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"Dlscourse Framing and the Reader -

o . . j%ntroductlon

Psychologists, linguists, and rhetoricians are betcqming
more attuned to problems in decoding written discourse

according to intuitive models (Pollard-Gott et al., 1979),

N

. Until latgli, however, as rhetorician Richard Larson k197ﬁ)~

notes, 'rarely . have writers examined the connections

'bégweeh the way ideas are pgrceived by readers after'they
have been arfanged'kj49) The presént study aims to do just
this:
grammatical representation. Differences in 1n§erpretat}on

among groﬁps of readers will be noted and described in order

to learn more about all kinds of reader processing strategies.

The present study bases itself on the assumption that
“readers.less than fluent in the linguistic code of English

'‘or in what might be called the rhetoric of literacy, or both,

- . t

would ipterpret reading passages according to'differqnf

criteria than would mative, literate speakers of English.
Reader paragraphlng of de-paragraphed passages will be

compared in the hope of determining di fferent read&rg' under-

lying stratégies.C The study -aims ‘at (1) showing that among

-, different readers differences in paragrabhinﬁigtratqgies do

P

S -~ exist and (2) describing the nature of these differences.

[}
-~

<

grammatical'context (Longacre, 1979),~and authorial intention.

to exaplne the match-up of discourse idea w1th its * My

*
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Five groups of readers were sélected on the basis of

3 - v

their‘énrollmeht in'kanghagevand composi%ion classes. " They
‘were -told'to indent wherever they thought ﬂbpproprlate" in

four dlfferent passages--passages selected on the ba31s of

their length, 51mp11c1ty, rhetorigal purpose,~3nd genre

Results were ex’ami:ned with. the_'..aid,of Pitkin's (1969) dl§f‘*

-

. , . - . ]
.cougsénbloc analysis.and Koen, Becker, and Young's (1967) .

tHree-system\(lexical grimmatical, and rhetorical)‘analysis.

-Group performances ‘wete compared and differences were deter-
~mined using a chi-squared ?esq. Furtherdetalls ofnwthodology

will Be preseﬁte@ in qgc%ion I;I. First), however,,a brief

A

- '/, .
and selective oyerview of some theoretical premises having to

9o with discourse-framing in genergl needs to be made.’«
-B.% Backgreund

-

~

®
Dlscours\vframes, the templates for narrative, rhétor- L

ical, and’ 10g1ca1 cohérence,-have long been" recognlzed as’

essgntial for achieving one's communlcatlve purpose. Rlchard

Rainoyde, for exémple, in The Foundacion of ﬁhetprike.£1563

\

[1935]), describes types of formulaic framing éﬁch a8 the -

- ’ y

-

" following one for a "praise”.oratién:

. ‘ . ~ - . N
..In praife, we extoll the per/fon: Fir/t by

3

=
£

his countree.

Then by his aunce/tours a#d parents.
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dn the third place, by his educacion and .
. . * 3 * .
, E ’ PN

. * Ri

inItitucion

. Then in the fowerth place of his actés in f¢fe='

Loy
.In the fifte place ufe a comparlfon, comparylng
, the per/Sone with other, whiche are .more
- . . . Q'. .
inferiour. '

) .

.Then the conclufion.

-,

Slmllarly, Richard Lanham (1968) lists the _seven parts

of the claSSLcal oration wh1ch "we. [st;ll] tend to take

¢

Y

(folio xliii)

6.

¢ ., L .
arguments for and;against; proof./ S
CSnfutatlon or Rdfutatlon.(refutatlo or

reprehen51o)--refutes the Opponent s

arguments.

11 ‘ A ’

.~as an’ 1nev1table ~pattern of dialectic thought" (113). Th-;;"
are: ‘ i E - , . 'i“' | "
o 1. Enttance or Prooemlum Lexordlum)--catches

N the audlence s %ttentlon -

., 2;( Natratlon (praecogn}tlo orinarratfo)ejsets
.. forth the facts. ' |
—37 Exposition or Definiéipn'Ie l1ic%t; or L -
, definitio)--defines‘tgrms.and bpen’lﬁssues',;
‘to be provedﬂ /o5 a

’ 4. Proposition (partltlo)--clarlfaes the point )
l at issue; states exactly what 1s to be proved‘ )

N 5. Confirmation (amplificatio)--sets forth the




7. Conclusion or‘Epdlogue (perpratio or ep%loggs)< 7

- --sums up arguments and stirs audience. (112)

° .

_ As Lanham notes,'such a presrrlptlve formula assumes | - -
2 N\
: . that all«arguments "are or can - be polar opposltes " .But,' ¥
. . d )

"in fact, there seems no more reason to-regard it as.dn
1nev1tab1e-form for an argument than there does to regard

,, ) ‘beginning-middle-end askthe only form of narratlve" (113) 3

Indeed Arlstotle and .Cicero vary the number of parts by
s 3N R
: comb1n1ng some and add1ng others (For example, Ar1stot1e

. reduces the seven to two, Exposltlon and Conflrmatlon, Wlth Y

—a supplementary Entrance. and Conclusion.)

Whether formd;as ksuch astRainolde's and Lanham's) or

fess rigid and less predictable patterns‘(like those which
will by analyzed.in the following essays) guide the arrange-

; mentL of ,an oration, -ih particular, or a discourse, in'genf
ral- ; 2 * o C o o, 2 ' C o -
eval, frames of some.kind are always present. And communi-

€a ive:?ugpetenpe for both sender and receiver depends on,

. . gr ‘ping-them. Only then can diséodrse'further encode itself
* - into the language and grammar which support.an'overriddng'

rhetorical purpoSe. ) ‘

) ) Problems arise when e1ther se:ders or receivers try to

\.bypass larger discourse frames 1n order to érasp “meanlng
directly. Since such framing shapes;meaning, in terms of"/,\\ o
oV suprafinguisq}c discourse unit function and rhetorical pur-_ - ‘
‘pose, "theianalysis’of\meaning is never exhausted ey'a simnle

analysis of the words uttered"‘(Wootrbn, 1976:59). Nor is.
: X S : L
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meanlng ess%mtlally captured even by !5 analysis of'the
- 4
. grammar into which the words are fit. T .

‘
~

L . .Effective speakers'and narrators cue’their liifeners

<L . to shifts between discourse units. They thus aroidftHe

)
'

trouble wh1ch arlses from shifts from 51tuat10na1 (realllfe)

. to grammatlcal (a recreatlon) framlng Real events, relived

-

through the1r telllng within cultural 'situational, and per-
’ formance frames (the mater1a1 of socio- and ethnollngu1st1cs),
:\ ’ .are reduced in. their perf?rmance to bllni echoes of themselves
' as they a!!.encuﬁed into mere language. Ron Scollon (1977)

> A

presents an example in a deScription of a Chipewyan oral .

. performance in which thg€ performer's concern for his audlence
...  causes hlm to use' ''présodic and parallngU1st1c features Wthh

. ~ include 1ntonat10n downdrift, paus ing, and rate of speech",;

//435) to preclude audlence mlsmatchlng of dlscourSe units
'with the ,grammatlcal units used in their Vesentatlon. *

When oral performance further reduces to. wrltten narra-

.

ﬁ?ve, the temptation to reduce meaning to grammar/becomes\\
even more irresistible: To understand wmy this is 50 we must
examme the natuse of textuallt'nself Texts provide the
simplest access” CV1z., v1sua1--qu1ck and rev1ewab1e) to dis-
course frames--espec1ally arrangement. ‘Since a text has had
its phonological compoment‘refined out of it, it must present
:L visual cues (1ndentat10n, capltallzatlon, punctuatlon, and

in general, a more r1g1d and 1ntrrcate grammar) for:areader s

-n

interpretation of its meaning. As Jakobson notes about

.@ ) v v * " ) "-
Q . - . ‘ ) : ,
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v . ’ M . . . /\" . u ',
speech events in general, this meaning is hot 'contained" in
the words (or "in'" the tekt) themselves but lies-rather at

the end of thé‘Speech event. This applies to a text too if -

o e

it is considered within §he context of its performance and
situational frames--whlch become the 11terary trad1t10n at

-
their furthest extension. For a text, the meanlng remains

B

suspended until the text isipquessed by its receiver. Thus

what we need to do here, f1rst of all is to-recognize this .
~
processing by the reader as the performance Wthh ‘completes

the tefﬁ

. The text resembles a musical score which, without a
. P ‘ 'S .
revitalization of the composer's intention’by a reader/per- .
former, will remain mute and in the most profound sense

unfulfilled. But a text, dhliké'a musical score, most often

4

does not have a onductor. Thus a textual "score'" must func-

tion more ‘autonomously than both a--musical score and spoken

discourse. It thus represents a much mote 'closed" system
N A3 . .

- than does an actual speech event unfolding in Teal time.

A text therefore appears to its readers as a mere object--

s

primarily by virtue of 1ts mas§, volume, and'mute,wfhingnsss."

.

During its performange though a text becomes a trigger and
thus, a part of a serj of "moments' in an ongoin ‘writerl
. s P T}ﬁi\ ' - g 'g s
reaqFr discourse.

* " . One further difference here between face-to-face and
written diseceurse is that the author cahnot correct his

reader’'s misinterpretation of frames the way a speaker can 0T

o £

-

19
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' for his audience. rSince, as Goffman (1974:19) notes, framing .
-~

. is an ongoifng af:tlw.ty 1n wh1ch the here and now are constaﬁﬁ‘y ; ~
' e be1ng related to the broader t1me/reaJ1ty narrative ‘frame, °. ‘

t

the potential for a reader's getting lost far outweighs the %~
- .

potential for a listener's gettlng lost.
1 ¥ ‘o ’
Slmllarly, the reader cannot shape the author s framlnfkthg’____"‘

way a listemer can the speaker' s.3 But, as Hymes‘(Gumperz ané‘
Hymes, 1972) notes, '"communicative competence [Whar“a speakér - ‘ﬁ
Teeds to knoW'to communicate effecgiveiy infculturally signif-
'aoant settings] refers [ultimately] to the‘apality'ﬁzperform.

» ‘ So, like the author, who must compose without a real audience
. or

#\.

the reader also performs in a vacuum and Just do without. the - ¥

‘correctives an oral performer can glve his aud1ence Sane
successful performance depends first of all on the speaker s';.

accurate-interpretation of wnat has beenssa{d before, fa11ur§,

Coat y , .
, * at ,nterpretative competence dooms the speaker to an 1nappro- \
y - ' . - . ~

;priate performance. T v

. - N i -\’/ ) ) ’

What makes a text especially amenable to a.1e551ntr1cate

and more definitive analy51s of strategles used,ln its 1nter-

pretation, however is, ironically, 1tsobJect1ve or statlc - Co.
1 4
- component. By ellj’matlng the gross para11ngulst1c cues -~ - -

i

which most often overrlde the subtler texturings of xdea
arrangement and th eir stylistic representatfpn, we carve out ‘

_an opject which better 1ends 1tse1f to 11ngulst1c andprhetor- S

- [

ical rather than mpre general,psychologlcal and epistemologi- .

cal study.  In doing so- though we limit the range of subjects

-

to those who are skilled enough performers of texts.
. . \

. . . J 15 C . ho
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’ With these differences betqeén speech (recreated events)
’ ' > .

A

and text (written recreations of orally recreated events) in

mind, we need to go back and rev1ew some of the features.of

d1scourse framlng shared by both spoken and written discourse. - .

Most germane to the present study are: (1) the affinity

4 between listener and reader, and (2) the ratzonale for

v . e

focusing on listener and reader rather than on speaker and

I
writer. Again, readers must take a much more active roje in

making written discourse .come alive than do listeners of oral

~—

discourse--since in the latter the spgaker himself is the one

N, .

who makes -the words. come alive. This suggests a closer

-3

affinity between reader and orél performer than reader- and

listener.

!

/. . . T
.oral performer's or the author's communicative intentions, -
ralp 3 . s

rectly, in terms of reader performance. : . ,

\ s

Even so, redder and listener share an even deeper .
affinity'thdn do reader and oral perfqrmer. Both reader and
listener must react to and comprehénd what they read or hear
before any further processing can occur and, in particular;
before any creative interpretation can occur on the readgrfst
part. More practically, since we cannot directiy read ‘the

we are left, in both media, with audience reaction as'indeed
the only measure of dlscourse effectiveness. rSlnce the ’
text-reader relatlonshlp requ1resi2 ‘process- or1ented model

of the text (as trigger, or musical score) if the text is to
be studied as part of a discourse, our attentlon must shift.

here to function. And function can be measured only indi-

o

16
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Ervin-Tripp (1964) provides the rationale for this

attention to function: She recognizes the choice a student

' "of discourse has to make when she divides speech into topic ' .
- . .

. . . ° . M .
‘(manifest content) and funct;on (latent content)., Discourse
function .is latent because certain functions must almost
© - - ' .
always be masked As a resylt, discrepancies arise between

. ¥ ¢
manlfest content and latent fuﬁftion. The problem boils \ . -

down to: (1) Can we believe that what someone says reveals ' y -
his intentions?, and (2) How do we evaluate the success of
" tonveying these intentiegs? . R
Rpf example in her study of Burundi rhetor1c legic
and poetics, Ethel Albert (1964) discovers that villagers
(11ke everyone else) do not pay "social" calls or engage in -
"idle" talk; these are always purpose-oriented. As an eyt- 3
‘sider: however, she fearns that the only way for her“to'gauge ‘-?
the real nature of a '"social" call is to notice what~resuits
from sgdﬁ,a,visit. When she sees mqne;.chahge haﬂds or future

commitments made, she is. able to determine the speaker's pﬁr-
-

pose. This indirectly measures latent functlon or, better,

the success or failure of the or1g1na1 speaker’'s functlonal ~—

intentions. In other words, to see whether a speaker has ) -

achieved his purpose; we must study the hearer apd.tgeg glot

back_to hyﬁothesize a speaker's purpose '"behimd" his’framiag
: of . it.’ Before we caﬁ~explain the dynamics -of performance in

géheral though, let alone inappropriate berformance, we must

. . |
understand the progess of interpretation which' precedes per- _ |
) ' C
o

formance. . 2
L]
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' Gumperz (1977) makes a distinction between Mconversa-

tional inference'" and referential meaning in speech and aims<”\\

to "show how prosody and peralinguistic cues function in
- ; . - {
signalling frames of interpretation" (200) in his larger

attempt to show a semantic basis of discourse. His approach

I c et Wi ‘ . . L
is not new with him; he lists three maJor research tradltlons

-9 . .

