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ABSTRACT 

Elaborative processing is important to the study of 

reading-to-write tasks because of its function in the 

integration of new knowledge. This study investigated 

whether assisting students to generate intra- and 

intertextual elaborations on source texts would (1) result 

in their writing essays in which textual information was 

transformed according to a personal purpose, and (2) result 

in their showing more metacognitive consciousness about 

their reading/writing processes. 

The pedagogical methodology was developed through 

analyzing the think-aloud protocols of six students writing 

from sources. Subsequently, two intact classes of first

semester freshman composition students attending community 

college composed essays from three autobiographical source 

texts. The experimental group was prompted to generate 

personal associations and new ideas from the source texts 

as well as to criticize ideas in them. Students in the 

experimental group were also encouraged to draw a diagram 

relating the three source texts to each other and to the 

students' own experiences. 
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students' annotations, notes, and essays were parsed 

into idea units and tallied according to categories of 

elaborations identified by stein (1990a, c). Essays were 

also holistically scored for writing quality and 

organizational plan. Finally, students' free written 

responses to the task were analyzed and types of comments 

were tallied. 

Prompting students to elaborate is associated with 

their producing greater numbers of elaborations in their 

annotations. In the present study, however, no significant 

differences were found between the types of essays each 

group produced, in the types and percentages of 

elaborations present in their papers, or in the quality of 

their papers. However, members of the group receiving 

training in elaboration were better able to articulate the 

unifying concepts and organizational plans of their essays. 

Training in elaboration also seemed to heighten these 

students' interest in writing from sources. 

Future research on how elaboration affects the 

execution of reading-to-write tasks might involve more 

clearly prompting students to synthesize information from 

sources as well as giving them more extensive experience 

with elaboration techniques. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

The Problem 

Students have difficulty with the complex reading-to

write tasks inherent in composing research papers and 

documented argumentative essays. While their teachers 

regard such assignments as a means of promoting critical 

thinking about important issues, students tend to see them 

as exercises imposed by the teacher for the purpose of 

determining grades rather than as personal opportunities 

for students to deepen their understanding of a subject. 

In this study I am investigating a means of promoting 

students' sense of purpose in writing through their 

elaborating on what they read, i.e., through encouraging 

them to make connections between texts and their own 

background knowledge. What immediately follows are 

excerpts from interviews with three college students who 

participated in my pilot studies. Their words express 

their lack of personal purpose in their academic writing, 

while articulating mY motivation for undertaking this 

study. The first two individuals are University of Arizona 

students who have finished the basic writing course and are 

16 



planning to take their first semester composition class at 

a community college; the third is enrolled in the first

semester freshman composition course at Pima Community 

College in Tucson, Arizona. 

Jean's protocol shows how painful writing was for her 

--she labored over each sentence, rereading single words 

and phrases, as though only her sheer will would keep the 

awkwardly cantilevered words from crumbling into nonsense. 

Yet she remembered: 

When I was littler, I went to a private school, 

and they never had assignments like write about 

this and tell this. And I wrote all the time. I 

always wrote. You know, we had journals every 

day, and I'd make big creative ••• I mean, I 

read it now, and like I wrote better then than I 

do now. 

Mike's approach to my reading and writing task was 

very efficient and organized---summarize the sources, add 

an intro and conclusion that sort of relates them. His 

modus operandi seemed to reflect traditional instruction in 

writing about sources, yet he seemed to repudiate such a 

formulaic approach when I talked to him later. About his 

high school writing experiences he confided: 

I was always discouraged because I wanted to 

write the way I wanted to write and yet every 

17 



single teacher had their own specific format 

about how to go about it. It was frustrating 

because you had to adapt yourself to every 

teacher's format. 

However, when asked how he felt about the feedback I gave 

him on his paper, Mike responded, 

You basically left it up to me what I wanted to 

change in the paper; that is"a little 

frustrating when you don't have guidelines as to 

what is exactly expected of you •.•. That's 

how I got through in high school because I knew 

EXACTLY how they wanted it This was a lot 

harder, because you had to set limits for 

yourself. You had to know exactly where you 

wanted to go • God all those choices • • 

Kim, the community college student, exhibited 

confidence and writing fluency as she linked information 

from three readings to quickly produce a unified, coherent, 

predictable essay. Afterwards, I complimented her facility 

with written language and talked about how she might use 

writing as an opportunity to explore ideas. She commented, 

I like writing essays. You know, if you get good 

grades on them consistently--on just anything you 

write--it just gets a little, you know,--another 

essay. I want to do something more •••• I 

18 



don't want to read an article out of the 

encyclopedia and turn it into six flowery pages 

of nothing. I want something harder. 

These three students express frustrations that 

constellate around lacking a genuine purpose for their 

writing. This study explores how by assisting students to 

make personal responses to what they read, they might 

thereby produce writing which is more meaningful to 

themselves and to their audience. 

Background for the study 

Composition teachers increasingly are realizing that 

good writing involves more than adhering to the conventions 

of essay, paragraph, and sentence structures. Instead, as 

Scardamalia and Bereiter (1982) have observed: 

when expert writers are given an arbitrary 

writing task, they set about constructing goals 

of their own, which incorporate the requirements 

of the assignment but are not limited to them. 

These experts, in other words, are creating 

meaning for themselves (p. 170). 

Ideally, such creation of meaning is inherent in the 

complex reading-to-write tasks of writing research papers 

and argumentative essays which are standard assignments in 

college English classes. Such assignments are intended to 

promote critical analysis, synthesis, and evaluation--what 
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Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987a, b) refer to as "knowledge 

transformation." However, the student response to these 

assignments is often "knowledge telling," whereby 

information is presented in an additive chain, perhaps 

somewhat tailored according to a teacher-prescribed 

template. 

composition theorists taking a cognitive 

psychologist's perspective ascribe'the phenomenon of 

knowledge telling to the students' experiencing cognitive 

overload due to the number of intellectual demands made by 

complex writing tasks (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987a; 

Flower & Hayes, 1980). Social constructionists attribute 

difficulties with complex writing tasks to unfamiliarity 

with the conventions of the academic discourse community 

(Bartholomae, 1981; Bizzell, 1982; Bruffee, 1984, 1986). 

Other theorists associate knowledge telling with the 

failure of school assignments to engage the affective 

domain or call forth creative thinking (Britton, Burgess, 

Martin, McLeod, & Rosen, 1975: Emig, 1971: Langer & 

Applebee, 1984: Moffett, 1968). They criticize student 

writing as requiring no greater authorial purpose than the 

successful display of knowledge to teacher examiners. 

Yet emphasis on "writing to learn" in the sense of 

promoting knowledge transformation has been at the heart of 

the writing-across-the curriculum movement (Fulwiler & 
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Young, 1982: Gere, 1987: Knoblauch & Brannon, 1983: Parker 

& Goodkin, 1987). Knowledge transformation occurs as 

undergraduates (1) grapple with content knowledge they are 

only in the process of acquiring and (2) endeavor to shape 

that information to conform to the unfamiliar rhetorical 

constraints of an academic discipline. certainly, looking 

at how students incorporate material from sources into 

their own writing will provide insights into knowledge 

transformation. 

statement of Purpose 

Following a line of the research done at the center 

for Research in writing at Carnegie Mellon University 

(Flower, stein, Ackerman, Kantz, Mccormick, & Peck, 1990), 

I conducted this study to gain insight into how to assist 

students to move beyond writing papers based on summary or 

paraphrase of sources (knowledge telling) to writing papers 

in which they reinterpret sources as support for their 

personal statements on a subject (knowledge 

transformation). 

Knowledge transformation is difficult--especially for 

writers who may be unfamiliar with the content or the 

discourse conventions of the discipline in which they are 

writing. One means of assisting students in writing tasks 

involving knowledge transformation may be through engaging 
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the affective domain. sixty years ago, Vygotsky maintained 

that 

Thought is not begotten by thought; it is 

engendered by motivation, i.e., by our desires 

and needs, our interests and emotions. Behind 

every thought there is an affective-volitional 

tendency, which holds the answer to the last 

"why" in the analysis of thinking (1986, p. 252). 

Recognizing the power of the "affective-volitional 

tendency" that Vygotsky talks about, I am investigating 

whether students who are prompted to personally elaborate 

on text material--that is, to relate it to their personal 

experiences--are better prepared to structure the text 

material in a new way (thus indicating transformation of 

text knowledge). 

Due to their school experiences, it would seem that 

students may not have been encouraged in personal 

interpretation or even realize it to be an option. 

Instead, they see their task as writing for the teacher-as

examiner, who expects them to slot the information they 

have been given into a supplied format (See Applebee, 

1984; Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Britton et al., 1975; 

Langer & Applebee, 1987). 

What this study seeks to discover is whether prompting 

students to make and value personal connections with text 
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will result in their writing papers which show 

transformation rather than reiteration of source material. 

A second focus of the investigation is whether prompting 

such elaborations will increase students' consciousness of 

the processes they use when writing from sources. 

significance of the Study 

Elaboration has been studied only since 1975 and then 

primarily as a means for enhancing recall of information. 

The effects of prompting student elaboration of text 

material has not been investigated in terms of facilitating 

the synthesis of information from several texts, nor has 

such elaboration been examined as a means of making 

students more conscious of the possibility of having 

knowledge transformation be a purpose for their writing. 

Prompting students to elaborate source material by the 

use of inferencing, visualization, and analogies has been 

found to enhance the recall or knowledge telling of 

information (Denis, 1982; Dixon & von Eye, 1984; Hayes & 

Tierney, 1982; Hayes & Henk, 1986; Kuen, Cohen, & Solman, 

1981; O'Donnell, Dansereau, Rocklin, Hythecker, Lambiotte, 

Larson, & Young, 1985; Pressley, Symons, McDaniel, Snyder, 

& Turnure, 1988; Reder, 1980). Further studies show that 

writing can be a vehicle for knowledge transformation; for 

instance, Newell (1984) and Langer and Applebee (1987) 

report that writing essays on single texts fostered the 
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integration of information more than did answering study 

questions or note taking. In Durst's study (1987), the 

think-aloud protocols of eleventh-graders revealed they 

employed more varied and complex thinking operations when 

engaged in analytic writing than when writing summaries. 

But while expertise in synthesizing information from more 

than one text has been associated with more able as opposed 

to less able readers (spivey, 1984; Spivey & King, 1989), 

and has been used as a means of assessing reading and 

writing levels (Sternglass, 1981), ways of assisting 

students in discourse synthesis have received little 

attention. 

Behrens and Rosen (1982) and Spatt (1987) have 

developed formulaic exercises to give students practice in 

integrating text. Behrens and Rosen, in particular, 

emphasize the importance of students perceiving logical 

relationships among the information in the several texts. 

However, these textbook authors limit their conception of 

synthesis to analysis of texts rather than situating the 

synthesis task in the context of the writer's personal 

intentions for a piece of writing, which is the primary 

focus of this study's investigation. 

Ackerman's research (1989b) does address the role of 

rhetorical purpose in synthesizing discourse, but his work 

stresses the metacognitive, rather than the affective, 
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dimension of the task. He found that instruction in making 

rhetorical plans for writing, in conjunction with a self

analysis checklist, resulted in students' perceiving 

themselves as producing essays characterized by complex 

synthesis and interpretative plans. However, in the 

majority of cases, raters of the student essays did not see 

evidence of this complexity (Ackerman, 1989b; Kantz, 1990). 

As an extension of Ackerman's work, a second focus of this 

dissertation is to investigate whether prompting personal 

elaboration as a means of establishing rhetorical purpose 

makes students more conscious of whether the texts they 

produce do indeed evince knowledge transformation. 

Research Questions 

Specifically, this study addresses the following 

research questions with regard to community college 

students enrolled in Writing 101, a first-semester freshman 

composition course: 

1. When students are prompted to make specific 

elaborations, do those prompted elaborations differ from 

those they make on their own? 

2. Are there quantitative and qualitative differences 

between the elaborations students incorporate in their 

first drafts and their revisions of their essays? Do these 

differences relate to whether students were prompted to 

make personal elaborations? 
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3. When students are faced with an open-ended writing 

task, does assisting readers to make connections between 

written source material and their personal background 

knowledge result in their producing types of papers 

different from those receiving no such assistance? 

4. Does assisting readers to make connections between 

written source material and their personal background 

knowledge result in their being better able to designate 

the type of organizational plan they followed in their 

essays? 

5. After completing the reading-to-write assignment, 

does what students report about their processes of writing 

their papers relate to whether students were given 

assistance in making personal elaborations? 

6. Does assisting readers to make connections between 

written source material and their personal background 

knowledge result in a qualitative difference in their 

writing? 

7. Do students with higher awareness of their 

metacognitive processes write higher quality essays than 

students with lower awareness? 

Limitations of the study 

The limitations of this study are as follow: 

1. The evidence for assessing the effects of training 

in elaboration will be primarily limited to student essays, 
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notes, checklists, and free writing. Six think-aloud 

protocols (a process by which students think aloud while 

performing a task) collected prior to the study provided 

the basis for developing and refining the methodology of 

the study. 

2. The six students producing think-aloud protocols 

in the pilot study were volunteers, four of whom were paid. 

It is possible that this context could make their processes 

different from those of the typical student engaging in a 

reading-to-write task. 

3. The internal validity of the study could be 

affected by the number of comparative statistical tests I 

will be running on the data. Such a procedure lays a study 

open to alpha slippage, but I am willing to risk Type I 

errors because this is an exploratory study. Additionally, 

the fact that the study was conducted with intact groups 

increases the caution with which I draw inferences from the 

results of the study. 

4. Finally, I would not want to generalize the 

results of this study to other than first-semester freshman 

composition classes at Pima Community College in Tucson, 

Arizona. Because it is impossible for me to randomly 

select my participants from a pool of community college 

writing students, I cannot generalize their responses to 

other populations, settings, and times. 
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Definitions of Terms 

1. Discourse synthesis has been clearly defined by 

Spivey (1984) in her award-winning dissertation on the 

subject as 

an active process of text construction in which a 

writer reads textual sources on a particular 

topic, selects some of the available information 

from the sources, and combines elements in a new 

way, providing an overall organization as well as 

connectivity among related ideas (p. 1). 

2. Elaboration. The f01~ation of a relationship 

between the reader/writer's background knowledge and a 

particular written text through inferencing, analogies, 

connection-making. (cf. Anderson & Armbruster, 1984; Stein, 

1990a, b; Reder, 1980.) 

3. Interpretive synthesis. Discourse synthesis in 

which the writer combines information from source material 

according to a unique controlling concept and with an 

apparent rhetorical purpose exceeding the intention to 

summarize, comment on, or integrate text information. In 

interpretive synthesis, the writer incorporates text 

material according to what he or she wants to communicate 

to a particular audience (cf. Kantz, 1990). 

4. Knowledge telling. A way of composing in which 

the reader/writer retrieves topical information from 
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different written sources, inserting it into a familiar or 

teacher-prescribed format, resulting in a basically 

unelaborated text (cf. Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987a, b~ 

Flower, 1987). 

5. Knowledge transformation. A way of composing in 

which the reader/writer retrieves topical information from 

sources, and elaborates upon it by inter-relating the 

source materials at hand and integrating them with their 

personal background knowledge. In the resultant piece of 

writing, ideas are integrated either according to a 

synthesizing concept apparent in the source texts or 

according to a personal interpretative insight which exists 

apart from the source texts. (cf. Ackerman, 1989; Bereiter 

& Scardamalia, 1987a, b; Flower, 1987; Flower & Hayes, 

1984; Kantz, 1990). 

6. Purpose. The web of a writer's affective, 

intellectual, and social motives and goals for a piece of 

writing. A much fuller discussion of purpose appears in 

Chapter 2. 

7. Rhetorical plan. The means through which the 

writer achieves his or her purpose in a piece of writing. 

(cf. Flower, 1987, 1988; Haas & Flower, 1988.) 

8. Think-aloud protocol. A person's verbal report of 

thoughts that are passing through her mind as she engages 

in some activity, in this case reading and writing. Such 
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reports are currently the best means of getting "on line" 

information about cognitive processes. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The theoretical framework for my study emerges from 

research in three areas: (1) the constructive nature of 

reading and writing, (2) the role of elaboration in reading 

and writing, and (3) the phenomenon of discourse synthesis. 

Throughout this review I will indicate how the present 

study specifically relates to the literature presented 

herein. 

The Constructive Nature of Reading and Writing 

That reading and writing involve both cognitive and 

linguistic processes has been taken for granted, but 

despite Bartlett's memory research in the 1930s, the 

profound implications of this fact have only been 

recognized during the past twenty years. If we view 

written communication from a psycholinguistic perspective, 

then we cannot ignore that readers as well as writers are 

actively constructing personal meaning from the texts 

before them. 
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Background Studies in cognitive Psychology 

The constructive nature of reading was made evident to 

Bartlett (1932) when he discovered that his subjects' 

written recalls deviated from the original texts they had 

read. He noted that "whenever anything appeared 

incomprehensible or 'queer' [to the readers], it was 

omitted or explained" (Bartlett, 1932, p. 68). This 

observation strengthened his view that every human 

cognitive action is "an effort after meaning" (p. 44). 

