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INTERDISCIPLINARY CONNECTIONS AMONG

;<T B WRITING THECRIES AND TEACHING PRACTICES -
. ) _ P
; -~
N ' The maJor task to teach wr1t1ng so that cur teach1ng practices

A

cause our students to wr1te we]] may he]p us 1nterpret this year 's conference
! theme: "The WrJter s World(s): Ach1ev1ng Insight and Impact " Among the

“ many cha]]enges assoc1ated with th1s theme is the one which forces us to 1ook
Al { .
inward as writing teachers in an effort to examine_our teach1ng taskg and |

/' research foundat1ons. For th1s knowTedge tells us something about the ways we.

[}

; ' can effect the dquality of our students’ wr1t1ng wh11e our students"ab111ty

»

to write well may, in turn, help us measure the qua]ity of our teaching: The

5

cha]]enge to teach wrnt1ng effect1ve1y has two obv1ous d1mens1ons 1) It

A requires us to 1nvest1gate theor1es from various d1sc1p11nes that inform us

\
as writing teachers, and| 2) it requ1res us to extehd those theor1es into

-~

teaching practices that get results.

_While it is impossible to refer to all or even a:significant portion

(4 ’
of those theories that inform our teaching, an impressive history of writing

education resgarch provide examples of making the necessary connections

4 LY

between writing theories and teaching practices.‘ Today, I would like to

refer to some of those historical connect1ons/gs & way of demonstrating the

-«

poss1b111ty for us to do likewise. And I'would like to suggest further

that our ,ability toshu11d pedagogical models is one of the best instruments

I3

we have %o meet this cha1lenge

The comp]ex act of teaching writing from an informed bas1s forces us
_to recognize the gap ‘that exists between wr1t1ng theor1es and’ teach1ng v
practices. Yet br1dg1ng this gap is a more d}ff1cu1t task than the metaphor
suggests—-espec1a1]y when the theor1es Took like a collage of 11ngu1st1c,

O
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psycho]og1ca], and educat1ona1 concepts while the practice of teaching

students to wr1te'we11 is our single- m1nded goal. S1nce the real wor]d is

always moredcomplex than any theory can account for, bridging the gap |

between theory and pract1ce requ1res us; at some po1nt to take that leap fr6mV
our sometimes messy netWork of mudt1p1e theories to mak1ng consequent1a1

dec4s1ons in real- 11fe s1tuat1ons. This 1og1c a]so ho]ds true when the real

situation is he1p1ng students th1nk%through the subject matter of the1r prose ‘s‘jh

\

to Make appropr1ate 11ngu1st1c choices for produc1ng acceptab]e copy. We

!

c therefore look to the academ1c d1sc1p11nes*for theor1es to 1nform us-»to those
< . i

"~

d1sc1pl1nes that revea] someth1ng about the nature of 1anguage (L1ngu1st;cs)q
the science/art of teach1ng (Educat1on), and the’ cogn1t1ve and behav16ra1 o

> processes of language 1ea<n1ng and performance (Psycho]ogy)
/ v
Before turning to some of the references that have jnformed our '

teach1ng practicés in, the h1story of wr1tfpg education, 1et s consider how ,
various theories from 11ngu1st1cs can affect our th1nk1ng about teach1ng writing:
N4
) The subject of, linguistics gives rise to thoughts about the scientific study

[}

-

\ ‘ of language, hence about g ammar and grammars. As wr1t1ng .feachers we must

understand the essent1a1 similarities and differences among the maJor descr1pt1ve

“

) ~grammars: traditional, structura1, and transformat1ona1 generat1ve, nat because
wegnecessar11y think that if our writing students study thesexconcepts they will
consequent]y improve the1r wr1t1ng, byt because we whd design and fmp1ement

/fwr1t1ng pedagog1es either exp11c1t1y or 1mp11c1t4y base our decisions on our

assumptions about language (Lester, 1970; Winterowd, 1976; Young, 1978).
! ' '
Descriptive linguistics can help us sort out our assumptions about the nature and
’ - ' '.‘ ¥
- : ,,/
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structure of language and sdecifically abdut writing. Historica]]y,'teachers

have presented some of this grammar d1rect1y to students as a way of hclp1ng}.

