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Sometimes whiTe driving, I have wondered why the rules of

-

’

No matter how many new traffic sdgns are introduced,

the road and their mastery are rarely matters of controxersy, whiﬂf

.conventions of the Written language and their learding often are.

\
I1've never

-

3

heard membet%‘of the younger generation complaining that traffic

conventions are ''stuffy” or "old hat." Nor, come to think of it,

have 1 everrheard members of the older generation comﬂﬁaining that

_today's kids can't(y

4

I know thinks that s¢opping for a.red light 100% of the time without

-

error is unquestionably desirable.

Language matters aren't like this, though;

writing. \Unlike drivers, we must contend in education, or

t

A}

ield or stop as well as they used to. Everyone

o

»

-

Neither is teaching

N

so it would seem, with an ancient and omnipresent gnginevﬁnown

- .
those of Father Time,

-

"«

S~

] —==

’ ¢
colloqujally as The Pendulum. With cgredentials as impressfve as

L Y

The Pendulum swings steadily on and presumably

will swing forever in education like some.great self-wind.nigglock
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ticking ‘away in the bowels of the earth f:self. We can almost hear

. ~

Prefessot Higgins lamenting what many today feal, Ery can't Engl1sh
3 % . .

be more 11ke the roads?

.

-?, N ) ’

. yourself in the teachers'

5

V

.

lounge im the late '60s.

- ..
Consider the last ten years of Englrsh teaching.

<

S

3

»
Picture

i" :
If you were

~

3

prudent. in those da s, you knew fhat_ﬂarrinerfs Complgge Course in
ly y -

Composition was a reactionary little tract, an snmegntionable .which,

in-days of yore when it

was.used,

treated kids to overdoses of the -

trivial and the mechanical--the pedestrian and truly unimportant

Writing conventions were particularly whfre-it-

.

aspects of writinf

-

-

- ﬂﬁoving when to whisper "Rartmouth" could open'a lot of doors.:

was-nbt-at, and there was reason to suspect that they were even in

- T

bas1c conflict with Lhe essenge of language itself.

1f, as #n

*.

Eng11sh teachqr, yau stressed the d1fferences between who and whom,
f

iéz and lie,

—

s and it's--or God_forbid, you'actually used EESEinesz
- 3

in .those years when college kids got shot%and cities burned, you " . .
[ . ) - 4 \ i , -
o probably kept it ,all a big secret and put_the Book away in a closet

- . . .

\ when your student teacher's superviéor came around to visit from ‘

’ . . .
the local ivory tower. Then you knew the consumate wisdom of speaking

of persoﬂal experlence,“ “growth " ”)ournal k@ep1ng " ”cre?;1v1ty,

-

”tesponse to l;terabure,“ and--that most mag1c of words--"Dartmouth '

: . .. f
You =

-

R talkeégpf these things, you did--particularly if you wanted any‘friends. . !

o~ -~

Lyt early, §m the morning ;&S: coffee. T

R 4 . .

.
H
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Today one ‘can jcarsely pick up a newspaper or magazine, get

~~

. - . p R LY .
. .thsough a ‘week of teleyision, or sit through an -evening of PTA rithOut

-2
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: ing alerted ty tl')e "obwvicus fact" that Johnny (and all of hi's, - ©
- /> too, too many f\tends) can't’ wnte, meaning that Johnny (and don't ‘o
. Y * . ]l -
fdr'get Ha);y) doesjn't-give a damn, even if he kn0ws how, about any ) ) ‘
T 3 ) - s - -

\
of the genuinpgly trafficky aspects of English-—commas, periods,

sffe‘iling, the works. Amd Ha‘rriner's--that.time-'tested giver of the.

