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LITERARY UNDERSTANDING AND LITERATURE | NSTRUCTION

JUDITH A. LANGER

The study reported here involved a school and university collaboration. It sought to
understand the types of principles underlying effective literature ingtruction that emphasizes the
development of students' reasoning abilities in the context of their understanding of literature. |
begin with areview of the theories of ingtruction and of literary understanding that underlie the

research, and move from there to a consderation of the work itsaf.

Teaching the Process of Literary Under standing

This entire project is based upon a sociocognitive view of learning (Langer, 1985, 1986,
1987b, 1989, in press @). Such aview is heavily influenced by Vygotsky (1962, 1978) and the
neo-Vygotskians (e.g., Rogoff, 1990; Scribner & Cole, 1980; Wertsch, 1985) who carry on after
him, on Bruner and his students  (Bruner, Goodnow, & Austin, 1956; Bruner, 1986) work on
concept development, on work in language acquidition (e.g., Brown, 1973; Weir, 1962), and on
work studying issues of language and culture (e.g., Labov, 1972; Gumperz, 1982). It sees
learning as being socidly based, and cognition (in particular, ways of thinking) as growing out of
those socialy-based experiences. Within socia settings, children learn how different forms of
knowledge are used and communicated — what counts as knowing and what that knowledge
“lookslike.” As children learn to manipulate the tools of language to serve the functions and
reach the ends they see modeled around them, their ability to think and reason developsin a
culturaly appropriate way; they use certain cognitive strategies to structure their thoughts, and
not others. Ways of thinking appropriate to a particular culture are learned, while others (those
that are unproductive for successful knowing and communicating in that culture) are not
practiced and learned. Learners  cognitive uses are sdlective, based upon the usesto which
literacy is put within acommunity, and the learners beliefs about “what counts’ within that
community. Thus, as children learn to interpret and use the linguistic Sgns and symbols of the



culture, they become part of the community (see Langer, 1987b; in press a).

Thisview leads to a subgtantive change in the ways in which literacy learning and issues of
schooling are addressed. It forces usto look a ways in which literacy is used, what is valued as
knowing, how it is demongirated and communicated, and the kinds of thinking as well as of
content knowledge that result. Because schooling is an important context in which“academicaly
sanctioned” literate thought and literary discourse take place, we need to understand the
sociocognitive context of that schooling — the ways of thinking encouraged in literature

classrooms and the god's and vaues of the classroom discourse community.

The Current Context for Literature Instruction

While the English language arts have witnessed extensive reform during the past 20 years,
this reform has focused primarily on writing ingtruction. And despite the fact that nearly 75% of
the writing that goes on in English classes is writing about literature, the teaching and learning of
literature has been largely ignored. Thus, the conventiona wisdom about effective approachesto
teaching the English language arts is schizophrenic — discuss ons about writing ingtruction
emphasi ze process- oriented gpproaches that focus on students' thinking, while the teaching of
literature remains dominated by text-based approaches that focus on “right” answers and
predetermined interpretations (Applebee, 1989; in press). Until recently, there have been few
attempts to reconceptudize literature indruction in light of relevant research on the processes of
making meaning in reading and writing, or in light of mgor movements within literary theory
itsdf.

Process conceptudizations of reading and writing (Spiro, Bruce, & Brewer, 1980; Gregg &
Steinberg, 1980) see text understanding and production as constructive processes that develop
over time. Such views move the god of ingtruction from ensuring that sudents interpret textsin
asgngle“correct” manner toward helping them learn to explore their growing understandings of
the pieces they read and study and write.

The work of anumber of scholars from avariety of fields and theoreticd frameworks has
begun to converge on these issues. Duckworth (1987), from a neo- Piagetian framework, argues
that dl learning is congtructivid. It isthe individud’s own inquiry thet is at the root of learning,
the source of understanding, and the development of the mind. We need, she says, to simulate



learners toward genuine inquiry, and can teach them best when we learn ways to support their
own ideas and directions. Rogoff (1990), from a neo-Vygotskian perspective, posits that
cognitive development is an gpprenticeship. It occurs through guided participation in socia
activity, with participants who support and stretch learners understandings. Willinsky (1990),
from the perspective of school literacy programs, argues for a“ new literacy” conssting of
programs that actively engage students in reading and writing — programs that * produce hours of
focused discussions, reams of notes and drafts, scores of performances and publications’ (pp. 7-
8). He cdlsfor indructiond programsthat foster anew leve of literate engagement, with less
intellectud authority in the environment and greeter voice to the sudents  developing thoughts.

These views are consonant with those of John Dewey (1915) and the student- centered
educational theorists of the early 20" century who called for experience-based curriculaand
sudents' active engagement in learning. However, dmost a century of interdisciplinary research
into the processes of language and learning (see Langer & Allington, in press, for a discusson of
thisissue) provides the basis for a reconceptuaization of ingructiond theoriesin away that
moves well beyond that early work. Severd movementsin language education (including
literature- based reading ingtruction, whole language approaches, and the integrated language
arts) are examples of active attempts to put these notionsinto practice, and their growing
popularity isduein large part to an emphasis on sudents centra role in the congtruction of
meaning.

Most ingtruction, however, has a different emphasis. Applebee (1984) found that students are
often asked amply to display their knowledge rather than to explain, defend, or elaborate on
what they are learning. Langer and Applebee (1987) and Langer (in press b) report that teachers
tend to focus on particular content to be learned to the neglect of waysin which their sudents
think about that content. Rather than developing arich web of meaning in which new knowledge
becomes part of an available background for interpretation of new experiences, sudents are
taught content in isolation from processes of comprehension and interpretation. And Marshal
(1989; Marshdl, Klages, & Fehiman, 1990) found that despite teachers' intentionsto use
discusson for sudents sdlf-discovery and deeper andysis of the texts being reed, in practice
teachers maintain control of the topics discussed, the points focused on, and the pace aswell as
organization of the class meetings. Related results are evident in the last two nationd
assessments that focused specifically on literature. In the 1980 assessment (National Assessment



of Educationd Progress, 1981), students demonstrated little ability to formulate extended and
well-defended interpretations of literature. In the 1986 assessment (Applebee, Langer, & Mullis,
1987) they demondtrated a limited degree of recognition of mgjor themes, characters, authors,
and works from the Western literary tradition. It seems, in other words, that current approaches
may be leading to the development neither of sufficient background information nor of adequate
skills of interpretation and anadyss. What students seem to have developed instead is a set of
superficid reading skills that dlows them to answer multiple choice comprehension questions
about the sdlections they encounter, together with avocabulary of technica terms (character,
theme, setting) that they can usein limited contexts, but cannot use effectively in developing

thelr own interpretations. In many ways this behavior is a senghble reaction to ingtructiond
demands; students have developed a“response to literature scaffold — an ordered ‘ladder’ on
which to hang the ‘key school words which are appropriate in responding to a predictable
‘school-type’ question” (Langer, 1982).

Yet, if skills of interpretation and critical analyd's are to be taught more effectively, recent
research indicates that the study of literature can be a particularly productive way to do so.
Literature is an inviting medium, both in content and structure, in which al students can
productively develop, analyze, and defend interpretations. However, to do so, notions of “what
counts’ as knowing will need to change.

The teaching of literature became formdized as a mandated part of the English curricullum in
American schoolsin the late 1800s (see Applebee & Purves, in press, for areview). Since that
time, the mgjor debates that have focused on the teaching of literature have centered on the
relative contribution of the text and the reader’ s own understanding to “good” reading. For
example, one st of text-centered approaches, New Critica approaches, involve close and careful
textud anayses of different sorts. They focus on the text as the source of knowledge, and are an
example of one set of movements within literary criticism, themselves unconcerned with issues
of indruction, that have been used to formulate educationa goas and approaches to teaching. By
and large, such text-focused approaches emerge from the view that thereis a“message” inthe
text that needs to be extracted by the reader who must learn to follow certain procedures to arrive
a meaning. In this case, the anaytic procedure becomes the focus of ingruction. Another text-
centered school approach to literature relies upon dready agreed upon interpretations of works,

and urges teachers to rely upon those interpretations as the focus of ingtruction, so that sudents



will learn to read in ways that invoke those interpretations. Instruction focuses on content — on
the received interpretation itself.

In contrast, approaches that focus on the reader (e.g., reader response theory) consider
meaning to reside in the reader (e.g., Bleich, 1978; Fish, 1971) or in the transaction between
reader and text (e.g., 1ser, 1978; Rosenblatt, 1938/1978), with the readers’ interpretations as
evidence of good reading. In the first case, any well-argued interpretation would be as good as
any other; in the second, accountability to the text does not determine one correct interpretation,
but does et limits. Transactive gpproaches have received extensive emphasisin the recent
pedagogicd literature (Britton, 1970; Diaz & Hayhoe, 1988; Hynds, 1989, 1990; Muldoon,
1990; Probst, 1988), and represent the critical view most consonant with current research on
reading comprehension as an interactive and congtructive process. It is dso the literary approach
that has contributed most significantly to my work on the learning and teaching of literature.

Undergtanding Literature

If literature ingtruction has been limited in its god's and approaches, this has been in good
part areflection of adearth of research into the nature of literary understanding and its
contribution to the developing intellect. Too often, literature instruction has been considered only
as away to indoctrinate sudents into the cultura knowledge, good taste, and dlitist traditions of
our society (Bloom, 1987; Hirsch, 1987; Ravitch & Finn, 1987), neglecting the role of literature
ingruction in the development of the sharp and critical mind. Thus the potentialy significant
contribution of the teaching of literature to current educationd reform has been margindized.

However, there is evidence from a number of sources that the processes involved in
understanding literature are a natural and necessary part of the well-developed intellect. The
philosopher Suzanne Langer (1967) describes human fedings and understandings as emanating
both from outside the individua and from within. She refers to these as objective and subjective
experience, explaining that together they creete a unity of meaning. However, the different
starting points (the objective outer world and the subjective inner world) lead to related but
somewhat different gpproaches to making meaning.

Severd scholars who have examined language and meaning have distinguished between these

two universes of discourse. For example, Suzanne Langer (1942), in her work on the process of



symbolization, distinguishes between presentational and discursive techniques, Rosenblatt (1978),
focusing on the reader’ srole, distinguishes between aesthetic and efferent reading; and Britton
(1970), in hiswork on the development of language abilities, distinguishes between spectator and
participant roles. Although developed for different purposes, each set of distinctions focuses on
qualitative differences between experiences that have literary or informative purposes. Each
describes on the one hand a Stuation where the language- user engages in alived-through
experience of literature, and on the other hand holds meaning apart, in quest of amore rationa or
logicd underganding.

Bruner (1986) argues that these contexts, involving what he cdls narrative and paradigmetic
modes of thought, provide diginctively different and complementary ways of viewing redlity.

Full understlanding, he suggests, is better achieved by using both the ordered thought of the
scientist and the humandy inquistive thought of the storytdler. The paradigmatic mode offers
facts, objectivity, logica proofs, and reasoned hypotheses, while from the study of literature
comes undergtanding of the “vicisstudes of human intention” (p. 17). Britton (1983) amilarly
contragts the linear, rule-governed thought of the scientist with the many-sidedness of literary
thought, suggesting the complexity of the latter is necessary for understanding the human
experience. It isthe focus on the human situation described by each of these scholars that
suggedts the particular power of literature to draw the individua into the experience, reaffirming
the atus of literature as one of the most natural and productive ways in which we make sense of
and share our understandings of the world.

A few studies have aso provided evidence that the processes involved in the understanding
of literature are productive in dealing with the problems of everyday life. Elstein, Shulman, and
Sprafka (1978), for example, have shown that physicians who usudly take a“logica” approach
to diagnosisturn to “storytelling” to help understand complex problems; the thinking processes
involved in such storytdling are a productive dternative to their usua approachesto problem
solving. Orr (19874, b) studied the ways in which technicians who repair highly complex
machines go about building their understanding of the problem. He smilarly suggests that stories
are remembered and told during the diagnosis of the problem, and that individua expertise
involves the ability to abstract important clues from the context of the stories.

