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_TOWARD AN UNDERSTANDING OF READING AS SIGNIFICATION
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Hithin the framework ofsthe doctrine of signs, or semiotics, the

+

construction of meaning is a process of signification; yet reading is .
typically’ modeledt nd researched as if it entailed only tfie*lesser cogni--
tive/semiotic process of representations This research conceptualized
and investigated reading.from a ‘semiot fc perspective in order to’ explore -
how readers create'textual meanings. that is, interpretations of writtéh
.materials.

The St"d! s design was based on the principle of prior ethnography
. and employed data collection techniques common to field studies: .
participant/intervention and interviewing. Fieldwork was conducted over
a seven month period in one fourth ghade classroom. The primary: héoristic
was -an instructional strategy lesson. introduced after a three month perfod
_of prior ethnography, that called -on réaders to sketch their interpretations
-of materials read. The lessons and “interviews were audio- and ,video-taped,
detailed fieJd notes were kept, and all sketches were collected.
) Data analysis emerged in- the course of the study and focused~on three
dimensions: the 1nter-re1ationship of fieldworker and respondents, the -
contextqal constraints and resources in operation during the iessons.
and the drawings that were created. Findings: suggest the children's inter-
pretations were, influenced by their .embedded theories of the social situation,”
their skills as artists, and'.the nature of the activity of sketching«
Within*class friendships and interest also played major roles in the pro;ess
of cons§ruct1ng meaning.

From the theoretical and me;hodological‘perspective of semiotics -
“it is more efficacious to view reading as more>than mere representation.
This calls- for a reconsideration-of-models—of—direct—instruction_and the _
continued exploration o the potenttal which transmediation-across sign
systems holds.jor curriculum development. " SN
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. ‘ Introduction ¢ - o

Reading researchers have followed the currents of academic psychology
. ever since Huey {1908) and lhorndike {1917) published their ground- breaking
studies in the early part of the twentieth\century. In the last ten
years this link has been all, but cemented, Research activity “in. the
seventies was characterized by attention of'the cognitive and linguistic‘ .
. factors affecting the reading process and comprehension emerged as the
central objectlpf inouiry;‘ It was during this period that the perspective
affofded by cognitive psychology came to shape—the way comprehension

[

ds conceptualized today. . . A K AN

.. . An understanding of what cognitive psychologists mean by * compre-

hension begins with a consideration of the reading models that currently

P
!

* dominate the profession. The* term~ that wost clearly captures the basic -
design of thé’e models is 'interactive. Theorists positing interactive
reading models (e.g Adams and Collins. 1979”§oodman. 1967, 1978° Kintsch
and van Dijk 1978° Rumelhart, 1976) assul‘ that comprehension rd:ults
from the  interplay between a reader s knowledge ti.e. orthographic,

L]
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syntactic, semantic, and world krowledge) and the linguistic organization

of the text. The dyadic nature -of this design can be observed in the ‘- ”

way analytic te;hniques are applied to recall and sunmary protocols.;j"
two heuristics commonly used in comprehension research, -Protocols are ~
parsed into meanind units (esg. propositions [anner and Greene, 1977])

_and then coded according to- the source of that unit (either the reader
or the text). The fact that some propositions are coded as errors'

(Kintsch and van Dij? 1978) or "intrusions (Hansen, 1981) suggests

L4
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that, within the framework of interactive models , duplicat*on of the

\\text is a measure of comprehension. < . N
'There can be’ no question that reading research conducted under

“the purview of cogni;kve psychology has made 2 significant contribution -

to our understanding of the reading process. Still' there exist a number
of fundamental pFoblems with- interactive models that result from the
supjectlobject inherent in psychological conceptions of cognition.
When reading’ s defined a5 2 transaction "this dualism £al1s away“*and

new insights into comprehension a?e pOSSlb e.

To date, fow studies have been grounded in transactional models

of the reading process and aone have adopted an ethnographic perspective. _
"-There’is a need.‘then;.for ethnographic stugjgs of the reading process '

s0 as to clarify the nature-af reading transactions as they occur in .

social settings. ‘The research repprted in tids -paper was undertaken

in order to meet this need.  Fieldwork was carried out over a seven

nonth period in ohe fourth grade classroom and utilized data «ollection

.techniques common to ethnographies: participantﬁobSeruation and interviewingi
An instructional strategy that calls on readers to draw their injfrpretations
of materials read silently.served as the primary heuristic procedure.

. These data were informed by information about classroom life and knowledge
of the inquirerlrespondent relationship. This approach not only.atlowed
transactions to be studied in the process-of_use but from the,perspective "
of the. participants. Ethnography. thus provided alvantage point from

which to observe how readers arrive at an understanding of written discourse.

- “




: . Theoretical Foundations

Transactional models of the: reading process {Carey and Harste,

in ‘press; Eco. 1979, Iser‘ 1930- Rosenbla*t i978) are based on a set -
of assuymptions that stand in marked contrast to those upon uhich interactive
models rest. Briefiy. transactional models assume ‘that;

1. the text is less an object than a potentiai that is actualized
during“the"ict of reading,

2; understanding arises out of the compenetration of‘reader and |
text and is thus something unique to that event; .

-3, text is an open system and therefore variationqdn intespre-
x_ - ..tation is the expected response,

Transactional models are given theirﬂmost elegant exposition in the
writings of Loujse Rosénblatt {1978). In an-effort to d1sso1ve the
' subject/object dualism that pervades the reading 1iterature, she draus
,on’the transactional terminology of Dewey - and“Bentley who sought to
counteract the dualistic phrasing of phenomena as an 'interaction between
idif?erent factors, because it implies separate, selfhcontained and L
_ already defined entities act{ng on -one andther” {p. 17) She proposes
'transaction as a'more suitable descriptor of the act ‘of reading and
defines it as "an on-going process in which elements or factors are
. e aspects of a total situation each cohditioned by J’d conditioning
the other® {p. i7).- Rosenblatt‘s account of what hapgens when feader
" meets text fs thus very different from that.given by. #ateractionistst
Out of this'encounter something new - the poem - arises which cannot
be partialled out to either the reader or the text alone, ‘She writes.
The poem ; . , must be thought of as an event in time, It is
not an oRject or ideal entity. It happens during a coming- .

together, a compenetration, ofte reader and a text. The
. N . )




reader brings to the text his past experiénce and, present “
pexrsonal {ty. qunr the magnetism of the ordered symbols of the
* teXt, he marshals his rdsources and crystallizes out from' the
sturf of memdr_'y thought, and feeling a new order, a new
experience, *which he sees as the poem. This becomes part of the
- ongoing stream of his experience, to.be reflected -gn From any
angle 1mportant to him as a hiuman bejnq {p. 12) - ., -

