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| ABSTRACT
Inlrecenthreading and writing'researohv:one trend hash:
been to seek overarchlng cognltlve processes employed during
both acts of llteracy ThlS paper pOSltS three prev1ously
_unnotlced relatlonshlps between readlng and wr1t1ng*'1) the
formatlon of a thought world which is the cluster of 1deas
-and ass001atlons related to a partlcular llteracy event; 2)]
the establlshment of a progre331on of 1nterrelated ideas from
bthe thought world, and 3) the creatlon of 1ntersentence
cohesionfby'filling gaps. These connectlons, when taught
u51ng a pedagogy Wthh 1nterweaves readlng and wrltlng, can
develop our students’ metacognltlve abllltleS, i.e., their
abllltleS to consc1ously control thelr thlnklng‘ In thlS
paper, I wish to dlscuss these connectlons between readlng
and wrltlng,‘to_suggest and exempllfy a dlversevpedagogy
grounded-in'theSe COnnectiOns”and.geared toward developing
students’ metacognitive.flexibility, and to indicate how
metacognltlon can brldge the soc1al and cognltlve dlmen81ons

of llteracy
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INTRODUCTION

| Although readlng and wr1t1ng seemvto employ dlsparate o
vact1v1t1es, they share a number of w1de reachlng cognltlve‘f'
-processes that are essentlal to the productlon of meanlng
tAn examlnatlon of the scholarshlp of several |
1f1elds—-educat10n, llterary cr1t1c1sm, cognltlve psychology;‘t’
- and comp051tlon—-p01nts to connectlons between the cognltlvehr
‘processes of readlng and wr1t1ng Because the majorlty of |
research done 1n readlng takes place 1n educatlon, and
because the bulk of research done 1n wrltlng 1s conducted in
compos1tlon, scholars explorlng the 1nteract10n between
readlng and wrltlng can't afford to dlsregard one f1eld or
' the other. In addltlon, the exploratlon of cognltlve |
‘Hprocesses of both readlng and wrltlng broadens the scope of
research 1nto cognltlve psychology and reader response |
llterary crltlclsm.“Furthermore,ba mu1t1d1s01p11nary |
approach to llteracy compensates for blas that mlght creep
into an analy51s.of~read1ng and'wrltlng connectlons. SlnPQ,I 5
‘many researchers v1ew llteracy "w1th elther a readlng
‘Hperspectlve or a wrltlng perspectlve,"bthelr "ab111ty to'
jldlscern certaln klnds of connectlons or 1nteract10ns between_:’
the two processes" dlmlnlshes (Kucer 43) Certaln cognltlve |
"strategles used 1n both readlng and wr1t1ng materlallze from
pan exploratlon of llteracy u51ng a mu1t1d1501p11nary

'approach.g»



Three commonly shared cognltlve processes emerge from a
fuslon of llterary cr1t1c1sm, educatlon,'and compos1tlon |
research: | 3 o .v o

1 Formlng a thought-world' students combine prior
knowledge w1th new knowledge created durlng an act of
readlng or wr1t1ng to form a world of thought In other
words,‘meanlng makers (readers and wrlters) brlng to a text
bellefs, perspectlves, predllectlons, and assumptions thatV
have been shaped by 1nd1v1dual experlences w1th1n a culture.
'Moreover,:asfmeanlng makers encounter‘the text, further
: understandings and perceptions form; All of these together
comprise'afbody‘of thdught,

S2. Establishind'conqruitv: individuals'derive a

vprogress1on of 1nterrelated 1deas to establlsh congruity in
»thelr thought-world This compllcated process emerges as
- meaning makers leave the conflnes of thelr thought-world to
7commun1cate to others.‘They do so by ch0051ng and organlzlng
Wthh 1deas of thelr thought-world to relay 1n 11ght of
thelr goals for communicating and by plannlng ways to obtaln“
thesewgoals. | |

3. Maklng 1ntersentence connectlons' readers and
wrlters employ expectatlons and reflectlons in order to
'produce meaning from a set of sentences. Meanlng makers £ill
~the gaps of uncohesive sentences by notlclng when thelr

ant1c1patlons are frustrated by the text.



Qn¢e these commonly shared cognitive processes are taught,v
- students will berable'to'consciously control'theirvthinkiné
An examinatlon of the scholarship from a number of the ;
most proliflc knowledge producers in reading and writing
establishes these connectlons.-The work of education
Vspec1alists in readlng such as Brown .and Camplone, Tlerney
~and Pearson, and Garner highlights the cognitlve processes
of readers in all levels’of education; the researchyof»
’Flower and ﬁayes, anddBereiter{and"scardamalia;‘allfof“whom'
~are at the forefront. of cogn1t1ve process scholarshlp in
vcompos;tion, further p01nts to these connections, 1n
addition, scholars such as Kucer, Squire, and Tierney and
Pearson, who have extrapolated a number of cognitive |
l'processes that appear to be shared during both reading and
writing, supports the relationships under scrutiny Even
though many of these scholars have attempted to establish
connectlons-betweenpthe thought processes 1nvolved in
_reading»and'writing,vtheir researchvhas‘been:conductedv
»vthrough'either a readingtor'writing filterf(KuCer 43).
ﬁWritten from a perspectlve keenly sen51t1ve to both acts of
_literacy, thlS paper asserts a "more dynamlc relationsh1p>
between reading and wr1t1ng which ‘has [prev1ous1y] gone |
'unnoticed" (Kucer 43). Thisnresearch attempts:to develop
thoSe subtle'similarities‘betWeen the cognitive processes‘of_
. reading~and_writinghthat, in the end, offer instructors a -

means to teach metacognition.



‘The‘purpose of this‘researchp then; is}twofoid:vto
‘develop these connections hetWeen1COgnitivedreading and
wr1t1ng processes, and to exempllfy how meanlng makers
develop an awareness of thelr own meanlng maklng processes;
The flrst three chapters of this paper descrlbe how meanlng
makers move from a world of thought to a spec1f1c’

*representatlon of thelr thought to the most mlnute
'.hcognltlve processes 1nvolved in- meanlng maklng Chapter four

examlnes how meanlng makers, readers and wrlters, move 1nto

'1,a metacognltlve awareness of thelr readlng and wrltlng by

becomlng aware of the thought processes outllned in the

fflrst three sectlons. Each chapter 1ntroduces the cognltlve

. process to be dlscussed and- 1ncludes supportlng research

kfrom Wolfgang Iser, a reader-response llterary crltlc,
"research from cogn1t1v1sts worklng in educatlon, and
scholarshlp from cogn1t1v1sts studylng composltlon.
,Furthermore, w1th an eye toward produc1ng useful theorles,v

| each sectlon 1ncludes pedagoglcal appllcatlons for the
~~cogn1t1ve process dlscussed.‘The first sectlon con51ders how
‘readers and wrlters bulld worlds of thought prov1d1ng an

ﬂs:overall plcture of the meanlng maklng process."



o An'examinatio

7~'1n educatlon and

.ffreadlng,

“f;fthoughts._These new thoughts unlte w1th the1r old thoughtsgwﬁi

eha'teach them metacognltlon.bTo

fto create a complex scheme of‘1deas Wthh w111 be referred‘”rdd'

f"to as the thought-world W1th expllclt 1nstructlon, studentsfr}””

“Vbecome aware of thls body of‘cerebratlons. ThlS 1nstructlon_”‘:"'

‘s_W111 1n fact teach students o'cons1der the1r thlnklng,_ iV

héglh w1th the deflnltlon and ahf

dfunctlon of thought—worlds w111 be establlshed through an' }ffhu*

4‘a551m11atlon‘o~‘llterary Cﬁjt (1sm, educatlon, and




comp051tlon research and w1ll be followed by an exploratlon
of pos51ble teachlng appllcatlons for thlS theory.

. Meanlng makers form thought-worlds, complete bodles of
assoc1atlons and 1deas, when they 1nteract w1th a text Iser
'dlscusses "the gestalt" to exempllfy how the actlons of
ldreadlng blend to form the world of the readlng A "gestalt"v
of the text "1s not glven by the text 1tse1f 1t arlses-from.
the meetlng between the wrltten text and the 1nd1v1dua1 mlnd
'of the reader w1th 1ts own partlcular hlstory of experlence,
its own con501ousness, 1ts own outlook" (Iser 59) Since"
, readers come to a text w1th dlfferent 1nformatlon about the
:_world that 1s, background knowledge, they create unlque

'gestalts of the text When readers engage a. text the wordsy

:,of the text fuel thoughts, thus meanlng 1s created by the»v

71nteractlon of readers and prose. Every thought and feellng*_:f

assoc1ated w1th the text constltutes the readers' gestalts,
“or-thought—worlds, of the text. Iser s theory also states

that the products from the 1nteractlons between readers and'

'thelr texts depends upon their personalltles as well as the k”a

uwords on the page.v‘”

Readers form dlstlnct bodles of thought because thelr

‘:"ways of understandlng experlences are dlfferent. For
'example, one reader may f1nd Brett Ashley 1n Hemlngway.s The".

‘v,Sun Also Rlses strong, androgynous, and capable, stlll o

>nanother may see her as. understandlng, and self aware, yet

: another may f1nd her bltchy, selflsh and promlscuous.’



'Ind1v1duals approach readlng w1th the1r differlng
perspectlves,'and these perspectlves contribute to what Iser
callsathe gestalt. The characterlstlcs they understand Brett

to have depend:on the thought—world they built about Brett

Ashley. The readerS' perspectires are derived from their
bachground knoWledge brought to the text. Even though Iser's

description of the gestalt building process is vague and

abstract this idea of building a world of thought from any
literacy act, or act of readlng or wrltlng, is useful in |
describing arcommon cognitive process to both reading and
writing. |

Thought—world creatioh occurs in both reading and
writing; an idea supported by both cognitive reading theory
and cognitive writing theory.\James Squire, an education
researcher, asserts that background knowledge critically
influences the process of meaning making. In "Composing and‘

Comprehending: Two Sides of the Same Process" he postulates
"a critical factor‘in shaping the quality of both composing

and comprehending is the prior knowledge‘the pupil brings to

the reading and writing" (28); The readers' understanding of
the text depends upon their knowledge before encountering
the text at‘hand. Once readers encounter a text, the text is
then added to their future background knowledge. Squire

quotes studies by Rosenblatt (1976) and Richards (1929):
"the knowledge and attitudes that readers bring to a‘text

help determine the meaning that each derives from the text"



>(28). Whenever‘people'read a text, their knowledge of the
subject and the world emerges and adds to their-creation:of
a world of thought. Without’prior knowledge, readers lack

ldeveloped thought-worlds because they can't supplement the

| '_text as well.

