’
'

-
'

DOCUMENT RESUME - i

ED 218 580 : ' a CS. 006 682
“ AUTHOR ° -  Crismore, Avon ) T
TITLE Composition, Comprehension and Text Type Schemata. '
PUB DATE 82 ‘ ‘ o . ‘ \
NOTE . 6lp. : '
. . N ) 3 ~
EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO3 Plus Postage. , .
DESCRIPTORS *Cognitive Processes; English Curriculum; Learning :

Theories; *Metacognition; *Reading Comprehension;
*Reading Processes; Secondary Education; Teacher Role;
Writing Instruction; *Writing Processes; *Writing
SkiIls . . - ‘ | ; ,
IDENTIF IERS *Reading Writing Relationship; *Schemata
’ ~ : . . . v
ABSTRACT S ) " ) .
’ A .cognitive approach to the interrelation of writing
and reading assumes that production and comprehension of written text
depend. upon cognitive and .affetctive schemata used in.concert by a
#riter or reade; to produce or encode, store, and retrieve text
information. Both comprehending and composing are basic, complex,
interactive processes with students varying in their ability to focus
on getting or producing "straight"tmessages and predicting what
messages or résponses ought to be. In addition, both compositien and |
comprehension invelve prototypical knowledge of the subject matter .
and the structure or format of texts, thq content -schemata. Also -
involved is prototypical knowledge about processing factors--the,
procedures for .compasing and comprehending an extended definition or
summary, for_instance, yhi%¥ are called process schemata. Content and
process -schemata change, in “responsé to the demands of a situation and
become more elaborate d specifi¢ with experience. A cognitive
approach stresses the role of the teacher in helping students develop
these structures, fhrough direct instruction, experiences with
‘reading and writing, and exposure to a variety of‘'reading and writing
tasks. With-a cognitive approach to writing and reading .
relationships, it seems that compositién and comprehension are very'
much alike: both use schemata for suhfbct.matter, micro and macro
structure, and procedures. The'sooner students. become expert writers
and readers, the sooner they can role play and become even more
. expert, with writérs-becoming reader-based and readers becoming
writer—based. (HOD) . ‘ .

*

- — .
- s -

s * >
L . B N . v P
. .

b
4

- ¢ : 4 , -
: *********************************t*********t***************************

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the Best that can be| made *

* from the original document. . ‘ *
khkhkhkkhkhkhkkhkhhkhkhhhkhkhhhkhkhkhkhkkhhkhhhhhhkhkhkdkdhhhhhhkhkdkhhkkhkkhhhkhhhhhhkkhkhkhkkkdhkkk

. . -
e »




’

-
¢

DOCUMENT RESUME g =z

ED 218 580 ' ' 2 CS. 006 682
' AUTHOR = ° ~ Crismore, Avon -
TITLE Composition, Comprehension and Text Type Schemata.
PUB DATE 82 : R . ‘ \
NOTE . ®6lp. : : ' ¥
- . N ‘s.‘
EDRS PRICE MFOl/PCO/3 Plus Postage. ) .
DESCRIPTORS *Cognitive Processes; English Curriculum; Learning :

Theories; *Metacognition; *Reading Comprehension;
"Reading Processes; Secondary Education; Teacher Role;
Writing Instruction; *Writing Processes; *Writing
SkilIls . . . ‘ ‘ ‘
IDENTIFIERS *Reading Writing Relationship; *Schemata '
. . . . . JB .
ABSTRACT - ) " ) .
’ A ccognitive approach to the interrelation of writing
and reading assumes that production and comprehension of written text
depend, upon cognitive and .affeCtive Schemata used in.concert by a
#riter or readep to produce or encode, store, and retrieve text
information. Both comprehending and composing are basic, complex,
interactive processes with students varying in their ability to focus
on getting or producing "straight"tmessages and predicting what.
messages or reésponses ought to be. In addition, both compositien and
comprehension invelve prototypical knowledge of the subject matter .
and the structure or format of texts, the content-schemata. Also '
involved is prototypical knowledge about processing factors-~-the,
procedures for «compqsing and comprehending an extended definition or
summary, for_instance, which are called process schemata. Contfent and
process-schemata chan q'in%?esponsé to the demands of a situation .and
become more elaborate d specific with experience. A cognitive
approach stresges the role of the teacher in helping students develop
these structures’, fhrough direct instruction, experiences with

.

‘reading and writing, and exposure to a variety of 'reading and writing

taskd. With'a cognitive approach to writing and reading
relationships, it seems that compositién and conprehension are very'
much alike: both use schemata for suhibct.matter, micro and macro
structure, and procedures. The.sooner students. become expert writers
and readers, the sooner they can role play and become even more

., expert, with writérs.becoming reader-based and readers becoming

writer-based. (HOD)

’ - : — -
»
. N .
. . . ’ P
- 4 e - -

b
4

. ‘ . . » , .
! ******************'**********.**k***'*************************************

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the Yest that can be, made *

* from the original document. . , *
**************************************‘*********************************

-
.




-

. r. ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ?
. *  =NATIONAL INSTITOTE OF EDUCATION . .
- . woo- . * . “EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
O - . E . CENTER (ERIC) ‘
L “ % " ™ This ddcument has bden reproduced as ~ N
w - - ‘ ‘ﬁecewed Trom the person of organization \ ~ .
. onginating it . - ) . R
LY . o ‘ o M - ) Minor changes have been made to improve
w A : ' reproduction quality « R
i R ‘ ® Poidts of view or opinions stated i this docu- h .
¢ - 4 . ment do not necessanly represent othcial NIE -
N R M ?smon or policy ., o
LJJ . § L . R . . }/
\ : . 2 )
T =T -« 0 1 -
' . ) : '
Composi tion ) Comprehension and Text Type Schemata .
. Y * -~ z -
. . ' ‘- s N
- ' N [ ' ' M a PO ¢ *
‘ . . " .. .\ “ , tg
B - ke s t, s . 8 .. - ' . - N ’ v,
o . Avon Crismore, ) _ Co .
~ : .8 ]982 3* . oL y o
- Foao- )
¢ 1 . g
¢ “~PERM|SSION TO ‘REPRO;UCE THIS *
\ ) - MATERIAL HAS BEEN GR A\NTED BY : .
- - i . . ' . ¢
Avon Crismorei. .
« AL . Tﬁ{
. 4 . P
. :1
: ’ 170 THE EDUCATIONAL RESGURCES
B INFORMATION CENTER (ERIQ)-' .
o 7 ‘e . s . 1
. " .
- R ) H
A
v h ' id
* -
» L]
- 3
. Al L
. . RN S
N ‘ | L
, EE
. -~ . R . ; . -
‘é . - - . -
“ » - T AN
d ) . . N 1 !
1 ! - .
~9 3 .
>0 ‘ ’
. ) w ©
Y] ! ) ., . _
Q . i N & ; ) .
ERIC- » §¢i - oo . .o
,i o s : F &
L . IR




p . . .Text Type Schemata
- , . - ‘ ]')t

. . ~
-

'Composition, Comprehension, and Text Type-Schemata
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»
\

7% _ _ Composition-teachers, reading teachers, classroom téfchers On a]l

2

‘ levels wonder aboun the relatlonshlp of writing and reading. Is the com-

.
CY - ! -
v

posing process really 1ike tbe\reading proéess? Is writing an outgrowth

. .

""'

. . of readlng? - How. much tige should be spent on- wr|t|ng and how much on

‘
o Tl v -

W) o S

readin geln a schooP currnculum? “Should ‘they be,taught separate or together?

<

o R b egrated hdw=doe3aone reFer\to conjo t'lnSQNUctlon7 Would, integration—

=3 .. ¢
«

A .,

~ . ./\ . . g «

o

v~ 1ncreasemlnstruct|onal efflclency? lf readlng |nf1uences\w¥|t|ng, in what

. . »"
.. Lo Y - . < .‘ a ,, 8 4 .
3 ﬂ \.a
A s ways»does it d thls? Qoes Iearnlng to compose enhance read|ng comprehen-
« 4R ° " L3
- . . .- ‘_wi - . ~ ¢ -
-I‘o,..... Y c N ;

5 - suon? lf 0, \preclsely how would this happen? Does learnlng to use

N

- dlfferent klnds oﬁ_strUctu?es (phrase sentence paragraph and d|scourse)

N . . - '
N ~ Y

= in composrt|0n |ncrease read|ng comprehensuon? : .

LR -~
- . . . . -

" But teachers are not the only ones‘asking these quegtions, for iiteracy

- ’ . ” N . - .
scholars, reading and composition thedrists, cognitive scientists, and .
’ ! w ° v

-

o -

A
N 1

and writﬁng. Some of the questions have no answers yet from theorists or

. 1

researchers, but there seems to be common agreement among scholars and
\ . R
, researchens “that” readlng lnfluences wrlting growth (Krol1, 1977; Falk,
.o o 1979; Haye , 1980). Few scholars'and‘reséarchers, however, have addressed

. >

. . 7 the questioms,of whether and how composition aids reading, particularly

> - w ' -

reading comprehension, and the'related questiog of the effect (on reading
hd ° - B N . v
s . - ., . X
comprehension) of learning to compose using different levels and types of
. ~ b . . R L ‘ '
= ." . - 7

: Structuress’ - h ’

Vo . “
" R . . » .
ERIC - | : Y - -
. H . ’ N hd .
Ares g e .

-—
"l e

.-!’ .
researchehs alsp wonder, about the,nanre of -the relationship between reading.

3
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These dre interesting questions, to exptore because of their implica-

tions for composition and reading instfuction. During the last several-

£
.
e v v —ge e Faa e

- g PO —

’ deEades, .

it has been assumed that in 1anguage acquls:tuon the sequente was '

.

fﬁom listening to speakung to readlng and- funally to composrng-wrltten

5L§coufse

materxals that seldom ass¢gned free wrltlﬁg students spent the:c tlme in

« )
. LIRS M . ' . o

the primary grades Iearnwng to read (Mason 1981). 3 They read narratlves K

in the basals and listened to narratLyes read by their Uteacher because it

.

Becaus% feachers came to depend heavnly on'workbookS‘and basaF,

.

was as sumed that'parramives were more familiar and consequently more ‘appro-
. ~ - ; 7 . 0 . . *

-

priate.for learnihg. Little time was spent on composing written discourse °

- » ‘ _'
_unless the teachér used a language experience approach. _ S
When ‘students moved into, the |ntermed|ate grades whereAthey were '

i

reading to ‘learn, again most of the time' was spent on, readlng because of

the lack of writing tasks in the.bafal materials. Although cohoosition
. ¢ * . L

<

entered the curriculum, they spent little timeron it and what little com-

- . . .
posing was done was usually ''creative' writing or encyclopédia reports.

.

Teachers made no attempts to directly teacHKwriting strategies, gave few
. . - \ < . e M

~ . . . . e .’ e . < .
opportunities to practice writing, and/gave feedback in the’gorm of ..

Tedchers ‘assumed that.writing couldn't be
. . N N . ‘
_that their time in the classroom was betteT spent on reading

accepting,, positive remarks.
taught,

activities and other content area actnvxtxes and that anythlng o!ﬁgr. -

§
than positive feedback would stlfle expressuve

creative wrltlng and also

© it was assuméd .

