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ABSTRACT o ~.

Clinical report writing involves two inter. Aing
Frocesses--creation and communication. There are six stages of.
ciinical inference that find parallels in generative writing etages-
.possessing a Eastulate system, constructing the major premise, T

observing for occurrences, instantiating (classifying) the
occurreaces, reaching a referential product, and predicting the
significance of the inference and making recommendations. So, too,
does the nature of the clinical procedure as a whole offer
comparisons to generative writing procedure. An examination of
clinical procedure offers three methodological iamplications for the
EGQEEQaiElQB teacher: (1} before beginning to write, students should
be asked to articulate the assuuptions that inform their world view,
(2) students should be asked to enrich their contexts for writing,
~and {3) students' final papers should be evaluated as process as well
*-as product. Past work in educatlonal psychology and receat work in
-such areas as the -cognition of discovery or hemispheric brain
functions show that the "¢linical cennectlan" has already been
recognized by educators in general and English teachers in particular

. as one worth pursuing. (HOD)
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o _ A In his article "Problems in Communicating Psychological
‘3‘ : c Understanding," Fred Shﬂctman The Meninger Foundation, posits
o~ ¢ ,
—1 that failures to Qommunicate aften result from inadequate
3 . ) 3 B ) .
Lo ‘diagnostic assessment.” Significantly, much of what Shectman
classifies as diagnostic assessment implicitly iuvolves certain
& : . L .
’haaes of the writing process. What are the similarities between
Eliniéal procedure and wriﬁing pra S procedure? And what is
£
the imprESﬁQE of these similaritiss as they relate to written
':Dmmuniuaticn?- b
I came to these questians as a teacher.of wfiting, not as a
. . =
clinician. Yet, the mére I taught Clinical Report Writing: 211,
* = . B . : B ¥
the more I realized the interconnections beTween clinical procedure
and writing process. In dhis paper I will explore the “ciinicdl con-
o both s 1t containg fnciehbe {nta the coroc s
necticn''both @s it contains insights into the composing process
pEf se and as it offers a perspactive on our professional..oppor-
tunities as English téaehers in the 1980s. B
THE COURSE . . A
. . @:; i
First, a word about Ehe course itself geems in arder. Clinical
Report Writing iﬂVDlVES report writing in psyzhalagy and psyﬁhiatry
It thus. attracts students somehow connected with clinical-settingsé
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these studéﬁgz can range from the Head Nurse of the psychiatric
wing of arlﬂéai hospital to a student working toward a two-year
Associate Arts degree with & specialty in alcoholism counseling.
The course entails audience/use analysis and features the
basic procedures of infafmaCién gathering, diagnosis and prog-
négisff Commonly, éhe Gliﬂiﬂalifépﬂft writer must Qansiéér a dual

audience, consisting af primary readers who have a direct interest

in the-client's case and of secondary readers who may, for example,

* use the client's case-history as datum for separate tesearch.

The finishedlglinical report, therafore, stands as bgth a recom-
mendati@n and a feference fnr its respective audienres.
Ihe clinical report also reprESEﬁts thE*end product of a pro=

cess "'by which the behavior sgientist {or prospective clinician]

proceeds from raw data to inference,”" a process through which new

knowledge is created from information gathered.z (The report's
data or information originates in "client" interviews.) Clinical

reparﬁ writing thus involves two interlinking prCEESES. the

process of creation and the process of c@mmunicaticn-

As a cémmu2}caﬁian process, ‘it entails obvious similarities
to the composing ﬁracéss of any wfiteri It -involves Qarking with
audience, content, form, and sty 1

It is in tﬁé peteeptian of clinieal rep@rt-writing as a crea-
tive process that interésﬁing parallels develop bétween what the
praeticing or prﬁspective clinician does as he/she déals with a
client and what a writer daés as he/she deals with a subject.
Let's explére\éqme of these parallels. ]

‘
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TdE CLINICIAN'S AND THE WRITER'“ GENERATIVE PRDCEDURE

In describing the process by which tlinicians generate
__hew knawlédgé from raw data, Sarbin, Taft and Bailey write in

Clinical Inference and Cognitive Theory of six overlapping

stages of inference. These are: 1) posuessing a postulate
sysLem, 2} cgnstrucﬁing the major premis sg, 3 3) observing for
occurrences, 4) instantiating (classifying) the occurrences,
S)Areachéng a“reféregtial prgdﬁet; and 6) prédlcting the signfi-

cance of the inference, then making recommendations.