*from which h# 1aund§es hls study (l) The ethnography of -
‘speaking (Hymek 1962) aims to £i11 the gap between ethnog-
Taphy and gramnar.‘ It concentrates on the "means of spea ing"

€
(v1a Gumperz -3 "llngulstic repert01re") as well as on the =

'e

\,..-./
frames wh1ch signal to—people/how to interpret conversatlonal

3

: SEquences and how to 1ntegrate their social knowledge in -
speech 1nteract10n (2) Lingnlstlc pragmatics ‘focusés on the
Gﬁeaker s communleative intent (1nstead of merely.zgyds
relatlonshlps to things). It uses the ﬂlay as an. analog- for
conversatioﬁl conversing is l;ke/;aflaboratlng on a play--
with the 51m11ar Sonstraints of audience and themat1c coher-
enge. (3) Ethnomethodology, the sdc1ology of verbal 1nter-
actiéh, considers 1nterpretat10n}pf meaning as negotiated '

" and not unilaterally conveyed by the speaker.' For this

. school, converaatlon is rule- governed and therefore strategies

‘ind responses can be examined w1th1n a systematic framework.
7'-“ ?,‘ a"l -
GumpetzvcﬁlISche signalling devices which help the

listener make the appropriate conversational inferences
"contextualization cues." He suggests that listeners evalu-

——

. ate message meaning and the sequéncing pattern of diseourse

{g' _1&; ' . -

Y
.
“ '
.
- ” .
A ) J .
Al .
- -

‘

.
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* / y 4 Xe i . -
units-in relation to contextuyalization cues in the surface

structure. Certain 'coolcurrence éxpectations," which allow

a listener to-associate. styles of speaking with contextual

presuppositions, form the~"tradition'" against which new °
]

P

L4
discourse'takes shape.
-

'

. In texts however, the contextualizationvcues are subtle
end the contextualizatlon task thus more demanding. \\?osodlc

and parallngulstlc cues are reduced to punctuation marks and
1 -» K A
other formal markers, such as transition words. These tex-
. . o . T
. tual conventions are (as is literacy in general). learned,

rather than acquired--as are prosody and gestures--and are -

often amblguous, leading to miscuing more than their acoustic

and more fullxﬁgontextuallzlng counterparts

Although a reader'shinference-making‘task is more com-
plicated than a listener's, the need for a readefQ;inference-
making outstrips that of a 115~tener~ The task itself remains
essentlally the same for both as Gumper:z notes (1) "the

perception of prosodic andﬁ@’rallngulstlc cues" (i.e., for

. 4 . . . .
_the llstener; other, yn;tten; cues mark discourse Junctures'

v

and Subordlnathn “for the reader), (2) the 1nterpretat10n of

A .

these cues, this in turn requlres; ”flrst of all Judgments 3
of expectedness (e.g., "chattlng"-about the weather implies

frequent changes of topic) and th@n a search for an inter-

Al *

! pretatlon that'makes sense in terms of what we [already]

‘'know and what we have perceived‘ﬁ}n the act of listening or °

A %

reading]"” (204). " For both l}istening and reading then we




s ~ [l ‘

~

need a dynamic, process;oriented model of framing and

. ‘1nterpretat10n a ' \ . . J,

-

fexhaps_no.area of C13551C31 rhetoric (the" ancestor of o -

" both, discourse analysis and communicatiwe competence)—4 .
- 3
invention, arrangement memory, style, and'delivery--lendsA

itself as well to such 1nvest1gat10n of the funct10na1 natuga
* {
of dlscourse fram1ng as arrangement (d 1sp051t10) Memory )

—and de11very dropped out’ of the classlcal pattern 1n the \

Renalssance with the shift from oral to written composition ' ‘. !.
f «

ld

as the discursive paradigm Invention (the procesg of

-

arr1v1ng at a topic), ‘while st111 releﬁant to an age of

’

« literacy, may be evident ?b the wr1ter in hlS comp051ng
Krocess.but may never reveal 1tse1f to a reader in thd\flnal
presentat;on Inventlon, which occurs, in tHe writer's mind,

Has a built-in depth which is uritraceable through 11ngu15t1cs.

-

. At the other[extreme, style, a smeface phenomenon wh11e much

§'$more salient than invention, is i 1tse1f too ”narrow," i e., |, _ -~

e too¥ grammar-bound and;tin‘general, too intridateﬁ(the trees
U , obscuring ou; view of the fo;est)‘tosbe df the best use in a
‘study of whole-to-parts framing activities. The linguistic
grammar of StYllSth frames, "tied as it [s to sentences, -is,
. rather, shaped by sk111fu1 writers: to fit the controlling
rhetorical grammar- of the dlscourse--whether story, éssay, ‘ 3

*
or argument. In other words, since writers set out to write

' discourse and not simply a sequene¢e ef "correct” sentences

(Pitkin, 1969), study of discourse jnterpretation womld best .
; ' . - . / , - .
. ' ., 2 U - ' e P .
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begin with a similar global orienieEEQn. Thus stylistic
frames,- especially for thelwritey(-degend on the selection
(invention)\anddi§p6;1tio

rhetorical purposes which they reinforce.

-
(arrangement) of the ide&s and

~

‘quwever, style aqd grammar do play a crucial role for ) :

. ~e .
\\TEfudents of discourse if we look at the discoursé in terms

'In the follewing

[}

of its int‘fp;etetiqh4li.e., ffom the reader's point of view.
This importanee'can be attrib%ted'tp—the:higher visibility .
of etyle ‘(as cohpared;to‘arrgggement‘andﬂinvention), which
causes it "to ovefshedow the Hess salient arrangement frames
through which. rhetorical purpose evolves to its completion.
N'reader; then,'groceeds fgp parts to whole moreso tﬂan -
does the€ original composer. 7(Practiced readers providq,an L
exception here since they can often limn ehe holistﬁc\pat-

.. A
tern--especially as they peyform in their favorite ‘genre.)

kudy, therefore, we need ‘to look at style

mainly in order tdiee how it might interfere with a réaderfs* - .

interpretation of "deeper" arrangement frames.

* ' ©@. Reader Paragraphing - %
L . .

*

Perhaps the simplest way to see reader interpretation of.

!Trangement frames 1s to ask readers to indent unparagraphed -

L

texts. Although,readers do not usually'need to perform this

kind of rhetorical chunkipg themselves, it would seem to
\) a
represent the same kind ‘offintegrative sk111 requlred at , v

. both "lower" (bu% superf1c1al--grammat1ca1 and 1ex1cal)/3nd

o \J

: 2
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. .
r "higherb {(but burigg--ovépall purﬁose-orientedi levels of
’ . text. By thus‘deciding on frame beginniﬁgs and en@iggs, a
> reader interprets a text by Bre;kiﬂh it ;;Qinto "di§course ‘

blocs' (Pitkin, 1969) .y ﬁy inferriﬁg\stratégies which control

~

such interpretatioh we can learn moré about discou%se)
Processing in general.

Young, Becker, aqq Pike (1970) consider such intq;prefing
of‘"plot"-fraﬁes as a prerequisi" for_any further commhniha-

tive competence--whether in reading or writing. For example,
’

if a regder cannot détermine whether a text "is proceeding -

»

according to what Burke (1931) calls a ''conversational”
- . ‘ . .
. (stressing the repetitive ppinciple of form) or a "written"

‘e od

(stressing the progressive principle of form) mode,s then he
would seem to be at a disadvantage Qﬁen attempting to. purpose- <
fully.piot his own "responsible" discourse. Put anéfher way,
a‘réader's'idea of change needs to fit the author'g in order
for thought.to-€low between author,\teit, and Eeader.
) Burke (1941), concentrating on literary form, makes a
statement which applies to all discourse. He defires form
‘as fjn arousirng and fulfillmept of desirés . . . one part of

t . [a work] . . . leads q'reaéer to anticipate another part, tog. .

be gratified by the *sequence." uSimiIarf&, Winteﬁbw& (1971) .

P

defines form as "the internal .set of consistent relationships

‘ perceived in any course" (41?? Unfortunately, as Lawson -
T (1976) notes, reagers find no short cuts in simple "aimV-

"pattern of, arrangement" match-ups, in which genre and purpose

. a )
22 ,
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“covered 1nferentlally would be useful a1dSJJ1he1angstudents

S ‘ 15
would rigidly shape arrangement. This explains Larson's (1971)
earlier suggestien to study professiopal writing in order to -

examine how effective writers work through their plans to

completion. Hopefully, the "mdvements of'mind"kthus disj‘ -

r
v

developJ}helr own ideas. Flnally, he notes that while "form
may ndt e the message Coee it interprets the message while
relaylng it" (1976 71). . \‘ |
General agreement of readers on paragraphlng would support
the thesis (as did Koen, Becker, and Young's 1967 study) that
wh11e paragraphs are conventional units, they are nonetheless

very real and not arbltrary"readablllt "breaks in an essay's.

v1suel‘gurface}strqcture. Rodgers (1966) expresses the prete-

‘duge and differentiates reader- from writer-paragraphing even

more succﬂhctl}:“'”Paragraphs are not composed; ‘they are dis-
covered. aL‘.IM‘Tr:»compose is.to create, to indent is to interpret.'’

To repeat, recognizing~the ""deep structure"‘of an utter-
ance as well as the sturface structure in which 1t appears
(Winterowd, 1971) is no simpie task which can be labeled
"correct" or "wrong." Rather, Pateerhs of interpretation
need* to be described 'and explained. ’ In this way readers can
be. flfggientlated from one another accordlng to the1r sensi-
tivity to intra-discourse rhetorical functions. Again, 3; )
"érrapgement" in general ard parégraph@ng in particular offer
the best tacg‘for learning more gbout the often elusive gind

‘ .

of framing in which skill does not au%omaticélly come along

with mere linguistic or~grammatical competence.

K

.
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II. The Problem

Ihe question to be dddressed here concer?/jcompositionﬁ
The present stuﬂy aims ultimately to "improve the pedagogy of

composition to both native and .nonnative speakers of Engllsh

" by attemptlng to describe the processes used by Q:fferent

kinds of readers as they frame discourse~according7uaauthdriar'

cues--both stylistic and rhetorical. As noted above, the ‘

nature of reading, rather than the act of writirg itself,
makes reading more amenable for detérmining both: fl) the
égggﬂof differences between readgrs, Qnd (Z)Ethe nature of
these diff;rences. s Q ‘
Previdus'studfés lfave focused on: (1) paragraphing,'iru
the hope of showing that paragraphs were not simply readabil-
ity breaks, determined by v1sual aesthetics or other para-
discursive patterning (Koen, Becker, and Youné, 196-//(2)
the '""rhetorical units" themselves'which, according ta rhetor-~
ical function, make up '"'discourse blocs" both W1thu1andamong
paragraphs (Pltkln, 1969), (3) '"subjective story structurem

(Pollard-Gott, McCloskey, and Todres, 1979) in order to test

whether :the structural descriptidﬁs of stories generated by _

the granmars [ile , the 1ntu1t1ve framlng by the analyst]
correspond to the structure people perceive in the stories'
(252); and (4) the ! 'paragraph as a grammatical un1t" (Long-
acre, 1979), in which péragraphs and parts oﬁ paragraphs Tfill

"functional slots" in discourse in a manner similar to the

waY‘;he system of clauses does.

24
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Both (3) and (4)'s rééionale Lin 19;9) res?mbleS'that
‘which Pitkin (1969) empld}s in/his "discourse blob-ing”
technique. ,%of example, boihfP;tkin and Pollard;Gét{ et al
gepeqﬁ'ugqn:anlintuitive framing ér'clhste;ing. While Pitkin\

- aims to present gerély the methpa itéelf, Pollard-Gott et al.
seek to'empirica%ly yalidate’théif intuitivp delineation.
Lonéacre's.method, Sp‘thg other hand:‘matcheérfitkin's almosE
péint by point-%at least in theory: While stopping short of
a¢tualLy‘chartiné out a discourse, Longatre ch ract&fize;
paragraphs.as: (1) being organiged hierarchially and thus
recursive; (2) being.composed of "functional slots" which arg
weighfed; (3) using temporal overlap to maintain thematic.
coherence; aﬁd‘(4) having their "deép” thematic ﬁnity
"reflected in the surface features of the'paragraph”itselfﬁ.
(118). In other words: (lj Raragraphs proceed ”Gef;igally”
as well agk”horizontally” in.relation to_eaéh o;her; (2) they
fit themselves into rhetorically orientgd templates such as
generic-specific, question-answer,.agsertion-support, problem-
'solution, etc.; (3) they use "meanwhile" relationshipé‘be;ween
items within functignal'slots-!even though temporal‘érder

‘ often seems to conflict with discurs;ve pfog;eésion,,creating
a complication which Barlt.}ies~'_‘(1.19_77_:118) cails a fugued effect;

\

K\\and (4) their grammatical features 'reinforce the underlying

conceptual and rhetorical progression; this feature is central

/

glso to Koen et al. ' ,




None of these approaches, however, are used to dlfferen-
. tiate readers accordlng to their- dlscourse proce551ng strate¥
gies in genepal,.nor their paragraphlng skills in partlcular
J. E. Coomber (1975) suggests that college freshmen need work
_on 1mprov1hg “their "larger comprehension" strateg1es.~ The
hypothesis here>suggests that while'this advice is probably
usefd@ for all- freshmen to some eéfent, its appllcatlon con-
fronts different problems accordlng to what klndvof freshman
is being considered. It further suggests that something,
perhaps overattention to the 1ntr1cac1es of- the llngulstlc-
{cedetltself,-often 1nterferes‘w1thbsome readers"pe{g§;v1ng/
processing/interpreting/berforming/uﬁderstanding of texts and
that this something does not ih{31£e%e as much with other
readers. At this pqint: I shspect that teachers need to;
spend more time explicfing the code of arrangement rather, ,’
than to‘assume that this iarger framing system will somehoﬁ N
"fall into pléce" once an aﬁpreciation of «the more tangibte
components--viz., grammar and style-;is gained; Again, the
>
movement froh arrangement to style proceeds from whole to .
parts. The sooner the conceptual outline is grasped%phe
. sooner all the styilstlc parts can fall\ihto pygce. But,
alas, arrangemgnt does net ®end itself to’codification as
rigidly as does grammar. In fact, different modes of com-

position--oral-fdrmuLaic'for memory's sake, V'residually oral,"

literate, or '"secondarily oral'" (Ong, 1967)--can drésticafly

alter ‘the criteri‘a and strategieskehind discourse arrgngement.

~/ -¢‘_| v 18 ‘.



19

And it’is sens1t1v1ty to .this range of compositional tech-

3

'nlques -which readers need to have instilled in them. .

My categories of students in thlS prof11e will be:

native, l;terate speakers of Engllsh, native, but supposedly

) 3

less literate speakers; and nonnative English speakeérs of

litgxate and less skillfuily literate backgrounds. One

question asks whether a student 1s "better off,"” in terms
of‘1nterpret1ve abilities, as a 11terate nonnat1v Spegker
of English pr as ; sem111terate‘but native )speakeD Again,
the methodélogr bases itself on the notion that "to‘indpnt\

: i )
is to interpret'" and that' the act of paragraphing represents’

-

the.grossest kind .of ig;gzs;:tat1on, making it a natural
object of descriptive study. The ma1n question asks whether

" indenting depends,, for different readers, on different pat-

terns based on different set; of criteria for interpreting
discourse floﬁ:.,In order to determine whether various
criteria involve various notions of discourse structure in .
gtneral or perhats just yariable emphasis,on.surf;ce cues,
the :;aders' performance must be elicited, described, and

iﬁt;rpreted.
, " )

»
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'fies the level of importance of the breaks in the rhetorical

~N

=
III. Methodology

-~

4. Discourse Bloc-ing and the Three ‘Systems

N !

Y

The methoaologx used here is.eclectic although Pitﬁkg's
(1969) "discourse bloc-ing" technique forms its core. This ) ng
method improves upon Koen, Beﬁker; and Young's (1967), which

bases itself on the variable attention given by the reader to

_the lexical, grammatical, and rhetorical systems (expdained

below). While allowing attention to be paid to the lexical
and grammatical Sysfems, the present method (after Pitkin)
portrays the rhegoricdl system as hierarchical. This c¢lari-

. .. \ P
system--illustrating that all rhetg;ical breaks are not

equal.  In the following discussion "higher' 1
refer to the more significant rhetorical bfeaks.

The lexical and grammatical systems, on the other hand,*

~
-~

can be examined without a chart or a special technique.
Simply, to follow Koen et al., lexical "equivalence" in a -
text mﬁintains itself over several sentehces-by using syno-

nyms, metaphors, paraphrases, and relative aﬂdupersjgal ,

<

pronouns. ‘Grammatical coherence depends on formal markers,

"such as the singularity or plurality of subjects and predi-

“cates, the tenses of verbs, and the presence and kind of .

modal auxiliaries" (2). Koen et al. describe the rhetorical

*

system as Eonsisting of a sequence of functional slots (e;g.,ﬂ.

"topic--restriction--illustration and prgglém--solufion).
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Formal markers, such as for example, on the other hand, in

other words, however, etc., sometimes signal shifts from one A

slot to another (2). ) 'J”,,— i

N P1tk1n refines the fhetorical system w{;h his notien of

d1scourse-blocs, since effective writing sets out to crea;e
discourse, not sentences Discourse blocs, consisting of )

Jrhetorical units'" are determined "by v1rtue of their funt-i
-
tions toward.([a partlculgr]'purpose. The [rhetorlcalj_unlts

[of-discourse blocsi;would be units because of ‘what they were
j doing, not merely of where they mlght be, and the contlnuum

would be segmented by Junctures in space time, pot mere%z by

joints in space" (139), sxgpalled amblguously by 1ndentg£10nsf

-periods, commas, etc. Rhetorical: units are ‘sometimes narrower,
= - Ad

sometimes broader, and sometimes jdentical with the grammatical

k3

sentence since semtencés often exercise more than one “‘function.

