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According to Warriner's English Grammar and Composition--a typical

practical stylist handbock, perhaps the one most widely used in public
schools--the chief problem in writing well is choosing language, syntax,

and organizational patterns that are consistent with ﬁhe practice of
"educated people," those whose speech and writing defipes "good English."
This practice, supposedly distinguished by such characteristics a; correct-
ness, conciseness, and clarity, is appropriate for every situation in which
one is "writing carefully." In all these situations--"serious articles,
'literary essays,'’ essay-type answers on examinations, research papers, und
formal speeches"--a writer adopts a polite, earnest persona, one that is |
eager not to confuse or offend an audience that has assimilated the principles
of stendard English. By and large, the writer's chief purpose is to present

informaticn and ideas in a clear, orderly fashion to an audience that,

so far as we can determine, has no emotional investment in eithér the writer

- of the piece or in the subject being discussed. In judging writing, Warriner

makes the assumption that the qualities of "“good" tvriting remain essentially
the same, no matter what the mode or purpose of the writing (1957).

It seems pointless to attack the point of wiew epitomized in Warriner's

text; we can just let I. A, Richards dismiss it with his phrase "the usual
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postcard's worth of crude comron sensz" {1936). Ve refer to Warriner orly

because his text helps clarify, by contrast, a new set of assumptions

<
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oout discourse. It may not he accurate to spzz2k of these assumptions zs

& new paradigm; the present state of discourse theory may only be, as James

1y

Kinneavy claims, "preparscigmatic” (1971). There is no single set of terms
and no single well-established, widely-shared body of knowledge that consti-
tutes modern discourse thszory. But we mzy at least s;eék of an energing
paradigm since different scholars are exploring theories thzat overlép'in
interesting and useful ways. In the remainder of thisg article, we shall
discuss two of the major assumptions of this emefging parzdign and then
suggest four different kinds of questions that should help researchers

test and refine these assumptions.

Assumptions in Current Discourse Theory

Assumpticn I: Purpose in Discourse: Tyrically, practical stylist

handbooks pay a great deal of attention to the modes of discourse--narra-
tion, description, exposition, and argumentation--but say relatively little
about the purposes of discourse. These texts do refer to the purposes of
individual sentences--asking questions, making statemerts, etc. And their
discussions of analysis and afgumentation do imply persuasive or informa-
tive purposes. But these texts do not discuss other purposes such as
expression, nor do they explain how different rhetorical purposes might
influence one's choice of ‘diction, syntax, or mode.

Recent discourse theory, by contrast, gives a great deal of attention
to purpose in discourse.. Kinneavy (1971) goes so far as to claim that

"purpose in discourse is all important. The aim of discourse determines

3
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everything slse in the process of discourse.” (p.48) This interest in
purpose does”hot'suggest thet medes of discourse zre unimportaznt. BRut
Kinneavy does argue that the modes egre important only zs the means bv

which one attempts to accomplish @ given purpose., Skill in narration,
exposition, or description is of little use unless that skill serves

some larger rhetorical purpoce. Consequently, Kinneavy asserts, "both

P

'y

8 theory of language and 2 theory of_discourse.,.should be crowned with
a viable framewor: of the uses (br purposes] of lznguage” (1971, r. 38).
Scholars disagree as to how we might categorize these purposes.

James Britton describes three ma jor purposes of discourse--expressive,
trensactive, 2nd poetic. Kinneavy identifies four purposes--expressive,
1iter;ry, persuasive, and referentizl. Since Britton's theory appears
later in this volume, we shall concern ourselves chiefly with Kinneavy's
work. |

According to Kinneavy, the aim of refsrence discourse (which includes

scieéntific, exploratory, and informative discourse) is to "designate or

reproduce reality" (1971, p.39). This discourse type is characterized

by such qualities as concern for factuality, comprehensiveness, and care-

ful use of inductive and deductive reasoning. Its chief focus is on the

subject at hand. By contrast, rersuasive discourse focuses on the audience; -

the aim is not to designate reality but to induce some practical choice or
to prompt an action (physical, intellectual, or emotional). Expressive
discourse aims to articulate the writer's "intuitions and emotions."

Unlike persuasive discourse, expression makes little effort to bring about

'chauge in the audience. The primary goal of iiterary discourse is neither

4
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in pieces of discourse

that have distinctive stylistic festures znd orgesnizational pztterns.
Consequently, as both ¥inneavy znd Richard Lloyd-Jones (in press) suggest,
it may be thatl skill in zccomplishing one rhetoriczl purpose does not
ﬁecessarily imply skill in'accomplisbing some other; "the writer of 2

good techniczl report may not be sble to produce é good persuzsive letter

to & city council” (Lloyd-Jones).

