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There are two frequently encouﬁkered viéws on thesfuture source of g ,
’
theory of writing suitable for expli t and effective writing:>§ograms. Either

-

such a theory will emerge from within the English discipline itself, as an’ )

offshoot of the profession 8 concern with language and’ (more predominantly)

4

literature, or else a theory must be im@orted from some adjacent discipline
also eoncerned with language, sich as those cited in the title of this paper.

My own research in these areas as yell as in English leads me to reject both

? . 4
views as inadequate, The theo e need:is sufficiently complex that it must
“
\Ee worked out in concerted interactidn between English and all of ‘the above

cited disciplines -r an interaction free of~all the insider 8 Jnrgon, rivalry,
! R A
and compartmentalisation that have blocked such efforts.in the past. L

Only a short timeiago,~suchf; vision of\interdisciphnazycg-operation5

. would have been dismissed on all sddes as utopian. But we are witnessing today

an unprecedented willingness for co~operation, such that great and faster o
. progress is occurring in the participating disciplines than was ever possible -

as long as isolat;;n was the rule, This trend is older and stronger in Europe
gwthan America, but hére also, such occasions as the Shelter Islsnd Conference ¢§; &

(to,be discussed below) Justify new hopes. My purpose today is firstly to
\

survey the recent advances made possible in adjacent disciplines by inter-’
disciplinsry co-operation and secondly to look at how a theory of uriting,gan

be qreatea by this kind of interaction. ‘
.At the outset I must stress that no adjacent discipline has ahything like

.

an explicit.theory of writing that could be é%:nsported ‘to the English class.
Lo e

,-However, all of them are now avare of the‘pressing‘need for such a theory as a
' - v

v

. f ¥
4 Deans of understanding many of their owm special problems, The English profession

..
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’ceﬁw;ffer in‘returﬂﬁits experiencé with actual writing processes and its

J

insights into literature as an especially eggective mode of using language.

Therefbre, despite the dimensions of the task.4t hand, I feel that a certain,
- .

optiﬂism is Justified after all. LT ' .
I shall begin with linguistics, which being defined as a science of

lsnguages, seems a.logical starting point Traditionally, this discipline

has been preoccuﬁied with constructing internally consiptent formal descr tions

v LI 4

of language &t a level of abstractness uhere the issues of Human motivati n

v o=

and social ipteraction could scarcély be ratsed. Such descripticns wers|

-evaluated solely on their forms&_correctneas‘and not on their usefulnesj

> L g
nas kept'rigorously intact2
AN

Transformational grammar will serve to illustrate my point. It

instigators were fond of pointing out that the ‘theory was intended #o accaunt

[N

for "abstract'ﬁutomatons" rather than people.® We are t ’envisionja'robot .

* who _knows nothing about_society and the world and has no desire to communicate

{

meaningful messages, but who is ablé/ by means of a large, memory %Lr formal

rules,,to string together word into grammatical sentences of English. Yet

/

experience has shown that this modgl is not even usable for the computer. ‘

~

Precisely because our rbbot knows nothing about the world and doesn't want tb
communicate, it "can 6nly analyie sentences by running through vast quantities

’ of rules.* One researcher who developed s“txgnsformational analysis midel for

.

4

a computer(at,ﬂIT,calculsted that the analysis of a single sentence would demand

. -
a time span six times. that of the expected life of the solar system.>

- . M = * I . 4
We begin to understand my point made above concerning the usefulness of

o«

3




* linguistic descriptionsﬂ. The sociologi@anuel Schegloff has been led tor -
— conclude that transformational grammar is not about language at all. It
/

. -)’ can be put to somgé limited use, as the popular technique of "sentence

Al

- . N *’
‘combining” has demonstrated.’ But it provides no acgount vhatgoever about

vhy hmm?l beings are or are not motjqated to combine sentences in actual

¥

-

cases, It is entirely\possiple that poorly written sentinces are not improved

by combining. ' i . ’ © N\ /
At present, .linguistics is undergoing a long-avaited nge: A broad

ap;rmck?knm a8 “text linguistics™ is asking the question Tt old-style :

linguistics could not answer: what’ gives a text its “text\:x\ality, " that is:

vhat makes a text a coherent stretch ofdiscourse and not the seqnence. "

of minimal it wom'ds,or sentencea studied by older linguiats? U\ tandably
enough early research tried to angwer the question by staying insid the text,