rufes of the written road--has returned again to .fr.ont center shelf., =
. . ‘1'1\ lot of people haw—e'found,i.t! ‘ ) b (
, . . oy
. ) . ‘ ha;}L é? the‘pendulnm ha's SVnng in the "705. kight? Times o e
. have cha.n-ged,. and we'va changed too. They'll change again, :nd., .
. ve"llrb.: read‘y thlen’toox. He're',a ;esiLient bunch, we are.. If we';’e ‘ .
‘. . t&&:t, we'll put aqa;v‘ osr old copies of books by tblg Jarring'l . :
: John‘s (chqey, Dixon, and ;{oll.:") in plain bro'wn‘ w’rappers.and keep  them
safe, in the same \Jay that‘-‘\(e should know to‘ _hatg on. to-all our 'old . . L

M + / M . ~ - ‘ 4 .
- - % :
’ Ciea and 3kirts. Af.r.er all, today s rosarfce with. 'the Basics 1s no,thmg

more than: remediation for the exce.ssive "605,‘which were no:hmg more

a TS L ~
than redress for the medidcre ‘505 e ﬁigh:? 1a the-popular‘ C N
view, .swing_s of -the Great Pendulum are not only inevitable; they are .

- x
. -

. i . -
"healthy for the professiofi becaugse they eliminate extremes tnd excesses, " L7
. L. cro- . . y T ;
v 4nd result in balanced educati-cj'nal programs-. " -Agd that®s;progress.
N . \‘. " A
3. - ‘ . ‘\ ; ,. - .
As researchers and educators, we would Mke  to suggest an *

PR

alternative interpret;t‘ior‘!, namndely :%hat cor;tin&ed pen't!ulum sw‘inging
in English educatxon and ‘language Qtudies is mo‘re thn anythmg

. . . i f . ,

testimony to a concinu‘ing failure to cod&‘ gri'ps with language and . . ’

\, ™~ ) -
“earwlngv-iq shorc, tora' we‘tl-established cinuity of wrong qu'estions.

s ® . ] / - -~
‘In this sense, pe\riodic change in English edtrcatio_p is more the stuff &
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v of trendiness than genuine .progess or improved understanding.
- - x4 .

% > .
. Pl

' ' n ‘ . The diffioulties age due in large tdeasure’ to a prevailing » ‘o
. .- » . . A -~ b

orientation toward language 1tself. As long ago as 1916, Qﬁe“ﬁather’

. e . B [N
s of modern linguistics Ferdikand dﬁ.SaUSSUre made his.classic distinction
. , 7

: 3 ) .o .
- . ‘between la.langue, or language, and la parole, oc f?e use of language,
- 14 L4 , .. . s . -
speaking. ~ Language stholars quickly opted to study the fgrme;S
o, . .o )

»
-~

‘ L} . N
- leaving largely unexaméped the relasionshigs between speakers and

. their language. Important scholars such as Saussuge, Cassirer,

. . Bloémfigld, Jespersen, L&vi-Strauis, and Chomsky all have come to

-+be known essentiﬁlly for their seminal ideas regarding 15 langué, N
not la parole. This predilection for la'langue has been enormously
) . conseque;tial, Jot only for what it has included and clarified, but

' also for what it has excluded.
.Essentiaily language has been treated as an object, bath

academically and pedagogically. The historical and contemporary . .
. ~ , 1 .
prominénce of this focus is, clear, for example, in Eurritulum,
. . ' .

In large measure,

.

' ' instructiop, and evaluation in the language arts.

this emphasis accounts for 3 perennial obsession with formal grammar ' «
N\ : .

. ) ipstruction (including Chomsky's transformation-generative), the
A
.. effectiveness of which researchers perennially repudiate (for the

latest examination of the &ffectiveness of formal grammar instruction,

see Research in the Teaching of English, Spring 1976); for a typical -

(and truly bizarre) insistence on treatipg, teaching, and evaluafing

"writing' as ‘a thing rather tbhan a meaningfui, communictive act

.

» - -
.

g
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. beg4:en é'utiter and a tegdéf.'>Above all, this focus has coyghed the

curriculum concerns of the language arts in terms of the ‘preemptivge
: . g £ s {

-

1

questiony '"What is E?glishﬂ".ratbet than 'What 'is appropriate activity ’

- N -
.

.o . © . Y -
in an English classroom?’ . . ‘
. 8 ) .