«

Since wr|t|ng was developmental,
R 1) ‘
expressnve writlng, and an occasnonal encyclopedla repor

e

' -of course) was approprlate and that.expos1tory

the encyclopedia reports .
that narratives,

<4a copied 'laundry list,

[T S

e -
P’
-
L 3
v
-
P
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prose of various types was inappropriate. Personal letters, however, were

“ ’
.

. )q - acceptable writing assignments. Most of the composition instruction focused
I T } - - .

on, the sentence, for the primacy of the sentence was assumed. Sentences

.

’
-

were important. Paragraphs and larger ‘texts should cpme later.

I .
*

. Bevond the intermedixte grades, during the Tast twenty years students
. §pent*their.schooi time on contenE;area subjects learning content, devoting
o : e vl ‘ '
. ,

s = little time to -reading’ |ns£ruct|on unless they were “fortunate enough to_

S

K]

’.

have a read|ng_program,in their school. They read in the reading lab and’
Vo

wrote in the English classpoom. They wrote' sentences in the classroom and

L] . ‘.

. perhaps a few paragraphs but no essays or short stories or plays because

teacﬁers assumed that sentences shou]d be Iearned first. When thex were

* mastered (and only then) it was appropriate to teach the pafagraph, so

—

v . [ PR e JU—
P
l|ttle time was spent on units larger than a.paragraph. |t was assumed

. ~

that since a paragraph was™a m|n|ature essay, once students mastered the

.

*

,paragraph they could write an essay. Essays could wait until Advanced

o Gomposition class or dollege Longer unrﬁs aSS|gned should be narratlves,

‘\

.since ‘students found them easier and more |nterest|ng to write: The cause

"+ and effe%t, classiflcatlon, comparlson*contrast def|n|t|on, argumentatlon

*
. 4 p

persuasive, problem-solutlon essays should walt for advanced composntlon ~

tn high schodl or’college freshman composltlon The news report, sports

c . -
-

'story or interview artnclevshould be taUght*Ln journalism class. The lab .

[y

. ‘report was appropriately taught in advariced science classes. Short stories,

T : X S
- plays, poetry, description, "expressive writing.belonged in greative writing
. . o st ! . ° s . . * g

EXN hd

classes. . a et

)
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If the assumptions He]b since the 1960's are not valid however,

.
~

.
students' experiences wuth readlng and wrntlng |n schools should be qunte .

'
il -

different. Let's assume that sfudents aret developmentally ready to Iearn

. R .
3 ¢ ‘5

“to write before they learn to read (Chomsky, 1971' Blssex 1981; Mason,

;o ." 1981) or that* feadlng and wrltlng develop SImuItaneoust Then these

Vs . . M
"

L]
, s tudents would have teachers ' well*trained in compositional skills and

‘methods in their pre-service training.’ KEvery day students would flnd

® A .

. opportunutles to write dlfferent types of discourse beglnnung in the

(\\prlmary grades. Taking on the perspective of people engaged in various °

-

* ‘ © v

occupations who wrjte using a special format, students would becore the’
£ [ . ° a4
historian, scientist, advertiser, playwright, businessman doctor, or

news reporter. They would learn the specnal features of exposutory,

s s et ko K 8

z M

, “Iﬁestriptiviﬁ narrative and persuasive wrutung. There would be,opportunities
. D X .,

to learn the forms for\¢omparison-contrast, problem—solution, classification,

¥ . M

by . cause and effeez:“?agbes, and myths. ‘
- . : Tbechers z;1 al] levels would make time to teach dlrectly those eon-
. Y venelonal, paradlgmatlc %orms needed fo; gene;al wrltlng andé reading and
. s "n
\ . thdse for content-area or fuynction-specific wrltrng and reading. From

‘
v N . “

direct teaching and appropriate feedback students would learn the conven-

‘et N H ’ ) ) . .h i .d .
tions for the varjous formats, the cogstraints on form and structure, dis-
L N . . .~

. course, paragraphs, and sentences, The approach to structures would be
r . ‘ . R . .

. +

N from whole to baré"fjfst ﬁhe decourse “then the paragraph, and thengahe .

.

sentence.. A1ong wuth the structures taught ‘for comp05|t|on would be '

. >

. 'repértoTrES of structural pegs, the signals of structures. ..
oo B .
* 4 » ) !
. .. . »
. : 7
. » Ll . *
L - . «

- O . T i : . % " .

- ~ [ .
- ' EMC ¢ 3 ¥ Pl a | 9] ,
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compos i tdon inStruction, students would have the tools to comprehend the

. 2

" same’ structure in content-area, basal; and 1

support the notion that wri‘ting deweléps reading“skills and that leafning -

- A -
. T ® oo N ~ . Ny (U

With the fgpertoiréﬁ of structures and structural

3

-

.

v

Text Type ‘Schemata °

5

-
Y

!‘ 4

pegs-learned from

‘ *

iterature texts in addition

‘to functional texts from non-school settings. .If theory and, research can

- AN

3 . s A L) N . . .
. to use a variety of general and specific structures in composing increases

.

mater.ialse - ~ .

y - - \

.

¢

<+ o

-
.
.

*a .

- [ od ‘e N - N
' comprehension then “there-are important' implications for teacher education,

school curricula, classroom’ instruction, and publicgtiqn of educational
N » * ‘ .

'?,‘b

1

.

.
- s}

A Cogniti;eanameQJ?Q for the éomgosizioﬁ-Reading Comprehension Relationship

During the seveﬁ?fe§ as Pearson & .Camperell (l§81)‘repqrt, cognitively

oriented research-was directed toyard understanding how information of any

- v
- .

. _ . _ .
type was sorted and p?écesseq. Thid meant it was concerned with attentib&,

N - h ?

encoding, inference, retrival, and readinz.comprehgnsion, Cogniti've -
< -

researchers turned tWeir attention to the composing process in the. lateé

. . " ‘ . ¥
seventies, focusing on‘problemwsolvnng strategies, components'of the com-

. .

] posing procéss,‘and plans,(FIowér & Hayés, 19775 Sommers, 1978; Nold, in
" press)’. . . .

.

Basic Cognitive Processes for Comprehension and Composition °

s

. Because reading and' composing are both. cognitiveprocesses,- the basic

N v

1 ’ ' .
‘coriclusions of the cognitive research'onreading comprehension should hold

e

.

. . . . . .
for composition as wgll. One basic conclusion is that reading comprehenSIon‘

- . % o, .

.. . N » . .

»
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oL, 2 . N . e .
(and composition by gxtensuon) is a comglex interactive process.(Rumelh§rt, .
< =

1977; Stanovich, 1980).. According to Pearson (1981)

a reader .(or ywriter)
: .-—-T--

e e e e et ——— e e - - — = e———————— —— -

s LT P . - Sy T
varies his focus on a continuum ranging from being concerned primarily with
‘produc?ng a message or getting the message of the author straight'(text- )

L)

* ‘'based procqﬁsing) to concéntrating primarily on predicting what the author's .

’ . £
message ought to be or predicting what the reader's response ought to be‘

(reader-based processing). A number of interrelated factors determine the

.

variation of the focus, One factor is purpose (What do | have to do with
. - . . this.infbrmation once |'ve decided to convey it or read it?), Another is
. N -] .
familiarity (How much do 1 already know bout the topic?). -Interest and

mottyatioﬁ is a.third factor (How Puch‘do | care about conveying or Iéa}ning
ebouf'this.body of contenf?): Finally, there is the factor of discourse .
. " type and complexity (How mu;h do i alréqdy knoy about the conventions

involvéd in this particular mode of discour;é?), Hf educato;; can se{éct‘
tho;e'factors mOStleasily influenced by j:structioq, they’might be able

.

to' enhance composition and reading comprehension.skills for students._

A second conclusion from the research on basic processes, Pearson
N . . . ‘
notes, is that for reading comprehension (and composition as well), both

- | L .
content and process factors are involved.

Content factors are the knowl-
\—/ ) *

edge'structurés or schemata which reside

in our long-time semantic memory

and determine how well we understand how to prdduce or comprehend a partic- .

ular text. Pearson (1980, p. 4).puts.it

* ~

clearly.’ - L




-~

-»canonical. Recen&l?, however,‘researchers have turned their attention to

* * ’
. - y
. ‘
N Text Type Schemata
= . . 7.
Al . . . ?
_They are, like what computer scientists call data structlres’. '

To put jt snmply, the more we know about the topit addressed in

- - «—the text, the greater Ilkellhood we will understand, |ntegrate - e

and remember the lnformatlop contained in the text. (or“Write_

N

about the topic well) . .

That shch knowledge structures or schemata for background knowledge exist -

and affect student's comprehension or. retrieval of information“has, been

o

verified in a number of studies (e.g., Apnderson, Reynolds, Schallert, &
Goetz, 1977; Pearson, Hansen, & Gordon, 1979).

. " . , /
, ' In additton to knowledge of topit, there is another type of content

that influences comprehension--knowledge about the text structure or text

L4 -

genre in which the topical¢con;enQ is embedded. Researchers have' found

that familiarity with rhetorical types of text influences comprehension.

The 'area recelvlng the most emphaSIs has been narratlve prose ‘Several

studies (e.g.,’ Stein & Glenn, 1379 Mandler, 1978, Thorndyke, 1915) have -

found that children do not understand narratives whogg structure has been
v - . ' N -

altered from the typical form as well as narratives whose strusture is

» v ) .

typlcal rhetorlcal structures found in expository. wrltlng such as technical

T e

[

prose (Just ' Carpenter, 1980), problem-aolutlon, comparison/contrast,

h

-

'descriptioq_[Meyer3€J97§, 1979~a, 1979-b) or cause/effect (Neilseq, 1977).

L. . CY - ”
Both topical and structural content have been found by researchers to
hY

-

influence comprehension and recall, . e

Process factors ‘are .the knowledge/structures or schemata that determine .

-

- e N "o
how' information is processed or generated in contrast to what information

- -

“
\
-




. . . . -8
. 2 | .
is processed or génerated. Procedirés such as attendlng, encodlng, gener-,

~

%ting; f%ferencing, retrnevnng, and the self monltorlng of these procedures ,

v i e e e e emin e o
——— e e -~ -\,

are examples of process factors Empirical researchers have noted a/}rend

~ ' N

in deyelopmental improvement of these processes, but their stud‘es have’
N v *

\ .
not- made clear what was responS|bIe for the |mprovement (Paris & Upton,

1976; Plchert & Anderson, 1977 Plchert 1979; Baker & Brown, 1981) The

growth for therprocesses cbuld be a developmental |ncrease in cognltlve

;ppaclty, an increase in world &nowledge, the h|story of prevnous {nstruc-

tlon and schoollng, or a growing awareness that the .progesses are,avatlable

< , - _<'

. and ought to~be used (Pearson, I$81 What is clear is that'comprehension f
¢ - ‘ N A » )
and by%analogy, eomposntlon, since it Jis’a cogn;tlve process like compre="

“hensjon, are both-lnﬁluenced by. process. schemata as well as toDicaI‘and

-
.

v text organization schemata. It is also ¢lear that if educators are to help
t ‘ R B R
students increase their comprehension.and composit.ion skills, they must

> N ?

understand the nature and funttion of schemata.
. Lot

a4,
—1

A Descrnptlon of Schemata

The abstract knowledge complexes that peopleHuse to understand andg

.

generate spoken and wr|tten d|scourse are referred to by various terms such

~

as schemata, scripts, frames, world knowledge, and domdin knowledge. They )

have been described as abstract, prototypical structures (Anderson & Pichert,
- & - N - & L)
1978; Minsky, 1975; Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977; Sch&nk‘& Abelsen, 1977;

Thorndyke, 1977). These structures are composed of variable slots or

2
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Text Type Schemata

9

<

Ll13

.
.
*

. constituents that combine. in“certain permissible’ ways to'provnde erXIbIe

but Ioglcal organizational frameworks

PR .-_.\--_-....._.—,. R e

¥ (the prototypical notion of a chai

r),

. Ra.

ideas such as love or justice,

actians and events (Pearspn & Spiro, 1980).