In short, discourse b19c-iné allows discourse junctures to be

marked in terms of significance as we;l'as mere préhénce. )

The underlying rationale holds, simply’, that '"the .
. . N

hierarchy of discourse is--like the hierarchy of.the complex

’ ~
-

word, the phrase, the sentence--without gaps, a continuum of

-incieasingly complex structures” (141). Two‘relationships :

»

-

between rhetorical units, "horizontal" and "vertical," and
their weightings provide the principles of discourse bloc
classificatiopn. The hor}zontal relatlonshlps are "cooralna~

tion" and "complementation.' In the formo) two equal unlts

compose a set!under a ‘common superordinate categoryz-gtf.b
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ﬁet - dog and cat. In the-litter, two units are meaningful
only in their relétionship.to one aﬁther--e.g., céuse and
effect. Vertical relationships incluae "subordination"
(genus to species) and "éuperordination" (species td)éenﬁs).

A discopurse bloc analysis of a text thus reflects both hori-
. .

zontal and vertical "movement.'" Where shifts between dis-
: . . : ¢«

{

course blocs are formally marked, these markers havngeen
included. ) \

Discourse bloc ‘analyses allow us to compare (1) readers'
validation of a text's rhetorical strpEture with an‘intﬁit{ve

breakdown (which usually follows an aushor's own paragraphing)

and &) the pé&formance of different groups with each other.

'In the second case, “the analyses help explain the nature of ~

what might constitute rhetorical "change" for different

readers. Again, the lexical and grammatfcal systems are.

also important but their layout, perceivable as it is on the

surfac%& needs' no elaborate schematization.

B. Experimental Design

Four passages were chosén, according(to their‘length,
Q;;Imlty, rhetorical purpose, and genre . Where necessary,
vocabulary was 51mp11f1ed Also,¢in compound sentences where

rhetorlcal units ended at the f1rst maln clause, these sen-

tenqes were punctuated as two sentences--thus presenting the

'reader with.an additional choice as to a discourse boundary.
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In addition, one_passage ('"The Town Dump') represents only

. the initial eight paragraphs of a lengthier essay; and one

passage ("The Great Frog Hug}p&\gepresents a 51ng1e vignette
of a much longer narrative. ] ' 4

"The Great Frog Hunt," ad'unparagrapﬂed passage from

"John Steinbeck (1945), was chosen as a narrative example;

"The Town Dump,'" by Wallace Stegner (1959), as an example of
~ 1
exposf%ion,‘bht with a very.strong narrative element; 'Take

Your College in Stride," by William Cdrleton (1947), as’

~

exp051t10n moving away from narrative and towards persua51on,

and "New Schools," by Eric Hoffer (1976), as argument/prOposal.

The groups of réaders were chosen accor@1ng to (1) their
degree of literacy and (2) their degree of fluency with
"Englisﬁ." Since the presemt study does not pretend to be
statistically ‘based, students initially were not catalogued
1nd1v1dually but rather according to their academlc placement\
In the case of the Micronesian group (malnly Yapese Trukese,

-
and Ponapean), subjects were chosen on the basis of their

‘

coming from cultures which are more primarily "oral" in cast

than say the U.S., Japan, Taiwan, Hong Konéi Singapore, and"

“urban Thailand and Korea. This latter group accounted for

F
the home base for almost all the other subjects in the study.

Furthermore, the Micronesians seem to\kpow "English," at

least in terms of conversational fluency, bettér than typical .
\ .

students from other nonnative but more literate groups.

More simply, Micronesian subjects face the two-pronged

-,
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probleﬁ of learning "English" whiie learning to read, period.

Other groups learn to read first in their native tengues.

.~ The groups ire thesé:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)

English 100 (EN-100)--University of Hawaii fresh-
man composition students; all native speakers;
sixty students from three different class

‘sections. .

English 21 and 22 (EN 21 § 22)--Kap101an1
Communlty'College reading and composition students; .
twenty-nine native speakers from three different
class sections.

~English 9 (EN 9)--Honolulu Community College basic

writing students; eleven native speakers from

.three different classes.

English as a Second Language 100 (Esf/’;O)--Unlver-
sity of Hawaii composition students;  alf4 nonnative
speakers (mainly Chinese and Japanese); fifty’
students from foyr different class sections, .

Micronesian. students and writers (MIC)--twenty- .
four subjects: twelve freshmen and sophomores

at Hawaii Pacific College from .three different

composition classes; and twelve older students

from the University of Hawaii's Pacific Area

Language Materials Development Center and the

Bilingual Education Program for Micronesia.

L

L)
As can be seen,' the "literacy' criterion was used primarily..

to separate EN 100, EN 21 § 22, and'EN 9; the "English

fluency" critemion was used to separate ESL 100 and MIC

 from the native speaker groups.

Readers were t’old to indent the passage where ""appropriate,"”

and to write' the number of the sentence which opened a new

paragraph.

.',q

They were given as much of the 51xty minute "

class period per passage as necessary, even' though this

meant that a few readers finished only three passages.

-
0 - -
] s
-
b .
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i IV. The Analysis

A Discourse Bloc Analyses -

Y

Following are the four discourse bloc analyses (one for
each passdge) and their five per&entage tables (one for each -
group). First, the rationale for eXh analysis will be dis-
cussed. The next section will show‘how'significance between*

1] ¢

groups is determi™d, and ‘this will be based on the percentage
taBles;at the bottom of each gnalysis. These tables can be
ignored for the time being. .

| ~ : N
1 ’
Analysis 1--"The Great Frog Hunt" ‘

ST T—

This passage, although éncompassed within a vague éxposi-
tory frdmg; basically tells a story. The narrative frame
begiﬁ; with the rhetorical qgestion in rhetorical unit 10 and
continues through unit 32.6 The narrative 'line" (i.e., the
sequence of hsrizontgl frames) follows the classic plot-- ‘T
(fﬁ%roduction)-conflict-catharsis-resolutio%/dénoﬁement;(epi-
logﬁe)-ifouﬁd in most simple stories.

dThe Greatéf;og Huﬂt,“‘which was not paragraphed at all
by its author, Telies more on the intqitive ffaming’repre-
sented in the discourse bloc analysis than do the other
passages, which-~are paragraphed. Where the analyses of the

Y L]
-other passages mark the author's paragraph boundaries with a

bold line, no such_'aline is used for Analysis 1. Instead,

- & .

- . 33
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relative importance of the discoyrse blods can be judged by

their level--"first" ievel being the most important.

For a reader to "miss" the Lhange in horizontal "pro-
gre551ve" movement at any one of the rhetorical units which
begin the main sections of this plqt ‘would suggest that his,
framing strategies differ from those of the discourse bloc
analysis."A brief scan of the table*reveale that differences
between and emong groups do appear at units HO, 19, 23, and
31--the points where the narnative most ''noticeably'" shifts
//\\gears. Whether theee differences represent significant mis;
matches will be discussed in the following section. In any
evint,\such apparent divergence from the discourse bloc
analySis and such differences among the groups raises the
SuspiCion that readers sometimes disagree with each other as
to the arrangement inherent in the text. Below are the pas-
sage itself and its analysis. ¥

-~ .

The Great Frog Hunt , .

.
L] ’ +

1Durlng the ageés that frogs and men have 1lived
& 1in the same world, 1t is most 1ikely that men have
hunted frogs. And dur1n§ that time a pattern of hunt
and hide has developed. °The man with net or bow or,
lance or guﬁ creeps noiselessly, as he thinks, toward
-* .the frog. The pattern requires Ehat the frog sit
still, sit very still and wait. The rules of the game
require the frog to wait until the ‘final flicker of a
second, when the net is coming down, when the lance is
in the air, when the finger squeezes the trigger, then
the~frog jumps, plops into the water, swims to the .
bottom and waits yntil the man goes away. °That is
the way it is done, the.way it fas always been done.

34 .
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ZFrogs the'everg.right to expect it will always ‘be
done that way. ©Now and then the net is too quick,
the lance pierces, the gun flicks and that frog'is
gone, but i# is all fair and in the framework.
9Frogs don't resent that. _ 10But how could they have
anticipated Mack's new method? 1llHow could they have
- foreseen'the horror that follgyed? 12The sudden

. flashing of lights,_ the shouting and squealing of men,
the rush of feet. 13Every frog leaped, plopped into
the pool, and swam-as fast as it could to the bottom.
l4Then "into the pool plunged the line of men, stamping,
chtrning, moving in_a crazy line up the pool, flinging
their feet about. l5Hysterically the frogs, displaced
from their quiet spots, swam ahead of the crazy thrash-
ing feet. and the feet ¢ame on.- 16Frogs_are good swim-
mers but théy haven't mugh endurance. 17Down the
pool ‘they went until finallg they were bunched and
crowded against the end. 13And the feet and wildly
¢p1unéing bodies followed them. 19A few frogs got
through and these were,saved. 20But thd majority
decided to leave this pool forever, to find a new
home in a_new country where this kind of thing didn't
happen. 21A wave of gcared; frustrated frogs, big
ones, little ones, brown ones, green ones, men frogs

and women ftogs, a wave of thsg broke over the bank,

crawled, leaped, scrambled. They crawled over each
other on their way up the grass, they thbbed each
other, little ones rode on big ones. ¢3And theg-- rd
horror on horror--the flashlights found them. ¢4Two
men gathered them like berries. 25The line of men
came out of the water and closed in on their rear and
gathered thém like potatoes. 20Tens.and fifties of
them were thrown imto the big sacks, which were filled
with tired, frightened, i?d surprisggwfrogs, with
. dripping, crying frogs. ¢7Some .got 3, of course,
and some had been saved in the pool. - But never in
fsqg history had such an execution taken place.

Frogs by the pound, by the fifty pounds. 30They
weren't ¢C ted but there must have been 'six or seven
hundred. W1Then happily Mack tied up the necks of the
sacks.. %They were soaking, dripping wet and the air
was cool. ) \

- M ~
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Analyéis 2--"The Town Dump" .

)

The second passage attempts, simply, to prove that the ‘

town dump '""has more poetry and excitemept in it than people

.did."” This assertion occurs in unit 4; the rest of the pas-.

sage (5-37) supports it. However, the overall expository
(explanatory) purpose relies on several ‘narrative vignettes

for its fulfillment. In the discourse bloc anaiysis,

. /
authorial paragraphing is represented by bold vertical

lines. Other important discourse junctures, which do not
coincide with the author's paragraphs, manifest their impor-
tance by their lqvelhrelative to other junctures. As in the
analysis for "The Great Frog Hunt," "first" level breaks are
found in the highest row.

i N
~ The combination of actual paragraph bounidaries and other

o

) ~ ‘ A/
.discourse bIbc\E?undarie§ make Analysis 2 much more interest-

. . * -
ing than Analysis 1. gach.vertical bold line closure or

6peﬁing of.a ho;igontaf line represents another reason for
the discourse juncturé and thus supporfs the author';
decision to ﬁaragraph at that point: 'Althouéh Koen et al.’
have ;howﬁ that paragraphing is nb% merely aﬁ aesthetic
judgment, one can see in Analysis 2, which follows,’that
often, even when there are several "reasons" for paraéraph-
ing, these'heaSOns are overridden by‘gp aesthetic sense which

recoils at one- or two-sentence paragraphs. That is, closure

is sometimes withheld qecause of aesthetic considergfions.

s . ¢
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Units 4-9b in Analysis 2, below, provide such an example.

While unit 4 closes three discourse frames, the paragraph

hd .

break does n cur until unit S3a, wh‘E: opens four framesi
_one of these es, however, outranks tRe frames closed by
unit 4. ilarly, unit 6-opens three frames but is too

close to the paragraph béeak at 5a to De. taken as another
paragrabh break: However, at 6 too‘the fram3§ that‘are .
-opened are lower than'pwo of the onés which Sa opens, and
this also weakéhé support for a new péragraph at 6. ch is
not the case at unit-?a.' Here three.frames'are opzﬂgif’but
they are all "under" the "subpoét" ffamq opened ‘in 6. Yét,\
the author baragraphs at 9a. A further $can of Analysis 2
and the other_ analyses will reveal a few-other instaﬁces of
apparently nonlogical, or aF.ieast inconsistent, paragraphing
infelicities. The poiét Here is that tﬁé real significéncq
of discourse junctures depenés on their context--their con-
figuration under or alongside otﬁer];rames,

A central questign here asks whether or not the begin-
nings of the narrative s;gments will cpe some re;ders to
paragraph at these poinss. To do so, wgen’narrative and
expository  purposes fail to coincidé, would suggest that
vertical3 "repeti;jvé" frames are being read somelow as
progressive. Illusgration/support frames would thus seem to
be’regarded'as,moge significant in terms of discourse deQeloﬁ-

ment than largér, expository frames, which here are inter-

mingled with spatial frames. Units 13, 17, 25, and 34 begin

39 S
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such narrative illustraiions-of,morq g;neral exposiiory
points. The table reflects differences df one’ kind or another
" at all these points, differences which will be examined in the
, . .
next section. First, the passage (er rhetorical units are
marked here; they wéere not marked for fhe,subjecxs of ‘the

study--only sentence boundaries were numbered for them): |

L]

AN

The Town Dump
’ . ' '

d laThe town of Whitemud, Saskatchewan, could only
have been a few years old when I knew it, lbbecause
the village was born in 1913 and I left there in 1919.
2But I -remember the dump better than I remember most
of the people. 3% spent more time with it, for one
thing. 4It% has more poetry and excitement in it than
geople did. 5aItlay in the séutheast corner of town,-

bin 3 section that was always full of adventure fof
me. Just thédre the Whitemud River left the .hills,
bent a little south, and started its long journey
across the prairie and American border to join the
, ~ Milk River. 7For all I knew as a child, it might have’
- & ’ %een on its way to join some secret underground river.
Simply, before my eyes, it disappeared into strange-
ness and wonder. ‘93Also, where it passed below the
.dumpground, it ran through the lowlan 9bthat were 4
favorite campsite for passing horse-wagon drivers,
travelers, sometimes Indians. 10aThe veryestraw
scattered around those camps, the ashes of those . .
strangers' dampfirei the manure of their horse teams C{/

’ and saddle ?grses, Obwere hot with advemturous possi-

, oo bilities.: aIt was as an extension, a living suburb,

- as it were, of the dumpground llbthat we most valued
those camps. l2aWe looked all over them for‘things the
campers might have left, 12bas if they had been archeo-
lagical sites full of the secrets of ancient civiliza-
tions. 13I remember toting around fgz weeks the broken
cheek strap_from a horse's bridle. aSomehow or other-
its buckle 1l4blooked as if it had been fashioned in a
far place, a place where they were used to flattening .
the tongues of buckles for reasons that could only be

. exciting, and where they made a habit of plating the .
« metal with. some valuable -alloy, probably silver. 1l35In
placés where the silver was worn away :the puckle under-
¢ neath shone dull yellow: probably-gold. 161t seemed

L2 4
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that excitement Iiked that end \o£/town better than

our end. 170nce old Mrs. Gustafson, deeply religious

-and a little crazy; went over there with a wagon full

~of trash. 18As she was driving home along the river

she. looked and.saw.an. exhausted catfish, washed in
from Cypress Lake or some othér Bart of the hills,
floating on the yellow -water. 1JHe was two feet,
longffhgg"whiskers hung down, his fins and tail were
limp. He was a kind of fish that no one had seen -
in the Whjitemud Rigir in" the three or four years of -
. .the town's .life. ¢“‘He was a kind E%at none of us
children .had ever seen anywhere.- ““Mrs. Gustafson
_ had never.seen one like him either. »23She thought
at once that he was the devil. 24She whipped up her
horse team and reported him at Hoffman's elevator. -
Z5aWe cs%uld hear her screeching and yelling about the
fésh 23bas we ran to the river 36 see for ourselves.
Sure enough, there he was. Z7He 1looked: very tired.
28He nNWlde:- no great effort to escape whén .we pushed out
a half-sunk®én rowboat from below a bridge, put it under
... him, and brought him ashore. 298When he died three days
*  later %9Bwe, experimentally fed him to two half-wild -
. cats, 29cbut they seemed to guffer no ill effects.

‘w 30aAt that Ssame end gf town 30bthe irrigation passage
crossed the river. 11t always seemed to e to be very
high when I_hung my ‘chin over its wooden edge and
looked "down, 3ZIt probably rose no more than twenty
feet above the water, however. 3380rdfsarily in
summer it carrfed about six or e¥gh® Inches of smooth-
water, 33band undeér the moving water of this little
closed-in stream the wood was covere with deep sun-.

_warméd moss as slick as frogs' eggs. %A boy weould
sit in thi$ stream.with the water pushing against his
back, and grab a eross .brace above him, and pull,
shooting himself sledlike ahead until he :Could reach -
the next brace for anotggr slide, and sb on across the

"riyer in four scoots aBut nothing in that end of

,*, -town was as good as 35bthe-dumpground that scattered .
along a litt]le waterway zhich dipped dowh toward the’

- river.form the south. 39Through azhistérical process
it went bagck, probably, to the roots of community.

