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INTRODUCTION

Ll

This report deals with the domain of writing in general snd then
foclses on school~based writings It discusses the functions of writing
and ypitten language from the point of view of culture, cognition and
child development. It also presents a model, which ‘can be used - and
nas subsequently besn Used ~ to construct and evaluste writing
curricula, ¥riting tasks/essignments, vriting instruction end text-books.
The report has been written as & step towards the conceptuslization
of\thmn project: The IEA Internsticomal Study of Written Coupositi?n..
in vhich some tventy countries are taking Peyt.™ At the same time it
is the first publication of the Finnish national study wit_hin the
international frawework. The authors of the report are members of the

.group responsible for the planning of the intermational study; Seuli

Tekala is the International Coordinator and Armmeli.Vihdpassi chairs
The Steering Committee.

" In planning the IEA study and in working out its theoreticsl
foundations, the following briefly sumsarized generslizations have
been mde: a central task of education appears to be the transpission
of cultursl heritage frus cne Stnerstion to enother. The scquisition,
trangaission and development of cultura) heritage is gerried out
largely by means of language, in modern times mainly through written

language. Recently there has also emerged a groving ayareness that

husan sctivities ure largely dependent on cultura) growing avareness
thet buman activities are largely dependent on cultumal development.

It has even been cleimed that mouern science and retionelistic thinkiog
are en indirect consequence of the invention of written language.

H;:iting cen de considered as & landmerk in the developsent of
human culture. Those societies and comminities that have emploged
also the written mode need and use it in the aTes of non-material
culture; eg. literature. research, and administration.

It hae generally been assumed that the emergence of vriting is
related to nev patterns of thought and expPression in the developoent
of societies. On the ‘oter hatd, it has also been emphasized that .
the acquisition of the skill of writing constitutes & turning point
in the child’s development towards a full member of the prevailing
culture., Thus tne acquisition of writing’is no’t’ouly an educational
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objective byt it van be regarded as a necessary means for the attainment
of other important educational aims. Written language frees the
dovelopiug .child from contextusl dependence, since it doeg not only
represent reality but it c¢an glso help him/her to reconstruct reslity.
However, gome recent crosi~cultural studies have shown that the
acquigition or literacy ‘loes not necesgarily lead to the ac'quisit.ion
of higher cognitive processes, as has often been suggested. Of decisive
importance is' the uses of literacy in societies. Jn other words the
crucinl question i3 vho is literate in what languages for what purposes’.
writing seems to giffer €g. from mathematics and sciemce in that
the criteria of what constitutes vn appropriate or ouistanding response
may vary f{rom culture to culture to-some extent. 1t would be gquestion-
able to aogert that theréd is only one corrset way to write a composition
in a given assignment. There are several agceptdnle approaches end
seversl acceptable products. It ig possible that there exists a
relatively high cross—cultural agréement oo scue Aspects of wit.t.e::
products. Yet. it can be sssumed that cultures may alsc differ from
ench other in terms of how they set writing tasks, how they value the
organizetional patterns of compositi~ns, how they va.‘h;e vriting styles
and hovw they value writing speed.
«  The 1EA lnternational Study of Written Composition seeks to
elucidate the links between writing and culturs]l petterns descrihed
in the sbove. 1t also attempts to describe how writing is thought
in schools. how instraction is related to cultursl patterns and how
it.' is related to written products. During the work in the theoretical
wodel of the lEA study it vas found ocut that while something - though
not very much - iz known about the teaching of early stages of vriting,
very little is known about the teaching of writing at more advanced
stages. Also, there are considerable gaps in our knowledge of the -
writing processes and factors influencing them, and of how cemin
teaching practices influence writing processes. The 1EA study seeks
to provide s good description of practices in the teaching or writing
and attempts to clarify the relationships between t.ea’ching practices

«
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and students' writing Performance.
The authors of this report have attempted to provide & background
ror defining the problems and hypotheses of the 1EA study. It may
alse te of some use ip interpreting the results of the study at a
iater stage. Thé authors decided to publish their work in & revised
fors s.iso in Finland so as to make it easier tor the Finnish :;udience
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Raportti xasittelee kivjoittamisen a—luetta ensin yleisemmisti,
sitten koulukirjoittemisen ndkSkulmmsta. Se on kirjoitettu IEA-Jirjes-
tin (Internstional Association for Educstional Achievement} toimeen-
psnesmn kensainviilisen kirjaitelmstutkimiisen ongelmien ju hypoteesien
sexf tehtivien valinnen taustaksi. Samalle s¢ 0n Suomen kensallisen
kirjoitelmtutkisuksen ensimmfinen osarsportti. Suomen liaskksi Xandsin-
viliseen kirjoitelmatutkimuksven ossllistuvat seuraavet saat: Alankomaat,
Australia, Chile, Emglenti, Indonesin, Iswael, Italis, Kenis, 1&nei-~
Seksa, Wigeriay Norsunluurennikko, Skotisati, Suomi, Thaimms, Unkeri,
USA, Uusi-Seelanti. Tutkimukeen phiiasiallinen tietojenkeru: on
vuosina 1983.84, )

Tutkimuk'sen suunnitteluvaibeessa ilmeni, etté kirjoittemista on
thhin mennessd tarkasteltu melko vihdn kulttuurin, koulun je kirjoit-
tanistapabtusen kannalte. Thss¥ raportissa pohdiskellaan kirjoitta-
misen olemusta em. nikSkulwista.

Raportin alkuoss:sa tekestellsan kirjoittasmisen tentivii je kir-
Joitettua kieltd kulttuurin ja sjattelun kehityksen kannalta. Todetasn,
etth l'(uutuksen keskeisik kysymyksii on kulttuuriperinndn siirtéainen
sukupolvelta toiselle, Kulttuuriperinndn omaksuminen, siirtéajnen jo
kehittininen tapahtuu useissc mmissa kielen, .useiuit.eu Juuri kirjoi-
tetun kielen xeutta. Xeskeisid raportissa esitettyji ndkemykoil ovat
euranvat @ v

* Kirjoittamista voidsan pit8E inhimillisen kulttvurin tunnusmerk-
kind. X¥e yhteisst, joihin kirjoitettu kieli on omaksuttu, wﬁ.tscv_nt
sith juuri kulttuurin alueella: sanataiteen, tieteellisen tutkimukscn

+ julkisen tiedomvilityksen ja joukkoviestinnlin vklineend. Viise aikoina
on erityisesti David Olsen {1976, 1977) korostanut nékemysti, jonka .

mksan ihpisen toimirta on paljolti riippuvainen kulttuurin kehityk-
sesté., Hinen mukasrsa DyRyinen tiede ja rationalistinen ajattelutapa
ovat epdsuoras seursusta kirjoitetun kielen keksimisestd ja kiyttdin-
etostia.

On usein oletettu, ettk kirjoitustaidon syntyminen on ollut Jja .
on ki{nteist.i yhteydessd uusiin ajattelun ja ilmaisun muotsihin. Kir-
Joittaminen vEhantad wiistin rasitust~ je vepauttea kognitiivista kapa-
siteettia niin, etti voidaan kiinnitt&d enemmin nuomiotas esimerkiksi




: ilmsusten merkityksiin, varsinkin niitin phitelmiin, joite kirjoite-
. tuists teksceistdi voidean tehdd. Kirjojtettu teksti e ole sidokaisse
s whet*iAlant.m_een. Titen kirjoittaminer watii ti-‘-mmqu Jo paresmiw
muotoiltus kielth kuin kasvokkein tapshtuva keskustelu; ndin se johtaa
' kielen loogisen kiytln lisélntymisees. Maportin alkucsesss habwotel-
" lasmkin suullisen ja kirjallisen esityksen keskeisil eroje.
Kirjoitustaidon omaksuxista voidsan-pithl yetksisevans kifane-
kohtana wySs lapsent kehitykseasd kulttuurin jlseneksi. Kirjoitustaidon
. sapvittaninen ei olekman wein yRai kowlutussen plislliristd, vasn sith .,
3 voidaan pitht +llttimhttisind syds muiden plisifrien ssavuttamiselle.
Kir.io_it.ett.u kieli vapavttar kehit.‘:yvin lapsen ja nuoren ajattelun
* 3 tilannesidonnaisuudesta . kozka se ei aincastesn edusta todelliauutte,
“vasn se voi auttas myds muoveamsan sith.
Toisaalta Jotkut viimeaikaiset tutkimukset owat osoitteneet, ettei
kirjoitustaidon omaksuminen vilttimittd johda kortuup.ien ajattelu- .
toimintojen omksumiseen, niin kuin usein on otaksuttu. Sen sijaan
ratkaisevia ovat kirjoitustaidon kiyt.t.at.ava.t. eri yhteisdissd, ® Toisin
sanpen voidean Kysyi: Kuka on Kirjoitustaifpinen; milld kielelld; :
mihin tarkoituksiin, . ' .
Kirjoittaminen eroaskin esimerkiksi mtematiikasta ja Juonnon- .
tieteisti siind suhteessa, etti se o sido.i(sissa tietyn kansgn, slueen S
tai alayhteisdn kulttuuriin, Ne kriteerit, joiden muksan jokin tuotovs '
on asisnmukainen, sasti sitten erinomainen, vaihtelevat jonkin verran
kulttuurista toiseen. Samoin wvaihtelevat tdrkeind pidetyt kirjoitta- *'
misen tehtévit. " .
Raportin loppuosassa esitelldfn koulukirjoittamisen erittelyyni™ .
' kehit.e'lt.y mlli, jossa on otetth huomioon seurasvat ulottuwgudet:
kirjoittamisen tehtavht (funktiot), Lirjoitustehtivien vaatima ajattelu
ja siihen kytkeytyvi -esityksen Muotc, kirjoitelmien vastsancttaja ja
kirioitelmatyyppl. KehiteityS mallis on mohdolliste kdyttdR eri maiden’
opetussuunr.itelmien; er{laisten tutiintojen jr opetuskdyténteiden ana-
A\yysiin., Analyysin pohjieln voivat opetussuunnitelmien ja oppimate-
riaalin laatijat havaiia, missd kohden ko. maassa toteutettu kirjoitta~
misen opetus kaipas monipuolistamista. Mallin pohjalte tehdyn opetuksen

erittelyn tuloksia voidman myds suhteuttsa oppimistuotoksiin. .
* i
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Sauli Tekals . g
; I. THE DOMAIN CF WNITSHG  °

! 1. ORIGIRS OF WRITING

| .
Geld (!95!: 236) atates that “the conc®pt of the divine origin and
chiracter of writing is found everywhere. in both ancient and moderh
times, among pivilized sz woll ns woong prinitive peoples. In the main
it is due to m videspresd telief in the sagic powers of writing”. *
Primitive People are pnovn to be agtonished and afraid of bosks wnd
writing in general. -
For vriting to gserve ar o system and mesns of human interection end
'couu;!ic-tion it vap necessayy to devise o system of conventional visible
- aarks. Uriting weag, in all likclihood, invented to serve swerging nev
needs in communication. Geld {1952) sugf-sts ¢har geographic, social
and economic d¢velopuents crested a complex of conditioms which could
not funetion Properly without writing. Thus he clsins that writing
could only exist in a civilization snd e civilization could hot exist
vithout oriting. !
) The earliost records of writing (clay tokens, bullas, and tadlets)
known tC ul g0 beck some 5,000, parhaps evén 10.000. yoars and vere used
" in a primitivé vay of accounting end as bills of leding sccompanying
shipuents of goods. Thus the function of SOtumentaticn appears to have
been the driving motivatim for the ioventicn of writing,
Bafore full writing systems vore develOped, neaninge were conveyed
I - by pictures or by Some more conventionalized descriPtive or memonic
devices. Mull vriting emerged when writing did not only convey mesning
but expressed langusge. According to Gelb 1952} the development wac
from o word-ayllabic writing (i.e.. individual tigns express individuel
vords) through & syllabic writing {i.c.. vords are divided jnto compoment
syllables) to sn alphebetical writing (i.e.. the letters of the alphabet
express single sounds of speech),

12
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2. OR THE CULTURAL AWD COLMITIVE IMPACT OF WRITING

Loty e
-~

) Typically great claims heave been made regarding spoken and written
longuage. Thus {t ig often maintained that “no other species except our

o has & langusge” {Hockett 1963t 1), EBven after extensive studies
of chimpanzees trained to use syabols jt is generally held that hums
beings 3o have & spaciel biologically bamed capacity for languege
{S10bin $979).

Writing is often peen 22 & landwark in humen culture, DBreasted
(1926, quoted in Oeld) bas claimed that "the invention of writing end
of & convenient Onmotmo;'d:mmmm:uum influmce

Lo in uplifting the human rese thes any other jntellectual schievesent in
e " the coreer of man." In & similer vein, Olson (1976) has descrided the
fi great impact of the techmology of writing on lymen cognitive processes
H

Y

and on the style of expression. He develops the ides or performance
being culturslly conditioned by sugsesting that techmological changes
have had & profound impsct on mental processes.

Specifically Qlson has studied the effect of the invention of the
phonetic writing systes and that of extended prose statenent (f.e.s the
essayist trediticn) on the type and style of language use. Ho meintaiss

¢ that wyriting made language an instrument for formuleting originel stite-
ments vheress before that oral Presentstion trensmitted traditionsl
Sulture. and on sccount of heavy }ellance on auditery memory, imposed
» a rhythalc syntax pattern on ors) lenguage. The yritten text had to
’ convey meaning on jts ovn vithout dgpending on shared prior knovledge
' or on the jemediste situation. Kot having to concentrate to remesber
. vhat vas sajd released cognitive capacity to pay attention to wvhat the
s . statements imply. Olson (1976: 198) claims that "the essayist technique
and written langusse generslly in the process of formulating gepersl
statements fTOM yhich true implications can be drawn have az & by-producy
created the abstract logicel concepts that we who are so habitusted to
s a litergte culture tend to view as part of pature herselfr., Modem )
science, lite 'ut.mnnht.y', is an jndireet cmscqmce of the invention
a8 paruculsr technology” {i.e.s the technology of writing).
1scn 119T7) bas also dravn attention to the dosipant role that
written language plays in the school systens of the wo:ld. He argues

-
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that in written orose rhetorical functions are subordinated to the
logical functions and t.hai the requirements “for logical, descvriptive,
sutonomous statements requires that the written language sust be more
explicit and conventionalized tham "the mother tongue” (i.e., speech). .
Schools are tied to the specialized written language and to a specialized
rorm of knowledge because t.imy rely so heavily on written prose.
Litersey is not only the n‘in goal of -schooling, but is considered
necessery for the achievement of other goals as well.

Vrgoteky {193K/1962) suggests that the motives for writing are more
sbstract, more intellectuelized and more pemoved fros immediate needs
than the motives of speaking. Thus writing requires detachment from
the sctual situations and deliberate anslytical action. ‘This leads him
to the conclusion (Vygotsiy 1978} that written language is & particular
aystem of symbols and signs whose mastery heralds a critiecal iuming- .
point in the entire cultural development of the child. Vygotshky
elaborates this by sA¥Ying that

We need to imagine the enormous changes in the cultural de‘lreloynent._l
of children that occur «% & result of sastery of written language Ll
r and the ability to read - and thus becoming awmre of everything. :

that husan Zenius has created in the reslms of vr:t.t.en word.,
(Vygotaky 1978: n16)

Vygotaky (1978} suggests further theat writing has ita origin with
children in Zestures and draving. On the basiz of experimencs and ,
peychologicel analysis, he has come to the conclusion that ;

however complex the procems of development . wpitten language say ;
seem, or hovever ervratic, disjointed, and confused it may appear / [
superficially, there is 1p fact a unified historical line that i ;
leads to .he highest forms of written lenguage. This !usher form,. ’ ; I
which ve vill mention only in passing, involves the reversion of N ! ' T~
wvritten language fyrom seconc-order aymbolism to.first-order T
sysboliss. As second-order symbols. written symbols functiop as / T
. depignations ror verbal ones. Understanding of wpitten language ; \
is rirst effected through spoken language, but gradually this
path is curtailed and apoken langiage disappears as the inter-
wediate link. To juige from wll the available evidence, vritten
» language becomes dirsct aymbolisa that is perceived in the gase
vay as spoken langusge. (Vygotsky 1978: 116) 1

Bruner (1972} algo argues that technologies have a poverful impact
on cultural environment and on cognitive functioning. Culture provides
“saplification systems” for cognitive processes. Among such asplification

[ey

systems are symbolic modes of representation. Bruner Suggests that
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Finally and mcst poverfully, tiere are amplifiers of the thought
processes, vays of thinking that employ language and formation of
explanation, and later use such langusge as sathematics and logic
and even find automatic servants to crank out the conseguences,
(Bruner 1972: 69) ’

For Bruner, language is essential for thinking. He suggests that “the
" shape or style of a mind is, in some measure, the outcome of interralizing
the functions inherent in the language we use” {Bruner 1968: 107),
language tempts persons to foywm concepts and written language frees thea -
from dependence on the impediate referent, Thus

the stage is set for symbolic prucegses to run ahead of concrete
fact, for thought to be in terms of poseibility vather than actu-
ality. At this point, symbolic repressntation can go beyond the
capacities of an ikonic eystem and the way is open for Plaget’s
stage of formn! operations, vhere the real becomes a subset of
the possible. (Bruner 1972: 49)

Thus langusge not only represents reéality but wleo helps to tranform it.
On this point he diverges from Piaget gnd his co~vorkers, vho see thought
rooted ia action.

Like Vygotsky, Bruner and Olson, Emig (1977) fe a strong advocete
of the smificme of written language. She contends that mtin;
represonts a unigue aode of learning ~ not merely valuable, not merely
specisl, but unique” (1977T: 122). Writing resembles successful leamming
strategies in that it is "selr-rhythmed”, represents a "powverful iustence
of self-provided feedback”, provides connactions in that it "establishes
explicit apa syotematic conceptual groupings”, end is “uniquely multi-
representstionsl snd integrative”™ ss a lesrning process in that it .
involvés the ensctive (the band), the ikonic {the eye) and the sysbolic
(the brain) modes or repressting reality (Zmig 1977: 128).

The foregoing discuseion shows that it is frequently cleimed that
the process of vriting pleys an important role in the development of .
thinking. Scardassiis and Bereiter {1981a) 1ist the following as the
often cited direct cognitive bemerite attributed to writing: (1) The
Emperor's nev clothes phencmenon, vhich refers to the fact thet writing,
in contrast to conversation, seems to force & eritical iook at and
enalysis of our fuzzy thoughte. (2) Text organicity, by vhich i¢ meant
that & text takey on a life of its own and thought mey therefore diverge
in a crestive vy from the original direction. (3) Revision helps to
contribute to the development of thought. (k) Sustained thought f2 gaia
to be fostered by writing, mainly becsuse of leck of interruption and
because writing helpa keep thinking moving shead.
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Scardanalia and Bereiter {1981a) maintain, however, that their
studies .have indicated that the above-mentioned benefits are hy’ no means
Moutic caogsequences of vriting compositions. 1In fact, it has to be
considered that for beginning writers the writing process may curtail
rather than extend thought. The contribution of writicg to thinking
pight be limited to few highly literate people and it might be an
impediwent ror most people.

Scardamal ia and Bereiter {1981a) suggest that writing may, in faet,
have & positive ipfluence on thinkiag if there is & dialectical inter-
action between vhat vhey call the ".ontent space™ and the "rhetorical
space”. Thus avareness of the demands of & particular geare may affect
the selection and elaborstion of content. Consideration of the sudience:
pay lead to finding inedequacies in the content of the text. Sesrching

. for text elements {transitions, definitions, examples, etc.) may cause

the writer to go back to consider what has heen written 50 far. Problems

of word choice may encourage the writer to look more carefully at alter-
native interpretations of the text and thus meke further changes. The

demand to produce & pinimum asount of text may iead to further development

of ideas or discovery of nev ideas. The intemsl constraints of the text
(eg. its imPlicetions) mey point to new directions not envisaged at the
beginning. , .

Scardamslie and Bereiter {1981a) have identified several wayr young
writers cope with rhetoricel problems: {1} Students may be avare of
potentisl auvdience objections but they do mot care about that,

{2} Students may not be willing to make the effort to remove recognized
veaknesses in structure or content, {3) Students often can make only .
poor and vague diagnoses of what is wrong with their texts fer. T.2.h.},

(4) Students mre ofrten satisfied with superri'cial connectisng within

the text, {5) Students may use conversational ploys {Well, anyway;

abrupt topic shifts) for side-stepping difficulties, and {£) Students

may use & simple knovledge-telling strategy {cf. 6.2.h.)

Scardamalia and Bereiter {1981a) conclude thet the deepening of
reflective thinking is not mn automatic consequence of experience in
writing. The dialectical processing in writing is an achievement, which
is not only a ceuse of, but equally the result of, reflective thinking
during composing. Studies carried out by Scardamalis and Bereiter
indicate that reflective processes can be facilitated by teaching and
they may graduslly be incernalized and lesd to self-reflection.
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i However, on the bagis of their study of the effects of literacy in
f the Vai tribe in Liberia, Scribner and Cole (1978, quoted in Wells, 1981)
N concluded that the acquisition of literacy did not entail & generadized
facilitition of higher cognitive processes, They consider that the
facilitation of skills depends on the way in which literacy is soclally
organized and to vhat uses it is put in different societies, Their
conclusion is supported by Spolsky (1981}, who in en artiele on the
wciolinguiat.ica of literacy suggesta that it is the most vorthuhile
to study literacy as a social phenomenon, locking at the role played
by the ypitten language in the functioning of a commmity, If we adopt
such &n appromck, we ask "who is literate in which language {r what
- purposes” end ve may study the social distribution of litersey or we
. cen aasess the functional significance of literscy (Spolsky 1981: k),
Also Gere (1981) warns againet fecile erosscultural generslizstions
concerning the efféct of literacy.
wells (1981} diacusaes the question of literacy from a number of
‘perspectives. He points out that

g although higher levels of cognitive functioning way be stroagly
assccinted with the sywdolic manipulation of mesning encoded in
linguistic representations, such a use of language is not comfined
to the writtes mode, Very precisely formulated yremsoniug csn also
ocour ib speech, as is frequently the case in, for example, cross-
exaninations of witneeses, spontanecus cont.ributiom to
diagnoses of illness, or of machine malfunctioning, ete., and mh
uses of language cen be foun® in aonliterate &8 well &8 iD 1i%erate
cultures. {Wells 1931: 255}

Thus he comes to the conclusion that literscy as such is not #o important
as the symdolic manipulation of experfience through the sort of langusge

8 which is "most characteristic of written texts™ (Wells 198): 255). It
seees Lo the present writer that Well's conclusion is a fair estimate

of the present state of art concerning 0\5 pregent knowledge of the

impact of written language.
\"“'-2-._--_..
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3» FURCTIONAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SPOMEN AND WRITTER LANGUAGE

Traditionally linguists have assigned writing or written language
8 secondary status in relation to'speech. Thus the Swias unsnis'rg de
Saussure (1916) stated that languege and Writing are two distinet systems
of signs and that the only raison d'@tre of writing is to represent
langusge {i.e., spoken utterances). This point of view was strongly
supported by most gmericen tinguists. Sapir (1921) described written
forms as 2acondary symbols of the spoken forms. Bloomrield (1933: 21)
stated categorically that "writing is pot language, but mersly & way of
recording language by means of visible marks”, He alsc pointed té an
often~rade obzervation that vriting is pot universal whereas speech is.
Hore recently Hockett (4958: ) hee maintained that “speech and writing
are merely two different manifestations of so@ething fundamentally the
same™,

In spite of tais very dominant view among linguists all over t.l;e
vorld {which is changing as there is groving interest in discourse
processes), there have been some lingvists, especially in Europe, who
have questioned the majority view. In particular, Jesef Wachek of the
Prague functionel school of linguistics has tried to explore the
relationship between what he ca’ls "the spoXen norm of the langusge”
and “the vritten norm of the language". Vachek (1973, 1974) waintains ¢
that the two norms sre functionally complementsary in that the “marked
member” (the written norm) serves speciamlized cultursl and civilizationsl
purposed in those societies whicl. have utilized the latent possibilities
of language more fully by employing also written langusge. Such functions
&re, e.8., literature, research, aémi.nist.r;t.ion.

