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ABSTRACT

Tric study examined these questions concerning a
response-oriented curriculum in literatureb What is the
influence of method of instruction upon students' mode of

response? How do students, teachers, and investigator

~valuate method . ofe 1nstructlon when put 1nto operatlon at

: S
'the classroom level’

Two methods of,instructioh‘Were designed u51ng a

;1
=

rationale* prov1ded in the wrltlngs of John Dlxon, Frank

Whitehead, James Squlrg, and other authorltlesﬁconcerned

w1th the teachlng of llterature Wlth Method A, teachers,
gulded student response, using such technlques as lectures,
questions, and discussions. Method B encouraged student&
to respond in their own way, u51ng a varlety of activities
and projects. (These methods were tested in a three—week‘,

unit on the short story by three teachers and their students =

in six'high school English classrooms . Each teacher used

' Method A with one class and Method B with the other.

Statlstloal analyses of changes from pretest to

posttest protocols,_as coded on the scale developed by

»

- Squire, revealed that both methods had a similar influence
bupon'students' mode of response. For both experimental
' groups, a significant increase was noted in the frequency

of interpretational response, and a significant decrease in.

the frequency of self-involvement response. Literary,matur—

ity of students and the nature of the test short. stdéries may

iv



also haVeﬁinfluenced mode of response. Distribution of
responses among coding categories. was similar to distri—
butions reported by Squire and‘Wilson.

ations of these methods, as obtained from rating

designed for this study, revealed similarities and

- ‘-

scal

differences between the exXperimental groups. Ratlngs of

m re pos1t1ve responses for Experimental Group B. Students
S lectlon of objectlves for" a secondary llterature program
icated that method of instruction had an influence notv
only uPOn the manner~in which students percelved the purpose
literature but also upon the manner ﬂ% which

-
‘9
they engaged in the study of literature. Literary maturity

of the

seemed to influence stud _nts' selectlon of objectlves.
Comments on opcﬂ—ended questlons, whlch were cate-
‘gorized and tabulated revealed that students in Experlmental
Group A tended to examine the short stories objectively and
to cr1t1c1ze factors external to self; students in Experlmen—
tal Group B tended to become personally 1nvolved w1th the
short storles and to cr1t1c1ze thelr own\lack of accomplish-
ment‘ Students in both groups valued tne opportunity to
communicate with peers and to acbieve'an understanding of

the .short stories but they had dlfflculty in perce1v1ng their

teacher as a facilitator of learnlng Comments in journals'
bwrltten by cooperatlng teachers noted advantages and disad-
vantages for both methods. Investlgator Observations of the

classcs revealéd spe01f1c characterlstlcs in the percelved

learnlng env1ronmen% for each of the experimental groups.

v
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- CHAPTER I

£

AN INTRODUCTiON TO THE STUDY

The NCTE publicatioh, ﬁespons to Literaﬁﬁre,l a
monograph ?rom-the Dartmoﬁth Conferenc: , «<uggests that the -~
théofetica vases of the literature cﬁrriculum require~a
bchange in focus. vThé study of literature, this paper con-
‘cludes, musﬁ no longer be,undérstood as thevformal study of
a discipliﬁe;'réther, the study of literature must stress

each studen}'s experience with the literary work. Harding'

summarizes the position of the study group:

Response is a word. that reminds, the teacher that the
xperience of art is a thing of our making, an activity
in which we are our own interpretative artist. The
dryness. of schematic analysis of imagery, symbols, myth,
structural relations, et al. should be avoided passion-
ately at school and often at college. It is literatiure,
not literary criticism, which is the subject. At the
present time, there .1s too much learning about ’literature
in place of discriminating enjoyment, and many students
arrive at and leave universities with an unprofitable
distrust of their personal responses to literature.?

_As the review of related literature in Chapter II of
o ) . . i

thxs study indicates, mdhy English educators have put forth
arg&%entsvsimilar to that of Harding. The literature cur-

riculym, in short, must provide for -experiences with
7 - SR ‘ .
T . "\‘ l 3 . "v \ N
™ “James R. Squire ied.), Response to Literature

. (Champaign, Illincis:  National Council of Teachers of
English, 1968). , _ »

ZD. W. Harding, "Response to Literature: The Report

of the Study Group,” in Squire, 1968, ibid., p. 26.

<



2
literature which develop personal response, which allow each

student to become his own interpfetatiye artist. More

fecéntly, thg.é&ﬁcefu in English edqcation has been in pro
vidipg "growth through English,” ésvset forth by Dixon.3',At
" any rate, cogsiderable interest has been generated in® English
education about the~“response—oriented literature curriculum.’
It appears, moreo&er, that schoodls in the United
Kingdom‘héve gone‘further in developiﬂg'English programs which
emphasize student response than_havg schools in the Uﬁited
States and Can%aa;/ In a'survéy cqnduCted’among selected

schools in the United Kingdom, Squiré and Applebee5 conclude

. that British échools tend to reject approachesvaiméd at cog-

nitive penetration ofgliterary works. As one member of the
. T S .. .6
investigation team put it. "Intellect is out; feeling is in."

Td arrive at this kind of objective, the survey notes, British

teachers use a variéty‘of methods), many of which are infre-
: : : g ; C

gquently used’by Canadian or American teachers. !

Recent publications of the NCTE indicyte Ehat_the

_respbnse—orientéd concept. of the'teaching of liderature is

3John Dixon, Growth through Engllsh (Reading, England:
National Association Tor the Teaching of English, 11967).

4James R. Squlre, "Toward a Response- Orlented curric- .
culum in Literature," New English, New Imperatives, ed. Henrxg/“
B. Maloney (Champaign, Illinois: National Council of. Teacher
of English, 1971), ‘p. 92. C ‘ .

®James R. Squire ana,ROgef K. Applebee, Teaching oy

English in the United Kingdom: A Comparative Study
(Champaign, Illinois: National Council 6 of Teachers of
English, 1969). s ! : : -

"6

Ibid., p. 87.
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h
currently,éltracting thé,attentiqn of:Engiish educltors in
the United States. Squire, for. example, tackles the issue

diredtly. He asserts:
What is important is that we perceive lite;ature~as human -
. experience--both the experience of the writer and the

Y. experience of the reader--and know that when 1t really
‘ works, it can have all of the power and impact of life
experience itself. The full study of literature involves

concern with the work itself, concern with the writer of
the work, and concern with the relationship between the
reader and the work. The former are the province of the
critic and the literary historian; the latter, of the

teacher of literature. This- 1s why response to litera-
ture rather than literature itself must be our majox con-
cern.’/ o «

‘Squire goes on to point ou; fhe need for teachers to recon-
sider their basic phiibéophy of the teaching of llteratufe.
He asks theTteacher to<place personal response of students
in a higher prioﬁity than the traditional concern either with
the discipline of literature or with liferary analysis and
criticism.
Squire's dictum, indged the implications of‘all of
the writings which stress the importance of personal responsé
to literature,vpresenﬁs a pfoblem for the~téachgr.in the
classroom. Séec1f1cally; what does a teacher ds.in his class-
rdbm-té aéhie?e a response—ofien?ed curriculum in literaturé?
| A possiBle answér‘to this qgestion has been presented’
-by Geoffrey Summerfield.‘ Helsa;;; | |
our job, professionalf&, is ts set up situations in our

classrooms which will fostép or promote "the active, 8
emergetic, cultivated .employment of our human endowments. "

7 . Ly
Squire in Maloney, ibid.

: ) 8Geo§1rey Summérfleld, "Creativity," in Maloney,
ibid., p. 46, ' .



The classroom teacher, if he is to felf5w78ummerf1eld'
advice, must abandon not only his philosophic rationale but
also his methddology; he must reconsider the lecture—.~ -
dieeuesion method and giQe attention to methods in which the
studente' contact'With the literaﬂy work 1is ceﬁtralQ. And
this teacher, trained as airule‘in the academically-oriented
English depattments at the university, suddenly finds him-
self face to face with an array of new methods : fmprov1sa—
ttpns, creatlve and developmental drama,- prOJects and activ-

/

ltleS, individual work, indeed the whole area of khe affectlve
K i ,

curriculum,-about which he knows little,-and aboupt which

. : A
llttle of a concrete  and practlcal nature has bee said or
written. 1In short, he is not sure what he“is expected to do,

nor is he sure of how he might evaluate a response-oriented

program.

\

4

The central focqs_of the present investigation is
the response-oriented rriculum in llterature I/?ﬁrs”lnves—
tigation will attempt tol discover what happens when sucgested
instructiocnal procedures, designed tOvprOVlde for an active,
personal respbnse to selected short stories, are put into

practice in certain high school English classrooms.

Need for the Study

The problem of the implementation of a response-
oriented l4terature curriculum is a crucial ome for Englisp
\fffi?tion. At the presept time, the voice.of th. response

cut}iculum has caught the popular ear. . Publications:
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criticizing the teacher-centered approach and expounding the

activity-involvement or experience approach have had a

. ) . d R
definite impact, on contemporary thought about. the teaching of

literature. The;following list includes some of the more

influential publications in this aréa:A David Holbrook,

English for Maturity; John Dixon, Growth through EAglish}

e

Frank Whitéehead, The Disappearing Dais; James Moffett, Teach-

ing the Universe of Discourse; Daniel Fader and Elton McNeil,

2

Hooked on Books: Program and Proof.

Writings of psychologists such as Carl Rogers and

Abraham‘Maélow have complemented this concern with the stujgﬁ

T

dents' experiences with literature.  Rogers and Maslow have

demanded that education'provide~for self-actualization by

~giving the students, in Rogers' term, the "freedom to

learn.”? Similarly, popular critids_of American e.ucation

such as.John Holt, Neil Postman, Herbert Kohl, Paul Goodman,

. and Charles Silberman_héve noted the rigidity and lack of

_personal concern which seems characteristic of American

schools. 1Indeed, they have demanded a child-centered school,

a kind of school which will provide for a personal response

by the student and require an activity method.
In addition, some recent llterafy‘crlticism has made
a case for the'stddy.of the reader's relationéhip to liter-

ature. For example, Slafofflg*ﬁas argued that the objective’

- , 9Carl Rogers, Freedom to Learn (Columbus, Ohio:
Charles E. Merrill Publishirg Company, 1969).

10

Q,

Walter J. Slatoff, With Respect to Readers: )
Dimensions of Literary Response (Ithaca, New York: Cornell -

~University Press, 1970).




stance in literary criticism produces stereotyped, sterile

criticism. To counteract this defect, he suggests that stu-

dents be encouraged to approach literature subjectlvely
This changing emphasis in English education is also

evident in the kindeof article which appears 1in the English

Journal. Some five years ago, much of the concern was with

the structure otlthe discipline and witn the means by,whrcn

11

this structure might be presented to students. Recentli--,

English Journal articles reflect an interest in the personal

response of the student' p01nt1ng out various means by‘whlch

‘llterature mlght be made moreJlmmedlate to students 12

thtle of this commentary on  the nature of the

literary experience and on therplace of llteraturewln the

)
¢

classroom has been-substantiate&lby research Iﬁlls based

R4

rather, on speculatlon which grows out of an a@%ltude toward

education or, at best, upon reports of succeggrul classroom

B
ef@@gllsh Journal

llThe following articles from t#

are representative of those which appea @pﬂdurlng the 1965-
1968 period: Jerry L. Walker, "The: ,ﬁ%gﬁfgre of Literature,"
EJ, LV (March, 1966), pp. 305-315; Dug@mvkx,, Scribner,.
Learnlng Hlerarchles and Literary Seq@@nce,; EJ, LVI (March,
1967);, pp. 385-393; Herbert Xarl, "An & foroach to Literature
through Cognitive Processes," EJ, Lviz ﬁebruary, 1968),
pp. 181-187. R )

12

These articles selected from volumes of the English
Journal since 1970 are representative of the lntereé% shown
1n personal response to literature: Helen W. English, "Rock
Poetry, Relevance, and Revelatlon,' EJ, LIX (November, 1970),

- pp. 1122-1127; Edward R. Fagan, Ind1v1duallzed Study of
English,"” EJ, LX (February, 1971), pp. 236- 241, 245; Charles
R. Cooper, "The New Climate for Personal Responses to
therature in the Classroom," EJ, LX (November, 1971), pp.
L063 1071; George H. Henry, "Engllsh Educatlon .and the
Amerlcan Dream," EJ, LXII (January, 1973), "23-29.



experience. The need for research intc ‘’ . nature of the
' response-oriented curriculum in literaturc becomes evident,

a need not only to consider i1ts effect ﬁpon student response‘

to literature but also to examine the operation of this kind
of curriculum.at the classroom level. By examining the two
issues of student response and classroom operations, this

study may confribute to the general fund of knowledge about

the study of literature at the high school level.

. Statement of the Problem

.

The main gquestions to which the focus of this study

has been directed are the following: =~ R
In a three week unit on tﬁe short story, does the use of

instructional strategies which have been designed to encour-

"y

age a perSonél response'to the short story have any influence

’

upon
1. studehts' mode of ilteréry fesponse?
2. stﬁdents' evaluations of thelr learnlng
experience? :
3. students' perceptions of the.purpose of litefature

in the high school classroom?
4. cooperating teachers"responge to the teaching-.
ledrning experience? - "

5. the range and variety of teachlng methods used
in e classroom? . . ’

.

An Overview of Experimental Procedures.

\ 'The following discussion will provide an overview of

the procedures which were used in-this study. Information
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presented here will be developed more completely‘in-chapter

IT and Chapter IIT.

The inltial phase 1involved examination of Ehé,
authoritative statements which have been written., about the.
resoonseeoriented gurriculum in literature. From theﬁideas

4

or rationale presented in these writlngs, twe 1nstructional

strategles ‘were. de51gned which could be put intgd operatlon

.

at the secondary level. . o .

The second phase was to design methods to evaluate
these instructional strategies ‘and to test them at the class-
~room level. It Qas decided to limit the Scope to lnclude: |
.first, an analysis of the influence. of the instructional
' strategies upon students' mode of response and, second, a
. description of evaluative comments:made about tue,instruc;
tlonal strategles. Thus, students were asked to write free-
association responses to pretest and posttest short stories,
to rate the effectiveness of the 1nstructlonal strategles in
‘operatlon on a five- p01nt Likert scale to determine the pur— >
pose of the study of literature at the secondary level, and
to wrlte responses to four open-ended questlous asklng for
opinions about 1nstructlonal procedures Coooeratlng 1 %g
teachers evaluated the effectlveness of the 1nstructlonal
strategles 1d operatlon, and the 1nvestlgator made in Sltu
observations of classfbom procedures.

' The third phase was to determlne methods to . analyze

these data. First, students' responses on pretest and post4

test protocols were coded u51hg a scale developed by
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Scrics, - The frequency of response in each of seven cate-
'gorles was detérmined both for pretest and posttest short
storles. Statistical procedures were employed to determirie -
the 51gn1f1cance of any dlfﬁerences whlch occurred in the-
frequency of response between pretests and posttests° ‘Second,

o

evaluations of the instructional ‘strategies %n operation were

~

analyzed by comparing the frequency of responses on rating

scales between the experimental groups and by categorlzing-
and discussing,stddents' responses to open- ended/9u3Stions“
Responses of coopetatlng ‘teachers’ and of the 1nvest1gator
\
were also categorized and dlscusseo5
The basic 1ntentiof this study was not to demonstrate
that~bne insttuctlohalAst;ategy was_better than‘the other.
'p‘Indeed} the only responses ,which wef%KCompared hetweeh
experlmental groups werepthose occurring ih studehts' evalu—;

ations of classroom procedures, and these comparisons were -

~subject to the limitations imposed through sampling technlque

Rather, the intent was. to descrlbe the e(\ectg of the instruc-
. )
L "ftlonal strategles upon students mode of response and upon

1

ith@mr evaluatlons of proceedlngs It would Seem, then, that
“?:the study must be con51dered as a whole, exam\hlng two
Lz-lnstructlonal strategles which were in themselves a part of
a response—orlented»llterature currioplum..ffhis investigation
“is, 'in effect,'a;oase study of a responseeoriented corriculum

" as it occurred in six classrooms.

13James R. $quire, The Responses of Adolescents While
kReading Four Short Stories (Champaign, IIIinoi&T~ National
Counc1l of Teachers of Engllsh 1964), pp. 17-18.
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Definition of Terms
, For the purposes of this study, the following
definitions will apply: N
1. A response-oriented curriculum in literature is one

based upon the four principlesklisted by Squife:

(a)

()

’ N\

The ultimate purpose of literary education 1n

the secondazy schools is to deepen'@nd extend
the responses of young people to llterature
of many kinds. , o -

o

_Response to: llterature Ls not pa651ve but actlve.

Response to literature 1s highly Qersonal and is
dependent to a conksiderable degree upon the. back-
ground of experiences 1n literatdme and in iife
that a reader brings to any literary. work.

(B

Response to literature can be affected by methods

of approach utilized by the teacher within the

. classroom.

2. The 1nstructlonaL strategy means the method empLoyed

by a classroom teacher to achieve deulred learnlng outcomes.

3. Method A 1is a teacher-directed, verbal approach to

the teaching of the‘selected short stories in which the ~

teacher assumes the responsibility for having the students

express, either drflly,or 1n writing, their personal 1llumi="

nations. The specific techniques used to accomplish this

1

instructional strategy may include lecture, lecture-disgussion

class discussion, small group discussion, panel, debate, or

written commentary.

4. Method B is a teacher-facilitated, experience-activity

approach in which the teacher provides for the learning

14

Squire 1in Maloney,-lbld,,'pp. 92-95, passim.

- . . s . /e
U
. . !

14
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experience by strusturirj ¢ suggesting some activity
designed to lead the studénts to a personal illumination.of
the short story. Students discover and internalize their

»

awareness of the,llterary'meanrngs of a short story without

‘the direct influence of. a teacher. The specific technigues

used to accomplish this resuit may include dramatizations
and 1mprov1zatrons, pantodlme, collage construction, taped

,readlngs, braln stormlng,‘oplnlon polllng, or role plaving.

5. "A test orotocoi 1s the comment written by students,

‘either. in pretest or postrest short storles,/uslng free—

associatlon techniques .- :
- S
~o

6. Pretest short stories are those storzes provided to

the students before e erlmentai treatment to prompt free-

~ s
>

association response. The short’ stcrles used werer"The Two"
e

Fishermen" by Morrey Callaghan and "The Last Leaf” by O.

ﬁenry,

7. Posttest short stories are those sﬁbrles provided to
the students after experimental treatment to prompt free-

association response The short stories used were "The Fly"
>

s

by Katherlne Manstleld and "Indian -Camp" by Ernest Hemlngway.
(’\s
8- The term response to a short story when used to refer
A . ] <o’ ’ . ! .
to pretesreposttest data means a protocol written by students -

.
v

in free—associatlon_to selected short stories-

9. The ﬁerm categories of response refers to those "

NVae e

’clas51frcatlons ‘of student response as ocutlined on the: scale

develdped by Squrle literary, judgment, rnterpretatlon,,
R & s ‘ , _
narration, association, selr—lnvolvement, prescriptive

-



judgement, miscellaneous.

10. The formal study of literature implies the study of

literature, at the secondary level, which concentrates upon
the 1ntrinsic merit of a literary work. This approach to
the study of literature reflects the influence of New

Criticism, an approach to literary criticism which concen-
.

trates "on the structure of each poem, or elements of that

Z S , '
structure as they relate to the total poetic experlence."15

. Questions and Hypotheses
N

The intent of this study may be éxpressed more

explicitly through a series’of questidﬁs‘and hypotheses.

Student Response on Protocols

Questions relating to student response on protocols
are these: | \ . ) &

l. What is the freqpency distribution of students'
response on the“pretest protoéols, as coded by Squire's cate-
o yories, for subjéctslin Experlmental.Group A and for subjects
in~Ex§erlmental Group B?

2. What 1s the freguency distribution of studéntéf
respohse on the posttest protocols, ‘as ;oded‘gy‘igg}ré'S'
categories, for subjects in Experlmental Group A and for
subjects in Experaimental Group B?.' _ “

| 3. Jhat 1s the dlrection of change.ln the frequency

. -

distributlon of students' responses, as coded by Squire's

15

Wilb.., Scott, Five Approaches to Literary Critlcism‘

(New York: . Collier Books, 1962), p. 18T.

