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ABSTRACT ..

Educatiohai practi@ioners, for several decades, have encouraged
parents ‘to tead‘to tueir dhildren based on the premise that this
activity will develop the strong oral and vritten competencies needed to
succeed in school. Parents have heeded this advice with the result that

R’
for many children the bedtime story is.an. integral part of their

families' lives. _ )
1The purpose of this study was to iuvestigate the nature of
ioteraction'betweenAparents and children within a joint book reading
situation. The main focus for the research exploréd the questioning and
response sttategies of fathers/mothers and‘children as they shared a
‘familiat/unfamiliar story. A secondary focus examined the ;elatiouship
between.the.children's level of literacy'development and a)'the
strategies employed by the participants, b) the contextualization of the
.storles to the children's world knowledge and c) env1ronmental factors.
A'Conoepts About Print Test and informal interv1ew$ were employed as
data collection %nstruuents.v The sapple was comprised-of 27
kindergarten.childreu,’20’fathers and 20 uotheré. For the main focus of
the study, each child was read three storles—-a) 8 library book, b) a
famlliar or favourite book found in the home and c) an unfamiliar story
' prepared-by the researcher. Verbatim transcriptions were made of the
latter two. The dialogue evoiving ffom the story book interactions were

analysed according to a system of clarification strategies--Requests

(ﬁ%?m—Function), Responses (Form-Function), Data collected from this



N
. \
anal}gis were subjected to MANOVA's. Descriptive enalys{F was carried

out for the secondary fncus of the study. ,‘\\ﬂﬁ
The statistical findings indicated fathers and mothers %ié;ndf'”
* differ vith respect to tne strategies employed, 'Simfler results veres
noted for»children read to by fathers and children read to by mothers.

However, differences were found for the kinds of strategies equoyed by

the participants in familiar versus unfamiliar stori *1¥

instances, the statistical findings confirmed what hes been o

studles using- ethnographic research methods. : \\*

The descriptive results 1ndicated ‘thar—High Print Aware children
and their parents contextualized textual information more frequently
than their Low Print Aware peers, Certain environmental factors also

‘were more likely to be noted in the home of High Print Aware children.

However, regardless of the level of literaey development, children and

their parents employed request and_response strateg{es wvhich were

similar in nature and preference, -
The' results of this study indicate that children were co-

. participants in the reading event. The nature of the interaction would
appear to differ depending on the fami}iarity or unfamiliarity‘of the
'story. | |

Implicatiens for further research, for teachers and for parents are

also presented. ¢

vi
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

North Americans live in a print oriented worid. Such a highly
-lite;éte‘so;iety provides_a multitude of opportunities in:our daily
li;es to interact with print even outside of our working schedule.
Everything froﬁ the inting on cereal boxes ‘to television coﬁmercials;
from business signs to traffic signs, from T-shirts to junk mail
'consﬁitute an ehvirondent whiéh is literally speckled with print. 

Littlé can‘be accomplisﬁéd withoutlréference to‘print~—whether it is in
deciding what movie to aftend, what type and ﬁrice ofjtomatoes to
purchase, responding to the RSVP on a wedding invitation, checking the
~car repair«bill,'etc. In fact, success(is often measured B& the abiliﬁy :
to read énd write well in one's daily life.

Thé present hue and cry coﬁcerning students' literacy Capab%lities
is understaqdable.as théy are presently living in an environmeﬁt more
dominated by print than at any other time in history. As a result of
such a highi} print—orieﬁteh culture, young children arrive at school
for the first time having had a wide variety of experiences with the
printed word.. Smith (1976) qus it aptly when he fecounts three-year-
old ﬁat;hey"s enéounter with~written~languaée in a deéartment store,

-  Not only was the child ablé.to identify some words on signs'énd packages

but
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he knew a good deal about what the print odght to say on a package

label which indicates how well he understood the function of print,

and he could apply a probable meaning long before he could

. recognise the word on sight (p.298). - \

However, young children demohst;ate>vgrying degrees‘of
~sophistication‘in literacy awareness, It is the{researcher‘s contention
that this;ayareness is avresult of the inﬁeractions‘between child and
adult és fhey'mowe thrpuéh their paily.lives.‘.Adults focus the
youngsters' attention on the symbols and.thelmeaning carfied by the
‘writing. "That says 'STOP:hf "You're weariﬁg»your 'Oilers’ swéaterﬂ'
Time and time-again‘atqany hour of.fhe day, the child;svattentidn is
brought to beXr upon the printed word thch hasvmeahing for ﬁimu‘m'

.For several Qecades parents héve been enﬁohraged to read to
théir chi1d;en. The prémise'aépears to be that if parents ;ead to gheir
offspring, a solid and soﬁnd foundation of oral and w;itteh compétencies‘
will evolve in school years. That parents do read to their childrén is
‘evident from fhe volume of research ia‘ghéiaréa. Teale (1981) in his
review states that "cbrrelational re;u}tsjindicate that there is a 1ink
{,between being read to and success in cerfain general competencies in
?ﬁianguage and 1itera;y"(p,903). In other words, researchers know and
- parents believe that home reading doesrmake a difference to the child's

litéfacy awareness, Why it makes such a difference is still not clear.
From an early age, practically every night, many fathens and

. mothers take time from their busy schedules to curl up with their éhild
in order to read a bedtime story. This quiet tiﬁe together, when all

appears well with the world, has become for many families nearly a

sacred ritual. Within joint—bookAreading, parents and children are
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. { *
provided with many opportunities to interact verbally. If the Sharing
of this'kihd of literary event is considered a concept development

situation, discuésion concerning the strategies both partners employ to

clarify their meahings of the situation may provide the body of research
~with a deeper awéreness of what exactly happens in the joint-reading

“event. In other words, it may be possible to understand more

specifically the nature of the event itself, that is what that

experience does for the child and how the adult mediates the event for

_\' his offspring. Investigation into the nature of clarification requests

\\and responses within such an episode may pave the way for further

A
d%scérnment of the relationships between joint-book reading as a

llitg;afy event and children's cohcept development and understanding of

“literacy skills,

'.) ' It appeéfé to.be taken for gfantedlthat all pgrents.naturally
know how most effectiyély tp rgad-stdries’tp their children, gow to -
agsist them in dgveloping and expanding ideas and concepts from the on-
the-1lap éibérience. 'Cémmon sense, confirmed by the study done by
Gpinach-and.Jester (1972), w&uld éppéér to indi;atelﬁhat this is not.so.
The straﬁegies adulté use when reéding Qith their cﬁiihren may be as
individualistic and varied és the participants thémselves. In addition,'
today both father and mothers share the :espoﬁsibilities of rearing
their youngsters much more so than tyentj yéars'égd. Wifh so many
mothers iﬁ the work force, fathers find themsel ves in the position of

having to relate to their young children in a more définite‘care—taking

role than in the past. It coulq_therefore be suggested that the



4
variability in clarificatiqn strategies found améng families may also be
observed within families. P,

Vygotsky (1962) contended tAat intellectual skills grow out of
social interactions in the service Qf practical activity and.thatvhow a
child organised a proc¢ess on the social level would determine Jow he
functioned with this process on an indiv1dual level, Klng (1985) puts
it succinctly when she states "in learning children rely on interactions
with others who share their interests in new experiences" (p.37). One
may therefore speculate and perhaps even expect, that the differenées in
the quality and‘quantity_of intéractions, in the similarities and
dissimilarities found among and within families Yhen adulés and children
share a book, may contribute to.the differences iq:cﬁildren'é concept
. ﬂevelopment of literacy skills and their success in school in later
S agfg
As parents use their own individualistic‘styles in verbal
.interactions in 1iterary events, the levels ofﬁigtolvement and
reciprocity they expect or allow from their children and the lengths
they go to to maintain dialogue on a particular facet of a book's .
content appear to warrant.serious inQéstigation. As Teale (1982) has
§tated "Rather than what we do Lo them, it might be ;aid that children's
reading and wriE}ng are -induced and extendgd because of what we do with

then" (p.161) (author's emphasis).
FOCUS FOR THE STUDY

Within the joint book experience, doubtlessly many occasions arise

for parents and children to verbally interact. How do parents explain

e



new labels and events within the story? Do they realize that some items
if “ iy

within the text are causing conceptual confusion for their listenirs?

already formed? Are parents motivating their children to resolve
¥, .

own conceptual conf}icts? Or, are they narrowing the field o§ sco
5 ,

joinﬁ book experience,

This researcher had littlé success in finding any studies which
dealt with the child's own clarification requests or the strategies he
uses in his seérchbfor know;edge. ﬁowever there is little reason to
suspect that children do not seek clarification for some of the messages
read to them. One may assume that they need to clarify the utterances
.of pa;ents as mpch if not more than the adults who seek clarification
from them, for it is the child who is unfamiliar with print and what it
cohtains; It ié possible that youngsters may use the same strategies of
repetition, ;onfirmation, specification and elaboration as indicated in
adult speech (Van Kleeck & Guhter, 1982). In the joint book episode,
certain lébeis and events may.be mentioned which the children do not
understand. Do parents know thiS, and as it were, jump the gun on them
and interpret for them without allowing the children to ask fpr

themselves? Or, do children sgék clarification of their own accérd, by

requesting more specific information than is provided by the text,
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thereby delineating more clearly the meaning'of the author's intent? In

effect, do children use qﬁestioning strategies themselves within the

reading situation?

It is proposed therefore that as\children mové towards becomin
readers, the adults who mediate print for them play a crucial role., Th
qhestiéns and responses directed towards the child in the joint book
_.event, may demo;strate t§§~goals-.r purposes of the adult, i;e.th

learning experience for the child.

pns and responses may demonstrate his
desire to learn and unde and what is intended by the text.

It is also proposed ﬁhat‘tﬁe quality and quantity of intéraction
may differ whether a familiar or an unfamiliar story is being read. Do
parents question more in one situation than in aﬁothér? Are favﬁurite
stories more conducive to verbal interactions than others and if” 8o what
questioning and response strategies-appear to be selecteé for either.

Finally if is proposed that the JC lit§;§hd quantity of interaction
may vary depending on whether fathprgjor mothers‘read to the child. Are
interactive styles for mothers and fathers similar? Doeé the child
vintéfact in a similar fashion regardless of reader?

A study which investigates the nature of interaction within a joint
book event may shed further light in .the area of emergent reading
behaviors. The analyses of a) the adult-child and child-adult verbal
dialogues; b) the strategiesfathers or mothers and children use’and c)

. & : o .
~the responses each gives or recefves, may provide more detailed

knowledge to the existing body of research. Analyzing the data from the
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interactions may add further clues and enhance our understanding of the

joint book ‘experience.
THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of the study?}s to investigate tﬁé nature of
interaétioh between parents and their children within a joint book
reading situation, ’The studv will focus upon'iﬁsfquality and quantity
of that interaction whether the father or mother is the reader and
whether avfamiliar or unfamiliar story is being read. 'Figufe 1 presents

» i
the relationship of factors within joint reading events.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. Do fathers and ﬁotheré differ with respect to the strategies they
gmploy when they read to their children?

2. Do children differ with respect to th¢ strategiés they employ when
read to by féthers or oppgsed to being read to by mothers?

3. Do ;arenﬁsAdiffer wifh respect to the strafegies they employ when a
familiar as opposed to -an ﬁnfamiliar story is Seing read?

a

4, Do children differ vith:respect to the strategies they employ when
- a familiar’as opposed to an unfamiliar.story is being read?

In addition to the above research questions for which data will be
?nalyzed statistically, the following questions will also be addressed
with descriptivé data b;ing provided to provide some answers.

1, Is there a relationship between the children'é level of ljteracy

development and

a. strategies employed by the parents



Emergent Literacy

' P

questions/responses
o

" Story Event

1. Familiar Story

2. J,Unfamiliaf story
Nature of;interaction using specific strategics between either
father or mother and child.

Questions gnd responses which emerge frpm or lead to further

interaction.

Figure 1: Relationship of Factors Within Joint Book Events °



b. strategies employed by the children?

2. Is there a relationship between the children's level of 1}teracy
develoupment and the'contextualizétion of the stories tqlth;
children's world knowledge? L”

3. Is there a relatiqnship between environmental factors in the home
as indicated by the parent intervier and the childfen's level of
literacy?

HYPOTHESES#*
)

Bécause the literature gives no definite directioh concerning the
nature of,parent—chiid interactions within a joint b&bk reading
éxperience, it is not feasible to provide researchwhypothése&
Consequently the following null hypotheses are s£ated:

1. There will be no significant differéhces in the strategies employed
by fathers and mothers. Specifically there will be no differences
for
a. requests function
b. requests form
c. responses functioh 0

d. responses form
- v

h ” . R
2. There will be no significant differences in the strategies emploved

by parents in familiar and unfamiliar stories. Specifically there

will be no differences for '

»
*Level of significance for rejection or non-rejection of the hypotheses
will be set at p<.05. : ' B



W%%sts function * . -g

b. requests form

C. responses funci}on
"d.  responses form o A
'3,  There will be no significant interaction®effects between fathers/

c S .
‘mothrs and familiar/unfamiliar stories in terms of the strategies |,
) “ . . N '..’r “
émpldyed. E - e,
4.  There will be n¢ significant differences in the strategies employed

by children whgn fathers read to them as opposed to when feadvto‘by

mothers. Specifically there will bé(go differences for

a.* requests function g
‘b. . requests form
. . N
., Ce responses function
d. responses form o , i . : —

—

x./" .
5. There will be ng .significant differences in the strategies employed

by children when'a familiar as bpposed to an unfamiliar story is

»

being read to them. Specifically there will be no ‘differences for

‘a. requests function

- b." requests form

c. . responses function
, ks
Yo} .
. d. . responses form

- 6. There will be no significant intgraction effects between children
J'read'to by.fafhérs/children read to by mothers and
: (d‘féhiliar/unfamiliar stories in terms of the strategies employed.

°

Lol
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. .  LIMITATIONS -

1.. The tapings of ‘the stories may have had an.inﬁﬁﬁgting_effect upon.

‘the participants and‘may‘haie changen'the "customary interactions"
vthat wnuld have been empleyed; ‘ 6

2. Some of the parents were known to the‘reseagcher/1nterv1ewer
Therefore, the adults may have provided 1nformat10n which they
tho%ght the 1nterv1ener, a teacher, may havévwanted to hear rather
than whét.they believed

3. As the 1nterv1ewer was not present at the story readlng tapings,
non- verbal behav1ors such as noddlng, smlllng,,etc. were not

,wf? ev1dent contrlbutlng tog loss of 1nformat10n on whrch to base g

‘judgment regarding the (%accuracy of the researcher s Jnterpretatlon

of the situation.
SIGNIFICANCE - -

Little, if.any, emplrlcal ev1dence ex1sts on J01nt book reading in
the home. WIth few exceptlons, data have focussed on a few children
‘over a. long perlod of tlme (Crago and Crago, 1983 Doake, 1981; Snow,

1983). Others have 1nvest1gated larger groups w1th1n ‘the communlty

‘(Heath 1982) and in nursery school (Cochran Smlth 1984), The thick

descrlptlons whlch have resulted from these studles have been inyaluable

to those interested in the field of emergent readlng It would .appear,’

hd LIRS

however,vthat the time has come to balance the scales with a
quantltatlve analysis of the 1nteract10n of a Jo1nt book readlng

eplsode.' o "

ar



The study is of theoretical interest as it blends&mediatéd learning
~experiepcés Qith readihg as a process eveng. If we,adhere to thé»
pfemiSe that reading schemata develop.over.time,’the'rolé the ﬁa{ént
plays £;wgésis§ing the child to undefstand decontextualized print may be
vital to' that sqpcessful deveIépment. If certain stfategies'appéarvté
‘eﬁcourage aﬁdlélicit'interaction from the ;hiid-ih a homq‘feading'
sifuation; it may not be unréalistic'to'éuggest that‘teachers employ
‘similar teghniqﬁes.and‘use those iﬁformal mefhods_empioyed‘by effective
parents. | |

..Research wquld appear to‘indic;te that no‘one'person ié whqllyﬁ
responsiblglfor'a child’s’readiné dgvelqpment, Honger‘the importance
Aof»parents as co—develobers appeﬁrs_to.be:mqfe vital as knowledge
‘ﬁoncerniﬁg.young childfen's learning strafegies'comés toilight. This
study may provide further insight into the iﬁportance of the parentél
rolé.‘  . 4 ° |

Much of the ;eséafch has focﬁssed upon ‘the mother as the major

' :

facilitator of the child's languége‘developmgnt. Ip'this day of working
ﬁothers, fathers have taken over many of the traditiohél foles of child
rgéripg. There is a deérth of material concerning fatheré"imﬁatt‘dnn‘
their‘children‘s cognitiﬁe develbpmen;}in general and on readihg
acquisition in parfi;ular. This study should help to prévide somé
_insig;t into.the @ale parent's interacti?e.strétegiéé which may differ
;conSiderabl; from those pf His wife. . | | |

If certain strategies appear to be conducive to fostering emergent

literacy awareness, parents who do not employ such techniques may be,
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encouraged to use them thus avoiding difficulties for their'children in
'lafér school yeafs.

It is'qued ﬁhat_és a fesuit of this study a broader undefgtanding
'éf Qhat parer. iy wheﬁ‘théy read with their children will surface.
The crucial role they play seems to be an understood fait aqcompli iﬁ.

¥

the 1iteratufe. 'Why it is, is still uncertain.’
OVERVIEW OF THE THESIS

Chapter II‘pre@énts a review of the literature relevant to the
purpose of the present study. Chapter€§II describes the theoretical
framgwo;k‘for thevstudy. The research design, the sample, data

.colieé};dn, data coding and:data analysis are preéented ;n»CHapter Iv,
The statistical findings ére presentéd and discussed in Chapter V. The
descriptive data'is_presented; analyzed apd discusséd in Chapter VI.
The %inal chapter presents an bverview of the stﬁdy, the findings,

- conc¢lusions and implications thereof. Suggestions are made for further

research and teacher education.



CHAPTER II
. RELATED LITERATURE

Historical Overview of .Emergent Reading

A. The Early Years

During the eighteenth Century and for a greater part of the
nineteenth, children were viewed as empty vessels to be filled with a

1)

coﬁtinuo@s“flood of yeligiaus and moral dicta. Schools were in the
tight control of the ;hurch.nmAs the alphabetical mé;hod wasvghe only
known reading épproach during this period, one may infer that a child's
introduction to reading was both dull é;ﬁ unimaginative. However it is
| ,interestingAto'no;e that an ability to read was in the opiﬁion of chufch
leaders, a necessary,ékill. A genuine effoft was madé to teach children
td read_albeié with the open motive to indoctrinéte them in the ways of
their relig%pn. o
- ' / .
By the middle of the nineteenth century, while a more definite
:focus_was apparen;»in ;hngtreés on'elocuti%n, garly reaQing.Gas‘Still
approached f;bm aﬁ-a;phabétic pefspective; syllable repetition; rote
,pemorization were still very much in'yogue. A high degree of emotive - -
and emphatie oral reading was prevalent.‘q"Try to read as if you weré
telling é sfory to your mother or talkingfto some -of your pla}mates.
Reading.is talkihg from a book™ (Smith, 1965, p.4i). An offshoot from

this focus upon elocutionary skills was the first step towards soﬁnding

out the letters of the words rather than just naming them.
) : i )

14
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Bp 1850, alnEV direction was apparent due in part to German-
Pestalozzian inflnences (Smith, 1965, p.82) Because of the change in
 emphases from. patriotic objectives to goals whlch focussed upon
democratic ideals, childreniwere‘educated with a view to making them
intelligent citizens, future adults who tould respond to the.duties of
the etate. Initial reading-experiences noved towards a>continuation of :
the.teaching of the sounds ofvthe letters, At thls point the
>1ntroduct10n of the whole word method came into vogue,

Dechant (1970) quoting,Pestalozzi states "to insttuct man is
nothing more than‘to help nature deveiop/in its own way and the art of
instruction‘depends ptimatily on harmonizing our messages, and the_'
~demands we make upon the child with his powers of the momentw(p.164L
Here was the‘firSt suggeetion that instruction should begin where the
child was at, in a cognitlve sense, rather than where educators thought-
he-shouid'he. In additlon, the flrst gllmmer of a theory of maturation .
was. presented to be. p1cked up in. greater detail and with considerable
vigour in the 1920's. |
| ’By the turn of the century, yet.another_emphasis came into focus.
Life was beconing more leisutelp. Middle class Americans were
financiaiiy comfortable and had both the time and interest to pursue
cultural activities——art, music,-litetature. Whatvthe child shonld read
became as important in 1iteracy development[as how he should be taught
Content took precedence over form and an appreciation of good 11terature
more valued than the mechanical abillty to read (Smith, 1965 ‘p.121).
For beginning readers, a reconc1liation between word and phonetlc'

approaches waS‘ev1dent-—unre1ated sentences designed for the drilling of
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known words; vocabulary control dominated 'within thq_primers and many
stories were of the repetitive génre.‘ In older érades, complete
‘unabridged literary worké'which:replaced‘the short selections and
exﬁracts df’famous authors;étéestéd to the new eﬁphésis of readiné.as a

L}

cultural asset. o .
4 | ' “: . ‘
Thg égiygalistic-view;of the child development, bare}y evident %n
vthe past‘fifty’years, became more p;omineht. In 1908, Hﬁey producéd his
treatise on feading thch'formed a éatalyst'for the natgralistic'
ﬁovement. It was the opinibn of the author that children‘gréw and
developed naturally tﬁrough their everyday experiences,“:hrough'their
interactions witﬁ those people and ;hings‘aroﬁng_them and throughlthe
explanétions and responses given té their enqui;iés; Huef (1908) ﬁut;it
. aptly when he stated: | B
"The child makes endless questionings about the ﬁamés‘of things as

every mother knows, He is concermed also about the printed
notices, signs, titles, visiting cards, etc. that come in his way

and should be told what these 'say' when he makes inquiry. It is -,

surprising how large a stock of printed or written words a e¢hild
will gradually come to recognise in this way (p.313).

One may consider this étatemént to be one bf the first references.
to environmentai print which modern day researchés méy refer to as the
'naturalrway' to learn to réad; However, Huey (1908)“was.of the opinion
that formal instruction in iearning to read should be postponed until at
1east the age of eight because of ;he physiolégical difficulties of
young eyes focussing upon print. Huey's (1908) premise that a child
could learn to read as he léarned to talk,v"from a’desire to find out or

tell something"” and that learning to read was incidental to other things
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"in which he might be interested (p.297) was not takeé g@?iously by

‘régearchers until decades later. o

The interpretation of childhood in particular and human behaviour

‘in general changed direction ag a result of Hefl, a renowned
psychologist of'the early twentieth century. Hall (1664) contended thet
heredity and matuthtion,‘i.e. a predetermined nature which unfolded in
stages, were the’main factors in growth and development. Developpent

was considered automatic where one stage followed upon another in an

.inevitable order. Follow1ng qulckly upon the footsteps of Hall came the

ﬁtheorles of Gesell (1940) which further supported the premise that . .

growth was a result of 'neural ripening' and ' automatic and unfolding
rbehaViourJ Just as the ebiiity to walk and talk ‘unfolded during one of
, these stageé, so too the‘ability to read would also occur at a point in
time.' To confirm the premises of Huey (1908) and Dewey (1956), the
”father of the Progreesive Movement, that ‘reading should be postponed
Hall (1904) and Gesell (1940) provided a theoretical framework for the
formers contentions. Thls idea of ripeness or readiness caught fire
and raged intense}y,fopﬁthe‘next;thirty yeats as a result of the
exploeioo of the Testing Movement so highly ralued‘at the time for its
exactness of‘measurement and its objective ehalyses of human behaviour.

Therefore another»dlrection was p01nted to as being interpretative
of chlldhood No longer was the child seen as an empty vessel nor as
someone who could be inetructedgsolely'by interaction with his
u_environment DUring the‘early 1920's, children/CEre v1ewed as organisms
who could only learn when they had reached the correct stage ot

development which would encourage the mastery of a particular task. It



18

was felt thaﬁ with thé passiné of time, a child would mature and be
ready to read. Until that maturity was reached, a solution of
postponement was the wisest choice. In other words, when the child was
maturationally ready, success>would be achieved. W

Qne éf the first arﬁicles to appear which linked reading readiness
to the testing movement was published by Dickson in 1920. This writer
contended that students experiencing difficuity in reading were those
with mental ages of less than six years, Hoimes(1927)revealed asé
‘result of his investigation that iargé numbers of first graders wére
unable to.grasp the éssentials of early reading; furthermore, the
researcher was of the opinion that these failures were a result of the
lack of readiness to read. Therefore the point of concentration moved
towards factors coq}ained wvithin the child himself rather than outside
influences4%poor instruction, inappropriate materials or large
classrooms.

Becaﬁse‘bf the difficult;gs of measuring oral reading objectively,
‘there was a shift from the oral to the silent mode, another result .of
the_Tgé&%?g Moveﬁent. questiggtions demonstrated the superiority of
siient reading to oral reading in speed and coﬁprehension and provided
the baéis foru£he "fapidly growing body of opinion in favour of silent
reading" (Smith; 1965, p.160).

The findings of one‘teaching method in one school system resulted
in its results being acceptéd as'applicable to éll children in all
schools. This particular invéstigatién carried out by Morphett and

Washburne‘(1931)_not only is a landmark in the history of early reading
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but has had lasting effects practically to the present day. Knowing
what we knoQ todéy about the complexities of reading,‘this study should
caution us against interpretations or generalizations which go beyond
the findings; Criticism of the study in the light of today's standards
of research may not‘however‘belentireiy justified‘ "In the‘particular
perspective of thg time when it was performed, its design ana the
-statistical treatment ot the data were quite satisfactory”" (0l1lila,
1983, p.179). Within the stﬁdy however, which found correlations
bétWeén the mental age of six and a half years and a readiness to read,

the findings wereAinterpreted as‘causal.

Therﬁsychological view of ripeness aé surfacing at one‘particular
point in time reached new heights when Washburne,rhimself a prestigious
leader of the Progressive Movement stéted "Nowadays each first grade
teacﬁer in Winnetka has a chart showing when each of her children will
be mentally six and a half and is careful tﬁ avoid any effort to get a
child to read before he has reached thié;stage of mental growth"
(Washburne, 1936), |

Because of this close relationship between mental and chroqologicél
. age,. there wés.a continued focus upon within chilq factors. Tests and

checklists which\reléted to readiness began to surface in the schoolé;
dealfng with a myriad 6f‘factorsA—néurological, emotional,
psychological, physiological, environmental. As Jenkins (1927) totéd
"We may 160k forwatd fo the déy when measures of readiness will rest in
objective tests and parénts and teachers will both be governed thereby"
(p.209). Group aéministered to children in the first weeks of school,

the tests' main components dealt with vocabulary dévelopment, auditory

*
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and visual discriminqtion features. Postponement of reading 1ed‘to
readiness programs, for teachers felt that they had to do something'with
the chiid;en fof the first few months.. The premise appearéd to be that
readiness programs were gbod for all, ready or not (Durkin, 1982, p.59).
The onus féll,upon the school to make thé children ready i.é. feadiness
could be taught, and a philosophy permeated the eduéationalyscene‘that
nature could be nurtured. Little.aﬁtéctibn Vas‘péid to the individual |
chilg; he was considered a member of tﬁe\group biding his time, waiting
to bé ready to take the first giant step'towardm reading.

Neé@less to say some researchers voiced their objeotions{ Gates
and Bond (1936) as a result of their work viewed learning to read as’
’being dépen&ent upon a complex mﬁltitude of factors as opposed to just

-

the mental age component. Methodology, quality of materials and
& 5 “ .

instruction, and the needs of thgﬂfhdividual were éf importance.
Perhaps most important Gates (1937) indicated that a mental age of five
yaé.sufficient for some childresa to appfoacb the fgading task énd
conversely a mental age of éeven would not be sufficient for others.
Littié attention howeYer was paid to these researchers. The} were
sQimming'againstwthe tide of conventional thought. FKeeping the theory
alive of a particular point in time to begin reading was reinforced by
.Olson (1949) whose ideas of childhood development referred to
'organismic age' and Havighurst's (1953) 'teachable moment,’ both
reaffirming the theories of Gesell set %qrth in the 1920'8.
‘Sputnik was launched .by the Russians in 1957. Mental banic set in

across North America. Criticism of public school education was loud and



" was a surface attempt to look at the individual ch

>

programs continued to implement them for all children' who entered their
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clear. The resif#¥s of these concerns was aptly put by’Durkin (1982)

N
.ig
}ﬁ o"\)
o
:

when she stated "an atmosphere was characterized by the‘cry 'Let's teach
more in our pﬁhbols.and let's teééh it sooner' (p.60). |

" Gray (i956) provided a new underétanding of the éoncebt of reading
readiness—readiness could occur at any poinf in life when the reader
could not interpret the concepts found within the ?riht. To confirm
this hypothesis, Ausubél‘(1959) contended that readiﬁess was the result

of the interaction between an individual's abilities and the demands of

a givén learning task. Bloom (1964), Bruner (1960) and' Hunt (1961) were

- Lo : A
at the forefront of those theorists who supposed that hereditary and
maturational factors )ogether with environmental experiences had to be
taken into consideration where a concept of readiness was concerned.

& -
A new era had apparently dawned. What the child had learned prior

N ./ .
to school entry, what experiences he had been exposed to became of

importance. The child who was culturally deprived might not beﬂseen as .

-having viablefexperiences which would foster school reading success.

Head Start and other interventional programs were intitiated as
preventative measures. However little changed within the school systems

themselves, with the exceptioh of what used to pass as readiness

%

instruction in grade one now became the responsi@iliuy of Kindergarten.
Materials and methods changed little. In other Yords, although there
1d, the main emphasis.

was to‘cﬁange him rather than the system which proposed to teach him.

Durkin (1968) has noted that most schools which have readiness
. ) ¥

doors. In spite of the fact that many of the students possessed
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considerable reading abilities while others possessed few or none,
readiness programs continﬁed to hold sway until the mid-seventies. Such
practices were in fact partly due to Durkin's own interpretation of
early reading, i.e. readiness inétruction was viewed as reading
instruction in its earliest stages. Based on Ausubel's (1959)
contention that learning occurs when the child's abiliﬁy and the-dgmands
of the task interact, Durkin's (1968) revised concept of regdinessi
provided a framework whereby a) instrPction should be individualized and
b) a variety of methods were necessary. " Therefore whi{e the readiness
test per se fell out of favour, readiness instruction i.e. the skills
associated with reading, was considered a viable tool for diagnosing
what the child knew in relation to the materials to be presented and to
provide for intervention which would assist him”in meeting the
requirements necessary for a particular program.

Perhaps the most interésting facet of the whole hisﬁory of early
reéding is that reading instruction was considered separately from

. |

reading pleasure. FromAthe earliest days, the books used inischools
were not those which were written to dglight the imagin;tion and stir
the eﬁotions. Whilé many s;hool texts did contain amusing, exciting and

adventurous stories, most were sterile, unimaginative and often far

removed from the child's experiences.

B. A Modern Interpretation

Modern thinking concerning early reading was initiated by the rise

k]

of psycholinguistics. Chomsky in 1969 in his description of language

development, demonstrated that children cognitively attempt to make
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sense of their physical environment through the medium of language. In
their éearch'for‘understanding, they select, test and generate
categories 6f words and knowlgdge. Goodman (1976) and Smith (1973), at
the forefront of the psycholinguistic feading field, contend'thé:
children acquire éheir knogiedge of prigt in the same manner by which
they acquire oral 1anguage because of tﬁéir need to make sense of thei;
enviponment. Because of that similarity of&purpose of communication,
oral and written language rely on similar mental processes for
understanding. Holdaway (1979) stétes that "written language. is a
graphic system based on speech in that it us;s the séme semantic systems
‘to convey meaning;(mBBL This same researcher further contends that
"1ita{acy skillsldevelop in the same 'natural' way as spoken language

o

when conditions for learning are comparable"” (p.20). To cbnfirm this

statement, Goodman and Goodman (1978) note thét "language learning
‘whether oral or written is motivated by a need to communicate, to
undérstand and be understood" (p.3).

Therefore, although for generations it was considered that reading
began with formal instructien, present day knowledge appears to advocate
that not only is early.reading closely related to the development of

oral language, but the child begins tc read as he tries to make sense of

the print in his environment, In many cases several years prior to

»

formal instruction in the art at school, he.learns to read through trial

and-error, testing and generating hypotheses of what he sees in the
printed world, organizing his knowledge as he organizes his oral
I &

language experiences, In other words, children are not biding their

<
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time, in the cogmitive sense, waiting for formal instruction but seek to

i

/understand how their worlddfunctions. It may be stated therefore that

.there is no readiness period ‘per se. Rather children gradually refine
Cey )
their cognltlvexsnd 11ngulst1c ab111t1es whlch together with their inner

motivation to understand thelr environment and their knowledge of synta

"and semantlcs, encourage them to attempt to understand the print whlch

i

‘surrounds ‘them. Reld (1981) notes that early readlng is 1nterpreted as
r'a

-

a gradual‘spontaneous evolutlon beglnnlng with the holistic attributlon
hof‘meaning in print and later, apparently with instruction, becoming
refined in euch a way as tO‘enable the reader to become knowledgeable
about the component eiements of words (and perhape to oral 1anguagf}ﬂf‘
(p 70). |

Such & perspectlve of early readlng is a far cry from the stamplng
on of'knowledge,vthewhonlng'of readlness‘skllls,:the wa1t1ng for the
magioel maturetional age and/or for seeing readineés as pre-reading.
Today's thoughts would seem to'indicate that many children possess a
gchema'for reading which?théy,have developed in much the same way es,
they develop SChena for other important facets of life. They*oontinue

L

~ to refine and reorganlze their reading schema, expandlng their awareness
that the purpose of prlnthds to eonuey meanlng. Thls'development begins
when they attain the ability to respond to prlnted stimuli long before
schoolientrante ége.t'Because of their own curiosity and the
responsiveness of the significant adults in their lives, they seék
: . s |

vinformation,abodt the print which they encounter, Using speech and his

knowledge of oral language, the childgquestions the readers in his

environment who in turh interpret or mediate the print for him. In
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other words,vtﬁe adult'm;ves'£he chila‘towards becoming a reader;
exposing ﬁim«to and facilitatidg His undgrstanding of the print whichis
important to both of them. If thg adult does not see book readihg as a
medium of interaétion, then book reading will not occur for‘the child.
The child will only have the opportunity to iﬁquiré about environméntal
ﬁrint. If on the other hand the adult useé bboks and other;pon—
ehvironqentél print to develop an awareness 6f Titéfacy,.that child will
emerge towards }iteracy havingkbeén exposed to contextuéliiéd and
decontéxgualized print. e

That .children learn to read as they learn oréi language should not
be interpfeted that éither occur naturally'in thé sense that they are
not taught; 'Admittedly parents do not formally teach their children to
speak. Researcﬁ has beén considgrable on the effects of aduléhlanguage
on infant»speech development (Snbwk& Ferguson, 1977). The’input
provided by the adult is extensive and the quality.of adults' language—
“the responsiveness énd the apprbpriateness of the adult's language fo
“the infant's level of development--has an imbatt on the languagé
hdeyélopmenﬁ of the infant, Qne may éa; -refore, that children are not
formally tqﬁght Qggrto speak; however social and physical environments
a{e providedﬁwhich suﬁpo;t the child as he strivés tb learn the
language. It is possible that the same kinds of support may be evident’
as children seek to understand print; In o;der tb‘learn ih'a‘parti;;iar
'domain,‘the child must be,aﬁle to access éxperieﬁces out qf which that
learniﬁg can take place. Children who have few or no Books in7fhe home,

who are not read to or do not have adults who bositivel} respond to
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. their questions may be thosé same youngsteré who are not-providéd Wi;ht
‘cfucial iitérate e%ﬁeriences. If children were 'natural"readeré; tﬁe}
‘would come to kﬁéw p;int through direct interaction with the symbols,
regérdlesé of.the qUality of adulf mediated exberiences. Comﬁon-sénse
wouid appeaf‘tq indicate that‘suéh is not the:case. Rather a rich print
environmént,’supported ﬁositiveiy'by significant others, who albeit are
unaware thatktheylmake a solid contribution to theiqgi}d's emergent -
‘literac; development,vseéms to be the focus‘of current emergent reading
fesearch. “

it is apparent‘therefbre that a shift in e;phasis cbncerning_what
eafly féading is composed of, has occurred during_the(laét ten years.’

3 -

I . -
The research focus now 1s on the child as learner rather than the adult

ég{Eéacher (Goodman, 1976; Smith, 1973; Teale, ¢1982), the processes

~ -

which the youﬁgster uses as he encocunters print'(GoodmaQ & qudman,
1979; Swartz, 1977), the'reéding schema which he posseé§e§ at various
ages (Clay, 1976; Hayden, 1981; Hiebert, 1981), and the impact the home
eévironment has .on the thld's‘literééy development (Doake, 1981; Heaﬁh,
1982; Snow, 1983). Studies in these areas are casting new light ﬁpon
the subject of how children mové'toyards'becominé readers,

Early literacy‘developmeAt is presently viewed ;é more than beihg a

: ) '

_matter othéaching children t; récogﬁize"he alph?bet or a few words or
letter sound associations. Exposure to pfint is not sufficient of
itéélf;b‘Rather adults who mediate the iiteraﬁe environment which they
vééé aé being important for their cﬁﬁldren's de?elopment, adults who

provide essential literacy experiences and who support the youngsters in

K- ‘

their search for meaning, seem to merit further investigation in the

Yoo

-
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light of the present knowledge of language in general and written

language in particular.

