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.. & ~ Background ° : -

! The behef that teachers should listen to what children voluntarily say about

a work of literaturd.rather than tell chﬂdren what they should say has a
. ) )
-~  substantial body of'supportive r'-’esearch Purve; and Beach (1972) indicate that

)

studies of response to literature,. dating from 1929, tend to estab]ish categories

for classifying responses. More recently, Cooper and Puryes (1973) and Lid and
\

Handler (1974) have attempted to pepu]arize the notion t'ha¢ voiu‘ntary cognitive

and aff’ective responses to literature can be dascribed and evaluated in the evei'yday

= ” )
classroom setting. ’

Researchers have effective]y described’ the verbal resppnses- of older children

. -and ado]escents (Loban, 1954; Squire”1956 Pi{rves and Rippere, 1968). But what

about young childrer\ in the efementary school grades who iack the Tluency of their

oider brothers and sisters? Might their responses provide significant information

-

concerning their knowledge and feehngs about Hterature" ' .
In workidg with ado]escents, Petrosky o7y _more than suggested that -
) response to )\terature is a reflection of cognitive and affective d&elopmea;. that
4 chﬂdren S responses to literature could avalve longitudznaHy In effect, one

" might be able to mepsure or describe an individuat’ s cha;iges in response-patterns

\,.Q .
D ,tgard me same piece of literature ' o . -

\

'ﬁe way,to investigate deveiopmenta] _response is t/perform longitudmal , —

-~

studies. Se]ecting a group of studerrts oné might over 3 period of years, have

“ ' A
»
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\,trem repeatedly read a given‘selectﬁon then compaye and contrast the responses .

to each read1ng or, one<tou1d over .a period of years, have certain des1gnated
students read and respondrto a seriyes, of'selections. then.conpare and contrast .
these responses. More expedrently,‘?ne m1ght sample studfnts 5?‘vary1ng ages from °

!

the Same populat1on expose them'to a given work of: 11terature and compare by age,

.‘esponSES I chose this tast method e ~ T

< \

Preliminary Studjes of Nonverbal Response to Literature «

s ° . ’
I conducted exp1oratory stud1es attempting to descri differences in response

K patterns of k1ndergarten first, secqnd third, and fourth grade children. 8oth

é

stud1es concentratdd Qn what are, from children, more retr1evab1e‘agg_analxzable'
T

responses‘than e1 her speaking or composvng. drawings. ) .\"

The first gtudy. (Domlan, 1976) attempted to compare the ‘types of draw1ngs

primary schooZ/ch11dren made after having The Giving Tree read to them. Ihgy .
1v ing Tree,, y Shel Si]verste1n, 1s~‘bta1e of a tree's 11felong devot:on to a boy 3
_‘ When the boy is young, thé tree prov1des pledsure and shade. As the boy grows. plder,
9

ré'matériar4st1c demandSuon the tree--apples to sell, branghes to'bu11d a

-

he oékes
,house a /trunk to nake a bpat. At the end, when the t(ee has nothing teft to g{ve,
the boy fiow o}d and sad, uses the stump as a seat.  Since The Giving Tree is a
fable f'g/oﬁth and development, it seemed a most’ appropr1ate veh1c1e for gett1ng

ch1;7reh of var1ous ages to respond Specif:cally, I wanted to know Vhether

kin ergarteners woulg see the same elements in the story that the fourth-grades did.

in ether words;, wouﬂF kindergarteners _drawings be dszerent from those of older
74 . l e .
f/ldren‘? e - e ’
/ : } S ' n .
Two var1ab1es were measured “Zolor selection and the degree of imbeddedness in
. 4

~

'“draw anything that came into their m1nds after hearing the story", but,they" had to

e »

restrict the 0se of coypr in their draw1ngs to three colors from a given packet of

eight. . It Has felt‘that if children selected red, green brown, or black, the1r
R I .

\‘l('< '._ : i
ERIC - e i3

L4

.the drawfngs To measure patterns of. color solection the children were directed to, .

LR ¢
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drawings would be nore “tree.oriehted.” If the children selected flesh tones
. ’

(yellow, orange) blue. or pufple. their drawings wpuld be more "bo ‘Qriented.

.

For tance ‘& student.would be. perceived as more "tree oriented" if the tree we:e

drawn with ‘branches coming from the trunk, leaves on the branches, and apples on
the leaves thfd the student who ‘merely drew a trunk and a green mass. Likewise, a ,

’

:' student would be perceived as more."boy oriented” if the human figure had fingers,

.

toes, aciaf'characteristics than the student who nerely drew a stick f1gure k

A few tentative.generalitations were made from this study. First, kindergarten
and first grade children tended to select brown green, and red crayons to draw
trees whereas second, thlrd and fourtb grade children tended to select orange,

(o4

-/
yellow, and blue to draw human figures As to. complex:ty of drawings general
conplexity 1ncreased from kindergarten through fourth grede. although the most 36/

;e

kindergarten picture was more cbmplex than™half of those drawn by third gradq:7
Younger children tended to- focus. on details in the tree, older children tende

focus on details in the human figure -1t weuld have been n1ce‘ty assume th

.k

. evidence in the drawings concluded that younger children view The.G 1v1ng Treg as a:

% story about a kind old tree and that older children View _K. ving Tree a sad
connentary on human frailty However without extens1ve background in’