In the 1960s Chomsky made the distinction between 

language and meaning through his explaining the surface 

structure of utterances as transformations of deep 

structures of meaning. Language was no longer just a 

communicative code directly translating thought--rather 

thought could now be understood as being mediated by 

meaning, a notion which Vygotsky (1978) had proposed in 

1934. But how is meaning developed? 

Children come to associate meaning with words through 

their social interactions (Vygotsky, 1978, 1986; Bruner, 

1964; Bruner & Olson, 1977-78) and in relation to their 

sensorimotor world (Piaget, 1977). Vygotsky, and later 

Bruner, describe how the child learns language through 

interaction with others, and this language becomes a way of 

overtly, and later covertly (as inner speech) regulating 

the child's activity. When speech goes underground in this 
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way, it begins to act in reciprocal relationship with 

thought to support higher cognitive functions. Vygotsky, 

Brunner, and Piaget all believe that the social phenomenon 

of language becomes a tool in the construction of meaning. 

In the context of the present study, written language was 

the means of constructing meaning. 

Vygotsky (1978) in his theory of the zone of proximal 

development, and Bruner with his scaffolding posit that the 

learner's development of higher cogitive functions like 

reading and writing can be assisted through instruction. 

Vygotsky terms the concepts that result from the learner

teacher interactions as being "scientific," but he also 

allows for "spontaneous" conceptions of the sort Piaget 

discusses with regard to the processes of hypothesis 

forming and testing. The present study facilitated both 

scientific and spontaneous learning. Scaffolding was 

provided by the assignment sheets, elaboration training 

(for the experimental group), and a revision guide. 

Spontaneous concept-building is inherent in the processes 

of elaboration, reading, and writing. 

Psycholinguistics Applied to Literacy 

Goodman (1968), influenced by Piaget and Chomsky, 

described reading as a "psycholinguistic guessing game," 

emphasizing how the reader samples the environment of 

print, forms meaningful hypotheses, and then confirms or 
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discards them for new ones. He emphasized meaning's role 

in mediating between a word and its referent when he urged 

that reading instruction not focus on the teaching of 

vocabulary in isolation, because one's sense of words comes 

from how they are used in a variety of contexts. 

Goodman's theory also reflects the socio-cultural 

influences on meaning-making which he derived from Halliday 

(1975, 1978). Ken and Yetta Goodman (1976) describe how 

oral and written language serve different purposes 

(instrumental, regulatory, interpersonal, personal, 

heuristic, imaginative, and functional), and are shaped by 

contextual considerations (field, tenor, and mode). 

writing theorists also take the socio-cultural context into 

consideration under the rubric of rhetoric (See Fulkerson, 

1990). The assignment sheet introducing the reading-to

write task of this dissertation study was designed to evoke 

a meaningful socio-cultural context. The task called forth 

complex uses of language, with students possibly relying on 

all the functions of language in the writing of their 

essays. 

The Constructivists 

Paralleling Goodman's psycholinguistic research was 

that of scientists in artificial intelligence and cognitive 

psychology. Building directly on Bartlett's memory 

research (1932), the "constructivists" investigated both 
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text-driven and reader-driven processes in deriving meaning 

from text, describing the reader as "building a mental 

representation from textual cues by organizing, selecting, 

and connecting content" (Spivey, 1987). The reader-driven 

processes were designated schema, with a schemata defined 

as a network of background knowledge that shapes the 

meaning the reader constructs from the text. Initially, 

the metaphors for schemata suggested a very rigid framework 

of ideas (Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977, template; Shank & 

Abelson, 1977, slots; Spiro, 1977, building blocks; 

Anderson, 1977, structure), but more flexible, 

representational metaphors are coming into being to reflect 

the protean aspect of meaning making (Beers, 1987, design; 

Haas & Flower, 1988, maps). It is this more flexible view 

of schema that informs the present dissertation study. A 

strict information-processing model of reading is only (if 

even then!) appropriate if the reader's main goal in 

reading a text is to gain information, but when text is 

read in order to evoke a reader's own views on a subject 

(as was the case in this study), then a dynamic model that 

accommodates shifting reader perspectives is called for. 

The constructivist view calls into question the model 

of reading and writing which depicts the former as decoding 

print into oral language and the latter as encoding of oral 

language into written language. In contrast, literacy 
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theorist Rosenblatt (1938, 1978), psycholinguist Goodman 

(1968, 1985), and schema theorists (Anderson, 1977; 

Bransford & Johnson, 1972; Rumelhart, 1980, 1984; 

Rumelhart & ortony, 1977; Spiro, 1977, 1980) depict reading 

as an interaction or transaction between the reader and the 

writer through the text. The most comprehensive model for 

a combined reading-writing process is Goodman's transactive 

theory (1985, 1988) which takes into consideration (1) both 

the reader's and writer's background knowledge and 

purposes, (2) the socio-cultural conventions which shape 

the production and interpretation of text as well as its 

physical form, and (3) the linguistic features-

graphophonemic, syntactic, and semantic cue systems which 

from a part of the reader's interpretation. 

Rosenblatt (1937, 1976, 1984, 1988) intuitively 

derived the notion of the reader and writer transacting 

meaning across text and her term transaction was adopted by 

Goodman because of its organic connotations as opposed to 

the more mechanistic associations of reader-text 

interaction. Rumelhart (1984) had used the term 

interaction to describe a reading model which features 

hypothesis making, testing and evaluating on the basis of 

schemata activated by text, but said little about the 

writer's activity in shaping text and nothing about the 

socio-cultural aspects of language. The present study is 
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built on a transactive view of the reader-text relationship 

manifested in the both the reading and writing processes. 

Using Piagetian terms, Goodman (1985) and Spiro (1980) 

have explained the types of schematic change that can 

accompany the reader-text transaction. They associate 

"assimilation" with the process of adding new information 

to schemata without change to the individual's knowledge 

structures and associate "accommodation" with the process 

of "conceptual change" or radical restructuring of existing 

knowledge as a result of encountering new information" 

(Spiro, 1980, p. 271). The concept of schematic 

accommodation can be associated with Bereiter and 

Scardamalia's notion of knowledge transformation which was 

defined in Chapter 1. The present study explores whether 

training in elaboration can facilitate the construction of 

new meanings (i.e., schematic accommodation and/or 

knowledge transformation) through writing. 

Parallels in Reading and Writing 

Only recently, have reading and writing been 

theoretically related. In the past, reading research on 

reading-writing connections has been limited to 

correlational studies. Reviews by Shanahan (1984) and 

Stotsky (1984), for instance, point out that good readers 

are often good writers and good spellers. The earlier 

reading-writing research focused on product (percent of 
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comprehension questions answered, text analysis of written 

recall for a number of propositions) rather than an 

emphasis on how the processes of reading and writing inform 

each other. A natural consequence of the constructivist 

view of reading has been research into the parallels of the 

reading and writing processes. 

studies by Composition Theorists 

Composition researchers have found explanatory power 

in reading theories of Rosenblatt (who, after all, comes 

from the literary tradition) and Goodman, in part because 

both Rosenblatt (1978) and Goodman (1985) early on took 

authorial intention as one aspect of text the reader needs 

to reckon with. composition theorists are interested in 

the ways in which writers read their emerging texts, and 

studies of revision practices of novice and expert writers 

have revealed differences in how these writers read while 

revising (Perl, 1979; Sommers, 1980). 

Another indication of the influence of a transactive 

theory of reading on composition studies is rhetoricians' 

reconsideration of the role of audience. The position set 

forth by Ong (1975)--that the reader is only responding to 

the cues given by the writer--has been challenged by 

composition theorists addressing issues of audience (Kroll, 

1984; Ede & Lundsford, 1984; Flower, 1988; Haas & Flower, 

1988). Relying on reading theory, they argue for the role 
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of the reader's background knowledge and active processing 

strategies in the creation of meaning from text. 

Finally, composition scholars influenced by schema 

theorists have been concerned with reading's role in the 

representation of a writing task and the sorts of invention 

strategies different representations evoke. (Flower, 1987, 

1990; Stein, 1989). For instance, Flower (1987) asked 

teachers-in-training to tape themselves actually thinking 

through and composing a paper in which they were to 

interpret and synthesize research results from various 

studies on revision. The protocols revealed very different 

responses to the task ranging from the production of lists 

of summaries to synthesis of comments under an overarching 

premise. Flower's study showed that the students had read 

the assignment differently, forming different conceptions 

of what was asked of them. Part of the inquiry of this 

dissertation is into the way students represented the 

reading-to-write task they were given. 

Studies by Reading Theorists 

Reading theorists have also begun to explore reading

writing connections. In particular, schema theory has 

provided the basis for relating processes of reading and 

writing. Kucer (1985) points out that cognitive efficiency 

demands commonality (1) in the procedures used by readers 

and writers to access background knowledge, (2) in the 

39 



cognitive strategies used to transform background knowledge 

into an internal configuration of meaning, and (3) in the 

role of context in the processing of content and procedural 

information. 

Protocol analyses of readers and writers' thinking 

aloud as they compose have provided further evidence of 

processing similarities in reading and writing. Tierney 

and Pearson (1983) were able to parallel the reading and 

writing processes in terms of recursive activities: 

planning, drafting, aligning, revising, monitoring. 

Tierney et al. (1987) found that readers essentially 

"rewrite" the text as they make inferences about writer 

intentions, and expert writers in their representations of 

their audiences anticipate far more instances of reader 

breakdowns in processing than actually occur. 

Spivey (1987) in her article "Construing 

Constructivism" describes the shared processes of 

organization, selection, and connection that are involved 

in the building of both the reader's and the writer's 

mental representation of text. In the present study the 

role of schemata is implicitly acknowledged as being 

activated by the reading-to-write task as well as being 

explicitly evoked by the elaboration training of the 

experimental group. 
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Reading and writing in the Schools 

Despite explorations of the theoretical relationships 

of reading and writing, school systems have a tradition of 

dichotomizing instruction in the two processes. Clifford 

(1987) attributes this to historically differing social 

bases of the two processes--he describes reading 

instruction occurring in response to perceived religious 

and political needs while writing instruction stemmed from 

urban economic needs. In the 1930s and 1950s, the National 

Council of Teachers of English tried to foster movements to 

relate reading and writing in the classroom but failed--I 

would say from lack of theoretical imperative and social 

mandate. The existence of a true social mandate is still 

debatable, but the cognitive base of reading and writing as 

tools in making meaning make it imperative to link them 

theoretically. 

The pedagogical implications of reading-writing 

connections have been particularly featured in the research 

on stUdy-type reading (e.g., Anderson, 1980; Brown, 

Campione, & Day, 1981; Harris, 1990; Hayes & Henk, 1986; 

Hayes & Tierney, 1982). This area of research includes 

underlining and annotation, summarization, and analogy 

making. Another aspect of stUdy-type reading is adjunct 

questioning. It is pertinent to the present study because 

students are prompted by adjunct questions to personally 
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elaborate on the source texts. Rothkopf (1966) and 

Rothkopf and Bisbicos (1967) found students retain 

information better if questions are answered immediately 

after they have read relevant text material. While the 

Rothkopf studies featured factual and inferential questions 

to prompt elaboration of material after reading, Salomon, 

Globerson, and Guterman (1989) used questions to prompt 

seventh graders to internalize metacognitive behaviors 

while they read text from a computer screen. Later, these 

students not only showed significant improvement in their 

reading comprehension scores but also in the quality of 

their written essays. 

Newell (1984) , Langer and Applebee (1986), and 

Marshall (1987) have all looked at how various writing 

activities (e.g., note taking, answering questions, writing 

analytic essays) affect learning what is read. They found 

that the reformulation involved in essay writing resulted 

in a deeper understanding of the subject under 

consideration than did the replicative, text-based tasks of 

note taking or answering short comprehension questions. 

Marshall's study took the social context into 

consideration; he found that teacher expectations for essay 

form limited the amount of "knowledge transformation"--to 

use Bereiter and Scardamalia's term--that took place. If 

we seriously consider language to be a tool of thought, 
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then separating reading and writing activities from each 

other and from oral exchanges is like disassembling the 

tool. In the present study, students used reading, 

writing, and class discussion as means of constructing 

meaning from disparate sources. 

Invoking a Vygotskian, Brunerian approach to written 

language learning, Langer and Applebee (1987) in their 

paper "Reading and writing instruction: Toward a theory of 

teaching and learning" propose five components of 

instructional scaffolding: ownership, or that the student 

see the point of the task and that the parts of the process 

are relevant; appropriateness, that instruction be aimed to 

support ripening functions rather than already mastered 

abilities; structure, which suggests not only sequencing 

activities in terms of ripening functions but also making 

strategies for accomplishment clear to students; 

collaboration, which promotes teachers and students working 

together to achieve learning rather than the teacher making 

instructional decisions in isolation from the student, as 

in Freire's (1972) "banking concept" of education; and 

finally, internalization, whereby teacher support is 

removed and the student functions alone. 

I have attempted to follow Langer and Applebee's 

principles (1987) in this dissertation study and in the 

course of which it was a part. The reading-to-write prompt 
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endeavored to give students a meaningful purpose for 

reading and writing as well as latitude in how they framed 

their written responses to the task. Instruction in the 

experimental group through elaboration training was aimed 

at supporting ripening strategies for reading and writing 

form sources. The Revision Guide also provided structured 

support to both groups. Collaboration was promoted through 

discussion during the process of elaboration training and 

in conferences after the study with 13 students who chose 

to revise their essays further. Finally internalization 

of the complex task of writing from sources occurred over 

the course of the semester, with students progressing to 

independence as they worked their way through three more 

assignments requiring discourse synthesis. 

The Role of Elaboration 

A key element in the constructive processes of reading 

and writing is the process of elaboration. Elaboration 

refers to the processes by which relationships are formed 

between the reader-writer's background knowledge and a 

particular written text through inferencing, analogies, and 

connection-making. stein (1990a) describes it as "the 

principal means by which information from memory is 

combined with source material in the reading processes" (p. 

146) and as "the clearest indication of how the 

constructive processes of reading and writing interact" 
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(1990b, p. 122). stein's characterizations of elaboration 

indicate why consideration of elaborative processes is 

central to this dissertation study: The inferences and 

connections that students make while reading text can play 

a major role in whether they use writing to integrate 

source material in a knowledge-transforming way. 

Learning and Elaboration 

In accord with schema theory and a depth-of-processing 

view of information processing (Craik & Lockhart, 1972), 

Reder's 1980 review of the literature on elaboration 

stressed its role in reading comprehension and recall of 

information, particularly associating elaboration of 

material with the repetition of it. Whitney's 1987 review 

further related elaboration to schema theory, emphasizing 

the pervasiveness of spontaneous elaborative inferencing, 

especially the reader's specific instantiations of a 

general idea presented in text. Building on Rohwer's 

(1970) notion of elaboration as a symbolic construction to 

make information to be learned meaningful, Weinstein's 

(1982) study provided evidence that elaboration is a 

cognitive skill that is generalizable across tasks and 

materials, including learning information from paragraphs, 

and performing paired words and serial memory tasks. 

Pressley, Symons, McDaniel, Snyder, and Turnure (1988) 

studied elaboration in a more natural academic context in 
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which students studying Canadian geography were assisted in 

associating products to the province in which they were 

produced. The researchers found that mental images 

associating a product with a province and verbal 

elaboration on why a product was produced there were 

equally useful in helping students learn the material. 

Elaboration's Role in writing 

with regard to writing, elaboration has been conceived 

in terms of textual characteristics. Meyer's landmark work 

on the hierarchical structure of English texts (1975) has 

been central in promoting a perception of elaboration in 

writing as the amount of low and mid-level information 

incorporated into text (Benton & Blohm, 1986, 1988; Meyer, 

1982). In contrast, the present study focused on 

elaboration's role in assisting students to generate 

superordinate ideas for their essays as well as mid- and 

low-level ideas for the development of their topic. 

Benton, Glover, and Plake (1984) defined elaboration 

in their study as "modifications and extensions upon the 

writing topic." Their view was that writing tasks which 

require writers to draw more upon "previous and existing 

knowledge" would result in lengthier, more elaborated 

prose. During-writing questioning at the analysis, 

synthesis, and evaluation levels and lower level post

writing questions were found to aid elaboration in writing. 
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Moreover, the during-writing group internalized the higher

level questioning technique. 

Likewise, Salomon, Globerson, and Guterman (1989) 

found students internalized the metacognitive questions 

which appeared in the computer screen texts they were 

reading. Subsequently, the students spontaneously used 

such questions when writing an essay on a topic unrelated 

to the reading texts. Salomon et al.'s (1989) research 

provides further evidence for the inter-related 

constructive processes of reading and writing, as well as 

supporting the conception of elaboration as a transferable 

cognitive skill. 

with think-aloud protocols as a data source, 

researchers have reconceptualized elaboration as phenomena 

which involve far more than repetition of information and 

textual embellishment. Scardamalia and Bereiter (1985) 

examined the relationship of higher order thinking and 

elaboration. They found that the use of cues that 

stimulated self-questioning during composition planning 

resulted in essays scored as showing more evidence of 

thought. In a chapter on "Fostering Reflective Processes," 

Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) describe how they assisted 

sixth graders to both generate content and take into 

consideration rhetorical constraints and opportunities. 