L)

In short, the reader establishes a proportion.betweew himdherself'and"
the text and in so doing-creates a poem. The poem, then, is the relatign
“between subject and object and has the capacity tgfﬁs taken as an object
of thought. - © '

- , - ES

Tﬁis view of thetreading process inspires ‘a program of research
that differs significantly from that pursued by interactionists., Although _____ __. -
both focus on the mental operations used to achieve understanding, the : .
transactionist;s goal is to explain the range of interpretations readers
are likely to evoke from a single text (Culler’ 1931) Hence, transaction-‘
ists reJect template matching procedures on the grdunds that they_ privilege
the researcher s integpretation of the piece and presuppose uniformity
of nnterpretatjon. From a transactiofal perspective, then,, what counts*"
as evidence of comprehension is necessarily different from that accepted
oy interactionists. Evidence that the reader has duplicated the author $
.message i? abangoned in favor of evidence that the reader has duplicated '

S

. - the author s creative role (Rosenbl@tt 1978)

L)

Semiotics. uhich studies semiosis {or sign-functioning) provides

_ a useful vantage point from which to specify the nature of “comprehension.

Semiotic doctrine i; most closely associated with two names: Ferdinand

. ,
de»?ausurre. the Swiss limguist, and Charles Sanders Peierce, the Nmerican

" pragmatist. The: discussion that follows is rooted in Peirce $ semiotic
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“for, contrary to the conventional wisdom; Peirce was not a taxonomist -
{cf. Merrell. 1979). That he is knoun chiefly for his classification )
. of signsigto indices, idons, and symbols is probably die, to the fact

“that Peirce.never completed: ;he book that was to be h¥s major opus.
. 1t was to be called. A System-of Loqjcl cqpsidered.as Semiotic (Fisch.

1977). a title that reveals the°under1ying principle of all Peirce s
work, namely. the development of a system of logic that uould account-

1
.u‘_

i for human reasoning. What is relevant to the explication of the term
'comprehension.' however, is Peirce's‘discussion of semiosis.. _“ L. .
'Reirce proposed seniosis'as the process whereby'obdzcts and actions. »'
-ore taken as signs and t.us attain meaning. So_ stated, semiosis is
coextensive with cognition°{Dee1y. 1982}‘\if by cognition we mean the
- way in uhich humans come to know the uorid.‘ Central to an understanding

of sem1o31s is the nofion that a sign on1y becomes meaningful wh;?

triadic relationship issestablished among the e1ements4/£ the si

This criterion 1s_euident in Peirce's definition of 2

A sign, or repFesentamen,.is something which stands to

to somebody.for something in some respect or capacity.

It addresses somebody, that is, it creates in the mind

of that person an_ equivalent sign,. or perhaps a more .
developed sign. That sign which it creates I call the '
interpretant of the first sig The sign stands for -
something, Tts object. It's ands for that object, not in.  °
all respects, but in reference to a sort of idea, which-

I have -sometimes called- the ground of the representamen.
(cited 1n Eco,-1979, -p. 180)

\
1
Ls

The technical terms rebresentamen. object, interpretant, ang, ground/'f“
are themselves rich with insights into sign-functioning. but for the '
present we can say that the repreantamen is the sign-vehicle. the obJect

is a cultural construct and not a physical referent, and an interpretant

¥
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is another sign. The term.ground suggests that duripg any particular. -

instance of sign functioning“only that as‘pect ‘of the object relevant -

to the context participates in semiosis. A representamenu cannot stand ~

' for an object' it can only represent 1t. To become. known, or understood
" the reiation between representamen and object must become an object .
_of thought and this action requires the mediating influence 'of a third

' ) element the interpretant. Antil the. interpretant is introducéd we ,

have no understanding of the-object, just the eXperience of perception. .
At the point of perception the representamen does -{'.,?f ‘stand for énything
as it is not. ﬁet connected to- something already known.* It remains the -
function of:the interpre_tar_l_t_to weld this cognection and generate meaning.
Impiicit in th1,s explanaiion of semiosis is the distinctioz/between
representation and signif%on, which is critical to the taﬁk af defining

comprehension. This distinction was first made exp'iicit by a seventeent‘i

: century Iberian- phi'losopher, Poinsot;“ tn his Treatise on Sig__ (1632)

"Deely (19§2) explicates Poinsot‘s treatment of - representation and signi-

fication in this way

What is essential in our experience to the being and functioning
of a sign is notvthat it be something percefved but that it ;
bring something other than.itself into the awarené¥s of an - .

organism, which is exactly how ideas 3unction within the mind - .
Xo bring something other than themsel

Es into awareness. {p. 60)

A}sign-vehicle {or representhmen) can represent an object such that .
1t\ will be perceived but it can: only be said to signify when the relation
is detached from the given moment of perception. Signffication. or
understanding, requires that the relation between representamen and

object become an independent cons.iderati_on, available for further

-
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. the role cf the reader is-to duplicate the author's message leads inter-"

”by confounding‘representation-andasignification. The assumption that

f

eualuation‘and»dev{iopment. The thought becomes an*object in itself

signification.‘in representation it remains embedded in experience.

Intgractive reading models_obscure the meaning of ' cqmprehension“

il

““.._

.actionsists to redute signification to represéntation.” Those propositions

that do ‘not match the researcher s template are designated"”Errors
rather than indices of understanding "The corollary, of course, is
that representation is.interpreted as understanding when. in fact, thece

may be no evidence in the recall or summary protocol that something )

", other than the reader's repre entation of the text.was brought to mind. ;'-

Ey rejecting a dualistic render ing of the reading process. transactional
models attain explanatory power in that they have the potential to explain

|

signification or- understanding as .it related to uritten discourse.
COmprehension is no gypger equated with a reader s representation of )
a text but rather with the meanings tuat arise out'of t?’ proportioningl
of reader to text {cf. Iser. 1980) The implication is that a reader 3 |
1nterpretation cannot be’ explained by reference to the reader or the.
text alone; the social situation ‘myst be taken into consideration for -
the relation of text to context (Hallidag and Hasan. 1980) plays a role
o shaping the poém/evoked during the transaction. To summarize. semiotic.
doctrine offers a conceptual distinction between reprgsentation and
signification that lends clarity to the meaning of comprehension.
Methodologically. this perspective suggests that’ if researchers are

committed to modeling reading as signification. they must ieave the -
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, labor'atory.a'nd enter the field, The sections that follow present a

- /‘/;’a ,Metliodoiogical Overview

. ——
R
-

. This study’ itas 'c'onducted in order to generate da

T { L.
in one fourth grade ciassroom participaed in a strategy lesson known -

as “skétch to stretth*’ (Harste and Burke, 1979). in the Eourse of a'seven
month field stugly An ethnographié perspective was adopted so as to .
capture the “whole cloth" jf the reading transaption from the participant‘
‘point-of-vieﬂ.‘ Siqnificat on entaii’s the re’iation of text to context

and therefore necessitates L mode of inguiry that situates the regdinq

Lo ‘%event in a cultural or subcu}tural setfing Moreover, the attitude -

‘t

engendered b,b ethnography is opep-ended Hypotheses are\ not formuTated

' - Rl

' a priori bu{ instead are gene dted and revised in theLcourse of fieid.uork.

