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Preface

Formally-this document, a first volume of two planned, serves
as a final report for a research grant which had as its purpose the
exploration of written language growth ar.d development among 3, 4, 5,
and 6 year c¢ld children. Informally the document serves as a record
of our own thinking and hence our own development.

Included in thie report are copies of major speeches and papers
which we have written from the data collected and analyzed during the
course of this grant. These are referred to as articles in the body
of the report and can be found in Section 5. The reader may well find
it helpful to read these articles prior to reading other sections of
this document. The formal component of the report--a series of 5
essays and a formal analysis of 3 tasks--rather than restate what we
have already said elsewhere, attempts to summarize major insights,
identify findings of particular interest, and point directions for
future research.

J. C. Harste
C. L. Burke

V. A. Woodward
August 1981




® TABLE OF CONTENTS
Acknowledgments . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... i
P'reface......................... iz
e ;
TABLE OF CONTENTS . . . . . . v v v v v v v v e v o e e s s 111
LIST OF FIGURES . . . . « v v v v v v v v e v e e e o s vidd
1.0 INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . 1
1.1 ON RACE, SEX, AGE, SOCIO- ~ECONOMIC STATUS AND LANGUAGE C . 4
) 1.2 ORCHESTRATING THE LITERACY EVENT: HARMONY IN CONTEXT . . . 16
1.3 READING AND WRITING AS CONTEXT SPECIFIC LITERACY EVENTS . . 27
1.4 STAGES TO STRATEGIES: REDEFINING DEVELOPMENT . . . . . . . 46
1.6.1TEXTUALINTENT................... 48
1.4.2 NEGOTIABILITY . . . . . ) e e e e 56
1.4.3 USING LANGUAGE TO FINE TUNF LANGUAGE . e D 67
@ 1.4.4 RISKTAKING . . . . . . v v v v v e e i v i 80
1.4.5 SUMMARY REMARKS . . . . . . . . v v u v v v v v v . 85
1.5 ON METHODOLOGY FOR STUDYING WRITTEN LANGUAGE
GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT . . . . + v & v v v v v o v v . 86
2.0 UNINTERRUPTED DRAWING AND UNINTERRUPTED WRITING . . . . . . 98
o 2.1 TASK DESCRIPTIONS . . . . . . v v v v v v v e ii e v o 98
2.2 TASK INTENT . . . . . . v v v v v e e e e e i e 99
2.3 E,XEMPLARSOFTASKDATA.............../:... 101
2.3.1 LATRICE (AGE 3) . . . . + v v v v v v v o 00 0 102
2.3.2 MIKE (AGE 4) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . v v v ... 108
2.3.3 JEFF (AGE 5) . . . v v @ v v v e v s e e e 115
@ 2.3.4 VINCENT (AGE 6) . . . v v v v v v v v e e e v v v . 11
2.4KEYF1NDINGS.........(7<(...........127
2.4.1 CHILDREN'S DIFFERENTIATIONS /BETWEEN WRITING AND
DRAWING ARE SYSTEMATIC AND”ORGANIZED . . . . . . . . 127
2.4.2 CHILDREN'S INITIAL ATTEMPTS AT READING AND WRITING
REPRESENT A REAL ACCESS TO LITERACY . . . . . . . . . 131
® 2.4.3 CHILDREN INDIVIDUALLY NEED TO REINVENT THE
WRTTING SYSTEM FOR THEMSELVES . . . . . e e . . 136
2.4.4 DESPITE SUKFACE STRUCTURE FORM, CHILDREN ARE
CONSCIENTIOUS WR N LANGUAGE USERS . . . . . . . . 140
3.0 READING ENVIRONMENAAL PRINT: CHILD AS INTORMANT . . . . 145
® 3.1TASKDVSCRIPTION.../................145
3.1.1 sTAGE 1 .7, . . 7 . . L\ Lt e
3.1.2 STAGE 2 O 1)
3.1.3 STAGE 3 S 3 1
3.2 TASK INTENT . T 1Y/,
3.3 TASK ADMINISTEATION S L
o 3.4 DATA REDUCTION AND ANALYSIS T 1)

vi




3.5 KEY FINDINGS . . . . e o s e e e & e e o o & o o e 167
3.5.1 PRAGMATIC INVOLVEMENT e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 167
3.5.2 SEMANTIC INVOLVEMENT . . ¢ &« + o o = o o o o o o o o 190
3.5.3 SYNTACTIC INVOLVEMENT . . . . . « + ¢ ¢ v o o o o o » 215
3.5.4 GRAPHIC INVOLVEMENT &« ¢ ¢ o « o o o o o o o o o s o o 228

4.0 TAXONOMY: ENVIRONMENTAL PRINT . . . . v ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o & 235

4.1 SUMMARY OF CATEGORIES AND THEIR FUNCTION . . . . . « « . + 235

4.2 WHAT GETS CODED--TAXONOMY: ENVIRONMENTAL PRINT . . . . . . 238

4.3 TAXONOMY: ENVIRONMENTAL PRINT (EXPANDED FORM)} . . . . . . . 239-

1.0 READER COMMUNICATION DECISION . . . « .« . « « « o « & 230
2.0 RESPONSZ TIME . . . . .:. .« . 242
3.0 SYNTACTIC CHAhACTERISTICS OF PRINT SETTING e e e e 243
4.0 SYNTACTIC CHARACTFRISTICS OF RESPONSE . . . . . . . . 244
5.0 GRAPHIC INVOLVEMENT . +« ¢ v &« + ¢ o o o « o o o + « o 245
6.0 RESPONSE EVOLUTION . . . . B . 247
7.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES--PRINT SETTING e e e e e e e 248
8.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES--RESPONSE . . . . ¢ . « & ¢ ¢ ¢ o =« 254
9.0 SEMANTIC EXPANSION ACROSS QUESTIONS . . . . « « « « & 261
10.0 AVAILABLE INFORMATION SOURCES--PRINT SETTING . . . . 263
11.0 PERCEIVED/DEMONSTRATED INFORMATION SOURCES=--
LANGUAGE USER . . . C e e e e e e e e e e e . 265
12.0 USES LANGUAGE ABOU; LANGUAGE e e e e e e e e e e e . 2693

5.0 CHILDREN, THEIR LANGUAGE AND WORLD: AVATLABLE PERSPECTIVES,
INTERPRETATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS . . . e e e e s 270

5.1 CHILDREN'S LANGUAGE AND WORLD: INITIAL ENCOUNTERS
WITH PRINT . . . e e e o o o s & s o e 271

5.2 EXAMINING INSTRUCTIONAL ASSUMPTIONS THE CHILD
AS INFORMANT . . . . e r e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 315

5.3 LANGUAGE AS SOCIAL EVENT e o o e s e s e e e e s e e e e 345

S.4 ALISON: ON LANGUAGE LEARNING . . .+ « 4 « o 4 o o o o &+ o 366

5.5 WRITTEN LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT: A WATURAL CONCERN . . . . . . 398

5.6 REDEFINING DEVELOPMENT: THE CHILD AS INFORMANT
(Introduction to Symposium) . . e e e e e e e e .. 418
5.6.1 ON CONFUSING PRODUCT WITH PROCESS e e e 4 e e e e e e 421
5.6.2 ON CONFUSING GROWIH WITH EXPERIENCE . e v e e e e 447
5 6.3 ON CONFUSING CONVENTION WITH LANGUAGE . . . . s e e 464

5.6.4 REDEFINING DEVELUPMENT: THE CHILD AS INFORMANT
(Conclusion to Symposium) . . . e e e e e e 481

5.7 LEARNING TO WRITE: A PARENT INVOLVEMFNT BOOKLET e o s e e 432

5.8 NO, I NEED APEN . . . . e e e e e e e e e e 495

5.9 ORCHESTPATING THE WR{TTEN LANGUAGE EVENT e e e e e e e e a 517

5.10 THE YOUNG CHILD'S CONCEPT OF STORY . « « « ¢ o o o o =« o« « 549

6.0 BIBLIOGRAPHY ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o a o o o o o o o o o o o s o @ 565

7.0 APPENDX . . . e o o o s+ & o e o e e e o e o o = 582

7.1 RESEARCH TASK DIRECTIONS e e e e e h e e e e e e e e e e 582

7.2 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS . . ¢ « « v o o o o o o o ¢ 5 o o o o 589

7.3 DATA COLLECTION SCHEDULE . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e 593

7.4 PAREMT AND TEACHER INTERVIEW FORM s e e e e e e e o s e e 595

Elﬁl(; | 7 vii




LIST OF FIGURES

1.1  Figure 1.
1.3 Figure 1.

1.3 Figure 2.
1.3 Figure 3.
1.3 Figure 4.
1.3 Figure 5.
1.3 Figure 6.

1.3 Figure 7.
1.4.1 Figure 1,

1.4.1 Figure 2.

1.4.2 Figure 1.
1.4.2 Figure 2.
1.4.3 Figure 1.
1.4.3 Figure 2.
1.4.3 Figure 3.
1.4.3 Figure 4.
1.4.3 Figure 5.
1.5 Figure 1.
1.5 Figure 2.

1.5 Figure 3.

Thvee & Six-Year 0ld Responses as Products:
A Comparison Across Tasks .

Same Child Responses to Reading and Speaking
Tasks within the Environmental Print Task .

Notes (Robin, Age 6)

Story (Robin, Age 6)

Story Revisicn ‘Robin, Age 6)

Personal Letter (Robin, Age 6)

Story and Personal Letter (Megan, Age 4)

Cognitive Ma}s for Magazine Article
(Adult Example) .

Selected Environmental Print Responses:
Text and Context as Orchestrated Sign .

Same Child Responses to Environmental Print
and Language Experience Story Tasks: The
Shape of Things to Come (3~years olds)
Story (Eric, Age 5)

Story (Kristi, Age 5)

The Linguistic Data Pool (Burke, 1977)
Storv (Jake, Age 6) . . .

Personal Letter (LaShell, Age 6)
Uninterrupted Writing (Shannon, Age 3)
Written Conversation (Zach, Age 6)

DeShonna: Language Experience Story

DeShonna: Uninterrupted Story Writing

DeShonna: ©Story Book Reading .

11

31

33

35

38

38

41

43

50

51

60

63

68

71

. 72

74

77

89

90

91




3.1

3.2

3‘2

3.3

3.3

3.4

3.4

2.3.1
2.3.1
2.3.
2.3.
2.3.
2.3.
2.3.
2.3.

2.4,

2.4,

2.4.

2.4.

3.1.

3.1.

3.1.

3.1.

LATRICE (AGE 3) Writing: Process Data .
LATRICE (AGE 3) Drawing: Process Data
MIKE (AGE 4) Writing: Process Data

MIKE (AGE 4) Drawing: Process Data

JEFF (AGE 5) Writing: Process Data

JEFF (AGE 5) Drawing: Process Date

VINCENT (AGE 6) Writing: Process Data

VTNCENT (AGE 6) Drawing: Process Data

Figure 1.

Figure 1.

Figure 2.

Figure 1.
Figure 1.
Figure 1.
Figure 2.
Figure 3.
Figure 1.
Figure 1.
Figure 2.
Figure 1.
Figure 2.

Figure 1.

Figure 2.

Early Writing and Drawing as Systematic

& Organized .

=

Name Writing Across Uninterrupted Drawing ani

Uninterrupted Writing Tasks (3-year olds)

Writing as Systematié & Organized but not
Sequential in Development . o« e e e

Uninterrupteu Writing and Drawing (Terry, Age 3)
Environmental Print:
Environmental Print:
Environmental Print:
Environmental Print:

Environmental Print:

Products Used .

Actual Object Example . .

Picture Example .

Order of Presentation .

Stage 2 Examples

Text in Context: Example .

Language as Social Event

Task Administration:
Task Administration:

Environmental Print:

Example .

Stage 1 .
Stages 2 & 3

Data Transcription

Transcribing Procedures for Ervironmental

Print Task

S) ix

108

113

115

119

121

125

129

136a

138a

140

145

146

147

148

149

153

155

157

158

161

163




Figure

Figure

Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

3.

4,

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

Environmental Print Taxonomy: Short Form .

Environmental Print Taxonomy: Interrater
Reliability . . . . . . . ., . .

Environmental Print Responses: Kroger Milk

Environmental Print Responses: Wendx's .

Reader Communication Decision: Desériptive

Reéponse Evolution by Stages . . . . . .
Response Evolution by Age . . . . . ., . .
Response Evolution by Race . . . . . . .
Response Evolution by Sex . . . . . . . .
Response E;olution by SES . . . . . . . .

Response Communication Decision by Stages

Reader Communication Decision by Ages: Stage 1

Reader Communication Decision by Ages: Stage 3

Reader Communication Decision by Sex . .

Reader Communication Decision by SES . .

_Reader Communication Decision by Race .

Semantic Features of Print Setting: Jell-0

Selected Environmental Print: Alternate
Features as Name . . . . « « « ¢« v « «

Environmental Print Items: Semantic
Features Across Stages . . . . . . . . .

Semantic Features of Response . . . . . .
Chaindng . . . . . . o v . o .. ...

Chance and Actual Hit Rates: Semantic
Features .« .« ¢ ¢ & v ¢ ¢ ¢ o o« o o o o

Semantic Features--Responses by Stages .

Response Time by Stages . . . . . . . . .

iy

164

166
167
169
173
175
176
176
177
177
178
182
184
185
186
188

190

192

194
196

197

204
206

210




(¢
.

3.

3.

3.5.

3.

3.

3.

3.

3.5.

3.

3.

3.

5.

5.

5.

5.

5

5.

5.

5.

5.

3.5.

5.
5.

5.

5.

5.

5.

5.

1

1

1

1

.1

2

2

Figure
Figure
Figure
Fig;re

Figure

Figure

Figure 3.

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

" Figure

ro
.

-

Response Time by Age Across Stages

Response Time by Sex

Response Time by SES

. Response Time by Race . . . . . .

Envirdnmenfal Print Task: Available
Print Units . . 1'. . « . e e

Environmental Print Items: Syntactic
feature Acrose Stages .

Syntactic Characterigstics of
Graphic Displays Acrosa Stages

Syntactic Characteristic of Responses . .

Eyamplqp-of Syntactic Characteristics
of Graphic Displays and Responses . .

Syntactic Characteristics of Graphic Displays
and Responses: A Comparison Across Stages

Comparison of Print Setting & Response:
Graphic Involvement . . . . . . . « . &

Graphic Involvement in Responses Across Stages

Graphic Involvement by Age Across Tasks .

i

Uninterrupted Writing Samples from Three
Children #ge 4 o e e e

A Socio-Psycholinguistic View of the
Language Process =« « « « ¢ ¢ o« o+ o o

A Traditicnal Internal Processing Model
(Neisser, 1976) . . .

A Personal Model of Reading and writing
Prior to Formal Instruction .

Linguistic Data Pool
Underw lting (Alison, Age 6.4)

Overwriting (Alison, Age 6.4) - .

xi

11

212
214
214

214
216
219

221

222
223
225

228
229

232
274
276
305

310
313
317

321




figure 3. Copying (Alison, Age 6.4)

Figure 4. Class-Contributed "Language Experience
Story" (Alison, Age 6.2)

Figure 5. Wendy's Cup (Alison, Age 4.1,

Figure 6. Story to Wordless Book (Alison, Age 4.,3)
Figure 7. Cursive Story Script (Alison, Age 4.8)
Figure 8, Sig atures (Alison)

Figure 9. Finger Puppet /Alison, Age 5.6)

Figure 10. Letter to Grandmother (Alicon, Age €.0)
Figure 11. Underwriting (Alison, Age 6.4)

kigure 12. Uninterrupted Writing (Alison, Age 6.4)
Figure i3. Tharksgiving Bock--School (Alison, Age 6.6)
Figure 14. Thanksgiving Story-~Home (Alison, Age 6.6)
Figure 15. Shopping List--Home (Alison, Age 6.2)

Figure 16. Long, Short, and Silent Vowels--School
- (Alison, Age 6.6)

SUPPORT MATERIALS (ALISON: ON LANGUAGE LEARNING)
--3 Arguments on Language Learning
--Alison .
--Research Questions: Environmental Print
--Research Materials~-Jell-0: 3 Stages
--Responses to Jell-0: Alison (Ages 4.1 & 4.6)
--Newspaper Headline: Two Car Accident Sends

10 Students to Hospital .
—-Resanses to Jell-0: Alison (Age 4.1 & 4.6)
--Graphic Similarity Between Milk & Jell-0O
--Responses to Jell-0: Alison (Age 4.1 & 4.6)
--Responses to Selected Environmental Print: Alison
--Reader Cozmunication Decision: Alison Examples
--Reader Comqpnication Decision: Coke Cup Example
--Whole Language Model of Language
--Language as Social Event Model .

322

324

327

330

332

33Z

336

338

339

340

342

343

344

344

366
366
370
376
376

378
382
381
382
386
387
388
391




5.5

5.6.1

5.6.2

SUPPORT MATERIALS (WRITTEN LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT: A
NATURAL CONCERN)

--Uninterrupted Writing: Latrice (Age 3)

--Uninterrupted Drawing: Latrice (Age 3)

—~Name: Latrice (Age 3) .

—-Environmental Print: Bloomington (Simulated Example)
--Environmental Print: Indianapolis (Simulated Example)
~-Sesame Street Book Example . . . . . .
—--Environmental Print: U.S. Mail Example e e .‘{‘k,a
--Envirogmental Print: Gas Station Examples . ..
--Writing as a Semiotic Event: Jeff (Age 5) . .

SUPPORT MATERIALS (ON CONFUSING PRODUCT WITH PROCESS)
—-Uninterrupted Writing: Terry (Age 3)
—-Uninterrupted Drawing: Terry (Age 3)
--Uninterrupted Writing: Taisha (Age 4)
—-Uninterrupted Writing: Terry (Age 3)
--Uninterrupted Drawing: Terry (Age 3) . .
--Uninterrupted Writing: Process Data (Terry, Age 3)
--Uninterrupted Drawing: Process Data (Terry, Age 3)
--Name Writi.ng Across Uninterrupted Writing &

Drawing Examples . . . . . . . .« e e
-=-Story Writing: Jason
--Story Writing: Natasha
--Story Writing: Vincent . . . « ¢ « ¢« « ¢ o o+ o &
~-Story Writing: Jason . . . . . « « ¢ 0 o o o 0 .o
~-Story Writing: Vincent
--Story Writing: Natasha . . . . .
—--Uninterrupted Writing: Michelle . . . . . . .
~-Letter Writing: Michelle . . . . . . . .+ « .

SUPPORT MATERIALS (ON CONFISING GROWTH WITH EXPERIENCE)
~-Stereotypical Statewents on Language Learning .
--Stereotypical Statements on Langauge Learning (uontinued)
--Selected Responses to Environmental Print: Dynamints
--Selected Responses to Envirommental Print: Jell-O .
--Sele:ted Responses to Environmental Print: (Crest
--Selected Responses to Environmental Print: Wendz's
-~Environmental Print: U.S. Mail . . . . ..
~~Environmental Print: Selected Gas Station Logos . »
--Environmental Print: Road Signs--Simulated Examples .
--Environmental Print: Sesame Street Book Cover Example .
--Environmental Print: Evel Knievel Chopper .
—-Environmental Print:" Puffs, Crest, Milk Examples
~-Uninterrupted Writing: DeShonna . . . . . . e
--Story Writing: DeShonna .

--Letter Writing: DeShonna . .

xiii

13

399
399
400
405
406
406
407
407
410

447
448
449
451
452
453
454
454
455
456
458
459
461
461
461




5.6.3

5.6.4

5.7

5.8

. —=Uninterrupted Writing: Pen Condition (Sam) . .

SUPPORT MATERIALS (ON CONFUSING CONVENTION WITH LANGUAGE)
—--Worksheet Example: School (Jason, Age 6) . . . . . . .
—--Story Writing Example: School (Jason, Age 8) . . . . .
—--Signatures: Alison (Age 2.0-6.0) . . . . . . . . ...
--Signature Example: Alisor (Age 7) . . . . . . . . . . .
—--Multicultural Uninterrupted Writing Samples:

Najeeba & Dawn . . . . . v ¢ ¢ ¢ v v v v e e e e e
—-Multicultural Uninterrupted Writing Sample: Ofer
~-Language as Social Event . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
--Response Types to Kroger Milk . . . . . . . . . . .. .
--Relationship Between Personal & Social Convention . . .
--Uninterrupted Writing: Charvin (Age 4) . . . . . . . .
--Uninterrupted Writing: Mike (Age 4) . . . . . . . . . .
—=Story Writing Excerpt: Robert (Age 8 . . . . . . . . .

SUPPORT MATERIALS (CONCLUSION TO SYMPOSIUM)
--Language Growth & Developmental: Interactional Formula
--Language Growth & Developmental: Transactional Formula

SUPPORT MATERIALS (LEARNING TO WRITE: A PARENT INVOLVEMENT
BOOKLET)

--Nathan: Self-Portrait as Name Place-Holder . . . . . .
--Nathan: Name in "Scribble Writing" . . . . . . . . . .
--Nathan: Name (Later Forms) . . . . . & « v v v o o o .
--Nathan: Experimenting with Name Forms . . . . . . . . .
--Message to Grandmother: Michelle . . . . . . .
-=-Uninterrupted Writing: Megan . . . , . . . . .
—-Uninterrupted Writing: Boyd-. . . . . . . . . .
--Letter Writing: Megan (Alternate Forms) . . . .
~-Writing Example: First Grade . . . . . . . . .
SUPPORT MATERIALS (NO, I NEED A PEN)
—-Uninterrupted ‘Drawing & Writing: Hana ... . . .
%-Uninterrupted Drawing & Writing: Lynn . . . . .
—-Uninterrupted Drawing & Writing: Lorem . . . .
--Uninterrupted Drawing & Writing: Loren (Process
--Uninterrupted Drawing & Writing: Andy . . . . .
--Uninterrupted Drawing & Writing: Ian . . . . .
--Uninterrupted Writing & Drawing: Pen & Crayon
Condition (E11) . . . . v « v v v v v v « v o
--Uninterrupted Writing & Drawing: Pen & Crayon
Condition (Hana) . . « v &« v v v ¢« v v v o« « &

—-Uninterrupted Writing: Pen Condition (Heidi) .
--Uninterrupted Writing: Pen Condition (Eli) . .

--Uninteérrupted Writing: Pen Condition (Erin) . .
—-Uninterrupted Writing: Pen Condition (Hana) . .
-=-Uninterrupted Writing: Crayon Condition (Loren)
~=Uninterrupted Writing: Crayon Condition (E1li) .
--Uninterrupted Writing: : Crayon Conditi. a (Jesse)

xiv 14

464
464
469
469

470
471
471
473
476
476
477
480

481
481

484
484
485
486,




5.9

5.10

SUPPORT MATERIALS (ORCHESTRATING THE WRITTEN LANGUAGE EVENT)
--Teacher Survey on Uninterrupted Reading & Writing Time .

--Uninterrupted Writing: Latrice (Age 3) . . . . . .
--Uninterrupted Drawing: Latrice (Age 3)

--Name Writing: Latrice (Age 3)

--The Pragmatic Contract . e e e e e e e e e
--Unincerrupted Writing: Latrice (Process Date) .
--Concept Marking in Writing: Latrice .

SUPPORT MATERIALS (THE YOUNG CHILD'S CONCEPT OF STORY)
--Text-Context Relationships in Stories: Categories .
--Text-Context Relationships in Stories: Nathan Examples
--Propositional Analysis by Research Stages: Nathan
Stories .« « + « « & 4 4 4 44 e e 4 e e e 4
--Propositional Analysis Summary: Nathan's Stories

s

15

517
521
522
522
526
528
534

554

555

561
562




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 1

when a human society experiences the need fcr communication
over tim2 and space, then written language is developed.

® Until that time, language is used in a face-to-face here and
now concext and oral/aural language suffices. But when a
society is literate, written language is functional for the
society and members of that society must learn the written
form {Goocdman and Goodman, 1979).
wWhile we might, as a group, agree with the Goodmans as to the

societal gemesis of written language, clarification of the particular

processes iavolved in uuderstanding, using, and producing written

language is a long overdue educatioral necessity.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

We began our study of what 3, 4, 5, and 6-year old children
know about wiitten language with a good deal of optimism, assured that
® they know much more about print than what teéchers a. d beginning reading

and writing programs assume. In part this optimism was founded in a
body of research which preceded our current work (Read, 1971; Chomsky,

® 1970, 1971, 1972, 1975, 1979; Donaldson, 1978; Graves, 1973, 1978;

\ King, 1978; Clay, 1975; Ylisto, 1977; Halliday, 1975; Cook-Gumperz and

Corsaro, 1977; Vygotsky, 1962, 1978; Goodman and Goodman, 1979). 1In

o \\ part it was founded on our own work (Harste, Burke, Woodward, 1977;
\\ Woodward, 1978) and the work of doctoral students with whom we have had
\ the good fortune to work (Deford, 1978; Rhodes, 1978; Hill, 1978, 1980;
‘ \\ Baghban, 1979). What the results of our effort have taught us is that

\
we began not being optimistic enough; that children krow much more than

.
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1.0 (Continued)

we 0. past researchers have ever dared to assume, and that many of the
premises and assumptions with which we began must give way to more gen-

erous perspectives if research and\sﬁaﬁrstanding are to proceed.

For purposes of our ¢tudy of written lahguage growth and develop-

ment we videotaped our 3, 4, 5,7and 6 year oid informants performing a
series of simple tasks: (1) reading print coumon to their environment;
(2) writing their name and anything else they wished to write; (3) draw-
ing a picture of themselves and signing their name; (4) dictating a
language experience story and reading and rereading it; (5) reading a
book; (6) writing arnd reading a story; and (7) writing and ceading a
personal letter. Only tasks 1-3 will be reported in this the first
of two documenfs covering this project. A detailed description of the
procedures followed in the administration of these tasks is included in
an appendix 9f this report as is a copy of the taxénomy derived from
the data for purposes of data reduction and analysis. There is no
attempt here formally to lay cut and present all of the data or all
of the ani}yses whfich we have performed on the data. We used our
taxonomy and deccriptive data as heuristics to explore our own assump-
tions and to develop and test those leads which we felt could help us
in our goal of mapping written language growth and deveiopment.

To date we have worked ith more than 068 informants in this
program of research. These children come from lower, middle, and upper

gocioeconomic circumstances, represent both Black and White, and reside

in both suburban and urben settings. Some of the children have been

17




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 3

1.0 (Continued)

on-going informants to our studies for the past 5 years (Woodward, 1978-

81). Funding for various projects has come from the Proff{p Founcation,
National Council of Teachers of English, and the National Institute of
£ducation. While the insights we report here were stimulated by our
preschool inner-city informants, data from other studies were used to
contrast and clarify findings. Often because of patterns we saw and
issues raised by the data collection procedures we used, other smaller
studies were undertaken. These anecdotal data are used in the report
and serve the same purpose for which they were collected; namely, to
clarify theoretical points and verify suspected patterns. Joan Chubb's
paper (see article 5.8) is an example of such a follow-up or side study.

This report has been written to and for our colleagues in hopes
of pushing their thinking and stimulating new debate and research. It
is best viewed as a milestone in the midst of a program of research
In it we att°mpf to record some of the general and specific insights
wh;ch our info;mants gave us, some leads which merit further investiga-
tion, but most of all the present and long term benefits of kid watching
for teachers, researchers, and theoreticians.

We preface the analysis of the research tasks with a series of
5 essays on toplcs which both cut across these tasks and which have
taken on heightened significance for us in the course of the project.
They aeal with race, sex, age, and socio-economic status; orchestrating
the .iteracy event; reading and writing as context specific literacy
events; stages to strategies; and methudology for studying written

language growth and development.

13
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. 1.1 ON RACE, SEX, AGE, SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS AND LANGUAGE

In designing this study we, as many other researchers, blocked
® on certain key variables. - Given a review of _ae literature, factors
such as sex (Girls are bette. readers than boys), race (Black children are more
likely than whites to end uyp in reed of remedial instruction), setting
o (Inner city children perform less well on national assessment than do
children from suburban areas), and age (Children are ready for formal
reading insturction at the age of 6), were seen as relevant.

We now, more than ever before, question the importance of <hese
variables. Civen the characteristics of the responses to environmental
print on which we coded, sex, race, and setting, they failed to distinguish
® between or amung age groups. If girls are better readers than boys, this

is not evident in the quality of their responses to print at the 3-year

old level, the 4-year old level, the 5-year old level, or the 6-year

® . old level. If Blacks are more like y to end-up in remedial reading
classes this is rot evident among the responses made by Black and White
children at particular age levels. If inner-city children have more
difficulty than suburban children jr. terms of learning to read and
write, this, too, 1s not evident in the quality of the responses they
make to environmental print.

Becausc we had recently completed research using the environ-
mental print task with children coming from middle to high socio-economic
class families, we were able to compare the response characteristics ot
children in this sample to those in our earlier sample. Again, no sig-

nificant differences were found. If parental socio-economic status is
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1.1 (Continued) '

'™

a factor, this factor does pot show up in response patterns at these
.particular age levels.

Nor did children caiing from single parent families seem to be
at a disadvantage in relationship to children coming from two-parent
families. Many lower SES children from single parent families where
the parent was on welfare weare seemingly as provided_for, in terms of
the quality of the written language encounters they were having, as were
some high SES children coming from two parent homes.

Some lowerSESfamil..s took what money they had to buy books,
go to the library, or even save to go to the ballet; others did little.
Fortunately the children often had better ideas of how to use reading
and writing functionali} then did their parents. One parent, for ex-
ample, reported that he di¢ "mothing" to help his child learn to read
and write. Later in the 1;terview he reported that his son 'drove him
nuts' by playing cop and wxiting out tickets when family members did
anything wrong--like leavgp; dishes in the family room or coming late
to supper. .

Many middle and hi‘pqt class homes, on the other hand, were far
from ideal literacy leatniik environmente. Many children in these

homes, because both ... ents worked, were left with baby-sitters or in-
voived in preschool programs that had little or no interest'in literacy.
While the homes were supposédly better literacy environments, little of

this benefit automatically shifted down to the children in any direct

observable way that we could see.

21)

’




s

INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT - Page 6

1.1 (Continued)

There did not, in this regard, seem to be big distiActions between
lower, middle, and upper class homes. Some homes, whether upper or
lower class, were rather sterile literacy environments while others
were filled with on-going written language events and were seemingly
hard places in which to avoid print involvement.

Some lower, middle, and upper class parents seemed bent on
"teaching" their child to read and write, yet this factor did not seem
to distinguish betyeen children's performance on our tasks other than
to make these children initially reluctant to demonstrate what they
knew. The result of our experience leads to a conclusion that lower
and upper socio-economic status, as it relates to literacy, is more a
"mental attitude' than it is anything else. If the parent or parents
perceive themselves to be middle class, despite their residence in a
lower socio-economic neighborhood, they tend to provide middle class
kinds of iiteracy related experiences for their children--books, visits
to the library, plays, etc.

Telephcne interview data collected from the parents of children
in our sample, though incomplete (32 parent interviews/48 children),
does suggest that homes provide varying "cultures" for literacy and
literacy learning. Several factors seem to be ident%{iable and dis-
tinguish these alternate home literacy learning cu.cures.

The most salient home factor relating to literacy learning is

ore we have fermed "availability and opportunity to engage in written

language events.'" Homes where books were out and readily available,

Q1
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1.1 (Continued)

where paper, pens, percils, crayons, magic markers and other inst ;uments

were handy, where children seemed quite naturally to be included and
involve‘, seemed to provide the key conditions for children to go ex-
plorini7and for parents to involve themselves in using and encouraging
read’ng and writing whe ther they "technically" reported that they knew
what they were doing or not. In fact, dome of the worst disasters rela-
tive to literacy development for both parents and children seemed to
occur and revolve around those times when the parents set out to for-
mally “teach letter names,' '"teach the alphabet' or engage in other
school-like reading and writing tasks. The qugntity of literacy mate-
rials (number of books, for example) is not seemingiy the key element
but rather that what material there is, is highly accessible so that
both parents and children have to be more or less constantly tripping
over it. When paper and books were in the way, children used'them;
often coming up with quite creative uses (writing out a menu for sup-
per, writing traffic tickets, wri*ing notes, posting signs on doors,
labeling their toys during play). When books were in the family room,
childre? were read to, an activity which was seemingly equally initiated
by both parents and children. If the booxs, pens and‘paper were not in
the way, literacy acti#ities were much less frequent and only occurred
on "h;gh occasions" as one parent called them, meaning when new books
arrived, a trip to the library was made, or when the child was asked

to contribute a picture or something to send along in a letter. Some

homes stored quantities of little~used literacy materials. Others
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1.1 (Continued)

made creétive and concentrated use of more minimal quantities of readily
sccessible materials.

Because we were working with 3-year olds in a local preschool
program one morning per week, we decidgd to follow-up on this 1ns;ght.
Before we made any physical changes we observed the classroom and
attempted to map where children spent their time. Once we had this
data we attempted to "litter the environment with print." We brought
the book cormer out to the center of the room, added a writing table
with different kinds of paper, writing instruments, envelopes, and
stamps, put a pad of note paper for taking messages by the play tele-
phone in the home area, initiated a "Sign-In" activity whereby children
kept their own attendance, and in general tried to accent and highlight
reading and writing activities.

Although this particular 3-year old group only met once a
week and the study was not done very formally in that we also increased
the amount of literacy activities which previously had been available,
the data we did collect suggested that children spent from 3 to 10
times the amo-'nt of time they normally had in direct reading and writing
activities. This did not include any measure of the amount 6f'time
children were n;t directly involved, such as overhearing messages read
to the teacher by some child who had taken it on the‘telephone,

If there is a second home factor which seems significantly re-
lated to some early literacy advantage, that factor has to be called

"inclusion." Whcther by design or default, children who were reported

A
[V

)’,/‘\/
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as always being "drug around" on shopping trips, trips to the court-
house, trips to the doctor's office, trips anywhere, whether or not the
trip seeminglz matched the child's developmental interest or not, seemed
to have an advantage. These same children who were reported as always
"under foot,'" who naturally got :ncluded in cooking and setting the
table, who were reported as writing out shopping lists and reading them
during shopping, who were‘given paper and pen to write a letter to
grandmother while the adult wrote letters or sent bills, who were given
the occupa;t mail to open and read while the mother opened and read the
rest of the mail, were seemingly at an advantage. Most of these activities
had no great literacy teaching design behind them in the parent's eyes,
but were done more by virtue of the fact that the child was about and
involvement seemed natural largely because it was the only logical way.
the parent had for getting aboutAthe business of the day.

2 ' Interestingly, the other thing that strikes one while looking
over this parent intzrview data is the fact tﬁat all children at this
age seem to have an almost natural affinity for books and paper and
pencil activities if the environment makes these things ava;lable.

This observation was further borne out during data collection. Despite
the quality of our research tasks, which could hardly be considered ex-
cit. g literacy events, childrgn were eager to participate, did so quite
freely: and were often sorely disappointed when the week of data collec-

tion was up. Because of the nature of these tasks children could make

of them what they wanted and obviously found the experience rewarding.
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This does not mean, of course, that all children start at the
same place at the time of formal language instruction. It does mean
that knowing the child's sex, race, level of parental income, parental
educational level, or where the child lives are poor predictors of what
the child knows and can do relative to literacy.

inen our experience, we must conclude that one must appreach
all children as if the; know quite a bit about reading and writing
regardless of the circumstances of their birth. Working from that
assumption, open ended activities should be designed in order to allow
the child to demonstrate, use, and build upor. *ne knowledge already
acquiréd about literacy. i

Children's response characteristics do seem to vary as a func-
tion of age, with older children raking an increasing number of expected
or conventional résponses in both reading and writing. One is immedi-
aiely struck by the seeming differences between j—year old responses
as a group and 6-year oiu responses as a group across tasks. Figure 1
contrasts some of these differences. The reading’responses of 3-year
olds look much less conventional than do the reading responses of 6-year
olds. The writing and drawing samples of 3~-year olds are much more
;difficult to understand than are the more ;onyentionalized products of
6-year olds. The story well-formedness of 6~year olds over 3-year olds
is equally striking. There came a point during our research project

when team members who volunteered to work with the 6-year old data

were considered to be taking che easy way out, avoiding a real challenge.
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1.1 Figure 1. Three & Six-.ear 0ld Responses as Products: A Comparison Across

Taaks .
LYEAR OLDS 6-YEAR OLDS )
Taak-Enviroumental Print ®
P int Setting @ Print Setting
~Brush Teeth ~Crest
~Toothpaste ~Toothpaste
“Teeth ~Crest
~Wash Your Teeth —Crest
. -It's got a name on it. -Toothpaste : o
~Toothpaate ~Crest
. -It's called Aim -Crest
=1 don't know —Crest
“Crest ~Creet
~Cavities ~Crest
~Toothbrush =Crest
~Toothbrush ~Crest

Task-Language Experience Story

Heather (as dictated by child)
Trick or Treat. Candy Mints.

LaShell (as dictated by caild)
One day it was three little . '

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

They goes driving. They go
hunting. They going to drive
down the spoon. I like cottage
cheese. Cottage cheese. I
like faces. I like everything.
My Daddy.

bears. They had pork ChOPl.
Then they went to a park. Then
a little girl came to the little
house. She ate the father pork
chops. She said, '"Oh, it is

too hot!" Then she ate the
wmother pork chops. Then she

Task-Uninterrupted Writing

&?f?%

VAL

v

5 o Y
v Y

:// /\/ﬁv i..\.,/
A" .
W‘/\" ‘A/_,.M’J\

th~”bW~’//‘

an/«/xAnAﬁyvmfiﬁ"

Taak&“ninterrug;eﬁ Drawing

[th/lA/“A“AAk/Jx/VAh
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In comparison to the 3-year old samples, the 6-year old data was, as
one member of the research team observed, "duck soup.”" In retrospect
this attitude is interesting, especially in light of the fact that many
of the children who we came to perceive as '"very sophisticated 6-year
olds" were likely to be in formal reading and writing school programs
which assumed they kne&whothing about written language.

One important observation that can and must bc made, given the
sheer weight of this data, is that this is a period of phenomenal iit-
eracy growth for all children. To squander this period as manthomes
d> is sad indeed and speaks directly to the need for parent literacy
programs like that which Mary Hill (1980), an early memSer of our re-
.search team, has developed and field tested. .

There is more to be said about age as it related to literacy
growth, however. In further analysis of data, we have found that dif-
ferences reside more frequently in the product than they do in the
process of literacy. This point we have attempted to exﬂiicate in a

series of papers which is included in this report (see articles 5.6.1,

5.6.2, 5.6.3, 5.9).

Of particular interest in understanding why one might think of
age as a non-correlate o written languagg growth and development is
the fact tha! when children have eqdhl opportunity, the characteristics
of the responses across age show no difference. JBurlng our experiment,

¥

Wendy's opened a new hamburger place in the residential area surround-

ing our research project. Six-year old and 3-year old children's
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responses to this environmental print item were found to be the same.
Age, rather than being the main factor, seems to correlate with number
of , or opportunity for, encounterg. The real variable then may be en-
counters rather than age. Age typically falls out as & factor, not

because it is the factor per se, but because it generally provides an:

index to the number of encounters possible. When the number of encounters

possible 1is held constant, age fails Fo distinguish among or between re-
sponse characteristics.

We do not wish to over-emphasize the number of encounters and
the relationship to literacy, however. Children obviously can learn a
good deal from a single significant encounter. We found for exaumple
that once children had gone through our first condition on the environ-
mental priat task, almost all the responses they made in condition 2
and 3 fell within the set of responses they made in condition 1. Said
another way: If you take all of.the responses that children initially
make to environmental print in the first condition and identify this
as a semantic field, well over 97% of their responses to this pri£t on
subsequent days, even when presented i-. random order, fall within the

-

set of chioces they made on the first day. (See article 5.4 for an
A

example of this phenomenon.) Obviously children are rapid learners.

Having once had an encounter, subsequent encounters are governed at

least in part by their understanding of what worked last time. From a

processing perspective the research setting itself acts as a sign which

28
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obviously allows them access to appropriate schema including response

A

strategies.

Given this phenomenon it may not be the encounter at all that is
the key variable but rather the quality of the encounter. Language and
language learning are social events. When the encounter which the child
has permits feedback, then learning can take place. To illustrate,
using a writen language example: 1f the child sees a door marked
"Janitor" and s..2 enters thinking it is a girls' lavatory, no one needs
to tell hier she's made a mistake but yet feedback is provided. Or if
an adult says "No, that's not the lavatory," then she can reason and
rethink and thus pet fecedback also.  This same proces§ of feedback also
worked each time the child makes a correct decision, that is, she sees
a sign which says "Girls" and she enters and indeed it 15 a girls'
lavatory. 1In our ;esearch task, given its format, not all naturally
available feedback was provided and hence qualitative improvemeﬁt in
responses across conditions was neither always possible nor observed.
This does, however, raise the important issue of what responses to en-
vironmentgl print or other written language literacy events would look
like under normal conditions where natural feedback was possible.

This issue is an important one to pursue as currently thers is
much research in reading and writing which suggests time on task is a
key variable in literacy learning. Our experience would suggest that

not all encounters are of equal worth and that the quality of the

2)
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B

encounter must be studied in conjunction with time .n task if simplistic
formuias are to he avoide&.

Given these findings and insights we neej to challenge the view
whicﬁzholds sex, race, setting, and socio-economic status as significant
correlates of literacy. They are not, nor should they be taken to be,
causal factors. If they were, one could, knowing these factors, make

near ‘erfect predictions. No such cause-effect relationships are evi-

A

dent in our data. Rules of thumb based on correlations must give way to
theoretically based principles of language learning. We have begun, we

telieve, to identify some of these more promising principles.

\
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1.2 ORCHESTRATING THE LITERACY EVENT: HARMONY IN CONTEXT

L 3

The twin issues of what are the cue systems of literacy and in

what order they occur undergird most differences between existing

theories of reading and reading instruction. For example:

- Goodman (1967) defines the cue systems of literacy as semantics

(meaning), syntax (the flow of language), and graphophonemics

(letter-sound relationships);

- de Beaugrande (1980) defines the cue systems of literacy as
pragmatics (the rules of laaguage use in operation in a par-

ticular context), semantics, syntax of semantics (the organi-

zational structure of major meaning units in the text), syntax,

semantics of syntax (the organizational structure of meaning
units at the sentence level), and graphophonemics;

- Halliday (1980) argues that pragmatics is not a separate system
but a component of the semantic system of language;

- Smith (1978) is often perceived as arguing that one accesses
literacy via the semantic system and with this access comes
control of the syntactic and the graphophonemic systems;

- Gough (1972) argues that literacy access begins with control
of the graphophonemic system and that meaning comes as a func-
tion of the cognitive processing of graphophonemic information
at succeedingly higher levels;

- Rumelhart (1977) sees cue systems as interactive with both top-
down (semantics to graphophonemics) and bottom-up (grapho-

phonemics to semantics) occurring simultanecusly;

31
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- Harste and Carey (1980) argue that reading comprehension in-

volves semantic transaction, a term they use to highlight the

cue system complexes within the graphic display and the relation-

ships these complexes have to meaning potentials for readers.
There has been, in this regard, an unfortunate tendency not only to
label th= cue systems of literacy differently, but once labeled to study
them as factors in isolation from each other. The net result of this
fact is that most of the "reading" data we have available reflects what
readi;g looks like under unnatural conditions. Our experience with
young children in this study has taught us that natural reading and
writing settings, where cue systems are allowed to transact with each
other, are crucial in developing Sur understanding of written language
growth and development.

We began our research in this area hoping to identify which cue
systems were key to literacy access and control. We now believe this
question inappropriate, as what we have learned is that'cue systems do
not operate independently of one another so that what order begs the
issue. Cue systems are, in themselves and in conjunction with one
another, important sign systems. Orchestration of these sign systems
is a mcre viable measure of success than is either proficiency in the
use of cue systems, or control of such cue systems.

An example may help to clarify this point as well as document

changes in our own thinking over the course of this project.
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One of the biggest benefits of working with children is thar
they in many ways, "catch" you in your own assumptions and are frank
enough to tell you about it. One of our favorite pleces of data in this
regard came from the son of a ver close neighbor. We had, on this
occasion, cut out a Ban underarm deodorant advertisement which showed
a stop sign with the word Ban on it. The message in the context of the
advertisement was clear: "Ban stops wetness."

