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ABSTRACT

CONNECTING READER-RESPONSE THEORY, TEACHERS,
AND CLASSROOM PRACTICE

By
Susan Elizabeth Steffel

Dr. Marilyn Wilson, Dissertation Director

Most previous research involving reader-response theory has
centered on the theory itself or on how it influences student
performance. My study uses the triangulation of three primary
sources: professional journals, and modified case studies, including
teacher questionnaires and follow-up interviews with ten secondary
teachers. 1 traced the presence of reader-response theory in the
journals Research in the Teaching of English, English Education, and
English Journal. My questionnaire was based on the 1981 Purves
study which found that classroom practices of teachers were greatly
influenced by their own past experience and training. Through the
teacher questionnaire and interview, I looked at individual reading,
school, and professional histories, attempting to determine how these
areas impacted their teaching. Additionally, I wanted to discover
what, if any, external factors entered into this equation and how the
teachers responded to them. Finally, I attempted to merge all of this
information, discovering to what extent reader-response has
influenced the secondary classrooms and what factors help to

implement or impede its use.



Susan Elizabeth Steffel

Results showed that reader-response theory is appearing in
these journals, although most articles focus on students. For those
teachers not reading these journals, the reasons vary. Most apparent
was a lack of concern on the part of school systems and the journals
for the needs and continued professional growth of the teachers.
Still, these teachers are finding ways to incorporate reader-response
theory in their classrooms.

Overall, teachers felt frustrated, isolated, and pulled in
different directions. Few were confident in their own teaching and
indicated conflicting beliefs. Though aware of their students’ need
for continued learning and reflection, few were able to apply these to
" themselves. Forced to teach in a system that does not acknowledge
their needs, 1 found, as did Purves, that these teachers fall back on
those behaviors most comfortable to them and often model their

classrooms on those they experienced as students.
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Introduction

There has always been a continuing discussion over the
teaching of literature in secondary classrooms involving a set of
central issues. The crux of the disagreement seems to focus on three
basic questions: what should be taught? how it should be taught? and
why?

These central issues include discussion over the content of
English classes. Should we teach literature as texts to be studied, and
should those texts include the canon or non-canonical literature? Do
we focus on the literature alone or include author biographies and
historical settings? How should we teach literature? Options range
from teacher lecture and student recitation to combined methods of
teacher-directed and small group work, to completely independent
study tutorials. Should teachers provide a plan of study, or should
students be allowed to develop their own? Should literature be
taught according to genres, chronology, or theme? Finally, why
should we teach literature? Are our goals motivated by social,
political, or religious agendas? Is our purpose to create better
citizens, promote critical thinking, foster personal growth, or simply
prepare students for college?

My interest in this study originated in my own twenty-year
teaching career. Throughout these years I remained in a constant
state of turmoil, never feeling quite comfortable or able to answer
these questions for myself. 1 began my teaching of literature by
following as a syllabus the table of contents provided in the twenty-

year-old classroom anthology.
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This particular text began with the short story and moved

genre by genre through poetry, nonfiction, drama, and the novel.
And so I "taught" literature, using the historic overview introductions
and author biographies provided in the text. 1 was particularly
grateful for the study questions which followed each selection.
"Check for Understanding” questions focused on plot understanding
and critical analysis, and I remember struggling to teach symbolism
and allusion to students who really didn't care. There had to be a
better way. Even I was bored.

As I continued my professional studies, seeking answers or at
least information to help resolve my uncertainty, I changed my
instructional methods. One of the biggest changes for me was in the
teaching of literature. My introduction to the research on reader-
response theory allowed me for the first time to define my goals for
teaching literature, to re-evaluate my purposes in the classroom and
to align them with my purposes of personal reading. In teaching
literature, my focus was often on the text--talking about the
meaning, the structure, the author's intent and background. Seldom
did I consider the role of the reader, so my students remained
divorced from their reading.

On the other hand, my personal reading reflected quite a
different attitude. I was not concerned with the critical analysis of
the text, although it often emerged. Most important was how my
reading related to me, because what I enjoyed most in my personal
reading was responding to it. I recognized myself in the characters.
I compared myself to others. I escaped into unknown worlds, and I

felt connected with them.
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Reader response theory focuses on the relationship between

the reader and the text. Louise Rosenblatt believes "the reader
counts for at least as much as the book itself” (Literature vi).
Further, she believes we read because of our desire to relate to
others. Applying reader response theory in my classroom allowed
me to resolve this personal dichotomy. If my purpose in teaching
literature was to kindle a love of literature and reading in my
students, then my approach to literature in the classroom should
allow students to experience for themselves the joy of reading that
drew me to teaching in the first place. My attitude changed, my
methods changed, and I saw positive results in my classes.

On the other hand, the more I recognized my own change, the
more I became aware of lack of change in other teachers' classrooms.
My question, of course, was why? Was this research in reader-
response effective? Were current teachers informed on it? Where
and how was it transmitted? If teachers were aware of it, why
weren't they applying it in their classrooms? My study was a search
to discover the answers.

The answers to these questions give insight and provide
further understanding of the complex issues involved in the teaching
of literature in hopes that teacher educators, administrators, and the
teachers themselves can work together more effectively. Because I
believe that the teacher's classroom reflects a variety of input,
including personal reading, high school experience, teacher education,
and professional affiliation, my study attempts to discover what role
each of these plays. Although there have been a number of studies

that deal with reader-response in the classroom, most focus on its
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effect on the student. A few look at one aspect of the teacher's role

such as teacher education or teacher as reader, but none combine
them, tracing as I have the teacher as reader from her preschool
experience through her present role in the classroom.

My study is based on the triangulation of the data from three
primary sources: professional journals, and modified case studies,

including teacher questionnaires, and follow up teacher interviews.

Through the journals Research in the Teaching of English, English
Education, and the English Journal, I attempted to identify trends,

cycles, or specific topics specifically related to reader-response and
the teacher connection. Through the teacher questionnaires and
interviews, I looked at individual teacher histories, including their
personal reading, their experience as high school students, their
professional education, and professional affiliations in an attempt to
determine which of these areas had the greatest impact on their
teaching. Did they read the journals? Which ones? What was the
impact of their journal reading on classroom instruction? In
addition, I wanted to discover what, if any, external factors entered
into this equation and how the teachers responded to them. Finally,
I attempted to merge all of this information, drawing conclusions and
implications.

I have chosen the modified case study method in an attempt to
solicit the teachers’ own perceptions of their situations. It is my
belief that the practitioners bring as much insight to the issues as do

the theorists, and I wished to hear their stories. As Elliot Eisner says

in The Enlightened Eye:
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It does not seem particularly revolutionary to say that it

is important to understand how teachers and classrooms
function before handing out recommendations for change.
Yet so much of what is suggested to teachers and school
administrators is said independent of context and often
by those ignorant of the practices they wish to improve.
If qualitative inquiry in education is about anything, it is
about trying to understand what teachers and children do
in the settings in which they work. (11)

I recognize the limitations of my study are numerous. The
information I received from my teachers was through them. I did
not observe their classrooms, so I am limited to what the teachers
said about what they did, not necessarily what actually goes on.
Another limitation involves the journal review. In limiting my
survey to the three National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE)
publications, I am most likely missing some of the professional
sources that also impact these teachers. Third, my study, because of
confidentiality requirements, did not allow for my teachers to
interact with one another. It would have been interesting to observe
how these individuals related to reading and to each other in order
to see if they applied the same collaborative strategies they
encourage with their students. I rcognize that my findings are
limited to those ten teachers and that from them it is impossible to
generalize aboout all teachers. Given these limitations, I still believe
that my study provides important insight and begins to draw

connections among various areas of research.
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The study begins with the related research that parallels

portions of my study and an historical review of the teaching of
literature, providing context for the present day teachers and their
classrooms. Next is a study of three professional journals: English
Journal, English Education, and Research in the Teaching of English,
all published by NCTE, over a twenty-year time span, that looks at
issues in reader-response. The journal review is followed by case
studies of ten current classroom teachers of literature. Finally, I
describe findings and implications for schools, teachers, and teacher

educators.



Chapter One: Review of the Literature

Part A: Theory and Related Research

Reader-response is a complex, multifaceted term that needs
considerable explanation before using it throughout this dissertation.
The following explanation provides the reader with a better

understanding of this complex theory.

Reader-Response Theories
Perhaps more than any other, with the advent of Louise
Rosenblatt's work, Literature as Exploration in 1938, the
transactional theory of reading has helped to define the goals of the
language arts classroom. Rosenblatt defines her transactional theory
of reading in the following way:
Through the medium of words, the text brings into the
reader's consciousness certain concepts, certain sensuous
experiences, certain images of things, people, actions,
scenes. The special meanings and, more particularly, the
submerged associations that these words and images
have for the individual reader will largely determine
what the work communicated to him. (Literature 30)
Reader-response theory is a critical theory that places more
focus on the stance that the reader takes toward the text. It values
what the reader brings to the text and how the dynamic interplay
between the reader and the text creates meaning. Response theory

views the meaning each reader constructs as growing out of an
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emotional as well as aesthetic response to the text but is also

dependent at many levels on the reader's critical analysis of the text.

Unlike the Romantics who focused exclusively on the author's
intent, ignoring the reader and the text, the New Critics turned their
focus entirely on the text, ignoring both author and reader.
Rosenblatt suggests that both of these approaches are incomplete
because neither recognizes the reader's role in the process. Instead,
Rosenblatt's transactional theory recognizes the importance of all
three elements in the creation of meaning.

For Rosenblatt, the reader is actively involved in the process of
meaning making, not just a passive recipient. She is quick to note,
however, "emphasis on the reader's role does not in any way
minimize the importance of the text" (Rosenblatt, The Reader 34).
Rather, transactional theory "recognizes the text as a nécessary, but
not sufficient, condition for any literary work of art" (83).