. The assumption is that this stance will enable the ethnographer to explajn\
the entire range of dpta and\ not just those that hove}- around the Central '
‘tendency. Anomo]ies those data\'that seem not to "fit, thus piay an ,
important role in the ethnographic enterprise- rather, thae pedng throw
out as "outl"lers these data forc the -ethnographer to rethink ini'tﬂial ;
hypotheses. -in this way ethnography h.uilds a se1f~correcting feedback
loop..into the inquiry process. This is an important atttude to adopt

given the exploratory?nature of this \ tudy, however, it does not mean
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lhe sketcﬁing strategy was’emplofedﬁso as-to avoid the verbocentrism
(Eco, 1976) that has characterized much of reading research. The almost
o exclusive.reliance on’ linguistic measures-of-eomprehension Jmpli;itly -
reduces thought to language and thus stands in the uay of investigating
reading as signification. Asking students to draw their interpretations -
. of‘stories and articles: admitted the possibility that some meanings
would be communicated that Nouldtnot be made public if languaqe were
. the kole sign system used. _Skétching.was also selected as the primary

heuristic deuice because: it necessarily\\ntails signification that

Lis, il requires ;tudents to take the experieﬁce of reading as -an object
ot tHought. In order to!draw what they thought the story’meant or -what™
: '! they tought the article was trying to t:/;h them, students had to reMlect -

.y @ on uhat they'd read and draw what that e perience brbught to mind.

Recall and sumnarization tasks. on the other hand._direct the read to

.: record the way the discourse has been represented in memory.‘
| , The &ketching lessons consisted. of three phases: initiating,

_ experiencing, and ommnunicating.' The 1nftiat1ng phase fuhctioned as
ta demonstration (Smith, 1981)" of the lesaon s potential, that is, it.
focused on the ways ideas could be integrated by movi to another
communication syst;n. The experiencing pha o*ovided n opportunity'
for the students to select and read one of 3e e;al stories and articles.
Once the materials had been read everyone was\asked EB draw a picture
; of what they thought the piece4neant. ¥hen everyone_had completed their
sketches students were asked to explain them to the rest of _the group;

th1s constituted the communicating phase of the lesson With the ~-




_exception of the first two lessons, which ‘were v1eued as opportunities

~ for students to become familar with the activity of sketching, the remaining
‘ nine lessons uere organized in three week units. Each unit centered
g ¥
on a concept drawn from either science, social studies. or chi’iren's

literature and employed 1 set of conceptually relatéd materialsc Con-

o ceptually related materails are sets -of reading materials that cohere

around a single concept. *The goal in organizing the 1essons in this
way was to promote continuity across the various lessons and to shift

the lessons focus from the activity of skotching itself to the meannngs

’

generated in the prozess of reading these materials, ~The final Tesson

in the series of 12 called for -the creation of a metadsketch a sketcﬁ

. about sketching, so‘as to gain some insight into the children s inter~ '

.pretationaof _the experience.___ _;uff : '\

" Intervieus were conducted during the final tuo weeks'of fielduork. The

o purpose of. these 1ntervieus was’ to gain access to the children's embedded

» ~ theories of both the Tesson as’ a whole and  the particular nature of |

: sketching. , Although some questions were dEveloped in advance, the inter-
views were open-ended. This allouedame to follow the chi.dren s lead
and in this ‘way gain further .insights into their point-of-view.

The study's design uas -guided by the principle of’ prior ethnography
(Corsaro, 1980}, a construct Originally articulated to address probtéems g
of validity and reliabilit}\that arise uhen audio-vistal data are recorded.
In this study, the construct wanexpanded to, include qnot” only the intro-
duction of audio-visual equipment but\the introduction of the ;ketching ‘

‘.lessons. The interpretation employed here inipr bably best explained

13"
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. an examinatid;‘;;hthehi1qg§ of data collected and hUJ they stadd in
xelation to one another.h Primary data are data that capture the phenomenon
of interest in this study the sketching lessons generated data on the
nature of the reading transaction. These lessondy were recorded on audio-
and video-tape and all sketche§ were collected. Bactgrodnd data"on
the other hand, provide 1nformation on the setting in which the phenomenon

-o-—:-._".

is 'found and thys act/a//:eth a validity.check and an‘interpretative

* framework foffpr‘mi;; data. Background data for this study, gathered ‘

through participant-observation and interviewing, consisted of <information

on classroom 1ife. These data were yecorded in field notes and on video-

' r
v ‘

tape, resaectively. ‘ ) \b
1t %s'important to note that the term 'prior'\ds\tq be taken lttér.

ally, that is, the world of the c{assroom.was eritered thore the sketching.

lessons were introduced‘\\Speciffcally. field entry began in October

and was accomplished in part, through non-participant observation.

Observations were made one day a week until:January wheﬂ observatjon

(and by then participation) was increased td‘three consecutive days

a week, The sketching lesson was initiated at the beginnipg of February

and continued until the end of Mav ‘Once this lesson became part of

the class' weekly schedule, however, background data-were not)ignored;'

instead,‘"prioc ethnographf‘ became “contiguous ethnography.”

A brief discussion ef the weekly class schedule will clarify this
p?iEEE:fThe/gketching lesson was Lcheduled for one hour on each of the
three days I was present. This arrangement alloved me to work with

~~ each.of the three groups. THo of the groups met with me during their
: }_
14
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're?ularly,scheduled math c¢lass yhereas the third group met during the

class period devoted to spelling. With the exception of that one hour

”block of time I was present in the cuassroom the entire day and continued

to gather background1data through participant-observation. 1t s in

this sense that the Collection of background data was contiguous ethnography.
Like prior ethnography, participant-observation took on a broader

meaning than usually accorded. Traditionally, participant-obsetvation :

s defined as the process of becoming a “marginal- native* (Freilich, -

l970) of the grdup Being studied but in this study it was expanded

* to include the process whereby the fieldworker introduces something T

new into the setting. The difference between these two interpretations
. 5

'ofeparticipant-observation can be viewed as one of degree rather than
j‘ ..-r-’
kind, particularly when the character of traditionalfparticipant-observation
’_'__,..-—-"’
1o examined. FieldworkerS“by—their very presence alter the setting