C. Concerns from the Literature

,

fén.years ago few studies were concerned withvemefgent 1iteraCy.
Most researéh wﬁich dealt With‘eArly reiding behaviors focussed‘at the
Kindergarten or Grade One.level'of.develdpment. It is only in recent
yearsbthat researcheré'have-béc;me_interested in the roie pareﬁts blay
in aséigging their children in learning to read. The old cliche ﬁhat
parents are their children's first teache}s is taking'.on new meaning in
the light of the results of those studies thch focussed upon family "

literacy as an educational phenomenon.

es of print

That many children come to school with varying d
éwareness is reéognized. Some youn&%ggrs‘demonstr>~% é'highly
sophisticated knowledge aboutlliteracy.‘ Thé§{§ré already readers in the
sense that'they approach books with contidence, Lnow:the mechénics of
~book handling, realize that the words gﬁ the pagés are symbolic
representations of objects»and,éituations in ;;al life and are able, in
many insﬁances, to read what is.written on the page with comprehension.
andJmeaning. Within the same communiﬁy however, other children do.not
demonstfaté such skills, Théir kno;ledge about print is minimal at
best. Four some, the transition to‘the'abétract world of literacy is
fraught wi;h‘difficulty.‘ How the awareness of theffdrmer group comes

o o

about may be the result of the interactions between those children-and

their .parents as they discuss print-related activities, in particular



28
joint book events, in their daily l1ves. Iverson and Wa1befg‘(i98l),
rev1ewed the literature encohpa331ng a 19-year period of the correlatlon
of home env1ronment'and learning in elght countrles. Their analyses
demons&rated that "abillty and achlevement are more closely linked to

} S
the aﬂklopsychologlcal environment and 1nte11ectual stimulation in the

\home than they are to parental soc1o—econom1c status 1ndlcat;rs such‘as
-occupatlon and»amount of educathn" (ptIAAL
‘Considerable research exists indicating tﬁat joiﬁﬁ'book reading is
v-&* prime 1mportance in preparing children for and maklng them aware of
the readlng act. Clark (1976;: Doake (1981), and Taylor (1983) carrled
outfdescripti#e stud1es which 1nc1uded_focu551ng upon the vatlety and
‘ayailability of reading material§ within the home and tﬁe positive
effects‘these materials had on children's awarenéss'of print. Other
resea?cﬁers investigated the function of print in the environment as it
related to literacyvdévelgpment (Brailsford, 1985;‘C1ark, 1976;,Clay,
1979;'Holdaway; 1979; Smith, 1978). _Thé longitﬁdinal studies (Crago and
Crago, 1983; Laés, 1982, Torrey, 1§69)>of an indi?iduai child's groﬁth
and development in iitgracy provide some evidence of the significance of
parent interaction as children evolve in their literacy awareness. How
parents or “other significant others fespond to children's efforps tovuse
and hake‘sehse of the printed word has Been invesfigated.by Brailsford
(1983)) Durkin (197&), Juliebo (1985), and Taylor (1983)
How pareats interact with thelr children. durlng a llteracy event
has received less attention however. Flood (1977Y,. Gleason (1975),
" Guinach and Jester (1972) and Teale et al (1981) have éhown that

literacy interactionsvdiffer qualitatively and quantitatively between
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and among families.‘ in other ;ords! parents read differehtly to
children; A search«qf thg 1iteratur¢ did ﬁqt yigld much dgtavwhich
focussed on the actualvverbal,intera;tiohs which take place duridg the
- reading event;. Harkness and Miller (1982), Martinez (1983), Ninio and
‘Bruner (1978); Sﬁo;i(1983), and\Teélg (19éé)ldo present some evidence of
spgcific interactions within familiesr Much of the. research bentiOngd
focuésed attention on very yoﬁng children.: Limited data are aVéiléble
for children between the years of three and five. Therefore, we, are’
left with the follow1ng questions. What do parents say and how do thelr
chlldren respond to the1r querles as they read together7 Are some
parents more'effective'in their styles of interactions than orﬁérs?
Are some straregies“ﬁbre pOteht than othérs in fostering'literacy
awareness? What srrategieé does thé édult use in‘hig éttembt to focus-
the chlld s attentlon on what the former considers 1mportant facets of
11teracy? In other qgrds how do parents teach'thelr children about
llteracy as they read together7 Within the,whole area of emergent
reading, the time has come to focQs ﬁpoh'the'interéétions~which take
place within phe<reading act betweén parents‘and children asié netessary
step in Qrdér to ascertain more accurétely whét relationshiﬁ exists
between being read to at homé and literacy awareness. One.may expect
that the differences in the'quaLity and quahtity of interaction within

v

the joint book éxperience may contribute considerably to the differences

AV

in children's dejelopmént of literacy skills. The purpose of this

study, therefore, is to investigate more deeply the nature of that

.

interaction.



CHAPTER III
THEORY DEVELOPMENT < . -

A. Sociopsychological Factors -

;huch has been‘written:on thedphenomenon of natural readers
(Forester, 1977; Holdaway; 1979{ Hoskisson, 1979; Torrey, 1969); These
'reSearchers,'amongta host of others have focussed their attention on
children who have learned to read prior to school entrance. The term
natural' 1s somewhat unfortunaqk_as it carries with it an understandlngq
of belng somewhat. 1nnate. .That ch11dren grow and develop phys1ca11y as
time goes by may be seen as a built-in progre331on of sheir genetic
inheritance. Such development could be termed'natural;in the sense
3that neither the child (given proper care and nutrltion) ‘nor hlS parents
'have any say in how tall he will eventually become, whether he will be
'left handed or right- handed, or how curly hlS hair w111 be. One cannot
‘be taught to have curlier hair nor to grow taller, although one may be
' taught (or perhaps forced is a better word)cto use the right hand.
However, neurologists have warned the consequences may be dlsastrous._
One may question whether natural readers 'should be referred to as suth
at all. Torrey (1969) in her conclusions fronaacase study of a four-
year-old child's.ability.to read and write states "Reading for Johh»
seems to have been learned but not to have been taught" (p 556) If one
accepts thls researcher's position Qhat lack of teaching is what denotes

‘the 'natural’ reader, one needs a definition of ‘the word teachlng. If
. ‘ . " . .

30
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the label refers to a hierarchy of skills presented in a formalizeg

fashion'withih a particular content or discipline, thén'one may agree
thaﬁcthes; natural readers h;ve not been taught. On the other hand;‘it
.would nbt’éeem feasible to suggest that just because the children are
surfoﬁﬁded by'print and obse;;e others engaged in reading, that these
'naturql readers' learn to reéd by osmosis.,

Teale (1582) presents a pertinent view. "In an important senée the
;hild's iiteracy environment dogs not have an_iﬁdependent existence; it
is conétructEd-in ;he'interactfbns between the child and those persons
around him or her" (p.559).. Such ; perspective differs'froh that of
Fo;este: (1975), Hoskisson (1979), Tofrey (1969) and othérs who base
their conceptiéns of 'naturali readefs on the Piagetian (1970)>point of
view. Thatjis, the child acquires his knowlédgé.ft;ﬁ his interactions
with the world as an active learner, one wﬁd.accommodates and
assimilates new experiences into his present body of knd;ledge thereby
reinveﬁ;ing or reorganizing that kﬁovlédge.” Thgse,pnocesse#zof'
assimilétioﬁ qndvaccémﬁodation:afe'viewed, in other words, as'a léarning
strategylfo;.the child‘whereb& actively intefactiné with his

A

. environment, he tests the hypotheses of what“he already knows in light

of the new ekperiénces and thus generates new rules for understandiﬁg.,
Learn;ng is viewéd.as the fesult of tﬁe interactippvbetwegn the organism
and the world érohnd'him, a Eésult of the direct exposure to stimuli.
e : . _ -
. _JOne may,supposefthat mg;h of what we learn cam be accounted for
’Qithip the_Ri;getiﬁn model of£SeO-R. 1f we see the child as:actively.

cbnstructing his world 6} percéiving aﬁd.doing then we may suppose that

much of what he learns is a result of his own interaction with the
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environment, However it must be'noted that the environment which th;
child experiences has been organized by the adults within it in specific
ways. Whe;eas Piaget conceives of the human factor as éne object among
others, Feuerstein (1979) is of the opinion that the human is Separate
and quite distinct from other objects -within that environment..
feuefstein et al (1980) propose a theoretical framework by which
the course ofgcognitive development of an individual is viewed as being
changed by the intentional intervention of a human~mediatof.‘-In other
words, an initiated aduit or significant other person interposes himself
between_the‘stimulﬁs and the organism with the intention of altering or
changing the stimulus and the child. These researchers contend thét
while the S-O-R concept of learning presented by Piaget iS‘impontaﬁt, iﬁ.
is not sufficient to account for the differences which aré found in the
cognitive development of individuals. They propose that it is the lack
éf mediated experiencég which accoﬁnts for thoée differences.” The human
mediator who interposes himdelf bgtween the child and his environment
frames or filters the stimulus in order that it may hévg ghe moét
effective impact on the child, the result being hisAability to encode
“and decode reality by establishing a network of relationships -among and
within digcrete and disparate objects and events (Feuerstein et al,
1980, p.27). - Rather than the 5-0-R concept of learning proposed by
Piaget (1970), Feuerstein and Jensen (1980) present S-H-O-R where H

indicates the human mediator. Therefore the organized environment is

the result of a human act of mediation. ST
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A mediated learning experience is that which takes place when an
initiated human being, mother or other care-giving adult,
interposes himself between the organism and the stimulus impinging
upon it and mediates, transforms, reorders, organizes, groups and
frames the stimuli in the direction of some specifically intended
goal or purpose (Feuerstein and Jensen, 1980, P409)
The mediator deliberately chooses to focus the child's attention on
certain facets or aspects of the myriad of stimuli with which he comes
in contact as opposed to other elements or factors., .While Feuerstein
and Jensen (1980) contend that cognitive development is produced by two
modalities--direct exposure to stimuli, and mediated learning
experiences, they suggest that as a result of the latter, the child is
provided with "sets of strategies and repertoires" which permit him to
ﬁake greater use of the stimuli which inpinge upon him (p.410). The
absence or presence of mediated learning experiences as defined above,
according to the researchers, "may explain the differences in cognitive
development amdhg individuals otherwise equally endowed or equally

’

deprived" (p.409).
' Feuerstein (1979) stipulated that the MLE (mediated learning
experience) may be divided into two broad categories. The first is
"

cultural--~"the transmission of information, values and attitudes

). The second category focusses upon making the child sensitive

(p-ﬁ

to the stimuli impinging upon him so that he may become modified as a
result of his enc%unter with them. "The mediatorf. . . uses the stimuli
in such a way as to produce changes in the receiving child, the effect
‘of :which will transcendbhis immediate needs" (p.367). As the adult

organizes certain stimuli or events, his intent is not just to solve a

current problem or to bring about awareness of a present event. Rather
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heightening the child's sensibilities of how the present situation may
be effective in future situation; is paramount. Tﬁe mediator
anticipates thét the mediatioﬁ will have effect for future instances in
the child's life.

Feuerstein and Jensen (1980) define two characteristics as being
central té a MLE., |

a) "the intention on the part of the mediator engaging the

meﬁiated individual" (p.410) and
b) hthe transcending nature of the mediating act beyond the
immediate need that triggered it" (p.&lO)v '

The intentionality element i$ seen as a sha;ing'characteristrc‘whereby
the mediator, whether explicitly or implicitly, encourages the child to
participate in the interaction which is initiated by the stimulus. The
adult draws the yoﬁngster’s atténtionrto a particular stimulus, assists
him in focussing upon it, thereby enlarging while at the same time
restricting the child's_vie? of the world. The‘mediator demonstrates
the_relationshipvof this sﬁimulus to other stimuli previously
experienced. Becéuse of the mediator's desire to share his goal and
purpoée with the child, thé iattér is made aware of what he should focus
.upon, what hevshould observe and how he should differentiate among
stimuli. The child may show his intent to share in the interaction by
.paying closer atteﬁtion, by asking questions or by smiling, etc; As
previously mentioned,_the transcéndence-fatto; stipulateg that immediate
satisfactioﬁ or the immediate solutién of preéent'problems is not of

prime importance. Rather the aim is to produce a change in the child

which will assist him in responding to future experiences and needs.
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Because of the mediated learning experience which has both of these
charécteristics, the directlexposure experience is heightened and
.fesults in a "capacity to use reality, perceived and experienced, in an
efficient way" (Feuerstein, 1979, p.368). B

Intentionality and transcendence are core requirements in order for
a MLE to take place. How do parents provide for a QLE as they interact
with their children as they relate to literacy experiences? Are some of
the strategies they employ more effective than others so that fhe adult
may promote shared intent? What téEkics appear to be more conducive to
contextualizing the incoming information? What:different language
patterns or additionally what different soyrces 0§V§timulation are
evident as parents interpose themselves between their chii@ren and
print? One may suspect that there is more tﬁan one effectiQe strafegy,
that parents demonstrate several different procedures and that even
wifhin a simple parent-child dyéd,@a‘&arieﬁy of linguistic and
psychological devices may be evident,

That reading is viewed as a social ‘phenomenon appears to be
pedagogically sound in the light of current research (Bloome, 1982;
Heath, 1982; Teale, 1982; Wells; 1?82). Such understan@ing stems from
current thought which considers fhat the development ofl'natural'
literacy may be successfully coﬁpéred to oral lanéuage acquisifion
(Clark, 1976; Doake,v1981; Holdaway, 1972& Snow, 1983), It has been
noted that if children were taught to speak in the same way they are
normally taught to read, they might never acquire oracy. Hoyever it is

feasible to suggest that some parents do teach their children’to read by
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exposing them to the similar linguistic stratggies as when the
youngsters are learning to talk. Perhaps the parents see literacy as a
natural extension of oral language acquisition and either consciously 6r
SUbCOﬂSClOUbly stgucture similar communicative dialogue between
themselves and the child during the literacy event. Ninio and‘Brunef
(1978) state "no gross modification of the adult's customafy use of
language is required to carrying out book reading" (p.8). —

Schickedanz (1978) in her observations of story reading evénts
states "a situation'that is loaded with positive effect is the situation
that is loaded with information for the child" (p.54). One can think of
few'other-situations which a?e more positive than the bed—fime story.
Most of us can rémember the warm feelings we had when all was well with
the world and a story was beiﬁg réad. For a short momenﬁ at the end of
a busy day, we had our parent's und1v1ded attention and together .we
shared an exc1t1ng experience bound between the pages of a book; we had
our favourites read to us over and over; new stories were introduced
which often'“in turn became special, .Thodgh many of us may havé
forgotten what was said ddring these episodes, few of us would argue
that the reading situation was loaded with positive 'affect.'

One of the delightful accounts of an early reader rises out of

‘fiction. In To Kill A Mockingbird, Scout, the narrator, relates her own

wonder at how she became a reader and the reactloniﬁ'her first grade

teacher to her knowledge of print. Hav1ng just read My First Reader and

the stock market quotations from the Mobile Register, her teacher

cautions her not to let her father teach her to read any more. The

story continues:
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"Teach me?" I said in surprise. "He hasn't taught me
anything, Miss Caroline. Atticus ain't got time to teach me
anything," I added, when Miss Caroline smiled and shook her head.
"Why, he's so tired at night he just sits in the living room and
reads." s

"If he didn't teach you, who did?" Miss Caroline asked good-
naturedly.” "Somebody did. You weren't born reading the
Mobile Register." »

"Jem says I was. He read in a book where I was a Bullfinch
instead of a Finch. Jem says my name's really Jean Louise
Bullfinch, that I got swapped when I was born and I'm really a--"

Miss Caroline apparently thought I was lying. '"Let's not let
our imaginations run away with us, dear,” she said. "Now you tell
your father not to teach you any more. It's best to begin reading
with a fresh mind. You tell him I'l11l take over from here and try
to undo, the damage—" : :

"M' am? ",

"Your father does not k Qﬂﬂ:;y to teach. You can have a seat

now," R

I mumbled that I was sorry and retired meditating upon my
crime. I never deliberately learned to read, but somehow I had
been wallowing illicitly in the daily papers. In the long hours of
church--was it then I learned? 1 could not remember not being able
to read hymns. Now that I was compelled to think about it, reading
was something that just came to me, as learning to fasten the seat
of my union suit without looking around, or achieving two bows from
a snarl of shoelaces. I could not remember when the lines above.
Atticus's moving finger separated into words, but I had stared at
them all the evenings in my memory, listening to the news of the
day, Bills to Be Enacted into Laws, the diaries of Loronzo Dow=-
anything Atticus happened to be reading when I crawled into his lap
every night, Until I feared I would lose it, I never loved to
read. One does not love breathing. .. . (Lee, 1960, p.28).

Obviously Scout had been surrounded and immersed by print from an

early age. Although the content of the works appear to be very unusual
, : ) : ]

for a young child together with the fact that she makes no mention of

any verbal interactions generated by the reading material, it would

appear that because of her inquisitive nature, some dialogue would have



'z ‘ . ) - : 38
takeu place. Her inquiring mind,sso.evident throughout the rest of the
novel and her curious nature,would seem to indicat%‘that she may have
asked questions about the content of the readlng material and even about
the print itself., That the reader was 'teachlng,- a;belt unknowrngly,
is also evident. "Atticus's moving finger" demonstrates that he was
making the child’aware that it was the priht‘which was the focus of
attehtion; i “ '

"Early readers have been the subject of investigation for many

3,
3 - .

years.b One Of.tﬁf first accounts -of a child's steri reading’experlences
was puhlished by White in 1954. Recorded as a diary over a three y=Aar
period of her two—year;old daughter, Whlte descrlbes the ch11d s
awakening to literacy. Although the author makes 11tt1e effort to focus
on her own significance and 1mportance as’a r%eder within the joint book
events, there 1is sqme indicatien that her love of boohs spilléd‘gverrto

the child, thus providing»tﬁéigétter with strong motivation and

encouragement to appreciate print for its own worth. The Crago's (1983)

longitudinal study of their daughter*via tape recordiugs and notes taken

during the readings,'demdnstrate a somewhat different style. In their

efforts to be as objective as possible, they only 1ncluded in their

study those comments on the part of the child which resulted from non-:g

probing on their psrtf. Here again, the role of the adult, the
strategies'used'with the child within the interaction were somewhat

ignqredfin the'researchers' fervour to only look at what'thegehiﬁ%ﬁdid.

In other words, they minimized their ‘own importance as participants in

‘the event and the natural use of dialogue as an integral part of joint

.

-reading.
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Ninio & Bruner‘§’(1978) ten month observational study 6f one very
young child and his mother as they looked at picture books togétﬁer,
found that the interactions'which ensued occurred.with a "structured

' " .
interactional seduence that had the texture of a dialqgu&'(p.ﬁ) This
was qné of the first attempts to focué‘upon the dual roleés as
interactive partners in a joint book event. The mother's speech
centered _around the content of the bgoks—-labelling picture items,
etc.--and the;child took his turh'as it we;e.ﬁy smiling, pdihtiﬁg,
vocalizing arfd 1aughing. Iq other words, although this particular éhild
was ét the non-verbal stage, a conversationalnbattern emerged whereby
the adult assisted ﬁﬁe child to focus in on what was happening in
'print’ and'engouraged him tos participate to Ehe'level of his ability,
The adult scaffolded the child's understanding of what was éf,importance
in the book. Similar results were found bv Snow 719£3) and Teale
>" (1982), thaf is, that speech wﬁich surrounds joint book events is of a
'dialoguing’nature.

¢6nversation which‘surruunﬁs the story reading event mav be
qualitativély;differént tb that cénversation which is stimulated by’

‘ . - , :

practical activity (wells,

o

1983, ﬁ.?BL Because the verbal interactions
do not have the suﬁpprt of_én ongbiﬁg‘éctivity where pointing and other
non-verbal language may bring meaning to the Sjtua:iqﬁ,kthe_dialogue
which is generatedtby the stor; content may be'more reflective. wells
(1983) states that sto:y‘book ::“versation "brovides a bridge between
the cofitext embeddéd that accompanies ¢veryday activity and the moré

context independent talk that is characteristic:of many of the
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curricular tasks that the child will be expected to engage in at school”

(p.73).

One may presume therefore that while teachers and researchers have

i

encouraged §arents to read to their children and have seen such
activities'as 'good;"preparatory't601s for succese in school, the
crucial fa tor may be readlng wlth the ch11d i.e. dialoguing with him
by using the story (decontextualized@print) as.the basis for refining

his thinking processes in order that he may be able to approach reading

s
A&

on his owﬁi

Harkness & Wlller (1982) concur that joint book dialogue is
different to that of ordlnary speech and put it succ1nct1y when they
state:

In fact, it i® hardly a dialogue since we must take into account
the very intrusive presence of the book which defines the beginning
and end of the event as well as supplies a schedule of activities.
Both the physical presence of the book and, the author as
participants add. yet another element-to the 1nteract10n. ~The book
isthus fiot a passive participant but offers a whole range of new
alternatlves for the mother and child. It prowides a%%ocus as well
as cues for fostering the dialogue and hastening it towards its end
(Turn the page, please!); .it provides a stimulus for conversation
in both pictures and tex#; it provides a beginning and end to the
interaction so that each participant at any. given. time. knows
approximately what,the status ‘of the interaction is; it provides a
whole range of meanings--those 1ntended by the author and those
interpreted by the partlclpantsr It also, and perhaps most
»importantly, prov1des a purpose for the interaction: (p.6)..
Iv CE g,
If the aboye gt@mentwls acceptable one may suggest that books

’

are al1ve with tr%mendous opportunltles to foster literacy awareness.

As adult and child share the experiences intended by the author and
, . .

-».

relate them to their owﬁ7background knowledge, the_context iﬂdépendent
dialogue which ensues should demonstrate how the<ggild goes'epout

learning the process of reading and the function of print.
o . . - ¢ " ] b ) .
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The questions posed and the responses given become an integral part .
of the story, giving the child an understanding that when he reads for
himself in later years, seif~questioning isldh important facet of coming

to 'grips with the author's intent. Harkness & Miller (1982) as a result

of their study with onéytﬁregii 'ﬁﬁgid over a period of nine months,

found that when a story wass "0fad to the child, the adult "noted

the information she felt to: be important by commenting on it or asking

questions”" (p.39). .As the child got to know the story better after:

several readings, it was he who sought the information that he wished to
knogf' One may presume that in such situations, knowledge is constructed

JB¥. the learner when he has a base to work from. In other words, he now

> ]

ﬁ%ws what kind of question to ask. In the initial stages of’éoming to

J.know a particular story, he is more of a receiver of the story's text

e

%%Fhan a reactor to it, Qﬁe may speculate that children who are provided
‘Vith few opportunities to ésk questions during the joint bdok evénteqr
whg'are“asked few questions may not Be\ggttihg the same learnihg chance
to'understaﬁd the importance of questioning in reading.’

Howevér an overabundance of quesfions ;duld be‘detrimentél to the
ovefail éffect 6fvthe story. Doake (1981) noted,thgt_for his early
readers, ﬁhe adults "were sensitive to just how many questions they
could ask before the child ;ould lose interést"v(p.ZBO)

"The quality of interaction appears. to be 6f importance. Géod
inflection and‘a reading’bace'which encouraged‘participation Qere noted

by anké (1981). This same researcher found that pausing during reading

to allow for dialogue'or ptediction on the part of the child was evident
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‘and that overall a wérm, supportive atméspherehwas central to the
child's literacy awareness, confirming Flood's (1977)contentim1that
what is beneficial to the child is a reading style which fosters Qerbal
interactlon between ;eader and listener. Harkness & Miller (1982)
contend gk;t familiarity with the story also affecﬁs the quaiitf‘of the
interaction. Initially the mother, in their study, used the story és a
support to the dialogue butvonce the child Bécame more.familiar‘with the
story context, the text was read in latger'éhgnkt Therefore the
youngster was provided.with definife exambles of text,aé having tﬁeir
own idéntity,'separate<to and different from oral spﬁgcﬂ. The dialogue

i

when inserted, does not detract from the function of the print§ rather

¥

it may make the child more sensitifg to the fact that print is more than -

é

speeéh”written down, differenécfrom.oral language andiuntie unto
N \ .

itself. , ‘
, © ) |

i

If Feuerstein's (1979) contention is correct théﬁ;mediated le%rning

\ g

)

‘experiences heighten a.child's cognitive awareness of the stimu1u$ and,
provide for a greater'probability of transfer to other situations, gne
may suggest that adults who act as stimulating and;supportive mediator

within the joint book episode encourage their children to react to print

in an effective and economical manner; they provide intentionality and

;ranscenden&e (see Figure é). Children who enter Grade One classrooms
demoﬁstrate a wide variepy of literacy competencies—*soﬁe read fluentiy,
gfasping tﬁe author's intent with litﬁle d?fficulty; others have minimal
knpwledge of print, scarcely recognizing their own printed names. It is

suggested therefore, that the varying degreés in literacy awareness are

L)
S

§

[
1
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due, in part, to the quality and quantity of mediated print experiences

in general and in particular within joint book events.

Environment

Rl

Figure 2: The Basics of a Mediated Learning Experience

B. Interpsychological Factb;s

Thé intentionaiity characteristic Of.a MLElqarké the chiid‘as an
activé participant. .Teale (1982) contends thaﬁ thé early stages of
reading are conducted interpsychologically, 'i.e. "in théiJmeractions
befween the literate person(s) ‘and the préschooler, and speech is what
enables iiteracy to be conductéd intgrpsychplogically" (p.560).
Although‘speech is not seen as beiné neceésa%y for a MLE to take place,

(Feuerstein, 1979), it would seem reasonable to suggest that speech is
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- the mést effective and efficient method for facilitating a MLE &ch}n'a

literacy eve;te |
"Once book feading starts, tﬁe child uses his establisﬁed skills

for dialogue in o{der to engage in 'a structured exchange on non-—concrete
topics" (Ninio énJ\Bruner.»l978, p.6). The social rules he hés leérned,
the reciprocity element of the dialogue which has dominated the everyday
exchanges between him and his mother .or other literate adult carry over
to the book reading event. The turn taking of every day speech surfaces
within the speech_the participants employ as fhey discuss the story
being read., Heath (1982), Niniovandlﬁruner (1978), and Spoy§(1983)‘
found similarities between the diélgoue which exists in nén-reading
e;ents and the speech carried ;n in book fegding«situations. Snow
(1983) pofices three particular charaéte;istics of social inteqac£ioﬁ——
 scaffo1ding, semantic contingency, and accountability procedures (major
faci&itators of languagé acqﬂisition) which can be identified clearly
whén parents and children share a étory.

Scaffolding refers to narrowing or '

'feducing the degrees of
freedom"“(Snov, 1983, p.170) by the adult so that the child may
concentrate more fuily‘upon the skill he ;s attemptiné to acquire. As
the chfld demonstrates competencies at #h;?endeavour, thpdscaffolding
self-destructs. The adult, as it were, daﬁglesfa psychoiogicalﬂéarrdt
in front of the child whiéh assists him in -aching his goal. As Tealé
(1982) has noted, scaffolding is an interp :r i _ogircal activi;;. When

the child experiences success and becomes =« weyhat,more capable of

completing or carrying out the task for himself, a transfer from the -

-



45
interpsychological to the intrapsychological tékes plgée. Scaffolding
may therefore be seeﬁ‘as a supp&rt system which assists the child in his
attempt to‘be self-sufficient,

Semantic contingenqy.(Snow, 1983)’refersvt$ the adult continuing a
topic introdu;ed by the chifﬁ's previous utterance (p.167). Teale .
.(}982) in quoting Scolien'énd Scollen's 1981 analysis of the literacy
developﬁent.df their tw;—year—old-daughﬁer,'refers to the same principle
as "vertical constructions" (p.565). Thewchild'introduceé a topic which
is commented upoﬁ or responded £o by thg_ggﬁTt; which in turh leadéithe
child to a further response or commé;t. The main feature of éemantic»
contingency is that it is the child and not the adult who introduces or
initiates‘(Snow, 1983). This same researcher indicatgs that:
semantically contlngent speech may }hZIUde——a) expan51ons b) semantic

extensions uhlch add breadth and dipth to the topic under dlscusslon, c)

cldrlfylng questions which. sprk to highlight what the child has JUSt

{ -,
N

said and d) answers to questions posed by t e child (Snow, 1983, p.167).
Although the child is required to be the initiator of the topic for
semantic ébntingency to téke place according to Show (1983), it may be a
viable 'teaching' téchnidue for the parent_vithiﬁ ;He dialogue in a
joint book reading.event.‘ Certain words, pictures‘o; events may be-
soméwhat confuging to the child'and as tﬂé parent is higﬁly tuned to
what the Ehild doesuor does not know; the parent may initiate some
~dialogue concernlng that confusion in order to allev1ate it. Overall,
because the story 1tse1f is what is under discussion, 2 ; may suggest

that explanations or expansions, or the questioning of an idea within

that story, albeit introduced by the adult, have an aspect of semantic
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- N 0 :
contingency, if not in the pure sense proposed above, It would appear

>

‘reasonable to suggest that in joint book readlng, much of the dialgoue
~ .

is initiated- by the adult who is very much aware of the child's

; :
background knowledge and experience and is in an advantageous position
to know when and wvhere to interpose himséif between what the book is
saying ahd what the child may grasp cognitively. To broaden the concept
of semantic contingency—introduction of a topic by either partic;pant,
appears to be reasénable in view of the usual turn-taking in geﬁeral
conversation,

In addition, further nebulousness exists in Snow's (1983)
definition of semantic contlngency. There may be the case where the
parent does not immediately respond to the chlld S query as he
introduces a topic. Rathervthe adult holds off as it were, to comment
at'arlatér‘stage. Snow (1983) does not accoﬁnt for this kind of
'interactioh. The reasons for the tardiness could be ;an& and varied—
perhaps the adult feels the»child knows the response to his own
. qﬁestion;‘perhaps @ response would give away th; 'punch/line of the

story;"

maybe the adult feels the necessary response would lead to a
detraction from the stor&, etc. One may suggest thereforé, that thefg_
afe two forms of semahtic‘contingen¢y-fimmediate; which refers directly
to the previous. utterance by either participant and non-immediate which
includes.a reférence to a topic introduced eariier dr to the overall
story itself. |

The third characteristics of social interactidn-—accountability, is

“indicated when the adult demands or insists that’the task at hand be
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completed.‘ The parent requires the child to demonstrate that he knows
what the addlt knows he knows. Within joint book reading, the adult as
Ninio and Bruner (1978) have shown, coaxes tﬁe child to show moré
sophisticated behavior than hevis presently showing. Within
accountability, the parent leads the child rather than following his
initiative. |

It is proposed therefore, that the three characteristics--
scaffolding, semantic contingency in a broad centext and accountability,
provi%e for an informal teaching situation, i.e., mediated learning

. .
experience, which supports thé child in his search for independence in
literacy. ' ‘ i

Within a MLE which occurs in a joint book"event, the above three
strategies are considered fo be the mostleffective toolé'for promoting
cognitive development. Employing transcendence and inténgiqpality as
the bsychological features and semantic continéency, scaffolding, and
accountability as thé linguistic factors, a view of emergent reading as
a.social intéraction bhenomehon méy be more fully understood. It is
prdposed that the interactions between the participanks are mutually
constructed inAlight of the psychological and.linguistic féatﬁres of
that interaction.

Within the joint book expefience, there is a speaker (reader) and a
listener, Sufficient voice ;olume, adequate articulation and
syntactical accurateness are necessary on the part of the reader to

provide the listener with adequate quality of speech to perceive the

message. There is however, the factor of the content of the message.
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The speaker may produce an utterance for which the listener may require
more information in order to understand what is meant by that utterance.
In the joint reading situation, it may not be surprising to find

the child listener seeking clarif{cation. Such communicatio{ has as its

broad purpose the sharing of information and the development of a love

- of literature, TIn such an event, maintaining dialogue may be of lesser
importance. The sharing by the parent may be seen more-as an informing
or informal teaching episode since the child needs of desires to obtain
as much information as possible to facilitate his comprehension of the
story, .

Although some research has dealt with adults seeking clarification
from their children dufing dis;ourse (Gallégher, 1981; Van Kleeck and
Gunter, 1982), little documentation exists for the other direction,
namely child to adult. An understanding of clarificatggn types in’
general may assist in understanding the techniques a youngster may usé
to further his awareness of the world around him.

Garvey (1677) described four tvpes of clarification requests which
liéteners use in respect to their undefétanding of the message: a)
repetition ¢f a1l or part of the utterance, b) confirmation, whereby
some'facet of ‘the meaniﬁg of the message is confirmed, c) specification,
which focusses towards some specific piece of information and d)
elaboration whérein the speaker is asked‘to;expand upon his message S0
‘that the listener may have a deeper undérstanding of the speaker's
intent. This same researcher identified, as a result of her s;udy with

adults and three- to five-year-old children in a free play situation,

that repetition, confirmation, specification and elaboration were the



‘different kinds of requegts were utilized by the adults.

o
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techniques used;by adults to elicit clarifying information from their
offspring. With younger children, the findings of the study indicated/
that the adults used more requests for repetitlon than for confirmation

/ N

or specification, whi}e with older children, an equal number of

R d

In'198i Van Kleeck ?nd Gunter using Garvey's (1977) clarification
c13331f1cation 1nvestig§ted the clarlfication requests of twenty
observer and twenty nqn~OQServer mothers as their two-year-old children
parhicipated in a mockkbirthday party. Resulté indicated that each
éroup differed significantly. Non-observer mothers used a slgnlflcantly
smaller number of total utterances and a lower proporti-: -f requests
than observer adults. Those who were present at the biri: v party used
significantly more requests for specification with non-observers using
more requests for repetition nnd confirmation.

The function of hhe clarification .requests may be intefpreted
therefore as a desire to find out more information about the sub ject
under discussion. Depending upon the shared understazding of those
participating in the dialogue, one may presume that the questioning
strategy will vary, Forqexample, familiarity with the content and
context o? the story being read may ‘encourage more requests for
specification thnn any of the other three techniques. Alternately a new

story might provide for more instances for a strategy of confirmation.

While the function of the clarification, request may vary dccording to

‘the context of the situation, it is suggested that variance may also be

found in the form in which the request is posed.
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Pellegrini (1982) investigated the‘extent aduit—child.verbal
interaction had on the youngster's concept of objects. This researcher
referred to three'éangptual conflict strategies:' a)‘declar@%lve, b)
convergent and c) opening questioning. Each requifes a different level
of interaction from the child:

Within the declgrative strategy,  the ‘chjld passively repeats the
descriptors presented 5y the aduit: nge of the object's attributes are
provided which may not.be in harmony *with present'unde}standing of thg
object. Conceptual,confliét ensues which is resolved as tﬁe descriptors
are repeated, thereby expanding and en}ichiﬁgkhis schema of the object.
The procesé of’analyzing and describing tﬁe ;bject's multidimensionality
is the adult's task however. The child does experience difficulty whenw
seeking to focus in on a novel object's attributes as the;pfocess of
analysis has not been mastered. |

The second sprategy, conVe;gent questioning, requiréz a specific?,

answer from the child. Partlcular characteristics of the objecv ar

convergently to certain provided alternatives, "What colour iss
"Is it rough?" Pellegrlni (1982) contends that thhln thls

».,(

<y :
interrogative strategy, the child is Stlll passive

"vérbally encoding the object's attributes" (p.70). ; ‘4%'§p;fﬁﬁ

Open-questioning as an interrogative strategy compells éi
&

focus upon and analyze the object's. many attributes. The chi 1d5Ts madé

%'1 ?

aware in the search for dlfferences and likenesses that thef bﬁe;t 1s

.“g )
not unidimensional but-multldlmen51ona1 in character éﬁak%é omes U

2.
i

actively involved in the learning. "How does it feel?";

2
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two things the same?" With such open qu#stioning techniques, -children
are encouraged to view the object from a variety of angles as they
descpibe the attributes in théin own words. As a result of his study,
Pellegrini (1982) contends that the open questioning straﬁegy is the
"moét effeé?ﬁve facilitator of associative fluency" (p.74) and unlike
either of the other two strategies, enables children to transfer
analytical processes‘to novel situations, Oné may Speculate that this
technique forces children to be actively involved in their search for
the unique attributes of an ¢object on the one hand, and-its
multidimensionality on the other.

* As the parent rgadé‘with the child, one may suggest that the form
of the questioning strategy will alsp vary. The open questioning
technique may allow for greater dialogue between the dyads,yencouraging

’ ‘ 1
the child to conceptualize how events within the story may be related to

his own experience. Such an interrogative strategy may(gllow children
W ‘ \a .

X 4
to take decontextualized print and conteftualize it to their own
A A

R

’»1%&background knowledge thereby moving closer to an understanding of the
"w&u;hor's intent. If as Pellegrini (1982) contends that how the adult

?‘éeeks clarification has an impact on children's cognitive growth, a
‘variety of forms and functions within clarification requests should
assist children to develop 1iter5cy awareness.

Hayden and Fagan (1983) conducted a study involving five mothers
and their kindergarten children and analyzed the nature of the
interaction during a joint book experience.. Influenced by previous

research they developed a system within-which the nature of the parent-
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' child interactions might be described. The resulting system included
two major categories: clarifying requests and responses. The former

category was subdivided into form and function.

4

These categories appeared -to be satisfactory for analyzing the

nature of interaction between parents and children. Results from the

stndy indicated that while neither-partner differed greatly in the

nature of the function of his request, cqnsiderable difference wasw»found
o ‘ , )
in the form to express requests for. clarification.