Of theéé six, théflast five represent areas with clear
parallelé in génerativa wfiting procedure, namely: canétrggtimg
a tentative csntralling genEfalizatiag, geﬁaféting information,
selecting that infcrmaciﬁn which best supports the tentative
gén&galizaﬁigﬁ or disgavering an al;ern;tive genéraligatign from
‘within the material, reaching a géﬂérent,relatibnshipbbetween‘the
céﬁtfaliingvgenétalizaticﬁ and the supportive &nfﬂfmatian as.
expreéssed in a parﬁicularfaffangéﬁent; and érawing up a conclusien.
v The above pcintsfaf—ﬁginﬁ éa;alléls in genefativa procedure
| suggest a common congitive baée; and supparﬁ Frank B'Angelo's;

cangenticu in A Con ceptual Theory of Rhetoric that tapics af inven-

Einn rgkiﬁct camparablé cﬁngeptual aperatians, althﬁugh ﬂ'Angela s
" emphagis is on rhetorical patterns and not on generative-etr&tegies
in general.

H
In-any case, the first stage of inference, that of" passessimg

a pastulare system, warrants further disgussian before the overall

significance of the simiiarities can be established.




The postulate system as a procedural base

When a clinician engages in diagnustic assessment, he or

she ‘implicitly invokes a persn%al postulate system as a basis

for inference making. This éystem, whether derived through

iﬂdug;ivg_summazian, deductive éangt:ucﬁion, analogical reason-
%

ing, or reference to authorities, forms the, assumptive world

which influences each of the subsequéﬁt five stages of inferencex
mentioned earltier. it, f@r-exam§lg,'helps the cliniciéﬁ . a
rﬁfﬂgusing principle' which guides the search for relevant infor-
mation,B Such facusiﬁg acccrdlng to a personal postu]aﬁe system
-invc;ves asking quesgians such as: "Whag iz the zlignt in relation-
5hip to me?" (hositle, lnfnrmative), ‘Wﬁa_is_tﬁe clieﬁt in re 1 tion
ﬁi ship to me?" (worker, child), "How weLeraes he/she perform in
_relgz nshp to my rale Expectatlgns or ValuaElDﬂgl %?Stem?", and
"Why does he/shé perform as he or she does?"
Ihe first two questions répreseﬂt thg types of questions
writers asg'infaudience anaiysis;,the'segaﬁd two represent those
%

they might;ésk of their subjégtse "How well does the topic relate

‘to what I ﬁhiﬂk is interesting or importaﬂt?" or "How well dcés my

tépi reflect my social and/or ethlgal beliefs?" and "Wh Why daes the

"

topic $e¢m-releVant'tc me?"

What is lnterestiﬁg here is the essentially agocentrlc natnrﬂv

\
the questlcﬁing. It represents Kiﬁnaavy = triangle of self;”

Subject,;aﬁd audiauce,vwith the self involved at all points. 1In

so doing, ?: daeégﬁat'féature the decentering.thought so ;rucial

5 byrEiagat'End others. B
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Such egécentric questioning ian 6r the writer
- to articulate his or her postul wering the ques-
tion, "How Egéi_d@es’the.gliaﬁ' ' vi m in relationship
‘to my éssumétiaﬂé?“, bath'cli5 : : ust éxplicitiy
formulate those assumptions ¢ : ion as a concrete
measure of the élient and th “actively., It is
pgssiblyﬁqé_sﬁtgrisé, tﬁerafa i 1121555 uﬁde;gg axtensive
selgéanaljgis aslpart,aflthéi? . L
Writers, on the other har . not always forced to examine
their assumptions %efafa putting pen to pspér.k Their unarticulatéd

assumptions than can emerge in their writing as unsupported broad

F

gEﬁeralizétians, or as faulty causal relatinnships, or as the

perception of the reader as the writer's clone, with identical under=
§tand§g§aand experiences. These questions thus present themselves:

Would student writers benefit from self-analysis before composing?

Should writers be required to articulate their postulate system
as a "pre-writing" strategy’ Indead, cc.ld these writers produce
, o S ; -
. a clear picture of theirdassumptive world if asked to do so? s
. A

The ;ygréllﬁ?r@ée§g;al model

- 1f each of the six stages of clinical inference finds paral-

" lels in genérative writing strategies, so too does the nature of

- .the*glinicaliggﬂcedﬁfe as a whole offer comparisons tc"géﬂératzzé\%;kss

‘writing procedure. Let's focus on two such comparisons.

