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My paper today is an account of a five-week pilgt project in the *

teaching of cqomposition that I recently cémﬁleted in an immer city
™ - .. . «
‘higbkgcﬁool in Manhattan. Two ¢lasses of seniors participated.in the ) .

¢ >

project. I taught one class and my graduate aséistant.tauéht the other.
o - ‘ . .

1, " : . ’
My students were classified as average or better; but once you -
‘

.

exapine some of the.writiné samplEs I have distribpted, you will recog-

Q

’

at the term average must,be.unherstood as relative to the stpdent

particular school rather than as relative to a mational ' .
- ) e :

norm. }Ndid not obtain ieéﬂing scores for my students —-— the school was

-t
~

reluctant to provide this information to me - but I suspect that many

of them were several grades below the eighth grade reading .legel required

for high,échool'graduation in the city of New York. \\\ o, )

N

- My students' experience with writing had been limited. In conversa-

-

tions with students and teachers I found that writing conceived as ideas
. - = 4 . .

iniéiated, arranged and controlled by the writer was a relatively rard

activity. What was considered writing was a widely used program of con- .
[ - . )

trolled composition entitled Write Me A Ream. It consisted of a series .
of paragraphs which the student was asked to copy, altering number or

person or tense or voice as he went along. Writing generated entirely by
- .

the student was seldom practiced.

¥ faced dne serious problem with my research site and this_wés “the

-

appalling rate of absenteeisﬁ‘that made it impossible to collect and

process data in any rebponsible way. : In the course of the five weeks, -

students in both classes wrote six essays including a pre- and post-test.
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.prompted by intelligent intuition rather than by hard figures, but I -'3

. not rely on tempordl sequence as a pattern of organization. Second, my

" we can téach.the concept of a controlling idea by linking qbe/gtudents'

L ' Y Lo \

-2- o N Leonora Woodman .

« . . ¢
However, only a third of the students in edch class actually wrote all

. * '\ N
six. Consequently, I abandoned the effort to tabulate.my data sEatis*
1

tically. My comments a bit later on.the results oftkhe project will be

o
think they will be confirmed by the writing samples you have in your
; . £ ,

~ ‘

hands. K

¢

.y Let me now turn to the purpose and limits of. my Rﬁquct. I was

. . N
concerned first of all with the reflective essay or the essay that does

purpose was to teach the.larger rhetorical features of the reflective

3 ‘ .
essays, such as focus, unity, arrangement, organization and amplification.
- ~ Al

Growth or lack of it in usage, sentence structure. and mechanics was not »
)

a consideration. . ' : ;
. .

To meet my objectives;Il developed a méthodology that I have labelled »

N

- N .

v

a conceptual approach to,wrifing. Itshdnderlying asghmptions are (1)

~ A *

that the controlling idea is the most important feature.of the reflective
- : ‘s . .
essay; (2) that the idea ‘sentence embodying the controlling ide has a

)
'

. E Y . .
semantic’and rhetorical anatomy that is present in oral patterns; (3) that
]

everyday speech to the needs of written discourse. These assumptions .

.

* \
underlie my single hypothesis, namely, that recognigion_of the relation- ,
. ‘ ' 4 - . W )
ship-between selected speech patteyns and the-contrelling fdea of Written
’ l ! ’ - : N A U
discourse will facilitate student proyth in writing competence. . :FQ : Jﬁ’ '
- , N = '\‘II"

P S NI
t, ’

My conceptual approach grew gut of my conviction that the reflective f-f§~

-

eéssay poses special problems fqr khg young writer. As we all know; the

' . » ' ~ \

”~




I -3- Leonora Wbo@man
< “ . .
1 r ~
N ¥ M be - ¢
7 reflective essay is structured by concept ‘rather than by time. This
£y - ' .

is not, to say that.céncept does not infotrm the.narrative; it certainly

dogs, as every -historian will testify. 'Howevér, in the reflective .

essay, concept is the structurgl key; it determines-the essay's shape
' - /7

-

o, - 1 N
and design; it controls the selection,, arrangement and order of its ideas.

