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Why do performance scores on writing tests so often ‘fil to improve
in neat positive intervals for individuals and groups? So far, testers .
have sought the answer in differences in test conditions on progressive e
retestings. This paper discusses two other scurces of performance variation:
the :U-shaped learning curve, or the phenomenon of apparent regression
during the acquisition of new skills and performance strategies; and the
{11-defined nature of the writing task, which allows the student writer to.
determine to a large extent the difficulty-1eével of what he attempts
regardless of the tester's intention. The paper presents a discourse
typology for {dentifying the kind of task the writer sets himself and
argues the need for taking task construction into account when assessing
growth or development of writing skills.



UNEXPECTED -DIRECTIONS OF CHANGE IN STUDENT WRfTING PERFORMANCE ' ,
| by Catharine Lucas Keech, AERA, 1982,
* L ] :
. a N * [ - » -
A striking problem which recurs repeatedly in all direct measures. of .

writing performance is the instability of student performance from one
occasion to another. Users of essay tests are troubled by the frequency

L]

with which individuals and even Whoke groups may fail to produce consistent

improvement on these meaiyres over time--in some cases, even after concentrated
writing instruction, .Th}s phenomenoﬁ has proved baffling and frustrating

to -teachers, researchers, and progrém evaluators., As children learn to

write better, their scoées on essay tests should simply go up. If the scores

don't improve, we may be forced to conclude that students have not imﬁ}oved

S .

their writing abilities.

Of course, one must examine the test measures used: were the two test
occasions truly parallel in what they required studentsto do, and were the
tests scored in the éam? manner? %esters have reported improving perfdrmance
stability substaqtia11y by ihprovin%,inter-rater agreement, ph#asiqg prompts
carefully to make demands more paraiﬁe], taking longer samples to improve
discrimination\of the measure, and ta'.ing more than one sample at each test
sitting. (Diederich, 1974; Godschalk, et al., 1976; Breland and Gaynor, 1979.)
Some ﬁnexpected drops in score can be explained , in addition, by those uncontrolled.
conditibns traditionally cited: lack of motivation, having a "bad day," failure
to find good m&teria] to write about, or external distractions as when a hated ﬁ
subsitute teacher administars the posttest on alday of campus riots in the
middle of spring fever, in which case scores may drop for a whole class.

A11 such factors, however, are as likely to affect pretest as posttest

scores: although program evaluators may examine test conditions more assiduously

¥ ‘ ' e |
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for d%fferenqgs which might account for disappointing gains in posttest scores,
it is eqda]]y possible that any impressive signs of improvement from pre to
Qosttest may be due to factors which artificially depressed pre_test performance,
) creating an inflated picture of growth., In spite of these uncertainties, program
evaluators in California and other ‘states have not been driven to abandon
holistic scoring of writing samples in favor of the more reliabie but less valid
multiple-choice tést format, {Spandel and Stjgéins,1980.) But adhering to the
practice of using actual writing samples in e&a]uating student growth in composing
skills requires not only that evaluators control test conditions more rigorously ;
but also thqx researchers begin to look more closely at what changes when students
write on different occasions. The phenomenon of unékpectéd drops in scores or
failure to.improve in sf%tistica]]y siénificant increments on direc; measures
of writing is too wiaespread among both ipdividua]s and groups to be adequately
explained either bj random factors or by poor instruction--especially since,
over the long run, improvement does fiﬁa]Jy seem to occur, whatever the ups and

f -~

downs along the wa&.

Two aspects of the development of writing abi]fty have so far, I believe,
been inadequately taken into account by researchers and evaluators confronting
drops in perforhance scores on the part of students who should perform better:
(1) the general phenomenon of the U-shaped learning curve, or the existence in
all_complex leérning of plate@gamat.;xg,dmgngrenf‘tggrgssign_gs Tearnersﬁmﬂéé
fromjone level of competency to the next (Piaget, 1977; Goodman, 1979; Miller, 1980;
Bever, 1982); and (2) the special open-ended or ill-defined nature of writing

tasks which allow (even require) the writer to set for himself to some extent

the difficulty level of what he'attempts to d?. (Bereiter and Scardamalia, 1978.)‘
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In this paper I would like briefly to state the case against current
attempts to measure growth using methods developed to measure absolute
proficiency levels--measures which may be misleadingly affected by developmental
unevennesses in performance. \Then I will examine in some detail the problem

of task definition for all longitudinal research in writing, explaining how

|
a refined discourse typology might help us identify and describe more precisely
what students do differently from one writing occasion to the next. Finally ,

I explore briefly new ways of asking why and how students change the difficulty

level of writing tasks intended by the tester to be parallel in demands.

Deve]opmentaI,Unevenness and Current Measures

It would be odd if Tearning.to write were somehow exempt from the roller-
coaster character of learning documented by cognitivé psychologists (cited above).
In fact, many writing teachers have recognized some manifestations of the
non-linear nature of improvement in developing writers: for instance at the
sentence level, the appearance of fragments that so often accompanies the onset
of subordinate clauses or noun appositives; or the run-together sentences that
appear when students start developing complex ideas using sentences thaf stand
in ¢lose opposition or apposition to one another, which they want to %oin'wiih
an introductory adverb rather than a subordinate conjunction. q1m11ar1_y, elabor-
ately expanded subJects, or the use of abstract nouns as subJects, frequently
create predication errors or verb-subject agreement errors the student would
have no difficulty avoiding in his earlier, eimpler, syntax. Ana]yticverror
counts and even holistic responses may determine that these writers-in-transition
are less able performers than before, when actually each of tﬁese flaws can
be seen in context as signalling movement toward a higher level of competency.

Developmental evaluation is further complicated when the complexity of

the cognitive task being attempted causes a writer to shift attention away from

6
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rhetorical niceties she may have mastered But whi ch may never become fully
|
automatic, and so breakdown when not attended to. Freedman and Pringle (1980)
point out in a study of college writers that conventional rhetorical evaluations
of 'writing are based on factors which do not improve, and may actually suffer;'
when a writer is attempting to solve a communication problem that lies at
_ the outer Timits of her cognitive processing capacity., They conclude:
‘ "In evaluating their students' writing, teachers seem to (Tack) a
\ sense gf the complex nature of...development, in which growth in one
q1men51on may entail momentary awkwardness in another..,.When teachers
1gnore the coggitive aspects of the (writing) process and focus only
on the rhetorical features of the completed product,...they are not
in a position to.anticipate the kind of breakdown that occurs when
the/intellectual task is made more complex, Further,.,.they may
actually impede intellectual growth,,.(The) short-run effects of such

evaluation are probably to encourage students to operate on the safe
levels they have already mastered...”
? (p. 323)

hus, students may write more awkwardly, less correctly, less fluently,
ejther because they are acquiring new forms at the word or sentence level

or because they are si}uggling to‘express cognitive functions for which their
current language’forms are as yet inadequate. A third developmental struggle

has received even less inVestigation than these two: how the student defines

the rhetoricaJ‘task at the text or discourse level, In whole-text pianning,
what does the student set out to do, and;how doe;nﬁgzgotgt? How does‘he
conceive of the artifact he is about to éreate? What kind of text doés he
think in terms of, as he pursues his ideas and formulates his sentences? To
wat extent does he conceive of the whole text at all?