Putnam (1978), studying practica reasoning, argues that literary understanding, with its
attention to knowledge about how people live, isacritical component of scientific thought, and



that imagination and sengbility are essentid ingruments of practica reasoning. Dworkin (1983),
in related work, argues that the understanding of law can by enhanced by “literary” readings, and
cdls for lawvyersto read legad documents through literary-interpretive as well aslogicad-andytic
means.

Although these concerns about the nature of literary understanding and its contribution to
thinking and problem solving in generd are provocative, they have not been sufficiently well-
developed to drive new conceptudizations of the role of literature in the curriculum, nor of how
to teach it. While each of the works cited above refersto literary understanding and describes it
in agenera sense, none explans the reasoning drategies involved in literary undergtanding in a
way that can inform educationd change. To provide such explanations, | have undertaken a
series of studies (Langer, 1989, 1990, in press b), which will be reviewed below. The studies
explored the processes involved in coming to understand literature (the works generaly taught in
literature classes) and compared them with the process of coming to understand in other
coursework, especidly science and socid studies. Rather than examining the expressed content
of sudents understandings, the focus was on the approaches they use to develop that
understanding during the reading of works for ether literary or informationa purposes.

Reading as Envisonment-Building

To study the process of literary understanding, it was necessary to first specify atheoretical
orientation to the process of understanding. The orientation | have taken (see Langer, 1989)
grows from a condructivist view; it sees reading as an experience of envisonment building, of
growing understandings that change over time. Envisonment building is an act of becoming —
where questions, ingghts, and understandings devel op as the reading progresses, while
understandings that were once held are subject to modification, reinterpretation, and even
dismissa (Fillmore, 1981, Iser, 1978; Langer, 1985, 1987a, 1989; Langer, Bartolome, Vasguez,
& Lucas, 1990; Suleiman, 1980). Envisonment refers to the understanding a reader has about a
text at aparticular point intime: what the reader understands, the questions that develop, and the
hunches that arise about how the piece might unfold. The envisonments change as the reading
progresses because as reading continues some information is no longer important, some is added,

and some is reinterpreted. What readers come away with at the end of areading includes what



they understand, what they don’t, and the questions and hunches they ill have. Therefore, the
“end-of-reading” envisonment is aso subject to change. Thus, if one wishesto understand this
act of interpretation, it is necessary to examine reading experiences across time, as the reader

traverses the course of meaning-meking.

Stances in the Process of Interpretation

From this orientation, | sudied the ways in which envisonments develop — how meanings
grow from the reader’ s vantage point. Middle and high school students from inner city aswell as
suburban schools engaged in interviews and think - aouds focusing on their experiences during
their reading of short stories, poems, socid studies texts, and science texts. Findings indicated
that during reading, there were a series of relationships readers took toward the text, each adding
asomewhat different dimension to the reader’ s growing understanding of the piece. These
stances were recursive rether than linear (they had the potentid to recur at any point in the
reading), and together provided different kinds of knowledge — enriching the reader’ s devel oping
envisonments. The four mgor stancesin the process of understanding are described below.
(Examples are taken from an 11'"-grade student’ s reading of “I See You Never,” by Ray
Bradbury).

Being Out and Stepping Into an Envisonment

In this stance, readers attempt to make contacts with the world of the text by using prior
knowledge, experiences, and surface features of the text to identify essentid elements (e.g.,

genre, content, structure, language) in order to begin to congtruct an envisonment.

“The soft knock — which means maybe he’s not a mean person, a soft person.”

“Obvioudy there's something going on, because maybe Mr. Ramirez got arrested.”

Being In and Moving Through an Envisonment

In this stance, readers are immersed in their own understandings, using their previoudy

congtructed envisonment, prior knowledge, and the text itsdf to further their creation of



meaning. As they read, meaning-making moves dong with the text; readers are caught up in the
narrative of astory or are carried dong by the argument of an informetive text.

“No, he wouldn’t be staying at Mrs. O’Brian’s house if he were a drug smuggler because
she doesn't like dirty things in the house. . . . He's obvioudy anillega dien.”

“The only time he shows affection is when he says thank you.”

Stepping Back and Rethinking What One Knows

In this stance, readers use their envisonments to reflect on their own previous knowledge or
undergtandings. Rather than background knowledge informing their envisonments asin the

other stances, in this case readers use their envisonments to rethink their prior knowledge.

“I hate policemen. . . . Not that I’ ve dedlt with them many timesin my life, but what
they’re doing to Mr. Ramirez makes me not trust them. . . .”

“Last week in Washington | didn’t want to come back. Now | know why.”

Stepping Out and Objectifying the Experience

In this stance, readers distance themselves from their envisonments, reflecting on and
reacting to the content, to the text, or to the reading experience itself.

“The whole story is very sad.”

“I ill don’'t know what relationship they have.”

Over time, across the reading of an entire piece, readers weave a growing web of
understandings. (See Table 1 for an overview of stances)) It is woven through the variety of
recursive stances a reader takes along the way. It is through these shifting relationships between
saf and text that readers structure their own understandings, gain different kinds of knowledge,
and enrich their growing responses.



Table 1

Stances in the Process of Understanding

Stance Strateqgies
Being Out and Stepping into an Envisionment forms tentative questions and associationsin

attempt to build text world

Being In and Moving Through an Envisonment uses local envisonments and personal knowledge
to build and eaborate understandings

Stepping Back and Rethinking What One Knows uses growing understandings to rethink previoudy
held idess, beliefs, or fedings

Stepping Out and Objectifying the Experience distances sdlf from text to examine, evaluate, or
analyze the reading experience or aspects of the
text

The stances can be used to describe less as well as more proficient readers (Langer, in press
c; Purcdl-Gates, 1990). However, less proficient readers may be easily “didodged” from their
envisonments by unexpected information, difficult words, unfamiliar concepts, or complex
organizationd sructures. They are thus more likely to resort to the first stance or not to move
beyond it at dl, trying to gain enough background information to return to an envisonment.
Because these stances represent the Strategies al readers engage in as they make sense, they have
the potentid to help us understand where to provide ingtructiona support in response to students
sense-making.

Literary and Informational Orientations

While the stances describe the rel ationshi ps between readers and texts for al types of reading,
readers particular concerns, and thus their orientations toward meaning, differ substantialy when
they arereading for literary as opposed to other purposes. In any reading, the reader is not only
guided by the locd envisonment asit exists at that point in time, but dso by the reader’ s sense of
the whole. And therole of that overdl senseis quite different in the two contexts.

10




Exploring a horizon of possibilities

When reading primarily to engage in the literary experience, the sense of the whole changes
and develops as the envisonment unfolds — it exists as a congtantly moving horizon of
possibilities. (See Iser, 1978; Langer, 1990 for discussions of horizon.) These possibilities
change over time, emerging out of the developing envisonment of the human Stuation as
reflected in the characters, events, and relationships portrayed in the text. In literary readings,
readers clarify their ideas as they read and relate them to the growing and changing horizon — the
horizon modifies the parts and the parts modify the horizon. In doing this, readers continualy
explore possihilities, see many sides, and go beyond their envisonments; they focus on the
human Situation and the complex meanings embedded in it.

Maintaining a point of reference

When reading primarily to gain information, on the other hand, the sense of the whole is used
to provide a steady reference point. As the envisonment unfolds, readers use this sense as afoca
point around which to organize their growing understandings. New information might darify the
sense of the whole, but rarely changesit. From early on, readers establish their sense of the topic
or the dant the author is taking and use this judgment to monitor their growing envisonments.
Once established, it takes agood ded of countervailing evidence before readers revise thelr
sense of thewhole.

Although both purposes (to engage in the literary experience and to gain information) can
interplay during any one experience, each stuation seemsto have a primary purpose, with other
gods being secondary. For example, when reading a persond account for history classin order
to gain facts about polar exploration, students may sometimes get so caught up in the day-to-day
travails being described that they “live through” the experience dong with the author. However,
because their primary purposeisto gain particular information, their primary orientation toward
meaning is point of reference. It is perfectly possible that at other times, for example when
reading the same account in their literature class — this time to understand the joys, anxieties, and
fears the explorer experienced — their primary orientation would likely involve the exploration of
possihilities, dthough at times they might also do some point of reference reading for particular

11



information. (See Table 2 for an overview of orientations toward meaning.) It isthe primary
purpose, however, that shapes the reader’ s overall orientation toward (and expectation about)

meaning.
Table 2
Orientations Toward Meaning
Literary:

Reaching Toward a Horizon of Possihilities Readers explore both their local envisionments and
their overall sense of the whole as they enter into
and reflect upon their text worlds.

Informative:
Maintaining a Point of Reference Readers clarify their ideas and construct their text

worlds by relating what they read to their relatively
stable sense of the topic or point of the piece.

The findings on stances in the process of interpretation and on distinctions between readers
differing orientations toward meaning offered promising directions from which to build a theory
of literature ingtruction that seeks to support sudents' intellectua growth. Such ingtruction could
focus on sudents' abilities to engage in the sorts of reasoning and problem solving thet are an
intringc part of the literary experience.

The Study

The study reported here represents the first step in devel oping such atheory of ingruction
which began with a st of gods for ingtruction based on the work summarized above: we wanted
sudents to engage in the active exploration of posshilitiesin their reading and discussion of
literature, to become critica readers who would be confident in developing and supporting ther
own interpretations of the sdlections they read; and to learn how to use the comments and
reactions of other readers to enrich and elaborate upon their own point of view. We aso began
with abelief, based on the sociocognitive view of learning outline above, that teaching students

to read, think, and discuss in these ways would require arestructuring of the pattern of uses of
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language and of socia interactions characterizing classroom contexts. Previous work and theory,
however, provided little detailed guidance on the ways that teachers might structure such
indruction, or on the strategies that would be effective in reshaping the underlying gods and
expectaionsin discussons of literary texts.

To discover the mogt effective ways to achieve these ends, the sudy involved a two-year
intensve collaboration between classroom teachers and university-based researchers. The
collaboration focused around one mgor question: How can we best shape ingruction in order to
attain these gods for student performance? In turn, the present report will describe the
commondities that seemed to be most essential across those classroom episodes where students
did seem to be engaged in the thoughtful exploration of possibilities that we were seeking.

Thus the study describes the characteristics of classrooms (beliefs about knowing, uses of
language, and socid interactions) where students are encouraged to enter the world of literature
asthey explore possibilities and move beyond ther initial understandings. Using the notions of
stances and orientations as way's to begin to concelve of the processes of literary understanding,
the study describes what students' thinking looks like in the context of daily classroom activities,
aswdl asthe principles of pedagogy that supported such thinking. Because we sought to
describe pedagogica commondities across Stuations in which such thinking occurred, the
research focus was limited to only those ingructiond Stuations in which students were engaged
in the exploration of posshilities. Thus, that we observed instances of literary ingtruction that
supported student understanding was no surprise; our purpose was to describe the nature of the

indructiond interactions and intentions that per mitted such instances to occur.

Participants

Across two years, 14 teachers, seven research assistants and | worked collaboratively to find
ways in which students could be helped to engage in critica thinking about literature. The
teachers had volunteered to participate in the project because they were interested in rethinking
their approachesto literature ingtruction and wanted to become involved in the devel opment of
activities that supported active response and reasoning. During the first year eight teachers
participated. Four were middle school and four were high school teechers, haf working in acity
and haf in a suburban school didtrict. During the second yesr, four of these teachers continued to

13



work on the project (2 middle and 2 high schoal), and another 6 joined the project (2 middle, 2
high schooal, 1 reading specidist, and 1 college level educationa opportunity/ basic skills
teacher). An equa baance of middle and high school and city and suburban locdities was
maintained across both years. The two other classes were added because these teachers
expressed an interest in joining the project, providing us with additiona opportunity to examine
the teaching of literature to “traditionally underachieving” students. When the teachers joined the
project they had from 5 to 25 years of teaching experience, with amean of 16.5 years. The
research assgants dl had teaching experience in English language arts, and were doctord
sudentsin the Language in Education, Reading, and English programsa SUNY Albany. Each
teacher selected one class, typicd of those he or she generally taught, as the focus of the study.
Inal, over 250 students participated.