This need to begin with a concept when Hg'tackles the reflective
. ; o
'v .. essay forces the §oung writer to_tﬁink in largely*unaccustdﬁed ways.
P Before he ever puts pen to paper, he must discriminate, classify and

.

genefafize his experience, only to reverse this order in the deliber-

» ®

o ative process of defending his generalization. He must, in short, per- P

a

N petually alternate between syntﬁesis ard analysis, and for most students,

# this is a confounding and complex task, or at least, it appears to be.

Vi '
3

N s Many teachers of writing in the secondary schools have met this
’ -( * . .

» problem by emphasizing a set of.formalistic and mechanical procedures:
' . {

. topics are assiéneg, then narrowed or limited, then outlined, an?
finally diyided into an introduction, body and coclusion. That these
-, 'procedures stimulate the physical act of wtitiﬁg cannot be gainsaid,

but that they result ih the cognitive act of composing is problematical.

Nevertheless, they persist, aided By equally misguided writing assign-—

. ) ’
ments. As _you all know, @ favored genre often assigned to students is -

/-/

the expository essay that informs. Such assignments, and 1 quote from,.

- John Werihex's English Grammar and Composition, a langudge text widely o

‘b used in the secondary schools, ask students to write about a city in
. . / . !
L : which- they liJe,~their school's extracurricular activities, a summer
- v ‘ ‘T,

.- : . 1
. resort, a new type of car and so forth. Npw apart from inviting

3 ’ 3
K

. :./\,_
ljohn E. Warriner and Francis Griffith, English Grammar andaComposi;&%f
tion, Complete Course (New York: Harcourt Brace & World, Inc., 1965), :
“ a
- p. 371. .

v \ : - '

Y v




v . . —4— : Leonpra Woodman |

[l
N -

1nsi?1d1ty, such an a331gﬂment is Fethodologically misgulﬁed for it
p5cures the fact that most good writing, especially in the humanistic

. . \
e ! ' Lo
) disciplines, is informed by an idep, andﬂéhe crucial element of -an idea

~ ) . ; ’
_lies hot in its announced subject but in its evaluative predication. It
i v .

ubject that ig the rhetorical key,

" is whdt the writer says about his

-~ for it|is only then that he announdes his view, his %?se, his thesis.,

-

. . . . . \
. interprgtive posture towards his subject. He must not merely describe

. , . X
ust assess it; he must, in ghort, deve%op dinterpretive predic37

it; he

)
i

r tion befdre he begins to write. 4

know what &n idea 1#, and I suggest that he may identify an idea easily
! . . LI ' -
and quickly if he is taught the semantiy and rhetorical anatomy of an :

idea senteng¢e as it appears in his own speech. 'Now of .course.l must ex-

plain the arlatomy of an idea_s:gzence. T4 do so, I shall introduce a
\ . .

phrase of my. own cdinage and theR tr§\fc define it explicitly.

L4

I have ledrned that when a stydent is asked to develop an interpre-

{ |
|
tive statement before he begins to wkite, he
, )

, linguistic structure that I have labelled an a alogic a§Sertionc The

- »
requently comes up with a .

Qﬁ ;!

. ’ second of these _as the basis for my'formulation

Fizst let me define anéloéic. Like Moffett,\ I am\using this word
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> v

of terms rather than as a linguistic structure where two things, seem-

v , .
. - . . ' . ) )
! ) ingly unlike, are Said to shgre a point of congtuence. For exampte,
. ; _ \
. when a child says "My math teacher is a bore," the word bore in his
\\\ . predication representsvthe,chlmination of the analogic process.: What

the child has done is examine the separate acts of his teacher and has
-~

concluded that they all share a common element: they produce boredom,’
\ .

~

Perhaps his teachef'spoke in a monotonous voice; perhaps, he read from

lecture notes without once inviting discussion, perhaps he rambled and

£,
y -
i -

wds unprepared. Whatever the reasons, the child dssefts that bore is -

the llngulstlc symbol tha; expresses the common elem%pt shared by-

~
.

these‘acts. *This is what I mean when 1 use analoglc to define a mode

A ¢ PR ) .
of cognition.,
g 13
/ . .. . /

w ) .
Now it is my view that the analogic process I have just described

gt
in reLation\to the Chlld s utterance is equally characteristic of sophis-
) ~——
. ticated written discourse’; indeed, Moffett's example, which I°don't

. -

. have time to quote, makes this relationship exblicit. lkmtﬁild who comes

1 hd .
up with a sentence like "My math teacher is a bore' is abstracting from

.

