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ANOTHER JOURNEY THROUGH THE LOOKING-GLASS:
NEW LENSES FOR OLD PROBLEMS

(Or, soreiimes the long way around is the only way to get there.)
. B wi) y g
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- When Alice first went though the looking-gluss she found--as shel had
earlier seen in Wonderland—a world where her previously estubh;hed
constructs didn't work very well to account for xeven the most rout}ne
events®of life. When she first meets the HRed Queen, for exarple, ﬁ'}e
suddenly finds herself running as fast us she could but:

The most curious part of the thing 1s, that the trees and
the other things around them never changed their places at up:
however fast they went, they never seemed to pass anything.
(And, ';lhen the Queen finally lets :er rest, she observes that:}
"a our country, you'd generally get to éomeplac‘e else--if you
- ran very fast for & long time as we've been doing." .
"A very slow sort of country!" said the Queen. "Now, here,
you seé, it takes sll the running you can do, to keep in the same
' place. If you want to get somewhere else, you must run at least
twice gx fast as that.” 1

e
thﬂa 1t 18 Lue that most of us  Fnglish teaching often feel that

every tiine we open the school doof we are v g looking-gluss world where
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we ure running fusc to stay i place--partigylarly when we cgard the
¥

stuchs of student pupers which seem o mugraesll repientsh theuiselves o
'\ { H I

matier how,man); we read--my reason tor mentiomng Ahee's confusion s
not te bemoaiy our-fate. It s, m;tcud, ) pomtbut that uil of us view the
‘world on the basts of our expericnec of |\}hat we l;sc U-lcS(: experlence-
bused constructs to make prc}ixctmu:tuboutTm: fuiure course of events,

and, further, that these constructs alwsys influence und frequently distort

our ubility to perceive the nature of the ’re‘ullty which surrounds us. We

{
i

can't help but do so, of course, any more than Alice couldn't help expecting
to be under a ‘different tree uflter runm;lg so fast and so iong, but it is
important both to be awa;e ;hut‘;ve do 30 and to be prepared to change our
cqnstrdéts when ne;v experience duesi't conform to o@ir preant\ions.

o~

Theories and Teaching:

* 13

Although 1 used the term constructs—derived from the work of

A

George Kelly—to describe these structures of knowledge, belief, and

perception, 1 could just af easily have used}theones'or hypotheses, because
my major purpose today 1S to try to e:;;;lode on¢ of the prevalent
misconceptic;ns that severely iim'its th'e possibilities of curriculum chang'e
in schools: the bellef of innny teachers that theory has no di.rect relevance
to their pedagog{cai problemns and that what is really needed are practical
angwers to the question: What can 1 do on Monday? 1 am gomg-to try to
convince you~alth§ugh I recognize Lhuti})st by being here you are probahly

less in need of convineing on this puint than most of your collengues—thut

What can | do Monday? 15 always, 1n fact, answered on the basis of theory

and indeed niust be su nigwered.

oy .
shary her 2 |
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This may seem paradoxiend, but us the White Queen explained when
Alice colnplained what:
.

"One can't believe tnpossible tungs."

"l daresuy you haven't had nuch praclice," said the

Queen. "When | was your age, always did 1t for half-an-hour &

l’ /
day. Why, somettines ['ve believed us many as six unpossible &

things before breuk fast.™

Surety it should be easy enough tor all of us . believe ut least one

-

impossible thing after lunch.

-

The impos'slblll{y ?:auﬁpeaf"& ke the Cheshire LCat—maybe or maybe 1 -
- not léaving a smile behind—when we see that all. teaching decisions are

bused on the teacher's view of the world. How we view our sub;ject

-~ determimes what we see a;problems.and what we will accept as solutions

- to those problems."wmle many teuchers may not rccognize that these
. ' percepq;ns are theory bused, a:{d that, indeed, s part of the difficulty we™

A ‘uce, they a-re no less sé.for being unreeognized. Unless one haga theory of

spelling, then there are n;:pe{lixlg prob‘lems, without, a theory §f= grammar,
no parttcxpies can dangle, in the absence of a theory of hterature, there .
are no plots or themes. And since every ‘:aching asctivity is deslgned to
solve a ppobtem, it becomes cruciaily unportlnt to understand t.hatt zvery
. time we perceive a probleme we do so on the basis of @ theory or set of

