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Toward a Compoéing Model of Reading

‘hhst 1

Toward a Composing Model of Reading

We believe that at the heart of understanding reading andiwriting

connections one must begin to view reading and writing as essentially
A} .

similar processes of meaning construction. Both are acts of composing.
From a.reaaer's perspectiVe, meaning is created as a reader uses his
background of exper1ence together with the author's cues to come to gr1ps
both'with what the writer is getting him to do- or think and what the reader
decides and creates for himself. As a writer writes, she uses her own
background of experience to generate ideas and, in order t.. produce a text
" which is considerate to her 1dealized reader, filters these drafts through
.her Judgments about what her reader s background of experience will be,

what she wants to say and what. she wants to get: the reader to taink or do.
. - " . J

In a sense both reader and writer must adapt to their perceptions about
theif partner in negotiating what a text means.
Witness if you will the phenomEnon which was apparent as both writers

- and readere were asked to think aloud during the generation of, and later
, v

response to, directions for putting together a water pump (Tierney,-et al.,
in press; Tierney, 1983). As Tierney (1983)'reported:

At points in the text, the mismatch between readers' think-alouds and
L writers' think-alouds was apparent: Writers suggested concerns which
* readers did not focus upon (e.g., I'm going to Have to watch my
pronouns here . . . . It's rather stubborn--So I better tell how to
push it hard™. . . he should see that it looks very much like a
syringe), and readers expressed concerns which writers did not appear
to consider (I'm wondering why T should do this . . . what function '
does it serve). As writers thqught aloud, generated tevt, and moved
to the next set of sub-assembly directions, they would often comment
.about the writers' craft as readers might (e.g., no confusion there
. - . That's a fairly clear descriptor . . - . and we've already
defined what that is). There was also a sense in which writers marked
-’ their compositions with an “"okay” as if the "okay” marked a movement
.from a turn as reader to a turn as writer. Analyses of the readers'
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think alouds suggested that the readers often felt frustrated by the
writers' failure to éxplain why they were doing what they were doing-.
“Also the readers were often critical of the writer’s craft, including
writers choice of words, clarity, and aeccuracy. There was a sense in
which the readers' think alouds assumed a reflexive character as if
the readers were rewriting the texts. If one perceived the readers as
‘craftpersons, unwilliné to blame their tools for an ineffective
product, then one might view the readers as unwilling to let the text
provided stand in the*way of their successful achievement of thelr
goals or pursuit of understanding. (p. 150)

!

These data and other descriptions of the reading act (e.g., Bruce,
‘ [od

1981; Collins, Brown, & Larkin, 19703 Rosentlatt, 1976, 1980; Tompkins,

1

1980) are consistent with the view that texts are written ana read in a tug -
of war between authors and rea&ers. These think-alouds highlight the kinds
of internal struggles that we all face (whether co;sciously or
unconsciously) as we compose the meaning of a text in front of us.

Few would disagree that writers compose ﬁeaning. In this paper we.
argue that readers also compose meaning (that there is no meaning on the
page until a reader decides there is). We will develop this position by
describing some aspects of the composing process held in'parallel by
reading and writing. In partlcular, ge will address the essentlal

characterlstics of effective composing: pl;nning, drafting, aligning,é

revising and monitoring. ig;
Planning v .

As a writer initially plans her wfiting“ so a reader plans his .
reading. Planning involves two complementary processes: goal-setting and
knowledge~mobilization. Taken tdgether, they reflect some commonly

AN ' '

accepted behaviors, such as setting purposes, evaluating one's current

state of knowledge about a topic, focusing or narrowing topics and goals,

and self-questioninp.
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Flower and Hayes (1981) have suggested that a writgr's goals may be
proceédural (e.g., how do I’approach this—topic), substéntive (e.g., I want
rpo say something abpﬁt how rockets work), or intentional (e.g., I want to _
convince people  of the prqblem); éo may a reader's goals be procedural
(e.g., I want to get a sense of Ehls topic overall), substantive (e.g., I
need to find out aﬁout the.relationship'b;tween Enéland and Fr;nce) or
intentionai’(e.g., I wonder’what this author is trying to say) or some.
combination of gll,three. Eﬁese goals can be emsedded in one another or

n

addressed concurrently; they may be conflicting or complementary. As a

\

reader reads (just as when a writer writes) goals may emerge, be discovered
or éhange; " For example, a reader’or writer may bro;den, fine tune,
redefine, delete or replace goals. A recent fourth ‘grade %riter, whom we
interviewed about a project he hadqcomﬁleﬁed on American.i;dians,
illustrates these notions well: As he stated his changing goéls} ". + .1
beganfwith the topic of Indians but that was too broad, I decided to narrow