Recent research in discourse grammars and text design (Stein and Glenn, 1979;
Meyer, 1975, and others) and modern discourse theorists (including Bain, 1890;
Kinﬁeavy, 1979 ; Britton, 1975; and others: see D'Angelo, 1976) have reestablished

the importance of distinctions among gefre or types og writing which

‘the learning writer must begin to differentiate, mastering a variety of coﬁbosing

7
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strategies tq accomplish different rhetorical purposes, sych as reporting,
explaining, persuading. Deciding what he wants to do (tell a story, explore
his feelings, change someoné's course of action, etc.) and se]ecting\the
appropriate composing strategies to accemplish these aims are two important
parts of representing or con$tructing the wrifing task--two processes -
particularly subject to the writer's stage of development, which may interact

in confusing ways with the writing assignment, It is in the arezsof text i

design, rhetorical purpose and strategy, that the 111-defined‘nature of the

writing task comes.iﬁto play, creating a pqrtiéu]ar set of problems for ?

measuring deve]opmént in writing ability. . R /

The I11-Defined Writing Task

It is crucial in evaluation research to distinguish between the given
task or actual text of the writing assignment--ﬁith its 'particular set of
constraints and options, expressed or imp]ied, and with its virtuaily infinite

set of possible realizations--and on the other hand the constructed task ,

the set of constraints actually honored and the options actually chosen by
the student, as seen in the text the student produces. Test makers
may believe they have carefully constrgined a particular task to elicit a

particular kind of response, but as Murphy, Carroll dnd Kinzer (1982) have

demonstrated, students are capable of creating totally unegpécted task versions \

or notions of what they are "supposed to do." (See also Keech and McNelly, 1982.)
Unlike other performance areas --for instance, music, where a learner

is given a more difficult piece to play, or mathematics, where both teacher

*

and student are aware when a more difficult problem is offered, or sports

competitions where more advanced dives earn more points-- composition
!

has no such well-defined, easily ranked tasks or gradations of performance

levels that can be controlled by the teacher or evaluator. It is possible

8
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to give students the same assignment on two different occasions and have them
construct such different composing tasks that their two responses are handly
comparable, The studentomigﬁt appear an expert on the' first writing, while
pérforming like a novice as he attempts ori the second writing a far more
complex problem, Sufficiently open-ended assignments, such as "Write about
a favorite object," may be offered again and again over all the years of
a writer's career, from firsp laborious  printings to ﬁis adult years of
p?oficient composing; the actual task diffiéu]ﬁy will increase in proportion
-to hﬁé’wr1t1ng ability. The-very ability to define a task more richly
and complexly may be one of the most important writing skills, developing slowly
along with syntax and sense -of paragvaphinb. ‘
Bereiter and Scardamalia (1979), recognizing that writing tasks are
inherently 111-defined, are unconcerned when changesrin young writers are
not reflected in conventional scores on their writiﬁg:
...(Our) most successful experiments so far in affecting children's
compnsing processes have not led to discernible overall improvements,
as judged by impressionistic ratings...This would be d1scourag1na if the
purpose were to get children to do a better JOb of pursuing the same
, goals as before. When, however, the purbose is to get children to
tackle problems they have not tackled before, such 1mpress1on1sf1c
results are immaterial. It is what they are doing differently that

counts, not how well they are doing it compared to how well they
prev1ous]y did something of a different sort." (pp. 83-84, ms.)

Eva]uators fry1ng +o document growth or development in writers confront
a choice: either narrow task constraints sufficiently in the writing aSSTgnment fo
keep writers doing the same kind of thing on trials 1 and 2, or begin to find
out how to des&ribe what children do differently from one occasion to the next,

how to interpret that difference, and finally how to measure the development it

implies.
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So far, evaluators haQe quife properly concentrated on trying to make
task demands similar for repeqtéd Qriting samples uséd to measure fmprocemept
over tiﬁe. It seems obvious ' T

“that changes in performance abi]ﬁties may he obscured if a student‘is
encouraged to write a personal experience reminiscence on one occasion aﬁd
an arqumentative essay on another: i% nothing else, it is dif%icu]t to
compare these responses quantitative]y, scoring them under the same rubric.
At least the very rough'éistinction between narration and exposition is typi-
cally made, with many program-evaluators eschewing the earlier practice,
associated with the Bay A;ea Writing Project model of holistic scoring,

»  of allowing students to respond to a writing stimu]iausing almost any

form of writing, sometimes including poetry.

Two dangers are inherent in attempts to narrow task constraints to
reduce variation in task construal for purposes of improving comparison of

| samples, however. The first is simply that the more teft testers add to
_the writing assignment, the less guarantee they have that students will

read and correq;]y interpret all of the guide1ines--5ﬁ the extreme cases.

students may either ignore a lengthy set of instructions, or may become

so embroiled in working out exactly what the tester wants that they are

distracted from their central task of trying to gengrate meaningful, coherent

text. The second danger appears only when test instructions are so clear

and so godd that they actua]ig succeed in narrowing the task and making

student responses easy to compare and score because the student is being
asked to do so. 1ittle. Writing tests can be made to be 1ittle more than

direction following, requiring students to show proficiency in the use of

certain written conventions, but failing altogether to test the student's

10
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ability to actually, "author" a text, as Moffett (1979) -identifies the hi@hest’ L)
compos;hatsk1lls. Too narrow]y spec1f1ed tasks max1m1ze control oveé. -
what is att pted but may invalidate the wr1t1ng test, since the test

no Tonger rev a]s how the student’ frames the rhetpricaliproblem, sets °
goa1s, choos®s’ strategies, juggles constraints, revises inner speech-- .

in short, really composes.l

Ironically, 1t may be by look1ng at samples from, assessments in

which students were given maximum freedom to choose their purposes and

_ strategies in response to a topic idea that we are best able to discover .

what kinds of writing, what discourse options are most 1ikely to be elicited
by certain topics; regardless of insfructions to the writer. The early ‘\
BAWP assessment model, as ﬁepresenteo by the six-year hodge-podge of topic
types used at Sir Frances brake High.Schéol (see Table 1), while generating
seores that soar and dip %n unpredictable ways from year to year, provides

a rich data source for discovering patterns’of task construal in response
to different kinds of topics as well as in re]ation“to'grade level or

experience.

The Drake Longitudinal Sample A \

The Drake teachers who composed the test quest1ons shown in Table 1
deliberately made them as open as possible for several reasons. They were
interested in how students might construe the task: they wanted to know \
whethey their instructional program had succeeded in teaching students
the large range of strategies that might be used effectively to solve a
par@icu]ar rhetorical probilem, Sjnce they were attempting to teach many
forms of writing!)they did not want a restriction on the test to suggest

that only one of phese_kjnds was valid or important.



