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Abstract

The bulk of research into Chinese students’ probeth plagiarism in both the Anglophone
and Chinese contexts has given much attention @octhture/education versus language
debate, and the development versus morality debais. study explored the views of two
groups of Chinese college English teachers in thegards, one with an experience of
English-medium academic training (the PGDEltfBinee teachers) = 29) and the other
without (the EFL in-service teacherss 30). All participants completed a questionnairthw

a few being interviewed. The results indicated {laatthe EFL in-service teachers tended to
see Chinese college EFL learners’ plagiarism marea dinguistic problem, whereas the
PGDELT trainee teachers tended to see it morecaftwal/educational problem; and (b) the
EFL in-service teachers seemed to take a morapeetise as indicated by their penalty-
oriented approach to the learners’ plagiarism, eagthe PGDELT trainee teachers appeared
to take a more developmental perspective as shguthdir pedagogy-oriented approach to
the learners’ plagiarism. However, while there seeto be strong evidence for the
differences between the two groups in their peroaptregarding the culture/education
versus language debate, there is only limited emdefor their different perceptions
concerning the development versus morality deldit@eover, the two groups were also
found to differ to some extent in their perceptiacencerning the causes of, remedial
approaches, and punitive reactions to student gliagn. Finally, the implications of this
study are discussed and recommendations for foégearch presented.

Keywords: plagiarism, academic literacy, Chinese college H¢drners, Chinese college
English teachers
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Introduction

Plagiarism has been a hot issue in the westerneatadcommunity for a long time
(Flowerdew & Li, 2007b; Valentine, 2006). It hasadin growing attention over the past
years probably because the Internet information grasving exponentially (Bloch, 2001;
Flowerdew & Li, 2007b), and an increasing numbembérnational students were studying
in western countries, especially English-speakiogntries (Gu & Brooks, 2008; Maxwell,
Curtis & Vardanega, 2008). Research has reportagaat plagiarism among Asian students
(Brennan & Durovic, 2005; Maxwell, Curtis & Vardaye 2008), particularly Chinese
students, as evidenced by the large number ofestudithis line of research that focus on
Chinese students (e.g. Bloch, 2001; Currie, 199gkert, 1993; Flowerdew & Li, 2007a; Gu
& Brooks, 2008; Jia, 2008; Matalene, 1985; Shi,@00alentine, 2006; among others).

In particular, a bulky body of research has ingzd8d Chinese students’ perceptions of
plagiarism in either the Anglophone contexts or tteme context (e.g. Deckert, 1993;
Flowerdew & Li, 2007a; Gu & Brooks, 2008; Maxwellurtis & Vardanega, 2008; Valentine,
2006). These studies overwhelmingly point to thefasion felt by Chinese students about
plagiarism. However, the literature has suggesked such confusion was not unique to
Chinese students, and that English-speaking stsigedt university staff were also found to

be confused about the concept to some extent (felicRA06).

Literature Review

The issue of plagiarism has been examined fronouarperspectives, of which two binaries
stand out, namely the cultural/educational versusyulstic perspectives, and the

developmental versus moral perspectives. It shbeldoted, however, that such binary views
run the risk of oversimplifying the issue of plaggan, as it is a complex issue that may
involve “language, identity, education, and knowged (Chandrasoma, Thompson &

Pennycook, 2004, p. 190) and perhaps even moreefbine, they are adopted here simply to

serve as the point of departure for this study.
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The Cultural/Educational Perspective vs. The Lingtic Perspective

From the cultural/educational perspective, someaehers attribute Chinese students’
problem with plagiarism to their Confucian cultueald educational heritage (e.g. Brennan &
Durovic, 2005; Matalene, 1985; Pennycook, 1996;i,SP@06; Shi, 2006; Sowden, 2005).

Brennan and Durovic (2005) point out that Chinegkuce emphasizes collectivism, which

tends to see knowledge and words as communal pyoplens belonging to everybody. This

runs counter to the western concept of authoriahtity and intellectual property, which

emphasizes individual ownership (Pennycook, 1986)a result, the Chinese may perceive
plagiarism differently from the Westerners.

Furthermore, Matalene (1985) and Sowden (2005)eatlyat Chinese students’ problem
with plagiarism is a product of their Confucian edtional tradition that emphasizes
memorization. Likewise, Bloch (2001) claims thati&se literacy education has a role to
play in the issue of plagiarism, which also poitatshe role of memorization and copying of
classic texts. In response to Sowden, however, hath(2005) and Phan (2006) argue
strongly that cultural conditioning cannot accouot Asian students’ problem with
plagiarism. They both point out that the purposeneimorization is not to plagiarize but to
learn. Echoing this view is the observation thatmoazation is a highly-valued strategy
among Chinese learners, and that it is believeloetable to lead to a good command of a
foreign language (Ding, 2007). In contrast, insteadttributing plagiarism to the cultural or
educational traditions, some researchers conteatl plagiarism may be ascribable to
language challenges (Flowerdew & Li, 2007a; Songa&y 2008). In this regard, it is held
that some students plagiarize probably becausheif limited proficiency in the language.
Connected with this view is the developmental view plagiarism, which perceives the

ability to avoid plagiarism as a kind of proficignia itself.

The Developmental Perspective vs. The Moral Persipec
The developmental view posits that like languagenimg, incorrect source attribution or so-
called plagiarism is a transitional phase in orsgsializing process into the target discourse

community (Chandrasoma, Thompson & Pennycook, 260z\werdew & Li, 2007a; Shi,
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2006). In addition, it follows that source attrilout is a complex academic literacy practice
that “ha[s] to do with questions of language, idgnteducation, and knowledge”
(Chandrasoma, Thompson & Pennycook, 2004, p. 1%Qgrefore, simply giving out
pamphlets or posting guidelines on the institutimebsite is not sufficient. Instead,
institutions and teachers are supposed to takel@gpgical approach to helping students with
their acculturation process (Chandrasoma, ThomgsBennycook, 2004; Flowerdew & Li,
2007a; Pecorari, 2008). While appealing, howevwechsan approach is in stark contrast to
punitive actions championed by people who link @agm to morality.

From the moral perspective, plagiarism is “ladethwiegative and moral connotations”
in English (Chandrasoma, Thompson & Pennycook, 2@904.72). So is it in Chinese, as
evident in the Chinese phrasesogie and chaoxi (Chinese counterparts of the word
‘plagiarism’), both of which have the meaning adaing (see Liu, 2005, for more discussion
on piaogie andchaox). As a result, many condemnatory labels have esignated to it,
such as academic crime or offence, intellectudiahssty, moral failing, to name just a few.
These labels alone seem to well justify the judiieetions against plagiarism, may it be
rewrite or expulsion. However, some researcher®sgpguch an approach, arguing that it is a
simplistic view and only exacerbates the problertha@a than solves it (Chandrasoma,
Thompson & Pennycook, 2004; Pecorari, 2008). Iti@#ar, some researchers point out that
emphasizing the moral dimensions may not be thedbedegy given the fact that plagiarism
can sometimes be unintentional (e.g. Chandrasonmmmpson & Pennycook, 2004;
Flowerdew & Li, 2007a; Howard, 1995; Pecorari, 200&nnycook, 1996; Price, 2002).
Therefore, as an academic literacy practice, ptesgrashould be reconsidered with regard to
the ‘ethical binaries’ (Valentine, 2006, p. 89).0dcdingly, some alternative terms have been
proposed to replace the morality-laden term ‘plagima’, such as language reuse (Flowerdew
& Li, 2007a), transgressive intertextuality (Chaabma, Thompson & Pennycook, 2004),
textual borrowing (Currie, 1998; Shi, 2006), andcpariting (Howard, 1995). Unlike the
original morality-ridden term ‘plagiarism,’ theserins seem to allude to the developmental

view that entails learning opportunities.
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Research Questions

From the review above, it can be seen that pemeptdf plagiarism are quite ambivalent,

particularly in the culture/education versus larggialebate and the development versus

morality debate. At the same time, despite thewkielming focus on Chinese students, little
research has looked at how the Chinese teacheceiperplagiarism. This raises the
important question of how Chinese college Englisachers may perceive plagiarism in
relation to those debates. In addition, the litmmatseems to posit that Chinese perceive
plagiarism differently from the Westerners. Therefait is interesting to look at how the

PGDELT trainee teachers’ experience of English-mm@diacademic training may have

influenced their perceptions of plagiarism. In @sge to these concerns, the purposes of the

present work were to examine the Chinese colleggligfn teachers’ perceptions of
plagiarism among the Chinese college EFL learnarg] particularly to compare the

PGDELT trainee teachers’ perceptions with thosthefEFL in-service teachers in relation to

the two debates discussed above. Specificallyfdath@wing questions were asked to guide

the study:

1. Do the PGDELT trainee teachers perceive the Chinekbege EFL Learners’ plagiarism
differently from the EFL in-service teachers witspect to the culture/education versus
language debate, and the development versus nyatalitate?

2. Do the PGDELT trainee teachers’ perceived cause®wofedial approaches and punitive

reactions to student plagiarism differ from thoséhe EFL in-service teachers?