Vachek (1973) compares the fupctions of the two norms in the folleving
vay:

The SPOKEN WORM of langusge is & system or phonically manifestable
language elements whose function is to react to a givenm atimulus
(vhich, as a rule, iz an urgen* one) in a dynemic vey, i.e. in a
ready and iemediate manner, duly expressing not only the purely
communicative but also the emctional aspect of the approack of the
reacting langusge uger.

The WRITTER MOHM of language ig a system of graphicully manifreatabl
langusge elements whose function is to resct to a given stimujus
{which, as n rule, is pot an urgent ope) in a static way, ires'in a
preservable and eouly surve¥able manner, concentrating on tae
purely communicative aspsct of the appmch of the reacting language
users {Vachek .1973: 16}
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The most important observation in terms of the present paper is the claim
that written language is "preservable and easily surveyable,™ 1t is
those characteristics that make writing idesl for the archival functions
of language (Olson 1981},

Vachek ;slso demonstrates how the structursl-correspondance betveen
the spoken and written forms cannot be limited to the "basic level™ only
' Phoneme-grapheme correspondence) but nigher levels (N!_'Dhﬂ“ and words)
are also isportant. He 8lSo shows how, in English, traditional spelling
rather fhan proposed, more "regularized” spellings allow easy redognition
of morphological regularities foF the péader. Thus the orthographical
interests of the writer and the reader are not necessarily identical.
That may partly explain the fact that spelling reforss in Euglish have
not been very successful in spite of many attempts during seversl
centuries. - . .

As Olson (1976, 1977) has shown, the uritten langumge hes played
& dominant role in school. It has typically been considered the snhool's
central task to tesch three R's, two of which refer to written langusge:
reading and writing (not spedting and listening conp;'ehenaim}. Writton
langusge tends to be regarded as the norm. Halliday (1986) has noted
that the imagery ve use in reference to language is visusl rather than

*

auditory: long words, long seatences.

There have apparently been rvelatively few attesmpts to teach reading
and writing directly on the basis of earlier orsl competence. The “Hreak-
through to Literacy” project sponsorad by the Schools Council in England
and "Lasning pé talets grund” (Reading on the basis of speech) in Seeden
and the "language experience” approach in the {54 are examples of systems
where children build up their owun reading material by constructing
written discourse with the help of the teacher. Om the other hand,
there have been gome innovative ideas sugBested regarding_reading and
writing. Thus Ca.rol Cham:ky {1972, quot.eé in Dale 1976) has suggested
that children ghould start writing before resding tecsuse she claims
that the natural order is writing first and then reading vhet cne has
written. Kroll {1981) also shows that several language arts specislists
agree that diclation could be used with benefit as a bridge to writing.

¥
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k. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CONVERSATIONAL INTERACTIVITY AND WRITTEN COMPOSITION
L3

.

Rubin (1950} has argued that it is unfounded to equate ski¥led
reading vith decoding skills plus bpal comprehension. There are a pumber
of factors related both to the medium snd mestage of language experiences-.
vhich suggest t.h'at. there is no simple tyrensformation from one modality
to the other. It seems equally obviocus that there sre ahmmber of *
pointa of divergence when childron move from conversational infersctiom
to composing, especielly expository writing. A

Vygotsky (1962) can be cited as & good exponent of the view which
emphasizes the distinction between spoken and written langusge. His
contention t.hst.""urit.t.en speeck is a separate linguistic function

-

) differing from ornl speech in both'structure and mode of funetioning™ ’

(vygotsky 1962: 98) has been repeated in & number of slightly different ,

. forsulations. The present author has u'.de 6. attempt to construct a

systematic taxonomy of the characteristics of conversational inter-
activity (face-to-face conversation) and written vomposition. It draws
on & number of studies, mainly those carried out by Bereiter (1980),
Bereiter and Scardamalis (1981b), Dillom (19€1), Emig (1977), Freihoft
and Takale (1974}, Glinz T@?ﬂ. Grice;f(w?s). Kymes (196k), Krashen
(1976}, Markova (1977}, Moftett (1968Y, Myers (1979}, Rubin (1580),
shuy (1981), steger (1967), Wunderlich (1972) and Vygotsky (1962, 1978).
‘These studies vill not be cited in deteil. Instead, the present author
has attemped to integrate the varicus vievpoints into & coherent system
{Table 1},
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TABLE 1. A Taxonomy of the Cheracteristics of Conversational luteractivity.

and Written Cumposition

Sommunication’ Conversational Written
Framevork Interectivity Coemosition
Charasteristics
A. Modality Orsi; allows the use of Written: allows the use
linguistic and pare- of some textual devices
- . linguistic devices (pause, ({punctustion, paregrep-

stress, intonation)

» B. Temporal Context Shaved time perspective
("now™}; allows realy use
of temporal deictic

© expressions; does not |
persist beyond the “now™

o . Spatisl Context Shared spatial perspective
d ’ {"here™); wllows use and
refeprenice to physical
environnent, kinesics,
tac ial expressions, eye
contact, proximity, .
postural expression, ete.

D. Mode of Functioning Verbal and nomverbal
interactivity character—

ti ized by reciprocity snd
collaboration and &
continuous’ reedback and
cues exchanged betwuen
at least two people who
altemate in the role of
addressor and sddrescee

“Not shared; writer's

- produced by writer.

hing, underlining. etc.)

perspective decisive for

interpretation; produces
& peraansnt record

Hot ll;ared; Writer's -
perspective decisive
ror interpretation

L.n!'seli'~ autonomous
language production with
& varying degree of
interaction, feedback
and cuea from the text

Influence on discourse
of remote addressee
derives rrom writer's
anticipation of addressee
or audience reactions

MHessagze

Characteristies .

E. Content Typically concrete and Typieally less familiar ,
largely shared {familiar) inform&tion of more .
information and experi- abstract nature requiring 1
ences requiring rela- often extensive and
tively little effort in sophisticated goul- .

- searching from lcngterm directed searching from - .

memory longterm nemory )

¥. Structure Typically more open and Typically more closed and

highly context-sensitive
discourse structure
sllowing redundancy and
astociative communication

conventionalized structurr
requiring vithin-text-nr
co-text sensitivity




1,

#. Size of Expected
Message

o

b

-~ 1. Horms Related to
Hessage

regulation of inter-—
personal relationships

and idesticnal-informa-
tive exchange of ideas.

In copversational inter-
activity the latter is
always subject to some
‘influence from the
salience of the personal
contagt (pme- entered, you-
cefitered, us~centered:
sxpressive, regulstive,
phatic)

Typically & conversational
turn vhich normally is
relatively shoyt containe
iag only a few comtext-
relevant points or jdeas

Cogperativeness, including
informativeneys, truthful~-
ness, relevance and
clarity. Socisl norms

of fact underlie all
conversational inter-
activity.

ideational exchange of
idens and peader-text
interection regulatijos.
The latter can be
focused o writer-text
interaction (refle:tive,
expressive) or text-
remote audience inter-
actioh (create opportu-
nities for interpretaticu,
impresgions snd sesthetic
experience)

Megsage Conversational Written
Characteristics Tnteractivity Compositiors
l {cont.) .
1
f. . G. Function Typically social-emctional Typicslly informstive-
|

Typicslly & self~
centained vhole contuin=
ing all relevant :oints
or ideas and resesbling
monologue rather then -
converaationsl turn

Cooperativeness including
informativeness , truthful-
ness, releveance and
clarity. PFroduct related
norus of felicitous
expression (style} apply

Processing
Characteristics

L

J. Processing lLoad -

.

. K. Mode of Processing

LRI
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Usually retatively easy
to manage all constraints
involved in conversationsl
interactivity within
available prozessing
capacity

largely sutomated and well
coordinated processing at
different levels due to
routinized executive proce-
dures and sub-routines
included in familiar
conversational schemata.
Flanning ca:. often be
local end serial {vhat
next?), there are several
accepteble organizational
and vording alternatives
and there is little need
for reviewing.

Usually demdnding ajl
processing capacity and
often overloading it,
especiaily among inex-
verienced writers

Typically non~sutometic
processing requiring
conscious attention to

even such lowlevel
processes a: teki gener-
ation and writing mechenics
among inexperienced writers,
allowing little or no sgice
capaci:y to attertion to
vhiole ext plafning,
process monitoring and
Peviewing.

»
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Developmental
Characteristics

Conversstional
Interactivity

Written
Composition

M. Developmental

Sequence

L. Mode of Learning

Informal, largely uncon-
scious agquisition and
sel f-generated learning

Normaliy & child*s first
langusge experiences as
listener and speaker

Formsl learning with a
growing degree of con~
scious control of one's
activities, Typically
a school-based ectivity
of lesrning

Yormally follovd after
extensive cxperience with
conversational foter—
activity with » tendency
of the latter being partly
transferred into the
early stages of compo~
sition learning. Normmlly
also is preceded bty having
tirst learned to resd,

Linguistic

Characteristics

Conversaticnal
Interactivity

Nritten
Composition

—_— -

. N. Cole

Cooperativeness, the
support of the context of
situation, etec. ma%e the
linguistic codc anly one
medium of conveying
meaning. Therefore the
language can be struc~
turally loose and less
well=formed, and use
elliptical and deictical
expressions, The grammar
can often be more complex
than that of written
language, but lexical
density is typically
lover than in written
text.,

Since the meaning of the
text has to be constructed
by the reader wittrout the
1o8sibility of continuous
cues And feecd-back Irom
the writer and without

the support of the ismedi-
ate context (within-pext,,
cotextual focus) the
message has to assume &
larger role than in com~
versational intersetivity.
Cues for the construction
of meaning must de both
atructurally and semgnti-
celly relatively well-
formsed to avoid misinter-
pretation. Byntax is
often simpler than in
spoken langusge but lexicwl
denaity is higher .
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Differences between the two azpedts of literacy, mdi.ng and vriting,
have slsc been discusssd in geveral contexts. Some of them will be noted -
briefly here. Wells ,1981) suggests that though the Teading aspect of
literacy is a complex process, it is greatly facilitated by the stricture
of mesning and expression that already is present in the t.ext..‘ The
con;}met.ion of written text puts, hovever, sven greater demands on the
cognitive and linguistic skills of the writer, since there is no similer
gupport’ of pre-existing structure. Scardamalis and Bereiter {1980) use
the term "compositional task” to refer to tanks in which the gosl is
not fully definite at the outoet but becomes more definite during the
process and in which there is a large storage of potentislly appliculle
know'.edge and & vide choice of altefnative routes to the gosl.

In spite of obvious differences, oral and wpitten language clearly
share some similar features. Cambourne (1981) lists some or them: )

They employ the same basic rules of grummar and vocabulary; doth

are obviocusly concerned with comsunication; both are used in s

mriety of eveyy day sctivities; both are taken for granted by

those who us~ them, There appesr, hovever, to be a few similari-

ties beyond this list. From a nupber of pepspectives, diseimilari-

ties are pore numercus ahd more obvious than the similarities.

(Cambourne 1981: BuL-85)

Cambourne (1981) slso noted that oral and written language can be
contrasted from 8 number of different perspectives. As shown in the
above, he acknowledges that there are obvious differences. wvhich may be
important. He suggests, however, thet the relevance of the differences
for exarfple for the pedagogy of reading is often 3lmply sscumed but never
explained. In a similar vein, Sharer {1381: 23) points out that
“emphasizing the spoken/written oppesition lesds to long lists of all
the differences between talk and writing. lists that onscure the crucial
difference: the unilateral vs. collaborative production of & text”,
According to Shafer, who quotes approvingly Moffett's (1968) earlier
work , & more userul.dichot.ow ig, therefore, the opposition bevween
dialogue and monologue,: : .

O'Keere {1981) contends that we should see writing s the productic.
of discourse, in other words as language-in-use, rather Than ss simply
linguistic production. She agrees with earlier scholars of rhetoric

_and discourse theory in that she suggests that "message sroducers develop

a repertoire of strategies for adapting discourse forms in relation to
contnxt, interpreter, and persénel cbjectives" (1981: 13¢). Analysis of

P
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the present situation ieads her to claim that current discusaions of
'-ﬂmuins and writing suffer from two conceptusl eryors: faflure to
walyze discourse A8 discourse in terms Of its characteristic form sat
qommunicative fu.ction, aud fajlure to see discourse in the coatext of
comumication. According jo O*Keefe (1981 138), “meaningful conclusions
about the differences betveen speaking gnd vriting can be nde only
vithin & general classification and structural description of discourse
forns”. .

Undoubtedly Casbou:.ae, ‘hafer and O'Keefe are correct in the
criticism against sere listing of sll possible differeices Detween oval
and vritten language. They are also justified {n emphasizing that we
should Yook for differences that are relevant for the particular purpose
at hand. It seems to the present author, however, that slthough
taxonomies are bound to be ad hoc to some extent, they serve n useful
purpose in trying to structure phenomena. Algo, it seéms probable that
in many cases it is & grester gryor to regard some things as siniler
vhich are, in fact, different then to consider them different. Also in
scientific enquiry it is often useful. at the beginning stage of rcsearch
anyvay, to Push an argument to ite logicel conclusions in order to see
to vhat extent the viewpoint can explain 'hou things are. When .he cpusge
for the "more different than similar” wiew has been made, it iz possible
to start develmping arguments for the opposite view: spoken and written
lansu;se and dis~ourse are more similay than differsat.

25
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5. WRITING AS AN ACY OF COMMUNICATION

S.1. Charmcteristics of Compunicative Acts

\
Writing is comwnly regarded as an sct Of copmmicatioc bdetween the

vriter and the reader(s) of the produced taxt. It is also increasingly
recognized (e.g., Anderson 1977, Bruce 1979, Spiro 1960) thet otaning is
ot eisply transferred bY the writer to the resder. Speskers snd writers
are not sdsumed to be adle to somminicate directly their intended
sesnings through lsngusge. According to this view, they can, ;t best,
provide clues that allow the avdience to construct approzisations to
that meening from their own prior knovledge. The resdercs task is as
compleX as that of the vriter, since meaning is. reslly comstructed oy
the veader and dces N0t Pecide in the text. Thus resding requires
crestivity just s well as writing. If this assumption about meaning

) being 1 1y creatod by the resdev is essentially correct, us latest

resear:) suggeste, it reises rome interesting questions ror the ovaluation
of sitions written by students in s number of different countries
and cultures. ’

In s genuife social interaciion snd communication the writer pays

_careful attention to the sudience, the person or persons to whod the

item of communication is addressed. Collins end Gensper {198C) heve

identified rfour yrinciples that rorm tacit ocbjectives in communicative

acts. These four Principles are assumed to be generelly applicadle and

they can be realized by differeat structures and devices st different

levels of text. The rour principles sres

). Comprehensibirity. It is generally considered desirable that tive
text is as easy 83 wossible for the resder to understand. The writer
sught to give the redader enough clues to construtt the correct mo el
of the text. Collins and fencner suggest that couprehansidbility. can
be enhanced by using examples to illustrate gmeral peinciples, i
filling in intervening steps in argusents, and using saort, simple
sentences. The requirement of comprehensibility ceems to apply
primarily to expository texts.
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O knticingners. 1T & reader quits & text before finishing it; itz emsy
romprehensibility Joes not matter. Therefore, it ig important to be
able to catch apd Lold the resder's stiention. Collius. and Gentner
recommend including the mést important information in the beginning y

. to motivate the reader to keep ok yresding. They list a wariety of. .

+ devices ‘designed to accomplish Thin cbjective: using suspmnas,

mpeem eventu and humor, sncouraging the reader 3o idemtify with ‘
: the chamzm. etc. The-requirement of eaticingness seems more -5
centrel for literary then for expository texts.

3. persuasiveness. In writing, the gosl is oftem net caly to explain
ddeas or to tell a good story, eic., but also to convince the reader
of the truth, importsace, suthenticit;, ete., of ubat Wms wvritte.
Mmunwbuotduieuuoﬁtoﬂctmmmiu. »

E cmn:;:-»acnmwm:mtm:ummtm

] . Mmaed in some texts, adadssion by the writer that thers msy de problems

g"- . or linitations, citing suthoritative opinion, or referring to comonly

2 sharedl experiences. * .
i

. b, Megorability. In order for the resder to be able to learn from texts

s he ghould be abdle to hold the essential partz of the text in semsory.

‘ " * memorability goes beyoad ease of understanding. A text can be easy -
%0 understand, but not very sasy to remswber. Collins and Gentaer

* suggeot the use of liste, tables, figures, hierarchical “hesdings and
exPlicit statements sbout the structure of the text,

¥

The devices that were suggest2d to achieve the sbove-mentioned
P mul objeetives of writing are related to the structure, style, genre
and content of the texts produced. _ ; .
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5.2. Construction of Meaning by Writer and Reader

$.2,1. Belf-sufficiency of Texts

Treditionally communication has been vieved 83 the tyanemisaion of
e nessage {information) by & source, through & channel, to & receiver.
This ie the classical concepticn of the early information theory.
Meaning is encoded by the gender into the message end meuning resides
entirely in the text, All the receiver then has to 4o is to decode the
sessage to ‘mover the entire message. There is no residual part of
Beahing outside of the text. The text is the selfsufficient repository
of meaning. Also the school of nevw criticisa atregased the close reading
of the text itself «s o guard agninst what Wimsatt and Besrdsley (1954}
called tbe dual fallacies Of sscribing subjective intentions to the '
suthor apd relying on the varisble affective res; .es of the readers,

According to Olson (1976, 1977}, Luther was among the first to
suggest that neaning can be reed from the text itself. There is no
need for experts {priests} to expiain what the written text mesns.
{Dlson {1977} himself srgued earlier for the viev thst "meaning is in
the text” but has subsequently changed his view, as will become evident
in the following discussion.} fThe traditionsl, purely linguistic view
has tended to support suych & conception of meaning, Heaning is assumed
to be exhsustively contained in sentences and text. According to trans-
formstional grasmar "a semantically interpreted déep gtructure of o
sentence, wvhere the interpretive procedure is a purely linguistie one,
provides a tull enslysis of its cognitive meaning” (Spi_ro 1980; 2u8),

The viev that meaning is simpiy communicat:d to the receiver by
means ol the text has been challenged by litersry critics and by linguists,
philosophers, cognitive psychologists and cognitive scientists.
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% 5.,2.2. Context and Construction of Meaning

Linguists, philosophers, and cognitive geientists and psychologists
tend tO agree that context is important for detemining meaning. This
view has a long tradition in British linguistics going beck to Malinowski
snd Firth, btut has gained prominence in the United States relatively
recently. -

Writing is nov commonly regarded ss an act of communication detween
the vriter and the resder{s} of the produced text. It is aisc increa~
singly recognized (e.g., Anderson 1977, Bruce 1979, Spiro 1980) that
meaning is not simply transferred by the writer to the reader. Speakers
and ypiters are not assumed to be able to communicate directly their
intended meanings through langusge. According to this viev {Anderaon
and Suifrin 1980}, they can, at best, provide clues that allow the
awdience to construct approximations to that mesning from their omn
prior knovledge. The reader’s task is almost as complex of that of
the vriter, sjnce meaning is really constructed by the reader and does
not fully reside in the text. Thus reading requires creativity just
as vell as writing.

According to Grice (1957) & distinction should be amde petween &
gentence as 8 linguistic phenomenon and its uytterance in & given context
by the spesker., He suggested that we should distinguish "sentence
weaning”, i.e., the meaning that a gentence may have in any context,
from the "spesker's meaning®, i.e., the meaning that the spesker intends
to convey by means of that particular sentence.

Generally speaking, the "sentence meaning™ is the conventional way
of expressing els¢ the "spealier's meaning”. In interpreting the speaker's
meaning the hearer may, howere., have to drav upon both "conversational -
iluplice.t,ures" and "conventional implicaturez” {Grice 1975. Karttunen end
Peters 1975, quoted in Olson and Hildyard 1981). Conversational
implicatures are based on the general Cooperetive Principle: "Make your
conversational contribution such ag is'requir. i, at the stege at.which
it occurs. by the accepted purpose of direction of the talk exchange in
vhich you are engaged” (Grice 1975: 45). If the speakers are cooperative,

* they cbsarve the four maxims of Quantity, Quelity, Relation and Manner

by trying to make their contributions informative, truthful, relevant l
and clear, respectively. Thus, if something undesirable happens and
one fo the speskers says "That's marvellous” with a certain iatomationm,
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the listener may infer that the spesker is violating the maxim of truth-
fulnes2 and is being sarcastic, The speaker's meaning is, in fact,
diametrically opposite to the sentence wesning. )

According to Kerttunen and Peters {(1975: 2) conventional implicatures
are equivalsnt to the pragmatic presuppositions implied by the choice of
particular vords themselves. Thus, if the spesker says "John managed
to rind & job™, he Y. ., commits himself to the view that it jsn't easy
to find w job, or at ieast not easy for John ... {The truth of the
sentence) depends solely on whether John actually found & job, the rest
is & conventional implicatua to which the spenker commits himself by
using the vord sanage.”

Searle {1979) has recently pointed gut that sentences have xeanings
in context. He maintains that ®.e. even in literal utterances, where
speaker's meaning coincides vith sentence meaning, the speaker must
sontribute more to the literal utterance than just the semantic content
of the sentence, because that semantic content only determines & get of
truth conditions relative to a set of sssunptions made by the spesker,
and if commnication is to be successful, his assuwaptions must be shared
by the hearer” (Searle 1979; 95-96). Simildrly Bierviseh (1979, quoted
in Olson and Hildyard 1981} pssumes that the semantic structure of a
sentence and the context together determine the meaning of an uttersnce.
An utterance meaning is @ certain state of affasirs belonging to a
*"pogssible world". A possible world may pe an actusl spatiel or temporal
context or it may be = hypothetical, stipulated or even counter-ractual
wvorld. Olson and Hildyard (1981} summarize the sbove views in the

following formula for the determination of meaning:
®
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TABLE 2. Determination of Meaning {(after Olsen and Hildyard 1981)

St o SRR

: Semantic Structure
3 (Linguistic/Sentence

Neaning. Sense)
. 8

Pogsible World (Common
Ground/Context)

P

Type of Speaker’s
MNeaning

Semantic Structure

or

Linguistic Meaning

Y or
Sentence Meaning
or

Sense |

Knovledge of the ¥orld

or

Knowledge of Context

or

. Possible World

According to Olson and Hildyard (1981: 15) litersl meanieg does
not correspond to linguistic/sentence mesning "... but, rather, to an

utterance spoken by a particular individunl in a particulsr context
~. o & particulsr occasion in such & vay as to datermine & set of truth
F conditions.” Thus litersl meaning is assumed to be”oné\form of er's
peaning. Other foras of speaker’s meaning are ¢ ¢ ing, §

indireet speech act, end aetaphorical meening. 'rh\e\tspe of speaker's
peaning depends oh the relationship petween aentence mesning and the
possibie world as described in Table 3

+ L
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‘PABLE 3. Varieties of Speaker's Meaning (after Olscn and Hildyard 1981)

] 7
L} . "

Semantic Structure Possible World Type of Speaker's
{Linguistic/Sentence {Common Ground/ Meaning
Seaning, Sense) Context ) 3
s PH N
Nodifiable Invarient Cagual meaning
Invariant Modif ieble Literal Meaning
; ) Invariant Invariant Indirect Speech Act
E . |
Invariant Invarisnt Metaphorical Mesning
: . 1
- In the case of casual Meaning, the possible world {context) is .
: . considered invariant {given). If the presuppositions of linguistic
¢ meaning do mot correspond to the structure of the possible world, fit -
is achieved by trensforsing § into S8'. Casual meaning is most common 4

in or1dinary conversastional interactivity and in child languege. Olson

and Hildyard cite & Piagetian experiment where children are shown three i

dusks and two rabhits and ssked: "Are there more ducks or animals?™ ' j
i
i
:

»

Young childen typically ansver "more ducks”. It is sssuned that' they
g}.os;the question to a mwore typical form "Are there more ducks or

rabbite?™ Olson and Hildyard {1981: 19} suggest that in cesual speech '

"the weight of interpretation falls on P¥ in determining :ihe meaning M, .

thereby saking allowsnc- for some degree of vagueness and izpression ) . .3
" in §: any vording vill do ~ & wink is 88 good as & nod - if *P¥ is well Cd
. establighed”, C

Literal meaning occurs vhen S is eonsidered invariant in determining
1 meaning., "The very words” of S must be preserved for a sifficient length
"of time for the coaputation of litaral meaning., The weigit of meaning ’ “%
falls on the semantic structure 8. The context can be soiified by 3
adding nev inforsation or an entirely nev possible vorld say be stipu-
lated by "the very words”, i.e., by wvhat th(;&mﬁqme actually says and

[}

i

acana, Olson and Hildyard suggest that young children only gredually . Jé
: ‘ R !




become capible of computing literal meanihg. They also argue that there
is a natural link b;tueen literal meaning and written language, since
writing is an idesl way of preserving S and alsc for constructing new
possible worlds. .