Lt theories. -

I will try to exemplify how ttus works shortly, but:(irst I must admit

that many of the theories that have been urged on teuchers as panaceas for

their difficuities certainly aren't--or  at least aren't directly so,
g " ' fse 1
| transforinational-generative grammatr being the most obvious scase that |
r

ain familiar with. And, second, that even the most relevant theoreticsl

e
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Hiights seed to be transforined through serious intellee tual endeavor ;n the

process of applying them to teaching getivities. I may be tisl tenchers are

reluctant of i some cuses even mzul)ic to  make the approptiate
. y

transletions. It may be that they huave not been sufficiently helped by

-

tcacher educators and curriculumn leaders to do so. But 1 am convinced dhat
serious curr lculum chunge requires an explient uepcndu,ce upon nnproved
aofheut:ons of relevant theories, and that those of us who are trymg to

promote such chunge must fmd wuya of lielping tvachera learn to va)ue,

>

understand, and use theories. This is e»entmz bezause to avoid doing so is

~

to doom us to running fast and never getting anyplace, and bécause if

teachers can't lgarh to upbly new theories deliberately, no change at all is

£

likely to happen in the classroom. .

I3
i
L) i

i

Type 1 vs. Type 2 Theories

Part of the reason this process is difficult:, is that most of us operate
Mozt of the time—even in our professional lives—on the basis of what I will
call Type 1 theories. These arei the theories which we have largely buiit 'or§
the basis of our personal experience snd the violatirns ;.I whict; were so
troubling to Aller. Qur memories, like Alice's, don't permit us to
‘remember things before they happen,” und Bjnce we tend to egree with the
White Queen that "It's a poor sort of memory that only works backwards,"
we compensate b§ assuming on.the basis of our Ty[;e t theories that the
future will be much like the past. While' this i~ both normal and esseqfial,
theories of this sort usually have the weakness of being largely
unconscéous, unrefiected upon, andyretauvely ;i?npermeable in the sensa

that they tend to make us try to 'uve reality fit our theory ruther than

adjusting the theorv to be better hacinany with a changed reality.

N
-

-
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Type 1otheories m educadon are particulas ly difficalt to penctrate

hu(.))lbu they tend to have been built on the experwences of teachiers when
— ) ‘ '

they were students of the age they are teachHg ruther than on auhy later

learnmig. Wien Alice discusses eduertion with the Mock Turtle, he allows

-

that he only toek:

" .. the regular course,”

"What was tl\ut?" mguired Alice.

"Reehng and Writhwng, of coursé{ to begin with," lthMuck

~ Turtle replieti, "und then the drfferent brunches of Arithmetie,

Ambition, Distraction, Uglification, an¢ Derision."

For many teachers the kinds of Re%ling ane Writhing we jtcach and
the way we teach them u'u'e mor< affected by our experiences as students
than';by any teacher ;Jrepurauon courses, district curriculs, or in-service
extravaganzas. This is true in part because v;:e were usually reiatively»good

+

Reelers and Writhers or we wouldn't be teaching it, but mostly it is true

because our own stu~nt experience defined the way education is 'spozed to

be. Perhaps because we have never been through the looking—glass, nothing

that has happencd to us since has bad much effect on our most basic
= , .

assumptions about what kids are supposed to learn and how they aré {o

learn jt. .

The problem with Type 1 thesries in education is that they lead us
t00 often to identjfy the wtong problems, to ask the wroﬁg questiors, and
to come up with jnadequate answers. :I‘hls is principaily true because they
assume that the ..sic principles underlying our work are all givens and the

only mnportanf questions rcmai‘nmg are of the What do 1 d¢ Monduy? (and

Hlow do 1 do 1t?) sort. This would Le telerable, 1 guess, if everyocne were

convinced thut we sre domy a terrific Jots, but . . .

-
N

Muyher o
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N ' Type 2 theories, on the other hand, while conneeted to personal

experience, ure more buscd on colieetive, publie, und shured experiences

e

than wdiosyderatic ones. They wre more hikely to be poth con~cious and 1o

have been conscrousty learncd. They are more réflected upon, more
- 4 - “ '
explicitly worked out, und, perhups most nnpoctant, more vpen to change g

and madification on the busts of our own experence und that of others.
- / . ’ e
- Although Type 2 theories muy be as strongly held and as fervently argued

*

for us Type 1 theories, at lcast m principle they contain a commitient to

both empirical verification and to revisioy or even abundonment on the’

N .

A basis of coun ber-examples.