Further, they were unconcerned, in this pioneering effort, to make tasks
‘similar from year to.year. In1t1a1\y their goal was simply to create a |
stimuli that wou]d allow students to begin writing qu1ck1y, with max1mum
enthus1asm and ample mater1a1 for composing; hence, the'hmphesqe .on personal
fee11ngs. Later they wanted to see how well students wrote evaluative

or argumentat1ve p1eces (1976 and 1977.) In the last year (1978) the topic
provides a complex b]end of poss1b1]1t1es, allowing students to focus on

either an experience, q\person or thing, or an idea--a change in themselves.

The teachers were uejﬂ’aware that the 1973 topic, "Write about an
event . .:” o Was likei& to evoke imaginative narratives, while the 1976
' 5t9$ic: "dame’one_invention we would be better off without...“ would invite
argument or exposition, AThey were neither surprised nor disp]eased,howeuen
when, in 1973, many students wrote expositorily, choosing to identify

and comment on an event they wanted to w1tness rather than to relate it

~

as if they had w1tnessed it; or when, in 1976, one student demonstrated °
the ev1ls of te]eV1s1on wbth dn expert short story, while another wrote a
3

letter to Henry Ford 1n heaven berat1ng him for hay{/g contributed to the’

. death of the writer's parents in a car crash.

R “~  Three longitudinal Bamﬁles were constructed from the Drake data .base,

A\

as shown in Figure 1, each contaiping ninth tnrough twe]fth grade samples

---------------------------- (.Inser‘t Figure 1)------------- cemeerm—————

from 30 students. When the four papers of one student .are gathered in a

case study folio, it is immediately clear that students have in fact done '
o > /‘ N

Rl 3

different.things on different rounds of assessment, causing their holistic
| [ scores .to-change in surprising'ways.1 Not only does the change in topic from
| year to &ear invite different kinds of writing, but students appear to set

up different sorts of tasks ‘that are not determined by topic differences,

12
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but are  allowed by the writing instructions., It is precisely the lattitude
allowed students that makes this ;gmp]e of pa;ers so useful in giving us
an idea of the vepertoire of text designs or discourse schemas high school
writers have available for solving a number of different writing problems,
In one sense, the Drake sample represents the worst that could happen in
an assessment whicﬁ is attempting to measuré\jmprovement in writing from
one occasion to the next. By representing such an extreme, the sample
allows us to_investigate the primary problem inheirent in all longitudinal
i ting resgarch to a greater or lesser extent: our inability so far to
account for task complexity, or to compare fairly the difficulty level of
what a studenthattempts on different occasions.2

A systém of task descriptions is needed t¢ determine whether or not
two compositions represent the same or different types of tasks: which
purposes does the student~appear to be aiming for? Which strategies does
he use?  Only after researchers are able to describe and ‘classify the
apparent uqder]&jng discourse schemes students use will they be able to
distinguish between a student's mastery of old tasks and his novice attempts
to accomplish new tasks., A refined discourse typology appears essential
toithe development and testing of hypotheses abcut the relative difficulty
levels of what is attempted, ultimately allowing predictions about which
kinds of tasks are learned first, which may follow, and what various
spontaneous task construals may indicate about a given student's particular

level of development.

A Discourse Typology for Developing Writers® Texts

Available discourse cilassifying systems proved inadequate for describing

the studert texts in the sample, possibly because most of them represent

ERIC . ‘ c 13
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what might be called ideal text types, the products of accomplished adult
writers rather than of students who may be only approximating these discourse
forms.' ?¥ Fhrther, existing typologies offer three to four global categories
which perforce must obscure almost as many differences between texts as they |
are able to identify. Just as Kinneavy suggects a distinction between the

aims of discourse and the modes of dfsdourse.3 so I found it critical to

separate discourse function from rhetorical strategy. To classify texts

-

according to function js to ask: How does the text function for the reader?

How might the reader characterize the writer's -underlying purposes, -on the -

basis of the whole effect of the piece? To classify strategy, the reader

shifts attention from the whole to the parts: What language structures does
the writer use to accomplish her purposes? The final classification of the
text then is in terms of both function and strategy: what was done and how

was it done?

Figure 2 shows the' three discourse functions found in the sample,

together with their parallel strategies. Although each strategy appears
to"belong to"a particular function, the strategies are separable from the

functions, not merely by analysis but also in practice. "What to do?"

. and "How to do it?" are genuinely discreet questions which a writer may

choose to consider separately during composing. On the other hand, some
traditionaf‘discourse schemes strongly associate a particular strategy
with.a given function, so that a writer in choosing to create a text
according to that scheme makes his function and strategy choice in one
stroke; certainly, if he wishes to teli a story, he seems bound to use
a narrative strategy. Yet he wmight also separate narrative strategy

instead
from its usual function and use it/to reveal an entity or to express an

idea.

14
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The separability of function and strategy becomes clearer as one
contrasts the descriptions of the functions, which are organic, pertaining
to the whb]e,text, with the descriptions of the strategies, which are
analytic, pe;taining to the nature and arrangement of the parts.

To identify how the text functions as a whole, the reader assesses
his own response: what is he left hith? For discourse function Type I,
the entire text appears to‘have no other function than to "tell a story;"
thet js, to dramatize an event or sequence of acts/events that occurred
in a single time frame. A changé of sume sort occurred over time, and this
dange ig the focus of the discourse. In discourse function Type II, the
text functions to reveal the nature of an entity‘(person, object, place, etc.)
which retains its identity and essential properties over time, For discourse

function Type III, the text reveals or expresses an idea or relationship,

an abstraction from concrete events and entities (beyond the linguistic
abstractions which merely serve to name them), a logical, analogical, or
tautological construct that exjsts not in time but in mind. The sahe
real world events can provide the given material for texts that function
entirely differently. The role of Winston Churchill in World War II
could be dramatized as pure story, the events related in a narr;tiyg‘ o
sequence as entertainfng and otherwise unedifying as any suspense tale;

or the story could be told as a portrait of the man--rather,a personal
history, with its emphasis on the hero's character, could be made from the
same events. Finally, many sorts of analyses of the events in which Churchill
figured could be made in support of a variety of asserticns about cause

and effect, the nature of war, the_potent1a1 of one individua]'for historic

impact, etc., creating Function III discourse about ideas or the meanings

and interpretations of events or evaiuations of psople and things.
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To some extent these differences in function appear at first to bg
simply a matter of choice of strategy: narrative, descriptive, or commentary.
In fact, the strategies listed here are so widely used to express their
parallel functions that a departure from congention is noteworthy, in .ome

cases creating a distinct genre, in other cases a failed piece of writing.

It is no yonder then that strategy and function have so often been combined

or confused by theorists who sough£ a single basis on which to classify texts,
» or that theorists who classified according to function assumed that strategy

naturally followed. This confusion may have resulted in part not only from

similarities in the terms used to describe function and strategy, but from

the use of the same terms to describe both whole strategies and individual

propositidns.

