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ABSTRACT

AUTHORS, TEXT, AND TALK:
THE INTERNALIZATION OF DIALOGUE
FROM SOCIAL INTERACTION DURING WRITING
By

Sarah J. McCarthey

The purpose of this study was to investigate what students internalized from the
dialogue that occurs during the writing period in a process writing classroom. Using a
social constructivist theoretical perspective, the study focused on four students from
culturally diverse backgrounds who participated in a fifth/sixth-grade classroom in New
York City. In this classroom, the teacher used literature in her lessons, focusing on the
qualities of good writing, and conducted individual writing conferences with students.
Students kept notebooks of their personal experiences and reflections and then selected
from those to create a project for a larger audience.

Methods of data collection drew from interpretive/qualitative traditions. Sources
of data included: (a) videotaped and audiotaped observations of classroom interactions; (b)
interviews with the teacher; (c) interviews with the case study students; (d) students’
texts; and (e) an intervention in which students conducted writing conferences with
younger students. Analyses were derived from case study, ethnographic, and
sociolinguistic sources (e.g., such features as body language and proxemic cues,
conversational moves by the teacher and student, and prosodic cues were used to examine
the teacher-student writing conferences). Results are presented in the form of (a)
classroom themes and patterns of interaction; (b) individual cases of the students; and (c)
comparative cases.

The comparative cases of students suggest that what the students internalized from

the dialogue was related to the quality of scaffolding provided by the teacher and their






developing intersubjectivity with the teacher. The dialogue from the classroom
interactions was more likely to reemerge in students’ talk with younger students and in
their own texts when their images of good writing matched those of the teacher. The study
illuminates the social conditions supportive of internalization as well as techniques by
which it might be inferred. Contributing to our understanding of the role of dialogue in
learning, the study supports some current practices in process writing classrooms and

challenges others.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Rationale for the Study

Recent theory and research on human cognitive development have begun to focus on
its cultural and contextual basis. Of particular interest are the relationships among
language, literacy, and learning (Rogoff, Gauvain & Ellis, 1984; Scribner & Cole, 1981).
A social constructivist perspective of learning and development views dialogue within
social contexts as central to learning (Cole, 1985; Rogoff, 1986; Vygotsky, 1978, 1986,
Wertsch, 1985).

One result of recent scholarship about these relationships is a shift in the dominant
theory and practice of writing instruction, away from a focus on the written product and
form of writing toward an emphasis on writing as a process of planning, drafting, and
revising that is influenced by both audience and purpose. This shift toward a process
approach to writing refiects the increased attention to the social context in which learning
occurs and the role of language in developing literacy (Applebee, 1986; Flower, 1989;
Freedman, Dyson, Flower & Chafe, 1987).

Process approaches to writing are attempting to change the traditional role of the
teacher and traditional discourse patterns. In traditional settings, where teachers ask
questions, students respond, and teachers evaluate their responses, students have little
opportunity to interact and learn from one another (Cazden, 1988); teachers rarely turn
over control of the dialogue to students (Goodlad, 1984). Process approaches seek to
replace the teacher-dominated patterns within classrooms with more student-controlled
interactions in which students have more choice over topic selection and opportunities to
participate with teacﬁers and other students for purposes of improving their writing
(Calkins, 1986; Graves, 1983).

Current school practices that lie at the heart of the process approach to writing are

the teacher-student writing conference and peer response groups in which the teacher and



an individual student or peers discuss a student's text (DiPardo & Freedman, 1988). In
writing, teacher-student conferences and peer conferences have been the primary means
for altering discourse patterns. Both researchers and practitioners have suggested that
writing conferences provide the opportunity for students to become critical readers of
their own texts and to develop strategies for monitoring their own thought processes while
writing (Calkins, 1986; Daiute, 1985). That is, the dialogue that takes place between the
teacher and student and among students and the processes through which the student
internalizes that dialogue may be central to helping students become critical readers and
monitor their own strategies during writing.

While social constructivist theory links dialogue to learning, researchers and
practitioners are advocating the practice of conducting conferences. Yet, previous
research has left gaps in our knowledge about what students actually learn from the
dialogue that takes place during these conferences. Therefore, additional research is
needed to determine potential links between the dialogue that occurs during writing,
especially within writing conferences, and what students learn about text.

The purpose of this study was to examine the link between the classroom dialogue
that occurs during writing and students' learning. The study links fundamental principles
of a current theoretical framework, social constructivism, to practice, while supporting
certain aspects and challenging other features of process writing classrooms.

Theoretical Framework

To study what students learn from the dialogue, | use a social constructivist
perspective on development because it delineates the relationship between dialogue and
learning, providing a framework to examine the role dialogue plays as students develop as
writers within the contexts of classrooms. The social constructivist perspective consists
of three key features: (a) knowledge and knowing have their origins in social interaction
(Bruffee, 1984; Harre, 1984; Mead, 1934; Wittgenstein, 1953); (b) learning proceeds

from the interpsychological plane (between individuals) to the intrapsychological (within






an individual) plane with the assistance of knowledgeable members of the culture (Rogoff,
1986; Vygotsky, 1978; Wood, Bruner & Ross, 1976); and (c) language mediates
experience, transforming mental functions (Leont'ev, 1981; Vygotsky, 1986; Wertsch,
1985). Transformation of mental processes occurs as the external, social plane is
internalized and children reorganize and reconstruct their social experiences into
individual, psychological processes (Leont'ev, 1981; Tharp & Gallimore,1988; Vygotsky,
1978; Wertsch, 1980).

The internal reconstruction of external operations is referred to as
internalization. Harre (1984) described four phases of the internalization process that
proceed cyclically from the social to the individual and back to the social: (a)
appropriation; (b) transformation; (c) publication; and (d) conventionalization.

This internalization of social experiences highlights two key features of Vygotsky's
(1978, 1986) developmental theory--the role of the knowledgeable other and the role of
dialogue. Because learning occurs as a result of the individual's interactions with others,
the role of the knowledgeable member of the culture is vital to facilitating learning.
Initially, children cannot function independently on tasks, but need the assistance of an
adult or more capable peer through a process called scaffolding (Applebee & Langer,
1983; Cazden, 1983; Rogoff, 1986; Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976).

An essential means through which a knowledgeable member of the culture can
scaffold instruction for a learner is through dialogue. The dialogue itself becomes the
means through which the external, social plane is internalized to guide the child’s own
thinking (Cazden, 1983; Palincsar, 1986; Palincsar & Brown, 1989; Wertsch & Stone,
1985); the transformed dialogue is referred to as "inner speech” (Vygotsky, 1986).
Bakhtin (1986; cited in Emerson, 1983), whose ideas parallel Vygotsky's, suggested that
inner speech is modeled upon social discourse; inner speech consists of dialogues conducted
with imagined audiences drawn from the many voices a person has encountered. Because

the individual is continually assimilating the words of others, establishing communication



through intersubjectivity, "a temporarily shared social world" (Rommetveit, 1979, p.
10), is essential (Wertsch, 1985).
Related Literature

In writing instruction, one of the ways that has been suggested for students to
internalize dialogue to improve their writing is through teacher-student and peer
conferences (Calkins, 1986; Freedman, 1987; Graves, 1983; Harris, 1986; Murray,
1979). The writing conference may offer students the opportunity to establish
intersubjectivity with a more knowledgeable other, while providing models and strategies
for students to improve their writing (Daiute, 1985). Descriptions of ideal conferences
suggest that the role of the teacher is to listen to the writer's intentions and not impose
her own structure upon the student (Graves, 1983; Harris, 1986). Previous research
on writing conferences suggests, however, that teachers usually dominate the interactions
and turn them into unilateral lessons from teacher to student (Jacob, 1982; Michaels,
1987; Ulichny & Watson-Gegeo, 1989).

Peer conferences and response groups have been recommended as a means to reduce
teachers' domination of the talk in writing conferences. Peer response has had a positive
impact upon elementary, high school, and college students' writing in several studies
(Daiute, 1989; DiPardo & Freedman, 1988; Gere & Stevens, 1985; Nystrand & Brandt,
1989), yet peer response groups are used in only a minority of classrooms (Applebee,
1986). Despite the descriptions of successful conferences and the research suggesting
these may have positive effects on students, few studies have related peer talk to the larger
instructional context. Further research is needed to explore what students learn from
these conferences as they participate in writing process classrooms.

Research Questions

This study explores the relationship between discourse and learning about text

from a social constructivist perspective, while extending previous work related to writing

conferences. The focal questions guiding the study were:



t 4

K




(1) What do students internalize from the discourse! that occurs during the writing

period?
(2) What might account for what students internalize from the dialogue?

In this study, internalization of social experiences was defined according to Harre's
(1984) model. To examine what students internalized from the discourse, the study
focused on two major aspects: (a) the opportunities that students had during the writing
period for internalization to occur and (b) the reemergence of that dialogue from social
interaction in students' talk and students' texts as indicators of internalization. The
internalization of both the social norms of the classroom and the cognitive features of
writing was studied.