[y

v

i
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categories, from pretest protocols to posttest protocols |
for subjects in Exéerimental Group A and.for subjects in
Experinental Group B? | |

Hypotheses releting to student response on proiocols
are thesc | | |

5 -

"BHypotnesis l: There is no significant difference

between the frequer:y distributions of coded responses in
each of the seven ;egories on pretest protocols and fre-
gquency distribucions of coded responsesbin‘egch of the seven
categories on posttest swrotocols for all subjects involved

in the investigation. ﬂK
i \ ga ~

Hypothesis la. There is no Significant differe ce

between the frequency distribution of coded responses in

each of the seven categories on pretest protocols and fre-
quency distributions of coded responses in each of the seven
Categories on posttest protocols for subjects in Expefimental
Group A. \

Hypothesis 1b. There 1s no Significant difference

between the frequency distributions of coded responses in
each of the seven categories on pretcst protocols and fre-

quency distributions of coded responses in each of the seven

“~

categories on posttest'protocols for subjects in Experimental'

Gronp B.
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Evaluations of Instructional Strategies and Perceptions of
the Purpose of Literature

Questions relating to evaluations of instructional
strategles’and students' perceptions of the purpese of the
study of literature are these:

l. What lsnthe efaluatlon of the experimental treatmeht,
as measured on a tatlng scaie administered after experimental
treatment, of Subjects in Experimental Group A and of sﬁb-
jects in Experlmental Group‘B?ﬂ

2. ’What are the perceptions of the purpose of literature
study for hlgh;school students, expfessed by subjects in
Experimental Greup A“end by subjects in Experimentél Group B,
as ranked on-a rating scale admlnlstered after the subjects
have received expetlmental treatment? |
3. " What are the differences in perceptions of the pur -
pose of literature study for high school students, as ranked
on a.rating scale administered after experimental treatment,
between Subjecms in Exper;mental Group A and subjecte in
Exberlmental Group B?
;4. What ts the natpre otttﬁevcomments‘whlch subjects
- both in Experlmental'Group A and Experimental Group B
provide on a posttest questionnaire concerning thelr percep—
‘tlons of the 1nstructlonal strategles used 1in the experi-

“mental eatment? Are subjects descrlptlons of the

experjimental tr <ment 1n accord w1th the déSGrlptlonS of the
‘(,experimental tr:: tment”’ prescrlbed tor thlS study’
5. What 15 the nature of the subjects descrlptlons of

‘ Vthe experiences which they enjoyed completlng and which they



S | B , s
thought successfpl? What are the most frequent reasons which
they give for this enjoyment and,suceess?

6. What is the natute of the subjeéts' descriptioﬁs of
experiences which they did not enjoy and thought unsuccessful?
What are the most frequent reasons which they give for this
lack of enjoyment and lack of success? |

"7. What is the nature of the subjects comments about
the extent to which their teacher directed thelr study during
the course oflthe 1nvest1gatlon? Are these comments 1n\line

with the investigator's observations noted through classroom

¢ tations?

The hypothesis relating to students' evaluations of ~

the instructional strategies-is the followihg:

Hypothesis 2. There 1s no 51gn1f{

ant difference
between the evaiqition of the experimental treatment as
measured on a rating scale admin;stered after experimental
treatmeht for subjects in Experimental Group A and for sub-

jects in Experimental Group B.

Observations of Experimentgl Treatment in Operation

Questions relating to the observation of experimental

treatment 1n operation are these:

1.. What comments and observations do cooperating
teachers make in their daily journal entries? What are the
teachers' daily evaluatlons of Method ‘A and Method B as they

/
are put into operatlon° :
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2. What are the cooperatlng teachers' final evaluations
of the effecti&eness of Method A and of\Method B in reachihg
instructional objectives and in maintaining a suitable class-
room lea%nlng‘cllmate?

3. What are the lnvestlgator s anecdotal ‘classroom
observations: social-emotional cllmate, teacher student
intetaction, the progress of students from objectiveS'to
pro&uct, the amount and quality of the work in progress?

4. What is the nature of verbal interaotlon between
»ﬁgu_ teacher and students as measured by Flanders's Interaction
eAnalysis Categories?

. Assumptions

LY

The following assumptions underlle'the intent of this
study:

13 Teachers involved in the study were capable of

changlng from Method A to Method B ‘and vice versa.

2. Students' experlencesxmth literature precedlng the
study were‘simll for students in both treatment groups.
| 3: Experience in other classes during the course of
‘the study did not influe crassroom performance nor per-
formance on test protocols for: one treatment ‘group more than

for 'the other.

—

ST

4. The presence of the inveStigator in the classroomu

. A .

did not influence classroom performance nor pet{ormanco on
- test protocols for one treatment group more than for the

other.
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5. Students' awareness that they‘were subjects of a
study did not influence classroom performance nor perfor-
mance on test protocols for one treatment.group‘more than

for the other.

Delimitations and Limi%ations

The tollowihg delimitations have been imposed,uponv
this study: " |
1. Secondary students were choseh for this study under
themassumptlon that they would-havefgreater facility in
expre551ng their ideas in wrltlng than would younger students.
Grade twelve students were hot chosen because of the - -

rigorous nature of their'program in meeting the requirements

e L

.of'provincial final examinations.
. 2. The short story genre was selected for two te@sons;

the comprehensibility of this genre for secondary studentsu
and the general appeal of this genre fot secondary students.

3. The short storles used for experlmental procedures
were selected from the text authorlzed for use in grade
eleven in Alberta's secondary schools. |

4. This investigation focused upon the response-
oriented approach to the teaching of literature because ©Of
the general interest in and confusion about this approach;
Understandably, other approaches to the teaching of

literature have been omitted: lecture, lecture-discussion,

study of the strﬁcture of the discipline.

a
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The following limitatléns are evident in this study:
1. 'Participating studen£é were memberé of intact‘classes

and not assigngd»rahdomly to treatment groups. Generaliza-
bility of data in.which\comparisons bé#ween treatment groups

are made is subject‘to this limitation in sampling procedure.

2. Pfodedures_for ihstruétion for Method A‘were closely

related to those used in.traditional'classroéms which.stres |
| )

the literéry heritage and formal analysis. Studenté in
Experimental GroupAA might_ﬁébe confuéed the intent of
Method A with the inteﬁ£ gf more traditional classroom
methods aha téndgd to evaluate this instructional strategy
as a.more traditional claséroom procedure.

3. qupérating teachers had had little diré@t experiénce'
in developing the-iearning‘situation suggested by Method B;
hence, the prescribea méthod fqr-this group migﬁt not'havé‘a
been put into operétion as effectively as it would have been

: »

if students and teachers had had extensive previous experience

with this technique.
Plan of the Investigation.

The following discuséion preSents a summary of the
organization of this report: )

Chapter I has stated tﬁéicentrgl problem?to'be
examined, gstéblishes the need ﬁorl}hé étudy, provide§lan
'overview'of treatment procedures,;preéenﬁs the intent of the.

study as a series of questions and hypotheses, lists the

& : ' ‘ : S o



assumptions of the study, mentlonsqtne,
limitations of the study, and proyides
- 6y 7

plan of the study.
Chapter II provides a summary?

tive statements about ‘the response orL e

literature. As well, a summary “SF pertine lresearchlin the
teaching of literature and in—the measurement of'student
response to lit%rature iskincluded., Teachingvobjectives, . ‘v}
.derived from authoritatlve statements, are presented and\tWO
1nstructlonal strategies designed‘to achleve these objectivesv‘.
outllned.

Chapter III- dlscusses procedures followed in conduc-
tlng the experlmental treatments and in analy21ng the data

Chapte® IV presents the flndlngs of the influence of
the ‘two prescribed instructional strategies upon students'
mode of response. These frndings are-compared‘with those
of existing studies in this area.

‘Chapter \ preSents the data whlch“evaluate the two
prescribed 1nstructlonal strategles 1n operatlon. These
data include students . ratings of the effectiveness of method,
students' perceptlons of the purpose of the study of liter-
ature at the secondary level students- responses to four
open—ended questions, cooperatlng teachers 'journal.comments{'
d~and the 1nvest1gator S notes.“ V

Chapter VI provides the conclusions of this study,
vthe implications from the study‘for.the pr§§§1ee'otﬁthe teach—

ing of secondary literature, and problems for furtherfstudy
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Jprimate, Stafford's statement is representative:.

CHAPTER II
A REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE

fhe'fellowing review of selected literature on the
response—oriented literature curriculum has_been divided into
two main areas: a review of authoritative statements and a
review of‘:elated reseafch. Information from the authorita-

tive statements is used in developing the instructional

objectives and the instructional strategles which are used
w

in carrylng out the intent of this study These objectives

and instructional strategies have been included in a third

section at the conclusion of this chapter. Inﬁormation'from
related-fesearch is used in the design of the study to con-
sider the problems bf the measufemeht of student ?esponse'to
1i£eratu;e and.of>the measurement of the effeet of instruc-

tional strategies.
A Review of Autnoritative Statement

The initial impulse to begin this investigation came,
ﬁot ffom reseafch artleles about the teaching of 1iterature,
but freﬁ the writings of professional eduegtors in the field
of Engllsh educatlon Most of these wr1t1ngs>suggest that

the end for the teaching of’ llterature is Es)acqualnt students

with a wide range of human experience, the social and the
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In literature the human response, the individual
response, is crucial; it is the-ground -for all else:

truths, traditions, religions, laws grow from the

immediate responses induced, and blended, and modulated
in the work.!l

A disparity arises in these writings, however, when educators
attempt to achieve this ideal response. On the one‘hand,
therc are those who look at the organization of a litera;ure'
program though the discipline of lit&rature; on the other
hand, there are those who look at the organization of a liter--
ature program though the response of the students to the
litérary work. Stafford sees this division as a distinct;od
“between those who perceive literature as content and those
who perceive it as art, beEween those who pgesent literature
as a factual material and those who present it as an engage—
ment with experiencé. He goes on to point out that 1t is *-
much;easier.to'proviae a rationale for the teaching of liter-
ature, particularly to the objective mind of the scientist,
in terms of content rather than art. Stafford writes:
Teachené\of English live amidst these arguments and often
find it enticing to claim many distinctive values for
literature; but when there 1s need to justify their work
in the face of aggressive claims from other subjects, it
is tempting to slight the intricatér and tentative appeals
of art. It is easier to argue for the value of language
ability in maintain.ng the democratic way of life than it
1s to explain or present convincinglg the immediate incre-.
ments to be derived from:literature.¢
This study attempts to find out what the "immediate increments

to be derived from literature"-are and how they affect high

lWili;am'Stafford, Friends to This Ground (bhampaign,
Illinois: National Council of Teachers of English, 1967),
vP. 184 b . . .

“stafford, ibid., p. 17. o

7
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school students, to look at the study of literature in the

high school classroom as.an engagement with experience.

“Curricula Based upon the Discipline of Literature

It would seem that those educators who establish a
literature program on the basis of content have presented a
reasonably cohvmncing.argument for their poiht of view. -

Guth, for example, stresses that a literature program must

present some kind of order to tne student, an order derived
through an understanding of theld;sc1p;ine. Guth writes:

More important than making things palatable for the
student 1s giving him the feeling that thé subject as
taught by hilis instructor makes sense ... . . The teacher
hds a feellng of control over \his subject because it is
structured in his own mind: It is classified and sub-
divided -according to its history, according to divisions
inherent i1n 1ts substance, . according to the-dogic under-
lying its theoretical assumptions. Some of thlS feellng
of-control the student must begin to share He must -
experience the intellectual rewards of systematic explor—
ation. He must share the gradual illumination that )
results from reducing a bewildering subject to order.

Similarly, Loban, Ryan and Squire,4 as well as Burton5 and
Hook,6 sﬁggest that the purposelof_the teachiﬁg of literature

is todprOVide'the student with the impact of literature

|

3Hans P. Guth, -English Today and Tomorrow: A Gui
for Teachers of Engllsh (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey
Prentice-Hall, Inc. " 1964), p. 317.

4Wail'terlLoban, Margaret Ryan, and James R. Squixel,-
Teaching Language and Literature: Grades Seven - Twelve
(second edltlon New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Ihc.,
71969) , e : :

5Dwight L. Burton, Literature Study in the High .

" Schools {third edl*lon, Toronto: Holt, Rinenart and Winston, .

Inc., 1970). S : AS///

6J: N. Hook, The Teaching of High School Enélish

(third edition; New York: The Ronald Press Company, 1965) .

NEA
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human experience; yet, the programs offered by these w1dely—

N
accepted methods texts are for the most part goncerned with
-1ntroduc1ng the student to a formal awareness of llterature.

In addltlon, programs prepared by the various'curriculum

R

study centers 1n the United States appear to be based upon \\\“\\;;

the concept of the content of | llterature as a distipline.

A

Examples of these programs are those develOped in Oregon7 and

Indlana.8 Moreover,‘many of \he textbooks provided for use
at the secondary level are de51gné8\:iédevelop in the student
@)

an awareness of literature per se of the best known of

thlS klnd of text is Perrine's Story and\;trﬁttu(e.g An

N

,extreme pasition in- support of a dlSClpllne cente d liter-

ature program is that of Knapton and Evans.lg ' v SR

\

’

Perhaps;&be most widely recognizéd statement explain—

<% b

ing a discipline- cgntered approach to the teaching of llter—

ature is Freedom and DlSClpllne,-ln which the student is !

\

. / .
encouraged to take a crltlcal stance, tox;oﬁe to see criti—

cism as knowledge through which he will be: able .to understand
| A U,

7Albert B. Kitzhaber et al., eds., The Oregon Cur-
- riculum/A Sequential Program 1in English: Literature 11
(Toronto: Holt Rinehart and Wlnston, Inc., 1968).

8Edward B. Jenkinson and Jane Stouder Hawley, eds.
Teaching Literature in Grades Seven through Nine (Bloomlngton,
Indiana: . Indiana Press, l967) : ~

9Laurence Perrlneﬁﬁed Story and Structure (second
edition; Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., I1966)
lOJames Knapton and Bertrand Evans, Teaching a

Literature-Centered English Program (New York: Random House,
1967) .
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the'human experience, I£ is‘this cfitical process which . -
gives'shape to the literature program.: Thehteacher, through
his’gan understanding of the study'?nd pra¢picé,of‘criticism(
will find,”noﬁ only a methodology éut, quite as imporfaﬁt,
some freedoﬁ from a simply impulsi&e resppnse."ll Although

this impulsive regponse may be temporarily indulged, the

teacher will consciously move from the students' private - - »
(AN s )

meanings to those meanings whigh are discernible from a close.

- - - R
reading of the text itself. The teacher"it would seem, %%

L
Y 17‘&{ -
'’

2 e,

encourages not so much the student's résponse, but the

development of his judgment. This};éport concludes with the
following statement: N ’

The foregoing discussion of "critical questions" about
literature suggests, -~ . . that the process of guestion-
ing is essential to critical activity. It repr efits

not only¢g procedure but an attitude, . . . . ' Th spirit
of inquig%ﬂ the belief that answers are worth working
for, and the wi}lingness to accept answers that are less
than final and absolute: these characterize the attitude
most ‘likely to make the study of literature worthwhile,
especially for the adolescent,. to whom guestions _and the
effort to answer them are almost a way of life.l2

The main focus of teachiﬁg at the secondary level, then, is-

“to discipline and train the mind of the student, to stnengthen

his rational, critfcal capacities.

. . _ \\
) . . .
‘ .

Curricula Based upon Student Response

In "Toward a Response-Oriented Curriculum in
_ P

\  Ylereedom ana Discipline in English. Report of the
{ -Commission on English (New York: ‘College Entrance Examina-
< ' tion.Board, 1965), p. 57. ‘

12Ibid._, p. 5.




25
. Literature," Squire implies that the position taken by

Freedom and Discipline is‘incompleﬁe if not downright unreal-

istic. Squire notes that the focus of the literature curric-
ulum must be, not critical judgment, but personal respeonse.

lle writes:

Social and emotional learning are as basic to English
education as are intellectual goals. After a decade of
empha51s on hard core intellectual and rational processes
in our efforts at curriculum reform, we must look again
at emotional and social processes. 3 '

Squire states t@at the process of.responding to literatﬁre,‘
for adolescents at least, 15 something which is ioternal,
eomeEhing whicﬁ ranges over the entire spectrum of human
personalitff ~the rational, the emotional, the ethical.
Above all, Squire argues that student resoonse to llterature

'will be influenced by the method used by the teacher at the

classroom level. Although close reading and critical assess-

ment of~li£erary works as presented by Freedom and Discipline
are recoghized as significant aspects of studént response to

literature, Squire points out that response’éo”literature‘.

4

can occur in varied forms. He concludes;

g )
The 1ndlv1dual approaches that can £; c1I&tate engagement
with literature are many, but fundaif§ ntally they have
one attribute in «common: they avoid’ the routlne, the
mechanical, the overly technical dnelllng on knowledge
as fact, on critical method as end, on critical theory
as ultlmate, and they stress 1nstead the active and-vital
engagement of each individual lﬁ7&each1ng to a llterary
work or a literary experience.

gl

3James,R.{Squire, "Towad

\ 1

Response Orlented Currlc—

culum in Literature," New Engli#W:i™ New Imperatives, ed. Henry
B. Maloney (Champaign, IllanlE. National Council of Teachers
of English, 1971), p. 91. . .,y o '

14 - E

Ibld., p.-96. N
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One of the most eminent authorities on the response-

oriented curriculum is John Dixon. In Growth through English

Dixon states that the main objective 1in teaching literature
is to foszer the student's personal growth. He rejects the
skills objective and the cultural heritage objective for

teaching literature as relics of a bygone era. An emphasis

i .
1
1

on skills, Dixon argues,'leais to an intellectually barren

populace, as is seen.in the asteless literary quality of the

‘popular press.  Dixon rejects an emphasis on the cultural

heritage concept of the teadhing of literature on two counts:

t

Afirst,.that‘it is a model dominated by the uhiversities, and,
‘}second; that it is a modeliwhich'places the emphasis, not:on
the student where it rightfully.belongs, but on the iiterary~
work. Dixon writes:

The central one [limitation of the cultural heritage
approach] concerns “"culture". In the heritage model the
stress was oh culture as a given . . . .by re-emphasizing
the text, the heritage model confirmed the average ’
teacher in his attention to the written word (the point

of strength in his training) as against the spoken word
(the pupils' strength). It confirmed him too in pre-
senting the experience (in ‘fictions) to his pupils,

rather than drawing from them their experience (of reality
and the self).1® ’ '

v

In this last sentence, there lies the basic contradiction

»

' 2tween what John Dixon is saying about the teaching of

literature and what Freedom and Discipline has to say about
the teaching of literature. Whereas Dixon places‘the experi-

cnce of the student with the literary work in highest

'

15John Dixon, Growth through English (Reading,

England: National Association for the Teaching of English,
1967), p. 3. S
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priority, as a means to épprehend selfﬁand reality, Freedom

ahd Discipline places the highest priérity on the litéfary‘
work, and the student comes to comprghend that work in an
objective, ~ritical manner. qhe relétionship between the o v
. student's personal experience and the lit rary work is of
secondary importance.

The only defensible mcdel for the literature curric-

/
{

ulum, in Dixon's terms, is one based upon the experiences of

/
{

the student. It is a model, thenJ which demands that the

student link his own vision of hlé own 51gn1f1cance as a
human being with that not only of hlS peers but also of the

r

vision presented through llteratyre. The study of literature,
moreover, 1s not a private tran%éctlon, occurring between
reader and literary'work; rathefi as Dixon\@ould see a liter-
aturé class operating, the study of literature»involves the ~
reader, his peers, and the literary work. In a'secondary
classroom, the transaction beﬁween student ahd gtudent will

be held of equal significance to that of the tfansaction
between student and literaturé,. In this kind oé‘process, the
funesion of literature is to help the student achieve some -
.measure of understanding bf self and of reality. The issue

of the structure-of the dlSClpllne or of content receives no

mentlon whatever. As Dixon sees it:

What is vital is the interplay between his [the student's]
personal world and the world of the writer: the teacher
of English must acknowledge both sides of the experience,
and know both of them intimately if he is to help the two
into a frultful relationship.

o

16Dixon, ibid., p. 3.
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It is thejteacher} then, who muet'knowrtme structure of the
discipline, and not the Student. Tt is th function of the
teachet to use his_awareness‘of thie struoture-to encourage’
the student to diScover his own’illuminations, to connect
his own prlvate world w1th the prlvate world of  the author.

