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Abstract

Current understandings about literacy have movedyairom the belief that literacy
is simply a process that individuals do in theiatie. These understandings do not
negate the importance of the individual aspecigerfacy learning, but they
emphasise understandings of literacy as a socadtce. In many cases, responses
to early literacy intervention seem to be groundetheories that appear out of step
with current literacy research and consequent evigethat literacy is socially and
culturally constructed. One such response is theditg Recovery program based on
Clay’s theory of literacy acquisition. Clay (199®scribes the program as a second
chance to learn. However, others have suggesteadtbgrams like Reading
Recovery may in fact work toward the marginalisatod particular groups, thereby
helping to maintain the status quo along classdgemand ethnic lines.

This paper allows two professionals, who utmgty found themselves involved
within the institution of Reading Recovery, to grtheir insider's knowledge to an
analysis of the construction of the program. Thpgranterweaves this analysis with
the personal narratives of the researchers as tlegotiated the borders between

different understandings and beliefs about literaog literacy pedagogy.

Introduction

Despite current understandings that literacy isaas practice, traditional and more
conventional beliefs — in particular that literasysimply a process that individuals do

in their heads — continue to inform school pracic@hilst Luke (1992) suggested
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that the move away from psychological views towanasre contextual explanations
of literacy as social practice' was not as evidiectassrooms as in the research
literature, pedagogical theory and teacher educgud 07), it now seems that the
deployment of programs that draw on traditionatdisive positions is an enduring
response of education systems and schools to pecckeiw levels of literacy. One
example of such a response is the Reading Recpvegyam, a systemic early
intervention program that is currently used in nuwne countries.

It has been argued that programs like Rea@expvery may work towards the
marginalisation of particular groups of childrenfoyileging the skills and
experiences of middle- and upper-class childrerd(®uMarling & Murphy, 1997)
and may also limit the development of richer comiogis and practices of literacy
(Lankshear & Knobel, 1998). The purpose of thiggras to problematise school
intervention practices, drawing on Reading Recoasrgn example. The paper sets
out to demonstrate how the regulating practicesuch an institution discipline those
involved, thus constraining the repertoire of posisies available to them. In this
way, we aim to show more generally how the pedagdgirractices of schooling,
particularly those aimed at providing interventfonlow achievers, can operate to
'shape and train' bodies in particular ways (Wrigb00, p.153) and construct
children as particular types of literate subjec@ir concern is that a program that has
been called 'a second chance to learn literacgy(@992, p.69) might in fact be a
second chance to fail, by actively preventing teagland students from
conceptualising literacy as multiple social pragtic

For the most part, evaluations of the effentess of the Reading Recovery
program have drawn on quantitative investigatidnshddren’s scores on reading and

writing tests. At best, these tests assess chilslability to compose or comprehend
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the print conventions of text, thus providing éttb enrich discussion about children’s
literacy. In contrast, we examine Reading Recowasrg social practice.

We begin with a short discussion of the progemd our involvement in it, provide
a detailed analysis of a Reading Recovery lesssedan Foucauldian notions of
discipline, and consider the implications of thguiation and constraint that were
identified by the analysis. Alternatives to the 8ieg Recovery program are
deliberately not suggested. In presenting an arsatiiat adds a new perspective to
the body of research available on Reading Recovexypurposely want to avoid
pitting one program against another. Our papevusded on the assumption that
there is not one program that should be used assmer to perceived low levels of
literacy, and we thus choose to not document whaitarnative to Reading Recovery
might look like.

We are very aware that our reading of the,datd of Reading Recovery more
generally, is but one of many possibilities. Oualgsis should be seen as adding to
the debate which has raged around Reading Recawnedrwe do not portray our
conclusions as a singular, definitive answer togihxestion of what the program is
able to achieve. We set out to investigate theabspcactices involved in the use of
Reading Recovery as an intervention, as a wayteheling the large body of

research which has already attempted to quantfptbhgram’s achievements.

One Intervention Program: Reading Recovery

Reading Recovery is based on the belief that theldpment of an effective

cognitive processing system will allow children wdr@ experiencing difficulties in
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literacy learning to develop strategic control @ding and writing processes.
Reading Recovery operates as a systemic earlgdiggagrogram, providing thirty
minutes of daily individual instruction for the |l@st literacy achievers in a Year 2
cohort, as determined by students’ scores on C[a¥93a) observation survey. Clay
(1991) argues that the program will bring aboubssquent independent literacy
learning' (p.1) once students have a self-extenslstem, which she describes as 'a
set of operations just adequate for reading atdighore difficult text for the precise
words and meaning of the author' (Clay, 1993b, .39

Set within a cognitive acquisition model détacy, the underlying theory of the
Reading Recovery program portrays reading andngreis processes that construct
meaning within the cognitive space of individualdaly, 1991). This implies that
reading, writing and their associated pedagogiedl@irriculum environments are
neutral and transportable — an approach that helpsnforce the view that literacy
practices can be packaged as a set of standalsitbll are attainable by all children
merely through hard work — and that it is possibleeduce reading and writing to a
simple process of cracking the code.

Our choice to focus on Reading Recovery asxample of early literacy
intervention programs has been a deliberate ongeathe authors of this paper,
unwittingly found ourselves involved in the institn of Reading Recovery. We
trained — and for a short time worked — as tutinesning Reading Recovery teachers
across a number of school districts. Thereforebrrgg insiders’ knowledge to this
paper. Whilst there seems to be lack of agreeadamit whether an insider’s
standpoint has an advantage over that of an outdidgles & Sachs, 2000), we

would argue that our experiences have enabled lisrig a rare perspective to our
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critique, as few of those who have worked withie tihstitution are willing — or

perhaps even able — to do.

