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Each séhegier, as .teachers of composition, we are fa&ed wj}p'studenfs
whose'production of the written lgnguagq“1s extremely iﬁﬁdequafé for most
communic;tive purposes\ Yet there are ngays somé student; q@o ggh_write.
I should like to suggesé some theoretical explanations to accaunt for the
fact that some people arE'Fetter able tp communicate in writing than oth@rs.
Only 1f we consider the factors that contribute to 1nd1v1dual d1fferences
will we be able to identify what the issues in comp051t1on teaching rea]ly
are. For Ve would all like to make our c]assrooms as effective as p0551b1e
in fostering student ‘improvement. To do that we must begin by trylng to

understand what Tearn1ng is a]l about and hoy to foster its growth

I sha]] b pproach1ng the proqlﬁm of 1nd1VIdual var1at1on from a ¢ '

-

perspective that does not focus on any of the lmportant d1scu551ons modern
‘_hetorIC1ans are currently engaged in, but which fDCuses 1nstead on some

L3

issues being 1nve§t1gated i the fie]d of second language agqu151t1on research,
We find that several receAt studies in adult second languade acquisition ‘
suggest an organizing fram;ework which ~i's directly ‘appl‘icablb to the "

fﬁptive speaker 1earn}ng to wrife his/her ow; language. An important poﬁnt

is that these insights from psycholinguistics have as their primary focus

the description of, the Tearner/wrlter not as someone who nkeds to be

treated for def1c1enc1es but as someone whose mental processes mist be
understood Such'a descriptive approach provides some cogent*epraqatly S

i to‘account'fpr the differing performance of individual students ang helps

to genérate reséarph ques tions which wiif hopefully lead to, th¢ development .~

of approprlate_gedagogtcal me thods and mater 1s.

-

In the Dast three years, a new theory of second~language learnﬁng has

-

' emerged which is known as "monitor theory," degBIOped by Stephen D. Krashen,l
S - R
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shall be concerned wi th and which can e directly re]ated to the acqu151t1on

4

21ng certdln 1anglage skills (learnln
i I '
efp]anatlon for 1nd1v1dua1 varlatlonl

LEARNING ¥s. ACQUISITION

&

! Let us farst take a»look at Ceqtaln underlying psyeholingU1st1c
!

’ /assumptlons thata monltor theory ma#es Langnage is viewed as rule— -
[
governed behavabr but there are tw0aways in which this behaVIor becomes' .

'a part of any one 1nd1v1dua1 3 language penformance The .first way is

A through c9u1§1t10n, wh1th Krashed defines as follows: _
The technac 1 term langua acquisitian is used . Lto refer to
the wd 11n3§1sti£ abalvt s are internalized "naturally, ‘
-4 that is, without con$c10u§Ffocu51ng on linguistic forms. It
- appea P to require’, minimdlly, paerCIpatlon in naturgl
ication situatigps N 9 .
be acquisition Js a,subcon5010us process.

commu
‘Lang a

The prlmary e§amp1e of acqu151t10n is the way in-which chl}dr%? galn

knowle/gého their first language their mother tongue +

7 The second path to at¥aininga Tinguistic skill is, ‘in-contrast to =

acquisitionl, a conscious process which Krashen calls Iearnl_g; and4def1nes

as follows . e ) ' ‘o

] . '

’ ! Language learning....is a conscious process, and is the result
of either a formal Tanguage learning sttuation .or & self-study
program. Formal learning situations are charatterized by. the"

j presence of feedback or error correction; largely" abSEnt in

., acquisition environmments, and “rule 1so]a§10n," the presentatlon

I of artificial linguistic environments.

[

f There are nany reasois to uppose that Tearnlng to wrlxe is ‘in many

[ -

L]

»wa7é more comparable to Te nlng an?ther language than it-is to Iearnlng to

L




Speak Thus, a mode1 for seCoqd Ianguage acqu1s1t1on and learning may have

spmething to say aﬁout learnlng to wrlte .

