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The decontextualized nature of literacy has been.a recurrent

4

issue i#h discussions of the consequences of literacy over the
. v ’

last twenty years. The centxal theSTF of 'these discussions is
that the qi;ure of writflen discourse, itself, leads directly or

indiregtly to changes in cognitive processing, linguistic progress-
‘ - * A .
ing, cultural development, and/or ‘the evolution of sSociety.
Y * .
Recently.,, a second view of the consequences of literacy has

emerged. The central thesis of this second direction is that the 7

conséquences of literacy derive from the nature of literécy prac-
tices, ingluding the nature of literacy practices during literacy

acguisition.

-

- \ . . . 2
The difference between the two views lies in what is assumed-

to be inherent in written discourse. The first-difection—-which

forTonvenience I've labelled the text-out view--views literacy

}
as having inherent qualities, (such as being dinear,” progressive,

¢

cummulative) that lead to particular sefts of consequences. The
secona.direction——whlch for convenience i'vg labelled the text-in
view--views the nature of literacy and itglresultant conseguences
. .
as the result of how peogﬁe use wFitten discourse.
The major thesis of this péper is consistent with ana lends ‘ ’

support to the text-in view. Literacy is viewed as a tool through
o

which people manipulaie each other, estabi&sh social relationships,

define who each other is, establish social position, etc. This
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] . inevitably place an emphasis on the

un- e
natural' 'unoral' decontextualized process

s y . . !
' 'of repetition, copying, verbatim memory. .

Thus, literacy brings -about social and cultural changes which, in
. ‘ »

) .
themselves are of a decontextualizéd nature. b

Sewveral theorists have viewed these changes .that are the re-

sult of iiteracy development s co-occurring and interrelated with

c@anges in cognitive processes. For example, dng (1977) states: v
- A * -
Writing has made possible the vast evoclution

< ’ -

of consciousness that marks the later stages
of human ‘history. Without writing, not only

tightly plotted lengthy narrdtive but also .

- the kind of mental processes which go with

the composition of even an encyclopedia
PR
article, not to mention more massive

scholarly ané scientific treatises, would .

i

be unthinkable in the‘ful}est'sense of this

‘ term. Oral cultures cannot organize in-

J

formation in this sequentiality. Writing

has‘made possible not only developmént of (
'Y science and technology as well as of the ’

. ~

. r“ﬁﬁﬁanities (that is, the study of language,

)

history, philosophy, theologi, and other -

4 ! 4
( - . . .
subjects having to do with man not as a
)

. ) - . . N . S

' physical being or an organism, but with
4 . man as a self-conscious being and\thus ' , i
. . ‘r ‘
v ! . 4
- ! - ;
/ Y , . J
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theoretical construct is described through the analysis of severaklk
| N . - .

| \\representative schdol-like literacy events. oz

R Before discussing these school-like literxacy events, both the

text-out and text-irt perspectives are briefly reviewegd.
' ' . .
Nt \
~, e - - , . 7
\ Text-Out Views of the Consegquences of Literacy . . .

The central issue in text-out views of literacy is the decon-
textualized nature of orinted distourse, Decontextualization

P#fers the use of language'outSide of the context for which it was -

) .

originally intended. Writing exists long after the situation has

-

‘dissolved for which it was created and for which it was intended.
L4

A reacder can apply the writing to new, unintended eituations/ can

’ . .

Mmediate ‘his/her idterpretation of the writing by reference to other

events and other writings. The ‘permanence' of writing allows

{

literacy to be both cummulative and applicable outside of the ori-

A

ginal context. '
Goody (1977; Goody & Watt, 1968) extends the concept of de-

(
contextualization in terns of the implicatiens of:writing, as a

b

mmunicative resourge, for. soc1etal§stru¢ture. The cummulative‘
nature of writing and its application outside of its original

context requir?F schooling. As Goody (1977, cited in Cook-Gquerg
' | - B ‘ .
<‘ & Gumperz, 1981} stdtes: . ’