The Study: Two interwoven narratives

In this paper, we weave our personal experienc&eatling Recovery into an
analysis of a Reading Recovery lesson. Our analymsefore, investigates several
layers of the program: teacher-child interactiosisvall as the experiences of teachers
and tutors. In attempting a multilayered discusswe have had to limit our in-depth
examination of Reading Recovery to a single lesimusing on the interactions that
occurred between one teacher and one studente$bhen focuses on Sam, who is in
his second year of schooling at a small metropokizhool, and his Reading
Recovery teacher. This lesson is being used asstance of Reading Recovery
teaching and learning and was chosen because wi aavwepresenting Reading
Recovery as most Reading Recovery teachers andrsgtuencounter it on a daily
basis. The lesson was selected from a relativefyelpool of Reading Recovery
lessons video recorded as part of a larger stuhstigating success and failure in
literacy learning in the early years of school.

In telling the story of our personal experienof Reading Recovery, we use
autoethnography (e.g. see Bochner, 1997; Ellings®88; Ellis, 1999, 2000; Ellis &
Bochner, 2000, 1996), which has been describeshaaitobiographical genre of
writing and research' (Ellis & Bochner, 2000, p.Y.38ince autobiographical stories
can connect 'the personal to the cultural' (ElliB&hner, 2000, p.740) — through the

inclusion of 'researchers’ vulnerable selves, eomati bodies and spirits' (Ellis, 1999,
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p.669) — the experiences of researchers are sealidsopics of investigation. In
using such an approach, we employ Tedlock’s (20@8gription of ethnography as
'the observation of participation’, a perspecthead enables us to experience and
observe our own participation along with that dfeos.

Although it is difficult to define autoethna@grhy and to show how it is different
from the many other forms of qualitative reseatdt use narrative, autobiographical
or reflexive methods, Ellis and Bochner (2000) arthat autoethnography requires
the researcher to 'become a vulnerable observés3p For Bochner (1997), the
social practice of telling a story allows contagtlaonversation between the personal
and academic selves, thus facilitating dialogueuiboportant issues — without the
concerns of theory and representation. Howevesuircase, our beliefs and our
understandings about literacy theory underpinnederperiences and the insider
approach that we have taken implicates a particafaresentation of ourselves and
our lived experiences.

In narrating the complexities of our lived erences, we acknowledge that our
subjectivities and emotional responses play a vital (Ellis & Bochner, 2000) and
we have drawn on feminist understandings that eliefs, understandings and values
are inextricably implicated in our research (Bla®95; Devault, 1990; Lather, 1992).
Although we have chosen to use autoethnographyt w@resent as our narrative is
a metaphoric retelling of events and implicatiadhsyeby foregrounding the

experiences that made us feel regulated and corexira

Beginning Our Story: Crossing the border
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Our experience of Reading Recovery was like crggsia border between two
countries. In entering the new country, we wengflamted by different beliefs,
different laws and different ways of doing thingsl ave were expected to become
citizens and to forget about all that we had kngreviously. Our journey across
that border was not an easy one, and indeed wasrm@mpleted in the sense that
was required by the law-makers of the new coumthy.regularly scuttled back across
that border whenever we had the chance. Althougbecame expert at looking like
citizens of the new world, of being, doing and &p®aas required, we never handed

over our passports and we found ways to stratelyicakist whenever possible.

This autoethnographic approach to the teltihgur own stories is set beside a
close analysis of a Reading Recovery lesson. isnithy, we investigate the
discourses of regulation evident within the instttn of Reading Recovery and
structure our analysis around three overlappinmége regulation of bodies,
regulation of time and regulation of knowledge.

We do not attempt to portray ourselves asmgtwvho did not willingly apply for
and accept these positions as Reading Recovermg tMtbthin the system in which we
worked, the role of tutor had status and offereglegment in the literacy field, at a
time when other advisory and off-class literacysjolere disappearing. We had both
been involved in such positions previously and wikto remain so for personal and
career considerations. However, when we accepte®&eading Recovery role, we
were not privy to the disciplinary practices at tbendation of the institution. By the

time we did realise how difficult that process wibbk, we felt committed to the
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school districts that had supported our appointsiant were awaiting our return as

trained tutors.

Getting a visa:

Our training as Reading Recovery tutors requirefdlayear of training in the theory
and practices of the program. Initially in applgifor the job, we had to go through
the procedures of writing an application, being gHisted and fronting for an
interview. The process was competitive — 300 appts for ten available positions.
The interviewers told us that no prior knowledgeattReading Recovery would be
assumed and that we would be taught everythingesded to know. What we
weren't told was that we would have to forget bhittwe ever knew about literacy
theory and that we would be expected to take onbedefs without questioning their
foundations. In hindsight, it seems ironic thatwese chosen by a process that
valued extensive knowledge about literacy as adamncept, to enter an institution
that appeared to disregard that notion.

Our role within Reading Recovery required aigitve up many of the
understandings and beliefs we had about literaay @replace them with a new set
of beliefs and values. Like Bonnie Barnes (1987¢acher who reflected on and
revealed publicly her uneasiness with her trainasga Reading Recovery teacher, we
were frustrated by the way we felt pressured te @k the beliefs of the institution of
Reading Recovery - to talk, to act and to look &kepecific type of literacy educator.
It seemed that the regimes of truth within thigifa8on and their day-to-day
actualisation as social practices were not avaitafir critique within the world of

Reading Recovery. Although this caused us muel, gralso allowed us to be
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strong in our resolve to construct ourselves agdity educators rather than Reading

Recovery educators.

