thaA he is not attending to print. he indicates that the
adult\should read the print, to give 'iim e help he wants.. Also.
notice that "memory for text" even when it is almost verbatim is
an intellectually h*gh-level process and not the running off'of a

rote'"tape." . The child seems to.treat the text ag a stable, memorable
',unit of discourse and then to try. to retrieve or reconstruct) the exact
text.

Since Daniel's re-enactment-is so clOse to verbatii, th\balc
format of thd book is presented first. The reader Will be able.to
understand' the added, patterns from Daniel's re-enactment, only
part of which is included here.

I

The cat from trance

liked to sing and d ce

'Brit MY cat likes to hide in boxes.

The cat from Spain

Flew An aeroplane.

The cat from France

like to,sine'and dance.

But MY cat likes to hide in boxes.-

4 "1 I

Child's re-enactment (with tape-recorder eounter'numbers for aid
irtreferring-to?parts of the;exchange) . .

254 Child: But my cat likes.to hide toxes. (Said Ta:c,..a , .)

-

."t'v

254 Child: ,-Is-that--cat--catin-7pain=cat in-(indettlit
.

A



4 7
257 Child: Cat--in Nprway got stuck in 'the doorway--(said r'apidly).

t',..
,

258 Adult: (Chuckled.) . . .t

i58 Child: -- and -and, umm (pause), the cat from-Spain liked
d

:-

to 'drive an airplane.(pause)..and (pause),
.

:..-, .12 '''

...,...The cat from (pause) or! (Norrs-a--'d.i emphatically then

.

,Jhe seemed to depLle r-and go on.),

264 ,Child: ---- -but my cat likes to hide in boxes!

265 The cat from Gree4e Soined the police.:(This couplet

was said clearly and forcefully .as,compared.w-Ith

the tentative-tone -used in earlier utterances.)

0

167 And the cat in Norway,--got stuck iri the dorway.

And, the cat oh, and the cat in'

(undecipbgrable, but.sounds as if he ran "Spain liked to"

together): drivean airplane.

272 But my Cat likes to hide in'boxes. (Rapidly,

'words rtianing together.)

275 Child: Forget this one! (Child's voice takes on a

whining tone but .his affect did not seem to support

that interpretation.)

277 Adult:: Can I help?

277 Child: Yeah.
. .

4
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X27.7 Adult: .14bataya want me to do?

278 Child: (Dropped book forward. ) Sell me with this one--

I forget this one.

279 Adult: What am I 'sposed to do?

279 Child: And read this page--cause I forget that.

288 Adult: -'Read the page--OK.
.

,

.
,.

The cat from Brazil caught.a very bad chill.

.282 Child: (Began withoUt hesitation.)

Oh --and the cat from Greece joined the police.

TUmm, um, and. the cat from NOrway (said. rapidly)

got stuck it:tithe doorway

and, um,' the cat, and the cat from Spain;

umm, Umm, drives airplane.

287 Adult: (Low chuckle.)

288 Child: My cat likes to hide in }foxes .

288 Adult: (Chuckle.)

673
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Example 8
Aspectual, Attending to Print*.

( (A2)

Richard, re,enactmellt of HenceExhlores the Mountains by Taylor (1975),

_This attempt, like most of the aspectual attempts teread from print,
'dies not cover much of the text. 'Richard began laboriously trying to
read from the print and then was encouraged to "pretend.nstgad, he
continued trying to decipher%the print, depending ,upon. cteaabeIt
letter-sound relationships and-occasional enquiries and guesses at the
word level. He 'made some predictions that are syntactically and
semantically relevant buthe seemed to abandon his memory for the story
as it whole. Some of his word-level predictions aided him to. predict
Henry (the boy's,,name),for Henry and Angus (the dog's name) for a
self-correction/16 his erroneous prediction of for-for dog.