Several: other researchers have addressed the 1$sues which the dlstlnc-
tion between aCQu1sit10n and Iearnlng captures For examp?e; Elaine Chalka

‘makes the claim: that IearnLng to wrlte is a language learnlng prob]em

She says E telilng students to “$alk ‘on paper m1sieads them. ‘It faise]y

,"- ?mplies that,wrltlﬂg is as easy and natural as ta]king, and patently, it,

llq

is not . In focu51ng on the probiems of writing, Chaika is pos1t1ng an

explanat1on s1m11ar to the approach gne of theemaJor twentleth cen;u&r
psychci‘l‘ungemst:s,L Lev Uygotsky, first art1cu1ated 1n—the’T’30 S:

In speghlng [the child} is hardly conscious of the sounds he
pﬁonounces and quite unconscious of the mental operations he
¢ pérforms. In writing, he must take cognizance of ghe sound
structqre of each word, dissect it, and reproduce t in alpha-
ical symbols, which he musi have studied and memorlzed
‘b ore. ..Written language demands conscious work.?

The fact what weiting- dlffers from speaking in the 1mportant ways both
‘Cha]ka aﬁg Vygotsky mentlon is further discussed by Janet Emig. In de-
‘talilng tE dlfferences between speaking and writing, Emig notes, among

g other charapterlstlcs that (1) writing is l'learned" wh1]e taIklng is .
.J“naturaT"; {2) writing is"technological™; talking "organic” - and (3) most
writing isasloweu;xhan most talking.6 ' ‘

Such ]ﬁferences can be re]ated to so-calied first-order and/seeond-
order proees es wh1ch Emig exp1a1ns "First-order processes [ta1k1ng and
1dste;fﬂﬁl E re acquired .without formal or systematic 1nstructlon, ‘the second-
order proce shs of read1ng and wr1t1ng'tend to be 1ga£ﬂgd 1n1t1a11y only

with the aldfif formal and systemat1c instruction."’

W
g word palrs cons01ous/1earned and unconscious/acquired are

critical in a?T of these discussions. <Lhaika, Vygotsky and.Emig all use

b ]




" one or.mofe_of these words in ways that. paralle] Krashen E delnItIOHS

" The crucial p01ﬂt these commentS‘bave in connon is the way in which -

e consclous procedures are d6scr1bed as nhecessary factors in fosterlng

.

writlng Skl]]S A1l three researchers poant to the wr}ter as.somegne who
[
has an.actlve and aware. role ip the wrlthg process. But whlle they do

a5519ﬂ a ro}e tb learnlng as . a way of 1nterna11;1ng know]edge, they_

P do not suggest ways 1n whlch unoonsc1ous processes - what Krashen.ls '

) control over a nUmber of processes, al] of which involve ch01ces

b -~ 5

termlng acquisition - can also. be a fackor in developlng fluency in,

yriting, a point I shall return to ?ubsequently. What is fmportant to

'consider is,that these ‘two ways of interna1ﬁzing kKiiowledde can both be

_ seen as systems which allow access to information required to wrlte success- .
fully We need to be asking ourselves whether our classroor procedures
capltallze on this dual path to performance

s

Writing is actually a comp1ex task whweh requ1res the simultaneous

Y
3
[

Vygotsky
pointed out .that writing cannot occur wlthout mastery of a wr1t1ng s stem
This first skill - graphology -. appears to follow a movement from “le_rnspg"r
it to ‘internalizing it on a sub-conscious level. Such a transitdon appears
to be possible for many sensori-motor skills, though not nece;sarily fo

other sorts of tnformatipn. There is no evidence to suoport the idea'tn”t g

orm

other choices in wr{ting can go fhro::h the same stages of teach learn-pe

unconsclously No matter how many paMallels can be drawn, the totallty of‘\

' Iearnlng o write is not like the tota11ty of learning to r1de a bicycTe. _

- wpén we say our studénts don't know how to write, we are usually talking

-about people who have mastery over the alphabet, but 'who may or may not
_ have masteqy,over middle-level areas’ (such,as morphology and syntax}, and who
! . .