Indirect speeth mct and metaphorical meaning emerge when the semantic
atructure and the tfﬂi'lt.ext are mitually incompatible tut neither is made o
subjeect to mraification. It follows tha} speaker's meaning K is trans-
“ormed intc & marked form M'. Thus the sentence “John is & chicken" ia :
wnterpreted to have the metaphorical meaning “Johm is a coward® and 3
"I hear speaking” uttered by a teacher in a class is understoocd to be g

AN ipdirect request for silence.
Searte (1979) sugge-ts that literal meaning is the unmarked case
vhile indirect speech acts and metaphors are marked ceses. 0Olson and
! Hildyard (1981) take casual speech as the *  -~ked case and treat
literal, indirecy and metaphorical speech az oarked cases. In develop~-

:

mental perspective the latter view is probably more justified.

x

5.2.3. Interpretive Comeunities . -
f

w

There is u strand in literary criticism that has also challenged
the traditional influential argument in favor of the stability and gelf-
sufficiency of the text. Rosenblatt {1938: 35) suggests that the resder
is crestive as vell as the author. "The same text vill have a very
different mearing and value to us at different times and under ;liffeuut.
circumstances ... Without an understanding of the reader, cne canaot
predict what particular text may be significant to him, or what mmy be 1
the special quality of his experience". More recently Fish {1980} has
argued that there is po direct relationship between the mesning of a
sentence {paragraph, novel, poem) and vhat itz words mean. Fial_l gives
an interesting-account how he graduclly geve up the notion of the
"integrity of the text" and developed the potion of interpretive . }
commnities. In Fish's words: .

Indeed, it is interpretive comminities, rather than either the » &
text or the reader, that produce meanings and are responsible for ’
the emergence of formal features. Inteérpretive communities are
made up of those vho ghare interpretive atrategies not for reading i
put for writing texts, for constituting their properties. In other
vords thesc strategies exist prior to the act of reading and there-
fore determine the shape of vhat is resd rather than, as is usually
assumed, the other way arcund. {1980: 1)

v
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Fish's notion of interpretive communities seems toc be a useful way
3 of wyoiding extreme subjectivien and relativism in the comstruction of
| seaning. According to Fisa:

' An interpretive community is not objective because us a bun of
interests, of particylar purposes snd goals. its perspsctive
. interested rather Jthan neutrsl; but by the same veasoning, the
; weapings and texts produced by an interpretive community are not
subjective because they do not proceed from en imolated individual
but froe s public and conventional point of view. {1980: 14}

., All of this also leads to & nev understanding of the role of interpratation:

Whereas I had once agreed with my predecessors on the peed to control
' interpietation lest it gverwhelm and obserure texts, facts, suthors,
snd intentions, I now believe that interpretation is the source of
texts, authors, and intentions., Or to put it another way, the
entities that were once seen ag cowpeting for the right to constrain
interpretation (text. reader. author) are nov all seen to be the
Products of interpretation. A polemic that was mounted in the name
of the resder and against the text had ended by subsuming of hoth
the text and reader under a greater categoyy of interpretation.
{Fish 1980: #6~17) 1

‘It seems to the present author that the concept of the interpretative
commmnities iz & fruitful concept. which complements in a useful way the
exploration of the problem of meaning in linguistic philosophy, cognitive
peychology and cognitive science, vhich tend to emphagize the mental
functioning of individuals. Cole (quoted in Norman 1981) urges that
proper nonsideration should be given to the role of environment in
cognitive functioning.

What culturally organized knowledge does for us is to caryy a lot
of mfomt.mn for us. An extreme way to talk about it is that the
information is in the environment, not in the hear.l. soa lot °f the
processing that expcr\nent.s require to be done in the head can be,
snd is, short-circuited in real life., ... One issue is how to
describe cognition as an interactich between hesd wnd world vhere
some of the thought power resides in each locus. {dorman 1981: 291}

The notion of interpretive communities may be taken as one possible
exanple of the cor.truction and interpretation of neaning py individuals
. within a social and cultural context.

il
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5.3, Parameters of Written Communication

#hetorical models that relate the writer to the resder have been

presented by Brever (1980), Britton et a1 (1975), Chatman (1978),

D*Angelo (1975), Kinneavy (19T1), Morrett (1968) and reviewed by -

Kioneavy (1980), One of the most interesting developments in linguist.ca

and educational linguistics is the incressing emphasis on seeing speaking .

and writing as production of discourse. Discourse can be defined as any !

fors of verbal interactivity vhere the meaning of linguistic elements is -

defined in the context in wvhick they occur (widdowson 1979). Discourse
*  is sccordingly lsnguage-in-usze (0'Keefe 1981),

Most of the authors cited above agree that models of rhetoric or
discourse should take sccount of the fuactions (aims, purposes) of °
language, the modes of discourse, and of the kinds of audiences one
addresses . D';\nylo 's system comprises the discourse modes of expresgive, )
persussive, literary and peferential. Kinneavy distinguishes betveen ' ]
parration, description, classification snd evalustion; Brewer's discourse
structure includes dese. iptive, narretive, expository ant pddtic; and
Moffett defines the dii ‘ourse forms as drama (what is happening), narre-
tive (vhat happened), exposition (generalization of what happens) and
argumentation (what may happen). |

Britt.n et sl emphasize the functions of language anl distinguish
the fu ctions of expreesive, poetic and iransactional {with subdivigions
into jnformative and conative); Kinneavy refers to referential, persua-

. sive, literary and expressive aims of discourse; and Breyer talks about
the informative, entertaining, persuasive, and '] jiterary-sestheiic discourse
force. ' .
In terms of cudience, Moffett distinguishes the categories of 1

interiow, conversation, correspondence and public as the sudience moves
gore ana more fros "I" to fmpersonal "you". Xinneav¥'s categories are

monologual, small group, large group, sass. Britton et al, vho are minly
concerned with scheol writing, propose the categories of gelf, teacher,

wider sudience, unknown audience.

In trying to apply the sbove-mentioned general models of discourse
for the purvore of asgessing students® ability to write compositions,
it soon became evident that they are in many vays too general to provide
sufficiént guidance in such = work. Further vork is pneided to oake the
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dommin of writing more specifin.
at & taxonomic classification of parsmeters assumed to pley an important
role in any writing situation and to constrainm the writing process.

T

The following is the author’s attempt

TARLE k. Parameters of Writing Situation

I.

II.

Writer-Audience Relationship

A. Identity of Writer (W) and Audience (A)

1. W is identicel with A (intrapersonal)
2. ¥ is not identicel with A (interpersomal)

B. Role of Writer
1. Writes as self

2. Aasumes some role other than self

!

C. If A2, vhat is the sociel

1. W higher than A
e2. ¥ equal to A
3. W lower than A
4. unknown

w

status relationship betwaen W and A

D. If A2, what is the gize and speciticity of Audicnce?

1. One specific person
2. Small specific group

3. Large specific audience
k. Large unspecific sudience

E. If A2, vhat is the degree
1. Private/personal

of publicity of the cossunication?

2. Semi~public/semi-official

3. Public/official

F. If A2, what is the attitude of ¥ to A and vice versa?

1. ¥ to A positive/A to W positive
2. M ta A positive/A to ¥ neutral
3. ¥ to A positive/A to ¥ negative
k. W to A neutrel/A to ¥ positive
S. ¥ to A peutral/A to ¥ neutrsl
6. W to A neutral/A to ¥ negative
T« W to A negative/A to W positive
8. W to A negative/A to ¥ ngutral
9. ¥ to A negative/A to ¥ nﬁmin
Feedback

G. Expectation of externsl feedback

1. Hot expecied
. 2. Personal fees3back expected
3. Public feedback expected

Tk o
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Purpose (Function)

H. Dominant purpese (function)

1. Documentative {produce a record)

2, Expressive (convey attitudes, emotions, mood, etc.) “
3. Inforxative (eonvey information)

4. Persuasive/directive {convey intention}

5. Reflective {produce a structured ecgnitive account)

6. Artistic (preduce an artistic structure)

Content (Topie)

I. Content identity \
1. Units, entities, classes (descriptive)

a. W (about me)
b. A (about tha, you)
c- Wand A (about us)
d. Other parsons (he, she, they)
' e. Things, elements, institutions {it)

2. Events, actions, processes (narrative it)

3. Relations, systems, notions, ideas, beliefs, norss, etc,
{exposition, argumentstive)

+

J. Content aceessibility

1. Familiar content easily mceessible from memory to both ¥ and A
(¥ and A both experts) .

2. Familiar content easily accessible to ¥ but not to A
(¥ expert, A novice)

3. Content clues available in writing situation
{¥ and A both novices) .

I, Content clues available in Writing aituation
(¥ novice, A erpert)

5. Content less familiar and not easily accessible
(¥ noviee, * axpert)

6. Content less familiar and not easily sccess:ble
(¥ and A both povices)

K. Attitude to content

1, W positive, A pogitive
2. ¥ positive, A neutral
3. W positive, A negative
b, W neutral, A positive
5. W neutral, A neutral
6. W neutral, A negative
7. W negative, A positive
8. W negative, A peutral
9. W negative, A negative

&
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L. Interest in content

F b 1. ' hidl. ‘ hiﬁ :
' 2. W bigh, A mediua . ~
3. W high, A 1w * :
3 b. ¥ sedium, A high
5. W medivm, A nedium
6, ¥ mediue, A low
To ¥ low, A high
. 8. W low, A medium
9. W low, A low .

V. Besponse -

M. Mesponse complexity :

1. One or & fev words (e.g., rill in)

n 2, (me or a fev sentences (a.g., short ansver)
3. One paragraph R
M. tnified composition of several paragraphs

N. Procedursl accessibidity

1. Procedures and strategies fawiliar snd exsily accessible
{high degree of autcmmticity)

2. Procedursl and strategic cues are avnilsble in the writing
situation

3. Procedures and strategies less familiar and not easily
accessible

VI. Product :
0. Foraat' specifications

1. Format specifications are fumiliar (standardized forpat)
2. Formt specitications are mvailable in writing situstion
3. Format specifications are not familiar

P. Pamiliarity vith criteria
1. Product criteria are well-knowm
2, Product criteria are gpecified in writing situation
3. Product criteria are not well-knewn
The parspeters of the writing situation can be used to characterize
‘ different writing tasks. Thus, for instance, & writing situation consisting -
of AL, G1, H1, Yie, J4, K1, L1, ¥2, M1, 0%, and P vould charscterize o
lrritte? notes made for personal use. The pn.metefs can, be used in the
sape way %0 characterize s great wvariety of writing tasks, e¢.g., writing
& letter of application, writing u personal letter to e friecd, wvriting .
& complaint, and writing a non-guided expository essay in school, The
maremeters can be, for instence, used to show how a request ot suggestion
can become an order depending on the status of the cormimts. The .

t
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taxonomy could perhaps be modified by adding a "not relevant” category
to zome of tb  parameiers. The parameters can glgso De used as a tenta-
tive guide in nssesaing the difficulty of writing taska.

, Another possible use of the taxocnomy is for constructing genemul
instructions for writing sasignments, for instance:

Task deseription: )

Student will write & cMitim describing & problem and his/her
opinion of how the problem say be golved.

Content cues:
Cues to help problem identificetion are to be provided, These cues

may include the €eneral coatent, e.g., & problem hetween people, or
the need for facilities. Students vill be allowed to identify and
describe 4 problem of their cwn choics, Specific examples may also
be provided to help students to find a topic to write about,

#

Audience; .

4 The sudience is somecne or a group of higher status than the etudent

(to elicit more Jormal writing) yet someone who is not expsrt in the
Jrodlenm ares (o slicit full description end credidle solutions
' from the student). The potentinl use of the student's paper may

‘sl20 be described, e.g. to be resd by a coamittee, printed in schoocl

paper or locel paper. .
Structural cues:
: , Students are instructed to be sure to describe Tully snd concretely

the Problem and to propose s specific solution, ineluding the stepe
vhich shdgld be taken., -

Asses riteris: .

Criteria for judging the quality of the composition are provided to
the students and thep kre asked to review their writing in terms of
‘the criteria.

-

The general task specification given in the adove can be transformed
into & nusber of more specific direct instruct®ons for the students to
suit each particular get of circumstances.
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6. WRITING AS A COGEITIVE PROCEES

6.1, Oeneral Wodels of Writimg

>

Rooay writing is a comple- cognitive skill, which requires agprogriate
cogaitive strategies, intellectuml skills, verisl ‘infwwation as vell ss
appropriate activation (ef. Qagnt spd Prigge 1979). In seney writing
the student gmerates & toxt 3y applyisg certain rules and conventions
and ty drwwing on ephlieshls informstion. In the Bloom taxsscay (Ploum
1965) composition writing vould fall iato the category of “symthesis”

belng & “production of unique’ commenicatioca” hmmmmnm
to convey idenn, feelings sxd/cr experience to others,

In writing & composition the atwdent earries out a variety of
cognitive processing. There cognitive procosses include executive
contyrol processss, vhich sslect and activate neelded cognitive strategies.
These, in turn, =04ify all other cognitive processes, including retrieval
and soarch for inforsation froe the loag-term meeory to the working
nEOTY 28 well as mmu generation, wvhich selects and organises
perforeance. .

The above resarks cen be summavized as follows: I'rit.iu is & multi-
level,, interactive and gosl-directed process of comstructing, encoding .
and communicating meaning by ssans of a conventional system of visible .
L uarks. » .

Just as resding comprehension is novw often considared a non- |
hisrarchical process of both top—down (conceptually~driven, knowledge~- '3
'\ based) efid bottom-up {data~drive, text~baced) strategics (e.g. Spiro 1980), -
N vriting cannc: be adequutely Uescribed by fized-order stege modsls '
‘ "o {Flowver snd Mayes 1977, Geuld 1980). Writing processes are intersctive.

Composing is iterstive and recursive {Gowlé 1960), |
r Wumnm(l)ﬁoimcmtdulﬂhluiehmw. ‘
) ' -describe the grocesses used by compstent vritars when vriting expository .;‘
componitions. The writing situation is viewtd a9 consisting of three . )

parts: long tevm mamory {LMW), task enviromse it (TR}, and vriting
‘mm{fiam'l). The emphanis on the rols of the taok eavironmant . J
comss close to viewpointy exprassed sarlisr, for instance, by Qagnd { 1962) |
|/ and by Respick and Glaser {1976).
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FIGURE 1. Structure of m Medel of Competent Expository Writing
(Hayes and Flower 1980) “ .

According to Hayes and Flower {1980) the writing process comprises
three sajor processes: planning, translating, and reviewing. Each of
these have sub=processes or gsub~routines.

In planning, the generating process produces notes from the LTM,
vhich are organized into a writing plen or outline, The writer algo has
criteris or goals to guide writing (e.gr, I need a transition here),
These goals resemble closeiy what Flavell (1976) calls setacognition.

In tremsiating, material retfiesed from LTH is transformed into
accepteble langusge.

In reviewing, the writer gets feedback by resding the text produced
end edits the text by makingechanges judged to be desirable for imprrving
the product. Editing is assumed to be automatic whereas reviewing is
conscious and deliberste,

The proceases of plamning, translating, and reviewing e regulated
by the mopnitor {ef. Krashen’s Monitor Model in second language acguisition),
whirsh in cogniitive psychology is often callad the "executive”.

IMiate 181} pag sﬁggested a psychol inguistic model of writing
whick erabines cognitive behaviors with linguis®e structure jn the
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production of gentences. She maintains that it is useful to stydy writing
as derivative of normal speaking processes. As in speech, gentences are
sssumed to be planned via set syntactic frames. Typically, clauses are
planned and lexical items are fit into the frames. Llong and complicated
sentences are recoded semantically, which means that the synteax of the
aentences may be disrupted. Thug vhen a potential perceptual clause
{basic unit held in short~term memory containing the sentence relations
required by the verb: subject, verb, object, complement) is recoded
semantically, the uriter oay have goge difficulty in completing the
sentence, decause important grammaticel informati the prior ellu'se
has, in fact, faded. The writer then produces the subsequent clause
utilizing the semantic information agd whatever syntactie information

e S

he can remember, Similar overiocading in rereading one's text may explain
why writers often do not notice their grammatical errors.

According to Daiute (1981} it is important to sccount for the effe
of memory on sentence production because writing involves many activities
that occur in the short-term memory. During composing “the writer is
1} generating ideas, 2} forming propositions, 3} accessing lexical items,
4} planning clauses and sentences, 5) translating from semantic and phono-
logical representations to orthograbhic ones, and ©) planning subsequent
units” (Daiute 1981: 9},

Collins and Gentner (1980) state that regarding writing as a process

-makes it posgible to specify & number of sub-processes and their ipter-
relationships. Their mode] of writing sees wr'iting as & process of .
producing and editing text under constraints related to the a} st.ruet.u;e, ’
b) content, and ¢} purpose of writing.

At the highest level, the process of writing can be divided into
a} the process of ides production and into b} producing text embodying
t ose ideas. Collins and Gentner suggest that it is possible to teach
wricvers to separate the sub-processes of the two high-level processes,
which ensbles wWriters to use effective generation strategies for each
sub-process, heips them to ignore other constraints while working on
any given sub-process.

Collins and GCentner distinguish two sub-processzes in idea production:
V) capt,u:'-ing ideas, and 2) manipulating ideas. These sub-processes
usually merge ip writing, but it is possible to keep them separate and
to apply systematic generation and editing strategies for pach of thenm.
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This kind of separation is wost useful in the begioning stages of learning
L.w to write.

According & coliins and Gentner, the processes of text production
are assumed to be largely similar te those of idea generstion. The task
is to izpose text structures on the ideas produced and to obaserve the
relevant structural constraints operating at the different levels of
text (text, paragraph, sentence and word).

Separating the various steps in producing a text is claimed by
Collins and Gentner to help the writer at least in two ways: 1) the
number of constraints thet have to be gatiafied at one time is reduced,
and ;;hus 2) at the same time it increases the likelihood of satisfying
eny particulsr constraint successfully.

Collins and Gentner (1980: 66) suggest that a useful step-by-step
procedure might be as follows:

1. Create & detsiled outline of the text structure.

2. APPly text-level editing operators.

3. Create a semitext with all the ideas included in paragraphs,
but not in Tinished sentences.

. Apply paregraph-level editing operatores.

5. Ccréate finished sentence~level text.

6. Apply sentence~level editing operators.

Step-by~step procedure iz assumed to help the writer bdbecause much
of the editing can be dome, in Tact, before the text is produced. It
allows the vriter to concentrate on the generation and editing of one
aspect of the téxt at & time. Collins end Centner recogmize that sich
an approach might, however. have the disadvantage of meking the procest
of ¥riting too inflexible for subsequent revisions and sodifications.

Bereiter {1980) has suggested that it would be useful to sttempt
to develop & complete model of the writing process even if it will
tecessarily have to be & sketch at this point of research. According
to Bereiter, there iz a high~level executive scheme directing the vhole
wyriting operation in heeping with certain purposes and constraints.

At the next lowver level are genre schemes. A genrs scheme consists
of knowledge and skills in producing & certain kind of writing.
Bereiter {llustrates the genre scheme bY means of 4 letter of intro- .
duction. which includes the following:
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+ A limited set of fairly specific intentions: e.g., to present
the candidate in the best possible light, to do the candidate
no hars but to avoid explicit commitment, ete,

2. A set of strategigs or ‘game plans’ appropriste to carrying out
these intentions. A gape plan vwill in turn include the following.

i 3. Categories of needed to support the plan. These may be
. . 6 the nature of slots to be filled: “rhe candidate has shown
initistive by and R

k. Search procedures for discovering the needed content. These way
be overt procedures such &s consulting certain records or calling
on informants, or they say be internal wemory-search strategies.

3 5. Tuning inst ons for language output. For instence, a typi-~
cal game plan %t call for expressing the recommsndetion in
language that is standard written Bnglish, fairly formal, dense,

suthcritative, and vague. But another strategy might call for
quite different langusge. (Bereiter 1980: T8)

Below the genre acheme is a content Drocessor, which uJses semantic
information from memory and organizes it in accordance vith the directions
fros the genre scheme, XIts output is & urit of content--not yet verbally
expressed——vhich Bereiter ca‘lls the gist, The gist goes to the language
processor, vhich in turn transforms it into explicit lm in accor-
dance vith the tuning instructions from the genre scheme, DBereiter
assumes that the content and language processcrs are all-purpoge mechanises.
They are not specialized for genrss nor even to writing (as opposed to
speaking). What they do that is unique to writing depends, therefore,
on dir~ctions from l‘rri.tin.g genre schemes,

Bereiter recognizes that such 8 simple step-at-s-time process will

be enormously coaplicated by continuous comparisons between ihstruc’ions
and outputs, vhich may result in chapges in processiag or in iigher-level
decis’ons or both.

' Johnaon-Laird (1981) has stressed the importance of the concept of
mental models in cognitive science. A model represents some state of
affairg, Its structure is to reflect the relevant aspects of the corres-

. ponding gtate of affairs in the world. MNodels may underlie thought
processes without emerging into comsciousness in the form of images or
propositional representation, Scardamalia, Bereiter and Goelman (1982)
suggest in the same vein that & mental representation of text is of
cruc{al importance in composing. They suggest that thapre are severa)
sental representations at different levelsz of ghstpaction and integration.
These are from lovest to highest: (1) graphical representation (visible
text, punctuation, spelling ete), (2) verbatin reyresentation (exact
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wording), (3) sentence plan (meaning plus major syntactical decisions),
(4) gist unit {purely semantic representation of main jdeas of points),
(%) text segment plan (major subdivisions of & text}, and (6) whole
text plan. .

The six 'reprgsentstions are not astu?ed 10 be automatically formed
or stored, ready: for immediate recall. In line with a commoaly held
view in cognitive science, it is sssumed that the representations have
to be constructed and reconstructed every time they are needed.
Construction is mainly needed in going from lower to higher levels of
text representation. The lower the level of representation bdeing
attended to, the grester the amount of construction effort required
to reach o given higher level, Mental reprezentations say vary froa
wvague and frageentary to sharply delineated and detailed. This ey
depend on familiarity with genre schemes, fTequency of earlier preconst~
ructive effort, and the needs of the situation.

an

Among younger children the two highest forms of pental representation

of text are assumed to be collapsed, je. the whole text usually consists
of ¢hly ons major text segment (repiniscent of & conversational turn).
In dictation children typically operate only opF suinly at ti:e gist unit
and sentence plan levels, This reaults in easy anq rapid composing.
In slow dictation the slowver Dace gives an opportunity to verbatim and
sentance plan level representation of the text, In writing & graphical
level is added, This way cause memory for meaning and structure to
weaken, s0 that there is a grester npeed to reconstruct gists end plans,
The pegult of this is shorter compositions. Production cueing has,
hovever, proved effective in helping children to produce longer
compositions, which are usually better In quality than dictated texts
produced after prompting. The greater amount of reconstructive effort
at higher levels of text representation needed in writirg may thus tend
to linit the prichness of content but improve coherence, Accordingly,
the main merit of writing may lie ih the fact that it fosters the mctive
reconstruction of higher~level repressntations of text in the interest
of achieving coherence,

Augustine (1981} has recently suggested o feirl; elaborate model of
composing, which includes the following assumptions:

R T



\s The wpriter addresscs m subject, X, to be psompozed.

