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' ABSTRACT

“ThiS'thesis”raises the‘guestionr How does academic;
i dlscoursev(re—)produce‘itself° This question points to

blnterdlsc1pllnary studies on human 1nformatlon process1ng
The the51s attempts to translate'lnductlve and deductlve
procedures for 1nformatlon process1ng into a system for
process1ng academlc dlscourse

I will argue that the natural acqulsltlon of academic

’ dlscourse between a student as pa851ve rec1p1ent and a
teacher as dlscourse authorlzer, whose methods of response
arespassrve—aggre551ve, distances the two parties. VI w1ll
further argue that this distancing works against a.
collaboratlve movement that brlngs the reader s
comprehen51on process together w1th the wrlter S productlon
"process. ,Hav1ng shown that these factors adversely affect
the acquisition:of academic discourSe,:I‘will propose an’
:alternatlve to the natural acqulsltlon of academic
"dlscourse { Spec1f1cally, I will advocate a new model for
teachlng and- learnlng This new model re—forms‘the
:”student ] consc1ousness of form—content relatlonshlp from
;unawareness in natural acqulsltlon to an awareness for these
relatlonshlps in academlc dlscourse ‘ The re—formlng'of
consc1ousness w1ll be dlscussed in chapter two and the |
lzre formlng of the relatlonshlp between form and context for

- academic dlscourse w1ll be discussed in chapter three.  1In

iii



chapter four, I provide some scaffolding for a:proposed

metacognitive pedagogy .

iv



ghnessy, students llke me




could and,would only be written by such a product of

_open—enrollment as myself.

vi



latlonshlp from '
'wareness for the




 PROLOGUE: WHAT WRITERS KNOW

‘:A Commonplace Scenario ;u'
Here 1s a scenarlo famlllar to‘students and teachers
. alike Stunned at hav1ng recelved a "C—, onfa_paper,aa
student approaches the teacher, asklng "I don;t understand‘
ﬂ.‘what you want; fcould you just tell me what you want?" iThe.
nteacher tradltlonally offers some version of the follow1ng
r"What I thlnk doesn £ matter I want to ‘know what you have
to say about the subject." The teacher may not realize it,
*vbutfi‘contendvthat such a response is dlsingenuous. It begs
the questlon of authorlty | o |
The teacher 'S response 1mp11es that the student has the
authorlty to. choose content But~theﬂfactgls that the
student cannot say whateVer,she‘or he wants._ The student's
content must meetZthefteacher's‘expectationsxbyﬁpresenting
certainpkinds_of_knoWledge in'certain ways.i'For’the content
to be‘considered‘appropriate, 1t must fall w1th1n the
-subject matter of the dlsc1p11ne | Moreover, it is usually
hnot enough to-lnclude the subject- students are also
expected to present ‘this content in certaln forms accepted
in a dlsc1p11ne——such as the experlmental lab report 1n
vBlologlcal sc1ences,‘the “emplrlcal study report" format
‘"whlch emerged 1n the Natural sc1ences“ (K;rscht-et;al),‘and
analysls of lrterary text_ln Englrsh. ‘In this theSis,.I'il_

| be using the term discourse to refer to this integration of


http:familiar.to

_conteXtual content and form. The scenario demonstrates that
it 1s ‘the teacher speaklng for the dlsc1pllne, not the
student who authorlzes the dlscourse

Consequently, students who are told to say what they
shave to say‘ﬁay err if they do not 1earn what constitutes“
approprlate dlscourse in that particular course orb |
dlsc1pllne. Wlth one hand the teacher S response glves a -
'student authorlty. But w1th}the-other hand, 1t‘prevents the
student from»}earning to write using the procedures of'the:
ntdiscipline}hwhichnemerge‘aS'forms‘for writing. In effect,
 the response prevents students from achieving real authority
and blocks the learnlng requlred for entry into the academlc
communlty | »

._One_way’to'represent'this kind of teacher-student
interaction is with a game metaphor. Students become
desperate game players as they CLry to guess what university
professors want. As David Bartholomae eXplainsfin his
ground—breaking essay on how academictdiscourse is learned:
3 "The student.has to appropriate (or be»appropriated hy) a
specialized discourse" (135). Notice that BarthOlomae‘makes
a distinction between the two ways students can'learn.
_academicbdiSCOurse{ either "to'appropriate“ or to ‘'"be
pappropriated’by" discourse. " To appropriate" impliesvthat
the student 1s consc1ously drawing in a dlscourse FWhile to
"be approprlated by" a discourse suggests a student is being

unconsc1ously drawn 1nto a discourse. My purpose in thlS



;y,professors, thls

asvstudent wrlters,‘they




in Context" 13), Later in the thesié; T will ekplain this
lack of understanding ih,terms of schema as patterns for
situation énd frames»as.patterns for text.

If teachers had been aware of their own learning
process, then they could answer the student qﬁestidn
directly. Their own awareness of what they know would
provide the discourse knowledge neceséary in order to tell
students what 1is appropriété. But.the answer based on
awareness requires a special language. -Awarenéss |
language--discourse about discourse--is one way of saying
that for teachers to teil students what is appropriate
requires metacognition. As Flower defines it in "Taking
Thought: The Role of Conscious Processing in the Making of
Meaning, " metacognition is "the thinker's own level of
active awareness" (191); "it is a mode of thought or level
of awareness at which informétion can be consideredﬁ worked
over, altered, and/or applied to the task at hénd" (188) .

‘WithOut metacognition, teachers are unable to explain
to students what they want either in terms of content or
form. Thus, professors are unable to describe what is
appropriate discourse even though they may be able to
recognize it when they see it. Moreover, without
metacognition, students as they write are unaware of teacher
expectations. Acquisition for students remains implicit and
thus subconscious. 2And so there is a gap between the

student's intentions and the teacher's expectations.



In such arguess1ng game,vstudents‘can nelther‘recognrze
‘,or rellably reproduce approprlate dlscourse | For students,bv
‘relylng on thlS game is- rlsky and tlme consumlng | So they
;ask the questlon in order to get the answer more qulckly and.
"surely Then students want afflrmatlon that the dlscourse

" has in fact been "surely" approprlated ‘This need forl

”~Vaff1rmatlon causes them tovreturn to the teacher w1th the

_same questlon éince theyhhave not learned what is S
approprlate, students musthask the same questlon 1n'order'tov"
determine,if‘the fgap"‘has_been_Clqsedty Thls‘refquestlonlng
»vcontinues through each and}everydwriting;taék_until a writer -
has_been’lappropriated’byﬁ'ahdiscoUrse;%iBut;then, theyd"
queStioningdonlyystops.because.students_receive-the implicit.
‘affirmation of a‘grade. It has not stopped because students .
have explicit awareness of thelr own- dlscourse knowledge |

Now that we have some understandlng of why students askf
the questlon and why most teachers can't answer, I would
like to lay out the case I 1ntend to make in thlS thesis.

I w1ll argue that the natural acqu1s1tlon of academlc
dlscourse between a student ‘as pass1ve rec1p1ent and a
dgteacher as dlscourse authorlzer, whose methods of response
fare pass1ve aggress1ve,‘d1stances the two partles‘ I wlll o
J“further argue that this dlstanc1ng works agalnst a
collaboratlve movement that brlngs_the reader's
‘w'comprehensiondprocess together‘with the'writer's production

- process. Having shown that these factors'adversely‘affect



the acquisition of academic discourse, I will propose an
Aalternative to the natural-acquisition of academic
discourse. Specifically, I will advocate a new model for
teaching and learning. This new model re—forms_the
student's consciousness forvpatterns of (interior) cognitive
activity and materializes those patterns into (extefior)
patterns for structure in writing. 'The~re-forming'of
consciousness will be discussed in chapter two and the
re-forming of structure in chapter three. 1In chapter four,

I will provide some scaffolding for a proposed metacognitive

pedagogy .



' ~professors

’cHAPTERroNEP”

a) COURSEfiN NATURALdACQUISITION

In the prologue, I used the metaphor of the gue551ng

"game to represent the way students and teachers negotlate

,wrltlng ass1gnments

»~guess1ng e
- whiChfit i
acquisitic
UCompositic
"participa
and onpcom
analyre ac
:t;hProblem,An
TQne;r

' academic d

them base

negotiatin

" the guess1ng game metaphor

S based

g:wrltlng'a331gnments,

Now I want to begln descrlblng thlS

;ame by sketchlng the unconsc1ous experlence upon .

My sketch Wthh draws on my own

n exper;ence,_onva text analys1s of CSUSB Mgh. inz
n thesis‘propoSais;'on my observatlons as a

nt observer" graduate student commlttee member,
pos1tlon research helps to both explaln and
qulsltlon experlence | |

alysxs : v o

eason students have dlfflculty acqulrlng the
1scourse thelr professors expect 1s that thelr :‘
approach wrltlng 1nstructlon 1mp11c1tly Most of

-helr approaches on thelr own experlences of

experlences that foreground

Draw1ng from surveys of

’ vcompos1tlon research George HlllOCkS uses natural process

fand Arthur

Applebee uses wrlte react to explaln thls.

gues51ng game tradltlon

HlllOC

academlc d1

of reSearch

advocate a

ks belleves most professors acqulred thelr own.

scourse through natural process In his rev1ew

on. comp081tlon, he reports that those who
natural process mode of 1nstructlon

ee teachlng as prlmarlly reactlve Treatments in




this mode proulde a low level of structure and are
nondlrectlonal about the qualltles of good
wrltlng : ThlS pos1tlon suggests that the SklllS
of good wrlters are part of every [person's]
‘genetlc makeup. Accordlng'to thlS view, the
- teacher s role 1s to respond w1th hints and
‘,vquestions that help [students]‘learn ways of
dealing With writing’of'a‘particular kind.
[Students] develop standards for‘themselves.
h{Ayteacherj posits novinfluencesgthat might;haVef
‘cauSed:the development'Of these standards: 'K119)
I contend that professors use thlS natural process mode of
1nstructlon because they consc1ously or unconsc1ously assume
that "good writing" is part of every person's genetic
» makeup." They believe that acquisition occurs naturally,
so, quite‘“naturally,"‘they expect students to “develop
- standards for themselves," standards that (they belleve)
‘wili, ofucourse,’square with the conventlons of academic
discourse.
The assumption that'acquiring academic discourse‘occurs
,naturally is played out in what Applebee calls the
write- react 1nstructlonal pattern. As he catalogues "the
‘types of knowledge that ordlnarlly become relevant in a
school writing 51tuatlon"‘(365), Applebee explains‘andn
indicts this write—react'tradition; |

'~ There is even less attention to strategies that



A“ielp a studentfwhlle actually wrltlng “The:l“““l

'”etyplcal 1nstructlonal pattern 1s one of

f’fp~the most part students are s1mply confronted w1th.ufi'i

bﬁ:the fact that somethlng 1s wrong,,or does not

‘pmake sense : ThlS 1s a very negatlve 1nstructlonal

",Happroach one that tells the student that the e

?f,process has gone wrong w1thout prov1d1ng
"f;ustrategles to av01d s1m11ar problems 1n the
3fpufuture (373) .

’i;ThlS natural process mode and 1ts wrlte react practlce form

?ffthe bas1s for what I am. calllng the guess1ng game of

llacqulrlng academlc dlscourse Both descrlbe the absence'of
'“:7metacogn1tlon and pOSlt that students, at least worthy ones,f‘
~,arr1ve already equlpped w1th academlc dlscourse |
: I contend that thls 1sn t so——that acqulsltlondlsntthnl
5]natural The assumptlon of natural occurrence could be a
fffcarry over from pre~"open enrollment"ldays‘(Shaughnessy

‘fl¥6), a- tlme when more students dld arrlve ‘at college w1th

'jf_ "good wrltlng" already part of thelr genetlc makeup I

l'suspect that even before open enrollment many students .“_u;fTV7

: engaged in the guess1ng game, though somewhat more
'“hsuccessfully -But,‘as Shaughnessy suggests, open enrollment

‘.has exposed the huge gaps between the players 1n the ]

‘df;acqulsltlon metaphor of the game

| I suggest that acqulrlng academlc dlscourse through a

';natural process results from pr1v1leg1ng the receptlon as t



:»thselectlvely focused w Accordlng to

'!fopposed to the productlon of text f: a.pr1v1leg1ng of

";receptlon over productlon reflects compos1tlon studles'.lfw?"

deﬁu"paradlgm Shlft" from a research focus on. text to a researchg_fhfvv

i:focus on the reader Glles Gunn conflrms that

:"1nterd1sc1p11nary studles 1n recent years has been e

lS rev1ew,,u“

lyth“lnterdlsc1p11nary work has placed less empha31s on the

v:d[wrlter] and the world than on the reader and the [text]"f:'

(246) And so I contend pr1v1leg1ng the reader adversely

’5'affects learnlng and dlsables the wrlter

The result seems to be a strange segregatlon of readlng_dd

Vfrom‘wrltlng That 1s,,pr1v1leg1ng the role of teacher/
Ls_reader dlstances the readlng process from the wrltlng
%-process, dlsallow1ng what could be a collaboratlve

fmeanlng maklng process : ThlS lack of collaboratlon occurs

‘f;when professors 1nfer that“acqulrlng academlc dlscourse 1s

o natural : Such anLassumptlon seems to be perpetuated by the

" to the teacher posltlon * StUdentST ’

