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) developmental trends in‘the pattern of responss.

ABSTRACT

L} e

The purposes_and objectives of this study were as follows:

. . : : ) . : 1
(1) to describe in detail the responsed of superior and average students

]

.
B

in grades eight., ten, and twelve to akselected shqrt'story-ehd a

\

/
the extent to which relationships among the var ablesof response

. .

percentages, sex and ability (as designated by the subJects teachers)

Y

were apparenty (4) to determine the extent toiwhich responses to the

o

seléctedfshort story differed from those-tévthe selected poem;’(S)'to
elicit the prefz:red (or expected) patterns of response when students

at all three grade levels encountered short stories and poems in-a

1

school setting, and literature in general in an out-of-school setting4

-

and (6) to select for qualitative analysis a‘set’of representative

e
‘protocols, or response statements, which could be taken to exempli y

4

- The subJects were 120 teache =a6minated students, evenly

div1ded‘Py sex and abilityg;pross the three grade levels, from fougﬁ

secondary schools in Towﬁ&Viile, Queensland Australia. Thi(selected

.'story was "The Use of Force" hx\?illiam Carlos Williams, and the

selected poem was '"Corner" by Rai\h~Pbmeroy Both the sampled population

and the s&lected literature,catered to the study 'S strong subsidiary

-

interest in makingvcrdss—cultural comparisons in the patterns of response.

After reading the short story and the poem in.cIass the

subjects wrote delayed, free response papers on each piece of literature.
y \ ~ ‘ Av

N -
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& significant in two response‘categories. For the story and poem combin- = Y

|
1
i
|
i
|

Each response statement in these 240 papers was then coded into one of

o

five categories (Engagem&ltl Perception, Intetpretatign, Eval

or Miscellaneous) and)one of twenty-four subcafegories accory

the system developed by'Purﬁes in his Elements of Writing About a

Literary Wbrk. Analysi f |vdriance with repe‘ measures was used to

determine the significance |

category mean percentageS'df~response across grade levels, for the

story and poem combined fon the story and, poem taken separately, for

the story as compared with the poem, and for the students distinguished )
by sex and ability. Additionally, the students completed a Response

n
Preference Questionnaire which allowed for rank  order of preferred and

'fejected'subcategOries fb§>the-school-based study of short stories and . .

, ) .
poems, and for literature in general encountered in an informal settin%L ~

Differences in the grade-level responses were,consistently

ed, Q%d for the story and poem taken separately,,there were sign1ficant
decreases in Engagement responses between grades eight-and twelve, and

grades ten and twelve. This movement was”paralleled by significant;:”“

increases in Interpretation responses between grades eight and gen, anduj}
between érades eight and dwelve. When responses to the story and the. _ -
poem'were directly comparLd, differenees were found only at the finer
levels of two subtategories. The peem prqmpted less retelling than the
story, and presented comprehension problems with tne language ot poetic
narrative. |

Differences in response~tb either the short story or the poem

by sex were virtually non-existent. On the other hand, the superior

students overall responded with significantly less Engagement and



sigpificé%tl‘ore ‘Evéluation than average st
\£rone to‘respond with more perceptional and i
for the.poem as oppoﬁedutq;the éhort s;ory.
.Distinct pgtterns;bf expectafiop ar
<;\graée'lgiéls éﬁd genres when shégt’stories-ar
in a sc%éol.segting,. For short stories, stud
teﬁ‘eXpected to focus on matters of content 3

3

¢ i . ‘
grade-ten and grade-twelve students consister
. h Ny

. | ' ‘
deVices and language as the most important ag

'i&’ . ) -

»

o

udents. fhey were also
nterpretivg statements
d rejéction emerged across
d poems were encounteTed
lents at grades eight and
nd strycture, while the

tly ranked literary

pects in the study of

poems. When any form of literature was encountered in an informal

‘ context, all students tended to attach greate

perspﬁal involvement. ‘In the'§ptha1 protocol

r importance to mattjgs of

s, students generall

wrote only for the feacher as informed critic.

The 4uali;ativé arialysis unearthea1develop§éntally instructive

- distinctions in the Engagement and Iﬁterpreta

a
writing could be distinguished by grade and- 4

“\

tion modes.  Student

bility levels 6nvcontinua

of egocentrism-detachment, dogmatism—tentatiy
inadequacy-interpretive substance. However,
-of Evaluétion called into question Purves' é£

'were non-taxonomic..

eness, and interpretive
the superordinate nature

aim that his categories

‘ . 4 ]
Finally, the response patterns of a

X !
students placed them closer to American stude
. ' . ' [ . i

l !
° New Zealand students, although the\study,isdl

in the ‘task-settings of prior studies whicﬁgm
. . :
i

]
\ ' ‘ |

- !

o ences in the pattern of response,

4
X

Cvi

sample of Australian
nts than either English or
ated. important differences

ay have produced differ-




S ARIRTIN S  ANR I v B -t

< e e Ta e TR L ]
Y : .

’

ACkNOWLEDGEMENTS

P - ,

S
|
"

T S T,

I would like to thank, firSt of ally Dr.»R Glenn Martin,

supervisor and galvanizer, whose friendship and encouragement has

e

extended across ‘a decade and (1atterly)ntwo continents E .

Gratitude 1is also expressed to" the following, who contributed

L~

A

in particular ways to the_study:

'br. John Oster, Dr. Pat McFetridge, Dr. Bob Jackson} and
Dr. Dgge Wilkie who served as.eommittee members, and offered valuable

;?t}.advice and criticism on the early draft of the report. y
¥ .

.
.

through the computer} - ~ . \

Ms. Pam Gilbett;who acted as check-coder.
The students, teachers, and administrators in Townsville,
VAnstralia and Edmonton,\Canada whose classrooms I disturbed.
* The Killam Scholarship Committee, the Department of

“ // Secondary Education, and James Cook University  of North Queensland

for financial support. .

My wife Ji}i~whose enduring patience and support, combined

with professional typing skills, have sustained me through mere than

one difficult Yyear.

vii



‘b . | ‘ ) o .‘&;S .

;TABLE OF - CONTENTS

Cﬁapter - >
I.. INTRODUCTION . . . . . . ..
Toward a ResponserCentred‘Cerficulum e e e e s
Problems ef‘Defining Response
Statement of the Probiem e e e e

- Summary

II, REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH . . . . « & &« o 2 « o - &
The Writings of Literary Scholars . « ... . . ...
Content Analyses of Response tO'Literature .

Responses of Students of Different Ages and,
-Ability Levels . . . .« . o % o 4.

Studies Employing’Different Types of Stories
or Poems . . . . . . e e e .

‘ Effect,Q£LContext on'Response B
y

Summar

III. - DESIGN OF THE STUDY ; e e e e e e e s e
Hypotheses and Testing.Procedhres e e e e
The Response Preference Que$tionnaire .
Qualitative Analysis of Protocols

- The Selection of the Short Story and the Poem
The Selection of the Semple e e e 6 e e e e e e

Collection of, Data f e e e e e e e e e e e e

@

viii

R e LT sotnmp ey s 4

APV L

Page -

17
21

92

22

35

68

85

91

93

95
96

98

T 99

102

105

109

w!.«'\'"--w W b




B i Fil oo adeaute AF e oo ool ol SATE L e A A S
.

M

3]

N
Chapter Page
Coding the Responses".‘. e e e e e e e 113
Teacher Questionnaire . C e Do, :r. e 124
SUMMATY « « « ¢ o« & o ¢ o ¢ & & 4 o s e .. 125
. DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS: QUANTI;I"ATIVE AND COMPARATIVE ,
ISSUES v & ¢ ¢ « o o o o s o o a'a o s o o o o o - 127
) frequency of }esponses e e e e e e e e .4. . . 128
'Coﬁbined Responses to the Short Story and thg Poeﬁ 129
Responses to "The Use of Force" . . e e e P 140
ﬁX}\v . A Comparison wifh Other Studigs (1) C e .. .. ﬂ{’lés
\ " Responses to "Coxnerh e e e e e e . .’[":‘. 153~
Differences in the Respomses to "The Use of Force" |
and "Cormer" . . % . .. .. e e s el 158
? Short Sto;ies and Poems in a School Setting R 162 -
b ‘\\\ReSponses of. SubjeétslAcéording to Séx . . ... . . . 166
Responses of Subjecté Accord&ng to Ability 170
A Co&parison with Other Stédies.(Z) e e e e e e 176
SUMMATY  « o « oo o o o o o & ... e e e e 184
V. DISC'USS]SON OF FINDINGS: QﬁALIIATIVE ANALYSIS AND
FOLLOW-UP DATA . . 2 186_‘
> Engagement-Involvement Responses . . . . . . 188
. Perceptidn RESPONSES + « « & o o o o o o + o o = 194
Interpretation Responses . R . . .. 204 .
" Evaluation Résponses Ce e e e e e 209
Effects of Audience and Context . . . .ETM. c.o T 212
Results of Teacher Questionnaire e e e e .‘ 218

-~/ -
ix |



oty e TR 3BT ORI OATOPA0 \TR PR

Chapter ‘ Page
SUMMMATY « « « & o o o o o o o o o o o o+ o o o o 226

VI. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR .
FURTHER RESEARCH . « + & v v 0 v o 0 oo o o o 228

Summary of the Study .. . + .« « « « ¢ o ¢ o . . . . 228

Conclusions e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 230

Limitations . . « . . e e e e e e e 23 VW

Implications for Teaching . . . . . . « « ..« . 238
Recommendations for Further Research . . . . . . . 241
“a N Concluding Statement . . « .« « « &+ o« o & o o « o 244

BIBLIOGRAPHY . + « « = o o v o o o o o o v oo o oo oo 207
APPENDIX A o o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 263
The Use o£ FOrcé IR e e e 264
Corner B I 268
APPENDIX B e e e e e e e e e e e 269
Supplementary Tables . e e e e e e e e e e e 270

APPENDIX € o « o v v o e o oo o o o m e e e e 293

P
“

Response Preference Questionnaire . . . . . . . . 294

APPENDIX D S R -1

NAEP Criteria .« v v o o o o o e e e e e e e e e 299 -



11.

12,

Q

R N p——

LIST OF ?ABLES : ' )

O !
‘ {Page .
Mean Response Percentages for Categories b} Boys
and Girls in the Squire Study of Response ‘
to LIter8tUTe & « < e o o o o o o o o o e e e e e e 43 )
. e -
Thé Purves Categories and Subcatevies: A 'Summary . . . 56 3
Sample: of Students by S¢hool, Grade, Sex and ‘ ;
Ability Level . . . o ¢ « o o o e e e e e e e e 108 ;
Degree of Agreement in the Codifig of 36 Rgsponse .
Papers by Two Analysts . . . « o « o « o o« o 0 03 119 ;
Percentages of® Total Subjects Résponding with at. %
least One Statement in Each Category and M
Subcategory for the Story, the Poem, and the-. v :
Story and Poem Cambined . . . & « « « « o o e.or o ~ 130
‘ . ’ . - \ ‘ v . N
Means and Standard Deviations -of Response h ‘\\\ 2
Percentages of the Total Subjects to "The Use ,) ) '
of Force'">and "Corner" Combinefl . .-« . .« « . « « - - /132
Category Responses of Students in Grades 8, 10,
_and 12 to the Story and Poem Combined: Mean ' ‘
Response Percentages and Significance of Differences . 134
Subcategory Responses of Students in Graﬁes.S, 10. .
and 12 to the St and Poem Combined: Mean :
Response P tages and Significance of Differences . 137 .
Means and‘Standérd Deviations of Response Percentages .
of the Total Subjects to "The Use of Force" . . . . . ‘141 )

Category Responses of Students in Grddes 8, 10,
and 12 to "The Use of Force': Mean Response
Percentages and Significance of Differences . . . . . 1142

Subcategory Responses of Students in Grades 8, 10
and 12 to "The Use of Force': Mean Response
Percentages .and Significance of pifferences . . . . . 144
r “\
Comparison of Mean Respdgz: Percentages {o "The Use
of Force" for Grade Eight and Grade Twelve Subjec
in the Purves Study and this Study: Categories anéj;\
Selected Subcategories L e e e e e e e e e e T Lﬁ]

Y

xi



Table

13.

=14.

150

16.

- 17,

18.

19.
20.

21.

|22,

23.

24,

[ ) e W e RS St ot
N 3

} . ' Page

Means and Standard Deviations of Response Percentages

of the Total Subjects to "Cormer” . . . . . . . . . . 154
Category Responses of Students in Grades 8, 10, and

12, to "Corner': Mean Response Per«ontung und

Signiti(anco of Differences . 159
Subcategory Responses of Studentsztﬁ/crades 8, 10
~and 12, to "Corner': Mean Response Percentages

and Significance of Differences . . . . . . . . . . . 157

- Significance of Differences in Responses to ''The

Use of Force" and "Corner': Categories and

Subcategories e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 160
Preferred and Rejected Subcategories for Short Stories \,

and Poems {in a School Setting: Rank Orders at b

Grades Eight, Ten, and Twelve . . . . . . . . . . . . 163
Responses to the Story and Poem Comdined by Sex:

Mean Response Percentages and Significance of

Differences for Combined Protocols . . . . . . . . . 167
Responses to '"'The Use of Force'" by Sex: Mean Response

Percentages and Significance of Differences .* . . . . 168
Responses to "Corner" by Sex: Mean Response Percentages

and Significance of Differences e e e e e e e 169

-

Responses of ‘Superior and_Average Students to the Story
and Poem Comhined: Mean Response Percentages and
" Significance of Differences for Combined Protocols. “we——~171
g ‘ ;-/\

Responses of Superior and Average Students to "The Use
- of quCe": Mean Response Percentages and . v
. Significance of Differemces , . . . . . . . . . . .. 174

Resbon;es of Su%erior and Average Students to 'Corner"
. Mean Response Percentages and Slgnificance of

Differences e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 175,

Summary of Differences in Five Studies Using Purvegs'
Categories: Mean Response Percentages for Each
Category . . . v v v ¢ v v 4 e e e e e o 179

xii



Table Page *

25.  Comparison of Five Studies Using Purves' Categories
at Two Approximate Age Levels: Mean Response X
L Percentages for Each Category ... « . « « - « « ¢ « . 182

26.  Preferred and Rejected Subcategories for Literature
‘ Encountered in an Out-of-School Setting: Rank
LT . Orders at Gradés Eight, Ten, and Twelve . . . . . . . 214

?

R

cxiid



el

»

" £
CHAPTER I

s

9
’

INTROBUCTION
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S

There are constant reminders that for most teacher;iof
English the classroom reading of 1iteréturé is a central concern.‘
Squire and Applebee (1968);Lin tﬁeir study of highly regarded English |
programs in American sgcéndary schools, found that SZ.éZ of their
classroom‘obsgrvatioqlWas devoted to literature, "more than all Othe£a
aspects of English‘combined.”,(Al) In a critical éppraisal gf English
electives programé; which he hailed as "the first massive shattering
of the structureé which have shackled cupribula in Engliéh" (123),
Hillocks (1972) fougd that 6lz“df.5he 1,990 courses listed in the
program guiAes of seventy high schools were literature courses. While
it is difficult to\;;éue with Burton (1970), Whitehead (1969) and others
who insist that literature should be the focal point of the English
teacherfs efforts, most of what happens during (or in preﬁaration for)r'
the literature lésson is still outside the limits of research evidence,
In reasonaPly daunting terms Early and Odiand (1967) explain the dilemma:
"The big questions -- What does literature do to readers? Canfliteraturen
be taught? -- are hard to angwer." (178) - .

Given the ubiquity of %}tefature as content for teaching, it is

virtually impossible to provide a concise description of the uses to

@hich literature is put in the schools. Applébee (1974) and Shayer

(1972), writing from American and English perspectives, have p?ovided

1



1éngthy historical overviews which serve to highlight a continﬁing

lack of consensus among teachers as well as authorities in Engiish

o

.educatibn regafding the objectives of la literatufzﬂgyogram. For the
most.part dissensus can be attributédrto ;hree, apparently mutualiy
exclusive, focil- First, cbncentration én the text as an‘immutable

v _ ' / .
given (Wellek and Warreﬁ, }956f avoids the dangers of solipsism by
- insisting that the oniy litérary st;dy oflany yorth is that which uses
the "evidence™ of the text to sharpen the'interpretiye powers of the
Teader. Secoﬁd;\Tocus on the contenF oan text as a measure 6f the
worth of its message (Vimsglt, l96?) avoids the "affective fallacy,"
and leads to structures for literéture curticula which embrace the
"cultural heritage." Finally, a school éf thought which concentrates
on the intergction between the respondent to a text and its content,
variéusly labelled transactional crjgicisw, phenomenological criticism,

&

or response-centred criticism, holds at '"the ultimate purpose of

1itergry education in the secondary schools is to deepen and extend

the résponses of young people to literature of many kinds." (Squire,

*

1971, 92)

Toward a Response-Centred Curriculum

The concern with student response, as opposed, for example,
to the structure of the subject matter or the accumulation of knowledge
about literatire, reflects two dominant Viéws céncerning the teaching
of English which weré polarized at the Dartmouth Conference in 1966,
The British view, as first discussed by Dixon (19677, discounted a

skills or cultural heritage model for the literature curriculum in favor

of a process-oriented approach which emphasized personal growth. 1In the



L

&4 -

a

revised edition of Growth Througi English Set in the Peg;pectlve of

the Sevent1es'(1975)'Dixonysaw-his ‘own. teaching mandate in these
terms: | '

1 need to:find many more ways of encouraging that fruitful play
with experience and ideas that.can emerge when talking and
writing move freely between expressive and communicative poles.
(This will particularly affect my work in literature.) I want

to be more perceptive about the embryonic poems, explanations,
etc. that students and I incidentally produce and may want to :
develop later on, because the experience and ideas have

1nvolved us so fully. (136) o

In‘an'expérience—ceatted approach to tpe teathing of literature emphasis
falla optextengians inv?lQingmthatactive, personal'uses‘of language.
A . &, )

The student is encouraged to create his own fictioms, or to respond to
the emotional and intellectual facets of fiction and poetry in autﬁantic,
activity-centred ways, thtough dramatic improvisation, mime, o; trans-
lation into otﬁer art forms -- film, callagé,‘or the plastic arts.

In contra;t to the Britiahiyiew of English as process, Muller
{1967) posits that the content.of a 1iterature curriculum is palpable
and formulable. What is needed is the systematic‘teaching of subject
matter and a stress on the value of conscious understanding of .specific
literary forms and principles. Whereas the process view of English is
primariiy concerned with tha experiential and affective aspects of
literature, the content view raflects an emphasis on knowledge about
literature,‘the structure of its aubject matter, and on the cogniti&é
aspects of learning. Mathieson (1975), however, gives the lie :5 any

facile equation of an exclusive discipline orientation on one side of

the Atlantic, and an exclusive process orientation on the other.

1 )

British educators, "suspicious of Leavisite €1itism," she says, "are

seeking to undermine the status que by rearrangement of the traditional



.'middle?class' grammar school curriculum,ldismantling literature into
themes and projects, and tranqﬁerring interest f¥om high art to their
:pupils' personal experience.'" (140)

e In fact; Purves (1975) goes one step further by sugg;sting
threg ”deep‘structures"‘for the literature c;rf;cdlum bpth within and
among the nations which fbrmed the basis of the IEA stddy,.Literature

W

Education in Ten Countries (1973). Two of these structures, the

imitative and the ahalytic, reflect an emphasis on content, and in

"cultural heritage' and 'mew critical"

their clear resemblance to the
approaches repfeSent simply a restateﬁent of acknowledged positions.
Purves suggests that whether the aim be Arnold's class cohesion or.
Eliot's cultural cohesion,~m05t national curricula emphasize the
conservative function of mandatory exposure to the best exemplars in

‘the nation's tradition. Just as pervasive, whether in the form of

analyse textuelle in Belgium, the study of genres in the United States,

or the psychologiéal emphasés of the.Finnish‘cﬁr?iculum, is training in
. the verbalization of an analytic, critical response. The_génerative
cﬁrriculum, largely restricted to elementary and lower high school B
levels, ”stressesvthe_individual and his personal growth . . ., through
unstructured inquigxy, focusing on students' experiences with literature,
but having no predetermined end in sight beyond the enguiry itself."

(144)

In a personal coda to Tradition and Reform in the Teaching of

English, Applebee (1974) isolates ten broad and intersecting problems
which emerge as the "lessons of history" and therefore as challenges to
the English teachers of the future., He maintains that (1) teachers.of

literature have never successfully resisted the pressure to formulate

3

K
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their subject as a body of knowledge to be imparted; (2) .the acknowledg-

ed goals of tﬂe teaching of 1iterathfe are in conflict with the emphasis

onlgpecific knowledge or cpntent; (3) teachers of English need tb make
a distinction Eetween knowledge which informs their teaching, and that
which should be imparted to Ehe student; (4) there is a need to recon-
ceptualize the "literary heritage" and its implications for patterns of
.teaching; (5) the teaching of 1i£eraEure is a polifical act; (65.1anguage
skills havéJ%een narrowly construed és an independent and functional
éépect'of the:English pgogram; (7) a focus on correcting taste hés ‘ob-
scured the need for fostering respanse; (8) the educative éffects of‘the
.act of reading need to be defined; (9) goals for the stud& of English
depend upon prior assumptions about the n;ture and purpose of educatiqn;
‘and (10) géquencé‘in_tﬁe study of English ﬁust derive from psychological
rather than logical pfinciples. (245-255)

Althougb consensus has clearly ;ot been reached regarding
literature instrﬁc:ion in the Fecade or so since Dartmfgth, many signs
point to a gradual favoring of a generatngﬁor response—centred model.

A gathering chorus of véices from literary scholars and critics is
questioning the léng entrénched preference for analysis over any kind
of emotional response to literafpre. The stance is~exemplified in

>§yne Booth's (1965)'contention that every teacher should begin "with
> T

statements” from theé students about what they have found in the work,

ot
+ .

what there is in it thaé interests or repels them.'" (7) Questions asked
about a work, érgues Booth, should be questions about which the student
cares. McElroy\(i965) believes that the objective study of literature,

a

a reflection of a depersonalized age, should be replaced or balanced by

ﬁrograms‘for self-discovery. Mandel (1971, 1976) fervently calls for

-~



greater efforts that encourage a genuine engagemént with literature,

and proposes a program for encouraging student response which dispenses

L}

with'stQ}ile analysis and objectivity. 1In his acknowledgemént that
works of literaéure acquire value only as they ére perceived by human
Aminds, Slatoff (1970) cépturesxthe essence of the transactional
position: |

Insofar as we divorce the study of literature from the experience
of reading and view literary works as objects to be analyzed
rather than human exp%essions to be reacted to; insofar as w
view them as providing order, pattern, and beauty as opposed/ to
challenge and disturbance; insofar as we favor form over content,
objectivity over subjectivity, detachment over involvement,
“theoretical over real readers; insofar as we worry more about
incorrect responses than insufficient ones; insofar as we
emphasize the distinctions between literature and life rather
than their~interbenetrations we reduce the power of literature
and protect ourselves from it. (167-168)

Further consideration of the views of selected and influential writers.
and teachers, among them Rosenblatt (1968), Bleich (1975), Fish (1970),
Iser (1972), Lessgr (1957), and Holland (1968, 1973, 1975), will be,.
presented in Chapter Two. -

One comment by Loban (1970) is interesting in the light of
the concentrated and renewed intérest in student engagement with
literature, and the moré eclecticbapproaches to literary criticism at
the college level which Cooper (1971b) saw as creating a more favorable
climate for investigations of students; persénal respoﬁsg to literature.

N

Echoing what must be a rather standard memory, Loban asserts that "too
\\ t. .

many teachers have evaded genuine literary response b§ retreating to
their intellectual and theoretical college studies: structure, point of
view, genre, archetypes, aesthetic distancé.",(1087) To date, the

Committee or the Undergraduate Curriculum of the College English

Association has prepared a Position Paper, "What Authorizes the Study

A3



of Literature?" (Foulke and Hartman, 1976), which proposes four
principles, or points of, consensus, as a necessary beginning.for
discussion of and changes in the teaching of 1itefqture in colleges.
The first two principles are '"megationms,” the third "a difficult
affirmation," and the fourth "a tentative line of inquiry"

1. The unde;graduate curriculum should not be defined as a
mastery qf a body of knowledge about literature.’

.2. The nature of literary experience is falsified if the work
is conceived of as an object,

3. « There is promise in recognizing and articulatlng the
multiple contexts wh?ch our students actually use in their
experience of readipg. N

4. It may be possible’to see 'resymbolization" or "re-
enactment” in the/ reader as the basis for the intellectual
and affective experience of yeading and teaching. (477)

The actuai documentation of some of the substance and methodologies of
courses informed by similar principles, as they have appeared in the

British and Australian settings, can be found in Craig and Heinemann's

(1976) Experiments in English Teaching: New Work in Higher and Further

Education, and in Gill and Crocker's (1977) English in Teacher
e : s . :

i

Education.
_ Whether and to what extent the influences of such shifts\of
emphasis in the training institutions have permegped to the schogis
themselVes is problematic. Certainiy, newer curriculum materials such |
aS/Glnn s Responding series (Purves et al., 1973) and Houghton-Mifflin's
Interaction (Moffett et gl., 1973) al;p attempt to’foster student-
centred learning in English'by thé‘use of r;sponse—oriented materials.
Yet tﬁe persistént English electives programs in secondary schools,
thch provide for nonégraded classes in a variety of opti né of éubject“
matter, seem heavily focused on generic courses,‘and on the general

assumption that students of différent ages and abilities can read




together the same plecks of literature amg evince simildr responses.
AQ Hillocks (1972) has pointed out, these generic courses -are based on
three additional assuiptions which bear %urther scrutiny ¥

. { : " .
(1) focus Ezjf specific genre is the most effective means of

-

demonstra ihg the formal charatteristics of the genres;

(2) apprec ion is dependent upon knowledge of the formal

characteristics of the genres; and . .

(3) a fairly large percentage of high school students are
sophisticated enough to benefit from and enjoy attention

‘to formal characteristics at more than a superficial level.

52

(52) ¢
The very point of a response-centred curriculum is a rejection of
history, substratum, themes, or genres as the bases for organization
or sequence in the study of literature, in favor of a curriculum based
on a series of repeated acts —- reading, responding, and elaborating
responses., (Purves, 1969; 1972)

Even where themes or topics are used as organizing principles
peculiafly suited to the processes of eliciting response, the argument
" for relevance runs the risk of subordinating a concern with literary

form, of literature qua literature, to the uses of- literature for
psychological and sociological ends. 'In Tickell's (1972) words there
is a need to "ensure that the quality of literature considered does not
suffer and . . . to resist the temptation to make the text subordinate
to the theme or issue under discussion."” (45)

Success with this renewed emphasis on reader response will
rest on the evidence of empirical and qualitative changes in the
responses of students of different ages to the same works or works of

different genres. It seems important, for example, to discover whether

examples of the two most commonly taught gen;;#{rggb short story and

the poem, produce different responses from students of different ages



or ability. Such information on the variety and depth of responses maf
suggest a growing sopbistication in the recognition and,understanding-
of the interdependence of form and content, Also, 1f response patterns

4

do vary with d%ffereqtes in age or 11terary form,‘the emphases of,

O - ' : '
varioué’iﬁstructiona; procedures can be questioned. In essencé, such
a study should enable teéchegs and curriculum planners to make more
appropria§e deéisioné rggag&égémigngishgé, sequences, ﬁethods, or
1iterar§ selections.

The basig nged"is for more precise, -less intuitive information
about general anhnspecific response patterns than that provided, for
example, in Early's (1960) three stages of literary appreciation: un-
QCOnSCiOUS enjoyment; self—conscious.appreci;tion;cand conscious delight.
Armed with quantitative and qualitaFive information oﬁ age-specific
patterns of response; and variations in such patterns produced by
vdifferences in student ability or literary genre, teﬁchers should be

provided with an opportunity to help students fully develop not only

patterns of preferred response, but also the very capacity to }espond.

'{5 Problems of Defining Response
The increasiqg emphasis on é responSe—orignted curriculum
and the need to assemble information on changing patterns of reséonse,
preempts certain difficulties with the concept itself. Forehand (1966)
suggests tﬁ%t studies of response”géiiiterature will inevitably be
bartially suspect, and bedevilled by the fact that literature is
complex and subjective, whereas most methods of measurement are simple

and objective, A measure of the complexity and subjectivity of ‘the

response process can be gauged from Slatoff's (1970) description of
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’ ﬁhe act of reading, He refers to

a successjon of varied, complex, and rich mental and emotiomal
states usually involving expectancy, tensions and releases,
sensations of anxiety, fear, and discovery, sadness, sudden
_excitements, spurts of hope, warmth or affection, feelings of

distance and closeness, and a multitude of motor and sensory
- responses tO the movement, rhythm, and imagery Jf the work, as
well as the variety of activities and responses -- recognition,

comparigon, classification, judgment, association, reflection
-- usually spoken of as intellectual. (6-7)

Slatoff's account of the states and stages‘of literary response»is
calorful and accuraté; yet hardly amenable to description and measuré—'
ment. ‘For aﬂ educational psychologist, as opposed to a response
apologist, ''there are other relevant attributes of the response,

¢

 connoted, for example, by the terms appreciation, attitude, and taste."

3

(Forehand, 1966, 139) Forehand goes on to show how it is possible to

measure these ‘attributes, or subsets of them. For example, understand-

ing can be measured by the use of non-directed essays, or by a Li;;;;;;\\\\___

X
N
Discernment Test which assesses the student's grasp of the entertainment \x

value of a passage, the technique of craft of the writer, a?d the story's
‘themes. Similarly, the seﬁantic differentiél can bg useéd as a measure-
ﬁent of evaluation, and tgste can be analyzed by the use of é Liferary
Preference Questionnaire. Forehand's te;hniques provide one means of

: delimiting, defining, and analyziﬁg the comple;:act which Slatoff
‘describes.

CAn alternative attempt at a definition of response is provided
by Lundin (i956) who adopts a classical behavioral position with his
insistence on the mee;ing of organism with'aestbetic stImulus, Aécord-
ing to Lundin, the aesthetic response has foqf aspects -- creative,
appreciative, evaluyative, and critical -- all of which interact with the

s

aesthetic-objegt- The focus of Lundin's attention is on the behavioral

S
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components of the "appreciative" response. Briefly, these components

ey

are the attentional, the perceptual, and the affective. ~The attentional .

aspect means primarily that the "entire response equipment of a peréon
may be directéd't9ward the object." (30) The geféeé;ual component
involves the fact that "in most ‘aesthetic respongés the perception is
bound to bé a keen and discriminative-one, involving reactions to many
qualities of -the object."” (36) The affective acknowledges the fact that
the responsel”will involve many of the nonmoveable parts of the Sody.
Méasurements can be taken of thanges in”breatﬂing, pul;e raté, blood
pressure of.galvénic_skin response . . . o (303 Contrary to the views
of philosophers and critics who question the fact that tge aesthetic
resﬁonse is measurable, Lundin stafes that "the aesthetic event app;ars
té be subject té the same principles of behavioral analysis as are other
forms of psychological activity, It ié natural, observable, and measur-
able.Y (30) The qdéstion, perhaps, is less whether the response to an
aesthetic object can be méasured thagAwhether the behavioral definition
is most meaningful fof teachers of literature.

Purves (1968b) shows an understandingvof the problem of,

i

definition, with regard to both the restrictiveness of a stimulus-

- >
vy

response ﬁodel and associated impiiﬁations for ipstruction: "Psycho-
logically . . . we‘are less respég&ing to a stimulus in purely behavior—-
al terms than we are imposing a phenomenal field on that stimulus."
(834) It is his acknowleégement of the "phenomenal field" that takes
cognizance of the reader's experience and lendé a dimension to the
problenm of‘defining résponse that is ﬁeélected by the behaviorél\(jew.,

Purves goes on to suggest a relationship between the theories of

° developmental psychology and the pragesses involved in the reading of
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literature. Specifically, this entails a "progress from the genéral or
the undifferentiated apprehension through a series of finer diijz;min—
ations and noting of detail , .. ," (833) The&efore, the focus of

- ’

{nstruction should shift from the text itself to the wholistic reactions

of individual readers which can be exﬁlained only by refecence to both

< the interacting consciousness and its increasingly more complex ability

to account for‘elements in the text which p{od?ce individuél fesédﬁses.‘
In gis report as Chairman of the response to literature st&dy

group of the Dartmouth Conference, Harding (1968) is rather more
specific in deiineating what constitutes response. First, he lists
three basic guideliﬁesi

(a) response is not passive but implies active'involvemen£;

°(b) it includes not only immediate response but later effects;

(c) overt response (verbal, etc.) may indicate very little of

the inner response. (ll)v

In additio&, Hardiﬁg specifies four levels of response: sounds, event,
roles, and world. He hypothesizes that these gimensions of response
occur in sequence., The first, sound, develops in young children‘as
they listen to stories and respond "to the texture,and.rhythﬁ of
sounds.” (13) The next level, event, develops as the child becomes
concerned with the pattern of a story: "Sto;ies’for very young children
embody a pattern of events within tﬂis rhythm or form. When a child
corrects the storyteller and wants the story word perfect, he is askin:\
for confirmation of the pattern . . . ." (13) Role emerges as "children
take up the roles of.characters in their stories, or pe;haps continue
the role playing that th; story invol§ed them in.”‘(lé) The last level
_of response, world, develops wheq the child begins(to relate the story

-
to life. That is, the world level occurs when '"talk develops to .relate



“and organize elementé of the world of that 3toryior to relate the world
of that story to the child's own Qnrld.” (13) Thus, this flnai level,
as well as constituting th%&ﬁpst sophisﬁirated plateau of response, has
an integrative function $ince ickis at this point thaL the work achieves
a meéning related to the child's‘experience in general..

In their insistence on a movement from the general to the
: o
specific, there are obvious parallels in the accounts offered by Harding
. ' b
and Purves of the developmental emergéhce of response. For example,

.

Harding's account of the child's response at the sound level i{s much

more general than it is at the role or world levels. The latter (and

k)

later developing) categories of response demand a knowledge of specific
aspects of the story whereas the earlier category does not. Response
at the sound level can be interpreted as occurring at the sensory level;
the latter categories demand cognitive activity.

Besides discussing the four levels of response, Harding lists

all the various activities that he feels may be subsumed under the term
\ 7

"response" O
The primary centre of the whole activity of reading is some sort
of state of our feelings that we can call, for lack of a better
word, enjoyment . . . which seems to depend in some fashion on
various kinds of activities that lead to understanding. It may
also be supported bv those typical though maybe not essential
activitbes thatform a kind of intelligent scanning and ingernal-
ized comment (perhaps verbal) on the work as it is being

experienced.
Finally, there is the activity that we are stimulated to or
prepared for by all our other contacts with a book . . . there

is, as it were, a reverberation of the work in our minds, which
leads us to return . . . to elements of that experience .,

the partial world of any work of art questions and confirms
elements of our existing representational world, making us loock
for a new order that assimilates both. This, too, is our
”fesponse." (23)

What becomes clear from this descriptiom of activities is that response

includes everything that occurs while reading, as well as any reflections

—
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on the work afgétlreading; it includes the emotional as well as the
intellectual reaétion to the work. This kindbof globél view of reséonse
epitémizés the problems involved in attempting to deal with this concept.
| One important conceptual clarification of the qqalitative
Hature of this giobal act has been provided by Britton'(1970, 1977) in
his reformulation of some/earlier writings by Harding (1937, 1962).
Britton draws a distinction between 1anguage‘in tge role of participant,

and language in the role of spectator. 1In the broadest terms he

~ suggests that the spectator, freed of the practical and social demands

&

of participating in the actual world, uses that‘freedom to make judg-
. : Pli1 s ; . 8 -
ments and evaluations of the possibilities of experience. When

responding to literature, the spectator is able "to evaluate more
p

broadly, to savour feelings, and to contemplate forms —- the formal
arrangements of feelings, of eéents . . . of ideas, and the forms of
language. . . in which the whole is expressed.’ (Brittom, 1970, 121)

This duai concentratiﬁn on evaluation and the search for ordered forms
or pa\tter‘ns is a necessary part of @development of our individyually
cons;ructed representations of the world. As Britton (1977) is at
pains to point out, the notion of a "detached evaluative response' in
the role of a spectator "is a tthnical inaccuracy; the spectator is
detached in the sense that he is not participating in the events he
contemplates, He may neverthelgss be passionategly involved in the
memory, the dream, the fiction." (31)

?urther, the distinction between participant and spéctator
role activity is directly related to Britton's development of three
méjor functiohal categories which mark mature writing, At the centre

of Britton's writing model is expreésive language, which is language



close to the self; afid which functions to reveal the speaker, to
. ) N~ . .
verbalize his consciousness, and to exhibit his.clo§e relationship with

the listener or reader. Since expressive 1anguagevvwith its insistence

s

on shared contexts, is seen as the matrix out of which more specialized

-

uses. of 1angdage:develop, Britton makes no distinction betwe paxtic-

ipant and spectator roles within the expressive function. However, in

)

what he‘#cknowledges as an inaccurate linear representation, Britton

equates language in the other two modes, the transactional and the

poetic, with participant and spectator roles., The distinction between

transactional and poetic language is that which separates utilitarian

utterances, directed to an end outside themselves, and self-sufficient

statements which direct attention to themselves only, emphasizing in

IS

the process intermal pattern and form.

Ultimateiy, Britton's (1977) explanations of the twé roles
(participant/spectator) and the functional centinuum (transactional-
expressive-poetic) provide valuable insights inté the cre;tive and re-
creative cqﬁﬁénents of response to literature:

When we read a piece of tramsactional writing, we ''contextualize'

it or make its meanings our own, in a piecemeal fashion. We take
what fragments interest us, reject athers because they are over

15

I'd

familiar, or because we find them unacceptable or incomprehen- l\

sible; and we forge new connections for ourselves between and
around the fragments we take. But the writer.of a poetic utter-
ance must resist such piecemeal contextualization by his reader.
His verbal object is a thing deliberately isolated from the rest
of reality, his own or the reader's. The appropriate response
for a reader?is to reconstruct the verbal object in the terms in

¢ J . :
which it is presented -- in accordance, that is, with the complex-

igy of its internal organization; and having done that to his
tisfaction, to relate it as a total construct to his own values
and opinions . ., . . This proces®%e have called 'global con-

textualization." Of course, as readers, we may learn incidentally

a great deal about the world from fiction, and this will be a
process of piecemeal contextualization. However, such incidental
responsés are to be distinguished from what is essential to the
conventions of poetic writing and to thg main purpose in hand.
(35-36) ‘



N ]
It is cbear that'BriEton's insistence on the importance.of 'global
contextua;iza.ion" once again argues;a case for the wholistic nature
of response. Yet his concern is with the potency of spectator role
éxpériences operating within the framework of necessarily personal
systéms of construing as an inst:ﬁmentqof socialization,
Applebee (1973), therefore, is able to build on the

N <
theoretical framework provided by Harding and Brittom to chart the

Y
ways in which reéponse develops from quite early years to the age of
seventeen. He tracés developmental changes iﬁ spectator-role discourse
and attributes them to (1) the changing relations between spectator
role experience and life experience, (2) progressive acquis;tion of
spectatof role conventions, and (3) the coﬁplexity of the experiences,
both personal and literary, -over which the individual has Qontr:l. (346)
The development of narrative form, for example, closely parallels the
sequencé of stages in ngotsky's (1962) account of concept development.
For the two to five-year-olds, 'two processes, centering and‘éhaining,
und@rlie these stages and seem generalizable to more sophisticated
literary forms." (2) It is only with the onset of adolescence, and with
it Piaget's formal operational modes of thpught: that the spectator role=«

changes from a view of the world, to ome that offers a possible view of

alternative worlds. Ag

n, respopse is accretional: "The experience of
the work is no less patterned simply because the young child does mnot

recognize the patterp as yet; it is only through repeated experience

‘with such patterns that stable expectations can eventually build up,"

The exp)anatory power of the descriptlens of response offered

by Purves, g, Britton, and Applebee is set in perspective by



17

contrasting the attempts of some scholars to subsume response uﬁﬁer the
rubric of liétrary ”appreciation." For example, Pooley.(1935) defines
appreciation rather simply as ''the emotional fesponses which arise from
basic recognitions, enhanced by an appreh;ESién of the means by which
they are aroused." (638) Growth in appreciation occurs when,kin
addition to arousing the primary emotioﬁai responses, there is ''the
grédual growth of secondagy responses arisiné from the intellectual
apprehension of éhe tézgnical'skill of the artist and the content\of
the selection." (629-630) While the subject of "appreciation" and
”respoﬁsé" studies -appears to be the sémg, n;mély the changes in the
interaction §f the work and the reéder as‘the reader matures, the
proponents of appreciation seem bent on ultimately divbrcing affeét@ve
and cogﬁi&ive structures. Moreover, most appreciatidn studies, for
example those of Speer (1925), Burton (1952), and Eppel (1950), seém
concerned mofe with the criterion of iiterary merit, as matched against

the judgment of experts, than with the nature of the complex act of

response.

Statement of the Problem

Thus, while a researcher may acknowledge the primacy of reader
response, the-object of his study will remain protean gnd elusive until -
he séecifies a pagticulér aspect of the global act of response on which

J
to focus. Fdllowing Purves (1968; 1971), this study largely restricts
itself to the tangible elements of the "expressed written response."
In the process, to use Purves' (1968) metaphor, the expressed response

will remain '"like an iceberg: only a small part will become apparent to

the teacher or even to the student himself," (xiii) Also, as Squire

’
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points out in his introduction to The Elements of Writing About a

Literary Work it will be recognized that:

v

The elements of writing about literature are not necessarily
identical with the elements of response. Reactions secured
through written protocols may reflect more what students have
been taught to think and feel about literature, rather than
what they actually think and feel, (vi)

S

Such considerations, however, are integral to the design of this study

as it attempts to chart the response patterns of a sample of Australian

students at three age levels and two ability levels %o a short story

and a poem. )

The major aim of the study ig to. add to the considerable, yet
often contradictory, evidence ofvcrdssrsectional changes in thé pattefns,
of response as groups of students %n.éxparticular(cultural setting
respond to examples of literature from two genres. In the pfpcess, the
relative effects of maturation, instructional procedures, and the
context of response were approached.in a nugper of ways, First, teachers
vere %nvglved‘in the nomination of.superior and avérage students'from
each of three grade levels. ' fhey also provided'ﬁﬁformation‘on specific

L0k

teaching appr¥@¥hes to the short story and the poem, on evaluative

procedures, and on their private characterizations of the perceptive
adolescent reader. In addition, the students were invited to address

their writing to an audience which included the peer group as well as

the teacher, and to provide supplementary information on their expec-
tations of response patterns relevant to short stories and poems met\in

a school setting, as well as to literature in general encountered in an
: . 5o

&
out-of-school context,

After the students had written free responses to the short

story and the poem, their protocols were coded according to the system
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of content analysis developed by Purves and‘Rippere (1968). Eéch
statement was Coded into one of five major categories of response

after allocation to one of twénty-fOur subéategories. The five gajor.
categ;ries are: Engagement (statements about the reader's personal
invqivement); Perception (statements about the_ﬁprk as an\object

séparéte from the reader); Interpretation (statements Eoncerned with

vthe meaning of the work);‘EvaluatiQn (statements judging the worth or
otherwise of the work); and Miscellaneous (statements not immediately
accommodated in any of the other categories,) ' -

-

Id suﬁ,_then, the purposés‘and objectives of the preseﬁt study\’

(N

were as follows: (1) to describe in detaill the\¥@sponses of superior and
.average=students in grades eight, ten, and twelve to a short story and a
poem§ (2) to determine the kind and extent of tBe chamges in the

responsés that occurred at different grade levels; (3)t dentffy the

\

extent to which relationships among the‘yariables'of response Ppercentages,
sex, and abiiity were.apparent; (4) to determine the extent to whicﬁ_
responses to a selected short s&ory differed from those to a'selected
poem; (5) to examine the effects of a sense of aud}ence‘evident in
‘student writing, and of the influence of context in studentsf ratings of
important;and unimportant questions when short stories'ana‘boemg wgre

s : |
encounteféd in a school setting, and literature in gemneral was-encoﬁnter-
ed in an informal setting; and (6) to select for qualitative analysis a
set of representative protocols, or combinations of response Statements,
which could be tgken to exemplify deﬁelopmental trends in the.ﬁéttern of
fespoﬁsé,‘especially as these trends appeared also to {glate to the

effects of instructional practice in the cultural setting of Australian

‘schools, : \
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Through the sequent stages of quantitative and qualitative

analysis, answers were sought to these more specific questions , for

~which relevant ‘hypotheses and procedures are presented in Chapter

Three:

10.

What are the patterns of response made by all stodeots\to the

' story and poem combined?

Are- there differences across grade levels in the patterns of

~response made by all students to the story and poem combined?

Are there differences across grade levels the patterns of

‘response made by all groups: of students to the story and the

poem taken separately? -
~
/Are there differences in the patterns of response made by all

fgroups of students to the story as compared with the poem7

What are the preferred (or expected) patterns of response
when students at all grade levels encounter short stories and
poems in a school setting, and. literature irt general in an
out—-of-school setting?

Are there differences in the response patterns of the groups
of male and female students to the story and poem combined,
or to the story and poem taken separately - aeross grade
levels or overall?

Are there differences in‘the response patterns of the groups

_of superior and average students to the %tory and: poem

combined, or to the story and poem taken separately =-- across
grade levels or overall? .

Are therelany discernible combinations of response patterns
which are cross-culturally informative in the writings of a
sample of Australian students?

What qualitative differences are evident in the expressions
of engagement, perception,’ interpretation, and evaluation
provided by average and superior students at. each of the
three grade levels?

Does the provision of an audience including the peer group
as well as the teacher produce notable features in the
content or language mode of students written respomnses to
literature?
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Summary
» This'introductory chapter has presented a brief statement of
~ some of‘fhe recent developments in E;glish education %Slﬁhey relate to
literary studyl The gradual émphasis, at all levels’oft£he currichum,
on a response-oriented approach has been charted in the context of a
éonsideration of the problems associated with defining the concept of
response its@1f. In addition, the need for more studies ofiliterary
response has been established and the prqblegkfor this study has been
delineated. Chaﬁ‘br Two summarizes relevant research in five directly
regated qreai: (1) the writings of literary séholars; (2) content,
analyses qf responée to literature; (3) responses éf s;udents of

different ages or ability levels; .(4) studies employing different types

of stories or poems; and (5) the effects of context on resporise,

/
!



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH

Much of the growing bod&fef research into the response of
readers to llterature has been progres51vely reviewed by Squlre (1964),
Early and Odland (1967), Cooper (1971a, 1976b), Purves and Beach
(1972), D' Arcy_(1973), and Applebee (1977). The»vastness of the field
is. reflected in Cooper's»(l976b) positing of at least eleven foci in
the studies he liste. In the following discussion attention will be
()concen;rated on five areas directly felated to the present stuﬂy;
@D) the.ﬁritings of literary scholars; (2) content analyses of response
to literature; (3) responses of studenes of different ages of ability
levels; (4) studies efploying diffe;ent types of stories or poems, and
(5) the effects of context on response, It will soon become clear that
fhese boundaries, while they provide a qsefui\framework for discuseion,
are inevitably illusory. The secondary findings of many studies,
especially those employing multiple variables; will have obvious
relevance across two or three of the broad areaé delimited for discuss-

©

ion.

The Witings of Literary Scholars

Theoreticians and scholars who undertake to describe the
process of literary response are unanimous in acknowledging its

complexity. For Purves and Beach (1972) any complete account must
22 -
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consider the interaction of three variables:

the reader: an individual's concepts, attitudes, and’experiences,
perceptual abilities, and emotional and psychological state;

the literary work: a verbal construct dealing with an experience

.and portrayed by a voice which reveals an attitude towards its

subject matter and possible audience; and

the situation of reading: whether assigned or not, whether in a

classroom or not, whence and by whom stimulated, and for what

purpose undertak@gj (180-181)
The writers, who can be given only selective consideration here, differ
in their assumptions,_terminolng, and alignment with various ''schools"
of criticism or response. However, they are unanimous in rejecting
accounts of the literary experience which focus on the work itself, on
the "text," at the expense of the reader and his interaction with the
work. . _ . —_—

\

For over thirty years, since the original’publication.of

Literature as Exploration in 1938, Louise Rosenblatt has insisted on

the absolute necessity’of.examining individual responses to individual
works. Over this perio? she has attempted to clarify her perception
of the differences betwéen aesthetic and non-aesthetic reading ~

experiences by describing the former through a series of active

metaphors. The original notion of "exploration," via the typing of

the "poem as event" in 1964, culminated, in 1969, in a "transactional

~

theory of reading.' The essential premise has remained the same:

Through the medium of words, the text brings into the reader’s
consciousness certain concepts, certain sensuous experiences,
certain images of things, people, actions, scenes. The special
meanings and, more particularly the submerged associations that
these words and images have for the individual reader will
la%gely determine what .the work communicates to him. The reader

. brings to the work personality traits, memories of | past events,
present needs and preoccupations, a particular mood of the
moment, and a particular physical condition., These and many
other elements in a never-to-bé duplicated combination determine
his response to the peculiar contribution of the text.
(Rosenblatt, 1968, 30-31)
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In her most direct attack on the New Critics, and their assumption of
the objeétivity offa 1itera£y work,'Rosenblattb(1969) points to the
need "to eliminate a widespread semantic confusion, thg tendency to
-use the wordslgggg and text interchangeably." (34) According to
Rosenblatt the artistié creation (text) becomes an aesthetic object

(poem) only through the active re-creation of a reader. She disdains

-

process enters the classic debate\iﬁ hermeneutics of how a reader may

4

understand an author better than the author himself. (Meuller-Volmer,
1972)

Rosenblatt is concerned that a reader's personal response to
a work at least be given an oﬁportunitf.ﬁo crystallize; many teaching \\\\‘
situations do not permit this but rather divert the attention of the
student to some formula or assiénment perhaps far removed from his own
feelings and uﬁders;anding. She believes that the reader 'can begin
to achieve a sound approach to literature only when he>reflects upon
his response .to it, wh;n he attémpts to understand what in the work
and fg-himself produced that reaction, and when he thoughtfully goes
on to modify, reject, or accept it." (Rosenblatt, 1968, 76)
o In presenting his case for the personal dimensions of literary
response, Slatoff (1970) attacks the spurious precision of formalistic
approaches to the literary ekperience§ The analytic-historic tradition
has set up a series of 'polarities and dicﬂotomies which have seriously
limi:ed our thinking and observation: objeétive—subjective, clear think-
ing-emotional involvement, judgment—sympathy,.impersonal—personal,
accurate-impressionistic, and knowledge-appreciation." (36) Anything

tﬁat smacks of subjectivity in each of these polarities is wrongly

\ | .
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branded irresponsible, self—ihdulgent, and solipsistic, - ¥1L‘1mplkA%u£’“
. L L TR

-
o M ¥

theories of perception acknowledge the interdependence of object and’

beholder, "works of literature [in particular] havé scarcely any

important qualities apart from those that take shape in mindéﬂ'(23)'awwr
Slatoff believes that the complexity of emotional\responses

is devalued by the.simpie’terms or singie continua generally uéed in

describing them, Invoivement, for example, is a multi-faceted

activity which allows "distindétions to be drawn between projection and

gy
-

empathy, sympathy and empathy, fascination and a condition dﬁ’real
concern. If used 1dosely, the term "fails . , ., to distinguiéh between

an experience which simply arouses one's emotions, that is, in which

»h
o

one responds emotionally, and an'experience entailing some kind of
personal participétion in the story or characters." (40) Detachment
and involvement are not polar opposites for théy often erlap in the
experience of a reader who is "at once a participant in Ege action and
a detached spectator of it." (39) Distinc;ions between the two terms
fail to allow for the féct that ''many importan£ kinds of: invol&ement
redquire, and even derive from, a sense of self and a recdgq}tion that
the othef is not-me," (49) 1Inevitably, the thrust of Slatoff's
. argument comes agaiﬁ tq the false separation of cognition and affect,
Although thought and fj:Efﬁé can each occur without the other, most
literature "is designed to engage, and does engage, both mind and
emotion and does engender resp;nses in/which thought and feeling are
particula?ly inseparable.” (53)

James's image of the ineffably plastic reader seems entirely

/
inadequate for Slatoff because ''literary works, however firmly designed,

can exert only limited and inexact control and guidance over even the

P
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most docile reader.," (60) 1Individual readers differ enormously in
their cggacity to respond‘to iﬁagé, metaphor, and symbol. In addition,
critics are curiously silent about the whole.panoply of experiences,
memories,’attitqges, values,'and beliefs which inevitably trigger or

~

numb the ipdividual's response to a literary work. What is needed,
p

thg;efore, is not a -retreat to lax impressionism, or a conversion of
L]

i .

. the study of literatuye into moral instruction or psychotherapy, but
the release of a fruitful tension which acknowledges_thét the "locus of
the event ugder examination is neither the reader nor the text alone
but the intersection or communion of the two," (§86)

Iser (1972) alsq insists that it is the convergence of text
and reader éhat brings the literary work into existence. This conver-
gence, however, can never be precisely pinpointed, but must always
remain "virtual, as it is not to be identified with the reality of the
text or with theyindividual'disposition of the reader.'" (279) His
phenoﬁenological account of the reading process is characterized by
notions of ”indet%rminacy" and "'dynamism,'" The indéterminacy of the
artistic ﬁext (that created by the author) is the”resulfrof the inter-
action of.sequent senﬁences in the imgginétion of the reader err time,

The sentences in literary texts imnteract in such a way as to
deny "the confirmative effect' which we "implicitly demand ﬁf e%posit—
ory texts." (283) Any pattern of expectation set up by any one
sentence is drastically modified by succeeding sentences. Thus, the
reader becomes involved in a process of anticipation and retrospection
where the indeterminacy of the text demandg that he draw on his 6wn

-~

experiénce to £fill in the gaps, Therefore,

\
{



. we have the apparently paradoxical situation in which the
reader- is forced to reveal aspects of himself in order Po
experience a reality whh is different from his own. The
impact this reality makés on him will depend largely on the
extent to which he himself actively provideg the unwritten part
of the text, and yet in supplying all the missing links he must
think in terms of experiences different from his own; indeed it
is only by leaving the familiar world of his own experience
that the reader can trQly participate in the adventure the
literary text offers him. (286-287)

With every‘reading and re-reading there is a search to
relate the different aspects of the text into some consistent pattern.
Yet this ges;alt, which arises from the reader's expectations, 1is
further thwarted by the "illusions" created in the reader's mind by
the text: "The polysemantic nature of the text and)the illusion—mai&ng
of ghe reader are opposed factors." (%PO).‘fo the extent that the
reader seeks a consistent pattern in the text, the text resists final
integration by the reader. This gives rise -to a furtﬁerninterplay
between deduction -- the reader's atfempt to formulate something that —
is unformu}ated in the text -- and induction -- the search for con-
figurative meaniné based on information supplied by the text. Ultimate-
1y, with each re-reading, further illusions will be thrown ué by the
text and gy the data of the réader's expanding experiences, so that no
final balance between deduction and induction’can be achieved. .

fhe point of Iser's speqialized analysis is to stgess the

dialectical structure of reading, and its -fufiction in the creation of

identity: "Aw literary text involves the, _readér in the formation

K

of illusion and the simultaneous formation of the means whereby the
illusion is punctufed, reading reflects the process by which we gain
experience.”" (295) One of the strongest "{1lusions" isvxhé a&thor's s

stratagem og;identification. ?o understand this phenomenon properly
N e

. =
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"it’'is necessary to see text and reader not as object and subject, but

" as an encounter between "the alien 'me' and tbgfreal, virtual 'me' --

thch‘are'never,nompletely cut off from each other." (298) The process

'

o

3

N

of identification, far from being a simple matter .of seeing an approx-

. /;’ ’
B

imation of the self in‘an,éiééﬁ}éétting, invelves recreating the self
W " s o S .
N ; B ko

in tefms yhich had previouély eiudéd the con;cious.
e Whefea§ Iser employs the notiomn of seqﬁent sentences to
account for the dyﬁamics of reader—~text interaction, Fish'(1970? sees
value in‘sloﬁing down the reading process even more dramatically. His
‘method, wbich acknowledges the temporal flow of the reading experience,
invo%Qes“”an analysis of the developing responses Qg the reader in
relation to the Qords as they succeed one another in time." (126—1275
Again, the';actively‘mediafing presence"’ 6f the readef is acknowledgedn
by the substitution of a more operational’question -~ What does this
word or sentence do? -- in place of the Qore text-bound tormulation --
What dées this word or sentence mean? It would appear, however,® that
despite Fi;h's useful iﬁsistence'on the kinetics éf the reading act,
the unit of discourse on which he focuses (the word) is, rather too
precise to do juétice to tﬁe coﬁplexity of the process he describes.
On another level, that of accounting\for different interpretations of
a text, he does offer an obvious but salutary reminder: "Most literary
quarrels are not disagreements about response, but about a response to
a response." (147) ”

One of the mére influential psychoanalytic accounts of the
nature of the reading. process is provided by Lesser in his Fiction and

Unconscious (1967). According to Lesser, we read "because we are beset

by anxieties, guilt feelings, and ungratified needs." (78) Young

-
-
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readers, héwever, are less demanding of qualities within literature
which lead to the relaxation of the ego. Questions felating to the
validity of psychological‘;ealitieﬁ, to the intermal consistencies

of the work, or to the general veraciiy of art assume increasing
. : ®
importance only with increasing age.
Lesser attempts a distinction between those aspects of
9 , . ' : :
response to. fiction which are conscious, and those which are uncon-
scious. For example, the conscious mind can accommodate such features
as the development of a narrative and its manifest meaning.. It can
also judge the story's honesty, its relevance for the reader, the

technique with which it is worked out, and its relation to matters of

extrinsic criticism such as the author's canon, the typology of the

work, its place in tradition. It is important for the conscious

mind to be kept occupied with these activities, for "if it is not it is

likely to penetrate to meanings and appeals which would arouse disquiet
or even revulsion, .if brought to light." (196)

While the unconscious processes of the mind are far more v

~

complicated and lacking in coherence, Lesser proposes a set of three

interlocking stances. The first of these, "a part of our 'spectator'

reaction te fiction," concerns itself basically with "perception and
understanding.’ (197) Hé{e the unconscious "ferrets out connections,
draws inferences, and establishes connections; it synthesizes its

observation.”" (199) "At the same time, two more active processes are

at work. On one level "we unconsciously participate in the stories we

read," on another "we compose stories structured upon the ones we read."

(197) The participating process, dependent as it is on individual needs

and drives, Qill vary in the intensity of absorption that each reader

)
:



feéls for different scenes and roles. It is the third proceggtiyhiéh
Less;f céils‘“analogizing," wpich firmiy established the validity of
;he personal éxperiences we bring to each act of reading. Perhaps
more frequently we will end inm "composing fantasies based  on odT

wishes and fgars rather than upon oﬁr'experience." (203)

Like most of the writers under discussion here, Lesser
believes that critics have overlcooked significant areas of response

by concentrating on the cognitive level of response, on conscious

N
reactions.  His discussion again attempts to redress an imbalance:

Everything we know and feel about fiction suggests that under-
standing is not its sole objective. If it were, fiction would
probably be less interested in particulars, it would cerfainly

be more concerned with generalizations than in fact it is . . .
The basic characteristics of fiction suggest that it usually

wants us not simply to see and understand but to participate in
the events it sets before us. It offers us not simply a spectacle
but an experience. (238) s '

Certainly the most extensive discussion and application of a

theory of literary response based upon psychoanalytic concepts is that

provided by Holland (1968, 1973, 1975a, 1975b, 1976). 1In his originaf

-

formulation, The Pynamics of LiteragzﬁResponse (1968), Holland proposes

\ : .
-two kinds of reading which correspond to the conscious and ungonscious

activities of the mind -- intellecting and introjecting. The reader,

then, has "two different relations to the text. On the conscious level,

he is actively engaged in ﬁerceiving it and thinking his perceptions

into meaning. Unconscio;sly, the text presents him with fantasies and
‘defenses in his own mind." (62) If he willingly suspends disbelieg -
which involves two conscious expectations: that the téxt w%ll give him
pleasure, and that it will not reqﬁire him fo éct on the e;ternal world

/

-- he may experience the literary work by introjecting it. Holland

¥



-summarizes the theory in this way:

w

Put in its briefest form, the theory says that literature is an
introjected transformation The literary text provides us with
a fantasy which we introject, experiencing it as though it were
our own, supplying our own associations to it. The literary
work manages this transformation in two broad ways: by shaping
it with formal devices which operate roughly like defenses; by
transforming the fantasy toward ego-acceptable meanings —-
something like sublimation. The pleasure we- experience is the
feeling of having a fantasy of our own and our own associations
to it managed and controlled but at the same time allowed a
limited expression and quantification. (311-312)

It is not entirely accurate to Ea& that we lose ourselves in
a literary work. Introjecting the work means "letting it form a core
. within us which is the literary work, but within a rind of our

ordinary selves.'" (87) The popular notion of the reader's being
.~

‘absorbed "reverses the true state of affalrs . We absorb it, making the

literary work a subsystem within us." (89) This absorption tends t§

occur more often with detective stories, science fiction, and "'entertain-
e ] : ) ’

nments' rather than with literary masterpieces: "If we are dealing with a

3
[

masferpiece, we are likely to respond more’at the conscious level of
meaning and significance, 1;38 at the brimitive level of fusion and
inQEOjection." (92)

Along with the other writers being considered here, Holland -

v

devotes considerable attention to the concept of identification, and the
related issue of character realism. The History of cri}icism:ﬁas brought
us to animpasse, with the logic of the New;Critics making it seéﬁ bad
sense to treat literary characters as real people. However, dréwing on
the evidence of experimental psychology, Holland argues that readers and
pféygqers recreate characters from the incidents in a plot or lines in N

the play, give ‘them a personai sense of reality, and relate themselves e

J
to them. In-the final amalysis, according to Holland,
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. our so called "identification" with a literary character
is actually a complicated mixture of projection and introjection,
of taking in from the character certain drives and defenses that
are really objectively '"out there" and of putting into him
feelings that are really our own, "'in here." (278)
The critical dilemma about the characters' reality disappearé when we
acknowledge that the great achievement of the artist is his transmutat-
ion of the reader_into creator. The characters are real or not real
to the extent that we endow them with our wishes and defenses.

Holland admits the crude and imperfect state of our present
understanding of the nature of "affect." Symptoms of the lack of
progress in undéré;anding embtions,'other than knowing that accompanying
physiological and thoughtprocesses do not represent the full experience,
include a limited descriptive terﬁiﬁology, and a general paucity of

studies'hhere readers have been asked to elaborate their feelings on

request. Therefore the experimental stddies, Poems in Persons (1973)

and 5 Readers Reading (1975), flesh out the model through the descrip-

tive terms provided by psychoanalytic ego péychology and the empirical
evidence of. the thousands of pages of transcript provided by his
. "readers reading." ) _ :

Drawing heavily on the work of Heinz Lichtenstein (1961),
Holland maintains that when an individual responds to a work of
literature he does so in a manner consistent with a unique identity
‘ theme: or personal style. The eﬁidence of the clinical case studies
suégests that the process of response to literature operates consistent-
1y within the constraints of this identity theme, perso;al stfle, myth,
or life-étyle. The completed theory embraces four.p?inciples that
Holland sees governing the way a reader re-creates a literary work:

b
&



33

First, there is one general overarching law: style creates
itself. The reader tries, as he proceeds through the work, to
compose from it a literary experience in his particular life-
style. 1In particular, line by line and episode by episode, he
responds positively to those elements that, at any given point
in the work, he perceives as acting out what he would
characteristically expect in another being in such circumstances.
What cannot be perceived as acting out his expectations he
responds negatively or remains indifferent to. N

To respond positively, to gratify expectations this way, a
reader must be able to.create his characteristic modes of
adaptation and defense from the words he is reading. This is
the second principle, and the most exacting: defense must match ¢
defense. For a reéader to take pleasure from a reading, he has
to protect that pleasure. He must rercreate for himself from
the text rather precisely all or parts of the structures by
which he wards off anxiety in real life:’ o

The reader can very freely shape for himself from the-
literary materials he has admitted a fantasy that gives him
pleasure, and this is the third principle. He projects into the
work a fantasy that yields the pleasure he characteristically
seeks . "

A fourth principle .« « . The reader "makes sense" of the

text; he transforms the fantasy he has projected into it by means .

of the defensive structures he has created from it to arrive at
an intellectual or moral "point"” in what he has read. (1973, 77)

With these four princip1e5~recognized; the artist still exerts control

o§er the reader’$ ;g§p6 es by creating a structure wﬁich must bg re-
structﬁ%ed with-éééﬂ encounter wiéh'the work. ,Nor are we‘Eound‘by any
impliéﬁtiohﬁihat each reading has equal merit, for objective criteria
(coﬁpleteness, unity, or directness)‘étill apply. In Holland's
analysis "o@jecgive reality" and "pure experi;nce," dependént as they
are on the‘force of the identity théme, "are . . . only useful ficciohs,
vanishing points we approé@h but never meet." (1§75a, 2)

While David Bleich (1969, 1971, 1975a, 1975b) finds consid-

erable explanatory power in Holland's fantasy-defense concéptualization

of response, hersees Holland at least partially bound by the New

[

Critical insistence on the objectivity of the text. In what is brobably

the most thoroughgoing commitment to the subjective paradigm, Bleich

4
\
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(1975a) asserts that '"the essence of a symbolic work is not in its

visible senéory structure or in its manifest semantic load but in its

subjective re-creation by a reader and in his public presentation of
that creation.' (21) Works of literary art, Bleich alleges, exist

"entirely as a function of the mind and history of:the perceiver.

.

There may, however, be considerable virtue in biographical criticism,
either for the psychological 1light it sheds on the development of a
personal writing style, or for the reduction of narcissism in reading

" whereby the reader engages an author as person rather than authority.

Bleich, like Roéenblatt, is rather more concerned with

developing a curriculum which rests. on the subjective bases of literary.
< !

experlence, than w1th offering an extensive account of the dynamics of

S

reading. His course of study proposes four increméntal phases' which

ggrk outwards from an examlnation of the unlqueness of personal feelings

» \
towards a developing notion of the sharablllty or dialectic of communal

terpretation. Durlng the flrst phase, ThOughts and Feellngs, the

aim is ”to understand how people respond emotlonally and then

i

<i~a translate thése neSponSes into thoughts and judgmengs.” (1975a, 15)

\\;gi:>%rmed with thfs\Enoiiiige, the class is roady for the second phase,

- "Fééling about Literature," w ere the focus'snifts to an analysis of
"the patt;rns.of perceptual empnasis in each reader and to suggest how
these patterns will be folevant in underétanding the ;gader's larger
patterns of response and judgment." (21) anough an analysis .of
pfonoools marked by perception, affective responses, and associative
responses,\Bleich indicates how the classroom dynamic can‘fhift from

the text itself to a’'diversity ofkpersonal readings of the text.‘ In

the third and fourth phases, "Dd&§iding on Literary Importance' and

.
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"Interpretation as a Communal Act," Bleich showé that, at an advanced

level affect and judgment ''are both part of a single'and more general

!

| process gf ;eépqnse, which begins in complete subjectivity and is then

transformed into judgments that appear to be objective." (49)

Content Analyses of Response to Literature

-

. The pioﬁeering effort in the careful study of the responses -

of students to literaEure i# Richards' Practical Criticism (1929).
Richards concehtraﬁed hig analyéis on the misinterpretations of
Thirteen poems by advancéd Cambfidge undergraduates as revealed in
free writtén responses. While Richardé"methodologyrof pational study
and classification of responses was not stétistically controlled, his
procedures for content analysis of literary résponse have profoundly
influenced most’subsequent studies. Par?icuiarly relevant to the |
qualitative analeis‘pgrsuéd in this investigation is Richérds' ident~
ification of &he following areas of difficulty experienced by students
_ in their work\with_poetry: 1) diffiCul;y of making out the plain sense
“of thevppems;\(Z) difficulties of éensuous‘apprehension; (3) the per-~
vasi&e influence of mnemonic irrelevancies; (4) stock responses; (5)
sentimentaiity; (6) inhibition; (7) doctrinal adhesions; (8) technical
‘presuppositions; (9) geheral céitical preconceptions. (109—111)

-

In a recent edition of College Engii§h=(February, 1977)

Bennett and Arthuf,reported their separate attempts to replicate
Richards' procedures with groups of'Américaq college students in
Caiifornfa and Illinoigi Both assumed that the change in pedagogy> 

Qrought by a generation's influence of the New Criticism might have

produced a new set in students which would make them less prone to the
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obgtacles to sane critical thinking that Richards revealed. In the
more méthodologically sound study, Bennett proposes the obvious -
questions: ''To whét gxtent has‘ﬁhe impact of these new edﬁcational
methods ®really changed students' ability to.judgé poetry? How adeqﬁate—
ly’have our schools dealt with the problem df training students to think
about literature?" (567) Both writers reported an iﬁstructive, if not
gratifying, repetition of history. Apart from the displacement of
concerns with dict%on,'rhyme and rhytﬁm,_emotion and philosophy, by an
overwhelming concer;-with imagery, contempo;ary readers providea almost
exact parallels in their difficulties with "objective" reading as’had
been discovgred-by R;chards. It is important to stress, as Richards
does, tﬁat his Cambridge studentsiwere‘a select, homogeneous group, and -
v
Arthur, in particular, acknowledges the heterogeneity and "averageness"
of his students. However, he proposes an éxplanation for these defic-.
jencies which will sound through most of this review: that there is "in
_most oonur students ——Iin moig'péogle -—~ a predisposition towards the‘
sententious énd the sentimentél, énd an aversion to the difficult,
which coibiné to form attitudes not easily altered thropgh any formal

ﬁrocess of instruction." (587)

Downey (1929), in a study of the psychological processes of

identification, describes three kinds of responders to art: the ecstatic,

who becomeé totally mérged with the subject; the participator, who takes
on several role assumptions, with different degrees of success; and the
spectator who remains objective, detached, and self-controlled. Shirley

—
(1966) elaborated Downey's scale to identify seven types of responders:

the indifferent, the observer, the partial participator, the intense

participator, the self-image synthesizer, the construct §§nthesizer, and

*
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the decision maker. The distinc;ions have obvious comnections with

the uses of language in the roles of participant and spectator,
originally devéloped-by'Harding. (1937) and extended by Brittom (1970).
There remain three gemeral stages in the developing pro?ess of response:
a progression from intellectual detachment, through an emotional reali:z-
ation, to an aesthetic objectivity, a final integration of thé
experience. -

Three éducational studies of response to litefature, all of
which are t§ some extent content analyses, are those by Meckel (1946), .
Loban (1954), and Taba (1955). Meckel ipvestigated the free responses

made by high school seniors to situationms, ‘in Hugh Walpole's novel

Fortitude, selected for their relevance to the preoccupations of

—
e

\\\ olescents. Meckel's'primary interest was in finding out what

si}ugfions in the novel students respond to most vividly and what
S

aspects the novel they like and dislike. Since there were few
situacions<cited\ipLth,§Lud£an' free responses, a prepared list of

events to be narked accordiﬁg to how vividl& they.Qere remembered was
given the students. Megkel found that the students :!gponded less to
events involving self-confrontation than to situations involving love
and pareqt—child zelationships. The outline of responses indiéating

like-dislike of the novel were categorized in three ways:

(1) Persomal-psychological: The reader's personal reaction to
the work.

(2) Technical-critical:. The reader's perception of language,
literary devices, tomne, relation of form to content, and
evaluation. .

(3) Content-ideational: The reader's identification and
discussion of the theme or meaning of the work.

Analysis of these responses revealed great variety and individuality.
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The predominant response was personal—psychologicai, and the least
popular was technical-critical. ﬁhile this finding is in contrast
with those of more recent studies, it may be explained by the faqt <
that the emphasis of the expe{iment was on personal recollection.

Loban (1954), who 1h a# earlier arEicle had listed content
analysis as a valid means of evaluatfﬁg growth in the study of
literature (1968),»investigated the responses of 120 high school
students t§ ten stories sélected for their,appeal to the readef(s
feélings of s?mpathy. The students selected"fo; participation fell
into two extreme gréups: those highlyrsensitive’to the feelingé of
others, and.those least sensitive to such‘feelings.-.One of the four
response measures émployed was a free, undirected discussion of each
ﬁtory written immediately after completion of the story. These written
responses were scorédyby comparing them with a list of seventy points
which five competeﬁt judges had agreed é sympathetic reader might
notice. Among Loban's conclusions relevant to the present study and

: ) o)
~ based on his analysis of all the responses are the following: (1) almost
all adolescents miss important implications while reading fictiong (2)
many adolescent'readers respond superficialiy and artificially to
stories, failing to acknowledge the facts provided in the stqries; (3)
few know whét to say-about literature and attempt to disguise this
shortcoming with»glib, formulaic references to style and laﬁguage; and .
(4) magy,adolescents resist any literature that requ{;gg‘fg?iection or -
consideration of ideas contrary to their expectations or attitudes.

As part of a year-long investigation into tﬁe dynamics. of

i
peer culture in an eig&th grade class, Taba (1955) developed the first
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actual clagsification of response to‘literature as part of her efforts
to categorize the free, unstructured oral discussions by tWengy-five
students of certain books and stories. In line with certain stated

. objectives, Taba‘identified prior to énalysis four broad categories,
the first two of which we;; further‘classified. These four»categories
were: (1) projections ~- attempts to ?erceive or understand the sﬁory,
to explain and evaluate behavior; (2) genéralizations, or students'
application of facts from the story to general prinCiples:concerning
behavior; (3) self-réferences; and (4)-irrelevdncies. Of the f0ur;
categories, Taba found tﬁe'first, projections, to be the dominant
response, accounting for 50.9 to 87.27% of the étQAents' statem;nts.
She concluded that eighth-grade students are primarily concerned with
the content of a story an& that factual restatement of the action and
explanations of hehaviors and situaﬁions occur frequently in their
responses. intérpretations occur infrequently and tend to be factual
and concrete. Students tend to base tﬂeir interprétations rather
heavily on their own experiences. They are not particularly dispbsed
.to judgmental attitudes or moralizing. Taba ideﬁtified four types of
responders: (1) those who enter the story freeiy and fully without

relating the story to previous experiences: (2) egoceptric readers who

find meaning only by associating the story with persotll experiences;
(3) egocentric readers who make‘;rescriptiVe judgments) about how the
charactérs éhould behave; and (4) readers who project {r generalize
and therefore benefit from the ﬁew experienc;s offered by the work.