The whole process of ntmoving children from the ,

fadmily, placing the\\ er ‘distinct authority,

e e I e i SN —————

cdn‘be, deso*ibed as one of decontextualization

) ! [original emphasis]; formalizationv'for school;\

.
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with thé life of the-mind and with fréedom);
‘ A ) KA

it has also made possible the complex re- *°

la%ionships.between large groups of people

which a fully populateqd planet demands. *
' &

L

-(p.‘256)

Text-out vieWS, as represepted by Goody and Ong, suggest )

_Sf/implicit hierarchy between oral énd literate cultufe. Literate
ult

ture representing an advanced development. Tannen (1980)
‘presents an alternative text-out view. Both literacy and ofélcy

>

¢ are viewed as modes of cummun;c?tion that represent different
sets of commdnicative goéls and speaker/author—audience_relétion—
éhips. As Tanneﬁ states: A ) . -

The key distinction i§ not between orality vs.

literacy as such but begweep s£rate%§es that

have been’'associated with oral and literate

tradition_whic@ can be gmployed'in any mode 5 v

N H
- [reading or writingl. What has been called . ) 1

"oral tradition" is language ,use which empha-

-

) sizes shared knqwledgego; the relationship A
N . 13 bet&ee; communicator apé audiences: What
et has been called "literate" emphasize§ decon-
( textualized content or downplays ommunicator/ |

audience interactionJ As communication can

contain more or fewer of(the strategies 5

o

adddciated with these traditiqu to greater
or lesser degrees, I (Tannenl further sdégest .-

that the distinct@on.be conceived of not as *

. ' a dichotemy but rather as a codntinuum. (p. 2)

- +

Q 6 ‘ ' . -
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y For Tagneﬁ, the decontextualized nature of literacy is a:means for

« framing 'the communicative relationships between people and for o

* . . . [ . )‘
jframing an orientation to the inte€rpretation of either sz?ken or

wr'itten( text. ) J

'Y 1}
-~ \ N

The 1ssue of decontextuallzatIGn is also an 1ssue in some of

the recent discussions of schoollng ‘and llteracy learning. Olson

(1977) suggests that llteracy learnlng and schooling are ‘decon-

¥ .

textualized in nature and that... .

- .

...written,>logical statements are not
« Al

me}ely representations of knowledge but

. - .

a particular form of actigity that
specifies reality in its own biased form. .,

4 1Y .
‘ ...literacy in genergl and schooling in . -

particular are instrumental in ‘the con- . -

struction of a particuler form of
, ' . ,.—"
knowledge that is relevant to a partleglar

set of socially valued\activities.
(p. 67; original emphases)

2

Coo< Guﬂperz & Gumperz (1981) suggests a similar construct. 'For ‘
] ' .

them, the transition to llteracy-—whlch they note, is typically . ‘

\

|

|

|

a school functlon‘frequlres that chlldren learn not only a llngulstlc
\

' ’ .

system for discourse process1ng but also a "meta-level at whlch in-

dividuals make sense of,what they'perceive by,integrating it into .

preVLous experlence (p; 98). As they lucidly gtate, -

The move to iiterafy requires children to

=~ make some basic adjustments to the way they . <

socially attribute meaning ¥ the events and
. R / .

c(
\ 7
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processes of thé everydqy' world in order to

, loosen their dependence upon contextually

specific information .and to adopé a decon- .

téxtualized perspective. (p. 99)-
Unlikeﬁﬁhe historical perspéctives of literacy development

(Ong, 1977;- Goody & Watt’, 1968; Disch, 1973; Havelock, 1963),

1

Tannen, O}son, Cook-Gumperz & Gumperz, place no,iﬁherent
. . . \ . . N N - -
hierarchical value on literacy as a decontextualized process. .

Rather, each merely descfibesiﬁhe situation as they see 1it.

