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ABSTRACT . ’

- The theoretlcal language-skills nodel of James
Britton’can ‘be used to explaln thd usefulness of reading instruction
in devegloping competence in writing at the tollege level. Britton's , -

model of writing, adjusted for mature writers, involves four stages:

: prevritinq, writing, reconsideéring, and editing. The first two

stages, prewriting apd writing,.can be seen as the “writer's role"; .,
reconsidering and editing can be seen as the "reader's role."

Teachers can improve the 'students' reader role through guided
experience ‘with texts, which develops the sense of audience necessary .
for recoensiderigg and editiny compositions. For dxample, teaching the
‘technique of scanning for information when reading an article can -
‘1lpress on the students the necessity of h¥ghlighting the topic and
sxgnallng.the érbtopzcs vith markers vhen writing an article, and
teaching reading survey skills and the. process of extracting . "~ :
information from a title will help writers create meaningful titles
for their™ own work. . (CC) -
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College-1level teachers of basicy'langudge skills have

. become increasingly interested +in. the overlap between skills-

problems which have, traditionally, been categorized as either ’

-

‘reading Or writing problems. For example, at the werd-level,
1]

-0

ED150568

can we bay whether a small'vocabulary is a problem Of reading or

f ’ % [N L]

N\ .
writing? Surely .t is both: an underdeveloped vocabulary limits ¢ )

. R ‘ ! * - L] R4
.

both reading comprehen51on and effective composition. Similarly.
{s ; . ’
at éhe sentence level, syntactlc 1mmatur1ty handlcaps both .

reading and Writing. Francis Christensen Kl967)«haS'suggested “ "
that” teaching studermts to manipulate more complex syntactic
9 - ' ) '

I structures in their writing will also help thosé students g

comprehend complicated prose styles. And the growing literature ;
1

- L]
. \ \ -
on sentence- combining aq§1V1t1es seems to show dramatlc 1mprovement

/

'1n both %rltlng and reading skwlls as a result of - thes?/exerc1ses'
hln syntactic fluency (Stotsky, 1975; Combs, 1977). Flhally,
at the ievel J} total dlscourse, the paradlgmatlc structures .
that we‘teach as an ajd to readlng comprehen31on Qesg., cause-
effec;; thesia—proof) problem—soiution) are the eqme structuree
"we ask studengs to producé in basic composition cT¥asses (Sack

.

&-Yourman, 19653 D' Angelo, 1977). Such areas, of/overlap lead

one to ponder the efflcacy of unltlng 1nStructlah in reading _

N - an¥ writing. sKills Moreover, it ‘is possible to view current

%, ’«. » ' r-“ . .
theorles of composing as-:supporting a unified approach to basic-
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language pedagogy My aim in Emis paper is to demonstréte how
one spec1f1c thedretlcal model explalns the usefulness of readlng

instruction for the development)of competence 1n writing.
o 4 i
.As background for the theory, it wilI* be helpfu! to review
- , - . .
some principles of the development of yritten language skills

ih children. The wOrk of James Britton and his colleaguvs at .
the Unlver51ty of London has contriblted 31gn1ficahtly to .our
knowledge of this subjgct (Britton et al., 1975). The heart of”
Britton's research shows that deve}meent inyolves differentiation.

o . ) ) ,
As illustrated in Figure 1{ the child begins writing 1n an

'expressive mode--writing primarily for himself about things in.
. ' . L ° ’

. \ 3}

Xhis:immediate world, following the natural patterns of his
* 1]

-

ekpressiﬁe speech. With development, the child'begins to ‘

~a

@ ! .
.

. . . - L f .
"decontextualize"™ his experience, and his writing moves 1n two
. rd .

directions: toward poetic use of langtage, and toward transactional

. 3
use of language., Expressive-writing serves as a "matrix" from
. whlch the more differentiated forms develop.

-~ insert Figure 1 about hene --

/
‘Such a 5"VFlopmenta1 scheme makes sefse for young chlldren,

byt how does it translatehlnto an 1nstruct18na1 program for the

\ , -
.cdilege.student who is a poor writer? Moving to the adult model
" E Y - .

’requires ad justment, but not abandonment of this schehe. The
Vd - .

model for mature writing'involves four activities, illustrated
. ) .