By cleverly cutting off all sarrounding print in the advertise-
ment we had managed to save the stop sign with the Ban printed on it.
Our intent, of course, was to determine ho young children responded
to it, compare these new responses to the old responses we had to a
regular stop sign, and thus judge what role print played in the reading
of envirommental print.

Joe, age 9, knew not only us, but also of our interest in
young children and written language growth and development. Inter-
rupting his play, we asked, "Joe, what do you think this says?"

Joe's response stopped our simplistic interest short: '"I'll
bet that says 'stop' in German or something. That's just the kind of
junk you'd carry around to pull out and ask young unsuspecting kids
about!"

Alung with his humor, Joe taught us more about print processing
than the unimaginative bounds of our assumptive experiment. Not only
did Joe demonstrate a sensitivity to print, but also a sensitivity

to various contexts. The red octagonal shape in relationship to print
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signed "stop"--probably, he supposes, in a foreign language. Further,
our physical presence, in relationship to this print setting signed
research condition and as such supportcd his first hypothesis that a

foreign print stop sign might well be something we'd possess.

From g%is perspective, then, Joe's response is an orchestrated
and sophisticated literacy decision. In order to understand this de-
cision one must consider the contexts in which the cognitive operations
involved in’his print processing take place. These contexts are formed
by the junction of graphic display and situation which, in transaction
with each other become signs which affect text construction. By com-
parison with the hypotheses which Joe was testing about written language
and how it works, the original hypothesis which we were testing pales
to insignificance.

It's important in this regard to understand that order of cue
system use fails to address the phenomena observed. Clearly Joe was
sensitive to print. Clearly also, he was sensitive to context. What
is not so evident is that he was also sensitive to meaning and syntax
in much more complex ways than may be initially apparent.

It is misleading to see order of cue system utilization as a
gset of choices as is commonly done in literature which speaks of ''top-
down" end/or "bottom-up" models of reading. More important than such
notions is the fact that, in concert, cue systems operate as a single

complex sign system.
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1.2 (Continued)

The print setting including the print, its placement on a stop
sign, and its relationship to us can be seen-as a sign potential which
in transacticen with a given language user becomes a meaning potential.
Other languaée users less familiar with us and our interests may not
see us as signs 2ither directly or in transaction with the print and the
stop sign. For them the sign potential changes and hence the meaning

<
potential.

It's also important to understand that .the meaning potential of
the Ban advertisement essentially changed once it was in our hands rather
than in the magazine. In the context of the magazine virtually no ore
would have hypothesized that it said "Stop" in German. By altering the
context we affect not only its sign potential, but also its meaning
potential.

This, of course, has important implications, not the least of
which is how we think about and define reading and writing. From a
sign perspective one need not pose special mechanisms in the brain for
reading. Many psychologists, for example, pose the "reading" mind as
a single channel processing mechanism and cue utilization as involving
the mind switching attention back and forth among available cues. How
and why attention is switched is not known, nor is the mechanism in the
mind which dees this switching. The net result of this perception is
what we call the "black box theory" in that all such models end up with
things called 'pattern synthesizers" or other black hoxes which are left

unexplained, but where all of the interesting things in reading occur.
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1.2 {(Continued)

Seeing literacy as a sign utilization phenomenon avoids not only the
need for a "bFfack box" but doés ruch to demystify the process of written
language literacy. _

For us, literacy can be said to begin when we have evidence that
the child is using print settings to sign meaning. Réading can be said
to begin when we have evidence that the larguage user has made a deci-
sion in the face of a print setting which wouldn't have heen made if
print were not present. Writing can be said to b2gin when we ha e evi-
dence that the child is using print settings to sign meaning.

Notice that all of these definitions avoid the notions of “conven-
tion and correctness. When the print setting is seen as a sign poten-
tial, then alternate meanings are acceptable given a differential knowl-
edge and ability to utilize or pay attention to signs. Proficiency can
be seen in both reading and’writing as not only diféerential use of,
familiarity with, and knowledge of signs, b&t a growth in their use

and orchestration beyond the conventional norm.

This last point merits further elaboration. Language is a social

. event. What we learn from an encounter with written language as a mem-

ber of a community of languuge users is not only what elements of the
graphic display are to act as signs, but what ve are to make of them.
Tha. this process is culturally specific is an important point to under-
stand.

If the reader might envision the U.S. Army recruiting poster

showing Uncle Sam pointing at the passerby and reading, "Uncle Sam Needs
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qu!" then this point might be readily illustrated. Envision this poster
in a variety of countries. 1In the United States it (hopefully) signs
patriotism and is designed to stimulate the reader's sense of obliga-
tion to his country. In Iran it most assuredly would sign something
quite different--a meaning most Americans find abhorrent: In Puerto
Rico, where the Puerto Rican Independents have fought against statehood,
this poster would s something else again. Even in the United States
the poster would sign different things to different groups or sub-
cultures in the society. It may in fact sign two or more thinés simul-
taneously, or alternately, our initial interpretation could act as a
sign itself to further extend meaning for us. This later process is
known as "unlimited'semiotics" (Eéo, 1979), where semiotics is defined
as the study of signs and their meanings.

It is important to understand the signing process as sgcial.
It is through interaction with Qembers of one's cultural group that
s%gn identification and signification is estaklished. Literacy learn-
ing is in this sense a social event. How this process works is clearly
illustrated in the example which followg.

Brad's mother bought Brad, age 2.8, a topy bf the picture book,

It Didn't Frighten Me (Goss & Harste, 1981). Brad immediately picked

it up, leafed through it, and ‘then went back to the front to begin
reading it. Looking at the pictures of the animals and noting their
teeth Brad said, "He bite." Then looking at the boy in the bed, he

added, "But he didn't bite me." For each page, Brad followed a similar

-~
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procedure saying, "An orange alligator in a tree. He bite. But he
didn't bite me. A blue monkey in a tree. He bite. But he didn't
bite me," thus creating in a sense his own predictable text.

Later in the evening Brad asked his mother to read the text with
him. His mother read the first part of each page and as she came to the
last line it was Brad's turn. His contribution at this point in time
was, "But he didn't bite me!" Despite the fact that Brad's line differed
from the autlior's line, Brad's mother at each of these points accepted
Brad's contribution and proceeded to the next page and her part of the
reading.

The last sequence i; this book gshows a brown owl in the tree
which breaks the picture patt;;n of the book as all previous animals
are either make believe or unlikely to be found in trees. This shift
in pictures is also reflected in the graphics where the pattern now
changes. Instead of:

"One pitch, black. ve.y dark night,

Right after Mom turned out the light,

I looked out the window only to see,

A (adjective) (noun) up in my tree.

But that (adjective) (r.oun) didn't frighten me."

the form is now:
"One pitch, black, very dark night,
Right after Mom turned out the light,

I looked out the window only to see,
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<

A big brown owl sitting in my tree.
"And did that big brown owl ever frighten me!"
Because of these shifts, Brad elected not to read his L. ) . last

page. Brad's mother, sensing his desire to have her proceed without his

oral participation, read, "And did that big brown, owl ever frighten me!!"

All was quiet for a moment while Brad puzzled over the book
switching attention from Eﬂe owl to the boy in the bed, who on ’this
page is sitting up with mouth agape, eyes wide, and hair standing.

Brad immediately wanted the book reread. This time, as they
jéintly read the text with Brad's mother reading the first portion of
each page and Brad reading his line, he said, "But that (adjective)

(noun) didn't scare me!" Never here nor in any subsequent ‘interactions

with this book did he ever mention the concept of 'bite" again!

This is an important language story as it documents early evi-
dence o1 sign'utilization as well as the cultural and social nature of
literacy learning. While Brad clearly created his own viable text from
the graphic display available, as a result of social interaction his new
text moves closer to what might be called social convention in reading.
What Brad learned in interaction with this book aud his mother, who in
one sense was acting as a representative of her culture, was what con-
stituted the signs in this book and what one was to make of them.

It is interesting in this regard to ;Bte that the original
authors of the text might well have selected the same signs which Brad

selected and built their book around the concept of "bite'" rather than

3J
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"frighten." When one looks at all of the animal pictures in the boék
‘ and potes that well over half have their teeth showing, one soon realizes .
that Brad's initial pr'ediction was far from random. In fact, one might !
ar;ue that the origina.l authors were not tt_lat proficient in their use
of signs or they would have eliminated this particular sign potential o
which ends up being an available point of confusion. \-
One of the concerns, of course, with the concept of text as an
open system (Eco, 1979) is that it might initially appear that any mea - ]
ing and everyone's meaning is of equal worth (Fish, 1980). When viewed
in «- ltt;ral and so.cial context, howe'ver, this concern turns out not to
be real. As Brad and his mother demonstrated, it is thl;ough our inter- o
actions with other members of our culture that signs are established .
and meanings agteed upon. Given this process, it should not surprise

us to find that the texts most persons create in a given culture share @

*

much in common. By the same token, we should be equally surprised if

©

text agreement were 100% as it is unlikely that each of us brings the

Q:{ackgromd of experience relative to either the utilization of, . '@
" the amiliarity with, or the knowledge of signs.

~

Convention, from this perspective, is a’social phenonenon, and
as such represents some agreement among members of a cultural érqup as ®
to what are to act as signs and what they are ‘to mean. When the class-
room i‘s viewed as a miniature culture, it is relatively easy ;o\hypéthe-
size thet what class discussions om books, worksheets, and writing projects ®

do by way of literacy instruction is, for better or worse, instruct the

[y
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1.2 (Continued)

language user in the process of sign use and inte}pretation. This is
true even when the signa being taught or focused on are not particularly
useful ones from a learning perspective. °

Models of literacy instruction need to be able to explain both
good and poor literacy instruction. Language instruction end natural
language use need not, and often are not, one and the same. Clearly,
then, while this conceptualizing alone may be helpful in our "“*‘.king
about literacy aud literacy instruction, it simulﬁaneously accents why
it is even more important than ever that teart-re understand reading and
wrifing if they are not to do violation to t. .. processes by either
teaching aberrant signs or by posing certain signs as more powerful,
helpful, or finite than they, in fact, are. A sign perspective on
literacy learning offers the hope of helping us understand both func-
tional and dysfunctional instances of 1l’teracy learning.

We ought to think of print settings as a complex sign in which
cue systems transact and where theoretically not ;11 options are even
possible given a particular literacy context. While it may be prac-
tically necessary to use the terminology of cue systems in discussing
lireracy data because of the complexity of the event and to establish
some reference points to the past, clearly given our experience, it
is equally important that we view the ju .:tion of alternate cue systems
as forming a singie gestalt which signs meaning. Equally important is
the fact that while this concept may seem elusive to us, g¥Ven the w ys

in which we've thought about literacy up until this point, 1t seemingly

1s not to children as young as 3, 4, 5, and 6-year olds. ‘v
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1.3 READING AND WRITING AS CONTEXT SPECIFIC LITERACY EVENTS

There has been a tendency in the past to treat reading and writ-
ing as complex, but nevertheless single, rather monolithic skills. Once
the skill of reading was mastered, any material encountered could be
read. Once the skill of writing was mastered, any text could be written.

An examination of instruction readily shows that these assump-
tions were and are made. In reading, for example, the basic model in
use treats children a§\if they are on an assembly line with certain
subskills (parts) added at each gradé (station). The assembly line
continues year by year until what exists is a final product: namely,

a totally proficient reader, supposedly able to read anything he or

she encounters. Turther support for this argument can be garnered from
the fact that most beginning reading materials are of story narrative
variety (often of questionable quality) with iittle concern shown for
inclusion of other types of readings in basal programs. If other types
of readings are included they, too, often follow the narrative form.

If reading is made up of skills which once mastered are always mastered,
then one need not be as concerned about what is read, as that 3omething
is read and thé/specific skill mastered. The fact *hat skill masterv
across contexts doesn't always work is often addressed to a problem of

"learning transfer,"

rather than as a problem of the underlying theory
of literacy.
The same case can be made for writing. There has been more con-

cera, for example, for the teaching of grammar per se, than with the

abiliity to use an appropriate grammar in a particular context. The
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1.3 (Continued)

assumption is that once one knows the grammar of sentences in isolation,
one knows the grammar of stories, of personal letters, oif essays, of y
texts generally and that one can now write anything one wishes to write.
While we wish to maintain that a single language process under-
girds reading and writing, we also wish to argue that both reading and
writing are context specific literacy events. This issue as such abuts
the issue of cue system utiiization. In our view cue systems ar not
independent systems that may vary along the same hypothetical range for
each and every literacy event; rather, a relationship exists between
particular literacy events and the range of options available. Even
such things as topic choice and vocabulary must be viewed in light of
the literacy event in which they are embedded. One can neither the-
oretically nor practicaily talk about or write about just anything,
given a particular setting. Vocabulary, often treated as an access
point to both reading and writing, is rather a ''fringe benefit" of hav-
ing had oppoartunity to engage in a contextually cituated literacy event.
These points are readily demonstrated when one analyzes the re-~
sponses we received to our environmental print task and compares
them to that cullected on other tasks. We began our study of 3, 4, 5,
and 6 year old children, not surprisingly, with a fairly traditional
view of cue systews an. our own biases as to which cue systems played
key roles in terms of literacy accees and control. What we have learned
in the process as it necessitated reformulations of

perspectives which in the past have seemingly served us and others well.

ERIC 13 \ ¢
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One of the thing: we rather painfully discovered is that before
we could semantically code the responses to cur environmental print
task, we had to pragmatically determine whether or not the child had
engaged in the reading contract we set before him. We found that
children, like us, have options available to them when asked a question.
They can answer it, say they don't know, negotiate the contract sé that
they answer some other question, or insinuate that the question was in-
appropriate and so refuse to consider it. Depending on which choice they
make, semantic and syntactic options are immediately limited. If chil-
dren wish to e?gage in our reading contract, that is, answer our ques-
tion of "What do you think this says?" when shown a Kroger's milk carton,
.they muvst say, "it says 'Kroger', 'Milk', 'Kroger's'" or something very
much o this effect. If they decide to negotiate the contract they
must say, "'Some milk goes in there," thus answering the hypothetical
question, "What goes in there?", or use lexicogrammatical structures
appropriate to whatever hypothetical question they are posing.

If one studies those responses which are truly reading responses,
what cne finds is very interesting. Suddenly all responses semantically
look 1like things one could find in environmental print. In fact we
discovered by developing a gemantic feature taxonomy of environmental
print found in the worid around us and & similar taxonomy for coding the
semantic features of children's responses to environmental print, that
nearly 97% of the children's responses were codable within the frame-

work that adults use to semantically organize environmental print in
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this gociety. Now that is far from random. Essentially what these data
mean is that childien, at a very early age, from on-going encounters 9
with environmental print in this cuiture, come to understand the range
of semantic options available.
Equally interesting is the fact that syntactically their reading o
responses look quite different from their talking about the environmental
print item responses. That is, if you compare just the syntactic organ-
ization of their responses to the question "What do you think this says?" )
as opposed to the syntactic organization of their responses to the ques-
tion, "Tell me some of the things about this," it is readily apparent
that their responces to the first question are written language syntactic 8
responses. Now that, too, is impressive as it clearly demcnstrates the
young child's sensitivity to print even if the response given is not the
conventional or expected response. @
Further, when one looks across the pragmatic, the semantic,
and the syntactic characteristics of the responses to environmental
print vhat one finds is an orchestrated decision. Once the decision @

to engage in the reading contract is made, semantic and syntactic op-

tions, othersise available, are no longer possible. Said another way,
to make a pragmatic decision 18 to have simultaneously made a semantic ®
and syntactic one.
1f one compares children's responses to environmental print
with the responses to our letter writing, story writing, story reading, L

or uninterrupted writing and drawing tasks, this point becomes even

ERIC 15
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1.3 Figure 1. Same Child Responses to Reading and Speaking Tasks
within the¢ Environmental Print Task (3-year olds).

Reading Task Responses Speaking Task Responses

(Question: What do you think
this says?)

(Question: Tell me some of the
things you know about
this.)

A band-aid that you put it on
when you bleeding. You got

Band-Aid to put it on and wear it and
you gotta go home.
Band-Aid If youwant band-aids on, your

Rubber Band

- ama SR - - -

-y s ahen Swtv e

Mommy will give you a band-aid.
You put some on your sgores.
Right here (pointing to leg).

For my arm. I hurt my arm.

A band-aid to go over your
finger or toe.

I don't know no more.

Stick on the sore. You stick it on a sore.

clearer. In letter writing, "I love you's" abotnd, yet thi_ is never
a response one finds in the environmental print task. Environmental
print reading responses function like environmental print functions,
sound like what one would find on environmental print, and have the
semantic feel of environmental print even when the unexpected response
is given. By similar token, the child's letters written to a grand-

mother, mother or friend sound like personal letters one might write,
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function like personal letters function, and have the semantic feel of
a friendly letter. These observations are true across all children no @
matter how young the subject is we are talking about.
One has to be impressed with this sort of sophisticated and
highly sensitive response to print in alternate contexts. Seemingly ®
children not only intuitively understanfl the orchestrated signing of cue
systems, but operate schematically from such a base in literacy events.
It is important both theoretically and practically, however, to under- L
stand that individual decisions per cue systems are seemingly not made,
but rather that print in varjous contexts has its own unique pragmatic,
semantic, syntactic and symbolic configuration which creates a complex L
sign. There is in this sense a harmony between and among cue systems
in given print contexts and it is this harmony which as a whole signs
meaning and which as a whole {s accessed in making a literate responsec. ®
A series of examples should help to clarify these po{nts. The
following writing samples were collected from Robin, a 6-year old about
to enter the first grade. Figure 2 -ontains notes which Robin left for ®
Patty and Carolyn, two significant adults who live in her home. While
one might say that the messages function differently (one a directive;
the other a statement of fact), it's important to understand that both
writings function as notes. Semantically the messages fall within the
confinep of topics for which we as adults use notes. Structurally the
semantic units are organized much as an adult might organize a note

with an addressee, a message, and a signature, the latter category is
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1.3 Figure 2. Notes (Robin, Age 6)

Page J3

Context of Situation

Field: Home; Need to talk over
personal problem; Un-
prompted.

Mode: Uninterrupted written
language.

Tenor: Child to mother.

Transcription

Patty
in the
morning
come

in my
room

Research Notes

Ethnographic Application Study.
Data collected by Patty Wells under directiva of senior authors.
These and other samples collected in same week.

Context of Situation

Field: Home; Favor had been done;
Unprompted.

Mode: Uninterrupted written
language.

Tenor: Child to importaat adult.

Transcription

Carolyn

You

are

a

nice

person

Ro (beginning of signature)
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absent in Robin's notes just as t;hey are in some of the ones left for us
but gi‘en the context, it is self-evident who *hey are from. Syntac- o
tically chey are organized like written language. One can fairly safely
asume that if these requests were oral they would be syntactically
different--""Come in my room" as opposed to "Patty: In the morning, ®
come in my room"; "You're a nice person' rather than 'Carolyn: You are
a nice person.” It is not accidental, we believe, that the graphic dis-
play looks like a note with words strung down the page in a column-like ®
f'alhion, nor is the fact that she selected 4x6 cards as the paper on
which to write her notes.

Figure 3 is a story which Rcbin wrote. This activity, like her e
"notes," was self-initiated. Her story is entitled THE WRLDS GRADTS DOG
(ihe World's Greatest Dog) and reads, My dog Tina and my friend's dog
Ruby are very rice dogs. One day a little girl fell in the water. @
Ruby and Tina saved her. The end."

This plece of writing, in contrast to ’her notes, is more dis-
tinctive. th only is the topic choice appropriate to a story, but 8o l
too are the title, the predictable conclusion of "The end,"” and the
semantic story structure (a setting in which the protagonists and the
time frame "One day" are introduced, as well as an initiating event, a
consequence, and an internal response which doubles also as a part of
the setting in this instance). Pragmatically this writing functions as

a story, semantically it tracks like a story, syntactically it sounds

like a story, and graphically it is formulated like a story (this
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1.3 Figure 3. Story (Robin, Age 6)°

%€ Ryt S
DQ (

TE[_\/OQ
M %PP/\/ Ds
A@R VA /“C:D;/j?6 b,

dzob oggﬁ/ @ﬁvg"‘”

Sl THe
gyS?T Rooly A.A/D

i oA Ahge

B

Context of Situation

Field: Home; Unprompted; Peer-aged friends decided to write stories.
Mode: Oral conversation between friends during writing of siories.
Tenor: Children writing stories to share with each other.

Transcriptibn

The World's Greatesc Dog
My dog

Tina

and my friends
dog, Ruby

are very nice
dogs. One day

a little girl
fell in the
wvater. Ruby and
Tina saved her.
The end.
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latter point is more apparent when the graphic displays in Figure 2 and

3 are compared).

~

& .
Robin revised her story, an activity she elected to do on her
own. She entitled her revised story, "The Best Dogs," dropping her

more hyperbolic title, '"The World's Greatest Dog.' Although she retained

the first line intact. she elected to revise her remaining limes, chang-

ing her euphemistic "a little girl fell in the water" éo "A 1ittle girl
was drowning.'" Interestingly, in this version, her own dog;'?ina, was
given sole credit for having saved the little girl, a change, inciden-
tally, which alters the cohesiveness of the piece. It's important to
note that even with these changes the "story gestalt’ of her graphic
display is not altered. (Fig. 4)

The last sample we will examine is a letter written to her
father. Thi. effort came as a result of her father having written ask-
ing why he hadn't Leard from Robin and wishing that he did. Robin's
letter to her father reads, "Dear Dad, I love you. Is the cat okay?

The puppies already have their eyes open. Tina had 7 pupiies.
Grandma's puppicz are 1 month old. Willy said 'Hi.' My mom painted

my room. We got an ~pple tree. Ooops, it's a pear tree. Maria said,

'Hi.' 1 went to Gulliver and The Great Muppet Caper. Love, Robin." (Fig. 5)

As is characteristic of friendly letters, topic shifts, ritu-
tligtic greetings, and brief news reports on what is ﬁappening abound.
The tone is informal reflecting th- relationship she has with her

father and is further established through her handling of corrections

91
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1.3 Figure 4. Story Revision (Robin, Age 6)

ter KPS Doé&s
DAV d8r 4 L ur Lol L

’ WAz LR NEE U |
Sﬁ VTARe P Teens

s | V“W{W}

Amen

Context of Situation

Fieldﬁ Home; Unprompted. :
® Mode: Uninterrupted written language. °

Tenor: Child for self.
Transcription

' The #est Dogs

My dog Tina and
® my friend's dog Ruby
S are nice dogs.
One day a little girl
was drowning. Tina
saved her.

[
o
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1.3 Figure 5. Personal Letter (Robin, Age o)

OAr DAD

ILtove (o0 S THE
\ car Of HEP fPES g
ALLRATE  HAr TRR
Qexy O0EN  TEENR
Hro [ PrPEQ GADMK
onpes  her 2 MATH
e X\J\}V’”KL\}\V S*P%mc .
H
. Mr oof\/\ W& AT
' be ?se %TEIEE TR
Ors AR TREE
la\f/ZEi_ﬁn 3&0659 o
T
c.,u.varo NDgT < '
FX
RO

T

GRAY  MA
CADPR Lov 6PN .

Context of Situation

Field: Home; Father away and has requested that Robin write;
otherwise unprompted. .

Mode: Stimulated by oral reading of written request.

Tenor: Child to father.

Transcription

Dear Dad
I love you. 1s the
cat okay? The puppies
already have their
eyes open. Tina
had 7 puppies. Grandma's ®
puppies are 1 month
old. Willy said
Hi., My mon painted
my room, We got
- an apple tree. Oops, it's a pear tree.
Marcia said Hi. ' ®
I went to see
Gulliver and The
* Great Muppet
Caper. Love Robin.

Q . 55:3 \ @




i}:
INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT

1.3 (Continued)

in this piece of writing; namely, "Oops, it's a pear tree" rather than
by erasing apple and inserting pear, or by producing a second edited
version as she did with her story. Her letter sounds iike a letter,
looks like a létter, reads like a'letter, and functions like a letter.
To examine her choice of topics, semantic organizatioﬁ; syntax, self-

"“\h_ggsyection strategies, and style/;% if each were a free, independent
choice is to mriss the crchestrateﬁjliteracy event which this letter
represents,

These writing samples were collected within the space of a
single week! They demoustrated alternate literacies. Literacies which
are context specific in terms of not only syntactic style, semantic
structure, and pragmatic function, but also topic choice and vocabulaty.
Literacy is neither a single, monolithic skill nor a glorified state
which one énters. In its specific detail literacy is an orchestrated
decision embedded in and endemic to a particular context of situation.
It is not an end state, but rather an event which one might judge as
more or less Successfui given its intent. Robin demonstrates through

these samples her ab'lity to successfully use written language as a

complex sign system for a variety of common societal-and personal pur-

pAfes. This does not mean she is universally literate, but it does

mean that she is growing in het'ability to successfully use writteu
language in a variety of contexts. Her insights into written language
and how it works are as important to her growth in reading as they are

to her growth in writing. R

-




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT ) Page 40

1.3 .tinued) -

1

Nor shoul& Robin be considered a special case, though, of
course, she is a unique one. What Robin's writing samplee do illustrate
is what written language growth and development look like under home
conditions where preschool children are proviped a rich opportunity to
meaningfully engage in a wide variety of literacy events.

. Long before the writing looks representational or the readiag
response conventional to our adult eyes, evidence of literacy‘lea ing
- as a contextually specific literacy event exists. Megan's e*ory and
letter is a case in point (see Figure 6). Here, though both »pear non-
representational to our convenfional eyes, Megan's reading: of her
’ story and her letter demonstrate the pragmatic, semantic, syntactic,
and symﬁolic contrasts; variations, and distances which she sees and
positﬁ between these forms of 1i eracy.

Given the orchestrated decision required of any particular in-
stance of literacy, it is imperative that children ve allowed to en-
counter written language in its full complexity and variéty. Decisions
as to cue systems are not isomorphic but rather transactional. To the
extent that these obs.:ivations are true, Sesame-Street, Electric
Company, and many other early, formal, school literacy programs which
break language up to isolate and focus attention on letter-sound rela-
tions do an injustice to language and how it works, and to children,
their perception of the process, and what they must know to grow.

Nor is it the case that literacy as context specific is a

phenomenon uniquely applicable to neophyte language learners. If you
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1.3 (Continued)

1.3 Figure 6. Story and Personal Letter (Megan, Age 4)

2o L

SBW -

Context of Situation

L4

v

4
¢ W
/\AE;@‘\)V |

Letter
Context of Situation

Field: School; Uninterrupted Story Field: School; Uninterrupted Letter
s Writing Session; Prompted. Writing Session; Prompted.
Mode: Oral request; written re- Mode: Oral request; written response
spouse; oral reading. oral reading.
Tenor: Child to teacher/researcher Tenor: Child to teacher/researc“er
® Transcription (as read by child) Transcription (as read by child)

"Once upon a timz there was a
ghost. Three ghosts family.
One day they went out for a
walk. They honked the horn
cause they saw Mrs. Wood and

e said, 'I,' then they went back
to Mrs. Corners and they honked
the horn and sa-said 'Hi.'
The end."

"Once upon a time--there was--
wait--uh, huh. Dear Mary, 1
would like you to bring me .
here everyday. The end. Megan."

Research Notes

Longitudinal Study Data
Data collected by Mary Hill under direction of senior authors.
Both samples collected same day in back to back sessions.

(94
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1.3 (Continued)

ask aduits to construct a cognitive map of what they think an article
on "ice cream" might include, you often get a very general list of
possible subtopics (see Figu-2 7, Sample A). If, however, you ask the
same adult to draw a second map for the same article once you indicate
that the specific article you were thinking about appeared in Time
Ha;azine, you get a much more semantically attuned map (see Figure 7,

Sample B). 1If, instead of Time Magazine, you use Consumer Research

(the new title for Consumer Report), appropriate and quite predictable

changes in maps occﬁr (see Figure 7, Sample C) even when an intimate
familiarity with this magazine was not prerequisite.

We have repeatedly used this activity in teacher inservice work-
shop sessions in an attempt to "defreeze" (Vygotsky,’l978) adult percep-
tions of literacy. Context is not an either/or variable. When we are
deprived of context, we, like children, have no way to limit options.
Naturally context is always present. Unnaturally, such as under Some
instructional conditions, we must impose a context and take a guess;
but this makes instructional reading much more tricny, if not more dif-
ficult, than real reading. We might go so far as to predict, given
this insight into literacy learning, that the further the child's home
literacy learning culture is from the school's literacy learning cul-
ture, the more devestating the results and thé more insidious the prac-
tice of decontextualizing print for instructional purposes.

Practically what this means is that language must be treated

for instructional purposes as 'whole," inclusive of its natural contextual
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1.3 (Continued)

1.3 Figure 7. Cognitive Maps for Magazine Article (Adult Example)

General Map

Sample A

inds-flavors

Uses Quality of

Sample B (T{me Magazine

An Example of th
urrent Ecoriomic
State

Social-Econonic
Implications

Example of
American's Notio
of the Good Life

Sample C (Co s Research)

6;::’::—;;:;\;:> Kinds and Prices
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@ alities and Ratings
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1.3 (Continued)

support. To isolate a bit of language (letters, wor‘ds, grammatical

form, etc.) is to abstract it. Under abstracted conditions a bit of
language can mean anything. When l;nguage is presented in its natural
context--in trade books, in newspapers, in personal letters, et¢.--its
"meanings are clear and children can not only access but continue to build
.appropriate schema.

We learned early in this research program that if you give young
children a sheet of paper and ask them to write & letter, several will
respond by writing a single letter of the alphabet like a capital H on

. the paper. If, hoGever. you give children an-3-1/2 x 11 sheet of paper
plus an envelope and make the same request, such a response is unlikely.
It i8 not only that text resides in context, but context signs text
meaning.

A very practical implication of this insight seems to be that
in order to teach language 'skills" in the broadest sense of successful
language use, the organizational framework for instruction must be con-
textual specific literary events; whole texts in whole contexts. Ome
initial instructional context miéht be environmental print, a setting,
given our data, which children in this culture obviously find predict-
able. Class composed books, with each child contributing a page after
an environmental print walk about the school, would not only integrate
reading and writing, but result in a book which everyone could soon, if
not immediately, read. An environmental print school walk, a product

book consisting of labels :hildren bring in from home with the
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1.3 (Continued)

children's own writing as to what these things mean to them, are other
activities which build naturallykaround this context (Milz, 1980). Chil-
dren ;ight make books of their favorite commercials, write their own
commercials for products, and even write a commercial for themselves
using pictures they brought in to school. Clearly our data show that
children by the age of 6 have lots of data concerning the relationship
of print to oral language by the time they enter school.

To build curriculum e:pc.iences, as is now commonly done, assum-
ing that children know little or nothing of written language, is to ignore
what we currently know about young children and literacy learning. Young
children at all ages, at home or in school programs, need the opportunity
to engage in a wide variety of oral and written language experiences
including environmental print activities, reading picture story books
and predictable books, writing stories, and receiving, writing, and
reading letters, to name a few. The recommendations suggested here
build on what children know, provide open-ended activities where entry,
use and growth have multiple possibilities, and where children and

their achievements are both encouraged and recognized.

3
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1.4 STAGES TO STRATEGIES: REDEFINING DEVELOPMENT

Explorations in literacy with 3, 4, 5, and 6-year old children
are often referred to as "Research in Beginning Reading and Writing."
This label is unfortunate for a number of reasons.

First, the label accents a level and as such guggests that
research of this type is of particular worth to educators who work at
that level; namely, Early Childhood Education. As a result, few secon-
dary and even fewer college tedchers of English have even a passing
acquaintance with inquiry in this area.

Implicit also is the suggestion that what young children do
in the name of reading and writing is some pseudo form of the real
process. At best i:'s a beginning; a stage on the way to becoming
literate; something to be outgrown as one moves on to the real stuff
of literacy. While these atages are interesting in that they may nelp
to explain later stages or misconceptions the child has about print,
the assumption runs, they are a beginning, ephemeral, often cute, but
not serious explanations of the process later on. If one really wants
to-understand literacy as it relates to school or the work place, one
has to do research in these areas.

Even those who do research in the area often 40 so in an attempt
to find strengths upon which and from which they can "build" literacy
programs. While these intents may not seem so bad, they nonetheless

are demeaning of the child's achievements and the overall significance

of res€arch in written language growth and development.
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1.4 (Continued)

We were and are not totally immune to these assumptions our-
selves, though we are now more conviiced than ever that the term
"beginning"” must go 1f research in this area is to be understood and
appreciated for what it is; namely, a look at real literacy in 1its
unfrozen form.

It should not surprise the reader, then, to find out that we
began our research looking for developmental trends hy age. Because our
data were videotaped we happered, by both default and design, upon
process universals which were seemingly learned early. This essay will
attempt to identify and desc;ibe some of these process universalé. Their
value lies in the fact that once they are learned, they do not go away,
but rather characterize the reading and/writing of adults as well as
children. They are in this sense not developmental stages, but strate-
giles characterizing success in literacy and literacy learning.

Some of these strategies we have identified in an earlier paper
(see Secticn 5.1). What we wish to do here is revise them with tne
intent of further clarifying and expanding them in terms of their impor-
tance to our understanding of literacy and literacy learning. In many
ways they are basic tenets undergirding a text ownership theory of

literacy and literacy learning which is currently being developed by

the authors.
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1.4.1 TEXTUAL INTENT

This strategy, too simply defined by us and others as semantic
intent, involves the expectation that written language will be person-
ally meaningful. By the age of 3 children have already developed such
an expectation.

Semantic intent characterizes the responres which not only 3-
year olds make, but the responses which we and other sucressful written
language users make. The only group for which this is typically not
true is remedial readers. These children often sound out words and
in 8o doing produce'hon;words. As we found no 3-year old who did not
approach print as if it were goinrg to be meaningful, we must conclude
that expecting print not to make sense is a taugpt behavior. Somewhere
between the age of 3 and becoming a remedial reader, children learn to
abandon the expectation that print will make sense. Once they have
abandoned this expectation, it must be reestablished if growth is to
occur. This observatior is, in our estimation, the most devastating
thing we can say about reading and writing instructional practices ‘
which focus cn, isolate, and draw attention to systems other tha.. mean-
ing in language.

In this era of back to the basics these observations are
meant to remind us that there is nothing more basic than meaning in
language. It 1is, in fact, the expectation of that meaning which
shapes not only a literate response, but growth.

We indicated earlier that we feel semantic intent has been
discussed in terms which are oo simple. We now wish to expand upon

that notion by using the term textual intent. Textual intent entails
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1.4.1 (Continued)

not only an expectation that written language makes sense, but also in-
cludes @ "shape" of what that sense is to be like. Graphic displays
reside‘ésacgntext. From on-going encounters with such displays, the
schemas we develop include not only an expectation for meaning and func;
tion, but an expectation for the kind of print, the style of print, the
seﬁantic and syntactic s*ructure of print, the lexical form of print--

in short, and for laék of a better term, the shape of print that is to
be there. It's not that context comes first and then meaning occurs. It is
that without the identificafion of context there is no meaning; with
meaning thereis a perception of contex;.

The examples in Figure 1 illustrate this point. In these instances
the children have verbalized theirﬂthinking, thus giving us rare glimpses
into the process. Wh~t makes these examples so important is that even
when the response given is an unexpected one, the processes involved in
arriving at that decision are the same. Textual intent, then, is an
expectation that this graphic display in this context has a unique shape,
of which meaning is a central part.

Children's responses in story dictation as opposed to reading a
plece of environmental print (Figure 2) have a uniquely textual shape to
them. If one takes the responses which a 3-year old makes to environ-
mental print and compares these to the responses made while dictating a
story (resbonses which are a {ar cry from our existing notions of
storiness), one has little difficulty deciding which set was generated

in story dictation, although all are meaningful and can be characterized

as having semantic intent.
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1.4.1 (Continued)

Page 50

1l.4.1 Figure 1. Selected Environmenial Print Responses: Text and
Context as Orchestrated Sign

Print Setting

Response

Band-Aid

For Sale
Bill Morrow

N

Toss Across

Evel Knieval Chopper

Kroger Cottage Cheese3

Tape. Let's see. Nope, not
tape. What are those things
called? Band-Aids.

I don't know. I haven't seen
it anywhere. It looks like
it's on the beach. Wait!
For-Fur-For Sale Boat.

»

I don't know. Oh, Toy Shop.
No. That says Toys. Game.
Toss Across Game.

What is that anyway? Evel
Knievel Cereal?

It looks like the alphabet,
except it doesn't start with A.

Subscripts refer to condition under which data was collected
within Environmental Print Task, f.e., Subscript 2 means Stage 2;
Subscript 3 means Stage 3; no subscript means Stage 1. See Section
3.1 of tbis report for description of Task and Stages.
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1.4.1 Figure 2. Same Child Responses to Environmental Print and
Language Experience Story Tasks: The Shape of
Things to Come (3-year -lds).

Environmental Print ' Language Experience Story
Responses Responses

Don't know That tree. I'm going to
Eggs : fall down. Block. Boy.
Rrnald McDonald That a boy. Block. Tree.
Coke
Toothpaste
Burger Chef

A spoon. A spoon to eat.
There's a string. You
put it round your neck
like this. X

Toothbrush

A Burger King cup

This is a box. A car. A

Eggs® candle. A string.

McDonalds

Coke

Toothpaste

Burger Chef

At each succeeding age level we studied, textual intent becomes
more apparent. Fouriyearlold responses are easier to identify as to
contextual condition than are 3-year old response sets. Five-year
old response sets are easier-to identify than are 4-year old response
sets, and so on. Despite this, the fact remains that no macter how
"primitive" the response may appear, it already contains the shape
of responges to come.

» after all, is to say that the identification of objects in

a picturé story book is» not a "story grammar" given the way many adults

\.
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1.4.1 (Continued)

interact with children when they begin sharing books with them. The
naming and identification of objects in pictures is often an early
form of book reading, a "reading" probably negotiated through fnter-
actions between the child and the adult during the language e;ent
itself.

Object identification may, in fact, even be textual in another
sense. One of the things which we have noted, in our observation of
writers in this study and others,is that one of their first acts is
often that of inventorying what is known or that about which one
might write. We, in fact, have also found this to be so from our own
introspective analysis of our own preparations for this report. Once
such inventorying has occurred some selection of what to write about is
made, but this initial inventorying sets up its own heuristic whereby
the writer contrasts ideas and sets the wheels of invention in motion.
This is a central précess in writing without which one has no heuristic
procedure v'iereby the process is propelled.

From this perspective, the 3-year olds' one word responses to
a picture book may prove not only to be an initial form of text produc-
tion, but may give insight into key processes involved in writing. This
insight may explain why when topics are assigned to writers, inventorying
is destroyed and with it the heuristic procedures which lead to genera-

tive invention, the impetus behind successful wiiting.

Given these insights, we name the strategy ''textual intent," which

for us captures not only meaning, but the shape of responses in relation
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1.4.1 , (Continued)

to context. As such we see this strategy as a basic process strategy
which undergirds both reading and writing; one which governs not only
one's approach to reading and writing, but rereading and revision.

It is not outgrown, but rather a fine-tuning, and may be key to under-
standing why some graphic displays as well as some readers and writers
are less successful written language users than others.

The importance of textual intent in terms of understanding
"beginning reading" should not be ignored. Some researchers logically
envision beginning reading as differing frcm proficient reading in that
in the former there.is more of a reliance on graphic cues. In bro-
ficient reading a more balanced dse of semantic, syntactic, and graphe-
mic cues 1is posited. This shift is hypothesized as possible given not
only mastery, but automaticity, in the processing of graphemic informa-
tion.

Socio-psychologically the notion of textual intent refutes such
models. It suggests that it's at the level of text that decisions are
made within which potential cué complexes are both predictable and per-
ceptible. ;

One need not observe the writing of children very iatently to
notice that their Do Not Di- rb signs (DO NUT DISTRUV, Alison, age 6)
are written boldly, their asides (UNLES YU HAVTO, Alison, Age 6) softly,
and their invitation to play (WOLCOM [Weicome], Alison, Age 6) in full

floral color. Format, or graphemic information at any level above letters

and worde, irn both reading and writing, is a textual matter, ..ot a

"doesn't matter" of text.
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1.4.1 (Continued)

We're not saying that texts exist in the real world; rather,
graphic displays do. Texts are an in-head phenomena. It is our
choice to decide if 'Unsafe Bridge' and 'Jesus Saves' will be seen as two
texts or a siégle text. Nonetheless, by seeing these two road signs as
a single text--and they do exist side by side as one approaches a
bridge on a road which has no turn offs in Alabama--one's interpretive
strategy changes.

Given a literate s clety, the world is almost a continuous
graphic display; a continuous, undifferentiated parade of pvint. If
we see this continuous field of print as“here a text, tlere a text,
and‘%ver there another: it's because cognitively we’ve made these
decisions. Choice is an inberent notion of text.

Textual intent is a cognitive operation which has choice and
a search for unity as its base. Imposing some sort of unity to com-
ponents of the on-going display is an interpretive strategy which is
learned socially. Context as a sign--and format as we discussed above
is but a small part,of context--helps us divide print in the world into
texts. It is important to see‘this making sense operation as lLoth
textual and intertextual.

Intertextuality is a strategy which assumes that the textual
demarcations that we have made and the interpretive procedures we have
employed ir. the past are usefui as anticipatory frames for sense making
in the‘here and now instance. The strategic use of textual intent

by language users permits interpretive strategies as well as vrcvides
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1.4.1 (Continu.d)

a frame for both entry and stopping in reading and writing. That
textual entry and exit for Loth readers and writers is often difficult
seems predictable giv .- the relationship between text and graphic
display discussed here. Itg predictability, however, highlights the
importance of understanding this strateg; and its relationship to
literacy learning at all ages. Textual inte.t, then, is a complex
strategy which merits further elaboration and exploration by the pro-
fession. Negotiation, a strategy which we discuss next, is another

vehicle which language users use in their §earch to find text or

demarcate sense.
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1.4.2 NEGOTIABILITY

A second strategy which we have identified is a strategy which
is apparently learned early. Like textual intent it is not an outgrown,
but rather appears to be a saliént strategy used by successful readers
and writers of all ages. Negotiation involves pragmatic and semantic
shifts and moves made by language users in the selection, interpre-
tation, and transmission »f text.

To understand the strategy of negotiability one has to under-
stand that language is an event rather than an act. Writers assume
readers; speakers assume listeners. Language is, in this sense, a form
of social action. It occurs between individuals over time and involves
transaction.

One of the things that characterizes this avent is movement
between participants. One cannot understand a language event by look-
ing at the language acts of only one participant. A language event
is defined by the transactions which occur within it.

An example from our research should help to clarify. 1If one
studied the question we asked subjects in our environmental print task;
namely, "What do you think this say3?" one might define the contract
as being a request to read. If, towever, one looks at the response,
"It's got some sugar in it," one soon realizes tha* rather than read,
the responder has negotiated the contract to be a "I'll-tell-you-what-I-
know-about-this" contract. The researcher could reply, "No, tell me

what this says," attempting not to permit such negotiation of topic.

More likely the child's negotiated contract will be accepted, as such
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1.4.2 (Continued)

moves are respected options which all language users have available to
them. If the new contract is accepted and no attempt is made to estab-
lish the original topic, the contract on the floor is not a "Reading"
contract, but a '"Tell-me-what-you-know-about-this' contract.

This shifting of topic is 3 form of negotiation. To understand
the meaning of a language event, one must understand and track such
moves between and among pq;ticipants.

| What negotiation means, then, is that there is no one-to-one
correspondence between the meaning of speech acts and the meaning of
the communicative event. To understand an author's purpose is not to
understand a reader's response, though they could share much in common.
To understand a researcher’'s queation is not to understand a child's
response. To understand the intent of a research task is not to under-
stand the results. From a research perspective, the concept of negotia-
tion not only helps one understand and follow what is happening during
a language event, but also allows one to identify what is and is not a
reading or writing response from among all of the responses one received
to what supposedly was a reading, or as the case may be, a writing task.