Two students from each class, deemed “average” for that class by their teacher, participated
as case study students; the teachers' ratings were corroborated by test scores and cumulative
records. To enlist these students, the teachers and research assistants explained the two levels of
participation weinvited: 1) class sudy participant in which we observed the students engaging
in their ongoing coursework, took fieldnotes of class activities and discussions, and occasonaly
tape-recorded or videotaped lessons and collected student work; and 2) case study participant
which aso included weekly tape recorded meetings to discuss the student’ s classwork and
perceptions of activities. All work done by case study students was collected and duplicated.

L etters to the parents aso explained both types of participation. Thus, both parents and students
could decline participation, or agree to ether level of participation. The 28 case Sudy students
were selected from a pool five times that sze.

Setting

Half of the schools werein inner city and the other half in suburban areas. The urban student
popul ations were heterogeneous, with 35 percent or more of the students representing various
minority groups. (Most of the minority students were Black, but Hispanic, Indian, Afghani,
Pakistani, and other students aso attended these schools.) The city schools were within sight of
office buildings and heavily trafficked roads, and many students lived close enough to walk to
schoal. Less than one-third of the high school graduates went on to four year college. Teaching
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practices and materias tended to be traditional, athough there had been some recent steps
toward curriculum reform. In contrast, the suburban schools tended to be homogeneous, with
minority students representing less than 5 percent of the student enrollment. The schools were
surrounded by greenery, and most of the students had to be bussed to school. More than half of
the high school graduates went on to four year colleges. The didtricts continualy kept apprised

of new research and theory, and sponsored workshops throughout the year to serve asimpetuses
for acontinual process of curriculum revison and reform. Despite the differences, when this

study took place, dl of the participating districts were open to change, and each of the

participating teachers was eager to explore new approaches in their classrooms.

Instrumentsand M aterials

Since thiswas a naturaistic case study, the materids were those ordinarily used in esch
class. The usud curriculum was followed, and the only changes grew from the teechers' efforts
to help the students explore possibilities and develop interpretations. Case study methodology
was used, where each class was a case unto itsdlf, and two case study students from each class
were treated as particular cases within a case. In this way, we were able to trace, across one
entire schoal year, the interactions among the participants (teachers and students), the
ingtructiond context (the expectations, activities, artifacts, and attitudes), and the waysin which
the students reacted to and interpreted classroom activities. The teachers selected the readings as
usual, but the lessons and assignments were shaped by their ongoing attempts to create thought-
provoking experiences for their students.

A questionnaire was developed for the teachers to complete at the beginning of the project, to

gain information about their teaching experience, coursework, and instructional concerns.
Procedures

Two types of collaboration occurred throughout the year. First, each research assistant
worked collaboratively with two project teachers, jointly planning new lessons and reflecting on

past ones. To this collaboration, each brought a specia expertise. The teacher brought a keen

understanding of the students and the curriculum, and the research ass stants a more ready-to-
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hand knowledge of recent theory and research on literary understanding and a* second pair of
eyes’ to observe students' reactions to classroom activities. Across the year, the teachers and
research assstants planned gpproximately five indructiond episodes — each episode condsting
of thelessons surrounding a particular literary work. (These episodes ranged from one week to
one month, depending on the work.) During these episodes, the RAs served as nonparticipant
observers, taking field notes, interviewing case sudy students, and collecting artifacts. Tape
recordings were made whenever possible. Frequent meetings were held with the teachersto
share reflections on the lessons and to revise plans for future ones. Full- project team meetings
(the teachers, RAs, and 1) met on aweekly basisfor the first semester and once amonth during
the second semester. During these meetings the groups discussed the findings of previous studies
and related them to our own work — guiding students beyond wheat they aready do to more
critically reasoned ways of understanding literature. We also engaged in literature reading and
discusson sessons of our own. These involved sdlf-reflection on our own reading Strategies, and
were designed to increase our senditivity to students' approaches to making sense of literary
texts. Findly, success and concerns from the ongoing study were shared and discussed.

Data from these collaborations consisted of baseline observations and reports of lessons
before the study began, tape recordings and field notes of planning and follow-up meetings with
teachers, tape-recorded discussions with case study students, field notes of class lessons and
meetings, artifacts (assgnments, worksheets, and student work), in-processjournas written by
the teachers, and end- of-year reflective reports written by the teachers.

In addition, the RAs and | met on aweekly basis for ongoing case sudy presentations and
anayses. During these sessions, each RA was expected to present an in-progress case report
about patterns of ingruction and learning within classes. These were discussed by the group, in
search of patterns both within and across cases. All pertinent materid gathered up to that time
was used as data for these in- process presentations. Minutes and artifacts of these meetings then
became an additiona source of data.

Design

Thus, the study involved a nested design where the class served as a case, with two student

cases embedded within each case. This permitted the lessons to be andlyzed from three
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perspectives. the teachers, the sudents', and the observers .

Analyses

Oneleve of data andyss was ongoing, in search of possble patterns of interaction, content,
and thought; this was accompanied by continud testing, revisng and refinement of the patterns,
by returning to the data for confirming and disconfirming examples. (Disconfirmation led to
reconceptudizing the patterns.) These andysesinformed, but did not limit or replace, intensve
anayses of thetota data set.

Because in previous studies (Langer, 1984; Langer & Applebee, 1987), | have identified
factors that inhibit students from thinking criticaly about what they are learning, this study
focused on those lessons where things “went right” — in order to identify factors underlying
thought- provoking experiencesin the classrooms. Thus, after al the data had been collected,
each lesson was screened for evidence that the students were engaged in experiences where they
were developing their own understandings and interpretations (in contrast to lessons where they
groped to find the answers they thought their teachers wanted). This determination was made on
the basis of the students' own language during class, their comments during case study
interviews, and the work they had done. The 62 resulting whole lessons (each approximately 40
minutes each) and 56 parts of lessons were then available for intensve andyss. We examined
the contexts in which these lessons occurred, seeking to understand the conditions that facilitated
such thinking in the following ways.

1. Anaysisof the classesin action — macroanalyses and resulting descriptions of the
instructionda events, and the roles and interactions of the participants in those events.
Here we focused on the nature of the instructional activities, how they occurred, on what
they focused, what motivated them, and to what they led. (See Appendix 1 for a synopsis
of one lesson.)

2. Anadysisof literary stances and orientations to meaning — examination of the kinds of
thinking the students were engaged in during the help sequences. Each transcript was
examined for the recurring stances and orientations toward meaning in which the students
engaged, and these were then related to the “signals’ they provided to the teacher. (See
Appendix 2 for examples.)

3. Analysesof conversationa turns— segmentation of each lesson within topic, searching
for “helpful” interactions and the ways in which they occurred. (See Appendix 3 for
examples of topics and analyses of turns within topics.) As part of thisanalysis we aso
used approaches from previous studies to examine the particular kinds of help given. (See
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Appendix 4 for ingtructional scaffolding categories and one sample analysis.)

4. Anayssof the field notes, interviews, and artifacts around the particular instructional
lessons — these were related to the transcripts of the classroom lessons themselves,
permitting a more complete understanding of the events, interactions, and activities that
surrounded instruction from the teachers', students’, and observers perspectives.

The various sets of data were organized around the individua classroom lesson, providing
multiple views of each particular ingtructiond event and alowing description of ingtruction and
thought (as well as tasks) from multiple perspectives (the teacher’s, sudents and observer’s)

over time.

Findings

Although al the schools, classrooms, teachers, and students were different, and the activities
we observed were dso different, there were a number of common characteristics underlying the
instances where students engaged in the process of literary understanding. In such instances, the
classrooms became cultura contexts that both called for and expected the active thought and
participation of each student. These characteristics of effective ingtruction will be discussed in
turn: envisionment- building was supported through discussing and writing about literature, the
primary ingtructiona focus was on the exploration of possbilities rather than maintaining a point
of reference, the socid contexts taught students way's to discuss and ways to think about
literature, and they provided small group activities in which students could use their new

knowledge and Strategies on their own.

Supporting Envisonment-Building Through Discussion

Analyses indicate that when the lessons “worked” the teachers focused on the envisonments
the students were building. Ingtruction was driven by the underlying belief that readers
understandings change and grow with time, even after the reading has ended, and that students
need to learn to become aware of their own envisonments. Because the teachers were guided by
the assumption that al students are in the process of making sense of what they read and that they
need to learn to reflect on and reconsider these meanings, the students were treated as thinkers, as
if they could and would have interesting and cogent thoughts about the pieces they read, and
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would aso have questions they would like to discuss. In supporting the process of envisonment-
building, the teachers provided the students with ownership for the topics of discussion, making
the students' understandings the central focus of each class meeting. The ways in which they did
thisinvolved how they asked students to shareinitial impressions, helped them develop their own
interpretations, treated the discussion of specific content, encouraged the entering of stances, and

used smdl groups to explore ideas on their own. These will be discussed below.

Sharing Initial Impressions

In the lessons that worked, a focus on student understandings was continually the teachers
primary concern, right from the opening of the class discusson, when the sudents initia
impressions were sought.

The following are examples of the kinds of questions that tapped students' envisonments as

away to begin alesson:

Wheat did you think about when you finished reading the story?
What does it mean to you?

What do you make of it?

Do you have something you want to talk about today?

So?

- 4 4 44

The thread that runs through al of these questions is the assumption that it is the sudents
understandings that will form the basis of discusson. In the following excerpt from an 8th-grade
urban class discusson of The White Mountains, we can see how the teacher makesit clear from
theinitid questionsthat it is the sudents underdandings sheis after:

T: Who has something to share?
Chet: Will has fedlings for Eloise.
Tish: He's confused.

T: Why?
Tish: Because Eloise is capped.
T: Why?

Sdo: Eloise belongs to the Tripods.
Lenny:  Body and soul belongs to The Enemy.
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T: Before he wanted to take her with him.

Lenny &
Sdo: To the White Mountains.
T: What is the significance? Why is this important to Will?

In this case and otherslike it, such questions prompted class discussions that began with the
gudents envisonments, permitting them to voice their initia responses, to hear those of others,
and to extend and develop their overdl understanding. For example, the teacher asking, “Why is
this important to Will?’ could be interpreted as either a call for recitation or a prompt for
sudents own thoughtful responses — depending on whether the teacher wants and accepts the
students' own developing interpretations or a predetermined “right” answer. In this case, the
teacher extends the didogue to prompt the students to think further. Thisis conveyed over time,
by her continued provocation of students' ideas (e.g., Who has something to share? Why?) and
her lack of tdling.

Developing Interpretations

Unlike traditional discussions that focus on “correct” interpretations and tap students
envisonments merely for diagnostic purposes, to be corrected if they differ from those of the
teacher or the book, in these cases the students' initia responses were used as the basis for
continuing discussion. Throughout the discussons, there were continud invitations for the
students to explore and explain their idess. The following questions are typical of those that
invited students to share and build envisonments as the discussions progressed:

T: Does anyone want to respond to that particular comment?
T: Kitty, do you want to consider that?
T: Does anyone have any other thoughts about that?

The following excerpt from an 11'"-grade suburban classis an example of the waysin which
such questions help the students explore ideas throughout a class discussion. In this case the
sudents are reading The Great Gatsby, and the teacher has asked them for comments or
questions they would like to discuss. Severd discussions of the book have preceded this one.
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T: Okay, what are you making of the book so far?
Harry:  That it's confusing.

T: Y ou have to speak up abit so | can hear you.
Harry:  What's so great about Gatsby? That's al | want to know.
T: Do you have any guesses about what's so great about Gatsby?

Harry:  Not yet.
T: Why isthat?
Harry:  ‘Causethey haven't realy given enough background on it to be able to figure it out yet.

The teacher then uses Harry’ s question to encourage others to respond, encouraging them to
elaborate on ther interpretations.

T. Look at what is so great about Gatsby. Tell me what you think about it. That's a
question | have. Rhonda? That’s a question. | know Harry isn't the only one that has
that question, that lots of you have.

