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Abstract

This study, A Search for Meaning: Secondary ESL Students and
Reader Response, involved a year long examination of two secondary
ESL classrooms which had as their foundation a literature-based,
response-centered curriculum. The research was concerned with what
we can learn when we examine the use of a reader response approach
within a secondary ESL classroom. In order to investigate this question
a case study methodology was used.

The study involved two groups of Asian secondary ESL students
who were enrolled in pull-out ESL classes in a suburban, senior
secondary school. These students were designated through district wide
testing as being Level Three ( beginning/ intermediate) and Level Four
(intermediate to advanced).

As part of the year-long curriculum both groups of students were
involved in a variety of activities which supported personal meaning.
The same belief system influenced the curriculum for both groups of
students; however, a variety of factors influenced the degree of
involvement and personal meaning making that the two groups of
students exhibited.

Both classes achieved gains in terms of the complexity and
commitment to personal response and meaning-making. However,
the Level Three students made greater gains in their written responses.
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Both groups were still at the emergent stages of making meaningful
oral responses to poetry or prose.

In conclusion, this research indicates that secondary ESL
students can benefit from a literature-based, response-centered program
in terms of their written responses, given that key elements are in
place. Some of these elements are: a sense of community, the use of
instructional frameworks such as Readers’ and Writers’ workshops,
implementation of dialogue and response journals, thematic units,

and the on-going use of literature in the classroom.
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. A Search for Meaning: Secondary ESL Students
and Reader Response

ChapterI: The Problem

A, Introduction -

The process wﬁich brings me to this page, to type these words, to
make sense and. meaning of my work as an educator, has been a path
that in maﬁy ways I did not know I was on. As we are born not |
knowing that we are beginhing a journey, so this paper is a creation
that did not know it was coming into being. This journey of |
wondering and personal growth has not been clear and easy yet it has
led-ultimately to greater undefstanding about my pedagogical pfacticeé
and of course has opened the door to further questioné and provided
.the-‘se‘eds of future explo'rations. | |

My beliefs about teaching are the roots from which this work has

| grown. The uniquely,.person_a'l and at the same time spcially#mediated
nature of learning is one of my fundamental beliefs. Connected to this
‘belief and dfawing energy from it, I have come to value approachés»to.
. teaching such as the use of literature and the fostering of personal |
responsés to what is read. | | : | o
~ Vygostky’s (1981:)'perspective on leafning with its attendant

_ notion of the Zone of Proximal Development has also become part of

my belief systerh. The belief that students can and should be engaged




in learning which takes them to a place where they are challenged
- (with support) has been at the heart of rﬁy decision not to use high-
interest/low-vocabulary reading materials in my mainstream or ESL
classrooms.

The transfer of these fundamental beliefs into my work in ESL
3 él‘assrooms was in many ways a seamless mové. What was not as |
'smooth was the implementation of approaches and strategies that
matched these beliefs. |

The ”if...then” propositions often caused cognitive dissonance.
If, for example, I believe in the éocial nature of learning, then students
learning English neéd to be allowed to work in groups in order to talk,
share and clarify issues and ideas together. Many of my students found
group work, with its shared responsibilities and the expectation of
dialogue, not only difficult but at times unnerving.. All the
students in my ESL classes wére Asian and had come from traditional
educational settings in Hong Kong or Taiwan.

The challenge I faced was to ‘find ways to support these students:
" as they engaged in group work and ét the same time to respect the need
~ for ihdividualis‘m. Meeting the stﬁdents’ needs while de{/eloping
opportunities for shared leafnirig expefiences continues to be a
_ challlengeh
Which brings ué to this work and the notion of reader response

both as a theory and an approach. In terms of this paper reader
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response theory refers to a pattern of thinking and talking that begins
with éhe reader’s primary response to what is being read. Response- |

| based teachivng begins with students’ responses to the work and moves
out to develop deeper understandings through closer readings, which
now have a pufpose for the reader. . |

My interest in reader response,' t'hough'I did not know it by its

name, began many y'e'ars ago when I taught in mainstream classrooms.
B I valued my studehts’ personal reactions to what they were reading aﬁd

aftémpted to find ways for them to express their ideas in the classroom.

I was and am, “attracted to the notions underlying a pedagogy of

student thoughtfulness because ....it provid_e_s students with ownership
of their own learning; motivates and engages them i.n making sense;-
énd provides context for them to try out, negotiate, and refine their
.ideas in interaction with others” (Langer, 1994, p. 203) .

While working with ESL students I continued to believe that
there was not only a place for a -'personal response to reading, but also a
deep need. Again, the impierﬁentétion of this transferred belief system
to an ESL setting was a profound challenge. And so began “the search™:
" the students and I, working together, to see how and in what ways the
notion of personal response to réading could be made a part of their |
language learning. While this research does not focus on the transfer of
attitudes, skills and knowledge into the mainstream classroom, it is my

fundamvental belief that the work I dQ in ESL classrooms should
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ultimately be of benefit to my students when -they transfer fo
mainstream classrooms. |

This research s.tudy is the re-visiting of our work together. It
. will highlight ih particular the use of reader respbnse with Asian,
secohdary ESL students as _they attempt to make meaning of poetry and
prose. | | '

The many factors which are at play in this setting will be described as
‘part of this cemplex _avmd.m‘ulti-faceted context. A poetry/ prose h'nit
will be highlighted but ,is., in fact, just one illustrative example and part
of an entire school year of learning in a literature- based,‘.res'ponse-

- centered, secondary ESL classroom.

B.  The Problem
© What this research ihtends is to examine the use of reader
response in terms of its utilization with secondary ESL students.
The use of the reader response approach to reading with

students for whom English is their first language has it roots in the

* work of researchers such as Rosenblatt, ( 1976, 1978, ) ; Probst, ( 1988,

1992) ; Purves, (1988, 1992); Dias, (1979, 1987, 1992 ) ; Langer, (1989)and |
~ Meek (1977, 1983 ). These scholars have shown the pedagogical efficacy
‘of reader response w1th students in mamstream classrooms. Their
research has made it clear that when “all students are treated as

thinkers and [we] provide them with the environment as well as the
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help to reason for themselves, even the most “at risk” students can
- engage in thoughtful discussions about literature, develop rich and

deep understandings, and enjoy it, too” ( Langer, 1994, p: 210) .

In my research I want to examine and describe what happens when ESL
students are involved in reader response approaches in their pull-out
ESL classro‘o»m. These respohses will be examined within the contéxt of
‘an entire school year in a literature-based, response-centered classroom.

Metaphorically, these secondary ESL students and their.
educational setting might be compared to a vibrant, life-filled
aquarium. My students find themselves surroundéd by a complex
environment which includes classroom norms and expecfaﬁons as
well as frequenf conflicting school, so;:ietal and family expectations.

Oné could éxamine _eachvof these issugs separately or in a variety |
of groupings. In my research, [ am choosing to dip into this life-filled
liquid, to “scoop out” reader response, and examine it closely to see
héw the uge of this theoretical and pedagogical approach influences my
sfudents within this complex environmenf. |

Can a response-based approach to reading which so values




personal meaning making, be used with Asian secondary students for .
whom the experience of b‘eing called upon to express personal opinions
regarding their reading is 50 unfamiliar? And further, is it possible or

indeed even £enable to aék étudents to iﬁake responses both orally and

in written form, in a language which is not their first language?

C Research Questions

As an educator seeking to incorporate reader response theory .
into my work with secdndary ESL students, several ques'tions' have
arisen for me. My main researcﬁ quesfion is “ What can be learned
when Asian, secondary ESL students are called ﬁpon to make personal

responses orally and in written form to their reading?”

The following sub-questions guided me in the collection of the

data necessary to examine this issue.

1. What beliefs do secondary E.S.L. students hold
toward making persohal responses to reading both in
~ written and oral for;h? Do these opinioﬁs change over
time when students are given repeated opportunities to

express personal responses?

2. What approaches or methods are most supportive of

students as they work toward making pefsonal oral
5 .




responses to reading? What form do these responses

take?

3. What forms of written responses do Secondary ESL
' students make in their response journals when they have
been engaged in a literature-based, response-centered
program? | '
4 How does personal selection of reading material
affect secondary ESL students’ written responses?

D.  Significance of the Research

- There is an ancient Chinese saying, “Méy yoﬁ live in interesting
times.” It is both a blessing and a curse. Educators in Ri_chmond School
- District, where this research took pléce, find themselves in interesting
times indeed. They mUstlsurely be feeling both edges of this two—edged
-SWOI‘d. | o | '

‘As the following data from Teacher magazine (October, 1994)
highlights: so startlingly, Richmond is undergoing profound
' demographic chaﬁges which are of such magnitude that the ef_fects ére

© difficult to judge.

. Total E.S.L. enrollment: Richmond 8686

. E.S.L. student numbers as a percenfage of the
district’s total student population: 39%
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e °  Percentage increase in enrolments between

1987-88 and 1993-94 | 2,581%

Clearly, with an influxA of additional-language learﬁers dn the
magnitude of two thousand percent, there are bound to be attendant
stresses and strains on the system. It is impbrtant to note howe§er, as’
the Teacher article -poinlts out, educatoré see many advantages to
having these new (additional-language) learners in their classrooms.
“Teachers welcome increased cultural diversity in schools; they.
describe ESL students as assets to the system” (pg. 1) .

It is also clear that these same teachers are feeling the strain of

~dealing with vast numbers of students for whom English is an
additional language. Many teacheré have not received any special
training that would assist them in working with these students..

ESL students (seem to) present challenges to Richmond
educators. Teachers recognize that students new to our coimtry are not
just learning “the stuff”: knowledge, facts and content. Equally
important are the emotional issués that students face. Students are
beiﬁg introduced to a new culture, both on a micro level.within the
classrdbm and school culture, and on a matro level with their
adaptation to a Cénadi‘an way of life. In addition, teachers are;seeking
to provide not only rich experiences with language, but also |

opportunities for students to use this language as a vehicle for
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learning the provincially mandated curriculum.

In Richmond School District non English-speaking students at
the elementary level are enrolled in mainstream classrooms upon
their'arrival_ at the school. They are thén supported, depending on
their level of English language proficiency, through various amounts
of either pull-out or in-class support by an ESL teacher.

At the secondary level students are mainstreamed to varying degrees,
again depending on the amount of English language support they
requiré in order to'evéntually be successful in a mainstreém classroom:.
Levels of ESL support at the secondary level range from 12 biocks, per
week of pull-out ESL instruction for students just beginning to learn

English to full integration for students who no longer require

additional ESL support. ,

- As is often the case when great change is upon us, an abundance

of questions are raised. Teachers are asking, “How can I work with‘
these .language-‘learning students in Ways that are supportive of their -
- language and at the same time hold fast to the belief systems which afe
the foundation of my practicé?" As Margarét Eariy says,.
’They question their own ability to assess the different linguistic’
and cultural schemata of their ESL students and choose suitabl_é
teaching. méthodologies. ~They want to plan leérning experiences

that will be appropriate to the intellectual level of all students

9.




regardless of their present level of language proficiency” ( 1990,

p. 567) .

E.  Conclusion

During.the three years [ worked as an ESL consultant fér the -
Richmond School District I wés privileged to visit and work with
many dedicated educational professionals. Innovation, both in terms
of process and product, was the hallmark of many classrooms. Many
Richmond teachers have embraced the notions of student- centred
Iite-racy events. While it would be dverétating the matter to say that
there was full agreément in terms of accepting reading, for examplé, as
being a personal fnéaning making event, there are cértainly mahy
teachers seeking to use reading and reading events as opportunit@eé for
students to become more fully empowered. These same teachers, both
ESL and mainstrea‘m,_havei legitimate concerns when it comes to
implementing this vision (of whatthe reading process can be in their
interactions) with their new language learners.

Although this research focuses on the use of readér response
fheory in terms of supportirig student-centered learning it is only one
of piece of the language leérning program. Reader response acted upon
this laﬁguage program to enhance it. The students were involved
with reading of a variety of texts and were encouraged to use their

writing activities to promote self-awareness and personal expression.
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[ believe this research to be important as it is based upon a

pedagogy which values and supports studeht'thoughtf_ulness.

A reader response app'roach' empowers ESL students to take

ownership of their learning; encourages them in their own meaning

making; and~prov1des them with a structure within which to

experiment and exchange new and developing perceptions.

The following chapters in this thesis will include:

The Literature Review

1.

(11

111.

iv.

An examination of the literature which surrdunds sociocultural
learning theories. |

Foundational information related to reading in English as a -
first language and the use of reader response

The literature regarding foundétional theories and language
acquisition in English as a second language. |

The use of reédér.response in English as a second

language.

Methodology, which will also examine the issue of teachers as

researchers in their classrooms.

. Findings of the study, which will analysis and interpret the

data gathered in this year-long study

Conclusions and Recommendations
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Chapter II: Review of thev Literature
Introduction: A Interwoven View

This chapter will provide a review of the literature related to the study
and will be divided into four major sections.

1. literature related to sociocultural learning theories.
2. literature related to reading in English as a first language.
i. foundations: including historical roots

- approaches/methods and procedures

iL classroom practice: reader response
3. literature related to English as a Second Language
i.  foundations: history of language teaching

and learning.

ii. -language acquisition/learning

4. literature related to reading in English as a Second
- Language : :

i connections between foundations of

language teaching and learning and the
teaching of reading in English as.a Second
Language.

iil.”  classroom practice: reader response

12




Review of the Literature

1. - Sociocultural Learning Theories and Social Semiotics
Introduction

' Sociocultural lea‘rning_ theorists provide us with a lens through
, which to view the reading procesé, a piéce of the language learnin'g
picture. This view emphasizes the importance of the social and
'transactional nature of this teéqhing and learning_, (. Dewey 1963, ;
Vygotsky, 1978, 1981; Smith 1988 ). | |
* Connections will also be made with the area of social semiotics as it

explicates the reading process in terms of its social meanihg-making
' (Lemke, 1989) |

There are certainly 6ther ways in which language and its

meaning can be described. Chbxﬁsky and others, fof_instance, interprét
language in a psychological manner and concerﬁ themselves with the
_ .way in which the brain processes language. However, I want to view
language as part of a larger social structure. Most essentially it is the
role of language in a social structure as a resourcé for rﬁeaning making
thaf this paper wishes to ekplore. This view ié taken because of the rich
~source of understanding this social dimension of language can provide |

( Halliday, 1989; Lemke, 1989; Wells 1986, 1990) .
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Sociocultural Learning Theories

Gordon Wells (1990) identifies the way in which knowledge is
constructed by individuals within a community. We are often
deluded, he s'afs,'into beliex)ing that knowledge can be found in
externals. | | _

“Representations can be stored in physical'objects such as books,
journals, maps or floppy disks; it is éasy to believe thatvthese objécts"
actually contain knowledge" (1990, p. 97) . The danger with accepting
this view of knowledgé is that it can lead us to make the next step |

toward believing that knowledge can be given, as a complete entity, in

- a transmissional mode. It should be stated that this transmissional

mode is the one with which secondary E.S.L. students are most

familiar. HoweVer, Wells states, "Knowledge does not exist in

- packages that can be transmitted from one person to another.

...knowledge can only exist in the mind of an individual knower... And
it has to be constructed_'" (1990, p. 97) .

Crucial to this understanding of the constructive nature of

-learning is the notion that this is an active not a passive process, the

learner must be engaged. The active nature of learning is explored by
many writers such as Dewey , 1963,; Vygotsky, 1934, 1960, 1978, ;
Gutek, 1974, ; Piaget, 1977, ; Lemke , 1989. Dewey calls this active

process "experience” and says that it is not just the experience'that -
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matters but also the quality.of this expérience. He speaks of this quality

‘as having. two components. First, there is the immediate effect of the

- experience, and second, more importantly, is the nature of this

experience as it causes the learner to connect with future learning. "Just
as no man lives or dies to himself, so no experience lives and dies to
itself. Wholly independent of desire or intent, every experience lives
on in further experiences" (Dewey, 1963, p-27).

As regards the socially chsfruCtedvnature of this experience Dewey
says, | |

Experience does not go on simply inside a person. It does go on
there, for it influences the formation of attitudes of desires and-
purpose. But this is not the whole story. Every genuine »
experience has an active side which changes in some degree the
objective conditions under which subsequent experiences take
place. (1963, p. 39)

This "transactive" (Gutek, 1974) dimehsion of learning, which
Dewey sees as a social interaction, can, as Piaget described, also be an
interaction between an individual and his or her intellectual

environment. Smith ( 198_8) typifies the Piagetian approach this way:

" "His conclusion was that children _learne.d, in their own way, all the

time - by a process of interactidn with the environment so natural he
called it adaptation” ( p. 119) .
This interaction with people is important as it impacts upon the

construction of knowledge.
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Any function in the child's cultural development appears twice,
or on two planes. First it appears on the social plane, and then
on the psychological plane, First it appears between people as an
interpsychological category, and then within the child as an
intrapsychological category. Social relations among people
genetically underlie all higher functions and their

relationships. ( Wertch, 1981, p. 163) . (italics added.)

There is often a mi_sunderstanding of thiS'infernaliiation
process. Vygotsky is not claiming that these higher mental procésses
are mere copies of what we experienced'onva interpsychological plane.
Indeed, he states, "it goes without saying that internalization“ .‘
transforms the process itself and changes its structure and functions”
(1981 p. 163) . It seems in any case that Vygotsky is speaking to the
personal meamng-makmg that is the domam of the individual, and
further that this personal meaning-making is supported by semioticaily
mediated social processes. - | | |

 Lemke speaks of the view sociai semioticé holds with regard to

reading and writing.

Social semiotics views reading and writing, like all meaning-
making practices-even when carried on in temporary isolation
from other people-as essentially social, for two fundamental

. reasons. First, they are possible only because we make use of a
social resource for making sense: the particular written language

- and conventions that are characteristic of the community in
which we live. ...Second, any use of written language will be
socially meaningless unless to a very large extent it reiterates
familiar semantic combinations of meanings in the course of
familiar social activities. (1989, p. 290) :
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- A study by Au and Kaw_akami (1984) sought to view processes in
small-group reading from a Vygotsk'ian perspective. Their study which
involved YQung Hawaiian students who were considered "at risk" for
reading, involved teachers and students in smallbgroup discussions
related to their reading. From this VYgétskian perspective the authors
achieved much success which they claimed may be due in part to "the

effect of -gradually tfansferring reading-comprehension skills from
interpsychological to the intrapsychological plane of functioning"
(p 21 25 . In addition, opportunities were proﬁided so that more
experienced readers could scaffold those less experiencéd. "What was
once an external, group process then_becomés an internal, individuél
. one ( p. 212) . |

As interesting as Vygotsky's ideas regarding the social nature of .
learning are, it his approach to the assessment of children’s intellectual
ability and the evaluation of instructional practice that have so much
to say about the ways in which we} work with learners in our
classrobms. Rather than lookiﬂrigo_nly at what students are able to
' accomplish on t’héir_own and considering lthis their lével .of
accomplishment, he speaks instead of a "zone of proximél
| “development,".... "those functions that have not Yet matured but are in
the prdcess of matﬁration, fu_r\ctioris that Will‘ mature tomorrow but are
cufrently in an embryonic state (1978, p. 86). In addition to alluding to -

the potentiality of the learner, Vygotsky also sees the zone of proximal
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‘developme_nt'as a ueeful construct in terms of our instructional
practices.

"Instruction is' good only when 1t proceeds ahead of
development Then it awakens and rouses to life an entlre set of
functions Wthh are in the stage of maturing, which lie in the zone of
proximal development" (1934, p. 222 ). | |

These notions about.development, teaching and learning have

profound implications for educators. As teachers examine their own

. practlce they must at the same time examine thelr belzefs about

teachmg and learnmg 'because they underpin their concepts and
expectatxons of schooling and of the orthodoxy by which school based

1earn1ng should be governed (Wells, 1990, p. 98)

.Conclusmn

Embracing the notion of socxally medlated 1earn1ng causes us to
look anew at the process we call reading. This most misunderstood
area of school experience has been clouded and obfuscated.: R_eading is
seen as a eolitary event. Man against the letters. A lonely struggle best
won through hard work,'diligen'ce,_attentiOn to detail, but most A |
importantly as an independent activity. |

VWhat we learn from an examination of socio-cultural learning
theory is that no learning is done alone,»in.cluding reading. We not

only want, but need, the input of others as we gain knowledge,

18




competence, and skill. Hence,the importance of processes such as
reader response discussion groups which allow for personal response
and expression in a setting which mediates this learning socially.

Learning and remembering are usually associated with the
individual. We don't expect other people to learn for us, and we -
usually expect our own brains to remind us of what we want to

-~ know. But such an egocentric view is rnlsleadmg We are not
responsible for most of our own learning or for jogging our own
memory, except for the fact that we might put ourselves in
situations where the learning and the remembermg are
invoked. We learn when we are engaged in activities with other
people,- even if the other people involved might be as physically
remote as an author or artist.... Learning and remembering are
both social events (Smith, 1979, p. 119).

The next section of this review will examine the historical roots
of reading in English .asAa first language. This background information
is necessary if we are to note the implications of first language reading

instruction on ESL reading instruction.
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2, : Engiish As a First Language: Foundations

i | - The Historical Roots of Reading Methods, Approaches and
| Procedures.

Invtrodttction

The research into readihg in English as a first language has had -
~ an impact on the development of approaches to reading in English as a
second language. Names such as _Goodmari,' Smith, Rosenblatt, Langer,

and Widdowson appear many times over in the research related to

reading English as a second lahguage. Clearly, the researchers working

-in the area of reading for ESL owe a'debt to these researchers . This

section of the review of the literature will present an overview of these

~ influences.

| Reader reSponee theory and its iﬁ\pact on classroom practice will
form the second part of this discussion. In other sections of this review
connections will be drawn betweeﬁ the work on reader response theory
with native English speakers and the use of this theory and related
methodologles with English as a second language speakers.

This section Qf the review is not intended to be an exhaustive

study of the history of curri‘cul'um‘ research into reading methodologies

but instead, will paint with broad strokes the seminal influences in this
~-area and will indicate how and to what extent these influences have
played'themselve's out in classrooms for English second language

learners.
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Tracing the Historical Roots of Reading Instruction .

In making links between the sociolinguistic nature of language 7
~and the study of reading in English as a first language, it seems helpful

to make clear that, as Holdaway states, literacy is a matter of language.

A traditional error of thinking about reading and writing was to
see them as discrete subjects isolated from the world of language
and spoken culture and then to teach them as if they had no

- relationship to listening and speaking. '
(1979, p. 12) -

The history of reading pedagogy is really then the history which traces
the understanding that réading is part of a whole language experience
and cannot be divorced from it. . |

Attempts to atomize the language and to reduce it to its
| cc.)nstituen'tv parts have their roots in early forms of reading instruction -
which were knoWﬁ as the alphabetic and then the pho'neticA approache’s',
These approaches made many assumptions about the.basics of reading.
' “The child cannot read accurately until they know all the words.”

' “Children must know their phonicé before they can read.” What was
ignored was that althbugh apprbximations in eafly speech are valbued,b
they ére completely disregarded it in reading instruction. At any rate
these assumptions have been shattered by research that validates the

importance of approximation in reading ( Clay, 1980; Teale, 1981;

. Temple et al,1982) .




In addition to not allowing for approximations, there was an

extreme paucity of type and amount that children were allowed to read,

descrxbed by Holdaway as “criminal print starvation” (1984, p. 3)

Reading instruction in Canada has been dlrectly influenced by
.the perception of the readmg process in the United States and England
At the turn of the century Samuel Worcester published his first primer
in Massachusetts Worcester stated, “It is not, perhaps, very important
that a child should know the letters before he begins to read. It may
learn first to read words by seeing them, hearing them pronounced
and having their ‘meanings illustrated...” (quoted in N. B. Srhith 1965,
" p- 86). So began the “look/say” approach, and the beginning of fhe
debate over What should be the unit of focus in reading which
continued for 100 years (Langer & Allington, 1992) .

Three competing views of the reading curriculum and pedagogy
began to emerge during this time. The scientific movement which

sought to establish the roots of empirical research in education, the

_management movement whose role was to see schools efficiently run,

" and the progressive movement which was seeking to find ways to A
make learning meaningful for students. The powerful combination of
science and management techniques resulted in the negation of the
progressive educators (Langer & Allington, 1992) .
' The rise of the commercial reader was one clear indication of the

rise of the scientific movement. These readers with their readability
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formulas, for example Thorndike’s Teacher’'s Word Book (1921), were

founded on the efficacy of word ffequeﬁcy and sentence length and
| were seen as concrete representations of this scientific movement. The
compfehension of these texts was seen as paramount; concernn for
meaningful content was not part of the discussion (Schrenker, 1986).

'- Combined with the advent of readability formulas was the
development of workbooks to éupport these readers. .The early
workbooks were an attempf to support teachers, the first “teacher-

_proof” materials. These books were also meant to support a move away
from oral reading to more silent reading and seatwork

. (Smith, 1965) . - |

' In tandem with éhe wbrkbook was the arrival of “the teacher’s

guide.” This gui_de was a separate document and was meant to supportA
teachers in the use of these more complex, -”scientific” materials. The
infhier}ce of these materials as they impacted on teacher’s autonomy
and decision making power is still being felt in the 1990's. These guides
were not just direction signs; th'ey. were the road itself!. |

Reading from the 1940’s through the 1960’s saw a re-emergence

of the debzite over the appropriate unit of .focus for reading instruction.
Once again there were the voices of the those suggesting the letter, the
word, the sentence as meaningful ways to proceed. The struggle for
the hearts and minds of teachers réged between those who continued

to support basal reading series and those who were calling for reading.
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programs which had literature as their base.
For some, the basal readers with their core of controlled
- vocabulary “changed the character of books for reading iﬁstruction in
ways which distorted and impoverished the langﬁage quite gros.sly "
( HoldaWay, 1979, p. 28). Others: echoéd this concern ‘for the quality of
the selections available; in these basal readers (Higgins,'1986; E_ckhoff,"
1983; Wélls, 1986) . These researchérs were not only at odds with the
resources that were used in basal r.ea‘ding programs but also the
~ philosophical and theoretical base upon which these programs were
built. |
The powerful and persistent appeal of these basal readers was |

| hard to deny. In a study in 1988, Luke provxded a detailed analysis of
reading instruction in British Columbia between 1945 and 1960. Luke
attempted to “identify the dominant a.ssumptions of the authors and
publiéhers of the curriculum r.egardi'ng literacy, the role of literature in
the curriculum and the optimal conditions for 1earning to read ”
(p. 64). Whathe four_id wés that the basal readers had become the
" reading curriculum. | These basal readers were designed by publjshefs
who daiméd to be providing what schools needed ( Langer.and
Allington, 1992 ) . |

» A third view of reading emerged during the late 1960’s. Kenneth
- Goodman (1967) was suggesﬁng a psycholinguistic approach to reading

- which was concerned not with word or phonic centred reading but
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instead considered meaning as created by the reader as they interacted

with the text. Goodman was concerned with maintaining the integrity

of the text as a whole. He refuted the “common-sense” notion that

reading was a “precise process” that entailed a phonics centred
approach.' Instead says Goodman,

Reading is a psycholinguistic guessing game. It involves an
interaction between thought and language. Efficient reading
does not result from precise perception and identification of

all elements, but from skill in selecting the fewest, most
productive cues necessary to produce guesses which are right the
first time. (1967 p. 127) -

Others, including Britton, 1970; Chomsky, 1970; Smith, 1971, were

also focussing on the construction of meaning during reading.

Smith (1979) in his book Reading Without Nonsense , states

clearly the paramount importance of meaning making. “Nothing can

be taught unless it has the potential of making sense to the learner and

learning itself is nothing but the endeavour to make sense. The effort

‘to teach or to inform, therefore, can be nothing but an endeavour to

make sense, to be comprehensible” ( p-x).

Interestingly, it was the research iﬁto writing being conduéted by
Graves (1978) and others which created the further impetus to examine
reading from a new cohstructi\}ist perspective. “This new view of
reading as an interaction between the reader and the text altered earlier
schemes for'depictihg comprehension. Similaﬂy, the traditional views

of levels of comprehension were modified to reflect the role of the
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reader” (Langer & Allington, p. 711).

In 1985 the Commission on Reading released its highly

iﬁﬂuential report Becoming a Nation of Readers . Among its many
recommendations were calis for increased time for actual reading and
‘writing, better designed reading materials, and less skill-sheet
instruction. In spite of the strongly worded nature of this report, basal
instruction continued apace. |
In 1988 the Reading Commission of the Natlonal Council of

Teachers of English released the Report Card on Basal Readers. The
book was an attempt to indicate the influences that had created and
continued to provide the impetus for the use of basal readers. In the
chapter devoted to the nature of the contemporary basal, the-authors
address concerns such as the narrow focus on word ide'n‘tification, the

inappropriateness of the c-omprehension questions, the insignificant
role of unabridged literature and the “ fracturing andvnarrowi.ng of
language” ( p 82). “In basal prdgrams languége is not likely to be
‘ ‘authentlc 1anguage that i is, it is not likely to be a functional coheswe
: text which has a communicative purpose for the reader and Wthh is
embedded in a-real li_teracy event ” ( p.- 83 ). In addition to the |
decontextualizing of vocabulary, the bas_ais prbvide an extremely _
narrow vision of what reading is. The need to control thé leinguage of
what pupils read resulted in texts which were synthetic and revised.

Occasions of authentic literature were rare; often they were poems or
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songs, and often were only in the teachers’ guide, meént to be read
aloud to students ( pp. 85-87) . |

' The notion of meamng as evolvmg from an interaction between
fhe reader and the text, ( Rosenblatt, 1976 ) is derued by the use _of basals
with their focus on words and skills. “The focus on single-answer
questions during reading makes meaning arbitrary (the text is always

-right) and the same for all readers” ( Goodman et al p.- 94) .

Conclusion

The history of reading instruction as outlinegi hefe_is a history of
competing forces. Thefe was and continues to be a profound struggle
‘between 'SOCiet)?’s needs, and the role that education plays in su‘pplying-
“those needs.

In the beginning these needs were religious and reading was
seen as an tool of inculcation. Perceived moves toward bettér | -
instructioﬁ, and improved literacy resulted in a shift from Aor.al to silent
. ‘readir.lg and to a strong emphésis on letter and word recognition. The
advent of basal readers in the 1920's and their continued use today
reflect a continued belief in the programmatic approach to reading.
'The proponents of this systematic, sequential, step by step 'approach
believe that it leaves nothing to chance.-

The future of reading instruction is unclear. The “back to basics”
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clarion call'is loud and clear. Witness the current interest in the _

14

phonics series “Hooked on Phonics.” Thesé tapes and accompanying
workbooks hark back to a time that many in the pﬁblic cén relate to.
Many, especially those successful readers, believe that it was the |
‘phonics approach which taught them to read. Space does not permit
an éx_tende_d argument about the features of phonics pfogram as an

* appealing though ineffective approach. Suffice to say that the phonics
approach has little to say abouf meaning and evérything to say about
decoding symbols into sounds. What many do not take into account is

what Frank Smith says, “Of course many children learn to read despite

exposure to phonics. These children make ’phonics look good....

‘Phonics is always easy if you already know a word” (p. 439, 1992).




2. o English as a First Language
ii. - Reader Response Theory
Introduction |

The theoretical base for the .'use‘éf personal ‘responses to
literature Iies in the recognition of the active role of the reader in the |
meaning making process of .reading. The notions surrouhding reader
response theory which support this belief will be examined iﬁ this
section of the review. | |
| In addition to examining the works of reader response theorists,
this section will also highlight some current classroom practices that
are atteﬁpts to actualize these theories. | |

It is clear that there is nbt complete agreement among these
theorists. However, the issues of the unique role of the reader in
relationship to a text, the role of the teacher in facilitating this
meaning-making, and the part the literature piays in this powerful
triad are of interest to all those working in the area of reader response.

A_histdrical perspective on readér response is possible through
an examinétion of the seminal work on responses to liferature by
-Richards (1929). In his analysis of the responses of university students
to thirteen poems he highlights the difficulties these students had in
coming to the “correct” understanding and judgments regarding fhe

pieces. There has been a traditional belief that there is single,
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'appropriate response to a text. This notion is in contrast to the theories
of reader response which recognizes and _explicatés the personal and
: individ'ual nature of responses to 1iteratﬁré.

This survey of reader response theory will shdw encouraging
trends and remaining challenges. In other sections of this review the
focus will be on reader response théory as'it is._ understood in English
"~ second language ins&ucﬁon. |

Reader Response Theory

e I learned to think of the literary text as an edifice. Almost a

~ temple. Complete, autonomous, organically whole, sacrosanct.
We approached it with reverence. We might make temple
rubbings, and we were encouraged to explain how its arches
carried its weight and to speculate on the organic relationship

- between its form and function. But is was an edifice and we
were spectators before it splendours . (Nelms, 1988, p. 1)

This view of texf as sacred and untouchable typifies the study of
literature as the passive reception of a text, a text whose meénings have
already been decided by ’exf)erts’ and which merely wait for the reader
to uncover. Read-er response theory seeks to shift the focus to the
interaction between the reader and- te'xts., to th_e something unique that
is created in that union. | '

When we examine the work of writers such as James Britton,
Louis Ros’enbiatt, Judith Langér, Patrick Dias, Robert Probst and

Allan Purves, what emerges are views of reader response theory that
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hold the primacy of the reader anci that reader’s interaction with text, to 3 _
be paramount.

Louis Rosenblatt (1978) 1s one of many to explain reader ;
response theory as a criti’c‘al,and a pedagogical stance. She formulated
the transactional response to reading which sees reading as an active
meaning making process. The reader’s response is to the ”poefn" that is
evbked in this trahsa_ction. 'This‘ poem is as Purves (1972) says the
conhection between the literature and “the indiv’iduai psychev with its
neurological movements and its constantly changing psychological
states and constantly modifying‘ sets of images and concepts.... The
mind as it meets the bodk. Thé response” ( p. 27) .

Probst (1981) is interésted, as is Rosenblatt, in literature
instruction “that begins with students’ responses t6 the work so that
they and their readings of thé text become the central issue in the |
discussions” (p. 43). |

Connected to these notions of reader response is the
distinction between what Rosenblatt (1991) calis “efferent” and
: ”éesthetic reading. She is quick to point out that, rather than thinking
of a text as either efferent or aesthetic, we would do well to consider the
stancé a reader takes in examining that text. It is not, she states, an
either - or proposition, for clearly, different stances can be adopted even |
within the éame piece. What is cfucial is again the transactional nature

of the reading.- ”’I_‘eaéhérs need to remind themselves that'reading is
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always a particular event involving a particular reader at a particular
time under particular circumstances” (p. 445) . |

The range of responses is not static and arrived at by some direct
pbint By poihf route. Instead, as Langer states (1985, 1987) , the reader’s
meéming making is built up through a process she refers to as |
envisionment building. The devélopment of this envisionment, this
- personal understanding abbut a text unfolds as the reader moves
through the text. This meaning-making process involves a series
”staﬁces” which are the reflection of the reader;s changing relationship
with the text. The four major stances involved in this active process of

interpretation are:

Being out and stepping in

Being in and moving through

Being in and stepping out

Stepping out and objectifying the experience
(Langer, 1990, p. 812).

RSN

These stances, which take place for reading both informative and
literary pieces, are recursive in nature and may vary dependiﬁg on the
interactidns between the reader and text. Langer views these stahces' as
meaning making strategies and sees their potential in helping to
‘identify when and how to 'provide instructional suppoft to studentbs as
‘ fhey respond té a piece of literature. | | |

Dias (1987) too, identifies patterns of reading which can also be
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seen as possible strategies that readers use in making sense of a poem.

These stances taken by readers who he identifies as, problem solvers,

allegorizers, thematizers and paraphrasers are not h‘ierarcvhical nor
sequential. Dias suggests that these patterns can however, -point the
way in instruction that seeks to help students use a combination of
these strategies in their résponses. .

Lest we become too uncritical with the vast array of reéearch into
reader response Aidan Warlow (1977) offers these cautionary and
instructive words;

There has been a great deal of bad research on “response”. The:
pitfall is to assume an identity between the inner response of the
reader and the public critical utterance. We must somehow
study response as a highly elaborate' and mostly unarticulated
element in the kinetic process of reading, which takes place both
while one reads and, in modified forms, when one has raised
one’s eyes from the page or closed the book altogether.” (p. 96)

Warlow seems to be speaking of that most illusive of qualities,
trust. Trustin teachers that they will indeed be able to recognize and
value the “unarticulated element.” Trust by teachers in students that |
théy will engage with the literature in ways that allow for an inner
response, and trust of the literature and its powerful ability to create a.

response:

 The Role of the Teacher in a Meaning-Making Environment

In considering the issue of pedagogy as it relates to reader

33




'un'dergo profound change. The teacher,

response what becomes clear is that the role of the teacher must
’;...mu'st remain a leader,
usua_lly one with a far greater experience of literature than the others in
the gfdup, but s/he mﬁst also behave as just another reader - one
among others - all of whom have legitiméte and valuable

interpretations to offer of any book” (Chambers, 1985 , p- 119).

The teacher takes on the mantle of one who seeks to increase the

‘reader’s ability to evoke meaning from the text, and then aids the

“reader in reflecting critically on that meaning. “The teacher’s task is to

foster fruitful interaction - or, more precisely, transactions--between

~individual readers and individual 1ite;ary works” ( Rosenblatt,1976, p.

- 26).

Chambers. says that the teaching implications of a reader

- response theory require us to interact honestly and openly with our

- students in discussions, accepting our role as one member of the group

and not the only voice which should be heard.

