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In’croduc{:j.qn . ~ . . e ) . f

) Oqe of the most encouxaging features of recent: research in . Tt
";r'espoqsg to literature ha.s been a movement away from simple empig'icism
"."boward the expl:.cation of 2 number of/theoretical, expla.natory

I 'ﬁ'aneworks of considerable power and generaliza.bil:.ty. Whetrhcr we 1
' are mgt' coofortahle drawins ther from psychology, ling:istics I

philosophy, such theories are imporbant becausa they shape 'both p

g

""the design ot our st;flldies and our ix;terpz_-etg.tions o’ results, In

* . ] . a

éffect, ‘they help ug'to ¢%ogm.ze which results are interesting

and profitsble, and which add little to our knowlédge. Rather than a 1

contmaictbry, the various ‘frameworks fOr;&PPmachlnangesponse to
R 9 >

ﬂiterature axe often complementary, pla.cing similar da.gca, a.t the

' vertex of a series of ‘converging l4ines of ekpla.na,tion, a.nd thereby
making us qore aware of the multiple dimensions of the phenomenon - - o
we a.re stﬂdying. L ? ' p '

i
v
.

E}ren more encourasing is the f‘a.ct tha.t beginm.ng from quite

c.if}erept tbeore’tical. orientations‘, t.heze is a 3igalfica.nt dégree of -~ -
/

com0pality in the conclusions vhich ﬁrious investigato‘t-s are reaching. ,,

1

'My mresee.rch in the general area of response to literatx.re
has boen set within the sne"ifxc framework of Ja.mes Britton s n:odel
' of the /u'ses of language. The theoretical ba.ckground to this modél ha.s . 2
Ve L . .

bee)n elaborated mosi: fully in ‘Language and Learning (l970), its

. pra.ctica.l apglica.tion in the study of ch* ldren's wz-iting has been

demonstrated '{n. The Developnent of Writing Abilities (11-18) (1975). ' ¢

» - 2
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Specto.tor apd Participant ', b - . o -
" . Central to Britton's model i§ an awareness of the very dii‘ferent o

sets of conventions: which we bring to bear in approaching langua,ge which

¢
-

is, roughly, litera.ry amd that which is, roughlqr, scientific. In .

sclentific discou:rse, ve enter with the expectation tha.t we will

* participate in an ongoing dia.logue r,a.ch bit of evidence lS legitima.tely
tested ror 'truth’ a.ga.inst wha.tever criteria. we can 'bri’ng to bea.r from
) om; experience as a whole, /'v'e can a.ccept some pa.rts while rejecting

. * others, and can argue with the inductive or deductive,principles,upon

-

\

_which the a.rgument is based. " And we can do this beca.use scientific
diScmirse operates in a context of a.ccepted sha.red ruJ.es of evidence

and argument (what Thoma.s Kuhn [1962] cells the "pa.ra.digm underlying

the field) which each participa.nt in the scientific dfalogie * ‘. = - °

understa.nds and is expected t0 honor. ' - SRR ’
Wi‘th 1i era.ry language, on'the other hagd, we begin with the '
expectation that ie yill suspend our Judsment of deta.il until e pawh/
e sense of the shape of ‘the whole, The criteria which we bring to _
bea.r are those‘ of internal-consistency and completencss rather than R
, of external truth and'logical validity " We are spectators of a
presented emerience and, as Hol_land (1968) ha‘s noted, the fact tha.t'

“we are- odly specta..orn may a.llow us. to become even more deéply iwolved

I . '
!

in the éxperi ence which we witnessing
- The- par implied here is a real and impgrta.nt one tha.t should
not be obscured 'by the teminolog:r. in dra.wing the distinction between, .

o apecta.tg a.nd pa.vticipa.nt ro].es a.re not dra.éﬂing a distinction between




'«'/. o . v , 7

) ) L ' . . A , . ) 3 _‘.. v .. .. . .
i o znvolvem‘ent a.nd disinterelst Both roles inv1te passiona.te commitment a.nd
' N i
both sometimes leéd to’ 'ooredom and passivity.. e - A y

4 4

The dist‘not on between spectator and 'oa.rticipa.nt rolps can be
. extended beyond language to the ways in which we aseimilate the general - .-y
ﬁ' experiences of our lives. The hritish psychd.ogist D W, Ha.rdins (1937)

—has—’oegm—in—this—way—cuntmting the—expect— tioRs “n'ld; by W

* the participants in a street accident a.nd the specta.tors who merely ',/,

‘happen onto the scene. He, too, moves frombthei toa consideration of

the impiica.tions of the distinction for our understa.nding of literary

\ .
- ! \ .

egerience. . . ' . . ‘ -
Drawing the distinction betyeen spec;tor and‘pé.rticipaqt fa .

these broed tems .has.a. aumber of consequences for our studies of -t -

response to litera.ture. One of the most important is that the perennia.l .

# Dproblem of defining what we will a.ccept as "realTY" ].itera.ry becomes S

1rre1evant. When we are studying response in “the spectator role, the |

>

. comic book OF the Janes Bond novel is Just as legitimate an object or

’

dre similarit ies vell as di.fferences irf what such divers rks ask T

' _our concern es is the work of Sha.kespea.re or Milton or Hemi . There
N4
" of their r’eadev-s., ‘our, responses: to each of them are part of ou.r o
snecta.tor role experiences. . . |
.. A second consequence of:dra.wing' the"disti:nct{on betw‘een 'specta.tor "
and participant ;ol.l.es'in lapguage use 15 that’the line between author
and bludience, indeed the term "respouse,;‘ begins to 'llur. He uée
la.ngua,g in the snecta.tor role when we te]_l a. story; we use it when we
read & poem; we use it _when we pa.ss an idle moment with ans amusing S /
'g.necdote; we ‘use( it when we listen toa friend recounting & narrow esca.pe ‘

-

- in the rite paddids of Vietaa.m. Again| there are sinila.ritj.es, as well
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- a8 "diff_erenfes )in the p{rofesses involved, and our hnderstan&ing' will remain
Y T . .

" ikcomplete until we have studied all of .the dimensions, This "™ )
. 'bWen_.s the ra.nge'of" methodologicel.a.pproa.ches which are legitima.te in
\ the study of "response”: we. can look'st the writer and the speaker in
the process of cpu;posing,v as well as they_ readef and the listecer in tl?f ) T
7} ' act of responding, . | | D T . ‘- g
’ ' - The third conseQuehce of drawing thi‘é d'istinctiorr between > S

. " spectator and paﬂ:‘tcipant roles is in some ways both subtldr a.nd more

‘ ﬂ important. It stems from the fact tha.t specta.tor and. pa.rticipaht are
defined in ters of attitudes toward experience (1n this case, SR BN
experience emressed in la.ngua.ge) rather than in terms of cha.ra.cteristics ‘

. - #

of text. This in turn raises the question of what ma.kes us respond to'a . [
pe.rticula.r text as though it were literary ra.t\ner than scient:.f‘ic s &nd

what the consequenq(_ of choosing one or the other mpde are (Or put

L ’

: g another way, we can ask why we ha.ve found it necessary to develop| two- .
- such distinct modes of language ‘use.) . s }
Representing Ex'oerience C . . ‘ -
'* Y % - . R

. Answering .this' last set of questions can loa.d to quite a. lengt.:{
excursion into philosophice.L and ‘psyckological theory Iwill sket@h . ‘ .7
‘briet:w the line of~argument that T £{nd most sa.tisfactory, it is
developed more thoroughly]in Apole‘oee (1978) ) *..“‘ . ‘ . 0 B

We ﬁm...tio@sycho gicall'y by constructing re] antations of ¢
experience, a kind "t mental record’ or archive of our previous _ .
encomgters with l.ire. This record operates at all-levels, from the
simp],f&q enactive 'beha.v:ior cha:.n %o the most (igh]y abstract representation.
of a ph'ilosoph.ca.l "idea.l «The pu.rnose of such representa;tions is not

simgly to provide an ar\.hiva.'l. record of the past, however, they also . 7

.
. .
6
! .



, serve to guid encouaters with new experiences-. They provide us

Y wlth the world.

!