When students in the experimental group were stalled in 
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planning their opinion essays, they selected a card from a 

deck of planning cues and inserted the phrase and what they 

associated with it into their planning monologue. The cues 

prompted new ideas, text improvements, expansions of 

existing ideas, and reflections on the paper's goal, 

organization, and coherence. 

Global rating of the essays on a scale from knowledge 

telling (one) to reflective (nine) revealed a significant 

difference in the experimental group's production of papers 

rated as more reflective. These papers were described as 

"having the character of personal essays that revealed 

normal personal involvement with the topic . • • and an 

effort to involve the reader as well" (Bereiter & 

Scardamalia, 1987, p. 308). In the present study it was 

hoped that elaboration prompts would likewise lead to 

students' personal involvement with the topic of education, 

resulting in papers characterized by interpretive 

synthesis. 

Elaboration's Role in Reading-to-Write 

While the protocols Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) 

gathered included cued responses, those which stein (1989, 

1990a, b, c) has analyzed contain only the natural, 

spontaneous elaborations elicited by a reading-to-write 

task itself. stein reports elaboration as serving three 

functions in reading-to-write tasks: to develop ideas in 
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source material, to generate new ideas not in source 

material, and to evaluate ideas in source material (stein, 

1990a). The adjunct questions in the present study were 

framed so as to elicit these types of elaboration from the 

experimental group. 

Although the protocols in stein's study revealed that 

most students were copious elaborators of the texts they 

read, stein (1990a) found that only 22 percent of the 

elaborative propositions in their protocols were 

transferred to the final texts. Careful analysis of 

protocols enabled Stein to posit that the apparently "lost" 

78 percent of elaborations had "tacit" effects on how 

reader/writers selected and structured information for 

their written texts. For example, she found that 

elaboration indicating disagreement with the source text 

would lead to material being left out of the student's 

final paper. The diagram technique in the present study 

offered students in the experimental group support in 

making decisions about what elaborations to keep and to 

discard, and where more elaboration was needed. 

Stein's presentations (1989, 1990c) have dealt with 

how the nature of the writing task may increase elaboration 

during both reading and writing. In her dissertation 

study, two groups of students were given a narrative 

account of a murder trial. One group was asked to write an 
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article summarizing the trial for a newspaper; the other 

group was to take on the role of jurors writing an essay in 

which they argued for a particular verdict. Protocols 

indicated that the "jurors" engaged in more elaboration 

when reading and writing than the did the "reporters." 

stein's dissertation corroborates the work of other 

theorists (Goodman et al., 1987; Mathewson, 1985; 

Rosenblatt, 1938, 1978; Vygotsky, 1978, 1986) who have 

emphasized the importance of affective influences (such as 

those inherent in the role of a juror) on the making of 

meaning through reading and writing. 

One important function of elaboration is its 

usefulness in reducing ambiguity (Rumelhart, 1984; Whitney, 

1987). Research has revealed, however, that elaboration 

may either facilitate or distract from learning (B. Stein & 

Bransford, 1979; B. Stein, Littlefield, Bransford & 

Persampieri, 1984). In V. stein's dissertation study, 

elaboration's clarifying function was encouraged by the 

reading-writing prompt students received. By specifying a 

definite role (reporter or juror) for her subjects to 

adopt, stein constrained their elaborations. stein then 

analyzed how participants within the context of their 

reporter or juror role used elaboration to determine what 

to include in their report or to resolve their uncertainty 

about who was guilty. 
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Elaboration is less helpful at resolving ambiguity 

when learners have little domain knowledge to draw on (B. 

Stein & Bransford, 1979; Reder, Charney, & Morgan, 1986). 

For the novice, a new discipline's rules and concepts 

seem arbitrary, and the relationships among them are 

confusing. For this reason, the topic of the reading and 

writing students did in the present study was education--a 

topic relevant to their past experience and current 

position as students. 

In contrast to V. Stein's study, in which the assigned 

task constrained the range of elaboration, in the present 

study I considered it important not to specify a particular 

point of view for my students. Rather, this study sought 

to examine how student-selected purpose affected 

elaboration and the sorts of written text produced. Thus, 

the support offered to students was in assisting them to 

find their own vantage point on the topic of education 

through adjunct questions which would tap their affective 

responses. That affective response to the topic would then 

lead to elaborations which could in turn influence the 

production of one of several textual forms--free response, 

in which elaboration had no apparent link with a source 

text; review-and-comment in which the student elaborated on 

a series of specific textual references; synthesis, in 

which elaboration was instrumental in determining and 
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developing a superordinate idea based on text information 

and which idea subsequently became the basis for 

integrating textual information, and interpretive 

synthesis, in which the superordinate idea originated from 

the reader's personal associations and text was selected as 

it related to the personal purpose of the student author. 

Discourse synthesis 

A third strand of research which influenced the 

present study deals with how readers integrate information 

from written sources to create synthesized commentary on a 

topic. Source-based writing can range from out-and-out 

plagiarism to syntheses in which the sources are so 

assimilated into the transcending argument as to be either 

untraceable or have their original meaning totally revised. 

In other words, the integration of source material in 

discourse synthesis varies along a continuum from 

un integrated knowledge-telling to total knowledge 

transformation. The degree of synthesis is affected by the 

reader/writer's rhetorical purpose, as well as his or her 

expertise in processing the language in both the source and 

created texts. This section of the review (1) provides an 

overview of research in discourse synthesis, (2) discusses 

processes involved in discourse synthesis in terms of the 

major studies illuminating these processes, and (3) 
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examines the role of rhetorical purpose in discourse 

synthesis. 

Research on Discourse Synthesis 

In her review of the literature pertinent to discourse 

synthesis, Spivey (1990) points out that in the field of 

composition, literature reviews tend to describe writing 

generated from the writer's prior knowledge of a topic 

rather than that reflecting written sources in the 

immediate context. Typically, for researchers of reading 

processes, summarization has been the aspect of source

based writing they have examined. Hidi and Anderson's 

(1986) review of summarization studies showed that 

researchers focused on summarization of single sources, 

with these summaries being freestanding rather than being 

embedded in longer compositions. 

A group of studies exist which have compared an 

analytic versus a summarization response to a source text 

(Durst, 1987; Newell, 1984; Langer & Applebee, 1987), but 

these did not require subjects to deal with more than one 

source. More pertinent to the present study is recent 

research on writing from multiple sources. Some of these 

studies drew conclusions from textual analysis of 

participants' notes and papers (Spivey, 1984, 1990, in 

press; Spivey & King, 1989; Sternglass, 1981); other 

studies (Kennedy, 1985; Flower, 1987; Ackerman, 1989b) 
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supplemented textual analyses with analyses of the think

aloud protocols produced during the synthesis process. 

During the first pilot phase of the present study, 

think-aloud protocols were analyzed to set up the study 

methodology; however, the length of time required for the 

reading/writing task made it impractical to use protocols 

during the actual study. As a consequence textual analysis 

along with retrospective reports by participants and taped 

classroom interactions formed the data base of the present 

study. 

Processes Involved in Discourse synthesis 

Spivey (1990) and Spivey and King (1989) designate 

selection, organization, and connection as the three 

processes necessary for discourse synthesis to occur. 

Previous models of comprehension and summarization provide 

the theoretical antecedents for Spivey's (1990) review of 

the literature on discourse synthesis. central to her 

discussion is the Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) model of 

text comprehension, which describes textual meaning as 

emerging as the reader organizes semantic elements into a 

whole, condenses the full textual meaning to a gist, and 

generates a new text from the combination of background 

knowledge and the source text. This model amplifies the 

model van Dijk and Kintsch (1977) proposed earlier to 

explain what is basic to summarization: deletion (omitting 
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irrelevant or redundant information), generalization 

(subsuming details under higher level categories) and 

construction (integrating details according to selected or 

invented topic sentences). Brown and Day (1983) extended 

the construction rule of the van Dijk and Kintsch (1977) 

summarization model to include combining information across 

paragraphs. 

These comprehension and summarization models shape the 

theory of discourse synthesis. Implied, of course, is the 

role of prior knowledge. Prior knowledge of the topic, of 

rhetorical forms, and of the rhetorical context influences 

reader/writers as they select, organize, and connect 

semantic content from source texts in order to construct a 

meaningful secondary text. The acts of reading and writing 

blend, one influencing the other. A more detailed 

explanation of the recursive processes of organization, 

selection, and connection follows. 

Organization 

In their 1989 review of the literature, Spivey and 

King discuss "selection" first, but in her 1990 review 

article, Spivey returns "organization" to the initial 

position that Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) awarded it in 

their comprehension model. I feel that organization's 

initial position is warranted, because although 

organization, selection, and connection are iterative, 
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organization, nonetheless, has a powerful impact on the 

processes of selection and connection-making in reading and 

writing. 

Research on Text organization. Gomulicki's (1956) 

classic paper on discourse comprehension emphasized the 

importance of structure to comprehension: "a full 

understanding of a passage also demands an appreciation of 

the relative importance of its parts" (p. 90). In fact, as 

Meyer (1975b) points out, the reason text is structured is 

to enhance its ability to convey meaning. Good readers 

utilize their knowledge of textual organization along with 

rhetorical cues of the source text to construct a 

representation of a text (Kintsch & Yarbrough, 1982; Meyer, 

1975b; Meyer, Brandt, & Bluth, 1980; Meyer & Rice, 1982). 

In fact, Kintsch and Yarbrough (1982) found that readers 

can successfully predict words at the local level, as in a 

cloze test, without necessarily having understood the gist 

of the text they are reading. On a more global level, 

readers with relatively little background knowledge of a 

subject can use their understanding of rhetorical structure 

to gain at least a "shallow" apprehension of text content 

(cf. Ackerman, 1989a). 

Vipond (1980) posits that "macrostructure might be 

especially critical in tasks requiring the integration, 

long-term retention, and retrieval of textual information" 
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(p. 295). Discourse synthesis is such a task. Just as 

organizational structure facilitates reading, so writers 

must consciously structure their texts to insure 

comprehension. Meyer (1982) acknowledges the reader-writer 

transaction when she discusses the importance of the writer 

having a textual plan in order to conceive and organize 

ideas, to highlight more important information, and to 

present in such a way that new information is gracefully 

linked to what precedes it. 

Coe (1987) explains the cultural function of 

rhetorical structures when he refers to it as "the social 

memory of standard responses" (p. 19). While textual 

conventions constrain form, the recognition they evoke 

allows comprehension to proceed more quickly. Moreover, 

Coe argues that the presence of "empty slots" in a 

conventional structure (e.g., the five-paragraph theme) 

stimulates the invention of more content to fill them. 

Organization in Multi-source Synthesis. In her 1990 

review, Spivey points to the special role of organization 

in synthesizing information from more than one source. In 

situations in which synthetic texts are produced from 

several sources treating the same topic, the uniqueness of 

each synthetic text primarily results from its 

organization. 

57 



Tightness of organization was a factor Spivey (1984) 

and Spivey and King (1989) took into consideration when 

examining the syntheses college students, eighth and tenth 

graders produced. They coded as "thematic chunks" how much 

writers overlapped or linked units of content from the 

three same-topic source texts The number of chunks divided 

by the number of content units the writers included 

provided a basis for determining how tightly the student 

texts were organized (the lower the score, the more 

compressed the organization). 

Organization plays an even greater role when writers 

are comparing disparate subjects. For instance, in her 

comparison study (1990), Spivey asked college science 

education students to write comparisons of octopuses and 

squids after reading a descriptive text on each animal. 

This task required them to deconstruct the organization of 

the sources and create a global comparative structure in 

which source text material was reordered and recombined. 

Answers to a retrospective questionnaire revealed most 

students considered organization to be their major concern 

when composing these papers. Spivey also found that the 

task led some students to generate non-source information 

about one animal or the other in order to create a balanced 

comparison of the two; thus, spivey's findings support 
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Coe's (1987) argument for the heuristic value of textual 

form. 

Organization and the Present study. Research Question 

3 in the present study asks how training in elaboration 

might affect the way students organized their subsequent 

texts. A diagramming activity was presented to students in 

the experimental group to provide them with assistance in 

discovering a unifying concept through which to relate 

their own views on education to those contained in the 

source texts. However, unlike the prompt in Spivey's 

comparison study (1990), the reading-writing prompt used in 

this dissertation study did not constrain students to a 

particular text format. In fact, student texts were 

characterized by six different formats. (cf. Kantz, 1990). 

Selection 

Whereas Spivey found organization to be the chief 

trans formative factor in creating comparative discourse 

(Spivey 1990), selection was the critical factor when 

students composed descriptive texts from sources (Spivey, 

1984; Spivey & King, 1989). In these studies, in which 

students wrote descriptive reports from three encyclopedia 

articles on the same subject, two factors influenced the 

selection of information from the source texts: (1) 

whether information was repeated across texts and (2) the 

"height" of information. What follows is a discussion of 
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the research in linguistics which expands upon the 

selection mechanism noted by Spivey (1984) and Spivey and 

King (1989). 

Research on Selecting from Source Texts. Gomulicki 

(1956) in his article "Recall as an Abstractive Process" 

observed that adult subjects hearing a short passage 

immediately and unconsciously began sorting and ranking 

information in the passage according to the importance of 

its contribution to the global meaning (gist) of the text. 

Primary attention has been given to the role of textuai 

form in this gisting process. 

In English expository texts, typically information 

that is of higher level importance is placed at the 

beginning of paragraphs, and this position cues the reader 

to its import. This "levels" effect on selectivity is 

apparent in recall as well as comprehension. Superordinate 

information in a hierarchial text structure is remembered 

better than low level information (See Kintsch & van Dijk, 

1978; Meyer, 1975b; van Dijk, 1979). 

Putting information high in the text structure is only 

one means an author has of calling attention to ideas. 

Clark and Haviland (1977) described the given-new 

convention, whereby the author signals and eases the 

reader's acquisition of important "new" information by 

adhering to a "given-new" sequence of presentation. Dillon 
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(1981) criticized the Clark and Haviland communication 

model because of its linear, as opposed to hierarchial, 

order and saw the given/new designation as providing only 

one reason why information might be "backgrounded" or 

"foregrounded." He offered a more detailed analysis of 

topic-comment progression, originated by Danes, to explain 

how patterns of expectation are set up and fulfilled by 

readers and writers. Dillon also preferred the visual 

perspective of the terms II background II and "foreground" to 

"given" and "new" since the visual metaphors permits 

importance to be ascribed to information along a continuum 

reflective of the reader's experience as well as the 

writer's intention. 

The views of Clark and Haviland (1981) and Dillon 

(1990) were shaped by Grice's (1967) Maxims of 

Communication. Essentially Grice maintained that four 

conditions must be met for communication to succeed: 

listener/readers must be able to assume that 

speaker/writers are truthful, relevant, appropriately 

succinct, and clear. In their theory of communication, 

Sperber and Wilson (1986) conflated Grice's four maxims 

into one--that of relevance--arguing that when truth is 

assumed and textual features do not inhibit reader 

interest, it is the communication's relevance to the 
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context and person of the reader that is the deciding 

factor in how it is understood. 

The relevance of textual information is related to the 

perspective that readers take. For instance, a description 

of a house is remembered differently by readers instructed 

to take the viewpoint of either a buyer or a burglar 

(Pichert & Anderson, 1977). Reader-writers taking reporter 

or juror roles highlight different information about a 

murder trial (stein 1989, 1990c). 

The personal interest of the reader also influences 

what he or she is sensitive to in a text and can override 

perspectives assigned by a researcher. Pichert (1979) 

noted that when adults were assigned a perspective on a 

story, they compliantly rated items congruent with the 

perspective as most important while young children showed 

more of a tendency to rate ideas of personal importance 

over ideas pertaining to the assigned perspective. 

Bazerman's (1985) interviews and observations of seven 

physicists revealed that the needs of their personal 

research directed what they paid attention to and retained 

when reading professional literature. 

Selection in Multi-source synthesis. Spivey (1990) 

muses on the effect of the writer's stance toward the 

subject when engaging in discourse synthesis. The 

reader/writer's determination of what is relevant will 
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affect selection of source material, the interpretations 

generated about the material, and what material is 

foregrounded in second-order text. Spivey (1990) 

identifies three principles for selection of material for 

second-order discourse, two of which are source text based. 

First, if summarization is called for, writers will 

typically "produce isomorphic miniatures," following the 

form of the source text. Second, what Spivey calls 

"intertextual" criteria can emerge as the basis for 

selection, as when students in her studies (spivey, 1984; 

spivey & King, 1989) used the principle of intertextual 

repetition as a guide for choosing what to include in their 

reports. Spivey and King (1989) found that students varied 

by grade and reading ability in their ability to select 

intertextually important material. 

In addition to the two text-based criteria discussed 

above, spivey (1990) mentions a third selection principle 

which is more relevant to the present study than the other 

two. Rather than the structural features of the source 

text providing the basis for selection, the reader-writer's 

own emerging purpose directs what he or she selects for 

inclusion in the new text. 