Ruddell and Harris (1989) corhpiled a list of the qualities of

influential teachers based on interviews, observations and teacher

~ awards. Possession of all or even many of these characteristics would

certainly qualify one for being a “super-teacher!”
Still the importance of the key issues of energy, sensitivity to

individual needs, éhthusiasm, and strategy-or'iented teaching cannot be

" denied. Squire (1989) concluded that “the task of the teacher of
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literature...is to focus on the transaction between the book and the
reader, on the literary experience itself, and on ways of extending and

deepéning it (p. 9) .
Role of the Reader in a Meaning-Making Environment

As the role of the teacher has shifted, so too has the role of the _
reader. Now the study of the literature begins with the reader. This
role of text creation is an active and vital one.

This act of recreation is not a smooth or continuous process, but
one which, in its essence, relies on interruption of the flow to
render it efficacious. We look forward, we look back, we decide,
we change our decisions, we form expectations.... we accept, we
reject: this is the dynamic process of recreation. (Iser, 1974 ,

p. 288)

Robert Ruddell (1992), is particularly interested in the reader’s
motivational processes in a literature-based instructional setting, a
setting which is concerned with meaning-making. This motivation,

“accounts for children’s need to read - what I refer to as the “want to” of

: readmg and parallels their ability to read - the “how to” of readmg

(1992, P 614) . Like Rosenblatt, Ruddell is keen to point to the critical
issue of “stance” in approaching literature. Too often in a school

setting these stances are determined by the teacher and act upon the

reader. Both “efferent” and “aesthetic” stances are needed in a
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balanced literature based program. Ruddell however echoes the
concern of many when he says,

In many classrooms today, however, and in many publisher-
produced reading programs, the efferent stance toward literature
is the main course,with emphasis on factual details and literal
recall of story content. ( p. 616) '

In a perfect world all students would find themselves in _
situations that were compelling and motivating and with the requisite
knowledge, skills and attitudes to enjoy and benefit from the act of
reading. However, the truth is that some readers come to the study of
literature with vast differenées in their ability to rﬁake meaning. As

Margaret Meek shares in Achieving Literacy (1983) ,

We now know, in great detail, that inexperienced readers in
‘secondary schools who want to learn to read have to subject
themselves to a particular kind of metaphysical distress....the
real condition of these pupils was not lack of desire to learn, or
poor basic skills, but absolute conviction that they could not be
successful no matter what they did. (p. 214) ‘

* Just as we can learn from the less than successful readefs we also

' can examine what it is that expert readers do. One thing is clear, what
- they do has nothing to do with what they were taught in formalized
lessons: According to Meek, it is the texts that readers ixitefact with fhat
teaches them. While these texts may not be considered “great ‘
literature” we need to accept them also if we hope to increase the rangé 4

and variety of our students’ reading. As Meek pointed out, the
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students in her study “.....read comics, but as the skills they had learned -
in this reading had not been validated .in school, they never went about

reading anything else with the same active involvement” ( p. 214) .
Texts in aMeaning-Making Em}ironment

“ One value that has remained is the value of pleasure.
" . Literature seeks to please the person who made it and the person
“who attends to it. Pleasure is not the same as laughter, but is a
sense that what is written is as it should be. ( Purves, 1972, p. 17)

" In this quote Alan Purves is' responding to the criticism that the
value of literature has been lost in our attempts to validate the reader’s" ,
response, and to-question with fresh eyes the canon of “classic”
41iterature.

In examining the role of texts in a meaning-making
environment it must be stated that the choice of texts with which -
‘'students are called upon to interact is crucial. To be able to claim that

“students -are engaged in reader response we must also consider what
- they are readrng To have them engaged in this process around
| manufactured texts, or texts which lack the rlchness which will engage
initially and sustain engagement fully, does a disservice to the process
.of‘active meaning making. | 7
Research by Bradley, Ames, and Mitchell, (1984) examines the

question of what we use and call literature in ESL classrooms. As these
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authors note, the use of high-interest low voéabulary reading materials
with secondary students who are experiencing difficulties reading is .
fairly common instructional practice. These texts which are modified,
adapted, or written to readability formulas are also used widely with
sécondary ESL students. The reasons given for their use are that the
plots are assumed to have appeal and the low reading level is within
the reach of secondary students with reéding difficulties. |

| What these researchers found in their large scale study of
five hundred and seventy-ﬁx senior high school_studeﬁts was that “the

qﬁality of the :story was found to be the important factor affecting

~ appeal...It appears that if a story is égo‘_od one, students will like it

(despite is readability or length “ (p. 190 ). These findings will come as

no surprise to anyone who has laboured through one of these
supposedly appealing texts. éo much is taken out in modified or
adapted texts, or not put in in wfitten to formula texts, that there is no
internal éohesiveness.

An additional consideration for secondary ESL students is the
understanding of what is “interesting” in these ”Higﬁ-interest" books.
Many of these students learning English as another language do notv

have the same interests as mainstream North American students and

50 the topics are not highly interesting. Some common eleme_nts such.

as relationship stories involving dating, horse or other animal stories,

and the whole range of ydung-adult rebellion stories frequently do not
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find resonance for secondary ESL students new to Canada.

Conclusion:

The previous two sections of this review have examined
reading, its historical roots and classroom practice, as it relates to those
speaking English as a first language. These sections have shown a vast
' array of belief systems surrounding reading as well as approaches, and
methodologies. " - |

The focus in the following two sections will be from an English
as a second language perspective. As in the previous sections the
foundations for reading and the translation of these foundaﬁons into
practice will be examined, but now through the the “cellophane
overlay” of English as a second language. The use of the imagé of a
cellophane overlay is one I feel is useful in describing the set of
circumstances under which we work with students learning English in
our schools. Thé belief sYsteﬁs_which underpin reading as a meaning-
maiking enterpr'isé and 'forri} the basis of reader response are equally
applicable when interacting with ESL students. - Learning English as
* another language, the “cellophane”, does not alter nor diminish these
beliefs, rather it adds another 'dimens'ion Which mﬁst_be cthidered as
bwe attempt to interpret these beliefs into our classrooms.

The undeniable influences of research about reading in English

‘as a first language and related instructional-practices will be noted in
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the fo'llowAing“sect‘ions as well as those areas in which ESL instruction
has taken a different instructional path.

“ My research seeks, thfough this dual examination, to make clear
the symbiotic nature of these two ihstructionavl worlds and to use this
knowledge to inform the ways in which the research, a year-long study
-of secondary ESL students’ interactions and reéctions to a’literaturé-

based, response-centered curriculum, will be carried out.
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3. English As a Second Languége: Foundations

i History of Language Teaching and Learning

Introduction

The route that languag‘e‘teaching and learning has taken will

~ constitute this part of the review . What becomes clear from this

retrospective look is that within the realrh of Ianguagé teaching
various threads keep reappéa;ing in the pattei‘n of development. An
enduring question is whether, when and in what manhe‘r, learners -
should be given explicit knowledge about the -languaige they are hoping
to leafn. This study, as it examines the notion of personal responses to
literature, enters this discussion and con‘cervnsb itself most especially
‘with the manner of reading instruction. It should not be a
dichotomous debate. We err when we separate language from the '
experiénce which created it. |

The tendency in much of the western intellectual tradition has
been to dissociate language and experience, in such a way that
language is seen as rather neutral, merely serving to "carry" the
fruits of experience....a conduit, subservient to experience in
various ways. ( Christie, 1989, p. v) '

Early Influences
The key issues of relevance, social status and efficacy of
approaches which have dorhinated the discussions around teaching

and learning in a second language are not recent phenomena. As
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Richards and Rodgers (1986) point out, the road to our current think_ing'

about teaching and learning language has been long and involved.
Rather like the yellow brick road in The Wizard Of Oz , there’ have
been unexpected twists and turns.

The acceptability of the study of language as a mental exercise
totally,disconnected from the purpose of communication has early
roots. Until the sixteenth century when French, Italiau and English
gained economic importance Latin had. dominated as the language of
education: As Latin lost its utility in epoken and written form it gained
prominence as language to be etudied for its own sake.

When once the Latin tongue had ceased to be a
normal vehicle for communication, and was
replaced as such by the vernacular languages, then
it most speedily became a "mental gymnastic”, the
supremely "dead" language, a disciplined and '
systematic study of which was held to be

_indispensable as a basis for all forms of hlgher
education. (Titone, 1968, 26)

This approach to the study of Latin 'fermed the basis for the study of

. lother-foreign languages in sch‘oolé. The Graminar-Translation Method
which came into prbmineuce by the nineteenth century, held the
.r-eadi_ng and writing of the foreign language as a focus with little
‘attention paid to sp.eaking or writing. The memorizing vof fules and
._facts, as well as the deductive appreach to grarﬁmar, were all key

features in this approach.
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Toward the middle of the nineteenth century there was a flurry
of language teachmg and learnmg innovations. A Frenchman, F.

Gouin (1831-1896) developed an approach whxch he claimed was based
on the observation of children'’s use of language. It is possible to see |
elementé of this appfoach, such as having learners be physically active
and mobile, in Situational Language Teaching and Total Physical

Response which are in current use. In her book Teaching Language in

Context (1993) Hadley explains Total Physical response as “[an]
approach which is based on the belief that listening comprehensién

should be developed fully, as it is with children learning their native

language, before any active oral participation from the students is

expected” (p. 105) . Language learning in terms of real situations is the

‘hallmark of the situational approach.’ As Richards and Long (1987)

describe it “several related grammar structures are presented at once so

that bnly partial isolation occurs. A written summary or chart of the

structures covered is included in the text, but this method is essentially

inductive and grammatical explanations as such are a minimal part of
the language learning expériengé” (p. 284) .

Gouin, who along with others rejected the Grammar-
Trahslatioh method, created the impetus for examining language
learning and teaching in a new light. Wilhelm Vietor (1950—1918) and
other reformers déveloped principles which became the foundatioh for

a systematic, linguistically based approach to language teaching. These
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~ methods had parallels within the study of first langﬁage acquisition
and came to be known by the generic term, natural methods. |
Dévelopment of the Direct Method featured elements such as
free and spontaneous use of the foreign language in the classroom-and
far less‘emphasis on grammar translations. It was assumed that
learners would induce the rules of grammar from repeated exporsure' to

the spoken language.

Rejection of the Direct Method, which was seen as an offshoot of |

the natural method , lay in what was considered by some to be a .poorly
developed linguistic basis. The Coleman repbrt published in the
U,nitéd Sfates in 1929,_ "advocated that a .more reasonable goal for a
foreign language course would é reading knowledge of a foreign
language, achieved through gradual introdﬁction of words and
grammatical structures in simple reading texts" (Richards, 1986, p. 11).
The starf of World War II brought about a powerful impetus to
provide.individuals with the ability not f_o read but to have
conversational fluency iﬁ a foreign language. The Audio lingual
" Method was developed in fesponse to this need. Introduééd toward
the end of thé 1950's, it was based on a structural analysis of spoken
language, linguistic principle sand psychological léarning theory.
Some of its basic tenets were: |

. ‘language learning is habit formation

¢ the teacher is the center of all classroom activity and is
responsible for maintaining attention and a lively pace.
' o : 44 : '~



. L2 Iearmng like L1 should begm w1th hstenmg and -
speaking regardless of the end goal of the learner.

. the basic unit of practice should always be a complete
structure. (Savignon 1983, p. 20)

The audio lingual method, in spite of the optimism of its proponents,
| . failed to be the panacea for all language teachmg and learrung
| Commumcative Competence

The 1970's saw a quiet revolution in the area of language
teaching and learning. The development of the concept of
: »communicat»ive cbmpetence came about in reéponse to both
theoretical and practical pressures. Dell Hymes (1972) suggested that
the goal of language teaching should be "com'municatii/e corilpetettce."
Hymes meant this term to contrast with what the mid-twentieth
“century linguist Noam Chomsky called linguistic cbmpetence.

Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with
an ideal speaker-listener, in a completely
homogeneous speech community, who

know its language perfectly and is unaffected
by such grammatically irrelevant conditions
as memory limitation, distractions, shifts of
attention and interest, and errors (random or
characteristic) in applying his knowledge of
the language in actual performance.
(Chomsky, 1965, p. 3)

| _ Chomsky’s idealized view of a speaker - listener is in contrast to

Hymes who is very much interested in the speaker - listener in real
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social interactions.

Commumcatlve competence from the British applxed hngulst
H. G ‘Widdowson's view, (1978) is one in which "The learner's task [is]
one whlch involves acquiring a communicative competence in the
language that is to say, an ab111ty to 1nterpret discourse whether the
emphasis is on producnve or receptlve behaviour " (1978, p.144). He
makes the distinction between linguistic skills and communicative
abilities. Linguistic skills corresponds to what he calls "usage,” whereas
communicative ability is termed "use."

Usage, then, is one aspect of performance,
that aspect which makes evident the extent
to which the language user demonstrates his
knowledge of linguistic rules. Use is
another aspect of performance: that which
makes evident the extent to which the
language user demonstrates his ability to use
his knowledge of linguistic rules for effective
communication. (1978, p. 3.) (italics added)

Widdowso-n did not féél that focﬁssing on skills resulted in
communicative compétence - "on the contrary, it wduld seem to be the
' case that an overemphasis on drills and exercises for the production
and reception of sentences tends to inhibit the development of
communicati've abilities” (1978, p.67 ) . |

| Savignon (1983) idenvtifies'three general interpretatibns of the
term communicative competence. ' |

1"'....commumcat1ve activities as somethmg to be added to ex1stmg
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programs reflect a view of language learning a going from surface
grammatical structures to meaning. ' '

2."An analysis of language in terms of the situations or settings in
which it is used and of the meanings or functions it serves in these
settings provides the basis for establishing a communicative syllabus.

3.."One first learns how to convey meaning, how to participate in
speech events....In this way, then, language acquisition is seen as
proceeding from meaning to surface structure (pp. 24-25) .

The first view as interpreted byv Rivers_'(1972), and Valette (1977)
sees the importance of going from contro-lled structure drillé, the ;'skill
gétting" where accuracy is émphasized, to "skill using" aétual |
interaction for communicative purposes. Valette provides a list of
objectives and a'specifi'c order in wﬁich t_héy should be presented.
‘These objeétives range from simp.l'est behaviours to the most complex.

Mechanical Skills, for eXample where the student pérforms via rote

memory rather than by uhderstanding, are considered Stage 1. It is not |

until Stage 4 that the notion of communicative competence is
addressed. This approach to language teaching and learning indicates a
need for careful mbnitoring,_ téking a measured approach, following a
step by stép progression. This bélief system is expressed by Schulz and
Bartz (1975): '-'In summary, the classroom teacher needs to institute a
‘progression from artificial exercises to real language use, from discrete

linguistic objectives to communicative objectives,and from discrete-
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point tests to tests of communicative competence" (p. 67) .

The second view of communicative cbmpetence concerns itself
not so much with the procéss of learning a language as the selection of
which materials to use. According to Savignon (1993) "It provides a
taxonomy of functions and notions, a list of prografn objectives, but

does not prov1de the commumcatlve teaching strategxes to go with
,them" (p. 35) .

The third major approach to communicative competence.differs
from the other approaches described in not only its emphasis on
language in use but also in its view of the role of the learner. The
‘teacher is seen as the focus of control in other approaches, the one who
. decides what is to be taught, when and how and in what particular
ofder with little regard for the particular needs of the individual '
learner. With the emphasis on communication rather than mastery of
language forms, the learner takes on a much more aétive role. Breen

and Candlin (1980) describe this more vital role:

The role of the learner as negotiator-between
the self, the learning process, and the object
of learning-emerges from and interacts with
the role of joint negotiator with in the group
and within the classroom procedures and
activities which the group undertakes. The
implication for the learner is that he should
contribute as much as he gains, and thereby
learn in an interdependent way. ( p. 110)




This shift toward recognizing the impoftancé of the
learner in the ESL language learning'proc‘ess has also been
accompanied by several instructional focuses. Two of these
focuses are the use of é whole languaige approach as well as the

_ recognitibn of the importancevof contextualized, content-based
language teaching. | _

In their book Whole Languagé for Second Language
Leéfners (1992) Freeman and Freemah point out the importance
of recognizing that whole language is not a method or a system
but a rather a philosophy about teaching and learning. With this
realization comes the understanding that,”....whole language is
good for all ages: young children, teenager.s,b college _s‘tude‘nts,' and

~ adults....For those students whose first language is not English,
whole language is not only good teaching, it is essential.” They
go on to state most powerf-ull};, “Whole language may be thé
~_only road to success for bilingtial learners” (pg. 5).
Whole"language_teaching for ESt students expands the
" range of written texts for them to be involved in and encourages
the expression of written ideas without necessarily having
“mastered” spoken English. |
Content-based instruction is founded on the belief that
language must go beyond the level of isolated sentences and

must involve the melding of both language and content. There
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is a recognition that students’ learning must continue to be

"

supported as they learn a language. “....a common goal of such

_programs is the development of significant levels of language

proficiency through experiential learning in subject-matter areas.

The challenge of these content-based programs is to find a

_ balance between the teaching content and the language skills

- which are still so necessary. As Hadley (1993) points out

“....simply teaching language through content or content
through language is not enough. Rather, an integration of form-
focused activities and content-based assignments is needed to

achieve the best results, regardless of age or level of proficiency

of the students.

The source of change in instructional practice in English
as a first language classrooms has often come from the
elementary school level. As the the students in these younger

grades reach our secondary schools the teachers who work with

: them are often compelled to look anew at their teachmg So too

’ w1th ESL instruction these changes to miore holistic language

teaching and well as content—based instruction had their roots in
our elementary ESL classroems; These methodologies are
finding their way into our secondary ESL. classrooms.

Secondary ESL students would not necessarily have been

exposed to these new methodologies in the elementary grades of
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. their home countries. It waé one of the challenges of this
research to find a way to use more current ESL instructional
‘practices in.ways fthat"wer_e effective and at the same time

L

“ respected the students’ past learning experiences. |

Conclusion

This section has outlined the profound charigesvwhich
theories and instruction in ESL have undergone. This next
section looks more closely at language acquisition and langﬁage
learning and 'points out that while theoretical changes based on
“research may occur, classroom practiée is less amenable to

change.
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3. _ English As a Second Language

ii. . Language Acquisition/Language Learning Theories

A discuésion of language acquisition and language learning
theories allows for a framework from which to view }anguage teéching
and learning. As Richards points out (1986), " A learning theory
underl_ying an approach or méthod-respond‘vs to two questions: (a)
What are the psycholinguistic and cqgniti\}e processes involved in -
‘language learning? and (b) that are the conditions that need to be met
in order for these learrﬁng prvocess‘es to be activated” (1986, p. 18) .
| Stepheﬁ Krashen's (1981) "Monitor Model" of second language
-‘develqpmer'\t addresses both the process and the condition diménsions
of learning. Krashen, in his model, uses the terms "lénguége
acquisifion" and "language learning"” to clarify what he sees as two
~ separate processes. Language acquisition is seen as an unconscious
- process whereas language learning is conscious or monitored.

A "Language acqulsmon .requires meaningful interaction in the target
' 1anguage natural communication - in which speakers are not
concerned with the form of their utterances but with the messages they
are conveying and understanding” (p. 1). He states that error ’
correction and explicit teaching of rules.aré ‘not necessary to language

acquisition. He makes clear the conditions for language acquisition to

occur. There must be comprehensible input which is just slightly
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ahead of the learner's present ability level. This input must be
interesting and relevant to the learner.

B Language learning he feels does benefit from error correction
and the presentation' of specific rules. "Error cbrrection... helps the
learner come to the correct mental representatidn of the linguistic
‘generalization” (1981, p. 2).

| In terms of communicative competence howeVer, Krashen
claims that language learning, the conscious focus on forms, is only
helpful to a small degree. "Conscisus learning makes only a small
contribution to communicative ability" (1981, p. 5). Language learning

is, he'claims; only available as a "monitor.” A

Integral to Krashen's model is the notion of an affective filter
which can be seen as inferfefing with language acquisition or language -
learning. This filter, which affects attitude, can have a profound effect
- on the languagé learner. All students can benefit in a classroom that is
low in anxiety. | |

" Krashen states that "conscious language learning need not be
avoided, just put in its place” (1986, p. 38). Both he and Carroli (1977)
- see a placé'for language teaching. Carroll puts it this way:. |

Persons with limited sensitivity to grammar may be better
off in courses that de-emphasis grammar and concentrate
“on exposing the learner to large amounts of the second
language in actual use. Nevertheless, many of them will
‘find it profitable to note carefully, and to try to correct, the
errors they make in second language utterances. Others, as
they use the language more and more, may find it
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sat1sfactory 51mply to wait until a natural correction
process takes. over, somewhat the way children learn to
speak their native language in mcreasmg conformity with
adult norms. (1977 p. 3)

In contrast to Carroll however Krashen firmly states, "We differ
only in that the Monitor Theory predlcts that the acqu151t10n rich
environment is for everyone” (1986, p. 38).

Clearly Krashen (1981) , an'd-S.avignon (1983) see a_cquisition as
.crucial to meaningful proficiency in a second language. They also state
that language leafning is only a useful addition, (not available in ail
* situations) to this primary language acquisition. Further, language
acquisitio»n rather than language leami‘ng is more directly affécted by
attitude. deignon_ states, "Of the many_variables in language
‘acquisition...learner attitude is the most pervasive (p. 110) . Krashen
agree.s and says that there is a direct relationship between acquisition
and attitudinal factors, "and if our major goal in language teaching is
the development of communicative abilities, we must conclude that
attitudinal féctors and motivational factors are more important than
aptitude. This is because conscious learning makes only a small

contributién to communicative ability" (1986, p- 5).

Conclusion:
This portion of the review of the literature has shown the

development of second language teaching and learning theories.
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compefence é_md its importance to current thinking about language
teaching and learning. In addition, distinctions weré outlined between
the riotioﬁs of second lénguége acquisition and second language
learning. |

Links were drawn between language acquisition/learning

- theories and the role of communicative competence in second

language lear_nir{g.

Second language teaching and learning continues to grow and
evolve. The use of reader response with secon‘dary ESL students is part
of this developihg continuum. This research seeks to understand if the’

processes and ideas associated with reader response are important steps

along this path.
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8. ' ' Reading Instruction in
English as a Second Language Classrooms

i Theory and Pfactice
Introduction

Current pedagogy in the teachihg of reading to ESL students is
the result of a mixing and melding of many approaches, rhethodologies
and belief systems from both first language and seéond language
instruét‘ion.

This section of the literature réview will examine this multi-
facted picture that typifies reading instruction for ESL students. These
-views, which are in mény cases derived from research into.r.eading in a
first language, have been brewed in a heady mixture of time and :
conflicting view points and have cohsequently taken on distinctly ESt
“flavour.”

The use of reader response in the.secondary ESL dassroom,
~ which this research will explo.re, is based on the premise that such an .. |
' approach will create situations, and settings that will ultirhately result
Ny in more reading of a fype that moves beyond text regurgitation and
moves into a place where reading is péfsonaliy meaningful and
rewarding for students; a place Whefe the pleasure of reading as a
source of personal actualization can fa_ke place. In this setﬁng reading

“would be supported by social interactions that allow students to see
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their connections with a fellow readers. Students who are involved in
a réader response, literature-based reading program would be free to
ask questions that they need to ask and to seek, in collaboration with
other learners, tentative answers.

As the literature review to this point has clearly outlined, there
is a large and powerful force mitigating against this form of reading
with ESL students. This section of the review will attempt to outline

some of the conflicting views which. are operating within the field of

‘ESL reading instruction.

: I have borrowed frofn David Nunan’s (1991) use of focus

questions to organize this examination of the teaching and learning of

_ reéding inES.L.

1. . What is meant by bottom-up and top-down approaches to
~reading? | |
2. ‘What is the impact of context on reéding? )
3 What are the characteristics of an effective E.S.L. reading lesson? -

These key questions will allow for references tot_those most influential

writers and researchers in the area of E.S.L. reading instruction;

‘Richards, Nunan, Cambourne, Eskey , Carrell & Eisterhold,

Widdowson, Clarke, and James.




: What is meant by bottom-up and top-down approaches to readmg?

Richards (1990) states quite clearly in his chapter on reading
instruction in ESL, “Reading is no longer viewed as a process of
decoding; but rather as an integration of tep—down processes that are

primarily text or data driven” p. 87. In his analysis of current practice

in ESL reading instruction, Richards also recognizes the roles of

schema and background knowledge to the reading process.
Nunan (1991) defines the bottom—tip view of the reading process
as one in which successful reading is a matter of decoding the

individual sounds and then words and then sentences to finatly arrive

at meaning.

This powerful, “common sense” view of reading as a series of

‘ '_srnall mcremental steps could also be explained in terms of a building

metaphor In order to create a structure (readmg comprehensmn) it is

necessary to start from the bottom-up We prepare the ground (learn
»the sounds), we. buxld a frame ( read isolated words) we build the walls

from bricks, (we connect words into sentences) we see the frmshed
vburlchng (eventually encounter complete texts).

' Cambourne (1979) uses the term outsrde—m” rather than bottom-up

when referrmg to the notion of readmg as an exercise in decodlng He
uses the following illustration:

Print — Every letter discriminated —> Phonemes and grapt\emes matched ——p»
Blending —» Pronunciation—-bnMeam'ng.. | | ‘
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Nunan (1991) ciaims the abiding success of this_ approach in spite -
of rhﬁch criticism lies in its appeai to common sense. This approach is
based on the belief that readers have a well established oral vocabulary
- which they can use to help them decode written forms. No such
assumption of a base of oral l_anguage can be made for second language
learners, “for whom ény form of reading instruction ought to be |
linked with intensive aural vocabulary deye_loprﬁent” (p. 64) .

“What cannot be dismissed in all thié discussion of a boAttom-up
reading a'pproach is the fact that mah-y' students can indeed “bark at the
print” but stiIl derive no meaning from that print. Of co‘ursé, if
meaning is at the end of a iong lihé of préceding stéps then meaning is
inhere'ntly'not as importaﬁt as being able to make the appropriate
sounds. And so, although ample evi.dencé by Smith (1978), and
| Goodman and Burke (1972) that this phon_ics approach'is ill cohceived
and unfounded, the bottom-up approach 'continues in some ESL and
first language classrooms. ‘ N

- In contrast to this bottom-up approach is a model of reading that
emphasizes the role of the reader in the reading process. This top-
down approach which is sometimes referfed to as a psycholinguistic
apprbach to reading, Vélues and inte;pi'ets as important“nbt only the
role of the reader but also that reader’s Background experiences as they

interact with the text to create meaning. As Nunan explains,

The interaction of the reader with the text is central to the
process, and readers bring to this interaction their knowledge of
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the subject at hand, knowledge of and expectations about how
language works, motivation, interest an attitudes towards the
content of the text (1991, p. 66)

A third approach to reading in second lahguage which attempts

to draw on components of the previous approaches has been called the

~ interactive-compenstory model approach. This model suggested by

Stanovich (1980) claims to address the deficiencies of the other models
in ghat it allows readers to use higher processing.reading skills such as
syntactic and semantic knowledge' to compensate for weéknesses at the
grapheme and word level. — B

- The term interactive was used by Wi(‘:ldow:s'on as early as 1979

when he used the phrase “reading as an interactive process.” Eskey

(1988) explicates the term when he says,

..the term interactive is different from the top-down model as it
does not presuppose the primacy of top-down processing skills,
the gradual replacmg of painful word by word decoding with
educated guessing based on minimal visual cues, but rather

~ posits a constant interaction between bottom up and top down
processing in reading. (p.94)

* An interactive approach to réading sees the importance of both top

- down and bottom up approaches. |

In seeking to understand the reading process for ESL students
there are additional issues to consider. As Grabe (1988) points out, there
are concerns that we perhaps cannot use the same models of reading

for ESL students as we do for native English épeakers. There are issues,
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such as literacy in the first language, which need to be addressed. In
addition, even if. literacy is established, we still do not know how these
ESL students approach reading in their first language. He ra.ises the
question of whether or not the ESL student does indeed view‘.feading
as a social phenomenon. “Do they view reading as a major academic,
professional, and entertainment activity, or do they read much les‘s," for
far fewer purposes” p. 57 .

Such questions deserve exploration. Certainly the question of
the reader’s personal view of the importance of reading is connected to
this research into the use of reader respoﬁse With second language
learners. | | _

, Researcﬁ conducted by Jobe andﬂ Suttoh (1990) Wthh used
interviews of the teachers, teacher-librarians, parents and students in‘
Grade One classrooms in a multicultural school district, found that
among the Cantonese speaking-community (larg'ely' the same - |
community upon which this research will be based) reading was
viewed as strictly utilitarian. “Their primaryvi.nte‘rest in books seems to
: bé_ link.ed with what they can teach children. The book is just a piece of

- paper. It may explain things like the sky is blue, but it’s not the same if

understand what the place is like before we go...” (p. 54) .
| If reading is viewed only as a tool to finding out other

information and not as a valuable activity in and of itself, there are
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implications for how the students will in enter into discussions about
~ their reading. The influence of attitude in the reading process will be

- reported on in the section in this paper on research findings.

2. What is the impact of context on reading?

The importance of context in supporting E.S.L. students reading
has be explored by many writers and researchers induding Clarke &
Siberstein (1977), Lopez (1977), Hewitt (1980). "
| Clarke and Silberstein found that more important than
linguistic difficulty was students’ posseséion of the hecessary schematic
knowledge. In others words they suggest that students who are asked to
‘read text that contains material that isl semantically relevant wiil be
able to handle even difficult passages. |

In the research by Lopez (1977) the claim that background
knoWledge is crucial to the reading process and facilitative of reading
compfehension is once again"highlighted. Significant numbers of

~words that Were mispronounced in isolated 'reading lists were correctly

* . read when they appeared in texts. More important however was the

finding that even if miscues dxd occur in the text readings, they were of
‘the type. that preserved meamng |

There is a tendency in remedial instruction for native Enghsh
speakers to focus on low-level processes such as decoding and

understanding of vocabulary and syntactic structures. This remedial
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approach is oftenrado‘pted for instruction of ESL students. What
Hewitt’s (1980) research into remedial instruction for 12 and 13 year old
native English speakers identified was the power of focussing on
higher level processes such as activating Stﬁdents’ schemata and |
helping readers identify their inappropriate interactions between the

- text and their schemata.

* What we can conclude from this research has profound
implications for our choice of both reading materials and reéding
approaches. There is support for the use of challenging material that
can be slightly beyond the reading level of students provided suffiéient
time is devoted to ascertaining prior knowledge, supplementing it
where necessary, and allowing for interactions between the student and
the text to move beyond the simple of answering of low level

questions.
What are the characteristics of an effective ESL readihg lesson?

What teachers do in class'ro_oms is ultimately inﬂuehcéd by their.
" belief systems and attitudes.toward learning and teaching. The type of
reading lessons which are curréntly being suggested as exemplars fbr'
ESL students are quite clear in their foundational Beliefs. The |
following lessons do'cumented by Richards (1990) and Nunan (1991)

can serve as examples of what is considered by many, and certainly by
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these two researchers and writers, as effective reading instruction for
ESL students.

Richards states that, “what is missing in the growing

literature on second and foreign language reading, however, is

consideration of teachers themselves and what it is that effective
teachers do in the reading classroom” (p. 87) . He decrys the lack of
qualitative research into what role the teacher plays in the second
language classroom. Richafd’s interest is in uncovering the higher
level processes t_haf teachers use when designing reading lessons for
ESL studénts. The lesson described here is an example of what he :
coﬁsiders to be an “effective” reading tea_ching. |

This first lesson comes from one of the few ethnographic

investigations that attempts to describe what is actually going onina -

second language classroom. Richards (1990) describes the four phases of
the lesson. Phase one involves the use of the SRA reading kit,
focussing on inferencing skills, and .later on rate building skills with an -
emphasis on the development of reéding ﬂuency. The use of a
vocabulary text formed the third phase of the lesson. The lesson
concluded with an activity which involvéd extensive reading of a
lengthy article from one of the class texté.

In his reﬂecﬁoﬁs oh the lesson Richards describes the principles
which underlie this “effective” lesson:

1. Instructional objectives are used to guide and organize lessons.
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2. The teacher has a comprehensive theory of the nature of reading -

in a second language and refers to this in planning his teaching.

3. Class time is used for learning. |
‘1. Instructional activ.ities.have avteaching rather than a testing
focus. . | o
5. Lessons have a clear structure. |
6. A variety of different activities are used during each lesson.
7. Claesroom activities give studen.ts opporfunit_ies to get feedback

on their readlng performance
8. Instructxonal activities relate to real world reading purposes
9.  Instruction is learner focussed. (pp. 95-97) 7

It would be difficult to argue with any of these principles. They
seem as appropriate to first languag'e reading as to second language
readmg instruction. It is however not what the pr1nc1ples espouse
which is of concern but rather what is rnlssmg from these pr1nc1p1es
- There is no mention of what the students are being asked to read.
There is no questioning of the value of using SRA cards for “reading.”
No mention is made of reading as an activity that has any purpose
beyond the decoding and inferring epportunities it provides. This is.
reading for the purpose of answermg questions. The lack of
'mterconnectedness between the activities is also an issue. And flnally,
one must question how meanmgful and long_lastmg the learning of

vocabulary out of context might be.
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- Of coursé, 'o'ne would want the_,time students are in é classroom
to be meaningful and appropriate; this it s'eéms, is a given. But when
the reading lesson is cited as being exemplary and yet no mention is
méde of the personal meaning making so necessary to full
~actualization as reader, thén thel;e is cause to ask, ‘What is reading for
-ESL students? Shoﬁld it be qualitatively' a différent experience than for

students who speak English as a fi‘rstv language? |

I would argdé that reading for ESL students needs to be just as
rich and contextualized an experience as it is for native English '
speakefs. When we view reading for ESL students as a series of well
planned “skill éhuhks” meant to supplement their weaknesses, we are-
in danger of viewing reading as nothing more than a set of skillé to be
learned in isolation. We risk seeing reading as a passive act, a matter of
“getting the stuff” which lies within the text; the more effective at
“getting the stuff,” the better reader. 1In the case of ESL students‘this
preparation for reading is seen as paramount. The notion of “Ready, |
Aim, Fire” taken to the ultimate. Much time is spent in the ready and
aim sections. SRA cards, inferencing sheets, Vocabulary quizzes, all
meant to “ready the reader.” Even the aé_tual fire, (the longer pieces of
reading material) are really just glorified skill sheets. |

Perhaps another approach for these apprentice readers would
allow us to consid_ef “Ready, fi;é, aim.” That is, make available those

texts which are rich and worth reading. And, as the reader engages deal
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‘with those concerns which might impede the reader’s full enjoyment
of the text.

- A further example of an ESL reading lesson is provided by
Nunan (1991) in his éhapter'called, Reading: A Discourse Perépective
in a sectioh headed “Reading for factual information.”

“The students have corhpleted a listening comprehension
exercise in which they have listened to a dialogue between two people
who are about to go ona sightseeing excursion. They‘have also done a
language exercise focusing on - wh questibns for obtaining information
about travel” (p. 78) . This lesson, just as the one described by Richards
involved tight teacher control. The teach'er. decided what was

~ important to know and asked all the questions, and as Nunan points
~out, answered - many of them as well. Nun'an'statels that even though
this was supposed to be a readixig lesson it was really much more of
_listening lesson. Students listén to the teacher td find out what they
should look for in the text, in this case travel brochures. While Nunan
does have concerns that there is too much teacher control in this |
lesson he has no qualms about the»mate;ial read, or the students’ lack’
of choice. In fact what he sees és a positive feature, and one that should
be encoUraged is the “interplay between listening, speaking, reading,
and writing, and 1t is clear that in a lesson which is ostensibly labelled -
“reading”, oppértuhities exist for learners to develop their other

language skills as well” p. 82. Once again we see reading as an activity
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not important in and of itself but rather useful as a tool for supporting
other skill development. As Probst says, “ they all transform the act‘ of
feading into,sométhing other than literary experience, at least as that
experience has been described by many writers ” (1988, p-19).

Writeré and researchers such as Richards, and Nunan are well
reépe_cted and influential in the field of ESL instruction. Their voices
ére heard in many major ESL publications and their work is cited when
seeking “expert” opinion. It is all the more distressing then to think
that these educators are proposing reading instruction for the 1990’s
which is conceptualized upon what still seems a narrow skill based

focus.
Conclusion

~ As stated at the outset there have been undeniable influences |
from the research in redding in English as a first language on
instruction for reading in English as a second language. What [ have
found howeyér, is fhat despite ‘thisi research,. claséroom practice and
beliefs around appropriate, effective, meaning based methodologies for
teaching reading to ESL stude.nts. continue to look less rheahing centred
than would be hoped for or expected. This is not perhaps so surprising A
when ohe considers that educational change is a complex and

“multifaceted process.
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: The area of reader response theory will be examined in
the following section. Again, this literature is looking to English as a

first language classrooms to see what is being done, why, how and by

- whom. Educators in English as a second language can hopefully look

to the vast amount of research into reading and related classroom
practices, to suggest theories, app‘roathes and methodologies which
educators in ESL can then further adapt to our particular set of

circumstances.
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4. o | v Readmg Instruction in
' Enghsh as a Second Language Classrooms

ii. : Reader Response in the ESL Classroom

Introduction:
" In examining reader response theory as it relates to secondary
ESL classrooms it appears that there is a silent, unspoken pact between
teacher and student. The teacher agrees to run the classroom in such a
Way as to avoid the necessity of students making personal meaning of
what is being read and sharing those perceptions with others, the
student agrees to answer reams of questions to which there are already
predetermined answérs and they both agree to call this reading; This
‘preference .for a skills based approach to reading leaves little room for
the use of a reader réspoﬁse approach. | B
The preceding section of this literature review looked at the

ways in which reading is conceived in ESL classrooms. Cii/eh this
’réther skills based approach that faé_t that reader response appears to
| playi such a small role should come as no surprise.