.

‘ . )
I . *
Qur own experience with the Language. Trap, as we have come to

' .
LAY ~

. . . : : . :
call this focus on language as an object, came about a% a result of

. -

F 4 3 . A

B . .
Institute ¥or Studies im.Education. In dealing with writing we came
: . - -

. to, adopt the-following tenets which seemed.defensible enough:
a) Hiitiﬁg is an activity. .
7 - B
~

b) ﬁeadiﬁg-is an -activity . .

»

c) ,The mature writer can effectively assess the needs”of
»

-

. ‘. relevant readers

d) Therefore, writing is a communicative act that takes Place

« te o "

between two péople. ) . v

w

The }ipaf point served .in effect.as a summary of the ®irst three,

* . e

emphasizing the character of communication as a process or activity,
as well as the necessity to account® for the reader’ls involvement or

¥
»

attention. ,.;>, : . ‘ . .
. " “After much debaée, confusion and discussion, e concluded that

good written ggg?uhicat{ph goyld be fefinédi and ?ss sed, as gtiting_

- which relevant teadef{ can understand. Good writing qouldenot .

AY M ) .
satigfactorily be chatécggtiz%d as a’ formulaic-object Accompanied by

. * v . [ o
..Csltpshdd ptesgtipt@ons{gegérding intfoductory paragraph§, topic
. . ’ .' . ? ) “ - N
sentences, punctuatipn!,fu€}ons, and the like. Rather, triteria for
‘:‘.‘ ‘. ‘.— —.. ) ) ) '
. good written communichtion were more adequately Sand pars§ymoniously)

. ' '

LI

-

neatly_tdq~years':wotk 1n developing tests of literacy at the Ontario °*

? .
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‘stated wfth respect to the intended teadetship's'facility for

-~

' <
accegsing the wria’g's intended ‘meaning: Ftank Smith's (U ndexstand1ng

Reading; Compfehens1on and Learn1ng) model gf comptehen51on as

. . -

hypothesis testing was enlightening on the role of the teadet tn tRis N

- . - a

. - ptocess, and our invest}gations ytoceeded by clocing wtlting samples

_ (deleting approximately dvéry 5 th word) Sh( dminxsteting them as read- - ;;
’ h ability teets to.inteni:d‘&eadets, whose stores were then.takgnj;o :
. . ‘ - . 4 .
bea;qpn the communicative Competence of the wr&ter. In this way, we
. arrived at the position of modeling/wr1t1ng 3E§an 1ntetactive ‘process,
ane used the cloze procedure as an indexjof'itg s;ccess.' Figétes 1 and

N .
2 - -

p < ate‘eiamplegigf the precedures involved.

%

Figures I and, 62 about here. . v .
”~- - to- B ) .

-

[ 4 N *

- In preliminary trials, a number of ninth grade papers written for

¢ .
. a general adult audience were clozed and presented tb a group.of teachers b

4
t

’ ' who weré requested te fill in the blahks. dQéXAin papers were moge
. ‘w 4 .
Sifficule than others. A systematic;analysié of .the discrepancies betwe®en

-

" deleted wt{.tersf' words and tEﬂet! guess,e‘s was performed in attempts to - '

- aicount for writing problems It was at this point that we began te'fali

. -
: ' . 1.
headlong into the Languag ap. .

In accounting for the ‘discrepancies, we came increasingly to AP

- '~“'
N L .2
- i v hd
3 ( iece w . W v
_g=:,/’ oriént ourselves to the pieces of writing as object e studied {nem o

.in détail, even to the point of «dbgession. He'began to dﬁtegt, or so '

. \ we thought, objective critéria that might define the structura}l form <. "
r < .
. . . : .
. ¢ L : - -t ﬂ.s" ‘:’ -

. . . \ . / . ‘: K .
" \ - £ ‘~Ji"
" 7 hd e fa . ‘
. . -
. ag
. Vi N »;"-
. - - .+
- w “ N
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. ) ”
of the essays and nothing elsg. :In effeet, we were fargetfing 3 L

‘Communicative Misconstraints:

it to go the way of all dindsaurs.. .