Rhonda: | really don’t know, it doesn't go into great detail. Gatsby is fill a mystery. We don’t
know anything about it. He tries to make himsalf out to be this great person himsalf.
And it’s like because he' s throwing all these parties and he's making himself so
popular. And its more or less so far, it's like he' s the one who's making himself pretty,
nobody has redlly, you know, said, “Oh, he's great.” Because you, it's just more or less
him throwing these gresat parties and doing all different kinds of things.

T: Go ahead.

Rhonda:  All his money, nothing to write about (unintelligible). I'm sure people admire that.

T: Are you saying that that’s what may be great about him?

Rhonda Part of it. . ..

Throughout this discussion of the sdlection, the teacher’ s questions further inquire into the
sudents concerns, helping them eaborate and explain their envisonments of the story. This
openness helps them move from an initid feding that “it's confusng” to avariety of clearly
articulated comments about Gatsby’ s character asit emerges so far in the book.

Discussing Content

In lessons that supported the exploration of possibilities, the teachers questions about
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content build upon the content concerns the students had aready raised. When they introduced
new content, they did so to help the students move their own thinking along. The questions they
asked tapped the content within students envisionments rather than seeking an externd “right”
answer. The kinds of questions we came to call “ student knowledge taps’ were questions, either
building upon the students' concerns or teacher-introduced content, that were designed to tap
what the students understood and to prompt them to congder their understandings more fully.
Such questions had no single right answers and they aso prompted extended language and
thought about the issues under consideration. However, this does not mean that there was no
“check” on the student understandings, nor that “anything goes.” Instead, the teachers dicited
the students' envisionments, and then guided them to question and dlarify their ideas. Such an
approach is very different from telling. The following example from an 11'"-grade city class
discusson of When the Legends Die illugtrates the kinds of questions the teachers asked to help
the students rethink their ideas, maintaining sudents envisonment-building as the focus of the
lesson:

T: Take alook at some of these things. All right. Miss Jones (Movelia), would you read,
well take alook. Which one do you want to dedl with first?

Movdia What have the Indians |ost?

T: All right, well, what have they lost? Open it up. What were they like, Orlando?

Fern: Their freedom?

T: What was that?

Fern: They were made to live on reservations instead of living on the land where they wanted

to live. They were told where they had to live.
T: Could you describe it for us? What does it mean to live on the land as opposed to
living on areservation?

Fern: Wéll, like how they were living in alodge, how the boy was living in the lodge, and
they made him go to a new school. They took him from where he was living and he
was happy to somewhere he wasn't.

T: Anybody else want to add to that? Does anybody have anything they want to add to it?. . .

Tony: They lost their privacy too.

Entering Stances

Because students' envisonment-building rather than dliciting the teacher’ s expected
responses was the god of ingtruction, when the students engaged in class discussions, the
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relationships they took toward the texts they were discussing recapitul ated the stances and
orientations that characterize the process of literary understanding during reading. Thus, the
students recursive movements through the stances and their exploration of possibilities led them
to an envisonment at the end of the reading that them became the starting place for collectively
exploring further understandings during the class discussion. The following segment of the
beginning of a dass discusson in a 7th-grade suburban schoal illustrates the waysin which

stances and orientations characterize the sudents processesin understanding:

T. Okay, do we have something that we want to talk about today? All right, Marissa.

SIL: | didn't like the reading. | thought it was like too perfect. Like, she gets the city back
and everything's just peachy-dandy. | thought something else would happen. It just
didn’t fed right.

T: Charlene?

2 When you said peachy-dandy, it's not peachy-dandy. There are tons of problems she
has to face. | mean, she’s got the problem, what if the gang comes back?

Sl Well, Tom Logan’'s awimp.

SYA Widll, you' ve got to think about it because when they were going around doing al this

other stuff, they heard mention of this other gang called the Chicago gang | think it
was. .. and what if that gang comes? | mean, they’re not perfect. Nothing is perfect by
any means.

In thisingtance, a 7th-grade suburban class was discussing their reading of Girl Who Owned
a City by O. T. Nelson. Student 1 begins with a stance 4 statement (stepping out and objectifying
the experience), judging the piece and explaining why. Student 2 begins with a4™-stance
response, and then shifts to the 2" stance (being in and moving through an envisionment), as she
points out and begins to rethink a portion of the text. The third student, assuming the 2™ stance,
reworks her understanding as she explainsit to Student 1. In addition, each of the students adopts
aliterary orientation as he/she reaches toward a horizon of posshilities. The first student does
this with the implicit question “What € se could/should have happened?’ The other two students
are explicit as they raise the problem of what might have happened if the gang actudly had
shown up in the story. In thisway, class discussion served as atime when students individualy
and collectively participated in reworking their interpretations, raising questions, exploring
possihilities, and getting deeper into the piece by taking a variety of stances toward it.
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Using Small Groups

Group discussions where students had opportunities to discuss their questions and
predictions also served to support envisonment building. Sometimes these discussions focused
on atopic the teacher had set, but most often they were used as opportunities for the students to
discuss the predictions they had written in their journds, the questions they had that they felt
they needed to discuss, or an issue related to their reading they thought would be interesting for
the small group to consder. It was these smal groups that often decided what topics or concerns
should then be brought to the whole class for discussion. One student in one 11'"-grade suburban
classsad:

When we have our discussions we learn alot from each other. We can redlly give each
other idess. It's not just one person’sidess, it's al of them put together.

Another sudent said:

The firgt time we read it we didn’t understand it very thoroughly, and then Charles
Hendrix in our class kind of gave us what he thought about it, and everyone kind of said,
‘Oh yeah, that’s what it means.” Then we could think about it.

Supporting Envisonment-Building Through Writing

Besdes discussion, avariety of writing activities, taking such diverse forms aslogs,
briefwrites, informa |etters, reviews, written conversations, essays, and anaytic papers,
supported students' envisionment- building. Such experiences encouraged them to reflect on,
date, defend, and rethink their envisonments, and to form their own interpretations. For
example, dmogt al the students kept literature journas regularly. In them they wrote their
questions and responses to what they were reading, using their comments as the basis for later
class discussions and writing. In one 7th-grade urban class, the students were encouraged to
write thought-provoking questions that would be interesting to discuss in class (Teacher: “Write
thoughtful questions, not things we could just look up.” And dso, “Make a prediction in your
journa when you put the book down. Check it later to seeif that happened.”)

An 11'"- grade suburban class also used their literature journals regularly. During the reading
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of each piece of literature, for homework, students were asked to write thoughts or questions

they had. For example, when reading The Scarlet Letter, one student made these journd entries:

| want to know more about the man dressed like an Indian. | think he's going to try to
find out who had the affair with Hester Prynne. | already know. This book is starting to
get interesting.

Another student in the same class wrote:

| don’t understand why Hester wants to help Dimmsdale so badly when he is responsible
for her becoming an outcast in the first place.

This teacher frequently reminded her studentsto refer to their journds to refresh their
memories and prepare for other activities. For example, in The Scarlet Letter episode (11"-grade
suburban), journal entries were used as preparation for groupwork. (Teacher: “Y ou’ ve got five
minds [in your group] — you' ve got your notebooks. Check your books first and then discuss
what's on your mind.” Also, “Put an asterisk by the part you want to bring out in the group.”)
Journals were also used in preparation for whole class discussion. (Teacher, 7-grade urban:
“I’m going to give you five minutes. Look through your journd. Use it as ajumping off place to
get an overview of your ideas. Jot down a question you want to ask.”) They were aso used to
help students share and reflect upon their interpretations. (Teacher, 11'"-grade suburban: “Let's
take two or three minutes to read over your reaction to chapter 15 and your reaction to it. Then
share your reaction with another person and discuss your thoughts.”)

Written conversations, in which students write back and forth to one another, were a'so
useful in heping students develop ther in-process envisonments. The following portion of one

suburban 7:-grade written conversation is an example:

Betsy:  I'msort of behind in Girl Who Owned a City, so don't ruin anything for me. Okay?
Wadll, anyway, | like the book so far. | think Lisais a pretty good leader and has good
ideas, but I’'m not so sure | redlly like her. What do you think?

Sheila: 1 like the book but | don’t like Lisa because she is very bossy and sort of yells at the
kids when she talks.

Betsy:  Sheila, | like the book but | don't like Lisa because sheis very bossy and she sort of
yells at the kids when she talks. What page are you on so | know. I’m on 128.

Sheilaa.  I’'monly on page 103. | guess | agree with you that Lisais bossy but it seems as though
everyone is letting her be bossy which | don't like because even in a horrible situation
likethat | don’t see how every one can just do whatever Lisa says.
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An 11'"-grade city teacher asked his students to write what the play Marty had meant to
them. Selected papers (anonymous) were read to the class for discusson. While in other kinds of
writing students tended to work through their envisonments in the first and second stances
(stepping in and moving through), in this type of writing, they often entered the third stance,
using their envisonmentsto reflect on their own lives and experiences. For example, one student
wrote:

In thisplay, | feel that some of the content has opened my eyes and heart. During parts of
the play | began to think of timesin my own life when | judged someone by the way they
looked. It’'s not something done on purpose, its just ignorance. | think that Marty was a
brave man, because of his ability to stand up to the people in hislife and defend the
woman he cares for. If more men were like Marty there would be (alot less) fewer
women w/ broken hearts. One of the Biggest changes in the play was in the short time

Marty spend w/ the girl they both matured a great deal and both desided to make a big
change in there life, (where Marty desides to but the shop & the girl desides to move)

Thus, in avariety of contexts, developing envisonments, exploring them, talking about them,
and refining understandings underlay the very fabric of the socid interactions that defined being
aclass member. Although other peopl€ s interpretations were discussed and considered, they
were introduced and analyzed only after the students had had an opportunity to explore their own
interpretations. Thus, they were able to react to these ideas through the lens of their own
considered interpretations — which continued to by treated conditiondly, aways subject to
further development.

Supporting the Exploration of Possbilities

Because the theoreticd framework underlying the successful lessons viewed envisionment-
building in literary contexts as involving the explorations of a horizon of possibilities, indruction
focused on helping students become inquisitive and discern possibilities from their own
envisonments as well asfrom their knowledge of the human stuation. In such instances, the
teachers assumed that after completing a piece, students come away with questions aswell as
undergtandings, and that responding to literature involves the raising of questions. Ingruction,
therefore, helped students not only to resolve their own uncertainties, but to go beyond their
momentary envisonments and explore posshilities. Thus, class meetings were times when
students were expected to take aliterary orientation to meaning-making. The teachers invited
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sudents' questions, and they did so in many contexts, throughout each reading. For example,
they invited students to explore possihilities by asking them to raise questions as they were

beginning a new work.

T: Look over the cover of this novel and read the one-page introduction. What questions
do you have?

They also used homework as an opportunity for students to ponder possibilities and become

aware of their questions. For example:
T: Read the next chapter. Come in with a question for us to discuss.

They dso invited exploration of possibilities during class discussion. For example:

T: Is there anything you'd like to know more about?
T: Does anything bother you?
T: Any questions?

Whilein more traditiona lessons students' question-asking tends to be treated negatively —
sgnifying that a student does’t know (the “right” answer), and therefore asking questionsis
often avoided by students — in these successful lessons, asking questions was considered a
positive behavior, indicating that the students were recognizing uncertainties and ambiguities,
and were exploring possibilities, just as good readers of literature do when they assume literary
orientations in the process of congtructing meaning.

One 7"-grade teacher in an urban school spent an entire session helping her students become
aware of their uncertaintiesin response to their reading of The Rocking Donkey by Joan Aiken.
She began by asking them to focus on possible explanations for the fantasy aspects of the ending,
“Remember, they're just possibilities we can think about.”

T: (recalling what other students had already said) She could have snuck out of the house.

She could have ridden the donkey. Now, what about this riding the donkey and never
being seen again?

Sido: WEéll, she could have never been seen again.
T: She could have never been seen again.

Tish: She could have run away.
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T: All right.

Sido: WEéll, both of them, she could have took the horse, | mean the donkey.