.

my focus on Hopis, but that was ﬁot what I was really interested in.
.Finally, I deéiQed thag what I really wanted to learn about was medicine
men . o . I;really found some interesting things to write about.” In
coming to grips with his goalé our writer suggested both procedural and
substantive goals. Note also that he refined his goals prior to drafting.
In preparation ‘for readiné or Qriting a dréft, goéls usually change;fmostly
they become focused'at a level of épécificity sufficiept to allow. the

»reading or writing to continue. Consider how a novel might be read. We

begin reading a novel‘to discover the plot yet find ourselves asking

N
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specific questions about- events &nd at&ending to the author's craft . . .

how she uses the language to create certain effects.

The goals that readers or writers set have a symbiotic relationship

1]

with Fhe Knowledge,they mobilize, and together they influence what is.
produced or understcod in a text (Anderson, Reynolds, Schallert, & Goetz,
i977; Anderson, Pichert; & Shirey, 1579; Hayes &,Tierﬂey, 1981; Tierney &
Mosent?al, 1981). A writer pians what she wants to éay with the knowledge
resources at hgr dispoéﬁl. Our fourth grade writeE changed his goals as ;‘
function of the specificity of the knowledge d&main'to which hel
succe§sively switched. Likewise ‘readers, depending .on their level of topic
knowledge and what they want to learn from their réading, vary the goals

¢ they initiate and pursu~. -As an example of this symbiosis in.a reader,

consider the following statement from a reader of Psychology Today.
I picked up an issue of Psyéholqu Today. One particular article
dealing with women in movies caught my attention. I guess it was the
photos of Streep, Fqnda, Lange, that interested me.' As I had seen
‘most of their recent movies I felt as if I knew something about the
topic. As I started reading, the author had me recalling my reactions
to these movies (Streep in Sophie's Choice, Lange in Tootsie, Fonda in
Julia). At first I intended to glance at the article. But as I read
on, recalling various scenes, I became more - and more interested in the .
author's perspective. Now that my reactions were nicely mobilized,
this author (definitely a feminist) was able to convince me of her
case for stereotyping. I had not realized the extent to which women
are either portvayed as the victim, cast with men or not developed at
- all as a character ir their own right. This author carried me back

* through these movies and revealed things I had not realized. It was
as if I had my own purposas in mind but I saw things through her eyes.

What is interesting in this example is how the reader's knowledge about
"films and feminism wa sobilized at the same time as his purposes became
gradéally welded to those of the author's. The reader went from almost

- free association, to reflectlion, to directed study of what he knew. It is

this directed study of what one knows that is so importanf in knowledge
. . .
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mobilization. A writeE_does not just throw out ideas réndomly; she

carefully plans the placement 6f ideas in text so that each idea acquires
525: the right dégree of emphasis in text. A guccessful reader Lseé his
knouledée just as carefully; at just the riéht moment he accesses juét the
right knowledge structures necessary to interpret~the-text at hand iﬁ a way
consistent with.his goals. Note also how fhe goals a reader sets can
determine the knowledge We calls up; at the séme.time, that knowledge,‘
especially as it is modified in conjunction with the reader's' engagement .of
the’ text, causes lmm to alter his goals. Initially, a reader might
"brainstorm” his store of knowledge and maybe organize some of it (e.g.,
clustering ideas using general questions such as who, Qhat, whén, where or
why or developing outlines). Some readers might make notés; others might
merély think about what they know, how tﬂis information clusters and what

they want to pursue. Or just as a writer sometimes uses a first draft to

>

- explore what she knows and what she wants to say, so a reader might scan

the text as a way of fine tuning the range of knowledge and goals to

"engage,' creating a kind of a "draft" reading of the text. It is to this

topic of drafting that we now, turn your attention.