2, He roru & tentative perspective tovard X by recalling what he knows
about X from his long=-term memory and by Judging his erperience
with X and with the task or writing in geperal.

E

E i

i - 3. He forws Presupposition -1; the semning of X to the addresser.
F

]

k. Be projects a tentative perspective tovard X by the addressee by i
o reconstructing images or notions of genersl and particular contexts 1
. {frsmes, or places, intellectual achemata, works of art, etc.) in

wvhich X or something nssocisted with X wee discusaed.
5. Be forms Presupposit.ion 2: the meaning of X to the sddressee,
€. He chooses a “performative stance®, theresdy choosing a general or
. particular sode of forwTor his diuourse vhich he atores in his » i
. sedioe~térm memory t.obeadjust.od adopted, or abendoned s he
Proceeds.
7. He gdjusts the relationships of the two presuppositiont and the
> performative atante. If there is little or no “match™. he begins
all over again. If there is a poasible match of seanings and form,
he will then adopt a style or code of presentation in order to ;
effect and affect the combination of meanings and rorm.
8. Movw he rixes his “intention™. Out of &ll the possible performative ,
verbs, he judges one 1o be the most appropriste to his composition,
of materials thus far {"I assert ...," or "I advise ... " etc.).
. Be scans hia long~term semory for information on X snd his medium=
term memory for his choice of form snd style to gualify his intention.
. 9, He then rixes s frame ror’his intention about the mean:ing of X so
that it may adjust to the addressee’s "response®™, baged on Pre-
. supposition 2. He compares intention. freme, and response for s |
match and proceeds if there is enouga of s conceptual or contextual
; overlap. Ir not, he begins the process over sgain at “he heginning
: or at some intermediate and sppropriste step.
“ 10. If the possible match betveen intention and frame seems voriable,
he scans his medium-ters aemory ror his qualified choizes of style
- and forwm and adjusts intention or frawe or both ror coherency.
. 11. He encodes, finally, not just date or sSubject matter, but the
i rhetorical materials of discourse: vhat is known and projected
i about the perspectives of adresser snd addreasee along with vhat
i is xnown sbout conversational rules in the absence of immediate
: responses.
. 12, He judges the appropristeness of the composition of materials:
| subject, meanings. intentions{s), response{s}, form, and style.
5 If the potential discourse fails the tect ~f appropriatenesas, he
. begine aguin at some mequence or strategy judged to be far back
enough .in the process to correct. the problem. If there is a
.‘ « possible match of sll choices in the process thus far; he proceeds - - --- -
' to the task of writing. {Augustine 1581: 230)
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H Augu.:st.ine (1981) illust ates her model of cornosing with the
P following schematic representation:
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FIGURE 2, Model of the Composing Process {Augustine 1981}

Augustine points out that the processes are recursive. and, therefore,
e model could be made evem more complex to do better justice to the
complex process of composing. The writer may always do some rewriting
and go back & few steps. Thus the writer keeps inventing until he

leaves the text.

6.2, Model of Reviewing Processes in Writing

. . Bereiter and Scardamalie (19812} have proposed a model which deals
with the evaluative, diagnostic and editing Eapabilit.ies of Young
nildren. They eall this the CRO process model. The acronyn stands for
“cowparing, diagnosing, and operating.” 'The model iz illustrated in

Fig‘l.ll‘e 3.

ERIC 47 4




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

T, ’

FIGURE 3. Model of the CDQ {COMPARE, DIAGNOSE, OPERATE) Process in
Compogition (Bereiter and Scardamelia 1981a)

4

During composing, the CS50 process staprts when the uriger perceives
¢ mismateh between the representation of the text actuelly produced up
to that point of time and the representation of the intended text. The
problem is diagncsed and some tmetic is chosen to operate on the text
to improve it. Children's ability to carry out the CRQ process is
described in Chapter below. ) .

6.3, Model of Knowledge-Telling Strategy in Written Composition

Bereiter and Scardsmalia {1980) have also proposed s model of
Knowledge-Telling Strategy. It illustrates s stage in writing develop-
ment where composing is characterized by a lack of & clear goal and
lack of testing of content ageinst the goals. The only goal is to write
whaet the person knows sbout a certein topic. This can be lone by selecting
key deseriptors from the assignment and by choosing & relerant discourse

+

schema (Figure ).
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FIGURE L. A ¥odel of the Knowledge-Telling Strategy ssl Applied in
®Expository Writing {Bereiter and.Scardamalia 1980)
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Bereiter and Scardammlis suggest that the godel describes an
immature stage in writing development. Yet, they recognize that it is
‘ndequat.e for many school-based writings {cf. also Applebee 1981) and
has some uses in the out-of-gchool context 88 well. Bereiter and
Scardema] iz maintain, however, that in spite of the fact that it “works"
so well in school, it is an inadequate strategy in the tong run. What
it Yeads to is “inert knovledBe®. MNo hew links are created between old
and nev knowledge elements. , In lack .1 the need for inventive and
problem=-solving strategies, no manipulation of information is really
called for. Bereiter and Sca: iamalia suggest that the Knowledge-Telling
Strategy should be limited t> & minisum, since it does not foster
“intentional cognition™ vhich they (Bereiter and Scardamalia 191b)
define as the “voluntary direction of mental effort™. Students who
are capabls of directing their own mental tc- ivitieg are not merely
passive "participant lesrners™ but sutonomous “iptentional learners”
who can construct meaning and perceive meaningtulness in learning on
their own. For participart learners weaning and negninsfulness of
learning has to be pPrepackaged by the school systeém. This means,
however, that participant Learners have not been sble to take Charge
of their own minds.
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7. DEVELOPMENT OF WRITING

T.1. Stages in Writing Development

- -

It will have emerged from the foregoing discussion that the number
of things that must be managed simultanecusly in writing is very grest. .
*  This cbhviously means that the information processing load in writing is
considerable. Bereiter (1980} suggests that writers can carry out such
a grest variety of processes simultanecusly only if (1) many parts of
the Writing process are automstized so that 1ittle conscicus attention
is needed fOr caryying them out, and 2} if there ie a highly skilled
time-sharing, 50 that attention can range over a tusber of on-going
tasks wvithout serious lapses or interference. A young writer does oot
possess such complex processing gkills and he uses mainly lover-order
schemes, vhich are not sufficiently sutomatized to sllov higher—order
sche@s‘to operate. -

"Bereiter (1980) makes a distinction betveen "gredualist” and "struc-
turalist” conception of writing. The gradualist conception holds that
higher~order skills can be used vhen lower-order skills are sufficiently
sutomatized. The structuralist conception holds that the writing process,
hovever it is carried out, has organization and therefore the incorporation.
of & new gkill + ,uires reorganization of the process. Thus there would B

. not be only gradual elaborations and refinement of schemes but more
discrete stages of organization.

By a "stage” Bereiter {1980} weans simply "s form of ormsnization® o
that is preceded or follo;:ed by other forms. He wishes to avoid too
close an association with the Piagetian idea of developmentzl stages.

There seems, howvever, to be & "natural™ though ..ot Necessarily yniversal »

or obligatoyy order.
Mature writing is characterized by six systems of knowledge or skills
according to pereiter {(1980: 82}:

1. Tluerey in producieg written language, .
¢. fluency in generating ideas,
i. @actery of writing conventions,
4, socius cognition, vhich is manifested in the ability
t¢ taxe the reader into seeount,
5. literary appreciation and discrimination, and
6. reflective thought. ’
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Children cannot integrate all these akills at once. Skills are integrated
in & hierarchical vay a8 shown in Pigure 5.

'Y
[ ]
[ .
..---.-...‘ .
{! Semiel ! Commpnisolive
Moot { { Ospaition | Weitieg 3
!.--“-’--J
Rolee of - stvartive Jubpmont | Unified 4
"'"{ IR it | s ]
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lfr--vb...-.
henssssanwad hosvciotive 'r m‘;:-q Eplstomit ‘
Prosess | JIIIUIIII, Writing ! Thishing ol wriviey -
Weilten . Lesvaamanad

FIGURE 5+ A Model of skil} Systems Integration in Writing Development
{Bereiter 1980)

1. Associative writing, This is the kind of writing in which ideationsl
fluency is coupled with skills of written language, The writer puts on
paper vhatewer comes 1o mind. Uninteresting topics often tend to produce
associctive writing. Associstive writing resembles transcribed speech,
and is close to what Britton {Britton et al 1975) calls expressive
writing.

2. Performative vriting., In this kind of writing associative writing is
integrated vith knowledge and observance of stylistic conventions and
msechanics.

3. Communicative writing. The integration of performative writihg with
social cognition resylts in communicacvive writing. in vhich the writer
is attempting to have a certain effect on the reader. Britton {Britton
et 2l. 1975) calls this type of writing transactionals

by Unified wvriting. Characteristic of this type of vrit' ng is that it
takes Account Of the vriter as the reader of his own product. This
implies that there is & feedback loop established. The uriter may vish

‘|
1
_ 1
i
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to the other readers. The written nroduct mptters as such, it is not

only en instrument skill. Unified vriting has similarities vith Britton's
poetic vrit.in_g.

5. Epigtemic writing. Because vriting can de stored, reviewed end revised,
it makes it poasible to pro° e extended and complex patterns of thought,
which is very difficult without writing {cf. Olaon 1976, 197T). Epistenie
writing involves reflective thinking integrated with uwnified vriting
skille. Writing is no longer only a product of thought but an integral
pert of thought.

L]
x

-

T.2. Development of Frocesres and Stretegies in Writing

-
- Ll
-

'y

Ta2.1. Research Nethods .
) L]

Bergiter and Scardamalia (1981c) haye clearly shovn that- young school-
children have & much vider knovledge base than they typically demonstrste
in & task such.u vritten composition., Their conceptuai-copebilities
{concepts, knovledge, ete.) are in advance of *heir 'fuact.iml capabi~
lities. This led the authors to the idea that & technique called
“procedural facilitation™ might improve the utilization of the functional J
potential’. This is a n:et.hod vhereby some aapect of the executive DProcess
is mnipulated experimentelly vithout giving any direct cues regerding
Patent or form of writing. The latter is called "substantive facilitetion™
by Bereiter and Scardamalia. . »

T.2.2. Active Search for Content

Simple content=empty prowpting (Go on. Tell us more about it!) and
instructions to write as much as possil;le were shown by Bersiter snd
Seardamalia (1981¢) to double or even triple the amount of writinmg. Thus

.ti.e typies. urdblem, especially in early composing, of having nothing

to write atout iz not only s function of the ehilg's knovledge store dut .
aliso of getting access {0 and giving order to what they knov. Bereiter

El
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and Scardamalia take this to be an indication of inadequate search
strategiez, 'They have shown that simple strutegies such as Kiving
children mience openers (1 think; For exasple; The main point; One
reason; A mlpnd reason; The reezon; Besides; ot all; Mt; ete,) and
asking them to vrite down & list of words they thought night be used in
the cmitién helped children to double the length of their esesays.
Listing fideas did not, however, prove helpful fer young childrén,

~

T.2:3, Shift from Local to Whole-Teut Planninz

Children do not typically plan what they are going to write. Bxpert
vriters, ob the other hand, plan extencively before writing (Neyes and
Plover 1980), Stallard (197h) bas alsc shown that good student wraicers
(12th grede) spend more time at prewriting activities than less proficient
writers, Bereiter and Scardasalis (1981c) have shown thag children's
pleaning is 1ocal, i.e.. limited more or less to the ismmedista context.
They call this the “What nextt" strategy of plasning, vhich is charec-
teriged by s forvard-10oking, serial procedure. In studying vhether
children had & potential for vhole-text plaming, which involves both
backvard-looking and forward~looking analysis, they found this to be
the case. Se!;t.me openers 4id not prove helpful , however. iaen
children vere given composition endings, they were round 10 be ghle to
engage in requisite means-end planning in building the composition
tovards the fingl cutcome. Children also had some knovledge of various
disecurse structures (‘sw, opinion essay, giving directions). When
they were given some training in the use of various discourpse elements
.€.&11 give a renson for an opinion, tell moro sbout the resson, give
an exasple} the quantity end veriety of discourse elements in their
compositions differed significantly froa the coapositions written by
a control Broup. Thus it seess pogsible to improve children's planning
of discourse "by helping them grin conscious access to rhetorical
knowledge and by helping them develop exec tive procedures for using
that knowledge as they compone” (Bereiter and Sgardamslia 1901c: 51).

Burfis, Berciter, Scardamalia and Tetroe {1982) studied the planning
skills of children in gredes k, 6 and 6 {approximately aged 10, 12, and
i respectively). All students vere asked to write on the topic “should
children be able Y0 choose the subjects they study in school?”. They
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vere asked to Plan aloud and encoursged to take notes as they planned.
Before they stsrted planning their gttention was drawn to the folloving
points: {I) they might think of the problems they might hgqve in writing,
(2) they might think what they remember ibout the topic, (3] they might
thisk ebout their goal in writing, (k) they might enticipate how people
reading their text might pesct to it, {5) they might think about how to
put everything in séod paragraphs. The experimental group wlso received
five cards to remind them of these points.

There vas & clear difference between the younger and older groups.
For the younger students the notes they took represented tire first draft
of & composition, «hich is then only slightly trensformed to produte &
final draft. For the older students the notes represented ideas which
are more clearly transformed when the final draft is composed. For the
younger students the product of planning is already text. For the more
pature students the product is really & plan. However, vhen younger
children have been trained in the use of diagrams, frameworka, matrices,
tables or similar techniques, it hss been found that their tendency to
lapse into continuous production of lipnear text in the planning stage’
can be checked.

There is a definite tendency mmong students aged 10 ~ 1} to engage
predominantly in content planning {abou: 90 %) 'in spite of attempts to
induce them t0 do also conceptusl {rhetoricsl) planning. It is only
in later adolescence that thinkiﬂk appears to become sufficiently
detached from immediate expression that & plan for a text is distinct

from the actual text. )

Tuleh. Development of Evaluastion and Revision Skills

Murray (1978} claims that writing is rewriting. Stallard {197h)
found that good 12th &rade writers tended to pe slower, stop mor. often
to read what they had written and Jo more revising. Several other studies
(e.g. Emig 1979, Gould 1980) have shown that even high school and
university stulents do not uSually revise vhat they have written and do
rot like 0 do it. Murray {1978) suggests, however, that student
siviilingness to revise may be an artifact'of teaching ra‘rer than
~orething ipevitable. When children do revise their text, they usu&llf

tirit it to smell units of text (words, phrases, centences).
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it is crten suggested that inexperienced writers are egocentric:
they structure their writing in accordance with their memory and experience
and pay little attention to the demands that such writing sets on the
reader. Flower {1979} calls such writing "writer-based" as opposed to
“reader-based" writing. Bereiter and Scardamalia (1981c: 37) sumgest.
however. that "the problem might not be that children lack ability to
evaluate but that they don't have an internal feedback system that allows
evaluat jon 1o become part of the writing process™. When children were
given a list of evaluative phrases (e.g., ['m getting away from the main
point; Thes doesn't sound quite right; People may not understand what I
mean bere}, their ratinfs of their sentences agreed quite well with those
of an expert reter, Their dingnosis skills were not equally good. and
the corrections they made gf'ter choosing & strategy from 8 set of
directives (e.g, I'd better give an examp'e; ['d better say more) were
only slight improvements and d¢id not improve the overall rated quality
of the‘compositions. Children c¢ould recognize problems but hed diffi-
culties in diagnosing and overcoming them. Most changes were minor
changes of words and phrases, and minor deletions or additions. Only
six out of thirty instances were attempts to make major changes and twe

Jrastic reformulations were both obvious failures.

7.2.%. Information i'rocessing Leaw in Writing

Information processing demand in text ~omprelension is often believad
to be verY great. Thus beaugrande (1981} states that empirical eyvidence
points to the view that discourse production routinely operates near the
thresh~ )& of overléading. Bereiter and Seardamalis {1981d) have recently
addressed that problem and fin1 the claim overstated. After a number of
carefully planned and executed utudies they conclude that writer's
performance can be disrupted because of information processing overload
if there are several new demands to cope with, But it also appears that
in their normal composilion writing writers do not ty¥pically operate near
the threshold ol overload. This 8pplies also to young writers who may
not be particularly pr.ficiert in composing.

It is frequently suggested that the information processing capacity
of normal adults is five chunks (Case, Kurland and Goldberg 1981, Simon

1974}, Thiz is the number of chunks o person can hold in working memory

ga

Y




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

while executing some gttention demanding operation. On tasks where the
adult capacity is four or five units, that of T-year-olds is two units
and of Y-~year-o0lds three units (Case 1974, 1978).

Several suidies since the 1360's have chown that one typical unit
in ianguage processing is a syitactic phrase, typically consisting of
up 10 six words. Bereiter and Scardemalia (19811) suggest that there
is & larger unit in text production, which they call & “gist unit™.
it frequently corresponds to a sentence but may also be more or less.

It is a ynit of vontent, not a unit of language, however. 1In recall
tasks, pecple usually prcduce gis™ units, not verbatim accounts.
Peaugrande {1781) suggests that there is also & larger unit called "idea®,
in which both content and rhetorical sirategy is cowdensed. Bereiter

and Scardamalia (19814) think that that may be part of the repertoire

of expert writers but they have not found any evidence of its use by
average student writers.

Bereiter and Scardamalia (19814} hypothesize that the "minimal
processing demand of sustained, locally coherent text composition is,
for most genres, two chunks. This demand is critical at the point where
& gist has been expressed and a next gist unit must be selected (Bereiter
and Scardamalia 1981: 27). It is probably due to highly efficient
discourse schemata for stories that ensble even 5-f-year-old children
{whose memory cepacity is usually only one chunk) to produce sustained
and coherent harratives,

Bereiter and Secardamalia {1981d) suggest that rather than taxing
students' processing capscity, many writing assignments in school are
not challenging encugh. Thus perfunctory execution of writing tasks
may be fur below perfor ance limits to sustain motivation for writing.
Understanding tiachers  ially can perceive students' intentions as long
as tnere is 5 minimum degree of local coherence in the text {Applebee
1361),  Bereiter and Scardamalia (1981d) conclude that under ncrmal
conditions people should have spare information Processing capacity
to higher-level gosls of text processing. S0 rather than needing
guidance merely toward load-reducing strategies {as advocated by Flower
and Huyes 1980), novice writers should be guided how they could nPut

unuged processing capacity to work.
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Tecat.a Effect of Some Proauction Fectoos on Composing -

Scardamalis, Bereiter and Goeiman (1982 in print) have investigated
performance (actors (production factors) in writing ability. By
produclivun faviors is mesnt processes such as recognizing, recalling,
attending, evaluating and responding used in carrying out the decisiona;
arrived at through the gction of the executive metacomponsnts (ralated
to plans, goals, strategies, knowledge of the task, ete). Production
factors have an imfact on the executive processes {and not only vice
versa) since t.he; coupete for the same workspace in the short~term
working semory.

It has been suggested that the following three production factors .
ars important in writing: (1) short-cern memory loss due to slow writing
rate, (2) interference from the mechanicai requirements of written
language that cospete for cognitive capacity with higher-level demands,
and {3} diesruption of the coerdination of language production resuiting
from the lack of cueing stimuli typical of conversaticnal interactivity.

Scardamalia, Bereiter and Goelman sanipulated conditions of text
production vhile kKeeping the tagk the same by having hith and 6th graders
{sged 10 and 12) produce three opinion egsays through writing, normal
dictation, &nd slow dictation corresponding to the rate of writing.

This wade it possible to study the effect of speed of production {normal
v$. slow dictation, holding medium constant} and of the mechanical demands
of writing (writing vs. slow dictation. holding production rate -snstant).

The results show that children produce most in normal dictaticn and
lesst in writing. Three prompts by the experimenter to write pore doubled
the total quantity of words producsad in noymal Qictation and writing,
and the difference vetveen slow dictation and writing disappeared. Thus
the production factor of speed favours quantity, but it did not lead to
corresponding advantage in rated quality of texts in teyms of coherence.
Muterial added after prompting did raise the judged quality of written
composition but lowered that of dictated cowpesitions.

interference due to the merhenical demands of writing influences
text production mainly through reducing the quantity of writing, which
also liwits the judged quality of written compositions. Prospting brought
the guantity of written texts to the same level ax that of slowly dictated
texts. AS mentiomed in the ebove, the quality of the written texts was
rated to be higher than thsat of dictated -exts.

a8
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iace of rituational cueing proved an importaent factor affecting
vext production in school age. After cueing {proupting) was provided
gtudents in the written condition yere able to continue & structwrally
coarrent string of text units but not in dictation.

8. WRITING IN A CULTURAL CONTEXT

Sne of the major issues facing those yho undertake to agsess yritten
composition is that oﬁ-the criterioh. What is good writing? In & class-
room, & teacher ™y claim the right to be 3zple arbiter of that Question:
"Good writing is vhat I consider 800d". Once asssessment moves beyond
the classroom, howaver, differences in what people consider good begin
to emerge. Local and even national groups of judges have been able to
forge consensus through scoring systems, training sessions, snd sample
papers uged for scaling essays. Yet these consensugl criteria have come
to be nssailed by the increasing numcer o students whose native languege
is not the language of instruction, vhose native culture is not that of

vhe nation. ,

E.1. Whorfian Hypothesis: Linguistic Relativity and Determinism

The notion that different languages affecl perception and thought in
different ways has a long tradition., It i5 often referred to pg the
whorfian Hypothesi. or the Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis of Linguistic kelativise
and Deter=inism, Sapir 71917t §9) stated that “human beings do not live
in the ctjective world alone, nor alone in the yorld of social activity
a8 ariinarily understood, but are very much at the mercy of the particular
Taneuage which, t oLz herome the medium of expres.ion for their soclety ...

x» ee apd rear ana otherwice experience veoy largely is we do because

*he lam@iies habits of our community predispose certain choices of inter-

Foaw
rretnlich .
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Whorf [1956) elaborated the ideas suggested by his teacher along

the lines illustrated by the following set of quotationa.

*®. .. linguistic reletivity principle, which means, in informal,
terms, that users of markedly different grammars are pointed by
their grapears toward different types of cbservations and different
svaluations of externmally similar acts of observation, and hence
are no® equivalent as observers »ut must arrive at somewhat
different views of the world.” {Whorf 1956: 221)

“We dissect nature slong lines laid down by our native languages.
‘The categories and types that we isolate from the world of pheno-
mens we do not find there bécause they stare every cbserver in the
face; on the contrayy, the world is presented in a kaleidoscopic
flux of impressions which hes to be organized by our minds -- and
this means largely by the linguistic systems in our minds."”

{Whort 1956: 213)

"I should be the last to pretend that there is anything so definite
a3 & ‘correletion’ between culture and language, and especially
between ethnological rubrics such as ‘agricultural, hunting' etc.,
and the linguistic o.es like 'inflected, synthetic, or isolatirg®.”
{whorf 1956: 138)

¥ .. language for all it® kingly role, is in some sense & superficial
embroidery upon deeper processes of consciousness, vhich are necessayy
belfore any communication, signaling. or symbolism whatzever can

ocqur, and which alse can, at a pinch, effect communication --

though not true ngreement -- without language's and without symbol-
ism’s gid." (Whorf 1956: 239)

"ees our psychic makeup is somehow adjusted to disregard whole realms
of phenomena that are so all-pervasive as to be irrelevant to our
daily lives and needs." {Whorf 1956: 210)

"And every langusge is s vast pattern-system, different from others,
in which are culturally ordained the forms end categories by which
the personality not only communicates, but also analyzes nature,
notices or neglects types of relationship and phenomena, channels
his resscning, and builds the house of his consciocusness.” (Whorf
1956: 252)

“"There is a8 yogic mastery in the power of language to remain inde-
pendent of lower-psyche facts, to override them, nov %¢ point them
up, now tose them out of the picture, to mold the nuasnces of words
to its own rule, whether the psychic ring of the sounds fits or not."