'j”ptransfer of contextual behav1ors from the student‘p051tlon

“ask representlng,‘

Pﬁpjdevelop standards for themselves,'and then professors react i

Ttpass1vely/aggre351vely to thelr wrltlng ThlS approach to ‘

“Tf,jlnstructlon perpetuates these behav1ors 1n task

"Jsrepresentatlon——students who have recelved pass1ve/

"p'aggress1ve reactlons to thelr wrltlng become teachers whor»‘“’L'
o pas51vely/aggres51vely react to student wrltlng

Teachers who want to preserve thelr 1ns1der pos1tlon of“'



:f ;reader generally dO SO bY not acf*

‘fkeep‘"secret perhaps even from themselves,_thelr knowledge

‘offwhat constltutes good dlscourse In fact 1nstructlonal

kTapproaches such as natural p;ocess and wrlte react requ rehﬂf'”

'ﬂfteachers to keep?t‘at{"secre"; _uThlS requlrement helps usy{'

‘°:understand why teachers downplay and w1thhold knowledge,

"fr;whlch in- effect malntalns the gueSS1ng gamei(Foucaﬁltuibeﬁfw7

.wledglng standards nVThéyp"'”

‘_lsgnnrse_on__anguage 225 6)-5 More to the p01nt _1t helpsffl’ :

us understand how pass1ve/aggress1ve teachlng downplays,

“Q{w1thholds, and excludes the component of metacognltlon

It makes’"sense" that teachers prefer a’ natural proceSS‘-‘

k*;model of readlng and gradlng because that is how thelr own” ﬁl

1"exper1ence as students has taught them to understand _7v
ﬂ~;acqu1s1tlon They do not have the metacognltlve knowledge

' that would enable them:to‘teach moreE"exp11c1tly“xxwllllamSjV

‘_and Colomb) However,}when students can 't ask questlons

. about dlscourse and when teachers can t answer even 1f

')students do ask questlons,.the readlng process 1s dlstancedﬂ S

’from the wrltlng procesn

;jI w1ll show”how this: dlstanc1ng

hdsworks agalnst the collaboratlve movement that can brlng the'h

’lrreader s comprehen81on process together w1th the wrlter s
ﬁ;productlon process | o | e :
:fsltuatlng the Ana1y31s in cOntext

: To 1llustrate my crlthue of the‘natural acqul31tlon

"V'process of teachlng‘;I use Applebee s "wrlte—react“‘model to

’analyze the experlence of ten students in a partlcular



"5T‘proposals for CSUSB s Englls_

v;tffthey prov1ded thh

~7_d1scourse communlty ;graduatekﬂtudents wrltlng the51s 7"

1dur1ng the academlc year 1990 91l :dywlllustratlon draws on;,!i

7ﬁ;process and thelr 1nteractlonf”w1th the Graduate commlttee

Three of tedfproposals were approved on thelr 1n1t1al_q"

ﬁgbpresentlng The seven that_were rejected “pendlngxrev;51on"b

””ﬂfprov1ded two sets of data for:a alys1s flrstf they prov1ded_j*ﬁ"

'v_ifﬂthe 1n1t1al thes1s proposals that were rejected and second"-"":”””‘-’”i

"rev1sed the81s proposals that were

”gnultlmately approved Consequently, I looked at three

’1,1n1t1ally approved proposals, seven 1nd?1ally rejected

“5ﬂﬁproposals, and seven rev1sed and approved proposals, 1 e

prroposals through the natural acqulsltlon process That 1sg

Tpﬁforﬂthedinlt;al “wrlte" phase

7s$thes1s plannlng class,-thefinstructlonal mode was

'&Tf"wrlte react" w1th the other graduate students who were not

‘epartmen fGraduate Commlttee ;.}jfl



"ijet soc1allzed 1nto the d“jcourse of the dlSClpllne as the t

‘thes1s readers :hThe 1nstructor fac111tated the

“fiﬁfwrlter reader roles rather than represented the Judgement Of

'ff;wrltlng phase, any partlclpatlon of thph

‘5the dlsc1pllne or the graduate commlttee Moreover,_ln theiff’wV'f“

xes1svcomm1ttee wastrf

*left to the 1n1t1at1ve of the student and to the w1lllngnesshih
,hof the (overburdened)'commlttee members | ‘ | L
* The graduate commlttee communlcated w1th the students

"(what Applebee calls the “react phase") by letter Graduated*

o students»who had recelved these letters 1nd1cated that they:t

'tWere}:in Applebee S terms,”“more of a. reactlon than a
'presponSe Spe01f1cally, the letters were reactlve 1n that lhuf'
7v7thelmOSt«common "metadlscourse" (Wllllams) related comment

’waStthat the thes1s proposal was not "clear o Then the

'frev1ew thatvpofnted:tovplacesdp”

n:where clarlty'was partlcularly problematlc , B t‘ as Rlchardlh

_Lanham has observed_ ,rtls'a "premlse" that is.

,"false" @7"1" f'h 11)

'Ajreadlng ”hat uses,

djthe term “clarlty" _;thue 1s based on a false premlse

1That 1s, because 1t used the negatlve and amblguous termvflh

"clarlty, the commlttee's reactlon d1d not deflne what

'hfhstudents should do to achleve clarlty nor dld it encourage f‘h
TStudents to produce the expected dlscourse‘.
‘ Slgnlflcantly,iln my text analy51s of ten the31sh1¢fﬂ;;’

proposals, only three wrlters were able to 1nfer the a

.expected dlscourse conventlons and have thelr proposals



accepted on the flrst submlss1on Each of these three

”t~reported that they had operated through natural acqu1s1tlon;ffu

1ff:1n short one mlght say that these three wrlters were just

1;lucky However, the s1tuatlon 1s more complex l‘Faculty

ll»a’members talk as they rev1ewed the51s proposals revealed

'“'d”thelr tac1t assumptlon that students had learned to wrlte

Tﬁsdlscourse correct proposals 1n the the81s plannlng ClaSS

thBut 1n that class,:studentsisketched the parameters of

'f;l"correctness" more generously than dld commlttee members o

'f!77approvals

ffﬂbecause of the "wrlte react" class pedagogy Furthermore,,;'"h“

inWhlle commlttee members expected that most proposals would

'"5{need to come to the commlttee at least tw1ce, students wereT}(ggv

"engaged 1n an 1nformal competltlon for flrst round

-Thus,_I'agree w1th Applebee’when he says that

f;'wrlte react “1s a very negatlve 1nstructlonal a roach one ‘
: ; P

5'that tells the student thatﬂlhe process has gone wrongrfl"°t‘

.,bwlthout prov1d1ng strategles tO,avold f}ffﬁ
‘”:the future"7(373) Three out of ten or thlrty percentfis.af__W

’”ﬂ“F" on any grade scale d ThlS constltutes a fallure 1nitheff

“"fprocess of meanlng maklng because the reader (graduate

jff.commlttee) rather thanlactlng 1n collaboratlon w1th the'

"”fwrlter, 1s keeplng dlscourse knowledge a secret fAnfi,f“'

hvunfortunate outcome w1th several proposals was that they

tf,never reached the commlttee s standards but flnally were

*>;approved when the commlttee members reasoned '“thls,;sgas_f}gw:




'd7fgood as 1t s g01ng to get

:“[fComprehendlng the Concept of Acqulsltlon

'“fGlles Gunn dellneates a thlrd coordlnate ‘"the world tobﬁ

bulwhlch a text refers

The above d1scuss1on shows that under a system of

tpnatural acqulsltlon, the meanlng maklng dlstance between
'~ilstudent and teacher lS lncreased thus llmltlng the
'Hh;pos51blllty for the meanlng maklng ltself i In what follows,b o
"IWI sketch the process of natural acqu1s1tlon in order to ibih‘h

"problematlze 1t Wthh w1ll prov1de a bas15 for an

' underlylng framework for an awareness of academlc dlscourse

I draw on the dlsc1pllne of cognltlve studles to

) present a.: perspectlve of human 1nformatlon process1ng

(Beaugrande 229 34) In an 1nterd1sc1pllnary studles essay,f;f'

.;I 1ntegrate thlS coordlnate lnto my

: analys1s of acqu1s1t1on 1n order to explaln the dlstanc1ng
‘factor . To paraphrase Gunn,lany explanatlon for the o

dlstanc1ng of faculty from students must 1nclude not only an'“
‘*exploratlon of 5001al processes and cognltlve act1v1t1es buthV

"'also an exploratlon of "the spaces between" soc1al processes*

and cognltlve act1v1t1es (246)

To. explaln academlc dlscourse acqu1s1tlon 1n terms of

'soc1al processes and cognltlve act1v1t1es, the flrst aspect
»of acqu1s1tlon can be seen as the soc1al process of a

*hform—content exchange that flows from a group to an gg‘”

1nd1v1dual Martln Nystrand elaborates on thls exchange



'faQJThe speech communlty acts on the 1nd1v1dual who,~*f

: ;gas a learner,,becomes a fluent natlve speaker

?through a process of soc1allzatlon, that 1s,.by7VTf7"

'ff;flrst w1th hlS [s1c] meanlng group ‘”';thetQ_x
‘fljlnd1v1dual comes to know tac1tly the slgnlflcant
L f;ﬁdlfferences and regularltles that make up hls‘wwlb
[SlC] spoken and wrltten 1anguage fff7~x'l

‘ffo"Rhetorlc S"lélﬁhffwiif& N
?Nystrand foregrounds the tac1tness‘1n thlS processv’ But I
"w1ll empha51ze metaknowledge 1n the same process in order tohb
flpresent an underlylng framework necessary for an awareness

“iof academlc dlscourse g Suchzan underlylng framework could

l'pprov1de a b ;dge"

From Nystrand s meta‘account we understand that an‘~7

',unlnformed llstener/comprehender experlences, recelves,,and, :

accordlngly, acqulres t,

@pfbecomlng a member of the 'trlbe' » By 1nteract1ng S

'L-t me??ssa to acmetacegnlt_lve,».,;;.-i--* S

Turegularltles“fof a general structure as a gross whole . For . o

. example, in- learnlng a natlve language, the'general,.'”"”'

x‘structure of an 1dlom speech form,.llke a conventlon or textlg.”***”

'f’vfeature for academlc dlscourse, 1s acqulred as a gross

:575]whole In terms of the "gestalt“ phenomenon,’a student

"frecelves a srtuatlonal pattern w1th the meanlng conventlon"”
',1n a conflguratlon so unlfled as a whole that 1ts gross

‘fstructure (cannot be or) has not been derlved from 1ts_.




ﬂ,f:partlcular parts ThlS 1s anp

‘:’”but only hav1ng a Vague sense of partlculaﬁ

fjflanguage for dlscourse"

fogous to seelng the forest

jtrees . Such a S

'1.soc1allzatlon process occurs from a group to an 1nd1v1dual

In thlS llght acqulrlng academlc dlscourse becomes a fd

“vp_soc1olog1cal and deductlve phenomenon Nystrand holds that' e

thlS soc1o deductlve exchange prov1des "the resources of

" :

‘("Rhetorlc s?

.+2)

| Layers of group 1nfluence naturally compllcate the

.'acqu1s1tlon process of academlc dlscourse : Dlscourse

”~bcommun1tles, as 1ayers of group 1nfluence, compllcate

”-”acqulsltlon w1th layers of conventlonal semlotlc structureS'?‘”

'gvThese unlfled structures, however, are not formed in-a-

.student s mlnd as a result of 1nductlon B In other words,fh

'students have not derlved'these structures from thev

| partlculars that constltu e them 4 ThlS 1s 1llustrated by "

bgraduate studentw "experlence 1n wrltlng thes1s proposals to;f'
.~5prove they have mastered academlc dlscourse in thelr .

-dlsc1pllne ) In thls case, graduate students' learnlng

‘°=,” process 1s compllcated by the dlfferent dlscourse

“communltles to Wthh members of the graduate commlttee
‘ ;belong Commlttee members represent three sub dlsc1pllnes
“f=of Engllsh——llterary studles, llngUlSthS, and compos1tlon

”studles——and they brlng thelr own expectatlons of what

“hacademlc dlscourse should be llke If the student 1s not

':aaware that she 1s wrltlng agalnst competlng communlty

'conventlons,fthen she w1ll not have the awareness of the



;fjxlsolates the wr"

:dﬁ;compllcatlon pr'duCed by such competlng conventlons lThis'

_1ng process (hence the wrlter) from the “
readlng process'(hence the reader) Consequently, content

J;:and form are 1solated from context So the proposal

4 *._procedure contrlbutes to a complex1ty that dlstances faculty;rffy*

:7‘;(and thelr expectatlons) from studentS?(and thelr

xv"'g‘lntentlons) in: what should be a collaboratlve process of

'"comprehen51ble meanlng maklng betweenrwrlter and reader

ThlS s1tuatlon wrltlng the51s proposals for the5

b”7[graduate commlttee,,occurs in- a very local communlty——a

‘Y?h”department on a un1vers1ty campus ' Slnce what happens 1n f:.”