Like Taba, Earl Forman (1951) used s;hdents' responses to

develop various categories of response. Working with seventh and

ninth—grade;students, Forman identified three scales of response to
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literature. The "Elaboration of Detail” scale classifies responses'
to cha}acters, gcenes, and actions along a spectrum frqm indefinite
responges to expliéit, individualized descriptions. The "Character
Vitglization Scale" chgfts responsestdealing with feelings aﬁd
character traits from vague, generaliged, and obvious to %n analysis
of motivation and personalify. The ”épntinuity of Purpose Scale' is
concerned with the pu;pose, meaning, and order of events.
The source for.Skelton's (19%8) classification system was

the writings of fourth, fifth, and sixth graders in response to poems.
Some of the poems were read aloud by the téacher and some weré'reaa
silently. Five catEgories’emerged on a sc;le from reader-connotative
(engagement) responses, through author-connotative (thematic)
statemenis, to readef—deno?ative statements (literal translations).
. Bounding these three stances; involving the reader and his reaction
to the personal and formal qualities of the work, were expréssions of
like or\dislike and unrslated.comments. Skelton was interested ?n the
number-of different categortes used by the students in their responses
to four poemé of iﬁcreaéing di%fiéﬁlty. In the papers of the 270
students he found that 37% used two or mofe categories¥§£r the first
response but that 487% of the students useé two or more for the fourth
poem, which was the most difficult. Skelton reports thét the responses
to the most difficult poem shoved a decided increase in the students'
xsubjecﬁive involvement; in the absence of a clear understanding they
apbarently reported their personal reacti;ns. However, among the |
students of above- average ability, more responded in author-connotative

terms, and this trenékwas most pronounced among the older students.

Ash (1969) cons%:pcted a test of literary judgment that was




41

administered to six classes of ejyeventh graders. The four part ‘test

measured (1) thematic imitationm, (2) paragraph selection, (3) title
choice, and (4) distorted images. The students chose the best of

three versions or options for eight to ten separate items. In the

most informative part of the study, students from the high and low o
*M~ s

ability groups were interviewed in order to determine the reasons. Vﬂ‘i
. ce kS

for their choices. From these interviews Ash classified response

.-w.‘\

2

types gnd eported the percentage of oceurrence for each typé& and . ;‘L
I3 . [P o »
for the two groups as follows: ' f' .
oo . Ll
3 Total =~ " & .7
High Low Group |
Guess 8.9. 9.5 9.6 cooR
Misreading 6.8 17.7 12.3 ¢
Unsupported Judgment - 19.9 31.9 29.3 . .. 3¢ °
Supported Judgment 9.9 3.6 3.4, T
Ay Poetic Preconceptions (Rules) 13.5 3.6 8.7 ‘?{;
Isolated Elements 20.9 fL0.6 13.5 L%,
¢  Narrational 1.1 -8.9 5.7 i
Technical . 2 2.3 5.8
Irrelevant Associations 3)1 3.6 3.3
Interpretation .2 7.%1 64",
2.5 1. 2.0

Self-Involvement _rﬁ
% S

-~

Three negative types of categories -% guess, unsuppor

judgment, and mlsreading - accounted/fer 497 of thﬁ studen®

/

_ reasons for their,choices%eading Ash to co ude that%
_the level of literary judgment, that is, the students’ abili;y toj

justify their choices or preferences, is very low, However, as Purves

5

and Beach (1972) suggest: "Granted that understanding, criteria, add

personal involvement are all consgl&gegts of tdste one wonders- how
J - .
they are related to the rhetoric of defending judgment." (12) In. fact,

there is a strong suggestion running through most of the studies

8] '7

repor;ed here that variations in verbal ability might temnd to over-
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s .

shadow the very nuances' of response which the investigators are

“attempting to unearth. Such considerations serve only to cloud Ash's

perplexing.f;ﬁding'thét the high ability group evidenced mére inaccﬁrate
pfegongeptions aboup'poetry,‘and showed slightly less, interest in -
interpretation+than the low ability grdub.

A far'ﬁoré precise attempt to categorize respoﬂse.from the
actual responses of students was made_bé&Squ}re'(l964). Based on the
qral reSponses of fifty-t;o‘ninth ‘and tenth graders while reédiné four
shoré égbriés, thelSquire classifiéation, déspite ceftain limitations iy
discussed below, continues to be used as a-standard in“studies of
response to literature.v It is.the basis, among others, of the work of

Wilson (1966), Luchsinger (1?69), Gri aff (1968), and Robinson

(1973). Seven categories are defined: (1) Litwgary judgmen%% -- direct

or implied evzluations of the story as an artistic work; (2) Interpret~

ational! respor.ses —- efforts by the reader to generalize from and

~

discover meaning in the story; (3) Nafzafional reactions -- resﬁ;néééxg
in which details or facts in the story are recountedbufvﬁot interpreted;‘w
(4) Associational responsges -- aésociatgonS'by the reader of ideas,
events, places, and people within his experience; (5) Self-involvement

-- efforts by the reader to associate himself with the behavior of

characters; (6) Prescfiptive judgments -- attempts’by the reader to

"

- prescribe a course of gction for a character based on the reader's

absolute standard;‘and (7)‘Misce11aneogs - responses‘not coded else-

P

where. The respanse patterns were-examinz?‘in relation to sex)

s

intellfgence, reading ability, socioeconomic status, ahd certain

personality :predispositions.

¥
e
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- Table 1 shows the mean percentages among boys and girls for

- the seven categories:
.

"TABLE 1

< . MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES FOR CATEGORIES
- BY BOYS AND GIRLS IN THE SQUIRE STUDY
OF RESPONSE TO LITERATURE

_ (N=52: 27 BOYS, 25 GIRLS)

-

Mean Percentages

Categories 4% - ' ___Boys Girls
_ - C -

. Literary Judgment °* : 14.8 14.9
Interpretational , . 42.6 - 43,9
Narrational . 21.4 . . 16.3
Associational : ' : ‘ 3.5 2.4
Self-Involvement 13.3 16.8
Prescriptive Judgment ) 2.7 3.6

1.7 2.1

Miscellaneous \}

Squire's careful study reveals considerable data about the
responses of adolescents to fiction, particularly responses during the

reading of fiction and Cﬂmmon sources of misinterp:etation Notable

/‘

findings about response In.gﬁijiii;include the following (1) Interpret-
,ational responses occur more frequently than any other kind, more than

dOubling in frequency of occurrence the second category, narratlonal
m’& '

reactions; (2) little correlation 15 apparent between respons@ patterns”

and the sex of the subjects; (3) only a slight positive correlatioq is

reported between the subjects’ Fotai responseé and their peasured vcrbal
(_{ fluency; (4) high socioeconomic status is accompanied by an increase in

interpretational responses; low socioéconomic status, by an increase in

»

A

narrational reactions; and (5) a strong positive felationship exists
‘ -

between the number of responses coded as literary judgment and those-

~ N i .
S : . 2
R .

-

e et -
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coded as self—involvement. This last result suggests that students
who_become involvéd in aistory tend, after reading, to analyze ésgects“
of the story. -This finding contradict? the assumption that emotianalf‘
involvement with literature necessaril§ precludes or interferes wifh
a coghitive,anaiysis of theAwork. : g

. Paralleling, and in certain areas extending the wotk of'
Richards and Téba,quuire degined six majorxsources of difficulty in

his fifteen—year-old subjects' attempts at literary interpretation.

These included: (1) failure to grasp the obvious meanings of the

\

‘author; (2) reliance on stock responses when faced with a seemingly

°
1

familiar situation; (3) ”héppiness binding," or an undillingness to

face the realities of unpleasant interpretations; (4) critical prej

. . ‘ o
dispesitions, demanding for example that situations be "true to life,"

or that the writing be marked by 'good description;"

(5) irrelevant
associations with personal experiences or with elements of stories.
read earlier; and (6) a determination to achieve certainty in interpret-

ation associated with unwillingness to hold judgment in agbeyance:

‘Fanselow's (1971)'replica:? jof’the Squire study with biling-

e 2nt\re5ul§s. He found that
fewer prescripiive-juagments,
literary judgments, and inter =éa; statements than Squi}e‘s group.
Also, the reactions involvedvg;eat Qariations both between studenﬁsland

within an individual's responSe to the four stories, anticipating the

finding'of some of the more feceﬁt research, that the text is of

considerable importance in determining response. Like Squire, Fanselow '

indicated that the students oftern resorted to retelling, that they

failed to discuss jmportant thematic issues, and that they mahe (/’



superficia} literary judgments.
Wilson (1966) used the Squire categories to investigate the

respdnses of fifty-four college fréshmen, prior to and after class

! 2

discussion of three novels (The Catcher in the Rye, A Farewell to Arms,

and fhe_Grapes of Wrath), He found that the three class periods
. 1 . ' . .
devoted to discussion after eachgfgading effected an increase in

interpretational resﬁgnses from a mean of 54.5% on the first response

to a,mean of 78.4% on the second. The percentages of response for

Bl ¥

each category before and after discussion were as follows:

AN

Before ‘. After ‘

E\ L
Literary. Judgment ] _ 17.0 7.0
Interpretational . 54.5 78.4
Narrational -13.0 3.6
Associational 2.8 1.3
Self-Involvement o 10.5 7.0

Prescriptive _ 1.4 1.1
8 1.6

Miscellaneous 0.
L

In discussing théyfindings of his study Wiléon describes

\

various degrees of relationship between self-involvement and

interpgeiration, illustrating oﬁ EPe one hand Downey's contention that

an éxﬁééérated_identification on the part of thé reader can block
analysis, and on the other tha}}initial self—involvemeﬁ; seems nece%sarf
for effective intefpretation, He unearthed very few of the difficulties .
enumerated by Squire, yetvallows that "statements of personal reaction V
may be less sharply formulated and logical than . . . later, considered
attempts at interpretations of the novel's meanings." (40) Wilson's

study raises certain doubts about the uséfulness ofvany content;analysis
.éystem,‘upless the individual respbnses in a;cétegdry are also carefully
analysed  and assessed. The. mere coding of a fesﬁSnée as interpretatibnal

.

A7
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or literary judgmeﬁt far from definee its shape, since many ef the
responses which Wilson coded in these categories were coeventional and
superficial.

| Luchsinger (1969), therefore, concentrated on the qualitative
BN .
as well as the quantitative‘aspects of student responses. Her 140
tenth—gfade students read'four_pairs of short stories distinguiehed by

: .- ‘

degree of complexity. iﬁ the delayed responses there were again more
i;terpretatioﬁal statements, end fewer literary judgments and self—
involvement staeements.' After answering 5 ten-question comprehension
test, etcdente Qrote answers to two questions:'<1) Why do you fhink
the author wrote this story? (Purpcse), and (2) What did you'see as
you read this story? (Imagery). .The responses ta these qeestions were-
coﬁed‘using the Squire cacegories,“and vere qualitatively analysed'dn
a sceléfffom one\to six usipg the following criterion statemeﬁts:

K @9) 'Autobiograghical: The student assumes that semething in the
.author's life prompted the story.

.

(2) Factual Explanation The student relates a fact or inc1dent
on which the plot hinges, but gives/3§ evidence of sub—A

surface meaning

(3) Literary Judgment: The student gives ome hazy evidence of
' interaction with-the story, but most comments are pat ’
statements such as, "I liked it because it has an exciting
beginning.'

(4) Partial Interpretation: Thé student gives some evidence of
P ' understanding the ideas behind the story, but does not
: ' explain or defendﬂbis statements, and tends to make trite,
often moralistic judgments. .

(5)] Interpretation of Behavior: The students shows that he has
combined fact with insight to reach a conclusion about a
character s behavior.

(6) Transfer: The student combines levels four and five and in
: so doing goes beyond both. These responses represent the
highest degree of generalization in that they utilize

specific information from the story to relate the story to

truths from the real Wworld.
. R . L



47

An additional set of criterion statements was ised to
evaluate the answers to the question about imagery, a term apparently

used as a catch-all, or metaphor for higher‘}evels of interpretation:

(1) Physical Objects: The student "sees" only concrete details.

(2) Basic Characterization: The student includes some of the
distinguishing qualities that help.to explain character
motivation. These responses are, however, more concerned
with surface action than with actual interpretation of
behavior.

e (3) Inter-character Change: The student who'responds at this

"t . level "sees" at least the basic reasons for conflicts among
characters. 1In some instances, the students explain why
-characters are drawn to each other. These responses include
little attempt at generalization, but in the comparisons and
contrasts they draw, they go beyond the less complex state-
ments of level two. ,

(4) Inner-character Cﬁange: The stugent who responds at this 
: level ""sees" why and how an incident alters a character's
life. ' : ’

(5). Inclusive Interpretation of Behavior: The student identifies
© themes and incorporates .analysis of character into statements
on the underlying ideas behind the story.

(6) Transfer: The student explains how he has,"seen“ the
condition in the stories in his own life. As was true for
the 'scale of Purpose, these responses represent the highest

: degree -of -assimilation in that students relate the story to
truths from the real world. (57~ 58)

Since Luchsinger's findipgs relate to theyinteracti&n of bofh '
ability levél and stoty type, they:will be repofted here‘as a prelude«
to &he concerns of the ne#t two sectioﬁs of thi?’revieﬁ. She found, as

- . , :
did Morris, who used interviews and questionnaires, that intelligence
apparéntly is not predictive of the kind or quality of response the
student produces. In general, there were distinct differences in fhe

readers' abilities to percéiVe;purpose and imagery, since'they evinced

more security in dealing with the former than wifh the latter. The
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less complex stories, rather surprisingly, evoked more complex responses
from these students. She concurs with Squire and Wiléon that the in-

experienced readers need directigon and assistance in learning to

’

¥

interpret literature.

o

Also using the Squire system of codiné, Grindstaff (1968)
compared the free‘'responses of three classes of tenth-grade students.to
four povéls. One class received inst;uction by the‘method of structural
analysis, another class by the methoq of experiential‘refleétivé analysis.
The third, a control group,‘rebéived no insffuction but merely rea& the
novels. The post—treatmgnt protocols writfen by all students, when

. p';. . -
analyzed for content, showed that "the. responses of adolescent readers

'

varied according to :the kind of novel read, and according to the kind of
g | _ o
approach used in teaching the noyel." (40) Patterns of response to the

\

dif ferent novels varied significantly for four categories: self-

involvement, as;oéiational, literary judgment, and interpretational<
Significantly more rééponses wereAwrit:en by the contrpl group, but
these tended to be eitherv;nterpretationai or narrational. While
interpretational'responses were most Cbnm;n for all groups, narrative
responses were judgéd "to be the egéiggt and least sophisticated of any‘

of the responses.' (V)

7,
o0

Although both teaching techniques resulted in more divergent -
‘response patterns, the experiential reflective analysis class -- tauéht>
by a transactional §pproach relating the work to the students’ exper-
;éﬁtes and their expér;ence‘pf thé work -- had the most divergent
patterns of all. ‘Students in that cléssxhad more responses than the

Structural analysis class in the self-involvement, associational, and

literary'judgment‘categories.~ They also performed bettgr on Burton's



49

A\

Short Story Choice Test, a criterion measure Grindstaff employed to test
S

maturity of literary appreciation. Grindstaff argued the superiority of

experiential reflective analyeis\bver structural analysis as a teaching

' A
‘ ‘ sy )
technique in these terms: "The lack of dependency on{thehpeacher for

' [T

answers, and the increased self-sufficiency of the experiential reflec-—
tive students to examine literature resulted in these students learning

-~

to read more critically and with less gifficulty than did the students
from the other two classes."r(122) . '
'Robinscn (1973) developed two instructional strategies
derived from an analysis of authoritative statements written about the
response-oriented literature curricnlum. In the fitet of these
strategies, a teacher-directed set ef procenures involved the use of
lecture-discussions, class discussione, small éroup*discussions,-
panels, debates, and written commentarles In the Second‘strategy,
the teacher acted as facilitator for a range ofcexperience centred
activities involving dramatizations and improv1zations,‘m1me, collage,
taped reediﬂgs, brainetotming, opinion_polling, ann rqte playing!
ﬁobinson collected pre- end posttest protocols for equal numbers of
eleventh grade classes who were tanght a three week unit on the short
story employing one or other of the response-oriented strategies.
‘Using the/Squire system of coding, he,found that there were no signif-
icant differences fcr either group in the responee categories of
1iterary judgment, narrational response, aseociational response; ;re—
scriptive judgment responie, or mlscellaneous response. In rather
marked conttast to Grindstaff's flnding, the students who were exposed
to procedures marked by less teacher—direction, and a wider range of |

d
tudent -initiated activitles wrote signiflcantly more interpretive
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responses than those in the more teacher~directed groups.

In the secoﬁd.phase of fhe study, however, students in the
‘less teacher—directed group rated the instructional étrategy highef
thgg did students in the teacher-directed group.“ Moreover, students

in the former group seleéted goals for the literature curriculum which
stressed the development of imaginatioﬁ and self-expression, while
thqse in ﬁhe latter.group éélected items in the 1iterafy heritage—
discipline category and the skills category as being of most signif-"
icance. .Robinson suggests-thaf the‘meghod of instruction ﬁay clearly
influenée studehts' perceptions ;f the study ofkliteraquré in the

high school. :

~'In a study'of 15 college uﬁperclaésmen which employed éral

introspective answers to quesﬁions about a poem in additidnfto retro-
spective answers to queétions~concerning'response'strategy,vMorris
(1970) expanded oh»Squire's categofies. Firét,uin analyzing the thogghﬁ
units ;f tHe f;ee'responses, he féugd thét 58% were poem—~centred, 17%
were -direct quotations from the poem,\and 252 were not focused on the
%ork.. For the adaptgd Squiré catégopﬁes, Morriéfrecorded the follbwing
breakdown of the poem—ceﬁtred respo§§§;strategigs: (1) Associational --
Y9%; (2) Reactibn General -- 1Q2; 3) Peréeptioﬁ — 3%; (4) Comprehen-
siop -- 11%; (5) Interpretdtion -- 64%; and (6) Appreciatioq - 4Z.A ﬂ
| Compaiison of his Qata with those of similar studies (Tab;, 1955;
équire, 1964 Wilsoh, 1966; and Cooper, 1969) indicates a heavy oriénf—-

-

ation towards interpretation. After examining the individual results

I3

Morris-discovered that some students adopted a convergent pattern of

3

response (with the emphasis on comprehension and interpretation),

while others préferred a divergent pattern (emphasizing perceptions,
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association, and general reactions to the work).

In analyzing factors such as the length of the response,
reading habits, or poetry-writing-experience, Morris could find very
few relationsnips between these variables and the students’' scholastic
ranks. He also charted the findings from other studies using content
analysis,itranslating the other schemes into the categories of his
study, but he could discern no consistent developmental trends apart
from the predominance of int;;pretation which he (like Wilson)
attributed to the kind of training students receive in literary study.

Further analysis of retrospective answers indicated that mdst students

believed that, their free responses reflected a unique strategy or
approach\to the reading of poetry. ;<

Sanders (1970) studied the effects of instruction on the
' interpretation‘of literature, and using Squire s classification system
analyzed tnelresponses of ninth graders to eight short stories. 1In
the experinental groups the'response-was the final activity of a
multiple procedure that included setting the purpose for reading, pre-
‘ teaching vocabular},_completing guide materials after the reading, and
illustrating the story with a visual activity.. The control 'group read
tire story silently and wrote the response. e

Both the quantity and quality of bhe interpretive responses =
were measured, as well as the degree of fluency (the number of ideas
and words) in the protocols. Sanders found that there Qere‘mbre
interpretational responses'offered by the experimental students-as
opposed to those in the control group (54,8% and 18.39% respectively),
and that the experimental students; responses were more fully developed

and generally superior to those of the control group. To measure the

2



quality of students' interpretations, Sanders devised a four point
n : 4

‘gcale with these descriptions:

(D Exceptional insight, a meaningful transaction, a sound
perception of meaning, a sense of the story's artistic
dimension.

(2) An adequate grasp of meaning; fairly mature; promising
‘ but incomplete.

(3) A limited sense of siggificance; g largely literal
perception; a bit béyond\narrative recall.

(4) 1Inadequate; perhaps‘irrelevént; insufficient to permit
a judgment. (60)° :

52

In determining the effects of the experimental treatment Sanders found

the responses of the experimentel gronp to be qualitetively superior.
He observed;'as well, fewer literary judgments (25.5%) for this group
as opposed to the control group (71.17%); |

Bortod;and hie colleagues <1968) made use of the Squire

classification system in their evaluation of the Project English

N

o

venture at Florida State Unlversity The project involved not an
experimental treatment but an evaluation of three different curricular
approaches: (1) the traditional "tripod" curriculum organized around
literature, languagé, and co"m\position; (%4:g2 thematic organizationm;
and (3) a cognitive processes approach. One of the measures used to‘
evaluate the various approaches was an analysis-of the students' free
responses to‘short stories and poetry. Their findings from all the

evaluative measures are reported by Purves and Beach (1972) in

Literature_ and the'%eader, and the following specifically refer to

the free response:
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With respect to the free response to the short story, students 1in
the thematic and ,cognitive processes curricuYim made fewer
literary Judgments and more interpretational responses. The
students in the tripartite curriculum made more value judgments
about poetry; those in the thematic curriculum, more paraphrases
and abstract interpretations; and those in the cognitive process
curriculum, more self-involvement responses. (154)
The curricular approach would seem to have a distinct effect on the
response style of the students,‘but the evaluators found that the
differences were not significant, and that variances were produced more
by schools and g'! teachers than by curricular strategy.
In preparation for an international study of achievement in
litesapure, Purves (1968) developed a schema for content analysis that
is directly related to the classification of a broad range of written

responses to a literary work. The developnent of the Elements of

Writing about a Literary Work began withhthe solicited responses of

twelve influential critics (including Josephine Miles, Stanley Hyman,

Wilbur Scott, and Albert Hofstadter) to Kafka's "An 0ld Manuscript."

In ad W Purves and his associates examined 200 student papers and
100 responses from high school and college teachers. The resulting

system proyides a comprehensive table of elements which embraces the

suggests that hle system is neither taxonomic, nor embedded in any one
literary-critical theory or combination of theories. The ultimateﬁbv
application to the classroom of Purves' categories and elements is fo
sharpen the meaning of such widely accepted, yet nebulous curricular

goals as "appreciationm,” "understanding out literary heritage,' "find-

iug meaning in literature,' or "developihé critical standards and
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- atfitudes.”" According to Purves,teachers must be disabused of the

*

belief that all students:prpceed through levels of response in lock-

- step fashion. o

The basic principle of organization is the relationship a
reader may have with a text. Purves first defines four major categories,

or postures, as follows: * ' ‘ ’
(1) Engagement-Involvement: This category defines the various
ways by which the writer indicates his surrender to the literary
work, by which he informs his reader of the ways in whith he has
expeyienced the work.or its various aspects. (6) . Elsewhere
Purves (1967) was more explicit about what this category contains:
the writer's stated reactiog to the work or its characters, his
discussion of the vicarious experience as it relates to himself,
and his impressions of the work. (311)

(2) Perception: The second category, according to Purves, is
almost self-explanatory: it encompasses the ways in which a
person looks at the work as an object distinct from himself . .
separate from the writer's consideration of the world around the
writer. This perception-(analogous to "understanding") isg
analytic, synthetic, or classificatory and deals with the work
either in isolation or as an historical fact needing to be
related to a context. (6)

(3) Interﬁretation: This category refers to the attempt to find
. meaning in the "work, to generalize abput ft, to draw inferenaes
~ " ' from it, to find analogues to it in yhe univetse that the writer
’ ' inhabits. (7) From the interpreting/ stance, the work is not seen
as a literary object, or not purely/as a literary objeét, but as
a heterocosm that can be related to the world around the writer.(7)

(4) Evaluation: Inclﬁded in this ca;Sgory are all statements
‘ about why the writer thinks the work good or bad. His judgment
‘ - J may be derived from either a personal or an obJectlve criterion. (8)

3“’ :

Th%%g four caté&ories (together with a fifth, labelled
. q"-~f’§: 2 rg&
gMisaellanegus)“aie.Brokeﬁ down into gyenty—four subcategorles which in

: 3 *)v,
,”‘f{ﬂhe u1timate7in speciflcity for the systen.

3 1

_ §  S , 4 In the descéip ions” given by Purves, "writer' refers to aﬁy
& U ..+ person ré&sp ng in writing to literature, not to the author

N O of the literar§ work.

)y_ ¥

P ‘. ,; T
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Since the present study used ‘the Purves system, through the subcategory
level, brief descriptions of the subcategories seem in order. Firsg,

Table 2 provides a schematic overview of the categories and subcategories.

W
Within the category of Engagement-Involvement there are four

subcategories: 100: Engagement Generas

«*
L)

ment, such as "I enjoyed the story'"; 1

-- gtatements of general involve-

Reaction to Literature e

in general, to the author?;to the
Y
- . BT

morality of the work or author, or/to the willingness of the,yrfter to
. . i

reactions of the writer to literaturg
[ 3
accept the fictiornality of the work; 120: Reacttion to Form -- expressions

. of the writer's response to the way\the wo:k is written, including the

writer's identification with the work, Yke retelling of the work, and the

$

reaction to the weorid of the work, including conjeckﬁre identification,
| ork re

Content ——- the writer's *

impressionistic statement; 130: Reaction
and moral reaction to characters and events.
Under Perception, nine subcategor:es are listed. These are:
200: Perception General -— responses of general perception, includiﬁg
I 3

objective‘statements about the length or format of the work, and most

importantly, statements about lack of comprehension concerning the

. actién or langué e of the work;GZID: Perception of Languﬁée %%Zstatements
_ign, for example of mofphology, typograﬁﬁ;, syntax,
sound and soundbphttefns; diqtidn, or lexicography; 220:4{Ferception of
Literary Devices —- identifications (without attempté at iptérpretation)
of météphor ;nd simile, imégery, allusion, or irony; 230: Perception of
antent — references to the eharacpers,’spbject matter, action, or
setting oﬁ the.work; 240: Percep§ion of Relation of Technique to Content

-— statements relating the. verbal, stylistfc, or presentational'means to

?

the sense or effect of the work; 250: Perception of Structu@el-—

t
i
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100: Engagement General : . 4

110: Reaction to Literature ‘

120: Reactlzé to ‘Form

130: Reactidn to Content

PERCEPTION . - . e
1200: Perception General .

210: Perceptiorn of Larnguage

220: .Perception of Literary Devices
230: Perception of Content :
~240: Perception of Relation of Technique to Content
250: Perception of Structure N
260: Perception of Tone o

270: Perception of Literary Classification )
280; Perception of Contextual Classification
INTERPRETATION

300: Interpretatibn)General_ R

310: Interpretation of Style -

320: Interpretation of Content

330: Mimetic Interpretation

340: Typological Interpretation®

350: .Hortatory Interpretation

‘EVALUATION

400:. Evaiuation General.

410: Affective Evaluation 7. .
© 420: Evaluation of Method

.430: Evaluatiom of Author's Vision

MISCELLANEOUS

500: Divergent response,.Rhetorlcal fillers;

TABLE 2.
- 4.: %

PURVES CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES: A SUMMARY

Al

ENGAGEMENT INVOLVEMENT

Reference to other writers; Comparison with other

works; Digressions; Unclassifiable

‘
%

56
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-

‘statements which describe the order or arrangement of the work, of parts

to parﬁiﬁ parts to wholé, plot and so oﬁ; 260§ Peroeption of Tone ---
comments on tone, effect, mood, pace,~éﬁd point of viéw; 27b:\Perception
ovaiterary Clasoification -;:references to the writer's perception of
the work as part of a lorger‘body called literature; and 280: Percoption
of Contéxtual Classification —; statements indicating the writer's}
perception of the work in the context of biography or history

C2 Six subcategories are provided under fnterpretation. 300

' < .
Interptetation General.-f responses of general interpretation, such as

"I don't know what this story means"; 310: Interpretation of. Style -~

2

statemerits in which the writer infers meaning from stylistic devices

such as metaphor,‘irony,‘or symbolism; 320: Interprétationﬁof Contégt

Fl
.

-- statements in which the writer draws inferences about charaoters,
eVentsz setting, and even .the author; 330: Mimgtic Interpretation --

@ .
statements in which the writer interprets the work as a reflection of

the world u51ng as his basis- psychologlcal social, political, .

historical, ethical, or aesthetlc data, 340: Typolqgical Interpretatlon

.-~ statements, using the same criteria, which suggest that the work not

only reflects the world,_b&ﬁ presents a higblywéeneralized pattern of

the world; and 350: Hortatory_Interpretation -- statements in which the

2

writer sees the work as a ‘commentary on how -things -should be, ™
There are four.subecategories under Evaluation. These are:

400: Evaluation General —- general evaluative comments, such as "I did .

not like thé story"; 410: Affective Evaluation —- resﬁoﬁsgsuthat;joaéew

according to emotional appeal; 420: Evaluatiop of the Author's Method
—~.statements using aesthetic criteria to evaluate the work; and 430:
. . <
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Evaluation of the Author s Vision - statements evafﬁﬁt&ng the suffi-

ciency of the work, especially in regard to its plausibility, or moral
or thematic s1gn1§§cance. S

Finally, Purves recognized a Miscellaneous caé}gory ¢500),

N

and suggests that extraneous comments, rather than being put in a
- "dust bin,'" can betgenerElly accommodateo ;s divergent'resbonses,
rhetorical fillers, referenees‘to other writers on literature, ¢
rcompérieons‘with other works,vdigressions,‘and'(inevitably)_unclass—‘

ified statements (''The people in this story are the characters.")

\

which simply make no sense.

.

.There appear to be certain advantages«of the Purves system
"over the widely used method developed by Squire (1964). Purves cites
a need for a "higher degree of discrimrnation" in inspectifyg ''the

‘writer's counters or procedures,” than that provided in Squire's seven

a

broad categories —— Literary Judgments, Interpretationél Responses,

G

Narrational Reaetions, Associational Resionses, Self-Involvement,

Prescriptive Judgments, and Miscellaneous. Further, a more exact

comparison of the two systems reveals the "overlap" that Purves sensed

in Squire's categories. For example, wifile Squire's narrational

P

reaction compares wtth‘PgrveS' category .of Perception, it seems limited
‘largely, to perceptions of content as opposed-to form. More interesting-

ly, thxee of Squire' s seven categorles fall not only withln the Purves .-

5

eategory of Engagemeﬁt-lnvolvement, but can be located w1thin the same

\

subcategory: »

- ~ Squire ‘ ' Purves

Associational Responses Subcategory 130, Element 134.

Self-Involvement - Subcategory 130, Elements 130,133.
-Prescriptive Judgments o Sobcategory 130, Element 131.

P
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‘private experiences, and those personal responses to the’work itself

‘.J Lo \/‘
ﬁﬁpaan‘early review of Purves' schema,
"3"’ ' .

suggested refinements in thé subcategories of Engagement which would
‘

Beardsley (196@

allow clearer distinctions among statements made about the work, the

»_ -

author and the speaker or narrator: Later, Pa&ves and Beach (1972),

* l &

draw1ng on the experience of researchers who hgd used the system, saw
a need "to differentiate between the personal responses that refer to
onedelf and one's-associations and‘those that refer to.one's feelings
about the work and one's reiation to it." (14).kThis distinction

between autobiographical responéeshwhichipriginate in the reader's

-
t

provides a more faithful picture of the forms of Engagement than . that

provided in the original distinction between reaction to form and .

Y
ks

reaction to‘content._ In addition-Perception canwbe easily vaided into
(1) narrational retellings‘of the work, and (2) descriptions of partic-
ular aspects of the work -- language,- characters, setting, etc. Similarly,

the forms of Interpretation can be easily accommodated unden}%ﬂ) inter—

-,
“

pretations of parts/of the work (characters, 1anguage, rhetoric, tone,
1

scenes), and (2) interpretations of the whole work, Finally, Evaluation

can be distinguished as the expression of praise or blame for (1) the '
evocative power of the work{l(Z)‘the construction of the work, and (3)
the meaningfulness of the work. Michxljk (197%),' who adds an additional

c )
evaluative category concerning the general nature of the work, provides

an outline (and examples) of these refinements as follows:
A SN . . '

e

Persenal . Statement'(engagement involvement): ~ o

b 7‘é§1)'~ about the reader--- an autobiqgrgghical digression (I enjoy

doing new ahd’ different things.)

(2)2 "about the work ——4_§pressingipersonal engagement with it (I
'think the two teenagers were both contemptible )

-



‘,

besbrig;ive’Statement (perception):

(3 narrational -- retelling parts of the work (In the story
the woman had a dream.)

4 descriptive of particular aspects of the work (The author
. clearly shows the feelings the husbarid and wife had for
each other were genuine.)

Interptetive Statement:

) of parts of the work (The characters were lacking motivation
because they did not believe they could succeed.)

(6) of the whole work (The‘story describes an old man's losﬁ‘oﬁ

happiness.) S . S
. . A" . /‘

. @ o

Evaluative Statement: s

(7) about: the evocativeness of the work (The story'iq beautiful
" and moving.) . . . oo

(8) about the construction of the work*® (The incidents in the
story are well organlzed )

) about the meanlngfulness of the work (The story presents 5' s
convincing ‘example that love does exist and thlS is why it
is a good story.)

(10) about the general nature of the work (This “storv wés another
in a series of bores.) -(39) ' '

Morris (1976)ﬂréports the usefulness. of the;total Purvés sﬁhema

.to the.sophisticated reader‘by chartiﬁ@?ﬁer own respoﬁses afythe—category,
subcategory, and element 1evels to one short story, '"The Readlng of the
‘ Will" by John Knowles.’ She notes that fewer than 10 of the 139 elements
. needed to be omitted bécause of the special qualities of the story. In
order Qﬁﬂp?ovide a firﬁ“basis for compérison with previous studies which

had aﬁﬁiyzed adolescent)responses, the coding for the present study.

.
¢

needed to be restricted tb the category and subcategory levels of Purves'
classification. 2 |

Sifice 1968‘manybother experimenters have ug%lized the system
déveloped by Purves_aqd Rippere to: describe andvmeasure response to

literature. Weiss (1968), for example, tes;ed two approaches to teaching

e
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try —- inductive and programmed. Eight,classes of high school

. . N
juniors were involved in the experiment, in which responses to two

|
v

: : &7 . .
poems were analyzed for types-of response statements and‘?br differences

. ~between groups. Weiss found, using pretest and posttest samples, and a

transfer test, that those taught inductively included more sgatements
te !

‘clasSffied as Perception adh Interpretation;;a pattern that Morris
p ,
-(1970) had called convergent. This group too was judged more fluent,
He noted that programme:“.gxts do not seem to affect significaﬁtly the\
students' approach to ggttrxsor their responses .‘ £ ’ -
, X : s
Hof fmann (1971} describe@ the responigs of 90 seniors to

ni teenth'century lyric ﬁoetry, and’compared the reactions of students
in/.three different cities.' Hoffmann wrote a series of statements that
coincided with the four majgr Purves categories After reading each of
. .

’the‘poehs the students indicated their degree of agreement: with each

of the assertions, e. g ‘I understood and enjoyed the metre and rhyme

" of the poem. He found the instrument usable as a means of producing

response and reported the highest percentages of pos1t1ve reactions

'~ were in Perception and Interpretation, suggesting that the studerits had

received considerable training and practice in relatingdbtructural
aspects of the poems to their meanings. Hoffmann also pointed out that
the low percentage of agreement"or positive reaction in_the EYaluation
category indicates that stndents do not have the critical powers or the’

b

) )
value system requisite for assurance in evaluation. Also, among these

“ twelfth graders, the lack of‘positive Engagement did not seem to affect

the students'' positive reactions in the Perception and Interpretation
: R -

categories. Finally, the greatest variation among students from

different cities occurred in the category of Evaluation.-
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-

gnother experiment involving lyric poetry was designed by ' \]
[y .4 \
to study the’ effects of different teaching approaches. ‘

©
»

like

3
B
3
5

Grimme (l

His subjects‘were.college freshmen and the/teaching approaches,

RS

Grindstaff's, were (1) structured analysis, (2) experiential-reflective,

and (3) existential which he descmibes also as- 1imited teaching;

() .
}ification C ‘

Grimme used the twenty-four subcategories of the Purves class

o R SN

»

to analyze the;responses written before and after teaching. The

s A} AR

combined mean percentages, reported for the four major categories,. are
o N

RSS2

as’follows: s

) Structured Experiential _ ) o ‘ i
Analysis Reflective - Existential : d

it

\ N
22.0 g
40.6 ‘ o N
19.7 - : Ty
13.0 +
9 .

_Interpretation o 4
Perception o 3
"Engagement
Miscellaneous
-~ Evaluation

wwooou
mosoooo.'
[ I
~wWwmWw N
O 0o WU

The students in the structured analysis group revealed an interest in

‘ Perception and Interpretation, much as the Jtudents 1nductively taught -

in Weiss experiment. Those in the experlential reflective group

produced responses characterized by fewer Perception statements and by !

well¥supported\interpretations. Both of the treatment groups included

feﬁerAreferences to content, but the respshses of the existential
) ) \ a N . Py o N
(control),group reveTled a concentration on perception of content, on’ , : -

statements of engagement, and on miscellany, a pattern which Grimme

describes as 1mpressionf§tic, discursive, and digre351ve He concludes,'

as does’Grindstaff that the experiential reflective approach can-

accommodate both the students' personal reactions and the objective

‘analysis of the work itself. : ‘ '
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To measure the effect,of prior'attitude on a studentds'
response Faggiani (1971) used.the four Purves categories to‘determine
the students' personal involvement in a subject and the degree of
engagement that appeared in responses to a work that dealt with\téﬁt
subject. The ninth-grade students 'in taped interviewswdiscussed~their
feelings about dying for one s country. Then they wrote free respopSes

’ N

after reading '"Dulce et Decorum Est," and Faggiani found a srgnificant

i

rrelation between a strong prior attitude to the subject, whether oo
pos\tive or negative, and the degree of engagement revealed in‘the
responses. | | |
o Beach (1973) employed a modified form of the Purves categories
“to tracé the differences in the private and public (group) responses - to
three poems of three groups of college Juniors._ The seven categories
"that he used were: Engagement Perception, Interpretation,‘Interbretat-
ion of the Whole, Evaluation, Auto;iographical Digression, and General
~Digression: The study employed a counterbalanced design where the
three'groups>of subéects met to discuss each of the three poems after
completing one of three pre—discussion strategies: (1) taping their
private responses, (2) writing their responses instead of recording
them on tape; and (3) merely reading the poem. After combining the
categories of Interpretation and Interpretation of the Whole, Beach
found that the pre—discu551on asgignments resulted in more Interpretat—
* ion for the ensuing discussion than was the case when the students
\7;ere1y read the poem. This*movement uas accompanied by a éarallel
decrease in the combined categoriesiof Autobioggaphical“and General
Digression. Further, BedcX found that his subje ts tended to resnond

/
\ f

in the discussions as they had alone;fthat they employed a relatively
N N . . \ .
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consistent strategy ("cognitive style') regardless of differences in the
poems, assignment tasks, or discussions, that given a supportive.group
setting, they were able, in discussion, to go beyond their solitary
responsesX,End that they appeared to need time to organize their literal
and personal reactions before ‘moving on to Interpretation. He found, as
did Morris (1970), ‘that his subjects had some theoretical rationale
which accounted for ‘the general consisq;ncy of their approaches most
often ' the practical advice and procedures of their previous literature
courses, the expediences of traditional classroom practice (169)-

More recently a number of studies using the Purves categorlej/7

have addressed themselves to this question of the extent to which

" 'schools inculcate in students a preferred way ofmapproachfng a literary

work. Sullivan (1974) successfully changed the content of tenth—grade
students litetary essays by making them' aware of a range of response

behav1ors, And the extent to which this range was present in their own

'personal patterns of response. Three classes partivipated in the

ekperiment, the experinental group, a comparison group, and the'gontrol -
group. = The eooperating teachers were trained to classify students'
statements according to Purves' four major categories. More 1mportantly,
the experimental studefits themselves were familiarized with the cla881f-
ication system, so that the treatment involved a constant recordlng and
reviewing of the range of responses written about a .series of short
stories. The comparison group also wrote free responses, but only as a
basis for. class discussion, a sharing of opinions, or as preparation :

Rgtfy“‘“‘ s -

for ‘dther actlvities associated with the study of the short story The

- control group simply wrote responses to the stories selected for the

delayed posttest. The specific conclusions drawn by Sullivan are as



follows: \ ‘

(1) That the experimental treatment did result in producing a
response pattern significantly different from those of the
two control groups, a pattern that includes more statements
of Engagement and Interpretation, and correspondingly less

N ) Perception and’ Evaluation,

. .

(2) That modification of reSponse tendencies is possible through
instructional techniques, specifically through the intro-
duction of a content analysis system and the examination of
individual patterns of response, and o

(3) That content analysis can be a useful instrument for the
classroom teacher as a means of describing the patterns of
response for individuals and groups, of determining object-
ives and direction for growth in response, and of measuring
the effect of various technijues aimed at the development
of the student's response to literature. (130)

McCurdy (1975) and Michalak (1976) took this line of enquiry
one step further by examining the relationship between the teacher’s

preferred mode of response, the teacher's reaction to the students'

preferred mode of response,'and the subsequent and related effect of

e

instruction on students' response patterns. McCurdy asked teachers to
! ) '

judge the adequacy of a pooled series of Ztatements, written by their

-

own studeﬁts, which reflected the four categories of the Purves system.:;
She ‘also asked them to state individual gOais for the teaching of
literature. The ﬁattefns of teacher preference and these stated goals

were then compared with the published attitudes and aims of leading

English-educators-as expressed in Friends to This ,Ground (Stafford,

1967): a majof pablication'of the NCTE Cdmmfssion on Literature.
McCurdy found that teachers in general exhibited more agreement than
disagreement on the rankings ef Purves categories. The overall
preference was for Interpretation response§: with Evaluation responses
valued least of all. Engagement—Involvement responses were qnly

-glightly preferred over Perception responses. The teachers' self-
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reported statements of goals for literature instruction exhibited a

clear preference for Perception, with Interpretation, Engagement-

* Involvement, and Evaluation following in that order, "Additionaliy,

5 .
literature is often mentioned as a means to an end, a way to teach

communication and/or thinkingtskiils, and skills are_rénked before
: »

Evaluation." (111) McCurdy found the teachers' preferences to be

distinctly at variance with Friends to This'Ground, which stressed,

Engagement-Involvement as the major goal of literature study and
instructiofe The other‘bthree tategories -- Interpretation, Evaluation,
and Perception -~ were closely ranked in that order:

This discontinuity between the teacher's preferred mode of

" response, the thrust of the professional literature, and students'’
+

preferred mode of response had been hinted at by Mertz (1972). She
. _ , "
found that Engagement was ranked as most important by a majority of

teachers. On a response-preference measure this category was selected

by 38 teachers in a sample of 52 surveyed. Inﬁerprétation was chosen

) by‘l3 teachers, while Perception was chosen by only one, and Evaluation

by none of the teachers. In addition to using a response-preference

. measure, Michalak actually coded the written responses of four secondary

English teachers to three short stories. She found, after paradigmatic
analysis of the responses, that the teachers were evenly divided -~ two
préferring Evaluation, and two preferring Interpretation. fter care-

fully observing the teaching behaviors of these four

{

period of a ten-week fiction elective, she was ‘able to conclude that

eachers over the
e,

/7each had.a;distinctive‘teaching style (which she characterized as

lecturer, enteftainer,- iscusser, and experimentér). Despite these

differences, instruction in the classrooms she observed was‘uhiformly

L4
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text—-centred,. emphasizing the description and»analysisAof g%éngs an
characters - Perception and Inte;pretat;on., Inyaddition,.Michalak?IJ‘
found little relation between the teachers' preferred mode of response
and théir stated objectives for literary study, although‘tﬁfee of the
foup ‘teachers showed some agreément betwegnrtheir stat;& inétruétional
objectives\and their stylés of teaching literatuye. As for the
students, ninéty percent indicated a preferred mode of response in the
pre—test; as detergined by a paradigmétic analysis of the}r written
reépogses. The patterh wa% as foilowé: Interpretation (5}%), Perception
‘(19%), Evaluation (16%), Engagement-Involvement (22), and no preférred
mode of response (10%). Aﬁproximately fifty percent of the studéﬁts‘dia
change their preferred mode of respoﬁse gfter the ten weeks.of insfruc-
‘tion“Sbut stricgly in écgbrdance with the teacher emphasis outlined
abbve.— For the most part'thé_movement was a back—and-forth one between
Interpretation and Per&eption, with thé students substituting one for
the other, of evén sacrificing Engagement-Involvement or %valuatfon for
Interpfetatiqn or Perception,
"Heil (}974), analyzed the behavior of éight secondary school
teachers while teaching a short story. Sge foun§ two emerging patterns.
" A minority of téachers‘emphasized Engagement-lnvolvgment and Evaluation,
and were in turn more supportive of a’wide range of student responses.
'The majority of te;Zhers, however; emphasized Pefception, Interpretation,

and Miscellaneous responses. Heil also examined teachers' essays in

response to the short story, as well as their comments on student essays.

. . ¢
The marked consistencies in teaching style, the teachers' own responses,

and their reactions to student protocols caused Heil to complain that

"there was little in six og\i?e seven classrooms which would stimulaté

«
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to the short story." (112)
Preﬁ;euachers as they =
l-;;né ‘twelve. Her ‘major

. Mol )
Anqoomparing the questioning bégavior of teachers with

PR 4 ;
‘ﬂJthei .response prefenenees as recorded on a separate questionnaire
) m f Pt 2 ‘ t

!

» f
*»"and w%&h ﬁheir students' response preferences on a similar measure. .

MqGrealﬁigndigﬂed ‘that eaeh"tﬁﬁcher had a distinct questioning pattern,'
vbut -that. thﬁﬁe were also consistencies related to ‘the age level of. the
stu%ents aj? to the;spec1fic se&ection under discussion. Mofi
particularly, most teachers, regardless of age level or story, asked
many more questions dealing with- content than with form. Also, students
ranked questions related to interpretation,gf style and affective eval—

dation as of most importance. .

Responses of Students of Different Ages and Ability Levels

Although early studies have indicated a low gorrelation

between appreciation of literature and apprecfation of other art forms,

i

(Speer, 1929 Rigg, 1937), some in31ght into response to literature by

individuals of different ages can be gleaned from studies such as those

by Burt (1934) and Machotka (1966) which‘invéstigate the reactions of

* i{ndividuals to various forms of art. Burt contendsithat the apprecia-

&
3

tion of literary qualities in particular depends on one‘s;ability to

apprehend form, itself dependent upon one's power to focus on the -

@b

concrete items that constitute the content of an obJect of art. Accord-
. ing to Machotka, children of age twalve or younger are far more 1nfluenced

‘than eighteen—year—olds by the extent to whichﬂthey can identify with the

subject represented in a painting When justiinng their preferences,

the older students are influenced to a greater degree by Such factors 73

~
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‘contsast. style, and composition, The relevant conclusion from these

'

studies is that ?ounger children tend to respond largely in’terms of

Engagement; older children, in terms of Perception.’ It follows, then,
] N a ‘ .
that differences in response preferences between older and younger

-

iind%viduafs would be attributable not simply to the influence qf
schooling but also to méturing processes of perceiving and relating.

- In their investigation ot literary appreciation a@ong
- . - . i i ] .
students ranging in age from eleven to seventeen, Williams, Winter, and

PR
Woods (1938) found with increases in age a steady increase 'in refer-

ences to specitic literary merits of a work and a steady decrease ‘'in

judgmentsibased°on irrelevant featurés, Such(as the emotioﬁal appeal

of the subject matter, By age twelGe ~- and increasingly thereafter --

A
<

the students gained a sense of the Pore specifically literary qualities

of a work and frequentlyhreferred”to the logical structure of a passagé,

the aptness'of>a metaphor, or the ingenuity of a thought. This gradual
- trend away from Evaluation and Engagement toward Perception is alsa

acknowledged by,Téba (1955), whose eighth graders reVealed during the -

R 4 .
" course of a year a marked ‘decrease in evaluative, self-refepential, and

prescriptive statements and an increase in,féctual and cayse-and-effect
statements,
Sdéges and Simpson (1967) found, among junior high school

students, that eighth and ninth graders reveal more similarity in their

short story preferences withueach other than does either group with

'seventh graders, Seventh graders show a greater interest in short

stories than either eighth graders or ninth graders. They also reveal
a wider range of interests than the older students,

- ’ ' :
‘The studies reviewed in the previous section contain a

@
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, l
potential mine of information on the response behaviors of SubJects

i

ranging from about age nine to adult. However, the maJor fOCuS of

- these studies has not been onlany cross—sectional analysis of the
. : \
developing response. Rather, their m&iuq,concern has been with such .

lfactors as the isolation of problems 1» ;eading, the actual development
: . \ 8 . .\
of content analysis systems, 0T ‘the appli@@tion_of various experimental

procedures eﬁploying these systems of,c;;:;;:\ahalysis as descriptive *\‘
. L o . . . L%

‘benchmarks. = In a study that comes closer to the concerns of this

investdgation,,though still confining itself to a sample of 117 high
. v G

school Juniors, Cooper (1969) sought to discover whether these students

-had a relatively consistent preferred way of responding to short stories,

even when those -storiées were notably dissimilar. /After reading each

story, the Students were given a questionnaire which listed fourvkinds—
of essays that might be written about the story.j.Each question’reflect—

ed one of the four stances that Purves has suggeSted a writer can take-

i ‘ E T : R . * DN
.//fﬁgard a literary work.. Cooper found that 75%fof his subjects. revealed

. . ; ' N S 0 :;
a consistent or preferred modé of response on the criterion of their

&

choosing the same question for two of the three stories. . Very few

o

.indicated an interest in Perception (3%). More of thevstudents preferr-

ed Evaluation (15%); a slightly higher number chose Engagement (18/),

and the majority ‘of the students chose an Interpretation tdbac Z39%)

. R ’“," #31. e é
o . t*,‘ﬁi‘ & &
The Piagetian underpinning of Applebee s (1973) study forted

'him to search (after\déassification of the responses of students aged

six, nine, thirteen, and seventeen according to the Purves system)'for

‘a morefdevelopmentally relevant method of describlng free fesponses to

. (

/
a‘"favorite story. ‘The levels that he defines are already relatively

familiar to cognitive stagé theorists. They are: (1) retelling -~ an
. (\““ . N ~ . [

" 1.
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enacti\e preOperational mode of response which is 1argely global and
: i3

undiffer ntiated; (2)‘summarizing‘—ffordering and classification in

¢

S which the vtructuring is imposed byvthe.reader<instead of -being aCCepted
by him from the authpr; (3) analyzing -~ a perception of the work as an i

. artifact'whose'shape is intentional rather than accidental such that
conjectures can~he made of the’actual or potential structure of the work;

and (4) generhllzing -= a conscious understanding of the worldthrough e

>

the work! rather thanm a restrictive understandlng of the functionlng of

the work itself. Theopresent investigathgﬁassumes, however, that there
’ W

is a potential, explanatory power in Purves Elements that Applebee has
foverlooked. For example, the suggestlon that "1ik1ng and?“judging

become more d1vergent as age increases can be tested by a thorough
) daﬁn,gxamination of those protocols marked by a heavy preponderance of
Ve L | L :

: daaé:Engag@ment and Evaluatlon responses. _ -

_’Alithoug’h Petros}_:;y (1975, 1976, 1977) dealt with only four
Lo . @ = .

adolescent readers boundlwithin thefPiagetian stage—speclfic'period~of

»

" formal operations, his case study,methodology allows for inten$ive

‘differentiation in his analysis of the responses of fourteen- and.

vfifteen—year-ofds to a wide range of novels, short ‘storlies, and poems.

-

The major questions‘he addressed were: How and to what degree are stage-
. AN

¥
# ﬁﬁspecif*c operatlons related to the adolescent's response to literature?

/“'\
To what extent do the newly acquired abiﬁggies of abstraction and
1\?0 R “
generalization play‘a dominant role in response patterns7 Is response
'S
to 1iterature 1earned’7 1f so, to what degree do stage-specific

kidd

_abilities and limitatlons structure the types of responses possible in

=hany ‘given developmental stage? Does response to literature p(pgress

and develop along a Hongitudinal continuum consistent with general
O |

s
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’cognitive and ego-related development’ And finally, is response to

literature an extension of the adaptive functions of the intellect and

\

the.psyche7 This last, most significant question embraces the'

‘complementary constructs derived fronxpsychoanalytic ego psyChology

[ -

(especially as developed by Holland) whicb informed his ana1y51s

Petrosky's (1975) study identified five variables which

-

influenced the adolescents responses‘ (@)) Stage—specific operations;

X
(2) identity themes; (3) past’ experiences, (4) expectations{ and (5)

reading ability. -Petrosky-was able to show that these variables exist

in a "holistic continuun" with the stage-specific operations (thought
processes), identity themes (personality patterns), and past experiences -

[N

providing the most.important interactions._ Additional important con-

clusions were: (1) that recollection and reminiscing‘are.integral

‘ aspects of the reSponse process, (2) response to literature takes a form'

L
S

"y

(or'system) that is learned; (3) the learning of a response form (from

the personal expression of thought or feelings to the analysis of theme

*

opportunity'to articulate and share‘personar impressions and interpret-

ations in group situations. (259) h . S

v
°

. Petrosky s sensible insistence on the interrelationship of

hypéthetico—deductive 1ogic or a concern with the future (as character-. .

E

.istics of formal operations) with identity theme, experience, and reading

ability makes it impossible for him to generalize to the broad

- : ' : . <
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‘TudeVEIopmental stages proposed by Applebge. By juxtaposing the patterns

rd
o

'veither by 1ndividua1 researchers working with small: national samples, ‘%VQ,

) approximately age thirteen and age seventeen.

J'of tﬁb of the case—stndy subjects, Petrosky is able to isolate differ-

ences within the phase of formal operations., "He shows, for exampley»
- ‘ X ]

~ that the 3}dest subject, a fifteen-year-old girl, is consistently adept '

. ~ o
at abstract reasoning, hypothesizes,easily, and does not find it

v

\

necessary'tg'relate literary characters and episodes to people and
experiences she knows. By contrast, the youngest subjeét, a fourteen- B
Oyear—old boy, is bound to the concrete operations of categorization,

serialization, and "the 1ogic of relations. While he does hypothesize

A.and reason abstractly, he relies heavily on past experiences to

construct 1iteral'relations .in terms of informational utility fron his ;a
literary experlencea__The differences, which Petrosky ‘unearths, are
matters of degree and sophistication. |

ASince'the major emphasié of this studyiwas‘on aydetermination ~
of the d1fferences in responses‘among a sample of Anstralian students

in Grades 8, 10, and 12 to two 1iterary forms,

v

.responses were: arrayed against the sometimes: conflicting data provlé%ﬁ -

or the data provided in larger-studies at the national or cross- N
national levels. In the-studies of Purves (1968), Pollock (1972),

Somers (1972), ‘and Applebee (19739 the express purpose was to allow the

gt

'investigators to draw conc1u31ons concerning cross- sectional patterns

of response. While there are minor differences in the’ grade and age
. v N ' .

Agroupings in each of these studies, the findings can be applied to }‘

changes in response patterns as they rtlate to Grades 8 and 12 -- ‘
o _ o T R

ol
The pattern of inconsisnf7cies across each of these studies
'J

i.
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warrants attention, at least at the level of Purves' categories., For

" example, Somers' American stud%é}s preferred Evaluation as the dominant

Ay

mode of response, while Purves' own subjects and Applebee 8 Engli§h
'sample'preferred.PerCeption. The preferences for Pollock s Amerrcan\
‘students“were almost evenlv divided, with each of the major catqgories

‘receiving between 26K<nd 27% of total‘responses. Other perplexﬁties
: ‘ J Lo ot
r : . 5 | '
which arise from copclusions drawn by the individual researchers are

\

as follows: (1) the almost negligible evidence of personal involvement
(Engagement)Aresponses.in Applebee s sample; (2) a complete§ﬁivergenoé
~in Perception responses,_where Applebee's suhjectS‘more than halved /

. : ' ' : : d N
their reSponsesvin°this category between Grad 8 and Grade 12, whila »
brPurves students showed\a 13 347 increase in the oppos1te direction4

i . :

3) the comparatively low scores in Interpretation acrgss all four i

Lo
a

' Mstudies, and (4) ‘the general preference for Evaluation,by the youngér

<

Subjectsq~a.»apparent pattern reversed again by the English subJects
\ v . ¥
Two 1arge-scale studies, one national and one Egternational

-~

@Egn scépe; are very clOsely related to_the‘cbncerns of this investig— :

a?ion, especially as;(l),they'address themselves to/;ﬂe queétion of

e

\ageerelevantiresQonses,.and (2) they'provl-

'{significant cross-— cultural

Vol )
coglpared. Tb@ moéﬁ‘gelevant section of the American National Assess-" S

e

© & - s
ure: (;973) The population surveyed included nine-year—olds, CL

<r.

thirteen—yearﬁsggg, seventeen—year—olds, and adults (aged 26-35), The T M
~subjects were required to, provide {r51 and written responses to a

serles of short stories and "’ poems. The Purves c&teé%%ies, with three . b

additions, were used to score the written,responses The additional
¢ _ v

FOENYT 8 \



catcgories were:

- Y () Re-telling, which is for the essays which consist primarily
: ‘ ®f a paraphrase of the work. These would ordinarily be
e classified under perception, but in this case that category
a0 @, was reserved for only those Tesponses that dealt with
g formal aspects of the work.
) €2) Mavericks, which include the essays that are creative but
‘ not classifiable in the qther categories,
(3). - A seventh category was added for those essays that three )
P scorers could not agree on. :

w

.

Aﬁgiysis of the written responses of the seventeen—year-olds indttated‘

" the following percengmges for each work and each category

N . B
3 . PR S

-~ Eng. Per.. Int. Eval., R-T. Mav. ° Cat.7
 “Story 9% W ose s asww o
‘? —7 ‘ . ‘ — L - - ". i ,
e S | Poem - 3% lz . 867 ) ]_z . 1% 3% 5% 'e

‘~§§& Thus, the two genres ed?ﬁédfmarked“differences in the response
‘categories of re—telling<and{Ynterpretation, with more interpretation

4

. .and fewer paraphrasings in the poetry responses. _ c" ' ' S
LR - . . Q) . " X &% 1 ’ .
) ' o It is also neteworthy that when the paraphrases are separated

from -the category of Perception, only one per cent of these essays refer

to the formal aspects of the work. Further‘ despite the stimulus or age
level there ‘wWere mever more than 3% Perception responses. Ev‘&uation

.,responses werealmosras rare at all ages, with theﬁ%ighest percentage
- (9%) registered for the thirteen—year-olds 'responses to thé poem. This
group also had the hi’hest percentage of Engagement responses to the ‘

short»storxp The percentage of essays scored by paradigm, in each

. category 701' eaCh work and ‘age level were _reported as follows: &

F] / ' -
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Literary Work  Age J Eng}ﬂﬁ“'ggr. Int.  Eyal. R-T. Mav.
SN . . . ‘_:‘; . . S g
Story—~— .13 128 - @" 21% 4% 55% 6%
Poem 13 9% 3 29% 9% 33%  11%
story . 17 9% 1% v 56% 5% 25% 4%
Poem 17 - 3% 1z - ge% 1% 12 3%
: : “; ) . o ) P
Story Adult 8% 1Z 69% 2% 16% 1%

Poem Adult . 92 ' 1% 812 - 1% 3%- 2%

After the,essays had-been coded by paradigm, they were then

©

scored according to their adequacy. Perhaps understandably, since the
{

subjects were given only eleven minutes in which to write eheir responses,

the percentage of adequate rllponses accounted for less than half the

total protocols at each age@tevel .. For example, only 20.8%. of the
.w&

- thirteen-ysgf-olds respbnses to the ﬁ%em were judged adequate, while

o '.1.“u X

43 6%Z ofy the sevente{h—year-olds responses to ghe short story were

considered adequate.. The qualitative camygnené@%ﬁstheqNAEP scoring
,'\"ﬁ;‘}

' guide usefully complements the criteria developed by Luchsinger and

Sanders, The following 'is an example of the advice to scorers and
AN ’ [ o
associated criterion statements for the category of & Engagement-

i

i 1 Engagement Involvement' What effect does the work have on me:
as an individual?
Does the student find the work believable, dre the characters
good or bad, do they remind him of people he knows or the
' situations he has qbserved in 1ife? Does he question the
actions of characters as 1f they were real, insist that they
do this or that? .Does the student 1like the work? What sort
-~ of mood did it put him into? Is the response predominantly
_ personal arid subjective’ The ‘student might talk of his
prejudicﬁii{h > ‘his thoughts, whatever;
. Scoring: Inade hardly. artigulate response.
o ("I don! »z like ic.") /
Tl e : °Barely adéguate -— describes the effect the' work had
5o ' on him without searching for the cause; or-a vague
: descm&*ﬁiﬁn of student s mood upon finishing the
_ vork.}

| S S
Lo, N 4 - .
. T, s R .. R
. AR -~ -
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Adequate -- statement of the effect the work had'~—s\
on student and a statement of the cause; vivid-
.description of student's mood upon finishing the
- work; lively personal discussion.
. . Superior -- effect the work had on student;’clear

. .statement of the cause; interesting and relevant
personal discussion of the work or aspects of the
Jwork,

‘

g0

In 1965 the International Associa*ion for the Evaluation of

\

Education Achievement (IEA) inaugurated cross-national surveys in six

subject areas, one of which was literature. The reSulting'report, N

L # . : .
Literature Education in Ten Cougtries (Purves, Foshay and Hansson),
. —— - o

"appeared in 1973.° Of_the“ma(; factors involved in the study of.
1iterature, three interrelated aspects were chosen for investigation '

-in*the IEA study: (1) achievement. comprehension and interprétation,

¥

v
(2) patterns of response,'and (3) attitudes toward readin; and

literature. These factors ‘were in turn related to thehggitural and
‘ pedagogical goals and practices of - thﬁ-pattﬁcipating countrieéﬁw More,
\.:*J
mn
v specifically, thezaohievement scores, response preferenoesg and

A

,,,,,,,,

ot

attitudes were corfélated with personal, social,.and acaggn c factors

e

- which could ‘be isolated for analysis, factors such as’ omvmbatkground
) . . 0 x{f ,.’\-\
. community resources, ‘curriculum designs, teacher qualifications, and
. N .4&
school organization.

o “ '9

For the purposes of this study the most pertinent findings'

L

!
v

are those related to the student9~ pattEIRS'Of response according to

.
-~

" age level,_and the cross-national:- contras%% derived from an analysiSvf
of these response patterns. AThe “two school populations sampled werew

W

fourteeﬁ-year-olds and students in their pre-university year (roughly

) eighteen, but varying from country to country) All students selected B

h.the five questions_they considered most,important”to ask about

S
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literature in general, about a common short story, and about one of

‘o

three additional storfes rotated randomly in each class. The
‘instrument used was a\Response Preference Questionnaire Form, a
' N\
slightly modified version of which was used in this study, and appears

-in Appendix C.- The committee s first hypothesis was that, over the

Te

three trials, individual students would select the same questions
regardless of the story read. The data’ did not support this conclusion,

fewer than half chose two of(fhe five questions consistently, althOughéﬁj

_A

==

_over half chose o?ﬂuestion over the three opportunities. On the other_.
s aJ
5

hand, fewer than of students were reported aesusing the maximum range

of fifteen questionms. ' - ' o I
. . ' 2 T r N
This unexpected; but patent influence of stimulus on response

ugﬁtterns makes the searchﬁfor an overall pattern of differences bdtween

\h

fourteen and eighteen—year-olds almost impossible. Any generaliz tlons

concerning age pattegﬁs must be eonsidered in relation to the secon

major hypothesis which was upheld namely that "a pattern of response

. . .1is an argifact of a student s. culture. (314) As noted.belmwg
iP
there is a stability in the patterns “for American fourteen and eighteen- PN
' v Es N

year-olds which distinguishes them from the age groups in other c0untries.

For exdmple, Chilean fourteen—year—olds exhibit no strong pattern of

)
.

response. On the questionnaire their most popular responses were Percep—
tion of Literary Devices Perception of Content, qumal Evaluation, In-

_terpretation of a Part as Key to’ the Whole, and Interpretation of %orm.
Yet these'preﬁerences were inconsistently held aS'the students read the

various stories.» The critical focus of the Chilean eighteen—year-olds
B ;

presents a clearer general pattern, thOugh the ‘lack of consistency )

o

Jj,remains across the selections. - The older stuﬂents are largely concerned

Ce : : ; ‘ »
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with»interpretive questions of human motivation and signif cance, Vith
literary devices, and, to a lesser‘extent, with the effec and effect—
ivenesa of the selection; Since od& of the.stories used in the IEA
study; "ihe Use of Force," was also used_in this study, the results
for the limitedossmple Of‘Australian students are arrayed primarily °
against ‘the patterns‘which the cross-national :tudy uneart‘ed for the
three'English speaking countries -- England,vthe United Stdtes, and

c

. A number of important studies have investigated the response

.processes of readers"of differing abilities. Piekarz (1956) discovered

that a sixth-grade high—level reader responded with a greater total and

variety of-statements than a sixth-grade low-level reader« Her case R

)

'studies also revealed that the hlgh -level reader was more objective,

“a
i

less personally involved,,and more active in searching\for meaning

- g

beyond the literal Rogers (1965) sought to investigate the individ§él

i ,*x" .

differences in the, interpretiVe processes of fourteen high- -level readers

and fourteen low-level readers at the eleventh grade. Again, it was

r

found that superior readers are significantly better able to grasp the

llteral and implied meanings of a\\tory,Jto understand symbolism and

Yoo LY

_ metaphor, to §§§se mood, and to understand the author s vlewpoint The

o .
advanced readers almost invariably delved below the surface of the story,

' whereas the poor readers merely recounted factual incidents and stated

A

personal opinions often unrelated to any valid appraisal of the story,
Letton (1958) found that high-level readers attached correct
contextual meanings to words, made correct inferences, reflected greater

unced/minty than low—level students, and tended to use their own

yocabularies in responses. -The low-level students often cut off further

A ' . A r
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. readLrs. experts (schalars o® teachers of literature), university

resp&nses by stating an initial reluctance to resbon& further and

) tende@ to use the exact words of the poem in their responses, How-

ever, no significant differences were found bet;een‘the two groups in

3 ©

2 : :
their ability to note comparisons in a poem, to use relevant illustra-

tions to explain a poem, or to relateypersonal experiences to a poem.

~Coppér (1969) found that reading ability was the most reliable

indicator of differences in preferred ‘mode of response,! Studeht; who

chose " the interpretive mode were Significantly-Superior in reading . g -
ability to students who chose the evaluative mode,' Stgmﬁler (i966)
compared the responses of highly creative secondaty sthdents withﬂ

those oflhighly intelligent secondary students,. The highly creative

'students' responses were based more on images, sensations, and role-

playing while the highly intelligent readers tended to give more _ ,

intellective or realistic responses,

Both Hanssén'(1§75l and Vine (1970)’made use of the semantic

differential to compare the reactions of readers with different back-

grounds or cognitive styles to ‘poetry, Hansson used three groups of /

.

" gtudgnts studying¢therature, and skilled workers with only seven

@ &
years of compulsory education behind them, Hansson'hoted a remarkable

“’A.u ERNE “ann \

imilarity amohg these three groups ot readers, With the eXceptioh of
the}Simple—Complex scale, which registetsfformal quaiities,‘the 1es§
eeucated readers could*be éaid to possess a passive ability to judge
the iihguistic, litetary, and” experiential qualities of the poem which
matched that'of their specialist counterparts; The qualitativeAexper—

ience is only thrown into question when a need arises for the less ‘ ',

educated group to verbalize their interpretations or experienceS’ in

.-
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understandtng. ' Coe J

works of art and rarely used the language of literary criticdism.

{

ﬂ} 81
written form. Vine found tnat readers with higher cognitive understang-" °

ing were more able to re?pond \ffqgtively to both the negative and ,\
A
positive dimensions of conceptqgexpres d in poetry than were readers \

,with lower cognitive understﬁndihgs." Ho also found that affective

under!tandings of readers with high cognitive understanding are sig-
nificantly_richer and more intense before, during, andnafter'the read-

ing of poetry, and are less vacillatory as a result of reading poetry,

-

than are' the affective understandings of readers with lower cognitive

°

/

{ .
i .
1

The study by Ring (1968), though directed to a reasonably
select éroup of college preparatqry seniors, echoes .the findings of
Richards, Squire,vand others mentioned above. His infornal‘analysis of
free written responses to three stories unearthed a typical nattern: an
initial short summary statement of narrative orntnematic content

followed by extensive descriptive-reiterative and interpretational
# .

comments about_details of chardater behavior in the story, all of which

is concluded with an evaluative‘com;ent. The brief opBajng statement
W N s [}
often included a general evaluative statement revealing,a pe¥sonal

affective response. More specifically, Ring s subjects frequently

speculated about characte;s feelings and past,and future actions,

moralistically criticized or approved character'behavior, labsed into

personal qssociations triggered by the reading of the stories, and

-

a

LT e v !
limited their evaluative comments largely to references to "realism"

and "'indefiniteness." The students rarely discussed the stories as

Perhaps most disturbingly, these advanced high=-school seniors revealed
S

N
a tendency to condemn as ory because it presented a view of human

P-4 - f/\\

B - PR . A o ' N ’
PR -4 “hent . ‘oL ™ . -~ .
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-nature they considered obJectionable, a view counter to their own

beliefs and experiences. Ring concludes that egocentrism is their

3

greatest block to sound,interpretatiOn,

N

Fumther consideration-sﬁbuid also be given to the findings

¢

of the {EA study, especially as tney-attempt to relate age-relevant

responses to ability levels., Of most interest are the patterns for

fourteew- and eighteen-year—olds as they emerge acrﬁss national
x.;‘ Strong national differences allowed the investigators

e that. literary response is in substantial part learned

f seeéms to be,most.clearly influenced by patterns of schooling

o

1g ®he preferred mode of literary criticism, In the United-States,

;!E; example, there are two dominant patterns of response which seem to
E ' ’ ) ) ’ ) ' '

remain stable between ages fourteen and eighteen. The first, a moral- ~

3

, symbolic approach, combines the subcategories ot Interpretation of

> s

Style, Typological Interpretation and Hortatory Interpretation in a

A

'quest for hidden meanings, general themes, and moral 1nterpretation.
The second, an affective-evaluative pattern, combines the subcategories

of Reaction to Form, Hortatory Interpretation, andvAffective Evaluation

“a

and may (the investigators suggest) be characteristic;of the more able

w
o

student, In England, on the other hand, tnereﬂis some evidence in the

-v

. pre-university ‘sample of an aesthetic core, with a peripheral affective-

interpretive group which seems to mark out, the high achievers Overall,
the report notes a "remarkable commonality" in the'pqeference patterns
of the preeuniversityistudents toward» ormal and'thenatic reSponses.
This is particularly clear in looking at those student who, across all
populations studies, receivrd a score of better than 27 out of 36 on a

separate achievement measure. In a sense, this group represents those

—1
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~d

students whose leTel of response could be expected to be most advanced;

e o - ) .
their preferences were: (1) "ls there anything in the story that has a

N ne

hidden‘meaning@f;&chosen by 52 percént); (2)'"Qhat emotions doeélthe ' >
story arouse in me?" (?8 percent); (3)13How can we explain the vay the

‘ ’ AN ' : . .
characters behave?'" (46 percent):,(Q)_?Is the story about important

2

things? Is it trivial or serious?" (36 percent); and (5) "Is there a °
lesson to be learned from the«story?V‘(ﬁl percent)., Protocols of
, superior students in the present study have been carefully scrutinized

for their conformity to thES‘pattern.

ki [y

In an intriguing coda to the IEA studyqthe written responses

of a select group of English honors students from England New Zealand

and the Unitea States were examined’ The students wrote about

[

‘ Hemingway s short story,i"The End of S?mething When the\essays were

scored by paradigm three distinct patterns of response emerged theﬁ
% ; .

English students favored Evaluation, the American students Interpret—

ation, while the New Zealand students balanced Interpretation and

Evaluation. Moreover, the Americans had a &reater variety of responses

‘than the English who concentrated their re;pOnses in a /mited ndmber

Y

of the Purvee categories. While the general abSe - Engagement N

‘responses for‘older,imore‘able students 1is supported by much of the

research reviewed here, Purves and his colleagues were strnck by the’,

relatively small percentage of reSponses which'dasclosed an interest in

-

the formal elements of Perception. Even allowing for the effect of the
selected story, which 1is marked by Hemingway s characteristic 11y
' sp%fse and open style, it mightgbe ex ted that New Critical approaches -

/ . , .
wéuld have had moré effect on the,students.than the findings suggest.

One obvious area for further reaearch would'be.an'attempt to relate these =« °

/

.
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ABSTRACT

The purposes_and objectives of this study were as follows: (
» ° . . .
(1) to describe in detail the responsed of superior and average students '

.
B

\

in grades eight., ten, and twelve to akselected shqrt'story-ehd a

/ N
the extent to which relationships among the var ablesof response i ?3

. .

percentages, sex and ability (as designated by the subJects teachers)

Y

were apparenty (4) to determine the extent toiwhich responses to the

seléctedfshort story differed from those-téfthe selected poem;’(S)'to
elicit the pref rred (or expected) patterns of response when students
at all three ggid

e levels encountered short stories and poems in a

1

school setting, and literature in general in an out-of-school setting4

-

and (6) to select for qualitative analysis a‘set’of representative

. o b
‘protocols, or response statements, which could be taken to exempli y e

: (

) developmental trends in‘the pattern of responsg. . .

4 . ~

- The subjects were 120 teéche ~n6minated students, evenly

divided Jppy sex and ability across the three grade levels, from fou
| - e

secondary schools in Towﬁ&Viile, Queensland Australia. Thi(selected

.'story was "The Use of Force" hx\?illiam Carlos Williams, and the

selected poem was '"Corner" by Rai\h~Pbmeroy Both the sampled population
and the s&lected literature,catered to the study 'S strong subsidiary
interest in makingvcrdss—cultural comparisons in the patterns of response.

After reading the short story and the poem in.cIass the

subjects wrote delayed, free response papers on each piece of literature.
y \ ~ ‘ Av

-



|
|
|

f

Each response statement in these 240 papers was then coded into one of

o

five categories (Engagem&ltl Perception, Interpretatign, Eval

or Miscellaneous) and)one of twenty-four subcafegories accory

the system developed by'Purﬁes in his Elements of Writing About a

Literary Wbrk. Analysi f |vdriance with repe‘ measures was used to

determine the significance |

category mean percentageS'df~response across grade levels, for the

story and poem combined fon the story and, poem taken separately, for

the story as compared with the poem, and for the students distinguished )
by sex and ability. Additionally, the students completed a Response

n
Preference Questionnaire which allowed for rank  order of preferred and

'fejected'subcategOries fb§>the-school-based study of short stories and . .