Methods

Participants

This project involved two groups of participantgymely the PGDELT trainee teachers at a
Singapore universityn(= 29) with 7.1 years of teaching on average andetfk in-service
teachersr{= 30) with an average of 6.1 years of teachingwatigersity in Xi'an, China. The
PGDELT trainee teachers were college English teache various universities in China,
before they were enrolled in a 10-month Englishgleage teaching training program in

Singapore in July 2008. They had been studyingetfar almost eight months at the time of
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this study. Fifty-two percent of the PGDELT traineachers and 40% of the EFL in-service
teachers had taught writing course before. It dars tbe seen that the two groups were
comparable in terms of their teaching experiencgeimeral and their experience with writing
instruction in particular. It may be argued thawitl generate more interesting findings to
compare Chinese college English teachers with ednglish-speaking teachers. However,
this study aims to tap into the insiders’ views,ichhmay not be comparable to those of
outsiders, particularly on such a socioculturatigded issue (Sowden, 2005). For this reason,
the PGDELT trainee teachers were invited to paudit in this study to examine whether and
how their experience of English-medium academiaitng would influence their perceptions

of plagiarism among the Chinese college EFL leaner

Instruments and Data Collection

The questionnaire

A guestionnaire (see Appendix 1) tapping into thBrmants’ views on plagiarism was
designed with reference to the related literatufde questionnaire mainly elicited
respondents’ views on the causes, remedial appesa@nd punitive measures regarding
plagiarism. Before administration, a draft was f@tbwith a small samplen & 4) to identify
potential problems. Based on the feedback, thet dvat modified before an electronic
version of the questionnaire was sent to 34 PGD#aihee teachers through email. Thirty-
two of them responded within a week, but threerditicomplete the questionnaire, resulting
in a response rate of 91%. A colleague of the autletped to administer 30 hard copies of
the questionnaire to a group of EFL in-service lheas face-to-face in a weekly staff meeting
and she also helped to enter the collected daszaeamExcel file. Then all the data were tallied
into a spreadsheet to produce the descriptivesstati(i.e. frequency counts, means, and

SDs).

The interview
Semi-structured interviews guided by an interviegheslule (see Appendix 2) were

conducted with two PGDELT trainee teachers (Gao Fadpseudonyms) and one EFL in-

9
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service teacher (Jiang: pseudonym), whom the authdraccess to. The author interviewed
the PGDEFLT trainee teachers face-to-face and f@bt notes during each interview; the
interview with the EFL in-service teacher was mastlaby an online communication
software, QQ (Chinese version of Skype). All thieimiews were conducted in Chinese with
each one lasting about 20 minutes. The intervieta deere analyzed in relation to the

findings emerging from the questionnaire data.

Results

Plagiarism: A Cultural/Educational Problem or A Liguistic Problem

With regard to their detection of plagiarism (It&)n 77% of the EFL in-service teachers and
69% of the PGDELT trainee teachers reported thay thad detected plagiarism in their
students’ writing. This is indicative of the periwaess of plagiarism among the Chinese
college EFL learners.

Figure 1 displays that the majority of the part&ifs in both groups (57% for the EFL
group and 66% for the PGDELT group) chose the tbirdice, ‘Both’, in their responses to
Item 1, suggesting that they thought both cultuhedation and language factors played a
major role in those Chinese students’ practicelagiprism. However, 17% of the PGDELT
trainee teachers compared with only 3% of the Eflsarvice teachers indicated that the
cultural and educational background was the magmise of plagiarism in the scenario. In
contrast, a significant higher percentage of thd. Hiservice teachers (40%) than the
PGDELT trainee teachers (17%) chose students’ daniEnglish proficiency as the main
cause. Such a contrast clearly points to the diffees in the two groups’ perceptions of
plagiarism. Overall, the EFL in-service teacherglt® think that plagiarism in those Chinese
students’ writing is more of a language problemewmas the PGDELT trainee teachers

appear to think that it is more of a cultural/edigraal problem.

10
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Figure 1: Culture/Education vs. Language

70% 66%
60% | 57%
50% |
40%
40% |
M In-Service Teachers
30% |
PGDELT Trainee Teachers
20% | 17% 17%

10% | 3%
oy | .

C/E Language Both

Note.C/E = percentage of participants who reportedctiiural and educational background
as the main cause in the scenario;
Language = percentage of participants who repdaiegliage as the main cause;
Both = percentage of participants who reported kbt cultural and educational
background, and language as the main cause.

To verify this culture/education versus languagéedknce between the two groups, all
the participants were regrouped according to thesponses to Item 1, namely the
cultural/educational background group (C/E groubg language group (L group), and the
‘Both’ group. Then the mean scores for items 4 &wlere correlated among the EFL,
PGDELT, C/E, and L groups using the Spearman’sdicelation test (see Table 1).

As can be seen from Table 1, the correlation betwthe language group and the
cultural/educational group was nonsignificant= .44, p > .05), suggesting that the two
groups were not significantly correlated with eather; or in other words, they responded to
the items substantially differently. This indicatbat the instrument was effective enough to
distinguish the participants who tended to see estudplagiarism more as a

cultural/educational problem from those who tentieskee it more as a language problem.

11
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Table 1: Inter-Correlations among EFL Group, PGDELT Group, C/E Group, and L Group
EFL Group  PGDELT Group  C/E Grolp L Group

EFL Group —

PGDELT Group B4** -

C/E Group 56* Q3%+ —

L Group' .88+ 59* 44 .

* L Group = participants who reported language asnhin cause of plagiarism in Item one;

C/E Group = participants who reported cultural aaicational background as the main
cause in Item one.

*p < .05. (2-tailed) *p < .01. (2-tailed)

Furthermore, the mean scores given by the culadabfational group were highly
correlated 1(=.93, p < .01) with those given by the PGDELT group, iradicg that the two
groups had similar responses to the items. In aseftrthe correlation between the
cultural/educational group and the EFL group wasmmlower ¢ = .56,p < .05). Likewise,
the language group was highly correlated with thé& Broup ¢ = .88,p < .01), suggesting
that the two groups responded to the items simgil@Yy contrast, the correlation between the
language group and the PGDELT group was much Idwer .59, p < .05). Therefore, it
seems that the PGDELT group holds similar viewglagiarism to the cultural/educational
group, whereas the EFL group holds similar viewshi language group. This appears to
corroborate the finding that the PGDELT traineechess tend to see plagiarism more as a
cultural/educational problem, while the EFL in-geevteachers tend to regard it more as a
language problem although the majorities of bothougs reported both the

cultural/educational background and language amtia cause.

Possible Causes of Plagiarism in Student Writing

The next set of prompts on the questionnaire gsetie teachers’ views on the possible
causes of plagiarism among the Chinese college |[E&iners. As Table 2 shows, the mean
scores on items 4 and 5 from the PGDELT traineehiea were much higher than those from
the EFL in-service teachers although the differenwere not statistically significant. This

indicates that the PGDELT trainee teachers are tilaely to ascribe plagiarism among the
12
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Chinese EFL learners to their lack of experienatlarowledge of source use. This point was

illustrated by Gao in the interview:

...you know our students don’t write much and mosthef time they just take
exams at the end of a semester. Then comparehitouit experience, after we
came to Singapore, we wrote a lot and almost alluofassignments required us
to use sources, we naturally picked up the skillsit Br our students, without
enough practice, how can we expect them to usessuaorrectly?

(PGDELT trainee teacher)

In contrast, when asked about what could be dohelfpstudents avoid plagiarism in the
interview, Jiang (EFL in-service teacher) said, “¢&® require students to read more, such as
novels, newspapers and think more. Then when stside@ve ideas, they will naturally stop
plagiarizing.” In Jiang’s view, it seems that carit&nowledge rather than knowledge and
experience of using sources is to blame for thdestts’ plagiarism. This view obviously
deviates from the PGDELT trainee teachers’ concabosit the knowledge and experience of
source use.

Table 2: Possible Causes of Plagiarism in Student Ming
EFL In-Service PGDELT Trainee

Teacher$ Teacher$
Mean Rank Mean Rank
4. Students have little experience using 2.77(.898) 3.00(.845)
sources in their L1 writing.
5. Students do not know how to use sources in 2.93(.450) 3.10(.724)
writing.
6. In the Chinese educational system, students 2.90(.885) 2.90(.900)

are encouraged to use materials from their
textbooks to answer essay questions in exams.

7. In the Chinese culture, educated people are 2.97(.718) 3.00(.845)
expected to be able to recite classic texts.

Note. Participants responded to a 4-point Likert scaleere 4 = strongly agree and
1 = strongly disagree.
N = 30; °N = 29.

However, both groups tended to agree that the Ghieducational and cultural practices
(Items 6 and 7) were possible causes of plagiaasithe mean scores for both groups were
close to 3.00, and they did not differ significgnftom each other. Specifically, the EFL

group scored the highest on Item 7 and the PGDHEbDbUgyscored the second highest on the

13
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item. This seems to point to the role of memor@atin Chinese college EFL learners’
propensity toward plagiarism. However, informantsnf both groups mentioned in the
interviews that they encouraged their studentsetite texts regularly and to use them in
examinations. In light of this, the results conaegnthe role of memorization in student

plagiarism seem to be somewhat ambivalent or egptradictory.
Remedial Approaches to Plagiarism in Student Wriin
Section C of the questionnaire taps into the realegiproaches to plagiarism as reported by

the participants.

