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一次陪读实录：饭桌上的三打白骨精

有一次晚饭后，孩子忽然问我：白骨精都死了三次，怎么唐僧还不信孙悟空？我索性放下手

机，跟他把这段重新捋了一遍。这篇就记这次饭桌上的讨论，给陪读的家长做个参考。

孩子第一个疑问是为什么唐僧看不出。我说书里给过解释：唐僧是肉眼凡胎，白骨精使的是

解尸法，打死的只是假尸。孩子马上抓住不放：那孙悟空为什么不早说清楚？我们翻回原文找，

发现悟空每次都说'师父，他是个妖怪'，但每次说完就被念咒，说得越急，唐僧越觉得他狡辩。

孩子总结出一句让我意外的话：'他解释得太凶，凶得像撒谎。'

第二个疑问是猪八戒为什么总捣乱。孩子一开始认定八戒是坏人，后来自己改口：八戒每次

挑拨，都不是编瞎话，而是把看见的事实说一半——悟空打死的确实是一家人模样的尸体。孩子

由此明白，最麻烦的话不是假话，是只说一半的真话。这个结论我没有教，是他在复述里自己撞

见的。

讨论到最后，孩子冒出一句：所以这本书最好玩的地方是，好人也会互相误会。饭桌讨论到

此结束，前后不到二十分钟，没有总结、没有作业。第二天他自己去翻后面悟空回归的花果山章

节，还问我电视剧里这一段和书里哪里不一样。一次讨论能换来主动往后读，这就是陪读想要的

全部结果。它没有出现在任何一张卷子上，但孩子对这本书的记忆已经换了质地。

给家长的提醒只有一条：饭桌讨论别追求完整，孩子问到哪儿聊到哪儿，聊到他自己想去翻

书，就可以收场。

这次讨论里还有个细节值得一提：全程我们没有翻任何解读本或赏析文章，手边只有原著和

一部手机。孩子中途用手机搜了三打白骨精的电视剧片段，对比后发现电视剧让八戒挑拨得更露

骨，书里八戒的话其实更含糊。他自己得出一个比较：电视剧怕观众看不懂，把话说明白了；书

里不说明白，反而让人琢磨。这种媒介对比不是家长安排的，是孩子顺着问题自己走过去的。陪

读要守住的边界就在这里：工具可以随便用，路径让孩子自己挑，家长只负责在他卡住时搭一把

手。

A Real Kitchen-Table Session: The Three Strikes of the

White Bone Demon

One evening after dinner my child suddenly asked: the White Bone Demon died three

times, so why did Tang Monk still not believe Sun Wukong? I put down my phone and

went through the episode with him again. This article records that kitchen-table

discussion, as a reference for parents who read along.

The first question was why Tang Monk could not see through it. I said the book

explains it: he has mortal eyes, and the demon uses an escape-by-substitute-corpse

trick, so what Wukong killed were only fake bodies. The child seized on it at once:

then why did Wukong not explain properly earlier? We went back to the text and found

that each time Wukong says 'Master, that is a demon', he gets cut off by the spell —
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the more urgently he explains, the more the master thinks he is making excuses. The

child summed it up with a line that surprised me: 'he explained so fiercely that it

sounded like lying'.

The second question was why Zhu Bajie kept stirring trouble. At first the child

insisted Bajie was a bad guy, then changed his own mind: every provocation was not a

made-up lie but half of a seen fact — the bodies Wukong struck down really did look

like a family. From this the child understood that the most troublesome words are not

lies but half-true ones. I never taught that conclusion; he bumped into it while

retelling.

At the end the child blurted out: so the best part of this book is that good

people can still misunderstand each other. The discussion ended there, under twenty

minutes in total, no summary, no homework. The next day he went to read the later

chapter of Wukong's return to Flower Fruit Mountain on his own, and asked me how the

TV version differs from the book. One discussion trading for voluntary reading ahead

— that is the whole result reading together aims for. It appeared on no test paper,

but the child's memory of the book has changed in texture.

One reminder for parents: never aim for completeness in a dinner talk. Follow the

child's questions, and when the talk makes him want to open the book himself, that is

the right moment to stop.

One detail of that session is worth noting: we never opened an annotated guide or

appreciation essay — only the original text and one phone. Halfway through, the

child searched the TV scenes of the Three Strikes on his phone and noticed the TV

version made Bajie's provocation more blatant, while the book kept his words vaguer.

He drew a comparison on his own: TV spells things out for fear the audience misses

it; the book leaves things unsaid, which makes people think. That media comparison

was not arranged by a parent; the child walked to it by following his own question.

This is exactly the boundary reading together should keep: tools are free to use, the

path is the child's to choose, and the parent only lends a hand when he gets stuck.