It is suggested therefore that it is not the story itself which may
account for emergent reading, although there is no doubt that quality
magerials as opposed to poorly written texts may have some impatt upon

the child as he listens.. Furthermore talkingvabout the story before,

. . I
during and after the reading may assist the child t0'focus*upon the

content of "the. work but the duality.of that interaction may nét
encourage the development of an nnderetanding that print is normally

decontextualized and that text decreases one's reliance on a present

) -
£}

context ef interaction, It is true that the story should be enjoyed for
' : R T

. . S ‘ A .
its own intrinsic pleasure--the flow of words, the humanness of its

@

ieharacters togéther”with thé draha and excitement of the enisodes. It
Ads suggested that parents within the reading event who employ those
181m11ar strategies whlch encourage \“al language acqu181t10n may be
informa v fos;efimgla mindful and cognizanp”approaCh to written
ianguage dLQUlSlthn. Moving from the 'here. and now' to the 'there and
then may demonstrate to the Chlld that what takes place wlﬁhin the

story may be related to one's~oneipast and future experiences

(transcendence). In maklng ev1dent their own pleasure in the ‘reading
. . ' . 4}
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act, by focussing upon certain key 'facets o ory, etc., parents

«
may indicate vicariously their own goals and burﬁoses—-that reading is
to be enjoyed énd is more th;n an‘orél produc£ion of the stofy's’wofds.
The child,may demonstrate'his reciprocity by cuddling up closer in order
to. better see and hear, .émlling ur verbally interacting

(intentionality). As the story interaétion proceeds, adults and
children seek clarifi;;tiod and resolve confusién. ‘Thus a joint book
e;ﬁérience invol ves both 1inguistic and psychélogical factors (see
Figure 3). , | /' |

-It is somewhat surprising that so little is known about the
' ’ ) ‘ ‘ .

specific nature of these /interactions or strategies wi~= one considers .

the results of investigations such as those produced by Schickedanz and
O J’ ‘ : ‘ L
Sullivan (1984). They hote that story,reading was the most frequent

activity related .to lyteracy and although.it was not.the only event

which focussed upon‘litéracy situations in the families under study, the
- 4 h / ,
vf'&%dg . / ~

‘bed-time story was the/iamilies' mos* common literacy ritual (p.8).
| ! . . ) p
It may be hypoth%sized that the questions posed and the responses

fa

. ! . .
withir the' join book€dialogue by either participant may point to

-

given
the use of tHese strategies as informal teaching techniques which/

potentially encourage emergent reading. = = = .

C.  The Nzture of the Context

“In early reading davelopmez%, for e%amp?éi!ﬁhe parernt structures
storybook reading so that the child knows Whdt it feels like to read a

’

1

book with comprehension long before tﬁé;c@i&dvtan perform the task

-

< i - ) da. B .
alone" (Sulzby, 1981, p.11). Wells (1982) in  his longitudinal study of

¢

~
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Figure 3:

‘The Psycholinguistic Dimensions of a
‘ Mediated Learning Experience e #

:

[
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32 children which sought to investigate how differences in early
language development accounted for differénces ih success between
children at age seveﬁ,.found that only listening to st@riesyaé a
preséhoo} activity felatedrto feading, waéféignificantly associated with
later lénguage success. Furthermore, listening to stories correlated
significaﬁtly with a) knowledge about literac§ upon entrv to school, b)
.-reading comprehension at seven years of_age, and‘c) an oral 1anguaée
section of teacher assessment at age five."Oﬁe!may suggest therefore,
that listeﬁing‘to.and résponding to éto%ig;'prov;des a dygamic
opportuniéy for parent and child to interact.

What is it about listening to stories that maxes® it such a crucial

5

é

.

[

component for later literacy development? As wells {1982) has poticed,
§ ’ '

the learning which takes place when looking at picture .books or

. . ) N . - . ] . . ~
magzzine: relies-most heavily upon primarily the naming of the objects,
The child is presented with a vehicle to display his knowledge in a
iimited wav. While it mav be true that a picture is worth a thousand

words, a picture does not give the whole 'stor¥., There is no doubt that
some rent h bilitv t "make' tory. £ he pi et K

ne parents possess the ability to 'make' a story from the pictures.
Experience seems to suggest however, that for the majoritv of adulbts,
itemizing or labeling the objects within sthé picture would be an

. = . ' .ug“l;- ‘ o B . ¥
- . . . S R T : :
-acceptable activity for them and their qb-ldﬁdﬁ.
' X . ¥ ii T ,6'

The voung child encounters a myriag’ of print. in non-book contexts.

B
'All around him, when he's out for a walk, shopping, eating a meal or.

. L ) .}4«‘ R i ; ) ,‘ -
watching television, he" is confronted by labels’gg'one kind or anothéﬁ}'

His curiosity is aroused and he asks what these signs mean; in some
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“instances, the similarity between labels is pointed out to him. The

d@uit names letters, helps him to read words on cereal boxes, billboards

i,
i

ofﬂother environmental signs. Within such interactions the child is

3
'

actkvely involved. But one must consider that decoding labels and other

.

N

sigdé in the environment is a process quite distant ‘from that involved

in reading text which is encapsulated within a story. . The "S" on

B s ‘ . -
Safeway or the words "Drug Store" on a pharmacy window are

+

contextualized and demand less of a cognitive leap on the part of the

child ta at:ain meaning from them than do.the words in a story. By .

o Ll .
their phvsicagd, presence, the words and letters denote their context,

They are a visible sign of the meaning attributed to them. Just as the

very voung child speaks of the here and ‘now when he interacts with his
. Y \ . ‘ .
parents, so too when he first becomes aware of print, %is focus is also

on the herf,and an, i.e. contextualized print. The high degree of

context assists him in obtaining meaning from the words. But as Snow

. o ) , ' o . .
(1982, "contends "movide” from su~h hizhly c¢ontextualized reading (which
Y # 4 )

many would dény is:truly reading) to‘relatively decontextualized
[ .

reading, su~h as reading words’in isolation or reading sentences in a

v

book where the pictures cannot be mapped easily to elements within the

L4

2

text,'invgikes aOreal‘transitién" (p.1975).

It isgpropoéed therefore’that it is the story which provides the
child'w;gthhe nucléﬁs §f an 'idea that print is inaessence
4dgcontexﬁuéliied andnonly a symbdlic representation of an idea, event or
an:object.' The clues to ﬁhe ,1ter§retafion of the text are in the text
itself. ch5llon'and Scollon (1979) state that "the broéodic structures

of stories read aloud provide an intermediate prosody between spoken

&
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. discourge and written discourse. As the prosodic contextualiiation cues
are leveled in this form of reading, the child becomes more and’mére
dependent o; the grammar to provide meaning, especially learning. about
the information structuré,of the texta (p.13)

In a story, things happen--Jack builds a house, Mary goes to the
zoo, the princess marries the handsome prince. Within the 'once upon a
time' framework,.the'participqnts, reéder and child, are provided with
amplEVOﬁportunity to ask questions and seek explaﬁations which go well
beyond the simple naming of objects.’vThe questidhs in turn fequire
'{,responses either frorm the child or the adult who reads for him, -
qustions and answers which focus upon‘the causes of actions, the
resolution of'conflicts, the sequences of episodes. The.story may
demonstrate the human endeavors which the child, in his own experiences,
may enéounter in differentzié more simple situations. Because of the
story bo§k exposure, his>pwn éxperiences take on new meaning and a new
focus. . He can identify the'coﬁsequénces of story book character actiéns‘
and anticipate the outcomess he can consider the motives and embtiéns.of
the charaqg;rs as they relate to thié own éxperience. In other words,
the story book is alive with the richnéss of human experience,
translated and adapted by the adult reader—mediatgr.r

Such 6cEasions for dynamic verbél inﬁeractions may be a far cry
from the kinds of language generated by an interest in environmenta];‘;ﬁg
print.. If one views the story as a means by which the child canvgain
knowledge of th%’meaning—getping bpi}dinngrganizétion of the written

A
word itself, one may suggest that the_sigﬁﬁe reading

o g g
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is not sufficient to promote cognitive awareness of print as a meaning;
vgettiﬁg activit;; The parent who uses the story as a spring board for
demonstrating ’the richness "of print and the pleasure one can derive from&
it mav be preparing the ch?id in a very'sqbtle:yay to reach out on his
own to this dynamic and exci€ing feature of human experience.

~Certain features conta;néd within the text permit the youﬁgs;er
easier access to the concept of decontextualizgtion. The‘histofical
context of words which comes about ;hen the child has heard a story many
times helps support the\reédi@g act. For example his‘eipérience with
"some event, piace, word or text which can support:(his) current
interpretation or reaction" (Snow, 1983, p.175) provide him with memory
clues thaf makelthé text more meaningful,

Another feature which leads to an awareness of the
decontextualization of print is that of routines. Spencer (1975) s;ates
""the conventions of the telling build up the anticipations which
guarantee the child's understanding of the kinds of materials th@t;are
being handledﬂ&p:20L Routines allow the child te demonstrate his
competency in tha£ certain kinds of bogks.are pre&ictive in their
fq;maf.' Dr. Seugs'editidns with their predictive nénsense rhy;esr ABC
bo;ks'théh présent.a letter with an object to identify it with, bookS\
which demand ‘completion of sentences by the child, in théir own wa; are

ir* genre. . Because of their highly

very similar to others of t

4

predictive routines, the child is able to use his own memory as support:

system in the reading act. - : _ L R
o B :



»
59

&

Scollén and Scollon (1979)conténd éhat the fictionalization of
self, the‘ability to distance,oneself from a participatorx role in the
event is a necessary c&mbonent for the successful reéder.. What is
happehinggiﬁ@the text is not in feality happening to tﬁe readef-although

vy ,
the'experiences therein have“wpgir ﬁeaning within the reader. . The
psychological distahce between ghe writer and redder (listener) and the

distant. setting of the story itgelf are facets of decontextualization

which the child must come to grips with, "Within the story reading, the

youngster is g6axed to wnderstand the point of view of the writer, to

2 w
relate the oc%tion of /the story and to do so through the medium of

which in/many cases is much more complex than that which

In presenting a/child with the opportunity to fictionalize self, to

hear a more\abstrgct language and to relate to situations beyond the
here and now, the adult whd reads stories to hi; ch;ld is familiarizing
him with the deepér components of literacy awareness. ﬂ

In school the child needs to engage in‘"disembedded thinking"
(Donaldson, 1978). Such thinking often does not have the support of the
tcontext of an ongoing activity. ﬁather it is the ianguagg itself which
brings meaning to,thé context. The;éfor; the child muétnpay carefui
attention ﬁo the vgrbél message rather than the context in which it is
rthed. In other erds, the child must develop the‘abili;y to
Eomprehend laqguage;in a_decontextualiied setting. Weilé (1983) ‘noted
‘ﬁhat”while éhildreﬁas qral‘ianguage'did not differ significantly on

&

entryatb»schdol regardless of the social status of the parents, as "soon
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as the children entered school the picture changed dramatically" (p.70).
Wells (1983) contends that on one dimension of language use~-literacy--
significant differences were evident, He believes that the root causé

-

for the differences in successful achievemeat in school 1is related to
the place and value tﬁ;t literacy plays in family life. While some of
the suﬁjects in this long®tudinal study were exposed to, i.e. had been
read, a 1000 books a year. (on an average of three a day), others had not
been read to at all. Therefore one may assume that for the lattet
children the opportunities to ercounter decontextualized brint were
minimal at best. Language for those youngsters would be context bound,
embedded in the on-going activity of ordinary everyday expgriencés.

Admittediy, outside of the realm of print experiences, children may
be provided with opportunities to expand their decontextualized thinking
such as when they talk about past evenﬁs, 6! plan a future outing, etc.
However it would appear that books and the ideas contained within them
provide'ideal media for enhancing 'disembedded thinking' for to
understaﬁd what is happening between the pages, the child has to move
from the 'here and now' to the'there'and‘thenﬂ |

Wells (1983)vcontends that listening to stories helps the child to
develop an understanding of decontextualizgd'printas it is only the
language thereln which _brings meaning to the child; he has to pay close
“attention to the words themsel ves; he has to make connectlénsﬁg%pween

/%L. @3
what he knows and what the words are indlcatlng, contextual su@gozt can

54

only be found within the print. Unlike env1ronmenta1 prlnt, b00k prlnt

stands alone as it were, without the support of visual préps. Although

s

~the pictures which accompany the words assist in contextualizing the
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1

ngﬁ, it is the words which,tonvey the author's message. The reading of
stories provides the child with a mental framework or schema ;h;t print
can exiét of itself, that it is permanent and unchanging and that what
has been carved in stone may be returned to time and time again. While
environmental print may b;ing the child towards this realization, of
itself it would not appear to be sufficient.

Wha£ better way to focus upon the element -of print as being
decontextualizedvthan'through the medium of a story written to delight
the imagination? Demers & Moyles (1982) in theirﬁhistorical review of
childrén's literature note that the development of story books moved
"from instruction to delight” (p.11). Prior to the middle of the
eight;enth century, books which were written for children focussed upon

instruction in religion and moral conduct. TIn 1744, John Newbury

published what is considered today to be a landmark in children's

literature, A Pretty Little Pocket Book. Intended for middle c}éss
children, - the Pocket Book was an "illustrated catalogue of children's
amusements based on the alphabet" (Demers & Moyles, 1982, p.105).

Here's great K and L

Pray Dame, Can you tell

Who put Pig-Hog

Down the Well? (p.106).

Newbury, as an astute and keen businessman published dozens of

titles, e.g. The Book of Books for Children, and The History of Little

Goody Two Shoes which cortained one hundred and forty pages of adventure
. . ) E] N

‘and amusement. Because of his success and example, the production of

children's books increased dramatically. With the new focus upon

delight rather than instruction, publishers and writers became aware of
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’

the new marketable prbduct——entertainﬁent of the young. The
prolifefation of children's books since the beginning of this century is
often referred to as the Golden Age of children's literature-~books
written for children, "works of imagination, clothed in delight" (Demers
& Moyles, 1982, p.82.).

The availability of stories for children today is nothing shoft of
incredible. Libraries abound with them., Grocery stores sell them.
Children's television programs present them., Book clubs promote them.
Admittedly not all are=wﬁat could be termed 'quality' literature but
most are at least acceptable., They come in all sizes and shapes, from
tiny to large, illustrated in a myriad\of colours to a plain black and
white format., The print varies from éhe’regﬁlar size found in adult
books to bold and colourful words sglashed aeross a page. The child
today is not exposed to just one kind of book. He has a wealth‘of
literature to choose ffom; .

Research concerning book'experiences prior to-scheol entry has been
the focus of'attedtion‘for many investigators. Some studies have
chussed on one child (Crago and Crago, 1983; Harkness & Miller, 1982;
Ninio & Bruner, 1978; Snow, 1982). Others have compared a small group
| of children (Clark, 1976; Doake, 1981; Schickendanz‘& Sullivan, 1984),
Still other researchers have 1nvest1gated 1arger numbers of children in
their communities (Heath, 1982%( in school (Cochran- Smlth 1983) and at‘
home and school (Martinez and Roser, 1985).

Holdaway (1979) contends that "children with a background of book

experiences since infancy develop a complex range of attitudes,

L]
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concepts, and skills predisposing them to literacy. They are likely to
continue into 1iteiacy'on entering school with a minimum of
discontinuity" (p.A9).l | |

What do we know of the degree of book experiences in the home?
Durkin (1966) notes that one of her subjects, Carol, had f% books some

'

of which were aiphabet and picture diétionaries. It may be presumed
that the remainder wére of a story-type nature.Q Doake (1§81) remarksb
that Gillian had 140 books, Karen ana Shean 70 aqd Jennifer 194 in ;heir
own personal libraries. One may consider that these children have ample
access to decontextugli;ed print. Other researchers noted that their
subjects made use of publiC‘librargis {Clark, 1976; King and Friesen,
'1972). In fact a predominant feature of the homes of early readers, in
all t?e investigations, was a’richly endowed book environment. Books
were accessible for the children to pick from whene?er they wished, not
just at bed timé. Books were read to them and books were read by the
adults in the home. It ‘could be said that books formed an integral part
of the homes of early readers.

Perhaps éne of 'the most impressive and influential studieé of book
experiences is that carried’out by Doake (1981). Four chi’ iren were
visited in their homes for a total of fifty-six times during which audio
- recordings were made. The children ranged in age from 2 years 11 months
to 5 years 5 months, Interviews, questionnaires, field notes and
parentél daily records were 'also taken. The researcher’'s findings
included the following:

a’) The practice of‘reading to children was the starting point of

e

éemergent reading behavior.
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At S

b) Parents did not see home reading as contributing to’their
children's reading development. v . ',

¢) As the chilQren became familiar with certain favourite booksﬂ
they pracficed their own reading-like behavior--mumble
reading, echo reading, etc.

d) Children'de‘eloped an awarenesé that Qooks could be objects of
delight and enjoyment, |

e) Children built avschema for different kinds of stories.

f) While children primarily chose favourite stories to pe read
again and again, parents were more prone to select a new one
or one infrequently read.

g) Parents encouraged and supported verbal interactions during
the joint story book event,

Heath (1982) in her 1o;gitudina1 study of two communities found
that those families which did not expose their children to books and dié
" not encourage the youngsters to use book meanings to make sense of their
environment were the same.famiiies whose offspriﬁg had difficulty in
school. 1In other words, these children were not able to cope with the
decontextualized language of the school.

The evidence is fairly conclusive: joint book episodes carried out
in the home assist childrez in their spontaneous development towards

literacv. With the book as a prop, as the central medium for enjoyment

o

and discussion, parents, albeit nowingly, provide structures for
their children which enable/them to experienge print in a unique

fashion. Through,oral 1;§§ﬁ£ge, the adult mediates the printed words so

-

4
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N 8, % '
that- jt becomes meaningful, in éﬁzexperientia}'ﬂlvv to the child on his

lap. "Once upon a time . .." and they are off, off to a place and time
which exist only in prinﬁ? The reader Knows that Little Red Riding Hood
will meet the wolf; the child knows it too. But no matter how often thé
story is read, Little Red Riding Hood never knows at the beginniﬂg 65
the story'th;t she is going to meet the wolf, Slowly the child becomes’

aware tflat the printed ‘word is unchanging. One may suspect that it is

this awareness which makes the book ghe child's favourite. He has ‘the

ey

upper hand on the characters in the book. He knows it all and they do

not. This same awareness leads him on his cognitive journey to
s < |
int is constant and exists of itself, Only our

A g

La

literacy. Pr

interpretation of it may ‘change.
A T
# . .
How is the ¢Hild led to an interpretation of the tale? How can he
i ) . ’ !
learn that)'what“happens between the pages is 'out of context' and to be

¢ 0.

understood must be related to‘his own experjence? One may suspect, that

. i R “ «-" : ‘ 9: g,

the strategies used to interpret decontextualized print and those used
. . » - . .

. 4 &

to assist thegcﬁiﬁ& to?understand or controd contextualized print may be

duitéiéi%fé%gnti"Much may deﬁehd on the genre of the story, the
famiiiariéwiy%th £he te#t, thg child's interest and the parental
unéétlfiﬁé@%éé?ée éo cfgate altontext for interpretation. One may
theréfdrezggkﬁgoﬁ itlis that the adult p;ovides a sense-building support
o LT
system fét‘the Chilq ds the}.share a story together? .
R ST :

Thus “in addition tp the sociopsychological and linguistic nature of

a joint book“réading experience, the content of the reading must also be

.~considered. The general factors that appear to be essential for

emergent literacy are presented in Figure 4.
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CHAPTER IV

THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY

INTRODUCTION SR ;;# v
. - Q-\ 1. ‘- Q
The design of the study is the subject of this chapter. Df%aded

- \

intp five parts, the cnapter‘uill describe the‘sample 5e1ection,)tne

'ins;ruments’fundamentag to.the study, the pilot study, data collection.
: ‘ i o ’ el , h

and coding and the analysis.

The sample fpr the studv conilsted of 27 K1ndergarten chllimi. 20

fathers, Oand Zdﬁha’ ers g&;iﬁinood dlstrMEt from whlch g{e

2

‘ Klndergarten sample@was chﬁsen was comprlsed of six. elementary schools

*

~and one high school covering a large geognaphlcal area of both. rfural and

o

w.,urban communities. After permission was granted by the district's
~ " - . . . . . r H

- v
i

_snpetintenﬁent to conduct the %tudyJwIistsvef children from four

i . ‘ . . ‘n ‘

. : - . o ‘ . Yy
separate Kindergartens were obtained. Two of the Kindergartens were

N (e

"comprised of both morningeand afternoon classes, while the remainder

-

,each‘had one morning class. The total number of students@emrolled in

e

'fﬁ .

%RL

all Klndergdrtens from Wthh the sample was chosen was 144 c?rldren.n B

.“_
@

according to this order. ° o . - ﬁ.

ff\
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Py
The names of the students were randomlzed and the parents df‘th@» T

by
3

.

”selected students were then c&ntacted by telephone by thb:reéearchet%@ﬁ
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Where both parents indicated that reading to their children vasfa
éﬁrsual experience for them and that they were wllllng to participate in

the studv both were selected as adult subjects. If houever onlv one

parent in the ‘Rome usuaily performed thé task of reading to‘the thld,
and also demonstrated an interest in participating, that parent was

* selected. .After 20 fathers and 20 mothers had agreed to/participate,

the telephoning was diseontinued{ ‘ o /(

/

Thirteen of the children selected were‘reEd to yé both parents,
oo ' ’ |

“with fourteen being read to by one parent. In the 1at§er group, ‘seven

were read to byrfathers, seven by mothers. Al;hough theesex of the

B . o o _
children was not a variable in the study, it.sﬁ@uld'&e‘noted that there

were eleven bovs and sixteen girls. Ages ranged from 4 years‘7‘months 
‘to 5 years 9 honths. Althpugh some of the chih&;en,attendedﬂﬁﬁench

Immersion classes, all students and thelr reader parents were native

@égrlsh spea&ersf‘Thlrteen of the children were the oldest or on1y 

c'ild in ﬁhe famil&,"thirteen were‘middle children ahd seven were the

2

youngest - No ch11d subJect was a Klndergarten repeater, and all Chlld
Subjects Lived with both of their pareqts’at the’time Of the data
4 gatheringr‘ The socioeeCOnomic sgapue of the parents was tha{ ;f rural
and urban middle claee{ Tweive’of the mothers were empﬁoyedveither
part-time or full-time‘outside«the heme. . ;"f

e’ e
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DATA COLLECTION

A. ~ Storv Reading

)

During the initial contact by tefephone, the parents were informed

aboﬁﬁ'the purpose and nature of the task and gave their consent to
participate.

The task coH51sted of hav1ng the parents read three stogles to

thelr children--a 11brary book chosen bv the researcher a famlllar

£

: ' 90 3 L ] Sl
researcher. A package wi,i n prepared_for each parent part1c1pant.
: A ‘

It included a co»erlng letfer (s nd1x C) again explaln1ng the

"owerall purpose of the studv tog her wit! .uggestlons.for selectlng

-

R
;hecchlld 5 famﬂllar story.: Included also were the 11brary book
borrowed,byﬁthe reSearcher from the local library which was qumed
suitable for a Kindergarten child and an unfamiliar story. Three blank:

L
~

-audio ‘cassette tapes were also ihéluded«dn the package.
[ 4

“In the majorlty of the cﬂ;Et thgse packages were dellvered to the .

families via the school and returned via the~same route co the

researcher. Childken who were to be read to by both parents,therefore

took two separate packages home,/ while 'single! children received one..

When audio’cassette reCordems’were requestedfby the paremts, the
v ' - ‘

'packages and tape recorders were . taken to the child's home by the

g )

researcher.f oy

. -
L ¢

‘To,prdride‘unfamiliar stories for reading¢ two less well know%s-l

~fairy tales by Grimm--The Three‘Spinners and'King Grisly Beard——were'

selected by ‘the researcher (see Appendix E). The origindl stories were

.

étory chosen by the child and an“unfamiliar Spory‘choséﬁ*by the .

o

»
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altered slightly in order to make the texts more suitable to the modern
child. TI1lustrations were drawn for each page of text and Athe stories':
were bound by a pr.ofeesjonal bindery so tha{t thle tales would look as
much like any other story pookp\;ith which the children might come in

contacf.  The finished products measured six and,a half inches by \eight
774 ~

inches, bound, with the titles in guld Iettering on the covers. Tape

'l

recorfiings werc made of all -three readings. gn both parents within a

&

fami were partlrlpatlng, they read dlfferent selectlons for a), b) and

éother wcmds, sumefchbldren had six different stories read to
. . ¢ J‘ld '
them on Sdeparate occaslonsi ;hl le those youngsters who had only,@e

' parent pa'rticipating were invol’ve.dy in three storiess

4

»?*'e;
‘ Mhen the paren&;s hqﬁ completed readlngs and recordlngs, the
3 . ) & "
,Q,,!
packages were returned. The child's favourlte or famlllﬂ% storyﬁ:as
R .

included at 'this)pdint s t‘ha‘:‘ the resea~~her might have an opportunity
v : & '

i N . L " L 5
_lto note the textof thi(s book. This stgyy was ‘'subsequently sent back to :

-

the ch11d Pevr’missi;n slips for the ‘Concepts ‘Aﬁvut. Print Test
A e N ¢ "\

accom anled thé tapes and books. o . L -
P and ‘ . . '

=ough H‘lree tape recordlngs were made by each participating
dpareri\tJ, ‘oNly two were tran“scribed vetbatim and their resﬁ'lting data
anaiyzedt __‘Tlhle tv'a'p('g' recording which was mad'e‘ of the ’1\“ead’ing of” the book
from the lrovcal 1ibr‘ary\gas n‘o"t us-.ed for data in 'thi'S'study; t'ather it

was used as a "wa’rm—uﬁ"ﬂ for, the participa‘nts and"to help relieve any

[ | ’ | 4

'anx1ety whlch may have occurred from asking them to tape record ‘a famlly

La - 0
\‘) ’

experience. ' ' \ Co . , o . N
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Once the recordings vere"returned to the researcher, arrangements ‘dpﬂ

were made with tng various school authorltles to administer the Concepts

1
I

About Print Test with the child part1c1pants. When the students had

completed the test, interviewé withthe parents were carried out. In_
other words, no test was given before parent interviews which in turn.

i

R

were not carried out until recordings of the stories hgq“be%n conpleted.
¢ N S R %a . .
Q“

B. Concepts About Print Test Jﬁ“f"w e M;.‘ ST .
' U?" Lo ) " aht . A
bout print

v Eaéh of'ibe 27 &glldren wag assessed for‘hge-ii R To e a

using a Concepts About Pr 1 SN, '(Braileord,‘Pgoﬁ).‘ At the

administered the test duringgf a{‘schobl,hours in his/her home

. 2 : 3
,@\oo!. A private room was provi}éd'by the schools' administration for

] N LN

the testlng sessions. After sPendfng some time chattiné about various .

child-related interests and hav1ng 1dent1f the tester ‘as the" person

‘ 1. AR

Swho had asked "mom ahd dad to read stori'es. g&th the tape recorder an

S

the children relaxed and appeared 53 enJoy the sess1ons, each of which

< lastged approilmately 30 mlnutes. ‘

.;‘_;_, ¢%@e Gogéepts About Prlnt Test (Shared Book Task) con51sted of a -

“ book which was written by the ahortiauthor. The 17 page story revolved
| 'A;round two suburban children and thelr ?other preparing to go to a local

swimming 001 the1r acti ties at the ool and their subse uent return
P %ﬁ |% ql

© y!,

\“hé)me. ~Each page.$ the book was 1llustrated nth coloured photographs

whlch related to the prlnt on the page.. The researcher had thls book*

@
o1

bouhnd, by a profe551onal blndery in order to allev1ate any. confus1on as
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to its similarity td‘a photograph album and to makeﬂit aimilar in'.

PN “w\
«appearance to the books read at home.

vi o

Scorlng procedures as' outllned by Brailsford. (1985) were followed
<«
Percentage scores ranged fram 20%.to 92Z. Children scoring above the ?

median of 657 were identified Ias‘igh Print Aware children and those

below that score as Low Print Aware children.

2

C. hInterviews'
4 .

»
Y &,
|

. Twenty parents were 1nter\xeved in ow@%?ﬁto aecertagn their own

“ 'ré@ﬁtng background, the_ava11ab11}ty of chlﬁhren s books in the home,
LA g

the child's reading- background and behaviours %nd how the parents

thought children became readers. > -

Each single &g{ticipating'parent was interviewed. ‘ arent who
®

read . qut frequently with the child where .both parents parthlpated was

the one chosen to rov1de this back round 1nformat10n.
P 8 :

'
.

‘The interviews followed an open—énded format although certain

g
¥

leading questions were at times posed to provide a general gﬁLmework
‘ L. ”

(see Appendix B). ) o
) oy

AR Flfty percent of tthLnterv1ews yere carrled out by telephone.

This was due to the fact that these parents lived up to 40 miles from
the researcher’s home and weather conditions did not permit distant
. ‘ , . A _ @

-travei. Other'parents were intenvieﬁed at their homes.‘ In the . case of

~dual part1c1pants in_ the famlly, only the adult being 1nterv1ewed was

;present On several occa31ons, however, whether on thg phone or at

home, conflrmatlon on a partlcular p01nt was sometlmes asked for. by the

kY

&

‘adult from his/her spouse.
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\
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-

'Each interview lasted feom 45 minutes to an'hour. The tone of the
. W

sesslons was generally very favourable and rejaxed as the parents

'Q.,

v o

demonstrated a wlllxngness to offer 1nformat10n. The researcher thok

noteq durlng the interviews as. it was felt that the presence of a tape
“ . ,&
reggrder mlght have an 1nh1b1t1ng affect on the part1c1pants in the1r
. .

‘ dxscuaslons of personaA 1nformat10n.‘v Cow

s

'PILOT. STUDY

An earlier study condUcted by Havden @nu hﬂgan (1983) Served as’a

- L
pilot for gev1slng a category'jystem for analszng the joint book
interactioqs._ However on the basi= »f the expanded data in the main

study, this category system was modified and extended fur the data

' coding (see Appendix A for definitionsL
"DATA CULTNG

A. Joiat Book Interactions : . Adh. \
o : : !

£ . \ g . /
+-  After all tape recordings of the joint book interactions had been

completed, a verbatim transcription of the protocols was carried out by

the researcher which in turn was rechecked with the cassette tapes for
4 B .

éccu?acy. The _number of text words for each familiar story was
recorded. Top1c units wekre 1dent1f1ed These ware unlts of thought
whlch deal w1th a subJect or topic that was generated by the text but'L

dld not 1nc1ude the text of the story. Withis the toplc units, me3sage

’

5 unlts were 1dent1f1ed Kontos (1981) deflnes message unlts "as single
. , :

meaningful statements or questions" (p.10) which may also include(singie
- . . ,\_- _\ A

g RN o J’?‘- @
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word utterances, that is, statements or questions about a topic. The

- message units were in turn analyzed according to a revised system of the
. ]

Yelarification strategies derived by Hayden and Fagan (1984), The

revisions are presented below.
L4

&

Interaction “@tiatggies,
' Y i

A
1. Clarifyipk_Reguestsv

 Functigp™™uwg ., - - Form
: me@gﬁgﬁﬁ:lﬁ; v _W%ﬁ, ujw J ‘b“——" -
g™ 1. Reprpduction = =~ 1. Qeclarative Question
L KT R
- Th N
2. Conf%yﬁﬁg$on 2. Convergent 5imple Question
:l!:* N . ’ , 'A s .
3. Spexttifstion . 3. Convergent Choice Question
. :"'_,_":‘ B ' o T
4, Klabgration. 4., Convergent Leading Question
B ‘ Bl R ' : ' i
. “ “,’\ ' .
5.+ Téxt Prediction - 5. Signification Question
-~ y . - . .
!‘/;h’E" " A . ’ ;.—"
“G;VG§V{TexﬂﬁDirection 6. Open-Ended Question
ROCUEEEY SNV IEEE R
‘~’éf;$@?§ 4o 7. Text Hesitationm Question
s T T :
Len ﬁ[*"ftiti’ ' , 8. Text Command Question
20 esponges ¥ o = . .
T PR W |
" Function- . d Form
- [ SN ——
i . 1. Reinforcement _ 1. Repetition Response
) X " » V ‘f’ ‘ : ¥
2. Confirmation 2. Yes/Ne Response s
3. Non-Confirmation : 3. Declarative Simple Response
4. Specification 4. Dec¢larative Extended Response
5. Elaboration . 5. Text Recognition N
6. Text Completign
7. Text Critique ° ' . ' i 5

S 8. Text Focus _ :
: ’ (see, Appendix A for definitions).

~
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Fach message unit was itemized'a§ £o its fuﬁction and form within
Weithér of the two main focusses——requests’and responses. Total raw
scores for each individual, whether.parent or child, were'tébulated and
assf‘yed‘a'&alue of i. Thus'LheTe\uas}no‘aséqmptipn regarding the

Emportanceuof one strateé& compared to~ann£hcr wieg‘respect to
welghttng | ! J
To ensure that the famlllar stories were comperable in length and
.therefure'tn.contf~f fur the text input which may have affected the

.quantlty of dialogue, a series of t- tests were computed to establish

whethex oﬂ not differences between the famlllar samples read for mothers

\ 9
and fatherb were statlstlcally sxgnlflcant Results revealed no.

4

‘j'differen§es.- Addltlonal t-tests were performed. for fam1113r/unfam111ar

ied hlgh significance as presented in Table 1

R

- . Table 1 . —\

A Test for Differences Between Familiar and Unfamiliar Stories

-~ # -

k4

\
ﬁ o Mean Mean Dif Std Dev  t-stat P
IvPamiliar Story - 1‘ 994.35 - :
L4
- , ‘ -364.15 564,74 ~4.078 ..0002
' S o) e
. unfamiliar story .. 1358.5 » . (

. v .
/"« In order therefore to Ezntrol for the fact that the number of

(%

strategies might be reflective of the leﬁgth of the text read, the

strategies within the Request-Function group were converted to

\
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proportions of the total number of strategje%lwithin that group, The

proportion score is an indication of which strategy in a group was used
more frequently than others within that group,  Proportionate scores

were similarly calculated for Request-Form, Response—Fuhction and

Response-i'orm.

An interrater reliability of 91% agreement for the assignment of “
. < ' . N
message units to the category system was established between the
- ‘9 )
researcher and another student.
R g : '

B. Interview Data
" T g

v

et

As previously noted, the researcher took notes duripg the interview’
sessiongy Whilé the“qgestiohs of the interview for basis forw
=t . x o , 1‘ o - ' | :
analvzing the responses, .a more specifig et of questidns aro%e during
- the analysis of the responses. ‘The questions around which the responses:
were grouped were pr%ﬁgnted in 'Chapter I.

. Responses were nominally classified. No response was
hierarchicaliy or gtherw%se assigned any value. The semantic content of
the responses prowided the basis on whith they were jﬁdged.' Interrater
-réliability for codi&! from the researcher's notes and the

‘transcriptions of the tapes was. 90% agreement for two independent

_raters. ) ’ '



DATA ANALYSIS

Statistical Analysis

The fortg parents cbmprising“the adult subjects for the study were
divided into two equal groups of 29 fathers and 20 mothers., . The
children subjects comprised a third group of 27 individuals. Thirteen
of the children were read to.by bgth parénts; fourteen were read to by
one parent. Thus each parent was matched by a single child.

The data for each subject were kev punched onto IBM cards.
Individualé were given an identifiéation number, a designation as to
whether he/she was 3 father, mother sr child. In addition dgéngation

as to whether a familiar or unfamfi*ar story generated the dialogue was
' ) ’ )

also indicatéd. The independent Jé{iabfes included parents (fatber5~
mothers) children read to by fathers, children‘read to by mothers and
story type (familiar-unfamiliar). The dépendent varigbles consisted of
the'iﬁteractions straﬁegies, i.e. clarifying requests and responses.
Statiéticgl treatment of the above data involwsd a two-way

multivariate analyéis of variance (MANOVA5. Based on Bray and Maxwell's

(1982) intkrpretation of a two-step process, "the overall hypotﬁesié of
no mean differences in mear zentrolds for the different . groups™ (p.340)

.
»

was tested and if folnd to be significant, "follow-up tests to explain

group differences" were performed (p.340). Raos approximate t-tests
X . , - - o T

‘ C - . L
using Wilks Lambda, analysis were performed when significant,diffefggces sin
. n : g S ) gLt ‘ SEGhCes )
: : . : - L el

¢ € s 4 : - ) A L . "~ R i’t”_
between centroids were found, . = - S ‘ ‘H&%

i M

- P Wy - e . 3
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e . :
. »

SUMMARY

This chaﬁter has discussed the sample gselection, the instruments

fundamenta! to the study, the pilot study, the dataollection and

~coding and the data analysis.

3
Chapter V presents the statistical findings and results of the =

study together with ajdiscussion of these results. -

Y : - .
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CHAPTER V | 4
~ ‘ STATISTICAL DATA

This chapter presents each of the six hypotheses which were
subjected to statistical analyses. After verbatim trénscription, the
interactions were identified as message units. Each unif was analyzed
‘for form and function within both clarifying requests and responsess
The raw scores for message units for each individual subject were.;oted
and subsequently converted to a proportionate number of the total number
rounded to two decimal places, and were treated as dependent variables.

_These and the independent Wariables (fathers/mothers, children read to

|
i

by fathers/chﬁldren read to by mothers, fam#liar and unfamiliar stories)

vere suﬁjected to MANOVA procedures. ®

Each hypothesis is Eestated from Chap®er I. A’Statement of
' N > b ,'/ .
rejection or non-rejection is given, followed by tables containing the
Lo~ | N ~ | L ,
significance of the redationship explored. Following each result
te~ £ , o V
presentation, each hypothesis is discussed.
’ P ~vx'" .
. n Q

HYBOTHESTSAT

- /

~
i

Thexg\ﬁxll be no significant differences in the strategies employed .

¥

5
by fathers and mothers. Specifically there-will be nq differences:for
2y, “.'{: ' ‘ .

.l BTN "r- 5.6‘{'"‘ 'J" B L i’. 2 '
* :“5){“%req%estsﬂfunction
* . . - .

b) - requests form -

79

>
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Discussion

b g . . .