An adequate definition of strategy; or choice of text design, must
distinguish between core propositions, forming the spine of the text, and other
statements which elaborate, extend, provide background for these core
p ropositions. Linguists have made this distinction for narratives or stories
(Labov and Walletsky, 19 66, Hopper, 1977); here I have extended it to ‘other
discoursé’types. I have often been disconcerted by ef%drts to describe texts
as narrat%vexsrggéscriptivég;ggébmmentary when I could find in almost every

text a lavish sampling of all these kinds of writing. A second glance at

most texts further reveais that the differences between them 1ie not
merely in relative numbers of one kind of proposition or another. Rather,
the key to text design strategies seems to lie in the relations of

these different kinds of elements to one another,

Figure 3 shows how a strategy can be igentified by reference to which

kind of propositions form the core of the text. In narrative strategy,

Insert Figure

------------- - D e o
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for instancet the core propositions, forming the spine of the text, are a
seriec of statements, likes "X happened;" "X is happening;" or "X happens;"
the latter (simple present tense) occuring only when it is clearly historical
present, not habitual aspect:

Historical Present: Habitual Aspect

(reference to one particular (reference_to a general, often
occurrence) . repeated occurrence)

"The footsteps approach my door, I ' "For breakfast, I eat more
fix my eyes on the handle of the door, than at any other meal of ‘the
—the gun steady i my hand,—As ‘the door day. I-drink-at—teast 8 oz,
opens, I shoot, A body crumples #o0 its ) orange juice, and another 8 oz.
knees then topples into the-room, With milk, down 6 pancakes, 4 eggs,
slowly dawning horror, I realize that I and finish up with toast or
have shot my husband..." hash browns; with cheese and

melon in season,"

Although there may be flashbacks. or background description and commentary,

.the E statements at the core mirror the order of events as they occurred in

., real time, forming what Hopper (1980) calls the "foreground" of the narrative,

with D and C statements providing "backgrounding."

E statements require transitive or intransitive verbs, S tatements based
on predicates which include linking verbs, the verb to be, or adverbs which
indicate habitual aspect ("X usually is...;" "X sometimes does...;" "X used
to happen;" "X would go and come..." (modal marks aspect in past tense)) are
descriptive or D statements, These propositions appear as background in
marration, but can be used to form the spine~of a text, in which case the
text strategy may be called descriptive. Note that these statements may be
arranged to reflect a chrohological sequence of events without creating a
narrative text strategy: "Every day‘I get up, comb my hair, brush my teeth,
yell at my little brother. té make the beds, grab a bite from the Tridge,
and race off to the soccer field, Once there, I..." They may also be arranged
to reflect spatial ofderings in rea]ity: Finally, they may be arranged

associationally, mirroring the writer's thought processes and bouncing from

one idea to another with connections visible only to the writer, or focally,

17
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grouped according to some key aspect of the entity being described, (See
Freedman and Pringle, 1982.) The term "entity" is used loosely here:

such abstractions as "my summer vacation" may be treated as entities having
consistent .and identifiable characteristics, and may be written about using
a descriptive-strategy by presenting "a typical day in the course of..."
It is a question in determining function, not strategy, to wonder just how‘

abstract the subJect of the piece is: when does summer vacation cease to

function as an entityto be described and begin to. function as an 1dea to

be explored? Yet it is strategy that most often provides the answer to
that question. thb arrangement -of propos1t1 - determining that a writer

has crossed the 11ne between description and commentary.

In Type Q strategy, common to exposition and argument, C propositions,
or commentary,form the core of the text. E and D statgments may appear in
large numbers, with several E statements strung together to form a mini-narra-
tive, but in all cases descriptive or narrative propositions will be sub-
ordinate to .e C statements which they support, demonstrate, elaborate, define,
etc. In addition, Ehere ma&~be~c statements~whiéh are subordinate to the
core.propositions, that chain of assertions which provides the maié thrust of
the text. The core proposi%ions can be arranged associétioha]]y or fccally,
as in Strategy B (description), or they can be arranged hierarchically,
according to their logical relations. The assertions do not have chronological
or spatial connections to one another, though they may be arranged to comment
on chronclogical progressions and so appear chronologically ordered.

C statements are recognized in several ways: 1) the verb is marked by
a modal: "X should, would, could, might, will happen...;" 2) the verb is. marked

by a negative: "X never does...;" "X did not happen.. ;" 3) the main propos1t1on

is imbedded as a noun clause of 1nd1rect quotation: "(Writer/x) be]1eves thinks,

w
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feels, wishes, hopes ;pat..o;"‘or with a qualifying expletive: "It seems
that...;" "It is clear that..:" 3) relationships of causali*y, comparison,
opposition are expressed either-through predication within 2 clause: ‘

"X is 1ikeses" "X is caused byss;" "X causesse;"or by coordinating or \\\\
subordinating conjunctions and introductory adverbs relating two clauses: “\\\
”if~x, then Y..:" "Because X, then Ys.i“'“Either X or Y..;" "Not X, but Y..3"

"X_is_not.true; rather, Y happened;* _4)._the predicate_defines and-classifies—

the subject with relation to other things: "X 1s a kind of..:" "X is one of
two kinds of..:" 5) the verb structure is 1ike that of narration or description
("X is/was;" "X does/did ") but X represents an absfract‘subject: either

a non-count noun ("money;" "water”), a hypotketical construct (“democracy;®.

. “competence“)}la fe;11ng state or emotion ("love;" “"anxiety"), a nominalized
verb (“registr §1on;“ *confusfon;* “obfuscatior;" 'segrégation'), or a noun

that has generic rather than specific reference, as shown by context:

eneric,neferéht: specific referent:
"Ae. in America today 1s in “The family down the block is in
danger of ext1hct19n.“ . danger of bankruptcy.”
» "(The)people who believe that kind of "The people (who are) climbing into
propaganda are uneducated,® the 1ifeboats are unafraid."

A
"

Two kinds of dé&eIOpment are involved as a writer masters these text

e ey ¥

design strategies: the acquisition of a new strategy, increasing the range

of choices available to the writer; and the progression from novice to

expert within one strategy. Both kinds of dévelopment almost certainly involve
transition stages during which a writer may produce a text that is difficult

to classify, or that is successful in neither one way nor another, representing
only partial mastery of a text grammar. Figuring out where a student is on

the road Fb,full mastery of téxt design'strategies is further complicated by

the existence of sub-classes of each of the three strategies, as well as the

possibility of de!iberaie mixes of strategy to accomplish certain ends.
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Figure 4 represents possible lines. of development and acquisition for
the three strategies described, and places these jn the larger context of
N “Bzhé;_digédufggwgi;ategiég not classified in this 1imited typology of student
text types. The diagram distinguishes among three classes of strategies--
pre-schema, open-schema, and closed-schema, which are probably acquired in
that order by the language user in our culture. ﬁ;e-schema stritegies are
—-——--—’*-———-ﬁost‘tbmpxribTé“ta‘B?Tttaﬁ*s"ékﬁfé§§TVé*WFTt ng," relatively idiosyncratic
struéturing‘of discourse ref1ecting the wrtter/speaker:s own flow of thought
. or "inner spggqh,'requiring 1ittle or no pre-planning, allowing the sender

merely to think aloud or|“compose at the ipoint of utterance.” (Britton, 1975.)

