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USING TEXT COMPREHENSION AS A METAPHOR FOR UNDERSTANDING JEXT PRODUCTION BUILDING
BRIDGES BETWEEN READING AND WRITING - ) \
" ’ . . . Stephen B. Kucer )

c . Indi;ana University

. 1

\

- . . - .
Reééutl?,' there ha's béen an increased interest by various, segmenté in th?.
'ac‘adem‘:i.c.cbr.ﬁmuriity in how languige users go about 'learning and.producing wrthten
. d}.scdurse.- Reéearch.ers an.d,theoretician's' in such varied fields ag edt‘xcatio'n,
cognitive psychology, and English are pre%ently generating hypotheses wt;lich

attempt‘ to explain those operations that writers are involved with when producing

. . s “ M * .

text. While it certainly,.cannot be denied that the research which has evolved from
. these fields dui'ing the last decade has' vastly_increased our 'uncierstand:].ng of text
. .. ? » . N
. ) : - *
. . production, the task of further developing and extending this knowledge is monu-

* mental. However, if we are willing to utilize the findings< and theoretical con-

’
- -
-

»
.-

- ’

l Paper presented at the 3lst Annual Meeting of the Natigxal Reading Tonference,
],) Dallas, Texas, December 2-5, 1981. S
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' structs in other related language domains, the task becomes more manageable and

>
¢ “ . . \

s the likeliha?d of ¢onsensus arising among researchers and theoreticians increases.
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We are also fortunate in the sehse that much of the gronnd;ork has already
" B

been laid for us. °We a///lot iﬁ the situation of the linguist during the late .

fifties, having to advance our theories against a half century of American be-

’ .

A havorism. "Nor do we. need to establish the fact that print is simply an alternate

- . v
expression of language as many reading theorists were compelled to do in the

N \ -t

seventies. And, while it is certainly true that the psychological processes ’

» bl

involved in writing are not well understood we are ‘in the advantageous position

.

T of being abte to draw from the work accomplished in lingulstick and reading, and

\

in the * process creating links with both. Finafly, eld’s of sociolinguistics
dg<”* ogr predecesSons be-

, gan wWotk ‘in their respective language areas, are prl ;

‘-
i

and cognitive psychology, while not firmly establi
2 ailable tQ fiting Coe

ationhr"w, “« -

- 5

theorists, offering a correlation between theory ‘andy
. )
Theory can “arise from a vatiety of soyrdes. Steiner (1978) proposes three .
N , P . . \
: C b - . . g
maip approaches to theorizing: “reductive, deductive,,end\retroductive.-In a. .

reductive approach to theory construction, the wanted theory is equivalent to
the source -theory. Rather than new concepts being formulated or deduced, one . - s
searches for ready-made concepts.. Skinnarian psychology which reduces all be-

havior, animal and human, to stimulus response-reinforcement relationships would ’ o i

}
’ . . . i

be an example of a reductive theory. . ,
o R : Z

.’ I ———==3";

. .

lnsert Figure 1 here. .

» y ;
N . v
. _—r - —

’ ’

In a deductive generation of a theory, the wanted theory is derivahle from
the source theory. The theoretician searches Qut existing concepts and hypotheses

from which concepts and hypgtheses tan be derived. ) Por example, the sourcg of ‘
hypotheses about the teaching—léarningjprocess would be educational literature.’ ,

3
. . -

. . - . ] .
] . “ v ‘-3 N\
. N . - > . ‘.
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The use of structures and relationshiﬁs in one field of study, in this . ‘

M

case'reading, to support work and theory construction.in another,, in this case

'wfiting, is terméd retroductive model building or the theory modeis approach.
In this type of theory constructon an existingrtheory is- used as a metaphor for, ‘
\ the generation of hypotheses for the wanted theory The theory models approach

is therefore: one in which ideas are‘originaﬂed and devised rather than simply /

sought out. . ‘ » s
. ° A s v » @é‘ ’ 4 ’
— . »
Ingert Figurg 2 here, i .. o :
Q | ; =t RO - 3
I ,The theory models approach, largely based as it is upon analogy,. is of J
particular interést to *these interestéd in'askiHE'quesitonsfabout the..internal ' ‘.

operatioﬂ% involved in writing. These questions have often been probLematic‘

o

fh that they concern a largely silent and unobservable process. We have no direct
access, no "windows to the mind" as in read' , to those cognitive,and lin- .
- T, . . * -
guistic operations writers are utilizing when pruducing written.discourse. This
: X . .