Drafting -

We definé drafting as the_refinementiof meaning which occurs as
readers aud writers deal directly with the print on the page. All of us
who have ﬁad to write something (be it an article, a novel, a memo, a
letter, or a theme), know just how difficult getting sfarted can be. Many
of us feel that if we could only get a draft on paper, we could rework and

revise'-our way to completion. We want to argue that.getting started is

7r
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just as important a step in reading. What every reader needs, like every
’ u .

writer, is a first draft. And the first step in -producing that draft is
finding the right "lead.” Murray (1982) describes the importance of
finding the lead:

The lead is the beginniﬁg of the beginning, those few lines the, reader
may glance at in deciding to read or pass on. These few words—-fifty,
forty, thirty, twenty, ten--establish the tone, the point of view, the
order, the dimensions of the article. In a sense, the entire article

is coiled in the first few words waiting to be released.

An article, perhaps even a book, can only say one thing and when the
«ead is found, the writer knows what is included in the article and
what is left out, what must be left out. As one word is chosen fbr
the lead another rejected, as a comma is put in and another taken
away, the lead begins to feel right and the pressure builds up until
it is almost impossible not to write. (p. 99) ’

From a reader's perspective, the key points to note from Murray's
description are these; (1) “the entire article is>coiled in these fir;t
few words wai;iﬁg to be rcleased,” and (2) "the lead begins to feel right

. ; ." The reader, as he reads, h;s that same feeling as he begins to
draft his understanding of a text. The whole point of hypothesis testing
models of reading like those oflGoodman (1967) and Smith (1971) is that the
current hypothesis one holds about whht a text méans cre?tes strong 4
expectations about what succeeding text ought to address. So strong are
these hypotheses, these “coilings,” these ﬁrafts-of meaning a reader
cre;teglthét incoming text failing to cohere with them may be ignored or
rejected.

Follow us as we describe a hyéothetical reader and writer beginning

their initial drafts.

A reader opens his or her textbook, magazine or novel; a writer

.

reaches for his peh. The reader scans the pages for a place to begin; the
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writer holds the’ pen poised. The reader looks ovef the firgt few lines of
. <
rhe article or story in search of a sense of what the general scenario is.
(This occurs whether the reader is reading a murder mystery, a newspaper
account of unemployment, or magazine article on underwater life.) Our
writer éearches for the lead statement or introduction to her text. For
thé reader knowing the scenario may involve knowing that the story is aboﬁt
women engaged in career advancement from a feminist perspective, knoying |
the murder mystefy involves the death of a wgalthy husband vacationing
abroad. For the writer, establishing the scenario involves pféscribing'
those few ideas which intr;dqce or define the topic. Once established the
reader proceeds through the text refining and building upon his sense of
what is going on; the writer dqes likewise. Once the writer has found the
"right” lead, she proceeds to develop the plot, expositions or
descriptions. A; tﬁe need to change scenarios occurs so the process is
repeated. From a-schema—thebretic perspective, cbmiﬁg to grips with a lead
statement or, if you are réader, gleaning an initial scenario, can be
viewed as schema selection (which is somewhat equiyalent to cﬁoosing a
scfipt for a play); filling in the slots or refining the scenario is \
equivalent to schema instantiation.

- As our descriptions of a hypothetical reader suggests, what drives
re;d@ng and writing is this desire to make sense of what is happeni?g——to
make things cohere. A ﬁriter acéieves thaf fit by deéidihg‘what
.information to include and what to withhold. The reader accomplishes that

fit by filling in gaps (it must be early in-the morning) or making uncued

connections (he must have become angry because they lost the game). All
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readers, like all wrlters, ought to strive for this fit between the whole
and the parts and among the parts. Unfortunately, some readers and writers
are satisfied with a piecemeal experience (dealing with each part

separately), or,‘alternatively, a sense of the whole without a sense of how

’

- the parts relate to it. Other readers and writers become “bogged down" in

their desire to achieve a perfect text or "fit"_on the first draft. For
language educators our task is to help readers and yriters to achieve the

best fit among the whole and the parts. It is with this concern in mind

that we now consider the role of alignment and then revision.