Such aspects were studied as the use of pronouns and other "proforms" that

can be substituted for material given elaevhere in the text.® Another issue .

is the distribution of old and new infomtion in sentences,/i!!ich I shal‘f\’/

\

discuss Mon 10 Recent vor?reﬂects the realization that te ua}.fty

,/,"‘

* is_also determined from cutside the text > the coberence of /exts is partly

. derj.ved from the ccherence of omr viewg about the real /
study otsyatems of meaning, and "pragmatics,” th
o and responses in langu.age use, are nov&emergin

science of the

discipline is chtZ to’ inveatiga‘ting ail léinds of comunication, .including
speech writing, imagery, gestui'ea, and facidl &'pressipns. Suck a broad &nd
unified approach has already brought notable advancea in such diversé areasg

a8 social paychology and the theory of artistic media. .The extent to vhich

-t » ¢

.
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‘ﬁroven through “free' consultation with ad.jacent *disciplibes., )

Logic, which has traditionalhr formed a central pazt of language

philosophg, has largely been concerned with constructing aystems of meaning _

in which ob,jects are fully definable and describable through consistent
orperations, and in which all assertions formed by such operations can be
. unambiguously classed as true or falae./“Predicate logic deals with~ ‘the )
internal conatruction of Assertions, ‘while propositional J.ogic deals with
the truth yalues of asgertions in “various combinations. The rutes and '
operationI

}

in order to eliminate all possible ambiguitiea in advance. As a result, >
¥

allowed in conventional ty'pes of loglic are. kept very stringent

such logics are unsuited to representing atatements made in natural
languages" (i.e.,. re nguages such as English) about the world around
‘us with its many rmances and ambiguitiess The situation hasg been similar

to that of transfomational grammar g that the stringency of the system
}
tends to vitiate its usefulness as g ‘account ‘of languagé.'®

i One might compare logic to a system of measurement that uses only feet
and inches. Objects and distances which az;e not eanactly measura}?le in these
v.nits are simpiy rounoed ofhr ignored. The tas}: of recent logicians has
therefore been to find more exact and flexible 'unita,for representing some
model of the -real world. 1In ggia_; logic, assertions do not simply possess

%

) L4 ,.' .
a value of,either true or filse, but instead a degree of probability at a

. A 3
N
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givein time point 12 Other develapments concern the concept of the function,
. which is defined as an entity. that assigrs one elenrent to another._Fu:ré'cions
. can be used to assign properties to ob,jeots and thus to reconstrtfct whole

.. states gf-affairs, or "possible worlds."” ' Richard Montague has proposed a

much richer system for the formation of functions. If an ob,ject is assigned

s

-’ ' a property a new functio could be used to assign a property to that

= property and so.n, until- the desired precision and detail ig attained.

J

. In this way, ogical representation becomg a very g&cu:rate scale of

.o measm'ement in comparison .to its early insistence upOn forcing everytning into,
. e
cx{nbersome patterhs Montague's system alsd captures the, details of situations
~
by -gefining "time-world-states" where certain cond/itions prevail, ¥

\\ An intriguing enmple of interdisciplinary co-operation between logic, -

infom?tion theory, psychology, and computer science is the development

’of a .computer teacner using the Socratic method. Induction, being the process
whereby one inspects some actual instances and attempts to’ construct a rule, ‘
is an important compone‘nt of a theory of writing. The object is not so much

to construct a perfect and complete rule system ag to acquir ttategies for
forming rules and revising them when contradictions appear. These strategies
dre essential for presenting convincing and consistent arguments with examples. ’
The computez/ systen, called SCHOLAR, }an uge virtually any s[b,ject matter

to train a student in making and defending or revising predictions on the

e

basis of observation. 14 E : ) S ‘

4

Speech-ac\theory hag been another major area of interdisciplinary

interaction, this time between logic, »linguistics, and sociology or

: "socio-linguistics" (as the borderline region‘%etween the two latter <. \
disciplines is of-'ten called). This theory deals with conventions and‘ )
‘actions which 'can be counted as constituting the social a?:ts \of making

. ‘ promigses or threats, giving adv;ice, and so on.S So far, the theory has "”