_People Have schemata ﬁor obJects

- ———- ‘....r—

v

-®

~

and

—7

Typically, theorists operation-

O

‘

8]IZQ schemata as ‘drammars' that are based~on a finite set of pRQductlon

rules US|ng such grammars, researchers have successfully modeled the

human knowledge structures that 'encode narrative and exposntory prose (e.g.,

»

’

’Thorndyke

*

.

1977) A theory about;schemata'is a theory about how people‘

attend to'remember and process informatfion -(Pearson & Spiro, 1980)
. @ ' -

’ .

. \ * g
is, in addition,
. < '

C » .
. " typical notions of.what'a letter |s, the process for wr|t|ng t, and v

. _that the descrnptlons mighg help to clarlfy the nature of schemata. .
) . L . A .o ¢
"+ Structural- Propositions ’ :
) ¢ B - — *
s I Sehemata are abstract structures that represent what one holds to /-
. . \ - :
. be -generally true about the world, - .
- N . N IS
1-A The structure of a schema isAERpressed as a spegific configuration
- S of variables. . , ’ i}
: - Lo v’ ¢ ° - R
. 1-B  Someof the variables are obligatory;/ﬁgme are not, , .
‘ 1-C A particular schema .is embedded in another schemata and itself L
. LY . - .
ST contains subschemata.
>
\‘l ; . .

recéiving a reply.
< 4 - P

=;structhaLaand processing'propérties. -

Drawung on a number of authors who have empx/

a ‘theory about'how they compose texts.,

but

it

erters have proto-

9-

4

N

Understand schemata Tequi?és an understaqding of their

O .,

K

rically studled schemata

Schallert (1980) - presented the following statements that are descrlptlons«

of the type of know*edge structures often’ referred to as schemata, belnevnng

le
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. to comprehensnon 5>(or compoS|t|on) pf'ocess demands.
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P T " specific, with 'experien'ce.' T, . -
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! .- . r P o
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. Processnng Proposltlons_,, -’ : . ) L
. > . N . , o '1
2 Cdmprehensnon .(or composutlon) proceeds as, values for the variables T )
» v L ‘
., . ¢ ’ v
. ‘ of a schema are dete»rmnned as a scbema is |nstant|ated
- M - i - .
r . ©2-A Va‘lues for varlables—are de}ermine'd as a result'of‘the.in‘ter,play . ) .
) . * a + 7 . .
v "'+ of bottom up (analythc ?Zl top ‘down (wh.OllStIC) .processes. .
¢ ) =N » ' . Y W *l
- ) " B °~ o T
. . 2-B- ~Informa “l‘a“n“’“‘fﬁa‘t"'c'an‘"b“é"Tnterﬁ?e«Xg,d as a value of a var|able C c
I ‘ . “ - ~ ~ -"' o
. is percelve\as more sngnn"lcant lnformaglon that cannot fulflll - J
. ) K ' . -
oa varlable &pé:celved as__l” _mpolf_tan_t,_JL:eJeyanquncengFueuﬂs—a—-—%—
[ 4 ‘¢ r\ N
7 ¢ A . N
ot 2-C -Some values for |nstant.|at|ng a variable are more ty‘plcal ‘than other// ] '
X v fad , PENN . o . N / I. hY . . .\ ~ ” ¢ "
- . valjues.,ﬂ. N . .o ' - .,
-, ‘s ' AR - J. . > - . ’ ' ‘. AR K .
. 2-D Act«vated schemata giide inferences. -. .. : o - . .
N ° ¢ i ' ' . -t v
L 2- E ngher-level schemata can ‘tonstraln ‘theunterpl‘etatlon and acquisi- P
) ; s’ N P . N
h — o * " tion oﬁ lnput |nformat|on or t‘e genera~t1ng o.f' output |nformat|on) .
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Schema‘Theor and .the Compos‘ltlon-Comprehens|on Rel,atnbnshlp. , T
. j - 5 ' ' ’ LY
. This notion of schemata is a useful way to explaln the nature of the- ~
r «
relatsonshlp between wrttlng and readlng and to support th‘e hypothesns thK - -
4 0.
, M < N . “ 4
o learnmg to wrlte helps one learn How to read and that learnsng to write RO
. dlfferent genres ol; texts will increase r‘eadin‘g- comprehension. “ It stands®™ )
' i v . Y .
= . « . . . . I "
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.+ 'to reason that.because writing and readlng are both cognitive activities,

- - » .
]

writers as well ‘as readers will haye thh higher-tevel and lower-level,

1

At e — v ¢ oo gpeh i o D L e

embedded schemata. The' writer's sc Emata like the reader's will be dynamic,

changing from moment to moment in response to the demands of the composing

e
- . ~ e /\

or comprehending process. With experience and opportunutles to learn, -the

~
>

‘writer's ggaemata become more elaborate and specific,“as do the reader's,

'
- * «

‘As a schemg ﬁg instantiated (when values for the variable are determlned)

~

for the content or for the structure of a text,‘comp051ng proceeds for the

.. wcgter in the same way that comprehending does for.the reader. Bottom up

.

and fop down -processes interact for the writer and the reader. For each,

: ) — .
if input information is interpreted as a value of a variable, it is per-

. o ' . - . : A ;
ceived as significant (for instance, ‘an element 6% narrative or expoéltdry

prose types); if the writer or reader.cannot see the |pformat|on able to
) flll a variable slot, then each decides it is not important, relevant, or
congruent. Both‘the;writer and the reader:make inferences about the text

when these schemata are activated. Similarly, higher-level schemata con-~

. strain generation of information as well as comprehension,
N &

» L] -« .

Schemata and Lack of Famlllarlty .

Accordlng to Spiro, (1981) it s Iukely that lack of familiarity with

‘structure creates problem§ just as does Jatk of famlllarlty with content,

. If-the'gnly type of material a writer or a reader is exposed to is narrative,

it seems unreasonable to expect him to be ab]e.to handle other types of
’ «
text, Lack of familiarity implies a lack of available ‘schemata for a’

s g
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N .

Farticular tg{ihtype._ Familiarity witﬁ a text type and with the structural

cues allows a writer to conbey information more appropriately according to

L4

e . .

the audience. He realizes that a literary descrlptlon of his house woujd

be the wrong -structure if the intention was to sell the house by putting a

-
house-for-sale ad in the local newspaper. In the same“way, ﬁamiliarity
) s s e " PN
with the structures of 'different text types and cues allows the reader to
- oo —~ ‘

find information more readily*and know where inferences are required and

+

T 2] 5
what type they should be. For example, student who has never learned how

N

to write a news report using the p&;amjd structure will have a good deal

.

more trouble understanding news reports than a student who has had considerable. ..

exposure to them as a writer and reader.

Schemata for +-Oral and Written Discourse <

m]iof the hasic reasons for students' lack of familiarity with text
* . P ] ' .
structures is the differences between oral and written structures. Rubin

(1980) notes’ that conversational structure is characterized by utterances -

7

that are context-sensitive, taking advantage of the fact that speaker and

listener can interact, When a speakgr makes a statement referring to the

immediate situation ‘that is not understood by the listener, he can ask the

speaker to clarify and explain. The typical oral language experiences for

&

. N <
students are conversations where they ask and answer questions or relate

.

. . ‘o «
experiences. Written structures are very different from oral structures,

requiring different schemata. Story structures contains such concepts as -

.

RIS PP

b
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AN
"episode,' 'setting," and “'theme." *Expository texts have concepts as: .,
° . - " ’ :

s

“thgsﬁs,“ "supporting evidence," and "tepic sentence' and -domain-specific o

——— e rhe——— - - . - - I T pusep— . -

structures like 'process'' or Iaborator§ reports. Textbooks-have structures

such as problem/solution, compare/contrast, and defihitjon/examplé. ‘While

conversational structures are typically more open, highly context-sensjtive,
. P . . d ° *
redundant, and associative, written structures are typically more closed,
*

conventional, and within-text or co-text sensitive (Takala, 1981), These -
I'. {
differences require the’gﬁcaiopment of sets of schemata, both text type and

'processing, in order f7r,the student to compose and comprehend written

t
discourse, a , )
N oL . —~ -

. /.
" Schemata and the Author/Reader Relationship

[T

* The content domain of schema research has attempted to exp@ain how a °

.

person's knowledge of the topic influences text comprehension and recall:

. . \ .
Two clear findings have emerged from this work, First, readers recall more

information when they take on a particular perspective such as a burglar,

wrestler or music expert (Anderson, 1977; Anderson & Pichert, 1978) or

“

when they have a higher degree of content knowledge (Voss, Vesonder, .&

Spilich, ]980). The second is that readers™will make inferences consistent

a

with their perspective (Owens, Dafoe, & Bower, 1979; Spiro, 1977, 1980).
The notion of taking the perspective of an expert, taking another's

point of view, or role playing may help explain why those students who
become expéfisgat composing different genres and discoug;e types might

.« - .
comprehend better, The skilled reader would take on the. role of the author,

-
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activating schemata for genres, selecting the,appropriate schemata, and

-

maintaining the schemata throughout the entire text. By taking the author's

N

perspective, the reader would recognize author intention, tone, and style,

be more sensitive to both audience and situation, and form intelligent
hypotheses about structures and content from minimal text cues. The reader

who becomes the author as he or she reads will be sensitive to the con-

straints and conventions of the various prose types and to the variables

2
.

that make a differerice in the effectiveness of the message‘and that particular

prose type. ’ ¢ i : ‘ )

.+~ Researchers working out of a schema-theoretic tfadition have focused -

on the stfucture of knowledge that must be ang’yzed,'rather than on the >
. ]

textual, gestalt-like properties that can only be felt (Spiro, 1980).

?.

/

When a writer engages in the act of compositjon,fhis expérience of that

. *

act has diverse aspects. One aspect is the possibility ijf verbal descr!g;' !

° .

tion ofthe'cbmposing'process. _Flower-and Hayes (1979) studied such descrip-

. . , :
tions in their subjects' protocols, Verbal'descripsions of the act of

composing, “however, “miss the 'fexistential'' aspect of the act, for they do

o

not include what the experience of writing a short story, a play) a technjcal

&

description, or an argumentative essay feels like. Each genre, each text

~

type, has its own ''texture;' Ycolor,” or "flavor" that a writer feels when
- ;

he experiences the act of writing it, a general impression of the whole.