The concept of negotiation has other important uses in our
understanding of written language use and learning. Because it repre-
sents the give-and-take of language; the fact that language meaning is
created in use over time, it is the basic strategy which propels conver-
sation. Because the setting under which we collected our reading and

writipg data included not only a child and a task but a researcher,
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1.4.2 (Continued)

conversations are an integral part of the data. These conversations
during reading and writing, stimulated in part by the researcher's
Presence, greatly assist rne in the semantic tracking of the writing
event. The reader is referred to article 5.9 for an in-depth look at
such a tracking as well as for insights into the role speech plays
during the writing event.

Negotiation is, in another sense, a process barometer of the
constraints that are operative in a given context of situation. Through
negotiation language users decide what of all they know will be said,
what can be assumed, how to say what theyhave decided to say, as well
as in what mode they will say it. As constraints change within and
across contexts of situation, so does the discourse.

Part of this change during discourse production is a change
in the stance taken by the participants involved in the event. A
conversation can begin very informally and rapidly move to one of
formality. From on-going oral and written language eacounters children
come to read these negotiations, and to decide on their meaning for
the participants involved in the event. While reader and writer stance
may seem like a topic which ought to be addressed in a high school
English class, the fact that young children's oral language responses
to an oral language question (Tell me some of the things you know
about this) differ from the rcsponses to a written language question
(Tell me what you think this says) is prima facie evidence of their
sensitivity to and understanding of not only negotiation but also

their reading of print settings.
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1.4.2 (Continued)

Further evidence of the child's sensitivity to and awareness
of negotiation is evidenced in the various voices children use in ®
their written efforts. 1In story dictation, for example, some children
dictated their story in the first person present (I'm going to buy
a paint brush), others in third person (Little Bird wanted to build ®
a house), and 8till others used the imperative (Put the key in here).
Some children even changed voices: midstory so that portions were being
"told" while other portions were being "lived." Taken together these o
kinds of negotiations may well underlie children's handling of and
discovery of not only voice but dialogue carriers. One child even
went so far in his experimentation as to draw a quill pen and declare ®
that his "feather pen" was writing the story, a notion he beautifully
captured in the drawing that sccompanied his text (Figure 1).

What makes these examples so important is that they illustrate

the significance of negotiation as a strategy in language growth. As

can be seen, negotiation takes on a variety of forms which transcend
not only cral and written language but which have successful communica-
tion as a common motivation. At this level, in a slightly different
form, negotiation also involves moves across communication systems.

In an attempt to communicate, writers use .ot only words
but pictures, charts, graphs and other forms of communication. Speakers
use gestures, stress, pitch, intonation, and depending on the setting,
charts, graphs, pictures, drama, dance, music, as well as direct refer-

¢nce to available objects in their environment. Part of what any language
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1.4.2 (Continued)

1.4.2 Figure 1. Story (Eric, Age 5)

Context of Situation

Field: Home; Friend coming over to have child write; Prompted
afiLer discussion of his pet snake.

Mode: Oral request; Drew picture with pen then changed to
pencil, "So I can erase'; Wrote text; Read text.

Tenor: Child to adult friend who was perceived as a teacher.

Transcription (as read by the child)

The feather is writing the story. It is writing about snakes:
bull snake, and garter snake and boa snake. Eric.

2

"~ "Research Notes

Ethnographic Application Study.
Data collected by Martha Manny under direction of senior authors.
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1.4.2 (Continued)
event involves is negotiation, then, of not only what context is to

®

be assumed and what stated, but also the form in which what is known
will be communicated.

Young children, very early on, come to understand this give
and take which characterizes language events. Their use of negotiation
give< them not only a keep-going strategy, but allows them to cope with

difficult language situations by moving such situations to a level

~

which makes sense.

One of the popular ways children use negotiation in writing is
by moving to art as an alternate communication system. Once they have
exhausted what they know about something and oxr how to say it in lan-
guage, they very readily and easlly slip into art as a means of place-
holding and communicating their meanings. This shift among and between
communication systems is very natural and as such afferrds them an
organizational strategy when done first and a keep~going strategy when
done mid~stream.

11 some ways their use of this strategy makes them appear to
be more proficient than older more mature writers who write, stop, write,
- stop and in halting fashion produce a graphic display. By freely moving
between communication systems, young children can attend to message
and the orchestration of meaning. By contrast many 6-year olds, having
been introduced to formal language instruction, and who now have been
taught that writing means print and not pictures, looked more inhibited
as writers. What they could mean depended on what they thought they knew

how to write in an acceptable form.
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We found, foc example, that 3 and 4-year old children freely
move between art, drama, and writing in attempting to honor a writing
contract. Kindergarten children, involved in an inteasive lesrn-the-
alphabet program at the time of our research, all chose to negotiate
this contract to be one of drawing. What their letter-name-writing
instruction on school paper had taught them was that they didn't know
how to write. Under these conditions, they all moved to art in an at-
tempt to avoid writing. In some ways such moves can be viewed positively
as strategic moves to establish a tolerable communication contract. In
other ways it must be viewed negatively as it can be considered as an
avoidance strategy.

This is an unfortunate effect, no doubt the result of the arbi-
trary lines drawn between language, art, and the other communication
systems in schools. It is, nonetheless, of theoretical interest to note
that the direct instructional strategy of teaching letter names, done,
one supposes, in an effort to help children access written language,
functions practically, in this instance, tc drive children away from
engagement in that process. Since most successful writers obviously
emplo: this strategy, given the number of charts and pictures in most
written materials, it is rather unfortunate that beginning formal
writ_en language instruction fails to build on this strength, and to
encourage its early and continued development.

A vivid example of the importance of negotiability to our own

understanding of written langauge growth and development is the pilece
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we collected from Kristi, age 5. Kristi began by drawing a picture of
her house, herself, and her pets. Her graphics read: "My cat 1is nice.

Turtles are slow. I am nice. I like my cat.”

1.4.2 Figure 2. Story (Kristi, Age 5)

Context of Situation

Field: Home; Uninterrupted Story Writing; Prompted.
Mode: Oral request; Drew pictures; Wrote text; Oral reading.
Tenor: Child writing story for mother.

Transcription (as read by child)

(Oral Aside) "This is a story about me and my pets.”
MKESNS My cat is nice

TRLSLS Turtles are slow.

IMN 1 am nice.

ILMC I like my cat. 75

Research Notes
Ethnographic Application Study.
Data collected by Mary Fossier under the direction of the authors.

i
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1.4.2 (Continued)

While algne these lines appear to be random statements with little co-
hesion, when viewed in the context of her art they are readily per-
ceived as a cohesive text. Without an underétanding of the strategy
of negotiability it would be easy to declare that Kristi does not have
much of a sense of text. Viewed with an understanding of negotiability
and its rnle in language use, such a decision would be erroneous as
togetheér Kristi's pictures and Print form a surprisingly cohesive text.
Observations of this sort lead us to conclude that writing is
in a very real sense a multi-media event. If we are to understand the
writing event we must come to understand that negotiution into drama,
art, and other communication systems is an integral part of the process.
Without these insights it is easy to declare the product to be "non-
text," underestimate both the child's achievement and development, and
even decide one needs alternate yrocess models for adults and children

when, in both form and kind, the processes underlying the written event ¢

are the same.

As these examples illustrate, the concept »f negotiation may well
aid understanding of key processes involved in discourse productinn and
comprehension across age groups and across aspects of proficiency. Prag-
matically, negotiation as a strategy involves the give and taﬁe of oral
and written contracts which lead to a reader's and a writer's sense of

audience and distance; concepts which are important in text comprehension

as they are in text production. Semantically, negotiaticn as a strategy
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1.4.2 (Continued)

+

involves selection and choice as to what will be represented and which
commgnicat{on systems will be orchestrated to sign that meaning; con-
cepts which, again, are as important in text comprehension as they are
in text production.

Negotiation may be, in fact, central to our understanding of how
children discover tﬁe sign function of language itself. '"Border skir-
mishes'" between art gpd writing which arise as a result of negotiafion
may 15 fact be a key to both our and the child's understanding aﬁd growth
in literacy.

One of the things we noticed is that children often begin
writing using a script that has certain features of the script present

in ‘their culture. They often move to embellish these basic forms with

art. Erica, age 4, for example, made a capital B and then drew a little

bill and wings on the B to turn her letter into a bird. Mike, age 4,

began by writing letters and letter-like forms often turning ther into
litth pictures of a devil's fork, an owl, a chicken, and other objects
of importance to him. Terry, age'3, began almost all of his writing and
drawing with a letter E and then embellished it with very intricate lines
and drawing-like pictures. Alison, age 4, wrote a story about her family
using an English-like cursive form and then added little pictures of
faces in her script to represent each member of her family. While in
each of’these cases the children began by writing, they moved to art.

This move was crucial as with it these children could not only remember,

but reconstruct, ghﬁi they had written long after the actual writing was

' 50

A
Iy




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 66

1.4.2 (Continued)

done. By moving between writing and arc these children had in effect
created signs which not only placeheld meaning, but whose meaning was
retrievable across time. Through negotiation these children had dis-
covered pictographs as a writing system; a discovery much like that
which many of their ancestors made. Once one has had a border skirmish
between writing and art it may not be long, given the ianguage community
in which the child is being raised, to accidentally or deliberately

have such a skirmish with other elements of language, i.e., sound (map-
Ping oral language onto rritten language), sight (mapping written
language onto written language), or meaning (mapping cognifive data such

as size, weight, or other units of meaning onto written language).
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1.4.3 USING LANGUAGE TO FINE TUNE LANGUAGE

Agthird strategy which has much in common with the concept
of negotiation, is a strategy which we call "fine tuning language with
.
language." Carolyn Burke has attempted to capture the essential
notions involved in this strategy in a model she entitled, "The
Linguistic Data Pool" (Figure 1).

The central notions which she attempted to capture in this
model are:

(1) What we learn from a language encounter feeds a

common pool of linguistic data which can be drawn

upon in a subsequent language encounter;

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

(3) Growth in a given expre..sion of language must be seen
as a multi-lingual event; in reading. for example,
listening to a book read, talking about a book, or
attempting to write your own book all support grcwth
and development in reading.

The importance of this model lies in the fact that it poses a
parallel, or in-concert, development among the language arts and as
such seriously challenges existing notions re%ative to the supremacy
of oral language in the development of written language, as well as
the serial growth and developmeint of the expressions of language
(typically listeniné is assumed to precede speaking, speaking to pre-
cede reading, reading to precede writing). Both of these notions
currently undergird most formal language programs in this country.

The model is not meant to suggest that all of the expressions of lan-

guage are the same, only that languzge shares much in common across

K3
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1.4.3 Figure 1. The Linguistic Data Pool (Burke, 1977)

—Reading &ncounter Reading Encounter

=Writing Encounter Writing Encounter

~Speaking Encounter peaking Fncounter

—Listening Encounter Listening Enccunter

Peading Encounter—

+*ing Encounter-
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1.4.3 (Continued)

expressions. This being the case, one strategy which language users
can and do use is to build on the available strengths thev have in
other expressions.

It car be demonstrated that children of a very young age understand
and use the strategy of fine-tuning language with language. Many
children, when asked to write or dictate a story, obviously build
their stories off of and around stories which they have heard, as is
evident in the following sample:

Heckle and Jeckle.

Him have a new hat.

Then it blow away.

And him put t.at and a whole

bunch of hats come down.

And then him put the resf down.

And all the hats come down.

- Language Experience Story (as dictated by child)
- Ben (age 4)

Less evident, perhaps, but equally important is the fact that
from hearing stories children learn how stories are semantically
organized (setting, initiating event, attempt, consequence, response)
and use these organizational structures when writing their own stories.
Megan's story, placeheld in é cursive English-like script is a classic
example (see 1.3 Figure 6) illustrating that this process of fine-tuaing

language with language is in operation long before the writ.ng looks

80
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representational to our adult eyes. Being able not only to recognize
such scripts as writing, but being able to track even earlier attempts
& writing, are important efforts (see article 5.9). They nicely
demonstrate that writing development parallels development in other
expressions of languaye rather than building off of them in some more
serial fashion as has previously been assumed.

The importance of this interplay between the expressions of
language has developmental implications. One of the things we noted for
example is that when children move into functional writing they often
begin S; writing stories which they already know rather than by creating
their own plot, theme, story sequence and characters. Jake's story is
typical of many we received at the first grade level. (See Figure 2.)

As children strike out, in this case, attempting functional
spelling, they intuitively seem to understand the support which the data
from other expressicns of language provides trem. Using a story they
know well allows them to focus attention and concentration on the -
hypotheses they now wish to test without losing a text focus. Often
times an adult invelved in these kinds of situations might think this.
less than a wholehearted effort as a result of not clearly uuderstanding
nor appreciating the value of the child's strategy at this point in time.
‘ In contrast, we would argue that we'aduits use this straéegy

ourselves in that we often begin writing by relying on linguistic data

we ‘know, from withic which we strike cff to mark new ground. This

86

%




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 71

1.4.3 (Continued)

reliance on accumulated linguistic data allows one a "comfcrt zone"

from which new ground can be forged.

1.4.3 Figure 2. Story (Jake, Age b)

Lpe | Nree LEtR P13

0nt Bild His Houc -
C' OP { f‘ ‘-V
The vext  ope 8iLy . 55 a
TWIAS +he Fhree o ‘ H"“?@OF
of @,»,xs +A * Oilg s Hey g
C €h ‘f‘/’;c @ ;
M ad WoLL

CJ&)}\C

Context of Situation

Field: Research setting in school; Story Writing Task; Prompted.
Mode: Orzl request; Writt response; Oral reading.
Tenor: Child to researcher.

Transcription (as read by student)

The Three Little Pigs

One tuilt his house of straw.

The next one built ¥is house of
sticks. The-third one built his house
of bricks. Then the bad wolf

came. Jake.
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1.4.3 (Continued)

The same phenomena seems to hold in letter writing where often
initial letters seem long on form and short on context. LaShell's

letter is a prime example:

1.4.3 Figure 3. Personal Letter (LaShell, Age 6)

Love
bi%e
or

Context of Situation

Field: Research setting in school; Letter Writing Taslk; Prompte
Mode: Oral request; Written response; Oral reading.
Tenor: Chiid to researcher.

Transcriptioa (as read by child)

I
love
you.
Jerry
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1.4.3 (Continued)

It is important to understand, that what appears on the surface
to be a focus on form may well be a function of the child's concentrated
efforts to develop new content (in this case content relative to letter-
sound relationships in English).

Shannon, too, seems to rely on a ready made oral languagg pattern
as she tests hypotheses as to how one goes about representing written
language using symbols and what she knows about the linearity of written
English. (See Figure 4)

Other evidence of the importance of fine-tuning language with
language is readily available when one examines children's development
in writing. 1In writing, we have observed, oral language often plays a
key and integral role in the process. Often this language, even when
it seems directed to no one in particular, Serves as demarcation of
either a plan in abatement, or a plan in action.

Again, introspective :alyses of our own writing suggests that
this is not just a phenomenon which occurs among the initiate written
language user, as we too take breaks to talk over concepts with colleagues,
often give preliminary versions of papers as oral presentatacas in uni-
versity seminars, and mutter either out loud or to our social conscious
other self as we write.

Functional spelling, often too simply defined as 'spelling the

way it sounds,' is a complex but important instance of the strategy of

ey
P

fine-tuning language through language. Much research has been done in

this area, though it is, we believe, an error to view functional spelling

8
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as either a precursor to conventional spelling or as primarily a map-

ping of oral language on written language strategy.

1.4.3 Figure 4. Uninterrupted Writing (Shannon, Age 3)

Context of Situation

Fiecld: Research setting in school; Prompted.
Mode: Oral request; Written response; Oral reading.
Tenor: Child to researcher.

Transcription (ag read by child)
AN

This 1is Anita.
This is Shaiston.
This is Robin.
This is Angel.
. This 1is Daddy.
This is Mommy.
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From our observations of writers ir this study, and others, we
have come to see functional spelling as a strategy which all success-
ful writers use. Seeing functional spelling as a stage which children
move through on their way to convenf&onal spelling misses the strategic
importance of the strategy relative to long-term growth and development
across ages.

All of us, even Latrice (see article 5.9) can be said to write
functionally. As a strategy, writing functionally allows us to place-
tivld vu. ideas un paper without worrying about conventional spelling at
the point of utterance. It is a keep-going strategy which successful
writers use.

The strategy, more broadly defined, is "'functional writing,"
rather than "functional spelling," in that the same observations can be
made for cur handling of grammar as can be made for our nardling of
spellirg. Successful writers often nreate- syntactic forms which are
ipcomplete at the point of utterance. Writing functionally allows the
writer to semantically orchestrate ideas without allowing spellins or
grammar to arrest the process. Margaret Atwell (1980), in a study of
proficient and less-proficient writers, has observed that less-
proficient writers seém to "edit their texts [that is correct spelling,
grammar and ideas] befsre they produce their texts.” Functicnal writing
allows more proficient writers a strategy for avoiding this bottleneck.

Similarly, to vies functional spelling as an attempt to map oral

language on written language is misleading and fails to capture the
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) 1.4.3 (Continued)
more complex and interesting elements of . his strategy as it relates
to fine-tuning language with language. Our own obsServations have led e
us to believe it is as much a strategy of mapping written language on
written language as it is mapping oral language on written language.
Clearly, in order for children to move into functicnal spelling .
using the letters of our alphabet, they must first have h;d to have
) seen, or more appropriately, "read," them. I£1 a very fundamental way,
then, the most phonetic of scripts is as much a result of sight as ®
sound.
Some children, like Zach, age 6, sound out their text but then
add a series of letters rather randomly once they decide it doesn't ®
' look long enough. Zach has just moved into functional spelling and
already visual memory of letter forms and configurations. in addition
to scund and articulation are evident in his attempt. (See Figure 5) ®
The spelling of many single words, too, is not explainable
| through a phonetic analysis alone. LaShell's YUO (you), which could
’ well have been produced as U if all that was involved was mapping .
\ ' sound (see 1.4.3 Figure 3), has to be éxplaigsd by the fagt that )
‘ B she has already read the word earlier and knows it conta‘ins a Y and an
- 0, the latter she elects, afnér taking a look at her YU, to tag on the g
end.
Even if one wishes to argue tprat the YU was produced for phonetic
‘easons in that the U sound in the word You is quite long, one has to .
ask why she selected the Y rather than another U or some other letter
|
| : ®
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1.4.3 Figure . Written Conversation (Zach, Age 6)

Nhat 1kuy de You hke 4o do

[T ‘%U&r\h\*m& b o
Whet our faverite ’“’Y,
Tﬁ)[%y V‘s
ADA D

Do you have a foj
[)QJ’S frack? -

e \
Draw me another P'('”' ;

\%7 »\

7;

oo o ity 7

il < e

Fut your name and 0ge o"
~here

beuck [He you!

h\ —~—

"Context of Situation

Field: Child came to conference with mother; as adult and
child were listeuning to a speaker adult slips paper
to child with first question. '

. idode: Questions read quietly by researcher; Responses read
v quietly by child. '
Tenor: Child to adult.
Transcription (read by child as he pointed to each unit; pointing unprompted) 1
- What things do you like to :i9?

I (I) L (like) T (to) P (play) U (with) MY (my) TO (toys).”
« AQ (added after reading saying, "That doesn't look long enough.')

What is your favorite toy? - .
T (The) (exterminatory truck)

ADAMS was never explained though it was his
last name. Zach added orally, "My Dad's
got one of these."
Do you have a toy truck like your Dad's truck?
I (I) D (do). TILR and STUD added after reading evidently done as
vefore in that Zach did not feel his original text was long enough.
Drav me another picture.
(Told 'story as he drew.) (Later retold story for dictation and reading.)
Put your name and age on here.

ZACH, b

) . 91'\ K - ~
. J
A
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such as 0. This does not mean that sound was not involved in her spell- *

ing, rather it means that there is a much richer fine-tuning mix involved

in even eariy forms of functional spelling than seems to have been

recognized in past writings.
/

From our own observations we hav; found that children:
- e
(1) Spell tt: way it sounds (U for you; 11111 for My name is
Lisa, ; strategy which uses one mark per syllable):
(2) Spell the way it articulates (Chridagen for tried again);
(3) Spell the way it looks (FRO for for; YUO for you) ;
(4) Spell the way it means (AXLACUTTED, a new word created in

author’'s search for the word guillotine; WASUPONATIM for

viously AOX was used to rep{esent one kitten);

-

P

(5) Spell the way I solved similak spéllings in the past (TOOL ®

UP for Tuiip; REALISSTICK for realistic; LOVE A BALL for

Once Upon A Time; AOX AOX AOX for three kittens when pre-

loveable; FINELY for finally where intermediate attempts

5

included both finale and finaly); ‘ @

(5) Spell by either my or someone else's rules (PIZZIE for

‘Eigggfghere the informant said as the IE was written,
.\v\I know it's not gpelled Lhe way it sounds;" ALSOE for iirl_s_g, ®
where the informant said, "I've got to add the E co make

|
it a long 0'). ;

As is evident in most of even these examples, multiple strategies are e

simultareousiy involved. These strategies involve“multiple expressions

o . )

ERIC . | ’
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f’

of language. It is, we believe, the orchestration of increasing amounts

of linguistic‘éhsg/gbat may well be identified as growth, though #f is

important to understand that underlying this movement is a more generic

fine-tuning language w. th language strategy which in its eatire complex-

ity is not totally understood at this time.
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1.4.4 PISK TAKING

A fourth strategy which succescful readers and writers demon-
strate is what we call 'risk taking.' Risk taking is a strategy which
involves both the attitude of -nd the actions of hypothesis resfing.
Practically, it is characterized by experimenting with how languagea
works in Fhis particular centext. Risk taking is, we believe, driven
by the fact that our latest language discoveries are of more interest
to us than are ‘those things which we have already sorted out.

From a research perspective/what this strategy means is that
rarely are language users interestgd in demgnstrating either what
they already know or for that matter testing other's hypotheses; rather,

their goal is to test what they are currently interested in. The upshot

of this strategy is that when children are requested to test the, hypoth-

e¥es you are interested in, they do it in what oft2n appears to be an
almo;p accidental manper.

A prime example is Dawn. On a task assigned to solicit name
writing on two occasions so that we might study the stability of the
child's marking, Dawn used two different markings. In the f{irst in-
stance, she wrote her name quite clearly, DAWMN, and in the second
instance she wrote it in an English-like cursive sc;ipt. When asked

if she had put her name on the later paper she said, "V3s," pointing
to thé line where she had announced she was going to wraite it in the
first place. Knowing how to simply write onc¢'s name isn't good

enough. Dawn already knows that. She now must try it a new way show-

ing us that she is aware of the different options available to hLer.
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In an effort to study the child's development of name over time,
we instituted a 'Sign-In-Please' activity in several 3 and 4-year old
preschool rooms. This involved having a stack of 4 x 6 pads of paper
available on which each child (1 name per sheet) signed into thc class-
room. This was explained to the children as a new way of keeping class
attendance. Paul, who wrote his name quite conventionally the first
couple of times, one day signed in PAL. When asked, as he was putting
away the pen, "Are you done?," he responded, "Well, there's a U that
goes in there, but its been giving me so much trouble, I decided to
leave it out!" This hypothesis he obviously decided didn't work, as
later his name again appeared as it had been prior to his testing, namely,
PAUL.

Carol, age 3, si,.2d in using script that looked like the
rudimentary forms of C's, L's, and 0's (CLOGOCJ) and did this repeatedly.
One day she signed in, much like she had always done, saying, "I
tricked you last Friday. I signed in Carlos' name!"

Comparing all of Carol's previous signatures to her Carlos signa-
ture proved fruitless. What Carol had discovered was the function of
this activity in relationship to the contract it imposed on the partici-
pants, herself included. Within these bo-nds, knowing full-well it
would be appreciated she decided to test a new more interesting hypoth-
esis, one, in this instance, that was guaranteed to get a response.

Risk taking as a strategy is easily arrested. Many children at

5 and 6 look less successful as writers and readers than do their
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younger peers. Often this phenomenon is a function of instruction
which stresses a concern for conventional letter formation and spell-
ing. Many 5 and 6-year olds, but very few 3 and 4-year olds, when
asked to write, say they can't write. Often after you say, "'Sure
you can!,” they add, "but I can't spell," clearly indicating what
they perceive to be the major constraint.

Three and 4-year olds more often than not readily pick up the
pen and begin. Some 3 and.a—year olds, having heard the laments ot
5 and 6-year olds, and thinking “it's the in thing to do,” often say,
"I can't write" as they, in the same breath, pick up their pens and
begin (an act which betrays their more positive underlying attitude
about the process than 5 and 6-year olds).

Fortunately by altering the constraints which children per-
ceive as existent and by assuring them they can write, most will
once more begin. It is important to understand the fragileness of
this strategy, however, as by imposing constraints--either intended
or unintended--one cuts the language user off from the only strategy
by which he has to grow.

Another of the constraints which operate to destroy risk taking
is what, for lack of a better term, might be called "The Aura of
Literacy." From watching and talking with a variety of language users
we are’ convinced that one of the most difficult acts one must perform
1s to declare oneself a real reader or a real writer. To announce to
the world these facts places a heavy burden on one's shoulders. Young

children venemently deny that they are readers even though they obviously

are.

5
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Dorothy Menosky tells the story of her trip to Hawaii in which
a 5 year old girl sitting beside her on the plane was reading a book.

Dorothy asked her, "What are you doing?"

She replied, "Nothing."

"Oh," Dorothy said, "I thought maybe you were reading."

"I can't read!" came the reply.

This cut the counversation temporarily short. Presently, however,
the little girl resumed her }eading of the book. Dorothy, more inter-
ested now than ever, couldn't help noting her quite obvious attention
to the print.

"I saw you reading" she whispered to the girl.

"You did not! I can't read!!" came the reply.

"You can't? Well, tell me what that page was about then."

The little girl read the page following not only the print on
the page with her eyes * her head.

Dorothy said, "I saw that! You were toc reading. That's
exactly what's on that page!"

The little girl hesitated a moment and then said, '"Well, okay,
so I read!," but then added hastily, "but only that one little part:"

This attitude, we have found, is not unique to children.
Adults, too, have great difficulty thinking cf themselves as proficient
readers and writers. When interviewed, almost without exception, they
believe they read too slowly, don't read enough, don't know enough vocab-

ulary, or don't comprehend the way they should. To use reading for the

33
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purposes they express and to read the number of boo!'s and articles they
report reading, thcy are, by other's standards, succcssful readers.

Declaring oneself a real writer appears to be no less formidable.
Peter Elbo (1981) shared his difficulty in thinking of himself as a
writer even though he is the author of several books!

Interestingly we have found children sclve this bottleneck by
pretending to read and write. Some even declare wh2n asked to read,
"Well I can't really read, but I'll pretend to read,"” and then do.
Others correct, "You mean pretend?"

In some very real ways this strategy works. Our own observa-
tions are that r.any children quite literally pretend their way into
literacy.

Risk taking and the attitude of literacy which accompanies it
are characteristic of the behavior of successful readers and writers.
Together they constitute a process strategy through which the language
user challenges personal limits to growth. To live within the con~
straints of what one currently knows is not to grow. Not playing {1t
safe, testing your most recent insight, pretending, all are forces

by which language users evolve to a new lavel of literacy.

10y
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1.4.5 SUMMARY REMARKS

We believe that the four strategies which we have discussed here
characterize central processes in the written ,anguage process across
successful readers and writers of all ages. As such they give insights
not only into the process, bur also into the development of instructional
procedures for helping written language users who are currently being
less than totally successful; they lend insight into how to support
that process, not to intervene in it.

We further believe that what is true for the language learner
is true for the language teacher. In order tc continue to grow the
language teacher too must step out of existing constrairts--either
perceived or real--and take a risk; try out what one thinks recent
insights and understandings into written language literacy mean instruc-
tionally, make some good decisions and some poor ones, receive the
natural feedback which comes from both, and in a true sense thus

outgrow one's current self.

e
<
b




INIITAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 86

1.5 ON METHODOLOGY FOR STUDYING WRITTEN LANGUAGE GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

So little is known about wr'tten language growth and development
that just about any reading and writing task which involves a whole
Tnstance of language can provide new insight. While this may seem an
overstatement, it 1s nonetheless true, providing the task is continually
varied so trhat one can come to understand how the conditions of the
task itself or of the setting are affecting what the written language
user is doing.

This is not to say that we place equal value on all res rch
tasks, for some clearly are so closed in terms of what children can do,
others are so limited in terms of the unit of language Leing focused
upon, and still otners are so seemingly simple that it would prove
inefficient and assumptive to use them. Rather it 1is to say that a
very subtle relationship exzists tetween what we know on the one hand,
and the ~onditions under which that kuowledge is tappe. on the other.

This is the 1elationship between iinguistic resources and linguistic

constraints. Linguistic resources displayed are dependent upon lin-
guistic constraints present. Alter constraints and you uncover
resources.

It does not mean that the tasks we personally developed to study
written language growth and development are ideal ones. It simply
means that in order to use any task as a vehicle for understanding
growth ani development one needs to constan:ly alter and contrast it,
in r :der to expose the constraints it imposc.s on the language user.

The best that any research task can give one is a perspective on the

102
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process. That is not to say that some perspectives are not more fruit-
ful than others; but rather, it is to 'say that no single perspective
represents truth.

This relationship between ccnstraints and resources is an im-
portant one. In a very real sense, in order to understand development
we must understand the conditions surrounding development. We must
know when development is natural as opposed to being an artifact of
either our task or our interventions.

An illustrative case in point is the set of research tasks
which we designed and used in this study. Because we were interested
in discovering what children know about reading and writing prior to
coming to school, the relationship between linguistic constraints
and linguistic resources was a central one not only theoretically,
but practically.

A Zirst set of constraints we found in our data was several task-
interaction effects. These first became evident when we asked children to
write stories under a variety of conditions. Simply put, one counclusion we
reached was that a child's use of storiness is dependent upon the conditions
under which the dJdata were collected. The language experience writing
task we used allowed children to test an alternate set of hypotheses
than did our free-writing story task, or, for that matter, our story

book reading task; though all involved discourse production of a story

nature. Children who look like they know little about writing a story

under one condition, often demonstrate they know much more than would
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be predicted under another condition. In no instance did the organiza~-
tional structure of the three stories we collected from any single child
contain the exact same elements of story grammar. Story structure, like
other elements of language, is created from the inside out by the lan-
guage user. Each encounter provides a new opportunity to test a set

of hypotheses uniquely adapted to the opportunities which are highlighted
in the task itself.

Figures 1, 2, and 3 contrast the three stories which we collected
from DeShonna, age 6. The language experience task (Figure 1) provided
her opportunity to manipulate objects and develop a syntactic frame
around which to cohere what appears to be a series of distinct and
separate ideas (The key is in the door. . . . The eraser is on the
paper).

The story writing task (Figure 2) allowed DeShonna the oppor-
tunity to create two idea units which cohere semantically (This is
DeShonna. . . . DeShonna is jumping rope), as well as purpose an event
(jumping rope) around which she might develop a story line Completion
of the "story," and hence the testing of a full story grammar, appears
not to be DeShonna's primary interest, as the task itself not only
permits. but from DeShonna's perspective, encourages experimentation
with graphic form (note the fun she is having in writing her name in
different ways), and the testing of her current understanding of
graphophonemic relationships in written langauge (jirp = jumping; roig =

rope).

104




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT

1.5
1.5

(Continued)

Figure 1. DeShonpa: Language Experience Story

) LARCIAGE ZXPERINSCR FTORY ®
$(ficlal Cogy _~_ | Pwpil'e Reme & Wo. Drhennc "4] aee o Ve (- 3B Reas B
Tamecrtber oG | Sesetem: laz X dmd _ , Svedywifbire _ Bete
Coosher | Teecme befofllescage P50, . Pee i ot I

ORIGINAL  CICTATION

pint cene ~ pint tree

key = Key

4 Crascr = e&raser
block :  block

, ®
s The pine +ree Tre key S manipulates cach i .

i5 in +he door The eraser :l.fl' usht e ©
7 ts on the paper The block
P ts in  the box

a

Context of Situation

Field: Language Experience Dictation Task; Research Setting; Objects

selected and meanings assigned: pine cone = pine tree; key = @ ®
key; eraser = eraser; block = block.
Mode: Oral dictationwithmanipulation of objects; Transcription by researcher.

Tenor* Child to researcher

Kesearch Notes

The "story" created features objects and their location; this feature ®
makes the ''story" structure appear expository rather than narrative.
Each object was manipulated as sentence was dictated.
Scme hypothesis relative to syntactic cohesiveness appears to have bzen
tested (Notice paralielism across sentence forms, i.e.,
The key is in the door
The eraser is on the paper o
The block 1is on the box)
Semantic cohesiveness in terms of lexical chains are noticeably absent;
this may be due to some implicit or explicit pragmatic contract which
DeShonna sees as operating in this task.
When a propositional analysis is done only an inferred ISA case is shared

among predicate propositions (P1, P3, P5, P7): e
The pine tree.
Pl. (ISA, $, TREE) KEY:
P2. (TYPE OF, TREE, PINE) > = Inferred Case
The key is in the door. $ = Unspecified Case -
P3. (ISA, §, KEY) Exophoric Reference
P4. (LCCATION: (3), IN DOOR) (Reference outside of graphic‘.
The eraser is on the paper. display to objects in situ-
P5. (>ISA, §, ERASER) ational context)
P6. (LOCATION: (5), ON PAPER)
The block is in the box.
P7. (1sA, §, BLOCK) ®

P8. (LOCATION: (7), IN BOX)
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1.5 Figure 2. DeShonna: Uninterrupted Story Writing

Thqmm;%ﬁ%vmhw

Context of Situation

Field: Uninterrupted Story Writing Task; Research Setting
Mode:  Written Language (Cral directions; writing, reading).
Tenor: Child to Researcher.

Transcription (as read by child)

THIS IS DESHONNA
DESHONNA IS JUMPING ROPE

Research Notes

4 * The "story" created features an introduction of the protag(nist
(DeShonna) and the establishment of a single event which cculd
act as a setting.
* DeShonna introduces herself in second person.
® * Single complete proposition created (JUMP, DESHONNA, ROPE) as final

text after crossout. First statement announces herself in relation-
ship to the text and demonstrates DeShonna's attempt to orchestrate
text/context relations' ips using exophoric reference.

Because this task allows DeShonna the opportunity to write, she ex-
plores new ways of writiag her name as well as tests letter-sound

® information she possesses. DeShonna does not appear particularly
intent on exploring or extending her current noticns of "story grammar"
here, but rather tests more convenient, and probably appropriate,
hypotheses given the nature of the task. -
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1.5 Figure 3. DeShonna: Story Book Reading

PAGE TEXT _

03 . Ten little bears at home. They want to do.
04 One little bear was f¥r away in a boat,

- 05 Ten little beary was like at home. \ ®
06 One little bear was for a walk in the jeep.
07 Then seven little bears was like at home.
08 One little bear was for a roller on a roller coaster.

“ 09 Then one littl€ bear was like at home.
\ 10 One little bear was to the pool to swim.
11 Then next little bear was !.:ke at home. - @
12 One little bear was to the park to’ jump rope. ‘
i3 Then four little bears were like zt home.
* 14 One little bear was to the barber to get a haircut.

15 Then four little bears was like at home.
16 One little bear was to the machine to gec bubble gum. )
17 Then three little bears wae like at fHome. K
18 One little bear went to the air to set the jets. )
19 Then two little bear was like at home.
20 Ope little bear was to the fire ... to see the fire truck.
21 Then one little bear was like at home. He was sound asleep.
22 So when little bears come home.
23 Then one little bear was up. He like to go to the park to play. o
24 No-o little bears was not no lik.: eating.

Context of Situation

Field: Uninterrupted Reading of Picture Story Book; ResegrchSetting
Mode: Oral Reading (Story Production Task) o
Tenor: Child to Researcler

Research Notes

. Directions to DeShonna included "Read or pretend to read story.”

+ DeShonna discovers story structure of book using pictures (pictures ‘
in this task act as a residue form of adult story grammar; child
uses pictures to rediscover this form and seemingly proceeds as
if she knows this sort of predictable relationship would exist in
this type of text).

» DeShonna orchestrates syntactic structures and semantic structures
through repetition, an effect whick gives the reader of the @
selection the sense of a highly developed "story grammar," though
one different from that found in the fajiry tale genre.

ERIC I | *
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, 1.5 (Continued)

The story reading task (Figure 3), like the story writing
® tasks, involves text production on the part of the language user.
Under this condition, where DeShonna is offered the opportunity to
create a story using the residual story grammar support offered by the
® pictures in the boolk, DeShonna demonstrates her understanding of not

only this type of story structure, but how bo:h syntactic and semantic

cohesion operates in orchestration to create a notion of "storiness."

~
-

® The descriptive sequences of DeShonna's language experience
story (Figur~ 1), as well as the event sequences in her other stories
(Figures 2 and 3) are features of most stories. They are, neverthe-

[ ] less, highlighted events of particular stories which DeShonna creates
.for us. Such highlighting is dependent upon her perception of the task
and what language hLypotheses she¢ sees it allowing her to test. To

L impose a sir.lgle standard of well-form2dnress on children's stories is to
do a disservice to the inherent right of readers and writers to develop
their own story structure ‘given their sensitivity to the unique situa-

@ tional constraints operative in the setting. By altering the task, or
in our case, having alternate story writing tasks, the constraints
operatin‘g in any given task are exposed. Such exposure, it seems to

® ue, 1is important as it allows researchers to move beyond undérstanding
convention to un&erstanding language development,

»

A second set of constraints operative in the research tasks

»

® ‘whizh we developed is what we term pragmatic constraints. Praguatics

is defined as the rules of language use operative in "a particular

® O )
10'.)
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1.5 (Continued)

context of situation. Given our research setting, in which an adult
is interacting with a child, a superordinate-subordinate relationship
is set up. Coupling this with the conditions of data collection (in
a preSchoolY; a teacher-pupil relationship is automatically assumed
by the child. Under these conditions children not only readily
accessed a school writing schema when asked to write--kindergarten
and first graders write words which they know how to spell--but alsc
took any side comments much more seriously than we sometimes intended
them to be taken. The older the child, the more noticeable the effect.

If we had difficulty, for example, hearing what the child said,

ve often asked, "What?" requesting, we thought, a simple repeat of the
response. Children, however, thinking we dién't like their first re-
sponse, read the ''What?" tokbe disapproval and often changed their
answers. This, in spite of the fact that.an analysis of the videotape

protoEol materials often clearly shows that the child's first response

in the environmental print task, for example, was qualitatively a better

one than the altered response.

Nor does the effect of a simple "What?" wear off easily. Often
times the nature of the child's response to subsequent pieces of
environmental print, long after the What-instance, continues to reflect
itgelf in the manner in which thie child responds to other print items

in the task. For examples of both task and pragmatic effects operating

in our research setting, the reader is referred to article 5.4.
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1.5 (Continued)

During language experience story dictatinn, a question relative
to what was dictated, a casual comment such as, "And then what happend?,"
or a simple drumming of one's fingers, alters the very nature of the
story so that the final product is more reflective of :he child's
sensitivity to pragmatics than it is of the child's current level of
cognitive development. A simple test of pragmatic effect is to study
pieces of text generated after questioning has occurred. Using proposi-
tional analysis as a heuristic procedure, what we have found is that
conceptual relationships implicit ja the researcher's question become
the conceptual relationships which are expressed in the item of text
produced at the time.

There is a paradox here. Asking some children casually, "Are
you done?," causes them to quit immediately, while others read the same
message as an indication that more is expected. Since predicting how
these comments are going to be interpreted is problematic, the best
option is seemingly not to respond at all. This, however, poses its
own problems, as given two language users in close proximity, refusal
to respond or even chat casually is very unnatural and poses a set of
constraints which are even harder to map and come to know.

There is not, then, an easy answer to,this problem. Nor is it
the case that in some language instances there are constraints and in
others there aren't. Rather, gonstraints operate in all language set-
tings. One cannot eliminate constraints, only alter them so that

those typlcally operative and whose effect is kncwn are no longgr
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1.5 (Continued)

playing the powerful role they might play. We found, in this regard,
that settings where the constraints are allowed to evolve during the e
course of the event itself often provide the best insights into current
levels of development. A written conversation with a 5-year old in a
home situation where one is known simply as an old friend of the parents ®
who stopped by for a visit is a particular example of one such setting
we found powerful.

Given :these insights into task and pragmatic effects, three ®
things seem called for relative to the study of written language
growth an( development. One, the context of data collection must be
described as fully as poasible. In this regard we have found Halliday's ®
notions (1980) of fieid (what's happening), mode (communication systems
used), and tenor (social relationships involved), helpful as descriptive
categor;es. Together these constitute key elements of register. The ®
register of a language event, however, is not entirely a given entity,

but rather evolves during the course of the event itself. This being

the case we have found it necessary to monitor changes in the register ®
of a languag. event at various intervals such as turn taking.
Two, one must adopt an attitude of ethnography even in doing
experimental and quasi-experimental research which involves whole lan- e
guage events. This attitude, it seems to us, 1is one which respects
process and attempts to study how oneself and the task conditions are ;
®

affecting the data being collected.
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1.5 (Continued)

Third, insights gleaned from data collected in reszarch settings
must be checked out in other-than-school settings if one wishes to make
statements about natural development. This can be done as we have demon-
strated through smaller follow-up ethnographic studies which are designed
to verify leads and insights gleaned from the original data bank. If
the predicted trend does not show up in these natural settings then one
must return to study constraints operative which account for the phe-
nomenon which has been observed.

Methodologically, then, we advocate an ethnographic approach to
the study of written language growth ard development. Ethnography
assumes the study of a whole nature instance of language. Given this
constraint, ethnography is not so much a particular set of procedures
as it is an attitude which respects the process and one's involvement
in that process. Given the fact that language is first and foremost

a process ethnography seems an ideal methodology for the study of

. language. Categoriesy which are used to analyze developmental dzta must

evolve from the data itself and be verified in situations where con-
straints are known through study of the linguistic resources being
demonstrated and used.

Until we get a great deal more ﬁamiliar with the constraints
that operate in a2 language setting and how they evolve to affect the
languaging event, we see no otaer alternative but to collect the bulk
of sur data on videotape. While we hate to admit it, we were simply

not smart enough at the onset of this study to know what to record.
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Had we not used videotape, it scares us to think what conclusions we
might have reached and what data we would have been left to use.

Nor did our informants find us fast learners. Child after
child had to confront us before we could perceive even the most blatant
case. If one is intent upon 'finding out' rather than ‘'proving' some-
thing in research, few other options allow the heuristics of contrast,
varfation, and distance needed in coming to understand and know.

Having a videotape data bank bought the time our informants
needed to teach us. With the new eyes they gave us we then could
look for similar patterns among protocols and test our new insight
in a more natural language setting. The findings reported in this
volume have stood this process of verification. The merit of this
methodology rests on the sheer number of myths about written language

4

growth and development we have begun to both question and dispel.
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2.0 UNIN ERRUPTED DRAWING AND UNINTERRUPTED WRITING
2.1 TASK DESCRIPTIONS

The uninterrupted writing task involved giving children a blank
plece of paper and asking them to wrice their name. Once the children
had compieted their name, they were asked to write anything else that
they could write. At each point that they stopped during this task the
researcher responded, 'Write everything you can write.'" This procedure
was continued until “he child self-terminated this phase of the task by
saying something like, "That's all," or "I can't write aunymore."

The uninterrupted drawing task involved giving children a sec-
ond sheet of paper, and asking them to '"'Draw a picture of yourself so
that we may keep it to remember you by." Once the children had com-
pleted their picture, they Jere asked to write their name on the paper.

Both tasks were administered individually to children with
order of presentation fixed as indicated above. All data were col-

lected on videotape.
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2.2 TASK INTENT

At what age do children differentiate art from writing? What
is ** relationship between growth in writing and growth in art? 1Is
art a more advanced communication system for young children, and if so
do children naturally use their more advanced knowledge of one system
to support growth and development in a weaker system? Under what con-
ditions do children differentiate art from writing? VWhat is the nature
of the support one communication system (like art) offers another com-
munication system (like writing) for the young child? How consistent
are children's writings of their name across a variety of name writing
conditions? Do developments in writing reflect themselves in children's ’
writing of their name first as past research suggests? What is the
relationship between how children write their nawe and the strategies
which they use in writing? What is the role that convention plays in
the child's move into writing? What does growth and development in
writing look like prior to recognition of it as either conventional or
representational in an adult sense? What are the significant charsc-
terizations of growth and development in writing across 3, 4, 5, and
6-year olds? What ic the specific nature of the young child's deci-
sions in writing?