Selection and the Present Study. The selection 

principle explored in this study is the notion of the 

reader's perspective--the reader's self-assigned 
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perspective. Unlike Pichert and Anderson's (1977) 

investigation in which readers were assigned a role, or 

Bazerman's (1985) research in which selection was guided by 

professional research agendas, students in the experimental 

group of the present study were encouraged to make personal 

elaborations on the source material to facilitate their 

discovery of a personally meaningful perspective on the 

content of the source texts. since the source texts were 

autobiographies which dealt with a core experience--that of 

education--shared by all the participants in the study, an 

affective encounter with these texts was possible and could 

become the basis for selecting information from them 

according to some "private matrix within the person who 

does the writing" (Peterson, 1982, p. 462). 

connection 

An important process in synthesizing from sources lies 

in being able to inter-relate source material to form a 

coherent, cohesive second-order piece of discourse. 

Cohesion. The presence of intra-sentential and inter

sentential connections in text was the initial aspect of 

connection that studies dealing with second-order discourse 

investigated. The interest in cohesion reflected the work 

in linguistics during the 1970s when Halliday and Hassan 

(1976) developed principles for analyzing the "ties" or 

relationships that allow one sentence to sensibly follow 
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another within a piece of text. Marshall and Glock (1978-

1979) made textual cohesion the focus of a study in which 

they compared college students' written recalls of texts 

which either contained or lacked explicit inter-sentence 

connectives. The written retellings of fluent readers were 

not affected by the lack of cohesion in the source text, 

but the retellings of less fluent readers indicated they 

had difficulty supplying the connections necessary to 

produce a meaningful representation of the less cohesive 

source text. In contrast, Roen and Piche (1984) found that 

the presence of between-sentence conjunctions did little to 

increase reading rate or written free recall among college 

students. It should be noted, though, that whereas the 

Marshall and Glock study included students from a community 

college as well as Cornell University, the Roen and Piche 

study was limited to university students. 

spivey (1984) and spivey and King (1989) found that 

fluent readers produced more connected texts than less 

fluent readers when they wrote written syntheses of 

encyclopedia articles featuring considerable overlap of 

information. Spivey trained readers to recognize 14 

situations requiring the reader to work hard to supply 

connections for the student text (e.g., the reader must 

choose between two possible antecedents). Connectivity was 

assessed by counting the student's number of failures to 
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supply connective links for the reader and dividing that by 

the number of content units in the text. 

Connectivity was not specifically examined in the 

present study, although the presence or lack of cohesion in 

student essays was reflected in the holistic quality scores 

they were awarded. 

Coherence. In the 1980s coherence, the more global 

features of discourse which insure its meaningfulness, 

became a focal point of research. Halliday and Hassan 

(1980) broadened their approach to text to include the 

notion of a three-dimensional context of situation. The 

context of situation included field (the social activity 

taking place and the purpose of the writer or speaker), 

tenor (the role relationship between the participants), and 

mode (the spoken or written style of language and the 

status of the language being used). Seen from this 

dialogic perspective, text becomes discourse, and the 

notion of coherence becomes important. Fahnestock (1983) 

described the impression of coherence as originating in the 

reader's going "from one clause to the next without losing 

the meaning" (p. 401). However, the full impact of 

coherence is 

the result of successive integrations of 

successively larger groups of sentences--of the 

reader's seeing relationships not only between 
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contiguous sentences but also between groups of 

sentences and even paragraphs (Fahnestock, 1983, 

p. 401). 

This more recent research acknowledges the reader's role in 

making meaning from the text, and gives particular emphasis 

to the social forces that shape cognition and insure 

communication. For instance, the researchers have looked 

at the ways in which scholars in particular academic 

disciplines construct the texts they read (Bazerman, 1985) 

and the texts they write (Myers, 1985). 

In the field of contrastive rhetoric, Kaplan (1966, 

1983, 1987), Connor and McCagg (1987), Grabe (1987), Grabe 

and Kaplan (1989), among others, have investigated the 

textual conventions that prompt recognition and acceptance 

of a piece of prose in one culture and its rejection as 

being "not quite right" in another cultural context. For 

instance, text which is characterized by parallelism of 

ideas and structures is considered appropriate in Arabic 

cultures while Anglo-Europeans' text tend to feature a more 

hierarchial presentation of general statement followed by 

supporting details. Carrell (1987) conducted a study 

comparing Arabic to Spanish students in an English as a 

second language class to determine whether which texts were 

better remembered--those that conformed to cultural 

expectations for content or for form. The study indicated 

67 



that passages which conformed to content norms were better 

remembered than those which utilized the expected formal 

patters but which violated expectations for content. 

The coherence of the papers produced in the present 

study was captured by both of the holistic scoring scales. 

The degree of coherence apparent in a paper affected the 

essay's quality rating and its categorization according to 

organizational plan. Essays lacking coherence tended to 

fall into two organizational categories, review-and-comment 

and views-with-text-inserts. These paper types received 

lower quality ratings. (See the discussion of Research 

Question 6 in Chapter 5.) 

Construction of Meaning from Multiple Sources. The 

connection-making inherent in discourse synthesis can 

result in radical cognitive change. The reader/writer may 

be able to assimilate new information according to his or 

her pre-text understanding of a subject, but in some cases 

the pre-text schemata for the subject must undergo 

significant alteration to accommodate the new data (Spiro, 

1980). In either case, writing to synthesize textual 

information provides an outward support for the internal, 

integrative processes taking place (cf. Bruner, 1964; 

Bruner & Olson, 1977-1978; Emig, 1977; Vygotsky, 1976). 

An important aspect of connection-making in the 

discourse synthesis studies is whether sources are highly 
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similar or contain different sorts of information. The 

second category involves greater inferencing in order to 

discern connections (Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981). Since 

the source texts in the present study were autobiographies 

of three different people, the texts were characterized by 

minimal overlap in information. In order to make 

connections among them, students needed to develop 

superordinate concepts--or in V. Stein's (1990a, b, c) 

parlance, to elaborate New Ideas. 

Sternglass' (1981) study dealt with dissimilar texts. 

She was interested in determining students' placement in 

composition classes on the basis of the extent to which 

they could write an essay integrating information from 

autobiographical passages by Richard Rodriguez and Liv 

Ullman. She discovered that the more synthetic essays 

reflected the questions accompanying the readings. The 

questions asked the reader/writer to identify the main 

point of each passage, how it was developed, and whether 

the view of the author seemed to be "true." Sternglass 

globally assessed the papers according to Andrew 

Wilkinson's model for Cognitive Measures. Categories of 

response included describing, interpreting, generalizing, 

and speculating (controlled and extended theorizing). 

Sternglass reported that "a sUbstantial number" of the 

students wrote two-part essays which did not synthesize the 
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material from the two sources. These results suggested the 

need for instruction in synthesis. 

Kennedy (1985), Flower (1987), Kantz (1990) and 

Ackerman (1989) have supplemented textual analysis with the 

examination of think-aloud protocols produced during the 

synthesis process. 

Integration of source content as support for the 

writer's personal purpose characterized the discourse 

syntheses that were judged as better in Kennedy's (1985) 

study. Through her use of protocol analysis, Kennedy hoped 

to arrive at an understanding of behaviors that 

characterized students who wrote the more synthetic essays. 

In contrast to participants in other studies (spivey, 1984, 

in press; spivey & King, 1989; Sternglass, 1981), Kennedy's 

six college student subjects received no advice or 

directives about marking the source texts. She merely 

instructed them to "write an objective essay" based on 

materials from three sources on the topic of communication. 

Kennedy's prompt is in contrast to the prompt of the 

present study, which encouraged a subjective response to 

the readings on education. 

The protocols analyzed in Kennedy's study (1985) 

revealed that more able readers engaged in more planning 

prior to writing, took notes while reading the sources, and 

wrote their papers from their notes, referring to the 
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source text only to record material they wanted to quote 

directly. Less able readers continually referred to the 

source material while composing their essays. The little 

planning less expert readers did occurred while they were 

writing and referred mainly to sentence level concerns. 

Two studies have required participants to integrate 

conflicting information. Flower (1988) in a study of task 

representation asked college English majors to synthe~ize a 

collection of somewhat contradictory information on 

revision strategies. The students' think-aloud protocols as 

well as their papers revealed distinct differences in the 

way they conceived of and managed the task. What they 

produced ranged from collections of summaries, to unified 

syntheses, to papers which disregarded the source material 

altogether. Kantz (1989) reported a similar range of 

responses when college freshmen attempted to integrate 

conflicting advice on time management. Kantz' (1990) 

categorization scheme for the range of papers produced in 

response to a discourse synthesis task became the basis for 

the paper categorization rubric used in the present study. 

Ackerman (1989) was intrigued by the roles that prior 

topical knowledge and expertness in rhetorical strategy 

play in discourse synthesis. Relying on participants' 

think-aloud protocols and written products, Ackerman 

investigated how graduate students used topical and 
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rhetorical knowledge to construct synthesis essays in 

disciplines (business and psychology) that were either 

familiar or unfamiliar to the students. While he found 

that topic expertise allowed participants to write essays 

with content more "independent" of that of the source text, 

nonetheless, the students' rhetorical awareness of 

structure and context appropriate to an essay writing task 

greatly compensated for lack of content knowledge. 

Connection and the Present study. Students in the 

present study had a great deal of topical knowledge on 

education to call upon in writing their essays, and they 

had received background information on the three authors in 

the source texts. The task prompt strongly suggested 

synthesis as an appropriate response, but did not require 

it. Nevertheless, the majority of students attempted to 

connect information from the three sources in their essays 

(see discussion of Research Question 3 in Chapter 5). The 

experimental group received instruction in using a diagram 

to help them integrate material from their own prior 

experiences with that presented in the source texts. 

Rhetorical Purpose and Discourse Synthesis 

Because knowledge transformation comes about through 

the interaction of the rhetorical and SUbstantive concerns 

inherent in discourse synthesis, another relevant line of 

research is the histori.cal treatment of purpose and 
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invention in composition theory--from classical sources 

(Aristotle, Cicero, Quintilian) to the present theorists 

(Murray, 1968; Flower, 1978, 1988; Haas & Flower, 1988). 

The Classical Sense of Purpose. The classical 

rhetorician, according to Kennedy (1980), was a man who 

knew what he wanted to say and was aware of the topics, 

formulae, and patterns of discourse that would help him say 

it (p. 7). The purpose of a piece of discourse was 

therefore dictated by its subject and setting. Thus 

Aristotle in fourth century B. C. Athens designated 

speeches as having a deliberative, forensic, or epideictic 

purpose depending upon whether they (1) recommended or 

criticized a proposed course of action to the legislative 

assembly, (2) defended or prosecuted a client before a law 

court, or (3) commemorated a person or event to the 

multitude. Two and a half centuries later, Cicero's 

description of the orator's task echoed the requirements 

for the types of speeches identified by Aristotle. The 

orator's role was to teach, to please, and to move the 

audience. In order to do this effectively, Cicero 

maintained that the citizen orator of Republican Rome 

should be well-grounded in philosophy to insure a wide 

general knowledge of the world. Eloquence without wisdom 

was dangerous. Quintilian, living in decadent first

century Rome, complemented the stylistic eloquence of the 
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Roman Empire's ideal orator with the moral purpose of "a 

good man speaking well." Character-building was considered 

as important to the education of a young speaker as were 

the techniques for supplying audiences with pleasure, 

advice, or judgement. 

In classical rhetoric, discussions of rhetoric chiefly 

were matters of taxonomy, with lists of the types of 

speeches, topics, audiences, appeals, and stylistic 

embellishments. The personal intentionality of the orator 

was not explored because the finished speech, and not the 

process of arriving at it was what was studied. 

A Shift in the Perception of Purpose. Knoblauch 

(1980) maintained that authorial purpose has continued to 

be conceived of in terms of generic taxonomies because of 

the perception that the written product embodies intent 

(see Moffett, 1968, p. 145). He criticized as text-based 

Britton et al.'s (1975) classification of purpose along an 

expressive-transactional-poetic continuum, and Kinneavy's 

(1971) division of discourse into expressive, literary, 

persuasive, and referential categories. Instead, Knoblauch 

(1980) called for defining purpose in "more immediate and 

less encompassing" ways by focusing on process rather than 

product, by attending to the individual composer's struggle 

to actualize her intention in writing rather than inferring 

that intention from the final text. Recent research has 
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utilized think-aloud protocols of both writers and readers 

to offer insight into how the purpose of a text is both 

shaped and inferred (Flower, 1988; Haas & Flower, 1988). 

However, the affective influences on purpose setting have 

been little explored. 

The "Affect" of Writing with a Purpose. Wayne C. 

Booth's characterization of humans as creatures "capable of 

responding to symbolic offerings" causes him to label any 

rhetorical effort to "impose belief without personal 

engagement" as inferior to one which seeks to elicit mutual 

participation in an exchange of ideas. Yet, as Bartholomae 

and Petrosky (1985) have pointed out, students' personal 

engagement with the text they are reading is often limited 

by an overemphasis on finding the author's main idea and 

supporting details. Personal responses to the text are 

rebuked as "missing the point" and are ignored as 

irrelevant or immature (see Pichert, 1979). Consequently, 

when students are instructed to use written sources in 

writing an essay, the narrow approach to reading described 

above truncates their dialogue with the source material and 

results in the production of essays that merely reiterate 

what the assortment of sources said. Thus the students' 

purpose in reading and writing becomes "retrieval and 

transmission" (Bartholomae & Petrosky, 1985, p. 5) rather 

than a transformed understanding of the topic. students 
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are denied the opportunity "to be active readers and take 

responsibility for their acts of interpretation" 

(Bartholomae & Petrosky, 1987, p. iv). 

The scenario that Bartholomae and Petrosky (1987) 

describe runs counter to the insights of cognitive 

psychologist Lev Vygotsky (1986) and literary theorist 

David Bleich (1978) who posit "an affective-motivational 

cause for our re-symbolization of [an] author's 

symbolization of his experience" (Petersen, 1982, p. 463). 

This understanding of the role of affect in a discourse 

synthesis task was crucial to the present study. The study 

was conducted on the premise that when students are 

encouraged to recognize and value the role of their own 

knowledge in the creation of a meaningful reading of a 

text, they are more likely to tackle the complex task of 

transforming and integrating information--rather than 

merely transferring it--from the text they are reading to 

the paper they are writing. 

students' affective responses to what they read and to 

the reading-writing context become central to their 

development of a personal purpose for a piece of writing. 

Rosenblatt (1938, 1978), Petersen (1982), and McCormick 

(1985) have emphasized the importance of building on 

students' affective responses to literature as a means of 

assisting them in developing interpretations of what they 
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read. Put simply, "interpretation means reorganizing and 

storing ideas • . • in 

(Brand, 1987, p. 437). 

line with our interests and values" 

These scholars understand that it 

is the recognition of students' interests and values that 

motivates them to take on the cognitive challenge of 

interpretation. Mathewson (1987, p. 83) lists a number of 

motives affecting decisions to read and reading behavior: 

belongingness and love 

curiosity 

competence 

achievement 

esteem 

self-actualization 

desires to know and understand 

aesthetic motivation. 

These motives affect students' choices about writing from 

sources as well as reading them. Yet, although a body of 

works provides practical suggestions to facilitate 

students' efforts at written discourse synthesis, such 

texts seldom capitalize on the power of the affective 

response in accomplishing this complex reading/writing 

task. 

Two of the elements from Mathewson's list--curiosity 

and a desire to know--are particularly relevant to writing 

in an academic setting, for they are at the heart of 
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students' perception of written texts as tool of thought. 

Perhaps the best articulation of personal purpose in 

reading and writing in the sense that I am using it is in 

Dowst's description of an epistemic approach to teaching 

composition (1980). Dowst regards "writing, the most 

deliberate form of language-using, as above all a means of 

knowing and a means of coming-to-know" (p. 72). He is 

firmly in the constructionist camp when he invokes the 

writer's use of language to represent the world to himself. 

I maintain that even in the rhetorical act of representing 

the world to others, the basis of that communication is 

still the representation of the world to oneself. To 

paraphrase Freire (1987), reading one's personal world is a 

prerequisite to writing it. Fuller recognition of the 

affective components of the writer's purpose tends to be 

accorded by composition textbooks that emphasize writing 

from personal experience rather than those that focus on 

writing from sources. 

Treatments of Purpose in Composition Textbooks 

What follows is a discussion of how some of the 

leading composition textbooks have related the affective 

domain to student writers' sense of the purpose for their 

writing. In general, freshman composition textbooks imply 

that the student writer's purpose for writing does involve 

curiosity and a desire to know and understand, for the act 
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of writing is often presented in these texts as a means of 

discovering ideas. However, my argument is that these 

affective motives are not sufficiently exploited (see 

Berthoff, 1982; Cooper & Axelrod, 1986; Flower, 1989; 

Hairston, 1986; Murray, 1968; Sullivan, 1988). 

The authors of writing with a Purpose maintain that 

their text through its nine-edition evolution "has always 

been distinguished by emphasis on the role of purpose in 

the writing process" (Trimmer & Mccrimmon, 1988, p. xvii). 