. sanitation and distaste for eyesores, back to a law
passed in 1888. 37Thus the dump was one of the very.
first community projects, almest the town's first

~_~institution. )
, - .
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Analysis 3--"Take Your College in Stride"

This passage, originall‘elivered as, a speecht is an
exposition wﬁich argues more strongly, than does "The Town
Dump."  The assertion in unit 2 (which is reasserted in 4)
sets out the supportive/pe}suasive purpose fdtr the }est of
the Qiscourse. First, '"leisure time" must be proven as the

'"greatest' among other opportunities in college--especially

the opportunity of expefienciﬁg college professors. That a

H
student ought not to rely on his professors for too much

when it comes to. iearning and that his leisure time ought
to be spent with books form secondary and more particular

assertions to be proven. Topic shifts here seem simpler

than in either paésage 1 or 2 because the narrative compo-.

nent is not nearly as strong. This causes less complication

because of narra;ive.frame, such as §patiai and event,
inte;ference with expository frame configu;ation. ~In this
one .respect then passage 3 is easier to follow than passage 2.
("Take Your College in Strlde," howeégr, falls to achieve the
same "levels" of literary merit as those attained by "The
Town Dump.' Such merit bases itself on metaphorical %Qenti-
f{cation,of'"a;tas" of the mind with actual places and events
and, ih-g;n;;al, a skillful blurring of discourse

7

‘ boundaries.) ' ' ‘ S

At first blush, the interesting features of this analysis

are the formal markers (fbr the rhetowrical system) and the

’
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lexical and grammafical system shifts, which may be more )
crucial here than in the other passagés. Also, d kind of .
frame:breakiné occurs at units 3a, 7a, and 30. At these

points the "speaker'" addresses the audience dirécfly, ‘A

quick review of "The Gregt Frog Huni" shows how, at unit 10,

the actual narrative began with a sihilarly "disruptive"
. e

thetorical question. ~Again, the passage and then the //',

discourse bloc analysis:

4

Take Your College in Stride

=,

%§College offers ypu five great opportumities-- /
““professors, contact with fellow students who them-
selves are the products of a selection process,
'laboratories, a_library filled with books, and
leisure_time. 2And the greatest of these is leisure :
time. 3als it not strange that the greatest good i
grovided by a university is sometging intangible-- - '
*Sbsomething that cannot be seen, >Csomething that
cannot be written down in the catalogues or reduced
7~ to ¢lock hours, credits, degrees? 4But the leisure
time offered you guring your college days is a
priceless gift. aNever again in your life will you
.have so much time-->btime to browse, to think, to
dream, to discugs, to argue, to question, to create,
.to construct. OEyen if you should become a collége
professor ;oy will never again have so much precious
leisure. /@Beware of those edusgtors who want t§’
put you in a strait jacket and makg you account for
every. minute_ of your waking hours. aThose -educators
do notewant a university; Sbthey want an army. 9aWhat
any professor can give you in any subject is limited--
9blimited by the inability of any man, however great.
his sense of others' experience, to impare but a small
fraction of his knowledge and experience; 9Climited by .
the necessarily formal nature of the student-teacher
relationship; d%imited by the professor's .own talents
and background; “®limited by cultural and traditional
restrainti 10aEven the greatest of teachers are
limited, bblimited by the very clarity of the point
of view which makes them famous and respected. llYour
professor, to be sure, will be able to suggest, to

.
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- almost every need, temper, or interest.

-articles;

encourage, -to hélp - tie up loose.ends, to put things
together, to point Sut congections where none seemed
to exist before. I¥If ke is the sort of person who
can do this in an interésting and exciting way, so
much the better. 13If he has developed enoygh matur-
ity in his own subject to have come to a deginite
point of view and to have mgde some original contri-
butions, then you aré luckyfagain. 14And if he can
express his ideas yithout pomposity and with humor
and sparkle, then you are really lucky. lSHowever,:

" even the most gifted professors can give you little

real insight, undérs§wnding, ripeness of judgment,
wisdom. 6These are the results of lividgf countless
contacts with men and events, wide experience, travel
observation, the readimg of/ great books, the doing of
great deiés, thinking and»acting in real life situa-
tions. The library, even in this scientific age, i

_the student's chief source of knowledge. 18A university
library is a truliéﬁilderful place. 19aThere you can
-+}
e

find almost all t eds that men in all times and
places have though 9btHe ugly and the beautiful,
the foolish and the wise, the grotesque and the sensi
ble, the curious and the useful. 20aThere you can
re-live the 'life expgrience of the human race--20bthe
story, still unfinished, of man's slow groping for
civilization. ¢l
cannot compete with books.
4Books can
be read when you are in the mood; 23bthey do not have
to be taken in periodic doses. <2%Books are both more

personal and more impersonal than professors. 25aBooks .
ggge an inner confidende which individuals se%gom show;

they rarely have to be on,the defensive. aBooks
can afford to be bold and courageous and exploratory;
6bthey do not have to be so caref;} of boards,gf
trustees,tolleagues, ang_community® opinion.- 27aBook
are infinitely diverig; ¢/Dthey run the entire range
of human activity. 4Bookg can be found to express
every point of view? 28bif you want a diESerent point
of view you can read a different book. 4Even your
professor %3 at his best when he writes books and .
Ibthe teacging performance rarely equals
the written effort. 0studehts who come to college
just to waste theig time will not understand what I
have had to say. S1Neither.will these who gome just
to earn high gradeseand academic honors. 3{But the
others--those who have oome to learn of life in this

36
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As sources gf ideas, professors simply
ZBooks can bssfound to fit

]

puzzling and complicated world of ours--will, I think,

understand. . '
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‘Analysis 4--'"New Schools"

'

Like "Take Your College in Stride," ''New SchooIs' argues
a position in an attempt to persuade. The latter goes further

than the foTher though in its presentation of a specific pro-

posal for the reader's perusal.

The controllifg frames are

problem-solution’

Unit 8, as the rhetorical culmination of ~

.solutlon.

units 1-7, presents the problem while units 18-23 lay out the
In between, units 9a-17b prov1de the theoret1ca1

background for the practical solution, 18-23. Units 24- 26b

/

simply boobe—the .proposal by show1ng that it is the most
approprlate remedy for the 51tuat10n

'"New Schools" blends though someuhat nge mildly,

narratlve and ekposltlon similar to the way "Ihe Town Dump

does. For example unit fa and, espec1a11y, units 15-16

present very snoff/parratlve ilTustration in the form of

test1mon1£1. Interestingly, fewer English 100 (EN 100)
I R i
students,{native and literate English speakers, than stu-

dents from any other group choose these units as paragraph

beg1nn1ngs ! Even unit 9a, whlph according to the author does
- ( v
begin a paragraph, fails.to elicit much sense of change in

. :
EN 100 students; only 14% paragraph here. This seems to

.support the suspicion drawn from "The Town Dump' regarding

the narrative frame's ability to overshadow (for some readers)
SUpposedly more encompassing exptsitory frames. Again here
as in the other passageszamore elaborate descr1pt1on depends

upon the slgngiicance of the differentes between the groups.

EN

»
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y '/1\‘ "~ New Schools .7

1Some time ago, while writing an essay on the young,
1 was surprised by the discovery that the young at

‘present do not make up a higher percentzge of the
population than they did in the past. The percent-
age of the young has re?ained remarkably constant
through many decades. “What has changed is the
percentage of teen-agers. 4We used to count as
Eeen~agers,those between the ages of 13 and 19.

Now the teen-age gogup includes those between the.

- ages of 10 and 30. ATelevision 1s ggving 10-year-
olds the style of life of juveniles, Ywhile the
space age education explosion has been keeping
students in their late twenties on ;he campuses in
a gtate of prolonged_adolescence. There are no
children any more. SOur public schools are packed
with mini-men hungering for the cBoices and probably
the responsibilities of adults. “3The poet W. H. Auden
said that what Amer%ca needs are puberty rites and .a
counil of elders-- bwhich are probably beyond-our
reach. 10What ihis country needs and can have is
child labor. 1llaThe mini-men, bored by meaningless
book learning, llbare hungI¥ for action, hungry to
.get all kinds of skills. There will be no peace in
‘the schools and no effective learning wuntil the cur-
riculum is refigmed to meet the needs of the new type
of students. There is evidence that a student in °
his early twenties, when he is eager to learn, can
master ‘in less than a year all the book learning that
teachers try to force into unwilligg, bored minds
-through grammar and high school. There is also
evidence that forced book learning in public schools,

- rather than preparing students for a fuller mastery of
‘subjeigs later in college, ofsemmakes them unfit for

it. When the great British physicist Sir Joseph

Thomson was asked-why England produced great scientists,

he answered: "Beiguse we hardly teach science at all

in the schools. Over here the minds that come to
physics arrive in the laboratoI¥ with a-freshness
which is free from routine.” aReading and writing

are 8 different matter--17bif these are not thoroughly °

mastered early in life, we will continue to have what

we have now:, college students who can do neither.
181.propose, then, that half of the school day be
given to book learning--reading and writing, elemen-
tdry mathematics, a familiarization with the geography
of the world, and a bird's-eye view of hisgory--and
the other half to the mastery of skills. 19Retired

50




- : ) \
‘. € . 40 .
. ) |
‘'skilled carpenters, masons, plumbers electricians,
mechanics, gardeners, architects, city planners, etc.,
could teach the young how to build houses and roads,
- how to landscaEe and garden, how to operate all sorts
of machines. ORetired bamkers, manufacturers, mer-
chants, and p011t1C1ans c@hld teach the young about
finance and management. In small towns where there
* is only one school it would be easy to set aside a,
hundred acres or so on which generations of students
could build a model neighborhood, plant gardens, and <
raise crops. 22In large cities the work would hay
to be done on the outskirts or on landgmade avajlable”
by slum clearance. ¢3By the time theﬁaduated from
- high-school, the young would b equlpp to earn a
= living and to run the world. There is no redson to
- believe that adults will soon regain their lost nerve
igd be able to impose their values on the young. ‘
But there is nothlng 58 prevent adults from trans- o
mitting their skills. aIt is also becoming clear
that a SOC1ety that does not know how to cope with
juvehiles ‘can maintain'the measure of stability and
contingity necessary for géVlllzed living only by
abolishing adolescence- -2 by giving the young the '
skills, opportunities, responsibilities, and rewards
of grown-ups. e

? ) ) “
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‘B. Reader Paraéraphing Variation

. To determine whether or not differences between’ groups

are significant a chi-square test was used. Two-by-two o '

4

tables allowed the used of @ Simplified fprmnla: :
. \ - -

+ 2 . (Jad = be| = ¥N)*N ' o o

(a+b)(a + c)(b +dllet 8 ' Lo

AW

:Jj SR for the follow1ng set of tWo rows and two columns show1ng
frequenc1es ofa, b, ¢, d, as in, Table (a) below (Dlxon and
N +

" Massey, 1957:226): , 7
Table (a) S o N

A & ’ 1 | Total ~- .

1 a b " a+b - L

s 402 [ o« d ¢+ d”

T?ta‘l a+c|b+4d lra+b+c+daN

. .
L] L . . . . .
- S . . *
. ' . - - -
- » ' - * . z

.
. R ; . A
. LT,

For 1 degree of freedom x2 95 = 3.84.. Thus x? values gﬁr’eater

) than or equal to 3 84 represent 51gn1f1cant dlfferences e

'

between groups. ’ ¢ . o

’
&

Rhetorieal units at which different g‘roups' performances :
were compared were selected by virtue of the apparent presence
of significant gaps: begween group percent,ages All gaps

- which are s!gnlflcant (in light of the x? test) and some'of " .
\those which are not bnt whieh occur at interesting‘rhe‘torica'l

-

- breaks have been included. The, following, ser‘ies of graphs

(la 4b) and tables (1-4) show, respectively, (1) the apparent

IR -7 B
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gaps, and (2) ‘the -relative slgnlfleance of differences be-

N

lIween groups (in a two at a time comparlson)

The (b) ser1es of graphs‘ l(b) ,20), 3(b), 4(b)--compare
native Speakers whose sk111 in 11teracy varies (EN 100, JEN 21
& 22, and EN 9) The (a). ser1es compares  EN 100 native, - ) ..‘
3;terate speakegs of Engllsh to nonnatxve and literate
speakers (ESL 100) and to~nonnat1ve speakers whose flrst

language of 11teracy 1s English (MIC)--because they ‘come

from oral Cultuxﬁ Anotlher @arls’on, namely between -~ .

ESL IQO.andﬁ N 21 & 22, will also be made, but ‘without the

. ‘A ¥
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‘ 4 - . & . f\
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oy ~
3 \ . - B '
L *
& ‘_,) .
- - . _
‘..
. . . ' : ~. . '//‘
“ \ I 4 ", ‘
_ - . m o~
= .
) .. - B o~
. 7 ' / -
/ - ~
PR . ’
* ‘~ i .
- ’ - 50
‘.




SN & . = N
- * ‘ L ]
’ - "'
i) > N b
’ - —— EN 100 (N=60)- "
. ) —.—- ESL 100 (N=50) . .
7 . —e—  MIC (N=24)
™ . - . /
% ’ ] ’ -
m—.
2
-
B
2
3 g
&
4) —
4
N
"
’ 10~

3
| 1

- (rth. unt

4
+
.2 3 4 .
) -

P 3

~5-+

Graph 1(a)—Percentage ot subjects (by group) . B .
o ~ beginning paragraphs at various rhetorical units, -5
5 .
. | | . 9

ot

~




E"

U)o

{% ot subjects—bv groups)

% EN 0 (N=60)
TIOEN21 &2 (N=29)
-—- EN9 (N=11)

2

\-K ‘ Graph 1(b)—Percentage of subjects (by group) -
' beginning paragraphs at vanous rhetorical umits
A& . N £ .




46
.
’ A

TABLE 1. --,Chi-squared fﬁluéé”between groups at various
rhetorical (units in '"The Great Frog Hunt' (x? values 2 3.84
represent significant differences) '

£

) Rhet’ | $0£60 | $ of 29035 of 11| % of 50 | § of 24 .
Unit | EN 100 |EN 21/22| EN 9-|ESL 100 | MIC X
© 30 . 77 |- [ (s6) (21) | 4.32
30 EEE 93
- S —3p : T35 i
—r H 15.75
5 -9 38 | 27) . (2) (29) 11.50°
. T - : ) ; 15.71
6 25 3 0y | (8) (13) | "a.78
~ 75 = 3 , —7. 39
T % *
. 18 (17) * 1 (36) 38 (4) 4.37
. 17 ~ T3 —7.87
1 ‘45 | (34) | .9 | T34) (25) 3.62
e O ST 1 ‘ 75 7.10
7 (7) 36 (16) (25) 5.50
15 ‘ = 35 T.35-
: z 15 K3 T.75
19 (13) | - (10) 27, . (8) 4 2.02
22 77 0) | ) | a3 2.08
23 ¥ R —4 1.6 .70
\ 12 [T Q2) © 3 “(18) ' (18) 21 2.41°
gy o288 L oan 1 9 | (o) | (4 .94
T3¢ S B M L 7.5%
12 M7 b en T 30 (13 4.64
29 T 3T 13 3T 1
31 18 10 ) | (@) 0) .44
: T3 ’ —7 : 390 )

60

o
i
\‘é‘.‘:
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Graph 2(a)—Percentage of subjects (by group)
beginning paragraphs at various rhetorical units
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TABLE. 2. -- Chi-squared values between groups at various
rhetorical units in "The Town Dump"

49

Rhet.

$0£60
EN 100

$ of 29
EN 21/22

$ of 11
EN 9

$ of 50

ESL.100

$ 0f'24
MIC

2

18

1 (2)

(4)

05

(3)
41

(8)

05

(35)

CD))
44

65,

8

41

-

£3) -

(18]

26

LN
AV

(¢9)
Z9

S

)

37

X7

D]

37

©)

(10)
16

18

34

(3e)

18

(04)
04

(%0)

15

S¢

64

52

2

(3)

6£))
10

(34)

34
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TABLE 3. -- Chi-squared values between groups at various
rhetorical units in ""Take Your College in Stride"

Rhet. | $ of 59 $ of 29 § of 7| % of 49 $ of 23
Unit | EN 100 | EN Z1/22 EN & | ESL 100 MIC

(31) (43) 41 (17)
41 17

7

10) |- (29) (4) (15]

(69) 13 49) . | (57)
: 9

Y

59 — 73

(cl) [€20] (25) I3
57 13

(41) /1 (33) (20)
71 26
33

76

) S T ) I B ¢ ),
43 8

71 39) G0r—

59

.