»
of ¢hildren's drawings, such quesiﬁons could not bg readily answered:
‘ s 0 : * 1
A subsequent study (Donlan with Franks, 1977) attempted to dete

psychology .

ife whether the .

illustrations in the text of The Giv1ng Tree influenced the drawings,
. . s

"€ of color and complexity That is, did children merely copy from

- the text. Results indicated that no signifitant.ditferences exi ted in the~use of
g’ . o . - » ! - e b ‘ -
color’or in composition between the %onaro]f(saw illustratipn

- . . ‘v -
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. ('dldn:t see Ntrations) groups, qu'%ng a chf-square (p<.05) by grade level and

from those of older children. But why the drawmgs were dif er’nt. was Qifficult to

school chﬂiﬂ/n The general quest_1on was this: Do younger elementary school

chi.l,dren talk differently about llterature ‘than do older elementary school; ehildren?
The Procedure - . A

Forty. el-eiruentary school children in neighboring schools, dravm.f'rom the same -
populatlon as was used in*the two preliminary stud1es, _were, selected to part1c1pate
in the' experlment‘ Ten ch1ldren (five boys and five girls) were randomly selected
coubinat‘ion third fourth grade. " In the comb1nat1on grade 3-4 class, three boys and
two g1rls from grade 3 were selected as well as two boys and three g1rls from grade
'four "Checks on chronological age3ﬁere madé to assure that none of the students was

" repeating a grade. One 1nvestfgator, spec1'ally trained.in response‘theory,‘ was
asy‘gned tg the ten children within each intact classroom. The four investigators
h_ad participated in the 'first preliminary study.

o Horklng one-to- one, the - -investigator met and" chatted 1nfor4mally vnth each ch1ld
then explained that the child was about to hear-a story, Whers the H1ld Th1ngs Are,

; {read aloud. Hhere the Wild Thqngs Are, by Maurlce Sendak, 1s ‘popular picture book
th(t Rells the story of Max, a)young, high-spirited pre schpoler, who 4s sent to his:

‘never Bnd populated by wild beasts, whom he controls. Max decides to teave the

pllce "where the wild things are” to return home There he finds hls hot supper '
,[KC 'ﬂlting for him 1n his room. | 5

total group. : : o ‘ ey, ' o« =
.. ~+ > The problem . o
‘~.\.‘ ‘Lhe twowprehmnavy studies left 1nvestigators vnth the, mpressfonethat
A w:s of pr‘lmar'y school ch1ldren to a plece of l1terature var1éd according to
‘ age both stud1es, the drawings of younger ch1ldren were def1m'te1y d1fferent

detemine ‘It was dec1ded subsequentl'y, to focus on the’ verbal responses of- perary .

« .
from each of four intact classrooms: hndergarten first grade, second grade, and a

' \ ’ «

rooa wlthout supper for sassing his mother While in his room, Max fantas1zes a never-:

—




The child was’ askéd 1f she-or he would mind ta1k1ng about the sfory for about
jfive m1nutes into a tape regsrder 1f .the child agreed (and each childadid), the

1nvestigator read the book aloud while 1nterm1ttent1y showing’ the plctures. At ‘the

A J

L conclusion of° the tead1ng,:the 1nvest1gator unobtruS1ve1y turned on the tape recorder
and began the d1scussion w1th'an open-ended question: “How did the story make you
fee{.“ After the 1n1t1a1 quest1on nas ansuered. investigators were 1nstructed to

%3(/: converse with the chxld ina natural and unschedu]ed way, for five m1nutes "Natural

h ]

h and untzheduled" was def1nec as bu11d1ng subsequent quest1ons on previous student

responses 'Invest1gators then transcrrbed the tapes accuraﬂely as play g;elog and
‘ «

subm1tted them for anaTys1s

-

Var1ab1es of Response < . L~
4 f

In assessing the transcripts, 1nvest1gators focused on the fo]low1ng research
que§t1ons in parentheses are the dependent vartables being assessed. ' i

1. Daes nunberzof interactions with the questtoner vary accord1ng
to grade level (number of intRractions within five minutes)?’
* hY

—
2. Does fluency of response, that is the number of words/response,
- vary ‘according to grade level (f uencz)

3. Does the tendency to volunteer 1nformat1on vary accord1ng to
" grade level {volunteered responses)?

4. What effect doe$ grade 1eveL have upon the initial responses
to- the question “How did the %toryrﬂake you feel?{initjal

-~ resggnses)? .

5. What effect does grade Tevel have upon the way that children
0 Justify the1r initial responses (clarification of initial
' nses)?

6. What effect does grade level have upon the types of responses
chfldren ‘make (categor1es of respon®)? .

7.  What effect does gender have on var1ab1es 1-62 .
. ¢ .
( Assessing the ,Yariables oL L: ‘ . , "

Nunber of Interactfons Since ;ine was controlled at f1Ve minutes per ch1]d

¢ 1nvestigators eould readily assess by student the number of responses, or

¢ . . ¢ . 4 ’

M '
. - . "
. . . .
e U e x .":
4 . .
‘
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’

1nteractlons the student had with the investiéator ﬁresponse was defined as

Y]
~that student talk wmch falls between two . consecutwe 1nvest1gator responses. /
Donslder the follovnng oxanples

i mean, Max uaJ'frightened and
I was sort of fr1ghtened too.

1'§ee 2 S

| . e
(2) N . v
I. Why do yow think Hax.g‘ld that? "

7 s, "1 don't know.