Barlett (l932)‘calléq these summary-feelings "attitudes” and gave them a

- ~

-

central place in the constructive process after noting that his subject's '
recalls were justificationé of their general impressions of the whole,

gtheir “attitudes'). -

-

-

\

o
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It might "be Qossible that authors who have previously experieﬁce& \ -

- 's N * . ) - - . ~
various text types by feeling them wholistically will be better readers

a N -
a

p—— Pl L e - v e s = e —————— _ tha e mear o At o Ak A it e

and recallers af tho%e same text types, The possibility—is based on Spiro's

) . . . -
proposal (1980) that these wholistic "signatures' of past events precede

. H

. .,\ i . )
and facilitate, comprehension and retrieval of detailed information (this

< . migh® be a definition essay, but it just doesn't feel right). |If readers

v - »

took on ‘the role of authors,'they could read"m3¢e efficiently since the ~
summary feelings are single units.or chunks, thought of all at the same

time and rapidly, allowing for better use of their limited p}ocessing

ability. ' _ : )
- Efficiengy could also result because, although it.is not possible to
N think analytically about two things at the same time, it may be possible to =

! ’ .
think about one thing while simulataneously feeling sevetgﬂulthers. If the v

" content of the text required .analytical thinking by the reader but the

L4

structure of the text did not because he had experienced the structure
R R
before as an au;hor, processing could occur more effectively with‘the cog-

nitive and affective schemata wor%}ﬁg in concert. 7

~
-

Reading and writing are reciprocal and mutuglly reinforcing processes’

because both.involve the structuring of meaning (Elkind, 1976). Bofh authors

and readers structure ideas ?%Kforms such as paragraphs, stories and "essays.

. The point of providing students with opportunities to structure ideas

. ‘ through the writing process according to Ribovich (1977) is that readers °
. . .

get a firm notien of what idea struttﬁ?ing really is when they have to dbo

-
- s

- . -
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it. They acquire and develop schemata for idea structuring which tﬂe§_can

transfer from the writing situation to the reading situation. With these
- ' [}

2

schemata, they can uncover the author's structure more successfully or in

case of author disorganization or lack of sfructure, they can mentally

. - 0 .

generate their own structure and impose it on the text, :

Kroll (1977) sees the reader and writer as complementary.ro]es. Based :

- ' ]

on.Britton's 4 stage model of writing, pre-writing and writing can he

viewed as the writer's role; reconsidering and editing can be seen as the

.

reader's role. ' Both roles_can be developed with exercises based on reading

v
* <

instryction. Scanning can be used to show the author/reader the need for

. .

highlightiﬁg the topic and signa1ing'the subtopics with markers when writing.

'Teachinb readifg survey skills in order to see the need for stgting a thesis

&

clearly and placing it in the appropriate position, can help writers write

more ‘readable prose and getting meaning from titles by skimming can help
writers create meaningfu] titles. 'Role' denotes from a point of view (as

in "to pssume a role") and activity (as in 'to play a role in a drama'!),
. ‘ ’ \
For bg¢tter learning, authors and readers need to assume and play complementary

rolds, . c- ' .

-

The notion of contract as it relates to the role of writers, the role

( ) - . . y - - '
of readers, and the nature of reader-writer relationships is discussed by

- v

Tierney and LaZansky (1980).. Both readers and writers have rights and

-
¢ . v

¢ ..
responsibilities; in other words, they have a contractual ‘agreement, an -

. .

agreement which defines the roles of each in relation to the text. Tierney

. ' 18

o~ Fe

P i e
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LaZansky argue that whenever -an author or reader fails to abide by the

terms of the contract, ﬁeaning suffers. A writer has a responsibility to

be sincere, informative, relevant, cleat, and’establish ‘points of contact

.
between the communication and the reader's experiences. He or she must -

4
respect the audience and attend to its needs. A reader has responsibilities,

) too. He*or she must assume that a writer communichtes for a ‘certain purpose (s)
. to a certain audience, implying that it is important to consider for what

ahd for whom a particular text iijintended. Although the author ‘makes a

contract with the reader and the reader makes a contract with the author, - , A\

this does not mean both agree to the same terms. Each‘hqy have different '
- <

4

- purposes, but a 'robust.text can support wide audiences and devise reader

purposes, The\}ext, rather than bearing meaning explicitly, represents

meaning or cues to meaning. The author must provide enough clues for the

> e -~
4

reader, and the reader must appropriately use the author's clues.

t

~a

- v .

- In terms of schemata and structure what this means is that authors /

N

1g,%

,  have a responé?bilﬁ%y to develop and elaborate ‘schemata for the various
. * . T '
¢ . ’ . » .
text structures sq they can choose the appropriate structure for the pur-

N ‘pose of the. text aha the reader. Some strucﬁure§ are more ap;r?priqte
‘than ;thers fér readers, depending on the re;deﬁ's stage qf developmeﬁt. .
Psycholing;iéﬁs have found that some sentence construcfions are mére
difficglt fpr'péor reaéers to process £H$n others (Davigon, !98]).‘ On
the discourse level, MeyerA(1979) found:that éoﬁparative/contras; text T ’
struct;ré was betterjcoqprehended and recalled than a list structure for

. . .

R, . .
ntnth graders, Authars also have a responsibility to acquire and fine~tune
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‘schemata for structural cuess-the devices that signal the structure to

the reader. 'Poor readers need these structural cues to uncover the author's

L

must agree to a structural-contraet for ‘an effective author-reader inter-

§

~

. e o~
4

structure and meaning’ (Marshall & Glock, 1979). -

-Readers, too, have responsibilities for acquiring, seiectinq, ahd

~

maintaining across sentences and text units those*schemata for structure

.

and structural clues that will help them comprehend. Authors and readers

N

2* . ‘ b ‘

action. - K

Collins and Gentner (7980) give an example of writers violating their
structural contract. One of the most important objectives in writing is

enticingness, and suspense is often used to achieve this objective.

- A

Desiring to meet the enticingness objective, novice writers in science
attempt to keep their readers in suspense in order to surprise them with
their conclusion. They give an incorrect view in théir introduction and

their true view of the topic in their conclusion, Mbst readers have
N o . . &
expectations about the structure of scientific articles, however, especially.

if they are also authors, and do not expect to see an incorrect view

defended and thus are_put of f .by the writing. Pdor readers might accept

. 2
the incorrect view as that of the.writer with serious confusion as a result,

. L
.

4 9
The use of suspense ‘in a scientific article is a’violation of the author's

. 3 !

' 7
structural contract with the reader, -~ ; : T

. <

- T 5
When a reader imposes a structure op a text different from the author's

structure, or reads informative texts for pleasure, he deprives the text

"

o™
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< Structure exists at several levels: word, sentence, paragraph, and N

‘dependent'clauses, comparatives, participles, infinitiveslas subjects,

""between language and reading measures -and a strong interaction between %Eé
. tA' B " ) - Jtﬁafﬁxu . . .; .
o : ] Y o . .
. L) 'ﬁn‘ L] <

"Text, Type Schemata :

. .-
[
o .7 “ o ]9
. L)
. . -

of its genre. Reading a pleasure text for tHe sake of information, for

£
s .

example, turns it into a document (Ryan, 1979). Readers,ulike authors,

A Ay
[ S e e+ mrmsar + 0 = bt e n o o a—— -

may violate the author-reader contract for strycture or purpoSe with

serious consequences resulting for the authortreader relationshjp.

-Microstructures and the Comggs}tion-Comprehension Relationship

text, with longer texts having additional intermediate levels (Coll{ns &

N .

Gentner, 1980). ‘The word and sentence level const;tute the mlcrostructures . {
o . T
of texts. Mosy§ of the research Ilterature showsng<the effect of composnng

microstructures.on comprehenS|ontcomes-from a l|ng|st|c framework

<«

Researchers used transformational and sentence combining theornes‘as a -

1

- -

basis for their studles. L \ . -t .
] . . ] ’ . . <
4For instance, Evangchko et-al. (1974), investigating the relatitonship

' . ' o
between children's performance in written language and their reading ability,
. Lr .

& "‘ »
- Riished to determine the best combtnatlon of indices of wrltlng performance

~

to predict reading achievement. They concluded rading abllnty was indi~

cated By two factors: numberrof communication units (a gnoﬁppof-words

that cannot be further divided without the loss of their essential meaning)

.and control of syntactic"complexﬁty as indicateduhy.yhat the quthors called .

Two Count Structure.(structures consisting of passives, paired conjunctions,

. ’
- v

appositiVes, or conjunctive adverbs). The study found a high correlation .
: , .
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receptlve reading behaviors and~expr835lge wrgtlng behaviors, The _evidence .
3., e i a e .t . |
suggested Certann language skills are com s to bOth readlng and wrltlng .
—— — e —— S “.-4,___~~~.=, ee o omnee g e e ee e eae |
and acquisition of these skHls should prodkce performanceQ'HIboth read|ng T
’ Q . » >
:-\-vvl‘f.' : 4 3 ‘ k .
ahd writing. PR x £
Building on thlS study, Highes (l975)*foun@ tbat there was a close
° ..' ’\
1ink between a students' reading level and‘the same students' syntactlc /
. . e ] )
maturity; that the greatest gain in readlng comprehenSIon resultlng from .

\ . . 7 ¢
sentence comblnlng appeared to be from poor and average readers, and that

¥

experlmental students made large ga.ins’, in wrltlng fluency. Klein (1980) .

- ! -

' dlscussed how to lntegrate readlng comprehenslon instruction and writing

H

1nstrqct|on through the use of sentence combiningi' Hls‘belief is that )

~ . 4

-~ » [

lntEgratlng reading comprehensuon and wr|t|ng through transformatuonally

- e

. .
. L i

: .
based senténce- combunlng activities are central to*language production and

ve e
language analysis. -Manipulations of sentence.structure, (immerslng'students
LY * N 1 . " . X
in the intracaties of_the sentences),‘in the interngl workings of sentences%I .
. ] o

13

i$ a fun amental to .comprehension, " = ’ . ’ .

»

Hutson (1980) argues'THSt helping studéhis develop a rich sense of

language Structure results Ln concepts that are a base for development of

skills |n_redd4ng and writing, Although liggening is -4 useful approach to
o . e e T 4
acquiring structure concepts, writing is':an ‘evén more powerful approach,

. .

Because our primary concern should be with- the whole, interlocked language

v

~ »
~ g »

system, we must provide functional,.integratlve experjences in reading and

- ¢ g
. -

writing by having students manipulate both micro and macro structures

<«

through addltlons deletions, rearrangements, and substltutlons and then '

3

notlce the effects on meaning, text types, andigudlences. " ) ’

v

- ”
. .
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Linguistic connectives, as Pearson and tg%berell (1981) point out, *

. - [} . ('Y
are a sensible brldge between the studies looking at the reading- wrltrng

- (]
et ot e o e ot o e

s

ERIC

& ST
4 ’

»

relationship on a senteénce levél and those on the higher text levels.
>

This netion stems from the fact tHat whem a connective is-used in a sentence,

it often has the efﬁect of "increasing the grammatical complexity of the -
) . ¢ ’

sentence just as sentence-combining dges. Elementary dge students prefer

. - )

descriptions of causal relations that are made explicit by the use of

e -

condectives. Marshall and Glock (1978 1979) found that expl|c|tly stated

logical structurés such. as "ife#then" statements resulted in better recalls

~

of discourse for “nbt-so-fluent“ (community'collegey readers. The recalls
of - good readers. indicated a better understandlng of the underlylng stfucture
of the text than did the recalls of poorer readers who focused pritmarily on
con}pzt. Marshall suggests that these differences -are” due to good readers

having more well established schemata that can be used to interpret and

LY l_ " - t
store the meaning of discourse whereas poorer readers have less cqmplete .
. et

. v A

~

A s P .
structures and, therefore, must depend.to a greater extent on’ information

»

explicitly encoded in the SUrfaq;aﬁructure of»text.