Aligning

In conjungtion with the planning and drafting initiated, we believe
that the alignment a reader or writer adopts can have an overriding
influence on a composer's ability to achieve coherence. We see alignment
as having two fadets: bsthnées a reader or writers assume.in collaboration
with their author or audience; and roles within which the reader or writer
immerse themselves as they proczed with the topic. In other words, as
readers and writers approéch a tgxt they vafy the nature of their stance or

'

collaboration with their author (if they are a reader) or audience (if they

are a writer) and;, in conjunction with this collaboration, immerse

" themselves in a variety of roles. A'writer's stance toward her readers

-

might be intimately challenging or quite neutral. And, within the contexts
of these collaborations she might share what she wants ta say through

characters or as an observer of events. Likewise, a reader can adopt a

° e

‘stance toward the writer which is sympathetic, critical or passive. And,
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within the context of these collaborations, he can immerse himself in the
text as an observer or eye witness, participant or character. . R

As we have snggested alignment results in certain benefits. Indeed,

direct and indirect support for the facilitative benefitsnof adopting -

- alignments comes from research on a variety of fronts. For example, schema - .

R . - .
thﬁpretic studies involving an analysis of the influence of a reader's
perspective have shown that if readers are given different alignments prior !

to or after reading a selection, they will vary in what and how much* they

will recall (Pichert, 1979; Spiro, 1977). For example,‘readérs told to
read a desc;iption of é house from the perspective of a homebuyer or
burglar tend t; recall mdbre information and are more app'to>inplude in
_their recalisrinformation consistent with their perspéctive. : Furthermore
when asked to éonsider an alternative perspective thése same readers were
able to generate informatjon which they breviously had not retrieved and

B . o
which.was important to the new perspective. Resgarchefs interested in the

\

effects of imaging havévexamined the effects of visualizing~-a form of

-alignment which we would argue is .equivalent to eye witnessing. Across a
o R :

number of studies it has been shown that readers who are encouraged to

visualize usually perform better on comprehension tasks (e.g., Sodoski, in

preés). ‘The work on children'54developggnt of the ability to regognize
point of view (Hay & Brewer, 1982; Applebee, 1978),suggésts thdt facility
with alignment develops with ;omprehension maturity. From our own
interviews with -young readers and writers we have found tHat Ehe
identification with characters and immersion in{a story reported by our

interviewees accounts for much of the vibrancy, sense of control and’

fulfillment experienced during reading and writing. Likewise, some of the

11
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research analyz;ﬁg proficient Q}iting sugge;té that proficieﬁt writers are
.those writers who; when thgy-read err whgt ‘they have written, comment on-
the extent)to which their story and characterg are éngagfﬁg (B;rnbaum,
1982). A number of studies in both psychotherapy and éreapiyity prévide
supﬁort for the importance of alignment: For purposes of.génerating-
solutions to probiems, péy;hotherapists have fognd it useful to encourage
;ndividuais to exéhange rdles (e.g., mother with daughrer). In an attempt
to géneraté discoveries, reséar;hers‘have hgd experts identify with the
experieﬁces of inanimate objects (e,g.?'paint on mev. - as a means of
consiégring previously inaccessible solutions (e.g., a paint which does not

peel).

)

Baéep upon these findings and our own observations, we hypothesize -
'thatiaddpting an alignmeht is akin to achieving a foothold from which

.meaning can be more readily negotiated. Just as a filmmaker can adopt and

vary the angle from which a scene is depicted in order to maximize the

~y

richness of a filmgoer's experience, so too can a reader and writer adopt
. ) P R
and vary the angle from which language meanings are negotiated. This

suggests, for language educators, support for those questions or activities
L N

which help readers or writers take a stance on a topic and immerse

- ' ) . . .
themselves in the ideas or story. This might entail having students read
and write with a definite point of view or atrjitudec. It might suggest
having students project themselves into a scene as a character, eye .witness

or object (imagine you are Churchill, a reporter, the sea). This might

occur at ‘the hands of questioning, dramatization or simply role playing.