Squire also:refersvtokAnderson;sL(1977), Pearson‘s
(1978)'and'Langerfs (l982)‘WOrkuinlcognitive:psYchology to
further demonstrate hls bellef in the. 1mportance of prior
knowledge in the llteracy acti These cogn1t1V1sts p051t that
"when linguistic aptitude is held constant, the reader's
schemata--the sum_total of his or her world-knowledge and
‘skill'in retrievinguthese attitudes and‘ideas——may7be thel
most,importantvvariable invdetermining the quality of
comprehension" (28)5 When reading a text '1iterary or
scholarly, the knowledge people brlng to the text about the
subject s1gn1f1cantly affects their understandlng of the
text, In order to develop_thought—worlds readers annex their
\prior'knowledge. | | | B

For example, when interacting with a psychology
textbook, those students who have background knowledge about
| psychology'will build a 1arger‘thought—world than those
students who muddle through the dlfflcult terminology of
psychology because they lack background knowledge.»v
Background knowledge alds students in elther a551m11at1ng or
_accommodatlng new 1nformatlon. When meanlng makers have

'~ prior knowledge, they~have networks of-thought 1nto Wthh:



they add a551m11ate, new 1nformatlon (Hoffman et al 39)
When students have never been 1ntroduced to the materlal to
' be learned they have no-. networks of thought into which the
1nformatlon can be placed In thlS case, they need to modlfy
'thelr ex1st1ng schemes of thought or accommodate the new
1nformatlon (Hoffman et al 39) Both a551m11atlon and
accommodatlon, notlons p051ted by Plaget occur when
e:students ‘have prlor knowledge w1th wh1ch to work If A
students who muddle through psychology texts could obtaln ni
- background knowledge, they would be able to engage the textn
}fmore fully In essence,bw1thout background knowledge, the
o constructlon of thought-worlds falters.iul. |
f Ind1v1duals who form thought-worlds also moblllze
’}baCkground knowledge, a notlon researched by the noted
feducatlon scholars, Tlerney and Pearson. Prlor knowledge lsi"“
R moblllzed in the readlng ofva text. "at just the rlght
moment [readers] access just the rlght knowledge structures
necessary to 1nterpret the text at hand 1n a way cons1stent7"
b,w1th [thelr] goals" (T1erney and Pearson 35) Readlng |
V demands 1nteractlon, 1nteractlon that requlres the readers
to create meanlng from the text by employlng thelr N o
abackground knowledge of the subject Knowledge moblllzatlonvv
1s essent1a1 to thought-world bulldlng because readers
attach the 1nformatlon gleaned from the text to 1nformatlon
they already have, thus g1v1ng them a way of 1ncorporat1ng

"fethe text 1nto thelr thlnklng



‘ Moreover, S. Kucer'shcompilation:of current‘cognitive"
‘research in readlng ‘and wr1t1ng embellishes the descrlptlon’
»ofgthought-worlds. In his flrst (of four) unlversals
.governing the cognitive ba51cs of reading and wrlting;vKucer'
states;thatﬁ"readers and writérs construct texthorld
‘meanings.through utilizing prior knowledge which they bring
to the_literacygeVent" (31). Every time meaning makers
encounter a tekt,‘theyibring to that experience all of their
previous‘knOWIedge.‘The fusing of the‘text and their own
- ideas creates what Kucer calls "text-world meanings," what
are also part of the thought-world of the text. Kucer's
research with schema, or the complicated framework of 1deas
that make up>1nd1v1duals',prev1ous experiences, shows that
every experienceiwith tekt "requires the language user to
-locate background knoWledgeiWhich'is relevant to the
communicative situation" 632).‘As&reader5»and writers
attempt to establish meaning, they‘must summon their own
knowledge of the’world; The more Knowledge called forth and
altered'by interaction with the text,‘the more the meaning
makers build the world of thought.

Prior knowledge plays a key role in readers forming a
thought—world, as.thisfsurvey of reading education research
shows.»Yet; the role of this knowledge in writing is not as
clearly labeled in cognitive writing theory. The vast amount
of research done by Flower and Hayes, the premiere

cognitivists in the field of composition, reveals what

10



' similarities exist. Flower and Hayes-speakbofma process
similar to that ofvthought-world building when they discuss
"generating.ﬁvDuring:thexmriting procesS)fgenerating occurs
when the writer calls forth hinformation:rel'evant‘to the
‘wrltlng tasks from long-term memory We assume that this
process derlves its flrst memory probe from 1nformatlon
about the topic and the audlence.presented ln the task

© environment" ("Identlfylng“‘13) At the initial encounter
with an ass1gnment wrlters retrleve all useful data
regardlng the task at hand World bulldlng, when wrltlng,
typically comes from idea generatlng technlqueS' free
writing, clustering and‘any,other types of "associative
reveries" (FloWer and HaYes; "Identifying" 13). These data
 trigger the retrieval of other data‘closely associated to
then. ThlS generatlng process lasts untll all the
connectlons are made, until wrlters have created the body of
~thought for thelr piece. While substant1a1 research in
.thought-WOrld buildingvfor writing_has.only recently begun,
it's safe to assume that prior knowledge of the audience,
topic, and‘writing community‘aid'the writers during this
process. The writer willibrainstorm, orbinstantiate schema,
~to gather'data»related to this subject; the total collectionv‘
of ideas comprises the thought-world. ThoughtFWOrlds help
wrlters discuss the topic thoroughly: the more thought
brought 1nto an as51gnment the more potentlal for thought

in the paper. Therefore, the goals and tasks of the literacy

11



event.inltiatehthoughts‘necessary for both readersfand E
writers to:build.arworld.of ideas. | |

The compilationhof these'studies suggests.two'”'wr
characteristics'of thought—worldsﬁ they are totally unique
to eyery individual, sincedevery‘person brings.yarious types
of.prior knowledge to'thelliteracy,act; and bodies of
thought as their name 1mp11es, are'cumbersome worlds of»all,
1deas and reactions connected to the text or topic. Theb |
first characterlstlc has>the charm of allowlng for,differingfl
‘interpretations of texts. No twoythoughtfworlds arebthev
,same.iThe secondhcharacteristic the~large territory and -

"nebulous boundarles of thought-worlds often make them o

- difficult to control Many tlmes students feel overwhelmed

" by the many 1deas they ve generated from readlng or for a‘
kp1ece of writing;- they experlence dlfflcultles trylng to
vdetermlne what 1nformat1on should go where; they feel as
though they've.oversStudled° thelr papersrgo off on
tangents. Slnce thought-world bulldlng has ‘been dellneated
as an overarchlng cognltlve process in both readlng and
wrltlng, teaching students the characterlstlcs of thlS,
process leads them to a metacognitive awareness of their‘OWn‘

thought-worlds.



PEDAGOGICAL' APPLICABILi_TY' OF THQUGHT-;WORLD‘ ‘B‘U]vILDINé:

Researchidone in both reading and Writing theory
suggest that the term thought-world applles well to the
actions of moblllzlng prlor knowledge and creatlng new
fknowledge durlng the 11teracy act Assumlng that the,h_
‘cognitive process of bulldlng a collectlon of thoughts |
belongs to acts of both readlng and wrltlng, students should
benefit from expllclt instruction regardlng how to create
metacognitive awarenessuof’thought-worlds. Whiie I'm working
on the assumption that metacognitive skills areyteachable, |
researchers including Flavell (1978),’Brown‘and Campione'.
(1983), and Garner (1987) have enjoyed some degree of
" success in teachlng.metacognltlon (Nlckerson et. al 294)
The evolution of-these.metacognitive strategies improves
with explicit‘instructions and guidance from the teacher. In
‘keeping with the extensive research stemmlng from Vygotsky =3
theory of zone of proximal development (e.g., Paris et al._
'1984; Hansen and Pearson_1983), prlmary, secondary and even
post secondary stUdents Who‘reCeived explicit methods,
iinstructions and guidance for metacognition deyeloped an -
ability to crltlcally read thelr own wr1t1ng and the wrltlng.
of others from a number of perspectlves Metacognltlve o
skllls that apply equally well to readlng and wrltlng have
: yet to be outlined. Using common processes establlshedvln

“this paper as a foundation,‘pedagOgies'emergeowhich;foster

13



,metacognitive’skills‘iniournstudents,vskills that apply well
to both readlng and wrltlng. |
Thought-worlds represent a large amount of thlnklng

3 engaged 1n durlng a literacy act of readlng or wr1t1ng. If
*ylnstructors explalned before a551gn1ng a readlng or wrltlngt
_task that students would each be creatlng thelr own world

of thoughts and feellngs durlng the a551gnment thenﬁthev
ilcontext would. be establlshed for thlnklng about the
scomponents of the world Students' thoughts are then
ObjeCtlfled enough to be analyzed ) | |

From,thls-polnt,‘teachers can offer_thevstudents four

pasic methods the’student can employ in analyzing their,OWn
.thought—worlds'dknowing when you:know,dknowing what you
~know, know1ng what you need to. know,'and know1ng the utlllty i
_of actlve 1nterventlon" (Brown, "Metacognltlve" 458-61) . |
»"Know1ng when you know," or reallzlng that you don't
'understand a text‘or a551gnment sounds relatlvely 51mple
(EroWn, "Metacognitiye"'458) Yet manyvstudents contlnue
reading and writingpregardless of whether or noﬁ-they‘
understand the text‘ Students routinely.muddle through
complex textbooks or wrltlng a551gnments w1thout
.acknowledglng that the 1nformatlon of the text is dlfflcult
and requlres spe01al attention. However, if expllclt :
instructions were glven to students to express when theyv
understand or don't understand then thelr attentlon would

be focused on thlS aspect of the1r world bulldlng..As soon

14



‘as students begln to th1nk about thelr understandlng,

metacomprehen51on, they begln to dlstance themselves thelr,

’.,thlnklng, they begln to objectlfy the1r thlnklng

Once they feel they don't understand students need to
p1np01nt exactly what they don't understand another
,seemlngly s1mple task of metacognltlon. ‘But the dlstance
‘between feellng confu51on and descrlblng what 1s cau51ngf
that confu51on can. be great Brown, although prlmarlly
worklng w1th the cognltlve processes of chlldren, admlts
that "under certaln condltlons even college students may
have dlfflculty estlmatlng that state of thelr own.
knowledge" ("Metacognltlve" 460) However, knowledge of the
thought-world 1n1t1ates the metacognltlve awareness
necessary to locate the source of befuddlement Instructors'
could 1nform students that once the students feel =
:bew11dered the students need to express what the source is.
Questlons such as,»"What words or phrases are»confusing
you?, Whattdon't you understand7 What-are’you trying to
write here'> and What's your goal° " w1ll lead students to
thlnk about what exactly they don't understand Students may
feel uncomfortable about thelr readlng or wrltlng, but may |
not have the motlvatlon ‘knowledge, or*strategy‘to identify
Zthe locatlon of thelr dlscomfort When students come to
1dent1fy what they don't know, they can proceed to assess
their bodles of thought and to locate what they need to know

to reduce thelr perplex1ty.

™



'When studentS'objectifyitheir thinkingrvthey can then
’ examlne thlS conglomeratlon of ideas . for p0551ble ways of '

"categorlzlng thelr 1nformat10n. Sophlstlcated meanlng makers

| n?"know that there are certain categorles of 1nformatlon

essentlal for them to complete a task effect1vely" (Brown
: 460) . That is, strong readers and wrlters are’ able to assess
,thelr knowledge and thlnklng to see. how new 1nformatlon
lneeds to be e1ther, agaln in Plagetlan terms, aCcommodated
‘or assimilated 1nto the1r current thought-world Know1ng
lwhat 1nformatlon needsfto be learned to complete a task

' enables students to effectiyely solve problems, problems
including.memorizing’tekts, reading texts‘critically, and
;completing,writing assignments. When students understand
their thoughtéworlds,‘theybcan»critique their own thinking
because they've distanced_themSelves from‘their thoughts:
‘theoretically, they should‘be able to correct areas in their
“thinking that lack necessary depth, orvthat remain unclear
to them. |

When‘students.assess worlds of.thought and‘find they're

incomplete, they’can'employ’strategies'to rectify the H
‘situation. Students who are cognlzant of thelr
thought—worlds, who know when, why, and what they need to
know, can couple this 1nformatlon w1th an effectlve strategy
to remedy their problem Students who need to memorize terms
and deflnltlons from texts can spend more time rehearsing

deflnltlons'and testing their knowledge. Students
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consc1ously control the1r bodles of thought read a text that
much more crltlcally because they're able to assess how the
v»new 1nformatlon coincides with old. For writers, self
awareness of generated thoughts helps them understand 1fv
they have enough background knowledge to adequately dlscuss
the tOplC at hand; they then gauge thelr research agalnst
therr’awareness. » | |

. While thoughteworld‘building'andlcritiquing are‘vital
mental act1v1t1es that have more appllcatlons than listed
~here, one problem arises in dec1d1ng the most efficient
‘ method for teachlng studentsvtolengage_ln this act1v1ty.
Perhaps the best method forrteaching these'metacognitive '
© skills réquiresistudents towrite’summaries‘of their world
‘of thought (Brown'1§80;'and,BrownpandfCampione 1990) . |
ProduCing summaries inyolvesrﬁ(a) judgment,ofhwhich'ideasin
- a text are important} and whichyare_unimportant; (b)
application of rules for condensingwtext}‘and (c) productioni
of an abbreviated'text'in oral or written form“m(Garner 56)
Brown and Day dlstlngulsh rules for conden51ng a text by
recastlng Klntsch and Van - Dljk'S three rules. Wthh 1nclude
omlttlng unnecessary repetltlon and materlal »us1ng a
superordlnate term for any klnd of llSt focu51ng on the
topic sentences of paragraphs and creatlng a tOplC sentence‘i,
if none exists (Garner 57)5 In produC1ng summarlesvof the
:thought world of the literacy:aCt,bstudents employ”the same”

cognitive skills required for metacognition. Summarizing’the‘



~£hought-W6rld"demaﬁdé students}mentally,étepiaway from their
thoughts, an initia11levei offmetacbgnition.v.
Summarizing_thqught-wqflds,‘1ike‘summarizing texts,
necessarily requiresnstudénts té describe the:breadth ahdb
depth of their thought—wbrldé;*when-Studénté»uﬁdéfétand the
thbughts:included in their thought-worlds, they also
éomprehend which ihfofmation is not included and can take
action to rectify the situation. As this paper continues the
delineation of the cognitive processes overaréhing reading
and writing, a parallel progression comes forth: the more
students employ these‘connections~between reading and
writing, the more they need to objectify their thinking.
Consequently, the next chaptef, which.describes how students
come to fepresent their thouéht-worlds, will demonstrate a

further degree of metacognitive development in students.
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]CHAPTER TWO