AN

A knowledge of p01nt of v1ew, or ofﬁnatratlve.SCance, or of
tone, or whatever, will_do little:to ptoyide for this kind
of -development., ' |

The writings of Frank Whitehead complement those of

‘JohnyDixon.:'Whitehead's view of the objeotives of the

. . N X P' ..
'teaching of literature stresses theglnteractlon between the .

€

student and the literary ‘work. But"thefemphasis is always
on the development of the student as a feelirqg person. Tc
accomplish this objective, the Student.muet L involved in

activity——a'process, says Whltehead,'ln which he has been

'engaged natu:ally'since{his earlyfchlldhood. In the adoles—

centfszclassroom this activityﬂtranslates asvs;gnlf;cant
talk——talk above all, about the conEerns of the adolescent.
Thns, the entire Engllsh currlculum slldes lnto perspectlve

In reallty the main objectlve of Engllsh teachlng is to

lmprove our pupils' ability to use their native language

as a means of: deallng with the experlence of living.
HoweverL many of these concerns of adolescente,vlndeed of
children of all"agesvldemandipersonal‘Soul baring. Since

this process of self-exposure may become too'patnful,

T prank Whitehead, "Why Teach English?"  Directions
in Te. hlng of :En-1ish, ed. Denys Thompson (Cambridge: The
Univ.-csity Press. ,969) p..18. : ot :

+



R
SR

29
j

literatureltakes on the role of the extraneous body of

. material which can be examined with objectivity. Whitehead

writes:
Herein lles the supreme lmportance for English teaching
of those symbolic forms of experience which we call
literature. Stories, plays and poems provide the objec-
tive 'third Ground' (David Holbrook's phrase) on which
we and our pupils can meet together, to re-enact and
later discuss our most .intimate hopes, fears, desires
and conflicts in a way that is at once vividly peérsonal
and yet at the same time securely depersonalized.

The teaching of literature, in Wﬁitehead's terms, 1involves

the mingling of the experiences of the reader with the experi-
ences of the authef.so that ; fusion occurs. And, this
fusion‘will occur only as a result of active participation

in the literary experience by the student.

Indeed, as Whitehead writes in The Disappearing Dais,

the chiid's,experiences, his own speaking, writing, thinking,
and e><iperj.e1r1cj_ng,l.9 are those aspects of the teaching of

Engllsh which’ really matter. Although this kind of relation-
ship between student and literary experience appears easy to

achieve, Whitehead notes the difficulty involved in this kind

.of teachingﬁ

The adult should recognise that his own judgment may be
irrelevant; what is in question is the value of the book

“%  to thé child who reacts to it at a particular point in
his own development, and this is not nearly so easy to
assess as teachers sometimeg assume.

18 hitehead, ibid.

l9Frank Whltehead The Dlsappearlng Dais, (London:
Chatto & Wlndus, 1968), p. 20.

20

Whitehead, ibid., p. 47.
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Mbreover, Whitehead can see little wvalue in' e critical

approach e5pousedwby Freedom and Discipline. / For a child any

/
~kind of cbjective, rational approach to a work of literature
" will leave him with a feeling that somehow the work is not
. genuine, as something construéted and as something suspect.
Whitehead explains his stance: - - , ’
. To invite attention to the writer's technique is,
to ask the pupil té stand aside from his act of 1maglna—
tive penetration, and, thus,led outside the experience,

to contemplate it from’ without as a dellberately con-
_structed artefact.?l ' ’

B The practical'appfdacﬁ'which thé teacher must take

in Whitehead's view, is to‘fééus upon the central meaning-of
the work, to concentrate upon the words and details which
closely relate to £his meaning and to establish some. kind of
relationship ﬁetweéh the World of.thefstudent and the world

of the litcrary work so that he will achieve an emotional and
imaginative satisfaction.. Tﬁe role\bf the teacher, then, 1is
to encourage the student to take what he finds in the literary
WQrk,and to recreate it ”gs.fulLy‘and as sensitively as pq,sL

sible."22

The concepts of literary criticism——theme, point
Aof view; toﬁe, and so forth——ére a shorthand to discuss the
experience witﬁ,the literary work. The teacher must sec,
Whitéhead explains, that this kind of criticism must not
become the experience.

~ David llolbrook, .one of the earliest proponents of

the response-oriented literature curriculum, belicves that

iy
[

21 . : s
Whitehead, ibid., p. 80-81.

22yhitehead, ibid., p. 69.

\ .

\
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education is not preparation for life, but rather, that edu-
cation is life. Because education programs in the past
typically have neglected human sensibility and feeling, he
argues that the secondary school must take a more aétive part
in preparing students to feel life:

It remains, then, the task of the school, and the
secondary school at that, to begin to help re-establish
a popular culture, to develop the popular activity of
asking "llow to live", the shared organized experience
of popular arts, and the "very culture of the feeling."

23
Therefore, the purpose of the English curriculum is to
develop the students' sensibilities, to concentrate not on
the disciplihe'butlon the student,.and in this way to bring
the student to a mature response to the wholé busineés of ’
iliving.

In The Exploring Word, Holbrook is more specific

about what it is that English teachers should be doing in
their classrooms. . What is significant.is the living and
creative child and the development of his potentialities..
On the process of, teaching, Holbrook writes:
If we know children, and can accept and receive their
work, we can see how to help them dig out riches from
. literature, and absorb elements from it into their own
processes of growth.Z24 ‘

There is no need for intellectual rigor, as outlined in

Freedom and Discipline.

s

23David Holbrook;_English,for;Maturity (Cambridgeé

The University Press, 196l), p- 5

24David Holbrook, The Expiérihg Word: Creative
Disciplines in, the Education of Teachers of English
(Cambridge: The University Press, 1967), p. 17/8. .
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In an article written for the Toronto Education
Qdarterly, Holbrook succinctly states the position of the
: : !
educator who is concerned with the response-oriented English
curriéulum. ‘Holbrook sums up:
We must try to see .English as a means to help the indi-
vidual creature develop his powers. of perception, self-
respect, and effectiveness in using his potentialities,
not as a mere “"subject."25 : :

Geoffrey Summerfield has attemptedvﬁo put the ration-

ale presénted by such educators as Holbrook, Whitehead, and

Dixon into an operational textbook, Topics in English for

the Secondary School. His statement about the purpose. of
"projects in the English curriculum is similar to those state-
ments made by Holbrook. summerfield writes:
The purposes of a project in English are co-extensive
with the purposes of teaching English . . . . These have
to do with the improvement of skills and the fostering
' of growth: skills of many kinds, and the growth of the
individual person, in imagination, feeling, and thought.
summerfield argues that the place of literature in his
activity—centered_?&;riculum is to develop the student's
imagination, much in the manner of Northrop Frye,—27 to pro-

vide the student with opportunities to further his experi-

ences, to deepen insights and- understandings, to.discover

25David‘Holbrook, "The Teaching of English," Toronto
Bducation Quarterly, II, 2 (Winter, 1962-1963), p. 11.

, 26Geoffrey Summerfield, Topics in English for the
Secondary School (London: - B. T. Batsford Ltd., 1969, first
published in 1965), p. 1ll.

y 27No:throP Frye, The Educated Imagination (Toronto:
canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 1963). -
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others. Indeed, literature-

is, in Summerfield's word, an exemplar, for it tends to

1mpose some order and stability upon the chaos of reality.

\
~And, it is just this kind of understanding for whlch the

adolescent is searching.

) Summerfleld emphatlcally
.‘) .
currlculum muét not be concelved
nature of the dlSClpllne In an
o !

writes:
fl

states that the literature
around the concept of the

NCTE publlcatlon, Summerfield

0y

creative English, for me, does not exist as a nursery
for the cultivation of literary talent, . . . onhe is
trying to foster the growth of more ‘articulate, more

>effect1vely human people.

1

He see :moreover, to be aware of the roblems whlch his
- = P

kind of Engllsh education will impose upon teachers in the

classrooms.,‘ln a rather bold statement, Summerfield outlines

the . nature of the conflict which

‘|-

most certalnly must occur

in majy Engllsh classrooms. summer®ield writes::

" classroom terms, it [1.=.
ducatlon] involves a choice
, tanewty, child-centred activ

o

Indeed,.Summerfield‘s statement

, o humanistic approach to
between informality, spon-
ity, and a rigidly precon- ,q4 o

ceived bodyaoi kxnowledge to be efficiently transmltted

sums up the nature of this

. investigation, an’ attempt to examine the classroom operations

of'a response orlented curriculum lnstead of looklng at the

28Geoffrey Summerfleld

ed. Creat1v1ty in English:

The Dartmouth Seminar Papers (Champalgn, I1linois: National

Council of Teachers of English,

'29Geoffrey summerfield a

English-in Practice: Secondary

1968), p. 40.

nd Stephen Tunncliffe, eds.
English Departments at Work

(Cambridge: The Unlver51ty Pres

S, 197%), p- 8.



34

effects qf transmitting a body of literary knowledge.

x11 éf the éutﬁpritie on the teéching,dﬁ literature
cited above are British. Indeed, the influence_%f the British
phiiosophy of education has had consiaéiable impact upon what
is belng sald about the teaching of literature in North,
Amerlca and upon what is happenlng in many North Amerlcan
classrooms. However, the requnse—quented literacure
curriculum is not entirely a British phenomenon. In her

first edition of Literature as Explioration, published in

1938, Louise Rosenblatt argues that the study of literature
should provaide for}the personal development of the individual
student as well as, in the sense of the social-reconstruc-
tionists of thé progressive education era, for growth ;n the
social and cultural life of the community. Like the educators
in Britain, she argues that "It is' this interaction between
the reader and the book . . . ﬁpon which the teacher must

°n30 She concludes that it is the

center hlS attention.

experience}which literature provides for the young reader,

and notvthe information acquired, which is of utmost value.

She rejects any formal approaph to the féaching of literglure:
We shall not further the growth of llterary discraimination

by a training that concentrates on so-called purely
11terary aspect.31l ‘ ;

YLouise M. Rosenblatt, Literature as Exploration
(New York: D. Appleton-Century, 1938, republished in 1968),
p. 33-4. :
- 31

Rosenblatt, ibid., p. 63.
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For this reason there is a need-to consider the role of the

2

student in an 1nteractlon between student and llterary work.
Rosenblatt goes on to p01nt out a need for "furtherlng a
parallel development of his [the student' s]'emotional nature
and his understanding of life. w32 For- Rosenblatt then, the
essence of the teaching of literature is to foster the

student's response to literature so that he might better
. o)

explore his own situation and that of mankind. )
More’recently, Rosenblatt_has.reiterated her stand
on the teaching of literature. In a polemic against the
various eequential curricula being published by theﬁ

Curriculum Study Centers, she redefines her;cdncept of

llterature and of the llterary experlencew She states:
: W o
‘This live circuit between the reader’ and. the text is the
llterary experience. Literature is, first of all, this
sensing, feeling, thinking, this ordering and organizing
of. image idea, and emotion in relation to a text. The
texture and structure of the reader's experience in
relation to the text becomes for him the poem, the
story, or the play. As teachers of literature, our task
is to foster this particular "way of happening," this
mode of perceptlve and personal response to words, thlS
self-awareness in relation to a text. 33 :

Believing, then, that the important aspect of the litérary
experience is the reaction between reader and literary work,

Roeenblatt‘COncludee that English educators must concern

themselves with the experiences which the student brings to &

the literary work. What-is needed, according to Rosenblatt,

2Rosehblatt, ibid., p. 64.

3Louise M. Rosenblatt, "therature A Way of
Happening," The English Program,. K- 12: The Tree and Its
Roots (The Connecticut Council ©f Teachers of English, an
atfiliate publication of The National Council of Teachers

of English, 1967), p. 54.
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is a sequential program, not of literary criticism or a

formal study of literature, but of literary experiences.
. o o ‘
She further argues:

Out of the feelings and experiences with life and language
which even the young reader brings to the text he makes
the new experience which is the poem or the story. ¥¥For
the youth as for the young child, there should be a
continuing reinforcement of habits of sensitive and
‘responsible organization of literary experiences. The
sequence to be generated in a literary program is thus’

a sequence of more and more ‘complete, and more and more
sensitive, more and more complex experiences. 34

James MoffettLﬂlike Rosernblatt, questions the
applicability of the Wﬂole concept of a‘stfﬁctured—sequential
literature currieulum f sed upon the nature of the dlSClpllne.
He 'too argues that the impetus for finding a Sequential
curriculum must come not from the nature of the discipline
‘but freﬁ the nature - of the leerner. Moffett writes:

the. ;equence of psychological development should be the.
‘backbone of curriculum contlnulty, and logical formulations
of the subject should serve only a% an aid in describing
this natural growth.35
Moffett points outbtﬁat'a significant aspect of English
educatidon is the phenomenon Qf abstracting.' Jﬁst_as,
~according to Piegeﬁ, students become less egocenefic\in their
thiﬁéing with maﬁurity, so they become ihcreasingly capable
ef.handling’abstr;ctions. Therefore, the ‘curriculum should

bé designed around the process of ebstrecting. Moffett

s

34 . A <&
Rosenbilatt, ibid.,-p. 60.

James Moffett} Teaching the Universe of Discourse
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1968), p. 68.
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-pfoVides a kind of hierarchy to organize students' experiences

in English: reflection (drama), conversation (narrative),
correspondence (exposition), publication (logical argument).
When putting his"theory into practice, Moffett

argues that information is relatively'unimportant for the

student. -What is important,. -however, is awareness. Moffett

writes: : -

Rendering experience into‘words is the real business of
school, not linguistic analysais,or literary analysis, or
~rhetorical analysis, which are proper subjects only for
college . . . .36 - E
Hence, the student must be provided with first-hand
experience; he must be engaged.in the business of becoming

aware of the verbal milieu in which he exists. He must not

be provided with facts about the concepts of literature; he

must, rather, be provided with more powerful learning

E3
activities.

The ébove review of authorltative'sta;emeﬁts about
therteaéhing of literature has examined ‘two points'of view:
statements based upon literature aé a dlscipline} statements
based‘upon student response to literature. The main focus

of this review was to consider étatements in the lafter

’categOry, statements concerning the response-oriented

literature curriculum.

6James Moffett, A Studen£¥éentered Language
Arts Curriculum, Grades K-6: A Handbook for Teachers
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1968), p. 2.
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Review of Related Research

Several delimitations have been p;acedwupon this

v [ —
review of research related to the_ieachéﬁg—of”iiféféture.

First, this review COnNcerns iﬁéelfubnly with that feééarch
which considers the measurement of student respense to

literature, par*ﬁcularlytto the short story, and the -

influence of instructional strategy upon“student feSponse

. 2 . )
to literature. Second, this review has cbnsidered~ for the

most part, only that research whlch has b%en carrled out

since 1964. Since this 1nvestigation has attempted to J
) . N ‘ - \\‘rm ‘-
examine the rationale for a response—orientedﬁITfératﬁre

.curritulum which has become prominent subsequent to the

o

Dartﬁoutthonférence in 1966, this tlme,llmitation.appears
i ; ; .

Ly ;

to b /5ust;f1§d.3

‘ \ g1
Ll o

[2
f a Response- Orlented Literature Curricilum 4

ﬁent doctora. dissertations have examinds
the phllosophfé basis forim response-~oriented or an
experience-activity English curriculum. Kunkel, in'an .

impassioned diatribe against such educators as Bruner and

Ausubel, has examined the ‘e of inguiry in secondary
English classrooms. Kunk. 1otcs that a teacher-directed
37

For a comprehensive survey of the research which
_has been carried out on the teaching of literature, the

reader 1s referred to Alan C. Purves and Richard Beach,
Literature and the Reader: Research in Response to Literature,
Reading Interests, .and the Teaching of Literature (University -
of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1972} Excellent reviews ‘
of research of student response to literature have been
included in dissertations by Squire (1956; 1964), Grindstaff -
(1968) , and Sanders (1970). : ' :
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or teacher-dominated learning situation will do little to
develop human qualities among stddents- 1ndependence, feellng,

o thought, respon51b111ty,'and flexlblllty 38 ‘Kunkel concludesrs
There is good reason to believe that the desired
verbalization of experlence and the extension and
modification of ideas in writing is related to creat1v1ty
in these experiments. If this 1s so, 1t seems obvious
that English teachers will need to have the opportunlty
to develop a repertoire of teaching strategles which
include the most indirect.39

- It would seem that the present investigation, particularly
‘MethodJB, may be considered as an attempt to develop those
indirect teaching strategies advocated by Kunkel.
1n a4 discussion of the reform movement in English

education, Hawley examines both the structure of the
dlsClpllne concept of English, educatlon and the theories
of Bruner and AESubel and also the personal growth concept.
of English education as presented by Dixon. She concludes
that those curriculum experts who developed the structure
of the discipline kind of llterature program, for the most4
part, did not understand Bruner or Ausubel ahdﬁ therefore,

" developed curricula which are largely unworkable. She also

points out that reseqroh 1s nec_ed to discc.er the relation-

-~

ship between Bruner's cognitive - >ry and the personal
growth image of English. Haw ~ oncludes:
38

_ ~ "Marion D. Kunkel, "Ihqulry in the Secondary
English Classroom" (unpublished doctoral Jdiszertation,
Ohio State Univers%ty, 1971), p. 16.

39%unkel, &bid., p. 119.
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Dewey admittedy for instance, that the greatest weakness
in the progressive methods was in the selection and
organization of subject-matter. We might expect then--

“and Dixon, at least, has foreseen—-that a major task of

the current English reformers will be to bridg€ the gap

between "experience" and the "subject" of English.40

It would seem, then, that the issue noted by Stafford

(see page 21) concerning the difference between literature

as art and literature as content remains a central issue in

’

the teaching of,Englisg. The present investigation mzv be

3

considered, not so much as an attempt to bridge the ga.

between'experience and subject but as an attempt to- flnd out

’more about the experience concept of English educatlon,

particularly as an operational instructional sttategy at

the classroom level. This investigation does not, in

contrast with those of Kunkel and Hawley, concern itself

1

with the philosophizal 1mplicetlons of an experience or

3
S.

response-~oriented literature curriculum.

-~ The Measurement of Response to Literature

Of central congérn to any investigation into the

nature of stqdent respcnse to literature is the means by

"which the response of the student is measured. A few

e

4OJane Stouder Hawley, "Conflict and Pseudo-Conflict

in Current Educational Reform in English" (unpublished:

~doctoral dissertatioh, Horthwestern University, 1970)

p. 151.

g

ﬂ
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etudlesi 41742'43 particularly those concerned with the
students understending ot literature, havevrelied upon
some kind of cognitive test of students' awarenesses and
perceptions. This method of evaluation of student responses
is rejectedifor_thisvinveetigation because it is considered
to ne too‘ﬁectUai, demanding set ways of fesponding by the
students;f. B o

: An alternetlve to this kind of/fectual; content—‘
otiented,testlis the ratingTscales, designed.to measure
;student mode cf responee, which have been developed by

Squire44’45 and Purves.46 A discussion'of this kind of

-

measure of response occurs below.

41Edw1n Palge Prettyman,'"Two Methods of Teaching

Engllsh Literathre and Student Attitudes toward These
- Methodsg" (unpubllshed doctoral d¢ssertatlon, The
" Pennsylvania State University, 1965)

42W1lllam Howard Evans, "A Comparlson of the Effects
of- a Superior Junior Novel and’ Silas Marner on the Ablllty
of Tenth Grade' Students .to Read ithe Novel" (unpublished
doctoral dissertation, The Florlda State Unaiversity, 1961).

43Nathan S. Blountd "The Effect of Selected Ji.0r
Novels and Selected Adult Novels on Student Attitudes t rard

the 'Ideal' Novel" (unoubllshed doctoral dissertation, .he
‘Florida State UnlverQ1ty, 1963)
‘ 47,

James R. Sqﬁlre, "The Responses of Adolescents to
‘therature Involvxng Selected Experiences of Personal
Development" (unpubllshed doctoral dissertation, University

“'f'of Callfornla,“l956)

5Jarnes R. Squlre, The Responses of Adolescents
Whlle Reading Four Short Stories (Champaign, Illinois:
'Natlonal Council of Teachers of Engllsh 1964).