Assumption II: Sueaker, Subjecty znd Audience. As was the case with

—

purpose, the relation or speaker, audience, and subject receives little

direct attention in jrectical stylist handbooks. Occasionally, these

texts offer advice thst might help one avoid appearing "foolish" or illogi-

cal, and Warriner in particular cautions against losing the "réspect" of

one's audieance. But these texts seem almost a-rhetorical. One makes de-
cisions about diction or syntax on the gasis of certain principles that--at
best-~are usgful for developing only one Rind of persona a2nd appealing to only
one kind of zudience. Writers of texts such as Warriner's acknowledge that
one's language musi b appfOpriate to the "occasion" for which one is speak-
ing or writing. They assume, however, thai knowledge of the conventions of
"standard" English will, in Warrine;'s words, let a student "easily find the
answer to almost any longuege problem he is likely to;encounter” (iv). They

never suggest that on2 may have the problem of choosing between two equally

5}
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Current theorists, however, zssume that onz's choices must o
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©j' 2 complex awareness of speaker, audience, and subject, rnot by & single
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2=t or conventions. Writers such as Wealker iibson, (190%) James Mofistt

(1238) and Kinneavy refer to Aristctle's notion thet effective persuzsion

cwdiires one to establish a plausible ethos, creste a2 desired sttitude in
zudience, and demonstrate the truth, "resl or apparént," of the arguments
one 1is advancing.‘ Gibson, Moffett, and Kinneavy, however5 8o vell beyond
Liils poiﬁt of view. For these writers the-relation of spesker, audience
»ad subject is not only important in persuasion but is basic to all types
of discourse. Moreover, Kinneavy and Moffett clearly agree with Gibson's
clain that speaker, audience, and subject exist in "a constantly shifting
interplay of relationships. Argumént andraudience affect voice, and the
to%tal impact of any comﬁunication is surely more or less an amaigam of
11 three" (xi).

Moffett and Gibson\have tried to descrive the different forms these

communication relationships might take. Both writers assume that shifts

in the relation of cpeaker and audience are a matter of "distance" between

speaxer and audience. Gibson sets up a continuum of speaker-audience

relationships ranging from "intimate" to "formal." Rather than attemphting

- to describe stages or discrete points along that continuum, Gibson simply

talks about the relative intimacy/formality of the speaker-audience re-
lationship in specific piecés of discourse. He does not define "intimalc"

and "formal" except to identify some of the chzracteristics of the "writer-

style" language of the formal speaker-audience relations and the "talker-

6



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[

[ I o e . ton - - . . .
style" lznguzge of th2 informzl relsztion. Gibscn suggests, almost in passing,
that "the metaphor of physical srace,” (p.53) i.e., the literal distznce

vetween spezare relps zccount for the relative intimacy
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formality of z spezker-audience relstion. This notion of physical distance,
combined with distance in time, is much more fully elaborated in Moffetti's
theory.  Moffett describes a2 continuum that begins with interior monologue,
in which speaker and sudience are identical, and moves to dialogue, in
which speaker and audience sre separate but still close in time aqd space.
At subseguent points on Moffett's continuum (see Teaching the Universe of
Discourse for a complete description), speaker and audience are more and
more remote; one speaks and writes for an increasingly large audience, one
that is not present and ceznnot provide any immediate response to one's
message.

When he describes shifts in the relationship of speaker and subject,

Gibscn talks about changes in attitude--ranging from "honorific" to pejora-
tife--toward a subject. As with his discussion of intimate and formal
speaker-audience relationships, Gibson does not try to designaﬂe specific
stages along the honorific-pejorative continuum. Moffett, however, identi-
fies several stages along the continuum he describes. At one extrere,

cue talks about 'what is hzppening," recording unselectively the phenomena
that occur at the moment one speaks or writes. As one moveé along Moffett's
céntinuum; one writes zbout subjects that are incregsingiy remote in time
and space; that is, one abstracts from previous experience and reports

abont "what happened.” Then one generalizes about recurrent phenomena,

about "what happens." And finally one theorizes sbout "what will or might
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waz may find in written discourse, Gibson does not refer to azny theoreticsl

od

2D DEN. 4As 2 resuli of extensive resesrch on ths writing of school-zge

skildren end zdolescents in England, Britton {1971) hss elsborated Moffeti's

.cur-stage speaker-subject continuum intc seven stages: Tecord, revort

ceneralized narrative or descriptive information, anzlogic {low level

-of generzlization), znalogic, speculative, and tautalog:ic.