THE DEFINITION*OF A "CONS TENT TRAIN OF THOUGHT " THEfi”tﬂxﬂ“T‘v

..I PROCESS OF ITS FORMATION”ANDfITS APPLICATION FOR TEACHING?v:_“u

3METACO ITION

ESTABLISHING CONGRUOUS THINKING Meanlng makers estab1lshf§;ff:gi__<

e congrulty 1n ldeasf‘romﬂthe thought—world of thelr

lIteracy act*when they present a prImary Idea w1th the ’ffff:

support of subordlnate Ideas.iﬁff?ﬂfr

Thought-worlds are collectlons of Ideas created from lowafff‘

"5engag1ng a tOplC. When the need arlses to communlcate about o

- the tOplC of readlng or wrltlng, people report selected

r}*thoughts compr1s1ng the thought-world The thought—world

j;narrows Into a manageable collectlon of notlons when meanlng-"

fﬁimakers cull and communlcate theIr prImary Ideas. They begIn _“

”’to organlze thelrﬁbodles of thought as they select the O

vprlmary Ideas to communlcate and the secondary Ideas to .
"};support the prlmary Ideas. In both cognltlve readlng and Nhﬂ“u
‘Qwrltlng research the ways 1n Wthh 1nd1v1duals organlzeif
‘?theIr thInkIng 1n order to communlcate effectlvely have beenbr"
“fstudled A comparlson of thls educatlon and compos1tlon

fscholarshlp reveals thevcommon cognItlve process of

Vestabllshlng Inte_wovenjsets of Ideas from the often

-y~d1s301nted and nebulous world of thought establlshlng

l;congrulty._If students learn the strategles Wthh help bulld *;‘




'a‘con51stent traln of thought theyrcan organlze thelr own
';hbodles of" thought In other words, if students consc1ously
.r7deploy thls cognltlve process of weav1ng a con31stent train
of thought they begln to manage the1r own thought-worlds,.“
‘ythe pedagoglcal appllcatlons for thls theory lead students
“to metacognltlon.;gpfpffp,fr | |
To represent a. thought-world bstudents;choose andf

‘arrange thelr 1deas 1n llght of thelr task(s) Meanlng

"’fmakers choose Wthh of thelr plenltude of 1deas to S

:fcommunlcate, and 1n so d01ng create the "llne of

E .ucon51stency" that represents thelr bodles of thoughts (Iser

'“65); Students create these llnes of thought every day when .
.”they answer questlons such as "What are hor1zonta1 and '
yi‘vertlcal experlences 1n Walker Percy s The Mov1egoer , " or
i,"Does women' s power ever equal men s’" (K1n1ry ‘and Rose 491)

:orb"Do you thlnk 1t 1s p0551b1e that certaln 5001al problemsv-

hare best solved on a local level’" (Cooper and Axelrod 219)

V'Any answer constructed to querles such as these w1ll

“klundoubtedly 1nclude certaln 1n51ghts and thoughts whlle

d‘ChOOSlng to dlsregard other cons1deratlons. Because meanlng.
"makers can never fully descrlbe the1r ent1re world of |

h thought regardlng these quest1ons, they must create thev
lellus1on of thelr world of thought the 111us1on be1ng
;:sequentlal 1nterconnected 1deas (Iser 60 3) -these

1llu51ons are. often called llnear thought because they are
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presented in loglcal order‘andvare also connected to ‘one"
another 1n meanlng . ”

) Congruous thlnklng;hor 1nterrelated 1deas that follow o
-one another, translate to a f1n1te selectlon of everythlng‘
actually thought durlng the readlng or wrltlng of the text
Iser quotes E.H. Gombrlch to support thlS hypothe51s.v'
:~"whenever ‘cons1stent readlng suggests 1tself 111usionf>‘
:.takes over'"(59) Slnce meanlng makers can't p0551bly i
7urepresent all of the thoughts entertalned 1n the |
vthought-world any llne of thought that attempts to
| represent the entlre body of thought w111 be an 111u51on, at
1,f1n1te representatlon of what really went on 1n the mlnds of:‘
:;the people 1nteract1ng w1th the text. |
As meanlng makers select the data to 1nclude 1n the1r
| traln of consecutlve 1deas, they engage 1n establlshlng ‘;
':congrulty,_what Iser calls a llne of con51stency |

7"Cons1stency bulldlng 1s‘1tse1f...,[a] process 1n whlch one

is constantly forced to make selectlve dec1s1ons--and these o
j;de01s1ons 1n thelr turn glve a reallty to the p0551b111t1es .f
-'h Wthh they exclude...“ (Iser 65) Cons1stency 1n thought B
brefers to. the order 1n Wthh 1nterrelated 1deas are S
presented As asserted 1n chapter one, when people have readl
a book they create an: entlre body of thought about that

"book To communlcate about thls body of thought or to let

"someone else know the1r 1deas about the book readers must

create a facslmlle of the;r,thought-worlds;jConsecutlve n
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'interrelated ideas about the book comprise this facsimile,
or representatlon of the thought-world Readers and writers
- create ‘trains of thought or congruous thlnklng,‘by
supporting their prlmary 1deas w1th secondary ‘ideas. Both
the included and excluded knowledge that form the congrulty
_hof thought are part of the_thought—world their llteracy.act,'
or their reading and writing;‘has oreated |

Therefore, any representatlon of the world of 1deas is
an attempt to establlsh a harmonlous set of 1deas. For
readers, the congrulty'of 1deas-can-be_the summary of their
views regarding a theme, information;oor plot device; for
writers the consiStent'tralnlof thought can be the thesis of
their paper,_or theme of their story; or for afverbal
presentation, the succeSSionfof interrelatedlldeas is the
primary thesis and its development in the report. While lser"
realizes that "lines of_oonsistenoy"i(what we're calling |
, oongruous thinking) are built’in_eyery text, histdepiction
of how readers’huild these "lines" is highly theoretical ‘and
not as_well bolstered as his,otherkpostulations.“Yet,‘the’
idea of establishing congruity has merit, and indeed,
idea.similar to this has been researehed thoroughly by
education and writing scholars alike.

‘Readers and writers oreate a line of thought based on
their knowledge and the rhetorical situation with whioh they
are presented In organlzlng the body of thought

individuals attempt to represent thelr ‘main 1dea utlllzlng a
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_sequence of lnterconnectedvldeas; They establlsh congrnlty
in thelr thlnklng by employlng plans and strategles to eav
organlzegthelr bodles offthought,t‘KucerHsumnarlzeseresearCh”
‘done by Meyer (1982)5 I . |
| A macro plan serves as a set of d1rect10ns for how
meanings are to be represented w1th1n the text ‘As
meanlngs are generated dur1ng readlng or wrltlng,
the plan fa0111tates the creatlon of an overall
organlzatlonal.pattern for the_semant1c oontent
(38) . o | | |
. Any‘general strategies'readers and writers)ﬁse tO-gnide
their. organlzatlons of thought-worlds constltute macro
'plans. These strategles, in. part based on the requlrements,
of the llteracy act, .are’grounded in the dlrectlons from
ass1gnments (descrlbe, analyze, summarlze,bunderstand
,con51der, etc.). Moreover, these plans satlsfy the
«Jguidelines‘thatudesorlbe;the audlencev(assume they know’
nothing aboutmthe‘topic; assume your reader'is.your
_professor,zaSSume-your‘readers‘are hostile~to this.idea;
explaln th1s procedure as though the audlence can not see
it). The organlzatlons of the progre551on of 1deas will
vinclude_not only thenldeas of the meaning makers,:but_also
:include the information,neoessary to make,others-understand.
To achieve harmony.in ideas, theni overallvstrategies

dictate which information to include and exclude.

23



After meaning mAEérs discriminate'between ideas, their
attentionifocuses~on hoW’tofrelate‘the ideas, to connect
f‘their thoughts together and'thus construct’congruity. To
‘ exemplify'howsto-produce'congruous‘ideas that'represent the
body of thoughtbKucer goes on'to quote "Salvatori (1§83);
Moxley»‘~(1'984) , and Wittrock‘(l983) [who] have noted' that a
_crltlcal procedure in both literacy acts 1s that of
' consistency bulldlng"_(38) To dev1se congruous 1deas that
representvthe body of'thought, "readers and wrlters must

seek'toyrelate'elements of‘meanlng to one another so that
‘they form a.consiStent.Whole“F(Kucer 38) In order to
f,communiCatedabout a World of'thought people must choose

_ thelr ‘main 1deas and support these with- subordlnate 1deas.’
Moreover, all of these 1deas must- connect to one another.
bMeaning»makers w1ll’choose parts Of their thoughtéworlds and
yoréanize these'ideas'in'order to’COmmunicate. The con51stent
whole that Kucer refers to resembles ‘the line of con51stency
Iser dlscussed Both of ‘these ideas about con51stency
descrlbe_how'readers or_wrlters‘create congruous,thlnking:
.consistency.and_congruity in thinking are»defined by the
proceduresdindividuals.follow in order tobensure that every
1dea 1s related to the last When readers or writers -
‘lassemble congrulty in thelr thlnklng, they assert malnf
'(prlmary) ideas w1th secondary 1deas for support Since.
f:secondary concepts stem from the prlmary notlon, all 1deas

are related,to each other,_Because they re consecutive and
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zinterconnected ithe.thoughts that repreSentnthe’world of
thought are congruous.ya“v |

| Goal settlng d1rects the process oflorgan1z1ng thoughts
v‘1nto an 1nterrelated progre551on of 1deas to achleve ' N
congrulty from a. thought-world In thelr d1scuss1on of the
s1m11ar1t1es between~read1ng and wrltlng,leerney-andu‘u.ih
‘ Pearson descrlbe the development of congruous thlnklng in a e
llteracy act When wrlters move from the body of thought to
a representatlon of . thlS, they don't "just throw out 1deas

'randomly, [they] carefully plan the placement of 1deas 1n

- the text so that each 1dea acqulres just the rlght degree ofj_

: empha51s"'(35) Tlerney and Pearson pos1t that readers_are,._
just as pre01se in developlng the1r trainsvof thought? |
»successful readers "use [thelr] knowledge just as carefully,j 

at just the r1ght moment [they] accesses just the rlght

knowledge structures necessary to 1nterpret the text at handp_.

in a way cons1stent w1th [thelr] goals" (35) For readers,x"
then, settlng goals d1rects thelr selectlon of 1deas to
vlnclude'and d1sregard from thelr bodles of thoughts.
Readers' goals vary as much as wrlters' goals' readers can :
hread just to get the glst for entertalnment for analys1s
‘etc., wrlters can wrlte to 1nform, persuade, analyze etc.
:-Each goal carrles w1th it a gulde for de01d1ng upon the |
1nformat10n Wthh best communlcates the traln of. thought..
»sThe process of establlshlng congruous thoughts from the'

thought world 1ncludes selectlon of 1deas based.on_goals,
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_and-organlzatlon of these 1deas 1n an 1nterre1ated
‘progress1on. | | j

| erters, 11ke readers, organlze and goal set to produce‘
‘a progres31on of 1nterrelated 1deas. Composers, when‘
.confrontlng a new or complex 1ssue," have dlfflculty mov1ng
.:from thelr collectlon of thoughts to a 11ne of thought
F(Flower and Hayes, "Dynamlcs" 34). They “must often move
from a rlch array of unorganlzed perhaps even contradlctory‘
“perceptlons, memorles, and propos1tlons to an 1ntegrated
‘notlon of just what it is they thlnk about the- toplc" (34)
In ach1ev1ng the 1ntegrated notlon of thought wrlters, 11kev
1 readers, often use organlzlng ‘and goal settlng technlques.
erters organlze their thought—worlds into manageable
sectlons Whlch 1nclude the main toplc of the paper developed
with secondary 1deas and support Organlzlng also helps’
,students make dec1s1ons regardlng the ways in Wthh the
1nformatlon w1ll be-arrangedc(Flower and Hayes, "Cognltlve
jProcess" 72) The organlzlng process helps wrlters chose
_"the ‘most useful of materlals retrleved by the generatlng
process and to organlze them into a wr1t1ng plan" (Flower~'
and Hayes,"Identlfylng" 14) In sum, while wr1ters organize,
they select and assemble the 1deas to 1nc1ude from the
thought-world To establlsh a tra1n of thought in ertlng,,
like reading, people must plan to represent the;r‘
thought-world;using‘interrelated'ideas in a‘consecutive

order.
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Certainly organizing keeps writers from feeling
overwhelmed from their task of- ch0051ng Wthh parts of their
.thought—world to include. Organizations, when fluid and:

» flex1ble, allow the writer to alter ‘the line of thought to
’suit another part ‘of the task or to 1ncorporate another
idea. When organlzations aren't flexible the paper becomes
stilted, the writer becomes unable to write, and in short,
_the paper fails to represent the thought-world (Rose 393).