. . . . Ve S ~ N
Q . e o ) .
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of language use ig too large to b ‘hendled by speech-act theonr alone. This

>
» 4

- o o «
6 . B . A
« - - [ .
. .

been most successful in treating such clearly defined uses of language e.s

the above or-in ceremtonies such as baptism, mrriage and the like. MOre

M——— R /‘

inte\ase part{cipstion is negded among a wider group of disciplines,

Yoy

inclnding psychology in partidzlar : o ‘ ' -

The question of hotn systems of meaning -are, correlated with conventions‘

is evident in the matter of in:formation value,
~
represent a state of the world in a logical form. We need to know how people

It is not, enough to, simply .

take this state ag a background and make a new or, important statement about

: . . / . -
it..In other words, we must find out how some information is focussed ‘and

= B 4 »
- - /

» .
other infégmation kept margimal. = °

>

.The original conception of information theory® was, to“determine the

i ormation value of elements by reference to their probability of occurring

in a given sequeffte. A highly probable element is said to carry little infarmation
and vice versa. This seems reasonable enough, bu‘é’ problems %wben probability

g

is viewed as computable’only when the exact number of alternatives for any

Co point is known. The alternatives in a natural language like English are

very numerous, and they are seldom freely interchsngeeb‘le. Moreover, {vhen

L

"readers encounter highly improbable elements in text$, they are less likely .

{1 -

to be highly informed than totally mrstified.

What we really require is

a . comprehensive account of the various factors that influence the expectations
JAN . ‘ - . 0 .
of readers ab texts. Only then can we speak of .an element as probable or

a comnmnicative sense.

k

1 4

~

‘improbable
The need to judge reader expectations and reaponses demands consultation

[

K . A

with paycholbgy. This discipline is also emerging frow a long phase of

isolation during which very mechanical experiments based on reductioniat theories

were the«rule. The experts at the conference pa-Xearning psyohology on A

Shelter Island, whose proceedings are a mugt for every English teac_her, . were in

- s - s o " ‘
¢ . g 7 - v’

0
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S imnregazve agreement 'about "the. paet irrelevance of'psycholggy to the

ec‘meationel enterprﬁ-Se "7 The usual test‘i.ng methods for language‘ , ' h

experiments involved reeall of nonsense syllables and {words lists, two“ ~

Pt forms in which real-life language never oecuf& Later, transformational

. grammar stirred interest ln sentence formation, but only considerationk __

of syntax vere allowed. To prevent test persons from consulting other '

cnes, suchas eontext or voice qua.lity, e:gperimenters presented samples

of aingle sentenees spoken by people ina a dead monotone : elge 3 shrill,

,unvaryingscream. /L . a ‘ L .
‘ . - Only reeentl:f ave tests begun using ccherent texts read under more Vi

_Rather’than the single word or the grammatical

is often a légieal. assertion, that is, an objegt
and some property. This eo-operation of logic with psychology has 'al‘ready
allowed, the design of a useful stendard to measure-readability. 19 |
Another (nev element in psyeholdgieal studies is the realization that =
language is not just a metter of responding to outward stimmli, Language
) usexrs have eomplex frames of knowledge, belief, and experience which they
use to prediet vhat will be said and how thinga should be interpreted. Tests -
which easnme test persons with blank minds are unrealistic, and any accurate
results they mi ght aehiev:e are artifaets of the efforts of people to be good
" "test persons” in the expeeted way.? '
A mador impulae in the development of artificial intelligence models
came from the desire to £ind models of how people stored knowledg? about the
wo;'ld. The very coneeption of artificial intelligence as a field of teehniques

{
for maehine eon:prehenaion has made it an eminent]qr interdiseiplinery and henee

rapidly progressing aree‘of resea.rch. The moet intriguing aspeet of computer
models is their demand for a much more explici® model of uiderstanding than

any available so far. Such models must be realistic in the very sehse that




A

&

‘"posai'ble wcrlds" by such techniques as mechanical

_at the Shelter Island conference. -

-,- 8‘-.

* -

simply not run on the computer.

|

f !

traditional 1inguistics and logic were not, because otherwise the model will O

'i‘herefore, artificial intelligence provides

a rcugh proving groynds for language theories of all ¥inds. I remarked already

that&\the weakness of transformational grammar was l;'

to computexize it.
mkiiig quite well with a "punctional grammar"

Halliday 21

In contrast, Terry Winograd wa}

The computer also veri.fies logical §*

ly shown in attempts

’

ble to get a robot ..

ested by Michael A.K.