In suggesting the diverse speaker-zudience-subject relationships

-

rameworx. Moffett, by contrast, shows how chargés in thé speaker-subject-

)

.udience relationships parallel changes in people's intellectual develorment,
: movement from egocentered to decentered functioning. Egocentric discourse,
Yioffett says, is characterized by a speaker talking to himself/herself or

an immediate audience--a friend, say~--about phenomena thzt presently exist.
As one becomes more decenterea, oﬁe i3 able to address remote agdiences

sbout ;ubjects that are not part of one's present, first-hand experience.
Moffett §pecificélly denies that any one'speaker-audiencelsubject relation-
ship is more impertant than any other. His interest is not solely in
preparing students to write highly decentered discourse but in enabliug
students to move easily along the egocentered-decentered continuum and to

iznow where they are at any one point along the continuum.

Questioning Basic Assumptions :
Recent discourse theory is rich with possibilities for basic research,
In the next few pages, we shall suggest only a few possibilities, deriving
our questions from our brief discussion of the purposes of discourse and

of relationships between speaker, subjects, and audience. Obviously our

suggéstions cannot be exhaustive or definitive, Almost. every page in, say,

8
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ipnezvy's A Theory of Tiscourse or in Zritton’'s articles on discourse
v (this ~volume: =zlso 1971 =zné 1975) will help resszrchers raise

Guestions about the2 Process of Comzosing

How do writers actuzlly go sbout choosing diction, syntactic

1 p2tterns, and content? Kinneavy claims that

m

nd organization

[\

one's purpcse--informing, persuaaing, expressing, or manipu-
lating languzge for its own sake-~guides these choices. Moffett
and Gibson contend that these choices are determined by one's
sense of the relation of speaksr, audience, and subject. Is

~

either of these two claims bornz out by the actual practice

of writers engaged in dréfting or revising? Does either premise
eccount adequately for the choices writers make? Do the two
assumptidns together provide an adequate account? Could either

or both of these assumptions be modified so as to produce a more
satisfactory description of the composing process? Or do writers
make choices that cannot be explained by a consideration of purpose
or of speaker-audience-subjéct relationships?

Are there important differences between the practice of
extremely skillful writers and less competent writers? Are there
factors (e.g., previous experience in writing) that influence
the bases one uses for haking chéices? Do these bases change as
one moves through the stages of the composing process? That is,

might there be points at which, say, considerations of purpose are

more important than considerations of persona or zudience?

.
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The work of Donald Graves(1975), Janet Zmig (19711), =nd others (see

[14)

Wzlter Petiy's zrticle in this volums) persuzdées us that the process of
composing is z very promising area for reseasrch. Compelling as they

are, the theories of Moffstt, Gibson, and ¥Xinneavy ars based lzrgely on

an anal&sis bf written rroducts. If we zre to use this theory in re-
searching the composing process, it seems essential that theory bve in-
formed by znzlysis of this process. Admittedly, data for this sort of
analysis will be hard to obtain. A recent sfudy by Cdbper and Odell (1975)
supports Janet E@ig’s claim (1971) that even highiy competent professionai
writers have difficulty articulating the basis on which they make decisions
about what they say and how they szy it. As one of the professional writers
in the Cooper and Cdell study remarked, these processes bzacome sd automatic
that one is :scarcely aware of them. Moreover, as Emig points out, writers'
accounts of the composing pfocess are likely to focus on the writers'
feélings or\on the context in wh%ch the‘writing took place rather than on
hthé decisions and choiées involved in the act of composing. To try to-
avoid this problem, Coopef and Cdell made changes in writers' work snd

then asked them whether they could accept these changes. This procedure
enabled-writers to provide a great deal of information about why-they had
,méde éértain decisions in their original drafts. - Stuéies of the revision
process (see{article; by Murray and Della-Piana ih‘this volume) may

suggest another way to explore the pr;cess of cphposing. "As we examine
successive drafts of a manuscript, we should be able to identify points at

which a writer has made revisions and ask such guestions as: Are there dis-

tinct patterns in their revisions? Do these revisions suggest a sharply-

10
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increas=d sense ¢f Turposs oOr speaker-zudisence-subject relztions? I we
were to zs¥ writers to exglzin their rovisions, what sorts of rezscons

wouid they o

with the theory of Xinnezvy, MoeIfeti, and Gibson?
At first glance, tne d2sign troblems for studies of the actual psycho-
linguistic process of composing z pizce of writing seem nearly insurmounteable.