° -
rd

. - b .
Text-In Views of the Consequences of Literaéy
' ' ¢ - . .
Th%‘text—in pdrspective views literacy as a social tool used | Lo
t N .
to structure relationships'between_individuals and groups. This

pgrspective downplays fhe informq;ion-communicative function of !
reading and wyriting and emphasizes its socigl/éultural function.
.& s, Key. (1980) &tates, scholars and resgérchers haye been looking
<§:ilangqagé--— ?ncludfng reading and wfiting -- with an inappro-

:priate focus on the informative funmgtion of langua'ge..~ ’

Perhaps the-diffichlty\tha scholars have in . o §

o
¢

understanding meaning camn be traced to the i
. . F
i wrong focus in -looking at the use  of language. ",

THe proportion of people!who read add write . s

béoks'compared with the n&%per of people who
' N do.got use, language in this iﬁfopmé&ive way
' &s vastly unbalanced. This_fact has distorted . '
our undesstdndiﬁg of WQat 1angu;;; is and)haé ) \ ‘




led ds in academia to believe that language is
first bf all a vehiclé to convey\gdéas - a
'propositighal artifact. It is possible that
much of language has little 'meaning' as such,
but is rather a 'pgogrammed' way of gett;ng )

) " from here to there in time. (p. 13)

}Key seems to suggest %hat language in ééneral, including reading
anq[writing, be viewed as social processes, "as ritualistic be-
havior, used by individuals to obtain social goals and not
necessarily cognitive-oriented goals.'

There are’two dimensions to this ‘perspective in viewing the
relationship Of literacy to society and culturé._ Within one
dimension, proficiency in decontextualized literacy events is viewed
as a~gatékeeping device in order,to differentiate access to social,
psychological and physical rewards. Within the "second dimension,
literacy learning is viewed as a process of cultural communication

havifhg both social and cultural consequences. These two dimenMions

are interrelated,

A Y
-

A key construct involved in both dimensions 1is the role of

I

schooling in literacy development. Schooling ngeds to be viewed as

both separate from and integrated with literacy development. That

is, the cognitive, social, and cultural consequences of literacy
depend upon the nature of the literacy practices in which one engages
(Scribner & Cole, 1981).

These twd dimensions of the text-in perspective are discussged

below. . )
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Literacy as Ritual

Literacy--reading and writing--are primarily viewed as cognitive
and linguistic processes. A person interacts with print and derives
a meaning from the print. Such definitions of reading and writing ’

obscure the fact that identifying the occurrence of reading dnd ,

writing is a social event. That is, teachers, parents, or researchers

A

judge the occurrence of reading on the basis of social interactive

» AN .
criteria (Heap, 1980). ] .

For example, consider the following\sitﬁatiop captured. as part
of ethnographic study of reading in a junior high school classrqpm.
The teacher is engaging students 1in a question;answer discussion on
the "social studieg passage students were to have reaérduring study
time. Many students raise their hands and ‘answer questi;ns. _One of
the students wgsvobserved attempting to rajse hiéphénd:ét inappro-
prgate moments (e.g. before the teacher had asked the question).

[

This studént was also observed to be carefully monitoring his
classmates' behavior. Eventually the student raised his hand
appropriately. He raised his hand several more times before he

was 9alled on by the teacher. However, gather than asking for an

~ ] :
fswer the teacher praised the reluctant student for participating
A , P

/and rewarded him with a star. The teacher mentioned how proud she

‘*j was that the student had read the passage and promptly ended ths.
AN

7

//’

discussion. The student never had to answer the question. The
’
example shows how social criteria--raising one's hand and parti-

cipating in the discussion--are used to infer the occurrence of

reading.

.
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The nature of the social criteria used from situétion to situa-
tion may. differ., Nonetheless, people learn wHat ’yiteria will be ~
v ‘
emplo?ed in what types of events andg orient théir behaV1or .around

that grlterla. A soc1ollngu1st1c study SQ”BEQtefano, Pepinsky, &

Sanders 11981) highlights this progcess. They studieg'several stu-"

..~dents in a first grade classrpom. They found that although the

students made little gain in reagling proficiency as measured by »

N .

compre&hension Fests,~each of the students learned the interactional
. : »

language of classroom reading events. Having learned the inter-

)

actional,ianguage -- knowing what to.do, when, and how -- allowed
the students to successfully participate in the lessons without .

increasing reading comprehension proficiency.