)r. You don’'t?

- . .
.4. (3)
.- I., Then..
S.: Then he stared them right in the eye.and

4 said, "Be quiet, if you know what s good
for you."” . .

I /Then what happened"
£ach of the above iassages marked st :vould be considered one response ﬁnce the, & °*
response follows the words of the 1nvestjgator, the response is also considered an:

te . . 1
interactlon with the questioner. ’ o

Fluencz Fluency was defined as the length of a response, or thewwrrber of

words dn q response' e.g., a and difficultz would each be considered as one word
t’% " i

D
Expressions such as "uh uh* ard “uhl and "ah" were each considered as one word

Kinesics (e.g. s nodd'lng, shaklng head) though noted in the scripts, were not countec;

4
as words, Laughter, also noted, was not tabulated as a verbal’ response

oy w

Yolunteered Responses VolUnteered responses were defined as those resnnses' »

s -.
2

contalnlng additional mformation ch1ldren would give in response to a yes- np

kuestlon As the script,,s were evaluated. the nunber of volunteered respon*fes' to




yes-no quest1ons waslcompared :o the.number of _responses o yes-rio questions that

\ e

didn t conta1n voluntary 1nformatlon - Hete a\‘ some prototype -responses: )

._.. i ‘i : (Q)' .

Y .71t pid youslike'theibook?

- : Yes, I did. o ~ .‘O X
) ) What: did" you l1ke about it? .

] (5) N 3

3

1. Did“%you like the book?

7 S: Yes, Idid. I thought the p1ctures were
" . fun to look at.

I: What else did you like about 1t7 ‘ - ‘

*

Response (4) would be class1f1ed as an unexpanded answer to a yes- no question.

ResponSe (5) would be classified as an expanded _or voluntary ‘answdr to a yés -no’

-

questlon

Ipitial Résponses. At the U!!tlping of'tpe discussion, each student was asked
“the same Guestion: “"How didJyou,feel about the book?* Students were expected to

—

’ respond with a slngle word or a phrase. Each word -or phrase could be classified into

three categor1é§ positive responses (§?g » good, funny, happy} negative responses
\

(e g., sad, unhappy,. afraid), and unsure responses (e g., I don't k ) ,

Clarifigat1on of Initial Respgnsé In pursuing the 1nit1al response 1ovestlgators

would ask addit1onal quest1ons that would clarify the initial responses. Hopefully,
'1nve§tigators coyld gain further 1nS#ght into what particular elements of ‘he book

the students were respOnding to most daminantly. ’

-~

Categorles of Response. l_In an!ly21ng the 1ypes of responses the ch1ldren made

“

during the f1ve&nﬁnute discussions, 1nvest1gatprs used ateggr1es establ1shed by

- Purves and ﬂlppere (1968) and reported the results in terms of percentages
%4

Results . ‘ o *

Th#?ty of the fbrty transcr1pt§ were subm1tted for analys1s The 1nvest1gat25
'worklng wlth kfndergarten youngsters was unfortunately unable to, f1n1sh ‘his pert of
the project; consequqntly, only first second and third fourth gmede-children’ s

EKC responses_ could pe compared. . -, -5




1... Number of Interactions -

L] / .t v A - » i N
In tabulatihg the number of interactions the }zudents f‘sz
had w1th the 1nvest1gators I found that second-grade youngste

" meam number of 1nteractions

interactions. (See Tab]e 1. )
® .

\

Table 1.

-

intact classrooms
had the h1ghest
F1<§t graders had the lowest mean nunber of ’

s

¢ . N

g

Number of 1nteracttons between pr1mary schooi
ch11dren and 1nvest|gators, " by grade level. ‘ .

Grade, Level N‘Students N Responses - . X Responses a Range
S T 0 204 -, 20.4 #5-31  or 16
2 ) 264 & ew o "22
. 3-4 10 239 - 23.9 12-36" " or 24
N ‘t - ) Y A
* 3 - 5 147 29.4 21-36 or g
4 ’ - 92 18.4 12-23 or

However, :hen the third- fourth grade sample is d1v1ded into two sub- samples, the

‘ p1cture is different.

uhile the fourth gnaders had the lozest mean nunber of responses.

A]so, the

The third graders had the htgnest mean number of responses,

y

15 -

1

cou.-ati,ve ranges of thirid graders (21- 36) and fourth graders (12- 23) suggests that

Strong differences in these two sub- popu]at1ons might exist.

’

2. ‘Flueocy

I 4

—E]uenCy was interpreted as the length of respopse, that is, the number ot words

~-that a child uttered between two consecwtive dinvestigator responses.

L4

To arrivd at e

", mean fluency score, the total numBer of words- iﬁat egch child uttered dur1ng~the ffve

uﬁnute interview were divided by the number of, responses the child gave.

Ll

1nstancg, if a child uttered 235 wards dur1ng 10 responses, the mean fluencey score

noulgbe 23.5.
(See Table.2.)

' §

For
<

Fluency scores were conpiled and charted accord1ng to grade 1eve1

[ ]

v’
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Jable 2. F}ency /scores . (mean length of respong),;
*by® grade level.-

- fluent.

" graders (4.7) 4 -—

3. Vol unteered Responsés

~

. Y .' N A
As Table 2 indicates, second glyders were most fluent; first graders were least -
,— - _ i .