I coined the term "pre-schema” to help understand papers in tﬁe sample that

seemed stratég&-1ess. On reflecting, I realized that following oée'é thought
45 1tself a coﬁposing strategy, but one which does not recognize and use .

discourse schemas conventionalized in other people's discourse, To some

extent, of course, what I have callad pre-scﬁema strategies have -

_‘ﬁ_m_become cpnventiona1ized. as fiction writers, particularly, present

characters who narrate in their own voices. This kind of artful artlessness
in the hands oflsk111ed writers mimics the natural means of expression of

writers/speakers who are not able or do not choose_to_adopt.the strategies — ————

o IEETORRE s

developed §pec1f1cg11y to serve the needs of closed-schema discourse, In
the student papers, it was generally easy to distinguish between spontaneous
pre-schema strategies, usually appcaring as rudihentary ruminations on -

strongly expository topics, and sinulated pre-schema strategies in which

a narrator other than the writer introduces him/herself before engaging in
a self-exploratory interior monologue, a popular solution to the 1974 and

1975 topics about being someone or something other than yourself.
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The’open-scpema strategies represeﬁted in Figure 4 were posited to

account for another group of student papers (as well as Titerary prototypes)

not classifiable as bg1gﬁ9ﬂng to any of the cTosedéschema strategies. The

distinction Between open and closed discourse schemas is made by Bereiter

P

& Scardamalia (19?9) and others as an alternative to distinctions made
between oral and written discourse. Typically oral speech occurs in open

‘ schemas, where one does not'structure the discourse alone but is aided by

conversational partners. Bereiter and Scardamalia poiﬁt out that one of

the dtfficu1t1e; fof children 1earn1ngvto write is the problem of "going it
alone,” or creating monologues as opposed to dialogues. Bst not all oral
speech 1s dialogue--as witness speeches or lengthy oral narratives; and not
all written speech is monologue--consider acfive correspondences or note-
passing in the classroom. C1osgd-scﬁem&s, discourses not deperdert on
1nterrupt19ns and interactions, have features in common whether they
invoive oral or written'mgdium§~that distinguish tﬁem from open-schemas,

which have their own features, present for both oral and written speech.

Nonetheless, it is probably true that we learn open-screma strategfes f1rst

because we learn oral speech first in its most common form, the cra1 dyad,

Only later do we learn to. makeﬂmono1ogues——these~becom1ng“ihcréi%?ﬁdTy

decontextualized or 1ndependent of shared speaker/listener context for their
1nterpretation as we master the c1osed-schema struategies for supplying
. context within text.
\ . Like pre-schema strategies, the open-schema strategies may be real,
" as wh;n\{ write a real letter I intend to mail, or éimuiated, as when a writer
tells a story.in a letter or series of letters. The short story anthp1ogy

Points of View iﬂoffett & Mtn:E1her.|y,\19 66) containing examples of sjmuhited

pre-schema discoursé\(”interior mon§1oghe“ and journal entries) and opén-schema

(*dramatic monologue* and letters), was widely used in English composition

¥



classes at Drake during the assessment years, a fact which may account for »

the appearance of these simulated open-schemas in the sample. In most cases,
the elements of open-schema strategies (especially phatic comments ,aimed
at establishing a relationship between reader and writer rather than at
communicating content: "HI! How have you been?” "Well, you'rée not going to
believe this." ™I know you'l} think I'm crazy.” ) are used to frame clear
whole pieces of discourse using easily classified closed-schema strategies,
in which case the writing was classified using the'typology. In some cases,
however, the student created such a strong sense that writer and reader were
mgaged in a dyad that the closed-schema typology _cou’i‘d not apply--the papers
belonged on another map. -

In drawing the Vines of development for Figure 4, I have attempted to
show that expert use of any strategy is as‘cognitively advanced as expert use
of any‘other strategy, and that writers may reach expert status for different
strategies in almost any arder. maybe becoming expert in only one strategy
while remaining novice at al] others, The direction of development from
left to right across the -chart is meant to suggest the likely order of
1n1tia11y_acquiring~the different strategies. given schooting in our society;a””
and perhaps given the nature of cognitive development andntne cognitive demands
of the respective strategies, For instance, some aspects of commentative
strategy-appear to rely on a student's having entered Piaget‘s stage ofi
"formal operations,” Moffet‘(1968) describes the same direction of development,
saying that young children write sustained concrete discourse (stories) with
an- occasional abstraction, and that only older children appear able to write
sustained abstract discourse. learning to imbed the concrete references.

I anticipate a problem for evaluators when faced with the texts of

children who are in transition between the points represented on the chart:

oy
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either because-they are attempting to 1m1tafe a strategy they do not-
fu11y'own, having just begun ;o Tearn it §n school 6r having encountered
it in reading, 2nd do not yet have need of; not understanding the funétion
for which the strapegy was. developed; or because they have'encountered a
neQ function-<for instance, the need to eXpres§ an idea--which their
current strategy seems 1}adequa;e td deal with, This latter dilemma may
drive a writer back into preégchenn‘ktrategy“tn a search for a language

adequate to the new challenge, For evaluators concerned with documenting
. ) . ’ ¢ o~
growth using improved scores on writing tests the problem is compounded

when a student develops a high level of eipertise in using one strategy, -
which he uses successfully in earlfier writing, but later attempts to use
another strateﬁ} at which he is a novice.

The writer has at least two other kinds of discourse options not )
represented in Figures 2-4, both ‘of which may represent more cbgnitivgl}»

complex_task constructions than so far described because they involve . .- - —

7,re:combining~e1ementS”of”fUﬁéfTﬁﬁﬁihdmgffuéturé_1n Tess obvious ways.

The first, already mentioned, are the cross-combinations of function and

" strategy made possible by separating these two aspects ?f composing,

A peculiar feature of the typology is that cross-combinations of function
and strategy appear to be uni-directional: that is, more concrete strategies
can be used to realize more abstract functions. but more abstract strategies
cannot be used to realize more concrete functions, Figure 2 divides the
discourse schemas that result from combinations of function and strategy into

primary and secondary discohrsa types and provides the combining rule., It

~will be obvious to most readers thit, while Function I 1s bbund to narrative

strategy, narrative strategy is not Ifmited to the function of telling a story:

a reader may complete a narrative realizing he has been preached to--that what was
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at stake was an idea, not a set of evehts, a plot, a character. The possibility
. of using narrative to do more than tell a story may be at the hegrt of the

difference between good second-rank entertainméni novels in various

genre and novels th&t compete~as gerious literature, This has nothing to do

with what "lasts." Some’good stories will last just because they are good:

stories. Other wo:ks will last because of something they reveal about the

human condition.:rather than because of a suspenseful plot and fast action. ]
One -may argue, of course, that really éood Titerature functiops both

v

as good story and as vehicle for an idea, which argument introduces the second
kind of re-combining of elements in more -complex task constructfons,

I have found in the sample, as in the real world of adult writing,
clearly distinct types of wrjtfng which seem to me to Be best described
as combining two functions,'ahd/or two or more strategies., These mixes

are not necessarily "mixed-up"; although__ _ inexperienced writers seem to

__ lose track of function or shift strategy mid-way, producing mixed=up pieces, —— - — -

better writérs seem able in many cases, to produce controlled combinations
’ ‘ “

+

q identifiable as discourse schemes distinct from any of the pure types.