them unders tand and de5cr1He what they are doing in wr1t1n§ (cf. Roberts,: 195§
' 1958) even though the 11terature in writing educat1on research repeated]y°

makes the po1nt that no amount of forma] grammar study 1mproves writing (Fr1es,

1952; Thomas, 1965; Lester,-1970 0'Hare, 1973; W1nterowd 1976). Yet the

-

fathers'of descr1pt1ve 11ngu1strcs_are progen1tors of such writing educators‘
' 4
! as Pau] Roberts, Kellog Hunt, Frank Q' Hare, and others. _ ‘

' For example, in trad1t1ona1 linguistics, Jespersen's 1mportant contr1but1on
is his descr1pt1ve rather than prescr1pt1ve study of English in a historical
context (1905, 1937), for wh11e he discusses 1nf1ect1onak aspects of English,’

he ddes not insist that the Eng]1sh 1nf1ect10n be compared to the Latip

-

. 1
“ inflection. In the sp1rvt/of’ﬂespersen s approach to language, teachers may
want to instill 1n"students the norms of standard wr1t1ng without mak1ng them

“norms for all uses and var1et1es of the Eng]1sh language. ' Teachers who adopt

\\

AN Je°persen S at21tude are less 1|ke1y to prose]yt1ze by teach1ng "school™
grammar 1n their wr1t1ng courses: pars1ng, pronoun dec]ens1ons, verb conju-
. gations, or compar1sons of Eng]1sh structures to Latin mode]s (Hook & Crowe]]

1970)--all of wh1ch_have no effect on wrting 1mprovement (Thomas, 1965) .

" Instead writing teachers informed by Jespersen know it's best to place students
< :

-

in writing situations where theysdo not rely on their consgious attention to
: £1ow

preseriptive rules but practice writing,according'to the norms of acceptable
< ) ’ - ’

prose. v “
. A ) *
y © v In structural linguistics, Bloomfield's and Fries’ form classes (1933 &

’

1952) may influence teachers to describe words and word sequenceg according |

to their functions and positions in the sentence. r example, Paul Roberts

1 - i P
¢

€
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adapts substitution and slot-frame exercises (1956) from the structuralist

form.clgsses (Fries, 1952), which are particu]arly useful for sentence-level

t v

‘ ~
exercises centered on uses of the pronoun, the possessive, oOr subJect -verb ¢

agreement. A]so; the structura11st exp]anat1on of 1nf1ect1ona1 morphemes can

>

form the basis for' teach1ng the yse of the possess1ve, subJect vérb agreement

and verb tense inflections. And Fries's 111ustrat1on of the basic sentence
5

~,patterns (1952) may form a bas1s for_laying out wr1t1ng tasks in such sub- sky]]s

~
.

as subject-verb agreement where,’ before the wr1tenﬁcan follow the' agreement
. A ’ ' .

procedure, he must.bé able to isolate subject-verb pairs in all typés -of

sentence patterns. Perhaps the most important contributfon to developing.

teaching pract1ces for wr1t1ng is_ “the structuralist d1scovery procedure ca]]ed

7

contrast1ve ana]ys s, for teachers of wr1t1ng may extend this concept to
¢
every writing exercise by contrasting 1nforma1 and formal var1et1es of

1anguaqe, spoken and written forms of 1anguage, social and°reg1ona1 d1a1ects,
q . L2 ¥
Eng11sh and othen modern 1anguages. ' :

Nh11e concepts from transformational- generat1ve grammar may seem mpre

*

remote to teach1ng writing, the notion of 11ngp1st1c competénce (Chomsky,
\

1957)‘ﬁs perhaps the best rgason for engaging students in writing tasks

’w1thogt offer1ng them any prior, formal 1nstruct1on in grammar. For examp1e,’"

Frank O'Hare and the sentence comb1n1ng researchers before him are often

deécribed as adaptors of transformat1ona1 grammaru Yet O' Hare s greatest

~e ,

debt to transformat10na1 .grammar S, as the t1t1e of his mongraph describes,

v
teach1ng sentence comb1n1ng w1thout formal grammar instruction’ (0'Hare, 1973).