» Organlzing aids writers 1n‘mak1ng choices concerning
which ideas will best'represent'their thought-world. In the
same manner, goal setting aids in establishing'congruous |
ideas by providing the writer with procedural and strategic
‘ways to create the line of thought; namely, goal setting
"helps the writer decide in which order their ideas will
occur. Goal setting seems to be part of "strategic
knowledge", a later theory Flower‘and Hayes developed.
Strategic knowledge requires "knowing how to define the
writing task for oneself withvappropriately demanding yet
manageable goals; [and] haying a large body of high-level
procedural knowledge on which to draw" (Hayes and Flower
1108). These goals havevtwo qnalities which render them
useful in the production congruous thoughts: the goals are
hierarchical, and they are dynamic. To produce a line of
thought writers willl"set'nprtopflevel‘goals that they
develop with plans~and"snbgoals;... The‘Writer's goals

themselves form a complex structure" (Hayes and Flower
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B 1109) In llght of their hierarchical construction of goals,:..
.authors select parts of the thought world to present to.
others. As writers progress through thelr p1ece, often they
_rearrange their goals to allow for new 1deas, thus the
dynamic structure of their goals. Whlle writers read their
compos1tions, the arrangement of their goals "is bullt and
developed and sometlmes radically restructured at even the
‘top levels" (Hayes and Flower 1109).,Therefore, when»coupled
-with‘organizing, the dynamic‘nature ofrtheseggoals_and their
hierarchical”structure, assist.the.Writertin‘establishing‘
congruity in their thinklng | |
| However, establishlng congruity 1nvolves not only
organizing and goal settlng u51ng strategic knowledge, it
;also employs schemes that gulde the meanlng makers'
f,production of text. Procedural knowledge, used in developing
Successive'interwoven ideas; provides individuals with means R
to reach their rhetoriCal ends.thile'not specificallyv
indicated in Hayes' and Flower s 1986 artlcle, procedural
knowledge appears to be 51m11ar to procedural plans outlined
in their 1981 work "Plans That Guide the Compos1ng Process "
: Procedural knowledge is the.femployed plans for transformlng
the vast network of‘ideashinto~a written paper" (46)
'The directlons writers glve themselves in order to transfer
‘their thoughts onto paper are gulded by three types of plans
in- writlng' "forming for use, reader based and product

based plans." When meaning makers ask themselves "what to
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‘use . (out of all the avallable language and 1deas already

y‘generated) and how to use 1t " they are "formlng for use

thelr ‘'schema" (Flower.and Hayes,."Plans"‘47). In plannlng

which 1nformatlon to 1nclude in their paper and in what -

order, writers form a llne of thought from thelr collectlon

- of thoughts. Other "plans appeared to be based on an

awareness of an 1mag1ned reader and 1nvolved a strategy for

commun1cat1ng‘w1th the reader," hence reader—based plans

‘(Flower and Hayes,"Plans“ 48) Using these types of plans,

meanlng makers pose questlons to themselves that reflect an
awareness of the aud1ence:'"W1ll they already know this?,"
or "Is this conv1nc1ng°" Experlenced writers tend to use
both types of plans in develop;ng congruous»thought,for

their paper. Product-based plans, the final component.of

4procedural plans under the category of goal setting,

incorporate parts of the'two‘previous plans to a lesser

extent; product-based plans concern'the'final draft of the

paper. Unfortunately, when these product based plans are
employed before the other two, the creatlve, dynamlc process |
of composing is stymled. 1fe., "I need an 1ntroductlon
before I can writeithe‘bodyﬁikFlower and Hayes, "Plans"~
48-51) . All of these plans fa0111tate the establishment of
congruous thlnklng because they outllne methods for reachlng
the goals.

In short, both readers and writers benefit from an

understanding of procedural knowledge. If meaning makers
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‘understood that they are required ?6 discﬁss and assimiléte
the text in relation to an idea, then they have some purpose
for_réading. Moreover, they have'a goal for their reading, a
goal dictating what information to look for, and a goal that
establishes how new information is connected tblthe old.
Overall, cognitive reading and writing research
bolsters the nbtion’that establishing congruity in ideas
from a thought—world bélongs to both reading andkwriting
processes. Since individuals build a train of thought by
organizing, setting goals, and making plans, then students
will gain metacognitive awareness of this if they receive

instruction.
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POSSIBLE PEDAGOGICAL .IM?LICATIONS 'OF'.FORM"ING cONGRUoUs
| THINKlNG ASbA'TYPE‘OFtMETACOGNITION: .
Self 1nterrogatlon and models of 1ts use.'

While organlzlng and goal settlng seem to be fac11e
‘tasks, readers and wrlters who are deallng w1th complex
thought-worlds may not be able to mentally step far enough
away from thelr thlnklng in order to organlze and goal set;
They may be so 1nvolved w1th thelr thoughts and feellngs
that they can't objectlfy ‘their body of thought enough to
- analyze 1t Students tackling the task of formulatlng
| succe351ve, 1nterwoven 1deas--establlsh1ng congru1ty from -
their body of thoughts——requlre 1nstructlon 1n the

metacognltlve strategy of self 1nterrogatlon. With self

" 1nterrogatlon as a metacognltlve sklll students effectlvely

guide their meanlng maklng progess (Brown and Camplone 1990

_Brown 1980, and~Garner 1987). Stlll very few students.

questlon themselves and . rely'on the 1nstructor to gulde and
challenge thelr thlnklng through questlonlng Students who
ask themselves questlons about their thoughts organlze and
set goals better, they dlrect their own thought processes.

| In establishing congrulty in th1nk1ng, students first
need to clarlfy the task by asking themselves "what is my
task what do I need to do?". Clarifying.the task and
awareness of task representatlon are valuable tools for
‘superlor performan\%'ln wrltlng as well as readlng (Flower,.

"Task"=4); In-faCt;vclarifying;the task'as a part of
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‘metacognition olsterS'studentS!‘meaning making'process:

Brown and Camp}one,ﬁiﬁd‘thatf"c1arifying the purposes for
reading, i.e., understandlng the task demands both exp11c1t
and 1mpllclt" is one Sklll "1nte111gent novices possess [1n]
a wide repert01re of strategies for gaining ne@/knowledge
from texts" (5) “When readlng, students self 1nterrogate to
clarlfy the 1nformatlon the teacher expllcltly asks”thim to
examine: "What parts of thlS chapter do I need to pay
special attentlon to? How crltlcally should I read this? Can
I read it'quickly_to get the gist?" Likewise, students ask
themselves questions to determine the implicit demands of
the a551gnment' "Wlll I be expected to p01nt to spec1f1c
quotes to support my readlng? Wlll I need to know the exact
-deflnltlons, or can I put them into my own. words’ Is this
addltlonal reading for my beneflt or w111 I be tested on
‘this?" Clarifying the task of the readlng ass1gnment helps
students set goals whlch direct their readlng and helps them
form c653§38ﬁs thinking about the text In other words,
students~WT{{4be able_to form successive, interwoven

" thoughts about the text because they know which information
to retrievevfrom thedtext. As soon as students ask
themselves questions to clarlfy thelr task, they grow in
“metacognitive awareness. Students who self 1nterrogate for a
writing assignment ;ertka metacognltlve strategy that
facilitates their choice of information from their}_

' thought—world.
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Since clarifying thewtask of the literacy‘act is‘
’:vlmportant teachers a1d students in developlng congrulty 1nb
thinking by asklng the students to report thelr
understandlng of the task. When studentstturn»ln thelr
papers, they write their.understanding'offthe_task in»an
'abstract on the front page.”This‘forces the students to

reflect on their knowledge, and in tandem, teachers gleaﬁf\v*
oo

.,

S useful pedagoglcal assessment If students represent the

 task in a way the teacher hasn't 1ntended the task to be
performed, the teachers could take correctlve-actlon and-»
i restructure their instruction accordingly. |

Sincevstudents organize‘and«set‘goals'depending upon.
their‘task representation, clarlfylng the task is key to
establlshing successiye; 1nterrelated thlnklng from the
“thought;worldb Organizing and goal settlng help students‘
select which 1nformat1on from thelr body of thought to
present why to present it, and-ln what»order to relay it.,
v Studentsvwho have dlfflcultles de01d1ng on a tOplC for their
| -paper or creatlng a llne of thought when they have the toplc
"beneflt from spe01flc 1nstruct10n‘1n s lfllnterrogat;\gav
Students'need to-ask themselvesfquestlonstOﬁaernlngAtheir.
‘purposes for readlng and wrltlng |

To teach self 1nterrogatlon three p0551b1e teachlng
strategles ranglng from the least student centered to the
~most student—centered_suggest-themselvesf-Teachers-dlrectly

assign three questions students are required to ask
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‘vbthemselves when they feel‘that thelr ideas are wanderlng, ory
that they have just too much to say' "Wthh 1nformatlon
‘should I 1nclude’> " "Why should it be presented7 " and "In
what order should 1t be presented’" Exerc1ses should be
- assigned to students to glve the students practlce with
:ythese self’ 1nterrogat10n SklllS. Thls teachlng strategy
bworks best in comp051t10n classrooms when students move from

generatlng to creating a toplc for thelr paper. W1th every

, paper glven, students refer back to these questlons until

‘fthe self 1nterrogatlon process becomes a -skill unconsc1ously"
applled to thelr:wr;tlngs.uof course,ath;s,pedagogy assumes'
the students have'i“ao:chieVed a level of»'i‘Self direction . .
already. Further, students have to assess what they know 1n
order to apply these questlons. | s
, If the students need more 1nstruct10n ‘in achlev1ng a
‘llne of cons1stency through self 1nterrogatlon, the ‘second
and third methods of teachlng both consist of modellng self
1nterrogatlon skills. Two styles of modellng self v
'interrogatiOn'tobform a conSistent‘1ine'ofdthought from a

ﬁthought—world are partlcularly effectlve. The teacher first
B T, :

e

jestabllshes the ut111ty of the strategy by thiﬂfiﬂiwi§§5§~
"about how the strategy 1s applled and how it is evaluated
:and would finally dlscuss when and where the strategy 1s

most’useful" (Garner 132) A classroom 51tuat10n‘where the

jteacher helps the students establlsh congruous thlnklng
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’  pbé§ins"with'theﬁteacher de§cribingfthe‘usefulhéss of

‘;ihtérrogétion:~- i
Asking yéufself questi6ns¥about what you're 
atfémpting fé dbvin readihg énd wriﬁing will'give 
you a way to ofganize'the/infbrmation»énd’a way to
make plans fér achievingfthis‘ofganization,

The instructor then thinks aloud about fhe applications‘of‘

 'éelf interrogation in light of the current assignment:
For example, we've.been discussing and’readihg about
causés and:treatmenté for schizophrenia. Our eséay 5
.quéstion aské'me "ﬁo argue_for of against the
‘medical model' of schiiophrenia." Now, I know lots
of inférmation about thié, so much that I feel
uhééSy about about where to start. So I'll ask
myself: ‘Given this assignment,iwhat’information
should I include?' I>decide to include Szasz'
argument because I.believe ﬁe shouldn't'labél
mentél illness as a diseasé..Thén I ésk myself: ‘Why
should I include these ideas?' I say because it
supports my belief'that mental illness is a
metaphor. I continue on: ‘what eise.should I include
and then What?' Pretty soon I've decided on what I
want to write about. Next I'll ask myself: ‘What
order shduld I place all thesefideaé?f I figure I

want my strongest idea last so the reader will
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Howeyer, this modeling;technique still asks students“to
be prinarily.recéivers'of:infornation; passive"learners;v
~Another form of modellng a metacognltlve Sklll 1ncludes both
| thls sophlstlcated method and the contrastlve method of
1nstructlon to foster students' actlve learnlng'

In the third and flnal method of teachlng self
’1nterrogatlon, the teacher presents both good and poor
" methods of self 1nterrogatlon. The student learns the better
strategles by comparlng the two. In this third teachlng _
method of self 1nterrogatlon "both a sophlstlcated form and
'a very immature form of the'strategy under cons1deratlon
‘would be presented v1a thlnk alouds, and thelr relatlve
effectlveness would be assessed by the class. This - type of
modeling self interrogation(Lbenefits~studentsvwho need
remediation at a substantial level. Becauseithe contrastive,‘
method asks'students'to‘thinkvabout and assess‘the:strateéy |
of both good and poor reader and wrlters, the 1nteractlon
‘w1th the- strategy is placed in the students' hands earller.
Of course, this type of modellng requires more class tlme
than the otherdtwo. If_the~class has the luiury,ofhtime”and
Vneeds deeper contact with selfvinterrogationfjthe.teacher
might opt for the third, contrastive model of this
metacognitive skill. If the teacherlhas'enoughftime and the
class enough need, the sophisticated model might be best.