The cognitive processes of corxrosing are complex and not directly observable.

Consequently, we must study thenm in ways that gensrate data from which we

can make strong infarences about the processes. How can we design such

studies?. Besides the procedures in the Cooper and Odell study, Emig's
"composing zloud" (1271). and the procedures for studying revision in

the Della-Piana and Murray article in this volume, what can we recommend?

Ny

We can look carefully azain 2zt the designs cognitive psychologists have

used to study such concepts as traces, ideas, associations, schemata,

structures, clusters, habit-family hierarchics, response-strengths, strategies,

subsidiary and focal awareness, transformations, covert trial and error,

primary and secondary process thinking, and executive routines. In a study
of the structure and function§ of fantasy Klinger (1971) even makes use

of behazvicrist notions ol operant and respondent activity to distinguish
fantésy from éther cognitivé activity znd to explain the sequential seg-
ments in the structure of a fantasy. As to particular methodology, Emig
(i971) has reconmended using time-lapse photography or an electric pen

to record the unfolding of 2 written piece. More satisfactory than either
of those, we believe, would be to videotape separately the transcription

and the writer as a piece is being written. From above the writer and at

11
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a siight zngle, one cameraz could be focused on the writing pzrer which
would be zffixed to ozns szot on z-writing tebls. Frcm <he sids, zrnother

camerz would

the parzllel videotapes and the completed piece of writing. What zignt
we learn if we asx a writer, experienced and comfortebie with this writing
situation, tc write several pieces each of expression, versuzsion, and

4+ 2 -~ -~ - 5 ~ - ~
haracterizaticn of the cczposing oro-

71)

explanation? Using Zmig's (1

\Q

¢]
v

cess 2s a guide, would we be able to observe differences in the process

'of composing for different purposes or in different modes? A subject

4

might even be willing to make certain kinds of diary entries irn this

by

experimental situztion or write certzin personal letters.
The procedures we are recommending assume that the composing process
can only be studied as a process we observe unfolding in time. There

remains the possibility, however, that we can learn some things sbout f

LN

the process of composing merely by studying written products (0Odell, Lee
and Charles R. Cooper, "Written Products and the Writing Process" Xero-

graphic copy, 33 pp. State University of New York at Buffalo, 1977).

Questions about Published Writing
Wkat is the most comptehghsive yet manageable way to categorizé
the aims of published pieces of writing? Do we need to have an en-
tirely separate category for literary or poetic (we éssume the terms
are roughly synonymous) discourse? Is poetic discourse something
qualitatively different from,:say, persuasive discourse? Would it
' be possible (theoretically and practically) to talk about the

literary qualities of a piece of expressive, explanatory, or persua-

sive discourse? Or as Britton (1971) has suggested, should we

o 12/
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classify literary or poetic discourse as primarily expressive, explana--
tory, or persuasive? If we choose Britton's approach, how do we

classify tor research purposes novels or long stories which are.a

mixture of expressive, exr' ovv  or persuasive?

’ . - . . { .
1 ' Another way to nstion here is to ask whethe:
i

readers could be trai.. , say, Kinneavy's description o.

discourse types to ‘distinguish between pieces of discourse; What
problems mlght readers have in categorizing pieces of published
wrltlng according to their purpose? 'Would these problems lead us
’to refine Kinneavy's categories? Would these categeries-lead us to

" ignore Qistinctions taat we felt were important? For example: "would
we be forced to lump together under expression pieces af writing
that intuition tells us are quite dissimilar?

What is the most satisfactory way to eategerize the different
speaker-audience-subject relationships apparent in published writing?
Suppose one were fo ask.readers to arrange a 1argevnumber ofipublished'
writings along the coaiinua.(intimate/formal; honorifie/pejorative)
described by Gibson: Weula'readers be’able'to usevGiBson's eentinﬁa
to make reliable judgments? Would there be pieces readers cepld
nof locate on either of these continua? Would it be_ possible to
modify Gibson's continua 8o as to aceountﬂfer all these pieces ef
writing? Or would it be necessary to‘aevise new continua?

: Quppose readers were ‘able to- categorlze publlshed wrltlngs
o . accordlng to their purpose or speaker ~subject- audlence relatlonshlp

Would writings in one category display patterns of word choice,.g

ayntactic choice, or thoughf»proces%es that were- substantlally

—.