v

In writing- product1on tasks, the student who is forced to rely on h\s fnnate

‘knowledge of universal grammar rules, i.e., linguistic competence, must a]so

- - )
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1nterna11ze grammar “specific rules (S]obﬂnh 1971) The student is ‘therefore
Nrequ1red to make a series of dec1s1ons based on his 11ngu1st1c cdmpetence as

well as on his acqﬂired use of the grammag—specific rules appropriate for the

target dialect, standard writing. . .0 ‘ L - -
. ) . [

The 1ater linguistic theory of tagmemic analysis developed by

Kenneth Pike (1§59) has been the'theoretica] foundation-for Richard Young and

Y o

others who have foilowed him. For example, Rhetor1c~ Discovery and Thange

(1970)extends Pike's tagmem1c ana1ys1s for teaching the rhetLr1ca1 aspecf; of
4 . “the cqmpos1ng process. 1nvent1on of 1deas,’arrangement, sty]e. This work .

"treats language (1) as one kind of human behavior and (2) & relevant only

in relation to its'setting (a)- in nonverbal behavior and (b) in contexts of

&

nonverba] things or events. . . Tagmemi¢ theory insists . . . on studying”
. ' language as g:igrm mean1434compps1te" (Young, Becker, & Pike, 292-93) and in

Young's work offers ”procedurei\for contuoll{ng the process of writing” *1though it.

Y

:)m1n1m1zes the treatment of sub-skills.as "grammar, Spelling,_punctuation; .

-~

- v and usage" (Young, Becker, and Pike, p. xiii).

A11 these examples of making- connections between linguistic theories and
) 1‘4} M

'teach{hg practices, whether they address the whole nr parts of the composing
proces;, prov1de us w1th a wealth of resources for understanding how we canl
use our knowledge of 11ngu1st1cs to create wr1t1ng pedagog1es of our own.

o nat forget the equally important field of soc1o]1ngu1st1cs,

/ AV

for selected. soc1o]1ngu1st1c concepts may also influence the n‘ture of the

And we shou]d als

wr1t1ng act}v1t1es wg\provtde for our students. _ o

Communicative COmpetence (Bauman, 1972), which accounts for the L : i
speaker S (wr1ter€s) ability.to deal with soc1a1 rules govern1ng use, as well \;
as concepts of code—switching“(Gumperz, "1972), ;oc]a] variable rules

¢ ) ~ . o -
v
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(Labov, 1972), and dialect (Faso]d & Shuy, 1970; Wolfram & Fasold, 1974)
sbou]d influénce teaching pract1ces in the same wayrthat the generat1ve
%
concept . of 11ngu1st1c competence does. Effect1ve teaching, practices insure
A

that the student is regu]ar]y reminded of d1a1ecta1 differences while

- )
[ o »_performing on]y in the target d1a1ect, e.g., standard wr1t1ng, that the o
L
. student uses’ her acqu1red Knowledge of soc1a1 ru]es governing ‘
- Tanois w2 to meke appropr]ate choices and.to take advantage of” the ava11§21
"N
}

opti.ns. The student writer constant]y employs codegsw1tch1ng_to make the

-

. ‘switch from her informal conversational dialect to the standard ' °

dialect used in writing. \The student thereby develops the communicative
} 7

competence (Bauman, 1972) to make the r1ght cho1ces in var1ous k1nds of

v scribal utterances (Skinnery 1957). For examp]e,she may learn appropr1ate

- uses of the th1rd person s1ngu1ar -s or -es inflection, the past tense -d

« i

~or -ed 1nfﬂect1on, and a number of apprdbr1ate punctuat1on habjts. Thus, |
writing teachers whd arg know]e&geab]e in soc1og1ngu1st1c concepts can i

: structure their writing courses around them' Teaéhers may ‘include multi- )

d1a1ecta1 perspect1ves in writing tasks that call upon students communioftiWe.

competence and requ1re students to make "the k1nd of metaphor1c switch (code:

switching) necessary to move from one £1a1ect and sty1e to another.