Susanne La.nger, in, her mormmenta.l study, Mind (1967 , 1972) ’ has

argued that all of our mental experience can be divided into two

with a -set of a.sona’ole e;zétaf‘ions abou} the nature of our encouynters

» ‘broad ca.tegories, dif*‘ering in the:.r drigins but not, ﬁmda.meatam in

their underlying nature, One categoﬁ she ca.'Lls sub;ective, the product -

"~ " of the internal and complegt workings and reé.ctions of the individua.l

‘mind; the other she calls objective, which is "felt as :meact" ‘and .

; «  -Seems to arise indeperdently of individual vplition. Her distinction

' .
has many immediately recognizable paralle: self and not self,

enfitional and ratiohal, affective and cognitive, personal and public.
' . Extrapolating re}ativehr directly from-Langer's theories to the

» e~

estg we shou.ld find basic similarities in the thought processes

) of literary response focizsses our attention An two ways: first,
S 7

underlying specta.tor and participant role- ekperiences. (We might
sx'pect for ex&uple, to fird strong pa.ra]elels between Piaset' .
findings ‘about the' develaopment of scienJ:ific" concepts and our own

) ﬁMs about "]_i_tera.xry" ones.) Second, we would be led to expect
charaqteri'stic di*‘fereni:es in the way a tez&. begins to_ be éssimiletec},
Jleading one sort of text to be experienced, in Langer s terms, as a

"impa.ct" and the otber sort to be experienced as "a.ction." -

Poetic and Tre.nsa.ct:.om_l -Techniqnes
——r—

sk

At this pdint, it will help if we rémeml;er that\specta.tor and

. . »
-participant roles are very broad categories which subsute a wide .
- (4 . n ‘

D
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- / v‘a.riety of specific uses of la.nguage/.‘ These more specific uses cag’ .
! L]

— "be ordered ‘along a conf71nuum related essentially to the techniques of
L 4 - \
' \
Al syniboliza.tion which are emnloyed In the pa.rticipa.nt role, we have

wha.t Britton has called tra.nsa.ctiona.l techniques, these. are the rules .

.
s

. .
- and com%entiﬁns which are neéessa.ry for transactions between indiv*duals, ,

Ior the developthent of .theory as well as the da.yl-to-day business of
life, The cozrtinuun of tra.nsé.ctiona.l techniques is esSentia,]J.y one
) . o£ degrees of ﬂoma.liza.tion, having .at “one extreme the 'rigid
specifica.tions of sym:bcrlic logic, a.nd a.t the fother the taken-for-granted
- conventions of casual discussion among friends. Britton has ;s
outlined ‘some of the stages a.long this continlmm in his studtes of °

’

children's writing (Britton et al., 1975). - -,

’ In the specta.tdr rdle there tis again a contifmnn of techniqués R
btxt it reflects a different set of or tiona.l principles. This
‘15 based ‘on whft Langet (1967, 1972) m presentational
symbolism, which seeks to present a complete experienie for conte:nplation. )
Britton (1970) » studying uses of language, &alled these techniques

poe'éic, since :Tt is in ma.ture poetr:f +ha.t they *'.r~ e‘xbibii'ed most

', In genera.l, poetic tecﬁques ake less well unders tood t{han‘a.re
tfgnsactional ones, perhaps beca.use in the most hlghly developed forms A
of the transa.ctional the r,ules-of-use are sta.ted relatively fully

(as premises', permitted tra.nsforma.tions, a.nd S0 pn), whereas in the

most highly developed fomis of the poetic the} ave mot. Langer has ‘

nade the point that'howsver we might choose to formulate thed, the

essential charasteristic of these techniques is the establishment

. . Y




- 1
S':- ‘ of rela.tionships' ’ / - "'—/ SN .’. S 3
v g ~ ' ...11: is "fauly patent that Jthe ee/ta.blishmept a.nd orga.niz'e.ticq .
: . of tensions is ﬁhe ba.s:.c technique in pro;ecting the image of
feeling, the a.rtist's idea, in any medlum. They are.the o
. - \essentia.l stmctura.l elemeﬂts whereby the "primary illusion e , B ;
B ¥ of uie incipient work js established, its scope and C ]
w ' potentialities giveh and it's vdevelopment begun (1'967 - 16’4) I
r ~— . Her.comments are a good starting point for e.ny researc,hmo th; b
"+ nature of poetic tech?iques ‘and are, likely to. rema:.n a good" -1 -
sgme;rhnt gen:ralized | sunmary of ou.r findings in thig area as '6111'
. . . ' s

. understanding grows ﬁvller.
/ As with #ransactional techniques, the continuum of poetic uses

) of la.nguage ra.nges ‘from sophistica.ted litera.;r Qrks. i(n\which the

". . various elements of the discourse are interwoven on many different

’
levels th.roug) sifpler (’chough not necessa.rily less enterta:.ning) N \

stories, to ‘the casual anecdotgs of .conversation’ amcgg friends. ‘
- : " Casual conversation 2mong friends i3 a pivotal element in
Britton s ’cheory, though a detailed discussion is not necessary for our

v

present purposes. Such conversaﬁ;ion is import_a.nt as" a mature ,fqm of

) . . ¥ -
- what Britton ca.lls the "Expressive mode" of language use, a mode where
P <, \
spectator and. pagticipa. at roles weet and are ea.s’ily excha.nged, and ;

where poetic a.nd tra.nsa.ctiona... teﬂhnioues ere used in ea.sy .jmcta.position.

-

Developmenta.ll/ and gen?nca.uy it lies at the hea.rt of the model (figure 1).
M Figure 1 about here L e e
. . ‘ ' .

At this Iﬁoint we can bring to&ether some of the theoretical

notigns we have been discussing, in ordef to answer the question with
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which we began this excursion: why hifte we found it decessary to .

: develon two such distinct modes of langua.ge use" Put simply, we have

evolved poetic techniques in order, toé represent suh;]ective emrience R

a.nd tra.nsa.ctioha.l techniques to represent objective experience. Such

.\,\L N "5 .3 e 3:«;;*{ . ’ o

representaﬂions-tbroggh-language a.llow' us to order a.nd rep;der our

ow.hi; experience and to sha.re this experience with~ others.

The fomalization* inherent in tra.nsa.ctlonal symboliz}tion ha.s
a.s its basis an externa.'l.izing procéss, because the Tules are stated '
they appear externa.l and achieve an. appea.rance of o‘bJectivity in
La.nger s sense, They come to seem outside" the individua.l a.nd to
have a va.lidity and existence te independgt of a.mr ?ae ‘of us.
~ Langer (1967, 1972) a.nd Polanyi (1958) have both commented on the way

in which such objecti%ity is created through 'forma.liza.tion‘, and the

" extent to which the system that results Ray bdlr little relation to
usual thought processes. -

If, we attempt to use tra.nsa.ctiona.l techniq\z.es to d@scri‘be sub,jecﬁive

rr *
"

experience, that experience*a.lao beéomes eSr!:ernal a.nd objective, we cen
a.naJ\vze and describe it, but sucﬁ analyses do ndt provide an a.dequa.te
represexrba.tion of the e?perience “itself. (Tke difference is sim:.la.r to

* that of knowigg that a'friend has a’ tootha.che, and perhaps even knowing
its ca.use, and ha.ving a toothache oneself, ) To symbolize subj-ect;.ve
experience requires.a dif‘{erent anproacn one which invites the rea.der

or listener ‘to recreate the sub,jective experience for themselves, the
L g '
essenhia.l process is synthfesis raﬂer than analysis. The e.uthor of

& poem, for exa.mple, presents us with a text in which a myria.d of spec:.f'ic s

-

eleypents (sounds R symools, words ; acaons, thenes, and so on) are




- .

RPN

Ath&t the plot‘\is interesting a.nd the outcome trag:.c. T.he meanings tha.\t .‘v

/X
a.n'a.nsed in a’ pa.rticular wpy "AS rea.ders of the pdem,.we are a.sked

- N
to bring -o own weys of understa.nding tb bear upon these elements. '

we deEiq_e thn.t the se;t;ng is pastOra.l that the cha.ra!ters are 7ood,

‘ ‘\

Ve M depe'a\»upon owr own niood and’ experience, a.s well as on. the
7 g i 0
way in which the author ha,s a.rra.nged the- elernents of the work . Fo. twq, f

‘rea.ders will take ex?.ctly theé same mea.x‘iing beca.use the process of Jo
. . i /" . .
understa.nding I‘s an, o.nternal p‘ersonal oné. The meani.ng will a.rise ' .