Methods

The methods of data collection and analysis for this study were consistent with
assumptions from interpretive/qualitative traditions of research (Erickson, 1986). The
method also drew from Merriam's (1988) work on case studies, while analyses drew
from sociolinguistic literature that suggests that interactions are governed by context
specific rules (Cazden, 1986, 1988; Florio-Ruane, 1987; Green, 1983; Hymes, 1972).
Data sources included: (a) audiotaped and videotaped observations of classroom activities;
(b) interviews of students; (c) students' texts; (d) students conducting writing
conferences with younger students; and (e) interviews with the teacher. The observations
of naturally occurring classroom activities and the interviews with the teacher provided
information about the opportunities students had for internalization, while the students’
texts and student interviews provided evidence of internalization. The writing conferences
with younger students established a teaching situation, providing an additional means of

seeing what students had internalized.

1 Dialogue and discourse are used interchangeably to indicate an exchange of
thoughts by words; the former has Greek roots, while the latter comes from
Latin.



One fifth/sixth-grade classroom in an ethnically diverse public school in the heart
of New York City was the focus of the study for a five-week period. This classroom was
selected for the study because the teacher had extensive knowledge and understanding of the
Writing Workshop described by Calkins (1986) and had been implementing a writing
process program for over four years. The study presents analyses of the cases of four
students as they engaged in a set of writing activities that included writing narratives and
reflections in their writers' notebooks, and then selecting pieces from them to turn into
revised projects for a particular audience.

Organization of the Study

The organization of this dissertation is as follows:

Chapter 2 delineates the theoretical perspective used in the study--social
constructivism, which focuses on the cultural and contextual nature of learning,
emphasizing the role of dialogue. The chapter introduces key concepts such as
internalization and intersubjectivity as part of the framework. Both traditional patterns
of classroom discourse and alternative patterns such as the Kamehameha Early Education
Program (KEEP) (Au & Kawakami, 1984), Reciprocal Teaching (Palincsar & Brown,
1984); and a Daycare Program (Rowe, 1989) are explored in chapter 2. These patterns
and programs are presented as a background for examining the research on writing
conferences. Current practices and research on teacher-student writing conferences are
described in the chapter prior to discussing findings on peer conferences.
Chapter 3; Methods

Chapter 3 presents the research questions and the underlying assumptions about
the methodology used. The methods chapter describes: (a) the setting in which the study
took place, a fifth/sixth-grade classroom in New York City; (b) the participants, a

teacher and four students studied as individual cases; and (c) the sources of data. The



chapter concludes with a detailed description of how the data were analyzed. The results
are presented in chapters 4 through 6.
Chapter 4: Themes and Patterns of Interaction

Chapter 4 explores several themes that emerged from the data and describes
patterns of interaction to allow the reader to understand the context of the classroom. This
chapter provides an overall sense of the ways in which the teacher and students interacted
about writing through literature. The chapter is divided into two main sections: (a)
content and activity structure; and (b) the teacher's image of good writing. The first
section is further divided into narratives about the lessons observed and explanations of
the types of writing activities in which students engaged. The section about the teacher's
image of good writing explores the components of the implicit and explicit messages the
teacher provided to her students.
Chapter 5: The Cases

Chapter 5 presents the individual cases of the four students: Miguel, Anthony,
Ella, and Anita to delineate the differing ways in which students understood and used the
dialogue. In each case, | introduce the student by providing background information, topics
he/she wrote about, and the teacher's perceptions of the student. The cases are organized
around several features drawn from the Harre (1984) model: (a) Appropriation: What
opportunities has the student had to participate in classroom interactions? (b)
Transformation: How has the student made sense of the classroom dialogue? and (c)
Conventionalization: What has the student internalized from the classroom dialogue. |
conclude each case by providing a summary of what was significant about the student's
case.
Chapter 6: Comparisons of the Cases

Chapter 6 presents a comparison of the four cases to suggest the ways in which the
teacher's interactions with students had differing consequences upon the reemergence of

the dialogue. The comparisons are presented along the features of: (a) conferences with
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the teacher; (b) students' texts; and (c) writing conferences with younger students. In
comparing the teacher’s interactions with the student, | compare both the content of what
they discussed and the conversational style--the ways in which speakers communicated
their messages to one another. | compare students' texts along the features of the
classroom discourse such as use of personal experiences, use of figurative language,
audience, and organization and focus. Comparisons of writing conferences with younger
students use the features of content and conversational style.

Chapter 7 summarizes the findings and discusses the significance of the study
linking it to previous work. Implications for practice and theory are presented as well as

limitations and suggestions for future research.






CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter lays out the philosophical assumptions, psychological foundations, and
the role of language in a social constructivist theoretical framework. Next, the chapter
describes discourse in traditional classroom practice and delineates several alternative
patterns of discourse in literacy. Research evidence on teacher-student writing
conferences and peer response groups, which offers examples of alternative discourse
patterns, concludes the chapter.

Theoretical Framework

The social constructivist perspective consists of several key features: (a)
knowledge and knowing have their origins in social interaction (Bruffee, 1984; Harre,
1984; Mead, 1934; Wittgenstein, 1953); (b) learning proceeds from the
interpsychological plane (between individuals) to the intrapsychological (within an
individual) plane with the assistance of knowledgeable members of the culture (Rogoff,
1986; Vygotsky, 1978, 1986; Wood, Bruner & Ross, 1976); and (c) language mediates
experience, transforming mental functions (Bakhtin, 1981, 1986; Leont'ev, 1981;
Vygotsky, 1986; Wertsch, 1985). These three assumptions that undergird social
constructivism will be discussed in more detail in the following sections.

Rather than being a form of objective reality mirrored by the individual, a social
constructivist perspective assumes that knowledge is consensually formed through social
interaction. In this view, knowledge is not an external entity that can be discovered.
Instead, knowledge is created through the interaction of the individual with the community.
Knowledge, because it is social in origin, cannot be separated from values, beliefs, and
attitudes. In contrast to rationalist Cartesian philosophy that assumes that knowledge is
separate from language, social constructivist views suggest language is constitutive of

knowledge. New knowledge is generated through language by the process of socially
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justifying beliefs (Bruffee, 1984; Rorty, 1983). These philosophical underpinnings
about the nature of knowledge have important implications for learning and development
discussed in the next section.

Social interactions promote the development of higher mental functions that are
critical to knowledge growth. Vygotsky (1986) characterized higher mental functions,
including those that comprise literacy, as processes that require self-regulation,
conscious realization, and the use of signs for mediation. The sign is an intermediate link
between the individual and the environment that mediates experience and becomes a means
for regulating internal activity; language is one important type of sign system. The
acquisition of higher mental functions such as literacy occurs first on an
interpsychological plane, or between people; then on an intrapsychological plane, within
an individual. Transformation of mental processes occurs as the external, social plane is
internalized and children reorganize and reconstruct their social experiences into
individual, psychological processes (Leont'ev, 1981; Tharp & Gallimore,1988; Vygotsky,
1978; Wertsch, 1980). The internal reconstruction of external operations is referred to
as internalization. The process of internalization is not "transferral of all external
activity to a preexisting internal plane of consciousness; it is the process in which the
internal plane is formed" (Leont'ev, 1981, p. 57).

Harre (1984) built on Vygotsky's notions of the relationship between the social
and the individual through what he calls the "Vygotsky space," by defining the process of
internalization. As Figure 1 illustrates, Harre defined two dimensions that include the
public and the private at opposite ends of one continuum and the individual and the social at
opposite ends of a second continuum. The two orthogonal dimensions create a two-
dimensional space containing four quadrants. Psychological development occurs through

the transfer of rules and conventions that govern social practices from Quadrant | through
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the other three quadrants. This development can be described as phases of the
internalization process that proceed cyclically from the social to the individual and back to
the social. The four phases include: (a) appropriation in which the individual
participates in social practices; (b) iransformation in which the individual takes control
over the social appropriations; (c) publication in which the transformation again becomes
public; and (d) conventionalization in which the transformation is reintegrated into the
social practices. The internalization process is iterative such that learning is continual
and social experiences build upon, yet transform one another (Harre, 1984).

This internalization of social experiences highlights two key features of Vygotsky's
(1978, 1986) developmental theory--the role of the knowledgeable other and the role of
dialogue. Since learning occurs as the result of the individual's interactions with others,
the role of the knowledgeable member of the culture is vital to facilitating learning.
Initially, children cannot function independently on tasks, but need the assistance of an
adult or more capable peer within what Vygotsky (1978} calls the "zone of proximal
development."! Adults or more capable peers can offer assistance to learners in the
performance of literacy tasks through a process called scaffolding. Scaffolding involves
the structuring of tasks through instruction, modeling, questioning, and feedback for the
purposes of the learner gradually taking control of the task (Applebee & Langer, 1983;
Cazden, 1983; Rogoff, 1986; Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976).
The Role of | in Mediating Experi

An essential means through which a knowledgeable member of the culture can

scaffold instruction for a leamner is through dialogue. The dialogue itself becomes the

1The zone of proximal development is defined as "the distance between a child's
actual developmental level as determined through independent problem solving
and potential development as determined through problem solving under aduit
guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86).
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means through which the external, social plane is internalized to guide the child's own
thinking (Cazden, 1983; Palincsar & Brown, 1989; Wertsch & Stone, 1985); the
transformed dialogue is referred to as "inner speech” (Vygotsky, 1986). Bakhtin (1986;
cited in Emerson, 1983), whose ideas parallel Vygotsky's, suggested that inner speech is
modeled upon social discourse; inner speech consists of dialogues conducted with imagined
audiences drawn from the many voices a person has encountered.