"Or, if the class moves'quickly and has strong.learners;
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_ perhaps the first,,more directive model,OUtlined‘will work
best. | - | |

| Establlshlng cons1stency in thought by employlng self
1nterrogatlon demands students objectlfy thelr cogltatlons
'that much more. Self 1nterrogatlon asks students to create
the voice of another and hold a mental conversatlon w1th
thelr}other’(the questloner) and themselvesv(the‘answerer).
;When students develop_an inquisitOr Voice,bthey'eonSCiously
controljtheir.thought-world;tthey.become metaoognitively |
aware. - |

- In sum, by comparlng the cognltlve processes of readlng

..__.a....‘\

. ‘*~«..
anderltlng,,the o erarchlndzprocess of formlng congruous

: thinking'emerges as an*mmp{t s for metacogn;tlve
deve;opment.‘The bedagody}outlinedinecessitates thatdreading
and Writing fuse under_the.guidance of self interrogation:v”
thebquestions readers‘anderiters ask themselves are‘} ,
kba51cally the same. The organlzlng, goal settlng, and.
planning that result from self 1nterrogatlon are addltlonal o
 processes which overlaps‘bothjreadlng and wrltlng.sof~
course;jthe process of‘reading andiwriting;is,muchmmore
detailed‘and intricate.'inhbothlliteraoy:acts,-other
oognitive‘processes, namely anticination and retrospection,-
and fllllng 1n the gaps of . 1ncoherent sentences, p01nt out

the minute cognltlve worklngs of readers and wrlters.
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CHAPTER -THREE'-’ PART oNE' '
AN OUTLINE AND EXAMPLE OF INTERSENTENCE COHESION PART TWO'
. THE OVERARCHING COGNITIVE PROCESSES OF EXPECTING, RECHECKING
AND FILLING IN THE GAPS OF TEXTS PART THREE CONSIDERATIONS

IN FORMULATING A PEDAGOGY.

INTERSENTENCE COHESION Each sentence has a mutual

relatlonshlp with precedlng and subsequent sentences.

Intersentenee'cohesien makes;it'pqssible»for,people‘to
connect.sentencesftegethef;toncEeate meEningg Senfences must
contain a mutual relationship in meaning before peqple can
glean infofmatien ffomvthem. When’sentenees cbhere, readers,
through a process of rereading and anticipating the text,
begin to build thbught—worlds about the text. This section
delineates how sentences work together by examining Wolfgang
Iser's reader-response literary theory, coéniﬁive education
researeh and_cognitive composition thebry. After explofing
the mechanics of intersentence cohesion, a discussion of
possible applications and obstacles in instruction follows.

For readers, intersentence cohesion initiates the
creation of thought-worlds. Iser describes cohesion between
sentences as the impetus for readers' meaning making
process. He refefs to "intentiona1>correlatives" that
"disclose subtle connections which individually are less

concrete than the statements, claims, and
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»observatlons..."(Iser 54) Correlatives in sentences and =

'vphrases,‘-when linked together by meanlng makers, form"a

"partlcular world 1n a 11terary work Correlatlves represent _.;

hthe mutual relatlon each sentence has w1th those sentences

,bprecedlng and follow1ng it. Intentlonal correlatlves "set in d

motlon a process out of which emerges the actual content of_V,

the‘text 1tself" (Iser 53) As people read, they connect
what they previously:read to the sentence they reﬁcurrently c
‘reading. Meaning broadens asireadersycontinde throughvtheb
sentences. | '

In the processhof reading; people look foriwords;
phrases and sentences thatnhegin to representtthe entire
picture of the work. The‘indiVidual sentences‘thatireaders
1encounter "not only work together to shade in what is to
come; they also form an expectatlon in thlS regard"(Iser
53) . As readers put sentences together and,see the1r
interdependence, they form expectatlons for upcomlng text.
Cohesion between sentences beglns when each sentence |
" connects to the prev1ous. Readers expect 1nformatlonkfrom
the first sentence to logically connect to‘the information
in the second sentence. That'is, readersfwouldn't eXpect‘to
read "she's riding a bike,ﬁ followed by ﬁrain‘rusts metal.ﬁ‘
Weather wasn't mentloned in the first sentence, so the
reader wouldn't have -expected to see weather descrlbed in
the second sentence. These‘two sentences have some cohe51on[

if ‘we assume the female is rldlng her blke in the rain. Yet[i
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'the'sentenéés"aéﬁitfééherél£6§é£ﬁé£lwe11°aﬁafspeak‘td
separate ideas. el |

In short‘ 1n order for - readers to create the meanlng of
text the they compact and store 1nformatlon obtalned from
the text until another sentencevls read, Thls_new sentence
will shed a different light on theastored sentence'"with"the
result that.the-reader is enabled’to developfhitherto _
unforeseeable connections" (Iser 54); The process repeats
itself with every'new sentence. The readers create meaning.
vfrom the text making these connections. However, these
 connections are possible onlybinSOfar as the sentences
brelate to each other. Uncohesive sentences‘jar‘readers
because these sentences violate the rules of written
language.

Cohesion between sentences relies on a complexity of
~rules governlng the maklng of meaning. Intersentence
“cohes1on 1n "the wrltten language system operates by feedlng
~into a common data pool from»Whlch the language user draws
when constructing the text uorld" (Kucer 34) When readers
encounter words on the page they automatlcally -employ the
‘rules of the language system that dictate the organization
of 1nformatlon. Readers and-wrlters make sentences cohere
“because they "have knowledge of the uses or functlons which
wrltten language serves, as well as the organlzatlonal

- patterns to which texts must conform" (Kucer_34). Rules for
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the organlzatlon and functlon of 1anguage guide cohe51on,
they govern the expectatlons of upcomlng text.-

Readers understand whether or not sentences cohere
based on these rules. Based on 1nd1v1duals' schema,——thelr
compllcated structures of data created from prev1ousv |
'experlences with the world—freaders;expect.certaln}
hinformation'to bedpresented after every’sentence..Readers‘
form.these expectations based on two types ofbschema:
"content" and "textual."bSentenoes‘trigger‘"readers'
existing knowledge of objects and events, what have beenv
',oalled ‘content;schema'" (Garner 9). Because of readers'
content schema, they Would‘not,expect»to‘readisentencesisuoh
as: "The day was clear," followed by: "He made himself a ham
and cheese melt." Since these sentences describe unrelated |
events, readers‘don't anticipate the‘second‘Sentence to
follow the first;.these sentences lose their:cohesion. The‘v
events described in each‘sentenoe clash with the readers'
knowledge of the world.

Readers also have textualfschemavwhich dictate rules
governing the organization, format,yand requirementskof
certain types of writing: for eXample;ibeeause of readers'
textual schema,*they understand thatvparagraphs-are indented
five spaces in academlc wrltlng, but not in bu51ness wrltlng
or poetry. Slnce readers "also have knowledge of discourse
conventlons'or ‘textual schemata, ,.;'they have expectations

about what they will encounter when they read stories,
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"n‘personal 1etters, research reports, or telegrams" (Garner

-9). Textual schemata prescrlbe where the requlred

rillnformatlon should be placed 1n order to accompllsh the

'-_ rhetorlcal task L1kew1se, a tOplC sentence of a paragraph

followed by another topic sentence, as opposed to
-development would not create cohe51on in the readers' m1nd ;
‘ When thls expectatlon is unmet the uncohes1ve sentences
'fall ‘to cue readers 1nto comprehen51on. Cohe51ve sentences‘
:isatlsfy the readers' expectatlons stemmlng from readers'
content and textual schema.,f’ |
Intersentence cohes1on evolves when sentences satlsfy
hexpectatlons created from prev1ous sentences. As readers
connect a progre551on of cohe51ve sentences, they |
ybcontlnually hone thelr understandlng of ‘the text In thelr
artlcle "Toward a Comp051ng Model of Readlng," Tlerney and
’Pearson dlscuss draftlng or "the reflnement of meanlng whlchj
occurs as readers and wrlters deal dlrectly w1th the pr1nt
:‘on the page"'(36) From cohe51ve sentences,v"the current
"hypothes1s [readers or wrlters] hold about what a text means

‘creates strong expectatlons about what succeedlng text aught‘

s to.address" (36) The readers hold hypotheses, expectatlons S

for upcomlng text ~and - w1th each success1ve sentence their
vdrafts of meanlng reallgn accordlng to the 1nformatlon
presented or w1thhe1d in the next sentence. When the text
fails to satlsfy the expectatlons created by the prev1ous

sentences,_readers dlsregard the text
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"The'eXteht to which intersentence'éohesidn alloWs
 'feaders’to cénnéct sehtencés:toééthér ahdvdraft meéning_
'depehds'upoh the type of proée. The”cohesion‘Of the
_sentences found"in fiction differs from coheéion found in
academic ﬁriting.vIhéginativé;prose'leaves-more expecta£ions'
for readers unmet’ﬁhich readers £il11 in usiﬁg their
imagiﬁations, whilé academic prose attémpts to satisfy a11 

- of fhe é#péctations of the audience.Y“Expectations’are
scarcely evér‘fulfilled in truly'litérary;texts.... g
Strangely enough,iwe'feeiytha£ anY cbnfifmable effect—-such“'
as we impliciﬁly demand of expository tekts—— ..,is,a defect
~in a 1itérary textﬁ"(isér‘53). Agaih; intersentencevcohésiéh
arising from the stringing Ofgsehtences together creates
expectations in the réaders. These expectétions‘are
purposely not met for thé réader of_fictiohal proée. If all
séntences in fiction cohered, réaders create Qery little
meaning because théir being told the text as opposed to
shown the text. "Writers do not need to tell readers
everything, " Garnef asserts, "for readers‘connect text
eventé and fill slots with assumptions based on genefal
knoWledge of the objects and events dichssed" (118). In
reading, different types of prose £i11 various levels of
readers expectations. The rules of aCademic prose‘mandate
that the readers' expectations be filled to a greater extent
than in fiction or poetry. And when academic prose

frustrates expectations, the meaning is lost; the paper's
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s‘said to be dnclear,ilncoherent COnsequently; the'amOUnt of
1ntersentence cohe51on varles from one type of prose to the
next. | B |
' Each’type:of7prose”produces;different expectationsdin
"readers regardlng the amount of 1ntersentence cohe51on the
‘sentences contaln. To demonstrate,.readers of poetry
’understand, before_they evenvbegln readlng the text, that‘
theylines wili haye’a‘minimal amount‘ofdcohesion; Rules’z
"outllnlng the quantlty of cohe51on between the sentences
ycontrol each type of prose. Kucer speaks of the: readers"'
"confu51on when readlng texts that—fall to satlsfy the
, "1mp11c1t allowablllty contract between the reader and
wrlter.... When elther the reader or. wrlter v1olates thls -
,‘communicatlve contract, meanlng w111 be lost"-(34) The
1,commun1cat1ve‘contract refers to the 1nformatlon language
‘users 1mpllclt1y brlng w1th them when they engage in the
“text. When sentences fall to satlsfy the expectatlons of the
reader, the wrlter breaches the’ cohe51on contract and the .
neaning is 1°§t7 Tlerney and Pearsonsalso flnd_that when
readers'yexpectations'are frustrated'the meaning}mahing"
'.process is forsaken. "So strong are these hypotheses,...
these drafts of meanlng a reader creates that 1ncom1ng text
::fall;ng tovcohere‘w1th them;may be*lgnored or rejected"ub
;y(Tierneyvand Pearson'36)‘hAgain,,1n some types of prose, the
'expectatlons created by the 1ntersentence cohesion purposely