, 30
Ly | 50

(1)
21

4

4

T 76
14 . . (4) (4)

4

(80)
80
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TABLE 4. -- Chi-squared values between grpups at various
rhetorical units in "New Schools"

A

55

"|Rhet.

$0£59 | ¥ of 28.| $0f10 | % of 49 | $of 24 2
Unit 1 EN 100 |EN 21/22 | EN9 | ESL 100 MIC X
20 4 (0) (27) (8) 2.98
g - 3 77 ;
77 T 7.7%
—37 T35) 50 23] 38) |- 1.01
6 37 ‘ 73 1.8
1% 73 . 7.3
A 73 13 7
76 TI ¢1D] 17) ) 5.83 ]
; 75 10 T.17
_ L3 ' g : 10.83
75 ; 3 5.93
13 35 20) 77y €Yd) T.53
9 15 7T T.26
— — 77 17 a1
1 77 T 20) 12) ) 7,11
. 77 2 .25
70 T3 o T 37 153, T.76
iy 70 70 3.
70° — 37 z.g_
15 |20 : 53 1T.96
T3 70 T.722
- 70 7 7.52
T3 %3 T.79
37 53 1.34
L1} 32 T20) D) 173) 5.41
. 3 70 5.32
17 58 75 10.97
12 - 3 .97
70 3 314
31 A 5. 39
T35 751 (30) T20) 038) 1.3
19 15 : T3 1.7
70 38 1.64
73 77 TI3) 30 (15) 7] 58
53 C5) 730) —71 753 T.43
24 32 ' 75 375"
: . T 1 75 .13
\
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Tables 1-4 can be reauéed for the sake of interpretive
convenienceé to two shorter tables: one for high and one for
low EN 100 percentages as compared to other groups. Tables
9-11 below are marked accor@5gg to lexlcalaig), gramﬁatlcal Jl’
(G), and rhetorical (R) system shifts which occur at various -
" rhetorical units. Complete tzfles of all system shifts for

each passage can bé found in Tables 5-8 in the Appendix.
,Again,‘lexical system shift$ occur when the fzxica; equiva-
lencé.chain (noun, pronoun, synonymn, detaphor, etc.) is
broken or when the topic sgifts without foreshadowing by the
"comment" of the previous” sentence. Grammatical system

. shifts occur wigh changes of tense,‘modalit‘:y, numbgr, voice
ahd mood. Rhetorical system shifts are also listed; but a
much better idgg'of the nature of these shifts can be gotten
from Discourse Bloc Analyses 1-4, prqiented in section IV(A).
In fact rhetorical shifts have been coded with a numbered
subséript on the basis of the level of the discourse frame
in which they occur in the discourse bloc inalyses‘ Quoted

rhetorical shifts ("R") represent ;ﬁlfts which are almost

negligible, according to the dlscourse bloc analyses.




, 57
Table 9
. *

Rhetorical Units and Their Functions
for High EN 100 Percentages

Rhet. units -

Passage | with high EN Rhetorical Fumction

°

. 100 §'s -
, 5)(L,G,R3) beginning of illus./support of 2
: interp.. of 5-5 and set-up for
' 6 (RS) 7's assertion )
. ‘denouement of catharsis 20-2Z and
1 23 (L,6,Ry) beginning of event series #3
27 (G RS) : second halt of denouement and

set-up for interp. comment in 28
31 (L,G,RZ) -epilogue | ’

5 (G,R,) ~ | beg. of narrower spatial frame and
* 1 beg. of support of 4--'"poetry"
. 9 ("R",) . beg. of even narrower spatial
4 ®¢| frame, "campsite"

13 (L,G,Ré) illustration/support of 12

beg. of support for Z2nd partofd’s

16 (L,Ry) asser. § xenom. of previous, larger
5 spatial ‘frame, "that end of town"
- shift to 1st pers. pt. of view of
25 (Lv,G,RS). event in 17-24; beg. of new event--

reaction to 17-24

renom. of larger spatial frame--
30 (L,‘RZ) ' "that same end of town'" and nom. of
new topic--“"irrigation passage':

renom. of larger spatial frame--

35 (L,G,RZ) ""that end of town' and nom. of new
N topic--'"dumpground"
7 (L,G,Re) direct address--"'Beware'; rebuttal
2273 of 3's rhet. ques. and reasser. of 4

. Tenom. of "'professors” and nom. of
3 21 (L,RZ) "books,'" as foreshadowed by 17-20-'s
discussion of "library" :

Rhet. appeal (seeks to iden®ify aud.

30 (L,G,Rl) as.non-'"time-wasters'; implied
direct address)
7 (L,G,RS) general asser. § conclusionof 4-6

nom. of new topic and asser., &

4 |17 (L,G,R3) | a5 qualification of 13-16

[ 124 (L,G,RL)_. "boost" to sclution in 9a-23

77.
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Table 10

Rhetorical Units and Their Functions
for Low EN 100 Percentages’

Passage

Rhet. units
with low EN
100 %'s

Rhetorical Function

-

3 (L,G.RS)Z//

" beg. of illus./supp. of 2 (event ¥1)

(L,"R"Jﬁ

cont. afillus./suppl of 2 (event #3)

5
8 (an4)r

Tepet. (as qualif.) of /'s
asser. (marked '"now and then'"

1 (L;"Rll4)

event (¢) of event series
(a-e); "effect'" of 14's '"cause"

29 (G,"R"

4)

amplif. (repet.) of Z8's 1interp;
"topic'" half of 29-30 Topic-Com.

7 (G,IIR"S)

interp. (from child's pt. of
view) § statement of relefance
of 6

10a (L,"R"S)

narrower topic--"the very straw”
--fine focus of 9's '"campsite"

| 15 (an8)

closing unit for "buckle"
segment introduced in 14 -

17 (L’-"R"S) B ’

narr. 11llus. of 16's asser.
(whlch begins 2nd half of
support of 4--""excitement'')

dl36 (HRII4)

historical desc. ot 35's
"dumpground"

16 (G,"R"4)

supbort of 15's assertion

29 (L,G,"R",)

"Tboost’ ftor '"'book' asser. 1in
21-28b; repet. of 21's "profes-
sors' for recontext (also
throwback to 9)

~1llus./testimony supporting 13

and 14's assertions .

15 (L,G,Ri)
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N :
Finally, Tabde 11, workimg with less data than Tables

9 and 10, represents high and low ESL 100 percentages as
compared to those of EN 21 § 22 and EN 9. fThe results are

~ inconclusive, however: three out of five h}gh ESL 100 '
Yalues were high for a good Teason--they ocﬁgr at re;l (i.e.,
authorial) shifts (marked *)--but gwo out 4; three low pe%-
centages (at which EN 21 § 22, an@ sometimés EN 9, were high)

-

also occurred at real paragraph boundaries-

N

Table 11

L.
ol

» .
Rhetorical Units and Theif Fumnctions. for
High and Low ESL 100 Percentages

Rhet. units [Rhet. units | lyﬂ .
Passage| with. high with low Rhetorical Functions
ESL. 100 %'s |ESL 100 %'s ‘

3% (L,G,R.) illustration

) eg. of event #35 of
5 (L,"R 4) serigs 3,4,5

29 (G,"R"4) . beg. of‘Topic-CEmment

interp. of 6 (dt. ot
view shift) .

35a® (L,G,RZ)' nomin. of "dumpgreund"
22* (G,Ry) B

(but, x? = 3.80
only)

7 (G,"R";)

beg. of supp. for 21

. beg. of supp. tor
4* (L,G,R,) asser. to come; hist.
. ; backgd.--"we used to"
. nomin. of new topic;
17a* (L,G,R5) qualif. of 13-16
<

v
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V. Results
A. Rhetorical System Emphases .

Table 9 reveals that EN 100 percentages are compara-
tively high ineseventeen out of eighteen cases‘onlx where a
rhetorical system break ie invo}ved. ("R" in the tables‘
represents.a non:authehticvrhetorical'break, but prbvides a

means for assigning a level to the break.f Table 10 shows

‘that EN 100 low. percentages occur at major rhetorical breaks

on iny two out of th1rteen occa51ons In other words 94%
of- the EN 100 high values involve rhetorical sh1fts while
only’ '18% of EN 100 low values 1nvolve such shifts. The 18%
figure for low EN 100 percentages means that for the other
82% of the.case;\varlous non-EN 100 groups felected paragraph
junctures on sohe basis other than the presence of .a rhetor-

; K
ical break..

For example, in "The éreat Frog Hunt''.various non-EN 100
groaps score high compared to EN 100 percentages at units 5,
8, 15, and 29 A looh back at Table 10 and also Discourse
Block Analysis 1 shows that no regl . #Metorical breaks occur .
at these units. }nstead, at unit S5 the third event of the

series in units 3-5 is presented. The introduction to 5,

"however, ;}he rules of the gamesrequire," may signal to some

a break in the lexical® equivalence,chain, pne link of which

is found in unit 4--"The pattern requires.” Actually "The

rule" and "The pattern" are synonyms, and unit 5's opener

merely repeats the same background 1nformat10n found in 4.

T <A . 80

e

.
‘ -
.
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*The pattern required that the frog sit still,

. sit very;stlll and wait. OThe rules Q& the -
game require the frog to wa1t until the final
flicker of a second, ; .

Unro~8 also elicits higherdgercentages.of non-EN-100
groups (exce#t for. EN 21 E'Zij than of EN 100. The -assertion
in unit 7 is simply amp11f1ed and thus repeated in unit 8.

Not only does no rhetorlcal break occur at this p01nt but

there is also a lack of lexlcal;gnd~gjammat1cal system oe

breaks. The only surface feature which might seem to cue a

o L

discourse Jqpcture for some is the vague temporal frame,

"Now and then." . ;o :
6Thgt is the way it_is done, the way it has
always been. done. 7Frogs have every. ri h?
;o*exgect that it will always be done.tha

way. “Now and then the net is too quick,

the lance pierces, the gud flicks and that °~ , -
frog is gone, but it-is all fair and in-’the '
‘framewdrk.: bFr0gs don't resent tha;, -

~ K
'7« ..‘

. Unit 15, 51m113r to unit S, presents one e&ihx 1n a
series. Why. ‘non- -EN IOO groups (except for EN 21 & 22) para-
graph more here than EQ 100 can only be surmlsed A hsxlcal
system shift ("thé line sfimen" og’;4 to "the frogs" of 15)
does occur, but no other.shlfts do. “ ;§;‘-§

14Then into the pool plunged the llne of men,

stamping, churning, moving in a crazy line up .

the :pool, flinging their feet about. lSHyster-

ically the frogs, displaced- from their quiet

spots, swam ahead.of the thrashing feet and ‘ ,

the fe came on. - .ot

S S

F1na11y, unit 29, which e11c1ts high percentages “for .

EN 9 and ESL 100 groups, might cue readers for a more ev1dent

reason. As a fragment unit 29 depends on unit 28 “for its
. ' i g I
\ - . I
- . . . P,
S . 84 T B S

*

. - . v N
- . s % B ’
/ 5 o R 4 B o -
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context. The proper punctuation between th; two units would
. L2

¥ ! - ‘ ; bt / 3 . 3 .

be a dash. However, instead of taking unit 29 as an ampli¥i-
] * A * )

cation/description of 'such an exetutfon,' “some EN 9 -and

ESL 100 students take it as the “topic" to unit 30's :

"comment." Here, then, grammar seems to be a-probable cause
E4 oL . o, .

for some toCﬁaragréph. ' "

) 283ut neveg.in frog history had such an executign
taken place. 29Frogs by the pound, by the fifty
pagnds. 30They weren't counted but. there must
have been six or sevep hundred.

Thus for non-EN 100 groups ;hetorlcal shifts’ would seem to bel/

1nterprebedras less of a change ‘than shlfts in other, surface

3

level systemi\(v1z F 1ex1da1 and grammatical?).

"The Town.qipp" and "New Schools" Mso provide examples

" of how non-EN_100 groups key thelr paragraphlng responses

accordlng to essent}ally non-rhetor1ca1 phenomena. One.
. /

- . . } i . -

example from each of these two passages represents the Kind
'of'&bcieioji;non-EN ipo groups mzke and W 100 ‘doesn't, since

: / . .. .-
in Table 1 he low EN 100 units are also h?%h uniégffor non-=

EN 100 growps. =~ - e {
Unit 10a in "The'Town'Qump"_méiks a lexical sysfem, or
topic, shift from hnits 9a-9b.- ‘fnterestingly engugh, this

"shift" is not so much¥a shift as a zoqming in on the

~
~

The dlscourse moves

"favorite cimpsi;e"'introduced i
vertically, not hom’.fo:‘lly he

180 groups show-significant agréement at/unlt lﬂa as to the




9a'.llrlso, where ig\passeJ below the dumpgmeund,
9bit ran through the lowlands that were a
favorite campsite for passing horse-wagon
. drivers, travelers, sometimes Indians.

. 10aThe very straw scattered around those

.jlli' : camps, the ashes of those strangers' camp-
L - - fires, the manure of their horse teams and :
T . saddle horses, 10bwere hot with adventurous

possibilities. : ‘

-

In unit 15 of "New Schools" a similar non-EN 100 percep-

" tion of discourse juncture occurs. Here the lexical (toglc)
\ |} TN
and grammatical (tense) system shifts are much more evident

is that grammatlcal and lexical shlqu cdn be determ1ne3'on

a yes/nmo basis while rh&torlcaf shifts assert themselves by

a. very 51gn1f1cqpt one; it merely amp11f1es 14's general
‘assertlon of‘"ev1dence" by providing " testrponlal supp%ft.

.. 14There ts also evidence that forced book n
learning in.public' schools, rather tham
preparing students for a fuller masteyy
of subjects later in-college, often make
them unfit for it. /1SWhen the great British

b physicist Sir Joseph Thomson was asked ‘why
- . Englangd produced great- scientjsts, he
AL . answered, 'Because we hardly -teach science
e at all in the sch:ols .
Qne featurs: needs to be recalled at this p01nt' all

X

‘rhetprlcal breaks ane not equal Instead,of a gross yes/no
’ . -

dec151on as to the presence of a break, a subtler measure is

-
) 1

needeh Welghtlng rhetorlcal bre!ks\hccordlng to the1r

than the fourth level rhé!nrlcal shift. Again, the reason ' Y

“degrees.  Unit 15 does represent a rhetorical shift, but not

: ~
. "level" (uggéﬂ%y \\through 4) prOV1des the fine tunlng
. N *
wnecessary. e ,.; ) R ,' e ek . .
- -
Q
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:" that EN 100 outperforms other greups (although not, one group

- con51sten¢1y} by virtue of its more accurate assessment af ¥

. . the rhetorical system. - ~ T

. ‘\ ’ | N ’ . : | ‘ \\\\
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‘An example of a '"first level" break occurs at unit 16 in
Analysis "1 ("But how coulduthey have antigipated Mack's new‘
method?"). Here begins thé second part (the description of

the new method) of the entire story Similar cardinal breaks °

occur in Analysis 2 at units 5 and 16, in Analysis 3 at 9a and
30; and in Ana1y51s 4 at 9a-and 24 Such welghtlng accounts
: for the nmature of the relationships between different fevel'

rhéiitical functions.k ‘ y ‘

A review of Tables 9 and loikpp. 57-58) andfg;}the
“'ﬁéi§ht€H"VEIuesjof rhetorichl hreaks shows that, first of all,
even ''purely" lexical or grammatical breaks can be assigned'

a rhetorical break. Such rhetorical taégings were nothas~
' signed {n the first place becau23“of the frames relatively
ioulgﬁsuaIly,lower than third)‘level and thus re1at1ve1y
Atrivial status as rhetoricai breaks.. Secondly, averages of
rhetorical break levels\for high and oq.EN iOO values can be
flgured\s They corroborate the r0ugh percentages (94% and 18%, .
respectlvely) figured on the ba51s of a yes/ho c1a551f1catlon ‘

as to rhetorlcal breaks. For h1gh EN 100 values the average
-
16Ve1 for rhetorical breaks is'2.61. For low EN 100 values
' - . . . '
the average is 4. 30. Thus both ways, rough and subtle, of

looklng at the attentlon eald to rhetor1ca1 breaks sugges{




“rhetoricaly but rather lexical or grammatical

. . . N 62
- ) 'bf“__ﬁ ‘ .
A similar averaging of ESL 100 vs. EN 21 § 22 perform-

¢

ances from Table 11 (p. 59) gives a le\Qei of 3.2 for high

: -ESL 100 values and 3.0 for lows. These averages do not
) suggest that, like native:speaking EN 100, ESL 100 tends to
hpay more attention to reai *hetorical shifts than other

norn-EN 100 groups. .