Cryptotype: "It ic a submerged. subtie, and elusive meaning. corres—
ponding te no actual word. yet shown by linguistic analysis to be
functicnally important in the grammar." (Whorf 1956: T¢)

thenotype: ... the linguistic category with a clearly apparent
class meaning snd & formal mark or morpheme which acecrpanies ity
i.e., tne phenotype is the 'elassical’ morphological category.”

*

4
{Whort 1956: 267)
{Whorf 195€: 72}
\‘l
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“rammatica: researcn up to the Present time has been concerned
chiefly with the study of phenotypes. A certain type of grammar
proveeds as if linguistic meaning dwelt wholly in them, The
anthropologist should not be satiafied with such a grammer, any
more than with an ethnology that Jescribed only positive behavior
?gr)i ignored the patterning of taboos and avoidances.” (Whorf 1956:

B.2. Critique of Whorfian Hypothesis

Fishman (1977} notes that the Whorfien Hypothesis concerning the
linguistic relativity of cognitive processes has been & major source
for the emergence of sociolinguistics and has 8lso led to the study of
language universals (Creenberg 1963), ethnolinguistics (Garfinkel snd
Sachs 1970, Sechs, Schegloff and Jefferson 1974), and the study of
langasge in transmitting social structure (Bermstein 1960, 19714
Halliday 1973, 1975, 1578). However, Fishman claims that what ¥horf
talks about is & remediable and transitory phenomenon sad consequently
only a partiasl reflection of the complex embeddedness of cognitive
behavior. Fishman suggests that much of sapkind is bi- or multilingual,
that the Whorfian essentially one person -- one langusge model as far
too limited, and in fact, meny of Us can eBcape from the ghackles of one
grammar and one lexicon. In everydsy communication we are not concerned
86 much vith the differing structures of two langusges as yith bow to
aay the appropriate things in the particular context snd situation.
Thus, Fishman supports the notion of a two-vay relationship between
the organizetion of language and the organization of socisl behavior.
Rosch (19TT7) claims that contrary to whorfien Hypothesis even basic
color terminology appears to be univereal and the cclor space appears
%0 he a prime example of the influence of underlying perception --
cognitive fadtors on w"Iinguia:t.ic categories end not vice verss.

Slobin {1979) suggests that at the lexical level the major issue
of differences between languages {missing words, missing superordinate
terms and different divisions of semantic domains) is the relstive coda—~
Lijity of concepts, He (1979: 179) makes a distinction between hahitual
and potentiaml behavior. "While it may be true that, with some effort,
one tould sa¥ anything in any language, ve tepnd to say things which can

Q
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be fairly conveniently encoded, and we frequently assimilate experience
to the categories of the linguistic code. Thus & 1list of frequently-
occUrring words in 8 given language community will give you a good
preliminary index of what is probably of special importance to the
members Of that group. Other things can, of course, be conveyed by
more ¢emplex utterances, but this is Wt economical for important
discrimipations.”

It has been suggested by Sapir, Whorf and others that &t the
grammaticnl level, especislly, obligatory grammatical distinctions in
& given language covertly predispose ysers of that lunguage to pay
attention to certain aspects of situetions. Most linguists and psycho-
logists at 'present wouid, however, Probably concur with Hockett's
{195h: 102 assessment according to vhich "language differ not So much
as to what CAN be said in them, but rather s tp what is RELATIVELY
FASY to say in them ... The iMPact of gn inherit.i linguistic pattern
on activities is, in general, LEAST important in the Sost practicel
c¢ontexts and most important in such purely v;rbal' goings-on as story-
telling, religion, and philosophizing, As & result, some types of
literature are extremely difficult to translate accurately, let alone
appealingly.”

'

fi.3. Language and Culture

Grimshaw {1973) suggests that there gre four principel perspectives

on the ceusal relationships betweea culture gnd social structure on the

one hand and langusge on the other: 1) language is the primery determinant

or independent variable, 2) culiure is the primery determinant or inde-
pendent variable, 3} language and culture co-cecuf snd co-determine each
other, and &) both langusge and culture are determined by & third factor
{e.g., Weltanschauung, the world-view of the human mind). Grimshew
himself supports the third position, that of mutual embeddedness of
language and'culture.

Leach {197€: 3Z) points out that "our interna) perception of the
world is greatly influenced by the verbal categories wyhicl we yse to
describe it .., We use language to cut up the visyal continuum into

O
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meaninglful objects and into persons rilling distinguishable roles., But
we alno use language to tie the component elements together agmin, to
put things and persons into relationship to one another.” Leach {1;752
35-36) states further that the "process of carving up the externsl world
into named cotegories gnd then arrenging the categories to suit our
social convenience depends upon the fact that, although our abdility to
alter the external environment is very limited, we have & virtually
unrestricted capacity for playing games with the internalized version -
of the environment which we carry in our heads." W¥hile it is true that

many of our concepts correspond to sense-images which are culturally
determined responses to objects and events in the external world, Leach
(lOTb; 37) poin§§ out that the reverse also obtains. "We may generate
ideas in our heads (e.B. the opposition good/bad) and then give these
abstraction: manilfest form by projecting them onto the external world,
e.&., good/bad becomes white/black."

Leach {1970f 96) summarizes his argument by saying that "ve must
know 3 10t ghout the cultural context, the setting of the stage, before
We can even begin to decode the message”. Cultural customs are Lo be
seen as parts of & complex, because “details, considered in isclation,
are as mesningless as isolated leli~srs of the alphabet" {Leach 1976: 1}.

Aceording to Leach (1976: 2) "culture communicates; the complex inter-
connectedness «f cultilral events itself conveys information to those
who participate in those events".

Triandis (1941) has observed that there has been po systematic way
Of deseribing cultural differences in social behaviar in spite of frequent
referencen to them. While there IS veristion within as well as between
cultures‘.'z'riandis suggests that analogously to linguistic ypiversals
it is possible to extract dimensions of cultural variation w™ich apply .
to all eultures. Different value configurations on the dimensions
illustrate different cultural patterns.

Triandis proposes a framework consisting of twenty-five dimensions
of cultural variation. He compares mainly Mediterranesn culture (Greece,
Latin Ameries) 1o North Europeanh and Horth American (Seandinevia, Anglo-
Saxons} cultural patterns. The twenty:five dimensicns sre to some extent

interrelated and form elusters like second~crder factors in reetor analysis.
o dimensice: have been grouped into broad watcgories called "patterns

or thourht' |, "patterns of perception”, "patterns of behavior", “values”

Q
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and "uctial organization”. The twn serond-order dimensiohs ( cuper-
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dimensions™) are called "complexity™ a.d "modeinity™. Even these two
covnry to some extent and form & "super-superdimension™ called "comPlex
modernity™. In this paper the focus will he on those dimensions that
are considered most relevant from the point of view of though* patterns
and spoken and yritten cosmupication patterns.

* Triendis uses the term "universalism" to refer to preference for

F broad ideSlogies or frameworks of thought with an emphasis on the
deductive mode of thought. "Particularisa” means an gutiock where
experiences are considered of limi*ad genevality and vhere emphasis is
on the inductive mode of thought. rticuisrism, which is found perti-
cularly in Rorthern Eure.i and North America, is often associated with
cultural pluralism and with pre— or post-induystrialism. Universalism
emphasizes principles and conhections betwren events.

Triandis uses the term "associative™ to deseribe communication that
can be very indirect since everything that is conpected with the topic
is considered relevant and appropriate to take yp. Everything is relateqd
to everything else in a diffuse way. “Abstractive" communication requires
concentFation on those elements that are strietly relevant te the perti-
cular situation, Concepts are also high'y specific, not diffusely related.

Triandis suggests that the United States is mainly partioculeristic~
abstractive, Germany universalistic-abstractive, Arab cylture partiecu-
laristic-associative and Latin Americe universalistie-associative.

Triandis compares the above-mentioned conceptual patterns to the
patterns of thoﬁght suggested earlier by Pribram ( 1947). Basing his
study on Eurcpean philosophers end other Scholars Pribram distinguished
four patternz of thought: 1) Universalistic, which is identical with the
concept suBested by Triandis; 2} nominslistic, which is roughly the
sam® a5 particularistie {Anglo-Saxons being nominalists and latins
unireccalists): Being the battleground for the above .o patterns of
thought, Germany produced both 3) the intuitional mode, according to

. which one can know the whole without knowing the parts {resembling to

some extent ossociativeness) gnd L) the dizlectical mode focusing on

the conflict ana wnity of opposites. Triandis sugg@ests that the latter
two patterns are more recent and less prevalent than the former two.

It yould Seem ressonable to hypothesize that the dimensions Jeelt
with above (patterns of thought and communication) might he reflected
in the organiatlon and styiw of compesition: (method of writing),

whereas the rest of the dimensicus (values, bebavioral paiierns and
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sacinl crfanication} might be reflected in the ideas presented in the
compositions {content of writing).

Cole (1977} hkas shown how po;r performance by "primitive® tribes
on some traditional western experimental testa of thinking may be
largely due to lack of familiarity yith the problems presented to the
subjects. He suggesta that the variety, as well s3 the amount, of
‘practice with a particular subject matter is crucial to the wide
application of cognitive skills. He points out that research on
learning has shown thet People learn generdlited prodlem solving skills
through repeated experience with different problems of the same type.

It is Cole*s central thesis that ethnogradhy sust ie combined with
psychology if we wish to understand culture shad coEhition.

Seritner (1977) has demonstrated that schooling rather than culture
per se may be the most important factor affecting performance on logical
(verbal) ressoning problems. She {(1977: &9k) says that traditionad
villagers living in the most pural and isolated towns “dbring to the
arbitrary problems of the experiment s reasoning system, at pleay in
everyday life, in which inference is intricately intervoven uit.h_mlu-
ation and interpretation of semantic informsation: others mdopiing a
formal mode for some problems tend to lapse into the gezmntic-evaluative
approsch to other problems. Performance on the formal task is rarely
free frop intrusions of real-world knowledge",

Hymes (19T4) has suggested that genres and performances should be
used as basic 'cat.egories in studying waye of speaking in verious speech
communities. Seribner (197T: L98) suggests that “through experience
with a genre {2 socially evolved languege structure) ipdividuals develop
a cognitive scheme through which they assimilate increasingly varied and
more complex examples of the genre”, She states that the familiar
structure of a genre internalized by people within a culture heips to
make zense of material presented to them apd serves as a device that
guides snd constrains remembering apd reasoning.

One of the most salient findings of the IEA Study of Literature
(Purves 1973} was that students at both populations {Pop 7 = 14 years
olds; Fop b = pre-university students) Systemetically selected different
~ets of questions to deseribe their responze to literature in general
and o 8 st of speeifie literary extracts. Thus, Purves (1976: 102)

 -mmonebedre beat ULhene ech be said to-be-at-1eest—ons pattern -of FEEPONEE e

for each coutitry {in England two patterns corapet.e)-, thege patterns of
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reaponse become nost promounced inm Population b vhen the students®
preferences among questions tend 2 be more consistent scross selections
and tend 1o portray a more homogeneous group; the patterns chosen by
students in Population 4 tend to coincide more with the patterns
preferred by their toschars Lnan is the case with Population 2". The
curriculs in the counr .ies participating in the IEA Study of Literature

. ofven indicated that expressing a pattern of response was an isportant

goal of literature instruction. Alsc teacher questionnaires elicited
consistent patterns of response.

Turves (19T6) suggests that during the course of secondary education
students learn &n "spproved” pattern of response as part of their
zducation in litersture. The patterns of atudent and teacher responses
tended to be quite aimilar to each other but in some cases they deviated
from the official guidelimes set out in curricule.

Goodnow (1976) suggests that performance of tasks in eross-cul turel
studies is partly determined by unspoken assumptions about proper goals
and good methods. Where these assumptions are held both by the task-
giver and task-taker, performance i# usually ss expected. Thus perfor-
mance may vary according to what the intellectual dem;ads and cultursl
patterns are in ecach culture. To the extent that there are cultural
differences in assumptions about what are proper goals of written
composition and vhat are good methods of vriting ve may expect a certain
degreé of ronvergence vithin countries and by the same token veristion
between countries in terms of the structure of essays.

0lson (1976:) develops the ilaea of performance being culturally
conditioned by suggesting that technological changes have had a profound
impect on ments] proresses. Specifically Olcon has studied the effect
of the invention of the phonetic writing system and that of extended
proge stutement {i,e, the essayist tradition) on the type and style of
imnguage usedy Olson maintains that writing made danguage ash instrument
for formulating orig€inal statements whereas before that oral prerentation
transmitted treditional culture, and on sccount of heavy reliance on
asuditory memory, imposed a rhythmic syntax pattern on oral language.

The written text hac to convey weaning on its own without depending on
shared prior kiovledge or or the immedia.e situation. Not having to
concentrate to remember what was said relessed cognitive capacity to pay

attention to what the wpitten statements imply. olson claims (1976: 198)

That Uthe essayist technique and writien language generslly in the process
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of formulating genersl statements fros which true_ implicstions can de
drawn have a5 a bY-product created the sbatract logical concepts that
ve who are 50 habitusted to s literate culture tend to viev 88 part of
nature herself. Modern science, like ‘r-at.iml.it.y', is an jndirect
consequence o the invention of & purticular technology™ {i.e. the
technology of writing).

Olson {1977) argues further that in written prose rhetorical
functions &re subordinated to the logical functions and that the
requiresent for logical, dncriptm:. sutonomous statesents requim
that the vritten langsusge must be pore explicit and conventionalized
than “the mother tongue" {i.e. speech). Schools are tied to the
specialized vritten language and %o & specialiced r:;Ezbr knowledge
because they rely 20 heavily on ypitten prose. Lit y igs not only
the main goal or schooling, but is cougié;red necedsary for the gehieve~
ment of other goals as well.

-

8.4, Patterns of Orgsnization in Writing

Kaplan (1966}, echoing the Whorfian view that each language conveys .
to its users a ready-made vorld view and predisposed forms of interpreting
the worid, claimt thet "logic (in $he popular rather than the logician's '
scnse of the word), which is the basis of rhetoric, iz evolved out of
culture; it is not universal. Rhetoric, then, is not upivérasl either, .

but varies from culture to culture and even from time to tims within &
given cuiture. It is affectfed by canons of taste within a given culture
at & given tive™, (Kaplan 1966: 2u6)

Analycis of some 600 compositions written in English by foreign
students led Kaplan {1966; 256) to hypothesize that in expository writing”
each language and each culture haz 6 paragraph order unique to itself,
and that part of the learning of a particular language is thc mastering
of its logical systea”. Kuplan augsests that Anglo-European thought
ptrerns stem from the ancient Greek sequence, vhich ig dominantly
inesr 1n s development. An English expository parsgraph may begin
witl 5 topic scntence and proceed to develop the main idea (= deductive
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model ) or present examples snd details first and susmayize them in a
zeneralizing statement at the end of the paragraph {= inductive model).
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Kaplan illustrates the contrasts in paragraph argenization between
Engiish and sowe other languages in the following way:

L]

i English Semitic Oriental fomnes Russian
L] )._.
4/ b k
e
—_ ‘d -
. P < o
- h‘—# ;

According to Kaplan, in Semitic languages paragraph developsent in
expository texts is based on & complex ssriee of parallel eonstructions.
Clauses are joined together by cocrdination rather than by subcrdination.
Grientel writing is claimed to favor indirect approach, so that the
subject is shown from a veriety of angles but not discussed dirsctly.
This oeans, for instence, that the reader is told hov things are not
rather than how they are, Kaplan also suggests thst in Romance

l languages and cultures {(e.g. Fremch, Spanish) there is a grester
freedom to digress and to introduce extranecus material than in €nglish.
In Russian perentheticel ampliifications and parallel constructions are
clained to be Part of acceptable paragraph construction.

8.5, Implications for Fvaluation

From the preceling review, we may assert that there axist cultursl

patterns of expression and thought; that these patterns may be fo;;nd

* - both in what is said or written and in the sanner of presentation; that
these patterns have some rclation to the lexical and Zrammatical
constraints of & langusfe; but that more probably these patterns arc
learned either in formal or informal schooling. From tue foregoing,
ve might infer the legitimacy of an entity which we «ill rall "national

- styie”; we say national bocause we suspect that within a language gyoup
there may be differences certainly between mations that hive separated

——— - themeelves{o.a. England and Australia} nd developed their own cultural

tistories, '

Q
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Thes: differences way be summed in the following model which suggests
possible aspects of nationsl or subnational differences,

¢

Content: weager/rich

Angle: selective/inclusive
Approach: personal/impersonal
Attitude: positive/negative

CULTURAL PATTERNS

asgociate/sbatractive
linear/non-1incar
direct/indirect

TURPOSE AND COWTEXT
—fevgrvriting— —_ eYT
circumstances, WRITER |—————— [J-‘ ‘--)
7| task structure) sasmy
= .
Scnse of Audience: Eender
. explicit/impliecit definiteness/indefiniteness
fegister: formal/informal active/passive
Anxiety: high/lovw tense sSystem
/ Plain/tigurative
LITERARY LANGUAGE I
AUDIENCE DEVICES | PATTERSS ’

National style and what s called achievement are interrelated.
Achievement might be

Perhaps they =an't be meaningfully separated.
defined as a composite of four aspects of writing: 1) the aLility to
present information according to rules of grammar, spellingy punctuation
and usage, 2} communicativs 4.,',lv.u'mu:y. 1) cognitive content, 4) asothetic

quality.

Hational style is‘ﬂ set of cUlturally determined expectations of
vhat good writing should be, 7The influence of national style on
schievement is most intuirively ohwious in the ease of aesthetic guality.
People ul;o have grown up with different expriences and {dea]ls are likely

to appreciate different aspects of cosposition,

It is quite pospible -

that national s}yie will also turn out to affect readers’ perception
of writcr's wcbility to communicate fluently and the estimation of the
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adequacy of cognitise content. The ability to infer the writer's
intentions from information presented and estimate cognitive content
i - may be partly determined by a history of shared experience. What is
4 coherent ‘because 0f common experience in communication in one country
: my seem incoherent and incomplete to readers from ancther culture.
rrisndis (1981) relatea the avory of an Arsh diplomat who mystified
his listeners vhen he described his trip to Paris. The associstions
between concepts to which he peferred had developed and were videly ¢
shared in his own close~knit culture, but were incomprehensitle to
outsiders.

It nov seems en appropriate step to define more fully the dimensions
of national style, but this tesk, itself, contains hezards. Osgood et al.
{1975} said "Crosscultural compariscns are particulerly difficult when
subjective cuiture (non-material traits) is inwived, end Vs may ascrine =
two causes.” Investigators from:other cultures, however deeply inmerséd
in the cultures being studied, cannot fully share the experiences and
hence mesnings assigned to those experiences by natives of the cultures.
*Investigators into subjective culture cross-nationally are therefore

prone to projection of their own cultural norms, values and expectations
uhen sttempting to interpret their data” (Osgood et al. 1975). Also,
subjective culture traits are usually assessed through the medium of
langusge and hepce the language barrier must be circumvented,
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9. DISCUSSION

We have defined writing as a multilevel, intersctive and goal-
_____directed process of orlsm-t.ing (ereating, coost.rucnng) encoding and
o co-ﬁnicatxng lt-onmg by means of & conventional system of visible marke. ~
We have sten, however, that meaning jtgelf i3z not s unitary concept.
Sentence peaning has to be distinguished from speaker’s seaning.
Dependmg on the relationahip (varience vs. invariance} between

aentence meaning and context, speaker's meaning can be t.reat.ed elt.he'r

as cesual meening, litera) meaning, indirect spesch act or ‘as meta-

phorical meaning,

L Iy hee-sleo Deen estahlished that, even in writing, sentence
deaning tannot by any means be equated with liverai meaning, &4l .cugh

i vriting does lend itself better fhan #ieaking vo the construction of

literal meaning ani the cveation of meaning by the text itself.

Normally the resder 1. io #ccively reconstruct meaning on the basis

¢ what is written {the very words) and what ¢an be aasume. on the

basis of shered background knowledge. Thus weaning cannot simply be -«

communicated from widrepsor to addressce (sudience), since it does not

reside extoustively in the text p.oduced, This does not have to lead

to unbridied relativism ang sub_cetivism, sinte writers and readers
are newbers of interpretive communities. Having been socialized into
interpr ‘tive communities, individuals do not have to negotinte meaning
from scrateh but can rely on & number of implicitly shared conventions
and stvategies.

Writing docs Aemand more dscontextualized use of language and more .
explicit entodirn> of meanirg than conversational interaction. but this
ie & ‘metter of degree, not uny drastieally 3m11t.at.we difference., TYet,
it has been shown that there are & number of differences betveen con-
versational interactivity apnd written communication. Many psycholdgists
and educators have been impressed by the impact of writing on tulture
and Cognition. Writing .s often seen to serve distinet, perhaps even
unique, functions in culture and in human cognition. These differences
L' ye been licted in a number of ways, but the lists have alszo been

criticized ac being too ad hoe. The present author has worked out 8
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in order to test the relative merits of the “more different than similer

A 7 i s A b

taxonony 9r the characteristics of ~onversational intersctivity and
vritten composition, vhich aitempta to make the comparison more syste-
matic. The taxonomy takes into acecunt the eommunication framework,
message characteristies, procescing characteristics, snd developmental
eharacteristies. It would bec useful to eonstyruet s similar taxonomy

viev and the "more similar than i fepent” view. It seems likely,
hovever, that whether certain differences Or similarities are relevant
depends on the task at hand, Thus, like the walidity of o test iz not
& univerual characteristic, the relewance of & particular difference

or similerity between speaking and writing is dependent on the situation
and coptext.

Uritingy-particulsrly. compositional writing, is & complex proceds.

This seans that the informetion processing loed in writing is considersble.

A young ehild does pot poseess such complex skills, It is only vhen
lower-order schemata are largely autowatized thet young writers can make
use of higher-order schemata., It has been shown that young writers'
eoneeptual capabilities are in sdvance of their fupetional capabilities.
Providing procedural facilitation in the form of simple content-empty
prompting to write more can double or triple the amount of writing.
Similarly young vriters can engage in vhole-text planning instead or
being limited to locel planning, if thay are provided with suitable
procedural facilitstion and prompting. Young writers can aiso evaluste
their products quite well but are much less successful in revising vhat
they have written. They find it easier to recognize problems thap to
diagnose and overcome them.,

In conclusion, it turns out that, though writing in most ceses is
A0 sct of communication, it is & more COtplex phenomenon than is usually
assumed. This very complexity may well be one of the most important
reasons vhy the skill of writing is ususlly learned relatively late and
vhy even mature writera ofter consider wpiting a very exacting task.




Anneli VEhEpassi
11, O THE SPECIFICATION OF THE DOMAIN OF SCHOOL WRITING

The purpose of thig section iz to explore the domsin of writing
and to present a ‘general model of schonl-based writing.

Dusing the planning and writing of this article, the coapleuity-
of the domain of scheol writing became more and more cbvious. Any
wode]l of writing needs to teke into sccount the general functions of
language and the specific functions of what VYachek calls the written
norm of langusge. The functions of writing should also be kept sepwrate
‘conceptually from the modes of discourse. Wnile the functions of
langusage necassari)y have s bearing on school writing, they ‘pould
not be agsumc.: to be the aple determinants of the objectives of
education in writing., Ceneral goals o1 education may also have a
groeat influence on how the genersl functions of language and the
specific functions of written ianruage are emphasized in writing
ingtruction, Furthermore, writing instruction in schoole is also
influenced by the kind of criteria that are used in rating student's
vrittan products. The progression of tasks, each consisting of a
certain combination of functions, audiences and topics, is ususlly
based on the reievance of tho tasn; in terss of motivation and leve!
of cognitive processing required.

1. GENERAL APPROACH

1.1 Introductory Remarks

V, S, Naipaul describes his j>rsonal writing process and its

meaning in the following way:

-

O
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. the faet that the yriter iz obliged to create autenomous t.ext. in other

1 do not think weiting is simply & skill you acquire, like making

a suit or huilding & house, and then practise forever. One is

& changed man st the eud of every book one writesi one has dis-

covered depths of responses that ocne never knew existed before.