. -

_out'of the pa.tterns that are perceived; just as the meaning we ta.ke - T

i ' .

frg: a.m( new experience a.rises out of the pa.ttems we choose to, impose

/ ~ s

upon it. Nonetheless most readers of a common age in a. cqmmon culture

T will consbruc'he*’work in-a simila.r way, beca.use the‘y will be malﬁ.ng

.sense of the text throu.gh A simile.r Screen of conventions and .

presuppositi‘ons. ‘ “© o0 “ Ce .

.
- ” ’ b
]

o

At the level of specific techniques‘, virtually all\_discou.rse ules - ‘
both poetic and tra.nsa.ctional symbolism: A novelist will summarite a

.y 4

"theme pr desc'ribe a cha.racter, a.n essa,yist will use a raage of”

-

‘e

rhetoﬁcﬂjces. Such mixtures of. techrrique rely for success ona -

&

congruence betyeen objective a.nd ‘Sub:]ective experience. Where the

" congruence can established it strengthens the text if the congmence

- is eroded the te:xt is quite likely to he redected o . T

v
L
‘>

. At the level of the ¢iscourse as a whole, howevo?i-, the'choice 18 .
T ' .
. not such an open-bne, One of the ba.sic principles of poet’ic techniqua'

PR

involves the establishment of rele.tionships ‘between the’ve.rious parts .

< \

[

of the poem br stdry, and the mea.ni.ng' of' the discourse involves an

- understa.nding of the full set of rela.tion.,hips. To a.chieve such e,n e

a

understanding requires a’ vercept;.on of the whole, a.nd it is froql this

-
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S th'at-the spec%a.tor role Jns its most cha.racteris*ic fea.ture' the - t

. ’.

F _ o relea.se from the émands of immediate response* To stop. the viﬂaim . .

B ‘ in media. res is.fo \cha.nge the shape of the e:coerience--a.nd unfairly . ) ;

. . - alter its mea.ning--whereas to argue with the fa.cts in the cours.e‘of. S . .
LT 'C a. tz‘a.nsa.ctisna.l argument i,a a fair test of its validity. ) .Y'_ 'h .‘ ' ,1 ) ( - “'.‘ ]

Lo Resea.rch Questions’ ‘ .- ' - Coe L R j E

o "‘We have ldentified the'spectator role- with sdx'ne 'bca,sic processés S

'_ ) conrronting any, new experiencey These processes, we h_a.,ue’. su,ggested, A
‘ . ' e
oo involve representations of experience, representat{ons constructed out . .

v

i . , of ou:; past experiences a.nd shaping ou.r expec‘tations Wwhen we er;counter
) Fg o R

T mew bnes. In design:.ng a.nd :h#erpre‘hng studies of response to ]_itez’ature,,

t

v

-
1

the nost intei‘estins questions concern the kinds of expecta.tions tha.t A

“are shnping response, ?xe sourees of these expec&tions, a.nd the ' i ‘ |

= ; , inﬂuence of esch hew e@erience, upon our ,representa.tions of experience B
iy _ (a.nd hence upon ov.ii' la.ter activities) Questions posed in these ways

‘ " ecan fOcus studies. in virtua.'l.jy a.u’%f the traditional mas of study of

v, A

' ce T " response, includingrea.ding int’rests » developmenta.l che.nge, effects of

- Vo ustruction, psychoa.na.hrtic infiuences, and comprehension\ Because‘t;\

\
&

the ‘many sorts of expectations that a.re onerative in any encoun‘ter with

.
.. -
o v e

a .. i [

e text adequ.a.te c°nceptuall2°~t19“wres EOﬁ;dera.tion of more general .. - .
>
“ socib.l l:.ngu:l.stlc, end’ cultw.‘al conventionf” as well a.s of eVeiopmental ) L'

&\" !

. .- constraints on the ways iz. which children represpnt" or \ "Dze . ‘
) d% o experience to themselves a:nd others. » This in turn implic .2t
. '.1‘ ’ productive methodological gnd a.na.lytic a.pproa.chés ca.n 'be--a.nd. need to - .

. . p" : . ‘2’ .
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— ‘be-Idrawn from a variety of acadenmic disciplines and turned to the

o specific ends' of ;our own studies., . | - Ff —
- / ‘ . ’ We will “&rn BO-J to- some lllustratmns of how teéhniques from
. different l;.nes of resea.rch have amplified our understa.ndmg of -
'\\? speétator role uses of la.nguage, and to some examples of fruitml areas’ .
. ".‘ .~‘~ for mrther investiga.tz.on. 'l‘he topics that’ will be discussed include’ <
) aﬂ"fdns of specta.tor role chperience, the ch:.ld's emerging "sense
. ' of story,"/ the nature of poetic form, developmenta.l cha.nges {n ways oi’
‘ | v dismssmg the spel:ta.tor role, rea.d.ing interests, and the’ na.ture of

) representation of exoerienceo

Early Forms of the Spgctator ‘Role

How soon does the chi.ld bégin to differerrbia.te between spectator

.'.{ o

«»en&pa.rtieipa.nt roles? o ' ) ' . o= N L

7]

. Several l.Lnes of evidence converge to suggest that the basic, ’
7 s 3
at_fitudina.l distinetion;'between spectator and participant roles-of

v .

P language use is a’v'e_ry‘ee.rly one, perhaps occurring ag early &s ‘an.

-

infant's first structur'ed bebbling.’ Ruth Weir (1962), studying the

presleep monologues of her son Anthony at the age of two-and-a.-half, T

p)iovides many exam

~

les of 1a.ngua.ge which the child is using to structure

unfairness of ‘the fact tha.t the family dog--'but not the child--is allowed
to eross the street, to the sha.red attention® ‘among mother, father;{d}
"son) . -

" Studying the speech of "Nigel" at an ‘even earlier age, Michael
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Halliday (1975) .similarly finds evidence of the use of language in what’ ‘

“ he calls the "imaginative mnction." He provides an ex&lent summary e ..
- of one line of development!n the’ specta.tor role° B e |
...the child also uses Ia.nguase for crea.’o:mg a universe of his - _
own, a world literally of puré sound, but which gra.dua.lly turns ¢ .
into ore of story and me.ke-be]ieve and let's pretend’ a.nd ) . ~
'ultinntely ‘into the rea.lm of poetry and imaginh.tive writing. (p. 20)
Ha.JJ,iday cla.ims that Nigel has begun this progression by 15 months,
at a stage which precedes the a.cquisition ot fhe- ‘lexlco-grammatical
system that is usually- identified as the beginning of"!peech. _

-

Hallida,v a.nd Weir are both lingtusts ’ "and neither was primarily

concerned Wluh the orisins of htera.ry ‘experience. The:’.r e*;idence is L "

T
. =

also gentative in that ea.ch relies upon a. corpus of %a’ca gathered from
a single child. Their a.na.hrs gain pawer from the theoretical T -

perspectivés tha.t ea.ch brings to bear, a.nd., for our purposes,’ from the
]

convergence of views in an a.re‘b. which was,. for them, of only peripheral
. ' ] A. 3 . . . ‘, . . Y
concern, Careful study of M differentiation of imaginative or

. spe.’?:tator role uses ~f language ncnetheless reralns for other iavestigators.

RO

Sense of Story
- N - N o
At a slighitly older age, we have 'a'rich body of data Felated to
,o/n'e aspect of children's spectator role experience: their ability €o / o

tell a story. Pitcher and Prelinger (1963) gathered 360 stories from -_

child.ren between the ages of two and ﬁé in response to the simple
request "Pell me a story." Though the:.r method of recording the ‘
'atories makes the corpus xna.ppropria.te for somefkinds of analysis,l .

it 1s possible to use their collection to denommte that by about
.~ . ~ - . c._‘ . »

.

e 1

-
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. rela.tively late age hth the fictiona.l elemen" inlhost specta.tor role

» . .
. L . , . .