:;7}such local communltles can be so compllcated one can f3‘“1°

"f,texts in thelr global communltyf“

'ﬁs;yexponentlally 1ncreaseS“the

7~71maglne the compllcatlon and confu51on in a global

-f5communlty The gr duate stﬁdents iad the publls’e

equlred for classes, ThlS

"_ers of 1nfluence on general :

vf‘}structures and deduc1ble_conventlons of academlc wrltlng

fff'of acqu1s1t10n 1s the psychologlcal proCes ffe;

"f”Thus the conventlons can not be consc1ously dlscerned by the o
‘*fstudent 1n the process of natural acqu1s1tlon
From our perspectlve of explorlng the spaces between

‘Tfsoc1al processes and cognltlve act1v1t1es, the second aspectjf

"5form—content exchange that flows fromhan‘lndlvfdual to a ffﬂmf

tJffgroup ThlS exchange occurs in the mlnd of a wrlter as anli,eg

;,plnternal dlalogue from self to 1ts textual world héaﬂ,_

'ff]dlalogue constltutes a monologlc conversatlon 1n Wthh a .




Wfiter, pérhéps unconsciouély, relates to audience thrdugh
an abstract(ed) textual world. In other words, when a |
writer Writes or creates a particular text,‘she cdnsiders
specific conventions apprdpriate for her_audience in her
discipline;_ Maftin Nystrahd has elaborated on this exchange'
thus: "This collectivity eXists like ah institution ‘outside
the individual' and ‘iny by virtue of a sort of contract
signed by the members" ("Rhetoric's" 1?2; see also Saussure
"The Objeét of Study" 14). | | |

This aspect of acquisition is'subseQﬁent’to the
socio-deductive aspect discusséd previously. It engages’a',
student-writer in the inductive process of adding together:
particulafs iﬁ order to structure the gross pattern from the
gestalt experience that has been deducti?ely arfiVed at from
the group/commuﬁity;” Invfefmébof gestalt'phenomenon; the
studént ﬁust turn aroundvand‘re-form a‘set of particulars
that will match the general, semiotic structuré that she has
- deduced from the gestalt’experience.':So‘this side of
acquiéition is analogous to the proverbial, seeing the
particular trée(s) in order to have a sehée 5f the forest.

Graduate students writing a thesis proposai, who are
uninformed about the text conventions for their community,
draw on the structural resources that they have
unconsciously and "naturally"'acquifed from reading the
published texts in their”globalvcommunity,as well as téxts

in the local community composed by professors. When we
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'”.jcon51der the act1v1t1es leadlng to d s:f

”mfls almost a’ manageable*task

al)acqulsltlon of academlc dlscourse becomes a psychologlcal

ubf;and 1nduct1ve phenomeno ““lMartln Nystrand VleWS thls

the rhetorlcal study of audlence deflned as the

ﬁ"finvestlgatlon of wrlters' plans and goals, taklng‘,ft

urse ‘re- formlng andg*¢ g

b7?the form content exchange from the 1nd1v d'al to the group,fiffz"%

'}f°1nto account the ways 1n Wthh wrlters locate all L .

,;avallable means for ach1ev1ng partlcular effects el

”;eon readers, plus causal relatlons between gu
"erffectlve texts and such effects

7(“Rhetor1c s“‘2)

Stude_ts attemptlng to negotlate academlc dlscourse are,l

'ffengaged 1n the”lnductlvevpro

'partlculars to form text'conventlons At the levelﬁof local»

idlscourse,*the psycho 1nduct1ve procedure suchﬂ_vgh'}wﬁ*

"1For the students are not too _”:'

‘“f;much removed from thelr‘audlence-Fthey can knockwat the doorfb

'Luﬂof commlttee members—-and some of the conventlons are made

:ufexpllc1t

"Vfdlscourseucommunlty, thlS task 1s much less manageable

‘But at the level of publlshed texts 1n the globa15 ded-«

: There are several reasons Flrst there are too many layerS"*W

"‘Vﬂof text conventlons to dlscover and dlstlngulsh w1thout

"lf”help Second unravellng and addlng together partlculars

~“1nto text conventlons has been relegated to a subconsc1ous'

-»procedure of trlal and error " In a procedure of trlal and




Tlﬁ-of stlmulus response, 1f 1t’happens at all

‘wh.Conc1u81on

V.j'makes up academlc dlscourse

'*v?verror,‘acqulsltlon of acade,lc dlscourse becomes a process

I have argued that the natural acqulsltlon o”,academlc Lfl‘ -

'dlscourse between a student as pass1ve rec1p1ent and a

'*\[teacher as dlscourse authorlzer (whose methods of res nse.

”fare pass1ve aggress1ve) dlstances the two partles andnllmltS;ifV:"“

"(the p0551b111ty of meanlng maklng Such a dlstan01ng worksl
hagalnst a collaboratlve movement that brlngs the reader stiﬁphfuf

”,;comprehen51on process together w1th the wrlter s productlon jf‘f
Iprocess These factors adversely affect acqu1s1t10n of

‘academlc dlscourse : Therefore, I w1ll propose an o

;“alternatlve to the natural acqulsltlon of academlc
wfldlscourse Spec1f1call

consc1ousness leadlng to afre formlng of structgre that

3he re formlng of

”r,gconsc1ousness w1ll b‘*d’scussed*;n»chapter two and the

T'*re formlng of structure 1n,chapter three In chapter four,d

‘I w1ll prov1de some scaffoldlng for a proposed metacognltlvep<




CHAPTER TWO THE ACT”OF READING [

o In order to move beyond acqu1s1tlon as an unconsc1ous

'lﬁiresponse to a stlmulus, we must replace the game model w1th S

d,g;learnlng that w1ll more effectlvely answer the questlon

’f,;game based model I respond to the questlon from an"

'“i@d”concurrently the student of comp051

b'fa new model of teachlng and prov1de a scaffoldlng for

hfWhat do unlver51ty professors want9 The new teachlng modelhsﬁiid

d'requlres awareness on the part of the teacher and the
”d educatlonal scaffoldlng requlres awareness on the part of

:1the student The teachlng model I propose re forms flrst

o ‘the student wrlter S consc1ousness for cognltlve patternlngkgg;'

' hThen 1t re- forms the student s academlc dlscourse by fﬂgﬁhf’"
*lrecalllng those cognltlve patterns and reproduc1ng them 1nto s

'H57conventlonallzed dlscourse structures -7'f

v»q Hav1ng personally avsuiredyacad”

‘1c dlscourse throu"

L

d.acqu1s1tlon experlence 1n Wthh I played two roleS‘~

"on,and the,teacher of

compos1tlon From the‘perspectlve of a student I‘was aware hw
:that I was obllged to con301ously thlnk about how I was to .
'bfread and respond to the class as text In other words,

th;was attemptlng to understand the professor s 1ntentlon and

;1nterpret her meanlng as composer of the wrltlng class

'“ﬁfSuch a transformatlon 1s called knowledge ‘"Knowledge"-“”

bllmearks a questlon answered a dlfflculty dlsposed of

'“confu51on cleared up, an 1ncons1stency reduced to coherence,

i'a perplex1ty mastered But the problem was the professor'f;




:wk:obllged to parthlpate 1n”the:con”p:

fﬁdldn t glve any 1nd1catlon of what constltuted knowledge

P?From the perspectlve of a teacher,_yf7‘

‘L(meanlngfully) constructlng the 81tuatlon of a class fifaﬁ”g‘

"';ﬂobllged to merge my own transformatlon of obscurlty to

"flnconSlstenCYl clear up conius1on,'and dlspose dlfflculty

b These dual perspectlves brlng the act of respondlng tog ".rl

iffthe 51tuatlon together w1th»the act of constructlng a

;meanlng for that s1tuatlon Whlle the’student responds to_pff

73f;th1s 31tuatlon by asklng questlons de51gned to 1dent1fy

‘Fsallent facts and add them together to 1nterpret the"f;”

’*f}lnto clarlty I suggest that my experlencevlslnot unusual

>yand that many unlvers1ty professors have at-dlfferent tlmes'fl -

““bphpart1c1pated 1n conversatlons, where they both asked the

vf:,questlon (what does‘the professor want’) 1n thelr role as

Oon the surface 1t mlght seem that the scenarlo f;ﬁfr

1]ﬁlllustratlon,:wh1ch contextuallzes an undergraduate

"}{experlence of acqulrlng academlc dlscourse, 1s mlsmatched

’”;w1th the thes1s proposal 1llustratlon, Wthh contextuallzes_

’__ a graduate experlence of acqulrlng academlc dlscourse yButfff

‘t 1n thelr role as’ teacher;pf:ff



we as teac' ers: want'f“" I" am prop081ng that the teacher s B




L of thought 1nto a metacognltlve form of deductlon FBYE

L And belng aware ofsboth role;':I can env1s1on a new metaphor flﬁ‘

{ﬁon Wthh to base an alternavlve model of teachlng,

'v’metaphor 1n Wthh comp051tlon becomesdais1gn for 1tself

v'The class 51gn1f1es a- textfthat professors wrlte and

]51multaneously a text that s udents read _ I w1ll show how

1n the metaphor of class as text the teacher s dual fﬁ

tﬁexperlences serve as vfteachlng modelvthat w1ll prov1de

j“awareness by revers1ng a spontaneous and 1nduct1ve pattern ki

ﬁla"metacognltlve form of deductlon,l I mean a pattern of
Vsthought that recalls a conventlonallzed dlscourse structuré{fff
5f‘and reproduces 1t for a new s1tuatlon Such a teachlng

anmodel prov1des the student w1th awareness and thus draws'ft“ﬂ

"hflcomp081tlon th

"n;student consc1ousness fromﬂ nawareness to;awareness

“l_to Wthh the text refers (Gunn 246 :Abrams 6)?L_Q'Q;tf:,'”

Z

if’Re formlng an Awarenesshof_the;class as Text,q*v*»

In order to understand how the new teachlng model

";,1scourse awareness:emerges from natural

ffiacqulsltlo ;; ThlS understandlng w1ll supply the partlcular_; -

;Q?practlces for the new teach{ng model Wthh w1ll transform L




Because Students'(by and large) haye'not been_obliged
to participate in the conscious act of responding to their
own'patterns.of thought, they come into a class with
eXpectations defined’by the traditional teaching approach-
they expect a game to be'played | Students enter the class
to determine how the teacher w1ll play the game. .They are
anxious and even hoping that they will learn something The
instruction mode we' ve called natural- acquiSition process"
disappOints students and 1ts lack of comprehenSibility
reduces them to frustrated game players as they try to guess
what professors want

-Since thefeducational principle of readiness dictates’
that teaching begin at the point where the student is when
she arrives in a'class,‘thegnew teaching‘model muSt reverse(
"‘ohscurity into‘clarity, as a result’clarity will‘emerge from

_obscurity. ~That is, we:needmto understandehyfdichurse
awareness must'be facilitated,tovemerge from«an%natural"‘
process of language acquisition. ‘One significant reason is
‘that when the student arrives in a class, her cognitive
pattern is primarily spontaneous and:inductive thought.‘ In
order for teaching to begin‘at the point where‘the'student
lS when she arrives in a class, I use language‘acquisition
theory to explain this awareness reversal in which the
acquisition of academic‘discourse emerges from a process of
natural language acquisition.

A gameymetaphor suggests‘tactical concepts that play
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'Lffhout 1n strategles for offense and defense“

‘On the offense.u“

’v‘s1de are the commonplacevpractlces of;potentlal for scorlng,,_.

o j;[hand on the defense 81de are the commonplace practlces of

'W“:ﬁ;*ﬁoppos1tlon to Scorlng in the game of unconscwus

"h.acqulrlng dlscourse to a game

o _Hqulte-"naturally,‘ at a- hlgh level of generallty

nlfgacqu1s1tlon _ Language acqu1s1tlon theory explalns how these

'ﬂgpcommonplace practlces in, natural acqulsltlon reduces'j;;gp';”

- In the game metaphor students experlence what has been

‘"jdeflned by language

‘cqulsltlon theorlst Stephen Krashen as.

jglanguage "submers1on" wrth:llttle or ‘no comprehen51on (101) %gf

'-;5Thls process of language submer31on beglns,_and 1s taught

‘ﬂcommonplace practlce of language submer51on 1s seen at such .

;hlgh levels”of g

 content aspropriate

"'acknowledglng 1ts

acknowledgement 1s natur l_a d'

ders:andable because the

fconventlonallty of approp v onv nt 1s 1mpll it. when_f]fw

"';;language submers1on happens at hlgh levels of generallty,,;7a o

"j.unconsc1ou'

ﬂriany knowledge of»the 1ntegraxlon of form and content becomes?