;

Bloome (1982) describes literacy events in terms-of pgréicipation

structures. Part}cipatidh structures are the-sets of expectations, ‘

normsz and rules for appropriate participation within events. Bloome

Ve . -

(1982) describes these events as bccurring on a continuum from iso- w
lated reading to social reading. Isolated reading involves the

1~ -
.

interaction of a person and a text only (see Diagram 1 and Figure 1).

-

Social reading .involves the interaction of several people and a text

A -

' simultaneously (see Diagram 2 and Figure 2). In an-ethnographic

study of a junlor high school, Bloome (1981; 1982) founa/t;ét students

signalled the part1c1patlon structure of llteracy events to each ,

.«

other, and used the participation structure of reading events to .

A

. LN

sstructure relatidnships*between themselves and, othérs. For example, B

in order to avoid interaction with a threatening teacher, students

! v
- .

‘were often observed to signal their involvement in an isolatea read-

ing ?artic1pation structure. Such signd}ling communicated the

-
~

3
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‘inappropriateness of am outsider (the teacher or another studént)

\) . . -

! L
disturbing or interfering the student. Teachers were often observed
within the study to égructure, enforce and reward an iégléged réad;\--‘—‘

ing participation structure in their classrooms. On the other hand,

students in most situations tended to favor a social reading parti-

L '

cipation structure.: ' . . -~

'

‘What Bloome's, DeStefano's et. al.'s, and Heap's research

Suggests.is'that peopfé involved in face-to-face interaction literacy

events hold each other accduntable for the ways in which .they behave.‘
. .

Participénts need to adhere to social rules }br appropriate parti-

cipa;ion‘or be stigmatized, reprimanded, or suffered other potenEially

~

negative consequences.

v

-
.

Literacy Evénts\as Gatekeeping

Gatekeeping refers to the/process of selectigg/individuals for
receiving benefits, The benefiés can be physicél (e.g. food), psy-
chological (e.g. positive sélf-concept, praise), and/qr social (e.g.
stétus, power) . When‘literacy ;s used as a gatekeeping prbceés,
individuals mﬁst peffo;m literaey acts in specified wayé in order

—

Q . . ’

LY
to 'pasy through the fate.'
One exqmple of literacy &s a*gatekeé%ing process is the use of
! i .
literacy tests as a prerequisite for voting. Another example, is

described by Dore (1976) in his discussion of the diplom%‘disease.

The diploma disease occurs when the prerequisites for acquiring a

jop involve irrelevant credéntialing based on school and academic

. ¢ ~ .

progress.\’?or example, needing a Ph.D. to drive a bus. 'One,way to . -

3
L4 ]
‘ .

4
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view the gatekeeping process as based .on proficiency in school

P4 .

academic activities (such activities primarily involve reading and

.
-

writing). . .
- - )
However, the usé of literacy as a_iﬁtekéeping‘process is neither
M
simple nor ‘Straightforward. As Graff~{1982; 1972) points out, one
‘can and could gain status and power without hag}ng~€o be literate.
2
What is necessary, i1s access to literacy and ability to use it
appropriately. Thus, a merchant could gain status and power without

&

being literate him or herself if that mefcﬁént could hire someone
tod take care of the literacy demands m&@e of the merchant. In such
cases, the literacy that one "buys" or "owns" (e.g. having a literate

relative to take care of literacy demands) becomes asscciated with

»

the buyer or owner. R

Within the school conpéxé; literacy events provide a major
means of differentiating instruction and gatekeeping. As McDermott
(1977), Rist (1978) and others have pointed out, students arfa~
tracked into reading groups on the basis of social variables and
linguistic variables tgat have only tangential relationships with
reading comprehension. In effect, a hierarchical structure is estab-
lished based on student adnherence Zo the social criteria established
for school based literacy events. The result is that diffgfedE
{gates' are opened for different studenfs which have the potential
for leading to different sets of conseguences.