46Alan C. Purves with Victoria Rippere, Elements
of Writihg about a Literary Work: A Study of Response to
Literature, Research Report No. 9 (Champaign, IllanlS
National Council of Teachers of English, 1968).
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“Among - thej earlier studies to oonoern themselves with
the problem of measurlng student response to llterature are

those by Meckel and Forman;48‘ These studies concluded that

<
1

student’freefaSSOCiation“:esponse to a literary worklprovided
as much 1nformatlon about student reaction to llterature as
d1d more dlrect klnds of tests Squlre4? developed a scale .
to examiné student. free assocratlon response to short. storles,*
He dec1ded tnat students' .mode of response could be
cla551f1ed under seven main headlngs~ llterary judgment
1nterpretatlon, narratron, assoolatlon, self—lnvolvement,
prescriptive judgment,-miséellaneous. 'Purvessoj%urther
examined the ‘dimension of‘student‘response, developing an
intricate‘method of claSslfylng the elements of Writing
about llterature. His four ba51c categorles were engagement—
involvement, perception, 1nterpretatlon, ahd evaluation,
with each of these four*oategories further sun—dlvided.

Since the development offthese tWo‘scales for '
cla551fylng student response to llterature,‘at least flve

" studies have been completed whlch have made use elther of

Henry Chrlstlan Meckel "An Exploratory Study of
Responses of Adolescent Pupils to Situations in a Novel"
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, Unaiversity of Chicago,
1946). : ' :
48Earl Forman, "An Instrument to Evaluate, the
Literary Appreciation of Adolescents". (unpublished doctoral
dlssertatlon, University of Illinois,: l951)

9Squlre, l956, 1bld.

SOPurves,,ibld. :

g
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Squlre s scale or Purves' s scale. Cooper51 used Purves's

categorles to test tenth grade students to discover preferred

"ﬂbdes of ‘literary response. He d951gned four questions for

“the four short stories used 1n his investigation, each

guestion representing one of Purves's categories. After

reading each short story, students cselected the one guestion

~ which they would prefer to agswer 1f required to do so.

Cooper found that threce-fourths of his sample group had a

' preferred way of responding to the selected short stories,

with fifty per cent of these students indicating a preference
for 1nter?retatlon questions.' He fouhd,'td%, that better
readers tended to select the lnterpretatlve questions and
poorer readers,lthe evaluative questiohs.

52 , .
Wilson® used Squire's scale to determine the

‘influence of clags study of four novels upon the responses

of college students to these novels. He found Statrstlcally

significant differences between responses written before the

study. of each novel and those wrltten"aftervthe study of each’
novel. He found that literary judgment respenses, narrational'responses,
assoc1atienal responses, self4rnvolvement responses, and

prescriptive judgment responses tended to decrease from

(&)

51Charles Raymond Cooper, "preferred Modes of Literary
Response: The Characteristics of High School Juniors in
Relation to the Consrstency of Their Reactions to Three
Dissimilar Short Stories" (unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Berkeley: University of Callfornla, 1969) . )

52James R. Wilson, Responses of College Freshmen to
Three Novels: Research Report No. 7 (Champaign, Illinois:
National Council.of Teachers of English, 1966, first
presented as an unpublished doctoral dissertation, 1963).
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pre-study QQSEDcols éo post-study protocéls, wheréas
interpretative,re;p@§§es increased from pre-study protocéls
to poaﬁ—study protbcols.

.Grindstaff53 examined student reponses to four
novels in which two instructional strategies were’used:
structural analysis and experiential-reflective analysis.
U51n§ Squire's categories, she categorized pre-study protocols
and poét~s£udy pro}gcols and foaia'signiflcant differences
1in the narrational, associational, literary judgment, and
lnterpretatlonal categorles.. Agalysls of responses
indicated llﬁtle difference ln-mode of response between
instructional groups; Grindstaff reported that the reflec-

tive group made more divergent responses on post-study-

protocols than daid the’structdrgl analysis group.
“a ‘.’r@ ‘

bélsb using Squiré's‘coding scale, analyzed

reéponseé of tenth grade students to eight short storaies
‘to’dlsco§er the 1nfluence of instruction in interpreta
upon responses. He found that the éxpefimental gfoup ade_
gé%e respbnses coded as interpretational and fewer re ponses
coded as,lltérary judgment.than did the control group;

other. response categories were the same between control group

and experimental group.

2

53Faye Louise Grindstaff, "The Response of Tenth-
Grade Students to Four Novels" (unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Colorado State College, 1968).

= ) :

*dpeter Lawrence Sanders, "An Investigation of the
Effects of Instruction in the Interpretation of Literature:
on thc Responses of Adolescents to Selected Short Stories”
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, Syracuse University,
1970). ’ : ' ’
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The present 1hvestiget;gél#§§égthe Squire coding
‘scale because it seems te ErSVide sufficient ‘information
about studentsresponse for the purposes of this study, and
because it.allows for a direct.comparison of the findlngs
of this investigation with those of Squife;‘Wilson, and
Sanders. Procedures foilewed in coding protocols for this

investigation are outlined on pageej73 to 79 and in Appendix

E.

The Measurement of the Effect of Instructional Strategles
Upon Student Response ‘ ' ‘

N
L
7

Most studies which have attempted to measure the
effect of method of instruction upon student response have
used a comparative technlqueu- Purves and Beach 5vhave
:pointed out that ﬁany such experlmental studies -of
treatment effect have not considered teacher—pupil.lnter—
action. Indeed, research reported by Flander556 pOlntS out
that the interaction between student and teacher mey have a
“ptofound influence upon learnlng patterns, an lnfluence
'perhaps of equal importance with method. Only a few stddles
in EngliSh educatlon,‘such as the one by Pfelffet,57 have

made use of 1iriteraction analysis As Sguire concludes:

bqurves-and Beach, op. c1t., p. 180."
- 56N..A Flanders, Analy21ng Teachlng Behav1or
(Reading, Massachusetts: Addison- Wesley Publishing Company,
1970) g :

» 57ISObQL 1. Pfeiffer, "Teaching in Ability Grouped
Lngllsh Classes: A Study of Verbal Interaction and Cognitive
Goals" (unpubllshed doctoral dissertation, Kent State
University, 1966).

;
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Approaches to the reading and study of literature
introduced +in the classroom may also affect the attitudes
and responses of readers. However, experimental studies
of instructional procedures 1n teaching’ literature have
been .sporadic and disappointing; perhaps because
researchers have lacked valid and reliable instruments
for assessing the effectiveness of teaching.58 . ’
- f 4

o By

Prettyman59 examined elgﬁty—one sépar?te studl-"
which compared the éffects 6f the lecture’met?od and one
other ﬁethod, usually something called an activity metﬁod,
He found thaﬁ most studies di1d not reveal SLgnlflcantl
di1fferences betweeﬁfthe £wo methods compared. If there:
weré'differences,'howeVer, the nén—le&%ﬁ%e method most often
eﬁerged as the superlor\method. .Stﬁdeﬁﬁs' attitudes mqét
ﬁrequently favoured the non-lecture method over the.lecture
method. |

Aamong the studies 1n research on teaching of
llteféture which examine methods of ;nstructlon are the

following: Sanders6olwho compared the effects of instruction

in interpretation with those of no instruction 1in interpre-

~——

tarion upon tenth grade students' responses to eight short
'4 N . ) l ) :‘\ \I' )

stories; Grlndstaff6 who compared the .effects upon tenth

grade students' responSes to four novels of three teaching

. ) .
techniques -—structural analysis, exper1ent1al—ref£éct1Ve

58James R. Squire, "what Does Research 1n Reading
Reveal - About Attitudes toward Reading?" What We Know about
High School Reading, ed- M. Agnella Gunn (Champaign, Illinois:
Jational Council of Teachers of English, 1969), p. 34-

5.9Prettyman_, ibid.

60

sanders, ibaid.

6lGrindstaff, ibid.
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:.ana1y51sn and no 1nstruct1Qm, W1ﬁgon62 who coﬁ%?red~the

0(‘W@3 e o

effects of the study of fbur novels. '&%m“legm students

4)) . L OWGRY, ~‘,», e

responses on posttest prot@cpls; Prettyman63,@ho§§

the results of a lecture approach and an act1v1ty%

o

upon twelfth grade students' achlevement in a unit on

~ Victorian literature; Hackett,:Brdwn; and Mlchael64 who

compared the achievement of twelfth grade students studying

. o W C .
Antigone using. two methods --a traditional recitation or

guestion-answer method and an open, creatively-oriented .

9

discussion method.
‘Iknmzef the above studies directly accounts. for the
variable of teacher-pupil intéeraction. Recognizing this

weakness in experimental design, thé investigator made plans

‘initially to audio-record “glassroom lessons and usc Flanders's

Interaction Analysis upon-these"tapes.‘ Because it was
diseovered that in situ, verbal rnteractlon between teacher
and studcnts became a rather insignificant factor durlng
treatment procedures, the Tlancders's Interactlon Analysis wesi
not eompleted. This issue is discussed further on pagei72.

- To ensure that the prescribed instructional stretegies
did occur in practice, student descriptions of classroom
proceduresvare reported. In a posttest questlonnalre, students

described the method of instruction usecd by their teacher

2Wilson, ibid.
63Prettyman, ibid.

. 64Marie G. Hackett, George I. Brown, and William B.
Michael, "A Study of Two Strategies in the Teaching of

, " The School Review,
LXXVI, 1 (March, 1968), pp. 67-83. e ‘ (
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during the short story unit. The‘summary of these comments,
which are regorted ip Table 22 on page 134, indicates that
teachers generally fdllowed ihe lesson plans provided. Any
furthéf égalysis of the instructional’st;ategies per se may
require the use of interaction ;cales such as that of Flanders.
This kind of evaluation of the effectiveness of the
instfuctiéﬁal Strategies in operation is a subject for
further investigation.

The present study is related to a growing’ body of
research in education whf%h does not depend upon quéntitatlvéT
analyses to deduce cohclusions, but which provides
observations of natural processes 'in £he classroom. ~Examples
of this kind of research'are Fader and McNeil65 aha Smith
and.Geoffrey.66 Data collected for the present study are
concerned with the effects of a responsefofiented curriculum -
in literéture as it occurfed in cerfain classrooms. These
data, theﬂy p;esent a kind of éomposite, comprehensi&e o
deséripfién of ‘a responée—oriented'liferature curriculum in
operation at the classroom level.

This review of related research has considered studiés

which have examined the issue of the measurement of student

response to literature and of the measurement of the effect

65Daniel N. Fader and Flton B. McNeil, Hooked on
Books: Program & Proof (Berkley Publishing Company, 1968,
copyright, 1966): : ‘

6Louis M. Smith and William Geoffrey, The Complexities
of an Urban Classroom: An Analysis toward a General Theory of
Teaching (Toronto: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1968) .
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of instructional strategies upon student response. These
studies have influeqced the design of- the present study, as
noted in Chapter 111, - o .1

.

Instructional Okjectives and Instructional Stfategies

The Formation of Instructiohal Objectives

The purpose of the preceding review of authoritative
statements which have been written'about the'rasponse—oriented‘
literature curriculum is nof to present a cdmprehensive and
‘complete survey of the writings which have been published
in tkis area. Ratﬁgr, the purpose is to’providé examples
vof the kind of stgtements about the teaching of litérature
which prombted this inVestfgatioh. The questibns Which
‘these writings raised &re these: Is it possible to ;zt a
response—ériented literature curriculum into opération,
given the conditions which typically exist in secondaxry
"chools? If it is possible to implement a response—oriented_

criculum, what hapéens when this kind Qf;learning.experiehce

established in secondary classrooms? Is‘it'possible to

asure the influence of a ?gsponéé—oriented curriculum'upon
;tﬁdgnt work? What are sgme of the\problgms and observations
~yhich occurlﬁhen a response—drientéd litegature;curriculum

is made operational?

A
v,

W

Using the rationale,prdviaed by educators who see
the importance of studentfrequhse to literature in an
instructional nrogram, the'invéstigatof established a sot of

instructional objectives for the teaching of a unit on the

K
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short story. These objectives are as follows:
B ( -/
1. Students w1ll be encouraged to respond to the
short stories in a personal, 1nvolved manner, without turning .

the experience 1nto a formal study of the Titerary quallty

0of the short storles

2. Students will be given the opportunity to examine -

3. Students w1ll be encouraged to respond to the
3

short storles both verbally and also through as many- other

modes of response as p0551ble

r

4. Students w1ll be encouraged to extend thelrd
responses from a narrative retelllng of events or from an
intellectual Lnterpretatlon of the short story to self-

-

1nvolvement and assoc1atlonal response and to ‘an apprec1at1ve

oa§engagement kind of response. ' ' ¢

5. StudentﬁJC&ll be encouraged to lnternallze the
short storles whlch they Study erther by talking about them
. _
or. by somc other mode of rwsponse.
P T

Jubs ‘The teacher s role in the learnlng process will

@e elther that of dlrector of students response patterns

or that of fa01lltator of their response patterns.

The Formation of Instructional_Strategles

Using these instructional objectlves as a startlng

point, the 1nvest1gator developed two differing 1nstructlonal

strategles to suit the purposes of . thlS study. It snould be

noted, however, that both of these 1nstructlonal strategies
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have been developed from a response—oriented rationale and
are,:in effect, different mgans to achieve a common set of
obiectives.

These instructiona} strategies'have been modified to
‘provide for an exanination of the role both of the teacher
and the students.  One instructional strategy, iabeiled |
.. thod n, was'designed sO that the teacher would be central
to the learning process; he would be a director of the "
studentsf‘responses to the short stories. It would be his LV

goal to direct the students to respond to the selected short

‘stories thﬁough their own personal experiences and to

»

encourage aé much talﬂ about the relationship of these

personal experienccs to the short story as possible. The
key components of Method A are teacher responsibility for

students ,ﬂﬁspénse and student talk in attempting to find
'g 4
a perso n@l @xperience which relates to -that which is being

studiedfan the . short story

X

s

"‘Thg second instructional strategy,.labelled Method

. }
L4
B, was %esigned so that the teacher would be the facilitator

- in the learning process. It would be his goal to encourage’

students to respond to the short stories through a variety

of}mOdes —- to answer questiéns‘WHi%h students initiate, but

]

~not tO»direct students' resbonses%to\the short stories.

The key 'component of this instructional strategy 'is the fact
.that students are engaged in actiVities which will probably
assist in bridging the gap;between:the’students' personal

experiences and. those ideas perceived in the short stories.
£ . X

“ps
A
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A more detailed description of these two instructional
strategies is provided on pages 63  to 67 and also in Appendix

D.

Summary

“The preceding review of related literaﬁure has been
divided into tWo areas: a review oanuthoritatibe staﬁements
~and a review of related research. 1In addition; instructional
objectives and instructional stretegies ére éresented.l The
following main points are noted: | | |

1. review of authegitative statement
(a) A recent trend in English eaucation is“a concern
with a response—briented litefature currieqlum,.whiCh
takes as its main,objecfive-the personal gro&th of

'the}students. o :» r‘

(b) Those writers cited in the rebie%_of the

_authoritative statements whichvgive rise to this

study are these: Squire,‘DiXon,iWhitehead, HelbrOOk,

‘ , . :

Summerfield, Rosepblatt, Moffett.

Ac) Writings in this area have not been substantiated

by research. "

2. review of‘related research
(aX Methods of measﬁring studeht response to.
literature Which"depend upoﬁ a factual, cognitive
test of knowledge are rejected because the‘means of
measurement seem incompetible with the objectives

',of the study.
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(b) To measure student response to literature, the
coding scale deveiéped by Squire is used for this
study, in preference té'a more-elaborate scale
developed by Purves. At leasé five studies have
been carried out, using either of.thesebmeasures of
student reséonse. |

(c) Most studies of the treatment effect of various
instrgctional strategies, such as those of Wilson,
Prettyman,‘Grinaé@aff, énd Sanderé, have not
considered the influence of teacher-pupil verbal
‘interaction upon learning outcoﬁes.

(d) No\interaction~analysis,of teaéher—stude?gv
-verbal exchange is utilized for the present study
bebause teacher-pupil verbal interaction was not
found to be a significant part of -the instructional
strategies iﬁ'operatlon. fhe present study must be
considered as a desCrlptiVe commentary'upon a 3
'résponse4driented'llterature curriculﬁm_and is‘similar
to that Qf Smith and Géoffrey who provide, not

quantifiable data arrived at by {3gof5us experimental
' . oy .

procedurgs, but observatioﬁs of natural\processes in

thé classroom.

formation of instructional objeétives and instruc-

tional strategies

.(a;' The statements made by educators who noint out

the value of student response to literature are used

in establishing instructidnal objectives for a unit



" on the short story. ) ' .‘ﬁg“
(b) Two instructional strategies are developed ]

these instructional objectives: Method A, a teachers.
directed, verbal approach; Method B, a teacher-

facilitated, activity approach.

£t
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CHAPTER IIT

DESIGN OF THE STUDY AND ANALYTICAL PROCEDURLS

This study investigates a response-oriented unit

on the short story in practice, as it occurs in represen-
tative classrooms. Data were collected by empirical testing
o . o

and by descriptive reporting. The empirical method was

used to determine changes in mode of response from pretest

to posttest protuinls. The descriptive method was used to

collect information about the implementation of treatment

—grocedures. The descriptive method was also used to

establish the validity of treatment procedures: a means to

1

confirm that the treatment wés,vin fact, carried out and

‘that students did respond to this treatment.

) This‘chapter provides ah account of the pzeliminary
plaﬁniﬁg for the study, of the experimental groups, of the
instrucﬁional stratégies used 1n this study, of the
experimental tfeatment, of thé analytical procedures used to

examine data, and. of the limitations imposed by sampling

procedures.

7

Preliminary Planning

This study went through several revisions in the
f o :
planning stage /to ensure that teaching strategies were clear
and that student free-association response to :the short story

could be conveniently obtained. The following discussion is

55



.association technique, as used by Meckel,_l Squire,

o N . -
o . ' 56
. ’%) 5‘,« ‘

a summary of the aCthltleS %hat preceded this 1nvestigation.

!.é"“

l. To determlne the effectiveness of the free-

2.3 and

. 4 L ‘ : : : . :
Wilson, a prejiminary investigation was carried out. Three
\ ' I3
grade eleven and two grade nine classes were asked to write
‘ ! B

free-association responses to the short story "The Giraffe."

Responses to this short story indicated that most students

'would write enough information t6 give some measure -of their

mode of response, as coded on the rating scale developed by

Squire.

2. Short storiés wused in - this study‘Were selected .

from Prose for Dlscussion,6 a- text authorlzed 1n Alberta for

grede eleven Engl-sh. - To ensure that short storles were’ of

“;

high literary merit and of hlghp;ntegest £or students,.aZ:

e

voau

lHenry Chrletlan Meckel "An. Exploratory Study of
Responses of Adolescent Puplls to Situations in a Novel"
(unpublished doctoral dissertation}, Unlver51ty ‘of Chlcago,
1946). : . _f»UC. :

& ' - ’ .' L
B

Jaﬂé@vR Squlre, "The Responses of Adolescents to
Literature Involving Selected’ Experiences of" Personal/
Development" (unpublished doctoral dlssertatlon, University
of Callfornla, 1956) ) . e ' B

35ames R. Squire, The Responses of Adolescents While
Feading Four Short Stories: Research Report No. 2 (Champaign,
Illinois: National Council of Teachers of English, 1964).

4James R. Wilson, Responses of College Freshmen to
Three Novels: Research Report No. 7 (Champaign, Illinois:
National Council of Teachers of English, 1966).

5E. W. Buxton (ed.), Prose for Discussicn (Toronto:
W. J. Gage Limited, 1968), pp. 236~239.

6Buxton, 1bid., passim.