Theodore Sizer (1984), in his book Horace’s Compromise épeaks

chillingly of the compromise that secondary students have made in
- order to survive their time in school.

Finally, students accept the system. As long as school is fun
some of the time and rarely humiliating, they go along with it.
They strike their bargain with teachers, and they value the
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some of the time and rarely humiliating, they go along with it.
‘They strike their bargain with teachers, and they value the
rituals of going to school. For them, school is a rite of passage,
and they accept it, even though they may be bored by much of it.
The American adolescent is a remarkably tolerant animal .

. The rather bleak picture he painté needs to be augmented when
_‘ discussing the secondary ESL student’s experlence In addition to all
the systems which are already in place, they are dealmg with cultural
norms which demand a quick exit from the ESL classroom, Wthh’ is
seen as a barrier to overcome. Graduation with their peers, and a move
to tertiary education is seen as the ultimate goal by many of these
students, and if not by the students, then icertainly by their parents.

Further pressure exists for these students who are not cﬁlturally
familiar with expressing personal view points. “Five thousands years
of Chinese hlstory (personal communication, Kam Tsang, U.B.C.
Instructor- Beginners Cantonese, 1990) demands that they adhere to the
words of past scholars. All importanf knbwledge is written down, -
needs to be memorized, and if you are a truly dedicated studen‘t, given
~back as close to verbatim as possible.

Bi Bigin in the paper “Children’s Litérature and Research in .
China”, (1991) speaks of these societal and generational considerations

as they relate to Asian students,

Some of the drawbacks of traditional culture hinder social

progress for generations;....For instance, some people are deeply
" influenced by some feudalistic concepts. Individuality and

independent personality is obliterated by obedience to
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behaviour. Accordingly, children are taught to be
unconditionally obedient to parents and teachers;

. they are taught to be “good”; they are not allowed to have
their own say” (p. 40) .

The vast amount of literature on the use of reader responsé |
appears to have had made only a very small dent in the armour which
surrounds ESL feading instruction. At issue seems to be the notion of
the purpose of reading instruction for ESL students. For most E.S.L.
teachers reading is used és a vehicle to teach the skills of writing,

. listening and speaking. The value of a piece of literature, indeed |
whether literature is used at all, seems almost not to have been
discussed. ( |

So‘.me researchers do tackle some of thesé thorny issues
_concefning the use of litefature and reader response in'ESL classrooms

(Widdowson, 1981; Urzua,‘ 1992; Hill and Parry, 1992; Zamel, 199‘2;-'
Al 1993) . | |

Reader Response with ESL Students

Carole Urzua in the title to her article “Faith in Learners
Through Literature Studies” (1992), highlights trust as the needed
element if we are to attempt to use real literature and a reader 'response

approach with students leafning English.

- Teachers who coordinate literature studies assume that
everyone in a group, including those who are learning English
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. féa’son to go back and reexamine the text, to “take a second look.”

those connections will not only make the connections stronger

but will also expand the connections as the discussion evolves.

In addition teachers recognize that their own connections will be
expanded. (p. 493) ' '

This positive assumption of success is at the heart of the use of
literature with students learning English. Urzua’s conceptual
framework for this type of literature studies is based on Edelsky’s (1988)
work which is grounded in a “transactional socio-psychological view of
the literary process” (p.49_2) . Unlike others who view reading in a
utilitarian light, Urzua sees the purposes of literature study groups as
two fold. They both draw on aesthetic responses ’includi_ng reactions to
the physical world and the realm of emotions. | |

Analytic activities are also part of the process, these include

“discovering the ways in which individual authors use language to

disclose meaning about literary elements such as characterization, . plot,

' setﬁng, mood, theme, and symbolism” (p. 492) . What should be of

interest to ESL teachers is, although analysis was not the goal, it does

occur as a natural outgrowth of the discussions. Now there is a real

- Widdowson (1981) wonders where we went wrbng in losing

sight of the importance of literature in the instruction of students

learning English as another lahguage.

There was a time when literature was accorded high prestige in
language study, when it was assumed that part of the purpose of
learning a language, perhaps even the most essential part, was to
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provide access to literary works (p.203).
Now, Widdowson laments, literature has been banished, some

feel that “literature contributés nothing to_' the utilitarian objectives of
‘langua'ge teaching... larigué'ge has no précticél usés and so it is useless”
(p. 203) . | |

” In addition to the arguments agains_t‘the purpose of literature in
an ‘ESL progrém there are also contentions that have to do with the
process of Iearning-throug}h liférature. |

Literature cannot be controlled, there are all those unknowables.

The syntactic and semantic complexity is seen as problematic. These
literary texts are not created from carefully monitored language and are
- as Widdowson says, ”potentially disrupfive."
| The paradox that is uncovered of course is that once having rid
-the cﬁrriculum of literatu.re, publishers then begin anew to writé thetr
ox_&n “literature”, 'st()’;ies, and dialogues Written to practice necessary
phrases and predétermined vocabulary. Theré is no intent to engage -
| It'he readef;v But merely to provide a series of sentences written for their
ability to prb{ride.-practice'_in a particular structure. | |
| Widdowson’s greatest concern with this pedagogic presentation
of language is that it is devoid of creativity, “And creativity is a crucial
| concept in language léarning” (p. 211) . He argues for thé engagement
of learhers; opportunities to make sense, to become deeply involved in

what is being read.
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In attémpting to reexamine testing of ESL.students. Hill and
| Parry (1992), also uncover the deep seated belief system around the act
of reading itself that drives these tests. They quote Olson’s (1977) view _
of autonomy of the texf, - - |

Ideally the printed reader (i.e., a book used to teach reading)

~ depends on no cues other than linguistic cues; it represents no
intentions other than those represented in the text; it is-
addressed to no one in particular; its author is essentially
anonymous; and its meaning is precisely that represented by the
sentence meaning (p. 276) . ’

'What Hill and Parry see as a concern is that this notion of
autonomy of text is further reflected in tests for E.S.L. students and that’
these tests drive instructional practice.

The presumed autonomy of the skill of literacy is closely linked
to the presumed autonomy of text. If text is considered as object
rather than action, it can then be understood as the sum of its .
elements (“the very words”) rather than as a means of human
communication. ( p. 442) '

Hill and Parry view reading for ESL students in a different light
from that of Olsen. They are concerned with the interaction between
the student and the text. They view,

...reading as an act of communication, it becomes clear that
more is involved than decoding words of the text and applying
appropriate background knowledge. Readers must also draw on
the communicative skills ..... As they work with a text they must
not only ascribe an identity to the writer but assume one for
themselves; and they must then work with these identities .

(p. 456) '

These authors recognize, that the result of much current
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pedagogy surrounding ESL reading instruction results in students
constantly suppressing their own beliefs about what they have read for
fear of cdming up with an ”inappropriaté responée” (p. 458) .

 Vivian Zamel shares Hill and Parry’s concerns about the view of
reading for ESL students that currently seems to be holding sway. She
says, ~ :
The way reading gets taught (and evaluated) in schools tends to
keep hidden from students the sense making and exploration
‘that makes reading possible and that, in turn, reading-makes
possible. What is practised in the guise of reading suggests to
students that reading is a receptive, and static process, rather
than an active, participatory one involving the dynamic’
- contributions of a reader.” (p. 464)

Réading instruétioh for ESL students “is often reduced to-the act
of finding a particular idea, as if this idea resides fixed and abéolute in
‘A the text” (p. 464) . This approach to reading instruction finds its
expréssion in the types of display questions which students are expected
to answer. Every reading experience turns into a “mini” test. It is
evident to students that there is a right answer, “There must be, these
questions indicate that I must fihd it.” |
Zamei in her role as the director Qf' the ESL program at the
University of Massachusétts at Boston, clearly recognizes a_néed to
move toward a more meaning-centered reading prograxﬁ. In her
" article she argues for reading instruction which works toward helping
. sfudents unders‘tand‘readihg and wriﬁng in a more critical way. lIn- |

practical terms she calls for a reading program for ESL_students which
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makes connéctions between reading and writing for she says, “It is
when students come to understand reading and writing in this cr.itical

' wéy, as acts.of knowing, that f,hey corhe to see that ‘reé.dirig' lets us know
writing, and writing lets us know reading” (p- 481) .

An example of reader respohse being used in an adult foreign
language setting can be found in Soraya Ali’s article on reader response
~ in Malaysia. The author s_tates that the methodology., that is the
" reader-response approach, “transcends languages, national boundaries,
. and student age groups” (p 288 ). Her concerns were how to maké a.
literature class more acceséible to second language learners, and further
in what ways could these literature classes, “be made an exploratory

and reflective ground for human concerns and understanding of

. oneself” (p. 289) .

She constructed a frameWork for her methodology which
i‘n%/ol.ve'dt five main features. They weré: invoking schema, sharing of
initial r_esponses,'repéated reflections in a reading diary, teacher
intervéntion through group tasks, and enlightening projects. These

features match closely those outlined by others in their work with
poetry and secondafy students, for example Dias, (1979, 1992 ); Probst, |
(1988,1992) . ' |

Overall, Ali felt the use of a reader résponse approach with

English language learners held great promise, “literature ...., if taught |

in a response-based manner, need not just act as a vehicle for language
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teaching but can be a form of aesthetic enlightenment that enhances
further the experience of reading in a second language” (p. 294) .

" Alan Duff and Alan Maley might have difficulty with the views
expressed by Widdowson, Hill & Parry, Zamel and Ali. Their book
‘Literature (1990) is a methodology text for teachers of Enghsh as an
additional language. The main purpose of their text is to use the |
literature as a vehicle for teaching language. The text is not meant as a
course “in literature but rather as a set of interactive language materials
based on literary texts” (p.5) . These wrlters have done away with the
pesky decision of what sorts of hterature might best be used with
students,

Literary quality is not the only criterion for the selectlon of texts.
Quite often “bad” writing proves more useful or stimulating
than “good”. These texts are not necessarily presented as models
of good writing. Students are not required to approve of them,
but simply to work with them (p-6)

While they' have chesen to 'use literature in their lessons these
writers are clearly not attemptmg to engage students in making |
personal meaning of literature. Many pieces within the text are
truncated it is rare m fact to work thh a complete selection. |

" The view of the use of hterature as pamted for us in this book is
certainly in dlrect contrast with the authors previously quoted in this
section.- However, it would appear from a review of the literature that

this utilitarian approach to reading and to literature specifically with
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ESL students, is wide spread and pernicious.
" Conclusion:

The review of the literature reveals very little in the way of
actual use of reader response in literature'Study groups in ESL
classroorns, eletnentary or secondary. " |

Except for the rare examples which have been cited, discussions
about literary texts when they do take place are used instead as | |
opportunities for teachers to check comprehension, a sort of “guess
what I'm thinking is 1mportant” game. |

Shifts in educational practice happen slowly over time and
-depend upon many factors. One of these factors is research. We bu11d
upon colleagues’ theories and propose new ones that sometimes |
challenge the status quo. '

This research which presents the use of reader_response with
second language le:;rners, one part of a student.-centered language
" learning program, is an attempt to examine current practice with
respect to-teaching readlng to secondary ESL students. The knowledge
' gamed through this research will benefit not only myself in terms of

- personal pedagogy, but w1ll also attempt to add to the growmg body of

knowledge and sound pedagogy: for students learning English as an

additional language.




Chapter III: Methodology

A. Description of Research Methodology

Methodologists, working with both first and second language

learners, are seeking answers to challenging questions about how to

-create classrooms where life-long learning is the goal, both for students

and teachers. What is going on in our classrooms, those rich
laboratories of reactions and interactions?
Historically, classroom teachers have looked to the “experts,” the

researchers to give us answers to these questions. There has been a

shift in this research paradigm however because of voices who, as

. Atwell (1993) says “argued that educators must stop pretending that we

can transfer scientific procedures to what are essentially social events
and processes. Research that ignores cohtext-real episodes from real
classrooms in real commu_hities - does little to help us become better
teachers...” (pg. viii) . As Jack Richards (1990), well known in the field

of second language instruction also states,

While classroom-based research has been more willing to
acknowledge the teacher’s presence in the classroom, the kinds
of teaching behaviours that are typically investigated are
restricted to those that are readily quantifiable or that can be
described in units of linguistic analysis. Such research reflects a
quantitative approach to the study of teaching. Hence much
classroom research is reduced to frequency counts of moves and
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transactions, interaction patterns, question types, and the like.

... other approaches are needed in order to broaden our
understanding of the nature of classrooms of good teaching. This
often necessitates more of qualitative approach, ...one that.

looks at the meaning and the value of classroom events. (p. 88)

The ability to work closely with these secondary ESL students in
a classroém setting Was a rare privilege. My classroom setting allowed
me to observe the multi-faceted context in which thé students were
learning and provided valuable, daily, cumulative data in terms of rriy
_observations and physical artifacts the students were creating. I was not
attempting through my study to test hypothéses. Rather my teacher
researcher questions were “wonderings to pursue” (Bissex, 1987) . Idid
not deliberately withhold particular teaching approaches from one |
group to seé what results would occur. There was a synergy between
‘my teaching and my research; each informed the other.

In order to take full advantage of this unique situation to study
the reading responses of 'secolr.\dary ESL students, I decided to use an
ethnographic research methodology. Ethnography is particularly'
relevant. to this type of interactive research as I'had an entire school
year in which to obserQe, interview students, and other support
pefsor’mel, collect relevant data in the form of writing samples and
response and dialogue journals, and to record processes, (bdth mine‘
and the students) as they occurred naturally in my classroom.

I feel this naturalistic in’q’uiry is entirely appropriate as I view
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rﬁyself as ari educational anthropologist wdrking in an exploratory
way. It was not my intent to measure preconceived dafa, but rather to
be a participant-observer in my classroom in ord'er.to_understand how
my students werellearning and behaving in relation to Amy literature-
based, respénse-centered curriculum.

Just as I spent this year supporting students in the development
~ and clarification of their own meanings I too was systematically |

working to derive meaning from the events of my classroom. I began
this year with a belief system in place which has been alluded to in
Chapter One. However, I did not know what to expect in terms of my
students’ reactions to a literature-based, response-centered curriculum.
I was able, over time, to paint a picture of my secondary ESL students
interactions with literature and their responses to it. I was really

| seeking to understand my students’ peréonal constructions, their

- . meanings, their thoughts. I Wanted t_d find out what they felt,vwhat
‘ théy believed and what they would do in this classroom environment
~ which was so differént frorﬁ their previous educational experiences.

It has been my task to then interpret these behavioural elements
and to state, as I will do in Chapter Four on the analysis of my reééar_ch
findings, what these multiple realities have to teach us as educators as
we interact with sécondary ESL students.

I have taken a naturalistic, diécovery-orientation in my research

because as the year progressed it became necessary to rethink initial
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~questions. I'had begun with the intent of Iobking specifically at one
group of students looking at a very short period of time, a month-long
poetry unit, and then recording and reflecting on the responses of _
these students. - .

As the year proceeded, however, it became clear .that much
would be lost in not recording and responding to the other students
with whom I worked as they provided rich comparisons and contrasts.
In addition, the decision to expahd my research to include
observations, and data from the entire yeér rather than just the poetijy
unit has proved to be fruitful. The original question asked, “How does |
one group of secondary ESL students designated as intérmediate_ to
advanced, respond to a poetry unit.” This question has been expanded
to look at the whole range of oral and written responses that two
Adifferen-t groups of students made in terms of a literéture-based_
curriculum. | | |

In order to take full advantage of my rich learning situation to
study the responses of secondary ESL students; I decided to use a caée

study design.

Traditional ethnographic studies are a case study design,

conducted at a single site composed of a number of participants,
- settings, processes, and activities.... case study refers to the one

phenomenon the researcher selects to understand in-depth

regardless of the number of settings, social scenes, or participants

in the study. The “case relates to the research foci and influences
~ what the research can state upon completion of the study.

( McMillan and Schumacher, 1989 pg. 392 )
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Robert Yin (1989), in his book Case Study Research Designs and

\/Iethods suggests when a case study would be an approprlate

approach. “The case study is preferred in, exammmg contemporary
"events, but when the relevant behavrours cannot be mampulated”
(p. 19) .. As Yin pomts out however the real strength of a case study,
“is itsablhty to deal w1th a full -varrety'of evldence - documents,
| artifacts' interviews and observations” (p. 20) .

I recognize that there have been tradrtlonal pre]udrces toward a

“case study approach. For example, concerns have centered around a
percelved lack of rlgour I believe I will be able to address thlS concern
through the many pleces of documented ev1dence I will be able to
gather and report on with thrs research. Another concern that i is often
"‘.‘expressed is the difficulty of prov1d1ng generahzatlons when using a

case study. .Ym counters this view by saying,

.case studies, like experrments are generahzable to theoretical
proposrtlons and not to populations or universes. In this sense,
the case study, like the experiment, does not represent a ‘

~ “sample”” and the investigator’s goal is to expand and generahze
theories (analytic.generalization) and not to enumerate
frequencies (statistical generalization. (p. 21).

It seems then that the use of a naturalistic case study is needed in
, 'the absence o‘f theories or previous studies of secondary ESL students’

attitudes and approaches to the use of reader response in a literature-
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based, response-centered, language ..learning program. In addition,
thefe also seems to be a currently acknowledged need to study learning
strategies, of which reader response is one, in an ecologically-valid
manner m the context of oogoing teaching practises.

As Chaudron (1988) points out,.effective classroom research
should be based on well reasoned theory and synthesis of previous -
knowﬁlédge, and further, '__thi,s research should help us ”-‘determine the
degree to which specific classrooin processes or.behaviours are sources
of positive effects on second language learning” (p.2). We need to

“examine the behaviours of teachers and students in real classrooms.

The focus of this case study will be a year long examihation of a
literature-based. response-centered classroom. The case study approach
is consistent with, and formed an integral part of my classroom based
teacher actlon research. There is no conflict between Chaudron s view

~of classroom research and this unique genre of research. Patterson and
'Shannon‘ (1993) point to the importance of teachers examiniﬁg their
own practice. They state that, “....teacher researchers seek to’unclerstand
the parti'cular individuals, actions, policies, and events that make up
thelr work and work envxronment in order to make professional
dec151ons [teacher action researchers] engage in moments of

reflectlon and i mqu1ry in order to take action that will help thelr

- students learn better.” (p 8) .

Schon (1983) helps to focus our thinking about the “problem
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setting” stance that he feels teacher research provides.

With the emphasis on problem solving in most professions, we
ignore problem setting: the process by which we define the
decisions to be made, the ends to be achieved, the means which
may be chosen. In real-world practice, problems do not present
themselves to practitioners as givens. They must be constructed
from the materials of problematic situations which are puzzling,
troubling, and uncertain. ( p. 40) '

The very words‘ ’faétion researéh,” imply a way of proceeding |
that suggests that we as teacher educators can appropriately look at our
practice and effect change. Decisions are made after sys{ematically
refléct,ing on the day to day events in our classrooms in light of our
underlying beliefs with the ultimate aim of developing new
knowledge.

Reflection is at the heart of action research. This reflection works
in concert Wit_h the on-going observations, reading, and other sources
of data collection to create an ebb and flow of action, and"newly
informed, reaction.

Fullan and Hargreaves (1991).suggest twelve guidelines that will
_ support teachers as they work toward “interactive professionalism.”
One of the key features they recommend is that téache_rs_becqmé aétion
oriented in tefms of locating their inner voice as educators. This
location of a peréonal vision of teaéhing is made possible, they say,
through a constant process of méking our thinking about teaching -

more explicit, “through a continuous process of reflection in, on and
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about experiences or practices in which we are engaged;” ... “The
concept of “reflective practitioner” as pioneered by Schon (1987) is seen
~as a way to describ_e and develop thoughtful approaches in professions
such as teaching. What Schon and others are promoting is the
irhportant link‘between the vital reflection that teachers must engage
in, and their practice. | |

Fullan and Hargreaves (1991) warn against superficial reflection
and stress the need for careful collection of evidence updn which to
base new ways of working with our students. |

If we collected evidence more thoroughly from students, we
would get better clues about what and how to improve. There
are many ways to do this other than through personal
impressions and test scores. Teachers can get more extensive
feedback though the use of student journals; through
systematic evaluations of courses or units of study; and through
efforts to involve the students directly in the process of
innovation. ( p. 68 )

‘This case 'study, which invoived year long data collection,
examined small groups of senior secondary ESL students making
personal responses ofally and in written form to poetry, art, and prose.
As one part of the research findings, the results of students’ respohses
to a specific poetry unit will be‘éxamined. However, rather than being
the entire focus for this study, the poetfy unit was one point on a
continuum of learning for these studeﬁté and is being highlighted to

serve as an illustrative example of how these secondary ESL students
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approached personal response after being exposed to this way of
engaging with print throughout the schoél year. |

Selected sessioné of the poétry unit were tape recorded and
transcribed and will form part of the triangulation I will use, in
additién to my researcher’s journal, my students’ response journals
~containing year-long responses to é variety of student-selected and
teacher selected poetry and prose, students’ booklets of self-selected
poetry/reflections, on-going reflective evaluative writing, and taped
interviews with students and district multicultural staff. These
methods of data collection will be in response to cor_tcefns regarding

- reliability and validity.

‘B.  Research Design

I was initially compelled to begin this research in paft because of
my eprsure, through a gfaduate level course, to the work of Patrick
Dias (1987) . I was captivated by the notion that it might be possible to-
expose ESL students to literature in a way which was consistent with

 my belief in the primacy of personal response in reading.

Sample Population
The study involved two groups of Asian, secondary ESL students
at various stages of language profitiency who were enrolled in the

researcher’s pull-out ESL classes in a suburban, senior secondary

88




school. The students ranged in age from sixteen to twenty, and were
~ from either Hong Kong or Taiwan.

These students were in two different classes and were designated

" throughdistrict wide testing as being Level 3 (beginning /intermediate).

and Level 4 (intermediate to advanced) . |

The number of students in the 1eve1 three class ranged from a
hlgh of sixteen to a low of twelve At all times there were more than
twice as rnany girls as boys Attendance in thisclass was fairly
’con51stent although several students left to ]om }umor colleges, or |
‘semestered high schools Two students had poor attendance during
.the entire year. | '

There were twelve students in the level four class, six boys and
l'six’ girls The attendance varied in the level four class throughout the
| year the average number of students in attendance being elght
Several students had up to thxrty days of absence per term. One level

four student was connected with crlmmal act1v1ty and d1d not return
after ]anuary, 1995 | |
| The level four students recexved six hours of pull -out ESL

- instruction per week, three hours w1th me and three hours with

) another ESL teacher The level three students received nine hours of
~ " ESL instruction per week with me as their on'ly ESL ,teacher. |
All students new to the district from outside Canada receive

district testing and placement. The Gates-McGinitie reading test is used
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and, in addition, depen.divng' on age, students are given a written,
district-designed grammar test, as Well as a test of oral language
receptivity and production.

In the Spring of each school year all ESL students in the district
take the Gates-McGinitie reading test again. These test results are used
in conjunctidn with individuai teachers evaluafion of student
progress. Movement to another level of ESL support, or exiting the
ESL program, is made for the following schbbl year based on these
combined evaluations.

Nihe of the students in the level three class had been at the
school the previoﬁs year and had moved frorﬁ level two to level three.
The remaining six students were new arrivals at the school at the
beginning of the school year and received their level designation at the
district office. |

All but three of the level four students, those new to the school
in term three, had been at the school the previous year and had been
moved from level three to level four. In addition, all these level four
students, except'the three who érrived in term three, have been in
Canada a .minimum of three years.

The.range in age and of time in Canada, language profiéiency,
the rhix of males and females,band number of students in the classes,
are representative of other level three and level four ESL classes in this

secondary school. The representation of only Asian students in these
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classes is again consistent with the population of students in other ESL
classes in the schooi. Asian students represent thevhighest percentage
of ESL students in the school district..

These étudents were grouped for instruction into leve.l three and
level four classes and there was relative homogeneity within these
classes with ;egard to racial mix, agé, and time Hin Canada. There was,
however, a considerable range within these classes, in terms of their
language proficiency both in terms of fecep’tivity and production, orally
“and in written form.

| Students who find themselves in these various levels have
'expectatidns in terms of how long it will take them to exit the ESL
i,program. Iﬁdeed, in the case of the level four students, it was clear
from the first day of classes in September that they felt they were -
already inappropriately placed. The majority of these level four ESL
students felt they should have been in a mainstream English class.

The level three s_fudents likewise had an expectaﬁon that', at the
end of the school year, primarily due to time in the program,they
" would be moved to another level requirihg less ESL support.

- The effect of these e'xpectatio'ns on their ability and willingnéss to

engage in a literature-based, response-centered curriculum will be

discussed further in the findings of this research.




Written Responses |

This research draws héavily on my students’ responses both in
their dialogue j’ournals.and their reader response journals. The A.
dialogue journals were begun in October of the school year and
discont.inu_ed in February. Reader response journals were introduced in
November and were continued throughout the school year. I had been
usihg a literature-based program with the students
througﬁout the year so that the introduction of a'poetry and connécted
prose.unit (Appendix 1) was ‘consistent with my year long literature-
based and response-centered curriculum, the goal of which was to
support ESL students, not only in their ESL classrooms but ultimateiy
to be supportive of them in their mainstream classes.

| The journal responses gathered during the poetry'unit will be
contrasted with journal responses which were kept throughout the
year in order to examine'issués surrounding personal selection as it
relates to responses. | _

As Appendix 2; the Qutliné for Readers’ Workshop describes, the
Readers’ Workshop in my classroom calleéd upon students to make |
written responses after 'r'eadingv their self-selected novels. Responses
were.also made to slelectionva had chosen for the students to read or
selections Ii had read to the students. All journal responses made
during the poetry unit were made after either large or small grbup |

discussion.
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The responses, which were part of student-created, self-selected
poetry booklets (Appendix 3) will also be referred to when addressing

the research questions .
Oral Responses

Dias’ research, in which he encouraged responsés_ to poetry, used
the following structure. Poems were read éloud twice and students in
small groups gave uninterrupted in'diviidual responses. After
allowing time for discussion the students then reported back to the
whole group; consensus was not the objective.' Rereading the poem
and making written responses in a journal Were' fhen assigned for
h'o.m'ework.'

- Throughout the school year both groups of ESL students had
been encouraged in a variéty of ways to orally express personal
opinidns on many topics including literature. These discussions were
not structured according to Dias’ approach. However, this structﬁred

approach was implemented for the poetry/prose unit.  Students were.

. invited to participate in whole group discussions in preparation for

reading the poem or prose. This ‘pre-discussior-'_t was followed by_
reading the poem or prose several times, followed by a written _

résponse-. Students then used these responses to aid them in their

structured small group disc'.uvssions.‘
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| ’Al'though discussions had_ been part of the other poetry/ prosé |
sessions, these discussions were not strﬁctﬁred according to any
particular design. One of the level three students’ structureci émall
.group discussions was tape-recorded.‘ Two, of the level four structured
small group discuséions and one large group discussion were tape-
recorded.
Classroom Context Leading tb Résearch
As early as September of the school year it became apparent that
these sfudénts did not view themselves as capable of making personal
responses to literature. Their backgrounds, which have been described
earlier, seemed to seriously inhibit them from making spontanedus
‘responses. My students, it seemed, did not see the print on the page
in any symbolic way. The words were there to be ﬁnlockéd, the-
meanings discovered, and the right answers giQen. |
- It was not only their hesitation at expressing person.al ideas

" which was at issue however. In October I administered a reading

~ survey adaptéd from Atwell’s In the Middle (1987). Most students,
both level three and level four, did not indicate that reading was
something they did well in English, perhaps not surprising since
“English is an additional ianguage for them. However, .Qf more concern
.wére their responses to questions régarding the purposes of reading. -
Most of their responses indicated that they view_ed'reading as the act of

getting information, basically an efferent activity. Many of these
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students did not read fdr pleasure.--”We read to get more information.”
“People read because learning things‘ will impro;}e their knowledge
and hobbies.” “Because théy can get more information and knowledge
from a book.” “People can get some reference and knowledge ffbrn the
book.” | |

I wish to make clear that I recognize and value the role that
~ efferent reading pléys in our curriculum. As Rosenblatt (1991) says,

It's the either-or habit of thinking that has caused the trouble.
True, there are two primary ways of looking at the world. We
may experience it, feel it sense, hear it, and have emotions
about it in all its immediacy. Or we may abstract generalisations
about-it, analyze it, manipulate it, and theorize about it. These
are not contradictory activities, however. (pg. 445)

_'What. I had hoped for my students is that they would be able to make
meaning in different ways depending upon their pufposes for engaging
‘in reading. | |

Langer (1994) suggests that this.process of meaning making can
- be literary or discursive. She, like RoSenblétt,.is keen to point out that
. these approaches are not dichotomous. When reading or writing
students may indeed take one or other of the app‘roaches‘ to their
reading or writing at a particular time. However, Langer points out,
“truly rich literary experiences are the result of the active interplay of
both approaches. | |

In both cases readers have a sense of the local meaning they are
considering at the the moment and also an overall sense of the
whole meaning they are reading, writing or thinking about; but
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they orient themselves differently to the ideas they are creating
because their expectations about the kinds of meamng they will
gain or create are different. ( p. 204)

Langers’ term * literary orientation” could.be compared to
| Rosenblatt’'s “aesthetic” stance. She characterizes it as ”...explering a
horizon of possibilities. It explores emotions, relétionships, motives,
,;md reactions, calling on all we know about what it is to be human”
( p-. 204) . Itis these possibilities which Langer sees as providing the
Acircums{tances which will create new, deeper and more complex
understandihgs. Readers who engage in a literary orientation are
constantly shifting between the whole and the parts which inform that
whole. But, it is the notion of seeing beyond the particular text at hand
‘that truly typifies the literary orientation. The reader is

...think[ing] beyond the particular situation, using their
understanding to reflect on their own lives, on the the lives of
others, or on the human situation and conditions in general. In
doing this, they expand their breadth of understanding, leaving
room for alternative interpretations, changing points of view,

- complex characterizations and unresolved questions - questions
that underlie the ambiguity inherent in the interpretation of
literature. (Langer, 1994, p. 205)

The other purpose for reading Langer calls reading for
| “discursive purposes” which is similar to Rosenblatt’s efferent
stance.” This discursive stance differs from the literary orientation in
the sense that the reader now is no longer c'onsidering-and

reconsidering as they read.  “There is thus an essential difference
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between the two orientations toward meaning, a difference that can
have a substantivv_e'effect on our understanding of critical thinking in -
educatioﬁ” (p. 205) . |

In addition, questions are asked differently with each of tﬁese
two approache.s.v The iques}tions posed in a literary orientation have the
effect of continually raising new questions about'whét one
undefstands; there is tolerance for ambiguity. Within a discursive
stance the questions have a different purpose. The far off goai of these
questions is to find the “right answer.” |

Whafc concerned me was that my students seemed to approach

reading with such a total inability to take a literary or aesthetic stance

- toward their reading. Reading for them seemed to primarily mean -

finding correct answers and telling me what they thought I wanted to -
heér, basically a “seek and find” activity. Agair_x, >given what I know of |
their previous educational experiehces, these expectations were not
surprising.

Having said all this, I still must stéfe that I trusted the literature
and I trusted my students. I belie_ved, aﬁd continue believe, in the
power of good literature, and I‘trusted: that stude.nts'in_ a suppoftive‘
en'vironm'ent. would benefit from reading good literature and being
able to make personal responses to it. I believed that when sttvider.tts‘are ,
encouraged to‘engage in discussions about literature, to go back to the

texts for a second look, to reconsider first responses, then they are
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deeply engaged in the aesthetic, the emotional aspects as‘ well as the
efferent elements. I trusted that the literature would invite my |
students to exploré new vistas, ﬁew possibilities of m.eaning.' Literature,
I felt, could connect students Wi’th the rhythm and béauty and power of
the English language. Literature could show fhem the soul of the
lénguage and not just the shell that houses it.

This year has been an attempt to puf into place pfacfices that
exposed'my secondary ESL students in a wide v_aﬁety- of literature and
encouraged and supported them while théy made pérsbnal meaning of
those literary ekperiences. The findin_gs of this research are the

reflections on the results of these initiatives .

‘C.  Frameworks & Approaches to Enrich the Classroom Context

Throughout this year long study I have used the classroom as an
environment in which to employ frameworks and strategies which

seémed most supportive of the students as they came to understand

~ personal meanihg-making in reading. These approaches were intended

to assist them as they moved the words from paper and ink to their
minds where as Probst says, “they [can] come to life.”

When I initiated the following frameworks and strategies in my

~classroom, I was unable to state which, if any, of these approaches

would be beneficial in terms of developing a Hterai‘y stance in
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secondary' ESL-students. This research was my attémpt, as Curt
Dudley-Marli'ng (1995) suggests, to ground my instructional practices
on a strong theoretical base in order that the systematically gathered
data combined with deliberate reflection bn the day to day classroom
context woﬁld provide information about some effective ways to
proceed when working with secondary ESL students.

Although the same belief system was at play with both groups, I
was prevented, due to time constraints, from applyihg as completely all
the frameworks and strategies with the level four students. |

'The results and implications of using of these frameworks and
| strategies less fréquér_\tly with one group than the other will be

discussed further in the Findings of this research.
Ffamework_s and Strategies Used With Secondary ESL
Students

FRAMEWORKS
~ Literature-Based VCurricuhimﬁ

It would have been meaningless to try to introduce a response-
 based reading program that had not been predicated on the use of
literature. It was pointless to ask my students how they responded to a

short selection from the SRA Reading Kit, or any of a variety of high-
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interest, low-vocabulary materials which are available for use with ESL -
students. These short, often unrelated pieces do not provide the
richness of language or ekperience that would elicit a personal

response. Adapted literature, or High/ Lo;v books as they are sometimes

called, have traditionally been seen as a way of using “literature” with

-ESL students. Never mind that in all too many cases there is little

reward in such simplified fare. The choppy phrases and repetitive
sentence structure do nothing to build the world of literacy for second
language learners and, in fact, often actually interfere with rather than

facilitate understanding. In addition, how can ESL students learn of

the depth and variefy of our language when presented with writing

that is cbmpletely stripped of essence?:
Throughout the year I attempted to maintain a balance between

literature that I chose for the students, especially in terms of supporting

a theme study, and literature that they chose to read during readers’

| workshop time. I have included in Appendix 4 a sample of some of

the texts students were exposed to t'hrougho'ut the yéar as well as
indications into which theme they were woven. |

Many years in elementary school classrooms had exposed me to
a grevat variety of picture and wordless books and these too were part of
my literature progrand. These books were often sources of dialogue
among individual students as they viewed them in the claés library,. _

and of course were spurs to other dialogue and writing when
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introduced las whole class experiences.

The notion of accepting literature as the base of a secondéry ESL
- 'program,did not receive resounding support from other ESL teachers.
My feseérch, of the professional literature, which is outlined in
- Chapter Three, made clear that there are those writing in the field of
ESL Who support a more decbntextualized, skill-based view of réading. '
This non-literary approach is also perpetuated by those who perhaps
lack éxperience themselves with literary texts and so return to the
- safety of programmed rriate_fialS. | |

:There is also the common sense view of reading which'.was
outlined in the literature review, that sees reading as basicélly the
manipulation of parts into a wholé. The belief that simplification is
the answer to reading experiences for ESL students finds expression in ‘
the kinds of reading lessons presented for use with ESL students.
These lessons in\}olve breaking down 'reading into its small pieces
believing they will make for more effective reading. H'owever,‘as
Bussis (1985) points out,

virtually any product of complex learning can be reduced to
component parts by logical analysis, for analytic logic is a_
powerful invention of the mind. But a fallacy occurs when the
analysis is automatically assumed to be the blueprint of how the
learning was achieved in the first place. This fallacy is often
devastating for instruction.... (p. 4)

My concern in choosing literature for the students and in
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guiding them to maké their own literature choices was to provide
them with truly rich readmg experiences. But more than an aesthenc‘
experience, | wanted to highlight the role of literature in “the
development of a sharp and critical mind” ( Langer, 1990, p. 812).

Literature, I felt, could provide a veritable bank of ideas, impressions,

- feelings and emotions, and at some poinf, perhaps impetus for the

creation of their own writing. I wanted the use of literature to allow
my students, as Rosenblatt (1991) says, to draw upon “ a reservoir of
past experiences with language and the world ” (p. 445) .

Ruddell (1992) points to rea&er mogiQ}atiéh as one important

aspect of literature-based instruction. In addition to the aesthetic

pleasure derived from reading he also says that |

literature provides (in a cognitive sense) through insight into
our own behaviour as we encounter a broad range of human
behaviour and explanation of possible causes; through an
awareness of people and other living things, events, and ideas...

~ suggesting worlds not yet experienced. Literature proves an
awareness of language as a powerful means of human
expression by demonstrating the skilful use of imagery, drama,
humour, and pathos. (p. 614)

What could be more important for my language learners?

The view of the ESL teacher’s instructional role is part of this

dxscussmn If ESL teachers sees their role as one in which they

mtroduce the grammar of the language, then would they view

literature, with its structural complexity and often unique use of
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langua.ge as doing little to advance this goal.

The students also have to be convinced of the usefulness of
litefature in their curriculum for, on the surface, it does not advance
either their academic or occupational goals. There are also those that
would argue that literature with its cultural bias Creates too great 'a‘
conceptual load for students. My belief, grounded in the difference
between use and usage, is that good literature allows students to see
how to use the rules of grammar for effeetive communication. Still,
the true power of literature lies in its ability to allow students to
experience the beauty and possibility of life and language. Peterson and )
Eeds (1990) reiterate the point thls way,

The possibilities of human life are illuminated, both the good
and the evil, and we are free to explore, to take sides, to
experience, to learn, but without the dire consequences we
sometimes encounter in our physical world. When we read a
story we truly merge heart and intellect. ( p.16)

Thematic Units/Content-based Instruction:

Language learning takes time. My own experience tells me this
as does fesearch by Cummins (198.1), Wong-Fillmore (1983), Collier, |
(1987.) . Many secondary ESL students, however, feel the pressure of
time constraints. These students arrive at the age of Sixteen}or
seventeen. They, as well as their parents, hope they will graduate with
their peers and go on to umversxty Entrance to umver51ty requires

completion of English 11 and 12. In order to take these courses the ESL
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student must exit the ESL prbgram. Consequently, some ESL students

see the ESL program as a barrier to their success rather than a support.