\

in Figure 2. The four boxes represent the %our ma jor stages

"of writingst a% initial period of finding somefhing to say
.. . \ hd . .
(prewriting), followed by a formal writing-down ofL}deas‘ih a
draft (writing), then a reconsideration of the presentation

y

¥
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_activity (as in '"to play a role ih a drama"). -

A

practlce in playlng the wrlter s‘ﬁnjals crucial for development'

N N ‘ . y
érecon51der1ng or rev1s1ng), ‘and flnally the edltlng of the

»

: completed version to conform to apprOprlate conventlons of

-~ insert Flgure 2 about here -- 1

- i

written language. Although: this four-stage model is widely
accepted, I want tq emphasize a particular way.of looking at

the stages. The first 2wo stages (prewriting and ‘writing)

-

can_ be grouped together, and I have labeled them the wrlter s

role; the other two stages are also grouped, and I have labeled

_them the reader's role. The tetm "role" is useful because it

denotes both point of view'(as in "to assume a role" ) and
. L] . -

. 4 . v
The activities involved in playing ‘the writer's role are
guite similar to those of expressive,writing: the emphasis 1is
)

on the wrlter s kengagement with 1deas, and  with his ability to . 7

express those 1deas 1nx@r1tten language. Just-.as ézlldren flrst

.learn to wkite for themselve§ one aspect of adult CbmpOS1ng

. T
also involves figding written language.for the problems we are -

attemptlng to solve, or for the ideas we are trylng to convey. .,

v ~

Often, college students with weak educatlonal backgrounds have

coa poor sgnse of how to play the wrlter s role. Such students

have no faC111ty with written expres51on, they seem'unable 58
\

break through the barrier of wrltten language-—although thelr

oral expression may be guite fluent. FoOr such.students, active -

~

-

and excellent'technlques have been suggested for loosenlng up
3 N
these—bﬁocked writers (Elbow, 1973). '

. . . { . Ve
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P . L, . [ . .
..coenceiving of ‘their compositjons as pigeces 1ntended'for an

writing’problems.

) C , Kroll 4: - &

. N -

While there are a.surprising number.of college students

who need help with the writer's role, such students:are in ‘the

mifdority on most ‘cgmpuses. A much more pervasive problem is a 1
' - . : ' ) |
failure to play the .role of the reader. Most college students ]

can manage the expressive task; they may even take it to an
¥

extreme, producing what Gréenbaum and Schmerl (1970) satlrlcally

s |

‘call "sﬁilli" Wlth fhe writer's role as a base, it is 1mportant’
. )

to move students toward assuming the reader's role: toward
rd . L3

L

+

audience, toward understamding thelr .jot as one of wrlt}hg

- .
v
* . ! '

" 34 " . R -
reading.’), ]

In taking the reader’

s role, the student literally needs .

to view his COmposition from a new perspective, toO step out of .

£ ¢ ~ -

.the writer's shoes and 1nto the reader S shoes, so that he can

~ -

understand his wrfting from the point of V1ew of,an audience. .

’,
4

This is, unquestlonaﬁly, one of the most difficult aspects Of

. Writers are pbften guite "egocentric," blinded to

- - .
- . I PPN ”
other points of yiew on their own writing (Moffett, (196835 Kroll,\

‘comp6sing.

Moreover, reading one's own writing is diff&cult because
) ) .
it is at odds with the normal reading process (Lester, 1973). - !

19%7).

The ability to see writing

from the pérspective of the
v - . o .

reader is a late accomplishment

- . 'Y A
for the Shild (heé;e the*early

emphasis on expreséive wviting) and 1t is a difficult achiévemenﬁ'

for the remedial céllege writer (hence an injtial focus on the
often caktled lack of

v

audlence awareness," may be respon31b1e for.a host o?f traditional -

writer's role). LacK of this ability,

:Trlmble (1975) declares that many of ‘the A\
i . ) .
. J . ,

L4
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| 0
t
i

>




. ' ¢ ' o . ' ' )
K * Y L Kroll» 5
P . ~ . .

-
Y

: :

! ) .
. . . . j Jl ,
. . .

# college writer's problems stem from his self-centeredness:

. . . . . -

"his natural tendéency as a writer is to think primarily of ,

- himSelf'and thus to wrlte primarlly‘for himseélf. Here, in d .
o ,nutshell, lies the ultlmate reason for most bad wrltlng" (p. 1%9).

Mlna Shaughnessy 41977) sees Similar eV1dence of lack o¥f

>
.

audlence awareness in basic college wrltlng—-the»lnexperlenced

\
L 4

writer aseumes "that the reader.understands what/ls g01ng on in
‘the writer's mind and peeds therefore no introductions or trans-

itions or explanatlons" (p. 240). 'James Moffett (1968) believes

L

-\ .

that the majority of conmunlcatlon problems arise’ f?om "the

. +
-

writer's assumptlon that the reader thans and feels as he doeb,
’ ' . . - ' '
has had the same experience, and hears’ 1n his head, when he 1is

)
\ s . reading, the same voice the writer does when he 1S writing”

O

(p>-195).

r

) P . ’ -
What can be done abolrt the student's failure t¢ play the
- . . . .

‘ , .
reader's roles 1n composing? At least part of«(he solytion

involves glVlng the student experlences in whlch he can hear
. - many others react’ to«his wrating LElbow, 1973): By hearlng how,

real_geaders respond, the writer can beguayx>internali2e the

. ) ) -2 \ ' ey ' . . *

: ovoices of others;, developing.the ability.to hear the "voice" of
. \

. a hypothetlcal other .when reconsidering-his writing. Di-Flopment

-
. .