- -

R F3 . . . . .

. B
about’ prgckss and interaction, which had been so insightfyl at the -

»

4

A .
rated, the ‘Taxonomy of Written ’

* R A

start. "Here is part of what we g

-

1 R
-4 . 7
A - Y - -

Figure 3 béte Yo - . Lo

»

o

5

L
!

- . a

The taxongmy fell through. Teachers and reseé@chbt; were very 7

‘creative iw inventing accounts for faults in student wtitingﬁ and ( -
* .

partdcularly #n.labeling these faults. The list of "errors" seemed
. LR . .
interminable, and-the taxonomy became ornate to the 5oint!of_§3yoque.

As much as any other factor, its sheer ‘weight and complexity caused

-
-

.

. ‘.- \/
This taxonomy of errors based,on characteristics of_ the text
gave way to an analysis of teadez interactions with the text. -The "

»
[
reader was te1ntroduced into %gr consideratioms of wt1ting, and

. : L%

enphasis reverted once agajin from the text-as—object to the text as ° : .

part of a communicative, interactional process. 1In reorganizing

- - * -
. * , . -~

writer—reader discrepancies according to an analysis of interactions

, »

rather «than textual faults® simple pattetns emetged. Thteé,basic ‘ - °

iupedi&ents to written communication were distinguished as follows

" ” -
’ a) Misconstraints ¢ "Wadya mean? That dbesn't go with that!"
v .

In psycholinguistic terms, a misconstraint involves the .
presence of cueing systems which lead to condirmation of . >
aberrant predictions on the part of the reader. '




by -, ’ . . * . ) M
N e '%9 Impaction: '"Huh? Hold on ; t N Ya'l a T
\ Lo pac : ? on a minute. a lost me. L - (i
Whydya wannt put that with that?""

. L ] N .
In psycholinguistic terms, ' impaction is a dense compounding
-, of cueing systems resulting in geaders' inabilities to

N . .
discern significant differences and regularities for- )
¢ _ purposes of prediction. It is i‘fornation ovarload. .

¢ a CoL VL

c) Rarefdction: "Alright already. Quii beat{ng around the A
) bush.s Get to the point." < .
. .« 4 /0
. A . " In psycholinguistic terms, rarefaction involves the —
] inadequdte presence.ef relevant cueing systems, resulting
t , in readers' inabilities adequately-to,confird predict tens . !

. . . + necessary to comprehension. ...
~ A full typology of Distorgions of Textual !pace follows at the bﬁd. ' ~4f“§£;'
N ®

N N

. . 5
". To sum yp, our initial investigation of 'writing ,began with the

. ) ' ) .8 .
o . assumption that asses'sment involved an examination of the text for

¥

) sttengths and weaknesses in the text:

| ‘ '
1) ! . N
Figyre 4. Normal Model of Writing Assessmept Lo

. - -
N v
L4 “ L4

<&—-—l- e "Assessment
! 1

- a

- . , . e

F{pding'this approach inadequate apd indefensible, we shifted ouy

M ,

ground and' introduced the notign that many of the saljent factors
. ” R . LI Y . 4

. ‘ . )
- +
. . K

of written communication, and mapy of the criteria of good writing i .

lie, not in the text .per se, but rather insthe interaction betweepn \
—_— 7% ) ,

.
- . .

' between theé reader and the text. We callqd it textual space:

. e
.

or - L4 .. ) . . .
4 i . .
Id

Y

cl - ] . ’ e

ERIC © oo o

‘e
Aruntoxt provided by Eric .
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In exploring this revised model, our attempts to account for

- distortions of this textual space; or communicati'on glitcfies, unwittingly

R J

» .

zought to understand, we were drawn away from the functions, of
N

.

C

and irfevitably gave, way to an analysis of the text, with the creation

of the elaborate té«&ﬁomy which persistently pinned the blame on they

writer at the poihi of the text. By focussing so hard on what we

«
-

\
. . “ . . - .
guage and intd the text itself. Focussiné\dg language as object,-
. ‘ » _ . 4
we had fallen straight- into the LaniE;ge;TraB.