B. Event- Orientation .‘ .

-t

3 - . —

Section V(A)°discusses EN 100 and DSL iOO's_tendencyto,

use high-level rhetorical system breaks as their criteria

for identifying paragraphs' A thi-squared comparfgqp of
paragraph selection percentages éum ana1y51s “according to

the lexical, grammatlcal and rheggtlc—l systems (Koen,

Becker, and Young, 1967), and dlscourse‘bloc analyses -

(Pitkin,. 1569) were all usea te identify'differentes and to '

describe the nature of these differences, espec1a11y:u1tenms
of rhetorical function. The results showL%hat -where EN’ 180
dees nbvt a‘;ee with othen‘groups, §N~100 choosesiln.favoi of’(
rhetorical system breaks whereas other groups select‘breaks

which are not primarily (or even secondarily or tergiarily)

But other schema allow other descrlptlons of the data.

In addition to the desérlptlons based on rhetor1ca1 functlpﬁ—’/

__two,more patterns become apparent. The most perva51ve‘ msef}
Y : N ! . .

. . . . 4
5 . —
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.
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closely re1§ted to the descriﬁtion in V(A), and perhaps the
ﬁost profound can be described in terms of éyent-orientation.
"Event-orientatidh” refers to the apparént tenéency of certain
ggpﬁps to foliow the event-1line ("sfory"-line) instead of

recognizing 'the place of the event in a larger equsitory

frame for 1dea development (i.e. ; a "10g1cal"-11ne, such as -

assertion- support;;llustratlcn). In such cases an author's
intended illustration of a main point overshadows the main

p01nt instead of 111um1nat1ng it.

For example, at rhetdorical unit 17 in "The Town Dump'
both EN 21 § 22 and ESL 100 "outparagraph" EN 100£by,x2's of *
Li:§2 and 18.24, respectively. EN 100, on the‘other hand,
onparag;aphs EN 21 § 22 and ESL‘IOQ at unit 16 by'xz's of
8.64 and 24.29.respeétively. A look at the text brings out
the point about event-oriqntation even more cle;rly: |

+15In places where the silver was worn away
the buckle underneath shone gull yellow:
probably gold. 16It seemed that excitement -
liked that end of town better than our end.
* 170nce old Mrs. Gustafson, deeply religious
and a little crazy, went over there with a
wagon full of tra . .

Whlle unit 16 -might be con51dered a ﬁgansitional ''para-

raph” wh;ch se “wup-the narrative which follows, it was- not
8

in fact, chosent ny Ehe EN 21§ 22 and EN 100 students

. who chose unif 17 és éVﬁ‘ itraph beéinning In this case .

. G, /\ \v.» .

’ the-use of thé#

“"the beginning of an'f??ft‘serles. Unit 34, hoxevér which™

- /2 s - e




- - ' ~-,) o eT
does not begln with such a formal market ngvertheless

-

elicits, among EN 9,'a relatlvely hlgh,percentage cnmpared

- to EN 100 (a"xz of 3.43, which appr¢;qhgsxthe 3.84 necessary 1

for 'significant d1fference) PR

/ : . -‘ , o
3330rd1nar11y 1n,§ummer it . {the 1rrmgatlan 7.
-passage] carried about, six or-eight inches
of smooth water, 33band inder thé gmoding, . .

"* water ofthis little ciosgd 'in- stream the . -5‘
R wood was covered with deep sun*warmed’moﬁs ' -
as slick as-frogs' eggSJ' 45 Bay could s;t

in thi's stream with the 'water Qushlng
.against his back, and‘grab-g g§ryss. bwace

above him,. afid pull, shootin hfmself
sledlike-ahead until he ‘¢ould.reath AR .

- next- brace ﬁorﬂmnother 51ide, and?ston AR IR -
across the river in fdhr stbots "p% ;a'ﬁl;’ oL

Units i' Fhe 'w 2 ump" C"ZQawhenlhe daed thre€ ""f.-

V") and 15 in|

dﬁys later

~ - ) ” .
British physicist Sir Joslph msdn was gsked why Eméland 2

. unit 29a "EN 9's hzgh select:on rare appfoaches {agazn, a x* . ’
of only 3. 43) a slgnlfleant dszprgﬁce wznh EN ;50,, At unit /fdn
15, EN 21 § 22" (xzss 76‘)‘,ENc9 (x? = 8. 23) ESL [x - 'ff,: -y '_
2.82), and* MIC.(x ’11 96) 311 eifhefcapprqac or shau T f;‘

5 S o
marked d1f nces w;zh EN O P ;,,/ et
? ’ \ //" '™

ot
.

tzaﬁ

A L
i /,

-/,

) e 01nt ?f all ;hQSf/ggampleé'zé thg; bgs{aéf
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perspective--into their role in developing ideas whose

exposition motivates their presence in the first place--

‘e

non-EN 100 readers seem to treat them as though they were

offered up merely for the reader' s delectation. 'Such an

K -
.

impulse would tend to blur the boundary between genres--
between purposeful exposition and narrative/description in
which descriptive and eventful detail are otfered merely for
the sake of imaginative st1mu1at10n

Although no one group differs from low EN 100 values
in ati-four ef»the cases_mentiohed,“someuconsis{ency does. .
manifest itself: EN 21 §& 22 i’s higher et the event-relating
) unlfs two out of four t1mes, EN 9, three out of'four, and
ESL 100, three out of four. Unfortunately, the natures of
"The Great %gog Hunt," of which its rhetorical units are \
almost all event-oriented, and ''Take Your College in Stride,"
which relates no etents, do not allow fer a yider sample of

“¢omparative performance at event-relating rhetorical units.

4 . »

; —

"C. Epiloguing -
Besides event-hr entatioh, another pattern gmohg non-
EN 100 groups can be s en. .This one might be called "epi-.
loguing." In these cases non-EN 100 groups tend to tag on
what EN 100 considers. topic sentences/paragrﬁph openers. to

- the previous parégrae>. For example, in 'New Schools":
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"~ 16'over here the minds that come to physics
arrive in the laboratory with T freshness
which is free from routine.’

Readips,
and writing are a different matter--
these are not thoroughly mastered early 1n
life, we will continue to have what we have
now: college students who can do neither.

At unit 17a, 68% of EN 100 and 61% of ESL 100 pa;agraph
, while only 32% of EN 21 § 22, 20% of EN 9, and 25% of MIC do.

xf values for EN 100 as compared to the latter three groups
. el R
are, respectively, 8.41, 6.32, and 10.97; and for ESL 100

< :
compared to the same three groups they are 4.92, 4.14, and

-

- -6.89. . s : ’ ) L

L2

Although the’euthor fails Eo paragraph at unit 17,.such
a dramatic topic shift justifiably demands a new frame/pafg-
'graph for delineating the new controlling idea that is set
out. At least thlS is what EN 100 and ESL 100 seem to think.
Other groups seem comfortable attaching thlS newly 1ntroduced

-

top1c to what has gone before. Curiously, EN 21 § 22, the

' group upon whom the .use of a’ topic sentence is probably
most stressed by teachers, selects the classic topic sentence
opener of unit 17a only half %s frequently (32%) as either
EN~100 (68%)‘or ESL-100 (61%). This instance presents the
most striking instamce of epiloguing because the oniy con-
;ector'between'units 17a and 16 is the phrase "; different
matter” in 17a,‘which only vaguely iqplies that a former

‘ refexent (learniné science) somehow determines the choice ..

of "reading and writing" which follows. .

\ - ! M -
or

L3

83
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There are two ways to look at this phenomenon: (1) by LT
comparing a particular group's performance at a paragraph's'
second sentence to'it§ performaﬁ'b at‘khe author':wparagraph
opener; and (2) by comparing non~ﬁN 100 groups' percentages
fo EN 100's lower percentagémét’a_paragraph's second sen-
tence. 1"The Town Dump," at umits 10§,-43, and 36, provides °

»

{ !
examples of both comparisons. The author's paragraphs begin

\ L

- 34 units 9a, 16, and 355, respectively. (;£2\52¥225tgges are
as follows: * - . ' -7 ’

_
"%'s at Unit 9a ) ' 10a 10b
EN 100 . 3T xt=4.181 . o,
. EN 21§22 x#= | 17—x2=1.43234 | x*=
4.88 7.89
EN 9 ‘ | 9—x?=4.91+64
ESL 100>+ L 16+—x*=2.62+32" '
MIC 0 50 N .
$'s at Unit 16 17 35a 36
EN' 100 x? = ’ . 334 x2= 72 | 23+
3.64‘{} - ] 13.42
EN 21§22 31 6 52-| x2= 45
© T 122.92 ‘
EN- 9 36 .36 18 45 |x? =
' 15.30
ESL 100 18+—x2=31.46+76 , 24— 62 .

MIC .13 .50 8- 58 i

In all but two cas$s EN 100 is the only group whose percent-
age decreases from the author's paragraph juncture to the

next rhetorical unit whiqh’coincideswithzasentemceboundary.

[N
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While x? values between the same gre;p's befcentages at a
paragraph's opening ax}d second sentences ‘o not alwe.ys show
significance ti.e., some x?'s are less than 3.84), the rough
imbalance does seem to be more than simple coincidence.
Siqilarly, while ail x? values between\ié 100 and other

groups are not always greatEr than 3.84) the differences that

do occur are numerous and large enough to suggest a definite

4 . . . l

pattern. ' E -
A scan of the opening phraees of the actual pa;agraphs - s
. reveals how, conceivably, they coula be interpreted as lead- .
ins to concludihg statements--vie.; Qa:s "Also, where it
[i.e., the 'river' just introduced as’topic] pessed below Ehe

dumpground . . ."; 16's "It seemed that excitement liked. that
&
end of town better than our end"; and 35a's- "But nothing in - = -

that'end,of town . . . ." But 9a functions to set}up 9b,

' )

’ ™, . . it ran through the lowlands °“that.were a favorite

campsite for passing horse-wagon drivers, travelers, and

»

> sometimes Indi’ns." o ~

7For all I knew as a child, it [the river]
)// might haye been on ifs way to join some secret
underground river. Simply, bquﬁe.my eyes,
' -it disappeared into strangeness d. wonder. N
: Japlso, where it passed below the /dumpground
it ran through the lowlands 9bthat were a
favorite campsite for passing horse-wagon ) -
drivers, traveldérs, sometimes Indiap®. '10aThe
very straw scattered around those camps, the o :
, ashes of those strangers' campfires, the manure ‘ -
of their horse'teams and saddle horses, l0bwere ; ' —=
hot with adventunous possibilities.

In otger words, 9a and 9b do occur‘in the same sentence, , .

‘thus precludiné selection of a paragraph juncture at 9b. .

ERIC SRR 91 =7

vt s L
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Non-EN 100 groups, however, seem to attach more weight to 9a
:
than to 9b as to which unit.controls the sentence 9a-9b.

EN 100, on the other hand, realizes that since 9a~introdu¢esv
a new spatial frame (”lowlands”) and 9b a new topic (''camp-
 site") the point of 9a-9b is found in 9b The discrepancy
Petween EN 100 and other groups stems from a different notion
of closure. EN 100 realizes-mone chan.che other groups that
to.introduce a new topic. in an apparently "EoncludingP state-

ment ('93Also, . .") changes the concluding function to an—

-~

opening one. ‘

N ®

"But,'" which leads off 35a,. ‘might, 11£ “'Also" of 9a,

51gnal for non- E‘EIOO readers that th1ngs are merely w1nd1ng
$

down 1nstead of gear1ng up.’
» N .

‘ "34A boy could sit in this stream with the
«* ) water pushing against his back, and grab

a cross brace above him, and pull, shooting

*  himself sledlike ahead until he. could reach,

o ‘ the next brace for another slide, ggd so on "
across the river, in four scoots. -°3But
.. nothing~in that end of town was.as good as

Sbthe dympground that scattered along a
little waterway which dipped down toward
‘the 'river from the south. -

But here too the new topic, "dumpground,’ cues EN 100 to the
paragraph juncture at 35a--since 35b occurs in midrsentence.
"Unit 16, "It seemed that excitement lijked that énd of

\

_town betcer tnan our end," 4migh confuse apn- EN .100 groups

because of its extrap051tlonm1

,

,At seemed that . ...y, which )

" places an ambiguous "1t"q§n4ﬁhe Subject slot.
. ‘ : A " A A

&
) |
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151n places where the silver was worn away EN

the buckle under?gath shone dull yellow:

probably- gold. It seemed that excitement .
liked that end of town better than our end.

3 Non-EN 100 groups may wonder, at least in passing, whether
"it" refers to "the buckle" of un1t 15 instead of belng a -’ P
grammatlcal.f;ller. .Furthermore, "that end’ of xown"_mlght
obscﬁre the real topic,. "exc tement." -To meplace thie.
empha51s would be to, miss tK{ pgig_ of units l6 17. . ; .
""Take Your College in Strlde," which, agaln ‘was written ‘
to be read as a speech, offers no such amblgu;ty regarding
1paragraph closure. "Ne; ScHoqls," hoﬁever, doee,of%er one
additional and 1mportant example ' At,unit 19, MIC approaches
a real difference with EN 100 (x? ='3‘74) Although other
igroups ﬁ3 values are too low to reflect real d1fference w1th o .

EN 100, all of. them do exceed their own respect1ve percent-r_

ages for the actual paragraph Opener at un1t 18,

- . \
" %'s at Unit 18 U190 - _ :
EN 21&22 fe2s L2 f , .
¢ . L C P - . - . . . ,
. EN'O M 'R | ) O .
’ . . . R . . . <,
.~ -ESL 100 ° 16 20, - . ’ -
R \\\ iMIC - 33 T34 , .
If confu51on does exiSt, it might be explalned by the rather B

clumsy authorlal 1nterp051ng of un1ts 17a and l7b, as dis- "

cussed abeve wh1ch 1ntroduce totally new 1nformat10n, at’ - s
- . /_\ - 12 - .
- ¥ IS * 4
e' . ; '93 , * ‘ N
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.the end of a Baragraph Thus a reader might naturally con: _

sider 18, the broposal which 1 17b led up to, ‘as a mere EPan

.follow -up of 17a- 17b 18's use of "then"" and the repetatlon

k]

of "reading and wr1t1ng" do ‘not help to deflne matters.

o L7aRead1n; and writing are a different

matter--1/DPif-these are not mastéred -
.-early in life, we will contihue to havey
what we have- now:_ _college students who
can' do neither. 18I propose, then, that ‘ -
‘4 half of.the school day be given to book
learning--reading and.writing, elementary o :
mathematics, a familiarization with' the ' A
geography of the world, and a bird’'s-eye .
* view of history--and the_gther half to , .
“the mastgry of skills. 19Retired skilled o -
carpenters, masons, plumbers, electricians, ™ ’
mechanics, ’ gardeners, architects, city N
planners, etc., could teach the young .