€) " responses function

=

3

('\ | d) responses form - . - , : ,

: ” 4 o ~,
fhe hypofhe51s was not rejected (Table 2) »

- e o, TN
: Table 2 —

L

S . - . g
& Mgitivariate Analysis pf Variance for

" Differences in Strategies ferf?afhers‘and Mothets

Variable | , ’~;w -af@ o ag | ": Foo p
Reduests-Function'd‘ ©0.8318 9 " Y gg 1533 0.154
ﬁequesns Form ‘h‘0.8540'*‘ 10 67 ":1,165 . 0.323
Responses Function . _0;8919: 10 'f67 - 0.812  0.618
Responses Form 0.9039 6 71 1.7sg 0.288

#Probability of F = .05

k)

. { -
o

The results of the above analysls 1nd1cate that fathers and mothers

did not dlffer 31gn1f1canuiy for the strategles they employed when

< \

,1ﬁteract1ng w1th their chlldren Lﬂ a joint book readlng Situation. B

\

Over the past decade, con51derable research has been carried out in

T

‘ the area of maternal speech to children (Cross 1978' ‘Snow & Ferguson,

1978). In addltlon a few studles ‘have focussed on fathers speech to
chlldren acqulrlng language (Gleason, 1975) " The 11terature suggests
that fathers are less sen51t1Ve to the child's 11ngu1st1c ab111t1es,
therefore are more demandlng in thelr questlons and raise up the

youngster s performance. Mothers on the other hand prov1de more

11ngu1st1c support and attune thelr language to the” chlld s level.
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A study by Rondal (1981) also conflfmed these flndlngs. In his

g

- study which compared fathers' and mothers' speech in a story telllng

t B

!

~epusode a¥ong ‘other s;tuatlons;-fathers speech was géheral ly. shorter ]
, : . \

than mothers-in MLU buﬁ‘lexically more diversg‘ Fat?ers also asﬂlﬁ for
" more requests for elarlflca\:on than their spouses., It should be noted '

that in the Rondal stﬁﬁy\\the 1fferences in s]tuatxon——free play, story

~

ytelllng and the family meal--affected the qualaty and quantlty of the
_parenta1 speech. In general howe;er,‘dlffereqfes.yere foqnd fqr f;{hers
and mothers.' ' Z | /' : ¢
| McLaughlin et al. (1987) refer to these dlfferences ‘as th;

/ .

"differential experience" hypothesis(gl245h They/condutted a stqdy

s
;i . . . e
f . . i

with 24 children rangingiih age from ong ahq'ayhal£¥yeéf§/fg/ hree and a
}/&alf years in a free play situation with f&thers and mothers. Their
reshlts indicated that although there were many similarities between the

parents, fathers asked more WH questions related to the total number of
L ‘ S » ‘ ‘

questiohs than did mothers, who produced significantly higher number of

\yes/no questionsf In‘additien; fathers- had. propertionately more
‘repeEitions than mothers. ;The researchers suggesteé‘thaﬁ WH qhesfionsl
demand mbre;from the child than'yes/ho questions, which confirms
Pellegriﬁi's (1982) coqgehtien that open-ended quéstions~demand a

!

\different level of }hse;attion'from the child thanicohvefgent
\questlonlng R ;’a |

\ Doake (1981) nqted that the mothers of three of the ch11dren in his
seudy read very qelckly whlle;the fa;hers of these same children readu

\ ’ /



much more slowly which alloved for continual partic1pat10n on the pert
.of the youngsters (p- 230) ' o eqvm .

o ' e :

The above f1nd1ngs were not conflrmed stat1st1cally, as the present

study found mothers and, fathers employlng 81mllar strategies in their

‘interactlons durrng jolnt_reading.. It may be suggested therefore that

© 82

%

the gender of the participants is not of'imhortance. Rather it is the(

human medlator who places him/herself between the child and the book as

they share a story together whlch appears to be the crucaal element. It

: may also be argued that as the fathers and mothers were selected on the'

-

‘b351s of thelr frequent readlng to the1r chlldren. they were comparable

in their approaches to book read1ng.w1th their ch11dren. That 1s, they

had developed 51mllar strategies as a result of frequent book readlng

ieplsodes and therefore drd not demonstrate 81gn1f1cant differences for

their interactlons in this study.
f

 HYPOTHESIS II B

There wlll bevno'signlficant differences in the strategies employed

by parents in familiar and unfamiliar stories.g Specifically there will

- be no d‘ifferences for . @ ,/"//'—» .
, _ | | |
S o : | ’
~~a) requests function e
. T , ) o

b) \requests'form

c) responsésegunction

d) - reeponses forn\“ L
This hypothesis}was rejected.for Requeste Function, Requeete:Form

and Responses Function. ft was not rejected for Responses Forn»(see

Table 3).

~



- o | . Table 3 ". n‘;

Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Differences in

; Strategies for Parents for FsmiliarfUnfamiliar Stories

7

variable - _afl df2 " F p
:Rednests Function " 0.7303 9 ; 68 ' él7§b | 0.00S#*

| Requests Form ‘ . 0.7496 10 '6_7‘ : 2.238 . 0.026%

' Responses Function  0.6478 .10, 67 . . 3.643 0,001
Responses Form - 0.8529 6 L 2.041 -~,\o.'071'
*Prdbabflity of F = .05 oy 7.01‘ C awn . 001

SN :

Significant differences for femiliar-unfamiliar stories were found
in three of the variables—-Requests Function, Requests Form, and
,ReSponses Function. No differences were found for Responses Form. In
order.to determine more exactly where s;gnlficant differences existed
within each of the generic reriables; that is:‘vhich strategy within
each.cstegory was significant, post hac "tests using Wdlks Lambda
‘ appPB}imate t-tests were’ performed |

v

Each variable with ita sub—strategies is interpreted and discussed

separately. T \”;

A. ' Requests Function.

As demonstrated by Table 4, three of the strategles within the
.Request Functions category were found to be significant—-l) Confirmation

(2b) whereby speaker 1 asks speaker 2 to confirmor negate the content

of an utterance; 2) Text'Prediction\where the reader pauses to encourage

13

AN
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P a
i
i

the listener to coﬁplet@ the text'énd'B)Iext Direction (a) where the

i . Co _ : Co .
‘speake;_iﬂluest§ thét a specific piece of text be shown or read. .
e | ;.‘ " - LN A
’ '.-‘Tabl'eé 4 R 2 S .
¢ i ,, ‘ ] N ‘:) . {1
Significant Differences for Parents for Familiar
and'Uhfamiliar.Sto:ies for Requeats Function
- . . ' ' - _ F ‘
Variable ~ . dfl = 1.0 df2 = 76 F - p
Reproduction ‘ 1 ' 3.650 0.060
4 L ' ) o
Confirmation 2a .. ‘ - 0.123 0.912
Confirmation 2b V | °  4.383.  0.,040%
Specification f. . m_: - ‘ ' 0.655 - 0.421
 Elaboration - __ ~ 0.062  0.805
Text Prediction ' | B8.773 0.004#
Text Direction 6a ‘ 8.773 0,004»*“
© Text Direction 6b : A o 2539 0.115
Text Direction "6 | o 2.038  0.157
. ' i ‘ ' Q
#Probability.of F = ,05 = - 01 = 001

In order‘;b note the direction of the significance by story type, R

Table 5 records the cells means for the three strategies.
- Discussion

The strategieslemployed_for familiar stories produced larger means
than those for_unfamiliaristories in twg instanﬁes, Text Prediction and
Text Direction-(6a). The reverse was noted for the strategy of

Confirmation.



Table 5

Parents' Familiar-Unfamiliar Requests Function Strategies

Cell means

Variables . ‘ | IFamiliat : ' Unfamiliar

Confirmation (2b) ” ‘38ﬁ6 ‘ . .973
Text Prediction ' ~.085 _ ! -, 004
Text Direction (6a) L . .085 - : ,004

-

a

These findings are supportgq &y Harkness and Miller (1982) who

noted that in the first tapin;s of a story between mother and child, the
"adult appeared to provide 'a framework for the text" (mﬁl) They also
noted that therE vere different interactive patterns for subsequent
readings, in that the Jhild was more aware of vhat was happening in the

text and was eble to provide details of what was occurring. Highly

‘supported by comments offered by the mother in the first readings (their

& : . ,
study compared readings of the same stories over time), as the text
became more familiar, "support descriptions from the mother or direct

_ responses from the child" were less evident (p.34). >

Text Prediction as defined 1n this study reflecis what Doake (1981);

refers to as "completion reading"-—a "technique where)the reader paused:

at a point in the story and appropriate words were able to be given by
the children to complete the phrase or,sentence? (p.428).

Unfortunately, as Doake himself notes, the parent readers'vere not asked

their reasons for using such strategies. However; Doake (1981).is of

the opinion that the behaviour "seemed to.be an instinctive outcome of -

LN
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reading certain kinds of stories repeatedly" (p 637) That this
behaviour was more: prwyalent in this study for the familiar story would
appear to confirm Doake s (1981) contention,

. Here it is suggested that repeated readings of familiar texts build
up syntactic and semantic knowledge of that text. The pauses or

hesitatlons during the reading encourage parttcipation on thé ;art of
the child as the parent knows that the child knows the text.v In other
wotds. use of this quest1on1ng strategy provides a scaffold for the
child to participate in the teading. The results also suégest that
parents'are aware (at least intuttivgly) that in order to,bgtome
readers, children must develop a sense of story sequence within an
overall framework and adopt suitable strategies in‘témilidrjtexts,fér-'
this to 6ccut;{
Julieto (1985)Fnoted in her.study of the literacy expériences of
four children ét home and'ip Kfndér;arten“tﬁat "Wendy's parents used
different strategies vhenlsharingﬁt'book with her. If tt was a new
story, understanaing was. the focus wﬁereas with a weli known favourizzr\\\
_ participation was the main aim" (p.97). , A
Clay (1979). Doake‘(1981); Harkness and Miller (1982)}'and Holdabay
(1979).am6ng a host of other researchers have observed thié phenomenon
of completlon readlng within famlliar texts.'.Hence it may be stated-
. that .the present study confirms statistically what has been noted
through observatlon and ethnograph;c;research.
Text Direction (6a) as a clarifying stratégy‘focussés upon the

gﬁiphic elements of the text. Many of the famtliar texts read to the

) i
children in this study prévided. examples of print within the
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111ustrations (signs, postere, labels, etc.) and key words written in

body face or large type vithin the text., Using the. chiPd’s knowledge of’,
‘the text, i.e. the remembered meanings of the story, the parents\
employed"a strategy within the‘fémiliar.story which focussed the

children's attention upon specific words;within the contéxt of the

story. Having developed the appropriate meanings for nhﬁ% uijf\
Yar XA

focussed upon, the parent framed ‘the child's attention to the';

) f |

form, thereby encouraging his/her understanding that the mesgages came

way. 1

| Doake (1985) notes that as parents read to children, "they point to
print on occasions" (p.91).; Pointing to the ppint and asking what a
~particular word saye are two complementary funcLions.' The former
focusses upon the directionality of print, while the latter estaPlishes
a deeper understanding of-the'concépt of "word." This writer was unable
to locate any studies wherein parents requested knowledge of words in
print. Harkne;?*and Miller (1?82) provide onge example of where the
mother asks her child about a particular'letter on a page. "Wﬁere's the
‘T. for T ? Is there a.T.for TL___?‘ On this page somewhere?" tp.28).
In this instance ;he\ﬁather\was presenting a new kind of information,
attention;to_letgers, and postponed her ;equest in favour of the child's
ouestions whieﬁ\}elated to the illustratiéns. Snow (1983) provides an
example of a child and mother composing a word together i, e.wrlting

the 1etter vhich make up the chlld s name. Overall however, there is

: )
little evidence in the literature of the parent focussing the child's
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attentisn on the ac{ual print during tne joint book reading.

The strategy of Text Direction was found to be’signif{cant for
famiiiar'stori¢s in the bresént study.lindicating that parents medjate
their children to the actual print of tne text., Thus parents seem to be
aware that'in order to become readers, their‘children must‘agtend to
graphic cues. This point is consistent with,thewwritings of Ehri

¥

(1985). “ | | e

More instances of Conkirmation (2b) were found in unfamiiiar
stories. It is suggested that the differénné;\ére due.to the parents'
needs to"regulate‘tﬁeir children's understanding'nf-the text‘in the
unfamiliar situatinn. Juliebo (1985)Jnoted thnt when a new story was
read carefully monitored understanding by the father was evident_(p;Q?L
In other words the parents want to know that their cnildren know what is
happening in the new stor}t’ They pose simple questions which can bé
reéponded‘to\by a "ygs" or "nn" that do ‘not require elaborative answers
which migh; detract from the stdry.itself. The questions provide for
sinplb confirmation or negation of the youngster's understanding. Such
a suggestion would appear to ;nppgrt Mértinez's_§l98%) contention that
for initial experiences with a text, the child respondsllittle. Similar

results were reported by Harkness and Miller (1§82) where the mother in

their study "noted the information she felt 'to be important by

e, e

commenting on it nr askinh'nuestions" in her initial readings (p.39),
but was prone to withdrawing such support upon subsequent readings.
Hence the monitoring of comprehension may be.evnluatéd‘by:the use of
this‘strategy when thé story is néw to the child. It would be'lens-

necessary as a strategy at future readings when the child is more
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.

v, :

‘familiar with the-sﬁqry content, P N ,

It is also suggééted that QOnfirmation as a clarification stfategy
may be an attention-keeping mechanism, a technique whereby the parent
continually ;einforces the child to keep listening even if the story
does not particularly appeal to him/her. Just as Smow (1983) and Minio
and Brﬁner (1978) hpve noted that the joint book reading. situation has
all tge elements of a dialogué, use of this strategy where a child does

. not know the content of the story, .would enhcourage him/her to

participate, albeit at a minimum level.

B. REyuests Form ¢

B
A

As shown in Table 6, two of the strategies within the Request Form -

category were found to be significant——l)_Convergeﬁ% Simple wvhere the

speaker produces a question which demands a yes/no reply and 2) Text

Command (a) where the speaker*commands that a specific part of text be

noted.,

v

The direction of the signifﬂcance by story type, as recorded in

Table 7 is demonstrated by comparing the cell means for the two forms
A
under discussion, , §

J

Discussion
. ) \‘I
The form of a clarifying strategy is conkeeted in many instances to

the functicnal aspect of that strategy. In ofher‘yords it may be

‘suggested that the function of the request controls the form By whiéh

the request may be linguistically presented.

-
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Table 6

. .

Significant Differences For Parents for

Familiar and Unfamiliar Stories for Requests Form

Text Command (a) Requests 173

W
Variable - -  dfl = 10 df2 = 67 , ¥ p
Declarative (a) 0.019  0.888
Declarative (b) | 3.766  0.056
Convergent Simple ' ' 9.359 0.003%*
| Convergent Choice 0.:96] Q.330
Convergent Leading ‘ 0.061 0.806
Signification : - 1.123 0.293
-Open-Ended | r, : 4 1.123 0.253
Text Hesitation 0.011 0.917
Text Comand (a) | © . 7.769  0.007#%
Text Command (b) | \ 0.357  0.552
*Probability of F = .05 - .éi\‘w‘ #*+ o 001
- . \\\ .
Tabig 7
Parents' Familiar-'"tamiliar quuests_Form Strategies
Cell means
Variable , ‘ Familia£ Unfamiliar
Convergent Simple Requests . 580 .853
~.002

P
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When viewed in conjunction with Requests Functio;. Convewgent
Simple as a lexical arrangement would appear to be a suitable medium
for the function of Confirmation. Hence Convérgent Simple as a
linguistic form enables the adult to monitor the child's attention to
and/or his/her comprehension ;f an unfamiliar story in an economical
way. In gedéral therefore it may be-écated that f&r‘unfémiliar étofieg.
parents choose the Convergen£n31mp1e form for tﬁeiraconfifmq;ion
requests, |

Text Command (a) as a linguistie forﬁ is a requeét couched,ip.the
form of a command. The command requests that the listener demonstrate
his/her knowlehge about a specific situétion. é;ent or object under
discussion. In ;his pafticulér strategy, the speakgr ﬁishés that a
specific part of written text be noted.

It is suggested that thisblinguistic form is an example of ihe tyﬁe
of interaction defYned by Feuerstein (1979) as meﬁiation for competence,
and ﬁhé regulation of behaviour or accouﬁtabdlity as noted by Sngw
(1983). The parent knows the child knows and therefore provides him/her
with an opportﬁnity to demonstrate that 'knowledge. It may also be
sug;ested that the scaffolding techq@que (Ninio and Eruner, 1978)'is
functioning with the use of this form. The degrees of freedom for a
choice among many words on the page is narrowed considerably and the use
of fext Command as a form frames or filters out ali other.choices in

C e

order to direct the child to show his competency.
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" C. Response Function

L

Reshlts for Response Function are shown in Table 8. Three of the
strategies y}thin the category were found to be significant--
a) Confirmation whereih the responSelprovides posftive confirmation of
the speaker's previous ut;erance, b) N?n-Cogfirmation*which provides a
negative response to the’question,posed thereby providing an opportunity
gor thg sﬁeaker(s) to in;eract further on the topic‘and c) Specification
which is.the strétegy which defipes, describes or identifies an object

or occurrence. ”

‘\
Table 8
' Significant Differences for Parents for Familiar and

1

Unfamiliar Stories for Responses Function

Variable dfl =1  Tdf2 =76 | F , P
1 Reinfprcement 3.536 . 0.064
2 '“Confi;mation . . 24.160 0.000Q1 ****
3 Non-Confirmation - 3.941 0.056;
4 Specification 5.235 0.025%
5 Elaboration . ’ "1.096 0.298
6 : Text Completion (a) 1.394 0.241

7 Text Completion (b) 1.394 0.241
8 Text Critique (a) ) 0.590" 0.445
9  Text Critique (b) 0.420 0.519
10 Text Focus - 0.279 " 0.599

#Probability of F = .05 *» = 01 *ex = 001
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In order to indicate the story type in which these three strategies

tend to occur most often, Table 9 records the cells meafs for the

" familiar and unfamiliar stories for those three strategies.
Table 9 N

Parents' Familiar—Un§emiliar(%;sponSe FuhctionhStrabegies

" Cell means

a

lveriables* - | _ o B Familiar o Unfamiliar
Confirmation ) 4.584' - ‘7 355

 Non-Confirmation I Lol T L1400
Specification = - Y3k .587

- Discussion - o v

le . o : ‘

The response category for parents 1s 1next;1cably bound to the

[y
3

‘request category of the chlldren, partlculﬁgly fbr the, strategy of

Conflrmatlon where the youngster seeks afflrmatlon that hls/her 1deas on

’the subject under dlscu3510n are correct and'51nce the-story is

.

wfamlllar, it is llkely that they would be 'cofrect. S

As a preferred strategy, parents conflrmed 1nformat10n=requested byf
‘their‘children moré frequently in femiliar as opposed'to unfemiliar'
texts. - As subsequeut readings'of a’familisrvstory take plaCe;‘the.new
1n31ghts and hypotheses generated by the text need to be confirmed. It

is suggested that use. of this strategyoencourages the maintenance of

© mutual understanding of the story. Ihe confirming responses of*the~
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parent demonstrate to the child that he/she is experiencing success with-
the risk:taking behaviour in relation to the text.
S - T o N

Although Confirmation is also noted as a parent response fog

. . ] )
unfamiliar stories, it is less prevalent than in familiar stories

indicatingﬁperhaps_that children are less ready at this stage'ofﬁtheir

‘knodledge of the story to build deeper mutual underStandings'in an
j»ﬂuﬁfaniliarvsetting.

- Confirmation as a'strategy.would appear to be a.good eXample of

" semantic contingency'as defined by-Snoy (1983), wherefthe narent
continuesfa topic (response) introduced\by,tne child-(request) Because
‘thevresponse'isva simple yes,fityérovidesihnediate feedback ‘to dlssolve_k
anyféonfusion thatlnay e*ist'in the child's mind.. : l. » N
lhevstrategy ovaOn—Confirmationoas a response strategy waS‘more

frequently employed in unfam111ar stories by parents.  When questioned,

parents corrected the1r children's mlsconceptlons concernlng the text”
. /
and thus were able to provide'more informat1on on'the matter under
, o - /
discussion.&\As noted by Martlnez (1983), the father in her study

corrected h1s chlld only when there was an 1nd1cat1on tnat the

inaccurate 1nformatlon mlght interfere w1th her overall understandlng of

'
¢

the text. “In other words, use of this strategy regulates the ch1ld s
. ; Pl . . ) . ! . )

behaviourg(Feuerstein, 1983); it keeps the child on the right track in

Van'unfamiliarlSituation»so that with subsequent readings, feelings of

PR

competency’ ithnand control over the text as'demonstrated by the

strategy of Conf1rmat1on, noted above, may be accomplished.
Speclflcatlon as a ReSponse Functlon strategy was used by parents

more' freguently also in unfamiliar than familiar stories. It is
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propqsed.that these responses, by interpreting the meaning gg’the text,

. ) v '
focus on selective or discriminitive aspects of the objects

or events

which need clarification, possibly made evident with Non-Confirmation.

Hence Feuerstein's (1979) cﬁéracteristic.of interpretive meaning would

appeér to be exercised as the parentg‘assist the 'child to build a

conceptual framework for the story. Common sense indicates pha§1

children's curiosity about certain aspects of the story and;thegpy¢w

interest in learning what certain events or objects mean within'the '~

text, would be clarified in the specific respbnsés of'theﬁpéfe

particularly in unfamiliar stories.

There will be no significant interaction effects betwgé

" HYPOTHESIS III

r

nt S

,

‘mothers and fewiliar/unfamiliar stories in terms of :hé‘sﬁﬁatégies,ﬁf

empioyéd;

N

This hypothesis”was not rejected (see Table 10). -

Table 10

3

Interaction Effects for Fathers/ﬁgthers in
o

. Familiar/Unfamiliar Stories

Variable- dfl . ~df2 F P
Requests Function 0.8440'L' 9 68 1.390 0.209
Requests Form 0.8919 10 67 0.812  0.618
Responses Function 0.9238 10 67 0.553  0.846
0.9477 6 .71 0.652  0.688

Respomggs Form

%
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DiscuSsion

Snow and Goldfield‘(TQBZ) Stipulate that an "adult’s'potential
utterances are greatly constrained by the content of the book" (p.553).
As there is a lack of 51mllar1ty‘1n results between the present study
and the studles carried out by Gleason (1975), McLaughlln et al, (1982)
'and Rondal (1981), it is suggesteq that fathers and mothers, use 51m11ar
strategies because book readlng is a very spec1f1c sltuatlonal context
which may»dlscourage 1d10cyncrat1c interactional strategiis. "Even‘lf
the adult is not reading the text but is commentiné on the oictures the
adult utterances will be predictable and recurrent" (Snow & Goldfield,
1982 p. 554) In other words,,the text constrains'not only what one
w111 talk about but also how_one talks.. It also seems that the
fam111ar1ty or unE;mlllarlty of the texg also imposes strong
constraints on the nature of the interaction. Thus, fathers and mothers |
in this stud} used similar,interactional'Strateéies'within the

constraints of the joint-book readingisituationS'prOVided. : | »//'
- ’ ‘ ' o ' -/
 HYPOTHESIS IV - . /-
There will be no significantxdifferences in the strategies emoloyed'”
- by children when fathers read to them as'opﬁosed to when read to by
mothers. Specifically there will be no differences for
a) .requests function\,

b) requests form
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¢) . _responses function _ - ' BN

d) responses form’

)

This‘hypothesis was not rejected (see Table 11).

Table 11
’

Multxwar1ate Analysis of Varlance for

." | leferences in Strategles for Chlldren

‘Variable L o ‘n‘dfl ‘ ‘df2_‘ : A F P
Requests Function . 0.8149 9 68  1.418  0.198
Requests Form . 0.8486. . 9 68 1.348  0.229,
Responses Function ° 0.8809 10 67 0.906  0.333" .
Responses Form 0.9390 6 D! 0.768 = 0.598. -

: - ' ‘ =~ ’
Probability of F = .05 ' o T~
. " . . ! --.\.\\f .
Discussion K _ N

T ) o . R ' \\<\\

e

As noted earlier, fathers %nd mothers did not differ significantly

“in the strateg1es they employed with chlldren. Hence it is not

<

V surpr1s1ng, when ‘one ton31ders joint~ book reading es an 1nteract1ve
procedure, that the ch11dren in thls study did ‘not dlffer 31gn1ficaat1y
in their strateg1es,whenzlnteractlng“ylth elther father or mother.
Children's.verbel strategies in joint reading do npt have an independent
existence; rather they are 1nterdependent w1th those of the medlatlng‘
adult and the context and content of the 31tuat10n, in this instance;
the text. Just as parents speech is modified for ch1ldren learnlng

\

language based on the1r cognltlve and linguistic ab111t1es (Teale.‘

a
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1982), it would appéar reasonable that differences for children were not
found, as joint reading is an 1n;erpersdna1 endeavor based on mutual
| underétahding of the cbntext. This épggéstiqn does not éqnfirm Crago
and Crago's (1983) contention fhat the "child's resgonse to ficﬁion was
shaped by us, the adults who mediated betVEeﬁ her ‘and her books ;b much

‘ of the time and that a child;surfounded by other médiating‘adults would

necessarily have respdnded‘differently",(p.257).
HYPOTHESTS V

There will be no significant differeﬁces in the strategiesvemploféd
by'childrén when a familiar story as.pﬁposed to an.unfamiliar story is
being read to themf Specifically there will be no differences for

a) requests funétion |

b) fequests form

c) - responses function

d) responses form

This hypothesis was rejected for ResbonSe_Function.aﬁd Response
Form but not for Reddest-?unction and Request Form (sée Table 12).

Significant‘diffe;gnce§-for children%;é;rategies for famiiiar/
ﬁnfamiliar stories were noted in two categories——Responses Function and
Responses Form. In order to detérmine which strategies within each
category were significant, post hocwtests using Wilks Lambda aéproxima;e
t-tests .were perforﬁed;

Initially the variable of Responses Function will be interpreted

and discussed. _Subseqdently the variab1e'of Response Form will be

addressed.
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Myltivariate Analysis of Variance for Differences in

Strategies for Children in Familiar/Uﬂfamilﬁar‘Stories

———

Table 12

{
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T

F

Variable dfl df2 P
RequestS‘Funé;ion 1 0.8909 9 68 0.925 0.509
Requests Form 0.8993 9 68 0.846 0.577
Responses Function 0.5968 10 67 4.527  0.000%%**
' Reéponses Form 0.7139 6 71 4.741 _OFOQO****
- . . —
Probability of F = .05 ** =0l s o 001

A. Response Function .

Table 13 demonstrated that seven of the strategies within Responses

Function were found to be significant.

These included a) Reinforcement,

b) Confirmation, c).Non-Confirmacion, ﬂﬂ,rext Completion (a), e) Text

~ Completion (b), f) Text Critique (a),_ﬁ)‘Tﬁ;tﬁFccus.

R :‘,“,
.‘}?:
e

Y,
L

‘Discussion

o

" In order to ascertain the difedtion of the signifigancé by story
;pé, Table 14 pfovides the cell means for the seven strategies.

a

The strategies employed by children for familiar/unfamiliar stories

o

produced larger means in unfamiliar . stories in three instances--

Reinforcement, Confirmation and Non-Confirmation. Familiar stories

accounted for the significant direction for Text‘Completion (a) and (b),

Text Critique and Text Focus.
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Table 13

Significant Diffeiencgs for Familiar and Unfamiliar

A

. Stories for Children for Responses Function

oLk

2
Variable - dfl -1  df2=76  F | P
Reithrcement o o 6.375 v 0,0137%#
Confirmation - . 5.473 . 0.022%
Non-Confirmation ~ | - -5.195" 0.025%
Specification o - 1.966 .. 0.165
Elaboration - . C o 1.360 . 0.247 -
Text Completion a) | 19,381 0.00003%%%*.
Text Completion‘b) o | 4,545 h L 0.036*
Te*t.Critique a) : , 5.699 ' 0.019*
Texé!Critique b) - | ‘ | 0.196 . ..0.659
Text Focus | - WY | .~ 0.054*

Probability of F =..05  ** a .01  #% = ,001

As the new story is rgad; the child répéatsvon ocgaé;on all or part
~of the non-text utter;n&es made by the adult. This repetition
gnc;uragés tﬁé adult to continue talking_abbut or reading the text. It
ié proposed thereforeithat'for:unfémiliaf stories, use of the strateg&
of reihf&rcemenf is anfexample oflintentionality on the part of children
asvdefiﬁed by Feuerstein (1979) wherein the childfen show that they are
attending to and foéussing upén_the interaction. Or as Hérkness'andf--
Miller (1982)5tate'ﬁf’he simply répeats what she hgé said, SHe wiil

T
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 Table 14
Children's Familiar/Unfamiliar Response

Function Strategies

Cell Means

Variable ) o Familiar Unfamiiijt
-Reinforcemenﬁ ' .0.06i 0.150
Confirmation 0.524 0.645
Non~Confirmation |  0.128 0.250
Text Completion (a) 0.104 0.005
Text Completion (b) | ' 0.074  0.002
Text Critique : . : 0.240 © 0.115
Text Focus * | 0.025 .  0.007

] : |

S ctrgony

~know that‘he'has aﬁ least heard" (p.24)1 It should be noted that this

‘strategy was significant at the .01 level, indicating its frequent use

in the unfamiliar stbry; One may speculate that the childhinows'that it

is important to providg feedback to the parent in the reading of the new
text so that the reading wi}l éontinue. |

| Confirmation as a strategy used by the children was also found to

be significant in unfamiliar stories. Unlike Reinforcemeﬁt mentioned

above;?Cbnfirmation Qemonstratés tha; the child is on the same

wavelenénh as the reader. The assignment of meaning (Feuerstein, 1979)

presenfed by the parent ié accepted by the child so that a common grbund

"of understanding is built between the two. King (1985) contends that

: collaborétipn and negotiation of meaning provide the participants with
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"a common frame of reference" (p;23L On the basis of pérents'
behaviour noted from the tapF; it seems reasonable to assume Qhétfin
many cases the parents had not read the unfamiliar story prior'io the ﬁ

joint~reading session and therefore both reader and listener esﬁab ‘shed

mutual agreement together as to its content.

parent in turn interprets (scaffolds by spécifying) for him in order to
alleviate his cognitive confusion. Here again the "helpful adult"
(Mason, 1980, p.221) assigns meaning (Feuerstein, 1979) to the event or
‘ object under discussion. In otlhr wgrds, the child shows that mediation
is necessary, that he needsAaésistance, that he requires fé;dback from
the adult in his search for understanding.

The stfategie§ used most frequently with familiar stories for
Resbonseé Function were: a) Text Completion (a) and Text Completion
(b), Text Critique and Text Focus. x

For Text Completion (a) which is an exéct reproduction of the text
and Text Combletion(b) which approximatgs the words of the text, it
seems reasonable to find these stra;egies'observed more frequently in
familiar rather than unfamiliar stories. Completion reading as referred
to by Doake (1985) was "the most frequently observed strateéy being used
by the children" (p.87) in(the shared book experience. ~This study

statistically confirms this finding. Holdaway (1979) and Doake (1981)

contend that when meaning dominates the children's thoughts to retrieve
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stories, concern with repréducing'the exact text is not paramount. Upon
subs;quent‘reading, closer an& closer approximatioﬁs are obServeh;
However for the present study, it is interesting to note that the
children were concerned with exact or\approximate graphic correspondence
‘in a_reaningful situation. In employing tﬁése response strategies,
'chilﬁren deﬁonstrate their compe;enge with familiar text and their
correchinterpretation of the author's meaning (Feuerstein, 1979).
A~Texr Critiqué(a) involves comﬁenting upon or an explanation of
some ﬂifficully with the text rather thén‘the illustrqtidns. As
childr;;”become familiar with a story, their horizons hre broqdened
within the Edntext‘of that story to the extent that they can' comment on
the ‘text and/or‘provide information which goes beyond the ‘text.
Martinez's (1983) study of a four- year~old girl and her father reading
together appears to conflrm the above suggestion. "In her initial
experience with a book Maria Dolores Ag¥gnJﬁ§H little to say while the
story was being read. When she did make comments or ask questions, they
were often of a literal nature. In sibsequent readings, she became more
verbal and her responses were often.of a non-literal nature" (Martinez,
!
1983, p.206). Hence it may be suggestedvthat a deeper understanding of
"the story surfaces upon repeated readings. Text Critique as a strategy
demonstratés the attempts at deeper analysis.
The strafegy of Text Focus encourages focussing or réfocussing upon
the stor; content. It may be assumed that as children”know the familiar

story, are aware of the character and the episodes whlch take place

w1th1n the text, they are keen to get back on task, eager to carry on

° g
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-

with the ;9nﬂfhg and therefore encourage their parents to do so.
Alth thef take part ‘in théﬁverbal interactions with their parents
///E;ncerning the story, the children indicate their desire to get back tb
the text by the use of this strategy, to have yet another Qppbrtunity to
dembnstrate their competency by their use of the/str;tegieé of Text

Completion (a) and (b).

¥

B. Response Form ’ -

As demonstrated in Table J5, six of the variables yithin Response
Form were found to be significant—fa) Repetition, b) Yes/No Response,
c) Declarative Simple, d) Text Recognition (a) and e) Text Recognitioﬁ

(b).

T Table 15

Significant Differences for Familiar and
Unfamiliar Stories for Responses Form
. 4

~

Variable .~ dfl =1  df2 =76 Foo p
Repecitién : '_ 4 5.236 0.025%
Yes/No . X 0.002%*
Declarative Simple o | 6.449 i .0.013%%
Declarative Extended ’ v 0.511 0.477
T;xt.Recognition (a) ‘ 10.012 0.002%*
Text Recognition (b) T . 4.726 ' 0.033*

Probability of F = .05 #% = 01 =% . 001
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The direction of the significéﬁce for story type is provided in
Table 16 which ahows the cell means for the significant strategies.
o Table 16
e .

Children's Familiar/Unfamiliar

Response Form Strat?gies

el

Cell Means ' : = 4
Variable | Familiar\ Ugfamiliar
1 Repetition 0.069 0.150*
2 Yes/No | R WAT 0.616%%
3 Declarative Simple " . 0.487 0.254%%
5 Text Recognition (a) \ 0.132 0.018%*
6 Text Recognition (b) ~0.052 0.005*%

o — y‘ ‘
Discussion A

/- 7

Use of Repetition as the form of a response is an efficiént method
for the child to deﬁonstrate that he/she is attending to the story being .
read. In additionyit helps maintain the interactipn in the new story
where the child is not suf ficiently aware of thé story content to
éomment upon it% In other words, Repetition is a manifestation of the
interpersonal activity inherent in joiht—book reading (Teale, 1982)
“albeit at a minimal level of interaction between reader and listener.
It may be speculated that the child;en not only %einforce the adult by

their repetitions as previously suggested, but reinforce in their own

minds the concept just discussed by repeating the phrase or sentence.

o
,ow
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Hence they have another opportunity to‘ﬁear thisfnew idea and therefore
solidify their understanding of what has been said.

Common sense would appear 3S/Hﬂdicate that fhe Yes/No fo;m of
response is highly used and that this form would be mbre prevalent in
the unféhiliar as oppbsed to familiar stories. Reasons for such a
suggestion may be based on the supposition that building mutual
agreement as to the story's content or indicating that a lack of
understanding about the topic as present, are succinctly demonstrated by
a simple yes/no response form. Also, it has been shown that pareﬁts
engaged extensively in a confirmationvstrategy in unfamiliar stories,
often necessitating the yes/no response.

As a Response Form, Declarative Simple defines, describes or
identifies an object or occurrence., Since the children‘;lready possess
information about a familiar story, it appears that they utilize this
particular form as a means to demonstrate their knowledge, to be
specific in their responses. Specificity by its nature denotes
competence and this very competence is made explicit to the parent by
the child when he engages in using the beclarétive Simple forﬁ. It is

suggested therefore that use of éhis form demonstrates the kinds of
meaning the child has constructed about the subject undér discussion.
The occurrence of more Text Recognition or the use of textual words
or their approximations in familigr stories may be explained by fhe fact
that children are so familiar with the text that they can given an exact
or diose rendition of the story and are demonstrating their méstery over

the experiences and the "sounds and rhythms of the rich and inviting

language" (Doake, 1985, p.84),
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- HYPOTHESIS VI

Thenemwlll be no s1gn1f1cant 1nteract10n effects between children

read to by fathers and ch11dren read to by mothers and fam111ar and

db

unfamiliar stories in terms of the strategleSvemployed

This lypothesis was not rejected’ (see‘Table‘17).

X
N Table 17
N i teracﬁion‘Effectg fnr éhildren
L /in Faniliar/Unfamiliaf Stories
Variable - ‘ dfl df2 F p
Request . Function  0ms8 < 9 68 1.273  0.268
Request Form = 0.8827. 0 68 1.004 Q.446
Regponse Function  0.8670 ‘1dm>5 67 1.027  0.431
Response Form - 5 0.8931 6 71 1416 0.221
2 ey :

5

Probability of F = .05

Discussion - - SR

Chlldren read to by fathers and children read to by mothers were

consistent in their use of strategles in’ famlllar and unfamlllar

storles. As pnev1ously mentloned Snow and Goldfleld (1983) contend

that the klnds of behav1ours which occur in JOlnt book readlng may be

k= 4

,COQStrained by the text. Support for'this contention appears to be
; ‘ o ‘ )

SQ?QESFédEPy!the findingé of the present study.
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CONCLUSION;:Z

o ‘.L . g %

The research questions treated to statistical anaiysis confirh; in‘
many instances what has been observed 1n‘stud1es u51ng ethnographic
research methods. Rather than the gender of the part1c1pants, it

&‘ 3] .
appears that the important feature which determines ‘the kinds of’
strategies used is the story type. However it w&s suggested that
parents used similar strategies rega’ dless of the familiarity or
unfamiliarzty of text because the stories.constrained not only what one
might talk about but “how- the dialogue might occur.“

Parental Requests Function were found to be 51gn1ficant for the
,ystrategies of Text Prediction ‘Text Direction (a). Confirmation as a
4request strategy was signif cant w1th1n the unfamiliar §tory. Itvwaﬁ

suggested that the latter strategy permltted parents to regulate their
children s understanding»of:the~text while the former encouraged
children to demonstrate‘their competency with the text and to focus upon
the;graphic features'of the print. The.form of the parental reduests,ip
demonstrates 31gn1f1cant differences for Convergent - Simple wlthin_

- . +

unfamiliar stories, with Text Command (a) being 51gn1f1cant for famillar

A

texts. It was suggested that these lingu1st1c forms regulate the
child s understanding of the story, when new, and encourage the child to
demonstrate his/her abillty with the printed word when the text is
?
familiar.
; | o o
For parent Responses Function,ANon—COnfirmatidn‘and Specification

for unfamiliar stories were found to be significant. The reverse trend

~wasjfoundﬁforJCGHEirmation;X;ItrWas:proposedﬂthat,parents clarify their



[} - \':\\ ‘ . 109

ch11dren S mlsconceptions and 1nterpret the new story fqr the1r children
while w1th1n the familiar text, parents by thelr use of Conflrmatlon
encourage rlsk taklng behav1our on the part of thelr ch11dren.