S >

G Now 1et S turn to the specific connections made by, Robert Zoe]]ner, who|
uses a Skinnerian (psycho]ogica]) theory as a basis for teach1ng wr1t1ng and
to Payl Robents, who uses a Friesian (1inguisticy theory My point jn
referring to both Zoe]]ner and Roberts is to 111ustrate that any extension of
a theory for spec1f1ed practical ends must alter the or1g1na1 theory to f1t

. the new, rea] situation. Understand1ng this phenomenon is an
! : importantftlarifjer;%orgthose of you whoJmay question the_pruden;e of
i ° examjning theories in éhe re1ated disciplines of/iinguisttcs_and psychology

ERIC . 8/
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or who may doubt the v%]ue of extending any of'theseltheories for pedagogical
ends. |

/ Robert Zoellner (1969) c]ar1f1es the mean1ng of the words "pedagogical

adaptat1on" when he preSents Sk1nner s behav1ora1 mode] for teach1ng college -

£

‘ compos1t1on He asks wr1t1ng teachers to consider the "Sk1nner box" for the

~college compos1t1on c]assroom “for the k1nds of strateg]es which may be
h .

employed in making not an extrapo]at1on /or d1rect app11cat1og/--but an
"~ extension of 1earn1ng pf1nc1p1es" for teach1ng wr1t1ng (p.293). Zoe]]ner's
v - precise distinction, betweenJextrdpolat1on Fnd extension is cruc1a1 o under~

»  standing ‘the nature”of his adaptat1on and the key to understand1pg our own.
. ‘ L | A - L .

. ) "' ,' . A .- ) ' - \& »

‘i : . G = o \ .

B. F. ¢Skfnner s Re1nforcement " )
Schedule in the Sk1nner‘Box ‘ ‘

/ T \
J ’ stimulus _______> response ———> reinforcement
. /

v U

interna] ______%> desired — > suitable
— T ~———(subject—is res.ponse - reward-

motivated) » related to
S o motivation

N . rat presses . food pellet removal of
o Y bar to ————>»  drops ———> electric shock
get food, when fat -

. presses bdr
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Zoellrer exp]ains-thag’"Skinner's box" must be somewhat altered for
2 P . .
human .conditioning. After all, writing students are not conditioned in the

’ L)

same way as Sﬁfnner S rats The student wr1ter s rewards consist of

regu]ar feedback——of soc1a1 approva] from her peer ed1tors and mostly from

[}

her teachers pos1t1ve evaluations of her wr1t1ng - , \ -
S ’ ) e .
T . Robert Zoellper's-Extension
of the Skinner Box for
‘a Talk-Write Pedagogy in Composition

S" 1
. “class ‘ -5 student 5, feedback ' U
< emits utterances writing from other :
S S about subject” ~ . . .students & B .
T of oral “instructor E
¢ discussion ' v '
“(internally :
i motivated) ) |
: M ]
. o _ : S :
) : i . : {
: : ' v ! J
A I i
§ ) . 1
‘ _ student desired 1nd1v1dua11zed
/ 1nterna11y SN response 3 -comments on
<i:’. motivated ) : student ,
e : ¢ writing ,

) S
T ' . . . v s
. According to Zoellner's extension of Skinnerian conditioning to-the composition
‘;"‘__‘“j———*ctassroom, theTstudent—wrjter“jnterna]izes the reinforcement through what A¥bert

a Bandura calls cqgnitive mediation: "Thus, reinforcement, as it has become better

. understood “has changed from a mechanical strengthener of conduct to an 1nforma-
tive and mot1vat1ng 1nf1uence (Bandura, 1974, p. 860). The 1nterna11zed
reinforcement of the student writer is therefore different from the external
rewards of food- pe]]ets mechan1ca1]y re1nforced for the experimental rats 1n

-ﬁ - "Skinner' s box. Thus Sk1nner1an cond1t1on1ng, as it is _extended by 20e11ner, .

has one function not def1ﬁbd before Zoe]Tner "What this shows teachers of wr1t1ng

is that theories like SRinnerian‘conditicning can be extended to develop

i




-
-~

.
"y

pedagog1es 1n wr1t1ng w1thout sacr1f1c1ng7the cognitive dimensions of wr1t1ng

LRPY

and wi thout reduc1ng the Sk1nner1an (operant) conditioning practices to tw /7‘
absurdity of classical cond1t1on1ng practices of the.Pav]oV1an—dog ilk. .
. ' ??
. . . o . *
e . Skinnerian Pr1nc1p1es oo )
) Y //) : incorporated in . ) . : sl
: " _ Talk-Write Pedagogy
;f 1. Concentration on act of writing »
. . - . - . .