It is important therefore that these students feel that they are '
continuing their academic, content leérning with the ESL program at
the same time as learning language skills in order to ameliorate some
of this pressuré and desire to “move quickly through the system.”

- One of the ways 1 have found to sﬁpport the academic learning
needs of the second language learners in my classroom has been
through the use of thematic units of mstructlon These thematlc units
employed contextualised activities and language. In planning my

thematic units I have been particularly careful to ensure that they were

‘not merely correlations but true integration as Rout man, (1991) says:

“With integration...concepts identified are not only related to the topic
or 'subject but are important fo them. With correlaf_iq_n, the
connections are superfiéial and forced, and there is no iméortant
conce_pt'developmeht” (p- 277) . Routman asks the question; and it
was one which I was careful to attend to, “What are the eduéational
objectives and goéls of this unit?” (p. 208) . To this concern for .

meanihgful educational objectives, Eérly (1990) adds the need “...to

: plan learning experienc_evs that will be appropriate to the intellectual

level of all students regardless of their present level of language

profiéiericy” (pg. 567) .
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‘Dialogue Journals:

I began dialogu‘e journals with the level three students in
September of the school (vAp_pen_dix 5) . I-was eager to create an avenue |
of communication between the students and myéelf. There were many
opportunities for them to write during these eérly months but I Was

particularly interested in accessing the students’ higher order thinking.

- I wanted to provide an outlet for expressive writing. Although my

main incentive was not an evaluative one, I was able to see whether
my students were able to use language in terms of fluency of ideas and
appropriate use of structures. Primarily, however, this writing was for

the students own language development. “Correctness is not the

point; the learner’s internal dialogue is. When students write to learn,

they construct knowledge by writihg about a subject in their own words
and connecting what they are learning with what they aiready know”

(Patterson, Santa, Short & Smith, 1993, p. 187) . I was hoping to create a

+ learning environment that would, combined with the other structures

[ was putting in place, create a community of learners.

Dialogue journals were not used with the level four students. As
I wi»ll‘ discuss in the findings, this omission, alohg with other
instructional decisions,-had an effect on the level four students
willingness to engage in written discussion in their response jdurnals.
I' discontinued the use of dialogue journais with the level threé

students in January of the school year as I felt the use of thé Areade'r
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response journal was creating a focussed avenue for discussion
between the students and myself. In addition, a sense of trust and
| openness between the students and myself had been established by this

_point in the'yéar. |
Readers’ Work'shop;

‘Readers” workshop, which was eétablished in November of the

school year, provided opportunities to make visible the connection
- between reading and writing. The studenfs were invdlved in Readers’
- workshop twice weekly for} an hour. As with the writers” workshop
students were aAbl'e. to make their own reading sélections and through
their response journals could respohd to that reading in ways that
made sense to them. As the outline the students received before we
began the readers’ wbrkshop explains, the response journal, which was
part of the readers’ workshop approach was meant to_‘p_rovide tangible,
- on-going evidence of their think_ing about their re'ading.’The. journals 'v
were not a teét of knowledge. | | | |

| Readers’ ‘wor'kshop was intended to provide an environment -
that would also Support my goal of developing a cor'nmt.mity'of
learners. I feel, as do Meek (198'2)1and Smith (1988) , that iﬁ order for
reading to be fostered, students must collaborate with othérs interested

in reading, especially a significant adult.
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...for all the reading research we have financed, we are certain

- only that good readers pick their own way to literacy in the
company of friends who éncourage and sustain them and
that...the enthusiasm of a trusted adult can make the difference.
(Meek, 1982, pg. 193)

Readers’ WOrkshop provides just _suth an eni/ironment of
learning together a “literacy club,” Many ESL teachers view their
students as unable to choose what they will read due lack of experlence
or language prof1c1ency. However, as Probst (1981) firmly states, the -
making of these choices |

...places a tremendous burden of responsibility on the student - it
demands that the student think and decide, and those are
awesome tasks. But there is not much point in working for less
in the schools. ( pg. 47) |

| The use of such organiZational structures as readers’ and writers’
werkshops makes pdwerful implicit statements to our ESL students. -
'These are statements that demonstrate what we believe they are ready |
and able to do with others, the support of other students and a
knowledgeable adult; statements about what is important to do durmg
. reading time and who has the power that real reading confers, as Frank
Smxth (1988) says so clearly, |

every readlng/wrltmg teacher should be a member of the -
hteracy club. Many teachers are surprised when they reflect
upon what they actually demonstrate about readmg and writing
~ during the day. (p. 12)

My ESL students needed, I reasoned to 1dent1fy themselves with
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people who read and write. Reading involves social relationships
among teachers and students, among students and students, and
among students and authors. The social relationships needed for
reading do not just happeh; the éstablishment of these workshops was
meant to provide oppdrtunities for social interaction with others.

The géining or maintaining of status and social position within thé
classroom can and should be facilitated through these gfoups. Weall .
join clubs aﬁd other formal and informal associations because they are
made up of people that we see-ourselves as being like - or would like to

be like.
Response Journals:

The use of response journals, which are different in intent and

practice from other types of journals , formed an important part of my
literature-based, response-centered curriculum. Parson (1990) outlines.

the components of a response journal as a combination of the reading

, and writing process. “Students reflect on what they’ve been reading,

doing, and talking about and then reflect on how and why they

- respond as they do” (p. 3) .

Response journalsv were introduced into my program after the

the use of dialogue journals which I viewed as an intermediate step.
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" These response’ journais provided another way for me to “dialogue”

| ~ with my _smdehts but, rather than free writing or'personal writing, the

writing in this journal was meant to provide a focus for my students’

* questions, wonderings, reflections and _predictions about what they had

chosen to read during our reading workshop time, as well as stories

- and "poems that I selected for them to read or had read aloud to them.

The response journal- W‘ould‘be a physical artifact which made visible

-my belief in the interactive and reciprocal nature of literature.

~ These: jo'urnals were also an essential tool for the evaluation of

| process and product. - They were handed in once a week, commented

“on and used as a communication tool between the students and myself

as I worked to develop a clearer picture of their developing«literary

E understandmg

At the beginning of frrst and second term the students were

- grven open- -ended response starters to support them in thexr writing.
- Response ]ournals combined with these open-ended questions were
. intended to allow them to experlence literature and to share their

: personal meaning making with me and their fellow classmates. As I

explained to the students, these journals were my way I finding out

" what they understood about what they had been reading, and what
“they cared enou'gh abOut in their reading to remark on in their
- ]ournals It had been my experlence that my students were very good

“at answermg tradmonal comprehensron questions. They often worked
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together to “find” the right answer in the selection. However, these

answers rarely told me what was important or meaningful to the

students related to what the_y were reading, what connections they'Were'

making to other reading they were doing, and to what extent they were
internalising differént styles of writing. As Langef et al (1990) point
out, their extensive research showed that closed, so called | "
“comprehension questions” give us, at the best, skewed data about
how our ESL students are making meaning of what they read and
what meénings they are making.

Used alone, such items seem to underestimate what bilinguals
have understood from reading. Open-ended questions...may
serve as a useful instructional bridge between contextualised
student language and decontexualized school language and may
also provide teachers with a better understanding of what their
students understand and where strategic, content, or language
help is needed. (p 464)

In many instances, the research findings have shown, response
journals were used in the hope that they would support and also help
to initiate discussions about what was being read. |

The response journal was a vehicle to help students develop
their undeifstanding, and was meant fo provide me with an alternative
way to tap these understanding. I wanted to maximize their potential,
and to heighten the contextualization of their reading experiences
because I knew, as the work by Cummins (1984) points out, bilingual

students do not do well on context-reduced tasks.
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Writers’” Workshop:
The structure of a writers’ workshop approach in my classroom

was founded on basic principles gleaned from writers such as Graves,

(1978, 1983) and Atwell (1987) . At the heart of the workshop were the

essential elements of time, ownership, and response.‘ The predictable,
twice'weekly, hour-long segments were designed to allow for ideas to
develop, to be shared, changed and rewritten. Thebexpectations and
organizational elements of the .wb-rkshop were outlined, (Appendix 6)
and reinforced thrdugh' mini-lessons. |

Mini lessons, which weré an integral part of the writers’
workshop, were aftempts to address the issue of contextualization of. -

language concepts. I was able, over time, to note the type and frequency

-of written errors my students were rﬁaking, and then to approach them

in short, meaningful and if necessary repeated learning sessions.
I believe the issue of ownership of topic is at the heart of a

writing workshop approach. Over and over the students mentioned

how much they appreciaféd being able to choose their own topics and

how much easier it made it for them to pursue their writing to a
satisfactory conclusion. The nature of this involvement will be:
discussed more fully in the analysis section of this study.
Response to their writing, which was a natural part of the
writing process, haﬁpened in structured and unstructured ways.

Students were provided with many opportunities to see editing
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modelled; either by “listening in” as I worked with one student ona
piece of wrifing or more formally as I took an unidentified author’s
work and modelled, using the overhead projector, how one could
comment specifically and.hel'pfglly to a fellow wfritérA.

Students were formally invited to sit down with a peer and to

- read, discuss and respond to each other’s writing. Often students

would spontaneously join with others to laugh, compliment, question

and extend each other’s writing during the workshop time. These

- dialogues also took place informally around our writers’ publishing

board which contained the most recent published pieces.

Important as well was the system of réspect which was

established through the workshop approach. This system was founded

on the elements of listening and béing listened to and a quiet respect
for each other which connected to and was part of the building of a

sense of community of learners. This sense of community was the

- underlying element at work with the level three students but

unfortunately, for reasons which w1ll be discussed later, was not A

" present for the level four students. The implications of the extent to

which there was mvolvement in the writers’ workshop by one group
and not another as well as the reasons for greater commitment will be

discussed in the analysis provided in Chapter Four.
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LITERACY STRATEGIES |

In addition to the instructional frameworks, the
“superstructures,” outlined above, the students were exposed to a
variefy of meaning-making strategies throughout the year.A These
strategies were the “nuts and and bolts” which formed the
reinforcement to the framework structures.

For clarity of explanation I havé divided these strategies into
reading, writing, and speaking/listening. However, these divisions are
somewhat artificial because in reality each strategy informs and
supports the other. For example, inviting students to brainstorm
elements in an art piece before expectihg’then to produce a. piece of

| writing related to it is clearly supporting speaking and listening. At the
same time students are provided with the impetus for persoria‘l written
expression. In each strategy one aspec't, for example reading, is brought
to the foreground while each of the other-learning modes moves
temporarily to the background supporting, influencing and affecting
the other learning modes. What was essential was that these literacy

‘ sfrategies occurred as part of whole texts being read or written.
Reading Strategies:

* “What to do when you come to “something” you do not
recognize, know or understand as you are readmg
(Kucer, 1995, pg. 23)
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Using mini-lessons as the main instructional vehicle, the
students and I co-created a list of strategies that t_hey could use as they
were reading. Kucer suggests that tﬁese sfrategiés can act to mediate for
the stﬁdents as they read. They were introduced in a systerﬁatic way
rather than hoping or expecting that the students would ”discov.er”
these strategies on their owh.

o It had been my obserVation that these students, as rather

emergerit readers in English, were often unable to become involved in

" what they were reading as they focussed too heavily on semantic or

lexical difficulties. Their over dependence on the “public”
componehts, that is the “lexical, analytic abstractions” (Rdsenblatt, 1991,

p. 446) interfered in some cases with a deeper involvement with their

-reading. The reading strategies themselves are not new nor unique;

what is crucial was that they were introduced as part of the on- gomg
readmg students were involved in and in many cases were identified
by them after individual reflection, ‘ ‘pair/shares,” or small group

discussion. These reading strategies were posted on charts throughout

" the room and were also copied into students notes, to act as reminders

~ for students that they could be in control of their reading.

e Dally reading of prose and/or poetry

- The school year began with daily reading of prose and poetry and

continued to be a key component for the level three students .
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thfoughout the school year, and to a lesser extent for the level four
students. The times for the‘readivng varied, sorﬁetimes beginning the
day, sometimes as the concluéioh. [ drew on a wide range of literary
styles, authors and themes. The read-alouds frequently blossomed into
further written or artistic activities. Sometimes the students were
invited to sketch or write as I read, but most often they were

encouraged to just listen to the language, and of course to ask questions

‘as they arose. The list of some of the titles shared with the students

throughout the year are in Appendix 4.
Writing Strategies:

' The writers’ workshop with its specified times for drafting, peer
and group editing, student teacher coﬁferences and the opportunity to
publish their work resulted in many of the writing strategies I. hoped
my students would empl‘oy in their writing.

Of all the strategies which the students incorporated into their

* writing, the element of peer dialogue was most widely and effectively

- used. Often when students were “stuck” in their writing they would

spontaneously take their piece to a student in the class whom they
trusted would listen and give suggestions. Some of my ESL students
lacked confidence in their writing abilities. It was an endless source of

interest to me to hear them reading excerpts from their “work in

115




progress” for the express purpose of getting positive feedback.

Making visible, through'writing workshop mini-lessons, the
connections between what we read and what we write became evident
‘as students chose to write “in the style of” one of the authors we were
presently reading, or to actdally “piggyback” on each other’s ideas. “I'm
going to write a story that has one of Bernard'’s charatters in it, but it
will be somewhere different and my character, not his, will be the
hero.” Less subtle than stylistic borrowings were students’ use of
_ vocabulary encountered in their reading, a strategy Wthh was overtly
encouraged as a meaningful route to vocabulary development which
most secondar_y ESL students view as crucial.

- ‘Grammatical errors, which could not be ignored within the
students’ writing, were seen as opportunities for clarification of
meaning. With student permission, selections were photocopied and,
where an error was one which many students were making, addressed
as a class problem solvmg exercise. For some students this less direct
method of attendmg to errors was suff1c1ent and resulted in fewer "
errors in their own writing. For other students a more focussed
approach was needed. The structured conference time, as part of the
writers’ workshop, provided the setting and opportuh-ity for directed‘
student instruction. Although errors in writing were attended to, it is
_ mterestmg, and worthy of further comment in Chapter Four of thls

study , that the students were much more comfortable w1th errors in
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their writing than in their reading.
Speaking/Listening

Often speaking and listening are faught as discrete skills, as
separate components in ESL classrooms. If teachers share the same
class o'f‘ students, then it seems clear, again in a “cofnr_non sense” wéy,
that dividing the teaching load along the lines of, “I will teach the
speaking and listening,. you do the reading and writing” may be a -
sensible way to proceed. My program, however, is founded on the
belief that contextualised activities ultimately are more effective for
students. Therefore, the speaking and listening activities were
‘o.ut.growths of a thematic unit or coﬁnected with a piece of prose or
poetry being shared. |

There were speaking opportunities »for individuals and groups.
Some of these speaking opportunities were forrhal, practised énd
preserited; others were mére spontaneous and unrehearsed. Group
presentations were often recorded and students were given the
opportunity to listen to themselves to see how well they achieved the
 criteria set before the presentation. |

The students, through their manner and comments, enjoyed
these spéaking opportunities. They could often be convincing and

passionate about their topics. It was unsettling for me therefore to
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witness the gap between these forms of presentations and the ability to
discuss literature in small or large groups. The reasons for this
apparent incongru'ence_ will be discussed further. in the sections on oral

responses in Chapter Four.
Conclusion

This ethnographic research, with its necessary broad strokes of
coﬁtextualization_, has given rise to this apparéntly unorth.odox.
methodology section. The findings, which will be discussed in the next
chapter, would lack contextual support without this rather complete
picture of the classroom setting within wﬁich these secondary ESL

students worked and learned.
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Chapter I'V: R s Findingys

“Reading is the relationship between a human bezng and a text, and the
purpose of the activity involves the whole person. To ask what kinds

of readers we hope our young people will become is to ask what kinds
of human beings we hope they will .become.”

Louise Rosenblatt ( 1983, p. 118)

Introductlon
The prev1ous three chapters have established the context for thrs

chapter on: Research Frndmgs.- In Chapter One I communicated the

focus of this research problem, the use of a reader response approach-

" with secondary, ESL students, described the scope of the research

questions and the Significance of this research.

Chapter Two, the literature review, placed my research in a o
historical and associational perspective, and demonstrated the need for
a study of the research as outlmed in Chapter One. |

~The appropnateness of an ethnograph1c rnethodolog1ca1

g ap'proach and case study design, as well as an in-depth examination of -

. the classroom context for the research were presented in Chapter

Three

The wr1t1ng of Chapter Four, the fmclmgs of this year long study,

‘has been like runnmg in a wide open field full of colourful butterflies.

Data gathered were brrght fascmatmg and worthy of close mspectlon

However the amount and varrety of data which flowed forth froma
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year spent working closely with secondary ESL sfudents has been
ovérwhelming.

- This chapter in the study will draw on those sources of data most
salient to the study and, using the focus qﬁestions, will address the
main research question which is, “What can we learn when Asiah
secondary ESL students are called upon to make personal responses
orally and in written form to their reading?” |

To those who might have concerns that the data examined here
lacks rigour I would refer them to Atwell who says,

I-called my notes, tapes and writing samples I collected by way of
response my data..... my teaching and research went hand in
‘hand. My admittedly subjective role as provider for and teacher

- of these students, which I was careful to describe, did not negate
my findings. My role as teacher made my findings possible, it
made them specific and context rich.... (1993, pg. ix)

Describing the Data

| The following section will describe in the detail the sources of
data to be discussed in these findings including how, why and for how
long the various dataAwere gafhéred. Sources of data outlined here will
" be sélected to address specific questions; not all data will be addressed in
all questioﬁs. » | | | | |

Question one, regarding the students’ belief systevms with respect

to making personal oral or written fésponses, is foundational to the

other four questions and of necessity will be dealt with the most
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extensively. In answering sub-questions two through four it will be -
- possible to reflect on data supplied in the first question.
Sources of data in support of Research questions # 1-4.
Researcher’s Journal

This 109 page journal was kept on a personal computer
throughout the year, ( October 11, 1994 until May 9, 1995) in part for the
purpose of chronicling my responses to the students’ learning about
the use of reader response in oral and written form. The joufnal was
formatted to detail whaf approach or strategy was being initiated in the
classrooin. I used thé headings, ”What‘I Did,” and reflections. on those
initiatives, “What I Think.” I used the journal to focus tﬁy thiriking
over time, to record daily perceptions, and to take action based on what
‘was actually happening in the classroom with the intent of inaking

judgments based on observed critical events.

Reading Survey | .
A reading survey adapted from Atwell (1987), was administered

to both groups of students.

Student Response Journals
The students were introduced to the use of a response journal in

‘conjunction with the beginning of Readers’ Workshop in November, o v

1994.




Level Three Students:

‘The journals were used on a consistent, weekly basis throughout
the year by the level three students. Their responsé journals were used
primarily to respond to their reading during Readers’ Workshop.
However, they were also used for end»of term reflections, responvses to
videos, responses to é novel I was reading to the class and responses to

a class novel.

Level Four Students:

The level four students used their journals as parf of Readers’
Workshop from November 1994 to January 1995. They were not used
on a consistent weekly basis during‘that time. Beg'mhing in January of
1995 we began a whole class novel study in place of Readers’

Workshop. At this time the.response journals were primarily used to
write responses to their novel stﬁdy. From April through May 1995 the
response journals became the written forum for‘respon's.es to our

poetry unit.

Self-Selected Poetry Booklets
As part of the poetry-unit begun in April 1995, the students were -
expected to create a poetry booklet including self-selected poetry and

personal responses to the poems chosen.
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Comments on Poetry Unit

Level Three Students:
For the level threé studénts, who were in my classroom for nine
hours a week, all the poetry activities, including the booklet, were one

part of their on-going third term program.

Level Four Students
For the level four students, who were in my classroom for three
hours a week, these poetry activities formed the major part of their

program for April and part of May.

‘Taped Poetry Discussions
Level Three Students

One small group diScussioh was tape-recordéd. 'fhe session-will
be reported on as it provides examples of types of oral responses to -

literature that these students engaged in.
Level Four Students

“Two small group and one large' group discussion were tape-

recorded.
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Taped Interviews

Six level three students, in two groups of three, were
interviewed for approximately forty minutes for each grdup. '

Five level four students were interviewed duriﬁg a. one hour

session. Both groups were asked the same questions ( Appendix 7 ).

A one hour interview was also conducted with a district
multicultural home-school worker in order to determine current
curriculum, fnethodologies, and parent/student expeétaﬁons in Hong
Kong high-schools from her perspective as a.fo;mef high-school-
teacher in Hong Kong until three years ago. |

Student Response Reflections

i In January, 1995 both groups of students completed a form called

“Making Personal Responses,” in which they were asked questions

regarding their thinking about making oral responses.

~ii. * In November 1994, the level four students completed a form
“called ’My Perfect Lesson,” in which they outlined what they

" considered to be an effective and enjoyable one hour ESL lesson.

iii.  Both groups of students were asked to respond to a sheet called
_.“Reflections on Responses” in April, 1995. This form asked them to

- reflect on a variety of topics concerning personal response

(Appendix 8). }
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Selected Writing Samples

Throughout the year both groups of students were called upon
to produce written pieces as part of their ESL prografn. Selected pieces
from both groups will be referred to as they further clarify the role of

personal response to reading and connected writing opportunities.

The Findings
'For organizational purposes specific data will reported

separately as it relates to eéch question. It seems important however
to clarify the issue of interconnectedness of the data. Each piece adds to
the overall findings ahd /it is really the intérdependence of these pieces
as they inform each other which is crucial and paints the clearest
picture. .

This next section will use the sources of data de.scribed above to
examine each of the research questions outlined in chapter one and,
through the power of the accumulated data and summative |

comments, address the main research question.

I will share data related to the level four students first and then -

that which is associated with the level three students. I will conclude
~ each research question analysis with a reflection on the data as they

relate to both grbups.
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Sub-Question One -

What beliefs do secondary ESL students hold toward making personal
responses to reading both in written and oral form? Do these opinions
change over time when students are given repeated opportumtles to
express personal responses’

In many ways this research question is the most complex to
~address. It is certainly ephemeral as it attempts fo make visible for the
| reéder students’ belief systems regarding response. "fhesé beliéfs are
not somethin'g'tangible unless we use, as I have done, visible data such
as recorded in my resedrch_journal, taped interviews and discussions,
and answers to surveys as evidence of those beliefs. |

In addressing this question of belief it has been necessary
therefore, to draw heavily on data which also relates to the other four
research questions. For example, distinct boundaries b’etw-'een evidence
of a belief system and evidence of response preferences aré difficult to
establish. |

In an attempt to describe most comprehensively the secondary -

ESL students’. beliefs regarding personal r.espo'nse,vI hkave drawn data

from the areas of oral and written responses, my jdurnals in terms of

approaches used and influencing factors, and students’ reading survey,

taped interviews, and response reflections.




Level Fonr Students:

The following notes are frorn my journal after flrst introducing
hterature response groups with my level four students I began by
asking them to write an mdlvxdual response to ‘the.poem ”Know
- Thyself.” I read the poem with them several tlmes and I then invited
them to do a short, wrltten response I could see he51tancy, and very -
little writing Was taking place. I—Ioping to increase their written
responses through the use of dialogue, I then encouraged them to talk
one at a time in a small group and then to appoint a gtoup
representative to speak to the class about what'their group had
discussed. |
Resarcher’s Journal

October 11, 1994:
Students were very reluctant to write their own -
perceptions. Seemed very unsure of what was wanted. Some
students seemed bored: Some seemed to feel it an “unworthy”
activity...Difficulty with one word “obsolete” this held them back
somewhat.... When [ was in a group and gave prompt questions
‘some students would talk. Could not be called a discussion.
Whole class feed-back limited. I attempted to capture some
common themes or threads. There were no “ahas” or “I
disagrees,” or “I agrees.” In fact I ran the discussions and directed
the discussions. Not really what I think of when I think of

~ reader response.

This first foray into oral and written reader response was not a stellar

one.
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[ commented further in this entry,

It seems clear to me that it will take a lot of prodding and
encouragement for these response groups to work... it seems
quite obvious that these students are either not familiar with
providing personal'responses orally, or perhaps they don’t enjoy
it because it is such an unfamiliar way of representmg what they
understand about a piece.

Journal comments very similar to these were repeated
frequently thro_ughdut_ the year as I attempted to understand why the
level four students were so reluctant to speak or write about what they

were reading.

Reading Survey:

On October 28, 1994, I administered a reading survey. My intent

reading process. I believed that information about their mental model
of reading would yield 1n51ghts into their behefs about respondmg to

: readmg The followmg comments are from this survey

Note: All quotations from students are transcribed as they were.
written. In cases where meaning might be lost I have written the word
correctly in brackets. I believe it is important to see not only what
these students had to say but also how they were saying it. In terms of
the level four students, the issue of grammatical correctness affected
my reactions to their responses, a factor which will be reported on
further when addressing sub-question four.

|
|
i
|
l
_ was to begin to determine students’ perceptions of reading and the
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
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Why do people read’

msw

for mcreasmg the knowledge and for pleasure
gain more knowledge

~ People read because learmng things improve their knowledge
- and hobbies.

They can get more 1nforrnatlon and knowledge from the book.

~ People can get some reference and knowledge from the book.

because they want’s to learn more

‘ Of the nine students who completed the form three mentloned :

reasons other than garnlng knowledge,

»

S:
A:

To Spend their free time
they want to 1mprove the1r wrrtmg

~ For fun, 1nterest

How does a 'teacher decide which students are good readers?

mr OO

~ The students who can read faster and understand more.

Ask him/her is understand the storles talkmg about.

‘understand the story

A teacher can ask the content of the book.

-~ Usually someone has a good mark on the composrtron

How your readlng

Two students d1d not answer the question. One student drverged

_ from the common response and wrote,

From thelr feehngs of the books. -

What does someone have to do to be a good reader?

SrEY

* Find the meaning of vocabularies

read as many as they can. :

Someone doesn’t care to read any books

Ask someone if you have questions in the book and gam more
from the book.

read more and listen more

To read more books
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A rea_d more often

Do you ever read a novel at home for pleasure?

Four of the eight students answered No. Of the other four
comments were,

Sometimes in the summer
If I have time

Once a week _
Depends on my time.

AP

"In general how do you feel about reading?

S Reading is quite boring but it can help in my writing.
R not really interesting
A: interesting
w Reading can give me more experience and learn more
A I will enjoy reading if I feel interested, but I will feel hke
suffering if I am not interested.
- Fine, O.K. but if too long will make me bored
It is fine. |
Good and improve my knowledge.

O

The résults of the survey did not surprise me as I had noted in

~ the first two months of school a decided unwillingness among the

lével four students to engage in reading during the Readers’ Workshop
time. - Many students "’forgcl)t” their novels, or respénse journals.
Individual discussions with students which were part of. the Readers’
Workshop indicated little or no reading was being done outside of
class. They were generally unable to comment oh what they,wefe

reading beyond plot retells. Journal entries were short, plot retells with
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little or no personal connections were being made.

The survey showed that there was, in general, a ut111tar1an
approach to reading . Very little pleasure reading was being done.
There were mixed vie_wé about what you had to do to be a good reader .
Four of.the students said-r’eading a lot would help; however, these
same students said they never read for pleasure. Perhaps they were
writing what they thoughf they should write. In general their view of
reading seemed to be that it is a necessary evil, something to. be
tolerated but not cultivated. Somewhat encou_ragihg, however, were
their answers to the question: |
Do you like to have your ‘teacher read to you’

- Eight of the nine students said Yes, perhaps mdlcatmg that the
act of personal reading was too t_axmg cognitively but there was

‘pleasure to be gained from listening to someone else read.

After reading Dragon’s Pearl by Julie Lawan to the class I noted
They seemed quite enthralled. Iread to this grouﬁ a great deal
. througho'ut the year. Most of these instances however, involved their
reading along wifh the samie text.. This‘ was reading aloud for the

purpose of mediating the text, not as singularly pleasurable experience.

“My Perfect Lesson”

By November of the school year the discrepancies between my

classroom goals in terms of engaging students in personal response and
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the level four students expectations in terms of what would-be useful
for them in an ESL levet four classroom were apparent. There was
sporadic attendance and, at best, grudging 'participa-tion'in classroom
activities. After three months of school we were no closer to creatlng a
community of learners than on the f1rst day

Conversations w1th thelr other ESL teacher revealed that poor
attendance in that c:lassroom was an 1ssue with’only two students who
were also not attending any of their other mainstream classes. The |
programs in our two classrooms varied widely. This difference need
_notvhave been an issue but, unfortunately, due to several factors which
will be discussed further.in these findings, the differing emphases
_between the two classrooms were, in concert with other factors, partly
responsible for the general lack of commitment to personal oral
responses and to a lesser degree, written responses.

In an attempt to open lines of cOmmunicatidn and to uncover
- what beliefs students held regarding ESL lessons, designed an activity '
called “My Perfect Lesson.” The students used a forrnatted sheet which
" indicated spaces for Name/Type of Lesson, Materials Needed, |
‘Organization, Acti\;ities,_ and Evaluation to design a lesson that they
felt weu.ldbbe beneficial and enjoyable for an ESL student.-

One student suggested a lesson which involved a type of
structured response to reading and writing. In addition to reading and

discussing the poem, student K. also included “analysing” the poem as
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part of the activities. It is not clear whose analysis he wanted to discuss.

In other words was he talking about personal response or, and this

seems more likely, did he want to hear the ‘official’ version of what the

poem meant.

K:

MORALE I

Use the rest of the time to analy51s the poem, learn the skills to
understand the poem.... It is a good challenge for the students to
read the poem. Even though it is hard for us to read or
understand it, it can give us the opportunities to analysis the
poem. Because in the future, we need to read and

learn the poem in the regular class.

Other suggestions were:

- Group story writing

map reading, :
pronunciation activities
Movie watching
Listening activity

‘Speaking/Drama lesson

Group Story
Drama on Racism

Interestingly, only one student B. suggested the pronunciation

activity, which could be regarded as “skill-based.” He wrofe,

listen to an English audio cassette, then answer questions, at the
same time fill in blanks (exactly what we are listening) learn |
idioms and practice orally (Canadian way of speaking), learn 5 to
10 vocabularies and memorize them quickly.

The responses to “My Perfect Lesson” activity seemed to indicate
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that the students were looking for variety in their lessons and that they -
“enjoyed group work. Two of the students’ lessons involved students
speaking together in a somewhat problem solving mode.

R: It is a kind of group work, each group should discuss together
and design what type of presentation they are going to perform.
They can do it like a drama and to have some interesting
conversations and actions... ‘

"E: It could be individual work for some part and for some part it
could work in a group. This activity is about radicm (racism).
How they work out from each other. How the student feel about
different kinds of people.

Other than student K.’s example however, none of the students
suggested discussing or writing about somethmg they had read.
Because so many of the students had mentioned working in
~ groups as'an activity that they enjoyed, I continued to help students .
discuss prose and poétry in small and large groups as well as introduce
many other activities which required group participation. =~ However,
what became clear as the yéar progressed, and as the data indicated, the
notion of expressing a pérsonal opinion about literature orally was not
something they either valued of had the skills to carry out.
" Researcher’s Journal |
October 18, 1994:

I need to do much more before reading the selection to
encourage discussion after reading.

October 25, 1994: :
" In spite of all the pre-work their small and large group
discussions were flat. In the small group they just read their
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responses (which were very short) and didn’t connect with each
other. Most groups were unable to formulate a group response.
It ended up, as always, with me asking leading questions.

January 18, 1995

Asked them to use the two column response sheet which had
- been assigned for homework to hold a small group

discussion about Chapter Two. We then had a large group share,
supposed to be based on what the small group had thought was
‘interesting. However, since I was with one group for most of the
time, and the other group spent most of its time looking up
words they didn’t know, the subsequent large group discussion
was fairly flat.

March 15, 1995:

When I asked them what was interesting in the

chapters, C. and A. basically gave a plot retell. T. made some
allusion- to the fact that Petra will become important. Still it does
not feel like a discussion. It feels like a question and answer
period. I can’t seemto get out of the discussion loop. If I let-
them discuss in a small group they just read what they have
written and then sit and stare at each other. “I tell you, now you
tell me.” HOW, can I get them to respond to each other in a way
that makes them think more deeply about what they are saymg”

- When they indicated they en]oyed working in groups, it was not
with the purpose of discussing their responses to poetry or prose. They
~felt they did not “understand” the'piecel enough to talk about it. |
“Understand,” accordihg to these students, seemed to mean that they
felt there was a right answer and that since they didn’t understand
every word of what they had read they could nof possibly express, at
least orally, their opinion on the literatufe.

Taped interviews which I will refer to next, combined with
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results from a sheet ;sking for their opinion relatect to rnaking
personal response; and further comments from my joornal indicate
that some of the students could see some value in giving written:
responses, a'l"though the purposes for giving these responses were
unclear. Indeed, some of the students seemed to enjoy respOnding in
writing rather than answering comprehensxon questlons Reasons for.
this preference are dlscussed later. However oral responses were
never seen as an 1mportant, mterestmg or useful way of either sharing
their own idees about literature or of building on their current

perceptions of what they were reading.

~ Taped Interviews

| On May 17, 19951 intervi_ewed five level four stuclents using the
interview questions outlined in Appendix 7 . I asked the questions of
the group | m general'a‘nd waited for. voluntary replies; therefore, not
“all quest1ons were answered by all group members I was concerned
that if T 1nterv1ewed them one at a time that they would perceive my
questlons as too mqulsltorlal. Therefore, I interviewed them as a
group SO as to create a more relaxed atrnosphere and thereby gather
richer, more meaningful information. | |

What is the dlfference between answermg questlons and giving a
response? : : :

T: I think the response journal, um, we have more free things to
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think about. We answer the question we are only talk about the
_question, but we do the journal we tell our 1dea but do the
question only about the questlon :

_ W: I like the con51deratlon, can explam, to you why, if you answer
| » : the question is more specific, the question.

o St When you write the reésponse journal I can you show what I'

| : ' ~ think, but when you answer the questlons you must give the
- o answer. :
G: I want write the response ]ournal Because | don t know how to

explam myself.

C:. I prefer response than to answer quéstioné Because sometimes I
can get other peoples’ ideas and then I can know what other
people think and I thmk I will think more specific.

Although the question did not specifically ask about w;i&en
'reéponses, the studenfs all interpreted it to mean that. Their responses.
‘seem to indicate that, at least in terms of written responses, they |
enjoyéd the opportunity to express their own opinions freely and they

recognized that responses and questions were two different things.
Why do you think you are asked to give responses to what you read?

S:  When I write a respénse I retell what I think, what I read.

T: = Ithink, um, if we only answer the questions it can simply to find -
the answer to the question, but really needs to completely
understand todo a response. . '

W: I think because we don’t talk too much in class and you want to
know what, you want to understand what we thinking inside.
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G: I think you want to know what we learn.

C I think is good because sometimes we just know the story but we

didn’t know the theme of the story, so response journal is good.

There is confusion concerning why they are asked to Write
résponses. 1 had uséd mini-lesson opportunities throughout the year
to discuss response, had shared xﬁy own responses to poetry and prose
orally, and had shared other students re's‘ponses to pieces of literature,
but fhese attempts at clarifying the purposes of response had either not
been ihternalized or were too difficult to express.

All five responses indicate that they think the response journal

is in some way a check, an opportunity for me to tell whether they read

the story and to what extent they understood it accordiflg to s_dme
teacher-held criteria. | |

In a discussion I had wifh them regarding response I noted the
following in my research journal,
March 17, 1995 '

After discussing the charts I asked them to reflect on the process
of working in small groups. I also pointed out that I rarely ask
them “comprehension” questions. I asked them if the like
answering comprehension questions or did they prefer working
in groups to talk and then giving responses. They said they liked
talking in groups and then giving responses. I told them I was
surprised and so would most teachers be, because they believe
that ESL students like answering clear cut questions.

The students’ ideas about preferring to work in small groups and’
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then giving responses, as well as their comments in the interview
about enjoying written responses rather than answering questions,
appear to contradict what took place in the classroom where they were

extremely reluctant to discuss hterature orally. In addition, their

: response journals were completed with a general lack of commitment.

I next asked the students if they felt we had ever had a discussion

" in the classroom, they replied,

S. ' Yes, um, the game, the game we had last week.

T. Um, we play the surv1va1 game all the people in this class, all
the people doesn’t like people dead, so we talk.

I asked what constituted a discussion,

C Opinions

W. Ideas

T. People

C Express our feeling

The students seem to understand the content of dlscussmns
what were missing, and was not achleved throughout the year were
the skills necessary to ’explore this content. Attitude, another importanr
factor necessary for successful' discussions, will be discussed later.

As so marly of my jo.urnal entries 'indicated, participation in

discussions about literature was limited throughout the entire year. I.

‘made no notations about successful literature drscusswns And yet the

‘students said they preferred to talk about a story and they enjoyed

writing responses. Why the discrepancy?
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Two explanations seem possible. First, they were simply telling
me what they thought [ wanted to hear. They knew, from the many
tifnes I had spoken about it, that I valued personal response and they
simply wanted to ‘please the teacher.” A perhaps more cynical
. interpretation might be that they were attempting to influence my
opinion of them in order to exit ESL, a prime goal for all these
sfudents.