Discourse is not only the means through which a knowledgeable member of the
culture can assist another, but social discourse is the very model upon which thought in
the form of inner speech is based (Bakhtin, 1986). Social dialogue provides the initial
point of entry for the learner. Then, the social discourse is transformed by the individual
into abbreviated forms called inner speech. Inner speech retains the dialogic quality of the
external social speech (Bakhtin, 1986; Todorov, 1984; Wertsch, 1980).

This dialogic quality of speech is explicated by Bakhtin (1981; in Wertsch,

1991). In his view, the utterance, an idea unit, rather than the sentence is the "real unit
of speech communication” (1986, p. 71). The utterance focuses on concrete action within
a particular context; the same words can have different meanings depending on the
intonation and particular context. Meaning is not an abstract concept, but is created when
two voices come into contact. Using the term "addressivity,” Bakhtin (1986) suggested an
utterance is always responding to preceding utterances and anticipating succeeding ones,
even if the speakers are temporally, spatially, or socially distant.

The utterance is the site where the systematicity of language and situated
performance come into contact and struggle with one another (Wertsch, 1991). National
languages (traditional linguistic unities such as English, Russian, and French), social
languages characteristic of certain groups (such as professional jargon, language of
fashion at a particular time) or speech genres (typical speech forms or conventions such
as greetings, table conversation, or military commands) influence the individual

utterance (Bakhtin, 1986). Bakhtin suggests:
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. . . the unique speech experience of each individual is shaped and developed

in continuous and constant interaction with others' individual utterances.

This experience can be characterized to some degree as the process of

assimilation--more or less creative--of others' words (1986, p 89).

Bakhtin (1981) described two ways of assimilating social discourse by the
individual: (a) "reciting by heart" and (b) "retelling in one's own words" (p. 341).
Reciting by heart involves using another's words in the form of models, rules, and
directions. This is an inflexible kind of assimilation fused with authority, thus it is called
"authoritative discourse” (p. 342). Intellectual growth in the form of "internally
persuasive discourse” (p. 342) results from the struggle between these two forms of
assimilation. The internally persuasive word is "half-ours and half-someone else's" (p.
345), yet it is not static and isolated, but rather is part of a creative process that can be
applied to new situations.

Because the word is "half-ours and half someone else's," a concept referred to as
"ventriloquation™ (Wertsch, 1991), issues of power and hierarchy come into play.
Wertsch (1991) identified the term "privileging" to suggest that one form of social
language is more appropriate in one setting than another. Yet, privileging is more
dynamic than domination, implying that patterns of privileging are accessible to reflection
and change.

The concept that discourse is dynamic, continually being shaped and developed by
constant interaction and dialogue with others is key to understanding internalization.
Because learning is assumed to occur on the interpsychological level first, and because the
individual is constantly assimilating others' words, establishing communication between
speakers is central. How do an adult and a child who is operating in the zone of proximal
development, for instance, construct dialogue that can be subsequently transformed into
intrapsychological functioning? The concept of intersubjectivity plays a role in

explaining how the transfer from the interpsychological plane to the intrapsychological

plane occurs (Wertsch, 1985). Rommetveit suggests that "communication aims at
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transcendence of the private worlds of the participants” (1979, p. 94) and that through
negotiation they can create a "temporarily shared social reality" (1979, p. 10); this
temporary, shared reality is intersubjectivity.

Establishing intersubjectivity depends on three factors: (a) the social expertise of
the expert; (b) prior experience and knowledge of the novice; and (c) the nature of the
task. The expert must be able to make public her own knowledge, taking into account the
novice's perspective, while the experience of the novice will influence whether the novice
accepts or resists the view. The task, which is always contextualized within cultural
values, plays a role in determining intersubjectivity (Brandt, 1990). Establishing
intersubjectivity is not merely the novice matching the schema of the expert, but rather
through negotiation, the shared reality may be transformative for both participants.
\mplications of the Framework for Research

An example from the work of Wertsch (1980) serves to demonstrate several
features of the social constructivist framework that can be applied to research in literacy,
while providing evidence that children do internalize and use the speech from social
settings when solving various problems. His study described the dialogue and activities of
a two and a half year old child and her mother in a problem-solving setting. The child,
with the help of the mother, was to insert pieces in a "copy” puzzle such that it would be
identical to the "model” puzzle. The analysis of the problem-solving activity was divided
into three episodes to capture the transition from external to internal activity. In the
initial episode, the child did not use the model puzzle until her mother asked questions and
told the child where to look. In the second episode, the child's question led to a response by
the mother which, in turn, led to the child responding by consuiting the model. In the
third episode, the child was able to place the pieces in the puzzle independently and talk to
herself, not to her mother, as she placed the pieces.

Several features of social constructivist theory emerge from this description.

First, the problem-solving task required higher mental functioning including self-
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regulation and the use of signs for mediation. Second, learning to put the puzzle pieces into
a puzzie occurred first on the interpsychological plane; the child participated in a social
setting with her mother and was able to internalize the dialogue to guide her own thinking
in completing the puzzle. Third, the mother played the role of a knowledgeable member of
the culture who provided a scaffold through questions, feedback and instructions initially,
but allowed the child to complete the puzzie on her own in the third episode. Fourth, the
adult and child have established intersubjectivity, evidenced by the child's understanding
and taking control over the task. Fifth, the egocentric speech that appeared in the third
episode reflects the dialogue between the mother and the child, yet it is transformed into
new talk that retains elements of the social dialogue, but is not an imitation of the social
dialogue.

The example described above demonstrates the relationship between a social
constructivist theory and a problem-solving activity in the form of putting a puzzie
together. Although constructing a puzzle is a very different activity from literacy
practices, most likely less complex, the example serves to demonstrate in a fairly
straightforward way how the internalization process operates on a specific, convergent
task in a limited amount of time. Further links need to be demonstrated between social
constructivism and significant, complex, cultural and school practices such as literacy.
This link can be explored by using a social constructivist perspective to study the
relationship between the discourse that takes place during a specific literacy act, writing,
and students' learning about texts because: (a) the discourse during the writing period is
an example of a situation in which teachers and students can construct new knowledge; (b)
writing is an example of a higher mental function that has its origins in social interaction;
(c) both the teacher and other students can provide scaffolding of instruction through
dialogue; and (d) students have the opportunity to internalize and transform the social
discourse into new learning. This perspective now allows us to examine relevant research

regarding the issues of discourse and the learning of writing.
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Discourse in Classroom Practice

Currently, researchers have become increasingly aware of the need for students to
engage in meaningful literacy activities going beyond current literacy practices in schools.
The goal of moving beyond current practices is to promote "self-regulation” in which the
reader or writer engages in checking, planning, monitoring, testing, and revising text, and
*knowledge transformation” in which the learner is involved in solving content-related
and rhetorical problems in composing text (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Brown,
Campione & Day, 1981; Englert & Raphael, 1989; Palincsar & Brown, 1984). Process
approaches to writing parallel this increased awareness of changing literacy practices in
schools. Process approaches to writing focus on the problem-solving nature of composing
text and emphasize the importance of the process and functions of writing instead of
traditional conventions (Applebee, 1986; Freedman, Dyson, Flower & Chafe, 1987).

Several programs have been developed to change literacy practices in schools in
both reading and writing. These programs share the assumptions of the: (a) importance
of the social context in learning; (b) need for changing the teacher's role; (c) need to
change the nature of the tasks in which students are engaged; and (d) focus on discourse as
a means to link social context to learning. Although all of these dimensions are related and
to some extent inseparable, | will focus on discourse as the link among these literacy
programs because it is the essence of the relationship between social context and learning.

In reviewing the literature that is relevant to examining discourse and the learning
of literacy, several different bodies of research are critical. These include research on:
(a) traditional patterns of discourse in classroom practice; and (b) alternative practices
for students learning about text through dialogue. Research on traditional patterns of
discourse is relevant because the studies provide descriptions of current practices that
suggest what kinds of opportunities students have to internalize the dialogue within
traditional classroom settings. Because there are few models for examining the

relationship between dialogue and writing, literature from related areas of literacy
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information or, alternatively, a command to stop laughing (Coulthard, 1977). Much of
the talk by teachers in classrooms consists of informing, directing, or eliciting moves by
the teacher with responses by individual students. Informing moves include the teacher
providing information about the content or providing explanations about how to do
something. Directing moves can include questions such as, "Are you ready to sing that,
then?" as well as more command-like statements such as, "You sit down and join us,"
depending on the function the directive move serves within the specific context. Eliciting
moves tend to be questions about either the content or classroom management issues. For
students to be able to participate appropriately in the classroom discourse, students need
to be able to interpret the teacher's intended meaning (Florio-Ruane, 1987). Children
learn these rules for interaction and discourse at a very young age (Willes, 1983).