_— «»'v""‘ . .._ 13 Lt v D v )
% ¥ ' B B . . .
two-a.nd-a-half c.nild:'ep ha.ve hegun to develop expecta.tions about /

wha.t "tel].'l..ng a s,tory" in‘volves s a.dopting certain 'bas:Lc conventions
!
of story te&hng, and becoming more a,dept at_, the use of, these conventions

as the children grow ~older. ) . . ' / ‘ .

Stoﬁ.es are of course enly a stthset of si)ecta,tor role experience,

a.ndz we a.vra.it studies of early development o§ other genres (rhymes, for

examp);e, and acting-out of story themes)"_

R

)Dry telling is on]y one side,.o =y a child's experienee thh .
t‘s{' the expeetations thay shape the stories they tel.‘l. must come
pridarily ﬁ'om the stories thegs;nam heard. . Our best data sbout very

oung children s direct response to -stord.es they have heard 1s again—

P

- in ca.se studies, partj.cula.rly Dorothy White's §195%) dia.ry-chronicle
of her daughter Ca.rol's experiences before the, a,ge of figg, k/
li'braria.n, White :ts\sensitive to both books a.nd children a.ud provides

&

ma.ny idtriguing insights into the cha.nging needs and interests which
books “can sa.tisfy in these first yea.rs. Among the developnents which
'can 'be.tra.ced using the diary entries are a gradual complica.tion in
-the child's concept of what a story is, as it, ?rogresses from a history
to a- repré’sentatlon of exoerience. ("N7 real England,"” Ca.rol a.ssegts
at )a.baut the age of fot.r, "just paper Engla.‘nd "'p. 127.) Gkher

developments include the en;}oyment of nonsense as ancther legitima.te :

- ]

spectator Fole genre, a concern with the origin of stories R the direct

iptera.ction between life and hterature, and 2 lgk,ef concern un.t:.l ‘a
na.rra.tive. . Lo .. . /<‘ o
N M s ’ 1y N %
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and, larger groups of children. - (jI‘he limits on the /generalizabilitj of

Ca.rol's experience are patent' she is u.nusua.lly bright, comes from an

unusua.l_y literary home, is observed unusm.lly closely, and lives 1n
Hew Zealand ) '

An investigation using six anf nine yea.r old children in I.ondon, '
\
: England, ‘for exa.mple, exnlored the extent to which they recognize tha.t

most of the stories they enjoy are fictiona.l,-as well as thelr e
knowledge’ of some of the other conventions of this story world With

&

school age children, it is possi‘b]e to a.sk quite directly a.bout thei..

-
¥

expecta.tions e.nd pesponses to stories, as long as’ ono remem‘bers tha.t
- the Iga.rticula.r Wording of a question can hawk>a. ‘ry strong influeﬁce
¥ on the respcmse. Preadolescents in pa.rticula.r will respond to the

most- 1itera.l ‘inuez;preta.tio,n ‘of a question rg.ther than to the underlying '
b ' X T, . . . s - .

intent.

? e

-

Wha.t emerged with the London children was tge.t 'beliefs a.t age
%‘t, R

six were weverings: most of the children interviewed would deﬂend at
length the rea.lity of one or a.nother favored story cha.ra.cter, but were

less sure about whether 211 characters were ‘sinilexrly. real, (It was

not uncormon for Q. child to Believe in ‘Cindetella ‘but not in Red Biding .

Hood--or vice vers’a..) Joseph, discussing g!a.nt(s, 1s typica.l o—f memr g
-

'both in his unquestioning accepta.nce of their pla.ce in the woz:ld #

in &e wa.y he uses &ore genera.l schema.ta. to ma.;:e sense of his literar:p

,e@eriencew ) ’ . o .
- ~ . ) . -
Have you ever seen a gie.nt"--David saw one when he was a J!ltfle
Cy e -
boy. —-Have you ever seen ohe? --Why do you think you ve
never seen’ qne?--One" was pade, y only David picked,...fired stones

0
£y

up and he fell to the lground and he was killed and”he's in-




.o wben th.ey rea.lize that the questions ate being Xed {u ea.rnest theirr d

- 3 LANRY
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heaven.--Do ,yo;u think there ever used to be gi#.nts"--Yes.--f
Do you: think there are any now?--No, they were a.]_'l. killed b

the golice. (Applebee, 1978, P- ’-IJ-I-)
. ' Joseph has o'bvlously ha.d a thoroxgh introduction to the bibllca.l

ha.mtives H in a.nother rart of the interview he uses the’ story of
, Noa; a.nd the f‘lood to explain the disa,ppea.ra.nce of "witches a.nd that,"
' tt!ovgh‘ he dates it all to "A long time ago vhen I was a baby.
. .; .. By hine, such’ beliefs have disa.npeared theﬁgh some children

s initia.lly trea.t sucbﬁréstions as an :anita.tion to story telling,

' }
4

R immediate and qui‘l:e 'universa.l reaction is to conclude tha.t the : ‘,(f
e inveati/gatpr is singulaz-ly obtuse. T - o c g )

,We mi«ght bspothesize thzt _the lack of differentia.tion between -
fact’ and’ fiction which 1s evident ‘in young children contributes to the .

pr%er bf stories in early socia.l:.za.tion. The- stories ‘children hear are

o/ very direct influence upon their e@ectationa' about what the world

/s 1ike--its vocahulary and /synta.x as. well as its characters and

\
aeti.\rj.t%/s/. Aa they grow older and more skeptica.‘!. it isj the specifi" )
. cha.ra.cter,s e,nd their’ mégica.l a.ctivitj.es whicb'children eventually

. reject not the recu.rrent values, roles, and’ relationshlps to which the -
characters g.’;.vq, a cdncrete ‘forn,

’

A Sense of the th,le et . i
» i ‘
‘, » In discussing gbe ne.ture of poltic discourse, we empha.sized the
L} .

importance of relati'onsbips between constituent parts, leading to a-

. structured whole We also bointed ou" that the structuring Principles

which under:Lie snectator réle di course “are rela.tively poorly understood.
. 'B;rt thgpgh WQ;,I&VG not been pa:icula.rly succes’égiil in analyzing these

‘ .
'\:9 . ‘—f- ° '




S aerm.& a.ml o% the relationships (idehtity, binitarity, mplementarity, )

./

« - . .
. . R . . 3

C ‘ ‘ ’
principles, we 211 use them whenever we read or tel.l a story. ) .
4 A
Children, too, develop exnecta.tions a.bout the structure of storiesv
~

and use’ those exsectauions in the stories they tell (though we m:.ght -

.

, -expect quite. & large gap between a.bility to appreciate and a.bility to

-
-

ewholes ha.ue bceq, in the‘a.ree of concept devélopnent

create) The&ative simplicity of their stories makes them pa.rticularly
e.menable to. a.na.lysis the principles tha.t er:krge from su[ch studies '.

can -be generalized in 'E'u.rn &S hypotheses a.'bout the stmctu.re bf)more

N 3 * b

ma.tnrefoms. W - -

\ - - - :

[

' M
" .g_ The most e:d;ensive investiga.ticns of psychologica.lly mea.ningful

The work of -

- Brungw; Browa Vygotslqr, a,ne others lea.ds us towa.zd an a.na.]ysis i.p.to
) elexnents ’dtH~épecif/ied a.ttributeq, the nature of the conceptua.l

' whole then Eecom‘s a ftinction of’ w,hic‘tributes ‘are criteri&l or |

\

‘ approach to Pitcher

oy two to five yea..‘

o

\ 2.

a.nd so on) necog,nizec among ettrfo}ztes._ Both *the. ,types of attributes

- \"\n *'

a.nd the zia.tuz‘e of the ,rclationships *tha.t ere recognized a3 signj.fscant
Shdw qharacte;istie developmeg a.l cha.nggs, :" ‘ - [ . . ) /

‘fhis— type of aqe.lysi's as.n be t’ra.aspos&d relatively diz‘e"tlag to.

s
s AT

child.ren- s ,stapriés. I:he p,lo% oi‘ a story, for exampl% can be considered "

to ba. made up.,of- 8 set of incidetc':.s, ea.ch w1th a speci...ie'ble sat of

\a.ttributes (cha.fa.stei's ,.a‘:ctions, set ing, mood) ‘The problem of

-

stumrlng pbetic fom then becoxnes a. problem of specifying the types, o;. ’