LIRS

ERIC :
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In line with our hypothesis,. we believe that in these contexts students
almost spontaneously acquire a sense of the whole as well as the parts.

To 4llustrate how the notion of alignment might manifest itself for

=~
PR

different readers, consider the following statement offered by a professor
describing the stances he takes while reading/an academic paper:

When I read something for éhe first time, I read it argumentatively.

I also find later that I made marginal notations that were quite nasty
like, "You're crazy!" or "Why do you want to say that?" Sometimes
they are not really fair and that's why I really think to read
philosophy you have to read it twice . . . . The second time you read-
it over you should read it as sympathetic as possible. This time you *
read it trying fo defend the person against the very criticisms that
you made the first time through.. You read every sentence and if there
is un issue that bothers you, vou say to yourself, ™This guy who wrote
this is really very smart. It sounds like what he is saying is wrong;
I must be misunderstanding him. What could he ‘really want to be
saying?” (Frgeman, 1981, p. 11) T

e

Also, consider Eleanor Gibson's description of how she approaches the work

“

"of Jane Austen:

v

Her novels are not for airport reading. They are for reading over and
‘over, and savoring every phrase, memorizing the best of them, and
* getting an even deeper understanding of Jane's "sense of human comedy"”
«+ + « o As I read the book for perhaps the twenty-fifth time, I
consider what point she is trying to make in the similarities and
differences between the characters . . . . I want to discover for
myself what this sensitive and perceptive individual is trying to tell
me. Sometimes I only want to sink back and enjoy it and laugh myself.

.

(Gibson & Levin, 1975, pp. 458-460)

Our professor adjusted his stance from critic to sympathetic coauthor
\

across different reaaings. Our reader of Austen was, at times, highly

’

active and sympathetic collaborator and, at other times, more neutral and

passive.

Obviausly the text itself prompts certain aiignments. For example,

consider how an author's choice of words, arguments or sélection of genre

may invite a feadeg to assume different stances and, in the context of

>
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these collaborations, different roles. The opening paragraph of Wolfe's

Electric Kool-Aid Acid Test (1977) illustrates how the use”of first person

along with the descrlptivefpower of words (e.g., cramped . . . metal bottom
« « - rising . . . rolling . . . bouncing, etc.) compels the reader to

engage in a sympathetic collaboration with an author and be immersed as an

active participgnt in a truck ride across the hills of San Francisco.

That's gnod thinking there, Cool Breeze. Cool Breeze is a kid with 3
or 4 days' beard sitting next to me on the cramped metal bottom of the
open back part of the pickup truck. Bouncing along. Dipping and
rising and rolling on these rotten springs like a boat. OQut the back
of -the truck the city of San Francisco is bouncing down the hill, all
those endless staggers of bay windows, slums ‘with a view, bouncing and
streaming down the hill. One after another, electric signs with neon
martini glasses lit up on them, the San Francisco symbol of "bar"--
thousands of neon-magenta martini glasses bouncing and streaming down
the hill, and beneath them thousands of people"wheeling‘around to look
at this freaking crazed truck we're in, their white faces erupting
from their lapels like marshmallows--streaming and bouncing down. the
hill--and God knows they've got plenty to look at. (p. 1)

,A}so, consider the differences in collaboration and role taking the
following text segments invité. While both texts deal with the same
information, in one text the information is presented through a
conversation between two children, and in the otber text, the infarmation

is presented in a wore "straightforward" expository style.

FLY

\

‘Lisa and Mike were bored. It was Saturday and they did not know what
to do until Lisa had an idea.

"I know a game we can play that they play in some countries . . .

FLY
)

" All over the world children 1like to play different games.
In some countries, children enjoy playing a game called "Fly."
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We have found that readers of the first text usually assume a sympathetic

collaboration with the writer and identify with the characters. They view

the game through the eyes of the children and remain rathér neutral with
respect to the author. Our readers>of the second te¢xt tend to have
difficulty understanding the game at the same time as they are critical of
the author. “They adopt a role more akin to an observer who, lacking a
specific éngle, catches glimpses of the game without acquiring an overall
understanding. Some of us have experienced a similar phenomenoe as viewers
oflan overseas telecast of aﬁ.gnfamfliar spdré (e.g., the gamejof cricket
on British television). The caéera angles provided By ihe_British
sportsqasters'are disorienting fof the naive viewer.