An example from McCarthey and Peterson's (1991) study of literacy practices in
one school provides an example of traditional discourse patterns. After reading the book,
Sadako and The Thousand Cranes the students and teacher participated in a traditional
recitation pattern. The teacher asked the questions, "Who can remember our story? What
did we talk about?" A student responded, "The bomb." After this response, the teacher
evaluated the response by saying, "Okay" and then asked "What happened first?® The
student then replied "On Pearl Harbor" to which the teacher responded "Very good." The
discourse followed the traditional sequence of initiation by the teacher, response by the
student, and evaluation by the teacher.

These dominant patterns of interaction do not provide opportunities for students to
participate in discourse that is less structured, more conversational in tone, and more
conducive to learning from peers (Goodlad, 1984). Further, there is little scaffolding of
instruction by the teacher for the learner because the amount of teacher talk does not
change, nor is there an attempt to allow the learner gradually to take control of the
discourse. Additionally, there are few opportunities for a student to apply the internalized

dialogue from the social setting. Within the dominant patterns of classroom interaction,
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instruction such as reading may suggest some implications for writing. Research on
current practices of teacher-student and peer conferences is useful in providing evidence
about what students have learned through their participation in discourse events related to
writing. This review begins with an examination of dominant patterns of classroom
discourse, then describes research on practices that have explicitly attempted to change
classroom practice in reading through discourse, and finally describes changing practices
in writing through discourse.

Verbal interactions in classrooms differ from ordinary conversation. In
conversation, topic changes are unpredictable and uncontrollable, whereas, in the
classroom, the teacher chooses the topics of discourse, generally takes two turns for every
one of the student's, often asking questions to which he or she already knows the answers.
In typical classrooms, teachers have the right to speak to anybody at any time; whereas,
students do not have these rights. Instead, students have to bid for an opportunity to speak
and the teacher nominates the next speaker (Cazden, 1988; Coulthard, 1977). Because
the teacher is doing most of the talking, talk among peers is rare in schools (Cazden,
1988).

Mehan (1979) has identified a structure of classroom lessons consisting of three
phases: opening, instructional, and closing. Within each of these phases, the most common
pattern of classroom discourse is the three part sequence of teacher initiation, student
response, and teacher evaluation, often referred to as the |-R-E sequence (Cazden, 1988,;
Mehan, 1979, 1982). Usually the initiation takes the form of a question to which the
Sstudent gives an answer, and the teacher provides feedback about the adequacy of the
answer. This form of classroom discourse limits the amount of interaction among peers
and keeps the control of the interaction with the teacher.

Teachers' questions in classrooms can serve a variety of functions. For instance, a

question such as "What are you laughing at?" can be interpreted as a request for
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information or, alternatively, a command to stop laughing (Coulthard, 1977). Much of
the talk by teachers in classrooms consists of informing, directing, or eliciting moves by
the teacher with responses by individual students. Informing moves include the teacher
providing information about the content or providing explanations about how to do
something. Directing moves can include questions such as, "Are you ready to sing that,
then?" as well as more command-like statements such as, "You sit down and join us,"
depending on the function the directive move serves within the specific context. Eliciting
moves tend to be questions about either the content or classroom management issues. For
students to be able to participate appropriately in the classroom discourse, students need
to be able to interpret the teacher's intended meaning (Florio-Ruane, 1987). Children
learn these rules for interaction and discourse at a very young age (Willes, 1983).

An example from McCarthey and Peterson's (1991) study of literacy practices in
one school provides an example of traditional discourse patterns. After reading the book,
Sadako and The Thousand Cranes the students and teacher participated in a traditional
recitation pattern. The teacher asked the questions, "Who can remember our story? What
did we talk about?” A student responded, "The bomb.” After this response, the teacher
evaluated the response by saying, "Okay" and then asked "What happened first?" The
student then replied "On Pearl Harbor" to which the teacher responded "Very good." The
discourse followed the traditional sequence of initiation by the teacher, response by the
student, and evaluation by the teacher.

These dominant patterns of interaction do not provide opportunities for students to
participate in discourse that is less structured, more conversational in tone, and more

conducive to learning from peers (Goodlad, 1984). Further, there is little scaffolding of
instruction by the teacher for the learner because the amount of teacher talk does not
change, nor is there an attempt to allow the learner gradually to take control of the
discourse. Additionally, there are few opportunities for a student to apply the internalized

dialogue from the social setting. Within the dominant patterns of classroom interaction,
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few opportunities exist to test out the social constructivist theory of language and
learning.

To gain some understanding about the relationship between classroom discourse and
learning about text, we need to turn to alternative instructional patterns and examine
interactions that come from programs designed to alter traditional classroom practices for
literacy instruction.

The following sections detail some of these alternative practices including reading
instruction in the Kamehameha Early Education Program, reciprocal teaching, teacher-
student writing conferences, and peer response groups in writing instruction.

KEEP

The Kamehameha Early Education Program (KEEP) in Honolulu, Hawaii has focused
on altering traditional discourse interactions during the reading of text to become more
culturally congruent with native Hawaiian participation structures outside the classroom.
Teachers use the experience-text-relationship method that involves the teacher using
initial questions about children's background experiences that are relevant to the text,
students reading silently, and the students and teacher talking about the text in relation to
the students' background knowledge. The talk-story-like participation structure is
characterized by student control of turn-taking and collaborative production of responses
(Au & Kawakami, 1984; Au & Mason, 1981). Using discourse analysis of segments of
videotapes of reading instruction during a lesson with five third graders, Au and Kawakami
(1984, 1986) found that complex interchanges among the students and the teachers
allowed the teacher to support students' comprehension, while allowing students to initiate
discussions. Their research indicates that students are able to increase their
comprehension of text through participating in altered patterns of talking about text under

the guidance of a trained teacher.
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Reciprocal Teaching

A second example of altering discourse patterns in classrooms during literacy
events is Palincsar & Brown's (1984, 1989) "Reciprocal Teaching" method. Reciprocal
teaching, developed to increase reading comprehension and metacognitive strategies, is
premised on students internalizing the dialogue about text that is modeled by the teacher.
The dialogue is structured around four strategies: summarizing, self-questioning,
predicting, and clarifying. The teacher provides support for the students as they gradually
acquire the ability to use the strategies independently (Brown & Palincsar, 1982).
Besides showing that reciprocal teaching significantly increases reading comprehension in
both elementary and junior high school students (Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Palincsar,
1987; Palincsar & Brown, 1989), research on reciprocal teaching suggests that students
do internalize the dialogue modeled by the teachers. This internalization is reflected in
students’ use of strategies in their dialogue with other students, independent of the teacher
(Palincsar, 1986; Palincsar & Brown, 1989). Distinguishing features of the dialogue
that affected student learning included the teacher (a) supporting students' ideas at the
idea level rather than the word level, (b) linking students' ideas to new knowledge; (c)
focusing the dialogue; (d) being explicit with students; and (e) reformulating evaluation
of students' responses from negative to more constructive (Palincsar, 1986).

Students are able to learn reciprocal teaching methods through dialogues the
teacher uses and successfully implement the strategy with peers. In their study of
seventh-grade remedial reading students, Palincsar, Brown and Martin (1987) found that
tutors provided modeling for their students and provided help to their tutees in ways that
reflected the previous teacher-student dialogues. The reciprocal teaching research links
classroom discourse, specifically the dialogues used in the instruction, to learning of

students about the texts with which they engage.
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Daycare Program

A third example of setting that altered traditional discourse patterns and classroom
interactions can be found in an ethnographic study by Rowe (1989). She studied a daycare
program for 21 three and four year old children. The program focused on providing
opportunities for children to choose how, when, and why they would participate in literacy
activities. Print related activities included writing notes to parents and classmates,
writing books to be shared, writing stories for the class paper, and reading trade books
with a teacher. Teachers provided demonstrations and supported children's efforts at
using literacy. Children and teachers participated in continual discourse about the
literacy activities in which they were engaged in a natural conversational form.

Rowe's work illustrates how young children learned to interact with each other and
with their texts through dialogue. The study shows frequent patterns of linkages between
children's earlier social interactions with other children and adults and their later
conversations as well as links between social interaction and the texts students produced.
Children used content, processes, and purposes demonstrated by the adult or student
authors as starting points for their own texts, as confirmation of their existing literacy
knowledge, as means to form new literacy knowledge, and as opportunities to revise their
own hypotheses about literacy. The data show that the character of the interactions among
teachers, children, and their peers played an important role in the kinds of cognitive
strategies that students used independently as they read and wrote. Examples from the data
indicate the ways in which students appropriated the dialogue from the interactions to use
in their own texts. The study suggests that, in classrooms where there is curriculum
aimed at developing children's literacy learning by providing children with functional
reasons to participate in literacy, students can learn about text from social interaction.