‘frustrate readers' ant1c1patlons as part of the genre.
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Intersentence cohesibn;'éommunicaﬁive contrects, and drafts
of meanings all refer to sentencesicdningvtogethervto'ferm
expectations‘of upcoming text. |

Intersentence cohesion exisﬁs in‘the_readers' minds;
‘reeders must tnink abouf the sentences in order to _
understand how these sentences relate to one another.
Readers need thevabilityrtonanticipete and retrospect in
order to create ebhesion_and meaning fromvtne sentences.
WhilebanticipatiOn is the ebility tbvpredicf npcbming
information, retroepection,necessitaﬁes“readers'to look
back, or reflect;.en-previous text. Antieipation,énd
retrospection occur handlin hand? reeders continually
retrospecteand‘antieipate; Ranidly;‘perhaps'even
unconseiously in experienced readers, readers use these two
processes to bring the sentences together. (The ldea of
bringing meaning to a text, instead of meaning residing
selely in thebtext, is in keeping with a hallmark of
poSt—structural literaryfcriticism: meaning does not exist'l
solely in the text, but rather is created by readers Who
interacts with the text.)

Considering how the sentences of the following passage

felate to each other will exemplify ﬁhese theories of |
: reading.‘
1. The eight of us bike riders always looked forward
to.the_summersbin‘Corning, New York. 2. Our gang,

"The Riding Chones," had mostly seventh and eighth
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graders in it, but'we nevefeexcluded eixth or ninth“
~graders. 3. our tertitory‘included’all of Irish Hill
from Monkee Run'creek, soutﬁ to the Chemung fiver,
east to St;’Mary;s ehurch, and:as,far'west as
Mountainbrow Apartments where I lived. 4. Mika
Uchida worked in her mother's Japanese restaurant,
the Kifune. |
Sentence 1 establishes expectations in the reader. Readers
might wonder why summere were looked forward hoped fer, who
were in the group, what the name of the group was, and/or
‘how old the groﬁp members were. The reader probably wouldn't
be wondering if they ever road skateboards, ate ice cream,
or if they ever sang songs from ThevSisters of Mercy because
the content of sentenceil establishes other expectations.
Sentence 1 initiates an idea while at'the‘same time limits
the shape of future information. Sentence 2 in part enswers
who was in the group, the name of the group,»and how o0ld the
group members were. Sentence 2 further introduces
possibilities for following information: readers might see
in sentence 3 why they "'never excluded sixth or ninth
gradere," where they rode, and/or what'they did when they
rode. Sentence 3 satisfies the expectation of where they
rode but creates even more expectatiens in the reader.
Most readers aren't awarefof their expectations when
they're reading until they eome upon avsentence like

sentence 4 that frustrates the anticipations established by
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the previous sentences. From sentencef3,‘the'reader,might
expect information concerning hom‘often'they rode, why they
vlooked forwardvto’riding, whotexactIwaas_in‘theWgroup,
and/or what they did When‘they,road..Butbtheir expectations
arelfrustrated’when they inSteadhreceive totally new, aimost.
completeiy unreiated‘information‘about Mika Uchida.'

In sum, produced under social contracts, every
succe551on of sentences demands cohes1ve llnks.
Intersentence cohe51on affords readers opportunltles for
creatlng and adjustlng meanlngs as sentences unfold.

Readers, unconsc1ous of d01ng so, antlclpate and recheck

-.cohe51ve’sentences.»Yet, so¢often,:ourkwr1tten texts-lack

cohe51on, and readers falter through dlSjOlnted prose
seeking connectlons._The dynamlc nature of antlclpatlon and
retrospectlon comes to llght when readers and wrlters flll
in the gaps of thelr uncohe51ve texts. The cru01al notlon of
'fllllng in the ‘gaps 111um1nates just how how readers and
wrlters)employ ant1c1patlon and retrospectlonvto create
meanin§( The pedagogicalvimplications of‘these'notions'
‘emerge as the rest ofxthis section huiidsjondthe notion of

intersentence cohesion.

48



"Vf,"i"monltor thelr own mean n_ maklng'progres,




fWhen people‘readhafsentence; they expect-certain
blnformatlon to follow 1n the subsequent sentences, they
antlclpate the text.v"The process of antlclpatlon and
retrospectlon 1tself does not by any means “develop 1n a
smooth flow... [because] llterary texts are full of
unexpected tw1sts and turns and frustratlon of. expectatlons"
:(Iser 54-5). Readers brlng together meanlngs from:two_
1nterrelated sentences by employlng ant1c1patlon and
retrospectlon. Whenever readers reflect on. what they have
read, whenever they utlllze thelr knowledge of the
vprev1ously‘stated text - they retrospect From thelr
.retrospectlon they ant1c1pate, or create expectatlons about
the upcoming text. Because readers look ahead to new text
and‘because they recheckqold;text,‘they‘sense.when sentences
failvto CohereQ Sentencesvhave meaningonly insofareas:the
'readeryis able to‘connect them and éive-themhmeaning, an
‘idea also substantiated ln»reading‘andawriting:theory.

Readers connect sentences by employlng ant1c1patlon f
and retrospectlon when sentences cohere. "The language ‘user
. possesses a unlfled understandlng of howvwrltten‘language
. perates," how sentences cohere (Kucer 34) "In the'process
:of bulldlng 'such an understandlng, the 1nd1v1dual uses whatﬂ

- is 1earned about wrltten language in one llteracy expre551on

- as ‘available data for antlclpatlng the form in Wthh ,

_language w111 be cast" 1n the next selectlon of text (Kucer

34) . When 1anguage users con51der what has already been sald
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or read, they automatically understand what tq'expedt.
:Again, this'process is automatic because‘readers have
learned rules governing the cohesion of sentences. Readers
fill in the-gapsvof sentences in literatufe, or demand
clarification from the writer of agademiC‘prose; whenever
their anticipations are unfulfilled; Meaning makérs
establish cohesion between uncohesive sentences by creating
the information needed to fill in the gaps. |

Any gaps in the text disappoints readérs' expectations.
Readers bécome more involved, sometimes even confuséd, by
the text "whenever the flow is interrupfed and [they] are
led off in unexpected directions, [then]'the opportunity is
-given to [them]‘to bring into play [their] own faculty for
establishing connections——for filling in the gaps left by
the text itself" (Iser 55). Readers fill the gap left by
uncohesive text using their imagination. However, depending
upon the type of prose of the piece, the author of the text
is predisposed to fill in the gaps for readers in varying
degrees. Being expected to fiil in the gaps for their
audience in academic discourse, writers must accurétely v
represent a train of thought for tneir'reader to follow.‘

Depending on the meaning maker and the genre of the
text, gaps may be filled in various ways.

Each individual reader will fill in the gaps in his
. own way, thereby excluding various other

possibilities; as he reads, he will make his own
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ydecision as'toihow the gap is to be*filled'

(Iser 55) | i o R

”anch set of 1nterre1ated sentences llmlts the amount of
'vlnformatlon presentable tovthe readers. Therefore, readers,
through thelr own ant1c1pation and retrospectlon, create the
meaning not exp11c1tly stated 'in the text u51ng thelr own |
background knowledge and world outlook Thus, the dynamic”i
process of filling in the gaps works to create a
‘thought-world because every gap filled broadens the body of
thought created for the text.

ACtivefreaders.who are very good at filling in these
gaps create the whole understanding of the text. Readers
interact with the,tektiusing their‘own wits to create -
meaningvfrom the uncohesive sentences.b"What drives’reading
and writing is this desire to make sense of what.is
happening--to make things cohere.... The reader accomplishes
that fit by filling in gaps (it must be early in the
morning) or making uncued connections (he’must be angry
vbecause they 1lost the game)ﬁ (Tierneyiand‘Pearson 37).
Readers realign their understanding ofvthe text as‘they £i11
invthe gaps of.unCOhesive sentences. As they move through
the piece, theirninterpretation’ofythe,text grows and shifts
with every new gap filled. Readers dellneate the message of
the text for thelr "own purposes and... moblllze background
knowledge whlch will support an 1nterpretatlon of the text"

. (Kucer 34). By employing their own,knoWledge to support‘
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their ﬁnderstandingvof'the text; théir ownvmeaning making
faculties he1p.fi11 the gaps of‘unCOhesiVé”sentences. Using
vanticipation and retrospectionﬂreaders put’theméelves into
the text by filling in these gaps. | |
Like readers, Writérs also.fill in the’gapSIOf their
uncohesive sehtencés. Translating,”the cognitive process
that enables writers to ehcode thoughts onﬁo the page,
relates to the process of anticipation and retrospection.
- Text composed:dUring‘the translating action has two
features: A |
| 1. Charactéristically, it i; in the form of complete
sentences, énd 2. It is often associated with the
protocol segment thét contains énAintérrOgative
reflecting search for the next sentence part, e.g.,
"Rousseau did what?" or, "How do I want to put
this?" (FloWer and Hayes "Identifying" 15-16).
During translating, the inquisitor voice prompts writers to
fill the gaps of their sentences as they anticipate which
information readeré need. Writers shape the content of‘their
self interrogations with an eye toward their goals and plans
for establiéhing congruous thinking in the piece. Often
times, writers reread their writing, rechecking where it has
been, in order to locate unfilled gaps. Once writers
identify gaps in theif writing, they revise. Translating,
then, requires the background knowledge of how the sentences

work together to create meaning. Translating also requires
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the'abilityfto mentally stepdauay’fron'the writing in order
to view the piece'through the‘eyes‘of'readers: translating-

_ requires'metacognltion;'Once_writers“translate,‘using"
.anticipation and retrospectiOn)‘they fillcinbthefgaps*of

_ their writing. R IR
fefRemembering’thevpurpose of'their paper,and theirr'
'audience,.writers’recheck_their-writing to assess howbtheir
sentences relate to each other, making‘sure they'ye leftfno_
gaps in meanlng Wr1ters f111 gaps when they edlt and
rev1se. Whlle they flll gaps, they retrospect "to detect and_:
-correct v1olatlons in wr1t1ng conventlons and 1naccurac1es
of meanlng and to evaluate materlals with. respect to thelr
'goals" (Flower and Hayes "Identlfylng“ 16) Once wrlters

| translate thoughts 1nto prose, they return to thelr wrltlng
.to assess how cohe51ve thelr sentences are.v"These :
.evaluatlons may be reflected in such questlons as, ‘Will
this argument be,conv1nc1ng?"and,,‘HayegI covered_all parts
of_the plan?'"‘(FlOwer andrHayes,ﬁ"Identifying" 16). When‘
hauthors find that- where thelr sentences fall to complete
their tasks, they return to those sentences and rewrltev
accordingly.

Writers.employ{two’nethodslforfmaking their sentences
cohere: one typedof editing[fills in gaps‘createdghy an
inaccurate usehof'language;ithe.second typevofhediting:fills
in gaps created by incorrect'granmatical usagesriwriters

vunderstand they?rebbound to a communicative‘contract with
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’readers.when they prodncerprose; When something as small as
failing to capitalize the‘first‘letter of a sentence, or as
blarge'as failing to give the reader enough background about
a‘subject’violates*thls contract,eriters_return to their |
text and make corrections. Flower anthayes observed a
writer filling the_gaps of the}piece:‘“the writer recognized
that the reader would not have sufficient'context to \
 understand the relation between... two Sentences. To correct
thiS’fault,vthe writervconstructedvabsmall.explanatory-essay
to insert between the sentences" ("Identifying" 18). This
writer saw, through retrospeCtion;'that the»sentenCes left
a blank that needed to be filled. |
Creating cohesion between sentences by filling in the
gaps is a cognitive process both readers and writers use.
Further,'looking ahead to future text and looking back at

~past text is necessary for creatlng cohe51on between

sentences. Readers and wrlters employ thelr knowledge of the N

world and thelr knowledge of the rules of discourse genres
in order to create cohe51on between sentences. Readers'know
what to expect from each sentence they read and wrlters |
vknow what thelr readers expect from each sentence composed
While readers generally have more material with which to
_Vcreate‘cohesion,swritersdcreate new words and Phrases that
the audience eventually'brings together.bAnticipation,
retrospection, and_making connections by filling in gaps

have possible advantages_and limitations in their
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pedagogical applications, the primary‘limitétion being the
amount of objectivity writers require when rechecking their

prose for‘gaps.
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CHAPTER THREE:PART THREE
Advantages and limitétions of teaching anticipation,

retrospection, and filling in the gaps.