‘g N . l_ y -

relat ionshipe a.mon;

*

a.utributes preseqt in a given stox-f‘( Teking this-
and’ Prehnger s (1963) collectioh /of stories told .

o,].ds leads to strih_.ng pa.raJ.lels with Vygotsiky's (1962)
o

"

-
.

v

.

reoorts of results from his studies of ,concept development

L]

'/f

v

O
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Using nonsense vords, V}gotsky e,ssed children to ma.stgr the 4 .

concepts necessa.ry to la.bel a. col_'!nction of blbcks of waing\colors L
- and sizes. He called the first genera.l stage: "hea.ps," from the child' }

“ tendency to rea;h out and "heap” up the blocks hen asked which ones - .. s
R ‘ should go together. Ve'ry ,Yound children sometimes use‘»a. similai- . ‘ j’ o |
L Orsa.niza:biona.l princip..e when asked to, tell a story' they seize uptji SN

_a.nd enmnnerate virtua.llf a.mvthing in their perceptua.l field w:.th

!

little beyOnd their immedia.te presence o link the elements of the story" '

. . , ) , ]
: ey together. NN . “ .. ‘ Y

1
¢

< Five other., more sophistica.ted types of orga.niza.tion were aldo - '
R ,found L the children s stories, ea.ch with its own ba.rallels in . 5\

- - Vygotskw's studies. The full set a.nd their a.ssociated concept levels <
. " are listed below: - Lo .

< ‘ RN
. \ n\ - * R Ve -
. ( - . ¥ P ° ]
- ~- Children ] stories . {Loncepts . . . . o
. ‘ - * ) 4 ) ‘: v
nHeap . . “e. ', -~ Heap . |, e

P

. S . ‘ Sequence o ‘ Associative complex ' -

'l ) " A

U o h .Primitive narrative v 'Cfo;l.lect'ibn complex.

o Un:f‘ocussed cha.in  Chain complex °

T ' S Focussed cha.in - 'Pseudoconcept R e

o Narrative .. * —  True concept 1 »
Y . v L c . N
The close a.ssocia.tion bntween ..hese two orga.niza.tional ta& is

irrt:eresting and, one a.ssumes, not a.coiéental Even more interestlng
v . )
i.g the fact tha.t the six stages ca.n be “Seen as the result ol the -. L

' development and eventua.l integrat'ion, of two more ba.sic stxucturing
rinciples, centering and chaining. Centering involves .Xhe a.ddition .

‘of new elements on the*basis of attributes shared with a fixed

center ~-=-3 main cha.racter, 2 p‘_.rticula.r set‘:.ing, or, in more' . . TN

. [ e

. sophisticated .mrks, a thene or point of vie' .. Chaining invplves a,
Q 'li‘nld.ng of inciden ts one to another in a 10ng cha.in, so tha.’c edch - -

.
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- chiidren s stories is a very powe'rml a:ld genera.l one for research

' in a comglex a.rea.. the dra.mng of a.nalogies to problems tha.t have beeu

o
a.pproa.ched successﬁﬂ.]y Ln other resea ch areas often y:.elds a fresh

’

perspectiv-e that wi]_l opan up new e.nd -profita.ble l:.nes of inquiry

' serve & 'mumber of funetions, of which oné of the most importa.nt is

i The organiza.tional schemata. md71y1ng children}s storie.s ~
=

Y their ability tq simphfy increasingly complex experiences. There is

& sense in which a.ny given event in a narra.tive is more higbgy -

4 @redicta.ble than any given event in, s]a.y a. seqjuence, because it is .

bound more mny to the other elegents in the d.iscourse. Though in

14

[4

-

j thes.e stories we ha.ve been looking at chlld.?n s produét:.ons
r tha.n tb.eir _Tespoases to literature, & num‘ber of direct a.nd
' testa.‘ble —h:{potheses about response do emerge:ﬁ “Ye would expect for

-~  exahple, "that the child who is ca.nable of producing a:rstory with a
simple narrative structu:r:e wtnxld a.lso be able to use sueh e. structuré‘
a.r a kind of _scaffolding for his or her memory of gtories heard, and A
should show evidence of suéh an a.ss'imila.tion in any retelling of
unfsn:'.ﬁ.ar stOries,,_ We tnis;ht alsp expect tha." stories ths.t ma.ke use
of the more sophist:.ca.ted mod.es of orga.niza.tfon would be easier, to n
retell than those with less sophisticated orga.nizigg*"orinciples. %ina.lly

+ for any.given child, we mightre;ec{to\ﬁnd that the use of thesf
schema.ta. or. ormiza.ti‘pna.l pa.tte*ns wou.ld develop ﬁrst in respondmg
to stories and would la.ter be evident in telling stori es.' (There is
an'é.nalogy here to adult experinnee-——-mt of us respond to novn].s that
vgecmxldno»begintowrite.) - .‘ - s ’

Discussing sto-_-

. The sorts oé data that we have been discussing 'So far lie at best

~
- . .

4

.
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theyheve read .

20,
on the borderline of yha.t has tra.ditiona.lly been cons:.dered. the scope

of studies in response to litera uz‘e. They were chosen to illustra.te

e

how such approaches tan, provide ins:.ght into procésses which underlie

13

both production and responsé in the specta.tor rqle. .We will pow

- wT

turn ,to the type of data upon which the great ma,jority of studies

of response to literature have rélied: what people sy about what_ '

-
¢

First, we need to recognize that in this situation we are

no longer looking a.t spectator role la.nguage directly. We are askin‘g
students to a.dopt the pa.rticipg.nt role to tell us‘:ha.t they can

about the spectator role experience which they have had. Thus ‘one of
our tasks (in boths design and mterpreta.tion) is to look through
what they say, to the subaective, personal resPonse which they are,
attempting to Qescribe. .

The Child's Conceot of Story (1978)/'ores'ents da.;a. from a series

of tasks used with six, nine, thu‘teen, and seventeen year old children.

>

Tb.e sa3ks exe rel..tively tra.d.i iorfa.l tres in this avea of resea.:ch

4

a.sld.ng them to discuss stories they k.how, to retell unfamilia.r materia.l,
to explain proverbs, to give reasons for lik\ing or for net liking
pa.rtic\ﬁ.a.r texts, a.nd the like. The variety of tra.sks is essential,

’
for the simple rea.son- thal each task produces its own cﬁaracteri-stic
AR

v

estion such as "What do you th.mk a.bout tha.t |

story”" produces aivirtually universal "It's nice" or "I liked it".-

a.nd different response.

which the NAZ?P (1973) discovered after going to consideﬁable expense to

gather responses to a smila.r question. "What was the story about",

produces, at least with preadolescents, a tendenc;,r ,to give a long 1ist ©
’ . v f

. -
K ' . 22
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‘of cha.ra.cte;;. "Té11 me about the story prompts some children to

a.n extended retelhw Irha;. sa.Ves the situation fmm disintegratmg
into chaos is the fact ‘tha.t underlymg those e.spects of resoonse.which
o . are shaped 'by the d}'emand characteristics of thé e.cperi'menta.l- ta.sk

' there remain broad and discerna.ble pa.t’cems which e.pply to th3 mn:

. range of responses. . T B T 4
Rather than describe in de’c/a.:.l pa.rtictﬂ.a.r experiments a.nd sets of §
responses , We will concentra.{:e here on the patterns that emerge from '
the various comrerging lines of evidence. These pa.ttems-—not surpriéing]y,
~ ' ’ 11’ we accept the theoretica.l notibns outlined in the ea.;ly sectionﬁ\ .
. of this paper--panllel findings in other areas of \nsychOlogical
1nves"iga.t'7 on, in pa.rt.ictﬂ.az tk‘results of Piagetts investisa.tlons >
"ot verious scientific \concepts. His p*eopera.tional, codcrete opera,tiona.l,
a.nd ea.rly and la.tev' formal operationil stages provide a convenient
. R way or orga.nizing a.nd interpreting restygts. (The pa.rt:.ctﬂa.r
- popu]a.tions sampled were ‘¥hosen Mth}:s stages in mi’nd ‘td ma.ximize