Questions such as these make several assumptions: First, that
the very young child is a written language user; second, that alternate
communication systems support growth and development in the process;

third, that the strategies children employ as they move into writing ‘are
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2.2 (Continued)

organized, worthy of study, and have applicability to our understanding
of the writing process generally.

This task‘was designed so that not only these questions but
these assumptions could be studied. Several of the essays in Section 2
and several of the papers in Section 5 address particular questions and
assumptions highlighted in these tasks. Several related paperc are
being prepared but will appear in the second volume. There is no at-
tempt in the discussion which follows to recover all of this theoretical
ground. The reade; is, therefore, referred to Sections 2 and 5 of this

report for further discussions and analyses of the data collected under

these task conditions.
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2.3 EXEMPLARS OF TASK DATA

Because data collection was videotaped, process as well as

@ product data were available for analysis. Following are four sets of

data typical of those produced by children at the various age levels

in our sample.
®
®
@
®
®
® /f

L ]
®
-
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2.3.1 LATRICE (AGE 3)

Writing: Final Product, Latrice (Age 3)

Latrice, age 3, when asked to wrice
her name, began by writing what appears to

be the letter L. (See Sample A)

When pushed to write anything else
she mightvwrite, Latrice picks up her pen
and using a free-flowing circular stroke
all but obliterates her initial dicplay of
literacy. (B)

Midway in this second effort,
Latrice says, as much to herself as to

the researcher "Gonna make an 1."
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2.3.1 (Continued)

Without seeking a clean spot on the
paper, she proceads to make a large dot in
the middle of, if one knew no hetter, her
initial scribble. The researcher then says,
"You gonna make an I1?" to ~hich Latrice
responds "Right here" and produces a line
with a dot attached to the top.

And it is a beautiful I, upside down,
true, but clearly recognizable as being what
Latrice said it was. (C)

Latrice dots the 1 with such savage
strength that, even later, when she has
written still more of what she can write
over the top of these 3 initial efforts, it
is clearly visible. At this pcint Latrice
starts to hand her paper to the researcher

but becomes interested in the back of the

page where the felt marker has soaked through.
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2.3.1 (Continued)

The researcher turns the paper back
to the front, asking Latrice if she can
write anything else. Ir response, Latrice
moves to a new spot on the paper, announces
she can, "make a dog," and does so using a
meticulously drawn circle. But she is dis-
satisfied with her efforts for she says,

"I can't make a dog." The researcher en-
courages her to write anything else she
can write but instead Latrice asks the
researcher tc make a dog for her. And
once again the researcher asks her what
else she can write. (D)

This time Latrice tells us, "I'm
gonna draw a Mickey‘Mouse," and bégins to
make connected circular motions that get
larger and larger as she continues her en-
gagement in the process. When she com-
pletes this aspect of the task she hands

her paper to the researcher. (E)
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2.3.1 (Continued)

Pushed once more to write anything
else she can write, Latrice retrieves her
paper and using the circular motion even
more freely now, manages to tie her whole
prodact together so that the end result
appears to be nothing but one huge mass
rather than the series of distinct literacy

efforts that it is. (F)

Latrice signals her completion of
the task, saying "There, that's all." When

the researcher says, "Put the top on the

pen," Latrice begins to write again, stop-
ping when the researcher asks if she's fin-
ished. When asked to read what she wrote,

Latrice says "Right here and around here."

when the request to read what she has writ-

ten is repeated, Latrice says, 'That's a G
dog," pointing to the scribble where indeed

she had indicated she was going to placehold ®
dog while writing, "And that's Mickey Mouse"
pointing to the set of scribbles which in-
cluded her initial but important attempts at

placeholding her name. (G)
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2.3.1 (Continued)

Drawing: Final Product, Latrice (Age 3)

Having completed this task, Latrice

was given a second sheet of typing paper and R
asked to draw a picture of herself so that

e could remember her. Latrice did this

using the same combination of meticulous and

huge circular motions she had used in "making

her dog."
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2.3.1 (Continued)

When asked to write her name on the
paper, Latrice turned the paper over and
did so, proceeding left-to-right, using a

linear up and down strxoke. (I)
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®
2.3.2 MIKE (AGE 4)
Writing: Final Product, Mike (Age 4)

®

®

®

° When Mike, age 4, was asked to write
his name, he placed an M on the paper ana
then looked up at the researcher. A moment

PS later he resumed his writing, producing in
succession the letters I, K, and E. After
each letter was produced, Mike again looked

PY up at the researcher. The product of his
effort is the expected response-—a linear
display of his name. (A)

®

o
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2.3.2 (continued)

The request to write anything else
he could write resulted in behavior that
some would regard as éurprising. Insiéad
of continuing to produce conventional
English letters, Mike makes a set of marks
reminiscent of Egyptian hieroglyphics.
These marks were generated with a combina-
tion of straight and curved lines that
sometimes result in a letter we recoginize
(e.g., A), but more often than not appear
as intricate formulations of his own. At
one point during the process, Mike says,
"That's a rock," after completing one of
his forms. (B)

Mike then paused and the researchér
asked "Are you finished?,” prompting Mike
to continue writing. As he begins to make
what turns out to be a capital F Mike says,
"I got one more word to do." After finish-
ing his capital F he makes a lower case F
and then a form he identifies for us as a

rake. (C)
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2.3.2 (Continued)

The researcher again asks Mike if
he is finished writing and again Mike
responds by generating more forms. (D)

Another pause in the writing proc-
ess prompts the researcher to ask, "Are
you finished writing, Mike, or do you have
something el=e to wrize?" Mike is a child
cf many words for he responds, "I have a lot
of things to write!" After making another
form, Mike produces a capital L but instead
of moving on to another new form he adds a
curved line to the already existing L and
tells us, '"That's a chicken.”" He then an-
nounces, ''I can make a house,"” and does so,
adding "Now I'm going to make a door" as he
writes.

Mike continues to anncunce his plans.
He says, "I can make a triangle" hefore mak-
ing one &nd as he makes a square on the paper
he says, "This ig a flag, but it ain't a
flag. This is a hoot owl but it has pinchers
under it; There's his mouth."” When the
researcher asks if he's finished he adds ears
to his hoot owl. Finally, Mike puts the

cover on the pen. (E)
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2.3.2 (Con:inued)

When asked to read what he has
writtan Mike works his way around the page
pointi&g to each itém and reading it for
us. He reads:

""Spaceship"

"I made a devil rake." \‘Y
"And a rake."

"I made a house.” s bf
"And I don't know what that is?"‘
"Spaceship"
"I need to make a little more stick
on this" (as he adds more to the
vertical line). "That's a bear."
"This is a peach.”

"And this is a banana."

F’
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2.3.2 (Continued)

"A triangle"

"A hoot owl"

-~

o "A fish, and this is a stream to
catch fish in" (pointing to the 0/

right hand line). '"That's a

] chicken."

ﬁ
"That's a broken stick."
®
"That's a roller skate. That's é
the holder'; (pointing to the top

® line).

"This is a seven.’

®
"This is a foot." -
® "Don't know what that is." A_
"This is a little triangle on a V
® stick."
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2.3.2 (Continued)

"This is another stick that's

broke."

"This is something the men dances

with." B

"This 18 a seven."

To complete his reading, the re-
searcher points to his nare and asks Mike

what it says, to which he repliee, "Mike."

Drawing: Final Product, Mike (Age 4)
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2.3.2 (Continued)

Mike approaches the drawing task in
a manner similar to the first, announcing

his plans as he draws. He begins by draw-

ing a circle to which he adds a mouth,
saying, "There's my mouth."” A nose and a
pair of eyes are added. As he draws his

hair he says, '"'There's my hair.” He then
continues by drawing ~rms ("I have to draw
some feet.') Then, before drawing the
fingers on the right hand he comments, '"Have
to make fingers" and when he moves to the
left hand he says, "Little fingevrs." Legs,
feet, and toes are eventually added to com-
plete his self portrait. Mike signals the
researcher that he's finished by announc-
ing, "I'm done." (F)

Finally, the researcher asks Mike
to put his name on his paper. Mike complies
with this request by once again producing
the expected response, using the same set

of letters to represent his name as in the

uninterrupted writing task. (G)
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2.3.3 JEFF (AGE 5)

Writing: Final Product, Jeff (Age 5)

When Jeff, age 5, is asked to write
his name he tells us, "I know what my name
is," and promptly begins, writing each
letter in his name, naming them as he does

so. (A)
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2.3.3 (Continuad)

A regquest to write anything else
prompted Jeff to say, "I can write my last
name." Again he names each letter in his
last name as he writes it on his paper.

To be sure, he produces a backwards C and

L but it is clear that his last name is

COLEMAN. (B)

Asked to continue writing anything
else he can write, Jeff announces, "I know
what the alphabet is" and as he writes the
letters (in the conventional order) he not
only says the name of each letter but com-
ments on its presence or absence in his
name. In _short, he seems intent on attach-
ing peroonal meaning te & linguistic con-

vention, the alphabet. (C)

*

Page 116

JOIEMAN

ABCDE G Imoins

Towxys




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT

2.3.3 (Continued)

At this point the researcher asks,
"Can you write anything else?" Jeff re-
sponds, "Yep, numbers. I can write all
them to 20. Here I go!" and displays the
numbers 1 through 20 in a linear fashion,
naming them and talking about how he forms
them as he writes. It is interesting to
note that as Jeff begin > write the
number 10 he says, '"One (meaning the
numeral one as z component of the number
ten) is a I--'cause I gots crossed right
there and there" (pointing to the seraphs
on the I in his alphabet). As he reaches
the number 17 he reminds us that it is
made up of the numerals 1 and 7 and that
"20 is @ 2 and a 0." (D)

When the researcher asks Jeff if
that'e all he can write, Jeff says yes and
then says, "I'm gonna write myself." He
then produces a drawing of himself,

sharing his plans with us orally as he

draws. After this he announces, "I'm gonna

write my girlfriend. She's 4 years old.

I'm putting a 5 by me. I make a 4 by her."
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2.3.3 (Continued)

As he talks he continues to work on his
ﬁaper, first drawing his girlfriend and
then writing his age next to his self-
portrait. Jeff tells us that his girl-
friend is sad because she doesn't have a
lion on her shirt while he does. But he
then informs us that she's happy after
all because she has a picture of him on
her shirt! After placing the 4 next to
her picture Jeff self-terminates his in-
volvement in the process, saying, "There,
I'm done." (E)

When Jeff is askéa to read what
he has written, he starts at the top of
the page and, moving his finger from left
to right, says, "I write my name--and my
alphabet--and my numbers and me and my
girlfriend. 4nd here's my 5 and here's
my 4." (F) While Jeff clearly involves
himself in the process, he does 80 with
an eye toward his past writing encounters

in his kindergarten classroom. He writes

all those things identified by his teacher

as high priority items for writing--his
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2.3.3 (Continued)

name, the alphabet, numbers. Implicit in
his written record is the echo of instruc-
tion. Even Jeff's move to personal expres-
sion through pfctures falls within the
meaning potentizl of writing as it has

been established in instruction, and, while

we would argue that moving to an alternative

communication system to express meaning is
a useful and legitimate strategy, in this
case Jeff uses it to evade further engage-

ment in the writing process.

Drawing: Final Product, Jeff (age 5)
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2.3.3 (Continued)

The researcher then asked Jeff to
draw a picture of himself. He complies
with the contract and does so telling us
that he's making a big lion on his shirt.
Then he announces, '"Making a 5 by me," as
he does so. When the researcher asks if
ne is finished drawing his picture, Jeff
says that he's going to draw around his
hand. The completion of this task prompts
the researcher to request that Jeff write
his name on his paper. Jeff makes a J and
an E and pauses.

At this point he says he can't
remember how to make an F so he looks back
at his name as initially produced during
uninterrupted writing and says, "I kncw
now" generating the rest of his first
name. Jeff then says, "I gotta make my

last name too" and proceeds to make each

of the letters in his last name, commenting

on the formation of each as he goes. When
Jeff finishes writing his last name the

résearcher then terminates the task. (G)
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® .
h 2.3.4 VINCENT (AGE 6)
¥
Writing: Final Product, Vincent (Age 6)
®
;

@

[ ]

L Vincent, age 6, responded to the
request to write his name Ly generating
each of the letters in his name and dis-

. l

® playing each of the perfectly formed
letters in a linear fashion. (A)

o

®

r
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2.3.4 (Continued)

When asked to write everything
else he can write, Vincent writes GO,
placing it to the right of his name. At
this point he stops, prompting the re-
gsearcher to ask if he can write anything
else. He begins co write again, this
time positioning the word STOP directly
below his na;;.\\Once again Vincent stops
and once again the researcher asks if he

can write anything else. This time

Vincent places the word DOG underneath
GO and stops. The emergence of a list is
evident. Evident too, are the loud si-
lences that nececsitate the researcher's
continual prompting. It is as if Vincent
is engaged in a conversation with himself

in which the topic is the relative safety

of producing one item over another. Vincent

opts for safety and produces those items

that reflect his instructional experiences.

()
The presence of these pauses is
counterintuitive. We would predict that

6 year olds would have more language
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2.3.4 (Continued)

information to draw on than 3 year olds so
that the older children get, the faster
their written language production becomes.
But their experiences with written language
(including instructional experiences) seem
to slow them down instead of speed them up.
Their extznsive experience with written
language means that they do have more to
draw on, but also more to orchestrate, re-
sulting in a slower rate of production.
Simply stated, the more you know, the more

you don't know.

Page 123

Pushed further to write anything
else he can write, Vincent con:inues to
generate his list, going from left to right
and top to bottom as he places the words on

the paper. (C)

CAT

BLACK
RED

CAR
BLUe
BRown

139




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT

2.3.4 (Continued)

Page 124

The researcher again asks Vincent
if he can write anything els: and Vincent
responds by producing more words im the
manner described above. We would have to
agree that Vincent hae ~rtainly learned
his color words. In fact, writing, for

Vincent, lies totally within the written Ye uow

language world of meaning established by O YANge

PurfLe
white

his classroom teacher. Color words are >
among the first sets of words taught in

first grade classrooms and names cf common
pets (CAT, DOG) soon follow. And before
encounter .ng the ir-truccional setting, he
lived within the mcaning world of his par-
ents which may account for the production

of GO and STur after writing his name. It

i{s also interesting to note the chsng;s in
letter formation as he moves through his
l1ist. H.e initiei decision is to represent
all the words he can write in capital letters
but by the time he adds the last word to

his 1ist he demonstrates the same control

of lower case letters as seen in the repre-

sentation of his nLrme. (D)
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2.3.4 (Continued)

Vincent, asked to read what he has
written begins with GO and moves from left
to right, top to bottcem, producing the ex-
pected response for each of the items on
the page. Interestiagly enough, the one
item he chooses to omit duripg reading is
his name. The very thing we regard as most
representational is viewed from a different
perspective by the child. It is as if
name-writing exists outside the semantic
field of the text, functioning instead as
the means by which the paper can bé iden-
tified by the teacher; this omission is

clearly a pragmatic effect. (E)

Drawing: Final Product, Vincent (Age 6)
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2.3.4 (Continued)

At this point the researcher asks
Vincent to draw a picture of himself. Vin-
cent complied with the contract and gener-

ated a self-portrait. (F)

When he finishes his drawing,
Vincent is asked to write his name and
once again he generates each of the
letters in his name, placing them from
left to right in the top left corner

of the page. (G)

142

Page 126

Vincent




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 127

2.4 KEY FINDINGS

2.4.1 CHILDREN'S DIFFERENTIATIONS BETWEEN WRITING
AND DRAWING ARE SYSTEMATIC AND ORGANIZED

Children, as young as three, regardless of race or socio-
economic status, differentiated writing from drawing. Even in those
instances where an examination of the produce alone does not clearly
reflect this differentiation, an analysis of the process through which
they produced the product, shows that such a differentiation has been
made. This finding is most evident under high contrast situations where
young children are initially asked to draw--a request which matches
their expectation of the kind of task adults should ask--and where
after such a contract has been drawn a new contract requests that
they now write. Having made an initial set of decisions, the new re-
quest forces their attention to the semantics of the request and allows
contrast of the process. It 1is often during this high-contrast condi-
tion that the researcher can also gain insight into when the markings
produced uader the writing subtask were in fact drawing; thac is to
say, whether or not the writing contract was negotiated by the child
to a drawing contract. The best indication of such is when the move-
ments used in drawing differ from the movements used in writing. By
comparison of the child's performance across writing and drawing, move-
ments which might initially be seen as writing can be identified as
drawing (see article 5.9).

While not all of the children in our study used the same mark-

inga for print--some used an up-and-down linear squiggle, some used a
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2.4.1 (Continued)

circular motion, some a decse blob, some mock letters, and others a more
representational form--all were systematic in thei approach to print.
Whatever decisions they had arrived at, they consistently applied these
decisions each time they engaged in a writing or a drawing contract.

An analysis of those decis:ions which the children made proved
especially interesting. Generally the children's art was characterized
as being global, centralized and connected. Children, prior to the
product being particularly representational to the adult eye, usually
drev a large figure in the center of the page having a unity or cohe-
siveness of lines converging about this point. Their writing, on the
other hand, was typically linear, spaced, and located off center.

Movements, whether circular or wavy, were less identifiable
in and of themselves as either art or dvawing. Rather, whatever pre-
dominant movement the child had selected as representing writing, an
alternative movement was selected to represent drawing. For example
if the child used a huge circular motion to placehold his message in
art, he used a continuing linear wavy movement when asked to write.
Those children who used a wavy movement for art, used a circular linear
movement for writing. Hence, while all children did not reach the
same decision, they all reached some decision. Further, this decision
was both organized and systematic.

Which particular movemer:s the child was likely to select for
writing, was also found to be highly predictable. To explain, if one

wrote the slphabet in manuscript capital letters the way most parents
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2.4.1 (Continued)

2.4.1 Figure 1.

LETTERS TYPE

Page 129

Early Writiag and Drawing as Systematic and Organized

EXAMPLE 1

C (Circular)

~

L (Linear) 1.

L.

JERRY

code
+

CLCCL {L=Linear; C = Circular’
+
eduation
+
2/5

[ # of liaear letters ]
total # of letters in rame

Probability = .40

Since .40 1is low, we would expect
Jerry to write his name using
circular stroges. And such is the
case

EXAMPLE 2
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2.

3.

1. LATRICE

¥
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+

5/7

+
Probability = .71
Since .71 is high, we would expect
Latrice to write her name using
linear strokes. And such is the

case
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2.4.1 (Continued)

seem to do when their preschoolers request their names in writing, and
figured the proportion of linear letters as opposed to circular letters
in the child's name as shown in Figure 1, then the resulting equation

(# of linear letters/total # of letters in name) gives one a probability
of the type of atroke which the child will most likely use in writing
(High probability = linear; lcw prqbability = circular).

The fact that children are extremely systematic in their deci-
sions as to the formation of print is éeadily substantiated when one
performs this analysis. The probability of guessing which movement--
either linear or circular--wili be selectad when considering all the

letters of the child's name was found to be .93. Using just the first

letter of the child's name f~t prediction was found to be almost as
reliable (.91). How useful this procedure is for parents and teachers
is of course debatable, and i% was not our intent to develop this
analysis into a testing procedure. In reality it makes little differ-
ence which movement is selected or even if this decision rule is not
followed by the child. What is of importance, however, is that we come
to understand that the decisions which children make in regard to writ-
ing are rule governed and reflective of the child's early attempts to
make sense of print. Clearly their behavior is far from réndom. Not
only do children have a basis for the decisions they make relative to
writing, but by selecting a contrasting movement as dominant for art

they once again demonstrate the systematic nature of their thought

processes relative to these processes.
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2.4.2 CHILDREN'S INITIAL ATTEMPTS AT READING AND WRITING
REPRESENT A REAL ACCESS TO LITERACY

There 18 a tendency to view the set of products produced by

children under the task uninterrupted writing as initial attempts at

writing, rather than "true“ writing. Yet there i3 little in our data

to support such a view. What the data do suggest is that these young
written language users made a host of very sensitive literacy decisions.
Decisions, we might add, that.if made by an adult, would quickly be
recognized as literacy.

Children, as young as 3, seem to have a deep-seated understand-
ing of what language is. Tﬁey intuitively seem to understand that each
engagement in the process serves as an opportunity to take social action,
mean, and learn.

All of the children in our study knew that some written response
was required of our requests to write and draw, and they freely engaged
in those processes. They saw writing then as an appropriate social
course of action under given conditions. It was a recognized way in
which the language contract which we set up could be acted upon.

Secondly, children's markings were purposeful; that is, true
attempts to mean. They knew how they wished to respond and the marks
which they made were directed to that end. Vygostsky (1979) speaks of
this as a monumental moment when the child discovers that meaning pre-
cedes marking. Children, he argues, begin by making a mark and once
having done so, label it. ' He conceptualized this process as one of

object over meaning (%%i%%ﬁg). He contrasts this to what literate adults

147




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRiNT Page 132

‘ 2.4.2 (Continued)

- do, namely say to themselves, "I'm going to write such-and-such" and
then proceed to do so. de conceptualizes this process as one oi mean-

ing cvef-object (%%?%%%3 . When this particular change occurs is not

‘clear, but from our data it becomes clear that children even as young

as three had this intent to mean pricr to making marks on peper

(meaning)
object '

This is not to say th;t children did not sometimes negotiate
theirh;arkings bnce they had been produced. A case in point is Latrice
whom we introduced earlier. Latrice initially begins to write an L
and I in response to our request to write her name. Clearly her mark-
inés at this point had the semantié intent Af plgceholding her name.
Having fulfilled this contract, so to speak, she begins to draw and,
alas, does so over the same area in which she has writtén her name.
Later when asked to read what she has wr;tten she says, pointing to
the area where her name is written and over which she drew, "and this

says Mickey Mouse.' The fact that she negotiated her markings after
completion of the contract cannot be taken as evidence of a lack of
semantic intent, but rather more a reflection of time and the genera-

tive process of writing. This, however, brings us to our third point.

Each opportunity with language allows us not only an oppor.unity e

to act and mean but also to learn. In writing, for example, the act of

having put one idea on paper and then later adding a second idea, allows

us to view not only each idea separately but in closer proximity than "1
\

we may ever have done before mentally. Often from experiences such as
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i

2.4.2 (Continued)

this we see not only new relationships, but we make new insights. De-
fining writing as a process of putting one;s ideas on paper falls far
short of an adequate definition, for in a real sense writing is also
generative. It is, in fact, this generative aspect of writing which
makes the process of writing itself a true language learning event of
®dicational import. Just as the process ls generative for us, so too
is ii for children. Latrice's, "and that's Mickey ifouse,”" is reflec-
tive of this process. Each opportunity to engage in the process was an
attempt not only to mean and act but to grow and discover. Children
seem to intuit not only whaf language is but to take free advantage of
all it has to offer.

It is important to understand that these actions are not the
Fudimentary fo;ms of literacy, but arée, when viewed ag-a unit, an im-
pressive and coordinéted set of key literacy decisions. When asked to
write, children not only rgsponded appropriately by either engaging
in ;he'contract or renegotiating it to be one of drawing--a response
repertéire which adults also use when not wishing to respond to a
particular question--but they did so in a predictable and meaningful

manner. Eveﬂ in such instances where if was obvious that the child

was drawing a picture rather than a picture of himself and the re-

searcher asked the child, "Are you making D.J.'s picture?" (meaning

a picture of D.J.) the child responded, "Yes, this is D.J.'s picture"
. .
(mean ng a picture made by D.J.), the reinterpretation fell within

logical semantic parameters given the context of the s{tuation.

»
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2.4.2 (Continued)

This coordination of response both pragmatically and seman=-
tically is a literacy feat worthy of note. Three and four year olds
not only responded to our requests to write and draw with appropriate
actions and meanings but, given this particular language setting, took
the opportunity to clarify for both us and them the differences between
writing and drawing.

Five year olds responded in a similar fashion except that they hod
by now drawn adult-like arbitrary lines between writing and drawirg.
While most, when encouraged to continue to write anything else they could
write, moved to art or math, this act seemed consciously performed. The
five ye;r old knew that such alternate communication system moves were
not only semantically viable but socially acceptable. The moves to
alternate communicate systems by 5 year olds seemed more planned; moré
an attempt to avoid writing than to complement it. It is interesting
that at the exact point in schools--kindergarten--where much formal
effort was devoted ?o teaching letters and leiter gounds—--activities
designed to clarify language for the child and help him grow--chilaren
used negotiation as an escape father than as an attempt to more fully
mean. All 5 year olds in our study made this move in their writing,
while only a few 3 and 4 year'olds felt the need to do s;. Yet we must
be impressed with the 5 year old. Faced with a writing task of com-
plexity, and knowing what they don't know, the five year old responds

in a socially and semantically acceptable manner.
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2.4.2 (Con d)

Six year olds were equally impressive. Given the context of

® our regearch--a writing task in a school setting--they responded by
playing it safe, only writing words which they thought they were sure
they knew and which had previously been the subject of instruction.

i' ' They were now content to limit what they knew about writing to those
things taught.

While such a closing down of the linguistic resources which the
® children possessed may seem uniortunate from a language learning pe---
spective, 1t does serve to demonstrate that these language users we ¢
extremely literate, sensitive to this particular context of situati.a

] and able to come up with a response pattern which henored the con-

gtraints they saw operative.
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2.4.3 CHILDREN INDIVIDUALLY NEED TO REINVENT
THE WVRITING SYSTEM FOR THEMSELVES

Written language growth and development is not a simple process
of adding acquiring bits of language information. If this were
the case development would be linear and straight-forward. Rather, each
language user must invent written language for him or herself from the
ingide-out so to speak.

Probably no data better illustrate this fact than the range of
written products which we received across age groups. No single in-
dividual's work typifies the work of another at that same age. While
differences do exist between the written products of 3 and 4 years olds,
as opposéd to 5 and 6 year olds, these have more te do with motor con-
trol than with conventionality or process.

To explain, children at all ages, as has already been demon-
strated through our discussion of the decisions of 3 year olds as to
what constitutes wiiting as opposed to art, had developed their own
personalized set of written language conventions. All the three-year-
olds had a symbol or symbols for representing their name. Figure 1
demonstrates the consis£ency of form from one writing task to another
for this age group.

Conventiong, which 3-year-olds and other children in our study
developed, acted like any other set of conventions which a society
might develop; namely, serving to facilitate meaning access and record
past communicative decisions. The facrt that this personal set of

conventions did not mirror the set of conventions on which our society

.
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2.4.3 (Continued)

2.4.3 Figure 1. Name Writing Across Uninterrupted Writing and Uninterrupted
Drawing Tasks (3-Year 0lds)

Nam. Wr:%nj

|
Draw - Write Uninterrupted Writing e
I @ol Heather ? '
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_— Marvin [0 Aa ¢
00000090 Shannen 00:,;’:‘:
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2.4.3 (Continued)

has agreed, is less important than is the fact that children intuitively
understood the problems of moving from speech to writing and the arbi-
trary nature of the conventions developed. What is particularly inter-
esting, in this regard, is the range of conventions explored by the
children. It is as if, among the 48 childrer studied, every convention
that has been adopted by written language users wo.ldwide was being re-
invented and tested by this group of very young language users. Some
tried writing right-to-left, others Lottom to top, and a not surprising
majority, giQén the culture they were in, wrote left-to-right, top-to-
bottom. The use of space in relationship to placeholding individual
concepts posed difficult problems for these children. Some used space
and distance freely about the page, others drew dots between conceptual
units, some drew circles around sets of markinés, others wrote in columns
to preserve order. while still others spaced their concepts using what
we would see as the conventional format for this society. All, how-
ever, had to grapple with the notion of a word. Since words do not
exist in oral language, it should not surprise us that young children
too must solve this problem and in so doing explore a range of possi-
bilities.

The symbol system itself proved no less interesting. Children's
markings, while having many English language features, ranged from pic-
torialgraphs to symbolic-like strings.

Equally fascinating was how conventional, in terms of the choices

which we as English language users have made, the children's choices
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2.4.3 (Continued)

already were by the age of 5. We suspect this reflects not so much
capitulation as it does on-going hypothesis testing on the part of the e
child where decisions reached as a writer are reflected upon as the
child ergages in discovering how reading works and where all this
activity takes place it; a supportive written language interpretive ®
community.

While all children had sesemningly arrived at this societ:'s
selected set of conventions in some area--be it their generalized or- @
ganizational decisions as to what constitutes art as opposed to writing,
or their use of symbols, or th;ir spaciug of conceptual units on the
page--all were engaged in the creation of personal conventions at some ®
other level. Mike, age 4, was exploring symbolization (Fig. 1), coming to a
set of conventional rules which looked decidedly like thoise many

American Indian cultures had arrived at. Dawn, age 4, was exploring | J

how one could placehold longer messages on paper rapidly and in the
process seemed to reach many of the decisions which were made by the

developers of shorthand. Charvin, age 4, uses each unit on his page ®

to placehold a unit of meaning and seemed unconcerned at this point with

the alphabetic principle of language. Alison_  age 4, used the letters

in her name, only reshuffled, to placehold her story, a coordinated e
decision which maintains the alphabetic principle but solves the prob-

lem that Dawn seemed to want to address. All of these children are 4.

Yet, each in their own way is exrlcring important components of the e

writing process. They are, ia short, inventing the system for themselves
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Figure L. Writing as Systematic and Organized But
Not Sequential in Development
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2.4.3 (Continued)

from the inside out. As‘new hypotheses are tested, old decisions are
not only altered, but sometimes set aside. What looks like regression,
given a straight-line model of development, represents the on-going
process of growth given another theoretical perspective. 1In this move
to a fgrm of literacy recognizable by adult society the child is aided
not only by involvement in the writing process but by involvement in
the reading process. The child's world is filled with print. The
child's multiple engagement of these processes cver time causes the
child te slip so naturally into literacy that we are often surprised
and unable to explain how or when the child began. Growth and develop-
ment, however, is not only the prerogative of the young; it is the pre-
rogative of every language user. Growth is constant from our first en~
counter with print through our most recent. The problems we have solved
hardly fascinate us. Each of us, like the young children we have
studied, push at the frontiers of what we comfortably know. In this
sense none of us is totally literate, but only on the way toward lit-
eracy. As soon as we think we have said something as brilliantly as

it can be said, we raise the challenge, "I'll bet it would be better

1f 1 just changed this phrase." It is this push toward literacy involv-
ing an ever increasing number of orchestrated decisions which marks
growth and development. Attainment, as currently defined, does not

exist either for us or for the child.
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2.4.4 DESPITE SURFACE STRUCTURE FORM, CHILDREN ARE
CONSCIENTIOUS WRITTEN LANGUAGE USERS

There is an unfortunate tendency, given our adult conventional
eyeg, to view the products which 3, 4, 5, and 6-year olds produce, as
reflecting either immature or careless workmanship. When we confuse
product with process we fail to note the on-set of literacy and fail to
appreciate the real literacy achievements of young children.

In judging Terry's products (Figure 1) from an adult conventional

eye, some might call them '"scribbles." This is unfortunate, however, as

2.4.4 Figure 1. Uninterrupted Writing and Drawing (Terry, Age 3)

Uninterrupted Writing Uninterrupted Drawing
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2.4.4 (Continued)

Page 141

it is demeaning of the importance of these efforts to suggest they are

either unorganized or pseudo forms of the true processes as the term

“gcribble" seems to imply.

The soundness of Terry's literacy decisions become evidence if

we but take time to examine the processes involved in the reproduction

of these products.

Terry's first four marks formed a
perfect E which he labeled his name. (A)
\1readvy at age 3, Terry has invented a
symbol for his name. We know it serves a
consistent signirg function as Terry uses

it consistextly across tasks.

In writing anything else he could
write, Terry added a few more lines and
continued in this fashion until he finished
his work. When asked to read his writing
(B), he read "A pig, King Kong, Monster,
Down'" pointing to the places marked in
his writing. Whether these are the mean-

ings Terry irtended as he wrote is not

159
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2.4.4 (Continued)

clear. What is clear, however, is Terry's

notion that graphic markings are not only
things to be read, but a form of social
actio; and the touchstones of text pro-
duction.

Terry's picture of himself con-
trasts sharply with his writing. Terry
began his self-portrait with the letter

E. (C)

Terry's masterpiece evolved from
this letter form; yet Terry's decisions
here are quite different from those he

made during wricing. (D)

100
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2.4.4 (Continued)

Terry does differentiate between art and writing.

Art for Terry is global and c 'rcular ana 4s such contrasts with the
linearity of what writing is. The E to the side of his drawing is his
name. Art is often thought to develop before writing and many argue
that children learn letter forms from their work in art, but Terry helps
us to challenge that view. The decisions that Terry has made about
writing facilitate his growth and development in art and vice versa.

The relationship here is a reciprocal one which when contrasted for the
child becomes mutually supporFive to written language literacy in the
broadest sense. In looking beyond the surface products, then, we see
that these are not immature forms of literacy, but real literacy deci-
sions which allow Terry access to the conventioral symbolization process
of written language.

To consider products as nasty and careless workmanship is an-
other fallacy. Nothing could be further from reality. Child after
child took what often seemed an inordinate amount of time to create
their prodacts. Terry, for example, took a half hour for producing
each of his writing and his drawing products! It would be more de-
scriptive to say that his works were thoughtful and meticulcus, than
it would to consider them either immature or careless.

Children demonstrated other forms of conscientiousness.

One of these we termed "knowing one doesn't know." Whether in the
midst of writing their names or forming certain letters children often

as young as 3 would say, "No," hesitate, and then cross ovt, proceed
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2.4.4 (Continued)

along or change to another communication system. They knew not only
what they knew, but what they did not know and needed to work on.

We found this phenomenon particularly interesting in that it
flies in the face of current pedagogy, which assumes that corrective
feedbick must come from an obliging adult; that errors, if not immedi-
ately corrected by an outsider, ber me reinforced habits of some con-
sequence to the acquisition of literacy. Children in our study seemed
well aware of their literacy decisions, changed their rerceived errors
and capably self-selected a set of things upon which they knew they

needed work.
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3.0 READING ENVIRONMENTAL PRINT: THE CHILD AS INFORMANT

3.1 TASK DESCRIPTION

This task involved showing children 20 items of environmental
print in 3 Stages. The environmental print we selected included fast

food places, road signs, toys, and food products. Figure 1 1list the

actual print items used.

3.1 Figure 1. Environmental Print: Products Used

PRODUCTS ITEM SHOWN
Dynamints Full Dynamint container
Kroger Eggs Empty egg carton
Lego Full 3" x 6" Lego Box (Police set)
Indianapolis 8" x 10" Color photo of sign without road
For Sale 8" x 10" Color photo of sign without i:ouse
McDonald's Empty McDonald's soft drink cup
Stop 8" x 10" Color photo of sign without road
'No Parking This Side 8" x 10" Color photo of sign without road
Jell-0 Full 5" x 5" Strawberry Jell-O Box
Coca-Cola Empty Coca-Cola Cup
Evel Knievel Chopper 8" x 10" Color photo of box
Crest Empty 1" x 5" Crest box
Burger Chef Empty Burger Chef soft drink cup
Wendy's Empty Wendy's soft drink cup
Toss Across Game 8" x 10" Color photo of Toy Box
U.S. Mail 8" x 10" Color photo of mailbox on sidewalk
Puffs Full yellow Puffs box
Kroger Milk Empty half gallon container
Band-Aid . Full 4" x 3%" cardboard box

Kroger Cottage Cheese Empty 24 oz. container
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3.1.1 STAGE 1

In Stage 1 children were shown the actual item cof print (i.e.,
Jell-0 on a box of Jell-0) and asked 3 questions:
/ (1) what do you think this says?
(2) Tell me some of the things that help you know what this says.
(3) Tell me some of the things you know about this.

See Figure 1 below for an example of what one instance of environmental

print looked like when the real object was used.

3.1.1 Figure 1. Environmental Print: Actual Object Example

DELITIOUS
PIE_ * -

Because of the bulkiness of some environmental print pieces, color
photographs of the items were used. Items for which this was true in-

cluded For Sale (realtor's house sign), U.S. Mail (corner mailbox),

No Parking This Side (street sign), Indianapolis (road sign), Toss Across

(game box), Evel Kneivel Chopper (toy box) and Stop (street sign). Care
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3.1.1 (Continued)

was taken so that the item appeared in a natural setting, but that the
relationship of the print to the language user was not suggested. U.S.
Mail, for example, showed a mailbcx by a building, but did not show a
person dropping mail into the mailbox (see ?igure 2). Indianapolis
showed a road sign, but not the road. Evel Kneivel showed the ‘toy box,

but not persons playing with the toy.

3.1.1 Figure 2. Environment 1 Print: Picture Examples

IR e D A~
.

The nrder of the items in Stage 1, as in all Stages, was decided

by using a table of random numbers. This reant that while the order of
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3.1.1 (Continued)

Page 148

items varied across stages, the order of presentation within a given

stdge was fixed across children.

saw Dynamints first.

All children in Stage 1, for example,

The sa—~ children in Stage 2 saw Jell-O0 first, and

so on. Figure 3 gives the presentation order of environmental print

across the 3 stages in this research task.

3.1.1 Figure 3. Eavironmental Print:

STAGE 1
Dynamints
Kroger Eggs
Lego
Indianapclis
For Sale
McDonald's
Stop
#o Park. r¢ This Side
Jell-0
Coca-Cola
Fvel Knievel Chopper
Crest
Burger Chef
Wendy's
Toss Across Game
U.S. Mail
Puffs
Kroger Milk
Band-Aid

Kroger Cottage Cheese

»

STAGE 2
Jell-0
Coca-Cola
Stop
Band-Aid
Toss Across Game
U.S. Mail
Kroger Eggs
Kroger Milk
McDonald's
Evel Knievel Chopper
Burger Chef
Kroggr Cottage Cheese
Wendy's
For 3ale
Dynamints
Puffs
Indianapolis
Lego
Crest

No Parking Thies Side

166

Order of Presentation

STAGE 3
Evel Knievel Chopper
Band-Aid
No Parking This Side
Puffs
Kroger Cottage Cheese
Wendy's
Kroger Eggs
Stop
Dynamints
Lego
U.S. Mail
Indianapolis
Toss Across Game
poca—Cola
\Kroger Milk
Burger Chef
For Sale
McDonald's
Crest

Jell-0
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3.1.2 STAGE 2

In Stage 2 children were shown the item's logo which had been
extracted from the product such that it retained actual color and print

style. In some instances, such as for the road sign Indianapolis, this

involved just the word against a non-descript green backing (see Figure 1).
U.S. Mail showed not only this print but the red, white, and blue bands
which together constitute the logo. Jell-0 showed the word Jeli-O in

its chracteristic red block letters. In other instances it involved the
logo and multiple units of language. Evel Kneivel showed not only Chopper
but the #1 which together constitute its logo. Kroger Eggs presented a
special problem. The final decision was to use a multiple print format

which was felt to constitute the logo.

3.1.2 Figure 1. Environmental Print: Stage 2 Examples

U.S.MAIL

m W'W ~
-a%.l.n--m ‘e v e,

HOMOGENIZED
VitaminD

MILK
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3.1.2 {Continued)

Children were asked 2 questions in Stage 2:

(1) What do you think this says?

(2) Tell me some of the things that help you know what this says.
Question 3 was not presented in Stage 2 as this information--the child's

perceived relationship to the item--was already available from Stage 1.
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3.1.3 STAGE 3

Stage 3 invoived showing children each item in mixed primary
type on a 3 x 5 card. Only high saliency print was included in this

stage. What was Kroger's, Homogeiized, Vitamin D, Milk, in Stage 2

become Kroger's Milk in Stage 3. McDonald's, which included the golden

arches 1in Sfage 2, became just McDonald's in Stage 3.

One question was asked during Stage 3; namely, 'What do you
think this says?" "Tell me some of the things which help you know
what this says?" was not asked as the print setting in Stage 3 provided
no alternate information sources other than print upon which children

could base their response.

[y
e

J
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3.2 TASK INTENT

Written language is functional (Goodman & Goodman, 1969). 1If
this were not the case, there would be little explanation for its de-
velopment and presence in societies. It is this functional dimension
of written language which also makes it predictable. We do not encounter

-
saskin Robbins on a shoe store, nor the sign, Shoe Store on an ice cream

parlor. The print we encounter makes sense.

This is, of course, rather convenient for the written language
learner. It means that in making sense of one's world, print is not
excluded. Given a print laden society such as ours, print is an inte-
gral component of what is "out there.” In sorting out which is the
ice cream parlor and which is the shoe store, print is a distinctive
feature as much as the shoes in the window or the pink dots and 31
flavors of Baskin Robbins (Smith, 1978). In this manner, then, distinc-
tive features of print become embedded within a whole world schema (Neisser,
1976) .

One need not have a mind set to read print for it to become a
distinctive cue or part of a distinctive cue complex. Print is not
something laid on a schema, but part and parcel of the schema itself.

It is such schemas which guide our perceptions. Think of how discon-

certing it would be to encounter the sign in Figure 1 (R.-ke, 1980).

P
rd

Here, our schema (which includes the print) does not converge with the

information we find in the graphic display. Meaning is not predictable..
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3.2 (Continued)

3.2 Figure 1. Text in Context: Example

|

»

-

Meaning does not reside in, nor is it signaled by, print and
print alone but rather is constructed through our active processing of

available cues and cue complexes in the print setting. Print setting

{s a term, then, which acknowledges the multiple cues to meaning which
reside in a natural instance of written language use (Harste, 1980;
Harste & Carey, 1980). Cues in isolation and in conjunction with each
other form cue complexes which potentially can mean in a semiotic
sense. Print setting is a term which highlights the semiotic function
within written langauge use and learning (Piaget, 1959; Eco, 1980;

Halliday, 1980). The term print setting accents the semiotic potential

of any instance of print beyond just the print itself.

The difference between environmental print and book print lies
not in the fact that uvre has more semiotic potential than the other as
both contain multiple information sources and hence multiple cues and
cue complexes which can, in transaction with the person (Rosenblatt,
1978) sign meaning. The print setting of books provides linguistic
(Once upon a time), situational (the book itself as well as the factors
surrounding the book), and cultural (including expected patterns of

response) cues which together constitute a variable meaning potential
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3.2 (Continued)

in transaction with individual members of the culture (Fish, 1880). 1If
one moves to instructional settings this same set of cues--linguistic
(controlled vocabulary sentences if you like), situational (the basal
reader itself) and cultural (both the classroom culture in terms of
role expectancies and the culture more broadly in terms of stance and
preferences)--converge to provide a semiotic display which operates to
variably cefine reading for the particular participants in this
instance.

In addition to these formulations, a further one, of equal im-
portance, guided our formulation and design of this research task. . This-
was the notion that language--whether oral or written--was inbcrently
social (Halliday, 1975; 1979; 1980). Embodied in the notioa of lan-
guage as social event is the notion that the very purpose, the very
function of language is communication. Figure 2 is designed to graph-
ically capture some of this complexity. Inherent in this visual is
the notion of the interdependency between language users in a language
event. In order to understand the language of one uvser, one needs to
do so in light of one's own language. Pragmatics is definei as the
operationalization of the set of social rules which govern language
in a particular setting or context of situation (bates, 1978). Prag-
matics is truly a fourth system of language. It is that system which
binds language users together and its operation permits the larnguage
users involved to determine the nature of the communication contract

in process (Searle, 1979; Grice, 1969).
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3.2 (Continued)

3.2 Figure 2. Language as Social Event

LANGUAGE AS SOCHL EVENT

It 1s the interaction of language users in a language event
which establishes the register of the event (Hymes, 1922; Halliday &
Hasan, 1980). Register is not something totally specified by context
of situation (Hasan, 1980), but rather evolves during the languaging
process (Cicourel, 1976; Corsaro, 1980). What something means, then,
depends on the evolving constraiuts which are set up by language users
in a particular context of situation. It is for this reason that ripping
language out of its context often makes 1t éppear to mean something dif-
ferent from what it meant in that context. It is for this reason that
any instance of written language use and learning is best viewed as the

orchestration of a complex social and semiotic event.
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3.2 (Continued)

This later statement, of course, unites the two arguments being

made and thus establishes a framework for viewing the rational behind

this research task. By using a controlled and known print setting,

varied systematically across three stages, study of this semiotic poten-

tial and social event was made possible.