'Sghool Culture and Literacy as a Socio-cultural Tool

The previous sections have described theoretical constructs which.

suggest tHat literacy be viewed as a social tool. As a gatekeeping

oo 13

4



devioe, literacy functions to establish differential reward
) . ) v .
systems. . As a social procese or ritual, literacy becomes a set of

. -

social behaviors for whigh participants are held accountable. 1In
. N . . i . - . . ' \
%ﬁ;s section, these uses of literacy axg viewed within the frame- .

work of literacy as one tool of socigz and cultural sfmmunlcation i ‘

or cultural transmission. That is, through literacy processes amd
events, social processes and enculturatiop rocesses occur.

On the surface.lével, these social and enculturaticn processes
look like a move towards a darn“tez:v=1i£ed linguistic frame;orkﬁ

And indeed, in many dases, this may be so. \§collon & Scollon (1982),

Michaels (1981), among others, have descriped: school reading events
t . -

in which students have been reprimanded or corrected for not adhering

to a decontextualized framework. However, the Xey issue in these

- ]

. ¥ -

events is not wheiher a decontextualized framework has been applied,
i o . ;

but /rather whe«ier a stu

/
;

‘)l

en

(t

has been able to adcpt the linguistic,
/ f . »
sodial, cultural, and cognitive framework of the dominant culcure.
I’ - .
Ifdeed, the framework that one needs to adopt in many American class-
ooms can best be characterized as alienated--removed from any sense

of self Qr of one's #orld. The following example of a literacy event

clarifies these theoretical constructs. ’
This example is typical of many of the literacy events that get
played out in American clagsroom$ at every grade. The example comes

from a remedial reading class at an urban junior high school. The

reading program is based on the Random tiouse High Intensity Learning

-
.

System program, which is a competency/mastery based program. One of .

e

[}

the students, Michael, failed his pre-test on the skill of "Under- .
! *®

]




- . l
y \ -
| . ‘ /
standing Character." He was assigned Exercise (98, Task A to E in
a workbook to help him learn this skill (see Diagram 3). Michgel

/
got every answer wrong. Yet, his responses indicate that he under-
‘.

stood the text. Indeed, he could explajin his afiswers in terms 'of

the tgxt itself (see Table 1 for a transcfi%t of Michael's explana-

tion of his &answeégs). . . ~
~ ” . . N e

Perhaps more jnteresting than Michael's answers and. explanation
. ¢ *

-

is the fact that mosgt college educated people could get every answer A}

correct and, with ®Re exception of t® first question, not,only -

. - ’ .
understand the rationale for Michael's answers but agree that

v ~
Michael's answers are bettee answers.

What seems to have occurred is that Michael completely under-
stands the passage and is answering honestly. But, to get the correct

answers one must adopt a linguistic framework that is specific to

these types of tasks or school testg?\\There's a 'game' being played

ey . : . ¢
and Michael goesn't know its rules. . -
' . This 'game' or linguistic framework is neither decontextualized®

g,
nor contextualized. That dimension simply does not apply in gpy

v

enic sense. What counts is knowing the specific linguistic frame-

-

work--which is associated with only these types of tasks. 1t

requires denial oft real world knowledge, both personal and general.

~

In effect, it requires the reader to become alienated from not only
: ! £ 1, s = b & ¢
his or her means of making sense of the world but also from any sense-
ﬁaking whatsoever,
Michael's failure resulcs in having to do more of similaxy types

of activities, and in a public display of his failure tRtrough the ‘

H.I.L.S. record-kXeeping system. Like many of the students in Michael's ‘

e
[
il




3

E

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

é - .

class and similar classes,

ichael will conéinue to fail unless he

v’

A% -

: R .
learns the alienated linguistic framework and/or there is an inter-

- -
‘ A

! .
vention. -~
S

Implications
The example above is but one recurrent type of literacy event
= |

’
that.'gatekeeps' not on the basis of a Gecontextualized framework

- ]

but rather on, the basis of an alienated linguistic fxamework (which, 'J

is not to _suggest, one way or the other, that gatekeeping on the

basis of a decontextualized framewoik is being advocated). Such ¢ . |

gaait;eping and enculturation has twoc sets of implications. One set

[ 4 ‘
for thnose who successfully.learn the linguistic framework and one ~ ) .