As a result of our training and our experienaee bring insiders’ knowledge to an
analysis of the construction of Reading Recovéyr interweaving of the two
narratives — that of a Reading Recovery lessorgalath our own experiences —
allows us to examine how the Reading Recovery pragrperates in relation to
tutors, teachers and children. Such an approamhdas opportunities to move
beyond the usual research question of whetherrtigrgam improves children’s
literacy levels. Instead of simply comparing tlficcacy of Reading Recovery and
other intervention programs (e.g. Pikulski, 1994s& Smith, Casey, & Slavin, 1995;
Smith, 1994), or comparing children’s pre- and gasigram literacy levels (e.g.
Clay, 1993b; Rowe, 1997; Trethowan, Harvey, & Fra$896), we attempt to
deconstruct the way that the program works to tnaiors, teachers and children into
particular literate practices. We acknowledge thate is a body of research that
identifies the program’s success at providing ¢kitdwith the opportunity to develop
literacy strategies (e.g. Clay, 1993b; Pikulski949Pinnell, Lyons, De Ford, Bryk, &
Seltzer, 1994). However we wish to problematisefalcethat there has been little
attempt to critically analyse the program’s conaapsation of literacy.

We argue that the instruction provided by RegéRecovery lessons could train
students to be literate in such a particular way ithconstrains demonstrations of
other literate practices. In this way, insteaghi@paring students for their futures as
literate individuals, the program may well failgcepare students for other literate

events, perhaps even for the classroom literacygteweith which they are expected to
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engage on a daily basis. Our contention is treaptiogram is also constraining for

teachers and tutors.

An Approach to Analysis: Power, discipline and sureillance

Our analysis calls on notions of power founded Foacauldian persective. In
Discipline and PunishFoucault (1977) links the advent of disciplinjpgwer with

the institutionalisation of practices in societye uses Bentham’s Panopticon as the
metaphorical representation of the discipliningcéoof overlaying exclusion with
segmentation and control. Within the notion of ggaticism, visibility is the trap, and
the practices of individualisation, measurementsuzervision are allowed to occur
through surveillance which is at least ‘permanants effects even if it is
discontinuous in its action’ (Foucault, 1977, p.20lhe power relations within this
disciplinary project are in fact such that the exemn of power becomes essentially
unnecessary. It is more vital that individual knitney can be observed than that they
actually be observed. Power is both visible anceufiable to those being disciplined
— the mechanism for their surveillance is at aflets visible, but whether they are at
any point actually being observed is unverifiable.

The unverifiable nature of this power remoie&xercise from the possession of
an individual, and distributes it instead acrossléction of observers and observed,
distributed and segmented in particular ways. Tér@oBticon, Foucault (1977)
informs us, produces homogenous effects of powwe.ifdividual who becomes
conscious of his or her own visible surveillancegates responsibility for the

exercise of power thus becoming both enforcer hacgehforced upon.
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The notion of panopticism is then about:

a type of location of bodies in space, of distridutof individuals in relation
to one another, of hierarchical organisation, spdsition of centres and
channels of power, of definition of the instrumeautsl modes of intervention
of power,

(Foucault, 1977, p.205)

and it is thus a useful notion to overlay on tararestigation of discipline and power
within an institution like Reading Recovery.

Foucault's concept of disciplinary power akiofer a shift in the analysis of macro
structures to the micro structures of how poweisghle through its existence in
actions at the level of the body (Gore, 1998, p)23/ making power visible in this
way, we attempt to move beyond a negative construcif power towards an
investigation of how power relations, across sitéhkin the institution of Reading
Recovery, function at the micro level of socialgiiee.

Based on a close reading of Foucault, Gor@§)LRlentifies specific practices
involved in the functioning of power relations &gy are enacted within modern

disciplinary power. These include:

» surveillancedefined as the supervising, closely observingchiag,
threatening to watch, avoiding being watched,

* normalisation defined as invoking, requiring, setting or confargito a
standard, defining the normal,

» exclusiondefined as tracing the limits that will definefdilence, boundary,

zone, defining the pathological
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» distribution defined as dividing into parts, arranging and maglodies in
space,

» classificationdefined as differentiating individuals and/or goedrom one
another,

* individualisation defined as giving individual character to or spgog the
individual,

» totalisation defined as giving collective character to, specdya collectivity
or a will to conform,

» regulation defined as controlling by rule, subject to resimits, adapting to
requirements, invoking rules including through seomg reward or
punishment.

(Gore 1995, p.103)

Gore also discusses the regulatiospzce time andknowledgewithin the
mechanisms of schooling. We have categorised Gors{sight coding categories as
relating to the regulation of body, and see this @@ regulation of time and
knowledge as important categories for an invesogatf the institution of Reading
Recovery.

In this paper we choose to look closely atrtie played by language, particularly
interaction. Such an approach was used by WrfQ@) in her analysis of a
physical education lesson. By focusing on lingaistalisations of Gore’s categories,
Wright was able to show how students were constduatcording to dominant
discourses and how particular ‘ways of thinkingualibe body and moving the body'

(p.169) were accepted as normal whilst others neaddinidden.
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Discourses of Regulation

Reading Recovery teachers are trained throughiaeegf regular professional
development sessions, visits and critique by tuospeers. This training involves
inculcation into the program's theories, values lagleefs, and teachers are expected
to demonstrate their enculturation through thék #ad behaviours, through the
appropriation of words and phrases from Clay’s warkd through regular discussion

of Reading Recovery texts with peers, tutors aaithérs.

The written law: The guidebook. The place of reneee The circle.

The major normalising practice of Reading Recoveye use of Reading Recovery:
A guidebook for teachers in training (Clay, 199ahyl all Reading Recovery
personnel, whether trainers, tutors or teacherg thss text. At teacher and tutor
training sessions, colleague visits and conferenitesguidebook is mandatory
reading and the place to look for answers to questiand to determine whether
teaching decisions have been made according to'<lagory. Knowledge is
regulated by the use of this single text. It i®glart of the way in which Reading
Recovery personnel are constructed as a collegtive have a common knowledge
and a common tool to enhance this knowledge. Thle-bke entity of this text was
brought home to us as we sat in an audience ofcapmiately 500 Reading Recovery
personnel at an international conference, and watkhll others in the auditorium

turn to pages of the text at the request of thedtyspeaker. As we sat and refused to
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become involved, the keynote speaker resemblegaziper, the conference
participants a large congregation, and the booklosir laps one of great reverence.
At all levels, Reading Recovery training sessiaescanducted with participants
sitting in a circle configuration, except when treyserve two half-hour lessons from
behind a one-way screen. 'The circle' — the plabere the majority of discussion
and learning about the program takes place — pkaypsrticular role within the
institution of Reading Recovery. Participants sitahairs but are not allowed a desk
to balance the texts and writing material that maigtays be at the ready. This circle
of chairs allows patrticipants to be visible at athes and makes it impossible to resist

the training processes without overt and activeasuon.