'frequently}lack-the ability to handle macro-level_rhetorjcal choices. In

/
6
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fact, these various mastery Tevels are often used as—an-expTanatiOn'to

aecount fdr different student populations. The remed1a1 student at one|

- -

sch001 mlght be placed in a reguiar freshman class at another. . ,

Manydo;oorams 1n composltlon stili concentrate‘on a sii1{s approach.

Failure to write well is seen as the absence of a particuiar sk111 whlc -

. can'be “taught“ to students This approach assUmes that the probiem ca

be remedled by a consc1ous rather than unconscious attent1Qn toﬂ:ssues i
writing. wye have, . however, not yet begun to ldenflfyrwh1ch }evel of

-
ch01ces in wr1t1ng are subject to conscious 1nspectlon for ruTe adherence-

and Whlch 1eve1 of cho1ces is best sorted qut through uncon:cTous “fee1 u

*The monitor model proposes that Tanguage petformers have in their
11ngulst1c data bank a thedretical device which can. examlne an utterance
for grammaticality and approprlat&ness Krashen p051ts that in second |

1anguage production, the- acqu1red system 1n1t1ates:product10n ands

when cofiditiens permit, “the conscious?y 1ea;ned system can intrude and

' a1ter‘the shape of an utterance, often before it actually s sooken_gr;

written down. It is therefore impossible to "ugnitor" what one does not

I' 44

%

know -on some 1eve1
In schematIZIng the- wr1t1ng process in’ terms consistent with the .
monitor model, the obilgatory first stage (whlfﬂjlnltlates productlon) is

the process of 1earn1ng how to make marks on a page 1n a partlcuiar code
I

At the’ stage where the wrlter produces sentences - of ﬁis or her own~conf_
"

structidn, these sentences will approx1mate standa' wrltten Ehg]1sh in

of the. Tanquage. It is important toinfess tha ‘._ h mastery can be -

conscious or unconscious, that is, mastery can st ,from an acQulred pro- -

-




°f1ciency or a Tearned one. What does appear to be the case is that these
sorts of features - the mofbhosyn{actlc "riles"”. - lend themselves to .
rule isolation and gan be ta ght to students to form'part of the moni tor
for those people_hho Tack an‘acquired‘mqstery s&stem. - ‘
owever,. even the combination of "creative téqstruttihn" ehd correct
sten rd writfen.English is not Suff;cient to produce that amorphods”
ehtity "good prose" wrthout the. addition of, mastery over dlscourse level
.principles (rhetoric). ﬁﬁxause discourse Tevel r1nc1p1es are difficult
- to “chunk" and difficult to deflne, at this level & monluor of "gh'pﬁatica11ty
and appr0pr1ateness (Yrashen S - terms) seems to have no roIe I would Tike
.'\}%ksuggest that 3 comb}nat1Qp of.%onsc10us and uncon§c1ous knowledge
combines to *brm a klnd of discoflrse monitor, which is closely related to
‘ed1t1ng My use of the term monltor" here is meant to refer to a, theoretical
o?érseer which looks at the message and adJUStS it appropr1ate1y wlthout
neceSsarliy appeailng to a specific "rule" to do sb. ¢
Before pursunng the implications of. the model, Tet us first look at

the\§ec0nd aspect of the monitor mode1 whlch merits our.attentlon, namely,

the explanation it prowdes for vamatlon in 1ndw1dua1 pe\ﬂor‘mance

INDIVIDUAL VARIATION .