- e
B

i
ems ‘%or representing

theorem proving. And }

4

ence was. very manifest

the interest t of psychologists in artifieial intell

The input to the compute? is first of 'all a

a mechanieﬁl;f readable form. The sin;ylest systen

c b) .
analyzer end a dicticnery to understand the inputh
often helpless for dealing with ambiguities resul?ing from the

Q

juence of g'}'mbola in

1ses e gr;nnna}ica'l

But this kind of system is
simple fa'et

. . Assigning markers to

that cne word can be used to mean different thirg

.

words for compatability tests did not help much.?
/

create inside the computer a body of knowledge ca

problems of ambiguity by making inferences from ¢

a grammar and a dictionary, researchers have devel

often called "frames,"22 which enable the eompu‘éer‘ to understand messages

about limited models of the world. The computer

it is actually given, and create or update states

bntext.

@ is needed is to

ble of soz.ving common
In addition to’

d networks of khowledge,

L

e:b.n infer more facts than .

H
1

bf affairs. Factfinding

and inference procedures readily solve many kind)r

f

the reach of purely grammatical systems.

depends on the coherence of our understanding ‘lzhe
i)

Having come full circle, I would now like to

I have briefly surveyed might interact in the.dev
: !

-
.

Here wé ‘have a st

/

of ambiguit es quite beyond

suggest how the disciplines

plopment of a theory of writing.
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To begin with, we can define writing as a purposeful activity involving ’ i

language use in s}e’cial modes. We must éo on to inquire how purposes should

be’ defined and correlated with the many deécisions and selections that must

" .. be ma.lde’du:‘ring. the act of wri‘bihg.'. Decision-making criteria, must ;éflect :l:he ' /
fact that the options.and the péter;tial‘olf wrif:j;ng differ not only

from .those of spee\c} but vary also for different text types. It might seem 3
desirable to begin with an exhaust;ive ;;resentation of the optiong, but this

will soon prove unworkable. Instead, we need general standards which allow

N

the writer to determine the suitability of actually appearing options (i.e., é
options coming to mind) for the.tex“b’{‘bype at hand. For example, topic shifts il .
in expository writing must be controlled with much stri..ct;f, means than in ,l/
- fa(;e~to-face speech or a bersonal letter. Exposgitory wzfiting also demands
mich greater attention to possible ambiguities, ‘due to the relatively large
distance between writer and reader. l
The options in such areas as topic choice and arrangement, hierarchies
of detail, strategies of argumentation, sequences of presentation, and
grammatical structure are too nmumerous to be mahanged all at once. It fo}lcwa '
that we need management stritegies for making decisions in a suitable order,

- 8o that contingencies can be ‘respect’ed. For instance, one must d;zcide whether
the agent c:rc the recipient of an<éction is to be given prominence before choosing
the active or the passive form of the verb.®* My own experiments fndicate that
the best time for co-drdinatiﬁg decisions is not during the act of writing,
but after one has written a relatively complete stretch of discourse. It is not .

A} 7 surprising and certainly not degrading to notice that many initial decisions .
were not the best E-os#ble, and to revise them accordingly. This effect 1is

y 3

a éimple‘ regult of-, 2 jpmple:d.ty of the task. = ) S

It should be stressed that a médel with explicit strategies for making
good decidions ik well worth thE initial difficulties of designing it. For

0(/ § ‘ . ’ :
1o -
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* one thing, we wmxld have a system.atic and eminently fair standﬁrd for .
- assigning grades to student peiformarice. What is still more important -

students h%uld have ct knolledge of performance standards, s& tbat 3,

\ _—

they vou%d be vated ty e uate and revise their own work extensively

fore submitting it in the st place. The rather unproductive cycle

4

4
which teachers simply mark l}and count whate\ler are considered "errors , '

. would be replaced by a cq;operatiw}e_r discussion of teac,hers and students ,l

about how to use mnifest principleﬁ;\for building and Ju texts.

Buman resources would be employed much ?nore effectively, both in

dramatically reducing teacher work loads ﬁand in openly promoting student

0 o self-suffieiency. ‘ ¥ : ' i

The contribition of nnguﬁﬁj{ to an explicit theory of writing is — .