:he;problemvlscthat thls submer51on practlce'

f';makes comp ehensl, ;‘akely at lower levels of generallty

fjgfor offense and defenset hIn the:game, a teacher ‘uses. the ’”_Q

"defen51ve strategy’when,lln speaklng about approprlate



'3content she lowers the level ffgéﬁefality*aﬁa*ﬁséévthé**'

“Jﬂyvocabulary approprlate o her dlSClpllne but submerges that

Afigvocabulary by not acknowledglng 1t ThlS lack of

'ifkacknowledgment is- 1mportant because students do not

fdxcomprehend the vocabulary as afsign» \r_text feature) for

f”that dlSClpllne The teacher whovuses spec1allzed -;;Xf

;ifvocabulary 1s just llke a natlv t»Engl:.sh speaker u51ng the

ﬂ”speech form of an 1dlom 1n a.conversatlon w1th an ESL
comprehend the spec1allzed

wfﬁj?vocabulary justgf“ e : speaker does not comprehend theflf'

'*°51dlom because the speech form’of the 1dlom and the

‘fll'spec1allzed vocabulary cannot be understood from the

“lsflnd1v1dua imeanlngs of 1ts elementsti In both s1tuatlons,

sheads but w1th no comprehen

7*'mean1ng lfIn other words, 1n order for the students tov'

'"n' omprehend the spe01alyzed vocabularyu(as a lower level of

hlf{generallty)f?the hlgher levelyt‘“

f'gapproprlate to a dlsc1p11n”“

"fcan see that students experlence what Krashen deflnes as_f?"'d

qua:'language “1mmers1on yw1th comprehens1ble 1nput lel) ThlS

"??hiprocess of languagem1mmers1on does not spontaneously begln:"

Conversely, u81ng the new metaphor of class as text we';f7"



“gH Strateg1es forjus

vsrg_comprehen51ble€f:f];§i f'

'}{teacher speaks

' :[iOppOSlthn but“‘{f f;z *




. }. .
‘

'ff"natural" process of language acqu1s1tlon Such language,ff"
ﬂftfac111tates thls awareness emergence by rever51ng a' 4W~;
E

_spontaneous and 1nduct1ve pattern of thought 1nto a -

'fmetacognltlve form of deductlon ( “Q'a pattern of thought
v =k

'7.;that recalls a conventlonallzed dlscourse structure and \KQ'

e experlence of language submer51on whlch has no

T

'Hreproduces 1t for a new 81tuatlon) And so the teacher mhstvi;
'use thlS language to reverse a process of language .f'
'1submer51on 1nto a process of language 1mmers1on

The key dlfference between the game and the _:“’ji ‘l,ff

:Nclass as- text asa model for teachlng academlc dlscourse,v

is thlS metacognltlve language Contextual behav1ors (1nﬂa}‘

,_aclass s1tuatlon) understood as elther framed by the gamlei

bflcomprehen81ble 1nput (1n the form of dlscourse about

-i»dlscourse) or framed by the class as text experlence of ,
?’language 1mmers1on, Wthh has comprehens1ble 1nput (1n the
pform of- dlscourse about dlscourse) helps us apprec1ate that;‘f
‘g"a language should be v1ewed as a system" of "s1gns"”i’f”§
1:(Beaugrande and Dressler 31 Tobln x11,.Saussure "The Objé
.of Study" 15) ‘ What thlS means 1s that the key aspect of“

: comprehen81ble 1nput (1n the form of‘"dlscourse about

|
!
r_.discourse")'ls actually maklng students aware of the level

fﬂfof generallty 1n a language system In the case of academlc\

»

*Q{fdlscourse, comprehen51ble 1nput (1n the form of dlscourse.llfl

‘“i"about dlscourse)Lls maklng students aware of the levels of'

o generallty for the system of 51gns that constltute an - M,M
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“ﬂfs1gn system Students need to be "1mmersed"‘1n the

:'.comprehens1on 1nto a wrlter of approprlate academlc

A\ Do
S

'Jﬁflntegratlon of content and form 1n the language of academicf .;

’dlscourse So learnlng a language, espec1ally the languageﬁ'c[ibp'

Vﬂof academlc dlscourse, 1s a matter of 1nternallzlng that

;fapproprlate dlscourse for the class or the dlsc1pllne 1n‘
a’order to learn to comprehend 1t | -
But the questlon 1s how best to 1nternallze 1t 1‘/\7h<";ivr;:-'~

'c”does 1t mean to transform a student w1th llttle or nov

';udlscourse°' In other words, how would 1nternallzatlon happenla
Nw1th1n the proposed class —as- text framework° More’

spec1f1cally, how would a student be transformed from a

ykreader of the class as-text 1nto a wrlter of approprlate
5“fd1scourse° To answer these questlons we have to dlstlngulsh»f'
T'“between a teachlng model that re forms consc1ousness and an |

. educatlonal scaffoldlng that re forms dlscourse 1nto ;if“
. : o
: conventlonallzed structures Us1ng the metaphor of P

pclass+as—text thlS chapter w1ll show how the proposed “lf

-V“teachlng model w1th 1ts commonplace practlce of language.ﬂi"

"1mmer51on would re- form the student wrlter s consc1ousness,‘
\

"from unawareness to awareness Students learn to 1dent1fy

b

'°'m_sa11ent facts and add them together to comprehend what they.

\ ﬁ;7answer to the questlons about 1nternallzatlon | Chapter"

Jre belng taught 1n class llUnderstandlng how the student_~ .

wrlter s consc1ousness 1s transformed supplles half the gif"

_three w1ll prov1de the other half It shows how an

N



educational scaffolding re~forms the student's academic

discourse by enabling her to recall the cognitive patterns
o ‘ . : 3

shé hasbbeen made aware‘of and to repioduce them as
conventionalized diécourSe structures.

In thio’chaptér, language achisition theory helps
:define the commonplace practices of‘lénguage immersion fo;
our teaching model. Thesé bractices Wili help student
writers re—form unawareness into awareness of form—contené
relationship in cognitive patterning. This-teaching modeh
With its consciousness transformation.represents how
obscurity reverses into clarity. It facilitates the
emergence’of discourse awareness from a ﬁnatural“ process of
language acquisition. Awaréness emerges when a spontaneons“
and inductive pattern>of thought reverses into a
metacognitive form of deduction (i.e. a pattern of thought
that recalls a conventionaliéed discourse structure and |
reproduces it for a new situation). Through tnis
transformation, the act of reading as responding (i.e.
interpreting) reverses into the act of writing as
constructing (i.e. composing). And so, through“this
transformation,'readers become writers. |
Underlying Theory for an Alternative: Model
o . As 'a teacher,; I have taught English both as Second
Language (ESL) and asi"Freshman Composition." The longer-
these two situations overlapped, the‘more I saw them as thé

same.‘vTo teach academic discourse is not only like teaching
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ra language It 1s teachlng a language »fSlnce teachlng f?

“jkacademlc dlscourse 1s teachlng a lan "age, then Krashen s

f?flanguage acqulsltlon theory can help 1n‘ach1ev1ng the goal Do

"Ehfor “Freshman Comp051tlon" classes of students learnlng theff’

,fgspec1allzed dlscourse approprlate 1n the academlc communlty.;Iv'

fﬁSpec1f1cally, thlS research can help us understand the i

bﬁhhtheory underlylng the new teachlng model as well as help usfv,f‘

'understand 1ts commonplace practlce of language 1mmers1on

'aijn the theory 51de, thlS w1ll 1nvolve the research helplng >

f_ius to understand how dlscourse awareness emerges from a

‘l"natural“ process of language acquls1tlon as well as help us.
,understand why the commonplace practlce of language-n B

'gdlmmer51on fac111tates rever51ng a spontaneous and 1nduct1ved:d

“;pattern of thought 1nto a metacognltlve form of deductlon

Stephen Krashen establlshes a premlse fundamental to aﬁ,*f‘

,model for teachlng academlc dlscourse -"Humans acqulre

"f language in: only one way——by understandlng messages,vor by';,-‘

W-rece1v1ng 'comprehen51ble 1nput'“x(21#? He explalns

The 1dea that we acqulre 1n only one way may not,e<  ‘

'7fj‘be fashlonable 1n thlS age of 1nd1v1dual

R varlatlon There 1s, after all very good

‘ that people dlffer 1n many ways,‘and

thhese;varlatlons affect the acqu1s1tlon of

téffknowledge 1n general (e g. the fleld dependence——r“5'.

"”\v fleld 1ndependence dlStlnCtlon, left and rlght

.*cerebral hemlsphere preference, dlfferences in '551"’

o3







‘7’f¢fimeans to transform a student_w1th llttle or no comprehens1on“

"h7jthus w1ll part,cularlzes how that teachlng model works

"'1nto a wrlter of approprlate academlc dlscourse And 1n

é?deflilng thlsﬂtransformatlon, I w1ll explaln why dlSCOU se

’ffawareness must be fac1lltated to emerge from a "natural"": ‘

iiﬁ;process of vanguage acqu1s1tlon ThlS explanatlon w1ll

"“nlower,the‘level of generallty for our new teachlng model andﬁ'

'lhvygotsky s v1ew that language acqulsltlon happens as two

‘I}concept formlng processes supports Krashen s 1dea that we 'T”'v

'rlnternallze language through comprehens1ble 1nput
Vygotsky s theory of concept formlng can be used to

v,partlcularlze and reflne Stephen Krashen s "theory of secondﬂ.

'"”leanguage acqu1s1tlon Accordlng to Krashen, there are . "two”

l_dlfferent ways that second language competence is developed"
c(Jones 97 Krashen 1) ) Krashen calls the flrst way
‘ ~;"acqulsltlon,ﬁ equlvalent to Vygotsky = process of

’f;spontaneous concept formlng ThlS flrst way of developlng

e competence and 1ts equlvalent 1n Vygotsky both 1nvolve the

*vhg spontaneous,_lnductlve process of addlng together

: :partlculars 1n order to comprehend meanlng So thlS way of al
‘developlng competence 1nvolves "know1ng language" but

w’w1thout awareness of that knowledge i ‘shen 1) Earller,"]

ffwe saw that many teachers depend on. a “natural acqu1s1tlon"--"’”

-process for learnlng academlc dlscourse We can see now
!1that thlS process 1s founded on a theory of language

acqu1s1tlon that only recognlzes spontaneous concept



x*formlng Natural‘acqulsltlxnfﬂ.ﬁa psycho 1nduct1ve process...ff7

,that never cor o a system

Krashen calls the,secon'iway of”developlng competence

Vnh‘"learnlng,i equlvalentdto ;ygotsky s process of sc1ent1f1cv}{g57

vonclus1on needs to be

“:'concept formlng KrashenVS'owng

3’;fref1ned he concludes t_at 1t serves a llmlted "monltorlngta”””"

73g“functlon as a sort of "mental edltor“ (102) Myt

'ﬂunderstandlng moves beyond hlS conclu51on 1n that I equate~“v

“ff“learnlng" as the second way of developlng competence w1th

B Vygotsky s process of sc1ent1f1c concept formlng | In my

”-_v1ew, thlS second way oE developlng competence requlres that

"learners not only know language but also "know about

“éfhlanguage ThlS means that a language learner must not only

'*d ;be able to move from the partlcular to the general but she

'-‘figmust also be able to consc1ously apply conventlonallzed

»5fdlscourse structures 1n order to produce meanlng 1n a new

“*r@‘51tuatlon (i,e: move from general to partlcular) E Enabllng

"r.fa language learner to make thlS move (of consc1ously

'°f:“ai89 192 96, and 27@f

-applylng conventlonallzed dlscourse structures)-w1ll extend

sxiour deflnltlon for what 1t means to transform a student 1ntofnf

HLev Vygo,sky theorlzes a "zone"

_of prox1mal development“v(xxxv, lv1, 142 43 159 61, 187 ,fﬁ]&'

ThlS zone is where a’ process of
‘spontaneous concept formlng draws together w1th a process of

~sc1ent1f1c concept formlng He expla;ns thls convergence‘offf.



processes as an "alternatlng"'"movement of thought" siff'w

. pwhen the process of concept formlng 1s seen 1n

*wa‘fall 1ts Complex1ty,_1t appears as a moyement of

Mfﬁ"thought w1th1n the pyramld‘of concepts, constantlyb'

5falternat1ng between two dlrectlons, from theJ}.rp~xv:'

v‘*b‘partlcular to the general and from the general tor
'fthe partlcular j (author emphas1s 142 3)
Vygotsky goes on to deflne thlS alternatlng thought

'“ﬂmotlon 1n th” process of concept formlng as a reverse o

ffdlrectlon move fHe states "that from the very beglnnlng

'sc1ent1f1c and spontaneous concepts develop in reverse.ﬁgf.v

*w7d; ggt Qbs Startlng far apart they move to meet each

L“*5g7other"'(author empha81s 192) ' HlS statement Wthh uses the

descrlptlve language of*“develop 1n reverse dlrectlons, :f“gw

,;deflnes the reversed awareness relatlonshlp between form and:g.f*

*bjcontent w1th1n each type of concept formlng o In spontaneous_

concept formlng, wlth 1ts "dlrectlon"‘of thought "from
bﬁpartlcular to general the relatlonshlp between form and
‘1gcontent 1s unconsc1ous Whlle in 501ent1f1c concept

formlng, w1th 1ts

"dlrection" of thought "from general to

particular

”fthe relatlonshlp between form and content ls

'7fé¢ﬁg¢ioﬁg : Accordlng to. Vygotsky, a personj

’di?becomes consc1ous of hlS [51c] spontaneous hfk:
“f;ﬁconcepts relatlvely late,vthe ablllty to deflnejimz
”ﬁythem in words,‘to operate w1th them at w1ll