Anyone w1$h any teachlng experience has come atrQss 0bv10usly intelligent

-

students who e idence controleover Sstandard wratten Engllsh, and equally

“intelligent st dents vho .are dysfunctiOnaT writers. JSuch 5 also the case

in second lanfuage situations where f]uency is by no means uniform for

~

épgarent] “nmtched“ popu]ations of students : ‘ e

_Studi __hﬂ{3$shoun that successful L2 performers have developed iseful

and effectjve monttoring technigues, whereas non-successfu] performers have

- . L ‘ .

g




¢ . * .
not. Jarious case st%dies\of.adult second Tanguage Tearners seem to

support the hypothesis that theye are ‘three types of monitor users: gMerusers,

8 Overusers, who monitor all the time, are

/0
characterized by hesitancy in their speech and atfention to form when_writing.

underusers, and-bptimal users,

"At the Other extreme dre underusers, who seém have ‘an aggressive personaljty

hi

< ) o _ E
type, and.who focus on content and commun1cat1pn when speaking. -Optimal

monitor users edit their L2 output when it does not fhterfere with communica

»

tion. Such editing results. in variaﬁﬂe perfornance, that 1s different types

/‘
A:Elose ]OOk at successful and unsuccessful writers can provide-further

and numbers oF. errors ogcur under different condltlons.

-

Y

S i
A study of 927 freshmen at the Unlvers1ty of Miami by John Hoodward

tnsights into 1nd1v1dua1 variation, B

and Arthur Ph1T11ps ranked the samp]e based on grades rece1ved~1n the

prev10us semester s wrlting course. S They found that students who were

not requ1réd t0 urite any themes in their high school Eng]lsh classes ranked H
-more frequrntly than expected in the "poor™ category, and the’ same was true

for those students who reported not being requ1red‘to read any books a51de
frem textbooks during their senior year in high school. '

This study would seedlggfsuport the conclysion that a combination of

learning (e.g.preyious high school tratﬁdng in writing)'and aEqu;sition v
(e g +eading) will lead to success fréshman Eng]ish CIn 2 later study
f0cus1ng on the 1n-process Behav10r of.good writers, Charles Stallard examrned

15 high school sentors who scored highest ‘on a standard essay test compared

0 -

to a random sample of 13.who had not scored hlgh ]0 He foUnd that good \\\

students consistently spent‘more time viriting and more time pre-wr1t1ng.
. S,

’ oy

« The good‘writers also made sibnificant]y more revisﬁons on both the word _

e
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:and paragraph level. Another é/havioral difference noted was the number

r *

"of times the good writers stopped gnd re- reag partr of- their essay or

made changes, whereas the random(iample members rarely stopped atzT3r

point in thEIr writing to contemplate what they had wgatten.

If we consider the concept of monitoring here, it apbears that good

students more often "appeal" to some sort of moniforing device by taking
the time to consider their product and allowing a cggsciggs examination

of what they have written down in a "free” sort of situation. But what
s it that allows a §tudent to-make the changes that Stalland points to?

What passes through these students heads\as they contemplate and then

3

change their product?

-

Earl1er I suggested the exlstence of a d1scourse Ievel moniter. what

appears to be, happening in the student’s conscious examlnatlon is an
N \
atXEmpt to sort out what is worklng from what 1sn 't working in a part1cu1ar

piece’ of prose To call th1s process "editing" is to lump together several
\behaviors 1nto one category Purelf’morphosyngactiq‘changes, for exampie,
. can resuIt from an appeal to a Iearned rule Wchh the student has stored 1n

nnmory. For other students, the “rules" have probably been acguired, and
aslip of thgapen is corrécted by a recognition of an error through a "feel”

approach in whieh 1t viould be inaccurate to pOlnt to a rule as a mediatfng

. force !

- However, Stallard's subjects.made changes in macro-level or discourse
J .
areas as well. The wrltrng behavior of ‘thede 3iudents would seem to poznt to

a Rind of violation sign flashrng in the1r heads. THiS "uh-oh" can be
tr1ggered‘by a conscious rqcognltlon-of having Hroken 8r ignored a particular

‘ .clvlctum]'l or can be triggered by a vaguer feeldng;that something is somehow

A0




wrong. What is crucial is that even this Jatter type of recognition has
%0 be canscious or the-student would not have stopped to ﬁhke changes,
Just as was seen in the behavior of Stallard's random sample.