Regulation of body

Schooling has been described as a set of prasjpaesfically designed to train the
body and to shape it in particular normalising w@isight, 2000). The body and
how it becomes visible are central to many areaslbboling. How teacher talk is
implicated in this regulation has been the sulgpéetork in physical education
lessons by Wright (2000). She believes that playgiducation, as a site specifically
focussed on the body, provides a rewarding spaaedount for the place of teachers’
talk and the practices it expects in the constoacand constitution of body.

We believe that Reading Recovery is also susite. We choose to investigate the

power relations evident, through talk and actibaf:t
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may have a hold over other's bodies, not so tlegtiiay do what one wishes
but so that they may operate as one wishes, watetthniques, the speed, and
the efficiency that one determines.

(Foucault, 1977, p.138)

Reading Recovery is a particular site within schmgpbecause it is one of the few
sites where a teacher and an individual studerfoared working together and alone.
The teacher has only one student to instructjrsitbbse proximity to that student,
and is therefore able to direct the student's hodlfferent ways from those
generally possible in a regular classroom. THnad opportunities for detailed
attention to the regulation of the student's body.

The teacher-directed approach of Reading Regdessons also indicates the
potential for regulation within each lesson. Teadfirectedness is visible in the large
number of directives, informatives and questiossesl by the teacher in the lesson
transcript, thus allowing her to obligate the ootlger participant present to produce a
similarly large number of responses. The teactwngrol not only stems from the
frequency of these issues, but also from the fedtghe already knows the answers to
her questions and sets appropriate standardsdattldlent’s responses. These
initiate-reply-evaluate (IRE) sequences are wetluhoented in the literature as
characteristic of instructional settings (Atkinsa881; McHoul, 1978; Mehan, 1979;
Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975).

Through these talk sequences, and throughgaiysaovement, the Reading
Recovery teacher in the lesson being investigatathle to determine when and
where the student will move, what he will do anavhee will do it. Not that we

suggest that the student is powerless in this gbrds we choose to construct the
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child as a competent actor within the resourcegabla to him in the context in
which he finds himself (Danby & Baker, 1998; Hutgh® Moran-Ellis, 1998; James,
Jenks, & Prout, 1998; Prout & James, 1997). Jupbat of our analysis will suggest
that while the teacher is involved in making cheiebout how she will act, these
choices are regulated by discourses of regulatrateat within the institution of
Reading Recovery.

It is possible to find discourses of regulatal body throughout the transcript and
the social practices of the lesson proceduressd tescourses become visible in both
the actions and language choices of the teachwee.tdacher can be seen to watch the
student closely as he reacts to her commands deédnshe often sits with her body
turned towards him and with her arm around hisrchider surveillance is
particularly obvious through the lesson, as sherdescher observations and
interpretations of the student's responses oratwlatd lesson record formats.

Linguistically, these discourses are evidarmughout the complete lesson.
However, we will limit our analysis to a short deatof the lesson, which comes after
the teacher has interrupted Sam's reading of tweboek from the previous day’s
lesson. She returns to sections of the book asdritbes her interpretations of what

Sam did and said while reading, as shown in thestmgpt that follows.

85 T: okay and when we kept going didn't we t@medkids in room?

86 S: six

87 T: six gave him an? a a[pple

88 S [apple

89 T: and the teachers in the staff room? 8[gal need some?

20 S [said you need some (1) ex[ercise

91 T: [exercise
and whata they say to him here?
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92 S: jump Griffin jump

93 T: yeah (2) | wonder what we would what yeauld do if you were down
running with Mrs Jinova and you saw a cat runniriiip wou (.5) would
you wonder what he was doing there?

94 S:er

95 T: look at him with all the kids doing theeecises maybe we could bring
some (1) cats to school | like the way here (teatim@s pages of book
back) you saidou need some yoguaihd then you looked at it and you
thought mmm hang on (1) something's not right? Vdichiyou change it
to

96 S: it was adidn't start with U

97 T: no:o=

98 S:Y

99 T: =yogurt starts with y doesn't it and th&drts with?

100 S: ori:ng

101 T: and also you would’'ve run out of? (1) wehuse if you need some yo§urhat
wouldya’'ve done with that word

102: S: a:h made it in another word

103: T: (laughs) no cause you can't make anott@dwan you (1) unless you said yogurt
juice would that make sense? no and | like the yay started saying oh you poor
cat said the chil:dr:en in room two but that doeswok quite right does it? if it was
children what would it start with

104 S: (1) CH

105: T:y:es and this one is?