One has undergons & great expearience of patierning, soulding,

discovering thoughts snd emotions. And since one writes vith

every sense, one has to be physieally fit - you capnot write if

you are not feeling well, if you have a stomsch ache Or & hesdache

or if you are depressed; you have %o be totally alert - and the

exercise of all the seuses together over several months does alter

one. -
I am aish & great hoardsr of experience: I like to think

that every day somsthing new hes occurred to me: not nocessarily

s physical event, but s hew thought perhaps, or & little progress

in my vork. It would depress se enormously if there was not this

continual element of newmeas in wy life.

Nritten language is not only o means of reflecting reality but it .
is also & means of creating wnd expanding reslity {(e.g., Micoew: 1973),
Schoolbased vriting is by th. same token closely related t0 the studeats®
personality development and provides opportunities for inventing new
chains of thought and clarifying one's views ol the phenomena of the
environment. - .

The weaning of written language from the point of view of cultursl
and persanal development, the intreduction into writtcn language, hes
been extensively analyZe. in several articles by Olson. According the
Olsen {1976, 1977) the invention of the slphabet and the development
of writing gave Western culture most of ice characteristic features,
inclwding 8 changed view of langusge and rationality. Wwhen langusge
was trensformed from the spoken to the written mode, the dominant
picture o the world vas glso changed: language andé reality vere partly
recrganized and .einterpreted.

~Olson hes referred to the concepi of “essayist t.echnique to signify

vords, to vrite in such o manner that the sentences are an adequate,
explieit representation of the writer*s meanings, and are not paged
on impliecit premises or personal interpretation. This technique uas -
first used by British essayists, and prominen:i among thes vas John Locke,
the essay became & tool of investigating problems and a mesns of
producing newv knowledge during that process. Such a use of Janguage
made writing into & powerful cognitive tool.
Accordins to Olson cognitive develipment is manifested in a growing
degree of sxpiicit meaning. Its starting point ig utierance, vhich,
however , specifies only part of meaniug. Lenguege development means

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:
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that a child learns to master conventions about how an increasing part
of addrecser meaning is transferred into verbml form, Thus & child
moves from & situation (Bloom 1970} in which two different meanings
are conveyed by means of one identical expression to & gituation in
vhich meaning is transferred largely ifo sentences and text, i,e.,
Beaning decomes eXplicit.

If we accept the geheral trend of the argument put forward by.
Olgon and sume other scholars. we rre dikely to arriwveat—the following
comelusion: it is & central task of school Writing to help studenis
meke & transition from utterance to text, from speaker and writer
meanings to explicit, litera) meaning. This is one way to roster
the development of logical thinking. This hypothesis is supported
by & survey of current school practice: school leaving exasminations
in the mother tengue {or in the language of instructiocn) and in other
school subjects, as well as school learning in general, geem to require
mastery of explicit meanin@: comprehension of texts and production of
sutonomous text.

It Lag been maintained (e.g., Britton et al, 1975) that the school
system has a decisive effect on the development of writing. This cleim
is, without doubt, justified.b A reviev of terminal examinetions in
the mother tongue in some countries leads to the following observation:
ir many countries the aim of writing appesrs to be the ability to produce
an explicit, objective and cont.ext.-inde;':endent. text and the acguisition
of = literayy 3atyle of expressiocn, -

If ve relate the ‘opics and modes of terminsl examinations tn
Bereiter's {1980) model of writing processes (cf. Takala, in this volume),
we can note that they reqvire not oonly expressive writing but, rether,
epistemic writing, in which reflective thinking and unif’:ad writing
are integrated. Students are asked to search for meaning and seek
8 persc..sl solution to large-scale problems. Writing requires and
makes postible expanded thinking. Such thinking is elicited by means
of either a carefully delimited content or more general prompts and

stimuli.




1.2, Functions of language and Written Discourse

-

Any discussion of written discourse and of the domain of .scheool
vriting needs to take into saccount two overriding questions: What is
language for? What are the functions of language in human 1ife and
.in the life of mankind?

, 19705 Feldman 197T; Shuy 1981). ‘The basic difference between different

LTS

There are a number of theories about the functions of language
developed for different purposes (see Bihler 1934 ; Jakobson 1960;
Vygotsky 19623 Chomsky 1972; Halliday 1973, 19783 Tough 197k; Wight

theories is concerned with the question vhether communicstiocn ‘is the
main function of lenguage or not. This guestion has been Jsbated among -
communication~intenticn theorists und proponents of formsl semticsE
only the former view communication as the main function of language.
Since the question it of crucial importance for yritten discourse,
it will be briefly discyssed in this paper. In her article, Feldman
(1977) desls with the debate between formal semantics and communication-
intention theory. After & thorough analysis of the issue she arrives
at the arfument that al: language is commnicative. Even the ideational
funetion. unich advoeates of forrmal semantics (e.g.. Chomsky) consiger
nop-communicative, is considered communicative. It is the addresser's
comrunication with aimself. 7The Present _author agrees with the view
that, in & broad sense. the main function of written discourse is
communicative, which also includes reflection. Thus written discourse
is communicative but the addressee(s) may be either the person himself

o other persons. .
{nce it has been decided to trect written discourse as the writer's .

communicetion either with himself of with other per;ons, it is ugeful .

to relate the present discussion of the domein of school writing to T

general ideas gbout the functions of language. In his semiotic wodel!
Binler (1534) ocutlines the relationship of the limguistie expressiqn.{Z)
to the referent ("Cegenstiinde und Sachverhalte'), repres;nut.ional or
symbolizing function ("Larstellung®); to the addresser {"Sender"),
expreasive or symptom function {"Ausdruck™); and to the addressee
{"Empfanger"). conntive or signal function {"Appell"),

Q
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Jefenstande yng Sachvernalte

| ;i.:i;;;i Parsteliuns
‘ Ausl%\ﬂzell

FIGURE 1. Bihler's {1934) Model of the Functions ér Language

It should be noted, however, that there hardly exists such &
direct link betwveen the linguistic expression and the referent.
3 Discourse #lvays exprecses the writer's perspective of the referent,
1 "hus the writer w'describe phenorena from a comical, satirical,

reflective, ete. perspective. In reel commnication the addresser
4 . and addpeSgss Csn learn from each other, take note of each other's
verspective and expend their perspectives. They may reach greement
on parspe":t.ive, although written discourse may not coincide vith (i
object.ivei reality but may, in fact, be an a.lt.e'mat.i\re possible world
or even & tounterfactusl world,

Jekobson (1960) has elsborated Bilhler's model and summarizes his
view i;\ the following figure:

-
CONTEXT ,
ME3SAGE
ADDRESSER —— ~- ADDRESSEE »-
. CONTACT
< CODE
‘l
According o Jakobson, the ADDRESSER sends & MEC'AGE to' the ADDRESSEE,
but the message is not enough in itself. In order to function the
messafe needs a CYMTEXT which is common to the addresser and addressee, 1
*he CODF must also he wholly or at least partially common *6 the two ; !
parties. Finally, commun‘cation i$ enabled by a CONTALT, which J'akobson
ases to prefer to the physical channel and p.';ycholoe:icEl connection
t..€ addresser ani the addrescee. )
.
‘. S
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+ poipting out that each of the above-mentioned six facvors determines

Jakcbeon continues hiia exposition of the fuactions of language by

a different function of langusge, In the referentisl tuncticn the
context piays s dominant role. This Tunction is served when lengusge
is used, for instance, to acquire and present kpolrledge. vhen a task-
oriented discussion is held, when idegs Are thrmshed oyt O when events
are reported. Commnication is oriented towmrds the referent.

The emotive or "expressive” function focuses on the addresser ;
and aims at & direct exprezsion of addresserts feelings end experionces. "
The messsge may Pour forth and it may not Lave & very clear structures
The addressees are usually familier to the addresser 50 that the message
can be interpreted on the basis of shared knovledge and experiencea.

Following Ma'inowski, Jakobacn calls.the function that prisarily
serves to establish contact phatic. language is uged phatically vhen
communication is for the sake of communication {souiml rituais and
conventions): people talk sbout the wheather, tell each other how the
famidy is, etcs What counts is the fact that languege is used, not
vhat it is used for. The covert :tessage of the pha*ic use of langusge
is that ve are not adversaries but are villing tc keep the channel open.

The function of language vhose focus is *he addressee Jakobson
terms conative. The purpose of language use iz to change the addressee's
behavior und thinking. The message is tailored to take account of the
addressee's khovledge, attitudes aad 2pinions.

lanfuage serves a metelingusl function when it focuses on the code.
Jakovson illustretes this function, in the fcllowing way:

Imarine such an exaspersting dislogue: “The sophomore was plucked.”
"Ryt what is plucked?” “Plucked deans the same as flunked."

"And flunked?” "To be flunked is to fail in an exam.” “And what
is sophomore?"” persists the interrogator innocent of school voca~
bulary. "A sophomore is (or means) s second-year student.” All
these equatidnal sentences convey informstisn merely about the
lexical -ode of Engliah; their funetion is atrictly metalingual.
Any process of language learning, in particular child acquisition
of the mother tonguc. majes wide use of such wetalingual operations;
and aphagia may often be defined 45 & lors of ability for wate-
lingual operations. (p. 356)

Focus on the message itself is the poetic func’.ion of langunmge.
Thig functden is not pestricted to poetry alone.

Foetien in the wider sense of the word desls with the poetie
functich not only in poetry, wvhere this function is euperimposed
upon the other functions of language, but also outside of poetry,
when scme other function is superimposed upon the poetic function.

\p. 399) .
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Jukobson 8lso points out that

apparently no human culture ignores versa:-mking. vhereas there

are many cultural patterns without 'applied' verse; and even in

suth cultures which possess both pure znd applied verses, the
latter appear to be secondary, unquestionably derived phenomens,

{ps 359}

The discussions the prese.t author has had witn professional writers
have led to the conelusion that language use in litmry'mrgs is multi-
functional: if contains all functions of langusge. The writer crestes
& nev world from sounds, words and sentences. This world reflects the
vriter's viev of reality. The writer's purpese may be emotive,
referential or conative or all of these at the same time.

1.3, Punctiona of Discourse and School-based Writing

“A review of different clussifications of the functions of language

has led the present author to the conblusicn that the tgsks of scheol-
(besed vriting are best 2een in the framework of the semiotic model
derived largely from the work of Biihler and Jakobson. Ohe of the major
merits of the Semiotic approach is that it draws the attention of
curriculus plannersy textbook writers and teachers to the purposes and
functions of school writing. ;

More recen’. models take into account written discourse and are
related to school setting. The models presented by Norfett {1969),
Brittor et al. (1975) and Kinnesvy (1971) are based on the semiotic
structure: the relationship between writer. reader and sessage. They,
43 yell 48 a somewhat different model” presented by D'Angelo (1975},
drav on BUhler's und Jakobson's views on the functions of langusge,
although they use different terms to denote the functionms.

The functional perspactive in the above-sentioned models is not
fully worked out, however., The persuasive function seems to be the
most neglected one, Moffett and D'Angelo hardly recognize it al all,
whareas Kinneavy devotes one quarter of his book te it. In real life,
es opposed to school writing, persuasion is omnipresent ani prohably

ti.e most dominant of al. functions (Xinneavy 17980},
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On the other hend, the poetic, grtistic fumction is vecognized by
"al1 model-builders, but Kinneavy {1980} points out that Poetic function
nowadays occupies m minor position in Americas schoole in comparison
to the situation thirty yesrs sgo. The same tremd is probably evident
in many other countries, certainly in the auchor’s pative country,
Finland. It should, however, be emphasized that the artistic functiom
of language is an essentisl part of school vriting slso: it involves
play with language and cyreative experiments vith language (e.g., rhyming}.

Both Britton and Kinneavy assign a prominent role to epstive
function (in their terms: expressive) and they suggest tF.c all other
purposes or writing are derived from that function. Thie view is
supported by the developmentsal perspective of functions. On the other

' hand, as Xinneavy (1980) pointe out, Britton‘'s own espirical rindings
.-ouggest that the emotive (expressive) function is not very prominent
in sethool writing. Ir it were, in fmct, the most important and in
paychological terms the scet fundamental function, it should ockur

more aften in school writing. MHowever, the referentisl (informstive)
function covered 62 ? or a1l school writing in Britton‘s study. The
dominant Category was the sub-category “classifieation®,

Vhen we ndopt the semiotic mpprosch in the style of Moffett, Britton
and Kinneavy, we €2n avoid a basic veakness of many modelp of Writing
instruction: the purpose and mode of writing have been considersd to be
largely synonymous. This vi¢w is probably pased on the old rhetorical
tradition, and the old rhetorical modes (narrative, description, ’
exposition and argument) have been incorporated as auch as the sub-
eatedorics of writing purposes. ﬂ

The present author believes that it would be advisable to keep
in mind that rhetorical podes end their interpretation are derived
from the analysis of the finiashed products of adult writers and speakera. .
If ve, by contrast, atart from the above classification of the purposes
of school writing (referential, metalingual, emotive, constive and
poetic purposea). ve €an conclude that especially narration ang
d'escription ¢an be ysed for several purposes. Similarly, expository
writing can also be used for referential purpoges as vell 88 for conative
purposes. A model whieh forces each of these rhetorical modes to rit
vith some one definite purpose alone militates against flexible use of
janguage.
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t.h. Relationship Between Writer and judience

ln out-of-school writing situstions the writer-audience relationship

is very important. If the writer hss reached the stage of comsunicative

wi't.ing. (ef. Tskalw, in this volume}, he can wodify his wessage in

accordance with the experiences, knowledge and attitudes of the gudience.

Semiotic models of the writing situation (Moffett, Kinneavy and Britton)

take nccount of this fact and wlso seek to exumine the writer-audience

relationship from the point of view of school writing. Basically, all

three podels have the same structure. .
Moffett { 1968) distinguishes the rollowing categories:

I s You

lnterior Jonversation Correspondence Public .

El
»

Britton {1975) distinguishes the f llowing categories:

Self Teacher Wider Unknown .

Trusted Examiner
{oraral Particular .

The categories distinguished by Kinneavy (1971} are the following four:
Monologuaml = Small Eroup - Large group ~ Mass, Applebee {1981) classified
the sudience as follows: (1) no clear audience, 12) for the writer only, .
{3) for the teacher in the role of examiner, (4) for the teacher as a
part of continuing instructional dislogus, (5) for & wider audience,
known or unknown.
1n mother tongue instruction, writing at its best is often & student's [
dialogue with himself or herself, vhich the student allows the t-acher
to gee. In the bcﬁt. case the student is not consciouslyY aware of the
teacher's opinions while writing and does not write in order to please
the teacher. In examination Situations, such as smatriculation
examinations and university entrance examinations, t.r!e situation may
naturelly be different.
Since a large part of school writing is directed to oneselr, class~
mt.es. parents or teacher, the following broad classification seems
reasonable in & study of school w}}}ng Selr-?__l(g_lm _ﬁndience—-b

Unknown Audience,
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1.'5. Content

From the parsmcters'related to all writing situstions (e.g., TekRla,
in this volume) very important in terms of schoo)l writing are the > R
purposes of writing and the relationshiy between writer and swdiencet
However. it can be clained that the wrot dominent festure of the
vriting situations in school ia oftes the paremeter of coatemt (topie, . 3
these). This is particularly tyue of beginming writers. Nowever, if
s significent smount of experiences, cbservations aand knoviedge is

' stored in the long-ters memory, svem a beginsing writer can dirvet

cognitive capacity to the explicitaese of the tekt and to the other
parameters of the writing situation (cee Chapter 1). |

Augustine (1981) has recestly presented a detailed model of
vriting, vhich starts from the fcllowing aseumgtions:

» V. First the writer addresses s topic, X. to be composed.

2. The writer forms o temtative perapective towards the topic by
recalling what he knows about the tople trom long-ters memory snd
by judging his/her experisace vith the topic mnd vith the writing
task in genersl.

3. The vriter forms & hypothesis o the msesning of thée topic to the |
addresser. -

k. Only after that the writer considers the topie from the point of
viev of the eddressee. ’ )

_Augustine's aodel and practical experience suggest that the subject,

conter., iz the most gemeral starting point in learning to write. For

this reason, the parameter of content (topic) is dealt with in some

detail in this part. .

Takals (in this voclume) has analyszed the parsmeter of content ¢
in terms of content identity. content accessibili 'y, attitude to coatent,

and ineerest in content. When ‘we focus our attention to the eres of

school writing we need & more detailed analysis of his category of

esntent i-d\!ntity‘. The category of “"relations. systema, notions, ideas,

beliefs, norms, ete.”. in particular, needs elaboration.

The category of content identity can be classified for exaasple
in. the following way :) terms of sehool writing:

- 4
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y &- W (tee‘li.ng.., caperiences, problems, perscual lite)
' hﬂﬁd problems of humen life; religions and paychological

. -ﬁniw. comumnity, commnity life, politics
' §+ Ueemomic life .
§¢ mavory
K. Bverature g
1. Other arts *
Whén we consider writing task sssignment in wchool, we should keep
- $m nivd that people can write vell only on such subjects about which
thq l'un rufficient cbservations, experiences and knowledge. St.:temt
* - of opinion end evaluation e be reasonably expected only when there
{s an sdequate Xnovledge and experience basis for them. Consequently )
contant ucfsnb:lity is of decisive importance in athool Iu'itings
the best result can be expected wvhen the writer feels an e:puit who
oy KEOH L
m the_student is nllmd to write about his or her specisl interest
or hobby. :n‘;.is resembles & patural writing situation: the addresoce
raceiges genuine information from the writer. The writing situatiom %
in school is, however, often such that the students are asked to urite ;
about topice vhich the teacher is more familiar with than the studente, 4
the writing task way be, for efample, an eseay on a topic covered in .
sope school subject. This tends to make the situation somewhat j
art_iticial. The situation can be improved at least to some extent
by providise content clues.
At the secondary level, in pu~ticular, the writing situation may
ba such tfmt. the teacher and the students are all equally novices- and i
that coatent clues sre acceasible in the writing situstion. This
hopmsgotten vhén the topic ig a general one, e.g., reflection on cne’s
sutlook on life, description of wood .» atwosphere OF uarrating a s
Y -  Sequence of events. - . E
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The writing situation is likely to become optimgl when the paremster
of content accessibility has the following values 'Scf. Takala, in this

-

voltme): -
"{. Pamiliar content easily accessible from memory to bot W and A e
{¥ and A both experts)
2, Pemiliar content ewsily accessible to W but not to A
{¥ expert. A novice)
3. 0dntent clues available in writing si’ ation
{¥ and A both novices)
- 1n school writing attitude to content is related to the purpoes N
of writing. 17 writing has a ronative purpose, it may be useful in
terms of results if the writer is aliowed to exhibit & clearly negative
attitude towards the content (topic}. This is useful, for example ,
vhen the task is tc write & polemical composition against competitive
sports or feminism. In other typeso” yriting a positive or neutral °
sttitude towards the conptent is optiml. A sn.uut.mn in which the
student hus a positive attitude towarda the content and the teacher
a negative attitude can Create o problem and must. and can be, handled
witk tact in school. IT a student®s snd teacher's views concerning
:;-.g., rompetitive sports, feminism or racial relations are diametrically
o5posite, the Student dpes not dare to ~apress his opinions unless he
can feel confident that he uin not be penalized in grading for an
honest expression of his neus. Yet we cannot weintain that a student

who WFites ADOU. ¥ tOpit mw—m&duw&mlmum
aboyt was ot el apprehénsue, because the product may receive a

Q
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more critical appraisal than it would if the case were #ifferent.

Tn pome ealent, the same applies to interest in the content. . * : "i
& ]
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1.6, Cognitive Frocesses end Modes of written Discourse . i
i

4

K

-
Models relevant to school writing {especially those by Britton et
1. end By Kinneavy) have criticized the way in which the purpcse and
made of writinh have been conceptuslly equsted. Whereas they thus. do

&

N S

euphasice tu: purpose of writing, they tend not to give due attention
2a anstoor Smporscnt Jdimenzien «f schoerl writing: the cognilive Proceasss. .




The closs connectirn between thinking and writing is noted but the
relationship iz not elsborated in & manner that would be very useful
forwriting in an educational context.

This is not to belittle the importance of the purpose or the
ewldfencé of writing, & point vell made in the semiotic models of written
diseourse. 5°7'1, from the point of view of cognitive processing, the
funetion and audience of writing are not the only relevant features
in the writing situstion. When the writer is producing a text, he is
cl"atiﬁ‘t a perscnal Sstructure of reality. This structure is influenced
uj Nis owm schemata of reality, his knowledge of the world. Depending
o9 e level of cognitive proceszing on the one hand and on the purpose
of writing on the other hand, he can simply present or pepresent facts,
évents, ideas or emotions or he can also expand reality on different
levels.

Coghitive processing, representing or cxpanding reality, is
reinted to the mode and content of writing. It is also relsted to
the geners. v ability of the writer. Cognitive processing cannot
be very deep 1 the writer does not have a sufficient amounf of ‘
e'lpét‘i'u'uces. observations, ideas of information about the topic of
sriting. On the other hand, narration, deseription, etc. canndt be
lively or illuminating nor can exposition or persuasive discourse
convince the reader if tne writer's concepts and vocabulary are )
limited and if sentence formation and text construction are uncertain.
Anton Chexhov once said t.h'at. the construction of sentences is all that

When we examine school wriling from the point of view of both

cognitive processing and mode of diccourse, we ea. see that the writer
ean repre: ent and expand his view of the world in severai different
ways: he can siuply reproduce units, evwnts, fact: {e.®., copy, cite,
make notes); he can orgesnize - or reorganize reality (narrate, desecribe,
explain, eummarize); he can also cxpand reality, invent/generate
reality {analyze, expound, arguz, create a new posajbie world). Thus,
cognitive proce:sing can be shown to be related to the traditional
rhetorical modes (de-cription, narratiocn, exposi.ion, persuasionl.
Among the first Lo rediseover the reletionsuip of traditionsl
rhetoricdl modec and the way of thinking was Leonard (191%). He
maintained that in the earlier influential work of Alexanier Bain (1890),
completed pieces of writing, i.e., the products, are emgh,xsized rather

than the processes of composition. Leonard's own elassifiration scheme

was as follows:




I. PRESENTATIOR OF FACTS

A) Sense-lmpression suggested to B} The same type of material but
give the reader » new and chiefly such satters as machines,
interesting bit of experience: por esses, and 50 on, stated
the forme of simple objective in order to give the reader
parration and descrintion. useful information, the form

of simple explanatice’

IT. INTERPRETATION OF FACTS

A} Conclusions as to character- B) Generalizations - conclusions
mood and motive and so ong * as to the relations and the
and the complicetions of ¢ gignMicaence of the bodies of
cause and effeet in human fact presented 1f information
action developed into plott: in I, Bt the forms interpretive,
* the interpretive forms of exposition and argument.

narration and description.

&

Fj . As D'Angelo {1974) points ous, [eonard's scheme iz not a new
3 vlassification but rather a reclassification, the purpose of which was
1 to Lelp students think clearly. ) .
Lecnard's forme of Jiscourse can be viewed 83 & sequence in terms
s of their difficulty and level of ahstraction: theme writing on the
vesis of sense impressions; exploring, explaining, analyzing and / -
interpreting the materisl; evaluating facts and information and g

o AR

determining ‘heir nignmificance. According to the present writer,
Leonard®s scheme may salso help the teacher to understand the process
of writing and to assess vhe level of thought in student s conposft.ions

.
PR

If we follow Brewer (198C), we can distinguish three miin types
of the form (mode} of writing: description, narration and explanation

{interpretation). According to Brewer they differ in terms of the ;
cognitive ctructure urderlying each type of discourse, Accerding .

® o this view: . )
eriptive discourse attempts to transform a statiolayy, spatisl- +3
visual field of perception into & verbal form. The underlying 3

Stpuctare ie visugl-spatisl., -
2) Narpetive discourse transforns into a vérbal form & chain of events ;
which take p‘ﬂcé in the passage of time. The events are related
to each other via & causal or thematic eoupling.
*} Explanatory (interprdtative) discourse transforms inic s verbal form
fundazentsi sbztractions, public processes, cte. It comprises . *

el

induction, deduction, classification and cosparizon. .. .