No ;;énlflcant .differences were found for the strategles employed'
hy children reaq to by fathers as opposed to children read to by
mothers. As wrth.their parents reqnests and responses, story
fam111ar1ty determlned the differences in strategles employed and these
dlfferences were 1ocated only for Responses Functlon and. Responses Form.
Familiar storles accounted for the slgn1f1cant d1fferences for Text
Completion (a) and (b) Text Critique and Text'Focus. Reinforcement,.
Confirmation'and‘Non—Confirmation'were found to be aignificant for
'fnnfaniiiar.storiee. All significances were noted to be‘ihhthe‘expected

’direction: Knowledée of the story permitted certain'strategies to be
oemonstrated that is to read the text. wlth accunacy or with
:approx1ma ion, and to refocus upor the text because the ch11d is anxious

4

torshow hls competency. 'Wlthln the unfamiliar story, hls/her responses
focus on attending to the"story or'indicating that he/she does or does -
-not understand what‘the-text entails.

for Responses.Form, familiar texts acconnted for the Significance
of Decﬂarative Simple and Text Recognition (a)’and (b). The more.

,superficiél involvement of the- response forms. of Repetition  and Yes/No

a

. were significant for'unfamiliar stories,
No interaction effects between fathers and motherg and unfamiliar
and unfamiliar stories nor for children read to by father, children read

" to by mothers and»story type were noted.
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Overall the statlstlcal analys1s per formed confirmed many f1nd1ngs
reported in small case studles. Parents and‘chlldren use a var1ety ofl
‘Tequest and‘response strategies yithin familiar and.unfamillar stories

*windicating t he dialogic nature of ‘everyday contextualized language

is mirrored in the 1anguage employed w1th1n JOlnt ~-book read1ng events.
.

- SUMMARY

Th1s chapter presehted each of the six hypotheses. Statlst1ca1
analy51s for each hypothes1s was presented followed by discussion and
conclusions. _ : S :. 65

Chapter VI presents the . descrlptlve flndlngs and results thereof
together with a dlscu531on of those results.,

or
v
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development and .

CHAPTER VI
- DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

This chaptér ﬁontainsfthé'descriptiQQIreSUIts of the study and is
presented iﬁAthe fdllowinglmannEf; Each question is fés;gted from
Chapter IV. An e;blanation'(procedure),iq,givén as to‘how scofés_were
tabulated. -Diséussion,of.the fesultg follows as to the si;ilafffies and
differences betﬁeén the groups. Each sedtion which expléreé»a
pérticulaf-relatiqnshiﬁ concipdes,with a summary‘oflthé résults.v The

=

chapter concludes with a sumﬁar&.
Queétion 1
Is there a relationship ﬁetween the childrep's level. of literacy

, i :
a) strategies employed by the parents

b) sggategies used by the children?

. Procedure . .

In order to determine the relationship between the children's level

B

oflliféracy as measured by the Concepts About Print Test (Brailsford,

- 1985) and the strategies emplbyed by the parents and those used by the

children, the‘pqoportionate scores of the most frequently used.
strategies for parents and children were tabulated within familiar and

unfamiliar stories for both Reduests and Responses. Freduency of the

ES

111
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occufrence.of'a strategy was determined by‘s lecting oniy those
stra;ééies which:had been»employed»by at least 75% of(ﬁhe pérticipants.
Thé»scores were recorded for Requests égﬁ Responses for High Print Aware
(Brailsford, 1985) childreh‘and their.pérents and for“Low-Print Aware
(Brailsford, 1985) children aﬁd‘their'parents within familiar éﬁd’
unfamiliar stofies. »The ﬁeans for.the fth groups (parents;HPA;
parents-LPA, cﬁildrén-HPA and cﬂildren LPk)'weFe calculated. The
‘ analysié of the relgtionships involved comparing the méans of the
selected.strategies within parént groupé and within children groups.
| Figures Sbaﬁd 6 present the results of the analyses. The y axis in
these figures denétés theinumﬁer of tiﬁés_éut 6f one'hundred uttéranceé

_that the strategies were used.

Results .

B <

" A. Parent Strategies

Figure 5 présénts tﬁe most frequeﬁtly used‘stratEgies for parents'
requests and‘reéponses.inbfémiliér and unfaﬁiliar stories, In general,
parents of High,Prihf Aware (HfA) énd Low Priht Aware (LPA) child;en‘
used paraliei strategieé, and the frequenties of occurrence were quite
similar, The reqdestéd informétioniwas confirmed and specified in‘both
familiar and unfamiliar stories. However for requests'within’familiar
stories, barents of LPA childfen focussed attention on the illustrations
more bfteh‘than'did’pérents of HPA children. One may speculatgithat~thé
parents of LPA ﬁhildren.intuitively kﬂow'that their children ;till neéd
the éupport of the'picturegvtb heip theﬁ understand‘the familiar story

O



Figure 5
’ Parents' Préferred Strategies for Requests and Responses

in Familiar and'Unfamiliar"Sﬁories
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. ! ) ) 4 N .
and therefore use the illustrations more frequently as a focus for their

o

requests. . Such a suggestion.seems,reasonable from the data of Figure 6¢
> ~ '

which demonstrates that the LPA children themselvesd§ommented upon the
. . W oo

©

iiiustrétions’in the familjar story moré often than@ﬁid their‘HPAvpéers.
In other words, the LPA children were étill at the stage of reading
de;elopmént where dependencyvppon thesillustrations was necesSary for
themiJlassisting'tHemtx>derive meaning from the text, évgﬁ wheh the
content was familiar. ‘Brailsford (1985) noted‘thathanice’s mother, a
HPA child, indicated that when initial contact with a story was.madé,
she and the child "discussed the pictures and whaf's going on" (p.203)
but subseQuent.réadihgs‘focussed’mdre>on the words and the évegts of the
‘story. it.is possible'how;vér that childreh'whb-are LPA continue to ~
,éftend more frequently to the illustrations beéau#e they do not acquire
_ competence as quickIy as do the HPA children. |
Withi; the unfamiliar text, as.éhown idlEigure 5B the parenté of
LPAKChildrep alSo.abééared to be more'awafeuof the néed to bring

.

children and text together and redirecte&ﬂtheir,children's attention to
S j ‘ , ‘ .

the story more often than did the parents of the HPA children. This may

indicate that the parents of LPA ﬂhildren need to keep their children

'  "on task" as it were; that is the% need to help them to listen and to
éttend to the story. Heéth (19%2)'ndpéd that thé parents in the
bRoadville community (a blﬁe col#a; neighbourhood) equcted thqir
‘childfen to "listen and wait asAén ;udiencé" (p.535‘rather than breaking
- .into the stgry Qith their own éomm;nts. ;t would ;ppéar that althoé%h

thp LPA students‘in this study did request ihformation from their
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parents and responded to both familiar and unfamiliar texts, their
oarents requested that they continue to listen to the story iore
frequently than did the parents of the HPA children‘ However it is allso
possible that as the unfamiliar. story was lengthy, thegLPA children lost
interest more qulckly than they might have for another unfamiliar story
’and therefore were persuaded by their parents to attend. If this had
not been part of a project, the readinghof the story might have been
abandoned. | '

Figures 5 C and D provide the resultsvof parent responses in
familiar and unfamiliar texts. That parents of both _HPA and LPA

‘chlldren confirmed thelr chlldren s requests was not surprlslng. "One

.would expect parents to respond to their children in order that they may
know that, they are gettlng the correct messages from the stories being
read. ﬁ

That.parents used the Confirmation.strategy more frequently in
familiar-as opposed to unfamiliar stories is in line with the children's
requests (Figure 6A). As the children moniéLred their understanding of
the story, the parents informed them that they were correct in their
wassu;ptlons.r.ﬂowever, for_both groups of parent responses within
'nnfamliar texts, there are fewer instantes of'confirmation. It appears
that rather than answering their children's requests'by'a simple "yes,"
the parents empioyed Specifitation'as a~resﬁonse providing specific or
. discrete pieces of information..
Unfamiliar Text (The Three Spinners)
Lori (LPA?:’ Is the princess crying?

“Parent: (She's got tears on her cheeks.
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Unfamiliar Text (Kiné Grisly Beard)

Tarla (HPA): 1Is she going to marry him?

Parent: Well, they're planning a ;edding.

Although these rgsponsés provide the necessary information, they
are couched in more subﬁle terms whereby the children have to infer that
thé response to their requests are affirmative. One may suggest that
such respoﬁses‘indicape scaffolding (Ninio and Bruner, 1978) on the part
of the parents, whereby they provide the necessary supportive stimulus
for the child to make the correct assumption.

It is interesting to note that the parenté of LPA children provided
'-elaborative responses more often than did ghe parents of HPA childrén
witﬂinakamiliar stories.

FamiliérvText (The Bunny Sitter)

Jennifer (LPA): Dad, where didvthat?fox get hié feather?

Parent:. Well, from one of the birdst I bet, I just bet you they
were playing in the trees before they-went to bed. Maybe
he just snuck that one into his room. '

ch responses Qould.appear to foster growth in the children;s
understanding of the text whgreby the‘pérent asgists the child in the '
strategies ofjmaking predict?ons and drawiné concluSions and providing a

deeper understanding of the author's intent (Martinez and Roser, 1985).

B Children Strategies

The data in' Figure 6A and B/indicate that the most frequently used

.strategigs,here similar for HPA and LPA children in familiar and
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o )"
unfamiliar stories. However the extent to which two of these strategies
/

(Speciflcation and Text Direction~-Illustration) vere used was also
31mllar. ';artinez and Roser (1985) in their recent study of story-time
interactions at home and at school reported that when a story was
familiar, children tended to make more commenés about the story and‘
asked fewer questions than whén the story was unfamiliar., The present
research would not appear to confirm these findings. However Martinez
and Roser (1985) also shggest thaé as the childrea bpcome more familiar
with a text "they had'diffé}enx concerns about the stories" (p.785). In
other words they attTnd to "diffefent discussions” (p.785) 'of the story.
It is suggested therefore that as HPA chlldren (who are more familiar
with print) look for deeper meanings by employing why rather than what

questions, particularly within the familiar ;ext, the focus of the1r

attention is to deeper understandings rather than the surface features
~

of the story. ‘
Familiar &ext (Bambi)
Treena (HPA): Why's it destroying it?
' ?arentﬁ Because fhe fire started. It came from their campfire,

Treena: Why did the campfire do it? |

. \ ’
Parent: A spark went out and it started to burn the grass beside
it and so it started burning.

. Treena: Yeah.

Familiar Text (%?ere the Wild Things Are)
Parent: There's a good creature. See?

Jericho (LPA): What is it?
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Parent: I don't know what they call that. A sea monster or
something,

As can be seen from the two transcripgions‘above, one may assume
that Treena's questions focus on‘story details rather than stogy
character. She is delving mare deeply into the reasons for the episodes
contained within the story. When the pa;ent's initial response does not
sufficiéntly clarify her understanding of the event, she poses another.
question whereupon further details are provided for her, offering her a
deeper analysis of what has happened and the causality of the event.
Jericho, on the other hand, only wants to know the label for the
creature seen in ihe»text, a much more superficial understanding.
Interesting also, is ;he parent response, which at besF is vague and
does not appear to be conducive to furthef interaction and concept
development.

Further support for the contention that HPA children appear to

!
|

Request strategy of Confirmation. Within the familiar story, the HPA

delve more deeply into the story's content comes from the use of the

children's frequency score was much higher than that of their LPA peers.
The réverse.was fo@nd for the unfamiliar text. The H%A children sought
confirmation that fheir deeper understénding of the text was "on line"
‘as it were,‘in keepiné with the author's intent. The LPA children, on
the other hand, still appeared to be attending to surface details.
' Familiar Text (It's the Great Pumpkin,aCharlie‘Brown) - |
Sheri (HPA): Are there balls hearts too?
Parent: Yeah! Well, little tiny hearts.

Sheri: They're in love?
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Parent: Oh, yeah! She really had a crush on Linus.

Sheri: | How come?
' \

Parent; Oh, she thinks he's neat.

Familiar text (The Clown Around Us) -
Vanessa (LPA): Is the baby sleeping?

Parent: Yeah, see there? Sleeping in his banana bed. Would you
like a banana bed?

Vanessa: Yeah, yeah! Like that.

The question "Are they in love?" zeros in on the déeper
relationship between Linus and Sally in the story; they just do not love
each other, but are in.love. Sheri attempts to understand this concept
as she moves towards inferring author—impiicit meanings. Vanessa,
however, only attempts to confirm what had been stated earlier in the
text, focussing on the literal interpretation of the story.

Within the unfamiliar story, however, the HPA children asked fewer
questions, preferring instead, it is assumed, to wait for an overall
picture of what wa; happening within thé stqry. When questiénszwere
posed by £hem, they focussed on simple details of the setﬁings and
characters within the story. It is interestiﬁgito note that their LPA
peers asked consjderably more questions oé the Confirmatipn kind in
unfamiliar stories, questions very similar to Qﬁose,asked in the
familiar setting, i.e. surface level auéstions. It is suggested
therefore that HPA children had built ;b a well developed story schema
which encouragéd them to look beyond the surface details of the text and-

o

enquire more deeply. into the author's intent. . \
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Within the unfaﬁiliar text, however, both HPA and LPa,chiidren'si
Request strategies fo:LConfirmatiOn centered on the literal aspects of‘
the storles. | ‘ |
Unfamiliar Text (Klng Grisly Beard)

Sheri (HPA): Is she mean to everyone?

Parent:  Yeah! She's mean to them all.

‘3
A

Unfamlllar Text (The Three Spinners) -

Vanessa (LPA) Is the mother mad at her?

,Parent. Yeah. 'They wouldn't do any work, you,see.

Here it is evident?that’Sheri and Vanessa were seeking litgral '
interpretations of the unfamiliar texts, attempting to understand the
'charatters and their“roles within the stories.' |

Data supportlng the contention that both HPA and LPA chlldren used
-the. 111ustrat10ns with the story as a support to gettlng meanlng is also
shown in Figure 6A - and 5. Both groupsvof chlldren generated questions

{5

more frequently in the unfamiliar setting confirming Martinez and
Roser's (1985) finding thatwchildrenf"tended touask‘more'queStions when
. a story was‘nnfamiliar" &Q5784).
| The“children's{responses Eér both te;t situations are presented  in
Figurev 6b and D. ._F'or the unfamiliar story, there is gen’erally little
~difference in the‘hattern of responses for HPA and LPA children althonghk
the former appear to use a Confirmatidn strategy more frequently than
their LPA peers: As parents used Conflrmatlon in the1r requests for

nfamlllar texts very frequently (see Flgure SB), it is not surprlslng

that the chlldren responded u31ng the same strategy.,ln other words,
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the chlldren let their parents know that they were attend1ng to and.
understanding what was happenlng in' the story. However there were
instances’ where the chlldren, regardless of their pr1nt knowledge, did
not understand as noted by the strategy of Non Conflrmatlon.r It is
suggested therefore that in such 1nstances when the ch1ldren d1d not
know the response toa question, parents described or 1dent1f1ed what
was occurring using the Specrflcatlon‘response‘strategy (see Figure 5D).
| Unfamiliar Text (The Three Spinners) |
Parent: .Know what a carriage is? ' &

Russell (LPA): No.

Parént: It's like a covered wagon.

UnfamlliarkText (King Grisly Beardl
Parent: Do you know what's going‘to happen?
in (HPA): No.
fParent: She s going to have to stay with the beggar. K
Such .responses would account for the hlgher frequency scores of
"Spec1f1cat10n for parent responses (see Figure 5D). although as
prev1ously ment1oned parents of LP- _ldren used this strategy as a
response to- their children's Conf1rmat1on requests on occasions.
( Wlthln the famlllar text children used Confirmation and
Spec1f1cat10n as preferred response strategles, although LPA cﬁﬁldren
used Conf1rmat10n more frequently than their HPA peers. . The frequency

discrepancies between the parents Conflrmatlon request strategles (see

Flgure 54) and the ch1ldren s Conflrmatlon responses (Flgure 6C) is
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somewhat accounted for hy the fact thatlfrequently the children
respondeo'to a'ConfirmatiOn question,by'describing or definingathe
objeet or event under discussion. ' " S T

Familiar’Text (Jack and the Beanstalk)

Parent: He's mean, isn't he?

Patrick (LPA): He's a great big mean giant and bad.

rParent " Right! He's big and he's mean and he wants to catch '

" Jack. Real bad guy.

Patrick: erahg

Familiar Text (Scuffy the Tug Boat)
Parent' Do you know’ what polka dots are?

1”“thnathon (HPA) They re little c1rc1es on things, Tound things
S 11ke——11ke circles in the m1dd1e. Q

Parent: Yeah! Little dots all o¢%r.

Here the children spec1f1ed rather than confirmed the . parents

-

requests, demonstratlng that they had grasped the' concepts of "mean" and

"polka dots, they demonstrated their competency by describlng and
defining their 1eve1 of understanding.
It is 1nterest1ng to note that the Text Critique (a) strategy which
EH

:1nv01ves commentary upon or eﬁplainlng the_text was uséd by the children

in their responses but was not evident as-a. frequently used strategy by

. 4

-

' the parents. That both HPA. and LPA children did at times remark ‘upon

what was being read indicated that they were attempting to synthesize
\)

the information or focus upon particular words within the text. One

would assume that familiarity with the story would permitdsuch behaviour

L

to occur. As the children knew what was going to happen, they could
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. predict the future parts of the text as it were and bring that

information to bear uponuthe presently read section;‘ :
Fémiliéf Te#t (Winnie the Pooh apd Tigger)
’Treena (HPA): That would be a good idea.
" Parent: What idea? | ”
Treena; Tb do that,
Parent: Do what?
Tfeena: ﬁouncevon thevcoati _
. ' : « .
Parent: Oh, jump up and down into the middle of the coat?.
"~ Treena: Yeah, | | | ‘
Parent: So people hold the edges?"
Treena: Yeah. ?' _ o S : _‘ ' | .
Parent:  Oh. | : ‘ ‘f° | " ‘
Treena‘: - That's safe. ‘ o ' ‘
I; %Parent: That's safer, yeah.. I liké€§§§t:iéea.
Perhaps tﬁe most interesting point‘bf)the children's‘requests,
regardless of the fémiliarity of the Stofy orkthe degree of printu
“ayareneSS,vis that théf are an inﬂication that frequently the children

were initiators within the joint book situation. In addition, the kinds

of strategies they employed were similar (with one exception--Text

Direction C) to those used by their parents. Hence one may ask if the

parents' questioning strategies influence the children's approach to
N :

questionning. Conversely are parental request strategies influenced by

';::zr)

those employed by their children?
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Summary

The rélationship between levels of llteracy development and the

strateg1es employed by either parents or chlldren in a Jolnt book

‘_egperlence would appear to be undetermlned w1th1n thls study. Generally

ﬂ%rents dlffered little in the nature and quantity of their request

‘strateg1es, regardless of whether the story was fam111ar or .unfamiliar

or whether their ch1ldren had much or 11ttle 11teracy knowledge.

Confirmation was the most. preferred strategy with Spec1f1cat1on also -

occurrlng frequently. It was also noted that parents of LPA chlldren-

had to keep the1r chlldren on task more frequently than parents of HPA:
children as demonstrated by the1r use of a Text Focus strategy.

The frequency of chlldren s requests on the other hand d1d dlffer
Although both HPA and LPA chlldren used 31m11ar strategles in both-

famlllar and unfémlllar texts, HPA chlldren used Conflrmatlon more

frequently in famlllar ‘stories than did LPA chlldren The reverse trend,

was found for unfamlllar storles. Slnce the way in which the,
Confirmation request strategy ‘was used dlffered it was speculated that
HPA chlldren employ this strategy in fam111ar stor1es to build up a

deeper understandlng of what is entailed in the text, wh11e LPA- chlldren

«

were more prone to focus on the surface level of the storles, the‘

&

literal meanlngs.

K ’While parents of H and.LPA children also differed little in the

i

nature of their responses for unfamiliar stories, some differences did

occur for the familiar stories. Within the familiar ‘text, Confirmation

was the preferred response strategy of both groups of parents, with
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Specification.being the second most.frequent choice. However for this‘
‘latter“strategy, the parents of HPA children were found to use it more
frequently thén ;ﬁe parenfs of LPA childfenf‘ In addifién, Eléborétioh
as a :ésponse strategy waé more frequently employed by the parents‘éf
LPA Childrenwfhan the parents of HPA children.

For.ﬁheichildfén's response strategies, few differences were noted
for the natu;e 6; quantity of strateéiés for H and LPA childfen in
‘ unfamiiiér texts."However f;f familiar étories, although Confirmation
was the'preféfréd response stratégy fpr both.groups, LPA children were
.'more frequent in their use of th%§‘strategy than their HPA peers. The
‘responsenstrategy of Specification \ s also frequeﬁtly employed by H and
LPA children. In addition, Text Cr1t1que (a), a response strategy whlch
involved commenting upon or explalnlng the text was note& Qlth HPA
children using it sllghtly more often. Howgver it may be seen as
evidenced by the frequency scores of requests éﬁd responses for pargnﬁs, B
Aand Children that,thi'ﬁoint book reading is an interactional activity
regérdless of the leiél of the children'é’p£int awareness. Rather than
parents simply reading to the childrgn, it apﬁeérs they réad.!igg them
 és the‘children freque;tly'were the initiators of the dialogue e;erging
from the story. This finding confirmsiDoake's (1981),éontention that
parents encourage and support verbal intéréctions. In conclusion it
appears that parents of LPA and HPA children generally used siﬁiiar '
.strétegies within this interaction and frequency.differenées wifhin,

: those‘strateéies-we:e not considefable. As for the'éhildrén~on the 

other hahd, LPA and HPA children appe;} to use similar strategies but

the frequencies of occurrence were not siﬁilar. Therefore one may infer
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'thatArather'than the kind of strategy used being abdiffefentiating
factor it-<is the frequency with which it is used which may be relatéd to

the child's literacy level.

’

Question 2

Ié"thefe a relationship between the children's level of literacy
development and the Contextualization of the stories to the children's

o

world knowledge?

- Procedure

™~

B

| - Each transcript was examined in_ordef to locate instances of events
»ofvobjeﬁﬁs within the séories which either parents’or'children reiated
to sﬁeéific experiences thch tﬁe children had encountered during their
lives. ‘Such instances of contextualization differed from simple.'
_explanationsﬂ For examplé the‘explanation "clogs are a kind Of Qhoé"
.Qduld nqtiﬁe recorded-as contextualization within the préséﬁﬁ framework.

Rather "clogs are like -those wooden shoes we saw in the museun” relates

5 <

_'the'COdcept of clogs to a broader world knowledge, to a particular

N

* background experience that the child has had,
- Each example of contextualization was coded nominally; several
. utterances may have been included in a single example. The average

 number of instances pgr story were tabulated separately for paregﬁs of

HPA and LPA children and for LPA and HPA children.
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Results '

- Figdfes 7 and 8 demogﬁtrate the a;erage number of examples of
contextualizing print within the story readings. As may Sé»seen,
parents of HPA children ang HPA children themselves traqsformed the
decontextualized written print into outwardly explicit information
related to the children's world knoﬁledge by relating the ;extpal
information to real life situations more often than parents -of LPA
child;en or LPA children.

Unfamiliar Text (The Threg'Spinners)

The mother read to that point in the text where the spinning Qf
flax into yarn was the task required of the young girl in the stbry.f”
The readlng ceased and the mother checked her daughter's understandlng;
of the plot s; far.

M.: What's flax?

‘Melanie (HPA): I don't know:

M.: It's a type of-—um——graln, a plant that grows and you use

it to make linen, a material like in--yow know our best
- tablecloth? The red one we use at Christmas? That's
@ade of linen. o

Melanie: Oh. v .

M.: - You usé flax to spin. Do you know what I mean by spin?

Mélanie; Turn? '

M.: - Yes. The wheel tﬁfns. Remember A;ntie Bertha had an old.

spinning wheed? Remember that? ., And I told you when you

! ~ were older yochould haveﬁone for your, very own?

" Melanie: © Yeah, ‘ o

M.: ' Wéll, on<that ;geelkyou can\put th; thread on it and spin

¢\ it. Well, a sheep has wool but the wool is all in kinds
: of balls and you pull. the balls of wool for threads with
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the spinning‘wheei and make the wool very thin and then
make a sweater from it, like the one Nana knit for you.
So when you spin the wool it's like when you spin the
flax so that you can make-~use it and crochet and build
things with it. See?

Melanie: Can I spin when I get one like Auntie Bertha's?

M.; Sure you can;v Okay? Let's read more now.

This example demonstrates how one child was mediated to the text by
ghe'pafenﬁ by relating the child's éwn life to thebtextual information.
The red tablecloth uSedﬁat Christmas, Auntie'Bertha's‘spinning wheel and
the sweater knit by grandmother are all examples which éssisted the
child in bringing her ownkworld knowledge to the concépt of spinning.
She wés provided with a bridge to interpret the textwin»the 1ight of her
own baékground experience.‘ The parent reached intébthe yifé of the
child to find coﬂcrete instances which related tO';he'decontextualized.
concgpts presented in the text. In pther words, the parent above noﬁ
only demonstrated that one may gain knowlédge from the print, but one's .
understanding of it lies within one's own experience; tﬁat is, Melanie
was moved towards interpreting ideas‘in the print with the éssistance of
specific gxamples from her own life. This kind of interaction was made
possible because of the significance which had beeﬁ attached to the‘
concepts of tablecloth, spinning wheel and(sweater'in terms of the
parent's and child's prior experiences. Tbus transcendence also needs
to be considered with the signification of concepts from the
barticipant's culture. )

Another example, initiated by.thé'child in this instance, shows how

she attempts to derive meaning from-the author's message by briﬁging her

world experience to bear on the topic. The parent and child have just
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discussed various objects whigh can fly, such as bir&s and airplanes.
The conversation continues: |

Familiér Text (Winnie the Pooh and Tigger)

Father: Tiggers aonﬂ;——have you ever.seen a‘Tigger fly?

Treen [PA): " No.

EN

F.: Never.  Tiggers don't fly.
. -, / .

‘Treena: \\Nevéf{

F.:. He only thinks he can fly.

Treena: Yeah.

F.: They can't fly. .
Treena: Just some--some tigers can fly.
F.: They haven't got wings. How could they ffx? Look!

Birds have wings.

»

Treena: Well--thev--they could put feathers on--in their hands.
: Then they could fly. -

F.: They put feathers——feathers in their hands? To fly?
Treena: Yes.
F.: No!

Treena: Yes, Dad. On T.V. they did it., I saw that.
F.: T don't believe that.

Treena: Yeah, Dad. They did. Honest. If you have a costume on
then you could. :

. F.: L costume?

Treena: .= Yeah. Feathers on this part here and they flyed easy. I
saw it, really on T.V. '

F.: Flew, did they?‘ Okay, if you saw it.
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In this dialogue, although parent and child had reached a consensus
that Tiggers.do not fly, the child reached back into her experience and
moved the conversation to the "real tigers which she saw on television.
The fact that her fether was not inclined to believe her did not
distract or deter h;r from relating what she saw and knew.' She
epeeified that a feathered’costume was’sufficient for the act of flying,
the word feathers not having been mentioned previously in the text or
the conversation. It is suggested that this child's concept of flying
is broader, although inaccurate, ae’a result of her television
experience which she brings to bear on her interpretation,of Tigger
flying down from the tree., It is interesting to note that the father
did not correct her understanding of the concept of flying. Did he feel
that-an explanation would have been too complicated for his daughter7
Perhaps he was of the opinion that if the child saw "flying tigers" on
telev1sion, her perceptions of reality and f;ntasy were still
1ntettw1ned and that time would assist her in differentiating between
the two.

As noted in Chapter 3, story reading may be the child's major
experience, during preschool years, with‘aecontextualized print. Snow
(1983) contends that the historical context, that is "the chileren's
preVious exberience with some event, place, word or text'which can
support their current interpretation or reaction" (33375) may provide a
contextual framework which assists the child 1ncrea§gﬁh1e knowledge of
the existence of decontextualized text. In other words he is able to

share common knowledge with the author because he has experienced common

events. He can move away from the present (the story itself which is
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being read) to the past, (toban experience he has had with an object,
place, event or word in the text).

Similar views of the contextualizing of stories to the child's
world knowledge would appear to be involved in Feuerstéin and Hoffman's
(1980) notion of transcendencé. Moving from the immediate here and now
'situation to "others that are remote in time and space" (p.56)
encourages the child to respoﬂd to the new experiences held within the

text in the light of these which occurred previously in his own life.

Hence within the story reading episodes, the reader and listener may

that "children were not encouraged to move their understanding of books
into other situational contexts or to apply it in their general
knowledge of the world around them" (p.61). Cochfan—Smith (1984) in her
analysis of story book events in a communit; reporfed that in the
community library setting, little attempt was madé to relate the
childreﬁ's experiences to the books being read. However in the nurserf
school within the same community, "mutual negotiation of the sense of
texts" (p.259) was highly encouraged.

As Figures 7 and 8 demonstrate, HPA children and their parents, in
this study, provided instances of contextualizing the story's content
more frequently than LPA children and their parents. That is the HPA

children moved and were moved towards understanding decontextualized

information by relating their world knowledge to the author's meaning

P
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and were encouragedito use their own experiences as frameworks for.
comprehending the tert. Brallsford (198§%’Hgted that HPA _parents
"related story content ' and 11teracy activities to other facets of the
chlldrens lives" (p.562). |
If one agrees with Show‘(1983)~and Feuerstein and Hoffman (1980)
that decreasing‘reliance on the present environment permits readers
kllsteners) to aqtlvely and contlnuously parti¢ipate in the creat1on af
meanlngs by brlnglng their own 11te and literary experlences tc bear oh
the texts" (Cochran—Smlth 1984 P 176) by moving towards the sistorir
~ or the there and then of past experlences, it appears that HPA pa-ents

and the1r children demonstrate this behaviour more often than their LPA

peers.. ’ o v e ‘ .

Summary co R A

' Overall it was found that parents of HBA children and HPA chlldren
themselves brought spec1f1c background knowledge to bear ‘upon texts more
frequently than did LPA children ahd‘their'parents.'

Question 3 . ' SASY

A )

Ol
A

a) Is there a relatlonshlp between the environmental factors in th%,
home as 1nd1cated by the parent 1nterv1ews and the children's level

of llteracy?

Proceaure | L | k' | “' &

’Twenty parents (teh fathers and ten mothers) were interviewed, one

corresponding to each participating child. The interviews were open-
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?

ended élthough the Family Reading Questionnaire (sée Appendix B)
7 .

-provided certain‘leading"questions. All responses were.nominally‘
‘ ‘ T _ .
classified. The responses were neither arranged hierarchically or

ofherwise assigned any value. The semantic content of the responses

provided the basis on which they were evaluated as relevant to the

)

research questions. Frequencies of responses to the questions were
. , )

calculated for parents of High Print-Aware and Low Print Aware children.

Percéntages for the two groups were then tabulated.

m

Results '~ ™ ’ » !

A. Children's Bboks‘In The Home

Fig;re 9,pfesents the‘results,of the availability of bopks in ‘the
home. The'quantity of books available in the hoﬁé véried considerably
from family to famiiy, from 20 to over 250. Theéé books did nOt,include
: library bobks; In addition the quantitf often depended on the child's
B placement in the family, ,Youngest children generalfy tended to have a
1afger number qf books, mosiqbf which were inherited from older
bs:iblings.l - _ = |

It should be nbted that wHeﬁ parenté‘answered this queétion, the
figures ﬁhey ga&é were ;pproximate. " No counting of‘the books_took
place. All However wére of the opinon, regardless,ofﬁihe number of
books available that tneir ;hildren "had lots of books" in the home,

“which could be read to them. Brailsford (1985) noted similar comments.’

'As oné father whose child had about 25 books said "there seenms to be

1
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‘books, her books, 'all over the house. She's supposed to keep them in

~ her room but they're everywhere." ,

In genéeral there were some differences in the number of books

available to HPA as opposed to LPA children. Only 157 HPA children as

opposed to 432 LPA children had less than 35 books in their own

libraries. On the othép hand y%;ﬁ f%HPA children had more than 76<books
as opposed to 15% for EPA é: 3, ‘ivIn other words, HPA children Qere
likely to have more books in the home tﬁan their LPA peers'confirmiqg
‘King and Friesen's (1972) findings for early readere. It may suégeet
therefore that these HPA children, 15 perticular; had continual and
agple access to decontextuallzed pr1nt ~ Within the collections there
would be found a variety of differént kinds of texts prov1d1ng the
ﬁfchlldren with a strong basis for vocabulary development: and for the
N development of Story schema (Snow and Goldfield, 1983).
The reeqlts of how Books were selected are pre§ented in‘Figure-loﬂ
» Generally parents and‘chfldren negotiated'as to the choice‘of beqys:
Reasons‘fpr the'neéobiatidne vatied. w\Ihét's teo long for,tonigtt" or
" thtnk we should‘;ryfthisbone fotAa change.," If it was a new book
ftop t he iibrary, the patents‘néted they often prefaced the reading with
remarks éu;h as7TThis‘looks interesting. Let's‘try it teﬁight." In
addition;.ofteh two books were chbsenyfor the eveﬁing's activity, one
the cheice of the:child, the othervdf the parent. "She'1l pick one and .
I'll‘pick‘one. Everyone's haﬁpv that way,” recounted one mother. This
reciprocal arrangement mlght,-lt is proposed, build up the understandlng

for tne children that parents also have a vested 1nterest in the

factivity; Their role is not seen therefore, just as reader; the

-y T:q
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implicit understanding may be that they are viewed as experience
extenders by encouraging children-tollisten to their choices of texﬁsh
In other words the negotlatlon infers that the parents may recognize the
'responglblllty the child. has for his own learnlng whlle not remov1ng
their own responslblllty to brpadenethe llteracy world.of‘thelr
children.

It should be noted that LPA chlldren were given fewer opportunltles
than HPA ch11dren to select the reading. Slmllar findings were noted by -
Doake (1981). Rather the parent chose what book would be read. One
parent commented when she was smaller,she pickeﬁ out the book'ehe
wanted, but now, we (the pareﬁts),g§ually do. She was always picking

* - o
the same ones and some she never wanted to listen to.  So we think she

\

"shoeld hear lots of'steries. kﬁesg boring for ue, too.” One'may\assdme
from the above comment that ghls parent felt that although réadlng
stories was someéhlng that should be done (Brallsfsrd 1985) repeqitlonﬁg
of stories was to be avoided because the child was less iikelyifo i afe
anything neQ and because the parent found thebcask QeariSome. It m

‘axep be sugge®ted that as the youngsters were’how‘approaching formal \
scﬁdoling, parents were’uncdnsciously training their children toQards‘
accep;eble_ethool beha?iour,ide. receivers rather than initiators ef
thelreading event. As Heat; (1983) noted, parents in the Roadville
community in her study.exhibited_similar expectations.

Thirty-five percent of HPA children and 20% of LPA children usually
§€16Ct€d nhebstories to be fead;\ One fatth comﬁeeted "If I pick one,

she fidgets around, she knows the story but she fidgets, so I let her

.
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pick itk; One may question how new stories are introduced to the child
if he/she is always the one to choose,the oeiection. Perhaps these
. youngsters are eclectic -in their thoiCe‘of booko or perhaps as
Braiiéford (1985) noted, some chiidreo choose books baéed on their
_current interests rather thanrchOOSing long'timgffavpurites, which‘would
allow for a wider Qariety of texts.

Overall there were few dlfferences noted for the kinds of favourite
books of HPA or LPA children (see Figure 11). Both groups preferred
falry tales such as Cinderella, Three Billy Goais Gruff, etc. with
animal stories where various creaturos talked also being frequentli
chosen; adventures‘;ated“as-third choice. Such'findings do not confirm
Brailsford's (1985) obsor&atiwns‘of pareots of LPA children who could
noo "ogcall any févouritg bogks their children'had sélected"(pngs).
One fatﬁéﬁfhotgd "He loves animal stories with me changing my voioe.for
all the parts. Sometimes I get mixed up and he reminds me." It is
‘intefesting that children's p;eferences allow for interaotion, encourage
dialogue betwéen'reader and listener. ‘One would assuoe ohat
informational books for such young readers would lean towards 31mp1e.
labelling rather ﬁhau part1c1patofy dlscu531on. In addltlon it is

3

suggested that these books are more difficult to remember andhtheréfore
memofize as they lack story structure. The preferred books, on the
‘other hand, are alive with the emotions and motives of human endeavoursl
more in tune with the children's own experience, providing credibility
for their own inner Storying (Spencer, 1976).

Figure 12 demonstrates how new books were addéd to the Child's_

collection. Generally few differences were noted as to the sources for
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new materials‘with thé excepiion of the libréry use. Although most
paren;s reported that new books were bought primariiy for speciéll
pccas;ons——birthdays, Chfisfmas, etci by themsel ves or‘friénds and
relatives, boéks were purchased by the parents at a local grocery store
when an child showéd a particular interest. OAe father reported "when
he really seems keen, I buy it for him,'causé they never cost more than
dollar or so." One may speculate that the kinds of books sold in such
locaﬁions would be of lesser li;erary qualitf ;%an those available at
the public library.

In addition for bo;h HPA and LPA children there was a regular
supply of new béoks coming ihto the house as a result of their older
siblings bringing story books home f;bm,thooLE One mother noted
"Jennifer loves Fridays. That's when Shawn bfings hé&é his school
libfary book.  We read it tbgetbﬁr-ﬁhen."!