The second reason they might have stated that they enjoyed
giving written responses is that they felt fesponses were somehow
“safe%” than answering questions to which they perceived there were )
right and wrong answers.v | |

My level four students were not strong readers. Miscue analysis
indicated them to be sound and word dependent, often to the
detriment of meaning. Their j‘ournal responses, particularly during our

novel study of The Chrysalids, which were more concrete

representations of their current thinking about their reading than oral

responses, often concerned me as they seemed not only to be unable to
" make personal connections, but indéed, not to be following the plot. 1
struggled all year with stfiking a balance between supporting personal
response and the need to ensure that they were, at leas‘,t,z folldwirig the
story events. I began to suspect that their vague responses were an
attempt to hide the fact that they did not know what was happening in

the novel.
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January 17, 1995

I'm afraid I can’t seem to help asking them fairly traditional
questions as we are reading. However, in the asking I get more
and more desperate because they seem to have so little idea what
is going on. So, do I stop asking questions and just do a
simultaneous translation as I read, and then look to see what
sense they are making? I think I know in my hear that this is a
better route to take. They are not going to ‘get,’ that is

- understand all the nuances of the story. So perhaps it is best to
just expose them to a longer piece of literature and just allow
them to make what sense they can of it. At least it is well
written literature and not some story wrxtten so they can answer
questions.

February 8,1995

I read an article in Feb. 1995 Language Arts. The author spoke
about being aware of not using literature to do a guided tour of a
book. It got me thinking. I am desperately trying to not stop as
we read The Chrysalids to ask display questions, which I was

doing a lot of. I know on one level that [ cannot * ‘give” them the "~

book. They must work with it themselves but a part of me
needs reassurance that they are “getting” it. So now instead I
have been trying to do a sort of guided tour of what we are
reading. Not in terms of what to think about what we are
‘reading, but rather tracing the events, painting the scene,
summarizing.

A dilemma. I summarized my feelings this way, .

Although the author of the article thinks this is not such a good
thmg to do . But I think in terms of working with ESL students
itis a bridging step, freeing them to express what it is they think

about ‘what we just read.

I restated my concern a few days later.

141




February 14, 1995

I was concerned about P.’s responses the other day in not
recognizing an important event. It strikes at the heart of a lot of
this for me. I know they are not going to “get” all the events, so
do I let this go and just concentrate on personal responses. I do
not want the reading of this book to turn into a mini-test
situation. “Retell all the events in the correct order! On the
other hand how can they accurately respond to. something they
don’t know happened, or don’t know why it happened?

'February 18, 1995

Just reread something I wrote earlier in the year. I wrote that
these students seem to feel there is one right answer. I think I
need to modify that now that I have read their response
journals for a few months. I still think, they think, I have the
answer and they must give it to me... But in some cases, because
they are such weak readers, they really are unsure of what to say
so hence the rhetorical questions, the very vague and safe -
opinions. I think, they think I will accept something that is soft
and fuzzy and nice soundmg and basically repeats safe things
that they know are ‘correct.’

Later I wrote,

I wonder if I should ask them to give proof from the story to _
back up their ideas. Certainly it is always suggested that personal
response does not just mean writing any old thmg you think.

You must have some proof. I guess in a way that is what I am
doing in asking them questions at-the end of their responses

- forcing them to go back to the story and find proof. I just don’ t

want them to think, “Oh I was right there is one right answer
and I didn’t get it!” ' :

Taped Ingeryiew (continued):

How do you feel about giving a response?
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W: Sometimes, sometimes not. Just depends on poem. If I don't
really understand the poem, I don’t know how to write the
response to you.

C It's challenging.

G Not quite.

What would you do if you were the teacher and you wanted to find out
what the students thought of what they read?
*in these interviews the researcher is indicated by the initials PJ.

W:  Ask more questions.

T I don’t agree with the test, because um maybe students, will have
the hard work for the students, but when we have on the
test, but I do the project on the story.

PJ:  Oh you would like to do some kind of picture, or drawing like

we did for The Chrysalids.

Because is more easy to'do.

But not all-people will do .

Some students would not answer with respect to how they felt
about responses. Those that did gave mixed reactions. As often seems
to be the case, their answers are polarized; they would either prefer test
like situations, or picture drawing instead of response.

As problematic as their reasons for writing responses were, their
reluctance to make oral responses was far more worrying. Further in |
the interview one of the students suggested the way to get ESL students
to speak_woﬁld be to force or punish them by taking away marks;
another student said,

T. I don’t think it is ahy use, because people from Hong Kong, they
Chinese, they are too shy the students don’t speak to the teacher.
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Further sources of data which outline the level four students’
beliefs about personal response are to be found in the following

“Reflections on Response.”

Reflections on Responses:

In June of 1995 I asked the level four students to complete a form
which asked them to think about and respond to their ideas about
written responses. Only four of the students completed and handed in

the form. The following comments are from those forms.

R: Writing responses is one of the most boring things I've ever
done. Whenever I was writing response, I always have to
stretch my mind in order to make it more interesting.
Sometimes there was really nothing you can write about, but
you still have to response it. I found that totally useless.

A: About writing responses, I enjoy most to give my ideas freely. I
have a lot of responses that are not good, because sometimes I
have to make up some ideas to write when I have read a prose
or a chapter of a novel that doesn’t give me any ideas.

C I like writing responses because I can improve my writing skills,
organizations, spelling and express my personal feelings in my
writing. Also, it gives me a chance to think more about the
theme of the story after my teacher gives me some comments.
But I think my writing about the “Mending Wall” is not good
because I'm confused about the poet and the other people in the
poem think about walls. Also, the expression of my own
feelings isn’t good enough for other readers read.
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B: I enjoy most about writing responses is expressing my 1dea in the

responses. The skills I learned in my responses are grammar
and structure.... Sometimes I don’t understand the story, it is
very hard to write a response journal.

Comments by student R. were clear cut in terms of dislike of the
response format. It is interesting to note the comment about
“stretching my mind”, and the peréeption that this was not a positive
tﬁing to be engaged in. Other students again referred to their inability
to express themselves if they didn’t understand the story. As well, the
notion of the journals as being places that would help improve their
skill base was reiterated. One student, A. mentioned that the journal
- gave him a place to express himself ‘freely.

Positive comments such as, “I enjoy most to give my ideas
freely,” and 1 enjoy most about writing responses is éxpressing my
~ idea in the respc‘mses.,” indicate that the students did seem to appreciate
the freedom that a response journal provided, however, théir
perceived lack of skills and prevented them from using their journal
effectively, “...the expfession of my own feelings isn’t good enough for
" other readers read.” ‘

Although we had been together for nine months at tﬁis point
there was still minimal trust. Trust takes time to build, and ié thé
accumulation of repeated opportunities to have confirmed what has
been said, was really meant. l'Elementary-'aged ESL students will

" hopefully have many experiences with teachers asking them for, and
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validating their personal opinions on a vaﬁety of topics including
literature. However, secondary ESL' students arriving relatively late in
their school career will have less opportunity for such validation. It
seems possible, therefore, that one of the factors affecting the level four
stude'nt's’ beliefs about pérsonal responses could be their ‘age on arrival
in Canada. The level four students were in their mid to late teens .
when irﬁmigrating. Based on interviews with the studenfs, our district
home-school worker, and students’ parents indicated that they had -
been immersed in an educational system that values the one right
answer and coanrfnity. It is possible that they found it too difficult to
‘'shake off this way of thinking abpﬁt leafriing. In addition, their
-educational experience did not support opeﬁ, frank éxchange of ideas
with their teachers. They had not been encouraged to express personal
opinions and ﬁow obviously had difficulty in believing that making
responses was necessary or worthwhile. Many of them had achieved
excellence m their native countries without ever being asked to express
a pefsohal response to literature and therefore: their belief that personal
response was unnecessary to academic success had further support.
The April 24, 1995 taped interview I had with a district
.hc')rne/ school multicultural worker gave further pro_df of the nature of
the level four students educational bac_kgrbund. I asked her,

What would students have experienced in Hong Kong in terms of
small group discussions? : S

Ans.‘ The teacher asks some queStions about comprehens'ion of the
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book and then they answer what the teacher asks, no group
discussion, no chance to talk to each other, just sit by their own

~ desks. The students are called on, they don’t get to say, “I know,”
teacher chooses who will answer. No chance to discuss with
four students, classes are very large, forty students, and the desks .
are anchored down, no space to move desk or chairs.

- What about large group discussions?

Ans. Well, students are called on one at a time and stand up beside
their desk and give their answer. Not many chances to say what
they think about what they read.

Why do you think these students are having so much difficulty
expressing their own ideas about stories and poems we read?

Ans. Because the most important thing for students is. to get the
higher marks, personal responses are a waste of time. They need
 to read a great deal and to memorize it, no time for
personal responses. Passing examinations is very important,
- comprehension, composition, they do lots of grammar exercises.

What kind of reading do they do, how much reading would they do?

Ans. They are only required to read one or two books in a year. They
do some comprehension exercises. They only read and do
comprehension, or grammar. They only do a book report on
Easter, Christmas, summer holidays, that is the amount of
reading they do.

The 'commexi_tsr from the multicultural worker were consisteﬁt
with comments my students had made to me informally all year.

Perhaps more important than the type of experiences they had in
“school in terms of studymg prose and poetry was the paucity of

personal readmg they were required to do. Again, the multicultural
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worker’s comments were borne out in conversations I had with
studeﬁts. Evidence of their lack of comfort in choosing and reédihg
books of their own choice was evideﬁt from their lack of involvement
in the Readers’ Workshop, their reluctance to choose books when [
took them to the public library and their difficulty in talking about any
books they h‘ad read in Chinese or in English. The 'average number of
bo.oks read in a twelve month period, as indicated on the October
reading survey was two. One studenf claimed to have read fifty, aﬁd
two others as twenty and eighteen respectively. Although it is possible
that they had read that number of books, it seemed uhlikel'y,'since two
of these students did not complete one novel during our Readers’
}Worksho-p time which lasted for two moﬁths. |
There are other issues which ¢ould have affected these level four

students’ attitude toward response besides past educational experiences.
-When we cbmpare the level three students beliefs about response with
the level four students, .we begin to realize that thé levei three students
also came to Canada in their late teens having experienced the same
educational background and yét their attitude to personal response is
markedly more positive. So age on arrival in Canada is not the only
factor to be considered, but rather is one in a series of interconnected
and interdependent elements. For the ievel four students some of
these issues seem to have had a more profound effect on their belief

system regarding personal response.
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Anothef reason the level four students may have been reluctant
to involve themselves in making personal responsev's could be due to -
systemic_ issués. Three of the level four students had been allowed,
after being tested on the Gates-McGinitie, and producing a written

piece, to take English 11 at night school ‘bevginni_ng in January, 1995.

The testing and assignment of writing was done by their other ESL

teacher. They had been instructed when doing their_writing
assignment-to be careful, and to produce as error free a sample aé they
could. I was invited to read the samples and offer my opihion. I had
to agree that the three students’ samples were relatively error free. I

voiced my concern, however, that the samples seemed to be lacking in

those elements which I value in writing - richness of language, a sense

of voice, attention to detail, and a sense that writing was for exprés‘sing
ideas that were important to them. Of course, since the topics were
assigned, lack of engagement with what they wrote is not surprising.
Some of the studeﬁts whose writing had been rejected as containing

too many errors did indeed contain'gramm_atical problems, but still on

" the whole seemed more fully realized and richer in personal

involvement. A discussion followed in which, once again, the notion

of what mainstream English teachers expect of these students was

- raised. I could not deny that there was an expeétation that students be

able to write like “native” speakers and that avny‘thing less was seen as a

transgfession; Consequently, these students were allowed to enrol in -
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- the English 11 class.

Once these students were enrolled in the night clasé of
English 11 it was clear that they no longer considered their ESL course
necessary. They were not required to give personal responses in their
English 11 class. Therefore they must have found my comments
regarding the importance of persoﬁal responses to prepare them for
mainétream classes somewhat incongruous. I commented in my
journal, |
February 14, 1995

I listen to the English teachers talk about tests they have
created. These tests are all of a fact gathering nature. Name
three ways Rosalind wasn’t happy in the house? And in terms
of poetry it will be name the poetic devices being used in... I
claim to want to support students in mainstream classrooms, is
what I'm doing really doing to help them when the kinds of
- questions they are being asked are the kind I am avoiding?!

The issue of supporting ESL students’ transition to mainstream

classes is an important one. In this case it seems that an approach

~which was being valued and nourished in an ESL classroom did not

find corresponding support in some mainstream classes. It could be
that teachers of night.school English classes, which are composed of
predominantly ESLvstudent,s, feel that other areas are more crucial in
terms of helping students'compléte the course requirements.

The issue of ESL students tavk'ing an ESL course and a

mainstream English course simultaneously was problematic. In this
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case the studenté were required to continue to take fhe course for two
reasons. First, if they dropped the ESL course t‘hey would have had six
study periods a Week. We were already ekpefiencing difficulty >a>t the
school in terms of the misuse of study periods. Second., the ESL
départment, myself included, felt that there were still benefits for these
students in the ESL classroom in terms of support for reading and

~ writing in their English 11 class. Oﬁce again, the S);stem’s notion of
what Was important for the students came in conflict with the students’
: perceivéd needs.

_After working with the level four students for four and a half
months we were still rﬁaking little headway in terms of a gréater
‘wivllingness to engage in person'al‘ responses and I was certainly starting
to questibn the validity of my approaéhes. As my comments in my
jourﬁal indicated I was in turrﬁoil about whether my sense of what was .
appropriate for my students deserved more consideration than the
students” wants. |
January 18, 1995

I can practically hear other secondary ESL teachers saying that
what I am doing is a waste of time. Just let them answer straight
forward questions. Maybe they are right. Am I really on the

- right track? Maybe they are better off left alone, to just do the

~ stuff, fill in the blanks, answer the questions....They come to class
with such reluctance, dragging themselves in dreading the fact
that they are going to be called upon to speak. I feel badly about .
that and wonder if my pressing them to make personal response -
is partly responsible for their attitude. ‘
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At issue was also my concern as to how my methods would be
perceivéd by other ESL teachers. These issues of systemic/student
mismatch as they influenced the students’ personal responseé will be
addressed more fully in the chapter on Conclusions and

" Recommendations.

Level Three Students: ' ' 4

In addressing question one in terms of the level three students,
some similarities and differences between their beliefs with respect to
personal responsé and those of the level four students become

apparent as we examine similar sources of data.

Reading Survey
I had édministered the Réading Survey to th‘ié group on
Séptember 21, 1994. The folloWing comments, which reflect their
notion of the purposes for ‘read‘ing, were very similar to the responses
given by the level four students in answer to this questioﬁ on the

survey.

Why do people read? |

P. It was because they can learn many new thmgs in the book

_ example=new vocabulary
C. - Increase knowledge '

C.L. To improve reading or read in spare time
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Because they want to know more things in the leisure time
They want to learn English or they were boring

Because people want to learn more knowledge included me
People read because they can know more information of this
world _ ,

N.  People read book because they wanted to learn something in the
book

They are boring or they have some information must to find out
To get more knowledge that they want

In the spare time or do the book report

chal Be

Two students mentioned that reading might help them relax
and that reading might help them be better readers. One student

attempted to get at the notion of meaning making in reading.
E. The words could let people know the message without talking.

Their responses point to a view of reading as a means fo an end.
Reading is not an activity that might personally enliven y‘ou; help you. :
make connections >with others, clarify your own ideas question
yourself or any of the other myrlad reasons why people mxght read,
other than as an efferent activity. |

Answers to the question related to teacher perceptionb of good
readers aiso contained elements of the notion that reading is baéically
understanding what was written. But there were hints that some of the
students suspected'somefhing other than compréhension was at play.-

Factors such as speed, fluency and number of books read were all*

mentioned.




How does the teacher decide which students are good readers?

E. If the student can read fast and understand the story or article

well, then he is a good reader.
It’s depend on the student’s reading if he/ she reads very well
then he/she is a good reader

* They understand are interest to read
Do some book report :
Good readers can attention what they get or learn in their story.
They could tell by students’ influence, understanding the words
The reader can get the commend and summary for the book

—

SRZAD

Some students mention oral reading as the teacher’s measuring tool.

C.L. Read smoothly and understand the main idea.

P.  They may decide whether they pronounce the word cbrrectly ,
have the rhythm :
L from their sound, fluent, and speed

Other comments included,

- D. length of time they iead, how often they read

B. Or ask them how many days can they finish a book/novel

One student hinted at the reading/writing connection,

I In students’ writing expressmn teachers can decide who is the

good readers.
Student E. gave an honest response.
E.” I'm not a teacher, I don’t know.

While this might seem a flippant answer it was in fact typicai of
thelmore relaxed interplay which existed between tﬁis group and
myself. Even as early as the end of September a Se;ise of trust had

begun to build. Based on my knowledge _of' these sfudents, their
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answers to this survey in general were a more honest reflection of their
’ ‘OWI’ll thinking. |

| Real differén_ces between the way these students and the level .

four students viewed reading began to show upAmore clearly in the

next .question which asks them to consider the neéessary elements for

good reading. |

What does someone have to do in order fo be a good reader?

J.  Read the easiest books first then step by step after some time you
' could read more difficult books.
CL. Read alot

P. They will read a book or newspaper every day.

K. [ think the reader keeps on readmg book in a good habit
P. Read more

D. Read more

J.

When he finds a difficult words, he guess this word from the
sentence. He will learn more and to be a good reader

Already discussions-we had in class about reading strategies were

showing up. The notion of reading extensively as being helpful to

effective reading was also mentioned several times.

| Two st\idents mentioned the ubiquitoué book report as helping
, .thém fo be better readers, while two other students cited learning new
' vocabulary as a sométhing good readers do. One student hinted at the

difficulty many ESL students experience with readmg

L They must practlce have endurance because a good reader must
have much endurance.
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Do you ever read novels at home for pleasure?

The answers regarding reading for pleasure were a direct contrast

thh the level four students Of the 51xteen (16) students who
completed this survey, eleven (11) of them rephed Yes, they read for
pleasure; only five said No. I had asked the students to respond in
terms of their reading in English which might account for some of the
folloWing answers from students who said they did‘ not read for

- pleasure'. |

In ge’ner.al how do yon feel about reading?

E.  It's painful to read in English
B. Sometimes it is very boring

T. Good but sometimes it is boring

The s_tudents ‘who replied that they read at home gave the following |

responses.
N.  TIfeel reading is very mterestmg

L I like to read

D.  Quite interesting but sometimes I feel boring about readmg

because I chose a bad book
P. When I am readmg I am very happy and I feel it can help me to
- get a good result in the exam
Quite interesting when you get a book that is suitable for you
I feel that reading is the best way to improve English because
there is many vocabulary that you can learn in finding ‘
dictionary ,
I like reading when I have the spare time
As long as the book is 1nterest1ng to me
Not too bad
I feel reading can rmprOve my writmg
I feel reading can improve my English.

RS

ekchalolich
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It appéars that these students see the value of reading for
utilitarian pﬁrposes such as passing exams, enhancing vocabulary, and
improving their English. However, reading for pleasure is also
mentioned. Once again, the students rerhinded me about the
importance of book selection. This issue will be addressed further in

research Question Four, personal selection of reading material.

Do you like your teacher to read to you?
Fourteen (14) of the sixteen students said Yes, they liked to be
read to. At this point in the year I had already initiated daily read- |

aloud with the students. I had shared Shel Silversteins'”, Lafcadio, the

Lion Who Shot Back, as well as several Roald Dahl selections as part of

-an author study. They had come to expect the read aloud as part of the
daily routine. I have always enjoyed'reading aloud, with its
possibilities for dramatic word play, humou'r, relaxation and multiple
opportunities to introduce students to-authors they might not
cﬁherwise read. In addition, the students were engaged in listening to
well written bieces which sparkéd discussion, questions, and laughter. -
The fesults of the survey therefore were not sur-prising, But they were
affirming. |

My perceived time restraints resulted in very little readiﬁg aloud
to thé level four students. They had indicated that they felt reading

aloud was not 'f_useful,” and [, in an attempt toprovide them with a
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program that they felt in some way met their needs, eliminated read
alouds, a decision I came to regret. |

A holistic examination of the survey showed that although the

| level three students’ perceptions of the purposes for reading were

- similar to the level fours’, other factors such as personal reading,

notions of what good readers do and pleasure in being read to all were
moderating elements-and created géherally a mbré positive and
receptive attitude toward the reading prdcess. Cohsequently, there
seemed to be é greater willingness, at least as far as written responses

were concerned, to explore the notions of personal response to their

-reading.

Taped Interviews

As with the levei four students the questions were posed to the
group as a whole and students vblunteered their answers.
What do you think is the diffefence bé&veen answering questions.and
giving responses? | |

D.” If you ask the questions right, it makes you think mbre,'the ‘

. response
C. More thoughts about the story in the response
K. If you answer the questions, you won't be a lot of thinking
_ involved.
E. Questions usually have a specific answer in a response you have

your own opinions

P. I think it depends on the teacher,what the teacher asks what the
question is. Just like if the teacher asks your opinion how do
you feel what the character looked like, then I think just same as
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-Our response.

I think a response is better 1t glve you more space to add your
ideas. .

The notion of personal opinion was expressed although there

was some attempt to say that questions, if they are open ended enough,

could act as a response. Like the level fours’, these students seemed

clear that there was a difference between answering questions and

giving a response.

Why do you think you are asked to give responses?

meZNR O

Make us think more? Because if you finish reading the story,
then you think it more deeply inside.

It shows how much you understand the story

I wondered in my mind why we had to do it.

Checking, you know what you have just read ,

Make sure we have read the story )

Or maybe we can say our personal opinion.

The students comments suggest that they view responses as a

way for their teacher to check that théy have read and understood the

story. Some of the students’ see some value in being encouraged to

. express personal opinions.

How do you feel about giving responses?

" So, so. Depends on the topic. I prefer to wr1te on topics that I

choose.

1 agree, so if we choose by ourselves then we really interested in
-and 1t is better for us to write the response.
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Here the students were making a connection between their
feelings about response writing to the importance of self selection.
When the students mentioned tepics here, they were not talking about
teacher directed response" questions but rather were referring to
choosing their own reading material rather than stories or poems I
may have selected for them to respond to. Further evidence of this is
given later in the interview and in other sources of data such as their
self-selected poetry booklets. These sources will be reported on in terms

of Question Four, the effect of self selection on responses.

Do you prefer oral or written responses?

* In the interviews the initials PJ refer to the researcher

E. I like all of them but I prefer not to write.

P. I prefer to write, because we can express our feelmg more deeply
in writing than orally.

E. If you talk, you can talk, you can think durmg talk, yeah, but if
you write a response, you have to organize all this stuff, and .
rewrite and look for grammar mistakes, .stuff like that too
complicated.

P..  Idon't agree. Because if you write and talk you will not say any

' words, just in your mind and- -speak out right? I will think first
before I speak.
M.  Sometimes I think before I speak in English. Also somenmes in
’ ‘Chinese. SR

PJ.  If you speak more Enghsh it sometrmes helps your wrmng
Maybe that is why E. is such a good writer. He speaks a lot in
English. ‘
Yeah, you don’t have to translate in your head.
I prefer written.
Written, why not oral?

Zom
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Too embarrassed
I prefer both,
You can’t prefer both
Actually oral. I can say what I want.
~ Can’t you write what you want?
Sometimes difficult to get the words.

AERORD

The group wés evenly split between those who preferred oral
and those who preferred written responses. Student E. who preferred
oral was certainly one of the most confident English speakers in the
room, although students D. and P. were both very strong orally.

‘Again, in spite of what some of the students said, the reality of .
the classroom was that they were very reluctant to speak about -
literature in small or large groups. For the level three students their
-written responses, examples of which will be examined later, were
always much richer in detail and use of language.

It has been suggested by other teachers, and students themselves,
that the reason the don't speak about literature with other Studenté 1i7‘e.s'
in their lack of confidence in their spoken English. While confidence :
in their speech might be a factor, my many opp,ortuni‘ties to discuss
their reading with them individﬁally during Readers’ Workshop time
did not support this assumption. ‘They were often arficulate and
infzolved in our one on one discussions. Of course, [ was there to
scaffold their remarks, fill in blanks, ask leading questions and

generally challenge their thinking. Their fellow students did not have
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the skills to carry out these type of discussions.
Why and how to develop the skills required to participate fully

in literature discussions in authentic and purposeful ways will be one

- of the factors addressed in research Question Two.

Reflections on Responses |

The level three students were also invited in April of the school -

year to share their thoughts regarding written responses.

What do yoﬁ enjoy most about writing responses?

- D. I can write rriy feelings for this book, maybe you can share it with

the readers. I always share my expenences with my friend and I
like it. I don’t want my feelings to stay in my heart, itis
uncomfortable, that is why I share the experiences and feelings
in.the response and I really enjoy it a lot. :

R. The part of writing response that I most enjoy is write the

personal response. In.this way I could show or share my

- personal ideas to my teacher and may classmates, either. Most of
the teacher always give few questions to students after reading
the story I don’t think this can help students to understand the
story. I think most of students will have some answer of the
question, so I rather wr1t1ng the responses than answering -

. questions. ~ : :

M. What I enjoy most about writing responses is they give me a
chance to write on.my feelings after reading.

K. The part that I enjoy most are respond about the story that I have
just read, it is interesting to tell a little bit plot in the part I have
read and told some response and feeling about he story and the
characters. :
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~ The thing I most enjoy about writing responses is that I can

share my ideas or comments with others on what I have read.

"This is the chance to tell somebody else what do you feel about

the thing you read.

I can share my féeling to someone else so if I read the book
which is very good I hope through my responses they can attract

‘others to read it also.

‘I enjoy writing response in my own opinion without pressure, it

really helps me to express myself into writing.

The one thing that I enjoyed the most about writing in my
journal is putting my ideas in the journal.

The thing I enjoy most about writing responses is to share stories
with others. :

The level three students, in contrast to the level four students,

had overwhelmingly positive comments to make regarding their use

of response journals. The most frequent reason givéh was that the

response journal provided a forum for personal expression.

What journal entry are you most proud of? Why are you proud of that

response?

. D

I think it is 95.02.02, because I feel that response really descnbed
what I feel to come to Canada, the words in it described my mind

- after I been here for 2 years, sometimes you sit alone and think

about something your mind is like a voiceless radio and recall

- your childhood. At that time I put my words from the heart in

the response the feelings still in my mind are unforgotable, like

. a scene still in front of me. It is repeat, repeat and repeat again, if

[ feel sad about that, it is a mark in my heart. This is how I wrote
this response and I am proud of it.
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The response about African Journey was my favourite response.
It was because this response was my first time to write a new
pattern in my responses. It's a chance that I could try to find the
uncover of the story. Finally, I discovered some emotion of the
story, and I wrote down what I thought in the response.

The journal is written Feb. 3, 1995 about The Secret Garden. It is
a nice and rich information piece about the book. I enjoy
reading the descriptions very much as they help me to think or
reflect on the same things in my life as in the book

I am proud of the piece I wrote about Alive! on Jan. 17. I am
proud of that piece of writing because I was feeling so emotional
about how the author have suscribed the whole event I think
['ve done a good job on responding to the story.

I am proud of my journal entry on February 25, because I
finished to read my first story book in Readers’ Workshop. I
think The Devils’ Arithmetic is very difficult for me to read,
however I finished it finally. Besides I like the response from
Ms. ]. because she encourages me when I met the difficulties.

- I am proud of the journal entry is The Snow Goose, which I
- wrote on fourteenth of April. I think this may be the shortest

piece of my journal, this is good because I have tried to write a -
new thing that I did not write before. I tried not to retell the -
story, I tried to see the author’s point this may help me to write
more different kinds of responses.

[ am most proud of my ]ournal entry was the one responded on
The Diary of a Young Girl. It is because I had a very good time

reading those pages of the novel. I could really catch her feelings
as I read along because I had such experience before. That's why I
had a lot of ideas to write on the response journal in that time.
No need to squeeze something out of my mind on what I

should respond.

The students’ perceptions of well written response journal
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entries indicated they used their journals for many purposes. For some"
the journal was a place to reflect on personal experiences similar to the
charaéte'rs; for others the journa'l gave fhem an bpporturﬁty to keep |
‘track of and to compléte éhallenging reading. Other students used the
journal to try new ways of responding beyond retelling. There are’
suggestions from the students that good journal entries are ones that
flow easily, not needing to be ”squeezed” out. | |

~ All the novel choices referred to were self-selections. The
novels they had chosen might be considered challenging for students at
this stage in language léarning. However, it seems that the literature
was rich and corﬁpelling enbugh that they were ablé to compléte, and
most importantly, able to respond to it in ways they found personally
satisfying. | |

What do you see as the strengths of your response journal?

M.  The strength of my response journal is to analyse the authors’
writing style. I always compare the writing style in different
books to other authors. I find this very interesting.

K. The strength of my response journal is my own opinion is quite
' powerful. I present my own thought. Sometimes it might be
positive or negative, but I think personal opinion can be truly
_trustable. ' '

P. I have many-different ways to write response journals. I make it
more interesting.

B. [ put niy ideas in the journal

C. My strength is [ put myself as a character role and usually I will
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retell a little bit of the story

The students were given this response form to fill in with few
instructions beyond answering it as honestly as they could. They
recognized, .perhaps because of the number of times it had been _
mentioned throughout the year, that per_sonal‘rneaning making is an
integrdl part of reading. Their own opinions they feel, not only matter,

but are essential, and they are, as student K. says most “trustable.”

. Conclusion to Sub-Question One - Beliefs

Oral ‘and Written Response

i.) Neither the level four nor the level three students made shlfts

in terms of thelr beliefs about engaging in oral discussions of poetry or

prose in small or large groups. It seems reasonable to say that their
hesitancy to become involved in oral literature discussions might be
linked partially to a belief, developed over time through exposure to an

educational system that had not valued this mode of expression, that

‘oral literature discussions are not a respectable or time efficient way of

' dlsplaymg knowledge And further, the notion of personal meamng

making as an off-shoot of these dlscussxons might not therefore be

~ considered an important educational goal.

It should be noted that as the year progressed the level three

" students did become more involved with me in one on one, hterature ,

discussions which were a scheduled part of our Readers’ Workshop I
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believe the provision of a Readers” Workshop framework is a positive

- step toward greater involvement in small and large group literature
discussions. T | |

Educational background experiences are certainly an element
whxch could be partially respon51ble for the paucity of oral responses by
.the students. Other frameworks initiated throughout the year with the
level three students seemed to have mitigated the effects of these
experiences, at least in terms of their belief in the personal benefits
accrued from engaging in written responses.

For the level four students the effects of these educational
experiences, were overwhelming and ultimately resulted in few shifts
being made in terms of their beliefs about the efficacy of oral or
‘pers.onal written respohses.

i) The students at both levels begén the year by expressing opinions
on the utilitarian or skill-based nature of reading. Self reporting, and
classroom observation confirmed that little personal reading was being

‘pursued by either group. A connection between their beliefs about
reading and the usefulness of personal response seemed to exist.

Again, through the use of Readers Workshop and»other approaches |
which will be examined in Sub-Question Two, the level three students

did increase the amount and type ovf reading they engaged in.

The level four students’ personal reading did not increase. Their

comments about personal response, both written and in interviews,
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indicated that this approach was seen as an ineffective use of time and

in no way helpful to them in terms of personal meaning making.

iii)  Both groups of students appeared to need more prattice with the
process of discussion as well as the language to use in these discussions.
Although the students enjoyed small group actix)ities their preference
was for such activities to be of a problem solving type; that 1s, activities
“in which the product was more important than the process, where
what was said was subsumed by the need to produce something.
Interestingly, when students were reqﬁired to create some pfodﬁct,
their dialogue was richer, less forced and generally more fluent.

- When the content or substance of the discussion was more
‘emphasized than the dialogue to express it, their oral interactions |
improved.

Some hope for increasiﬁg participation in oral literature
discussions lies pérhaps in building scaffolding for.\this prbcess through.
the year long use of lité;ature study groups, an‘issue‘which will be
addressed more fully m the Final Chapter, Conclusions and

Recommendations.
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Sub-Question Two:
What approaches or methods are most supportive of students as they

work toward making personal oral responses to reading?

My years as a mainstream classroom teacher had shown me that -

strategic activities were necessary to support student discussion and to
~ .provide a focus for written responses related to the literature. I felt,

- therefore, that if I hoped to develop and encourage literature

discussions with my ESL students I would also need to initiate a variety
of supports to these oral as well as written responses:

I have been able through reviewing the approaches and

strategies I used throughout this study to see which approaches were

‘ins‘trumental in enhancing discussion and which had little or no effect.

My research journal has proved enlightening in this regard, as have
taped student interviews, taped student discussions, and student
writing samples. I will reflect on the efficacy of approaches which were

used first as they played themselves out with the level four students

~and then the level three 's.tudents. o

Approaches That Support Oral Responses

- Over my years of teaching I have developed an approach to

asking mainstream students questions in a form which I believe is
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respectful of their need to make personal meaning. The quéstions are
open-ended enough to allow for a variéty of interpretations. Through
these questions I was interested in supporting students’ critical
thinking. I valued the processes that they went thfough in order to
come to a response, as much as the response itself.

Unfortunafely, these same approaches were difficult for me to
~enact in oral discussions with my secondary ESL students. The gaps
and silences common in any discussion with native English speakefs
had not given me difficulty as I had come to expect them as part of the
proce'ssT However, with my secondary ESL students these gaps and
silences were so much more pervasive, lasted longer and, I felt, were
reflective of deeper problems. Hence, [ was less willing to allow these
.silence-s. to continue. [ was fearful of what the silénces indicated, and
lacked confidence and perhaps the skills necessary to develop the
discussions. The following data are reflective of some of these
concerns.

Level Four Students

Researcher’s Journal

' My second journal entry of the study begins with a question
which was repeated in different wayé many times throughout the
study. In mid October I was puzzled by the long, uncomfortable silences

whichAaccompanied any request for students ideas.
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Purves and others suggest that a good question will sometimes
create the spark needed to initiate a discussion. I was concerned that I
was not giving them the needed sﬁpport I wanted to in order to
prepare them for a story diécussion, so in my journal I recordéd,
October 25/94 |

Began by asking a focus question, “Have you ever held an
opinion of someone and then changed your mind? What
caused this shift?” It seems they need a lot of time to respond to
a.piece. It is almost as if they need to go away and think

about how they will say what they want to say. Then they can
use these carefully crafted responses as the focus of the
discussion. I will try giving them time to think about the
question and then have the discussion. See if this works better.

Unfértuhately, allowing them time to craft a written response to
use in support of an oral response did not have any appreciable effect
‘on the quantity or quality of these responses. In retrospect, [ can see
that I must have felt that improved oral responses depended pfimarily
on my finding the right strategy or.app_roach. |
February-15/95 . _ -

[ really feel I might be the weak link in all this. My discussion
-leading techniques are not the greatest form. Yesterday for
example W. actually made a connection between
Rosie and Michael and The Chrysalids. I tried what I had been.
reading about, that is encouraging students to respond to each
others ideas, Isaid, “R. do you agree with W.” etc.. but I seemed
to do all the talking. They would just respond with “Yes, I
agree,” or “No, I don’t.” I need to learn what to do when this
happens, how to move beyond the yes/no stage.

Later in the same entry I puzzled,
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Should I have made an interpretation of my own (i.e.), “I
wonder if the author is talking about the limits of friendship and
love?” And then, “What do you think?” or “Do you think there
should be limits to friendship and love?” I suppose I will end
up with more “Yes/No” answers.

Affer introducing a new poem ‘as part of our poetry unit, I again
' .reﬂected on an unsuccessful approach. The poem was written for two
‘voicés; I took on the.role of one voice the rest. of the class the other

voice. I had hoped that the oral, dramatic readihg might prompf some

response from them when we came to talk about it.

‘March 29/95

We didn’t really discuss the poem itself just, the vocabulary. It

didn’t seem, (at least from their comments) to mean much more

that what it seemed to be, that is a poem about the life cycle of a

chrysalis. More and more I start to believe that my questioning

techniques are really not adequate. I just don’t seem to be able to
~ say the thing that will spark them to say something.

- March 31/95

I am worn out trying to get thern to respond orally. It really has
come to seem to be an impossible task to get them to respond to
an idea in an even remotely spontaneous way. Why? Do they
not care? Is the topic not interesting? Are they too shy? Are they
lacking in confidence? Does it seem unimportant? Do they
think, “Why bother, it won’t get me anywhere?”

- Throughout the year I continued to belxeve that if I could just

f1nd the right combination of pre—dxscussmn act1v1t1es thought—
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provoking questions and different groupings that I might be able to
effect an increase in students’ oral responses.
April 4/94

Limited discussion in spite of leading questions. Assigned a
quick write, meant to support future oral discussion: “What
phrase or line from the poem made the strongest impression?
What did these lines have to do with the poem?” Decided to
take the bull by the horns and interject my personal input into
the discussion. I hoped that if I took a strong stand that they
would react. No, it didn’t happen.

Since these approaches had not worked and thinking that it
might be the gfouping of the students that was hampering discussion I
decided on trying a different tactic. |

I think I am going to make name tags and put them on the desks
to rearrange the class groupings for them. They always sit in the
same places, which should be a good thing, but often isn’t
because they tend to goof off together. This way I can easily and
quickly move them around for each class. I will keep a record of
who sits where and see if it improves their participation.

Controlling where the students sat did not have an effect in terms of
greater oral participation. It did, hdwevef, help fo alleviat‘e‘ some

R personality clashes which certainly had not helped the classroom.
atmosphere. | |

The following attempt to support oral responsé to the poem The

Mend{ng Wall, by Robert Frost, through a pre-write also yielded few
results. The following are an exéerpt from my journal and the

transcript from the tape recorded small group discussion which’
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followed the personal written response.