Table 3: Remedial Approaches to Plagiarism in Studg Writing

EFL In- PGDELT Trainee
Service Teacherg
Teacherg
M (SD) M (SD)
8. It can help students avoid plagiarism if a 2.67(.606) 2.83(.658)

western scholar is asked to teach them how to

use sources.

9. It can help students avoid plagiarism if a 2.87(.571) 2.69(.712)
Chinese scholar is asked to teach them how to

use sources.

10. Improving students’ English proficiency 3.00(.743) 2.52(.871) *
can help them avoid plagiarism.

11. Teaching students academic writing in 2.57(.626) 2.69(.712)
Chinese can help them avoid plagiarism.

12. Teaching students academic writing in 2.67(.711) 3.34(.553) **

English can help them avoid plagiarism.

Note.Participants responded to a 4-point Likert scaleere 4 = strongly agree and
1 = strongly disagree.
N = 30; °N = 29.
* indicates the two groups differ significantipi each othemp(< .05).
** indicates the two groups differ significantisom each othem(< .01).

As can be seen from Table 3, the remedial apprdaeimed most favorable (the highest
mean score) by the EFL in-service teachers was ft@m.e. improving students’ English
proficiency, while that for the PGDELT trainee tears was Item 12, i.e. teaching students

academic writing in English. An independent-samplésst indicated that the differences
14
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between the two groups on the two items were statily significant ¢ (57) = -2.29p < .05

for Item 10;t (57) = 4.08,p < .01 for Iltem 12), suggesting strongly that the yvoups held
substantially different views on these two itembeTEFL in-service teachers seem to think
that students’ limited language proficiency is tbalprit of plagiarism and thus needs
improving, while the PGDELT trainee teachers seem think that students’
cultural/educational background is the major caase thus a course dinglish academic
writing is needed. This finding further corrobomatbe two groups’ responses to Item 1.

The two groups also differed in their second masbfable remedial approach, which is
concerned with whether a Chinese scholar or a westholar is in a better position to help
Chinese students to avoid plagiarism. The EFL grsegmed to hold that a Chinese scholar
was in a better position to do that as they ratecdh19 M = 2.87) higher than Item 8
(M = 2.67), whereas the PGDELT group appeared to tiiaka western scholar was as they
rated Item 8 higher (2.83 vs. 2.69). This raises ithportant question of how the Chinese

college English teachers perceive themselves atioal to the western scholars.

Reactions to Plagiarism in Student Writing

The last section looks at the college English teehreactions to plagiarism among the
Chinese college EFL learners. As Table 4 revealt groups seemed to see ‘rewrite’ as the
most favorable measure as they both ranked it idfeebt M = 3.23 for the EFL in-service
teachersM = 3.55 for the PGDELT trainee teachers) (Item ¥wever, the PGDELT
trainee teachers seemed to be more enthusiastit #b® measure as their mean score was

slightly higher than that of the EFL in-servicedeers.

15
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Table 4: Reactions to Plagiarism in Student Writing

EFL In-Service PGDELT Trainee
Teacher$ Teacher$
M (SD) M (SD)

13. Students who copy in their writing 3.23(.774) 3.55(.632)
should rewrite it.
14. We should fail students who copy in  2.93(.691) 2.79(.861)
their writing.
15. Students who copy in their writing 1.67(.711) 1.66(.721)
should be expelled from the school.
16. Verbal warning is enough for students 2.57(.568) 2.48(.688)
who are found to plagiarize for the first
time.
17. No action needs to be taken if trivial 2.23(.679) 1.93(.923)
plagiarism is found in students’ writing.
18. Students should receive a reduced mark 3.07(.785) 3.28(.882)
if they are found to plagiarize in their
writing.

Note. Participants responded to a 4-point Likert scaleere 4 = strongly agree and
1 = strongly disagree.
N = 30; °N = 29.

Furthermore, the PGDELT trainee teachers showexhgdr disagreement to taking no
action than did the EFL in-service teachavs< 1.93 vs.2.23 on Item 17). However, they
agreed more to give students a reduced mark tltathdiEFL in-service teachensl & 3.28
vs. 3.07 on Item 18); and the EFL in-service teeshgreed more to fail students than did the
PGDELT trainee teacher$i(= 2.93 vs. 2.79) (Item 14). Although the differeadetween
the two groups on items 13, 14, 17 and 18 are taitsscally significant, the overall
differences in their responses to these items tersthow that the PGDELT trainee teachers’
approach seems to be more pedagogy-oriented, véhtdraaof the EFL in-service teachers
appears to be more penalty-oriented. It can beredehat the PGDELT trainee teachers may
perceive plagiarism among the Chinese college E&knkers more as a developmental issue
as shown by their preference for the pedagogigalcgeh, while the EFL in-service teachers
may perceive it more as a moral issue as showhday preference for the punitive approach.
It should be noted, however, the evidence foritiference is quite limited as the differences

between the groups in this section are not steaibyi significant.

16
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Nonetheless, the two groups seemed to be congnagnéach other in the remaining two
items (Items 15 and 16) concerning expulsion amBalevarning. Specifically, both groups
showed apparent disagreemelt € 1.70 for both groups) with the expulsion of stude
because of plagiarism (Item 15). The finding intBsathat expulsion may be ‘too severe,’” as
two informants (Jiang, EFL in-service teacher; GA&GDELT trainee teacher) commented in
the interview. Both groups appear to have mixedlirfge about verbal warning as a punitive
measure as suggested by their mean scores to @dkh 1 2.57 for the EFL groupyl = 2.48
for the PGDELT group, both close to 2.50, the nmedsitore). This may point to their doubt

about the effectiveness of this measure.

Discussion
To address the first research question concerrtieg culture/education versus language
debate and the development and morality debatgatieipants were first asked to judge the
likely causes for the practice of plagiarism amémg Chinese students studying in English-
medium universities. Although the majorities of Hbotgroups reported both the
cultural/educational background and language asrthm cause, the EFL in-service EFL
teachers tended to perceive those Chinese stuggaggarism more as a language problem,
whereas the PGDELT trainee teachers tended td se@me as a cultural/educational problem.
In a further attempt to explore this issue, theig@ants were regrouped according to their
responses to Item 1. The correlations among thggnati groups and the new groups lend
reassuring evidence to the differences in the two@s’ perceptions concerning that debate.
Therefore, there seems to be strong evidence éor different perceptions regarding the
culture/education versus language debate. As Breand Durovic (2005) point out, people
educated in the western academic contexts “artyltkebe so enculturated that they will not
necessarily see the implications of culture oniplégm issues” (p. 3). The same can be said
about the Chinese college English teachers tramélde Chinese educational system. Given
this, it is understandable that the EFL in-senteachers tend to see plagiarism more as a
language problem, and that the PGDELT trainee tzadend to see the role of culture and
education in students’ practice of plagiarismsliikely that the PGDELT trainee teachers’
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participation in or socializing into a different atemic culture and educational system
(Chandrasoma, Thompson & Pennycook, 2004; Flower&ehi, 2007a; Shi, 2006) has
raised their awareness of the possible influene¢ talture and education may exert on
literacy practices. Meanwhile, this study also ¢eeethe Chinese college English teachers’
encountering of student plagiarism. A majority oftbthe EFL in-service teachers (77%) and
the PGDELT trainee teachers (69%) reported havigtgated plagiarism in their students’
writing. This supports the findings in other stugliavhich also found a prevalence of
plagiarism in other contexts (e.g. 72 % in Pick&d06; 90.7 % in Dordoy, 2002). While
pointing to the pervasiveness of plagiarism in @bken college EFL learners’ writing, the
finding attests that plagiarism is not necessaribulture-specific problem as it is equally and
even more pervasive in other contexts.

As regards the development versus morality della@eR?GDELT trainee teachers seemed
to perceive student plagiarism more as a develofahmsue as indicated by their preference
for the pedagogical approach, while the EFL in-®erteachers seemed to perceive it more a
moral issue as shown by their preference for thatipe approach. However, there is only
limited evidence for these differences, as the grmmups did not differ significantly from
each other regarding the reactions. Neverthelbgsfdct that the EFL in-service teachers
tend to adopt a penalty-oriented approach to plesg|a seems to run counter to their
perceiving it more as a language problem, whicprabably not linked to morality and thus
is not supposed to entail penalty. Therefore, iges the question of whether it is fair to
penalize students for a language problem, somefstglike grammatical errors. It seems
that the EFL in-service teachers may have confusibout the construct of plagiarism.
However, it should be noted that such confusiamisunique to the EFL in-service teachers.
In fact, as Howard (1995) points out, many insiitodl policies concerning plagiarism are a
product of such confusion.

Therefore, it seems necessary to raise people’seaess of the problems surrounding the
issue of plagiarism, and thus to help them cone@dei it as a transitional literacy practice
(Chandrasoma, Thompson & Pennycook, 2004; Flower&el, 2007a; Pecorari, 2008).

This approach seems to be more compatible witliab&demic socialization model” and the
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“academic literacies model” (Lea & Street, 2006368), which see the acquisition and use
of literacy as complex processes. By contrastptmative approach derived from the moral
perspective seems to be comparable to the “studlg skodel,” which “focuses on the
surface features of language form and presumestidénts can transfer their knowledge of
writing and literacy unproblematically from one text to another” (Lea & Street, 2006, p.
368-369). Clearly, the latter oversimplifies thguaisition and use of literacy practices.