First, Sarbin, Taft, and Bailey argue againsﬁ an intgi;ivé

model of diagﬂ@stig assessment .or inference. They maintain th;t,

just because certain clinical interpretations which seem to emerge

i




"out of the blue" can later be confirmed does not mean that

"labels which-suggest a process akin to fevelatién or intuition"
Aare;apprapriate.é Interpretive acts,'thay claim, have a natural
history of praéaxisting premises which, although implizit; strongly
influecnce inference mékiﬁgi | |

ﬁan the same be said of those moments of inspiration or
iﬁsight a wriﬁér may experience? Are discoveries iﬁ wr;%ing
ﬁecassafily-antitipatgd by pre~existing clues in the.infafmatign
gathered or in the drafts attempted or even in the writer's past
gampésing experience?

Ttaditiaﬁally; eduéa;GEg in general and English teachers in
particular have been associated with the intuitive rather than the
empirizal_S Engiish teachers themselves are loathe to deny the
intuitional in wricing-é Yet, crosscurrents exist which would put
insights in writing on more analy@iééi ground.

In "The Fsychology of Language and the Teaching of Engliéh,ﬁ
Robert de Beaugrande maintains that good writing is not so much

o e 7 . - s
inventive as recombinational.  Indeed, for good writers, these

come alive and write itself.'" However, as Donald Murray suggests,
perhaps good writers are constantly in a state of rehearsal. This
- rehearsal serves as a well-spring of creative clues or, to use a

clinician's pérspegtiva,’as.a set of pre-existing premises, which

quite naturally, even logically, eliéitsaﬁew=g@mbinati§ﬁé,gf :
discovery in writing. ' V ’ -

What cqgnitivé theor:ists state, in fact, is théE inference

itself is,"thé”eagﬁitive'trénsfu:matian of one set of events

& s,




through another set of events which produces new knowledge

‘about the first."S Their perception of inference bears

resemblence to Kenneth Burke's concept of didentification as
"exploring the terminological limits of opposing positions and
searching out the term at a higher level of abstraction which

will allow opposing views to be recancileé."g ®

"In any case, new knowledge or synthesis is achieved as a
natural, rather than as an intuitive or mystical end to clinical
and writing procedures. And, as'such, the act of discovering this

new knowledge can be seen 4s something which can be taught and/or

learned.

o

egon&, cognitive thearistsvnctg"zhat variations or miscues

in inferences as endrérgducts stem %:Qm various sources, iﬁclﬁdiﬁg :
personal erfér, varying contexts, and differing iuterazticn'baéﬁeen
clinicians and client. Whatever théicausevgf inferential er;ér;
clinigiahs,discuss and evaluate inferential miéeues by using each

of the six stages of the inference process as "focal p@iﬂgs,"l’

In other words, to evaluate inferences as products, the cliﬁigiaﬁ,

examines, step by step, the process which generated the inference.

Does such evaluation of the product in terms of the process

t . /
have application in writing? To be sure, much as been made of the

' process/product distinction in writing. "Teach writing as process, 3

= i
. . o . . ) ) B ' f
not product' has become a bromide for composition teachers. Yet,

commonly ex?resaed;é*A.nﬂgable exception to this dearth can be fauﬁdﬁ
in the work by Kroll and Shafer on Efrcf—analysis, a prgcegs—yésed

. N _ s
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approach to errors made by ESL students. Here, errors are Seen as
"windows into the miﬂd",andias useful to both teacher and StudEﬁt.ll

Aémittedly, such a cognitively oriented perspective on error,
requires informed séﬂsitivifyi In&eed3 how can the teacher gain
access to the student's generative strategies, to the questions the
student finds crucial while composing, to the process effecting the
produéé?

Questions raised

H

L]

lie above examination of clinical procedure has introduced

three primary questions which should receive more attention from

the composition teacher: Would students benefit from self- .
examination.as a pre-writing strategy? Is discovery iﬁ;EDEPDSiﬂg
a natufal outgrowth of pre-existing contexts? and Can a figished
pieée of writing be evaluated as process? .

Let's assume, for the moment, tﬁat the answer to each of

these questions is affirmative. What methodological implications

ensue?