~ "

ii‘“

veryﬁimportant. Linguists have already. provided a ‘formal descript/iaéls of
thé grammatical and syntactic options of English. Research is now in

/ progress concerning the relationship of grammar to systems of meaning

. 4\“"’ ‘ ..
. %d language use. One major factor that pervades all considerations -

of corrimn:l.cative functions is the establishment of priorities. The typical i S

entence contains” some material which refers either to what has been said

N ’, berore or e'lse to what the readers presumably know, and some material which

A 'is important either becauge it is new or because the uriter‘wis_hes to call it ‘

to the £ocus of the readers attention. .The most usual arrangement for °

English sentences is old (or obvious) information followed by new (or . .
strategically important) intormation.”> However, information priorities s

are not: to be analyzed only with;.n sentences. Accurate Judgements about_
. reader background and expectations are indispensible. If a writer; focuses

. on.material already known to the readers, the act of reading loses its c A
La - . \

dynsﬁnic effect. In a writer wrongly presupposes extensgive backgréund kncwl’edge,

the text my not be understood at all, as is the cage of technical writihg

.
‘ . Y . \
“y \ - '
‘ . . .-
3 ‘ . 11 \ R .
2 . ", 4 v
N o ..,
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) falling too low or too high run the scale from utter confusion to sheer\

- 'each version having a\characteristic information ratio, would be very

when presented to general audiences. A certaa.ri range of ratios between o-ld . ',

and ‘new ormation is a.dvisable ‘for a given readey group, w}iile ratios

v

boredom. ychological tests with alternate versions of the spme text, o

imstruc!:ive.2e5 Ve al.so‘ need studies from the areas of pragmatics and b

A 4
socio-linguistics dealing with issues of motivation and response among
al % -

xﬁders with particular interests. 2’ \ ° . . :

N
\\

' To plan whole texts, a writer ;mxst also te trainﬁin forming,
hierarchies of topics, Logical systems for organizing the relationships between

a central thesis and ‘the supporting facts or illustrations must be refined..

] ~ T,

These gystems must not be restricted to logical considerations alone, but

qmust be correlated with such systems ’for msnaging linguistic options and

<

Judging reader responses as I have oxrtlined above. ‘For eacample, if | writer s

purpose requires imparting a highly unexpected mesﬁaée, the decision to .

present that message at once and fo’ilow 1t up w.i.th supporting material (the
: A Y

dgductive approach),, or to bégin with seemingly incidental material and §

build up to the message as a conclusion to be drawn (the inductive approach)

depends on presumed reader attitudes. If the message is likely to encounter .

resistance or reJection, the inductive method is better, while the deductive

-]

method is effective for messages that will be approved. 'dhe writer can thua take

advatange ‘of reader predispositions to make the message as strong as p’ossible.

Depending upon vhich of these approaches is chosen, the information contours

\
and hence the grarma tical formation of the individusl sentences will be v

\
.

substantia'lly affected. .

°

Reader responses can also be studied in analogy to artificiai intelligence
+ o

models. When new information iz introduced into’ a system, does the system reject

it, transform it, or ipdate its own knowledge by discarding old facts? -The

M - N - . | 2 3

/ 1 N i N N ¢ i
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. .
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response should depend upon how many items of i’nformation in the system )
-?'

. are attached to whatever “items would be digcarded or updated, and how

?gtrong the motivgtions to preserve the old order may be, The systein need

o

not insist upon ¢omplete logical consiateney, any more. thns do.i.

’fl But the system would\hardly tolerate 'large contrad,ictiona between items .
“ closely linked in the net\,&.ark.-_ Resea'rchéis név der way to study bow ,'( ‘
o networks of meaning function in processes of understan ,ir:teractin"’gvis_’[ s

’ In teaching writing, it is important to remembel%“ar; ‘4180 / ]

sit'uated in networl(s or previous texts. Thia factor has been’ studied in -
3

semiotica under the name of "intertextuality "3°Here is where the English
profeasion 8 expertiae :Ln li.terature and literary inﬂuencea become .active.
. The moat important use of literature here would vbe to ‘show how. the creativ:.ty v

of authorf reaulta from an avgareness of the background of intertextuality' , ’
*

' and an acceptance of the implied challengﬁto discover new: possibilities.