Obviously a number of factérs may influince_fhe nature of a reader's
alignment and the extent to wh£ch his resulting interpreta;iog is viable.
A reader, as our last example illustrated, might adopt an aligndent which
interferes with how well he will be able to negotiatf an understanding.
Sometimes a reader might adopt an alignment which overindulges certain
biases, predispositions and personal experiences. Doris Lessing (1973)

described this phenomenon in a discussion of readers' responses to her The

Golden Notebook:

Ten years after I wrote [it], I .an get, in one week, three letters
-about it . . . . One letter is entirely about the sex war, about
man's inhumanity to woman, and woman's inhumanity to man, and the
writer has produced pages and pabes all about nothing else, for she~-
but not always a she~-can't see -anything else in the book.

The second is about politics, probably from an old Red like myself,
and he or she writes many pages about politics, and never mentions any

,ﬁﬁotpen th@me. S P

. . .
These two letters used, when the boook was as it were young, to be the
most common. .
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The third letter, once rare but now catching up on the others, is
written by a man or a woman who can see nothing in it but the theme of

mental illness.
But it is the same book.

And naturally these incidents bring up again questions of what people
‘see when they read a bookk and why one person sees one- pattern and
nothing at all of another pattern, and how odd it is to have, as
author,; such a clear picture of a book, that is seen so very
differently by its readers. (p. xi)

&

3 hY . .
Such occurrences should not be regarded as novel. It is this

-

\—-.gQE:?mena of reader-author engagement and idiosyncratic response which’ has

been at the center of a debate among literary thebrists, some of whom
(e.g., Jakobson & Levi-Strauss, 1962) would suggest that a "true" reading ~
experience has been instantiated oﬁly when readers aséumg an aiignment
which involves cloge'collaboration with‘authors. Others would argue that
readers can assume a variety of alignmgnts, whether these alignments are
constrained'by the author (Iser, 1974) or initiated freely by the reéder
(Fish, 1970). They would rarely go so }ar as to suggest the destruction of
the text, but instead as Tompkins (1980) suggested they might éégin to view .
reading and writing as joining hands, changing p%aces “"and finally becoming
distinguishable only as two names for the same activity" (p. i1). We do
not wish to debate the distinctions represented by these and other ”

ists, but to suggest that there appears toc be.at least some consensus

fhat effective reading invpolves a form of alignment which emerges in
onjunction with a working relationship between readers and writers. In
ihidn, this does not necessitate bridling readers and writers to one
another. 1Indeed, we would hypothesize that new insights are more likély

discovered and appreciations derived when readers and writers try out

different alignments as they read and write their texts. This suggests

16
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spending time rethinking, reexamining, reviewing and rereading. For this -
type of experience does not occur on a single reading; racher it emerges
only after several rereadings, reex4ninations and drafts. It is to this

notion of reexamination and revision to which we now turn.

Revising

While it is common to think of a writer as a reviser.it is not common
to think of a reader as someone who revises unless perhaps he has a job

~

involving some editorial funqtiqns. We believe that this is unfortunate.
We would like to suggest that revising sh;uld be considered as integral to
reading as it is éo w;i;ing. If readers -re to develop som;-éontrol‘over
and a sense of'discovery~with the models of me;hing they build, they Qust
approach text with the same deliberatlon, time and reflectlon that a writer
employs as she revises a text. They must examine their deveioping
1nterpretat10ns and view the models they build as draft-like in quality--
'subject to revisicn. We would like to see students engag; in behaviors
such as rereading (especially with different alignments), annotating the.
text on the page with feactions; and que:;Loning whether the model théy
‘have built is what they really want. With this in mind let us turn our
attention to revising in writing. |
Z ’we have emphasized that writing is not mefely taking ideas from one's
head and placing.them onto the'page. A writer must choose words which best
represént'these ideas; that is, she must choose words which~have the
desired iﬁpact. Sometimes this demands knowing what she wéﬁ;s to say and