#

under 1nve$t19ation and create a.new social context. They can never

. stand outside that setting and take a "picture” for they are always

<‘1n the text” (Herzfeld. 1981), creating. it.in transaction with the -
_partjcipants themselves. - For this reason, participant-intervention%x
seems a felicitous way (o describe the fieldwork experience. -0 '

oo The decision to insert the 3ketching lesson into the curriculum
"was the result of a trade-off between theoretical and practical constraints.
. The intent of the study was to explore the nature of the reading pracess
from a transactional perspective the only site available. however,
was one in which-reading was implicitly. defined as an interaction.
This.decision does not represent a retreat from methodological’purity.




though; it‘is merelyean ekanple of what happens whép\an'educational
. ethnographer' chooses. to: explore-the potential for learning rather t-han{
describe the learning tllt is in place. Traditional educational ethno-
graphers have sought to describe the interface between schools and culture
and are reluctant L to attach valuations to-the nature of that interface.
8ut education is a value-laden enterprise (Eisner, 1982] that must deal
with issues related t6‘the quality of the arranged environment visza-vis .
learning. For this reason,aethnographies designed to explore how a

_student “can become what he/not yet is* (Leontiev cited in Bronfenbrenner,

1977) issues this challenge in tones that are more anthropological .in
* ‘t' . e ..

flavor:

The ethnography of Malinowski and most other classic ethno- -
graphy does not addres$ such questions as "How can we make ' -~
this_canoe better?" Thus classic_ethnographers have been.unable

to learn what can only be learned when one gets invoived in n
the action and picks up one’s own end of the Tog. {p. 186).

His conclusion is that "if we really want our uork as scholars to be
used in ecucational practice, more of us must somehow join with teachers
and administrators in -their daily wor& and in the transformation of
it {p. 186). & , ) o ;‘
» To sumarize, prior ethnography was_the central design feature )
“of this study. It provided a Téans for maximizing the valdity of the
data collected without jeapordizing the emergéht nature of et
The collection\of primary data was'planned in advance but u{‘.

> \
standing that these Plans would be altered ,in accordance with | he exigencies

L

operating " the research site. With the exception.of the szétching

lessons and some-general tield entry strategies, decisions regarding

B
- L“ L]
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. data collection pfocedures could not be mapped out ahead of time since

the site was identified-after the general plan of reseanch”had been

~ drawn up. Even in cases where the fieldworkers has been able to gather . .
"background in*brmation price to field entry, strategies that are rightly
Prepackaged are likely to fail. Fieldwork Lakes place in dynamic and

not static settings, one of ethnography s strengths is that it does

not try to hold time-constant hut inctead charts the changes that take
place. Fieldworkers must thus:be flexible-and take advantage offrather .
than bemoan the changing nature of those settings. This is ultimately ‘
a more productive, if somewhat risky, stance to tage for it byilds a
se1f-correcting feedback loop into the inquiry process. The payoff

is that seli-correction can occur’ while the study i¢ in progress.- If

data collection procedures are too rigidly conéeived the fieldworker’

will Jimit him/herseif to data that are already anticipated unanticipated

data will be ignored as irrelevant, leaving the researcher s initial

- -

~ perspectives unaltered. In "this situation, ‘the fieldworker will experience .

-Data_Analysis . ot
. Data ahalysis, 1iké reading, is 3 meaning-making process. and as su;n«

self-confirmation at the expense of self-correction. s s

-

- J!presents another instance of semiosis. This statement implies that
hypotheses put forth as explanations of ‘data do not simply "emerge” From
the data but arise out 'of the transaction between those data and the
researcher. The constant-comparative method, a technique developed FO,

oenerate grounded'theory (Glaser and Strauss,‘1967), can stand‘as an illus-
tration'of thehneed to rethink the way ethrographers describe the'analysis
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,0F data. To ground hypotheses in the data the -researcher is/ i structed

to continually compare one datum to another on the assumption that this
sorting task wiltl yield categories that can be reVated to form hypotheses. :
The Prob'lem with this strategy is that comparing one datum to another -
presupposes a common metric upon nhich to base the comparison. This amounts
to saying that in. order for this technique to .work the tesearcher ‘rnust"
already have an hypothesis. And so the question of hov hypotheses are

ger)erated remains unanswered .

-
-

R Peirce's concept of retroduction may be of service here, A’ccording.

, o \PE'IF‘CE, retroduction is the on'ly “form of 109i¢ capabie of starting

’ nev \s\eas it involves Zzasoning backwards from a case to a rule that -

might explain that case

This rule stands as an hypothesis until subjec;:ed,
to the test of induction, the movement \vhereby hypotheses are confirmed

. or rejected with reference to sensory data ﬁ]}ely, 1982; Sebeok and Unfiker-
Sebeok 1981; Skagestdi'l 1931) If hypotheses are formed by ﬂing a-

leap from data to an idea that recomnends itself. by virtue of . its econoluy,
1rrespecttve of its. initial plausibility. tien 2 mechanistic data sorting
task cannot in and of ‘itself be expected to turn vp hypotheses. It is
- more appropriate to say ‘that ethnogrophers begin to generate hypo’theses '
-the moment they enter the field and try to make s,'nse of their -experiences.
;Thus. when ethnographers suggest that "tol begin to Jlearn the ropes . . . is -
to begin anolysis‘ (Kleinman, 1980, p. 175) they are explicitly referring.
to retroduction. Sonie.enthnogrophers do employ more explicit analytic
procedurés in the course of oato analysis but my point is that the formality

of these techniques neither privileges ‘them nor eleminates the researcher's.




role. In_short, hypotheses are no more “in the data” than meaning is

"in the text.™

,Data analysis, ‘ther, began on the first day\ﬁr fieldwork. in that -
'I.continually sought to- interpret my fieldwork: experiences. but it would

~ be misleading to syggest tnat when I left thé field I had a- Qlear under- 2
standing of .what ‘th se experiences meant. ‘1t was not until I"d *ilade ‘multiple

viewings of the vid tapes of the lessons and the children‘s-1a£Ervieus. .

as well as the sketches themselves, that explanatorx themes we[e 6rticulated. -

Tﬁeqpresentation that is to follow thus belies, the chafacter ar hypothesis

formation in that req\nstructed 10gic is” foregrounded at the expense of LT
logic in use. Space limitations necessitate this rhetorical” decision.2

* Each. hypothesis will be stated and then supported through the triangulation

of data drawn from observations of classroom life. the children S interviz:;.

their actions durrng the sketching lessons and the sketches themselves.