In many ways Stage 1 is the only true reading setting in this
research task. Stages 2 and 3 "at;only systematiéally eliminate impor-
tant cue systems but important signing potentialities between and among
those cue systems which typically are available to readers. Since real
reading in natural settings provides multimodal cues to meaning, Stages
2 and 3 destroy these natural conditions and in so doing distort the
true contribution which any cue system (both those absent and those
present) makes to the reading act. Many persons see Stage 3 as a check
on 'real reading." This is misguided as it fails to recognize not only

the complexity of the cue systems of literacy but the semiotic function,

potential, and support which such complexity provides for literacy use.




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 157

3.3 TASK ADMINISTRATION

The Znvironmental Print Task was administered to children in-
dividually over a 3-day period. Stage 1 was administered on Day 1;
Stage 2 on Day 2; Stage 3 on Day 3. 1If illness or absence interrupted
this schedule, as it did for Natasha (1 day), Eugene (2 days), Bradyce
(2 days) and Nathan (2 days), the Task was picked up where it was left
off. One subject, Towanna (Age 4), was dropped from the sample and re-
placed with Kibi (Age 4), as her absence (3 days) would have extended
videotaping of her performance on Stage 3 to the next week. All video-
taping was done using two remote control cameras and a blender which
allows the researcher to select which image is to be recorded.

Products in Stage 1 were displayed by setting che object or

plcture against a home-made holder (Figure 1). This permitted a

3.3 Figuce 1. Task Administratio—- Stage 1

_ cardissard

- ob_pcf
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3.3 (Continued)

location upon which to initially focus the camera (over the shoulder of
the child) and which gave a clear picture of the print setting being
shown. A second camera photographed the child's face in relationship

to the object, using a side angle shot.

For purposes of administration, the 4" x 6" or 3" x 5" cards
containing the print items in Stages 2 and 3 were mounted on 8" x 11%"
pleces of cardboard and arranged in 3-rirg notebooks. Stages 2 and 3

were videotéped with the holder used in Stage . now acting as a prop

for the 3-ring notebook (Figure 2).

3.3 Figure 2. Task Administration: Stages 2 & 3

S‘MSO‘ Yy}
book.

ld

\

Holder.

Although both the researcher administering the task and the

researcher operating the television blender had cards showing the order

of product presentation for each stage--to catch omissions or the turn-
ing of 2 pages at once--13 items of missing data were found during
videotape analysis. Given 20 products by each of 3 stages for 48

children, or 2880 responses, this number does not appear serious. It
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3.3 (Continued)

is, however, unfortunate and rather unbel‘evable, given what we thought
were elaborate steps to guard against such occurrences. If the omission

of an item was noted during videotaping, that item was then picked up

at the end of the particular stage in question.
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3.4 DATA REDUCTION AND ANALYSIS

Videotape protocol datawere transcribed verbatim onto 8% x 16"
legal sized paper set up paréichlarly for this purpose. See Figure 1
for an example of how data looked in this form. Figure 2 lists conven-
tions followed in transcription of the data from videotapes.

After initial transcription, all videotapes were rechecked by
a member of the research téam. Conflicts were resolved by a third mem-
ber of the team. Once the videotape had been transcribed and checked,
the written protocol rforms were marked "Official Copy." Data tcanscrip-
tion on this task took approximately 8 hours per child.

. Because Task 1 in its three stages had been used in a previous

study byithe authors, some 1200 responses were available for us in the
development of a coding :axonomy. Using the existing videotape proto-
cols (20 children x 3 stages = 60 protocols) and some 1200 responses
which these protocols generated to each question, a set of categories
was developed from the data. These categories mapped not only response
characteristics, but characteristics of the print setting itself.
Figure 3 provides a short form of the taxonomy and its coding categories.
Development of the coding taxonomy‘took place over a five month
period. An expanded form of the taxonomy including definitions and
exarples was developed during this period (seg Section 4.0). Work on
the taxonomy was considered complete when enough examples had been iden-

tified so that interrater reliability could be¢ maintained at .80 or

L)
above.
1




3.4 Pigure 1,

Offictal Copy

Environmental Print: Data Transcription Example

CHILD'S REACTION TO PRINT 1IN SITUATIONAL CONTEXTS

STAGE 1 PAGE 1

Fleld Moles . Pupil's Mame I’sﬁ“ Age 3 Sex  F s.€.5. MSEsS rare R
Transcriber 7 Study _INDPS Suhject 7 45 _
Checter . : Site ate ___Videotape / dr(/ Footage # 220~ 454 .
¢ !
Response | What do you think this says?{ What things do you see that Tell me some of the things Comments
Time help you know what this says you know about this o
V. nvNaeInTs Cond.j Theyq good porty
2. FRUGER EGGS eqgs '.aperbo.s NR
3. LEGO cavr o goame Toys
BLOEIIHGTON/ M Y
P MOM .}
A, IDOIANACOLTS s1gn 9 sign M SYS | Avee
T ) ?olﬂ'f‘ 1o mdnﬂdua} \e“a& YOoPex ‘name - I\(q,”e(-—
5. F n MoaRow fhen L Prop
OR SALE Ne“er w and names m;\
W-N-1B.C- N e e -
6. MCDONALD'S \ 12 qets e 3(‘0'&‘ UPC“P)
. M { cu : ou waler
P St | M¢ Donald’s cop
T TorP U' looks as f she =« -ramn the
7 Srop (P +o S n STOP ) (p to T wa S7 ) Q-) to O and P) IHQG( cf{:\OﬂC of th ‘s,
e & one —, one Toand P and Ca“'"qﬂ‘e"" one.
. W e Vouds 1o cac)
. RO PARKLING TAIS SILE 21 Q Cor, My MmOmm
cov Hev wodlmq ﬁm & bas) Car Mommy car )

rJreL-n

r

4%

i1 o bell

> bule -b:le ashacly

.

!
L?J 10 COCA-COLA

@o\’x 22 bus\ shick

Cup

pop

(o o é,m»\
oppler areye
Pote cup on head)

1

————

PAPSTE, BURKL, WNODVARD  Sept, 1977 1 Y




3.4 Figure 1. Environmental Print: Data Transcription Example
CHILN'S REACTION TO PRINT IN SITUATIONAL CONTEXTS STIGE 1 PAGT 2
0fficial Copy
Fleld Hotes Pupil’s Name Tasha Age _ 3 Sex F S.E.S. r/6&S Race
i) 1b Stud Subject f t&
c;::::: r Sltey i Nate Videotape § Tootage # o
Response |#hat do you think this says? |what things do you see that Tell me some of the things Comments
Time help you ¥now what this says? | you bnow abtout this,
i\ ¢ V1 Yo koo ?Po“..{s to man in F&uvc,) Shle Mal be 3za ng O‘C‘e.n\
1. EVEL YNIEVEL CHOPPER 4 calkoo v eqele e cesponge o P s T
its called Aim \(oo nead Some A
12 CREST P ﬁ,g *ae,“r\ Shoppg
vocop . theows cup
3. PURGE® CHEF :
> bl?) cop n\a"' wfhng NQ
& C
18 [UALARS WG&er ’n'\(ow UF C‘)P
—— D drinllino, _ N-R B
b (’{L\rou)i cac i’o I}‘Oo( wa\k to F|d\)(e$
15. 1055 ACPOSS GAME 1 a plate A .
(pemts to pndu(&) Py '\'R_;._---A._ o
{ - 1
16 G S MAIL leHer Cronn vy Block
n‘\'- '\o WnWs1qvita }
- wme Qe L
17 PUFFS wy I _ {Opern end of box and
S kc\?»ﬁh hQF\{\vf\ looks 1n) na Pk\ﬂ
» (z(‘i'(\‘f\h; F(O: _C_(t\'(-_‘_;\_\‘ o o T
* movynin vl
n lt S i £y
18 rPOGFR MILE, a wilk 1 wee. 9
1t 6 Ban \
17 nAND . AID Gw&&u AA“:‘;‘\AS’(‘::‘ “% 23 biled Saw Daund Ad
]
_ BN (noldsupfwsqee) |
20.  KPOGER COTTAGE CHETSE Em P*“\ ber An e"’"PT‘i boyx Hhrow watex
) $upex‘m0r\ . o __

HAPSTE, RIPFE, ¥INDRACR Sept 1770

%

181 o

91

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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3.4 Figure 2. Transcribing Procedures for Environmental Print Task

GENERAL PROCEDURES:

1. Record in pen all information concerning subjéct and study identi-

ication. Record in pencil all data.

2. Destroy all field notes when official copy is complete.

3. Print.

4. Multiple responses should be placed in box from top to bottom and

numbered.

additional response to Q#1 (i.e., 1.4).

5. Comments: (a) generalizations across responses

CODINGS:

P

PP

NF.

DK

(b) clarifications or interpretations of responses

pause

prolonged pause

no verbal response from subject

subject's verbal indication that item is unknown/unrecognized
dramatizing

subject points to text

Q not asked

partial structure

researcher's words

subject's non-verbal communication

researcher prompt (restatemer’ of research question)

researcher can not interpret subject's response

sounds like (used only in the response to Ql)

Page 163

When a response to Qfl comes following Q#2 or 3, it should
be placed in the box for the question being asked and numbered as an
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3.4

1.0

NV W

2.0
{ilot

3.0

N =

&S W

4.0

Figure 3.

READER COMMUNICATION DECISION

No Response

Attempts to Invalidate Contract
Don't Know
Symbol Focus:
Pseudo-Reading

Renegotiates Communication Contract .

Maintains Communication Contract

RESPONSE TIME
coded when CI 1s
Immediate

Pause

Prolonged Pause

.1)

SYNTACTIC CHARACTERISTICS OF TEXT

Smaller Than Word

Word

Phrase or Clause Level Unit
Multiple Phrase or Clause Level
Units

SYNTACTIC CHARACTERISTICS OF
RESPONSE

(Code wnen C1 18 .7)

.1

.2
3
.4

5.0

Smaller Than Word

“ord

Phrase or Clause Level Unit
Multiple Phrase or Clause Level
Units

GRAPHIC INVOLVEMENT

(Code wher. C1 18 .7)

.1
.2
.3
4

6.0

Unavailable in Text
Mininal Text Signal
Available in Text
Mixed Response

RESPONSE EVOLUTION

(Code when C1 18 .6 or .7)

.1
.2

.3

No Evolution Evident

Naming/Soundinyg Out .

Environmental Print Taxonomy:

7.0

N S W N

8.0

(Code when C1

(o JEN I N, I SRR UVRN S )

9.0

Page 164

short Form

SEMANTIC FEATURES - PRINT SETTING

Contextual Description
Functional Description
Related Concept
Referent Identification
Naming
Locative
Chaining

or Attributinal Focus

SEMANTIC FEATURES - RESPONSE
18 .7)

Contextual Description
Functiona: Description

Related Concept

Referent Identification

Naming

Locative or Attributinal Focus
Chaining

No Apparent Semantic Intent

SEMANTIC

(CODE ONLY FOR STAGE 1)

.1

s we

10.0

No Apparent Semantic Base
Generation

Maintenance

Expansion

AVAILABLE INFORMATION SOUERZES -
PRINT SETTING

(CODE ONLY FOR STAGE 1)

[ .
NOoOWLm e W -

11.0

Print

Numbers

Pictures

Graphic Design
Color

Shape

Situational Context

PERCEIVED/DEMONSTRATED INFORMATION
SOURCES - LANGUAGE USER

(CODE ONLY FOR STAGE 1)

Evolution Evident - Single 'é
Communication Response Category '3
Evolution Evident - Multiple '4
Communication Response Cacegory -S
.6
.7
.8
.9
12.0

Print

Numbers

Pictures

Graphic vesign

Color

Shape

Situational Context
Personal Experience
Non-Discriminated Response

USES LANGUAGE ABOUT LANGUAGE

Yes

....NSION ACROSS QUESTIONS
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3.4 (Continued)

Once this level was reached for each subcategory in the taxonomy,
an official interrater reliability coefficient was calculated. This re-
liability check used a random sample of 16 subjects (33 percent of the
sample). Interrater reliability figures were computed by dividing the
number of times there was agreement by the total number of times an item

could have been coded (see Figure 4).
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3.4 Figure 4.

Environmental Print Taxonomy:

Interrater Reliability

4.0

Taxonomic 1.0 2.0 5.0 6.0 8.0 9.0 11.0 12.0

Categories Reader Responses Syntactic Graphic Response  Semantic Semantic Perceived Uses Llang. _

Subject Comm. Time Charac- Involve- Eval. Features Expansion Demon.Inf. About X

Number Decision teristic- ment of Resp. Sources Language

Responses
#64 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 .89 1.0 .95 1.0 .98
#42 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 .99 1.0 .97 90 .98
#21 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 .98 1.0 .99
#60 .90 .95 1.0 1.0 1.0 .98 1.0 .98 1.0 .98
a7 .95 1.0 1.0 .95 1.0 .97 1.0 .99 1.0 .98
#ol .95 1.0 .95 .95 1.0 .99 1.0 .97 1.0 .98
#34 1.0 1.0 .95 1.0 95 .9s .95 .98 1.0 .98
#36 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 .99 1.0 .99 1.0 .99
#23 .95 1.0 .95 .90 95 .97 .95 1.0 .80 .94
#28 .90 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 .98 1.0 .96
#24 .90 1.0 .90 .85 1.0 .98 1.0 1.0 1.0 .96
#39 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 .98 1.0 .99
#67 .95 1.0 1.0 1.0 .95 .96 1.0 .98 .75 .95
#68 .95 1.0 1.0 .95 1.0 .96 .90 .98 .95 .97
#40 .95 1.0 .90 1.0 .95 .94 1.0 .97 1.0 .97
#27 1.0 1.0 1.0 .95 1.0 .94 1.0 .99 1.0 .99
.96 .99 .98 .97 .99 .97 .99 .98 .96
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3.5 KEY FINDINGS

3.5.1 PRAGMATIC INVOLVEMENT

Reader Communication Decisions. All responses are not equal.

If one, for example, looks at the list of responses which we received

to Kroger Milk (see Figure 1), it becomes readily apparent that responses

-,

3.5.1 Figure 1. Environmental Print Kkesponses: Kroger Milk

Print Setting Responses

Some milk goes in there
Milk

Milk

Milk

Milk

Milk

Milk

A milk box

Box that holds milk in it
Milk

Millk

Milk

Kroger

Milk

Milk

A milk can

Milk

Milk

Milk

Kroger's

differ--syntactically, semantically, and pragmatically. While "Milk,"
"Kroger," and "Kroger's'" ~re responses which maintain the communication
contract--that is, answer the question, '"What do you think this says?".

other responses reflect negotiation of the initial contract.
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3.5.1 (Continued

"Some milk goes in there" is a response to questions like, "What
goes in there?", "What is this thing used for?", or "What do we do with
it?", but nét a response to the question, "What do you think this says?"
The child's response, "Some milk goes in there," tells us, then, that he
has negotiated the communication contract; that is, answered a different
question. Similarly, "A milk box," "A milk can," and "A box that holds
milk in it," are responses to the question, "What is this?", rather

than to the question asked. These responses too reflect a negotiated

contract.

Wwhile some may argue that the child may think that the print on
a Kroger's milk carton says "A milk can,” and hence the response -ain-
tains the communication contract, this argument seems faulty not only
pragmatically (in that it's a better answer to another question), but
syntactically (in that the inclusionr of a noun marker signals reference
to:the item not its name). Where se had a multiplicity of such evi-

dence, typically a pragmatic signal which also reflect.d itself syntac-

tically, our decision was to code the response as negotiated. While we

are sure we made some errors using *his decision rule, clearly our

errors were less than had we ignored what we knew about language and how
it works. We do, however, in taking this position, raise an important
issue for the profession. The position we take is one which says that
before one can accept a given response one must determine whether prag-
matically it reflects a maintenance of the communication contract. We
further ho'2 tkat ro the extent that this issue has been ignored or side-
stepped in language research, results reported are circumspect.

;
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No Response

- Milk Shake
Wendy's

Don't Know

No Response
Wendy's |
Burger Queen

T can't read that
$ Miz -

Wendy's

Wendy's Hamburgers
Water

Wendy's

Wendy's

Arby's

Wendy's

Wendy's

®
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3.5.1 (Continued)

Children's responses to environmental print are, however, even
more complex than the discussion so far would suggest. A more complex
case in point involves the responses which we r:ceived to Wendy's (see
Figure 2).

3.5.1 Figure 2. Environmental Print Responses: Wendy's
: ?
Print Setting ] . Responses
[ A Wendy's cup

.

el

Of the list of responses above the following- are all responses
which maintain the communication contiact: that is, answer the question,

"What do you think this says?"
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3.5.1 (Continued)

Milk Shake
Wendy's
Wendy's
Burger Queen
Wendy's
Wendy's Hamburger
Water
Wendy's
Wendy's
Wendy's
Arby's
Wendy's
Wendy '~
That, of course, leaves two No Responses, two Don't Knows, one "I can't

read that,' one "$ Miz,"

and one "A Wendy's cup."

We can classify the response "A Wendy's cup" by using the deci-
sion rule we haﬂF established for negotiation (as being an answer to the
question "What is this?", rather thaa as being an answer to the question
posed). Pglﬁlilgﬁﬂi is a response which maintains the contract, but
which simply denies the assumption inherent in the -question that the
child knows what 1t says. Children, in saying "I don't know," are in
fact telling us that after having reviewed the data available they know
they don't know. In short they are saying that what they know doesn’'t
correspord to what cues they see as available in this instance of print.

No Response does not tell us the same thing as Don't Know. No
Response tells us that the child was s£111 searching for a response
when we moved to our next question. As such children may believe they
know and are simply continuing to search .or the right information, or

they may, in fact, be in process; continuing to test hypotheses and

. implicitly rejecting them. All we know from a No Response is that the
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3.5.1 (Continued)

researcher allowed what was considered to be an adequate response time,
and that given this amount of time, the ch.ld made no linguistic response.
But it is important to realize that the decicion in items coded No

Response was taken from the child.

Don't Knows and No Responses tell us different things. Here it

[l

A}
seems to us we raise an important issue f{r the profession, as often
. \
N
researchers treat Don't Knows and No Responsgs as a single class of
-
° - ) \\ A\ .

phenomena. From a process1n7’perspective such\a decision is indefen-
sible. In the one instance we have the child's decision after engage~
ment in the procese; in the other, we have the researcher's decision
after allowing time for engagement; but no linguistic evidence of
whether or not that engagement took place.

""$ Miz" is a reading like response, but like "A Wendy's cup,"
answers a question other than the one posed. In this instance the

child is trying to sound out the word. This response reflects a focus

nrot on what it says but on the symbols and how one blends them together.

- This symbol focus' is also evident when children spell the word. These

’

are, in one sense, then, special instances of negotiation. Rather than
answer the question asked, childfén's responses are better seen as
answers to questiois gﬁch as "How do you sound this word out?", "How

do you spell this word?" or 'Name some of the letters you see in this
print setting." Because they reflect instructionally induced ways in
which a reading contract is often taught to be negetiated, separating

them out for special study is of importance. As such, these forms of
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3.5.1 (“ontinued)

negotiaticn contrast sharply with other forms of negotiation which are
natural strategies which we all employ when we 2ncounter questions we do
not wish to answer.

' is an indirect speech act denying the

"I can't even read that,'
validity of the request to read. The child is in effect attempting to ‘
invalidate the contract, saying in effect, "You shouldn't have asked me
to do that as I can't."

What is particularly interesting about the taxonomy which we ‘
have developed to classify responses as to the reader's communication
decision is that with the addition of one mere category, we can code
all of the 2886 responses which we received to Task 1 from the children \

in cur sample "his category, Pseudo-Reading, is a reading-like response

which is used repeatedly without regard for semantic intent. It repre-
sents a strange r2sponse set; one we have found whicn can be induced
by systematically depriving language users of natural available infor-
mation sourc2s in a - 1int setting. This responsc set rarely, if ever,
occurs ip natural written language settings. It is the special case cf
the child in Stage 3 who responds "pop,'" "pop," "pop" to each item of
print shown.

With tnese seven categc ies children's respcnses can be classi-
fied pragmatically as to their communication decision. This pragmatic
decision is important, hLowever, because it is clearly inappropriate to

ask certain questions of the response if the commurication contract is

not maintained.

e 195
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3.5.1 (Continued)

Equally important, it seems to us, is the insight that initiate
written language users, like proficient written language usars, have
options available to them as to engagement. No child in our study simply
elected one option and stuck with it. Children are pragma;ically very
aware (see F{éure 3). So much so that 67% of all responses maintain the

>

3.5.1 Figure 3. Reader Communication Decision: Descriptive Data

Category Level i N %

No Response 56 5.8

Atte;;;s to ;;;alida;;_Cont;;;t B 1 e TI_ .

bon't Know %6 5.8

sywbol Focus 52 s

Pseudo Reading R

Negotiates_agmmun;;;;;;n Contract IZz __IZTQ_

Maintains Contact 666 - 611 1

Missing D;;;_ _____ i 4 _T;_ 1
%0 100.0%

communication contract and virtually all fall within the range of op-
tions adults use in response to a question, That is, sometimes adults,
too, refuse to respond, attempt to invalidate the contract, negotiate
the communication contract (that is, answer a related but different

question), but most often, they maintain.
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3.5.1 (Continued)

Response Evolution. Any question, including our question, "What

do you think this says?", provides the responder with not only the opror-
tunity to maintain a previous response, but revise it. In terms of our
reader communication decisicm categcries the language user has essen-
tially two choices: to stick with the original response or expand upon
the original response. Expansion can be of two types: within a com-
munication response category like Maintenance (1.7), where iritially

the responder says "Motorcycle' and then expands this response to "Evel
Knievel Motorcycle'; or between communication response categories,

where the child initiall} negotiates the question and responds "Drink
it," ;ut then decides to maintain the contract and respond '"Coke."

The coding categories developed to record such patterns nf re- &

sponse maintenance and shifts were: (1) No Evolution Evident; (2) Evo-

lution Evident - Single Communication Response Category; (3) Evolution

By

Evident - Multiple Communication Response Category. It was assumed

that information of this sot would help us unders:and the degree to
which 3, 4, 5, and J-year old children control and understand the prag-
matic constraints of written language use In this regard, we also
wanted to stpdy pragmatic coutrol in relationship to the amount of
information available in the print setting, assuming that the more
information sources available the greater the likelihood of response
evolution (more frequent coding of categories 2 and 3).

Figure 4 shows this to be the case. More instances of evolution oc-

curs in Stage 1 than in Stages 2 and 3 (10% in Stage 1; 4.8% in Stage 3).
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3.5.1 Figure 4. Response Evolution by Stages
Category Label Stage 1 | Stage 2 Stage 3
N % N A N %

1. No Evolution :

Evident 697 £8.9 637 93.5 280 95.2
2. Evolution Evident -

Single 40 5.1 15 2.2 5 1.7
3. Evolution Evident -

Multiple 47 4.9 29 4.3 9 3.1

While this trend is evident, the fact remains that the majority of
responses at all stages show no evidence of evolution (88.9% in
Stage 1; 93.5% in Stage 2; 95.2% in Stage 3). This data is far more
interesting. It suggests that 3, 4, 5, and 6-year olds rapidly iden- i
tify and process ail information they fij} important to come tc a com-

munication decision. Having once done fBis, simply being present at
the social event or looking longer at the data available doesn't very
often lead them to read new demands and revise their pragnatic deci-
sion. The young child seems to know that he has an inherent right as
a language user to negotiatc some communication contracts. Children

as well as ourselves exercise this right and children like ourselves
seem quite ~or fortable having done so when the conditions seem right
That .11s pattern is not a function of age, race, sex or socio-

to us.

economic status is evident in the figures which follow.
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3.5.1 (Continued)

-

3.5.1 Figure 5. Response Evolution by Age

3
Age 3 Age 4
Category Label 1 2 3 1 2 3
1. No Evolution Evident I '88.8 92.5 100 81.8 90.3 95.1
2. Evolution Evident -
Single 5 4.8 .8 0.0 5.5 2.3 1.6
3., Evolution Evident -
Multiple 6.4 6.7 0.0 12.7 7.4 3.3
Age °© Age 6
1 2 5 1 2 3
1. No Evolution Evident 93.3 93.7 95.4 91.0 96.7 94.8
2. Evolution Evident -
Single 3.6 4.0 1.5 6.3 1.4 2.0
3. Evolution Evident -
Multiple 3.1 2.3 3.1 2.7 1.9 3.3

3.5.1 Figure 6. Response Evolution by Race

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Category Label J B W B W B W

1. No Evolution Evident | 87.0 90.9 91.9 95.2 97.5 92.6

2. Evolution Evident -
Single 6.1 4.0 2.6 1.8 1.3 2.2

3. Evolution Evident -
Multiple 6.8 5.1 5.5 3.0 1.3 5.

P
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3.5.1 (Continued)

3.5.1 Figure 7. Response Evolution by Sex

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Category Label M F M F M F

4+

1. No Eveolution Evident 87.7 90.1 93.1 94,2 93.5 96.5

2. Evolution Evident -
Single 6 3 3.9 2.6 1.7 2.4 1.2

3. Evolution Evident -
Multiple Le.o 6.0 A 4.1 .0 2.4

3.5.1 Figure 8. Response Evolution by SES

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Category Label L . M L M - L M

1. No Evolution Evident | 86.0 91.5 93.8 93.3 95.7  94.9

2. Evoiution Evident -
Single 5.4 4.9 2.6 1.9 1.7 1.7

3. Evolution Evident -
Multiple 8.6 3.6 3.6 4.8 2.6 3.4

Reader Communication Decision by Stages. When one looks at

reader communication decisions by stages (see Figure 9) what one finds

Lin that the more atypical the print setting the more atypical the re-
sponse. If you want é written langu.:ge user to look as.if he doesn't
know how to respond to a written language settinmg, the more abstract

you make the written language setting, the greater the possibility that

this will te the case.
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. - 3.5.1 (Continued)

3.5.1 Figure 9. Reader Communication Decision by Stages

o Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Category Label N % N 7% N A
’ 1. No Response 56 5.8 50 5.2 33 3.4
2, Invalidate 1 .1 O 0.0 0 0.0
3. Don't Know ) 56 5.8 83 8.6 101 10.5
4. Symbol Focus 50 5.2 58 6.0 | 148  15.4
5. Pseudo Reading 7 .7 82 8.5 367 38.2
6. Neg Contr;ct 142 14.8 58 6.0 16 1.7
7. Maintain Con 644 67.1 623 64.9 -y 278 29.0
Missing Data 4 4 6 .6 17 1.8
| 960 100.0 90 100.0 960 100.0

Another way to say this would be that you can make a written
language user look as bad as you want. By the same token, you can
make a written language user look as good as you want Dy insuring the
print setting shown contains all those cues which -o-occur naturally.
The mor: abstract the written language setting, the greater the possi-
bility of a pseudo form of reading or a sounding out or spelling re-
sponse. With systematic deprivation of naturally available information
sources, the greater the likeélihood that children's responses become

unnatural. That is, rather than be pragmatlcally and semantically ap-

propriate, the more likely they will reflect pragmaf1ca11y instructed
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3.5.1 (Continued)

responses such as sounding or spelling cut and/or pseudo forms cf read-
ing having no semantic intent. These data suggest, then, that the more
unnatural the print setting, the less likely that children will access
what they already semantically have demonstrated they know, and the more
likely they are to respond in terms of an instructionally induced regis-
ter which ignores semantics.

N~

What else car we say about these data? First, children typically
respond. That is to say, No Response is not a high frequency strategy
which 1s employed. Across stages, No Response continues to decline.
While one might expect that the ﬁore abstract the print setting the
higher the rate of No Response, such is not the case.

This isinot true in\g?ese data for a number of reasons.[ First,
children in our sample all encountered Stage 1, Stage 2 and Stage 3 in
this order. The more familiarity they had with the demands of the
task, the less likely they were to use No Response as a communication
decision opt?on.

Secondly the increase in Don't Know suggests that the child had
learned, through the process of the Task, now to get it to move along.
By not responding we delayed the task to give the child time to respond.
Don't Know on the other hand was an acceptable response, but had the

added advantage from the child's perspective of moving the researcher on.

Third, you will note a sharp-increase in Pseudo—ReadingAfroﬁ

Stage 1 (.7) to Stage 3 (38.2). Many times children repeatedly re-

sponded with items of print which they knew to have been included in

o)
<
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Stages 1 and 2. An example of this is the child who responded ‘'Jell-0"
to several instances of print in Stage 3. Here, then, we have evidence
that past encounters with the print in our research task set parameters
on the cognitive processing which children in Stage 3 were doirng. In
essence, these children had developed a particular strategy for handling
the unique print setting of our experiment. These are, we must remind
you,'3, 4, 5, and 6 year olds!

In many ways this phenomenon speaks poignantly to the pragmatic
sophistication of the initiate language user. Even giveu the unnatural
conditions under ¥hich we showed children print in Stage 3, rather than
bow out, they were actively developing coping strategies which, wnile
largely dysfurctional in their net effectiveress, were nevertheless

¥ .
logical and reflective of the child's unaltered faith thg}bsense could
be made of this task.

Children more frequently negotiated the communica:ion contract

3

tunder Stage 1 (14.87%) tnan chey did under Stage 2 (6é0%) or Stage 3
(1.7%). Several explanations for this phenomenon are suggested. Fi.st
it may be that given a natural print setting children feel more free

c0 use natural communication strategies of which negoti;tion is one.
The more unnatural the print setting, the more unnatural to evoke this
register, and the more likely to evoke an instructional register where
any response (spelling out, sounding out, pseudo reading) is typicaliy

perceived as being more acceptable than altering the focus of the

question asked. From this perspective children pragmatically know what

<01
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3.5.1 (Continued)

is expected and limit the range of their communication decisions in
accordance with their reading of the setting. !

From another perspective these data may simply reflect the fact
that children are‘quick learners. Having been through Stage 1 they
rapidly learned what was expected and adjusted their response set ;c—
cordingly. 1Ic is important to understand that thesedata do not show
that ch:ldren do less and less negotiation but simply that certain forms

of negotiation (Category .6) become less frequent. Symbol Focus (.4)

and Pseudo Reading (.5) increase drastically.

From still another perspective it may be that the more unnatural
the print setting, the harder it is fcr the child to access what is al-
ready known about language. The decreasing trend in these data, then,
reflects the effects of an ever deprived print setting on the quality
of the ccmmunication decision reached. We suspect there is some valid-
ity in eacﬁ of these arguments. We are equally convinced that each of
these arguments speaks to why it is that literacy is

best learned using print settings as they naturally occur.

Reader Communication Decision by Age. When one looks at com-

munication decisions by age (see Figure 10), what one finds is what
initially appears to”be a sharp increase in the percentage of responses
which maintain the communication contract (Category .7) from 3-year olds
(50.6%) to 6-year olds (87.0%) in Stage 1. This difference, however,

is somewhat misleading, as 3-year olds are much more prone to respond

"
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3.5.1 Figure 10. Reader Communication Decision by Ages: Stage 1

Age 3 Age 4 Age 5 Age 6

Category Label —-& % N % N % , N %
1. No Response , 4 1.7 32 13.3 15 6.3 5 2.1
2. Attempts to o

Invalidate 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 b
3. Don't Know 30 12.6 9 3.7 12 5.0 5 2.1
4., Symbol Focus 18 7.5 10 4.2 1 7.5 4 1.71
5. Pseudo Reading 10 0.0 7 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0
6. Negotiates Contract 66 37.6 26 10.8 34 14.2 16 6.7

&

7. Maintain Cont.act 121 50.6 i 156 65.9 160 66.9 | 207 87.0

"Don't know" than are 6-year olds (12.6% as opposed to 2.1%). Since

Don't know is a form of contractual maintenance, about half of the dif-

ference between 3 and 6-year olds in Category 7 is accounted for simply
on the basis of what is essentially an experiential difference. Six
year olds are more likely, after reviewing the available data, to come
to a decision which allows them to respond to your question with an
appropriate answer, than are 3-year olds. Three year olds, more fre-
quently, after reviewing the available data, come to the decision they
don't know. Having reached that decision they are more likely to nego-
tiate the contract (that is, attempt to alter the question in hopes of

moving the communication along) or say "I don't know." Since most re-

sponses which are coded as the child having negotiated the contract (.6)
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are meaningful and semantically related to t-e print setting shown, dif-
ferences petween 3 and 6-year olds relative to maintaining the communi-
cation contract (.7) do not rest on whether or nct the child was able
to make sense out <€ the setting. Rather these differences rest solely
on what pragmatic alternatives childrea peréeived as available as they
reflect both upun whag'they saw and what they already know. Age corre-
~

lates with response type, in other words, not because one group under-
stanu. how written language functions better than another éroup, but
simply becavse with 3 additional years of encountering environmental
print, 6-year olds have an experiential advantage (see Section i.l for
a éurther discussion of this issue).

Equally interesting are the data which show what happens to
children's com@unication decisions as you systematically deprive them
of natural sources of information as we did in Stage 3 (see Figure 11).
Without the benefit of naturally av;ilable cue systems 3 and 4-year olds
respond.by creating their own set of constraints. Typically these are
responses like "Jell-0," "Jell-0," "Jell-0" which fall within the seman-—
tic field o; the items represented in our research task, but which have
little to do with the particular item presented. One way to look at
these data is to seé that 3 and 4 year olds were smart enough, given

»

ar. unnatural print setting, to operate within the next best available

set of constraints--namely call off the name of an item which they

know previously existed in this task.
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3.5.1 Figure 1l. Reader Communication Decision by Ages: Stage 3

I Age 3 Age 4 Age 5 Age 6

Qategory Label N Z N % N z N %

1. No Responsé 1 4 4 1.9 3 3.3120 8.3
2. Attenpts to Invalidate ¢ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
3. Don't Know 35 13.8 17 8.0 25 10.5 { 24 10.1
4., Symbol Focus 12 4.7 8 3.8 | 106 44 4 | 22 9.2
5. Pseudo Reading 191 75.2 12%:/37.5 35 14.6 | 19 8.0
6. Negotiates Contract 1 4 11 ~—/5\.2 3 1.3 1 N
7: Maintains Cont}agt { 14 5.5 50 23.6 62 25.9 {152 63.9

The most freqﬁent communication decision type fo¥ S5-year olds is
to sound or spell out. Given the low frequency of these behaviors in
3 and 4 year olds, one has to ¢onclude that sounding or spelling out
is a learned response. Since most kindergarten classrooms formally
introduce the st;di*of letter-sound relationships--and classrooms in our
sample were no exception--these dac§ suggest 5-year old childrén learn
this lesson well. The 3 and 4-year olds' strategy of calling off the
name of a product which they knew appeared in an earlier task, logic-
ally has more basis in the task condition than does the 5-year old
strategy of letter ca;ling which is learned and task non-specific.

A comparison of the percentage of 6-year olds who maintained

the contract under Stage 1 (87.0%) to those who did 'so under Stage 3

(63.9%) shows almost a 25% decrease (23.1%). From this verspective,
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providing a natural print setting replete with the multi-modal cues,
which are naturally available, is not only = benefit to the child but also
to us instructionally as it jinsures that almost a quarter more of the
children wiil be addressing written language in the manner in which we
desire. In short, providing natural print settings for 6-year olds is

a fast and expedient way not only to improve instruction but also written
language learning. Similarly,depriving 3, 4, and 5-year olds of natural
written language settings forces them into communication decisions which
are clearly less functional and which have less to do with written

language learning over the long haul.

Reader Communication Decision by Sex. Communication decisions

by sex show little differences (see Figure 12). Although girls mor.

3.5.1 Figure 12. Reader Communication Decisions by Sex

* Figures are percentages.

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3

Category Label M F M F M F
1. No Respo?se 6.1 5.6 3.3 7.1 4.5 2.5
2. Attempts to Invalidate | 0.0 .2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3. Don't Know 6.7 5.0 8.6 8.8 11.5 9.9
4. Symbol Focus 3.4 7.1 1.9 10.3 18.1 13.3
5. Pseudo-Reading 0.0 1.5 4.8 12.4 39.6 38.3
6. Negotiates Contract 16.1 13.6 8.4 3.8 1.7 1.7

i 7. Maintains 67.7 67.0 0 73.0 57.6 24.7 34.2

}

|

o
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3.5.1 (Continued)

frequently maintain the communication contract in Stage 3 this differ-
ence is negligible. Both girls and boys are more affected oy the con-
ditions under which the prir. is encountered than by inherent differ-
ences in their communication decision response patterns. |

In light of these data one clearly has to ask where the wri.ten
language sex differences so often reported reside. Clearly they do not

reside in an inherent difference in ability at the pragmatic level.

Reader Communication Decision,by Socio-Economic Status (SES).

thildren coming from Lower Socio—Economic (LSES) homes less frequently
maintain the communication contract (see Figure 13) than do children
coming from Middle Socio-Economic Status (MSES) homes (60.17% as opposed

to 74.6%). On the other hand, LSES children more frequently respond

3.5.1 Figure 13. Reader Communication Decision by SES

Stage: 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Category lLabel LSES  MSES LSES  MSES LSES  MSES
1. No Response 9.2% 2.5 7.7 2.7 4.4 2.6
2. Attempts to invalidate '6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3. Don't Know : 3.1 8.6 3.8 13.7 8.4 13.1
4. Symbol Focus 8.6 1.9 9.6 2.5 10.3 21.2
5. Pseudo-Reading 1.5 0.0 14.6 2.5 52.5 25.1
6. Negotiates Contract 17.5 12.2 5.9 6.3 1.5 1.9
7. Maintains 60.1 74.6 58.4 72.3 22.9 36.3

%*

Figures are percentages.
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3.5.1 (Continued)

with sounding or spelling out and pseudo reading than do MSES children
(10.1% as ouposed to 1.9%). While these differences are negligible, the
trends continue across Stages. Both MSFS and LSES children are severely
but equally - “fected by deprived print settings (see drop in Category 7
across Stages). LSES more than MSES, however, resort to a symbol focus
or pseudo reading strategy (62.8% as opposed to 46.3%). Since these

responses differ in that Symbol Focus is learned instructionally while

Pseudo Reading is a task induced strategy, we might conclude that the

pragmatics of the setting more strongly influence LSES children than
they do MSES children. Again the conclusion which we draw is that while
it is clearly more effective to use natural written language set-
tings for ail children, it is even more important to do so for LSES
children if our purpose is to facilitate functional communication deci-

sions which support literacy development.

Reader Communication Decision by Race. Clearly the most start-

ling feature of the data &isplaying reader communication decisfon by
race (see Figure 14) given past literature, is the differences which
are not present. There is little in this data which would lead one to
conclude a race superiority foq‘responding to written language. Blacks
more frequently negotiate the contract in Stage 1 (20.3% as opposed to
9.47%) but given the fact that maintenance of the contract is high for
both groups (65.6% as opposed to 69.1%Z), this may well document a

written Janguage strategy strength rather than a weakness. Most nego-

‘.tiated contracts answer another question rather than the one posed,
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3.5.1 (Continued)

3.5.1 Figure 14. Reader Communication Decision by Race

Scage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Category Label B %) B W B \Y
1. No Response 2:3 9.4 . 4.6 5.9 6.6 0.4
2. Attempts to Invalidate 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3. Don't Know 6.5 5.2 10.3 7.1 14.4 7.0
4. Symbol Focus 5.0 5.4 6.1 6.1 18.5 12.9
5. Pseudo-Reading 0.0 1.5 6.1 11.1: 27.0 50.8
6. Negotiates Contract 20.3 9.4 6.9 5.2 3.4 0.0
7. Maintains 65.6 69.1 66.0 64.6 30.1 28.8 1

though semantically they relate to the topic at hand. They are then an
attempt to keep the conversation going but to refocus it at a more mean-
ingful level. 1t is not a'"communication kill" strategy as categories
.1-.5 might be perceived. From a communication perspective it is a
highly functicnal strategy which is designed to pragmatically maintain
the conversation.

Whites more frequently engage in a pseudo reading strategy when
faced with unnatural print settings. Blacks are more prone, uader this
same condition, to respond Dr 1't Know or hy using a symbol-focus strategy.
This later finding is interesting as it would suggest that Blacks learn
their instructional lessons better th?n do their white counterparts.

Wiien one combired No Response with Don't Know approximately

21% of the responses which Black child-en make would be interpreted as

20
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3.5.1 (Continued)

non-informative responses, as opposed to 7.4% for white children.

W.ite children seem to know that typically making auy response--even

a pseudo one--is better than not responding or saying "I don't know."

In reality, however, no response and don't know are both more functional
written language responses from a pragmatic perspective than is pseudo-
reading. Probably what these data suggest more than anything is the
profession's need to recoénize the legitimacy of silence and saying

"1 don't know." Clearly these are pragmatically more functional writ-
ten language strategies than 1is calling off names, a strategy which

ignores semantics.

Sl
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3.5.2 SEMANTIC INVOLVEMENT

Semantic Features - Print Setting. An examination of the seman-

tic relationships of the print on a box of Jell-0 to the referent item

which it describes, reveals a set of distinct categories (see Figure 1).

3.5.2 Figure 1. Cemantic Feature of Print Setting: Jell-0

FurcTiosAL DEGERIPTIoN

RELATED CoMCEPT

(:EEEEEE::)
Lochﬂvlo&

ATTR 1 BUTINAL.
Focus

N W LS

CoNTExTuAl DEscLerioN

Gelatin Dessert is print identifying the referent or refér:nt class.

Taste the Quality is a functional description of what you are to do in

relationship to the referent. Jell-0 is a particular name given to the
referent. Recipe is a related concept to Jell-0. Nt. Wt. is a con-
cextdal description of this particular box of Jell-O. Strawberry is an

attribute of the reference item in question.
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3.5.2 (Continued)

Schematically, then, these semantic relationships can be mapped.
The element to which all these semantic features cohere is of course
the referent item itself. The question, "What do you think this
says?', asks the child tc select from among available semantic features
and come up with its namey in this instance, Jell-O.

But life is rarely as simple as all this. Given another product,

say "Spray & Wash,'" the product's name is semantically a functijonal

description of what one is supposed to do “n relationship to this

product. On the other hand with Johnson & Johnson Cotton Balls, the

product's name is Cotton Balls, which semantically is the reference
item involved. In fact, if you examine envirommental print you soon
discover that any and all semantic features of the print setting are
capable of becoming the "name' or term by which the item is known. Even
a contextual d2scription, such as the hours during which a store is open,
i.e., 7-11, can become not only the ''name,” but one that persists even
when individual 7-Eleven stores have different business hours than ..
their name suggests!

Figure 2 identifies different types of environmental print ac-
cording to the semantic feature which has come to be known as its

"name."

This list, of course, could go orn and on. The point is that
we, in naming environmental print, make our selection from among a

finite and identifiable set of semantic options. Sometimes combinations

of these categories are used, such as in Minute Maid Orange Juice where

Minute describes how long it takes you to make it; Maid suggests a

ERIC 212
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3.5.2 (Continued)

3.5.2 Figure 2. Selected Environmental Print: Alternate Features as Name

Functional Description

Shake and Bake (breading)

Handle With Care (fabric softener)
Easy Wipe (re-usable towels)

Die Hard (battery)

Reach (toothbrush)

No Parking This Side (road 'sign)

Reference Item or Class

Eggs

Cotton Baolls

Trash and Grass Rags
Honey

Locative (L) or Attributional (A) Focus

Northern (bathroom tissue)
Ranch (salad dressing)

B & O (railroad)

Top Choice (dog food)
Fantastik (cleaner)

Star Kist (tuna)

> p e

Related Concepts

Job Squad (paper towels)

5th Avenue (candy bar) .
ivory (dishwashing soap)

Dove (dishwashing soap)

Mars (candy bar)

Neming *
Charmin (bathroom tissue)
Vaseline (petroleum jelly)

Bayer (aspirin}
Jell-0 (pudding)-

Contextual Description

7-Eleven gfood store) '
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3.5.2 (Continued) -

related concept-—in)this instance we suspect done to,equate the product

with the luxury of having a maid; and Orange Juice identifying the

referent item itself. Sometimes a product's name, through use, be-
romes a reference class. A prime example is Kleenex. This, of course,

poses a problem for the manufacturer. If Kleenex becomes a reference

class, theoretically £E££§_oou1d advertise itself as Puffs Kleenex.