1.~ ggfcgg;bggingiﬂg_tg7?;i§a,'arstgégnt should be asked to articu-

late, as besé as he or shajggﬁ;]tha’aééumﬁtidnsjwhichminfgrm_hié
) ) T B o - o 1 R - )

or her world view. At the beginning of the term, for example, a

student could be asked to record statements which he or she believes
[ ' ; ) ‘\ . .

are trus. With each paper, the student could then be asked to re-

late one or more of these assumptions to the controlling generaliza-
tion of each plece, and to note down any additions or revisions of

these beliefs as they occur during the term.

5 7
| e
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2. A student should be 35&?§”E§”%§£i§h,hi5_9? her contexts for

wfigingi Granted, it is not possible to tell a student, "Go out
and live in the world a few more years and then come back to
composing,' or "Go out and read one-hundred books and write a dozen
or so themes before returning to this class." Tt is possible,
vhaweveri to construct occasions which eﬁgauragé discovery or
synthesis. Fer'instanée, a student could be asked to pose both a
tentative generalization and an alternative generalization govern-
ing a single topic. Then the student could be asked to reconcile

he two generalizations with a final thesis which could be specifi-

rr

ally supported. <Christine Barabas' work with idea combining also

4
12
has currency here.

el

3. A student's final paper should be evaluated as process as well

as product. A student, for/ example, could be asked to write down

" the éuastigns which he ﬂr-éhé found ;fuciai in composing the paper,

and'ta_submit all such Efepﬁwcrk with the fianl draft. In addition,
’é%%Iuativé‘éénEEIEﬁzés Eﬁuld;iiﬂ part, focus on the student's

gfally recalling how he or she reached the end product as submitted.
lnvéagt, recent literature on prablam sﬁiving suppérts the idea
that‘telling a person how people do do something is much less

effective than telling that person how to dctitilj' In other wgrds;
.telling a student(how you have solved the problem in his or her
‘text, or how peers may hove solved a similar problem, is less effec-

. tive than reviewing the process involved in reaching a pérticulér

solution or draft. If the student's produce is flawed, the student's

‘method for reaching that product should be eggmiﬁ?d._




The sugggsiiaﬁs above are tentative. Certainly, additional
research, into how the clinician proceeds while making and evaluat-
ing interences. for instance, may well generate further pedagogical

aprGachesj
A CONSULTATIVE ALLIAKCE

Clinicians themselves are expressing interest in the benefits
that interdisciplinary study and cooperation can bring. Shectman's

call for a "consultative alliance” that is "as essential for non-

i

and their:patiencs"lé embodies, I believé;.é challenge to English
professionals te expand théir "erucible of involvement" to ineiﬁée
those -insights into cammuﬁicatiaﬂ wﬂich the clinical fields can
provide, )
|  Past work in Eduzatigﬁal psf:halagy and-recent work in such
areas as the cognition of diéccvery or hemisghérié,bfsin functions
show that thé‘"gliﬁical sﬂ'ﬁeétien" hgs already béén recognized by
Educacafs in geaéral and English teachers in particular as one worth
purséing! Moreover, scientist Freéerick Reif!hés recently proposed
intensive research into the damaig of "human congitive engineering"
which wouid deal with préscfipﬁiveraspecﬁs of huma% information

.‘processing and would bridge the '"gap" between the approaches of

15

cognitive scientists and educators.

At this point, I too would like\gg suggest briefly yet another
: i

area for potential collaboration: neufameﬁricsiv

¥
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could be used to measure the effects &f certain macerials'afrmethﬁd%

"Many data show that brain aleectrical activity reflects subtle

aspects of brain funétions iﬁciudiﬁg‘igfaraacicn processing and cog-

; 16 . - ; o
nition.""" Neurometrics is a nmeans of measuring that acrivicy.

Neurometrics was originaily used for diagnostic assessment of

4 s Tann A et S e d oo m me Ll p st e palisi b m e =
J,g;,.gl;]iﬂtﬁ dizabilities ¢ deteraming whethoer th

, . .
it is being touted as a means nf measuring intelligence, especially

i I
-

L 1 - ; 17 SR - .
‘verbal intelligence.”. In the future, I would submit, neurometrics

dlogies—in teaching skills involved in information processing. As

§gch; it :éulaiﬁé a valuablgrtﬂﬂi'fér those of us té§ching wvriting,

a skill which éhrgly entails infarmagiad processing at core level.
The pedagggica;-appli:azians af,néufqmétrics ére'nac yet known

for a surelty. It will take both the clinician and the educator

working together to form a diagnostic assessment of neurometrics as

a pedogogical aid.
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