. :

k-4
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panel of three graduate students in English education

.

evaluated the investigator's selection. The following short
stories were agreed upon by the investigator and the panel:

O. Henry The Cop and the Anthem

After You, My Dear Alphonse

= »
P :
ol

e " Brother Dcath

Sherwood‘Andérséﬁ
John Coliier - . Thus I Refute Beelzy'
Katherine Mansfield ' " The Dcll's House,
Graham Greene . The BaSement Ro<3rw.“1"v:‘%\{‘¢ a
Mauro Sensi - ; The Giraffe
Walter Van Tilburg Clark i The Portable Phonograph
Daniel Keyes » " _Flowers for Algernon

3. The invcstjgaﬁog pfoparcd losson plans for cach

short story for.eaéh;of;tne two 1nstructional strategies

1]

wyee

designed &br thid Stu © These plans were discussed with

w 2 .

graduate students in English education and with faculty

S

members, and appropriate changes were mad: . These lesson

plans are included 1in Appendlk D. ’

4. A teacher of English ﬁscd'thuso lesson plans
wlth three of her grade eleven tnglish classes to test their
sultab}llfy fof c1a§groom use.

5;¢ To evaluate lesson plans and to develop methods
for observation of classfoom pfactices, the‘lnvestlgator sat
in on SeVerai of these ciass SeSSlODS.: Both the teacher Snd
the 1nvestigator concluded that the lesson plans were

workable;

\



58
6. Scales designed to measure student opinicon of the
instructlonai strategies and student perception of the
purpose of the study of literature'\e developed from
responses provided by students from these three English

classes. These scales are included in Appendix B. i’

\ /
Experimental Groups ‘3

Lochtion

| The échoolé 1nvol§ed in this 1nvestigatlon were
‘located in a city of 28,000 populatloﬁ:lh the province of
askatchewan. Three small senlér hlgh_schoolsL &ach with a
z%udent population between 400 aﬁd 450 students; were used.
One high schoql was a parochial school; one was a‘public
high school; one was a. public composite high school, which
drew 1ts studen£ éopulation from the rural districts: |

surrounding the city, bussing students as far as eighty miles

daily.,

Cooperating Teachers

B}

The teachers participating 1n thlé‘study were
selected on the advice ofg§n English £ea¢he; of considerablg
experiernce and reputation who tadght-lﬁ the élty 1n‘wﬁlCh
- the sfudy was carried out. Teachers’seiected met‘the
_following'crlﬁerla: a university degree 1n English; two or

ore years of‘teachlng experfence; an establlshéd'récbrd

as a successful teacher of English; a teaching load'which_

included two average classes 1n_grade ten or grade eleven

-~ 4 .
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English. The three teachers selected weré‘maléf

Student Population’

4 B

Two classes from each school were selected; both.. . = i
£ e U

classes 1n each school were taught by the same teachér. -  x .o " &

Classes 1n School J and School K Were'grade,ten“blgséqggigﬁ:
those in School L, grade eleven. . All:classes were.stt‘ D e
beginning the second term in their partlcula:‘gfadé,,haVipg

already completed half of thelr English'courée.

4
v 1

l summarlzes lnforma+1on From cumulatlve records.-

and prOV1d»Qﬁb descrlptlon of ablllty in. llterature for theiV
total populatlon, for each of the experlmental groups, and
for each class. The followlhg'methods of reportlng.these"

data from cumulative records were. adopted:

. IQ EaLLngS for students in School J were Qbfalned

from a leferentlal Aptltude Test battery, ratings for ‘School -

K and‘School‘L were obtained from a Lorge—Thorndlke test. |
: : . -

No uniformity in testing procedure among schools was evident.

2. The record of previous achievement in literature

varied among the schools from per cent marks, to letter

>

grades, to,anécdbtal comments. Por»the-purposeé’of this
Stddy,}ﬁarks:were‘estimated where necessary and the fbllowing;
écale'adoptéd: lOO% to 90% --5; 89% to 80% —-4; 79%~to.70% -—3;
695 to 60% -- 2; 59% ard lower -- 1.

3. Sélf—rat}hgs ot"paSt "achlevement ln-llterature,;
from 5f(high) to i(iow)- weré obﬁalned from a ratlng scale-'

whlch wds admlnlsturcd before test*ng procedures were
) :
1] . : P <



o,
\® ST ICCTSIITCTTITIITICoTTITToCIIoITT s p—
*S3S93 0S3aYylxl I3JsTUTUWUPER 07 Pasnh wquU@UOHQ ut \AOCOumamG@O
OU SsEM IdYL S3ILIPNIS [T J0J D(JRITRAR JOU I3I9M SOI10DS i
*S$8100S OYTPUIOYL-9bIOT @apv T TCOUDS pur Y TOOUDS UT ISOY3
) ‘so100s opniiidy [BTIUSIDIFTQ @71 [ TOOUDS Ul shutier OIx '
Z-5 £ ¢ -5 G ¢ m»vanm.mH  6°G1 121 sdnoin yizod
e £ ¢ 2-G 8°¢ b RT-9°LT (ST €G- 2 dnoan
v . 2-S 2 € -5 2 € €£°p1-£°81 T'9T 89 v drhoan
(8-6TT  GOT f-p T°€ F-b €°¢ © T°9T-9°(T 8°9T.. -~ TT. g
. . . »c m ) ,
¢8-627 011 2-t S g 2-S 0°%" S p1-T' T . 6'61 22 a9
06-8%¥T 02T 2-5 €€ 2-6 0'v  »'BT-6°9T €SI 0 E g0
T8-G1T - 96 z-v 0°F¢ Z-b 0°€ .  0°91-2°LT~ @wmﬂ.wmmumNJ ¥ T
p.-8%T 10T 2-v 6°2 T-% S'z  0'ST-€°8T 2791 € R
. . : ; .
S . . L : . B
86-6¥T 121 £-5 8¢ £-6 2V T €T FTSTILT 9°GT €7 ¥ r
abury uvol  obuey  UPSN sbuey - UBSW mm:mmw . uesy c ‘ - mz.ou
2IN3eBI93TT UT 2IN3PISYTT UT o : N . vho
yOI mcuumme¢Wm  QuawaAdT1yDEe by - : 40
: . e snotasiad SS®IO
: aT1dwes

?y3 Io3 OH,Ucm ‘oInieralI] ut

hulleI-JT9S ‘°2IN3RISIT]

T STqRL

s
"

uT jusweaaTyoe snotaexd ‘oby



o

implemenﬁqd (5ec Table 16).
S . .

4. Students ages have been noted 1in years and ‘months. .

The%e‘daﬁa suggest “that Sﬁudeﬁts in Eipefimcntal
Sroup B were sliqhtly'suporiof in,ability in 1iterntur; to
students 1n Experimcntdl Group A. ‘Studenté.in E#porimontnl
Group B were younger,vénd had a higher ﬁéah score'bothffn

previous achievement in literature and in sclf-rating or

ability in literature. The 10 scores-wére also hiahor for
. ) : :

students in Experimental Group B.
‘ S .

. - v
All six ' classes werce reported by teachers s

unstrecamed classes. However, on the basis of dat. ronoriod

in Tabi.o 1;"somo differepce in abllify lovol ih litoerature
occurred -among the six classes. Clﬁés&h J'EL J by, aﬁd K B
'q§pearoJ to .have a greater amount Qfﬁabiiity,as students of
litératurér classes K A, L‘A,~andVL B;va i@sser'amqunt.

‘Table 2 presents the number of subjects by sex.

%jasscs used for

S

A total of 154 students were énrdlled in the
experimental treatment, 73 males and 81 females. Protocols

£

of fourteen students, twelve males and two females, were not

inclu@éd in_statistical‘analyses of pretesf to posttest
changes because.theéé‘protocols provided too littlﬁ infor-
métion for méaﬁ&ngful’computution. These Qtndonré wither
missed pretestior posﬁtest procedures! or they wfomn fifty
or fewer words on any threé protocols. In addition,
r¢Sthses"of nineteen stuﬁents, nine males apd’ton
femaleé, were not used because these studcnt; had w%t

,-

written one of the test protocols. Thercforé 121 studenis
53 males and 68 females, were used in comput ing ﬁfsults

“
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concerning stﬁdent-response dn teét protocdls. ( these
students, 68 were in‘Experlmentél Group A and 53 nA
Experimental Group B. In the e?aluations’of}the structional
strategies, respdnses from the nineteen students opped for
Mlssing one protocol were included.

Instructional Strategies
2

Two instructional strategies were designed: Method

A, a teacher-~directed, verbal approach; Method B, a teacher-

facilitated, activity approach. These two instructional

strategies have been introduced in Chapter II, page 50, and

they have been outlined 1n Appendix D. Lach of the three

teachers was required to use Method A with one class and

"Method B with the other.

Method A Lesson Plans

Lesson plansAfor Methoa A were of a éonventldnal
nature. Thé teachers_were ailoWed to use either an inductive
or a deductive means to effect the objectiﬁes of the unit,
but their methods had to employ verbal 1ntéragtion: lecture-
discussion, class dlséuSSlon, panel, debate, small group
discussion, written éommentary, journal entries. Although
teachers did not insist upon one interpretation (rather, -
they attempted to make students as resourceful as pOSSlblé
1n their interpretations), they did lead the classes 1in a

consideration of the relative merits wnd acceptabgllty of

the interpretations suggested.
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For eacﬁ of thershort'stéries, cobperating teachers
~received the following 1hformat;on: a statement of possible
lnterpretations and 1lluminations which a high school class
might consider; a series of illust@étLQe questions.
Cooperating Eéachers, however, Qere allowed tolsubstltute
their own procedures to get students té interpret the short/
stories.

The 1llustrative guestions for Method A lesson plans
were grouped into five levels, designed to be used in
gequence.~-Level A, 1ntroductory guestions, were entry
questioné which asked the student tb siggest peréonal
_reacﬁions and inferences. Level B questions, which followed
‘-the reading of tﬁe short stéry; were designed to examine the
students' literal unders£and1ng of ﬁhe shqrt‘storles. ‘Level
C questiong copsidered the insights and 1ﬁterpretations, the
literary‘meanlngs, Level D quegtlons attempted to reiate
the interpretations inherent in the short story to. the warld‘
as the séudents perceived 1ET\ Finally', Le&el B Questicns,‘
used only at the discretloﬂ of the cooperating teachers,
were designed to help students evaluate the artistic merit

of the short story.
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These levels of guestions are in agreement with £hoso
stages suggested by Gordon,7 Burtoh,8 and Earlyg—— progressing .
from fact to application, from immediate enjoyment to a
’sophisticated<appreciatlon of art, from subjectlvevroactlon
fo objective appreciatlon and analysis.

These lebeis differ from those of Gordon, Burtoh,
and Early i1n the emphasis which 1s placed upon oubjeoflve
resoonSe. " For the pu;pose of this study, the studént was
asked to view hls'oubjectlve response as a phendmenon worthy
of con51deratlon, te look at his'response; to 'find out why

he responded as he did, and to compare his response with’

those of his peers. Procedures for Method A allowed the
teacher to initiate-- perhaps even to guide -- student
response.

Student responéép then, 1s an important consideration
1n this 1nvestigation; 1t 1s the means through‘which the
Student comes to see himself in relation to the llteratore
which is being studied. It 1s not, as formal toeorles of

the teaching of literature would sucgest, a means of leading

7Ec J. Gordon, "Levels of Teachlng and Testing,"”
Teachlng English in Today s High Schools, ed. D. L. Burton
and J. S. Simons (2d ed.; Toronto: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
Inc., 1970), pp. 82-89. (Elrst oubllshed in English Journal,
XLIV (September, 1955), 330-334).

8D. L. Burton, Literature Study in the High School
(3rd ed.; Toronto: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1870).

, 9Margaret J. Early, "Stages of Growth in thérary
Appreciation," Burton and Simons, 1bid., pp. 30-40. (First
published 1in English Journal, XLIX (March, 1960), 161-167).

-
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students into the literary work so that they ﬁlght engage 1in

formal analysis.

‘Method B Lesson Plans

Lesson plans for Method B were suggestions for
activities rather than prescribed procedures. L the
beglﬁning of the short story unit, students receaived i

instructions outlining the nature of the work which was

expected of ‘them. ' They. &g

: 25
activities and to report:
S el

hen left-alone to complete

. Studenﬁs in School J

o

received two stories‘ai 5= and worked therr way

: ; ATy . .
through the short story tnit in this fashion. Students in

School K and School Lv:ecelved all short stories at the
’ B . - . /) ’ )
beginning of the unit and were required to organize their .
own learning situation.

The students, received a mimeographed page'yhich gave
examples Qf activities, one. for each of the nine shor£
stories selected. The following Leéhniquesvwefe among those
suggested: dlagramming;episodes, 1mper1sations and |

dramatizations, collage construction, opinion pqglling,

1llustrating the plbt'by_creatlng_a comic strip, brain .

-

storming, taped reading; and role playing. Students were
encouraged to modify these activities or to design and

"execute their own.
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The Role of the Teacher o -

It is a .basic assumpfion of this investication that
e . . »

O .
teachers will, ir fact, be capakble of changing roles from

. -

Treatment A to Treatment B. Indeed, Treatment A demanded

‘o ! . . " S

)

. . r .
ski1lls which were already vart of teachers' repertoire, a
facility with discussion techrigues.. Treatment B, on the
other hand, did not ask’ the teacher to .wffect a role change;

rather, this methdd turned .the ;csponSLbillty fér tho
loarn;kg expérlengc.oter to the students. ' Hence, the design
Qf‘thié investigat:ion dl@ noc maké unrealistic gcmands on
teachers' qbllitlLS‘tO put the twd»p:éscrlbéc instructional
his design nrovided

strategles into prac:tice. . In addition,

for a comparison. of. CHLCYJence as oo cilrector of

i
e .

learnlng, gs expect

n S o . N . X
L WITD Wise Sxnerionce ag

- Tazle '3 nrovides an cvcervrew 'of tho
\ o ] %
Y . : ‘ . "
were tollowed‘and_outanes_the S @ ce ln whlch the data
iy 7@:. . - )
P K . .

. were ‘obtained.. .7 nls stu cy«cors sts of

B . . A B B

n parts.” The

ot
'6
QJ
’4

. \

first Dartwdetermlnes”the efﬁect of tHe nreéscribed instrudtional
. - . : ! o - ] - ) - -v-: ‘/'{ -
trategiles upon students' ‘mode 'of response to .seldcted short o
. . R ' B , R . -
ories by bomparlng'preteS¥ free-association fespcnse with

4

n’

n
r

nosttest free-associration, response. The secono/’ Lt oubulnq

) YL
B . . ~ —\\\
r B — N i
cvaluations and -opservations of the nrescribed insiructional
! ~ i P . . . S . . '
. ~ i . .
atraftcules in w“url*lo“ at thtrctrasgroom lovel: rating
: o ! L

oaten, guosntionniires, and 11 s1tiu Qb:bl\X*”)nS.' - o

Av N N - A n

a0 v B Y
,
o

s
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N . . Table 3

An overview of t?e investigation

- : ~ . .

L

Descriptive data: IQ, grade
polnt average 1n I[nglish »Q.
Student Questionnalire: self-
estimate of ability in FEnglish
Pretest: ' free-association’ , o ' I

response to two short storics,
administcred on suUCCCOSS1VO days

CENPERIMENTAL 'Z‘RLA'Z'Z‘-EL\I\’TS B
~hod A Method B
ner- . teachecr-
directed, .faCLlltqted,
verbal ) activity
approach . approacr’ R
o . - : ‘
Teacher #1 Teacher =1
Class J A . Class J B
B - —- - !
Teacher #2 ~“Teacher =2 é
- - : e - - ¢ i
C. - K A Class K B . '
— ' L 4 .
. . - t
o ner o #3 * Teacher £3
Class <. A Glass L B !
P .
e — Yo mmemem—h
“Posttest: free-45socration rosnonse . N o
3 , CA " 3
te two short stori¥®3, GAmMIn1sRe ned g ‘e - :
On successive days . , ' ’
) - fur 4t e g e o =‘ N - ‘ , ~ . 4 o
. Lo ‘. c .
‘Student Questionnaire: . attitude \

to literature and to experaimental
sreatment ' C . '




(33

69

Data Collected- befcre Experamental Treatment

.

Before beginhing the experimental treatment,

descriptive data about students were collect:d from
cunulative records: IQ, previous achlievement in literature,
age, sex. The students flso completed a cuestionnaire to
\ . .
. N
provide a score on self-rating of past aci.i-vement in

literature. This information, presented :n Table 1 and

Table 2, was used to provide a description of the nature of
. - o ] /o

/

»

s I
the students in the samsle. Because of & lack of urnjfformity
in methods used by the school svstems 1n renorting those
lata, :t was <ecided that this information from .schocl

for sta*istaicals

0
o
fu’
0
}._.
n

records wae not suitable for use as

aralvels .
T .
All students wrote free-association responses cto
. ¥ v ~ .
o, - ] RS N .
-

. = - P ' X
investigatdr on ,succossive days. The nretest snort stories
> { ST \ ,
e o . S dt L e

were 'WITwo Fishermen' by Morley Callaghan? and "The Last

: -. L] . ot - ~ : ° o

Qa : 10 A . v oo

L2af" by 0. Henrv. - SThe imstruction 'sheet which outlines?

.

crocecures for risponding.to Tho test short storie$ .has = a
ST z : 7.

‘ o . ;o o ‘ o
been 1ncluded -imy Appendwi B. 7. 7 R N .
v S - - L . . v A
R L ¢ ? . . - B ~ .- H . N

A3

> - -

Lxperwnental Treatment

Instruction of classes. Follow:rne

‘the coorerating teaclrrs conducted the rrescribed short story

. <
Buxton, on. Ccoi.,-rn. 240-250.
lO . T . I " (R . R - \ 1 <
Q. Henry, Tl Last Leaf, ' The Complete Works of
oL Henry (Bardern City, N.Y.: Doulkrlecay & Cempanv, Inc., m.dl
—_—a - - - - .

DL 1455-1499

i
. TN T
¥& e
[
¥

two wretest shorit storles wnich were administered by the ;
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Ll '

unit. As Table 3 outlines,!each teacher was requlqéd to use

Method wlth one class and Method B with the other. The

o

matching of class with method of instruction was done

N

arbitrarily by the investigator before the beginning of th~
Study._ The short story‘unlt; wach involved the teaching of
e1ght or nlﬁe_short étorles, lasked approximately three weeké.
éll épudents*wefe ma@e aware that their particivation in the
stu@y'wasvolunpary and that no grades would be assigned to
any work TOHoleted for -this short story/uan.

' -

Mo, teaching proced@?es, cooj aerating tecachers

, - .
%4, which i1ncluded a philosophic dverviow of
4he study, a statement of the rationale behind

. ~ . B - - —— )
gacr teaching method, specific instruction for teaching

i
! - ' : ’ N K
gach method, ard specific plans for each stor§y for cach
method. This irfdarmation i1s included 1in Appendix-C and
N . . f N “ - ) B ! . v .r,
AvbDandcas D . : S Loy : : . ) >
_ , 3 - . , v 5 ‘ ,

L
a . .

A ' ' . ' ' T
1on” of instructicnal strategies 'y *The

’

| .
)4 g -~
Shservat
.
; B -

— L &z R . ' i
investlgator dgsurved. classroom p¥ocecedings ddring -the course

- v L . ) o . . o . e CoL
©7 Loy shoft story unit. - Table. 4 prescnts’ cthe frequency of - .
. P e T U o PRV Y . o ’
. obServations made“iﬁfeach ¢classroom..w On the average,
M- r R , v - R . %

seven visits were made. While observing in the clagsrdoms,
the 1nvestigator made anccdotal notes and, where applicable,

audlo-tared lessons for later use in applyang ¥land.ors's

: - S .
snteraction Analvsis to the verbal exChange between students

b oo i3
SAnalveing Peaching Behavior
Caddirson-Wesley Publishing Company,

. R v

N. AL Flande
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\
and teachers Céoperatlng teachers kKept daily journal

accounts, providing reactions to proceedings and a numerical
N

rating of the effectiveness Of the instrictional strategiles.
. " . : H

- L ‘ -

g-Collected after Lxperaimental Tyxcatment .=

'Q" LT ' - S . - *

.7 At thérconpletion of the short 'story unit, studonts

o .