To prevent thié, the manufacturers of Kleenex hire people to guard
against the use«:f‘thé term Kleenex with a lower-case k.

What all this means, of course, is fhat the semantic charac-
teristics of environmental print are o}ganized and systematically
identifiable nrt only for adults but for children in this culture.

)
The following tables igentify the semantic features of print on the
individual items of environmental print which we used in the Environ-

mental Print Task, and attempts to show how these semantic features of

print chaugéd across stages for a given item.

14
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3.5.2 (Continued)

3.5.2 Figure 3. Environmental Print Items: Semantic Features Across Stages

Product / Stage | .1 | .2 | .3 | .4 | .5 .6 Key
Dynamints 1 X X X X X .1 Contextual Description
2 X X X X .2 Functional Description
3 X X X .3 Related Concept
Kroger Eggs 1 X X X X X .4 Referent Identification
2 X X X .5 Naming
3 X X .6 Locative or
Lego 1 X X X Attributional Focus
2 X X
. 3 X
” Indianapolis 1 X
2 X
3 X
For Sale 1 X X X
2 X X
3 X
‘McDonald's 1 X X X ,
2 X
3 X
Stop 1 X
2 X
3 X
No Parking 1 X
This Side 2 X
3 X
Jell-0 1 X X X X X
2 X X
3 X
+  Coca-Cola 1 X X X
"2 X X
3 X
Evel 1 X X X X X
Knievel 2 X X X X
¢ Chopper 3 X X
Crest 1 X X X X
2 X
3 X
Burger 1 X X X
Chef 2 X X X
3 X X
Wendy "& 1 X X X X X
2 X . X X X
’ 1]
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3.5.2 Figure 3 (Continued)

Product / Stage | .1 | .2 3] .4 .5 .6
U.S. 1 X X X
Mail 2 X X X
3 { X X X
Puffs 1 X T X| X| X
2 X X X X
__ 3 X
Kroger 1 X X X X X
Milk 2 X X X X
3 X X
Band-Aid 1 X X X X
2 X X
3 X
Kroger 1 X X X X
Cottage 2 X X X X
Cheese 3 X X

Semantic Features — Response. Semantically the set of options

which children select to talk about print coincides perfectly with the
set of semantic features adults use to create environmental print
settings (see Figure 3a). To explicate this point, let's ‘examine the
semantic characteristics of responses we received to one item of print:
Jell-0.

Some children responded "Pudding' identifying the referent item
itselfi Others responded "Dessert' identifying the class to which the
referent item belongs. "Eat it,"” another response we received, de-
scribes the referent functionally in relationship to the language
user. ''Strawberry" identifies an attribute or characteristic of this
box of Jell-0. Other children identified a related concept, namely,

"Pie Filling." Some named the referent item as particular in respond-

ing, 'Jell-0." And some, in their responses described the immediate

'
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3.5.2 (Continued)

3.5.2 Figure 3a. Semantic Features of Responses: Jell-0

ReFeeuT_CLASS fascroudt_Descr;

Q VoL
LELATTD (e

LocATIVE ok
ATTRIBuT INAL
Focus -

CoutoyTuA. DescliPTien

context of the particular referent item shown, as is demonstrated in

the response, "Pudding Lox." Using these 6 categories (Contextual
Description; Functional Description; Related Concept; Referent Iden-
tification; Naming; Locative or Attitudinal Focus) to describe the
semantic features of the response, one can successfully code 95.1%
of all Stage 1 responses.

In order to be able to code an additional 3.6%, one needs to

identify a seventh category. For lack of a better term we have labeled

this category, Chaining. It's the response 'Rubber Bands' when shown

Band-Aid.

217




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 197

3.5.2 (Continued)

Figure 4 illustrates that the response ''Rubber Band' can be
related to the reference item through a semantic sequence where ''Bands"
becomes a class which obviously was identified implicitly by the re-
sponder. Having identified the class "B;nds," an association is made
to "Rubber Bands." Conceptually each of these items, Band-Aid and
YRubber Band,"- stands in equi-distance to the class category of which

they, are a member.

3.5.2 Figure 4. Chaining

Band- Aid
‘ j
[Bandsﬂ
‘¢
Rubber Bands .
.

Chaining mayﬁalso be a semantic feature category for the naming
of environmental print. At present no good example presents itself.
The best example we have been able to come up with i3 S.0.S., a Morse
Code focr "Help" which is also the brand name of a steel wool soap pad.

Demsmmemerty
Miles Laboratory may well have used chaining to come to their decision
in naming this product, though the péffect example would seemingly be

one step further removed. For now all we can say is theoretically an

example should exist.
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3.5.2 (Continued)

With the addition of chaining category 98.6% of all Stage 1
responses can be successfully coded semantically. This leave .1.4%
of the responses which are coded as having no apparent semantic inten£.
While some may argue rhat the response "Joe'" when showm Jell—b seman- .
ticall& shares a nam2 feature. Our decision to code it as no apparent
semantic intent is based on the reasoning that the child in this in-
stance was more involved in monitoiing grapheme-phoneme relationships -
than in monitoring semantic relationships.

When one thinks of the fact that we found 98.6% of the responses
given by children to environmental print in Stage 1 to}be seman;ically
acceptable and that at legst 95.1% of the responses coincided with the
semantic featuéés which we as adults use to name enviromnmental print
(that i3, assuming we do not have a true chaining category), one has
to be duly impressed with the young child's semantic access of written
language. Clearly 3 and 4 year olds have‘almost as much access as 5

and 6 year olds ov this figure could never be this high.

On Correcting Children's Responses. These data do raise an-

other important point, however, and that | relative to the area of
correction. If we as ‘.elpful adults say to children that their re-
sponse,LPudding," is wrong when we ask them "What do you think this
says?", having expected the response "Jell-0," what have we told them?
Clearly their response, "Pudding," which identifies the referent class
rather than its particular name, is not a bud choice given the nature ‘.

of how environmental print vorks semantically.

1Y
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A

3.5.2 (Continued)

In fact, in order for childtren to solve theg ﬁuzzle of how envi-
ronmental print yorks semantically, they must retain within their re-
sponse ‘repertoire the possibility that some environmental print is

7

labeled in terms of its reference class; in other wordg, the very
hypothesiéithey were testing when they said ''rudding" when confronted
with a Jell-0 box. ‘Uhile technically, then, an aduit may seem justi-
fied in ¢ .recting "Pudding" to "Jell-0" in this particular instance of
print, doing so, hS&ever, when a child is responding'to environmental
prin§ by giving the product's particular name not its referent class
18, in the long term, not only wrong but quite dysfunctional.

We raise this issue sp..ifically because we believe there is a
great deal of re-examination needed relative to the issue of correc-
tion. Clearly the issue isn't as simple as Skinnefian psychclogists
would have us believe. I; may in fact be our "err;rq" which lead us
to the identification of the éemantic parameters within a given class
of print. To the extent that this is true, we may not only be confus-

ing correctness for language growth but confusing language growth with

coirrectness.

-Semantic Features - Print Setting in Relationship to Semantic

Features - Response. It ;s interésting to think about why the print
on a'Barticular item of environmental print is there. Let's take,

for example, the print on a McDonald's cup. There are 3 print items:

McDonald's; Please Put Litter In Its Place; and TM (an abbreviation

meaning trade mark).
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3.5.2 (Continued)

Now if we ask ourselves why these pieces of print are there we
must conclude that McDonald's is ther; to give the cup a particular
identity. When we ask ourselves why would anyone want to label a cup--
particularly a paper cup of limited durability--we must conclude that
they put McDonald's on it not so much that people who find one bring
it back, but rather to get persons to associate quick foods with the
name McDonald's, an associative process often called good advertising.

The TM is not on there for the same purpose, however. In fact,
the T is not on there for the sake of the consumer at all. Its
presence is more to tell other business establishments that they can't
use McDonald's as their name. Its presence is not there for the bene-
fit of consumers generally, but only particular consumers who couid
become potential competitors. In one sense, then, the TM has to do
with the function which the name McDonald's has on the cup. Its par-
ticular function is to protect the use of the name McDonald'é on simi-
lar consumer items. McDonald's advertises while TM protects, and in an
indirect sense protects the original function for which McDonald's was
put on the cup in the first place.

The 3rd item of print, Flease Put Litter In Its Place, is

again consumer directed. Its function i8 to inform users of their
responsibility relative to the disposition of this product once they
have completed using it. It also serves a secondary function and that
is to inform the conservation-conscious consumer that McDonald's is

an environmentally reputable establishment having taken certain pre-

cautions to help curb litter.
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3.5.2 {(Continued)

This me.ns, of course, that the print oun a piece of environ-
mental pripc serves a variety of semantic functions. From a conven-
tional standpoint we can analyze each item and map iis relationship
to the referent item itself. McDonald's is print which names the ref-
erence item as particular; TM is print which contextually describes
this particular name and its particular graphic form; Plegse Put

Litter In Its Place is print which functionally describes how we are

to act in relat:ionship to this product At a particular point in time.
It is important to understand, however, that this is a conven-
tional and static interpretation of the semantic features of print avail-

able in this print setting. In reality Please Put Litter In Its Place

may sign McDonald's to the environmentally conscious consumer who knows
that few quick food places have taken steps to help protect the
environment. This is, then, the relationship between signifier and
significant or meaning. The point being that a particular graphic sign
may have alternate meanings for language users.

When we sey the print McDonald's on a McDonald's cup semantically
functions to name the referent item as particular, we are making a state-
m:nt of semanti: convention. In reality the print McDonald's may sign

a trade mark, a name, or even a social responsibility (Please Put Litter

In Its -Place), quick food places generally, non-nutritional foods, the
American way, Indiana's contribution to economic immorality or a host
of other meanings depending on the language user or ianguage users in

question.

-
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3.5.2 (Continued)

McDonald's, as an item of print on a McDonald's cup, when used
by a reader is best viewed as a meaning pote-tial. The young children
In our sample demonstrate through the responses which they give what

the range of that meaning potential is. In the case of the McDonald's

" cup, children's responses ranged from functioual descriptions like

'Drink it' (N=1) to related concepts like 'Burger King' (N=5), to ref-
erence class identification like 'Hamburger place' (N=3), to naming;
that is, saying 'McDonald's' (N=38), to chaining like '0Old McDonald had
a Farm' (N=1). Little is gained by looking at these responses in terms
of whether or not the sign was used conventionally. Clearly those re-
sponges other than McDonald's are as viable as is the 'McDonald's'
response. Some of the responses can not be thought of as right or
wrong. In fact the one thing we can ;ay is semantically all 48 make
sense and fall within a meaning potential which the sign 'McDonald's'
symbolizes for us tov.

While clearly matching semantic features of print to the seman-
tic features of a response doesn't make theoretical sense, looking at
tne range of semantic features in the response enables us to map what
children see as the meaning potential given a particular print set-
ting. Given the fact that we were able to classify 98.6% of children's
reséonses as having particular semantic characteristics, which we as
adults élso notice, in itself speaks to the child's access
to the semantic system of environmental print. If we had asked chil-

dren "What does this print mean to you?" we may have been able to map
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more closely the meaning pctential. The question we did use, "What
do you think this says?" gets at a particular meaning potential;
nawpely, the potential names to call this thing. What the data show
us vhen we compare semantic features of print to semantic features of
responge is that children have accessed how the naming of environ-
mental print works, so much so that only 1.4%Z of their responses are
semantically unacceptable or fall outside this coding system.
Conventionality of their responses is relative. In one sense
children's responses are extremely conventional in that they fall neatly
within the 7 categories which we as adults use in naming environmental
print. In another sense they are less conventional if we ask, did they
use the print signs to symbolize what adults conventidnally interpret
the print to symbolize (or did they give a name?), e.g., McDonald's
semar.tically is a name not a functional description. In fact fewer
of the responses had the semantic feature of name in their response.
From a conventional viewpoint we cau ask, given the semantic
features of print, what is the likelihood of child~en coming up with
one or more of these features in their response? Since some print
settings have more semantic features available than others, it is
necessary to figure out what the chance hit rate would be and contrast
this to the actual hit rate before deciding if children did better than
chance. When thkis is done (see Figure 4a), we find that children did
be*.ter than chance on 15 out o:\ihe 20 items of print we used in the

Environmental Print Task. That is,in 15 out of 20 cases the semantic
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3.5.2 Figure 4a. Chance and Actual Hit Rates: Semantic Features

Better Than (+)

Chance Actual o:s Worse Than (-)
Products Hit Rate Hit Rate Chance
01 Dynamints 663 622> 3
02 Kroger Eggs 83% 100% +
03 Lego 50% 38% -
04 Indianapolis 16% 11% -
05 For Sale 50% 43% -
06 McDonald's 50% 81% +
07 Stop 16% 70% +
08 No Parking 16% 64% +
09 Jell-0 83% 100% +
10 Coca-Cola 50% 63% +
11 Evel Knievel Choppr.x 83% 91% +
12 Crest . 66% 84% +
13 Burger Chef 50% 92% +
14 Wendy's 83% 97% +
15 Toss Across Game 83% 65% -
16 U.S. Mail 50% 97% +
17 Puffs 66% 70% +
18 Kroger Milk 83% 97% +
19 Band Aid 66% 97% +
20 Kroger Cottage cCheese 667 Q1% +

1Since Dynamints had 4 of 6 semantic features present in the
print setting the child had a 66% chauce of hitting one of these seman-
tirally if he were simply operating within the semantic pgiameters
which adults use to label print.

2In this case only 62% of the responses received coincided with
one or more of the semantic features of the print.

3The children as a group did worse than chance. The most
popular semantic feature selected which caused this hit rate was a
RELATED concept which meant children were prone to try 'Tic - Tac - Toe'
or 'Tic - Tacs' in this instance.
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features or interpretations they gave for the print setting coincided
with a conventional adult interpretation of the print setting.

It is interesting to note, however, that in the 5 cases in
which their sign-symbol relationship is diiferent from the convent .onal
sign-symbol relationship, their choice is semantically organized and
systematic. For Dynamints the most frequent semantic feature in the
response which did not coincide with a conventional interpretation of
+ e semantic features in the print was a related concept (e.g., 'Tic
Tacs'--34.8% of all responses to Dynamints included this semantic
feature); for Lego it was reference class (e.g., "Blocks"--51.5%); for

Indianapolis it was functional description (e.g., "Go This Way"--48.0%);

for For Sale it was related concept (e.g., "Wood For Sale"--42.9%) and

for Toss Across Game it was also related concept (e.g., "Tic - Tac -

Toe'"--42.9%). What these data indicate is that even when the semantic
feature of the response did not coincide with a conventiogal interpre-
tation of the available semantic text features, children's responses
were far from random. Rather,children's responses in these instances
too weie systematic and organized. Since most road signs semantically
provide a functional lescription of what we are to do in relationship
to this sign (STOP, GO THIS WAY, NO PARKING THIS SIDE, etc.), it should
not surprise us that 48% of the chiidren who responded to this item in-
cluded this semantic feature as part of their response.

A similar case could easily be made for each of the items mentioned.

3
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3.5.2 (Continued)

In fact if anything is surprising in these data it is that we
have little evidence that the child's semantic system of language is
organized differently from the way the adult's semantic system is or-
ganized relative to environmental print. This statement holds across

age (3, 4, 5, and 6-year olds) as well as sex, SES, and race.

Semantic Features of Response by Stages. A study of the seman-

tic features of the response across the stages of our research tssk also
reveals a fairly consistent pattern emerging between responses in

Stage 1 and Stage 2 (see Figure 5). The exceptions to this statement

3.5.2 Figure 5. Semantic Features - Response by Stages

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Category Label N A N 4 N 4
1. Contextual Description 4 0.6 2 0.2 0] 0.0
2. Functional Description 49 7.6 49 5.1 25 9.0
3. Related Concept 78 12.1 148 15.4 7 2.5
4. Referent Identification 202 31.2 149 15.5 6 2.2
5. Naming 249  38.5 235  24.5 57 20.4
6. Locative or Attribute 33 5.1 26 2.7 5 1.8
7. Chaining . 23 3.6 84 8.8 38 13.6
8. No Apparent Semantic 9 1.4 141  50.5

Intent
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are Reference Identification and Chaining. These exceptions are, of

course, logical. With the absence of available information sources
(shape) and certain print items, children are deprived of important
semantic cues which increase the amount of cognitive search they must
do (hence an increase in Chaining) and which depresses their overall
success. Semantically they don't become more dependent on the print,
they are simply less successful overall and forced to make wilder leaps
in an effort to make sense of the print setting before them. These
trends are even more evident in Stage 3. Abstracting anatural print
setting doesn't force the child to deal with a particular feature of
graphic display we may feel important (i.e., print) but seemingly has
the reverse effect. It almost assures us that most children will
either fail to respond or,if they do, respond in a fashion further from

our desired goal, than they would have, had we used a more natural context.
This is an ext;iegly important insight and one that clearly challenges
convéntional wisdom relative to initial .eading instruction. If you
want children to attend to print you provide a natural print setting
which potentially allows them to attend to everything including pr .
Context cues, rather than distracting thildren's attention from print,
draws the child's attention to print. Non-print information sources

are in a sense natural ceaching aids which help you help the child deal
with print the way you had intended in the first place. Print depend-

ency is learned naturally because of the semantic redundancy available

from the various informational sources in the print setting. To teach

[ s
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3.5.2 (Continued) -

N

print dependency directly is not the mark of good instruction but rather

it makes literacy instruction hard not only for the child but the teacher.

Response Time. Kibi, age 4, when shown Evef Knievel Chopper and

asked "What do you think this says?'" paused a total of 5 seconds before
she responded, "Motorcycle." Charvin, also age 4, when shown the same
item of print ar sked the same question, also paused a total of 5
secoads before he responded, "Motorcycle."

Despite the surfgce level similarities of these response times
they are not the same. Kibi's ;esponse is coded as having been made
Immediately; Charvin's response is cpded as having been made after a
Pause. How can ‘*his be as both responses came 5 seconds after the
question? Clearly, nothing is simpler than measuring pausés. One just
monitors the second-marker on the videotape counter and records the time
delay between the end of the researcher's question and the child's re-
sponse. Or so past researchers wquld lead us to beiieve. But in order

to record response time in this fashion, much of what is known about

h ¥
4

language and language users must be ignored, in particular that language
;ariation is an expecfed event.

One of the first things that strikes you as you watch the video-
tape protocols of various children responding to our environmental print
task is that children individuall, differ in their response times.

That is to say, what is a Pause for Charvin, who typicglly responds

within a half-second of the question, is an Immediate response for Kibi,
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3.5.2 (Continued)

who typically takes 4 seconds to respond. So what looks like a straight-
forward research issue, turns out to be a fundamental language issue. |
For purposes of coding, -3 categories of response time were recorded:
Immediate, defined as the nurmal pause of the language user; Pause, the
normal rate of the language user plus a count of 4 to 6 ; Prolonged
Pause, the normal rate of‘the language uéer and a count of 6+,
Coding of response times took place after the transcription of
videotape protocols to insure familiarity with the child and his or her
normal response time. Interestingly, few disputes arose, as is evident
by the high interrater {fliability for this category. When they did
they were resolved by a th%:d coder. While clearly the procedure we |
developed to record respons; time is less precise than the second by
seccud calibrations possible with a stop-watch or videotape counter,

. they are more accurate. Precisior in measurement can never be put

ahead of vilidity in measurement, and that is the choice. To use

. past definitions of r-sponse time as simply delayed standard time held
constant acress language users is to ignore what we know about language.
Our procedures for recording response time are not only moré valid but
also proved to be extremely reliable. What is, of course, incredible
to us is that this issue has been successfully ignored by past re-

searchers.

~

Response Time by Stages. Probably the most striking aspecf of

the data describing response time by the stages in our research tasks
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3.5.2 (Continued)

is the consistenc; of patterns which emerge. fhere is virtually no
difference between response time patterns across stages (see ™ _ure 6).
This is surprising. Cleari} the amount of informatio~ - . to be
processed varied greatly across conditions. In Stage 1 children had

a multimodal set of cue systems available, whereas in Stage 3 infor-

mation sources were systematically limited. We must conclude from these

f

3.5.2 Figure 6; Response Time by Stages

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3

Category Label N Z ‘ N Z N %
1. Immediate 883 86.8 861 89.7 849  88.4
2. Pause 39 4.1 25 2.6 40 4.2
3. Prolonged Pause 23 2.4 14 1.5 21 2.2
Missing® 65 6.8 60 6.3 50 5.2

?Instances where the research procedure interfered with the recording of
response time. These include interruptions, the product being acci-
dentally brushed off the holder, and instances where the child inter-
rupted the researcher's asking of the question, thus necessitating their
repetition.

data then that the sheer amount of information available does not delay

recognition and hence response, otherwise one would expect a more rapid

response rate in Stage 3 than in Stage 1.

Children obviouBly receive what information is available through
the impulses of light they receive and come to a decision as to how to
respond. That is, they rarely decide that looking harder or thinking

longer will solve their problem. They either know (anr. know they know)

or doh't know (and know they don't know).

3
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While the stages of our research task did not affect response !
time, it did affect the quality of their responses--a phenomenon which ;
has already been partially discussed when we looked at responses prag-
matically via the reader's communication decision. When we developed
this taxonomy we were interested in exploring whether the amount of in-
formation available orchestrated meaning and hence speeded response time,
or whether the more information avesilable while still orchestrating
meaning increased processing time and delayed response time. We were,
on this issue, undecided and simply wanted more information. While
¢cat data do not resolve the issue of response time, they do suggest
that other factors have more to do with it than does the availability <

of information sources in the print setting. One of these factors we

suggést is quality of experience. . T

L ™

Response Time by Age. A study of response time by age across

stages in our research task, shows a negative relationship exists be-
tween uge and response time (see Figure 7). That is, the older the
child, the slower the response time. This phenomenon holds across re-
search stages.
This may initially appear counter intuitive. Clearly 3—ye;r
olds do not know as much about language as do 6-year olds. Yet one
might assume the more you know the faster you respond. The data should
be reversed!
While we believe 6-year olds do know more than 3-year oids—— .

and we have evidence to support this belief--what these data suggest,

232




Page 212

INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT
i 3.5.2 (Continued)
¥
3.5.2 Fagure 7. Response Time by Age Across Stages
Age 3 Age 4
Category Label 1 2 3 1 2 3
1. Immediate 98.3 98.7 99.6 96.6 97.7 98.6
2. Pause 0.9 0.8 0.4 2.9 2.3 1.4
3. Prolonged Pause 0.9 0.4 0.0 0;5 0.0 0.0
Age 5 Age £
1 2 3 1 2 4
' 1. Imediate 90.2 94.7 ..1 87.6 91.8 88.5
2. Pause 6.7 3.1 8.2 6.9 5.0 7.8
3. Prolonged Pause 3.1 2.7 5.6 5.6 3.2 3.7

then, is simply having more informetion doesn't speed response time. Instead,

knowing more, there is more to consider. What r -perience does is alert
us to more of what needs to be attended to.
These data are particularly interesting in light of cesearch which
‘suggests that the amount of information available in a print setting
affect response time per se. Clearly then when one coupleé
_theae 2 pieces of data one has to conclude that it's not the amount of
“ information available but the amount of information attended to that
affects response time. This then is largely an experiential factor.

Having encountered porint settings more frequently, 6-year olds have

essentially more mature print schemas, which while not speeding response
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time, do alert them to more of what is out tneve that)has to be
~considered.

When one iuinks of' this finding in relationship to the primacy
which response time has in the traditional learning research experiment--
the faster the response the better the learning--one has to look anew
and askance at such data. Clearly 'the relationship between response
time and learning‘is not as straight-forward as many have posed it in
the past. These &ata, then, do call for a change in attitude. To
the extent that we equate delayed response times to stupidity or unin-
formedness, vital cognitive processing involved in literacy learning
may be short-circuited or discouraged.

Obviously the relationship between age and delayed response time
does not continue ad nauseum or there would be noticeable differences
between children and adults. Some so:t'of curvilinear relationship
undoubtedly exists, but further exploration of this relationship will
have to await another study.

Figures 8, 9, and 10 present response time by sex, SES, and
race respectively. As can be seen, variables outside of these must
be found to account for differences in rate of and quality of literacy

learning.
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! 3.5.2 Figure 9. Response Time by Sex

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Category Label M F M F M F
1. Immediate 91.1* 95.1 95.9  95.5 91.3 95.2
2. Pause 5.6 3.1 2.4 3.2 5.8 3.0
3. Prolonged Pause 3.3 1.8 1.7 1.4 2.9 1.7

3.5.2 Figure 10. Response Time by SES

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Category Label L M . L M L M
1. Immediate 93.3* 92.8 96.6 94.8 94.3 92.3
2. Pause 3.9 4.8 2.1 3.5 3.5 5.3
3. Prolonged Pause 2.8 2.4 1.4 1.7 2.2 2.4

3.5.2 Figure 11. Response Time by Race

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Category Label B %) B W B W
1. Immediate 92.5% 93.7 93.8 97.5 90.7 95.7
2. Pause 4.3 4.4 3.8 1.8 6.4 2.6
3. Prolongad Pause 3.2 1.9 2.4 0.7 3.0 1.7

* Figures are percentages.
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3.5.3 SYNTACTIC INVOLVEMENT

Syntactic Chaiacteristics of Graphic Display. When a reader

looks at a Band-Aid box and responds, "Band-Aid," the reader has, in
fact, made a series of complex decisions, including syntactic ones. To
understand the n- ure of these decisions it is important first of all
to describe the nrint setting and then equate the graphic display shown
to the response received.

Four categories were created to describe the syntactic charac-
teristics of the print settings used in the Environmental Print Task.

These included: (i) Smaller Than Word; (2) Word; (3) Phrase or Clause

Level Unit; (4) Multiple Phrase or Clause Level Unit. An example of a

Smaller Than Word print setting would be the H on a road sign signaling

hos ital. Ir reality no print setting we used fell in this category.
The category was retained, nevertheless, for use in further research
astudies. Because of our desire to use the same set of categories to
describe the syntactic characteristics uf the response as we did the
graphic display and since several responses were smaller than word level
units, the category made sense and so was retained here.

An example of Word level graphic display is STOP as it appears
on that road sign. Word level print settinga are not as frequent as
one‘hight assume. Most print settings we initially considered worc
level proved not to be upon careful examination. Figure 1 lists the items

of environmental print used in this task and the units of print found on

each item.
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3.5.3 Figure 1. Environmental Print Task: Available Print Units

Item ) Print Units
Dynamints Dynamints
Peppermint

Artifically Flavored Mints
Fast Freshing Action
Net Wt. .55 oz

Kroger Eggs Kroger

rade A Extia Large
~ Taste the Quality
Eggs
One Dozen
USDA A Grade

L~go Lego
Police

Indianapolis Indianapolis

For SALE For Sale
Bill Morrow
Realtors
332-6311

McDonald's McDonald's
Please Put Litter in Its Place
™

Stop Stop
No Parking This Side No Parking This Side

Jell-0 Jell-0
- Strawberry

Artificial Flavor
Gelatin Dessert
Four % cup servings
Net Wt. 3 oz.
Delicious Pie Recipe Inside
@ Brand
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Item

Cocs-Cola

%vbl Knievel Chopper

Crest

Burger Chef

Wendy's

Toss Across Game

Page 217

Print Units

Coca-Cola
Coke

Chopper

King of the Stuntmen

Evel Knievel

For children 5 and up

Complete with: *Energizer *Figure
*Chopper, Gyro Powered Motor, No
Batteries, No Electricity

IDEAL

True cycle action, will jump, wheelie
and race at top speed. Amazing action
super bike for the King of Stuntmen.
With shock-absorbing front fork.

Crest

Net Wt. 1.5 oz.

With fluoristan

Toothpaste Regular Flavor

Accepted, Council on Dental Therapeutics
American Dental Association

Burger Chef
™

Wendy's

Quality Is Our Recipe
0ld Fashioned Hagmburger
Chill & Frosty

Rich & Meaty

Dairy Dessert

Toss Across Game

Indoor and Qutdoor

Fun for Everyone

go..go..go.. for 3 in a row...

with this wonderful family fun game by
Ideal

A family game ages 6 & up

2 to 4 players
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3.5.3 Figure 1 (Continued)

Item Print Units
i U.S. MAIL U.S. MAIL
Puffs Puffs
Yellow

NEW! Softest Ever Facial Tissue
200 2-ply tissues

9.6 x 8.25 INC.

Lift Tab Pull Up.

¥
- ¢

Kroger Milk Kroger Homogenized Vitamin D Milk
Keep Refrigerated
One Half Gallon 1.89 1

Band-Aid Band-Aid Brand Plastic Strips
All one size
60 Bandages
60 - 3/4 in strips
Improved! Stays on better even in water
Johnson & Johnson

Kroger Cottage Cheese Kroger
ountry Style Small Curd Cottage Cheese

42 Milkfat Minimum
Net Wt. 24 oz. (1 Lb. 8 0z.) - 680 g.

An example of a Phrase or Clause Level Unit print setting is

No Parking This Side as it appears on the road sign. Phrase or Clause

Level Units graphic di;plays are more frequent than Word Unit print
saettings but not as frequent as we imagined before examining most
environmental pr¥fnt.

By far the most frequent syntactic category found in environ-

ﬁental print is Multiple Phrase or Clause Level Units. Examples range

from McDonald's as it appears on a McDonald's cup which includes 3 phrase

or clause level units--McDonald's, TM, and Please Put Litter In Its Place--
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3.5.3 {(Continued)

to Kroger's Milk, as it appears on a milk car’ on, which includes 6 phrase

or clause level units--Kroger, Homogenized, Vitamin D, Milk, Keep

Refrigerated, One Half Galion 1.89 1.

Figure 2 shows the frefjuency of print settings having certain

syntactic characteristics across Stages in Task 1. What this table

3.5.3 Figure 2. Environmental Print Items: Syntactic Features Across Stages

Product / Stage .1 .2 .3 4 Key
Dynamints 1 x .1 Smaller Than Word
2 X .2 Word
3 X . .3 Phrase or Clause
Kroger Eggs 1 x Level Unit
2 x .4 Multiple Phrase or
3 X Clause Level Units
Lego 1 : x
2 X
3 X
Indianapolis 1 p
2 X
3 X
For Sale 1 X
2 X
3 X
McDonald's 1 x
2 X
3 X
Stop 1 X
2 X
3 _X
No Parking 1 X
This Side 2 X
3 X
Jell-0 1 X
2 X
3 X
Coca~-Cola 1 b 4
2 X
3 X
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3.5.3 Figure 2 (Continued)

Product / Stage 1 .2 .3 A Key
Evel Knievel 1 x .1 Smaller Than Word
Chopper 2 x .2 Word
3 x .3 Phrase or Clause
Crest 1 x Level Unit
2 x .4 Multiple Phrase or
3 X Clause Level Units
Burger Chef 1 X
2 x
3 X
Wendy's 1 x
2 x
3 X
Toss Across 1 x
Game 2 x
3 x
U.S. Mail 1 x
2 x
3 X
Puffs 1 X
2 x
3 x
Krogerc's Milk 1 x
2 x
3 X
Band-Aid 1l x
2 x
3 x
Kroger Cottage 1 X
Cheese 2 X
3 X

suggests is that print settings varied syntactically across conditions.

McDonald's was coded a Phrase or Clause Level Unit in Stage 1, but *

Word Level Unit in Stages 2 and 3. Kroger Milk was coded a Multiple

Phrase or Clause Level Unit in Stages 1 and 2, but a Phrase or Clause

Level Urit in Stage 3. Figure 3 summarizes the syntactic characteris-

tics of graphic displays as they varied across stages in the Environmental

Print Taczk.

. ton
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Syntactic Characteristic of Graphic Displays Across Stages

Category Level Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
1. Smaller Than Word 0 0 0
2., Word 2 (10%) 6 (30%) 11 (55%)
3. Phrase/Clause 3 (15%) 4 (20%) 9 (45%)
4., Multiple Phrase/Clause 15 (75%) 10 (50%) 0

Syntactic Characteristic of Responses. In addition to describ-

ing the syntactic characteristics of the graphic display presented to
the child, the syntactic characteristics of the responses made by the

child need also be described. The same categories--Smaller Than Word,

Word, Phrase or Clause "evel Unlt, and Multiple Phrase or Clause Level

Unit--were used.

It is important to understand that the syntactic characteristics
of \he response involves a choice on the part of a language user. If
someone showed us a Jell-0 Strawberry Pudding box and asked us what it
says, we might well respond, 'Jell-0"; someone else might respond,
"Jell-0 Pudding'; and a third person might well respond, ''Strawberry,"
thinking surely the infcrmation we desire is something more than the
obvious Jell-0. The point is,rarely do we read everything available
even when we are involved ia a task where such a response would be

acceptable. Simply put, we selact that print which we read from a field

of available options.

Young children do the same thing. When shown Kroger's Milk on

a milk carton a?? asked, "What do you think this says?', responses
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ranged from "Kroger's" to '"Milk" tol"Kroger's Milk" to "Kroger, Homogen-

ized, Vitamin D, Milk." Even in this later instance, the child still

selected what was read, as Keep Refrigerated and One Half Gallon 1.89
were also available elements cf the print. It's important to understand
that selection of which print to process is neither a poor reader nor an
initiate reader phenomenon, it is an all-reader E;Bected event.

The followi~g Figure shows the distribution of responses relative

to their syntactic characteristics across response. About all such data

3.5.3 Figure 4. Syntactic Characteristics of Responses

Category Label Task 1 Task 2 Task 3
1. Smaller Than Word 2% .5 A
2. Word 67.2 67.4 57.9
3. Phrase/Clause 30.0 30.8 41.7
4. Multiple Phrase/Clause 2.6 4.0 0.0
N=649 N=623 N=278
L—

* Figures are pe~centages.

tell us is that 3, 4, 5, and 6-year olds have a respond preference of
words regardless of the syntactic characteristics of the print setting
shown to them. That is, while the syntactic characteristics of the
graphic display varied considerably across conditions (the reader is
referred back to Figure 3), e syntactic characteristics of the chil-

dren's responses across conditions is virtually the same.
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A8

Syntactic Match between Graphic Display and Respousc. By com-

E

paring the syntactic characteristics of thé graphic display to the syn-
tactic characterisgics of the actual responses (see Figure 5), one the-
oretically should be able to determine tﬁe degree to which young children
syntactically monitor their responses in relationship to the print set-

ting shown: them. In reality, however, such a notion is somewhat faulty,

. Displays and Responses

Print Se;tiné Graphic Display - Responses (Examples)
Kroger Milk Kroger . - "Kroger"
Homogenized "Kroger lilk"
Vitamin D "M1i1k"
Milk

Keep Refrigerated
One Haif Gallon 1.89

Burger Chef Burger Chef =~ . "Burger Chef"
"Dairy Queen"
"Burger King"
"Hamburgers"
"Arb'y' 8"
. .
STOP STOP "Stop"
- "GO"
"Danger"

as typically responses to environmental print are word or phrasée level
§

units regardless of the syntactic characteristics of the print setting.

This is especially so for multiple phrase or clause level graphic dis-

plays such as Krgggr's Milk. In fact, we would be surprised indeed if
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someone actually told us everything it says on a milk carton if we haq

asked, "What does this say?" We would, in fact, expect them to reduce

their response_to a‘wog --"™M11k"; or a phrase--''Kroger Milk." Given a

multiple phrase or clause. level graphic display, we expect the response
%yntacticallj to be either a word or single phrase level unit.

This is not the case, how2ver,wfor all graphic displays. A word
level graphi; display, we might suspect would have a higher than average“
prob;bility of eliciting a word level response, if, in féct, the syntac-
tic characteristics of this graphic display are being monitored. T2’
same is true for a single phrase or. clause level graph}érdisplayl
Under these circumstances, we would expect a higher incidence of single
phr; e or cladse level'units as response. We are, then, legitimately

. ~
arguing it both ways. We are saying with a word level graphic display,

" we expect a word level response, bnt that the same expectation cannot

I

hold for a multinle phrase or clause level graphic display. In part
this ie true for the reasons already discussed, but in part it is also

true because some words are always more salient--like Jell-), Band-Aid,
A4

Milk--than others in multiple phrase or clause level graphic displays.
) 3

L4

This issue, like most issues in written language, is more complex than

- may initially.meet the reading eye.

When we examine the igta-comparing syntactic characteristics of
‘- '

graphic displays to syntactic characteristics of responses, as has been

S .
done in Figure 6 by Stages, indeed what we predict holds up. When the
» L
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3.5.3 Figure 6. Syntactic Characteristics of Graphic Displays and

: Responses: A Comparison across Stages
Stage 1
Text
Response 2. Word 3. Phrase | ' 4. Multiple
2. Word 64.7%
3. Phrase 34.0
4. Multiple 73.7

Stage 2
— Text
Response 2. Word 3. Phrase I 4. Multiple
2. Word 76.3% %1.6//.1
or ~ AL 7,
3. Phrase 41.1 56.5 1.6
i
4. Multiple 67.0 26.2 6.1
Stage 3
ext
Response 2. Word 3. Phrase
2. Word
’ 3. Phrase

* Figures are percentages.
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graphic display is a word, the response tends to be a word (Stage 1--
64.7%; Stage 2--76.3%; Stage 3--71.2%). When the graphic display is a
single phrase or claute level unit, the response tends to ve a single
phrase or clause level unit (Stage 1-—66.02; Stage 2--56.5%; Gtage 3--
60.2%). The only case where this is not true is with multiple phrase or
clause level graphic displays, and here the correspondence is what we
would expect--some reducticn of the syntactic unit to a phrase or word.
These patterns then strongly support the notior *that children
orchestrate their responses to »nvironmental print in s tactically
appr9priate and predicteble ways. In fact, if anything is surprising

in these data it is that when shown a text of a word level syniactic - )

unit 33.3% responded with a pnrase and 2% responded with a multiple

phrase level unit., It is not the syntactic reduction of the print
setting whicb surprises us, but rather the syntactic expansion of the
print setting. The expansion cells (see shaded area in Figure 6) shoy )
that 28 to 35.2% of all responses across varigus conditions display
this phenomenon.

One might even argue that syntactic correspondence between
graphic display and response is an expected event which when it occurs
is taken for granted. Clearly showing a child Indianapolis on a road
sign and receiving the response "GO THIS WAY DOWN THE STREET" is syn-
tactically more unexpected than ‘he child respondiﬁg "Book." It takes
experiences suéh as this to make us cognizant of how much we take syn-
tactic correspondence between texts and responses for granted even when

we deal with very young childven.
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The fact that children, when showr environmental grint, most
frequently give one word responses does not surprise us. It is what
we guspect adults, too, would do. What these data suggest is that
3, 4, 5, and 6-year olds have a syntactic response schema much like
ourselves when and if they decide to maintain the communication con-
tract. This is an important finding. It supports the notion that young
children are written language users and as such have internalized a syn-
tactic expectation for how one responds to reading in an environmental

print setting.
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3.5.4 GRAPHIC INVOLVEMENT

Comparison of Print Setting and Response: Graphic Involvement.

When shown a Kroger Cottage Cheese container and asked, "What do you

think this says?": K!bi, age 4, responded, "Standard"; Charvin, age 4,
responded, "K-Mart"; Misty, age 4, responded, "Kroger's"; and Stephanie,
age 4, respﬁnded, "Cotitage Cheese Carton."

If you compare these responses in terms of their graphic involve-
ment with print available in the setting (see Figure 1), it is evident

that various responses show various degrees of involvement. "Standard,"

3.5.4 Figure 1. Comparison of Print Setting & Response:
Graphic Involvement

LS

Print Setting Available Graphic Units Responses Response Codings
Kroger's Kroger Standard Unavailable in
Cottage Country Style - Print Setting
Cheese . Small Curd K-Mart Minimal Signal
Cottage Cheese Kroger's Available within
47 Milkfat Minimum Print Setting
Net Wt. 24 oz. Cottage Cheese Mixed Response
1 1b. 8 oz. Cartn- -
680 grams ’

from a graphic perspective, is a response which is Unavailable in the

Print Setting. 'K-Mart," from a graphic perspective, reflects the

possibility of some involvemen’ in that Kroger's and K-Mart graphem-

ically do begin the same. That 1is, the r~sponse, "K-Mart" reflects a
Minimal Signal when print setting and response are compared on a graph-

emic basis. '"Kroger's' is a response which is Available Within the

Print Setting, as would be '"Cottage Cheese," "Country Style Cottage
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Cheese,"” "Kroger's Cottage Cheese," "pheese," or a number of responses
which children in our sample came up with. 'Cottage Chéese Carton" is
a mixed response from a graphic perspective. That is, part of the re-
sponse "Cottage Cheese" is available within the graphemes of the text,
while another part, "Carton," is unavailable within the graphemes of
the text presented.

If the graphic characteristics of the print setting shown played

no part in the decisiou which the child made as to what the print said,
then one would expect a random distribution of scores across each of

these categories across Stages in Task 1. As can be seen in Figure 2,

3.5.4 Figure 2. Graphic Involvement in Responses Across Stages

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3

Category Label N® %P N p N 3
1. Unavailable in

Priat Setting 174 26.9 231 37.1 122 43 9
2. Minimal Signal 15 2.3 52 8.3 68  24.5
3. Available Within

Print Setting 391 60.4 298 47.8 81 29.1
4. Mixed Response 67 10.4 42 6.7 7 2.5

aResponses coded are those which Maintain Communication
Contract (1.7).

bAdjusted frequency.

2o
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3.5.4 (Continued)

this is hardly the case. Overall 73.1% (2.3 + 60.4 + 10.4 = 73.1) of
the responses in Stage 1 show some level of graphic involvement between
the text and the response; 62.8% of the responses in Stage 2 show simi-
lar characteristics; as do 56.1% of the responses in Stage 3. What
these data suggest is that children 3, 4, 5, and 6 years old do moni-
tor the grephemes available in the print setting in reaching their
decision as to what print says. It further suggests that the more cue
systems there arc¢ available to them (print + other information souvrces),
the better they are at using graphemic information. Reducing the infor-
mational field reduces their effectiveness in-the use of graphic infor-
mation. In fact'when ohly print is made available (as it was in Stage
3) rather than facilitate their use of this cue system, their responses

show less utilization. The message seems clear: It you want young

children to attend to the graphic information available in print you

need to provide a natural enough print setting so that what the child

knows about other cue systems can support his understanding and utili-

zation of the print cue system.

One should also note that fewer responses of the total number

elicited were seen as maintaining the communication contract in Stage 3

as opposed to Stage 1 (see numbers under N column). In light of these
data one must question what is achieved by reducing print settings to
just print. Not only do more children fail to maintain the contract,

but more fail to involve themselves with the cue system of print.
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3.5.4 (Continued)

Having said this much probably the most impressive figure in
this chart is the 24.5 percentage figure recorded for Minimal Signal
in Stage 3. In many ways this figure demonstrates the child's tenacity
given ail odds. Despite and in spite of our efforts to make print
appear nonsensical, 24.5% of the time the child lacking any better in-
formation by which to respond will try his hardest to use what we've
provided (inadequate tliough it may te) aand incorporate it into his

response.