°'appears long after he [51c] has acqulred the '



rconcepts .gHe [51c] has the concept but is not
_consc1ous‘of his [SlC] own act of thought vThe
vdevelopment of a sc1ent1f1c concept on the other
hand, usually'begins with'itS‘Verbal‘definition“
andoitsvuse in nonspontaneous operations—;With'-
working onfthe concept itself. It starts its life
Cin the [person's] mind at the~le§el that his [sic]
‘spontaneous concepts reach only later |
(author empha51s 192)
Vygotsky thus foregrounds how the relatlonshlp between form
and content reverses from an unawareness of form content .
relationship w1th1n spontaneous concepts into an awareness
of form—content'relatlonshlp wlthln-scientific concepts.
Mostkuniversity students comeiinto a class with the
spontaneous, inductive pattern of thought. And so they are
only able to (consciously)'see particulars but are not aware
of the generalities that those particulars constitute. By
analogy, with this pattern of COgnitiue activity; they are
deep in a forest and so close to particular trees that they
are unconscious of the forest itself. 1In contrast, |
kunlver51ty professors come into thelr class w1th the
deductlve‘pattern‘of thought. This thought pattern can be
destructive or'constructive depending on whether it is |
conscious or not. If»ituis unconscious, then the'professor
is‘ablegto consciously seefonly generalities and so the

professor is not conscious of the particulars that
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‘ffconstltute those generalltles

'fuffworld v1ew that is at bes'

.'fffadversarlal to the 1nducti’a

ﬂiWhereas 1f the deductlve

T{pattern of thought 1s cons01ous, then the professor 1s able'uf:'v

:pto consc1ously see both her generalltles as well as the

tupartlculars that lead to those generalltles The professor

: 'hilwho 1s unconsc1ous of her pattern of thought has a deduct1veﬂ¢:’

inhelpful and perhaps even

‘@world v1ew of the student Bﬁtf:

7ﬂlv'the professor who 1s'consc1ous of her deductlve pattern of

'fTTffthought can draw on both world v1ews and help students to

‘ﬁ;lreverse thelr unawareness of the relatlonshlp between form

ﬂ]rand content 1nto an awareness of_that form content

“‘relatlonshlp To plck up the.analogy, the professor who hasfl”

r:ethe consc1ous, deductlve pattern of thought is able to draw:”'

- on her memory of comprehendlng the forest from a dlfferent

3::}perspect1ve And w1th thlS dlfferent perspectlve, she can

_l take students from thelr vantage p01nt of unconsc1ous,
*flnductlve thought to the vantage p01nt of consc1ous,i?
'?deductlve thought Students who are so close to partlcular B

laﬁ'trees that they are unable to comprehend the forest 'can be'f"

su]f.prov1ded w1th the dlfferent vantage p01nt ofuconsc1ous,sfjhuf'.

“f(fthe levels of generallty i

a-That\is,

the relatlonshlp between form'f

'ffland content for the language of academlc dlscourse

students would be able to‘reverse thelr unawarenessﬁf'*~



Vygotsky'concludes With the means'for‘facilitating suchi‘
\a reversal. He COncludes andvcontributesjto our modeluforl'
teaChing academiC'discoursevby providing‘the means for
organizinghspontaneOUS concepts'into‘a system: vtThe formal
‘discipline of scientific concepts gradually transforms thev

structure of spontaneous”concepts and'helps organize them

- into a system“ (206) . He preViously emphaSized that "the
absengg of a sgstem is the psychological difference

distinguishing spontaneous from sc1ent1f1c concepts" (author
emphaSis 205) . This is significant hecauseijgotsky has
prOVided the means for reversing discourse obscurityvinto
1clarity by explainlng how consc1ousness is transformed from
unawareness_to awareness. Such a reversal which transforms
consciousness, happens, accordlng“tOFVYgotsky, through a
metacognitive form»of‘deduction that emerges clarity (i.e.
discourse awareness) from an.(obScure)_spontaneous and
inductive pattern of thoughtf'fIn my view, this-elaboration
by Vygotsky defines not only what it means to transform a
.student w1th little or no comprehenSion into a writer of
-vappropr;ate,academiczdiscourse,;but'also‘explains_why |
’iawarenesS’must-be facilitated to~emergehfrom abnaturai
process of language acqu1s1tion , And the means for emerging
'”Lclarity (moreiappropriately "discourse awareness") from
obscurit¥ (morezapproprlately_“a spontaneous and.inductive
pattern of thought“f_Would be‘a system.

This way of applying the language acquisition theory»of
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Krashen and extendlng the "input hypothe31s" w1th Vygotsky s

'research has contrlbuted to our model for teachlng academlc
pdlscourse. The.teachlng model I have proposed merges social
and cognitive processes Of Vygotsky S two processes |
discussed above; one 1is soc1olog1cal and deductlve The-
"Sc1ent1f1c" process is soc1olog1cal in that the exchange of‘
:a pattern for contextual content is from the group to the
1nd1v1dual It 1s deductlve in that an agent of the group
, applles an awareness procedure to take apart
conventlonallzed dlscourse structures for text in order to
;construct meaning. HThe second process 1s cognitive and“
inductive.”:The "épontaneous" process:is cognitlve in that-
the exchange of agpattern_forvcontextual content is from the
individual to_the’group. And it’is‘inductive inithat an‘
vuninformed (and‘thuS'unaWare)~individual; seeking entrance‘
“into the group,‘spontaneously adds together particulars in
order to‘comprehend meaning;‘ | o
:Invanother WOrk Vygotsky explalns how the social and

cognitive processes merge when sc1ent1f1c concept formlng
‘gradually transforms the structure of spontaneous concepts
‘and helps organlze them 1nto a system In other words, he
x%explalns how cognltlve gestalt experlences (1.e. acts-of
hmemory) emerge from soc1al processes in a way that
ptransforms the structure of concepts w1th1n a spontaneous,
ilnductlve process and helps organlze its partlculars 1nto a

system This brings a cognitive process together with a
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thlS reversal of one

IFQ'SOciaiyprocess‘t Accordlng to Vygotsk_c

*process 1nto another constl‘utes the dlscourse transformlng e

”j;process of 1nternallzatlon He states that "1nternallzatlonff~'

'”f.cons1sts of a serles of transformatlons

'if;g(éi An ooeratlon that 1n1t1allv reoresents an

"external act1Y1tv 1s reconstructed and bealns to B

~(b)  An_interpersonal process is transformed into

"ig(é) The transformatlon of an 1nteroersonal

Vorocess 1nto an 1ntraoersonal one 1s the result of{7

1,,a lona serles ofideveloomental events

56 7)

”f(author empha51s Mln;f]'*

Together these soc1al and cognltlve processes prov1de a f

"w75systematlc way of acqulrlng :anguage The 1mpllcatlon for

‘learnlng academlc dlscourse ls“clear Metacognltlon 1s

h‘hneeded 1f "learnlng"-'xﬁ'

*}chance To assure learnlng, the c1‘

,ﬂe must be complete

‘r“The learner must becomeﬁaware of what she is learnlng ‘Thé'aﬁf

Vateacher on the other hand must not only be aware of her ownj~'"f




stﬁdent‘experieheek'but must dréw oh that experience‘end'
transform the what of learning (i.e. ¢ontextual content)
into an awareness for how she is peaehing (i.e. procedural
knowledge). |
Alternatife Teachihg»Model

We‘have, in the teacher's’experience of dual
perepectives, a model that reverses cohsciousness from
unawareness to awareness by reversiﬁg inducti&e, spontaneous
comprehension into the metacognitive awereness of
acquisition. This metacognitive form of deduction is what
enables a teacher to draw on her student perspective ahd to
take apart conventionalized discourse structures for the new
situatien of teaching a class. The two situations (of
student perspective and teacher perspective) reverse on eech
other and the former determines meaning for the latter.
Inductive comprehension reverses from unawareness into
awareness through a,metaeognitive form of dedﬁetion. That
is, the inductive process of'adding together particulars to
comprehend meaning from the student situation reverses on
itself through an ect'of memory (aéva meﬁacognitive form of
deduction)‘and this reversal creates an awarenees of the
system that has reproduced iteelf.

To illustrate how a student would be transformed from
reader of the class-as-text into a writer of appropriate
discourse, I draw on my experience of studying literary

theory as a graduate student. In my cognitive process of
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o 1nduct1vely readlng the semlotlc'clas:?asétekt I recognlzedw

.‘5land comprehended systematiﬁlty as leve

‘lof generallty from
‘{:partlcular to general 1 That 1s, through readlng actual
V“Ttexts requlred for the class and through readlng the
’Tsemlotlc text of the class 1tself I 1nduct1vely'added
l_together the partlculars 1nto conventlonallzed dlscourse‘
T.Tstructures that deflned such llterary crltlcal approaches as:
;%Reader Response and Deconstructlon Then through a reversall

'ﬁof processes, I used my awareness of the 1nduced

““fconventlonallzed structures in the s001al process of taklng

Vf‘apart those conventlonallzed structures 1n order to

?7xgconstruct meanlng : drdeductlvely wrlte So I used the.sn?uf .
'b'lnduced conventlonallzed structures of Deconstructlon to
"5deduct1vely wrlte Deconstructlvely And I used the 1nduced

*.conventlonallzed structures for Reader Response to

tuitfdeductlvely wrlte Readelf

fjfor the class, I reversedj‘he levels of generallty from my

-Tflnductlve readlng and deductlvely back formed the levels of’

'[;In thlS 1llustrat10n, the scaffoldlng for the

mlng 1s the systemat1c1ty

terary crltlcal approaches The next chapter w1ll

fexplaln the place of an educatlonal scaffoldlnglln our modelj

‘fﬂlfor teachlng academlc dlscourse The purpose for a

,Response | And SO,lln wrltlng tasksf‘u'




scaffolaing is to pro?ide-a sYsteméticity,'like the system
of literary—Critical approaohes from the iliustrapion, ﬁhat
can be applied to academic‘disCourse; This provision of a
sysﬁem,Will enable students to recall and reproduce it for
thé-sitoation of an academic wfiting task.

‘Now, I want to suggest the answer to the question, "how
would internalization happen in the proposed class-as-text |
teaching model?":as well as the more specific question, "how
would a student be transformed from a reader of the
class-as-text into a writer of appropriate disoourse?" We
have, in the teacher's experience, a model that reverses
conSciousness from unawareness to awareness by reversing
inductive, spontaneous comprehension into the metacognitive
‘awareness of acquisition. This metacognitive form of
deduction is what enables a student to draw on their mémory
and to take apart conventionélized discourse structures for
the new situation of a writing task. The two situations (of
being made discourse aware and of a required writing task)
reverse on each other and the formeridetermines meaning for
vthe latter. Consciousness revérses from unawareness of
inductive comprehension into awareness for a metacognitive
form of deduction. |

‘To~elaborats in more concfete terms, students are
engaged in a cognitive process of inductively reading the
semiotic olass—és—text in which they come to comprehend

systematicity as levels of generality from particular to .
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| general. That is, they read the semiotic text of the class
itself and inductivély add together particulars into
oonventionalized discourse structure thatvdéfine the course
or discipline. Then through’a reversal of procésses,
students use their awareness of the induced conventionalized
structures in the7social‘process of taking apart
conventionalized‘struoturés invorder to construct meaning
and deductively write. And so, in.writing’tasks for a
class, students reverse the lévelsfof generality frombthéir
inductive réading and deductiVsly back—form‘the ievels of
generality for disoourse production as levels from general
to particular. | 7 ‘

Up to this point, T have not claimed anything
surprising to students of academic discourse. My |
contribution, which is not generally acoepted,fis that
internalization happens in,the zoné of proximal development.
This zone of proximal development‘provides for the cognitive
"textual space" where awareness re-forms conventionalized
~ discourse struotnres'and-reproduces,thém"in new situations
(Nystrand "The Structure ofiTextnal Space" 75-86).
~ Therefore, in the'cognitiveéﬁtextual space" of the zone of
proximal deVelopment,vthe act ofvreading>as interpreting .
reVersés into thé aot’of'Writing3as composing. A name for
this'series of transformations leading to‘discourse |
internalization:could be discourse back-forming. i propose

that the practice of back-forming contributes to a model for
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toj;teachlng academlc dlscourse 1n that 1t obllges the awarenessfhnf

:of systemat1c1ty w1th1n approprlate dlscourse That s what fﬂh”'”

“fI mean when I say the zone of prox1mal development prov1des;;fffi' -

'ythe cognltlve textual space where awareness_re forms'

conventlonallzed dlscourse structures and reproduces them L
'vfor new 81tuatlons

?5Re formed cOntextual Behav1ors 1n the Class -as- Text

As expressed at the end of chapter one, the problematlc@'*

'i,contextual behav1ors of student as pass1ve rec1p1ent and

l?teacher as dlscourse authorlzer need to be changed

B :Natural acqulsltlon works agalnst the collaboratlve movement‘h*'

qthat brlngs the reader 'S comprehens1on process together w1th tf
'the wrlter S productlon process From the teachlng model I'

: have proposed based on the metaphor of class as text these

’mwucontextual behav1ors are re- formed and redeflned . The role ni

.rof student is understood as a reader of the semlotlc
,class as text 1n thls role a reader 1s engaged in
‘ omprehen51on and 1s 1nterpreted as 1n1t1ally operatlng 1n

uﬂ}the process of spontaneous concept formlng ThlS new

7]tunderstand1ng manlfests 1tself'as a reader engaged 1n the

consc1ousness from unﬂwareness to awareness in order to makel

=:fa gross motlon toward a common center w1th productlon fAnd7‘

_the role of professor 1s understood as a wrlter of the_rl

process of spontaneous concept formlng that 1n tlme reverses”»' -

“semlotlc class as text 1n thlS role a wrlter 1s engaged 1ni'u )

't’productlon and 1s 1nterpreted as 1n1t1ally operatlng in thev""