, seemingly disparate phenomeﬂé a common attribute that the phenomena is .
said to share.. Although such an analogic stateﬁent is primitive, it is
nevertheless analogous to what, let ug say, Tony Tanner docs in his

book City of Words when be proposes-that contemporary Américan ficcion .t

' - . ¢ , .

exhibits a tension between the need forlumxquatterned,_dhconditipniﬁ/

v

. .
: life and.an equally insistent fear that formlessness may result in, the

%

loss of identity. That Tanner arrives at his thesis og;y after géxtensive
T T P M - . " )
\ ‘ T VAR

. ’ ]
‘ - lJames‘Moffett Teaching the Universe of Dé courée (Boston?” ﬁoughton

Mifflin Co., 1968), p. 34. . .

-

sy

n
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reading ‘and sericus reflectipn, whereas the child utters his spontane-

LI 3

ously and naturally, d&es not alter the fact that the cognitive process \

ié the same. Both have examined the separate aspects of "their supject////
and both have concluded that they share a common element expressei in

the quality or qualities as £Ehed. Both, in'shorp, have classified. -
! * their perceptions. 4 ’ o 7

'

e —

. @ v .
This kinship is, I thjnk, of considerable impgpf'nce in the teach-
. . Iy . 3
the analogic

ing of gfiting because the,strgccurg that eme;gés
4 process 1is compieﬁe& is often the same, Fggé;&iess of leve%:of abstiéc-‘
, . Rx i P
/ y '/tién. This' is especially ftrue when th /spéakerror writer assignsfﬁua¥f

. ikieg or charagferistiqs‘ o pis s;Bje t, requiring that he use words;‘g
that are absEract ‘or general. Cépsider for a moment ™the three éen-? )

\ ' - “
» tences that appear on thel first sheet of your handout (see Attachment

‘e . ~

I). The first you already recognize. The second was written by the

'S

celebrated Shakespearean critic, A. C. Brgdley and heads a pa;agraﬁh

Al

’
‘ in his essay “on Hamlet.,

1The third, also a topic se&ntence, came from T

| . N
. the pen of thé historian Dixon Wecter. " All of them exhibit the ana-

”~

. logic proce3s, -but what|is of greafeg consequence is that they all

~conclusions Eonta;ning an analogic term or terms summarizing a prior
- .

’ , set observations or|impressions. Hence, they are all deductive

- : '
of elaboration. Moreover, they are all restric-

. ///// ‘statementsksusceptibl
. tive, limiting the writer to a’ partigular perspébtivé. Clearly, they

.
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True enough the Chlld s sentence lacks sophistication its semantic
) . —
content is primltive and rudimentary. Nevertheless its stfhn@f;e and

rhetoric parallel the sentences of the mature writers I have cited. -
[ 4

It is a genuine idea sentence, concépt, if you will, and I suggest that -

. " 4
~

if the student 1is taught initially to use sentences like 'these to struc-_

ture his essays, he need never be bothered with arcan2 rhetorical nomen-

r

. clature, since he already knows how to genérate .such senfences spontane-

-ously and naturally. They are the staple of his everyday speech.
o “ . . ’

Furthermore, by beginning at this level, we can not only teach a concept

relevant to all subsequent levels, but we can teach its structure,’and

this, I think, can significantly accelerate the entire writing process.

I have just explained the analogic, portion of my phrase. I must
®

know explain the assertion part,,since this is the teaching key. The

predication of the analogic .assertion is always, I suggest, problematic

and hence gnguable. In my view a child's statement like "My math teacher
, P : .
is a bore" is rhetorically analogous to a sentence like '"The strike ‘is

an ethically legitimaée wedpon of organized labor." Although these
statements are light years apart in level of absttaction,‘they both pro-
pose¢ an interpretation of realiey that is net self—evidentland is hence
debatable. That the first generalizes from sensory data abstracted

-from a single subjeot, whereas the second conceptualizes the attributes

-

of an entir Tglass, does not diminish their rhetorical \Kinship. Both

L}
contain interpretive terms/that\may be qhallenged and consequently both
need to the defended. Both, in short, propose arguable cqnclusions.