, ) .
poems, and for literature in general encountered in an informal settin%L

Differences in the grade-level responses were,consistently

, sighificant in two response‘categories. For the story and poem combin-

ed, é%d for the story and poem taken separately,,there were sign1ficant

‘v Al

decreases in Engagement responses between grades eight-and twelve, and

grades ten.and twelve. This movenent was/garalleled by significantfiL
increases in Interpretation responses between grades eight and gen, andx£;7
between érades eight and dwelve. When responses to the story and the.
poem'were directly comparLd, differenees were found only at the finer
levels of two subtategories. The poem prqmpted less retelling than the
story, and presented comprehension problems with tne language or poetic
narrative. |

Differences in response~to either the short story or the poem

by sex were virtually non-existent. On the other hand, the superior

students overall responded with significantly less Engagement and

o | ’ | v o : Y




sigpificé%tl‘ore ‘Evéluation than average st
\£rone to‘respond with more perceptional and i
for the.poem as oppoﬁedutq;the éhort s;ory.
.Distinct pgtterns;bf expectafiop ar
<;\graée'lgiéls éﬁd genres when shégt’stories-ar
in a sc%éol.segting,. For short stories, stud
teﬁ‘eXpected to focus on matters of content 3

3

i . '
grade-ten and grade-twelve students consister
. h g

. | ' ‘
deVices and language as the most important ag

-

»

o

udents. fhey were also
nterpretivg statements
d rejéction emerged across
d poems were encounteTed
lents at grades eight and
nd strycture, while the

tly ranked literary

pects in the study of

poems. When any form of literature was encountered in an informal

‘ context, all students tended to attach greate

perspﬁal involvement. ‘In the'§ptha1 protocol

r importance to mattjgs of

s, students generall

wrote only for the feacher as informed critic.

The 4uali;ativé arialysis unearthea1develop§éntally instructive

distinctions in the Engagement and Iﬁterpreta

a
writing could be distinguished by grade and- 4

of egocentrism-detachment, dogmatism—tentatiy
inadequacy-interpretive substance. However,

-of Evaluétion called into question Purves' é£

'were non-taxonomic..

tion modes.  Student
biligy levels 6nvcontinua
eness, and interpretive
the superordinate nature

aim that his categories

‘ . 4 ]
Finally, the response patterns of a

i

X !
students placed them closer to American stude
. ' . ' [ . i

l |
New Zealand students, altbOugh the\study,isdl

in the ‘task-settings of prior studies whicﬁfm
.t . ‘ N g

ences in the pattern of reﬁponse. f

\ - |

i
:

Cvi

sample of Australian
nts than either English or
ated. important differences

ay have produced differ-

o
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CHAPTER I

s

9
’

INTROBUCTION

%
4

/

[
[d
S

There are constant reminders that for most teacher;iof
English the classroom reading of 1iteréturé is a central concern.‘
Squire and Applebee (1968);Lin tﬁeir study of highly regarded English |
programs in American sgcéndary schools, found that SZ.éZ of their
classroom‘obsgrvatioqlWas devoted to literature, "more than all Othe£a
aspects of English‘combined.”,(Al) In a critical éppraisal gf English
electives programé; which he hailed as "the first massive shattering
of the structureé which have shackled cupribula in Engliéh" (123),
Hillocks (1972) fougd that 6lz“df.5he 1,990 courses listed in the
program guiAes of seventy high schools were literature courses. While
it is difficult to\;;éue with Burton (1970), Whitehead (1969) and others
who insist that literature should be the focal point of the English
teacherfs efforts, most of what happens during (or in preﬁaration for)r'
the literature lésson is still outside the limits of research evidence,
In reasonaPly daunting terms Early and Odiand (1967) explain the dilemma:
"The big questions -- What does literature do to readers? Canfliteraturen
be taught? -- are hard to angwer." (178) - .

Given the ubiquity of %}tefature as content for teaching, it is

virtually impossible to provide a concise description of the uses to

@hich literature is put in the schools. Applébee (1974) and Shayer

(1972), writing from American and English perspectives, have p?ovided

1



1éngthy historical overviews which serve to highlight a continﬁing

lack of consensus among teachers as well as authorities in Engiish

.

. education regarding the objectives of ‘a literatufé program, For the

most . part dissensus can be attrlbuted to three, apparently mutually

exclusive, foci. First, concentration on the text as an immutable
o 7

given (Wellek and Warren, 1956f avoids the dangers of solipsism by

- insisting that the only litérary study ofmany worth is that which uses

the "evidence™ of the text to sharpen the interpretive powers of the

Teader. Second,\¥ocus on the content of a text as a measure of the

worth of its message (Wimsdét, 1967) avoids the "affective fallacy,"

and leads to structures for literature curricula which embrace the

"

"cultural heritage. Finally, a school of thought which concentrates

on the interaction between the respondent to a text and its content,

variously labelled transactional crigicisw, phenomenological criticism,

'@%@W

or response-centred criticism, holds Shat "'the ultimate purpose of

1itergry education in the secondary schools is to deepen and extend

the résponses of young people to literature of many kinds." (Squire,

*

1971, 92)

Toward a Response-Centred Curriculum

The concern with student response, as opposed, for example,
to the structure of the subject matter or the accumulation of knowledge
about literatire, reflects two dominant Viéws céncerning the teaching
of English which weré polarized at the Dartmouth Conference in 1966,
The British view, as first discussed by Dixon (19677, discounted a

skills or cultural heritage model for the literature curriculum in favor

of a process-oriented approach which emphasized personal growth. 1In the




L

&4 -

a

revised edition of Growth Througi English Set in the Per;pectlve of

the Sevent1es'(1975)'Dixonysaw-his ‘own. teaching mandate in these
terms: | '

1 need to:find many more ways of encouraging that fruitful play
with experience and ideas that.can emerge when talking and
writing move freely between expressive and communicative poles.
(This will particularly affect my work in literature.) I want

to be more perceptive about the embryonic poems, explanations,
etc. that students and I incidentally produce and may want to :
develop later on, because the experience and ideas have

nvolved us so fully. (136) o

In an experlence centred approach to the teachlng of literature emphasis

falls optextensibns inv?lving the-active, personal uses of language.
A . &, )

The student is encouraged to create his own fictioms, or to respond to
the emotional and intellectual facets of fiction and poetry in autﬁentlc,
activity-centred ways, through dramatic improvisation, mime, or trans-
lation into otﬁer art forms -- film, collage,‘or the plastic arts.

In contra;t to the Britishiyiew of English as process, Muller
{1967) posits that the content.of a 1lterature curriculum ls palpable
and formulable. What is needed is the systematic‘teaching of subject
matter and a stress on the value of conscious understanding of .specific
literary forms and principles. Whereas the process view of English is
primarily concerned with the experiential and affective aspects of
literature, the content view reflects an emphasis on knowledge about
literature,‘the structure of its subject matter, and on the cogniti&é
aspects of learning. Mathieson (1975), however, gives the lie to any

facile equation of an exclusive discipline orientation on one side of

the Atlantic, and an exclusive process orientation on the other.

11 "

British educators, "suspicious of Leavisite élitism, she says, are

seeking to undermine the status que by rearrangement of the traditional
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.'middle;class' grammar school curriculum,ldismantling literature into
themes and projects, and tranqﬁerring interest f¥om high art to their
:pupils' personal experience.'" (140)

e In fact; Purves (1975) goes one step further by sugg;sting
threg ”deep‘structures"‘for the literature c;rf;cdlum bpth within and
among the nations which fbrmed the basis of the IEA stddy,.Literature

W

Education in Ten Countries (1973). Two of these structures, the

imitatiye and the ahalytic, reflect an emphasis on content, and in
their clear resemblancé to the 'cultural héritage" and 'mew critical"
approaches repfeSent simply a restateﬁent of acknowledged positions.
Purves suggests that whether the aim be Arnold's class cohesion or.
Eliot's cultural cohesion,~m05t national curricula emphasize the
conservative function of mandatory exposure to the best exemplars in
‘the nation's tradition. Just as pervasive, whethef in the form of

analyse textuelle in Belgium, the study of genres in the United States,

or the psychologiéal emphasés of the.Finnish‘cﬁr?iculum, is training in
. the verbalization of an analytic, critical response. The_génerative

cﬁrriculum, largely restricted to elementary and lower high school B
levels, ”stressesvthe_individual and his personal growth . . ., through
unstructured inquigxy, focusing on students' experiences with literature,
but having no predetermined end in sight beyond the enguiry itself."

(144)

In a personal coda to Tradition and Reform in the Teaching of

English, Applebee (1974) isolates ten broad and intersecting problems
which emerge as the "lessons of history" and therefore as challenges to
the English teachers of the future., He maintains that (1) teachers.of

literature have never successfully resisted the pressure to formulate

3

K
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their subject és a bod§ of knowledge to be imparﬁed;‘(ﬁ).the acknowledg-
ed goals 6f the téachiﬁg of iiterathfe are in conflict with the emﬁhasis
onlgpecific knowledge or cpntent; (3) teachers of English need tb make“
a distinction Eetween knowledge which informs their teaching, and that
which should be imparted to Ehe student; (4) there is a need to recon-
ceptualize the "literary heritage" and its implications for patterns of
.teaching; (5) the teaching of 1i£eraEure is a polifical act; (65.1anguage
skills havéJ%een narrowly construed és an independent and functional
éépect'of the:English pgogram; (7) a focus on correcting taste hés ‘ob-
scured the need for fostering respanse; (8) the educative éffects of‘the
.act of reading need to be defined; (9) goals for the stud& of English
depend upon prior assumptions about the n;ture and purpose of educatiqn;
‘and (10) géquencé‘in_tﬁe study of English ﬁust derive from psychological
rather than logical pfinciples. (245-255)

Althougb consensus has clearly ;ot been reached regarding
literature instrﬁc:ion in the Fecade or so since Dartmfgth, many signs
point to a gradual favoring of a generatngﬁor response—centred model.

A gathering chorus of véices from literary scholars and critics is
questioning the léng entrénched preference for analysis over any kind
of emotional response to literafpre. The stance is~exemplified in

>§yne Booth's (1965)'contention that every teacher should begin "with
> T

statements” from theé students about what they have found in the work,

ot
# .

what there is in it thaé interests or repels them.'" (7) Questions asked
about a work, érgues Booth, should be questions about which the student
cares. McElroy\(i965) believes that the objective study of literature,

a

a reflection of a depersonalized age, should be replaced or balanced by

ﬁrograms‘for self-discovery. Mandel (1971, 1976) fervently calls for

-~



greater efforts that encourage a genuine engagement with literature,

and proposes a program for encouraging student response which dispensesg

L}
N

with- st¢}ile analy51s and obJectivity In his acknowledgement that
works of literature acquire value only as they ere perceived by human
Aminds, Slatoff (1970) cepturesxthe essence of the transactional
position: |

Insofar as we divorce the study of literature from the experience
of reading and view literary works as objects to be analyzed
rather than human exp%essions to be reacted to; insofar as w
view them as providing order, pattern, and beauty as opposed/ to
challenge and disturbance; insofar as we favor form over content,
objectivity over subjectivity, detachment over involvement,
“theoretical over real readers; insofar as we worry more about
incorrect responses than insufficient ones; insofar as we
emphasize the distinctions between literature an8 life rather
than thelir interpenetrations we reduce the power of literature
and protect ourselves from it. (167-168)

Further consideration of the views of selected and influential writer;.
and teachers, among them Rosenblatt (1968), Bleich (1975), Fish (1970),
Iser (1972), Lesser (1957), and Holland (1968, 1973, 1975), will be,.
presented in Chapter Two. -

One comment by Loban (1970) is interesting in the light of
the concentrated and renewed interest in student engagement with
literature, and the more eclecticbapproaches to literary criticism at
the college level which Cooper (1971b) saw as creating a more favorable
climate for investigations of students; persenal respoﬁse to literature.

N

Echoing what must be a rather standard memory, Loban asserts that 'too
5 :

many teachers haVe evaded genuine literary response by retreating to

their intellectual and theoretical college studies: structure, point of

view, genre, archetypes, aesthetic distance.",(1087) To date, the

Committee or the Undergraduate Curriculum of the College English

Association has prepared a Position Paper, "What Authorizes the Study

A3



of Literature?" (Foulke and Hartman, 1976), which proposes four
principles, or points of, consensus, as a necessary beginning-.for
discussion of and changes in the teaching of 1itefqture in colleges.
The first two principles are '"megationms,” the third "a difficult
affirmation," and the'fourth "a tentative line of inquiry"

1. The unde;graduate curriculum should not be defined as a
mastery qf a body of knowledge about literature.’

.2. The nature of literary experience is falsified if the work
is conceived of as an object, :

3. « There is promise in recognizing and articulatlng the
multiple contexts wh?ch our students actually use in their
experience of readipg. N

4. It may be possible’to see 'resymbolization" or "re-
enactment” in the/ reader as the basis for the intellectual
and affective experience of yeading and teaching. (477)

The actuai documentation of some of the substance and methodologies of
courses informed by similar principles, as they have appeared in the

British and Australian settings, can be found in Craig and Heinemann's

(1976) Experiments in English Teaching: New Work in Higher and Further

Education, and in Gill and Crocker's (1977) English in Teacher
| | Vo
Education. '

_ Whether and to what extent the influences of such shifts\of
emphasis in the training institutions have permegped to the schogis
themselVes is problematic. Certainiy, newer curriculum materials such |
aS/Glnn s Responding series (Purves et al., 1973) and Houghton-Mifflin's
Interaction (Moffett et gl., 1973) al;p attempt to’foster student-
centred learning in English'by thé‘use of r;sponse—oriented materials.
Yet tﬁe persistént English electives programs in secondary schools,
thch provide for nonégraded classes in a variety of opti né of éubject“
matter, seem heavily focused on generic courses,‘and on the general

assumption that students of différent ages and abilities can read




together the same plecks of literature amg evince simildr responses.
AQ Hillocks (1972) has pointed out, these generic courses -are based on

-

three additional assufiptions which bear turther scrutiny ¥

_ ! ‘ L
(1) focus o " specific genre 1is the most effective means of
demonstraging the formal charatteristics of the genres;
(2) apprec ion is dependent upon knowledge of the formal

characteristics of the genres; and ) .

(3) a fairly large percentage of high school students are
sophisticated enough to benefit from and enjoy attention

‘to formal characteristics at more than a superficial level.

52

(52) | p
The very point of a response-centred curriculum is a rejection of
history, substratum, themes, or genres as the bases for organization
or sequence in the study of literature, in favor of a curriculum based
on a series of repeated acts —- reading, responding, and elaborating
responses., (Purves, 1969; 1972)

Even where themes or topics are used as organizing principles
peculiafly suited to the processes of eliciting response, the argument
" for relevance runs the risk of subordinating a concern with literary

form, of literature qua literature, to the uses of- literature for
psychological and sociological ends. 'In Tickell's (1972) words there
is a need to "ensure that the quality of literature considered does not
suffer and . . . to resist the temptation to make the text subordinate
to the theme or issue under discussion."” (45)

Success with this renewed emphasis on reader response will
rest on the evidence of empirical and qualitative changes in the
responses of students of different ages to the same works or works of

different genres. It seems important, for example, to discover whether

examples of the two most commonly taught gen;;#{rggb short story and

the poem, produce different responses from students of different ages



or ability. Such information on the variety and depth of responses maf
suggest a growing sopbistication in the recognition and,understanding-
of the interdependence of form and content, Also, 1f response patterns

4

do vary with d%ffereqtes in age or 11terary form,‘the emphases of,

O - ' : '
varioué’iﬁstructiona; procedures can be questioned. In essencé, such
a study should enable teéchegs and curriculum planners to make more
appropria§e deéisioné rggag&;gémigngishgé, sequences, ﬁethods, or
1iterar§ selections.

The basig nged"is for more precise, -less intuitive information
about general anhnspecific response patterns than that provided, for
example, in Early's (1960) three stages of literary appreciation: un-
QCOnSCiOUS enjoyment; self—conscious.appreci;tion;cand conscious delight.
Armed with quantitative and qualitaFive information oﬁ age-specific
patterns of response; and variations in such patterns produced by
vdifferences in student ability or literary genre, teﬁchers should be

provided with an opportunity to help students fully develop not only

patterns of preferred response, but also the very capacity to }espond.

'{5 Problems of Defining Response
The increasiqg emphasis on é responSe—orignted curriculum
and the need to assemble information on changing patterns of reséonse,
preempts certain difficulties with the concept itself. Forehand (1966)
suggests tﬁ%t studies of response”géiiiterature will inevitably be
bartially suspect, and bedevilled by the fact that literature is
complex and subjective, whereas most methods of measurement are simple

and objective, A measure of the complexity and subjectivity of ‘the

response process can be gauged from Slatoff's (1970) description of
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’ ﬁhe act of reading, He refers to

a successjon of varied, complex, and rich mental and emotiomal
states usually involving expectancy, tensions and releases,
sensations of anxiety, fear, and discovery, sadness, sudden
_excitements, spurts of hope, warmth or affection, feelings of

distance and closeness, and a multitude of motor and sensory
- responses tO the movement, rhythm, and imagery Jf the work, as
well as the variety of activities and responses -- recognition,

comparigon, classification, judgment, association, reflection
-- usually spoken of as intellectual. (6-7)

Slatoff's account of the states and stages‘of literary response»is
calorful and accuraté; yet hardly amenable to description and measuré—'
ment. ‘For aﬂ educational psychologist, as opposed to a response
apologist, ''there are other relevant attributes of the response,

¢ .

 connoted, for example, by the terms appreciation, attitude, and taste."

3

(Forehand, 1966, 139) Forehand goes on to show how it is possible to

measure these ‘attributes, or subsets of them. For example, understand-

ing can be measured by the use of non-directed essays, or by a Li;;;;;;\\\\___

X
N
Discernment Test which assesses the student's grasp of the entertainment \x

value of a passage, the technique of craft of the writer, a?d the story's
‘themes. Similarly, the seﬁantic differentiél can bg useéd as a measure-
ﬁent of evaluation, and tgste can be analyzed by the use of é Liferary
Preference Questionnaire. Forehand's te;hniques provide one means of

: delimiting, defining, and analyziﬁg the comple;:act which Slatoff
‘describes.

/

by Lundin (1956) who adopts a classical behavioral position with his

CAn alternative attempt at a definition of response is provided

insistence on the meeting of organism with aesthetic stimulus. Accord-
ing to Lundin, the aesthetic response has foqf aspects -- creative,
appreciative, evaluyative, and critical -- all of which interact with the

s

aesthetic-objegt- The focus of Lundin's attention is on the behavioral

VN
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components of the ”app;ec%gtive" response. Briefly, these components’
are tﬁe'attentionai, tﬁe Qefcep;;;i;%;;aKzﬂéVéfféctivéf“'Thé attentional .
aspect means primarily thaﬁ the "entire response equipment of a peréon
may be directéd't9ward the object." (30) The geféeé;ual component
involves the fact that "in most ‘aesthetic respongés the perception is
bound to bé a keen and discriminative-one, involving reactions to many
qualities of -the object."” (36) The affective acknowledges the fact that
the responsel”will involve many of the nonmoveable parts of the Sody.
Méasurements can be taken of ¢hanges in”breatﬂing, pul;e raté, blood
pressure of.galvénic_skin response . . . o (303 Contrary to the views
of philosophers and critics who question the fact that tge aesthetic
resﬁonse is measurable, Lundin stafes that "the aesthetic event app;ars
té be subject té the same principles of behavioral analysis as are other
forms of psychological activity, It ié natural, observable, and measur-
able.Y (30) The qdéstion, perhaps, is less whether the response to an
aesthetic object can be méasured thagAwhether the behavioral definition
is most meaningful fof teachers of literature.

Purves (1968b) shows an understandingvof the problem of,

i

definition, with regard to both the restrictiveness of a stimulus-

- >
vy

response ﬁodel and associated impiiﬁations for ipstruction: "Psycho-
logically . . . we‘are less respég&ing to a stimulus in purely behavior—-
al terms than we are imposing a phenomenal field on that stimulus."
(834) It is his acknowleégement of the "phenomenal field" that takes
cognizance of the reader's experience and lendé a dimension to the
problenm of‘defining résponse that is ﬁeélected by the behaviorél\(jew.,

Purves goes on to suggest a relationship between the theories of

° developmental psychology and the pragesses involved in the reading of



literature. Specifically, this entails a "progress from the genéral or
the undifferentiated apprehension through a series of finer discr min-
ations and noting of detail , .. ," (833) The&efore, the focus of

- 14

{nstruction should shift from the text itself to the wholistic reactions

of individual readers which can be exﬁlained only by refecence to both

< the interacting consciousness and its increasingly more complex ability

to account for‘elements in the text which p{od?ce individuél fesédﬁses.‘
In gis report as Chairman of the response to literature st&dy

group of the Dartmouth Conference, Harding (1968) is rather more
specific in deiineating what constitutes response. First, he lists
three basic guideliﬁesi

(a) response is not passive but implies active'involvemen£;

°(b) it includes not only immediate response but later effects;

(c) overt response (verbal, etc.) may indicate very little of

the inner response. (ll)v

In additio&, Hardiﬁg specifies four levels of response: sounds, event,
roles, and world. He hypothesizes that these gimensions of response
occur in sequence., The first, sound, develops in young children‘as
they listen to stories and respond "to the texture,and.rhythﬁ of
sounds.” (13) The next level, event, develops as the child becomes
concerned with the pattern of a story: "Sto;ies’for very young children
embody a pattern of events within tﬂis rhythm or form. When a child
corrects the storyteller and wants the story word perfect, he is askin:\
for confirmation of the pattern . . . ." (13) Role emerges as "children
take up the roles of.characters in their stories, or pe;haps continue
the role playing that th; story involQed them in.”‘(lé) The last level
_of response, world, develops wheq the child begins(to relate the story

-
to life. That is, the world level occurs when '"talk develops to .relate



“and organize elementé of the world of that 3toryior to relate the world
of that story to the child's own Qnrld.” (13) Thus, this flnai level,
as well as constituting th%&ﬁpst sophisﬁirated plateau of response, has
an integrative function $ince ickis at this point thaL the work achieves
a meéning related to the child's‘experience in general..

In their insistence on a movement from the general to the
: o
specific, there are obvious parallels in the accounts offered by Harding
. ' 4
and Purves of the developmental emergéhce of response. For example,

.

Harding's account of the child's response at the sound level i{s much

more general than it is at the role or world levels. The latter (and

k)

later developing) categories of response demand a knowledge of specific
aspects of the story whereas the earlier category does not. Response
at the sound level can be interpreted as occurring at the sensory level;
the latter categories demand cognitive activity.

Besides discussing the four levels of response, Harding lists

all the various activities that he feels may be subsumed under the term
t L ‘ \ v'
response P

The primary centre of the whole activity of reading is some sort
of state of our feelings that we can call, for lack of a better
word, enjoyment . . . which seems to depend in some fashion on
various kinds of activities that lead to understanding. 1t may
also be supported bv those typical though maybe not essential
activitbes thatform a kind of intelligent scanning and ingernal-
ized comment (perhaps verbal) on the work as it is being
experienced.

Finally, there is the activity that we are stimulated to or
prepared for by all our other contacts with a book . . . there
is, as it were, a reverberation of the work in our minds, which
leads us to return . . . to elements of that experience .,
the partial world of any work of art questions and confirms
elements of our existing representational world, making us loock
for a new order that assimilates both. This, too, is our
”fesponse." (23)

What becomes clear from this descriptiom of activities is that response

includes everything that occurs while reading, as well as any reflections

—
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on the work afgétlreading; it includes the emotional as well as the
intellectual reaétion to the work. This kindbof globél view of reséonse
epitémizés the problems involved in attempting to deal with this concept.
| One important conceptual clarification of the qqalitative
Hature of this giobal act has been provided by Britton'(1970, 1977) in
his reformulation of some/earlier writings by Harding (1937, 1962).
Britton draws a distinction between 1anguage‘in tge role of participant,

and language in the role of spectator. 1In the broadest terms he

~ suggests that the spectator, freed of the practical and social demands

&

of participating in the actual world, uses that‘freedom to make judg-
. : Pli1 s ; . 8 -
ments and evaluations of the possibilities of experience. When

responding to literature, the spectator is able "to evaluate more
p

broadly, to savour feelings, and to contemplate forms —- the formal
arrangements of feelings, of eéents . . . of ideas, and the forms of
language. . . in which the whole is expressed.’ (Brittom, 1970, 121)

This duai concentratiﬁn on evaluation and the search for ordered forms
or pa\tter‘ns is a necessary part of @development of our individyually
cons;ructed representations of the world. As Britton (1977) is at
pains to point out, the notion of a "detached evaluative response' in
the role of a spectator "is a tthnical inaccuracy; the spectator is
detached in the sense that he is not participating in the events he
contemplates, He may neverthelgss be passionategly involved in the
memory, the dream, the fiction." (31)

?urther, the distinction between participant and spéctator
role activity is directly related to Britton's development of three
méjor functiohal categories which mark mature writing, At the centre

of Britton's writing model is expreésive language, which is language



close to the self; afid which functions to reveal the speaker, to
. ) N~ . .
verbalize his consciousness, and to exhibit his.clo§e relationship with

the listener or reader. Since expressive 1anguagevvwith its insistence

s

on shared contexts, is seen as the matrix out of which more specialized

-

uses. of 1angdage:develop, Britton makes no distinction betwe paxtic-

ipant and spectator roles within the expressive function. However, in

)

what he‘#cknowledges as an inaccurate linear representation, Britton

equates language in the other two modes, the transactional and the

poetic, with participant and spectator roles., The distinction between

transactional and poetic language is that which separates utilitarian

utterances, directed to an end outside themselves, and self-sufficient

statements which direct attention to themselves only, emphasizing in

IS

the process intermal pattern and form.

Ultimateiy, Britton's (1977) explanations of the twé roles
(participant/spectator) and the functional centinuum (transactional-
expressive-poetic) provide valuable insights inté the cre;tive and re-
creative cqﬁﬁénents of response to literature:

When we read a piece of tramsactional writing, we ''contextualize'

it or make its meanings our own, in a piecemeal fashion. We take
what fragments interest us, reject athers because they are over

15
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familiar, or because we find them unacceptable or incomprehen- l\

sible; and we forge new connections for ourselves between and
around the fragments we take. But the writer.of a poetic utter-
ance must resist such piecemeal contextualization by his reader.
His verbal object is a thing deliberately isolated from the rest
of reality, his own or the reader's. The appropriate response
for a reader?is to reconstruct the verbal object in the terms in

¢ J . :
which it is presented -- in accordance, that is, with the complex-

igy of its internal organization; and having done that to his
tisfaction, to relate it as a total construct to his own values
and opinions . ., . . This proces®%e have called 'global con-

textualization." Of course, as readers, we may learn incidentally

a great deal about the world from fiction, and this will be a
process of piecemeal contextualization. However, such incidental
responsés are to be distinguished from what is essential to the
conventions of poetic writing and to thg main purpose in hand.
(35-36) ‘
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It is cbear that'BriEton's insistence on the importance.of 'global
contextua;iza.ion" once again argues;a case for the wholistic nature
of response. Yet his concern is with the potency of spectator role
éxpériences operating within the framework of necessarily personal
systéms of construing as an inst:ﬁmentqof socialization,
Applebee (1973), therefore, is able to build on the

N <
theoretical framework provided by Harding and Brittom to chart the

Y
ways in which reéponse develops from quite early years to the age of
seventeen. He tracés developmental changes iﬁ spectator-role discourse
and attributes them to (1) the changing relations between spectator
role experience and life experience, (2) progressive acquis;tion of
spectatof role conventions, and (3) the coﬁplexity of the experiences,
both personal and literary, -over which the individual has Qontr:l. (346)
The development of narrative form, for example, closely parallels the
sequencé of stages in ngotsky's (1962) account of concept development.
For the two to five-year-olds, 'two processes, centering and‘éhaining,
und@rlie these stages and seem generalizable to more sophisticated
literary forms." (2) It is only with the onset of adolescence, and with
it Piaget's formal operational modes of thpught: that the spectator role=«

changes from a view of the world, to ome that offers a possible view of

alternative worlds. Ag

n, respopse is accretional: "The experience of
the work is no less patterned simply because the young child does mnot

recognize the patterp as yet; it is only through repeated experience

‘with such patterns that stable expectations can eventually build up,"

The exp)anatory power of the descriptlens of response offered

by Purves, g, Britton, and Applebee is set in perspective by
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contrasting the attempts of some scholars to subsume response uﬁﬁer the
rubric of liétrary ”appreciation." For example, Pooley.(1935) defines
appreciation rather simply as ''the emotional fesponses which arise from
basic recognitions, enhanced by an appreh;ESién of the means by which
they are aroused." (638) Growth in appreciation occurs when,kin
addition to arousing the primary emotioﬁai responses, there is ''the
grédual growth of secondagy responses arisiné from the intellectual
apprehension of éhe tézgnical'skill of the artist and the content\of
the selection." (629-630) While the subject of "appreciation" and
”respoﬁsé" studies -appears to be the sémg, n;mély the changes in the
interaction §f the work and the reéder as‘the reader matures, the
proponents of appreciation seem bent on ultimately divbrcing affeét@ve
and cogﬁi&ive structures. Moreover, most appreciatidn studies, for
example those of Speer (1925), Burton (1952), and Eppel (1950), seém
concerned mofe with the criterion of iiterary merit, as matched against

the judgment of experts, than with the nature of the complex act of

response.

Statement of the Problem

Thus, while a researcher may acknowledge the primacy of reader
response, the-object of his study will remain protean gnd elusive until -
he séecifies a pagticulér aspect of the global act of response on which

J
to focus. Fdllowing Purves (1968; 1971), this study largely restricts
itself to the tangible elements of the "expressed written response."
In the process, to use Purves' (1968) metaphor, the expressed response

will remain '"like an iceberg: only a small part will become apparent to

the teacher or even to the student himself," (xiii) Also, as Squire

’
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points out in his introduction to The Elements of Writing About a

Literary Work it will be recognized that:

v

The elements of writing about literature are not necessarily
identical with the elements of response. Reactions secured
through written protocols may reflect more what students have
been taught to think and feel about literature, rather than
what they actually think and feel, (vi)

S

Such considerations, however, are integral to the design of this study

as it attempts to chart the response patterns of a sample of Australian

students at three age levels and two ability levels %o a short story

and a poem. )

The major aim of the study ig to. add to the considerable, yet
often contradictory, evidence ofvcrdssrsectional changes in thé pattefns,
of response as groups of students %n.éxparticular(cultural setting
respond to examples of literature from two genres. In the pfpcess, the
relative effects of maturation, instructional procedures, and the
context of response were approached.in a nugper of ways, First, teachers
vere %nvglved‘in the nomination of.superior and avérage students'from
each of three grade levels. ' fhey also provided'ﬁﬁformation‘on specific

L0k

teaching appr¥@¥hes to the short story and the poem, on evaluative

procedures, and on their private characterizations of the perceptive
adolescent reader. In addition, the students were invited to address

their writing to an audience which included the peer group as well as

the teacher, and to provide supplementary information on their expec-
tations of response patterns relevant to short stories and poems met\in

a school setting, as well as to literature in general encountered in an
: . 5o

&
out-of-school context,

After the students had written free responses to the short

story and the poem, their protocols were coded according to the system
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of content analysis developed by Purves and‘Rippere (1968). Eéch
statement was Coded into one of five major categories of response
after allocation to one of twénty-fOur subéategories. The five gajor.
categ;ries are: Engagement (statements about the reader's personal
invqivement); Perception (statements about the_ﬁprk as an\object
séparéte from the reader); Interpretation (statements Eoncerned with
vthe meaning of the work);‘EvaluatiQn (statements judging the worth or
otherwise of the work); and Miscellaneous (statements not immediately

accommodated in any of the other categories,) "‘~§\ -

. In suﬁ,_then, the purposés‘and objectives of the preseﬁt study\’

(N

were as follows: (1) to describe in detaill the\¥@sponses of superior and
.average=students in grades eight, ten, and twelve to a short story and a
poem§ (2) to determine the kind and extent of tBe chamges in the

responsés that occurred at different grade levels; (3)t dentffy the

\

extent to which relationships among the‘yariables'of response Ppercentages,
sex, and abiiity were.apparent; (4) to determine the extent to whicﬁ_
responses to a selected short s&ory differed from those to a'selected
poem; (5) to examine the effects of a sense of aud}ence‘evident in
‘student writing, and of the influence of context in studentsf ratings of
important;and unimportant questions when short stories'ana‘boemg wgre

s : |
encounteféd in a school setting, and literature in gemneral was-encoﬁnter-
ed in an informal setting; and (6) to select for qualitative analysis a
set of representative protocols, or combinations of response Statements,
which could be tgken to exemplify deﬁelopmental trends in the.ﬁéttern of
fespoﬁsé,‘especially as these trends appeared also to {glate to the

effects of instructional practice in the cultural setting of Australian

‘schools, : \
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Through the sequent stages of quantitative and qualitative

analysis, answers were sought to these more specific questions , for

~which relevant ‘hypotheses and procedures are presented in Chapter

Three:

10.

What are the patterns of response made by all stodeots\to the

' story and poem combined?

Are- there differences across grade levels in the patterns of

~response made by all students to the story and poem combined?

Are there differences across grade levels the patterns of

‘response made by all groups: of students to the story and the

poem taken separately? -
~

/Are there differences in the patterns of response made by all

fgroups of students to the story as compared with the poem7

What are the preferred (or expected) patterns of response
when students at all grade levels encounter short stories and
poems in a school setting, and. literature irt general in an
out—-of-school setting?

Are there differences in the response patterns of the groups
of male and female students to the story and poem combined,
or to the story and poem taken separately - aeross grade
levels or overall?

Are there differences in‘the response patterns of the groups

_of superior and average students to the %tory and: poem

combined, or to the story and poem taken separately =-- across
grade levels or overall? .

Are therelany discernible combinations of response patterns
which are cross-culturally informative in the writings of a
sample of Australian students?

What qualitative differences are evident in the expressions
of engagement, perception,’ interpretation, and evaluation
provided by average and superior students at. each of the
three grade levels?

Does the provision of an audience including the peer group
as well as the teacher produce notable features in the
content or language mode of students written respomnses to
literature?
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Summary
» This'introductory chapter has presented a brief statement of
~ some of‘fhe recent developments in E;glish education %Slﬁhey relate to
literary studyl The gradual émphasis, at all levels’oft£he currichum,
on a response-oriented approach has been charted in the context of a
éonsideration of the problems associated with defining the concept of
response its@1f. In addition, the need for more studies ofiliterary
response has been established and the prqblegkfor this study has been
delineated. Chaﬁ‘br Two summarizes relevant research in five directly
regated qreai: (1) the writings of literary séholars; (2) content,
analyses qf responée to literature; (3) responses éf s;udents of

different ages or ability levels; .(4) studies employing different types

of stories or poems; and (5) the effects of context on resporise,

/
!

W



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH

Much of the growing bod&fef research into the response of
readers to llterature has been progres51vely reviewed by Squlre (1964),
Early and Odland (1967), Cooper (1971a, 1976b), Purves and Beach
(1972), D' Arcy_(1973), and Applebee (1977). The»vastness of the field
is. reflected in Cooper's»(l976b) positing of at least eleven foci in
the studies he liste. In the following discussion attention will be
()concen;rated on five areas directly felated to the present stuﬂy;
@D) the.ﬁritings of literary scholars; (2) content analyses of response
to literature; (3) responses of studenes of different ages of ability
levels; (4) studies efploying diffe;ent types of stories or poems, and
(5) the effects of context on response, It will soon become clear that
fhese boundaries, while they provide a qsefui\framework for discuseion,
are inevitably illusory. The secondary findings of many studies,
especially those employing multiple variables; will have obvious
relevance across two or three of the broad areaé delimited for discuss-

©

ion.

The Witings of Literary Scholars

Theoreticians and scholars who undertake to describe the
process of literary response are unanimous in acknowledging its

complexity. For Purves and Beach (1972) any complete account must
22 -
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consider the interaction of three variables:

the reader: an individual's concepts, attitudes, and’experiences,
perceptual abilities, and emotional and psychological state;

the literary work: a verbal construct dealing with an experience

.and portrayed by a voice which reveals an attitude towards its

subject matter and possible audience; and

the situation of reading: whether assigned or not, whether in a

classroom or not, whence and by whom stimulated, and for what

purpose undertak@gj (180-181)
The writers, who can be given only selective consideration here, differ
in their assumptions,_terminolng, and alignment with various ''schools"
of criticism or response. However, they are unanimous in rejecting
accounts of the literary experience which focus on the work itself, on
the "text," at the expense of the reader and his interaction with the
work. . _ . —_—

SN ' »
For over thirty years, since the original publication of

Literature as Exploration in 1938, Louise Rosenblatt has insisted on

the absolute necessity of examining individual responses to individual

works. Over this perio? she has attempted to clarify her perception
\

of the differences between aesthetic and non-aesthetic reading

experiences by describing the former through a series of active

metaphors. The original notion of "exploration," via the typing of

the "poem as event" in 1964, culminated, in 1969, in a "transactional

theory of reading.’ The essential premise has remained the same:

Through the medium of words, the text brings into the reader’s
consciousness certain concepts, certain sensuous experiences,
certain images of things, people, actions, scenes. The special
meanings and, more particularly the submerged associations that
these words and images have for the individual reader will
la%gely determine what .the work communicates to him. The reader

. brings to the work personality traits, memories of | past events,
present needs and preoccupations, a particular mood of the
moment, and a particular physical condition., These and many
other elements in a never-to-bé duplicated combination determine
his response to the peculiar contribution of the text.
(Rosenblatt, 1968, 30-31)
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In her most direct attack on the New Critics, and their assumption of
the objeétivity offa 1itera£y work,'Rosenblattb(1969) points to the
need "to eliminate a widespread semantic confusion, thg tendency to
-use the wordslgggg and text interchangeably." (34) According to
Rosenblatt the artistié creation (text) becomes an aesthetic object

(poem) only through the active re-creation of a reader. She disdains

-

process enters the classic debate\iﬁ hermeneutics of how a reader may

4

understand an author better than the author himself. (Meuller-Volmer,
1972)

Rosenblatt is concerned that a reader's personal response to
a work at least be given an oﬁportunitf.ﬁo crystallize; many teaching \\\\‘
situations do not permit this but rather divert the attention of the
student to some formula or assiénment perhaps far removed from his own
feelings and uﬁders;anding. She believes that the reader 'can begin
to achieve a sound approach to literature only when he>reflects upon
his response .to it, wh;n he attémpts to understand what in the work
and fg-himself produced that reaction, and when he thoughtfully goes
on to modify, reject, or accept it." (Rosenblatt, 1968, 76)

. In presenting his case for the personal dimensions of literary
response, Slatoff (1970) attacks the spurious precision of formalistic
approaches to the literary ekperience§ The analytic-historic tradition
has set up a series of 'polarities and dicﬂotomies which have seriously
limi:ed our thinking and observation: objeétive—subjective, clear think-
ing-emotional involvement, judgment—sympathy,.impersonal—personal,
accurate-impressionistic, and knowledge-appreciation." (36) Anything

tﬁat smacks of subjectivity in each of these polarities is wrongly

\ | .
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branded irresponsible, self—ihdulgent, and solipsistic, "Wbllﬂtm°'£~%u£}q
: tame r Y ‘,,'

theories of perception acknowledge the interdependence of object and’

beholder, "works of literature [in particular] havé scarcely any

important qualities apart from those that take shape in mindéﬂ'(23)'awwr
Slatoff believes that the complexity of emotional\responses

is devalued by the.simpie’terms or singie continua generally uéed in

describing them, Invoivement, for example, is a multi-faceted

activity which allows "distindétions to be drawn between projection and

gy
-

empathy, sympathy and empathy, fascination and a condition dﬁ’real
concern. If used 1dosely, the term "fails . , ., to distinguiéh between

an experience which simply arouses one's emotions, that is, in which

»h
o

one respondé emotionally, and an'experience entailing some kind of
personal participétion in the story or characters." (40) Detachment
and involvement are not polar opposites for théy often erlap in the
experience of a reader who is "at once a participant in Ege action and
a detached spectator of it." (39) Distinc;ions between the two terms
fail to allow for the féct that ''many importan£ kinds of: invol&ement
redquire, and even derive from, a sense of self and a recdgq}tion that
the othef is not-me." (49) Inevitably; the thrust of Slatoff's

. argument comes agaiﬁ tq the false separation of cognition and affect,
Although thought and fj:Efﬁé can each occur without the other, most
literature "is designed to engage, and does engage, both mind and
emotion and does engender resp;nses in/which thought and feeling are
particula?ly inseparable.” (53)

James's image of the ineffably plastic reader seems entirely

/
inadequate for Slatoff because ''literary works, however firmly designed,

can exert only limited and inexact control and guidance over even the

P
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most docile reader.," (60) 1Individual readers differ enormously in
their cggacity to respond‘to iﬁagé, metaphor, and symbol. In addition,
critics are curiously silent about the whole.panoply of experiences,
memories,’attitqges, values,'and beliefs which inevitably trigger or

~

numb the ipdividual's response to a literary work. What is needed,
p

thg;efore, is not a -retreat to lax impressionism, or a conversion of
L]

i .

. the study of literatuye into moral instruction or psychotherapy, but
the release of a fruitful tension which acknowledges_thét the "locus of
the event ugder examination is neither the reader nor the text alone
but the intersection or communion of the two," (§86)

Iser (1972) alsq insists that it is the convergence of text
and reader éhat brings the literary work into existence. This conver-
gence, however, can never be precisely pinpointed, but must always
remain "virtual, as it is not to be identified with the reality of the
text or with theyindividual'disposition of the reader.'" (279) His
phenoﬁenological account of the reading process is characterized by
notions of ”indet%rminacy" and "'dynamism,'" The indéterminacy of the
artistic ﬁext (that created by the author) is the”resulfrof the inter-
action of.sequent senﬁences in the imgginétion of the reader err time,

The sentences in literary texts imnteract in such a way as to
deny "the confirmative effect' which we "implicitly demand ﬁf e%posit—
ory texts." (283) Any pattern of expectation set up by any one
sentence is drastically modified by succeeding sentences. Thus, the
reader becomes involved in a process of anticipation and retrospection
where the indeterminacy of the text demandg that he draw on his 6wn

-~

experiénce to £fill in the gaps, Therefore,

\
{
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. we have the apparently paradoxical situation in which the
reader- is forced to reveal aspects of himself in order Po
experience a reality whh is different from his own. The
impact this reality makés on him will depend largely on the
extent to which he himself actively provideg the unwritten part
of the text, and yet in supplying all the missing links he must
think in terms of experiences different from his own; indeed it
is only by leaving the familiar world of his own experience
that the reader can trQly participate in the adventure the
literary text offers him. (286-287)

With every‘reading and re-reading there is a search to
relate the different aspects of the text into some consistent pattern.
Yet this ges;alt, which arises from the reader's expectations, 1is
further thwarted by the "illusions" created in the reader's mind by
the text: "The polysemantic nature of the text and)the illusion—mai&ng
of ghe reader are opposed factors." (%PO).‘fo the extent that the
reader seeks a consistent pattern in the text, the text resists final
integration by the reader. This gives rise -to a furtﬁerninterplay
between deduction -- the reader's atfempt to formulate something that
is unformu}ated in the text -- and induction -- the search for con-
figurative meaniné based on information supplied by the text. Ultimate-
1y, with each re-reading, further illusions will be thrown ué by the
text and gy the data of the réader's expanding experiences, so that no
final balance between deduction and induction’can be achieved. .

fhe point of Iser's speqialized analysis is to stgess the
dialectical structure of reading, and its -fufiction in the cregtgg;\S?/
identity: "Aw literary text jinvolves_;t’i‘\:., _readér in the fdirmation
of illusion and the simultaneous formation pf the means whereg; the
illusion is punctufed, reading reflects the pr;cess by which qé gain

experience.”" (295) One of the strongest "{1lusions" isvxhé a&thor's s

stratagem og;identification. ?o understand this phenomenon properly
N e

. =

! o »



"it’'is necessary to see text and reader not as object and subject, but

" as an encounter between "the alien 'me' and tbgfreal, virtual 'me' --

q:.yhich‘are'never,nompletely cut off from each other." (298) The process

'
N

3

. ' o

Y,

of identification, far from being a simple matter .of seeing an approx-

. /;’ ’
B

imation of the self in‘an,éiééﬁ}éétting, invelves recreating the self
W " s o S .
N ; B ko

in tefms yhich had previouély eiudéd the con;cious.
e Whefea§ Iser employs the notiomn of seqﬁent sentences to
account for the dyﬁamics of reader—~text interaction, Fish'(1970? sees
value in‘sloﬁing down the reading process even more dramatically. His
‘method, wbich acknowledges the temporal flow of the reading experience,
invo%Qes“”an analysis of the developing responses Qg the reader in
relation to the Qords as they succeed one another in time." (126—1275
Again, the';actively‘mediafing presence"’ 6f the readef is acknowledgedn
by the substitution of a more operational’question -~ What does this
word or sentence do? -- in place of the Qore text-bound tormulation --
What dées this word or sentence mean? It would appear, however,® that
despite Fi;h's useful iﬁsistence'on the kinetics éf the reading act,
the unit of discourse on which he focuses (the word) is, rather too
precise to do juétice to tﬁe coﬁplexity of the process he describes.
On another level, that of accounting\for different interpretations of
a text, he does offer an obvious but salutary reminder: "Most literary
quarrels are not disagreements about response, but about a response to
a response." (147) ”

One of the mére influential psychoanalytic accounts of the
nature of the reading. process is provided by Lesser in his Fiction and

Unconscious (1967). According to Lesser, we read "because we are beset

by anxieties, guilt feelings, and ungratified needs." (78) Young

-

-
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readers, héwever, are less demanding of qualities within literature

)
:

which lead to the relaxation of the ego. Questions felating to the
validity of psychological‘;ealitieﬁ, to the intermal consistencies

of the work, or to the general veraciiy of art assume increasing
. : ®
importance only with increasing age.
Lesser attempts a distinction between those aspects of
@ , . ' : :
response to. fiction which are conscious, and those which are uncon- o
scious. For example, the conscious mind can accommodate such features
as the development of a narrative and its manifest meaning.. It can
also judge the story's honesty, its relevance for the reader, the .

technique with which it is worked out, and its relation to matters of

extrinsic criticism such as the author's canon, the typology of the

work, its place in tradition. It is important for the conscious

mind to be kept occupied with these activities, for "if it is not it is

likely to penetrate to meanings and appeals which would arouse disquiet
or even revulsion, .if brought to light." (196)

. While the unconscious brocesses of the mind are far more v
complicated and lacking in coher;nce, Lesser proposes a set of three :
interlocking stances. The first of these, "a part of our 'spectator'

reaction tg fiction," concerns itself basically with "perceptioﬂ and
understanding.’ (197) Hé{e the unconscious "ferréfs;out coﬁnections,
draws inferences, and establishes connections; iF synthesizes its
observation.”" (199) "At the same time, two more active processes are

at work. On oge level "we unconsciously participate in the stories we
¥ead,"_on another "we coﬁpose stories structured upon the ones we read."

(197) The participating process, dependent as it is on individual needs

and drives, Qill vary in the intensity of absorption that each reader



feéls for different scenes and roles. It is the third procesgtiyhiéh
Less;f céils‘“analogizing," wpich firmiy established the validity of
;he personal éxperiences we bring to each act of reading. Perhaps
more frequently we will end inm "composing fantasies based  on odT

wishes and fgars rather than upon oﬁr'experience." (203)

Like most of the writers under discussion here, Lesser
believes that critics have overlcooked significant areas of response

by concentrating on the cognitive level of response, on conscious

N
reactions.  His discussion again attempts to redress an imbalance:

Everything we know and feel about fiction suggests that under-
standing is not its sole objective. If it were, fiction would
probably be less interested in particulars, it would cerfainly

be more concerned with generalizations than in fact it is . . .
The basic characteristics of fiction suggest that it usually

wants us not simply to see and understand but to participate in
the events it sets before us. It offers us not simply a spectacle
but an experience. (238) s '

Certainly the most extensive discussion and application of a

theory of literary response based upon psychoanalytic concepts is that
provided by Holland (1968, 1973, 1975a, 1975b, 1976). 1In his originaf

formulation, The Pynamics of LiteragzﬁResponse (1968), Holland proposes

\ : .
-two kinds of reading which correspond to the conscious and ungonscious

activities of the mind -- intellecting and introjecting. The reader,

then, has "two different relations to the text. On the conscious level,

he is actively engaged in ﬁerceiving it and thinking his perceptions

into meaning. Unconscio;sly, the text presents him with fantasies and
‘defenses in his own mind." (62) If he willingly suspends disbelieg -
which involves two conscious expectations: that the téxt w%ll give him
pleasure, and that it will not reqﬁire him fo éct on the e;ternal world

/

-- he may experience the literary work by introjecting it. Holland

¥



-summarizes the theory in this way:

w

Put in its briefest form, the theory says that literature is an
introjected transformation The literary text provides us with
a fantasy which we introject, experiencing it as though it were
our own, supplying our own associations to it. The literary
work manages this transformation in two broad ways: by shaping
it with formal devices which operate roughly like defenses; by
transforming the fantasy toward ego-acceptable meanings —-
something like sublimation. The pleasure we- experience is the
feeling of having a fantasy of our own and our own associations
to it managed and controlled but at the same time allowed a
limited expression and quantification. (311-312)
It is not entirely accurate to éa& that we lose ourselves in
a literary work. Introjecting the work means "letting it form a core

. within us which is the literary work, but within a rind of our

ordinary selves." (87) The popular notion of the reader's being
L™ 3

‘absorbed "reverses the true state of affairs.’ 'We absorb it, making the

literary work a subsystem within us." (89) This absorption tends t§

occur more often with detective stories, science fiction, and "'entertain-
e ] : ) ’

nments' rather than with literary masterpieces: "If we are dealing with a

3
Q

masferpiece, we are likely to respond more’at the conscious level of
meaning and significance, 1;38 at the brimitive level of fusion and
inQEOjection." (92)

Along with the other writers being considered here, Holland -

v

devotes considerable attention to the concept of identification, and the
related issue of character realism. The History of cri}icism:ﬁas brought
us to animpasse, with the logic of the New;Critics making it seéﬁ bad
sense to treat literary characters as real people. However, dréwing on
the evidence of experimental psychology, Holland argues that readers and
pféygqers recreate characters from the incidents in a plot or lines in

W -

the play, give ‘them a personai sense of reality, and relate themselves e
-7
to them. In-the final amalysis, according to Holland,
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. our so called "identification" with a literary character
is actually a complicated mixture of projection and introjection,
of taking in from the character certain drives and defenses that
are really objectively '"out there" and of putting into him
feelings that are really our own, "'in here." (278)
The critical dilemma about the characters' reality disappearé when we
acknowledge that the great achievement of the artist is his transmutat-
ion of the reader_into creator. The characters are real or not real
to the extent that we endow them with our wishes and defenses.

Holland admits the crude and imperfect state of our present
understanding of the nature of "affect." Symptoms of the lack of
progress in undéré;anding embtions,'other than knowing that accompanying
physiological and thoughtprocesses do not represent the full experience,
include a limited descriptive terﬁiﬁology, and a general paucity of

studies'hhere readers have been asked to elaborate their feelings on

request. Therefore the experimental stddies, Poems in Persons (1973)

and 5 Readers Reading,(l975), flesh.961 the moael thfough Qhe descrip-
tive terms provided by psychoanalytic ego péychology and the empiricai
evidence of. the thousands of pages of transcript provided by his
. "readers reading." ) _ :

Drawing heavily on the work of Heinz Lichtenstein (1961),
Holland maintains that when an individual responds to a work of
literature he does so in a manner consistent with a unique identity
‘ theme: or personal style. The eﬁidence of the clinical case studies
suégests that the process of response to literature operates consistent-
1y within the constraints of this identity theme, perso;al stfle, myth,
or life-étyle. The completed theory embraces four.p?inciples that
Holland sees governing the way a reader re-creates a literary work:

b
&
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First, there is one general overarching law: style creates
itself. The reader tries, as he proceeds through the work, to
compose from it a literary ‘experience in his particular life-
style. 1In particular, line by line and episode by episode, he
responds positively to those elements that, at any given point
in the work, he perceives as acting out what he would
characteristically expect in another being in such circumstances.
What cannot be perceived as acting out his expectations he
responds negatively or remains indifferent to. N

To respond positively, to gratify expectations this way, a
reader must be able to.create his characteristic modes of
adaptation and defense from the words he is reading. This is
the second principle, and the most exacting: defense must match ¢
defense. For a reéader to take pleasure from a reading, he has
to protect that pleasure. He must rercreate for himself from
the text rather precisely all or parts of the structures by
which he wards off anxiety in real lifei’

The reader can very freely shape for himself from the-
literary materials he has admitted a fantasy that gives him
pleasure, and this is the third principle. He projects into the
work a fantasy that yields the pleasure he characteristically
seeks . "

A fourth principle .« « . The reader "makes sense" of the
text; he transforms the fantasy he has projected into it by means .
of the defensive structures he has created from it to arrive at
an intellectual or moral "point" in what he has read. (1973, 77)

With these four princip1e5~recognized; the artist still exerts control

o§er the reader’$ }g§p6 es by creating a structure wﬁich must bg re-
structﬁ%ed with-éééﬂ encounter wiéh'the work. ,Nor are we‘Eound‘by any
impliéﬁtiohﬁihat each reading has equal merit, for objective criteria
(coﬁpleteness, unity, or directness)‘étill apply. In Holland's
analysis "o@jecgive reality" and "pure experi;nce," dependént as they
are on the‘force of the identity théme, "are . . . only useful ficciohs,
vanishing points we approé@h but never meet." (1§75a, 2)

While David Bleich (1969, 1971, 1975a, 1975b) finds consid-
erable explanatory power in Holland's fantasy-defense concéptualization
of response, h§r§ees Holland at least partially bound by the New

Critical insistence on the objectivity of the text. In what is brobably

the most thoroughgoing commitment to the subjective paradigm, Bleich

4
\
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(1975a) asserts that '"the essence of a symbolic work is not in its

visible senéory structure or in its manifest semantic load but in its

subjective re-creation by a reader and in his public presentation of
that creation.' (21) Works of literary art, Bleich alleges, exist

"entirely as a function of the mind and history of:the perceiver.

.

There may, however, be considerable virtue in biographical criticism,
either for the psychological 1light it sheds on the development of a
personal writing style, or for the reduction of narcissism in reading

" whereby the reader engages an author as person rather than authority.

»

Bleich, like Roéenblatt, is rather more concerned with

developing a curriculum which rests. on the subjective bases of literary.
< /‘ ) '
experience, than with offering an extensive account of the dynamics of

Po

reading. His course of study proposes four incremeéntal phases' which

ggrk outwards from an examlnation of the unlqueness of personal feelings
» \
towards a developing notion of the sharablllty or dialectic of communal

terpretation. Durlng the flrst phase, "ThOughts and Feellngs, the

aim is ”to understand how people respond emotlonally and then

i

<i~a translate thése neSponSes into thoughts and judgmengs.” (1975a, 15)

;\\\krmed with thfs\Enoiiiige, the class is roady for the second phase,
"Fééling about Literature," w ere the focus'snifts to an analysis of
"the patt;rns.of perceptual empnasis in each reader and to suggest how
these patterns will be folevant in underétanding the ;gader's larger
patterns of response and judgment." (21) anough an analysis .of
pfonoools marked by perception, affective responses, and associative
responses,\Bleich indicates how the classroom dynamic can‘fhift from

the text itself to a’'diversity ofkpersonal readings of the text.‘ In

the third and fourth phases, "Dd&§iding on Literary Importance' and

.
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"Interpretation as a Communal Act," Bleich showé that, at an advanced

level affect and judgment ''are both part of a single'and more general

!

| process gf ;eépqnse, which begins in complete subjectivity and is then

transformed into judgments that appear to be objective." (49)

Content Analyses of Response to Literature

-

. The pioﬁeering effort in the careful study of the responses -

of students to literature iwe Richards' Practical Criticism (1929).

Richards concehtraﬁed hig analyéis on the misinterpretations of
Thirteen poems by advancéd Cambfidge undergraduates as revealed in
free writtén responses. While Richardé"methodologyrof pational study
and classification of responses was not stétistically controlled, his
procedures for content analy;is of literary résponse have profoundly
influenced most’subsequent studies. Par?icuiarly relevant to the |
qualitative analeis‘pgrsuéd in this investigation is Richérds' ident~
ification of &he following areas of difficulty experienced by students
~ in their work\with_poetry: 1) diffiCul;y of making out the plain sense
“of thevppems;\(Z) difficulties of éensuous‘apprehension; (3) the per-~
vasi&e influence of mnemonic irrelevancies; (4) stock responses; (5)

sentimentality; (6) inhibition; (7) doctrinal adhesions; (8) technical

‘presuppositions; (9) geheral eritical preconceptions. (109—111)

-

In a recenz edition of College ﬁngiigh‘(February, 1977)
Bennett anﬂ Arthuf,repor;ed their separate attempts to replicate
Richards' procedurés with groups of'Américaq college students in
Caiifornfa and Illinoigi Both assuﬁed that the change in pedagogy>  ‘
Qrought by a generatioﬁ's influence of the New Criticism ﬁight have

produced a new set in students which would make them less prone to the
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obgtacles to sane critical thinking that Richards revealed. In the
more méthodologically sound study, Bennett proposes the obvious -
questions: ''To whét gxtent has‘ﬁhe impact of these new edﬁcational
methods ®really changed students' ability to.judgé poetry? How adeqﬁate—
ly’have our schools dealt with the problem df training students to think
about literature?" (567) Both writers reported an iﬁstructive, if not
gratifying, repetition of history. Apart from the displacement of
concerns with dict%on,'rhyme and rhytﬁm,_emotion and philosophy, by an
overwhelming concer;-with imagery, contempo;ary readers providea almost
exact parallels in their difficulties with "objective" reading as’had
been discovgred-by R;chards. It is important to stress, as Richards
does, tﬁat his Cambridge studentsiwere‘a select, homogeneous group, and -
v
Arthur, in particular, acknowledges the heterogeneity and "averageness"
of his students. However, he proposes an éxplanation for these defic-.
jencies which will sound through most of this review: that there is "in
_most oonur students ——Iin moig'péogle -—~ a predisposition towards the‘
sententious énd the sentimentél, énd an aversion to the difficult,
which coibiné to form attitudes not easily altered thropgh any formal

ﬁrocess of instruction." (587)

Downey (1929), in a study of the psychological processes of

identification, describes three kinds of responders to art: the ecstatic,

who becomeé totally mérged with the subject; the participator, who takes
on several role assumptions, with different degrees of success; and the
spectator who remains objective, detached, and self-controlled. Shirley

—
(1966) elaborated Downey's scale to identify seven types of responders:

the indifferent, the observer, the partial participator, the intense

participator, the self-image synthesizer, the construct §§nthesizer, and

*
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the decision maker. The distinc;ions have obvious comnections with

the uses of language in the roles of participant and spectator,
originally devéloped-by'Harding. (1937) and extended by Brittom (1970).
There remain three gemeral stages in the developing pro?ess of response:
a progression from intellectual detachment, through an emotional reali:z-
ation, to an aesthetic objectivity, a final integration of thé
experience. |

Three éducational studies of response to litefature, all of
which are t§ some extent content analyses, are those by Meckel (1946), .
Loban (1954), and Taba (1955). Meckel ipvestigated the free responses

made by high school seniors to situationms, ‘in Hugh Walpole's novel

Fortitude, selected for their relevance to the preoccupations of

e

\\\ olescents. Meckel's'primary interest was in finding out what

si}ugfions in the novel students respond to most vividly and what
S

aspects the novel they like and dislike. Since there were few
situacions<cited\ipLth,§Lud£an' free responses, a prepared list of

events to be narked according to how vividly they were remembered was
given the students. Meckel found that the students :!gponded less to
events involving self-confrontation than to situations involving love

and parent-child relationships. The outline of responses indicating
: <

like-dislike of the novel were categorized in three ways:
(1) Persomal-psychological: The reader's personal reaction to
the work.

(2) Technical-critical:. The reader's perception of language,
literary devices, tomne, relation of form to content, and
evaluation. .

(3) Content-ideational: The reader's identification and
discussion of the theme or meaning of the work.

Analysis of these responses revealed great variety and individuality.
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The predominant response was personal—psychologicai, and the least
popular was technical-critical. ﬁhile this finding is in contrast
with those of more recent studies, it may be explained by the faqt <
that the emphasis of the expe{iment was on personal recollection.

Loban (1954), who 1h a# earlier arEicle had listed content
analysis as a valid means of evaluatfﬁg growth in the study of
literature (1968),»investigated the responses of 120 high school
students t§ ten stories sélected for their,appeal to the readef(s
feélings of s?mpathy. The students selected"fo; participation fell
into two extreme gréups: those highlyrsensitive’to the feelingé of
others, and.those least sensitive to such‘feelings.-.One of the four
response measures émployed was a free, undirected discussion of each
ﬁtory written immediately after completion of the story. These written
responses were scorédyby comparing them with a list of seventy points
which five competeﬁt judges had agreed é sympathetic reader might
notice. Among Loban's conclusions relevant to the present study and

: ) o)
~ based on his analysis of all the responses are the following: (1) almost
all adolescents miss important implications while reading fictiong (2)
many adolescent'readers respond superficialiy and artificially to
stories, failing to acknowledge the facts provided in the stqries; (3)
few know whét to say-about literature and attempt to disguise this
shortcoming with»glib, formulaic references to style and laﬁguage; and .
(4) magy,adolescents resist any literature that requ{;gg‘fg?iection or -
consideration of ideas contrary to their expectations or attitudes.

As part of a year-long investigation into tﬁe dynamics. of

i
peer culture in an eig&th grade class, Taba (1955) developed the first
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actual clagsification of response to‘literature as part of her efférts
to categorize the free, unstructured oral discussions by tWengy-five
students of certain books and stories. In line with certain stated

. objectives, Taba‘identified prior to énalysis four broad categories,
the first two of which we;; further‘classified. These four»categories
were: (1) projections ~- attempts to ?erceive or understand the sﬁory,
to explain and evaluate behavior; (2) genéralizations, or students'
application of facts from the story to general prinCiples:concerning
behavior; (3) self-réferences; and (4)-irrelevdncies. Of the f0ur;
categories, Taba found tﬁe'first, projections, to be the dominant
response, accounting for 50.9 to 87.27% of the étQAents' statem;nts.
She concluded that eighth-grade students are primarily concerned with
the content of a story an& that factual restatement of the action and
explanations of hehaviors and situaﬁions occur frequently in their
responses. intérpretations occur infrequently and tend to be factual
and concrete. Students tend to base tﬂeir interprétations rather
heavily on their own experiences. They are not particularly dispbsed
.to judgmental attitudes or moralizing. Taba ideﬁtified four types of
responders: (1) those who enter the story freeiy and fully without

relating the story to previous experiences: (2) egoceptric readers who

find meaning only by associating the story with persotll experiences;
(3) egocentric readers who make‘;rescriptiVe judgments) about how the
charactérs éhould behave; and (4) readers who project {r generalize
and therefore benefit from the ﬁew experienc;s offered by the work.

Like Taba, Earl Forman (1951) used s;hdents' responses to

develop various categories of response. Working with seventh and

ninth—grade;students, Forman identified three scales of response to
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literature. The "Elaboration of Detail" scale classifies responses
to cha}acters, gcenes, and actions along a spectrum frqm indefinite
responges to expliéit, individualized descriptions. The "Character
Vitalization Scale" charts responsesfdealing with feelings aﬁd
character traits from vague, generaliged, and obvious to %n analysis
of motivation and personalify. The ”épntinuity of Purpose Scale' is
concerned with the pu;pose, meaning, and order of events.

The source for.Skelton's (19%8) classification system was
the writings of fourth, fifth, and sixth graders in response to poems.
Some of the poems were read aloud by the téacher and some weré'reaa
silently. Five catEgories’emerged on a sc;le from reader-connotative
(engagement) responses, through author-connotative (thematic)
statemenis, to readef—deno?ative statements (literal translations).

. Bounding these three stances; involving the reader and his reaction
to the personal and formal qualities of the work, were expréssions of

]

like or\dislike and unrelated comments. Skelton was interested ?n the

-

number-of different categortes used by the students in their responses

s

.

to four poemé of iﬁcreaéing diffiéﬁlty. In the papers of the 270
students he found that 37% used two or mofe categories¥§£r the first
response but that 487% of the students useé two or more for the fourth
poem, which was the most difficult. Skelton reports thét the responses
to the most difficult poem shoved a decided increase in the students'
xsubjecﬁive involvement; in the absence of a clear understanding they
apbarently reported their personal reacti;ns. However, among the |
lstudents of above- average ability, more respénded in author-connotative
terms, and this trenékuas most pronounced among the older students.

Ash (1969) cons%:pcted a test of literary judgment that was
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administered to six classes of ejyeventh graders. The four part ‘test

measured (1) thematic imitationm, (2) paragraph selection, (3) title

choice, and (4) distorted images. The students chose the best of

three versions or options for eight to ten separate items. In the

most informative part of the study, students fromAthe high and low o
. Sy
v : a"‘. ‘

ability groups were interviewed in order to determine the reasoné‘f‘
R . ce kS
for their choices. From these interviews Ash classified response

.-w.‘\
i

types gnd eported the percentage of ocecurrence for each typé and . ; ;
” . v o e
for the two groups as follows: f' a
o ; PR
P Total =~ " & .7
High Low Group |
Guess 8.9. 9.5 9.6 R
Misreading 6.8 17.7 12.3 ¢
Unsupported Judgment - 19.9 31.9 29.3 . .. 3¢ °
Supported Judgment 9.9 3.6 3.4, T
By Poetic Preconceptions (Rules) 13.5 3.6 8.7 ‘?{x
Isolated Elements 20.9 fL0.6 13.5 K5
?  Narrational 1.1 8.9 5.7 .
Technical . 2 2.3 5.8
Irrelevant Associations 3)1 3.6 3.3
Interpretation .2 7.%1 6:4"
Self-Involvement 2.5 1. 2.0

%

-~

Three negative types of categories -% guess, unsuppor

judgment, and mlsreading - accounted/fér 497 of thﬁ studen®

/ y
_ reasons for their. choices%eadlng Ash to co E%iude that% enéral
7

_the level of literary judgment, that is, the students’ abili;y toj

justify their choices or preferences, is very low, However, as Purves

5

and Beach (1972) suggest: "Granted that understanding, criteria, add

personal involvement are all consgl&gfgts of tdste one wonders- how
J - .
they are related to the rhetoric of defending judgment." (12) In. fact,

there is a strong suggestion running through most of the studies

8] '7

repor;ed here that variations in verbal ability might temnd to over-
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shadow the very nuances' of response which the investigators are

“attempting to unearth. Such considerations serve only to cloud Ash's

perplexing fiﬁding'thét the high ability group evidenced more inaccurate
preconceptions about'poetry,‘and showed slightly less, interest in -

interpretation+than the low ability grdub.

o

A far'ﬁore precise attempt to categorize respoﬂse.from the
actual responses of students was made_bé&Squ}re'(l964). Based on the
qral reSponses of fifty-t;o‘ninth ‘and tenth graders while reédiné four
shoré égbriés, thelSquire classifiéation, déspite ceftain limitations
discussed below, continues to be used as a-standard in“studies of
response to literature.v It is.the basis, among others, of the work of

aff (1968), and Robinson

Wilson (1966), Luchsinger (1969), Gri
(1973). Seven categories are defined: (1) Litwgary judgmen%% -- direct

or implied evzluations of the story as an artistic work; (2) Interpret~

ational! respor.ses —- efforts by the reader to generalize from and

~

discover meaning in the story; (3) Nafzafional reactions -- resﬁ;néééxg
in which details or facts in the story are recountedbufvﬁot interpreted;
(4) Associational responsges -- aésociatgonS'by the reader of ideas,
events, places, and people within his experience; (5) Self-involvement

-- efforts by the reader to associate himself with the behavior of

characters; (6) Prescfiptive judgments -- attempts’by the reader to

"

- prescribe a course of gction for a character based on the reader's

absolute standard;‘and (7)‘Misce11aneogs - responses‘not coded else-

B e

s

where. The respanse patterns were-examinz?‘in relation to sex)

intellfgence, reading ability, socioeconomic status, ahd certain

personality :predispositions.

¥
e
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- Table 1 shows the mean percentages among boys and girls for

- the seven categories:

#

"TABLE 1

< . MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES FOR CATEGORIES
- BY BOYS AND GIRLS IN THE SQUIRE STUDY
OF RESPONSE TO LITERATURE

_ (N=52: 27 BOYS, 25 GIRLS)

-

Mean Percentages

Categories 4% - ' ___Boys Girls
_ - C -

. Literary Judgment °* : 14.8 14.9
Interpretational , . 42.6 - 43,9
Narrational . 21.4 . . 16.3
Associational : ' : ‘ 3.5 2.4
Self-Involvement 13.3 16.8
Prescriptive Judgment ) 2.7 3.6

1.7 2.1

Miscellaneous \}

Squire's careful study reveals considerable data about the
responses of adolescents to fiction, particularly responses during the
reading of fiction and Cﬂmmon sources of misinterp:etation Notable

findings about response In.gﬁijiii;include the following (1) Interpret-
/‘
,ational responses occur more frequently than any other kind, more than

dOubling in frequency of occurrence the second category, narratlonal
m’&

reactions; (2) little correlation is apparent between respons@ patterns”
and the sex of the subjects; (3) only a slight positive correlatioq is
reported between the subjects' Fotai responseé and their measured verbal

(_{ fluency; (4) high socioeconomic status is accompanied by an increase in

»

interpretational responses; low socioéconomic status, by an increase in

narrational reactions; and (5) a strong positive felationship exists
. -

between the number of responses coded as literary judgment and those-

~ N i .
S : . 2
R .

-

Ak
AP e

, .- a7 g
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coded as self—involvement. This last result suggests that students
who_become involvéd in aistory tend, after reading, to analyze ésgects“
of the story. -This finding contradict? the assumption that emotidﬁalff
involvement with literature necessaril§ precludes or interferes wifh
a coghitive,anaiysis of theAwork. : g

. Paralleling, and in certain areas extending the wotk of'
Richards and Téba,quuire degined six majorxsources of difficulty in

his fifteen—year-old subjects' attempts at literary interpretation.

These included: (1) failure to grasp the obvious meanings of the

‘author; (2) reliance on stock responses when faced with a seemingly

o

familiar situation; (3) ”héppiness binding," or an undillingness to

face the realities of unpleasant interpretations; (4) critical prej

. . ‘ <l
dispesitions, demanding for example that situations be "true to life,” =%

or that the writing be marked by 'good description;"

-
(5) irrelevant
: e :
associations with personal experiences or with elements of stories.

read earlier; and (6) a determination to achieve certainty in interpret-

ation associated with unwillingness to hold judgment in agbeyance:

‘Fanselow's (1971)'replicatn {’the Squire study with biling-

ual ninth graders revealed sligh éfent\resulps. He found that
the younéer, bilingual studety 4 fewer prescripiive-ju&gments,
literary judgmenfs, and inéerp‘ eéa; statements than Squi}e‘s group.
Also, the reactions involvedvg;eat variations both between studenﬁsland

within an individual's responSe to the four stories, anticipating the

finding'of some of the more feceﬁt research, that the text is of

considerable importance in determining response. Like Squire, Fanselow '

indicated that the students oftern resorted to retelling, that they

failed to discuss jmportant thematic issues, and that they mahe



superficia} literary judgments.
Wilson (1966) used the Squire categories to investigate the

respdnses of fifty-four college fréshmen, prior to and after class

! 2

discussion of three novels (The Catcher in the Rye, A Farewell to Arms,

and fhe_Grapes of Wrath), He found that the three class periods

A . : : .
devoted to discussion after each reading effected an increase in
i B W . :

interpretational resﬁgnses from a mean of 54.5% on the first response

to a,mean of 78.4% on the second. The percentages of response for

Bl ¥

each category before and after discussion were as follows:

AN

Before ‘. After ‘

- .
Literary. Judgment ] _ 17.0 7.0
Interpretational . 54.5 78.4
Narrational -13.0 3.6
Associational 2.8 1.3
Self-Involvement o 10.5 7.0

Prescriptive _ 1.4 1.1
8 1.6

Miscellaneous 0.
L

In discussing théyfindings of his study Wiléon describes

\

various degrees of relationship between self-involvement and .-

interg tation, illustrating oﬁ EPe one hand Downey's contention that

an éxéggérated_identification on the part of thé reader can block
analysis, and on the other tha}}initial self—involvemeﬁ; seems nece%saryr %ék
for effective intefpretation, He unearthed very few of the difficulties .
enumerated by Squire, yetvallows that "statements of personal reaction “
may be less sharply formulated and logical than . . . later, considered
attempts at interpretations of the novel's meanings." (40) Wilson's

study raises certain doubts about the uséfulness ofvany content;analysis
.éystem,‘upless the individual respbnses in a;cétegdry are also carefully
analysed  and assessed. The. mere coding of a fesﬁSnée as interpretatibnal

.

A

Ry
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or literary judgmeﬁt far from definee its shape, since many ef the
responses which Wilson coded in these categories were coeventional and
superficial.

Luchsinger (1969), therefore, concentrated on the qualitative
BN . .
as well as the quantitative‘aspects of student responses. Her 140
tenth—gfade students read'four_pairs of short stories distinguiehed by

: .- ‘

degree of complexity. iﬁ the delayed responses there were again more
i;terpretatioﬁal statements, end fewer literary judgments and self—
involvement staeements.' After answering 5 ten-question comprehension
test, etcdente Qrote answers to two questions:'<1) Why do you fhink
the author wrote this story? (Purpcse), and (2) What did you'see as
you read this story? (Imagery). .The responses ta these qeestions were-
coﬁed‘using the Squire cacegories,“and vere qualitatively analysed'dn
a sceléfffom one\to six usipg the following criterion statemeﬁts:

K @9) 'Autobiograghical: The student assumes that semething in the
.author's life prompted the story.

.

(2) Factual Explanation The student relates a fact or inc1dent
on which the plot hinges, but gives/3§ evidence of sub—A

surface meaning

(3) Literary Judgment: The student gives ome hazy evidence of
' interaction with-the story, but most comments are pat ’
statements such as, "I liked it because it has an exciting
beginning.'

(4) Partial Interpretation: Thé student gives some evidence of
P ' understanding the ideas behind the story, but does not
g ' explain or defendﬂbis statements, and tends to make trite,
often moralistic judgments. .

(5)] Interpretation of Behavior: The students shows that he has
combined fact with insight to reach a conclusion about a
character s behavior.

(6) Transfer: The student combines levels four and five and in
: so doing goes beyond both. These responses represent the
highest degree of generalization in that they utilize

specific information from the story to relate the story to

truths from the real Wworld.
. R . L

f



47

An additional set of criterion statements was ised to
evaluate the answers to the question about imagery, a term apparently

used as a catch-all, or metaphor for higher‘}evels of interpretation:

(1) Physical Objects: The student "sees" only concrete details.