\ .
fact has often stymied attempts to move beyond a pkoduct orientation, the ex—

N £

perimental problem being that we need to first hgve an explicit“representatin of

L

A -~ .

the ideas or intentions which were the starting point for.the writer (DiJk R Y

v
1

1979). However the validity of any theory can ‘be convinciné}not only based on
kS . ' _—

empirical evidéhce ‘buf’ also by iqg "pptential for representing elabdrate processes *

not accessible to non—theoreticaI discovery"(Beaugrande, 1981 p 262). A retro~'
. " duotive approach to theorizing affords Such poIbntial for understanding the writing .

process. This will be particularly true if the theory model.used as . the metaphor '

v, ° *

/is of &. cognitive process ‘whth which writing has much in common. Theories of

-+ : P ’ v

reading comprehension can serve as the source for the needed relationships, stric—. |

fo. . . R "‘ . - P B ’

~ ¢ .
tures and similarities in processes- T A
/ ‘ * . PN - . " o

¢ ‘ N3
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There are several advantages in using current theories of reading as the ,i

metaphor'for the writing processl. First, since both text production and.text

comprehenson are language processes growrng out‘?f what Burke (1981) has called

' a common linguistic data pool, many of the pswchological, sociological, and lin-
guistic factorsaoperable.in the reading process will hawe direct application to ;“
production processes. Concepts and hypotheses, as well as‘%truq;ures and.rev

1ationships in theories 'of reading can therefore he' employed when éypothesizing ..,
about production operations It has been proposed by Beaugrande 980, 1981)
\
that writing should not be seen in isolation from commu;icative skills in general
and that hypotheses formulated in writing-need ta be closely aligned with current. . .
. —

, théories of,reading. VanDijk (1979) also notes that thie same basic information

> . . . n
processing principles will be as operable in text production as tﬁ&y are in texts

.

comprehension These links betwéen reading and writing can only come about if

\

the two processes are dewed not ;E mirror, images, one being the Treverse of the.

A}

4
other, but as running in parallel and usipg the same mechanisms. In essence, .
_writing becomes another instance of.text world production drawing from‘the same
pool of cognitiVe and Iinguistic'operag§ons as in reading. The advantage of this * .

.perspective is that it’fapilitates the integration of the two processes and gives
support to the eventual formulation of[a general language processpt,
¢ - . .
The theory and modél of textyproduction to be‘%resented was generated and
* » 0
derived through use of S;e following reading and- text comprehension theories: .
Rumelhart s interactive theory of reading (1977), o
Kintsch and vanDijk's theory of text comprehensidn (1978),
. ) Goodman's psycholinguistic theory of reading .(1980), and
Beaugrande's theory of text processing (1980).

*

L]

Key cdnstrufts and hypotheses'were aglso taken from the sociolinguistic work of
Halliday and Hasan (1980) and encorporated into the theory .While space does not

: allow for a full explication of the writing théory and the transaction involved
4 ', ' ’ :4, . & ..'....

L. R I ',,
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between its major components, f e key language comcepts which are proposed as

. L .

undergirding both processes of reading ‘and writing will be set forth and then

briefly developed as, each concerns,;he writing process. These five key concepts

correspond to the five key components of the writing model as depicted in Figure 3.

» . o
[ . R .

I - ! . . »

¢ - :
. ' , ‘ Insert Figure 3 here.
v

- ~ ‘1‘ - - -
<

- ) L, ‘l ’ ‘ ’
%ANGUAGE UNIVERSAL NUMBER 1: "KNOWLEDGE, DOMAIN. Text processing, whether
through reading ér writing, results in *knowledge acquisition, integration, and
utilization, as relevant dchemata are sought out, activated, searched, and in-

stantiated by the" reader or writer.