Some examples will clarify the possible pérmutations of the system:

I Function: teli a story; with Stfatgy A: narratjve: Oﬁe student
wrote about the adventures of "Freddy the Fish" in respon%e to the '75 topic;
a picaresque tale with no apparent point, and no attempt to reveal why the i
writer might have wanted to share this particular 1ife., Another student

wrote what might have been a good episode for "Mission Impossible." Both

used narrative strategy to tell a story, nothing more,

I-111 Function: teii a story and reveal an idea; with Strategy A:

narrat{ve. A remarkable short story captures the moment of truth in the
life of a young terrorist, who, feeling conscience-stricken in the act of

setting charges to blow up a bridge, likens himself to the carnivores, who
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by preying on deer and elk thin the herd‘and keep it hea]t?y. This came‘
in response to the 1974 topic, "choose to be something other than a
human being":the student explores in his story the problem of why anyonel

might choose to be, or to see himself as, other than human, \ !

I-11I Function: tell a story.and reveal an idea; with Strategy A-C:

narrative and commentary. This class of writing is familiar as the

autobiographica]‘essay, or reminiscence, memoir, etc. which has before

been inadeguately characterﬁzed and confusingly classified by systems

wﬁich dist%ngd%shed narrativelfrom expository &riting apd then had to
decide where these pieces belonged. This kind of writing is widely featured

in popular magazines, essay anthologies for: Freshman composition courses,

and as classroom assignments, from the first time”a teacher says, "Write
about your_ summer vacation," Unlike good story-telling which requires that the

commentary serve the narration , or good exposition, which requires that

" narration be subordinated to commentary, the personal experience essay

requires a balance of both strategies. It is organized and functions as

“a story, but it is the story of an idea--a realization, a discovery, an

hsight the writer had as a result of a series of events. The discussion of
the ideas~~what I understood before, what I understand now--is as important
as the relating of events, but is itself couched in a{narrative, or at least
a chronological framework. In ah effectively fused piece, a reader might
find if difficult on concluding to decide whether she had just read an essay

or a short story--simply because both those terms must be used so Toosely to

" apply to t?is kind of contemplative autobiography.

111 Function: reveal an idea; with Strategy C. This kind of text was

_common in response to the 1976 topic, Hﬁtura]fy, and represents traditional

notions of formal argument or exposition. A thesis is set forth, and is

followed by a series of commentary propositions, wi*h any descriptive or




"23" . N °

N
. .
. .
.
o ' ’

. ~

f .
T
‘ . N . . s
. . -
. .

*
. e e

narrative material introduced as elaboration or -support, a kind of

backgrounding for: these core comments which méke'up the writer's argument.

\ III Function: express an idea; with Strategy A. There was only one

clear case of this in the sample, but prototypes‘in 1iterature would' include
horality tales and allagories, where the'éoncrite events in the story
represent what are bel1eved to be general truthss not real occurrences,
Combinations of Function II and Strategy B w1th other functions and

. Strategies will be fully described in the report on the Drake data, At first
count after codlng, it appears that the typology was able to account for
better than 90% of papers in.the sample, with the other 10% falling into
pre-schema or open-schema categories. The primary types, with matched
‘function and strategy, appeared to bo margihally preferred solutions for

every topic/year, although which primary type ;as preferred sometimes d1ffered
within topic,-depending on grade level. Almost every kind of mix listed in
Figure 2 as. possible was included 1n;the*3ample,'w1th some mixes causing more |
trouble ln qodlng_than others, No attempt was made in the early stages of
codihg to distiﬁguish between "mlxed-upé’papersland apparently controlled
conlhinations; it is expected that different kinds of mixes can be‘coded in
.the future to provlde‘additilnal information about a writer's level of control.

over his or her chosen strategy or discourse type.

CHOOSING A STRATEGY

In some cases, the success of‘a piece of writing in which a concrete
_Strategy fulfills an abstract function may be accidental, That 15; the writer
may be unaware of the rich and complex meanings readers are able to infer from
. his textlg’ln the Drake sample, however, successful crossing of stirategy and
S:J f&hctlon are generally regarded as intentional and are seen to represent a
} highly complex task construction, available only to more experienced composers,

{ . ;-




Similarly, a successful mix of two’ functions or two strategles tends to
s resﬁlt in a‘text that is recognizably 1ike a prototype in adult prose, so that

the writer can be credited with having attempted a more compiex task, the

" creation of a secondqny discourse type. But when one of these conventional
inds of mix is not in evidence, it is not clear whether the writer was
.attempting suchw;“h{x or was merely shifting ground, attempting to cope with
topic constraints she fe[t were conflicting, or to cover weakneﬁsés in her

om repetoire of strategies.

Empirical research is needed ‘to help discover why a student construes a
task as he does: what 1s the range of options he thinks he has? How does ne
want his text to function and why did he set:that goal? What strategies will
‘he choose to reach 61§'goa1? Is he an oldtimer or’z newcomer to his chosen

tr. sErategy?‘ What awarenesse;,of'text grammar appear to influence his whole
text planning or his sentence level planhiﬁg?_ How is the onset of text
level planning related fto 1hcreasing¥gwareness of discourse schemas? The
discourse typology, ref?ned and clarified, may be of some Q§€ in exploring
these questions, questio;s which may help us discover why and how students
‘ change the difficulty of what they attempt, even when a tester may intend’
task demands to be paréllel. These questions may also help us definé task
complexity 1nﬂgéﬂ ways, allowing more precise evaluation of-changes or growth

in composing ability.

1

:3 While discourse functions may be recognizea on a deep, fairly unconscious
level,-I belfeve that strategies can te made conscious, learned deliberately,
and applied seléctive!y. On the other hand, experience with writers 1ike those
in the sample suggests t;at ;tudénts; in se]ecting a strategy, are genérally
working from a confusing érray of 1nst1nsts and inhibitions which have Iittle.

to do with the appropria&eness of the strategy to the desired function.




Table 2 outlines some factors I think may influence a student's choice
of strategy, whether pre-schema or schema-based. Futdre research will
determine whether these are real and how they may operate for given students.

I may assert, logically, however, that availability is absolutely determining.

A writer cannot use a strategy which is not available to him., Given the
availability of more than one schema-based strategy, together with the
universal availability of the strategy I call pre-schema, aﬁy or all of the ’
remaining factors may come into play in any combination. I suspect that some
~ of these create conflicts for the writer and that keeping these factors %n
| mind will help resexrchers understand papers whose task constructions are
not easily classifiable by the typology.
' It 1s premature to judge how well this typology will assist efforts
to define task complexity in writing or to‘assess a student writer's level
of development on the basis of texts produced for evaluation. So far,
informal sharing with teachers of composition suggestshthat the typology
can have a clarifying effect of distinguishing among types of writing tasks
set by or for students and can help teachers identify some of the strategies
students may have only partially mastéred or my be moving between, A
teacher of high school juniors identified two kinds of teit typical of
students in intermediate stages between mastery of narrative and mastery of
commentative strategy, She submitted these two samples:

Assignment: It is said that we learn best from our mistakes. Agree
or disagres, drawing on examples from your own experience.