4

L 4

AWo, second graders as a group had the widesf r'iqge of ‘ineah fluency
(17.5 words) 3 first graders and th1rd graders had the narrowest range of fhean fluency
(4.7 words): ﬁ{n examining the fluency of the th1rd fourth conbmed group, third
graders and fourth graders, as sub-samples, do-#8t dﬁffer appreciably as far as
mean length of response However third graders tended to talk more and’ have many-
more 1nteractions with the investigators than did fourth @raders Also, fourth

graders tended to have a wider range of mean fluency (10 8) than did third
¢ . .

.
» N - .

- ‘During thg‘ir five minute conversations with chﬂ\dren,. 1nvestiga.tors tended to

"7
) jc ’ iz .
LT N " Total Length "N YLength
" Grade Level Students .- of Responses Responses s of Response * Range
1 10 605 204 2.965 1.2-5.9
2 T Y2076 - ‘264 - - .7.863 7 .  3.4-20.9
o ) . ) «. .
"3-4 10 1258 239 5.251  ~  2.7-13.5 .
; .. - " B \
3 .. 5 * 778 T 147 5.29 3.4-8.1
N S Y BT 509 . 2.7-13.5

ask ‘a number of yes-no- questions, 1n order to facﬂitate the clarificatioh of what v
the children were actually saying about Where the Wild Th1js Are. In deaTing with .
these yes-no questfons, children had two alternatives. First they could answer ]
aere!y with a yes- tfype answer or a r%o type answer: . e.g., *Yes,"” "Yes, I do," "No, ‘
I don't,” "No, I didn't." Second,‘they could,volunteer additfonal 1nformat1'qn', What .

A . o A

10




..
[

i
I wanted'to deternine.was whether older ohildren would be nnre;inclined to, vo}onteer .
" fnformation than younger children. Table 3 reports-the ratio of expanded
(volunieered) to unexpanded responses to yes-m qgestions, by grade level.
« . (Insert Table 3 here.) ~ . -» =~ "
3 As Iaélg_glindioates, all of the’children tended not to.volpnte r responses..
-Nowerer; there was'a greatest tendeneyntggydlunteer responses, in the'Secona grades
there/was the least tendency to volunteer responses in the ?irst grade: In'comparing
third to fourth graders 1n ‘the combined tlass one can see that aithough third
graders tended to have more volunteer :;sponsg? to yes no quest1ons, fo%{th graders-
_ «lended to have a higher ratio of expanded to unexpanded*qgswers to yes-no questions.

- ) ] - S

&. Initial Responses

At the beginning of the interview, investigators asked the chiTiren the ?pen~

,ended question "How'did the story make you feel?" Children tended to answer this
question with single words or sfort phrases that,suggestéd (1) positihe,?ee]ings,
(2) negative feeiingsj‘or (3) unsure/fze1ings.. When students expressed unsureness,
for instance b§ saying I don't know, " 1nvestigators asked further questions to '
:determine if students couid clarify their feelings. With one exception, further
questioning evoked either spétific positive or negative responses from the students
. Tab]e 4 recoMds the tabulation of initial responses accord1ng to grade level.
- (Insert Table 4 here.) '
Tagie S itemizes the actual -theme words gsed in the 1nit1a] responses of the

chfldren.

(Insert Table.5 here ) 7

Table §.itemiies,'by grade ieve] the ways in which those chaTdren mak1ng 1n1tia11y

+ +

. unsure responses clarified them. S
~— . . . / :

.'ﬂ ' .’ AlnsertsTable 6 here.)

[
¥




Jable 3. “The ratio df expanded to- ungxbanded

responses to yes-np questions iby
grade level. ‘. \

\/

-
L]

1

Responses - . fhsp(;nsé‘s T Ra‘t;o % ) Expanded/

Expandeds ~_Unexpanded _ Unexpanded

kY
M
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Tabulation of -initial responses to
the question "How did the story
make you feel?" -- by grade level.

" a LS

. Positive : ° Negative " Unsure -~
Responses

Grade Level~ . Responses Responses
. . Y -

A}

Unsufe




Table 5.« Itemization -of 4mitial responses to the questmn
X . "How did the story make you feel?" by type, by
grade leved.

. ' ) , N\ .
Grade Level * Positive Negative * Unstre .
. Responses ' Responses Responses

— 3

N happy (4)* - safl (1)
« (N-9) - good (2) ‘ 8
* N *fine (1) .

like (1)

—y

happy (]) . . I don't know (4)

good ' o | : .I

funny - , &plam it (
. fine

nkat (1)

funny (1) . scared (”
g , scary
ar iT)\"'

weird

I don't know (1)

4 . ’ " scared (1 1 don't know (2).
(N-5) -~ - queer (1 . -

*Numbers in pare; hgses 1nd1cate the number of chﬂdren making -
that res‘onse .

N
-
.

~N




( s

Itemzatmn of how ¢hildren clarified their- 1n1t1a]
unsure responses to the question "How did the story
make you feel?" -- by grade level.

(betame)

~ - (hecane] Calrtes . -V
' . Unsure  (pecame Unsure Response © o Still
Grade Leved : Responge“(-_‘_')‘) Positive Negative ¢ Unsure

B I R A B o N\

don’'t know. > 1iked monsters
don't know. ——> liked pictyres
don't know.———)hked story

don'.t know. Ly 1iked story )

can't éxplain it. _ )(was never
' . ‘ able to .
clarify) |

don't know.