(2) Basic Characterization: The student includes some of the
distinguishing qualities that help.to explain character
motivation. These responses are, however, more concerned
with surface action than with actual interpretation of
behavior.

e (3) Inter-character Change: The student who'responds at this

S level ""'sees" at least the basic reasons for conflicts among
characters. 1In some instances, the students explain why
-characters are drawn to each other. These responses include
little attempt at generalization, but in the comparisons and
contrasts they draw, they go beyond the less complex state-
ments of level two.

(4) Inner-character Cﬁange: The stugent who responds at thisi
: level ""sees" why and how an incident alters a character's
life. ' : ’

(5). Inclusive Interpretation of Behavior: The student identifies
© themes and incorporates .analysis of character into statements
on the underlying ideas behind the story.

(6) Transfer: The student explains how he has,"seen“ the
condition in the stories in his own life. As was true for
the 'scale of Purpose, these responses represent the highest

: degree -of -assimilation in that students relate the story to
truths from the real world. (57~ 58)

Since Luchsinger's findipgs relate to the,interactien of both '
ability level and stoty type, they:will be repofted here‘as a prelude«
to the concerns of the neit two sectioﬁs of thiS’revieQ. She found, as
.
did Morris, who used interviews and questionnaires, that intelligence
apparently is not predictive of the kind or quality of response the
student produces. In general, there were distinct differences in the

readers' abilities to perceiVe;purpose and imagery, since'they evinced

more security in dealing with the former than with the latter. The
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less complex stories, rather surprisingly, evoked more complex responses

from these students. She concurs with Squire and Wiléon that the in-
experienced readers need directign and assistance in learning to

¥

vinterpret literature. v
Also using the Squire system of codiné, Grindstaff (1968)
compared the free‘'responses of three classes of tenth-grade students.to
four povéls. One class received inst;uction by the‘method of structural
analysis, another class by the methoq of experiential‘refleétivé analysis.
The third, a control group,‘rebéived no insffuction but merely rea& the
novels. The post—treatmgnt protocols writfen by all students, when
analyzed for content, Zhowed that "the‘£esponses of adolescent readefs

'

varied according to :the kind of novel read, and according to the kind of
g | _ o
approach used in teaching the noyel." (40) Patterns of response to the

\

different‘novels varied significantly for four categories: self-
involvement, as;oéiational, literary judgment, and interpretational<
Significantly more rééponses wereAwrit:en by the contrpl group, but
these tended to be eitherv;nterpretationai or narrational. While
interpretational'responses were most Cbnm;n for all groups, narrative
responses were judgéd "to be the egéiggt and least sophisticated of any‘
of—;he responses." (;)

| Although both teaching techniques resulted in more divergent
‘response patterns, the experiential reflective analysis class -- tauéhﬁ>
by a transactional §pproach relating the work to the students’ exper-
;éﬁtes and their expér;ence‘pf thé work -- had the most divergent
patterns of all. ‘Students in that cléssxhad more responses than the

Structural analysis class in the self-involvement, associational, and

literary'judgment‘categories.~ They also performed bettgr on Burton's

3
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Short Story Choice Test, a criterion measure Grindstaff employed to test
S

maturity of literary appreeiation. Grindstaff argued the superiority of

experiential reflective analyeis\bver structural analysis as a teaching

' A
‘ ‘ sy )
technique in these terms: "The lack of dependency on{thehpeacher for

‘ ot

answers, and the increased self-sufficiency of the experiential reflec-—
tive students to examine literature resulted in these students learning

-~

to read more critically and with less gifficulty than did the students
from the other two classes."r(122) . '
'Robinsen (1973) developed two instructional strategies
derived from an aﬁalysis of authoritative statements written about the
response-oriented literature curricelum. In the fitet of these
strategies, a teacher-directed set ef proceeures involved the use of
lecture-discussions, class discussioﬁe, small éroup*discussions,-
panels, debates, and written commentarles In the Second‘strategy,
the teacher acted as facilitator for a range ofeexperience centred
activities involving dramatizations and improv1zations,‘m1me, collage,
taped reediﬂgs, brainetotming, opihion_polling, ana rqte playing!
ﬁobinson collected pre- egd posttest protocols for equal numbers of
eleventh grade classes who were taeght a three week unit on the short
story employing one or other of the response-oriented strategies.
‘Using the/Squire system of coding, he,found that there were no signif-
icant differences fqr either group in the responee categories of
1iterary judgment, narrational response, aseociational response; ;re—
scriptive judgment responie, or mlscellaneous response. In rather
marked contrast to Grindstaff's flnding, the students who were exposed
%p prpcedures marked by less teacher-direction, and a wider range~of

J i
. . !
student-initiated activities wrote significantly more interpretive

” B ) f
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responses than those in the more teacher~directed groups.

4

In the secoﬁd.phase of the study, however, students in the
‘less teacher-directed group rated the instructional strategy highef
than did students in the teacher-directed group.“ Moreover, students

~~ .

in the former group selected goals for the literature curriculum which

stressed the development of imagination and self-expression, while

thqse in ﬁhe latter.group selected items in the 1iterafy heritage—
discipline category and the skills category as being of most signif-"
icance. .Robinson suggests-thaf the‘meghod of instruction ﬁay clearly
influenée studehts' perceptions ;f the study ofkliteraquré in the
high school. :

~'In a study'of 15 college uﬁperclaésmen which employed éral
introspective answers to quesﬁions about a poem in additidnfto retro-

spective answers to queétions concerning'response'strategy, Morris
(1970) expanded on Squire's categofies. Firét, in analyzing the thought

units of the free responses, he féugd thét 58% were poem—~centred, 17%

were -direct quotations from the poem, and 25% were mot focused on the

%ork.. For the adapted Squiré catégories, Morris recorded the following
breakdown of the poem-centred respo§§§;strategigs: (1) Associational --

‘9%; (2) Reaction General -- 10%; (3) Perception -- 3%; (4) Comprehen-

sion -- 11%; (5) Interpretdtion —- 64%; and (6) Appreciation == 4%.
| Compaiison of his data with those of similar studies (Tab;, 1955;

Squire, 1964; Wilsoh, 1966; and Cooper, 1969) indicates a heavy orient-.

-

ation towards interpretation. After examining the individual results

I3

Morris-discovered that some students adopted a convergent pattern of

3

response (with the emphasis on comprehension and interpretation),

while others préferred a divergent pattern (emphasizing perceptions,
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association, and general reactions to the work).

In analyzing factors such as the length of the response,
reading habits, or poetry-writing experience, Morris could find very
few relationsnips between these variables and the students’' scholastic
ranks. He also charted the findings from other studies using content
analysis,itranslating the other schemes into the cetegories of his
study, but he could discern no consistent developmental trends apart
from the predominance of int;rpretation which he (like Wilson)
attributed to the kind of training students receive in literary study.

Further analysis of retrospective answers indicated that mdst students

believed that, their freerreeponsee reflected a unique strategy or
approach\to the reading of poetry. ;<' |
Sanders (1970) studied the effects of instruction on the

' interpretation‘of literature, and using Squire s classification system
analyzed tnelresponses of ninth graders to eight short stories. 1In
the experinental groups the're§ponse-was the final activity of a
multiple procedure thet included setting the purpose for reading, pre-
‘ teaching vocabulary,_completing guide materials after the reading, and
illnstrating the story with a visual activity.. The control 'group read
tire etory silently and wrote the response. e

| Both the quantity and quality of bhe interpretive responses =
were measured, as well as the degree of fluency (the number of ideae
and words) in the protocols. Senders found that there vere‘mbre
interpretational responses'offered by the experimental studente-es
opposed to those in the control group (54,8% and 18.39% respectively),

and that the experimental students{ responses were more fully developed

and generally suoerior to those of the control group. To measure the

2



~

52

quality of students' interpretations, Sanders devised a four point
n : 4

‘gcale with these descriptions:

(D Exceptional insight, a meaningful transaction, a sound
perception of meaning, a sense of the story's artistic
dimension.

(2) An adequate grasp of meaning; fairly mature; promising
‘ but incomplete.

(3) A limited sense of siggificance; a largely literal
perception; a bit béyond\narrative recall.

(4) Inadequate; perhaps irrelevant; insufficient to permit
a judgment. (60)° :

In determining the effects of the experimental treatment Sanders found
the responses of the experimental grouo to be qualitatively superior.
He observed;'as well, fewer literary judgments (25.5%) for this group
as opposed to the control group (71.17%); |

Burtod;and hia colleagues <1968) made use of the Squire

classification system in their evaluation of the Project English

o

venture at Florida State University The project involved not an
experimental treatment but‘an evaluation of three different curricular
approaches: (1) the traditional "tripod" curriculum organized around
literature, languagé, and co"m\position; (%4:g2 thematic organizationm;
and (3) a cognitive processes approach. One of the measures used to‘
evaluate the various approaches was an analysis-of the students' free

responses to short stories and poetry. Their findings from all the

evaluative measures are reported by Purves and Beach (1972) in

Literature_ and the'%eader, and the following specifically refer to

the free response:
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With respect to the free response to the short story, students 1in
the thematic and ,cognitive processes curricuYim made fewer
literary Judgments and more interpretational responses. The
students in the tripartite curriculum made more value judgments
about poetry; those in the thematic curriculum, more paraphrases
and abstract interpretations; and those in the cognitive process
curriculum, more self-involvement responses. (154)

The curricular approach would seem to have a distinct effect on the
response style of the students, but the evaluators found that the
differences were not significent, and that variances were croduced more
by schools and g‘! teachers than by cufficuler strategy.

In preparation forfan international study of achievement in
litegapure, Purves (1968) developed a schema for content analysis that

is directly related to the classification of a broad range of written

responses to a literary work. The developnent of the Elements of

Writing about a Literary Work began withhthe solicited responses of
twelve influential critics (including Josephine Miles, Stanley Hyman,

Wilbur Scott, and Albert Hofstadter) to Kafka's "An 0ld Manuscript."

In ad W Purves and his associates examined 200 student papers and
100 responses from high school and college teachers. The resulting

system proyides a comprehensive table of elements which embraces the

suggests that hie system is neither taxonomic, nor embedded in any one
literary-critical theory or combination of theories. The ultimateﬁbv
application to the classroom of Purves' categories and elements is co
sharpen the meaning of such widely accepted, yet nebulous curricular

goals as "appreciationm,” "understanding out literary heritage," "find-

ihg meaning in literature,' or "developihé critical standards and
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atfitudes." According to Purves, teachers must be disabused of the

*

belief that all students:prpceed through levels of response in lock-

- step fashion. o

The basic principle of organization is the relationship a
reader may have with a text. Purves first defines four major categories,

or postures, as follows: * ' ‘ ’
(1) Engagement-Involvement: This category defines the various
ways by which the writer indicates his surrender to the literary
work, by which he informs his reader of the ways in whith he has
expeyienced the work.or its various aspects. (6) . Elsewhere
Purves (1967) was more explicit about what this category contains:
the writer's stated reactiog to the work or its characters, his
discussion of the vicarious experience as it relates to himself,
and his impressions of the work. (311)

(2) Perception: The second category, according to Purves, is
almost self-explanatory: it encompasses the ways in which a
person looks at the work as an object distinct from himself . .
separate from the writer's consideration of the world around the
writer. This perception-(analogous to "understanding") isg
analytic, synthetic, or classificatory and deals with the work
either in isolation or as an historical fact needing to be
related to a context. (6)

(3) Interﬁretation: This category refers to the attempt to find
meaning in the "work, to generalize abput ft, to draw inferenaes
from it, to find analogues to-it in e univefse that the writer
inhabits. (7) From the interpreting/ stance, the work is not seen
as a literary object, or not purely/as a literary objeét, but as

a heterocosm that can be related to the world around the writer.(7)

(4) Evaluation: Inclﬁded in this ca;Sgory are all statements
about why the writer thinks the work good or bad. His judgment
J may be derived from either a personal or an obJectlve criterion. (8)
.s_-’;'.

Th%%g four cﬁté&ories (together with a fifth, labelled
R s rgg’%

~ K 7.In the descéip:ions given by Purves, "writer' refers to aﬁy
» - .. . person réspe ng in writing to literature, not to the author
e of the literary work.

)y_ ¥

P ‘. ,; T
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Since the present study used ‘the Purves system, through the subcategory
level, brief descriptions of the subcategories seem in order. Firsg,

Table 2 provides a schematic overview of the categories and subcategories.

W
Within the category of Engagement-Involvement there are four

subcategories: 100: Engagement Generas

«*
L)

ment, such as "I enjoyed the story"; 1

-- gtatements of general involve-

Reaction to Literature e

in general, to the author?;to the
L )
- . BT

morality of the work or author, or/to the willingness of the,yrfter to
. . i

reactions of the writer to literaturg

@

writer's identification with the work,

impressionistic statement; 130: Reaction 'Content ~— the writer's

reaction to the werid of the work, including conjec&ure*dentification,
and moral reaction to characters and events.

Under Perception, nine subcategor:es are listed. These are:

200: Perception Genefal -— responses of general perception, includiﬁg

.y I .
objective statements about the length or format of the work, and most

importantly, statements about lack of comprehension concerning the

. , R 3 v 5
action or language of the work; 210: Perception of Langufige %%istatements

of linguistic‘pé%— _ign, for example of morphology, typograﬁhj, syntax,

sound and soundbphttefns, diqtidn, or lexicography; 220:4{Ferception of
Literary Devices —- identifications (without attempté at iptérpretation)
of météphor and simile, imégery, allusion, or irony; 230: Perception of
Content -—- references to the eharacper§,’spbject matter, action, or

setting of the work; 240: Perception of Relation of Technique to Content

A .

-— statements relating the. verbal, stylistfc, or presentational'means to

’ -

the sense or effect of the work; 250: Perception of Structu@el-—

[

'

) I}
Ao

\ ’ £
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TABLE 2.

THE PURVES CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES: A SUMMARY

Al

L

T o |
~ I ENGAGEMENT INVOLVEMENT
: 100: Engagement General : . 4
~ 110: Reaction to Literature ‘
120: Reactiop to ‘Form
R 130: Reactidn to Content
I1: . PERCEPTION . - . .
' 1200: Perception General .
210: Perceptiorn of Larnguage
220: .Perception of Literary Devices
230: Perception of Content :
~240: Perception of Relation of Technique to Content
250: Perception of Structure N
, 260: Perception of Tone o
+ 270: Perception of Literary Classification )
280; Perception of Contextual Classification
. I11: INTERPRETATION
300: Interpretatibn)General_ R
310: Interpretation of Style -
320: Interpretation of Content
330: Mimetic Interpretation
340: Typological Interpretation®
350: .Hortatory Interpretation
IV: ‘EVALUATION
400:. Evaiuation General.
410: Affective Evaluation 7. .
© 420: Evaluation of Method
.430: Evaluatiom of Author's Vision
v: MISCELLANEOUS
’,fﬁ_; S , 500: Divergent response; Rhetorlcal fillers;

™ ‘ Reference to other writers; Comparison with other
' works; Digressions; Unclassifiable
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-

‘statements which describe the order or arrangement of the work, of parts

to parﬁiﬁ parts to wholé, plot and so oﬁ; 260§ Peroeption of Tone ---
comments on tone, effect, mood, pace,~éﬁd point of viéw; 27b:\Perception
ovaiterary Clasoification -;:references to the writer's perception of
the work as part of a lorger‘body called literature; and 280: Percoption
of Contéxtual Classification —; statements indicating the writer's}

perception of the work in the context of biography or history ) ‘f

C2 Six subcategories are provided under fnterpretation. 300

< .
Interptetation General.-f responses of general interpretation, such as

"I don't know what this story means"; 310: Interpretation of Style -- - :
s , - : i
statemerits in which the writer infers meaning from stylistic devices

such as metaphor,‘irony,‘or symbolism; 320: Interprétationﬁof Contégt

Fl
.

-- statements in which the writer draws inferences about charaoters,

»

e9¢ntsz setting, and even xho.éuthor;,330: Mimgtic Interpretation --
statements in which the ﬁ;itér interprots the work as a‘reflection of
the world u51ng ao his basis- psychologlcal social, political, .
»historical, ethical, or aesthetlc data, 340: Typolqgical Interpretatloo
;—f‘statements, using the same criteria, which suggest that the work not

only reflects the world,_b&ﬁ presents a higblywéeneralized pattern of

the world; and 350: Hortatory_Interpretation -- statements in which the

2

writer sees the work as a ‘commentary on how -things -should be, ™
There are four.subecategories under Evaluation. These are: %

400: Evaluation General —- general evaluative comments, such as "I did .

'

not like thé story"; 410: Affective Evaluation —- resﬁoﬁsgsuthat;joaéew

according to emotional appeal; 420: Evaluatiop of the Author's Method
—~.statements using aesthetic criteria to evaluate the work; and 430:
. . <
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Evaluation of the Author s Vision - statements evafﬁﬁt&ng the suffi-

ciency of the work, especially in regerd to its plaueibitity, or moral
or thematic s1gn1§§cance. . S .
Finally, Purves recognized a Miscellaneous caé}gory ¢500),
and suggests that e%treneous comments, rather than being put in a
- "dust bin,'" can betgenerElly accommodateo ;s divergent'resbonses,
rhetorical fillers, referenees‘to other writers on literature, ¢
rcompérieons‘with other works,vdigressions,‘and'(inevitably)_unclass—‘
ified statements (''The people in tnis story are the characters.")

\

which simply make no sense.

.

.There appear to be certain advantages«of the Purves system
"over the widely used method developed by Squire (1964). Purves cites
a need for a "higher degree of discrimrnation" in inspectifyg ''the

‘writer's counters or procedures,” than that provided in Squire's seven

a

broad categories —— Literary Judgments, Interpretationél Responses,

Narrational Reaetions, Associational Resionses, Self-Involvement,

Prescriptive Judgments, and Miscellaneous. Further, a more exact

comparison of the two systems reveals the "overlap" that Purves sensed

in Squire's categories. For example, wifile Squire's narrational

P

reaction compares wtth‘PgrveS' category .of Perception, it seems limited
‘largely, to perceptions of content as opposed-to form. More interesting-

ly, thxee of Squire' s seven categorles fall not only withln the Purves .-

eategory of Engagemeﬁt-lnvolvement, but can be located w1thin the same

\

subcategory: »

- ~ Squire ‘ ' Purves

Associational Responses Subcategory 130, Element 134.

Self-Involvement - Subcategory 130, Elements 130,133.
-Prescriptive Judgments o Sobcategory 130, Element 131.

P
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ﬁﬁraanrearly review of Purves' schema,
"3"’ o -

suggested refinements in thé subcategories of Engagement which would

‘
allow clearer distinctions among statements made about the work, the

»_ -

Beardsley (19684

author and the speaker or narrator: Later, Panves and Beach (1972),
. @

¢ I

-draw1ng on the experience of researchers who hgd used the system, saw
a need "to differentiate between the personal responses that refer to
onedelf and one's—associations and‘those that refer to.one's feelings
about the work and one's reiation to it." (14).kThis distinction
between autobiographical responses which>priginate in the reader's

‘private experiences, and those personal responses to the work itself

-
t

provides a more faithful picture of the forms of Engagement than . that

provided 1n the original distinction between reaction to form and .

Y
ks

reaction to‘content._ In addition-Perception canwbe easily vaided into
(1) narrational retellings‘of the work, and (2) descriptions of partic-
ular aspects of the work -- language,- characters, setting, etc. Similarly,

the forms of Interpretation can be easily accommodated unden}%ﬂ) inter—

-,
“

pretations of partslof the work (characters, 1anguage, rhetoric, tone,
1

scenes), and (2) interpretations of the whole work, Finally, Evaluation

can be'distinguished as the expression of praise or blame for (1) the '
evocative power of the work{l(Z)‘the construction of the work, and (3)
the meaningfulness. of the work. Michalak (197%),' who adds an additional'
evaluative category concerning the gejéral nature ot the work, provides

an outline (and examples) of these refinements as follows:
wAL , . ;

e

PersonaITStatement'(engagement -involvement): o

o iréfl)'n about the reader--- an autoblogrgghical digression (I enjoy
i doing new ahd’ different things.)

(2)2 "about the work ——4_§pressingipersonal engagement with it (I
" think the two teenagers were both contemptible )

-
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besbrig;ive’Statement (perception):

(3 narrational -- retelling parts of the work (In the story
the woman had a dream.)

4 descriptive of particular aspects of the work (The author
. clearly shows the feelings the husbarid and wife had for
each other were genuine.)

Interptetive Statement:

) of parts of the work (The characters were lacking motivation
because they did not believe they could succeed.)

(6) of the whole work (The‘story describes an old man's losﬁ‘oﬁ

happiness.) S . S
. . A" . /‘

. @ o

Evaluative Statement: s

(7) about: the evocativeness of the work (The story'iq beautiful
" and moving.) . . . oo

(8) about the construction of the work*® (The incidents in the
story are well organlzed )

) about the meanlngfulness of the work (The story presents 5' s
convincing ‘example that love does exist and thlS is why it
is a good story.)

(10) about the general nature of the work (This “storv wés another
in a series of bores.) -(39) ' '

Morris (1976)ﬂréports the usefulness. of the;total Purvés sﬁhema

.to the.sophisticated reader‘by chartiﬁ@?ﬁer own respoﬁses afythe—category,
subcategory, and element 1evels to one short story, '"The Readlng of the
‘ Will" by John Knowles.’ She notes that fewer than 10 of the 139 elements
. needed to be omitted bécause of the special qualities of the story. In
order Qﬁﬂp?ovide a firﬁ“basis for compérison with previous studies which

had aﬁﬁiyzed adolescent)responses, the coding for the present study.

.
¢

needed to be restricted tb the category and subcategory levels of Purves'
classification. 2 |

Sifice 1968‘manybother experimenters have ug%lized the system
déveloped by Purves_aqd Rippere to: describe andvmeasure response to

literature. Weiss (1968), for example, tes;ed two approaches to teaching

e
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try —- inductive and programmed. Eight,classes of high school

. . N
juniors were involved in the experiment, in which responses to two

: : &7 . .
poems were analyzed for types-of response statements and‘?br differences

. ~between groups. Weiss found, using pretest and posttest samples, and a

transfer test, that those taught inductively included more sgatements
te !

‘clasSffied as Perception adh Interpretation;;a pattern that Morris
p ,
-(1970) had called convergent. This group too was judged more fluent,
He noted that programme:“.gxts do not seem to affect significaﬁtly the\
students' approach to ggttrxsor their responses .‘ £ ’ -
, X : s
Hof fmann (1971} describe@ the responigs of 90 seniors to

ni teenth'century lyric ﬁoetry, and’compared the reactions of students
in/.three different cities.' Hoffmann wrote a series of statements that
coincided with the four majgr Purves categories After reading each of
. .

’the‘poehs the students indicated their degree of agreement: with each

of the assertions, e. g ‘I understood and enjoyed the metre and rhyme

" of the poem. He found the instrument usable as a means of producing

response and reported the highest percentages of pos1t1ve reactions

'~ were in Perception and Interpretation, suggesting that the studerits had

received considerable training and practice in relatingdbtructural
aspects of the poems to their meanings. Hoffmann also pointed out that
the low percentage of agreement"or positive reaction in_the EYaluation
category indicates that stndents do not have the critical powers or the’

b

) )
value system requisite for assurance in evaluation. Also, among these

“ twelfth graders, the lack of‘positive Engagement did not seem to affect

the students'' positive reactions in the Perception and Interpretation
: R -

categories. Finally, the greatest variation among students from

different cities occurred in the category of Evaluation.-
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gnother experiment involving lyric poetry was designed by ' \]
[y .4 \
to study the’ effects of different teaching approaches. ‘

©
»

like

e P e
TR TONE - A s X W

Grimme (l

His subjects‘were.college freshmen and the/teaching approaches,

R

Grindstaff's, were (1) structured analysis, (2) experiential-reflective,

and (3) existential which he descmibes also as- 1imited teaching;

() .
}ification C ‘

Grimme used the twenty-four subcategories of the Purves class

SR T PR

»

to analyze the;responses written before and after teaching. The

Lon ] aEAEEN

combined mean percentages, reported for the four major categories,. are
o N

RSS2

as’follows: s

) Structured Experiential _ ) o ‘ i
Analzsis Reflective - gxistential : d

-5
22.0
40.6 I
19.7 - : Ty
13.0
9 .

’ i
_Interpretation o 4 o }
Perception o 3
"Engagement
Miscellaneous
-~ Evaluation

wwooou
mosoooo
[ I
~wWwmWw N
O 0o WU

The students in the structured analysis group revealed an interest in

‘ Perception and Interpretation, much as the Jtudents 1nductively taught -

in Weiss experiment. Those in the experlential reflective group

produced responses characterized by fewer Perception statements and by !

well¥supported\interpretations. Both of the treatment groups included

feﬁerAreferences to content, but the respshses of the existential
) ) \ a N . Py o N
(control),group reveTled a concentration on perception of content, on’ , : -

statements of engagement, and on miscellany, a pattern which Grimme

describes as 1mpressionf§tic, discursive, and digre351ve He concludes,'

as does’Grindstaff that the experiential reflective approach can-

accommodate both the students' personal reactions and the objective

‘analysis of the work itself. : ‘ '
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To measure the effect,of prior'attitude on a studentis'
response Faggiani (1971) used.the four Purves categories to‘determine
the students' personal involvement in a subject and the degree of
engagement that appeared in responses to a work that dealt with\téﬁt
subject. The ninth-grade students in taped interviewswdiscussed~their

feelings about dying for onefs country. Then they wrote free respopSes

after reading "Dulce et Decorum Est," and Faggiani found a significant

i

rrelation between a strong prior attitude to the subject, whether oo

pos\tive or negative, and the degree of engagement revealed in‘the
responses. | |
o Beach (1973) employed a modified form ofﬁthe Purves categories
“to tracé the differences in the private and public (group) responses - to
three poems of three groups of college Juniors._ The seven categories
"that he used were: Engagement Perception, Interpretation,‘Interbretat-
ion of the Whole, Evaluation, Auto;iographical Digression, and General
~Digression: The study employed a counterbalanced design where the
three'groups>of subéects met to discuss eaeh of the three poems after
completing one of three pre—discussion strategies: (1) taping their
private responses, (2) writing their responses instead of recording
them on tape; and (3) merely reading the poem. After combining the
categories of Interpretation and Interpretation of the Whole, Beach
found that the pre—discu551on asgignments resulted in more Interpretat—
* ion for the ensuing discussion than was the case when the students
\7;ere1y read the poem. This*movement uas acoOmpanied by a éarallel
decrease in the combined tategoriesiof Autobioggaphical“and General
Digression. Furtner, BedcX found that his subje ts tended to resnond

/
\ f

in the discussions as they had alone;fthat they employed a relatively
. . . . i :
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consistent strategy ("cognitive style') regardless of differences in the
. poems, assignment tasks, or discussions, that given a supportive.group
setting, they were able, in discussion, to go beyond their solitary
responsesX,and that they appeared to need time to organize their literal
and personal reactions before ‘moving on to Interpretation. He found, as
did Morris (1970), ‘that his subjects had some theoretical rationale
which accounted for ‘the general consisq;ncy of their approaches most
often ' the practical advice and procedures of their previous literature
courses, the expediences of traditional classroom practice.’ (169)-
More recently a number of studies using the Purves categorlei/7
have addressed themselves to this question of the extent to which
" 'schools inculcate in students a preferred way ofmapproachfng a 1iterary
Y workf Sullivan (1974) successfully changed the content of tenth—grade
students litetary essays by making them ' aware of a range of response
v behav1ors, And the extent to which this range was present in their own
"personal patterns of response. Three classes partipipated in the
ekperiment, the experinental group, a comparison group, and the'gontrol -
) group. = The eoonerating teachers were trained to classify students'
statements according to Purves' four major categories. More 1mportantly,
the experimental studefits themselves were familiarized with the cla881f-
ication system, so that the treatment involved a constant recordlng and
reviewing of the range of responses written about a .series of short
stories. The comparison group also wrote free responses, but only as a
basis for. class discussion, a sharing of opinions, or as preparation :
K%i: dthgr activities associated>with the study of the short story The‘

- control group simply wrote responses to the stories selected for the

. delayed posttest. The specific conclusions drawn by Sullivan are as

&



follows: ‘
(1) That the experimental treatment did result in producing a
response pattern significantly different from those of the

two control groups, a pattern that includes more statements

of Engagement and Interpretation, and correspondingly less

N ) Perception and’ Evaluation,

. .

(2) That modification of reSponse tendencies is possible through
instructional techniques, specifically through the intro-
duction of a content analysis system and the examination of
individual patterns of response, and <

(3) That content analysis can be a useful instrument for the
classroom teacher as a means of describing the patterns of
response for individuals and groups, of determining object-
ives and direction for growth in response, and of measuring
the effect of various technijues aimed at the development
of the student's response to literature. (130)

McCurdy (1975) and Michalak (1976) took this line of enquiry
one step further by examining the relationship between the teacher’s

preferred mode of response, the teacher's reaction to the students'

preferred mode of response,'and the subsequent and related effect of

e

instruction on students' response patterns. McCurdy asked teachers to
! ) '

judge the adequacy of a pooled series of Ztatements, written by their

-

own studeﬁts, which reflected the four categories of the Purves system.:;
She ‘also asked them to state individual gOais for the teaching of
literature. The ﬁattefns of teacher preference and these stated goals

were then compared with the published attitudes and aims of leading

English-educators-as expressed in Friends to This ,Ground (Stafford,

1967): a majof pablication'of the NCTE Cdmmfssion on Literature.
McCurdy found that teachers in general exhibited more agreement than
disagreement on the rankings ef Purves categories. The overall
preference was for Interpretation response§: with Evaluation responses
valued least of all. Engagement—Involvement responses were qnly

-glightly preferred over Perception responses. The teachers' self-
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reported statements of goals for literature instruction exhibited a

clear preference for Perception, with Interpretation, Engagement-

* Involvement, and Evaluation following in that order, "Additionaliy,

5 .
literature is often mentioned as a means to an end, a way to teach

communication and/or thinkingtskiils, and skills are_rénked before
: »

Evaluation." (111) McCurdy found the teachers' preferences to be

distinctly at variance with Friends to This'Ground, which stressed,

Engagement-Involvement as the major goal of literature study and
instructiofe The other‘bthree tategories -- Interpretation, Evaluation,
and Perception -~ were closely ranked in that order:

This discontinuity between the teacher's preferred mode of

" response, the thrust of the professional literature, and students'’
+

preferred mode of response had been hinted at by Mertz (1972). She
. _ , "
found that Engagement was ranked as most important by a majority of

teachers. On a response-preference measure this category was selected

by 38 teachers in a sample of 52 surveyed. Inﬁerprétation was chosen

) by‘l3 teachers, while Perception was chosen by only one, and Evaluation

by none of the teachers. In addition to using a response-preference

. measure, Michalak actually coded the written responses of four secondary

English teachers to three short stories. She found, after paradigmatic
analysis of the responses, that the teachers were evenly divided -~ two
préferring Evaluation, and two preferring Interpretation. fter care-

fully observing the teaching behaviors of these four

{

period of a ten-week fiction elective, she was ‘able to conclude that

eachers over the
e,

/7each had.a;distinctive‘teaching style (which she characterized as

i

lecturer, enteftainer,- iscusser, and experimentér). Despite these

differences, instruction in the classrooms she observed was‘uhiformly

L4
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text—-centred,. emphasizing the description and»analysisAof g%éngs an
characters - Perception and Inte;pretat;on., Inyaddition,.Michalak?IJ{
found little relation between the teachers' preferred mode of response
and théir stated objectives for literary study, although‘tﬁfee of the
foup ‘teachers showed some agreément betwegnrtheir stat;& inétruétional
objectives\and their stylés of teaching literatuye. As for the
students, ninéty percent indicated a preferred mode of response in the
pre—test; as detergined by a paradigmétic analysis of the}r written
reépogses. The patterh wa% as foilowé: Interpretation (5}%), Perception
‘(19%), Evaluation (16%), Engagement-Involvement (22), and no preférred
mode of response (10%). Aﬁproximately fifty percent of the studéﬁts‘dia
change their preferred mode of respoﬁse gfter the ten weeks.of insfruc-
‘tion“Sbut stricgly in écgbrdance with the teacher emphasis outlined
abbve.— For the most part'thé_movement was a back—and-forth one between
Interpretation and Per&eption, with thé students substituting one for
the other, of evén sacrificing Engagement-Involvement or %valuatfon for
Interpfetatiqn or Perception,
"Heil (}974), analyzed the behavior of éight secondary school
teachers while teaching a short story. Sge foun§ two emerging patterns.
" A minority of téachers‘emphasized Engagement-lnvolvgment and Evaluation,
and were in turn more supportive of a’wide range of student responses.
'The majority of te;Zhers, however; emphasized Pefception, Interpretation,

and Miscellaneous responses. Heil also examined teachers' essays in

response to the short story, as well as their comments on student essays.

. . ¢
The marked consistencies in teaching style, the teachers' own responses,

and their reactions to student protocols caused Heil to complain that

"there was little in six og\i?e seven classrooms which would stimulaté

«



> student interesfaand effective respon-l to the short story." (112)

& hreﬁreachers as they -
W4 AR /
e :

.and ‘twelve. Her 'major

%
égavior of teachers with
&}c A S S
e ﬂJthei .response prefenenees as recorded on-a separate questionnaire
* N m y e 2 " ‘ A

*»"and w%&h ﬁheir students' kesponse preferences on a similar measure.§g
f’. .

MqGrealﬁiindigﬂed ‘that eaeh"tﬁﬁcher had a distinct questioning pattern,
but - that- thﬁﬁe were also consistencies related to the age level of. the
’ \s g‘,’ . &
stu%ents and to. the;spec1fic se&ection under discussion. More
particularly, most teachers, regardless of age level or story, asked
many more questions dealing with- content than with form. Also, students
ranked questions related to interpretation,gf style and affective eval—

dation as of most importance. .

Responses of Students of Different Ages and Ability Levels

Although early studies have indicated‘a lowgﬁgrrelation
’ between appreciation of literature and apprecfation of other art forms,
(Speer, 1929 Rigg, 1937), some in31ght into response to literature by
individuals of different ages can be gleaned from studies such as those
by Burt (1934) and Machotka (1966) which investigate the reactions of
" individuals to various forms of art. Burt contends that the apprecia-
tion of literary qualities in particular dependsxon one S ability to |
apprehend form, itself dependent upon one's power to focus on the -
. E ‘
concrete items that constitute the content of an obJect of art. Accord-
. ing to Machotka, children of age twalve or younger are far more 1nfluenced
;than eighteen-year-olds by the extent to whichﬂthey can identify with the

subject represented in a painting When justifying their preferences,

the older students are influenced to a greater degree by Such factors 73

~
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‘contsast. style, and composition, The relevant conclusion from these

'

studies is that ?ounger children tend to respond largely in’terms of
Engagement; older children, in terms of Perception.’ It follows, then,
\\'4/'/ k4 .

that differences in response preferences between older and younger

-

iind%viduafs would be attributable not simply to the influence qf

schooling but also to méturing processes of perceiving and relating.

- In their investigation ot literary appreciation a@ong
- . - . i i ] .
students ranging in age from eleven to seventeen, Williams, Winter, and

PR
Woods (1938) found with increases in age a steady increase 'in refer-

ences to specitic literary merits of a work and a steady decrease‘in

judgmentsibased°on irrelevant featurés, Such(as the emotioﬁal appeal

A

of the subject matter, By age twelGe ~- and increasingly thereafter --

<

the students gained a sense of the Pore specifically literary qualities

of a work and frequentlyhreferred”to the logical structure of a passagé,

the aptness'of>a metaphor, or the ingenuity of a thought. This gradual

- trend away from Evaluation and Engagement toward Perception is also

acknowledged by,Téba (1955), whose eighth graders reVealed during the -

k4

" course of a year a marked ‘decrease in evaluative, self-refepential, and

prescriptive statements and an increase in,féctual and ca se~and-effect
statements,

.Sdgges and Simgsod'(1967) foundl among junior high school
studepts, that eighth and ninth graders reveal more similarity in their

short story preferences withueach other than does either group with

'seventh graders, Seventh graders show a greater interest in short

stories than either eighth graders or ninth graders. They also reveal
a wider range of interests than the older students,

- ’ ' :
‘The studies reviewed in the previous section contain a

@



: , l
potential mine of information on the response behaviors of SubJects

i

ranging from about age nine to adult. However, the maJor fOCuS of

- these studies has not been onlany cross—sectional analysis of the
. : \
developing response. Rather, their m&iuq,concern has been with such .

lfactors as. the isolation of problems 1» ;eading, the actual development
g - .\

of content analysis systems, 0T ‘the appli@@tion_of various experimental

procedures eﬁploying these systems of,c;;:;;:\ahalysis as descriptive *\‘
. L o . . . L%

‘benchmarks. = In a study that comes closer to the concerns of this

investdgation,,though still confining itself to a sample of 117 high
. v G

school Juniors, Cooper (1969) sought to discover whether these students

-had a relatively consistent preferred way of responding to short stories,

even when those -storiées were notably dissimilar. /After reading each

story, the Students were given a questionnaire which listed fourvkinds—
of essays that might be written about the story.j.Each question’reflect—

ed one of the four stances that Purves has suggeSted a writer can take-

i ‘ E T : R . * DN
.//fﬁgard a literary work.. Cooper found that 75%fof his subjects. revealed

. . ; ' N S 0 :;
a consistent or preferred modé of response on the criterion of their

&

choosing the same question for two of the three stories. . Very few

o

.indicated an interest in Perception (3%). More of thevstudents preferr-

ed Evaluation (15%); a slightly higher number chose Engagement (18/),

and the majority ‘of the students chose an Interpretation tdbac Z39%)

o AT
The Piagetian underpinning of Applebee s (1973) study forted

'him to search (after\déassification of the responses of students aged

six, nine, thirteen, and seventeen according to the Purves system)'for

‘a morefdevelopmentally relevant method of describing free fesponses to

. (

/
a‘"favorite story. ‘The levels that he defines are already relatively

familiar to cognitive stagé theorists. They are: (1) retelling -~ an
. (\““ . N ~ . [

" 1.
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¢

f'which the Structuring is imposed by the reader instead of -being aCCepted

o . i . . .
\ - . ) S ' . v ’ 7l

\

N .

enacti\e preOperational mode of response which is 1argely global and
: i3

undiffer ntiated; (2)‘summarizing‘—ffordering and classification in

by him-from the author; (3) analyzing -- a perception of the work as an
v 7 BN >

. artifact whose shape is intentional rather than accid%ntal such that

c
H¥

e

wf

L&

vfifteen—year-pfds to a wide range of novels, short ‘storlies, and poems.

conjectures can be made of the actual or potential structure of the work;

and (4) generhlizing -= a conscious understanding of the worldthrough

>

the work! rather thanm a restrictive understanding of the functioning of

the work itself. Theopresent investigatiqgﬁassumes, however, that there
’ W

is a potential, explanatory power in Purves Elements that Applebee has

foverlooked. For example, the suggestion that "liking and?“judging

become more d1vergent as age increases can be tested by a thorough

_,gxamination of those protocols marked by a heavy preponderance of

':v ‘o : -
P - : e
N

.Engagément and Evaluation responses. _ -

_’Alithoug’h Petrosléy (1975, 1976, 1977) dealt with only four
Lo . @ = .

adolescent readers boundlwithin thefPiagetian stage—specific'period~of

»

formal operations, his case study,methodology allows for inten$ive

‘differentiation in his analysis of the responses of fourteen- and.

-

The major questions‘he addressed were: How and to what degree are stage-
. AN

specif*c operations related to the adolescent's response to literature?

/“'\
To what extent do the newly acquired abiﬁggies of abstraction and
1\7‘{ R

generalization play‘a dominant role in response patterns7 Is response

! S
to 1iterature learned’7 1f so, to what degree do stage-specific

kidd

_abilities and 1imitations structure the types of responses possible in

=oany ‘given developmental stage? Does response to literature p(pgress

and develop along a Hongitudinal continuum consistent with general
O |

s
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’cognitive and ego-related development’ And finally, is response to

literature an extension of the adaptive functions of the intellect and

the.psyche7 This last, most significant question embraces the'

‘complementary constructs derived fronxpsychoanalytic ego psyChology

[ -

(especially as developed by Holland) whicb informed his ana1y51s

Petrosky's (1975) study identified five variables which

-

influenced the adolescents responses‘ (@)) Stage—specific operations;

X
(2) identity themes; (3) past’ experiences, %) expectations{ and (5)

reading ability. -Petrosky-was able to show that these variables exist

in a "holistic continuum with the stage-specific operations (thought

processes), identity themes (personality patterns), and past experiences -

[N

providing the most.important interactions._ Additional important con-

clusions were: (1) that recollection and reminiscing‘are.integral

‘ aspects of the reSponse process, (2) response to literature takes a form'

R .
S

"y

(or'system) that is learned; (3) the learning of a response form (from

the personal expression of thought or feelings to the analysis of theme

‘ . R N RN
or characterization) is a direct outcome of the expectations a respond

opportunity'to articulate and share‘personar impressions and interpret-

ations in group situations. (259) h . S

v
°

. Petrosky s sensible insistence on the interrelationship of

hypéthetico—deductive 1ogic or a concern with the future (as character-. .

E

.istics of formal operations) with identity theme, experience, and reading

ability makes it impossible for him to generalize to the broad

- : ' : . <
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‘*udeVEIopmental stages proposed by Applebge. By juxtaposing the patterns
o of tﬁb of the case—study subjects, Petrosky is able to isolate differ-
ences within the phase of formal operations., "He shows, for exampley»
- " B R oo .

‘ X ]

~ that the 3}dest subject, a fifteen-year-old girl, is consistently adept '

. ~ o
at abstract reasoning, hypothesizes,easily, and does not find it .

v
\

necessary'tg'relate literary characters and“episodes to people and
experiences she knows; By COntrast,‘the youngest subjeét; a fourteen-

a Oyear—old'boy;-is bound to_the concrete operations of categorization,

| serialization, and“the 1ogic of relations. While he does hypothesize

A.and reason abstractly, he relies heavily on past experiences to
construct 1iteral'relations .in terms of informational utelity from his ;ﬁ
literary experlencea__The differences, which Petrosky ‘unearths, are
matters of degree and sophistication. |
ASince'the major emphasié of this studyAwas‘on aydetermination ~

of the d1fferences in responses‘among a sample of Anstralian students

in Grades 8, 10, and 12 to two 1iterary forms,

. e

.responses were: arrayed against the sometimes: conflicting data provlé%ﬁ -
. - B - w- :
LR

'veither by 1ndividua1 researchers working with small: national samples, %“@,B;‘
or the data provided in larger-studies at the national or cross- o o
) . S 2 éJ)

national levels. 1In the-studies of Pnrves (1968), Pollock (1972),

Somers (1972), ‘and Applebee (19739 the express purpose was to allow the

'investigators to draw conc1u31ons concerning cross- sectional patterns

of response. While there are minor differences in the’ grade and age
. v N ' . .

Agroupings in each of these studies, the findings can be applied to }‘

changes in response patterns as they rtlate to Grades 8 and 12 -- ‘
o _ o T R

) approximately age thirteen and age seventeen. .
The pattern of inconsisnf7eies across each of these studies



" example, Somers' American stud%é}s preferred Evaluation as the dominant

_ T . | . .
L)

iwerrants attentipn, at least at the level of Purves' categories., For

Ay

mode of response, while Purves' own subjects and Applebee 8 Engli§h

'sample'preferred.PerCeption. The preferences for Pollock s Amerrcan\

‘students“were almost evenlv divided, with each of the major categories

‘receiving between 26K<nd 27% of total‘responses. Other perplexﬁties

i

which arise from copclusions drawn by the individual researchers are '

\

as follows: (1) the almost negligible evidence of personal involvement

(Engagement)Aresponses.in Applebee s sample; (2) a complete§ﬁivergenoé

~in Perception responses,_where Applebee's suhjectS‘more than halved /

brPurves students showed\a 13 347 increase in the oppos iite direction,

their reSponsesvin°this category between Grad 8 and G ade 12, while

- .

3

!
)
i
1
i
RS \ \
i

3) the comparatively low scores in Interpretation acrgss all four i

' Mstudies, and (4) ‘the general preference for Evaluation,by the youngér

@Egn scope; are very c105ely relgted to the‘cbncerns of this investig— :

<

subjects,: a.»apparent pattern reversed again by the English subJects

\ v : i

Two 1arge-scale studies, one national and one Egternational

-~

a?ion, espec1ally as . (1) ‘they address themselves to/;ﬂe question of

e

age-relevantﬂresgonses,.and (2) theyrprovf ~j~ignificant cross-— cultural

vt
coglpared. Tb@ moéﬁ‘gelevant section of the American National Assess-'

‘ Y Lo 3
Liter ture‘(;973) The population surveyed included nine-year—olds, ¢
. i’ o S

<r.

thirteen—veargsgag, seventeen—year—olds,‘andkedults (aged 26-35), The

~subjects vere required to, provide {rél and written responses to a

serles of short stories and ' poems. The Purves c&teé%%ies, with three

additions, were used to score the written,responses The additional
¢ _ v

‘7'4,




catcgories were:

- Y () Re-telling, which is for the essays which consist primarily

: ‘ ®f a paraphrase of the work. These would ordinarily be
e classified under perception, but in this case that category
a0 @, was reserved for only those Tesponses that dealt with
g formal aspects of the work.
) €2) Mavericks, which include the essays that are creative but

‘ not classifiable in the qther categories,

(3). - A seventh category was added for those essays that three )
P scorers could not agree on. :

w

.

Aﬁgiysis of the written responses of the seventeen—year-olds indttated

" the following percengmges for each work and each category

. B
3 . PR S

| Eng. .Per.  Int. Eval., R-T. _Mav. ~ Cat.7

© Gseory 9% 1 . ser st 25k 4% 0%
. “‘ . / : : ) -. . A(“'. .k - ) ’. . .

Poem - 3% . 86x 1% - 1% 3% 5%

E : @ ‘Thus, the two genres evwééﬁedfmarked differences in the response

3

iy,

categories of re—telling<and{Ynterpretation, with more interpretation

4

) .and fewer paraphrasings in the poetry responses. _ L ' T
e - . . (&8 e i &5 1 ’ .
) ' o It is also neteworthy that when the paraphrases are separated

from -the category of Perception, only one per cent of these essays refer

to the formal aspects of the work. Further‘ despite the stimulus or age
level there ‘wWere mever more than 3% Perception responses. Ev‘&uation

.,responses werealmosras rare at all ages, with theﬁ%ighest percentage
- (9%) registered for the thirteen—year-olds 'responses to thé poem. This
group also had the hi’hest percentage of Engagement responses to the ‘

I

short»storxp The percentage of essays scored by paradigm, in each

. category 701' eaCh work and ‘age level were _reported as follows: &
M / o v . . .
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R Involvement.
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Literary Work‘ Age Eng.—\ %er. Int. Eyal. R-T. Mav,.

[T

. . : . ol e ) N
Story—~— . 13 122' - @" 21 . 4% 55% 6%
Poem © 13 9% 3z 7 29% 9% 332 11%
Story SR 9% 1z~ 562 s 25% 4%
Poem 17 - 3% 1z - ge% 1% 12 3%

: : “; ) . o ) P
‘Story Adult 8% 1% 69% 2% 16% 1%

Poem Adult . 92 ' 1% 812 - 1% 3%- 2%

’» After the,essays had-been coded by paradigm, they were then

©

scored according to their adequacy. Perhaps understandably, since the
{

subjects were given only eleven minutes in which to write eheir responses,

the percentage of adequate rllponses accounted for less than half the

total protocols at each age@tevel .. For example, only 20.8%. of the
.w&

- thirteen-ysgf-olds respbnses to the ﬁ%em were judged adequate, while

o '.1.“u X

43 6%Z ofy the sevente{h—year-olds responses to ghe short story were

e

considered adequate.. The qualitative camygnené@%ﬁstheqNAEP scoring
,'\"ﬁ;‘}

' guide usefully complements the criteria developed by Luchsinger and

Sanders, The following 'is an example of the advice to scorers and
N \ S
associated criterion statements for the category of & Engagement-

i

i 1 Engagement Involvement' What effect does the work have on me:

as an individual?
Does the student find the work believable, dre the characters
good or bad, do they remind him of people he knows or the

' situations he has qbserved in 1ife? Does he question the
actions of characters as 1f they were real, insist that they
do this or that? .Does the student 1like the work? What sort

-~ of mood did it put him into? Is the response predominantly

_ personal arid subjective’ The ‘student might talk of his

prejudicﬁii{h » ‘his thoughts, whatever;
. Scoring: Inade hardly. artigulate response.
e ("I don! »t like it.™) /

Tl e : °Barely adéguate -_— describes the effect the' work had
' on him without searching for the cause; or-a vague
: descm&*ﬁiﬁn of student s mood upon finishing the
_ work.}

) . _ - L
H Iy L N . ) = 3
ISP A - N
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‘

on student and a statement of‘ the cause; vivid:

.description of student's mood upon finishing the

- work; lively personal discussion.

. . Superior -- effect the work had on student;’clear
. .statement of the cause; interesting and relevant

personal discussion of the work or aspects of the

Jwork,

g0

In 1965 the International Associa*ion for the Evaluation of

\

Education Achievement (IEA) inaugurated cross-national surveys in six

subject areas, one of which was literature. The reSulting'report, N

L # ) S
Literature Education in Ten Cougtries (Purves, Foshay and Hansson),
- : —— - o
" appeared in 1973.° Of_the“ma(; factors involved in the study of.
1iterature, three interrelated aspects were chosen for investigation '

-in*the IEA study: (1) achievement. comprehension and interprétation,

v
(2) patterns of response,'and (3) attitudes toward readin; and

literature. These factors ‘were in turn related to thehggitural and

<

77

Adequate -- statement of the effect the work had'"‘n\

‘ pedagogical goals and practices of - thﬁ-pattﬁcipating countrieéﬁw More,

\.:*J

v specifically, thezaohievement scores, response preferenoesg and

A . t N

attitudes were corfélated with personal, social,.and acaggn c factors

e

- which could ‘be isolated for analysis, factors such as’ omvmbatkground
. . 0 x{f ,.’\-\
community resources, ‘curriculum designs, teacher qualifications, and
. N .4&
school organization.

o “ '9
L

For the purposes of this study the most pertinent findings'

!
v

are those related to the student9~ pattEIRS'Of response according to

.
-~

" age level,_and the cross-national:- contras%% derived from an analysiSvf

S

of these response patterns. AThe “two school populations sampled were

fourteeﬁ-year-olds and students in their pre-university year (roughly

h.the five questions_they considered most,important”to ask about

S e

) eighteen, but varying from country to country) All students selected B



literature in general, about a common short story, and about one of

‘o

three additional storfes rotated randomly in each class. The
‘instrument used was a\Response Preference Questionnaire Form, a
slightly modified version of which was used in this study, and appears

-in Appendix C.- The committee s first hypothesis was that, over the

Te

three trials, individual students would select the same questions.

regardless of the story read. The data’ did not support this conclusion,

fewer than half chose two of(fhe five questions consistently, althOughéﬁj

_over half chose o?ﬂuestion over the three opportunities. On the other_.
‘5. »

hand, fewer than of students were reported aesusing the maximum range
of fifteen questionms. ' - ' o I
. . ' 2 T r N
This unexpected; but patent influence of stimulus on response

ugﬁtterns makes the searchﬁfor an overall pattern of differences bdtween

¥ °
u - :

fourteen and eighteen—year-olds almost impossible. Any generaliz‘t ons

concerning age pattegﬁs must be eonsidered in relation to the secon
major hypothesis which was upheld namely that "a pattern of response

. . .1is an argifact of a student s. culture. (314) As noted.belmwg

iP
there is a stability in the patterns “for American fourteen and eighteen- PN

» v N

year-olds which distinguishes them from the age groups in other c0untries.

For exdmple, Chilean fourteen—year—olds exhibit no strong pattern of

)
.

response. On the questionnaire their most popular responses were Percep—
tion of Literary Devices Perception of Content, qumal Evaluation, In-

_terpretation of a Part as Key to’ the Whole, and Interpretation of %orm.
Yet these'preﬁerences were inconsistently held aS'the students read the

various stories.» The critical focus of the Chilean eighteen—year-olds
B ;

presents a clearer general pattern, thOugh the ‘lack of consistency )

o

Jj,remains across the selections. - The older stuﬂents are largely concerned

Ce : : ; ‘ »

\
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with»interpretive questions of human motivation and signif cance, with

v

literary devices, and, to a lesser‘ixtent, with the effec and effect—

iveness of the selection. Since oneé of the stories used in the IEA

study, "The Use of Force,” was also used in this study, the results

for the limited- sample of Australian students are arrayed primarily -
. : ¢ ! .

against the patterns which the cross-national study unearthed for the

three English speaking countries -- England,vthe United Stdtes, and

c

New Zealand.
. A number of important studies have investigated the response
.processes of readers"of differing abilities. Piekarz (1956) discovered

that a sixth-grade high—level reader responded with a greater total and

variety of-statements than a sixth-grade low-level reader« Her case R

'studies also revealed that the hlgh -level reader was more objective,

less personally involved,,and more active in searching\for meaning

- g

beyond the literal Rogers (1965) sought to investigate the individ§él

i ,*x" .

differences in the, interpretiVe processes of fourteen high- -level readers

and fourteen low-level readers at the eleventh grade. Again, it was

r

found that superior readers are significantly better able to grasp the

literal and implied meanings of tory,Jto understand symbolism and
N

Yoo LY

_ metaphor, to §§§se mood, and to understand the author s vlewpoint The

o .
advanced readers almost invariably delved below the surface of the story,

' whereas the poor readers merely recounted factual incidents and stated
S

personal opinions often unrelated to any valid appraisal of the story,

Letton (1958) found that high-level readers attached correct

contextual meanings to words, made correct inferences, reflected greater

unced/minty than low—level students, and tended to use their own

vocabularies in responses. -The low—level students often cut off further

v

4 ' . A -
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. readLrs. experts (schalars o® teachers of literature), university

resp&nses by stating an initial reluctance to resbon& further and

) tende@ to use the exact words of the poem in their responses, How-

ever, no significant differences were found bet;een‘the two groups in

3 ©

2 : :
their ability to note comparisons in a poem, to use relevant illustra-

tions to explain a poem, or to relateypersonal experiences to a poem.

~Coppér (1969) found that reading ability was the most reliable

indicator of differences in preferred ‘mode of response,! Studeht; who

chose " the interpretive mode were Significantly-Superior in reading . g -
ability to students who chose the evaluative mode,' Stgmﬁler (i966)
compared the responses of highly creative secondaty sthdents withﬂ

those oflhighly intelligent secondary students,. The highly creative

'students' responses were based more on images, sensations, and role-

playing while the highly intelligent readers tended to give more _ ,

intellective or realistic responses,

Both Hanssén'(1§75l and Vine (1970)’made use of the semantic

differential to compare the reactions of readers with different back-

grounds or cognitive styles to ‘poetry, Hansson used three groups of /

.

" gtudgnts studying¢therature, and skilled workers with only seven

@ &
years of compulsory education behind them, Hansson'hoted a remarkable

“’A.u ERNE “ann \

similarity amohg these three groups ot readers, With the eXceptioh of
the}Simple—Complex scale, which registetsfformal quaiities,‘the 1es§

eeucated readers could*be éaid to possess a passive ability to judge
the iihguistic, litetary, and” experiential qualities of the poem which
matched that'of their specialist counterparts; The qualitativeAexper—

ience is only thrown into question when a need arises for the less ‘ ',

educated group to verbalize their interpretations or experienceS’ in

.-
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written form. Vine found tnat readers with higher cognitive understang-" °

ing were more able to re?pond \ffqgtively to both the negative and ,\
A
positive dimensions of conceptqgexpres d in poetry than were readers \

,with lower cognitive understﬁndihgs. Ho also found that affective
under!tandings of readers with high cognitive understanding are sig-
nificantly_richer and more intense before, during, andnafter'the read-

ing of poetry, and are less vacillatory as a result of reading poetry,

-

than are' the affective understandings of readers with lower cognitive

°

understandtng. ' Lo / .
. i -

The study by Ring (1968), though directed to a reasonably
select éroup of college preparatqry seniors, echoes .the findings of
Richards, Squire,vand others mentioned above. His infornal‘analysis of
free written responses to three stories unearthed a typical nattern: an
initial short summary statement of narrative orntnematic content

followed by extensive descriptive-reiterative and interpretational
# .

comments about_details of chardater behavior in the story, all of which

is concluded with an evaluative‘com;ent. The brief opBajng statement
W N s [}
often included a general evaluative statement revealing,a pe¥sonal

affective response. More specifically, Ring s subjects frequently

speculated about characte;s feelings and past,and future actions,
moralistically criticized or approved character'behavior, labsed into
personal qssociations triggered by the reading of the stories, and

o

LT e v !
limited their evaluative comments largely to references to "realism"

and "'indefiniteness." The students rarely discussed the stories as

works of art and rarely used the language of literary criticdism.

’

Perhaps most disturbingly, these advanced high=-school seniors revealed
S
\
a tendency to condemn as ory because it presented a view of human

P-4 - f/\\
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-nature they considered obJectionable, a view counter to their own

beliefs and experiences. Ring concludes that egocentrism is their ot
greatest block to sound,interpretatiOn, \

Fumther consideration-sﬁbuid also be given to the findingi y

¢

of the {EA study, especially as tney-attempt to relate age-relevant

responses to ability 1evels._ Of most interest are the patterns for

‘ fourteiand eighteen-year—olds as they emerge across national
\
.; Strong national differences allowed the investigators
e that. literary response is in substantial part learned

t seems to be,most.clearly influenced by patterns of schooling
o ) : . i -

1g ®he preferred mode of literary criticism, In the United-States,
;!E; example, there are two dominant patterns of response which seem to

remain stable between ages fourteen and eighteen. The first, a moral- ~

3

, symbolic approach, combines the subcategories ot Interpretation of

> s

Style, Typological Interpretation and Hortatory Interpretation in a

'quest for hidden meanings, general themes, and moral 1nterpretation.‘

}*- The second, an affective-evaluative pattern, combines tne subcategories .
of Reaction to Forﬁ, Hortatory Interpretation, andvAffective Evaluationl

“a

and may (the investigators suggest) be characteristic;of the more able

w
o

student, | In England, on the other hand' tnereﬂis some evidence in the

g ;re;university ‘sample of an aesthetic core, with a peripheral affective-
interpretive group which seems to mark out, the high achievers Overall,
the report notes a "remarkable commonality" in the'pqeference patterns
of the preeuniversityistudents toward» ormal and'thenatic reSponses.
This is particularly clear in looking at those student who, across all

populations studies, receivrd a score of better than 27 out of 36 on a

separate achievement measure. In a sense, this group represents those

Hem . . . ‘ .
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~d

~students whose leTel of response could be expected to be most advanced;

their preferences

N \\«

hidden meaning%“ fchosen by 52 percent), (2) "Qhat emotions doeslthe ' N

were: (1) "ls there anything in the story that has a

story arouse in me?" (;8 percent); (3)13How can we explain the vay the

‘ ’ AN ' : . .
characters behave?'" (46 percent):,(Q)_?Is the story about important

2

things? Is it trivial or serious?" (36 percent); and (5) "Is there a °
lesson to be learned from the«story?V‘(dl percent)., Protocols of
, superior students in the present study have been carefully scrutinized

for their conformity to thES‘pattern.

ki [y

In an intriguing coda to the IEA studyqthe written responses

of a select group of English honors students from England New Zealand

and the Unitea States were examined’ The students wrote about

[

‘ Hemingway s short story,i"The End of S?mething When the\essays were

-

scored by paradigm three distinct patterns of response emerged theﬁ
% ; .
English students favored Evaluation, the American students Interpret—

ation, while the New Zealand students balanced Interpretation and

Evaluation. Moreover, the Americans had a &reater variety of responses

‘than the English who concentrated their re;pOnses in a /mited ndmber

Y

of the Purves categories. While the general abSe - Engagement N

‘responses for‘older,dmore‘able students 1is supported by much of the

research reviewed here, Purves and his colleagues wete strdck by the’,

relatively small percentage of reSponses which'dasclosed an interest in

-

the formal elements of Perception. Even allowing for the effect of the
selected story, which 1is marked by Hemingway s characteristic 11y
: sp%fse and open style, it mightgbe ex ted that New Critical approaches -

/ . , .
wéuld have had moré effect on the,students.than the findings suggest.

One obvious area for further research would'be.an'attempt to relate these =« °

.
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acterns to the kinds of ﬁedagogicﬁl\practices to which the
I > ) ; ) T\ 3 N

v

ad been exposed. .
- /

Although Adler (1971) did not’address himself directly to this

Question, his study benefited from the fact ‘that he Had been one of the

three readers vho coded the corpus of 1500 essays in this component of

the -

the IEA scpdy. He analyzed a sample of 200 esgsays written b
, American Advanced Placement students in an effort to relate qualitativef

. ~ 1 . .
differences in the selected protocols to specified literary .aspects of

"The End of Something.' Adler found. that most of the studenti)foched
- L o 4 P

on ope of four topics -- characterization, structure, style, symbol—
ism. Forty sample protocols dealing eith each of these topics;

" ',‘tdgether,with a composite.gfodp,of forty essayé cendomly‘selecged with~€:)
) no regard for any spéclﬁlc ‘topic, formed the data base for‘cpe ecedy.
., {-_:‘ - When three experienced/&eeders rated the 200 essays uslng,E»
deified version of the Ddederich (19;4) scele, the faé%%r cf;ﬁording,
@‘ -'most 51gn1f1cant1y affected the quality of the essays. Otﬁef factors

" ;in rank order were: Quallty of Ideas; Style, Flavor; Indiv1duality,

o ) Organlzation Relevance, Movement; and Dev210pment of 1deas Also,

t;e oveiall raﬁking by qdality and by topic was as follgws:v(r)Symbol-

“ ism; (2) Characterigicion; (3) Structure; (4) Style; and‘(S) Composite,
Finally, Adlef‘asked‘a group of experienced teachers to predict, from |
e chis 1ist of five topics, the kind of emphasis likely to ﬁfoduce the
highest qualaty essa& on "The End of Something,'" Althaugh these

predictions did not parallel the rankings as measured.by the Diederich

scale, they did mirror the student choices of emphases'most 1mportant

: o _ _ i
to them' as they studied literature. Anticipating one of the overall

. * \

findings of t&e IEA study, Adlex asked: "HaNeAstbdencs learned the

A A
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preferred choice of teachers and selected the topics actordingly?" (101)

o

. . ~
Studies Employing,Different Types ofé§tories or Poems

A parallel, prim?ry interest in the present study is a
comparison of the responses of the subjects to a shortagtory and a
. poem to determine whether examplis of the twp.genres eliédt dif ferent
kinds of response.ﬂuihere hasqbe;n,s_proliferetion of research under-
taken to~determine the kindsjend characteristics of reaoing matter,
‘especiaily fittion,vconSidered interesting bf‘boys and giris. Studies
by Terman and Lima (1935), La‘Brantb(L936y; Thorndike (1946) , Wollnar
(1949) , Whitehead (1956), Norvell (1958), Wieey '(1961), and Vaugn

(1963) nrov1de a sufficiently representative list, Almost as many
studi;s, it SOmetimes seems, have been made to review this research
such as those By Robinson (1955), Furness (f963), Zimet (1966), and
Squ1r§ (1969). Among the more pertinent general conclusions of these
many etudies are the following: intelligence is not a significant
faetor%in theireading interests of adolescents, but sex is highly
significant; in general, boys respond to action, adventure, humor, and
’suSpense; gir;s to romancesand sentiment, mystery; the fauiliar, and
depittions of adolescent life, Squire’(1969)znztes one of the more
interesting possibilities whén he states that‘”the aesthetic quality of

. . 1
a selection does not necessarily stimulate a positive reader reactioh."

"
Q;ZA)

Comparatively few invést}gationsfhave specifically tudied the
kinds and characteristics of short stories or poems preferred by
ents. In an important study, Norvell (1958) tentatively concludes that

stories of violent, physical adventure are much more often preferred by
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»

boys than Sy girls, But,that“tne difference in preference is much less

N . : o)
for stories of mild adventure.” Boys like love stories far less than

girls do, but again the difference is less significant for stories

combining love and adventure or_loﬁe and'humor;

~

.y

Simpson and‘Sqares (l9653 have certainly conducted the:
broadest research in the areas off}est—liked and least-liked short
stories. In their survey of &4, 2?6?&é6enth, eighth: and ninth graders
they found that the most popular_ stories possess the following
characteristics: one central character, descriptions of persons,
obscure authors, emphasis on;plot iF opposed to theme, omniscient
narration, physical action, conflict, Suépensl, dialogue, sentiment-
a clarity, and concrete°1anguage. Their general conclusion is
Si:tx\stories which adults —- parents, teachers, librarians, and '
authors —- consider well—written_ere ndtﬂnecessarily interesting to
junior high school .students," (111) ¢

In a related study of the attitudes of 1,635 junior-high-

Vschool students according to intelligence, sex, and grade, Soares and

Simpson (1967) found that students of high intelligence appreciate
short stories more than_those of low intelligence, but that all

students prefer the narrative type of story over the descriptive type.

<

Students at each age and intelligence level prefer stories with realism

)

and suspense, an attractive male eenager as the protagonist and any
type of”conflict. In general, seventh graders reveal a wider range and
greeter intensity‘bf interest than eighth or ninth graders. " Soares
discovered no pronounced sex differences, although boys prefer external

confliqgt, girls internal conflict, and the girls show more preference

for stbriés of love and courtship.
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vy " The influence of stdry type in eliciting different patterns
ot student response is further elaborated in the Ltudies mentioned
earlier hy luchsinger (1969), Somers (1972), Mertz (1972), PollockA
(1975;, and-Purves, Foshay and Hansson (1973). A more,difficult, theme-
oriented'storylprodsced-from Somers' grades seven, nine, and eleven |
students far more statemeénts of Interpretation and far fewer statements

}
S
of Evaluation than did a less difficult plot-oriented story., . Contrdry

“to Luchsinger s findings, the more complex story prcduced a‘greater
variéty and more even distribution of responses than did the less
spnplex story. The studies by-Mertz, Pollock, and Purves gt gi, made
conscious use of a wide range of sgcries. The plausible‘results
include the following: (1) reaction to-Stylistic aspects will increase
the more unconventicnal the story's form; (2) the closer a story is“to

adolescent preoccupations the more likelihood there will be of an

emphasis on engagement‘responses; and (3) there must be a felt need or

desire to generalize: before students will embark on extensive‘interpret-

_ation., While it is outside the realm of practicality to subject even a

portion of the stories which have potential for use in the classroom to
the type of empirical investigation employef in this and other studies,
cq‘tinued research of this nature may provide a typology of stories
against which the’classroom teacher could measure his choices.

Most of the major investigations of response to poetry come

‘ under the general rubri¢-of appreciation studies. ‘Epnel's (1950) study_

represents a characteristic line of enquiry in'whichfstudents are given

?/”:;~number of poetic extracts in which a line or lines are miSsing. The

subject's task is to fill in the gaps by selecting the "best line

* from a list including the original and a number ‘of artificially deakened
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variants Eppel found a steady and hﬁghly significant increase in total'

score with students ranging in age. from;thirteen to graduate school A

———

variation on this procedure is Gunn s (1951) attempt to isolate factors

in the appreciation of pdetry. Subjects drawn from the thir fourth,

and fifth forms in English schools, together with a group.of under-

™y 3

-graduates read a series of nineteen poems and rated them according to
a list of nine factors which Gunnngelt might influence appreciation,

b o : ‘
The findings of the study suggest that two factors influence response:

“a

a general-factor which includes. emotional effect,-mode of‘expression,
and appeal of the subject, and a bipolar factor which contra:ts rhythm,
do\d music, and rhyme with emotionalneffect, appeal of the Subject o
comprehension, and‘mental_imager;.

_ While still not grounding themselves in written protocols,

'

the studies byBritten~{iZjZ) and Harding (1968) provide compelling

T | ) P
evidence that steadily i easing familiarity with poetry is id itself
an aid tg\:jscrimination. §Iitton s subJects were presented with actual

et

and 'counterfeit" poems and asked to arrange them in order of preference,
, After anjintggval of between iour and six months a definite tendency ‘
A

emerged, in th subjects’ second ranking of tK; poems for preferences

. to conyerge'on the\ﬂtrggf poems. In rather similar terms Harding defined

-

the'readinggof,poetry (for the sake of his experiment) as ﬁpractice at a,
task,' in w{f;h "understanding" and "1liking'' interpenetrate to create_an
' apprehension of poetic merit._ His undergraduate subjects ranked twenty-

]
six poems in.two separate ranking episodes, separated by a week on a

< rscale that ransfromfextreme difficulty, but containing the potential for

‘extended study, to an extreme absence of personal appeal. Harding

‘ concluded that even over the space of a single week his subjects

-
-
&
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N ) - LV ’ Ay o
exhibited more stable personal judgments in the :absence of common norms
. _ . 5

- S >

.. Mason (197&) used the written responses of aaolescents to a

for ranking the poems,

range of poetry in an attempt to validate research into adolescent

cognitive processes, and to supplement knowledge of adolescent responses

~ : C...}‘ (]
_ to' poetry, particularly with regard to the - quality of understanding /.,AJA$ ;jki

¢ L N
‘ 2
"
shown in the protocols. Two groups of poems were selected for the ‘<§. .. J’£A

f.

W \
't *y Y

with differentiation between poems which were predominantly affecti e i

B

content, and poems which were more logical or referential. The

responses were ordered into a qualitative hiérarchy ot six catego

\1) iack of omprehension, which included statements &{y/’failure to )

understand he poem or complete irrelevancies, (2) circumstantial
/ »
respo ses which contained repetitions of content with no coneeptualiz—
- c
ation, elaborations of an irrelevant or idiosyncrat nature, Or errors

signifying a complete logical or affective misunderstanding; (?) responses
ﬂof affective possibility, indicating the basdis of a future, more mature
response; (A) responses of cognitive possibility marked by the occasional
’ >
llogical or referential element; (5) responses of generalization,,or
attempts at understanding the poem as a whole -and (6) explahatory P e
. ’ L _
responses, which r:sulted in hypotheses combining affective, cognitive,

and generalizing statements which would pr0vide a basis for:- personal and

wider application? .

1

The more general findings of Mason's study provide support for
) he rather more detailed listing of problems experienced by adolescentS‘
in the reading of literature as provided by Taba and Squire. Among
other things, the study suggests' that there is no relationship between

fability“to judge in poetry and the capacity to write abstractly, that .
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readers are capable of grasp}‘g the ideational content of

-

are less capable of responding to affective demands, that

v

nts, with a similer "dissociation of eensibility," congider
s less deserving of personal 1nvolvement' that different
evoking responses to poetry will provide different responses'

herefore, written responses will be neither a completely

'accurAte guide to adolescent understanding of poetry, nor a complete’

Y

sponse.

he studies ewis (1972) and Cornaby g}gzh) appear to

er the threads in much of the preceding discussion because

ts to chart adolesc nt responses to a range of media and &

Tms, In each case‘a short story and a poem were paired with

‘fl,

nt sets of stimuli, Lewis, using the Squire system of
lysis, coded the written responses of 1Q9‘grade-ten students

.

ive and a lyric film as well as to a snort story and a
Since the focus of Lewis', analysis was on -the difference
s to the films as opposed to the literature,‘few specific
an be drawn for the short story as opposed ‘to the poem.‘
e study s most, notable qonclustn was that students interpret

jcantly more than they interpret literature, Yet some of
» "l~\ .

elatdonal evidence suggests that students find it much harder

. to judge, interpret,‘narrate, make associations with, become involved in,

: L : : .
and prescribe courses of action for the poem than to,perform the same

-

set of operations for the short story. This set of disjunctions

occurred wi

{poem and f

thin the framework of student response to lyric materials

ilm) as contrasted with their response to narrative materials

(short story and film,)

e

e
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Cornaby, on the other hand, investigated the influence of form
on the responses of high-school seniors in colLege-preparatory classes
to two dissimilar novels, a short story, and a poem, Her mJjor interest,

was whether the students displayed a consistent pattern ot response pver

g '

‘the three genres. Cornaby g primary instrument was Purves (1973)

i ~— BERERN 4
Response Preference Measure in which she recoded ten of the tweaty

P

questions as predominantly form questionsy and ten of ‘the twenty ques—

tions as predominantly content’questions., For the purposes of the -
. " : |

study a distifction was drawn between traditional and nontraditional

&

literary forms, A Passage to India was considered more nontraditional

. o B
{me and Punishment more traditional as novel stimuli, Also, the

o ed In' was considered more nofftraditional than the short story
"The Usewof Force" because of the more pronounced style_commonly assoc-
iated with poetry and because of the.use of tree versé within'the

seleeted poem. Overa1$ squects favored content responses for the

traditional novel and form responses -for the poem, When results between

the short story and the poem were analyzed;vsignificant differences were

_observed for the form-c ontept dichotomy. One-fifth of the subjects

o v

"egnsistently chose a form response mode for the two selections, two-

|
fifths of the subjects consﬁstently chose a content mode, and two—fifths

of the subjects changed their response mode between the story and the

poem.

v
b
i

Effect df Context on_Response

<A comparatively small numbeT of researchers have attempted to

investigate the effects of ¢ontext and a sense of audience on response
I
patterns, Ehrenkranz (1973) compared the oral responses to poetry

| . -

= H 4 . ~—



\b

92

A
3
[

given by fifteen- and sixteen-year—old studénts in three differently
directed irterview situations: affeétivély-oriented, cognitively-
oriented, and nondirective. She YOund that readers who were, affective-

1y directéd responded with highly significant frequenciles of remarks

she-classified as personal association" and "factual narration,
while.the cognitively directed group favored‘%ategories;called Y
ic;interpretationé and "technical approach," B§>COntrast, the non-
directed gro&p replied Vith statements from ;11 foﬁr categories 'in

about equal proportiqn. éhrenkranz concluded that prereading orien-

s

v o _
tation in a specific direction narrowed the range of student- response,

whereas a nondirective treatment allowed the stydent freedom to self-
structure reactions and widened the areas of concern contained in

%) v
students' responses.

Using only the four major categories of the Purves ‘schema,

~.Mertz (1972) provided comparable groups 6f students with alternative

versions of a response form, one reflectfﬁg a school context, and the

other reflecting an informal context, She found that the school context
. i . ,‘ :
students selected Perception and Interpretation, or those activities the

students aésociatédtwith the Ehgl;sh ciass, while the informallcontext
group selected Engagement -~-— the category whicﬁfdeals with their person-
al involvement in the story.