LRI -
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-According to Brawer, the type of discourse and the purpose of
discourse, which he calls discourse force {(probmbly mnalogously to the
concept of illocutionary force in speech-act theory}, are two dinsiinet
categories. Accordingly Brewer does not categorize persumsive discourse
a3 & separate type since ;11 modes of disecourse can be used for
ye!',miﬂ purposes. On this point he diverges from esrlier
rhstorical traditiop. His starting point is, in fect, different -
in that he erphasizes the cognitive structures underlying the wode of
discourpe instead of the style of presentation.

He deaciude then “hat the development of writing skills in
intimately connectad with the development of thought. Writing skijls
develop concomitantly witb the development of thought processes and
with the acquisition of m variety of experiemces. It seems, therefore,
yesstnable not to make s sharp distinction between the fore (wode) of
writing and the depth of thought processes.

The present writer suggests thet the following classification of
the mode of writing, which is lergely based on the iraditismal
rhetorical eodes, might prove useful in any evalustive study of written
éomposition:

1., Dogunpntative digcourse: material is recorded as such’ with little

oF no modifieation. This leads to notes, short answers to questions
3 in warkbooks, inccherent stories, stream of eonzciousness writing, ete.
o 2. Comstarive digcourse

4 a. Marrative .iscourse: the writer reports on events and experiences.

w3 _n.n..r__._.

. — This léads to & atory, &n GcCoUNC Of eVentd, NevE, et
b. i : i to the ience

f a siructured account but. follows the externsl visual (spatisl)
-model. This leads to instructi s hovw to use some machine, how
to do something, description of e rcite to follow, description
of scenerey, o summary, etc.
» e. Explanatory discourse: the writer conveys a logical account using
such technigues as comparison, flassiricatim, and cause-effect.
. This leads to products like reports, technicel descriptions,
statements of personal views, opinions.
3. Exploratoly discourse
¢ a. Interpretive.(expOsitoryfargumentativefpersuasive} disconrase:
4 the urit:r examines some material, clessifies it ani ,ukes

¢ aciusions using inductisn, deduction and comparison. This may




iead to changes of other ‘people's actions ur thinking mnd to
products like book reviews, editorials, columns, essays which
show what the writer thinks of some events, ideas etc.
b. Litersry discourse, in which special atteation is devoted to

the structure of the product. Experientes are mmde ‘he cbjert
- of conscious analysis by distadcing them. They mre given g clear
structure and special attention is given to the choice of worde
and sentences. This lemds to poems, plays, play with language
rescurces and creative experiments with language. in liturary
discourse other modes of discourse may be used according to the
purpise of the writer.

2. GENERAL MODEL OF WRITTEN DISCOURSE

The discussion in the previocus section led to the development of
e general model of written discourse, vhich is designed to take into
account the general dimensions of writing. It attempis to redreas the
ba.ance between the dimensione Of the purpese, writer and sudience and
ievei of cognitive processing invoived in writing. It alzo makes

a distinction between the modes and purposes of writing. which are
_eonflared in_some eariier models of written discourse based on

traditional rhetotics.

The model poses "dominant intention/purpose™.as one. min dimension
and "cognitive processing™ as the dther. Since a dgpision was med-
to concentrate on the communicational aspect of writing, the author
has left out the “archival" purpose of writing, i.e., the presorvation
ard transmirsion of tha culturel heritage. The learning purpo: is
soneidered .0 include not only thescodefocused (metalingual) functiom
but al-o a more general runction of learning {mathematic), Primary
content is related to lev:'s of cognitive processing. and primayy
ardience is related to the purpose of writing. We obtain a typology.
thich can b \ested empirically by trying to place different types of
urition epotonte viehin ite eells. Figurs 2 illustretes such a

ciassificatacn hut it is by no means meant to be an exhasustive listing
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of types of written discourse. As suggested eari.er, no sharp distinctien

should be made between the level of cognitive processing and modes of

digeourse. This is done by indicating at the bottom of the figurs how
the scde of discourse is related to level of cognitive processing.

) he model can be used to anelyze writing assignments in different

countries. It vill also help in deciding vhat kind of writing vasks
cdn usefully be employed with pupils of different ages. Using the
typélogy, ‘writing tasks can be charucterized, for instance, in the
follnwing way:

] To reproduce in order to learn. This kind of task primerily

involves the writing down of dictated or spoken langusge as in note

ickiu but also in school the meking of & correct copy. -

Tg organize or reorganize in order to learp. This task primarily
involves the recasting of one fore of language into apnother form. It
say inelude the transTormation of oral ltnguage such as dialogue into .
a parrative summary or the susmarizing of a longer text into a short.e:r

on¢ that retains the smain ideas.

To organize or reorganize in order to inform. This kind of task

ie om & the primeyy communicative tasks, the writing down of infermation

such that a reader can understand and act appropriately on that

- fnfoa:mt.ion {e.2., filling out s form, giving direction, describing .

3 .
2 an action, state or process). ;
To organize or reorganize in order to conYince or Persuade. This h

: * kind of task aiso represents a primary social and pragmatic obi-ctive
x of instruction, the writing down of reasons vhy the writer has an opininn 3
1 or to be persuaded to join the writer. This kind of task involves’

- the comminicative functions of Informing and expressing emotions or
stutes of mind, but they arc,subservient to the major commmicative

o PUrpose. : -
To generate in order to convey or inform. These tasks are common

&

: to smuch school writing and are seen as important contributors to .
‘. maturity as a writer, particularly in zecedemic situations, byt also
) in social situations.
\
i . .
) . \
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te DOMAIR OF GCHOCL WRITING .

¥ A

3.1, Factors Related to School Writing
\ . -

What has been said in the above points to & ponclusion that the
soet impurtant factors underlying written response in school writing
as well sz in adult vriting situations are {(x) the purpose of writing
and {n) the level of cognitive processys required by the writing task.
Othei® important factors comtributing to the final form of written
respouse are {c) the comtent of writing ana {d) the vriting situstion
{e.g.s clues, atisuli). Other scurces of influence are the student’s
swmrebéss of being evaluated ard perception of the criteris tdat sre .
1ikely to be used in such an evaluation. ‘These parsmeters are important
determinants of the kind ~f writing tasks that are assigned in school. )
In the b.lckgmml of those parameters are many fnet.?rs. They are '
illustrgtyd in Figure 3, vhich was suggested by Alan C. Purves.

3.2, Objectives of Rducation in Writing

This section deals with the questicn: What is school writing good
for! The focus will be on the development of the learner with frequent
references to the views expressed by Bereiter {1980), ’
With some simplification we cap say that one part of school-writing
is agsociated with the acquizition and recitation of knowledge, one part
is related to =xpanding reality and the developing of logical t.hinlting,'_
and One part is reiat.ed to activities vithin social context. It is F
suggested that different forms of writing are related to these
objectives in the following way:
I. Subject=learning objectives

1.1+ Documenting

1.2. Reciting. knowledge demonctration
1.3. Sentence combining

1.4, Writing according to dictation

-+
- W




]

Given Information

= [
; of - : Goals of
g and ' Education
‘Discourase
PR ' | Stimlus
. - ' Situation
” of Iﬁ‘it{iﬁ; Objectives of. . .
§ @ Yorn of Rducstion in
jgnitive Processing’ driting
lopaent
¥ J Content
T Sequence of rlndividullr
n
[N .
Ff Writing Tesks -: Writing Biructural and
¢ and Criteris Task Btintegy Cu~s
g , - Conditions

k!

"‘-

O BRI '

W
fmns 1, Deterfminants of School Writing A.signaents o
:
. 3
[ i
‘- .o : :
i i
J ‘ F

JAFuiToxt Provided by ERIC




11, Béality-expanding obj;s-ct.i\res
2,1, Emotive writing

2,2, Reflective writing
¢ R+, Poeti~ writing

¥11. Aeting-in-society objectives

3.V, Matic vriting

3.2. Referential, informmtive writing.

3,3, Evaluative, perasuasive, conative,
y "ok Poetic vriting .

. Spencer (1981) has i)lustrated in detail the &
' that Yypically occur within.each dom.nant ob.ieet.i;e. The main difference
T hvbm the above glassiricét.im and the classification suggeated by
: Sponcer, on the basis of his eapi.r.ical work,
AT for artistic purposes has been considered to be gubsumed under both
' intra-personal and inter-personal purpofes,, Within breckets is
indicated hov the above classification is relat.e& to Spencerls scheme,

valuative writing

-

w

is the fact that writing

"1, Bmofor-rEARKING PURPOSES (Subject-Learning Objectives)

T, 1) Te aid memorization of subject content
‘. { 2) To store information (for revision later)
3 : 3} To allow teacher to checkt on leapning
. ¥) To write as vill be required to micceed in examinations .
W 5) To show that you are qualifjed to join the *guild* of
Scientists, Geographers (or wvhatever subjeet specialists)
by your command of the language and style of the subject

II. INTRA-PERSORAL PURPOSES (Reality-fxpanding Objectives)

YT oIETITY wng OFganii® thought

2) To develop confidence in the value of orie’s own cbservations,

L5 LI | LA,
ROOW I CUCy 1oty 5+

attitudes and opinions

v 3) To record events, feelings, reactions as a perscnal record
k) To explore, define, account for one’s knowledge, feelings,

ITI, INTER-PERSONAL PURPOSES {acting=in-Society Objectives)
a} More referentisl, informative. cbiective surposes:

Te record or cohvey information
To summarize informetion or argument

‘To give instructions for a procedure

To reecord, report, narrate events (factually)

on significant elements
in events, experience, texts, discussion ...

b) More evgluative, conative, value-laden purposes:

To sive adviece for 8 procedure

(ir texta or in the media .,,)

To present evidence and drav conclusions |
Te report/narrate eventr, with cvaluative .commen:
Lo Tu convey information, with evaluative ~omment

y To summarize ,,., with evaluative comment .

Te make inferen~es from, evaliate and ~amrent on idex:

"o persuade gomeone to a point of view or an aztion

ind of mctivities’
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I¥. AR1ISTIC PURPCOES (Reality Expanding Objectivea/Acting-in-Society
thjectives} o

1) To explors and incerpret !xperieme in literary forms :
{ises, by intellectunlly or emotionaily memningfu: patterning
of experience, events, relutionshipa, sysbols, imsges, lsnguage)
W v 2) Pntertain/give pleasure
. 3) 'To esplore the possibilities of the language one possesses,
W to see what emerges when it is *played with®, thied out in ]
L s varicus ways s
In & recent studr of learning to write in secondary school in the
+  Giited States, Applebee {:1981) classified sehool writing into the -
folloving major funetion categories: (1) writing without compo.ing .
.+ (mechanicnl uses of writing), (2) informational uses of writing,
{3) personsl uses of writing, and (4} imaginative uses of writing. .
if we analyze writing for different objectives in the light of
Bereiter*s model, we can observe that writing relate® to subject
leaming objectives often tends to be at the level of associstive or
performative writing only. In contrest, writing for reality-expanding
iz important for personality development. Britton suggests that
expressive writing forms a foundation or all other types of writing
‘and reflects the writer's emotional and experiential layers of
personelity, For s developing young mind reflective writing is at
lesst equally important. At its best it is epistgmic writing in
. Bereiter*; sense of the term, By means of this kind of ‘'writing the

et uWWFMW of it
%‘EI:' : *

and expands his thinking& HMe learns new cognitive schemsts and. it
does 1ot matter very much for him who the audience of weiting is.

S . Writ{n: is ~xtended and objectified thinking, .
%‘:1;' . AS A regards peflective writing ve can, however, aik vith soms :
?ﬁ i justificrtion whelher reflective writing can emerge on the basis of . .
?" " & stimulus provided hy the teacher or viiether the stimulus for reflective ' .'
ﬁr 3 vriting must always be thedstudént's own need to write sbout. important -
E‘f‘l protlems. 1t seems to the present writer that reflective writing on b - 3
T the basis of externsl ctimuli iz an imjortant educational tesk, For O '
:“J. the student, it may constitute the only, or at least one of few, ) .5:
g‘é"‘:ﬁ . ] opportunitisg for creative reflexion, eveq if adults might consider 1
5 the product and the patterns of thought included in it of limited _

' interest it ngiginality.

. On the uthep hand, it should be pointed out that if all school A

writin? is limited to this kind of reflective writing, it may becr 2
i sterectyped ami its value may be questicned, as has happened st least
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. §n Do Ldaland ang Pinlend (e.g., Jimsi 1981). Students ay be taught .
.=,‘I'm P‘t.ern of thinking and writing, aad they pey find it difficul+ *
- 4 W n different shprosch to vriting. The school's task, however,
%' “ mep severnl kinds of writing skille in studeats eo that they
9& m different kmdu of writing tssko'with success. A pamphlet

wmm in whieh skill :n_wi.ttn‘dmlmuatom
for weich we write as W do to the finished product.” .
: ¥ ﬁ wfting for seting=in-society objmiws is relatel to Dereiter's
et dt becomes obvious thut for Bereiter this kind of writiag is -
w-ieitiu writing, in vhich performative writing is essociated
-ilt -uiu cognition. Bereiter points out that eontrary to common
' beltef, ohildren do not usually lack ability to take into aceount others.
s in school writing, according to Berv:iter, egocentric writing is
¥eally due to the need to considsr simultanecusly the reader snd fulfill
sl1 the other requiresents of the vriting situation.
At {ts dest, vriting for uctmg-iu-society objectiveag s & process,
is wnified vriting, {n vhich the writer can also sct ss & Mbder and
mu the text from the reader's point of view. Writing for
artistic purposes is unified writing in’ Bereitsr’s terminology. When
& person begins to integrate his own evaluative reading skill with
wiriting ski@h, an important feedback loop is established. Writing

beging to be modified in ucordanee vith personal standards and these “

d —ourse of yriting: -

perspective is deulspcd and vriting becomes authentic and revarding.
_ Twmas; for instance, the uriur does not present argus .ts only to
convince the reader but g;ns reasons about which he is perscnally

sonvineed.
Frdm the point of view of a beginning writer, un.fied writing is
an extremely righ objeet.iw‘e.. S5till, weiting for poetie mrposes‘ can
be part of the writing tasks in school. Stories, the rhythm of .
language and play with words appeal to young children., From the point
. of viev of perzonality development it is important that, after reading
literary work., stu MAts are encourrzed to produce their 2un poems,
st.o'ries-. ete. It is of minor importance vhat the quality o” the
foaucts is in the-opinion of adult literary crfticism. what is

-

: .portant is that students can create something by medns of writ” ¢,
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. At this someut vealo Bet huve mish dats om hev the sequence of
" wpitingeisks -is organised in different covmtries. Ve huov portape o
Peiter vhat themminnﬁpiw-ih-ﬁﬂu tines thew B
' at rresent (cf. D'Angelo 1936). The un sapencd of writing in the .
Finnish comprehensive schook and the upper secondary school vili be ¢
une€ to illuatyate cme possible approach, Both syllsbuses refloct
' the Bituation in the Zlete 1970%. ’
fn the Pinnish comprehenafve school thy sdquisition of explieit .
r and lergely decontextualized meenings through wri*ing is-based cn orel
¥ , eupgtme. *. the third ourth grades (ages 10-11), when vriting
sortFE iy sl + i practised theough play,
o ' At_the same time listening, resding and diuusien is used tn eliecit
vivid imag~s and to heighten pegeeptiw. The purpou_- of such exercises
is to recall a sirficlent amsunt of experiences, chedrvations end . ]
“information so thet the beginning uriter could foe s his etteniion
to the siructure of t.he text and to other factors nrmencmg the
vritln; sit.unt.ion. lhm the smotorics ot writing ﬁ prectised, it is
3 however nt.i-emt.ed to show hov writing seﬂu s commpnicetive purpose, 3
' " e teacher discusses with the pupils vhat people n’,ed vriting fer,
Letter , posteards and notices sre drawm up. 'uorreétnesq is nouw
‘?.‘ . exphesized,
' of the sifferent disciurse modes the first to Le practised both : .
ir speech and writing ie the narrative d.iseourse. _In writing this
tuhes plave mainly in the fifth form. PMapils are ssked tc srite sbout
wnsirtpersonas experiences and*aboit events they have ’uit.uessed, Ty
arc alco alloved to tell news, Descriptive discourse is practised

.
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by drawing up instructions, by describing how some job is done, by
describing routes to different places. The deacription of people,
scenery, etc. 15 introduced only in the lower secondayy school.

The lower secondary school {(grades T-9 on the upper level of the
comprehensive achool, ages 13-16) is the time for practising both
explanatory and argumentative/persuasive discourse. Pupils attempt
to present in a logical order their own opinions about some event,
atate of affairs or condition of life, Topics related to hoth general
themes and to school subjects are employed.

'.ne seme line continues in the vocational branches of the upper
secondary school. By contrast, exploratory discourse emerges as the
focus of practice in the academic upper secondary school.

In the new upper secondary school syllabus introduced in 1981,
the schiool year is divided inte shorter units called courses. Objectives
are defined separately for each course. The syllabus is functional in,
general approach. Each course emphasizes some major function of
language. In this wa&y it is hoped that pupils develop & versatile
command of language uses and learn to cope in different writing
situations.

The referential language function iIs the most essential ope from
the viewpoint of the overall aims of the unper secondery school.
Exercises based ¢n this langusge function can, however, pbe versatile,
In the first course they are reports or abstracts, in the second they
train the pupil in the composition of an article, in the fifth course
they are based on the use of reference material. The sixth course
emphasizes subjective analysis, and typicul exercise types jnciude
reviews, essays, etc. Pelated $0 different fields of arts. The most
independent text based on the referential language function is & paper
prepared during the last grade.

The conative/persuasive language function appears for the first

time in the selection of writing exercises in the second course {vriting
exercises related $0 language use in statements and negotiations).
The practising of persuasive language is mainly concentrated on the
fourth course, when the exercises consist of articles expressing
opinions, replies, analysis of programs, propagandistic texts and
the like.

The emotive language functions is the basis for the exercises pf

the first course geperally aiming at the reduction of anxiety in oral

LU 97
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expression, he thira course is the most important one in the upper
secondary school from the viewpoint of emotive writing. Personal moods
and impressions may be expressed, for example, in colloge-type exercises.
which also allow creative writing.

The fifth course is important from the Point of view of different
types of exercises. The pupils should gredually start to recognize
the style of writing that suits their own expression. Exercises become
individually? differentiated more than before,

The brief description in the above shows one Possible progression
of writing tasks. One of the most interesting products of the on-going
IEA Study of Written Composition will be & portrayal of how writing
tasks are sequenced in & number of countries which have different
educational systems and different educational emphases.

3, 4. Rating Criteria

In the construction of & Tunctionally based syllabus in Finland
it was clearly seen thai the functions involved 1n different types of
tasks are closely velated to the criteria used to judge pupil Perforpance.
During the first course special attention is. sccordingly, devoted
to whether the product is informative or expressive. Subsequent
guidance of writing in the second cour.e aims at the mastery of
structural consistency and the observation of the quelity and quantity
of arguments. The third course again focuses on the conzistency of
the compositiong., When exercises in the fourth course are returned.
evgluation focuses mainly on the ability to take into account the
communicative Situacion, on the 8bility to put forwerd arguments,
and on the clarity of exprsssion. In the fifth courge guidance ig
directed at language and personal features of style. With the exception
of the fourth course it IS pot until in the gixth course that decisive
attention is paid to structural features. the number of viewpoipts,
and the validity of informetion end statements. During the vhole of
the last grade compositions are evaluated in regard tc all of the above
fertusres ard .ruldance is given in aspects that are least well developed

n the inlividual products of each pupil.
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F.ren if eriteria were not expressed in this way, we should keep
in mind that in school writing the pupils are always aware that the
teachers will read and evaluate the product and possibly grade it,
For this reason, criteria used in external and internal examinations
will influence pupils’ views about writing and featurcs of good writing.
It is not inmsignificant vhether criteria are made known .0 pupils
explicitly or only implicitly,
The following set of criteria seems to represent current criteria
in a number of countries:
A. Articulateness (can be seen in a single composition)
1. Approximation of general linguistic and stylistic norms
a. Use of standard written dialect
b. Adherence to conventions (e.g., paragraphing)
2. Clarity and comprehensibility
a, Mastery of cognitive content
3. Ccherence
a., Order of ideas or topics
b. Flow of sentences
L, Expressiveness
B. Fluengy {can be Seen in rate or amount of writing done within or
across compositions)
C. Flexibility (can be seen across a number of assignments)
1. Ability to write for different purposes (e.g., Persuasion, narration)
2, Ability to write to difrferent kinds of audiences (e.g€., known, unknown)
3. Ability to write different types of writing
b, Ability to adopt different points of view regarding a topic
D. Appropriateness {can be seen within or across a number of assignments)
1. Ability to select appropriate role {purpose, sudience, type, point-
of-view) for a given assignment
2. Adherence to conventions associated with a role or genre or
diszipline
{Purves anc Gavin 1977)
The on-going IEA Study of Written Composition will also provide
inforration which can be used to test the universality of the above

set of criteria.
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Writing Situation: Task Instruction

when we consider writing from the point of view of thinking and
cognitive processes, as we nave atteapted to do in the mbove, it is
important to take into account what kind of prompts are provided for
those cognitive processes (cr, Baker in this volume),

An important factor influen.ing the success of processing is the
information givenr to pubils. It is quite a gifferent task to write on
the basis of a short rubric like "Career Woman" and to write on the
basiz of the foiloving instruction:

A, Who has to be emancibated actually? .-
¥e can think of a number of answers to this question, pike
- nobody

~ only the woman

- both woman and man
Az soon as We deal with real emancipation this haa consequences
for the existing roie pattern.

Assignment i Write an essay with the given title in vhich you make clear
¥our opinion about this subject. Use data from some of the following
guotations {there were altogether six quotations in the original

instruction). You can also use you personal knowledge and experience,

&) One day people will realize that discrimination tased on the dirference
in sex is just as unworthy of man as discrimination based on difference
in color of the skin., (Andreas Burnier, "Do women Need Men?", Rotterdam
1969)

b) We will definitely take the right ip our own hands not to be female
any more, but human. {Alice Schwarzer, ™fhe 3msll Difference and the
Great Consequences", Amsterdam 1977)

e) "You should know that I'm not all that fond of all that modern
business. [ don't have an;'thing against emancipation, I agree thet
women should have & chance to think ghout themselves, But I think

that certain groups exaggerate grossly. My mother is Jjust & housewife
and I like that, ©She is not at all a silly person, you can giscuss
anything you want with her, But she i & mother who is always at home
and whe does everything for us. She is really for us anytime we need
her, My father travels & lot for his job and it would be an gwkward
~ituation if she would alsc be gone all the time. My father would

nereainly ro againet it to0, Imagine him coming home after a busy weck
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to find that oy mother has gone to & meeting or so. 'That would be too
mich, wouldn't it? A man in such a situation should be plessantly
Teceived and spoiled a little bit.” (18 year old student, 6th grade
Atheneum, in "Equality ... You Don't Really Believe That, Do You?
Reactions of 15-20 Year 014 Girls and Boye with Regard to Emmncipation,”
by Mink van Rijskijk, Kaapea 1975)

d) ¥We women have to start doing in society, at a job op ae sociml
activity, the things we are good at home. Not imitating wen, but being
ocurselves also ocutside of the family, Creating an atmosphere yithin

& too businegs~like society. Using the gqualities we have acquired
within the family in the working world. #omen spe really needed out
in the world. (Emmy van Overee, "Hey Mary, the Lock is on the Inside,”
Rotterdam 1976)

In other words, when the domain of school writing was discurged
earlier it was done only at the general task level. It is, however, -
possible to produce & pumber of variations from the same task according
to how much information is given to pupils. The amount of information
is important. It can be a single word or a short rubric. It can be
& number of separa’t=~, unrelated sentences, the opening or closing
sentence of & composition. It can be a short, ccherent text or several
texts., If several texts are used, there are still many variations:
the viewpoints of the texts may be similar or they may vary to & lesser
or greater erntent.

Different writers process different information in different wvays.
Therefore the form of prompts is also jmportsnt. The information mey
be given through discussion, through writing, through pictures or
misic Oor through & combination of these.