*
v

We don't have very many fully worked out Type 2 theories which
explain all the kinds of issues and phenomeny we are concerned with as
English educators, but that makes the need-to shift from Type 1 to Type 2

theories as the source of our curriculs= decistons stronger rather than

.

-

weaker. Tais is priinxax:ify true because 1t is only by attempting to develop
~and implement ne;v theory ‘based curricula with a Type 2 spirit of
expgrimentation anc revision> that we can begin to close the gap between
what we. wish te achieve——our goals—and what we are actually

Iy

accomplishing—our regults. .

Gne of the reasons we don't have very many adequate Type 2 theoriea;
in language education is that the complextties of the human mind and its
language systein as well as all of_,thé multitude of influenc?es that affect
language development are just so difficull to explain. But, ironically, one
of the advantages of Type 2 theories is that they explicitly recognize both
what' they can and cannot e;cpluin', and they have sp(;ciflc mechanisms for
lattempting to gruijua;lly fill Vm the gups in their explanations, They offer

I, ) onlv hypotheses not certminties, but it 15 only through formuluting and




-

1] - -
testing hypotheses und re-formulating new ones that we are likely to ever

. ‘ ’
undersiund nrore than we Jdo now about' why Our pedagogical practices are
- - L]

ikely (or unlikely) to lead 10 our desired goulis.

A
’

To adopt a Type 2 approach to educstion requires a téleru,nc-e for
ambiguity aud uacertamty, however, wluceh ity teachers (and. ndeed,

inost people) fmd highly uncomfortuble. we d), o be sure, have to make

teaehing decisions, plan lessons, evaluate: papers, and sc forth on the basis

o~

of the bestupproximation we have of the way things work, but unless we
recognize that we are employing tentutive conelusions rather than etennal

verities the prospects for change und 1inprovement are dim indeed.

When Alice f?rst discovered "Jabberwoceky™ her first problem was

\
merely to decode it—a problem she solved by holding it up tc a mirror

which wus a logical step in a lookmg—gluss world. Once she had done eo,

however, she was still in a quandry for what was she to make of: .
"Twas brillig and the slithy toves ’
N
Did gyre and gimble iri the wabe: <

All mimsy were the borogoves,
And the mome raths outgrabe. :
"It seems rather pretty,".sho se;id when she had finished ft,
"buf it's rather hard to understand®” (You see Ashe didn't like to
confess; even to herself, that she couldn't make it out at all,)
She is still puzzled by 1t when she runs qcros; onz of the world's great
literary critics (and English teachers), Humpty Du:.np*y. Professor Di}mpty
has little tolerance for an‘_lbiguity and full confidence in his own Type 2
certuinty and is prepared t;) defiitively pronoupce on any tcxt. (He had p)

earlier pointed out to Alice that: "When I use a word, . . .. it mealis just

what | choose it to mean-- miuwr Inhore nor less. . . . The question is which

i

o




1> 10 Le iaster--that's ull.") When Ajwe, playmg the dutiful ik somewhat

sheplicul student, askhs huin te "tell me the meandy of the poum called

FY
4

Jabberwoeky',"she s fully prepared to reply.
- - '/,. .
"Brdlyy means four o’cl%ck o the ut‘lcmuon-—‘.{xc time

. when you begin brotlmg thangs l'or‘dumer."

¥

»

"Phat'll do very well,teald ihees "and 'si:thy ™" )

- 4/
"Well, 'stithy' means ‘lithe and shifny.’ 'Lithe' 15 the same
N S )

as 'active.) You sec it's a portunanteau—there egre two meanings
£ -2

packed up into one vord.
o N %

As & gof)d Enghish student, Atice rupidly gets into the game, providing

-

her own definition for walre, but the danger here is not that Professor

Dumpt} is not clever or thty-be<:uu>e he surely is both, but that he seems ;

1}

s0 syre of hunself and so arbnrary. (He is equally sure that he will be 4ll
right if he falls off the wall, an? e’ven Alice knows how wrong he is on that
a'ccount.) {t is precisely this impression of‘ certainty which lets students
allow teachets to. mterpret literature for them (if they don't get it from
Cliff's notes), and this impression of arbitrariness whieh develops the view

that only Enghsh :_teachers have the key io the poetic code and thet mere

students needn't ?!}en bother. —

. This attitude of certainty is bad eﬁouglg in teaching students—
pamcularly about literature wmch is notor!ously "slithy" gtuff—but even
worae when it comes to thinking about the whys of English teaching: I'd like
to spend the rest of my time with you this afternoon, therefore, briefly
‘sketehing four problems confronting English teachers und contrasting Type
1 and Type 2 ana‘iy”kes of them and solutions for them. The requirements of

brevity will make soine of the positions more caricatured than I'd hike, but

I'll invoke the noble tradition of Lewis Carroll 1o usk your forgiveness for_

that.