This tendency 1is corroborated in Haught s (1970) frnding that

J
there is more personal identification with characters, situations, and

.truths in liteéiture when students discuss in teacher-~less small groups.,

Perhaps Kammann(1966) provides the most disturbing set of suggestions,

He discovered"that, when given a number of options of subject matter, v

students tended to cﬁooseka more™ complex text to explore with their

!
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peers, If told_that_they were to discusé the literature with their
teacher, their chbices‘convefged on a raﬁge of simpler texts, Addition-
ally, student “intewest declined if they thought‘thgy‘would have to read

8

thértext for thé teacher, and rose again when their anxiety about the
assignment was redu;ed, °
. Pnillips (1971) and Barnes et al, (1971) have used the
technique of recording nonteacher—direbted diécussioss of poem§ and
novels to isolate elements inhthe expressed reéponse which characterize
'\\\iﬁj informal context, QPhillips' ten- ?nd eleven-year-olds made consid-
"erable use of "presénting" and{"picturigéf responses; either proferring
their own personal eXper;ences or buildigg’dp azvisQal image of objecﬁs,
pe;ple,;or places, before th;y venturéd intolinterpretations. ‘Similarly,
Barnes' fifteen—ygar—olds éngaged in a great deal of "éortgng-ouF" or
"reexggriencing" talk, both aimed at clarifying elements of a plot or

confirming elements‘of motivation, before the} wgre ready to ‘see the

work as an artifact and grant it its own virtual existence.

‘Summary ' ~ Y
Studies of tﬁe expressed responses to literature by students
of variogs ages have gained an»}mportant sense of"direction in recent \f
years through (1& the writings of a:numbe;_of.theoregicians and écholars‘
. N s )
who insist ;haf such responseé be\fﬁé;—a§~the\ihevifablé and individual
_ outcomes of the interéction(of)reader and text, and (2) the application
of €two §ignificant, if somewhat contradictory, systeps—of content
~analysis devélopéd by.Squire”(1964) and Purves (1968). In global terms

the results of such studies have shown: (1) that students prefer to

_respond to content, rather than the form or style, of what the¥y read; -.

\
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(2) tﬁﬁt they often respond superficially and impercebtively,,missing

4mportant implications; and (3) that there is a generél tendency, with

maturity or schooliﬁg (or Soch), for adolescents tq\abandoﬁ a|prefereﬁce
1

for emotional an% evaluative responses in favor of ﬁbte perceptional and

interpretive responses.

There remain, however, some nocaBie inconsistencies, at both
the broéd and finer levels of categorized responses, which suggest that,
thesg globalvhovements-are a function of ag least ghe following variables:

.the literary selections themselves, especially if they represent
different’genres; the sex and ability of the reader; the context in which
the_responses;occur; and the eﬁpectatidns of students and teachers in
dafferent cultural settings, The étudy reported in the féliowing
chapters takes account of each of thege variables, and attempts, as we}l,

to judge the adéguacy of the responses of groups of students drawn from

'each_of three gradellevels in a sample of Australian secondary schools,

9
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CHAPTER I1I l

i

@R 10N OF THE STUDY '

*
[N

The_major*burpose ofvthis investigation was to determine
the extent to which the redp&nsés of ;tpdents at different age levels
exhibited quantitative and qualitative differsnces with respect tp
examples of two 1i;erarymgenres. Tﬁe study prbg?sed to analyze and
compare the‘freé written fesponses of .superior ada\aQerage readers from
grades eight, ten, and twelve to a short story,f"Tﬁ; Use of Force' by
_William Carlos Williams, and a éoem, "Corner"‘by Ralph Pomeroy. Using
the catggories ;nd subcategories developed by Purves (1968) for coding
written responses, the invesfigation set out to describe in detail the
responses of the students to the short‘story'anq the poem,\to determine
the nature and extent of changes in responses tbat occﬁrréd from one
grade level to the.next, and to identify the extent to which relation-
ships among the variables of,categoéi and subcategory gércentages, ~:>
sex; and agility (as designated by’the subjects'’ téachers) were apparent.
In ;ddition, it wéé acknowledged that content analysis‘vgnd the use of
mean percentages of résponses, provided réstricted information on group
tendencies. Therefore, Q suggective inspection of individual protocols
was employed in order to ésggss the qual?ﬁy of aggrrelevant patterns of

response.in an attempt to isolate both Jaaracteristic and atypical

{ndicators of a developmental process.

"\ 95
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Hypothenses and Testing Procedurens
\ Atewr all protocols had been coded, the numbers of responses
¢

{n each category and subcategory tor cach student and for each plece ol
lfterature werte entered «‘ulj\ Fortray Coding Sheet s, Thene Jdata on
{ndividual student tesponses were then transterred ontoe cards which
tormed the basts {or computer analysis. . ‘

There were tive speciftc areas ot rnqnln: which lent !\u:m—

golves to statistical analysis, and the development of tormal hypothenes:

(1) the response patterns across grade levels for the combined pileces of

ltterature; (2) the response patterns .across grade levels for the story

and poem taken separatelv; (3) the response patterns ot the total

numbers of students, or the grade-level groups of students, te the story
-~

as compared with the poem; (4) the response patteruns of the total or
grade-level groups of male and female students to the story and poem

combined, or to the story and poem taken separatelyv; and (5) the resp&nsQ
T ¢ \

pattefns of the total or grade-level groups of superior and average
//-
students to the story and poem cpmbined, or to the story and poem taken

separately.
¥

-

' ¢
The questions which formed the basis of the quantitative

L4

analysis together with their appropriate hypotheses were as follows:

Question 1: Are there significént differences across grade levgls in
: the patterns of response made by students to the combined
pieces of literature?

Hypothesis 1: No significant differences will occur in the Purves
- categories or subcategories of response made by
students to the combined pieces of literature, across
grade levels or between any pair of grade levels.

Question 2: Are there significant differences across grade levels
in the patterns of response made by students to the
short story and the poem.taken sepaxetely?
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Hypothesis 2a: No significant differences will occur in the Purves

B

categories or subcategories of respodse to "The Use
of Force'" made by students across grade levels, or
" between all pairs of grade levels. b

Hypothesis 2b: No significant differences will occur in the Purves

guestion:3i
Hypothesis 3:

Question 4:

Hypothesis~4:

guestioh 5:

~ Hypothesis 5:

In

categories or subcategories of response to "Corner"
made by students across grade levels, or between all
- pairs of grade levels. '
Are there significant differences in the patterns of
response made by the total numbers of students, or the
grade-level groups of students, to the story as compared
with the poem? : '

No.significant differences will occur in the Purves
categories or subcategories of response to "The Use
of Force" as compared with "Corner'" made by the total
numbers of students, or by the grade-level groups of
students.

Are there significant differences in the response patterns
of the groups .of male and female students to the story and
poem combined, or to the story apd poem taken separately
—~ at each grade level or overall?

No significant differences will occur in the Purves
categories or subcategories of response made by the
total, or grade-level groups of male and female

students to "The Use of Force' and 'Corner" combined,

or to "The Use of Force" and ''Corner" taken separately. -

Are there significant differences in the-response patterns
of the groups of superior and average students to the
story and poem combined, or to the story and poem taken
separately -- at each grade level or overall?

No significant differences will occur in the Purves
categories or subcategories of response made by the
total, or grade-level groups of superior and average
students to "The Use of Force'' and ''Corner" combined,
or to "The Use of Force" and '"'Corner'" taken separately.

testing these hypotheses a series of one way analyses of

variance were applied to the group and subgroup mean Eﬁrcentages to

determine the significance of the differencés for grade, category, and

subcategory,

as well as for the comparisons by sex and ability. A series
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of subsequent Schefi§}tests were used to determine
7 “

the significance
F .

-

ofﬂthe_differences bétween all three pairs of gra&é levels for both
categories and subcategorf%s.<>1n all comparisoms explored in the

*
study, a probability of .05 was used as the level of significance.

The Response Preference Questionnaire

" A Response Preference Questionnaire, adapted from the instru-
ment ué;d in the IEA ‘study, was employed'to gdain fﬁrther information
onfthe subjeé;s' preferréd‘(or e#pected) modes of response to short
stgrieszand poems in a school setting, aqg to literature in geﬁeral
 qncountered in an out-of-school settiﬁg. The purpose of this
questionnaire was to extend the scope of the discussion generated in
the main study's use of a siﬂgle short story and a single poem to the
subjects’ perceptioﬁs of matters generally considered-important when
examples of the two genres were dealt with in class. In addition, the
questionnaire sought to further extend the contextuél issue raised in
»the study by seeking information on questions considereé more or less

impor tant when the subjects discussed any form of literature with their

'/‘

friends.
The form of this instrument (see Appendix C) differed in
certain important ways from the measure employed'in the IEA study.

First, questions were framed to incorporate all twenty-four of Purves'

subcategories, with the appropiiate coding numbers heading each questionm,

Data analysis was performed on a DEC-10 computer at James Cook
University of North Queensland. Dr. R.B..Baldauf, Jr. wrote a series
"of programs for analysis of variance with repeated measures, which also
incorporated subsequent Sche@fé tests for the comparisons of grade-level
‘means for categories and subcategories.

\
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e.g. "220: What kinds of metaphors, images, or other writer's devices

are used in .the story/poem/literature in genera1° ) Second,.lnstead of

limiting choices to’the five questions considered ‘most important,

students were asked to rank ten questions in the order of their.
'fmportance over the three trials -- short stories in class, pdems “in
cIwgs, andrﬁny literature with your friends This rather more explicit
attempt to generate a wider range of favored questions was' paralleled
by a request that students 1ist the five questions considered least
important in each of the three contexts. These procedures led to the
assembly of a uider range of questions which qualified as consciously
preferred or rejecgigggor the students sampled ln the study.
Approximately, twa weeks after the writingfoftthe free ressonse

protocols the investigator returned to the individual classrooms to

supervise the administration of the Response Preference Questionnaire.

/
/

Both eligible and ineligible students in the intact classes completed
the "Answer Sheet For Literature Preferences' after the "Instruction
Sheet" had\been_readlaloud. (See Appendix C.) Subsequently, the
answer sheets of eligible students were withdrawn,-and the rank orders
for preferred andrrejected subcategories were tabulated by grade level
for (1)kpoems encountered in a school-getting; (2) short stories en—
countered in a school-setting; and®(3) any literature encountered in

an out-of-school setting.

Qualitative Analysis of Protocols

These quantitative concerns, grounded in the data of group
and sub-group means, or a rank ordering of preferred and rejected

subcategories, were intended to identify significant changes in the
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patterns of response as they bccurred with respect to the total groups
.of'students, or to smaller groups identified by grade, sex, or\ability;
In order to embed thesehquantitative findings in the flux of actual

student writing, @ qualitative analysis of representative protccols

was carried out. This exercise was, of course, limited by'the fact

gthat only twe writing samples were obtained from individual students.

i
The tentative Questions which guided this aspect of the study

were, in part, a legacy of prior research in part a recognition of the
need to capture the unique features of the Purves system which influ-
enced the results, and in-part a pattern of expectations‘relatedAto the
dual audience specified in'the study. The overarching question in this
analysis had been suggested by Purves himself:

To what extent can the papérs of students of different ages

and ability levels be subjectively approached according to

the criteria of "the accuracy of- the perception,' 'the cogency

of the interpretation,’ 'the persuasiveness of the evaluative

position," and "the intensity of the testament of engagement?"
(Purves, 1968, 59)

. Quaiitative analysis of the protocols of superior and average
students gained ‘a related sense of direction from the findings of Purves,
Foshay, and Hansson (1973) in the IEA study. These researchers had
inspected the response preferences of students who were high achievers
on an objective measure of literary response. Their findings suggested
that the more able students combined affective responses with evaluative
and interpretive stances. An affective-evaluative pattern characterized
the superdor English students, while an affective—interpret&ve pattern
marked the superior American sample.

« The subjective analysis also involved scoring selected essays

by paradigm, a separate‘analytic procedure recommended by Purves and
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Rippere (1968 54 57) This entailed a focus on. the: major thrust or

concern of the essay, as opposed to the Slassification ‘of separate

. statements by categoryior subcategory. In addition, the use of

—

Appendix D)

paradigmatic analysis allowed qualitative judgments atcording,to the

technique devised for that purpose by the NAEB 61973) study (See -

.

N

Broad descriptions of both the adequacies and inadequacies,
of student response, as indicated in Chapter Two have appeared in the
studies by Richards(l929) Loban (1954), Squire (1964), Ring (1968)

and others. Yet none of these investigations had addressed itself to

“an age range as wide as the one employed in this study\ Therefore,.

the protocols of average. and superior students were’ examined with the
purpose of establishing developmentally relevant continua w1thin the
stances of Engagement Perception, Interpretation, and Evaluation.
Finally, the deliberate attempt to specify a wide audience
of teacher and peer group for the students' writing‘may have affected

the language mode in which individual students chose to discuss the-

‘\E
works. An attempt was -therefore made to examine the protocols w1thin
/

L

the terms of the. discourse taxonomy developed by the Londdn Writing

3
N

Research Unit. (Britton, et al., 1975) Since it was felt that the"'

‘set of function categoriesv(Transactional, Expressive, Poetic) for
: writing which distinguishes the uses of language in the role of

_ participant and in the role of spectator may have parallels within -

the Purves categories and subcategories, a series of related questions
a B

guided this enquiry:
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T ,what extent are students, irrespective of ability level, able .
P _to internalizé 'the demands of a dual audience? Is.there any L
" evidence of writing in the expressive-poetic band which is '
comparatively free of the rules of use associated with trans—-
actional writing? 1Is there any diffefence in the’ way students
. treat the story .and poem as: consciously structured 'verbal
objects," as Harding's (1962) "accepted technique for discuss-
ing the chances of - life°"

The qualitative analysis, therefore, involved the following

I

'parallel steps First, he investigator read and re-read all of the

protocols, noting with each re-reading grOups of response statements
V”,or complete protocols which represented“typicalﬂor intrinsically

interesting trends within Purves' categories of Engagement Perception,
'.Interpretation, and’ EvaluatiOn The overall aim was “to assemble :=~

'illustrative material which would stand as evidence of a developmental

1"‘

process across the grade levels, isolate the distinguishing features

_in the responses of students 1abelled superior ot average by their

teachers, or provide an insight into the overall analytic power of the
Purves and Rippere system. At the same time, the - prot0cols were |
carefully scrutinized for any stylistic or substantive elements which
would tend to indicate that the students had accepted the invitation

. to address their. responses as much to the peer group as to the teacher;

¥

The Selection of the Short Story and the Poem

The selection of the short story and the poem to be used in

the study involved the consideration‘bf criteria established by Squire‘
~(1964): literaty quality, relation to certain adolescent experiences,
—lack of familiarity, appr0priate level of complexity, and a capacity

A— for eliciting a wide range of responses from students. aged thirteen to

N

eighteen. Additional factors, considered rather more. relevant to the

&
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story than! the poem, were length and readability

The\selected story,A"The Use of Force" by William Carlos

IS

vWilliams fot only met these criteria but had also been used in a
numbey of other studies of response to’ literature. the IEA study, and
the maller—scale studies by Purves (1968) Ring (1968) Mertz (1972),
and Cornaby (1974) . Since the story had already been used in 5uch a
rwide range of contexts 1t was felt that it would represent the short

story genre in a non-biased, objective/fashion far better than a

selection with a lesser currency of use. Perhaps more importantly,
results from the present study were arrayed directly}against the find-
ings of PurVes content analysis of the protocols written by American °

students aged thirteen and gseventeen. While the IEA study relied only

on a Response Preference Questionnaire, it was still possible to con—

~

struct, for the Australian sample used in this study, patterns of
\ ]

preferred response to "The Use of Force'" which were incidentally
. I

compared with the results obtained for fourteen- and eighteen-year-

olds in the three English-speaking countries of the IEA study -- the

’

United States, England, and New Zealand
"The Use of Force"\is‘a brief acéount of a doctor's examin— )
ation of a childfs sore throat. The child resists the doctor's
attempts'and the parents pleadings until the doctor in his frustration
and with rising anger‘forcibly and brutally examines the child's throat
to find that she has diphtheria. Because of tqelinnocence and stubborn—

_ness” of the child, the role of the parents, and the anger of‘the'doctor,

tge'story elicits a strong response and involvement from the reader.

‘The Dale—Chall (1948) formula for readability places ''The Use of
Force" at a 5th-6th grade level.
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?he story aiso possesses an interesting form: little supplementary
background information is provided{'the story is a single concentrated
incidéﬁz; the doctor serves as nérrator of tHe story and the evgptd/ <
;}(ape fold from his pérspective. ?he language is simple, direct, ;nd
econémical. No quotation marks are used to enclose portions of t%e
‘speech. Near the beginning,/the language of tﬁe doctor seems’a&hé;t
perfnnctory and sterile epxcept for his personal théﬁéhts{ butfthé'

languageQbegpmes more inktense as the doctor's anger grows and his
g .

i

examination becomes more brutal.

The selection of a single poem proved far more difficult and
: N .

less defensible on grounds such as the criterion of prior use. However,‘

certain additional criteria helped to inform the final selectiom. -For

-

example, it was deemed necessary that the poem incorporate at least a

potential for student.response across a wide range of the subcategories
provided by Purves. This.stipulation, which atiémpted to guarantee
comparability at the subcategory level, recbmﬁended the use>of a
narrative as oppésed to a brief lyric, or other unique poetic formg
 such as haiku, cinquain, or even the sonnet or the ode. Again, the
'ﬁoem'néeded to be sufficientlyéfgpresentative ofsthe genre to inviti

considerably more attention to‘intrinsfc matters of 1ahguage -- imagery,

r

. connotation, rhythm, metap?of, symbolism, and so on. Certainly, as well,
\

| the combination of th-propérties of form,[ conterdt, and language needed

to be mixed in such ﬁfoportions as to render the poem at least access-—

ible to thirteen-year-olds, and yet not lead to rejection by a group of

seventeen-year—old readers. .

e

These additional considé:ations led to the still somewhat
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arbitrary selection of "Corner" by Ra¥ph Pomeroy. This free-verse.
narrative is thematically similar to "The Use of Force." The conflict

‘again involves theigeneratfpns, though the symbolic confrontation
between a motorcycle eop and a leui—clad youth is less overt and
Jocated within the consciousness of the narrator. A potentially
explosive situation fizzles in the final stanza as the*&m "blasts off,

quick as a craver, /Smug in his power . . M

Although the language of
the poem is simple and contemporary, Pomeroy has euployed a range of
literary devices which present an opportunity for close anal}sis for,
the reader so inclined

Although few means exist for determinlng students familiarity
‘ vith a given'piece of literature prior.to its inclusion in.a‘study,‘s
limited investigation indicated.that the likelihood of a student's
having previously read "The Use of Force" or "Corner" was small. The
most obvious source for this infornation was tne teacher. None of the
teachers renorted'having taught either the story or the poem. In
: addition; only one student reported having read "The Use of Force"
before, while only two reported that they had read "Corner
|

The Selection of the Sample

The subjects selected for the study included eighth, tenth,

and twelfth grade students drawn from four secondary schools in
Townsville, Queensland, Australia. To;nsville itself, with a population
of approximately 85, 000 is a classicial regional growth centre. Basic-
ally a port city serving a vast tropical hinterland Townsville's

economy 1is extremely diversified. Some consequent inequities in the

range of distribution of wealth are paralleled by a range of_educatiOnal_



106

-
advantage across the schools themselves. With respect to the.fublic
§chools, for'example, which operate W}thin the framework of a central-
ized educational system, wansville is separated by over 1,000 miles
from the State capital, and by over 2,000 miles from the Federal
capital. The usual legacies of considerable- distances from tﬁe
centralized Educatipn Departments are in evidence — a diminished-range
of resources, a:}@\distdrbing pattern of teacher mobility resulting
from frequent t dsfers. The independedl Schools, on thé'other hand,
have a sounder financial base, draw a more homogeneous, economically
advantaged student population, and possess a more'stable teaching force.
Total enrollments in Townsville secondary schools in 1977
amounted to approxiﬁately 7,100 students About 70% of these students
attended one ofthreeState High Schools (Grades Eight to Twelve), while
the remaining 30% attended one of five considerably smaller Independent
Schools. In the selection of schools and students to participate in
the study it was not pdssible tovemploy exact sampling procedures
‘whidﬁiwould mirror these divisions in the accessible population.
However, the four schools finelly selected provide a ciose approximation
of the range of school settings, and an equal distribution by sex and
ability for two of the variables ceosen for‘study. Students were
obtained from two of the coeducationmal State High Schools (Schools-A and
B), an Ingependent Catholic Boys' College (School C), and an Independent
Anglican Girls' College (School D). |
' The selection of students from grades eight), ten, and twelve

was entirely purposeful. TFirst, grades eight and twelve represent the

i ' o .
initial and final years of secondary schooling iphAustralia, so that
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expected changes in the response‘patterns &ould refilect in large
ueasure the results of literature'educatiOn at the high schopl level.
Grade ten was then chosen as the obvious mid-point which woj':d make it
possible to chart finer details of movement throughout the gredes. In
'additiou, both the United States NAEP study and the cross—nitionai IEA
Study had employed 1a;ge samples‘of students in the thirteen to fourteen,
and seventeen toO eighteen age ranges, which provided‘datafbases against
which the results obtained for the Australian sample could be compared.
A totai of 1ZQ subjects'madeaup thexcomplete famplelwith forty
students selected'from each of grades eight, ten: and twelve. 1In each

/1

of the four participetidg schoois, the English Subject Master/Mistress,

in consultation with the classroom teacher of EﬂgQiEE\\i:::::ted five
supetior students end five average students from intact ses at the
reieQant grade levels for inclusion in the study. The teacﬁet nouin4
. ation ﬁrocedure also provided for equalk}epresentation of msles and
females at each gtade and ability level.

The decision to rest selection of the eligible subjects on
the teacher was the result of a number of factors closely related’ to
the purposes of the study. On one level, the combined avidence of prior .
reseatch (e.g. Letton, 1958, and Stemmler, 1966) suggested that no
single objective measure, or complex of measures, would be ?otally
edequate for the recognition of the superior student of literature, In

fact, this investigator was confident that the experience and judgment

of the range of teachers involved in the process would go beyond the

/S
»

explicit criteria generated by standardized reading scotes or marks in

3

particular English courses. For this reason teachers were asked to
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liSt the criteria wﬂichvinformed tﬁeir nomination of sﬁperior students.
As aﬁ end result, therefore, the combined evidence of these criteria
cole be set againét the results of both quantitative an& qualitative
anal;sis to shed further light on the char;cferistics of students'
written résponses to 1i£erature most valuéd by thgir teachers.

Table 3Lprovides a breakdown of the cells for the 120
".gtudents forhiﬁg the.study's main sample by school, sex, grade, and

ability level. ! ’
TABLE™3

SAMPLE OF STUDENTS BY SCHOOL, GRADE, SEX
AND ABILITY LEVEL

) (N=120)
SCHOOL A SCHOOL B SCHOOL C SCHOOL D '
Gr.8 2S/M 3 AM 3S/M 2A/M 5 S/M S5 AM - =
~ 38/F 2 A/F 2 S/F 3 A/F - - .5S/F 5A/F
Gr. 10 3 S/M -2 A/M 2S/M 3A/M 58M 5aM - - -
2 S/F 3A/F 3SMF 2A/F - - - 5S8/F SAF.

Gr. 12 3S/M 2 A/M 2S/M 3AM 5 S/M 5 A/M -

2 S/F 3 A/F 3 S/F 2A/F - - 5 S/F 5 A/F -7
S/M = Superior males ~S/F = Superior females

A/M = Average males . A/F = Average females
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Collection of Qggz’
[

During the data-gathering phase of this study, the nominated
studenfs were enrolled in a total of eighteen English classes taug%;
by eight different teachers. 1In each of the two State High Scthls
(Schools A and B) two eighth-grade classes, two tenth-grade classes,
énd two twelfth-grade classes were sampled,wwhile in the two Independ-
ent Colleges (Schools C and D) only single classes at each. of the
three grade levels were provided. The ‘State High Schools were rep-

" resented by six teachers; the Independent Colleges by one teacher each.

The procedure for data-gathering was fraught with several

problems which required a series of significant decisions. In order
to preclude teacher influence, which might have introduced undesirable
variaples into the study: it was decided that the inveétigator himself
would conduct the eighteenwclasses on the days during which the
protocols were written. It was also decided that all of the %tudepts -
in each class would participate in the reading and responding, with '
only the papers of the nominated students being uitimately subjébted
to statistical analysis. Tﬁis.decision was primarily the result o% a
directive from ghe State Reéional Office of Educatifn which insisted
that a condition of the investigatidn be that the students themselves
be ﬁot made aware of their having been typed "superior" or "average"
by their teachers. In the face of this reasonable expectation, intact
classes would have been useé i? any case, because of the absence of
édequate space for tge nominat;d students to write, and by a desire

to %éintain the routine classroom environment as far as possiblé; Iq

e

y\ad&iti%n, it was felt that such a situatiom may have enhénced the
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possibility of the students directing their writing to the dual audience
which was specified.

For the participating classes, the data-gathering phase of the
study occupiedzpartial or complete periods on three copmsecutive Jdays.
The primary consideration was that having the students respond‘to both

the story and poem in oOne sitting would have {nvited possible inter-

,-

ference across thé genres. Further, the writing phases were so arranged
that half the students wrote first about "The Use of Force,” and half
the students wrote first about “Corner.' On the first day, in the last
few minutes of the English period, the'studehts were introduced to the
general nature of the study and provided with a mimeographed copy of

the story or the poem. At this stage the students were simply given

the following oral explanation:

Tomorrow, in class, you will be asked to write about the story/
poem. You may start reading the literature in what is left of
the period, and finish your reading tonight 1f necessary. Please
don't discuss the story/poem with anyons. You may read the
story/poem as often as you like,' and make whatever notes you feel
might be helpful for tomorrow's writing. “
\

On the following day, the students were supplied with writing
paper and directed to write their first response paper according to the
following written directions:

You will have as much of the period as you need to write about

the story/poem distributed yesterday. Remember this is NOT a

test and has nothing to do with the marks in your present

English class. Therefore, please imagine that you are writing

as much for other members of the clags as for a teacher. What

you write is entirely up tO you, but do try to make your work
- as honest, serious, and complete as possible.

'

In the first writing phase a number of studenté expressed
‘disday at the absence of specific directions, and the accompanying

directive to write as much for the pe®r group as for the teacher.

-

o
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Questions on both counts were evaded by a réiteration that more
specific directions would interfere with the precise nature of the

. 5 :
study. It 1s importaht to emphasize that-at all stages the reseagcher
.avoidea in his directions to students such words as dthbughts,"
"feelings," "reactions,"‘or "opinions," which might have led students
toward a given mode of response. | .

Pfigr arrangéments had been made for all students to bring to
class other reading materials which they éould turn to on completiﬁn of
their own writing, so as‘nof to disturb other students who were contin-
uing with th;ir written responses. At the end of the first writing
phase, the sequence of procedures just outiined Q;s repeated with regara
to the.appropriate alternate piece of literature.

Part of @‘rationale for using two response periods separated
by at least twenty—four hours has been ailuded to above. To;repeat{ it
was. considered necessary to isolate the writing pﬁases for the shoft
story and the poem. Also, a'é?ngle class period (ranging from forty-
five to fifty minutes) would have been totally inadequate for the
provision of a full response to bothpiecegéf‘literature by the older,
~ more able stud;nts; Moreover, the final opting for delayed as opposed
to immediate responses, even to the extent of allowing the students fo
take home the short story and chg poem, was brought about by the dis-
Aappointing results of the pilof study conducted with approximately

*
equal numbers of Canadian students.

It was the original intent of the study to use a sample of
Canadian students as the data-base. However, the bulk of the grade-
;eight protocols wvere lost in tramsit to Australia, rendering the
" formal use of the Canadian data unfeasible. As indicated in the body
of this report, a preliminary analysis of the surviving data suggested
procedural improvements in the design of this study.
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The 1mmediate‘:esponses of these Canadian students evinced
a shallowness and restriction, brought on by the limited‘writing,peridd,
wh%ph resfricted in turn the poténtial offéred for qualitative'apalysis.
Tﬁis general lack of "adequacy" 'had aiso been commented oﬁ in fhe NAEP
(1973) report, and in the findings of Ring (1968) and Somers (1972) .
Iﬁ discussing the differences between delayed and immediate responses;
Slatoff (1970) argues that the forme§ —->while probabiy-less immediate
and lessuggnsitive to the complex impressions of the moment -— seem
richer, more meaningful, and even more pleasurable. In the extreme,
both Britton (1954) and Harding (1968) have shown that the giving-of-
meaning is a long, coﬁtemplgtive process, involving significant develop-

ments over time. Certainly, as well, the students may have discussed

the literature with their parents or peers, though very few admitted to

o P

ﬁaving done so. ign any event, these discussions would have occurred in
an out-of-class context, mirroE}ngbcodcerns for an audience other than

.| ‘e
the teacher. '

Even thougg”fhe respénses in this study were more considered
than those int}nvestigations‘where students are required to provide
immgdiate reactions, the fo;p of the response remained free and un-
i\§f;uctured. There was no consclous,edirect manipulation on the part
of fhe researcher.beyond the full and adequate ‘provision of a time
/$eriod which would allow each student the opportunity to attend as much
to the phrasing of “the fesponse as to the elements of the response
itself. -

Data- collection ozsf the eighteen classes involved in the

study consumed virtually the whole period from mid-September to

° \
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mid-October, 1977. This timing was particularly useful in’ that student
writing occurred towards the”;ﬁd of the Austrélian ;cademic year after
an almost completed course of instruction for each of grades eight,
ten, and twelve. Only'three substitutions of superior students had to
be made as a result of absences on one or other of the days set aside
for student writing. *

The attitude of the students during the psriod of data-
collection wasAgenerally good, Virtually all of tﬁ; subjects read and
responded to the literature with interest and seriousness. However,
some l#ék of cooperation was encountered in two of the tenth-gradé)
classes, one in School A and one in School C. Most of the problems
arising were confined to students,iﬁeligible for ﬁarticipation. Further,
it was rare for any of the eighth-grade classes to spénd more than half

the available time on writing their responses. Most of these younger

students had finished within fifteen to twenty-{ive minutes.

Coding the Resppnseé

After the 240_resp6ﬁse papers —-- two for each subject -- had
been collected, they were subjected to content analysis using the
categories and subcategories developed by Purves and Ripﬁere (1968) .

In particular, the directiiéé‘given by Rippere in her Appendix to thelr

.
work were followed in the cod;;§‘pchessﬂ

The basic counting unit.in the analysis of protocols was the

" response statement, which Rippere describes as, "anything that is set

off by its own terminal punctuation, including sentence fragments and
epithets.”" (68) On this level, then, "Fie! No quotation marks!' would

be scored as two statements. However, where the writer of a protocol

A
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did not set oéf statements\whicﬁ were, in Hunt's (1965) words,
"grammatically capable of beiné terminated with a capital letter

and a period (21)," the procedure was to separate these and mark
them as discrete r¢8p6g$e stafements. Clauses joined by'co-ordination

were also separated, but subordinate clauses showing cause or condition

°

were not. The guiding principle employed in this study was that the
. : }

response statement, though similar to Hunt's linguistic T-unit, is
L

,often a deliberately patterned entity, and must Be coded.on the basis
jof its subject matter, its deliberate attempt "to Sonvéy meanings,
nuances, and relationships," (Rippere, 1968, 68)

The.degree of precision required by the individual researcher
is reflected in the number of respdnse statements which siﬁple, compSHnd,
and 9omplex sentences can be made tb yield. For example, Grindstaff

(1968) illustrates how she would divide this sentence_(written as she

found it) into three response units; "I feel this story could of had

w

two dif ferent meanings -- /Finney's peace/ and‘Qene's peace." (79) In

the present study the entire sentence would have been coded as omne

»

response statement. Alternatively, Michalak k1976) scored the sentence

5

"They want to help .their child, but don't want to hurt them." (ggs) as
one statement, whereas in this study the co-ordinate conjunction would

have required the sentence to be recorded as two response statements.

\

i

The following sentence, which fielded three response stégements,

provides a fairly typical indication of the procedures used in this
jsiudy: "At first his course of attack is by using persuasive gentle-
ness,/1 but afﬁer that the child hits him 'viciously,/2 and thé parent§

inflame the situation by saying 'He won't hurt you.'"/3

N
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The reader is referred to Rippere's (1968) Appendix, "The

Practical Reader" (67-87), for examples of the ways in which statements

&

‘cap be classified accor@ing to such lexical and semaniic‘features as
the use of key words (like "tone"), the modality-and tenses bf‘verbs,
the cues contained in certain adjectivés and adve;bs, the use of the
definite and indefinite articles, and the tréatment of interrogative
statements’and indifeq; quéStions. -In spite of the flexibility
implied by Rippere,vwhen the nature.of the response and- the character-
istics of the &ritér are taken into account, it was necessary to make
a number of additional operatiomnal decisions. ‘For»examﬁle, the
frequént use,éf independgnt_clauéeé separated by "and" resulted in
each of these independent clauses being !%or;d as a separate étatément:
Fragments, as well, we;e considered'separatélf only if ﬁhey were
Aeemed intentional. With respect to the poeﬁz in particular,” quotations

@exe usually not scored sepafately from the context of the developing
argumént in which they occurred. B

After the total number of statements for each paper had been
determined, the next step;required the coding of each statement accord-
ing to the Purves éétegories and subcategories. -This proved a time-
consuming process, demanding the complete famiiianity of the researcher
with the system, and the doubie—checkidg of a total of 45010 statements

- after certain-infervalé to ensure accuracy and consistenéy.

The following sample protocols will serve as eiamplesbof“the
proéedures used in separating response Statements, and the coding
procedures actually used in the study. Sample A was written about the

sébry Sy an average gradé—eight student, while Sample B is;the';ééﬁbnse

[ 3 .
.of a superior grade-twelve student to the poem.

~
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Sample A

I think the story was very moving. 1

description of the doctor's t oughts./

feel as if I wag in the room/

of the doctor./

want any one to hurt her./
didn't want any one to know how sic

It was a very good
The story made me
and I could feel the tensions
It shows very well how the parents felt
about the child, their love for her and how much they didn't
The story tells how the girl
k she was and how the

parents were worrled that she might have some terrible

disease./

-1t gives a clear description o

were, where they live and how they speak./

how furstrated the mother was getting,/
. a nice man, he won't hurt you. /9
annoy the doctor after awhile./ 0
nearly killed the child because she would not
_down her throat, so he had to use force.

f what sort of people they
The .story tells
she kept saying

These were beginning to

wooden spoon/l2 but she broke it so he @se

I think the author was trying to get across tHat in some
ne described in the story, /that there is
although some people say it is not needed
at all I'm sure even they would use it in this type of sit-

cases, such as thiSO

a need for force/

uation./

At one stage the doctor
"let him look
First he used a
netal spoon,/
by this time you could feel the docg?rs emotiony./

14

On the whéle I thoroughly enjoyéd the story{é7 and for

some reasbn 1 really enjoyed writing about it./

bl

"He's
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Coding: Response
Statement - Subcategory Category

1 410: Affective Evaluation * Evaluation

2 420: Evaluation of Method Evaluation

3 130: Reaction to Content Engagement

4 130: Reaction to Content Engagement

5 400: Evaluation General Evaluation

6 230: Perception of Content Perception

7 420 Evaluation of Method Evaluation

8 320: Interpretation of Content Interpretation
9 230: Perception of Content Perception ’
10 230: Perception of Content Perception

11 230: Perception of Content Perception
12 230: Perception of Content Perception

13 230: Perception of Content Perception
14 130: Reaction to Content Engagement

15 350: Hortatory-Interpretation Interpretation

" 16 500: Miscellaneous Miscellaneous

17 ~ 100: Engagement General Engagement

18 -« 500: Miscellaneous

£

Miscellaneous
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Sample B

Ralph Pomeroy's poem 'Corner" is marked by contemporary,
colloquial diction./ The major impression is of a suspenseful,
stalemate atmosphere./“ The poem's flowing free verse besut-
ifully preserves the essence of informality and "everydayness''
created in description and vocabulary,/3 and yet holds true the
undercurrent of questioning and suspense./

Aware of the frictiqh existing between the cop, "smug in
‘his power," and the "Joitering" youth, Pomeroy employs effect-
ive imagery to emphasize his theme./5 Similes and metaphors
run together -to create description that are lazy; motionless,
yet radiating a potential explosiveness of conflict./6 . '
Descriptions such as the cop leaning "on one leg like a leather
stork," and the youth with levis baking and T ehirt sweating
are very effective./7 Yet the images are paramountly con-
temporary -as is the whole poem./ ' )

The tension is created, at least in part, through the use of
short sentences./? Towards the middle of the poem the mood
changes,/lO The narrator is not quite so conscious of 'the
cop,'/1¥ and begins thinking of himself and how long he must
_wait./12 The poet suggests that the role of the passive suffer-

e;tiSAdifficult,/l3 yet, by convention, there is no a1ternativé./14,
He says "Everything holds me back,"/1° but he is held there by )
pride./1 ‘w' o ,

The poem would have obvious and far4réaching appeal to the
modern ¥outh, as Pomeroy reflects one aspect of their harassed
1ife./1 He strives to indicate the oppression experienced by
the youth as the suffocating society, sgmbOIized by the "cop,"
like the solar heat, bears them down. /18 Thus, the theme
portrayed is one of contemporary value to the contemporary
population,/19 and is excellently outlined by the directness
and brevity of the style./

Coding: Respomse

Statement Subcategory ) - Category
1 210: Perception of Language Perception
2 260: Perception of Tone .- . ‘Perception
3 420: Evaluation of Method . \__ Evaluation
4 420: Evaluation of Method ' /' Evaluation

) 5  420: Evaluation of Method L el Evaluation -
6 240: Perception of Technique/GContent ™ Petception
7 420: Evaluation of Method -~ Evaluation
8 220: Perception of Literary Devices Perception
9

240: Perception of Technique/Content Perception

'
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Response .
Statement Subcategory Category
10 250: Perception of Structure Perception
11 320: Interpretation of Content Interpretation
12 320: Interpretation of Content Interpretation
13 340: Typological Interpretation ) Interpretation
14 340: Typological Interpretation Interpretation
15°  230: Perception of €ontent " Perception
- 16 @ 320: Interpretation of Content Interpretation
17 500: Miscellaneous : ; Miscellaneous
s 18 340: Typological Interpretation Interpretation
19 350: Hortatory Interpretation - Interpretation

20 420: Evaluation of Method Evaluation

In order to determine the reliability of the codifg, the
. -~ [
researchex trained an independerit. analyst to code a predetermined

"percentage of the response'papers: The check coder was, at the time
of the reseafch an English Subject Mistress in one ;f the local high
schools. Her qualifications included a Bachelor of Arts degree in
English from the University of Queensland, and a Master of Letters
(specialising in .stylistics) from James‘Cook University of North

" Queensland. She had taugﬁt high school English for’twelve years, and
conducted tutorials/in methods of teaching English for one year at
James Cook"Univeréity.

The method for determining_reliability suggested by Squire

(1964) wag,adopted. First,rthe independent analyst was trained in the

Purves system, with the response papers of students ineligible for
inclusion in the study.used as the basie for discussion. Then, thirty-

' eil protocols (or 15% of the 240 eliéible papere) were.drawn raﬁdomly

for the check-coder to classify ihdependently. The first fifteen of

these papers were coded, and the results compared, to determine relia-

bility to that point. After certain problems (dealt with below) had
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been clarified, the remaining twenty-one papers were coded without
further discussion The final degree of agreement was based on the
total thirty—six papers. The following formula described by Fox )
(1969), which reflects the straightforward percentage of agreement |
between coder and check-coder, was used -to determine the reliability
of coding: .

N

% agreement ' = 100 x MO of units coded identically

totai no. of units coded

The degree of agreement attained by tne researcher and the
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independent analyst is presented in Table 4. The overall reliability.v

coefficients of 81 5% for the five categories and 75.4% for the twent

four subcategories compared favorably with those presented in prior

' studies, e.g. Pollock (1972) who reported 79. 7% for categories and

66.4% for subcategories The degree of agreement for two categories

(Engagement—lnvolvement and MiscellaneOus) was inadequate after

N

TABLE 4

DEGREE OF AGREEMENT IN THE CODING OF 36
~ RESPONSE PAPERS BY TWO ANALYSTS

-
.

TOTAL 81.5 75.4

Categories/ ’ Agreement Coefficients Agreement Coefficients
. Subeategories ' for Categories for Subcategories
Engagement (100-130) ~79.6 73.4
Perception (200-280) . 83.2 ' 78.0
Interpretation (300-350) 78.4 . - 68.3
Evaluation (400-430) ' 91.6 82.7¢
Miscellaneous (500) 74.5 74.5
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comﬁarison of the first fifteen response papers. After conferral, the

coefficient for the categories of‘Engagement was raised from 66.7% te
;79'6%’ while the coefficieht for subcategories of Eﬁéagement was
imptoveé fromx55.3% to 73.4%. Thé problem witg respect to Miscellaneous
responses was é reiated phenomenon, and further discussions eventually
raised the degree of agreement from 65.2% to 74.5%. The three most

common subcategories in the response papers realized the following co-

efficiéhts of agreemént; 130: Reaction to Content —— 63.5% (85.8% after
conferral); 230: Content --— 77.5%; and 320: Interpfetation of Content
-— 74.6%. T

A number of general and specific problems arose during the
coding of responses. Rippere proposes an ideal of obJectiv1ty which
ié difficult to attain, let alone maintain, over the reading of
" thousands of unique response statements: ‘ v
First, the purpose of reading by elements is to describe and
clagsify the statements in the essay, not to evaluate or be
informed by them. Second, the basis on which the statements
are classified is that of the processes which are being

performed in them and the subject matter of which they treat,
" not their style or the assertions they make. (67)

The reader's own subJectivity, informed as it is by his private

recreation of the 1iterature, and compounded with a history of eval-

vative decisiaﬁs applied to a range of discourse, makes the process

éf sub;rdinating "aséertion“ to "subject matter'" an even hmore elusive

ideal. On the twenty to twenty five per cent ot occasions, thetefore,

when coders disagree .the problems are inevitably within the individual
. —

coder.

The report also offers the warning that each statement must
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. be treated "indepeﬁdent of the context in‘which it occurs,"” (68) 1in
or&er for the reader to avoid second-guessing the writer., While in
general it is possible to stay within the bounds of thié caveat, the
vagueness of much adolescent writing deﬁands the occasional consider-
ation of the contéxtf For instance, the isolated statement "Tﬁis |

was a strange pdem" almost defies classification. If, however, the !
following statement happens to be: "You would have thought that the
author could find something more worthwhile to write about" the
likely classification would be 430: Evalﬁatiéﬁ of VisiOn. Or a sub-
sequent statement such as "The.atmosphere was one of extreme tension”
would result in.a classification”of 260: Tone. Among other possibil-
ities, depending on the evidence of various succeeding statemeﬁts,<

the statement'couid be coded as 410: Affective Evaluation or 130:
Reaction to Content.

 As indicated below (pp.73-74), it was judged necessary to
apply th; Purves categories aﬁd subcategories as originally consti;uted,

-so that a firm basis‘for comparisons yith other cross-sectional studies
could be maintained. This necessity creaﬁed most of the prdblems en-
countered in separating Engagement-Involvement from Miscellaneous
statements. Purves and Beach (1972), in a later suggesﬁion, underlined
the difficulties encountered in distiﬁéuishing>120; Reaction to Form
statements from 130: Reaction to Content statements: "The .division of
form and content . . . abplies to descriptioﬁ;'but perhaps less so to'
the personal statement." (14;15)‘ On the firsé level a typical sequence
is of the order: "I think most young children grow up with a fear of

\

the medical profession./ They have the idea that the hOSpitai\gjmes»

7

N
N




e FARY 122
) R '11“ i
before the complaint/ and that people go into hospitél to die instead -

of being cured."/ This cogent set of apparent digr;uninnn were coded
hiulnit

as 500: Miscellaneous, yet they are élearly personal generalizations
which déserve inclusion under the aegis of Engagement. Oﬁ the second
level, as evidenced by the preponderance of Engagement statements

coded as 130, this researcher could see little distinction bétween.ﬁhat
Purves calls "impressionistic crificiém"’(SubpategOty 1&0) and its .
adolescenf expression by way of moral reagtions, éogjecturé, or ident-
ification. The simpler distinction between autobiographical digressions,
and any aﬁd all associational statements arising di;ectly frm& the
reader's private experiencé,of the work appears totally adgquate.

‘A closely related set of responses could not be made to fit

©

conclusively into any of the PurVesrzﬁ{iiories. Typical of these
e

c &
statements are the following: "I thim#® tRe poem is really for adults
because children don't know what half the words mean"; "'This story
might appeal more to younger students”; "This is more of a poem for the

hoods in the class than for me.” Such statements are conjectural (130)

.- not<fmqt the content of the literature but'abdut a potential
.readers ip. They are paralleled by a common penchant for insisting
that theionly basis for the'aughor;s ability to write about the slicé

" of life represented iﬁvthe_literature is his having lived through a
similar experience: 'Possibly the author has done it so well because
he-has been in the situation himself/ and -experienced all the fears
and misunderstanding involved." The elements of conjecture or evalua-

tion represented in both typegggﬁ statements relate not to the reader

‘but to a set of generalized others or the author. Again, the
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indecisidn as to whether these statements shOuld be coded as Engagement
or Evaluation seemed resolvable only by coding them as 500: Miscell-
aneous.

_ Additional problems concern degrees of spécificity,‘eﬁther
‘within the student writing itself, or in the exemplarsland direg;ions
provided by Purves and Rippere. For example, in Element 226: Larggf
Litérafy Devices, Purves refers to the use of "diaiogue; description,
melodrama; and those other devices that are not definitive of a genre
but which describe parts of a work." (18) As an example he quotes:

‘ .
"Dialogue alternates régularly with narration." The- adolescent,
however, is rarely as obliging; hié prose is characteristicallykfar
less clipped and not often directly assimilable to the.pfototype,\as
the following statement indicates: "The writing of the story ié‘doﬁe
so that what the character§ say i; mixed up with other parts about
what happens in the story.' Such imm&ture recogn;tiong of technique,
Vhile lacking the technical counters such as "dialogue' and "narrationm,"
were still classified as perceptional statements. Again, in the
absence of contextual clues it is difficult to locate precisely such
étatements as: "I didn't undetsténd the poem" (200: Perception General
or 300: Interpretation Gemeral); or ''This story d&d not appeal to me'
(100:. Eﬁgagemént Ggneral or 400: Evaluation General). o
Whiie the actualycoding in this study was confined to the

levels of categories and sﬁbcategories, fewer than half (62) of the
139 elements were represented ip the pfﬁtg;ols. (It is, of course,

essential to consult thé elements so that each statement can be

located within its appropriate subcatégory.) This rather restricted

2

&
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use of the rénge of eréﬁzﬁ;;/inevitably precludes discuuaigh of
potential problems which might have resulted over approximately 55% of
Purves' total schema.
.The present study, on this basis, gemonstrates the inclusive-
ness of the Purves system, if one acknowledges the constraints inherent

in the literature and in the population sampled. This researcﬁ\utility
)

\,

is a rather different question from the potential value of a guite
sophisticated system of content analysis to the classroom teacher. On

the one hand, the nine or ten category versions proposed by Purves and
.

Beach (1972) and Michalak (1976) appear to be too éeneral, and obscure

interesting and important distinegions among the specialize tatements
’.‘
of Perception and Interpretation. - What is needed, if the Purves system

is to gain widespread use and influence in classrooms is a compromir

.

schema which occupies a realistic middle ground between the unwieldly
specificity of the original Elements and the global simplicity of a

nine- or ten—category System.

5
Teacher Questionnaire

-—

//
/

The final element in the study was a direct outcome of the

results of quantitative analysis of the gtudent protocols. /th~;oding
results suggested the value of pursdlng such issues as: the logistics ~
of literature instruction at each of the three grade levelki\the

general teaching strétegies employed by individual teachers ah they
related to short stories and poems; the presence Or absence oé\adjust—
j?nts that teachers might make in déaling with thé]selected short

/story and poem at each of the three grade-levels; the criteria used

-
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to evaluate students' writteft responses; the kinds of comments made on

T
w "

studept. papers; and a set of,ﬁéféonal characterizations of the percep—
tive student readér. To these ends the eight teachers in the study

were asked the following specific questions:
1. What proportion of the time each week do YQﬁ spend in
literary study? For Grade 8?7 Grade 107 Grade 127

2. How many stories/poems would you have presented in the
' last year? To Grade 8?7 Grade 10? grade 127

3. .What do you consider to be the most important objectives
in teaching the short story? Are there overall objectives
which would accommodate: all grade }evels, and more specific
objectives relevant to each of Grades 8, 10 and 127

4. What do you consider to be the most important objectives in
teaching poetr§? Again, are there overall objectives which
would accommodate all grade levels, and more specific
objectives relevant to each of Grades 8, 10 and 127

5. How do you determine the mark given to students' written
responses to literature?

6. What kinds of comments do you make on studénts' written ©
responses which are submitted to you?

7. How woyld you approach teaching "The Use of Force' and
"Corner" at Grades 8, 10, and 127

8. What are your most perceptive readers of literature like?
AL L
o The answers to these questions were examined and synthesized,

with interpretive or explanatory comments provided by the researcher
/

where these were considered appropriafe.

°

.

Summary

This chapter has presented an overview of the research design,
the data collection procedures, and the medns by which these data were
- analyzed. The major data base in the study were the free response

protocols written by equal groups of grade-eight, grade- ten, and grade-

Lo 1N
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. L
twelve students about a short story and a poem. ~ Hypotheses were

developed which could be tested for changes in the response patterns of
the coded protocols for the study's major variables: the frequency of
categoriés and subcategories of response by gradé level, genre, sex,
and ability level. Supplementéry data were also obtained from a
Response Preference Questionnaire whiéh sought information on students;
preferred (or expected) modes of responmse when short stories and poems
were encountered in a;school setting, and literdture in general w;;\
encountered in an out—of-school setting. Additionariw, procedures to
be emplgyed in the quaiitative analysis of selected protocols were ;J

explained, and an outline of a follow-up questionnaire distributed to

teachers was given.

¢
’

Procedural clarification of the following issues was also
‘ y )
provided: the selection of the short story and the poem; the selection
of the sample; and an elaboration of the'coding procedures used in the

study, incorporating a detailed discussien of problems encountered

with the coding sysﬁem developed by Purves and Rippere (1968).



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS: QUANTITATIVE AND COMPARATIVE ISSUES
s

s .

This study involved a quan;itgtive‘and qualitative analysis
of the free wfitten responses to a short story’(William Carlos Williams'
"The Use of Forcé”) and a poem (Ralph Pomeroy%s "Cornér") provided by
éqpal groups of superior and average and @éle and female students, at
grades eight, ten, and twelve drawn from'féﬁr*sécondary‘schools‘in
Townsville, Qu;ensland, Australia? The free respdnée_essays of the 120

students were coded according to the system of categories and sub-

categories of‘response developed in Purves and Rippere'sL§l968)¢§1ements
\

of Writing about a Literary Work. In adéition, thé supﬁects completed

a Response Preference Questionnaire, which translated éach of Purves.

and Rippere's subcatégories into questions which studepts ranked accord-

ing to their perceivedvimportance when short stories'or éoems were . ~ g!

encountered in a school setting, and literature in general was  @5}

encountered in an informal setting. ’
The study sought answers to the following specific questions:-

1. What are the pafterns of response made by all students to the
story and poem combined, or to the story and poem taken

separately?

2. Are there differences across grade levels in the patterns of
fesponse made by all students to the story and poem combined?

4
3. Are there differences across grade levels in the patterms of

response made by all groups of students to the story and poem
taken separately?

127
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4. Are there differéhces in the patterns of respomnse made by all
groups of students to the story as compared with the poem?

5. What are the preferred (or expected) patterms of response
when students at all grade levels encounter short stories
and poems in a school setting, and literature in general in
out-of-school setting?

6. Are there differences in the response patterns of the groups
of male and female students to the story and poem combined,
‘or to the story and poem taken separdtely —- across grade
levels or overall? '

7. Are there differences in the response patterns of the groups
of superior and averagf students to the story and poem
combined, or to the story and poem taken separately -— across
grade levels or overall? '

8; Are there any discernible combinations of response patterns
whifh are cross-culturally informative in the writings of a
sample of Australian students?

9. What’qualitativngifferénces are evident in the expressions

i of engagement, perception, interpretation, and evaluation
provided by average and superior students at each of the
three grade levels?

10. Does the provision of an audience inclpding the peer group

as well as the teacher produce notable features in the content
or language mode of students' written responses tO 1iterature?

The major findings of the study are reported under headingé
and sub-headings related to each of these spegifio questions. This
chapter concerns itself with the quantitative ané comparative iséues (ﬂ\'
raisea in questions one to eight; Chapter  Five concerns itself with the
qualitative analysis proposed in question niﬁe, together with the

context issue embraced by question ien, and also presents the results

of a follow-up questionnaire distributed to teachers.

Frequency of Responses

Frequency counts were performed on the responses of the total

subjects (grades eight, ten, and twelve) to the story, the poem, and
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the story énd poemicombinéd to establish whicﬁ categories and-Sub-
‘categories were used to an extent significant enough for statistiéal
“analysis. Thé‘question at’ issue was that aﬁ unselective approach to
analysis of variance would mean that in séme cases the results of tPem
study would be based on figures drawn from too few responseé to be
” - :
mganingful. An a priori éfiterioniqf usage by at leasf 20% of the )
subﬁects wasjadjusted dowﬁwaras, afﬁer inépection of the data, to 157%.
The nef effect of this procedure was to ailow analysis of two a@dition—
al subcategories for the story (110 and 240), three additional subcat-
egdries\for the poem (220, 300 and 410), and fivebadditional subcat—
egories for the.story and ppem‘combined (110, 200, 240, 300 and 350).
v Some further caution may beAnéeded“in interpreting the\reéults of |
. .

analysis for each of these subcategories.

Table 5 reveals the details of the percentage of the total

subject;fresponding with at least on;_statement in each category and.
subcategory for the fwé pieces of iiterature taken‘separately, and for
the literature combined. For ”Tbe‘Use of Force" all five categories
and fifteen subcategories were feflected in the responses of at least’
15%2 of the subjects. For the poem, 'Corner', all five‘categories and

seventeen subcategories were used by at least 157 of the subjects, the

same spread of responses as was found for the story.and poem combined.

-

Combined Responses to the Sto;g;andvthe Poem

.Analysis of the response statements in each protocol yielded
an individual profile of each student's response to the story and the
poem. These individual profiles indicate for the story and the poem
the percentage of toéal responses devoted to each category and

N : AY
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TABLE 5

PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL SUBJECTS RESPONDING WITH AT LEAST
- ONE STATEMENT IN EACH CATEGORY AND SUBCATEGORY FOR
THE STORY, THE POP, AND THE STORY AND POEM COMBINED

)
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e
Category or\

42,50

"The Use of Force'  "Corner" Stoty + Poem

Subcategoyry (N=120) o C(N=120) (N=240)

I  (Engagemept) 82.50 75.00 78.75°
I1 (Perception) 89.16 90.83 90.00
II11 (Interpretation) 84-.16 -86.66 ©.85.42
IV (Evaluation) 79.16 70.00 74.58
V  (Miscellanegus) 45.00 42.50 43.75:
Subcategory (10.00) (11.66) (10.83)
Subcategory 15.83 20,00 17.92
Subcategory 30.83 22.50 26.67
Subcategory 69.16 60.83 © 65.00
Subcategory 200 (11.66) 25.00 " 18.33
' Subcategory 210  26.66 21.66 24.17

Subcategory 220 (2.50); 17.50. (10.00) .
Subcategory 230 -79.16 71.66 75.42
Subcategory 240 18.33 19.66 18.75
Subcategory = 250 (13.33) (14.16) (13.75)
Subcategory 260 ~20.00 - 30.83 25.42
Subcategory 270 (4.17) (10.83) - (7.5)
Subcategory 280 (1.70) (0.83) (1.25)
Subcategory 300 (12.50) 18.33 15.42
Subcategory - 310 (0.83) (5.00) (2.92)
Subcategory 320 - 79.17 75.83 77.50
Subcategory 330 39.16 38.33 . 38.55
Subcategory 340 7 26.66 28.33 27.50
Subcategory 350 25.83 (10.83) 18.33
Subcategory 400 — 48.33 41.66 45.00
Subcategory, 410 30.83: 17.50 24.17
Subcategory 420 52.50 46.61 49.58
Subcategory 430 31.66 40.83 36.25
Subcategory 500 45.00 43.75

( ) Denotes subcategofies ineligible'for‘analysis of variance.

)
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bsubcategory. ‘From these 120 individual profiies for each genre, a
comprehensive profile of the response percentages for all of the
Subjects to the story, the poen, and to the story and the poem combined
was, defined by determining the mean of these individual response per-
centages for each category “and subcategory. The means of ‘the response
percentages for the story and poem combined will be discnssed first.

Before moving to this discussion, it is appropriate to note
the meaning of the standard deviation in studies of this nature as
discussed by Purves (1968) .. Since the minimum percentage of\occurrence
of any category or suocategory is zero, and the maximum often reaches a
fairly high fignre, the standard deviation (especially fdrbthe more
specific subcategories) will almost'invariably be larger than the mean.

. : » M

MIts main use is in indicating how far above the mean the occasional,
but not tne abnormal?‘paper is‘gOing." (49) |

It is alsovworth notingAtnat the nsdal'procedure of tranSfprm-
ing percentages to standard scores for the purposes of.testing was not

’adopted so that comparisons could be maintained with the data presented

" in prior studies. At all points in the following discussion it will be
clear tnat the use of mean percentages, derived from protocols of vary-

"ing individual lengths, reflect np more than aVerage tendencies for
groups distinguished»by grade, sex; or ability level. -

The mean total statements for ;11,120 subiects in. grades
eight, ten, and twelve;to the story and poem combinedgis 16.71; that is,

.for-theirkresponse papers combined, the‘Subjects wrote an average_of

16.71 statements. The mosga;avored category used in response to both

pieces'of literature is Perception. As Table 6-shows, almost one third

|2



'MEANS AND STANDARD\DEVIATIONS OF RESPONSE

"THE USE OF FORCE" AND 'CORNER" COMBINED

TABLE 6

PERCENTAGES OF THE TOTAL SUBJECTS TO

!

/

132

‘ (N=120)
w
Category/Subcategory ' . ' . Mean S.D.
1 (Engagement) ' , 18.32 17.09
II (Perception) . 32.71 . 23.10
IIT .(Interpretation) - . 26.04 21.87
1V (Evaluation) - 17.47 17.54
v ' (Miscellaneous) - 5.13 8.32
Subcategory 100 , - 0.96 3.34
Subcategory 110. 2.06 5.83
Subcategory 120 2,80 5.73
Subcategory 130 12.51 14.31
Subcategory 200 2.12 5.99
Subcategory 210 2.46 5.74
~ Subcategory 220 0.87 3.18
Subcategory 230 - 21.22 21.92
Subcategory . 240 o 1.75 . 4,91
Subcategory 250 1.01 - 3.42
Subcategory 260. 2.60 5.25
Subcategory 270 “0.54 2.15
Subcategory, 280 0.05 0.48
Subcategory 300 - 1.36 4,18
Subcategory 310 ‘ 0.16 1.04
Subcategory 320 © 14.81 13.16
Subcategory 330 4.90 8.62
Subcategory 340 3.14 6.74
Subcategory 350, 1.69 4,09
Lo 3 . ' _
Subcategory 400 . ‘ 5.19 7.78
Subcategory 410 / . 1.92 3.87
Subcategory 420 o 1.74 11.04
Subcategory 430 2.73 4.99
Subcategory 500 5.13° 8.32




133

(32.17%) of the total respsnses.fall into this categofy. The next most
frequentl& used category of responsé is Interpretafion with 26.04%,
‘ follo;éd by Engagement'(IB.BZZ), Evaluation (17.47%), and Misce{laneous
(5.132). | | |

Table 6 also reveals that the most frequently.used'sﬁbcat-
egory (230: Confént) accouﬁté for 21.22% of the total responses, a
fréquency which exceeds that of two of ;he major categories -- Ehgage?
mehf and Evaluation. The only ogher subcategories which acc0untbfof
more than ;én percent of the total responses are Subcategory 320:
'Interpretation of Content (14.81%)iahd Subcategory 130: Reaction to
Content (12.51%). This c¢ombination of commonly used subcategories
(cumulatively accounting for‘48.54% of all respénses) provides sub-
stantial confirmation of previous research.findings which Spggest that
adolescents respond heav%ﬁ§ to the content of literatﬁre selections.

What emerges, as well, 1is an early indication of students’

breoccupation with the strong narrative elements in the chosen poem.

3

As one eighth érgder put it: "This poem doesn't seem like a poem. It

is more like a story." The ﬁore sophisticatedmaccount offered by a
twelfth grader assefts: "i; is a modern poem as the poet does not adhere
to a;y type of traditional rhythm or rhymeﬁ Thus it is 5ust a ;iece of
refinedpfose -~ with its sentences shortened and condensed into lines."‘

kTable 6 is équally instructive in isolating afeas in which

studenfs &6.395 reéﬁond. Apparenfly they respond hardly at all to the
:1itérary deviCes‘(Subcétegory 220) used in either the story or the poemn,
to literary classification (Subcategoff 270), or to conte#tua} classif-

ication (Subcategory 2865.. In additioﬁ, the students as a whole seenm

little.inclined to make statements of general engagement (Subcategory



134

106), or to draw stylistic inferences. (Subcategory 310) from the two
pieces of literature presented. Hﬁhever, as the:s;bjectiQé analysis
of indiQidual protocois will indicate, thg rather sparse statements
in each of these areas are instructive in separat£;g the "superio;"
from the "average" response“paper, as well as in hdghlighting the
limited atféﬁpts on the part .of selected students at,ail grade levels
“to résﬁond to poetic form. S ' :

The first question to be tesged in this/study has been framed
in the following terms: Are there significant differences acrOss.grade
levels in the patterns of respoﬁsé made by all étudents to the combined

pleces of literature?/ Table 7 introduces a pattern both of stability

and of significant differences throughout the grades which wili be

TABLE 7 o ‘

CATEGORY RESPONSES OF STUDENTS IN- GRADES 8, 10, AND 12
 TO THE STORY AND POEM COMBINED: MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES
AND SIGNIFICAN®E OF DIFFERENCES

Mean Response %'s v : :

Scheffé Comparisons

” Gr.8 Gr.l0 Gr.l2 F Ratio by Grade
Category (N=40) (N=40) (N=40) (df=2;117) Prob.(8~10)(8-12)(10-12)
Engagement 25.55 18.36 ' 10.92 16.86 = k% k Kk %
Perception 34.06 30.38 33.69 0.61 NS ’
Interpretation 12.58 31.73 33.82 28.13  kkk  kkk  kkk NS
Evaluation ~21.43 14.64 16.35 3.31 k0 ok NS NS
Miscellaneous 5.41 4.90 5.09 0.08 NS

* p <.05
*% p <.01
**% p <.,001
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echoed in many of the separate discussions which follow. In their y/

—

combined responses to both the short story and the poem there is a
remarkable.consistency in the priority that students in grades eight,
ten, and twelve accord to Perceptidﬁ; .The rank order of categories
reveals that at grades ten and twelve the students do respond with more
Interpretation than Perception, but the difference in\percentage points
between the two categories is minimal -- 1.35% at grade ten, and O. 13%
at grade twelve. Thus, while Perception is clearly'paramoun at grade
eight, the older students appear to: have established a pattern which -
equates Perception with, Interpretation in terms that make thege most
favored(catégories virtually interchangeable. ¢

of equal importance to these indices of stability is the
highly significant decrease across the grades in the category of
Engagement. By grade .twelve the students have more than halved the
frequency of their expressions of personal involement in their responses
to the story and poem combined.' This movement, however, has the charac-

. .

teristics of a step-wise reduction, falling from a high of 25.66% in
grade eight by 7.3% between grade eight and grade ten, and by a compar-
able 7.437% between grades ten and twelve. By contrast, as indicated
above, the highly significant increase in Interpretation throughout the
grades is confined to differences between gradeé/Eight”ahd ten, and .
grades eight and'twelve. The category of Evaluation, finally, presents
an inconsistent pattern throughout the grades. There is a significant
decrease in the frequency of responses of judgment between grades eight
and ten, with an associated, though insubstantial increase in the

frequency of statements of Evaluation between grades ten and twelve.

Overall, then, the older students in grades ten and twelve reveal greater

v
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similarities with one another, than do eitner group with grade eights.

.

By age fifteen or sixteen many students apparently (1) experience an

uneasiness about expressing their emotional responses though Such
responses may indeed be strongly felts (2) are confident, 1f not
competent, inisearching for meanings in the .literature they read; ano
(3) are less prone than their younger counterparts to evaluate what
they read. b
 These general,anofsomewhat tentative, observations_can.acquire
a sharper focus through an anai&si; of the significant differences which
occur with respect to the subcategories of response as revealed in Table
8. Again, only those subcategories used by at least 15% of the studenc.
) in response to~the story and poem combined will be considered. (Mean
response percentages for the subcategories which dio not qualify for
this analysis, and for the separate-anaiyses for the story and .poem, are
given in Appendix B, Tables A, B, and c.)
Overall significant differences were found in three subcat-
egories for each of Engagement and Perception, for f0ur subcategories
of Interpretation, and for only one subcategory of Evaluation. Subcat-
egories 110 and 120 (Reaction to Litexature and Reaction to Form) reveai
.a homogeneity between pairs of grade ‘1dvels which contrasts sharply with
the pattern for Subcategory 130 (React on to Content) Students in
.grades ten and twelve, unlike those in\gxade eight, make comparatively
few statements whicB reveal their concern for the propriety or moraiity»
.of the work or its author, and avoid impressionistic remarks or the
temptation to recast the work in terms of their private experiences of

it. On the other hand, students in grades eight and ten are almost

equally and heavily disposed to conjectural comments, to those that

g e
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\ TABLE 8 ..
| A » h |
SUBCATEGORY RESPONSE§ OF STUDENTS IN GRADES 8, 10, AND 12 n
TG THE STORY AND POEM COMBINED: MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES

AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

/ " Mean Response %Z's

.1/ ®

_ i Scheffé Comparisons
: Gr.8 Gr.10 Gr.12 F Ratio " by Grade
Subcategory  (N=40) (N=40) (N=40) (df=2;117) Prob. (8-10) (8-12) (10=12)

110 3,45 1.48  1.27 3.48 * NS NS NS
120 5.47 1:28 1.56 15.72 kkkx  kkk  Kkkx NS
130 14.83 14.76 7.94 8.40 *k NS =k ek
200 4,28 1.78 0.31 9.64 £k k  kkxk NS
210 2.10 2.11  3:16 0.59 NS W
230 24,10 21.52 18.02 1.56 © NS ’
240 0.69 1.25 3.30  6.61 % - NS kk *
260 1.61 2.19 4.01 4.01 * NS * NS
300 1.32  1.26 1.49 0.06 NS , .
320 8.77 19.61 16.07 15.88  Kkkk Kk * NS
330 1.52  5.44  7.74 11.60 . *%* *k  kkk NS
340 0.42 3.03 5.97 15.21 = k%% *
399 0.47 2.24 2.36 " 5.56 Xy %
400 7.60 4.74 . 3.23 | 6.82 *2 NS
410 2.77 1.57 1.43 2.95 NS
420 9.22 5.67 8.32 2.27 NS
430 2.14  2.62  3.44 0.25 NS
500 5.41 4.90 - 5.09 0.77 NS
i
* p <.05 \
%k p <,01

k%% p <.001’

ideﬁtify the writer with the ﬁork, and to'autobiographical digressions,

iy

1t is wortl noting, as well, that almost 80% of the Engagement responses

N 7 A
of grade—tw%lve stydents fall into Subcategory 130, _ -

The consistency of overall decreases in responses of Engage-

t

mentc%hroughout th%,grades is rep}aced by a pattern.of_inconsistencies

of movement in ﬁhe subcategories of Perception, Interpretation, and

; )
{ . . /
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' ) )
Evaluation. Subcategory 200 responses (Perception General) exhibit a

highly significant (.001 letel) decrease between gradea‘eight and

twelve,“a decrease significant at the .05 level of probability between

grades eight and ten, and a notable (though not significant) decrease

V
1

between grades ten and twelve. Moet of the statements‘Vitnin this sub-
category refer to difficulties of reading comprehéﬁsion (e g. "I didn't
understand the last paragraph of the poem,' ar mOne word that I found
hard to think about and I got snagged on it;waé 'imperceptible .M
Therefore, the pattern unearthed in this analysis is highl?’predictable
and easily explained in terms of the relative lACk of a&oblems which

the glder groups of students have at this level ofuunderstanding. For

L

Subcategory 230 (Statements of Content) -- the most. popular subcategory

of response overall -- a steady? though not 51gnificant decrease

4

throughout the grades was apparent. Incthis case, the quality and

purpose of an obvious predilection for retelfing or paraphrase on theé
h
part of most students is an important mitter for later considerion.

in grade eéﬁrt. This gradua

about mood, pace, point of view, and SO'OnZthpughout the grades is
0 <
paralleled by signifjcant increases in references to the structure of

the work'(Subcategory 240), and an increaae, though?rather less marked, —

N a ¥ _
of attentionxpaidAen elements of the language of the work (Subcategory

<

2190 . -

Differences among the grade levef responses are sigpificant

in ten of a possible fifteen between group comparisons for Subcategories

of Interpretation.‘ Mimetic, Typological, and gortatory Interpretation

v

i

e

o
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(Subkategories 330, 340 and 350) exhibit a steady increase in percent-
ages throughout the grades with the differences proving significantw

at least at the 05 level of probability between virtually all pairs

of grade levels. (The‘only exceptions were restricted to comparisonS‘~

: between grades ten and twelve for Mimetic Interpretation and Hortatory

Interpretation.) Thus, at the same time as the grade—tdélve students

were responding moreifrequently with complex statements of mimesis, .

theorizing at'higher levels of abstraction, and eliciting the didactic

elements of the works, the grade-ten students were confining themselves

rather more to character analysis,.and{inferential responses about the

.
4

author, or the temporality of the works. These preoccupations are
reflected in the levels of significance for Subcategory 325JZintirpret—
ation of Content)’where the increase in percentages between grédes

eight and ten (8.77% to 19.61%) proved significant at the .001 level of

probability, but only at the .01 level of probabillty between grades

f

eight and‘twelve.
Although all ‘four subcategories of Evaluation were usef with
Sufficlent frequenc§ to quahifyfkor analysis of variance, only Sybecat-

egory 400: Evaluation Ceneral provided an overall significant differ-

ence.’ As Table 8 ipdicates, ‘the twelfth—graders responded with the -

vague evaluative statements cbaracteristlc’ot this subcategory with
less than half the frequency of eighth—graders - 7 60% and 3. 237
respectively : It is jqét :s hnportant to note, at this stage, that
tne descriptlve, non*ju;gmental application of the Purves schema

-

reveals that eighth-graders appear to make slightly more ‘of the specific

,.J‘ L4

‘evaluative responses of the author s method or technique (Subcategory
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b to distinguish statements of the order,,"This story is put together
well," from adequately documented accounts of specific intricacies of

[y

an author ] craft: \

One other difference regarding fluency among the grades
should be n&ntioned For total statements written in response to the [
story and poem combinéd an F ratio of 27 43 and an overall difference )

"significant at the .001 level of probability wereﬁrecorded. StudentSs

N in grade twelve wrote significantly more statements (20.63 mean state—

ments) . than students in grade temn (16. 73) or grade eight (12.79),

7

Responses to "The Use: of Force"

£ S

In their written responses to the selected short story, "The

o Use of Forée" by William Carlos Williams, tpe Subjects as a whole
% i :
averaged 17.61 statementi/*’ﬂs 1ndicated in Table 9 the preferred mode

/
of response was Perception which accOunted for 31.81% of the responses.

The nexggmost favoxed mode ‘was Interpretation with 24.83%. Interesting—

ly, the categories of Engagement and Evaluation displayed almost
identical mean --— 18 91% and 18.98% respectively
‘ The pattern of distributton for subcategories of re5ponse is
'\entirely in ‘line with that already unearthed for the story.an& poem‘

combined. Only three subcategories individually accoun;ed for ten per

1"

cent of- the total reSponses to "The Use of Force.' These were 230:

o ’3

Content (23.91%),° 320 Interpretation of Content (13. 854), and 130

. Reaction to. Content (13. 13%). All of the rem&ining subcategories, with

@ 9

A
the exception of 500 Miscellaneous (5: ﬁ8ﬁ§y“fail to: account for five.

g \ 27 ;
per cemt of‘resp?nses to the dtory.

| . _
SO S
A FR ;y#;\_ o

.
3
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MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF RESPONSE
PERCENTAGES OF THE TOTAL SUBJECTS TO

TABLE 9

"THE USE OF FORCE" |

(N=120)

141

Category or Subcategory Mean S.D.
I (Engagement) ’ 18.91
11 (Perception) 31.81
I11 (Interpretation) 24.83

Y (Evaluation) 18.98
v s(Miscellaneous) 5.28
Subcategory 100 - 0.66 2.33
Subcategory 110 ’ 1.64 4.30
,Subcategory 120 ' 3.50 6.47
Subcategory 130 13.13 14.18
Subcategory 200 1.23 4.18
Subcategory 210 2.38 5.32
Subcategory 220 0.15 1.00
Subcategory 23.91 22.80
Subcategory’ 1:29 3.01
‘Subcategory 1.11 4,11
Subcategory 1.57 3.80
Subcategory 0.26 1.31
Subcategory " 0.08 0.64
Subcategory 300 1.09 4.34
Subcategory® 310 - 0.02 0.20
'Subcategory 320 13,85 11.83
Subcategory 330 4.61 7.85
Subcategory 340 2.89 6.03.
Subcategory 350 2.43 4.77
Subcategory 400 0.05 0.07
Subcategory 410 2.35 4,11
Subcategory 420 8.56 11.84
Subcategory 430 2.63 (/ggg;
Subcategory 500 5.28 8.38
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»

An analysis of the grade—ievel distributions (Table 10)

reveals significant differences within the categories of Engagement

and Ihterpretation, Again, .the eighth-grade students responded fa}

more frequently in the category of Engagement than did the older

p -

students. The expectedreversal of this pattern for Interpretation is

[ Ry

o

also in evidence, with twalfth—gradersA(35.444) and tenth-graders
(28.70%) writing a far greater percentage of statements in this

category than. eighth-graders (153?5%).

TABLE 10

CATEGORY RESPONSES OF STUDENTS IN GRADES 8, 10, AND 12

o TO "THE USE OF FORCE': MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES

N AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES ' ’

» . . . \

///, | ‘ “\Mean Response %'s

Schefﬁe Comparisons .