.

The knowledge domain~consists of all linguistic and conceptual knowledge

which the indivmdual writer has at his or her disposal This’knowledge is ,

.

v

represented in the form of schemata. When text production ig initiated, the writer
. ) .

&ngages in a directEd and continuous search over thes® structures in a quest for

v

s v

relevant and appropriate information. If the writer s research or retrieval

. . i

procedure is successful it results in the activating of the given schemata. Thoge

schemata activatEd are subsequently evaluated and verified as containing the -

) .

needed information, refined if necessary, or. discarded if irrelevant. The

i -
-

Schetata which are eventually instantiated form a global skeleton or framework

- . 5

- around which the text is conssructed; serving as-a data hase for, and guiding the -

generat on, expansion,.and integration of, propositions which will form the writer's

internal-text world. ;. < . ‘ T . ,' - :
oL, , v . . )

]“ -

"While retrieval of relevant data from long-term mémory is often times .one of

the.major problems facing a writer, these attempts can also lead to the diseovery

¢

of"new and relevant ideas 1eading to transformations in existing cognitive ,

. : ( .
structures ahd subsequently to schemata building or modification. This phenomena-

.
’ . P

" of discovery and learning.through writing can best be explained through the -

. R L ,t

CE et concepts of schema search and activation. The initial idea tq be developed guides

- . - P

$
the writer in a search fpr related data as the writer attempts to explore and work

‘

Y

1

(
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out the thought,  As this search over stored knowledge spaces proceeds, the

v
. ,
. A »

. & . . ) N ~
original idea is manipulated and be€omes modified,:extended, or even rejected

’ -~

A . . .
* as new ideas are located and added to, or supplemented for the original. 1In. )

.

s

EKC
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turn, as these new ideas are discovered, they may activate new schemata and lead to

’

the further'discovery of ideas In this way, through proposition manipulation

spreading activation and discovery, the writer begins to conselidate his'or L.

her meanings and extend the original idea‘gnto a complete text.

The manipulation atd working out of ideas leads not only to a complete

composition, but may also result in changed schemata, new Iinkages being made
.o . ’ ' ' f ' ’
in stored knowledge, “or to the construction of entirely new schemata, writing
- s R . < " ; ° .

rbecomzing "a tool of expioration to see beyond what is known' (Murray, 1978).£ S s

¢’ .
'

As various schemata are actiyated and spreading activation initiated along various
pathwavs intersections between two- schemata which the writer had originaLly

1

thought were' unrelated ma& develop. These points of intersection will lead the

writer‘f? predict possible relations among the %chemata and hence to the discovery

of new meanings in the process (Beaugrande 1980) "0r, if these kinds of inter— ‘-
‘ . M

sections between schemata do not exist, the writer may need to build them, trans- «

forming the existing schemata in the’process.” It is within these. kinds of writing

contexts which an author s comprehension of an, experience evenit or conceptare
) rd . 4 [y

. . i N v,

altered. . . . .

-

Insert.Figure &4 here. . ‘ . e

- - - ———

) . . . .
- . )

LANGUAGE UNIVERSAL NUMBER 2: CONTEXT OF SITUATION AND REGISTER, Text
processing is preceded and directed by the langpage user's understanding of ' -
the context of situation in which the processing occurs. .This understanding _
sets parameters on the meanings and structures wh{fch can be realized in any A s &
given irstance of text processing. : 4

N
. - . -

o, a

Text production is not only. a psycholinguistic process. Nor'does7writing"

- . /. h
otcur within a communicative’vacuum, devoid of ¥itudtional and social supports RS

. .
.
‘ B ~

. . ' { ‘ ¢ ‘
<, . , . | | , '
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and restrictions~ * Rather, texts evolve within highly contextualized and functional

) Q

settings, the context of situation imbuing’the writer with a gense of communi-

Ay

cative purpose and'guiding the generation of meanings through activation of schema-
N . . - ¢ .