The re- enactment is presented from page 7,-the third page of text the
child. attempted. He stopped, at the end of 'the first clause and, after
a brief discussion with the adult, turned on-to pages 8-9, %ignored the
text on page 8 and began to try to read. page 9,tising similar strategies.
In all he attempted. to read six pages usihg the dame strategy, in spite'
of the adult's attempts to.get him to abandon the strategy and use
different one. ,

Text (page 7):

was a brightemorning'
(pause) It
thiS is
What?Adult:

Child:
Adult:
Child:

Adult:
Child:
Bothi
Child:

I.
as they.started.,out."
(pause) -it UM,

A.,--.117-was-HA7-12417-u in?
Tutumn.4,
Autumn -r (pause) /m1/, /m /?
/mix /1 /max/?
No'. Morning.
Um--morning.
"(Laugh)

*Remember that
memory for text,
memory for text,'

ri

. / .

aspectual attempts can also focus on comprehension or
ap well as,other oombinations of letter-sohnd relationships,
and word knowledge. .
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Child's tracking' of print* (page 7) :

0 " ,* AS)Autumn'
Child: 'At 00 Va..2. 'big . Vin?

Text: It "'was-- a -bright' autumn

2morning .(AS)
pax': max.9 it

.11M/. /m/ _i/ey/7-4::) (:;7-

morning as they started out.
. -

*Coding:

.. fingerpoint
/

c

Word omitted

/ / transcription of attempt.

. ,(AS ) IS adult supplied

Cirdled numberS indicate order of attempts. (Repetition
is not marked.)
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Example'9
Holistic, Attending to Print

(Alb)

Tanya, e-enactment of No Roses for Harry by Zion 0,958)

. ,

In this re-enactment Tanya is reading from'print'.. Bei reading is
classified as strategy-dependent because, while she can use inforMation
from letter-sptind-relationships, words that ihd kn-ows4 and monitoring
het comprehengion, She does 'not seem to have all of. the aspects of 'reading

- .in balance:-

In the section below,.'ilieread the firstpage silently and then
complained that it was, too -difficult. When encouraged to readjust

little.bit, she began with the second page. On the next two pager,..
shown here,she.ia highly dependent upon asking. the examiner for
words or-upon a.mix of soundzletter iues ana "nonsense word' attempts
w- hich she rejects through askibg the examiner, "What, does this say?"
On the third page, however, she holds the ittempt,togetherto
re-enact without asking foi,ald. She allows her only miscue' (dark for
big) to Stand without'correCtion or adult help, a wise choice since,
it is syntactically and semantically appropriate and not necessary to
further interpretation. The remainder of the re- enactment is similar.
In spite of her disclaimer that she_could only read a little bit, she
read the entire book.'

Child's Reading

ild: 4reads to herself)
Adult: Read, read your book out

loud to
(groans) I can't read ad
many (pause) buelittle.
bit.. When he-r,

Adult: (interrupts) 01C., justread
me a little bit. Read me,
what you can.

Child: When be, what's this tljy
say?

Adult: Tried.
Child: When be tried it on he

flat? flat kersey, let's
this say? ',

'Adult:* Cos*
Child: Cosy and snug.,
Adult i Ch-hmm.
Child: But he still didn't like

the roses. He--/Zhe, what's
that? (whispered)

Adult: Thought.
Child: Thought it was

(pause)'.
Adult: silliest.

Actual Text

Harry was a white dog with
black spots.. On his birthday,
he got a present from Grandma.
It was a woolen sweater with
roses on it. Harry didn't like
it the moment he saw it. He
didn't like the roses.

When he .ttied it on, he felt
cosy and snug. *-But.he_still
Aidn't like the roses. He
thought it was the silliest
sweater he'd, ever seen.

slast,
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Child's Reading

Silliest, sweater he, he
did* he'd ever seen,

Adult : Ch,.that's good. Can. you -
point to.the words when you
read. them?

Child: Um-ham.
Adult: OK.

Child: The" next day when Harry
went downtown with the
children, he wore, wear
hi, his new. sweater.
When purple?

Adult: People.
Child: people saw it, they

liked?
Adult: They laughed.

1 Child: laughed. Whendogs saw
it, they braked? Barry met?

Adult: Made.
Child: made up his mend than and

there to lo-lost Grandma's
present.

Adult: (laughs)
Child: ._When they went into a

dark store to shop, the
children took'off his
sweater and let him carry
it. Thi, th.s was just
what Harry (pause) Wanted.

Actual Text

The next day when Harry went
downtown With -the children;
he wore his new sweater.- When
people saw it, they laughed.
When dogs saw they barked.'.
Harry made up his mind then and
there to.lose Grandmi's present.

. When they went into a big',
store to shzi,\the children
took off his iWater and let.
him carry it.% This was just '

what Barry wanted.
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