The problematic nature of the analogic assertion is what I stressed

!
in my teaching, calling it very simply an opinion. And this is the
e .. .
\ .

4

———
4

—

|
|
|
%
|
;
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yMy stuq?nts quickly saw my point., . .
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procéduée I followed t?'get my students fi?st to recognize‘it and
then to génerate it. On the ﬁirét day aqf the proje;t I asked them
to write on any one of seven topics thég/fhey could treat in either
singular or plural form, They could, for example, wéite on a pet or

pets, a TV program or TV programs. I began in this way because I

knew that somewhere in each essay I would find an analogic qssertion‘

,that would act as a springboard to fgrther instruction, I was not

.

/disappointed. They were there, buried among the associational debris

r} .
that characterizes most student essays requiring non-temporal sequence.

I pufied them out andLrepro&uced them with the heading "I Don't Believe

3 -

You" (Attachment 11). T " ‘

‘e

. U
The next day I distributed these and challenged each of them,
stressing that the analogic te¥m, which\; called a summéry word, con-

stituted an opinion that had to be defended. The discusgion was lively.
4 ¢

The third sentence by Gfeg Kelly occasioned the most heated debate,

siﬁce most of my students had seen the movie "Let's Do It Again" and

’

agreed with Greg's view that it was "romantic, funny, exciting, and .
. . : I,

. ¢

N . v S
above all, crazy, all rolled into one." When I played the devil's

L

advocate' and challenged Greg's opinion, I received a storm of rebﬁke,

‘
~ \

but I also received a host of detail documenting Greg's aséertion.

<

From then on my students worked on oral and written activities
that helped them to recognize that they used the analogic assertion

every day of their lives 4nd in the most ordinary circumstances. I

. L

used pantomime, the sales pitch, visual stimﬁli, anythiﬂg'l could
1

think of to get my students to generate opinions, and when they.did,
BN

.
,
)
v .’
<
.
,
.
Fal
.
s
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I stressed the structure of their assertidne{ pointing to the subject

- .

and its'predfcation, especially°£5 the analogic word .or words, that

- constituted the arguable element. The next step was defense, which 7

e N

. became most accessible to my students once they recognized that the
analogic term summarized a prior set of experiences, impressions or

observatiops. Here I should note my experiential emphasis., I sug- N
) . - ' -

gested to students that they document their assertions with reasons,
v Ve

..
.

examples’ and incident§ drawn from their own life. If their documenta-

v s
\

‘tion took the form of a narrative, this was fine, so long as the nar-

’ ’ - “ N )
rative was used to illustrate a concept. . . ' ‘

.

» -

I wanf now to share with you some of the essays written during

the project. Before I begin, I want briefly to note that I never

3
»

. -

directfy evaluated any of the sfk"6§says my students wrote. ' I did
, .
read many ,of them aioud, praising them léVish}y but deservedly, but I ’

never wrote either marginal or terminal comments because I wanted to
U B ’ -

e

see if the methsabldéy alone wollld increase student writing competence. *
<73 o | - : ' :
« The first set of essays by|Barnes includes the pre-test and the .

. S . N " s

Qo

<0
.

second essay. The second essay|was written after students had been

introduced to the analogic assention- "

In his pre-test essay (Attachment III) Barnes writes about two,

o

V)

movies, following a pdttern used Fy many beginning writers: he fiyst
T e

locates himself in time and then krequently but hapha§§rdly resorts

- ) ~ . .
to the analogic assertion to characterize his movies--one or-the other \\

" is "cheap," "exciting," "funny" and so forth. Hqwever, each asser-

* v ]

.tion remains unexplored and the entire paragraph lacké‘focus. )

.
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. Let's. see what happéned in Barnes'.seéoéd e;éay (Attachment IQ)..-
At first glance ;here seems to be,lfttle‘chanée. Probiems in méchanics
rema?n formidaﬁle to the point.where meaning is seriously obscured.