In tettospegt, the need for compatibili:y between model and

€

t
meéhod ‘of investigatiOn seenfs obv1ous. Cleatly, if writing is to be
L Y '

cdnsideted*an interactional process, ettons in wtiting need be . .

sf\died in terms of distortions .of that ptocesk. While it plays an -

imEPrgant‘;ole ir the writing process, the textfis mainly ips;tumental -
. * * ~ .

.

an® subordinate to. the reader-writer interaction that characterizes
M X * . ’ ' L

the process igsetfl- L, ’ h

e

The results of this research do not lend support to the useful-

S . .

. .

ness of modeks or exemplary texts~inAthe'teéching of wtiEing..

ro 3 ' ' .
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.more précisely, the'necessicy of the-writer's internalization of
[ 4 . T

(Hind, Self, and Societ}),dPetef Berger and Thomas Luckmann YThe

; /> <
4 I . ’ . ‘ - i R ;0'. ' N -'
Rather, support’is fourid for st¥essing the rqle of audience, or

-~ v

: ., Yo
the role of the Othexn vis-3—vis writing. The Signiftcan% Other

‘ ' . - s U C s
for the writer is, in short, the reader. 1In addition to our own
- . N - - .

. - . ¢ /
research, we take as authorities on- this point George)Herbert Mead

’

]

Soc1al Construction of Regii_x) i‘Pes Moffett (Teaching the Unfverse _

bf Discourse), and James Br1tton (Laqg;agg and Lbarning; The%Develop-

8

ment of Writing Abilities: 11-18). Teachers would do well to help

A}

learners become aware that they are wr1t1ng for others-gart1cula
] . - ~
others, and that their.readers can be confused ahd frustrated with

. -
.

their resulting texts in three basic ways as wekhave outlined them.
In this process of socialization with respect to writing, children »

-

. ) . 1 N . .
need to orient themselves less to language per se (la langue), and
\d - . .

more to the requirements of .the tommunicative situation itself,
[ . - ..

becoming increasingly sensitive to what is involved in successful
. € - " .

communication. Ideally everydne will get the point.

AN
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© Figure 1. «€logzed Writing Sample . ’ e
. - ™) ,‘ O * '/ © .. : .
. A . .’ ?, ."'\ - R , ‘ ’ . "o~'> . i
‘ . : CoL ' . ’ / ’
. .Clozed Writing Sample: , <. . v
o . . . -
P - . * ’ . .
.o . TOPiC: Does th(: Cuerhmcnt Have :.ﬂe Ri Lht to .
- T, Impo$e Laws on‘: fot Our Own Protection¥ ' . ) .
. ' 3 . T L' ’
. " - 7 . } . v,
.. . - Yes, I.‘ - . . ythink > .
I . ——— *
o= S that the laws are . ] lokay .
’ o — B . -
& N .. 7 ‘The people that puts / ‘- * ¢ .'0ut . .
. - . .. — L . -
s - the laws are doing it . :for .
R B us. to help us,. .g - .inot ) .
. ) .
. tc? hurt us! The ) ) ;scd.tbelt - .
. ) ‘ ¥aw, srnce they made us juse T
‘ p my sister . ’ . isaid < .
. - .ot hat there isn't so i - 1;mal.arw . '
' . _—— ’
. T ' head -injuries on u-2 ;wHerc - .
-, P '
» . N . . N .
' E ) she is nursing \yAnd the \Ala..:s .
' . ‘e . “hasn't eome ou yet - -,about
', death penalty but-1 B 7 Sthink
they shiould, because [ C ot o'-;th_l' , ‘ ’
\ N : there won® be so Souchv., . v
' e 7 Y crime. 1 also think the. © o E0PRs. T N
4 . 3 N ~ . .
. could-be hird?'r og the , . »;,people,
e > . that steal, kill and © . ordpeq A
' . And the law for . e \.,goxng
& . over.60 on the ,aoq . % s ¢
L " . . that is to . ';hejp b .
. . . - |
e . N » Uus to save' . . ;gas .
: But, T am just . ) |one .
- person with my ° 2 ~ | 1deas . .
. and it might be : * e v 1 different
. —_— i
. % then my friends, famtly and 1 maybe v
. "syou judpés. 1 belive , o . o ,
s . . .
i ' L all laws, sope evep . . { sounds .
~ - crazy buf,. what there ' | doing .
———— h * -
- is~for us. : L . ,
t ‘ - N . ' f .
b o 3 ' e Y ‘ D - -
. . ) 4 ’ ‘- *
. ) , . ‘ .
t - ] R
. ’ . L4 ‘ I d
o\ . .
.. M . - . P ~ ¢ -
. - . * .
X ,
. -
cot ) T ‘ t ' ’ S *
12 SR o
. L -
Q . * Y ' -
ERIC ,. - ‘ ' L, "
T ———y -v———- — —a- ~—— 4