- S frone Results -and" Discussion

- ' d

Sketching as Recess N : -

¢
Dne of the anomalies that remained a puzzle throu ut»the course

'of f1eldwork wa§ the fact that- the children s behavior du ng the sketthing

'lessons uas,not representative of their behavior during their regular '

Class lessons. I had assuned that the chi oren would treat sketching

Tike any other lesson; the period of prior lethnography was to have been

—

2
. the means through ‘whic their cooperation S ensurfd Indeed my initial

assumption was that prior ethnography ‘would allow me to establi&h a‘role’

as » respurce person, someone who helped out in the cla’;room.ano occasionally

-~
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. taught a lesson. *;b other wbrds , 14 assumedhlt would be'posslble.to
become a member of the subculture. Eventually I uas forced to abandon
.th1s nalve view of dolng f1elduork. As the year progressed 1t\became
clear that developlng a role was more akin to negotlation and that total .
acceptance uas unattalhable. ;Hy role took shape as I helped the- ch1ldren d

]

»wfth the1r uork l1ste§ﬁﬂ?to_the1r stories, heard their problems and com=
'plalnts. and monitored the1r behavlor. In so dolnq. f became a tutor,

;a soundlng board, a- frlend and a‘monltor. The followlng exchange, .drawn )
??om field notes. provldes the best summary of my role and status in: thef“jfm‘
room: . , .. . ’ .‘. . ) . ?'_ ‘- . 'ﬁ“:‘.“.-'; .- .
4/14/82: Sereral of the girls cdme in from recess saylng “You're

our-aunt.” They explained. that the teacher:-was their mother and .

ﬂgr boyfriend was their father and that I was.their aunt. A, called

'Aunt Slegel' at one point durlng the day. ’ .

.~ -
£

LT IR

It was as if they’ haa developed a klnshlp structure for the class and
omy place in’ that structure was that of aunt a person who, 1i.a friend_ . .

0'-
(9 T

. and helpmate. but who has only marqlnal authority., )
The children’s behavior dur1ng the sketchlng lessons was not due

" to my.statu; and role alone; the fact that the sketches weren t graded

£

.\ (all of their.regular, class asslgnments were graded) and that they were’
{

excused from either math or spelllng class also contrlbuted to the recess-

A
1ike tone of the lesson, lntervlew data confirmed these hunches, Chlldren :

referred to the. sketchlnd\lfssons as & "break® from school; an in-class

“recess” where they didn't have to do *work" (quota;ﬂon marks indicate
‘terms used by respondents). When I probed totilnd out ;7é features of

R
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work' 1 d1scovered that it was something assigned and graded by ‘the teacher.

Consider. for example, the children 3 comments on sketching: .

T

o Kids think it‘s less immortant than math.” - {

‘- It's. different because e read ‘stories and draw what we think.
" In our roon we get an assignment and it's graded and we don’t
share it.. We don -t do our oun eas=s we do that special thing.

-, = In sketching- there s, nq ’rong answer so they don't think it's
really hard work Y

. 1,’

)’» .

- There s,no real teachep in sketching - no one~§? boss you around.
'“- If/fou do bad 1h here and dood in. there. you're still gonna pass.

In: sbggt 'the .children de;dnéd the sketching lessons as a “creative, rece;s.

Estimating the representativenessfof their behavior during the lessons

thus required that the;yardstick against whioh to measure representativeness
‘be their ‘actions during recess and“not their Actions during school lessons.
.The two most salient features of recess‘uere (1) children could elect .
to‘p Y themselves or with friends and (2) ch;ldren could participate
in a5§;;:::es of interest to them. It should not have'been surprising, .-
then, to realize that friendship and interest were important themes that~
ran through the data and explained much of what was initially thought

to be 'disruptive behavior.* C

Friendship and Sketching

-

The theme of friendship was played out in a number of ways durirg
the less‘is. Friends often selected the same reading materials and sometimes ‘

: created similar sketches. Friends also served as colleagues du‘ing the

. activity of sketching, helping each other decide not only what to draw

and how to draw it but at times actually drawing part of a friend‘s sketch

* ’ir ".
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for him/her. (Later I termed this phenomenon "sub-contracting.*)

Finelly. friends 'o'ften'{s'e‘;-ir‘eo as coll'a'horators'du'r"ing" the‘comunicating

portion of the lesson. Although 1'd ‘originally conceptuolited sharing :

time as a serles of monologues n which each child explained his{her sketch, .'

, the children negotiated this task such that it became a series of dialogues.

(and sometimes a polyloguel In other words. the children frequently '

collaborated on explanations,. helping one another conmunicate their intentions B ""

to the rest of the group. Thus, friends acted as mediators, assisting 3

the orfist in the translation of private thoughts~into public'statements..
. It s’ conceivable that relying on friends was a way to avoid making

, decisions'andlor avoid ‘full eogagehent°in the actiuity. but- I think al t

more compelling explanation Vies in the fact that the organizing’ PP1001P1E i

of ‘childhood culture is doing things together (Corsaro, 1983), Corsaro s /

en

{1977y study of face-to-face interaction in a pre-school found that childr

uhich, in turn, signified their status as joint participants in an event,

were willing to work with their peers to create a shared meaning<world %/_

!

Given the sooial provess of 3 year ol%?._it should not have been surprisi 9
_that the fourth graders in this study placed a high value 0 friendship.
Helping each: other dec ide what to regd. what to draw; how tiraw it, |

T and how to explain it allowed'the children to demonstrate to one anoth:
that they were doing something together; in effect, it allowed them tq
make a collective cunnent on their intersubjectivity. .

Interest and Sketching_ ' P : A . .‘ ./

The third theme that omerged was that of interest. ﬁhﬂt is, interest

»
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.guided the children's participation'in‘ ske'tching -"fhe _Children reported
that they selected reading materials on the‘ basis of interest; humor.
relevance. and novelty weré the features that distinguished an - inlrresting
. piece of material from a boring one, For instance, one boy wrote the
f0110hﬁﬂg statement on his reta-sketch: .