In transactional theory, the text serves a dual role. "First, the
text is a stimulus activating elements of the reader's past experience-
-his experience both with literature and with life. Second, the text
serves as a blueprint, a guide for the selecting, rejecting, and
ordering of what is being called forth" (11). Rosenblatt's
transactional theory combines both objective and subjective
response. New Criticism takes an objective stance, and because of
Rosenblatt's recognition of the reader's role, her theory is often
incorrectly criticized as being entirely subjective. It is perhaps this
simplistic view of her theory that creates the greatest

misunderstanding. Rosenblatt suggests her theory be called
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"transactional criticism" to differentiate it from either objective

criticism or subjectivism (174).

In reality, transactional theory recognizes both the efferent and
aesthetic stances of the reader and, in fact, sees the reader as
operating on a continuum between the two. Rosenblatt cautions that
the aesthetic stance is not "a simple revery or train of free
associations” (29). Instead, "the concept of transaction emphasizes
the relationship with, and continuing awareness of, the text" (29).

Rosenblatt defines her theory of reading in the following
manner :

In broadest terms, then, the basic paradigm of the
reading process consists in the response to cues; the
adoption of an efferent or aesthetic stance; the
development of a tentative framework or guiding
principle of organization; the arousal of expectations that
influence the selection and synthesis of further
responses; the fulfillment or reinforcement of
expectations, or their frustration, sometimes leading to
revision of the framework, and sometimes, if necessary,
to rereading; the arousal of further expectations; until, if
all goes well, with the completed decoding of the text, the
final synthesis or organization is achieved. (54)

The context guides the reader in selecting appropriate
responses (75) but the reader must be prepared to act of those cues,
not just reflect them (83). "The reader's creation of a poem out of a
text must be an active, self-ordering and self-corrective process”

(11), and it is "the text itself [which] leads the reader toward this
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self-corrective process” (11). Critical to this theory is the issue of

validity. In order to be valid, the response must be based on the
text. In this sense, transactional theory, as with the New Critics,
involves close reading of the text. Transactional theory, however,
involves close reading in conjunction with close attention to reader-
response, which must be justified and text-based. Reader's
interpretations must have a verbal basis in the text, may not be
contradicted by anything in the text, and may not ignore portions of
the text (115).

In addition to text-based validity, transactional theory also
offers the potential for unlimited examination of the text. "With the
aesthetic transaction as his fulcrum, the reader-critic can range as far
as he wishes, bringing to bear ever wider and richer circles of
literary, social, ethical, and philosophical contexts" (174).

Certainly, reader-response theory is a legitimate critical stance
that involves the successful merging of reader and text. It combines
objective analysis of the text with the subjective response of the
reader. Meaning is created as reader and text transact with one
another, and is based on the reader's awareness of this process.
According to Rosenblatt, "The reader's attention to the text activates
certain elements in his past experience--external referents, internal
response--that have become linked with the verbal symbols.
Meaning will emerge from a network of relationships among the
things symbolized as he senses them" (11).

Rosenblatt, however, is only one of the many theorists who
have been labeled reader-response, although Mailloux notes that

"reader-response was a label somewhat belatedly applied to the
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work of such theorists as Holland, Wolfgang Iser, David Bleich, and

Stanley Fish rather than one adopted by the theorists themselves,
and that this term disguises considerable differences and
inconsistencies among the many writers to whom it has been
attached” (qtd. in Cahalan and Downing 305). Michael Riffaterre,
Iser, Fish, Holland, and Bleich, along with Rosenblatt, all believe in
some way the importance of response in the reading process.
Though each has ascribed to a specific point of theory, none has
merged the variant theories together as successfully as Louise
Rosenblatt.

Richard Beach categorizes reader-response theory according to
five various perspectives: textual, experiential, psychological, social,
and cultural (Teacher's 8). He describes these perspectives as
"moving from the specific to the global" 9), concerned with the
immediate response of the reader to the influence on meaning of
society and culture. Beach also set his five perspectives within an
historical framework, showing how the various approaches have
spawned others, and how they collectively add to the whole.

Beach sets the rextual perspective in the 1920's with the works
of I.A. Richards, Michael Riffaterre, and Wolfgang Iser. This
perspective focused on the reader's knowledge of text conventions
and how this knowledge assists in making meaning. Richards
believed that through their reading, readers acquire an intuitive
knowledge of how to read certain types of literature. By reading a
lot of mystery stories, or drama, or poetry, etc., the reader will
absorb a knowledge of conventions and eventually apply that

knowledge to the reading of the text. For Riffaterre, "competent
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readers go beyond surface meaning” (Selden 119), and although

meaning still resides in the text, it cannot be described without
allowing for response. Iser sees the reader as an active participant
with the text. His reader is a "co-creator” who supplies what isn't
written (Tompkins vv) and fills in the blanks deliberately left by the
text (Cahalan and Downing 307). According to Ramon Selden, Iser
feels "the critic's task is not to explain the text as an object but rather
its effect on the reader" (112).

Rosenblatt's own experiential perspective appeared in the
1930's and shifted attention to subjective experience. Concerned
with both cognitive and aesthetic reading, she is interested in
describing the process of engagement and involvement in composing
meaning and the implications for the classroom. Although
formulated in 1938, Rosenblatt's work did not begin to impact the
field until the 1960's for several reasons, according to Carolyn Allen.
First, although Rosenblatt's primary interest was in literature, she
was also concerned with how it applies to education, unlike the other
theorists. Second, her theory was based on American thinkers
(Dewey, James) rather than European. And finally, "that as a woman
perceived to be dealing primarily with feelings, she was not given
the credibility in the literary critical establishment that even male
theorists were afforded” Beach, Teacher's 50).

The 70's saw new developments as the work of Rosenblatt
began to influence others, including Norman Holland and David
Bleich, whose psychological perspective looked at how the develop-
mental cognitive level affects response. From a psychoanalytical

stance, Holland considers "the ways in which readers' subconscious
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fantasy themes shape the meaning of their experience"” (Beach,

Teacher's 94). He took the basic Freudian analysis of subconscious
elements of literary characters' actions and shifted it to the reader
(94). For Norman Holland, readers deal with literature the same way
as they deal with life, by developing a coping system which he calls
an "identity theme" and using this as a filter through which they
assimilate knowledge (Tompkins xix). Text is the other, and meaning
is created when the reader's self merges with the other.

In David Bleich's theory of "subjective criticism," meaning isn't
created by the individual or the text but through a negotiated
agreement of collective response (Tompkins xx). Bleich believes that
cognitive understanding is the result of subjective response, based on
the assumption that the ultimate motivation for readers is to
understand themselves (Selden 124). According to Beach, Bleich has
done the most to promote the value of emotional response (Teacher's
53).

The social perspective looks at how social roles (teacher-
student, individual-group) shape response. For Stanley Fish, the
reader's individual responses throughout the reading collectively
merge into a larger response. Meaning is not extracted from the text
but is the experience the reader has while reading (Tompkins xvii).
For this interpretive community, "the meaning of a text is a product
of one's own reading strategies operating in specific social contexts"
(Beach, Teacher's 106). Although the interpretive communities may
reflect different literary perspectives of feminism, Marxism, or
deconstructionism, Fish believes individuals buy into the belief

system of the group without doubt or reflection (Beach 107). They
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operate in the here and now without attention to history or opposing

viewpoints.

The cultural perspective recognizes that cultural attitudes,
including gender roles and attitudes, class, community, interests,
attitudes, and beliefs, shape response (Beach, Teacher's 125). Where
the social perspective reflects the immediate social context, the
cultural perspective responds to the larger, historical context, though
both reflect the different contemporary literary perspectives (125).
David Bleich argues that "readers' responses reflect their
membership in these competing cultural communities” (125).

Louise Smith notes that both Holland and Bleich began as
prominent psychoanalytic critics (7) and have now moved on to the
idea of cultural criticism (Cahalan and Downing 309) where
knowledge is a negotiated agreement of collective responses, and
interest is more on the collaborative group than on individual
response (309). In spite of this shared belief in the community of
readers, Smith points out that neither Holland nor Bleich looks at
"how past readers might have experienced text” (74).

Though each of these perspectives concerns itself with
different aspects of the reader/text relationship, they all have in
common their ultimate interest in how readers make meaning.
Despite their different assumptions about meaning, these separate
theories intersect and overlap (Beach, Teacher's 9). Whether or not
they acknowledge the influence of Rosenblatt's work, looking from
the outside it is difficult to deny the contribution she has made since
the '30's. 1 will focus on Rosenblatt's transactional theory because I

feel it is most compatible with my study.



15
Rosenblatt's Transactional Theory

Literary criticism has gradually shifted its focus from author to
text to reader (Cahalan and Downing 6). The recent focus on reader
includes not only the theory of reader-response but other
contemporary theories of formalist, historical, psychoanalytic, and
feminist criticism. More than any other, it is Rosenblatt who sees the
link between the readers' real life experiences and the work and
encourages them to bring these experiences to the reading.. For
many reader-response theorists, Louise Rosenblatt has been the
anchor or spokesperson, though not all acknowledge her role.
Recognizing the contribution of Rosenblatt, others have sought to
clarify her theory.

D.W.Harding in Response to Literature has clarified three
conditions of reader-response. He states that it is "not passive but
active,” that it "includes not only immediate but later effects,” and
that "overt response (verbal, etc.) may indicate very little of the
inner response” (Squire 11). For the teaching of literature, this
implies that the focus of the study should be on the reader as well as
the text; however, the reader's response to reading may not be
immediately apparent, if ever.