< of a students sense, of audlence would seem to be a."basic" .ir

‘ "tne proCess of learning to wrlte Experiences whlch demelop
‘this “sense":s@buld begln‘early in schoollng, and should be a’

. ma jor part of ggmp031t10n currlcula at-all levels (Martln &

.’ ’ R
o

. ‘ Mulford, 1971).- . =, ' : ey
/§.‘ d "\ ~ ! * ~ * [l ~
. “ ’ Furthermore, 1 hypotnes1ze that readlng plays a major part
N - '
. - .' . . - -
; '} ’.,’ r'd : 6
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in developing-the sense of audience n#cessary to reconsider and’ -
. - edit a text. It _seems likely that it is the experience of reading

i_\' that enables good,writers %o construct an internal model of what
» v . . . .
U . [ \ .

! makés, an adeguate text. In some poorly understood way, our best’

students have made the connettion between reading and yriting——

. . 3

" and they have done. ik without‘;:;;k insﬁructioh. WeaRer students,

e
‘ whose backgrounds have 1nc1uded mlalmal reqplng and writing, may
never have intuited the simple truth that writers wrlte reading.

+ ., What .such students need is not more advice about writing, not,
exhortations about considering their audience--they need guided

L

experiences with texts .to jrake this connection. 6everal exercises

N which Teading teachers tvpically employ can, given a slightly

. d - D .
dlfferent focus, *also teach 1mportant prificiples of compesing.

For- example, the familiar technique of surveying Or scanning

. )

. for 1n‘ormatlon can 1llustrate the nece881ty of highlighting

[ 4
4 .

information when writing. From the reader's point of view, d
text is easy.to survey when the topic is cleakl)’gtated near
-the beginning of an article, when the major .subtopics are signaled

* by. approprlate‘mafkers (e g., first, second; moreover, nevertheless,

hence; in conclusion, therefore, £inally)., and when key 1ex1ca1

.
y e

; items recur ‘requently enough td\?eep the refeérence cCclear.
Students in a rapid reading course quickly learn to use suéh

\
informatloﬁ.' Thomas and Robinson (1972)~}emark that; $Alert1697
students to conspicudus Slgn;osts of the authorucan markedlf?

LR

“‘ificrease their speed in GCdnﬂlng" (p, 149) 'If a wraiter sees“

v

his-tasK as one of”prbducing reading (not simply writing), then

.instruction which .helps him understand_how readers use signals

\
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= to comprehend efficlently is useful for structuring a piber:

«

imbortant information must be highligﬁted by\stating the thesis

c1ear1§, by using speciai signal words, and by cla}ifying

reférences to major concepts through repeating_Key terﬁs. Such
“ * 4 : . - v - v

s — Il

careful structuring of a text is not for the writer'§ own

benefit--he already under§tahds the meaning; structure is a

.

concession to the reader. :

> ‘ .
As a second example, consider the case of a student who,

in a paper explaining @ guite specific aspect of college life,

used the vague title "Colleges." This stud®ent clearly had no

. ~

sense of the function of a title. I assume that this was because

e he viewed the task of producing a title from the writer's p01n£

of view: as a slightly bothersome task, fequired by his teacher.

-

From the wri;e%'s view, a title is, perhaps, sﬁperf;uous. From

. ‘ -

the reader's view, howe#er, a title can be a quite useful «id in

.“

. .

predicting the substance of an essay. When reading instructors

;

teach survey skills they draw students' attentidn to the information

i ’
that one can extract from a title. (For example, Sherbourne's

[1977] first rule for,skimming is to "Notice the title,or chapter
heading” p. 61.) Had this studerit been exposed to experiences

\ .
in which a t;tle was important for reaqing, and had the student

-

been shown the implications of 'this experience far writing, 1

believe he would have made progress-toward .taking the reader's

role. : . '

v

Pl

In reality, the roles of reader and writer, neatly b1furcated

in my model, may be simultaneous (or fapidly alternating) activities

- , i

. . . ) ‘




" insﬁru$7€on has much to offer the developlng writer.

P , - -
* . Kroll & *.\x'
. . p . ] . - .’ . * . S ' ,
S\ ‘ . 1Y ’ . - ) .. : / v s/ *
\fo{-many fluent writers. However, separaﬂgng t?e'rbles
/ - L
provides'a pedagogy. TRather thﬁn abandonlng the writer to. Sink-

. /

\
or-swim on hlS own, we can offqr noles “to piey, ‘models to, follow.

As a, first prlorlty, the nOV1ce writer needs: to learn to expxess
4. L \\ .

his ideas in writted lahguage. When he has gained SOMe faclllty

with writter expre881on, we muss help hlm.lmprove the qudilty of’

’ ] ’ A Y
of his compo?lng by 1ntroduc1ﬂg hlm to the role of the reaie;
. ’

L4
4

This involves actaivities de81aned to dbcenter his,perspective,
» N

.and it involves. guideg experience with texts It is in thls
~ - '
_latter area--the readlrg of texts—-that college level reading

*

o

o

e
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