Graphic Involvement by Age. Several things can be said of

graphic involvement by age (see Figure 3). First, as the child has
more and more experience with written language the more and more his
response demonstrates his ability to orchestrate the graphic informa-

tion available in the print setting (see Stage 1 - Available Within

Print Setting; Age 3 - 47.2%; Age &4 - 54.5%; Age 5 - 57.1%; Age 6 -
75.4%). The fact that this is an experiential factor as opposed tc
simply an age factor is best seen by looking at the percentage of

responses reflecting no graphic involvement {see Unavailable in Print

Setting - Stage 1; Age 3 - 38.2%; Age 4 - 31.4%; Age 5 - 27.3%; Age 6 -
16.4%). These percentages do not change significantly until age 6.
This means, of course, that by far the majority of responses at each
level did show some graphic involvement (for Stage 1 across Cate-
gories 2., 3., and 4.; Age 3 - 61.9%; Age 4 - 68.6%: Age 5 - 72.7%;

Age 6 - 83.6%). It simply is not the case that 3 year olds don't use
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3.5.4 (Continued)

3.5.4 Figure 3. Graphic Involvement by Age Across Tasks

Age 3 Age 4
Category Label 1 2 3 1 2 3
1. Unavailable in
Print Setting 38.2% 59.1 92.9 31.4 47.2 70.0 -
2. Minimal Signal 3.3 10.8 7.1 3.2 7.5 28.0
3. Available Within
Print Setting 47.2 28.0 0.0 54.5 38.5 0.0
4. Mixed Response 11.4 2.2 0.0 10.9 6.8 2.0
Age 5 Age 6
Category Label 1 2 3 1 2 3
1. Unavailable in ;
Print Setting 27.3  43.5 71.0 16.4 14.4 19.7
2. Minimal Signal 1.9 9.3 22.6 1.4 7.2 25.7
3. Available Within
Print Setting 57.1 36.0 6.5 75.4  73.1 50.7
4. Mixed Response 13.7 11.2 0.0 6.8 5.3 3.9

»

Figures are percentages.

print while 6 year olds do. 1In fact given the fact that 61.9% of all
responses received from 3 year olds demonstrate graphic involvement with
text, one is initially surprised that only 11.7% more of the 6-year olds'
responses to print demonstrate graphic {nvolvement. The difference be-
tween 6-year olds and 3-year olds is not in whether they use print to
come to their decision 80 much as it is whether they can function when

dependent only on print. That is, the more abstract we make the print
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3.5.4 (Continued)

setting the more likely we are ‘.o get children, not to focus on print
but ignore it in making their ri.sponse decisions. In fact these data
would suggest that if we force 3-year olds to deal with print in iso-
lation‘we can nicely prove to ourselves that they are not readers
(92.9% of their responses show no graphic involvement). If you want
children to monitor print, the more contextual cues you provide the
greater the possibility they will do so.

It remains Lo be aoted that this discussion is a particularly
stringent one. Clearly the response "Standard" shares some "graphic"
configurative characteristics with Kroger's just by virtue of the fact
that both are single words of about the same length. "Aim" for Crest,

"Yogurt" for Cottage Cheese, "Root Beer" for Toss Across, "Bank" f-r

Stop, "Army" for U.S. Mail, "Pepsi'" for Coca-Cola, "Kleenex" for
stop U.5, Mall Loca-(ola

Puffs, "Street" for Indianapolis, and other examples which could easily

be cited from the data we received to further:gupport this argument.
To say these responses do not display graphic involvement may be def-
initionally correct, though one has the feeling that it's the cate-
gorical definition which is the issue, nnt the use of print by the
children in argiving at their response decisions.

It is, of course, problems of this sort which led us to talk
of literacy as a set of orchestrated decisions which transcend in-
dividual cue sysiems. It is also for this reason that we propose that
literacy might better be viewed as awareness, knowledge, and use of

signs and 8ign complexes (see sections 1.2 and 1.3). The power of these
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3.5.4 (Continued)

views 18 evident in the data we have shared as all semantic, syntac-
tic, and graphic involvement figures we have given rest on a principle
of embedding. Grapnemically 60.4% of all responses show correspondence
to the graphic display, but, as a function of cur coding, this also
means these responses further display pragmatic, semantic, and syn-
tactic correspondence. The 60.4% figure quoted, it should be remem-
bered, is the stringent graphic involvement figure. Practically all
responses deemed pragmatically appropriate are ipso facto semantically,
syntactically, and configurativ:ly orchestrated. To make a pragmatic

decislion is to simultaneously have made semantic, syntactic, and graphic

ones.
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4.0 TAXONOMY: ENVIRONMENTAL PRINT
4.1 SUMMARY OF CATEGORIES AND THEIR FUNCTION

1.0 READER COMMUNICATION DECISTON: Describes the relationship between

the researcher's request to read and the subject's choice of com-
munication response.

No Response

Attempts to Invalidate Contract
Don't Know

Symbol Focus: Naming/Sounding Out
Fseudo-Reading

Re-negotiates Communication Contract
Maintains Communication Contract

NV SN

2.0 RESPONSE TIME: Records time lapse between Ql and the subject's
. initial response. (Not coded when Cl is .1)

.1 TImmediate
.2 Pause
.3 Prolonged Pause

3.0 SYNTACTIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PRINT SETTING: Describes the units
of language in the print setting.

Smaller Than Word

Word

Piiragse or Clause Level Unit

Multiple Phrase or Clause Level Units

W R

4,0 SYNTACTIC CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONSE: Describes the units of
language in the response. (Code when Cl is .7)

Smaller Than Word

Word

Phrase or Clause Level Unit

Multiple Phrase or Clause Level Units

W N

5.0 GRAPHIC INVOLVEMENT: Describes the relationship between response ard
print setting in terms of graphic availability. (Code when Cl is )

.1 Unavailable in Print Setting
.2 Minimal Signal
| .3 Available Within Print Setting
| .4 Mixed Response

Q 22 30
IERJ!: o )
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4.1 (Continued)

6.0 RESPONSE EVOLUTION: Describes the pragmatic and semantic evoiu-
tion of decisions made in response to Ql. (Code when Cl is .6
or .7) ‘L

.1 No Evolution Evident - -
.2 Evolution Evident - Single Communication Response Category
.3 Evolution Evident - Mixed Communication Response Category

7.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - PRINT SETTING: Describes the relationship of

the available print to its referent item. (Multiple categories
may be cliecked)

Contextual Description

Functional Description e

Related Concept o

Referent Identification ’

Naming : RNy

Locative or Attributinal Focus K ,
Chaining

- . * -
NN

8.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - RESPONSE: Describes the relatdonship of re-
sponse to the referent ftem shown. (Code when Cl 15 a .7; Mul-
tiple categories may be checked)

Contextual Description - .
Functional Description

Related Concept:

Referent Identification

Naming

Locative or Attributinal Focus
Chaining

No Apparent Semantic Intent

-

TN WV W

9.0 SEMANTIC EXPANSION ACROSS QUESTIONS: Examines the child's responses
across Ql, Q2, and Q3 for semantic’geperation and/or expansion.
CODE ONLY FQR STAGE 1.

°

No Apparent Semantic Base -
Generation

Maintenance

Expansion

HWN -

2

P

v
4
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.4.1 (Continued)

10.0 AVAILABLE INFORMATION SOURCES ~ PRINT SETTING: Describes those
sources which are available to the language user in reaching a
decision-as to what the print says. (Multiple categories are
recorded) CODE ONLY FOR STAGE 1.

~

Print
Numbers
Pictures
Graphic Design
Color

Shape

Situational Context

® o & & e & o
NNV WN

11.0 PERCEIVED/DEMONSTRATED INFORMATION SOURCES - LANGUAGE USER:
Describes those sources which the language user verhally or
physically indicates are used in reaching a decision as to what
the print says. (Code when information is available from Ql,
Q2, or Q3. Multiple categories are recorded) CODE ONLY FOR
STAGE 1.

Print

Numbers

Pictures

Graphic Design

Color

Shape

Situational Context
Personal Experience
Non-Discriminated Response

o« . e e o e o o
WO 00 SN OB W N

12.0 USES LANGUAGE ABOUT LANGUAGE: Records instances of language use
which describes or reflects upon the systems themselves.

.1 Yes
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4.2 WHAT GETS CODEU - TAXONOMY: ENVIRONMENTAL PRINT

.1 What Constitutes a Response? (When response is inaudible, handle
as omitted data.)

Questipn:
Print:
Reader:

Response:

Question:
Print:

Reader:
Response:

The final
occur.

Question:
Print:
Reader:
Response:

" Question:

Print:
Reader:
Respoiise:

Question:
Print:
Reader:

Question:
Print:
Reader:
Response:

Question:
Print:
Reader:
Response:

What do you think that says?
For Sale

That says home

Home

What do you think that says?
Kroger

Grade A Extra Large

Taste the Quality

Eggs

One Dozen

Egg. Krogers

Egg. Krogers. (4.4)

unprompted or set of responses to Ql no matter where they

What uo you think this says? ~
Jell=-0

Gelatin [What?] Strawberries and stuff like that.
Gelatin ) !

What do you think that says?

Coca-Cola

McDonalds [What?] It says . . . I don't know what it says.
McDonalds

What do you think this says?

Kroger Milk

1.1 Milk [What things do yov see that help you know

what it says?] 1.2 Milk. Sunrise. [NOTE: Here a
determination has been made that the reader is continuing
to answer Question 1 even though Question 2 has been asked.]

What do you think this says?

No Parking This Side

B (pause), a car, my mommy car. Her Working.

B (because of research setting child knows further questions
will be asked and goes on to answar them)

What do you think this says?
Kroger Eggs

Eggs, Kroger Eggs

Kroger Eggs

23V
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|

i

)
4.3 (Continued)

l

|

1.0
.5 Pseudo-Reading
A reading-like response used repeatedly (minimum of 3 occur-
rences) without regard for semantic intent.
Priat Reader
Jell-0 pop
Coke pop
« ’ Stop pop
o ’ Crest pop
' Print Reader
Jell-0 B-L-0
Coke B-L-0
Stop B-L
Crest B-L-0-X
Print Reader
Jell-0 cat
Coke dog
Stop animal
\ Crest rabbit
Print Reader
" Jell-0 ne
N Coke you
I Stop your daddy
Crest my boy
Print Reader
Jell-0 Ellen
Coke - Robbie
Stop Towanna
Crest Ann




r—_'_‘—'

4.3

1.0
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TAXONOMY: ENVIRONMENTAL PRINT (EXPANDED FORM)

READER COMMUNICATION CECISION: Describes the relationship between

the researcher's requ2st to read and the subject's choice of com-
munication response.

L]

.1 No Resgénse

.2 Attempts to Invalidate Contract

Question: What do you think this zays?
Print: No Parking This Side
Reader: I can't tell you, cause I can't read.

.3 Don't Know

Includes responses such as ''I forgot" and other verbalizations
to signal unwillingness to respond.

.4 Symbol Focus: Naming/Sounding Out

Questior: What do you think this says?

Print: U.S. Mail

Reader: = U-S-E

Print: For Sale

Reader: What's that letter right there?
Print: Crest

Reader: $ Crost

Print: Band-Aid

Reader: Without the B it would be and.

261
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po

4.3 (Continued)

1.0

.6 Renegotiates Communication Contract

.7

Ouestion: What do you think this says?
Print: U.S. Mail

Reader 1: A mailman

Reader 2: A birdie flew

Print: Dynamints

Reader: I don't know (first response).

May I eat them? (coded response)

Print: Toss Across Game

Reader 1: Throw "X" and "0"

Reader 2: A,B,C's

Print: Kroger Milk

Reader 1: Some milk goes in there
Reader 2: A milk box

Print: Kroger Eggs

Reader: Things
. Print: Evel Knievel Chopper

Reader 1l: Picture

Rzader 2: Says Picture

Print: Indianapolis

Reader 1: Yard

Reader 2: Ground

Maintaing Communication Contract
Question: What do you think this says?
Print: U.S. Mail

Reader 1: Mail

Reader 2: Mailbox

Readexr 3: U.S. Army

Print: Kroger Milk

Reader 1: Milk

Reader 2: Kroger's

Print: Evel Knievel Chopper

Reader: What is it anyway? (first response)

Evel Knievel Cereal (coded response)

262
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4.3 (Continued)

2.0 RESPONSE TIME: Records time lapse between Ql and the subject's
initial response. (Not coded when Cl is .1)

.1 Immediate

The normal pause rate of the language user.
.2 Pause

The normal pause rate of the language user and a count of
4'" tO 6-

.3 Prolonged Pause

The normal pause rate of the language user and a count of 6+,

2E9




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT

4.3 (Continued)

3.0 SYNTACTIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PRINT SETTING: Describes the units
of language in the print setting.

.1 Smaller Than Word

N

Print:
Description:

Print:
Description:

Word

Print:
Description:

H
Road Sign signaling hospital

CIA
Designation for Central Intelligence Agency

STOP
Road Sign

Phrase or Clause Level Unit

Print:
Description:

Print:
Description:

No Parking This Side
Road Sign

Burger Chef

On cup with outline of chef's hat and no other
text.

Multiple Phrase of Clause Level Units

Print:
Description:

Print:

Description:
Print:

Description:

McDonald's
Please Put Litter in Its Place
On cup with outline of Golden Arches

Kroger

Homogenized

Vitamin D

Milk

Keep Refrigerated

One Half Gallon 1.891
Milk Carton

Lego

Police
Tcy Box

R64
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|
E 4.3 (Continued)

4.0 SYNTACTIC CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONSE: TDescribes the units of
language in the response. (Code when Cl is .7)

.1 Smaller Than word

|

;

}

I

|

|

i

| Reader:
.2 Word

Print: U.S. Mail
U.S.
Print: No Parking This Side
Reader: Stop
Print: Bloomington

Reader: Book

Print: Band-Aid
Reader: Band-Aid

.3 Phrase or Clause Level Unit

Print: Burger Chef
Reader: Burger Chef

Print: Lego

Reader 1: Lego stuff
Reader 2: Fire engilne

.4 Multiple Phrase or Clause Level Units

Print: Kroger
Eggs
/ One Dozen
Reader: Egg. One Dozen.
[ Print: Kroger
Milk

Reader: Miik
Sunrise
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4.3 (Continued)

5.0 GRAPHIC INVOLVEMENT: Describes the relationship between response
and print setting in terms of graphic availability. (Code when

Cl is .7)

.1 Unavailable in Print Setting

Print:

Reader:

Kroger

Country Style Small Curd

Cottage Cheese

47 Milkfat Minimum

Net Wt. 24 oz. (1 1b., 8 o0z.) - 680 g
Standard

.2 Minimal Signal

Print:
Reader
Reader
Reader
Reader

Reader

Print:

W N

w

Response:

Print:

Response:

Kroger Cottage Cheese

Cream

Car

Kro-kro- (1st and 2nd response) Crazy (coded response).

That says . . . that says (lst response) Coca-Cola
(coded).

K-Mart

U.S. Mail
Milk

Coca-Cola2
Coke

.3 Available Within Print Setting

Print:
Reader
Reader
Reader

Print:
Reader:

wW N

Kroger Cottage Cheese
Kroger's

Kroger's Cottage Cheese
Cottage Cheese

Dynamints
Mints
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4.3 (Continued)

5.0

.4 Mixed Response

An available option in text plus extension.

Print: Kroger Cottage Cheese
Reader 1: K-Mart Cottage Cheese
Reader 2: Cottage Cheese Carton

Print: Lego
Police
Reader: Policeman
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4.3 (Continued)
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6.0 RESPONSE EVOLUTION: Describes the pragmatic and semantic evolution
of decisions made in response to Q1. (Coded wken Cl is .6 or .7)

.1 No Evolution Evident

Print: Coca-Cola
Response: Coca-Cola (1.7)

Print: Coca-Cola
Response: Drink it (1.6)

Print: Puffs
Respcnse: Napkin (1.7)
Napkin (1.7)

.2 Evolution Evident - Single Communication Response Category

Print: Evel Knievel Chopper
Response: Motorcycle (1.7)
Evel Knievel Motorcycle (1.7)

Print: No Parking This Side
Response: No Parking (1.7)
No Parking Car (1.7)

Print: For Sale
Bill Morrow

Response: Far (1.7)
Far (1.7)

For Sale Boat (1.7)

-3 Evolution Evident - Mixed Communication Response Categories

Print: Coca-Cola
Response: Drink it (1.6)

Coke (1.7)
Print: Lego

Response: Toys (1.7)
Build Something (1.6)

Print: Dynaminte
Response: I don't know that one (1.3) .
Dairy (1.7

Response:

For Sale
D.K. (1.3)
Name (1.6)
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4.3 (Continued)

7.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - PRINT SETTING: Describes the relationship of
the available print to its referent item. (Multiple categories

may be coded)

.1 Contextual Description

Print which describes a phvsical quality of this specific

instance of

Example 1:.

Example-2:

Example 3°

Example 4:

Example 5:

Example 6:

the {item.

Net Wt. 55 oz. (print describing the weight of
this par*icular box of Dynamints)

One Dozen (print describing the quantity of eggs
sold in this particular box of Kroger Eggs)

Four ) cup servings (print describing the quantity
of pudding which can be made from this particular
box of Jell-0)

One half gallon 1.89 liters (print describing the
amount of milk in this particular carton of
Kroger Milk)

60-3/4 inch strips (print describing the contents
of this particular box of Band-Aids)

@ (print describing a physical quality of this
particular graphic design in relationship to the
referent item)
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4.3 (Continued)

7.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - PRINT SETTING CONTINUED

.2 Functional Description

Print which identifies what the referent does, what can be
done with the referent item, or how one is to perform in
relationship to the referent item. ’

Example

Example

Example

Example
Example

Example

Example

Example

Example

OTHER

1:

EXAMPLES:

Taste the Quality {print describing what one is
to do with the eggs in the Kroger Egg Carton).

For Sale (print indicating how one can perform in
relationship to the house being advertised on this
Bill Morrow Realtor Sign).

Please Put Litter In Its Place (print telling you
what to do with the McDonald's cup when you are
finished with it).

Stop (print on Stop sign teliing you how to
perform in relationship to this road sign).

Enjoy (print on Coca-Cola cup telling you how to
feel as you drink Coke).

Try cycle action, will jump, wheelie and race at
top speed (print on Evel Knievel Chopper box
identifying what the referent item does).

Go ... go ... go ... for 2 in a row (print om
Toss Across Game box describing how one is to
perform in relationship to this referent item).

Toss Across (print on Toss Across Game box telling
how one 18 to perform in relationship to this
referent item).

Keep Refrigerated (print on Xroger Milk Carton

telling you how you are to perform in relationship
to this referent item once purchased).

For Ages 5 and Up

)
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4.3 (Continued) : »

7.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - PRINT SETTING CONTINUED

.3 Related Concept

Print which refers to othér concepts for the names of those

concepts) which are related but different from the referent
item itself.

Example 1: Pie Recipe (print on Jell-0 box referencing two
concepts—-pie and recipe--which are related to
the referent item).

Example 2: Burger Chef (print on quick food store cup which

' references the person who fixes hamburgers--a
concept which relates to the quick food place
itself, but which is distinctively different).

Example 3: Chili--Rich & Meaty (print on Wendy's cup ref-
erencing related products sold at this particular
quick food place, but not sold in this cup).

Example 4: Police (Lego Box)




|
|
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4.3 (Continued)

7.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - PRINT SETTING CONTINUED

.4 Referent Identification

Print which identifies referent item or re’.erent class.

Example 1:

Example 2:

Example 3:

Example 4:

Example 5:

Example 6:

Example 7:

Example 8:

OTHER
EXAMPLES:

P

Mints (print on Dynamint box label identifying
referent class).

Eggs (print on Kroger Egg Carton identifying
referent class of which Kroger Eggs is but an
instance).

Realtors (print on Bill Morrow Realtors Sign
identifying the referent class té which Bill
Morrow belongs).

. Geldtin (print on Jell-O box identifying referent

item).

-~
4

Motor and cycle (two words on Evel Knievel
Chopper box identifying referent class).

Toothpaste (print on Crest box identifying
referent item).

Game (print on Toss Across Game label identifying
referent class).

Mail (print on U.S. Mail logo identifying referent
class of which U.S. Mail is a particular type).

~

Tissues (print on Puff box)

Milk (print on Kroger milk carton)

Bandages (print on Band-Aid box)

Cottage Cheese (print on Kroger Cottage Cheese
container)

270
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4.3 (Continued)

7.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES ~ PRINT SETTING CONTINUED

.5 Naming

Print created to label referent item as a particular instance.

Example 1:

Example 2:
. Example 3:

OTHER
EXAMPLES:

Kroger (print found on particular egg cartons,
cottage cheese containers, and milk cartons
identifying these products as particular).

Lego (print on toy bokx identifying toys as a
particular type).

Indianapolis (print on road sign identifying
location as partlcular).

:

Bill Morrow (print on For Sale sign) .
McDonald's (print on quick food place cup)
Jel1-0 (print on gelatin dessert box)
Coca-Cola (Print on drink cup)

Evel Knievel Chopper (print on toy bwox)
Crest (print on toothpaste box)

Wendy's (print on quick food place cup)
Johrison & Johknson (print on bandage box)
Burger Chef (7.5, 7.3)

U.S. Mail (7.5, 7.4, 7.5)

Puffs (7.5)
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7.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - PRINT SETTING CONTINUED

.6 Locative or Attributinal Focus

Print which describes a characteristic of referent item or a
relationship between the item and a particular location.

Example 1:

Example 2:

Example 3:

Example 4:

Example 5:

OTHER
EXAMPLES :

Peppermint (print on Dynamint box describing a
characteristic of the referent item).

Grade A Extra Large (print on Kroger Egg Carton
describing referent item).

Strawberry (print on Jello-O box describing
referent item).

U.S. (print on U.$. Mail logo describing the
relationship between the item and a particular
location).

Country Sty.e (print on Kroger Cottage Cheese
container describing a characteristic of the
referent item).

. No Batteries, No Electricity (print on Evel

Knievel Chopper box) .
Regular flavor, fluoristan (print on Crest box)
01d Fashioned .(print on Wendy's logo)
Indoor and Outdoor Fun for Everyone (print on
Toss -Across Game box)
Yellow (print on Puff box)
Homogenized, Vitamin D (print on Kroger Milk carton)
Plastic (print on Band-Aid box)

.7 Chajwtn;
);rine which can be related to che referent item through any

one of a sequence of semantica'ly and/or pragmatically derived
concept chains.
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4.3 (Continued)

€.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - RESPONSE: Describes the relationship of
response to the referent item shown. (Coded when Cl is .7;
Mul+iple categories may be coded)

.1 Contextual Description

A response which desc’. Jes a particular instance of an item.

Print:

Reader:

Print:
Reader:

Prin::
Reader:

Kroger Eggs
One Dozen
[Egg.] One Dozen.

Kroger Milk
One half gallon

Band-Aid
Band-Aid Brand (7.5, 7.1)

.2 Functional Description

Response which identifies whai the referent does, what can
be done with the referent item, or how one'is to perferm in
relationship to the referent item. :

Print:
Reader:

Print:

Reader: *

Print:
Reader:

Print:
Reader:

Crest
Brush teeth

Indianapolis
Thata way (taken to mean ''Go thata way'')

Stop
Stop

No Parking This Side
Stop

"y o

)
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4.3 (Continued)

8.0 STMANTIC FEATURES - RESPONSE CONTINUED

.3 Related Concept

Response which refers to other concepts (or the names of those

concepts) which are related but different from the referent
item itself.

Print:
Reader:

Print:
Reader:

Print:
Reader:

Print:
Reader:

Print:

Reader 1:
Reader 2:

Print:

Reader 1:
Reader 2:
Reader 3:

Print:
Reader:

Print:
Reader:

Print:
Reader:

Crest
Toothbrush

U.S. Mail
Mailman

Wendy's
Milk shake

Evel Knievel Chopper
Evel Knievel Cereal

Bloomington Note: Assumed that rela-
Ore “ay tionship sgeen is
Segsame Street gignness.

Dynamints

Chicklets

Gum

Tic Tacs

Puffs Note: Kleenex 1s not coded
Kleenex (7.3, 7.4) 7.5 as it is seen as

a reference class
more than as a
proper name.

Coca-Cola
Pepsi

McDonald's
Ronald McDonald's (7.3, 7.5)
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4.3 (Continued)

8.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - RESPONSE CCNTINUED

.4 Referent Identification

Response identifies referent item or referent class.

Print: Crest
Reader: Toothpaste
Print: Puffs

Reader 1: Tissues
Reader 2: Toilet Tissue (7.3, 7.4)
Reader 3: Kleenex (7.3, 7.4)

Print: Evel Xnievel Chopper
Reader: Mote. le

Print: Band-Aid
Reader: Bandage

Print- Kroger Eggs
Reader 1: Eggs
Reader 2: Groceries

Print: Jell-0
Reader: Pudding

Print: Dynamints
Reader 1: Mints
Reader 2: Candy

Print: Lego
Reader 1: Toys
Reader 2: Building Blocks

Priat: Wendy's
Reader: Cup

277
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4.3 (Continued)

8.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - RESPONSE CORTINUED

-5 Naming

Response identifying a particular name for referent.

Print: Jell-0

Reader: Jell-0

Print: Band-Aid

Reader: Johnson & Johnson

Print: Wendy's

Reader: Arby's (7.3, 7.5)

Print: Milk

Reader: Kroger's

Print: McDonald's

Reader 1: Ronald McDonald's (7.3, 7.5)
Reader 2: 01d McDonald's (7.3, 7.5)

R75
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4.3 (Contirued)

8.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - RESPONSE CONTINUED

.6 Locative or Attributinal Focus

Page 258

Response describes a characteristic of referent item or a
relationship between the item and a particular location.

Print:
Reader:

Print:

Reader:

Print:
Reader:

Print:

Reader:

Print:
Reader:

Print:

Reader:

Princ::

R ader:

No Parkiug This Side
Bank (L)

Stop
School (L)

Kroger Cottage Cheese
Grocery Store (L)

Kroger Milk
A&P (7.3, 7.5, 7.6) (L)

Lego
Floor (L)

Dynamints
Ho: (A)

Jell-0
Raspberries

Note:

Note:

Reader explicz =d that
she gets milk < A&P
Downtown in response
to Q3.

Reader explicated that
he built blocks on the
floor in response to

Q3.
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4.3 (Continued)

8.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - RESPONSE CONTINUED

.7 Chaining

Response which can be related to the referent item through any

one of a sequence of semantically and/or pragmatically derived
concepts chains.

Print:

Response:

Print:

Response 1:
Response 2:
Response 3:
Response 4:

Print:

Response 1:
Response 2:

Print:

Response:

Print:

Response 1:
Response 2:

Print:

Response 1:
Response 2:

Band-Aids
¥
[Bands]
¥
Rubber Bands (S)

(Class which referent item belongs)

U.S. Mail
¥
[Sign? (Signs which share color, limited
¥ print, and similar print styles)
Gas Station (S)
Texaco (S)
Car Wash (S)
0il (S)
Jell—O2 (1st item in notebook holding
¥ Stage 2 products. Because of
Book (P) this setting the child assumes
Read (P) that the first item is title

page (Response 1) or page of
directions (Response 2)

Toss Across2

v (Color and print style)
Root Beer
Jello2

¥ (Color signals signness)
Sign

New School

McUonald's2
¥
Donald Duck
M is for Misty

**Mark as .7 any response in Stage 2 or 3 which falls within the
range of products used in the Envirommental Print Task as such
responses provide evidence of the child's ronitovring of meaning
within the constraints set up by the research setting itself.

’ ;2&8‘]
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4.3 (Continued)
8.0 SEMANTIC FEATURES - RESPONSE CONTINUED

.8 No Apparent Semantic Intent

Print: Stop

Reader: Jeremy

Print: Jell-0 4
Reader: Joe

Print: Bloomington

Reader: Blowgun
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4.3 {Continued)

SEMANTIC EXPANSION ACROSS QUESTIONS (Ccded only for Stage 1; Code
for all items; A blank means missing data): Examines the child's

responses across Ql, Q2, and Q3 for semantic generation and/or
expansion.

.1 No Apparent Semantic Base

Print Setting: Jell-O Note: Use .1 when responses
Ql: NR contain only meta-
Q2: pt linguistic information.
Q3: DX
Print Setting: Stop
1: E
Q2: a one
Q3: p, one

Generation

Responses show generation of a single remantic feature with
no elaboration.

Print Setting: No Parking This Side

Ql: DK

Q2: 1It's a back vard.

Q3: NR

Print Setting: For Sale Note: Production of the
Bill Morrow name '"Neller" earns

Ql: Neller this response a .2 as

Q2: W metalinguistic infor-

Q3: W, N, B, C, W mation does not con-
stitute new semantic
information.

23L
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4.3 (Continued)

Page 262

9.0 SEMANTIC EXPANSION ACROSS QUESTIONS CONTINUED

.3

.4

Maintenance

Responses show generation of a single semantic feature with
some elaboration.

Print Setting:
Ql:
Q3:
Q3:

Egpansion

Jell-0
Strawberry.

pt

There's a strawberry on it.

Responses show generation of multiple semantic features.

Print Setting:
Ql:
Q2:
Q3:

Print Setting:
Ql:
Q2:
Q3:

. Print Setting:

Ql:
Q2:
Q3:

Print Setting:
Ql:
Q2:
Q3:

285

Coca~Cola

cup

pop

(puts cup on head)
For Sale

Sign

The yard.

Move there.

Lego

Toys

Play with toys.
Make something.

No Parking This Side
B

A car, my mommy car.
Mommy car.

Her working. Car.
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4.3 (Continued)

10.0 AVAILABLE INFORMATION SOURCES - PRINT SETTING (Coded only in
Stage 1): Describes those sources which are available to the

language user in reaching a decision as to what the print says.
(Multiple categories are recorded.)

.1 Print
Includes settings having letters, words, or larger -units of
language available to be processed. >
.2 Numbers.
Includes settings where numbers are not the central focus.
Print: 24 Grams Net Weight (Jell-0 box)
Print: Evel Knievel Chopper #1 (Toy box)
Print: For Sale
Bill Morrow
Realtors
336-6311
.3 Pictures

Includes pictures whether or not they are part nf the logo.

Print: Toss Across Game (Box shcws picture of children
playing the game)

Print: Lego (Box shows toys which can be made of Legos)

.4 Graphic Design ' b

All graphics which have a charactegistic design’ (logo) used to
act as &«n identifying statement.

Print: Kroger Milk (Double Logo Involved--Blue Oval around
: Kroger and white outline arouhd print as well as print
style of Kroger ictself reoccurs on Cottage Cheese con-
tainers and other Kroger products)

Print: Stop (Shown on Stop Sign~-Print atyle on all road signs
is. highly stylized and reoccurring)

Print: Coca-Cola (Cursive script is alwa , used with the
print setting)




. - « . L
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4.3 (Continued) g

10.0 AVAILABLE INFORMATION SOURCES - PRINT SETTING CONTINUED

,

.5 Color
rj Checked when setting includes the use of selected xolors wﬂich.
; are associated with the referent item.
Print: Red, white, and blue (U.S. Mail logo)
Print: Golden Arches (McDonald's)
[ 4 ¢
.6 Shape
Checked when setting includes information relative to form.
Print: Cup -(McDonald's shown on side of cup) ¥
Print: Box (Jell-0 shown on the side of Jell-0  -dding box),
Print: Box (Puffs shown on side of Puffs box)
.7 Situational Context
Visual cues external to the item.
Print: Stop : (Because rather than show a
No Parking This Side real road sign or For Sale
For Sale . sign, children were shown a
picture of these signs in a
situational context. This
context, then, is available
for their use in making sense
of the print setting.)
N 285
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4.3 (Continued)

11.0 PERCEIVED/DEMONSTRATED INFORMATION SOURCES - LANGUAGE USER
Cnded only in Stage 1; All Cl responses coded; Blank means item
) ’ omitted): Describes those sources which the language user ver-
-, bally or physically indicates are used in reaching a decision
as to what the print says. (Coded when information is available
from Q1, Q2, or Q3. Multiple categories are recorded.)

.1‘ Print
Reader 1: Sound the letters out.
Reader 2: The wgrds. -
Reader 3: T-0-S-S.
Reader 4: Name.
] Reader 5: It says stop (pt to stop).
Reader 6: It says build something.
Reader 7: K
‘Reader &: a 'p'

« : .2 Numbers

Includes responses to prirnt where language user has renego-
tiated letters to numerals.

e

Print: For Sale
Bill Morrow
. Realtors
’ - - 332-631)
s ) Reader: Numbers.

v Print: Jell-0 . e,
‘ Reader 1: Should be a telephone number.
Reader 2:. 0-1-1

oo
w
b
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4.3 (Continued)

11.0 PERCEIVED/DEMOWSTRATED INFORMATION SOURCE - LANGUAGE USER CONTINUED

P
.3 Pictures
* Includes responses to print or logos where language user has
s renegotiated these items as a pictorial representation.
Print: McDonald*s
- Reader: It's like . . . a rainbow (reference to Golden Arches).
Print: ~ "Evel Knievel (box showing Evel Knievel on a

motorcycle). .
Reader 1: The motorcycle is popping a wheelie.
Reader 2: . . . by his sport jacket.

Print: Toss Across Game (shown on game box with picture
of children playing game)

Reader 1: You stand on it.
Reader' 2: You throw it lika that.
Print: Lego (shown on box with toys which can be made
from Legos)
Reader 1: Policeman (where reference is to picture on box)
Print: Burger Chef (shown on cup with Burger Chef o

hat logo)
Reader: The hat.

.4 Graphic Design

Print: McDonald’s
Reader: It's like Ms (reference to chain of golden arches
which encircle cup)

.5 Color
Print: U.S. Mail
Reader: Cause it's red and purple.
Print: Crest

Reader: Cause it's red, blue, I mean purple, blue . .

L4
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4.3 (Continued)

11.0 PERCEIVED/DEMONSTRATED INFORMATION SOURCE - LANCUAGE USER CONTINUED

.6 Shape
Print: McDonald's
Reader: Cause it's a cup.
Print: Jell-0 \
Reader: A box. -
\
Print: U.S. Mail \
Reader: Because you’ﬁﬁf mail in it.
Reader: , Mailbox { N
: !
Print: Indianapolig
It's a sign.
Evel Knievel Chopper
I think it says motorcycle. It comes out of a box.
.7 Situational Context . e

i

Includes responses which indicate that the research context
has been used as a parameter for response.

Print:
Reader:

'Print:
-Reader:

Print:

| Reader:
Print:
Reader:

?

|

| ' Reader!:

)

No Parking This Side

Car (in reference to cars in background behind
picture of sign)

Stop
These lignts (referencing pole witn reflectors in
picture)

Evel Knievel
Stuff from yesterday.

. ’ .8 Personal Experience

Print:
Reader 1:
Reader 2:

Print:
Reader:

McDonald's
You get a drink at Ronald McDonald's.
Cause my mom took me there ouce.

Crest o
You brush your teeth with it.

255 -
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-

4.3 (Continued)
11.0 PERCEIVED/DEMONSTRATED INFORMATION SOURCE - LANGUAGE USER CONTINUED

.9 Non-Discriminated Response (Used only when 1-8 is not marked)

Response is sufficiently general that it is impossible to
link it to any of the specific cueing systems.

Print: Lego

Reader: Toys.

Print: Puffs

Reader: They are tissues.
Print: Dynamints

Reader: They are candy.

Complex Example

Print: Kroger Cottage Cheese

Response Q1l: Butter was in it.

Response Q2: You can read it by the way it is. And they
typed, painted letters on it juat like that
'~ 1y's cup. They just painted letters on it
w. make it look like it's radiation that you
drink out a cup, but it's not.

Response Q3: It's just that it has a circle around it (peints
to rim) and it's made like a basketbal..

Coded: 11.1 "You can read it" (see Response Q2).
11.4 "letters" (see Response Q2).
11.4 '"letters on it just like that Weady's cup" (Q2 Response)
11.5 '"painte- letters" (Q2 Response)
11.6 '"Butter was in it.'" (Ql Response) circle around

it (rim) (Q2)
11.7 "Wendy's cup" reference to research context
items (Q2 Response)
~11.8 "typed, painted" "like a baseball." (Q3 Response)
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4.3 (Continued)

12.0 USES LANGUAGE ABOUT LANGUAGE: Records instances of language use
which describe or reflect upon the systems themselves. Code
for all Stages. All Cl1 responses coded.

NOTE: Child's using "say" in a
response does not constitute
use of metalinguistic language.

.1 Yes

Reader 1: I can't even read that.

Reader 2: I don't know that word.

Reader 3: I don't know what it is, but there is a 't' in it.

Reader 4: B-Nobody-Nobody-y (spelling out)

Reader 5: That a 't' in my word.

Reader 6: That's a short sound for a long word.

Reader 7: Well I say the 'ple' and I added the p, e, o, and
I knew it was 'people'.

Reader 8: K

Reader 9: a 'p'

Reader 10: Name

Reader 11: Read

Reader 12: zero is for numbers

Reader 13: One [in reference to the 'l' in Mail]

20U
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5.0 CHILDREN, THEIR LANGUAGE AND WORLD: AVAILABLE PERSPECTIVES,
INTERPRETATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

The articles and speeches included in this section were written
over the course of the funding period. Some of these speeches and ar-
ticles appear in print elsewhere. They are included here for easy ref-
erence and,as such,document changes which have occurred in our thinking
over the course of this program of research. Readers interested in
mapping these changes may find it helpful to read tﬁis section of the

report prior to reading Section 2.




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 271

5.1 CHILDREN'S LANGUAGE AND WORLD: INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT

Jerome C. Harste *Article prepared for Bridging the Gap,
Carolyn L. Burke Author iMeets Reader (J. Langer & M.
Virginia A. Woodward Smith-Burke, Eds.), Newark: Inter-
Indiana University national Reading Association, 1981.

A l1ist of significant research which has yielded insights in the
area of written language growth and development among preschool chil-
dren would have to include the following:

* Marie Clay's (1975) research which agzaonstrates that very
young children are busy discovering written lang:’ge for
themselves--from the inside out, so to speak--long before
formal instruction has begumn;

* Charles Read's research (1975) which explicates a part of
this process; namely the rule-governed relationships which
children generate in their invented spellings;

* Ingrid Ylisto's (1967) research in early reading which
demonstrates that the young child approaches print with an
expectation that it be meaningful;

* Dolores Durkin's (1963) research which found that early
readers tend to be early scribblers;

* Emilia Ferrierro's (197/8) research with preschool children
from Mexico hi h demonstrates that Clay's, Read's and Ylisto's
written languas: findings are not only true for preschool

children of hignly literate parents, but also true for pre-

gchool children of the slum whose parents are illiterate.

.




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT i, Page 272

5.1 (Continued)

Research studies such as these are extremely important. In a
very real sense one cannot hope to adequately address the issue of op-
timum instruction at any level without knowledge and understanding of
the natural procass of written language growth and development.

The research reported in this paper is best viewed as an attempt
to further fiush out understanding of this process. The major aim being
the identification of early and universal language learning strategies
for the purpose of reconceptualizing written language growth and
development.

A single attitude governed our initial conceptualization of re-
search in this area; namely, that written language growth and develop-
ment parallel oral language growth and development. Put generally, we
hypothesized that what was known about oral language growth and develop-~
ment would prove useful for understanding written language growth and
development.

In this regard the work of M. A. K. Halliday (1975) was espec-
ially seminal. Not only had Hglliday demonstrated that all the written
language iasights listed above were true for oral language growth and
development, but further he added a theoretical perspective; one built
on the fact that language 1s inherently social. Using this perspective,
Halliday concluded from a longitudi.al study of his son, Nigel, that
oral language development might best be described as a "saga in learn-
ing to mean.” ILike Ylisto, Halliday found that meaning, or semantics,

was the driving force in language growth. It was from discovering what
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5.1 (Continued)

language did (both semantically and pragmatically) that children came
to discover its form (both syntactically and graphophonemically).

With this background in mind, the major premise of our research
became one meant to elevate the notion of context to the forefront;

namely, that written language growth and development is a socio-

psycholinguistic process.

WRITTEN LANGUAGE GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT:
A SOCIO-PSYCHOLINGUISTIC PERSPECTIVE

In order to underscand the cognitive and linguistic processes
involved in reading and writing, one mst do so in light of the 1in-
guistic, situational and cultural context in which the processing occurs.

Probably no data more cogently illustrate the .ocio-psycho- '
linguistic nature of the written literacy process than do those illus-
trated in Figure 1, collected from 3 four-year-olds attending a pre- )
school program in which many foreign college students enroll their
preschoolers. These uninterrupted writing samples were collected from
each of these children individually under the condition, "Write every-
thing you can write."

Interestingly, in contrast to the other samples, Dawn's scribbles
look undeniably English. When Najeeba finished her writing she said,
"her , but you can't read it, because it is in Arabic.'" Najeeba then
went on t» point out that im Arabic one uses ''a lot more dots" than in
English. Dalia is an Isreseli child whose whole writing bears the pre-

dictable look of Hebrew.
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5.1 (Continued)

Ed

5.1 Figure 1. Uninterrupted Writing Samples from Three Children Age 4
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5.1 (Continued)

From on-going encounters with print in each of their respective
early written language environments, these children have developed ob-
vious and identifiable expectancies for print. Clearly, in order to
understand the cognitive and linguistic decisions which each of these
children made one can only do so in light of the sociolinguistic con-
text of their early written language environmente.

The model in Figure 2 illustrates what this thesis means concep—.
rually. This mod=l poses a transactional view of the process;binvolving
both a language setting and a mental setting with each in a sense pro-
viding an environment for the other (Rosenblatt, 1938, 1978; Harste &
Carey, 1979; Carey & Harste, 1979). '"Language Setting" as a concept
is meant to suggest that any instance of language (either oral or writ+#
ten) contains multimodal cues (linguistic, situational, and cultural)
available for processing (Neisser, 1976). In considering a given text,
where the language is found (home, school, store), in what culture
(United States, Israel, Saudi Arabia), and for whom and by whom it was
produced (peer, superordinate, subordinate) mndify not only what schema
are accessed but direct strategy utilization and hence sampling of the
print setting itself (in reading), or what information is recorded
(ir. writing). Strategy utilization in both reading and writing, from
this perspective, differs not only given one cultural setting as op-

posed to another, but from alternate language settings within that

culture.

235
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5.1 (Continued)

5.1 Figure 2. A Socio-Psycholinguistic View of the Language Process

anguage

setti ng

modifies selects

Anlicipatory
Cultural and
Situational

Schema

Strateqy

—_— , Utilization
directs

<

What makes the multicultural data in Figure 1 so exciting from

a written language growth and development perspective is that here is
vivid evidence that (a) written language, like oral language, is

learned naturally from on-going encounters with print; (b) children in
literate societies are actively involved, at a very young age, in under-
standing and controlling their worlds of print; and (c) children'sn per-
ceptions 6f print are not only organized, but systematic and identifiable

through the strategies they employ in producing written products.

_AV
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5.1 (Continued)

EXPLORING WRITTEN LANGUAGE GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

-

To foimally study the strategies used by preschbol children ap-

proaching written language we developed several reséarch fasks. Task 1 -

Environmental Print was a further adaptation of a procedure initially
~developed by Ylisto (1967} and later refined by Yetta Goodman (1976).
This task involveg 3 stages. In Stage 1 children were shown print in
context, such as Crest on a toothpaste carton. In Stage 2 the word
Crest was taken off the carton and placed on a 3 x 5 card. (Thus in
Stage 2, children had all of the cues associ;ted with the graphic sys-
tems in the original condition including shape, color, and style). In
Stage 3 the word Crest was typed in mixed primary type on a 3 x 5 card.
For each item of print, children were asked 3 quesfions: (1) what do
you think this says?, (2) Where do you think it says it?, and (3) Tell
me some of the things: you know about this.

Task 2 - Language Experience Story Dictation and Reading involved

giving children a shoe box of toys -~nging from a éoy truck to a sprol of
thread and asking them to select three items with which to tell us a
story. Stories dictated by the children were trénscribed by the re-
searchers during telling with care taken to maintain the children's lan-
guage patterns. Upon completii.a of the story, children were given the
transcription and asked to read the story to the researcher. Oge day

later children were asked to reread the story from a copy of the story

dictation.

293
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5.1 (Continued)

&

Task 3 - Uninterrupted Writing involved giving children a blank

sheet of typing paper and asking them to write their name and anything

else that they could write. At~each point that the child stopped writ-

ing we repeated the direction, "Write everything that you can write."
This procedure was continued*un{il the child self—tefﬁinated the task
by saying such things as "That's all," or "I can't write anymore."
Once the task was terminated, children were asked to read what they had
written back to the researcher._

To illustrate how dd%; we cqllecfed support ‘the major thesis
of this study, selected data from 3, 4, 5, andib-yeag)olds across
. these tasks will be pres:nted. D-ta sele;;ed wiil be reported in the

form of language stories and organized in terms of the 4 major strate-

gies identified and the conclusions reachedl

EXPECTING PRINT TO BE MEANINGFUL:
THE STRATEGY OF SEMANTIC INTENT

)

All children in our sample demonstrated an expectation that
written language would wake personal sense. Children seem to discover
early that written language is functional. And this is reasonable. If
this were not the case, there would be no reason for its development
and presence in gocieties (see Goodman and Goodman, 1976, for an ex-
cellent discussion of this issue). It is this dimension of functional-
ity whieh also makes written language predictable. We do not encounter

"Baskin Robbins" on a shoe store, nor the sign, ''Shoe Store" on an
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ice cream parlor. The print we encounter makes sense in terms of its 1
context. 1
From our data it is not clear how or when this notion of seman- i
tic intent develcps. It may be that semantic 1nteh£ is simply a natural
extension of a more gene;ic strategy used by children in discovery of
the world; iz may be a strategy developed from encounters with oral
language and freely applied to written language. These are important
questions which need further investigation. For row, all we can say is
that children as young as 3-years old demonstrate application of this
strategy when approaching written language and as such ''semantic in-
tent" répresents a true language strength which can be used in their
continuved discovery of the predictability of print. Just as form fol-
. lows function in orél language development (Halliday, 1975), so too,
these data suggest, the same principle operates in written language
~ development. '
Access to the semantic system of language is not just reading
related behavior, but constitutes real access to literacy, as it is
<

from this access that further orchestration of the written language

event occurs. To illustrate the practical implication of this strategy

and its importance develépmentally four language stories are presented.