Stage One,.student responte: "It {s said that we learn best from our
mistakes, I know of one time when I learned an important
lesson by doing something stupid. I was twelve at the time...
{narrates event: four pages of 1ively story-telling.)

.es]1 thought my mother was paranoid, but now I know I'11
be telling my kids, "You shouldn't trust strangers.”
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Stage Two, student response: “It {is said that we learn best from
our mistakes. That is probably true because until_we make a
mistake we don't have any reason to want to know something,
I have learned a lot of things by making mistakes, and most
of these have stayed with me more than the things I learned
by studying courses in school or reading or 1istening to what
my parents or other people told me.. Maybe those things stuck
in my mind becduse 1t's so humiliating to make a mistake,
You can't forget the embarrassment, and you'd rather risk death
than risk that again,
“It's good to remember that our mistakes teach us something
and that we don't have to be ashamed to do something wrong,
especially when we didn't know any better, That is how we .
learn. Being afraid of making mistakes can keep you from : ’
learning.”

The first student 1s still largely committed to narrative strategy: -
her introduction and conclusion are concessions-to the expository nature '
of the prompt, but they are minimal, interfering as\litt1e as possible with
the story. Studerts less aware of essay requirements often fgnore even
these concessions, beginning, "It happened when I was twelve...
or, “One time; when I was twelve, ..." A teach;r wanting to lead a stage
one writer further into the 1angﬁage of ideas might ask the student
simply to expand the commentary of the opening and/or the closing, or to
write a se.cond narratjlve of another time when she iearngd ffom a mistake,
then to write a paraé?%ph:comparing or contrasting the two experiences, d-awing
some conciusions about how 6r why people learn from mistakes,

The second student has ful?y Epgndoned narrative strategy, with a common
result: he is able to produce onlyffﬁo paragraphs. These paragraphs are
rich in insights worth exploring in an essay. Further, they present a

paradox which will require more thinking by the student if he {s to untangle
it: thé‘fi?it“pirlgrlph—suggests~that-heingaaiéaid;nffmakina mistakes, or

being ashamed, is why we learn from our mistakes; the second suggests that

being afraid of mking mistakes may keep us from léarning, Two good ideas;
the pa:adox fs only apparent, But the paradox is apparent, rather than hidden,

) 29
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because the student risked talkiné/about ideas, struggling to make explicit

understandings whiéh were only intuitive before, The struggle {s essential

{f the student is to acquire that all-purpose academic discourse schemas

Function II1I, Strategy C, expresgﬁng an idea using commentary as the core

of the text, working out the logical relations between the parts of the idea,

But the stage two student {s often greeted with such negative evaluatjons

he may be excused for wanting to retreat to the old successes of stage one

or even pure narrative. “This 1s too short. You contradict ysurself,

You don't have a single conrete example from your own experience. You shift

points of view, from first to second person; and what fs this? the royal ‘we‘?"

As the §tuQent says, "Being afraid of making mistakes can keep you from '

learniné.“ T
Neither qf these essays would receive a top score during a holistic

ﬁssessment in which at least some students munaged to produce Strategy C

essays of better than noQice quality, essays which included a full range

of propositions from abstract to concrete, with concrete description or
narration carefully attached to commentary statements, which in turn were
arranged to form a‘boherent core argument. But it is highly iikely that
raters would prefer the stage one paper with its expert use of narrative
strategy to the stage two paper of the novice commentator with 1ts all too
evident flaws. No provision could be made for recording that the stage two

writer may have moved closer to the goal than the stage one writer if one

compared their respective task constructions.

_ Much greater clarification of discourse features, and of the rqyi

played by text level expectations of both writers and readers, seems needed
before 1t will be possible meaningfully to measure improvement in composing

abilities.

30
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1 The papers in the sample were pooled across all topics, all years, in
a single holistic scoring, to obtain scores that allowed comparison of
all papers according to a general impression of quality. Details of
this scoring will be available in the final report on this research,.
from the NIE Writing Assessment Project, Marcia Farr, NIE Project Officer,
Reading and Language Studies, Grant No. NIE-G-80-0034, c/o the Bay Area
Writing Project, University of California, Berkeley. Working title:
Technical Report No. 5, The Drake Londitudinal Study.

2 1t is important not to confuse task complexity with text complexity.
Joe WiTliams makes this critical distinction (1979), pointing out that
very complex cognitive activity may be required to produce a text that
is simple and direct from the reader's point of view, while a very
complex text may be produced by the simple expedient of transcribing
thoughts as they occur to the writer. ]

3 Kinneavy (1979) describes the aims of discourse in a volume which
exhaustively analyzes examples of each type, attempting to establish
stylistic features these.texts have in common, while reserving his
“discussion of the "modes" of discourse to a later volume, not yet
printed. It is with some hesitation that I offer yet another discourse
classification, rather than waiting for his definitive second work,
but I find his system useless for the student sample in question, as
well as inadequate to account for many text types I have encountered
in adult letters, both in and out of academia. The separability of
function and strategy suggests the need to classify each text on both

— —¢ounts—in-order—to-describe_its.essential differences from other

texts, rather than first classifying all texts according, to function

or aim, as Kinneavy appears to do, reserving til later an attempt to
descripe their modes. As can be seen in the application of my typology,
Function A in combination with Strategy A results in a very different
kind of text from a text which combines Function C with Strategy A,

and this difference establishes a different class of text rather than
one being a sub-species of the other.
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Table 1

Topics Used in Six Years of Drake Writing Assessment

Write about an event you wish you had witnessed or could witness. The event
can be real or imagined; the time of the event can be past, present or - '
future. Make it clear why the event is significant to you. You may write

a journal entry, letter, dialogue, monologue,-essay, story, autobiography,
or other form.

If you, had to choose to be something other than a human being, what plant or
animal or other form would you choose? In your writing, give your reader some .
idea of what you think it would be like to be that form, and of why you chose
it. You may do this writing as a journal entry, a letter, a dialogue, a story,
an -autobiography, an essay, a poem, etc.

If you could change places with someone else, who would it be? The person you -
write about can be living, dead, drawn from past or present, from books, films,

etc., or from your .own imagination. In your writing give your reader some

jdea of what it would be like to.be that person, and of why that life appeals

to you. You may do this writing as a journal entry, character sketch,

dialogue, letter, story, autobiographical essay, argument, poem, Or other form.

Not all inventions have been good for all humanity. Name one invention we
would be better off without, and make it clear why. You may do this writing
as an essay, .journal, letter? story, or other form.

' .
Imagine that a small group of people will be sent to colonize a new planet.

o

Food, Clothing, shelter and transportation have been proviged for. ~You -~ ==~

are among those asked to select a few additional things to be sent along
in the limited space available in the ship. What one item would you
recommend, and why? You may write your recommendation in the form of a
story, a dialogue, a letter, a speech, an essay or other form.

Write about some way in which your life has been, or might be influenced.
You might write about the influence of another person, a book or film,

an idea, or an event such as a triumph or defeat, or a sudden gain or loss.
Make it clear just what or who influenced you, and what the effect was upon
you, or what the effect could be upon you. You may do this writing as

a journal entry, character sketch, dialogue, letter, story, autobiographical
essay, or other form.
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Table 2. CHOOSING A STRATEGY

A 1ist of factors which may determine or affect a student's
chofce of strategy, whether pre-schema or schema-based.