-
b ’

But no matter how strong the case for legitimatefcon»

fusion may'be the fact remains'that non-EN 100 groups are

~{

con51stent1y more confused than EN 100. ‘Furtherhore, as
mentloned above, EN 100 and ESL 100 mark a bre;h at unit 17a
at the rate of 68% and 61%, respectlvély, more-than double
the percentages of the other groups. Thus it would seem that
if any two groups had a r1ght (based on a gattern of confu-
sion) to take 19 instead of 18 as the. paragraph 0pener, EN
100 and ESL 100 would be the ones“ These gr0ups show the 1
iowest—percentages; however,.of all the groups %or unit 19,% ' 2
and only ééhr of the forty EN 100 students.who:marked 17a A
also marked_ 19--mo pattern here One explanatidn for this - '

mlght be”that EN 100 tends to recognize a oneLsentence
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- However, only two of fifty-one students who marked either
. . (N ] oot T,
© ¢ ,17%7a %r*'18 marked both 17a and 18. -
‘f v . "-,‘c: > . . ,' . 53,, *
« ' " "+ The abbve instances-initiat& at least the general sus-
o )" “ T T ’ . ‘ . ’
. » ‘pi¢ion-that non-EN 100 groups look backwards where EN 100 and
. - . . N . . .. - )
‘ to some extent® ESL 100 look #forwafds. Such orientation pro- .
»* o e o . N : : b YR o ~
. vides another dimension .to the results of V (A), which '
‘ reflect EN 100's overall attention‘ to progressive, hori’z’ozntall- -
\ vs. non-EN I00 groups' attention to repetitive, vertical- -
> h ) . . HE;
rhetorical movementyg - ) o "
‘ ’v - ’ , ,— s N
. . . , . . .
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VI. Discussion

., The present study shows that native, s‘militérate -
.

readers (the ba51c readers and writers of Eﬁ\Ql & 22 and the
» J

vé?y ba51c writers of EN 9), nonnatlve, drahly cultured
Mlcrone51an (MIC)* readers; and nonnatlve 11terate.readers
(the ESL*lOO freshman C0mp051t10n students) tend to process

-~ written discourse as thOugh 1t were oralr? composed Native,
l{terate readers- (EN 100) do not exhlbltrthls same tendency.‘-
The expected‘differences between nonmatdve,.literate readers .
(ESL 100) and native, semiliterate readkrs (EN 21 & 22 and
EN 9) do not surface in the three pattérns--rhetorical signi-
ficance, eveht-orientation, amd epilgémimg--discmssed in the
‘previous section. 3 .,:” ' o

%hethér this seemihg lack of d;fferentiation stems from
a paucity of data or from a masklng of one functlontnranother
can be determined only by furthen;paragraphlng tests of each | |
group. The former problem occurs in determ1n1ng rhetorlcal
significance (see pp. 59 and 65), only flV;'ESL 100 high -
(EN 21 & 22 and EN'9 low) values and threé ESL 100 low (EN 2y

§ 22 and EN 9 high) values can be found in all the data, and\\~ '

the dlstrrbutlon of significant rhetorical breaks is almost

Yaal

] . s .

equal between the two groups, The latter problem, whic l
16 ‘ ‘

occurs at units 16 and 17 ip "The Town Dump" (" "It seemed

that excitément liked that end of town better than our end., -

1"7031ce old Mrs..Gustafson, deeply religious and a little.

, . . \
crazy, went over there with a wagon full of trash.'), might
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“and any other group.

.
v -
. .
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-

weaken the perception of ESL 100’s:pgrtia1 agréeméht with

EN 100's non-epiloguing strategy. éthce unit 17 happens to’

be an évent, ESL 100's 76%,paragraphing at thistoint_and"

its 18% at unit 1€ may stem more from an event-orientation
. a .

than from a tendency to epilogue unit 16 on to the previous

patgraph. If the evznt of unitf 17 does indeed maslé the non-
‘ N
epiloguing which mlgh

have occurred, ESL 100 would agree.
W1th EN 100 in non-epiloguing in two out of the 51x examples

discussed (pp. 68-75).1nstead of just one. Even so, such

. - Lo
agreemeént is hardly dramatic. )

Finally, event-oy%entation sths no greater affinity
between ESL: 100 anq EN 100 than betwegn ESL 100 of'EN 100
Thus, the o%iginal research question
whetler nogpatlve but 11terate readers are more skillful

than natlve, semiliterate readers at accurately 1nterpret1ng

\

an author's 1ntentlons ‘remains unanswered. What was found

was that all groups (even native, supposedly literate Teaders
.

to a minor e;tent) tend at crucial points to read exp051t10n

-

as narrative or oral discaurse.
. . Y. 7
Nonnative (literate--ESL 100--and semiliterate, -or

oraliy reinforced--MIC) and native, semiliterate readers

- - ’ -
demonstrated a penchant for overemphasizing features which

) o [ .
authors do not. These features are: names (such as those

leading off testimonial support), times, actions, and

—

places--all. outward-looking featureg'of‘narrative structute,

versué the-léess salient milestones of-logical and even
» _,“. , « " ‘t "
‘a 4 N

5o o, , .
& \
N . h,.‘,,’ . \ 97 . -~ ',
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rhetorical discourse. Albert B. Lord (1960) notices that for
‘orally Fohposed:narratifz thess very same«features'éenerate
the most stable formulas around which'gpe.narratfve is
"plotted." ' They are, asﬁLSrdflists them and as.fouﬂd in

(‘the four passages: -

;t , R (1) * the namsingégéctors of the story ("Take Your
) . ; College tride'. and "New Schoels™)
(2) the main actions ("The Great Frog Hunt" and
*. "The Town Dump")
(3) the -time ("'The Great Frog Hunt")

(4)' the place of the qctlons (""The Great Frog Hunt"

and "The Town Dump") . M

Since for orally composed narrative event, and actor-

&

-

based fo}muias structure discourse (episodiéally and via .
flashbacks and repetltlons) in lieu of an interiorly con-
. 51stent .plot, movement from one formula to another is an
T ‘.ana10g ép logiEal progression, in whjch ekposition.proceeds
" frome one éisqourse unit to anotper accdrding tq\ipxunder- -
lying'énd contrqlling idea réther than to more drémstic
Events, actors, times, a?dlblaces. Somewhere along the
y ";ine;ﬂ'however, nonnativs snd native.but semifiterate
readers fail to take note that eprsitign should gené;ate
- for_ them different expectations than do narrat;;e and®other ™
‘ more orally textured discourse. -
Ths problem seems to be one of i;tegration.; The overi
. shadowing e; supposedly sontrollin4/¥heto}ic;1 functions by

. PR s . .
- supposedly supporting narrative and illustrative functions
/ -. ' . 7 ” * * ) -~ * ”. . -

LT 98
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suggests .that intefgroup discrepancies in paragraphing arise -

from a skewing of empha51s Nen-EN 100 re&ders in the ;tudy

share a d1fferent perspective on and dlfferent _expectations

of a, text' s\movement. _Thls point comes out partlculerly

well ie,"The Towp'Dump;“ whith mixes ﬁErrative with.its .

expositioﬁ;‘ Also, -the third pattern, epiloguing, whieh sug- *
‘e L. - . .

) 2 . . i .
gests a tendency among non-EN 100 5}0ups to 1nt%rpret topic ,
! » . ot “

.Sentence paragrgﬁh Qﬁeﬁers as qoncluding,'or encapsulating

statements (e.g., '"New S;hools"}s "17Reading and writing
- . o . ,
are a different matter-. . .'"), gives evidence of a different

a"

Strategy fqrmlntegratlpn and. coherence than the one used by

EN 100 readerd. €\ o ;

A

o B
Yet another way to de;crkbe the reader's task then is

in terms of his treatment of background vs. foreground .

‘information. Often these two types of information are

~

presented in the same sentence--e.g. . from "The Town Dump," .

"gaAlso, where it pasSed beiow the dumpground’[background],
A
1t<i;§ through the lowlands . 9b,khat were a favotlte campsite

gtound] for passing horse- wagop_@rlvers, travelers, } .

SQAt that same. end of town" fback-

[£0
sometimes Indians;" and "
rotnd] tﬁe ir}igEt{bn bassage crossed the river [fore~ *
grounh] " By presentlng a fam111ar and broad. spatlai frame

the author 51gnals to his, readers (1) that he 1s retreatlng"

from the vertlcal, close-up focus on-the prev1ous toplc,'and'

(2)’that‘@e is reorienting his focus ‘to a new topic, but one -




’ ~
which still falls pn@er/the control of a broader (and thus

N
very famlllar) frame :

\
.-
g Discourse bloc-ing shows that readers face two further
4

compldications. Since often a rhetorical unit can be both

an assertion (in a lower level fraﬁe) and. a support (in a
.higher‘level frame) (e.é., units 9a, 1{, fs, 17, and ;& rn
Discourse Bloc Analysis 3, p. 38), th® reade! is preseﬁ%ed
with a variety of possible readipgs. Overattention to lower
level functions can preclude a reader’slgrasping a seqse’ofA
the ‘whole. This cam't-see-the-forest-for-the-trees paradoy
boils down to wﬁqt berspeétive a reader uses. A reader's .
perspective'musr be as flexible as the configﬁration Jf
rhetorlcal unlts demands Overriews must mesh with close-
ups in order for the reader to pérceive the final comblnatlon

o

of units in the text. Seqpndly, functlonal levels, 1nter~

mingle with referential levels to’ qreate a blend of dynamic .
and statlc components. ’'(Discourse Bch Analysis 3\ brings/
thls out w1th the 4se of dotted lines ‘at the  junctures at
.unlts 9a (for "professor"), 21 (for "professors"), 29a (for
"professor” again), and 30 (for 'students'). The dotted
' F 3

lines attempt to explain how some readers tfnd to lower or

rgise referential frames in relation to functional frames.)

Roland Barthes (1977) describes the situt;ion more clearly:

Very often a single un1t7 will have two cor-
relates, one on wne level (function of a se-
quence), and the other on another (indice
with reference to an actantj. Narrative
thus appears as a succg;sion of tightly




~

- LY 0 .
interlocking mediate and immediate elements;
~ dystaxia determines a 'horizontal' reading,
while integration superimposes a 'vertical' ’
> reading: there is a sort of structural \\
-+ 'limping,' an incessant play of potentials
‘ — whose varying falls: give the narratiye its
. dynamism and energy . . .-. .- (122)

-
A

T In regard to the integration which nonnative and native,

sepiliterate readers need to practice, Barthes's‘definition
of langue will supplement the framework éLready introduced.

Language [langue] proper can be defined by

the concurrence of two* fundamental processes: .

articulation, or*segmentation, which prodyges -

aunits . . . and integration, which gatherfgf A
" ) these units into units of higher rank (this

being meaning). This dual process can be .

. found.In the language of narrative. [la langue
du récit] which also has an artigculation and
an, Integration, a form and a meanjag. (117) .

”)Ideqlly,‘"each unit is perceived at once’'in its surfacing
and in its depth” (122).. This parallels the "horizontal"

_and "vertical" movements mapped out in the discourse bloc
' N - .

. " analyses of IV(A). 'In both schema (Barthes'é and Pitkin's)

‘the structure ramifies, proliferates, uncovers itself--and
\rqcovers itself, pulls itself together" (122). The preVious'

‘e

séq;iohs-show jusé how- those unskilled in English per se and

J

in literacy in general "pull the text toéether" for thgm-

,‘;selves differently than native, literate readers do and =
& - "”. K :
thah the author intéhded. « , ’;
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NVII. Conclusion and Pedagogical Implications oot

The above discussaon suggests that non-EN loo)reaers

neéd to fam111arlze themselves with the langue of the text

Perhaps EN 21 § 22 EN 9, and MIC groups need more work than

’

ESL 100, but the evidence for this, while strong enough to
suggest furthet, perhaps statiStically based study,- does not

prove qefinitively‘that ESL 100 students are indeed more

4

rhetorically in tune as they interpret‘a,text than say .

native-speaking but semi-literate EN 21 § 22 students.

v

. .
In- any event, for any reader, mere fluency in the

. £ .
linguistic codg of English will not uarantee an accurate

' proce551ng of a text. Such a limi'ted fluEncy deals only with

the "segmentary, linear aspects\ 'of sentence meanlng, as ev1dent
inthe lexical and grammatical systems. Broader and deeper
rhetorical meaning can still be ignored without the proper

attention to the author's framing network.. This is true

-

even for EN 100 students. More often than not‘ such students

can read a satire such as Jonathan Sw1ft s WAModestProposalV

”

and think that the author was barbar1c for even haV1ng

L

thought of such a proposal (viz., to eat bab1es'1n order to
£

" overcome hard economlo times)._What they miss here is ,the

broadest frame of all--the ironic one. determined by the

author's satirical purpose. )
The present study investigates the sgbt{efxframing;-i
activitieg involved in paragraphing. ‘Neverthe}lgs, the"r
, point which semiliterate native speakersamiss in failing to
’ -

e ©oo 102 o

,  wd
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detect irony 15 the s me3 written'discourse is not composed

and”does not proceed sén ence by sentence, rhapsodlcally‘ but
is plotted. As Pitkin nptes, effective writers set out to
write discourse not sentence.strings. Thus, loekiné at

texts as mere sequences of sentences, lexical equivalence
chains, or topic—commentftlusters does not help much towards

understanding th?ir statfs as .discourse. ° - /-
When '"basic'" ‘(in terms of'litergcy'and not English
grammar per-se) writers.wrrte they need to confroat two main
tasks: (1) marshalling and including descriptive detail in
the first place, and (2) distinguishing betwee® relevant and
1rre1evant detail with regard to, developing their topdc.
Even - when the detail problem is soived , the end product‘of

\En—efpositoryfwriting assignnent often resembles a_parable
more than an essay;, and parables require more reader inter-

. pretation tham do supnosedly self-explanatory expositions.
That is,/barables and other nonautonomous narratives need a
theory for their interpretation; they are both context
dependent and independent in this sense.‘ For example, a 3
particular moral orientatidn, as a‘congrolling "theory,"
might gnide a regading of ; parable by serving as an inter-

: {
pretiwe template,.restricting the wide réniﬁsof all possible

meanings.., This way only the meanings consistent with’a par-
.ticulaT perspective are inszr;d realization.
Because of an author's potentlal remoteness in both

time and space, a text contalns ‘a built-in distance which
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oral d13coufse does not Dlstance makes an author s reliance

on his readers' shared experlen;es dnd world v;ews rather

tenuous. Instead of assumlng a !et of stock reader expecta-

b4 [

tions, an effective writer knows that he must generate these
0 ’ . . . ¢

.

expecfatiops himself. 1In the same vein, he is the-one who
must plot their fulfillment. Nowhere is thi; mere clearly
111ustrated than in 4 paragraph wh1ch beglns with a topic
sentence and then proceeds with supportlng siptences to make-. = -

thd point. Writers can vary this simpie form by placing

their topic sentence at. the end.of a paragraph. 'This N
. 3 - N
"perio&ic" oréanization accomplishes a nice twjist by seeming' ),
to proceed‘inductively, thus .generating more suspense than F .
!

if the topic‘sentence, the point, had been revealed at the

-

tlear writers know how to encode their intentions into

- -

the autonomous sentence meaning necessary for their accurate

-

recreation by the reader. Clear writers can also be effec-

tive if their message sticks in the reader's mind and there-

. v . - R DR
fore reasserts itself again and again in order to perhaps "
[ 4

change that mind. Effective writers know not only how to

i

i

i

' |
. .

enliven their prose in order to make its reading enjoyable

|
“beginning. ' . '
|
|
|

but also how to make- their poimts memorable. The way they j; « '~ -
do this is by using terse,‘aphoristﬁc closing statements
which capture the essence of their fhesis and make it portable. |

»

|
I
|
i
Such closings reverberate inside the reader, ¥llowing apd |
cajoling him to periodically reconsider the writer's message :
‘ |

|

simply because he can remember it. . :

. 104 - - -
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éxtr;pglating»from thé:composing/writing task to the
interpre;ing/reading(one, one might predict a s;milar confu-
si?n iqvolving the prbcessfng of detail around a controlfing
idea among §emi-§killed‘readers. Indeed that is what the
present study.has‘fand. \But while non-EN 100 readérs tend
to weigh different features of passages.differéntly from

‘Eﬁ‘loa‘geaders, this does not mean that non-EN 100 readers

make random”juagments according to whim. Rather.gﬂan mefely

. - .

being nogthof" literacy, qhqx/sﬁém\gg\iifo be "into" some-

~thipg else. - ' .
This something else might well be, from fhe evidence
here, a habit 5} oralléural vs. visual and literate_process-
ing of information. For example, units’7, 12, and 17a in

\

"New Schools" come as sucginct, memorable encapsulations of

. L
the; previous units.

S2Te1evision is giving 10-year-olds the style '~

of life of juveniles, 6byhile the space age )

education explosion has been keeping‘’students
" in their late twen®ies on the campuses in a
: state of prolongetl adolescence. There are
no children any more. ;v

’ T
11‘a‘The mini-men, bored by meaningless book
learning, llbare hungry for_action, hungry to
get all kinds of skills. 12There will be no '
peace in the schools and no effective learning - |
until the curriculum is reformed to meet the
needs of the new type of students.