With regard to the possible causes of student atesgn, the PGDELT trainee teachers
were more likely to attribute student plagiarisntheir lack of experience and knowledge of
source use. This may reflect the PGDLET traineehtes’ experience with the English-
medium training program, in which written assignmsesther than examinations were a norm.
As a result, they may be in a better position tprepiate the important role that experience
and knowledge of writing from sources play in thegish-medium academic writing context.
In addition, both the PGDLET trainee teachers dm EFL in-service teachers seemed to
hold contradictory views about the role of memdi@a On the one hand, based on their
responses to Item 14, they seemed to think of & @stential cause of student plagiarism.
This appears to confirm the claim that the tradi@io Chinese learning style, i.e.
memorization and repetition, is a major contributorstudents’ propensity to plagiarism
(Brennan & Durovic, 2005; Deckert, 1992; Mataleh®85; Maxwell, Curtis & Vardanega,
2008; Sowden, 2005). On the other, according toddta elicited from the interviews, they
seemed to regard memorization as a legitimate walearning. This view is also well
documented in the literature. The literature altimg line holds that memorization does not
necessarily lead to plagiarism but provides stuglerith learning opportunities (Ding, 2007,
Gu & Brooks, 2008; Liu, 2005; Phan, 2006). In aecasudy, Ding (2007) found that all the
Chinese national speech and debate contest wiimédrs study recited texts extensively,
which, according to them, was a major contributator to their success in English learning.
However, it should be noted that it is likely thi@m 14 was not phrased clearly. As a result,
the participants might have responded to it as dueried whether the statement itself was
true or not rather than whether the described pinenon was a cause of student plagiarism.

Therefore, this study cannot provide solid evidefarethe role of memorization in student
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plagiarism.

Regarding the remedial approach to student plagmrthe two groups seemed to differ
from each other significantly. The EFL in-servieat¢hers seemed to be more likely to resort
to improving students’ English proficiency, whileetPGDELT trainee teachers seemed to be
more likely to resort to teaching students acadewriting in English (not in Chinese).
Accordingly, the EFL in-service teachers seem tommge concerned about the language
when it comes to helping students avoid plagiarisimereas the PGDELT trainee teachers
seem to be more concerned about the cultural aradidmal factors involved in writing. This
seems to further corroborate the differences iir exceptions of plagiarism concerning the
culture/education versus language debate. As reghel comparison between the Western
scholar and Chinese scholar, the PGDELT traineehtra tended to think that Western
scholars were more suitable to help Chinese stadeit their problems of plagiarism, while
the EFL in-service teachers tended to think thah€&de scholars were more suitable to do
that. From their different views regarding the rofeNestern and Chinese scholars, it can be
inferred that they may perceive their own rolededéntly. This raises a few interesting
guestions: How do the two groups perceive theggalnd identities in relation to the western
scholars respectively? Has the PGDELT trainee gzatlexperience of the English-medium
academic training changed their perceptions of tideintities, or specifically, aligned them
with the western academic community? These questoa beyond the scope of this study,
but they are surely worth further research.

As for the reactions to student plagiarism, botbugs’ reactions to student plagiarism
can be described as being moderate, as they bptraqly disagreed with the most severe
punishment (i.e. expulsion) and the most light free no action). Meanwhile, there seems to
be a nuanced difference between them. The PGDHlifet teachers seemed to take a more
pedagogical approach, whereas the EFL in-servamehtes seemed to take a more punitive
approach. Interestingly, however, ‘rewrite,” supgdly the most pedagogical approach in the
options, was reported as the most favorable medsub®mth groups, although the PGDELT
trainee teachers seemed to be more enthusiastt @&bbhis is consistent with the finding of

Jia’s (2008) study, in which rewrite was reportgdstudents as the most frequently used
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punishment for plagiarism by teachers. This indisathat the Chinese college English
teachers are very likely to take this approach wihely are dealing with student plagiarism.
However, this study did not explore their underynationale for their decisions, i.e. whether
they would adopt the measure out of consideratfoitsqpedagogical effects or its punitive
consequences.

To sum up, the results are not conclusive enougidtivess many of the issues that this
study attempted to understand, except that thegteaps of Chinese college English teachers
did perceive plagiarism among the Chinese EFL kardifferently, particularly with respect
to the culture/education versus language debate.sknse, it has raised more questions than

it has answered.

Conclusion and Implications

Despite the unaddressed issues, several implicattan be drawn for both EFL teacher
training and EFL writing instruction. First, thenflings show that the PGDELT trainee
teachers tended to hold a more ‘holistic’ view abplagiarism, and to adopt a more
‘developmental’ approach to plagiarism (Gu & BrooR808, p. 350). This underscores the
importance of the English-medium academic trainimg cultivating EFL teachers’
understanding of the target academic practicesieTdre, it may be suggested that a lengthy
period of immersion into the target academic canshould be an important part of EFL
teacher training, as such an experience cannothaipythem with their knowledge and skills,
but also with their understanding of the targetdacaic practices. It is likely that with a
better understanding of the Western academic pes;tthey will be in better position to help
their students to bridge the gaps between the Ghiaad western academic communities.
Second, despite the two groups’ varying views alhowt to help Chinese EFL learners avoid
plagiarism, it is important to take both languagd akills into consideration, because, first,
“language problems and skill deficiencies are tlwsthobvious issues” for student plagiarism
(Song-Turner, 2008, p. 49), and second, it is dosatturally sensitive issue involving
“language, identity, education, and knowledge” (@frasoma, Thompson & Pennycook,

2004, p. 190). However, further research is neegdezkamine how to combine the two and

21



Asian EFL Journal. Professional Teaching Articksl. 43 April 2010

even other factors in the most effective way.

In addition, future research might employ more mgs designs to replicate the findings
of this study; or even better, it may collect marealitative data to gain an in-depth
understanding of the issues surveyed in this stéghart from the need for studies that
address the limitations of this study, future stgdmight also examine how EFL teachers
receiving English-medium academic training may cfeatheir perceptions of their own
identities, particularly in relation to their ongil and target academic communities. This line
of research should be able to provide an insigtd mow EFL teachers studying in an
English-medium academic context develop their aceciditeracies and/or whether their
identities undergo any changes in that procesgh&umore, there is a clear need to study
Chinese EFL learners’ learning styles, such as mieatmn and repetition, which are shaped
and shape literacy practices. This line of reseatihbe able to help us better understand
their literacy practices, thereby facilitating théteracy education. Finally, there is also a
need to look at the rationale behind teachers’ti@ag to student plagiarism. Findings from
such research should be able to generate prastigglestions as to how to react to student

plagiarism appropriately.
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Appendix 2
Interview Schedule

1. How prevalent is plagiarism in your students’ wrgf?

2. Why do you think the students would plagiarize?

3. Why do you think a Western/Chinese scholar wouldrizee helpful? (refer to
Items 8 and 9)
(Why do you think Western and Chinese scholars dvbal equally helpful?)

4. Why do you think Chinese way of learning and assess$ (i.e. memorization,
formal exams) would / would not have an impact aggrism?

5. What do you think could be done to help studentsdaplagiarism?

6. How would you normally react if you found your séuds’ plagiarizing in their
writing? And Why?
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Abstract

This article was inspired by an exploration of m¥ad theater as the focus of a
semester long topics course, given as one of fiveses required of full-time students
enrolled in a university intensive English prograrhe article briefly describes how
the author conceived the course as a strand wilkicontext of a broader program. It
provides a brief characterization of readers’ thedt offers a cursory overview of
theory and research attesting to the effectivermfsseaders’ theater (and the
underlying principle of repeated reading) as a foolpromoting reading fluency. It
appropriates terms used to describe the functidnasion of labor in traditional
theater arts to enumerate the various functionsp(eciter, dialect coach, director,
choreographer, set designer, and producer) thatteaeher might perform in
developing a course around the practice of readbesiter. Finally, it addresses its
central purpose as a “how to” article for thosesiiested in experimenting with an
enjoyable and creative means of promoting readuenty.

Keywords: Readers’ theater, reading fluency developmentatgu reading, reading
aloud

Introduction
In the spring semester of 2008, one of my assigtenanthe Intensive English
Language Institute (IELI) at Utah State Universitas to teach a 4-credit topics

course to upper-beginning and lower-intermediatell&nglish language learnérs.
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Having on a previous occasion developed a liteeatourse for this particular level, |
was at the time prepared to teach it again, butctiiminating experience of that
previous literature course kept coming to mind,inggme to consider another
possibility. The last time | had taught the aforetaned literature course, it had
occurred to me, quite near the end of the semastbgve the students transform the
last short story (an adapted version of “Mammon taedArcher” by O. Henry) into a
script to be performed on the final day of class temall audience of invited guests.
Now it occurred to me—why not do the entire literat course in just this way, as
readers’ theate?