~ *

Eﬁcplicit knowledge about the decisions made in writing and about the A

> r

prospective conaequencea of thoae deciaions is ely a key factor in mting

well., Such knowledge has a great share in what haa traditionallx heen described

as "good atyle and ' correct usage." Obviaualy, more. time is needed to develop .,

»

%\ (a sui‘ficiently complete and explici,t account f£or wide use in teaching writing.

.

But we ‘can make significant inroads ‘on this large task with the help of

-

other language-oriented diaciplinea. I hope thatf I have at l'éast suggeated

?

what these diaciplinea can oﬁ'er and what some areas of future co-opertaion .

4+ LY # ) . 3
Lo might be. " . ’ N ty ’ .
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Notea _ -

1 Presentaticﬂl at the MIA Division on the Teaching\ of Writing, Chica o,

B December, 1977, . P ’ :

2 Cne esmpensive Boondoggle of this kind is’the fin-eign language laboratory
inapired by structural- ldnguistica and behaviorist learning theories.

3 Cf. the cpening regarks in Noam Chomsky, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax '

n By

.'(Cambridge- MIT, 1965). > T,

vo o - . . . r .I
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The astronomical expense of time anll energy resulting from this factor is’
call d "combinatarial explosion" in the industry of computers, Cdncerning the
‘perf ce'of transformational grammar, see Winograd Understanding (reading list),
_P. 2, and his reference to the Woods report

$.5. Petrick, A Recognition Procedure for Transforma tiona Mg (Cambridge'
MIT, Diss. 1965) : -

communication, 1977.

. works on sentence ccmbining make little referenceth Chomsky's
jumar, but their sampses make the kinship very apparant, even -- in
i right déwn to the insipid quality of the resulting sentences,

& See the’ suggested works on the reading list: Dressler/Beaugrande, Introduction,
van Dijk, Text, and Halliday/Hasan, Cohesion. }

~

° A very complete account of auch devices in English is given in Hﬁlliday/
Hasan, Cohegion. . .

10 see especially the chapter "New and OLd Information" in Chafe, Meaning.

11 This charge has been recently raigsed by the eminent German psychologist’
Fans Hbrmann, Meinen und Verstehen (Frankfurt Suhrkamp, 1976).

12 o, G.E. Hughes and M.J. Cresswell, An Introduction %o Modal ngi_,
tondon: -Methuen & Co.,’ 1968). -

13 Montag'ue 8 system is presented only in the vy ‘technical book: Richard
Montague, Formal Philos (New Haven? Yale, 1974). However, an accessibl
introduction is now in preparation by David Dowty, Robert Wall, and Stanl
Peters,

14 gse the contributions by Col_lins in Anﬂerson/ Spiro/Montague, Schooling,
PP. 339-63 and in Bobrow/Collins, epresentation, pp. 383-415. :

15 gee John R. Searle, Sggech Acts (London: Cambridge, 1969)

16 The first version is the technical: Claude Shannon and Warren
Weaver, The Math%tical Them 0 gommunication (Urbana: Univ.ersity of .
Tlinois, .1949)., ° 3

17 The proceed:lngs of the Conference appear on the reading list under
. Anderson/Spiro/Montague, Schooling.. This quote is on p. 61, and is due to
A Ortony of the University of Illinois.

18 This description is derived from my own experiences with the testing » .

»

ma

1 of Thomas G. Bever of Columbia, -

a devoted Chomskian.

-

19 See Kintach Memory (reading list).

20 For an experiment which finally met this problem, see the contribution
of Rand J. Spiro.in Anderson/Spiro/Montague, choolig, Pp.137-65.

21 Winograd Understanding (reading list). | ' '

Pt

22 The suggestion was adwinded by Wayne Tosh, "Translation:Model with

Semantic Capability," Linguistics, 55 (1969), pp.-56-69, but I can find no
record of its ever having been run ona comptrter.

N\
23 See 'the contributions of Minksy in Winston, Psychology, Pp. 211-80 and
Winograd in Bobrow/Collins, Representation, pp. 185-210. P .