. .
~ a
B -~

. Macrostrdctures and thesCompositjon Comprehension Relationship
\ - ) s Y
Narratives..‘According to Pearson and Camperell (l380) story grammars

-

specify a set of rewrite rules for decomposing the relations among propo-=

sitions in-a.story similar to the way phrase s}ructure'grammar& have rewrite
e v ‘z . ’

. - N
. v . LI

- .~ ,Q
rules to decompose a-.sentence, When the rewrite rules are applied to a

story using sentences or proppsitions as basic units, an inverted tree
. N ( h

P
o

- ' v
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diagram of the story results 'which creates a hierarchy{ The setting, Basic
. " : ) -

theme, key episodes in the plot, and resolution to the problem .in the story ,

P — R —— e ——

are at the top.of the hlerarchy The subplbts are at'the lower feve]s.

o .

In Pearson and Campere]l's review of the literative on narrat:ves

)

(1980) they noted that story grammarlans as5ume jhat students acquite

.

schemata for storlesuthrough constant exposure.and that comprehensnon and’

recall of stories will‘be~influencedﬂby two kinds of variation. Flrst

.
-

readers wull recall information in the h|gher levels modes because the units

-

are more basic.- Second, if the author violates the well-formedness of,the‘
s.tory by reversing the order of key events, having unmotivated actions,

or putting setting informatien at the end, readers will have problems with
comprehension and recall. Rumelhart (1975, 1977) and Thorndyke (1977)
foi!d that” readers do in fact recall more 1nformatnon from«the hlgher leyel

modes of stories, Researchers looking at canonical story structure viola- .

- k3 »

tions (Thorndyke, 1977; Mandler & Johnson, 1977; Stein & Nezworski, 1978)

fbund subJects could recall more when the stories were well-formed than

T .

when they were disorganized, - Stein and Glenn (f977) and Mandler and Johnson

(1977) -found that as children increased in age, they remembered more infor-
. . « »,g‘ .
mation in the lower nodes of the story, _ ¥ «

One study Iooked at the effths of direct |nstruct|ondof a snmplnfted

story sthema on recall of high-level information. Gordon (1980) tranned

.flffh graders to use the sigplified story schema on their basal readers,

¥ -

She found there was better recall of higher-level information\on a transfer

\,

b rontalite o

-
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story for the trained students than for the untrained students. This

finding suggests that direct ihstruction in story‘schemata provides students

T sceemmm em— :-~—~.- ~ - - ————— ~— — . - -—.:-... - o ot e ok ¥ b - e - e CERCE R - - - ~& .-'i‘ - -"\-—-\ .-
with a transferable framework that helps them understand and recall stonie$%7/~

M N . . ' * O o

more effectively., ) ’ 2 1

»

Exposition. Because reading and writing arg reciprocal mutually

~

y 0 reinforcing processes involving the structu}in%?of meaning, Shanahan (1380)-

suggests that the mﬁnipulation of organizational structures in writing
‘ Cor \ N

¢ could enhance the use of such structures in reading comprehension. By

- ]
v

"manipulating organizational patterns such as comparisons, causé .and effect, A

. L9
enumerative order of chronological sequence, students might be able to . :
8 ) : . ' e
increase reading comprehension and retention. Knowledge of text patterns

-

does seem to enhance realing comprehension (Meyer, 1979), but as yetgno :
investigqtion§ of the dgyelo;ment of SP;h str@iegies througﬁ wy{ting Have .
been reported./ In.fact,;?eseareh and tHeory about tﬁe.macrostructure of . '

. . . S . ;
expos i tory text 'Is .less abundant than that for narrative, Y’ )

" Meyer (1975) developed a text structure systeni based on Grimes'/ (1975) ~, -

o?

theory of connected discourse and;Fillmore's (1968) theory of case.grammar.

Her system emphasfzes relations among propositions in a text. She shows

3 — o

the case relatjons between words within sentences and clauses with Ié;isgL,_Nx ///‘

" propositions and establishes the relation between and among sentences, -

n

baragraphs, and Ionéer units of text'with rhetofical propositions, Rhetorical
] . o, .
. ' - » - . - . N . - . . oe -
predicates, labels used to specify the relationships wuthln;these propesitions, '
' ) ) ’ ’ X
v - N . . ‘"
( are used to order the ideas in a text into hierarchical relationships, Her )
. . 7 . ’

-
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i - N K - ) 4 -
basic thes|s is that helght in the h|erarchy prealcis how well propOSItlons
‘f

will be~comprehended and recalled. Usnng a schema theorétic orlentatlon,
B . 2 & ¢

! e ————— .y e

“"Meyer (1978) hypotheslzed that ‘the skllled readér approaches text with °

‘kfiowledge of how texts are convehtlona1ly organized. For: -particular text
” -~ + !l . +* * >

” Pl . .. g ‘ N ’
,theC;eader selects the‘schega/?h hef/his repertojre that best accounts ‘for
v §

¥

it. Aspects of the text/structure and slgnalung such as- the ‘words ”the

~
-

solution”is' suggest which schema can best be employed " ‘The schema selected

H
by the readEftto 96mprehend the text functlons like .an outllne - She used

-

the_same schema rrentatn///and hypothesns for pred'ctxqg how skllled wr|ters

pro uce structﬁZZd ‘texts (1979) : ” . ‘.. L4 *

g .
"Meyer and’FreedTe (1979) usgs'schema theory to predict that when readers’

. e PEP ' *
followed tob*level rhe{;rical structures.of resg!?se (re]ating a problém to

~

-a solutjon 6r questrgh to%an® answer), adversat|Ve (relatlng what dld happen
°; to what didl _no§ or. a favored\V#ew\to an OppOSIng ytew) covariance (reﬂatlng

an antecedent condltlon toﬁﬂLs consequent) they wou]d comprehend and recall

better than when they followed an attrlbutnon ;tructure zrelatlng a collec-
b ) LY.
tion“of _aftributes to an event or |dea) They found that thelr graduate
° )
=
,student subjects remembered significantly more information w:ﬁh the adversa—
s -

[ - W‘
tive icontsastlye) and covariance (caUse-effect) structures than thGYodId
o
@ith the response (problem solugnon) and, attributlon (1ist= Ilke) structures.
D [ﬁ l
¥ Their prediction was based on. the theory that alfhough each of the

(3 ° o

four types of structlre are Jsed ih expos:tory texts to'let readers know

lnformatlon w:ll be presented about a topic, additiong{fschemata for
. o , . .

«

o

£

Vi
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dndersfandfng and recalling would be provided to readers with the adversa-

-

tive, covariance, and response structures. Antrlbutlve structures are

more loosely organized and do not provide additional schemata, They explained
their unexpected finding for the response structure with the notion of per-

spective. The subjects were school teachers reading from that perspective

» -

- >
a passdge about firing coaches. The teachers seémed to reject the schema

provided by ‘the author, read the text from their own perspective or personal

¢ [~}

viewpoint, and thereby processed the text differently than was expeeted.

The~teaeher§mimﬁosed their.own schema on the text perhaps indicating that

‘content schema can override structure. schemgfin some situaticns., —

In another study, Meyer, Brandt, and Bluth (1578) looked at whether

.

identhyiBg and using the organizational structure of texts and whether

-«
4

signaling devices were present in the texts.affected ;%call: They found
that good readers organized their protocols with the same structure as that
used in the passages read and recalled signjficantly more information than

. “~

students who did not adopt this strategy. The same results were found

regardless of whether “the sxgnallng devuces were present or not, THe
strategy of using the author's Mschema! to organlze recalled rnformat:on

-

was a better predictor of fecal}/fﬁén either standardized comprehension or

.
‘.

vocabulary text scores on both immediate and delayed tests, Signaling

apparently faculrtated recall for poor and average readers on the |mmed|ate

test but not on the delayed recall test. These readers organjzed their

o -3

recall protoco!s with the same schema as the author's and recal1€d more

s a
.
L4

e o o - - - - e e e van s chm b e oy v v At — e
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informatjon than the ﬁggr»and,average readers reading passages with signaling

°
’

devices in the immediate test but not in the delayed: test. It is |nterest|ng

to speculate that had the poor and average reader: the opPortunlty to develop

and elaborate both cognitive ‘and affective schemata for these structures
. s \

with direct teaching and practice in written composition, they would have

performzh differently on the delayed test.

+»Acquisition and Developmeﬁt of Text Type Schemata

The conventiopal, prototyplcal text types can be viewed as formulas.

in press) has pointed out that language is

(1977

Olson, for instance,

acqulred through use of formulas. {n discussing this aspect of language

acquisition, Tannen (in press) states: »

Children do not learn the meanings of words and then learn

rules to put them together, like tlgker Toys ‘and sticks. Rather,

certain intoqa—

. they learn certain strings of words uttered with

tion patterns and other paralinguistic features, which they know

are appropriate for utterance in certain social settings. Only .

s . after repeated successful use of wvarious saylngs in varuous
settings do they begln to extrapolate rules which they apply-~-

with varying success--to generate other dentences,

<

it seems plausible,that what is true for. the acquisition of oral language
P 4 ‘ »

-

=

must also be true for the acquisition of written language. Only after

repeated suc%essful use of various formulaic text types in variaus settings

.

do children begin to internalize and extrapolate the text type rules from .
. ] ' .

-

one situation to another. Learning#to write very formulaic, constrained

-

» b

‘ i. " . .0 . (;263 {ﬁ

P .

-
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text-types by internalizing the rules or acquiring elaborate schemata .

N

should transfer over to a reading task using.the same formula:c text types.

AT g e s s e 3 o [——

[The highly constrained formulaic text types can act as a brldge between

oral discourse and written discburse that -is not so highly constrained, a

2
-

situation frequently found in the longer units of written discourse.

The Range of;;ext Typq5 _ -
\ > ' .
The cognitive approach to the study of writing and reading processes -

¢

assumes that production and comprehensuon of written discourse depends upon

‘

cognitive structures used by the writer or reader to produce*or encode,

store; and retrieve diiébufse information. vThis approach assumes that

0
~

these structures  have developed through direct instruction, writing and

reading experiences, and exposure to various task types and that they
SN

govern the set of eXpectatlons that.writers and readers have about the

-

information and .Structures that should occéir in a g|ven text. These expec-

tations |nfluence how the information and structure to be produced, compre~

2

hended or remembered is processed. The theoretical bases for this approach .
to the comp051ng and readlng process derlve from schema theory and story '

grammars , both of which postulate the existence of higher order organiza~-
. A S
tional structures. .