Certainly this text has always presented the thesis 

statement as the writer's expression of purpose and 

commitment, but even the ninth edition does not address how 

the writer's sense of purpose is discovered. Although 

Trimmer and McCrimmon acknowledge the power of the writer's 

personal memory and interest in a topic, they short circuit 

the processes of experimentation and exploration that 

permit the writer to discover what Flower (1989) calls the 

writer's "own purpose." 

In Successful writing (1986), Hairston conceives of 

authorial purpose in the traditional sense of the modes. 

For her and many composition teachers, the writer's purpose 

is to inform, explain, critique, or argue, while keeping 

two questions in mind: "What am I trying to accomplish?" 

and "How do I want my readers to respond?" (p. 60). Unlike 

Flower (1989), however, Hairston does not illuminate how 
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the reader/writer's personal response might provide support 

for the development of the topic. 

Showing somewhat more consciousness of the writer's 

affective connection to his or her writing than Hairston 

does, Warnock (1989) acknowledges the motivating role that 

writing a purpose statement plays. She urges students to 

write out a purpose statement "in various ways to determine 

which is most accurate and which motivates you to keep 

writing" (p. 226), but she does not go beyond this 

statement. Because Warnock does not explore the power of 

students' having a personal purpose for writing, by 

default, academic and professional prose formats--rather 

than meaning--take the lead in shaping student written 

discourse. Flower (1989), on the other hand, calls 

attention to the role that private, expressive writing 

plays in helping the writers find their "own purpose." 

Through their private, expressive writing, student writers 

record, explore, and analyze ideas and attitudes, 

eventually finding a way to imbue seemingly purposeless 

academic writing assignments with meaning. 

Two decades earlier, Don Murray, himself a 

professional writer, articulated the necessity of students' 

creating a personal link with the subject of their writing. 

In the 1968 edition of A Writer Teaches Writing, Murray 

warned that "the writing teacher cannot tell the student 
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what to say, but he can tell the student how to find 

something that he wants to say [emphasis added], and then 

how to find a way to say it effectively" (p. 16). By 

identifying 21 senses which the writer employs in finding a 

subject, Murray reiterates 21 times the importance of a 

writer's forging a personal connection with her topic. His 

list goes beyond the five physical senses to include the 

writer's sense of history, people, irony, and language--to 

name a few. 

Berthoff (1982) also champions the writer's need to 

explore and clarify his personal perspective on a subject. 

The title of her textbook, Forming. Thinking. writing: The 

composing Imagination, points to Berthoff's premise that 

competence in writing and thinking is developed through 

using writing to examine the subject and one's own 

responses to it from different perspectives. An 

illustration of this is her recommendation to students who 

ask, "How can I write about something I am not interested 

in?" Her advice involves tapping the imagination in order 

to search for personal meaning: 

Whenever a topic seems dull or difficult or 

vague, one way to approach it is to consider who 

might care, even if you don't. Or ••• to whose 

advantage is it that this subject remain dull? A 
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little self-analysis wouldn't hurt either: Why 

am I uninterested in beet sugar manufacture? 

• • • In what circumstances is it conceivable 

that I might care about the topography of the 

Iberian peninsula? (Berthoff, 1982, p. 209). 

For Berthoff (1982), "rhetoric is only superficially a 

matter of evaluating audience and adjusting tone" (p. 6). 

What matters to her is that students use writing to make 

and shape meaning. Through a series of "assisted 

invitations" and a double entry notebook, Berthoff leads 

writers to use language to form, test, and value their 

perceptions of reality. By reading and making written 

comments upon their initial responses to a tree branch, a 

text, or an experience, students learn to "observe their 

observations" and "interpret their interpretations." 

Like Berthoff (1982), Sullivan (1988) promotes 

personal meaning making through having students keep 

response notebooks, in which she urges writers to "put down 

all thoughts, feelings, questions you have as a result of 

your reading (p. 39). She ties this advice to the need of 

the writer to find his or her own voice, and assures that 

in so doing, the writer prevents audience boredom or 

distrust (p. 47). 

Stewart (1986) also emphasizes voice, entitling his 

first chapter, "The Writer's Attitude" (pp. 17-33). In it, 
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he urges writers to initiate or modify their personal 

writing assignments to render them personally meaningful. 

He advises student writers to see truly with curiosity and 

concentration, and to "be on purpose"--that is, committed 

to what they are writing about. 

Axelrod and Cooper (1986) do not discuss "purpose" in 

any isolated section of The st. Martin's Guide to Writing, 

but how to discover it is clearly modeled through their 

assignments. For instance, under the report writing task, 

they direct the reader to "choose a subject which you can 

write about with confidence and some authority" (p. 153). 

In their proposal writing task, personal engagement is 

evoked through the direction to "choose a problem faced by 

a group to which you belong, and address your proposal 

either to one or more members of the group or to an 

outsider who might help solve the problem" (p. 187). 

Treatments of Purpose in Texts Highlighting Discourse 

Synthesis. A number of textbooks offer surveys of 

strategies novice writers can use to obtain ideas from 

sources in order to incorporate them into compositions. 

Bizzell (1982, 1986) suggests that the function of these 

texts is to mediate the dialectical relationship between 

the individual mind and the conventions of the specialized 

academic community in order to promote the critical 
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consciousness of, as well as the appropriation of, academic 

discourse. 

In general, the seven books I reviewed--all of which 

were inspired by the writing-across-the-curriculum 

movement--tended to ignore the role of the individual in 

this process (Bazerman, 1989; Behrens & Rosen, 1982; Brown, 

Mittan, & Roen, 1990; Clegg, 1988; Gere, 1989; Maimon et 

al., 1981; Spatt, 1987). In contrast to the trend in 

freshman composition textbooks to incorporate the intrinsic 

role of personal reactions to what is read and written 

about, only two of the writing-from-sources books-

Bazerman's The Informed Writer (1989) and Brown, Mittan, 

and Roen's Becoming Expert (1990)--discussed the value of 

this in any detail; the other five textbooks tended to 

stress the extrinsic academic purpose of fulfilling the 

requirements of an assignment, according little attention 

to the purpose of making writing assignments personally 

meaningful. In fact, one of the writing-from-sources 

textbooks (Spatt, 1987) seemed to completely ignore the 

inventive stimulus of discourse synthesis, reducing the 

student's purpose for reading sources to merely gathering 

information to fill in slots in an outline. 

"Reading like a writer" is a phrase that is frequently 

found in composition literature and heard at conferences. 

Composition specialists define "critical reading" in a 
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composition class as "rhetorical reading" to discover the 

authorial intention for a piece of writing (see Flower, 

1988: Gage, 1978: Haas & Flower, 1988). Of the writing

from-sources texts I reviewed, two gave special attention 

to the "active reader" who develops sensitivity to and 

appreciation of writing technique as means of understanding 

the writer's purpose (Bazerman, 1989: 1990; Clegg, 1989). 

Bazerman (1989), in particular, offers a full treatment of 

this subject. Besides providing heuristics for analyzing 

an author's technique, Bazerman comments on the importance 

of contextualizing a piece of writing through gaining 

knowledge of the author and the details of publication 

(publisher, date, place). He also alerts the student to 

evidence of discrepancies between an author's language and 

her intentions. 

The approach to reading sources that Bazerman 

recommends is midway on Rosenblatt's (1978) continuum 

between "efferent" and "aesthetic" reading. Literary 

critic Rosenblatt (1978) made the distinction between 

"efferent reading," or reading for information to take away 

from the text, and "aesthetic reading" through which the 

reader both experiences her relationship to the text and 

regards the text as an object of artistic contemplation. 

In general, the writing-across-the-curriculum texts take a 

more strictly efferent view of reading from sources. These 
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texts stress underlining, annotation, and summarization. 

Though most recommend a reader's log (Brown et al., 1990: 

Bazerman, 1989: Clegg, 1989: Gere, 1988: Maimon et al., 

1981), they assign different purposes to it. Typically the 

student is instructed to use a reader's log to focus her 

selective attention on reproducing ideas rather than on 

reshaping them in the dialogic way recommended by Berthoff 

(1982) and Sullivan (1988). Becoming Expert (Brown et al., 

1990) was the only one of the writing-from-sources texts 

that explicitly recommended a double-entry notebook, with 

room made for reflective comments beside the initial notes 

students took from sources. 

It seems that the authors of writing-across-the

curriculum texts are faced with a situation similar to that 

of those who teach foreign languages. Gardner and Lambert 

(1972, p. 132) distinguish between an "instrumental" and 

an "integrative" motive for learning a language. In the 

first case, the learner wants to put the target language to 

practical use: in the second, the novice speaker sees the 

language as a means for understanding the culture and the 

people. A strictly utilitarian, instrumental view of 

language acquisition conforms to the expectations of a 

"preservationalist" writing or content area teacher (cf. 

"taxonomist," Bizzell, 1986). Such a teacher argues that 

the acknowledgement of students' personal purposes only 
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impedes their induction into the writing conventions of a 

specialized academic communities. 

Gere's textbook writing and Learning (1988) seems to 

be characterized by this instrumental orientation. In the 

chapter "Discovery: Writing to Learn," Gere suggests 

brainstorming, clustering, and various other exercises as 

means of using writing "to generate new ideas, to underline 

contradictions, and to create new perspectives on a 

subject" (p. 39). However, Gere discounts the importance 

of these student-generated perspectives in the subsequent 

chapter, "Development: Writing to Show Learning." In it, 

she makes no mention of how the fresh ideas and connections 

that students may produce might be incorporated into the 

writing assignment. Her heuristics focus on the 

constraints of the assignment, not on how the student can 

make a writing assignment personally relevant and 

meaningful. She says that by asking the following 

questions students can learn more about the expectations of 

the teacher "and at the same time clarify • • . [their] own 

thinking about the writing at hand:" 

1. Can I restate the assignment in my own words? 

2. Who is the audience for my writing? 

3. What questions do I have about the assignment? 

4. Can I immediately write something about this 

assignment? 
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5. What do I need to do before beginning to write a 

response? 

6. What can I do to/for the reader on this subject? 

(Gere, 1988, pp. 42-43). 

Question 4 could activate the writer's background 

knowledge, but its yes/no format discourages elaboration. 

Gere's discussion of Question 6 mentions that the student 

might want to ask why he is writing on a particular 

subject, but then she deflects consideration of personal 

purpose by adding that "another way to ask this question is 

'What do I have to say that merits the time and attention 

of my reader, and how do I hope to influence that reader 

through my writing?'" (p. 43). For Gere, the writing 

assignment is not an occasion for conversation or mutual 

learning to take place between student and teacher: it is 

an exercise in teacher pleasing. 

Bizzell (1986) points out what is at risk when the 

melnbers of a community ignore what newcomers bring to it: 

a generation of co-workers can be lost. This does not mean 

that academic conventions should be ignored in favor of 

promoting the individualistic "authentic voice" exalted by 

Macrorie (1986) and Elbow (1973), but it does suggest what 

cognitive psychologists (Bruner, 1964: Bruner & Olson, 

1977-1978: Spiro, 1977, 1980; Vygotsky, 1978, 1986) have 

been calling attention to--that the acknowledgement of what 
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is already known is an essential step in the acquisition 

and integration of new knowledge. 

Summary 

This chapter has reviewed literature from a number of 

fields pertinent to this study. Research in cognitive 

psychology (Vygotsky, 1978, 1986; Bruner, 1964; Piaget, 

1977) provided a grounding in learning theory, with an 

emphasis on the centrality of meaning-making in cognitive 

processes, and the interconnection of affective and 

cognitive functions (Vygotsky). Goodman's (1982, 1985) 

work in psycholinguistics and the contributions of schema 

theorists Bartlett (1932), Bransford and Johnson (1982), 

and Rumelhart (1980, 1984) shed light on the powerful role 

of the reader in the reader-text transaction. The role of 

the reader was further amplified by literary theorists 

Rosenblatt (1938, 1978) and Bleich (1978) who emphasize the 

reader's need to compose meaning rather than merely 

discover it. 

Elaboration, or the processes by which connections are 

made between text and the reader-writer's background 

knowledge have only been recently studied. Theorist 

Victoria Stein (1989, 1990a, b, c) provided insight into 

how elaboration processes work in a reading-to-write 

context. spivey's (1984, 1990) extensive research into 

discourse synthesis provided an understanding of that 
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process. Rhetoricians Booth (1974), Bizzell (1982, 1986), 

and Berthoff (1982) have eloquently testified to the role 

personal purpose has in writing, and Flower (1987, 1988) 

has explored the importance of task representation. 

All of the theorists cited above have been invoked to 

provide a theoretical basis for this study, which attempts 

to ascertain whether encouraging students to elaborate on 

the texts they read will have any effect on papers they 

write, especially whether or how well they are able to 

synthesize material from text with their own views on the 

topic of education. 
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CHAPTER 3 

PILOT STUDIES 

In March and June, 1990, I conducted pilot studies of 

two types. The first was a protocol study of six 

individuals thinking aloud as they composed essays from 

sources; the second was a group study to test the 

methodology developed in the course of the protocol study. 

The two studies are discussed below. Table 1 provides a 

key to the different reading-to-write conditions that were 

explored in the two pilot studies. 

pilot Study I 

In order to design the actual study, I collected 

think-aloud protocols of students to capture their 

processes while composing essays from sources. observing 

students under various reading/writing conditions enabled 

me to determine (1) whether prompts to make personal 

elaborations on text material might promote interpretative 

synthesis, (2) what sequence of what prompts might be most 

effective in promoting interpretative synthesis, and (3) 

how my handouts might be better tailored to achieve the 

purposes of the study. 
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Table 1. Research Conditions for Pilot Studies I and II. 

PARTICIPANTS PROMPTS FOR ELABORATION 

tI1Mfi#reXiMilt:::;r::l :\o:::VlitWJ41$iiuag 
None Dots Questions Dots & Qs Diagram 

Pilot I 
March 

Jean I x 
Mike x 

June 

Kim I x 
Paul x 

Bill x 
Rone" x x 

Pilot II 
June 

U of A Class x x 

DRAFTING AND POST-WRITING 
ACTIVITIES 

Revision Checklist Freewriting 
Guide 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

x 

x x 

1.0 
I\J 



Importance of Protocols in Setting Up the Study 

To work out the pedagogy for prompting elaboration, it 

was important to me to have "on-line" information about how 

students compose from sources. until recently, composition 

teachers have focused on analysis of the final draft of a 

piece of writing as a basis for making recommendations to 

improve writing. However, the teacher can only infer from 

the written text a student's representation of the writing 

task: Did the student see it as a springboard for 

elaborating on her ideas on a subject? As an obligation to 

match some vague, teacher-satisfying template? As a means 

of clarifying a difficult concept? The written document 

often does not disclose whether students are aware they can 

use writing for "knowledge transformation" as well as 

"knowledge telling" (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987a). 

According to Ericsson and Simon (1984), verbal reports 

concurrent with reading and writing tasks provide a window 

on the successive states of heeded information that are 

occupying short-term memory--without the reshaping of 

information necessitated by retrospective interviews, which 

by their nature are affected by the interviewer's probes 

and the writer's long-term memory (which is only partial). 

Although the protocols can neither reveal the unconscious 

motivations nor subconscious drives of readers and writers, 

protocols do provide a record of what readers and writers 
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are consciously paying attention to as they engage with 

text. 

Certainly, there have been criticisms of protocol 

analyses. Basically these are (1) that protocols overly 

simplify and thus misrepresent what is going on in the mind 

of the writer, (2) that protocols cannot possibly provide a 

visible enough representation of cognitive processes to be 

scientifically examined, and (3) that the presence of a 

tape recorder distorts the cognitive processes of the 

writer (see Connors, 1983; Cooper & Holzman, 1983). 

steinberg (1986) provides convincing rebuttals to these 

criticisms by reviewing Ericsson and Simon's (1984) 

description of the relationship of protocols to cognition 

and by referring to the traditional tolerance of the tape 

recorder in anthropological research. Protocol analysis, 

because it captures the elaborative processing that 

accompanies constructing a text, illuminates more traces of 

cognitive processes that shape that construction than does 

analysis of the written document. For this reason, 

protocols were an important data source for setting up my 

study. 

General Description of pilot Study I 

During March and June 1990, I collected audio-taped 

think-aloud protocols of individuals reading and writing 

under various reading-to-write conditions. The two 
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students I worked with in March had taken a basic writing 

course at The University of Arizona and were planning to 

enroll in community college first-semester composition 

courses during the summer: for their labors, they received 

extra credit in the Learning strategies Practicum I was 

teaching. The four students I taped in June were all 

enrolled in a Writing 101 course at the community college 

where I planned to conduct the actual study. These 

students were paid five dollars per hour to participate in 

the study. The protocols took from three to five hours to 

complete. Table 1 illustrates how the conditions of each 

protocol session were varied to determine what materials 

and methodology to adopt for the actual study. 