'Gr.8 Gr.10 Gr.l2 F Ratio ggggrade

Category “y(N=40)(N=40) (N=40) (df=2;117) Prob. (8-10)Y(8~12) (10-12)
Engagement 26.72 17.71 12.30° 8.42 *kk NS.  *kx *
Perception 33.10 32.96 29.37 0.34 NS
Interpretation 10.55 28.70 35.24 19.17 *kk *kk k% NS
Evaluation 23.62 15.43 17.88 2.22 NS
Miscellaneous 5.11 5.23 5.50 0.02 NS

* p <.05

*% p <.01 -
**k p <.001
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" Examination of the rank order of the major categories within
each grade level reinforces a pattern of similaritiee between grades
ten and twelve which can be contrasted with that disclosed for grade

_,eight.b At\grade twelve Interpretation is followed'by Perception,
. Eralnation,and Engagement, while at grade ten Perception is followed
by Interpretation, Engagement and Evaluatlon in that order. The twin
reversals of’Perception and Interpretation, "and Engagement and Eval-
uation in: these rankings are of less importance than the higher
priorlty placed on Engagement and Evaluation-at grade eight, associated
as it is with the low percentage “of Interpretatlon responses. Put
. \Pnother way, not only is the figure for Interpretation at grade erght
the lowest for all four major categorieq'at-all three grade levels, it
{s also separated from the third ranking Evaluation by 13.07 percentage}”
points at this. grade level. (. )
In addltion, among the subcategories for "The Use of Force"
*ﬂflfour of five overall significant differences occur under the umbrella
of Interpretation gTable 11) . For 320:‘Interpretation of Content,
differenceé'are again siénificant at/thei.OOI‘level of prohability\
between grades,eight and-ten, and grades eight and twelve, with the
lolder students showing much more inclination to search for meanings in-
'the story, and to purSue questions of character motivation. 'WhileA
students in grades ten and twelve make approximately the same frequency
oﬁgmoralistic responses,'the grade twelve‘students, as might be expect-
ed, make conSiderablquore typologrgal responses located wrthin the
larger universe of enperiences.which they inhabit. - i

The only other signifieant difference’within subcategories

was found for IZO:VReaction to Form. The story {tself traffics in



144
TABLE 11
SUBCATEGORY RESPONSES OF STUDENTS IN 'GRADE 8, 10, AND 12

TO "THE USE OF FORCE!": MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES
: - AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

7

Mean Résponse %Z's

~ .Sgheffé Comparisons
Gr.8 Gr.l0 Gr.l2 F Ratio ) by Grade
Subcategory ~(N=40)(N=40)’(N=40) (df=2;117)‘Prob.(8-10)(8*12)(10—12)

.31 0.62° NS

© 110 2.26 1.36 1
120 '7.52 1.40 1.60 14 H9 *kk  kkk  *kkkx NS
130 15.97 14.28 9.15 0.08 NS
210 2.67 2.45 2.02 0.8 NS
230 23.65 26.69 21.39 - 0.54 NS
240 1.18 0.76 . 1.93 1.58 NS
260 2.46 0.57 1.68 S 2.56 NS
320 6.87 17.64 17.02 12.46 Kkk  kkk  kkk NS
330 - 1.57 5.22 7.03 5.40 kK NS k% NS.
340 0.32 1.88 6.48 13.68 kkk . NS  kkx Kk
350 0.74 3.30 . 3.24 3.95° * * NS NS
400 7.02 5.27 4.20 1.47 NS .
410 3,23 1.72  2.12 1.45 NS °
420 11.43. 6.28 7.99 1.99 NS
430 2.16 2.16 . 3.57 1.37 NS
500 5.11 5.23 5.50 0.06 NS
* p <.05 -
*%k P <,01
f ]

*x*% p <,001

strong emotions, with a high. level of overt conflict; so that, within
the framework of a general and prevailing ‘desire to inform the reader
of their emotional reactions,»the grade—eights in this sample provided.
a wide range of strongly worded" comments, usually obJecting to the
‘starkne;; of the picture with which Wwilliams confronted them. Suct:9
considerations would aécount, as Well, for the stéfgments of géneral

evaluation (Sﬁﬁcétegory 400), and the rather more specific¢ accounts

@
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of the adtﬁor's craft (Suboategory 420) which tnsge younger‘sfudenta
made in.non-signifioant but substantially greater frequencies than
students in grades ten and tnelve.'

\ It could be argued that "The Use of Force" produced a higher

frequency of Engagment and Evaluative reactions from the grade-eights

because of the'story"s relative closeness to their exoeriences. How~

-eyer, as the following discussion indicates, the younger students

.

lresponded with only slightly 1owe¥ percentages of statements of Engage—

ment and Evaluation for the poem, despite the difference in age of the

protagonist and the possibly greater relevance of the’conflict situation

\

to older adolescents. As a corollary, and perhapa more surprisingly,

the older grade-twelve students responded with slightly more Engdgement .

|

A Comparison With Othér Studies (1)
7

for '"'The Use‘of Force' than for "Corner'.

As indicated in Chapter Three, "The Use of Force" was ‘selected
for this study so that the pattern of response preferences for a sample
of Australian students could be incidentally compared with the results

»

reported in the studies by Purves (1968), and Purves, Foshay, and
Hansson (1973). . | ]
, A more direct comparison is possible'with the former study

fhan'with the latter, because Purves (1968) did in faect code the actual

written responses of 100" American students (43 thirteen-year-olds and

; 57 seventeen-year-oids) to the story. Therefofe,vboth the mode‘ofu

' responSe and two grade levels (eight,and twelve) for the American and :

3
\

Australian samples .are strictly comparable. On the other hand, the IEA

study, as indicated in bhapter Tvo,.madebuse‘of a Response Preference

(
o
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\Questionnaire with national sampleszaged fourteen and eighteen. These:
differences in response measure andgagg will‘lead to rither more
tentative conclusions regarding cross-cultural similarities when the

results for the Australian students are compared with those from the
other English—speaking countries of the IEA study.

When the combined responses'of stydents at grade eight and

grade twelve in' this and the Purves suﬂdy are examined, Perception is

Seen to be favored by both national samples. The preference, however,

' ig somewhat more marked for the American students who respond with an
. : p:

——r

average of 39.96% of their tota1|responses in this category, as
compared with 31.24% for the Aue;ralian eample.A The rank order for
the remaining categories reveals some interesting f ntrasts. After
' Perception, the American students favor ﬁlehation (24 69%), Engage-
ment_(2l;26%), and Interpretation (11.55%). The Australian students:
on the other_hand, resoond with nearlg twice aa many statements of
Interpretation (22.90%) as their second choicea following this Qith
Evaluation (19.88%) and Engagement (19.51%). |

Table 124reveals some quite specific contrasts (as well as
some notable similarities) betweenAthe American and Australian
students at'both the grade4eignt and grade-twelve levels. 1In particular,
the older American students represent somethlng of an enigma in their
heQ\K (24 8%) commitment to Engagement responses, By contrast, the
gdrop in Engagement responses from 26.72% at grade eight to 12. 30%
at grade twelve places the Australian students more firmly in a tradition
which disdains expressions of persomal reaction in the‘pre—university
year. rTﬁe force of this unexpected pattern is underlined further when

the frequencies ‘for the most popular subcategory of Engagement (130
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COMPARISON OF MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES TO

TABLE 12

""THE USE OF FORCE" FOR GRADE EIGHT AND GRADE TWELVE

'SUBJECTS IN THE PURVES STUDY AND THIS STUDY:

CATEGORIES AND SELECTED SUBCATEGORIES

147

MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES

Subcategory

c R GRADE 8 “ GRADE 12
ategories and
Subcategories PURVES THIS, STUDY PURVES THIS STUDY
) (N=43) (N=40) (N=57) (N=40)
I Engagement 18.13 26.72 24.38 12.30
I1 Perception 33. 33.10 46.67 29.37
IIT Interpretation 10. 10.55 12,79, 35.24
IV Evaluation 35. 23.62 14.29 17.88
V Miscellaneous 2,22 . 5.11 2.87 5.50
N . ~ ‘/'
Subcategory 120 3.90 7.52 5.71 1.60
Subcategory 130 13.18 15.97 16.46 9.15
Subcategory 200 - 0.23 1.66 1.53 0.29
Subcategory 210 " 3.68 2.67 2.20 2.02 .~
Subcategory 220 0.53 0.23 1.71 0.21
Subcategory 230 21.49 . 23.65 32.25 ©21.29
Subcategory 240 0.87 1.18 - 0.78 1.93
Subcategory 250 1.55 1.24 1.91 1.30
Subcategory 260 0.38 2.46 1.13 1.68
Subcategory 270 1.60 0.00 1.48 0.65
Subcategory 280 1.00 0.00 1.17 0.08
Subcategory 300 3.63 1.04 2.42 -1.48
Subcategory 320 0.95 - 6.87 - 3.23 17.02
Subcategory 330 5.01 - 1.57 . 5.97 7.03
Subcategory 340 1.16 A 0.32 1.26 6.48 =
Subcategory 350 1.73 '0.74 2.48 3.24
Subcategory 400 ©8.30 7.02 3.14 4,20
Subcategory 410 2.53 3.23 2.26 2.12
Subcategory 420 18.95 11.43 3.94 7.99
Subcategory 430 8.05 2.16 3.87 3.57
! 500 2.22 5.11 2.87 5.50

Reaction to Content) are examined.

érade twelves (16.46%) and the Australian grade eights (15.97%) aré

virtually identical.

fere, the figures for the American-
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\
~ .

A rather more expected patterm of similarity occurs for
Intetpretation, but only‘at the.grade'eight level, where bdth national
samples respond with low and strictly comparable figures -- 10.327 and
10.55%. .The increase in Interpretation responses for the Australian
'grade twelves is ten times that for their American counterparts,

nresenting a gain across the two grade levels of '24,69% and 2. 47%
respeetiyely. This fact that the older Ame:lcan students did not
respnnd witthubstantial Interpretation is Just as surprising as their
predilection for Engagement.I 'M;£

Purves'comments ln pazeing on the drop in frequency of
Evaluation, and the rise in frequency for Perceptlon for the American
grade twelves as being "probably explainable in terms of the high :
schnpl curriculum." (1968, 51) While similar movements are found for
the Australian grade twelves,vthey are not quite as dramatlc. For
Evaluation, in.particular, the grade—eight American stndents respond
with far greater frequency than Australian grade—eights (35.09% as
‘"oppnsed to 23.62%). Thebyounger American students.made most of their
additional statements in this area in Subcategefies 420 and 430: Evalu-

ation of Methed and Evaluation of the\Author's Visionl It is clear,
as well, that most of the additional Perception responses which the
American grade-twelves make are within Subcategory 230: Content What
is not altogether evident is how Purves would relaii this increased

|
‘attention to retelling and paraphrase at the grade—twelve level to the

effects of 1iterature insttuction, unless within the context of such

activities as plot summaries or book reports.
Unﬁortunately for this comparison, Purves gives no indication

of his sampling procedures, and it may be that'at'least part of the
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discrepancybin Engagement, Interpretation, and Perception responses can
‘bf ;ttribuged to the deliberate inclusion in this study of a substan-
tiéffnumber of students designated as superior by their Eéachers. The
intérview schedule, reported beiow, sheds at least some indifect.light
on the criteria by whiqﬁ these studénts w;re selected, underlining in
the process the’rhetoéical\étgatééies which the'Aus;ralianlteachers
valued most in the wriEIng/Bé their students. |

It is worth repeating that in the IEA study, students were

asked to choose five questioﬁs (out of a possible twenty) which;they
consid;red most important to ask about“"Thé Use of Force." The
éuestions provided covefed the range of Purves' subcategories, with

the exception éf the general subcatego;igs and Miscellanequsl(i.e.>100,
200, 300, 400 and 500). - Of the mény_reéults of analysis reported in
Chébter Ei ht of the IEA study, those most relevant to this discussio-
céncern the comparative response preferences of fourteen- and eightee: :
year—olas ﬁrom the United Staﬁes, Englénd, and New Zealand.

. If one cqﬂéines gttention to the most popular subcategories
(defined as those chosen by at least 25%lof students at eéch agelievel
in each country), a remarkable commonalitj‘emerges, both between age
1evels“and across and within the national samples. The majority of
preferred questions fall within the following configuration of sub-

|

g categories:

310 ' ~
230 320 “

120 250 . 340 410
' 260 350
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of immediate interest is the desire evinced by students at

150

both fourteeﬁ apd eighteen to interpret the story. In fact, between
36% and 46% of‘the younger students chose questions of typological
interpretation, hortatory interpretdtion, and interpretation of content,
somet imes inAéreater frequencies than the older étudents. Y;r example,
,46% of American fOurteen—xfar—olds chpse typological interpretation,
while this most soghisticated,'generalizing apﬁroach was chosen by only
30% of the older American students. This unlikely pattern was reversed
by the New 7ealand students, with 487 of the eighteen-year-olds and |
only 27% ‘of the fourteen—year—oldé betraying an inferestviﬁ Subcateglry
340'. The most. popular interpretive question, chosen by nearly 40% of
all sfudents in the three countries, was related to Subcategory 350:
"Is there a lesson to be learned from 'The Use.of Forcé'?"

As other researchers (e.g. Hansson, 1973, and Nicol, 1572)
have shown,_tﬁere can be a considérable differencé between the |
indication of a desire to respond to literature in particular ways, and
the abilit} to\actually verbalize those requﬁses. Looked at in this
way, the significant.increaseﬁ in Interpre;ation responsés for the
Australian students may or may not represeﬁt a developing facility in

"the actual discussion of such questions as character motivation,

Bortatory meanings, . and the wider typological issues raised in "The Use

of Force." Only the subsequent qualitative analysis of student writing

t
9

will be able to answer Fhis qqestion. ' ‘ >
Further'dnomélie& relate to the use of a Response Question-

paire as the sole instrument for tapping respohsg. For example; Purvgs'

Question which corresponds to Subcaﬁegory 410: Affective Evaluation is:

I

"poes the story succeed in getting me involved in the situation?™. The
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Australian students appeared to accord less importance to this question,

though it was chosen by about 40% of all populations in the other

-

national samples. It is extremely unlikely, however, hat in the free
written response, statements of the order "The story is compelling,

intriguing, deeply‘moving, etc."” would oceur mote than once. Possibly, '

as well, the parallef wording for Subcategory 120: "What emotions does

i

. the story arouse in qe”" prompted the IEA students to select this

Engagemert question more frequently than Subcategory 130.  The reSults
" \

of coding of written responses for the Australian samplé and Purves

i - ’
Amerlcan sample has revealed that conJecture, iEEntification, and other

, ) : C I -
comments under Subcategory 130 are more frequently occurring than those

for Subcategory 120. The way out of this dilemma is to‘acknowledg%, as
has already been suggested, the difficulty of separating the more
finely focused statements Wf Engagement and Evaluation which are differ

: , N
entiated in the Purves systej. ‘ >

&
The invitation to trace the movements in a simple, yet

intense, conflict renders Subcategory 230: Content a popular and in-

evitable choice for all stgdents in the IEA study as well as for those

in this investigation. The only other Percepti n Subcategories consis-

4ten wi  chosen were 250: Structure and 260:Tone. gain, the wording of

"oy s D
e, % ‘ R
%;”wtﬁkisxructuralmquestion "How ddes 'The Use of Forge' build up’ Haw is

- -‘aﬁ..»'

B

i oﬁganized7"’refle§¢s an interest in the patterning of the story's

a5

u“‘cpnflic Sfrangely, however, while Purves lists factors such as tone,

af{;‘f;

,effbnt,umood pace, point of view, 1llusion, and orientation as coming
}{ : under the aegis of Subcategory 260, the related question is: "What is

L . mhe writer s opinion of, or attitude toward the peOple in 'The Use of
S /

Force'?" ‘This implied_concentration,on point of'view makes it difficult
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to tell whether the IEA students would respond/differently to a

b .

question embrécing more of the range of concerns listed for the sub-

N

categdfy. What is clear is that the Australian students share a lack

of interest in the more specific technical questions of literary

z
4

devices, relation o

technique to content, 1itéra§y classification,

‘and contextual cVassification as applied to "The Use of Force,' which
Kmerican, and New Zealand studsndg indicate by not choo::r
"

the EngliSh,

N,

/”ing these questions with any dégree of consistency.

The Wustralian students resemble the Amegicans in the . .

we

fel;tive infrequency with wﬁich they lean to questions raised b&idfO:

Evaluation of,Methd 430: Evaluation of Author's Vigdon. Both the

. English and Neg Zealand students, at ﬁggrteen and eighteen, add Sub-
category 420 to their list 6f important questions, with the English
students exhibjiting a more evaluative bent by adding Subcategory 430

at eighteen. o
v ‘ ‘ @
" : : In summary, then, the responses of this study's sample of v

. . . v I

Australlan students to "The Use of Force" are closer in general outline

v & 3 .
and composition to the American samplegin g#€ IEA study than to either

English or New Zealand samples. Howevef;;there are marked differ-
ences af tﬁé levéls‘of Engagement and Interpretation whicﬁ clearly
‘differentiate older students 1in this Adstralian saﬁple ffom-;he American
students of the same age in Purves' (1968) study. Thege contradictory
patterns point fo the need to supplement and verify the’fe§u1ts of the
checked-preference method 6f measuring response changes against an exam-

ination of actual protocols written by individual students.

¢ 713

[+
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Responses_to "Corner"
T4 :

Responses to Ralph Pomeroy's poem "Corner" averaged 15.82

statementgir Table 13 reveals the most popular category of response-
‘to be Perception with 33 61% of the responses.. Other categoriesdin

‘order wereﬁ Interpretatlon (27.26%); Engagement (17.72%); Evaluation

o f' 24

.

(15.97%); and Miscellaneous (4.99%)-
. In strict accord with the results already discussed, the
most- popular subcategories were again 230: Content (18.52%), 320

Interpretation of Content (15.78%), and 130} Reaction to Content’

(11 88%). Disregarding Miscellaneous responses, only two other sub-

categories accounted separately for over five per cent‘of the total

" responses. These were 330: Mimetic Interpre ation (5. 19%3, and 420:
Evaluation of Method (6 917) It is also.wqrth noting, at this stage, ' é
that the” c0mbined figure for the subcategories dealing with language

‘and literary devices (210 and 220) amounted to only L. 13% of the j

. corpus of statements for the poem) '

Analysis of variance applied to the mean percentages of

grade level responses reveals an identical pattern of significant

differences at the category level as was obtained for the story (Table

Lo oA S s S S 0 el el

14). Grade—eight and grade-ten students again'wrote significantly

more statements of Engagement than did grade twelve students The

AL

e & e

- expected corollary also holds, in that students in grades ten and
twelve provide significantly more statements of Interpretation than do
the younger students.y~Sinilarly, EvaLuation is at a peak in grade

' eight (19 25%), declining to almost 1dentical}frequencies at grades

ten and twelve (13 85% and 14.82%) .

3



TABLE 13
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF RESPONSE  * .
PERCENTAGES OF THE TOTAL SUBJECTS TO ""CORNER"
(N=120) . .
Category or Subcategory Mean s S.D.
1 (Engagement) | K 17.72 ‘17.38
11  (Perceptionm) . 33.61 23,45
I11 (Interpretation) ’ 27.26 22.63
1v (Evaluation) , 15-97, 17.00
v (Miscellaneous) 4.99 8.43 =
Subcategory 100 1.25 4.10
Subcategory 110 - 2,49 7.02
Subcategory 120 2.10 o 4,80
Subcategory 130 11.88 ' 14.47
Subcategory 200-- ) 3.02 . 7.28
Subcategory 210 A 2.53 6.15
Subcategory 220 1.60 4.27
Subcategory 230 18.52 20.75
Subcategory 240 2.20 6.23
Subcategory 250 v 0.92 2.56
Subcategory 260 . - 3.64 6.91
Subcategory 270 0.82 2.72
Subcategory 280 0.02 - 0.24
Subcategory .-300 ° 7 1.63 4.01
Subcategory 310 0.31 1.45
Subcategory -~ 320 15.78 - 14.35
Subcategory 330 ‘ 5.19 9.35
Subcategory 340 3.39 7.39
Subcategory 350 - 0.96 e - 3.12
Subcategory 400 h 4.88 8.11
Subcategory 410, g 1.49 3.58
' Subcategory 4207 6.91 10.16
Subcategory 430 2.83 . 5.52
Subcategory 500, 4,99 8.43.

A
E]
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. ‘ .. ' TABLE 14

CATEGCORY RESPONSES OF STUDENTS IN GRADES 8, 10, AND 12
.. TO "CORNER": MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES
AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

Mean -Response 7's

-Scheffé Comparisons

) Gr.8 - Gr.10 .  Gr.l2 F Ratio . " by Grade -
Category §N=40)(§340) (N=40) (df=2;117)Prob.(8-10) (8412) (10-12)
Engagement . 24.61 19.01  9.55 8.66 Akk NS  kkk  *
Perception 35.02- 27.81 38.00 ) 2.03 NS . _ _
Interpretation 14.61 34.77 32.40 11510, ***% *kk *% NS
Evaluation 19.25 13.85 14.82 - 1.15 NS ‘
Miscellaneous 5.71  4.57 4.67-  0.22 NS
. .
. ) - = . : ~\7.» . . : {’»-
«p <.05 | S A
*% P <.01 ’ ' . ) . ) . \ v
**%.p <.001 . ' '

The rank order of categories reveals some slight, yet notable,_.”

&

.4 differences within the grade levels. The two most favored categories
at grades ten and twelve are- reversed over the pattern discovered for

elve students

the story. In their responses to the poem t
- ' :
provided a greater frequency of statements of Perception
{ . A\ - .
“this category'rank higher than Interpretation (32.40%). By c

.

%) , making

the gréde-ten étudents responded less frequeﬁtly with Perception\

(27.81%) and more frequently with Interpretation (34.77%); revefsi g in
) , { '
the process their-order of preference for the poem as opposed to the

story. The grade-eights,xon the other hand, by increasing their con-
centration on Interpretation and decreasing their concern witthvz}—'
. . B I

uation, reduced the distance between these, their least favg»éd .

categories, to 4.64 percentage points. /

(e
R

CodAneli
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Table lS]reflects'some of these shifts of emphasis for
R " : -

"Corner" at the subcategory level. Of the three subcategorie; of

g
Interpretation which reveal anm: overall significant difference, two are

confined to significant differencdg between grades eight and twelve

This, as indicated previously, the oldest students continue to exhibit

an . ability to generalize at both the mimetic and typological levels

- which eludes the youngest students. Moreover, the poem appears to

have prompted considerably more interpretations of content from both
the grade-eight and grade-ten students, and commensurately fewer state-

ments at this level ofiinterpretation from the grade-twelve students.
As-a ‘tesult, differences for Subcategory 320, while not significant

between grades eight and twelve, remaini31gnificant at the’ .01 level
s ﬂ 1

_ of'probability between grades eight an@ﬂten._ B . jLT

In addition, "Corner" prdﬁhced two significant differences

¢

for subcategories of Engagement and a significant difference for the

general subcategory of Evaluation, Subcategories 120\and 130 (Reaction

©

- to Form and Reaction to Content) reveal an overall significant decrease

through the gra . M is rather surprising that the between-grade

comparisons for Subcategory 130 exhibit a significant difference only

 between grades ten and twelve. While grade?twelve students wrote a

predictably small percentage of autobiographical, conjectural, or
identification comments, the grade—ten students surprise by responding
with more frequent statements,of this order than grade-eights. More

o

understandable is the overall significant decline of general evaluative

v » N - -

responses (Subcategory 400) from grade eight to grade twelve. As far

.as the more specific subcategories of Evaluation are concerned however,

;the younger students continue to provide responses in a frequency which



TABLE 15

¢
i

K A
SUBCATEGORY RESPONSES OF STUDENTS IN GRADES 8, 10, AND 12
"~ . TO "CORNER": MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES s
" AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

Mean Response %'s

, . . Scheffé Comparisons °
. Gr.8 G6r,10 Gr.12 F Ratlo by Grade
Subcategory (N=40) (N=40) (N=40) (df=2;117) Prob..(8-10)(8-12)(10—12)

110 4.64 1.60 1.23 2.94 NS . ' ,
120 3.61 1.16 1.53 3.14 * NS NS, NS
130 13.70 15.24 6,72 4.14 E NS NS *
200 6.90 1.83 0.32 10.36 dkek kk  kkk NS
210 1.52 1777  4.31 2.58 NS : .
220 0.07. 1.05 . 3.67 8.54 = kkk - NS  Kkkk *
230 24.54 16.36 14.66  2.67 NS
240 0.19 1.74 4.68 5.77 kk NS *k NS
260 0.76 3.81 6.34 7.22 *k NS  ** - NS
300 1.60 .79  1.49 0.06 NS o
320 10.66 ?1.58 15.11 6.38 - % ek NS NS
330 1,47 -5.67  8.45 6.14 k& NS kk NS
340 0.52 4.17 = 5.47 5.14 k% NS *k NS
400 8.17 4.20 2.26 5.99 ke NS k& NS
410 - 2.32 1.43  0.74. 1.99 NS
4207 7.02 5.06 8.65. ©1.26 NS
430 2.12 3.08 3.30 - 0.51 NS

< 500 5.71 4.57 4.67 0.43 NS

o % p <.05 S : N
*%k P <.01 . :

*kk <.001
NP

matches that forxﬁhe'older studénts. For example, for Subcategory 420:

MW

Evaluation of Method, the freduency for grade—twelve students was 8.65%
. , f ‘ .
, , . ‘ \
which is very similar to the 7.02% for grade-eight students.
. Four of the six subcétegories of Perception which qualified

for analysis_of,vafiance exhibited significaﬁt differences across the

Ta

g}ades. First, Subcategory 200: Perception Gemneral accounted §0r

®

e L SRR
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ifferences significant at the .00l level of- probability between grades

eight and twelve, and at the .01 level of probability between grades

‘*eight and ten. The gé!de-eight students, as might be expected, found

much of theslanguage ot action (or rather inaction) of the poem
ST

difficﬁlt to comprehend On the other hand, the gradeétwelve studgnte

made Eﬁgniﬁicantly more statements con%&ﬁﬁﬁng the structure of the

“»Qg
poen fgubcategory 240), and '1isted the poet's 1iterary devices. (Sub-

category 220) with/far greater frequency than did either group of
younger students The grade twelves, as well, show significantly more '

interest in matters reflecting the poenm's tone, mood, pace, effect, or

.-

point of view (Subcategory 260).

' Finally, while the remaining two. Subcategories of Perception
e .
(210: Language and 230: Content) do not prOV1de significant differences,

1 -

their\pattern across the grades is of interest. The, poem calls forth :

 respectable percentage of statements concerning diction, syntax, sound

natterns and the like from grade-twelve students. The frequency for
this subcategory at' grade twelve (4.31%) is greater than the combined
frequencies for grades eight and ten. Also, the overall increases in.
perceptional statements for moséibf the subcategories accounts_for the

reductiOn,\at grade twelve, in the frequency of comments devoted‘to

recounting or paraphrase. o ﬁ /

Differences in the Respofises to "The Use of Force' and "Cormer"
In the response preferences for the story and poem combined
and for the story and poem’ taken separately, significant differences

¥

between the grades occur consistently, yet 1arge1y within the limits

gy
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of the categories and subcategories of Engagement and Interpretation.

When the combined tesporses to "The Use of Force" are compared

di\rgctly with those for”"Corner" an e‘?en more limited array‘_ signif-—
icant differences'emerges. Results of this compariSOn'for the total::
subjects are prOVided in Table 16. Comparisons at each grade level
appear in Appendix B, Tables, D, E and F.

’ As much of the previous discussion has foreshadowed, the
category responSes for the Storyvand the poem are virtuaIly identical.

For Engagement the difference in mean percentages is 1.29%; for

Perception, 1 80%; for Interpretation, 2.437%; for Evaluation, 2. 917%;

»
.

and for Miscellaneous, 0. 29% While iﬁ/any strict sense this pattern

. of mirrored responses is not generalizable to the generic entities,

"short stories" and "poetry,' it provideslsubstantial evidence of the
constraints inherent in the rationale for the selection of "Corner"
as the poem for analysis. It still seems reasonable however, that the

choice of a recognizable lyric as Opposed to a comparable narrative

’ would have channelled responses into appropriate Subcategories of

Perceptior at the expense of Interpretatiqn.

| Again, while Table 16 reveals a total of six subcategories
showing'signiﬁicant differences between the storX‘and the~poem, only
twg of these subcategories allow cautious inferences to be drawn regard-
ing the responses of the total Subjects to different literary forms.
"Corner" received significantly higher percentages for Subcategory 200:

: \
?erception General and, significantly lower percentages for Subcategory

o
-230: Content. At the same time as the poem presented difficulties in

reading‘comprehension, it prompted far fewer retellings than the story.

l
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TABLE 16
‘: ; !»\‘\')c
: IRt ‘
SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES IN RESPONSES
TO "“THE USE OF FORCE" AND 'CORNER"
CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES

Mean Response %'s o ..

. "Use of Force" =~ "Corper" F Ratio

Category/Subcategory (N=120) (N=120) (df=1; 238) 'Prob.
Engagement ’ 18.91 ' 17.72 0.52 NS
Perception 31.81 33.61 0.51 NS
Interpretation 24.83 27.26 " - 0.27 NS
Evaluation 18.98 - 15.977 3.28 NS
Miscellaneous ‘ 5.28 4.99 0.76 NS -
Subcategory 110 1.64 - 2.49 1.34 NS
Subcategory 120 3.50 2.10 4,23 *

' Subcategory 130 13.13 ©-11.88 0.54 NS
Subcategory’ 200 1.23 3,02 6.29 + o

_ Subcategory 210 . 2.38 2.53 0.05 » Ne
‘Subcategory 230 ‘ 23:91 ' 18.52 4,93 *
Subcategory 240 - 1.29 2.20 2,45 NS
Subcategory. 260 . . 1.57 3.63 8.36" %%
Subcategory 300 - 1.09. 1.63 - 0.96 "NS
‘Subcategory 320 13.85 15.78 1.96 NS
Subcategory 330 4.61 5.19 0.41 - NS
Subcategory 340 2.89 3.39 0.53 NS
Subcategory 350 2.43 0.96 110.06 P L
Subcategory 400 5.50 4.88 -7 .0.60 NS
Subcategory 410 S 2.35. : 1.49 4,34 : *
-Subcategory 420 . - 8.56 , 6.91 1.78 NS
Subcategory 430 - 2.63 2.83 0.12 . NS
Subcategory 500 . 5,28 4.99 - 0.08 .~ NS

* p <.05
%% p <.01 . -

That’j.’s, the subjects as a whole find predictable problems with the
language of poetic narrathe, yet . forego, at 1east 1n some measure, a

propensity t,’getrace the -steps in the sequence of events on which the

poem builds.
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The fourAremaining significant subcategories‘reflect_an
apparently heterogeneous range of differences which could result from

the accidental juxtaposing of any two literary stimuli, rather than

from the presentation of different literary genres. On one level,
"The Use of Force' appgars to make a more direct appeal to the emotions
: | ‘ ; , :

_of these adolestent readers;uso'that they respono in kind bf‘providing

a,sfgnificantly greater number;of testinonies which chart the intensityv

of this arousal of emotion (Subcategory 410: Affective Evaluatiom).

"o 1

and so

Having found the story "repelling," "disturbing," "absorbing,'

on, the older students, in what turns out to be a significant number of

<

instances, appear to pair this response with a pointing up of the moral
of the story (Subcategory 350: Hortatory ‘Interpretation) e.g., "The
writer, then, reminds us that we are all like that, with the’ potential

for mental and physical cruelty." Alternatively, many of the younger

readers show their dissatisfaction with the story by advising the author

of changes they would have made in the ordering of its events or with -

the ending (Subcategory 120: Reaction to Form). Finally, although the
conflict in the poem 1is 'muted and understated the subJects made
freQuent notations of tone, effect, or point of view: "Throughout
Pomeroy maintains a suspensive, stalemate atmosphere, Aor, "The poem,
however, does not give the policemdﬁ's view of the scerne.

With these general exceptions,the absence of significant
overall differences between the story and the poem is‘maintainedv

thrOughout the grades, at both the category.and subcategory 1evels. It

ig clearly worth remembering, however, that the 15% restriction on~

eligible subcategories completely obscures patterns of interest for

N

)



9 | R 162 | / "§

Subcategory 2&0: Perception of Literary Devices. For example, at grade
ten there were no discussions of literary devices for the story, buk

. . ‘
1.05% of responses to the poembwere so classified. At grade twelve the
story ageinlelicited very few references to metaphor, simile, irony,
and so on (0.21%), yet such references accoonted for 3.67% of refer-
ences to the poem. The clear minority of students whose protocols T Y
reflect this eoncern are obvious candidates in any qualitative
discussion. o | ) ' ) .

Inpthe overall measures of,fluenc§ alresdy quoted,.the story
accounted for a mean of 17.61 statements, and the poem 15.82 statements,
a difference significant'at the .dl‘levei of probability. With regard
to Specitic‘grade.level oontrasts the means were as follows: story
(14.36) vs poem (1i.2§), p <.0l1 for grade eight; -story (i7.90) vs poem
(15.55), p <.05 for grade ten. At grade twelVe,,entirely by chance,
the number of statements written for story and poem were identical --
20.63. o ~

Short Stories and Poems in a School Setting .

The consistency of responses to "The -Use of Force" and

a

ERRE I e SN R

"Corner" raises the guestion of the extent to whicn>students at each. of
the threevgrade levels expect to adopt a uniform'approach (in the class~
room setting) to the study of short stories in general or poems in
general. In order to shed further light on this question the ellgible
subjects completed a Response Preference Questionnaire (see Appendix C)
which asked them to rank the ten most important questions, and the five
_least important questions which they would expect to 1nform or delimit

. the,Stndy'of short stories or poems in séhool. .Table 17 summarizes the
N 4! . : - . -
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TABLE 17
PREFERRED AND REJECTED SUBCATEGORIES FOR

SHORT STORIES AND POEMS IN A SCHOOL SETTING:
RANK ORDERS AT GRADES EIGHT, TEN, AND TWELVE

RANK ORDERS OF PREFERRED SUBCATEGORIES

SHORT STORIES IN SCHOOL ~ POEMS IN SCHOOL
GR.8 GR.10 GR.12 - GR.8 GR.10 GR.12
(1 - 230 230 260 00 220 220 )
(2) 250 - 250 340 260 210 210
(3) 100 100 250, . 220 - 260 1300
() . 260 340 220 120 100, 260
(5) 120 410 230 310 120 240
(6) 400 260 210 250 310 310
(7) 420 . 300 280 230 240 350
(8) 130 320 420 %4 250 410
(9) 270 120 240 : 210 270 420
(10) . 410 240, 120 410 230 280
RANK ORDERS OF REJECTED SUBCATEGORIES
(1) 110 110 110 110 110 110
(2) 280 . 270 . 270 : 280 230 130
(3) - 220 430 400 430 130 430
% 210 400 430 270. 280 230

(5) 430 130 130 330 430 400

résults.of these patterns of Preferen;e and réjection at each of grades
eight, ten, and twelve. in terms of Purves' subcategories.

Fifst, the patterns fo# preferred subcategories reveal some
impor;ant differences both between grades énd genres. Studgnts in
gra&;é\tqp and - twelve expect to fécus rather mor; on the formal and

technical aspects of poetry-than\do'students‘in grade eight. However,

Ehe relevant subcategories (220 %nd 210: Litg;afy Devices and Language)

9L

e bt st
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stili appear in the list of important topics for grade’eighés.
other hand, students in‘grades eight and ten a%cord more importanceﬁto ‘
questions of content and structure'(Subcategories 230 andvéSO) in their 5 »‘»f :
approach to short stories than do students in grade tWelve;

With regard to the other subcategories of Perception, the :,

most notable exprassions of preference occur with respegt to 260 Tone. ,

All students,’ at each grade level and with respect to the two gentes,

. accord major significance to considerations of tone, mood, atmosphere,

~

paceﬂ and point of view. Similarly, both groups of older students

-~ clearly favor a set of questions which will expect them to relate the

t

style or form of both short stories and poems to the content of the

literature (Subcategory 240). Only at grade twelve does the question

of contextual classification (Subcategory ZgO), or the placing of story

or poem in its historical context, assume any significance, and then
rather more with -respect to poetry than to short stories.
A more circuitous ‘approach needs to be taken to explain the

occurrence of Subcategory 270 in the list .of approved questions -- for

the short story at grade eight, and for poems at grade ten. In both

instances the students are more likely to be responding to the sub-
) . .
question "Is the story/poem like any other I know?" rather than to the

f

generic issues raised in the main question: "What type of story/poem

is 1t?" Perhaps the thematic organization of courses of literary stud§

" at grades eight and ten prompted the selection of this questionuby

large numbers of these younger students. (
Students in grade eight again differentiate themselves from .

\
those in grades ten and twelve in their emphasis on Engagement ‘questions

f
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ge ofigpterpretation questions. While Sub--

,H

-

"} meanings"*(Subcategory 310) when they approach poemg. The expected o
.

H \E@#eorollaryw~e§§@hially the desire to interpret a short story at the

‘ typological level, is evident in the choice-of Subcategory 340 by bbth
cgrade—ten and grade-twelve students. Only at grade twelve, as. well,
did the students expect the two literary forms to pr0vide a didactic
.focus, with such an emphasis - likely to occur rather more with poems
‘as stimulus than short stonies o -/

With regard to Evaluation, grade—eight students appear to
align themselves more closely with the grade twelves than with the
grade tens. On the other hand, the younger students exhibit the most
thoroughgoing preference for evaluating short stories (Subcategories

400 410 and 420), while the grade-twelves dndicate a preference for
[ 38
420: Evaluation of Method in their approach to both short std%ies and

‘poems, adding 410 Affective Evaluation to their list. of poem-related'

questipns. No evaluative questions appear in the grade-ten preferences

Y.
%

for poems, and short stories command reference only to Subcategory 410

i i .
'.1_;,- * : «

at this grade level. o E T . ‘ » P

- 5 . ‘.1\’
Finally, there is a remarkable consistency across all three
. |
"grade levels in one pattern of questions cunsciOusly rejected for both
short stories and poems. Allustudents regard as unimportant questions

'relating to the propriety or importance of the subject or topic of

both 1iterary types (Subcategories 110 and b30) A logic of expect—

ations, or an internal logic, is evident in the disposition of other

papp o
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subcategories accorded very iittle‘importance. For example, the grade-

v eight students consciously dispose of questions of contextual élassif-

l

ication for both short stories and pqems, and betray little interest 'in

the literary devices or language of a short story. Both grédes‘tens -
and grade twelves recognize the marginal application of Subcategory
230: Content to discussions of most typés of poeus, and are less prone

to search for personal correlatives in the poems they read than are

grade eights.

3

° ‘ . Responses of Subjects According to Sex ¥
T 4 ! .

: Very few significant differences, either overall or by grade
L2 . i f“ > .

Jlevel, were obtained when the responses of boys wéré_compared with
those for girls. This lenag support to the conclusions by Squire1(196A),'
~ Cooper (1969) and others that such differences are minimal. For the

story and poem combined, only three-subcategofies exhibited significant:

differences. ' Girls responded with significantiywhigﬁer percentages of
. . ’ 9 g ' A , :
statements of gffezggve Evaluation (Subcategory 410), and Evaluation of

Method (Subcategory 42Q0). As Table 18 indicates, the différénces in

these responses of qvaluatiOn is significant at the .05 level of
. prohability. | -
Moxe pgfplexing, and‘perhaps attributaﬁle fo'éhaqée, is the
‘overallusignificaqt difference at the .01 level of probability for

. ‘ Subcategory 330: Mimetic Interpretation. *.
« ‘ ;

*It is appropriate to note that the sheer number of repeated sub- &
categories tested in this study inevitably produces the oceasional ‘
significdnt result by chance. Up to this point,~however, even the
chance occurrence of one in twenty comparisons at /the .05 level of
probability, has not prompted comment, since causal-argument has
been advanced for significant differences as they were obtained.
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8° : RESPONSES TO THE STORY AND POEM 'COMBINED BY sex-
: MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES AND. SIGNl?ICANCE OF
) DIFFERENCES FOR COMBINED PRO?OCOLSm» g
; Mean Response %'s
Male Female - F Ratio e
CaCegory/Subcategpry (N=120) (N=120)  (df=1;238) Prob.
' Engagement 1676 19.87 - 1.99 NS
Perception - - 34,07 0 0, 31.346 ©0.84 . NS
- Interpretation’ - '27.57 . 24,52 s 1.16 - NS
- ‘.Evaluation . 1§.6SA 19.30 2.61 - NS
- Miscellaneous - .83 4.44. - . 1.70 . NS . ..
Subcategory 110 = 1184 $2.,29 . ."0.36 - NS
Subcategory 120 2.39 ©3.21 1.21 NS
Subcategoly 130 ~° 11n77  °13.25 . 0.65 NS
Subcategory 200 2.18 o 2,07 0.02 ~ NS
Subcategory 210 = 2.38 . 2.53 0.04 - . NS
Subcategory 230 22.26 , - 20‘17 E 0.55 - NS
. Subcategory 240 1,75 +vol.740 -0 0000 NS
Subcategory 260 2:63,,' "2.57 . 0.01°+ ' NS
Subcategory 300 1.62° 1.09 0.94 NS
Subcategory 320 . 13.87  }5. 86"~ .l1l.26 NS
Subcategory 330 6.67 3.48 % 16057 kK
. Subcategory 340 -- . 3.56° yz.z;§§;;gf?¢ 0,94 - NS
Subcategory 350 1.69 1,707 0057 © NS K4
) Subcategory - 400 .- 5.68 L 4.69. ©0.98%, NS
Subcategory 410 .~ 1.31 - 2.53 “6.07 *
Subcategory- 420 < - 6.3l 9.16 4.04 *
Subcategory = 430 . 2,41 - .3.05 . 0.99 NS -
. Subcategory 500  5.64 . 453 . 1.04 r NS
% p <4.05 o AT o .
kK p <. 01 Lo : - o Y .
It is no% at all clear why boys sh0u1d mdke twice as many statements .q\

3(6 67% as opposed to 3 13Z) which see "the work as a heterocosm,‘

’ another wo:ld to be connected with the one he knows from either<%is

experience or “his teading . (Putven, 1968 5) ;‘1, . f

- ’ S e ] 3
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TABLE 19
P
: R RESPONSES 10 "THE USE OF FORCE" BY SEX:
¢ . < MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES
it .
B W ‘ﬁiﬂgan Response i's
.
. Male Femzle . F Ratio. .
.Category/Subcategorz_ﬁ(N-60) f(NaéO) . (df=1;118) Prob.
Engagement -7 18.60 19,21 ‘ 0.04 -~ Ns
= Perception R ‘32.93 - 30.69 0.29 NS
‘. Interpretation, = 26.15 23.51 0.47 ‘NS
3 ." ' 'Evaluatiom. . 17.15 20.80 1.24. NS
e T . Miscellaneous - 5.37 '5.19 - . 0.02 NS
. " : : I ) RN
Subcstgiory 110 e, 1.96 1.33 0.64 ~ ..Ns
. Subcategory 120 3.46 - 3.55 0 . - NS
~ ~Subcategory 130 13.00 13,27 - 001 NS
Subcategory 210 2.59 - 2,18 < 0318 - NS
Subcategory 230 - 24.51 24.32 0.08 - NS
. - ‘Subcategory 240 .. 1.29 1.29. 0.00 NS~ £
Subcategory 260 ©1.95 1.19 0.00 NS
Subcategory 320 ' 13.33 ~ 14.36 ’ 0.23. NS
Subcategory 330 6.33 "'2.88 . 6.06 - Lk
Subcategory 340" 2.62 3.17 - 0.24 NS
Subcategory 350 o 2.41 2.44 0.00 -N§
Subcategory 400 - °5.59 " 5.40 0.02 NS
Subcategory 410 , 1.57 - 3,14 00 7 C 4,51 *
Subcategory 420 LQ§§”7.34 9.78 . 1.28 NS
Subcategory 430 - & 2,65 2.62 0.00 NS
. Subcategory 500 ' '5.37 '5.19 0.02 NS

* p <.05

only subcategory which diSplaysz;significant difference for both "The
. Use of Force' and, "Corner It appears, as well, from an examinatiQn
9,

: @ﬂf, of this data that girls were slightly more emotionally involved with

g the story than they vere with the poem\ It is possible to suggest,

As Tables 19 and 20 reveal Mimetic Interpretation is the -
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TABLE 20

RESPONSES T0

"CORNERV BY SEX:
IFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

-
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tegory 410 aould be attxibuted to

author's craft for‘both the.sﬁggy and the

o though\with littl

‘Again,‘while gir;svmad

g

e degree of certainty,

®

4

that this difference'for S¢B—

e slightly more specific ~evaluation

~ &

-
, Mean Response %'s
R 2
. Male Female F Ratilo

Category/Subcategory (N=60) (N-60) (df=1;118) - Prob.
Engagement 14.92. 20.52 3.17 NS
Perception 35.22 -32.00 - 0.56 ‘ NS
Interpretation 28.98 25.54 0.69 . NS
Evaluation ‘ 14.15. 17.79 1.38 NS -
Miscellaneous 6.29 3.68 . 2.92 NS

_ Subcategory X10 1,72 3.25 . 1.43 - NS
Subcategory 120 "1.33 - 2.87. 3.fi':’ » NS
Subcategory 130 10..54 13.23 1.04, - . NS
Subcategory 200 3.01 '3.03 (0 NS
Subcategory 210 2.18. 2.88 ( NS
Subcategory 220 2.03° 1.16 ' NS
Subcategory 230 20.01 . 17.02 . NS
Subcategory - 240 ©2.21 - 2.19 ) 0 NS .

" Subcategory. 260 . 3.31 3.96 6 NS
Subcategory 300 - 1.78 1.47° 0.18. NS
Subcategory 320 14,41 ' 1.10 NS
Subcategory 330 7.01 4.69 Lk
‘Subcategory 340 4.51 2.78 NS -
Subcategory 400 «5.78 3.98 . 1.48 NS
Subcategory 410 1.06 1.93 1.77 NS
Subcategory 420 5.28 8.54 3.13 NS
Subcategory . 430 2.17 3.49 1.72 NS
Subcategory 500 6.29 3.68 2.92° NS

-] of the

a femaletprotagonist for the story.

poem, ‘peither frequency is of
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sufficient magnitude to. produce significant differences (::lyat gradeq
' eight, and only” in Tesponse to "Corner! did girls ‘make sig ficantly
more statements in Subcategory 420 than boys (11.06% versus 2. 982)
As expected on a number of measures of fluency, girls
_responded with significantly more statements than boys _The mean total
statements were significant at the .001 level of probability (18.46 and
14.95) for the story and poem combined, and at the .01 1eve1 of prob-
ability tor the story (19.47 and 15. 75) and the poem (17 48 and 14. 15) .
Despite the small numbers of students involved analysis of

: rgsponses by sex at each grade level was made, but the results of

T
a 3

analysis of variance in this case add 1ittle to the more general con‘Eg; ‘

¥

clusions concerning the td”

ubje;ts “(Appendix B, Tables G-N). The .

pattern is one- of remarkah“ ﬁhiformityfthroughout the grades
g - 50 nvws R
: w_

+

Responses of Subjtcts Accord ng to Abtiity

The two ability 1evels defined in this atudy are supe.rior §
A
and avgrage with, students designated into one of these two groupé

entiFely on the basis of teacher recommendation Discussion of the
“f |

tual criteria used by individual teachers in nominating superior

: students will be dealt with in Chapter Five. For the moment, the
patterns disclosed in the following analysis can be taken to represent
at least a generalized picture of a. combination of response modes most

valued (and therefore’ most rewarded) by the teachers who provided the
superior -and average students at each of the three grade levels.
P A In their combined responses to. the story and the poem (Table

21), the superior and average students revealed overall significant

t

differences in two categories = Engagement and Evaluation. It is ‘not

SR T A \., »
IR R . . \ )
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TABLE 21 -
\\ ) RESPONSES OF SUPERIOR AND AVERAGE STUDENTS*® * .
TO THE STORY AND, POEM COMBINED: MEAN RESQQNSE PERCENfKGES ap .
AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES FOR COMBINED PROTOCOLS B }
. , ‘
!
/ ' ' B . b ) “.Q ’ - ;. . " N -
Mean Re;ponse %'s '

. ‘ , . Siéerior - Average o AF R§tio '
Category/Subcategory -~ (N=120) ~ (N=120) (}f-;‘ggg) Prob. oy
Engagement . 15.05 21057 48.99 * -
Perception ' 31.03 34.39 1.27 NS
Interpretation ‘28.}6 . 23.73 _ &.70 T NS '
Evaluation : : 20.86 14.09 - .9.24 - kk -
Miscellaneous 4:52 5.75. . 132 - NS
S ‘ R T -
Subcategory 110 1.68. . v 2.55 \, 1.69 NS
Subcategory 120 2.49 31T L O i NS
Subcategory 130 1 9.97 15.04 po o kk
Subcategory” 200 . - 1.71- 2.53 . NS

. Subcategory 210 2.64 C.2.27 NS
= -Subcategory¢'230 ' 18.17 24.26 * .
. Subcategory .240 - 2.12 1.37 NS,
. Subcategory. 260 v 3.33 1.87 402N * Tt e
. Subcategory 300 -1.32 © 1039 0.02 . NS '
-~ Subcategory 320  * 15.18 = 14.45 0.18 . NS
Subcategory . 330 5.28 | . 4.52 £ 0.46 NS'
gﬁ’* Subcategory 340 . 4.22 T 2.07 6.26 . *
" Subcategory - 350 2.03 -~ S 1.35 - 1.67 ‘NS .- ,
 Subcategory 400 5.66 4,71 £ 0,90 . N, ’
o R "~ Subcategory 410 ¢ 2:01- 1.84 0,12 RS
.  Subcategory 420 9.74 5.73 8.12 RAE
#° -4 . Sybkategery 430 3.42 2,06, 4.66 *:
é"’ Subeategoty 500 L %52 5.75 - 1.32 4 NS
\ Bl } ‘o 1 . - v ‘
. %p<.05 LT

N
4 N

iurprising that superior students responded with a reduced freguency

“

for Engagement (15 052) over that for average students (21 572), a

s‘"

. R PR o . .
e e e

'difference signifjfant at the .01 1eve1 of probability. This comparative
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i r’\v i, d -

reticence in.offering'responsesvwhich indicate personal involvq&?nt
repeats the gradual reduction in the percentageiof such.statements
throughout the grades._ In factf the over;ll difference is directly'
attributable to disparities in the mean response percentages for this

category at grades ten and twelve. At ‘grade eight, superior and

‘average- students wrote almost identical percentages of Engagement
responses (24. 84% and 26.49%) . Understandably, as well, the only sub-
category of Engagement reflecting a significant difference of percen—
Mtages between superior and average students is.13Q: Reace}on to Content.

Possibly as a result of . teacher expectations, the superior student
dfgtances himself from the.work by consciously avoiding statements of -

T

. conjecture, identification, or by relating features of the literature

- N

to those in his qwn life o o o A o N% ‘nvy,'

Q . "..‘
PR The preferenceg§br Evaluation responSes on the part,nf ﬂgf

o superior students enters a. slight variation into the inexorably con-
: sistent ‘results of al% other dimensions of this: investigation ‘Xetf
the overall difference in_ this instancejts“even more clearly the
direct result of a marked pr%ference for this mode at grade twelve,_
where the difference is significagt at the .001 level of probability

'kgain, the frequencies for grade ight are nearly identical (21 587

N

for superior students and 21 28% for average students), while a notice—f
able though nonrsignificant decrease occurs at grade ten (17.19% to
12 092) | At the subcategory level, superior students responded sig-~

&
nificantly more often than average students for 420 Evaluation of

A‘J
Method and 430 Evaluation of Vision. The point that needs emphasis
is that the superior grade—twelve students applied l}rSOZ of their S

responses to direct, and sometimes complex, evaluations of the author s
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method. It seems clear, then,’ that an important criterion used by

teachers in establishing the worth 4f the written responses of older

students is an ability to come to grips with the ‘formal and rhetorical

AN

elements of a’ literary work.

While overall significant differencesiwere not recorded for

the categories of Perception or Interpretatation differences obtainedu‘
at the sq'hategory level reveal important and expected differences

. betweeniguperior and average.students. On the one hand, average
. - ' N

i

students wrote'a considerably higher percentage'oé stitements for’ 230

L
Cﬁﬁ@ent (54 26%) than ‘did superior students (18 17%), while the more
able group responded mqne bfﬁ%n tq 260 Tone (3. 33%) than ‘did the
/ ‘:' T ‘ "»'\ . .

average graﬁp (1.39%) . For Subcategory 340: Typological Interpretation

the superior students doubled (4. 22/) the responses of the average

~ - .,* ‘o‘

students (2 077) These patterns are again symptomatic of a general
. movement avay from simple retelling to the more abstracé'%oncerns of
generalizing and theorizing on the part of the superior students.

S As Tables 22 and 23 show, "'The Use of Force" and "Corner
produceq,rather different patterns of response when approached through
- the variable of student ability. ' "The Use of Force" produced signif-
icant differences between superior and average students only for the

ﬁ Mng‘agementé while "Corner provided differences signif—
icant at the .05 level of probability for Perception, Interpretation,

anqagyaluation For the more emotionally charged story, the average

students echoedthe overall pattern of significantly more perSOnal

*Oa

\ .
!! tions to tontent with the difference again expressing itself only

at grades ten and twelve. For the poem, he preferences are variable,
Y R -

-

P

.\”
i [

gl

¥
L3
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TABLE 22

RESPONSES OF SUPERIOR AND AVERAGE STUDENTS
TO "THE USE.OF FORCE" M@AN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES
AND SIGNIFICANCE 'OF DIFFERENCES

:J

, - )

Mean Response %'s \> .

‘ i : .

! - ' - Superior « Average F Ratio.
Category/Subcategory (N=60) - (N=60) (df=1;118) Prob.
Engagement - T . 14,60 % 23.21 8.33 *%
JPerception - 33.39 .. 30.22 0.58 NS
Interpretation ‘ ©25.26 . 24.40 0.05 NS
Evaluation ° | 21.96,) *15.99 - - 3.36 NS
Miscellaneous : S 4 80 - 5.76 .0, 0,41 NS

. . ‘\ -~ Www o . A . .
Subcategory . 110 gr*ﬂ &’ S8 1 09 - *%gzoﬁ 2.0 NS

- Subcategery 120" 2.94 407 0.91 NS

“ubcategory 130 - ° : 10.01° v.-. 16.26 . - 6.08 . k%
Subcategory 210 . 2. 70&“*' "2.07 0.42 . NS,
Subcategory 230 21. 744hr 26 .09 1.09 /)uv
‘Subcategory 240 , 1.98 0.65 T 5.61 *
Subcategory 260 . 2,75 0.38 12,80 k&%

~ Subcategory 320 . ©12.718 . 14.91 0.97 ' NS
Subcategory 330 - - .. 5.02 4.20 - . 0.33 NS
Subcategory 340 - s . 4.18 ~1.61 . 5.64 ~ *
Subcategory 350 - ' 2.76  2.10 0.58 - NS
Subcategory 400 - 5.35., 5.65 " 0.05:,.. NS
Subcategory 410 .2.32 2.39 0.01 NS
Subcategory - 420 o 10.82 §6.30 o b.ag *
Subcategory 430 . 3.48 1.79 4.53 . *
'Subcategory 500 ~§i . &4.80 5. 76 0.41 NS

8
* p <.05
*% p <.01 ,
*** P <. 001 "

i

with superior Students writing significantly higher percentages of.“

statements of Interpretation and Evaluationm, and significantly lower

'percentages of\statements of Perception than average‘students
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TABLE 23

~  RESPONSES OF SUPERIOR *AND AVERAGE STUDENTS
. TO "CORNER": MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES
AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

a

- yo—
P . & S
-‘< ' ' " . Mean Response 2's
w - Superior Average F Ratio ¢

Category/Subcategory % (N=60) = {N=60)  (4f=13118) Prob.
Engagement ' . 15.52. ° 19.93 " 1.94 -~ NS:

-~ Perteption = . 28.67 38.56 © 5.54° *

~ Interpretation : 31.45 23.07 4.23 *

Q Evaluation : L,y 19,75 . 12,19 - . 6.20 *
M$?cellaneous - (/ 4,26 | 5.74 _ 0.94 NS
Subcategory 110 S 2,06 , - 2.91 0.43 NS

ggsubcacegory 120 C 2,03 2,17 0.02 NS
##Subcategory ‘130 e 9.94 - 13.83 2.19 NS
Subcategory 200 - 1.69 . 4.35 4.13 *
Subcategory ' 210 C 2,59 L 2,47 0.01 " NS
 Subcategory 220 T . ' 1.58 - 1,61 0.00-+ - NS
.#~_ Subtategory 230 ' < 14.60 22,44 4.40 Lok
' ' Subcategory 240 2,32, 2.09 0.04 " NS
Subcategory 260 o 3,90 -¢%3.37 0.18 NS
" 'Subcategory 300 ‘2,26 . 0.99 - 3,08 NS
Subcategory 320 . 17.51 13.99 1.88 NS
Subcategory 330 : 5.54 - 4.85 . 0.16 NS .
Subcategory - 340 . 4,26 7 2,52 1.66 NS
Subcategory 400 o 5.98 ° 3.77 2.25 NS
Subcategory 410 ' C 170 ¢ 1.28 0.41 NS .
Subcategory 420 . 8.65  5.17 3.61 . NS .
" Subcategory 430 ' . 3.37. T 2,30 1.13 - NS -
Subcategory 500 4.24 - 5.74 " 0.94 NS
* p <.05 o
N " These differences between the story and poem for superior

and average students are generally supported in the’ analysis of grade

A N

.level responses (Appendix B). A reasonable ov3§a11 expectation, that

superior students would respond with a significantly higher propostion

.
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| in exp ici ly seeking resctions to’a short story and a poem. The
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of statements of. Interpretation than average students, was restricted !
v X o .

to differences at the grade-eight and grade-ten levels For example,

'grade-eights wrote 22.62% Interpretation responses to "Corner as’

.. ~

opposed to a mere»6.602‘for average $students, a difference,significant
atythe‘.001‘1eve1 of probability. Similariy, in respOnse to "Thclbss
of Force" Superior‘grade-ten students_wrote 12.52% more interpretatiOn—
al statements thannaverage stédents;' By grade tweive,'superior‘and |
arerage‘students are writing very nearly the same percentage of
Interpretation statements - 31\?31 and 34, 612 respectively - to the

story and poem combined
»

.e -

A Comparison With Other Studiesggg)

As indicated tiQPapters Two and Thﬁgeq the use of an

"Austre;ianisample in the main study 1invited substantive as vell as.

cross-cultural comparisons uish studies whose~overriding purpose had

3 o

"been to buiid up a cross-sectional picture of respo'nse based on the ‘

Purves categories. and subcategories Apant from the United States

' NAEP study and the TEA study, the individual researchers wugiprovided

:""data for a comparison with the findiﬂgs S0 far presented were Purves

(1968), Pollock (1972), Somers. (197&), and Applebee (1973). It is the

purpose of the following discussion to isolate some of the contradictory

patterns which emerge across these studies and the present investigation,

i

and to suggest a range of possible causes for these discrepancies.

First the present study differs from others to be discussed
b

,_anphas ‘egech of the other four studies was on fiction. Pollock “for

c g o

'-.'example, used a total of six short stories randomly rotated in pairs

=
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through three sub-groups. 'Somers'hsed‘only two stories, dietinguishing
a °more complex theme—oriented story from a'simpler plot-oriented srory.
Applebee-oas unique. in not asking for reactions to a particn}ar story
or stories selected by the researcheru His procedure was to ask the
individual subject to supply his own tirles within the general category
of "favorite‘books" or ones thet are "known'we11~" Purves, as has been
indicated, used the same story as the one employed in the present
inves:igation, and a detailed discusaion‘of his;findings has been_dealt
with ;bove as a follow-up to the analysis for "The Use of Force."
Each of the comparison studies purports to elicit "free—
response4type-neactions to,literature. However, directions given the
sstudents range f;om Applebee's éppropriately‘open,'"Pick>any story fou‘
hnow‘weIl add.write abouthit," to Pollock!s rather more strnctured
statement: M : ‘ﬁ \ R . o
After rending.the assigned story, eqch student isf:o write -—
-freely and completely -~ describing the feglings, ideas, opinions
or reactions which occurred to him while réading or at the end of

“f:eading the story. (236) : ' '
. Somere invited the students to write‘their "peréonaljreactionsf to the
stories'they had read. Purves, however, g;ves no\;ndication of the
éxact instructions given.to»students. ﬁisfaccount,,in_the appendix to.
the IEA gtudy'(Purvee.gglgl.; 1973), ¢An reasonably be taken as
.eymptomatic of his general protedure.,’There,\he reports: "The students

!

were given no directibne concerningfhow they should respond. They were

K asked only to read the story and write about 1t." (420) The present

study, as explained in Chapter Three; follows the nondirective procedures‘iv

‘employed by Applebee and .Purves, entering what was hoped would be a

significant audience ﬁpriable by asking students to write as much for
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‘other ﬁembers of th class as for a teacher.

[ A

Thehsﬁpdieg by Purves, Pollock, and Somers used an American
- sample, while Applebee 8 population was English. Again, while there is
'no evidence on the socioeconomic background of Purves' subjects, both
.Pollock and Somers used students who were decidedly middle class.
Applebee's subjects, like those in this study, were-drawn from a range
of comprehensive and selective schools. Finally, there vere minor
differences in the grade and age groupings in each of the five studies.
Purves and Applebee used thirteen— and seventeen—year—olds,‘a population
which corresponds with grades eight and twelve in Australia. Somers'
sample covered grades seven, nine, and eleven, while”Pollock's study -
compared the responses of students,in grades nine and eleven with‘those
‘of‘college freshmen." |

" Table 24 presents an overview of the combined response percent-
ages at the category level for the Purves, Pollock Somers, and Applebee

W_é'

studies;, with the results for this;!nvestigation repeated as a basis for
comparison. What emerges most clearly from an’ examination of this data
arebthe differences%in rank order for the major categories among &11°
five studies. fhe prinacv,‘in this study: of Perception has alreddy.
heenvmentioned. In this regard the Purves and Applebee data exhibit
the same- preference but at much higher levels of occurrence -= 39.95%
and 53.35% respectiVely Again, bhe results of this study are rather
more in line with the'findings of other researchers (Squire, 1964 and
Cooper, 1969) who’ point to Interpretation as a favored mode of response.

iThe combined Australian sample wrote a greater proportion of statements

in this category thap did the subjects in any of the other four studies.
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A'contrast, the Australian students as a whole wrote the smallest

proportlon of statements “of Evaluation (17.472) . All other students,
responded with more than approximately 252 of their total responses in

this category With the rather glaring exception of Appleoseﬁs English

' sample who wrote only 4.30% of Engagement responses, the%Australian

ofigure of 18 32% 18 at least comparable with that of the remai;tng

studies Finally, the students in this study are unique 'in provid&ng
@ a
slightly more than 5% of statements classified as Miscellaneous.

TABLE 24

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES IN FIVE STUDIES
USING PURVES" CATEGORIES: MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES
FOR EACH CATEGORY -

-

Categorxg . Purves Pollock Somers Applebee This Study
I (Engagement) . - 21.25 25.60 .19.00 4.30 18.32
ITI  (Perception) 39.95 23.95 25.51-  53.35 32.11
-III  (Interpretation) 11.55 ° 21.90 . 18.77° 11.60 26.04
Vv (Evaluation) 24,69 27.40 32.51 ::26.97 17.47

\' (Miscellanedus) - 2.22 0.81 ~ 4.34 3.80 ~ 5,13

Most of the anomalies which occur both within and across the
data being discussed here can be attributed to differences in the

dimensions of the task-setting. For exaﬁole, Pollock's students -

- received a virtually structured inVitation to deal with "feelihgs"

-

(Engagement), "ideas" (Perception and Interpretation), "opiniobs"
(Evaluation), and "reactions" (Engagement and Evaluation). They

responded in kind with the most even distribution across the four ‘major

categories within an overall range of_5t50 percentagqufints, representing‘

e

-
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"a high of 27,402 for Eyaluation and a low of 21.902 for Interpretation.

.

Moreover, they made virtually no Miscellaneous responsés. Somers'
Y oo
{
/ subjects received an equally structured directive to evaluate what they

had read, to provide their "personal reactions," which they did to the
extent of 32.51% of their total responses. The evidence of these two

studies argues an ability and desire on the part of all students to
P

S
answer the question as set. This sensitivity to cues provided within

the Setting.of the uriting task almost disqualifies these results as

\

"free responses.

i

What, then, happens when the task itself is truly open, that

is;devoid'Of thehcognitive or affective structuring cues around which
) N . - . . N . ' ' { *
the students tend to marshall their writing? The answer, as provided

in this study,. and in the results obtained by Purves and Applebee,

w0uld suggest that students proceed, rather predictably, to write in

the manner in which they are accustomed. Or, to paraphrase Britton

(1968), the responses,represent not "a legacy of past satisfactions,

Ay

‘but instead bear the imprint of past and present instruction There~
@ .

fore, within the sampling constraints which mark each of the studies

{ v

employing nondirected responses, ‘the Australian students reflect a

pedagogy yhich combines Perception snd Interpretation, while the

E
-

American and English'sbudthts echo instructional practices which

-

combine Perception and Evaluation.a"n . . o 1%

This is not to. deny, however, the important directive effects

Y

" of the stimulus as documented in both the,NAEP and. IEA studies. For'

~

example, by agki ng for discussion of storiessalready known well Applebee

acknowledged that he was bypassing the initial process of assimilation °~

. “’ o | : ”\ ' ‘/

pv
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-Moreover Pollock ddes acknoWledge that the combined means>gresented in

" ing of different stories by his~sub-groups., ‘These differences were .
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3

i‘"in order to look more directly at the meaning stories are given by

the child, rather than at the process -of giving the story that meaning. /

¢ time_from‘p

any immediate responses to the literature they chose to disc ss, the

slight attention (4.30%) paid to Engagement is entirely u erstandable.

~

-

Table 24 obscure differences in the respOnses obtained after the read-

'<‘\T
rather more marked at grade nine than at grade eleven. Somers ,subjects, ) -
S .

) while not forsaking an overall preference for Evaluation imposed by the -

instructions they received, wrote fewer- statements_pf EvaluatiOn and

'~5more of Interpretation for the more difficult theme-oriented story

) . P

Such findings were responsible for the (confounded) pattern of expec~

tation'in this study that students would respond differently to a short )/
story as oppOSed to a poem. ’ d
Therefore, Table 25 which contrasts the reSUAts obtained for:
this study withﬂEhose for - the four individual studies slready mentioned
at an approximatidn of the grade-eight and grade—twelve levels, must be J '
gbproached with these constraints in mind. The interaction of~maturh"
ation with the effects of literature instruction are most clearly in l
evidence in the results presented for the present investigation. .The,:
other studies reveal patterns of change be’fgen age thirteen and age
seVenteen which are both.counter~intuitive,,and against the grain of
the supplementary*findings of othet restricted and large scale studies:.
e Y _

The’ major parallel movements of decline in Engagement responses and

inc¢rease. in Interpretatibn responses with increasing age is entirely in
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1ine with the NAEP study\s nclusion. The increased Engagement by the
‘older American students (Pt.irves and Pollock) and the®¥nglish students,

*’ de
(Applebee) remains, fot this iﬂvestigator, enigmatic. Again,the draggt

increase in Interpfetation responses, amounting ‘to a rise of 21. 291

R

between ages. thirteen and seventeen, for the Australian students is un-

| NS
matched in any of the other national groups. o , o

TABLE 25 /-

“ s

COMPARISON OF FIVE STUDIES USING PURVES" CATEGORIES

AT TWO APPROXIMATE AGE LEVELS: RS
MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES FOR EACH CATEGORY /},/
&L‘ N
& : .
E Approx. : ‘ - This
C tegory Age Purves Pollock Somers Applebee Study
1 ngagement) “ 13 18.13  26.30 20.44  2.00  25.66
: 17 24.38- 26.90 16.78 6.60 10.92
N - - -
II (Perception) 13 .33.24  27.70 =23.90 75.40  34.06

17 46.67 20.20 28,32 31.30 33.69

I11 (Interpretation) 13 10.32  19.40 17374 3.90 12.53
. 17 12.79 24.40 20,45 19.30 33.8

IV (Evaluation) 13 35.09  28.20 34.09 15.85/ 21.43
17 1asg9 26060 29.64  38.10 ii;ji/////}
'V (Miscellaneous) 13  2.22°  0.00  4.10  2.90  5.41
~ . 17 2.87  1.62 4.71  4.70 . 5.09

The differences in Perception responses for the two age levels

in the four comparison Jtudies‘are as inconsistent as the results for
. : ~
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the Auatralian sample ave consistent (34.06% and 33.69%). Two of

theJAmerican sampies (Purves and Somers) exhibit increases-in thish ’
ra‘_ :
category, though the rise of 4.42% for Somers' subjects is. rather less
l’r

substantial than the 13. 432 &ncrease for Purves students.. Undoub tedly-
the most dramatic movement between age 1evels which Table 25 reveals is
- the fall in Perception responses for Applebee s English*subjects from a
massive 75 Q4% at age thirteen?to the rather more consistent figure of
31.30% at age seventeen. Perhaps, within the setting of Applebee' s
task, the younger'qtudents took quite literally the invitation to re-
tell affavorite story. The only light tnat Applebee sheds on his own L?v
results is to eonment that much that was "interpretatige, or at least
highly analytic [as he applied the Purves schema] falls into the
'perception’ category " (1973, 193) Again, it seems’ vitally important
to make qualitative distinetions among the paraphrases or summaries of
the action which totn thirteen- andoserenteen—year-olds in' the present
investigation appear to use with relentless consistency.

With respect to Evaluation, the Australian students exniBit
a decline of preferenceAbetween :ges thirteen and_seVenteen whichxfs
p;ralleled in the three Ameridan samples. This findiné had been
snggested in the NAEP’repoit." Also, at least as far as the more A

gifted Studentévwere.conoerned,'the IEA study had unearthed a preference

among the English sample for Evaluation. So that the increase from'

15.85% to 33.10% reported by Applebee is not unexpected.

4

In summary, therefore, it is suggested that the differences in

the ategory responses across the five studies are due to the inter-

‘action of a complex-of factors, including at least the following:

)

"
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(1) differences in the combined stimuli used to elieit responses,*

(2) differences in the setting of the task that is the actual

o

: inetructions given prior
\

,andlgrade level differences in ‘the sampled population, (4) and — some-

to the collection of the protocold (3) cultural
¥ : -

what more tentatively - problems endemic in the Purves system itself

— HEN g . ’ Summary

This chapter has repOrted the major quantitative and

comparative findings of the study. The most notable outcome of the

tests of significance by genre, categories and subcategories of

response, Sex, and ,ability was the conjunction of stable patterﬁs of

preference with consistently significant differences across grade levels.

T At grade eight the consistently preferred mode of response was ' i

Perception, but by grades ten and twelve a yirtually interchangeable

" preference for Perception and Interpretation was in evidence. Howeve-
2 M J

botht the short story and the poem produced significant decreases in

Engagement responses between grades eight and twelve, and between grades

ten and twelve. Thie moveient was counterbalanced by highly'significant

increases in Interpretation responses between grades eight and ten, and

between grades eight and twelve. - h , - ~ [(

When the overall or grade-level response patterns for the

///’—_~Qstory were compared with those for the poem an almost identical pattern

of responses emerged Only at the levels of significantly 1ess re- -

telling, and- significantly greater problems with the language of poeticp

’
parrative were the responses to the poem differentiated from those to

the story.

Differencee in response to the story OT poem by sex were
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\\\\;\ virtually non-existent. Superior‘students did, however, respond with

significantly more Evaluation, -and aignificantly less Engagement than
; ¢
average students. They also provided significantly more perceptional

dhd interpnetive statements in their\:esponses to the poem, than did

average students.
Despite the overall consistency of written responses to the
. _ . v

story and poem, the results of the reSponse preference questionnaife

suggested distinct patterns of expectation and’ rejection when short

stories and poems were encountered in a school setting. rhe grade—’

eight students rated matters of content and structure as most 1mpontant
for fictiﬁmﬂ while thé grade#fen and grade-twelve ooudents éxﬁocted to .
focus on the formal matters of ligefary.devices and language 1;’the
étudy of Eoet;y. All students accorded véry little importance to the
pfoprigty J!’signifiéance of the topic of both literary forms, but A
students in grades eight and ten expected to/bring their- personal
reactions to the classroom—based study of both genres far more frequent-

'\ 1y than did grade-twelve students.

,&ﬁg”g fdy found‘that thzr£g§ponses of Australian students bore

a clo;er resemblaﬁo\\ patterns of preference reported for American
-students, than those }epoﬂfed for Eoglish or New Zealand students. It
& was suggested, as well, that conflicting data in reported cross-sectional
studies of response were as much the result of oifferences in the com-
bined~stimu11_used to.eiicit response or differences in the task setting,
e;ther with r;spect to instfﬁﬁentation or the actyal instructions given
prior té the‘collectionoof protocols, as the result of cultural ?nd

grade-level differences in the sampled population3.

K

4
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_The foregoing discussion ot the response patterns of groups
of students distinguished by grade, §ex, and ability, to-the storyeand
poem combined, or to the story and poem taken separately, has necess- .
arily focused on a-set of empdrically manageable, yet mythical, series
‘of mean percentages of statements in each category and sdbcategory R
averaged qut for each of the groups and sub- grOups in the study. A
" subsequent analysis of the content, purpose, and quality of indiv1dual
protocols was undertaken so that subjective judgments could be made :of
such issues as the evidence of developmental ;atterns\of response, the
distinguishing features in the responses of students labelled superior.
or average by their teachers, the overall analytic power of the "Purves
and Rippere system, and.indices of a sense of audience ‘evident in.
Sstudent writing | ' ; ‘

The various stages in this analysis were either informed or
constrained by the specific characteristics of the Purves system. It
was necessary to accent, for example, that the categories or elements
of response were neutral, that a response of Perception was of‘no more
innate value than one of Engagement. Oon the other hand, as Purves

-

admits, there are criteria by which the adequacy of an expressed

2 : »
response can be judged:

186 - —
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‘The value of any order lies primarily in the way in which it is
presented, in the accuracy o the perception, in the cogency of
- ‘the interpretation, in the persuasiveness of the evaluative
position, in the intensity of the testament of engagement.
(1968, 59) - | ‘

N =~ 4 H .
The pYobleh with such a characterization was twofold. First, the
_ | . :

rhetorical criteria by which statements of Perceptibn and Interpretation

to statements of Evaluation or~Engagement.m Second, Purves' claim that

»
4

seemné&d tigd largely .to traditional areas of literary criticism. Since

the overall¥purpose of the analysis was to esWablish age-relevant

g

patterns of iresponse, the application of rhetorical factors such as those
suggested by Diederich (1974) -- Ideas, Organization, Wording, Flavor,
Relevance, Movement, and Stylé -~ emerged natﬁralistically from an

examination of individual protocols and.wére not imposed in an a priori

fashion. °

o

This decision to focus on the range of responses within each

at the expense of tracing an'expected, developing

of Purves' four modes
: . ~

verbal facility was somewhat reinforced in the evidence of criteria
. _

-~

: . @
érovided by teachers invelved in the study. The eight participating

teéchers were askedvto_provide three or féur reasons‘supporting their
nomiﬁation of fsuperior” students, Without exception, as the féllowing
statéments indicate, thé single, most impoﬁtant critérion“referred to
b§ all teachers wasvwriging ability:

-  Well documented, expressed work, usually with a mature approach.
Ability to respond, either orally or if writing to literary
material in an extended manmer,

«JThe really superior students appear to have a natural flairp for

- expression —-- clear, concise, and unambiguous. Variety of
gentence structure and style.

o
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- Natural ability to express themselves is very important.