I don t:know. —) happy ‘
» I don't know. )ueird

-
=

& v

S

Tables 4. 5. and 6. form the basis for some tenuous generalizations about initial

responses. Younger children, specifically first and second grafer's *tended to .
respond 1n1t1aHy more pos1t1ve1y than-did the older children, the third and fourth -

graders E1ght out of nine first graders claimed that the story gave “them pos1t1ve\,

-

“'feelings; whereas only two students from the third-fourth class claimed that the Stoty

positive feelings and then bécause the.story was “funny", Note fhe words that

_—
-fourth graders use 1n‘their initial'responses' scared, scary, weird, queer.
/
Hote also the tendency among second third, and fourth gréders to admit "I don't know,

but to clarify- feeHngs with further discussion. . =

5. Clarification of Initial Responses P

¢

Investigators pursued questioning studerits so that the initial response could

be clarified. For instance if a story made a child "happy", the investigator wanted

L/

[MC t° ?1"" out. why. TAble 7 presents a profile of what aspects of the boo; chﬂdren

SR 15

. .
R N . .~ . 7. ™
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referred to when th,ey clar1f1ed the1r 1ntt1mes;° grouped according to grade

4 level. [\ R '

J oo T (’mert Table ,7 here) -~ & : -

"As suggested earlier, the- cl'ar1f1ed responses ‘of first. amd second grade’ ch1ldren

tended to be‘more pgsitwe than ose pf third graders“. First graders tended to

focus on perspna‘l secu’rlty and- good tlmes (e g s home, food fr1endsh1p, party),"
vghereas second graders tendgd to ;focu’s on a prlmitlve literary appreciation
(e.g., humor, 1liking the pictures, 'tlﬁ story, the fantasy) ‘Thlrd and fourth .
! graders focused on the "darker" aspects of “the book part1cularly fr1ght,

'

uncerta1nty, . and reluctance to a.aept the" fantasy (e.g., "trees can't grow in

your roonf’) Of the 28 ,clar1f1ed re;ponses, 12 dealt with the monsters. Chﬂdrer/i

. in al¥ grade levels tended to focus on these creatuxesfbut only half of the / <
g children associated. Qe monstemmth a positive experience. ! /

’
~ /

- ) .
6. Categones of Response - . ) o -

L}

The t.hlrty scr1pts were analyzed using cat'egories in Purvés and ‘R-i_mere lm9687.

4}
Each response was coded by a nuuber represent1ng a sub- category, and a frequency
L -

distribution of each category vqs @de for each transcript. Data were corrmled by

grade level totals which were then translated into percentages of total responsevt
. \

For 1nstance, m the first grade }_anscnpts, there were l9 responses categor1zed as

" engagement 1nvolvement " However. since there was a total of 206 responses the

. "N

l9 engagement-invol vement responses represented only 9 percent: of the total response.
’ -These data are reported in. Table 8. Tab]q 8 indicates a few generalizatwns about '
" the first, second, third, and f0urth graders who were st(‘cﬂgd s 7

\,
. . - As a group, these thirty elementary school’ chﬂdren used all four
na,i_p_r categories as well as the miscellaneous category.

. 2 As grade level -increases, there is a tendency to make more responses
: in 'Engagement-lnvolvement" and "In&e]-pretatwn .- f -
3. As grade leyel 1n¢reases, ‘ere is & tendency to make fewer responses
classiﬁed -as miscellaneous (for this: study, most miscellameous responses

al N . A 4
. - L4 .

[ D . - . : ’ ’S -
. . a . .
- L N ‘e . .

tended to be unexpanded answets to yes-no.questions.) _ ‘Y
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Positive Responses

Negative Respons.q//

L 3] R . -16-
s . . ) ° N ~ . - , ’ e
‘.. . Table 7. Profile: Aspects children referred.to when they -
B ’ noe clarified their imitial responses. '
. 1 y GRADE LEVEL -
initiafﬁy . — > — — —
Response - y AR ‘2 * ) 4
- J1. Happy (N=6) 4‘; .mother wait¥hg 1{.breakfast R - .
ncludin -wild party ..'° | waiting - . .good feeling
one "I dan { . p?rty( T S ) —)sailed
knogf:jyhappy). .wild things . L e . and met
4 : -, " - ) ' B W monsters
2. good (N=3) .gojing, hime * - . funny—> )
- -party < monster .
B. fine (N=2) b "(do expansion)’ .funny.__;;
' . c . VR faces
. » ‘(mohsters) . .
B. liked it (N=5) | .sea-serpent | .when Max left . .
{incTuding 4 wanted to be’ - (Tefg the ' )
"I don't know" friends mondters)
—Niked it) ' oo . the monsters
. : ; .the ‘pictures -
i & . » o e , ) . v
b. funny (N=3) ’ .room grew .TOOm grew .mansters
, ‘ : into a forést-. | into a P~ .
. ”"_ . forest
b. neat (N=1) o : .(retold story) .o
. sad (N=2) .no supper R .Max was
(tncluding and met wild ‘going to
one "I don't. animals” . . ki1l the )
know"—sad . v ,dog :
P, scared (N=2) . o N .monsters-;' .monsters
, . ; - -« L sorry"
T ) - - . - | because
i . N . they were’
‘ © . 'lgfg alone _
B. scary (N=1] °* Didn't know "
s -~ ) / ~ what would
7 happen
H.Aduéer (N=1) . \ . roGm became
: . : a jungle
- ¥ g - :
b. weird (N=s2) ' .animals | -trees growing
(including one . : in bedroom. |-
"I don't = :
. know—é weird)
™ = -
¢
.. - . —
- ——) indicates further clarification ,
. ‘ ) ~
N ] / .