Since both readers énd writérs retrospeot, anticipaﬁe,
and £fill inbthe gaps, spooific instruction about' these
procésses might'help'meaning:ﬁakefs gainjcontrol of their
information intake and output.‘The metacognitive stratégy of
text reinspection in readino includes "the intentional |
reasséssing of portions_of‘the text ﬁhat provide
information" (Garner 52). Readers recheck previous text when
théy're_aware’that theY've missed information. Text
reinspeotion to gain_information rectifiés "éither‘an
initial failure to’comprehend‘information in téxt or
forgetting this information" (Garner 53). College»freshmeh
who were questioned'about'the reading they had been given
and were told they needed to.retrospect, énswered‘more'
questioné correctlyvthan those students who‘weren't directedbv
to retrospoct. Cohversely, college freshmen unaware of the
usefulness of rotrospéotion comprehend less (Garner 113).

- Students receiving instructiOn in retrospection consciously
control their réading.osﬁudents.who need at hond information
from a text_and students;who need to‘demonétrate their
comprehension of the text,benefit‘from recheoking the texﬁ.
Writers retrospeot to revise by looking back at their texts

to assess how well the sentences relato.to one another to
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form a train of thought for the paper. Writers, unaﬁare of
" how other people read the text, compose Writer-hasedtprose.
Thevsentences make'perfect»sensehto the writers but actually

contain numerous uncohesiye sentences which leave many gaps

to be filled by the audience.

Meaning makers who look back over their sentences to
see how~we11’they fit together should understand if their
text fails to connect assumlng that readers and writers
assess their texts when they recheck it. Unfortunately,
writers sense that somethlng isn't quite flush with their
thinking but fall to 1dent1fy the problem in the prose, and
often times students w1ll look back over their text, see
that it makes sense to them, and stop‘their assessment.
Students who ekperience these problems often say that
‘they're "just to close to the text to see what's wrong."
IlIndeed, neaning nakers.close attachment to their text
hindersitheir ability.to distance themselves enough to
analyze the textsl_flaws. Therefore, while rereading the
text has many-advantages,'it‘has one major limitation: even
when students know the utility of retrospection, their
mental'and enotional ties to the text'obstruct their
objectivity

Text antlcipatlon has similar. advantages and
llmitations. This important strategy marks students' ability
to read actlvely and critically. Anticlpatlng upcoming tert

- provides a valuable assessment of comprehension and "reveals
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__any 1ncon51stency between a reader s expectatlons and
o 1nformat10n subsequently obtalned from the text" (Nlckerson'rf
'et al 296) Students who antlclpate the text actlvely read o

. the text they understand how each sentence bullds upon the

’”,last to form the content of thelr comprehen51on. They see

‘Jhow new 1nformatlon relates to prev1ous 1nformatlon. When j*
the sentences don't relate,_ students who have formed .

' hexpectatlons w1ll elther change the1r thlnklng, flll in the
,gap of the text or ask for verlflcatlon. U51ng | -
hant1c1patlon, students understand how new 1nformat10n
: presented w1ll add to the last.,'*

However, students need to .see the text as an object as
l separate from themselves, to be able to antlclpate where the .
.utext leads. ThlS is no easy feat though People 1ose the

‘tbd1v151on between themselves and the text rapldly because the

readlng and wrltlng process is so automatlc. Yet as a

»,‘metacognltlve strategy, ant1c1patlon requlres students to

ld’approach the text much more slowly than usual by predlctlng

the content of each succe551ve sentence.g

In addltlon to the advantages and llmltatlons of
retrospectlon and ant1c1patlon, f1111ng in the gaps, an
1mportant metacognltlve technlque for readlng and wrltlng, =
ztls dlfflcult to apply because of the amount of object1v1ty‘
it nece551tates. Whenever students f111 1n the gaps, they
‘,"spontaneously [make] use of relevant background \

kknowledge... [by] draw1ng and testlng 1nferences of many ‘
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kinds, including interpretations, predictions, and
- conclusions" which onable them‘tO’read‘critically (5) .
Students consciously control how they fili in the gaps of
uncohesive sentences by asking questions of the textﬁ how
does this idea connect to the last? and shouldn't this idea
lead to this conclusion? Students who self interrogate to
fill gaps read a text critically and increase their
comprehension. Readers oan make sentences cohere using two
types of inferences: |

Trabasso (1980) distinguishes between "text

connecting" inferences, in which readers find

semantic or logical relations between propositions

expresséd in the text, and "slot filling" |

inferences, in which readers fill in

missing‘information to make connections between

A events discussed in the text>(Garner 118) .

Because the students bring thoughts together by seeing the
relation between'theéé thoughts; they cfeate cohesion. |
Students also fill in gaps of the text by connecting one
event with another. They understand texts better when they
use their own knowledge to make sentences cohere and
actively read and question the text when they;re aware of
the meaning making process. While, "the meaning of both
sorts of inferences ié considered to be mostly unconscious
process," some studies suggest that "eXpiicit inference

strategy training and substantial practice in drawing
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1nferences" beneflts poor readers, whereas, good readers ’

""may flgure out ‘1nference game' rules on thelr own" (Garnerf"“

1Frh118 19) Retrospectlon, ant1c1pat10n,‘and flllng 1n the gaps?_ff‘ﬁv'”

:51gn1f1cantly affect the success of readers and wrlters.:fvh

f“Unfortunately, these metacognltlve skllls seem to requlrewa‘

rlarge degree of object1v1ty and mental dlstance from the
V.dillteracy act a dlstance not only dlfflcult to achleve,}buthi‘

falso dlfflcult to teach




CHAPTER FOUR

i,jMEANING MAKERS’USE ANTICIPATION RETROSPECTION AND FILLING

IN THE GAPSﬂINSOFAR 2s THEY'~ _ABLE TO OBJECTIFY THEIR’”

THINKING BY MENTALLY DISTANCINGWTHEMSELVES FROM THEIR PR

“THOUGHTST ?V

Ant1c1pat1ng, retrospectlng and maklng connectlons, as:f*
Jl{prev1ously demonstrated are useful metacognltlve f;"“ |

"wstrategles. These cognltlve tools help meanlng makers galn

L consc1ous control over thelr readlng and wr1t1ng process"" L

”,Yet students who are so entw1ned in thelr th1nk1ng and‘\nf,7'”:

'ﬁwrltlng have d1ff1culty mentally stepplng away from thelr
fllteracy acts in’ order to crlthue thelr thoughts and texts.fn

-Metacognltlon, the ab111ty to thlnk about thlnklng,_dlffers

'j;from the ablllty to mentally step away from the thlnklng andf‘wv“

see 1t from the p01nt of v1ew of another. The pedagoglcal

: ,appllcatlons of bulldlng a thought-world and establlshlng

»congruous thlnklng dlscussed 1n chapters two and three bulldbi

ya degree of metacognltlon"here,lstudents dlrect thelr

vthought processes u51ng organlzatlon and goal settlng, amongf”‘

“fother strategles. Whlle these requlre a degree of dlstance fQ

'fhfrom the thoughxrprocess, the dlstance necessary to
hypmetaCOintlvely control antlclpatlon,.retrospectlon and

1h;f1111ng 1n the gaps 1s;greater.ﬁFor students to galn

1-;consc1ous control over these strategles, they must see thelr'

v'texts and thoughts through the eyes of another. However, thep'_ffyf
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strong bond between‘meaning makers*anddtheir texts prohibits
~the attalnment of thlS distance. Because the text is part of
_othe thought—world it's no longer an object Consequently,
the pedagoglcal appllcatlon of these skills is limited by
the extent to whlch students are able to dlstance themselves
from thelr texts. |
As. dlscussed in chapter one, texts and- readers unlte at

a 51gn1f1cant 1eve1 to create the world of thought Readers
bring meaning to their text and the text glves readers
1nformatlon to help create the meanlng, this mutual glve and
‘:take relatlonshlp bonds. readers and thelr texts. Poulet a
readlng theorlst p051ts the same._"whatever I think 1s part
 of my mental world And‘yet here I am thlnklng a thought
Wthh manlfestly belongs to another mental world ‘which 1s‘
‘being thought in me. just as though I d1d not ex1st....’
‘Whenever I read, I mentally pronounce an I, and yet the ‘I'
which I pronounce is not myself":(lser‘66). While reading,
readers enter the consciousness of}the narrator,'character
or author because they're reading the thoughts of another.
.When they begln to do so, their own thoughts fade because
vthey re temporarlly replaced by the thoughts of the author.
‘When people initially engage in a 11teracy act, the subject

(the person) and the object (the book,‘orvthe text) are
vseparate, but as people engage the text by ant1c1pat1ng,
lbretrospectlng and flllng in the gaps, the subject object

division decreases. The feellng of belng absorbed in a book,
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’or_tnat there is no ai5£ance between oneself andfthe events
described represents the7phenomenon?of losing the division
between oneself and their text. |

When the division‘between texts and Students no longer
remains, students experience difficulty trying to see their
thoughts/text from any otner poinn of view. But, to employ
the metacognitiVe strategies of looking ahead in.thevtext,
reinspecting the text, and filling‘the gans, the students
must be able to perceive their text from the eyes of‘

. another. Researchers in‘education'have developed teaching
methods that move students away from their etrong
connections with the text, which enableSEStudents to read
the texts from the perspectives of othere. Since distance
from the self precurses the employment of these
metacognitive techniques, we need to add%ess how distancing
can be teught.

Indeed, distancing from the self hes been taught with
some success. "Newkirk (1982) and Boutwell (1983) have ...
examined how young children learn to dlstance themselves
from their wrltlng and the effect of thls ablllty on
children's ability to distance themsel%es from what they>
read" (Kucer 36). Mentally stepping aw%y from texts teaches
children the ability to critique theirfown texts as though

these texts belonged to someone else. When Newkirk's and

'_ Boutwell's research began, "experlence and text were fused"

. . !
(Kucer 36). Only "through writing conferences" were the
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studente abie.to Wdistanee tnemeelves from what they wrote,
‘and the bonds betneen text end'experience loosened" (Kncer
36). Children, wiﬁh instruction, objectified theif:textsband
took a mental step’away fromvtheir experience:‘"rereading to
evaluate the sense of_nhet_they had written;.and rewording,
deleting, and adding new,infermation;to.elarify their
meanings" slackened‘the”tiesnbetween.students and.their
texts (Kucer 36)% The»metacognitive,Skills of retrespection,
anticipation and;filling in the gaps cen be applied only
when meaning makerSIStep aWay from‘the their interaction,'-
with the text bj-viewing theiretexts from‘gthef

e perspectives. :

" Vhen writefs'end readers read tneif texts from
different perspectives‘fthey_align themeelves with the
1'thinkingvof oth;f'peopleg In“ether wefds;:ﬁneyvsee‘thei:
texts as otherjneople‘wonld. Alignment in.aeliteraey‘act
includes "stanéee feaders dr'Wfiters.assnme'inncolleboration
with the euthof or audience;ﬁand‘rO1es”within which;the
readers'or wrifers immerse themselves as they proceed with
fhe topic" (Tibrney and Pearson 37). Stances refer to the
‘ ways}in which‘heaning makefs interaét»with the author or the
audience, eitner intimately; defensively, or objectiVely;
and many shades in between.‘Refefring tonHemingWay's short
-story again, e reader could be stpathetic to Mergot_
Macomber and COnld write a'paper that anfagonizes the

~audience-- depending on_hbw the meaning maker chooses to

: 65 ‘.



