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.413STRA,CT
One model of discourse production attempts to

explicate deeper-level decisions that writers make, to explAinmOlY
some writing activities may te^more successful than others,-and to
Indicate likely profitatle modes of inst,ructicn. The model views
discourse production as a series of threeinteractive decision levels
:in:Which-(1) predicting/perceiving, (?) *deating/confirming; and (3)
presenting/confirming strategies reduce the semantic knowledge to be
preSented and encode it into ksurface-leiel linguistic
representatton. Each decisiOn level produces a pretext structure,
Amessage base, text base) that is successiVely more textually and
semantically crganized tban'the previous on4 and on which the next
detisicr can operate. While all strategies ate used and judged in

.:4plisf of pretiously made decisions on other levels, implying a '0

sequehce of productioe, .the process is interactive in nature and it'
'"'is possible that all or _various levels might te active
simultaneously. (DF)
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Recently, 'therehis,beenan inc eased interest by4arioua seitefits of our

_society in how language uses o"about producing written diecourse. .Re:

searchers in such academic areas as educ ation, psychology and linguistics,

Are presently attempting to generate discourse production models which

capture,.psychologically, the process that any particular writer is involved :

with when he attempts to produce 4.given text. On a more pragmatic level,

teachers and the public .are concerned with' the question, !!Why can'tJohnOY

,q- anCSuaie Writer and
this'question,witkifs various answers, has geterspd

.nethOdalogiea'and instructional:materials,
sentence-combining"for one, ;which -.

attempt to increase writing proficiency. There. are problems, however, both

with- some of the models/being, proposed and WIth,some of the questions being

asked. . .
. .. : ' .
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/Many of the'models being generated are of such .detail and of such intricacy

( that 'their compraherisibilitk and instructional use, or their implications

for instruction, are severely limited. It seems, and understandably so, that

wit1 their over - riding concern for-producing models which are psychologically

Teal, that they'hive attempted to describe more than may be possible, Or even

useful, 'at thiszpoint in time; producipg-descripifions'that become hopelessly,

lost in layer upon layer of two-way flow charts and feedback systems,' Thus,

any pOchologilial reality which the model may have is lost because the-model

itself is ally Iffut impossible to understend.
:4*

Seeendly, ire order for a model to hiVe any real psycgolVfical

it should be able to "explain behavior that happens outside the 13borspdry

or 'off the.paper., Furthermore, It should be capable of explaini p, if

only partially.or tentatively, why some instruction is More successful '11%

than others in prodUcing written discourse. And finally, 'it should be

possible taanalyteithe discouRie,produced"by au unproficient writer itild

hypothesize as to where in the model the person may be havinglidifficulty 4/

and wh at strategies mIght.help mbve him thrOugh the Model.orbprocess more

efficiently and more-successfully: Up to this point, disCourse production

models have failedto generate.this type of power and have even failed to

address theseissues.
.
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The*probleM,With the guestions. being asked by practionersana the public '
.

.

is that they all tend to focuinthe,saface ferMs of the discourse. pro:-
/duced,rather than ,on the kindsof processes, decision , and organikatio

,
/ with which a'writer iustbe involved before arriving i ,a surface levil

representation. Furthermore, s'Iddus,on surface farm does nothing to ex-

plain how.theie:forMs were irrivid'at, why some writers are better able than
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others at producing understandable.surfaCe level structures, why certain
:instructional techniques produce certatn types of results and not others,
aneOhy they Mayproducecertain results at one time and not at-another.
Thgse also are some of the same issues which the writing models fail to
address: "

It seems logical. thit.in order to begin understanding writing' products

that we need to examine the decisions which writers make at deeper levels'

than those which produce sentence level structures. This model hopes to
begin to explicate some of these deeper levels. .It attempts to explain in
a pragmatic w417 why some writing activities may be more successful than others

'Oand'whatJcinds:of instrUCtion'different students might benefit from through

the lige 9f certairOrriting activities. 'The model does not, hoWeiier,"try,to:

disCess intgreat,detail every, decision and ptecedure that:a writer'mudt:go'
.

through before producing a text.. Much of'the process surely is.idiesyn-.
cratic,in nature, and even if thiamere not the case,attemits to"capture

every element involved seem te,ihbecome hopelessly bogged down.

at least when it comes to instftiCtional implications. Thus, though the
model'surely.has great gaps in it and'does not capture the entire process
pdequately.pr4ven accurately, it hppefully doemgive an outline- or set

Orameters on the'process under which more detailed descriptions of various
sComponeifia in the .process can later be subsumed.

1k,

OVERVIEW OF` MODEL

DiscoUrse production is. a series of three interactive decision levels, in
which predicting /perceiving straiegiesi ideating/confirming strategies,
and presentineconfirming.strategies reduce the semantic knowledge to be

7.: presented ankencodeq it.into asutface level linguistic representation.,
Each decisign level produces,a'pietext'structure (MESSAGE BASEi-EXT.EASE)

.which is successively more organized, textually and semantically, `than the'
prev s and upon' which the next decispon:can operate.:: While all:strategies',
Ate maeclandjudged imterms,of previously made decisions on other: levels,.

ying a.sequence in'prOtictiOn, the process is interactive in nature,

.

i4th:thepoisibility,of sal,or.Varioutvlevelebeing active or activiated
tirmiltanehutly(Frederiksen, 1978, Goodman, 1976, and Smith, Goodman and
Meredith, 1976).