;6'Over here the minds that come to physics .
' arrive in the laboratory_with a' freshness which
: is free from routine." l73Reading and writing
: are a different matter--17bif these are not

‘o thoroughly mastered early in life, we will

continue to have what we have now: college
students who can do neither. ’
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Units 7 and 12, assert conc1u51ons from previously offered -

support and unite 1l7a- 17b assert a qualification of the point
anderrylng unit 16's test1mon1a1.5upport. What .all these . ¢
have.ip common is that their assertions come at the ehd. The
assertlons state themselves strongly and tersely and are
ideally duoqable ) . ;\

What the somewhat rambllng‘dlscu5510n about- basic
writers and semi-literate readers leads up to is this: ‘the
"semething else" which-non-EN 100 groups seem to be "into"

might best be described as a residual orality. Aégo;ding to

Ong (1967) -and others, ghe feature which most distinguishes

lengthy oral performance from discoﬁrse composed and pre- —;

sented 1n wr1t1ng or print 1s the fact that: oral performance e

is remembered, creatéf: and uttered alhost 51mu1taneously

r

The oral performer ‘must th1nk in formulas as well as compose .
. »> e ————— - -

and deliver in them if he hobes to (1) not run out of things

" o say and'(2) be understood‘by an audignce who mist retain
g .

. » i . . e -
information in their memories without the aid of texts. -~

- 1Y
. .

Orally composedxwork\intends most of all to conserve{
\ 5

oo
In such dlscourse, redund ncy builds itself 1nto the very "

without the worry 6f having to retain and keep afloat already
. . S o \

Y
-
core in the comp051t10n P ocess. A writer, on the. other

hand, doe$ not need- to remember what to- say since the demand

-for speedy and prolific de11very which guldes oral comp051-

) .

tlon does not assert 1tJ%1f for him. Progressive, horlzontal
3>

movement of discourse can proceed for,the writer and readex

/
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zfrocessed information. What is considered redundancy for
< - . ’

fhE'Writer‘and reader represents progression for the oral
- ) v ‘ . -

performeT and an audience accustomed to orally,composed

discourse.

L -
4
N
¢ . . R

‘Orality”s basic'tonservatism presents fet one more
‘handle on the results of the present studyi EN 21 & 22
EN 9, MIC, and to some extent ESL 100's tendency 'to epllogue
at units where EN ;OO.makes a paragraph break reflects the
oral qompos}tion strategy of closing a discdurse bloc with

a memorabI®™=statement. As shown above in the three examples-

from ”New‘Schools " the message of each paragraph condenses

-

itself lnto -a motto in each respectlve last sente_/e. EN 100
“interprets such p1th1ness as an attent)on;ge;ter for a new

topic leading off a new paragraph. ' Non-EN 100 groups et
the juncture whifh‘EN 100 sees pass. 1

. . { )
Event-orientation can also be explained initerms of
3 | -

ity. Simply,‘when information_is Keyed to éyents it

becomes more’ memorable, mere "'dramatic." Just a 1n/ora11y

r

" composed work abstract notions such as courage do not exist

-a;art from their embgdiqent in heroes, so for an audience
exclusively used to oraily composed discourse abstract
'ideae do not proliferate without a proliferatidn ofievents.
Teachers of first and second language cohposifion and
readlng need to focus on helping, students -see how moxtoes
a;d events reinforce the points they 111ustrate. And thls

does not mean merely pointing out topic sentences‘fhen they

107
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can be found. ' For putting events into an expository perspec-

o *

- ° R ]
tive essays such as "The Town Dump' are ideal. Such.essays

’ . s ‘s :
can be read either .as stories or as exposition, and a teacher

£ L. >

'might find it useful to ”conduct“ sUch textual scores.accord-

&

’
ing to both 1nterpretat10ns in qrder to show ‘students how

when re@d as exp031t10n an essay de51gnates narcatlve P

illustration; ampllflcetlon, and flguratlve paraphrage to

ffiil support functions. The tea(@er can then show how the

1deas not the supportlng detall array themselves and guide
- I

the controlllng frames of the dlscourse ' !I.

. ‘\ In othér words,asfudents of 11teracy need to familiarize:
t » . -

emselies with a exp051tory author-ity wh1ch-does not

*“ (‘ » * o 13 - » L
. proceed simply according to exterior (chronological, spatial,

or per‘ceptuai)‘ patt®ns of organization. They need to under-’ -
starfl firgt of al} how what an author says éhggt a topic
forms the,tohtrolling framework for the descriptive detail
u;ed in-the topic's presertation. p//l'

" Students of literacy need them to develop*an ap recia-
tion fo} the unity which underlies and plots effectlve
ertteﬁ discourse. If students aie.morevaccustomed to i
grocéss{gﬂ'the highly redundant, aphoristic, and rhapéodic -
discourse which teflects an underlying oral composition, then

the task involves an'adjustmeﬁt of their discourse expecta-

-

L] A

tions. :

. Unity and tight plotting in the invention and arrange-

} Y S :
ment segments of the rhetoric of literacy determine such

. %
- 108
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. secopdary, stylistic features as lexical
’ - -

" markers for transitions and recontextual

7and not listeners, students will begin t

danc},'amplification, and illustration a

- 89

3

equivalence chains,

gramhatical coherence and shifts, and the use of formal

izations. _As readerts
0 recognize redun-

s such and will see

that the beginnings of such support frames cannot logically

- mark significant discouvfe junctures.
One further example: as note-taker

+ on wristen modes of composition and pres
. ’ / A Y

s at lectures (bdsed

entation), they will

be able to intuit the underlying points which determine the

selectfon of facts and events say in a history lecture. To

fail at this integration task means to p

13

mere' aitiquarianism. But if guided thro

erceive history -as

~

ugh the '"'pointed".

, } ' .
non-random accumulation of detail in such narrative exposi-

™ tions as "The Towh Dump," students can de

set of reader "

¢ language; a fa*e&ged literacy.

- ~

’

SN

elop the appropriate ,
ectations which must pr:& in any




Footnotes * ’

lclassical rhetoric broke down into: invention, arrangel

ment, memory, style, and delivery.

s : ?Someﬁimes the frames, are ''present” only as projections ‘

of the reader, however. Wootton (1976:63) cites one study .‘
|
|

in which test subjects were -presented with a set of Tandom
'yes'"/'"no" answers out of which they were able to '"discover"
,_.an underlying pattern of significance.

3In a similar focus on audience, Scollon (1977) defloha
strates how. an oral narrative frame encloses a story but also
o . how the narrative frame, in thrn, is resituated in larger
L . performance and situation frames. These latter two are
. shaped by the audience during the actual performance. Just
how the narrative breaks down into subframes (whether into
the "familiar" three or into two/four parts) depends on
whether the audience is "English-speaking" or Chipewyan.

, 4In attempting such a systematic framework, ethnomethod-
2 Ologists pave called for a '"formal apparatus' which-is ‘con-
text-free and which, therefore, can be sensitive to ''para-
meters of social reality in . . . [a given] local context"
(Wootton, 1976:67). But such 'machinery," when employed to
predict thg next utterance, needs "adequacy" and not 'cor-
.o . rectness'" as its criterion, since, as Wooton notes, "correct-
ness may never be applied" (69). TRhus, unlika grammar, a
- simple, objective evaluation of a rule's adequacy cannot be
- made. For example, such machinery, at preseht, which pre-
) dicts such responmses as '"permissibles" and "responsibles”
. , (as’ in greeting-greeting, question-answer, complaint-
assuagement adjacency pairs) runs .into at least two problems:
(1) suc¢h "rules'" are only optional and therefore cannot be
" generative, like linguistic rules; and (2) any use of su§37
. machinery would generate "acceptable" talk (Wootton, .1976771) ~neg
R However, Brown and LevinsoF (1978), in their politeness
formtla, impute a '"face-redress" motivation. This makes
their speakers' rule-governed responses less optional. Whil -
this methodology seems the most satisfying to date in bridgiﬁs
the gap between situation and grammar, it still needs testing. .
Meanwhile, 'other explanatory machinery needs to be developed
to dccount for not only all kinds of spoken discourse -but
also for various modes of written discourse. - In short, the ’
goal still remains; ''the readings we choose to.account for
¢ must be connected in some way wijth our reading of subsequent
utterances' (Wootton, 1976:72). *

a
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5' a* r

Burks.oontxnues' “Some writdrs, who seek 'cenversa-
tional' ragher tharl 'written' effects, apparently conceive
of the sen ce as a totality; they ignore its internal
relationships almost entirely, preferring to make each
sentence as homogeneous as a piece of string. By such
avoidance of logical grouping they do undenlably obtain a
simple fluenc% which, if one ¢an delight in it sufficiently,"

makes every page of Johnson a mass of absurdities--but their

sentences are, as sentences, uneventful. The 'written'
effects of prose seem to stress‘the progressive rather than
the repetit rinciplé of form, since one part of the
sentence isi§§¥%§T!nef&ted on the basis pf another part
(the formal identity of,pne part awakens in us a response
whereby we can be pleased 'by a formal alteration in another
part). But qonversatlonal' ;gythm Wthh is generally
eXperlengpd "in the lump,' as 4 pervasive monotone rather

than as a group of marked internal Structures, is--like
- verse--more clq;ely allied to the T¥epetitive pr1nc1p1e "

A‘ghough.the "sentences' coincide with the "rhetorlcal
units' in this_passage, they do not in the other three
passages. * :

7Barthes 's "unlt" refers to a narrative unit. The

narrative unit is an instance of Pitkin's rhetorical unit
-as it is found. in.narrative per se. '"Rhetorical unit'" has
been used in the-'present study to refer to both narrative .
and expository units. This blurs the distinction between
narrative and exposition, but this is acceptable As texts,
narrative and “exposition. have ¢rucial point$ in common with
respect to theim revitalization.

¥
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TABLE 5 and Summary.

-- Lexical,

93

Grammatical, and Rhetorlcal
' S)}»{/em Shifts in "The Great Frog Hudit"

A4 \ )
- Rhet Lexical . Grammatical Rhetorical |
Unit System Shifts - System Shifts System Shifts !
(L) _ (G) 3 P (R) |
3—/ "ages'/'"time' - pres. perf. - support for |
"man" (from 1) pres. tense asser. in 2 ‘
back to 'pattern’ - : |
- 4 |
of 2
6 ' r "i interpretive —
M comment ' A
7 "fr,ogs’ﬁ ] :
10 DN - pres.+supjunc. rhetorical ques. °
. |specifics. ("ﬂ)ash- " subjunc. + no o
12 - tensé |

s v A Rkl .

157 “g’”’* FIRC - ~past
14 -4 N "pool" F J?“w i M
15 == =+ Epra N v v ' .
« [TI6 e RIS T |
S = 17 Y * I *past ) |
Y + ""feat'" (from 14 ;‘?
7| X8 lapd 15) < /4 . o
13 ;- "froLn catharsis |
23 17 ’rftashllgh "Mgs}*l become | denouement
. « " objectsj pass.
247 1+ "men" / ] N
26 .12 "tens and ] / i -
v fifties" (frogs)? : )
27 ‘ ‘past-+pas't pert. .
‘ Z9. : ___fragment >
31 + "Mack" ~ past | . epilogue ' ‘
. 32 -+ 1'they” ([sacks) . ‘
- )3 ) : )
e Summary of Table 5
. w7 Three Sys- |Iwo Sgstem | Qne System
. tem shifts Shifts Shifts
U . 3 10 (G,R) 4 (L) 21 (R)
RFNCR : 23 12 (L,G) 5 (L) 24 (L)
AR 31. 13 (G,R) - 6 fR) 26-(L)
© g 17 (L,G) 7 (L) 27 (G)
PR Z@w‘ ", 19 (L,R) ]\2 (L) 28 (G) Ve
e e I§ (L) 29 (G)
B R 16 (G) 32 (L)
- 18
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TABLE 6 and Summary. -- -Lexical, Grammatical, and Rhétorical
System Shifts in '"The Town Dump'' . {
s ' . ‘ S
Rhet. Lgxical . Grammatical Rhetorical .
Unit System Shifts . System Shifts System Shifts
(L) RN () R (R)
2 ‘modal, pres. -
perf. - pres. . y
S — + past - )
4~ ‘ t+ pres.’ assertion -
H . - + past 'l spatial frame
) «. ‘I 5 [ = "Whitemud R.” — T -
v 7 : + modal - v
8 .| * past , ;
10 > "straw, etc." |
. 11 N interp. of 10 |
“NRY] > e’
- /> 15 - I "+ pres. narr. 1llus.
14 + past 7 ,, - .- - ;
_ 16 + "excitement" main assertion . |
17 + "old Mrs. G." - - narr. ilJjus. o
25 > Mye! . _ + modal. g?rig?gi valid.
20 - FE ' + past
~ 30 EL"lrrlg. ?ass"" . ; :ﬁgttzéigramp
34 -+ "poy'" ‘ . { - modal~ illus. example
.t 35 *—"dumpground: > past - :ggttjgigrame
- - —
o o - Summary of Table 6
Ly " .
- (;\ - “Three Sys- | Two System Une System
.t s tem Shifts. Shifts Shifts
b M 7
~ T 13 4 (G,R) M 2 (G) 10 (L)
- T 25 . 5 (G,R) -3 (G) 11 (R) ' .o
34 16 (L,R) 6 (L) 12 (L) C
35 17 ¢L,R) 7 (G} 14 (G) . .
~ 30 (L,R) 8 (G)y 126 (G) ° -

‘e N & A ¢
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TABLE Z and Summary. -- -Lexical, Grammatlcal, and Rhetorlcal
T System Shifts in "Take Your College in Stride"
- |Rhet. | Lexical Grammatical Rhetarical
+ |Unit System Shifts System Shifts ©\| System Shifts
b L) - .(G) (R)
k] . pres. -+ ques. rhet. ques.
-4 ) refut. of 5
S / res. + future
L1 | » "educators” - imperative direct address
8 . - + pres. ' .
9 + "professor"” -+ modal ~ | main supd. (neg.)!
~{ 10 + pres. <
. ' . rebuttal of
11 + future 9a2-10b .
12 - i + pres.
15 - pres. pert,
A4 + modal
16 + '"these'’ + pres, (plural
17 > "IWraw" + pres.(sing. ) main supp. (pos.)
19 ~ modal
21 > "pro‘f\ssbrs" assertion
1 20~ \ + passive .,
-l / + active . {
26 ] . + modal j ‘ ’
2/ + pres. ¢
23 - modal,/ pass. , »
Z9 + "protessor” > pres., sing. | ] '
39 + '"students” L - futureL ;“dﬁ};‘;‘;‘?}bﬁ;ﬂ.
. Summary of Table 7
: Three Sys- |- Two System One Systen;
tem Shifts | ' Shifts ", Shifits i} N
7. 3 (G,R) 4 (R) 14 (G)
\ 9 11 (6.R) .5 (G) 19 (G)
2 N 16 (L,6) .| 8 (G 22 (G) | .,
I 30 -21 (L,R) 10 (G) 24 (G) \
' .o 29 (L,G) *12° (6) 26 (G) |
G 13 (6) 27 (G)-
N 28 (G) | A
Ca ] r -
\ ' ‘
) :
- '
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-

TABLE 8 and Summary. -- Lexical, Grammatical, and Rhetorical
System Shifts.in '""New Schools"

P et

4 -

—

Lexical »Grammatical Rhetorical
System Shifts System Shifts .| System Shifts
+ pres. pert. - .

> "tgenagers”
assertion and

" " , - a . °
we "y past : support of'7

- + pres. . u

"television" + pres. cont.

“"children” ™ '] + pres.,plural asser. trom4-6
— .
-

""publicschools” . pass. .
"W.H. Auden"” past. . assertion
"mini-men’' (of18) [ + plural -
"peace” + future .| assertion
+ "evidence" + pres. supp. for 12
-~ "S1ir Joseph' + past, pass. 1llus. supp.
. - complementa
+ "reading" - e pres.,plural assgrtion Yry
D + §ing.perform.)| proposal
+~ '""campenters, etc.”'| + modal 4
-+~ ""bankers, etc."” T .
+ ""'setting aside'’ rllus. supp.
> fTYoungH
> '"mo_reason' pres. boost
+ '"that a soclety" '

/ Summary of Table 8

_/ ) .
Three Sys- Two System One System ~
‘tem Shifts Shifts ° Shifts

4+ ~ |76 (L,G) | .2 (G)
8 (L,G) 3 (L)
11 (L,G) 5 (GF
9 (L,G) C 20 (L)
“21 (L,R) .23 (L)
. 26 (L)

’
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