’;?“the object1V1ty'wr1ters

:p051tlon herself These stances 1nc1ude, among others, the]

’;role of analyzer or observer 1n a readlng act or the role”hgkgw

‘of 1nformer or persuader 1n a wr1t1ng act (Tlerney and’
EyPearson 37- 41) Both stances and roles depend on how f”“
':meanlng makers dlstance themselves from the llteracy act
i thelr stances and roles reflect ch01ces made regardlng how
?)they present the thought—world and 11ne of thought of thelr ‘
_:llteracy act.”f>‘ 3 S T |
When meanlng makers‘choosebthelr stances on a subject
1fjthey create another way of seelng thelr thought—world._ff“;'
'h Donald Murray 's artlcle "Teachlng the Other Self the

ferter's Flrst Reader,” descrlbes the functlons of the other"v

'-self created by metacognlzant students. ThlS other self

:;monltors the wr1t1ng done so:far, allows for the dlstance
,|needed to assess the progress, and prov1des support 1n
i compos1ng tlmes of trouble (Murray 142) Murray s "other

- self" descrlbes metacogn“”

ﬂon»well but falls to recognlze

mnd readers need 1n order to v1ew- '
'.thelr texts from varlous perspectlves.‘In assertlng thls,'

:f.the dlstlnctlon between metacognltlon and dlstan01ng from

'd]one s self must be clarlfled

Metacognltlon dlffers from allenatlon from”the self..
'Metacognltlon 1s the ab111ty to monltor and dlrect one' smownh
'compos1ng process,.dlstanc1ng from the self 1s the ab111ty
: to mentally step away from the wrltten text and v1ew 1t fromg..

’_ bother perspectlves. Knowledge of thought—world bulldlng and



_establlshing congrulty offer students control over thelr
meanlng making process but don't require the ab111ty to seev
" the text from different perspectives; ant1c1pation, |
- retrospection, and filling in the gaps; however, require
distance from the self, the abllity to read the text from a
different frame of reference. Meanlng-makersvread the text
ivfrom a different perspective, and rewrite»the text afterh
viewing it as their audiencegwouid. |

~Adopting different stances when analyzing a text calls
for significant background‘knowiedge.vStudents need a sketch
of how others think before they understand howvothers‘fiil
b_gaps. A case in point: a student writes a.paper on womenisi
power in the work place hoplng to convince leglslators to.
_pass an equal pay for equal work~1n1t1at1ve. In order to
predict how part of the audlence w1ll understand and contend
with her proposal, she adopts the perspective of a
' biological determinist and reads her paper filling the'gaps
as this person would As she reads,'sheblocates problems.in
her argument and revamps her work accordingly. She then
reads her ‘paper from the perspectlve of a less progressive
‘republican who bellevesvwomen belong 1n,the home, trylng
again to fill the gaps of her sentences as this "other"
person would. This student.needs to.first understand how
these other»people think about thevissue at hand in order to

adjust_her writing. She then ohjectifies her writing and
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distances herself from her own thlnklng by allgnlng herself
w1th the new frame of reference. |

Wlth these ideas in establlshed the pedagoglcal
appllcatlons of antlclpatlon,'retrospectlon and fllllng in
the gaps can be explored.»In classes where readlng is the
primary source of 1nformat10n, students who adopt dlfferentv
| stances fill gaps dlfferently each tlme'they read the text.v'
. from a dlfferent p01nt of view. If students presented w1th
the theories behlnd deconstructlon, reader—response, |
hlntertextual hlstorlcal and/or formallsm were asked to -
view the pleoe u51ng each perspectlve, every student would
hread the same text dlfferently every t1me._Each tlme
a students would read the prlmary text e.g. OTHELLO they
~ would have to dlstance themselves from it by selectlng a
,rperspectlve before they can fill in the gaps dlfferently.,

Perhaps thevmost obvious pedagogical appllcatlon for
anticipation;vretrospection and filling'inzthe gaps'pertains
to revision‘work in composing. OnceIWriters haye developed a
line of thought from their ﬂthoug‘ht-world‘-,:\ often they fail to
- assess how well they've»filled the assiénment:beoause,»among
_ other'reasons, they're too close to their,prose. The first
step to move composers,into ohjectifyingftheir ownstexts'is.
 to have them read other‘students' drafts, looking for‘v
:unoohesiVe sentenoes.‘lhis gives students practice Seeing'
where gapslare left, and also gives then a'chanoeﬂto seepthe

topic from another's pointtof view. The teacher should model -
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hﬁant1c1pat1ng and retrospec_lng for them by us1ng one']ﬁtd*ﬁ

ﬂff'iparagraph as an example wrltlng 1t on the board one sentencefblbff

"";at a tlme. Wlth the wrltlng of each sentence, the teacher

'EV]ffshould ask "Wh'ttdo you expect to see comlng next’"

'?;gstudents answe

w“f[schema (Garner 53)

"ased on both thelr content and textual

The teacher then wrltes the next sentence on the board.,

:3lThlS sentence could cohere to the ﬁlrst or not For: example

"Tgthe flrst sentence could be "Thoreau llved near Walden,_ﬁ

I

"‘°_:Pond " The students expect to see why he 11ved there, or |

‘_iwhat he dld The next sentence could say "He worked in h1s

H_bean fleld and dlscoursed w1th hlS nelghbors." The teacher

'"fshould ask what expectatlons were f111ed_ wh1ch requlres the

'f‘students to retrospect Upon retrospectlon, the students see

' that the second sentence satlsfles the1r expectatlon'v
: i : ) J

'regardlng what he d1d there. One of the next few sentences e
should frustrate thelr expectatlons such as, "Thoreau was an
}hAmerlcan romantlc author." Thls sentence, wh11e related ‘to

Thoreau, is dlfferent from the1r expectatlons because 1t

_}doesn't relay 1nformat10n about Walden Pond The teacher ;p

K y_could then f111 in the gap created by these uncohe51ve

d"sentences. Although there are many ways to flll 1n thls gap,_L

"one way mlght be to add that Thoreau wrote as well as worked‘t"

. and dlscoursed to sentence two, then ask 1f thls fllls the_

en;gap well Students mlght add more to sentence three"‘

'b"Thoreau wrote "C1v1l Dlsobedlence" and Walden, among other



-fworks, and was, cons1dered one of America s greatest romantic
'authors.".{
After sufflclent exerc1ses 1n consc1ous1y controlling

hiantlclpation, retrospection and f1111ng 1n the gaps, the

;_teacher should reflect on the process, telling the studentsv =

'how th1s w111 make thelr wrlting clearer and more coherent
Then the students need to practlce thls w1th their own
writing. They should examine the1r paragraphs sentence by

’vsentence, always asklng themselves what they expect to see.

. students should w1th practlce, be able to move through this'

1 process as though they were readlng thelr paper through the'
‘ eyes of someone else._As they go through their paper '
.santicipating and filllng ‘in the gaps, their 1ntu1tion cues
‘them as to where thelr reader w1ll get 1ost in their ideas.
Whlle.anticipating,uretrospecting and filllng in the
~gaps are eXtremelylusefulZfOr revision processes,‘they .
should not be employed until students feel that they have
‘finishediwriting‘the-paper. This distance from the self,
when‘COming~too earlyvcould'severely hinder the Writing‘
‘process. The students may be so 1nterested in getting their
”sentences to work together, in maklng their writlng
e reader-based they fa11 to generate and develop thelr 1deas‘

and become stymied.
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‘CONCLUSION

The_Canitivesprocesses of creating.a'thoughtéworld,:
'estabiishing congfuous thinking, andginsuring intersentence
- cohesion have been ektrapolated;from substantial bodies of
work in education, cognitive psYchology, literary criticism
and composition. Forging these connections necessarily
compresses the theories of these fields into a theory of
cognitive meaning making. The reduction of‘these theories is
far from facile. Indeed, the theorists from each field, and
even within the same field, often employ'differing
terminology to describe the'same processes. While many more
~ overlaps in the cognitive processesrof reading and writing
are left to be discovered; these commonalities are buried
deeply within the discussions of each field. Thus, reducing
and nutating these theories'hasvbeen necessary to produce a
conversation, a'set of connectionS'that may lead teachers to
a pedagogy rich‘in meaning'making,‘a pedagogy that unifies
‘reading and writing; Evenithough fhe‘positing of these
common cognitive processes may appear to slight the depth
“and breadth of‘research done in these fields, the formation
of these connections produces possibilities in research and
~ pedagogy. |

To begin with, fashioning these common processes has
produced a theofy that takes the first steps towards
~explaining how metacognition develops. When students examine

their use of language through the eyes of another, they
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begin to understand how their meaning making appears to
 their peers and their teacher. With practice, their circle
of metacognitive awareness c0uld,Widen to_inciude the |
perspeétives,of other cﬁltUres and genders. Théy then may be
 able to consciouély control and modify their tbinkihg by
appropriating various waYs‘of knowihg. To broaden their
’metacoghition to such degrées would undefstandably'require
an extensive knowledge base. Yet, the potential‘fof the
employment of metacoghition is wéiting to be tapped; English
language studies are just at the ihreéhoid of.comprehending.
the development and function of metacognitioh‘as a literacy
-"téol. |

As the relationships'betwéen reading and writing point
~out the evolution bf_metécognifion[‘the need for a pedagogy
also suggests itself. Methodsbfor teaching seif |
'interrogation,vSélf monitofing;_clarification.of‘the'taské,‘
as well as methods leading studénts to a self assessment of
backgroﬁnd knowledge were devéloﬁed.tb aid‘instructors in
the teaching aﬁd nurturing Qf their students' metacognitive
skills. Moreover, criteria for médeiing>mé£acognition
emerged: when modeling any complex mental strategy
instructors need'to intfoduce the strategy, telling what it
is and how it is useful; they can then modelvﬁow; when and
where to use the tool. These teaching sChemés were.offeréd
in a conscious éffort to address the neéd for practical

theories. Practical théor;es need not be an oxymoron. The
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theories of reading and writing cited throughout this study
have excluded to a substantialbdegree.the very people |
needingbthese theories: the teachers.lWhen scholars lose
sight of the abplicability of the theories they create,
their research becomes‘ekcluSive and,self-indulgent.

As theorists begin to understand how metacognition is
»teachable, a whole new set of expectations for our students.
'emerges, expectations'that force'them tohtakevcontrol of
- their language. In effect, we've broadened the definition of
- literacy. Literacy”can no longer,béllimited to‘an

gfacquisition of the‘most minimal:amount of reading and
writing ability.flnstead literacy.comes to define a meaning
’;maklng process that occurs on many dlfferent cognltlve and
'soc1al levels .as people engage 1anguage. theracy is being
‘dskllled at reflectlng on how others form meaning'
SimultaneOusly, llteracy is the ablllty to assess and modify
our own employment of language by viewing our meanlng maklng
through a number of fllters.

Metacognition broadens our students' literaCYqby asking
‘them to see their meaning makingifrOm social, cultural,
textual, and disciplinary standpoints.1 To be as literate
as possible,:students'should be able to understand their use
tof language in relation to their social motives, contexts
and roles; culturally, students should not only’ understand
how their own culture is affectlng their perspectlve, but

also understand how the culture of others affects_thelr
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interpretation ofblanguagef furthermore.‘students should_be
gable to reflect on their own text production to insure
" they' re completing the task; and finally, students must be
aware of the conventions -and topics discussed 1n a variety
”gof disc1p11nes. Metacognizant students are literate to the
}fullest degree, abundantﬂin skills and knowledge. The
iexploration of connections between reading and writing has
- dealt language researchers_the hand that 1ncludes-
-'metacognition;‘and witb this ace we can up'the literacy.
ante. |
| Upping the ante by broadening our definition of
literacy:will necessarily broaden_our”approaches to literacy
Studies. Literacy studies can,take.placenwherever meaning is
Ibeing made. Up until recently,»researchers examlning reading
and writing because they're "working exc1u51vely within a
particular fieldp" have researched "in a vacuum, content to
~ ignore advancesiand,accomplishments;made by others in
.related_areas" (Kucerv29). ifjweiaccept a broader definition
of literacy, creating useful theories of meaning making will
brequire us to 1ncorporate the knowledge made in fields also
'1nterested in meaning making. |

In the ‘end, this study attempted to open doors: to’
connections between,reading and-wrlting, to metacognltive
studies, to a broader definitionvof literacy and literacy
studies;_and most‘importantly; to open tbe door to students

~and teachers who'engage in meaning’making everyday.
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