%he raﬁ.o of bet‘l en to within sa.mple varia.tion.) - ) o

. 41."7," hd

During the preonera.tionaj. stagé, the@ﬁchmd"sf. repre§en+.a+ions of

literary or spectator role e:@erience take a very simple fo'rn.-
ne-to-one correspondnnce between the story and its menta.l representa.tion.
o " . There is little 6r no evidence of recoding at this stage; there is :
' viz'—tuauy no summarization pr categoriza.ti‘on/ though with a story that
hq,s not been thornghl,f leamed there may be a good deal of f*agmen.,e.tion
a.nd disorga.nization. The basic representa.tional princ{ple ts an ena.cti e-
o;ne,3 and the responses that result can be extensive. (In tasks
' d‘ﬁ'king childn'en to discuss stories, for example, the six year olds
' ‘ za\rc longer'a.‘re'rage responses than a.n,; other age group.) The famildar

o~
M .
- A}

: L Y — . ~ ] ‘o
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a.t tb.is stage, in- ta.sas for which the enaJct:Lve retelling of a story
is o‘bviousl,; not apnropria.te. (Th:.s is the case, for example," in a
request for. rea.sogs for liking a favorite story.) Such ta,_sks yield
L very little endencé of apy mrther structu:e or logical coherence .
in the obild's 'i'epresentation of a story.
" ' 'J.‘he acqnisitlon of concrete opera.tiona.‘l., schenata bring’s with it
" & new tendency toward sunmarization and categorization. The story- is
represent? in terms of more generai cha.ra.cter* stics vhich it sha:es
\rith other literary experiences‘ it ma,/’be an "adventure ,'L for Q\
emmple of & *'happy story, J or "a.'oout tra.ins For ‘the first tin:e{‘ the
' child begins to give sys"ema.tic rea.sons for liking or dislking stories,
showins an abil:.ty to integrate various aspects of response through

the ca.tesories into which the work has 'been cla.ssiﬁed A favored
, for exanple, becduse ,it is "funny” and "about
‘Tt is at this 3tage tha.t'the child beg@d engage in reié.?i}ely!}\..
extended tr\ansa.ctiol dlscussions of a story, a.t the preoperational L
stage, the ch:‘le7 "dis sing a._story relies on etic techniques,
: ‘.r'eéxperiencing the stoxy in the' process of retellY 4
| Formad opera:tio thought brirgs mth it a num'ber of changes,
suneed up most simply ag an a.'oility to look "beyond the informa.t*'bn |
. given" {Bruner, 197%). Jerelopmentally, this finds é’xpression “in two
‘ (corresponding to the period du.ri\ng which
" Plaget a:sserts the: mech isms” of formel g;ations are Being acquired,) ,

the .orbdomina.nt approach to discussing rature is one of annlysis.

Everything becones a legitimate topic of inquiry: the motives of

2%




characters, the structure’ of the work, the explanation of persdnal -

L)
] r

from this a.na...ytic e.poroa.ch is a movement away from the exacting .

.- reactions of plea.su.re or dista.ste. . Pa,ra.llelmg a.ndsseemingly distinet |

literalism of the preadolescent. : Where a nine year old will expla.i.h T
' a'sayi;ng such as "When the cat is away, the mice wifl play” in t'erms '
~of pets and rodents, a thirteen yea.r old will see an a.na.low with a

wider clé.ss of life expertences'/'It is like ‘when the teacher goes ' /

out, the children shout." This is a major, step toward the recognitioh

.that liter;ture is, in Denys Harding's (1962) words, "an accepted

technique for discussing the che.nces f ufe. e - et 3 s
Y | The final step towa.rd Harding' s goal comes in 'bhe second stage

. of formal opera.ti.onal uhO\J.Sh which is cha.racterized by an explicit

‘ i . concern with general,ized mea.nings. The earlier focus on analysis now '
. ‘7 becomes somewhat seconda.ry as a pa.rt of the explana.tory framework . ' B e
\, supporting the 'oroa.der genera.liza.tions which are the real concern, -
“Works are: discussgd in terms of their theme or ‘point of view, and A

the effects of the' work upon the rea.der begin toJe formulated in terms

_ / ‘of understa.nding gained (Or not ga.i.ned) through the experience, ‘and the
ways id which it has altered the ‘reader',s expectations or interpreta.tions

of the world, - ‘ S o

Figure 3 pro'&des a schepatization of the trends we have been

4

)

. Figure 3.about here

v discussing, §d illustrates one further aspect of this line of
' Coe 3 ’ e P - ' . ‘%
development: * there is a.wpa.ra.llel evolution in the ways children

s .

formulate their response to the objective chara.cteristics of the work |

\ and the ways the y describe the ef‘fect thisg objective construct has

- .

upon then,
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" -children can do if placed in a position where this prelerred n;ode of

LN )
. -

i

-

gl 4

\ cﬁi’ldren s a.'oility to respoad nonverba.lly

J _an bility to end a.stQry in a way consistent with its ove . .“

4

. 24 _

There a.re two constraints on the medel presented in figure 3 that
’ne;Y o be made explicit First, it is a summa.r,s?*of‘ children s
preferred way of respondiig--oi vwhat. they do when they ha.ve a choice

aboui what to say and how to say it It says noth:Lng a.béut what

4

R -

resppnse is re;}ec"ed as inadequate or inappropria.te , and nothing a.bout

»the ﬂmemiOns of resoonse in interaction with- a tea.cher or a peer.

. Second, ‘he m@el is based on those a.spects of response wh\ch

childre'n are sble to verba.lize, a.nd quite likely obscures some s
developments which :re occurring a% a less consciou,s or formrlable level.
One area where thiskgi;;e concerns the effects of fomal ope,ra.tions
upon spectator role exnerience. In story completipn tasks, tb.ere a.re
ma.rked differences in the ability of childre,n a.t different eges«to
extrapola.te from an 1'vcomplete te;t in order to provide an a.ppropria.te
ending (Ga.rdner, 1973, Ga.rdner and Gardner, 1971). Young children
“tend to provide an ending” ‘that 1s nnkad wﬁh ‘a single incldent rather

”»

than \'J.th the ove*all stz;ucture of the, smry, slightl..f older ones draw . -,

e,

" nnon a stock of conventiona.l endings appropriate for stories of. t.ze'

_ type. they are considering Only in a.doléscence s there evidence of

rr
structure, though these &ppropriate endings may Aot be very crea.tive."

The question that a.riseg. is whether the prea.doles ent's lack of '

sensitivity to overaJ_l s»ructure is also presdeg or listenin'g

. to complete stories. This reqq_,res & different ld.nd of*evidence, since

v [ 4
o
from their a.biIi"y tgonsciously extrano]a.te. As an interesting and

very suggestive 'eegiméng in this area., we can cite DeBoer s (19‘?8)

"

-~

nay ‘be considerably different e
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L

. "surprise” endings were no-surprise at all.

25 - . . ..
's responses to ra.d:.o drama., Using physiological

‘measures of pulse, blood p-essure, ani ga.lvan..c skin response, as well
o ¥ 5

a3 records of overt motor rea.ctions ’ he found tha.t prea.dolescents - / -
\ -
responses developed incident by inciden:!: whereas adoléscents a.nd adults
v

showed a development.of response over the c.ourse of the ’"d’ra.ma,, This
was pa.rticula.rly evident in' the case of surprise endings° adolescenﬂs;.
whose expecta.tions /seemed: to be sha.ped. by the early stages of the .

drama., réa.cted sharply when these expecta.t:.ons were upset. Younger
7
childreh, reacting ineident by incident, responded as thoug}\: the -

4’_/ »

sbout the *prdcesses that ha.ve led them to those preferences. It is

nonetheless true that our eva.lua.tion of an. experience is an 'I"porba.nt o

L]

. @spect of our enc,ounter with it; we usually remembe_r if we liked or

-sense of the experiemce, fitting it iato our y-'iew of the world. Ceorge

disliked a boog: or an author ong agter_qur mer;xory 6 the details o;

- N o ' ] ‘ . . .
the storf hake fded. g ' N n

' We make such judgrents as part of our general attempt to make.