%
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, Yocabulury Developiment

The first problem | want to address » the frequently  vorced

complnt that students huve nadeqguate vocubuluries. This has correlates

in compluints ubout low scores on ACT or SA'T verbal dptitude tests, pooe

reading ability, and limited diction m writing.

-

e lz‘ud:tlonui way f lrym;, o solve this problenr 1s to teach

-

vocabulary directly. Methods to doso umuliy mvolve giving students lisgs

¢f words which are then tested weckly 1 o variety of ways: pxckmg out

synonyms, using the word iw- a senténce, writimg a definition and so on.

Some lip-gervice is paid to reading us a source of vocubulury enrichment,

-

* but, ironically, the controlled vocabulary used by publishers to ensure
9.

"readablhty" has meant that most school books retard rather thaa :,tretch

student vocabulames. In this approach to teachmg,.httle attention is

usually paid to the role of talk and of writing as teans of vocabulary
growth. ' )
This approach is usually based on a variety of Type 1 theories. The

most furidamentu! is a kind of unexumined behaviorism which holds thai

kids learn words through direct instruction and practice which build the

appropriate stimulus—response associations. A related theoretical *;

assuymption._ involves the idea that a di;zgnosed problem needs a direct

instructional remedy. Although most people who have tried such

approached recognize t‘heir limited utility (such teaching/testing is-one of

the best examples | know of the kind of "learning"' which is mastered for

the quiz and forgotten by.the time school is over for the day‘),‘ they are

A

often continued because they help eonvince everyone involved: teachers,
3 h .

students, admiuistrators, and parents, that the school is "doing samething"

about the prob'em. They also proyide a neat und precise record of grades

which allegeuly show whether of ot the iearning has oceurred.

10
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A Type 2 thieory approach to the problem, on the other haund, would
be based both on our recognition of the fuilure of current uppreeches and

a -
on our emerging-kKnowlédge of the mentul lexicon we butld as wa seyuire a

Junguage. Recent psycholinguistic researceh has  owns how tast and how

naturally we learn wurd> when we hove a context for using  them
vy s

. pro‘ducti_vely. T'he mu rossession of 4 word means controlling }f; graninar,

phonology, and inorphology us well ss its meanng and a vurlcty of subtle

> N =

‘restrictions on its appx'OprialS use. -'the development of sueh a full

L

commuand is reached through a gradunl process c;f refinemet;t of
successively close approximation of meanmé und 1S arrived at only,ti;roﬁgh
an active process of.lauguage use in widch the word is needed to fit the
situation rathia”ffumn)'.lu'ough credting a situation (or a segntence) to fit the
word. This process bégins at the earliest siages of language acquisiticn as
when children learn to stop overgeneralizmg d __! which often first seems
0 mean adult male (a potential source of some embarrassment for mom
and dad alike) and continues through the procew of gradually refining the

[}

meanmgs of’techmcal terms like atom or cell.

™e cruf:lal pedagoglcal implication of current Type 2 theopies of the

lexicon ig thet. WOl‘d§ are learned indirectly in the context of' a rich

environment of active language use when they are needed for some other

f;gurpose, and the challenge to us a6 teachers is to find teaching activities

thit indirectly promote vocabulary develupment. These include reading

and hstenmg, of ‘course, but nost crucially they center on the producuon

L

of language in tulk and wrmng Since’ the goul ot vocubul&ryﬂeve}opmem

is the enrichment of the atudents repertoire of words ’vhlch can be used

appropriutely, we must rwognue that the words will never be really

necded-—and mgycfore‘wm,nevcr become part of the student's permanent

Mayhicr 107
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

lexteon--unless they ure w0 red o context whete the Coivont, thy
express are needed. IF the adeas beevine onpontant, sad are tlked abont
and written about, the words will be jewned,