As | deliberated over my decision, the potentiahdfés of the idea became
increasingly apparent. Preparing to read scriptsofal presentation would require
repeated reading in order to do it well, that is gay smoothly, fluently,
comprehensibly and with expression. Silent regka¢ading was a technique that |
already used in many of my reading classes to pmnflbency and enhance
comprehension, but rehearsing for oral performamoelld give students a more
tangible purpose for repeated reading. Moreoveg, itftegration of a major oral
component into the course would afford opportusitier students to work on
pronunciation, something that some students irptbgram clamored for, but which
the program tends not to address in a systematic wa

The more | thought about it, the more | became tmed that readers’ theater
would make an excellent topics course, albeit,feerdint kind of topics course, one
more akin to a course in the performing arts thama tcontent course. It would, |
thought, address aspects of reading and aspesfseaking that IELI's reading and
speaking courses do not necessarily in themseldegquately address. At the same
time, | felt that although the students and | wowdrk hard in this class on

worthwhile objectives, it would be the kind of dathat would seem more like play
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than like work, and coming at the end of a long, @Geytopics courses do, it would be
an enjoyable and relaxing way to end that day.

As | began developing the course, | found myseltegnaturally assuming a
variety of distinct roles. Eventually appropriatitige language of theater to describe
these roles, | became scriptwriter, director, diaf®ach, choreographer, set designer,
and producer. This article is my attempt to shaeeitsights that came out of this
process. | begin with a brief characterization eaders’ theater, followed by a
sampling of literature documenting its benefitsaa®rm of reading instruction. The
most important section of the article then follows which | offer reflections,
suggestions and advice on how to fulfill the vasiawles involved in running a

readers’ theater course.

What is readers’ theater?

Readers’ theater (RT) is an art form involving tnel interpretation of a literary text,
usually by two or more readers for the benefitrohadience. According to Coger and
White (1967), the roots of Readers Theater spniamfthe dramatic practices of 5th
century Greece. In more recent times, RT came votue in the North American
context on the professional stage in the 1950staratademic counterpart flourished
in the 1960s and later, after which it subsequesflyead to the elementary and
secondary school context as a promising approabhdiz literacy.

In its purely theatrical form, it differs from whate are generally accustomed to
regarding as theater in a number of ways. For dnends to minimize staging,
costuming, and use of props, placing a greater asiplon the aural elements of the
literature, which is read, not memorized. Moreovatlike traditional theater, which
tends to establish a clear separation between akesavho interact with an on-stage

focus, and the audience, which is positioned asn@een onlooker, readers’ theater is
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more likely to adopt an off-stage focus, estabtigha direct connection with the
audience. Even when one character addresses antlieerelationship may be
indirect, mediated by the audience.

In its adaptation as an educational tool, whers ibften practiced by teachers
without extensive backgrounds in the theater amg might expect the distinctions
between readers’ theater and theater to have becuoore blurred. Indeed, in
experimenting with readers’ theater in educatiosettings, there may be some
advantages in retaining some of the elements ditimaal theater, not the least of
which is the greater familiarity of the likely p@ipants with the conventions of
traditional theater. The approach to readers’ #rediscussed in this article represents

a cross between readers’ theater and traditioeakédin.

Readers’ theater as reading instruction: A samplingf research

Because participation in readers’ theater involvekearsal as preparation for
performance, RT by its very nature involves repgagading, a technique advocated
by Samuels (1979) to improve fluency by promotingoanaticity in the decoding of
words, thus speeding up word recognition and figeewgnitive resources for higher
order comprehension processes (LaBerge & Samu#ld)lindeed, repeated reading
has proven to be a powerful technique for improvieading fluency among both L1
readers (Dowhower, 1989; Rasinski, 1990; Sind&anda, & O’Shea, 1990) and L2
readers (Gorsuch, & Taguchi 2008; Taguchi, Takaydaass, & Gorsuch, 2004).
Readers’ theater, while deriving its efficacy adlwency builder from repeated
reading, is however less likely to be seen by sitglas an exercise and more likely to
be perceived as an authentic “real world” activityhich may account for its appeal
among teachers and curriculum experts in elememdugation, where the value of

RT as a form of reading instruction first caught on
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As has been the case with repeated reading, résearthe benefits of readers’
theater for developing L1 readers has consistestilgpwn it to promote increased
fluency as measured by factors such as readingasteell as improvements in
prosodic aspects of reading like fluidity, phrasirend expressiveness (Clark,
Morrison, & Wilcox, 2009; Martinez, Roser, & Stremk 1998; Rinehart, 1999).
Studies in which readers’ theater has been uséfFIn contexts (e.g., Chen, 2006)
and ESL contexts (e.g., Liu, 2000) have also shibwobe effective in increasing the
reading rates of L2 readers. The above mentionadiest have also noted readers’

theater to be a highly motivating form of readingqtice for both L1 and L2 readers.

Teacher roles in RT course development

Having now defined readers’ theater and sampledédkearch literature attesting to
its value as a form of reading instruction, we i@&dy to examine the multiple roles
that the teacher can expect to assume in buildmgrdire course around readers’
theater. Again, it seems to me that in doing R€, tkacher must play the following
roles (although the teacher need not necessarilhdesole person responsible for
each role as some roles can be shared with stydentteaching assistants, if

available).

Scriptwriter

In order to get started doing readers’ theatas, ftecessary to have a script or scripts
appropriate to the language proficiency level & thaders. It is not difficult to find
scripts for readers’ theater. They are as clodeaatl as a Google-search. However,
when | tried to find ready-made scripts appropritde my context, | was not
particularly happy with what | found. | thereforauickly resorted to adapting

materials that | liked better, and this involvedangoscriptwriting. | began my course
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using materials gathered from the Internet in themf of Aesop’s fablés | had
previously used Aesop’s fables and found them t@ded starters for a literature
topics course (for which | had employed a more eotbased approach).

Aesop’s fables are short and frequently easilyga®d across cultures. They are
good tools for first day assessments. They canebd guickly. Initial discussions
revolving around characters, setting, plot, andnthéthe moral or lesson) provide an
indication of students’ listening comprehension anal fluency, as well as orienting
them to some basic concepts of literary analysisrddver, a brief round of oral
reading, in which each student reads several lioed, can give the teacher an
indication of students’ current reading fluencyeThnguage of Aesop’s fables can be
a little archaic, but many versions are availaiibne, and besides they can be easily
rewritten, as necessary.

From Aesop, we moved on to several selections fRudyard Kipling's,Just So
Stories and then on to some short stories from Eiee-Star Seriesadapted for
English language learners. While a preponderantkeo$elections might seem more
fitting to children than to university studentdpund my students quite open to them,
and all the more so because the audience for mirgerformance was to be in an
elementary school, a point that | will return ttela

Scriptwriting adds an additional creative aspecth® teachers’ role as well as
adding opportunities for students to manipulategleaye productively. | structured
my RT course such that scriptwriting was a pastialared responsibility. During the
early phases of the course, students worked togathgroups to rewrite four of
Aesop’s fables as scripts. Student scripts therenmeht a round of editing in which |
made minor corrections and in several cases eltabrahere | felt scripts were
underdeveloped. With other adaptations (e.g.,Jint So Storigs | assumed full

responsibility, as | was anxious for the resultsgipt to be as “professional” as
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possible since it would ultimately be performeda® audience of native English

speakers.

The following guidelines describe the principledound myself applying in

selecting and adapting materials for use in reatlezater:

Select materials with clever plots and interestdiglog or the potential for
interesting dialog.

Select materials that will not require extensiverai#on to carry the story.

Teach students to produce the basic script by giiraugh the story and picking
out the dialog.

Teach basic scripting conventions (e.g., dialogplain type, directions and
explanations in italics or parentheses).

If a story has a lot of narration, try to recasisgoof the narration by inventing
additional dialog for the characters in order toei@d the narrated information.
When there is extensive narration, try dividing therration between two (or
more) narrators who deliver different parts of tharration in the form of

conversation between them.

Let's examine several excerpts from the course madégeas an illustration of

several of the above points. Table 1 shows an pkoéran Aesop fable, “The Hare

With Many Friends,” along with its transformatiarto a script.
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Table 1. “The Hare With Many Friends”

Original Script

Narrator : A hare was very popular with
A hare was very popular with the othethe other animals, who all claimed to pe
animals, who all claimed to be heher friends. But one day she heard the
friends. But one day she heard tH®unds approaching and hoped to esgape
hounds approaching and hoped to escdpam them with the help of her many
from them with the help of her manyriends. So she went to the horse.

friends. So, she went to the horse, amthre: Mr. Horse, Mr. Horse!! Th
asked him to carry her away from theounds are coming. Can you carry me
hounds on his back. But he refusedway on your back?

saying that he had important work to ddorse: I'm sorry, but | have important
for his master. "He felt sure,” he saidyork to do for my master. | am sure the
“that all her other friends would come tbull will help you. Why don't you go t
her assistance." him?

She then applied to the bull, and hopédharrator : So the hare went to the bull.
that he would repel the hounds with hidare: Mr. Bull, Mr. Bull'! The hound
horns. The bull replied: "I am very sorfyare coming. Can you chase them away
but | have an appointment with a ladyyith your horns?

but | feel sure that our friend the goat wiBull: I'm so sorry, but | have an appoint-
do what you want." ment with a lady. Maybe the goat could
help you. Why don't you go ask him?
Narrator : Quickly, the hare ran to the
goat.

In this excerpt, the amount of narration has beesatly reduced, first by
extracting instances of direct dialog and assigmingracters to carry it, and secondly
by transforming implied speech into dialog, as wHhaat he refusedecomes’m
sorry, but...”and as whershe then applied to the balhd hoped that he would repel
the hounds with his horns. becomesMr. Bull, Mr. Bull'! The hounds are coming.
Can you chase them away with your horns?”