—

4 \

ie
~

{
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s 4 First grade children made no evaluation re:

5. There existed little or no difference among/grade levels as

to the proportion of ‘perception responses . .
-higher propo'rtion of el //
ird graders. . o .

1

6. Second and fourth graders tended to have
> vaiuat]ve responses than did first and/

.. (Insert Tabte 8 h/'

!

responseés. For instance, by excluding. the’ 12}9 miscell-eods responses from the . ,_‘5-
first-grade transcripts, one (can dee that first-graders made interpretwe respOnses ‘ 4
40 percent of the time, rather than the original” ]5 percent From the data Lo,
presented in_ Table 9, oné~can rankoorder aCCOrding to frequency of use, the four - .
’ categories of fesponse by grade’ leve] (See Table 10.)
(Insert Table 9 here)

K
.

{Insert Table 10 he/'e) LY

4

Acc0rding to Tab]e 10, second and third graders Qave preiferer/ce to engagement-

- ,invo’lvementlres.ponses whereas, first and fourth graders gave preference to

—

interpret‘ation responses. Evaluation appeared to be the least favored response ',

i, 4 . : -
EM'_» . .

The data in Tables 8,79, and 10 are reported on]y fm terms of main categories

] o

Table H presents a frequency distribution of responses. according to the sub-

categor'ies (Purves and Rippere 1968f “More interesting that those categories used

are those categories not used Of the 23-sub- categories,, 13’ gategories were not used

,by the thirty children' Under eng“genpnt invoTvenj rejponses tended to cluster '
T

Vo under' general" aﬂd "reaction to content.® -‘Under percepttion, responpses tended to
’ cluster .under “"content.” Likewise, under interpretatiom,. responses tended to cluster
' . around "centent’® - Under eva]uation responses were distiributed in all four sub-

categories. In effect there wa.s a tendency on elementary school chifdren S parts

tdmke generali‘eg reSponses and’ spe;ific responses that focused on the book's content

- l\at few evaluative coments" that were made; tended to be distributed unedually
. -
[KC among “the four sub—categories 18 ) . . b

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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i . - Jable 8. Distridbution of Responses According to Purves-Rippere . o N 1
: . - . Categories, in terms of percentages of Responses, by. . : s
Grade Level . S .
. { o . |
Grade Level Engagement " - LN . 3 U
Co2 Involvement Perceptfon - Interpretation "} Evaluation - Hiscel]aaneou{
. N Resp. 4 N Resp . T - N gesp;y",“ 1 %. N Resp 4 N Resp | %
(N = 10) 19 - - 9. 27 13, - 31 15 0 0" 129 63
. . % : Ad
-2 l_“ . A .
(N =10 . 52 ‘20 2 - bio 1 50 19 3 n 104 .| 40
¢ . (—‘ ‘ N - - . . .
‘(N = 10) - ~ 58 . 24 26 11; 53 T 22 16 7 85 36
\ .
[ 3 ~ ! -~ P
. 3. / ! . ' , L * -k
(Na5) 39 27 15 10 \ 26 . 18 5 4 60 43
/ f - J T ' _}’ . |
. ) : ' )
(N=5) 19 | 20 1M s 12 27 - 29 H 12 ‘b ;9
N . ‘ , \/ ’ - ) N . ) [ ] R
1 ¢ » - .
s . - ’ A\ S , e
~ A LS - ;‘ ’
’ 1 9 ‘ ) v ‘e > hd ‘ ».)‘ e
: - : ' . 20
» ~ )
°* - . * ’ - ) . : R A ’ '
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/ Ta'ble‘ 9« Distribution of‘Respons',es According to Pﬁrves-Rippere ‘
. . Categories, in terms of :percentages of Responses, by
¢ Grade: Level--excluding Miscellaneous Category '
. - i . '
3 . N \r LY
" Grade Level, 1‘ + Engagement , S B -t
. . Involvement , Perception ‘.. Interpretation Evaluation
- . N N . &
. . . . ‘ . v N x
: N Resp - X N Resp IR 4 N Resp % N Resp 3 3
‘ . ' e : >
9 \ . . b
-' r - ‘ -. 1 ' .
‘(N = 10) 19 25 7 27 % -, n | 40 . 0 1o
» A “ \ - : . .
" (N =10) 1 52 3 25 16 50 32 31 19
3-4 -, ) , B . .
(N=10) sf 38 O U DY T BT 10
i . | ; ‘ ol
{
: 3 J ' |
(N=5)" - 39 46 15 18 26 30 5 »
» . ji . .
. 44 . L U‘ : 3
. (N=5) ~ 19 28 ]J 16 27 40 n 16
) - - )
\ - / A
. . . (
2 -33,,
-Gt AR
[
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\ Table 10. Rank Ordering of Categories, According
. ' to Frequency of Use, According to
Grade®ievel. /
i . / 0 v
~ } ) L R &~
v : A ‘
Category _ ~ -~ «
&, ngagement , ' i
“’i Lrade nvolvement Perception Interpretation Evaluation
A .
- ’; < ' ~ )
! 1- 3 .- 2 ) A ‘ 1 . 4
2° 1 4 2 3.7
4 e - :
’ 3 1 3 , 2 . 4
v N .' ’ S , . ¥
4 2 . © 35 N 1 3.5
» # _ N A -
/ N - I3
° s
L 4 . . 7
i - J
. ’ .‘ §~..
| / - | ¢
AL : \ ‘
’ ’ ‘ «
[ ! )
R . ’ .' \ >
1 4
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o Jable-11. Distribution of Responses According to . -
Purves :Rippen€ Sub- Categor1es W
v . Grade Level !