T: O.K. Now, what do you think really happened? When it says “Never was seen again. . . .”
Lenny:  Sheleft. Sheran away.

T: She |eft. She ran away with the donkey. Ran away. All right.

Several: (A number of students are mumbling things and there is a pause of about 15 seconds.)

T: (Writing) Ran away. Are there any clues earlier in the story that point to the fact that
she might run away?

Sdo: Y es. The way her stepmother was treating her. She didn’t have no clothes, she had no
friends. . .

The discussion continues a length in this fashion firg exploring dternative possibilities and
then looking for evidence for them. The teacher recorded the students' suggestions on the board,
revigting them later in the discussion:

T: Oh. Anybody else? All right, let’slook at these. We've got, these are dl the
possibilities of where she went. (Reading the board) she ran away, maybe because the
clue might be because the stepmom’ s treatment was so bad so she went to find friends.

Or somebody said she could have committed suicide, but when | asked for clues from
the story, nobody could come up with any, so | don’'t know about that one.

Henri:  Too much pressure. . .
There was frequent reinforcement that the reading of literature involves the generation of

guestions, and students were encouraged to come to class prepared to ask their questions. An
11'™"-grade urban teacher explained this directly to the class:

When you read literature there are many unanswered questions. In time, and sometimes
through talking, some of these become clearer. But there are always questions. It’s part of
the way your mind works when you read literature. It's part of what makes it interesting —
even exciting.

The Role of the Teacher in Instructional Dialogue

Earlier, | discussed ways in which the sudents' envisonment-building processes were
supported through discussion. We can understand more clearly how the verbd interactions

28



operated by looking more closdly at the teachers role asfacilitator of that discussion. In this
study, the episodes that successfully engaged student sin developing their own interpretations
focused on and were shaped by the students' concerns. The role of the students was to question,
explore, and rethink their initid interpretations, and the role of the teacher was to guide the
gudents in ways to think. The relationship between the teachers and the students was one of
collaborative interaction (see Langer and Applebee, 1986) where the teachers encouraged the
students to work through their understandings on their own, but aso helped them in appropriate
ways when this was necessary, and accel erated or reduced the complexity of the task in response
to what the students needed to learn. The teachers did not serve as the sole holders of knowledge,
and provided amost no evauating or correcting during the discussons. Instead, they provided
scaffolding for the students, hel ping them do what they could not yet do aone. This scaffolding

fdl into two digtinct types and helped the students in different ways. “ways to discuss’ and

“ways to think.”

The “waysto discuss’ scaffolds focused on socid behavior, hel ping the students learn how to
participate in aliterature discussion, while the “ways to think” scaffolds provided opportunities
for the students to think about the content in new and different ways, to expand their repertoire
of waysto think about and explore their concerns. There is an inevitable complexity inherent in
the socid Stuations that surround classroom discussion, and multiple purposes underlie the
guestions teachers ask. This suggests that ways of thinking and ways of speaking are necessarily
connected, but it is useful to separate out some of these related purposes in order to illuminate
our understanding of the ingtructiona nature of the situationsin which they occur. Close
examination revedsthat thereisa subtle yet red difference in primary intent behind different
kinds of scaffolds. “Waysto discuss’ scaffolds are essentidly pragmatic; they help students
learn the socid rules of discussion — such aswhat is permissible to talk about, how to check that
you are being understood, and how to take turns. In contrast, “ways to think” scaffolds provide
help in cognitive procedures — in ways the students can structure or restructure their idess. Even
though these ideas may be voiced during class discussion (or written), it is how to think about
them that isthe focus of thiskind of hep — not what is appropriate to talk about or how to get it

“on the floor.”
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Scaffolding Ways to Discuss

The teachers helped the students learn how to engage in literary discussion in their
classrooms by showing them what was appropriate to talk about within the context of a
thoughtful literature discussion as wdl as by familiarizing them with the pragmatic routines of
such discussions. It was thistype of scaffold thet let the students know that in these classes they
were expected to talk about their responses to the piece — to discuss their own ideas, and not to
try to guess at “right” answers. This type of scaffolding was accomplished by tapping the
sudents understanding, seeking darification, inviting participation, and orchestrating the
discussion. Each of these will be discussed below:

a. Tapping the students under standings — The teachers asked questions that invited the
students to express their ideas, thus indicating to the students that their understandings were the
important topics of concern. The following are examples of ways the teachers questions

provided indication that discussion was to focus on student understandings:

How did it make you fed?
What ideas do you have?
Does it remind you of anything you' ve experienced or read?

The students' understandings are the central concern of each of these questions.

b. Seeking clarification — The teachers so demonstrated that clarity of presentation counts.
By asking for clarification through use of questions or restatements, the teachers helped the
students learn to check to seeif their stated concerns were being understood. The teachers dso

modeled possible ways to express the same ideas more clearly, asin the following examples.

So, you're unhappy with the idea that there' s just one person who seemsto be able to
pick up the leadership, and that’s not [to use that word)] realistic?

Are you saying, I’'m trying to go back to where you were just alittle before — Areyou
saying, depending on how the reader wanted to interpret the ending it was either okay
and everything was fine, or, there was still many things that needed to be worked out?

c. Inviting participation — The teachers introduced the students to the pragmeatics of turn
taking in aliterary discussion. They showed the students how to “enter” aliterature discusson
by sgnaing when and what to say, asin the following examples
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Does anyone want to respond to that particular comment?
Kitty, do you want to consider that?

d. Orchestrating the discussion — The teachers dso showed the students how to sustain a
literary discussion, moving beyond their initid comments and concerns. They did thisby cdling
on students and showing them how to converse, how to connect ideas, how to agree, disagree,
and extend the ideas being discussed, and how to sgnd thisin conversation.

Darren — you wanted to say something on that topic?
One at atime.
Is that connected to what Betsy said?

In the following examples, we can see how one suburban 11™"-grade teacher helped her
students by explicitly commenting on the purpose of the discussion and whét to talk about.

Orchestrating discussion: We're talking to each other. You're not talking to me, so let’s
be sure that you can be heard and that you're clear.

Tapping student understandings: First look in your journas and find one question or
response that you would like to bring up for discussion.

The following excerpts smilarly reflect ateacher’ s attempts to scaffold ways to discuss, in
this case in a 7:"-grade suburban classroom. The teacher began by inviting participation and then
asking for clarification:

T: What do you think, Chuck?

Chuck:  Wadl, if he got as much money as he wanted, he could just go and buy a shirt.
He ds0 sought darification:

T: Do you mean you saw a connection with the king? | didn’t follow you.
Chuck: ~ Wél, they do have them.
Crysta:  Yes, there are kings and happiness in both stories.

In each case, the teacher’ s comments not only provided guidance for the students at that
moment, but served as generd models for ways in which discussons in those particular

classrooms were meant to proceed. In essence, then, the teacher was helping the students learn
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the conventions of a particular kind of academic discourse.
Scaffolding Ways to Think

In lessons supporting the exploration of possbilities, the teachers dso provided systematic
help in ways to think about the content. They did this by providing the students with more
sophiticated ways to think about and refine the ideas with which they (the students) were
concerned. Although some atention to students' thinking inevitably occurred concurrently with
“ways to discuss’ scaffolding (students were not expected to discuss nothing), the focus on ideas
was not the centra point. In contrast, when the teachers main focus was on “ways to think,”
their concerns about their sudents pragmatic discussion sirategies were less the issue. Rather,
the emphasis was on helping students rethink their ideas, providing them with suggested routines
for doing s0. The drategies the teachers used to scaffold “ways to think” included focusing,
shaping, linking, and upping the ante. Each of these will be discussed below:

a. Focusing — Sometimes the students had a particular idea they wanted to discuss, but
presented it within avery generd or rambling commentary. This often occurred when a student
initiated an idea, but did not know how to flag it as the critical concern, and thus the meaning
was unclear. The teachers provided scaffolding by helping the students focus — to narrow in on
the particular concern they wanted to discuss. We can see how Jmmy’s teacher (7:"-grade
suburban) helps him focusin hisdiscusson of The Girl Who Owned a City. Although Jmmy
wanted to indicate that Tom Logan made his decision dl by himsdf, without the influence of the
other children, he got caught up in tdling the details of that part of the story instead of focusing
on hisinterpretation. His teacher helped.

Jmmy: It wasn't redly warring it, with Tom Logan and all. Tom Logan was standing there
with agun, and he could have blew Lisa s head off right there. But he, but because of
what Lisawas saying, he' d realized what he was doing, and he put the gun down and
| eft.

T: Soitwasn't. ..
Jmmy: It wasn't because of war, it wasn't like guns and everything.
T: You're saying it wasn't what the children did then?

Jmmy:  Yeah, it was, she just came in and taked to him and he actualy dug into himself and
found out it was true what she was saying.
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Betsy’ s teacher helped her focus on what she meant by unredl.

Betsy: | sort of agree with Sheila, because the end islike, unreal, okay? Unreal. I’'m not gonna
say anything.

T: Why? What bothered you about whether it was redlistic or not?

In both cases, the teacher’ s questions served to help the students move beyond their initial
comments in away that would make their ideas clearer to themselves and better understood by
others.

b. Shaping — Even when students were able to focus on a clear concern, sometimes they had
difficulty presenting it in away that made their point. Thus, the teachers aso helped the students
take the ideas they were focusing on and shape them into atighter argument or presentation.

In the following example, Neisha, an 11'-grade suburban student, is trying to work through
Hester Prynne’ s predicament in The Scarlet Letter. Her teacher pushes her to be more explicit
and then offers her two aternative ways to think about her argument.

Neishas They’re being tormented, they don’'t know who the other is. And you know, she does. |
think she's better off. | think she think she ought to find herself a new man.

T: What, Neisha?
Neisha: | think she ought to find herself a new man.

T: Neisha, you spoke earlier about the names. But | don’t, (I) wonder whether you're
talking about the names had to do with just what is Hester’ s real name, or what is
Chillingsworth’s red (name).

Neisha: Or whether the people in the town really know who heis, and why they suspect, well
now | know. Because they all think he's dead, or they think he’slost at sea, and |
didn’t understand that before.

c. Linking — Students often had points they were making, but did not use dl the information
available to them from other portions of the text, from the discussion, from other classwork, or
from other readings, in order to elaborate on their ideas or gain new ingghts. In thistype of
scaffolding, the teachers hel ped the students learn how to take ideas they as well as others had
stated (and other experiences and knowledge they had available) and consder them for usein
their own developing interpretations.

In the following example, Henri’ s teacher (71"-grade urban school) intercedes to help him pay
attention to the information other students are offering as he clarifies his own response to The
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Duel by Emily Dickinson.

Hemri:  (Reads) “ . .. but myself was al the one that fell. Wasit Goliath was too large, or only
| too smal?” The spesker istrying to be like David.

Lenny: It says “mysdlf fell.” But Goliath didn’t throw the pebble.

Tish: David did.

Henri:  But it's not David that fell.

T: Listen to what Henri is saying. There are two things in the poem. See if you can agree.

Henri: Oh. .. .it'snot David that fell, it's the speaker.

d. Upping the ante — At times the students reworked the same ideas in the same ways, not
knowing how to carry them further. In such cases, the teacher helped the students by providing
them with new and often less obvious ways to think about their ideas and concerns. For example,
after one class had been discussing their frustration with the end of the play Marty for sometime,
and were repeating old ideas in old ways, the teacher (Grade 11, urban) interceded, providing a
new vantage point from which to consder the ending.

Tony: ... Sitting around talking about women like they don’t even exist . . .
T: What is the world view of women in this play?

Moveia You know what about this play. You know how like guys, you know, they’ll be talking
about girls like that. Whatever, even if he loved her he was talking about her, you know,
caling them tomatoes and calling the girl ugly and this and that. | mean, that’s her son and
she’' s not supposed to — ooh, she's ugly. If he liked the girl, she’s supposed to be happy.

Tony: And, yesah, supporting him.

In another attempt of upping the ante, Gep and Kent (Grade 7, suburban) were reiterating
their “happy ending” interpretation of The Girl Who Owned a City, and their teacher challenged
them with another way to consider things.