c e

ta relevant to the context. Without such contexts, and the goalg'which evolve
from them,’thehsystem itself ‘would laék directignality, making it impossible for

texts to he pianned or-generated. Writing therefore is a phenomepnon which is ,\'
as much sociolinguistic as psychoiinguistic’in nature. ) p " L

: Thé.context of situation can be formally defined as all those aspects of,
the gloEal and local environment whieh have a direct bearing or impact on the

I

construction of’ text. It is thé-envirbnment in which text\unfolds and in which

I v »

it is interpreted (Halliday & Hasan, 1980). The context precedes and guides the
' © ' . \ s

‘production of text, serving to constrein as well as to support the process. The_

‘o~

."v

)

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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context constrains .and supports in that it guides the writer's search for appro-

! M -

priate.cr‘relevant processing strategies and expectations. Different cgntexts
. M t ’ .

»

givé rise to different options precisely because different patterns of schemata

are'activated which ultimately lead to the tonstruction of ‘different text woTlds.

@

Insert Figure 5 here. .' ’ . .

-’

’ . i i

. ~

Through a dynamic transaction‘hetween the knowledge domain of the author and
the'context of situation the writer is able to predict the registe: or meaning

potential for a given setting. The register defines the range of possible meanings

and their linguistic forms which are typicaLly associated with a particular

-
v -

setting and sets parameters on which meanings and forms are selected from the
- . b . C e

s
~

knowledge domain of the writer: From this perspéctive, the writer is never

>

se1ecting with complete freedom from all possible resources in the linguistic

system. Instead, within this conceptual framework the production of text is

viewed as a proce55¢of continuous choice and synthesis from among meanings and

(
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forms as defided by the register. Those which are»chosen and confirmed ultimatelyvﬁind

realizatxgn in the text and in turn will constitute the environment for a further

3

set of selections. ﬁherefore given a partdeular context and a particular writer,

.

there will be activated a constellation of strategies, expactations, and know- Cev

- -

ledge GBeaugrande 1980), thoSe activated dependent on the background of the writex (

LY / '

] - R ‘ &

and the context of situation., oo E d o t
‘LANGUAGE UNIVERSAL NUMBER 3: -THE STRATEGIES Writers and readers employ, .

cognitive and linguistic Information processing strategies when creating meanings

in or from tekt. These strategies operate simultaneously and in a parallel and

interactive fashion. Each Strategy utilizes a particular kind or unit of in-

formation and produces a range of possible alternatives to account for the mean-—y

ings and forms to be constructed. . . . ‘.

v * , o~
t
'Strategies are the cognitive and llnguistlc information processing decisions ' p

employed by writers when producing text. The strategies used and their effect

on the text are "the outcome of a series of’ interlocking choices that arise

frOm .the’ context in which the’ author writes and the resources of experience .
lingqéstic and nonlinguistic, that the writer brings to the occasion” fBritton

' ’

Burgess, Martin, McLeod & Rosen l975;’p 28). Through the utilization of these

.

mental operations, the writer constructs a text world or coéhitive structure,
14

a configuration of concepts and relations in a knowledge space that is composed
w
of propositions. This configuration of structured propositions is then mapped onto)

[ ‘ I -

. language. Until recentby, there have been few attempts to delineate the strate-

.

-

LY

— .

_gies involved in text production. However, advances in theories of discourse

- text: generating, expanding, integrating, mapping, selecting, and confirming.

. ‘ ' *J

comprehension utilizing macro and micropropositions and structures offer semantic

and structural units which can he used to explain aspects of ;he composing/¥rocess. .

Six strategies are being proposed to account for the construction of* .
9

_ All six of these stratggies’ involve the creation; selectign, manipulation, or

, : } : .
rejection of proposifions and thejr structures in some manner. These semantic. !

operations take place within the short-term memory buffer and, while they will. '
) N ’

l',’ _', ) . 7‘9 , . .