This story is awfal. 1 don’t Tike ft so 1 von't make &' ,
good sketch. . ) ~

Moreover, the extent to which the chi ldren were interested in. their reading
materials affected the creation of sketctes. Some childr:en claimed that

if the story was interesting they wanted to "take the point out' or "highlight"
a part acular part of the st.ory.. «Dther chidren "illustrated the relationship
between interest and sketching by literally drawing. themselves into thi.r ]
sketches; svme of the most popular stories were the .very ones that resulted

in personalized sketches. Finally. a few children indicated that sharing

time was more interesting when new rather than given infonnation was presented -

In other words, they expected sharing time’to be an authentic comunicative
event and when two children read the same story they*sometimes interrupted
each other with comments 1ike "Don't-tell it all.’ Save some for e, "
Interruptions such as these served to keep 'given information to a minimum
‘and thus make the-event. mone interesting to the participants

Interest exerted its n‘ost powerful influence in a way tha} was at
once more general and more subtle,.and, more importantl Ys operated by
default. Briefly_ put, the childrer were interested in the lessons because *
they were excused. froll’n either a math or. a ‘spelling class. One child \surnned |

" it up this way:
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was getti fun ‘cauge I thin they were gettinj) away from ,i
¢lass. ybody agtually hages math and so they say -

“WOW "= We get a break|today. They're having fun caus they”%
can do something else 1ike read and they can do the- sketches.
They can decide whatito do. Instead of a teacher, telling them
what to do, they tell themselves what to do.

o At first the kids thought -tgis is really dumb, butythen it

i

In summary, friendsh‘ip and interest not only affected the creation of

o Ll

sketches but appeared to facilitate the . learning process. This hypothesis

s explored in the section that follows. . T, -
) * 3 -

Thin versus Thick Descriptﬁons of Learning

The hypothesis that learning might take place when children *tel
themselves,what to do' "does not support the conceptualization of the teaching-

» earning process that is starting to domihate the literature. Some re-

. searchers, led by Rosenshine and Berliner (1978) argue that the cgitical

variable in the learning process is ‘academic engaged time"* or time on
-
task. Academic: engaged time is~the,amount of time a student attends to

L]

content of moderate difficulty and thus may not be related to the time\
allocated to a particular scl'oo'“l\ subject. In their review of research * _
on teaching, Rosenshine and Berlinér cite study after study in which signi-

ficant positive correlations were found between academic engaqed time

are the following.

1. successful teacherslare 'ose,ﬁho ‘occupy the center
of attention and direct activities without giving.
-..students_choicés; Y

students do not engage’ in on~%ask behavior unless a

teacher monitors the) attent

,classrooms that al students to choose their activities
result in less teacher superyision. making it difficult
for them to stay bn task. _

on;

(

)
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Future resedrch, they suggest should invostigate both the amount of &cademic

eﬂUGQEU-time nﬁcessary for achievement gains and the ways teachers can"

. inanage classrooms 50 as to increase the amount of academic engaged times'
Acceptadce of the conclusions cited\above depends on the extent to

which academic ragaged time is a valid index of Tearning., In the previous

- section I’urgued that what at first glance seemed o be disruptive behavior

. was in fack an indexﬂof the’ children s engagement in\the event. Thus, -

a measure of learning that relies on- behavioral descriptions such as "gazing
intently in the right direction, ansuering a question, or\\:eaking on
the topic under discussion (Au and Mason,: 1982, p. 130) of ers a 'thin

description {Geertz, 1973) of the conditions uhder ubich learning occurs.v
There s no ‘reason ‘to believe that gazing at a ‘book constitutes actual
engagement in(the activity. Children can appear to be engaged when they .-
are not, and, conversely, appear to be distracted‘uhen chey are in-fact
engaged At the very least then ‘a valid index oﬁ‘learning must take,
the learner's perspective intn account. After Geertz,,such an index uould

be considered “thick.".

-

!

[

Smith {1981) pesits a-model of learning that holds promise for the
development of a thick description of the learning-process. — Three “things. ~
are deemed-basic to that process' demonstrations, engagement, and sensitjvity.

. Demonstrations reflect the environment in uhich learning takes place°
’ they ;hou a potential learner how something is done. It is possible.
though, that learners can demonstrate to themselves hou SONEthiﬂg 15 done; .
But demgnstrations do not ensure learning, the interaction of the brain

‘with a demonstration, which Smith calls engagement, is necessaryvif learning ~
. N ¥ ' . - )

L4




. -5 -
is to‘bccur. This~ sense of engagement is.vEry different from the one
Rosenshine and Berliner employ as it implies a "meshing of geprs” that

results inethe transformation of an observed denonstration into an experienced

demonstration. The third factor in learning is sensitivity. A model

of learning must account!for failure as well as success in learning

A thin description suggests that the difference between suceess and failure

Sensitivity iss'the absence of any expectatipn that learding vill not -
take place or that it uill be difficult™(p. 111). In sum, the ey factor.
‘in learning is the learner s interpretation of the sitdation and not the
amount of timg engaged in a task. . ‘ I N
Self-regulation, the very thing models of direct instruction elemihates
from the teaching-léarning procesix facilitated the children $ engagement
in sketching. They formulated their own rules for the.activity which =
' precloded the possihility -of faijure,: except~hy leir own- standards. o
. Wnat allowed the children to take the lead was not simply the availability
" of a demonstration but the-fact that it was impossible to fail. Ir SmTth‘ ,
_ terms I would posit that the student's engagement was ensured by their
sensitivity. the absence of any expettation that sketching uould be difficﬁlt.
From this perspective. the fact that sketching was defined as 2 recess .
, takes on: nev significance for it implies that ™y play is better metaphor

for learning than work. ° ¥
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“The Relationship Between Self as’ Artist and Transmediation

- Up to this point 1 have argued that the children defined sketching

léssons as recess and hence learning became more play than work, an attitude

- that legitdmized risk-taking. Early in the‘stuéy it becane clear that

El

one thing served as a roaoblock to risk taking and that was the children's

definition¥ of themselves as artists. During the first two lessons one-

fourth of the children traced either'some or al) of" their sketch, a clear
indication that tney Fé1t they couldn't-drad (although at the time I thought
tracing was a strategy for’creating a "correct” sketch; 1 uaé wrong) .

Data to support the hypothesis that the children' s definition of
themselves as artists influenced their perfbrmance during sketching come
from four sources: actions observed during the lessons. "disclaimers offered
up during sharing tiMe. direct statements made during the lessons and
1nterviews. and the sketche;. The most intriguing phenomenon was "sub-
contracting. 45 previously mentidned, thezchiidren would often ask a '
friend to draw part of their sketch for them. demonstrating that thEy

vieued ‘themselves® as inadequate artists. This definition was 2150 evident

during sharing time}‘ It was not uncommon for a child to begin his/her

explanation with a disclaimer as to the quality of‘the‘art'[e.g. "This
is a bad pgcture.' *Mine's horrible ~ don't look at that.“i~ The ubiquity h
of sub-contracting and disclaimers suggests another interpretation, though.

for both were strategies for increasing the chances of successful communi-

." cation. Data to surport this hypothesis come from the sketches_thamselves.

Of the 325 sketches:produceqnggjy 117 used art alone; 201 sketches employed.

janguage and seven nade use of keys* or "decoders.”” In short, the children

27,
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pro;eokto be astute semioticfans for they vederstood {hat pictorial signs

cannot be interpreted in the absen.z ¢f a shared code. - R ‘
Finally, children made direct ;tatgments as to their inadequacy as_'

sartists. In fact, one child reported that her’ perception of herself as

an artist placed enormous constaints on her participatién in the event.