In “The Crow and the Pitcher” (Table 2), the namatis divided between two
narrators, who themselves become characters, am fieir position in the
background, the audience sees them narrating thng, sts if conversing with each
other, reminding one another how the story goeslewthey observe another reader,
the thirsty crow, meditating upon his predicamamigl finally announcing his eureka

experience:
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Table 2. “The Crow and the Pitcher”

Original

A crow, half-dead with thirst, came up
a pitcher which had once been full

water; but when the crow put its be
into the mouth of the pitcher he fou
that only very little water was left in i
and that he could not reach far enod
down to get at it. He tried, and he trig
but at last had to give up in despair.
Then a thought came to him, and he tc
a pebble and dropped it into the pitchel
Then he took another pebble and drop
it into the pitcher. Then he took anoth
pebble and dropped that into the pitch
At last, at last, he saw the water mount
near him, and after casting in a few m
pebbles he was able to quench his th
and save his life.

Little by little does the trick.

Script

Narrator 1: A crow, half-dead with
pthirst, was desperate for water.
dCrow: I'm thirsty. | want to drink som¢
awater. | need to drink some water.
ndNarrator 2: Then he came upon a pitch
I,that once had been full of water, but wh
Idie put his beak into the mouth of t
2ghitcher, he found very little water in it.

Narrator 1. Moreover, he could nd
po&ach far enough down to get at it.
.Narrator 2: He tried and he tried, bt
bédally he had to give up in despair.
arow: | need that water! How can | rea
ghe water?...l got it! | could use the
yebbles lying all around me to help.
oigarrator 1: So he collected as mai
iebbles as he could find, and he drop

them...

(Sound effects. Stones knocking togeth

Narrator 2: One by one.

Narrator 1: ...into the pitcher.

Narrator 2: Until at last, he saw th

water rising up, and he was able

guench his thirst and save his life.

Crow: Luckily for me... little by little

does the trick.

1%

er
en
he

~+

Yy
bed

er)

In adapting thelust So Storied,used a variation of this technique, to give eoic

to a character who is implied in the telling of maof these tales but who remains

silent in them. “How the Whale Got His

Throat,” fiostance, begins like this:

“In the sea, once upon a time, O my Best BeloVieeket was a Whale, and he ate

fishes.”

“O my Best Beloved” clearly implies that the stasyaddressed to a child. In my

scripted version (Table 3), the narrator assumesdle of a parent telling the story to

a child, who becomes an additional character in drema, responding to and

questioning the narrator.
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Table 3. “How the Whale Got His Throat”

Original

In the sea, once upon atime, O
Best Beloved, there was a whale, and
ate fishes. He ate the starfish and
garfish, and the crab and the dab, and
plaice and the dace, and the skate ang
mate, and the mackereel and
pickereel, and the really truly twirly

Script
Narrator: Once upon a time, in the se

a,

M My Best Beloved) there was a whale,

bhad he ate fishes...
tizhild: What kind of fishes did he eat?
tNarrator: Well, he ate the starfish ar
the garfish, and the crab and the dab,
libe plaice and the dace, and the skate
-his mate,

whirly eel. All the fishes he could find i
all the sea he ate with his mouth--so!
at last there was only one small fish left
all the sea, and he was a small 'stute
and he swam a little behind the wh
right ear, so as to be out of harm's w,
Then the whale stood up on his tail g
said, 'I'm hungry." And the small 'stu
fish said in a small 'stute voice, 'Nok
and generous cetacean, have you ¢
tasted Man?'

'‘No," said the whale. 'What is
like?'

‘Nice," said the small 'stute fis
‘Nice but nubbly.’

Then fetch me some," said t
whale, and he made the sea froth up
his tail.

A

nand the mackerel and the pickerel,
[ithe really truly twirly-whirly eel.
iBhild: All the fishes in all the sea?
istarrator: Yep, he ate them all. With h
ersouth so! Till at last there was only o
agmall fish left in all the sea. And he wa:s
rgmall 'stute fish...

t€hild: What is a ‘stute fish.

|&larrator: It means he was smart... Af
\er swam a little behind the whale's rig
ear. Can you guess why?

Child: Because he was afraid the wh
itvould eat him?

Narrator: Just so. Then the whale sto
hup on his tail and said, 'I'm hungry." A
the small 'stute fish said in a small 'st
heoice...
vitbtute  fish:  Noble and generou
cetacean; have you ever tasted Man?
Whale: No, what is it like?

‘Stute fish: Nice. Nice but nubbly.

q

d
and
and

and

d
jht

ale
od

nd
ite

Whale: Then fetch me some.

Sometimes the use of multiple narrators can adetast to the story, at the same

time creating additional roles, thereby increagimg number of participants who can

take part in a piece. At other times, narrators lsaran unnecessary distraction that

can be eliminated from a script. In the short std®y Man With No Eyes,” for

instance, the narrator was cut entirely by havimg main character take over the

narrator function (See Table 4 for an excerpt).
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Original

The air was rich with spring. The sun w
warm and bright on the sidewalk. M
Parsons stood there in front of his ho
He noted thelack-clackas the sight-les
man came nearer, and he felt a sud

Script

(Parsons comes downstage from haotel.

aBensons enters, stage left, tapping a ca
rBoth men wear sunglasses.)

edbarsons: (Talking to himself).What a
snice day! | just love spring. The sun
dearm. The birds are singing. What col

ane.

is
ild

be better?
(Parsons looks in the direction of tl

tapping.)

sort of pity for all blind people.
ne

To summarize, successful readers’ theater reguntesesting, well-written scripts
at a level appropriate to the readers. By followiagfew basic principles and
exercising imagination, teacher and students cabwrate in adapting their favorite

materials (or teachers can indulge their secreiteoonb as writers).

Dialect Coach

In professional theater or film, the dialect coaudlps actors assume particular
accents so that they can convincingly perform dtara from different regions or

cultures. In readers’ theater for English langussgeners, the teacher’s job is not
really to teach accents but merely to enable resadgoerform their parts in a way that
is comprehensible. This may entail accent redudboisome readers as they work on
segmentals (the individual sounds or phonemes)niaat give them trouble and the
prosodic features of spoken English (rhythm, steesbintonation). Because readers’
theater provides learners an opportunity to workpmmunciation issues through the
medium of a written script, it also affords oppaities to raise awareness of sound-
spelling correspondence (which facilitates wordggation) and to work on phrasing

(which is associated with syntactic processinghhladtwhich are essential to reading
with comprehension.

In the readers’ theater class that inspired thilar students exhibited varying
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levels of fluency in oral reading assessments ccieduon the first day of class, with
no student able to read without miscues. As moshefmiscues seemed to revolve
around issues related to vowels and digraphs,itldddo devote several early classes
to pronunciation and sound-spelling relationships.

We began with a review of the English vowel syst#re,objective being to raise
awareness with regard to roughly 15 different vosminds of spoken English along
with the apparently random spelling variations byicka these sounds can be realized.
Students were introduced to the International Ptiowdphabet in conjunction with
pronunciation modetsexemplifying each of 15 vowel sounds (Appendivefiresents
the student handout used for this purpose). Thex® mo expectation that students
would learn the phonetic alphabet, rather it wasluserely as a visual point of focus
to reinforce the subtle differences between variowmsel sounds. In addition to the
time allocated for this exercise in the classrobmrepared a QuickTime video that
introduced each phonetic symbol, one by one, witecarding of its pronunciation
and sample words exemplifying the vowel (phonemiejoous. Students were to
download the video clip from a department website geview it throughout the first
couple of weeks outside of class.

This initial pronunciation work was followed up witsome limited instruction
revolving around sound-spelling correspondenceilfagéh a focus on vowels) in
order to demonstrate to students that despitefgpharant absence of any predictable
correspondence, English spelling does in fact etsbme striking regularities.
During this phase of the course, beginning durimg $econd week, | introduced a
handful of phonics-type generalizations, which hé&aidy high utility by virtue of
their general reliability (meaning that they tera work with a 75% or greater
frequency). Students received a handout (Appeniiiwith a summary of the most

useful of these generalizations based on an asdbysiohnston (2001). The handout
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consisted of six broad generalizations. These wateduced, explained, and
illustrated with numerous examples, one broad gdizaetion at a time over the
course of the next two weeks. Discussion of eacteigdization was then followed up
with a task involving classification of words witha course reading that illustrated a
given regularity (See Appendix 3 for a sample taskn the course).

Up until this point, my work as a “dialect coacin¥/olved pronunciation of vowel
phonemes and general awareness-raising regardimg \lmwel phonemes are
typically encoded in written English, emphasizilgde patterns that tend to occur
with relatively high frequency. Later, as studeassumed their roles and began to
prepare for performance by rehearsing their sgripgsprimary function (and that of
my teaching assistants) became to coach readarhalistic way on prosodic aspects
of pronunciation (stress, rhythm, intonation) andvork on pushing students towards
an optimum level of speed, appropriate phrasind,aanexpressive style. The primary
mode of instruction was modeling. It worked likésthn the early phases, a coach sat
with a group and read each character’s part, bngakach part into short phrases,
which the character repeated after the coach. Toeeps was then repeated, with the
coach selecting progressively longer passages#aters to repeat until readers were
able to approach a level of fluency that satisftezlcoach. Then the groups practiced
independently, striving for continual improvemerReaders observed to have
difficulties with their parts, or portions thereeigre intensively coached, one-on-one,
until their performances came up to the level dirtlpeers in the group. Practice
performances were periodically video-recorded, sadents could observe their
progress, a process, which they seemed to findemgrtaining and motivating.