€

As Cunningham (1978) points out, research in story 'grammars has attempted |,
to explicitly describe the.cognitive structures used by writers or readers

- . .
- -

to -produce and_comprehend written discourse of a particular type~-the’
_ . ] “ ! . .

nagrative story. It is apparent that research has focused on simple storfies

~ 4%

R
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-

and that the 'grammars'' do -not genefalize beyond that text type. As yet,

no one has produced “grammars” for exposifory or ‘descriptive texts, ertten

m e e ——— - — e 8 m i ag e ot e o on st e - PR R NPTV

discourse exists in many forms, but it Is clear as Cunnlnghaﬁ (]978) notes . )
that as yet no comprehensnve and psychologlcally valid classnflcatlon of

text types exlstg and that |t will first be necessary to pos!;ay the range

-

° M . o . .
of text. types commonly used in order for psychologists to identify the

cognitive structures associated with text types. .
L

Cunninbham reviews, several models of text types: (a) the‘psychologicaa

-

models of Fredericksen (1975), Kintsch (1974), and Meyer (1975) have pro~

vided a description of a partlcular text, passage but not a parflcular type .

. 4

of text; (b) the Rhetorical’ models of the literary tradition which are many

and waried and would include AriStolte’s clas;ification of epic, tragedy,

comedy and lyric poetry, D'Angelo's (cited in Kinneavy, ‘1980) classification

of expressive, persuasive, literary, and referéntigd, and Kinneavy's models &

M [3

of narration, description, classification and evaluation, Brewer (1977)

based his classification on Ilterary theory and psychology, producing the -

two dimensions of dlscourse _Structure which are grounded in under]ylng g

-
.

COgnltIVe s§ructures appropclate for each: stTucture and discourse force.

. <

. . . . . " . . ™
ADlscourqe structure |nc]ude$ descriptive, narrative, expository, and poetic;

) ‘. . - . - * N ‘ .
discourse force includes informative, entertaining, persuasive, and llterary~ .

aesthetic, Cunnlngham belleves Brewer's deflnltlons of dlscourse structure

°

and force seem arbitrary and #ithout theoret:cal sngnlflcance but are a

starting point in the dlStlnCtIOnS of text types.':(c) The philosophical

B . . ( N
'

.
< .
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. hodels of Morris (1946, 1964) with its two dimensions of discourse use:

informative? valuative, incitive, systemic and discourse mode: designative,

.

— e e - .- [ERU—— — e e o e m——— 2ot [ e n e B i

apprasuve, prescrlptuve and formatuve This system too, accordlng to -
> Cunningham has its problems. |t fails to deal'adequately with the ful . R

—
o

» range of characterisgfcs likely to be necessary in depicting the diffelrences

. in discourse types. .

-

The methodology Cunningham pncposes for developing e psychologically
valid taxongmy of texts involves several stages; (a) Determine the range
of discourse types by searching the Iiterat{Ge and disciplines useful for
a school age population for passages. (b) Construct a taxonomy with few
dimensions. (c) Develop grammars for text'types. (d) Construct id;él or

' prototypic passages. (e) }ést the grammars, ‘kf) Investigafe the’variacion .

‘within exiscing texts, The grammars would be tested developmentally to
’determine t;eir growth amd suggest factors which may encourage their develop~

ment, to |dent|fy the structures which are available at, various ages, and

to lnvestlgate the cqonsequences of their avanlablllty or absence. .

> »

-~

, General and Content-Specific Text Structures

-

Several problems exist for researchers, and educators ‘interested in -

i
B

developing cognitive skills needed for composition and comprehension.

P

First is the problem of whether there are global thinking skills that can

. ) <
transfer to novel situations or content-specific thinking skills that are
not transferable to other content-area subjects.‘ Another. problem is whether

schools should'fosteﬁ:general or content-speaific thinking skills (assuming ,

/7
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there are these two types) given ‘constraints of time and money in the
schooi setting. Both composing and reading are thinking activities, and = ,

e n s e et bt Sommn e ar— - g s —— s ——em— o e ———— .t -t e —————— et ——— s S 4n

the sane problems exlst for these areas. -The issues-of whether there is. -

» ’ U

- anything such as global 'writing' and Yreading'' face educators and test~

_— S o o~ - '

makens as well-. ‘

'Are_thene global writing and reading skills and conventions that can '

»
-

be taught, and tested? Or are there only content-specifit skills and con-
. e . °

ventios? gipce comparison/éontrast; problem/solution, claséification,

and 2?rrationaare found in'man*icontent areas, should teachers concentrate

O on these more generei te;t types? Would te;thing the characterietics of

L :
narrative, descriptive and expository writing in general be adequate for
' ) Ik \

~ deyeiopingystgategies for different.fonges or pJ?B6§es for description-such

‘ ’\ A - - L3 .
as a technical description to inform, an ordinary description to entertain,

-
N - . .
a House advertisement to persuade, or a poetic description for literary- .

aesthetic purposes? Does each content have structures and text types

requiring strategies specific to that content? Just what should be the

' curriculum for composution and reading skills? ’ g : )

Ihe solutign 'to the general versus domain- speclflc thinking problem

Bransford (1989) suggests, is to offer both. Many would agree that this

is the solution to the general/content-specific problem in composition

! é
.

and reading also. Herber (1978), however, believes that reading in the
schools should be content-specific. He,argues that teachers.should use .

. , N N <

the material the students are required to read for teaching them how to

* A
- . ‘¢, Y
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do it successfd}1y since this eliminates the transfer problem. TeacherS -

should teach students only those skills needed to understand the ideas '« .

— G ameR e e mim e mnm. emmen ctemmmaem o ve s — - —————— —_— . — ———— B e U U,

* ° .that the curriculum calls 6n them ‘to understand tﬁey should not teach .-

general reading skills for their own sake. Interestlngly enough, though
2

when Herber dnscusses the patterns constituting the ”lnternal organization"

of the text, he only recommends teaching four otganizational patterns : .

-

characteristic of expository material in generdl ; cause/effect, comparison/

. N

contrast, time order, and simple listing, ignoring the possibility that

a. content-area subject may have' organization specnflc to it, ° “ .

Q

. ) General Text Forms o

o

, The examples of text-level forms that occur in writ¥ng used by Collins

and Gentner (1980) to illustrate structural devices are examples of genQ;aI'

-

text forms. They discuss first, the Pyramid Form, the structure that

covers the most important ideas or_events and then fills in‘on successive

. - ‘ R . . 4
// . “Passes through the material, more and more detail in descending importance,
. * < . *
v This structure is exemplified by newspaper articles add\}extbooks designed

to teach effectively, The material' is covered in the order easiest to

LY v

learn. The Story or Narrative Form is any text structured according to
the ‘temporal and causal, relations ‘Between the events that occurred. Fiction,

and scientistic writings where scientists descrihe their thoughts and actions

in a temporal sequence are both narratives. Argument Form, found in only,

‘

'expository texts, consists of several formulas for the structure<of argu-

mentation. Ornglnally developed by the Greeks for orations, it is now used

L o f -

&
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N ,,Q— .
in wrigten discourse for legal briefs and scientific articles. One formula
~ .

? . N,
-— . - ~

has the form: introduction, back round, definitibd of issues, statement/
9

‘of what is to be proven, arguments for a and agalnst the theSlS, refutation

of opposnng arguments, and summation. The last form dlscussed is Process-

. -y, D

of-Elimination Fdrm, an "inverted pyramid structure where the writer makes 3

‘.

™+ an argument by eiimihating all the possible alternatives, This form is

¢ ?

good for persuasion, but risky for hoiding interest because it begins wjth

least |mportant and |nterest|ng first and bunlds to a climax,

’

Nash (1980) admits that much prose has a free and.random development

that is difficult to describe and sometimes prose has a design~at-larde
; e .

i )

that emerges slowly. from a number of constituents; yet the rhetoric of

’
\

expository prose is reducible to a few primary designs. One such ,design

L]

,} he calls the Step, This design is characterized by a recurrent syntactic

element, so it is a predictive design. For instruction text” types, the

- .
*

reeurring eiemegt is the imperative Verb form and use of optlonai ordinal

g

expressnons ir&e first, then, before. For stage d|rect|ons, the recurrlng

v syntactic element is the place adverbial which is also the recurring eiement

.~y I

in description of place or landscape. The Step is used ‘in narrative, often’

. €

scene., Here the recurring element could be ldentlcal or nearw'
. identicai sen nee stryctures. The syntactic reguiarlty sets up a pattern
which the reader can prediét and.eany. A" second predictive, stereotypicai .
patternvor deslgn dese\xged by Nash is the Stack. The ptinciple governing

this desngn ls-one of definjtion and extension; a tpnic:is'announced at

the beginning of” the text or text segment and becomes 'the modal peint‘oﬁ_

i : . t.

4




.

dlvergence and convergence the -home key, as

}t
v
dlseourse.“ The thematlc or: 'toptc sentence is
Sl I - _- ——
ampllfylng comments later to be rounded off by s

E} . .
4 t . P R

. ment. . . . .. .

resembles a chain; it presents a series of items

tp'lts predessor by means of explicity verbal 1i

. q

The Chain-.design bas.a-pattern of construction underlying it that

.- .33

were, for the ensuring .

followed by a Stack of

.

ome klnd of summary state-

. - )
» -y
a

each of whicg.is related
~

nks., There are connectives

’
- .

’ v

running from one sentence to the next in a schema of linkage.

The links

¢ between. sentences may be repeated words, a paallel or echoic constructions,
* > . . ~

———————r B e s o

pronounsgor demonstratives or a combination.. Nash calls this an exploratory

- -

design becayse the writer works through the expository magze one sentence
N . 0y . AN

~

. at a time giving.syntactic and lexical clues to the reader,
»

Another variety

4

" of exploratory rhetorlcal design is the Balance.

In this procedure, the

-

wrutlng shtfts between proposition and coUnter-proposntlon with bhe inten- -

~

tlon of .inyiting the synthesns of conflicting ClalmS in argﬁﬁent. There

IS no lncllnatlon'to preJudge but only to explore alternatlves, This
design can be exploratory 1ike the Chaln or predictive and stergotypical

’

like the Step and the Stack,

Y

@»

Content-Specific Text Frames

-—

It is commonly agreed that the author's purpose in writing is reflected -

in many gifects of the text's structure. The premise that authors of

R4 .

. content-area texts have specigic information-prdviding purposes, aims,

/

: orientations is basic in the approach Anderson and Armhruster (1980) take

. )

’ Yo o

«r .
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o towatrd writing and reading expository texts, ‘The basic structural component
- A ]

of text is what they call thp text un|t which consists of the author's pur-

pose stated in the form of a questuon and the response to that question, \

«

They identify five text types (purposes and cbrrespondlng text structures)
fundamental to expository texts. (a) "What is X" with a def|n|t|on or
description response, (b) "What are some examples of A?” with an'exempli- R

. ficatign structure consisting of a 17st of objgects, events, or &roquses
.. [y . N

~

and their defining attributes. (c) "What are the logical devisions or parts

-

of X" with a classification response: (d) "When did (or should)’ these

. . ® . F
events occur in relation to each other?" with a temporal sequence response.

(e) "How'" or Y"Why!' about the topic With afi explanation respbnse. .