She said "I‘m not too good at sketthing so I can't really sketch what.

" I'm really thinking. \ /;>, . .

The relationship between the children's definjtions of themselves ;

‘ as artists anq the act of sketching is of theoretic import because sketching

1nvolves the process of transmediation across sign systems, that 1s, a‘\
movement from language to art. One way to explain transmediation is through
Eco's (1976) theory of sign-functioning. He posits that meaning arises

out of the correlation of a content plane (the conveyed system) antl anq

" expression plane (the conveying system). Thigperspective is commensurate

with the description of semiosis offered earlier in thot the cootent olane .
may be thought of as the object ithhe semiotir triad whereas the expression '
plene corresponds roughly to the representamen or sign-vehicle. - In trans-
mediation, the actor does not simply correlate a content plane ond an

expression plane; he/she must take the Weanings that arise from the corre—

_ lation of;iontent to expression in one sign srstem as an object of thought.

Y

Moreover, he/she must segment the expression plane of the new sign system

such‘that‘it correlates with that object of thought, which functions as

. the content to be tonveyed. "What differentiates transmediet}on from other |

* instances of semiosis, then,'is the fact that the entire triad (the actor's




interpretation) becomes an object of thought to be conveyed through a .

L4

new expression plane. //’ _ \
Segmenting a new expression plane is not as straightforward as it

first appears for the relation of content to expression must be invented=

as it does not exist prior to the act itself. ‘Herein 1ies the significance

of the children's definitions of themselves asiartists. If children see

'themselves as inadequate artists they udll be less willing to do the kind:

‘ of experimentation that segmentation of a new expression plane requires._

Stated another way, transmediation demands risk-taking. or, in Smith s

terms, sensitivity. The price to be paid uhen the expression plane. remains

onexplored is worth considering for 1 have come to tﬁeﬁconclusion that
sketching‘s potential as a learning strateg; rests on the fact»that segne;r
tation:of the expression plane affords a reorganization of the content
plane. The self-focusing nature'oi/sketching permits a reconsideration

of the reader's initiai meaning-world: So, in addition to.fu:ctioning'

as a way .to engage students in the-process of signification rather than
;‘representation.-transmgdiation presents students uith'an opportunity to
step back and rethink what they've made of the reading experience.

From the pbrspective of semiotics. transmediation is & process of

knowledge-making. Peirceﬁtajled what 1 have described as transmediation,

retroduction for it involves a kind of reasoning ‘backwdrds that takes

place below the level of consciouSness. Anomolies are [thought to be signi-

ficant factors in retrodoction-as,they create the feelihg of doubt that{,;,ft

motivates the search for resolution and understanding. ?he’doubt the:

T
Aoy
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children exper ienced uhen asked to draw their intespretations uas thus

2 productive sensation and ultimately responsible for ‘the insights they

gleaned. Still. too much doubt can be disabling, it is possible that
children who will sketch only what they feel capable of rendering in art

-

may ‘forfeit an opportunitv to 1earn. . - .

— .
-

The Invention of Sketches ) i —

e e —— bt

As noted earlier. a transactional model of reading considers the_“,__T_&_;___;;":
phenomenon of interest to be the range  of interpretations that arise from
_the reading experience. Furthermore. this model assumes that such variation
is- tied to both the.reader and the 'social situation in uhich the event
is embedded. The findings of this study suggest that the children's sketches
were influenced by their defiinition of the lesson as a ghole. their frjend-
‘=ships, their interests, &nd their perceptions of themse"rVes as artis‘ts‘.
The final question be be addressed 15 how the process.of-fransmediation
l was accomplished. - . > : e{ . . .“
. Transmeédiation involves the segmentation of an expression piane that :

has not yel been segmented for the purpose of conveying a content. As

such. transmediation is a process of code-invéption' a 1ink, or a code. ,

myst be forged between content and expression if the sketch is to attain

significatoryepotential. Eco proposed a typology of sign-production that
* served as a heuristic for gaining insights into the way the children inven ed

their sketches. He claims that the correlation of a content plane and

an expression plane may be accominshed in a variety of ways and ‘the chii ‘

used many of the coding_conveations he puts forth; in fact. the on) cod

Ld




. conventions to be described are those that are reflective of the children's

definitions for the activity of sketching; Specifically, their interpretations

" were correlated to thé expression pland of art by means of e:namples"; samples,
o> projections. graphs, stylizations, and programmed stimuli. A brief discussion
of each of these, categories may. clarify the manner in which sketches were f
Cinvented. - ’ o to ' ’

- One of the ways the children defined sketching was 3s a process of

creating examples. "Whén an object is selected as a vhole to express -its

class Eco calls it an examp]e - a member for its class.' Sketches.generated
by example typically showed a scene that stood as an example of the child'
interpretation of the material read. Sketches in this category appear
very static until the children talk about them and then it becomes clear
that the scene #1lustrates an example of the child s understanding. As‘;
-~ one child said "You figure out what to do when sketching by reading the
story. then thinking about it for a minute or so. then trying to act theér'
out - what they're doing.¥ "Jl,‘ '
A second definition-of a sketch was a swmple produced when part
" of 5\‘object is selected to express the gntire object and thus the class. The',
Children Produced samples in three uays. (1) by drawing an incident from
a story or "fact“ from an article, {2) by drawing the characters from
a story, or {3) by drawing an objectkt:at,stood or a topic fo the article.
In each case they 1inked content’tq expressio’G{inough a part-whole‘relation.
3rojections. Eco claims, are produced when points on the space of

" the expression plane correspond té points on the content plane when the
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content has spatial features.- Thus, the content’ deternines to some extent
- the spatial properties of the expression. This definition had to be expanded -
to include the possibility of projecting temporal features of the content ]
into the expression plane in order to account for‘what the chidren did . ,
when the} sketched their ideas. By projecting selected sptial and temporal.
features of the coatent plane onto the: expressjpnwplane the children were .
able to signify the plot of a story of the "facts" included in an article.
dnlike-empleHnd—samplea—whach—tooLthe_fom_oLAJanlejsty_'!. _
'projections were made up of a series of pictures.. lnterview data provide
support’ for the claim that sh‘lildren defined sketching ir} this way.

For example, two girls who frequently helped each other reported thats.

they often discussed 'which way [of making a sketch] we thought woqu
1
be the best. Théy exp’ained the various ways' in the follouipg statement'

*

Like we discuss if it should be one big picture or différent

Tittle scenes.or if we should make one part of the story or the .

othér part or which part we 1iked the most. ' .

l'hese c?mnents not only present ah inventory of the various ways sketches

were created but highlight the- role interest Played fn this processs.