- The selected students Were not necessarily the omes who had
achieved the highebt academic results, but ratHer the ones
who were "master-apprentices’ of -the language. . L

- These students are able to write and respond maturely.

- They are able to reason logically, giving arguments for and
against particular points, n

- These are the, students with above average vocabulary and
employ varied sentence constructions.

-  Ability to write about literature with obvious depth of
thought, and to use conventibnal literary terminology i
their reactionms. " : '

{)

B
, o ( ’ °
there is a prima facie case, given the quantitative preference for
e o & : . .
fon and Interpretation in the upper grades, for believing that
. . . i - .

1

teachers value'the tightly argued, analytic 1iteraryAessay er the

* '« response that‘is.personalistic or evaluativeJ \Perhaps inevitaﬁly,'thg
~teacher equates growtﬁ 1n‘litgrary sensibility of‘the.complexity of

‘, *literary response with a developing-felicityﬁof written eipression. The

. {ollowingianalysis w?ll ;acitly accegt‘@his equation, yet 102F rather
more’to Purves' elements‘and §hbcétego;ies for‘changes‘in the pattern‘of

fespoég@, than to changes in the syntéx of the response.

i
.y

. Engagement-Involvement Responses

,Although somewhat extreme examples in their own right,’the

following protocols convey a sense of growth within the preferred mode

‘of Engagement:

- The story was beutifully written and w;s very emotional and I
" would have cryed had I not been in the classroom. It was not in
the lest bit boring and I couldn't take my eyes off it,
The story is beutiful and 1 can't think how to describe it,
but I'm trying.. It makes me think how brave people can be but
on bging so brave and not telling her parents of her diesesase she
was only making it worse for herself, : ' ' :
At first I thought the doctor was a women the way he was so
gently with the child and the soft words he spoke to her, But it
just shows that with a job like a doctor or something simerler
you have to treat your patient %ith as much gentleness, as a new
born baby, even if the patient is old and grumpty or ‘young and
_frightened. 7 ‘ :

~
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The story meant a lot to me, mainly about what 1 last
mentioned, that you should always be kind and gentle, (8-A/F)

The conteh.ts of this piece of prose made m‘e“angry, nearly as
angry as the doctor was. I put Pyself i his position and acted
out his emotions as I read them.

The first two phrases. told me that there was something odd
about the Olson family., The intense secrecy about the daughter s
illness was seemingly ridiculous.

In a normal situation the parents will try and help the
doctor analyse their child but not so with the Olsons.

" The piece of prase builds up into and explosive situation from
what is usudally a very simple operation, :

I was angered at the child blunt refusal to co-operate. .
Besides having possible diphtheria the child, irmgmy opinlon needs
physiciatric treatment or a goed spanking.

A possible hidden meaning to the story is that appearances are
decieving-- the unusual attractiveness of the child 1is'over
reigned by her stubborness and violent behavior.

‘The parents struck me as being very weak and somewhat simple.

The mother -was false in incredibly stupid. It was pﬁobably
she that coaxed the innate fear of doctors into her daughter.

"Such. a2 nice man. He won't hurt you.'" Only a woman who is
below basic intelligence would tell her daughter that a doctor
may hurt somecne.

‘As. I continued reading about the exploits of the Olsons. and
the doctor I became more and more enraged. After all, this
doctor had innocently ¢ome to the house ‘after being requested to
attend to a sick girl. o

It seems very norfzal and is, until the doctor: confronts the
child in question.

It was obvibus the echild was scared but in my! opinion the.
doctor s original approach to the child was very good.,

-1 found myself barracking for the doctor as he slowly over-
came the little monster that was supposed to be a patient.

I may have come on stronger with the parents but I entirely
agreed with all the actions of the doctor, ‘ v

It is clea? that the doctor disliked the child immensely, as -
I did, but he was,a good doctor in that he insisted on finding
the cause of 1lltéss.

The fury of the child is understandable but if she. had co-
operated in the first place, there would have been no force
applied.

I think that use of force 1s necessary in some cases, especial-
1y after a reasonable approach has failed. .

The situation was slightly unrealistic in that two growu men
took so long to overpower one little girl,

The childspossessive nature was the cause of the trouble.

The doctors actions near the end were somewhat unreasonable
. and perhaps it may have been better to try again when his own fury
had subsided and also ‘the child's stubborness and anger has dis-—
appeared.

It was a ridiculous situation for anyone to get into. (12-A/F)

4

-
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The thoroughgoing sentimentalit& of the gradeneight piece is unclutter-

ed either by thematic coﬁsideration, or by any detailed reactions to

character motivation " The dominant emotions expressed by each student

. 3
range from an unnamed sense of cloying to degrees of anger which are

paralleled\in the affective redvtions of a wide range of studerts at

each of the three grade levels. «

o

The overall results of quantitative analysis have sugge;ted-a

clear and gradual censoring out of expressions of personal involvement‘

.
with increase in age. Howev tie following tabulation of raw frequen-

. 3 .

cies for each of the"subcategories of Engagement .provides equally clear
evidehce of the persistence.of at least three of these stances through

to grade twelve:

Subcategory __(100) (110) (120)  (130)

Grade 12 ‘ o3 21 33 > 135
. . S Co- - _ }
Grade 10 , 12 22 18 . 179 .

Grade 8 : ! - . 17 31 58 145

Only with respect to statements of general engagement ("I enjoyed tie
+

story.') was there any overall abandonment of these responses by the

grade twelves. In fact, such statements were found in the writing of

only th;ee grade-twelve students., Again, when the individual protocols
of these older students were examined, only twenty—two of the eighty . -

<

i{ndividual protocols were marked by a complete absence of Engagement
: %
responses. 1t remains to be shown, therefore, whether continuing

concerns for matters of assent, moral taste, retelling in a form differ— -
ent from that provided in the text, conjecture, and identification were

qualitatively different‘across the three grade(levels of the study,
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As reported below (see p.136), this analysis can be simplified
by reorganizing the discussion of Engagement into the most frequently
occurring responses of conjecture, identification and digressions,
‘Again, although it 1is in the nature of written responses to force °

C
students to expressions of a more mature, objective account of their
expefience of literature, the suggestions of'botn'Barnes et al, k1973)
and Béach (1972) were reinforced;/ At levels ranging fer\gggge eight '.
to college'freshmen'itnwas clear, in both the cited stqdies“énd the
present one, that the personal response was'important in esfablishing
a basi§ from_which,mo:g detached f;actions‘nould grow. ,

The few eXamn{esof pure conjécture} defined by Purves (1968)
asi"guesses about the pdst or future . . . generally based not on the "
infornatinn of the text but gn know}édge of the world at 1érge;" (13)
were confined to statements by grade-—eight students that MaEé}lda was
"probably spoiled a bit," because "she didn't want to open/her.monih'
for the doctor." One other grade—eight student explnined the sudden
departure of the policeman in "Corner" in these termsgv"Maybe it's
his lunch bre;k or he has to watch someone else,"

| An allied form of conjecture persisted through the grades,
iniwhich students evinced varying degrees of egocentrism by proposing
suggestions for imprbvemenﬁ or even dangers in the petceived message of
the literature: ’ ’ )
Overall I-Ehink it was a good - poeé ‘but T think some beople may

get the wrong impréssion of the police, that they are their
enemies and not their friends. (8-A/F) .
Doctors are cruel, unjust, inhuman, brutal, impatient and
generally useless . . . The author must be an anti-doctor
supporter to write such a story and he must be trying to bring
. out the brutality of doctors. (10-A/M)

A
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1f the child had acted ig an orderly manner the situation would
have been a lot smooth ut wouldn't have altered the final
outcome, as the doctor gets to see her throat anyway . . . 1f
he had talked to the child alone and explained that diphtheris
was a serious illness but, 1t could be cured if discovered soon
enough then maybe she would have submitted peacefully. (12-S/M)

1}

Even at grade twelve, then, there is a lingering refusal to

- grant the literature its virtual existence. *

. . N
Autobiographical. digressions yielded\fhe most inbteresting

range of outcomes in tefms of insights into impbrtant aapec%sfof the

'

response process. On the 1east'productf&e, and at timesfaisturbiﬁg
level, such statements presented total blocks to the development of
a complete'rébponsé. One grade eight sﬁudent reported: 'One thing 1
-didn't like was the child bleeding. Ivcan't staﬁdzblood being

mentioned." (8-A/F) Far more explicit warning for the champions of

bibliotherapy was found in the following:
 Dear Sir: This thing is.not what would call a story. My
brother just died of. cancer 3 weekS ago, which changed my
attitude towards doctors completely. 1 now understand them.
No human doctor would do what that (daw) doctor did. Further-
. more I think that the story 1 just read was the worst, meanest,
\ and dumbest story l've ever read or heard about.:!!
P.S. I shall never read another thing that William Carlos
Williams ever writes. (8-A/F)

<y

The extremity of the latter position can certainly(EE\granted, since a
sampling of the parallel iﬁstances covered more optimiéticj?iews, or
simply a more thoroughgoing sense of "pbeing there:"

1f I was the parent I'wodid feel the same way they do, so I don't
. really blame them when they képt apollogising. (8-A/M) )
. . .
The poem makes me feelsorry for the poor boy and makes me wonder
what made him get into trouble jpth the police, (10-A/M)

.Guiltyness automatically comés into my mind as I read through the
poem. It makes me feel as if T was there, feeling uneasy and
sharing the youth's guilty conscience, 1 think of rebellion
against the law, authority. I would have probably run, (12-A/M)

k4



1914

Equally tnstructive vcrn/-z{nnlun;lly lengthy Jdigresslons,

shading off into Subcategory 110: Reaction to Literature, ot to

~-

i
Miscel laneous responses, where students provided accounts of the

varfous stances employed aa they approached the readify of a stoty ot

L3

poem:

Generally, [ disltike poetry but occasionally 1 tind a poem whith
appedls to me perhaps only slightly or perhaps gregqtly so.
Australian poetry, that is, written by poets such as Henrv lLawpon
or Banjo Patterson appeal Yo me overall much more than any uther
style. Although this poem {0 my mind does not come under thif
category 1 still enjoyed tt. 1 find writing about gpeelry 4 e
{cult, thus 1 shall leave what I have written to explatin mv

{deas about poetry. (8-A/M) .

When [ finish a story (like the doctor 1'm taking a shot in
the ddrk to see tf I can develop something) T find it {nterest-
{ng to look back and re-read segments. Things take on a newv
light and I realise that everything an author puts into a good
story is there for a purpose and he either develops it later {n
the story or it helps to Ret the reader attuned, ready or
prepared for the conclusion. (10-S /M) - Vs

Whenever 1 read a story like that my first reaction 1s to analvze
{t and writing what yourthink about it on paper makes it hecome
clear. , s'pose {f I was asked to do the same thing again and
read the same story a few years later @Y reactions and what 1
thought about the stqry would be very different. (10-S/F)

Perhaps predictably, although the grade-twelve students were
M

not averse to applauding the story orf poem ''because it expressed a real

tt

situation in a form that the reader can assoclate and {dentifv with,
their statements of Engagement were generally marked bv reference to a

genefalized set of readers:
The story hés a certain alluring quality which makes us want to
keep reading to find the*outcome of thQ\Struggle, (12«5/F)

”
or to rather more tentative (and at tirceg apologetic) acknowledgements

i

that they had been moved in certain ways:
[N ‘ .

Possibly 1 am overly impressionable and sensitive to these

emotional fluctuations, but 1 tend to accredit the author with

the astonishing ability toﬂigxplve the reader, (12-S/M)

’
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The heavy implicatiomn, in therriting of  the majoriti of the older’

°

_students, was that they had learned well an instructional message which

advised against the undistiplined expression of a subjective response.

, :

. When such admissions were made they tended t6. be more overt in the work

of students labelled average, and rathe;Amoré‘circumspect in the

writings of those labelled superior,

Perception Responses

Complete paraphtases or retellings of the story or poem were
L}
.confined to the writings of average grade-eight students. One of these
protocols began:
“The Olsons were new patients to the doctor, They had left a
message that their daughter was sick and they needed his help.
Mrs. Olson was the one who had let him in. She did not say
much at all. He found out that the girl was in the kitchen
because it was warm in there. (8-A/M)
The account continued in this vein, produging a total of.thirty-four
statements, all coded as 230: Content. Although surprisingly few
students employed retelling to the exclusion of all other subcategories,
their consistently lengthy paraphrases formed a large proportion of the
24.10% of Content statements at the grade-eight level,
Applying the criteria for scoring paraphrasesﬁproposed in the
NAEP study (Appendix D), the sheer length of these respomses to the
story rendered them generally aaequate. For the poem, on the other
hand, the adequacy of attempts at retelling falls off rather sharply:
The whole idea of the poem is about a fairly young fellow and his
confrontation with a motorcycle cop, At the beginning the young
man then describes his actions towards the motor-cycle cop,
After that the surroundings are described by the young man. Then

comes the climax, The young man. starts to really feel his battle,
There is no communication between them except the occasional
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glance that is exchanged. The young man is imagining himself

going. Just then the young man is completely brought back as

the motor-cycle cop races away feeling very smug in his power.
‘ (8-A/F)

The Poem has a fair bit of slang words in it and is about a young.
magd walking along smoking and chewing gum hut he spits out the

gum and stands their watching a policeman watching him. He thinks
the policeman is suspecting him of-litting (loitering) and he know
“that he is. He is to afraid to ‘through out the smoke other wise
he would pounce on him for 1itting and then wack the big charge on
him and book him for litting. The police man starts the bike and
takes of down the street. Thefe is a lot of descripion in the
poem about the cop. it is a good poem about the cop and the man
walking on the other side of the road. Cars going between him.

‘ (8-A/M) -

P A

Understandably, most of the statements devoted to literal
detailing of the facts of plot, character, or setting occurred within
the .context of momentary or overall attempts to provide suppot¥ting

evidence for expressions of personal inpvolvement, Or from a base of

more or less sophisticated attempts to interpret or*evaluate the

" literature. >

well you coyld picture her. ~He showed how the girl felt with
lines 1i "The child was fairly eating me up with her cold,
steady eyes, and no expression to her face whatsoever" and 'her
expression Hadn't changed." (8-S/M) i

The'girl;:is pretty and this paragraph in the story showed it so

The doctor sounded 1ike he was very strict. He didn't like
anybody using the phrase "he won't hurt you' or ''he is a nice
man." . . . _The story sounded as if it was in the time when
there was ho loungeroom heater, only a fireplace in the kitchen.
Also it was only three dollars for a house call while nowadays
it is more like eight to twe%:e dollars. (8-A/F)

N

She is also a sore loser when eventually she is defeated. After
a long \struggle the doctor and her father hold her down long
enough s0 the doctor. can look at her tonsils and see if they

are covered with membrane. When he has finally succeeded in
doing so she screams and instead of being in a force of

defense she flairs up and attacks. Forcefully trying to get out
‘of her father's lap and attack him, (10-A/M)

te
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The girl, Mathilda, was blonde-haired, quiet, attractive and
"strong as a heifer," Her face was expressionless and her eyes

"> were cold and stquy - - a person capable of keeping her secrets
and fears bottled up within her, without giving herself away on
the ace. Op the second and third pages of the story, she

prove that sﬁé'was>also capable of physically concealing her
fears. For g;ample'shg clawed the doctor's eyes, and ¢rushed
the wooden spatula to splinters in her mouqh.\flO-S/F)

I
4

Leavipgaside statements coded as 230: Content, over half the

responses of Perception at grade eight referred to problems of comprehen-

sionn. The remaining

technique or form displayed a rémarkabiy narrow focus. Almost all of

tatemedts which Trelated to questions of
¥ 5

"

the twenty statements describing the languagefof the work revealed a
preoccupation with the licence Williams employed in his presentation
of dialogue, or his pﬁrposeful attempt to represent dialect:

The story has no inverted commas and sSo making it a lot hard to
understand. (8-A/M)

While reading the story 1 was constantly having difficulty
‘because of an appatrent lack of proper punctuation. Also there
‘were a couple of spelling mistakes which I suspect were un-—
intentional. (8-S/F) ' i

The language of the parents was not very good. (8-A/F)

One student mentioned "similie," and the few structural
FS

discussions cgntred on the use of climax in "The Use of Force':

The development of a high climax in the story has been
accomplished. In the beginning,'the author explains all the -
details for example: "The child was fully dressed sitting on
her father's lap near the window." Here a very low climax
was presented. Gradually the climax grew as he went along«
When the child in the story refused to opén her mouth the
climax mounted. As the author phrases it "The battle began."
The highest point of the climax was, when, nearing the end

of the story, the doctor overcame the girl by force, and un-
covered her secret, then the climax was over, and as in the
beginning the author finished with an unusual ending, leaving.
the child crying in. defeat, a low climax. (8-S/F)

And from a different school:

It was a story that started with a relatively low climax which
\ built up to a high fast moving climax. (8-A/F)
\

AN
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" Most of the descriptions of tone, mood, pace, or point of

view occur as isolated and undevelqped statements in the writing of A ‘
small number of students. In fact, almost one third of the responses
. N & :

a

classified as 260 were contaiﬁed in this account of the poem?

The feeling ‘of hopelessness that the.poet puts across is seen
through the eyes of the 'cormered culpr .'" Maybe it was just
a brief glance that caused the ultimate sensation of fear --
the warning tingling that something should happen. Was the
cop's gaze a gaze of mistrust, suspicion or hatred? Or just
an innocent qdes;ioning‘look or curious stare? then there is.
the waiting. Hatred for this is something both share. The
seconds turn to minutes as both wait for something to give.
The feeling{that both are trapped in time and word, unable to
move, as two gunslingers wait:for the other to fire, then.te
draw themselves much quicker then to shoot and in that brief
moment to have victory. It isas though one has the power to
captivate and hold the other's glance 'so he is doomed to stare
into the cool, yet piercing and condeming eyes. Then the cop
rides off and a feeling of relief sweeps over the other even
though he himself is not victorious.

The\poem is obviously modern and quite unique in some of
its phrases and lines. The poem intrigues me, because it is
simply so different. There is no set rhythm yet there is a
distinct beat which'is falling on different words all the time.
There is no rhyming yet the poem is definately a poem because
of the allowable shortening of phrases like thoughts pulsing
through the poet's mind and forming slowly, so as they are a
muddle of words and meanings, although this goes beyond the
surface view. (8-S/F) '

What distinguishes the writing of this gra?e eight girl is‘just that
ability to go ''beyond the surface view" of cpntent.which preoccupied
most of her ébntemporaries.

Just as the stringency of scoring by paradigm revealed ver?
few protocols devote§ wholly to paraphrase, so also the demands of
wholigtic scoring unearthed even fewér protocols>whose major concern

was the listing of formal/rhetorical issues. Even in the following

example, which\fOCUses on ‘the structural components of the short story,

~
A

most of the discrete issues which the writer discusses carry an

evaluative freighting:

-
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In his short story, Williams has effectively combined the
basic principles of the short story to.create a compact but well
developed story. .

L The beginning of 'The Use of Force" 1s necessarily brief. .
Action starts in the second paragraph and -is well concluded at
‘the climax of the story. This contributes to the last movement
of action. .

Because interest is focused on the child, Williams is able
to develop his story and characters around this point. Thus the
emotional involvement of the characters adds to theysuceess.of
the story. Therefore the frustration and anger of the doctor,
the chﬁ’i's fear ‘and se;ﬁiéetermiﬁation, the mother's anger and-
anguisH and the father's shame and fear are clearly seen and felt.

Williams wisely introduced no distractions such as background
information, irrelevant characters or descriptive passages. This
results in the intense unity of action which builds up "till the
climax which 4s also the conclusion. As Edgar Allen Poe saild
"Every word Shggiggiintribute to the planned effect" and "The
story should e ts climax."

"The Use of Force' displays the characteristic features of
the short story. It is concise, has a centre of interest, it
involves the reader jmmediately in the story, has no irrelevan-
cies and creates a single impression. Williams combines these
techniques with an interesting plot, well used language and
1ifelike characters, resulting in a well structured, well
devedoped and entertaining short-story. (12-S/F)

A tabulation of the actual frequencies for subcategories of
Perception, with the exception of 230: Content, at grades ten and
twelve provides substantial evidence of a developing commitment tp

discussions of the formal and technical aspects of thg-works:.

Subcategory (200) (210) (220) (240) (250) (260) (270) (280)

Grade 12 Story 2 15 1 18 13 14 5 0
Poem - 3 ° 31 30 36 14 54 14 2
ToTAL 5 46 31 54 21 68 18 2

* Grade 10  Story 9 14 0 6 6 9 1 ‘
Poem 16 14 6 10 1 24 2 0
\ TOTAL 25 28 6 16 7 33 31

The marked difference in Subcategory 200 statements, which largely

mirror a lack of understanding at the levels of 1anguage or action,
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has already been discusSed, What-is of‘far more imoortance, given tne
limitationsffor objective notations provided in the story and poem as
unique artistic constructs, ‘is the range of differences both between
grades and genres. Theé grade-twelve students made considerably more

responses to the poem than did the grade-tens with respect to matters

oy
L.

of 1anguage, literary devices, the relation of technique to content,
structure, tone, atmosphere point of view, and literary classification.
The story, on the other hand, produced notably fewer statements in’ most

Y

of these formal areasfat‘both'graoe levels than did the poem. A clear.
exception was the consistency'of discussions of structure at grade
twelve for both the story and the poem, whereas at grade ten the limit-
ed structural discussions were confined to the_story. Also, the
ianguage of both story and poem called forth equal numbers of statements~
at‘grade ten. ‘. |
| As was the case at graoe eight, a large proportion of'thei

corpus of linguistic elements which received attention by students at
grades ten and'twelve referred to typographical idiosyncrasies in "fhe
Use of Force.“v Particularly at grade ten this featurevof the story
produced expressions of disapproval“because the absence of quotation
marks "made it difficult to tell who was talking,' necessitatedrre—
reading, or was a najor contributing factor to Williams' "poor style."
The following comments are entirely characteristic:

I have only one complaint to make and that is the lack of

inverted commas around direct speech. When I first read the

story I was confused as to when a person startgd and finished

his speech. Ordinary commas do mot take inverted comma's
place. (10-S/F)
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The first noticable feature of this story was the complete

abandonment of quotation marks necessitating a longer time

for reading, It reminded me distinctly of English exams in
primary school in which one had to find mistakes in the .
passage and add inverted commas etc. I was sorely tempted

to make the necessary additioms, but I refrained from doing
so. (10-A/M) ' ‘ ' ’ '

Similarly, unusual or novel aspects of the poem's language came under

attack:

The author uses a lot of metgphors and does not have-a very

good style as is illustrated by the very first line, where
he contradicts himself by saying 'slumps alertly."” (10-A/M)

) On the other hand, there were a number of convincing accounts
of the recognition of the fuﬁction of formal or structural elements,
which usually occurred within 3he\framework of discussions of fhe
modernity of either the story or:tﬁégpoem: "The stream of consclousness
is recognized by the omission of véfbal punctuatioﬂ, aﬁé this is high-
1ighted in the.égnversations bet&éen the doctor and the paren:s."'
(iZ—S/M); ""Most aspects ;f'the poem shgggs;‘it.is.moderﬁ. The poét has
completely abandoned rhyme, énd has e#etcfged freedom in the léngth of
lines. The ffee verse is a perfect veh;gle for the contemporary
éonflict he documents." (12-5/M)
A more detailed ﬁicture of the range of thg'elementé of

Perception discussed by the oldér,‘more'able students‘émerges in thg
following extracts:

The poem has an air of crackling dryness about it,.signifying

* perhaps both a kind of tension and the dry dustiness of the
city . '« . Ralph Pomeroy has written a very 'now' poem.- It is

idle, yet tense. It is not idle as in 'a sunny stream, birds
twittering etc.' There is a sense of waitirng. They appear to

be 'idling, yet they are tense, waiting for the other to make a
move. As it .turns out, the cop moves first, but his is a

. winning move. He has acknoyledged the power he has, (10-S/F)
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"The Use of Force" 19 probably a modern plece of writing
in its style as it does not use any rules concerning the
punctuation of speech. This is annoying, but it does create the
"thought-type" ting in the passage. In the writing of it, t
author uses a slingy, colloquial style, but it is also cold and
clinical, espegdally in the doctor's approach to the child and
. her parents, fhus creating a'sense of authenticity. It is a-
first-person {narration, in the form of a confession. This is a
flashback or'reflection of a diphtheria case in the village --
"three dollars worth,'" thus is a stream of comsciousness relat-
ing to the event. However, it is in a chronological order where
he simply relates the story from his arrival at the house ‘to his
victqry over the child's idiocy. o

It is not part of the author's life -- an autobiographical
account of part of his life despite his use of the pronoun "I".
In part it is the author speaking through a person'as it does .

. not appear to be personal, and is too clinical. This is probably
because Williams is trying to create an atmosphere of coldness
and sterility to show the callousness and the unrestrained
actions of the doctor. (12- S/M)

<

Pomeroy has written this poem in colloquial language usi#g
the usual poetic devices such as similes —- ''supported by one
leg like a leather stork," alliteration -- "green goggles," and
onomatopoeia -- "splay and clench." This last quotation aids in
setting the atmosphere of the poem. It is one of tension between
the "tough guy" and the '"cop": o

"His ease is fake, I can tell

My ease is fake and he can tell."

Pomeroy associates this tension-with that of a bull fight,
where one cannot back down. This coeparison alsonhelps in*
creating the atmosphere. -There is no definite form for the
verses. As it is a modern poem they vary in 1ength . There are
two very short stanzas, beginning with:

"Everything holds me- back/ .Y

and '"I am becoming sunlight.” ' //i
in which the pace becomes very rapid/as the tension tightens.
(12-S/F)

- . .
What distinguishes these three passages is the relative complexity and

sophistication with which each writer approaches the task of deseriblng

the interactive features of atmosphere, literary devices, poin¥ “of View,

structure, and tone. According to the NAEP criteria:(Appendix D), most

of the discussions of Perception undertaken by the students in this

study would not achieve a ranking of."Superiot," since the general

o

pattern involved a mere cataloguing of parts, at no point organized to

-
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support an overriding hypothesis about the work.
-As Purves implicitly suggests, the clearest measure of

w¢rthiin any formal analysis occurs with respect to staé!hents coded

.

_aé 240: Relation of Technique to Contenﬁ. Responses in this sub-
catégory ans&er the quéstion: "What -1s the function of X?" According
to Purves, the subcategory was chosen to accommodate "all those state-
ments whiéh relate th; verbal; stylistiec, or_presentétioqal means to

the sense or effect of ﬁhe work." (1968, 21) Such statements were

. @

océasionally found in the work of average students: "The words maintain
an intensity of the feeling of being watched." (1D-A/F) Superior
students were consistently more specific in_relating these stylistic or

fdrmal features to thematic cogcerns:
Background descfiption was noﬁ used in so short.a stofy, nor
would .it have aided the effect of the story. Also the plot
‘is_necessary but only ‘as an underskirt for the study of human
behaviour. (10-S/F)

Although I disliked the poem on the whole, there are still
some of Pomeroy's techniques that protrude from each stanza,
impossible to obliviate from the mind. "His short four and
threi word phrases add to the quick, fast movements of the
people involved. This creates. the tense atmosphere that
Pomtroy is constantly producing in his composition of words.
: (10-S/F)

Some of the verbs have been chosen because they a Lhe sense
of the line e.g.

'Splay and clench, itching to change something'
The three verbs here, all with different vowel sounds, echo
‘the action of the cop. I saw the cop's’ fingers moving even
as I read the words. Also, in.the line, 'quick as a craver'
the quickness is- emphasized by the plosive consonants and
the short vowel sounds. {(12-§/F)

A thorough-search of individual protocolsirevealed an
extremely limited range of freferences to literary devices beyond
metaphor,. simile, and imagery. Only one student built his response

around a discussion of irony in "The Use of Force."
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The whole plot in the story "The Use of Force" revolves
around the use of irony. The ironical situation, of course,
was the role of a doctor in society to help sick people being

. totally unaccepted by someone who is dying. There is also
irony involved another way. A doctors role is to help people,
but in this story he actually makes a vicious assault on the
girl and gRen hurts her when trying to heal her. (12-A/M)

Another student saw an allegorical function in the@p9em:v"The aﬁthof
has used the situation as an aiiegory of modern day vic£imizét10ns and
their effect on,ﬁhe individuaf.f (12—S/M) There were only one or two
references to'devices such as'pérsonification, hyperbole, or allusion,b
though such general omissiunslmust be taken to'representylimitations
imposed by the liﬁeraturenitseif, rathe: ;hén a lack of knowledge of
inclination on the students' part to centre discussion on the use and
function of such devices. |

. On balance,~the overail eviden;e of s;udeﬁ; writiﬁg both
ch _}énges and supports thé\finding of much priér'research,‘that
students (especial%y those at grades ten aﬁd twelve) evince little
interest in the foémal and technical aspects of literafure. This
equ%xocal position is-necéssar&, since so many of the reactions to
technical devices emre palorgd by expressions of Eﬁgagegent or Evaluation.
As some of the quoted examples have indicated,-most students_tend to
bring a set of personalistic ér evaluative criteria to bear on their
_diSCussions bf Tangﬁage, literary'devices; tone, or structure, Theré

—~

were no complétely objective accounts of either the story or poem, and
¢ ’ T v
the occasional detached, analytic portions of' student writing were

o

confined to the responses of superior students. -The affective—~perception-
.al or evaluatiﬁevpercgptional thrust of most student responses is .the
_necessa:y corollary of an already noted narrational-interpretive function.

Just as retelling was rarely used for its own‘saké, so the other elements
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of Rerception might assume even greater significance if the discrete—

-
]

ness of Purges basic fourfold\classification were expanded to allow

cross-categorical coding.

~

Interpretation Responses

N

The abstractive hierarchy‘implicit in the movement from
character analysis (320), to mimetic interpretation (330), and finally

. to typological interpretation (34b) represents a developmental pattern‘\

which directly mirrors three phases in the stage—specific perdiqd of

formal operations - analysis, generalizing, and theorizing In spite
of Purves' (1968) disclaimer that "there is no formal arrangement of .
»

the elements from lower to higher, from simple to complex, from basic
‘to decorative," (4) the evioence of student_writing supports the
common-sense intuition that at the level of the snbcateéorﬂes'oﬁ
Interpretation the nature and range ;} interpretive responses closely
recapitulates the general stages of cognitive growth.

N The reSults.of quantitative analysis have already indicatéd °
a dramatic increase .in statements devoted to Interpretation of Content
- (320) throughout the graoes. The proportioS;of total statements codéd
. in this way more than doubled between grade eight and grade ten'(8.77%
and 19.61%), and fell away slightly to 16.07Z'in grade twelve. The
substance of these inferences about the antecedent or conStituent
actions of the work, about the setting, or about the author were
generally tied to increasingly sophisticated atteppts to discuss

questions of character motivation or relatiomships, all geared to in-

exorable hunts for the theme of the literary pieces. ' Certainly, both

"The Use of Force and "Corner" favited considerations of the set of

v
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motives behind thé explicit conflict of the doctor and Mathilda, and
the more subtle confrontation of the teenager and the motorcycle

policeman. )
\ . P ,
\

One focal point for tracing qualitative differences in
interpreiationslattempted By a large number of students a€~each grade

level concerns the significance of the title of®the poem:
. /

I can't see how the poem has anything to do with the title. (8-A/F)

The title itself suggests a few things to me. It immediately
makes me think of a joining of two roads -- a deserted alley
and two walls meeting and forming a corner -- and a dead

end. (8-S/F) :

The title suggests that the story or content took place on 2 -

corner, but probably more important than that it relates to the
' feeling the poet had at being watched or. speculated so caggfully
.+ == cornered . . . The whole poem creates an atmosphere of being
closed in with nowhere to turn for freedom and the words maintain
an intensity of the feeling of being watched. »Although in the
content there is only omne pair of eyes watching the poet, it
appears to the reader that the whole creation is down upon him.

;. (10-A/F)
The title itself sets the scene and mood of the poem, and in
some ways the poet himself.- A cérner, I imagine, to be something
confined and limited, silent and alone, but open to view, an
inevitable arena for the confrontation of the generations.
. ' (12-A/M)

These statements encapsulate a general linear tendency'through the

grades which runs the gamut from admissions of an inability to inter-

-

pret eleﬁénts in the literature, through-ratheglliteral interpretations,

to generalizations which see symbolic significance in both the story

—

and the poem.\

The clearest evidence of this developmental proéess was
. ;
found in the quantity and quality of responses coded as 330: Mimetic

Interpretation and 340:Typological Interbfetation. The total frequen— -

)

cies for eaéh of these‘subcategories at each grade level, in response
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to both the short story and the poem, were as follows:

Grade 12: (330) 130 statements
.+ (340) - 95 statements

Grade 10: (330) 63 statements .
(340) 24 statements
Grede 8: (330) 13 statements
(340) 5 statements

4 Y
Examination of individual protocols revealed that both subcategories .

were used by only one student at grade eight, by twelve students at.

grade ten, and by twenty-five students at grade twelve. Only six of’

the grade-ten students using both: and sixteen of the grade-twelve )
.
students had been nominated as superior by their teachéré.

Iq general, it_is difficult to exemplify the range_and e
quality of analytic or interpretive responses eﬁbodying mimesis or
typolqu excépt in‘thé contexg of complete protocols. Natur;lly, those
essays exhibiting the most complex iﬁterpr;tations were bound by the
rules of argument and evidence which makes illustration at Bpe level of
the response statement somewhat incomplete. Certainly, the symbolic
conflicts in bot% the story and the poem produced only occasional
responses at grade eight which saw the works as "imitative of the world

. .or as a dig;illation or abstracti?n from the world." (Purves,
1968, 8) The following isolated comments were restricted in occurrence
and uniformly unelaborated:'
| KI felt that this plece of poetry conveyed the thoughts of a 1arge
majority of every day people who show a kind of fear of the
"police. The police who have great power probably make the people

feel that the police are out to use this power on some unfortunate
victim. (8=A/M)
The youth and the coﬁ are silent enemies for no reason, and they

have a score to settle that has passed down through generations
of youth. (8-S/F)

-

/

.
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This theme is something which fs not overworked or written about
too frequently, in fact it im mostly neglected, But the story
extends beyond the doctor, the parents, and the child. It deals
with the human victim, and the animal bryught out in us in our
desperateness, even though our deeper senses know that to resist
is hopeless. (8-S/F) .

The last example (s entirely atypical, since it was the poem rather

than the story which prompted generalizations amongst the grade elghts.

To provide evidence of characteristic changes {n the

sophistication and quality of interpretive responses as thev occur

between grades ten and twelve it {3 necessary to consider examples such

as those below:

Two points of view from this excerpt can be considered.
Orne is the social aspect and also the human aspect.

The event is an example of a particular type of social
problem, that of people in a poor envirormment where a doctor
is foreign and not completely trusted. It clearly displays
the class difference which exists in the world. The ductor
usually comes from a high class and so there i{s obvious tension
when he encounters people of a lower class.

The human element concerns the extent to which one should
use force to gain something which is very necessary. In the
excerpt, the doctor must be violent in order to ascertain
whether the child has diphtheria. Although the child is
terrified of him and will hate him for using force, he must do
it.

)

Another aspect is the amount of control one can keep over
one's emotions. This is represented by the doctor allowing his
concern for the girl to be overpower by anger.

\. Therefore, a number of deeper levels of meaning are con-
cainéi\within the story. (10-S/M)

®

In his slice of life, short story, "The Use of Force,!
William Carlos Williams describes the rugged conflict between
a strong-minded young girl and an equally stubborn doctor.
This confrontation is important, for it forms the basis, on
which symbolic characterizations are established. These types
of evaluation are significant, for the pattle royal engaged

* upon, reflects the whole situation of the generation gap. The
young rebel who is blooming, even in a repressive and stifling
enviromment, surrounded by a lower middle class family who
constantly change their opinion, represents the new breed of
human being, hell bent on radical restrpcturing of society, at
any cost. The whole question of whether or not force can be,
or should be used in making people conform, such as in the
example of the throat examination of Mathilda Olsen, is debated

=%
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by Williams, in the form of the determination of the doctor,
and his apprehensiveness in trying to break the spirit of
this wild beauty. Williams microseopically examines the
unamed young doctor's thoughts on the matter, through the
use of the omniscient author, this technique proves to be
invaluable, for as the conflict pgpgresses, so too can mood”
and feeling be re—gxamined. '

The lack of understanding which exists between people of
different generations 1is reflected by William Carlos Williams

~in the form of a truly hostile, patient doctor rg}ationship,
which -contains a partner from opposing viewpoints and ages.
Even.though it is just a simple domestic ‘situation, Mathilda's
concerted effort to deflect the path of her doctor is not
simply the screaming tantrum of an_immature brat. Instead, the
inability of the young, and in particular, the maturing, :
developing teeriager to communicate with parents, and indeed
authotitariand ruling. class morals and values in general, is
expressed. Her elliousness is more of a plea/for help, than|
a genuine hatre her doctor, but the medica} officer,. reacts
in true fashion, by justifying his violent actions, with the '
words "the damned little brat must be protected against her own
idiocy." This type of care, or really lack of real conscious-
ness on the matter is a direct result of a failure to concede,
on both sides, that the other side has the ability to reason
for themselves. Howewer a special loving respect can quite
easily develop from a situation such as Williams depicts.

"Oh yeah? I had to smile to myself. After all, I had
already fallen in love with the savage brat, the parénts.were
contemptible to me. In the ensuing\struggle they grew more
and more abject, crushed, exhausted while she surely rose to .
magnificent heights of insane fury." Rather than respecting -
from a safe distance, Williams suggests that it is simply,
human nature, which causes people to jump into an argument
feet first. Thus, the self respect and pride of your opponent
is further destroyed whilg humiliation and sorrow are all that
is left. After the hair and skin has stopped flying, neither
side, in~*a battle of such magnitude and gusto, as symbolically
described by Williams, will really have changed, or conceded a
single point. Only a new, more vicious revenging opponent will
arise out of the dust. The problem therefore is compounded,
and great heights of confrontation reached. The answer lies
‘hidden, deep in the secret longings of your combatant, as the
unknown unamed doctor realizes, to expose this mystery is the
only suitable answer, Fail to do this, and the battle compounds,
logaritimically.

"Now truly she was furious. She had been on the defemsive
before but now she attacked. Tried to.get off her father's lap
and fly at me while teaTs of defeat blinded her eyes." (12-S/M)

As intimated earlier, tﬁe_appﬁication of fairly traditiomal,
/

rhetorigcal criteria is unavoidable’in judging matters of interpretive

P
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’ adeqnacy. What marks the writing of the grade-twelve student is
attention to factors such as the multiffaceted development of a main

idea, a varied range of supporting details embedded both in the writer's

‘ experience and the evidence of the text, the- flavor and individuality of
/

/

ia discernible styl 3 nd a\simply more mature vocabulary, These are the

i . v
very facto#s, it wi

U
and therefhre provid

be reme&bered which are most valued by teachers,

i
/

the clearest circumstantial evidence of the success
|

. \
of an instructional proceSs. -

v

\m
JJ
Evaluation Responses

The experience of the coding process unearthed problems with

the status of Evaluation as a discrete category which vere to a lesser

degree evident in dealing with responses coded as Engagement; Pd;ception,
-~ . & . =

or Interpretation On the one hand, there was ample support for the

e A

belief, already mooted by Cooper® (1969) and Applebee (1973), that the
process of Yevaluation was qualitatively different from the identifying,
perceiving, and interpreting stances of the other ‘major categories As

Purves (1968) admits, the basis?ﬁ?Evaluation is tautological in that

its constituent subcategories -- Affective Evaluationm, Evaluation of
. ~ )
Method, and Evaluation of Author's Vision - bear a one-to-one relation-

"ship with Engagement, Perception, and’Tnterpretation. It should be
renembered, as well, that in the absence of structured directions which
marked the use of the free response, the choice of applying personal,
rhetorical, or aesthetic criteria as grounds on which to judge che
adequacy of a reader's experience of the work, or of qualities in the

. : o

work itself, was privately exercised. by each student.

Again, there is an implipét hierarchy in the movement from



-~

- ‘ ' 210
' <&

general evaluatioh (400), to methodological evaluation (420), and
finally to evaluation of v151on (430) which recapitulates the gross
outlines of stages of emotional and cognitive growth, Yet obJective
coding hasbindicated that grade—eight students make more statements
devoted to evaluation of the author's craft thanrdo E%ade—twele

students. It is evident, therefore, that qualitative distinctions

: , ,
within the subcategories of Evaluation will point the direction of

developmental patterns rather more clearly than the evidence of
quantitative occurrence.

The typical grade-eight paper began with a short evaluative

statement indicating whether or not the Teader liked the literature --

"This poem is very good"; "I likg'this stOry:; "The story of the poem

Y

is not really interesting, but it might just be because I am not a fan

for poetry"; "I think this story is quite good because it portrayed

péoplevin their true sense. Just as typically.the paper ended with a

summary judgment occasionally drawing on criteria-developed in the body

of the paper, but more often introducing idiosyncratic criteria: "I

(-\,-

Yiked this poem which isx unny because I detesn\poetry "On the whole

—

I thought the story was pretty geadv-£££§ér than what we usually read
in school"; "I think it's a good poem bqt>really unusually written"
"Although it is a ﬁoripg poem it describes things fairly well."

At the level of more specific evaluatigns of the author's
technique;zhe younger students responded with statements of the orde?:
"The characters were really well described. I like the way the young
g;rl's eyes were described, and how the authof said she wasﬂguiet and

unusually attractive with her blond hair." (8-~S/F) Even at grade ten,

the criteria employed to support evaluative statements were tied to

4
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priQate céncepts of realism, reader identification;{or'the writer's

use of ''good similes." By this stage there wereM;;ergent indications

of an ability to relate concepts of effectiveness to a more formal set of
griterig: "The introduction is ve;y weak, and the first fgw lines refer
to-over two different people, each one described by the Qse of dangling
pronoﬁns." (IC-A/F); "The story is told by the docéo; which makes it

[

quite effective, though 1f it were told by the child or even the mother

} . .
or father it would affect the reader equally as it does in i present

form." (10-8/F)
In what: could be taken as evidence of developing standards
 of taste, more than a feéw students at grades ten and twelve provided

lengthy evaluations of the form ‘and content of the literature. On one

53 i

level the criteria remained intensely personal:

As I have been instructed to make this paper as honest as possible,
I shall be frank and say that I do not like this. poem at all.

- Most poetry of.this type ('hip' nature) does not appeal to me. I
know that you would probably expect most teenagers to appreciate

-it as it is supposed to be written in our language, supposed to be(3
with the times which it is really, but to me somehow, there is
something lacking, a poetic feeling not present which makes me

lose interest. I enjoy reading poetic words. These sound nice,
they make me feel good. (10-A/F)

[

An older student, after dutifully admitting that the poem contained

"

"some figurative language, the usual forms of imagery in poetry," went

on to complain:

However, all these techniques have pot the power of imagination
or originality which can be found in poets like Keats or John
Shaw Nielson who employ rich, sensuous imagery. These poets
may not have written on the same themes -- the friction between
law and authority, certainly not on contemporary issues, but
this poem is rather clicheique.: (12-S/F) : Nh¢

Nor were these negative evaluations: confined to the poem;
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1 believe the story could have been mwch better. The dialogue
is staccato; it's choppy; it -doesn't. flow. The lines are strictly

- comic book like something out of "General Hospital.'" The author
slaughters his own feeble attempts at colloquiaglism as a stylist-
ic device. The mother and father speak well most of the time.
On occasion they say "ain’t," "her throdt don't hurt her" or "We
tho't you'd better take’a look." TFrom this, the family shows

- structpre and accent traits belonging td either a backwoods
) Tenessee farmer or a Cockney flower girl. At times the mother
. even's&phds Jewish! How does one decide? (12-5/M), '

'Theitask of isolating developmenta%wtrends within the corpus

of evaluativeiétatemeqts was therefore compounded by the subsumptive,

i

superordinate nhturé of the constr&%t itself. Since the grade—eigﬁfﬁ
\ :

students listeduks many causes for liking or not liking formal or
> ‘ ' .
ﬁthematic issues within the story or the poem as did grade twelves, the
most‘reliable evidence of growth within this response mode related to

the ability of older students. to 1list, with some elaboration and

depth, a greater\fange of subjective or objective criteria which

-

dccounted for the judgmental stance they adopted.

. "Effects of Audience and Context

‘The attempts to document the effects of a sense of audience on
‘student writing; and the perception of response patterns relevant to an

'infofmal context were approached in two ways. The simple expedient of

)

instructing students to "imagine that [thé; were] writing as much for

other members of the class as for a teacher" demanded a "willing sus-
pension of disbelief" which producédvvery few indications of éoncerné
for an aJﬁience other than the teacher. Especially at g%ades ten and
twelve-the.qualif?’of étudent &riting was routinized and~predictable, ir
evitably evidencing the remémberéd dicta'of’litetature lessons. On the

other hand, the results of theuRespoﬁse Preference Qu@stipnnaire, which



213

ésked students to list those questions éonéidered most and léast
1mportant when literature was encountered in an out-of-school sggting,
provided several challenges to the patterns deriving'from thé actual
writ}ng samples of the main study.

Results of the follow-up questionnaire wiil be presented
'firsi, sinée they establish tﬁe set. of expectations which prompted the
original desire to specify an audience ng the peer group as well
as the teacher. ‘AsATable 26 indicates, the cons¥ggency of commitﬁent
to Engégemeng responses, at all three grade levels,.challenges one of
the basic findings of_thé quéntitative and qualitative discussions df
written ;ésponses to "The Use‘of Force'" and "Corngr"._ At grades eight,
ten, and ;welv; the Engagement question, "What emotibns does. the liter-
ature arouse in me?" (Subcategory 129), is'ranked-above all others. 1In
addition,-;he related Engagemgnt questions represented by Subcategories
'100~and 130, '""How did I feel after reading the'literatgre?" and, "Are
any éf the characters; events, etc. in the literature.like those I know
or have'éxpériénced?", while ra&Led progréssively lower through gradés
eight, ten, and twelvé, diéplaqe some of the perceptional, interﬁfetive,

: : : . S

- and evaluative concerns which th;'oraer of preferences for the school-
"based study of poems and short stories divulged, (See below pp.162-166)

Althoughhpge subcaﬁegories of Intefpre;ation appear onlfA
bnce'in the list éf réjeétéd quéstions, the nature and range of preferr-
ed subcategories suggests only‘a slight realiggment of a growing Commit-
. ment to interpretive matters, At ail three grade levels the desire to
extractvmeéning; albéit on_a general level, persiéts'in ;hé informai

context. Interesting changes of emphasis emerge at grades ten and

twélﬁe, with the grade tens betraying'a concern with the didactic thrust

ra
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TABLE. 26

PREFERRED AND REJECTED SUBCATEGORIES FOR LITERATURE:
= ENCOUNTERED -IN AN OUT-OF+SCHOOL SETTING: RANK
ORDERS AT GRADES EIGHT, TEN, AND TWELVE
: | I |

i
|

s
i
1

RANK ORDER OF PREFERRED SUBCATEGORIES o

GRADE 8 ' GRADE 10 GRADE 12
(1) : 120 120 ' 120
(2)" | 100 . . 260 230
(3) o 400. 100 260
(4) 300 - 230 100
(5) 260 400 410
(6) X 230 410 - 210
(7. - 200 . 430 300 .
(8) ' . 130 .. 130 340 .
e (9) o 410 300 - 220

(10) 270 - 350 130

RANK ORDER OF REJECTED SUBCATEGORIES

GRADE 8  GRADE 10 GRADE 12
(1) . 280 280 280
(2) 430 110 : 110
(3) - 220 1220 270
(4) ' 110 ‘ . .240 430

(5) - 210 - 210 ’ 320

of the literature, and the grade twelves committing'themselves rather’
more to the wider, typologioal issues raised in the literature.

| The conjuncti&h;of preferred and rejected qneetions within
‘the category ‘of Perception reveal patterns of potential interest,
Predictably, again, students at all ages are concerned with the content _:--
and setting (Subcategory 230) of 1iterature read outside the sehool o
context. Questions of atmosphere, mood, and point of view also appear
to be of universal importance. Perhaps teachers would regard with mixed

feelings the relative importance which students attaeh to matters of

>
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language, literary devices, and contextual classification (Subcategories

210, 220, and 280) in out-of-schopl:discussions at each grade level.
.Specifically,‘leAthree concerns are clearly rejected by studeﬁts at
gradé ei;htvand grade ten, and almost és'clearly sanctioned by stud;nts
at grade twelve. The not;ble exgeption coﬁcerns the'hi§torica1 back~-
grouné of the literature androther céntextual issues, which grade;twelve

. students, like those at grades éight and ten, regard as least relevant

‘to their informal reading pursuits. ’

| With regard to Evaluation, the grade~ten s;udenté, by includ-
ing Subcategories 400, 410, and 430 in their list_of important questions,
create én apparently anomalous pattern of éreference. At'gradés eight
and twelve, the extent to which the literature is_pugcessful in -involving
the reader (Subcategory 410) 1is an igportaﬁt 0ut—of—school”consideration,
and the younger.sﬁudehts continue to ascribe Significance to questions of
general evaluationm. It is the approved inclusion of Subcategory 430 by
the grade tens whicﬁ disrupts what appeared as ;n iﬁevitable pairing of
this evaluation question with its Engagemeﬁt corollary: "Is this a propef
subject for literature in genéral?" (éubcategory 110)

It seems clear, then, that if thévs#bjects had responded to the

iﬁvitétibn‘to Qrite for the‘peer group, a range of persongl reactions
would have persisted throughout allvgrades to é far greater degree than

.3, in fact, the case. ‘Especially at grade twelve, most students inter-

yeied the task of writing about jiterature as formulaic discourse,

1

1imited by certain learned rules of use. The following schematic
response clearly reflects at least one pattern of teacher expectation:

. Title: The yse of force
' S/

/

Setting ; f ,
"Time: The story could have taklen .place during anf.year, month

A B
7

-
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or day. Could have occurred during morning, noon or

night.
&

Place: Took place in the familys kitchen

Charagters‘

welfare. .

Mother: an apologetic woman, clean, concerned for her child's

Father: Big man ahsé-concerned for his daughter health. He
loved her deeply and did not wish any pain to be

. ‘ inflicted upon his child.

Mathilda: Daughter of this couple, Sick child who had mo
expression whatever on her face. Appeared to be a

strong young thing with beautiful blondé hair.
Stubborn, defensive of her stand., -~ '

. i . ' i
Dr. Olsen: Concerned for Mathilda's health. Slow to temper

~

but soon became extremely frustrated with the girl.

Plot: Map against Man - Dr, Olsen was in confliét with
' Mathilda. Dr. Olsen was the victor and Mathilda was

- defeated. : .

/ Literary Technique

The story was tdld[from the limited omnicient point of

view. Also uses the literary techniques of a short story rather

well. Extremely short extensive use of Dialogue.

Theme:

Relevancy - This story is relevant.in that often people.

expose unpleasant circumstances which could cause other
worry or feel low. Mathilda didn't wish her parents to
‘was gdeathly ill because she knew the feelings she would

on her parents. Many people in the past as well as the
have constantly been on the defensive to protect theits

security.

‘Integration - This story must somehow affect the reader.
the defensive side of an argument is perhaps the safest.

refuse to
people to
know she
inflict
future

and others

%

Often
There,

" other people can't reach out to you or help you, Whereas others
choose the offensive side of a conflict. Either way both are

subject to defeat. (12-A/F)

. / - :
More disturbing in its implication of tQtaltdependence on teacher-

sanctioned procedures is the followiﬁg camplete .protocol written in

K

.reéponse to the poem: "This poem I do not understand,' Ivlearhed something

3
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about them last yeai but I cannot apply what little knowledge or
memory I have to it." (10-A/M)

| A small number of students, at all three grade levels,
Qppeared to’interpret the direction to write "for other mepbgrs of the

class" as involving a relaxation of certain linguistic or substantive

rule of decorum:

This is just some old poem about some kid and a cop. Certain
areas don't make sense like "slumped alertly" how can you be
both things at the same time. It's just a welrd poem., The
poem doesn't exactly turn me on and is wrictenEin the 60's as
you can.tell with the 'talk' of the time e.g. " of
Coolness, King of Fear." How many people do you know that talk
like that? Besides I'm not much of a poetry fiend that reads’
every poem ever written. You should be more explicit in your
directions! (10-A/M)

The poem flows smoothly'without all that ryming crap you usually
have to put’ up with. (10-A/F)

I thought the poem was really weird and I didn't really under-
stand it at first. So tell Ralphy to rewrite it! (8-A/M)

When I read a poem, I expect to be moved by it in some way.
Something usually happens: either my strong emotions of hate
emerge, OT as a contrast, I drift off into a lazy, day-dream
world of content. Yet, as I read Pomeroy's poem Cormer, I
cannot get into it. My first impression is one of "Who the
he]d wrote this?", or "Who the hell would write something like
this?" The poem gives the impressions of some Joe Stud having
it out with a cop, yet the grammer in the poem just doesn't
fit that pattern. The author tries to make the poem realistic,
but sometimes fails at the attempt. I get the feeling that
Pomeroy never even observed a situation like that, much less
dwelt in one. Over all, I was sorry I read the poem, and my
emotions are aroused only in the direction of the author. I've
got twé words for him, and it ain't good morning. (12-A/M)

" These immature departures from tberobjec:ive;‘transactioqél‘analysis of
moét of the responses were élearly unconvincing. The colloquialigmg,
iﬁ#nitigs, or profanities, either real or implied, lend‘support to
;Rosen's‘(l9§3) contention of ﬁn ine%i;able confusion fo¥ tﬁe student-

writer when the teaéher's demands as sole audience are qsliberately
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withheld.

The only other indication of the‘effécfs of an audience
specification occurred when students made occasional comments of the o
order: "I didn't really enjoy the poem\ve:y much. I do feel that some
.of the other class members may have enjoyed it though." "I thought,
this poem was intgresting, but I don't think I would recommend it to
anyone else in my class." .Such literal interpretations of the invit-
ation tb invite consideration of the peer group as audience were \
generally subo;dih;fed to thé stronger, more comfortable tradition of
writing for -an audience vhich immediately transformed the investigator

into Surrogate teacher. As ome twelfth grader put it: "Well now, sir,

I suppose you're looking at this sho?t item of prose before your
\ " B

knowiédgable eyes- and wonder ''What basically is ;he theme you're so

7

firm in puttingdforward?'"

Results of Teacher Questionnaire

As a follow—up to the concerns of the méin study the eight

partigipating'teacherg provided brief written answers to eight
" questions phfaséd to obtain antovérview of the logistics of literature
instruc{ibn; global and specific objebtivéé for teachiqg the short
story and poetry; criteria used for assesaing_written essays, and the
kinds of teacher responses made on these. essays; differentiated teach-
ing strategies which might be used in teaching éﬁe selected short

story and the selected poem at each of the three grade levels; and ;Qe
teacheré' private chq‘gcgerizations of the perceptive adélescent rgader.
Thgﬂeight questions will be restated, together with summary inﬁerpret-

ations and illustrative quotations where these seem‘appropriate. Taken

O
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together, the teachers' answers provide strong inferemtial support for

-

4

the consistency of quantitative and qualitative changes in the Patterdé.:;>
of response which have been discussed thus far. ' - p

’

(1) What proportion of time do you spend in literary study?
For Grade 8?7 Grade 10? Grade 12?7

- . &‘- ) S—
At least two teachers found the term "literary study" trouble-
some. In the words of one of them:
It depends what you mean by literary study — 1f you mean time
spent reading, writing, listening, speaking, using literary
materials as a resource or stimulus -- obviously most of the
time.
Across the three grade levels, however, the ‘™me spent ranged from 307
to 90%. The means for the eight teachers at each grade level.were as

follows: Grade 8 (40%); Grade 10 (50%); and Grade 12 (65%).

(2) How many stories/poems would you have piesented in the 1last
year. To Grade 8? Grade 10? Grade 12?

As might be expected, three teachers experienced some diff—

1cuity in remembering what they, or their students, had done, Distinc-

tions were again drawn between examples of the two literary forms which

"

were employed for "close analysis," and materials used for "general

illustration of a theme," or fot'"pure enjoyment,' For the five

teachers who provided actual numbers for each genre, the following
means resulted: Grade 8 -- 15 stories and 30'poems; Gfade 10 - 12

stories and 35 poems; .Grade 12 «~ 15. stories and 45 poems, Predictably,

then, the balance of instruction at each gradé level favored the poem
over the short story.

(3) What do you consider to be the most important objectives in
teaching the short story? Are there overall objectives
which would accommodate all grade levels, and more specif;c

objectives relevant to each of Grades 8, 10, and 127
. v :
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(4) What do you consider to be the most important objectives in
teaching poetry? Again, are there overall objectives which
would accommodate all grade leyels, and more specific
objectives relevant to each of Grade 8, 10, and 12?

Thesé questions must be taken together, since most teachers

were reluctant to specify objectives at the general level which
. AY
differentiated appfbaches to the separate genres. Most notably lacking
. ) )
" was any common aim which encompassed such concerns as the potential for

emotional growth, the development of imaginatioh, the opportdnity to
share ideas, or the provision of contéxts for a creative responseL. One
account, which-did.acknowledge the need for balance, ran as follows:

I consider that the teaching of stories and poetry (and I define
teaching here in the formal sense where the class is introduced
to the work in a structured way) takes place in a context where
«students are exposed to a great deal of literature in informal
situations. I move always in formal teaching towards these
ehds: (a) an understanding of the work in general; (b) an
undérstanding of key situations in the work; (c) an understand-
ing of the way the writer achieves his effects in general and
specific ways; (d) a 'creative' writing activity where the
student may use ideas or. techniques gained from the poem/story
if he wants to.

I would like to stress that a great deal of poetry and stories
are presented by students and myself in an informal way for ¥
enjoyment only. There, the response is basically oral -- speak-
ing verse, enjoying rhythm, dramatizing a story ‘etc. I consider
these activities based on enjoyment. equally as important as
structured study, though I give them more emphasis (about 60%)
s in the Junior school than I do in the Senior school (30-40%).

The more common pattern equated objectives with arbitrary
o . . ° S

lists of structural, technical, or interpretive features which were
judged appropriate to each of the three grade levels, Some of these
appgoaches, as applied to the short story, were:

Grade 8: My main aim would be to assist the students to enjoy it as a
’ piecé'of good narrative. I would look at things like climax,
‘conflict, humor, development of plat -- but I would be,
principally interested in helping them to see it as a good
and enjoyable yarn. ‘
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Grade 10:

Grade 12:

You might try a story with a bit ot action and good, strong
characters,

To understand the plot, and the dif{flcultien of producing « “
gatisfactory climax In a short story as compared to a nove\. :

Main interest is in characterization -- Including the use ot
language in description and use of dialogue,

More concentration on unity of effect, with spevlﬁl emphasis
on characterization and setting, '

These students, aft a s{hdy of the structural el ty,
should be able to tell a good story from one that iB/purely’
escapist.

I would widen the study further -- would look at where the
story and its author fit into the history of literature --
the political and philosophical significance of the std¥ry,
and a distinct emphasis on style.

More emphasis on matters of theme, mood, and stylistic and
language qualities.

_As pure appreciation studies, in which the students learn

to cite evidence, and show competence in reading critically
in the realm of aesthetics.

e
P

The implied sequence for the study of poetry derives evqh more

s

clearly from an apprqpriation’of types and technlques applieg,tg

particular grade levels. Some of the more general Oquttives which 7

t%&rs acknowledged were: ''to foster a love of poetry) which will lead

to reading beyond the poems set for prescribed study"; "to'nurture the
}

o

subjective, personal response!; and "to promote a desire aJﬂ willingness

-~ .

for all students to write their own poetry," However, as the following

account indicates, there was a general change of focus through.grades

eight, teg, and twelye from a wide and general exposure to poems at the

-

lower level, to incpeasingly tomplex investigations of poetics and the

writings of selected poets: -

&
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Grade eights should be encouraged to read and enjoy as many
poems as possible.-- all sorts of\poems ~- limericks, ballads,
contemporary lyrics, descriptive and narrative poems, even
some satirical poems. At grade ten, the main aim would still.
'be to read as widely as possible, apnd with enjoyment. Here I
would introduce a few basic terms like rhyme, rhythm, the
common figures of speech and different types and forms --
sonnet, ballad, etc. By grade twelve I would expect them to
be able to recognize most téchniques and forms, but more
importantly to acknowledge the philosophy of the poets studied, ,
to come to grips with the prophetic, visionary quality of great .

poets. .
v X ’ K

In gengrai,\ﬁhen, the objectives which informed the teaching
*be both short stories and poems appear closely related to the'adoptibn
of a variety of approachés, uniformly; yet somewhat‘arbitrarily appli;d
across differenﬁ grade levels. The continuum»implies a response-

: s
centred approach at grade eight, with the 1iterature usually éccurring
in the frémework of & thematic orgagization, perhaps without the need
for compulsory written'responses.-‘By grades ten and twelve, generi;
or historical approaches to the study of literature are inevitably tied

!

to the practices of close textual analysis or practical criticism.

(5) Bow do you determine the mark given to students' written
responses to literature? '

*Since the study has already established that these same
teachers used the rhetoric of the written response as the primary
., criterion by which the 5qperior students were selected, it 1is hardly
surprising that this question produced little more than setg of more
or -less e}aboratéd criteria for the sco;ing of expository esSays.
‘These criteria,'ip generai order of importance involved: the maturity
and originality of ide:;; the’ accuracy of the information presented;

the absence of regurgitated comments; a compelling and individual

style; and varying degrees of sheer mechanical "correctness."
Fd
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An important matter .of local interest, which most teachers

acknowledged as the-major constraint under which assessment procedures

.
7 a

operated, was a norm-referenced system of Moderation which has recently
' I .
replaced the external examination. As one teacher explained the

' . . <
process: 'Given the Queensland comparability system, I try to indicaté\‘
for ‘my own purposes an order of rank, all within the aims of the f

syllabus. 'Marks' therefore become a shorthand for my own records. I =
< al

"do not place numerical marks on students' work unless I am marking

S

externally imposed limits p1aced upon assessment was the following:
» L id
"gome of the more experimental, creative activities I engage in are

never taken to Moderation meetings, since most of the other teachers
would not accept them.'

(6) What kinds of comments do you make on students' written
responség which are submitted to you?

o

Gengrally, teachers distinguished between the supportive
comments made on more informal responses, and the somewhat more
critical responses made to essays submitted for formal assessment. The >

féllowing replies are entirely typical:

If the responses deal with literature questions, I seldom make
comments, on grammar, spelling etc. unless very poor. I woul e
" more coqcerned'with (1) opinions unsubstantiated (2) illogic
argument (3) insincerity of response (4) self-conscious use of
quotations (5) simple copying from references (6) irrelevant
material (7) failure to answer question.

Some of the following: ''Does not answer the question'; "Only
telling the story"; '"No discussion of themes or devices";
"Expression lacks clarity"; "Expression lacks accpracy'';
"Arguments and value judgments unoriginal." -
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Lengthy. I attempt to appreciate the response in terms of the
purpose and sense of the question set. I try to find something
té praise, then I attempt to make a constructive criticism.
Each error is marked (if the work is an assignment) sp that the
students can enter mistakes in a personal dossier. I attempt
at all times to creat a working partnership, cooperation
between student and myself.

I often take up arms agai$st a point of view with whicﬁ I
disagree. I believe strongly in supportive marking and have at
times marginally over-rated students' work, because of the good
psychological effect it has. I also give a grading of some kind,
e.g. A-E, since students seem condltloned to expect and want

this sort of .thing.

’ (7) How would you approach teaching "The Use of Force" and
"Corner" at Grades 8, 10, and 12?2

~

,.Qf most immediate interest were sets of unsolicited st&hements

! a Q .
indicatiqg whether the teachers would, in fact, teach the story and poem

at each og the three grade levels. WhereASuch jngmenés were)made there
was certainly no ﬁnanimity. For example, two teachers felt that "The
Use of Force' would be inappropriate for grade eights_(ﬁiﬂam not sure‘f
many grade eights would appreciéte the intention of the story.'), ;ﬁﬁﬁéi
two teachers saw the story as 'perhaps too obvious for grade twelves."
On the other hénd, only qne'teacher exprgssed resérvations about
"Corner": "The poem is. rather hard for all except about 5% of Gradg*B*
students."

The most notable differences ;cross grade levels concerned the
provision of activity-centred procédures at grades eight and ten, which
were replaéed by a central concern for analysis at grade twelve. Four

teachers provided rather detailed .accounts of the possibilities of mime,

translation into a radio play, the development of scripted dramas

embodying similar confrontations (father-son, teacher-student, picture

proprietor-customer), and the production of collages for these thematic-

ally similar selectiong. As a parallel to these procedures, teachers

o



embhasized -an expectation of increasingly more matufé responses with

grades ten and twelve -- "a discussion of languagél imagery, theme,
. .

'apd conflict with a more literary bias."~ Especially at grade twelve,

according to one teacher, "students should be able to explain why
something like 'Corner,' so apﬁﬁtently prosaic at first, is in fact

poetic." Above all, in the words of another teacher, 'students at
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grades ten ‘and twelve would be expected.to provide pretty complex

oy
accounts of the social and psychological dimensions of theme in both

the story and the poem." ‘i

(8). What are your-most perceptive readers of literature like?

™~

A considerable variety of answers resulted from this question,

occasioning both contradictory and revealing implications®

‘They listen to the teacher, and are often able to argue with him.

They often have very good verbal expression, but when it comes

to writing they are occasionally obscuré and clumsy.

More often than not introspeﬁtive and withdrawn, but with
superior verbal ability.

/’\

Those students who can'submerge themselves in the imaginary world
. of the art form, and yet stand back from it to look interpretively

and critically at its impact. This ability to distance oneself
from the art form, and yet to enjoy the immediacy and personal

involvement it offers, seems to promote perceptiveness.

Better anq keener than I.

They can extract meaning and tane without the need for teacher

prompting.

He séems to inhabit a world of experiénces, through wide reading,

which sets him apart from common mortals.

Certainly they are avid readers, with a spark of rebelliousness.
They can frighten you with their intensity, yet they write well.

Above all they are honest. Apparently divergent thinkers -- not

so successful in other subjects, but often interested in the
other arts like dancing, music and photography.
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Taken cOllectively, these answers provide aicomposits5

picture of the perceptive (or perhaps superior) reader. Yet there is
still the residual suggestion that the ultimate criterion by which the

student will be judged is that he "writes vell. ' N

\

~

Summary
This'chapter has concerned itself with a qualitative analysis

of student'protocols and a search for,indices of a sense ofvaudience
evident\in student writing. It also.reported the results of a follow-
up questionnaire distributed to teachers. -

. Although problems were encountered vith the discreteness of
Purves' categories of Engagement, Perception,~lnterpretation, and
'Evaluation it was possible to unearth developmentally relevant patterns
of response statements within each of the major categories. Complete
protocols, or combinations of response statements were quoted and

analyzed to reveal: (1) a general movement from egocentrism to detach-

o

ment within the Engagement category, with both the younger and average
students responding with the greatest‘self—involvenent; (2)y 1little
evidence of_the pnrely objective or analyticrresponse, which may have
resulted from the idiosyncratitc qualities of the selected literature; H
3) a definite ;ierarchy in“the subcategories of intérpretation of
content, mimetic interpretation, and typological interpretation, with
only the superior grade—twelve;ntudents using.all~three approaches;

(4) a definite distinction bet?Een younger, less able students and
older, more able students ﬂ\-contim‘mm of int‘erpreti\re inadequacy-

interpretive substance. The superordinate nature of Evaluation re-

- capitulated these movements 1n the other categories, with the added
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evidence of an ability on the part of.the grade-twelve students to
emplox;a greater range of subjective and objective criteria to account
for their judgmental statements. ?

On the one hand, the Response Preference Questionnaire .
indicated that‘ in informal contexts, students at all grade levels
expect to provide a wide range of personal statements. However, here
was” little evidence in the protecols, either in content or language
mode, of the students addressing‘jpy audience other than the investig—
‘ator as surrogate teacher. Only the occasional breach of rules of
linguistic decorum gqve any indication that students accepted the
invitation to write for an audience including the peer group as well
as the teacher;

The fesultSIOf the teacher questionnaire provided sfrong
}nfereptial sdpport_fof the quantitative and ﬁuelitative fa;terns of
responee_detailed in this end the previous chapter. While most teachers
adépted a flexible, resboese—oriented apprdach to the teaching of |
literature in griade e;ght, progressively more etructﬁred appfoaches were
employed‘at grades ten apd ﬁwelve.' Atethe higher.grade levels, teachers
were required to submit exampleseof studen; work at local Moderation
.meetings. Most teachers perceived avrquirement to limit the nature of
these samples to standard exercises of a traditional, litera;y criticel

e N

nature.

’,
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SUMMARY ,. CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Summary of the Study

~——

\\\\\\\\ This study involved a Quantitative and qualitative f

examination of two hundred§end forty protocols written in response
" to a selected short story andﬁa iselected poem by equal groups of grade-
. , ‘ ,

eight, grade-ten, and grade-twelue students drawn from four secondary )

. ’ séhoois in Townsville, Queenslend, Australia. The free response )

3.

essays were coded according to the system of categories and subcategorief

.of response developed in Purves and Rippere's (1968) Elements of Writing

. ‘ about a Literary Work in order to determine the extent of differences

in: (1) the response patterns of the total numbers of students to the
combined pieces of 1iterature, (2) the response patterns of the total .
numbers of students, and of students distinguished by grade 1evel to .
the story and poem tak;n separately; (3) the response patterns of the
total numbers of students, and of student distinguished by grade level,
to the story as compared ch the poem; (4) the response patterns of
male and female students to the story and poem combined, or to the
story and poem taken separately and (5) the response patterns of groups

of superior and average students (so. nominated by their teachers) to

the story and poem combined, or to the story -and poem taken separately.

$
228
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To extend the data a;gilable for discussion beyond tﬁat-
provided in “the written responses to.a single short sﬁory and ; single
poenm, the subjects also complgtéd a Response Preference Questionnﬁire.
vThe questionnaire'elicited additional information on st&dents' éreferr—
ed (6rlexpected) modes of respoﬂse‘td short stories in geﬁeral, or to
poems iﬁ‘genefal as‘each_genre might be encountered'in a school setting;
Additionally, the students were ;sked to rank a se:iéé of questions on
the basis of approval or rejection when any forﬁ of literature waé
ensountered in an informal setting. This‘procedur;, coupled with the:
ins;ructions foriwriting in which students were asked'to address their
responses as ﬁuch tolthe pger.groﬁp as'to the téacher, was inteﬂdediéo
gauge the effect of context and a sense of audience on studen;
responéés. -

The resulting patterns of conten§@analy§is, especiall& in
relatibq;go the selected short‘story, "The Use of Force,"”" enabled
cross-cultural comparisoﬁs to be drawn betﬁeeu the response preferences
for the study?s Australian sample and the patterns unearthed for
American, English,'and New' Zealand stﬁdents in the inQéstigations by
Purvea3k1968)\;nd'Puives, Foshay, and- Hangson (1973) which had employed
the same story. In éddition, the overall résponse-patterns were set
against'the.cqn:radictory results from a number of other studies whose.
overriding purpose had been to build up a cross~§ectioqai picture éf
response based on Purves' categories and_SubFateéories.

A subjective analysis of‘indiVidual protocols wag?also
employéd in order to assess the quality,éf developmehtal, age-relevant

a

ipgtterns of response. Matters of parallel interest in thiﬂ quaiitative

.-
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analysis were: the distinguishing features in the responses of students

labelled superior or average by their teachers,’the overalf analytic )

power of the Purves and Rippere~sy$tem, and indices of a sense of

audience evident in student writing. o

) Finally, the eight teacheis who provided the study's sample
population completed a questioﬂnairerwhich sought information on ‘the
time spent on literary study at each of the three grade 1evels, on

. general objectives for teaching the short story and .poetry, and specific
teaching approaches which they might use with -the selected short story
and poem, on proceduré; employed in evaluating /he literary response,

and on their priVéte characterizations of the perceptive adolescent

reader.

Conclusions
The follgqing conclusions relevant to this study of responses
made to a short story and a poem have been reached on the basis of the
analysis of data presented in Chapters Four and Five
1. The preferred mode of response used by all students to both
pieces of literature is Perception.. Also, when the combined responses
Eb the selected short story and the selected poem are»considered, the

‘students as a whole exhibit a heavy inclination to respond.with state-
!

»

ments of_their engagement with, sand their perception snd interpretation
of the content of the literature. ’

‘2. At grade eight the preferred mode of response is clearly
Perception, but by grades ten and twelve a virtually identical prefer-
ence for Perception and Interpretation has emerged. On the other hand,
the older students are 1e33 prone both to evaluate 'ahd provide



' 231

2

expressione of their pereonal responses, than are their younger counter-
parts. |

3. Differences in the responses of students by g;ade level to
tﬁe short story and the poem taken separately are consistently signif-
icant in two categories of response. Both the short story and the
poem produce highly significantvdecreases in Engagement responses
between grades eight and twelve, and a less significant decreasev
between grades ten and twelve. Thrs movement is peralleled by highly °

significant increases in Interpretation responses between grades eighg

- and ten, and between grades eight and twelve;

4.  When the patterns of response to the seiected short storyv
are compared directly with those for iie selected,poem, very few
significant differences emerge. The poem does, however, prompt- far
fewer retellings than the story, and creates predictable problems at
the level of comprehending the language of poetic narrative. Also,
the responses of the grade-twelve studente to matters of language,
literary devices, and the relation of’technique to.concent with respect

to the poem, double the combian responses of the grade-eight and grade-

‘ten students in each of these areas of concern. Finally, the poem

produces a notable, though non-significant, increase in Interpretation
ses from the two groups of younger students. .

. In spite of the overall consistency of written responses to

“Selected short story and the selected poem, the results of the

- Tesponse preference questionnaﬂre suggest distinct patterns of expect-

ation and rejection related both to grade levels and genres when ‘short

- 8tories and poem are encountered in a school setting. For short stories,

e

“

N

4
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the grade-eight and grade-ten students expect‘to focus preeminently on

the associated perceptional matters of content and structure, while the

!