Although there was no expectation that studentsildhmemorize their scripts, |
did want students to become less attached to $bapts as we moved more towards

performance mode. As an approximation of the sKillooking up from reading to
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make eye contact with an audience, another readosimique that students practiced
was the “peek and speak” technique. In this exersitmidents were taught to glance at
a phrase, read it silently, hold it in memory, ahdn look up and say it, before
glancing at the next phrase. Students worked tcsvdeleloping their abilities to
handle progressively longer passages of text gwitaly.

Of all of the roles that the teacher plays in resdieater, that of “dialect coach,”
or less fancifully perhaps, fluency coach, is thestrcentral to the success of readers’
theater as a form of reading instruction, going @ees beyond merely pronunciation
to touch on the processes that develop readingdluthrough repeated reading, with

its benefits for the automatizing of word recogmiti

Director

Once students have gained some basic skill in mgadi script, it is time for the
teacher to exercise his or her role as directoe iffain task of the director is to
visualize the stage space and give readers theamgedthey will need to present
themselves to an audience in a way that is visuatBresting and that enables the
audience to clearly see and hear the readers. Whitgght be useful to have some
theater background, common sense in combinatior it few basic staging
guidelines should be enough to get started aseamtdit | started by teaching some
basic stage terminology. Using the audience asfridi@e of reference, students
learned the basic stage locations. Facing the aceljghe area of the stage closest to
the audience islownstagewhile the area furthest away igpstage.Center stage
obviously refers to the very center. The directionthe right of the actor (reader)
when he/she is facing the audiencstage right,while the opposite direction sage
left. Students very quickly learn what the director mbg, “Please enter from stage

right,” or “Position yourself downstage left.”
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Once readers know where they are going to be @e sthe director’s challenge is
to bring them around to an awareness of what tleegdrio do for the benefit of an
audience. Quite simply this means facing the aw#iend speaking loudly enough to
be heard at a distance. When readers first betgnaicting on stage, they tend to face
each other, forgetting the audience and givingetrtprofiles or even their backs. The
basic remedy is to teach tlg@arter position in which the readers face each other
obliquely so that they are also half facing theiance. In the directing phase of
readers’ theater, it may be necessary to contypuamind readers of this basic
principle. When readers are in ensembles, they me@g to be reminded to arrange
themselves so as to maintain the visibility of @irticipants. Finally, students may
need to be reminded not to hide their faces behnet scripts and not to be so
wedded to their scripts that they fail to make aontwith the other readers, and

especially with the audience.

Choreographer
Choreography refers to the design of movement.sltperhaps a much more
specialized theater skill than others that havenbeentioned and less amenable to
quick study. Traditional readers’ theater did matalve the trappings of “real” theater,
which is to say, elaborate settings, props, andem@nt on stage. Typically, readers
simply take their places on chairs or stools, eaetder looking up to read his or her
part when it is time, and looking down during th&erim. This is certainly one way to
do it. Anticipating an audience of elementary sd¢hclildren for my university
readers, | wanted something a little more energetiich prompted me to try some
simple choreography, and the key to success, é\mlreally is simplicity.

In “The Tortoise and the Hafefor instance, the choreographic goal was: 1) to

represent the movements of a tortoise and a hade?2)ato design the path of th&o
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characters through the performance space. Firsidetermined the path: a loop
around the stage from an imagined starting lina timish line (where two additional
characters, an observing giraffe and elephant singibod). The tortoise’s
“choreographic task” was to capture the slow motality of the tortoise’s walk,
completing the fixed distance from start to finiahthe time that it took to complete
the entire script. The hare had to use a rhythoucin place with occasional quick
turns of the head, following the same course, lmmmeting epicycles as she ran
circles around the tortoise. The hare’s pace wdyg orarginally faster than the
tortoise’s, speed being merely indicated by quatitymovement and the greater
distance covered. The hare had to then, with lstgezed movements, stretch out and
nap, and finally wake up, stretch, yawn, and dagbainic (just marginally faster than
tortoise pace), reaching the finish line just after tortoise to deliver the moral of the
story, “Don’t brag about your lightening pace, $bow and steady won the race.” The
movements of the piece were all quite slow and e challenge for the readers
was in achieving a consistent timing for the whméeformance.

In “The Grasshopper and the Ants,” the grasshoppeked down from a high
place (a slightly elevated hearth in the kiva, &csd little amphitheater in the
elementary school where we performed). The mairreddgraphic challenge was in
representing the ants. The frenetic activity ofdnéhill was depicted by three “ants,”
who wove figure 8 trajectories past one anothegive a sense of industry. Each ant
had to stop in turn, face the audience, and delhaar line, before resuming the
movement pattern.

Other pieces (e.g., “How the Camel Got His Hump®ed only simple but
interesting juxtapositions of characters, somedstay) others sitting in chairs, with an
occasional entrance or exit of a character. Add#iosisual interest was established

by set design.
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Set Designer

Traditional readers’ theater kept set design taramum, often using little more than

a chair, stool, or box for the reader to sit on—hpps a single significant symbolic

object relevant to the reading. An interesting lgaoknd, however, can enhance an
audience’s experience, and modern multimedia tdogganakes this a very simple

matter indeed.

In the program | have been describing, we usedvairfeages, downloaded from
the Internet, organized in the form of PowerPoihtles, and projected via an
overhead LCD projector onto a screen behind théemsa My teaching assistant and |
assumed major responsibility for set design, prilpéecause in several attempts at a
collaborative approach that included our studewts,discovered that they did not
seem to have any flair for it, and we were predsedime. However, a class with
even one or two artistically inclined students dowhake set design a student
responsibility.

In our production for an elementary school audiesmesisting of four of Aesop’s
fables and twalust So Storieseach piece was supported by a colorful (PowetPoin
slide introducing the title of the piece, followbg a series of several or more slides
lending visual support to each story. SometimesdaHhmckground slides related quite
literally to the story. In “How the Whale Got Hishioat,” for instance, the narrator
reels off a list of all the fishes that the whatle @efore he got his baleen throat): “He
ate the starfish and the garfish, and the crabtlamdiab, and the plaice and the dace,
and the skate and his mate, and the mackereelhanpidckereel, and the really truly
twirly-whirly eel.” At each mention of a differerspecies, an image of that creature
appeared.

For other pieces, an abstract rather than a liter@kground sufficed. For example,

a single image of vertical, gently curving, gregres$, wider at the base and tapering
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upward, all against a tan background, suggestiva @drest of grass was the sole
backdrop for “The Grasshopper and the Ants.” On ooeasion, images took the
place of all but one of the readers. In “The HarghvWany Friends,” only the hare
appeared on stage. The other readers (a horsegbat| ram, and calf) - unseen, read
their parts from behind the projection screen, uptich an image of each animal
appeared during that animal’s entry into the story.

As | hope the above examples illustrate, set desagnbe easily accomplished via
multimedia techniques and is limited only by auaility of equipment, multimedia

know-how, and imagination.

Producer

Readers’ theater can be integrated in a limited im&ty almost any reading course,
but if it is the basis for an entire course, itingortant to produce a show for an
audience, independent of the course participartiss dives the readers a reason to
work hard in order to put on the best performaritat they are capable of. In
professional theater and film, the producer's rade to promote and make
arrangements for every aspect of the productioapaing it for presentation and
managing it during its production ru@f course, every teaching context is different,
and the teacher’s role as a producer will be motess formal, more or less complex,
depending upon that context.

The readers’ theater that inspired this article Wageloped as a special topics
course within a university intensive English pragrarhe audience for one of the
productions that came out of the effort was a seég@yade class at the university’s on
campus elementary school. The entire program freexing selections to set design
was produced with this audience in mind. Produdmg show involved arranging for

a performance space at the elementary school—tlee-an intimate, semicircular
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space, located in the schools library and medidecewith a carpeted, amphitheater
style section for seating, and multimedia projecti@apability. Production
management also involved scheduling several resisassthin the space, once with a
small trial audience, and finally scheduling onk-fiwuse presentation to an audience
of rapt second-graders, their teachers and thearmstter coordinator. My student
performers rose to the occasion; the second gradiersce was most delighted; and
even the teachers and media center coordinatorivmressed with the quality of the
production.

A second production, (the final exam of the semgstas a little less grand than
the elementary school production. It consistedevesal short stories, recast as short
plays, performed within our classroom, to a sma#ladience of invited guests—
friends of class members, intensive program supgiaft, and available faculty—but

with the same attention to multi media set desigh@erformance quality.

Conclusion
While readers’ theater has gained a consideralgeedeof recognition as a tool in L1
literacy instruction at the elementary and middtba®l level, and has even entered
the L2 landscape at the same level, its use in-gExindary L2 contexts seems
relatively unexplored, or at least little writtebaat. In this article, | have discussed
how readers’ theater served as the conceptual &iamdfor an entire semester’s
course within a post-secondary intensive Englislg@am. The primary purpose of
the article has been to share something of theoffla¥ that course while offering
some practical guidance for how to do readers’'tdrea

My experience with readers’ theater gives me neaedo doubt that RT is an
enjoyable and worthwhile educational activity is @wn right; moreover, reading

theory and research both confirm the value of neadineater as a means of
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promoting reading fluency. In the search for wayfatilitate reading fluency that are

both effective and engaging, reading teachers dhaeftainly consider adding

readers’ theater to their pedagogical repertories.