The most salient differén%éigetveen the’FPA and LPA children was in
their use of the library. Fifty pércent of the former used the library
as a source of new materials as opboséd to 25Z of LPA children. The .data
regarding LPA children do not confirm the findings of Brailsford (1985)

vho noted that LPA children ha sources for obtaining new

materials" (p;l97).
The results of how frequently the Public Library wés used are
presentquin Figute 13. The HPA children had greater access to the
library than did their LPA beers. _ é@?,v
Although the districp.where the study took place has an excellent

modern children's library, thirty. percent of the subjects rarely took
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their children to this facility; in fact’SOZ.of the LPA children had/>
only been there a few times. In addition, only nine of the children,
seven of then HPA children, had taken advantage of the story-hogr
sessions provided by the librarians..'The main reasons for not taking
the children were that théy were too young, they haq plenty of books at
home or that it was too far. The latter reason is somewhat suspect as
the lIibrary is in the heart of the commercial facilities being used for
shopping, banking, etc., However it should be noted that all parents
were aware of the library and all of‘ﬁhe children had been thére‘at some
time in the six months prior té gathering data for the study.

Mothérs were the main companions for the children on their visits
which is understandable as evening attendance would be inconvenient for
such young children, and most mothers did not work outside the home. ' It
is intefésting to note that fathers génerafiy freqﬁented tﬁe lisréry
hore often than their spouses.

Many parents noted that on their own personal visits they ;elected
books for their children, often as many“as eight or ten at_a time,
lTheré are no limits as to the quantity of books which m;y be borrowed
from the children's section, nor are fines levied for late'returns at
this particular library. One father commented "I know what she likes,
so I get soménﬁﬂﬁoks) for her whén I go." When children did accompany
their parenﬁs, the seleﬁtion of books again was decided by the parents
although QL times hegotiation of which books to borrow took place.
"She'll.Sring me a book. I'11 tell her if its O.K. or we'll talk about

it before we take it out,"” said one mother. All of the frequent users

(50% of the HPA children) knew where "their section" was located. One

.
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father recounted "she knows where her books are on the shelves." In
other words, the easy sections were familiar to them, the picture books
‘locéted on the "train" and the soft cover texts on the/yé{olving
shelves,

The majority of parents, rggardless of their children's literécy
development, reported that it was a rare occasion to borrow a book vhiéh
the child had previously read, although a different version of a known
story (e.g. Cindérella) might be borrowep. However as one father npted
"she‘prefers the one at home though." One may suggest that the
familiarity of the "home” text was more suited to éhe child's needs.
One may also suspect some disappointment on the ygungster's part when
she found the library book "Cinderella" to be different from her
exﬁectations, that what she thought-wés unchanging was in f#ct changed.
Generally however, unfamiliar texts were the ones borrowed. The'.
parents' rationale appeaéed to be that providing new stories was
important and‘that fhe library was aﬁ excellent facility for this

purpose. ‘ s

B. Childrens' Reading Background

As demonstrated in Figure 14, HPA children were read to at an

[} .
earlier age than LPA children. In other words, the ma jority of the
form?r children were involved in joint book interactions on a continual
basis prior to attaining the age of 18 months. These figures confirm

Doake's (1981) findingé where two of the children in his studv (Gillian

and Jennifer) were exposed to books on an ongoing basis prior to being
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qne year old. Juliebo (1985) notes that all five of her subjects were
read to "at an early age" (p.175) although no specific ages were given.
One may suggest that if the reédiné‘activity starts prior to the age of
12 months as opposed to 24+ months, the children would have a greater
exposure to books generally and the languagé contained within them in
3péfticu1ar during that érucial time where there is an explosion in oral
language;dévélopment. In other words, their high expéctations of print
(Holdaway, 1979) would be firmly established by Kindergarten agé. For
the LPA children, ho;ewer, the same opportunities do not appear to have
been provided. iOnly 152 of these children were exposed to books prior
to their first birthday, and over a third were not read to on'a frequent
basis.until past the age of two. :

Hence it appears that HPA children have been given a decided edge
in that their understanding of what book§ are and how they function may
be a result of their earlier expésure to texts.

The reasons why parents chose a particular age to read to their
childrep are presented in Figure 15. parents of LPA children gave
attention span and the calming effect the story héd on the children as
;hé main reasons for choosing a particular age for inifiating joint
read}ng epgsodes; As one parent noted "now he.sits‘aﬁd listens and it's
easier to_ read té him; We tried it (aﬁ a) youngér (age) with his
brother but if didn't work so we held bff with Jason un;il he was about
two and a half."” One'méy hear echos of Heath's (1983) Roadville barents

P

»in this remark where sitting and listéning were very acceptable

behaviours. Brailsford's (1983) observations of Jeanette and Marvin's
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(LPA children) parents’ rebortings of”}heir reading sessions provide
similar findings.

The parents of HPA children noted that the reading sessions had
primarily been pleasurable experiences fpr them and their children,
confirming Hbldaway's,(1979) observations, although the calming effect
and the child's attention span accounted for a substantial number of
responses as well. One mother commented "we'd curl up together.
Sometimes I'd get right into bed with her and we'd read a couple of

stories. I think she knows this was her own time with me so we'd joke

and laugh as well as read. It was fun. She liked it. Me too

especially when I wasn't pressed for time." "The warm environment"
referred to by Doake (1981, p.221) and the special attention time noted

IS

by Holdaway (1979) are mirrored in this mother's feelings.

®  Some parents mentioned that they had read or heard that reading to

children was a good thing to do. "I read an article in Chatelaine that
: “»

' said one parent.

said if you read to them they'll be'be€€eri§eadersﬂ
. ‘ -“w
Overall, however, the enjoyment and pleasure which parents of HPA

fﬁjghildren commented upon as a dominant feature for initiating reading

~

sessions during their childreﬁ{s very early years would appear to be
less obvious in the reports of parents of LPA children. Simjilar
conclusions were reached by Brailsford (1985).

Overwhelmingly bedtime was the favoured momenf‘for réading as noted
in Figure 16, confirming Schickedanz ahd Sullivan's (1984) observation
that the bedtiPe story was the families'most common literacy ritual.
The parents of both HPA and LPA childfgn had similar reéponses. Soge

‘reading was carried out during the day but it was far less prevalent
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than the nighttime episodes.’ "?hat's our qﬁiet‘time. We've busy lives
and everything is’in a whirl during the day. Seems liké a good time for
a book, juéfjb;forg bed," réported'one father. Thus the bedfime
framework, ihat is the.foutine:(Sﬁsw,.l983) for story‘reading would
:appeai to‘provide guidelihés‘for-the preparatidn of reading——boéé
selection, paying attention to the reader, things to talk aboig during
the special time, etc. | , o o

0.

Two thirds of HPA and LPA-qhildren were read to at least.once a

léay,‘althqugh it shouid be.ﬁoted thaﬁ aithird of LPA children oniy
.’interacted with books with their ;érents.br significant others only
k;hree,té fdurftiﬁes a week (see Figure 17L. The comments bf oﬁe mofher
_\%Oh! Werﬁouldn’t go a day without a book being read. It'd be like not
: brushing your téeth;b We alwayé do it even wheﬁ‘;e'vq~company"
synthésized what many parents said. yThefefofé~if cﬁildrén are read to
every day they would be exposed to néarly 400 sﬁchiliterary encounters

"~ per year, many of them involving the rereading ¥ stories.  In addition
’if the parents sta;ted reading at.about one‘year of ége as was generally"
hoted ior parents_of HPA_childTen (see Figure 14), approximatély 1;000‘
a", book encounters would haveibeén presented to these childieh.' It‘may‘be
jsuggested therefore that fof HPA childien'in pa;ticular, ﬁhé
vxbpportuniﬁieg t0aenc6unter deéontexjwaliéed print wefe maximized. The
findinus »f t%is,s;udy therefore confirm the observations of Doake

T (1981, a. .4 the results for some of the children in Wells' (1983)

longitudinal study. Hence it may be stated that frequent,rgading to

children is a common practice for parents of ‘HPA children in particular.
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wWhen parents commented on the charactqﬂpstiCSvof_the'reading

sessions, they focussed primarily on their children's behaviours rather

than their own. This is not surprising as the researcher had advised

3

them initially that the study focussed on the children's rather than

their own interactions., Commonalities among children behaviours are

N

PR - . N t . ' o ’
presented. in Figure 18. (It should be noted that several parents gave

several reasons; therefere tihe t.cals exceed 100).

The most prevalent characteristics for both groups of children were

v

talking about the illustrations and noticing when their parengs skipped

1.

wat HrA and LPA children noticed

o
24

<

chan; £

(

ed a part 0of the stor.. T

[0,

deviance fromw the text indicates that thev were forming a concept of the
perztanency of the printed word, that what is written is cas® in stone as

it weres and that rgaders do not have the "right" to change the author's’

words, -because chgnging the words changes the author’'s intended meaning.

One parent noted "she gets mad if 1 change things. She notices mv

N
2

mistakes." .Another commented "Sometimes I deliberately change things

just to tease him. He'll aotice for sure. HEM laugh if it's'really

8 Kl *
. . . AN
siliv dike 'thev fell in the water and got drv' and sav 'Oh' Dad.” But

i

SkYpping a pare or some other part is not funny to him. He wants it all
. Q iV

real the samé wav evervtime," Comments such as these demonstrate that

e
b
-
5
b
s
[0S
1
T
S
a
<
.

st onlv have an overal schema for the storv but have
’ A )

mastered mapvy of the svnraclic structures within it, Thev know what
fitg in :haJ stery, bringing "wha®t 1s alreadv in the mind to what is on
N i L ) . E E .
[ B : o IXd
‘ . PR . ; 2 -

the page” FolZawav, 197G, p.lll,. In other words, the children as
-iElenere Were DredictIing wWhal was Lo COome 10 the text and because of
thelr knowlieldge of the text, that 1 their memoery of it, insisted that

y ey . ¢
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the surface structures remain constant so that the deep structures or
meanings also’'remain constant. Doake (1981) and Cochran-Smith (1984)

among others have observed similar responses-on the part of .children to
' . [ A

text,

]

Using text - illustrations also appears to be a usual practice during

"storyv reading. Sixty percent of parentslof both HPA and LPA children

remarked that talking about the pictures was an integral part of the
reading,sessions. "We always flip thtrough the book and look at the

pictures when it's new {storvjy. But even Qith old ones‘wa.talk about
them, She'&oticéslsomething just about eve;W time",séid onéémother.
érailsford f1953) noted similar behav;;urs for bo;h‘HPA (Janice) and LPA .
(Marvin) cm ldren. The pf?Lufts\mediate the printedonrdg, léa§ing from
the decontextualiZed to the cbnﬁextualized. One»mayxéugéestAtH;t the

t

illustrations provide a bridge for the "disembedded thinking'
Donaldson, 1978, necessary to understand the words. The visual props

of the 1llustrations highligh® thr'auth r's message providing contextual

I
i’g

support for the print. It is interesting that the above mother noted
that her daughter focussed upom different aspects of the illustration.-

even after repeated readings. It is suggested that xas the child
~approaches-deeper meanings for the story (Martirez and Roser, 19£853) a

g
AL L]

new' look at the illwusarations progides s:pport for the deeper
. R e . o ; .
<2t . N

. [T
understandings. [

'

- o " . . N
. | C S ‘<, DN . .
Generallv therefore it mav be Said that the, pictures are "special

- Y A . ‘ ,a . .
médiating svabols which replace the real envgronments of conversat:ion'

fHoldaway, 1979, p.54) and are integrated b%ﬁg%e participants in-the
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readiné_events as éupport systems or visual scaffolds to assiét in
interpreting phe'author’s messages.

. THE childrenvwho were Higb Print Aware’echoed their barént§

« .
‘reading, wanted to know where the reader was reading and attempted to

Eell\ he story themselves more frequently in each instance than theit
N <

eefs (Figure 18). One parent of a HPA child commented'"she reads
behind me.‘ Drives me crazy but'even Qhen\I tell her .to stop (instances
of €his request on the readings) she doeé it again in a few mitutes."
Theupéfent of a LPA réaarked "sometime ago she started to echo me.
Everﬁthing i‘read, he d say the words real fast to catch up with me.

T

) ¥ o . .
[I1].told her she¢ouldn't do that 'cause I lost mv place. Gets on vour

nerves;ﬁyou knoﬁ, like.lis;ening to the radio when 1t's aot reallv tuned
in." Ddﬁke (1981),‘Juliebo (1885) and Brailsford (1985) among others

have ODSer&ed ecH01ng as a characterlstlc of reading deve! op*on'"

behdvi L That HPA children use it more frequent‘v than LPA voungs*ers

'S /\
-,.“5‘

as noted: above or their desire to get more involved in the story

may be the result of the level of tolerance demonstrated_ by the parents™

i »

read@ng. If restrictions for echo reading are imposed by the reader as

o

in the case of the LPA child above, one "strategy to make stories

accessible to themsel ves through reading-like behaviour" (Doake, 19R1,

i

p.4sh is. denied,

-

-

:Yiﬁgnce (collaboréﬁed Ey the parents' comments of HPA chi?dren) of.
requesilng to know where the.reader was at, even in the unf mlllar
Szory, waé demonstra;ed in the tape t}anscriptions. "Are vou here,
Mom™"; MAre ybu;rea”: ng tn.s part’how7" were comments made by the

children. "She wants to know where ] am so ! show her with my finger”
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reported one mother. One may suggest therefore that these children.are

curious-about the aspect of print, realiZe that the print brings the

vmessage And perhaps because of the pointing directed to the print by

their parents, may be cqﬁing to grips with the directionality of print,
As noted earlier, in the statistical analysis, parents requested that
their children read particular words in the familiar text. Hence focus
on the orthographic features.of the story would appear to indicate.that

HPA children had moved, developmentally; beyond the essence of the story

“itself and were taking initial steps to examine, albeit peripherally,

the form in which the story was présented. In other words, they were
5ui1ding concepts that the black marks on the page "present language
witﬁApt an immediate sensory contextﬁ (Holdaway, 1979, p.62).
Brailsford (1985) noted that the HPA children in her study "became
increasingly interested in the graphic form that encapsulated the
story's message" (p.565).

That parents of HPA children reporﬁed that their children wanted to
"tell" the story more frequently than did parents of LPA children was
also noté?. "I read a part, and then he tells me the next bit" reportéd

one parent. One may see suych an activity as similar to Doake's (1981)

completion reading. "Sometimes she gets the words nearly right. She

knows the gtory, that's for sure, wheh she does it," commented another
parent, Statistical significance was also found for this strateg%ﬁig
Howevér, perhaps it is more interesting that parents are aware that they
are providing dfructures which allyg_thgir'childyeﬁ to participate so

. ’ ’ : ,\ r
highly in the story reading session.gs
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value of the use of this strategy was a question not addressed in this
study. It is also of interest to note that none of the parents

~mentioned that their children "read" a part; rather "tell"” or "he goes

on to the next part" were the expressions used. One may presu
therefore that the parents do not see this. behaviour as "real reading."

This is contrasted to their recarks on shared reading where the word

"with"” was used more often by all parents than the word "to. "'Hen I
read with him--" or "when we read together--"" were common comments. In.
otHer words, parents of HPA children in particular see their offspring

as dual participants in the regi:np activity and prO\lde oppurtutities

*

for ther to be active collaborators in the event,.

It should be noted that 30% of the parents of LPA children remarked

that-thelr children listened rather thar talked during the reading.

Transcripts of the recoraings confirmed tnis observation., Sim:lar
observations were noted.by Brailsford (1985) for the three LPA children
in her study. It mav be suggested that for these children, a more

7

,Passive role in the activity is expected and accepied.

o

C. Parent Pe:ii-~o Raclkor,ypd
!

The majority of parents (regardless of whether their children were

{

H or. LDA) felt that the:y Le?! learned to reay at school ’see .ig re 19y |
although sone d%d note tha' the\ knew how to read prlor to SchooA entry.

%"

ﬂ . .
could 1n the claS$. 1'd read them in a fiash and all the otﬁer kids

.

"I remember he.ng able to- rea%‘Fhose See Spot books and no one el

S

would have to sav S p o- t ovenfqed over: before thex got it," remarued"

one parent Several parents’ d1d not knov 'ﬁ%wever vhq& they - Iearned o
d% e T RS : L : :
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read. In addition, many had little recollection of learning to read or
how the process came about (Figure 20). "I guess I just picked it up

somehow, learned the words bit by bit till I knew them all,"”

was the
comment of one parent. However, the majority of parents were of the
opinion that'-they learned the names and the sounds of the letters and
progressed from there. ‘This is not surprising as the majo;ity of these
pa;ents would have been in primary school in the late 1950's, a -period
when sight words and sounding out unfamiliar words wo;ld have held éway
as-prime instrugtional methods. More interesting is the fact that a
small number of parénts of both HPA and LPA children were of the opinion
they taught themselves, to read. "I just figured it out, like a puzzle I
suppose, and then 1 was reading” noted one father. "I don't think
ahyone taught me." Present understanding of the process of learning to
read ;ould lead one to assume that sog% significant other in this
father's early years,vmediated the printed word for him.- The fact that
this same father noted that his own father was most influéntial in
helping him to become a read;r, gives further credence to. the idea that
print was mediated in thé home. Many other parents also remarked that
their parents.hadléonsiderable impact on making them readers (see Figure
21). "My dad read a lot and was always te;ling us how books w;re grea%.
He used to sav 'unire;never alone if youfve a book.' Theyﬁrere‘both

' B ‘ gt oo
great readers" remarked one mother. However, the great ma?g%%ty noted

oy

One
G

father of a LPA child commented "there was a Mrs. én grade 3. She

really turned me on to books, She always kneQ'if I'%ilike a book and
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keep it aside for me. She was‘super that way with kids; knew what

they'd like." One can catch the enthusiasm this father generiates

reminiscing about his earlv vears as a reader--the thrill of a good book
and the fact that someone knew him so well that the book became a bond

between the two of them, For those who noted that relatives plaved a

1
i

signi“{ ant part, older siblirs - grandparents as well as, parents were

»
mentioned.

As to how important reading was presently in the parents' lives,

Figure 22 provides the results. Generally the parents of HPA chiidren

noted that reading was an integra’l part of their lives, both for work

purposes and for enjovment. "I've to read a lot of reports for mv work.

N

A lot of mv dav i¢ spent readine really so for me 1% is very important

remarked one father. "I couldn't do mv work unless I was as3le to get
‘ & C -

"

through a Iat ot reaa: g, = vere dav, In additicn, many noted tnw~

pleasurable aspect of reading. OUne mother reported "I read everv dav.

~

That's my time for me. I'd really miss it, so [ guess for me it's vory

impor-ant." Une may Suggest theretore tnat for the parents of HPA
children in particular, reading is a focal part of their lives. Doake
(1981 noted similar obswiwati.i: for two o the ,aretts in his study.

Thus HPA children would be more likely to see models of reading than

would their LPA peers,

R,

e majority of yparents of both HPA and LPA children rated

A

; . A ' . - .

themselves as either verv good or good readers isee Figure 3,

enerally thev felt that speed of reading and quantitv of books read
.

were the qualiliica?ions necessarv for being a good reader. The 205 of

parents of HFA children who rated themselves as not very good did so
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becauée they didn't read very often for pléasure or of necessity a;
work. As.one mother commented "I don't get time to read for m;%elf,
"what with the kids and everything. I guess though if I were a realigood
reader, I'd make the time. Takes me ages to get vhroﬁgh a book." Here
again the emphasis is on speed.

Figure 24 pfg%ents the results of matérials read at home. There
were few differences noted between the two groups generally although 45%
of ﬂhe parents of LPA children read magazines in preference to other
materials, and the maiﬁ;ﬁhoiCe'for parents of HPA children was nevels.
Oﬁe may assume that the time commitment to a novel as opposed to a
maga?ihe might présent children with strong'modélling of reading
behaviour although it may also be suggested that much of the éarental
reading takes place when the chidren have gone to‘bed. However, it
should be noted that all of the parent subjects mentiéﬁed they read-at
home indicating that literacy modelling was evident to\}he children at
home. Doake (1981) and Brailsford (1985) among others observed‘a
variety of @aterials in the homes and although pareﬁts in the preséht

study gave their preferences for their own reading materials, many

different textual materials were said to be in the homes.

D. Learning to Read

In answering the guestion "what do you think stery-reading sessions
do for your child,” parents often had difficulty defining what they
thought, Their fesponses were presented in Figure 25. Parents of LPA

children were of the opinion that their children learned to pay

h d
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"'cause that's what they have to do in school™ as one father

attention
reported. "In other words, the listening behaviour (see Figure.18)
prepares the child to be attentive in school. Perhaps these parents are

implicitly saying "you'll-learn if you listen and don't talkmiheath,

' 1983). Parents of HPA children felt that expanding world knowledge and

.

‘developing an appreciation .for books may be 'tiie outcome -of the

interact;ve sessions. ; o e
—One parent noted "when we,read with him, he finds out things he

didn'tvknow before and that‘s imp@rtant.l He 11 find out tom that you i

can learn from books just like d01ng other thlngs.; One may suggesti‘

P

that'thls'parent is referrlng to, the transference of knowledge found in
print to,everyday'Sitoations,'thathrs, tranSCending the "there and thenn
of'events in hookspto daily'enperienCes (Feoerstein,‘19}9). Only a few
parents mentloned the assoc1atlon of plctures and words as an outcone of

/

the readlng sessions. - Pcrhaps %arents see this‘characteristic:as'a more §

@ N : T . R L.
. - v

oo * . v B '
’formal instfpctfon,va procedire to be encouraged at school rather than

t
[

'Ln the home. LT -

In offerlddithelr oplnlons 1n how they thought chlldren learned tg

v

re?d (see Flgure 26), parents of both HPA and LPA chrhgren focussed:oh

L,

) : -

prlmarlly om.the grapho—phonlc aspects of the task propedures srmllar'

SN

to those by which they themselves had leafhed éblgure 20) Memorizlng

, Vo .
words (51ght vocabulary) and {eadlng easy JZZd;,flrst weré}bheﬁnain
R - ~
@ .
choices, for parents of HPA chlldren However, the parents of LPA

3

s
chlldren felt that soundlng out words was the best gay for chlldren to
master the readlng task. "If he knows the sounds, he! ll know all the'
| .
WOrds and have no trouble remarkEd a father. ,"He won't get stuck on -
o SRNERN O “ e o N

g8
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+ Figure 27
How Parents Can Assist Children
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§

words that wav, ne o woUld presume therefore that the curess

1 . N . ., - : . . -
“%ﬁk‘r:ikz:x; which parents “1,,QV Curing tne reading se¥sSiOnNS~-—{OmMpletlon

%

‘reading, the ?o"‘exlualzz:ng LY praint for their chirldrern, erno reading,
Y] . - ) .

"mw s ‘ :
etz., are not” viewed, expl. ity o2t least, as being techniques for

-esaTning 1o master print.

T

i

S

assist theif chridren in vecoming reader

" N
2p42n e emphasisiis on-more formal aotivitieg such as scounding nut

“he parentd of VA children were

: ".' yirv  ' ;‘ ,.: .v e

(.

~earning to read. That none of the parents saw themsel ves éagpeing
L . ~ e i
responsible fnr te=-' . _  trne;r "I T4ren tu read is understandablee,

However thev did feel that although their role was 2 supportive one,

.
»

v‘ﬁéggy.had a definite responsibility in mdxrmg sure .that tneir cnildren

£

s

»

would be rendv for reading instruction in Grade One. Preparation for
\ . ?

this "réadiness" would apparently .come about by having 2 knowledge of

J .

“grapho-phonics, cont1rm1ng HaVOen s (1981) flndlng that parents of both-

good and poor readers con51dered good *Mrn"no skills as necessary for

§

succeszul reading It is further suggested that the pleasurableifnd

venJoyablgfpg;eat child- 1nteract10ns durlng the home reading episodes are

!
’ viewed as,proqedures qUite separate to and different from the formal,

& | B S A « ¥

€

learning‘neﬁéssary to enéburage readiCF ability. »

\ ’ - 5 . o . : ‘ *
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"SUMMARY

To summarize, therefore, it mav be seen that genera:iv parents of

boottoHr A and LPA children had a good variety of materials in the home.,

[
¢

orfbepts of themselyes as good or verv good readers were similar
eep ) g )

i 7o . . h - . > Ly N '
and :nfaddition the age at which thev started to read or how thev were
A ‘ . : .
taught tn fead were ratne: aliwe,  Bectime was (he prevalent time of the

o

gdav for goin réafi;g and the frequency cf rezling events wese similar.

liked the <same xinde nf books, = %o groupe 0f parents
: -y : , .

SSel L U prdpiiu-p te of realing when 2sne thelr
children might becaome 1 hevpfelt woyulihappen when they
) ¥
e . - T e EREE . - . '; :
weent ot oso ool RBornopr s oof the 1l lustratigns as
: ; / .
MeAning props., In add:tion,kgbé@ notice ter deviz us trom the
‘ & - v
3
et
' ,). ' 3 ? «
For the parents of HPA children, reading fo their childré&@#as
. . R » B .
v * o p 4
startec at an eariyv age, generally prior to .18 months., They were
.~ v ' .
—— . ‘
frequent likrarv ysers both fr- inemse:ves and the.r children,® had more
v ; - e

books .in the home, and they took_gleasure in reading with their
- . , . ) . ) ~ !
youngsters., Generally there-was a negotiation factor for book choices-
‘.n : : . ) ' . - ~ N ' ‘
and their chi?dronioftpn asked t;;:g {at* wnach place) the parents were

when reading. Reading as an activity was an iﬁportant;factor in their-

own lives hoth for work and Pleasure.. In addition, these parents
/ . . ,\ . 2 ) ) . )
accepted the echo reading of their children_ and structured the reading
‘:?g()‘ ‘ . . \‘\/_‘ » . v . ‘ v . ; . ‘.
episodes to allow for completion reading-on the .part of their children.

‘R In eésénée,”ihereﬁore, the parents of HPA children and théir ypun§$tér§F
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r

were (ollaborators in the reading event more frequently than were

parents of LPA children.
The latter group made use of library facilitles rather ‘infrequently

¢

ng 1n their own lives- was not a central feature. They

by

ant read
initiated reading at ‘an older age. These parents were often the
B - . ’ !

selectors of the boox to be read and they .expected their children to be

snod listeners rather than d:aloguers during the event. In addition, it

. .
.

appeared; that, their children were less interested thas their HPA peers
v 4’7 & .

o

M4 and LPA children appear td#ﬁhffer >onewha* for certain contextud

5 , ; #
fastoroo—age wWhen re Jing is started use.. of Lheg?@brdrx, the importance
S : - X

of books in the home, ﬂbw books are chosen %@ be read and fhe fact that

s .

resiing with childreﬂ 18 4 pxeasurable and eniovable %ct1»1§g

) B
‘Braillsford 71985) 10 her etlinog raph*f studv of six High and Low Print

yg < . N

B

» . , L. e 3
Aware ehildren noted manj'] s¥milar observations.’

A o IR

Y | CHAPTER SUMMARY * - . P
L . - : i ‘ Lo ‘ \
. ‘ ) . i

hapter presented the descriptive result’s of the study wherein
‘ ¢

zlatlonshlps be;ween the chlldren s level of literacy, and the

.
-

strategles employed by the part1c1pants, the env1ronmental factors in
'the home and the contextuallzatlon of the storles to the. ch11dren s

~world knobiedge were explored. Dlscu551on on the relatlonshlps lelowed

H
{

paregts'eﬁ LPA child}en and LPA' and HPA ehildren.‘

-as to the similaritiestegnd differences between parints of HPA and . -

.
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Thé'relé;ionship between tﬁe contextual éactors in the home and tﬁﬂ?"
level .of‘thgvchildren's litgracy development were exéminéd by
interviewing parents about their children's and their own reading
backgroung, ihe availabiliéy of books in the home and how the bafénts

considered how children became readers. \

i

Chapter VII rontains.a summary of the stud 1ndings and

i
2

conclusions. Implications for teachers, parenf® .research

are alsq presentéd. - o
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CHAPTER VII

FINDINGS CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS . oy

FOR FL‘RT'IR RESEARTH

This chapter coptains a®brief summary of the studv, the main

findings'and conclusions. Recommendations for further research and

' o~

‘ 1mp11Ca?1ons for Leachers duu parents are a}ko\pre%ented This chapter

v

cufigludes wlth a final statement. W
N A

. _ K
INTRODUCT]ON -
.—;7 Q

3 ' ! . ’ - b

Reading stories to ¢hildren is 4n xntegral part of famis 11fe for
e

many youngsters. ‘Each night, parent and Chlld find ﬂhat spe 1a1 moment
- . )
together when both curl up with # story book. As the adult reads the

_text, the child becomes involved in and.enveloped with the iangué§e~of

text. The interactions which evolve from the storyobook episo‘ﬂ&'mirror
{ ' ‘ =8
the dialogic nature of everyday interactions except in.this situation

\ they have the special f{ature of geing depeodent upon phe story.

“
Ak .

Through oral languége the parent médfét&é the printed word, bnings the

story within the realm of the‘child's;oxperience and together parent and

RS
-

child ‘create a context for interpretation. 'The,partioipahts'ﬁﬁuestions

and résponses'which eménate‘from the étory book events prompt the child Af

to read the world before he/she reads the word (Freire, 1983)

. w@
The purpose of this' study was to 1nvest1gate "the nature of

' . ,“\‘

‘~interaction between parents and children within a'joint book reading.

169

t . ™o
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sitdation. In partiCUQar‘tﬁe main focus for the study investigated the

.

‘questioning and response strategxes of fatheFQ/thherb and chxldren as

. W
'

they shared a famllxar and unfamiliar story, A secondary focus was to

.
#

examine the ro! a'lonshxp betveen a) the strateg1es employed, b) the -

L

connextualigptiOn of the stor&gs 1o the children's world knouledge; and

C)??:“,‘

eﬁVirOnmentql factors and the 5hifdreﬁ%’1evel of literacy

P *
’ 3
)

“ﬁn assessment'tésk~-Coﬁcept About Print Test, «r! informal

devehog@ent

LA
wlntervtéﬁs.uefé utlllzed as instruments for data collectxon.

Novmooo

9',

"The sample for the study Lonaxsted of 27 Klnderkarten chl]dren, 20
e - . .v,d, ) ’ QRS o g
fathers and 20 mothers. Qﬁe chlxdren vere*éeletted by randomized

5
e

A . e . e N . . . *
sampling from four Kindergarte‘, in suburban and rural communities.
R : P .

oy . ’ ‘,'; -
t Thirteen of the children were read to by both parents; fourteen were.

read to by one parent, seven by fathers, seven bv mothers.
After parents consented to participate in the study, they read

5 : . ' : g
three stories to their children--:) a library book, b) a familiar or

favourite book found in the home, and ¢ an unfamiliar story prepared by

. N o Ny . . :
the researcher, FEach reading episore was recorded otmaudio cassette,

Ebevlatter two of which were then transcribed verbatim.. T{evlibrary

book recording was not transcribed; rather it was used as a "warm-up"
' . ’ ' A i
for the participants. ,y
v .
o . . .
Message units, that is dialogue which did not include the text of

the story, were identified for fathers; mothers, children'fead to bf,

fathers ‘and chlldren read to by.mothers and analyzed acoordlng toa.

system of clarlflcatlon strategles—-Requésts (Form- Functlon) Responses

’

&

(Form—Functlon) Data collgcted»from this énalysis were subjected to

. . v
4 . . . -
\statistical analysis by means of a multivariate analysis of variance
: N . . N



CMANDVAY, When significance was found, a further analysis using Wilks

l.Lambda approximate F test procedures was performed. Descriptive
.f‘)- .
" analvysis was also carried out which focussed on the environmental

factors, stratggies employed by parents and children, how the stories

K .
we}re,cont*«%fl{a‘;l‘fied for the children and the chiliren's level of
- \\\ ¢
literacy dovelabmm.

. -

a JES

MAJOR JFINUINGS AND CONCLISTONS
e My ‘ '

Core LIW;S are drawn from the pre*s(‘nk studv tak ing 1nto account

A»' ‘ww Y
the limit:;tléy-(ztdted previously in Chapter I. The conclusions reflect

RS v

: [ - . ' - . .
the nat urum"m&e tnteractions between parent and child within joint-
R N 1\ ’ )

"book - reddihg‘&tua‘tioﬁsﬂ“
C I@ btdzxstlcal findings of the present study m#v be summarized as
f‘odlo\g ;n ligh[ of the model ‘of emergent reading proposed in Chapter

hed

’III‘ s 7. ‘ﬁﬂatvf. y_ 
RS | 5' L

1. Fathgrs avm;l n&‘thers do’not dlffer with respect to the strategies
RN
employed. .Sigilar findings were noted for children read to by

w ~fathers and c’h'iidre_r’) read to by mothers. N

2. Differencé{s were noted for the kin¥s of strategies_ employed by -the
participants in familiar and unfamiliar®stories.
\Childvrenﬂ demonstrate their willihgr‘\;éss ny(i”.ntentionalityb) to
participat‘e in the reading event by emp;oyiﬁg ﬁhé Respons’e;tfa‘t‘évgies of

Reinforcement (Function) and Repetition (Form). Parents and children

' . . . o, .
build up shared meanings related to the -text ‘I(interpretation of

.
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meaning). /Parents frame what they consider to be important facets to be
focussed upon within a new story using Specification Requests
(Function). The children%;Confifmation responses demonstrate their
undd‘fganding of the new-information. ’Add{tionally the children's
respogsés‘of.Text Completionf(é) and (b) (Function) indie;te they have
interp;eted cofrectiy the author's meanfng, and provide evidence of
»thei; facility (coﬁpetence) with fhg text.

Parents‘reguiéée their children's behaviour Uiihlﬂ théwreadiﬁg

situation by ﬁsing a Request (Form) of Text Command (a), which.allows

thg}@hild(é to show their competence within familiar stories. The

Ré&uest;s;fa egies of Cthirmation and Non-Confirmation (Function).

~by/the parent when the book is not familiar also indicate

gmpléﬁ d

V vhgg@ér thgfq?dldéénwéhﬁ

thé'étof}. Tﬂaﬁ'is},gafents continually regulate the child's learping
. } ) o . ,,ﬂ,( / 4 ‘I '
. R . L
in order that he/she may experience success with the story. ™
Parents in employing Text Prediction (a) (Function) as a request

- .

strategy'scafﬁgld the reading situation and encourage theif child to .

.

demonstrate (a¢countability) their knowledge of the familiar text.
o7 ! .
Children, on the other hand, by: their Non-Confirmation responses

(Function) advise the parent that they are,in need of further

\ ) 3 he

e

information, i.e, scqffoldingt' f

In general therefore ;hesstatiéfical fipdings,;f.ghis study signify
that the stfatggies used by pe}ents énd childqep.in joint bopk readingv
demonstrated their intenﬁionalitj and reciprocity. As parents assigned

meaning to concepts, as they regulated the children's behgviour by

checking to determine their grasp of the situatioh, parents structured

1

‘grasping or are missing important features of

4
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st
o

the reading situation so that their children could demonstrate their
competence and success as learners of print. Thev involved them as
col Taborative readers of books. The level and kinds of collaboration,

however, appeared to be depenuc® npor the children's familiarity with

the story.

]

CONCLUSIONS FROM DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS "
- ‘ . Fs ‘

Ao anestthns examgged the relationship between the child's level

W N

of literacy dev¢-léﬁment and a) the stratepies gmployed by the=

“participants within the joint-book episode=, L) the gontextualization of

the stories to the children's world knowledge, and nvironmental
factors' in the home.™”
' v &, . -

R
&

The descriptive findings dre4sﬁmmarLzéd in tﬁe following poiﬂts:
I. Parents of HPA and LPA children use request and response strategies
which are similar in nature and preference regardless of the level
of literacy development of'their children.

2. Children do not differ in terms of pteferred strategies,
LY

3. Children do.differ j? the frequency of use of some of the preferred
.strategies. el
I's

3. Parents of HPA children and the HPA children themselves
* N - ]
contextualize textual information within their own backgriound

.

experiences more often than do parents of LPA children and LPA\

Al

children (transcandance).
4, Certain environmental factors such as the age whenjﬁobnt—book
. : N -
reading becomes a regular feature of the child's 1ife, use of the
) ; 3

.
.

L1 . ’

Py

—
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public library, negotiation for book choices, the importance ot

reading to the'parent's life style and the avceptance aﬁd
encouragement of reading-like behaviours (echo and cempletien
reading) were behaviours more likely to be evidenced in- the homes
of HPA childrea. ' ‘ ' ' .

Little differentiation was recorded {or the nature and quantity of

i~

parentai tequest strategies regardiess of the familiarity of text or

their children's literacy level, Confirmation and Specification were

the most preferred strategies. Similar results were found for parent

response strategies with respect to the .nature and frequency -of

strategies employed. However, familiar text for parents of LPA children

L4

provided more instances of elaboration than parente of HPA childreh.

- .’

»

Similar request strategies wgre used by H and LPA children in both

familiar and unfamiliar texts, However for HPA children, Confirmation

as a strategy occurred more often in familiar texts than  for their
. atd

peers. The reverse trend was noted for unfamiliar stories it.

reason for such differences would appear to rest.in tWe fact that

LPA

[

The

HPA

children attempted to build deeper understandlngs of what is entailed in

' -

the fagiliar texts while LPA chlldren appeareﬂ ‘o focus on the more

Ty
superficial angd surface aspects of the story.

With respect to the ch1ldren S response strategles, dlfferences

7

>

were a]sofnoted only,ior:familiar stories; LPA chlldren we{f'mqre ‘;

.“,’

??EEDBQF in thelr use of Conflrmatlo‘ as a strategy, - vl#ﬂ

~

z"‘ii.‘. ‘%ﬂ

. P :Q %&% L re)

The concluagons whicb may be reached from the above data woulﬂ*“

‘Waw" . i ¢

suggest that rather tﬁan the héture»of request and response strate&

!