Walter Slathoff in With Respect to Readers discusses this
complex relation of reader and text. He states that it is important to
recognize that responding to literature involves emotional
transaction, and that these transactions do not exist separately. He
describes the reader in a dual role of spectator and participant,

recognizing that "even the most limited reader is capable of
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maintaining several simultaneous states of relation and feeling

toward a work . . ." (39).

Slathoff justifies the need for emotional response to literature
rather than just critical response by pointing out that one of the
purposes of literature is to affect the emotions. "For one thing,
literary works, unlike natural objects, are designed to affect the
emotions and to compel various sorts of involvement" (36). He
continues, "Moreover, the very meaning of a literary work depends
on emotional responses” (37).

Slathoff further argues the importance of reader-response and
the need for teachers to recognize that meaning does not exist solely
in the text. He goes on to point out that reader-experienced meaning
is a dynamic, changing entity that is not exact. He states, " . . .
literary works, however firmly designed, can exert only limited and
inexact control and guidance over even the most docile and
sympathetic reader,” and that "whole areas of response can scarcely
be controlled at all" (60).

Working Party Number Three of the Dartmouth Conference
best stated the purpose of teaching literature when it wrote, " . . . the
study of literature can in itself be a pdrt of the ultimate education
experience, for it is ultimately about human beings, what they are
like, what their values are, and how they behave; the study of this
dimension of English should form a central part of the experience of
teaching” (Squire 75).

Therefore, the purpose of teaching literature should reflect this
reader involvement. Slathoff states that nothing engages

consciousness in so many ways as reading (7), and D.W. Harding
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states that "it is literature, not literary criticism, which is the subject”

(Squire 26). Slathoff forcefully states, "To limit our concern to
literary history or formal analysis . . . , to ignore problems of values
and human response, is to ignore the very qualities of literature
which have led us to be concerned with it in the first place” (Slathoff
24).

Importance of Reader Response

If, then, the purpose of our teaching of literature is to reflect
this belief in the importance of the combined emotional, aesthetic,
and analytic response of the reader, we need to examine our
classroom methods in order to evaluate to what extent our methods
reflect our goals. In the traditional classrbom, Harding identifies
three basic modes of approach:

1. Each child having his own individual book

2. Literature as a group experience

3. Teacher presented material followed by
discussion (Squirel6).

This standard format of all students reading the same selection
from an anthology, and the teacher explaining it to the class is
precisely what most of today's teachers experienced, including those
I interviewed. For them there was no connection between school
reading and personal reading. In his foreword to Opening Texts, Tom
Newkirk states, "The critical tradition, as applied to the classroom,
left too many students by the wayside. Students were expected to
adopt the formal style of argument without access to an informal

language of exploration; they were expected to make bricks without
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straw” (Andrasick XI). He asserts that to advocate reader-response

doesn't necessarily mean we must reject critical inquiry
X).

Squire encourages the use of individualized reading, as opposed
to the entire class reading the same works, especially for the early
adolescent and beyond "because research has demonstrated that
most children during this period will read more books than at any
other time during their school careers” (18). Therefore, he continues,
"close reading and wide reading should not be thought of as quite
separate activities”" (8), but experienced side by side.

In her book, Opening Texts, Kathleen Dudden Andrasick points
out that most frequently we ask students to read in isolation, and
"rarely do we concentrate on teaching students how to compose
meaning as readers” (4). She sees the role of the teacher as two-fold:
"As literature teachers, the core of our enterprise is to first help
students recognize and value their personal connections and initial
readings. Next, we must help them acquire the strategies that foster
critical thinking" (6). We should design our literature curriculum to
encourage students to become responsible for their own reading and
meaning making. Instead, Andrasick states, "Many of us unwittingly
keep students dependent on us, rather than teaching them how to
operate independently” (34). She argues that teachers should strive
to make students aware of their own responses in reading and then
use those individual responses as the basis for analysis and
discussion. "By helping students examine their individual encounters
with texts and then compare them among themselves, we help them

develop some general principles of literary operation” (33).
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Recognizing the emotional aspect of reading is critical if we

expect students to further their involvement with texts. Andrasick
believes that ignoring emotional responses produces readings that
are inadequate, because they recognize only half the literary

transaction (72). Andrasick further states, . our reading and our
teaching become clumsy if we plunge into literary analysis before
first allowing students (or ourselves) full opportunity to recognize
highly personal, often emotional, experiences with texts" (72).

If the response of the reader is crucial in her fully experiencing
the benefits of literature, how, then, should this response be
encouraged? For D.W. Harding, the role of listening is a key element.
"Since young children learn literature from hearing it, classroom
discussion of their responses should start from those activities that
arise from listening” (Squire 12). Reading-writing connections are
very important. Andrasick views them as similar processes used to
compose meaning, connect knowledge, and create order from chaos
(43). Writing is a powerful tool to help students not only understand
the texts they read but also their own responding process (43). She
further notes the additional value of reader-response. "Because
reader-response accepts hostility, boredom, and confusion as
legitimate reactions to texts, it diffuses the power of such negative
emotions. Students are free to operate more analytically once their
emotions have been released” (71).

Oral discussion also is important. The value for a reader, in
comparing her response to another's, is that it helps her formulate or
clarify her original response (6). Oral interpretation used in the

classroom also helps teachers identify problems and differences in
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individual responses (19). Andrasick agrees that in hearing the

responses of others, students clarify and validate their own feelings
(80). James Britton is quick to note, however, that in an oral
discussion, silence does not always indicate lack of response (Squire
5).

In looking at literature response, it is also important to note the
role of creative response. Response to reading shouldn't be limited to
expository writing. Creative writing assignments used in conjunction
with literary study not only work to improve students' expository
writing but also improve their reading. According to Andrasick,
"Operating creatively as writers and readers, they begin to transfer
the structure and technique for one process to the other, often
unconsciously” (Andrasick 133). Creative response to literature
should not be limited to writing activities, but often ignored drama,
poetry, and fictional narratives should also be incorporated into our
literature classrooms as means to teach critical inquiry (13). Dramatic
response can take many forms, ncluding readers' theatre, chorale
reading, or role playing.

In his 1964 study, The Responses of Adolescents While Reading
Four Short Stories, James Squire discovered in studying over time the
responses of students to short stories that the more the students
were personally involved with the works, the more likely they were
to respond to their literary qualities. (64). What is the most effective
way to get them involved? Working Party Number Three of the
Darthmouth Seminar states, "If any single reform is needed in
English, it is the reintroduction of pleasure into what is done in the

English period” (74). Pleasure remains, however, a commodity that is
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often in limited supply in the context of most classrooms. Students

must be encouraged to respond to literature and know that what
they bring to their reading is important. They must learn that
literature is not some dead medium but a living text brought to life
by their active participation with it.

Sadly, for many students this is not the case. Seldom are they
asked to respond personally to their reading or to connect their
experience to the work. "Many have learned to remain almost
entirely untouched by what they read” (Slathoff 170). Instead, they
have developed vocabularies for analysis and attitudes about
literature that discourage their response.

Andrasick acknowledges this flaw but offers possible solutions,
suggesting that we adopt classroom contexts that are collaborative
and social and more representative of the real world (21). In life, we
learn from one another. It is a mutual, active process, not a solitary,
passive one. Collaboration provides support, various viewpoints,
validation, and clarification.

Although in 1970, Slathoff felt that little had changed in the
way we think and talk about literature (169), I feel that in the
twenty years since, there have been some positive changes, a point
that I will address in my later chapters.

Steadily, Rosenblatt's theory as she applied it to the classroom
has been seeping into actual practice. No longer do some teachers
feel that the meaning of a literary work exists solely within the text.
Transactional theory acknowledges that readers with their past
experience interact with the words on the page in order to create for

themselves unique meanings.
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In order to do this, classroom methods must change. Andrasick

warns that we must not only make our classrooms collaborative but
also experiential. She feels that teachers who are driven to cover a
certain amount of material in a period of time rather than to provide
meaningful, thought provoking experiences with it encourage their
students to respond superficially. Instead of viewing literature as
something worthy of reflection, students read only to acquire the
facts and information so necessary on objective tests (185).

In order for experiential classrooms to be effective, it is
necessary for their teachers to be participants, not simply directors
who stand on the sidelines. Teachers must also be readers and
writers who model their personal involvement with literature for
their students. "Students trained by teachers who are not
themselves readers and writers are likely to be limited by their
instructor's lack of experience" (Andrasick 186). Teachers must see
their own literacy as a requirement of their profession. "Teachers
must not neglect personal literacy in their dedication to student
competence. One informs the other" (186).

Andrasick urges teachers to continue their professional
training, especially in the areas of reading and writing theory. It is
not enough for them to know the literature with its historical
background, author biographies, and conventional interpretations.
"Teachers also need to know how readers make meaning, how texts
instruct readers on how to read and write them, and how readers
and texts are the products of cultural contexts for reading and
writing" (Andrasick 33). She continues, "If we are going to help

students join our club [of critical inquiry], we must change their old
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beliefs and habits. We must teach them to accept variant readings of

the same text. We must show them that critical inquiry requires
both personal connection and critical distancing and that
shortchanging one limits the potential of the other” (40).

The importance of reader-response in the classroom is well
argued. Many have called for change and suggested how we might
effect that change. Success for that change seems to lie in the efforts
of the classroom teacher to merge personal attitudes toward reading

with professional approaches to literature.

Related Research

In searching the dissertation abstracts back through 1980, I
found only ten studies that somehow related to my own research.
Five of those studies focused on reader-response theory and how it
applied in the classroom, and five of the studies looked at the
teacher's role in the literature classroom, or how the teacher's
personal attitudes toward reading affected the classroom. None of
these ten studies combined the various aspects.