. »
£

According ’ to Anderson and Armbruster author purposes may take a more

A\ d

compllcated form higher~ order text structures they call “frames,

ES

Frames represent a comblnatlon of text-unlts and reflect ¥
typlcaﬁ, ‘high probability ways of organizing the |nformathon, _ i)
There appear to 'he a few general schemata and. a larger but .
frnlte number of more specific sqhemata assocjated with each®
cdontent area or, discip]ine. These"schémata are mani}est in ¢ .
~, ’ content area textbooks as frequent]y repeated frames, ,Jhe /

™' most widely used general frames in, textbooks seem thbﬁ the .

frames_J..... .. In.addition to such general “frames, textbodks oo

*

compayeﬁ:ontrast, problem/solutton,,anﬂ deflnttlon of example

. -

also include content-specific frames. (p. ) /
The authors use the ''scientjfic theory"‘frame'and "process'' frame as:

’ N . @. -
examptes of content-specific frames, - The "scientific theory'’ frame includes -~
, - ) . .\
six major types of information about scientific theories: description,

N . . ! 1 .
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invéhtory/history, consequences of the theory for mankind, evidence for

the theory, other similar or competing theories and a miscellaneous category

’

=

function(s)

The ''process'’ frame includes as.categocies:

for extra information.

“and where tﬁgy -

Because each category of information in a frame con-

of the process, an explapation of how the process works,

process takes p]acef’

tains an implic}t question and suggests the kind of information needed as
: a .
a response to that question, it actually corresponds to & basic text unit.

It seems clear that students will learn to compose and comprehend

text types more adequatel& once they have acquired t'the few genera] schemata

+ +, and the. larger but finite number of more specific schemata associated with ,

.

each content' area or d|scnpl|ne NX those general and more specific frames, .

AN

and literary texts, The identification of all these specific schemata or

frames and their properties remains .a problem yet for theorists and researchers%
2

- to solye ,

» ]
&
*

.Culture and Text® Types .
& F I l" .,

. * Another text;type problem jis the relationship of the text frame,

N

s .
(whgther general or specific), and its use in particular socfal tontexts,
The whole complex of cyltural issues enters the picture here, Some of the
‘text types are not only specific to context areas, disciplines, and certain

kinds of literatur®, they are also specific to cultures and subcultures

1979), ~ o

Sociolinguists and anthropologists haye long studied the ways of

“(Ryan,

Hymes (1974, cited in Scribner,
g o . ’

. speaking itn different speech . communities,

. "

\

W
~I

BF 2
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1979) considers genres and performances as basic categories for studying
" :

these special ways of speaking?

N

of orgawized verbal forms with a pattern for whatever lies be

e R

He defines genre as stylistic structures

tween the

beginnihg and end.

’

t

Simp]e\genre would include greetings, fareweiis, riddles,

proverbs, and prayers.

Complex genre would include tales and myths.

He -~

defines performances as the use of genres inuparticu]ar contexts,

-~

Speech

-

communities vary in both genres and p&tformances and in the relattonship
between them as well since in ‘Some communities certain genres may be context-

bound while In. others they might range over diverse events and situations.

~

Genres- are a socraiiy evoived language structure, individuals in a

t

particular soclety deveiop a cognntlve schema for the genre through exper-

ience. Through cognltlve schemata

examples of the genre.

they assimliate lncreasrng]y more complex
tndividuals remember the form of a genre ]ike the

syllogism, remembering the general relatijonship between premises. even

when *they forget the partlcu]ar subjects and predicates used (Scribner,

-

Scraner states that the structure of soclally evolved genre such

L979) .

"as narratives and formal problems con$ers 'sense!' on the presented materlai

-

and serves as a guide, to the comprehension,

retrfeval, and retention of the

material.,

Depending og their cultural background and their own personai

life experience,
~?

.

individuals acquire or internalize these socially evolved

genre in varying degrees. , researchers and educators must be

Clea

sensitive not only to the developmeotal anﬁ general versus domain specific
M~£ '

issues concernlng text structures but also theicuiturais:ssues. This so

' because the arbit;ary relationships of text structures may be «in opposition

- ——— !

>
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to the accumulated knowledge of an iadié?duaﬁ and assimilation of the text
L4

N type schehata may decrease rather than increase comprehension, rec%gl, and

L]

probiém;ESTViﬁé (Sc}ibner; ié?é)w: Tﬁghbogr writer or ad;;'from différent
. . N . b ’
sub-culgures may have special genre problems to overcome in adﬂition to

many others on the road to litéracy.

-
K <, N .
»
-

. Metacognition and the hompositibn-Comprehensibn Relationship ©

. o .
: Writers and readers are often insensitive to their own failures in

? . -

o . M

. '
¢

. - - . ) )
composing and comprehension. Young thildren and below average students ° ™

fail to detect the  inadequacy Sf;xhe‘méssagg they send and fail to request

. .

X » clarifying igformation concerning inadequate messages they receive (Asher,
: . . >

lﬁ; Shatz, 1978). In‘ad&i%\to né:t recognizing }he adeguacy of the -
T congent in a messagé, they Blso‘fail to detect.tgg'qdeqﬁacy<3fthéktex£
e . type form, The skill neededuté‘de;ect these %;jburg§ is a monitoring skill,
.\bne type 6f metacognitive skill. : - ‘ .

Metacognition refers to understanding of knowlédg

% . N
e reflected in either
» T8 - - . » >

+ effective use or overt description of the knowledge in question (Brown,

A i °

o

#a81) . .Ope of the main issues in metacognition is' the degree of under-~

. X R ]
standing according to Brown.” A writer or reader can be $aid to understand
. » . .

- - N : - . . * -
a text type if she/hi/gan use it appropriately an cuss its use, Ther®

are, of course, degrées of uqdersténding, for learners dan often use knowl~
S

edge effectively without being able to verbalize about,it, and some Ieé%ﬁing R

disabled students find it impossible to apply or discuss knowledge or a

. .

rufé they haye acquired (Brown, 1981): * Looking at_kno&ledge of what a text

.

!

.39
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' as examples and illustrations' (Petrosky, 1981,

B . 4 g
: - y li. . ] ., - . ,
- . AR 38 .o .
. ' , - A
- , N ' ' ' '
means (i.e., understanding) broadly, Petrosky (1981) vJews~reading,- '
responding, and wrltlng as aspects of understandlng and sees the need to
— - -— S o . — [, e .- ———— . wr - e s s et
/

include extended written responses to texts ‘in models of comprehenSIon

' o

The present models equate comprehension-wfth literal reéaf?, ignoring the

*

o . . < . . : e
roles. of affect and Interpretation in remembering. He argues -that students .

compose as they,comprehend and’ that their "composition™ is a result of .

four factors: the text, affective and cognitive schemata, and the context. .°
v ‘ » ‘ ’
for reading.

rs

Schemata can account for both the format and conteht in

AN
¢

reading, the shape and content of'comprehension, and by extension, response

'
°

and writing. ) i . .. o N )

‘ . S ~

Pé\;osky (1981) and Bleich (1978) both agree on the need for meta-

a -

cognitive skills on the Iearners part. Learners must overtly describe thelr

Ad

knowledge as well as use fit. Both be]leVe that u5|ng extended dlscourSe

.
v

(where readers become wrlters who artlculate thelir understandlngs of and*’
’3'

personal involvements in the text) ry the only way Lo demonstrate comp?e-

-t =

Their students make meaning for themselves by wrltlng a combtn- .

gﬁJ
WF

atlon of ®xpressive and explanatory prose in=a structured hesponsesfbrmat

hensnon.

originated by Bleich as a heurlstuc. The format requlres begnnning with -

v . . -

references‘to the text'and" then moving into personal narratives that tell .

C SR .
the story of their relationship to the text." The personal narratives
® 4 . -
Yanchor assertions, eprangtions;'and generalizations“Tn.concrete data

N .

bases that. give credence to the composntloné fulfillihg the saihe functlon
¢ ° “\.
p.\16) - <
. . 4 . . ’ - .
v Learners are usifg metacognitive skills when they write about the

. r) . *
readigg comprehension strategies they use or the composing strategies.
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they use for producing a particular text.type. Verbalizing about-rules

[y

~ used to compare or comprehend a text type helps learning and transfer of

S U G U S e et b = -

those rules (Brown, 1981). Teachers could accelerate the learning and

tfansfer process, for compos#ng and comprehending different text types .by
forcing students to explicitly state a reason for each move they made in
the composirig or reading process or-explicitly state the text type rules.

Transfer is an important issue in metacognition and concerns the

4 °

“Concepts of mﬁltlple and reflective access. Students may know perfectly
well how to use a strategy or rule for a»partlcular text .type such as a

complalnt letter but fail to access it on approprnate occasions. Brown
L] >

(l98l) notes that both American and Soviet psychologlsts suggest one of

the primary problems with young and below average learners is that they

b4 1

"tend to 'weld" acquired information to the form and context in which it

v

was acquired. For instance, a student who fearned how to write a cause/

egfect composition in English classjmight not use that form in history

o. Reflective access is another

- )

class, when it was appropriate to d

-

problem for young students and sloW‘learners in wrltlng and reading, The

*

abgllty to reflect on one's own cognitive processes, to be aware of one's

" own activities while reading or composing is a late-developing skill with
inportant implications for students' effectiveness as an active, planful
learner (Baker & Brown, im- press). —_

"Other important metagogniti?e'skitls needed to compose and read text

t?}es effectively include these self-regulatory procedures: checking the

A .

Zan

.
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ko

outcome of any attempt to solve the composlng/comprehendlng‘Problem,

T Elannlng one's next move, monitoring the effectlveness of any atggmpted

-~

/action, testing, rev:s:ngAand evaluatlng one's strategles for learning.

o e n e e oo e —~—

These are not stable skills--oldér children and adults use them sometimes

. . L}
N but not always., Learners of any age are more likely to regulate themselves

in cognitive activities if the tasks are neither too easy (Why bother?)

not too, hard (| give up). After students become aware.of ‘their own cog~

nitive processe$ and monitar their progress well enough to detect problems,
. ZF%%'

then they neeq to use a remedial strategy~¥o overcome the problem, Con-

sequently, they: need a large fepeftoire of strategies to meet the goal of

the composing or reading activity (Baker & Brown, 1981), One example of

. o . ‘ . .
a remedial.strategy is the "structuresstrategy.!" Producing an appropriate

text plan or schema for a composition task following another author's

. . »

schema in a reading task, and using the author's schema in a recalling

task are all types of ‘'structure strategies“'(ﬁeyer, 1981)., The "structure

strategy' is a valuable tool for students to have in their metacognitive

'tool box,"

Summar

»

In summary, a cognitive approach to the ‘interrelation-of writing and

reading assumes that production-and comprehension of written text depends

upon cognitiVe and affective schemata used in concert by a writer or reader

to prdduce or e;véde, store, and retrieve text information., Both compre-~

L
hending and composing are‘basic, complex, interactive processes with students

o

- 9 N ~
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varying on how much they focus on getting or produting "'straight'' messages
et . <

and predicting what messages or responses ought to be. Whether students
\

are g;xt -based or reader based and to what de degree depends on the|r purposes

—— - o cmm— it

famnllarlty with the topic, discourse comventions, interest and motivation.