\
employed by the parents of H and LPA chlldren,q;t is the frequency WIth

r !
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“which a particular strategy is used within a particular type of -text by

H and LPA children which may indicate the child's level of lLiteracy

W

development. If parents of H and LPA c¢hildren do not differ asg

5uggested by the data, one may propose that both parents of both H angg
ey “w
LPA children provide similar 1xngu1st1c experlences with which theff

«

" children may interact. The Lru;idl factor would therefogg,appear to ¥

e

-7
child, be he/she HPA or LPA, is given the advantage
~ . , ‘ '
sgdétqg situatiqgn, to verbally interact, High Print

how erQUehtly t

~of the joint>hg
Aware children, as previously mentioned were read to from an earlier age

than their LLPA peers. Hence it may be suggested that HPA children had
v, :

moré oppbrtgp!tiés to interact during joint-reading ®pisodes,
With respect to the children's level of literacy developmenttand

'the contextuallzlng of stortes to the chlldren\s werld knowledg data
from Ghe study dqﬁonstrate that HPA chlldren and their parents brought
background knowledge to\béar Upon the texts more frequently than LPA
children and their barents. The tranqcendent feathte of the mediated

learning experience would appear to be integral to understanding
decontextualized "text! As noted‘in Chapter III, primt is constant; only

s : oy .
~our interf@retation of it*changes. ,The HPA children and their parents

»

. . ‘ . )
relate the here and now of the story to the there and then of their

ex erlence Such interaction is central to .becoming successful
g g

m

a e . ’

Yeéders. As new exper1emces’wqtafrelated Lo prev10us happenlhgs the

AT AP }_-\t i $~ . LN

o
p—‘\’ SRR »,.. - ,. . v,

Y e, .
w“, ;'Children expanded thEIQ’Coghltlve hOrlzons and modified thE1r old

¥ )

knowledge in llght of the new. In essence therefore, evidence of

.
.
. '
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transcendence would appear to suggest tﬁi HPA children were reading the

1

world as the,vorld‘was.ggad°to them (Friere, 1983).

The part -of the study which explored the relationship between the
environmental factors in the home and the children's: level of literacy
development demonstrated several pertineht features. As clearly

indicdted, parents of HPA children had initiated joint-book reading

o

prior to their children attdining 18 months; they were frequent users of
the library; they noted the pleasurable and enjoyable aspects of read}ng
with their chtldren; they were frequent in negotiating the chdice o.'
book to be tead with their children; echo readiog was acceﬂf%d and‘
completion reading encouraged. The .same behaviours were not as
frequently reported by the parents of LPAfChildren. The collaborative

aspect of joint-book reading was less evident in the remarks of these -
. ¥s . [
parents. K o’

It appears therefore that parents of HPA children view readings in*
i : / . :
a,different light than do parents of LPA children. The main supportive.

atAosphere which bv iEs.nature would agpear to be conducive to learning

~

on the part df‘the child, is not as obvious within/the jOint—reading

episodes’ for.'PA chiLdren. Reqfing in the 1attex 51tuat10n appears to

/
. ki

be a culturally dictated activity, one in which one engages for futuref
T~ &

benefit only, ° That is, encouraged by experts" 1n the field,, theseé
RO
parents know they should read to their chlldren but are less 1nc11ned tgﬂp

~

o fgpd th lent book readlng eplsode a pleasurable and enJoyable act1v1ty

at the moment of readlng. "Although it is possible ‘that parents of HPA

a

also are coerced by society to read- to their children, the bedtime story

ritual‘ﬁhichwhas become an integral part of their families' lives

L
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, ‘ o Sy ‘ .

4
u

encapsulates the sharing of an enjoyable éxpefience, ong which is
: S ' . ]

) . R - ‘s ™ ' » : -} °
pleasurable for its own'sake rather ‘than the future rewards it may -

s

Ly

bring. . _ C SR o LN

OVERALL CONCLUSIONS ~

This study focussed on the nature of'the interactions between
: P " o \

|

parent and child in ‘@ joint-reading Sifuati0q. The theoretical model

o - . ¢

/ - a

/ ’ ' L 2 : ' B
presented in Chapter III/concéntrated on the social, psvchological ‘and

\ . R S - o

linguistic features of that interaction. ., . S e

.

In general it may be stated that parents and children, as evidénpéd

by the dialogical interactions which occurred during the readinguévent

were co-participants in that evemt. That is, the children_ﬁepe hot .

.
oo,

'~ simply read toj rather the parents read with then, the‘textmal

; A o ' A
information being interspersed by eith4r participant with .requests and

responses. For the HPA childrph*iﬁ’parffculaf, participation waé;not
only encouraged but foffered as well.” It is concluded therefore that
o : S : : ' #

4 : S S

”»joint—bogk reading is truly a shared event, one in which each

i

participant seeks and offers information. As intermediaries-between

., . ‘ : . S i
their children and the print, parents deliberately attempted to have

their children join in in the event by fonitoring their comprehension,

~

selectively choosing which features of the sgofy;to focus upon, ,

.~ providing occasions for the children to demonstrate ;heir'knowiedge-and'

[0 - L

competency'aﬁd generally being attuned to the child's needs @nd{ :

interests. Children on the .other hand demonstrated théy weré~attendihg

‘to the event, sought clarification for ideag'presented within the text

~
£
s

/

j
;,’)
=

ERTS
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. et
’ and\responded to the features hlgh11ghted by the1r parents. They made
3
. efforts particularly within the famlllar story to focus upon the actual
.‘ - -
text vy completlon readlng or attendlng to dlscrete words.
text,

’ Know1ng the
be1ng famlliar with 1ts eontenuﬁallowed the cﬁ.ﬂdren the

e

1
opportunity to move “beyond the events. and characters presented Vlthln
™~
the story to focus\upon d? ferent features—-predlctlng informatlon to be
read or the actual gra\hlcs.

N
i
L3

It hay be seen therefore~that'for ﬁost of the ch11dren*1n thls ~

. ";

)
study, the 'first steps to'readlng sucdess had been taken; they were

becom1ng readers and were,attemptlng to make sense of decontextuallzed
Co

The joint-book: readlng event 1s anly one«of/the“Titzracy promotlng

prlnt by using this world knowledge to make 1nferences and evaluatlons.
eplsodes in which parents and ch11dre¥ are 1nvo;ved in durlng their
‘ everyday 11ves.

/
Y
\

That it is the most common event occurring in family
life is supported by the literature on early readlng development.

s
.,
o

| p The
interplay between story reading participants as demonstrat

lemo gldjy the
clarification strategies presented in this study, helped to isolate for
. :,' ‘. ) . .‘k .
a moment in time how parents and children contribute to the process of
rchildrenkbecoming readers,
. y ‘
small;

The strategies opened a Vindow; albeit very
on ‘the natufe of joint-reading episodes.

I3

Vygotsky (1978)

contended that children  kearn how to complete certain tasks -on their own
/

by flrst performmng those tasks with the help of others.

The dialogic
patterns of 1nterac- on explored in this study found that within
familiar storles in partlcular,“éhildren were mediated to the print
v / " . -’ "‘ - .
during gg;zj—reading episodes.

5

!
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" IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

-

The focus of this study "was on the nature of interaction evolving

frem‘joint-book reading events. ,The“results confirm statisticaiiy,bin

s

- s N o

'many instances, what has been observed‘in<ethnographie case studies.

Wlthin the descr1pt1ve data, sdme d1fferences vere found wlth respect to

o~ 179

o

HPA and LPA h11dren. The study re11ed on the 1nteractions evo4v1ng o

from two stor1es——one famiilar and one unfamlllar-hto assess the nature

~of the 1ntéractlons, In order to.generate further 1nterest in the area.

o

°

of 11teracy development and to expand the f1nd1ngs of the present study, }

the followlng research suggestlons are made.,
1. The present study only explored the. 1nteractlons of one group of
chlldren and thelr parents at one particular age level of the”

former. Addltlonal 1051ghts regardlng the nature of interactlon

could be éalned throu&h a‘longltudinal study. Such a project'

£l

carried on from‘the age of 18 months to the time of entrance to
Grade One and formal instructidnﬁin ;eading would prdduee more

detailed information on the changes }n the interactions as the:

children developed. ﬂTapeEPecérdings offfamiliar‘and unfami liar

\\\\‘ texts could be carried put several. times a year whichvmight provide

~.

deconteXtualizedvprint*is-enhanced*by parents in both of these

e
.

story types;h<SuEh a study might demonstrate. that there are

Lo _ . v R
distinctive interactional features‘emerging at particular age

levels.

\a\deeper understanding of how childré;}s awareness of

v
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”communltles.
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2. - This study‘did not'provide for the physical_observations of parents ‘

and children as they read‘together. A study'could be conducted"

which not only focussed upon the linguistic 1nteractions ‘but took

into account the non- verba} affective factors .as the task is
e

engaged in, Results from_the,present study noted that parentsgof

High Print Aware children were'norevprone to mention the joint-boOk

'reading event as one permeated by enJoyment. \How does affect

\

support the dialogue which occurs between the dyads7 The smi les,

the knowing- 1looks, the hugglng and other non—verbal behav1ours may

be important varlables to be considered. )

" The study reported here 1nvolved clarification strategies central

explored in case studies. -Further research might addrdss the
question whether these strategies are characteristic'of other

middle class home envlronments in other localities or whether

"different kinds of interaction are evident in different

4

Much of the resaarch in emergent literacy has 1nvest1gated adult-

child book—relateﬂ interact1ons. The focus has been on pre-school

age chlldren. As yodngstErs move into formallzed school settlngs

and are exposed to llteracy events in a more structured setting,

the clarification requests and responses of teachers ina shared
book setting are worthy of;lnvestigation; What kinds of dialogue
evolve? Are children alsovinitlators in the‘shared book event at
school as they are at home? .What: Slevels of collﬂaboration M i

between teachers and children as they explore print together?
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A'Ubrson (in press) may provide further insights into the mediation

i
process of teachers in shar%d reading episodes. and define more

'specifically what it is good teachers do during these interactions

Il

which foster reading development.

o DMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHERS -«

The results of this study demonstsated that differences with

k-

respect to the level of literacy development existed for children

0

| attending Kindergarten‘within‘thé}game school system, Teachers

should be»aWare that‘fpr some children who enter school, their
limited 1iteracy experiences will demand different'teaching
procedures than for those children who are more print.awarea
Ensuring that.the'reading enperiences each‘child encounters in

school must match the youngster s needs and interests is crucial. to

'successful readingrdevelopment. All of the children in the study

had mastered some’ concepts of print. None epitomized the "empty

‘-vessel" waiting to be initiated to print by their teachers., Eariy
. = {' '
.education educators therefore should recognize the strengths

children brlng with them from home to the Kindergarten with respect

to book knowledge as @& _result. of their j01nt-read1ng experiences

'yith their parents and expand their emerging awareness of the

functions and pleasures of books.

One of the main findings‘of this study centered upon.thosevearents

who successfully contextualized the objects and events contained
. . : \ . . ST

within the stories. Teachers should make a concerted effort to



‘182;
transcend the story by relating it to thevchildrenls enperiences
and provide them with concrete experiences uhich in'turnuthey.may
relate‘to hooks.. TheICooperative atnosphere of 3oint—senee'mahin§

o which the parents’of High Print Aware children in this study
demonstrated should be a prime objective for the shared reading
" events in primary classrooms; The practices of reading to children

“presently existing in Kindergartens must move to reading with"

procedures where: the qhestions and responses of the children are

1

® »h\

treated with the'Samehres%gct and consideration as those of the
-teachers, In other wdfﬁs, the shared reading events in the schoolq
mustwuirror the'joint'reading episodes of the hame. Book reading
episodes in the achoole'should be participatory events.
3. The Concept Ab%Pt‘Print Test. (Brailsford, 1985);enployed\for this
etudy;could be a useful tool for the teacher who wishes to analyze
’uthe concepts about print possessed by the students in-his/her
ﬁclaes, By this informal technique the teacher mapybegin to
understand the varitability in the levels‘of literacy knouledge
possessed by the childrenu‘,Because of the detailed knowledge
‘gleaned from the chitd's responses to the teet, experiences with
print may be fitted to the child rather than vice versa. 1%e
teacher will thus be better equipped towards moving ‘the children to
T independent reading via a curriculum which has as ita core the
| Vneeda of the child.
4. The "old" concEpte ofvreadiness and readiness activities carried

out in the school must be ‘taken to task in light of the

‘considerable exposure to print that children have had prior to
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';chool entry, gnd the experiences they hﬁvé4had with books. Hence
teachers must giépenpe‘withfthe notion of the,dfstinct§;e stage of
éetting réady to read and must bréceed immediately ;o.helf children
expand their pre;ent literacy knéwlgdée.“

5. The warmth and genuineness of parental interactien might be -

’ emulaged in the‘cléésroom. Teachers muét:cbnfinhe to bqflgarhers

themselves and to take from the home environmenf Eggpﬁwhich‘r
prbmotés.the deveiopmbnt of liferacy. Teachers must be}brought to

. the realization that parents arecfacilitaﬁing "teachers" in their:

own right and can continue to. contribute immensely to their

x

€ . N

-~
o

children's ligeracy awareness. o P . B
IMPLICATIONS FOR PARENTS

“That parénts.read to theirichildrenuis'atteéted to by this study.

Less obvious, however, is Ehei; knowledge of why they should be involved:

in this a;t. in order tp_encoufage parents t&‘view themselvés '
central to thgif»chiihren'srdevelopmeht og'literacy awareness ;::;j:\\\\\\
ﬁook-réading.events'i;'fpr;i;u}ar, the followiqg suggestiqné are |
proposed based on the :ésﬁité'of this sﬁudy.v
1;“ Parengé of\High Prinf Awére_cﬁild?én COQtéxtuaiized ﬁbre ffequéntly
the stbfy’bobk evgntg ;oﬁiﬁéir children}sklives. Thisvtrénéééhdent,’,
ﬁeature;vdulduébpear'io be a gey’;ariable in éésiéting'children to
cope with-deconteituaiized pfint. ‘?arents:are very cdgnizantjof
Cﬁf : the‘kndwledge their cﬁildren ﬁossess and are therefore in a prime
position to relate.dey kﬁowledge to old. Hencé‘they should be

B

o



of High Print Aware children than in the homes of*l,b

‘peers. Echo feading.completion reading, cooperativd( e“

 critical "reader” even at this very early age.

;o 18

A\t

encouraged to associate book experiences to everyday experiences

for their children so that their 1nterpretations of the text will

be more meaningful to them; - . : - ;‘ s \

'quticular book—reading~behaviours which seem to foster literacy

development were reported as occurring more frequently in the homes

.sgrw“’ Wi

‘h

specific instances of reading- like behsviour shou]xhnot only be

tolerated but fostered and encouragedr« The pausing at predictable

points within tne text will invite children to participate to their

maximum potential.

'Although the introduction of new stories to the children's
_ repertoire is important, the rereading'of familiar or favourite

‘stories is central to the development of literacy awareness,

[

Parents should be made aware that the familiar story allows the
¢hild to focus upon different facets of the text, to seek deeper

meaning and to explore different concerns as familiarity increases.

It encourages the child to read betueen the lines, to become a-

I3

—~

Rather thanJvaiting until children seem to be listening and sitting

quietly, parents should be advlsed that initiating joint—book

events at an early age and on a continual basis appear to foster

literacy develepment particularly wvhen the sessions are an
enjoyable experience for both participants. Parents should be
persuaded to replicate withjn joint reading events the warm

supportive atmgsp%ﬁre which helped their children to learn oral

/

\
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language. Just as pointing to objects within the environment was a

P

. usual procedure’ for the parents when their children were learning

-

to talk, so occassionally pointing to specific highlighted words on
the printed page will move their ghildren to an awareness that the
print brings the message. : A ' '
Parentshmediate the world for their children and that most do so
successfully is evioenced by'the extended knowledge children have
of their worldgend the ways in which they can talk about it as they
enter Kindergarten. That some are less aware'of print in general
and books in particular is the result of being mediated to print
and books less frequentl;. Perhaps parents ae they bring their
children home from the hospital for the first time with detailed
instructions as to the physical care of their infants could he
presented with a card on which Doake's (1981) understanding\of the
crucial role they play in helping their children become readers is
printed. | |

-

The most important factor in developing their children as
readers is not the reading instruction they receive in school
but the nature and extent of the book gxperiences they are
able to share before they go to school (p.599).

CONCLUDING STATEMENT:

g

)

Parents and children are collaborators in joint reading events. As

the word is read so is the world ~each participant providing his/her

interpretation of-what that world is. The interactions explored in this

study ptovide‘potential insights into how children respond to the

literature they listen to. Additionally they provide the researcher

N
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withksome data 85\@? how child#én react.to textual information and h;w
that information iélmediéted f;r them by their parents., Each small
piece of datum which allows for a deeper uﬁderstanding of liﬁeracy
deveiopment is vital iﬁordertpat the overall picture reflécts the rich
colours and dimensions of"this‘ﬁnique human experience—the becoming oé‘
a reader, When_reéearchersycombine the information they have gathered
from a variéty of~soprces Sy a myriad of means, they too will move

towards reading the world of Iiteracy development.
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CLARIFICATION STRATEGIES®

A Defiuitions

. A. Clarifyiog Reguests——Function

1. Reprbddction‘

Speaker 2 asks. Speaker 1 to repeat all or part of his/her
utterance, - -
(e 8 Sy "What?" "Pardon?" "What did you say?")

- 2. Conflrmation

a) Speaker 2 uses part or all of Speaker 1 s previous
utterance in question form.
.(e.g. S "I don't know." So "You don't know’")

b)' 'Speaker 1 asks Speaker 2 to confirm or negate the comment
of an utterance. '
(e.g. Sy "Is it a nice dream”" "Okay?")

5, L‘Speciflcatlon

Speaker 1 asks Speaker 2 to produce a specific piece of
1nformat10n.
(e.g.” S} "What's spinning?" "What did you like,best?") -

4, Elaboration ~

Speaker 1 asks Speaker 2 to produce information which wlll
expand the understandlng of an utterance presented at an
earlier point. .
(e.g. S; "Where did they go?" .
- S "To the palace.”
S1 "How come?")

» 5. .Tert Prediction

fSpeaker 1 (Reader)- pauses during the readlng to encourage
Speaker 2 (Listener) to complete the text.h
“(e.g. S; "So off they went .........." (text)

6. Text Direction

a) The speaker requests that a specific piece of text be
shown or read.
. (e.g.."What's that word?" "Where's the word 'palace!?"
&= ""Show me the boy's name.") o 3

*A coded transcription is presented in Appendix F.
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Clariﬁxing>Requests—-Form
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o

b) The speaker requests that some facet of the illustrations

Ty be noted.

(e.g."Lookvat that," "See the little bird in the tree?"
"Where's the smallest rabbit hiding?")

¢) The speaker requests that attention be refocussed on the
-texto ¢ f
(e.g. Listen to this part now.," "Wbere vere we?" "Read
that part again")

'y

1.

Declarative Question

a) Speaker 2 repeats all or part of Speaker 1's previous
utterance,
(e.g. S1 ". . . the third girl, " Sy "The third girl?")

b) *The use of 'eh' or 'okay' etc. at the end of'a‘

declarative sentence.
(e.g.. "Perhaps we'll find out when we turn the page,
eh?")

A

Convergent Simple Question

The Speakernproduces a question which demands a yes/no reply.
(e.g. "Were they happy?" "Did you like that part?")

Converg_nt Choice Question

1

The speaker produces a queskdon which allows for a choice
between specified items, - :

(e.g. "Was it the old ladies or the girl vho did the
spinning?" "Which rabbit stole the carrots?")

Cenvergent‘Leading Question

The speaker produces a question which leads the llstener to
respond in a forced manner,
(e.g. "That's a big one, isn' t it?")

Signification Question

Q

The speaker signifles he wants a spec1fic p1ece of information

as a response. .
(e.g. "Who's that?" "Where d1d they find her7" "Why d1d they
go away?" "Who married the king?")

-

-y
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: Open—ended Q;estion

" The speaker initiates a topic with an open-ended questlon

which leads to one or several utterances as a response.
Te.g. "What do you think is going to happen next?" "How come
he does that’") L

Text Hesitation Question

The speaker (reader) hesitates or pauses du;ing the reading of
the text, raising his/her voice on the last word spoken. o
(e g. "And so they all lived happily . . . ? . . ." [text].)’

Text' Command Question

a) The speaker commands that a specific part of the written
text be noted. :
(e.g. "Point to the word 'hotel™ "Show me where you

are." "Llsten to this part agaln.)

b) The Speaker commands that something 1n the illustrat1ons
be noted.
(e.g. "Find the bird in the tree.” "Look at that girl.")-

'C.  Responses—Function

Yo

Reinforcement

Speaker 2 repeats all: or part .of speaker 1's prev1ous

. utterance. :
€e.g. S} "It's a car." -82-"A car.")

Confifmationf

.

The response prov1des positive conflrmat;on of previous
speaker 's utterance.
(e.g. S "Was that a good story?" S "Yes." Sl~"You don't

 like the old queen, do you?" S; "No.")

°

Non-Confirmation

P

:A negatire response results form the question posed thereby
providing a possible opportunity for the speaker(s) to
- interact further on the topic.. '

(e.g. S1."Do you know what a treadle is?" S2 "No." 81 "It's
a board you press-with your foot to make the wheel go round so
you can’ spln.")

N .

—
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Specification

'

.The response defines, describes or identifies an object or

occurrence. .
(e.g. Sj "So what's that?" S7 "That's her: 1ip.")

*

Elabaration

The response demonstrates that more general informationjthan
specification has been produced on the topic.

(e.g. S; "How did they get like that?" S; "From spinning the
flax and one girl got a hanging lip because she licked the
thread,")

Text Completion

a) The response provides information which is text exact.
(e.g. Sy "And so they lived . . . ?2 . . . " [text]
So "Happily ever after." [text exact]) '

b) The responst—vrov1des information which is an
approximation of the text. ST - '
(e.g. S} "And so they lived . ., 7-. . " [text]
Sy "For ever and ever and they were happy. [text
approximate])

iText Critigue

~a) The response 'is to comment upon or explain some

difficulty with the text. ,
(e.g. "She sure is a crybaby."  "That-'says 'hotel'."
"Clogs are sort of shoes." "I can read that word.")
b) The response is to comment upon or explain some
difficulty with the illustrations.
(e.g. "That's the one with the 1ip." "They look happy."
: "The ‘prince is the one near the princess.")

- Text Focus

T

The response encourages focussxng or refocu331ng upon the
story content, :

(e.g. "We'll find out later." "We 11 get to that in the
story." "This is a book about . . .")
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»

1.

Repetition Res se

Speaker 2 repeats all or part of Speaker 1's |
utterance. » “ * L h
(e.g. S;""It's a palace." S "A palace.") . - C e

Yes/No Response : A W

Y
The response confirms or negbtes the question posed.jgﬂa.
1, 5B

(e.g. "Did you like the wedding part?"” "No

Declarative Simple Response . .»

il W
The response defines, describes or ident¥fies an ob jek#:
bdccurrence. , , :
(e.g. S; "What are they doing?™ S, "They're helping-her
spin.” S} "Why has she a big foot?" S "To make it go up and
down.™) : :

Declarative Extended Response - ™~

The response provides more general information on the topic
than was produced in Declarative Simple. :
(e.g. S; "What are they doing?" S2 "They're helping her spin
"cause the girl doesn't know how to do it.") .

Text Recognition

. 7 )
a)’ -The response is a recognition of the exact text.
¥t (e.g. "They built/a .home.")

b) . The responsé is an approximation of the text.
(e.g. "They built a big house.")
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Family Readihg Questionnaire

General Questions for Interviews

A.

Childrenvs Books in the Home

.

How many books are available at home to your child?

1.

2. How is selection made ds to the choice of book to be read?
3. What kinds of books are favourites?

4. 'How are new books introduced into the repertoire?

5. How frequently is the public library visited?

Children's Reading Background : /tk

6. When was reading to the child started? -

7. Why was that particflar age chosen? N7

8. When do the reading events usually take place”

9. How often is read to by you/spouse/significant other?
10. = What are the characteristics of the story-reading sessions?

Adult Peading Background

11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.

When did you learn to read?

How do you ‘think you learned?

Who was most influential in helping you become a reader?
How important is reading to you now?

How would you describe yourself as a reader?

What kinds of materials do you read at h8me?

Learning to Become A Reader

17.

18.
19.

201

What do you think the story reading sessions do for your

child? , _
How do children learn to read?

How might parents help their children become readers?

; (adapted from Doake, 1981)
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9 Braeside Crescent
Sherwood Park, Alberta
T8A 3N1 ’
September 30, 1984

Dear

Thank you for accepting to participate with your child in my research on
early literacy. Previously I have worked for many years with the
‘ school system and am presently studying
kindergarten children's learning activities, in particular their early
reading experiences before they encounter formal reading instruction
during Grade One. This study has been approved by Mr, , the
Superintendent of the system, your principal and kindergarten teacher.

To reiterate what I said to you on the phone a few weeks ago, the study
consists of three parts: ’ ’

1. reading three stories to your child while the tape recorder is’
on. (you and your child) .

. 2.  meeting with you for about 20-30 minutes in mid October to

talk about your child's reading experiences. (you and me)

3. my spending about 30 minutes with your child during regular
Kindergarten hours at school, reading a story to him/her and talking
about it., (your child and me) *

Each envelope contains two books and three blank tape cassettes. You
wi]l notice that each tape is marked 1,.2 or 3.

Number 1 should be used for the book borrowed from the County Library.
Number 2 is for the recording of one of your child's favorite stories—-a
story that he/she often asks to have read over and over again. In order
that this book be the child's choice, I suggest a selection of
favourites be placgd on a table and that he/she be asked to choose which
one he/she would®¥ike to have read to him. Preferably this selection
should not include Alphabet books, Richard Scarry type books, etc,, but
rather story type books. '

Number 3 is for the Grimm's Fairy Tale.

Although the taping of the stories may have an inhibiting effect or
digtract your child, I would like you to try and read with your child as
you usually do. I suggest you have the tape recorder on from the time
you decide to read the story until the book is put away and some other
activity begins. '



In order that I may know’the text of your Chlld s favourlte\sfbfy “T£2J,
will need g%ﬂborrow that book for & couple of days. Perhaps you co{\H\
put it in $hghenvelope with the County L1brary book, the Grimm's fairy
tale together with the recorded tapes and thelconsent form.* (Please
reseal the envelope very securely.) It is probably more convenient for
_you'to send everything to'school with your child. I will collect the
envelope from there and\\eturn your child's book via the same route.

0
As I mentloned on the teléphone, anonymlty is assured for both you  and
your child. ~ Also, in order to demonstrate tg@ your school principal that
you have“%ccepted participation in -the study,. the attached consent form
should :be completed. - - N

\( : ‘ . . B g . : N ’ "w‘
If you hawe nay -queries concerning the study or the instructions in this
letter, please call me at home (467—6923) or’ at my offlce (432 5416)

Again, thank you for part1c1pat1ng.

Sincerely yours, .
; , N Bel
‘ ¥

° o
. Ruth Hayden -
t .
o L
* Consent Form ' 'Please detach and return in the envelope.
- v S e
) ' . 1

My child ..";u.u.“u.".u.g. has my perm1581on to spend time w1th
Ruth Hayden during regular school hours at'a time convenient for the.

_Klndergarten teacher. - S . T

Bt

SeigDEd 0;tt.n‘.“e-.oo-...'u.o-'ocntcl.l.oc.'

Date 2586000800 0c0 s 00 RePsBebGessGsERLIEPOEOLEOERNRTSTS

@~
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Once upon a time there was a lazy girl who didn't want to spin and

nothing her mother could say did a bit of good. In the end, the mother

' became so angry,'so_impatienv‘ﬁith her, that the daughter began to cry.

At that very moment the'noise of a vehicle could be heard, rumbling
along the road. The queen happened to be riding past. When shettheard
the girl's cries, she stopped her carriage, went into the house, and .
asked the mother why her daughter was weeping so loudly that her sobs
could be heard out on the road. The woman was too ashamed to say that
her daughter was lazy, so she said: "I can't make her stop splnnlng,
all she wants to do is spin and spin, but I am poor and I can.t affordv
all that flax, :

The queen replled' "Theres nothlng I like more than the sound of
spinning, and I'm never happier than when I hear the wheels whir, Let
me take your daughter home with me to my palace. I've got plenty of -
flax, and I'l11l let her spin to her heart's content." The mother was
-delighted. So the girl ran to get her jacket and-clogs and the queen'
. took her away with her. .

When they got to the castle, the queen took her upstairs and showed
~her four rooms. The first was filled with the most beautiful furniture
and the finest clothing the lazy girl had ever seen, "Each day when you
have finished spinning," said the queen, "come to this room, choose any
dress which takes your fancy, lie on that bed which is as soft as
-freshly made butter, and dream sweet dreams., But remember, if you don't
spin enough flax into yarn each day, you will have to remain in one of
the other rooms with only the cold floor or a hard chair to rest upon.”
The queen then showed her the, other three Tools, each filled full of the
finest flax, full from floor to ceiling. "Just spin this flax," said
the queen, "and when all is turned into yarn, you vill have my eldest
son, the prince, for a husband."
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The girl was frightened to death, for she couldn't have spun all
that flax into yarn if she had lived to be three hundred years old,
When she was left alone, §he: -began to cry, and she cried® for three days -
without lifting a finger, Each night she curled up on the floor or a
chair and tried to sleep. Each day when the queen came in, she became
more and more surprised to see that none of the flax had been spun. The
girl gave excuses which the queen accepted, until finally, her patience
wearing thin, she said: "If you don't start spinning by tomorrow, you
w111 be punished. " ‘ ' ' :

When the girl was alone again, she didn't know what to do. In her
distress she stood at the window, looking out, and she saw three women
coming down the road. The first had a broad, flat foot; the second had
a lower lip so big that it hung down over her chin; and the third had a
big, broad thumb. They stopped outside the window, looked up, and asked
her what the matter was. She told them about the trouble she was in,
and they offered tp help her. "We'll spin all your flax for you and
quickly too," they’'said, "if only you'll invite us to your wedding and
not be ashamed of us; introduce us as your cousins and let us sit at
your table,"” "With all my heart"the girl replied. "Come in. You can
start. work right away. : :

So she let the three peculiar. vomen in and made a space for them in
.the first rodm of flax. They started spinning. The first woman drew
the thread and moved the treadle with her foot; the second wet the
thread between her lips; the third twisted it and struck the table with
her thumb. Each time she hit the table, a piece of spun yarn fell to
the floor. The girl hid the three spinners from the queen and showed
her such a pile of yarn every morning she came in that she couldn't
praise her enough. At night the three odd women and the girl hurried to
the flxsa room, climbed up on the four poster and dreamed sweet dreams.
" Because the:queen was so pleased with the girl, she had her servants
bring the best food in the land for her supper each night, although she
'was surprised at how much the girl could eat and still stay so slim.
Meats, vegetables and fruit of all klnds arrived on silver platters,
The three women grew fat on all the goodies they ate, but especially so -
on the gooseberries which were their favorltes.

+ When the first room was empty of flax and spun into yarn, the three
women started on the second, and then on the third, until it too was
soon empty. :
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Then the women took their leave and said to the girl: "We've spun
all your flax for you, and quickly too. You have been kind to us. But
don't forget your promise to invite us to your wedding., It will bring
you more good fortune." And off they went.

When the queen saw the empty rooms and the enormous piles of yarn,
she arranged for the wedding. She ordered the royal tailors to make a
silver gown for the bride and a golden doublet for the groom. The royal
carpenters readied their tools to make|a beautiful throne for the new -
princess. The sounds of hammers and mallets could be heard throughout
the 1and. [

The pr1nce was delighted to be getting such a hard- worklng wife,
"I've three cousins," said the girl. "They've been very good to me and
it wouldn't be right to forget them now in my happiness. Would you let:
me invite them to the wedding and ask them to ¢it at my table?" The
queen,and brldegroom were delighted to agree, "If it makes you happy,
then ask "them to come,' they said.

The bride and groom drove to the wedding feast in a glass coach '
pulled by siy yhlte horses. Just as the wedding supper was about to
begin, the three 0old women dappeared. The girl said: "Welcome, dear
cousins.” "Good heavens,"” said the prince. "How did you ever come by
such peculiar looking cousins?" He went over to the one with the ‘broad,
flat foot, and asked: '"How did you get such a broad foot?" "By
trpading," she replied. "By treading." The prince went to the second
wqman who was by then slurping berries from a spoon and asked: "How did

. yo t that hanging 1ip?" "By 11ck1ng,'she replied. "By licking,"
And he asked the third: "How did you get that big, broad thumb?" "By
twisting thread,"” she answered. "By twisting thread." The prince was
horrified, "In that case,” he said, "my beautiful bride shall never
touch a spinning wheel again.” So from that moment on, there was never
any question of the lazy girl ever having to spin flax again.
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KING GRISLY BEARD
adapted from the‘original
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illustrations by D. Smith
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A great king had a daughter who was very beautiful but so proud and
haughty and conceited that none of the princes who came to ask for her
hand in marriage were good enough for her, and she only made fun of
them. ' : o ‘

At one time the king, her father, held a feast and invited all her
suiitors; they sat in a row according to their rank . . . kings and
princes, dukes and earls. Then the princess came 4nd passed by them
all, but she had something mean to say about every one. The first was
too-fat, "He's as round as-~a tub,” said she. The next was too tall,
"He's like a flag pole," she said. The next was too short. "What a
dumpling," she cired. The fourth was not straight enough, 'so she said
he was like a green/stick laid to dry over a baker's oven. She had some
joke to crack upon every one; but she laughed most of all at a good,
young king who was there. "Look at him,™ she, shouted, pointing her
. finger, "his beard is like an old mop. He shall be called Grisly~
- Beard." So that young king got the nickname of Grisly-Beard. '

But her father was very angry when he saw how his daughter behaved
and how she ill-treated all his guests, He vowed.that, willing or not,
she would have to marry the first beggar who came to the door.._

Two days, after there came by a musician who began to sing under the
window and t$ beg for money. When the old king heard him he said, "Let
him come in." So the servants brought in a dirty-lgoking fellow and’
when he had sung,before the king and ‘the princess, he begged for money,
Then the king said, "You have sung so well that F will give you my
daughter for your wife." The princess pleaded and prayed, but the king
reminded her, "I told you I would give you to the first beggar that came
along, and I will keep my word." Her tears were of no avail and she was
married to the beggar-musician. Then the king said, "Now! Get ready to
g0; you cannot stay here; you must travel on with your husband,"

—
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Then the beggar departed and took the prlncess with him, Soon they
came to a great forest. "Who owns this forest?" asked the princess.
"It belongs to King Grisly-Beard," answered the beggar, "and if you had
married him, it would have been yours." "Oh; what an unfortunate girl
that I am," sighed the princess, "would that I had married King Grisly-
Beard." Next they.came to some fine meadows. "Whose are these
beauti€ul, green meadows?" she asked. "They belong to King Grlsly—Beard'
and if. you had married him, they would all have been yours." "Oh, what
an unfortunate girl ‘that I am," she sighed, "would that I had married
Klng Grisly-Beard."

. -
, They came to a great city. "Whose is this noble city?" asked the
 princess. "It belongs to King Grisly-Beard,” answered ‘the beggar, "and
if you had married him, it would have been yours." "Oh, unfortunate
girl that I am," she sighed, "why did I not marry King Grisly-Beard?"
"That is no busines$ of mine," said ‘the beggar. 'Why would you wish for
another husband? Am I not good enough for you?" :
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At last they came to a small cottage. "What a terrible place;"
said the tired princess. "To whom does this dirty little house belong?"
The beggar answered: "This is my house and this'is where we are to
live. Now make the fire, put on some water to boil and cook my supper,
for I am very tired." But the princess knew nothlng of making fires or
cooking and the beggar was forced to help her. When they had eaten a
,very scanty meal, they went to bed. But the beggar woke her up very
early in the morning to clean the house. :

Thus they lived for two days and when they had eaten up all there
was in the cottage, the beggar said: "Wife, we cannot go on like this,
spending money and earning nothing. You must learn to ‘weave baskets."
So hg went out and cut willows and brought them back home and she began
to wéave. But it made her fingers very sore. "I see that this won't
work," said the beggar. "Try and spin. Perhaps you wan do that
better." So she sat down and tried to spln but the threads cut her
tender fingers. "See now," said her husband, "you are good for.nothing;
you can do no work. What a bargain I got when I married you. However
I'l1l try and set up a trade in pots and pans and you shall stand in the
market place and sell them." "Alas!" cried the princess, "When I stand
in-the market and any of my father s servants pass by and see me, they
will laugh at me."



But the beggar did not care and said that she had to work if she
didn't want to die of hunger. At first the sélling went well because
many’ people .seeing such a beautlful woeman, bought her pots. and pans.
The beggar-and the princess lived on thiss mqney as long as it lasted.
Then the-beggar bought a fresh lot of pots and  pans. The princess sat
herself down in a corner of the market,”waiting to sell. But a careless
soldier soon came by and rode his horse against her stall and. broke all
her goods into a thousand pieces. She began to weep and knew not what
to do. "Ah, what will become of me," she cried. "What.will my husband
say?" So she ran home .and told him all. "You silly girl," he scolded. -
"Why did you sit in a corner of the market where everyone passes?
Didn't you know that your pots and pans would be knocked over?" The .
beggar shook his flnger at her. "Let's have no more of this crying. I
"have been to the King's palace and asked if they need a kitchen mald
They have promised to take you and though the work w111 be hard, you :
will have plenty to eat." - :



219

Thus the princess became a kitchen maid. She hélped the cook do
all of the dirtiest work and she was allowed to carry home some of the
meat that was left over from the royal meals. On.this, she and her
-beggar 11ved : :

She had not been there very long before she-heard that the king was

. passing by, going to be married. She went to one of the kitchen windows

and looked out. Everythlng was ready. All the kings and queens from
nearby countries were there. "All the servants were dressed in the
finest clothes. All the horses had silver saddles ‘and all the streets
in the city were decorated

"Then she thought w1th an aching heart, of her owﬁfllfe and was
bitterly sorry for her foolish pride which had brought her .to this
. unfortynate state. When it was time for her to go hone, the cook gave
her a good deal of food which she put in her basket. Her beggar husband
would have a good supper that night. ' '

) All ‘of a sudden, as she was going out, if came the klng, dressed in
golden clothes. When he saw the beautiful g1r1 at the door, he took her -
by the hand and said she wouild be his partner at the danee. But the
princess trembled with fear for she saw that this king was King Grisly-
Beard., Now he was making fun of her! He kept fast hold of her hand and
brought her into the ballroom. In her struggle to get away, the “cover .
~ of her basket came off and the food fell all around the floor. Everyone
laughed and jeered at her and she was so ashamed that she wished herself
a thousand feet deep in the earth.
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The princess sprang for the door but on the steps King Grisly-Beard
overtook her and brought her back. "Do not be afraid," he said. ~"Do
you not recognise me as your beggar husband? Do you not recognise me as
the soldier who over-turned your pots and pans in the market square? I
did all of this to cure you of your pride and to punish you for the way
you used to treat others. Now you have learned your lesson and 1t is
time: for us to celebrate our marriage feast.