In 1986, Holt wanted to see if using a response-based approach
to literature would result in greater student involvement than the
traditional analytical approach. Her study used The Pearl by John
Steinbeck with 121 tenth graders split into a control group and an
experimental group. Holt found "the experimental group wrote a
significantly higher percentage of engagement/involvement
responses than the control group. The attitude scales show that the
experimental group was motivated to read, discuss, and enjoy the

novel more than the control group was" (3963).
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Monseau, in 1986, studied a group of students and teachers

from two different schools who met outside of school for ten weeks
to discuss reading. Her study supports reader-response theorists in
their belief that literary appreciation begins with engagement. She
suggests an effective approach to literature that combines responsive
dialogue and Young Adult (YA) literature (816). Both Holt and
Monseau confirmed the positive motivational effect of student
engagement with text. While Monseau's study, unlike mine, included
the element of YA literature, it did find that outside of school, both
teachers and students responded to the same elements: character,
plot, theme, setting, and point of view (816), although their
vocabulary differed and the students were less sophisticated in their
responses.

These findings both concur with those of Gross, who in 1983
examined the relationship between public and private responses to
literature both in and outside of the classroom. She used four 11th
and 12th grade teachers and sixteen students and made tapes of
their responses to poems read outside of class. Although the
responses were done outside of class, Gross found that both students'
and teachers’ expectations shaped the readings. The school and the
classroom communities set a context for individual reading that
unfortunately serves to separate the readers from their own
experience and response (773). Gross later concluded that neither
teachers nor students are aware of this artificial approach to
response. "Few students reflect on what they do when they respond
to a poem; most teachers are unaware of their students' responses.

Class discussions do little to further awareness" (773). If this study
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is representative, reader-response theory is not making its way into

the classroom.

Another study in 1983 looked at the discrepancy between
responding to reading outside versus inside of the classroom. Hopp
found that the sharing of responses which occurred outside of school
did not occur inside of school and argued that the gap that exists
between the two needs to be bridged. "The underlying assumption is
that responses--a connection-making process between readers and
books--should be shared in a school setting and that sharing may
result in heightened awareness of both the complexity and richness
of the portrayed human experience and the self” (3589).

Hogarty, in 1988, like Holt and Monseau, found that reader-
response practice in the classroom encourages students to
communicate, a skill which he points out is important to society, but
"Conversely, student-participants affirmed that silent classrooms and
classrooms that dictated one-directional communication hadn't
invited them into a social experience with literature"” (2955). He
further discovered that this social experience was especially
sacrificed with poor readers whose reading focus was often reduced
to reading for facts or what Rosenblatt describes as efferent reading.

All of these studies address the benefits of using reader-
response theory in the classroom. They also support my
observations that how we read in school differs from how we read
outside of it. Neither students nor teachers are making this
connection. One study (Gross) even acknowledged that teachers were
unaware of this discrepancy, and Gross also asserted that the

artificial in-class response is carried over into our students'
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approaches to their outside reading. Clearly, the role of the teacher

is critical in the literature classroom. The following studies look at
that role and how the teachers’ own perceptions influenced their
methods.

In 1980, Webb made a year long holistic study of literary
responses of tenth graders with four teachers in a suburban senior
high school observing the effects of a newly designed response
theory curriculum. In her study, experimental and control groups
used the reader-response approach and the traditional approach,
respectively in their literature classes. Her findings assessed the
effects on both students and teachers. In terms of students, Webb
found no significant difference in reading achievement between
student control groups but found that those students in the
experimental classes developed more positive attitudes toward
literature (929). In evaluating the effect on the teachers, the results
were more dramatic. She discovered teachers "became aware that
spontaneous response is often personal and associative; however, it
was not as digressive as they anticipated” (929). The teachers
recognized that personal response is valuable for more than just pre-
reading activities, and they also became more aware of how their
own responses to the literature they taught differed from those of
their students (929). Apparently, teachers are more convinced of the
powers of response theory when allowed to experience it for
themselves over an extended period of time.

Another factor influencing teachers' performance was
considered in 1988, when Walker looked at the connection between

teachers' personal reading habits and their classroom approaches to
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teaching literature. He looked at what kind of readers they were,

how these characteristics were revealed in their teaching, and what,
if any, were the apparent relationships among their traits as readers
and as teachers. From his data, Walker identified three theoretical
types of teacher-readers: the escapist, the pragmatist, and the
intellectual adventurer. He also identified three archetypal teaching
stances: the nurturer, the instructor, and the co-learner. He found in
his case studies of three high school teachers that "teachers are
primarily summer readers," and there is "an apparent dichotomy
between private reading and public duty to teaching the canon”
(1935). Walker found that his teachers often acknowledged the
connection between reading and writing but seldom modeled it or
applied it in their classrooms. Although these teachers differed in
their personal reading habits, the requirements of curriculum and
their shared perceptions of the profession made their teaching
differences less noticeable. Walker's study relates to my own in the
area of teacher as reader and points out that not only students but
teachers separate their school reading from their personal reading.
In another study focusing on teacher as reader, Atwell found
significant themes from reader response theory in teachers'
autobiographies as she studied three secondary English teachers and
the relationship between their personal reading and their literature
curriculums. Atwell concluded in 1988 that teachers were primarily
solitary readers and rarely shared private reading with others. Their
most pleasant memories of reading in childhood were outside of
school, and they had few memories of school reading except for

negative ones. Teachers did one thing on their own (response) and
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practiced another in their classrooms (objective interpretation).

Atwell's research concluded that teachers were "fearful of reliving
conflicts [such as being told their interpretation was wrong] from
their own reading lives and of dealing with emotion and confusion in
reading responses in their own classrooms” (61). They used a
structured approach as a defense against feelings they experienced
themselves as readers. She also concluded that in addition to
personal reasons, there were cultural reasons such as standard
curriculum guidelines and traditions that encouraged teachers to
stick with the structured approach. In addition to discovering a
discrepancy between teachers' personal reading and school reading,
Atwell discovered that the teachers were unaware of the apparent
contradiction until this study. Their lack of awareness did not
appear to be by choice, for they all indicated that they were
interested in exploring it further. Atwell's study parallels mine in a
couple of ways. Like Walker, Atwell discovered a discrepancy in
teachers' approaches to reading. What I found also relating to my
study was that the teachers were unaware of this difference,
although Atwell did not attempt to discover why. She also looked at
those outside constraints that influenced teachers' classroom
methods. 1 will also look at this issue in my study.

Also in 1988, Zancanella concludcd that teachers' personal
approaches to reading had only slight influence, if any, on their
teaching. Rather, teaching methods were dictated by external forces.
He stated, "The majority of time spent in the literature ‘classes was
spent on comprehension and on the learning of literary terms and

concepts. The imposition of standardized tests was found to be an
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important influence on teachers' literature teaching which tended to

limit their ability to draw on their personal approaches to literature”
(3293). Again, this study reflects on the outside forces which dictate
curriculum.,

My last study focuses on teachers' inability to incorporate
response theory in their classrooms, reflecting a personal approach to
reading that is in direct conflict with the New Criticism approach
learned in their own school experiences. In 1987, Kearney observed
a seventh-grade literature classroom as the teacher attempted to use
a response-centered approach. In her study of one teacher and four
students, Kearney found that philosophically, the teacher was closely
aligned with Rosenblatt and response theory, with the students
favoring an analytical stance "more consistent with more radical
reader-response critics: Fish, Bleich, and Holland" (52). She found
her students made little or no distinction between themselves and
the text, concluding, "The teacher found developing and teaching a
reader-response curriculum to be in conflict with her previous
literary training and often felt unprepared to evaluate responses that
challenged her concept of the text" (52). Kearney points out two
concepts, which I also address in my study. The teacher's previous
training did not reflect the current reader-response theory, and her
current grasp of theory was too recent and not sufficient enough for
her to comfortably apply it in her classroom. What Kearney does not
do is look at the issues that prevent or discourage the teacher from
staying current in the field.

From these studies, I draw the following conclusions: 1)

Although teachers view classroom and outside reading differently,
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they aren't aware of this discrepancy; 2) Teachers are relying more

on critical analysis than response theory, probably because they
aren't adequately trained in response theory or at least don't feel
confident about their training; and 3) There are outside constraints
that influence a teacher's choice of classroom methods. Although
these ten studies support my hypotheses, none of them explores the
connections among the teachers, their education, and the outside
influences that affect them.

It is apparent that many of today's teachers are uninformed or
uncomfortable attempting to implement response methods in their
classrooms, but why? Historically, various curriculum models have
been espoused and practiced. Much of the problem exists because
literature's role in the curriculum has not been defined (Probst 195).
In order to understand literature's identity problem, it is necessary

to look at how we got here.

Part B: History

According to Arthur Applebee in Tradition and Reform,
literature has only been included in the curriculum since the late
nineteenth century. Prior to the turn of the century, the focus on
English was dominated by the churches and society and then by the
colleges. Three instructional traditions were in place: the ethical
tradition, the classical tradition, and the non-academic tradition (1).

The ethical tradition linked religion with the teaching of
reading (11), and the chief aim of the early grammar schools was to
prepare clergy (Evans and Walker 2). The purpose of these schools

was socio-political in nature, serving to provide "unity to colonists
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with a common tradition, common spirit of citizenship, and common

language” (Applebee, Tradition 3).

The classical tradition of the 18th and 19th centuries was
influenced by colleges, and the secondary schools used this model to
prepare their students for college and higher education (3). The
trend was to prepare the mind for college by developing "mental
discipline” by focusing on the rigors of Greek and Latin (§).