-

set for those who fail to lo®en it.

Failure to learn the alienzted linguistic framevwork andé make
¢ e

it thrBugh thd 'gates' can result in stigmatization and a denial
.- N
of many of thé/benefits that society has to offer its members. On
0" |
the other hand, success is learning the alienated framework and
making }t through the 'gatesg' would result in a greater potential

Al \' !
for receiving the benefits that society has to offer. However,

kinds of influences txerted on one's socio-cultural framework and ' ,
Eognitive framework. fghis is merefy&to say that the nature of the
litg;acy practices in which one enrgages influences the nature of
learned cognitive and linguistic processes.

A !

both success and failure would seem to have consequences for the
= |

In summary, I have suggested that literacy be viewed as a
) |

social tool involved in gatekeeping, the establishment of social | .

VA o .
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\ -
relationships, and 'enculturation. Further, I have sugéested that
in American society, schooling has a major role in how literacy "
is ué;d as a social tool, including the teaching or learning of
. St

an alienated linguistie framework.

|
¢

¥
/

."5-}»'\ -
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Figure 1: Ideal Postural Configuration of Isolated Reading
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How do we know what a person is like? We fook at his or her characteristics.
A person's character is shown in the way he or she feels and acts.
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Scrooge has a mean character. SantaClaus has a jolly character. it
. g
. i
. When we read about a person’s actions and feehngs we can ma,ke i
_._judgments-about th{n’erson 's character. : . . 3 ?f
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Bill Benson 1dbked only onceat his homework assignment. :
. Immediately, he started moaning to his seatmate, Candy Caries, it
: about its length. As he shuffled put of the room after the bell, he ! :
o ‘couldn’t help but fpmark to his teacher that the room was too stuffy to i:
_.}_ . work in. The teacher only smiled and shook her head at Bm s | a3 ".% X
2 complaints. . R
3 Vi)
2 . ~ SR
i Circle the letter for the best ansyyer. o
WO Gl
:{‘ = ) ’ . . ) . -a",f”;r‘-:"; ’
7 1. Which statement describes Bill'g character best? . % gi-r'i :
% - . . . . Gk
5 ¢ A Heisa pledsant person C. Heis careless "g—’}.ﬁ
I B. He s a cranky sort. D. Helovesschool. - | S
[ " 10N
i 2. ltis likely that Bill has complained before because : k11
- A. he complained about the Iength o{the assignment . ‘ x
- E. he complained about the room’s stuffiness Ry
b C. he shuffled out of the room £
" i 'D. the teacher only shook her head when he complained i :
3 N . A &
k] . . ™
»~ N *‘;I
} 3. Faced with the possibility of running an errand for his parents Bill islikely v iy,
i to say o)
? s "
. A. "Do ! have to go? Why don'tyou ask Uncle Joe this time?” 23 L
il 7 B.rSweligu ShouldIwalkorlake the bus? ‘ b
\Jf' / C.’ Okay Dad. I'l go right after I finish my homework.” N\ , - =:-E
' D. "I'mway ahead of you, Pop! I took care, of it already L GOON D T
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T: These are the questions. Cirgle the letter for the best answer. One, which
statement describes Bill's character best? A. He is a pleasant person. B.
He is a cranky sort. C. He is careless. D. He loves school.

Alright. Now Michael.On that one over there, number one...aaa...ifirst-af
all which one did you choose , . .

M: C
T: Paa...He is careless. Now why did you choose that one?

W-M:-Cause_heTaaa....he a..he a didn't wanta do his homework and he complained about
the room \§ stuffy so he could get out of it. )

T: Yeah.but.I_don't_understand how_you_get that as careless.

M: I don't know tthe.rest is inaudible) Lo | .