B ~Figdfe'2.' Adult Réquﬁses to Clozed wifting Sample
™~ o" - ' .0-9 . ’

, " Adult Responses to-Clozed Writing S nple:

‘-

Yes, 1 think

1 .
[~ . 2 that the laws.are,gkay. (2 d; right; 3 alright)

s 3+ The people that puts™out (3 down; 2 onj together; fo;th) .
!;" t ‘4. the laws are doxng it for (3 to) — . i ' -
-;g 'S " us to help us, not ‘4 LT i
zi' 6 to’hurt us', The seatbelt | . . - ' j

At 7 law, since they:made us use (6 year; okay; do)

* 8 it my sisten said (4 says; knows; feels) . . ~
a ti?» 9° that there isn't so many . i
Ly 10 head injuries on U-2 where = (because) . )
. : 11 she is nursing. And the laws (6 law; ‘cision; government;
. . 12 hasn't ¢ome out yet about  (against; off 2 for; -—-) police) .
: . 13 death penalty but 1 think '
. T 14 they should, because I think (know) ‘\\
o 15  there won't be so much - . (sany)
' © 16 crime. 1 also think the OPP's (poche+—Z—4asv}3 laws, courts)
RS ¥ A cauld be harder on the people (criminals: kids)
1R 18" that steal, kill and rapes. ==—-; 6 rape; 2 rob: speed)
19 And the law for going “ (3 driving: speed; 4 speeding) .
) 20 over 60 ef the 401 (6 highway; highways; ~———- ) ’
+ 21 that is to help (2 make) .
i 22 us to save gas. i i/ ourselves; money)
K 23 But 1 am_ just onel
. ;person with my ide (10 opinions)
. and: it might be different (that; wrong; alright; better)
s 26 , than my friends, family and mavbe. (teachers; others; also; -
27 you Judges 1 belive *in " (5 that) - police; ale; cven)” ‘.
L 28 W a1l laws, bome even sounds . (& are; slipt®ly;,so; maybe; £ 1s
T 29 crazy but, what there doin doing B 2 are; for)
' " 30  is for us. ' - 4 R .
L4 ~ . . e . . -+ T
’ 4 ® N -

* : " .

N ‘ : ' \‘ 2 . ( -
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"igute 3. Taxonomy of ﬂisconstramts (Contextual Misconstraints)

L ‘a. intetpos1t1ona'1 unant,icipated ‘1nttus1on 1n a pted1cted linearity:
.« The ‘people in the backgthit the, fron‘ seat .and what do you know . :
some ®f the people broken noses, _ . ’ o -
L : v - - -
e ‘ b. irreplete: rarefaction of cueing systems resulting in 1nformat1on
[ o loss (the opposxte of mpac;ion) .