April 11/95

Read the poem to them two times, stopping at end to see if there

was any vocabulary giving them difficulty (savage, boulder,
mending). I asked for a volunteer, eventually I “volunteered”
Rick. Had them do a 10 minute personal response to the poem.
Then taped C., ], and I..

" Taped Small Group Discussion

April 11, 1994 - The Mending Wall - (C,, ], L)

C.

J:
I

‘From this poem I think is, is good for people to put up a wall

because everyone has a secret and people have a right to hide
their secret, also I guess the author also expressed that if the wall-
has gaps they will know each other and thexr weakness will '
show to the nelghbours

J. what do you thmk7 (in a flat, unnatural tone, dlfferent from
his usual voice)

[ think this poem means if we have our fences with our
neighbours we can reduce our argue, fences can separate our
places into two parts and then we have our responsibilities for
our place if we have our fences then we don’t need to get the
neighbours argue they won'’t take their respon31b111ty to the
other.

~Litis youf turn.

I think what this poem says..... (Unintelligible)
(Large gaps of time no talking.)

What do you think his father said?
Good fences make good neighbours,

C & J (together)

Why?
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L I told you already.

C ‘But I'm not sure..

C. What is your response7 :

I: Good fences make good neighbours, that means every one has
their own secret, so they can live peacefully together this is what
good fences means

C: Do you think the father has the same opinion as yours?

L: Jacqueline what you think, about what good fences make good

' neighbours mean?

J: We can separate our places.

C I think if we reduce the conflict between each other

I: We finished our discussion already can I turn off the.... (speaking -

to me)

(Discussion lasted 4 minutes)

vThe dis.cussioh began with students C. and then J. reading ffdm
their journals.” The written responses acted more as scripts instead of
Vp'rompts to further dialogue. However, without the written response
: pérhaps nothing would have been said. The bulk of the “discussion”
centred on the students’ reading of their journals. One student, C., a
very diligent, coqscientious girl, attempted on several occasions to keep
" the discussion going. In some ways she took over my role as the
perceiyed question asker.
| .Most of the comments appear to focus on what the poem can
teach us. These types of 're'spon'ses seem to be consistent with their _

belief, in general, about the efferent purposes of reading as discussed in
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question one.

There was one spontaneous exchange when both students C. and
J., two females were getting upset with student L. , a male, who they
perceived was not taking the task seriously enough. | |

[ have always felt that self—evaluation is a key element in
learning. I began to wonder if the sfuderits really understood what an .
effective discussion might look like; what observable behavioursv A
would be in place. They were given a form which asked them to reflect
on such things as how they contributed to the group, whether.or not |
they seemed enthusiastic, did they encourage others, did they add to
other peoples’ ideas and how often they were the one who suggested an

idea first.

‘Nov. 22/94

Gave them a form dealing with class participation today. Had
them rate themselves. I didn’t really care what mark they gave
themselves I was more concerned that they know, in a non-
threatening way the areas that I will look at for part1c1pat10n and
involvement in discussion. :

~ As the year progressed I continued to use a variety of small
group activities to promote dialogue in the hope that the ability and

willingness to talk together would result in richer discussions about

literature.

In January I chose the novel The Chrysalids to be the focus of

our literature study for the second term. I chose this novel because it
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was one of the few for which I could get a class set. I had hoped to
utilize small literature study groups throughout the year but lack of
novels made this approach unattainable. A whole.class novel study
‘seemed a reasonable alternative. I had reasoned that the novel would
allow me many opportunities to snare ways of talking about a piece of
literature. While some of the students enjoyed the novel many did
not. Some possible reasons suggest themselves; for example the
structural complexity of the novel or the rathef"archaic language. T
suspect that in many cases they did not have the background
knowledge necessary to make sense of some of the references in the

novel. I noted in my journal,

Feb. 21/95

They seem to have such little background knowledge of what I
would have considered they would know about. The whole
issue of the atomic bomb on Hiroshima was unknown to them
~except my new student T. I finally had to get really explicit with
them. The black lands are black because a bomb was dropped.
‘Tribulation, that is talked about all the time refers to the
dropping of an atomic bomb.

I am not suggesting that knowledge of events of World War

‘Two is absolutely necessary to an apprec1at10n of The Chrvsahds

however in the case of my level four ESl students I do believe this
absence, combined with a complexity of other factors hampered their -

own meaning fnaking with respect to this novel, and therefore their
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caus.ed thefr inability to be involved in oral responses about it.
As the 'year progressed ‘I did note that the students would.engage :
: m discussion if they felt there was én end product beyond the
disc‘ussion. In my journal I noted the use of sentence strips as a focus
éctivity. | o

January 7/95

I had them work in small groups first to sort and predict the
sentence strips taken from chapter one of The Chrysalid in order
to make predictions about what these characters would be like
based on these sentences. They seemed to enjoy this activity.

Later in the study, as part of the poetry unit, I used a kit of art prints to
vcreaté a visual focué for dialogue and poetry writing. This too resulted
~in discussioh and the creation bf related _written'response's.‘ ' |

In April I mtroduced a poem and story which I felt would work
well as companion pleces The poem, “The Immlgrant and the story,
“Why My Mother Can t Speak English,” both deal with young Asians
- -.whose mothers were unable or unw1llmg, for a variety of reasons to
speak Enghsh. : | .

Oral ‘responses to the pieces ‘as usual, were wéak.«k Although the
students had not engaged in a great_deal of oral,respon‘se‘,»tjhe literature _
- did ma;e an impréssion oﬁ them, eyidence of 'which Wés reflected in'
their journals ahd will be réferr_ed to later in Quéstion Three.

What needs to be acknowledged here was the importance of

178



introducing students to a wide range of literature. It is unlikely the

students would have encountered a story or poem of this type in a °
workbook of structured “readings.”

In terms of an approach then, I feel that part of my role as

.“teacher-facilitator” (Ruddell, 1992), requires rrne- to sharé literature - -

which will be most personally' meaningful to my students. Rich piecés '
of literature are as an important prerequisite for building the
motivation that could eventually lead to higher-le{rel thinkihg.

My goal to help students in their personal meaning-making

" involved the juxtapbsitibn of their prior experiences with current
experiences to create these meanings. I believe in this instance that,
although many of the students did not make oral responses, they were

 listening to and being affected by their peers’ comments. This interest

in their classmates’ responses may be considered a valid for;h of
response. As I remarked in my journal,
April 25/95

- Itisa very powerful story. It turned out P.’s mother’s position |

- is the same as the mother in the story. Her mother can't speak -
English and she also works in a restaurant with her father.  The .
story was almost too close for comfort for some of them,.too real.

- Although they spoke quite calmly about the story I wonder if any °
insights will come from their responses. I raised the issue of
speaking English with their Asian friends and how they are
received when they do. “Other Asian students say we are
showing off, they call us banana.”
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Taped Student Interview - May 17/95

I had hoped that this taped interview, which has been referred to
in examining Sub-Question Oné, would prompt the level four students
to share some of their pérceptions regarding what they felt would help
them shére their oral responses. I asked,
“Which do you prefer making? A written response or an oral
response.” 7.

* The initials PJ refer to the researcher

W. I choose oral.

P].  Um hum, why’s that?

W.  Because I know that sometimes [ will talk w1th others so it is
easier to response than to write.

P].  Even in English?

W. If I have enough time I will write out.

PJ. Is it helpful to write your response first and then have
a discussion?

W. - Yes.

PJ.  What about you G., do you prefer written or oral responses?
G. Written. '
PJ. Written, because? :

G. It is easier, I too nervous to speaking. Do a wrmng response 1s

- more time to think.
P].  And you S., writing? (She nodded affirmatively) Writing, O.K..
and you C.?
C Oral, because my wr1t1ng is not so good the orgamzanon of my
- writing.
PJ. Do the “Questions of the Week” and the chart of )ournal starters
do they help you write more?
(Nods around the group)

I told the students that in my opinion we had never'rea'lly had a

discussion about literature and asked them why they thought this
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might have been.

S. . Afraid of speaking. We don’t have confidence in our speech.
PJ.  Does the size of the group make a difference in how much you
% o are willing to say. For example do you like a small or a large ‘
group? :

T. Small group.

P].  Why’s_that?

T. Too much ideas.

P].  Um?

T. I think that small group needs four people

The students were divided evenly as to a preference fo'r. oral or
written responses. Student W. did say that given enough time she
WOﬁld like to do written responses so she could craft her answer.
Students G. and S. again mentioned a preféren;e for writing which

- they claimed to be connected to their lack of confidence in their speech.
From their comments it seemed that more discussion about literature
should take.pl'ace in a sméller group rather than a larger one.

Fufther on in the interview we discussed the amount of ESL
instruction they were receiving. Two students suggested o‘ne,hou‘r a
week would bé sufficient. Their other concern had to do with the

- make up of their mainstream classes,

-T.. I think we shouldn’t have too many Chinese in the class.
We should separate Chinese in Chemistry out. For example in
my Chemistry class 75% Chinese.
PJ.  What to do though?
T. So, we can’t learn from talking
PJ.  Can’t you speak English with your Chinese frlends7
T. I can but they won t'




It would appear that the sfudents felt that interactions with
native English speakers would be a helpful factor in increasing their
spoken English. We had a native English peer—tutor in our class
throughout the year. She came for the three periods a week that the
students had with me and interacted with different students. Her
presence was appreciated by the students and as one remarked in the
interView, | |

C I want to speak English. Sometimes I can sit with J. (peer-tutor),
because we sit together and we are discuss something, but if I sit
with Chinese then we speak Chinese too, ‘cause if I speak '
English they will said I like to show myself.

Whether or not irﬁprovements in spoken English in other
settings wouid translate into increased participation in oral discussions
‘about literature is the sub)ect for another paper. | | |

By the middle of our last term I felt I had made a key finding and

noted it in my research journal,

‘April 26/95

Oral literature discussions have not been a successful part of my
program this year, for either group. I think I should have had
discussions in a variety of other areas as well. Problem solving,
playing games, debates perhaps: More opportunities to talk
together for other purposes besides just about literature. I think
they came to see it as something they couldn’t do, and didn’t do.
I guess in some ways I needed to weave into the rest of the
curriculum more effectively than'I did. Literature study groups
are effective and would have provided practice at-oral
interpretation that is needed.
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In fact I had provided opportunities for discussion. What I had
not been able to do, however, was to make explicit for the students the
1mportance of transferrmg the skills and attitudes they displayed
toward the use of oral language in other classroom activities with what
[ was encouraging them to do in their discussions about lit‘era'ture.f'

Consequently, the appfoaches I had initiated to develop small
end large group discussions about literature such as pre-writing of
responses before discussion, chart completion, use of focus questiens
and direct teacher in'—putﬁéd not -'had the effect, even with a very broad
definition :ofbacceptable oral responses, of increesing either the quality
or quantity of the level four students’ small, or large group discussions

‘about literature.

Level Three Students

In some ways the oral responses to literature made by the level
three students closely mirrored those of the level fours. I used sorﬁe of
t}he ‘éame approachesvwit'h,the levei three students as I had done with
 the level four students. What I‘found was that-wheri they drid have
sfructured exehangeé about literature they tende'ci‘vto,'disc‘use ;ﬁe |
content of the piece and not their fesponses to it. Some differences in

the level threes’ oral res‘porises did exist however as evidenced in my
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research journal.
Researcher’s Journal
April 6/95

Introduced “The Thread” to the 3’s: I want to see if they give any
more response to this poem orally than did the 4’s and also what
kinds of written responses they make to the poem.

Clearly, this is a challenging poem if you go beyond the most
surface understandings. Just as I did with the fours, T’ :
interjected what I thought the author was suggesting. They had
discussions within their small groups. They struggled to come
to grips with the concepts, they were hesitant to share ideas.
Large group discussion somewhat more involved than the
fours’ but still not a real exchange of ideas.

The level three students, as did the level four students,
experienced difficulty discussing this poem. Up until this time I had

always been hesitant to interject my notion of an author’s intent. I had

been careful to explain that mine was only one iriterp’retation, and

theirs could be just a valid. The tendency however was still to take

what I said as the “right answer;” consequently, .few other ideas would

“be suggested. It appeéred that for these students my suggesting one

response d1d not encourage dlscussxon in terms of agreeing or

dlsagreemg ‘with that mterpretatlon
The real difference between the two groups response to the

poem came the next day when they were asked to do a written/visual

- response to the poem. With these students, as with the level four

students, I had presented a post-discussion activity. The poem “The
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Thread” raises issues of connectedness, or lack of it, in our modern
world. I had askéd the studenté to draw and write about connections
that they felt to others, either emotlonally or phy51cally I used the
example from the poem of the Korean factory worker who was
connected eventually to a North American businessman. I explained
that there are many ways to be “connected.” They were invited to
show a connection they might have through a series of lines_ and
“stops” élong' the way, using words and illustrations.

~The following comments, from my research journal reflect on
how the level three students engaged so fully in this activity, in
- comparison with the level four students.
April 5/95

- The level 4’s connection sheets were poorly done. Although R.
did seem to get it. [ had a talk with him and had him clarify his
thinking a bit. The rest of the class, except for W. were very
surface especially when compared to the level threes’. The
discussion among the threes’ was varied and interesting. They
helped each other to work on the task. Some emotional
connections, very sophisticated. They were able to explain their
thinking to me in detail. I.can’t get over the difference in the
response to this activity between the two groups. '

An example of one of the level three students’ connection sheets
involved her detailing, through captions and a series of circles
connected by a “thread,” how she felt results on an examyeventuélly |
connected her with many peoplé: her teacher, whom she typifies as

feeling responsible for the students’ failure, the principal of the school,
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who is concerned about the standard of the school, her family who she -
suggests might fall prey to financial p'roblems as they take money
needed for other things to hire a tutor, and finally returning to herself
where she continues to do poorly because she is upset and can’t pay
“attention in school. |
It would appear that, while this strategy did not suppbrt oral

responses directly related to the poem, it was successful in terms of
proViding an avenue for dialogue abbut the many ways we are
connected, and did result in a wfitten/ visual response related to these
connections. |

\ As indiéated in éub-question one related to béliefs, the students:
were more successful in discussing ideas when there was an end-
-product required as a result of their talk. The following ' successful
support to oral literature discussibns came about as part of their poetry
unit. I iﬁtroduced the stories. “Why My Mother Can’t Speak English”
and “The Immigrant” to the level three students. At various points in

each story I stopped and they were encouraged to do talk to each other.

May 9/95

Read story to class. Stopped periodically and they did a
pair/share with the person beside them to do a perception check.
Told them they could ask each other questions or tell the other
person what they thought was happening.....Doing the
pair/share really activated a lot of energy and talk and laughter.
A good strategy for a longer story.
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The notion of stopping to talk about a story with a partner,
which in some ways mirrors a literature study group, 'was most’
successful as it allowed for talk about the literature”in situé,”
providing an immediacy which can be lost if all discussion is held until -
the story is finished.

When we started the poetry unit, just as I had done with the

. level four students, I used the art print kit to create a writing focus.

April 21/95

They entered into the activities with great enthusiasm. They
liked the time limits, a little competition.” They really searched
for colour words, they talked a lot, some Chinese, but more
English. Their captions were creative and showed

greater flexibility in terms of production. These captions are
their responses to the pictures. I gave them the same
instructions as the fours’ but I got so much more. Why7

Perhaps the rxchness of the written responses is partly due to the
11vely discussion wh1ch the students had been involved in as they

produced their captions and poems related to the prints.

Taped Discussion-: April 12/95 (K, E,, P.) Level Three Students.

Three of thé level three students engaged in a “discussion”
around Robert Frost's poem, “The Road Not Taken.”

The students had been given a focus sheet to hélp organize them
in their discussion (Appendix 9) . They were told that the questions

were just a guide and that if other areas interested them more they
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~should feel free to pursue them. The following is from the taped
discussion in which I am outlining for the students how they might
proceed in their discussion.

* PJ indicates the researcher.

P].  You can ask each other questions about the poem to help you
understand each other more. You can discuss the title, or why
choosing one route over another might make all the difference.
Or which lines in the poem seem most important to you....But
remember we always start off with each person havmg the
opportunity to speak one at a time. :

I then set the tape recorder going in a group with students K., E.
and P. The tape ran for twelve minutes; the following is the complete
transcript of their discussion.

April 12,1995

K. P. come on.
E. You can ask a question.
P. Ask question. My response, is ask the quest1on What
happening when he write, wrote this poem?

m

m

You mean how did the author feel when he wrote the poem?
How?
K. He feels satisfied.
E.  That's it?
K Yeah. Edward. A
(Unintelligible mumbles....)
Yeah, it can represent the whole poem

Throughout the tape there were long silences, ruStlin‘g of papers,
scraping of chairs, and embarrassed cough.s.. These students were
apparently completely at a loss as to how to proceed. ‘During the taped

interview which came later I asked why this had happened.
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K. Nobody supervising us.

The students haa been required 'to,v and had worked successfully,
in small groups around a task mény times ‘thro‘ugheut the year, so the
notion that they needed supervision seemed dqubtful._ ‘What may be
the case is that they needed ‘rﬁe there to keep the diseussion flowing, to
move it forward, to supply the bridging language. I was reluctant
hovwe.ver to stay with them because thoughf they would be more open'
in their .i.deas without my being present. In addition, the many times
that I had been in on discussions they always had turned into questl%on

and answer periods, something I wanted to avoid.

Taped Interviews:May 16 & 17 1995

I was interested in this interview in finding out what the level
three students would view as useful in supporting their oral responses.

P].  So what would help you to make responses orally? What
would help you have a discussion?

D. You first take down the notes what you are going to say. Then |
* you talk others and ask their opinion.
K. Talk one on one. Talk w1th a friend when you did it. Better ina
pair. .
P] Do you thmk the size of the group makes a difference when you
make your response? '
'P. . Iprefer a small group, because if many people come together,
they will hard to share their opinions. Not everyone gets to
speak. -

E. Also embarrassed
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Preewriting before expecting an oral response is again
mentioned. With the level three sfudents these written responses did
act as discussion starters. However, in most ca'ses. they, like the level
four studénts, Were not able td maintain the discussion beyond readingr '
their response.
Further evidence that a focussed aétivity woui_d- be more likely to

spark discussion than a piece of prose or poetry was given in the

interview.

PJ. Do you think we have ever had a discussion, a whole class
discussion? _

E. Not a long one, short. : _

Me. Do you think you have ever had small group discussions? What
' did you talk about?
M. Survival, the zoo.

The two activities mentioned required the students Ato .problem
solve. In one case théy needed to redesign a zoo to accommodate
changing needs. The other activity involved making compromises in
terms of what equipment to take to survive as a group. The student
waé correct .a great deal of télk'surrounded both thesg activities. There
was no hesitancy; they used the language they had to make themselves
undefstood. They occasionally lapsed into Chinese when élarificétion

was needed, but spoke predominantly in English.

Conclusion: Sub-Question Two

A retrospective look at this year long study certainly indicates
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the use of a plethora of strategies which support belief in a literature-
based, response-centred curritulﬁm. Why is it then that so few gains
were made in terms of involving students in oral responses to .
literature. Based on fhe sources of data presented, several reaSons
present themselves.

i.) Questioning

I believed in and wanted to use open ended questions to support
oral responses. I encouragedvthe studeﬁt to share their respohses.to a
piece. I would then ask questions which I. meant to act as supports to
their understanding, but which. the students who lacked confidence in
their own responses were reluctant to address. This reluctance to
engage in discussion often resulted in my return to more structured
‘questions which the students then, perhaps underétandably, pérceived
ras assessment ins'truments. A cycle was set up in which reluctance to
engage orally resulted in my posing questions to “fill the gap.” The
students’ belief that I had }"’_the answer” was confirmed and they
consequently were hesitant to share their ideas abouf a piece of
literature.

Langer (1994) reports that even experienced teéchers felt-
uncomfortable when students’ responses divergeb from the plan that
.tvhey had conceived, and in fact “the teachers felt torn--as if departing |
from the plan involved digressing, rather that dgliverihg good

instruction” (pg. 206) . In this study it was not so much the case that
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the students responses caused me concern, as the fact that they made
no responses. The end result was the same however. I too retreated to

my “comfort-zone” of asking questions; unfortunately this approach,

not surprisingly, did not result in increased personal responses.

Langer (1990) suggests guidelines for asking open-ended
questions, beginning with initial understandings and rnovirig toward
elabdrating and extending. This continuum of questions, which she
s.ay_sv is “not meant to suggest an inviolable sequencing of question
types” (pg; 815), seems helpful but still does not take into account a
specific issue related to second lahguage learners as outlined in the next

point.

'ii.)  Educational Background as it affects personal response

Secondary ESL students who arrive in a new cour{try in their
late teens, as the students in this study had, find it dif_ficﬁlt to set aside
their past education.al e%periences._ These Asian students were most
familiar with, and comfortable in, deferring to the teacher and the text.
They believed that, “The text sets the norms, dictates its own reading...

The text is the container--or least the arbiter--of meaning, and the goal

" is to remove that meaning as completely and accurately as possible”

( Probst, 1992, pg. 55) . They were not secure with the notion of stating

personal opinions. The students believed, in part due to past

- experiences, that while their personal opinions, or questions might be
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sought, ultimately they would be requifed to supply the predetermined -
“right answer.” I had hoped to support multiple interpretafions and I |
believed in the value of thinking about and defending a personal
respbnse, but my students seemed to lack what Frank Smith calls
“sensitivity,” that state in which there is openness and confidence that
new learning is possible and will be supported. The issue of sensitivity
as one of the conditions of learning as it affected my seéondary ESL
students will be addressed in furfher detail in the conclusions and

recommendations.

iii.)  Focussed Dialogue About Literature

' The students did 'have‘-dialogues throughout the year. The most
-dynamic and involved of these discussions occurred'when the students
were involved in discussions which required a finished product,
whether this was captions for art prints, a redesigned zoo, creating
survival kits or writing a group poem. | |

As I reflect on these activities I am imp.ressed with the stﬁdents

Willingness to focus on the task at hand and use their English to
communicate and to simultaneously develop new language.. When
students say théy are embarrassed to give oral reéponses, I have come
to think that the source of this embarrassment is not so much their
spoken English as their recognition that they lacked the specific

language to ‘speak about literature. In addition they needed greater
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awareness of the dynamics of group process as they play themselves
out in literature discussion. groups. They needed to be taught explicitly
how to turn take, how to interrupt, how to listen and participate
actively as they respondv to a piecé of literature, énd hdw to build on
each others’ ideas as they discussed the piece of literature.

" Even though I had put in place the '.Readers’ Workshop
framework there were still not enough opportuhities to have dialogﬁes’
- with each other about literature. Each student had the valuable
opportunity of reading a self-chosen book and sharing it with me.
There were very féw same-title novels as the school. 'I_w.as unable to
set up literature study. _Therefore, théy did not have this same
~ opportunity to dialogué about literature with their classmétes in small

* groups designed for this purpose. The The novel study that both
groups engaged in was an attempt at a shared text, but greater ties, and.
more powerful dialogue aboﬁt literature, could take place in small

groups around the same student-selected text. As Margaret Meek has

written in On Béing Literate, “When a number of people read the same
book, discussions p.romot'e different kinds of reflection, the tﬁking on of
an others’ viewpoint....It is easier to éxplore leérning from the written
~word in a group than in solitude” (p.168) . |

A literature study group could be a structure which provides a
‘place for student interest and ehergy to work together to allow multiple

- meanings to be shared and valued. Litéfature study groups, developed
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and nurtured with teacher suppbrt, could provide a focus for groups to -
learn the skills and language needed for literature discussion and a

place to develop the attitudes which support oral responses.

Sub-Question Three: =~ What forms of written responses do
Secondary ESL students make in their response journals when they
have been engaged in a literature-based, response-centered program?

The goals for my students in terms of their written journal

~ responses were consistent with those I had hoped for in terms of oral

responses. These goals, which are supportive of the response-centered
curriculum I was hoping to foster, are closely aligned with the four .

objectives that Purves (1972) states as being at the heart of a response-

-centered program. They are,

a. - An individual will feel secure in his response to a poem
and not be dependent on someone else’s 5 response. An
individual will trust himself.

b. - An individual will know why he responds the way he
does to a poem, what in him cause that response and what
in the poem cause that response. He will get to know
himself.

c ~ An individual will respect the responses of others as being
- valid for them as his is for him. He will recognize hxs
difference from other people :

d. " An individual will recognize that there are common

elements in people’s responses. He will recognize his
similarity with other people.
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I concur with these objectives as they focus on the personal and

social nature of responses to literature. I shared these goals with my

students, as I believed that their commitment to the use of théir
response journéls would be far greater if they undefstood and were
partners in the develbpment of a classroom that valued personal
meaning making and shared responses. |

They Wére first formally introduced to the use of their response
journal as part of the Readers’ Workshop format. - While many

opportunities for written response were created throughout the year,

the most frequent.and consistent response-making opportunity for the

level three students was through their response journals as part of

their Readers’” Workshop. The level four students, who were only
involved in Readers’ W'orkshop for two months, uSed their response
journals mainly to record responses regarding their novel stﬁdy and |
the poetry unit. | |

" It is the response journal entries as well as comments from my

‘research jéurnal which are the sources of data presented in this section ‘
" of the study. As in previous sections, I will be examining the forms of
~ written-response of the level four and level three students separately so
as to discuss and present some possibilities for similarities and |

differences in responses between the two groups.
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Organizing Principlés for Exarﬁining Written Responses

The fbllowing section will be organized under two main
headings, beginning with a holistic look at my per'ceptionsb of the the
written respohses of the level four and level three students and then.
moving to examine student responses in terms of the stances taken.
The purposes for which students used their response journals will also

be analyzed.

Researcher’s Perceptions Regarding Written Responses

The students’ beliefs regarding written responses were examined

~ in sub-question one. I will now use these perceptions and, together
"with this look at my perceptions, will describe the context within
which to examine the forms and purposes of these responses.

- Again, the value of a year-long study becomes clear as it has
alloWed_me to trace my understanding of the role I played in
supporting the students and to reflect on what effect my interventions,
based on my perceptions of what should be occurring in the classroom,
had on ‘their willingness to engage in wri_tteﬁ response. |

- Level Four Students:

In retrospect I can see that I held somewhat unrealistic
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expectatlons for these students in terms of the forms of responses I was
hoping they would make. My research journal entries hinted at my |
preconceived notions of how the students should be responding to the
prose and poetry we were reading and at the attendant frustrations
when their responses seemed _soAihsubstantial and lacking in

commitment.

Researcher’s Journal

October 11/94

Their responses were all quite similar. There was more re-
telling of the poem that actual engagement with it. They were
. not making connections between the poem and themselves.

~ At issue was also the many surface errors which the students
‘were making. [ was surprised at the number and type of errors the

| students who had been identified as advanced language learners were
making and, although I tried not to, they constantly distracted me. The
level three students also made many errors in their writing.v However,
my peréeption was that errors at their level of language learning were

more acceptable and a necessary part of their learning.

December, 9/94

Read to the students as they read along. Then gave them the
mind nudgers sheet. Allowed them in-class time to do a written
response. Responses are still fairly limited in scope. I wonder if
[ am expecting the language to be more correct. If indeed I am

198




allowing their grammatical errors, syhtax to get in the way of
my appreciating what they are saymg Is the “how getting in
the way of the “what?’ : :

Early in the new year I began to see shifts positive in the
students’ journal responses. Typically, I attributed their responses to
str'ategies I had initiated in the élassropm. I continued to believe that it
was my lessons which were ultimately responsible for the improved

quality of their responses.

January 11,95

Completed reading The Chrysalids, Chp. One today. I had them
do a brief five minute write. Giving them a short time limit
.actually seemed to encourage them to write. I guess they assume
since they only have five minutes in which to write I won’t be
expecting too much....Only one person did a retell. All the
others looked at areas like their response to the characters,
responding to how their predictions matched what they found
out about the characters. In summary this write seemed to have
most students zeroing in on the characters. Not surprising
when I realize how much time (character building through
scripts, discussions, writing description of characters after

. reading about them) we have spent on characterizations.

- In fact, I believe the reason I perceived the students responses
more favourably, was because they felt more focussed than what they

had been writing without my input. The focus of course was mine, but .

T assumed that it was also theirs; after all they had written these |

responses. I feel I can be forgiven for being so excited about their
response since it really was the fxrst time that they seemed to be

engaged emotxonally as well as cognitively in their response wrmng
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Wanting to build on this success I had the studehts choose one
of the many illustrated texté I had in the room. They were invited to
write a response, and then share their response with another sfudent.
Theseiresponses were meant to provide a vehicle for discussion about

how similar texts could generate different responses.

January 20/95

The written responses are fairly limited. I asked them to read
each others and to comment. In spite of the many written
responses they have from me in their journals they still wrote
“good response” to their classmates.

After almost five months I was beginrﬁng to feel that my efforts to
support personal written response were never going to bear fruit. And
further, just as I felt my teaching was respdnsiblé when they did well, I
also believed that I was the problem when their writing was less than
what I had hoped for.

‘What I had not acknowledged then, but am able to see upon
reflection, is the relative importance of the teacher/facilitator in the
classroom as only one point in the triad of teacher, text, and context..

I cdmm_entéd later in the séme entry, | |

Maybe I am trying too hard. Perhaps if I just relaxed a bit and did
with them (level four) what I do with my other level three

class I would have better results. I suppose I feel a certain time
constraint. I really wish I had them for the entire six periods
they get each week. Three hours a week, so spread out, is just
not enough. -

200



I raised the issue of time, or the lack _of it, many times
throughout the year. Démonstrating how to use response journals in
meaningful ways during Readers’ and Writers’ Workshop reqﬁired
time that the three hours a week we had together just did not allow. 4
January 27/95 | |

I am just now beginning to get to know these students a little bit.
Their needs, their interests, strengths....I know how important it
is to make a personal connection to them and yet for some
reason this has not happened. Part of it is time. Three hoursa
week with long separations between classes has certainly not
helped. : : - :

Creating a cdmmunity of learners, as with all relationship
building, takes time. With so little time available this commitment to
~ learning and each other was difficult to create with the ievel four
students. Without the sense of cbmmunity, they wér‘e much less
likely to trust that'what they Were béing asked to do engage deeply in
written responses would be of benefit to them. |
Conclusidn - Level Four Students »

Certain percepﬁohs toward the written responses of the level
four students become apparentv through this retfospective lobk at my
research journal. TWb main points were raised: |

i.) I‘began the-year expecting that the level four students
would recognize the value of what I was suggesting in_' terms of written
responses and be committed to 1t I assumed that the quzility of

respbnses was in direct relationship with the quality of my instruction,
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without taking into account the factors which were outsidebthe
claséroom context over which I had no control, as outliﬁed in sub-
-questions one and two. Also I was affected by the level four students’
grammatical errors. I assumed, incorrectly, that they were enrolled in’
the level four class because they had reached a level of written
‘communication that would have resulted in far fewer errors. I tended
to be overly distracted by these errors because there was not the depth
of commitment to the responses by most of the level four students.

ii.) I had assumed that the strategies I employéd in the
classroom were the most important element in terms of student
responses. [ came to realize that the most powerful teacher influence
in a classroom setting is in terms of the tone which is established rather
‘than specific interventions. Wonderful teaching strategies won't
make up for a classroom where students do not feel connected to each
other or the teacher. | |

It is necessary to ;ecognize the element of time needed to create
this learning Commun.ity,' time which the level four students and I did

not have:

Level Three Students

Researcher’s Journal

‘Many of the same approaches to poetry and prose were used
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with the level three students as with the level four students. But, as -

“alluded to earlier, the results were often quite different. While I was

still attributing the quality of the level three students responses to
strategies I had initiated, I think I was also coming to realize the power
that the on-going classroom environment exerts upon students and

their willingness to engage in written responses.

‘March 29/95

[ have been 1ntroduc1ng them to many types of poetry since the
beginning of the year with Haiku, two word poems, descrlpnve
poetry. Poetry has been a part of the year on an on-going basis so
this introduction of Frost’s poetry should come as no surprise.

I had the level three students fill in a Plus, Minus and
Interesting chart in relation to the poem “The Road Not Taken” just as

I had done with the level fours. I also encouraged a discussion before

the writing of thelr response I noted that,

April 28/95

The discussion was rather stilted although I think they enjoyed
the poem itself. - Their written responses were pretty much

. saying what we had discussed in the large group. However,
when I was speaking to E. today about deciding on his next
writing piece for Writers’ Workshop he said, “I am at two
diverging roads.” Obv1ously the poem made an impression on
him. :
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~ Conclusion - Level Three Students

From the beginning the level three students and I were able to
build fhé learning community that was difficult to create with the level
four studenfs. Meeting as we did for nine hours a week, ‘we were able
to take the time necessary during Reéders’ Workshop to share a variety
of ways of responding in their response journals. |

~ While some Qf the level three students’ written responses also
éontained errors, because their responses showed more commitment, I
was able to put the concerns about grammaﬁéal correctness aside and

focus instead on what meaning they were making in their reading. I

_viéwed the level three students as neophytes and therefore was willing

to accept many more tentative responses. Ironically, it was the
acceptance and openness to their emergent responses which I believe
set the tone that allowed, in a cyclical fashion, for on-going

improvement in terms of their written responses.

Student Rgspgnsgs in Terms of Stances

~ When examining the written responses of secondary ESL

students, as with any student, it is important to recognize that any

~ written responses they make are best viewed on a continuum. In

viewing this continuum of student responses it is not my intent to

204




claim that certain _resporises are “better” than others. However, I do
recognize that there are different kinds of responses and part of what I
am intending to capturé in this section of the findings, is the range of
student responses in terms of their depth of commitment and and
their ability to respond is a variety of ways for many dif_fefent reasons.
The notion of meanihg making in reading as a fluid, process-

oriented endeavour led me to consider Langer’s (1990) approachA to
uhaerstanding sfudents’ respénses to literature. Her theoretical
framework for thinking about how students read and respond to
literature is based on what she calls “envisionment-building,” where

* understanding changes and grows over time (pg. 812) . I was
partiéularly drawn to this approach as it supports ESL students as

- thinkers first, and further prqvided. a way for me to examine their
written responses in a way that valued the thinking their Writing
reflects. |

I use the word envisionment to refer to the understanding a
reader has about a text--what the reader understands at a
particular point in time, the questions she has, as well as her
hunches about how the piece will unfold. Envisionments
develop as the reading progresses. (pg. 812) .

N In the process of this envisionment building readers adopt

particular stances, what Langer calls “changing relations toward a text.”
These stances are non-linear, recursive in nature, and shift depending

upon the reader’s interactions with the text.



The four major stances that Langer outlines, and which I will be -

using to examine the written responses of my secondary ESL students

are:
1. Being Out and Stepping In
2. Being In and Moving Through
3. Being In énd Stepping Out
_4_.' ‘Stepping Out and Objectifying the Experiencé
1. Being Out and Stepping In: In this stance the reader is interested

in surface features such as characters, plot, setting and in and asking
themselves questions which will help them as they make initial

contacts with the text.

2. Being In and Moving Thfough: Deeper _Qnderstandings develop
in this stance. The reader uses knowledge from the text as well as fhe';r
own background kno,wlecige to immerse themselves. Readers in this
stance are interested in taking information from the text and moving
to make inferences about why events or charactérs are playing
themselves out as they are. | |

3. Being In and Stepping Out: In this 'st.ance the reader is interested
in making statements about their own life or lives of others, or

comments about the world in general based on their knowledge of the
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text.

4. - Stepping Out and Objeétifying the Experiencé: The reader
'evaluates the text in this stance in terms of how wéll it méets
~ expectations for this type of .genre and its importancé as a literary piece,
~and makes judgments about type, and content using either subjéctive
or objective criteria. | |

In examining the students’s written responses certain patterns of
response became clear. In the con_élusion to this question I will draw

some inferences from the range of student responses identified.

| 'Lgvel Four Journal Rggpoﬁses |

I Will indude jour_n'al” responses from four of the seven level
fbur students who handed‘them in at the end of the year. These four
students are representative of the range of academic achieveﬁent
within the group. As well, their journal responses are reflective of the
types I received. from the‘ group _thié year. The responses which will be
| quoted are taken from their responses to self-selected s{or_iés, (during
the time they were involved in Readers’ ‘Workshop) a_nd poems or -
sfories'f.presented to them. -

In order to present most authentically the written response of
the students, I will deal with eacH student separately and in so doing

highlight the students’ pfedomihaté stance(s). In addition, where
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appropriate, some special purpose for which the students used their
résponse jQurn‘als will be identified. I will conclude by reflecting on key‘

elements which can be gleaned from the responses.

Student #1C.
Background: _
C. a highly conscientious female student took all assignments,
including her response jdurnal very seriously. The youngest student
in the class, she was always the first in class, and had perfect attendance,
even when illness should have kept her away. C. was a newly érr@ved
sfﬁdent from Hong Kong, and had been given her designation of level
_ four at the district office. Her spoken English in many ways mirrored
her written style. Both were somewhat difficult to follow in terms of
her reasoning, in part because of her tendeﬁcy to use as many “big”
words as possible. C. was very keen, as were all the level four students,
to -exit ESL. She however, unliké the others, often voiced her concerns
~ about her abilities. She .felt hard work was all that was needed. She
held herself responsible for any errors she made.
Response Stance

o Beginning with her first response and ;ontinuif\g throughout
the yeér C. predominantly chose the stance of “Being In and Stepping

 Out.” She was most interested in what a text could teach us, what
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could we learn about life, as she frequently commented on how the
piece reflected the human condition. The following are éxcerpts from

her response journal from the beginning, middle and end of the year.

Oct. 11/94 (Response to poem: “Know Thyself”)

In this poem, the author explain that the “great command” is knowing
ourselves. Furthermore, peoples’ mind are changing in different
situation, so they might want to find themselves eternally. In addition,
it remind us to look forward and make new discoveries about
ourselves in our new life, we would be lost souls because we have deep
impression about our personal doings and ourselves.