All the students read excerpts from three 

autobiographies. These passages dealt with education, a 

topic that the student participants in my study could be 

expected to have personal views about. I varied the 

presentations of these texts to determine the condition 

which would best promote personal association making. For 

instance, while reading the source material, three students 

(Mike, Jean, and Kim) were not prompted to make 

elaborations while reading; one student (Paul) was prompted 

to provide free responses to text content; one (Bill), to 

respond to adjunct questions; and one (Ronell), to provide 

a combination of free responses and those guided by adjunct 
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questions. Free responses were prompted by dots in the 

source texts which signaled the students to stop and 

reconstruct their thinking (see Ackerman, 1989a). 

Questions in place of dots evoked more controlled responses 

to the text material. Two students (Paul and Ronell) were 

exposed to a diagraming technique to assist them in making 

inter-textual connections and used the Revision Guide to 

revise the papers. Three students (Mike, Jean, and Kim) 

used versions of the Self-Analysis Checklist (Ackerman, 

1989b) to assess the strategies they used in composing 

their essays. 

No Intra-Textual Prompts 

Three students received no prompts to respond to the 

texts while reading them. Protocols reveal that all three 

read straight through the texts once. The less fluent 

reader-writers, Jean and Mike, then went back to the texts 

to extract main points from them. Kim, a highly fluent 

reader-writer, who had made occasional personal asides when 

reading, informed me, "I'm just going to write a short 

paragraph on all the writers themselves and how I felt 

about them." She relied on memory to do this. 

Later, when writing their essays, Jean and Mike 

performed like the less fluent readers in the Kennedy 

(1985) study. They referred to the source texts rather 

than to their notes in order to write their essays; Kim, on 
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the other hand, like Kennedy's fluent readers, used her 

notes as the basis of her essay. 

Because two of the three students reading under this 

condition did not spontaneously elaborate while reading, 

and because I wanted my study to promote more active 

engagement with text for both the control and experimental 

groups, I decided that during the actual study students 

should be prompted to elaborate while reading. I next 

experimented with prompts that evoked free and guided 

responses. 

Free Responses 

Two students received these instructions: 

When you come to a red dot in the reading, 

verbalize and jot down your thoughts on the 

passage you have just read. Your responses may 

help you come up with ideas to include in your 

essay. 

The student protocols revealed that prompts for free 

responses (dots) tended to evoke predominantly text-based 

comments: summation and identification of main ideas from 

the texts. 

Paul, who received dot prompts on all three essays 

(see Appendix A), summarized the texts, but also freely 

associated material from his prior knowledge with the text 

material. Nevertheless, these personal elaborations played 
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little part in his essay; his eventual essay consisted of 

tenuously connected summaries of the three source texts 

subsumed under the thesis, "There are many different ideas 

of education." 

In contrast to Paul's personal elaborations at the dot 

prompts, Ronell's response to the dots in the first source 

text was limited to extracting main ideas and details. It 

was only after she was exposed to the second text's 

elaborative adjunct questions (see Appendix B) that Ronell 

included personal associations in her response to the 

readings. 

After rereading the transcripts of Paul's and Ronell's 

protocols, I decided that students in the actual study's 

experimental group would need support to generate reader

based, in addition to text-based, responses to the 

passages. 

Adjunct Questions 

All three of Bill's source texts were accompanied by 

adjunct questions which evoked elaborative, associative 

responses (see Appendix B). Bill dutifully answered the 

questions, but he did not include any of this information 

in writing his paper. I did not give him any assistance on 

ways to integrate these associations, and he ended up 

ignoring his responses and going directly to the source 

texts in order to produce his first draft. Bill's 
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experience made me realize that students in the actual 

study might need help developing an understanding of the 

role that personal elaboration can play in writing from 

sources. It also led me to devise a diagram, later 

incorporated in the actual study, that would provide 

graphic support to students while they contemplated 

connections among their responses to the three texts (see 

Appendix C). 

Combination Free Responses and Adjunct Questions 

As I listened to Bill's protocol, it occurred to me 

that one of the reasons that he may not have used his 

reader-based responses as material for his essay was that 

he had been given no unguided experience generating them. 

His responses were answers to mY questions, not his own. 

Therefore, I altered the reading-to-write conditions to 

provide an opportunity for students to invent their own 

reader-based responses. 

Like Paul's first reading, Ronell's first text 

contained dots to evoke free responses while her second 

text (like Bill's) was accompanied by adjunct questions 

whose value I explained after she finished reading and 

responding to the text. Before she read the third text 

which--like the first--prompted free responses, I suggested 

that she try to make some personal connections with the 

reading like those suggested by the adjunct questions of 
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text two. Although Ronell still mainly noted the sorts of 

key ideas and details she had focussed on during the first 

reading, she also made reader-based elaborations on the 

third text, and, at my prompting, went back to make similar 

elaborations on the first text. These personal 

elaborations became the basis for her synthesis of the text 

material in her paper. 

For the group pilot study (Pilot study II), I adopted 

the same sequence of textual prompts (free response, guided 

response, free response) that Ronell followed. This 

sequence was later incorporated into the design of the 

actual study. 

Inter-Textual Prompt 

While Paul was composing his first draft--essentially 

a series of surnmaries--it occurred to me that perhaps a 

diagram could help students perceive relationships among 

the three source texts and their own experiences. After 

Paul had finished his first draft, I demonstrated to him 

how he might use a diagram of four connected circles to 

generate links among his own ideas on education and those 

expressed in the three readings (see Appendix C). Over the 

weekend that elapsed between writing his first draft and 

his revision, Paul reported that he thought about the 

connections revealed by the diagram. He decided against 

incorporating these inter-textual connections into his 
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paper because doing so would require that he significantly 

change his first draft. 

with Ronell, I suggested the diagram immediately after 

she finished reading and responding to the source essays. 

Ronell not only found the diagram to be helpful in writing 

her first draft, but she remarked that it had played a 

significant role in her revision process as well. Her 

think-aloud protocol indicated that she used the diagram as 

a way both to generate ideas (first draft) and to develop 

coherence in her essay (revision). 

As a consequence of Paul's and Ronell's experiences 

using a diagram to capture inter-textual relationships, I 

decided that participants in pilot study II, and later the 

experimental group in the actual study, should be exposed 

to the diagraming technique before beginning their first 

drafts. 

Revision Guide 

In March, Jean's and Mike's minimal revisions of their 

first drafts had signaled to me that students would need 

assistance revising their essays. Thus I developed the 

Revision Guide (Appendix D) to help students produce more 

unified, coherent, and developed second drafts. Paul's and 

Ronell's differing views of revision affected how they 

responded to the Revision Guide. 
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Paul's protocol while revising and the comments he 

made after finishing his paper indicated his view that the 

major work in writing a paper is done while composing the 

first draft. Thus, for Paul, a good writer need only make 

a few minor changes when revising. This philosophy led 

Paul to view the Revision Guide as a peripheral exercise to 

be completed as efficiently as possible. His initial 

reaction was to try to answer its questions from memory 

without referring to his paper. I needed to request that 

he read his essay before answering them. 

Paul's strategy to restrict revision to minor changes 

is clear in his response to the Revision Guide query, 

"Should you change the arrangement of your ideas to make 

your paper read more smoothly?" Paul commented, "I tried 

to think of that ahead of time • • • worked out that way 

ahead of time so then the revision is a little easier. But 

you might want to change the order of it if you had another 

idea." He found the question which asked if readers needed 

more information to be useful because it prompted him to 

work on coherence in his paper by adding descriptive tags 

to clarify who in the source texts had what ideas. 

However, the question did not induce him to make 

sUbstantial content additions to his paper. 

When the Revision Guide asked how he could make the 

paper more interesting, he came up with two strategies--to 
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use humor or to add personal reactions. Although he 

confessed that he paid more attention to prose that wasn't 

"dry and matter-of-fact," he rejected humor as being 

inappropriate to the topic of education and personal 

examples as "not being his style." He characterized an 

English class assignment to describe an important personal 

experience as "very difficult." 

I asked him if--when he was writing a paper--he 

normally asked himself questions like those on the Guide, 

and he said no. In particular, the question "What effect 

do you want this paper to have your audience?" surprised 

him because "if I'm writing about what I think, I don't 

care what they think." 

In contrast to Paul who saw revision as easier than 

writing the first draft, Ronell found revising more 

difficult because she viewed it as a stage in which major 

changes should be made in a paper. I asked her if the 

questions on the Guide had led her to revise her paper in a 

different way than she normally would have. She answered, 

Half of them did, about half of them really 

didn't. About being detailed--those were things 

I knew. But this one, "the threads to unify your 

paper"--that's when it all came together. When 

you had me do the circles with all four of us. 

That's when everything came together, on that 
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question. Really, everything else--how I could 

make it more interesting, how I could change it-

that's something you always think about when 

you're writing. 

On the basis of Paul's and Ronell's responses to the 

Revision Guide, I rewrote it to call more attention to the 

task of synthesis. First, I changed question two from 

"What are the main points that you'want to get across" to 

"What is the over-arching idea that you want to get 

across?" Second, Ronell's response to the connection

building questions caused me to incorporate them in the 

Revision Guide for the group pilot study. (See Questions 

4a and 4b in the Revision Guide, Appendix D.) 

In the version of the Revision Guide that I had 

prepared for Paul, I had not included questions about 

inter-relating the information in the source essays. 

Perhaps if Paul had been given a different version of the 

Revision Guide he would have found it more helpful. 

Self-Analysis Checklist 

Because Ackerman (1989b) had found that the Self

Analysis Checklist developed at Carnegie Mellon University 

had been useful in assisting students in the revision of 

synthesis essays, I wanted to see how students at The 

University of Arizona and the local community college would 

respond to it. I saw the Checklist as a means of helping 
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students gain skill in self-assessment of their writing 

processes, but I was interested in learning at what point 

in the composing process to introduce it: after the first 

draft, after the revision, or before writing began. 

with Jean and Mike, my plan was to have them fill out 

the complete Self-Analysis Checklist (Ackerman, 1989b) 

after they wrote the first draft of their essay: we would 

then discuss the Checklist and the draft before they began 

their revision. Mike left his filled-out Checklist at· home 

and revised his essay without reference to it. 

Jean and I discussed her Checklist before she began 

her revision. Her Checklist responses correlated with the 

processes I had observed her using during her protocol. 

Spontaneously she noted two main strategies that I had 

identified as central to her writing. One was to structure 

the essay according to the standard five-paragraph (cf. 

Emig, 1971). The second was to develop the body of the 

essay by relying on summaries of the source texts 

supplemented by her comments on them. Although her 

protocol revealed she had ideas about the source texts that 

could have been the basis for a synthesis of their 

information, her "summarize and comment" approach caused 

her to present information from each source as distinct 

from that in the others. This approach also enabled her to 

fulfill the "standard requirement" of three body 
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paragraphs. After I pointed out to her how motivation was a 

key theme in her fi~st paragraph, Jean did insert that 

concept into her body paragraphs. However, her paper never 

achieved the unity of true synthesis because she was unable 

to interrelate the sources. Her revision followed the 

collection of descriptions Jean had predicted in her 

original thesis: "Malcolm X, Barbara Jordan, and William 

Nolen are great examples of people' who were motivated to 

learn." 

Thinking it might be helpful for students to have a 

foreknowledge of the options they could take in approaching 

the study's reading-to-write task, I discussed a revised 

version of the Self-Analysis Checklist (Appendix E) with 

one student (Kim) before she read the source texts. As in 

Ackerman's (1989b) study, Kim filled her Checklist out 

after finishing her first draft and then again after 

completing her revision. 

Presenting the Checklist in this way did not seem to 

provide Kim much assistance with her writing. First of 

all, Kim's protocol did not reveal her to take the 

Checklist information into consideration while she composed 

the first draft of her essay. Secondly, Kim either did not 

fully understand the distinctions among the different 

categories in the Checklist, or she perceived the Checklist 

to be a kind of grading scale on which it behooved her to 
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appropriate what she discerned to be the highest possible 

ranking for her performance. Both after her first draft 

and then after completing her revision, Kim rated herself 

as having the most complex composing goals--that of writing 

an interpretative essay for a pUblication in an academic 

journal. However, her text actually was more on the level 

of a collection of commentaries on the individual sources. 

One reason for this may be that upon finishing her 

first draft and revision, Kim alone of all the students in 

the first pilot study did not reread her paper to get a 

sense of the whole piece. Afterwards, in talking with Kim 

about the need for writers to integrate their ideas, she 

volunteered that she would write it differently if she did 

it again. I quickly turned the tape recorder back on and 

asked her how she would go about it. She came up with a 

thread that would better unify her paper: 

Well, now that I'm thinking about it, it would be 

really neat if for a topic sentence I put their 

method, and then define their method. Like 

Barbara Jordan's method of getting educated was 

peer groups. The successful method for Barbara 

Jordan's education was the input of others. 

And then William Nolen focused his education on 

the course outlines. 
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Thus, conversation about paper content, not the 

Checklist examining writing processes, triggered Kim's 

perception of a means of better unifying her paper. 

Although her insight might have merely materialized into a 

paper featuring three disparate methods of learning, if Kim 

had reflected further on what the methods had in common, 

she might have been able to develop an overarching concept 

about methods of educating oneself' that would have 

transformed her sense of how people learn. 

In our interview after finishing the text, Kim stated 

that the checklist seemed relevant only after she had 

struggled with the synthesis task. I agreed. Moreover, 

Jean's and Kim's protocols revealed the process-oriented 

Checklist did not promote much elaboration on paper 

content, whereas Paul's and (to a much greater extent) 

Ronell's protocols indicated that the Revision Guide's 

focus on paper content could foster content elaboration and 

discourse synthesis. 

As a consequence, for pilot study II, and later for 

the actual study, I introduced the Revision Guide after the 

first draft and the Checklist after the final draft was 

finished. At the endpoint of the group's writing, the 

Checklist served as an aid to students' reflection on the 

processes they had used. I did briefly consider 

introducing both the Revision Guide and the Checklist when 
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students were at the point of revising their papers, but I 

dismissed this idea. The pilot protocols made me realize 

that combining these activities back to back would be so 

overwhelming and time-consuming that students' composing 

processes would be disrupted rather than supported. 

Summary of pilot Study I 

The protocols collected during Pilot Study I formed 

the basis for methodological decisions for pilot Study II. 

They permitted me to assess whether the prompts were 

suitable, which materials worked best, and the sequence for 

introducing those materials. These protocols also provided 

insights for the development of the coding categories to be 

used in analyzing the essays produced in pilot Study II and 

the actual study. 

pilot Study II 

The second pilot study was conducted (1) to determine 

whether the supports for elaboration developed through the 
M 

individual protocol sessions of the first study could be 

used effectively with a group in a classroom setting, (2) 

to pilot retrospective free writing as means of gaining 

qualitative data in lieu of that obtained by individual 

protocols and interviews, (3) to gain a sense of how to 

maximize the contributions and minimize the difficulties 

that could develop as a consequence of group dynamics, and 
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(4) to have a range of student papers on which to pilot a 

coding system sensitive to evidence of knowledge 

transformation. 

General Description of Pilot study II 

June 28 and 29, 1990, I piloted all of the materials 

the experimental group would use with the sixteen students 

enrolled in a "New start" section of first semester 

freshman composition at The University of Arizona. New 

start is a special program for minority and financially 

disadvantaged students matriculating at The University of 

Arizona. This class consisted of two Afro-Americans, three 

Native Americans, four Asian-Americans, and seven Hispanic 

Americans. Four of the students had just graduated from 

University High School, the Tucson public high school for 

academically gifted students. The class had already been 

met six times for a total of twelve hours. They had 

written a personal essay on a "remembered event." 

I met with the students for three and a half hours on 

Thursday and two hours on Friday. During our first 

session, I gave the reading-to-write assignment, which was 

to count as a part of their journal work for their 

composition class and serve as preparation for their 

writing from sources during the project succeeding mine. 

The classroom teacher had shifted her syllabus so that the 

students would be writing a documented paper immediately 
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after the study. Thus, the students perceived the study's 

activities as being relevant to the English 101 curriculum. 

Table 1 provides an overview of student activities during 

pilot study II. 

Materials and Methods in Pilot study II 

It had become clear to me during pilot study I that 

college students in the 1990s did not have a clear idea of 

who the authors of the source texts were (Malcolm X, 

Barbara Jordan, William Nolen). Thus, following the 

procedure I had developed for Rone11 in the first Pilot 

study, I gave a brief biography of the author of a passage 

before giving the students about 10 minutes to read and 

respond to the passage. While reading the first (Malcolm 

X) passage, the students wrote free responses to the 

material when prompted by the dot in the text. Next, I 

introduced the Barbara Jordan selection, followed by their 

reading it and answering the questions accompanying the 

text. The subsequent discussion focused on the differences 

in their responses to the two passages. These students 

easily recognized that while they had identified specific 

facts from the first reading, their responses to the second 

reading consisted of their personal associations with the 

material. We then categorized the Barbara Jordan questions 

as eliciting material (1) connecting their experiences to 

what the text presented, (2) asking for their judgment on 
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ideas in the sources text, and (3) prompting them to corne 

up with ideas that would provide the basis for more 

abstract generalizations about education. Then I asked the 

students to return to the Malcolm X passage and offer 

responses to it which were modelled on the elaboration done 

for the Barbara Jordan passage. Several students shared 

their personal connection-making with the group. Finally, 

the students read and responded to· the William Nolen 

passage, in which dots had been inserted. I encouraged 

them to personally elaborate on this reading in addition to 

making text-based responses. Afterwards, class members 

shared what they had written in response to the Nolen 

reading. The process of reading and responding to the 

passages took 45 minutes. 