Gep: Wéll, | think the reason they didn’'t shoot Lisais because they had to have a handy,
little happy, tidy ending to the story.

Kent: Like those nursery rhymes.

Gep: Y eah.

T: Let me ask you if it redly is a happy ending. Because, at the end of the story Lisais
asking alot of questions, like “Why do they need me?’ The children are out in the hall

and they’re calling for Lisaand Lisais saying “Why don’'t they understand, why are
they calling on me?’
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Gep: Because they al respect her, and think she knows everything.

Kent: She started it when she, She started it when she started helping them. She should have,
with her actions, she should have followed with the responsibility, and she knew in the
beginning when she would give them popcorn and soda that it was gonna eventually
lead up to this, because she was giving them all the popcorn and telling them to do all
this stuff and everything. I mean, she's responsible for her actions.

The various kinds of scaffolding described above were used by the teachers to provide their
students with new ways to talk about and to think about the content of the literature they had
read. Both types of scaffolding are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3

The Teacher’s Role in Ingtructiona Diaogue

Scaffolding Ways to Discuss:

Tapping students' understanding

Seeking clarification

Inviting participation

Orchestrating discussion
Scaffolding Ways to Think:

Focusing

Shaping

Linking

Upping the ante

the teacher’ s questions indicate that students must discuss
their responses

the teacher helps students check that their comments are
understood

the teacher demonstrates ways in which students can enter
the discussion

the teacher helps students sustain the discussion

the teacher helps students narrow in on their concerns

the teacher helps students construct their argument or point
the teacher hel ps students use the present discussion as well
as previous ideas and experiences to enrich their

understanding

the teacher helps students reframe their concerns, providing
a new vantage point for thinking about the issues at hand

In the following excerpt an 8"-grade urban class that had spent several months learning to

arive a their own responses ingtead of providing “right” answers reed the poem The Duel and
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discussed it. The excerpt provides afuller illugtration of how the scaffolding a teacher provides

fitsinto and supports the students processes of developing an understanding of atext.

T:
Tigh:
T:

T:
Rohin:

Lenny:

Lenny:

Tish:

Lenny:

Tish:

Chet:

Chet:
Tish:

T:

(Invite)
(Invite)

(Focus)

(Focus)

(Orchestrate)

(Invite)

(Focus)

(Clarification)

What do you think? What is the speaker telling us?
What the people think like.

Anybody ese?

What purpose did he have?

Every day’s anew day. Y esterday should be forgotten.
He wants to spread peace around the world.

Can you give the line?

Not just aline (Reads the third stanza)

Today, every moment shal bring
feelings of well being and cheer.
And the reason for my existence,
my most urgent resolve,

Will be to spread happiness dl
over the world,

To pour the wine of goodnessinto
the eager mouths around me.. . .

It's not true. Y ou might be prejudiced.

Lenny, do you want to answer her?

They could be friends and happiness means peace.
(confusing)

Can anyone help them out?

| don’t understand.

Who?
Tish.

Y ou could be prejudiced and still be happy. That don’t mean
peace.

Can you say it another way?

Tish and Lenny go on to clarify their points, then the teacher recaps what has been said so far.

T:

Bob:

(Invite)

So far, Iris saysto live for today. Lenny says spread peace, but now
he says happiness. What else?

(Reading) “My only peace will be the dreams of others;

their dreams, my dreams;”
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T: (Invite) How did he get happiness?

Tigh: By giving happiness to others, so he then is happy.
T: (Focus) Ever been in a bad mood and been around a happy person and it
changed your mood?
Student: And the opposite, too, like at a funeral.
T: (Focus) Look at stanzas 1 and 2. Is he for only forgetting the bad, or the
good too?
Tish: Both.
T: (Upping the Who thinksit's a good idea to forget and just start over?
ante)
Carol: But if it' sreally bad, it's really hard to do.
Tish. Yes. But it depends on how bad it is.
T: (Upping the Is there atime when it’s good to remember the past? Isthere ever a
ante) time when you learn from the past?
Tigh: Y ou learn from a mistake and remember not to do it again.

While this teacher was providing agood ded of ingtructiona scaffolding, the sudents were
a0 active participants — building envisonments and exploring ideas in ways that are decidedly
thoughtful. The socid structure of the interactions supported envisonment building and the
exploration of possihilities, and the students were learning to become participants in this context.

Iningructiona environments of this sort the students were given room to work through their
idessin avariety of ways. inwhole dass discusson, done, and in groups— in reading, writing,
and speaking. While they worked, in each of these contexts, they were given opportunities to
interact collaboratively, with each other. In thisway, they were able to try out, cometo
understand and eventudly internaize the ways of talking and thinking about literature that their
teacher had modeled for them.

The teachers use of the two types of scaffolding was aso evident in their planning of and
reflection on daily lessons. For example, when congdering using a particular short story to
which she had recently been introduced, Barbara, the teacher of a 7"-grade suburban class,
commented that she would likely use that piece with her class later in the year. She went on to
explain that she preferred to salect interesting but less conceptudly complex pieces at that point
intime— until her students could more easily engage in the response- oriented discussions she

was encouraging.
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Similarly Richard, ateacher in a suburban middle school, commented after alesson that
when he found his students perseverating on negative characteristics of the rag picker in
Tennessee William's The Beaded Bag, he tried to provide them with away to extend their
understandings by asking them to focus on the lady of the house, and later to focus on the maid.

Barbara s concern for her students' need to learn the variety of “waysto discuss’ that were
centrd to the thought- provoking discussions she wished to continue throughout the year, and
Richard’ s response to his sudents' need for dternative “waysto think” (in this case by upping
the ante) exemplify the many times when the teachers relied upon the two types of scaffolding to
respond effectively to their sudents needs.

On their own: Small group discussions

Smadll group discussons were one particularly fruitful context for fostering sudents
understandings of literature. They provided a place where students could try out strategies they
had seen modeled in the classroom. One remedia 7'"-grade student commented on this process
directly. After he had provided a particularly thoughtful analysis of a piece he had read to afew
of his cdlassmates during asmdl group discussion, his teacher asked him how he knew what the
important issues to think about and discuss were. The reply: “I knew what you would ask me
[even though you weren't there].” Thus, in aVygotskian sense, learning how to think and reason
about literature moved from the interpsychologica plane (the socialy based interactions where
ways to think about literature were modeled by the teacher) to the intrgpsychologica plane
(where the individugl's interndized the underlying rules their teachers had modeled). From a
sociocognitive perspective, the small group discussions served as an important interim learning
environment where the students had two types of opportunities to practice “waysto discuss’ and
“waysto think”: by assuming the teacher’ srole as they interacted with and helped each other,
and by thinking and doing on their own. In these contexts, the students trested each other as
thinkers, following the patterns of thought and interaction their teacher had modeled.

The teachers helped the students by visting each group, taking the role of participant
observer — asking pertinent questions and providing models of how to structure thought in ways
that the students were not yet doing. Early in the year, one teacher (8"-grade urban) found that at

firg, many of the students waited for her to come around to their groups to give them assstance,
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to help them get started. She reminded them to “tell how you felt at the end.” However, she saw
her role as supporting their discussion, and therefore avoided becoming involved in the
discussion hersdf. She reminded them of “waysto discuss’:

You just said something and he said something else. Now listen to what they’ re saying.
What's your idea? Discuss ideas with each other just like we do with everyone [in whole
class discussiong).

Thus, in response to the modding the teacher had provided in the whole class sessions and
the support provided when they were trying to take on these behaviors on their own, the students
came to engage in authentic discussions about literature, where they agreed and disagreed with
each other, challenged each other, and defended their views. Andlysis of their discussons
indicated that they invited, focused, shaped, linked, and upped the ante in response to what the
others had said, and chalenged each other to rethink their understandings. The following
sudent-to-student comments serve as example. In the excerpt, the students use many of the

conversationd conventions their teacher had previoudy supported:

S | want to ask the others if they thought Lisa was city-bound. (focus)

S What about the rest of you? Would you do as she did? (invite)

S I’'m agreeing with those kids (link), but when things were going well . . . (shape)

S Show me why you think so. Where did you get it from? (shape)

S | disagree with her and her and her and him, but | agree with Tom because . ..  (link)

S What about all the other gangs, and the food? (up the ante)
S | felt that in the third part it was alittle different . . . (shape)

Thus, acrosstime, the characterigtics of the ingtructiona interaction served to create an
environment where students not only were encouraged to think and to communicate their ideas
to others, but were taught how to do so.

Discussion
In generd, then, while the classesiin this study “looked” and “fdt” different from one

ancther, the principles of thinking and learning (of what counts as knowing) in the episodesin
which students became actively involved in developing their own interpretations were Smilar.
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The underlying ethos of ingtruction supported the students as they became socidized into ways
of thinking about literature, and as they engaged in the process of exploring their understandings.
The socid gructure of the classrooms called for (and expected) the thoughtful and active
participation of the students, and provided them with the environment in which they could learn
and practice these expected behaviors as a matter of course.

Thus, in gtuations where students were engaged as literary thinkers, good reading was not
conddered to lie in the sudents’ ability to analyze the text for an underlying meaning or to arrive
a an dready agreed upon interpretation, but rather in the students engagement in the process of
arriving at their own understandings — involving use of the text, their prior knowledge and
experiences, and discussion with others as ways to extend their understanding and interpretation
of the text. We can summarize the characteritics of such episodesin terms of six principles of
ingruction that seem to underlie the interactions that supported envisonment-building and the
exploration of posshilities.

A. Student as Active Makers of Meaning — Students were treated as thinkers — asif they
could and would have interesting and cogent thoughts about the piece and have questions they

would like to discuss.

B. Literature Reading as Question-Generding — It was assumed that after reading a piece,

Students would come away with initiad responses, but that questions are also part of their
envisonments — that the understanding of literature invol ves the raising of questions.

C. Student Knowledge Taps — When teachers asked questions about content, they either
prompted further thinking about the content the students had aready brought up as topics for

discussion or they introduced new content that was related to the discussion at hand. In each
case, the questions were student knowledge taps that focused on what the students understood
about that content. Such taps had no predetermined right answer, and were meant to prompt
extended language and thought.

D. Class Mexrtings as Time to Develop Understandings — Effective class discussons

supported the process of coming to understand. Teachers helped students to develop
envisonments by assuming different sances toward the text. Thus, the cognitive behaviors
students engaged in when making sense during reading aso supported envisionment-building

during discussion.
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E. Ingruction as Scaffolding the Process of Undergtianding — All questions and assgnments

were in response to the students' own ideas and concerns — and scaffolded their process of
understanding.

F. Trandter of Control from Teacher to Student — Students were given room to work through
their ideasin whole class discussion, done and in groups. While they worked, they were

encouraged to interact collaboratively — to respond to and communicate with each other.
While the findings discussed in this report were derived solely from anayses of the lessons
that supported sudents' critica thinking in regponse to literature, the more generd andyses of
the range of lessons suggest thet there are certain conditionsin the indructiona environment that
mitigate againg students' opportunity to develop their own understandings and interpretations,
even when thelr teachers want very much to encourage it. These suggest that: 1) Materids
count. Some texts are smple and straightforward, so much so that they do not invite cogitation.
Thus, evauation of reading matter is particularly important in the selection of “discussable’ or
“teachable” works in contrast to those that students should enjoy without follow-up.
2) Thoughtful responses cannot aways be offered verbdly, either in writing or speech.
Therefore, we need to provide opportunity for aternative response options (e.g., drawing, dance,
music, and other art forms), and sometimes accept the redity that lack of response does not
necessaxily indicate lack of understanding. 3) Even when teachers invite their sudents to come
forth with ther initid responses, they may use thisinitid response as an end in itsdf, faling to
help their students find ways to rethink their responses and go beyond. In such instances,
scaffolding is never offered, and potentialy “teachable” moments are lost. 4) Well-meaning
teachers can become too “invishble” faling to provide guidance when needed. Although
teachers mean to encourage student thinking, sometimes support and control are confused. Thus
in an atempt to be noncontrolling, opportunities for guidance arelost. 5) Teacher-sanctioned
responses are sometimes kept as a hidden goal. Thus, athough the teachers language appearsto
request sudents’ initial responses and developing interpretations, “right” answers receive far
greater rewvards. 6) Student knowledge is often undervalued and “ upping the ante” occurs
infrequently. Thus, discussions focus on the development of understandingsto a point, but new
and more sophisticated ways of addressing the same problem or new and more sophisticated
problems that could be addressed are not raised. 7) Sometimes, when the teacher’ s concern turns

to student understandings, focus on the text, on literary eements, and on received interpretations
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ceases completely. Thus students learn to become sophigticated in their thinking about literature
without the cultural knowledge to enter into the larger high-literate community.