106 S:KIDS

107 T:what's it spell

108 S:kids

109 T:yes you changed that. and you realisedsyarted to say? oh you poor cat
said the ch and then you looked you must have baké and thought

oh hang on that’s not right did you do that? nyau ghanged it to
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children good boy well | don’t know about you buy kat wouldn’t be
able to do that exercise (1) come over here and hdwok we made
member you were talking about you went to the liek

110 S: yeah

The social practice of surveillance is apptatieroughout the lesson interaction in
the repeated commands to 'see’ or 'have a loakat'will happen as in turn 109.
These words are used as commands to move the lesstmmove the student to the
next section of required reading or writing, tocijiéine the student's gaze and to
influence or control what the teacher and studeotlective experience of the book
or activity will be. Surveillance is also evidentthe practice demonstrated in this
section of the lesson as the teacher returns tmes®f the book already read by the
student. In turns 95, 103 and 109 the teacher dstrades the surveillance that has
occurred by relaying to Sam what he said and detaBse she often refers to her
notes, it is clear that this student is not onlyngelosely watched but that the
observations are being recorded for later reference

As the teacher tells Sam that she 'likes thg We has said certain things or read
particular sections (e.g. turns 95 and 103), slketassifying what it means to be a
reader and writer, thereby normalising these cormpbeial practices into skills that
can be performed in specific ways. Sam is beingctied to believe that reading is a
set of skills that can be mastered by followingriles. In turn 103 the teacher
clearly sets out a rule when she ignores Sam'sestigg that he would 'ma(k)e it
another word’, to solve the problem of having tamgwords on a page and instead
says 'no cause you can't make another word can mi'laughter at this turn
reinforces the notion that this is a rule and thabuld be comical to suggest

otherwise. She also praises Sam on several oosagiprecognising that he had
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performed actions that could not be “normal” in grecess of reading and correcting
this behaviour. This occurs in turn 109 when Saiolt he is a good boy for thinking
'hang on that's not right' and in turn 95 whenshield that the teacher likes the way
he thought 'hang on, something's not right' andg®ded to change his response.

By normalising these practices of reading anting, the teacher is also involved
in pathologising all other ways of reading and wgt Sam is told that the words he
chooses to say when reading must look right (&srims 103 and 109), and more
occasionally that they must make sense (turn Eif) that he must be thinking about
this as he reads. Itis evident that it is congdanormal to engage in this type of
thinking and questioning during reading. This fitsll with the theory behind the
program which suggests that learning to read isitalearning to problem-solve and
to use strategies. While this may well be parteaiding text for beginning readers, it
is neither the only or all encompassing skill drafepractices available to them. The
teacher often chooses to not hear Sam's responsesre particularly, his initiations
that do not conform to the way of reading advocatedin this interaction format.

For example, in turn 32 below Sam attempts to dishis competence as a reader by
explaining his knowledge of the details in onehd pictures. This is a practice that
he is encouraged to do as part of introductoryingadithin class reading lessons, but

within the context of Reading Recovery lessonsattesmpts are ignored.

32 S: it'sagridiron ball ((pointing to thietoire on the page))
33 T:_ohand what did Mum say
34 S:poor Tom said mum so mum went snip snip snip sewse& she shortened the

trousers and put them back. on the. bed
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As discussed above, the particular context®iReading Recovery lesson allows
for students’ bodies to be distributed in ways thaght not be available to teachers in
other contexts. The close proximity of teachechid allows bodies to be physically
moved for instance and for facial expressions amdilypmovements to be readily
used and recognised as communication. The stigsards his own classroom, desk
and materials to visit this Reading Recovery roomdssons, so the materials and
resources used are generally under the contrbleotfeacher. She moves books in and
out of the instruction space, offers writing madésj magnetic letters and other
resources to the student for use and determines ain@in what sequence activities
will be begun and completed. This control of rases affects the teacher's ability to
regulate the distribution of Sam. There is als@ence of this regulation of
distribution in the linguistic choices of the teackvho regularly uses terms like
‘come over here' or 'look at this' as in turn 109.

While there is evidence throughout the lessdooth a focus on individualisation
through the use of 'you' and totalisation or theation of a collective identity through
the use of 'we’, there are also several interefiggistic choices made by the teacher
that combine these two social practices. In t@nfér instance, the teacher begins to
specify a collective, but without pausing continties turn by singling out Sam's

supposed behaviour as individual.

93 T: yeah (2) | wonder what we would what yauld do if you were down
running with Mrs Jinova and you saw a cat runniriiip wou (.5) would

you wonder what he was doing there?

This change from discussing what ‘we' woulddthink to what Sam as an

individual ('you') would do or think also occursturn 109 when the teacher switches
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from discussing what 'we' made to what 'you' (Saere talking about. This might be
explained by the fact that, within the doctrineRefading Recovery, teachers are
encouraged to construct children as 'independemd’yet our analysis would suggest
that they are also encouraged to control so muevhat is occurring within the
lesson. The teacher is balancing control of Saatisres and encouraging him to
become independent, and this balancing is reflaatéer confusion between whether
it is Sam or Sam and herself 'doing' the reading.

It would seem, then, that the teacher is m&dlin regulating the body of Sam
through various social practices and this is evidefinguistic choice and general
lesson procedure. We wish to suggest, thoughthleaeacher is also having her
behaviour regulated by the very discourses of e that we discussed earlier. As
we investigate more closely the teacher's patiersurveillance of Sam and his body,
we begin to understand that the teacher’s choieacually displays of what would
be considered teaching competence within Readicg\ey. The guidebook (Clay,
1993b) used in training refers to how the teaaneist be a careful observer', helping
to explain the close surveillance she directs tavigam (Clay, 1993b, p.48). Clay

also emphasises the importance of the 'observimgeps' (p.3) to effective teaching:

To be able to detect how different the path hdsetéor some children we will

have to observe a little more closely than we havke past what the five-to

six-year-old is doing and what he is capable of . .

and
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If there is no magical moment at which a childnsady”. So what we can
look for in the first year that indicates progressack of it? | look for
movement or change in the child's behaviour. Mtedon for progress during
the first year of school would be that he movesiftbose responses he can
give when he comes to school toward some othesdbat | see as
appropriate for him. | am looking fonovement in appropriate directioasd
only careful monitoring will assure me that thel@dhs not practising
inappropriate behaviours.

(Clay, 1993b, p.3)

Clay (1993b) also instructs teachers to controltviime child is surveying because 'it
IS necessary to be alert at all times to what thlelien are directing their attention to'
(p-24). In fact, teachers are called to be aterhany and various student actions and
talk through out the book.