¢ free-asscciration responses,. o two nosttest storiecs,

Fly" by Katherine Mangfield wand ~"Indran  Camp" by
gy : oy / e ,

P

i 13 Fae
ErHest Hemlnqwav.ég Procedures<i
T : T EEL

. administexing nretest

) short stories were followed' in aiif'istéring poSttést short
] Storleé\b In adetlonf éli étndeﬁts compiétcd a Likerﬁ fatlng
“ scale. to evaluate method of 1nstructlon‘and wroﬁc byun—gnded
rgplzc; g@_four quEestion : sking for oplnloﬁsbaﬁodﬁ the

1Lstructional strategies. These testing devices arc.included

LoAaNnTondix B : AR . . - C LoE AR

‘

£

- Tt

. o : AN ’ T A
f "Interactron Analysis and Ratings by Teachers

‘

~ U the completiom 61 experaimental nrocedurcs, 1t was
D . - -

>
. . Y . : S
Gecicea to delete two data sourees from the study. First,

dataror Flandersls intoraction Analyvsis  did not aproraciab b e
- .". - ) I e .~'.\ S ow B VT e ‘-'" ’ hd . N e '.“» - ",” -
L to anount “of anformation about the instructicnal strated
tnooperation because of the lamited verbal anteraction Letween
. o K ] o o : . ; ) .
punils and teachers, harticularly in Dxrerrmental Grours 1B
! Y LT ! BN \
However, data from students' responses to the open-ended '
. : . . .
A .
L <

buxton, on. cit , wiho 138-190.
- . ' .;._)-

Z

Prnestodleningway, odiar! Jamp, " Tweolve Short
ool Marven Magalaner and L. L. Volre (New York:
acmaallan Company, 19690, v, 106-110. '

1" 1"
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. questions have been ﬁsed'to present the nature of tHe
classroom interaction (See pages 160 to 179). Second,

since teachers were not con51etent in reporplng numerlcal
data on rating scales to provade daily reaétlpns to the
 implzmentat1on of the instructlonal strategies, these data
were not analyzed. However, representative statements from
coopefating teachers' journal accounts have been included
on pages 182 to 187. Thle information provides a generalf
'AQVerV1ew of coo?erating teachers' reactions tg):helr role

in effecting the instructional strategies.

, :
Measurement.of the Effect of Instructional Strategies

The free- assoc1atlon responses to pretest and posttest

short storles were coded u51ng the scale develomed by Squ1re,

and used 1in- the earller studles by Squlre, Wllson, and Sanders.

Squlre S scale dlstlngulshes the follow1ng categorles

literary jngment response, 1nterpre§atlonal {esponse,
;enarratlonal nesponse; aesoelatiqﬂal fespdhse, self-invelvement
‘respenee,.prescrlptlve'judgmentvrespbnseyiand miscellaneous

€«

“'response. A.completé explanation of tliese categories "appears

in Table 5, an adaptation of the:codlng directions provided Dby
a R . . &
.Squire.” - The coding manual used in this study has been

" .included-in Appendix E. i, .

4 E )
'l‘Squlre, 1964, op. .cit., pp§’17—18,

< )
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Table 5
"Sgulre's .categories for coding studonts! PUEDOnSc Lo
literature -
a ' B
5
., I3 >
. 3 .
The following descripticn - -of seven response categories aprears
in-J. R. Sculro s mcnograph, "he Responses of 2dolescents
While Réadlng,Four Short Stories, NCTE, 1964: ~

1.7 Literary Judgment.: Dircct or implied Zudoment
story as an artistic wori, including such generalizad
as "It's effective"” or "It's good," where the. stazcmen
appeared to refer to the literary or aesthetic qual.t_es
rather than to judgment on .egd

14
ic situations in tii stcory.
Also, swvecific reaction to style, CharaCC rizatior

.

I1. Interpretational Res» uses: FEeactions 1in which the reader
generalizes and attempts tc discover the meaning cf the
storius, the motivational forces, and tho nature Qi thy

Charactersf”including references-to evidence from tpc~sti::es
rarshalled to suppc. . interpretational gencralizations. Thred
types are found: interprotations of characters or olze,
interpretations of idecas aznd themes, visual,.reconstructions

of scenes which seemed to represent visual ‘interpretation of
specific facts. . ’ ‘ L s Sl T
III. Narrational Reéctlons- - ‘Ain which tho readcr
reports details. or facts. in the story without atremrting to
;ngerpreﬁ._ This factual re=c¢lling may _occur whéﬁ?;hv reader
has difficulty in comprehern-ing. o pa e e

\

ciational Responses: Responses 1n which the reader.
o h o

d ideas, evecnts, cr nlacks, ard peor.c wrth nis
exper.ien .other than the assoczation of a character with B
himself. mhesc associatiors are direct,.2.g., "This 1s like
my “home! or i1nversc, o.g., 'Those are not laike my nome " <
v
) &



/*«‘

*a

Table 5 (Continued)
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N ;o .
V. Self-involvement: Responses fowhich the reader
associates himself with the behavi®¥ and/or emotions of
characters. These range in degree from slight to intense
and may be expressed through identification or rejection.

VI. Prescriptive Judgments: Responses in whigh the reader
prescribes a course of action of a character jjased on some
absolute standara, e.g., "She ought to do ﬁhi " "He must
do thais." ' ' :

1

3%

. o r ‘;\
VII. Miscellaneous: Responses which were Lo

pages 17 and 18.

ded elsewhere.
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Natlonal_Councll‘of Teachers 'of English, 1968).

Lxplanation of CodlngﬁProceduresv

*

A Cooper15 has suggested that the Squlre categorles do

-

not discrlmlnate sufflc;ently among the/{hterpretatlonal
responses on test protocols, prov1d1ng}too llttle informa-
tion about a category which includes well over half of the
responses made by subjects. bHe further notes, that the’
Purves16 system of claSSLflcatlon of response prov1des.a
more-sensitive 1nstrument to measure aopreC1atlon than the -
Squire scale. However, the invest;gator‘chose to use the
Sguire coding scale for the follow1ng reasons:

1. The Purves scale categorlzes response to literature
into finer unaits than.are necessary to achleve the objectives
of’thls study. The Squlre scale,"on the other hand, provides
a proflle,'an overv1ew perhaps, of the effects of the two
prescrlbed 1nstructlonal strattgles upon the mode’ of response
of the subjects. |

2., The Squire ;scale more‘ closely re@resents Operatiohs
at the classroom level than does the Purves scale. That‘lS, h
the classroom teacher~is more llkely ‘to be concerned w1th _the @,,
students wlevel of categorlzatlon than w1th the dlstlnctlons B

between the elenents of the same category
: *

.
= -

: 15Charles R Cooper, "Measur ing Acprec1atlon ‘of .
Literature, A Review of. Attempts," 'Research in the Teaching of
English, V, ,(Sprlng, l97l) 5-23. «

-

l6Alan c. Purves with Victoria Rippere, Elements of_
Writing about a ‘Literary Work: A Study of Responsg to '
Literature, Research Report No. 9 (Champaign, Illinois:

\ 0 '
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3. Studies by Wilson and Sanders have used
Sgquire's coding scale to determine the effect of instruction
in literature classes uporn student mode of response. By
also using Squire's scale, the investigator was able to

comrare results from the present study with those of Wilson

and Sanders, to provide, 1n effect, a replication and

~——-

/T

extension of previous studies.,

Procedures for ding Student Respohse

The folloﬁlng procedures were used to code responses
on test protocols:

l. All responses on protocols were ‘divided by the»
investigator into response units which, as defined by Squire,
aro'the‘”Smallest-oomLLnatlon of words which convey
the sense of akélngle thought."19
2. The investlgator typed éll of the pretest and

posttest plotocols, oorrectlng obvious errors in mechanics

andcsyntax. It was thought that typ d protocols, free of

‘obvious errors, would provide for a more objective kind -of

, rcoding procedure.
- . L .

¢ o3 ‘Therlnvéstlgator coded all respoﬁﬁes on-pretesf
and posttest protocols. Each protocol. was coded twice, and
17.. . - k

Wilson, 1966, op. cit.

l8Peter I-.. Sanders, "An Investigation of the Effects
of Instruction i1n the Interpretation of Literature on the

rﬁfbsponses of Adolescents to Selected Short Storaies”
“(unpubllshed doctoral dlssertatlon, Syracuse University,

19700 .

,}llgsou;re, 1964, op. cit., p. 17.
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where discrepancies between first coding and second coding
ex1~ted responses were carefully examined to determine which

of the two codlngs would be recorded.

4. The codlng by the investlgator was validated by

the following procedures:
i .
o . .
(ai; Two teachers of English were trained to use
o
Squire's scale by coding twenty-five protocols

randﬁmly~selected from those available for this
investigation These céded protocols were compared

with those which had been codeﬁ by the 1nvest1gator

and di;crepancies.rn cod%fﬁbdlscussed,

' (k) Working lndependentlyj‘these two teachers coded‘ i
a sample'of fifty protocols selected randomly. \
{c} The coding completed.by these teachers was
compared wrth that doné .for the eame protocols bv
the 1nvestigator7'.Tabie 6 p01nts out that the

percentage of responses which agreed with those of
[

-~ the 1nvestigator were 79.4 per cent for Teacher A and

80.0 per.cent for Teacher B.

(dy + Each ot the  two teachers then re—examlned
>‘thosefcoéed responses, which did not agreelwith'the

codlng of the investlgaoor. Table 6 indicates that

the percentage of agreement between the teachers'

codlng and that of the 1nvest1gator, after the second

kN

attempt at coding the response unit, was.90.5 per centa'°

for Teacher A and 92.0’per cent for TeachervB.



Summary Of agreements 1n
two check coders’

Table 6

coding between investigator and

Teacher Tea%ifi/é,///
First Coding
Number of Items Codec 500 500
B Dumbers ofivI Cems Agreeing-
with Investigator 397 400
Per Cent Agreement wi.th e
- [} 74’1\“
JInvestigater. // 79, . 8U.0
4‘/
Second Coding )
Number .0of Items (Ccded 50 500
e c o ‘ i
Lumper or Items Agreeinc \
1t Investigator 421 460
: N N : s r
Per Cent Agreement witn
90 3 92.0

investigator

v
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Analytical Treatﬁent of Data
The analyses of data for this study in&ol?ed the
following proceduresd
" ,} .statistical analysis ofﬁ pretest, to posttést
change in coded responses on test protocols
2. statistical analy515\uof students' evaluation-of
the effectlveness of the instructional strategles, {
3: descrlpt:ve reporting of evaluatlve comments /r/*_”
. . P

from students, cooperatlng teachers, and the 1nvest1gator

The present study employs»statistical procedures

’Students to three novels Statistlcai analySes were
‘ I

lLOnal Research Serv1ces, Unlver31tv of(Alberta,
',_»éﬁonton, Alberta, Canada. . J

Analysis'of Pretest to Posttest Change On Test Protocols

-

Students' responses on oretesc and posttest protocols i

were coded into seven categorles, usrng the scale de%eloped
by Squire. Statlstlcal proceduresQﬁetermlned the pcétestv +
to posttest change ‘in students' mode of response on these

oo o /

protocols. The analysis was carried out independéntly fori ’

each of the categories on the’coding.scalelh

iy 20, .
- Wllson, op. C1it.
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? Research‘%y Squlre, l’Wi'{son,zz and gan<or52? Suqqu;S
that stJdents mode of responsw}tends to become more N
1nterpretational (Category II) and less narrationail CCategory
II1I) as well“as:Iessiself—involved (Category V) after some

kind of fdrmaltsttdy“offfiction. Analyses for the present

A

‘study attempt to dlscover whether or not .the prescrlbed

lnstructlonal strategles lnfluence the nature of student

responsc as suggested above and also to look specrflcally

at the self- lnvolvement and assocratlonél categories,

n

=

categories stressed by the instructional strategles designed

for this study.
e 2
The f%}low1ng statistacal tegts were empI/ved to

determine pretest to posttestvchange on students' protocols:
: _ ‘ o
I. The Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signgd-Ranks tcst, , 24

a non-parametric statistic, .was used because the matched--

pairs bbservations in this study were not continuoui nor.
'fsymmetrlcal in c*strlbutlon, partlcularly in Categorles III i b
‘to VIT.

o S 2 : '
2. A correlated "t" test > or a Difference Method

of. statistical analysis was used in Category I and Catogory‘

lSqulr_e, 1956, 1964, op. c_t. ' .

f} _ 22Wilson, opnvc1t;

- o .

23Sqﬁders, Oop. ‘cit. i -

2451 ney Slegel,/wonparametrlc Statlstlcs for the

BehaVIOral Sciences (To;onto: McGraw-Hill Book .Company, Inc.,
1956), pp. 75- 83..,.’*/‘,_ S . A _

25 A. Ferguson, Statlstlcal Analy51s in Psychology
and Lducatlon (Toronto: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 19p66),
pp. 169-171, 188-184.
¢« &

e
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IT only,.whefeéresponses were fredﬁent;znd continuous, to
- e ‘ . R a ot .
prarallel the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed—Ranks‘;est; N\

Results for the correlated "t" tests have boen placed in
.Tables 36 to 39 in Appendix A.

. - o
Analysis of Students' Evaluations of Instructional
Strategies and-Perceptions of Objectives for High
School Literature > . AT
k%
After the posttests, students were asked to complete'

7

two rating scales. One scale required students to r to the

effectiveness of the 1nstructlonal%str;%egles, using a

s
~

leert scale w1th 1 as low and 5 as hlgh Tho second scale
usked students to select three statements from a’ p0551ble
~fourteen statements which they bglleved presented the most

" important objectiyes for a high scnoel literature program.

Evaluatlons of 1nstrpctional strategles To determine

\

the effectiveness of the two pres crlbed 1nstructlonal

strategfes, the responses from students in. each of the

-

experlmental groups were compared Because the,two
¢
ex1rimental groups were non—equivalent, the result of u51ng

o rlasses, students' self—ratings of previous
kY
Qieve .ent. in literature obtalned during pretesting were

A 2

{uscu as a. covarlate. A one-way andlysis of covariance was

carried out, with students” ratings*of the effectiveness of

lnstructloni} strategies as the crlterlon//'d students

self-ratings of previous achlevement in llterature as the .

\covarlate



Students' perceptions of the objectives for high,

school literature%:$At the completion of ekperimental
'treatment students answered a questionnaire in which they
selected three statements out of fourteen statements to
indicate the most important ob]ectives for a high school
literatJre program. 26 The four&een statements were grouped
into four categories: personal deveiopment and self- awareness,
:soc1al awareness; acguisitaon- of" speCific skills; acquiSition
of knowledge of the nature of 1iterature as a dlSClpllnevandi
as a cultural heritage. The’per centage of responses in

each category was determined #nd differences between

Experimental Group A and Experimental Group B were noted

Y

Descriptive Reporting.

Students answered four‘open—ended questions; asking .
for their comments about the preScribed instructional |
strategies. These answers were read and categorized by the
invest}gator. Wherever possible,‘the wording from students'
_responses was retained to determine thepcategories for this J
\analySis. Information frem these observations has been 'é%
presented as raw data because the open—ended‘questionv

technique does not lend itself to quantitative analysis. These

résponses‘are importﬁntxbecause_they provide some indication

¥

26Tf&is issue of student perception of the purpose of
the study of literature is referred to in J. W. Ring s
doctoral dissertation, "A Study of Interpretative Processes
Employed by Sel cted Adolescent Readers of Three Short Stories,"
Ohio State University, 1968. Some comments made by Ring have
been included in the above scale. . *

-
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of students' perceptions ef.theirulearnlhgj\some indication .- . g,
- . ) . . te, 4..?‘“

of what _hey thought important. The frequency with which “é

thes. responses rccoorred is not particularly'mean;ngful{

Limitations Imposed_byssemplinngfocedufes_
—~ i :

; . - »§

This study into the effect of_preseribedilhe_ructhonai

stratedies upon student response and upon.ciassrodm‘e£Ocedures}
vlnvolved working w1th six hl;h school Engllsh classes.l ThlS‘
kind of sampllng was purposefully selected since the 1ntent s
is not to determlne quantltatlvely the merits of the
.ilnstructiornal. strategles employeéed with tw\ﬁe classes,_but
rather to determine what happens when 1nstructlonal strateéles
de51gned to provaide for student 1involvement are‘put ;htO’ |
practice 1in a classroom\situetlon,f This study i1s saimilar to-
-a body of research'euchoas that of Smith and Geoffrey27 which‘
has uséd the /intact classroom as 1tshdata source, attempting
only to provide descriptive comment‘abqht the classroom
Situation, and not attempting-to‘uee rigorously controlled
empirical techniqUee for elassrooﬁ investigation.

Sampling proceduree have ;mposed the following L
limitations upon.anelyticalwprecedures and upon generaliza—
bility of resuitsﬁv : _';v o~

Studehts were not assigned rendomly to experimental'

treatﬁent’grodps. Therefore caution must be used in.

27Louls M. Smith and William - Geoffrey, The
Complex1t1es of an Urban Classroom: An Analysis Toward a
General Theory of Teaching (Toronto: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, Inc., 1968). ' ’ o ' ' L C




interpretlng-results 1nvolvjng dlfferencestbetWeen groupsl
A%Bhough statements about responses for the total group may
be made w1th reason wable cexrt a;nty, scatements about responses

-‘of students Ln elther of the experimental,groups considered

"seoarate}y must. be .examined -1n llght of the fact that students
.were not randomly a851gned to these treatment groups. For

thlS reason analytlcal procedures do not attempt to contrast

‘treatment groupsg Any comparlsons undertaken are qualltatlve

descrlptlons of" the ‘similarities or the differences between
vstudents responses in “the two treatment groups The reader
.{lS referred again to the theoretlcal basis for thlS study
whlch is establlshed in Chapter II.
Analyses ofbacxground data confirm that the treatment
; groups are not equivalent in t ~ir ablllty as students of
wfllterature. For example, an 1nspectlon of Table g reveals
3 that Classes J A, J B, and K B have a higher mean Ieratlng,'
a hlgher mean score on . preVLOus achievement in llterature,
_and a higher mean score on self- ratlng of past achievement
in llterature'than do Classes ‘K A, L A, and L B.
These llmltatlons, however, may seem less severe when
\Qon51dered in the light of such statements as- those of Goodlad.
He suggests that the process of observation of classroom
procedures is an'ayenue of research which 1s ilkely_torimprove
eduoational_techniques;'.Goodlad-writeszi |

3

\& . >~
e, p—
R A . .
i : .

‘ \

Qﬁ'
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the study of education 1s. much more than the

‘testing of alternative teaching: strategles “We must
build models ‘that “include the supposed major causal
factors, and then seek to determlne the relative
influence of each. ~This 1s ‘an exceedlngly complex
' research enterprlse, bt at least 1t does not suffer
from the naive simplistac conceotuallzatlons of just.
a few: years ago.28 ’ S :

4

K

b

In efrect, the response‘orlented currlculum ln lltcratule;
'is the causal tactor being cyamlned in thlS study The B
‘1nstructlonal.strategles may be v1ewed as the models under a
Ajéékamlnatlon, the analvtlcal procedures used ln thL studv may;f

be viewed'asgthe‘meanthoidetermlhe,the relatlve 1nflucuce

of these models.’ ' o C

summary
w! .

\ nis chapter has prcsented the research chlgn, the

data collection procedurcs, and the means by whlcn thcse data<

were analyzed The follow1ng 1nformatlon was»?rescntec at .