After a short break, before the students began 

writing, I suggested that they might draw a diagram to 

assist them in making connections between their ideas on 

education and those in the three readings. The students 

spent the next two hours planning their papers and writing 

their first drafts. I collected all but three of these 

drafts at the end of the period. Three students were given 

permission to finish their papers for homework. 

The second day, I handed out the Revision Guides after 

I had discussed with the class the different "purposes" 

they might have for a paper on "education." Among those 
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suggested were to entertain, to commiserate, to encourage 

others, to promote a particular type of education, to 

criticize education. Obviously, I was encouraging the 

students not merely to summarize, but to write from an 

"interpretive perspective." The students then filled out 

the Revision Guide as a first step in revising their 

papers. All but one student turned in the final draft of 

the paper by the end of a one-and-a-half hour writing 

period. 

During the last fifteen minutes of class I went over 

the Self-Analysis Checklist with them, being careful to 

present the Checklist as a means of self-analysis of their 

writing processes and not as a grading scale. In eleven of 

the sixteen cases, the students' assessment of the 

organizing plan for their writing matched mine. While I 

believe these results indicated most students understood 

the category distinction made by the Checklist, the 

apparent randomness of the other five responses led me to 

decide that I needed to allot considerably more than 

fifteen minutes to the Checklist in the actual study. 

I was disappointed that there was no time during Pilot 

Study II for students to share their essays with one 

another. since the classmates were named as part of the 

audience for the paper, and the purpose of the paper was to 

provide a forum for students to express their views on 
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education, I felt it was essential for them to have the 

opportunity to read or hear one another's work. Time for 

this important activity was built into the actual study. 

Pilot study II permitted me to adapt methods developed 

during the think-aloud protocol sessions to a group 

setting. It confirmed my decision for the actual study to 

follow essentially the same procedure with the experimental 

group that I had earlier developed. with Ronell during Pilot 

study I. During the group pilot, I discovered (1) how the 

materials in the study would best be presented, (2) that I 

would need two weeks to run the study in the fall when I 

calculated the time needed for teacher presentation and 

student reading and writing, and (3) what student responses 

to anticipate in the actual study in the fall. 

Free writing 

In Pilot study II, I wanted to develop a means for 

gathering student commentary on their reading/writing 

processes. I had initially considered including think

aloud protocols as part of the actual study in the fall, 

but the length of time (a minimum of five hours per 

student) necessary to collect a protocol--not to mention 

the week it took to transcribe one--would prohibit my being 

able to meet with even two students from each group in time 

for them rejoin the class for the fourth day of the study 

to assess their processes and share their essays with 
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classmates. Moreover, as pilot study II confirmed, class 

discussions did much to encourage elaboration. Thus, I was 

concerned that segregating certain students from the group 

experience would cause their protocols to be different from 

those that might be produced by students who were privy to 

the class discussions. 

At the same time, I wanted to supplement students' 

written texts with their own commentary of their 

reading/writing processes. Therefore, to gain a sense of 

their perceptions of their composing processes, I gave the 

pilot group a homework assignment (Appendix F) to free 

write upon how they went about writing their essays on 

education. 

The free writing of students in pilot study II 

indicated they took the task seriously, resented time 

constraints, valued the diagram technique, and generally 

liked the readings (although an Asian student commented 

that "as usual, Black Studies comes before any other 

activity"). Occasionally, the free writing provided some 

information on student reading/writing processes which 

seemed to explicitly corroborate the texts the students 

produced. For instance, the author of an interpretive 

synthesis described how she selected what to include from 

the source texts: 
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After picking out these key points, I tried to 

find my own personal experiences that reflected 

to their ideas. If I didn't have any, I either 

dropped the point or changed it into my own 

meaning. 

In order to get more of this sort of information 

during the actual study, I added this question to the free 

writing directions: "How did you choose what to include in 

your essay?" 

While the information I could gain from such 

retrospective accounts was perhaps not as complete as the 

transcript of a think-aloud protocol might have been, the 

free writing assignment seemed to have two advantages over 

protocol collection. First, the free writing assignment 

promoted the integrity of the study in that it could be 

completed by all the participants instead of merely several 

volunteers who would have been isolated from the group 

dynamics of the class. 

Second, I found that sometimes student comments about 

their writing yielded less ambiguous information than did 

the raw data of their protocols. For instance, during 

pilot Study I, Mike read the source texts aloud according 

to the procedure I had specified. I had assumed that 

Mike's verbalization was merely for my benefit until he 

remarked during his post-writing interview that this was 
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the way he normally approached sources that he hoped would 

yield information to include in a written composition. 

Mike said that reading aloud was a means of increasing his 

comprehension of the material. In Mike's case, the think

aloud protocol alone was insufficient and even misleading 

without his retrospective comments. The free writing 

assignment in pilot study II averted occasions for such 

misinterpretations while adding a qualitative dimension to 

the data I collected. 

Contributions of Group Discussions 

During pilot study II, as I presented information 

about elaboration to the class, it became clear that the 

students were contributing to one another's understanding 

of the process. During class discussion, they related 

personal experiences relevant to the text materials that 

stimUlated their classmates' memories of their own learning 

experiences. There was also some informal discussion 

between students about how each was approaching the content 

of his or her paper; these exchanges seemed to help 

students generate ideas for papers. Interestingly, all 

these informal conversations were content based; I did not 

observe any discussions about how to organize a paper._ 

As a result of observing formal and informal classroom 

interactions that took place during the reading/writing 

process, I decided that the think-aloud protocols I could 
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obtain by segregating certain students during the actual 

study would ignore the social construction of meaning that 

is a part of the classroom experience. As a consequence, I 

chose not to conduct protocol sessions during the actual 

study and to audiotape group instruction and discussion 

during the two weeks of the study. These tapes would be 

used to support interpretations about the study's primary 

data sources. 

Coding 

The papers produced in the group pilot study gave me 

the opportunity to pilot the assessment of the papers for 

quality of writing and textual evidence of integrated 

synthesis. A four-point scale was appropriate for 

holistically assessing the quality of student writing. The 

rubric that served as the basis for scoring decisions 

appears in Appendix G. It describes paper features of 

content, organization, development, mechanics and 

expression. Of the sixteen group pilot papers, one 

received the highest rating (!), five received an above 

average rating (1), nine were judged as average to low 

average (~), and one received a poor rating (~). I felt 

the rating scale did an adequate job of reflecting the 

range of writing quality. Moreover, since I planned to use 

the composite scores of two raters in the actual study, I 
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felt that finer differences in holistic writing quality 

would be picked up during the actual study. 

The second pilot study also confirmed my decision to 

apply Kantz's (1989) categorization scheme for classifying 

textual evidence of integrated synthesis to the papers the 

students produced. Of the revised papers, using Kantz's 

(1989) classification system, raters categorized 6 as 

interpretative syntheses, 5 as being syntheses based on a 

concept explicitly stated in one of the readings, and 3 as 

being free responses were characterized by little attempt 

to relate ideas to the source text. There were 2 review

and-comment papers in which the student's opinion about 

education was tacked onto summaries of the text. These 

results increased my interest in testing the methodology 

developed in pilot Studies I and II to see if it would 

promote synthesis and interpretive synthesis in the writing 

of other students. 

Experience with the pilot papers made me realize that 

the papers needed to be scored first for general quality of 

writing before they were coded as to type of synthesis lest 

the quality rating be unduly confounded by the rater's 

perception of synthesis or the lack of it. 

Summary of pilot Study II 

The second pilot study permitted me to adapt methods 

developed during the protocol sessions to a group setting. 
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It helped me decide not to collect protocol data during the 

actual study, and provided me with data on which to test 

the two holistic scoring measures. 

comparison of Papers Produced in pilot Studies I and II 

In comparing pilot study II student essays to those 

produced by participants in the protocol studies, I 

discovered that the students in Pilot Study II seemed much 

better able to produce synthesis type papers (12 of the 16 

did) than were most of the individuals in Pilot study I. 

The pilot I students writing under (1) the "no guidance" 

condition (Jean and Mike), (2) the "free response" 

condition (Paul), (3) the "Checklist only" condition (Kim), 

or (4) using adjunct questions with no explanation of how 

they might be valuable (Bill)--all of these students 

produced what would be categorized as review-and-comment 

papers--i.e., collections of tangentially related 

summaries. In all, six of the seven students in pilot 

study I wrote collections of summaries. 

Of the Pilot I students, only Ronell produced a true 

synthesis._ The intra-textual and inter-textual support 

provided under her reading-to-write condition seemed to 

facilitate her doing this. The procedure I used to guide 

Ronell in writing her paper was the one that I adopted for 

Pilot study II and for the actual study. 
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Another difference between the two pilot studies was 

in the number of "free response papers" produced. Such 

papers barely acknowledge the reading material, if they 

mention it at all. While all of the students in pilot I 

made explicit references to the source texts in their 

essays, two of the students in pilot study II produced 

papers with no mention of the source texts. During the 

protocol sessions, had my presence beside the writer been a 

deterrent to such a free response? Only Bill and Ronell 

received specific encouragement to incorporate their own 

reactions into their papers. For the rest, did putting 

personal experiences in their papers seem incongruent with 

an academic writing assignment such as this one? The 

differences in the papers of the two pilot studies made me 

even more curious about the relationship of personal 

elaboration to discourse synthesis. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 

discourse synthesis can be facilitated by prompting 

students to make personal associations with source text 

material. A secondary purpose was to determine if 

emphasizing the making of personal connections with source 

texts results in students' increased consciousness of the 

goals and plans they make when writing about those texts. 

The study was in the form of a posttest design 

accompanied by pretest observations which provide 

information on participants' writing ability without giving 

them practice in the specific reading/writing task which is 

the focus of the investigation. The experimental and 

control groups were intact classes of which I was the 

instructor. These Tuesday-Thursday classes met for 75 

minutes at 10:40 a.m. and 1:40 p.m. The study took place 

during the fifth and sixth weeks of the semester. To avoid 

selection bias, the class to receive instruction in 

elaboration (the experimental group) was identified by a 

flip of the coin on the morning that the study proper 

began. The 10:40 class became the experimental group. 
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Participants 

Participants were 32 students at Pima Community 

College who were enrolled in one of my two sections of 

first semester composition during fall 1990. originally 

there had been a total of 54, but a motorcycle accident, a 

funeral, sick children, car trouble, shift changes at work, 

etc. winnowed down the number of those who actually were 

present for the four consecutive class meetings of the 

study. Thus there were 16 study participants in each 

section. All of the participants had been placed in 

writing 101 either on the basis of the community college's 

placement essay or completion of the developmental courses 

prerequisite to this one. Three students, all of them in 

the control group, were concomitantly enrolled at The 

University of Arizona. Further description of what these 

students brought to their writing class is described under 

Profile Data in Chapter 5, where that section provides a 

context for the results of the study. 

Materials 

The materials used in this study were intended to 

support the cognitive processes of reading and writing and 

were integral to the Writing 101 course itself (see course 

syllabus, Appendix H). Below, as I describe the materials, 

I will contextualize them in terms of both the study and 

the semester-long course. Table 2 presents a chronological 
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Table 2. Schedule for Introducing Materials and Collecting 
Data. 

GROUP 

SETTING THE STAGE 

Week 1 
(Aug. 27-29) 

Weeks 2-4 
(Sep. 4-20) 

STUDY 

Week 5 
Day 1 (Sep. 25) 

Day 2 (Sep. 27) 

CONTROL GROUP 

Writing 'sample 

Reading-Writing 
Inventory 

Use heuristics to 
review rhetorical 
modes while 
developing 
definition paper. 

Receive assignment. 

Read and annotate 
source texts. 

write first draft 
in class.* 

EXPERIMENTAL 

Writing sample 

Reading
Writing 
Inventory 

Use heuristics 
to review 
rhetorical 
modes while 
developing 
definition 
paper. 

Receive 
assignment. 
Discussion of 
types and 
purposes of 
elaboration. 
Read and 
annotate 
source texts. 

Demonstration 
of diagram 
technique. 
Write first 
draft in 
class.* 

*Students were permitted to finish drafts out-of
class. 
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Table 2, continued 

Week 6 
Day 3 (Oct. 2) 

Day 4 (Oct. 4) 

Revision Guide; 
revise essay in 
class.* 
HW: Free writing on 
reading-writing task 

Fill out Self
Analysis Checklist. 

Revision 
Guide; 
revise essay 
in class.* 
HW: Free 
writing on 
reading
writing task 

Fill out Self
Analysis 
Checklist. 
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chart of the activities in which the experimental and 

control groups engaged. The materials developed and/or 

adapted especially for the study appear in the chart in 

boldface. 

Reading-Writing Inventory 

During the first week of the semester, participants 

filled out a questionnaire on reading and writing derived 

from Carolyn Burke's (1987) Reading Interview (see Appendix 

I). Students provided information on their views of the 

reading and writing processes, along with their attitudes 

and experiences in reading and writing, e.g., perception of 

reading and writing ability, number of papers written 

previous to Writing 101, number of papers written based on 

sources, etc. This questionnaire provided a good lead-in 

to activities during the first two weeks of the semester 

when students examined their personal theories of reading 

and writing. 

Texts 

Students in both groups read and annotated material 

from three autobiographical texts authored respectively by 

Malcolm X, Barbara Jordan, and William Nolen (a medical 

doctor). Because pilot study protocols revealed students 

had limited knowledge of these individuals, I gave a short 

biographical sketch of each author before the two groups 
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read the passages. Taken from the study strategies text 

Becoming a Master Student (Ellis, 1985), the texts offer 

varied perspectives on education. In contrast to the 

encyclopedia articles used in Spivey's (1984) and Spivey 

and King's (1989) studies of discourse synthesis, there are 

almost no repeated ideas among the three different readings 

selected for this study. According to Beaugrande and 

Dressler (1981), texts with less oveLlap evoke higher 

degrees of inferencing as readers search for implicit, 

intertextual connections. Thus, texts with little content 

overlap maximize the opportunities for knowledge 

transformation in a discourse synthesis task. 

The selections were well within the reading level of 

community college students: Word counts and grade level 

according to the Fry readability index (1977) for the 

selections are as follow: 

Selection 

Malcolm X 

B. Jordan 

W. Nolen 

No. of words 

950 

690 

520 

Grade level 

9th 

8th 

9th 

The control group read the three texts as reproduced 

from Becoming a Master Student with dots inserted at 

intervals to suggest they pause to make written notes or 

comments on the text (see Appendix A). For the 

experimental group, the first text (by Malcolm X) was the 
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same as the control group's, but the second text (by 

Barbara Jordan) featured questions instead of dots. These 

questions were intended to prompt students to write 

reflective responses to source content (see Appendix B). 

The questions provided models of the sort of "active" 

reading that characterizes readers who are consciously 

engaging with a text (Bereiter & Bird, 1985). They also 

evoked the categories of elaboration that stein (1990a) 

found students produced while reading to compose a written 

analytical argument: relating details from text to their 

own experience, making critical judgments about text 

content, and deriving new ideas from text which form the 

basis for superordinate ideas in their writing. Like the 

first text, the third text (by William Nolen) was also the 

same for both groups, but the stUdents in the experimental 

group were asked to consider the sorts of comments they 

made on the Jordan text when they responded to the dots in 

the Nolen text. 

Assignment Sheets 

The reading-to-write assignment had two sets of 

assignment sheets (Appendix J) which varied for the 

experimental and control groups. On the first day of the 

study, the assignment sheet for both groups focused on the 

readings. It pointed out the writing task's relevance to 

the writing 101 syllabus and provided an audience and 
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. directions for the participants' essays CBrossell, 1983). 

The actual wording of the task requested students to 

"relate your views on education to those expressed in the 

three attached readings. You do not have to directly quote 

source material unless doing so will help you make your 

point." The prompt was intended to encourage students to 

use the essay to foreground their own values and 

experiences regarding education. As a consequence, 

students could represent the task in a variety of ways--as 

requiring personal narrative, summary and commentary, 

synthesis, or interpretation. I hoped the second sentence 

would reinforce selectivity over comprehensiveness of text 

coverage, although it could also be taken as permission to 

write an essay unrelated to the source texts. 

The assignment sheet also emphasized that the 

participant's classmates and teacher form a community whose 

members, by nature of their membership in the class, would 

be interested in one another's views on education. The 

prompt attempted to present the teacher role as that of 

"reader" rather than "examiner." The option of not 

specifying the teacher as part of the audience was 

considered, but that approach seemed unauthentic, given the 

effort made to anchor the assignment in the classroom 

context. 
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Both groups' assignments informed them that the notes 

they made on the readings could be useful to them in 

writing their essays. At the bottom of the control group's 

assignment, the students were instructed to "jot down their 

thoughts" when they came to a dot in the source text. In 

contrast, the assignment sheet for the experimental group 

featured a second page which specified that they would be 

responding to dots in the first and third readings and to 

questions in the second reading. On this sheet, there was 

space for the experimental subjects to describe and compare 

the types of notes they made. 