It is also possible to find direct referencdite action of returning to material after
it has been read to ensure the child has a clemrstanding of the surveillance that is
part of this lesson and is made conscious of higia behaviours. One example of

this from the guidebook (Clay, 1993b) is:

So after the reading the teacher could turn batkdgage involved and say
things like:

| liked the way you solved that puzzle on this page

Look at this word. You said...

Let's take a look at what you said...

(Clay, 1993b, p.38)
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Using Foucault's notions of disciplining thghusurveillance, it is possible to
explain how this teacher has become disciplineal patrticular ways of being and
doing literacy instruction. The teacher was trdime'circles' to say these words; was
required to read the guidebook until able to dertrates her knowledge by locating
short passages or phrases at her tutor's commadd&kraws herself to be the
recipient of very visible surveillance, which istrad all times verifiable and thus

assumed to be continuous in its patterns.

Into a militarised zone:
During our training year we felt that we were cargty under surveillance. To us,
some of the surveillance techniques,whether theg dieected at individuals or at
the group as a collective, seemed quite sinigkar. example, we were told that
"there wasn't a day that went by when somebodynahe field didn't ring to report
something", implying that we were always being Weadl; regardless of whether the
trainers were with us or not. Our surveillance waade visible - although it was very
often unverifiable — and we were trained to becdmeeenforcers of our own
discipline. When our trainers came to watch oacteng or tutoring, they took notes
and kept copies for our files. Although we recegdithat this was a fairly usual
thing to do as part of training, we were suspicious

Our fear of being under constant surveillascefaced in what now seem like silly
ways. For instance we would say things to tutorgsivbn visits to the field, and then
enjoy the fact that that information later becarhe basis of a training session for us

- making it clear that tutors were reporting backdur trainers. Being able to verify
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this surveillance seemed important at the time. Wb seem to be ridiculous and
exaggerated responses were not based on unfouaedes] fn Reading Recovery,
children are watched and listened to from behiraha-way screen without their
knowledge. Why not us? It seemed to us that Re&bngvery was very much about
people watching and listening to others — ofterectby and very often with an

unspecified purpose.

Regulation of time

There are several indications that the issue a# tsnmportant in this particular
lesson. Temporal phrases such as 'off you gop 'geang’' and 'let's go' reoccur
throughout the interaction and are used to keepefs®n moving towards its end
point. The teacher regularly checks her watch @edns concerned when Sam moves
slowly or spends time working something out. Themesalso references to running

out of time, as in the following extract:

135 T: yep you've done tha:t? so what are yonggm do what were you gunna
do what were you gonna say today you told me yerewgunna say
something else about it and we didn't have timengiccause you wrote
such a lo:ng sentence but we sai@ ake'll do the second sentence today

what was it

We maintain, then, that the teacher conttwsrights to pace the interaction, and
this raises the question of why she is so preoeclyith time. It has been argued

that concern with time can be a result of systeroitstraints on an institution
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(Silverman & Gubrium, 1994) and, in the case ofd®ag Recovery, there are two
intertextual influences that might affect time goate. One is a philosophical
obsession with accelerative learning. Clay (1%9abes that the program is 'close to
the edge of cost effectiveness' (p.74) and mustenabiudren quickly in order to
justify its existence. The other is an economigd palitical constraint that is enacted
by administrative personnel concerned with keephegpurse strings of education
accountable.

The texts used in training Reading Recoveaghers make many references to
keeping an intense pace during lessons. In desgribe program as 'a second
chance to learn’, Clay (1992) hazards against ézastiasting time. Under the

heading, & economy of learning timehe states:

If children are to catch up with their classmategime can be wasted. The
teacher must guard against trivial pursuits andnshgt make judgements
every lesson about what will accelerate the chileisning.

(Clay, 1992, p.75)

Further, the text specifically used for trainingadag Recovery teachers (1993b)

makes continued reference to lesson timing and. fi2mwe example is:

The principles of an intensive program allow thesel supervision of the shifts
in the child’s responding. Short lessons held oftenimportant for success.
This allows the learning to be carried over frone olay to the next.

(Clay, 1993b, p.9)
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The local enactment of this call for shortemsive lessons can be seen in schools,
where Reading Recovery teachers and children veotikiers. Similarly, classroom
teachers are under pressure to remember to senéxh&eading Recovery student
early, so that they will be ready for lesson chaoger, and students sit reading to the

call of:

19 T: quick off you go

This philosophical call for intensive, fastcpd lessons is supported by the
systemic constraints impacting on teachers’ work lacal level. Teachers’ 25 hours
of duty over a fortnight are segmented into akelds fifteen minute time slots, to
justify the system’s time allocation for teacheargeach four children individually on
a daily basis. Teachers are allowed exactly twhotys over ten days to conduct
four 30 minute lessons daily. No time is assigradchangeover between children or
for any lesson to run longer than the prescribethBlutes. This top-down
surveillance of teachers’ use of time starts asgstemic centre of the education
authority and moves through district personnegdaool principals and ultimately to
Reading Recovery teachers.

The intertextual nature of the constructioneshporal importance across basic
theory explanations and systemic requirement tead{zs to explain why the teacher
seems obsessed with fast-pacing the lesson. $éegused to teach four half-hour
lessons to four individual children, with not a speninute, then moves on to teach a
class for the rest of her working day. Howevemsbhow, she must save-up minutes
when she finds herself able so that she can basetefor a fortnightly professional

development session. At these sessions, sheuseddo read and discuss texts that
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encourage her to accelerate her students and td ggainst wasting time on trivial
pursuits. She is made to feel that leisure anécelin time within the lesson is a sign
of non-effective teaching.

The irony of this situation is that, while S@éwgranted time to work at words in
order to develop 'independenf€lay, 1993b, p.43) and problem-solving abilitidee
time constraints placed on the teacher’s work teatie construction of the
interaction in such a way that the teacher maistaomplete control of the pace of

the lesson.