The three examples are linked by their focus on altering patterns of discourse and
social interaction during literacy instruction. Each provides some evidence of the

relationship between discourse in the social interactions and learning about written texts.
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The KEEP example is informative about how "participant structures,” which are

culturally learned forms of interacting, influence the learning about texts (Philips,
1972). Reciprocal teaching provides evidence of how scaffolded dialogue can enhance
comprehension and be used by students to direct their own learning. The research by Rowe
specifically links discourse about literacy in a less structured setting with learning about
text.

The first two examples, however, are limited to comprehension instruction in
reading. Additional research is needed with students in public school classroom contexts to
investigate further the link between dialogue in social interaction and learning about text,
especially in the area of writing. Fortunately, a basis for this research exists in the
literature that supports alternative forms of discourse through two major vehicles within
writing instruction: the teacher-student writing conference and peer response groups.
These two approaches to changing classroom practice through discourse have been
influenced by the Teachers College Writing Project (Calkins, 1986; Calkins & Harwayne,
1987; National Center for Research on Teacher Education (NCRTE), 1987).
Teacher-Student Writing Conferences

Purposes. In writing instruction, one of the ways that has been suggested for
students to internalize dialogue about texts and improve their writing is through teacher-
student writing conferences (Calkins, 1986; Graves, 1983; Murray, 1979). Both
researchers and practitioners have expressed several different purposes for writing
conferences. Calkins (1986) described the main purposes of the writing conference as
getting students to become critical readers of texts--to engage in dialogue with their own
texts. The conferences are conceived of as conversations between the teacher and child that
can include the topic of writing, the strategies the student uses, as well as the writer's
goals and opinion of the work (Calkins & Harwayne, 1987).

Beginning writers have the opportunity to have their work supported and valued

through dialogue, while discussing texts gives students the opportunity to practice orally
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ways of using written language (Florio-Ruane, 1991; Graves, 1983). Writing
conferences also provide an immediate audience for responses to a piece of writing. Daiute
(1985) suggested that conferences offer children models and strategies for looking at
their writing objectively and an opportunity for the monitoring of a writer's thought
processes. The writing conference also provides the students and teacher the opportunity
to "trade conversational places" (Florio-Ruane, 1991) because the student may initiate
talk, while the teacher is ideally in the role of responding to student concerns.

The goal of the writing conferences is, ultimately, for the improvement of student
texts and the development of thought processes by stimulating reflection in relation to
suggestions and responses that have been offered. After engaging in conferences, students
ought to be able to carry on inner dialogues in which they internalize the social and
conversational activities that took place between the teacher and student.

Besearch evidence. Most of the literature on conferences consists of descriptions of
successful conferences and guidelines for participants to consider in conferences (Calkins,
1986, 1991; Graves, 1983; Murray, 1979). For example, Murray (1979) emphasized
the need for the respondent to listen to what the writer is communicating and not impose a
particular structure onto the text the student is creating. Graves (1983) suggested that
the child must lead in the interaction about text, while the teacher must react in a
responsive, intelligent way. Calkins (1986) provided more specific guidelines for
conducting conferences by suggesting there are different kinds of conferences that serve
different functions. Whereas content conferences are focused on asking questions about the
writer's intentions and the content of the text, design conferences may include suggestions
about focusing a topic or the questions about the structure of a piece. Strategies for
responding to the writer include listening to what the writer has to say, asking authentic
questions, and making suggestions about how to improve texts. The role of the teacher is to
help the writer find his or her own intentions (Graves, 1983). Although these authors

provide rich descriptions of classroom practices to facilitate teacher-student interaction
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about text, few research studies have examined the relationship between these conferences
and student learning.

The studies that have been done on teacher-student conferences have focused on the
process that takes place between teachers and students and suggest that writing
conferences replicate the traditional teacher domination of the talk that characterizes
other kinds of classroom discourse. Although teachers believe that the writing conference
is more helpful than any other type of response to students' texts (Freedman, 1987),
successful scaffolding of instruction rarely occurs. Freedman's (1987) ethnographic
study of two ninth-grade classrooms demonstrates how the students were oriented to the
teacher’s task rather than to one another's writing. An analysis of the patterns of talk
revealed that the teacher did not relinquish control.

Instead of teachers relinquishing control and encouraging students to take over
more of the dialogue, teachers have continued to dominate the conferences and turned them
into unilateral lessons from teacher to student (Jacob, 1982). In some cases, writing
conferences resembled traditional "teacher red penciling, oriented to correcting mistakes"”
(Bruce & Michaels, n.d., p. 71) through face-to-face interaction rather than substantive
exchanges between teacher and student.

Michaels and her colleagues have studied conferences within the context of two
sixth-grade classrooms using ethnographic approaches to data collection and analysis. A
common theme in the studies is the relationship between the teacher's authority role and
her expectations for the kinds of texts students should produce. The teacher's goals played
a dominant role in the 60 conferences that were analyzed in the first study. In most cases,
students changed their texts to match the teachers' expectations (Michaels, Ulichny, &
Watson-Gegeo, 1986). In a linguistic analysis of compositions by 14 students and the
conferences about those drafts, Michaels (1987) found that responses by the teacher and
revisions by the student were geared toward finding a match between the text and the

teacher's implicit schema for an adequate representation of the text. If students' texts did



26

not match the teachers expectations, the students changed them to get the teacher's
approval. The power differences between teacher and students resulted in lack of
synchrony between students' intended meanings and the teacher's expectations as well as
resulting in students becoming passive, expecting teachers to correct their drafts
(Ulichny & Watson-Gegeo, 1989).

The studies conducted by Michaels and her colleagues point to the difficulties of
changing classroom norms within the teacher-student writing conferences. Suggested
reasons for these difficulties include minimal support for instructional innovation,
system-wide pressure to improve achievement test scores, and district mandated writing
tests that do not support the goals of process writing (Ulichny & Watson-Gegeo, 1989).
Although mandated curriculum, large class size, and lack of time are institutional forces
that impinge upon teachers' practice of writing conferences (Florio-Ruane, 1991),
teachers can leam to listen and respond to student writing in an authentic way through
extensive inservice programs that are aimed at changing teachers' conceptions and
practice of writing (McCarthey, 1990b). Teachers need supportive conditions and
extended training in process writing that provide the means to engage in meaningful
dialogue with students.

Besides teachers' domination of conferences, teachers display differential
treatment toward students of differing ability levels and ethnic backgrounds. In Freedman
& Sperling's (1985) linguistic analysis of one teacher and four college students who
differed in ethnicity and achievement level, the authors found there were differences in
topics that were the focus of the conferences, differences in the amount of praise low and
high achieving students received, and differences in synchrony between teacher and
Student depending on the student's achievement level. The study suggested that although the

te@acher did not intend to treat the students differentially, ethnicity and achievement level
do affect the teacher-student interaction. Recent studies such as Sperling (1989) suggest

theat patterns of interaction in dialogue vary from one student to another. In her study
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focusing on one teacher's interactions with six ninth-grade students, Sperling (1989)
used both quantitative and qualitative analyses to establish that the dialogue patterns
between teacher and student varied for different students according to the purpose of the
conference, the particular writing task, and the different types of conferences. In
addition, the collaborative relationship between the teacher and student varied for the
same student at different times in the sequence of tasks. This study suggested that dialogue
patterns in conferences are dynamic and that collaboration between teacher and student
exists on a continuum.

Although the studies described above are helpful in highlighting the power
differential between the teacher and student, the difficulties with changing classroom
norms, and differential treatment among students by the teacher, the studies do not make
explicit links between the teacher-student interaction in the conference and what students
learn about text. Relatively little research has focused on the process through which
students incorporate the dialogue from the conference into their thinking about and
revision of their texts. Research is needed to examine the relationships between the
dialogue that takes place within writing conferences and student learning within classroom
contexts. This study builds on the work done in writing conferences, but extends it by
making more explicit the link between what occurs during writing conferences and what
reemerges in students' talk and in their texts.

Another classroom practice designed to change the nature of student learning about
their writing through discourse is through peer response groups. Peer response groups
hold the promise of altering traditional discourse patterns because they lack the
traditional authority figure, the teacher, who generally dominates the talk about text.
Problems with teacher-student writing conferences may be ameliorated by having

students in control of the discourse.
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Peer Response Groups
Purposes. The literature on peer groups in writing suggests a variety of purposes

for peer groups depending on teachers' and students' goals: (a) responding to writing; (b)
thinking collaboratively; (c) writing collaboratively; and (d) editing writing (DiPardo &
Freedman, 1988). Further, groups provide a forum for discussing the writing process,
generating ideas, understanding the functions of an audience, and providing support for
engaging in writing (Gebhardt, 1980). The benefits claimed for teachers and student
discussing texts together include writer's knowledge becoming available in talk; the
beginner's work being supported through questions, comments, and suggestions of others;
beginning writers having the opportunity to practice orally ways of using written
language; and talking about text making clear to the writer the value of his/her work
(Calkins, 1986; Florio-Ruane, 1988; Graves, 1983). Students can then transform the
conversation based knowledge and strategies into their independent writing. Additionally,
students who engage in talking about their texts reveal their beliefs about literacy and
their thought processes (Daiute, 1989).