how to say it. At other times, it warrants examining what is written or

read to discover and clarify one's.idea. Thus a writer will repeatedly

17
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reread, reexamine, delete, shape, and correct what she is writing. She

will consider whether and how her ideas fit together, how well her words

represent the ideas to be shared and how her text car be fine tuned. For

[y

some writers this development and redevelopment will appear to be happening

effortlessly. For others, revision demands hara laboF and sometimes

several painful drafts. Some rewSEk the drafts in their heads before they
‘rewrite; others slowly rework pages .as they go. From analyses of the

revision strategiis of experienced writers, it appears that the driving

Y

force behind revision is a sense of empnas?®s and proportidn. As Sommers
(1980) suggested, one' of the questionms most experienced writers ask

themselves is "what does my essay as a whqle need for form, balance,

~

rhythm, and communication?” (p. 386). 1In trying to answer this question,
writers proceed through revision cycles with sometimes overlapping and

sometimes novel concerns. Initial revision cycles might be directed

¢

predominately at topical development; later cycles might be directed at

€

stylistic concerns.

LY

For most readers, revision is an unheard of experience. Observations
of secondary students reveal that most readers view reading competency as

the abilitx to read rapidly a single ctext onée with maximum recall
"(Schallert & Tierney, 1982). Tt seems that students rarely pause to

reflect on their ideas or to judge Ehe quality of their developing

interpretations. Nor do they often reread a text either from the same or a

.
1

different perspective. -~ In-fact, to suggest ‘that a reader should approach
text as a wrife¥ who crafts an understanding across several drafts--who

Pl

pauses, rethinks, and revises—-is almost contrary to some well-established

1&
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~ goals readers proclaim for themselves (i.e., that efficient reading is

.

equiyalent to maiimuq/;ecall based upon a single fast reading).

Suppose we could convince st;dents that they ought to revisé their
readings of a text; would they; be able to do ic? We should not assume €h§§
merely allowiﬁg time for pausing, reflecting and_reéxamining’will guaranteev
that students will revise their readings. Stuaents need to.be given
support and-feedback at so doing. Students need to be aware of strategies
thex can pursue to accomplish revisions, to get things restarted when they
stall, and to compare one draft or reading with another. The‘pursuit of a -
;second draft of a read%ﬁg should have a purpose. Sometimes this purpose
can emerge from conferencing or giscussing a text with the teacher and
peers;'éqmetimes it may come from within; sometimes it will. not oceur

. \ : .
unless the student has a reason or functional context for revision as well

as help from a thoughtful teacher.

Monitoring /

X

Hand in hand with planning, aligning, drafting and revising,'readers
and writers must be able to distance themselves from the texts they have
created to evaluate wﬁat they have developed: We call this executive
function monitoring. Monitoring usualﬁ occurs tacitly, but it ca}x be
undér conscious control. Thé monitor in us keeps tréck of and control over
our other functions. Our monitor decides whether we have planned, alignedt‘
drafted.and/or revised properly. It decides whgn one activity sﬁould ‘
VdéﬁinﬁEQVOQer the othéré.” Ourrﬁoﬁitéf-éeiié.;s“;ﬁén we ﬁéve done a good
job and when we have not. ‘It tells us when to go back to the drawing board

and when we can relax.

- 1
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The complexity of the type of juggling which the monitor is capable of

has been captured aptly in%an analogy of a switchboaid operator, used by
! -

Flower and Hayes_}1980) to describe how writers juggle constraints:

She has two important\calls on hold. (Don't forget that idea.)

|
Four lights just starﬂed flashing. (They demand immediate attention
or they'll be lost.) -

A party of fig;\;}qts to be 'hooked up together. (They need to be

connected somehow.) | ,

A party of two thinks they've been iﬁ%orrectly connected. (Whefe,do
they go?) 5 :

And througﬁout this coﬁplicated procesé of remembering, retrieving,

and connecting, the operator's veice must project calmness,

confidence, and complete control. (p. 33) '

The monitor has one fiLal task--to engage in a dialogue with the inner
reader. ) B

When writers andlreaders'compose text they negotiate its meéning with
what Murray (1982) callé'the other self—-that'inner reader (the author's
first reader) who continually reacts to what the writer has written, is
writing and will write or what the-reédér has read, is reading and will
read. It is this other self which is the réader's or writer;s counselor,
and judge and prompter; This other self oversees what the reader and

b/
writer is trying to do, defines the nature of collaboration between reader

and author and decides how well the reader as writer or writer as reader is’

achieving his or her goals.