Can you kinda tell me again what - you know - what your/fegljng about what it
meant and so forth? § -

M: He didn't care about...about the 'work and -he wanted to get out of the room

T: gx?{,hnow’]et's go on to the <econd one. Alright? Ahh,..two, It is likely that
1 )
B, He complained about the room's stuffiness, C. He shuffled out of the room.
D, The teacher only shook her head when he complained, Alright. Can you tell me
which one you choose? And kinda Tike why you choose that one?
' ]

M:B. Because he said the room was stuffy and he wanted to get out ‘of doing the
work. '

T: Well I mean how did you know he wanted to gét out of doing the work?

: Cause when the bell rung he he said the room was too stuffy to work in

: Uh huh..umsrm. ».What mzkes you think that he's complained before though?

-

:.He didn't complain before?

*

H

T

M: He @in't complain before though
; .

M

complain.

" T: Alright this is the first time he compTained about this assignment. But do you
think that he's complained about anything else or anything else - you know -

\ M; Yup )
T: Well what makes §ou think so?

. _ 3
M: Cause if he didn't want to do the work he wouldn't he wouldn't do nothing

1

- or write or nothing he just wanta walk the halls or something

. { . .
T¢I see so he was in the class and complaining asout it then.

¢

T: Ummm.. you explained to me before..okay...umnm,..about the word careless...right?

. N \ :
: He mighta complained before about another assignment bt this assignment he didn't

T: What do you mean 1 ﬁon't understipd"’ ~ o . '

M: If he didn*t want to do the work he wouldn't want to go to’the store or ﬁothing

as complained before because A, He complained about the length of the assignmen




/

" " ¥: Alright. Now you said (inaudible) you kinda felt that he had complained before
because he complained about the room's stuffiness, okay? Now how do you get,
those two together. His complaining .about the room's stuffiness indicating tofou
that he's complained many times before. . : )

¢! .

-

M: I don't know. ) | s
T:-Do=they-have—anyihing—to—dowith-each-other?—L mean—you put: ‘em down:

M:1 know thak but ..if he complained about the room's stuffiness that's how I
put it d ‘ ' .

. . 4 .
T: Oh, okay I see so the fact that he's complained once probably means that -he''s
" complained about a lot of other things ’ ‘ .

~
™

M: Uhh...huh

</

) T:.Okay . Ugm.mmm why dodyou think that?
M: 1 don.'t now ‘ d '

T: Do you think the room really is stuffy?

M: No he jus£ want to get out of doing ris wbr&. .. . .

. T: Uhh..huh.how do you think the teacher' will react to him?

-

M:Uhh.. she probazbly tell hip... - ) N

T: Tell him what?
. RS
M: Open the window or something. o _ 2 ,

T: Unhh..huh. Alright, let's go on to the third one. Faced with the possibility
of running an errand for his parents Bill js.likely to say A. Do ~1 have to
Yo why don‘t you ask-Uncle Joe this time. B. Sure 1'11 go ,should 1 walk or take
the bus? C. Okay Dad, I'11 go right after I finish my homework D. I'm way .
ahead of you Pop 1 took care of, it already. \\\ J

T: And ybu choose which one?

M: MNumber C.

T dkay Dad, 1'11 go right after I finish my homework. Why do you think you'd
pick that one? I mean why did you pick that one as something he's likely to
say if his parents ask him to do something? - )

M: Cause Cause I read the number B and it said Sure shotld I walk or catgh %ﬁf
bus and I know it's far and Y and he probably won't probably walk that far
then go to the store then and he probab}r say I do it right after I do my
homework v . , .

T: Yezh. You told me something about his homework before...before.. you know the
FiNct time we went through This. What'd yéu tell me about his homework?

M: He didn't want to do the homework from class and he just made that up.

- -~

T:What, about homework?

e [
» 0

M:" Uh. .huh.~S6"he won't probably have tolgo to’the éiore.

-T:-S0 in-otherwords-what-you'resaying js—that—that*sjust-an-excuse-for-him

24

~

M: Mpm. ..mmomh.
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