" oo T L R T . ~ a
L s p : . s , . BN Stephen B. Kucer
7 . . . ) 7 ) -‘ A ) ‘. . - * . Page‘g . .

A

be.defined in a somewhat linear,_tqp-down fashion,™ the strategies operate in o

R . ot . ‘, - . ' J .-
parallel and aré interactive in nature, * each affecting and being affected by the
< . P » - ”~

o others’ \Furthermore, the strategies cannot be considered as categorical, context—

free rules But are sensitive tp such factors as the conﬁext the evolving texg,——
e v .

and the writer % experiences with the process itself and with the tdgic.

. T

. . . Insert Figutre 6 here.

- 7. : —— —— 4

. ‘e ~
-

The first strategy of generating is a global operator'and involves the con-

sturction or selection by the writer of machpropositions which have been created
:‘— - s \ ) N '3 v .

from knowledge of a more general pature drawn from léng-term memory. These : «

¥ . . '. . v, - " v

propbsitions, once they have befn structired, form the global configuration of

- /

. meaning for the text. Macropropositions and macrostructures are higher-level
semantic or conceptual structures and units of meaning which assist the writer
b1
“jgoing beyond the immediate local level during text processing. While al? struc-

tures and concepttal units will be substantially redireqted during subsequent

text proceSsing, the complexity of .text production would be. impossible without 'n .
. ¢
. these global units of meaning (Dijk, 1977). . " S
. P ' ' » " R * '
. © Using the developing global confﬂguration § meaning, the macropropoa;tions

are progressively specified by more particular subtopics as production procedes.
L ) 4 - .
The expanding strategy engenders, structures, and attaches micropropositions ’ .

to,phe existing macropropositfons. These propositions elaborate, expand, and

-

éxtend thd global meanings undergirding the text. This strategy is a local opera—
r 3

tor in that it produces textual information of a more specific kind. THe con-
v,
struction of these local units of informatiQQ~comes about through the multiple ..

processing of a macroproposition in the‘writer s short-term memorx Those points

-

;' " in the text which %re to. be more fully developed require given macrOpropositions o

2

"‘\} to be recycled more often and expanded upon by the writer through the™ construction

EKC o 1"‘ ‘ ' 10\ | . “

T .
- . . ¥ ..
. ' . . I
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vof conceptually related micropropositions. ' ST : A _ .

4
it has been proposed by Beaugrande (1980) and Halliday and Hasan (1980)

that performance dn text processing depends on the Extent of organizatidn which .

? .
-

language users can impose’ on the data be1ng formulated during such processing. ., .
* ’ 3

. Text structure must be imposed on thé propositions” constructed in order for a -
‘text to ber realized. As has been noted with the generating and{ : L
\tegies as macro and micropropositions are comstructed within the evolving text
wori%, they are constantly being structured in a conceptual manner.’ The writer . R
weaves these.gropOSLtions into the. text attaching them to co;ceptually related
{propositions and ex1sting structures in an, attempt to produce internal text co- N

”

expanding stra- ., i

LN -

" herence., This is accomplished through the integrating strategy, a stretegy?;hich Y

also occurs on the macro and micro level. The macro level involves the structuring

[ ’ N \

of[macrdpropositfons and the micro.the integrating of micropropositions. v
- [ = .

Mapping as a strategy inyolveg putting concepts already in'propositional form ,

“into disible language. These propositions, be they macro or micro , are

. 1 '

‘put {nto short-term.memory and then mapped ‘onto, a. surface representation. As

compared to theyprevious strategies Jhi:h were condeptually based, the\mapping < \ ’

strategy is essentially linguistic, requiring the writer t@// ke choices from . {

‘his or her pool of linguistic knowledge. ' . ‘ : ) . ’
Ihere are two basic kinds of choiées involved in mapping. The first, and . R

by far most important, requires the writer to decide upon the syntactic structure ),' |

and wording in which;to express the concepts. Both syntacfic and lexical decisions | J.