""
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Decision Level 1

PREDICTING/PERCEIVINW

CONFIRMING STRATEGIES
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*ositions selected, frog' orld
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text.)
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Decision Level. 3

PRESENTING/CONfI ING

STRATEGIES

TEXT BASE,

'Decision Level 2

IDEATING/CONFIRMING

STRATEGIES

(Ideas from,schemas/inten

tions/and or propositions

Chided and organized Inc()

egeneral semantic.and tdxt

`structure,)
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,MASE.....W11141.47744.47.4

4



MESSAGE DOMAIN
1

This domain consists of all knowledge and ex riences, both cognitive and,

linguistic, which the language user has at .disposal. It is from this

pool that information to be encoriorated into a, text is seleeted.

Decision LeVe11.1

Through perceiving and predicting strategies, the selectioAf topic .

or content for formulation into the MESSAGE BASE occurs. This selection.

reflects the intentions (Schleiinger, 1971) which the language user

wants to convey, and to varying degrees the;depth in which thilanguage

user wants the topic explicated. Though noovert text structure

organization happens -at this time, semantically, the MESSAGE BASE may

'

reflect cognitive
in which the knowledge has been stored. Thus,

structures or organization in the form of the schemes

and/or
certain relations may exist.in this pretext structure, some being more

salient than others. This explication of the MESSAGE.BASE,reflects

the register of4the situation, such as .the field (what is taking place),

the mode (what part is language playing), and the tenor (who is taking

part, or the audience), and all other pragmatic considerations which

the writer must take into account (Halliday, 1974).

Thus, the writer cannot choOse the topic and content Of the text'until

he is.capable of perceiving what the variables are which will affect

the'se choices. Also, he needs to .make predictions as.io what things

must be included in the text in order for it to cohere fOr the reader,

essentially a prediction as to what the. reader may be already aware

of before he interacts with, the disC)Ourse.

At this point, confirming -strategies based on comprehension cannot

fully, take place. The writer must putthese predictions and percep-'

tiontiwithold".Until feedback is given from the TEXT BA,GE,.the TEXT,

or from the audinc.e itself. It is.at.these points that the author I

is able to judge Whether the pretext structures or the text itself

adequately reflects his decistordi and whether these deCisions were
f

accurate.
,

.

..MESSAGE BASE
.' / .

k
r

The product of. Decision Level 1; it consists of the sChemas/intentiOns and or

propositions, chosen for encorporation into'tte fext. )It is the topic, content.

in various depths, and semantic organization of information taken from the t

MESSAGE DOMAIN. g

Decision Level 2

V

'Thts is the formal organization Of e selected topic and content into

ajeneral semantic and text strdc urei organized in a somewhat hier-

archical 'fashion. l'This,organiz ion takes-place through the use of

ideating strategies which allOws the.topic andcontent'to be'organized -

in sequence, reference, and in the beginnings of cohesion (Halliday, 1976),.,

thus forming 'the TtXT BASE.
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'At this time, Ofinfirming strategies are applied in order to ascertain
, whether the organization is reflective of.the knowledge selected'from
the MESSAGE DOMAIN and as to whether the'structure produced is reflecting
the intintiOusof"the MESSAGE.BASE. AS in Decision Level 1, the structure
being.produced is ested'against the register of the situation.

If confirmation cannottakOplace, new ideating, strategies ust be applied I.
in order togenerate the.TEXT BASE/ or new predictions/perc ptions
must:be made, causing a reorganization of the semantic a text structures
to.oecur.

Thus, at this level there is the encorporation into a linguistic message
8 perspective,qn the content of the message by assigning'rplatiim prom-
inence to units of the semantic information liom the MESSME BASE (Fred-
eriksen, 1978,:p. 18)1 or. the construction of a hierarchy of ideas and .

subideas, ala Meyets,Steini. et. al. .975, 1978). Thts netWorjcits "

chunked and also marked for focus, emphasis, sequence, and cOntainajboth
teXtual and propositiOnal information.

While this organization is happening, it may be necessary fors the lan-
guage useeto select new information for encorOotation.in'the text that
is not"contained in the MESSAGE BASE.. This'is accomplished' thrOUgh
reperceiving strategies that calls for returning to the.MESSAGE DOMAIN
directly fqr the needed infordetion. This may occur when the writer
makes an analogy or discovers a new insight as he formulates the TEXT
BASE. Or, he may return to the MESSAGE BASE, searching for ideas to

o

encorpOrate into-the TEXT BASE, and when not finding them, searching
the MESSAGE DOMAIN for the :needed informatOn.

TEXT BASE

This base consists of the ideas from schemas/intentions, and or propositionsl -
that are chuctiked and organized into a general-semantic 4fila text structure.

)

Decision Level 3

The writer applies his knowledge, of sentence and story structure to
generate'sequences of sentences Itom the TEXT BASE to form the TEXT.
He uses presenting strategies to accomplish this. At this time he con-
stsptly compares the production toilisprevibusly made predictions!
-checkingto see if they are reflective of these-decisiqns and confirms
then if they are. .

---....- .

4 . . .

a . .-

. He makes.these judgements.on two levels; marco'an4dicto. The micro.

judgement is.based onwhether the sentence level stru6ture produded
is in agreement with that intended, both semantically and syntactically.

,., e
Itt,also is judged as to its agfeementl,:wripth the overall.syntactic and -
semantic structure o.6the text. The macro judgement is made on whether
theloVerall text boiniproduCted coheres'syntactically and semantically. ..
as it relates'totheiBASE. v

.-
I. -. . .

. . - : . .

0

As the TEXT-is being written, it may be- necessary for disconfirang to
take place, .This is when the TEXT is not reflective of the MESSAGE BASE
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and,thelwriter returns directly to thivtASE to check.it. g

TEXT end, if necessary, together more, information.

Text generation, is shus the application of gramma4011 rUleS which a
appropriate for the language community and the register in
which S,t will he usedig(Frederiksen, 1478).
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