J .
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different from those patte?ps found in wrltlngs in either categorles9 ‘K
What analytic procedures would be most satlsfactory for identlfylng T A

specific features of word choice, syntax or thought processes’ For’

- example: would a relatlvely simple procedure such as type ~-token

ration allow one to distinguisti bet ¢ word choice in expressive -//
discourse and word choice in persu.. .e¢, literary or reference /
discourse?

I :
In raising these questions about written preducts, we have in mind

'studies_by Francis Christensenl(1967), Richard Meade and W. GeigerAEllis‘
(1971), and Richard Braddock (1974). All of these researchers found that
ana}yS1s of publlshed writing tended to d1scred1t or wezken some of the
‘claims made in practical stylist textbooks For example : Warrlner § text
asserts that there are seven common methods . of developlng a paragraph( -But
when Meade and Ellls tried to identify +hese methods in publlshed wrltlng,
they found that fifty-six percent of the 168 paragraphs they examlned from,%‘J
durrent sources did not follow a _EX of the patterns recommended in Warrlner
and that the rema1n1ng forty four percent followed only two of the seven
recommended methods of deve10pment ’ |
" The research of Meade and Ellis and others argues for a healthy

skept1c1sm that is not d1rected solely at practical stylist rhetoric.

Researchers must test all clayés and " assumptlons about d1scourse by trying -

to appl X them- to a large numHer of actual pieces of published writing.
e

Questions about Writing Done at Different Age Levels

Are there holistic features (i.e., what Lloyd-Jones calls primary

traits) that appear to be characteristic of, say, the expressive

14
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writing of seveuteen year'olds and that rarely or never appear in
the expressive writing of nine year olds? If so, exactly what are
those trai£s° Do they seem inextricably relafed to a writer's in-
tellectual development or does it seem that they may be taught %o
wr;ters of-almost any age? Are there atomistic features (e g.¢
qualities of = and intellectual processes) that seem charac-~
teristic o: ¢ .sive writing doue by seventeen yeer”elds
but not of the expressive writing deue by nine or thirteen year
olds? For example: we assuue that writers at all ages uake use
’of certain basic intellectuai processes (coutrast and elassificetion,
for instance). Yet we have some basis for thinking that highly
éempetent uriters use these processes in weys thet differ from |
'tﬁe practieefof less sophisticated writers (Odeli éﬁd Couper, 1977).
Consequently, we wonder: when trying to‘accdﬁplish a giveu fhetorical
purpose, do older writers differ substantially from younger wrlters
'_ in their use of certaln basic 1ntell=etual processes'7

Are there ages at which writers do not vary their writing
according to their rhetorical purpose? For example: If niue year olds
were asked to do several expressive writing tasks and seve}al per-
suasiue:writing tasks, could trained raters reliably distinguish
between the nine,year-olds' bersuasive'and’eXpressive_writiugs?
Could .one fiuu'significant differences between specific features
of niue year olds'ipersuasive_writing and\nine yearAelds' expres-
sifé uriting? Would one be able to idenfifyAgreafé; uifferenees
.. between thé’expressive ana pefsuasive uritiué of thirueen'year

old writers? Do writers at different age. levels have more success

15
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with one type ef discourse than with others? Could it be, fo}'
example, that nine year olds‘seen to have greatest success with
persuasive writing, whereas seventeen year olds seen to have their
greatest success:yitn explanatory or persuasiVe writing?
‘At a given age level, and within a gifen type of discourse,
&o chorernon : speaker-audience~sul;, I relationship result
is. _es 1 une holistic features of cne's writing? Do changes
~1in this relationshfp resultlin changes in diction, syntax, or
thought processes? Are these changes likely to be more pronouced
at one age level than.at oéhers? For example: when nine yearvolds
attempt to do persu351ve writing, are they as sensitive to the de-
mands ‘of a spec1f1c Speaker subaect-audience relatlonship as afe
>thirteen year olds? What features of word -hoice or syntax "would
nost accuiatel& re:slect this sensitivity? ~» different disconrse
tipes increase tie ch:i.ices fhat nrifers (-~ 1 eges and af epecific-
a~= levels) will be sensitive to the deman T a sbecific,rhetorical
coentext? That is, are writers more likely .o be sensiti&e to the
demands of a given speaker subJect-audlence relatlonshlp‘when they
are writing persuaqlvely than when they are wrltlng expressively?
We have raieed these éuestlons about writing per_ormanée at
different age levels because the work of Kelloge Hunt (1n\press, 1965) and
ouT oIn -“perience persuad~ us that wrltlng perisrmance dlffers greatly
according to age level. Conceivably, a theory that is b/rne out by analy51s
of wri~ing done at one age level might not be borne out by writing

done at some other age level. Such a b
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theory would seem; at best, extremely limited and in need of sub-

stantial modification.