- .

In addition, both composition and comprehension involve prq§otypical knowl =~

edge of the subject matter and the structure or format of texts, the content
. I i -

schemata. Also |nvolved iswprototypical knowledge about processnng "factors--
the procedures for comﬁbsnng and comprehending an extended definition or’

summary, for instances which are called process schemata,
<
i

Content and process schemata'change in response to the demands of a

» o
e i . '
!

sftuation and become more elaborate and specific wnth experience, New A

-

schemata can be formed by old schemata |nteract|ng with each other. Student
decisjions about Yhether information is-significant and relevant for pro-

duc'ing or understanding a text. depend on high<level schemata availability,

.

selection, and malntenance throughout the ”constructlon' of a text, A

R * cognitive approach stresses the role of the teacher in helping students
e . » . ..

develop these structures, though direct instruction, experiences with

reading”and writing, and exposure to a variety‘oﬁ reading and writing tasks, ‘
~ M .o .
A cognitive approach assumes that the schemata govern the expectations that
'Y

Qriters and readers havewconcerning the content and organizational structure
/‘__,/// will find in a given text, These expectations influence the comesing or

. comprehending processes.for the‘text.’ .
g ) Knowledge of prototypes--the\typical, conventional, general case--is

"important in this approach. Students must be familiar with text content, )
1 .

.
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v

structure, and .process ing ﬁrototypes or schemata. To promote this fami]iarity;

teachers must help students understand the difference between oral. and written »

C e ot i s — e

text structures. To promote appropriate schemata activation, and maintenance,

writers should be encouraged to take on the role of the expert reader, and
. " readerg# encouraged to take on the role of expert writer, - Role taking leads

to active involvement of the student and recognition of textual constraints,
~ - ! R

\\cbnveptions and cues. ™ Important also for role taking are the felt' experiences

or summary feelings students have as they write or read specific text types,

Al -

Mhen students use analytic cognitive schemata along with wholistic affective
L 4 Y B

schemata, composiﬁg and comprehending processes should pFocééd more effectjvely

and efficiently, S}nce'ro[e taking fosters the 3;qnisitibn and development

v

of idea and text structuring, transfer shéuld'occur,between writing and

reading sttuations. Horeover, role taking helps insure non-violation of the

L4

‘contractual agreement concerning author-reader rights and responsibilities, .

-

especially the responsibilities to provide and use clues to meaning and to

-

provide and use appropriate structures according to the demands of ‘the
LA * g
situation, Violating the contract damages the important author-reader

. " A -

relationship needed for effective communication. * - . .
I ) ’ s

It is necessary for teachers and students to understand that structure

exists at two levels: a microstructure level. (words and sentences) aqd a

macrostructure level (paragraphs and longer texts). Immersing students in

1} -

the intricactes and internal workings of sentences by -using sentence-

combining is fundamental to both composition and comprehension. ~ It is

.

.
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important to have students work on a both the micro and macro structure

[

levels in reading and writing experiences using addition, deletion,

rearrangement and substitution manipulations to understand the effect on

v -

text structure and the whole language system, Also important is under-

2

standing that linguistic connectives are the 1ink between the micrbstru&turg‘

¢

and macrostructure levels. Explicit conrfectiyes are important clues to
meaning in texts when readers do not have adequate schemata for text content,
.

structures, or processing. * e .
On the macrostructure levef, research shows that students understand,

remember, and transfer better Marratives that are typical ard well-formdd
+ - \

-according to convention. Teathers, therefore, should realize that students

- 13 - .
>

N 03 . - ‘ .
can profit from direct instruction of narrative schemata. There 'is also
2] hY N

. - . . . .. . .
some evidence ‘that students also profit from direct instruction in expository
» ° ¢ ~

text patterns for produczrg and comprehending structured texts because

skilled writers and readers select cognitive aqd affective schemata appro;'

priate to the'task demand, using them as outline or organizational devices,

.

Acquiring and deveioping schemata for text types requires repeated successful
’ 2

use of a variety of formulaic text types in different séttings for internal-

.
r

izations of text type rules and transfer to occur. Direct teaching of -
. ' - . . © P '
highly constrained formulaic text types can help bridge the gap between
- - -
-oral discourse and written discourse that is not so formulaic. Highly

constrained formulaic texts are an easier problem to solve for student

writers and readers than non-formulaic texts.

”

4

‘r
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A

One of the biggest probjems in the writing-reading relationship is

the lack of communication between writers and readers concerning the knowl-

“““""edge "each "has- and- the procedures eaéh‘hseé'in'”const?ﬁéting“~3'Eéxtt“‘Thig‘ *

¢

‘. T
-
. ‘
L . ¢ ~
.

WRITER TR '+ READER
. TEXT '
- KNOWLEDGE — KNOWLEDGE
- - = - - CONTENT B e

>

'i STRUCTURES - — — — | STRUGTURES

b - — <= = 4 - FORM Sy SR

PROCEDURES — PROCEDURES

3

M=MEDIATED -
U= UNMEDIATED | N

L}
-

« ' . v .
students to acquire and elaborate process schemata for text types, teachers"

\ . . . R .
help the communication problem writers and reader have with procedures.

fhis is not an easy task for teachers for many reasons. A primary
s K , o >
reason is that §Ithough "grammars' have been produced for narratives, none

\

has been produced for expository or descriptive texts sinqi no valid

4

- -

" taxonomies of text types exist. Identifying the cognitive structures

’

associaxéd with text types is a difficult task because the psychological,

} -

P

-
&

S
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\ .

©

1 .
exist are inadequate. Once valid taxonomies and grammars developed for all ’

)

2. v e e e o N e

text types, they must be tested developmentally to determine Wthh schemata Dea

~ are available at wvarious ages and to determine the consequences of their

- ° . °

» (3
!

avallablllty or absence, . ) )

r

-

Teachers also face the problem of whether ‘to help studeh;s acqunre

1 +

global or specific¢ wrltnng and read|ng schemata, A few general text types

., a

or frames (comparxson/contraSt argumentatlon, classlfncatlon,,narratlon,

a

or’ the Step, Stack, Chaln, and Balance designs, for lnstance) %re found

n

T throughout the school curriculum ‘and should be taught because thef'are

<

.Or genres, that should also be taught, Of course, once these specific M
. *

. ‘ I M
s

Timited in number, pervasive, and frequent]y used Yet each content subject
L o » >

and culture or subculture has* its own specific text types, frames unlts,

b

¢

schemata have been identified, the educators! task will be easjer,

-

<
~

. A cognitive approach to the readlng-wrltlng'relatlonshlp also stresses .

n .

metacOQn:tlon which’ refers to the degree of understandlng, Just as there

, are degree$ of schemata completeness, there are degrees of understanding _ .

requires that a student be able to use it appropriately and describe his .

.
- . . . .

something, .Metacognitive skills allow a student to detect failures-in 0 7

compos ing ‘and comprehending processes, Fully understanding a text type —5
\

knowledée overtly; partially undefstanding involves either appropriat610se
. . ) . o+ -
or verbalization of text typeé rules and procésses, Students are helped -

to acquife rules for text types wher they verbalize them or expdicitly * s

.
»
. ] < F . ¢ °

% St petn
,
L)
EN
~J
«>
‘ L]
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Y

state reasons for their moves in the composing and comprehending process.

Exlecltly stating rules and moves also accelerates transfer and reflective

>

skllls. Other essential metacognitive skl]ls lnclude the self-regulatory

..

°

.o

¥ .

50

¢

L4
procedures of checklng problem-so]vnng outcomes, planning next moves,

?

monitoring attempts, testing, revising, and evaluating strategies for

%;arning to compose and comprehend text types. .
- ')

Concluslons and‘lmpllcatlons

L3

=’

seems plausible that composition apd comprehensnon are very much alike:

With a cogntttve approach to wri

4

ng and readnng relatlonshlps, it

°

both‘use schemata ‘for subject matter, micro and macro structure, and

;types of reports,

4

[

procedures.,. It is also possible that bettef reading could be an outgrowth ,
2

.

°

of writing rather than the opposnte notion; writing can be considered a .
> %

reading-readiness skill, Writing and reading should be taught conjointly,

with €qual amounts of time spent on each for they are reciprocalfy beneficial.

If this were done-in a1l grades,.no doubt Iearning‘to read and write as well -

as wrltlng ‘and reading to learn wou]d be done more efficiently, The sooner

i -

students become expert writers and readers, the sooner they can role p]ay

°!

"and become even more expert with yrlters becoming writer=- based and readers ’ )
becomnng wrlter:based. For thls to happen, students must be expoéed to ¢
types of everything-;types of narhatives, types of descr}ptions thoes of - !
expository prose, tyoes of poems,.types of letters

)
<

types of deanition,

The curriquum must be brpad enough to insure “student
|

familiarity and control of these types.’ Students should~see‘examples and
° . , . )

-
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\, /)-"‘ N ' - . “
tasks for the types in all spbjects--in basals, social studies, mafh,

science, literature, home economlcs, Ilterature, grammar business, in

textbooks, workbooks and supplementary texts and on tests of all types.
The examples ‘and taiks should be on all levels and of varying Iengths: ;

LY

Teqchers must teach convention, the conventional, typical openers for
stories, reports, essays; typical body organizations, typical -transitions, -

typical closings. With a repertoire of introduction, middles, ‘conclusions, -

L] -~ -
L ®

of formulaic alqorithms, of commonplaces,\students will have a too} kit

1
1

',
for "'constructing" texts, Thls means teacher education lnstltutlons that T
seléct quality students, provide rugorous course work |n ,compositions of

all types, require comprehenSIon of all kinds of text types, and require

o

knowledge of conventiions for culturesspecific genre, and content or

. ot
. Profession=-specific texts used in academic and non-academic settings.

o

In short, there must be. reading and writing across .the curriculum with

. .o
staanrds. X !

'

. . '
. Unless” educational publishers change basal materials--readers, work=~-.

- books ,, ditto sheets and manuals=--tontent aFea instructional materials,

) * »

language arts texts, remedial and developmental reading materials, feachers

“ »

.
~t be -

“will find it very difficult unless they produce their own materlals, to .

-

' provide opportunities for students to acquire and develop schemata needed
/ ,to learn reading and writing expertise. .
[ ! L € . .
,,;15; Teaching students to write a wide variety of types certainly will not
] R gk . M . :
. solve all their comprehen§ion problems, for it does not address the problems
L. . S ¢ ‘
A L .
i ~
’ , ! . - A\\ﬂl
’ . - . - »
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. ~ of prior knowledge of content vocabulary, or tone, all of which bear on i

. .

comprehension. |t should, however, make theﬁ better at.lelowing the

e B S b e ad——— it St wme o arm e e g e o e e —————— 4 s W e —————e e caipe —mane 8- aw e mm m i 4 = memed e
- >

organization of the text, an important ‘comprehension skill, better composers,

- 2

? and better thinkers. Both teachers-and students must become more aware of
. the compos ition-comprehension relationship. Students must oF the compli-
~ . \ [ -
R mentary roles of writer/reader: reading teachers must be ,composition-oriented
- PO
and composition teachers, reading-oriented., The result{will be a more .
. S \
. I'iterate society. . - -
. . * k I
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