Besearch evidence, What do students learn about writing from peer interactions?
What is the nature of the social interaction and the discourse when writing groups work
together? A small body of literature from both process-product and ethnographic
methodologies has contributed to our understanding of the relationship between social
interaction and student learning. Hillock's (1984) meta-analysis of 29 experimental
studies comparing instructional approaches that rely on small groups found that students
can learn from one another to improve their writing when given more structured tasks.
Other process-product studies by O'Donnell, Dansereau, Rocklin, Lambiotte, Hythecker
and Larson (1985) have provided additional evidence about the relationship between
students working in groups and improved writing. In their first study of college students
writing cooperatively, O'Donnell et al (1985) found that not only did students who wrote

cooperatively write more explicit communicative instructions than those who wrote alone,
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but the students who worked together initially also wrote better instructions alone than
those who initially wrote alone. In the second study of 49 obllege students, the authors
found that cooperative interaction during rewriting can also improve some aspects of the
written product.

Research focusing specifically on revision when peers respond to and edit writing
has revealed that students can help one another improve their writing through response.
For instance, in a process-product type of study of 250 college students, Nystrand
(1986) compared different classroom structures and measured their success through
students' achievement in writing. He found that students who worked in groups produced
better revisions than students who did not work in groups. In addition, the students who
worked in groups reconceptualized writing as revision, whereas students who did not work
in groups viewed the task of revision as editing only. When the peer groups worked well,
students tended to gravitate to the problem areas of the texts and deal concretely with the
uncertainties of the texts to which they were responding. Nystrand (1990) suggested that
peer conferencing is successful because it concretizes readers for writers; students write
for a particular reader and learn to balance their intentions with writers' expectations.
These studies suggest the impact that peers can have on student writing, especially in the
revision stage.

Although the Hillocks, Nystrand, and O'Donnell studies provide data about the
relationship between group interaction and effects on the products of writing, none of the
studies examined the quality or kind of talk engaged in by students during writing.
Nystrand and Brandt (1989) did investigate the talk of group members in their study and
found that students who worked in peer groups produced higher quality texts than those
who did not, and that the students who worked in peer groups could accurately predict the
strengths and weaknesses of their own texts in ways that correlated with trained raters.
Another study by Nystrand and Brandt (1989) found a relationship between peer input

and the author's subsequent revisions, with the extent of the discussion predicting the
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level of revision. For instance, discussion at the level of genre would influence other
levels of changes such as revisions in organizational structure of the text.

In their studies of the talk of 46 students in peer response groups from nine
classrooms representing 5th, 8th, 10th, 11th, and 12th graders, Gere and Stevens
(1985) found that students' responses were specific and focused on the text. The coding of
tak into the content of the topics students discussed and the ways of responding such as
informing, eliciting, and directing revealed that students' talk was focused on the writer's
intended meaning. The students were evaluative in their comments, praising or criticizing
using accompanying details to support their suggestions, and collaborative as expressed in
the ways in which they helped each other improve the drafts. Students' comments were
richer and more varied than teacher feedback which tended to be generic, focused on
mechanics, and embodied a specific conception of good writing. Further research suggests
that the type of text and the grade level of students affects what students attend to in the
texts. Gere and Abbott (1985) found that younger students attend more to content, while
older students attended more to form. In addition, narratives evoked more discussion of
content than expository texts.

Studies focused on the talk of elementary students about writing suggest that even
young writers can discuss text in useful and sophisticated ways. Dahl's (1988) study of
one fourth-grade classroom focused on the nature of the talk about revision, the
expectations learners had when they conferred with a peer, and the extent to which
revision occurred. Using a microanalysis of peer conferences and student interviews,
Dahl found that students did focus their talk on helping other students revise and writers
took into consideration respondents’ comments to their drafts. Students expected and
received help through peer conferencing when conferences focused on improving the
author's draft.

Group writing conferences influenced revision knowledge and revision activity in a

study of 16 students in a first-grade classroom (Fitzgerald & Stamm, 1990). Using a
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combination of methods that included a single-subjects-with-replicates design and a
coding scheme to trace revisions to conference comments, the authors found that students'
talk during interviews and the actual revisions were linked to the talk that occurred
within teacher-led response groups. The extent of the conference's influence on their
knowledge of writing was mediated by their entry-level knowledge of revision such that
there were much greater effects for students with the least knowledge and little
measurable change for students with high amounts of knowledge initially. This study
linked the talk that takes place in conferences with subsequent revisions by young
children.

Daiute's (1989) study of third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade classrooms did not focus
on student talk in relation to revision, but rather focused on what students learned from
the talk during collaborative writing tasks. When student discourse was analyzed, the
researchers found that children engaged in playful talk that contained elements of critical
thinking. After examining the texts the students wrote individually after collaboration,
Daiute found that students' individual writing improved after collaborating with one
another, especially when there was a balance between playful talk (e.g., role-playing,
trying out concepts, using imagery) and controlled talk (e.g., planning, evaluating,
labelling, or controlling the composing process).

These studies have differed in the questions that were asked (e.g., relationship
between group interaction and achievement, the relationship between talk and writing, or
the relationship between the teacher's authority and group interaction), in the definitions
and purposes of the task in which students were engaged (e.g., writing together versus
responding to one another's individual papers), the grade level of participants (e.g.,
college, high school, and elementary), and the method used in the study (e.g., meta-
analysis, process-product, or ethnographic). Because of these many differences, there is
no consensus about the relationships among group interaction, talk within groups, and

learning. However, an emerging picture suggests that: (a) peer groups, whether writing
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collaboratively or responding to writing, can have a positive impact on student writing;
(b) the nature of the talk is an important element in determining the kinds of revisions
students make in their texts; and (c) the kind of talk may influence the learning of
individual students. What is lacking, though, are data about how the talk within peer
groups is related to student learning as measured by anything other than changes in
students’ drafts. More research is needed to examine what students learn from the talk
using additional measures of student learning.

Although response groups have been used in some elementary, secondary, and
college settings, they are not widespread (Applebee, 1986). Students who have
participated in them do not necessarily find them as helpful as conferences with the
teacher (Freedman, 1987). Additionally, teachers may experience difficulties in
organizing, managing, and monitoring the groups within the larger classroom structure.
Like teacher-student conferences, they are labor-intensive and time-consuming. The
larger constraints of the organization such as large class size, mandated curriculum, and
other institutional forces may mitigate against teachers' widespread use of them (Florio-
Ruane, 1991; Ulichny & Watson-Gegeo, 1989). Additionally, some teachers may not want
to give over the control of response to students.

As DiPardo and Freedman (1988) concluded at the end of their review of peer
response groups, many questions about the nature of peer response remain unanswered.
They suggested that studies are needed to relate peer talk to the larger instructional
context, while focusing on actual patterns of students' interactions and ways that students
solve intellectual problems. Although this study focused more on teacher-student
interactions than on peer response, the body of work on peer talk in writing contributes to
our understanding of programs that are attempting to change the traditional norms of
classroom discourse. Peer response is another form of response that might go on in a

process writing classroom simultaneously with teacher-student conferences; both
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teacher-student conferences and peer conferences are recommended in elementary

classrooms by Graves (1983) and Calkins and Harwayne (1987).



CHAPTER 3
METHODS

This study extended previous work related to writing conferences, while linking
this work to the larger classroom context and exploring issues about the relationship
between discourse and learning about text. The focal questions guiding the study were:

(1) What do students internalize from the disc?urse that occurs during the writing
period?
(2) What might account for what students internalize from the dialogue?

In this study, internalization of social experiences was defined according to Harre's
(1984) model. Because the theoretical model is a socio-cognitive one, both the cognitive
and social domains were included in exploring what was internalized. For example,
cognitive domains might include understanding (a) the writing process such as planning,
drafting, and revising; (b) the use of descriptive language and style; (c) organization of
text; or (d) mechanics of grammar and punctuation. The social domains of writing include
how to participate in a writing process classroom such as choosing an appropriate topic,
conferring with the teacher, and sharing writing with an audience.