- . R

1. AVAILABILITY. (Which strategies does the studeht have in repetofre?)
. 2. PREFERENCE. (Does the student prefer some strategies because of
) familiarity, facility, regardless of purpose or context
¢ of the writing task?)

3. APPROPRIATENESS TO CONTEXT. (Does the student have ideas about what strategies
are appropriate to writing tests, regardless of topic,
or the: importance of appiying recently learned strategies
to demonstrate mastery, regardless of their naturalness for
a given purpose or assignment?)

4. APPROPRIATENESS TO GIVEN TASK. (Certain topics suggest explicitly, or tend to
. elicit cértain strategies, by eliciting certain purposes
T which are most easily accompiished with matching strategies,
e.g., tell a story is only accomplished by narrative.)

5. APPROPRIATENESS TO WRITER'S CHOSEN PURPOSE. (If writer chooses a purpose other
. . than the obvious one suggested by ‘the topic, he may choose
a strategy appropriate to his own purpose rather than one

appropriate to the expected purpose suggested by the topic )

6. IDIOSYNTRATIC OR HIGHER GRDER CRITERIA. (The writer may have personal
- criteria, such as wishing.to be novel or unusual, which

may influence him to choose an uncommon solution:
for instance, deliberately mismatching purpose and
strategy because he does not wish to do the obvious, or )
because he bel{eves he can achieve his purpose more — — - ___
effectively, perceiving a complex interaction between form :
and functfon which will communicate mere than he might
should he use expected strategies for a given purpose.)

|
l




1973 1974 1975 1974 1977 1978
FRESHMAN ::'Cohort I lCOhOI't IT fohort IIT
3 KT 0 30 papers | 30 papers 30 papers
' [\ SR {2 30 ‘,-’_ "] L.".R.P
papers 30 T | W I
’ 1 {cohort 1 |} Cohort IT ||cohort 111
. e L Sl atndintionin,
~ - =3 .
SENIOR 30 papers. 30 papers 30 papers Cohort 1 H Cohort I1 Cohort III
, 30 30 30

. - -t F—
30 §tudents 30 students 30 students

Total 790 120 papers 120 papers 120 papers

Total papers= o~

Three longitudinal samples= 360 papers Conort I, ~Cohort II, Cohort III,
class of 76 class of T7

Supplementary sampling = 360

Figure 1.

ar-/-\

Sample Population

Class of 78

|
|
-
|
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y Figure 2. : ‘ ‘

A Discodfse Typology: describing the task constructions
found in student prose written in response to 6 prompts.

/I .

Discourse Function , Discourse Focus ~ Discourse Strategy
~I. . n" - - A. ‘
A ' - . ot
! TELL A STORY Change over Time narration
: L
]
Q
i
ol .
g :II‘ ) ‘ . Bo '
' REVEAL AN ENTITY 1 Identity over Time .. i¢déscription - ;
]
]
v
e}
Q
m L
S~
% ' )
a° I11. c.
) ©
- EXPRESS AN IDEA Relations beyond Time commentary
i X
. vl' - _ ’ ‘
i
- .

-

Discourse types , resulting from combinations of function and strategy |
found in the sample or in adult Titerature: N

" 1, Primary types, matched function/strategy: IA; IIB; IIIC,
2. Primary types, mixed function/strategy: IIA; * ; IIIA; IIIB.
3. Secondary types, matched function/strategy: I-I1I1I/A-C; I-II/A-B;
II-111/B-C. ' '
4, Secondary types, mixed function/strategy; I-1I/A; II/A-B; '
I-III/A; I-111/A-B; II-III/A; 1I-111/A-B; II-III/A-C; etc.*

*Combining rule (empirically derived) allows more concrete strategies
to sexve more abstract functions, but concrete functions cannot be ~
~ served by more abstract strategies: hence, Function I can only be

| : - realized-by Strategy A; Function II by strategies A and B (ideally);

and Functi&n 11 by any strategy, A, B, or C. By this rule there should
be no IB, or&IC (true, in fact); or II/C, or II-III/C (these latter occur.)
i
|

t

Q ) )
ERIC 2% @, C. Keech at AERA, 1982
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‘ Figure 3;
Proposition Jtructure of Three Discourse Strategies: s ‘ _
. ; .
- S )
. NARRATIVE . DESCRIPTION. COMMENTARY
- (c,) \_
E ',
1 . e
D Cinos N
| [ '\(ul) llﬂcz)etc. ' NG, ete. -
¢ £2 ‘ D ~ c ~ '
2 2
0 ) ‘ ‘\(02) etc. B ' l - NE\looooEa)etc ? Q
' 3\( \ey) . by - C3 '
[ ey |
E4 [ R(ElooooEq)Ftco | .
" D . N
l -4 . 4
etc. ' ) etc, ‘ ‘ etc,
A ] \ . *
- ‘ o
0 E = Event statements: "X happened.” "X is happening." "X didi.."
] &
D = Descriptive statements: "X is..." "X does..." "X happens,.." (habitual aspect . ’
and/or linkipg verbs in predicate; subject-of verb refers to
’ actual entit, or action treated as entity, not to hypothetjcal
construct.) . )
' C = Commentative statements: {assertion, interpretation, evaluation, classification, etc)
| "X should be,.." “X might be..." "X did not..." (modals, negatives)
| "X is caused by,.." "X causes..." "X can be classified as..." (relativeg
| , "X means..." "That X happened signifies..." (interpretations)
| , (Also. descriptiye statements 1ike "X is..." become commentative
@ ? when subject or subject complements are hypothetical constructs.)

Q' - (@ C. Keech, at AERA, 82




Fiqure 4, Hypothesized Chronology of the Acquisition
and Develupment of Writing Strategies.

-]

i
*r ’ strategies————

Engaged Pre-Schema = . ' > Simulated Pre-Schema Strategies
} Open-Schema Strategies: ‘ ﬁ \
?n\gaged Dyadic Strategies DSimilated’ Dyadic Strategies
( nov.i ce) \ (novice r¥{apprentice)=w ==sp(expert)

- ‘ (apifrentice) i\"$('expert)
\} Pre-~Schema : < '
| Strategies : - f
\CIose%-Schem Strategies:
l Karrative 3> Descriptive: : P> Commentative
| . o 1
. . (novice) (novice) - (novice) |
) ' : |
— i ¥ 4 . |
| i ) . | (apprentice)m = = = =h{expert) |
= (apprentice) s we we mat me wue e ﬁ———----'(expert) ‘

| B |

. »(a;;xentice)_--——‘-——-——ﬁ-—————'—————ﬁgxpert)

Al

-

mammmmedp hypothesized direction of development, between" schema types.
> hypothesized direction of devalopment within sehema types, (from C. Keech, AERA, New York, 1982.)
between strategy types /

e mmufy 10gically required direction of develﬁpment’within strategy, which may in actuality be |
broken by stops and reversals along the' way ] i
b /:
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