.,’4_:7_v



'"';semlotlc wrlter, engaged in the sc1ent1f1c process to

”5;fac111tate a :course transformatlon for a. student

psemlotlc reader_‘engaged 1n the spontaneous process
In the next‘Chapter,‘such a prerequlslte educatlonal
bbhgscaffoldlng 1s proposed ThlS educatlonal scaffoldlng 1s

i 1drawn from readlng research and theory and the concept o”




E CHAPTERRTHREE‘ A TEAC ER!S" INTRODU TION TO [SEMIOTICS]

‘teaching andﬁ

contextual content){fd'

;’ﬁfto the how and what of teachlng ( procedures to content)f

'“Jflnvolv's, as'I explalned 1n chapter two, a consc1ousness

7transformatlon from’u

areness of form—content relatlonshlpf

) *w1th1n spontaneous_concepts 1nto an awareness for}ﬁp”

”dform—contentfrelaf

f nshlp w1th1n sc1ent1f1c concepts ThlS T

:*{iawareness transfor atlon constltutes what I have deflned as

.‘ff{a metacognltlve form of deductlon 1n‘wh1ch a learned pattern;:* '
.‘of thought recalls a conventlonallzed dlscourse structure w0

v}fand reproduces 1t for a new srtuatlon

“fIn orderfforgprofessors to understand thlS emergence of,ﬁf

:,awareness and to apply the what of learnlng to the‘rfa‘

'Qﬁfwhat and howtof“teachlngcythey need to understand the placef: "

'N”“,of’an‘educaﬁlonalﬂscaffoldlng in our model for teachlng

mic dlscourse h’To emergef‘wareness from unawareness,

7?;an educatlonal scaffoldlng would functlon to organlze

'spontaneous concepts_lnto,a system for the%language of :;'F?w

v professors to



"ﬂ;}understand ho

‘”fnﬂstudy of theysystem ofjs gns Wlthln thlS.Study,‘>:iﬁf

educational scaffolding helps them draw on

“*ﬁflbecome 1mbued w1th meanlng by v1rtue of 1ts membershlp in a»Vd»:

| T.fsystem of conventlonallty The systemat1c1ty of s1gns could[ﬂf

k””*fbe more prec1sely understood as layers of form—content;' :

'”{relatlonshlp, Wthh constltute conceptual levels of

1mbued w1th meanlng by v1rtue of thelr ”:

*d;ggenerallty%”

”Q'membershlp 1n“aﬂconventlona11zed system . Language has been

'Pucon31dered the most obv1ous case of such a system of s1gns, ;L B

a7ifbut behav1ors and non wrltten systems of conventlonallty

ffyhave been studled semlologlcally as well : Much has been
'g‘Jmade 1n recent years,,for example, of the use people make of

':fybody language as s1gns,f cross1ng of the arms equlvalent tovw

4'tfa s1gn for a person s reS1stance

”f"In the broadest sense,‘any meanlngful s1gn e

o conflguratlon 1s a text and must possess textuallty"

"?3_(Beaugrande and Dressler 218) ”’ v(lower the level of f*f;fkﬂﬁ

il;édgenerallty‘for our educatlonal scaffoldlng and)

'fgwpartlcularlze thlS general v1ew of semlotlcs as 81gn




'kbffother words, I have lowered the level of generallty, Wthh

3fextends the general v1ew of semlotlcs, for the purpose of *ﬁr}
helplng us become aware of the 51gn system transactlon‘lf;
*:between:an academlc s1tuatlon and an academlc text

",(In chapter two,lI showed how the actlons of students

aﬁband teachers constltute commonplace behav1ors 1n a""

"“7_y81tuatlonal context that produce the 51gn system for a

"h”semlotlc class text If the process of learnlng academlc

”Ldlscourse happens as the s1tuatlonal s1gn system for a

‘fg]semlotlc class as text reverses through metacognltlon 1nto a

‘V»s1gn system for the conventlonallzed structures of academlcn-"'

'}"fdlscourse, then we need to understand just how the s1gn ‘

"fsystem from a s1tuatlon 1s3k
‘~ffor a text In other words,:how does the learner in readlngg:
: the class as text acqulre the dlscourse of that partlcular

"“course or academlc dlsc1p11ne917»

To transform 1mpllc1t conventlonallty 1nto exp11c1t

)formed 1nto the 51gn systemvc a

"fconventlonallty,‘I extend semlotlcs 1n order to explaln how',u,fl

hfthe 51gn conflguratlon of one type of text Fl‘transformed

v*flnto another . That 1s, semlotlcs helps explaln how a readerlﬁ"

*ffas 1nterpreter 1s transformed 1nto a wrlter as composer when*o

'*5]the 51gn System of a s1tuatlon as text (w1th "text“’featureslt

”;ffconstltuted by commonplace behav1ors 1n a 51tuatlonal

s

‘2’f:pattern) is transformed 1nto a 51gn system for an academlc

'7by conventlonallzed

" :’<.“>ff' ; tha,t .:.dl.,'sclp-l l,ne) R




I have also suggested (in chapter two) that
"comprehensible input" in the form of discoUrse about
discoufsé is actually making studénts conscious of the
relationship between content and form. And so in my view,
comprehensible input provides the form—content common.center
.for an inductive process to reverée_andrreproduéeua
deductive process. I illustrated this reversal of one
process‘into another with the eXpefience of teachers who had
dual perspectives and éonsequent awareness. That
~illustration elaborated one perspective as the reading of
the semiotic class-as-text and the other'perspective as the
writing of the sémiotic class—as;text.

‘Tobtransfofm the perspective of reader (of the semiotic .
class-as-text) into the perspective of writer (of a writing
task),‘an edﬁcational scaffolding is necessary in order for
spontaneous concepts to be bfganized by scientific concept
forming.  The purpose for this chapter is to pfovide an
educational scaffolding that»will reverse the situational
sign system for é semiotic_class-as—textvand recontextualize
it»intO»é‘sign syétém for the conVentionélized structures of
academic discourse. This will supply the structural side
and thus complete the answer(tovthevquestions about how
internalization Would happen within the proposed
ciass—as;text teachinQ»model. | |

nReadingﬂfesearéh‘and theory and thefconéeptvof genre

knowledge from compoSitiQn studies helps elaborate (in terms
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'g“jof a semlotlc 51gn system) how acqu1s1tlon awareness

) reverses 1nto the awareness of conventlonallzed dlscourse fi:“

vstructures and th sihelps explaln how those conventlonallzedﬂsf

lgstructures for academlc dlscourse are 1nternallzed and

- re- produced ThlS chapter w1ll analyze H P. Grlce s

v“theory of 1mpllcatures" in order to represent how .5 e

‘rsv81tuatlonal meanlng makers (1'e hearer/comprehenders and e

Tft‘speaker/ producers) must have commonplace behav1ors and :

*represent as well how textual meanlng makers (i}ef,‘ v

’*reader/comprehenders and wrlter/producers) must have

: f,conventlonallzed dlscourse structures The analy51s w1ll

k'ﬂf;schema and frame theory supply a vocabulapy for the

*;conclude that commonplace behav1ors for s1tuatlons as well
as conventlonallzed structures for texts are necessary for a "
“5 dlscourse communlty to preserve and reproduce a, system for

»meanlng (. knowledge) Then the chapter w1ll show how

awareness language of - dlscourse about dlscourse , Thef;"’
’*aanalys1s w1ll conclude that such a vocabulary enables us to kf‘

'b:descrlbe layers of form content relatlonshlp, Wthh

-gtlconstltute conceptual levels of generallty for a language

;fsystem,,and that such a Vocabulary prov1des teachers w1th a37"h

“jfmeans for descrlblng s1tuatlonal patterns, textual patterns,'

e jas well as patterns for knowledge that arlse ‘in semlotlclff'”"'

‘gn systems "TF;'ally, we»w1ll see how an 1nteract1ve

'theory:ofqreadlng along w1th the concept'of.genre knowledge

fiexplalns a7phenomenolog1cal event that transacts 1nduct1ve




process1ng from readlngjlnto deductlve process1ng for

fiitwrltlng That 1s, we w1ll seefhow the reader s act of

'.g,lnductlvely 1nterpret1ng a s1gn system from a s1tuatlon :ﬂ"’

‘7pri'e a class as text)1ls transformed 1nto the wrlter s actffﬁ'

f}of deductlvely compos1ng a 81gn system for an academlc text§

‘1}ilArgument from “Sltuated Cognltlon"

Before I begln however,u"I"vneed to ralse a'°"

‘,&Tithat prov1des!"you,f the reader w1th an opportunlty to |

T,,brldge 1nterlor consc1ousness w1th exterlor textuallty and

vffthus supply your own content for the text "you"‘are readlng}“

>T_My purpose 1s to fac1lltate the metacognltlve awareness of

"'f,fanlrtate»an "I~you“ “transactlonal"’meanlng (h"

7f{your dlscourse, or 1n words borrowed from James Moffett tol

se of Discourse 11-3).

>°3?“I" ask "you" to recall your own experlence of

o acqulrlng academlc dlscourse The reason behlnd thls

iuirequest 1s that w1th1n natural aCQulsltlon and 1ts ~l»f’

f'wrlte react teachlng approach 1nternallzat1on 1s an'

*i~'unconsc1ous process——or a process that has become controlled

'},by the subconsc1ous mlnd Asklng you to recall your

"7gacqulsltlon experlence 1s not a casua jbut an 1mportant

:frappeal The rememberlng

ironal text of 1nt”*nallz;ng‘academ;c;-

“"1mportant because 1t ralses your SRR



~}1*d1scourse ThlS 1s an exerc1se comparable w1th calllng to L

'T'gunconsc1ous as you type

Vdconsc1ousness the keyboard 51gn system that has becomevw""

Recalllng the memory is also 1mportant because 1t 1s a1‘
:5:strategy for argulng my case As text llngulsts Beaugrande j

‘and Dressler suggest ""text recelvers are readlly persuaded

"v‘by content they must supply on thelr own ‘It is as 1f they

| were maklng the assertlon themselves“ (8 see also 154 160,_
',“176 and 206 note #4) | .

The argument goes llke thlS If a reader recalls her

vL_,acqulsltlon experlence and 1t matches the pattern of the

L

'wrlter s experlence, ‘then the meanlng 1mp11cature is
-lachleved between wrlter 1ntentlonallty and reader

“expectancy.' In effect >1f the request to recall your own‘

acqu1s1tlon experlence 1s successful then you, the reader,,_n'

W1ll be aware. that I vthe wrlter,.am consc1ously f'
w‘approprlatlng'"sc1ent1f1c concept formlng" in the process of
'\taklng apart 1nternallzed conventlons for text productlon |
fAnd thus the reader w1ll become consc1ous of process1ng the
lwrlter s dlscourse and aware of the text s 1ntent to
.”organlze those spontaneous concepts 1nto the wrlter s

) Tmeanlng system'e‘Thls 1s an: act of memory, Wthh 1s "\

Edeductlvely composed by a wrlter and 1nduct1vely

“~flcomprehended by a reader And my request for the reader to i

'frecall your own acqulsltlon 1s an attempt to fac111tate thlS

fact of memory




consc1ousness and consequently allowsythe compos1ng process

',fto reproduce a conventlonallzed dlscourse structure for'a

‘ufnew 51tuatlon I belleve»-h s

°”riexper1ence, and it 'sfwhat I would expect you"to remember‘

:Readlng research a =heory elaborates (1n Semlotlc



g .-"-é'c'tua’_l_' texts or enact s:Lt 'atlonal_ 't‘exts and in. so d01ng they‘-:"._' ¥




?g'fdescrlbe 51tuatlonal patterns,

evel of generallty and begln to construct our educatlonal?ﬁ

fscaffoldlng by u51ng schema and frame theory (as a lower C5‘l;-

fbf{level of generallty) to supply a vocabulary for the

>T;‘wThlS

‘ﬂingvocabulary w ll prov1de us w1th the ‘means to descrlbe‘layerSng}“t

agfjof form content rela 1bnsh1p,.whlch constltute conceptual

f,flevels of generalltynfor a languagessystem

;QSchema theory 1s‘1mportant_for a metacognltlve process?'"

enables teachers to

“ﬁpatterns for knowledge S5

textu'l'patterns, as well asﬂf'y;i'ﬁj

s1tuat'onal”and textual dlscourse,;ﬂf



ipartlculars 1n order to 1nterpret and comprehend levels of

’ugenerallty as layers of formdcontentfrelatlonshlp for the'}}

.chommonplace s1tuad_onrof the semlotlc class as text Later,}f

'fI w1ll elaborate how schema theory prov1des,‘from the

’fﬁfopp051te perspectlve, the means by Wthh a wrlter 1s able to7”f

Mfdeductlvely take apart a representatlon for an ass1gned
‘lfwrltlng task 1n order to compose levels of generallty aS'ﬁ.=‘
layers of form content relatlonshlp for the conventlonallzedf"

f“structures of academlc dlscourse

I w1ll now explaln two rec1procal'81des of schema

._ theory that help us descrlbe how the acqu1s1tlon processv(of;*'e

'fai.addlng together partlculars 1n order to 1nterpret meanlng)