The non-academic tradition was designed for all those "others"
who would not be attending college and had no need for secondary
preparation. English was taught at home or in "dame schools”
conducted by housewives in their homes (Evans and Walker 3). In
the early 1800's, Finishing Schools were in existence and focused on
an appreciative study approach, considered, however, second class
and not worthy of college (Applebee, Tradition 11).

When literature was added to the curriculum, approximately
100 years ago, the classical studies approach was applied. Literature
was studied with an emphasis on information, valuing both its
historical significance and its use in developing mental discipline.
From this approach of mental discipline came the switch to viewing
literature as a source of knowledge of our literary heritage (11). It
was believed that students would somehow profit from the study of
great traditions. Literature would have a positive effect on both the
students and society.

Although the schools approached literature from the
perspective of classical studies, many of the early socio-political goals
were continued and still exist today. Anne Ruggles Gere identifies six

primary reasons for teaching English, all related to the teaching of
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literature, that people most frequently name: "to improve morality,

to prepare good workers, to create an elite, to produce good citizens,
to foster personal growth, and to offset inequality” (2-3). These
purposes or themes are found throughout the history of the schools.
Although consistently present, these purposes are almost impossible
to categorize chronologically because they occur in cycles. One or
several may take precedence over the others for a time, eventually
replaced by some others. Often, these purposes piggy-back one
another and almost cease to exist separately.

Gere states, "Protestant religious groups have connected
literacy with piety and devotion" (2). Religious texts offered
particular power, and the ability to read the Bible was essential to
salvation; therefore, reading represented a way to improve one's
moral standing. Later, the power of the Bible was transferred to
literature in general, and English took on the role of building
character and adding moral fiber.

With the onset of the Industrial Revolution, society changed
from a rural to an urban setting. People needed to be retrained to
meet the needs of the cities and the manufacturing jobs, and English
classrooms focused on function, including writing of business letters,
forms, and reading direction manuals and newspapers. Grammar
also became an important aspect of English, for in this new business
world, correctness mattered.

Preparation for college has always been a part of American
schools, and this concept was furthered by the standardized

curriculum developed by the Committee of Ten in 1894. Preparation
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for college included college-like courses of lectures, literature

analysis, etc.

With the promotion of a democratic society came another
purpose of education. In order for a democracy to function
effectively, it is critical for the voting electorate to be literate. To
meet this need, classrooms promoted democratic themes which
focused on what it meant to be "American,” and activities
emphasized decision making and the literacy skills needed to vote.

The study of English also fostered personal growth. Studying
English, specifically writing and the reading of literature, allowed
people to find themselves, become self-fulfilled, and lead happy
lives. Reflection, self-awareness, and connections with literature
were frequently used methods.

The final purpose was to offset inequality, and education is the
great leveler. In addition to the goal of raising education levels
towards that of the elite by promoting a common literary heritage,
the curriculum also included the politics of education and how to
interact with the world outside of the classroom.

To further clarify these multiple views and functions of
literature, it would be helpful to look at their development over time.
Terry Eagleton states that there are three stages of modern literary
theory: the Romantic, the New Critical, and the Response stages (qtd.
in Beach, Teacher's 1).

The Romantic (or Old Criticism) concerned itself with matters
outside of the text and how they influenced meaning, and, in
barticular, had a "pre-occupation with the author" (1). For the

Romantics, literature became "a reservoir of cultural values and a
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source of moral strength" (Applebee, Traditions 22). The writer was
seen as having a higher knowledge and was, therefore, worthy of
greater attention. The influence of this period led to the
development of the high school canon (24), and preoccupation with
the question, "What does the author mean?" still affects our schools
today.

The New Critics also focused on meaning but believed that
meaning resided solely within the text, and considered the author
extraneous. A universal reader strove to arrive at the one true
reading of a text without the influences of time, society, or
personality.

From this New Criticism emerged two views. One viewed
literature as a work of art. I.A. Richards, however, believed in
developing a "psychology of literary judgement" (Corcoran 10) and
realized that in order to do so, it was necessary to study readers'
responses.

New Criticism put the text at the center of study but also made
the teacher the center of the classroom. With the role of explicator of
texts' meanings, the teacher had considerable power and authority.
There were other advantages, as well. The subject matter was seen
as an objective body of knowledge. There were clearly right and
wrong answers, and the material was easily tested and measured.
This paradigm still influences most of the secondary curriculum
today.

Other influence from New Criticism remains with far-reaching
negative consequences. New Criticism's quest for the true reading by

the perfect reader only served to create and promote a feeling of



inadequacy. The reader was al:viys deficient and could never
achieve the perfect reading. "It is this sense of inadequacy of
personal felt response that has been the unintended but nevertheless
inevitable effect of four decades of teachers' emphasis on the reader
as critic as an appropriate role for pupils in school” (Corcoran 11).
Sadly, this feeling of inadequacy now affects both teachers and
students, since, at least sometime in their educational careers,
virtually all teachers today were students of New Criticism.

The next paradigm shift moves attention from the text to the
reader. Best clarified by the Dartmouth Conference in 1966, this
movement promoted a curriculum based on personal growth.
Although not without its turmoil and disagreement, "the emphasis in
educational thought shifted gradually away from knowledge of an
academic discipline toward the process of knowing and the dignity of
the individual” (Applebee, Tradition 236).

From this focus on the individual reader came the response
theorists who were concerned with making explicit how readers
make meaning. Teachers were now asked to somehow integrate the
three critical theories of the Romantic, the New Critic, and the
Transactional movements. The function of literature continues to
operate from this multiplicity of theories and goals.

Trends change along with the times. Social needs are
addressed, and the practice of teaching English changes to meet those
needs. At any point in time, several underlying reasons may be in
play. One reason may dominate, followed by another. The confusion
occurs because old trends don't disappear. New trends are simply

added to the old, and the result is a cumulative hodgepodge. Schools
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and teachers bear the brunt of this confusion. Eager to answer
society's demands and to meet the needs of the students, teachers
often feel pulled in all directions and end up frustrated, trying to do
all and be all for everyone.

Regardless what the purpose of literature may be at any given
time, the determining of its function remains political. How it is
taught is determined by the agenda of those who make curricular
decisions about the role of literature. The moral focus was
determined by the churches. The business community wanted good
workers. Colleges determined what was considered elite, and
government wanted good citizens. The personal growth model
assisted people in enriching their lives through the process of self-
discovery, offsetting their unhappy working conditions, while the
quest for equality fought the status quo.

Not surprisingly, the ability of the schools to meet the demands
of these various political forces is further dictated by the
administrative decisions made outside of the classroom. Funding,
staffing, and scheduling all impact the success of the schools.

Funding for the schools has fluctuated dramatically in the last
fifty years, resulting in tougher times and more pressure. The
availability of money for schools is certainly affected by the
economic conditions, but not all decisions are economic. Funding also
falls prey to the political arena, and politicians have been accused of
using education and English education (literacy issues) specifically as
re-election issues. Literacy is awarded much lip service but little

money.
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Since the Dartmouth Seminar of 1966, curriculum planners

attempted to balance the focus on intellectual discipline with the
concern of the emotional well-being of the student. Some questions
have been resolved, but many remain. There has been a change over
time in what we see as the function of literature; it no longer is
limited to utilitarian uses. Tompkins states, "The first requirement of
a work of art in the twentieth century is that it should do nothing”
(Tompkins 210). Art need only exist for its own sake. Once again,
discourse is viewed as power, and language is the ultimate form of
power. Therefore, literature again is recognized as having the ability
to influence human behavior. With the acknowledgment of the
power of literature, it is logical that attention would also shift to the
role of the reader.

Given the history of the teaching of literature with its multiple
goals and paradigm shifts, it is no wonder that teachers feel conflict.
How do they sort out for themselves a working theory from this
fluctuating collection of thought? What have they drawn on and
what have they rejected? What role does reader-response play in
this process?

The purpose of my study is to determine the impact of reader-
response theory as reflected in twenty years' publication of reader-
response articles in selected professional journals. In addition, I will
also study two other dimensions through modified case study, the
teacher's personal reading history and professional education, and
the roles all three play in the teachers' approaches to literature in
the classroom. The theory of teaching of reading in the classroom

has changed dramatically over the last twenty years, recognizing the
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interaction of reader and text. But has the evidence of that change in

the secondary schools been as dramatic?



Chapter Two: Research Design and Methodology

Reader-response theory and its implementation in secondary
English classrooms as the focus of this study raises several questions
that form the basis of this inquiry: 1) how do the current journals in
the field of English education support the concept of reader-response
theory and its implementation? 2) do teachers implement reader-
response theory and how do they accomplish it? 3) what difficulties
do these teachers face in their efforts to incorporate reader-response
theory? 1 have examined the instruction and beliefs of ten
individual teachers and the extent to which reader response theory

has been implemented in their classrooms.

Part A: Journal Review

I have chosen a modified case study approach, using a
combination of historical research and personal interviews. First, I
have traced the writing on reader-response theory in the current
professional journals, looking at what the literature says about
response, and what it says about teachers themselves as they
operate with reader-response approached to literature. Because I
was looking at how reader-response theory impacted the English
classroom, I limited my search to the journals published by and for
the National Council of Teachers of English, the major professional
organization for English teachers. Of those NCTE publications, I chose
English Journal, English Education, and Research in the Teaching of
English

39
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Research in the Teaching of English (RTE), with its focus on

classroom research, represents the latest research in the field.
English Education (Eng.Ed) focuses on the training of teachers, and
English Journal (EJ) represents the concerns of the secondary English
classroom teacher.

I have traced the articles over the last twenty years and have
attempted to discern patterns. I chose a twenty-year time span for
two reasons. First, my own teaching career spans twenty years, and
second, the average number of years' experience for all teachers in
the United States is fifteen years, according to a current National
Education Association study.