+

"involve a recipypcal relationship since nélither caﬁ be made independently of the

4’
other.* In both cases, however, it is the meanings contained within the propo-

. .

sitions which detérmine the selection of grammar and vocabulary, the, writer,
. 2 [+ N

‘having to ‘decide if a given structure and its wording adequately captures
" the concepts within the ﬂropositions being mapped

The second kind of mappipg involves the use of convehticns. Conventions are .-

. ¢ . * l
. . . . .
* ' ’ 1 ]. . ! ' . > * - ‘ -
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those arbitrary but cnlturally standardized surface Tevel forms in which meanings '

. . ~ - 4 .
AN - . t : , )

; and their. structnres are expressed Letter formation bpelllng, punctuation, and + .
x - % . . v - R . ‘. - t . , ~ te
= A/capitalization are*typically considered as. sﬁuh,/» ¢ . - *

© . ,’ . - B -

« = 3 Text production involves a senies of choices'on the part rﬁ the writer,
. te l B 74 * .
requiring }he seleetion of conceptual and lingulstic meanings and ﬁorms from the ’
< » '
‘writer's storehouse of world knowledgg. Theseuchoices are»nade from .the register

-

of meaning potential which’has'been“activated by. the transaction between the s
. by - ~ “ v - r -

. . © . 0 . ‘ . » N ) .- ¢ -
' context of situation and the kpowledge domain of the author. Not an isolated'(\/j

- ~ hl
A . '. %

strategy, the strategy of selectionﬁ&nvolves choosipg from various optiong{;hlch

\ " " have been constructed through generating, expanding, integratlng, and mapplng d K <

~ -

operations. Selectlon is therefore based on the concept that given an author's
goals and 1ntentions, there are usually a varléty of meanzﬂgs and forms which can.
. ‘-, - . le
be used to meet these goials and intentions. The writer must determine which ones
,f. / Ve R - N . . "\

are most appropriate, relevant, retrievable, and over which there is congrol. : ¢

. 1
- *

., All téxt production is'tentatfve and préovisional in nature. As the-cgh1.

3 . - v - - . . - -

v " struction of text evolves, .the writer must confirm or disconfirm, accept or

’

~

vy . - | o, . v
. . -

" - reject, the choices ﬂhich have been previously made. The entire process of - :.j .

- - -

- writing therefore.can'best be expressed 4s one of continuous"h&pothesis-testing"
) ht any'point in time the schemata instantiated the znternal evolving text‘world
‘and the graphic display con%iiucted ar% only predlctions. Confirming is intimately |
linked 'to the seIecting strategy since selecting is- the choosing from a variety of
» , .

possibilities and confirmiqg isttheAfinal acceptance of the choqce. If a con-
firmation cannot, be made, those.strategiesmrelevant to tﬂe part of the text bein; ‘ ,’
:discongirmed are reactiVated and new options constructed and chosen froﬁ. T ' : ’

| . -
1{, LANGUAGE UNIVERSAL NUMBER 4: THE TEXT PROCESSOﬁ.j"Text comprehension and B

production are guided by j central limited capacity processor which monitors and )
allocates the respurceo®f the system, synthesizes the data being processed, and .
keeps a runniné account of the alternate meanings and structures until such time PR
* ‘that one is, selected for realization in the cognitive text world: or the graphic e,

® display. - _ _ . v 5

4 - rd
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The- operation of strategies during text prooessiﬁg is guided b%ra central- '

.
0/) v e - ,. R ,'k PR - 3

limited capacity processor.. A primary responsibility of .the. processoﬁ is to

adequately allocate’ the limited reSources of the system among various activities o,

‘« ¢ .
" . L4

ﬁAdams & Collins 1977) This cybernectic system operates as a thermostat disns g

-

tributing'resources and attention selectivei* while(disatﬂending othér aspects,
: *-"'

‘of text” production. _The system is capable of adapting to outside influences Z~\<\\‘ .
te - y

¥
through self-reguiation, its main objective being that/ﬁ? maintaining stability

3 -~ ' Ji

. ‘. (Beaugrande, 1980) Since résources in the system are 1iﬁited activities sub-

o . . ¢ ;" *

serving the, same end'must compete for attention and resources. {hen processing -

demands cannot be mgt parts of the System will shut down In order to avoid, this,