19 ! LA * i ’ ’
Kel:Lv ”(1955) a.rgues in his discussion of personal construct theory that

. each individual evolves a set of bipola.r 'constfucts” which are used to
y S
order and meke sense of tbese experiences. In each particula.r domain

-
1 3

of experience, a sabset of those constructs having‘ pa.rticula.r

relevance a.nd abplv c-b.bilit,,r wil.l even"ua_'l_'w be developed Although

‘I
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. Mair (1968) Baaice.ll,; they involve the rating of a .number of elements

© 26 .. | .

)

each of us develops a set of constructs in interaction with our un;.quely .
personal-experiences, because we function within a cqumon cultural .
milieu there will be Eome commona;lit& in the systems that e.merge.
K’el.:lsr's work, t it }'_Jroceeded i:ndependently and relies on

very difrere minolog/, is cog;pa.tlble with that of the other
tbeorists on ~hom we have been dra.wing. ( notio‘pf a system of
constructs is.essentially a way of describing and amalysing
"rep'resenéa.tions c:“f e.xberi?nqe.") Kelly's repertory grid techniques
als? brovide s w:i.th/ some methodologies for géing beyond the

-—

superficiality of the usual study of reading interests toward a fuller
undérstanding of, the kind of judgments that are made in responding

. - , Y .
to a story./ vt . .8 ¢~ ./

-~

Grid. teehniqmas ~have been discussed in deta.il by“‘Ba.nnister and.

from the domain of 1nterest (m this ca ﬁhting in the specta.tor §

N

,./-—"“"—"“V
roI'éﬂ on a mmber of specific constmcts that are used to ma.ke sense

-

“of these elements. Various methodological: variants allow one to ?

'mvestiga.te the ‘type and number of constructszc‘bua.‘!.ly used by a given

4 S,ndividua.l to establish b:.era.rchica.l a.nd correla.tional relationships —

.-

.~ . -JIn format, the latter approach can be identical to Osgood's

- among these’ constructs, and, to examine ¢ommonality of respo*xse in 5 -

grotips of J.ndiv:.dua.ls asked to use a set of spec:.ﬁc constructs. . .

semantic di“*’erential (Osgood Suci and Tannenba.um, 1957; Miron &nd

-
>

Osgood 1966) , but there are ba.s:[c differences in the assurptions and

—

goals of the two techniques. YVhere a seugarrtic differential asks for

\

gereralized scales, repergory grids ask . - S
. & . - <
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Wt for 1itera.l rat‘ngs _on sca.le., desiﬁed to be di;ecﬂ,y relevant to the .

' items being rated. In 3 sense, t(ze reper'bory grid involves a systematic

L}

J 2 stucy of the ”deno“ative conxmmdmg" that Osgood warns aborut m the
’\ . . »- f
’ use- of the semantic differeﬂtial. T
. |
- . Grid techniques offe;- a powerﬁzl methodology for measuring

' attitudes and autitude change- They can be used in case Studies of \
singledndividuals or la.rge sca.le studies of group response They are
releva.nt to studies of general attifudes (towa.rd poetry, for example) as

' wel]ba.s highly ‘specific ones (rea.ctions to pa.rtictﬂar okaracters in 4

nml) They can be adapted to measure the effects of teaching, of

’
‘Their chief limita.tion is'a technica.l one'

.

. age, of persona}:.ty they

-

genera.te an eno-mous quantity of data a.nd raise statistical issues
| thmat requ_ze gore sophistication than ba.s been evident in most studies
. LS - of Iitera.ry response. To _a@id being swamped w‘ith uninterpreted da.ta.,
it is ‘even mpre essential tha.n usual to know in a.dva.nce what qugstions '

{
. e.re to be asked and which specific analytic techniques will be used

to answer then.

- To i.".lustre.te scme of zthc *qms of info tion tba.t ,8rids cen

’ yleld we can consider some s'tudies which useg. su lied constructs
{ a.nd asked for ratings of a number of stories (specific titles wer'e\
1976b).

_ @opses f»om sa_..ples of six, nine, thirteen,’ and seventeen year olds

supplied by indlvidual children) (Applebee, 1975, 1976a,

indicaWed that as 2ge increases, there is a. tendency toward increasing
’consensus in patterns of const¥uing. 'l‘his consensus is .
greater in the’ structure of the construct $ystem (e.g., in the way & .

Judgment that a work is "simple" relates.to a judgment that it is "long")’

¥4

- .than in ratings of spe_cific stories. The presence of such consensus

J .

-
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in patterns of coast provides the basis for a sha.red'or coznon .‘ / o

culdural experience; it \LS a measure of tb,e extent “to which ‘ch

. individual's persona.l con.struction of the world is simila.r to tha,t

L . . .

- . . of ltis or her peers.
q Although the stmctn;re grows more consistent with: age, its ba.sic ’
dimensions are present in the youngest saunnles studied Lesser overa.ll . ‘

’ I'd

consensnus in younger sa.mples seems to reflect & more idiosyncra.t:’cc

, patterning of ‘indiv'idual gonstructs in the na.jor dimensions, ra.ther . )

oL * than differences in tHe :di'n;ensions themselves. (That is, st six ' —

there is less agreene.nt a.bout the specific constructs that contribute .
o a Judgnent of liking o: d;.sliising but at both six a.nd seventeen, e

the Judgme/nt ot mﬁag or disli!:ing remains an importa.nt dinension of Ll ey

response. ) It 1s uaclear from the data in these particulq.r studies ’

whether /6.1-. the younger 2ges ye vere mea.sm:ing stable individua.l differences S

or lack of. sta.ble stﬁcture in individual pa.tterns of response. .

rl ‘ Three na,jo*' d.imensions of response - energed a.nd were labelled

e "evaluation," "sinp];l.city, and "realism® None is particularly S

surprising; they are intuitively lsensible and correspond well with-

L - R . -

L TR

prev'ious studies of. response.

There are soce 1n"erest.ng developnenta.l cha.nges m the nature of T o
the :]udgment reflected in these dimensions, however. Among the constructs .
‘related to eva.lua.t* on, for exa.nple 'both "ends h...ppily" a.nd "works a

out as you’' would expect in the end" shift from posa.tive cha.racteristics i .”/ L

at nine to nega.tive ones at se'v‘enteen; "disturbing” shifts fr&q a °~ ° 4
,ne"a'.tive\t? a positive characteristic during the same time peribd . Each . =«
of these can be interpreted as rcfleceing the increa.sing concern of L. {

-
i

the older children with adult’ "1iterature enploying more sophi ~‘t:icev.ted ’e =

.
..
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themes* Simplicity- shows a different sort of charige. The y@st . \
: chudren studied: were 'cerﬂed primarily with reading dirricqnty a.nd. '

_',, age a.pproprie.ueness, the older ones m.th the contrast between simple ' ) ¢

and conplex-book.s a.ll o? which are adult- (10814 versus Far From the .
Maa%gowd 11lustrated this comtrast in the responses of one /

) “seventeen year old' Ice Sta.ticn Zebre versus ‘The Go-Between illustrated-

it in the respOnses of a.nothbr) Concern with realism also showed an
evcl‘ation, from the six yee.r old's distinction between the real a.nd the

v . A

make-believe to. a la.ter concern with the distance between the world ef v

the. stbry and that of ..he reader's own lif‘e. L0
Grid ra.tings can also be ysed to examine the general cha.racteristics ]

of stories as perceived by children at’ a given/age a.nd hence, the

- way’ i’n which these- experiences will be sha.pin&;,he expectations
(con.structs, representa.t* ons) present in later enconnters w".[fh simila.r
genres‘. In the six to seventeen yea.r old stwdy, Gpr example, the ratings
indica.ted that ch_ldren enjoyed the ma.,jori"y ‘of their encounters with

| stories, prcviding a ‘basis for develcping wha.t Britton (f§68) has™ - ' .
ceJlec‘ X legzcy Qf past sa.tisfa.ctions. Prea.dolescents also tenﬁ to
perceive their s‘-ories &s ending happily (an. acc&!'ate perception of

. most child.ren s litera...ure) , setting' the gﬁund for the "happiness 'binding '
which Squire (196’4-) has reported as one obsta.cle limiting the responses -

_ of somewha.t qlder children. In this context, Squire 8 finding can be
interpreted as’ ube result of a legitimte expecta.tiou (of ha.ppy endings)

i which A8 no longer aporopriate when readers’ tu.rn from children s

1itera.ture to more mature litera.ry fcrms. (That Wilson ﬁ.966] fov.nd

-l‘

N
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' response to literature concerns the neture of a representation of

2

~
-

, ' f ’ ¢
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oo e
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Do evidence of ha;npiness b:.ndlng in college freshmen suggests that, as

one wculd expect, students eventua,uy develop a Sew a.nci/ more h '

appropriste set’ of e*c:!ecta.t:.on.s for dee.ling with adult htera.ture ) '
‘Such’ resu.].ts are only suggestive of some of the fra.ys that grig.

techn@ues R a.nd the theoretica.l orienta.tion that supports them, ce.n

" be brought to 'bear on questions that a.rise in the study “bf litera.ry

response. ‘ PR T .-

-
a

" The Nature of Representation - L.