. ‘ L [y
overview of procedures used in preﬁlmlnary Dlannlng for- thlS

investigation; a descrlntlon of the schools, teachers'vand

i

‘ .
students used 1n‘th1sk1nyest1gatlou; a descrlptlon of the two.

lnstructlonal,strategies prescrlbed for thas 1nvestlgatron;
an outline of the procedures used to'collect data. The

‘dlscuSSlon‘of the anaiys;s of data involved the foIlowrng:.an‘
explanation of the orocedures.used to code protocOls; an

y . |

of the llmltatlons imposed upon analysis of data aﬁ sampling
’y . .Ak )
procedures. . a , b S &g

> i

_ 28John I. Goodlad, "How Do We Learn?," Saturday'
Review, LII, 25 (June 21, 1969), p. 85. ; :

explayatlon of the procedures used to examlne data; a statement



a comparlson of

o

stddents responses on pretest protocols with‘those'responses

i i

# v 4(\ ) K
on posttestéprotocols a comparison of the findings of the
? W DS ‘ ! ‘

o

. *,*\,’ i ) ‘ :
present 1nVéSt1qat1?ngwyth§findings of niajor studies in the
RN T e ' -

SR
area of studepturesponse to literature. ' .
. )

q@; Pe noted here that results reported in

J

t m”
‘rreu onberned w1th the evaluatlon of the two

n&l strategies de51gned for this study. The resnlts
of two rating scales are presented and comments made by stu—
A

dents in response to four open- ended questlons are tabulated

and discussed. In add%tlon, comments mnade by cooperatlng

a"~

teachers and by  the 1nvest“ ator about the 1nstructlonal

strategies in operation are presented.

Review of Treatment ProCedUres

"The analytlcax\procedures attempt to ascertain the
'Significance of dilferences Between the frequency"of coded
responses on‘pretest protocols and the frequency'of coded . .
‘responses on posttest protocols in each of the seven response
tcategories on the coding scaler Since responses were not

continuous and equallY"diSfributed, the Wilcoxon Matched—n

87

¥

Kl
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. Pairs Signed-Ranks test was used §0 determine the signifi—

i : : )
cance of the differences between pretest and ‘posttest scores.

{ﬂIn addition,’ a correlated test was performed for Categories
'T and lI, where responses were more frequent and continuous\\

fThese results are reported in Appendix A, Tables 36 to 39.

Restatement of the Problem -

» The one guestion examined in this chapter is the

following‘ Do the instructional strategles de51gned for
t:ﬂs s}udy have an 1nfluence upon students' mode of llterary

J?r‘sponse,‘as mgasured on the Squire scale? More specifically,
&1 -
>

1s there a change in mode of response from pretest protocols
,posttest protocols, and. what is the nature of thlS change?
! -

The follow1ng hull hypotheses were stated:

HypgtheS1s l:

~"There 1s no significant difference between the frequency
- distributions of coded responses in each of the seven
categories on pretest protocols and frequency distribu-
stions. of coded responses in each of the seven categorles
on posttest protocols for all subjects 1nvolved in the -
study .

Hypothesis la:

There is no 51gn1f1cant dlfference between the frequency
distribution of coded responses in each of the seven.
categories on pretest protocols and frequency distribu-
tions of coded responses in each of the seven categories
dn posttest protocols for subjects in Experlmental Group A, -

Hypothesis 1b:

There. is no significant difference between the frequency
distributions of coded responses in each of the seven
categories on pretest protocols and frequency distribu-
tions of coded responses in each of the seven categories
on posttest protocols for subjects in Experimental Group B.
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Results Relating to Student Response -

Frequency'of Response
Table 7 presents ._nec fesulxs from the cod%né of
students' regponses on preéesf and posttest protocols,
‘reporting the frequency of response 1£ each of the sevénf
‘ » . , 4 «
categories on the coding scale. For pretest protocols, the
frequency of response is a combination of responSes written
_for_pretest #1,‘”The Two Fishermen," and pretest #2, "The
Last Leaf." For ,postt:st piotocols, the frequency of ,
response 1s a combination of résponses written for posttest
3, "Thé~Fly,” and poéttcst #4, fIndLan Camp." Thése results
are notédwfor thevtbtal population, for Experimental Group A,
and,ﬁorkExperimen:al 6roup B. Reéults for each of the classes
inveolved in this study dre presented in Table 31 1n Appenaix At
| An inspection of the réﬁults in Table 7 reveals
changes in the frequency of response‘from pretest to posttest
protocols amohg thfee of the categories. The‘freauency of
4 ‘ : . ‘ .
response in Categories_I amﬁ\fténas to decrease on-postte;t‘
protoCols,'Whereas'the frequency of response on posttest
vrotocols tends to increase for Category IT. The signifi-

cance of these differences is tésted in the following

discussion.

pata in Table 32 provide the.frequency of the
number of words written for each of the short storios uscd
in testing procedures. .
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/ﬂum‘\

Table 7

‘af the freguency of response in the seven Squire
or combined pretest scores and combined posttest,
y he. total population and for each of the

'-n&al groups . -

Categor Total Popuiation Experimental ‘Experimental
gory - S . Group A Group B
™ N } 2 ‘N : % N 2
Data for Pretest '#l and Pretest #2 combined

T 748 28,2 447 28.7 301 27.5
II 978  -36.9 487 31.3 491 44.9
III 428 "16.1 . 338 21.7 90 8.2
v 178 6.7 99~ 6.4 79. 7.2
V.o 194 7.3 122 7.8 72 6.6
VI Y64 2.4, 34 2.2 30 2.7
VIT 61 2.3 31 2.0 . 30 3.7

< . ' Ll . e e

Total 2651 » 1558 1093
Data for Pcéttest'#3 and Posttest #4 combined
I 638 21.8 391 - 22.4 L a0
II 1461 50.0 838 48.1. 623 - 52.8

. ~— » A
ITI . 461 15.8 332 19.1 129 10.9
v 188, 6.4 86 4.9 102 8.6
Ve 92 3.1 - 54 3.1 38 3.2
VI 44 1.5 S 23 1.3 21 ‘1.8

L vII 39 1.3 18 1.0 21 - 1.8

‘Total | 2923 - 1742 ‘o 1181




]

Testing the Hypotheses Related to Pretest\;Lsttest
\Performance

Results for Hypothesis 1 and the sub—hypotneses
are.presented“in the foliowing sections:< resnlts forgcom— ’
bined pretest and combined posttest'protocols;-resd}ts for
spec1f1c short storles, results for»each orktne classes

‘Tables for the analyses of comblned pretest amd-qosttest

/ :
protocols and for spe01flc snort storles are aL

text of this study; results for each of the cla;sesp\which‘
are based upon a_low:frequency of'observationsf‘arevarrayed
in Table 33 and Tablo®34.

| ' /’7In each of the sections noted above,gpoth the

‘major hypothesis, HypotheSis 1, and the sub—h}potwws;s,

‘Hypothesis la and Hypothesis 1lb, are tested The following
information is arrayed in the tables which relatefto these

hypotheseS" a des%rlpt »n of the populatlon, a -T score (1 e.

,»‘3

thersmall§§ number of the sum of the p051t1ve ranks or of the

negatlve ranks) or a z‘score, a statement of-the number of

o
,

cases (1.e., N is equal to the number of matched palrs minus

e

" the number of pairs of ratings for whlch the dlfference in

Zero)' and the probablLity ratings. Forvthosee

' %. d- on N greater than twent%;five; Table A in
. TR C , o ' :
Siegein 3 consulted to determine the significance leyel of

“the z scores. For thase analyses based on N less than twenty-=

2Sidney Siegel, Nonparametrlc btatlSthS for g
‘Behavioral Sciences (Toronto: - McGraw-1l111 Book Company, Inc.,
1956), p. 247.° RN : :

i

o "

~
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5ix,” uule G ir Slegel i&as consulted “to determlne thq

e

sign: Llcance le el of fhe T scores. D L W/

v

Resulis for comblned pretest and combined posttest

protocols ' .Table 8 presen-s-the results from the Wilco: on

.

-Matched- Palrs Slgned Ranks test to determine” the 51gn1f1cancc

o ‘»

of the dlfference in the mean frequency of response from com-

blned pretest scores,to comblned posttest scores 1n the sevaen

categorles forkthe_ totallpopulatlon and for oach of the
‘experimental groups.é - N ‘. ' v

TRere are no significantndifferences/in the mean
4frequency of response between performancc on pretest protocols
and performance on posttest protocols for the follow1no cafe—
gories: llterarybjudgment response, Categoryll; narratidhal
'response, Category IIT; associatgonal response, Category IV
prescriptive judgment-resgonse, Category VI; mlscellaneous

\

response, Category VIIv‘ Therefore, the null- hypothe51s is

s

not rejected for these categorles, nor are the sub hypotneses

T el

rejected for these categorles - It seems reasonablexto suggest
. that neither Method A, the te@pher directed, verbal approach,

nor Method. B,.the teacher- faCLlltated activity ‘approach, had

an appreciable influence upon students' tendencytto use theh

, ibid., p. 254.

4Results for the correlated t test are included “in

ablos 36, 37, 38, and 39, in Appendix A. These results,
which were computed only for Categories I and II where re-
sponses were frequent and contlﬂuous, confirm resulte
‘obtained from the’ Wilcoxon test

B ..',

.
N

*
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“tended tod

indicate that'students tended to decreasp the frequency of

_responses.

94

/ f . .

literary judgment, narrational, associational, or pre-s
scriptive ﬁudgment modes of,reSponse.

Results in Table 8 indicate a significant difference
in mean'frequency of responseibetween pretest performance'and
posttest performance on tést protocols” for interpretétional'
fesponsePXCategory 11, and for self—involvementvresponse,'
Category V. The data for Categoryyll indicate that studentsb

ncrease the freguency of response in the inter-

pretative mo:'2 of response on posttest protocols. On' the
- ) ‘ a - K . &

abasis of these data, the null hypothesis is rejected at the

0.05 level of confldence for the J_nterpretatlve response category.

In- addltlon, both of- the sub- hypotheses are rejected at the

\

0.05 level of confldence

or this category. It appears,_then,
that both Method A and Metho¥, B may have influenced students:

to make more interpretative redponses on posttest protocols

than they had made on pretest protocols

[}

The results for Category V, on the other han

\,

épghse in the self-involvement mode of response on posttest‘
&

protocols: The change from pretest performance to posttest
performance exists in a negatlve dlrectlon, t.o S, tc the
left of the'curme; golng from a combined ‘pretest score of
7.3 per centvof the\total numher of'responses to a combineo
posttest score of 3.1 per cent ofcthe total number of

<

On the basis' of the data .presented in Table 8, the

jhull hypothésis'is_rejected.@t the 0.05 level of confidence
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for lach of 'the treatment groups. It would seem, th€n, that
\ . '
1 . ‘ . : o
both Method A.and Method B prompted students to make signifi-

cantly fewer self-involvement responses on posttest protocols

‘than they had made on pretest protocols.

8

Results for the- associational category and the self-
involvement cate.ory, Categories iv and V, hold special
importance in the context of fhis study. It w%s thouég; that
the two instructional strategies designed for this study would

prompt an increase from pretest to posttest performanée in

tHese two categories. The analysis of data ﬁor Category IV
. : . L

reveals no significant change in the frequency-of response

from pretest‘to posttest protocols, and for Category V,. a
decrease in the frequency of response.

There does not seem to be any apparent reason for

this tendency among the studeits 1nvolved in this study.

Perhaps the instruétional strateg}es_led students to consider

-only the iﬁterpretational aspgct of literary response. -Or,

o

'perhaps the lerngth of t1 gi\en to experimental tfeat@ent,'

three weeks, was not enc gh £d coUntéract the fogpal~

-

. interpretative kind of response to 1iter5%ﬁre'which subjects

had undoubtedly experaenced qu several years in their liter-

"y

ature»classes._ﬁOn the other hand, tHereJmay have”béen a

R
. b _ )
‘fa1lure of the instructional strategies to é%mmunlcate thelr

- o

objectives to the students, or a failure of the coding system
to' differentiate associational response g£rom narrative-
1dﬁerg:etativé respd@se. At any rate, the failure of these

two instructional strategics to prompt students to respond
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in the associational and the self-involvement modes on
posttest protocols, indeed to have them significantly decrease

their self-involvement response, would seem to be a phenomenon-

which needs.further thought and ihvestigatfbn.

~ Results for specific short 'stories. Results of the

comparison of the frequency of response 1n each category
between ‘pretest prctocols and posttest protocols are pre-
sented in Tables 9 to 12. Results in Table 9 and 0 compare
ﬂ”;ﬁe<zy9>Fiehermehﬁ"»pretest #1, with "The Rly," posttest’#3,
and "Indian Camp," posttest #4. Results in Tables 11 ahd 12
compare "The Last Leaf ' pretest #2, with the two posttest

. S
short storles. L

] In the literary judgment category, Category I, these
resuits indicate no significant difference‘between performance
on pretest #1 and‘the two posttest storiee'for_theétotal
-population and for each of the expérimental groups. There

qie, however, a eignificant difference at the O:OS level -
between performance on pretest #2 and the two posttest
stories for the total populatlon and for each of the
“'experlmental‘groups.

v

As data in Table 7 indicate, there is a decrease in

the frequency'of response'from combihed pretest protocols to
combined’ posttest protocols 1n Category I, a decrease which
overall is not slgnlflcant. As the precedlng disecussioen
points out, however; thle decrease in the frequency of.

reeponse from pretest to posttest protocols is signifi¢ant
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for one of the-pretest to posttest comparisons,‘for "The

Last Leaf" and the two posttests. The nature of "The Last

Leafﬁ may have led to the higher proportion of literary |
';judgment responses for this short story. Whereas students

.may have responded to the theme of the othr'three short

;

. I
stories, they may have responded -to the situation and to
. : ,

the characters in "The Last‘Leaf;" thus prompting the high
ffequency‘of‘response in the literary judgment oategory.

In the context of £his study, ehe above discuesion
places some‘qualificetion upon the decision not to rejecﬁlt@e
null hypothesis.and the eub—h?potheses. Tf pretest story,#l,

o

"The Two Fishermen,"'had been more like "The Last Leaf," then

perhaps the decrease in'the frequency of response:in Category

.+I from pretest to posttes£ protocols would have been signifi--

cant. If this were the case, results from this study would

»

" be more in line with those results reported by Sanders. (See ’

-~

further discussion gn page 118 of this chaptef) .

Results for fhe interpretational category, Category

»II, indicate a signi icant increase in the frequency of

- response from preteet protocols to_posﬁtest_protocols, with
two exceptions, for the total population and for each of the

"experimehtal g#oups. These exceptions occur in the f:equency
 of resoonse between pretest #1 and the two posttests for-.
Experimental Group B. .Although students in Experimental
Group B did. tend™to increase the_frequency of response-in

) Catego£zﬁ£jfon posttht protocols (as’noted iﬁ Table'B;,

‘Appendix A) -this increase wasAnot’sufficiently large to be
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significant at thelb.OS level. Nevertheless, an examination
‘of the results for the specific short stories does tend‘to
support thelrejection of the null hypothesls for Category I1.
In the narrational category,_éategory I11, the ne ults
’
indicate no significant difference between the frequency\of
reiponse on pretest and posttest protocols, with two excepr

)

tions, for the total populatlon'and for each of the experi-
mental groups. The exceptions are a significant increase in
the frequency of response 1n Category III between pretest‘#l,
hThe TwWO Fishermen;" and posttest #3, "The Fly," for Experi—
mental Group B and for the total population. Perhaps the
3naturevoft"The‘Fly,“ wnich prompted the greatest number of
responses of all test short stories, may have resulted in‘
this difference between these twovshort stories for Experi-
mental Group B. In agdition, Experlmental Group B tended not

to use the narrative mode as frequently as did Experimental

o

-~

Group A, as noted in Table 7; hence any noticeable increase
in tne frequency of response to a short story, as 1s the case
with "The Fly,ﬁ'coula be expected to be significant. In
spite of theSevtwo_exceptlons, however, results for Category_
IIl support the retention of the null hypothesis.

| Results for the associatlonal'category, Category IV,
1nd1cate no significant difference betﬁeen the frequency of
response on pretest and posttest protocols, with three
exceptlons, for. the total populatlon and- for each of the
experlmental groups. The exceptlons are‘these.' a srgnlfi—

cant decrease in the frequency of response from pretest #1,

A
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"The Two Flshermen,"to posttest 43, "The Fly," for Experi-
;mental Group A and for the total population; a 51gn1f1cant
increase from pretest #2, "The Last Leaf," to posttest #4,
‘"Indian Camp," for Experimental Group B and for the total
population- Perhaps‘the nature of the short stories them-
seives.prompted these differences 1in the frequency of response-.
"The Two Fishermen" prompted s%udents-to consider the issue

of justice, whereas ,"The Fly" prompted students to examine
the metaphorlcal lmportance of this short story. And, "The

Last Leaf" prompted the students to judge. the protagonlst,

. whereas "Indlan Camp" prompted students to con51der the
‘Indian'problem——a serlous issue in the locallty in whlch thlS
study was conducted Indeed, several students wrote about;wf

A4
thelr/experlences on Indlan reservatlons in thelr*responsegto

‘d’fu

"Indian Camp," notlng the similarities between conditiong?
descrlbed in Hemlngway's short story and condltlons asﬁ%hey
actually seem to ‘exist on Indian reservatlons. A
gt

The few observatlons in Category IV make f%ﬁgse

for the experlmental groups Or the 1nd1v1duai.é _

con51dered'separately.

piesented for Category v for the specifac short\storles
 would support the retentlon of the null hypotheSLS. \

5 Results for the self- 1nvolvement category, Categorgg
v, generally tend to indicate a significant decrease in the:
frequency ofdresponse from pretest to- posttest protocols for‘
the total population and for each of the experimental groups.

However, no significant difference is found in the frequency

&

-
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-of response .between pretest #1 and posttest #4 for
Experimental Group B and betweea pretest #2 and both of the
posttests'forveach,of the experimental groups. Again, no
'explanation for theseze#ceptions to the general,tendency'is
apparent. The nature of the short stories may’have contri;
buted to the exceptions; More than likely, the few obserya—
t ons in Category V tend to influence the»statlstical‘results,
thus cau51ng the dlscrepanc1es. However, the variatlons in
the pattern of results for the specific short storles ls/not
great enough to question the rejectio?-of the nqll hypothesis
and the sub- hypotheses for this category.
A

Results for the prescrlptlve judgment category,

o
v -

Category VI, and the mlscellaneous category, Categorx vII,
indicate no significant differences 1in the‘frequency of
response between prétest and posttestQProtocols, with the
exceptidns in the prescriptive_judgment'category of the,a
results‘for bretest'#l and posttest #3 for the total popu—
lation and for each of the experimentallgroups and also for
pretest #2 and posttest #4 for the total population only
It would seem that pretest #1, "The Two Fishermen," and
posttest #4, "Indian Camp," prompted a relatively‘higher
frequency of responsefln the prescriptive judgment mode.
Because of the @ew. observations made. in Categories ’
VIl and VII, statistical comparisons are notbeasily made.
The null hypothesis is not rejected for these tﬁo categories.

and no discussion is included in this report.

In summary, findings from specific short stories
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used as pretest and posttest indicators would seem to supéort;
ﬁhe‘foilowing conclusions: |

1. Findlngs for sbecific short stories, in general, are'.
comparablé'td findings reported for‘combined pretest and
posttest prbtocols. . )

2. Because of thevgeneral similérity of results for
épecific short'storieslapd'the results on the combihEd pro-
tocols, the findings for £he Cbmbined protocéls, as' presented
‘in;the previbugﬂseét;on q; this‘chapter,lmay be acéeptgq with
a'ieasonablé degree of certainty.
| 3.' Flnd;ngsvfof‘SPECifiC short stories indicate some
differencés in modé of reséonse,feéulging from the nature
of the short Stories used inAfesting procedures. fhe exact
natyre of this inf;uénce is nbt ascertalned:thfopgh procedures
used in. this éﬁhdy;' e | |

4. Resulés'from tests of-siénificancés of diffefenées
between‘frequency of reséonse on pfétest and pOSttest pro-

tocols may have been influenced by the small number of

“dbservations for specific short stories, particularly for

Categories III, IV, V, VI, .and VII. Therefore, discreépancies

between results for combined protocols and specific shé{t

s’ bries need not be contradictory. . /%fn’
- 3 . . X . - (¢

o Lot R _J B _,‘ s

Results for specific cllasses. Results for specific .
. ~ :

classes involved in Fhis'studylare reported in Tables 33, 34

and 35 in Appendix A. The small number of observations made

- 1n each category for the spécific‘classes does not warrant

¢}
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these resu‘:¢/to be considered as part of tﬁe‘body of the
report.t)Thesé results, therefore, havé beeh placed in the
appendix. The' following discu551on_h§s.been ;ncludéd noﬁ

~as definjite facf; B%t in the interest of compizfeness.