We i1nust, (}f course, help students Goed pate i ts ag! el g Lo 5)
see Bow this process works as well end we st develop Loetter i pyabatly
mdirect—meuiyg of assosshiyg voecabtlury developrent so that sl poa ties « o
see !h:\t it is happening. Aud we must 6ok 10 wur Type 2 theoro Ut frame
to help us evaluate our efforts. The uite role thet does secm lett tor direet
mstruction in vocabulary 15 a new approach-to traditionu! practiee: that of
teaching derivational morphology. To be consistent with payetu.‘magumur
researci, however, such an appl‘:ouch should not be directed tu" teaching
new words ds such, but to show stucents thet the lexicon they aiready have
has siven them a flexible system ‘for ercaling and understunding vords
which relate to those they alreudy know und that when they learn & new
word they are, in a sense, learning a whole family of related words as well.
Helping students recognize the power of the language system they slready
possess and giving them confidence i their ability to use 1t productively 13

v

+ R _
one of the few areas where direct langnuge teaching-can pay off,

Reading Literature

A second problem l'd lLike to address zs;“llle frequently expressed
concern that students don't read very well, and specifically that.they don't
read hteréture well. The recent nahunai nssessment shows that students
can read well for facts, but can't make mferences or mterpretations well
at all. Related to this, of course, 15 the feet that students dun't rewd

enough literature either i school or, even more tmportant, va e owe




Part of the dif ficulty with tis "problem" 1s that of the theoreticnl
perspective through whaeh ot s defined. Although there are Inany sources
for the current defmition of tins probleim, the t\;’o inost significant,
although somewhat in confliet, are the kinds ot reading tests that are used
to usaéss student reading wehtevement and the wuys literature 1s taught to
teachers in many graduate English dcpu)rtmcnt.s. The first, resulting i part
frou; the fuilure of Englis'l‘l teachers to understand and confront our
colleagues in reading, has led 0 un O'Vc(‘cmphaSlS oi teachmny ;md testing
for literal comprehension. This has ;ome Justification in the reading of non-
fictional prose elthough even there nf-rence skiil: and the ability to see
the forest rather than just the trecs: is an important goal. In the testing of
literature, however, concentration oii "facts” like where Silas buried the
money or who whitewa";&ed Toin Suwyer's fence is too ofte-
overemphasized at the expensia\iﬂ‘ helping students determine why Silas felt
he hud to bury it or how Tom got his friends to do the work.

This is often compounded with the student perc:ption that only
teachers have the keys to unlock the secret meanings of litera-ture. This
second source of the problem often results from teachers doing to students
what thelr professors had done to them; that s, insisting on a singie
"eorreet” Interpretation of literary works. The student is often confronted,
Wherefore, with the recognition of an orthodox interpretation derived from
the~ teacher. The effect of either—or, more usually, of both—is to
implicitly tell students that tﬁ.cy are ?ncupable of determining the meaning
of literary texts t.hrough individual effort and that they should concentrate

]

7 ,
on the "fucts” and wait for the teacher to providc the interpretation. The
: ¥

tw#o misleading or misapplied theories-—of the centrality of lit_e’i:al meaning

£
derived in part from the "decoding" emphasis of the reading teacher and of

Maylnr 12
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the possibility of an orthodox readimg of a teat derived mostly trom the
now old "new" criticisim—-have therefore been puartly responsible for the
kinds of teachuy practices that have cren ted the "pmhlcm._"

A different theoreticrd busis for  the recshng of hitersture wuy
provide u better approach to teaching 1t Thiy theoretical stance, ealled the
transuctionul theery of htersture by Lonne Roseablutt, one of 1t, ploneets,
15 bullt arow i the obscrvation that eucl, rcud\k-r's "transaction” with a teat ~
15 somcewhat-idiosyneratie. As we read hiteruture—or, in fuct, anything
else--we are engaged m a process of meaning-inagking in which the 'w0rd3' on
the buge “ure interpreted on the basis of our individual experiences which

/

are in turn. colored by our socio-cultural stutus, our personalities and /

beheé and our hingutstic capacities. This process is-clear to everyone mn

the theatre whete it is obvious thet direetors and actors must have their
s !
own vision of the text and its ineaning—Chivier's Hamle!i is not Burton's or

recognized or exploited in the classroo , although most teachers know that
the luck Finn that eighth graders rbad is not the same as that of 1ith

) .
graders or as theirs.