24 See my remarks in "Generative:Stylistics: Between Grammar and Rhetoric, "
College Composition and Communication, 28/3. (October, 1977), PP, 240-&6

A

~

v

Y
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.. 25 gee note 10. This aspect of language study wag developed in Czechecaslovakia
years* ago, but was ignored by American linguists until recently. See now

Fran‘t)sisek Danes, Papers in Functional Sentence Perspective (Prague: Academia,
974). ;-

26 T ghall propose tests of this kind at the Uhiversity of _ColoFado at
Boulder, where Walter. Kintsch is working, .

27 Por an intereating study of this kind, see H.R. Kemey, Personal .
Involvement and Communication Context in Soc J Judgement of a Controversial
( TIssue (University Park: University of Pennsylva Diss. , 1975).

28 In essence, this strategy follows proposals by Rogers discussed
in Richard Young, Alton Becker, and Kenneth Pike, Rhetoric: Discovery
) g;s_q Change (New York, Barcourt, “Brace, and World, 1970). .o

@ Seci8 the contributicn of Wslliam Wobds in Bobrow/Collins, Representation .

5 20 ) . ’ .

. 3° See Julia Kristeva,"Problemes de la struct:
et littérature, 12 (1968), pp. 55-6k.

32 my remarks in "Literature and Technical W ing," a lecture at the

Ca‘.‘lift;mia Polytechnic State University, May 1977 (Ohio StatrUniversity,
mimeo

tion du: texte," Linguistiqug
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{ . .- Suggested !(eading P

A}
a

The.. works in this list are general enough in their presentation that people outside the
_discipline can read them. Requests for reprints of works by the presert! thor (ineludiag )
this'pa er itsq'lf) will ke honored as far and ag§ soon.as possible.

’ - v -
LINGUISTICS e oo
Chafe, Wallace. Mga&iing and the Structure of Language. Chicago- University/ff
Chicago,” 1970. . > N
de Bfaugrande, Robert, "Linguisti-e Theory” and Composition." cce, 29/2 (May, 1978). -

k, Teun, Text and Context. London: Longman, 1977.

Dregsler, Wolfgang, and Robert de Beaugrande. Introduetion to Text Linguistics.
Lopdon: Longman,, 1979. . \5

day, Michael, and Ruqa:ya Hasan. COhesion "in English, Lendon: }pngmn, 1976 y

e, Kenneth. _ggu_ag_ in Relation to a Unified Theo_z_-x of the Structure of Hmnan .
. The Hague. Mouton, 1%7. N : . R o |

/ et
/ ’ -
:

E -

ic *

.

Hdghes, G.E. and M.J. Cresswell. Introduction %o Modal Logic.. London: Methuen, 1968
Searle, - John " Speech Acts. London: Cambridge, 1969 4 X |

van Dijk, Teun (ed.) Pragmatics of Language and Literature. Amsterdam'North Holland, 1976.
(Purther material in van Di,jkr,, Text, an_d Beaugrande/Dressler, Introduction.) .

SEMIOTICS R . .
Eco, Umberto, Theory of Semiotics. ;Bloomington: University of Indiana, 1976

Sebeok, Thomas A. Contributions to the \Doetrine of Signs. Bloomingtom University of N
Indiana, 1976. > .

. PSYCHOLOGY _, ’ ' - ‘

o Andersgn, Richard C.y Ran Spiro, and William Montague (eds Y. Schooling and the
= Acquisition of Knowledge, New York: Wiley, 1977

‘de Beaugmnde, Robert. "Psychology, - Psycholinguistics, and Composition. " For ccc.
Kintsch, “Walter. - -Memory and CognitiOn. New York: Wiley, 197T.

Taylor,. Insup. Introductq.on “+to Psycholinguistiea. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and
Winston, 1976. E .

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE)

S~ ' ’
Bobrow, Daniel, and Allan Collins (eds.). Representation and Understanding. New
York: Academic,. 197'5 4 - -

Winograd, Terry. Understanding Natural Language. New York: Academie,/ 1972,

N
Winston,L Patrick.Henry (ed.). The Psychology of Computer Vision. New York:
~ McGraw-Hill, 1975. s :
" INFORMATION THEORY ) .
de Beaugrande, Robert "Ini’ormetion and Grammar in Technieal‘Writing." cee, *+
28/4 (December, 1977) — \ PP
(mrther material in ﬁ'essler/Beaugrande, Introduction) , : v
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