In each of these cases, sudents exploration of possibilitiesisinhibited by the materids,
interactions, or both. Thusin the next stage of work on reconceptuaizing literature ingtruction, it
will be necessary to trace ways in which the principles of ingtruction described in this report can
be used to facilitate more far reaching change in our own project classes aswel asin classsrooms

that are not involved in the intensive project work we experienced.
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Appendix 1. Excerptsof a Macroanalysis of One L esson (edited and abridged)
Prepared by Doralyn Roberts

Goal of Lesson
To nurture growth in the process of literary thinking.

Overall Class Environment

This classis characterized by a spirit of mutual trust and collaboration as the students and teacher work
through understandings and interpretations of the piece. The students seem to enjoy the process and
become involved spontaneously and energeticaly in the discussion without prodding from the teacher,
who continually seeks their participation and seems genuinely interested in their ideas. overal, the
teacher is strategically involved in the ways delineated under “teacher’ srole,” but does not dominate. In
fact, sheis absent from whole pages of the transcript as the students talk to each other.

Teacher’sRole
1. Theteacher is aways the teacher.

2. Theteacher has an agenda. When the students address the items on her agenda or items which they
need to address to further their understanding of the piece, she encourages their exploration to
continue. If the items on her agenda do not get addressed, she introduces them, but does not et them
compete with or dominate the students agendas.

3. Theteacher supports the students' getting into the piece by asking “open” questions. She invites the
participation of specific people by diciting their questions, fedlings, or points of view.

4. The teacher encourages free-flowing exploration, incorporates student contributions, and supports
student-to-student interaction.

The teacher asks for clarification and € aboration of students ideas.

The teacher does not possess al the knowledge. She is open to and invites alternative interpretations.
Her interventions are always to further thinking, to dicit ideas, but never to tell or provide the right
answers, but helps the students think things through. She restrains her own contributions.

7. The teacher provides input to change directions. She does this by introducing alternative possibilities,
offering information (here it was biographical), and modeling (here role playing, taking another point
of view).

Students' Role

1. The students assume an active role in their own learning by exploring and sharing ideas and
interpretations, defending their own interpretations; and questioning and answering each other.

2. The students do not look to the teacher for answers. They respond to the teacher’ s questions and
suggestions, but do so in pursuit of their own understandings.

3. Some students serve as knowledge providers by sharing knowledge of other pieces written by this
author and sharing knowledge of the author’s life.
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What Was Taught
1. Alternative interpretations are acceptable, helpful, and expected.

2. Insghts and understandings can be furthered by deliberately stepping aside, detaching onesdlf, and
intellectualy entertaining another’ s idea— another perspective.

3. Arguing and defending requires the use of the text (came about by need).
What Was L ear ned
1. 1-3 of What Was Taught

2. While the teacher may be quiet or appear to be just |etting the discussion go, she had an agenda
which guided and shaped her questions, comments, and interventions. These were picked up by
the students in subtle ways. For instance, ???? ways to consider and analyze aternative
interpretations; and ways to enrich understanding by using the input of others.



Appendix 2: Excerpt from a Coded Transcript of Literature Discussion

7"-Grade Class (3 pages of 19)
Prepared by Eija Rougle

Stances and orientations are marked as follows;

Marissa

Charlene:

Marissa

Charlene:

Conrad:

Gep:

Gep:

Okay, do we have something that we want to talk about today? All
right, Marissa.

| didn't like the ending. | thought it was like too perfect. Like she
gets the city back and everything' s just peachy-dandy. | thought
something else would happen. It just didn’t fedl right.

Charlene?

When you said peach-dandy, it's not peachy-dandy, there are tons
of problems that she's got to face. | mean, she’s got, the problem,
what if the gang comes back?

Wi, Tom Logan’sawimp!

Wéll, you' ve got to think about it, because when they were going
around doing al this other stuff, they heard mention of this other
gang caled the Chicago Gang | think it was, and what if that gang
comes? | mean, they’re very, they’ve got alot of problems. It's not
perfect, nothing is perfect by al means.

Conrad?

| agree with Charlene, that it's not really perfect, it iskind of a
happy ending, because everyoneis al fine. But they are, there's
other problems and al the gangs and stuff, they’re kind of used to
it, but it's ill, it's ill abig problem, and it's gonna take along
time to get over that problem.

Gep?

It istoo happy, perfect, it’s like they have problems, but they don't
have that many problems, like the Chicago Gang doesn't redlly
have that high of a chance of coming.

You don't believe that’ s gonna happen?

No. Because, even if they do, they have alot of defense. And |
think it wouldn’t be like that, the Chicago Gang would just take
them over. They'd till have a defense and stuff. And the food
problem, they’ d probably overcome after alittle while, because
they’ d get more people thinking than just like Lisa and that group.

45

Stance Orientation

4 H
2 H
2 P
2 H
4 H
4 H
2 H



Stance Orientation

T: I’m gonna use the word vulnerable. Y ou don't think they’re
vulnerable to the Chicago Gang. Y ou think they’ll have enough to
overcome that.
T: Shella
Sheila | didn’'t like the ending either. Because it just seemed like towards 4 H

the ending, | mean at the beginning of the book, Lisawasn't the
only person who, with ideas. But towards the ending, the kids
seemed to be, like, really dumb. And they were just, ‘We need
Lisa, we can't survive without her.” And | just, thisis like another
topic, sort of, but it goesinto this, it seems like that isn’t very
redistic at al. | mean, | don’t see how one person can be smart and
have al these ideas, and the rest of them be like frogs.

T: So you're very unhappy with the idea that there's just one person
who seems to be able to pick up this leadership and go, and that's
not, to use that word, realistic. Which is another word we' ve been
wanting to talk about. Kent?

Kent: | disagree with her, her, her, and her. (Pointing over and over at 4 P
one person, Charlene.)

T: Let’s hear what.

Kent: Because she says everything wasn't so peachy dandy. And | think 4 P
everything was peachy-dandy.

T: Why?

Kent: Because like (in afeminine voice like Lisa) “Oh, we get the city 4 P
back, and Tom Logan leaves us alone.”

Charlene: What about all the ather gangs, and the food? (Others are al'so 2 H
objecting.)

Kent: The Chicago Gang, who cares about them! 2 H

Charlene: what about al the other gangs in the city where they used to live? | 2 H

mean, Tom Logan wasn't the only gang

(Many students are talking at once.)

T: Oneat atime

Gep: After they demolished Tom Logan’s gang, alot of other gangs did 2 H
not want to mess with them.

Charlene: But what happensiif the other gangs join up? Y ou know that is 2 H
possible.
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Betsy:

Betsy:

Gerrick:

O.K., let’s go here with Betsy. Betsy?

| sort of agree with Sheila, because the end is like, unreal, okay?
Unred. I’m not going to say anything.

Why? What bothered you about whether it was redlistic or not?

| redlly don’'t know. Bt it's like, oh wow, what are you supposed
to do now. Oh we're happy, it'slike. . .

Isthat, do you agree? Does anybody have a different feeling about
the ending? Gerrick?

| think the ending was sort of like, the author tried to keep you
hanging on so much that, like in other stories, especialy like with
“Charles” where they cut you off, but he kind of left us hanging
just alittle bit, so you could let your mind wander, but if you
weren't that person, you just trapped the story there, okay, we got
the students back fine, but you could let your mind wander, like
thisis when the food supply runs out, I mean, what are you going
to do? Go across the Atlantic Ocean go over to Saudi Arabiaand
stuff like that, and start pumping up oil? (The concern here is the
gasoline))

Areyou saying, I'm trying to go back to where you were just a
little bit before. Are you saying, depending on how the reader
wanted to take the ending, it was either okay and everything was
fine, or, there was still so many things you could think about?
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Appendix 3:  Analyses of Interactions

Interaction analyses which led to the across-data pattern searches from which the findings presented in
this paper were derived from an iterative process of searching for patterns, returning to the data, and
refining the levels of analysis and categories that were derived. Thesg, in turn, became the bases for
the broader categories discussed in this paper.

1. Levesof andyss overdl ingtructiona episode; individual lessons within episode, topics within
lesson, conversational turns within and across topics

2. Analytic concerns
Each of the following was analyzed at the levels cited above:

a. Task and topic initiation
Learner-initiated
Teacher-initiated

b. Functions of turn:
Agree
Challenge
Check
Clarify
Confirm
Disagree
Expand
Help
Invite
Orchestrate
Present
Recycle
Restate
Up the ante

c. Nature of help:
Focus
Hint
Modify/shape
Suggest
Summarize
Tdl

d. Task and topic closure
L earner-ended
Teacher-ended

e. Primary regulation
Sdf-regulation
Other-regulation
Shared-regulation
Nonshared concept of task or topic
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3. Evidence of Ingructiona Scaffolding
(see Appendix 4 for definitions and example)

a  Ownership
b. Appropriateness
c. Structure
d. Collaboration
e. Internalization
Functions of Turns: Definitions
Prepared by Doralyn Roberts
Agree: Affirming another’s comment or idea
Challenge: Positing an alternative view
Check: Requesting clarification to check one's own understanding
Clarify: Restating an idea in an effort to be better understood
Confirm: Accepting someone else' s restatement of one’s own idea
Disagree: Disagreeing with another’ s idea or position
Expand: Elaborating upon idess, either one's own or ancther’s
Help: Offering assstance to move thinking aong
Invite: Providing overt opening to participate
Orchestrate: Logistical intervention to facilitate turn-taking and discussion participation
Present: Introducing an idea or comment
Recycle: Returning to previoudy discussed topics
Restate: Paraphrasing the ideas of another to voice understanding
Up the ante: Addressing a more difficult concept, or the same idea in a more complex way
Kindsof Help
Focus: Helping narrow the topic of consideration
Hint: Providing partia information or ways to think about the idea
Modify/shape: Helping tighten the argument or point being made
Suggest: Positing an alternative way to view an issue
Summarize: Restating ideas to help students take stock
Tdl: Providing information
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Sample Discussion Segmented by Topics

Prepared by Dorayn Roberts
Segment Page Topic Initiator
1 1-2  Pefect ending vs. Problems Marissa
2 2-3  Ending isnot redidtic Shela
3 34  (Recycle) Perfect vs. Problem ending Gerrick
4 4 Power in gang’s reputation Darren
5 45 Gunsvs. Verba confrontation Jmmy
6 56  Lisa'saccomplishment coupled with dragging on of Don
story
6-7  Author rushed the ending Kent
7 (Recycle) Power in reputation Samantha
7 (Recycle) Verba confrontation Charlene
10 7-8  Boring ending Shela
11 89  Unexpected ending Betsy
12 9 Tom Logan’s mistakes Gerrick
13 9-10 Islast part needed? Conrad
14 11  (Recycle) Verba defeat or Welcome alternative Ann
15 11  (Recycle) Rushed ending Darren
16 11-12 Lisashould have died Shella
17 12 (Recycle) Happy ending or not Gep
18 12-13 Responghility Kent
19 13  (Recycle) Lisashould die or not in relation to purpose  Conrad
and meaning
20 13-18 HasLisachanged? (Recyclel, 2, 3, 4,5, 6, 8, 9, 12, Gerrick
14, 15, 16, 18, 19)
21 18  (Recycle) Not redlistic Kent
22 19 Summary Teacher
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Sample Transcript with Functions of Turns Noted
Prepared by Doralyn Roberts
Note: Students numbered in order of appearance of turn in the conversation for that particular person.