N )
Gielgud's or Williamson's. But it's eality and validity are less often .
G‘ l

The reality of reading literature is that the experience of a text is a d

, .
private, personal transaction between reader and text. It is the private

nature of the experieace that has led Northrop Frye to argue that ‘
I;iteruture cannot be taught dirc>tly. What tee~hers ean do, however, is io
help students cacich and exiund thetr capacitizs to make teaning from
texts, but they must do so inttially by sincerely recognizing the personal
vulidﬂy of the meaning that each student has made from the text. Sharing

such reader responses, exploriyg their sources both 1 the text and the

reader, and moving owurd the achicvement of the kind of loose consensis

LRy
~
-k




which recognizes the inevitabtlity of some diversity of interpretation but
insists on making reudll;gs which are ut leust co‘nsistent with the lcx't,
provides ar effective elassroom process. It direetly mvolves the student's
meuning-making powers by requiring the articulation of his or her response,
in talk or in’ writing. And by legitunizing the student's central role in the

process of nterpretation, 1t can provide a basis for grownyg student

confidence in their ability to read lterature on their own wiuch is a

AN

necessary prerequisite for doing so.

The teacher's role 1s crucial but essentially indirect in the sense that

the teacher m; longer serves as the ultimate judge of Irterary
interpretation, but rather serves as questioner, prdber, skeptic, and
discussion leader whose goal is to help the students! deepen their own
responses wnhout imposing his or her own upon them. To achieve this kind
of classroom‘ requires considerable re-education and practice for students
and teacher alike because all parties are likely to be quite comfortable
with the traditional, more clear—cut ussiénment of interpretive power.
Treatmg htera(y texts as the objects of Type 2 theoretncal enquiry m
whlch hypoth:ses are proposed and tested, ambiguities are weicomed and
explored, and all readings are viewed as the tentati\[e products of faliible
readers is hard for many to accept. But until we accept it, literature will
remain the exclusive preserve of its elite priests and acolytes who will

continye to deny access to texts to all but their most devoted followers.

Correctness in Writing ’
Still a third problem confronting hnglwh teachers is the gomplaint
that students dont write well, by which is meant that they spell poorly,

punctuate badly, and have poor comnmand of grammar and usage. (I'lt get to

b o
.
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what 1 consider real writing p('(;hh.‘lllb next) In the lust several yesrs ths
complaint hus deyetoped greater uegency as students {and, by 1mplieation,
N 14
P
schools and teachers) have been tested on their knowledge #f these

¥
matters. This s not the place to speculute on why Amerwcuan's are s0

chsessed with such things, particularly ;vnh spelling; one of the questions I‘
am determined to answer some duy 1§ how spelling came to be associated
with intelhigence in this country, but | digress.

While the rea'lity of such "problemns" 5 wmdisputatle for some
étudents, the traditional solutior. of attempting to directly confront the
problem. by meuns of extensive drills and exdreises m grammar just doesn't
work to change the way kids write as research study after research study
has demonstrated since the turn of the ¢ei.tury. ‘And, sadly for t;!]ose
teachers who have spent endless hours cireling and ennotating every error
they cz;n find on student papers, such extensive corcecting of student work
doesn;t have much effect either.

The urge for a direct attack on sucn problems is understandable, and
the tenacity of grammar teaching in the face of both experiential and
research based counter-evidence seems to spring mostiy from a confusion
of correlation with causation, pa:tly ffom the same kind of unconscious
behaviorism which underlies much of Amepi€an education, and,
importantly, from the genutne conviction of parents and teachers (and
students, t00), that their;)own personal successes (o:;é'e»en more commonly
their failures) as writé:;; have depended upon ‘*heir knowleage (or lack of

knowledge) of ygrammar. The correlation/causation confusion is based

usually on the fact thet grammmar care relatively easiiy to most teachers,
# - B

~ and since they were often learning grammar as they wrie 1earnin§ to write,

they have assumed tiat it was .4 causative facto. in their success.

=
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Conversely those who hove or havey hud problens with writing have of te

-

behieved that where they wenfl wrong was i not learning enough graminar.
Type 2 theories of the processes of compolsmg ’und of 1ungﬁuge
development bear directly on th problem and give pﬁonuse of a more
adequate defnition of and solution to these problems. One of the mest *
striking findings of recent Composing process reseurch was Perl's discovery
that the basic (unskilled) writers she studied were excessively worried
about correctness. On average by the time they reached the third word of
the texts they were writing, they \;Jere stopping to wonder whether or not
. : they were speiling words correctly, where the commas were supposed to be
and the like. They were hampere(i throughout their writing by trying to
remeinber rules and maxims which in most cuses they had either learned
. . incompletely or were trying to apply incorrectly. The net effect was that
tl:ey produced tortured texts without adequate development, clarity, or
organizat)on and which were also, ironically, still filled with errors.
hhéh we look at the nature of the human language gystem and at how
it is deyfloped and used, two other striking rezzlities emerge. The first is
that every speaker of a language has control o,EVer an incredibly complex
at;d powerful linguistic system which enables thein to speak and listen. The
"grammar" that enables us to do this, however, is a systém which we are
comnletély unconscious of in the process of language use. Each of you, as