In short projections were sketches that included the events of a story -

so as to signify "how it happened.” When an expository_piece was sketched,

projections uere a uay to “"get in all the ideas. ; . . ‘;*..:
Graphs are produced when spatial points on the expression plane corres-

pond to points on the content plane when the content does not -contain / _‘

spatial features. In other words, 2 graph is a spetially organized expression

that displays information about a relation that is not itself spatial, -




‘He explained Nis "addition problem® this way: 'This is the kid plus his

The children produced skei;ches that were dcaohs in order to explain "the
lesson"_ of a story of the "main idea"'o; an article. One of the best £
eiwnples of a graph was cr‘ea'te’cl by a boy who'd read'. Ira §1eegs Over by

. Waber. At the top of his paper he drew a picture of a boy, then a,
plus sign, a teddy bear, another pius sign, another boy, a plus sign, -
another teddy bear, .an equal sign and finally a picture of two boys.

P

-
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teddy bear plus_another kid plus his teddy bear equa'ls ‘two, friends. That's
wh_it it's"trying to teach me.” -The addition problem was tlius a way 'to
spatially organize an idea that was not itself spatial. -t

Sketches were also created through the use of styliza:tions.' ‘In the.
case ofi\stylizations expréssfons appear iconic b?ecause they resemble .the e
content expressed but in fact are the result of a coding convention, vmich

¥

in turn, perrnits their recognition. One . example of a stylization is the .
Queen -of Hearts on a playing card. _ This design is_not taken as 3’ sign .
because it 1ooks 1ike a rroman but because it contains prcviousl:;r coded . _
features that’ could be replicated. The children s sketches rel ied heavily -
on styli'.ations. The hearts, r:ainbows speech balloons, and so on that
the children included in their ‘sketches’ were potentially meaningfu] because-
they relfed on a coding convention shared by the cultural colnnunit.y.

~ There was one finel code anQLoyed in the oeneration of sketches :and
thst was procrammed stimuli. Progronmed stimuli are produced when ‘the

sender of a message “inserts some stimuli_into the.discourse in order to

-



pull-the-receiver toward an emotional state. The use pf a throbbing voice

-'in & persuasive speech is one example., The children used color and size .

to produce similar effects\\\tir example, one qirlytraced over the, word

'luxury with a turquoise cray n\because it was a iuxurious color; another -
girl drew 2 gigantic thumb .to show uhat happened uhen a character sucked
her thumb. toIOr and size’ tfo not in and of\themse‘lves convey mean ing;
it is only v.hen they are cul turally coded to a content plane and inter-

" twined With other codes that thP.Thave ‘the potential to signify. .

At this point is should be clear that sketches were created l:;y inter-

twining various codes; they were never the resu1t of ‘using a single code.
The complexity of signproduction can be understood if th.e distinction

| between moderate and -,r,adical -inventions is considered. 'Eco"distin_guishesh
between these two processes in tertns'of the r‘ole played by convention, l
Moderate inventions rely on a-pre-existing. codh that is th .
_invented through the use of such things as stylizations examples,
stimuli and $0 on, It is because code-making is a conmunicative '

that these conventions are employed. In any act of couihunicatio the
sender of a mes?aue attempts to contnunicate his/her intentions, a

lventions increase the chances of this happening COdes that are assuned

‘ to be shared or conventionalized thus provide a meeting ground for the
participants. although the use of these conventions does not guarantee :
successful conmunication since codes aren’t always shared.

In“the case of radical inventions no such means for presentinﬁ that

®
intention exists prior to the act of in\—r}t\on- rather. it is created

. - e

+—py -

!
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\ Lo \
in the'agf itself~ As such, radicai inventions are rare because they

W

are risky. Their success or failore as communicative events depends on

‘the villingness of a receiver to.collaBorate in the process. If it socceedsdv

a new convention arises and is‘available_for future use. Sut the potential . -

for failure abounds. A o . :” .
| The distinction between moderate and radical inventions may help

explain moch of what occurred in the sketching. lessons. Sketching required

that the children draw their interpretations, yet: there was no established
.€ode for doing this and so for this reason sketching may be conceptualized

as a‘process of invention. Sketching had another dimension that figured
~into the process of invention and. that was comaunication. In order for

their sketches to succeed as communicative acts they had to rely on shared
‘ codes; examples. Samples, projections' graphs stylizations, and proqrammed

stimuli served this porpose. By intertwininghthese codes there was'a -

better chance thatva sketch would QE understood as the. child intended

_than if a completely new code were proposed. The idea that: it is possible

to posit a completely new code, that-.is, to create a radical inventg?n. .

T misleading, though, for codes never arise fron nothing: Eco (1976) -
writes: ' '

[ ‘ -
In fact, no one ever really witnesses cases of total radical
invention, more indeed- of total moderate invention, since texts
are maze-like structures combining inventions, replicas,
stylizations, ostentions and so on. Semiosis never arises
ex novo and ex nihilo. No new culture can ever come into
being except against a background of an old one....Man i

!;er

- continually making and remakifg codes, but only insofyf &s
other codes already exist. In-the semiotic oniverse

&

-
e v e amarr




are neither single protagonists nor charismatic préphets.
Even prophets have to be socially accepted in order to be
right; if not they are wrong. {p. 256) /

Conclusion | -

The purpose of tJ}s study was to explore the na?&re of the readjng
transaction. My conclusion at this point is that the children’s embedded
//theories of ‘the lesson, their skills as artists, tz?ir interests. and

*

their within-class friendships were inextricably i tertuined with the - .

invention of interpretations. In short. this stzﬁy provides empirical

'support for-the efficacy of viewing reading 2s § gnification. The. children‘s h
interpretations could not be explained in terms/of the reader or the text.,_
alone, instead, .they required a consideration of the total reading event.
In addition, .the study’ s findings suggest that.thick descriptions of

_learning have more explanatory power vis-a-yis the data than-descriptions

—r

_of the learning process that are at base thin. This calls for 2 recon-
sideration of models of direct instructioh Finally, the study hints . -
at the potential that transmediation across sigh systems holds for gurriculum
developnent. Providing opportunities for students to move between“language
and art, dramd and language, music- and art, and so on may increase their °¥
learning potentials. The hope, of course. is that if we cag engage students

. in significatory processing without fear of failure. we may be able to

unleash human potential within school walls.




+ .

i' ' footﬁotes \

-
L]
N .

1 1 will employ first person usage through the rest of this paperso— )

as to highlight the intertextuality of ethnographic fidldwork.
2 Not only is it difficult to describe the evolution of the hypotheses

v

in a paper of this length, it is impossible to aggregate -—-———— —.
ethnographic daié\E such a way as to make the plausibility

of ﬂie hypothest;s easy to &sséss.

v
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