Jan. 1/95 (Response to book: | Wish | Were A Butterfly )

In this story the author show us that different creatures have their
own beauties. I like the idea that he uses the creatures as the reflections
of people. He also explains the importance of friendship and doesn’t
listen people who love gossiping. Everyone has a special appearance
and we don’t need to envy people who are better than him or her. He
also explains that the kind insights are much more important and
beautiful than the beautiful appearances. |

April 27/95 (Response to story: “Why My Mother Cén’t Speak English”)

It is a good story for me because the author share his idea that humans’
feelings is always stronger than humans’ logic. He also shows us that
sometimes we might be affected our decision by the people and
environment. ‘

- Other P_urfioses _
Student C,, like some of my other ESL students often used her
journals to gently instruct me in her culture. C. expressed a deeply felt

cultural belief regarding the transmission of knowledge. She saw the
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role of elders and authority figures, such as authors, as having the
responsibility to pass on their wisdom. The role of the reader is then to
read and “understand” the lesson taught. Further in her response she |
“explained this notion of transmission of knowledge particularly as it

_relates to the Chinese culture.

Indeed many Chinese woman think they should only speak Chinese
not just because English is really hard, they all think that it is up to
them to pass all the Chinese customs to one generation to another.
Chinese words are very hard to speak and write, if the seniors don’t -
have a high level of Chinese and don’t pass their customs to their .
generations, it’s a shameful act.

Student # 2 A.
Background

A. was a very forma‘l student, both in her writing and in her
interactions with me. As or\elof the oldest student_s in the class she took
on the role of the ’;mother” and would try, often in vain, to bring other
students in line. A. had been at our school for two years. She was
enrolled in an Ehglish_ 11 night schooi class concurrently with her
level fqur ESL class. She was concerned with cofnpliance and theréfore
~ always completed her written responses, fhough the rather stiff, formal
quality made them difficult to engage in. Only occasionally did she
attempt to complete a written assignrhent with something that

approached a relaxed attitude. Her joufn‘al was a place for her to
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display obedience to the teacher, and perhaps, a place to show what she
had learned. Somewhefe in her education she internalized the notion
that more complex’Words were better. Her meaning was; often lost in
convoluted sentences, the main purpose of which seemed to be to use
as many of these “soplhisticated” words as possible. It was an always
possible to uncover her meaning buried as it sometimes was in this

deluge of words.

Response Stance

A., like C,, tended to see the text as an instruction manual and in
general her respbnses reflected a “Being In and Stepping Out” stance.
However, while C. often made sweeping commenté abouf life in
general, A. was more likely, as she did in her January and April
responses, to reflect on the human condition and and then to follow
up ana build on that statement to reflect on how it affected her

personally.

'Oct.11/95 (Response to poem - “Know Thyself”)

I agree with the statement that everyone exists in the world, they must
face many problems because they wait upon us to solve everyday.
During the solution, we could know what the thing that we need and
what we seek in our lives. We need to keep up trying the new things
in order to gain more experience. Although we don’t know what will
happened in the coming days, we can’t keep hands off until we dle

We are necessary to grope our lives’ goals.
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Jan 13/94 - (Response to book -Wilfred Gordon McDonald Paftridgg)

In this story one word always appears. Itis “memory” . For meitis -
sweet and enjoyable but for somebody else, it is not happy things. In
my opinion if something makes me unhappy I will not put it in my
memory. At least I am not sad when I recall my memory.

April 25/95 - (Response to poem “Road Not Taken”)

B always doubt my neighbours why the1r houses are surrounded by the

fences or the walls. I understand they want to make boundaries
between two separate houses but I don’t understand why they build the
fences or gates in front of their main door. In my life I need to meet
many choices. However, there are no perfect in our world. Therefore,

- up to this point I think I only need to be responsible to myself. I don’t

need to consider many elements. The only things that I consider is the
value of that choice. Is it worth it to me? ' :

Other Purposes

When Iread A''s response journal it seemed as if she was instructing

herself, she writes in the manner of a benevolent older voice. A., like
many of her classmates, was ih Canada without her parents. Perhaps
the journal acted as a place for self-reinforcement of her traditional
values. A place for her to say, “See I haven’t forgotten how to think'
act, and behave as a young Asian woman.” In this : sense I feel certam it
served a valuable role for her.

Student #3 B. |

‘Background

B. was also enrolled in English 11 at night school. An extremely
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shy young man, he rarely spoke in class all year. He often arrived late

to class but would remain after, unasked, and straighten desks and pick
up paper. He wrote conscientiously but briefly in his journal, perhaps

to avoid errors. He did not seem to have the need that C. and A. had

“to use words to impress.

Response Stance

" He, like others in the class, developed a pattern of response in his

journal and with few exceptions used this pattern throughout the year.
He would begin the respohse by taking a Stepping Out and Objectifying -
the Experience stance and then, having reflected on the content of the
text, would move to “Being In andAStvepping Out” and make statements

about the human condition in general, but rarely himself.in particular.

- Oct.26/95 (Response to poem - “Mother to Son”)

I like the idea that the author expresses. He describes life as a stair to
climb. A life really has many difficult and uncertain times. We won't
feel lonely because everybody has their own stair to climb. If we share .
these experiences in our own life, our stairs can be easier to climb.

Dec. 13/95 (Response to book - Gift of the Magi)

* This story gave me a lovable and warm feeling as I read. The couples’

most valuable gift for the Christmas was their expression of love. The
girl sold her tresses to buy a new watch strap to the boy while the boy
sold his old watch to buy a set of combs to her. It sounds like poor and
stupid to exchange their gifts like that But that’s the most valuable gift
in the world, love.

The last entry is one in which B. primarily chose to objectify the
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experience, comment on, and evaluate the poem.

Apr. 25/95 (Response to poem - “The Road Not Taken”)

Using roads as a metaphor for the ways in your life is very appropriate,
because life is like a road to travel except that life is restricted by time.
Once you have chosen a way to go in your life, you cannot turn back or
imagine, “if I had chosen that way.” This poem has a topic “The Road
Not Taken, but it never tells about the road that is not taken It shows
an interesting style. While I guess the “I” is thinking about the road
that he had not taken along his journey.

‘Student #4 - S.

Background

S., a very capable student, both orally and in written form, went

through a transformation as the year proceeded. She began as a

_somewhat belligerent, non-participant. In January of the school year

her attitude changed and she became talkative, involved and

committed to the class work. The change was noted by her other ESL
teacher who was also unable to identify the source of the Change.
Response.Stance |

s, more than ény other studént in this group of level four
students, exhibited a variety of stanceé, within and across the range of

her journal responses. Within one response she would shift between

.stances sometimes asking herself questions, sometimes predicting ,

often commenting on how the piece reflected her own life or life in

general and sometimes moving to the point of evaluating the text in -
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terms of content or style. In general her responses seemed to be
genuine attempts to express her changing understanding of the texts
she was reading. |

Oct.226/95 ( Response to poem -” Mother to Son”)

I agree with the mother’s idea which was mentioned above in the
poem. Every people must get some problems or get into troubles when
they go through their lives. We must face the problems. If we escape
the problems and don’t solve them, more and more problems come
and you can not solve a whole bunch of problems as one. The best way
I think is to ask your parents. They’re older than you and so they have
more experience than you too. The society is complex and we must
walk carefully in order to not get into trouble.

| S. began the response with the stan‘ce that has her Being In and
-Stepping Out, making a stﬁtement about life in genéfal that lifé is hard.
She then moves on to reflect more personally about how she felt it is
best for. young people to solve their problems. She concluded her
responsé with a return to a statement about the human condition,

“society is complex.”

Jan.20/95 (Response to book - The Man Whose Mother Was a Pirate).

I like the pictures of this book. The pictures can make the reader to
understand more. I am surprised that the little man in the story hadn’t -
seen the sea before. It's ridiculous. I don’t understand why the little
man tells every that his mother is a pirate. Isn’t that shaming himself.
‘Why don’t the people catch the little man’s mother. It's unbelievable.
It can only happen in a story not happen in a real life.

S. began by evaluating the illustrations, and in many ways,
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throughﬂ her rhetorical questions, evaluated throughout. S. was a very
pragmatic young woman and she found the “unbelievable” premise of
the story annoying. In effect, she used the stance of Being In and

Moving Through to pose quéstions to herself and at the same time let

me, the reader, know her opinion of the story.

May 9/95 (Response to poem - “Fire and Ice”)

I think the poem reminds and alerts people to cherish the chance to
survive and exist in the world. I think “fire” and “ice” must be bad
things like violence....In the past, I though that poems which emphasis
on rhymes don’t have too much meaning. However, after I read this
poem, this idea doesn’t exist in my mind anymore. I found that the
words which are rhyme are meaningful. Although the author didn’t
tell what the meaning of the words are, he pointed out his point
‘indirectly. So, it makes reader to think more about the poem.

As with many of her responses, S. takes the stance of Béing in
and Stepping Out, and she posits ‘herv idea on the nature of the meaning
bof the poem. Unlike many of her clas'sinates, S. moves on and
evaluates the style of the aﬁthor. Her evaluations are generally
subjective; in this case she is cohnecting with other rHyming poetry she
has read and found that this poem by Robert Frost'haé important,
though not directly stated, ideas to convey.

Conclusion ~ Level Four Stances in Journal Responses

In generél the level four ‘studlents written responses reflected

greater commitment than did their oral responses. The seven students

- who handed in their journals at the end of the year were the ones who
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had used them moét consistently.

Several interesting elements can bé_ drawn from examining
thése responses. First, it seems that most of these students adopted a
primary stance within each response and, except in the case of S.,

maintained that stance through the year. It seems that each student

" found a way to respond that met their needs, in essence a formulaic

response. While individual responses were often perceptive, what was
worrisome was the lack o% breadth and depth of responses.

| Since the level four studeﬁts were only engaged in Readers’
Workshop for two months I was not able to trace fully their respénses

to a self -selected novel, may have been different the pieces I had

v.selected for them to read.

Very few responses by these students were of the stance, Being In

and Moving Through. It is this stance where the reader becomes

. immersed in the world-bf- the text. In this stance the reader is

interested in reaching deeper understandings. Again, the con_ferérices
the level four students and I had during Readers’ Workshop confirmed
this lack of connectlon to a piece of literature.

Generally speaking the level four students who did cdmplefe
written journal responses seeméd to be most interested in
interprétation, telling what the p'o_em or story “means.” The meaning
was meant to be uncovered, puzzled out like a mystery and then given

to the teacher. It is not apparent that they embraced the notion of the
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journal as a place to create their own meanings.
“They wrote about their reading, not in response to their reading”

(Harwayne, 1992, p. 63) .

Level Three Students Jo urnal Responses

Four of the seventeeh journals that the level three students-
handed in will be examined. As with the level four students the
journals wére chosen to provide insight into the range of written
>re'sponses and academic achievement of the level three students.

The level three students wrote on average ten more entries
throughout the year than the level four students, with each entry
‘averaging one and a half pages in length, as compared to the half page
_entries written by most level foﬁr students. What is more fascinating
: hbwever, was the wider fange of responses. “

Because their entries Wére short I was able to include in this

- research entire entries from the levél four students.. The longer length |
- of the level three students entries required me to sélect portions of each
entry which highlight particular points.

~ As with the level four students I will begin by briefly describing
the student whose response is to be analyzed. Their responses will
then be examined in light of the stance or stances taken. Where

appropriate, any special purposes to which these students put their
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response journals will be noted.
- Student #1-D.

D. was the most prolific response journal writer among the
level three students. She wrote the same number of entries as other,
students but each entry was an average three pages in length. D. was a
bright, talkative student with opinions she.was willing to share, |
though more with me in one on one in a conference settihg than in
small group discussions. She was achieving well in her non-ESL
sﬁbjects. | D. was new to our school having arrived in the summer
before school began. She received her level three designation at the
district office.I |
Réspbnse Stance |

D. embraced the notion of keeping a journal from her first enfry
and maintained that enthusiasm all yeair. Some of her entries have a
conversational style, as she saw the journal as a place to continue "
conversations we had had during Readers’ Workshop conflerences."

The most frequent pattern reéponse D. produces in hér self-
“selected pieces is to retell briefly what has occurred in the pieée that she
is reading-and then to cofnment on some personal mefnory, or’
opinioﬁ related to the events, “Being Iﬁ an Stepping Out.” While this |
is her most common respOnée,’ D. also posed questions to herself as a-
way to become more deeply involve»d‘in the piece, and often used the

strategy of “Stepping Out and Objectifying the Experience” to evaluate
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the content, style, or her experience with the piece. D. took risks in her )
journal trying out different formats, weaving details about the piece
she was reading with connected ideas_, comments, and persbnal asides.
Her journal provided a safe outlet for her developing English.
»language.

This first response was typical of D.’s and many level three
students’ responses. Details of the story were given first and then a
personal connection.wa.s made, usually of the type, “This reminds me

Iz

of...

‘Nov. 11/95 ( Response to book- Get Well Soon Mallory! )

After reading the first few paragraphs of this novel I felt that Mallory
the main character in this novel has a very warm family . Although
she has six brothers and sisters they live peacefully together. It is
because the paragraphs describe that all the kids are discussing very
happily about what kind of costumes they should wear on Halloween
Day...I was impressed by those kids. They try to think of different. .
clothes they have to wear on Halloween Day. In Hong Kong
Halloween isn’t an important day but foreign countries are different.

In this'nextv response in addition to a strong personal response D.
- both evaluated the author’s style and suggested that the author had a
purpose in writing the piece and that she thinks perhaps she

understands the intent of the piece.

~Jan.13/95 - ( Response to book - Kegping Secret)
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[ like the style the Author write this book. He didn't tell exactly what is
going to happen next but [ knew what the author wanted to tell me.
This is “showing not telling”, Right?

Throughout reading this book I think the author was expressing one
image to me, it’s the way the children think of their parents and the
parents think of their children. It's so different! So difficult to predict
what they’re exactly thinking.... Like the boy in the book I know my
parents care about me but sometimes I think they care too much! I
want to have my own world and then sometimes I think I want to
have a world with my parents.

In this next entry D. tried éomething completely new as she
pretended to be one of the characters in the the novel.'and told the |
events of the chapter through the eyes of that characfer. It is clear from
her response that she was empathizing with the character and had

understood the implications of the characters friendship. The level

‘three students were often interested in character motivation and,

although this response is unique in its format, is representative of a

common stance, Being In and Moving Through.

Feb. 7/95 (Response to book - Breaking Smith’s Quarter Horse)

Today is Nov. 2 sunny but really cold. What a long, cold winter we are
having now! Every time when I walk down the road to the ranch my
ears are frozen by the winter’s wind, which seems wanted to take my
ears off. The absolutely cold weather makes me feel tired and lazy.
How long the winter will be over?

Throughout the long conversation I had with O’ Antoine he agreed to
help me breaking the quarter horse. I look forward to see this chestnut
to be a cutting horse some day. However I'm not sure he can do that.
He very old already. Oh, never mind Ol Antome my good friend. I

~ think he will try his best to help me.
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D. connected powerfully with the emotions that Anne Frank felt
and called to mind her own situation in an strange place and time.

'Being In and Stepping Out, she reflected on her own life situation.

Mar. 28/95 (Response to The Diary of a Young Girl)

I am moved by Anne Frank’s writing.
(Here D. writes a quotation from the book).

I can really experience that I'm in the war too! Her writing impressed
me a lot . The events are written with detailed description.

As I read along I ask myself a question. Why I'm in Canada now? I tell
you not because I like Canada. It is because I too want to escape from
something. For Anne it is war, for me it is because of the day July 31,
1997, when China gets Hong Kong back from England’s hand.

Purposes

For D., the strengths of her‘jc‘)urnal were the skills that Vshe had
learned to utilize. Eac.h of the “skillé” She mentions had been the topic
of a Readers’” Workshop mini-lesson, including thé notion of variety
in their responses'. The following excerpt is from D.’s “Reflections on _
Responses” sheet. | R
Actually, I learn a lot of skills on how to do the responses. Fof
example, predicting what you think will happen next, asking ourselves

questions, discussing the author’s “Big ideas” and so on. From these, I
can have many different ways to-do my responses.

222



Student #2 K.

K. was a very athletic, q-tiiet spbken young man; basketball was
His true love.. He was one of the few Taiwanese students in the class
and had arrived in the summer before school started, receiving his
level three designation at the district office. He received average to
below average marks in his other subjects; his best marks were in ESL.

He did not immediately commit to the use of his journal. In
fact, in December I was still writing comments to encourage him to .
write two entries a week and to use thé correct format for the response
(date, title, author, nlimbef of pages read). As the year proceeded
however, he completed his journal )weekly, sometimes staying after
's;chool to complete his two entries. K;, unlike mény of his classmates,
used the ”Quesﬁons of the Week” throughout the year. He seemed to

benefit from the support they gave him.

Reéponse Sfa_nce

The use of the ”Q'uestions of the Week” is partly responsible for
the great variety in approaches to K.'s responses. Some of the questions
caused_him to be evaluative in terms of content or how he experienced
the story, while others caused him to focus more on the actual events

of the story.
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'Dec. 3/95 (Response to book - Just the Beginning)

Do you think the title of this novel is a good one? Explain?

I don’t think it's a very appropriate title for this novel because the story
is about a teenage girl who suffered a-major problem with her family
and the whole thing lack details, and too much nonsense. So I think
the story has nothing to do with “Just the Beginning.”

It is interesting to note how he did a mini retell as he evaluated
the novel, a technique he used a great deal. We had used mini-iesSons
to discuss ways of telling what had happened wifhout-merely
. recounting events. .

Jan.. 17/95 (Résponse to book - A_Liv_e!) )

" This book is the most emotional story I have ever seen, a masterpiece
of narrative. The story is about a disaster which was caused when an
airplane crashed because of bad weather. Many would die in the.

‘natural disaster. It's something you just can’t avoid to happen, so we
better check the weather conditions every time we travel, and unless
it's perfect conditions I'd rather stay home. : '

This was K.'s first résponse to a new novel. In the month it took

him to finish reading it he continued to weave his retells with
v questidns, | | |

“Can you_imaginé how this picture of corpses will look like?”

feelings,
o felt kind of depressed after reading the middle to the book.”

and comments on life and people in general,

“It must have been wonderful for them when they ‘were saved_, I think

224



there is nothing more important than being saved that you didn’t even
expect. You might not be able to adjust your thoughts after all the
things you have been through.”

Purposes

K. enjoyed using ‘and.was surprisingly adept at weaving new
vocabulary, and sentence structures into his journal responses. He was
among a small group of level three students who were interested in
not only what they Were saying but also'.how they were expressing
themselves. For K. the reading/writing connection was very evident.
His responses were just as much an opportunity to develop his writing

style as they were a place to express ideas about what he was reading.

Student # 3 C.

C. had been enrolled in a level four class at the beginning of the
year, but in October was moved to a level three class as the teacher felt

. she had been inappropriately placed. | She had been in Canada three

years and had been at the school the previous year. C. was naturally
" resentful and angry at what she considered to be a dém'oti'on. Her
* attendance was poor in the beginning but gradually improved. |

C. éXperienced difficulty in all aspects of her language learning.
Her acaderﬁic achievement in other subject areas was also poor. She
read very little, completing only two very short novels in the year.

‘Conversations with C. and her mother confirmed that she also read
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very little in her own language.

In many ways C. is representaﬁvé of a group of ESL students in
secondary schools, angry, confused and achieving poorly often due to
poor literacy skills. Fortunately C..c-iid hot drop out of school as many
othef. students in her situation did. I believe that the gaihs C. made as
the year progressed, most especially in terms of a more positive |
attitude, were due in part _fo a lahguage program that valued different

ways of showing knowledge.

Response Stance

Story retelié were“C.’vs most common response. She remains
most consistently in a stance of Being Out and Stepping In, though she
-does, as- all readers do, even less proficient ones like herself, move
fhfough the other stances. However, her responses in these stances are
less c.omplex than those of most of her classmates. She was constantly
trying to make Sense, at a surface levei, of the events and characters in

the story.

Nov. 8/95 (Response to - The Great Fire)

I was impressed the storys’ main character who called Peter. He was a
orphan. He lived in London with his dog Bruno. Peter was lonely

child. .His father was dead during a one dreadful night in their little
house. I felt Peter was a poor child. He was only twelve years old but
he needed to seif-reliant. o
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C. would occasionally comment on her opinion of a character
but evaluation of the novel in terms of its style or intellectual or
emotional appeal was most often confined to “I like it/don’t like it”

with no supporting reasons.

Feb. 24/95 ( Response to book-_There’s A Boy in the Girl’s Washr

In Chapter Three, Bradley was just finished the school and he came
home. He like animals very much. When he came home he ran to
his room immediately. Many kinds of pets lived with him.  All of
them like to sleep with him. I think Bradley may be a naughty child
but he very nice.

April 12/95 (Response to “Mending Wall”)

One phrase in the poem I like it very much and agreed is, “Good fences
- make good neighbours.” I believe it’s the truth because I had this -
experience. Let me tell you about it. I knew my neighbours when they
moved in. I remember they just came to Canada from Hong Kong.

We always visited each other a lot. We helped each other too. I also:
became a friend between their sons. We're in the same school. We
like each other very much. :

In her next reéponse thé novel is a vehicle for her to ask a
. personal question. Many months of attempting 'td create linés of
* communication between us seem to be reflected in fesponses made
toward the end of the year where she uses her journal as a forum to

take risks in personal relations.

May 2/95 (Response to There’s a Boy in the Girls’ Washroom)

Did you ever mind the other person how 'to think about you?
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Sometimes I like to think about the other people how to think me . So,

I always ask my-friends a same question again and again, “What do you
think of me?” They said, “When I saw you at the first time, I got you a
cool person and don't like to talk with other people. Later on when we
become closely I got my thought was exactly wrong. You're a nice girl.
Sometimes I felt your mind and character are as same as a little kid. So
innocence!! I want to ask you Ms. J. “What do you think of me?”

fmposes

' C. is the type of student with whom a teacher might be tempted to use a
very structured reading p‘rograr'r'\. Such attempts .had been made in her
previous three years of ESL' instroction._ However, the uses to which C.
put her journai indicated that the joornal provided arr effectiVe way for
her to record her developing ideas. Instead of requiring one. right -
“answer which she was unable to give, C. was abie to'share her" persona'll
response to what she was reading. While C. read few books of her own,
her journal was a place for her to record responses to’ hterature I had
used with the class. She was also able to use her ]ournal as a focus for
our discussions during Readers’ Workshop. C. wrote on her

- “Reﬂectioné on Response” sheet, |

I have learned the response journal is help me to reflect personally and
thoughtfully about the novel in writing. Not to retell the story all the
time. - _ _

She stated a goal for her responses when she wrote,

I will write more about the author’s feelings and what does he mean,
also why he wrote that. '
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The response journal, part of a program which supported
persohal meaning making, provided the context for C. to take risks in
terms of her developing understanding of the readihg pfocess and her

reactions to her reading.

Student # 4-V.

V., who began the year as a very"quiet student developed greater
cbnfiderice as the year. proceeded. She was an acédemically average
student and her achievement in our ESL class mirrored this standing.
She was an active listener, taking in all that the daSsroom context had
to offer. Comments and suggeétioﬁs, especially about authors, given
during mini-lessons were absorbed and responded to. She read widely
drawing upon many genres. Her sense of humour ,which was not

evident in the classroom, f_ound an outlet in her journal.

.Re'sponse Stance

V could most accurately be described as an éctive reader. She
constahtly posed questions for herself. She was always very aware of |
and recognized the connection she had with the author of pieces she
: waé reading. V. moved between stances as they met her needs for
making sense of the text. When she was in the Being Iny and Stepping
Out stance she rarely réﬂected on the text in terms of the larger human -

issues, but was much more concerned with how the text connected
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. with her own life experiences.

I had introduced the class to Roald Dahl through an author
study. Other students sought out his books at the library also, but V.
actually commented on his writing and chose to read other books by

him.

‘Nov. 11/95 (Response to “Esio Trot")

This part of the story makes me very interested. I feel it is different
than the other books. The author Roald Dahl make the characters live.
He also let me feel the characters are true. At first when I saw the title I
couldn’t understand what it means. I tried to find it in the dictionary
but I could not find these two words. Finally, I could understand what
it means. Ilaughed and laughed. I thought what a smart guy. Now I
think I like this book. Not only the story but also the author.

Jan. 5/95 (Response to book - A 'Qlearing in the Forest)

Now I have read.pg. 1-31 I feel it is just like a true story. Ifeelitisa .

- little bit hard to read. Some phrase I don’t understand. The “Mini-

Lesson” tells us a lot of ways to solve it. This time I used “skip it”.
Sometimes I saw things I don’t understand I just skip them.

V., like K., enjoyed writing and was able to see how her reading
was affecting her writing. Her questions about where authors get ideas
from eventually sparked a mini-lesson about sources of inspiration for
writing_.

Feb. 3/95 (Response to stdry - “The Fire Dog that Bites the Moon”)

I think it is not easy to write a folk tale by myself. I still wonder where
the authors’ ideas come from. How can they write such good stories?
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Did they collect stories from a lot of places or do they read a lot of books
and connect them? I think this is why we have to read. Because we

can get ideas from the authors and we can get more organization when
we are writing. ' : 1

Conclusion ~ Level Three Stances in Journal Responses

In general the level three students tapped into the meaning -
making potential of a greater number of stances than did the level four
' students. In addition, when they were in a particulaf ‘svtance they were
more likely to build mpfe complete “envisionments.”

The level three students read a greéter number and génr}es‘of
books than idid the level four students. They were able therefore io
respond to many tﬁore ideas. The extensive reading the students
engaged in meant that they were allowed the time necessary to read for
: théir own sake. The reflections that then took place in their response |
journals were a natural outflow of their reading, and not something

they felt forced to do. As Peterson and Eeds (1990) state in Grand

Conversations, “ Extensive reading is unobtrusive. This is not the
time when reflecting on meaning holds sway. Interpretations of what
we read will be made, but without conscious deliberaﬁon. Though
nothing‘ stops us from reflecting oﬁ our activity, we take no special
note..We just read’; (p- 11) . Further, it was apparent from some of
their responses that there was an understanding of the important

connection between their reading of a published author’s work and
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their writing.

Thfoughout the year, the level three students from the most
capable to the most emergent, steadily developed their sense of literary
response. They increased the range and diversity of their reading and
seemed to find greater satisfaétion in works which challenged them.

' For sorﬁe, these more chalienging texts re.sulted in written responées
* which indicated internalized changes in their approaches to literature.
The richness and diversity of the responses written by the most
of the level three students indicated fh_at they were able to use their
response journals to e.xtend' and support their understanding of the
texts they were reading. Even students who experienced great
challenges in their readihg and writing made gains in terms of their |
_understanding of the value of a written response. The vast amount of
time spent engaging with literary fexts also resulted in improved

reading and writing skills.

Conclusion -'Sub- Question Three - Forms of Journal Responses

I can reflect on the written responée of the level three and four |
students in terms of the four goals of a fesponse-centered curriculum
outlined earlier. o

The level three students did make gains in ter‘r.ns of a greater
trust in their own responses and in doing so came to understand

themselves better. Their written responses, which they were more
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community of learners.
'Community of Learners

It took time to build a community of learners based on mutual
‘respect and trust. This community developed through a series of
common experiences and shared understandings. The level thrée
students flourished within the context of A classroom where a variety
of ideas were encouraged and suppbrted. They recognized and valued
that their responses could be similar to and different from their
classmates. Unfortunately for the level four students this comrﬁunity
rel‘ationshi‘p never developed. Time constraints and their own
personal agendas created a “rushgd” classroom where the time
necessary th) develop a commuhify which would nurture a range of
'respons.es simply did not occur.
Readers’ Workshop

It also took time to develop and maintain a Readers’ Workshop.
This framework provided the context within Whi'ch to talk about and
share a range of possible responses from which students could build
* their own repertoire of responses. -Within the Readers’ Wofkshop the
level three students cémé tc} see themselves as readers. They chose
their own books, they had the time tb read them in class, and they
were able to respond to them in ways that made sense to them. The’
Readers’ Workshop provided opportunities for peernail mea'nihg

making and times to gain insights by talking to others. In this way the
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Readers’ Workshop both developed the community of learners and
was part of it.

Within the Readers” Workshop the level three students were
able to receive instruction through mini-lessons in a variety of areas
such as book selection, ways of responding, reading strategiés, and
~ information about literary devices. As their teacher I was able to
facilitate and support their learning Without merely dispensing
knowledge. »

~ The level four student's, however, were involved with Readers’
Workshop for only a short period of time. This factor combined with a
less developed sense of community resulted in students who felt less
secure in their abili_ty. to use their response journals in 'ways that

supported their own meaning making.

Sub-Question Four ~ How does personal selection of reading matenal
affect secondary ESL students wntten responses?

| Organization of Question Four

To this point in the findings data have been reported separately
for the level three and foﬁr Students.l The purpose in separating data
was to clar'ify how differences in ciassroom context resulted in |
differences in responses. Fof sub-quésti-on’ four the level three and four
students’ responses will be repérted together. Results of the findings‘

reported so far indicate that the level three students benefited more
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fully from the opportunity to make personal responses to reading. in
written form. Because both groups benefited from the opportunity to
choose ahd read their own texts, the question regarding importance of -
self-selection of reading material is better understood in terms of the
degree' to which self-selection of text affected the different stﬁder}t |
responses. |

The level four students made self-selection of texts for the two
months Ehey were involved in Readefs’ Workshop and again for the
poefry unit when they were able to choose the two poems they would
respond to in their Self-Selected Poetry Booklet. The level three
students chose their own texts in the context of Readers’ Workshbp

throughout the year. They too chose their own poetry to respond to in

‘their Poetry Booklet.

Many of the students’ journal responses have been reporfed
already in sub- question three. For the level three students all but one
of the responses were to sélf-Selected texts. For the Ievei four students
the responses were chosen from self-selected and teacher selected texts.

Believing that the students writing speaks eloquently in terms of

the importance of self selection I intend to use Appendix 10 to capture.

more ‘com‘plete student responses. These responses will all be to the
poems they chose to read and respond to in their Self-Selected Poetry
Booklets. In order to give as comp‘lete a picture of the kinds of

responses students made in these booklets, I will use entries from my

235



researcher’s-journal to reflect on particular student responses from
level three and level four and then will use different students’
responses to include in Appendix 10.

| I will use this question therefore to summarize some of the ways
I see self-se.lection as supporting these responses as well as to consider
thé range of responses when students make their own choices of |

material to respond to.

Importance of Self-Selection o

Atwell and others ( Peterson and Eeds, 1990; Routman, 1991;
Harwayne, 1992; Urzua, 1992 ), have written on the importance of
personal selection of reading material as it relates to greater student
.commitment and motivation. “If we want our adolescent students to
grow to appreciate literature, a first step is allowing fhem to exert
ownership and choose the literature théy will read” (AtWéll, p- 161,
1987). |

While all these authors recognize and value the necessity of
‘students selecting\'their own reading material, they also recogﬁize that
selecting of books that will hold the reader’s attention is not an easy
task. I asked the studéhts on the Reading Survey distributed early in
the yéar how they decided which books to read. Tiie 'f'ol'lovs:/ing are
represéntative samples of level three and four students’ .responses.

“the story is inter_esting”
“read the introduction first”
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“find a book with less than 150 pages”
“read the introduction” :
“after I saw the movie I choose the book’

The following techniques were mentioned several times by both
groups. |

“look for an interesting cover”
“reading the title”

- “easy to understand”

“no difficult words”

Of the forty-two surveys I received, only one student mentioned
choosing a book from the recommendation of others. | One student
mentioned readihg the author’s name as a way of deciding which book
to.read. Since the students were required to do so little personal reading
before they came to Canada it is not unusual that they had a limited
repertoire of book selection strategies. | |

As‘ the year proceeded the level three students received supporf
through Readers’ Workshop mini-lessons on book selection. Wé
discussed different wayé of choosing books. I shared a variety of.

authors, in some cases reading excerpvts. They told each other about
books they were reading and enjoying and of course their response
journals were a place for me to suggest further feadi.ng, either of a
genre or an author. However, the level four students did ﬁot receive
.the benefit of these shared experiences. In Spite of this their responses
to materials they selected themselves were some of the richest .they-

produced. Two reasons for their more developed responses present
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themselves.

1. Self-selection is empoWering.

The level four students were between sixteen and twenty years of age.

. Many of them were in Canada alone with little or no adult
supervision. They were responsible for taking care of most aspects of
theif daily life. For many of them it was a profound change from their
- previous life. Some enjoyed the challenge, for others the new found
freedom was overwhelming. In some ways school was an anomaly in’
their lives because it was the bne place:most decisions were made for
them. |

Therefore the opportunity to make choices about what they
would read satisfied the needs of the students who were enjoying their
new found freedom. For the students who were struggling with
responsibilities, choosing their 0wnAreading material was one
manageable element in a sdmewha_t overwhelming experience.

All but two of the level four students were able to select two
poems to respond to from the vast ax"ray of poetry anthologies and
single author poetry books which were on display in the classroom
during the poetry unit. The high success rate in terms of completion
from a group that was known for non-completion of assignments is
another indication that ownership affects students’ involvement.

The poetry unit lasted for one month. During this time the

poetry books were on display and class time was set aside for personal
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reading. The dialogue which I felt was key to helping the level four

students develop more complete responses, took place more fully

during these “browsing” times than at any other time in the year. The
students would take the books back to their desks and read to each
other, laughing, talking, sometimes calling me over to ask a question
or seek an bpinion. As Peterson and Eeds point out, “When |
interprétations are shared with a community of readers, differént
people’s interpretations enhance the potential for making meaniﬁg for
all” (p.18). |

Toward the end of each class I wouid choose different authors’
poems to read. I purposely left these readings until just before the class _

ended, allowing time for reading but not discussing. I wanted them to

leave the room with the author’s Wdrds ringing in their ears with the

intent of creating a hook for them to perhaps choose that author
themselves.
The ability to do extensive reading of many poetic forms from a

range of authors was in effect an micro-example of the reading

environment which the level three students experienced more fully

throughout the year. This environment was conducive to the effective

selection of poems and deeper responses. In effect, I was able for a short

period of time to create for the level four students the sort of climate I

had hoped would have been there for them all year.
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How Students Responded to Self-Selected Poetry

Level Three Students

As part of my Researcher’s Journal I recorded my own reactioné
to the responses the students made in their Self-Selected Poétry
Booklets. Many of my reactions to the level three students’ responses
were similar to those I had recorded previously. Because the level
three students had been allowed to make self-selections of texts all year
there were not startlingly different responses. However, I noted that'
the responses of some students seemed to be richer and more’
meaningful. |

April, 1995

C. seems to be using her responses to come to grips with some of the

issues she had been struggling with all year, especially her future, her
life in general and the notion of maturity.

M. is using the poem to express a deep conviction about the difficulty
of life. She seems to have found “proof” in the poem that it is as she
always said, tough, it is meant to be , it toughens you up, easy situations
don’t make us strong. -

_ K/s confidence that she can express what she wants to say just shines.

through in this piece. It’s as if she is trying to get all she feels and
thinks into her responses. She seems to be learning about herself She
is not as didactic as usual.

Interesting that V. chose the Frost poem “Fire and Ice,” she has a lot to

~say about it; of course she never said any of these things during our

discussions. I'm glad she got them out here.

240



These comments, as well as the students’ sainples which I will
include in Appendix 10, once again indicate students who were using
their responses to meet personal needs. Having had a year in which to
develop the notion of personal résponse they were comfortabie in
expressing how the poem affected them. I also noted the number of
students who used metaphors in their writing, a poetic device we had
talked about in mini-lessons and which had filtered its way into their

* responses.
Level Four Students’ Responses

In many ways the very fact that all but two of the level four
-students completed this assignment is the strongest point in favouf of
self-selection of texts. This was the ’first time that such a high
percentage of studenfs corﬁpleted and handed in an assignment.

It is not possible to completely reproduce the bookléts that the
- students prbduced which is unfortunate because ‘they reflected care and
'attention.to content and presentation that had not be evidentj in
previous assignments. Several students asked if their booklets would
be on display as the level threes’ were, the first time.they. wanted public
recognition of their work. | | |

In terms of the contént' Qf their responses, for the most part, they

respohded as they had done in their response journals. Students, who
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in their journals, had primarily taken the stance of Being In and
Stépping Out and thereby commenting on their life or the human
condition in general, continued to respond in this way in their poetry
booklets. More sfudents did use their booklets to evaluate the poems
than they usually did in their response journals. The following
comments are my réactiohs to reading the level four students
responses in their poetry booklets. In order to present as wide a
spectrﬁm of responses as possible, I will include my reactions to
particular students’ responses at this point and will record further level
four student responses in Appendix 10.-

April, 1995

Student W. like many of the others seems to have had viscéral
reactions to the poem. The poem is packed with fnany ideas, but they
are unconnected. Her responses rarely connect back to the'v poem, they
take her off ona stream of consciousness writihg. She calls to inind B
old memories and feelings. There is a pleasure for her in these |

thoughts.
Studént A. recognized the abstract nature of the poem but found it

- difficult to suspend his disbelief. He used the poem to confirm his

beliefs, “ I can’t know myself excépt through the eyes of others:”
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Student R. says he liked the poems because they dealt with teenage
issues. “I've done the same things as the boy in the poem,” he takes it
one step further and wonders if the author is a teenager too,

“... otherwise how does he understand what it feels like.”

Student I. used lines from a Coles notes as his introduction. He doesn’t
trust his reactions, he’s looking for the official response. He seems very
aware of the poet, perhaps because of his time spent with the Coles

notes.

. 1 believe the writer ‘thinks that the evening is so holy, and he also
believes God will wake up after the-sunset. I guess he hopes that God
can protect his daughter through his mighty and compassionate care.”