\:1s transformed 1nto the compos1ng process (of taklng apart
1;;part1culars in order to construct meanlng)
| Schema theory, accordlng to Rumelhart explalns "howb}?
,?knowledge 1s represented and how that representatlon ‘
‘htfac1lltates the use of the knowledge 1n partlcular ways“;:kh
“( chemata The Bulldlng Blocks of Cognltlon" 34) Wlthln
"aschema theory, the flrst rec1procal s1de to be elaborated 1s,
R the understandlng of a schema A schema 1s4
i to:a data structure for‘representlng the generlcl;

“?”H"concepts stored 1n memory There are schemata

‘ng our knowledgef bout all concepts
’ffthose underlylng objects, 51tuatlons,,events,f
ffsequences of events, actlons and sequences of

!,actlons ; (34)




’~'represents a behav1oral pattern assoc

A common example 1s the restaurantgﬁxperlence as a sequence

','of four phy81cal s1tuatlons enterlng 'frderlng, eatlng, and'f‘

hfex1t1ng (Schank and Abelson 42 4 »Browngand Yule 245

'ffNYStrand-nThe Structure of Textual Space“ 79)~; So a schemav“'

'ted w1th a

7tfcommonplace'31tuatlon that 1s'stored 1n memory

An example of a- s1tuatlonal schema related to academlc‘irm

o_‘dlscourse would bewthe commonplace s1tuatlon and procedural SR

3fﬁact1v1t1es of academlc research Slnce the pattern for |

- 1nductlon, byfdefrnltlon, observes partlculars and then

.3¢1nduces generallzatlon(s)} so 1nductlon S commonplace

A“;nys1tuatlonal schema for research could be descrlbed as a s1gnaf

17;fi{pattern for deduct;on, by def r

”‘system for observatlon that sequences 1tself from partlcularlj
z”to general That 1s, what has come to be commonly
'understood as (the semlotlc s1gn system of) the~~tilf‘f”

ff"experlmental method" w1th 1ts,(dlslngenuous) "1nferent1al"'

'Hu:behav1ors and procedural act1v1t1es (North 147) formulatlon:f ‘l“

fof hypotheses or questlons, data collectlon data analy51s,

bﬁfand conclu51ons (Lauer and Asher 20) Conversely, s1nce thegﬂff‘.

H,rtlon beglns w1th 1ts :j‘l”

'"igenerallzatlon(sl and then observes,‘so deductlon s

"_,vcommonplace 51tuatlonal schema for research could be

;wc s1gnmsystem of)

" "_,di__alec.t_iv-c}‘.'.":;'-,j» S



'»activities:'thé seeking bf:khQWledge via the deliberaté
confrontation ofiopposing ﬁoints_of view (North 60).

| So inductive and deductive pcheduresvfor observation
could be uhderstood.as behaviors and procedural'actiQities
that‘constitutevsituational schemas for research. Reading
theory has named the inducﬁive pattern. for observation a
"bottom-up" approach to reading comprehension, which
processes information from particular to geheral. And-thé
deductive péttern for obSerVation has been named,.by reading
theory, a "top-down" épproach to reading comprehension,
whichvprocesses information from general to particular
(McCormick "An Introduction to Theories of Reading® 1-10).-
Based on a sYnthesis of reading and schema theory, inductive
observation is a "bottom-up" situational schema for research
and deductive observation is a "top-down" situational schema
for research. I contend thaf these observation patterns
become "naturally" transformed into patterns fdr reading
comprehension by members of a discourse community and that
these observation/reading patterns are (re;)fofmed into the
texts of that community. The significance of this is in thé
fact that in order to transform the readér of the semiotic
class-as-text into the writer of appropriate academic
disCourse;_the spontaneous ﬁbottom—up" approaéh to reading
must be merged into a conscious "top-down" approach to -
wriﬁing. This occﬁrrehce of observatibn/reading paﬁterns

from research transforming into textual patterns for
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c‘ademlc' dlscourse 1mplle,s that one ustflrsthave




frame structure would be a simple contextuéliZing effect
that structurally layers form4content.relationship and
péints to a cause for a‘problem} As;an'example,vthe
foregrounded problematic eﬁfeét of academic discourse not
béing learned points to the cause for the problem as
natural~acquiéition and thereby creates the expectation‘for
aﬁ'alternative teaching model that would resolve the
problem. |

‘Frames work ih‘énother'(more abstract) way as
“conceptual networks that contain embedded pointers to other
frames." In my view, this‘means that frames wofk as similar
but different structures in a text according to which tﬁe"
meaning interactions between the réaderjand.the text are
vofganized by expéctations>¢reated through structures early
in a text. For example, two similar butvdifferent scenes in
a ﬁarrative exploit intra—tektual knowledge according to
which the interaction between reader ahd text determines
meahing for a new situation. So an early scene organizes an
expectation, and a later scene has its meaning determined
through intra-textual knowledge that exploits the organized‘
‘expectation.

Such an embedded frame is illustrated in scenes from
Steinbeck's'Q£+M;g§_aﬁd_Mgg. Early on; the narrative .
contextualizes a‘meaning in a scene where an old dog is "put
out of his miséry," shot aﬁd killed (48-50, 52-4, 67). The

contextualized meaning (as an embedded pointer) is thatithe
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- old deg,shonld:have been killed byt"a?caring—responsiblet
party," rather tnan being'Shot and,killed,’as it was, by an
‘antagonistic thlrd person Later'in the stery, this
'embedded frame lS recalled by a comparable s1tuatlon 1n
which George, "a car1ng—respons1ble party,"‘puts Lennie out
of his misery (113-7). Shoot and kill associated with‘
antagonlstlc actlon 1s an organlzed expectatlon of the
‘earller meanlng, that is, George has assumed his proper
responsibility (unllke the owner of the old dog) and has not
ailowed Lennie to be shot (like the old dog'was) by an
antagonistic and uncaring third person. Literary critics
would call this narrative technique,"forewhadowing." For
discourse theoriSts,-frame theory explains how Steinbeck
eXpleited intra?textuaikknowledge from the earlier scene
that he intentionally gave the reader in order to determine
the meanrng'forba new situation later in the text.

Frame structures are not to be understood}as'ﬁerely twe
structures having a textual effect on each other, like two
independent scenes in‘a story, but understood, as stated
vpreviously,'to constitute structural “networks.f To
illustrate how frame structures work as networks, I present
the stair-step network for meanlng 1nteractlons between
reader and text that accumulatlvely organlzes expectations
for the frame system from Of Mlgevand Men. In the novel's
frame system, readers experienee a stair-step (re-)forming

of structure. This stair-step (re—)forming of structure
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occurs through a series df sdenes:.

_Scene network for organizing major expectation:
scene wherebén old dog is shbt‘and killed as a
stfuctural actvhaving a structural effect bn the
scene where Gedrge shoots and kills Lennie.-
Scenes network‘for organized.expectatién through
the organized stairfstepping of memory : |
(1) initial scene in which Lennie is hiding a dead
”mouse from George because he petted it too hard
‘and unintentionally killed it, which becomes the

- basis for an associable memofy; (2) scene where
George warns Lennie about being careful with a
puppy énd reﬁinding him about not petting it too

hard ahd hurtiﬁgvit, which is the associable

‘memory organized by the initial scene bécause it
rémindé the reader.about the dead mouse; (3) scene
where Géorge remihds Lennie about thé "girl‘in
Weed" and the‘“trouble“ bécause he scared her when
he just wanted to tOUCh her dress, which is ah‘
associable memory_organized by the previous scene
in that it again reminds the reader about Lennie's
inclination to touch and unintentionally hurt;‘(4)
scene where George warns Lennie about staying away
from Curley's wife in order to avoid trouble, |

~which is an associable memory organized by the.

previous scene in that it reminds the reader about
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the-“girl in Weed" aad that "trouble"; (5) the
scene where Lennie wants to touch the hair of
Curley'e Wife and unintentionally kille her, which
‘1s an associable memory organized by the previous
scenes; it also serves as a transition to the |
final scene that culminates thembrganized major
expectation where George shoots and kills Lennie.
~Grice's theory of impliCatures supplies (the high level
of generality to) a theoretlcal underplnnlng for our
pedagogy} Schema and frame theory work (as lower levels of
geﬁeraiity) within the broader domain of implicatures
theory; this theoretical system‘or network pfovides a
vocabulary by-whichfwe-can identify and name what we see
happening in texts.

For our educational scaffolding, frames constitute
(embedded and conventlonallzed) implicatures that.are
recognlzed by members of an academlc discourse communlty.
Therefore, we can say ‘that frames constitute an embedded
implicatﬁre that a writer (from a particular discourée
community) establishes for a reader (from the same discoumse:
community) as a structure early in a text by means_of which
the reader'comprehends'meaning by expectations created

‘through those early structures. An example of a frame (as
an embedded and conventionalized) implicature,’appropriate
"to a partlcular dlscourse community, would be Stephen

North's use of hlS design for "practlce as-inquiry" in the
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book,‘The Making of Knowledoe‘in Comoosition.

"North's.book with its "making‘knowledge" content has an
epistemological concern; that is, the book is about inquiry
vmethods for an academic coﬁmunity{v He‘is promoting'practice
as inquiry for_the purpose of establishing the composition_
instructor as a legitimate,.and appropriate,
teacher—researcher;' North has written his book in an order
that facilitates a meaning discovery (i}e;vimplicature) by a
composition student-turned-instructor reader. He has
written using this structure to be comprehended by a reader
experienced‘in and knowledgeable of that community.

As the book is ordered, the reader reads the
"Practltloner“ chapter w1th 1ts des1gn for practlce as
1nqu1ry Then in the hook S subsequentvsectlons, a reader
reads the eXposition of Historical (66-90), Hermeneutical
(116—32)(‘and Philosophical f9l—115) inguiry modes, which
North‘names as afgroup, ﬁthe Scholars" (59—65). The frame
of practice-as-inquiry (as an embedded and conventionalized‘
1mpllcature appropriate to a particular discourse communlty)
is recognized by a reader when the 1nteractlons between the
reader and text are organlzed by an expectation created
through that early structure of practlce as 1nqu1ry The
reader becomes aware and comprehends that |
practice-as-inquiry is a (re—)organizing of the three
"scholar" inquiry modes}‘ That is, the frame of

practice—as—inquiry is comprehended when text structures
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back—form on each other through the precess of the reader
remﬁmbe:ing'a,preVious commdnplace_pattern. Through this‘
act of memery, the'reader becomes aware that
practice-as-inquiry contextualized meaning interactions
between reader and textiat the beginning in order to
organizevexpectations‘in a way that determines meaning for a
new situation later in the text. The determined meaning
(i.e. organized expectation) is that practice-as-inquiry ié
defined by the community‘coﬁmonplace behaviors of the
"scholar" inquiry modes. |

In my view, this constitutes an example of a frame (as
an embedded and conventionaliZed) implicature appropriate to
a perticular academic diseourse community. And so we could
deecribe what North has done structdrally in his book as
turningda'situational pattern into a teﬁtual pattern. That
is, the writer has brought an inductive "bottom-up"
commonplace situational schema for research together with a
deductive "top-down" conventionalized frame for discourse
structure.

Since North's book demonstrates that the pattern from a
situation can, indeed, be turned into the battern for a
text, the question becomes, how did that transformdtion’from
situation to text happen? More precisely, how does
interpreting a situation‘merge into cemposing a text? I
contend that the answer lies in the "situated cognition®

question that "I," the writer, directed to "you," the
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reader, earlier in this chapter.

As the next section demonstrates, the commonplace
,pattern'forithe situational text of internalizing academic
discourse has been reproduced and framed'in the language
appropriate to a specific discipline; byﬁthe experience of
lsituaced cognition" as a‘defining principle of genre
knowledge within composition studies. o
Gen:e'Knoﬁledge

Cerol Berkenkotter and Thomas Huckin in "Rethinking
Genre From a Sociocognitive Perspective“ explain: "Our
knowledge of_genres is derived from and embedded in our
participation in the communicative activities of daily‘and'
profeSSional;life;‘ As such,‘genfe-knowledge is‘a form of
'siﬁuated COgnitionl"ll482l; They further elaborate:
"Genre knowledge of academic discourse entails an
"understanding of both oral enderitten forms of approoriate
communicatiVe beha&iors;" o

Berkenkotter and Huckin use the concept "situated
cognition" (as a high level of generalityl to elaborate (as
a lower level of generality) a "duality'of discourse"
principlef‘ ThiS'principle explains, according’fo
»Berkenkotter and Huckin, how in our use of "disciplinary
genres, we QQnﬁLiinLe social structureexand simultaneously
Lgp;oguce these structures" (author emphasis 492).