. ’ \ - ' L . ) ' W
. e cT N Grade 1 N Grade 2 N Grade 3-4, [[N Grade 3 N Grade
Sub-Category Responses .|IResponses _.JIResponses. (Only)Res- (only)

. i s - ) ponses Responses

NGAGEMENT*INVOLVEMENT . .

' ’ -
tngagement ,
eneral 1s 27 u - £ 27 17
action to - ) & :
.k?terature ‘ 0 0 0o - 0 -
keaction to ) ' .
orm 0 0 ., 0 0
« Y
ction to .
- _kontent .~ 4 25 24 12 > 12
ERCEPTION . . }
. Perception ! il
eneral: ;. -0 ] ] ] 0
1anquage 0 0 0 ] 0o °
“ Niterary ’
devices - o 0 - 0 o~ o~ 0
content 24 24 25 14 | WA
technique/ '
content | 3 0 0 0
_Btructure 0 0 0 0
tdhe 0 N . 0 0 0
- Piterary’
lassification | 0 0 0 0
. tonteg(tuall. - -
1ass1f1cat‘1on 0 0 ‘i 0
INTERPRETATION
" |interppetation . ) 'R
eneral 0 "0 0 0
interp., of style v 0 0 0 f 0
interp. of content 31 53 26 4 27 f
tnzer] —

.mimetic interpret. 0 * 0 0 0o -
%_ypologjcal interp. 0 0 0
Em,mnon “~ . ’
Lvalmtion gener& 0 5 2 ] , A
laffective evaluation 0 2 0 1 0 ' 0 \

Jeval. of method 0. 13 14 4 10
Fai of author vision 0 1 0 0 0

Q




7. Sen Differences in Response Patterns
) T - . s o . ,
N . . . . . - .
Fifteen boys and fifteen girls participated in tpe proaec; Since the leading
character of "Where the Wild Things Are" ‘is a Boy, it might be interesting to see
if girls responded differently to the book than did the boys. ~Tables 12 and 13

present data on the six variab]es of the study, according t6 sex:

|

- There appear, then, to be‘no dFamatic differences between the ways girls. responded

Ve / ¢
(Insert Tables 12 and 13 here)

- to the book and the way§'53ys responded to the book, with a few minor exceptions,
”
tenuousl/offered because of the small N: Y )

1. Twice as many boys (4) as girls (2) responded to the book
negatively in their initial responseg.

Twice as many girls (6) as boys (3) were wi]]ing to respond
initially with *1 don't knou," or some conparabie response
indicating unsureness.

Twice as many girls (4) as boys (2) ysed the word ”happy" when
responding initially to the book.

Two boys used the word "fine" initial responses, but no girls
did. -

. Four boy ed the word "liked it” or admitted to."liking"
.specific cts of-the story. Girls didn't use "liked it"
nor did they expand on the juestion "What did you like about
the book.” . | .

More girls (2) than boys (1) found -the book "funny" or admitted
that the book made them feel "good." -

One boy used the word “neat” in his initial response

Hore girls (2) than b495 (1) found the book "scary” or admitted
the book made them scared "
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R Table 12. Sex Differenses in R,espo'hse Patterns
~ o, ’ \:\4“’.' ‘ ’ *
; R . y ,
Variable . =~ =~ = v . e -A. Girl : . Boy Lty
’ . . ' . ' ’ ‘a . . .
.. inter&:tions/ ) ' - ] .
ve oo five minutes - . -23.8 - 23 . )
K » [ 4 . -
7
»." fluency (X number .
of words/response) * 5.5 . . 4.8 N
- ‘ . ) .
Bs X expanded or _ 3 i
volunteered ' - . L
. - responses to . 22/78 ’ 18/82
yes-no gquestions - y
~ -(ratio) .
. | ‘
B. initial response;
' a. positive f 8
b. negative 2 « 4 7
c. neutrdl. ' ' 3
b.  how cl;rified' . | See Table .13 " See Table 13
. ‘ |
—r ‘ N )
- b. catégorfes of . - ’ : . ‘ .
1 ‘tﬁt.esponse . N, N ] N }JT'A 2
. T a. engagement/ . : : ]
. involvement . - 69 19 - 60 . 17
b. perception. L35 10 -1 43 12 -
- " ¢. interpretation 3| 17 - .} n 20
d. evaluation T 135 10 | 27 SR -
e. miscellaneous 162 | —4~_~ 156 4
. { ) o 4
- N & .
e . . r .
) . .
\ .
26( ¢ <
)
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Table 13. Profile: Aspects children referred to when '
- they clarified their initial responses.
Coded by Sex: Girl (G) Boy (Q).
it . - GRADE - LEVEL _
Initial ‘ 7 »
Response - 1 . 2. 3 4
1. -happy (N=6) .mother waiting | .breakfast - .good feeling: .
ncluding .(B) . waiting (G) —) sailed
one "I don't . .wild party ) - and met
know* —Shappy ) {B) - mopsters (G)
. .party (G) - . Lo
I 4 . N ,wildﬂ%@ings
2. 9@ th=3) . .going home < funny — PR
) (8) monster (&) .
.party (G)
3. fine (N=3) .{no expansion) " funny < |
) (B). faces |
. (monsters) (B}
e ——
4. liked it - .sea-serpent .when Max left * -
?M) wanted to be (1eft the '
-(1ggluding “friends (B) monsters) (B) -
\ *don't : .the monsters L \/‘
know" ., 7 “(8)
Ttked it) . ' .the pictures s 4
(8) i
5.- funny (N=3) . .room grew " . |l.room grew’ monsters
‘ into a forest [ into. a (8) -
— (6) -forest (G)
6. neat (N=1) ‘ .(retold story)
(B) .
1. sad (N=2) ° .no supper .Max was 7
1 (including and met ) going'to ‘
one “I don't wild ; . | ki1l the “ 1
know"—3sad) animals dog (B) .
2. scared f#=2) " ¥ .monstersy  |.monsters
. . rry (8)
- ecause they .
were left - .
: A : alone (G)
3. scary {(N#1) 4.Didn't know
what wozl?/ -
happen (G
5 —_—