Questions about Eliciting and Assessing Writing Performance

Should researchers accept Lloyd-Jones' claim that one's skill
vwith one sort of discourse (persuasion, for example) might be signi-
ficantly different from one's skill with other typeg of discourse?
Suppose a res~. . uer were to identify writers who were recognizéd,
as competent in one disgourse type and asked those writers to per-
form wfiting taské in'é'different dichﬁfse type. How would their
writing differ from that of writers who were suppoéed to excell
in the second discours. type? Would the writing of pﬁblic school -

st. 2n* s r~7lect Lloydi-Jones' assumption? Suppose a researcher werc

to zive writing tasks in three discourse types to a nurber of students.

Woulc wuo .nd that students who were rated szperior in one discourse -
- type ‘were --ver (rarely? occasionally?) rated superior in other dis-
courwrs t- ug?

hould researchersnframe a writing tas¥ so as to obtain the f
‘best ~ :ibl= work from studénts? Must researchers, as Sanders and Little
fie* 175) claim, provide a full rfetoriéal context (that is, infcr-
mat’ ot speaker,;subjecﬁ, audie::e,'and purposé)? Is there any
asy *+ of “he rhetorical contextbtha: we needrnot inélude in’a~writing

. task. Wou_d an assignment that,.for example, specified speaker,

Sﬁbject, i audience tut not'pugpose elicit writirg that differed
signi: . zzly from writing promﬁted by an éSSignment that specified
g full .~zrical context? |

17
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Should we accept Lloyd-Jones' notion that a‘given piece of
discourse should be judged only by criteria that are appropriste
to the specific purpose for which the piece uas written? (Sanders
and Littlefield accepted this point of view, but results of their
study provided no support for it.) Are there generic criteria for
each discourse typeV Can we identify norms tfor, say, persuasive
writing that Wlll let us make a fair, - informative assessment of

,quite different pieces of persuasive discourse? Cr must*ne do
as Lloyd-Jones did and devise separate scoring guides for each
\|  individual writing task?

: , !
In all of these questions, we have been concerned with achieving

assessment procedures that are valid, useful to students, and reasonably
‘practical for researchers and teachers. Lloyd-Jones reports that devising
an adequate scoring guide for a ‘'single task in the National Assessment
writing sample couldptakeveighty hours or more. This sort‘of investment
in time and effortiis out of the question'for most - teachers and many re-
searchers. It seems important to find out whether we can make compromises
that will let us have a vaiid but practicable means of assigning.writing
and assessing writing'ability.

| This attempt to make compromises leads one back to basic theoretica1.
issues.. Suppose researchers were to find that, for example, explicit
“statements about purpose could be omitted from writing assignments w1thout

affecting writers performance'on those assignments. If this were the

case, one would have to consider the possibility that, at least under
S ;
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some circumstances, purpose in writing might not be as important as Kinneavy

(and we) think it is.
A Final Consideration

Throughout this arcicle, we have made a number of references to
\ L .

3

specific quéstions researchers might pursue. We would be delighted if

A
‘4

. 7% these questions lead td’new‘ﬁhderstanding*of written products or the

\~.
composing prucess, Yet we assume that questions and under,ceii.. .. adi.

will be subject to continual revision; an exhaustive description of writing

\

. J :
performance will mean . only that we have exhausted our own resources for

asking and answering Questicns, not that we have exhausted the complexities

of our subjeét. Consequently, we share an attitude Moffett has expressed

about = segment of Teaching the Univé?éé éﬁ Discourse: "Thé théOrj;of
discourse that makes up most of this chapter ié meaht to be utiliied,

not believed., I :m 2lter a strategic‘éain in concepf" (p.i5). We antici-
pate thnat tﬁe proce. 5 of answering existihg questions or seekingusupport
for axistiné assum;;iohs will léad'to new'infofmation and new assumptions.
Consequentiy, we arz interested not only in gaining informatio# bﬁt also
in refining our ability to gain informatiqh; lesrning how to a;h further
questions,\and doing what we can tb\insﬁfé that we and other reSearchers

\

continue to make strategic gains in‘koncept.
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