What these writers define as "constitute(d) social

structures," I call schemas or patterns for situations, and

69



what they define as "simultaneously reproduce (d)
structures," I call frames or patterns for texts. 1In their
words, constituted social structures are Simultaneously
reproduced, and in my words, schema from situations become
frames for texts. So social process merges with cognitiVe
process. | | |

I borrow an illustration to show how patterns from .
s1tuatlons merge into patterns for texts. Kirscht, Lev1ne,
‘,and Reiff,"in their article "WAC and the Rhetoric of
Inquiry, " use the "empirical study report" as a form to.
demonstrate how cognitiVe activity equates into'structures
appropriate for a specific discipline. | The empirical report
1s framed structurally as;“Introductlon Methods, Results,
and Dlscuss1on. They deflne this "format_[to have] emerged
in the.natUral soienCes and [to] now [be] used with
variations,invmany fields”-(375). Cognitive activities for
the structural frame'of the empirical report are schematized
(i.e. pattern from situation) as an underlying inquiry (i.e.
cognitive) process.b In short, these writers confirm that
research schemas as patterns for situations transform into
structural frames as patterns for academlc dlscourse

In another genre knowledge artlcle, Amy J. Dev1tt
contrlbutes to our understanding of this process whereby the

genres of academic discourse are constituted and reproduced:
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Genre'and situation are so linked as to be
inseparable, but it is genre that determines
situétion as weil as situation that detefmines
genre. vageﬁre not only responds’to but also
‘cohstructs recurring situation, then genre must be
a dynamic rather than static Concept. Genres
QQnstrugt and respond to situatioh; they are
actions" (author emphasis 578).
What we begin to see here is that the Cdgﬁitive activities
involved in (re-) forming Coﬁséiousness (from unawareness
into an awareness of form-content relationship), dobnot
"separate, " as Devitt implies, from the’cognitiVe‘activitiés
invdlved in‘(re—)forming structure for discoufse.

The implication is that an instructional focus on
procedural knowledge would facilitate the transformation of
not only consciousness but aISO’strudture. From the contéxt
of composition studies, George Hillocks defines a mode of
instruction that elaborates a context for transforming
situation into tekt. Hillocks proposes an‘"envirqnmental"
mode of instruction in which the focus is on the
facilitation of (situated) procedural knowledge.
En&ironmental instruction is primarily interactive
problem-solving. I propose that (in'the sense of an
environmental mode of instruction) an interactive theory of
reading along with the concept of gehre knowledge can be

used to bring "bottom-up" situational patterns together with
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"top-down" textual patterns. That is, we understand how the
reader's act of inductively interpreting a sign system from
a situation (i.e. a class-as-text) is brought together with
the writer's act of deductively composing a sign system for
an academic text.

I contend that, for our teaching model based on the
metaphor of class as text (with an educational scaffolding),
phenomenological theories of reading account for, and thus
allow for, a Vygotskian transaction between spontaneous
induction and scientific (metacognitive) deduction. That
is, these phenomenological theories explain how top-down
theories of reading interact with bottom-up theories of
reading. So in our teaching model, we understand that
bottom-up theories of reading (in the cognitive process of
spontaneous concept forming with its pattern of thought from
particular to general) transéct with top-down theories of
reading (in the social process of scientific concept forming
with its pattern of thought from general to particular).

And we understand, as well, how top-down thinking (i.e. the
social process of scientific concept forming) operates to
organize the structure of spontaneous concepts (i.e. the
cognitive process of bottom-up thinking) into a system.

The question becomes what constitutes an academic
frame. The answer for that question brings together
metacognition with the reader's answer to the situated

cognition question. The reader's own sign system for her
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discipline's,aCademic discourse constitutes the answer. I
suspect that such a textual frame_merges eituational
patterns from research (i.e. schema) into textual patterns
for academic discourse.‘iI'contend‘that procedural knoWledge
facilitates such a transformation. In this way, early
situations organized an expectation,_and 1ater Situations
had their meaning determined through intra situational
knowledge (more appropriately "procedural knowledge") that
exploited the organized ekpectation.
Conclusion

When student-readers don't experience the gestalt of
structure re- forming through the memory of a commonplace,
then it is not likely that they Wlll re—form conSCiousness.
Students need to have the re- forming of structure pointed
out s0 that consciousness might have the opportunity to
re-form. It is an exercise comparable to this writer asking
the_reader to recall acquisition experience and thus point
‘to commonplace structures that constitute the integration of
content and form inithe reader's academic discipline.

In the next chapter, I propose a metacognitive pedagogy

and offervsome‘educational scaffolding.
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-CHAPTER FOﬁR: A RHETORIC FOR. . .TEACHERS [WHO WRITE]

| I have shown how a feader's comprehension process moves
(phénomenclogically) to ﬁeet'avwritér's production process.
To facilitate this motion of thought in the "zone of
vproximai devélopment“ andibring a reader's spontaneous
induction ffom the interpretihgiprocess together with a
writer's metacognitive form of deduction for the composing
process;vI offer some éducétional scaffclding for a proposed
‘metacognitive pedagOgy.‘

The scaffolding quite naturally borrows from my own
academic discourse community at‘CSUSB and its membership.‘
From'ccmposition specialist Rise_Axelrod, T borrow and
propose.akSyStem of téxtual frames; for a "freshman
‘compositicn" coﬁrse, I would.teach the one provided in The
St., Martin's Guide to Writing (Axelroa éhd Cooper 3rd ed).
“And fromvlingﬁist sunny Hyon; I borrow and propose the use
of (language immersion) teaching practices, which she based
on English for Social Purposes (Hammond. et al).

A Generative System of Academic Frames‘

Axelrod and Cooper provide a system of frames for
discourse that can be applied at the undergraduate level.

In "Part One" of their "brief contents," these frames are

listed under the heading of "writing activities."
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http:Hammond,.et

Remembering Events I Taking a Position

Remembering People ‘ Prdposing Solutions
Writing Profiles = Making Evaluations
Explaining-Concepts Speculating about Causes

For Axelrod and Cooper, "writing activities" constitute
the maéro—textual frame or genre, and "writing strategies"
constitute the micro-structures that make up stair-step |
networks within a genre or macro—textual frame. These
writers‘supply the_generative processzaé well as the
strategies necessary for éonstructing'an”intra—textual
stair-step network, or intra-textual frame system, of
embedded pointers; in "Part Two" of "briéf contents,"vthe 
generativé prbceés is provided (under the heading of
"inventibn and,inquiry") andvthe means for intra-textual
networks are provided‘under the headings of "cueing the

reader” and "writing strategies."

Invention and Inquiry | Defining

Cueing the Reader | Classifying

Narrating Comparing and Contrasting
Describing ‘ Arguing

Again, for Axelrod and Cooper, "writing activities"
constitute the macro-textual frame or genre, and "writing
strategies" constitute the micro-structures that make up
stair-step networks within a genre or macro-textual frame.
From an expanded "cbntents," these writers provide the

details for a particular type of textual frame, or the
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"fdetaIls for a partlcular academlc genre that lS approprlatev

| Exw'at the_undergraduate level Axelrod and Cooper supply

.vﬁreadlngsi;or a teXtual frame WhICﬁRE““

7_rthIs teaChIng learnlng model and thch have appllcatlon In

“j'my next sectlon on metacognltlve teachlng practlces

For my purposes, I w111 present one such textual frame; u

“‘a;*~i;e. undergraduate academlc genre (emphaSIS added)

735 ExplaInIng Conceptsja

' For Group Inqulry

V,RQPURPOSE AND AUDIENCE

. BAST FEAT RE F EXPL AT RY E AYS : ' ' ; C
‘A Well- focused Subject /- A Main POInt or TheSlS / An Appeal

"’;ﬁto Reader‘'s Interests / A" LogIcal Plan / 'Clear Definitions' /-

E’Approprlate WrItIng Strategles / Careful Use of Sourcesff

‘;fGUIDE To WRITING

iNTHE WRITING ASSIGNMENT f,{"

HT‘INVENTION AND RESEARCH

IFIndIng a Concept / Explorlng the Concept /. FocuSIng on One L
- Aspect of-the Concept / Researching Your Subject ./ Testlng n
,Your ChOIce ./ For Group Inqu1ry / Establlshlng a MaIn POlnt/

RPLANNING ANb DRAFTING
'GETTING CRITICAL COMMENTS
‘REVISING AND EDITING E:f.
v:‘LEARNING FROM YOUR OWN WRITING PROCESS
'<£A WRITER AT 'WORK: USING SOURCES
A Of SIgnIfIcance are the‘"InventIon and research"’step
“"ConSIderIng explanatory strategles"dand the sectIon'"baSIC

"3features of explanatory ertIng ‘"ConSIderIng explanatory-‘*
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strategies" under "invention" is significant becausé it
gﬁides the writei to generate their‘intra—téxtual aetwork of
»strategies appropriate to explanatory wfiting. And "basic'
features of éxplanatory'writihg" is significant because it
guidés the writer by providing the global ffamily
resemblance" characteristics for that genre of writing,
which the writer isvattempting to (re—)produce}
Some Metacognitive Teaching Practices for Language Immersion
Sunny Hyon has formalizéd same teaching practices’that
serve to facilitate matacognitive awareness and thus guide
Stadent writérs to (re-)produce a textual frame or genre.
‘ she‘destribes ﬁthetteaching learning‘cyclé" as having four
stagesvaf activity. Under éach of the ?stagés,"wl present
some samples of language (immersion) teaching practices.
Stage One Building”the Context for a Text Frame
introdute learners to aAbroad range of written
texts that apply the text frame in a real'context
(Ihﬁ;ﬁLA_MalLinLﬁ;ﬁuiQﬁ usesvseveral "scenarios," which
begin the "writing activity" éhapters, to serve this
purpose of situating a frame.)
Stage Two .~ Modeling a Text Frame
1. the teacher reading model text ffame(s) to
studenta, 2. shared reading of téxt’frame(s) between
students, 3. diséﬁssion of who writes a certain text
frame; Why, and where they are likely to be found,

4. analysis, based on examples of the frame structure
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for a text‘and the function of eaoh feature within
the frame structure for a text, and 5. practice in
distinguishing and labelling features within the
frame structure for a text': |
(The St Martin's Quide supplies the resources for'such
teaching learning practices with several models of a
text frame in‘the "writing activity" chapters).
Stage Threet  Joint Construotion of a Text Frame
1 (a) negotiation between teacher and students or
1 (b) negotiation between students regarding
appropriate features for a text frame and/or
‘appropriate-intra—textual.network of.strategies, and Zl
shared re—drafting, drawing on shared knowledge about a
te#t'frame. | |
Stage'Four' ' Independent Construction of a Text Frame
1. building and developing knowledge of the text
frame through activities such as reading,
information gathering, and note-taking, 2; writing.
own text, approximating appropriate features foru
the text frame, 3. consulting with other Students or
with the teacher regarding the appropriateness of
the text‘frame, 4. re- drafting where necessary, and
'5, class discuSSion of any difficulties experienced
by learners in writing their text. |
This systematicity of textual frames‘and the

transformation to discourse awareness form the basis for
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what I‘amjcalling a metacognitive pedagogy for acquiring
academic discourse. The (language immersion)'teaching
practices'provide students with metacognitive awareness for

a text frame, which they will need to (re—)pfoduce for

writing tasks in the university.
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EPILOGUE: REDRAWING THE BOUNDARTES
As many readers familiar with poststructuralist
literary theory will recogniie, the subtitle to this thesis,

"There Is A Text In This Class," alludes to a well-known

work by Stanley Fish, Is There A Text In This Class? In my
title, I was attempting to create for the reader that |
textual situaticn, which wewcommonlY'know as allusion,"_iﬁ
order that a reader would come to understand later in the
‘text, a meaning determined by that earller structure The
determined meaning wasvthat in order for academic discourse
to be consciously learned,‘the awareness problem must be
reSolVed;i The interdiSciplinary neturevof composition
‘studles presents this problem for those who would
approprlate 1ts discourse and become compos1tlon
spec1allsts. The would-be compos1tlon specialist must be a
metacognitive thinker or the‘Student's Question,‘"whet-do
university professor's want?" will go unanswerea. If we
have‘a class—text, then we should be metacognitively aware
of that class-text and acknowledge it to students rather
thau‘keeping it a secret. When teachers do not acknowledge
their class-text, this practice maintains the status quo cf
‘unconscious discourse or discourse under the control of the
subconscious mind. |

My text ends with a poem I used to begin the very first
paper I wrote for our graduate program. It was a paper

about the identity crisis of composition practitioners. Now
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Jbat the end of the program, I 1nterpret that cr1s1s to be one'?

"consequence of the fact that what happens in most

'y:compos1tlon classes has Very llttle,.lf anythlng,,to do w1th

the metacognltlve process of approprlatlng academlc

.p'dlscourse I began the paper w1th a recontextuallzlng of

»iTheodore Roethke s "Dolor" that I retltled "Dolor Recast“;i:“
_Fso w1th apologles to the poet Theodore Roethke for the poem f
'irev181on and to Professor E M Whlte for the pre llterate
:;academlc dlscourse,:I close w1th that poem e

’_I have known the 1nexorable sadness of dlscourse restrlcted,;f

‘7{fNeat 1n thelr boxes, dolor

'”[of descrlptlon,,narratlon, expos1tlon, and argumentatlon,afﬁc_V

. All the mlsery of composed:product

emphas1s over compos1ng process,{uwmi}{’

bDesolatlon 1n the strong concern for‘usage,‘bh

"Lonely syntax, spelllng,.punctuatlon v

The unalterable pathos of text analysrs

thual 1nto words,»sentences,vand paragraphs,‘
QEndless dupllcatlon of llves and objects |
fAnd I have seen dust from the walls of 1nst1tutlons,-£ch;bﬁ
fFlner than flour, allve,‘more dangerous than 51llca,e;,;‘wﬁ

‘h‘51ft almost 1nv1s1ble, through long afternoons of tedlum,‘?fﬁ‘
bDropplng a flne fllm on nalls and dellcate eyebrows,f na

‘Gla21ng the pale halr, the dupllcate gray standard faces
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