4. queer (N%])f

.room became-

a' jungle (B)

5. weird (N=2) -
(including
one "I don't

<

Tanimals (B)

.trees growing

in bedroom (G)

\) .now‘--{>




.totally different results. Thiry children patticipated in this study, but they

- same monsters by "Kissing their paws."

\’ - _ 5 . ¢ ’ -25'
. - S
I .' -
. . Conclusions _
A8 . - e

‘A gtudy of this type is fraught with numerous methodological problems. First,

it 1s difficult to get young children to sustain discourse about literature without.

facilitation. I this study, the faciTitation came from sensitive adu]ts who care- °

fully tried to. probe into the children's fee11ngs Doing so, they asked those
questions which, at that time, seemed most likely to*st1nulate clear responses..

Hewever._those quest1ons tended to elicit specific responses. For instancey a

question asking for "perception,” would, most likely, elicit a "perception"” response.

So this study could just as well bé analyzing the types of questions adults ask

children gbout literature. HNevertheless, chiidren didn't always answer the questions

as expected. Oceasionally, when children were asked "How did the book make you
feel?” one,is left with the impression that answers, such as "weird" or "scary,"

- *
suggested descriptions of the book itself.rather than of the child's feeJingit In

many cases, children departed from the question to talk free]} of their own S

A

experiences at bome. .
Further studies of interactions between children and adults about lkterature

might indicate which questigns stimulate resbonse and which questions preclude

response. For instance, in reviewing the transtripts shbmitted by. the f?rst grade‘

ihees igator, I noted a tendency to ask what-Douglas Barnes (1971) refers to as-

"social control” questions: "There are some wild things that are f[iend1y; right?” -
N r . “ . r \

or "Mhy did his mama pOt him to bed without any supper?” when*the sgbject of the
diftiplinary act’had not been brought up.by the student: '
70ne‘thihg this study emphasized is the unbelievable variety of _response
patterns that can exist among chi]dren the same age, the same sex, in the same
classroom Atthough a few tentative patterns of response according to grade level

and sexjemerge, these are tentative, and, perhaps, a replicated study-might produce

were thirty individuals. 1 will always remember the second grader who claimed

"Monsters are dumb” as well as the first grader who claimed she could tame the <

25
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"~ Table 14, Evaluation Sheet:
‘ rig
~I.,>‘2.L - "7 " Level 3 .

'

Nonverbal Responses

1

Level &

Level 5 _

(1 poiat) . (2 pointy) >« (3 poings) (4 points) - (5 points)
. . . » >
. *tree top -~ *branches leaves™
. ’ -7 .0 apples. | . leaves 1
» ® .‘ ~ . } .stw ;
« apples T leaves } |
- -~ stem 3 _
T - . O*leaveg _
*tree ‘7 . . *trunk *, bark” .
0. ¥ 0 ) " bole-knot . = heart . R
o . * 7y |' %carted heart ' . —
’ Toots . R , _
feet i _
‘sycker ~ .
K . g - ‘4 ' Ers i ‘_l
’ branches leaves .| - . —
, ' apples . K "ol S
’ - face eyes tears.- .t _
: mouth IR
. g tump flag-pole-banner pole S
. 0 ‘ : . banner stripes- %' .~ .
, d . bark - S . R
) - . *carved heart
" . . YOOtS ) ¢ ‘ B
- \’j . i ‘tears
e ' ' flag Sl
1 I 1 holp A
- [ ' ‘f . - . *;';7 *hl‘dg -
. 3 background ¢ clouds
) ° - elouds : -
*s!;t ’ - sun . r face R eyes glasses .
. — nose, ( a2
, wouth ' e -
. - Tays < P
birds ‘ <
0* i tagemsg . ° R 2 _
co - *grass ' ' blalles .
#ground flowers . leaves . s
A : g stem .
“ . -{ . blossom ' A N
& dirt "I " hill - A |
> rock o . L N e ]
L *applps - stew - 7 _
T~ boat .outside -
: inside
' .  *head = - . *face teves
| t l - * =
% . N
#figure . L ] " %ears g —
« . T f a r
~ S 5 p ) |
. ' ' . N v ‘
. ’ e 30 N . 1
. ' ) |
e . . ] |