Thus we could identify who initiated and closed the lesson and each topic within the lesson, who
said what to whom, and the function of those comments.

Segment 1: Perfect ending vs. Problem

Turn Function Speaker

T-1 Invite/Orchestrate Teacher Okay, do we have something that we want to talk about today? All
right, Marissa.

SI-1 Present/Expand Marissa | didn’'t like the ending. I thought it was, like, too perfect. Like she
getsthe city back and everything’ s just peachy-dandy. | thought
something else would happen. It just didn’t feel right.

T-2 Orchestrate Teacher Charlene?

-1 Expand/Challenge Charlene Well, you've got to think about it, because when they were going
around doing all this other stuff, they heard mention of this other
gang called the Chicago Gang | think it was, and what if that gang
comes? | mean, they’re very, they’ ve got alot of problems. It’s not
perfect, nothing is perfect by all means.

T-3 Orchestrate Teacher Conrad?

S3-1 Agree/Expand Conrad | agree with Charlene that it iskind of ahappy ending because
everyoneisall fine. But they are, there’ s other problems. Like, they
still have the food problem, and all the gangs and stuff. They’re
kind of used toit, but it’ s still abig problem and it's gonnatake a
long time to get over this—to get over that problem.

T-4 Orchestrate Teacher Gep?

A1 Expand Gep It isatoo happy, perfect. It’ slike they have problems, like the
Chicago Gang doesn’t really have that high of a chance of coming.

T-5 Restate Teacher Y ou don't believe that’ sgonna happen?

-2 Confirm Gep No. Because even if they do, they have alot of defense. And | think

Expand it wouldn’t be like that the Chicago Gang would just take them
over. They'd still have a defense and stuff. And the food problem,
they’ d probably overcome after alittle while, because they’d get
more people thinking than just like Lisa and that group.

T-6 Restate Teacher I’m gonna use the word vulnerable. Y ou don’t think they’re
vulnerable to the Chicago Gang. Y ou think they’ Il have enough to
overcome that.

A3 Confirm Gep Y eah.

T-7 Orchestrate Teacher Sheila?
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Segment 2: Endingisnot realistic

1

Present/Expand

Sheila

| didn’t like the ending either. Because it just seemed like
towards the ending, | mean at the beginning of the book.
Lisawasn’t the only person who, with ideas. But toward
the ending, the kids seemed to be really dumb. And they
werejust, “Weneed Lisa. . .."
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Appendix 4. Components of Instructional Scaffolding

Review fieldnotes, videotapes, audiotapes, and transcripts carefully for evidence of components of
instructiona scaffolding. Describe which components operate and how. Provide examples of students
language and classwork.

Components of Insgtructional Scaffolding

(From Applebee & Langer, 1983; Langer, 1984; Langer & Applebee, 1986, who describe five
characteristics of instructional interaction that were critical to the success of activitiesin the classrooms
they studied, but that were often lacking in the activities carried out.)

1

Student Ownership of the Learning Event — The instructional task must permit students to make their
own contribution to the activity asit evolves, thus allowing them to have a sense of ownership for
their work. They must develop their own reasons for participating in the activity rather than smply
completing the task because it has been assigned by the teacher.

The notion of ownership does not preclude the teacher’ s introducing an activity. The activities
introduced, however, must leave the student room to make a contribution beyond smply repetition of
information or ideas drawn from the teacher. For example, the assignment can provide room for the
student’ s value judgments or for reorganization of the content being studied: “Write a newspaper
article giving critical information that you fedl will be helpful for people who are deciding for whom
to vote.” This contrasts with an assignment that restricts the student to information previoudy
presented by the teacher or textbook, e.g., “Write an eection article telling who the candidates are,
the parties they represent, and their major platforms.”

Appropriateness of the Instructional Task — The instructional task must grow out of knowledge and
skills the students aready have, but must pose problems that cannot be solved without further help.
The task, then, needs to be sufficiently difficult to permit new learnings to occur, but not so difficult
as to preclude new learnings.

Supportive Instruction — Once the student and teacher understand that help is necessary, direct
ingruction in the form of questioning, modeling, or congtructive didogue, is offered to help the
student devel op a successful approach to the task. The student learns new skills in the process of
doing the task in a context where instruction provides the scaffolding or support necessary to make
the task possible.

Shared Responsibility — The teacher’ s role in the instructional event needs to be more collaborative
than evaluative. It is one of helping students toward new learning, rather than of testing the adequacy
of previous learning. The teacher’ s responses to student work help the students rethink efforts and
rework ideas as they move toward more effective solutions to the problem-at-hand.

Internalization — Over time, ingtruction should change, in response to the students' internaization of
the patterns and approaches practiced with the teacher’ s assistance. (Too often, “ effective” lesson
patterns become an unchanging part of the instructiona routine, for sequences of textbook lessons as
well asfor individual teachers. In these cases, students are “helped” to do things they can aready do
on their own. Instruction must be sengitive to the fact that as students gain new knowledge and skills,
the instructional interaction should change as well. The students' contribution to Smilar tasks will
increase while the teacher’ s concerns will shift toward more sophisticated issues or approaches. The
amount of dialogue may actually increase as the student becomes more competent, with the
interaction shifting from smple questions or directives toward a more expert exploration of options
and aternatives.



Evidence of Instructional Scaffolding
(Anaysis of One Class Mesting)

Prepared by Doralyn Roberts

Thisanalysis is based upon the modd of instructiona scaffolding presented in Applebee and Langer
(1983), Langer (1984), and Langer and Applebee (1986), which defines five components of effective
ingtructional scaffolding. The five criteria are ownership, appropriateness, structure, collaboration, and
internaization.

1

Ownership. The students are given ownership of this discussion from the very beginning of the class
when the teacher opened by asking if there were things “we want to talk about today?’ All of the
topics of discussion from this beginning were determined by the students. Recycling of topics
occurred as the students answered and questioned each other. No one is simply repeating what the
teacher has said nor is anyone trying to discover the teacher’s interpretation. The teacher does not
share her interpretation with the students. The students sense of purpose appears to be to share and
defend their points of view and to voice their changing ideas when they have them. They are talking
to each other and not to the teacher.

Appropriateness of the ingtructional task. The task for this classisto talk about concerns students
have about the book they have been reading so that they may each have a greater understanding of the
piece they have read and be able to share those ideas with each other. They bring aleve of ill in
group discussion which enables them to participate in an open way which alows for different points
of view to be expressed and challenged. They also come to this discussion having had a number of
other discussions on this book as the book was being read. In these respects, the task is within their
ability.

For the task to be appropriate, there must aso be room in the task for learning, i.e., the task is of
sufficient difficulty that the students can develop new knowledge and skills through the help given by
the teacher or the structure of the activity which enables them to use abilities that are in the process of
maturing but need help.

The task for this classis appropriate in several ways. While they seem quite tolerant of a variety of
viewpoints, they are not yet mature enough to just have such a discussion without the teacher’s
constant intervention to manage turrn-taking. Even with her, many sometimes all talk at once.
Listening to others as a part of sharing and working through ideas is being learned.

Most of the students have room to learn to ask themselves the “why?” and “what?’ questionsin
exploration of the reasons behind the feelings and opinions they express. These questions and the,
“Do you redly think?’ questions are asked by both the teacher and students and help students to think
through their ideas. Hearing other points of view is aso helpful to some in chalenging their own

idess.

Many students have room for learning how to express themselves oraly in a succinct manner which
alows for their ideas to be understood by others. The students are assisted here by the teacher’s
continual clarification of what the students intend to say. The teacher usually restates in one sentence
what may have taken the student several sentences or more to develop, sometimes with much
repetition. This modeling provides the student with an example to follow and sometimes shows
students where their original statements were inadequate or misunderstood.

55



3. Structure. Structure here refers to the supportive instruction which makes the structure of the activity
clear and provides new procedures and routines that are embedded in the context they serve.

The teacher’ s numerous interactions involving attempts to clarify students' ideasis a mgor aspect of
the structure she provides the students. The need to be clear in what one is saying and in how one
saysit is embedded in the context of the total purpose of the discussion, i.e., to share and clarify one's
own understandings and concerns about the book. the teacher’s efforts blend with the natural
sequence of thought and language which emerges from the students rather than to impose the
teacher’ s agenda upon the students' efforts.

All of the teacher’s logistical interventions to regulate the discussion serve naturally to structure the
flow of participation which supports the open sharing of ideas and the listening component of the
activity which the students sometimes need assistance doing.

The teacher aso provides some structure in the questioning which she does to focus discussion and
elicit more specific responses to “why?’ and “what?’ questions.

4. Collaboration. This component of effective instructiona scaffolding involves a shared responsibility
between the teacher and the students for the tasks being undertaken. The teacher’sroleisto
participate in interactions in a manner which builds upon and recasts the students' own efforts to
solve problems or complete tasks without eval uative responses or atesting of previous learning.

In this lesson, the teacher maintains a collaborative stance throughout. Her numerous clarifications of
students’ ideas never contain an evauation of the students ideas, but rather a recasting of ideas
understood by both the teacher and the students to be the students’, and further, with the mutua
expectation that the student will confirm or correct the teacher’ s understanding in line with the
students’ intention and meaning and never the teacher’s. This clarification process, as has been
shown, has the effect of often prompting the students to elaborate or expand upon ideas and
sometimesto dlicit other students' responses by directly asking them questions as they continue to
work upon the issues being explored.

The teacher also asks questions of a“what?’ or “why?’ nature which point the students to further
elaboration of ideas which they have aready brought up themselves but which need development. By
this, she helps them to take a next step in the path they are on or to turn onto another path if they
choose, but one does not dictate the choice. In like manner, she asked one that they look at Lisa at the
end, but she did not force them to take up Lisa as afocus of discussion. This had the effect of
pointing out another focus for thought and eventually produced productive work later in the

discussion when the students were ready and took up the topic of whether Lisa had changed. Notably,
the students evolved this focus on change, not the teacher, athough she collaborated in getting them

to look more closely at Lisa

One of the teacher’ s two rare instances of telling occurred in the context of collaboration. When the
students were speculating that the author of the book wrote the ending as he did to set himself up for
a sequel undertaken noted that in the biographical sketch of the author that it said he would write one,
but she dso told them to just discuss the book and forget the possibility of a sequd. This helps them
to complete their task of discussing their response to the book.

5. Interndization. This final component of effective instructional scaffolding involves the students
internalization of the patterns and approaches which have been practiced with the teacher’ s assistance
and external scaffolding. As the students take over more and more of the elements provided by the
teacher, the scaffolding is gradually withdrawn until it is no longer needed because the learner is
using the new knowledge of skills on his own.

Specific skills which can be learned in a short time are not being taught in this class, but thereis
copious evidence of students' internalization of patterns and approaches to discussion learned over
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time which the students use and which are mutually understood by the teacher and studentsto be in
operation even though they are never verbalized or overtly recognized. For instance, from the very
beginning, students know that they must voice their concerns and ideas and not wait for the teacher to
introduce topics for them to discuss. They aso automatically further their positions by supplying
reasons and expansions for their ideas and answering questions they anticipate will be asked. Other
approaches which the students use which are not prompted in the class by the teacher include
comparison to another text, attention to how the piece was written, looking at al the possibilities
without closing off avenues of the mind, addressing what the purpose and meaning of the story might
be, and sharing the way their ideas are changing as the discussion proceeds without fear of rgjection
or judgment.

Further evidence of internalization is seen in the way they listen to each other, pick up on each other’s
ideas, and direct questions to each other. It is understood that they are talking to each other, not just to
the teacher. It is aso understood that the teacher will not supply topics or her ideas. No one looks to
the teacher to discover what she thinks or to seek her approval. The whole class functions smoothly
through an internalization of a routine they learned long before this class and the teacher only
intervenes on several occasions to point them to deeper questions or more solid responses to each
other’sidess. In avery large measure, this group of students could and does function without the
teacher’s help. She has for the most part reduced herself to “traffic controller” and alowed the
students to take over the bulk of the task which they themselves set for the day.
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