Thenature of representation becomes pa.rticula.rly importazrt when we

L 4

A fascina.ting questton whlch %rises very 'Quickly in the study of

experience. There are a nmnber, of imrestiga.tors who offer usei‘ul guides ;
*in this general\ a... In mr oW n work, I have drawn heav;ﬁy upon .
cognitive theori sts, pa.rticula.riw Piaget Bruner,, and Vygots y With -,

a Iea.vening of. George Kelly, whose terminology and enphs.sez ca.n be )
pa.rticula.rly useful in studying havior in educational epntexts. . 'A

'begin to consider the general area of tb.e "influence” or- effect" of

literature: however effects are toT‘i,’o%mlated, they must alter
individua],s representations of experience in speci,g;‘};hble ms.

Recently, Anderson and his colleaﬂues have t;irned uheir a.ttention

O

to the nature of representa.uion, in their a:ttem'o;/ to 'g.mders a.nd a:nd s LT

T

to mogel the processing and conprebension of texjt (Anderson, 1977 5 Anderson T
‘et al., 1977; Adans and Collins, 1977). Their "schema, theory of 1}

*

comprehension is comna.tible vith the work oi the psychologists already

mentioned, and elaborateg usemm on ,'Ba.rtlett's (1932) early but still
relevant studies. For those,turning to thelr work es g prelude to %n
studies of respoase, there are two dimensions that need careful

-
'
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,teg i comprehended by a particular ind:.vi.dua.l in studSrmg Averary ‘-

ave 3 M

considera.uon. First, the nodel they ha.ve p"'op05ed is in- its pres‘en’c . Q\

3 * -

fom essentia.l.‘ly a static one, designed to. expla.ln how -3 pa.rticula.r Ly

responso,,w_e need to ,think; of the intera,c{cion between 'bext gnd the
* ) \ . ’ .
structure of the relevant schemata more directly thgn Anderson and

. e 3 r]
-his colleagues "Ea.ve fau.nd necessary. Second though narrative texts

ha.ve .played o important Tele in their &perimental designs, the
perticu.la.r issyes addxessed have not made it necessery to formulate .
very mecisely the differences in the processes of comprehension in . \
spectator and participant roles., Fc}the study of literary' response, the.
nature of these differences is one of the major resea.rch questi,ons.

'

With these two points in mind, both-the theoretical papers a.nd the . &
s - ) .
experimenta.l studies ﬁ'om this grcup are an exce].'hent .

A

ste.rting point .for anyone beginning to investiga.te the effects of

'literature on aur- represen‘ta.tions of exper‘ience or the, effects of our -

;) ,
ﬂ@erience on response to 1itera:ture ‘ : -

® .
Conclusion . - ..

.

T Tbe a.pproach which has be-n recqmended in this paper is one in
‘which theoretit:a.l constrw:ts/ play an impor"a.nt role. They shape the .

-

questions wﬂ.}eh are asked and.the ways, in vhich particular sets of . ‘

. data. wil.l be mter;freted. At this stage of our knowledge, at lea.st, the -

mdsﬁ;sni uctive concern seems to e’ with building up a. coherent and.

,.cansistent porfra.:.t of uhe phenomena we a,re studying, a portrait L R

structured a.round such general theoretical comstructs as goetic end
transactional, spectator and participant, and Piaget's developnenta.l

stages. All of these’ ere probebly oversimplifications, But:,n’seﬁll ones
& P '2' . . ; ‘M . . - V'

P
- . ' EY . -
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. presupp:sitions.- There is xnore than one way to interpret virtuelly ahy -
set of daba, and al ernate perspectives can sometines show

/
‘us bow to strengthen and i_mproye our ovm.

' . . . - .
', . e . . -
"l [ ' * . ’

Y . | ,”32 " /—\\.

- which ﬁirther ra,ther than constrict our’ understa.nding

Given 'Eha.t research hmds a.nd energies are limi..ed, we gain
more from a- va.riety of ca.reﬁzll,v constructed experimenta.l tasks, each
ntilizing a.’ limited mm‘oer of «subjects, than from & sxnay.er number of
tasks completed ‘by large numbers of peéple. The IEA studies (Pu.rves

cet al, 1973) asi tha NAEP (1972) s"ud.ies, for example needed very .

‘].a.rge sa.nrple& in order to prov:lde valid and precise estimates of..

overall a.chiever:ent levels; but as studies of pr,ocesses of litera."'y
résponse, the Sede tasks used with spall- samples would have been*
equa.lly.informa.tive. As it is, we are left in the IEA'and NAEP resnlts'

with ﬂsignirice.nt" correlations a.nd significa.nt" d.ifferences vhich,

_though real enough, are.too small to be worth the efrorb needéd to

uplain them, :Yet their vegy presence invites interpretation and
diverts a.ttention fron le.rger diﬁerences that may reflect the opera.tion
of more powerful and pez‘vasive dimensiops ot response, b

Given \t@ usefulness of & set of theoretiea.l concepts to guide

“our work, it is also. necessaxy tha.t our approaoh to any given set of

datg be open-minded There a.re ma:m usef1l lines -of evidence which -

can be drawn from literary critics, from linguists, from psychoa.na.l:rtic

studies, fron enthropologists and sociologists, from media research, and

. Ve would lose a great deal if e allowed our

-

. - R '(
v S < 390 : o
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interesting involvgs the éenerﬁiza. ion of the notiéns 9 Rostl ?%%

and spectator Tole erperience to other modes of discour A Ther

obvipous un_ties in our experiences in the several arts, which

Langer {1953) and Gardner (1973), among othérs, have noted, and many ’

of the lines of development discussed in this paper can be directly

paralleled in the other arts. The irplications of such a generalization

of Britton’® nodel need further and systemstic study, = -
A second, perheps more practically relevant, dimension in o L

need of amplification concerns the 1uteraction of reader and text-- -

particularly the processes involved 1n changing a given set of ‘

e;pectat;gns (whether about the specific conventions of literature or:

' the more-general characteristics of life). Such changes are hard to

ways of méasuring it limited. Nonet eless it is the cumiletive

of literature
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1. The sto 1es were transcribed by & fa.ml:.a.i gcd e the chlliren

“\
-

30

L pron&nciauion, ~hesi>

Jﬁqv\ ﬁ‘ '

_were tellmg them. THis le o the loss- of most evidence on

n, and Jievision, and a more-polishe version v
of the stories than would be the case with tape recordings. Ames (1966)
reports analyses of similar storigthered from essentially the

same population-in the yeazs following P.Ltcher and Prelinger’ "vork.
Eer reports provide some useful a.mplinca.tion of problems encmmtered
in gathering responses’ to this task. - -

Because. poe%ic techniques ca.n opera.te recurs:.ve]y on many 1evels,
a.ttri‘outes at ont level of analysis may be. elements at a.nother.
Chara.cters, for @kample, can themselves be analyzed as collections
of attributes (persou.liuy, sex, power, consanguinity, and so op)
which placc then in speciﬁable rela.tionships to one another. -
We_ can see here‘ en explana.tion of two phenomena with which pa.rents
and téachers are familiar: the child's ‘pleasure in hea.ring the same
story a.ga.in and again (a. process necessary to establish a complete _
enactive representatfon of it), and-the word-by-word exactness
required of any reteiling. - L \
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