Regulation of knowledge

Knowledge is carefully regulated by many of theialogractices of Reading
Recovery. Again this is evident in the linguistiwices of Sam’s teacher during the

lesson, especially when she tells Sam what hehoaght:

95 T: look at him with all the kids doing theeecises maybe we could bring
some (1) cats to school | like the way here (teatim@s pages of book
back) you saidyou need some yoguahd then you looked at it and you
thought mmm hang on (1) something's not right? Vdichiyou change it

to

Such practice is not uncommon in Reading Reigolessons. Similarly, teachers
often instruct children to 'remember’ particulasp@nses or skills. In setting out to
teach children how to use a particular set of dbgnprocessing strategies, teachers

draw on a limited set of questions and statemehtshnare drawn directly from their
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guidebook (Clay, 1993b). Teachers are encouragadd the questions and
statements as they have been written and this vwdsrg in the lesson, especially

when the teacher commented on Sam'’s reading, tas iiollowing turns:

19 T: |Ilove the way you said that

29 T: |like the way you said thaight

39. T: Ilike the way you said and put themkban the bed as if to say oh not again . . .

Sections of these phrases, like so many of those log the teacher during the lesson,
can be found printed in italics in the guidebookrdughout the lesson, the teacher
regulates the knowledge that is read, written goodken about.

Further in Reading Recovery lessons, childrenable to read only texts that have
been selected by their teacher. Although eachl chibffered a selection of texts for
the familiar reading section of the lesson, theheahas always previously selected
the books to be offered. Although Reading Recoweaghers would argue that texts
are selected with a particular child in mind, adentying assumption of the program
is that low achievers in reading should move thloadinely graded or levelled set of
texts with the gradient of difficulty being decidedon by the teacher.

Even though the books selected by the teanhgrbe of any type, as long as they
fit the program’s levelling requirements — and mé&schers and tutors are attempting
to include a variety of text types — storybooks stk over represented in most
Reading Recovery sets. Research (e.g. Heath, 1983) has shown that such
practice tends to advantage children who have redqus experience with that type

of literature and those children are often notdhes who belong to the most at-risk
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groups. Such practices may disadvantage thosdrehilvhose home reading
practices do not include storybooks or readingtpres similar to those validated by

Reading Recovery.

Facing new rules and regulations:

One of the frustrations of our year of tutor traigiwas that we were given the
material that we were expected to read. We weitbereexpected nor encouraged to
use the university library, with our course baseduead 'set' readings. In fact, we
understood that 'other' readings were not welcome the sheer quantity of reading
supplied to us made reading other material almogiassible.

First and foremost, our reading diet consistédhree books by Clay (1991,
1993a, 1993b). Later we were given additionalcaes written by Clay and/or her
supporters, along with articles that underpinned tognitive approach of Clay’s
work. One measure of our enculturation into RegdRecovery was the extent to
which we could locate information in the guideb@Glay, 1993b). We had to
practise finding information and repeating Clay'snds from the text, thereby
demonstrating our skills.

When we brought along articles that critiqueed criticised Reading Recovery
(e.g. Barnes, 1997; Dudley-Marling & Murphy, 1994ncock, 1997), we were
quickly given articles that countered those argute@md discussion about perceived
‘flaws' in Clay’s work was quickly silenced. Orearccasion, the trainers 'read’ a
published critique as praise of the program. Owother, one of us was told, after

bringing in a critique of the program, that we skabatop 'causing trouble' because

Early Intervention: Narratives of Learning, Disdai@ and Enculturation
Paper submitted tdournal of Early Childhood Literacy



30

the word would get out and ripples would run thrbuge Reading Recovery world
causing difficulties for everyone and the program.

Teachers’ reading is similarly regulated. &gtutor, one of us was visited by a
trainer and told that she was not serving her tnagnteachers well by allowing them
to read additional material and that the guidebawks enough for them to read and

learn from within the training year.

Within the lesson being investigated heredhgialso evidence that the teacher is
regulating what will be acceptable writing materidhe following section of the

lesson occurs during the 'genuine conversatioorbefriting (Clay, 1993b, p.29):

119 T: trackinggood boy and off you go over here (7) and thene go (1) and we were
talking about? (1) here (3) read what you did @t tine

120 S: ohyou (1) oh the on the weekend | wetiteéq(3) uh

121 T: that's right remember you went with theréhat word we used wasn't it | went to
the?

122 S: race tracks and came

123 T: and [came

124 S: [and | came [third

125 T: [third (1¢yyou did (5) okay and you were gunna tell me
something more about that today weren't you (2)twexre you gonna tell me (3)

126 S: mm

127 T: member we were talking about (1) um wha were talking about it at the board as
well (1) who came who was in your race re[membatzh

128 S: [Russell and Simon

129 T: yeah Russell ans Simon and and how dideutiel they come

130 S: um they came fro:m (2) um (3)
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S:

T:

S:

T:

S:
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so what was the sentence remember we tatikiag about what you did at the race

track (3) what were you gonna say remember when wete talking about it

yesterday can you remember that?

u:m yep
what did you want to say
on the | said on the weekend | went tadlee tracks and | came third

yep you've done tha:t? so what are younguso what were you gonna say today you

told me you were gunna say something else abaug didn’t get time did we cause
you wrote such a lo:ng sentence but we saldlwé&’ll do the second sentence today

what was it

my uncles ca:me (1) second and fourth

wow that’s right (2) off you go (2) weteely in the same race as you?

yep

T Wow
: || bate Lincoln

: okay what are we going to start our sereemith?

This short section of the lesson is indicat¥¢éhe lesson as a whole in relation to

the regulation of knowledge. There is a patterhigh intensity interrogation of

Sam's memory, rather than of any text to be readritten. The teacher begins by

telling Sam about what he wrote yesterday, themstipes him until he has

remembered what she believes he said in the prelesson. Once this response is

finally received in turn 136, the teacher moveslé&sson on, again ignoring Sam'’s

attempt to initiate a topic in turn 140. Insteslde initiates her own question and this

positions Sam, again, as responder to the teadipae'stions.