Nevértheless, this. essay reflects a significant gain in structural -
.o control. Note that Barnes begins his essamegiiifthaily with an ana-

P logic a#sertion that is imﬁediately elaborated, ™Baseball is boring,"
he. writes, 'because all the?_dq ff/;un around in circles>éﬁd\hit thé

ball." He continues with a COntrdSFhwifh football, again elaboréteq.

o

Ld o N \
Then-comes an even more significant demohstration of control. In the

- ' s v

fing&\fi:%y, when Barfles had finished with‘éne movie and wished to

return t Qggther, he signalled his tramsition Eemporally rather than

- conceptually with "back to 'Black Christmas.'" Hgre, however, he

s

develops a true concéptual.trans&tion--"ﬁéseball is also®a’very easy
sporF"-Land th{s, too; is im&ediately’elaborated. I find this'feature
es;ecially noteﬁbrthy, because the conéegt of transigioﬁ wés a total®
& [ , N
mystery Fé Barnes. Barnes' gain in giructurél ¢ompetence is, I think,

1

*

" entirely attributable to his .use of an idea to structure his work. g
., .

The next two essays are essays three and four written b§ a His-
< ’ . ; % .
panic student. I use them for'two reasons: fiféq,.they demonsttfate

that second language acquisi;ipn in no way interferes &ith structural

.

Ll '

Pl L] " - . .
competence in the acquired language; and second, theyb;llustrate that

4

) . *~ L, '\ ~ ~ A ’
the analogic assertion is a generative structure, encouraging the

e

Y & r
Y ¢ .
writer. to formulate idea§ and to discover detail that he néver knew he
\ . . . 1] * . R v . (
. , P .

v " possessed. ~ . -

Luis enrolled ‘in the class the'day studefits wrote their third

~
Y}

essay. He dutifully wrote too, uninsﬁrdt;ed and myéﬁified. You have

1

i |
.

' 'yl - / S g ' ?
\ . .t .\ i . 1
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s ' v
-, F} . - '

his essay on his ffiend before you (Attachment V). It is brief, com-

-
2 '
N oo . .

posed .mainly of a few random and unrelated observations.

v

The second essay (Attachment VI) was composed a week later: aftér

5 Luis’ had learned something about generatingsopinions. Note that he
. ¢ ) ) -
’ immediately begins with a thesis that he proceeds to document, NotE}‘“

too, that mid-point in the second paragraph, when Luis decides to
ch;onic}e his counsin's intellectual pretense, he develops an awkward®

transition--"About .the intellectual part'--but its awkwardness is of
P . A

¢

less consequence than\§fg/presence, for it indicates that the concept

with which Luis began still controls his subsequent thouéht. The
t 4 .

essay lacks a conclusion and it is riddled with mechanical error.
‘ .

. B * - v \
Nevertheless, it is focused, organized, detailed and coherent, no mean
p

- 7 / ' o

achievement,

s ) - .
g The next three sets of essays consist of the prl\cggg_?nd the

~

post-test, Let's look at Vahak's first. Vahak is an, Armenian boy who

has been in this country for only two years. He told me that he had’

.

studied some English in school before.he arriyedsin this countryf
1 —
- @ .

In his‘pre-test,essay\ifttachmgng VII) Vahak struggles to develop
. the thesis that the violence of many TV prpgrams breeds violence among

the young. Apart from its tenuous logic, this essay shows considerable

.
'

[ ~ . ' v ’
Tt difficulty with syntax and especially with idiomatic comstructians.

.

Let me now fealeahaK's final'essay to show you what hapaéned in five,

.8 . N \ .

Y weeks (Attachment VEEE)+ , C . : .
. & , ; ' n
- ’ This essay is poignant, powerful and passiorfate. I Ean.state

! = S
its excellence in standard rhetorical terms: it has focus, unity,

\
. v '

fullness of detail and superb organization, But what I fiﬁ& mgst
+ . I} ‘:.

- B

. . .
. . . . - . * . |
ERIC .- | | . . - ,
r ’ .
T .