B . »

Nathan and Crest. Nathan's story takes place in Stage 1 of the

Environmental Print Task when we showed him the Crest toothpaste carton

and asked, "What do you think this says?" - '

Nathan, with almost no hesitation, responded, "Brush tzeth."

Juy




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 280

5.1 (Continued)

In order to Fully appreciate Nathan's response, one must per-
haps think of what alternativé he might have said: '"Once upon a
time . . . ," or "336-6925." Nathan, however, doesn't respond with any
of these, but rather with "Brush teeth."” In doing so Nathan demonstrates
that he not only knows how written language works, but further that he
knows how it works in relationship to context. The Crest manufacturers
could have named their preoduct functionally in terms of what one does
with it; nayely, brush teeth, but elected not to do so. Many other
m;nufacturers have elected to name products using this functional de-
scription option, i.e., "Mop & Glow," "Spray & Wash,” "Stop & Go."
So\Nathan's option isn't so bad. It falls within th; semantic param-
eters which we as adults use to label print in the environment. Not
only %s it predictable, it's fairly sophisticated. "Brush Teeth" is
about tﬁe right kind of written language phrasé length for use when

naming envirommental print.~ What we see then in Nathan's response is

an expression of the whole notion of context in text. You can demon-

strate this for yourself. Type or print "Brush Teeth" on a 3 x 5 card
and ask your friends to tell you the conditions under which they would
expect to encounter this piece of language.

The reason each of us can reinstate an appropriate context not
only for Brush Teeth but for each of the responses which we listed as
ones Nathan might have given, is that within each text--whether oral

or written, likely location, and by whom and for whom it was produced,
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is an expression of context.

' Conceptually, Nathan;s response, '"Brush Teeth," conjures up
the specific whole world image of someone standing in front of a sink
in the act of brushing teeth. It is important to noté7that the re-
sponse thch Nathan gave is dynamic, capturing relationships between
whole wcrld objeets and events, even though what was shown him was a .
static logo on the side of a box. From the static 1nforﬁ;tion which
was available in the impulse of light which he received (and we must
remember that perception and‘cognition are quite different than the
information--1light impulses--on which these processes are based), Nathan
was able to construct a very real sense of situation:

. Nathan's response was personal, suggesting/fhat he assumed
that the print shown him would be meaningful in terms of bis world and
what he knows. This anticipation, or expectation; of written language
is 'what we term 'semantic intent.” Semantic intent is an important and
early strategy within the young child's personal model of reading and
writing.

The composite of whatgthe child has discovered about written
language can be thought ef as a personal model} the sum total of those
strategies which the child has acquired and which éllow anticipation
and cognition. It is important to understand that the term modgl ig
used in its denotative sense, as a set of assumptions through which

experience is perceived and acted upon. We see the ~otion of semantic

intent as an important component of the young child's model of reading
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and writing. Having once acquired this strategy, the child is literally
free to self-discover other regularities which written language possesses.
"This is, however, more clearly illustrated in the 3 remaining stories

which follow.

Boyd and Dynamints. The second language story involves a 3-year

old called Boyd; same experiment, same condition, different item of
priat.

We asked Boyd, showing him a package of Dynamints, "What does
that say?"

He responded, "Fresh-A-Mints!"

One can almost feel the Dynamints bursting forth with flavor
in Boyd's mouth! From visual cues available in the optic array Boyd,
too, was able to create a sense of situation.

Boyd's stors, like Nathan's, illustrates the notion of print
processing as a semantic transaction involving the strategy of seman-

, tic intent.

Unlike the first examp.>, however, Boyd's response (Fresh-A-
Mints for Dynamints) seems at least in part controlled by the graphic
display with which he was presented. While this may have been acci-

"accidents" happen for us

dental, we had too many of these kinds of
to accept this explanation. We suspect, rather, through application of

the strategy of semantic intent the child is allowed opportunity to
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discover the regularities of alternate print forms, reach generaliza-
tions and begin the ovrchestration of information available in other
available language syctems: How this process works is illustrated in

the next language story.

Alison and the McDorald's Cup. This language story also takes

placé in Stage lc of Task 1 of the experiment described earlier.

We showed Alison, age 4, a McDonald's cup and asked her, “What
does that say?"

Alison had decided that we‘liked pointing so she took her finger
to the line of print that read, PLEASE PUT LITTER IN ITS PLACE and be-

gan to say, ''McDonald's." Before she got the "Mc" out, however, she

moved her finger dowﬁxto McDonald's and said, '"McDonald's" emphaseing
the Mc and the Donaldﬂs. She looked at the cup a moment an  then turned
to the examiner ana said, putting emphasis on the Mc, "Do you know why
they call it McDonald's?" '"No," the examined safd, "Why?"
"Because they wanted it to read McDonald's,' came the response.
\ The examiner followed by asking, "Where does it say Mc?" Alison
' \ took her finger and pointed to Mc and once again followed by ssaying,

\

\YMcDonald's," with perfect morphemic synchronization between hand and
0?}ce.

\

\A
\
\

‘\ A great deal transpired duzing this brief sequence. Clearly
\
one g&gs the feeliig that Alison knows a good deal about letter and

sound relationsh:ps at her young age, or why else, we must ask vurselves,

“
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would she have rejected PLEASE PUT LiTTER IN ITS PLACE as saying
McDonald'e? Alison anticipated the response "McDonald's," but when
she went to point it out, the information in the optic array (PLEASE
PUT LITTER IN ITS PLACE) did not jibe with the features of the language
form which she oo must have anticipated. She begins a perpetual ex-
ploration of other print on the cup. Upon finding McDonald's Phe
elects it as & better match hoth in terms of anticipated message and
form.

The monologue involving the Mc in McDonald's is irnteresting
and illustrates both the power of observation and the type of language
hypothesis testing in which youag children engage (Smith, 1978). No
one has to say to Alison whether she's right or wrong; the information .
available in the optic array allows her to check her own hypothesis and
ihus gain control of written language form.

It is important to note in this language story that it was
Alison's functional expectation for print which initiated and thus
permitted her exploration and growing control of the language form.

The predictability of the print setting in terms of what Alison knew
abuut her world allowed this language growth. Just as it is not accd-
dental that print in a literate society is functional, so too it should
not surprise us that it is this element of functionality which makes
print settings predictable and becomes key to written language con-
Erol. A hore explicit instance of how this process leads to linguistic

awareness is illustrated in the next language story.
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Alison and the Wendy's Cup. We asked Alison, showing her a cup

from a Wendy's restaurant, "What does that say?"
She responded, running her fiuger under Wendy's by saying
"Wendy's" ond under Hamburgers by hesitating and then saying, "Cup."
Alison then looked at the experimenter and reflected, "That's

a short sound for a long word."

This language story agajn demonstrates the notions of semantic
transaction and hypothesis testing. One can see in Alison's response
an expectation, discovered about language from encounters with oral and
written language, between sound length and graphic display. She seems
puzzled by the incongruency and so mentions it, thereby indicating that
despite its irregularity, semantically it mdkes sense and hence is
acceptable to her. While this strategy may lead to a moment of doubt,
it serves her well. Alison seems to be testing the semantic priority
principle of lénguage in this setting. In subsequent encounters with
print she can and will continue to apply, test, and refine this language
principle. It is Alison's confidence that this print setting has got
to make sense--indeed does make sense--that allows her the opportunity

to implicitly draw a generalization about written language form.
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ACCESSING ONE'S COMMUNICATION POTENTIAL:
TRE STRATEGY OF NEGOTIABILITY

Children freely utilize what they know about alternative and
available communication systems to make sense of their world including
their world of print. The three language‘stories included in this
section demonstrate the cognitive flexibiiity whichAyoung children dis-
play in an attempt to make meaning from information available in the
optic array. Alison, Megan and Mara utilize all they have learned, not
only about print but also about the mathematical and artistic communi-
cation systemé in the;r search for meaning. Jenny Cook-Gumperz (1977)
terms such cognitive flexibility "negotiability" to capture the child's

willingness to use any available communication means in the interest of

maintaining the message. Its intuitive use by children argues strongly

for the existence of a generalized co munication, potential out of which

more specialized ¢ommunication systems are generated.

'

Alison and Jell-O. We showed Alison the word Jell-0 in mixed

A

primary type (Stage 3) and asked, "What does that say?"

Aiison hesitated a moment, shrugged her shoulders, and then

said, "I don't know, it should be a telephone number."

In order to make this response, Alison obviously had trans-

‘

formed the two 1's into ones and the O into a zero. Whether it was

the hyphen which triggered this transformation is hard to determine,
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just as it may have been the difficulty of changing the J and e which
made her tentative and conclude that "it should be a telephone number."

Alison, in this instance, freely utilizes all she has learned,
not only about print but also about the numerical communication system
to make sense of the print she is presently encountering. Negotiation,
in this sense, is a marshalling strategy which makes available all of
the resources she possesses.

Conceptually one might think of the language user as having a
base of knowledge consisting of information acquired from encountering
the mathematical, linguistic, artistic, dramatic, and other communica-
tion systems which abound in our world. This base of knowledge repre-
sents in a sense one's communication potential. Negotiability is the
strategy which allows us to use this potential in an attempt to express
what we wish to mean. -~

We see negotiability aé an important gtrategy in written lan-
guage growth aﬂd development. In a sense negotiability represents the
child's self-discovery that what is khown about one communication system
can support growth and development in other communication systems. How
this process works is more clearly illustrated in the language story

which followus.

Megan's Present. Megan, age 4, in Task 2 - Uninterrupted Writing

wrote her name supposedly, on the rop left-hand corner of her paper,

spelling it 0-K-U-N-V-L-0. Then turning her paper on {ts side, she

e ) S
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added A-O-A-M-K working right-to-left so the firal product was reversed
by adult standards. Still writing with the paper sideways, Megan drew
a castlé—like outline across her paper, like so: _f\_r\\’r’ . Megan
then proceeded .to draw a topdown view of a present, reﬁlete with ribbon.

After pausing a moment she announced, "That's all."

The researcher asked Megan to read what she had written.

Megan said, pointing to where she had written her name, "This
is how I write my last name."

“And this," pointing to K-M-A-0-A, "is my nickname, Angel."

"And this is sort of castle.”

"and this says present."

She then proceeded to color her present in with black ink--

first the package, then the ribbon--making the whole thing one black

blob.

After observing her handiwork, Megan reflected a moment and
saii quite emphatically, as much to herself as to the researcher,
"No, it doesn't!"

Snatching the pen again she wrote P-K-P-L and announced, "Now,
that says present." (The emphasis is Megan's.)

Interrstingly, when we asked Megan to write her name on a sub-

sequent task she promptly wrote her name, M-E-G-A-N. .

Megan, like most children in our sample, was not intent upon

impressing us with a demonstration of what it was she knew. This,
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like any other setting, was simply an opportunity to engage in éhe
process; to experiment, to test Lypotheses.

Megan freely moves to an a.ternate communication system to ex-
press herself. Presenting what sie wanted to say in art--her drawing
of the present--and then being requested to read what she had written,
permitted her to place-hold her thoughts and in the end write P-K-P-L.
In so doing, iiegan's performance not only demonstrates the notions of
negotiability across communication systems, and how it is that growth
and development in one communication system supports growth and develop-
ment in another system, but further suggests that Megan's knowledge of
grapheme-phoneme relationships is both extensive, organized, and sys-
tematic (note for example Megan's decision to begin her nickname Angel
with an "A" and present with a "P"). (For an extensive discussion on
graphophonemic rules known by school-aged children see. Read, 1975).

In Megan's response one gets the clear rotion that what she has dis-
covered about language 1s not isolated bits and ;ieces of language
data, but a sefies of interrelated strategies which allow her first and
foremost to mean. Negotiability is in this sense a meaning based prob-

lem solving strategy as Mara's language story so cogently demonstrates.

Mara's Vriting. We asked Mara, age 5, to write everything she

could write.
Mara began by writing her name; then paused, and szid, "Can I

write names I know?"
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The examincr responded by repeating the direction, ''Write every-
t hing you can write."

Mara wrote L-A-U-R-A directly under Mara.

Movirg down the paze in column-like faskion Mara wrote L-A-U . .
paused and asked, "What comes after the 'u' in Laurie?”

The examiner said, "Just do the best you can. Write every-
thing you can write."

Mara finished Laurie spelling it L~A-U-I-E, and then added
M~-A-R-Y and B-E-T-H, announcing the latter to be her mother's name.

Mara then took a long pause, drew a line under the word Beth
and announced, "Next ['ll write some words I kaow."

Mara proceeded again making a column, writing Y-E-S (with a
backwards "S"), N-0 (with a backwards "."), O-N (with a backwards "n"),
L-0-V-E, Y-0-U, an& I-N (reversing the letters and making the "n"
backwérds).

Mara studied her in and said, "I think that's backwards. Is
that backwards?"

The examiner responded, '"Just do the best you can. I want you
to write everything you can write."

Mara, at this point, accepted her in as written, drew a solid
black line under it and stopped.

After thinking a bit, she announced, "I can write numbers," and
proceeded to write her numbers 1 to 30 in a column under her word list.

Reaching the bottom of the page with the number 9, Mara started a
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second column and wrote numbers 10 to 30 in it.

. Mara made all of her 3's, 7's, and 9's backwards. Some of
Mara's 2's were written correctly, but others incorrectly. Never
batting an eye, Mara wrote the number 22 such that it contained both
a conventionally written 2 and a backwards 2. Fours also presented

problems, as did 6's. All numerals were recognizable, despite the

-~

seemingly untrustworthiness to Mara as to which direction they went.

When Mara finished writing numeral 30, she announced, "That's

all I can write."

Mara read what she had written with no difficulty.

Mara's language story provided a nicc contrast to those en-

titled Alison and Jell-O and Megan's Present. Mara is, of course, older

than Alison or Megan. She is also, in many ways, wiser and less of a
risk-taker. She now knows there is a correct and an incorrect form.
To be safe she sticks with what she feels she knows. The result makes
Mara's performance more hesitant and less free than that of Megan's or
Alison's.

Mara's performance also demonstrates what the older child's base
of knowledgewmay look like. Mara has clearl& separated data appropriate
to alternate communication systems. The information she possesses in
her knowledge base is,” in this sense, tidier. She too freely goes to
an alternate comrinication system to give her the needed support to

complete the task set before her. Alternate communication systems are
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for her a resource, a communication potential, much as they are for us
when we accompany written text with diagrams and pictures, or oral text

with gestures.

ORCHESTRATING THE WRITTEN LANGUAGE EVENT:
THE STRATEGY OF HYPOTHESIS-TEST

If one views each instance of written language as the orches-
tration of a complex social event, then what the initiate written lan-
guage user is faced with is a problem of some magnitude. As varied
elements in this event are perceived, new hypotheses must be generaced
and tested. These hypotheses are concerned with pragmatics (what lan-
guage for whathontext), semantics (how can I say what I mean), syntax
(how do I get the flow of my message captured on paper), graphics (how
do I place-hold what I wish to say), and the orchestration of the;e sys-
tems (how do I synchronize these sytems).\ Within each of these areas
there is, of course, a ra.ze of hypotheses which need formulation and
fit. Additional hypotheses arise as more and more elements are orches-
trated.

From this perspective what should surprise us is the impres-

sive amount of mastery that both we and young children display across

alternate writteK’fanguage settings. Truly the most salient feature

'of any language user's response to written language is the on-going

hypothesis testing which it displays. For the proficient written

language user, hypothesis-test is not only a strategy, but a risk
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taking attitude ot, "I can find out."

To fully appreciate the powerfulness of this strategy and its
net effectiveness one has to be impressed with the multifaceted aspects
ofamastety displayed in the response we have alre;dy examined.

While the written language event ma& seem complex enough on its
own, intervention by helpful adults may only make fhe event more com-
plex, convincing children to trade in their persunal strategies for
those of instruction. Having recognized the complexity of the process,
educators have often taken this to mean that it must be simplified for
the initiate user. But this is misguided. As these language stories
show, it's not the complexity of language which is the pro%lem, but

rather that language in its natural complexity supports control.

Leslie and the Crest Carton. We showed Leslie, age 6, a carton

of Crest toothpaste (Stage 1) and asked, "What does that say?"

Leslie, hesitating a total of 5 seconds--during which time she
3eemed fidgety and uncomfortable--finally produced, "Cr-Cr-ost."

When urged to tell us where she'd seen this before, Leslie
responded, "In the stores.” ~

When further urged to tell us anything else she could about //
this thing, Leslie responded, "It's a toothpaste. It comes in big and
small and you can brush your teeth with.it."”

Later, during a home interview, we asked Leslie's mother what

brand of toothpaste the family used. She responded, "Crest. We

alweys have."

31
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Leslie's behavior, like Mara's, seems cautious and as such stands
in sfark contrast to that of Nathan's, Boyd's, Megan's, and Alison's.
Interestingly, we found that ¢hildren 3 and 4 years of age recporided
rapidly to the Crest carton with responses such as "Brush teeth," "Tooth=-
paste," and “Crest." Children © ' s years of age hesitated longer
than the 3 or 4 year olds and ots=4;;ee§§d reluctant to trespond, "Tooth-
paste" or "Colgate." Despite differences in response time, we seriousiy
doubt that 5 and 6 year olds in our sample knew less about language than
did >‘and 4 year olds; rather, we believe, this phenomenon to be an

artifact of more language information. With more information to con- ,/
: /

sider, response time seems measured. \\\ﬁ/
Four of the five 6-year olds in our study were in the first
grade where they weré-receiving phonics instruction in vowel and letter

names. Each of these children--and this data was collected only 22 days

after the start of school--responded to the environmental print in Stages

1, 2 and 2 by sounding out the word. Most‘of these children, when shown
Crest for example, hesitated and responded, "Cr-Cr-Cr-Toothpaste," or
made a sindiar response.

It is interesting t . note that in the final analysis most 6
year olds seiécteq a semantic#ily acceptable response after initiall&
focusing on the graphic information available. One canaot help wonder-
ing, hpwe?ér, how long it would take these children to abandon what .they
knev about language to favor instead the phonetic stgategi beingwempha-

¢

sized in their instructional program (like Leslie's "Crest").
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This experience raises in vur minds, at least, the possibility

that the high incidence of nonsense word production found among begin-

ning first end second grade readers (Biemiller, 1970; Barr, 1274-75;
* ~ /‘

Cohen, 1974-75)’may simpiy reflect their instructional history and may
not represent.natural development at all. $ix year olds in our study, -
at least, appear almosti too truscworthy; all too willing to turm in thé
strategies tﬁ;y have alscovered about language for those which their
teachers, operating from an alternate theoretical model of the process,
emphasize in instruction. This may be, in the final analysis, the most
serious consequence of formal:language instruction which fails to build
upon the young child's natural language unaerstanding. .In contrast,
Dawn's language story illustrates the hypotheses children test on their

own, and in so doing make the instructional one being tested by Leslie

under the guidance of instruction pale in sophistication and orchestration.

Dawn's Writing. We asked Dawn, age 4, to write everythiné she

could write (see Figure 1 - United States example). '
Dawn began by writing what looked like an "N", anq "0" and an
"M" and then proceeded to do what some have termed "scribble drawing,"
left-to-right, line-for-line, down the page. When Dawn had completely
filled the page, the examiner asked her to read what she had written.
Dawn rsad, pointing left-to~-right and moving top-to-bottom,
"My name is Dawn. I go to University School. I used to go to Children's

Cotner. My brother Timmy goes to University School too," making sure
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,

that when she came to the final "too" in her story she was on the bottom
utmost right-hand corner of the page. oo.

Lacter, when we asked Dawn to write her name and draw a picture ‘
of herself so that we could remember her, she did so spelling her name

D-A-W-N very clearly and correctly.

Dawn's performance is impressive, especially in light of the
fact that many early formal language programs feel these skills must be
taught to children fwo years later. Not. only do Dawn's "scribbles" look
distinctively like English cursive writing, but further they demonstrate
Dawn's control of left-to-right and top-to-bottom directiggalily.

Probably the most interesting element of Dawn's performance is
her unique attempt to captuTe on paper the flow of language. From
otﬁer samples of uninterrupted writing, we have ample eviden;e that on
' other occasions Dawn wrote 1etter§ and words. In this in;tance the
process of writing letters and words stood in her way of producing a
message, and so Dawn freely tests an alternate form of expression using
the English graphic-like forms she has acquired from past encounters.

Dawn's performance suggests that this is an important develop-
méntal stage reflecting an equally important strategy which some chil~
dren develop to handle syntax or the flow of language. Calling their
performance "scribble drawing" may demean both its function and sig-
nificance in terms of language learning. Our data clearly challenge

both the "scribble" and "drawing" conceptualizations undergirding this
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term and suggest instead that this behavior provide; import.~t insights
into new language hypotheses beiné tested by the chii&. Dawn clearly
understood the function written language serves. Given this context
she produces, ;s we can tell from her reading, an appropriate text. It
is her focus on pr;gmatics and semantics which allows herAthe opportun-
ity to test an alternate and more economical forﬁﬁ What looks like
"scribble drawing” from one theoretical perspective marks development
from another.

Mary Rill (1978), one of our doctoral students, has as a result
of the many questions which our data raises, collected uninte;rupted
writing and reading samples from four 3-year old children over the past
year and one~half. Her data supports what we suspected; namely that :
"gscribble drawing,' rather than reflecting a pseudo-writing behavior,
represents, in fact, a much later developmental stage--one that appears

long after the child has begun experimenting with letters and other

recogqizable but reﬁresentational place-holders for meaning.

THE LINGUISTIC DATA POOL: STRATEGY OF
FINE-TUNANG LANGUACE WITH LANGUAGF.

Children's functionallspellings indicate they not only spell

the way it soundd, but the way it looks and means. Take for example

these spellings: F-L~-I-Y-I-N-G for flying and A~L-I-N-0 for a lion

(Jason, Age 6). In each of these imstances there is a close sound/

graphic match indicating the rule-governed relationships these children
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have developed between speaking and writing. But equally interesting
is éhe inclusion of the Y in flying and the addition of the O in lion.
Clearly these do not reflect soun? patterns solely or there would be

no reason why the child added an O to the end of his spelling of lion
or failed to add just another I in his spelling of flying. Rathef, what
18 reflected in these instances is visual memory or more simply the
child having seen the word in reading. Such ;nstances ag these stand
as stark testimon%al to the interrelationships between reading, speak-
ing, listening, and writing. They are blatant cases. More subtle ex-
amples include any instance of invented spelling--as these involve
letters which must previously have been perceived (or read) by the
child, as well as the early writing effotts of Dawn (Figure 1)--
or there is no way to exrlain their English-like graphic features when
compared to those of children from other societies.

The single language story included in this session strongly
suggests that oral and written language grow and develop in parallel
rather than in serial fashion. The instructional assumption that the
exprescions of language are develomentally ordered from listening to
apeaiing to reading to writirg needs further examination in light of
these findings. Data collected from the children in our sample, as
illust&ated in the following language story, demonstrates the relation-

ship between the various expressions of language are both more inter-

esting and complex than a serial-development hypothesis would suggest.
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Alison's Turnip Story. Data presented in this section were

from Alison

P Reading her

v

collected in Task 2 - Language Experience Story Dictation and Reading

when she was 4.1 and again when she was 4.6.

On the first occasion Alison selected an eraser (which she im-
agined to be a stop sign), a little plastic truck, and a spool of
thread. The story which Alison both enacted with these objects and

dietated follows:

Once there was a needle of thread. When he was
walking along he found a car driving. He jumped
over the car. And when they came to a stop sign
they found”it wasn't a stop sign.

story immediately after dictation, Alison produced: ‘ .

Once there was a little needle of thread walking
along the road. Suddenly she came to a car and she
Jumped over it. When she came to a stop sign she
found it wasn't a stop sign.

Rereading her stcry one day later, Alison produced:

Once there was a needle of thread-and he was walking
along. He found a car driving. He jumped over

the car and when they came to a stop sign they found
it wasn't a stop sign. The end.

On the second cccasion, 5 months later, Alison again selected
the spool of thread but then ventured off to select a paint brush and
some play money with which to tel. her story. In dictating her story

she freely assigned these objects alternate roles (Turnip, Grandma,

Granddaughter, Puppy, Beetle) so that she could enact her story as she

[ .

told it. Her story as dictated follows:
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Once upon a time there
was a turnip. The
granddaddy came out and
tried to pull out the

~ turnip. He called the grandma
and they both tried to
pull out the turnip. The
grandma called the granddaughter
and they all three tried to
pull out the turnip. The

granddaughter called the puppy.
They all four tried to pull out
the tuiaip. The dog called

a beetle. The other beetle called
another beetle and another beetle
called anotner beetle. And all
seven tri:d to pull out the

turnipz. They 'all pulled ot . the
turnip.

The end. .

When she completed dictating her story, Alison was handed the
pages of her story and asked to read them to the researcher. Although
her turning of pages failed to correspond to what she was reading,
Alison's rendition was surprisingly close to the dictated text in terms
of bo*h ;;mantic and syntactic structure. |

One day later Alison was again asked to read the story she
had written.

Alison responded, “But I don't remembe: what it is about."

" The examiner paused, waited and finally putting Alison's story
in front of her said, "Well you just do the best you can."

Alison, glancing at the text, pointed to the t-u-~r-n-i-p in

the middle of line two, and announced, '"Oh, now I remember . .

turaip."”
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Alison's second rendition of the story was like the first, very
close to what was dictated both semantically and syntactically, although
once again her turning of pages failed to correspond with what she was
reading. (*'ison did, however, turn to the last page once she realized
her story was ending.) Alison added even another beetle.in her second
reading, having either forgotten exactly how many she included in her

first story or wishing to prolong the experience as much as possible.

In light of Alison's reading and page turning behaviors, it is
unclear what role graphics plaied in her reading and rereading of these
texts. Clearly, given her need to see the word turnip to recall her
second story, graphic information played some role.

Even thbﬁéhrshe added a story sequence in her second reading,
Alison's rendi;ions of her texts are surprisingly like the originals,
reflecting a respect for the texts generally during both readings.
While Alison demonstrates she sees print as controlled, she is not con-
trolled by print; semantics or meaning rules! Interestingly her be-
havior reflects *he give—and-take with print characteristics of strate-
gles displayed by sophisticated readers (Rosenblatt, 1978).

Alison's second story structure is particularly recognizable

as that underlying the children's literature selection, The Great Big

Enormous Turnip (Tolstoy, 1968). Yet, what seems important is not the

similarities in story so much as the differences. Alison's story is

clearly a new event, and new text; just as distinctive ag the original.
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3

What she has borrowed is a story structure or ideational scaffolding.
Past encounters with literature have given her the necessary frameworks
for presentation of her texts. Both of Alison's stories introduce a
protagonist, initiating event, and an attempt (Stein, 1978). These
higher-order cognitive schema not only assist Alison to organize her
ideas for presentation, but further facilitate her reading and re-
reading. ]

Alison's reading of her stories was controlled and, unlike her
general speech, indicated a cognizance on her part that written language
differs from oral language in distinctive ways. Obviously, it was
Aiison's presence at alternate language encounters (speaking, reading,
writing, listening) which allowed her the opportunity for making this
discovery and developing this comtrol.

Cogently, Alison's performance demonstrates the interrelated-
ness of growth in the laaguage arts. Information received via one ex-
'pression of language (for example, story structure schema via listening
to stories) became available data for output in another expression of
language (writing via story dictatiom).

what children learn from reading becomes, in likewise fashion,
available linguistic data for oral language development and control.
Oue can get a reel for this interrelationship in Alison’s story dicta-
tion, as Tolstoy's structure clearly provides her a workable strategy

for her own language stoiry dictationm.

325




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 303

5.1 (Continued)

ON STRATEGIES: SOME
CONCLUDING REMARKS

Less it not be clear, two things remain to be said. First the
strategies of sémant;c intent, negotiability,)hypotheéis-test, and fine-
tuning language through language are not separately employed but rather
complementary and synergistic. Second, we believe these strategies are
universal and undergird the writing of all of us, not just the initiate
written language user. They are ir this sense not tiuly developmental,
but basic strategies, discovered early, which undergird written language
literacy.

The validity of this first tenet lies in each of the language
stories presented. The second statement, we do not have time to prove
in this paper but its importance is apparent.

Having said this much, however, i1s not enough. It remains
the business of the final section of this paper to tie these findings
to the theory from which they sprung. It is only in this way that sub-

sequent research and practi.e may be effected.

CONCEPTUAL AND INSTRUCTIONAL IMPLICATIONS

Preschocl children, whon shown the official United States Post
Office iogo and asked, "What does that say?" responded:

“A birdie flew." (Nathan, Age 3)
"American Picture Sign." (Alison, Age 4)
"Put in mail." (Jonathan, Age 5)

"U.S. Mail." (Emily, Age 6)
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A behavioral interpretation of these responses may lead some to
conclude that Nathan, Alison, and Jonathan are "non-readers,'" while
Emily is a "reader." ..

Although it is true that Emily's observed responmse, "U.S. Mail,"
matched the print on the logo, while Nathan's, Alison's and Jonathan's
did not, to note such gross differences in these response.products is,
we wish to argue, tc ;8 the monumentally more important similarities
in the process which each went through in order to respond in the manner
they did.

In both Nathan's and Jonathan's cases, their responses, respec-
tively, conjure up specific whole world images of a bird flying and a
letter being mailed. Alison's response is equally interesting. Clearly
her response, "American Picture Sign," is a label much like "U.S. Mail."
Unlike the respomse "U.S. Mail," however, Alison's response gives impor-
tant insights into both perception and cognition. From information.
available in the optic array, Alison rapidly made a meaningful associa-
tion with other information which she knew about her world. That one
abstraction (eagle) represents another abstraction (America) is seem-
ingly an instance of high level cognitive processing. Yet, this 4-year
old shows us that even those things which we consider highly abstract--
like logos and print--are not controlled abstractly, but concretely in

terms of information already possessc. (in Alison's case, as a "picture

sign").




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PRINT Page 305

5.1 (Continued)

‘Alison's, Nathan's and Jonathan's responses clearly are not

"errors,” but vather, reflections of sophisticated cognitive process-

ing strategies which allow these children to make sense of their world.
It is oply in the instance of Emily's "correct” response that

a traditional interngl processing uodéi: such as that shown in Figure 1,

seems adequate.

5.1 Figure 3. A Traditional Internal Processing Model (Neisser, 1976)

o
r 3 3%1' R
1 2 3
Retinal Still
Image > -> lore |y Consciousness
Processing Processing Processirg

This model suggests that Emily saw U.S. Mail (Retinal Image)
and began processing this image at increasing levels of sophistication,

i.e., as individual graphemes which needed to be related to phonemes

stored in memory (Level 1 - ProcesSsing), as combinations of graphemes
which needed to be related to English orthographic spelling patterns
stored in memory (Level 2 - More Processing), as words which needed

to be identified in terms of ome's lexical data bank stored in memory
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(Level 3 - Still More Processing), and so on until ~ecognition or con-
sciousness.

Meaning in tuis model is\something to be reached . ...

P
fundamental processing;'the result, not the intent. Figure 3 is a
static model: The input is static; the output appears static.

We use the term "appears" deliberately; thereby suggesting that
even in instances, like Emily's, where the response appears bound and
thereby explainable in terms of the graphic input alone, the "true proc-
ess" shares much similarity to that used by Nathan, Alison, and Jonathan.

uvata presented in this paper seriously question the assumptions
underlying tﬁe internal processing model of language. Because of this
model's pervasiveness within early childhood education and reading, it
seems important to point out the instructional, conceptual and practical
implications which this model has led to and which data in this paper
challenge.

Instructionally, it is8 this conceptualization of print process-
ing that has led to early language programs which stress ordered sequence
of skills; from letter and sound relationships to syllabication, to
blending, to words, to word patteras, to literal comprehension, to in-
ferential comprehension, to critical comprehension, to evet "higher”
forms of literary analysis. |

Conceptually, it is this representation of print processing
that has led to references of the process by rubrics such as "print

acquisition" and "reading readiness," which in themselves presuppose
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notions of oral language as learned, written language as taught. Emig

(1976), for example, ranks language processes as primary and secondary:
« - « with talking and listening characterized as first-order
processes; reading and writing as second-order. First-order
pProcesses are acquired without formal or systematic instruction;
second-order processes . . . tend to be learned initially only
with the aid of formal and systematic instruction.

Practically, it is this conception of the process which under-
girds almost all reading and writing programs in this country and has
led theorists such as Mattingly (1972) as well as most curriculum de-
signers to think of written language literacy as hinging on breaking
an abstrac® linguistic code. Oral language is natural; reading and
writing unnatural. Given such a conception, no wonder many, including
Mattingly, are surprised: -

that a substantial number of human beings can also perforﬁ lin-
guistic functions by hand and eye. If we had never observed
actual reading and writing we would probably not believe these
activities possible.

In contrast to this view, our contention is that written lan-
guage literacy is a natural extension of all learning generally, and
language learning specifically. Theoretically this view suggests that
as active cognitive organisms, children encounter their environment
ident.ifying features of meaning which they perceive as salient. Bables
who encounter a dog, to use an example from Neisser (1976) for example,
perceive the dog not only in terms of visual cues, but auditory, hap-

tic, and olfactory cues. Features of meaning related to these cues be-

come organized in their schema of DOG. Later each of these features
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A

~ of meaning--a aoglike smell, for examble-—inatantiates the entire DOG

schema.
1f the word'"dog" 1s spoken when a dég is encountered, this
label too,\becomes a feature of meaning embédded within the DOG schema.

Later this feature of meaning--someone uttering the word '"dog," like

. our earlier example of a dog-like smell, instantiates the entire DOG

schema. ?hé fact that some features of mcaning--cay a distinct smell,
or‘s;neone ;aying the word ''dog''--are not presenf at each encounter does
not make it less viable as a perceptual cue oi an essential feature

of comprehension. Oral language, from this perspective, is seen-as de-
velopmentally quite natural, much 1like other cognitive ‘distinctions which

!

we assume and expect young children to make. ,;
What is ot sb apparent is that written language control develops
similarly. If the word dog were written on a card and hung around the
ani?al'a neck., it is likely éﬂat in samﬁling the opt. array the word
ggg'nay'wefl come to ge afaistinctive feature of meaning embedded in the
DOG schewa, which later, when encounteréd, would lastantiate all. that is
known of the canine family.
While ﬁoat peoﬁle do not hang labels on their dogs, it wculd
not be surprising to encounter a'BEﬁARE OF THE DOG s}gn in the presénce
of at least some dogs whith are encpJ;cered. From experiences of this

sort features of print become distinctive features of meaning embedded

in whole world schema. ‘

¥
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Control of much environmental print can be explained in this -

" manner. Very young children learn to control the word stop, for example,

not because some obliging adult eays, ''That sign says stop," each time a
stop is made, but rather because the child's very presence in this lan-
guage encounter provides all of the perceptual information needed for
control. Later the word alone allows comprehension, not because it was
accessed entirely throdgh\gfaphemes, but elso through instantiation of
relevant whole world gchema.

Reading and wgiting are socio-psycholinguistic processes, and as
such, children develop models of written language from natural, on-going
encounters with print. Conceptually this premise is illustrated in Fig-
ure 4 and suggests that when the child (Circle A), bringing all that he
knows about his world, including strategies for finding out, encounters

/ ‘

of how the language process works. Specific language information avail-
able includes how the graphophonemic, syntactic, and semantic systems of
language operate in relationship to one another, and in relationship to

those things which are known about their.world.

Data collected and presented in this paper suggest that pre-
school children have discovered much about print prior to formal language
instruction. Included in the child's model of readi#g and writing
(Circle C), as illurtrated through the various language stories pre-
sented, was a functional expectation for print, an expectation for

how language operates in alternate contexts, and a growing control of
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5.1 Figure 4. A Personalized Model of Reading and Writing
Prior to Formal Language Instruction

<O\
N
N \\\\
N\ MODED N\
¥ OF READING
NAD NN
WRITING
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PROCEGS

Natural
Encounters
With Print

English orthography, wordness, left-to-right and top-to-bottom direc-
tionality, grapheme-phoneme corre§pondence and syntax, Taken as a con-
glomerate these data strongly suggest that written language, like oral
language, is learned naturally from encounte{}ng written language in
use. Further, these data suggest that formal language progrims vhich
assume that the young child’knows little if anything about print and
which focu;-initial ptten-ion on more abstract eystems of language
(letters and words) may (1) fail to allow children to access what they
already know about language gencrally and wr'tten language specifically,

and/or (2) convince them that the strategies which they have used to make
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sease of their world do not apply in the instance to written language
control. “

Rather than engender either of these consequences, we might

|
|
|
i best begin formal languar 1instruction by building upon those strate-
gies which tbe child already uses and controls. Children develop a
{ variety of strategies to répresent and control the semantic, syntactic,
and graphophonemic systems of language. |
Four key strategies employed and identified in this paper in- 1
clude those of semantic intent, negotiability, hypothesis-test and
fine-tuning language thpough language.
£

In this regard the lesson to be learned is clear. When children

F

|

|

|

|

k

F

|

E in our samp’e found t“=2mselves working in relatively under-developed

t communication systems--that was reading or writing--they made several

E decisions in common. First, their more fully representational uses of

E the systems were related to information of strong personal value--that

E was the writing of their name, or the reading of the logo of their

; favorite fast-food restaurant. Second, they used whatever generalized
features they had factored out of these systems--that was letters,

: linear organrization, phonem;—grapheme correspondence, the use of a wavy

; line--to place~hold or intuit the message. fhird, they pressed to con-
tinue communicating beyond their competence with the systems they main-

tained their focus on the sharing of meaning while intuitively and un-

? selfconsciously lapsing iato alternate communication systems.
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In similar regard we must come to understand that what the child
knows about one expression of language can support growth and develop-
ment in another expression of language. This conceptuslization pre-
suppos2s a parallel growth and development among the expressions of
lanéuage. What the child learns about language from having a book read,
for example, becomes available linguistic data for output in another
expression of language, like writing in the instance of Alison. What
the child knows about how oral language operates becomes available data
for the discovery and testing of how written language operates. Each
encounter with language develops expectancies for what subsequent en-
counters might mean as well as expectancies for the forms in which they
may be cast. The process 13 cyclic. What is learned from one encounter
becomes the anticipatory data available for subsequent encounters. It
is through their experience as writers that the young language users in
our sample fine-tuned their reading strategies.

Figure 5 suggests that each of us can be considered to possess
a personal pool of language data fed by all of the language phenomena
perceived out of our world; a pool which constitutes the sum of our
current definition of language; a pool from which we draw data for
processing each time that we become involved as language users. The
pool of language data is constituted of a set of relations concerning
how meaning is shared through language. The data for the pool enters
as part of listening, speaking, reading or writing experiences and

likewise exists as any one of the expressions of language. The lines

333




INITIAL ENCOUNTERS WITH PPINT Page 313

5.1 (Continued)

which we as liperate.individuals draw, between the varying expression
of language and the alternate communication systems are arbitrary. Fo-
cusing a young learner's attention upon them can only constitute a dis-

traction in learning to mean (Burke, 1978).

5.1 Figure 5. Linguistic Data Pool

Instructionally these data suggest that as teachers we need to
be concerned not only'with what children do once they encounter print,
but further with what anticipations they hold for laaguage generally as
well as what decisions they make about reading and #riting on the way
to the process. In this regard, our role as teachers is best thought
of as assisting children discover the predictability of written lan-
guage in alternate real §or1d, whole-languuge, contexts. Written lan-
guage activities provided for children should be meaningful, open-ended,
situationally valid and rich enough contextually to allow children ac-

cess to their natural written language leariing strategies of semantic

Q ’ 23:3~1
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intent, negotiability, hypothesis-test, and fine-tuning language through
language.

Written language growth and development ic a socio-psycholinguistic
process. Seeing this relationship, we believe, not only opens the vistas
of wvhat is instructionally possible, but provides much needed new con-

ceptualizations for the exploration of written language literacy.
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5.2 EXAMINING INSTRUCTIONAL ASSUMPTIONS: THE CHILD AS INFORMANT

Jerome Harste aad Carolyn Burke *Article prepare¢ for Theory Into
Indiana University Practice, Summer 1980 Issue.

Alison, age 6, could hardly wait for first grade to start. Her
wother explained her anxious anticipation tongue~in-cheek, saying,

"She's caught it from me! She's no more enthusiastic than I am that

‘school is going to start!"

A letter from her new teacher weicoming her to her new classroom
made her impatience even more obvious.

Finally the day came when Alison and her mother could privately
go to find her room, meet the teacher, and explore the school. Alison
was in ecstasy! She got to register her name and birthdate on the
class birthday cake, explore the reading center, tell about her summer,
find out what supplies to buy, and clarify both for herself and her
teacher what bus she would be riding. Alison was now more than ready.

So was her mother. This teacher was a marvel! She obviously
loved children and was insuring that they would have a good year.
Alison had alréeady made her mark on "her newiclalsroon."

That was some time ago. School is now in full swing. Alison
is still enthusiastic. She loves school--the books, the teacher--and
willingly shares her observations and experiencas:

"Recess 1s 'the pitse!'"

"The boys chased me today and I fell. Do you know my friend was
being so 'unconcentrative' that she didn't even come to help?"
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She also brings home her reading and writing worksheets, her art work,
and other items produced or completed each day ir school.

We would like to share these with you as we think that they are
typical of many of the language activities found in first grades. They
may even be better activities than those found in many classrooms, though
we wish to argue that they are not good enough; that they reflect un-
founded assumptions about written language growth and development,‘and
that they debilitate rather than facilitate the process of language

literacy.

IDENTIFYING THE TEACHER'S ASSUMPTIONS

One of the first activities which Alison completed is that sliown
in Figure 1.

When questioned at home about why she had elected ta draw the
bottom half of her body, Alison responded, "It's oksy, teacher said so.
Someone asked and teacher said we didn't have t¢ draw our 'whole self'
1f we didn't want to."

The teacher, in all likelihood, responded in this manner assum~
ing some children wanted to draw their heads rather than their complete
figure. It is interesting to note that Alison, given the optié&: elec~
ted to draw her bottom half and leave her top half unrepresented; ex-
tending, as it were, off the page. /

On first blush, we might think, "A creative response to a good

instructional activity." But is 1t? After all, this was an activity
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5.2 Figure 1. Underwriting (Alison, Age 6.4)

i
.

designed to help children learn to control the reading/writing process.
Did it do for language, what it did for art? In order to answer this
question it becomes necessary to examine the activity more closely.

Wa need to identify what teacher-held assumptions underlay the creation

and selection of this activity.
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This is readily done by identifying the set of written language
principles relative to learning which undergird this activity as opposed
to other activities which might have been selected. We can easily think
of both more spen and more closed activities which were available op-
tions to the teacher. For example, the teacher did not elect to give
the children a sheet of paper, ask them to draw a picture of themselves
and then write or pretend to write an autobiographical story to share
(a more open activity), nor did the teacher focus the childrenfu atten-
tion upon an isolated letter or letter-sound correspondence pattern (a
more closed activity). An analysis, then, of this activity and of the
teacher's responses to it, suggests the following assumptions relative
to written language learning:

Assusption 1: Ome of the first tasks in learning to read and
write is to be able to discriminate visually the
letters of the alphabet.

This is best taught by activities such as under-

wiiting which force the child to attend to the

distinctive features of each letter. ‘
Assumption 2: Language activities designed for children should

be manageable to insure completion and hence success.

One way to accomplish this is to use simple whole
texts which contain a limited number of basic
vocabulary item