Surviving in hostile territory:
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As time progressed, it became more and more difficuus to accept the theoretical
position that we were expected to take up. We beg#eel that we were in survival
mode. However, we were helped in our endeavoueshevy of friends, some of
whom had crossed the border with us and otherskmieav that this was one country
that would never be on their travel itinerary. &nids who were academics listened
with empathy, but never really understood why we d¢rassed the border in the first
place. Yet it was our discussions with them tledppdd to keep what we thought was
some normality in our lives and made us decidewatould never become citizens
in this new country. On many occasions, we consttithe possibility of defection.
However, at the same time, we recognised that wenhiléingly — if unknowingly -
agreed to do the training and that we had a respmlity to the districts that were
expecting us to return fully trained.

Strangely enough, it was an assessment tasly srir trainers that finally allowed
us to head out into the field with more confidetia we could do the job required.
The task was a critique of an aspect of Reading¥ey. “Of course,” said one of
the trainers, “it will be a positive critique.” Fous, that seemed like the final straw.
Yet we had been offered the challenge to address 86 the issues that had been
bothering us for so long and we proceeded with asmprofessionalism as we could
muster.

Our critiques tackled some of the theoretalaiments of Reading Recovery that
had never fitted with our beliefs. We carried the task in an academic manner,
drawing on a part of the literacy field that ouaining had never acknowledged. In
doing that assessment task, we were able to placeiews within the much larger
literacy field, identifying how the Reading Recgvprogram in fact works well in

assisting children to break the code of reading amiding. Thus we could
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conceptualise the program as serving a necessaityndit sufficient, role in literacy
education (Freebody & Luke, 1990).

We agonised over every word. We knew thatevgd soon have to begin training
Reading Recovery teachers ourselves. What had leeconpublic dissonance was
going to make this a difficult task in many wayswe began the task with a
somewhat naive belief that this was our chancettthke field know what the basis for
our resistance had been — that if we could presantviews in a measured, academic
fashion, both we and the law makers could moverzktite emotional responses that
had come to characterise our relationships, andeiad come to value each other’s
academic positions. The feedback we receivedremiforced the gap between these
theoretical positions. We were told that what \ad httempted to do was admirable
and yet not possible — how could one compare twh disparate things as literacy
acquisition and broader social notions of litergmactice?

It was on reading these comments that wegedlfinally that it was actually our
theoretical positions that were disparate with tha$ Reading Recovery. We knew
that we would need to live for a time as transigatkers in this foreign country - in
order to fulfil our responsibilities - but the entration process had failed, and we
knew that without that success, citizenship wasnaiption. We set out to our
districts and worked hard to give our teachers wihaty would need to survive within
the world of Reading Recovery once we left thefnalso aimed to prove that the
training of Reading Recovery teachers could ocow context of critical thought,
valuing of differences of opinion and respect fthrens. Still we wonder whether we
achieved this, and worry about so many aspectsiioinwolvement with teachers and

children during that period.
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Moving On — Towards a new ending

What we have attempted to present in this papemnsiltilayered analysis of one
intervention program. Our finding that many of tlegulatory processes in child-
teacher interactions are just as evident in theitrg processes used with teachers and
tutors awakens us to the fact that it is the instih of Reading Recovery which
regulates the bodies, time and knowledges of ppaints. In this way, our critique
has aimed to investigate the social practices,anyrtases disciplinary and
regulatory, of such an institution. This movesdghaee of our own surveillance from
being involved in disciplining students, teacherd &utors, to an attempt to regulate
the social practices of an institution.

Our choice to interweave our own narrativethwan analysis of a child-teacher
interaction has opened us to an uncomfortable seihadnerability. We have been
caught between the desire to present an interestiomg that provides a perspective
not available to many and the disturbing realisatitat we may be betraying those
acquaintances and even friends from another wbhdtwe inhabited as insiders for
such a short time. We are aware that our readibgti®sne of many possibilities and
that our own beliefs, knowledges and experiencesnaplicated in this reading. This
was an underlying consideration in our choice abatlhnography as a means to tell
our story. We do not believe that we have attempiddde ourselves in this research,
but have instead taken the somewhat unnervingisteyake ourselves very visible.

Internationally and within Australia it seetosbe an important time to take the
opportunity to debate our own conceptions of litgrand those at the foundation of

pedagogy, curriculum and assessment within sch8olsvhilst the contemporary
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literacy context in many western nations at lese¢ms in so many ways to be valuing
basic early literacy training, we are concernedualtite risk of constraining whole
groups of children to the acquisition of normalised narrow literacy practices, as
identified by our discussion of Reading Recovdfpwever, we acknowledge that
programs such as Reading Recovery will work forsafmldren on some occasions —
and indeed, for many children who have never '@ddke code' of reading and
writing in the regular classroom, this programfigo the only answer available to
them within our education systems.

Nevertheless, there is a false sense thditénacy problem’ will be solved by
ensuring that all students have basic, functiateddcy by the end of Year 3. In fact,
this false promise allows the understandings efdity as social practice, as a rich
and complex set of social practices, to be igno®gstems working towards the
'basic literacy by the end of Year 3' objectiversde be calling on intervention
programs such as Reading Recovery to be answéis frerceived failure of some
children to move along the literacy developmentaitmuum at what is accepted as
an appropriate pace. Those making these decisionklsuggest that such programs
help students achieve basic literacy, and thatallasvs a broader more contemporary
conception of literacy to be constructed in classrditeracy events.

However, we would argue that narrowing andmalising the practices necessary
for today’s literate student may in fact marginalsgudents from particular social
groups — firstly, by not providing access to a bierarange of literate practices, and
secondly, through discourses of regulation, whidinaly constrain the development
of competencies in literacy as social practice iglding narrow responses to

becoming literate.
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