Given the relativély few opportunities the level four students
had to choose their own textsvit would have been unreasbnable_ to
expect greaf shifts and changes in terms of the qliality or quantity of
their responses in their Self-Selected Poetry Booklbets.‘ More important
perhaps is the recognition that the students’ written responses are in
effect their attempts to distil the coghitive and emotional experience
they had with a text and to.make this coxﬁplex connection visible fof
others. What the reader reads is the end product of the process they.
have engaged in and to which the written response can only allude.

The limitations, real or imagined, that the students imposed on

themselves because of their second language must also be considered.
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Whether 6rvnot their teacher is affected by their grammatical errors,
some of them feel the constraints of inexperience. While recognizing
these cohstraints, it must also be acknowledged that the level four
students were, for é period of time, surrounded by, and given the time
to read, a rich selection of poetry. In order to make their choices many
of them read more poetry than they had all year and, for some, it may
be_‘ the only time they engage in such an experience.

Summary : o

In his book Writing and the Writer, (1982) Frank Smith speaks

of three “conditions of learning;” demonstrations, engagement and
-sensiﬁvity which may serve as a summary of the factors which I have
outlined above. |

Smith sees these conditions as being interconnected and
dependent upon each other in a hierarchical manner. He describes the
»‘importa‘nce of demonstrations and says, “There must be a
demonstration which, in"effect, says this is how something is done”
(p- 170) . These demdnstrations could be compared to the Sfrategies
~ which I introduced less successfully. with the level four than the level
three students. | | |

As important as the demonstrations are howevér, fhey must be
connected to what he calls engagement. “A demonstration shows us
how something is done, but we will not learn without a

complementary involvement on our part to be able to do or
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understand the same thing ourselves. For learning to take place there
must be engagement”‘ (p.’ 171) . Learning takes place when a learner
and a demonstration come together. He is careful to point out that
learning is not because of the dembnstration, but will happen if, at the
time of the demonstration, there is engagement.

The findings indicate that the level three students were engaged
and therefore able to benéfit from the demonstrations which I |
provided whereas the level four students rarely became engaged to the
‘same extent.

The final and Smith feels pivotal condition is that which he calls
.sensitivity. When the learner is most unaware of learning is that state
of senSitivity. “Sensitivity is the'abéen.ce of expectation that learning
-will not take‘place" (p.174) .

This condition of learning has direct applicability to my
ksecondary ESL students. The level three students were indeed
sensitive and ready. to be engaged and hence the demonstrations
(strategies) which I introduced them to did bear fruit in terms of their

" ability to reépond personally to literature.
* The level four students were not able to pay the price that

sensitivity to learning calls for.

Learning has a price as well as a value, a cost in terms of effort, of

alternatives given up of failure and error. We are unlikely to
expose ourselves to an opportunity for learning if we think the
- possibility of success is remote or fear the consequence of
error....sensitivity reflects, I do not anticipate any difficulty
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leérning to do (or understand) this thing myself,” a commitment
with confidence to learning (p. 175) .

Without the necessary sensitivity to learning, all the strategies:
which I had laboured over were without effect. Sensitivity cannot be
taught, but it can be developed in a nurturing environment. Again, I
am reminded of the importance of a classroom community within

which students_’ sensitivity can indeed fostered.
Conclusion’,

The sense of joy I feel a.t the greét strides the level. three students‘_
made in térfns of -the ability to respond personally to readiﬁg is tinged
“with sadness that the same kind of progress was not made by the level
four students. In my reseérch journal in January I wrote the following

quote from Alan Purves’ (1972) bdok, How Porcupines Make Love, it

sustained me then and. continues to do so.

One point must be made. It is those groups that seem to respond
“the least who need this approach the most. There are many
classes in countless schools where youngsters have been taught
that they are there to listen and to learn. After years of this sort
of passive attention-paying and avid note taking, followed by
giving it all back on a climactic test, it's no wonder that these
students have little confidence in their own response, in their
own intuition and evaluations....Of course it will take longer to
get them to respond freely, will be harder for them to abandon
their accustomed roles in the paternalistic school structure; but
it's doubtful that time could be better spent. ( 1972, p. 78) - |
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Chapter V: Conclusions and Recommendations
A. Introduction

In this final chapter I will briefly summarize the main i‘deas of
Chapters One through Three, and, using the findings from Chapter
Four as the foundation, present conclusions and recommeﬁdati_ons
based on my research. In drawing conclusions from this research
cértain key factors which both help and hinder personal meaning
making by Asian, secondary ESL students have preéented themselves.
These research conclusions will be described under the headings;
Enviromﬁeﬁtal Factors, Systemic Factdrs, and Teacher-Controlled
Factors. | |

Recommendations will be made regarding future research into
ESL methodologies as well as recommendations in terms of improving
some of the systemic factors which have played a role in thé | '
Aimplementation of a reader respbonse approach in the seéo_ridary ESL
classroom.

This. fesearch was prbmpted by the need to examine s‘:tude'nt- .
centered approaches to :the use of lite‘rature for Asian, secbndary ESL
students, in particular the use of a reader response»approqch'. In
Chapter One the need for the research was outlined as well aé the

underlying pedagogy which values and supports student - |
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thoughtfulness. The ﬁse of a literature-based, response-centered
curriculum has been shown to provide dpportunities for studehts who
speak English as a first language to engage in pefsonally meaningful
ways to what they are reading. What we need to understand is what
can be learned when Asian, secondary ESL students are also called
upon to make personal responses orally and in written form to their
reading. |

| 'Chapter Two began by examining the area of sociocultural
learning theories. Thése theories, which are built oh a belief in the
social nature of learning, provided the background for the other areas

of the the review which looked at the literature related to reading in

English as a first and second language. I structured the review to look

first at foundations of reading for bothareas, as well as approaches and

methodologies, particularly in terms of the use of reader response.

The review of the literature'rev'ealed that reading instruction in
both English as a‘first and second language has undergone many
changes in methodology. The pedagogy upon which reader response
theory is based has had an effect on the teaching of reading in English
as a first language. More English as a first language students are being
eXposed to literature and being engaged in making personal responses

to their reading. The literature also indicated that some changes are

being made in terms of reading instruction for second language

learners; however, instruction still tends to be primarily skill-based.
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Very little has been written on the use of reader response theory with
Asian, secondary ESL students.

Therefore, in order to examine the use of reader response theory
| with ESL students, I conducted a year-long ethnographic case study
with two classes of Asian, secondary ESL students. I collected data -
throughout the year from a variety of sources such as a personal
~ research journal, students’ response journals, surveys, taped
interviews, ahd discussions. I then examined the data to see what could
be learned about the use of a literature-based, response-centered
curriculum with Asian, secondary ESL students.

In writing the conclusions my main purpose is to crystalize the
many individual findings into a more holistic view of secondary ESL
studenits’ ability to make personal responses. [ will not reiterate the
details of those factors which have already been addressed in depth in

Chapter Four.
B. Research Conclusions

While the an:alyses could bé examined in rﬁaﬁy different
‘ways I have chosen to.- look at them through three different lenses or
perspectives, environmental factors, systemic factors , and teacher- -
controlled factors. As all the previous data have revealed, none of

these groups of factors is more influential than another. An honest
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appraisal of the use of a reader response approach with secondary ESL
students requires an integrated examination of all three groups of

factors.

Environmental Factors

Under the heading of environmental factors I include such

issues as:

. the students’ educational background,

+ . concern about the ‘time spent in the ESL program
. age on arrival in Canada.

As was pointedrout in the review of the literature the _
educational background of Asian students values compliance and
gives few opportunities for personal -meaning making. Consequently,
the students were more cofnfortable with a great deal of structure,
were unfamiliar with making per's:onal responses in reading, and had
 little tolerance for the ambiguity inherent in a response-based
curriculum, | |

Parental and student concerns regarding time spent in the ESL
' prbgram were ahoth.er environmental factor. Connected to this issue
of course was the age bf the studénts on arrival in Canada. Most of the
level three and level four students came between the ages of sixteen
and seventeen. The pressure to exit the ESL program and to enter

mainstream English classes so as to graduate with their peers was
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strongly felt by all the students.

At the outset o»f this research I felt that the environmental issues
might be the most pervasive and influential of all the factors. In
retrospect I believe it was because I worked so closely with»the. students
on a daily basis that I came to believe that these factors were so crucial.
As the research proceeded I came see that the environmehtal factors
were just one element in a complex mixture. I had the opportunity to
c‘onipare; and contrast the level four and level three students who were
being influenced by manvy of the same environmental factors. As the
research has shown the level three students could successfuily engage
in personal meaning making even given the many environmental
factors which had to be considered. ‘I believe now that caution should
‘be taken in o_veremphasing the importance of the environmental
factors and that they need to be viewed as integral to, but not wholly.
responsible for, the secondary ESL students’ ability to make personal

responses.

'Systemic Factors

Under systemic factors I am including such issues as:

e . the testing methods used with ESL students,
. the scheduling of students’classes
. the overall issue of time spent with one teacher

The initial testing of ESL students, with its resulting language

251




level designation, in many cases sets up expectations for students in
terms of how long they should be in the ESL program. Students
arriving at ége sixteen, take the district tests and are designated as level
three or four; they expect that one year of ESL instruction will be
sufficient to meét their needs. Any time beyond this is seen as
“mafking time”, creates a sense of frustration which is hard to ignore,
and ultimately affects their willingness to engage in any rheaningful
way in their classroom activities.

While this screening may be n‘écessary in terms of initial
placement, the continued use of tésts such as the Gates-McGi_nitie to
decide student progress in the ESL program is problematic in terms of
supporting a.program that values personal response. The |
incongruence between the test with its one right answer and the daily
’ encouragerﬁent to prbffer their personal responses either in written or
oral form caused dissonance and confusion for students. For the 1evel
four students, especially those who had been allowed to take English 11
at night school, the mixed message of adherence to correct answers and
the injunction to respond persohally was particulariy.diséoncerting,
and combined with other factors, was partially responsible for less
commitment to personal response thaﬁ was evident with the level
" three students.

The schedule or time-tabling in a secondary school should in

- general be supportive of the students. The level four students had six
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hours of ESL instruction per week. The fact that this time was split
between tWo teachers was challenging to say the least. Differences in
pedagogy need not have been problematic; however, since it was very -
difficult to find the néc'essary time to comm‘unicate, it may have been
that we wére sending the level four students mixed messages in terms
of how to achjeVe success in the ESL program. The level four students
may have been confused about the purpose of reading. They geﬁerally
assumed that the only purpose for reading was an efferent oné_; gather
the facts, remember the details and give them back. This after all had
been their. previous eduéational experience. A primarily efferent
stance did not allow them to relish the words, the images, the entire
sensory experience which reading can provide . |
| Rosénblatt (1991) sﬁggests that it is necessary to teach the

difference between aesthetic and efferent reading. We cannot assume
that they will automatically understand thaf there are two ways to read
and that both are valuable. She says, “We communicate such |
ﬁnderstandings by what wé do, by the atmosphere and the activities we
associate with the two kinds of reading, and by the kinds of questions -
" we ask and the kinds of tests we give” (p. 447) . |

More effective communication between their two ESL teachers
may have resulted in the lével four students receiving more consistent
messages about the different purposes for reading. They méy then

have been more willing to involve themselves in making personal
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responses to reading.

In addition, if all six hours Qf ESL instruction for the level four
students had taken place in my classroom, it would have been possible,
as it was for the levei three studen'ts, to put the Readers’ and Writers’
Workshop framev;/orks in place. The use of these workshops assisted

the level three students in developing the confidence and skills

_ necessary to make personal responses.

Teacher-Controlled Factors

Teacher-controlled factors are somewhat cbnnected to the

systemic ones already addressed since the teacher is pért of the system.

However, in discussing these factors, I wish to address specifically those

issues over which [ as a teacher had some control:

. the distraction created by bpoor writing skills

. creating a community of learners

In terms of writing skills both the level three and level four

students struggled to use English to express themselves in written form

" .and both groups of students made many grammatical errors. In the

case of the level three students their responses were reflections of
individuals who were actually engaged in what they were reading.
They not only cons‘istently-wrote more but they also took more risks as

they tried to put into practice the many ways of responding we had
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- discussed. [ was hot only able to use fhe errors that the level three
students made as signs of increasing confidence _buf also as focal points
‘for mini-lessons;

The written responses of the level four students in most cases
B indica-ted students who were “going through the motions.” EXcept in
two cases most of these students neither increased the length nor
variety of their responses. My sense of their lack of involvement was
also continually confirmed in student/teacher conferences. With this
constant b'arrage of negativity it was often difficult to overlook the
errors énd move to a place where I could support deeper responses.

The most valuable and profound issue over which I had control
was that of creating a community of learners. With the level three
_studenté the trust which was engendered through the development of
this éommunity resulted in students who were greater risk takers, and
~ more willing participants in the response-based curriculum which was
presented to them. |

A retrospective examination of my rese.alrchef’s journal certainl};
: painted a picture of a teacher desperately trying to create the same
' envifonment with the level four students. I had initially believed that
the ariswer_lay in initiating just the right'strategy. Hdwever, time, as
well as all the other faétors alreédy outlined, creatéd a critical mass of
uneasiness which was too difficult to> overcome. The fact that a »re;al

<

sehse of community didn’t develop is not only uhfortuna’te, but in
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many ways an overarching factor with the level four students in terms
of their overall lack of commitment to personal response.

In his article which discusses the merits of a variety of ESL
teaching methodologies, N. S. Prabhu (1990) claims that what'feally
needs to be considered is not the “best method;” instead teachers need
to uncover for themselves what they really believe their teaching is
achieving. -When teachers have this cleafly defined “sense of
involverment” ( p. 173) students will feel this greater confidence and a
connection will be felt between the students and the teacher creating
what I haQe called a community of learners and he names “teacher-
learner rapport” (p. 173) . “I think there is a form of enjoyment arising
from teacher-learner rapébrt that is less conspicuous but mpfe integral
to classroom activity, and more truly productive of learning” (p. 173) ‘.
Because I felt I was achieving far fewer results with the level four
students, they may have had less confidence in me and my
methodologies and therefore not have committed themsefv'es_ as fully
to the notion of making personal responées.

I think it is cruéial to keep in mind that, even tho_tighfhis »
community feéling did not develép with the level four students, it was
stillb important for me as an educator tb take the risks necessary to try to
-ehact that which I believed in. It is vital to be open to the changes in
understanding which can.o'ccur when boundaries okanowledge are

stretched.
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- In suggesting pedagogical recommendations and _
recommendations for future research, I am guided by the fact that I am
a practising educator. Whatever recommendations I suggest are |
intended to support students within our classrooms by expanding our
knowledge and confirming those aspecté of the topic which are already

known.

Futﬁre Research

This research has confirmed that given certain cir'curhstances
-secondary ESL students can benefit frorﬁ a program.'which .sulppo‘rts and
values personal meéru'ng making. Howéver, while thé results of the
. research are interesting, because my research is a case study these
results are not generalizable to a largef population and therefore many
questions remain unanswered. |

My research indicated less success with the development of oral
responses to literature by the students. Therefore there are some |
-questions regarding oral responses which are worthwhiie' pursuing.
For example, what can we do to siipport greater oral response by
secondary. ESL students? Would the uée of year-long,.. literature study
groups affect secondary ESL students’ ability to be involved in making
oral responses to what they read? Within these study groups it would

be worthwhile to explore the importance of student selection of
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‘oral responses to what they read? Within these study groups it would -
be wérthwhile to explore the importance of student selection of
reading material.

An important questioh is also raised concerning the
reading/writing connection. How can we assist secondary ESL students
to make connections between their written responses and their oral
responses? Are there particular writing strategies which have
transference in terms of im'pro{/ing oral éxpression? |

The réle of the teafher in supporting ESL students in making
personal responses is an important issue and raises questions about
when and what type of questions teachers of secondary ESL students
need to be asking if they wish to support personal response.

In terms of classroom dynamics, we can ask the question, are
particular groupings more effective in terms of generating oral
responses? For example, what role does gender play in terms of
secondary ESL students willingness to involve themselfles in
discussing personal responses to literature?

The field of ESL instruction is rich and rapidly growing. In
pursuing the answers to some of the research recommendations
suggested we could enrich our understanding of how ESL students can

best be supported in terms of their expression of responses to literature.
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Pedagogical Recommendations

Use of Literature

There are hopefbul trends within the ESL field in terms of the use -
of literature with ESL students. It seerns, however, that the_ use of
literature is still more prevalent at the elementary than the secondary
level. One of the most positive aspects of my research, éspecially in
terms of ‘the level three students, was the benefits accrued to them
t‘hrough the use of literature as opposed to high-interest, low-
vocabulary novels, or other decontextualized reading materials. The
rich language, natural speech patterns, and variety in terms of the

complexity of narrative structures are just of few of the reasons

teachers should consider the use of literature with ESL students.

Peter Senge (1995) in his book The Fifth Discipline speaks of the.

importance of real learning, of the necessity for being open to new
ideas, new perspectives, and new knowledge. He states that a

fundamental shift is often necessary for this new awareness to take

place. He uses the ancient word “mentonia” to refer to this movement

of mind.

Real learmng gets to the heart of what it means to be human.
Through learning we re-create ourselves. Through learning we
become able to do something we never were able to do.

Through learning we reperceive the world and our relat1onsh1p ‘
to it. Through learning we extend our capacity to create, to be
part of the generative process of life. (p.14)
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In the area of reading instruction for ESL students perhaps what
is needed is this shift of .mind.‘ For meny years it was felt that ESL
students would learn to read most efficiently by carefully controlling
the material that they read. I would recommend a move away from a
primarily skills-based reading program to the integration of literature
into our instructional 'programs. We all want ouf ESL students to be
confident, efficient readers of English. But reading in English, like any
new skill, requires a great deal of practice. Our students are much more
likely to apply themselves diligently to achieving new reading skills if
they have some sense that these skills will bring them pleasure. It
seems apparent that quality literature has a greater cnance than
-simplified, sterile fexts of maintaining the needed moti'vat'ion_ to

pursue the reading process in depth.
Readers’ and Writers’ Workshops

My’,research indicates that ESL»students can benefit from these
frameworks as much as students who speak English as a first language.
: .I would encourage the use of readers’ and writers’ workshops in
secondary ESL classrooms in whatever form best meets the needs of
particular teachers and students These workshops can prov1de the

 time for students to read in depth and to pursue writing topics. They
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~ can also promote a valuable sense of ownership in terms of book
selection.and writing topics, and opportuhities to have on-goihg
responses to what they are reading from peers and their teacher. All v
these elements can combine to create an atmosphere in whicﬁ the |
secondary ESL students come to see how a personal commitment to
reading and writing in English is not only possible but enjoyable and
ultimately helpful in terms of improving their ability to communicate

in English.
Teachers as Learners

This next set of recommendations is intended to support
.teachérs as we continue to growA in our understanding of how best to
instruct our students. |

In a recent article on teachers as learners, Hendricks-Lee, Soled,
and Y_ingér (1995) supporf the belief that teachers, as much as students,
learn best in socially mediated ways.  “Ironically éﬁough, although
“teachers work very consciously to structure their classrooms for social
interaction supportive of student‘leérning, little is being done to create
the social interaction necessary for teacher learning” ( p. 288). The
isolation often connected with teaching iﬁ a secqhdary school seems to
exacerbate the difficulty of connecting with other teachers so as create

the community of ‘teacher-learners’ which is so-needed. We are.
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separated and often have no one to share our concerns and questions
as well as our triufnphs. We stop seeing ourselves as learners and start
to imagine that we should have all .the:answers. Insecurity in terms of
what is going on in our classroom breedsv further isolation. Hendricks-
Lee et al. (1995) go on to say that “...when teachers see theméelves
primarily as learners, and not sirhply as teachers, they tend to create the
intellectual ehvironment, if not the physical environmef_\t, necessary
for learning” (p.288) .

The stresses and demands on teachers, including ESL educators, .
are enormous. We need to come together as learﬁers so that we can
face the challenges, and the inevitable set backs that may occur. Small

groups of teacher action-researchers coming together to talk about

- teaching and learning can make a difference. This coming together is

not for the purpose of homogenizing but rather to support the
individual as a learner, a learner who can, with support, enact

meaningful change for the benefit of our students and ourselves.

Keeping a Journal

Having experienced first hand the joy and insights to be gained
from keeping a daily journal of my classroom experiences, I would
recommend it to other teachers. What emerges over time are patterns

of response, insights, and of course further questions. The fast pace of
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the classroom of today often ieaves little time to reflect on the daily
happenings. However, faking a few minutes at the end of a lesson or
the end of a day to record the events of the day as well as emerging
responses can prove most valuable. If we wish to take the stance of

“teacher-as- learner,” then, we must take the next step and be willing to

~examine our practice in light of what is happening in our classrooms.

A journal provides the necessary focus for such examination and

reflections.
D. Conclusion

My year-long étudy of the use of a literature-based, response-

centered curriculum, founded on reader response theory, with

secondary ESL students provided a naturalistic setting in which to see
what could be learned about the ways the students make personal
résponses to literature. The use of two groups of students allowed me
to compare and contrast how the same teacher-held belief system in a
curriculum which is founded on the sociél nature of learning would
play itself out over a years time.
What emerged were some understanding in terms of supporting

personal meaning making in reading. for secondary ESL students. All

the students were engaged to some extent in reading and responding to

" literature. The level three students, with whom I was able to develop a
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greater sense of community through the use of a variety of strategies -
and frameworks such as Readers’ and Writers’ wofkéhop, fnade many
subétantial gains in terms of their written responses to literature,
especially self-sele{:ted pieées. While 'theblevel four étudents did not
make the same kinds of gains inAterms__of their writtén responses to

' their réading as the level threé'stﬁder‘itfs' due to environmental,

- systemic, and teacher-controlled factors, they were able to llsten to and
read literature they might not have otherw1se been exposed to.

The research showed that both groups of students experlenced
difficulty in makmg personal oral responses in a small and ina large
group. It appears erm the research that the students needed to have
mbre opportunities to learn the language used in discussing literature.
-Théy were able to have successful dialogues in group settings which
did not have discuséion of literature as the primary focus. It appears
; fha_t the students needed to comé together more on an on-going basis to
discuss what they were réading. I would recommend using literature
Stu_dy groups as one teaching vehicle for sharing a variety of waYs to
talk about literature, and to learn the heqessary skills needed for this
type of group dynamic. | |

Secondary ESL students, rhy research indicates, do benefit from a
curriculum which values thelr own personal meanmg making,
encourages and supports their readmg responses, and their transactloﬁs

with hterary texts.
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Appendix 1

THE POETRY UNIT

The following is the outline of the poetry unit. It was not given to
students, but, rather it served as a planning and organizational tool.

- #Fill the room with poetry books of all types. Allow some time for
browsing. Students are to spend the last fifteen minutes of each class
examining the books. Choose two that really say something about you.
What do they say about you? Copy them. Choose one of these two to
illustrate through any medium they wish.

*Read poetry to students in'every class. Do this jusf before we leave,
allowing time for the poetry to “percolate”, before expecting responses.
Use these poetry shares to expose them to many different authors and
styles. '

*Focus on narrative poetry, not just, but including Frost.

*Introduce narrative poetry - “archy the rat perishes”- do a choral
reading ‘

*Extending notions from The Chrysalids. Isolation/ Connection :
Introduce the poem “The Thread.” Why we feel separated from the
rest of the world. How can we regain that connection? Share the poem
with the students. In response journal record their thoughts and
feelings about the poem. What phrase or line from the poem made the
strongest impression?

Draw the connections that the poem describes through a series of lines
_and’ stops along the way. '

* Turn prose into poetry: Have begun thlS already w1th The
Chrysalids.

* “The Lunchbag”- read to class as they follow along. What would they
put in a brown paper bag that would be important to them? Write
their own poem and illustrate. Read their poems and explain their
objects to the class.
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*Use art reproductions to prompt discussions of words and
impressions. Examine picture carefully. The picture is a frozen
moment in time, what is the event, what happened just before this
scene, what will happen next. Give the picture a caption.

Art Images - part 2- Use the sheets of words previously developed Re-
examine the picture carefully. The picture is a frozen moment in time,
what is the event, what happened just before this scene, what will
happen next.

Create a group poem which reflects each persons response to the print.
Each person will be responsible for one stanza. Imagine themselves in
the picture. Where would you be, thinking, feelmg, do a web to
generate ideas?

Write the verse in first person, combme together verses to create a
group poem?

This poem will be students’ response. It should tell other readers the
groups’ overall impression of the painting.
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- Appendix 2 READERS WORKSHOP EXPECTATIONS

1. During Readers’ Workshop time you will have a book with you
and you will read.

2. . You will keep a response journal. The format for all entries
' must be: ~ '
. Dated ( two entries a week)

. State title, Author and page read to.
.o Neat and legible :
. Minimum of a half a loose-leaf page in length

3.. WHAT 1S THE RIGHT RESPONSE?

Each novel is different and every person responds to novels differently.
The journal will trace your thinking. The purpose of the response is
not to test your riovel knowledge but to help you reflect personally and
-thoughtfully about the novel in writing. No “right” response exists.

The content for all entries ...
1. Should not bé a retelling of the plot of the novel

2. One entry each week must be in response to a “Question of the
Wéek’.’ o ST

3. If you cannot think of how to begm your response you may use any
of these openers: :

I was impressed by... I noticed... I wonder about... Some questions I -
‘have.... I don’t understand... now undersand why/ how/ what...
Something I noticed/appreciated/did not appreciate/ wonder about a
character... An interesting thought/sentence/word is... This pgrt of the.

story makes me feel..
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' Appendix 3
Self-Selected Poetry Booklet

~ *You will have the last fifteen minutes of classes from March 10-16,
March 27-31 and April 4-7, to examine and read the poetry books in our

classroom.
*Please look through as niany as you can.
« Choose two poems that really say something about yoﬁ.

«Explain what these poems tell about you in a written response.

Minimum one page.
*Copy your two poems.

*Choose one of these two poems to illustrate through any medium |
you wish. '

_+Create a booklet which combines:
the two poems, -
your responses to the poems
your illustration, which represenis-another.response to the

poem
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'Appendix' 4
Selected Titles Used With'Students Throughout the Year
Poetry Books: |

. Adoff, A. (Ed ). (1971). It Is the Poem Smg_g in Your Eyve. New York,
New York Harper Row.

Fleischman, P. (1988). Joyful Noise: Poems for Two Vomes Ilustrated
- by E. Beddows. New York Harper & Row.

Hopkms,L B. (Ed.). (1987) Dinosaurs. Illustrated by M.
' Tinkleman. San Diego, CA: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich.

' Hopkins, L. B. (Ed.). (1993). Extra Innings: Baseball Poems. Illustrated
by Scott Medlock. San -Diego, Ca: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich.

Hopkins, L. B. (Ed.). (1983). The Sky Is Full of Song Illustrated by D.
Zimmer. :

.Korman, G. & Koramn B. (1992). The D- Poems of Ieremy Bloom.

New York: Scholastic Press.

Livingston, M. C. (1992). ht and Shadow. Photographs by B.
Rogasky. New York Hohday House.

Merriam, E. (1966). It DoesntAlwavs Have to Rhyme. Ilustrated by,
Spooner New York: Antheneum

' Schmldt G. D. (Ed)). (1994). Robert Frost: Poetry for young people.
New York: Sterling. .

Silverstein, S. (1974). Where the Sidewalk Ends. New York:
HarperCollins.

Anthologies

Wowk, J. &]aéon T. (Eds.). (1993) Multlculturahsm The Issues

Collection. Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson.
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Evans, K. (Ed.). (1993). Biography. In The Issues Collectxon Toronto:
McGraw Hill Ryerson ‘

Novels and Short Stories

Babbitt, Natalie. (1975). Tuck Everlasting. Toronto: Harper
Collins.

Dahl, R. (179). The Wonderful Story of Henry Sugar and Six More.
‘New York: Bantam.

Lawson J. (1993). Dragon’s Pearl. Illustrated by, P. Morm Boston,
MA: Clarion Books.

leverstem S. (1963). Lafcadio, The Lion Who Shot Back New York:
I—IarperCollms

Viorst, J. (1992). Rosie and Michael. Illustrated by L. Tomie. New
York: Antheneum Child Book. C
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Appehdii 5

DIALOGUE JOURNALS
Dialogue journals, some q_uestions and answers.

1. What is a dialogue journal?

It is a written conversation between yourself and Ms. Johansen

2. What do I write about in my dialogue journal?

You may write about:

. activities you are involved in at school or outside school
. school subjects, things you are learmng or are mterested in

learning

. questions that you think I can answer

K concerns you have with your school work, or what we are domg
in class

. anything that is. mterestmg to you !

3. = How often will I write in my dialogue journal?

You will write in your journal for 15 minutes twice a week.

4. Will you mark mistakes (spellmg, grammar) in my
dlalogue journal?

No, this is a place just to get your ideas down. The journal is a place to
practice the things you are learning about English in other classes. I will
correct your English in other writing that will be published or in
writing where we are practicing certain types of English grammar.
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5. What if I can’t think of anything to write about? .

I will put up a sheet called “Journal Hints” and it will have suggestions
for making your writing clear, understandable and interesting. '
Sometimes I will suggest topics, but you do not have to use those
topics.

6 How much must I write? _
As much as you can! The more you write the better you get at it.

7. Is my journal going to be part of my class mark?
Yes. You will receive marks for completing the necessary journal
enteries. You may receive bonus marks at the end of term if you seem

to be putting a lot of thought and energy into your journal enteries.
Otherwise, your mark will be for participation.
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Appendix 6

10.

11

12.

WRITERS” WORKSHOP - STUDENT EXPECTATIONS

You will keep all your writihg drafts and published pieces in

your writing file folder which will remain in the classroom.
You will write about topics you care about.

You will take risks as a writer, trying new techmques topics,
skllls and kinds of writing.

You will draft your prose wrlting in paragraphs

“You will number and date all your drafts.

You will work hard at proofreadmg and self-editing your drafts.

"You will show your proofreadmg corrections and edltmg in a

pen or pencil different in colour.from your written piece.

You will maintain your skills list and use it to"guide'yo'u in
proofreading your work.

You will make final copies legible and correct with margins.

You will be reflective and make decisions about what is working
and what needs more work in your writing

You will listen to, question and respond thoughtfully to other
writers’ pieces. giving helpful responses.

You will not disturb or distract writers or me when I am

working with a writer during workshop time.

We get lots of ideas to write about. Some you will try and then
abandon, others you just won't like as much. You will have

many drafts, you do not have to publish all your drafts, but you -

must keep them all in your folder.
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13 You will publish at least one piece of writing a month. To

o publish means you will have already done a draft(s) which have
been edited by another student and Ms. ]ohansen proofread and
rewritten w1th no errors.

4. Al pubhshed pieces will be kept in your flle folder after bemg
A drsplayed in the publishing center. : . ,

-adapted from Atwell, 1987
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Appendix 7 -
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Background/Demographics_

How long have you been in Canada?

How old were you when you came to Canada?

What is the biggest difference between our school and the one
you went to before you came to Canada?

What has been the hardest thing about Canadian schools for you
to deal with?

Responses to Reading

What do you think is.the dlfference between g1vmg a response to
something you have read and answering quesnons about what you
have read?

Were you asked to give responses to your reading before you came to
Canada? How did you glve those responses?

- Why do you think you are asked for your response to what you read?
How do you feel about giviﬁg rebsponses‘ to what you have read now?
Do you prefer written or oral responses? Why?

Do you feel differently about ngmg written responses now than at the’
, begmmng of the year?

Does the size of the group make a difference to you when you make an
oral response7 ' -

What helps you to make written responses to somethlng you
have read? o '

What helps you to make oral responses to somethmg you have
read? :
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Does having opportumtxes to read other students responses help you
write your responses?

Why do you think you are asked to discuss what you have read in
small student led groups?

If you were the teacher how would you find out what your students
were thinking about their reading?

Do you have any other comments, questions or suggestions that might
help teachers working with ESL students?
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‘ Appéndix 8

REFLECTIONS ON RESPONSES

o

We have been using responses in our reading for many months now.
As we enter our third term it seems a good idea to take stock of how we
have used our response journals and to. set personal goals for this term.
Please think about and respond on a separate piece of paper to the .
following ideas about your responses. :

e What do you enjoy most about writing responses?

*Which journal entry are you most proud of? (Tell the date ybu wrote
it and what piece you were responding to). Why are'yo'u proud of this

response?

+Do you have a journal entry that you think was not effective? Why?

*What are some skills you have learned to use in your response
journal? '

OWhat'aré the strengths of your response journal?

*As you look through your responées do you see any patterns in your
- responses? '

“eWhat goal(s) do you have for yourself in the use of your response
journal this term? o
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Appendix 9
SMALL GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE

The Road Not Taken - by Robert Frost

In your group: After each person has had a chance to give their
' response.

Your group discussion may include all or some of the foliowing ideas.

This discussion is meant to be an exchange of idea‘s', NOT a question

and answer period. The questions I have suggested are just to give yéu
- some ideas of the kinds of things you can talk about if 6ther ideas seem

interesting to the group I encouragé you to talk about them. -

. You may ask each other any questions about the poem that will
help you to understand it more deeply.

* You may discuss the title - what does it mean, is it a good title
why/why not? '

. Why would choosing one route over another make all the
difference? '
' ‘Which lines in the poem seem most important to you? Why?
d Do you think it matters how old you are when you make
choices? ' ‘
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Appendix 10

STUDENT RESPONSES TO SELF-SELECTED POETRY

Level Four Student Response to the poem, “I Pulled An “A” by G.
Korman & B. Korman :

I have got an “A” on a mathematics test last time but my family does
not treat me as a VIP as the poem teller, Jeremy Bloom. My Father
said, “You should get at least “A” in the test. If you get an “A” you
should not be happy because it is your responsibility” I do not
understand what is the meamng of his words until now. I really
understand the meaning, that is we should study hard, and try our best
on everything. :

‘I think the reason that I got an “A” is similiar to the poem, it is not too
hard for me. I learned most of the topic in Mathematics 11 here in .
Hong Kong. Therefore the Mathematics 11 is not too hard for me. T -
should have straight “A” until the end of the term.

Level Four Student Response to the poem “] Dream’d In A Dream” by
Walt Whitman ‘

“Dream’d in a dream is far more abstract than just a dream. One has a
- dream that may not come true, but it has a certain possiblity to come
true but a dream in a dream has a possiblity of near zero to come true.
This almost impossible dream that is.dreamed by Walt Whitman is a
city of Friends. Whitman realized that the lvoe inthe real world is too

- . weak to hold people together. People often have enemies more

thanfriends and a robust love may not even exists among these friends.
" I have never dreamed this deam before because this city is hard to
dream of and because it is too far away from the real world.-
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Level Four Student Response to the poem, “Whole Duty of Children”
by Robert Louis Stevenson v

Robert Louis Stevenson wrote many books and poems and I feel
touched after this poem because I was once a child. I agree with the ‘
sentence which states, “A child should always say what's true.” because

I think that achild has not been polluted by society yet. However, when
the child grows older, this statement, won’t be true anymore. It is '
- because society is complex. Can a child speak when he is spoken to and
behave mannerly at table? I don’t think a child can do these things. A
child is still too young to know how to have suitable manners at the:

" table. However, it's not surprising that a child will do the above things
if he or she is taught by his or her parents. I'm glad that I can do the
things, which are mentioned in the poem which I have learned

- gradually through my life. These lines are interesting and I enjoyed

- reading them as a lesson is taught in a humourous style. “At least as
far as he is able.” The poem also reminds us all to respect other people
and treat them as we would like to be treated. The poem is telling us to
- think of other people.

Level Three Student Response to the poem - “Every Morning” b
Laurie Reid

As myself, a teenager who is still growing up and have my own dreams
to follow, I have the power and rights to catch my dreams. This poetry
represents the feeling of most children in growing up process. Life is .
like a mountain where I see the sunbeam peers through the clouds. It

* means I'm not an child anymore. Iam an adult. As I get older and
older, I walk down the mountain till it’s time to leave this world.

When I was very young I always thought age seventeen is far, far away
. so I never thought of it. Now I'am going to be seventeen soon. I can’t
‘believe time goes incredibly fast, everything just happened yesterday. It
seems like there’re many blanks in my life. Now I feel like I don’t want
"to grow up anymore. Time goes faster as you grow older. Ijust wishI
had a watch to stop time going too-fast. But I still have a child’s power
to search my “elusive dream.” And someday I'll find it.
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Level Three Student Response to the poem - “Poem” by Langston
Hughes

When I saw this poem for the first time, I felt a little shock from my
heart. This poem is very special to me. The Author used “Poem” as
the name of the poem, then at the end of the poem it ends with “the
poem ends, soft as it began - I loved my friend.” When the poem goes
to “soft as it began - I loved my friend” then the poem starts from the
beginning again and it never ends. It is just like I loved my friend
forever. It also makes me understand how my friends feel and how
they miss me when I moved to Canada.

Moreover, the poem said “There’s nothing more to say.” It is

.really a true thing. When your friend has to move to another place to

study or work, you don’t always know what to say to your friends. All
you can say is “Goodbye and take care. So this poem really shows a
thought from the bottom of my friend’s and my hearts.

Level Three Student Response to the poem - ”Ramy Day” by Michael
Bulluck

I chose this poem because of my first sight in the book and I loveitso
much. I am a “first-sight-believable person.” I always choose things by
my first sight and will not change my decision anymore. Or, maybe I

- love rainy days. Ilove it because it-gives me a sad but fresh feeling, it is
" also my first sight of the rain, never change.

Another reason I chose this poem is the description of the poem The

- author describes the scene on a rainy day, so deep into'it. Beside it, I

like the words too. I think this poem can express my feelings about
rainy days
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