. grade—ten and grade-twelve students consistently rank literary devices

and language as the most important aépects in the study of poems.

—— a

Other observations which reinforce or extend the results of analysis of
written responses to the single story and poem include the following:
(a) in grades eight and ten students expect to Bring thelir
personal reactions to bear on both short stories and
poems, while such concerns are virtually excluded from
the patterns of expectation for grade twelve students;
(b) tenth graders are far less concerned with matters of
general evaluation or the more specific evaluations
of the author's techniques than are either eighth
graders or twelfth graders; ; e ‘L
(¢) all students join in according very little importance

to the propriety or significance of the subject or tOpic'/,
of both literary forms.

’ On the other hand, in an informal context, even the oldest
students attach great importance to matt;r; of'ﬁefsonal:involvement;
Similarly, when any form of 1iteré£ure is encountered in an out-of-
school céﬁtext students of all ages are qq}ée§1gzarested in questions
of atmosphere, mood, and point of view. The least valued questions in
this setting are concérﬂgd with the historical background‘of the
literaturé, contextual issues, and evaluatipn of the author's vision.

6. DifﬁerenEeS‘in response to either the short story or the
‘poen by sex are virtually non-existent.

7. A number of important differences occur in the responses of
superior and average students to the story and poem combined, "and to.

the story and poem takeﬁ separately. Overall, the superior student,

in the judgment of teachers inwdlved in this study, and on the evidence
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of the pfotocols, consistently avolds conjectural statements, identif-
jcation, or the relation of features in literature to those in his

own 1life. 1In addition, especially at grade twelve, he evinces a

! <

marked interest in evaluating_the formal and rhetorical elements .of a

/
[ 4

literary work. Above these general dispositions, the superior student

e

provides more perceptional and interpretive statements for the poem as

-

\ opposed to the short story.
8. When the'respénsé patterns of the Australian subjects in
”thi; study are comparedawith those of the American, English, and New
Zeafand}samples in the studies by Purves'(l968) and Purves, Foshgy,‘and
Hansson (1973) which employed the game short story, it 1§ possible to

note certain cross-cultural differences and similarities. Among the
A ’ ‘ ~ >

more important conclusions are the following: -

(a) students from all four countries share a lack of interest
~in specific technical questions_(1iterary'devices, relation
of technique to content, literary classification, and con—

textual classification) ak they relate to "The Use of Force';

(b) in general the Australian gtudents exhibit a set of response
preferences closest to thoge of the American sample in the
IEA study, especially in centrast to the English and New
Zealand students' greater ﬂ{fﬂ}lectiOn for Evaluation; and

(c) the older Australian students are clearly differentiated
from students ©f the same age in Purves' (1968) study in
their decreasgd attention to Engagement and their preference
for Interpretation. :

The study also suggests that, where the reported findings

j
v

conflict with those from other cross-séctioﬁal studies, the contra-
dictory patterns of response preferences are a result of differenpeé in
the combined stimuli used to elicit response; differences in the task

setting, or the actuai'instructions given prior to the collection of

\ N ‘ ,
protocols;'culturél and gradg level differences in the sampled

!
)
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populations;.and problems endemic in-the Purves system itself,

f
)

especially the 'superordinate nature of the Evéluation category.

9, Despite Purvqs'_caution that hisrcategories%'snbcategories,
and elements are non—taxonopic, qualitative and developmentally
instructive distinctions can/be made within the Engagenent and Inter-
pretation modes. On continha such as‘egocentrism-detachment, '
dogmatism-tentativeness, and interpretive inadequacy-interpretive

substance student writing can be distinguished by grade and ability

levels. The most clearly differentiated hierarchy relates to the

rd

\ . movement through interpretation of content, mimetic interpretation,

and tjpological interpretation. On the other hand, the su
]
nature of Evaluation makes the tracing of. dev lopmental within

this category entirely dependent on related shifts withi
perceptional and interpretive modes,

'lO.A The provision of an audiené@ including the peer group as well
as the teacher produces very few notable-features in the content or
languaée mode of students'Ywritten;;e§;0n8e5’to literature. Most
students ignore the invitation to extend .their responses beyond the

limits of certain learned rules of use associated with formulae for

literary appreciation. Where these rules are transgressed, the result

a

extends little fnrther than a perceived relaxation of certain linguistic
prescriptiens, .
N .
i Limitations =

‘Acceptance of these conclusions and the consequent discussion

of implications must be tempered by the acknowledgment of certain

\ )
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limitations in the study ?brhaps foremost among Ekctinin a continuing

'uA "

awareness of the rather tenuous nature of literarx retponle Necess-

arily, perhaps, response to 1i&erature remainovthc*lealt objcctiv..

.

least measurable component of an English program Aa’Slazqff (1970)

asserts, "the moment we try to understand literary workn Iq}relation -

5 oo

to readers we take on problems which do not arise 8o long as \e look

only at the works themselves." (5) Clearly, the unstrUctUred written

¢

responses which form the basis of this study reveal iaformation, not

a0t V

about the subjects capacity to respo d, but about thetr public
g i

a %

responses at a fixed, temporal point in their potential encounters

with a short story and a poem. At best, there is the further tacitm'

asSumptibn that variations within and&between the two writing phases,

caused by factors as widely separated as the wr emotional sta%y

g

and physical differences in”® the writing en R i1p ¥ them-

selves ouéﬁfver a large po’lﬁgtion to p consistency of response
. e P
patterns at the level of broad response-preferences.
. .

. 9,
Despite the explicitness and admittedly comprehensive nature
. " ‘ . . . N N
of the system for toding written responses provided by Purves and -

Rippere (1968), cﬁEEre;s‘mhree and Five have reveaied some uncertainties
in approi:ying discrete response statements or complete protocols. The
achievement of an acceptable level of reliability between the investig-

Bl

ator and an‘independent analyst, while reducing the possible effects

-of this limitation, still begs the question of the nature of certain

procedures used in both the quantitstive and qualitative analysis On

‘the quantitative level, the coding of responses is occasionally

tentative and intuitive, makihg associated demands on the coder's skills
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e

-of interpretation. In Nicol's (1975) wordsﬁ

kY
. Content-analytic procedures take time, both for administration
and for interpretation and analysi of/the datd. And still
one cannot asgume that the time sﬁint 11 necessarily be paid
by increasing validity; a reader may be/no more accurate in.
expressing his own response than he is\in recognizing it among
‘a series of options. (77) . S

A More importantly, ‘the qualitative interest subverts the original,

stated intention of Purves' Elements, tha{ of "assuring a neutral,

public, and comprehensive reading of a,great'nd ber of essays" (1-2),

by applying a subjective approach to the conten of«response statements

L3
or complete protocolg, :

Next, the restriction of the stimuli to a single short story

and a single poem imposes distinct limits on.any discussion of genre- -

related differences in response. The results of any such comparative

analysis are, to a large extent, pre-ordained by‘the idiosyncratic

festures of the Selected.lité;ature.- While the questionnaire method

PORE Y
.

qf eliciting preferred categories of response to short stories in

vgeneral or to poems in general is a useful supplement to content

“r\

analysis of written responses to isolated ‘examples of the two genres,

1there seems no alternativeﬂto the future use of a-wider range of

PR 3

" stories or poems Tﬁn researcher would need however, to select the

"'_, M

literature according to immanent criteria 2 of form and content likely

- to produce.a range-of responses from readers of different ages.

There is, in addition, a very obvious sense in which the

N

analysis of written. responses to literature is tied to overall develop-

”nmnts‘or differences in writing ability. The study accepts this

equation, yet esthews any theroughgoing analysis/of potentially

interesting changes in the rhetorié of response in favor of a
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consideration of the more relevant question of changes in the content

‘ o{ the respehse, as enshrined in Purves' categories and siubcategories.

s \‘— : c

Similarly, the decision to rest selection of the ssmple

"population on the processes of teacher-nomination as opposed to the

results of a Standstdized reading test may have created problems in .
interpret tion thteugh the absence of-anylsirect evidence‘of stude?t
reading ;" ity;. Results"reperted fer "average" students, theteﬂéte;'
may be colored by.probiems wﬁichithese studeﬁts/may‘have eneeunténed
as a resslt of either pas;age difficuity or reading impairment. ’Sinde
teadsgilitzaforﬁulae are genetslly not adaptable to poeﬁs, compatisons
betyeen the two gesres may have bees affected\to’sn unknown‘degree by
the-relative reéding difficulty of the two selections.

%&‘. Aithough‘the results of the fg}low-up te;cher qUestionnaire

suggest a causal relationship between stated teaehing objectives and

changiﬁg patterns of respomnse thtoughout the grades, any attempt to

_relate the effects of instruction to response differences remains

&

inferential. TIn“the absence of direct classroom observation, the
& . ) : C \"/; .

question of the relative importance of maturation and instructional

emphases also remains, unanswered. - e

The study also suffers from the intrusion of uncontroiied

variableés which are characteristic of crﬁtﬂ-sectional lﬁs”b§565ed‘to

::.z » ’1

¥
'

longitudinal or true devqﬁppmental sgpd%ss. Whereas the latter types

of study provﬁde a desirable coni}nuity in both the sample itself and

&
ﬁ&stence of 1" transient and shifting sample, ‘of groups of students
[9 M
which'have begun their schooling at different times and under the "

assiggated changes in pedagogy, cross—sectional studies must acknowledge
the

S,

impress:ef{shifting pedagogies. ..

R




','ed by the results of this study are accurate.
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Finally, the usual limits of generalizability as applied to
the sampled population are exacerbated through the study“s strong
‘.subsidiary interest in noting cross-cultural differences in patterns‘
of response Although ‘considerable care was taken to ensure that the

3
Australian sample was proportionally representative of the range of

© &

L'chh larger

l";, #*
sample (with greater regional representation) might‘bef%eeﬁed to discern

~

if the direction of cross—cultural differences and similarities suggest-

Inplications for Teaching

£l o,

'-uve limitations in mind, certain implications for

With,
. the teaching

'erature in secondary schools are evident in this
‘%curticulum planners in literature‘can assumevthat ¢
students ofhdiiferent ages‘will respond to literature in,vastly "
different wayS3?p ded teacners continue to approach the task of
literature instruction wvithin the context of conflicting paradigms,
apparently differentiated according to grade levels. The first paradigm
admits the'validity.of personal responses for younger studentsl while
the second inexorably shifts the emphasis in later 7/ades to objective
‘perceptions and 1nterpretations which presuppose an'ontological
existence for the literary work completely separate from the reader.
Almost invariably, the-responses of students labelled superior by their
teachers emphasize analytic, interpretive, or evaluative responses at
atheaexpense of statements which reflect engagement with the literary

work.
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The differences eévident in the questiognaire responses for

‘stories and poem encountered in a schodl'%etting, for literature in
general encountered in an outfot-school setting, and the content of
the protocols themselves providewa clear indication\of‘the-stndents“
understanding of the sanctions imposed in classroom_contekts. In
this sense, both stndents and teachers appear to»acknowledge the
distinction which Barnes (1976) draws between "'action knowledge" and
"school knowledge,' and the discontinuity of intentions which Britton
(1977)_£ppliesoto the\uses of language in out-of-school and;inwschool

I
contexts. Specifically, if questions of engagement are uniformly

a3

important only informal settings, it is because they acknowledge

the importance of private systems of construing, of knowledge assimil—

ated to the student's own purposes. Yet these personal rospOnses are
A somehow ‘not a;\"correct" in the context of the English classroom, where
the demand to make a response public is tied to the teacher s conception
of interpretive or formal significance. At the very least, then, the
fervent efforts to stress analysis and interpretation should be balanced,
at all levels, by a recognition of the importance ff the student's
engagement with the work of literature.‘

Any extension of the current limits of validity placed on

school knowledge" wodld appear to require the admission of alternative
tepistemologies and practices in the teacher training phase, Slatoff
(1970), Mandel (1970), Bleich (1975), and Holland (1973) have documented
approaches within the subjective and transactive paradigms which might
inform the methodology of the literature component of English teacher'

preparation. Both literature and methods classes need to mutu?lly'

1
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encourage a closer attention to th processes of reader-text interaction
‘as an»ongoing activity. Classroo teachers need to extend, explore, and
»develop their own personal respon es to literature before they can ‘hope

x-§

'to extend and facilitate the same dimensions of growth in their pupils.

1
J s

The preponderance of T sponses in Subcategories 130: Reaction
to Content, 230: Content, and 3ZZ Interpretation of Content for both
the short story and the poen suggests ‘a clear starting point for
discussions of matters deemed important by students. Teachers at all
levels of the secondary school may need to dwell rather longer on
dimensions of content, omn tbe human drama of literature, in order to
capitalize on the students' natural inclination to react emotionally to,%
perceive, and extract meaning from the sequence of events and the
elementS»of characferization which.relate nost directly to their own
lives. |
With‘more specific regard to poetry, the nature of student

interest in matters of form and technique is often counter-productive.

While the oldér students in particular expect to focus on the

structural and technical elements of poetry, their responses -are often

l

formulaic and perfunctory,,suggesting that considerations of form are

-

often afterthoughts, lingdistic puzzles to be solved separately from
the experience of personal engagement and interpretation. For most of
these student, perception of form continnes to involve set; of ;
technical labels -- imagery, simile; metaphor;~irony, personification,
alliteration and the rest -- duly pinned to appropriate‘specimens; ~The
teaching problem, especially in the'upper grades . of the”secondary school,

remains how to present the poetics so . that' the poetry itself is not

obscured.
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Probably the most unproductive "finding" of the study was
the virtually uniform dismissal by ‘the students of the invitation to
direct their respomnses as much to the peer group as to the teacher.
Although any study of written response should acknowledge the effects
of a sense of audience, the mere s@ipulation of an audience other than-

the teacher presupposes‘a set of instructional practices in which |
studegts have been encouraged to write for’a range of specified
audiences Untilisuch practices’ become widespread, it is unlikely that

he written response ‘(in line with the findings of the London Writing .

Research Unit, Britton et al., 1975) will reveal much more than an over—

e
o

whelming preoccupation with divining the expectations of the teacher

as informed critic.

Recommendations for Further Research
-

Especiallyiover the last decade there has,been an impressive
array ‘of studies concerned with the nature of response to literature.
Nevéitheless many questions remain unanswered and proposed answers
remain problematic given the absence of an encompassing theoretical
framework which can command & large measure of consensus What is

important, however, is that investigators continue to develop, from

a base of even partially adumbrated theory, research designs which

/
L/

consolidate and refine systems pf content analysis, which probe the
kind and'quality oQ)the developing responses'of students oi different
ages, “and which attempt to explain the effects of instructional
strategies and context on changes in the patterns;of response. Future
. research studies might consider the following. |

4
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1. The two most widely used systems of content analysis (those
of Squire and Purves) could be applied to the same responses. In the
process, the systems themselves could be integrated in order to provide
a reliable taxonamy of elements which would be developmentally
insttuctive for the classroom teachert Perhaps the generation of new
combinations of elementslwould both.ameliorate‘the classification
- problems which this study encountered, and clatify the relation between
;theory and instrumentation in future studies. 0

2. Still.at-the"level of instrumentation, -the various procedures
rused in this and. other studies need to be comparatively applied across
a range-of literary stimuli. The results ‘of content analysis of free
responses have yet to be compared directly with those obtained from

the questionnaire method, holding both the literature and the sampled
population constant. | : .

3

3. The present stmdy needs to'be replicated intact,'or'ﬁith

-'v
.

" important modifications. Either a larger number of stories and poems

varyiné along the narrative dimension could be used, or a range of
examples from each genre could be selected on the basis of definable
differences in form, content, or.technique; Hypothesized changes in
the patterns of respomnse, at various‘age and ability levels, could
then be‘related to generic and temtu%l criteria isolated in advance
by the researcher. . ' | : ) "

4. Also, it is important to know whether>the similarity of
responses unearched,for this study's single story and sinéle poem is
matched when the gentes are as structurally different as‘the novel

.

and drama. Ideally, the question of consistency of response, as
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related to various types of literature, shouid éombine poetry, short
stories, drama, and novels in thg aone study.

5. Studies comparing the responses of students of different
agés to literature/and to tﬁeatrg, film; or\television would_help
to determine if there is any Correlation betweeﬁ‘respoﬁses to written
works and the performiné media. Thes; analysés could‘discern if
cgnsistencies in Tesponse pagzenns are limited to a specific medium,
or if they represent-a‘general pattern~of reaction to various ar;

: forﬁé.'

‘6. A crucial study would in§olve thé actuallobservation of the
teaching bsﬁaviors of a number of teachersjas they presentgd the same
piecés of litérature across a rangeiéf,grad levels in.an attempt to
relate differential'teaching strategies to observed changés in the
patterns ofsstudent response.

7. A related néed éxists to dgvelop classroom iﬁteracyion
analysis'schemes which will be adequate io the task éf;dgscribing ;ﬁe
unique features of the classroom étudy‘oflliteratUre, either at tﬁe
level of intact class groups or for smaller groups within classes.
Such systems shoulz Bé able to isolate those elements which directly
affect’ the response prééess from ;tber variables within the‘total

3

matrix of classroom discourse.

hY

8. Further research is needed to assess the influence of
»context on response. Such studies, if they are to provide reliable
&ata, would nged to be set in extra-mural environments, and allow for

the provision of student-selected as opposed to teacher—selectéd

materials. -
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9. Intensive case study'procedures.need to be employed to develop

a more encompassing picture of‘changes in the response processes of

o~

”

superior and aVerage readers. Ideally, only,longitudihal studies will
be able to show the changes in and inter-relationships among such
factors as cognitive style; personality variables, and reading habits.
10. At "the opposife extreme, the patterns of response which
characterize lerge groups of students differeutiated by ethnicity,
geography, social class, dialect, and culture need to be further
explored; In the manner of the IEA study the [nature of such patterns

needs to be described, their pervasivehess established, and a range of
4

explanatory hypotheses developed'and tested.

CbncludiqgﬁStatement

In the final analysis, tﬁen, this study adds its voice to
others which attest to the effectiveness of schoole in'"indoctrinating"
students into approved‘end culturally specific patterne of 1itetary
response. The eliciting‘of "free response" btotocols proved an ideel
mechadism for supporting Squire's assertion, reported in dhapter One, °
that these responses "reflect more what students have been taugh}-to
think and feel about literatdre, rather than what they actually think
and feel."

This corroborative findiﬁg is, ih itself, important because *
it answers the persistent educatiomal question "Do schools or teachers

AN .
make a difference?" On the other hand, of course, it is the responsib-
ility.of.the individual teacher to accept or question.the semenessvof‘

the difference. If a majority of teachers value, but do mot reward,

eritieal suppleness and eclecticism, 1f curriculum stafements value
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the open, tentative response, yet students‘ere bound to an interpretive,
‘content-oriented-gell,‘then some method must be found to intervene
'between belief and execution. As Purves (1974) cryptically notes: "It
would seem that curri;ulum planners might do well either to change
their rhetoric or to wghange their curricula." (70)

° | Through a procedura1'sleight—oﬁ—hand this study managed to
freeeeythe moYing film of ligerary reéponse on its final frame. The
image is close to BrittOnfs (1977), when he describes the process of
response as ''less like a train appearing coach by coach out of a
;unnel . . . than it is 1like a\photogrephic negalive taking shape\in
a developing'eish." (23)A Both sets of analogies mirror a tension in
epistemdblogy and pedagoéy which establish the boundaries of current 7
theories of literary response and their implications for classroom
practice.> '

\?urves' system of contenq\inelysisrlaased as it is in fairly
traditional literery'critical thepry, remains eSsentiallyian accounting
procedure, useful for nnmbefing (and even descrining) the coaches or
individnal statements of response. Yet it is a matter‘of some
consequence that the major coding diffiéelties occur within and between
the stanees ef-Engagement end Evaluation. Without a distinct sense of
’.ndivldual perceptual and’cognitivs styles, of individual tastes and
motives for reading,.the information which Purves provides;for teachers
carries disturbLng implications Lurking behind the consistency of
group patterns of respomnse is the larger question of the relationship

of literature and response to literature, to acculturation and .

socialization.
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The alterna&}ve to qu;ntitative procedures, to. the objective
paradigm, is providéd by\{peor{Ets and teachers such as Britton,
Holland, Iser, and B}eichf Knowledge, for them, is created, developed
and synthesized only through the subjective initiative of the
indiv#dual. They'would have us replace the spurious authofity of the
text, or the standard 1iceraryfcritical essay, with a respect for the
individdal re-symbolizations of the black_markq,on the‘page, fcrithe
developing response. Perheps the most important residual challenge
facing the English teacher is still that search for a method which will
not pre-judge the shape of 1ndividua11y constructed interpretive

communities. ' !
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_npokcn of the thing.‘; _ o o

£

THE USE OF FORCE

E They were’ new patients to me, all T had was the name, Olson.
Please come down ‘as soon as you can, my daughter is very sick.

When I arrived I ‘was met by the mother, a big startled looking.
woman, very clean and apologetic who'merely said, Is this the doctor?
and let me in. In the back, she added. You must excuse us, doctor,’.

we have her in the kitdhen where it is warm. It is very damp here

sometimes.

The chiild was fully dressed and sitting on her father’ s lap
near the kitchen table. He tried to get up,.but I motioned for him
not to bother, took off my overcoat and’ started to look. things over.’
I could see that they were all verys nervous, eyeing me up and -down

than they Q@d to, it was up 'to me to tell them, that 's why they were
spending three -dollars on me. .

The child was fairly eating me up with her cold, steady eyes,
and no expression to her face“ﬁhatever. She did not move and seemed,
inwardly, quiet, an. unusuaLly attraétive little thing, and as strong
as a heifer in appearance. But her face was flushed, she was breath-
ing rapidly, and I realized that she had = high fever. She had ~
magnificent blonde hair, in profusioh. one | .of those picture children
often reproduced in advertising leafletsﬂand«the)photograyure sections
of the Sunday papers. - o 3 *w i ,

t it comes from. My wife has given her things, you know, like

ness around. So we tho't you'd better 16bk ‘her over and,fell us what
is the matter.! ;

i
Lt

I

_ As doctors often do I took & trial shot at it as a point of
departuné _ Has" she had a sore throat’ 4
Both parents’ answered ‘me together, No ... No, she sayé'her ’
throat don)kt hurt her.

) “ e

‘Does your throat hurt ypu’ added the mother to the child But

‘the little girl's expression didn't change nor. did she move her eyes .

from my face.

*

«

Have%you loned? : .h o

\ r L . ' v A . ES
I tried to, said the mothen, but I couldn t see. R

CAs‘ it happens we had been having a number.of cases  of diphtheria
in the school to whidh this child went .during that month and we were -
all, quite apparently, . thinking pf that, though no one had as yet

Ty

- a }" . N ooy

- o S§e s had a fever for three days, began. the father and we don't .’
know wh

people do, but it don't do no. good.  And there's been a lot of sick-

a
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distrustfully. As often, in‘such’cases, they weren't telling me more
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v t Well, I 'said, suppose we take a look at the throat first. I
smiled in my best professional manner and asking-for the child's first

' name I said,;come on, Mathilda, dpen your mouth and let's take a look
at you;}thrbat; : . : : ‘ -

R o . I T

. Nothing doing.

Aw, come on, I coaxed, just open your mouth wide and let me take
a look. 'Look, I said opening both hands wide, I haven't anything in-:
my hands. Just open up and let me see. ' ' : .
& - ’

B

Such a nice man,“put in the mother. Look how kind he is to you.
Come on, do what he tells you to. He won't hurt you. . :
At that I ground my teeth in disgust. If only they wouldn't use
the word "hurt" I might be able to get somewhere. : But I did not,
allow myself to be hurfied or disturbed but speaking quietly and
N -slowly I approached the child again. . I C \

As I moved my chair a little nearer sd%denly with one catlike
‘,movement;botb her hands clawed instinctively for my eyes and she ~ A
« almost reached them too. In fact she knocked my glasses flying and-
~ they fell, though unbroken, several feet away from me on the kitchen -
floor.. o : SR 3 ' '
~ Both. the mother and father almost turned themselves inside out
in embarrassment and apology. You bad girl, said the mother, taking
her and shaking her by one arm. Lok what you've done. The nice man ...
_ . For heaven's sake®; ,broke in. Don't call me a nice man to her.
* I'm here to look at her %hroat on the chance that she might have _
- diphtheria and possibly die of it. ' But that's nothing to her. ' Look
- here, I.said to the child, we're going to look at your throat. Y8u're
- old enough to understand what I'm saying. Will you open it now by
yourself or.shall we have to open it for you? - . ;

Not ‘a move. Even‘her_éxpreXSion hadn”t changed. Her breaths -
however were coming faster and faster. Then the battle began. I had
toido.it.. I had to have a throat culture for hervowh»protection. But
first I told the parents ‘that it was entirely up to them.’ I explained
the danger but said that I would not insist on.a throat examination
so long as they would. take the responsibility, - :

B - If you don't do_ﬁhat the doctor says you'll have to go tofthe-
" hospital, the mother admonished her. geverely. .
o L . SRy - .

% e, Oh yeah? I had to smile to myself.. After all, I had already
: fallen in love with the savage brat, the parents were contemptible to
] -me.. In the ensuing struggle they grew more and more abject, crushed,
* exhausted while she surely rose to magnificent heights of insane fury -
‘. "of éffort bred of her .terror of me. ' - : : T

I's

“~
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The father tried his best, and he¥was a big man but the fact .
that she was his daughter, his shamge at her behavior and his dread of
hurting her made Him release her just at the critical moment several
times when I had almost'achieved success, till I wanted to kill him.

But pis dread also that ghe might have diphtheria made him tell me to

go on, go on ‘though he himself was almost fainting, while the mother

. moved back_and forth behind us raising and lowering her.hands in an
agony of apprehension.

Put her in front of you on your lap, I ordered, and holé both
' her wrists. vﬂ_ AN

; But as soon as he did the child let' out a scream. Don't you're
hurting me. Let go of my hands. Let thém go I tell you. Then she '
shrieked terrifyingly, hysterically. Stop it! Stop 1it!  You're
killing me ! : o v ' e

° B

'Do you think_ she’can stand it, doctor; sald the'mother.

‘

TEAD
You get out, said the husband to his wif-d
~die of diphtheria’
>

'you want heg to,

‘ Come on now, hold her, I said.

Then I grasped the child's h'ead@wigth‘ eft hand. and tried to
get the wooden tongue depressor between er. teeth. She fought, with
clenched teeth, desperately! = But ho ‘also had. grown furious ~ at
a child. I tried to hold myself doém but I couldn't. I know how to
exposk a throat for inspegtdion. _&nd I did my best. When finally I
got the wooden sp&tula‘behind the jast teeth and just the point of it ‘
into the mouth cavity, she opened up -for an instant but before I could
see anything she came down again: and gripping the wooden blade between

her molars she reduced it to splinters before I could get it -out again.

Aren't you ashamed, the ‘mother yelled at her. Aren't you
ashamed to act like that in front. of the doctor’ o

Get me -a smooth—handled spoon of some sort, I-told’ the mother.
We're going through with this. The child's mouth was already bleeding.
Her tongue was cut and she was screaming in wild: hysterical shrieks._
Perhaps I should have desisted and come back “in an hour or more. No
doubt it would have been better. But I have seen at least two children
lying dead in bed of neglect in suct cases, and feeling that I must
get a diagnosis now or never I went again.  But the worst of it
was that I too had got beyond ggason. I could have torn the child
apart in my own fury and enjoyed it. It was a pléasmre to attack her.
My face was burning with 1it. ‘ o : 3)’ :

‘ The damned 1itt1e brat must be protected against her own idiocy,
one 'says to one's self at.such time. Others must be protected against
her. It is a social necessity And all these things are true. But a
blind fury, a feeling of adult ghame, bred of a longing for muscular
release are the operatives. ‘One goes on to the end



' In a final unreasoning assault I overpowered the child's neck

and jaws. 1 forced the heavy silver spoon bfck of her teeth &dnd down
her throat till she gagged. And there it was -- both tonsils. covered
with membrane. She had fought valiantly to keep me from knowing her
secret. She had been hiding that sore throat for three days at least
and 1ying to her parents in order to escape, just such an outcome as
this. : . o :
| £

Now truly she wags furious. She had been on the defensive before
but now she attacked. Tried to get off her father's- lap and fly at
me w?ile tears of defeat blinded her eyes. o

'William Carlos Williams
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Ralph Pomeroy

supported by one. leg like a

The cop slumps alertly on hia/motorcycle,'

His glance accuses me of loitering.
1 can see his eyes moving like fish

In the green depths of his green goggles.

\

His ease is fake. I can tell.
My ease is fake. And he can tell.
The fingers armoured by his gloves,

Splay and clench; itching to change somethfﬂg.
As if he were my enemy or my death, ™

eather stork,

I just stand there watching. - r

o

I spit 09§ ﬁY gum which'has gone stale.

1 knock out a new cigarette -
which is my bravery/ o
It is all imperceptible

. The way I shift my weiglg

. Tke way he creaks in hi} ‘dele.

fLﬁ‘l-i;;&'{.t:ra‘ff':Lc is specific though constant.
divides the street between us

‘The sun surrounds me,
His crash“helmet is white in the shade.

It is like a bull ring as they say it is just before the fighting -

‘channot back down. ﬁ(}@ there.
Everything holdsyme back/\
I,am in danger
My levis bake and my T shirt sweats.

i - AN %
My cigarette makes my eyes burn
But T don't dare drop.it. = E
Who fnade him my énemy? . I
Prince of coolness. King of Fear

" Who do I lean here waiting?. '

' Why does he lounge there watching?
. . _ o

-1 am becoming sﬁnlngt‘ﬁ .

‘ My hair is on fire, my boots run like tar

"I am hung-up by the bright air.

)

o

Something;bféékszthrough‘all of a sudden,:

" and he blasts off, quick as. a craver,
Smug in his,power;5watching_me'ﬁatch.‘

. i R R &
3 . ce ) ¢ )
- . .

o

f disappearing into the sunny dust.
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TABLE A

' MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES IN GRADES 8, 0, AND 12
FOR SUBCATEGORIES INELIGIBLE FOR ANALYSIS
OF VARIANCE STORY AND POEH COMBINED

——

) - Mean Response %'s . o
(oo UV o : ' ’ P
aSubcategory . ) Grade 8- ’ Grade 10 ’Ggadg;lz ‘
1oo§%9‘“ ev, - 1,88 .’ 0.8 - - 0.16
T220 o 0.15 0.52 - © 1,94
L250 . . _— 00-. & 9. 46 . ~1.58
C e 00 ‘
Ta70 el *;;g 13 T Y019 ‘ - 1.30
280 - VEex .- 70,00 "~ 0.08 0.07
310 o 0.07" . 0.23 0.19
) " \ . S . T
. , «‘,1“ #
TABLE B
\_ : . .
" MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES IN GRADES 8, 10, AND 12
" FOR SUBCATEGORIES INELIGIBLE FOR ANALYSIS
OF VARIANCE: "THE USE OF FORCE"
. : ‘
“Mean" Response %'s
Sul ‘oSl _____Grade 8 Grade 10 . Grade”i2

100 L #09 . 0.66 © 0.24

~ 200 1.66 1.74. . 0.29
250 ST : 1.26 . 0.78 1. 30,
270 g . 0.00 - 1 0.13 0.65
280 AW | 1 0.00 0.16 0.08
300, - 1.6~ 0.73 1.48

3TN ' 0.00

., 0.06 0.00

270



TABLE C  + .

"V -

'MEAN RESPONSE pERCENTAGEs,gﬁ?bﬁﬁﬁts 8, 10, AND 12
FOR. SUBGATEGORIES INELIGIBLE FORYANALYSTS

. a4

| o OF VARIANCE: “CORNER"
P gl i : 3. L
. Meani@se 2's /
. ) v ) N .-, o / .
Subcatgg Grade '8 Gagde 10 Grade 12
" 100 XX < 2.66 .02 0.07
250 0.76 0.15 1.85
270 0. 26 0.26 '1.95
280 - 0.00 0.00 0.07
310 -0.15 0.40 0.37
350 - 0.21. 1.193, 1.49

v
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; Subtategory

i TABLE D ' '
' # SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES: IN RESPONSES TO'
‘ "THE USE ‘OF FORCEL AND ''CORNER" AT GRADE §:
GATEGORLES SUBCATEGORIES .
T ‘Mean® Response 1% 's
. A i’g}‘ v e - . o
: .. "The Use of Force" "Cornexr" BeRatio
Cat. /sdbcategory (N=40) (N=40) . (df=1;78) Proby
- Engagiient 26.72 24.61 .0.27 NS
Perception - 33.10 35.02 0.11 NS
Interpretation 10:55 14.61 1.70 NS
Evaluation - 23.62 19.25 o 2.49 NS
Miseellaneous 5.11 - *5.71 0417 NS
Subcategory 110 . - 2:26 \ 4,64 1.%6 NS -
. Subcategory - 120 7.52 3.61 5.07 *:
Subcategory 130 15 .97 | 13.70 0.37 NS
. Subcategory 200 1-. 66 0.69 . 9.45 *k
‘Subcategory 210 2.67 ©1.52 1.00 NS
Subcategory 230 23.65 24,54 0.03 NS
Subcategory 240 1.18 0.19 2.91 NS
Subcategory 260 2.46 0.76 3.15 NS
Subcategory 300 1.04 1.60 0.25 - NS
Subcategory 320 6.87 10.66 2.79 . NS
Subcategory 330 1.57 1.47 0.01 NS
Subcategory 340 0.32 0.52 ° 0.34 NS
Subcategory 350 '0.01 0.00. . 2.91%. NS
Subcategory -400 . 7.02 . 8.17 0,64 NS
Subcategory . 410 3.23 2.32 1.05. NS
-Subcategory 420 11.43 7.02 3.70 NS
Subcategory . 430 2:16 2.12 0.00 ., NS,
500. 5.11. 5.71 .17 NS

s

«**p'<-.0‘1'

* P < .0; v".
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3 /g@@

Use .of Force" "Corner" .

Cat./Subcategory (N=40) - (N=40) (df=1;78) - Prob.

‘ AT ‘
Enghgement C171 19.qQ1 0:23 NS
Perception 32.96m . 27.81 4.7 2.02 NS

. Intérpretation. -28.70. " "34.77 - 2.33 NS -
Evaluation.» ©15.43 13.85 - 0.37 "'NS
Miscellaneous ' 5.23 4,57 0.16 NS
... Subcategory 110 1.36 1.60 -0.07 ‘NS
Subcategory 120 1.40 1.16 0.10 NS
Subcategory 130 14.28 15.247. 0.12° NS
Sg%cateéory 200 1.74 1.83 o .0.01° N
Subcategory 210 2.45 1.77.. 0.96 s
Subcategory 230 26,69 16.36 7.76 *k
.'Subcategory 240 - 0.76 1.74 0.80  Ns
Subcategory 260 -~ 0.57 3.81 11.16 = *x

" Subcategory 300 0.73 1.79 2.25 NS
Subcategory 320 . 17.64 21.58 1.83 NS
Subcategory 33Q 5.22° 5.67 0.07! NS
Subcategory 340 1.88 4.17 4,12 ok
Subcategonry” 350 3.30 1.19 5.32 *
Subcatego 400 . 5.27 4.20 0.56 NS
Subcategory\ 410 1,72 1.43 0.17 NS
 Subcategory %420 - 6.28 5.06 . 10.35 NS
Subcategory - 430 - 2.16 : 3.08" 0.49 NS
Subcategory 500 - 5.23 - 4.57 \9.16 ~ NS

*p < .05 . e |
*% p < .01 v'\

TABLE E

%

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES IN RESPONSES TO
"THE -USE OF FORCE" AND "CORNER" AT GRADE. 10:

CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES

Mean Response %'s’

B

F katio
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TABLE F

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES IN RESPONSES TO
"THE WSE OF FORCE" AND "CORNER" AT GRADE 12:
"> CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES

F .4

Mean Rééponae i's

"The Use of Force" . "Corner" F Ratio

' Cat’ /Subcategory C(N=40) . (N=40)  (df=1;78)

** p- < .01

&

Prob.
Engagement 12.30 ., 9.55 1.34 NS
Perception < 29.37 38.00 3.95 NS
Interpretation » 35.24 v 32.40 0.46 NS

Evaluation W 17.88 14.82 0.89 NS -
Miscellaneous 5.50 4.67 0.17 NS
Subcategory * 110 1.31 T 1.23 0.01 NS
Subcategory 120 =~ - 1.60 1.53 7 o0.01" NS
Subcategory 130 9.15 6.72 1.46 NS
. Subdategory 200 0.29 o 0.32 - 0.01 NS
.Subcategory 210 2,02 . 4.31 - 2.35 NS
. +~Subcategory 230 - 21.39 14,66 - 3.97 *
Subcategory 240 - 1.93 ‘ 4.68 5.37 Sk
Subcategory - 260 .1.68 _ C6.34 "9.63 . ko
Subcategory 300" © 7 1.48 1,49~ 0.00 NS
Subcategory 320 17.02 - 15.11 1.08 . NS
_ Subcategory 330 7.03 4 . 8.45° 0.63 NS
Subcategory 340 . 6.48 . 5.47 0.39 - NS
. Subcategory. 350 .3.24 : 1.49 © 3.12 NS
‘Subcategory 400 4,200 . 2.26 2.30 NS
Subcategory 410 . 2.12 . 0.74 7.74 *x
Subcategory 420 - 7.99 ' 8.65  0.10 NS
Subcategory 430 . 3.57 3.30 0.15 NS
Subcategory = 500. - 5.50 4.67 0.17 NS

* p < .05 2 / -
/
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TABLE G

)

A

RESPONSES BY SEX TO THE STORY AND POEM
COMBINED FOR GRADE 8: MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES
_ AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES - °

[} L3 o 4

Mean Response %'s .
Male Female 'F Ratio

Cat./Subcategory (N=40) (N=40) "~ (df=1;78) Prob.
Engagement o T22.54 - 28.79 2.32 . NS
Perception 37,22 ©30.90 , +1.19 - . NS
Interpretation 12.94 12.21 0.05 NS
Evaluation ‘ 19.99 22.87 0.55 NS
- Miscelleaneous B 7.21 ©3.61 5.04 *
Stbcategory 110 2.61 .28 0.78 = NS
Subcategory 120 ., . 4,69 o 6.44 1.01. NS .
Subfategory 130 - 13.38° 16.28 0.68 NS .
Subcategory 200 - 515 3,41 0.79 NS
Subcategory 210 1.44 2.76 1.14 NS
Subcategory 230 - 27.52 20.68 - . 1.37 . NS o,
Subcategory 240 - 0,67 1 0.70 - ©0.00 NS ‘
Subcategory 260 @ - 1.93 1.28 0.45 NS
Subcategory 300 . - 2.00 0.64 1.68 NS
‘ Subcategory 320 .8.32 ‘ 9.21 *0.14 NS
*  Subcategory 330 1.75 1.28 ., "0.15 NS
Subcategory 340 0.47 0.38 0.04 NS
Subcategory 350 ‘ 0.40 - 0.55 . . 0.12 - NS
~ Subcategory 400. : 9.57 - 5.63 < 4,11 *
Subcategory 410 1.46 © 4,09 6.5 - *
Subcategory, 420 7.80 10.65 - 1.12 NS
Subcategory 430 - - ©1.39 2.89 2.23 NS
AN

Subcategory- 500 7.21 N 3,61 5.0 . *

* p < .05




- B
o w»'“ ‘
’ Y
' TABLE H A
RESPONSES TO "THE USE OF FORCE" ‘BY SEX FOR GRADE 8:
- MEAN RES_BOY"SE'PERCENTAGES AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES
Mean Reéponse %'s
| _ Male Female ' F Ratio »

Cat./Subcategory (N=20) (N=20) (df=1:38) __Prob.
Engagement 25.62 27.81 0.19 NS
Perception 33.30 32.89 0.00 NS
Interpretation 10. 40 10.70 0.01 NS
Evaluation 24.98 22,96 0.24 - " NS
Miscellaneous 5.72 4.50 . 0.32 NS
-Sybcategory 110 2.97 1.55 10.93 - | NS
. Subcategory 120 - 7.10 7.94 0.09 "7 NS
Subcategory 130 - 15.38 16.55 ,0.07 -NS
Subcategory - 210 s .2.88 2.47 0.04 NS
- Subcategory- 230 23.08 24,23 0.02 ‘NS
Subcategory - 240 1.34 - 1.02 0.88 S
Subcategory 260 “3.45 1,47 LTQQ . NS
Subcategory 320 " 6.65 27,10 . 0.02¢ NS
Subcategory 330 - 1.43 1.71 0.Q3\\\\:i NS

. Subcategory 340 0.26 . 0.38 -0.07 - X/ NS .
. ‘Subcategory 380 0.38. -1, 10 0.98 -~ / NS

‘Subcategory 400~ 8.89 " 5:15 2.79 . " NS
Subcategory - 410 1.83 4.62 -3.28 - NS

Subcategory 420 12.61 10.24 0.29 NS
- Subcategory - 430 1.66 - 2.67 0.53 CNS Y
Subcdtegory 5QO0 : 5.72 4,50 0.32 NS
i R L
. 9 C
S ) S
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TABLE I

' ~ RESPONSES TO '"CORNER" BY SEX FOR GRADE 8:

MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

'»‘AMean Response %'s

- Male "Female F Ratio
Cat./Subcategory . (N=20) (N=20) (df=1;38) Prob.
Engagement 19.46 29,77 2.49 NS

" Perception 41.14 28.91 2.13 NS
Interpretation 15.48 - 13.73 0.13 NS
Evaluation '15.01 23.48 - 2.55 NS

. Miscellaneous 8.71 2.72 . T 6.43 *k

LA o 3 \
Subcategory 110 2.25 7.02 1.94 NS
Subcategory 120 . 2.27 - 4.95 1.70 . NS
Subcategory 130 ~11.39 16.01 0.69 ' . NS
Subcategory 200 8.21 - 5.59 0.56 NS
Subcategory = 210 -0.00" 3.04 5.11 *
Subéategory, 220 0.00 0.15 . 1.00 NS
Subcategory 230 31.97 17.12 - 3.33 NS
Subcategory 240 0.00 0.38 1.00 NS
Subcategory 260 0.41 . .11 0.61 NS
Subcategory 300 2533% - 0:86 - 1.37 NS
Subcategory 320 - 9.98 ¢ 11.33 - 0.12 NS
Subcategory 330 2.08, 0.86 *‘8'47 NS
Subcategory 340 0:66 0.38 "% .21 . NS
Subcategory 400 - - 10.24 . -6.11 - 1.64 NS
Subcategory 410 1.08 3.56 © 3.18 NS
Subcategory 420 2.98 11.06 '8.32 Rk
Subcategory 430 - 1.12 3.12 1.81 NS
Subcategory 500 8.71 2.72 6.43 *k

' L ) ‘ . . -

* p < .05 .
*k p < .0l W
. L 4
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P ; TABLE J &
. : i \\,
RESPONSES .BY SEX TO THE STORY ANI}\ POEM
COMBINED FOR GRADE 10: MEAN RESPONSE PERC‘ENTAGES
' AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES
P |
Mean Response 2's
o ' , Male Female -F Ratdo
Cat . /Subcategory _(N=40) S(N=40) . (df-l 78) Prob.
Engagemént 18,37 18.35 - 0.00 NS
P¥rception 30.01 30,75 - 0.02 - NS
,Interpretation - 33.25 30.22 ¢ " 0.34 NS
E Evaluation 12.96 . 16.32 .0.89 NS
Miscgllangous; 5.43. 4.37 0.40 NS
. s o : N ’ 3
Subcategory 110 . 1.23 173 © 0,29 Ns O
Subcategory 120 1.42 © 10140 0.11 NS
Subcategory 2130 15.38 14,13 0.14 NS
Sufategory -200 1.27 . 2.30 " 0.95 NS -,
Subcategory ’ 210 2414 . 2.08 © 0,00 NS
Subcategory 230 21.37 . - 21.68 © 0.00 - NS
'Subcategory 240 1.37 1.12 * 0.06 . NS
Subcategory: 260 2,17 2.21 0.00 . NS
~ Subcategory 300 . - 0.77 . 1.76 1.85 NS
Subcategory 320 . 18.31 -~ ' 20.91 0.70 NS -
‘Subdategory. 330 8.25, -, 2.66 7.99 o
Subcategory 340 . 3;31,Exh 2.74 0.11 NS -
‘Subcategory 350 - . .2/36 M. 2.13 . 0.04 NS
Subcategory 400" . "3.90 5.57 0.97 NS
Subcategory 410 1.45 1.69 0.12 NS
Subcategory 420 4.48 . 6.85 (1,43 NS
Subcategory 430 © 3,13 - ,2.1% 0.56 NS
Subcategory 500 ° 5,43 4,37 0.40 NS*
e '
*g <105 : -
: -
- B ‘ 6 - T
. A A v
. 1}, v



/ | f
< " TABLE K {
R RESPONSES TO "THE USE OF FORCE" BY SEX FOR GRADE 10: e
: | MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES:
Ha e ; 4 o o
it LSy - - .“
' Mean Response Z{é >
—— : Male . Female ' F Ratio’ :
. . Cat./Subcategory = (N=20) - (N=20) - (df=1;38) Prob.
k/ - Engagement - S ~1$.6f7 16.775 - 0.11 NS
" Perception © 34,02 31.90 0.07 - NS
Interpretation 30.95 26.44 0.48 NS
Evaluation ©1:.93 18.92 2,100 NS .
Miscellaneous 4.45 6.01 - 0.58™ NS
Subcategory 110 0.68 2.04 0.84 7 NS
Subcategory 120 1. 66 1.14 -0.15 NS
_Subcategory 130 16.10 12.46 0.48 "~ NS
“Subcategory 210 3,00 1.91 0.44 NS
" Subcategory 230 L 27.47 ¢ 25.92 . 0.39 NS
Subcategory 240 L 0.50 ¢ - 1.01 0.55 NS
Subcategory 260 0.75 0.39 . “0.36 NS~
Subcategory 320 16,99 - 18.30 - 0.14 - NS
Supcategor# 330 "8.57 ©1.88 5.99 c Ry
Subcategory - 340 - 1.65 2.11 0.08 NS
Subcategory 350 3.26 N3 0.00 ‘ NS
Subcategory 400 13,55 0.07 . 2.16° =, -NS
Subcategory - 410 1.12 2.32 1.73 NS
Subcategory 420 4,22 - 8.33 1.85 NS
Subcategory 430 3.05 1.28 1.43 NS
Subcategory 500 - 4.45 6.01 - 0.58 NS
;o * p < .05 o
. e \ 'd
M ,»" . . -

/.
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. o | TABLE L
- ) 13 Yo '
 RESPONSES BY SEX TO THE STORY AND POEM COMBINED

- FOR GRADE 12: MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES AN
) SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES . .

( .
Vo Mean Response %'s \‘”“//,
L ' 5 Male . Female F Ratio »
Ccat./Subcategory (N=40) (N=40) (df=1;78) . Prob.
. Engagement 9.38 12.47 ' 1.17 NS
. "Perception BRI 34.99 32.38 0.30 NS
Interpretation © 36.50. 31.13 1,37 . NS
Evaluation © 14.00 18.70 ©1.26 NS
Miscellahgous o 4.85 5.33 - 0.05 NS,
. , .
Subcategory 110 1.68 0.86 v 1,28 NS
Subcategory 120« 1.08 2.05 1.56 NS
Subcategory 130 6.53 9.34 ' 1.39 NS
Subcategory 200 o.11 , 0.05 - 2.03 : NS
Subcategory 210 _3.57 » 2.75 . 0.28 NS
Subcategory 230 . 17.89 18.1! . 0,01 : NS
Subcategory 240 3.20 3.42 0,02 .~ NS
Subcategory . 260 3.79 4,22 0.07 NS
.Subcategory 300 02,09 . 0.89 o 1.47 NS
Subcategory = 320 14.98 17.15 : 0.62 NS
' Subcategory 330 10.02 5.46 4. 84 Lok
Subcategory 340 6.91 5.04 1.16 NS
Subcategory 350 - . . 2,30 2.42 ~ 0.16 © -N§
Subcategory 400 . 3.59 2.87 0.27 " NS
Subcategory: 410 . . 1,06 t.82 1.02 .. NS
Subcategory 420 . 6.66 9.98 ~ s 1.61° NS
Subcategory 430 = ., 2.72% . . 4.15 : 2.26 - NS

Subcategory 500" 4,85 5.33 - 0.05 - NS

»

!
[

*p < .05
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o

A

P

RESPONSES TO "THE USE OF FORCE" BY SEX FOR GRADE 12:

-

s MEAN RESPONS

N

o

i

TABLE M.

i

E PERCENTAGES AND,SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

Mean Response 7%'s

) F Ratio

/

5.95

0.07

! Male -~ Fe
———¢Cat. /Subcategory Ao (N=20) (N=20) (df=1;38) Prob.
A 75 ) . : . .
Engagement 11,51 13.08 0.13 NS
Perteption 31.47 27.28 0.51 NS
Interpretation 37.11 33.38 0.31 NS
"Evaluation 14,53 21.23 >1.09 NS
Miscellaneous 5.95 - 5.05 0.07 NS
‘Subcatégory 110 2.22 ., 0.40 v 2.93 . NS
Subcategory 120, 1.60 1.59 .0.00 NS
Subcategory 130 7.50 10.80 0.86 NS-
Subcategory 210 1.89 . 2.15 0.04 NS
Subcategory 230 22.97 19.81 0.36 NS .
‘Subdategory 240 2.02 1.84 0.03 NS
Subcategory 260 1.64 1.72 0.01 NS
. Subcategory 320 16.35 17.69 . 0.12 NS
Subcategory 330 9.01 5.05 2.66 NS
Subcategory 340 5.95 '7.01 fb 0.18 NS
Subcategory 350 3.59 2888 ‘ 0.19 NS
Subcategory 400 4,33 4.07 0.01 NS
Subcategory 410 1.75 2.49 0.31 NS
Subcategory 420 5.21 10.78 2.50 NS
Subcategory 430 3.25 3.90 .0.25 NS
Subcategory 500 5.05 - NS

-
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TABLE N

RESPONSES TO "CORNER" BY SEX FOR GRADE 10:° |
MEAN\RESPONSE PERCENTAGES AND SIGNIFICANCE QF DIFFERENCES

> ——
~ A '
[N t 3 €5

E {‘f~-) ) . Mean Response %'s s 1r/4‘ LR
‘ K " ‘/Male Female F Ratio , \
Cat./Subcategory v& (N=20) ’7§N=20). ‘ (dfq1;38$ Prob. -
.*  Engagement L - 18.06 19.95 o-.16r- . - NS -/
Perdeption = £ 26.01 29.61 0.35 NS
Interpretation . 35.55 . 34.00 0.04 NS @
Evaluation 13.98 o 13.72 - 0.00 " NS
Misceilaneous 6.42 2.73 1.97 NS
Subcategory 110 o -~ 1.77 1.42 0.09, © NS
.Subcategory 120 1.18 - 1l.14 0.00 ) NS
 Subcategory 130 : 14.66 - 15.81 0.07 NS
"Subcategory 200 ~D.61 - . 3.06 3.99 C*
Subcategory 210 = ™N1.29 2.25 " 0.66 NS
Subcategory 220 . 1.33 0.77 . 0.38 ¢ NS
Subcategoyy 230 © 15.26 17 .45 0.17 NS
Subcategory , 240 2.25 1.22 0.24 T NS
‘gubcategory 260 _ 3.58 4 .04 0.05; NS .
Subcategory 300 1.07 2.52 17 NS
" §ubcategory 320 19.62 ° 23.53 0.58" NS
Subcategory 330 o 7.94 : "3.40 . 2.38 NS
Subcategory 340 4,97 \3.37 0.28 NS
Subcategory 400 4.25 4,16, © 0.00 . NS
Subcategory 410 .- 1.78 1.07 048 . NS
Subcategory 420 4,74 5.37 0.06 NS
Subcategory 430 3.21 2.95 0.01 NS
Subcategory 500 6.42 . ~ 2.13 -1.97 ~ NS

* p< .05



]
4

AT

o RESPONSES TO "CORNER" BY SEX FOR GRADE 12:
- MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

Mean Response %'s

k)
..

Subcategory 500

0.15

' Male Female F Ratio
Cat. /Subcategory (N=20) (N=20) (df=1;38) Prob.
Engagement - , 7.26 11.85 1.59 NS
Perception - 38.52 37.48 0.02 NS
Interpretation. 35.91 28.89 1.18 NS
Evaluation, 13.47 16.17 0.24 NS
“Miscellaneous 3.74 5.60 0.42 NS
' Subcategory 110 . 1.14 1.31 0.03 NS.
Subcategory 120 ° 0.55 2,51 3.41 NS
Subcategory 130 o 3.57 7.88 0.52° NS -
Subcategory 200 .0.22 0.42 .0.28 NS
" Subcategory 210 5.26 3. 36 Qo.47 NS
Subcategory 220 4.77 2.57 1.21 NS
Subtategory 230 12.81 . 16.50 0.48 NS
Subcategory 240 4.39 © 4,97 0.05 NS
Subcategory 260 5.95 .6.73 0.08 NS
Subcategory 300 1.95 1.04 0.54 NS
. Subcategory 320 13.61 16.61 0.57 " NS
Subcategory® 330 11.03 5.87 . 2.29 NS
Subcategory 3%0 .. 7.88 3.06 4,15 *
-Subcategory 400 2.84 1. 67 0.84 NS~/
Subcategory 410 . 0.32 1.16 1.05 NS
Subcategory 420 8.12 9.18 0.07 - NS
Subcategory 430 2.19 4.41. - 2.49 NS.
3.74 4.86 NS

¥ p( .05
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. TABLE P

RESPONSES BY ABILITY.TO THE STORY AND POEM

COMBINED FOR GRADE B: MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES
" AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

[ 4

—

Meau’ﬁZ;;:nse Z's

. _ Superior Average F Ratio ~-¥
Cat:/Subcategory (N=40) (N=40) (df=1;78) Prab.
Engagement 24.84 26.49 0.16 NS
Perception - 30.29 37.82 1.70 NS
Interpretation 15.56 9.60 3.57 . NS
Evaluation 21.58 21.28 0.01 NS
Miscellaneous. 7.18 3.65 4,82 *
Subcategory 110 ¢ 3.21 3.69 0.06 NS
Subcategory 120 '5.60 5.53 0.00 NS -
Subcategory 130 14,01 1%566 0.22 NS
Subcategory 200 2.81 - 5.75 2:29 NS
Subcategory . 210 1.49 12,71 - ©0.97 ~ NS
Subcategory 230 20.02- 28.18 1.97 NS
Subcategory 240 1.02 0.36 1.31 NS
Subcategory 260 2.66 0.56 - 4.97 *
Subcategory 300 - - 1.60 - 1.04 ©.0.27 NS
Subcategory 320 11.52 .6.01 5.49 *
Subcategory 330 0.85 2.19 1.26 NS
Subcategory 340 0.%85- 0.00 5.33 o ox
Subcategory 350 .0.59 .0.35 0.32 NSo
Subcategory . 400 7.60 7.59 0.00 NS

. Subcategory 410 2.59 - 2.95 0.12 N3
Subcategory 420 . 9.34 9.11 0.01 NS
Subcategory 430 ., 2,07 - 2.22 0.02 NS
Subcategory 500 7.18 3.65, - 4.82 *

[l
* p < ,05 @ )
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V,J Mean Response 2's
g; Superior Average F Ratio

" Cat. /subcategory (N=20)_ (N=20) (df=1;38)  Prob.
Engagement -.26.93 26.50 0.01 NS
Petception - 35.02 31.17 .97 NS
Interpretatloni) 8.50 12.60 « 0,23 " NS
Evaluation . 22.74 24.51 0.10 NS
Miscellaneous - 6. 84 3.38 2.72 - NS
Subcategory 110 "3.07 . 1.46 lﬁi; NS
Subcategory 120 7.12 -7.93 0.8 -'NS
Subcategory 130 15.96 . 15.97 0.00 NS-
Subcategory 200 1,54 1.78 0.03 NS
Subcategory 210 1.32 4.03 1.82 NS
Subcategory 230 23.12 24.720 0.02 NS
Subcategory 240 1.65 0.71 0.75 NS
Subcategory 260 4.46 0.46 6.40 *
Subcategory 300 » 0.00 . 2.08 1.51. NS
Subcategory 320 | ‘ < 6.24 7.51 0.20 NS
Subcategory 330 ’ 0.84 2.30° .0.80 NS
Subcategory 340 . 0.65 0.00 2,03 NS
Subdlitegory 350 0.77 0.71 0.01 NS
Subcategory 400 _6.80 7.24 0.04 NS

" Subcategory 410 3.18 3.27 0.00 NS
.Subcategory 420 10.66 12.19 0.12 NS
Subcategory 430 2.10 2,23 0.01 NS
Subcategory 500 6.84 3.81 1.72 NS
* p < .05

~

TABLE Q.

- RESPONSES TO "THE USE OF FORCE" BY ABILITY

FOR GRADE 8: MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES

" AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES
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MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

TABJ‘ R

'RESPONSES TO ''CORNER" BY ABILITY FOR GRADE 8:

Mean Response 1's

k<

R Superior Average F Ratio
Cat./Subcategory (N=20) (N=20) (df=1;38) Prob.
Engagement 22.75 26.48 0.31 NS
Perception” 25.56 44.48 5.53 *
Interpretatien 22.62 6.60 14.77 xRk
Evaluation 20.44 18.06 0.19 NS
Miscellaneous 7.52 3.92 2.10 NS
Subcategory. 110 " 3.36 5.92 "~ 0.53 NS
Subcategory 120 4.09 3.13 0.21 NS
Subcategory 130 12.06 5.34 0.35 NS
Subcategory 200 4.09 9.72 2.76 NS
Subcategory 210 1.66 1.38 0.04 NS
Subcategory 230 16.92 32.17 3.53 NS
Subcategory 240 0.38 0.00™ 1.00 NS
Subcategory 260 . 0.86 0.66 0.05 NS
Subcategory 300 3.19 0.00 7.31 *k
Subcategory 320 16.81 4.51 13.14 kX
Subcategory 330 0.86 2.08 0.47 NS
Subcategory 340 ° - 1.05 0.00 3.20 NS
Subcategory 350 0.41° 0.00 1.00 NS
Subcategory 400 8.39, 7.95 0.02 NS
Subcategory 41Q 2.00 2.64 T 9-20 NS
Subcategory 420 8.00 6.03 0.41 NS
Subcategory 430 2.04 2.20 0.01 NS
Subcategory 500 7.52 3.92 - 2.10 NS

* p < .05
** p < .01
*k%x p < ,001
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JTABLE S

RESPONSES BY ABILITY TO THE STORY AND POEM COMBINED
FOR GRADE 10: MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES
AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES,

Mean Response %Z's

D) .
‘ Superior Average - F Ratio
Cat./Subcategory (N=40) (N=40) (df=1,78) Prob.
Engagement i 12.45 24.26 11.88 : k%
Perception 30.32 30.34 0.00 NS
Interpretation’ 36.49 26.99 3.45 NS
Evaluation 17.19 12.09 2.07 . NS
Miscellaneoud : 3.57 - 6.23 2.57 NS
Subcategory 110 0.82 2.13 2.02 NS
Swbcategory 120 . , 0.76 1.80 1.51 5 NS
Subcategory 130 - 10.12 19.39 "8.22 *
Subcategory 200 2.22 1.35 0.68 NS
Subcategory 210 3.13 1.10 4.29 *
Subcategory 230 . 19.53 23.52 - 0.68 NS
. Subcategory 240 : 0.98 1.52 0.25 NS
' . Subcdtegory 260 ' 3.18 1.19 - 3,01 NS
Subgategory 300 1.63 0.90 0.98 NS
. Subtategory 320 ' 18.38 20.85 0.63 NS
Subcategory 330 7.56 - 3.33 4.33 *
Subcategory 340 5.49 0.56 9.28 *k
Subcategory 350 2.98 1.51 1.72 NS
Subcategory 400 4.70 2 4.78 0.00 NS
Subcategory 410 1.38 . 1.76 0.31 - KS
Subcategory 420 7.08 4,25 2.05 + NS
Subcategory 430 3.95 1.30 - 4.14 *
Subcategory 500 S 3.57 6.23 . 2.57 . NS
*p<.05 -



J TABLE T

RESPONSES TO "THE USE OF FORCE' BY ABILITY
FOR GRADE 10: MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES
AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

Mean Response %'s

Superior Average F Ratio

Cat./Subcategory (N=20)  (N=20)  (df=1;38) _ Prob.
Engagement - 8.83 26.59: 13.00 Lhb)
Perception 34.50 31.41 0.16 NS
Interpretation ‘ 34.96 22.44 4.08 *
Evaluation 16.91 13.95 0.136 NS
Miscellaneous 4,82 5.64 n.16 . NS
Subcategory 110 7/ 0.00 ° 2.72 3.56 NS
Subcategory 120 0.36 2.44 2.57 NS
Subcategory 130 8.05 20.52 6.49 *
Subcategory 200 3.47 0.00 4.50 *
Subcategory 210 3.91 1.00 3.36 NS
Subcategory 230 24,32 29.07 0.36 NS
Subcategory 240 1.04 " 0.47 0.47 NS
Subcategory 260 1.14 0.00 3.78 NS
Subcategory 300 0.78 0.69 0.02 NS
Subcategory 320 . 17.46 17.82 0.01 © NS
Subcategory 330 8.60 1.85 6.12 *
Subcategory 340 3.76 .0.00 6.34 *
Subcategory 350 3.92 2.69 0.44 NS
- Subcategory 400 3.46 7.07 2.40 NS
Subcategory 410 1.12 2.32 1.73 NS
Subcategory 420 8.83 3.72 2.94 NS
Subcategory 430 3.49 0.84 3.38 NS
Subcategory 500 4,82 5.64 0.16 NS

JHH



TABLE

U

RESPONSE TO “CORNER" BY AHIL!*()R GRADF, 10
MFAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERFENUES

Y

o

]

Mean Response %'

Superior Average F Ratio
Cat./Subcategory _ (N=20) (N=20) (dY=1;38) Prob.
Engagement 16,07 21.94 t.95h NS
Perception 26.15 29047 0.3 NS
Interpretation 18.01 31.93 0,614 NS
Evaluation 17.46 10,213 1.95% NS
Miscellaneous 2.1 6.83 2.99 NS
Subcategory 110 1.65 1.55 0.01 NS
Subcategory 120 1.16 1.17 0.00 NS
Subcategorv 130 12.20 18,27 2.01 NS
Subcategory 200 0.97 2.70 1.87 NS
Subcategory 210 2.35 1.19 0.98 NS
Subcategory 230 14.75 17.96 N.137 NS
Subcategory 240 0.92 2.56 0.6} . NS
Subcategory 260 5.24 2.139 1.81 ‘NS
Subcategory 300 2.4 1.11 1.05 NS
Subcategory 320 19.29 23.87 8.80 NS
Subcategory 330 6.52 4.82 .32 NS
Subcategory 340 7.22 1.12 4.55 *
Subcategory 350 2.04 0.33 2.01 NS
Subcategory 400 5.92 2.48 2.04 NS
Subcategory 410 1.64 1.21 0.17 NS
Subcategory 420 5.32 4.79 0.04 NS
Subcategory 430 4,41 1.75 1.45 NS
Subcategory 500 2.33 - 6.83 2.99 NS
* p < .05 fﬂ
¢
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-TABLE W

,RESPONSES TO "THE USE OF. FORCE" BY ABILITY

‘
: FQR GRADE 12:: MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAGES
' AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES .
~ Mean Response Z's N
’- . - Superior - Average  F Ratio -
Cat./Subcategory S (N=20) ~ (N=20) - . (df=1;38) ‘Prob.
Engagement - 8.05 16,55 . 4,11 *
Perception e a 30.66°° 28.09 "0.19 -~ NS
Interpretation = 32.33 .38.16 . 0.77. NS
Evalyation 1 26.52 - 9.52 . + 8.03 *k
Miscellaneous 2.73 . 8.27° 2.70 NS
Subcategory 110 Lt 0020 . 2Wkt o < &S6 x
Subcategory 120 '1.36 . 1.84 « 0.18 NS
Subcategory 130 6.01 . -12.29 3.29 NS -
- Subcategory 200 . 0.22 - .0.36 0.10 RS
Subcategory 210 2.86 . 1.18 1.61 . NS
Subcategory 230 © 17.78 ° 25.01 ‘1.96 - NS
Subcategory 240 - 3.11 . 0.76 5.65 *
.Subcategory 260 2,60 . 0.70 4.14 *
Subcategory 300 0.36 2.61. 2.09 NS,
‘Subcategory 320 14,65 © 19.39 -~ 1.50 NS
Subcategory 330 5,62 8,44 1.31 NS
Subcategory 340 8.12 4.84 1,76 NS
Subcategory 350 “3.59 12.89 0.18 NS
Subcategory 400 5,77 2.63 1.77 NS
Subcategory 410 2.66 1.59 0.67 NS
Subcategory 420 12.97 3.02 9.34 *ok
Subcategory - 430 ‘ © 4,85 2.29 4,21 I
Subcategory 500 -2.73 8.27 2.70 NS
* P < .05 i i \
kk p < .01 * ?



hY .
TABLE;X
EXE RESPONSES. TO "CORNER/' BY ABiLITY FOR GRADE 12:
‘ MEAN RESPONSE PERCENTAG AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES
. S : i
'-.Mean Response ZYs
: ' e R .;Superior Average F-Ratio o
 Cat./Subcategory o VU (N=20) . (N=20) (df=1 38). . % Prob.
Engagement - T 7.75 11.36" 0.97 +NS
Perception 34.29 S 41,71 . 1.04 NS
Interpretation . 33,72, 31,07 0.16 .. NS
Evaluation . . 1 21.36. 8.28 6.58 . %
Miscellanegus 2.88 U 6.47 1.61. . NS
TEne o , .

Subcategory 110 1.19 1.27 0.01 NS
Subcategory - 120. 0.85 - 2.20° 1.55 NS
Subcategory 130 5.57 7.88 0.52 NS
Subcategory 200 0.00" 0.65 3.35 NS
Subcategory 210 3.77 4,85 . 0.15 NS

* Subcategory 230 12,13 17.18 0.91 NS
.. ‘Subcategory 240 5.65 3,71 0.58 NS
. Subcategory, 260 - . 5.63 . 7.05 0.26 NS
Subcategory . 300 1.13 °©  ~ '1.86 0.34° NS
"Subcategory’ 320 16,63 13.60 0.59 ° NS
Subcategoryﬁ-330 9.25 7.65 0.2} NS
‘Subcategory 340 4,49 6.45 0.63 NS
Subcategory 350 1.47 1.50 . .0.00 NS

. Subkategory - 400 - - 3.63 0.89 5.10 *
Subcategory 410 <> 1.47 -0.00 3.38 NS
Subcategory 420 ~ - 12463 4,67 4,64 *
Subcategory 430 3.65 2.95 0.24 NS
Subcategory - 500 7.88 6.47 . 1.61 NS

* p <..05
o
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RESPONSE PREFERENCE QUESTIONNAIRE
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INSTRUCTION. SHEET

. "INTRODUCTION:

j

When

294

.

. . &
| .
/ N

.’

you write or Ealk_about literature, you-are

probably likely to consider different kinds of
questions. Some of these questions may be more

(D

(2)

_i'am

()

DIRECTIONS:

. FIRST -

SECOND -

THIRD -

(2)

Read

.1mportant,thaﬁ'others depending on:

the TYPE of literature you are‘writing or
talking about, or; b ‘

whether you are talking or writing in

SCHOOL or in the company of your FRIENDS.

' ‘ .. : - f’ﬁ“"\\,
interested in whether you think: .
IN SCHOOL, the quéétiqg: you would consider

important to ‘agk about “SHORT STORIES are

different from the questioms you would ask
abOut‘POEMS,rand; ' :

whether, WITH YOUR FRIENDS, thegquéstions
you would consider important about any type
of literature are different from the
questions you would consider IN SCHOOL.

the list of questions on the;attachéd sheet

and then complete the THREE columns on the answer .
sheet. Use the numbers (100-430) beside the
.questions -to make your rankings.

‘choose the TEN (10) questions you think are the most

important to ask about SHORT STORIES IN SCHOOL, and
the FIVE (5) you think are of little importance.

choose the TEN (10) questions you think are the most

important-to ask about POEMS IN SCHOOL, and the FIVE
(5) you think are of little importance. |

choose the TEN (10) questions you think are the.most'
important to consider when discussing ANY LITERATURE

WITH. YOUR FRIENDS, and the FIVE (5) you think are of.

little importance. ,

there are 23 questions altogether, so there are EIGHT (8)
questions you will leave out in each of the three columns.
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“»

QUESTIONS WHICH MIGHT BE ASKED ABOUT
A STORY/POEM/LITERATURE IN GENERAL-

N.B. See the instructions for method of filling ‘in the

, three columms on the answer sheet. [
. o <

ST ' AN
.

100: How did I feel after reading the story/poem/literature in
general? ' .
110: Is this a Qroper subject for a story/poem/literature in
general?
//
120: What emotioné/did the story/poem/literature in general
' arouse in meb B
\ ‘ ‘ . -
130: A}g any of the characters, events, etc., in the story/poem/
literature in general like those I know or have experienced’
™
200: Are there any partféular features of the story/poem/

literature in generallwhich I don't understand?
. A
& 3 : :
210: Has the writer used words or sentences in the story/poem/
literature in general d{fferently from the way people
usually write?

\
N

220 - What kinds of metaphors, images or other writer s devices
are used in the story/poem/literature in genera17
-230: .~ What hagpens in the story/poem/literature in general?
L,
240: How. 1is thL way the story/poem/literature in general 1s

" written related to what it is about?

250; How does the story/poem/literature in general build ug”
» " How is it organized?

260: What is the atmosphere mood or point of view of the
story/poem/literature in general? :

270:  What txne qustOry/poem/literature is 1t? Is it like
. .~ any other I have read or studied? ‘



280:
300:
310:
320:

330:

340‘;

‘350:

. 400:

410:

420

b_ 430:

When was it written? What is the historical background
of the story/poem/literature in general? Does the

'

author's nationality tell me anything?
What does the story/?bem/litefatu:e in generel mean?

Is there anything in the story/poem/literature in

‘general that has a hidden meaning?

How can we explain fhe way the characters behave in the
story/poem/literature? ] . _

What does the story/poem/literature tell us about geogle
or experiences I know'about’ .

.- Does the,story/poem/literature tell us anything about

people or ideas in general?

*

What is the moral of the storf/poem/pieee of literature?

£y

Is the story/poem/literature 'good"?

Does the story/poem/literature succeed in getting me

, involved?

‘Is the story/poem/literature well written?

Is’the'story/poem/literature about important things?
Is the topic trivial or serious?

>

296



. ANSWER SHEET FOR LITERATURE PREFERENCES

3

NAME: \ ~ SCHOOL: GRADE:
SHORT STORIES POEMS ANY LITERATURE
IN SCHOOL IN SCHOOL WITH YOUR FRIENDS
| / | T
MosT IMP. 1. | MosT IMP. 1. __ | MOST IMP. 1. ____
2. 2. oo
3, _____ 3. 3.
b, be Cobe
5. . 500 5.
6. 6. 6.
7. \ 7. 7.0
8. ___ 8. 8. _
9. . °. °o.
Q LEAST IMP. 10. 10.

LEAST IMP.10.

VERY LITTLE IMPORTANCE

VERY LITTLE IMPORTANCE

e .

1.

2.

1.

2,
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NAEP SCORING GUIDE
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II.

-}
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Engagement-lnv°1vement: what effect does the work have on me

as an individual?

Does the studént find th; work be}ievable, are the characters

good or bad, do they remind him of people he knéws or the.
gituations he has observed in life? Does he question the L
actions of characters as if they were real, insist th;t they
shouid do tw;s'ér that?A Does the student like th; work?

What sorﬁ of mood did it put him into? Is the response pre-
dominantly personal and subjective? . The studeqt might talk .

of his preju@ices, his emotions, his thoughts,‘whatever.

Scoring: Inadequate -- hardly articulated response ("I don't
' like it") . W .

Barely adequate.——.describes the effect the work had
on him without searching for the cause; or a vague
description of student's mood upon finishing the work.,

Adequate -- statement of ‘the effect the work had on
student and -a statement of the cause; vivid descript-
ion of student's mood upon finishing the work; lively
personal discussion.

Superior -- effect the work had on student, clear
statement of the cause; interesting and relevant

personal_discussion of fthe work or aspects of the
work.

Perception: What is the nature of the work?
Description of the language, style or form of the work, a discussion

of literary deviﬁes (metaphor, personification, etc.)-in it, of its

point of view or structure. Or a treatment of tMma work as a part

of literary history; other academic discussions. ' .
Scoring: Inadequate -- factually incorrect, radically
incomplete. ’



III.

Iv.

Barely adequate -- a few, undeveloped formal statements.

' Adequate —- developed formal statements, not related
to one another or related vaguely.

Superior —- formal statements which rise above a
mere catalogue of parts, describe several of the work's
facets accurately, are perhaps organized to account for
an over-rid4éng hypothesis about the work. ‘

J

~

Retelling and paraphrase:

Inadequate —~ factually incorrect or radically incomplete

/A responses.

Barely adequate -- correct but brief, neglecting
important details. '

Adequate -- correct pataphrase covering major points.

Superior -- correct and comprehensive paraphrase.

Interbretationf What does the work mean?

what do the character's actions mean in relation to a universe

of values outsidé of the work? What is the author's intention

in writing the work? What is the moral? Any general response

the intention of which seems clearly to be interpretive.

~

Scoring: Inadejuate —- student attempis to, but cannot,
formuljte an interpretation: "I don't understand.”

Barely adequate —-— unverifiable or unverified
hypothesis about the meaning of the work.

Adequate -- student -presents a hypdthesis that
accounts for the text and is somewhat verifiable.

« Superior -— a fully stated and supported hypothesis
that accounts for most of the details in the text.

o

Evaluation: Is the work a good work of arti

«

Is the work well-written? Was it effective in amusing or moving

"the reader? Was it sincere or imaginative? Did it deal with a”

serious matter? Is it worth reading?

Scoring: Inadequate -- student says only that the work is good
or bad.

%
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Catch-all: for unusual or unclassifiable responses --

A
Barely adequate -- a weak statement of the criterion
for the judgment and a weak statement of the measure
of the work against the criterion.

Adequate --'a clear formulation of criteria and an

adequate measure of the work against them; appropriate N

criteria, relevant to the-work.

Superior -- statement which- formulates the criteria
of judgmant well and measures the work against them
with supporting details.

too many categories in statement, so that no clear intent

emerges; totaIly_unrelated~digression;Aquote ffom the work,

I

v

and no other comment; "I don't know."; fragment.
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