Tracing the appearance of reader-response theory in the three
specified journals over this extended period rendered 291 articles:
29 articles in RTE, 12 in EngEd, and the remaining 250 in EJ.
However, these numbers are somewhat influenced by the journals'
various publication frequencies and other limitations which I will
discuss in the next chapter.

In looking for patterns in the journals, I asked many questions.
How many articles deal with reader-response theory, and what are
their main concerns? How many focus on theory and how many on
practice? What, if any, patterns emerge in the number and focus of
reader-response articles in professional journals? 1 attempted to
further categorize the articles according to five purposes: original
research, explanation or discussion of research, description of method
or general application, classroom practice, including specific
activities, and reviews/replies of professional and classroom

literature.
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Part B: Teacher Case Studies

Knowing, however, that even with a membership of over
100,000 members, the main organization of the English teachers,
NCTE, represents less than 5% of all those teaching English, I also felt
it necessary to go to the actual teachers to gather firsthand
reflections. 1 have balanced my data from print sources with that
gathered from case studies based on interviews in three schools.
Through my interviews, I have compared what the literature says
about response with how the teachers view literature and how their
backgrounds impact this view.

My choice of the modified case study approach to these
questions was based on my own experience as a secondary teacher
and the problems I went through developing my own theory of
response. From this experience, 1 see a need for deeper
understanding of what actually happens on the high school level as
teachers attempt to merge conflicting theories in their teaching of
literature.

Seldom as a teacher did I have the opportunity to reflect,
discuss, or voice my opinion on issues related to pedagogy.
Therefore, I felt very strongly that it was important for me to go
directly to the classroom teachers and allow them to tell their own
stories.

I've chosen basic qualitative methods out the the belief that
questions are best studied in the context in which they occur. Case
studies have been done for a number of years, as many researchers
have successfully shown (Taylor, 1983; Graves, 1983; Rose, 1989;
Zancanella, 1991).
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I've chosen the case study approach for a variety of reasons

and benefits. Not only does this method provide access to teachers'
personal approaches to reading, but also to their goals for the
teaching of literature and their definitions of literature, as well as
their methods and their insights about how they reflect on their
roles. It allowed me to see with greater understanding the reasons
for what I could only observe superficially. A basic assumption
underlying the case study approach is that one can best understand
the purposes and beliefs a teacher uses to structure her class by
using a combination of methods, one being direct discussion with the
teacher (Bogdan and Biklen 2).

The interviews were more thorough and personal and allowed
the teachers to provide their own contexts for their answers.
Teachers' own words provide a look into their own perception of
their teaching and learning processes that with other methods
wouldn't be available. ‘

There has been much of research looking at how readers think
about their reading (Squire, 1964; Purves, 1968; Beach, 1983), but
these studies have focused on the student. These same questions
need to be asked about teachers. My study does not generalize for
all teachers but only for my select group, comparing and contrasting
these ten teachers in an effort to learn from what they've shared

with me.

Participants
In my study, I conducted personal interviews with ten

members of the English departments of three mid-Michigan public
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school systems. The systems chosen for close study include a large,

urban high school, a suburban middle school, and a small rural school
which combines both junior and senior high. I chose the three types
of schools in an effort to sample a variety of locations which- are
reasonably representative of schools everywhere.

The large, urban school is one of three high schools in a city
with an approximate population of 250,000. The socio-economic
background is varied with all groups represented from low to high.
This school has fifteen English teachers and an enrollment of 1415
students with the following ethnic breakdown: 0% American Indian,
5% Asian, 45% Black, 6% Hispanic, and 43% White.

The suburban middle school is currently the only middle school
in a city with a population of 20, 216. The socio-economic
background of this city is primarily middle to upper-middle
professional. The school employs fourteen English teachers and has
an enrollment of 969 students. Although the city's census figures
indicate a population that is 90% White, the school's enrollment
represents a more varied ethnic mix, including 0% American Indian,
6% Asian, 4% Black, 21% Hispanic, and 69% White.

The rural school chosen is also the only junior-senior high
school in a town with a population of 1523. This town is primarily a
low to middle-class, blue collar/agricultural, bedroom community.
There are four English teachers and a student enrollment of 350
students. The ethnic makeup of both the community and the school
is virtually 100% White.

Before contacting the schools, I first had to submit my proposal

and questionnaire to the University Committee for Research
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Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS) at Michigan State University

whose function is to protect the confidentiality of the participants
and to insure that the research is ethically based. Copies of the
Human Subjects approval letter and my interview consent form are
included in the appendix. After UCRIHS approval, I contacted the
individual schools.

I began by submitting an application along with multiple copies
of my research proposal and questionnaire to the director of the
Office of Research and Evaluative Services for the large, urban
district. Once I received approval, I was free to contact the teachers
personally.

I began with a teacher in my selected school who agreed to
distribute my proposal and request for teacher participation. All
teachers were given the opportunity to respond. 1 then personally
contacted those interested teachers by phone and further explained
my study. If they agreed to take part, I distributed my
questionnaire with cover letter and signature form and set up
appointments for individual follow-up interviews.

In the urban school from a list of six names, four people agreed
to participate. Because of a medical emergency, one was forced to
drop out. The remaining three teachers were each interviewed
outside of school during their summer break. Two were interviewed
in their own homes, and the other in a local restaurant.

The procedure and selection process was somewhat less formal
in the other two schools. I contacted the principal of the suburban
middle school, who granted me permission over the phone. 1 then

spoke with one English teacher who also agreed to distribute my
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proposal and collect names of interested teachers. From five

interested parties, four agreed to be interviewed. Three interviews
were conducted in the school at the end of the spring semester
during the teachers' planning periods, and the fourth took place at a
local restaurant over summer break. For personal reasons, one of
these participants found it necessary to withdraw from the study.

I also contacted the principal at the rural junior-senior high
school who granted permission over the telephone and agreed to
distribute my material and collect names. Four teachers (the entire
English department) agreed to participate. In this case, I went to the
school and met the teachers personally and scheduled interview
appointments. All four of these teachers were interviewed in their

school building but outside of their teaching duties.

Questionnaire

Gathering data from the schools included a questionnaire/
attitude survey completed by the individual language arts teachers.
This questionnaire included more specific questions relating to the
teachers' personal history and current classroom practice. These
surveys were followed by personal interviews, delving further into
their own informed thoughts and opinions which I will discuss
further in the following section.

My questionnaire is based on the 1981 study of Alan Purves,
Reading and Literature. In this study, Purves found that the
classroom practices of teachers were greatly influenced by their own
past experience and training. He discovered that the majority of

secondary teachers had been trained in English but not reading (19).
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He also discovered that in addition to lacking this original training in

reading theory, "a large proportion appears not to keep up with the
latest trends in their field" (20). He found that compared to the
practice in the elementary school, in the secondary school, "the
variety of instruction becomes increasingly constrained” (24). The
secondary English classroom is dominated by whole class instruction,
recitation, and discussion (24). Purves also discovered that how
teachers approached the teaching of literature was influenced by
their own responses to it, as well as what they saw as their goals for
teaching it (38). Classroom practices were also affected by outside
constraints of the school curriculum brought about by school policy,
including imposed curriculums and the necessity of standardized
testing.

Based on Purves' findings, I divided my questionnaire into
three categories: teacher background, present values and methods in
teaching, and external pressures. I looked at the teachers’ own
experience as secondary school students, their personal reading
habits, their professional affiliation and education, as well as what
they see as their goals in teaching literature. Also important to my
interview was their listing or clarifying of what, for them, are the
external pressures affecting their success. Copies of my
questionnaire, cover letter, and letter of agreement are included in

the appendix (Appendices B-D).

Interviews
The interviews, done in person, were relatively informal and

averaged about one hour in length. These interviews were designed
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to follow up the questionnaires. All ten of the participating teachers

agreed to the interviews and participated enthusiastically.

The interviews took place during the late spring and early
summer and were completed within a four week time span, when
most teachers were either just finishing up the school year or just
beginning summer. I chose this particular time because the end of
the school year is often a time of reflection. People are tired but
often less rushed than in the fall or mid-year. I also didn't want to
wait until mid-summer when teachers tend to distance themselves
from the real frustrations of the classroom.

The settings were varied, but most interviews took place in the
teachers' own classrooms. Two interviews were done in the teachers'
homes, and two were done in a secluded area of a local restaurant.
Realizing the importance of fitting in with the teachers' regular
routine (Hammersley 49), all times and settings were the choice of
the individual teachers.

Interviews were also scheduled several weeks after the
teachers completed the questionnaires to allow the participants time
to reflect on their responses. According to Hammersley, this time to
reflect is an often neglected element of research (46).

In my interviews, I used a combination of directive and non-
directive questions, attempting to distinguish what aspects of reader-
response these teachers may be using. Are these teachers
encouraging students to respond on a personal level to their reading?
Are the concerns of the teacher focused on the students or on the
texts? Do teachers attempt to merge emotional response with critical

inquiry? Which response based methods are being used? Why are
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these being used? How are they being used? If they aren't being

used,

why not? What are the factors that impede their use?

Through my interviews, I gathered additional information on

specific approaches and techniques used by these teachers in their

classrooms. I wanted to discover what, if any, aspects of reader-

response theory have found their way into actual classroom practice,

primarily in literature classroom settings. I worded the questions in

such a manner that allowed me to identify the issues that prevent

teachers from implementing research. I also looked at ways selected

teachers are able to use research on response. The general categories

of questions included some of the following:

What kinds of ways do you have kids respond?

How much?

In school? Out of school?

In what ways do you encourage them to respond to what
they've read?

How do you assess that response?

On what theory do you base your practice?

What factors dictate your practice?

If you could, what changes would you make?

What factors inhibit those changes?