-Suqh a behaviofal pattern s supported in a recent study'By Richard

. . . . . . 2
Beach on extensive revisers'vs: non-rewsers.1 What he found shows that -
. R I ‘

- 2.
revisers, Tike optimal monitor users, know- when and where and how to use

the full resources of learned and acquir@d systems, while non-revisers
LK ) : . ; ,
have few or no intuitions about the possible uses of monitoring for

either form or content: .

) R ’ _

+ ... the extensive revisers conceived of revising as involving
substantive changes in content and form; conceived of free-
writing as highly tentative; abstracted key points that served’
as a b?uepr1nt for predicting development in later dfafts; °

and detached themselves from their writing. Nonrevisers-con- -
ceived of reVising as involving minor changes in form; conceived
of their free-writing as needing little further development;
rarely predicted changes for subsequent drafts; and were often
unw1111ng to criticize themselves 13- .

[

.
f

PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS . ‘ -

"The psytnolingu1st1c model we have been discussing suggests that Ianguage
pegformance resu%ts\from a comb1nat1on of learned and acquired systems N
While children have'an innate qppaC1ty to aCQU1re spoken fluency in “their”
'nat1ve tongue, aII evidence seems to suggest that there 1s no parallel
innate capacity to eeress onéself in acceptable written form.
The composition teacher has trad1t10na11y fo]loved the approech'ef
devoting his or her attent1ons to what appeared most teachable - resulting
in an, emphas1s on ed1t1ng sk11ls and algorithms for form. But toa many
of ‘the skills requ1red for wr1t1ng are not “sk111s“ at an - .they are
" creative processes which must be acqulred if -they are ta truly be in '

1

the student's control.

oy




F1r$t Tanguage acquns1t10n ,esearch demons trates, that chlidnen acquire

L]

Ianguage moré by 1nteract1ng with it than by 1m1tat1ng it. $ome of the
qua11t1es of "motherese" tan be transferred to the writing cfassroom
situat1on The workshop approach Js one method that d1regtdy’encourages
acquisition; the sma11 group 1nteractlon gets the student to focus on
generating ideas, c1ar1ﬁy1ng points, and rﬁachlng an audlence rather than
focusing on adhering to ru1es that may b1ock creativity. In addition,: s1nce ‘
studies have shown a corre1at1on‘between readingaand writing, reading_for

the purpose of "1mmersion" in the language rather than f0r'1m1tation 0

fgr faunching discussions appears to be another highly recommended activity

-

to stimulate acquisition.

While it may .be that students who exh1b1t fau1ty syntax as Chaika:
“hentlo;:d have "gaps 1n their knou1edge," other types of’ gaps“resu1t1ng

in faulty form are. harder to p}ug with dlscrete point ruie 1soiatlon
If we accept the division of writing into ‘micro- and Jacro level concerns,'

we can see that both Tevels offer a roie to a monltorang device. ~0n the

mitro level, the mechanlcs 0f Engilsh can become stored in memory and con-
sulted to check form. (Learning to use a good handbook can cut down.on
memory ouer1oad‘3 On the macro 1eve1 the monltor can -watch. over such
discourse Tevel 1ssues as whether or not the argument is procédeding

. 1oglca11y, whether the trans1t1ons have glven the correct’ slgnposts to
|

) the reader, whetﬁer the eSsay is coherent. Such a monitor seems to,allow

,some students to compare’ the product of thetr wr1t1ng in a gesta?t kind of

method to some mental aPPFOXINatIOn of the norm for standard Urltten

-~

7
Engiish "But there are Qther students who have no menta1 apprex1mat1on
' \

Rl
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of thls norm.” _Learning alone (”monltorihg") does not appear successful

with this populaticn, and increased acqu1s1t1on becomes crUC1a1 s

L]

£

. In summary, what the mon1tor mode] has to tell compositmon teachers,
is that‘students can be helped What wefneed to concern ourse1ves with
‘.1s making the classroom a place for both “monitor - building" (learning)

» - . .. '
and for gcqqisﬁ&ion. The writer in the process ofﬁhriaﬁng needs to
: 7

'maxiﬁaliy utilize both ‘these channels on the path to proddction.
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