+
-
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- ..; ‘ v ’ " ‘ M " -
. » P N .
: . astonishing is that it is written in absolutely idiomatic English, and

. ) } 3 ) .
g " - * .,

© this fromla boy who has been.in this country for only two years,

» . » ) . .
\ Frankly, I am somewhat puzzled ﬁy thi¢ dramatic changey but ,my guess is
N ° )“ - ‘
. ghat the metbodoldgy encouraged 1d10matic prof1c1ency betause it llnked
- ) selected speeck patterns to writing. . . ) . o
ﬂ" N L Ld . * . —— L . . g

. . The last two sets of'essays illustrate how the methodélogy'leads
“ naturaily and spontanedusly to a more abstract conceptual level, 1In
\ .o . ) [N - \ ' 3, .
T the course of the project I\did. not teach.my stpdents how to develop ‘
" ¢ L T [
a generalization about a class. I focused instead on subjects in their ;

+

v -singular £8rm, Ingthe post-test essay; as in the pre-test essay, stu- /
h ° N : . . . . A"' Q ) R .
S dents cauld, ;howéver, develop a generalization by treating a suggested .o

N - » o . s )

_—n Sv

\Q D - s .
topic in its plural form. Eneida did this in both essays, but’ the

. - B . -
.

4

.
) Y 4

difference between them is sigpificant. - . B . B .

L - In her pre-test essay entitled "Movies," (Attachment IX) Eneida
. ) ! ' ) e -

gravitates toward chronological sequence and darrative format. Her

=a

LI . E}E}e'is really miélead;ng; she %s ééeqellijriting about a s%ngle AN ) ,
. .: '-4movie and net even about that, since”she is primarily coecerned'with :,b s
. her reﬁpgnse end not-with specific features of- the.movie. . "‘_ ’
‘ ! . ' Ie her post-test essay (Attachment‘X) éne&da again chboses a ., .. v
j S i subJect in its plural form, but thls‘tlee she;is in firm control of o :*

. -

‘ qit, immediate;y beginning with the two-part thesis-thet teehagers
. - who herry waste their lives hed héve‘money problems.: And, 'she ddee;'t ° .
| -lose eight of it for a:memeet: éetagraph two picksrep thetidea of. o ’
. 'pfobLems genefally, ﬁarégeeph three the idea of money Eroblems speci-
. ! “fieally; and p%raéraph four the idea of a waeted ;iée. n . ) ’ k

L] -

, EMC . ’ , U “ s‘ ‘\ . .’ )

oommemE < .
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r. o, . .
i

v
.

Now this essay is flawed in ﬁany ways and I do not mean to-cite

it as an-example of polished writing.  However, it is structurally .

[l -
sound--it is coherent, organized and ‘even interesting at .times because
.

~

the writer has used hér persSnal experience to document her thesis.

»

It is my View that once the writer achieves this level, it is then pos-

+

sible to refgne the secondary matters of spelling, punctuation and

-

-grammar easily and quickly: 7
A cdmpari%on of Grégory'ﬁ two essays’'also reveals a dramatic gain

Ed

_«n structure and coherence. In his pre-test essay (Attachment XI)

.

Gregory struggles to express his dissatisfaction with the length of..
current moyies. His objections do give?the essay an argumentative edge,
but the.fhesis 18 blurred and the thought is:exceptionally torturdd.

; .

¢ : , . -
Cregory's post-test essay (Attachment XII) shows, I think, a sig-

0y . - . ' ' , N A
nifican{ gain in clarity, if we see it as relative to his first piece -

\d .

of writing; He bégins by stating that cars -are very cheap ﬁowadays,
LS '~". * . “ ‘ - . .
but what hé really means is that cars today are made very cheaply, and

you will see this unambiguous assertion in the middle of the second
> - !

3 -
- - .

»

g

.‘paragraphz» .« - .. . ' ‘.

‘Now’this essay 18 very primitive; clearly Gregory has severe

.

problems wi;h mechanics and 9speciélly with syntax. But notg that he
[ ' N) ‘ .

does begin with a-thesis and then use
» 4

contrast straﬁegy to document it. Moreover, in the final paragraph,
A . . .~ . ¢ Y

"he constructs a causal relationship,~suggesting that thecflimsy con-"

struction of autoﬁobiles is responsible for the injury sustained in

EIPI ) \d

‘hgccidenfs. Thus, despite its considerable flaws, the essay deﬁonsfrates ,
. .- N ] { . .
significant growth inf conceptual and structdral control.
- " et

s a rudimentafy comparison and :
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. »
. . A &,
4.“ *
. i , .
N

\

o’ -
I'1l now summarize briefly what I think my projéct reveals about

a tonceptual approach to writing. v

.