The Government alwaygs has' good in mind but it often m.forces laws
-~ that don’t pleage a-lot of p2oplé. For instance the (dfiver)
legislations,; Canadigns age very. upset at the number of people
who have been killed or very badly injured because of the seat-
. belts. Also the laws have been 'changed Yoo many times . . . .
| - .. (seatbelt) s ‘

* ) C. di,siunction'tepated.shift in an e'xpectgd,_pfﬁi%ted lineai"ity:
0

.5 - (Parggraph eatbelts concludes) . . . I.think that the
“‘, will get used to these new laws, and peop}g will
‘. L sge the laws the governmmert put out are for our.protection. -
(snowmobilers)

MO

. . d. antecedaﬁi_: miscue resulting from a prior semantic, lexical
. . ambituigy: . A Y
3 . i N =
T think the "law did have ‘our good in mind wheh they inforced s
- . - » 8peed limit laws, and raised the drinking apd smoking ages. .
- They ( ) that the laws 'would decrease the number of &% -
teenage smokers . . . . (felt)._

e, abortive modulate: wunpredicted-shirt in an unanticipate'd
*liearity, which detracts from reader's sense of reliability
with respect to predictability wifhin the discourse in question.

(Paragraph develops idea that legislators do not always consider
the full implications of their propdsitjons before pagsing them. '
Paragraph ends) ... . Canadfans’ are very upset at the number of

. people who have been killed or very badly injured because of
seatbelts. Also, the laws havea been (1gnored) too many tirmes,
from all (Easseggets) to no belts for children, to no sh¥ulder

. belts if they are not connected. & find it very sickening.

' . (changed), (belts) ) S .

‘

-y . . L4

" b
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A . POLOCY OF TEXPTUAL SPACE DISTORTIONS . ‘ ’
. . -’ ' . - -
Distortion Type P o,
? . N 4 ) -
Level of A, MISCQISTRAINT B. IMPACTION C. RAREFACTION
’ Amalysis - : —
I 3
N 1 1.A, GQRAPHIC MIQCOHSTEAI”’ QI-B. GRAPHIC TMPACGTION 1.C. GRAFIIC RARTFACTION
R v o~ P
. GRABHIIC ]00 )4‘5 {]'(7...)\ t . 0 ¥ HERE . .
¢ ’ ’ for P 0 Nys:rard ' for let g‘
3 ] -e ‘
. 1. 11.A. SYTACTIC MISCOLNSTR'T 11.B. SY.TACTIC IMPACTIO.! “l11.C. 'S12 7
TACTIC . . So. : Co
Sx'T‘CTI Your goirg to get Thig is the preacker cll shkaven
\ where your: , ‘with a | ard shgrn that married the man all
. s R when I sicppe
¢ geatbelt on, tattered ard torn that kxissed... terr :
) (still){qcing). in.the hcuse that Jazi buidt, £ .

L1101,
., LEMICAL -+

111.A. LEXICAL MISCONSTR'T

. 1
[The law fﬁgntrojﬂingz .
For

*drinking is for your own
scfety (Pvuzn,;)]

written to adults ¢

o’

L
- 1
~

[Corcepts

ard the lerjucge that

tower and strategy to cogrnitive
activity] to most people.

3

‘infuses and- implements them give

AL RAREFACTION

I111.C. LEXIC

wWe defire rgticral interesis ce
interrclly ger.erated and outgri
flowing forces from within“ary
.ceuntry which bind that ccuniry,
in scre ciruaciired way to arother
country. "

r

1v.
CONTEXTUAL

Iv.A,

COTEXTUAL MISCS;T

]
Paragraph on seatbelts ends:

I think that the

will

get used-to these new laws,
and people will see the laws
the government put out cre
for cur protﬂctzon.

\.

(snoumobilers)|

1V.B. CONTEXTUAL IHPACTION

For most‘people-

Epoch& ts the suspension of
belief in the ontologicch -
characteristicd of experienced
objects (Schutz, 1978, p 317)J
with no further discussion.

~ <

IV.C. COVTEXTUAL RAREFACTION
This - .~. 15& ig for our
protec.ion.  Let's say gou are
drzazn7 a7ong ard a dog runs
across the rbad ir front of you™
The pecple in the frént
are goiny to g0 throuah the -
‘pindshield . . . . (seatbelt beity

D