%,

. .
listeners, and 1, as a speaker, have no conscious knowledze at this moment

+

of what rules are being foliowed as I produce and you understand this L4

sentence, an?! to try to be conscious of them would make it impossible for

the ineaning exchange which 1s beiny attempted to tuke place. And that is

just the poin*: control of a gramma tical systém is developed as-a means o
K]

the ends of being able to ¢xpress one's own 1dens und comprehend the ideas

> b




*

of others, ‘and 1t happens naturally und unconsciously as (or If) we Tind
* : %
ourselves in increasingly complex linguistie environments.

The first solution to the grummar problem, therefore, is to provnde'

students with the richest lu.uguagc' environiment possible; one filled with
multiple opportunities for purposeful talk wund writing as well us reading
and listening. As a correlate to this, it is CGrucially nnpurtant to help
student writers seﬁ_ that while propé,r use of the forimnal feu&urcs of -the
written languuge 15 nnportant, it is 50 because it facilitates communication
und that their first (:rlorlty (an ours) should be on shaping their meanings.
There is little point for either writer or reader in en tmpeccable paper that
says nothing. - R -

The first solut:on-that of a rich languuge environiment—is essentlul
for developmg the "ear" for the written language which-is the primary basis
making approoriate language choices and for catching ersors af t% they
have been made in an early draft Comnosmg process research shows tha
editing can be separated from the procésses of drafting a,nd revising which
make up the primary meaning;muking and éhaping aspects of writing:
Students can learn to develop and trust their own sense of language throug?;
rexding their own work aloud, sharing it with their peers, ang locking to the
teacher as a supportbr or coach of their attempgs to improve a paper while
it is #till in process, ~

. This last is an important point ber:‘ausa it suggests one qf the reasons
why extensive teacher annotations of e;'r‘or have been largely ineffective:
they have come long after the'paper has been finished and when the
problemsv the student mby have recognized—however dimly--while

composing tl.e text have long since disappeared from consciousr.ess. If

editing annotations are to be useful they muf\t bé made during rather than

&
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after the process of cemposiyg, und they will by most helpful of all if they
can be framed i terms of nssisting the writér's effort to commuiicute to a
s .
reader rather than seen, by the writer, as a set of arbitrary and irrelevant
demands which only English teachers reully care aboud.
* .

The second solution to the "grummar problem,” therefore, 1s to only

seek 1o develop nfetulinguistic awugceness it the context of helping <he

student writer more effectively express and commum’fute his or her ideas.

This 1s unlikely to happen, &f course, if students arfen't writing purposeful

(to them) papers to audiences who show more interest in what they are
Saying than how they are saying it. And, that, finu(ll/y, is the ultimate
3-»

w

source of solution to.all sorts of writing problems.

Rower in Writing

“
Indeed much of what I've just said relates equally to «Qe solution of
the other major type of complaints sbout student writing: that they don't
write clearly, coherently, powerfully, persusasively and so on. While this,
too, is often irue enbugh, one important causative factor in this regard is
that students simply don't write eaough ip séh,ool. The_responsibility for
this rests on the whole faculty of the school which is why [ am’ spending
most of this ye;r vv:::rking with many of you to help yo‘u to encoursge the
use of writing as a ool for learning throughout the curriculum. ! wo.n‘t
spend any more time on that issue cmd.ﬁ:cem to*point out that there is
no ;vay that students will learn to w;-lte in all ti'\e modes of rw:itmg ey
will need unless the whole fuculty of a school makes them write frequentiy. - 3
It isn't easy to get that to happen, s> 1 know very well, but try we must,

The particular aspect of the development of effective writers that I

Loy ¥
want to focus on as the lust problemn is the common view that writing skills

=

‘\
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develop from small unils 0 Jarge ones. This approuach, which 1 have
aomgjul;ca caulled the bultum “up strategy, operates én the basisof u Type 1

theory which appearb to mmntum that one must be able to \é‘ e a goo{c“l

entence before one cun write a good parugiaph, a good parugraph before

. & .
three paragraphs, three before five and so on. A frequent pedagogical

corrollary to the bottom-up approuch 1y the wmsistence that students can't
write good paragraphs, for example, unless they know how to identify and
exphlicitly write topic s;:ntcnces, @d know sceveral paradigms for paragraph
developmedt such as the );JSC of supporting details, and of
comparison/cont ast. The ana.yjtical theories of rhetoric upon which such

pedagogies have been built ure not what I am eriticizing here, nor am I

~

v £ " . - . . . . < -
-suggesting that theyv‘never hav® & place in writing instruction. My eriticism