To examine what students internalized from the discourse, the study focused on two
major aspects: (a) the opportunities that students had during the writing period for
internalization to occur; and (b) the reemergence of that dialogue from social interaction
in students' talk and students' texts as indicators of internalization. Several concepts
discussed in Chapter 2 emerged as particularly significant in what students internalized.
First, the concept of jntersubjectivity in this study is defined by a shared understanding
between the teacher and student within a particular moment about a particular task.
Participants achieve intersubjectivity through negotiation within the writing
conferences; uptake by speakers--often incorporating the words of the other in a
meaningful way (not simply parroting)--is an indication of intersubjectivity. Second,

the term synchrony implies agreement on the part of the two speakers. Scaffolding, the
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third term, is the process by which the teacher helps the student solve a problem or carry
out a task, nudging the student from one level of competence to a new level through models,
questions, or explanations. As the leamer becomes more competent, the teacher gradually
withdraws the temporary scaffold.

Assumptions and Definitions

The philosophical assumptions about methodology that undergirded this study were
consistent with interpretive traditions articulated by Erickson (1986). Interpretivist
traditions assume that humans share systems for defining meaning through culture.
Epistemological roots of these traditions may be found in phenomenological approaches
(e.g., Husserl cited in Bogdan & Biklen, 1982) and in symbolic interactionism which
assume that human experience is mediated by interpretation; therefore, reality consists of
multiple interpretations (e.g., Mead, 1934). Because different individuals may assign
different meanings to any particular action, the symbolic meaning attached to the action is
more important than the behavior itself (Erickson, 1986).

In interpretivist traditions, the researcher is the primary instrument of data
collection, providing a detailed, descriptive account of the setting and participants to
answer questions about how a phenomenon occurred (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982; Erickson,
1986; Merriam, 1988). Consistent with understanding the meaning that the participants
ascribe to their actions, the natural setting is the site for collecting data. Often research
questions emerge from the site as the researcher comes to understand the meanings the
participants ascribe to their actions.

The method of data collection and analysis for this study drew from Merriam's
(1988) work on case studies and Bogdan & Biklen's (1982) approach to qualitative
research. A case study is a bounded system appropriate for examining a particular
phenomenon, a specific social group, or an individual (Merriam, 1988). Case studies can

use either quantitative or qualitative methods. In this study, because of shared
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assumptions with interpretive traditions, | used qualitative methods--use of words rather
than quantitative analyses.

Analyses drew from sociolinguistic literature that suggests that interactions are
governed by context specific rules (Cazden, 1986, 1988; Florio-Ruane, 1987; Green,
1983; Hymes, 1972). Sociolinguists provide analytic methods to examine language in its
every day use, enabling researchers to use particular tools for analyzing everyday
interactions.

| have selected an interpretive frame in the belief that the research questions that |
was interested in studying, grounded in issues of social context, were best addressed
through its use. First, | wanted to understand how individuals used language to shape their
understanding of the contexts in which they interacted. Second, | wanted to understand how
the roles of the participants and the social context would mutually shape one another.
Third, | was interested in how the particular participants in the setting, the students and
the teacher, would make sense of their actions. Thus, | have drawn from interpretive
traditions, used sociolinguistic methods of analysis for understanding language use, and

presented my data in the form of themes and cases. !

1Although my assumptions and data collection processes were consistent with
interpretive traditions, the study was not purely ethnographic in several ways.
First, | had a somewhat well-defined question | wanted to examine before
beginning my fieldwork. This contrasts with many ethnographic studies in which
the specific research questions emerge from the context. Second, my analysis
was not purely inductive, building towards grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss,
1967). Instead, | used a particular theoretical framework to begin the study,
that of social constructivism, especially the model of Harre (1984), challenging
and revising this model as | went along. Third, a five week time period is not the
same as conducting a year long ethnography in a classroom; | chose to focus on a
particular period of time and set of tasks. Fourth, ethnographers generally study
the context as it is (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982). |, however, set up an intervention
of writing conferences between the older and younger students for a particular
purpose; some researchers might claim that | intervened in the setting and set up
a situation in which the older students do not ordinarily engage. However, once
students were engaged in the conferences, their conversations were naturally
occurring. For these reasons, | do not consider my study an ethnography, yet | do
believe that the assumptions, sources of data, and processes of analysis have
much in common with qualitative/interpretive traditions.
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While my study focused on several individuals and their learning processes, thus
qualifying as psychological cases studies (e.g., Merriam, 1988), my interests were in
understanding those individuals within their social contexts, thus issues of culture were
essential.2 | collected my data in a natural setting, a classroom, and consider myself the
primary instrument of data collection, augmented by various technological tools. Analysis
proceeded inductively, although | had some constructs in mind before beginning.

| present my understanding of the individuals within the setting in subsequent
chapters in three ways: (a) presentation of classroom themes and patterns of interaction;
(b) individual cases of the students; and (c) a cross-case analysis of the students. |
present a chapter on themes to provide the social context of the classroom to better
understand the individual cases. | present the complete cases of the individual students
because it is only through examining the individual's processes that we can understand the
nature of internalization for that student. A cross-case comparison is presented next to
compare and contrast students and to provide a lens on the larger issues relevant to
internalization. In the sections below | provide details about my data collection processes.

Data Collection

The following sections describe the setting of the study, the participants, and the
sources of data.

TIhe Setting

The study took place in a fifth-sixth grade classroom in New York City. The
teacher had participated in the Teachers College Writing Project and implemented a

particular version of process writing. Below, | discuss the rationale for selecting this

2Case studies can be of an individual, a classroom, a school, or even a larger
organization. My unit of analysis was the individual, thus qualifying as a
psychological study. Case studies can also be observational, relying on
observational data or life history in which extensive interviews are conducted.
My cases combined observational data and interviews.
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site, provide some details about the Teachers College Writing Project, and describe the
school context and the particular classroom.
Rationale for Site Selection

What led me to choose this site, this teacher, and these students? My previous
work with the National Center for Research on Teacher Education (NCRTE) provided access
to a particular writing program with a specific orientation towards writing--the
Teachers College Writing Project. Because of my interest in this program and my findings
that teachers could enhance their knowledge about writing, change their beliefs about
writing, and change their writing practices through their engagement in a particular
program (e.g., McCarthey, 1989; 1990a; 1990b), | wanted to explore the connections
between teachers' practice and student learning. Thus, | selected a teacher, Eima Meyer3,
who had demonstrated in her interviews in the NCRTE study a high level of understanding
of the principles of the Writing Project.

Although | had only been in Ms. Meyer's classroom on one occasion, | had observed
another teacher in the school on several occasions and knew something of the school
context. It was after discussions with the teacher about how to select the children, when to
come, and what she would be teaching that | found myself at Public School 9994 in New
York City. To understand Ms. Meyer's classroom, it is helpful to discuss the Teachers

College Writing Project which had influenced her teaching before describing the school and

classroom context.

Program Context
The Teachers College Writing Project was a coordinated effort between the New

York City Board of Education's Division of Curriculum and Instruction and Teachers

College at Columbia University to involve teachers and students in the writing process

3All names of principals, trainers, teachers, and students are pseudonyms.
4 This is a pseudonym for the school; schools in New York City are numbered by
district.
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within the regular classroom setting (Calkins, 1986; Calkins & Harwayne, 1987; NCRTE,
1987).5 The Writing Project had two major components: (a) teacher trainers
(including two co-directors, seven teacher-trainers, and three professional writers)
who interacted with teachers and children about the writing process in the public school
classrooms; and (b) workshops run by project staff at Teachers College that took place
during the two week Summer Institute, on Saturdays, and monthly during the school day
for New York City teachers (NCRTE, 1987). During the workshops and the Summer
Institute teachers engaged in writing themselves and responded to the writing of peers,
watched videotapes of trainers working with students, and engaged in such activities as
role-playing and discussing with one another ways to teach writing in their classrooms
(Calkins & Harwayne, 1987).

In the Teachers College Writing Project, writing is assumed to be purposeful;
students should be involved in the process of what "real authors” do (Calkins, 1986).
Just as authors write to record ideas, plan, organize, and make sense of their lives,
children should be able to choose their own topics to make sense of their lives (Calkins &
Harwayne, 1987). Writing is a process that consists of drafting ideas, responding,
revising and rethinking, sharing those drafts with others, and finally editing for
publication. Essential aspects of the program, called Writing Workshop, include: (a)
involvement of very young children in writing; (b) the use of invented spelling as part of
the acquisition of conventional spelling; (c) the use of literature for exposure to different
genres of writing; and (d) anecdotes about the personal lives of authors (Calkins, 1986).
The workshop is a place for "teaching to become deeply personal” (1986, p.6) where
teachers and students focus on topics of importance to children. The focus of much of the

Workshop is on encouraging students to write personal narratives.

SSoon after my data collection, the New York City School District cut the funding
for this program.
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The role of the teacher is to "help students care about their writing” (Calkins &
Harwayne, 1987, p. 23) and to “listen, extend, and guide" (Calkins, 1986, p. 8).
Teachers should establish a "literate environment” in which they can respond to the
writing of children by providing materials and a simple, predictable schedule. The
predictable structure which Calkins promoted in the staff development program consisted
of a mini-lesson in which the teacher presents an idea about the process of writing or
exposes students to a published author's piece, regular writing time in which students
write and confer with one another while the teacher circulates among students conferring
with individuals about their writing, and share time in which several students read their
work-in-progress and other students respond to it (Calkins, 1986). Calkins views
teacher-student writing conferences as being "at the heart of teaching writing™ (1986, p.
21) because through them students learn to interact with their own writing. This visible
structure is a vehicle for altering traditional classroom norms and fundamentally
changing the relationship between teacher and student by getting teachers to interact on a
daily basis with students about writing.