Several studies have shown that the prompt is an ipportant factor
in school writing (e.g., Bereiter and Scardsmalia 19816}, The use of
a variety of prompts (pictures, misic, text, etc.) tends to produce
more original snd semantically richer compositions thap the use of
only a brief title.

Anotrer importrnt factor in the writing situation is whether
structural cues are given or not: are pupils told how concrete they
should make their compositions, should they give examplos, are they
advised sbout the length and the audience of the composition?

When we analyze the topics included in the terminal examinations
of some of the countries currently involved in the TZA Study of Written
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Composition {Australia, England, Federal Republic of Gerrany, Hungary,
Italy, Finland, Ivory Coast, The Netherlands, Hev Zealand, Scotlend,
United States, Wales) in terrs of the jnformation providea for writing,
we can gee that students in different countries face quite & different
situation, The least amwun“ of inrormation is provided to Finnish,
German, Hungarian and Italien students, Finnish and Hungarian students
are commonly asked to wpite on the hasis of & short rubric alone,

It is only in a few countries that students are asked to write
to a large, unknown sudiegce in terminsl examinations. OCenerally
speaking the mudience is not specified in the writing assignment
instyructicns. The richest information is provided in the experimental
materials used in Australia snd New Zealand.

In the Anglo-Saxon areas, especially in New Zealand and Austyalia,
there seems to be a trend towards a greater vamriety in the writing
domain, particularly through increasing the variety of information
and the degree of freedom in the choice of the mode of writing. In
several cxperimental writihz tasks the student can choose the approach
to writing on a topic. One is tempted to see the influence of Britton's
vork in this respect.

b, coNcLUSION

As far as the domsin of school writing is concerned we haye 8een
that it is a very complex phenomencn. This 16 true in spite of the
fact that the present writer has not discussed the relevance of teacher
personality, the degree of extraversion vs. introversion of pupils,
or general viibal ability for writing in school.

The on-going 1EA Study of Written Composition promises to yield
a weal:h of information on the objectives and the type of tasks used
in writing instruction, on teaching methods, on evaluation criteria,
ete. This will be useful in the further elaboration of the domsin

ot seheol vriting.
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At this peint, with gome simplification, we c¢an zonclude that
the dominant objective of school Writing seems to be writing which
is related to the development of thinking. Less emphesis is devoted
to writing for practical purposes, even if there are some clear signs
of growing variety in writing assignments. By way of generalization
vt can state that in different school systems it has been considered
the task of the school to introduce ctudents into written language
and help them to acquire the mastery of written, explicit lenguage.
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Tiivistelmitkortti

" Takala, S. & Vihipassi, A. {(1983) On the Specification of the
Domain of Writing. Reports from the Institute for Rducational
Research 313, University of Jyvdskyli. Pinland.

TSBN 951-678-856-U. IssN D¥LB-0953. :

]
In this report the domain of writing is examined from severa
~~ aBpects. The following factors are considared: the characte
“  ristics and development of literary culture, functions of
writing, cognitive processes associated with wvriting and their
development .. These ipsues are discussed both generally and
from,the viewpoint of teaching of writing at school. The
authors have constructed two theoretical models: in the first
one writtsn and oral communication are compared; the second
ane presents a general model of written discourse, shich
includes the purpose of writing, cognitive processes and the
type of discourse connected with them, - The report is a part
of the theoretical background of lnternational Study of
Achievement in Wristen Composition,

Deseriptors: teaching objective, writing, cognitive process,

comeunication
9
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Takala, S, & Vahdpassi, A. {1983) On the Specirication of the
Domain of MWriting. - Koh%i kirjoittamisen kuvailua ja erit-
telyi. Kasvatustieteiden tutkimuslaitoksen julkaisuja 333,
Jyviskylin yliopisto. ISBN 951-678-856-4, 1SN Ohl8-0953,

Raportissa tarkaestellaan kirjoittamisen aluet*s useista
néikfkulmista. Otetaan huomioon seursaviam tekijéitd: ki-jai-
ligen kulttuurin ominaispiirteet ja kehitys, kirjoittamisen
funktiot, miihen kytkeytyvht kognitiiviset prosessit ja
nifiden kehitys. H¥Eitk pohditas. seki yleisesti ettd koulun
kirjoittamisen opetuksen kannalta, Kirjoittajat ovat laati-
neet kakei teorcettista mmllia: toisessa niistd vertaillaan
kirjallista ja suwullista viestintlii, toisessa emitelldin
kirjallisen esityksen yleinen emlli, jossa on otettu Mo~
mioon kirjoittaisen tarkoitus, kognitiiviset prosessit

ja ndihin liittyvd esityksen (diskuresin) laji. - Raportti
on oo Kensainvélisen kirjoitelmstutkimuksen teoreettista
taustan.

flakusanat : opetustavoite, kirjoittaminen, : ognitiivinen
progessi, viestintd
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LUERTELO KASVAVUSTIRTEIDEN TUTKIMUSLAITORCEP JULKALISULCTA ALKAEN VUODESTA 1982

Thydellistd raporttiluetteloa. joks sis#ltdd tiedot yli 500 julkaisusta, sas laitok-
sesta meksutta, Raportiiluetteles toimittas ja julkaisuja myy laitoksen asiakaspal-
velu, joka on evoinna ma-pe 2-11 ja 13-15. Tilaukset toimitetaan yksityishenkildille
postiennakolls jo laitoksille lihetetifir lasku.

Tilausosoite: Kasvatustieteiden tutsimuslaitos, asiskasralvelu
Yliopistonkatu 3
40100 Jyvéskyld 10

Puhelimitse  941-297 378

Kagvatustieteiden tutkimuslaitoksen julkaisuia 158N OLLB=0953 Hinta/
- Rapporter frdn Pedagogiska forekningsinstitutet prie/
Feports from the Institute for Educational Research price

31941480 Eira Korpinen: Sani!lizen arvioinnin sekd xodin ja koulun yhteistySkokei-
lun vaikutikset oppilaiden oppimistuloksiin. - The experiment on verbgl
school nzrorts and collaboration between home and school and fte
<ffecte on puprls' learning resulte (+) {203 s.) ISBN 951-678-6T6-6 ..... 31,~

19 Jouke Hari - Atso Samuvala: Kasvetustavoitetutkimusprojekti V. Ammatil-
listet cppilaltosten oppilaiden, opettajien ja huoltajien sekd koulu=
Fallirtzviranomaistien ja korkeikouluopiskelijoiden hyviksymiit kasvatus=—
“avoittert, ja nilden yhteydet taustamuuttujiin kevitlukukaudella 1980,
- The educational joals research project V. Educational goals accepted
£ voeationgl sehool pupils, their tecchers and parents, school
s inietratton and higher education students, and the relationship
botween the goals and background factors in spring 1980 /+} (206 s.)

.. T - Y -
LUEN 4, f= Tﬂ' R R R T N T N o R P ] --9’

Tl Jisine pranell - Raimo Konttinen - Pekka Kupari = Kaija Kirkkéinen -
wnesi Vi fApassis Ligeskarilégeniag 11079 I grundskolan - principer,
etoder, wmreu.}ecifilea vroblem. - Pemuakoulun tilanrekartoitus 1/1979 -
reriuartertd, rencteimid atnekohtaisia ongelmia (+), - Situuttonal
aurvcy of the comprenensive school 1/1378 in Finland - principles,
methods and problems {+) {70 5.) 18BN 251=6T8=T1T=T teuvevvavraavoraasaaar 11,50

. i Loinn. lnopaler i'eruskoualiun tilapiinen lisfitoulutu., ja sen tavoitteiden
aav.ttaminen is Tledollis-ulyllisel koulusaavutukset, = Ppovisional
Furtber training in the comprehensive gohool and the agttainment of
goals I: Cognitive and intellectual sehool achievement (+) (14D 5.}

b ISBH );‘1-1'7-’-71‘)-5' R R R e v R R E R R A J.L-."

(031,00 Matri Juonperi: Taidon oppiminen ja opettamisen CMO-strategia. Teoreet=
tis-yidaktinen t.tkimus. = On the leuming of vkills and the (M5 teach—
. ing strategy. A theoretical Jidaetie study (+) ISBN 951-67R-TEO= (.. ... T,

st 132 Matti Coonperi: Opettamisen CMS-sivategian empiirinen kokeilu ammatti-
kouluopeturse.sn. - An empirieol sxperimentatrion of the CMS teaching
strategy in vocational scheol teaching (+) (E8 s.)

Ty P T r
380 %1 .2 DTl i iivavraaurtsaaatasatosassaatassssntaadstaaatasanaran 1:!-‘,0

32941962 Pentti Haksarainen (toim.): Opetu -n Ja sen evaluoinnin tutkiminen.
Jyvaskylissd 7.-11.9,.31981 jarjectetyn suomalmis—neuvostoliittolaisen
sasvatustieteellisen tutkimuksen yhtelstyfseminaarin esitelmit., =
fesearch on teacking and its evaluation. The papers presented during
the Finnish-Sosiet cooperarive seminar on educational research in
Jyvdekyld, 7.-11. Septemper 1981 (+) (237 s.) ISBN 9%1-067H-301-7 .. ......
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326/ 1982 Gunnel Knubb-Manninen: Spriksituationen oland eleverns i de %veqsk-
sprikiga grundskolorna. - Ruoteinkielisten peruskoulujen oppilaiden
kieliolot (+}. — The language situation of pupile in the Swvedish-
speaking comprehensive schools (+). (101 5.} ISBN 951-678-811-k ......, 15,50

327/1982 Sauli Tekals: Learning to Co-operate, A Case-study Evaluation of the
Informal Self-study and Joint Planning Seminar Related to the
Implementation of the First National Assesswent of Teaching i:} the
Comprehensive School in Finland. - Case study-tyyppiue:n arviointi
peruskoulun tilannekartoitus I:een Liittyvdlstd iteeopiskelu- Jja
yhteissuurni ttelusemingarista (+). (56 3.} ISEN 951-678-c.2-1 (iisease 9,50

328/1982 Juhani Suortti - Pentti Kikketfen - Hannu Jokinen: Tuntikehysjirjes-
telmd peruskoulun yliasteen kehitt@misen valineend., Osaraportti 1:
Tunt ikehysjir jestelmin koulutuspoliittisesta taustasta tutkimuksen
lahtShohtana. - The time resource quota-syatem gs a means of developing
thz upper level of the comprehensive gchool. Report I: From the back-
ground of the educational policy ¢f the time vegource quota-gystem
t~ tle premiges of vesearch, (+) (162 s,) ISBR 951-678-853-X ...... . 23,50

32671592 Fentti Nikkanen - Juhani Suortti: Tuntikehysjirjesielmi peruskovlun
ylaasteen kehittémisen vBlineend. Csaraportti []: kokeilukoulujen
opettajien asenteista je kAsityksist® seki niiden muutokrcista ‘uku-
vuonna '981-82, - Pimresurseystemet gom fdrnyelseinstrument pd
grunde«olane higetadium. Delrapport II: Om attityder ceh uppfatt-
ningar och deras dndringar biland forstkervslornas lipare Nirdret
1981=82 (+), - The time resource quota-system agg a means o; developing
the upper level of the comprehensive sakool. Part II: On the attitudes
and opinione of teachers and their changee in the experimental gchools
during the school year 1981-82 (¢}, (190 s,) ISBN 951-678-B5L-8 ..veee. 2T~

23371982 Jouko Melrtéldinen: Tuntikehysjirjestelmd peruskoulun ylaasteen kehit-
timisen vBlineenii. Osarapertti II1: Kokeilukoulujen eri oppiaineryh-
miin kuuluvien opettalien asenteista ja kéisityksistd gekd niiden muu-~
toksists lukuvuonna 19¢1-82, - Timrasuresyetemet som férnyeleeimatru~
ment pd grundskolons hdgetadium. Delrapport IIl: Lirarmas attityder,
uppfattningar och dsik tafrindringar dmnesgruppvis i forsdkesskolorna
lardret 1981-82 (+). - The tim: rescurce quota-system as @ maans Of
developing the upper level of the comprehenaive gchool. Part III:
Experimental achool teachers' (representing different subject areas)
attitudes and eonceptions aa well ge their changes during the school
year i981-82 (+), (141 5.} ISBN 95146TB-855-6 ,.uivsensrsvncosnssncnnss 20,50

111333 Viring Brunell (red.): Dialekt, tvisprikighet och modersmdlsunder-
visning i den finlandssvensks grundskolan. - Murteet, kaksixielieyye
Ja didinkielen opetus suomenruotsalaisessa peruskuulugse (+)
- Dlalecta, bilingualiem, and mother tongue teaching in the Swedish-
¢peaking comprehensive school in Finland (+) (158 g.)
T3BN 951-678-868"8 R N I T I 23.-

<33, 1953 Jauli Taksla - Anneli Vih#passi: On the Specification of the Domain
of riting. - Aohti kirjoittamisen lyvailua ja erittelyd. (+) (111 s,)

ISBN ;51”6?8-85€"L R N R NN I R R R I R i R R P T ] ‘6.5:‘

23471343 Pentti Nikkanen - Jouko Meht#ldinen: Tutor-tyStavasta. Johdatusta
wutor-tyStapeas je tuntikehyskokeilukouluilte saatuja kokemuksia sen
kiytdsta, ~ Tutor-systemet. En introduktion samt erfarenketer qu
systemet frdn ndgrg skolcr aom pedrivit timpesursférebk. (+) -

Tutor-method, Introduction to the tutopemethod and experiences
gained on ite application in Fimmigh experimentai schools following
the time reeource quota-syetenm. +) (103 s,) ISBN 951-6TB-920-0 ...vee. 13,50
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2351983 yilvg hirvi - ¥ariatta lairio: Lukion oppilasnchjasjivn ko' " utuksen
kehittémisesth oppiluanohjaajiksi opiskelevien ammatinvalinnan yhdys-
opettajien arvicintien perusteelia. - On the development of the
education of study counsellore for the upper secondary sohoo! based
on the ratings of contact toachers in voeational guidance, studying
to become etudy counsellorg, (+) {60 s.) 18BN 051=07H-003=4 L .0ianasa 10,50

336/123 Paavo Malinen: Fundamentals of curriou’um design, - Cpetusauunni-
telman luadinnan perusteet, [+) (52 3.) 1SBN 951-6T8-9206-5 siiveiiives 9y

®
.
(+) merk:tyistd julkaisuista on ko. kielinen pitempi tiivistelmd.
Juixalisuja vel tilata laiteksen osojtteella.
Rapporterns mirkta med (+) 4r firsedda med léngre cvensksprikig samman-
fatiring. Rapporterna kan vestdllas {vrdn Pedagogiska forskuingsinstitutet.
Repart: mi-, et with (+) have a longer English summary.
‘The repePr s Can be ordered from the Institute for Edueational Research.
[ 4
»
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LUETTELO KASVATUSTIETEIDEN TUTKIMUSLAITOKSEN JULKAISUISTA ALKAEN VUODESTA 1952

Tiydellist& raporttiluetteloa, joka sigiltad tiedot yli 500 ju.kmisusta, saa laitok-
sesta maksutta. Raperttiluetteloa toimittas ja julkaisuja myy laitoksen asiakaspal-
velu, joka on avoinna ma-pe 5-1. ja 13-15, Tilaukset toimitetaan ykrityishenkildille
postiennakolla ja laitoksille lahetetddn lasku.

Tilausogsoite: Kasvatustieterden tutkimuslaitos, asiakaspalvelu ;
Yliopistonkatu 9
#0100 Jyvaskyla 10 :
Pukielimitse $51-292 378

tustieteiden tutkiruslaitos. Selosteita ja tiedotteita ISSN 0357-122X Pinta/
gogiska forekningsinstitutet. Notiser och ropporter prie/
Institute for Educational Research. Bulletin price

189/19E2 Eira dorpinen: Sansllisen arvioinnin sekd keair ,& koulun yhteis' sSkokei=
lun veitutusse: oppilaiden oppimistuloksiin. Tutkimuksen liitteet. - The
erperimmt on verbal school reports and collaboration between home and
school and ite effects on pupile* learning results. Appendices (2L5 s.)
ISBN 95‘-6?8‘6?1"‘ IR R N R R R R N N NN AN N NS L NN E NN R R NN NN ] Sh'-

190/1982 Marjatta Saarnivaara: Kuurojen oppilaiden kielenhallinta. Saunaston piir-
teet, kielenhallintaan yhteydessi olevat tekijdt sekid kiclephallinta
kognitiiviseer koulumenestykseen vaikuttavans tekijdnd. - The language
competence of deaf pupile. Vocabulary featuree, factors related to
language competence and language competence as a factor ir.flugncing
cm‘ftfve achievmnt& (*) (119 s.) ISBH 951-618"68T-1 (XN RE R R RN RN R NN 1T|50

191/1982 Mauri{ Panhelainen - Anterc Malin: Erityisryhmien hakeutuminen humasnis-
tisiin ja luonnontieteellisiin korkeakouluopintoihin. = Students*® carcer
choice in the humnities and natural sciences. Special grows (+)
(95 30) ISBN 951-678-633‘)( P e e ey T T I I, ‘hiso

192/1932 Give Ylinentalc: ASET tietokoneavusteisen opetuksen kiclené. - ASET ge
the language of computer-aseisted inetructiom (70 s.)
ISBN 951-678‘689‘8 XX EEEIEEEEEEEIE AR DR RN R RN R L L B N B R I I I I I B L A RN 11'50

193/1982 Hannu Jalkanen - Pentti Ma&tté: Opiskelijavirrat ja koulutukseen vali-
koituminen 1970«luvun Suomessa. - Student flowe and studente’ pareer
choices in Finland during the 1970%s (+) (7% s.) ISBN 951-6T8-T10~9 ..... 11,50

194/1982 Kasvatustieteiden tutkimuslaitoksen toimintasuunnitelma vuodelle 1982, -
Institute for Educavional Research: Activitiss scheduled for 1982
(I‘T 8.) Ism 951"618"110-x [ e Y Y NN R NN RN E NN YN 8'50

195/1982 Sirkka Pakarinen: Luettelo kotirmisista korkeakoulutukseen liittyvistd
tutkimuksista, selvityksistf ja muusta alan kirjallisuudeste vuosilts
1976~1980 sek& opinndytteistd vuosilta 1976-1981, - A list of research
reports, surveys and other literature related to higher edusatiom
published in Finland during 1978-1980 and of theses completed in 1978~
1981 (% s.) ISB!‘ 95'-618-111-8 IR Ny N N Y NN YN NN ] 1""50
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196/1982

19771982

198/1982

199/1982

20c/1962

201/1982

202/1982

203/1982

20L/ 1982

Eils Pekkala - Seija Xoivupiki: HenkilSkohtainen keskustelu ko<_iin ja

koulun yhteistyiouotons 1I. Opettajien kokemuksis henkillkohtaisesta
keskustelusta peruskoulun ylasteella jh ehdotuksis opettajicn koulutus-
suterigaliksi. ~ Personal discusaicn ce one form of collaberation betoseen

home a~d soi.ool. Purt II. Teachers' cxperiences about personil discus~

sion at the upper level of the conprehenssve echool and propoeals for
edicational materials for teaohers (¢) (82 s.) ISBN 951-676-T725-8 ...00u0 13,

Kasvatustieteiden tutkisuslaitoksen toimintakertomus vuodelta 1981.
= Institute for Edusational Resocarch: immual Report 1581. (L8 s.)
Im 951‘67&7“7-9 S PR NN RN RN RN RRR R tatasnnenntaat it aannntanant a.m

0.K. Xydstid; Viimeaikaista kasvatustutkimustamee J11: kasvatushiste-
rialliset tutkimukset. ~ Recent gducational research iz Finland,

Part III: Studiss on educational history (+} (62 s.)

Isaa 951‘673‘7&5‘7 R R R N R T R R N T R R R R R N R R T 10.50

Pekks Xupari (toim.}: Xognitiiviset prosessit js matematiikan opetus.
Nasvatustieteiden tutkimuslsitoksessa 8.-5.2.1582 jirjestetyn matepa~

tiikan opetuksen tutkijaseminasrin raportti. ~ Xegnitive prooesser

och matematikundervisning. Ropport frdn ett forskarseminarium i mate-

matik vid Pedogogiska forskningsinatitutet dan 8-8 februari 1882 ()

- Gognitive processas and mathematics teaching. A mwport of the seminar

for r¢scarchars ocn Mathematias teachyng arranged at the Inatitute for
Eduocational Researoh om Fsbruary 8.9.1982 (+) {117 &.) ISBX 951-618-750~-0 17,50

Ritve Koponen - Pekka Kupari (toim.): Matematiikan diasgnoscintikortit
peruskoulun t. ja 2. luckalle. - Mathemytice diagnoeis cards for ths

18t and 2nd gredss of the comprehensive school (62 s.)

ISBU 951“678_751-7 R L Y T N R R R N N N N Y e 50"

Ritva Koponen - Pekka Kupuri (toim.): ¥atematiikan diagnosointikortit
peruskoulun 3. ja b. luokalle. = Mathematics diagnosie cards for the

3 rd and 4th gradee of the covpreheusive school (62 s.)

ISB! 951“678_763”0 R EE R R R R N R L P L T R P N YR R R R N L N L NN 50'-

Ritve Xoponen = Pekka Xupari (toim.): Matematiikan disgnosointikortit
peruskoulun 5. ja 6. luokalle, = Mathemaiics diagnoeis cards for the

Sth and sth grades of the comprehensive achool (60 s.)

15BR 951“678'16““9 St e et s aat aae t ettt et e e st teat ittt tattaatttannennten 5°|“

fauli Takala; First lation-) sssessmet of Teaching in the Corprehensive
Schopl 1979, English as 2 Poreign lLanguage, Grade 9: Dats on Vocabulary

Test Ttems. Part 1. - Peruskoulun englannin kielen opetuksen tilanneg-
kartoitus 1879. Yhdeksénnen kouluwnaden sanastokokeen osiokohtaiget

tulokset. Osa I (tekstit myds suomeksi) (326 s.)

ISBK QST-GTG'TTQ'X I N N N N N N R E F E N T N ] hh|5°

Gsuli Takels: Firgt National Assessment of Teaching in the Comprehensive
School 1979. English 48 & Foreign Lasguage, Grade 9: Data on

Vocabulary Tast Items. Part II. - Peruskoulun englannin kielen opetuksen
tilannekartoitua 1872, Yhdeksdmnen koulwwoden pancatokokeen osiokoh—

tateet tulokaet. Osa I{ (tekstit myss suomek:i) (276 s.)

ISB“ 95"678‘773-8 L L N N N N N N I R B R A g 38|-
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211/1983

#13/1983

213/161)

=zl /1982

215/1983
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Sauli Takala: FPirat¢bational Assessment of Teaching in the Comprehensive

School 1979. Eng)ish as a Foreign Language, Grade 9: Data on Listening
Conprehension, Reading Comprehension and Crammar Test Items. Part III, ~
Pavuskoulun englannin kielen opetuksen tilagrnekartoitue 1979. Yhdekedn~

nen kouluvuoden kuullun ja luetw. yrmdrtdmisen kokaiden sekdt pakznne-

kokeen osiokohtatset tulokset, Osa III (tekstit myds suomeksi) (148 s.)

Im 95"6?3-771"6 I Ry ey R A A A A R R RS R R R R L 2"50

Eila Tiihonen - Matti Sivonen: Esiluokkien kiviellisten taitojen ja
valniuksien kehittisinen, Yhteenvelo lukuvuoden 1979-80 opettiajara-
portoinneicta. - Developing the langrage skills and readinesses of

pre~school children. A swmning-up of the 1379-1980 echool year teachers'
”Part‘:ﬂg’ f’} {Ts so) ISW?S'-GTG-TyS-Q [ EL R R R RN ENETREEE NN REEE R AN NN N 12'-

= —

Vilho Hirvi (toir,.: Perusroulun kenittéiminen tutkimustulosten

perusteella. Tuikijoiden artik¥eleita peruskoulusta ja sen kehittfi-

misestd. - Doveloping thc comprehensive gchool on the besis of

research regulte. Articles written by mesearchers on the comprehensive
school and tts development. (161 5,) ISBN 951-6T8~R6T-X .eovesessessses b0,-
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