2. Pedagogical exploitation of verbal repertory—-
both vocal and scr1ba1
! 3. Class ‘environment structured to permit
innumerable-scribal responses ~

' 4, A pedagogical situation wh1ch perm1ts 1mmed1ate
reinforcement of those aspects of. scribal
activity represent1ng functional improvement

f 5. Classroom techniques'ﬁor developing chained"
sub-specifications of acceptable scribal activity

‘ f | '
Unlike Zoe]]ner, Pau] Roberts,(1958) extends a linguistic rather than

¥
a psycho]og1ca1 theory for use in the co]]ege compos1t1on c]assroom By using

the syntactic \patterns descr1bed by the stru;tura11sts, name]y the English
sentence patterns classified by Char]es?Fries (1952), Roberts extends Fries' .

r .

: .
model to develop a pedagogid%] (schoo])Agrammar, Fn The’ Structure of Eng]1sh

" (1952) Fries'employs'"test frames" by nhich real English words are -plugged
into the appropriate slots of the-fouriform tiasses, function‘words,'and
sentence—pattern types according.to their morphologita] makeup, funttion,

_and position in the sentence. ; Roberts extends Fries' “testufranes" to-

deve]op for his students "s1ot frame exero1ses" through wh1ch students plug
in words in their appropr1ate slots and thereby 1earn grammat1ca1 def1n1t1ons

- _ of WQrds not according te the traditional, meaning-based, definitions o parts -
of speech but adlording to the structural analysis of their morphological

1

features, functions, and positions in English sentences. 9 =

ERIC T L
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# ’ Ei%mp]es of Charles ‘Fries' _
/ "Test Frames" ¢
B ' Members‘Of—G1ass'1 are, by definition,
" all the words that fit into the
: 3 blank positions in these three -
| , _test frames
! - . . j v
s : ,
L _ 5. Frame A: (The) is/was good. .
! B . (The) s are/were good.
PR . . . . - ~ ) £ -
o L 6. Frame B: (The) remembered (the) L
\)5 - - B . ‘!r ] .
- . 7. Frame C: (The) _ - went there.
. Iy - o . ' ‘, .'
-’ ) : o ~-from Ffies, The Structure of Eng]fsh,
L , pp. 78-79 N '
- ; &
§
) .
. ' Q\
, Example of Paul Roberts’ '
- : - Pattern Exercises
Extending Fries' Theory y
o s ' ' - \"'\. o
‘ N - o N ' N CN -
/ . The \ _was interesting.
. ' Did you see their ?
. It was full of -
. | - o —~  --from Undef§€:ndingAEnglish
" | __ (1958), p. 157 |
T ' L ~
, ‘\ . ?
12 >
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! . - As 1n Zoe11ner S adaptat1on of the Skinner box, here too Pobercs adaptation
of the Friesian theory trans?orms the fheory into something e]sel1n order to
fu]fi]] a prescriptive rather than the descriptive purpose of structUralr
grammar. Roberts presents this pedagogica] grammar to‘college writing

~studehts so that they get "a better understanding of ltheirf language, a
better understanding of writing,; a better understanding of Lthemse]vesj-in .
the comq?nity of writers" (Roberts, 1958, p. xi). Robert:' adaptation shows

teachers of writing that structural linguistics is adaptabie to pedagogical

exercises even though we may, and rightly should, question the effectiveness

o7

of grammat1ca1 exercises as a'way to improve. wr1t1ng g

What a]] of this points to is that we writing teachers need too1tho
think with as we estab]ish appropriate pedagogica] practices for our wi1t1ng
‘ students. One of these tools, which the more recent researchers 5n‘thg_

compgsing process suggest, islthe use of models. In the writing education

research thus far, mode] is a term generally used to descr1be a wr1ter S

3

cognitive funct1ons during the composing process. A mode] is therefore
‘defined as "first'and foremost a tool for researchers to think with"
(Flower & Hayes, 1581 p. 375). As of yet models have hotiheen used to
descr1be both the teaching of writing and the wr1t1ng process itself. f
o suggest however that we extend the present definition of the term model to
__w¢»-—#ﬂf1ude descriptions of teach1ng writing as well as of compos1ng 1tse]f. As
such, these mode]s can provide teachers with plans for a range of concerns
that—tHe more- “commion lesson p]ans and teaching ob3ect1ves cannot accommodate
In th1s context a pedagog1ca1 “imode] is not -a sample of something to be
imitated; nor is it a~p1ast1c ;m1tat]on”of the real thing. Rather a

pedagogical mode]utor writing Foints to teaching practices and writing

activities apprupriate for real-world classrooms and individualized instruction

[P - L.