What positive changes do you see taking place?

What unique and innovative ways have you found to continue
in spite of surmounting problems?

What have you tried that worked?

What hasn't worked? Why not?
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Does your district have a curriculum guide? Objectives?

How has your district been affected by the State of Michigan

guidelines (PA 25)?

Sample interview questions and a transcript of a sample
interview are included in the appendix (Appendices E and F).

The design of this study, therefore, looked at reader-response
theory through the publications over a period of time that had the
potential to affect the understandings and instructional practices of
classroom teachers. It investigated the extent to which reader-
response affected the classrooms of selected teachers through
questionnaires and interviews they completed. The purpose of this
interview was to give voice to those classroom teachers. For some, I
hope this study provides insight into some of the constraints that
affect them and other teachers like them. Through the compilation
of their answer and suggestions, I hope to provide a document that
will give credence to their opinions, help reduce those external

pressures, and allow them to be the most effective teachers they can.



Chapter 3: Journal Analysis

In my analysis of reader-response articles included in three of
the professional journals published by National Council of Teachers of
English, Research in the Teaching of English, English Education. and
English Journal, I had expected to find a logical transmission of
theory from RTE through Eng.Ed. to EJ. Unfortunately, I did not.
What I did find forced me to re-examine my assumptions and look
for new reasons.

I chose to analyze the professional journals for a number of
reasons. First, reviewing their content over a period of twenty years,
provided a context for what has been going on in the profession.
Second, because journals are the one thing that can be consistently
available to all, I wanted to determine how and to what extent they
were impacting the profession.

I was looking for several things. I wanted to see just how
much the topic of reader-response was addressed in these journals.
Did it appear, or was there a problem with it not being recognized? I
wanted to try to determine if there was a breakdown in the
information chain from researcher to classroom teacher. Question
one was "Is reader-response being written about, and is it appearing
in these professional journals?"

Question two involved looking at what types of articles
appeared and who were their intended audiences. Did the articles
discuss reader-response abstractly in terms of theory and research,

or did they focus in concrete terms on classroom application? Who

50
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were the authors of these articles? Did most of the writing generate

from the university or secondary level?

Question three involved the classroom teachers themselves.
How much do teachers rely on journals? Did they read the journals?
Which ones? Were they aware of and informed about the current
theory? And then, if they were aware, how did they incorporate
their knowledge into their classrooms? If not, what were some of
the external pressures preventing them from doing so? Questions
one and two will be addressed in this section. Question three will be
addressed in the chapter four case studies.

Tracing the appearance of reader-response theory in the three
specified journals rendered 291 articles. Twenty-nine articles were
in RTE, 12 in Eng, Ed., and the remaining 250 in EJ. I attempted to
further categorize the articles according to purpose. The categories
used were original research, explanation or discussion of research,
description of method or general application for classrooms,
classroom practice including specific activities, and reviews/replies.

1. The category of original research included those articles
describing primary research done by the author involving some
aspect of reader-response. Authors included researchers, scholars,
teacher educators, and classroom teachers. Articles included
descriptions of the studies, the results, and often implications for
teaching.

2. The second category, discussion of research and theory, was
comprised of those articles written by a third party not involved in
the original research project whose purpose was to further explain or

clarify the findings of the research. Sometimes these articles simply
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reworked earlier findings in less technical language. Others debated

or questioned the validity of the findings, and still others took the
original research and attempted to discuss its relationship to other
research or its implications for the classroom.

3. The third category, description of method or application,
looked at the research and how it might be applied in the classroom.
Usually, these articles spoke in more general terms, discussing how
the research findings might impact curriculum, teaching methods,
teacher education, etc. Although these articles did discuss ways in
which reader-response research/theory could be or is being applied
in the classroom, they usually didn't offer specific activities or lesson
plans which demonstrated concrete application.

4. Hence, my fourth category was classroom practice, which
provides for the classroom teacher specific lesson plans or activities
that could be immediately tried in the classroom. Many of these
articles focused on specific units or titles and described actual lesson
plans and their results.

5. The final category of reviews and replies was created to
include those articles which didn't seem to fit in any of the other four
categories. These included reviews of books and articles dealing with
various aspects of reader response theory, or replies to earlier

letters, etc.

Frequency
By far, the majority of the articles were in English Jourpal with
a total of 250 articles. This represented 86% of all articles published.
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Forty-one articles, or the remaining 14%, were found in RTE and

Eng.Ed. combined.

In both RTE and Eng.Ed., the largest number of articles found in
any year was five. For each, the yearly average of articles was low.
RTE averaged 1.5 articles a year, and Eng, Ed. averaged only .6
articles per year.

In contrast, English Jourpal averaged 12.1 articles a year. 1 feel
it is important in making this comparison to point out the difference

in frequency of publication among the three journals. English

Education and Research in the Teaching of English appear four times
a year, while English Journal appears eight times. Even accounting
for the difference in frequency, EJ still had at least five times more
articles than either Eng.Ed or RTE.

In addition to the differences in frequency of publication are
other factors. RTE and Eng.Ed tend to publish fewer but longer
articles. RTE and Eng.Ed both average 4-5 articles per issue. In
addition, Eng.Ed is limited to a maximum of 64 pages. EJ, on the
other hand, carries a larger number of shorter articles, averaging

approximately 20 articles per issue, and has no page limitation.

Distribution Among Journals

Although the distribution was so uneven, I'm not sure that the
lack of articles in the college level journals necessarily indicates
either lack of research or lack of interest. If the intent of the
researchers is to put their finding in the hands of those who would
use it, the classroom teachers, then publishing findings in the English
Journal is the best choice with its primary readership made up of
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secondary classroom teachers. RTE has a smaller readership,

primarily from the university level. [English Education has an even

more limited readership than RTE, its audience being the segment of

university professors who deal directly with teacher education.

Authorship

Interest in reader-response theory on the university level is
further indicated by its authorship. Of 280 articles who had authors
and affiliations listed, 158 or 56% were written by university people.
Secondary classroom teachers were not far behind, authoring 122
articles or 44%. When looking only at English Journal, I found that
university and secondary authors were evenly represented with
nearly a 50-50 split. Clearly, both university and secondary
educators are involved in reader-response. I feel it is important to
note, however, that this university involvement is not necessarily
campus-wide. These authors represent only that portion of the
faculty directly involved in teacher education, which is not unusual,

considering the nature of these journals.

Distribution Among Categories

Moving from authors to topics, I attempted to discern what
areas of reader-response represented the largest interest. To do this,
I sorted all 291 articles according to the five categories previously
described. Original or primary research accounted for 32 articles or
11% of the total. Explanation or discussion of theory represented 23
articles or 8%, and reviews and/or replies to books or earlier articles

accounted for 13 articles or 4%. Not surprisingly, the two categories
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having the largest number of articles were those that attempted to

translate theory into method. Description of method or general
application had 84 articles or 29%, and classroom practice including
specific activities numbered 140 or 49% of the total.

Separating journals and looking at their individual articles by
category rendered some interesting results. ngli i
showed a relatively even distribution among the categories of

explanation of research, description of methods, and classroom

practice (Fig. 1).
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Research in the Teaching ngﬁ English fulfilled its emphasis on
research, with the clear majority of articles falling into the research
category. Interestingly, in spite of its singular focus on research, RTE
did publish several articles dealing with secondary discussion of

research and even classroom practice (Fig. 2).
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Figure 2. Rescarch in the Teaching of English: Reader-Response
Articles by Category

Also keeping with its readership and focus was English Journal.
In an effort to disseminate research among practitioners, the
majority of El's articles fit the categories of description of method

and actual classroom practice (Fig. 3).
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Figure 3. English Journal: Reader-Response Articles by Category

Annual Distribution

In examining the number of articles published according to the
year they appeared, I could draw no conclusions regarding
similarities among the three journals. Strong years did not coincide
with each other. In fact, in some cases, one journal's all time high
was another's all time low. Because English Education published so
few articles over the period from 1970 to 1991, it was impossible to
draw any conclusions about it, other than reader-response being a
low priority. The highest number of articles published in any given
year in Eng, Ed. was two, and that occurred three times, in 1972,
1984, and 1988. Six years each produced one article apiece, and the

remaining thirteen years contained no articles at all.
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Research in the Teaching of English showed more definite

fluctuation in the number of articles published per year. Although
the highest frequency of articles numbered only four and five per
year, 1976 and 1985 were the peak years, respectively.

English Jourpal showed the most defined surges in terms of
numbers of articles per year. Rather than showing moderate
fluctuations as the other two journals, EJ experienced dramatic highs
and lows, swinging from 2-5 articles per year all the way to 20-26
articles per year. Interestingly, the lowest year, 1976, with only two
articles was immediately followed by the highest year, 1977, with 26
articles. Other peak years were 1973 with 22 articles and 1988 with

21 (Fig. 4).
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Although there is no exact yearly correlation between Research

in the Teaching of English and English Journal, it does appear that EJ
is influenced by RTE. Both of RTE's major peaks in 1976 and 1985
were followed by significant peaks in EJ in 1977 and 1988
respectively (Fig. 4).

What were some of the factors that influenced this pattern?
Social trends, the economy, education programs, and even journal
editorships may have played a role. The seventies showed an
interest in promoting reading. During this decade, 150 articles
appeared, 128 of them in the English Jourpal. The eighties, however,
saw only 103 articles (86 in EJ). This represents a drop in numbers
of 32%. Part of the reason for this drop may be explained by the
shift in educational priorities from a focus on reading to a focus on
writing. Although I only analyzed two years of the nineties, 1990
and 1991, the numbers may indicate a returned emphasis on
reading. Seventeen articles appeared in 1991, but it is certainly too
early to make a prediction, and the increase is probably due to an
increased interest in literature reading and whole language

programs.