Notes

1.

The IELI curriculum, designed to facilitate intetiomal students’ transition to
degree programs in the university, is structuredrtavide 18 hours of instruction
at each of four instructional levels, divided amauogrses that focus on reading,
writing, speaking, listening, and cultural awareneg&ach level also makes
provisions for a topics course, the focus of whechntirely up to the instructor.
“The Hare With Many Friends”
http://www.aesopfables.com/cgi/aesopl.cgi?srch&fd@HareWithManyFriends
and

“The Crow and the Pitcher”
http://www.aesopfables.com/cgi/aesopl.cgi?srch&¥dtdCrowandthePitcher2
“How the Camel Got His Hump” http://www.online-Iregure.com/kipling/167/
and “How the Whale Got His Throat”
http://www.online-literature.com/kipling/171/

Burton Goodman: “More Surprises,” and “Sudden Tslist(Jamestown
Publishers).

Pronunciation models were based on the varietyngfligh spoken by the course

instructor, i.e., American English (Midwestern &g

Asian EFL Journal 47



Asian EFL Journal. Professional Teaching Articksl. 43 April 2010

References

Chen, J. (2006). A study of oral reading fluencyl anotivation for reading: The
implementation of readers’ theater in an elemenkanglish class. Unpublished
master’s thesis. National Chung Cheng University.

Clark, R., Morrison, T. G., & Wilcox, B. (2009). Reers’ theater. A process of
developing fourth-graders’ reading fluen&eading Psycholog®0(4), 359- 385.

Coger, L. I. & White, M. R. (1967 Readers theater handbook: A dramatic approach
to literature.Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman and Company.

Dowhower, S. L. (1989). Repeated reading: Rebkeito practice. The Reading
Teacher, 42502-507.

Gorsuch, G. & Taguchi, E. (2008). Repeated reatbngleveloping reading fluency
and reading comprehension: The case of EFL learnérgetnam.System, 3&),
253-278.

Johnston, F. P. (2001). The utility of phonic gatieations. Let's take another look at
Clymer’s conclusionsThe Reading Teacher, &, 132-142.

LaBerge, D. & Samuels, S. J. (1974). Toward a themr automatic information
processing in readin@ognitive Psychology, 293-323.

Liu, J. (2000). The power of Readers’ Theater: Freading to writingELT Journal,
54(4), 354-361.

Martinez, M., Roser, N. L., & Strecker, S. (1998)never thought I could be a star”:
A readers’ theater ticket to fluendgeading Teacher, $2), 326-334.

Rasinski, T. V. (1990). Effects of repeated regdamd reading-while-listening on
reading fluency.Journal of Educational Research, (83 147-150.

Rinehart, S. (1999). “Don’'t think for a minute th&im getting up there”:
Opportunities for readers’ theater in a tutorial ¢bildren with reading problems.

Reading Psychology: An International Quarterly, 20;89.

Asian EFL Journal 48



Asian EFL Journal. Professional Teaching Articksl. 43 April 2010

Samuels, S. J. (1979). The method of repeatedngadhe Reading Teacher, @B,
403-408.

Sindelar, P., Monda, L., & O’'Shea, L. (1990). Effe of repeated reading on
instructional and mastery level readefsurnal of Educational Research, (83,
220-226.

Taguchi, E., Takayasu-Maass, M. & Gorsuch, G. D042 Developing reading
fluency in EFL: How assisted repeated reading axidnsive reading affect

fluency developmenReading in a Foreign Language, (29, 70-96.

Asian EFL Journal 49



Asian EFL Journal. Professional Teaching Articksl. 43 April 2010

Appendix 1

Vowel Sounds & Spelling Variations

Symbols Spelling (examples)
[ we fed bea key beleve mpople spaly
I it bt been
e race hte min gea eight trey
€ bed s@ys aqest ca wid
& bad kugh kdder lat comade
u boot food who move dity to too two through it
o put foot ould
A but tugh oven over e flood
o] boat @ grow toe own over
0 bought @ught @sw ball wrong
a father ar fot @mm  lospital
S sofa alone ross waned pringpal difficult Ameria

Diphthongs

Symbols | Spelling (examples)
al bite s$ght |ty de height

au albout brown aubt

ol boy
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Appendix 2

Vowels: Some predictable sound-spelling relatiopshi

1. When a single vowel occurs in a word or syllablehwC-V-C pattern
(consonant, vowel, consonant) shape, it is alwhgstsThere are exceptions,
but the generalization is about 90% reliable.

2. In words with the pattern V-C-e, the final e isesi, and the vowel preceding
the consonant is long. There are exceptions, leugyémeralization works fairly
well (about 75% of the time) with a, i, and u. lhe$ not work for long e,
which tends to be spelled as ee. It works fairlyllwer o. However,
exceptions tend to occur before the letters v, :mgjue, live, shove, glove, love,

come, some, one.

Short vowels Long vowel-silent e

Examples Phonetic | Examples Phonetic
Transcription Transcription

at, and, cat, back, clap, leel ate, late, grape, shave lel

stand

egg, web, tell, went, lel (not useful for long e)

dress,

did, sick, which, bring h drive, five, smile, thrive [ ail

gift

odd, job, rock, stop, la/ bone, code, hope lo/

clock

up, but, fun, luck, truck Il duty, rule, refuse lul fjul

3. There is an old rule that says: “When two vowelswgking, the first one
does the talking.” This is not quite right, butrdare five vowel pairs that are
highly regular in this regard. The pronunciatiothe same as the name of the

first letter in the pair.
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Combination| Example Phonetic Approximate
Transcription Reliability
ay play, stay, portray lel 96%
ai rain, grain, faint, abstain lel 75%
ee feet, wheel, il 95%
ey key, monkey lil 77%
oa boat, road lol 95%

4. Four other pairs are also very regular, althoughpifonunciation is not based

on the name of the first letter of the pair.

Combination| Example Phonetic Approximate
Transcription Reliability
aw saw, lawn / ol 100%
oy boy, convoy I oil 100%
oi oil, spoil / oil 100%
au cause, applause /ol 79%

5. Some vowel pairs have two or more alternate proatioas. Knowing this

can help a reader make a very good guess at trectpronunciation.

Combination| Example/| Approximate| Combination| Phonetic | Approximate
Phonetic Reliability Transcription| Reliability
ow snow 68% 00 boot /u/ 50%
fol 32% book /u/ 40%
how
[ au/
ew blew 88% el eight /e/ 50%
IU/ 19% protein /i/ 25%
few
fiu/
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6. There are also some vowel pairs with three or mtisgnative pronunciations.

Making a good guess may be much harder at thid,dmih here is one more

set of combinations.

Combination| Example/ | Approximate| Combination| Example/ | Approximate
Phonetic Reliability Phonetic Reliability
ea seat /i 50% ou out / au/ 43%
head 17% touch /a/ 18%
I'el 14% your 7%
fear [ orl
[ ()l
ie field 49% oe toes /o/ 44%
W 27% shoes /u/ 33%
tied 0
/ il does / o/ 22%
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Appendix 3
Reread the fable[he Grasshopper and the Anfen look at it again carefully and
find words with single short vowel sounds. Listrthen the column for short vowels.
Then find words that fit the long vowel-silent ettpan. List them in the column for
long vowels.
The Grasshopper and the Ants

One fine day in winter some Ants were busy dryimgirt store of corn, which
had got rather damp during a long spell of rairsEntly up came a Grasshopper and
begged them to spare her a few grains, "For," sligh 8I'm simply starving." The
Ants stopped work for a moment, though this wasregaheir principles. "May we
ask," they said, "what you were doing with yoursélflast summer? Why didn't you
collect a store of food for the winter?"

"The fact is," replied the Grasshopper, "I was s@ybsinging that | didn’t
have time."

"If you spent the summer singing,” replied the Ar{®u can't do better than

spend the winter dancing.” And they chuckled andtwa with their work.

(Several examples have been listed already toqgestarted.)

Short vowels Long vowels-silent e

ant

¢
o)

[¢14
ol

—C
>
-

(@]
(@]

el
o]

Now read the first paragraph biiow the Whale Got His Throalist the words that

follow the short vowel and long vowel-silent e miia this passage.
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How the Whale Got His Throat

In the sea, once upon a time, O my Best Belovestetivas a Whale, and he
ate fishes. He ate the starfish and the garfisth tla@ crab and the dab, and the plaice
and the dace, and the skate and his mate, andatieeneel and the pickereel, and the
really truly twirly-whirly eel. All the fishes heauld find in all the sea he ate with his
mouth--so! Till at last there was only one smadhfieft in all the sea, and he was a

small 'Stute Fish, and he swam a little behindHhw®ale's right ear, so as to be out of

harm's way. Then the Whale stood up on his tail sead, “I'm hungry.” And the

small 'Stute Fish said in a small 'stute voice, Bdocand generous Cetacean, have you

ever tasted Man?”

Short vowels

Long vowels-silent e

a a
¢ €
1 1
0 0
u u
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