A Summary and Discussion

To reiterate, we view both reading and writing as acts of composing.
We see these acts of composing as involving continuous, recurring and

recursive transactions among readers and writers, their respective inner
5 . :

LS l -

o V¥ =
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selves and their perceptions of each other's goals and desires. Consider
the reader's role as we envision it. At the same time as the reader:
considers what he perceives to be the author's intentions (or what the
reader perceives‘to be what the author is trying to get the reader to do or
t:hink)‘P he negotiates goals with his innerjsélf (or what he wouid’like to
i . »
achieve). With these goals being continuously negotiated (sometimes
embedded within each other) the reader proceeés to také different
alignments (critic, co-author, editor, character, reporte;, eye witness,
etc.) as he uses features from his own eiperiential arrays“and what he

| .
perceives to be arrayed by the author in order to create a model of meaning

for the text. These models of meaning must assume a coherent, holistic
. i : A
quality in which everything fits together. The development of these models

of meaning occurs from the vantage point of"differenﬁ alignments which the

reader adopts with respect to these arrays. It is froem theig vantage

points that the various arrays are perceived, and their,position adjusted
,such that the reader's goals and desire for a sense of completeness are

achieved. Our diagrammatic representation of the major components of these
. .

processes is given in Figure 1.

‘Insert Figure 1 about here.

Such an account of reading distinguishes itself from previous

descriptions of reading and reading-writing relationships in several

’
2

notable ways:

7

/-v-}
_— ;
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(1) Most accounts Bf reading versus writing (as wéll as accounts of
how readers develiop a model of meaning) tend to emphasize :eading
as a receptive rather than productive activity. Some, in fact,
regard reading as the mirror image of writing. ;

(2) Most language accounts. suggest that reading and writing are -
interrelatéd. They do not address the suggestion that reading-
;nd writing are multi-dimensional, multi-modal processes--both
acts of Eomposing.’

(3) The phenomenon of alignment as integral fo composing has rarely

7

' b been explo;ed. L/
{(4) Most descriptions of how readers build models of meaning fail to
consider how‘the processes of planning, drafting, aligning énd
revising are manifested. | g
4 (5) Previous interactional anq transactional accounts of reading

(Rosenglatt, 1978; Rumelhart, 1980) give little consideration to

the transaction which occurs among the inner selves of the reider

’

and writer.

What our account fails to do is thoroughly differentiate how these
composing behaviors manifest themselves in the various contexts of réading
and writing. Nor does it address the pattern of interactions among these

..

Behaviors across moments during any reading and writing experience. For
example, we give the impression of sequential stages even though we believe

in simultaneous processes. We hope to clarify and extend these notions in

subsequent writings.
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Footnotes

< )
This work was supported in part by the National Institutg of Education
under Contract No. -NIE 4G0-81-0030. ' Selected aspects of relevance to the

model are also di'scussed in a paper On Becoming a Thoughtful Reader‘

Learning to Read Like a Writer by P. David Pearson & Robert J. Tierney and

erter—reader transactions: Defining the dimensions of negotiation by
Robert J. Tierney. Special thanks go to Theresa Rogers and others,

including-A. Crismore, L. Flelding, J. Hansen, and J. Harste for their

-

reactions to and‘help with ‘the. paper. Appeéréd in Language Arts, 1983,
60(5), 568-580. . ‘ |

1It is not within the sdope of the present paper to characterize the
various mechanisms by which writers engage readers we would encourage our

readers to examine different texts for themselves and some of the analytic

schemes generated by Bruce (1981) and Gibson (1975) among others.
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Figure Caption.

Figure 1. Some components of the composing model of reading.
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