Category Review

In order to get a closer look at what was happening in these
three journals in the area of reader-response, I'll cover each of the
five categories separately. Because of the large number of total
articles, I have chosen only those which serve as representative

studies in each category and will limit my discussion to them.
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Category 1: Original Research

Original research maintained a low but steady profile in
professional journals throughout my twenty-year survey. As earlier
stated, this category accounted for thirty-two articles. English
Education published one, English Journal published ten, and not
surprisingly, Research in the Teaching of English published the

remaining twenty-one (Fig. 5).
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Although most years averaged 1-2 articles a year, the mid-
seventies showed a real surge in numbers for both EJ and RTE. In
1976, RTE published four articles dealing with research, or 20% of
their total, and in 1977, E] published five research related articles or
50% of its total. Interestingly, Eng.Ed’'s one article appeared in 1990.
I hope this may signal a new trend for this journal. The concept of
teacher as researcher is an important one, not only to encourage

classroom teachers to see their roles as active researchers but also to

give more credibility to the new methods. If teachers know and
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understand the research behind the methods, they'll be more apt to

practice them.

The nature of the research addressed in the three journals
divided into three basic subcategories: 1) the nature of response and
how readers make meaning, 2) the effects of applying reader-
response theory in the classroom, and 3) a discussion of the research
itself, including how to's and historical overviews.

Category one includes sixteen articles or 50% of the total
number of research articles. As one might expect, the majority of
these (14 of 16) appeared in RTE. The first division focuses on
metacognition, or how readers make meaning and how their own
awareness of the processes they use affects that meaning. These
studies worked with the students, spanning junior high through
college. All five of these studies concluded that the more aware
readers were about the steps they went through in their reading, the
deeper their understanding. All five studies also used some form of
oral response, cither think alouds, interviews, or discussion to assist
the readers in exploring their own process.

Judith Langer (RTE 1990) in working with seventh and
eleventh graders focused on how readers make meaning rather than
what the responses are. She discovered that students take four
major stances: attempting to make contact with the world of the text,
being caught up in the narrative of the story, reflecting on previous
knowledge, and distancing from the story and reacting objectively to
the content or reading experience itself. Langer suggested:

. . that meaning develops at two levels simultaneously.

First, student readers have different assumptions about
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responding to literary versus non-literary texts, and

these affect the ways in which they orient themselves
toward creating their momentary understanding as well
as their views of the potential of each piece as a whole.
At the same time, the similarities in the processes
involved in responding across the different text types
indicate that the four stances represent a range of
meaning making options that underlie developing
understandings in general--regardless of text type. (253)
Durrant, Goodwin, and Watson (EngEd 1990) concluded that it
is important for students to discover what they've learned and how
they've learned it. They also found that students saw their initial
writing in response to literature as their final response rather than a
means of exploring or deepening their reactions, and although the
students used most of the reading strategies at one time or another,
they may not have been aware enough of them to use them when
reading alone. These authors suggest:
A clear pedagogical implication of this would seem to be
that teachers need to give pupils adequate time for
reflection. This means somehow overcoming the pressure
of the classroom, including having to rush to "cover" the
curriculum, which are all too often used by teachers as an
excuse for demanding premature formulation of
response. (Durrant et al. 217)
Susan Hynds (RTE 1989) found that "bringing interpersonal
constructs to literature was strongly related to the tendency to read

outside of the classroom for personal reasons” (31). Hynds found, as
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did the other researchers, that students perceived personal reading

to be much different from school reading. They saw themselves as
"story-driven in their personal reading and information-driven in
much of their school-sponsored reading” (56). Furthermore, their
perceptions of school "influence not only their stances toward texts,
but their ability to respond in a variety of modes as well” (57).
Hynds concluded that kids saw reading as a practice for something
else, and that teachers must not only help them become better
readers, but also help them make personal connections with reading
and life.

Eeds and Wells (RTE 1989) also found that "children and
teachers built meaning by working together" (26), and also
emphasized the need for teachers being informed of theory and
process. In their study, college students worked with small groups of
fifth and sixth graders in literature study groups which discussed the
literature together as opposed to the teacher asking questions for
understanding. The college students became co-learners but not
without some frustration at having to give up the traditional teacher-
questioner role. They found, however, that the younger students
were able to discuss the books and raise the issues on their own. The
success of these younger students even with the relatively untrained
college students as leaders raises the question of how much better
would the discussion be if the leaders are experienced and
knowledgeable?

Both teachers and students need to be aware that they respond
differently to different texts. It is this awareness of their own

reading processes that foster growth. Teachers need to work with
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their students, helping them to reflect on their own reading and to

make connections.

The second strand of the research articles looked at ways
responses are affected and reasons for differences. A variety of
studies considered ways response was affected by physical,
geographic, and psychological input.

Petrosky, for example, (RTE 1976) concluded that a reader's
deep sense of identity influences her responses to the literature.
Campbell Ross (RTE 1978) looked at whether students responded
more favorably to literature from their own geographic region than
to literature from another area but found that the "argument for
regional locality as a literary starting point was not supported in any
cClear-cut manner" (305), and Angelotti, Behnke, and Carlile published
an interesting study in 1975 relating emotional response to literature
with physical response.

Teachers, therefore, must be aware of the many external

Kactors that influence response and the role that the reader's sense of
Adentity plays. These various factors will influence individual
X<aders differently, and teaching methods should take into account
this diversity.

The third strand of research looked at developmental

i Fferences in readers and how these differences affect response.
Beach and Brunetti (RTE 1976) found that the age of the character in
the reading selection as well as the age of the reader affected

TS s=ponse. In 1978, Beach and Wendler later found that as readers
l-"zltured, they showed a shift from immediate surface feelings to
lotlg-rango: social or psychological beliefs and goals.
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Jane Zaharias' study (RTE 1986) of 166 college students

confirmed Applebee's findings of 1977 "that students' preferred
patterns of response are strongly influenced by the nature of the
texts they read" (64). Her study suggests that most research so far
has been students' response to one work and that more needs to be
done in looking at how genre influences response.

In addition, developmental factors affect how readers respond,
both in terms of maturity and sophistication of response. Teachers
should keep in mind that student response is affected by their
maturity levels, as well as the nature of the texts they are assigned.

In the second research category, applying research techniques
in the classroom, there was a broad variety of topics, including
looking at one specific title, to a particular genre, to exploring the use
of the workshop approach. One study by Freimuth and Jamieson
used response technique to analyze the impact of the film "The
Lottery” on eleventh and twelfth graders in order to determine
whether the film versions had a desensitizing effect toward violence.
The study concluded that it did not, but the fact that the community
wanted to ban only the film, not the story, suggests that "the medium
may be more significant than the message to some individuals”
(243). Teachers should keep this in mind when selecting various
media.

Other studies (Vardell '83; Lucking '76; Cooper and Odell '76)
looked at how students' responses and particularly how teachers'
questions broaden students' responses. Vardell found that
"traditional teaching practice does not provide opportunity for

carryover of the literary response to the composing process or vice
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. As a corollary, constant opportunities to compose stories,

versa . .
filtering the literary experience through an individual view, may
provide for greater understanding in responding to literature” (51).
These studies all indicate that the level of reader involvement
affects response and again indicate the need for informed teaching.
Lucking (RTE 1976) specifically concluded, "The nature of teachers'
questions has a significant impact on the manner in which their
studemnts respond to literature” (275). ' ]
The third and final category of research articles includes l
discus sijon of the topic of research itself, including how to's, problems
of, historical overviews, and international comparisons. Also
included in this miscellaneous category was a list of suggestions for

POSsible future research and an argument for its need. These articles

all  xaajntained the need for more research in reader-response and

offexred convincing arguments through their variety of approaches

ana information.

Alan Purves, for example, (E] 1974) examined the emphasis on
li':erilture of ten countries and charted them according to teaching
.method approach. He found that the United States was primarily
ltrll‘j'el‘sonal and content-based in focus. Candida Gillis (E] 1977) in a
study of English classrooms in the U.S. concurred with Purves. She
fo“nd that classroom activities included study questions, teacher
l""e":‘lres, interpretation and analysis, and rarely included response

Cr - el
SAtive activities.
It is interesting that the majority of articles dealing with

cl
a‘ssl‘oom research appeared in the English Journal. Also interesting
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is that the call for more research (mostly 1971-78), coincided with

the most research articles (1976-77).
In summary, most of the research stressed the importance of

meta-cognition, or how readers make meaning. Teachers need to be

aware of their own reading and how they make meaning for

Then they need to share that process with their

themselves.
It

Studemn ts, assisting them to reflect on their own meaning making.

implies the need for being informed of theory and process and

Teachers not only need to reflect, but they

allowimg for reflection.
need &o model this reflection for their student, providing within their

classrooms sufficient time and incentive to do so. Readers need to

make personal connections with their reading, and these articles

described the interpersonal nature of the reading process and how

Meaming is made collaboratively.

Ca'5egory 2: Explanation or Discussion of Theory
My second major category, explanation or discussion of theory,

ro - . . . . .
Y& Kk ly subdivides into seven issues, including the role of literature,
dis . . L : .
S ssion of transactional theory, historical overviews, satire of

Present methods, other theories, defense of theory in response to
01)I>°Sition, and introduction of a new paradigm.

Discussion of theory contained 18 articles, 13 in English Journal,
2inE lish Ed ) and 3 in R b in the Teachi f English.
There was no real pattern of frequency (no year had more than

an

Qtl'ler). Only 1-2 articles appeared any given year. I think it is
si <

EXiificant that 13 of 18 (72%) appeared in the English Journal,

dis
setninating the primary research into practice (Fig. 6).
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