. is really of the psychological theories which have influenced their use in

the process of writing instruction. These theories have implied that writers
first have a fojm in mind before they have determined what they have to
say, aﬁd, that imuch the same a3 is believed to be true-of grammar, the best
way{_}b achi:eVe- rhetc.ical conte8l is to have a set of rules or principles in

mind while you are composing.

- A
t t 2

While I do believe that some uspects of rhetorical analysis can be
helpful in the revision proceSs—particularly with relatively sk;illed writers
who are attempting to meet a variety of rhetorical demands—burdening

ungkilled and beginning writers with prescriptions about senterce types,

S
LI

where topic Sentences belong, and how arguments are built puts the
struc!ural cart befcre the ineaning-making horse an'd encourgages student
" writers to beheve, once again, that no one much cares what theysay as

loAg as therr form is appropriate. Until school writing becomes meaning fyl .

.enough to the writer that he or she cares about 1is rhetorical effectiveness,
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Al
there 15 little Dot trymng 1o have students master variods rchetorical

. ;o:
H

strategies.

«

“ My/ main eritie'sm of the boltom-up approagh, however, 1s based on

~
those “theories of lumguuge which shows ‘hat when langudge 1s used for

#
coimmunication, what we produce ure wholnl ldeas. These may be short or
long, but they nlways have some sense of completeness even 1If they are not

grammatically comnplete. Even n writling, people rarcly try 1o writesa

¢ >iﬁgle_ paragraph, us a paragraph, exeept in school. Limitations of space

3

¥

mnay sometimes require us to limit ourselves to - puaragraph, but the ptsff\!
. . v ,\\

is that in rgui comimunication situations, l(’ is the meanip being
transmitted that determines ;he' forih and the extent of the piece rather
than the reverse. it is usually the case that younger writel;s write shorter
pbieces than older anes, but even then this is more the,resijlt of limits on
the ?omplexity of their nessuges, rather than on their capacities to write
long;ar pieces if what they'have to say demands it.

~.~The sentence errors produced by inez(perienced writers are }nore

often than not errors of omission {producing fragments) which can usually

“*/be corrected by having to read one's cwn work aloud, or of punctuation

which can only be mastered through discovering the kinds of message
{ : -

confusion they cause. Punctuation cxercises with others work, or limiting

writlers to producing siigle sentences first before allowing them longer

pieges have been continuously ineffective. In fact the only times we read,

use, and the;refore learn to control more complex sentence forms are when

we have complex ideas to express. Providing\the occasion for complex

thoughts to be communicated will ‘be far more valuable than any other

means of i lmprovmg coniol of complex strue tures.

o
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Conelusion .

The larger generalizations thu‘t ! wc;uld hope you would ponder és\g‘
result uf{/this tslk spring directly fromn theories of language which have
‘empha&lz‘ed\the fact that structure is used 1o/ express meaning und that
m'eaning-making is the driving force for mastering structures, and from a
concention of language learning that \.s‘how:, that the most sgnificant
occasion for language develoiiment are those where language is a means
,rother than the end of learning. The pedagogical implications of se
views, stated most simz)ly, are that there are ver‘y limited [ ssibilities for
the direét teaching of language skills and that the long way arcond s often

. s .

the only way to get to where we want togo. - __

Further, I h'ope I haveish(;wn that since)e teaqbing decisions are
directly rooted in theory, a;d the problems fucing i chers have
not been caused by the fact that we have too much theory and not enough

practical pedagogy, but rather have arisen because we hve too many "I‘ype
1 theoriés at th; root of our teaching: We don't need fewer theories, we
need better applications of the best theories we have . As- teachersy
curriculum leaders, and teacher educators we must all learn to adopt &
Type 2 theoretical attitude toward our own teaching, we must stri»;e to
ndept and. apKly the best availahle theories to our pedagogical prchlems,
and where appropriate we must fﬁrther the development of new theories by

articulating more clearly the problems we face so that solutions to them

can be found. Ohly by doing 5o can we escape the looking-glass world.

AETA/PCRC Conveéntion
November 1981
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