First, because it links oral -and written patterns, the conceptual .

’ apﬁroach appears to provide-a most accessible bridge to the written T

)

word. But it does so in é selective way., Writing #s not just speech

written down, as some researchers have suggested. Rather, it is an .
. ’ . . N ' .
extension of speech only when speech has been cleansed of the ddvénti-

v tious and contingeht, when, in other words, it has been 'shaped and

designed. The analogic assertion, when it appears in speech, provides .

G

X . / - ‘
Second, the analogic assertion appears to be a generative struc- '

*.  this design.

ture. It stimulates thought;. it compels observation; it promotes dis-
covery. My students wrote more after they udderstqod the analogic . A .

. R . ’
. assertion because they discovered that they knew ‘more.

e Y

Third, the analogic assertion appears to stimulate clarity.and to

.

force coherence links that student writihg so often lacks. Coherence,

-~

as we all know, is directly related to the quality of thought: If ;hé

thought is obscure and imprecise, lapses in coherence quickly follow.
. ~ - i < L e s
But if the thought is Precisely #stated; if, moreovef, it becomes a - .

. -
el

. o !

stryctural device, recognized as suéh by thé writer, lapses in coher-

, ¥ Y [\ “n ,
ence seldom appear. . E
. 1 14

Fourth, structural competenbe in writing appears to accelerate

A

. ' . the entire writing process. Not only did my stddents‘maké suﬁstantial.

. -
- N 4 . ¢
*

stylistic and organizational gaig§ in a very shlrt time, but many of .

them moved tQ. a higher conceﬁthal'level independently and without
. o .

3 3

insfruction. .’ ) 1
: \

. . 3
i
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,

Finally, I thidk my tesults indicate that there is no such thing

[ ! .
as a child who cannot write. .There are, of course, children who are
] Al

&S

‘not skilled in manipulat ng*the linguistic conventiops of standard

English.. But if we consider written discourse as composition, that is,

as thought that is shaped, dirécted and controlled, then there is no

’

- . child who lacks the conceptual resources to engage in the task. This

is yhat my students taught me, and it was a profoundly important les-

« ° Ry

son,
.

v o Lebnora Woodman
_Dept. of Languages, Literature, Speech and Theatre ’ oo
Teachers College, Columbia University, ' o J

'EMC ’ ) e o )

r - , !
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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. My math teacher is a bore, ‘

T«
v -

- Hamlet had speculafive genius without being a Xhilosophen: just as.he
had imaginative genius without being a poet. o

A, C, gradley,_Shaiéspe rean Trégedy
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The (Aﬁericaﬁ) hero muét be 2 man of good will a&% ﬁ%so a_good neighbor,

preferably something of a joiner, ) \

N \
Dixon Wecter, '"HOW AMERICANS CQOOSE THEIR HEROES"
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. of‘violence,

wen

’ o .
L3

-

I DON'T BELIEVE YOU %

-

-

’

4

N

’ “ I like basetball because it can ‘tixill you in so many different ways.,

My hobbies are skin diving, stamp éollectiné, and movie goipg. At .
first I never liked amy of them, but then when‘I really got down to v

ATTACHMENT II

6

N

\
Henry Wheeler

N

-

o«

.

[N

* -y
. - %
.. """ doing them, I found that they were very exciting.
. ’ ' . ’
- . ’
. Patriciawlacaille - ’
4
/ N -
Last Sunday, I went to see Let's Do It Again. This picture ‘was very
romantic, funny, exciting, and above all, crazy, all rolled’ into one,
\ ‘ v - Greg Kelly S
41:;5/” - . ’ ' *
Basketball is a very intg(esfing game.. " " .}\ )
- ’ 2\ . Rdymond Frazier -
- .7 . - ,

Television is educational and you .can 1earn_a‘f§t frofm it, y
Rico -Brown is a good basketball player.

© On TV it seems. as thpuéh the TV programs are mostly based on some kind

g
L - T Y L]
< . .

’n

s .
Eva Kinlau ° ' .

y

3
-

‘Richgrd'Brown

.
. -

~ - ' .

/

- Sharon anes
. A

[y

Pets are very dirty animals to have in projects., C : '

- ~
Carol Jennings T

.
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