Then the servants came and brought her the most beautiful clothes
to wear. Her father and his whole court were there. already. Everyone.
congrgtulated her. Joy was in every face but none more, so than in the
face € the princess. From that day on she never had a mean or nasty
thlng "t'o say about anyone. @

The weddlng feast was grand and everyone was merry., I wi¥sh you and
I had been there.
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King Grisly Beard. o ~ Unfamiliar Story

Mother: You close the door now.

Karen (HPA): Okay.’

M:.

Thiw little red book here, this little book is the story the lady

gent that she wants us to read together and it's a~fairy tale. .
08D3 / C4D3] |

~

Ok! So it won't be really happy then. [C5D3]

No! It's not something that happened, really happened. A fairy

tale is make-believe. [C3D2 / C4D3 /C5D3] .
Like . . . like Jack in the Beanstalk? [A2bB2]

Right. [C2D2]

We saw that movie.in school and Mrs. says it's just-a fairy
tale. [C4D3 ./ CSD4) — Sty

'That's right, Well, this is a fairy tale too. It's by.a very.

famous writer calledbé————. [c2p2 / C3D3 / C5D3]

Mum, I;know another fairy tale likeum... Runose, runose doesn't
work that thing. [C4D3 / C5D3] »

What? I don't know that one. [AlB5] » r

They kept on crying on her legs. [C4D3]

" On whose legs? [A3B5]

Like . . . in the dream. [C5D3]

'Oh! Was thgtbdut of a book . . . out of a fairy tale book?"

[csD3] -

No. My dream last night. [€3D2 / C4D3]

Oh! But you didn't dream it 'causeIYOu saw a story about it or.
anything, did you? [A2bB4 ] '

. . No. I didn't see a story about it. [C3D2’/ CiD1]

Okay. Well, this is a féiry story called King Crisly Beard. Ever
heard of King Grisly Beard? [c8D3 / A2bB2] S

Nope. [C3D2]
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M: Nelther have I. I guess it'11l be new for both of us. [C4D3 /

ke ~Mum,.is-it_goloureduin the‘pictureszl [A2bB2] , ,‘h

M: I don't think so. Let me see. No! Just black and white pictures.
You let me know if you see anything you like in there. This was
written a long time ago by the brothers Grimm. [C3D3 / C4D3 / C2D2
/ C3D3 / C3D3 / CaD4] : , ,

- k: Before you were born? [A2bB2]

M: (Laughs). Yes.- Weil before I was born. Even before Grandma was
" born. [C2D2 /-C3D3 / C4D3] '

~K:* That's long ago. [C4D3]

Text: A great king had a daughter who was very beautiful but so

‘ proud and haughty and conceited that none of the princes who
came to ask for her hand in marriage were good enough for her,
-and she only made fun of them.

At one time ;the king, her father, held a. feast and
invited all her suitors; they sat in a row according to their
rank . . . kings and princes, dukes and earls.

M: Earls and dukes are like kings. See? There they all are lined up.
[C7aD3 / A2bB2 / C7bD3]

Text: Then the ﬁiincess came and passed-by them all, but she had
something mean to say about every one. The first was too fat.

"He's,as round as a tub," said she. The next was too tall.
; "H§}§/11ke a flag pole,"~she.sa1d The next was too short.
- "W a dumpling," she cried. The fourth was not straight

enough, so she said he was like a green stick laid to _dry over
a baker's oven. She had some joke to crack upon every Qne;
‘but she laughed most of all at a good, young king who was
_ there. "Look at him," she shouted, pointing her finger, "his
beard is like an old mop. He shall be called Grisly-Beard."
So that young king got the nlckname of Grisly-Beard.

But her‘father,was very angry when he saw how his
daughter behaved and how she ill-treated all his guests.

M:  That was pretty fude of her, wasn't ih? [A2bB4]
K: . Right. Why was she rude? [C2D2 / A3B5]

M:  'Cause she didn't like how’théy looked. We mustn'h make fun of the
. way people look, must we? [C4D4 / A2bB4] :
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No. [C2D2]. o

He vowed that, willlng or not, she would have’ to marry ‘the
first beggar who came to the ~door.

Two days after there came by a musician who began to 31ng

« under the window and to beg for money. When the old king

‘heard him he said, "Let him come .in." So the servants brought

~in a dirty-looking fellow and when he had sung before the king

‘and the princess, he begged for money. Then the king said,

"You have sung so'well that I will give you my daughter for

your wife." The princess pleaded and prayed, but the king

" reminded her, "I told you I would give you to the first beggar
. that came along, and I will keep my word."

Pleading is like . . . it's like when you nag mum to do things.
Like when you say "Can I? Can I? Can I?" when you really want
something. The princess pleaded you see. "Have I got to, have I
got to?" 'cause she didn't want to go with the beggar. [C7aD3 /

C4D5 / C3D4 / C4D5] / ; BN

Oh! -

Her tears were of no avail and she was married to the beggar-
musician.. Then the king said, "Now! Get ready to go; you
cannot stay here; you must‘travel on with your husband.”

Then the beggar departed and took :the princess with him.
Soon they came to a great forest. "Who owns this forest?" .
asked the princess. "It belongs to King Grisly-Beard,"
answered the beggar, "and if you had:-married him, it would
have been yours." "Oh, what an unfortunate‘glrl that I am,"
sighed the princess, "w0u1d that T had married King Grisly-
Beard." Next they came to some fine meadows. "Whose are these
beautiful, green meadows?" she asked. "They belong to King
Grlsly—Beard and if you had married him, they would all have
been yours. "Oh, what an unfortunate girl that I am," she
sighed, "would-that I had married King Grisly-Beard."

They .came to a great city. "Whose is this noble city?"
asked the princess. "It belongs to King Grisly-Beard,"
answered the beggar, "and if you had married him, it would
have been yours." "Oh, unfortunate girl that I am," she
sighed,* "why did I not marry King Grisly-Beard?" "That is no
business of mine," said the beggar. "Why would you wish for
another husband? Am I not good enough for you?"

And'there‘they are walking along. [C7bD3] o

She's .sad; [C7aD3]
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- Sad. You're right, [C1Dp1 / €2p2]

Real sad. 7[C5D3] j

Would you be sad? ‘[A2bB2]

I gﬁess so. [C4D3]

_ Why? [A3B5]

'Cause I don't want to marry a beggar. [C4D3]

Tou won't dailing. No beggars for you, I promise. .[C2D3 / C4D3]

At last they came to a small cottage. "What a terrible.
place," said the tiwed princess. "To whom does this dirty
little house belong?" The beggar answered: "This is my house
- and this is where we are to live. Now make the fire, put on.
some water to boil and cook my supper, for I am very tired,"
But the princess knew nothing of making fires or cooking and |
the beggar was forced to help her. When they had eaten a very
scanty meal, they went to bed. But the beggar woke her up

- very early in the morning to clean the house.

Thus they lived for two days and when they had eaten up
all there was. in the cottage, the beggar said: "Wife, we
cannot go on like this, spending money and earning nothing.
You must learn to weave baskets.,”- So he went .out and cut
willows and brought them back home and she began to weave.
But it-made her fingers very sore. "I see that this won't
work," said the beggar. ™Try and spin. Perhaps you can do
that better.” So she sat down and tried to spin but the
thfeads“cut her tender fingers. "See now," said her husband,

you are good for nothing; you can do no work. What a bargain
I got when I married you. However I'l1 try and set up a trade
" “in pots and pans and you shall stand in the market place and
sell them." "Alas!" cried the‘prlncess,"When I stand in the
market and any of my father S servants pass by and see me,
they will laugh at me." ‘ . o

What's servants? [A3B5]

People who work for yow and you don't pay.them much. [C4D3 /‘C5D3]

Like Barbara? [A2bB2] © o . ”Jg;

!

A bit, yeah.’ Barbara cieans our house but we pay her a lot so
she's not really a”servant. [C2D2 / C4D3 / CSDA]

Oh, -
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M: ‘ Do you think ;he‘king’s ser;ants will make fun of her™ [A2bB2] |
K No. [c302]
M: No? [A1BA]
;K:‘ Yeah, they will. Maybe. [C3D2 / C4D3]

M: It's possible. There she is, weaving a basket. [C4D3 / C7bD3]
K: What's weaving? [A3B5] y

@ : : : ’
 M: Twisting the sticks, well like sticks, in and out and over and back
like this. Seg? That's weaving. [C4D3 / C5D3 / A2bB2 / C4D3]

Text: But |the beggar did not care and said that she had to work
if she didn't want to die of hunger. At first. the selling
went welll because many people, seeing such a beautiful woman,
‘bought her pots and pans. The beggar and the princess lived
on this money as long as it lasted. Then the beggar bought a
fresh lot of pots and pans. The princess sat herself down in
a corner of the market, waiting to sell. But a careless
soldier soon came by and rode his horse against her stall and
broke all her goods into a thousand pieces, She began to weep
and knew not what to do. "Ah, what will become of me," she
cried. "What will my husband say?" So she ran home and told
him all. "You silly girl," he scolded. "Why did you sit in a
corner of ,the market where everyone passes? Didn't you know
that your pots and fans would be knocked over?”™ The beggar,
shook his finger at heélr. "Leét's have no more of this crying.
I have been to fhe Klng s palace and asked if they need a
kitchen maid. They have promised to take you and though the
work w111 be hard you will have plenty to eat.!

M: At least he gives her enough to eat. He's not nice, is he? [C7bD3
/ A2bB4] '

K:  No. ,He scoldéd h;r. I don't like scoldipgf [C2D2 / C7aD3'/.C4D3]
M:  Why not? [A3B5]

K: 'Cause it burns. [C4D3]

M:  Burns? [CID1] |

K:  Yeah, with.the water. [C2D2 / C4D3]

(O

Yo o ! :
M:  Oh, Karen, that's "scald" not "scold". Scolding is when someone
gets mad at you. You're right though, scalding does hurt. But he
didn't do that. That'd be too mean. He just got made at .her, mad
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a little bit like I do sometimes when you don't do what I want.’

[C4D3 / C5D3 / C2D3 / C3D3 / C5D3 / C5D4]

Oh, Not scald, just scold. [C1DI1]
‘ O ‘
Yeah. Let's see what happens next. [C2D2 / C8P3]

Thus the princess became a kitchen maid. She helped the
cook do all of the dirtiest work and she was allowed to carry
home some of the meat that was left over from the royal meals.
On this, she and her beggar llved

She had not been there very long before she heard that
the king was passing by, going to be married. She went to one
of the kitchen windows and looked out. Everything was ready.
All the kings and queens from nearby countries were there.
All the servants were dressed in the finest clothes. All the
horses had silver saddles and\all the streets in the city were

~decorated. '

Then she thought, with an aching heart, of her own life
and was bitterly sorry for her foolish pride which had brought
her to this unfortunate state. When it was time for her to go
home, the cook gave her a good deal of food which she put in
her basket Her beggar husband would have a good supper that
night.

All of a sudden, as she was going out, in came the king,
‘dressed in golden clothes, When he saw the beautiful girl at
the door, he took her by the hand and said she would be his
partner at the dance. But the princess trembled with fear for
she. saw that this king was King Grisly-Beard. Now he was
making fun of her! He kept fast hold of her hand and brought
her into the ballroom. In her struggle to get away, the cover

- of her basket came off and the food fell all around the floor.
Everyone laughed and jeered at her and she was so ashamedthat
she wished herself a thousand feet deep in the earth.

They' reza%} looklng at her, she is so embarrassed. Do "you know
what jeer Is? -{C7bD3 / C4D3 / A2bB2]

No. [C3D2]

Making fun of her. They 'laughed and jéefed at her.'" Now it's her
turn to feel bad. [C4D3 / C8D3 / C5D3]

She was, bad before. [C4D3]

Right. Remember when‘you've been mean to David and then hevgets
mean at you? Well, that's what's happened to her. [C2D2 / A2bB2./
C4D3] .

H
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Text: The princess sprang for the door but on the steps King
Grisly-Beard overtook her and brought her back. "Do not be
afraid," he’ said. "Do you not recognise me as your beggar
husband? Do you not recognise me as the soldier who over-
turned your pots and pans in the market square? I did all of
this to cure you of your pride and to punish you for the way
you used to treat others. Now you have learned your lesson
and it is time for us to celebrate our marriage feast." ‘

M: What do you think of that? That was really him. .. King Grisly
Beard all the time. Her husband, the beggar, was King Grisly
Beard. He tricked her. [A3B5 / C4D3 / C4D3. /- C5D3]

K:  ‘(Laughs).

M: He just pretended to be a beggar and he's the one who even knocked
over her pots and pans. [C5D3 / C5D3] -

Text: Then -the servants came and brought her the most beautiful
clothes to wear: Her father and his whole court were there
already. Everyone congratulated her. Joy was in every face
but none more so than in the face of the princess. From that
day on she never had a mean or nasty thing to say about
anyone.

The wedding feast was grand and everyone was merry., I
~ wish you and I had been there.

K: That's King Grisly Beard? [C7bD3]

M: Yeah. That's him."Why do you think that's him? IC2D2 / C4D3 /
A3B5]

K: . 'Cause he has a beard. [C4D3]
M:  Um-um. And what else makés him look like a king? [C2D2 / A3B5]
K: A crown and a royal cape. [C4D3]

M: And there's the feast on the table. Looks like a real party. -
[C7bD3 / C4D3] '
K: Yeah. There's the prince . .. the'King Grisly Beard. And that
" must be the Queen. [C2D2 / C7bD3 / C7bD3] o

M: Must be. But it said . .. I think that there were other royal
guests there so I' think other kings and queens from neighbouring
places came to the wedding.  [C2D2 / C4D3 / C5D4)

K:  Then it could be them. [C4D3]
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Right. Did you like the story? [C2D2 / A2bB2]

Yeah. It was sad for a while but then it got happy. [C2D2 / C4D3

./ C5D3]

Right. [C2D2]
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Make Way For the Highway : . Familiar Story
Mother: Okay! You want to read this instead of the Velveteen Rabbit?
~John (LPA): Yeahf i o
M: You're sure now;lj \

J:  Yeah.

M: 0kay.~ Make way for the highway. We've read this a 1000 times, I'm
sure. Haven't we? Are you ready to listen now?

J: Yes. /

Text: A new highway was being built. People and machines
worked day after day and week after week.

' Rocks and trees had to be pushed aside. Hills had to be
cut through. The new highway would go the shortest, quickest
way. : ‘ :

First came the bulldozer. Mike ran the bulldozer.
M: Look at the bulldozer.
Text: - M"Anything that can be pushed," said Mike!proudly, "we
will push,” A
He steered the bulldozer toward a big rock and began to
push the rock slowly aside.
J: And it landed on the foxes.
M: On the foxes, yeah!

Text: Under the rock lived a mother fox and her four babies.
When the rock began to move, they got scared.

The mother fox and her babies dashed off toward the
woods.- o
W

. el :
Next Mike turned his bulldozer toward” a clump of bushes.
"{child echoes several of the words].

A cottontail rabbit who had his hpﬁe in those bushes
shook with fear when he saw the great machine coming.

Away dashed the rabbit as fast as he could. -

J: ~ "As fast as he coﬁld," yeah!
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Text: Mike steered the bulldozer toward a tall elm tree. The
tree had been there for a hundred years. But now it had to
go. [child echoes]

Away flew a pair of robins whose nest was in the tree.

"Sorry," called Mike, "but the highway must go through!"
[child echoes]

M: Don't do that, John. I can’t read when you do that.{
J:  What?
M: Say the words with me. Listen now. )

Text: | Behind Mike's bulldogg

dirt. . R

@W”ran the crane. "Anything that
Bpill lift.”

came a back hoe to scoop up the

i
Then came a crane. §

can be lifted," said Ton&}‘y
7 .

M: See? . No matter what happens;‘the' 1ghway has to gc'through.

J:  Yeah! That's right, mister.

Text: : Tony pulled a lever.” Down swung the two big steel jaws.
Slowly the crane lifted rocks and dirt into the air. Tony
swung the crane over and carefully set the rocks and dirt i
the dump truck. : '

J:  Crash! All the dirt falls out.

M: We've read this book so much, it's all ripped here.

Text: Pedro drove the dump truck. He was a good driver.
"Anything that can be dumped," said Pedro, “we will dump.”

_ He backed the load of dirt and rocks up to the edge of a
steep bank. Then he tilted the back of the truck.

Crash! Bang! went the rocks as they filled up the
hollow. : ;

M: That's like Uncle Michael's truck, isn't it?
J: His is green.
M: Right! And this one is red.

-



‘Text:

k M:

J:

Text:

J:

“

M:

Text:

M:

Isn' t'that something. eh?

She'doesn't.ﬁant them in the way of the bulldozerﬁ
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After the rocks and dirt were cleared away other machlnes .
came in. .

There was a grader. It smoothed out the‘road.
There was a roller. It pressed -down the earth.

There were trucks that poured crushed stone on the

. roadway. :

There were spreaders that spread on the concrete top.

Mnke and Tony kept far ‘ahead” of the other 'machines.
"They do the easy work," said Mlke to Tony. "We break greund.
We're the earth movers. e :

A1l at once,Mike stopped his bulldozer. Right in the
path of the highway stood a little old house. Tall tree: grew .
around. it Yellow'roses climbed over the front door.

"I guess we'll have to take that house down," said Mike.
Mike's bulldozer could knock a house down in half an hour.

It‘just pushes it over. Not oun house, though

2 Just then a 11tt1e old lady stepped out of the house.
- She shook herapron at some ch1ckéns near the door. "Shoo!"
she said. : a o

Then she saw the blg machlnes. She shook her: apron at
them, "Shoo!" she said, as though they were chlckens, too.

How come she says shoo" to the chlckens?"

P

Mike climbed down from his bulldozer. | Ly

- "I'm sorry, ma am," ‘he said pollte;),v"but we have to. '
take this house’ down."

"No, 'you'don't," said the 11tt e old lady.

|
"The new hlghway goes’ rlght through here, sgﬁﬁ Mike.

E

“"No, it doesn t,' said the 11tt1e old lady.

Silly, eh?
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J: It goes around her house.
n ’/
M: Right. But that happens later, eh?
.11’1

J; Yeah.
Text: ’ © "You'll be paid for your land,” said Mike. | .

""Money isn't everything," said the little old lady.
Mike scratched his head. "I'11 have to talk to\the Blg
Boss," he said. He climbed into his bulldozer and drove away. ,

Next day the Big Boss came to the little o01d house. "I'm.,
sorry, ma'am," he said. "This‘house'must come down."

"Young man," said the little old lady, "I've lived in

thfs house for seventy years I watched these trees grow. I
planted that rose bush. I'm not leaving."

"But the hlghway must go through," said the Big Boss.
"People want the shortest, qu1ckest way these days."

"What s their hurry?" asked the 11ttle old lady
The Blg Boss shook his head. He dldn t know

The little 0ld lady looked at her rose bush. Then she
turned .to Mike." "Does your mother grow roses’" she asked.

V"Red roses’ grow all over her cottage,”" Mike replied.
"You can smell them as you come down the ‘road.” [child
echoes] : ‘

"Does your mother grow roses?" she asked Tony.
o

"You never saw prettler ones!" said Tony proudly.

"The sveetest roses in the vorld are in Puerto Rlco,'
sald Pedro. "They grov in my mother's garden."

"You. see," said the little old lady to the Blg Boss,
"those machlnes can tear things down, but they can't grow
roses-like mine.”" [child echoes]

‘"I'11 have to talk to the Blgger Boss," said the Big
Boss, and he drove off.

¢

YM: John, don't talk‘behind me,‘Okay?

J: - Okay.=
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Text:

: © That's right. §

R

Mike and'Tonyland Pedro looked at the little old house.

234

"You know," said Mike slowly,bfthe road could run a‘

little to the right."
.- . g

‘Pedro.

 Tony nodded. "There'll be a moon tonight," he said.
could work late." - ' .
machines,

That's. pushing and that's pushing and that one's pushing.
C p 8 P g pusiing

-And where's the little old house with the roses?

There! .

Oh, there it is. Yeah.
And the next day.—-

. o ,
How do you know it's the next day?

 Because 'next day the Big Boss comes.'

i
i

| - %

"People driving by would like to see the roses," said
"We

And they’did. They worked all night in their big

The new road ran well to the rigﬁt of the llttle old

house.

"What's all thgyfuss about?" shouted the Blgger Boss.

turned his car around .and drove away.

.

He

Mike and Pedrv and. Tony grlnned and . winked at one

another. , : ) Rt

‘Boss.~

uae”#

Next gornlng, back -camesthc 31z Boss with the Bigger

He e's the house,” sa‘d tie 5ig Boss. "It's right in .

the path of the new h:axway——

- Then he stopped [child echoes]

I

N . ..\k R

.. There ahead lay the new hlghwav Theﬁland had been
cleared. The roadbed had been* dug,\'ﬁgggdirt had been-

smoothed.
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‘J: I can read that part.

"

M; Okay! You do it for me.

M:  You've forgotten?

J: Yeah.

SR I
M: Well, tell mé'whaﬁ.happ;gf
J: 1 fbrget.
M:  Okay. =
Tegt: | Now when you drive along:the new highway you can see ;

little old house where the road swlngs to the right. Tall
trees grow around it.

M B Look at the b1g trees, eh? Boy! They're bigger than Auntie
e Jessie's. ! ' . c

Eﬁ%xt. A little old lady sits in front. Over the doorway grow
{.»  Dbeautiful yellow roses. .

QOh,uiook at the roses!" people cry as they drivé‘by.
They siow up a.little to look. . L )

[

"Hum,'savs the little old lady to her cat, ‘theyrre not
in such a hurry, after all." ‘ oo

- M: " So what did'you get,ﬁrom that? Thelstory?
— o ‘ : ’ %
g The old ladv saved her house. =

M:  Right. dkay.\_?hat's it for now.
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The Paper”Bag Princess Familiar Story
Father: What kind of animal is that, Eileen? On the front of the
- cover? ‘
Elleen (HPA): A'dragoh. , . S
‘\.\

F: And what is that? Is that a creature, a monster on&hhe picture
' beside the dragon? 3 : - '
E: Am  , a what?

F: A monster liké.Joéy‘wés.at Halloweén. What is that thing there?
What is that? . : . '

E:‘ A princess.

F: A princess? And what-—what do they call her in ‘the book?

3
E: The paper bag princess. 'jc R
F: Right. You know thislgoqk‘ééq;EQell, don'f y;ué | ’
'Eif ‘Yeahl Most'of'it. iﬁjy : o S "V
F:" Here we 8O- Are we ready?i' : S \
E: Yeah. ' Re?dy; ready. o - | égﬁ | ‘F
Text: - Elizabeth was.a/beahtiful prinéés;. She livéh in ;?

castle and had expensive princess =lnthes. She -was going to
marry a prince named Ronald.

"~ F:  Your mommy ‘married a prince called Ronald, q;dn't she?‘
R You're not a_ﬁrincé. L | 4 : | o !
_F: Oh; I;m a prinﬁe, aren;t Ié I'm not a prince named Rohéid?
E: . No! You; name's Ron:but xoﬁ'ré not a prinﬁe!

" E: You go ask mbmmy if she married a prince. Righi now. Go ask her
~if she married a prince. Say "Did you marry a prince?"

E: (laughs and_1aughs)
Text: | ‘ Unfortunately, a dragon smashed her castle, burned all

"her clothes with his fiery breath, and carrled off Prince
Ronald :
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F: She's not wearing any clothes. Like you after youtr bath. What
happened to them, Eileen? : ! ST

(E: 1The‘dragon burned them.

F: Such‘a nite dragon,'eh?

E: No! He's mean, d?d. Real mean.

F: Righf! And where's theldraéon’taking Ronald?
E: To ;he big‘castlef

F: To the castle.

Text: Eiizabeth decided to chaée the'dragbn and get Ronald
back. ‘ ' ‘ ‘

¥

She looked everywhere for éomething to wear but ;he only
thing she could find that was not burnt was a. paper bag. So
- she put on the paper .bag and followed the dragon. '

: He was easy to follow because he left a trail of burnt
forests and horses' bones. : ‘

Finally, Elizabeth came to a cave with-a large door that
had a huge knocker on it. : '

She took hold ofvihe knocker and banged on the door.

‘Thé dragon stuck his nose out of the door and said,

"well, a prin;ess! 1 love to-eat princesses, but I have’

~already eaten a whole castle today. I am a very busy dragon.
. . . (pauses) : :

" when "he

E:  "Come back . tomorrow" and' she nearly "got her nose caught
‘slammed the door.” ' ' o

Text:' + [Come back tqmorrovf' He slamméd‘the door so fast that
Flizabeth almost got her nose caught.] (text not read)

o X

F: Right!. Here's mom. . Ask her what 1 said.
E: Mommy, did you magry“a prince called Ronald?

Mother: I\married‘a king called Ronald.

"F: See, I told you! (éli three laugh and laugh) So Elizabeth had the
door slamme&*on her. And . . . o

E:  She "almost got her nose -caught.”
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u : 0N

R:  Right. |

Text: , Ellzabeth grabbed the knocker and banged on ‘the door
agalg‘ . [

The dragon stuck his nose out of the door and said, "Go
away. I love to eat princesses, but I have already eaten a
.whole castle today. I am a very busy dragon.. Come back.
.tomortow," : '

l E: 1 know. I know. I'll do it. "wait! Are you the smartest and
f1ercetest dragon in the world" she said. "Yeah" said the dragon.
He sa1d , R S

« ¢
Text: ["Wait," shouted Elizabeth, "Is it true that you are the
smartest and fiercest dragonlln the whole vorld7"

"Yes, "

said theldragon.]° (text not read)
F:  Way to go. Right. Fiefcetest, That's a new word.

E:  What Qérd?‘

F:  Fiercetest. You mean "fiercest,” ‘don't you?

E: I guess. Where's it? There? -

F: ‘No! .Tﬁaﬁ's "smartest," See? " This oﬁq is "fie;cést."
E:*. Oh!

F: Elizabeth is a ‘pretty smart glrl 'cause she tired the dragon all
out, didn't she? . e : '

<

E: Yeah! There's the castle! |
- F:  Um-um. FElizabeth must be very smart.
E: Likeime. Smart lige a whip, right?
F: ‘ Right. .
E:  And there's ;he king.\ Not you, Dad. .aughs)

Q - Text:. . "Is it true,” said Elizabetr, nat you can burp up'teq

forests with your fiery breath?"

"Oh, yés, said the dragon, -and he took a huge, deep
breath and breathed out so much fire that he burnt up fifry
forests. .

ks
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E: "Fantastic." "Magnificent.”

Text: "Fantastic," said Elizabeth, and the dragon took another
huge breath and breathed out so much fire that he burnt up one
hundred forests. -

"Magnificent," said Elizabeth, -and the dragon took
another huge breath, but this time nothing came out. )

‘The dragon didn't even have enough fire 1eft o . s

(pauses) .
E:i "To cook a meat ball." K 7 : .
Texg: C [to.cook a meat ball.] (text not read)
Text: . ¢ Elizabeth said, Dragon, is it true that you can fly

around the world in just ten seconds?”

"Why, yes,' sald the dragon and jumped up and flew all
the way around the world in just ten seconds.

He was very tired’when he gdt back, but . . . (pauses)

E:  She shouted "Do it again."” | "Fan -tas-tic.”
g . | ‘
Text: [Ellzabeth shou;ed, 'Fantastlc, do it again!"] (text not

read) .

“F: Ten seconds! That's fast. Know .what's a second?

8

Er On your watch?

F:  Yeah. Look. See when that hand moves, it's .a second, see?

E:  Oh! |

Text: L So the dragon jumped'up and flew around the whole world
in just twenty seconds. :

[] . (\ )

Wnen he got baczk he was too tired to talk and he lay down

and went . . . (pauses) : :

E: "Stﬁaight to sleep.” ‘ g@,’

. Text: - [straight to sleep.]‘ (textbnot read)

F: Snore, snore.
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Text: - Elizabeth whispered very softly, "Hey, dragon." The
dragon didn't move at all,

1

"~ She lifted up the dragon's ear and put her head rlght
1n31de. She shouted’as loud as“she could, "Hey, dragon!"

E: And he didn't move.

F: Right.

P
&

|
‘Text: ~ The dfagon was so tired he didn't evea\g}ve.

Elizabeth walked right over the dragon and opeqed the
door to the cave. -

There was Prince Ronald.

’

He looked at her and said, . . . (pauses)

E: You're a mess. You stink and you can only come back when you‘re
_pretty.

F:  Something like that., Yeah!

Text: - ["Elizabeth, you are a mess!].  (text not read)

Text: © - You smell like ashes, your hair is all tangled and you
are wearing a dirty old paper bag. Come back when you are /

dressed like a real pr@ncess."

"Ronald," said Elizabeth, "your clothes are really pretty
and your hair is very neat. You look like a real prinfe, but
. . (pguses) (miscue on "prince") -

"E:” You are a bum.
Text: - " [you are a bum."] (text not read)

“E: You . . . a princess?

l

F: A real prince. That's right. You caught me, you caught me. I

’ made a mistake and you caught me. But "you are a bum." Am I a
bum7 ~ :

E: Yeah! (laughs)

F: “What? Am I?

E: Yeah ., . . no!

Text: They didn't get married after all.
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Why didn'; they get married;‘Eileen?

'"Cause he's . . . he . . . the prince wasva’bum.

What was his name?

Ronald. Like you, dad. But you're-not a prince! (laughs)
And what animal bugged Elizébéth and Ronaid?'

Bugged? 1 N .
Yeah? "Bugged" like Joey does to you. Bothered.

A dragon.v He's a mean one 'cause he bo— bugged them.

Was she a real princess?

No.

Why not?

'Cause she was all a mess.

But are you still Eileen when you're a mess with muddy clothes on |
and junk all over your face?

I never!

Did too! Remember when we were camping? You were a mess then.
Were you still the same kid as now. .. you're clean?

Yeah!
Well, was Elizabeth a real princess?
Yeah . . . no. Maybe.

Okay (laughs). Maybe.
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The Three Spinners ‘ ' ' Unfamiliar Story

Father: Oh a nice orange book. You're lucky. This is a fairy tale.

Shawn (LPA): What's a fairy tale? . )

F:

Text:

F:

Text:

I3

/

I don't know. Oh! ‘A fairy tale? Like it didn't happen ever you
know. Pull your chair up close so you can see. Okay? Ready? It

.doesn't have many pictures so you'll have to be patient,

Show,

We'll see them when we get to them. Listen now. It might be a

.good story. Oh! It starts the way you like them to start.

Once upon a time there 'was a lazy girl who didn't want to
spin, and nothing her mother could say did a bit of good. In
the end, the mother became so angry, so. impatient with her,
that the daughter began to cry.

At that very moment the noise of & vehicle could be
heard, rumbling along the road. The queen happened to be
riding past. When she heard the girl's cries, she stopped her
carriage, went into the house, and asked the mother why her
daughter was weeping so loudly that her sobs dBuld be heard
out on the ‘road. The woman was too ashamed to say'that her
daughter- was lazy, so she said: "I can' L\make ‘her stop
'splnnlng, all she wants to do is spin and spin, bit I am poor
and I can't afford all that flax.

That's stuff you spin. 'Sit quietly now.

The queen replied: "There's nothing I like more than the
sound of spinning, and I'm never happier than when I hear the.
- wheels whir., Let me take your daughter home with me to my-
palace. I've got plenty of flax, and I'l1 let her spin to her
heart's content." The mother was delighted. So the girl ran
to get her Jacket and clogs and the queen took her away with
her.,

When they got to the castle, the queen took her upstairs
and showed her four rooms. The first was filled with the most
beautiful furniture and the finest clothing the lazy girl had
ever seen, "Each dav when you have finished spinning,” said
the queen, come to this room, choose any dress which takes

~vour tancy, lie'on that bed which is as soft as freshly made
butter, and dream sweet dreams. But remember, if you don't.
spin enough flax into yarn each day, you will have to remain
in one of the other rooms with only the.cold floor or a hard
chair to rest upon." The queen then showed her the other
three rooms, each filled full of the finest flax, full from
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floor {o ceiling. "Just spin this flax," said the queen, "and
when all is turned into yard, you will have my eldest son, the
prince, for a husband.”,

The girl was frightened to death, for she couldn't have
spun all that flax into yarn if she had lived to be three
hundred years old. When she was left alone, she began to cry,

** .. and she cried for three days without lifting a finger. Each

: ’ night she curled up on the floor or a «hair and tried to

- sleep. Each day when the -queen came in, she became more.and
more surprised to see that none of the flax had been spun.

" The girl gave excuses which the queen accepted, until finally,
her patience wearing thin, she said: "If you don't start
spinning by tomorrow, you will be punished.”"

*When the girl was alone again, she didn't know what to
do. 1In her distress she stood at the window, " looking out, and
she saw three women coming down the road. The first had a
broad, flat foot; :

F: - Oh, that's her there. . *
Text: the second had 2 lower lip so big that it huny, ...wn over her
chin; ‘

F: That's funny, eh?

Text: . andlghe third had a big, bfoad thumb,

F: Bigger.tﬂan mine, I'm sure.

S:v Than mine? |

F: Oh sure. Look! Mine.is biggér‘than yours, see?

" Text: They stopped outside the window, looked up, .and asked her what
the matter was. She t~1d them about the trouble she was in,
2%c they offered to help her. ™We'll spin all your flax for
you and quickly too," they said, "if only you'll invite us to

- your wedding and not be ashamed of us; introduce us as your
cousins and let us sit at your table." "With all my heart,"”
the girl replied. "Come in. You can start work right away."

F:  That's the one with the lip there. No! Don't do that with your
face. 4

Text: - So she let the three peculiar women in and made a space

for them in the first room of flax. They started spinning.

The first woman drew the thread and moved the treadle with.her

foot; the second wet the thread between her lips; the third

twisted it and struck the table with her thumb. Each time she
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hit the table, a piece of spun yarn fell to the fioor;

The girl hid the three spinners from thi# queen and showed
her such a pile of yarn every morning she came in that she
couldn't praise her enough, At night the three odd women and
the girl hurried to the first room, climbed up on the four
poster and dreamed sweet dreams.

What? - \ ‘ o

A "four poster" is a bed.
A bed' v v : g b

Because the queen was so pleased with the girl, she had her
servants bring the best food in the tand for her supper each
night, although she was surpriséd at how much the girl could
eat and still stay so slim. Meats, vegetables and fruit of
all kinds arrived on silver platters. The three women grew
fat on all the goodies they ate, but especially so on the
gooseberries which were their favorites. T e

What's "gooseberries"?

Fruit that vou eat.

Oh fruit.

When the first réom was empty of flax a@d‘spuﬁ into;ya
the three women started on the second, and then off the thi
until it too was soon empty. " B R

Then the womer took their leave and.said;ﬁp the“éifl

Ah! There's the thumb. %igger than yours, Dad? w#.l i

Big anyway. - oo

"We've spun all your flax for you, and quickly t
been kind to us. But don't forget your promise
to your wedding. : ;

It's big, eh Dad? | : '
Yeah; it is.

" It will bring you more good fortune." And off t}
' ' k

When the queen saw the empty rooms and theje

of yarn, she arranged for the wedding. She orget

&

tailofs to make a silver gown for the brid%
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doublet for the groom. The royal carpenters readied their
tools to make a beautiful throne for the new princess. The
sounds of hammers ahd mallets could be heard throughout the
land.

Yhe prince was delighted to be getting such a hard-
working wife, "I've three cousins,” said the girl. "They've
been very good to me and it wouldn't be right to forget them
now in my happiness. Would you let me invite them to the
wedding and ask them to sit at my table?" The queen and
bridegroom were delighted to agree. "If it makes you happy,
then ask them to come," they said. ’

The bride and groom drove to the wedding feast in a glass
coach pulled by six white horses. Just as the wedding supper
was about to begin, the: three-old women appeared. (miscue on
"Odd")

"0dd" or "old"?

0dd. The "odd women" because one had a big foot, one had a bit lip
and one had a thumb. That's odd,.isn't it? To have what they
have? That's why they say odd.

The girl said: "Welcome, dear cousins."

"Good heavens," said the prince. "How did you evér come

by such peculiar looking cou;%ns?;( -
v ‘ : i

He went over to the one with the broad, flat foot, and
asked: "How did you get such a broad foot?" "By treading,"
she replied. "By treading." The prince went to the second
woman who was by then slurping berties from a spoon and asked:
"How did you get that hanging 1ip?" "By licking," she
replied. "By licking.” And he asked the third: "How did_ you
get that big, broad thumb?" "By twisting thread," she
answered. "By twisting thread." \

The prince was horrified. "In that case," he said, "my
beautiful bride shall never touch a spinning wheel again."

So from that moment on, there was never any question of
the lazy girl ever having to spin flax again.
: ( _

Why? Why did she never have to spin flax again?
'Cause it's all gone. - v ;
No. Because the prince didn't want her looking like those, did he?

He thought if she spun a lot of flax, she'd end up with a big
thumb, a big 1ip, and a big foot. He was afraid and he didn't want

g

v