Because of the low fregquency of o?servations for

the specific classes, statistical comparigons are not

tirely appropriate for examining the differences among

the EOtal_pdpulation and the"expefimehﬁal'groups, Although

. ’ ‘},/' ' R ’ ) . R . . .

statistically significant differences were found 1n Categ@fﬁ
: 7

IT and Catego;y V for the largér groups, these differences

2 ' ’

 oécur infredquently émohg the specific Cla;éés. théfe
‘Hsgétisticaliy.siqnifiéant differé?ces do occur fof specif;c
v:clasées,‘ho_éon51steht patfern:of‘respoﬁsé develqu.:

' The‘folléwing conclh51on$ concéfning Lndiv%dual

cla;§%s~used in this‘study seem pertlnent; First, classes

have ‘been divided according to -ability in llterature,Aas

: § 3 ) .
noted in Table 1. Results presented for specific classes in
Taéiéﬂiiindicate that stude?tsfin~classes of a'@xgaten'amount

) ’

"fmfary_épility (Classes J A, J B,sand K B), and students

g§§?g%?§ lesser amounﬁ of literéry ability (‘laéses'
-Jﬁgyand L‘BL tended to write more interpretativ
respo§Zé§;on péStpesf prdtocolé than tﬁe% had.written on
pretest protocols; Héwever} studentS‘in’higher abllity

~,

classes tended to make a greater increase in the mean frequency
of response in the lntefpretatlonai category on posttest

- .
’

protocols.:

- Second, Classes L A, L B, and K A, .the cLassesza;%h,
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~a lesser amount ofvliterary ability, tended to‘increase their
narrational response'on'posttest protocols more frequently
than did tnose classes with a greater amount of literary‘
ability. lhis:finding suppor&f that reported in Squlreas
study, in which he noted that students.of lesser. ablllty in

literature tended to respond ta the test short stories in
. _ , } _ , N

-

the narrative mode. N

Summary and Conclusions

@

- The . 1ntent of this study was to dctermlne thf offcct
of two prescrlbed 1nstructlonal strategies.,upon students mode
of response to selected short storles. TordetermlneLKnis\\\\
influence, performance on pretest‘protocols,'as measu{ed by
the frequency of response in each of the seven categorles

in the Squire codlng sCale, was compared with performante on
posttest protocols. " The Wllcoxon_Matched~Da1rs Slgned—Ranks

_test‘ofbsignificance was used to determine the extent of the.

change from performance on pretest protocols to pcrformance'

on posttest protocols. ‘A summary of the findings is as
follows-
1. There are no 51gdlf1cant differences in the mean

frequency of response between pretest and posttest protocols

fOr the follow1ng categorles.v llterary judgment respoﬂée,

,

-narratlonal response, associational response, prescriptive
Jjudgment response, miscellaneous responsc.

“ 2. There is a significant increasce in the mean, frequency

£

of ‘roesponsce from protost‘to7posttost protocols: for the

interpretation.. response category. : .
v | : | . ' . ’ t o e
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vobtained from the éombined»protocols.

the follow1ng concluSLOns.

108

/STf/;here is a signif-cant «  ‘'r=:ase in the mean fre-
quency of response from pretest to posttest'protocols for

.
the self lnvolvement response category.
N
4, Results for_the speciflc shozt stories ‘used as
indicators of response suggest that the nature of the short

stories themselVes had some inrluence upon students' mode

of response. The extent of this influence, however, does

‘not seem“greaﬁ eneugh to questlen the reliability of data

-

‘5. Data for speC_Qic classes involved in this study .

suggest that classes'of a greatér.amount of,literary ability

“and of a. lesser amount of literary ablllty tended to increase’

thelr frequency of response on posttest protocols in the

“lnterpretatlve mode although _he better classes tended to make

A )

a more noticeable gain. In addition;iclasses of a lesser

-.J

ablllty baﬁed-&;make 51gn1f1cantly more narratlonal responses

on posttest protocols thah. did classes of greater ablllty

o

In the.context of this study, these flndlngs suggest

[
1. There appeaﬂs to be no difference between Method A

" the teacher-directed, verbal approach, and Method @% the

teacher—fecilitated{vectlvity approach, in the-¥fitluence
which the instructional strategy had upon_students' mode of
response oﬁ posttest protocols~

‘23 Although the instructional;strategies designed for

thlS study attempted to increase the associational endlself-

v J . ' . - :
1nvclvement:response of the students, there 1s no 1ncrease 1in

- o X ’ "
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the frequency of response on posttest protocols in these.
%categories. In fact, there is a signifiéant decrease 1in the-
self—involvement.mode of response. _
3. The ability of the students in literature appeags'fg
have some 1nfluence upon students' mode df response. Studen£$
of greater literary ability méde more interprétatlve responses
on posttest protocols than did students of lesser fiﬁerafy'
ability. Stu&%nfs of lesser literary abillty maﬁe signifi-
cantly more narfational responses on poéttest.protocols; |
students‘of greater‘lingary’ability did not. change in‘th;s
“category.
A Compafatlve Survey of Findiﬁgs from Studies
of Student Response
The results-reported in the présentbstudy are
 compaféble to those fepbrted for other studies of student
response to‘éelected éhort stories. \Tablé 13 indicates the
éxtegt of the agreement among‘studies éompleted.by_Squire,
Wilson, and Sanders wikh the present study. Resﬁltévpre¥
sénted in this tabie consist of the per cent of the total

responses_which have been coded for éach category. These

data have also been arrayed in Figure 1. P

Because the présent study is, in et t, a repli—
catibn of the Wilson study. with yoﬁnger'stud@hts, the following
discussion will concentrate upon a comgarison of.reSults for
these two studies. InAaddition“ pertinent data from Squirg’s

study and from Sande s's study will be discussed., Where -



Table 13

Comparative survey of findings of studies of student
response, expressed as a per cent of responses in

each category

110

ReSponse,Category

15.8 6.4 3.1 1.5

I QII ITI IV LV VI VII
% % % 2 % % %
‘SQuire . B
Male 14.8 42.6 21.4 3.5 13.3 2.7 1.7
Female 14.9 43.9 16.3 2.4 '16.8 3.6 .1
. ) .
Wilson \\ﬂ
Pretest 17.0 54.5 13.0 2.8 10.5 1.
Posttest 7.0 78.4 6 1.3 7 .1
Sana..s _
Control L 64.7. 19.4 3.7 4.3 1.8 1.9 4,3
A T 71.2° 18.4 1,2 1.5 0.5 3.4 .8
Exper L. 15.3 63.0 . 1.6 5.6 0.6 3.3 .10.7
| T 25.5 54.9 3.3 2.1 1.2° 6.1 - 5.8
Present Study: '
Pretest 28.3  37.0 16.2 6.7
Posttest 21.8 “50.0 .
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applicaole, this dlscu551on will attempt to note those
conclusions or facts about student response to selected

short stories toward which all of these studies scem ro

point.

The Wilson Study

A similar pattern 1n the nature of student response
does emerge for the Wilson study and the present investi-
gation (see Table 13 and Figure 1).

However, differences in the resulrs ﬁay-be attributred
to the varying ayes of the subjects, to the variations in
testi: v ‘i1tuation, and to the different genres used 1in testing
bProcedures. Wilson's subjects were college students; the
subjects for the present study were high school'studcnts ln“

grades ten and eleven. In addltlon,}W1lson S tecnrlque for

Pre
1

Obtaining responses may have.been more favorable toward the
1nterpretat)9nal category than was that of the present study
In Wllson S treatment students read the novel and then wrote
- their pretests. This procedure was followed by one and one-
half class periods of general drscuss1on'of the‘novel, some
of the discussion led by studengs and some-by the.lnstructor.
Following the second discussion period, ubjects 1mmed1ately
wrote their posttest responses on the same novel.

In contrast with Wilson's procedures, tho present
study used hlgh scho‘l students for experimental thatmgnt
The- pretestlng proceour ¢s were followed by a threc wcdk unit

on the short story, using short storles Tound in-a scnior

L4
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high school text. - Posttesting procedures used short stories
which were unfamiliar to the students*”hence,.they wrote
posttest protocols without the benefit ofna general class
dlscu551on precedlng the posttest. a

Perhaps the most dlrect method of comparing these
two studies is to examine the per ‘cent galn or loss for each
-category from tne frequencf of response on pretest protocols.
~to the frequency of response on posttest protmcols TheseA
results are.summarlzed in Table 14 The per cent loss for
Catggory I, 10 per cent for the Wilson study and 6.5 per ce
“for thg;Present,study; suggests little dlfference between
perforhance of~subjects in the two studies. However,.the
present study does report a hlgher per .cent of responses 1n
.mﬁ%ategory I, llterary judgment response, than does the Wllson‘
study;.perhaps the matnrlty of the sub{ects effects this
dlfference | ‘
Fod Category 11, the lnterpretatlonal response
-category, WN.son's: subjects gained 23.9 per cent, going from
34 5 per cent\on pretest protocols to 78. 4 per cent on post-

test protocols. _Subjects 1n the present study galned 13:0

per cent, going, from r cent on'pretest protocols to

P

'50.0 per cent on posttest protocols. The larger galns
attrlbuted to Wilson's subjects may be the result of the
: Cm——
age difference, of differences in genres used, and of pro-
cednralvdifferences. _ \
Four of the classes in the present study, however,

did achieve posttest frequencies 1n the 1nterpretatlonal



114

6°0 - =L” T2 1°T - 80 © 6T (ITA) SNOSUBTT20STH
6'0 - S° 1 A €0 - 1. AR (TA) Fuouwbpnp
aatydraossad
2 v - T'¢ €L g'¢g - 0°L S 0T N JUBWSATOAUT-TTOS
£€°0 - 9 - L9 ST - €1 8°¢ (AI) UOT3IBRIDOSSY
P00 - 8°GT 2797 b6 - 9°¢ 0°€1 (III) uoT3}eIIEN
0" €T+ 0°06% 0" L€ 6' €T+ v°8L G ¥§ (IT) uoTr3e3aadia3ur
G'9 - 812 €82 0°0T- 0°¢L 0° L1 « (I) 3juswfpnp
: S KAxexa3TT
SsOT % .w SSOT % %
JC uten 35$3733s0d a1s931ad JO uI®PoH 18923113150d 1s939ad Axobojze)d

Apnis jusssad

Apnag UosSTTM

Xpnas juessid ay3

pue Apnais UOSTTM 39Ul

103 soTIocbejzeo ssucdsax usass dY3 JO Ydoes 103 SSOT IO uteb juso xod ayzx IC uosTaedwod

v

T 21984

W



115
category which are coméereble to those reported by Wilson.
The following perceneege frequencies, as noted in Table 31,
are reported for the present study on posttest protocole for
"The Fly”:and "Indian Camp" respectively: <Class J A,>7O.6
per cent and 5477 per cent; Clase J B, 63.3 per cent and
'44.3 per cent; Class K B, .57.0 per ceﬁt and 48.2 per ceﬁt;
Class L}X, 44:4 per cent and 55.b pericent. It woulq seem‘;

that whenvhigh school students have been subjected to

EREN

instruction in the short story,‘the%r frequency of response

in the inte:prefatleebmode app:qa¢§ES_that ofzcollege students.
As Table 14 indicates,vfhe’ioss in frequency of

reeponee from pretes£ protocols to posftest protocols 1in the-

ﬁérrational respohse category 1is 9.4 per cent for subjecﬁe

in the Wilson study; for-subjeets 1n theapresent studyiethls

loss 1s negliglble, 0.4 per cent. Agalh, ﬁhls difference in

the matdylty of the subjects may explain the discrepancy

noted ln'these data. »

In the associational respense category and the self-
.1nvolvement response category, the per- cent loss 1n frequency
of response from pretest protocelé to poettest protocols, as
reported in{Table'i4, 1s comParable-for»both stﬁdies.‘ When
these categories are combiﬁed, the per cent of the fregtency
of response is alﬁost 1dentical for both studies--13.3 per ‘
>cent on pretest protocols and 8.3 .per cent en.posttest
protecels.fofmthe Wilson study; 14.0 per ¢ent on ﬁietos§

. 5

protocols and 9.5 per cent on posttest protocols for the

present study.'



As noted in Tahle 14 the loss in’ ﬁrequency of

b Jor s .)‘. N
response from pretest protocols for the. prescrlptlve Judgmentf

a7,

category and the miscellaneous category is srmzlar for both.

. studies. However, the frequency of observagggns
categories is low. i ey

In summary, there is much similarity betwe

u
Y3
3‘5’
Lo

S
SRR

n;thesejtwo =

ﬁpmresultsu
reported for the Wilson study and those .reported for the pre—'
sent study. Wilson reports a hlgher frequency of response in
the‘interpretatlve mode than does the present. study, and the
present.study reports a hlgher frequency of response in the
narrational mode than dOes the Wilson study. These differ-
ences may perhaps be attributed to the result of varying’
leVels of‘meturity and ability forvsubjects in these studies,
to the different genrgs. used to obtain response, and tc the
‘differences 1n experlmental procedures. For both studies,
nenertheless, the practrce of instruction in the short

story tends to increase the frequency of the interpretative
"response on posttest protocols‘and to decrease the frequency
of associational and self—involvement responses on posttest

protocols.
1.

The Squire Study and the Sanders Study

Although-Sqnire?s study and Sanders‘s‘study are
concerned with student response to selected short stories,
these studles are not as dlrectly related to the present

study as is Wilson's study. Squilre examines chenges in

student mode of response while reading short stor ifg

r
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sanders examines. the influence of 1nstruction in inter-
pretation upon student mode of response. Data are reported

in Table 13 and in Figure 1.

]

The Sgulre studyr Although the frequency of response

.ln each category 1s not comparable between Squire's study and

~ @the present study, results reported for these studles suggest
‘;P§951mllar pattern in the frequency of response in each cate-
gory.<§ln the literary judgment category, Sguire reports 14. 8
per cent of the total number of responses compared with 28.3
per cent on pretest protocols and 21.8 per cent on posttest
protocols for the‘present‘study, In the interpretatlonal'
'reSponsg category, the pretest figure of 37 per 'cent of the
responses for the present study 1s comparable.to Squire's
flgnre oﬁ 42 per cent. The posttest figure for the prese;t
Nstudy of 50 per cent, however, may be attributed to the

effects of the instructional procedures involved in the’

experimental treatments.

For the(narratlonal response category, results
reported_ﬁor the two'studies‘indicate a.similar pattern. j
Squire‘reports légper.cent of»the'responses in thas categoryi///-
the present study"reports 16 per cent.of responses oniposte
test protocols in this category In the assoc1atlonal.
response~category, Squlre reports 3 per cent of the responses

i

in thais category; for the present study, 6 per cent of both

pretest and posttest protocols are assoc1atlon 1 resaonse.
In ‘the self-involvement category, Squlre reports anJayerage R

of 15 per cent of the responses; the present'study, 7 \per

ceht on’ preﬁ'est_,_protocols and 3 per cent on posttest \ "‘

;i
y ost

.
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protocols. Results reported for the prescriptive iudgment
category and the miscellaneous category are comparable for
the two studies, although the number of observations 1in each
of these categories is so sgall that meanlngful comparison
is impossible. |

leferences Wthh occur between results reported

S e g
"~ by Squlre and those reported for the present sfudy are not

a.{'k. :

freadily explainable. Perhaps the 1nterview<techn1que, the
one—-to-one relatlonship in obtaining student response, had
some 1influence upon the manner in which subjects in Squire's
study responded to test shOrt’stories.

The Sanders study. For his control group and his

. experimental group, Sanders reports rtwo sets of results: the
mean frequency of response in each category for protocols

i

written after instruction; the mean frequency of response

for protocols written followlng independent reading. These
data are noted in Table 13 and in Figure 1.

for his experimental group, Sanders's mean frequency
of response in the llterary judgment and 1nterpretatlonal
categories is similar to “those reported for the present
study. - The mean frequency of response reporte@gﬁOr the
narrational category is somewhat lower then those for the

present study. Results for the other categories are

o .

comparable. )

-

Results for the control group, the group receivingb

" no formal instruction, are not consist

t with those results

reported in the three &ther Sanders found'the
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frequency of response for the literary judgment catego%y

much greater éhan that which occurred fpr the interpretational
catégory. Aécording to results reported for Ehe other studiés
énd for his own experimental group, Sanders's‘control_group
could have been expected to make more respounses in the
interpretational category than tﬁey did. Although coding
procedures or treatment prOcédures may in part account for‘

this d.fference 1in results, no explanation seems readily .- =

o -

a&ailable to justify the reéulps reported for Sanders's

control group.

°

Summary '<: -

¥
This chaptef has presented the findings regarding

the effects of two instructional strategies upon students'

mode of response to selectédgshort storaies, énd*has'compaféd

4

these findings with those of other studies. The results .

\
SRR
r\—;‘""

indicate that theﬁlnstructlonal stratggies'desigﬁed féﬁ\“;;n'
this invesfigatlon resulted\ln a;s;gnlficant ;ncrease‘lﬁ '
the ffeqﬁéncy of interp‘eﬁatlonél resppnseEon éosttest
protocéié and a'signlfi ant decreage in thg frééuency of
self-involvement re;poh e on Poéttest prétocols; Noniénifi—
cant differeﬁces wefe fo$nd fbrithe bther categories used
"to code students' tesponées. In addition, these results are /fv%
comparable with those repoftéd by Squire, Wil#on( and Sanders.

In adaition to éxamining the nature of the iﬂflueﬁge

: . : , o

of the prescribed instructional‘strategies upon'studenfs'

mode Qf_respbﬁse, this study has set out to describe what

\ . N
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happeris when these lnstructLOnallstrategLes are put into
operation in the six classrooms. A discussion of these

findings 15 presented in 'the fo;low1n§~chapter. £

‘. ~
w
'



CHAPTER V

-

W
EVALUATIQN~OF INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEEIES

Results presented in Chapter IV have dealt with the
influence of the two prescribed instructional strategies upon

students' mode of response.' This chapter examlnes statements

\.
J

made by,students, cooperating teaohers, éand the 1nvest1gator
in evaluatlng the prescrlbed instructional strateé‘hs

Results are presented under the follow1ng headlngs
results from two rating scales; results fro four open—ended
questions; selected examples of students” written response
to the open-ended questions; comments by cooperating

. .

AN

ol

teachers; investigatoﬁfs anecdotal comments . o
' The results iE?the first section of this chapter are \}

examined, first, to providg a»compoS;te statement about the -

total population and, second,  to providef%nter—group

comparisons ‘-between Experimental Group A and Experimentai”

Group B. ‘Homever, thedreader is again reminded that

students were not randomly assigned to treatment groups,'

hence, results are llmlted in the extent in whlch generallza—‘

tions ‘may be made. The results presented in the four remalnlng

sectlons of this chapter are reported quantitatively,

prov1d1ng 1mpress1ons of evaluatlve comments about “the
p&escribed ;nstructlonal strategles.
Results frem Two 2ating Scales -
On a post treatment quess tlonnalre (see Appendlx B),

121 - L
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students were asked both to rate the effectiveness of the *
insttuctional strategy wh;ch they had experienced and to
select from a prepared listithe three objectivesAWhich they
considered to be the most siqniflcantffor a high school
literatu;e program. A diseussion df these responses follows.

Students' Ratlngscﬁ;Effectlveness
-0f Instructional Strategies

To rate the effectiveness of the methods of

instruction( students were asked to respond to the following

‘question:

Circle the number on the following scaie which
most closedy represents your evaluation of your
reaction’ to the manner in which you studied the
short stories in the unit which you have just

completed

1 2 3 R 5

did not like = . average - liked very much
Responses were collected from 140 students. The responses

of the thirteen students originally rejected from the study

.-
SO,

were not used. : S

,1
[

" Table 15 summarizes responses to the ahbve guestion .
X2y
by arraying the trequency of response and the, gér centage
42

equlvalent of these responses at each’ level on the scale.

= 0 - y

Results ate presented for each cLass, for Ewperlmental Group

‘ /{r .
A and Experimental Group B, and for the z/}éﬁ population.

- These results suggest that in- ge@efal students were
y)

satisfied with the 1nstructlonal stragﬁ'rfs used in theair

parthular classroom 51tuatlon, WIiE/
] : . N .) “‘_”
X

" TS N

venty-one students
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