\_,:.\«:” ) e ~——
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in writing. As teaching writing is 1ncreas1ng]y a1ded by a var1ety of
¥
1nstruct1ona1 techno]og1es, most recently by computers and video dpmmun1cat1on

S systems (tacy, 1982), we are 1noreas1ngly pressed to understand the theories
X . . . ( . “

that affect our teaching. Moreover, we are being forced to think through
the connect1ons between our wr1t1ng theories and teaching practices. A
pedagog1ca1 model for writing can help us br1dge the gap: betweeﬂ/theory and

pract1ce, a pedagog1ca1 model can serve as a p]ann1ng tool for’ wr1t1ng teachers

EdR

/ .to think with. My purpose in presenting my pedagog1ca1 model today is to

encourage wr1t1ng teachers to move in that direct¥on. =

My pedagogica]’mode] is one for-teaching selected sub-skills 1in yritihg;'
it is itself a br1dge between theory and practice. ‘It is rooted in such
Tinguistic theur1es as multidialectalism, code switching,, and sentence;pattern

analysis as well as in such 1earning theories as transfer, learning,

’

operant conditioning, and sequencing: o
Teachers who use Bhis pedagogical model or build ones of their

own similar to it will notiattempt to deal with all the parts of the cdmposing

process at the same time but will isolate and focus on selected skills and

»

sub-skills within it., Ideally, the'resultant teaching practices wi]] help
r
students acq¥1re the needed skills in those areas defined by the wr1t1ng

o : teacher. It is my hope that as wr1t1ng teachers learn more about the
prob]ems of Writing (Shaughnessy 1977; Em1g, 1978), we'w111 find mode]

bu11d1ng to be a /;eful planning tool for the writing education we prov1de. :

e Models wh1ch fOCUs on selected parts of wr1t1ng must be p]aced in the larger
context of other mode]s wh1ch account for the whole comp]ex skill we call
T . compos]ng (K1nneavy, 1979) Here 1s_a graphic dep1ct1on of my pedagogical V///
~ model: o | .
, " : /
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Any tcacher who eva]uates teaching }ractices or student materials '
derived froM‘a pedagog1ca1 model must presuppose that the model builder has
worked through the varigus- steps needed to he]p students solve the seleEted
writing prob]em§ In the 1nstance of this mode] there are two stages %he”_
f{rst stage requires the builder to process student writing errors: 1) by ;
' proL1d1ng appropr1ate 1inguistic descr1pt1ons of errors discovered in
writing education research, 2) by subd1v1d1ng catggories df errors accord1ng
to d1st1ngu1sh1ng linguistic or rhetorical” “traits, 3) by ma1nta1n1ng a . .
pos1t1ve att1tude toward errors in order to find clues for pedagog1ca1 design,
”and 4) by formu]at1ng rea11st1c teach1ng ob3ect1ves based on those clues. The
second stage requ1res the formu]at1on of instructional sequences, here MMC
sequences, that y1e1d pract1ces for teaching writing. In this case the veh1c]e
F instruction is specified as separable modules. ' ' . e
Models for teaching writing are useful planning tools. dThey
‘ sugéest practica] eiéréises'for teaché?s to use in the classroom, and_they
can serve as blueprints for the déVthpment of student mater1a15 Model -
building requires the builder to identify spec1f1c wr1t;ng prob]ems and process
those problems to find clues for pedagogical designs. But most jmportantly,
’ . model. building allows us as teachers to discover our theories in writing
edUcation and trans]ate‘themﬂinto pedagogies we canljustify. These pedagogiesA

Eﬁy.then Tead to the development 6f teaching practices that will help our

students not only write well but perhaps write even better.

‘.
-
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