A
T

the processor must juggle and integrate the multlple constraints ésaknowledge .and .
- “ L - ] ‘ - : .

resour T, s.available.to it.. - . L ST L e " S @if
Insert Figure 7 here. -~ - ’ }§\
.(" . I - R ———
Ap— st T

e ﬁs pnoduction of discourse evof%es hypotheses for the text are—constructed .

at all‘levels of prqcessing, the process itself beidg interactive and recursive

P

in nature. This intéﬁﬁct on be;ween processing levels.is.conceived of as the ,

result of two basic mgégk of processing, bottom—up and tnp—down, and-as running

E"

in parallel teach lgvel constaptly cohsulting .the others. A running and ordered ’ .
list of'hypotheses ig'kept by thg text&processor with various aspects of the

.message analyzed in mutual cooperation, shifts and consultations occuring in all T
directions. Those hypotheses receiving the most reinforcement and support from )

gﬁher exisiting hypgtheses at all.other levels are the most likely candidates to :' '
‘find realization in the text. ,Iﬁgse hypotheses mhioh another stage of analysis .

» .

have shown Eb be improbably are subsequently discarded (Rumelhart 1977)

‘.

"LANGUAGE UNIVERSAL NUMBER 5: THE EVOLVING TEXT.. .The processing of text in . "
reading and writing is guided by the preylous discourse piypcessed and the current o
Cogﬁitive text worlds which have . resulted from, as well as. guided, such processing.

ot R ,' -y
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v There are¥¢Wo types of texts which are evolved during the writing prooess
one which resides in the mind of the author and one which is presented in the
. \ o .
N g’ > . S
graphic display on the papes. Both serve similar‘functions as the discourse Jn-

« - »

‘folds, constrainugg and supporting the languag?;’—jr in wgys which are similar to

that of: the context of situation. ' The text vh{th as,heen produced at”’ any given
ppint acts as a context for the text which is to follow, shaping the available ’ A
I 4 \
options and detexming and limiting what meanings and’ s;rﬁctures can be expressed

Yo - . ’ v

- 4 . ~ ’ -
‘next o . " . \ .
~ " v . .

“<The relationship between the two texts becomes especially important when

hd [N

writers are in&%lved in production tasks calling for the manipulating, relating,

'

or structuring of propOsitions in’ new and novel ways. Under these conditions,

the‘writer s internal text may be in flux, changing-rapidly ‘from moment _ to fioment.

Due to this rapid change, the wr}ter may'"loose'his or her place

To egain control over the text, th writer can scan the isual display and retrieve
$ e ¥ P
ry ~

The éxternal text thus segves as an éxternal

cognitively

the major idea beinqueveloped

P

memory cue assiting the writer'"find His or her place" in the process.

:::(s;n;e/\\jime that there exists this dimamic relationship between

internal exrernal texts, there is a"simila relationship between the process
" I

of writing and the evo%’ed producs at any poi .

s

¢ AE

‘o ie.

The pro\ess movés the
. @ »
Likewise, ,

~

s Seb
product forward 5y extezg;pg and developing the' deas expregsed

€ N A
the product supports and drives the.process by supplying available .data for the ,

process ahd thus lesseninglthe use of pr0cessing resources in"one area of pro-

dt‘ion.‘ “turn, this allows resources/to be available for ‘other aspects’of

\ B
,

the production task which may be in neéd of more attention. - .

e
-

©In codclusion it hes been the Antent of this paper to build theoretical .

’
.

Iinks bétween the reading and writing processes,

This has been attempted through

A}
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the generation ¢f @ writing theary which is based upon constructs' common to ‘both

processeg df writing and r'eading. Ther-e are dangers when insigju:s and knowledge

~

in % such intiqately related areas of, language processing are not shared and

N developed in mutual coo’pesétion. Hopefully this ,pape}\ has begun to build a bridge
. . { ‘
b . El .
between the reading and writing processes. .
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