The Writing Project staff believed that involving a whole school in the process of
changing writing instruction was important. Public School 999 had been selected as one of
the sites for extensive on-site work. The teacher whom | selected worked closely with
personnel from the Teachers College Writing Project to develop long term changes in
classroom practices. One trainer, Ms. Ezmie Henderson, visited the school twice a week to
work with several teachers on the staff. Another trainer, Ms. Elsa Hall, visited the school
on one occasion when | was there.

School Context

The setting for the study was Room 555 located on the fifth floor of Public School
999, an old school building in the heart of Manhattan, New York City. The school is located
in a middle class neighborhood close to several area hospitals and draws students from both

the neighborhood and from across the city. The school draws primarily from the
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neighborhood children who do not attend private school and those whose parents work in
the nearby hospital facilities. However, as the teacher in the study suggested, students
come from all parts of the city, providing their own transportation, to escape going to
schools in a "ghetto type neighborhood.” The student population consists of an ethnically
diverse population, consisting of 53% whites, 16% blacks, 17% Hispanics, and 14%
Asians, as reported by the school principal. About 30 % of the 387 students that attend
the school are on free or reduced lunch.

Like many school buildings in New York City, the building was old, noisy, and not a
very inviting structure for teachers, students, parents, or visitors to enter. The
building's starkness was interrupted by the red door that faced the street and set the
building off from the residences and commercial buildings surrounding it. Few soft
cormners were evident in the building; instead, | was surrounded by clanging metal, heavy
doors labelled "in" or "out,” and cage-like apertures on the stairwells.

The attendants at the door warmed up with familiarity, but their function was
clear--to protect children from the possibilities of strangers entering the building and
harming the students. The bureaucracy of signing in and signing out, stating one's
purpose, and securing permission to enter the building decreased as the attendants got to
know me, although making friends with those whose jobs were to sit at a desk facing the
front door was not an easy one. | felt | had reached friendly communication in my final
week when the guard shared with me the manual he was studying to become a technician.

One of the striking features about this school was the noise level. The screeching of
bus brakes, the blaring of taxicab horns, and intense ambulance sirens continually pierced
the air. Additionally, the voices of children yelling in the schoolyard and the increasing
volume of teachers’ voices to hold students' attention above the din could be heard much of
the time. In the hallways and stairwells, students' and teachers' voices contributed to the
overall sense of frenzy that characterized the school, specifically, and Manhattan, in

general.
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The school was run by the principal, Tamara Klein, who was in her fourth year of
being a principal, having come from an administrative position at the district office. Ms.
Klein was trying hard to bring literacy programs such as whole language and the Teachers
College Writing Project to her school. As understood by the teacher in the study, the
principal hoped to persuade many of the neighborhood families who send their children to
private schools to return to public schooling by offering a more progressive approach
toward education.

Ms. Klein seemed reserved and business-like, but appeared committed to
improving the educational program offered in her school. She was not pleased that | was
doing research in her school, perhaps because she felt her teachers were already stressed.
She greeted me with the phrase, "l can't believe Ms. Meyer has agreed to do this with all
she has going on." However, once | was in the setting, Ms. Klein waved to me and made
arrangements for me to use the copy machine, although such severe restrictions were
applied that | always had to walk several blocks to have students' notebooks copied.

The Classroom

Stepping into Room 555 was a reprieve from the constant noise and hubbub of the
hallways, although the playground, street, and hall noise often invaded the classroom
space. As Figure 2 illustrates, the room was essentially divided into two areas: the rug
area and the desk area. The area of the room that contained the rug was devoted primarily
to reading and writing activities. The class met daily on the blue rug that occupied about a
quarter of the room. This area consisted of bookshelves, bulletin boards, and book jackets
that hung above the bulletin boards. This part of the room gave the impression of being a
“literate environment” because the bookshelves were crammed with picture books, while
shelves and shelves of fiction were easily accessible to the students. Students utilized the
space freely and selected books to read throughout the day. They recorded the titles of the
books they were reading on a chart on one of the bulletin boards. Book jackets were
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arranged aesthetically above the bulletin boards with a variety of jackets from The True
Story of the Three Little Pigs to Owl Moon.

Two large bulletin boards occupied the back corner of the rug area; they were
divided into 1' x 1 1/2' sections in which each child cut out his’/her name, placed it on the
board, and covered it with personal mementoes or pictures. For instance, Ella had a
picture of herself drawn by her friend, Serena; Anthony had a magazine photo of New York
City from the air; Miguel had cut-outs of whales, pop-eye, and assorted figures that he had
drawn himself; and Anita had photographs of her family and friends. The overall
appearance of the rug area was of a focus on literacy, an eye for aesthetics, and attention to
students as individuals.

The rest of the classroom consisted of five tables arranged throughout the rest of
the room, with four of the tables near the front of the room and only one near the back.
The teacher had assembled these tables herself because the original ones had come in the
wrong height; she spent the first week of school getting the tables to be the right size.
Students were seated in groups of five-six. An Apple lle, a VCR, a "math center” and the
teacher’s desk occupied the back comer and the wall space undemeath the windows. A coat
closet took up a small space in the back comer. The front of the room contained a large
blackboard and cubbies where students kept some materials. Most of the students' books
and materials, however, were kept in baskets under their chairs or on the tables
themselves. Students' writing notebooks, for instance, remained within easy reach of the
Students--on the table or in the baskets.

Patterns of interaction during writing time will be described at length in Chapter

4. However, the following description provides the reader with a brief account of the
types of activities that took place during daily writing sessions to understand the rationale

for the methods and procedures used. The daily writing period consisted of:
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(a) a "mini-lesson” in which the teacher and students discussed a topic related to
literature or the writing of texts; (b) writing time during which students worked on their
texts; (c) teacher-student writing conferences in which the teacher discussed an
individual student's text with him or her; and (d) a share session in which several
students had the opportunity to read their texts to the entire class.

The Participants

The participants in the study were the teacher, trainers from the Teachers College
Writing Project, and four students from ethnically diverse backgrounds.

Teacher

The teacher, Elma Meyer, was an experienced classroom teacher, having taught
elementary school for 18 years. She had taught in another part of New York City for 3 and
1/2 years prior to coming to P.S. 999 where she has been since 1977. Ms. Meyer had
been using a process approach to writing in her classroom for four years. She had taken
part in the Summer Institute in the summer of 1987. She continued to participate in
workshops at Teachers College, having taken a course in adult literature the summer just
previous to data collection. She was well-read herself and kept her own writer's notebook.
Ms. Meyer seemed eager to learn new things about writing and literature, and was sharing
her own knowledge with other teachers who attended workshops.

Ms. Meyer described herself as growing up in a middle-class Jewish family; she
had wanted to become a lawyer, but decided to become a teacher instead. A native New
Yorker, Ms. Meyer was in her mid 40s, was slender, had very dark, just short of shoulder
length hair, and had a strong presence in any room. She was a very expressive person,
bordering on the dramatic. Ms. Meyer talked a great deal and provided her opinion on most
matters quite freely. She had a rather loud, high-pitched voice that increased in volume
when she became excited. Her style of interaction matched well with Tannen's (1984)
description of "high-involvement style.”" In this style, the speaker tends to prefer

personal topics, shifts topics abruptly, uses a fast pace of speech and exhibits quick turn
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taking. Several paralinguistic features such as expressive hand gestures linked to high
involvement style marked her style as well. Ms. Meyer's style was often evident in her
interviews with me in which she would speak rapidly, shift the topic abruptly, and add a
dramatic flair; it was a challenge keeping up with her pace.
Ihe Trainers

Two trainers worked with Ms. Meyer at the time of the study. One trainer, Ms.
Henderson, came into Ms. Meyer's classroom at least weekly, occasionally twice a week for
a total of five visits. The other trainer, Ms. Hall, worked in the classroom on one occasion.
Both were experienced trainers who had worked for several years with the Project. Ms.
Henderson's role was to share literature with the large groups of students and to meet with
individuals or small groups of students about their writing. She also provided ideas and
support to Ms. Meyer. In fact, they worked collaboratively, discussing plans together
before the lesson Ms. Henderson conducted.
Students

Classroom 555 consisted of 28 students of ethnic backgrounds that reflected the
school population: 14 Caucasians, 7 African-Americans, 4 Latinos, and 3 Asians®. There
were fifteen girls and thirteen boys in this fifth/sixth-grade classroom. Students stayed
together for all subjects except for mathematics where they were divided into two groups
by ability. The school day was a busy one; students had different teachers for computers,
art, physical education and moved to those different locations where the subjects were
taught.
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