The assignment sheets distributed during the second 

day were quite similar for the two groups in the way they 

directed the students to write their first drafts. Both 

groups were reminded of their audience and instructed to 

review the first assignment sheet, the readings, and their 

notes. They were also advised to write out a plan for 

their essay, the difference being that the experimental 

group's assignment sheet made reference to a diagram 

technique (cf. Englert & Raphael, 1989) for highlighting 

inter-relationships among the authors' views on education 

and their own. 

Revision Guide 

Both groups received the Revision Guide (Appendix D) 

to fill out before they began work on their final drafts. 
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It directed them to consider their audience and purpose as 

they revised their first drafts (Sommers, 1980; Roen & 

Willey, 1988). It emphasized having a unifying concept for 

the paper, as well as reinforcing the connections the 

students discerned among the sources. Before presenting 

the Revision Guide, I showed the students in both classes 

before and after versions of pages of this dissertation. I 

emphasized that the Revision Guide contained the same sort 

of questions that I had asked myself when I had revised my 

own writing the day before. I indicated that later in the 

semester, peer review assignments would be built on the 

principles of revision introduced in the Revision Guide. 

Free Writing Prompt 

This lo-minute homework assignment asked stUdents to 

use free writing to reflect on how they went about the 

discourse synthesis task and what they thought of the 

materials they worked from (see Appendix F). It provided 

closure to the reading-to-write assignment, as well as 

yielding qualitative information to complement the data 

gleaned from think-aloud protocol and student texts. 

Self-Analysis Checklist 

The Self-Analysis Checklist (see Appendix E) allowed 

students to assess the goals and rhetorical planning 

involved in writing their essay on education. This 
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checklist was adapted from one developed by John Ackerman 

(1989a, 1990) for the carnegie Mellon Reading-to-write 

study. The adapted checklist rearranged the sections of 

the original checklist and focused on writers' selections 

of (a) goals, (b) rhetorical plan, (c) major sources of 

information, and (d) text format for their essays. I 

omitted the section of the Ackerman checklist which lists 

the alternative strategies students might have relied on in 

responding to the sources because my pilot studies revealed 

that the free writing assignment evoked fuller information 

on this topic. 

The portion of the Checklist referring to rhetorical 

plan parallels the holistic categories by which raters of 

the student papers designated the complexity of discourse 

syntheses in the papers. Correlations between the 

students' and judges' perceptions of the student essays are 

presented in Chapter 4. The use of the adapted Checklist 

did not end with the study, because I encouraged students 

to use it as a metacognitive tool when they were working on 

documented argumentative papers later in the semester. 
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Procedures 

Pre-study Classroom Activities 

During the first week of class, all students had 50 

minutes to write a diagnostic essay in response to this 

prompt: 

The more I know about you as a student, the 

better I will be able to tailor the assistance I 

give you as you develop your writing in my class. 

Describe the best or worst experience in your 

educational career and explain why you label it 

as such. 

These essays were rated on a ~-to-! holistic scale derived 

from research on the holistic evaluation of compositions 

(Cooper, 1977; Odell, 1981) to provide a baseline measure 

of writing ability. The students also filled out a 

questionnaire about their attitudes and experiences reading 

and writing. 

During the second through fourth weeks of the 

semester, students in both classes explored the topic of 

friendship from a variety of perspectives in preparation 

for writing a paper defining that term. These writing 

experiences allowed students to work on global aspects of 

composition such as unity, coherence, and development 

before they complicated their composition process by 

referring to published sources while writing their essays. 
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study Activities 

The study was conducted during weeks five and six in 

the fall 1990 semester. 

Control Group 

During the first day of the study, students in the 

control group were given three autobiographical essays to 

read and annotate any way they chose. Dots in the texts 

suggested places where they might want to pause to make 

comments. During day 2 of the study, they wrote an essay 

relating the content of the texts to their own views on the 

topic of "education." Students were allowed to work on 

their first drafts out-of-class over the weekend, but they 

had to have a finished draft by day 3 of the study along 

with an estimate of the time they spent working on it. 

During the third day of the study, students filled out 

the Revision Guide and revised their papers. Most students 

finished their final drafts during class, but those who did 

not were allowed to turn in their papers at the beginning 

of the next class period. The students' homework following 

day 3 was to free write on their experience writing the 

paper. The homework had three purposes: (1) to keep the 

reading-to-write task in mind, (2) provide qualitative 

responses to the task, and (3) to prepare students to use 

the Self-Analysis Checklist on day 4. 
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During day 4 of the study, the students completed the 

self-Analysis Checklist, as a means of describing their 

goals for their papers and the decisions they made to reach 

them. 

Experimental Group 

What distinguished the experimental from the control 

group was (1) the type of prompting they received for 

responding to the source texts on the first day of the 

study and (2) the diagram technique presented to them on 

the second day. 

On Day 1, I instructed the students to read and make 

notes on the first autobiography at the points in the text 

indicated by a dot. The second text, however, was 

accompanied by questions which prompted the students to 

relate the text material to their own experience in order 

to generate personal associations, to make judgments on 

what they were reading, and to come up with new ideas that 

could serve as the focus of their papers. Whereas in the 

pilot study, students had taken only ten minutes to read 

and annotate each text, members of the experimental group 

needed fifteen minutes per text. 

After annotating these two texts, the students took 

time to briefly write down descriptions and comparisons of 

the types of notes they had taken on the first two 

passages. Although their actual annotations revealed 
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distinctive differences--the first notes were comprised of 

textual details and gist statements, the second of personal 

associations--five of the sixteen students were unable to 

perceive this difference. Consequently, I explicitly 

clarified the difference between the two types of 

annotation and reiterated the value of making personal 

associations. As I did in the pilot, I also led the 

experimental group in generating personal associations for 

the first text. However, while in the pilot study there 

had been class time for students to read, annotate and 

discuss their responses to the third text, students in the 

experimental group had to finish their reading and 

annotation at home. I suggested that they include personal 

elaboration in their annotation of the third text. Review 

of their marginal notes revealed that only six of them did. 

On day 2 of the study, when the students were 

beginning their first drafts, I demonstrated to the 

experimental group a way to construct a diagram to help 

them to relate their ideas on education to those of the 

three authors. (The control group was not exposed to this 

elaborative technique.) To the experimental group, I 

demonstrated how students could write what they considered 

to be key views of the author on a piece of paper, using a 

different corner of a piece of paper for each author, with 

the fourth corner holding their own views. Then I 
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suggested they draw lines among the four corners where they 

perceived ideas to be related. A sample of a student's 

diagram appears in Appendix c. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

Because this study involves several data sources as 

well as several types of data analysis, I am organizing my 

discussion of how data were analyzed according to the 

method used: idea unit analysis, holistic analysis of 

essay quality, categorization by organizational plan, and 

comment tallies. Afterwards, I will relate the types of 

data and methods of analysis to the research questions to 

which they pertain. 

Idea Unit Analyses 

In order to determine the amount and types of 

elaboration found in students' notes and essays, I parsed 

these materials into idea units, which were categorized and 

tallied. I used Kroll's idea units as the finest level of 

parsing unit rather than relying upon grammatical forms 

because idea units capture an "inviolable" psychological 

unit, which can be encoded at the phrase, clause or 

sentence level (Kroll, 1977). Kroll operationally defined 

idea units as follows: 

1. a subject and verb count as one idea unit together 

with (when present) a 
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a. direct object, 

b. prepositional phrase, 

c. adverbial element, or 

d. mark of subordination 

2. full relative clauses count as one idea unit when the 

relative pronoun is present 

3. phrases which occur in initial sentence position 

followed by a comma or which are set off from the 

sentence with commas are counted as separate idea units 

4. verbs whose structure requires or allows a verbal 

element as object are counted with both verbal elements 

as one unit 

5. reduced clauses in which a subordinator is followed 

by a non-finite verb element are counted as one idea 

unit 

6. post nominal -ing phrases used as modifiers count as 

one idea unit 

7. other types of elements counted as idea units are 

a. absolutes, 

b. appositives, 

c. verbals (p. 90). 

Ackerman, in his (1989b) study of discourse synthesis, 

used Kroll's idea units as the basis for the clausal 

"content units" into which he parsed student texts. I 

concur with Ackerman (1989a) that clauses are "a 
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psychologically valid unit for thought for writers and 

readers," which penli t textual analysis at a level of 

detail useful to the literacy researcher, without forcing 

the making of unduly fine distinctions (p. 58). But for my 

purposes, it was unnecessary to expand idea units into 

clauses since idea units are the kernels of the clauses. 

The idea units in the students' notes, first drafts, 

and revisions were sorted into text-based and reader-based 

coding categories. The two text-based categories were gist 

statements of the main idea and unelaborated details from 

the text. Unlike other researchers in discourse synthesis 

(Ackerman, 1989; Spivey, 1984; Spivey & King, 1989), I did 

not use a coding scheme which compared the hierarchy of 

information in the source texts and the students' text, nor 

did I code how much writers overlapped or linked units of 

content from the source texts into "thematic chunks." 

First of all, in my study, there was very little overlap of 

information in the three source texts, and secondly whereas 

the cited studies involved reading/writing tasks which 

emphasized efferent reading (Rosenblatt, 1978) and the 

inclusion in the student texts of as much source text 

information as possible, my purpose was to encourage 

personal elaboration as a means of synthesizing information 

from the source texts. Consequently, the emphasis of my 

study was not so much on the textual similarities between 
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texts read and produced as on the sorts of reader-based 

elaborations revealed in student compositions. 

In addition to the two text-based categories for idea 

units in student papers and notes, I also coded idea units 

into three elaborative categories, as previously defined by 

victoria stein (1990 a, b). In stein's study, students 

integrated information from six short, at times 

contradictory, paragraphs on time management. stein 

labeled the participants' elaborations as fulfilling one of 

three functions: generating new (superordinate) ideas, 

providing a critical perspective, and developing ideas in 

source texts by invoking prior knowledge. These were 

important elaborative categories for my study because the 

Barbara Jordan text read by the experimental group was 

accompanied by prompt questions which elicited the same 

sorts of elaborations: 

New Ideas/Critical Perspective: Has school 

encouraged you to think, read, understand, and 

reason? Why or why not? 

critical Perspective/Developing Source Text Ideas: 

Do you think student study groups can be helpful? 

Why or why not? 

Developing Source Text Ideas: Have you ever felt 

discriminated against in school? What was the 

situation? 
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A list of my idea unit categories appears below, 

accompanied by a brief description of them. The full 

rubric with examples appears in Appendix G. 

Categories of Idea units 

Text-Based Idea units 

Aggregate Gist 

Gist 

Detail 

Reader-Based Idea units 

Idea Elaborations 

Superordinate Ideas 

Extended Ideas 

Personalized Ideas 

Links 

Reader Elaborations 

Own View 

Own Reaction 

Own Experience 

Critical Elaborations 

Extra Source Elaborations 

Text-Based Idea units. Text-based idea units contain 

"textually explicit" and "textually implicit" (Pearson & 

Johnson, 1978) ideas found in the three autobiographical 

source texts. Aggregate Gists are idea units listing key 
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points of two or three readings, while a Gist unit was a 

generalized reference to information in one source text. 

Detail units contained a specific detail extracted from one 

of the source texts. 

Reader-Based Idea units. Reader-Based Idea units are 

(1) elaborations on textual material which demonstrate the 

readers' analysis and synthesis of the ideas therein, as 

well as (2) "scriptally implicit information," L e. , 

information already in the mind of the reader (Pearson & 

Johnson, 1978). 

Idea elaborations include superordinate ideas, extended 

ideas, personalized ideas, and links. Superordinate ideas 

were derived from the essays, serving often as a unifying 

idea or very high level idea in the students' papers. 

Extended ideas were generalizations which extended or 

explored a superordinate idea appearing in either the 

source text or a student's paper. Personalized ideas are 

generalizations applying a realization derived form the 

source text to a student's personal situation. Links are 

generalizations linking information in one or two source 

texts; when they appeared in student papers, they were 

supportive rather than superordinate ideas and tended to 

serve a cohesive function. 

Reader elaborations include "scriptally implicit 

information," Le., information that is already in the mind 
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of the reader (Pearson & Johnson, 1978), activated by the 

source text. Own View units refer to the writer's views or 

pronouncements on a topic or situation, including 

expressions of personal values. Own Reaction units state 

an emotional reaction to the source materials. Own 

Experience units describe the writer's own experience 

and/or reflections on that experience. 

critical elaborations are idea units which evaluate the 

validity of an idea expressed in the source texts, while 

Extra Source Elaborations were references to an authority 

or source of information other than the source texts. 

I performed the idea unit analysis myself. To insure 

that my decision rules for labelling the idea units 

(Appendix G) were reflective of the data and that they were 

being appropriately applied, 15 essays were pulled at 

random to be analyzed by a second rater. The validity and 

reliability of the categorization system for idea units was 

established in the context of idea units appearing in 

essays because the essays yielded a greater number and 

array of units than did the notes. The fifteen essays 

contained a total of 666 idea units, which were marked off 

for a second rater with training in linguistics to label. 

Agreement was reached in 613 cases, yielding an inter-rater 

reliability statistic of .90 (Cohen's Kappa). 
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Holistic Analysis of Essay Quality 

ultimately, the concern of composition teachers is that 

their students write "better;" thus an indicator of the 

value of the pedagogy of elaboration examined in this study 

was the quality of the essays the students produced. 

Holistic scoring of writing quality (Cooper, 1977; Myer, 

1980; Odell, 1981) takes into consideration a piece of 

writing's content and development,'organization, expression 

and mechanics. The holistic scoring rubric for essay 

quality used in this study (Appendix K) is based on the 

"Grade Chart" developed at The University of Arizona 

(Gungle, Siebert, & Alvarado, 1988, p. 52). 

The raters were two experienced composition teachers. 

They were very familiar with this rubric and a one-to-four 

rating scale, for they had used such a rubric and scale in 

assessing the placement essays written by both native 

English speaking and ESL students for The University of 

Arizona Freshman Composition Program. Scores one digit 

apart were acceptable. Exact agreement on quality ratings 

was not expected because many papers fallon the borderline 

between two quality scores. Thus, a combined 2-2 rating 

could sometimes result in a less accurate appraisal of 

paper quality than 2-3 or 2-1 designations would. The 

writing quality of the baseline writing samples and the 

study essays were rated during separate sessions. I 
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photocopied and randomly ordered the handwritten baseline 

writing samples, masking names and section number. 

However, I typed the first and second drafts of the papers 

produced during the pilot and actual study, correcting 

spelling and more egregious punctuation errors. I edited 

spelling and punctuation because I wanted the readers to 

concentrate on content and not be distracted by mistakes 

extraneous to the papers' real quality. The papers were 

then randomly interleaved. 

For the training sessions preparatory to scoring both 

the baseline samples and the study papers, I selected 

papers that represented a range of student performance. 

During the training sessions, criteria for rating papers 

were clarified as raters examined the papers I had selected 

to anchor their judgments. Each paper earned a composite 

quality score of from ~ to~. The scores assigned by each 

rater for each paper were correlated using Pearson's ~ as a 

means of establishing inter-rater reliability. The 

Pearson's correlation for the inter-rater reliability of 

baseline writing scores was .922; the reliability of the 

composite score was .960, according to the Spearman Brown 

formula. 

The Pearson's Product Moment statistics indicating the 

inter-rater reliability of scores for the study's writing 

task reveal a lower correlation of rater scores for this 
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writing assignment than for the baseline papers (first 

draft r = .67; second draft r = .69). This is probably 

attributable to the nature of these papers, which made 

rating decisions more difficult. Whereas the baseline 

papers were all quite similar in organizational plan, the 

papers produced in response to the study's prompt fell into 

six distinctive types, each of which might elicit different 

standards for quality (e.g., a summary is valued for how 

closely it matches the source text, while freshness of 

approach is an important characteristic for an 

interpretative paper). Discussion of paper type was 

purposefully left out of the training for the quality 

ratings as I was interested in assessing paper type later 

and in observing whether there were relationships between 

quality and paper type. Nonetheless, the reliability of 

the composite scores (referring to the sum of the two 

raters' individual scores) was .802 for first draft papers, 

.816 for second draft papers, derived by using the Spearman 

Brown formula on the Pearson estimates of the relationship 

between the two raters' scores. These reliability scores, 

although lower than those for the baseline scores, are 

considered to be in the highly acceptable range. 

categorization According to Organizing Plan 

Knowledge transformation is very difficult to assess 

through textual analysis of written products. Flower 
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(1987, 1990) emphasizes how the cognitive effort required 

by one student to summarize certain material may be greater 

than that exerted by another to synthesize it. Background 

knowledge and familiarity with a writing task affect how 

difficult it is for a student to perform. However, it is 

also true that the text students produce are artifacts of 

their processes. For this reason, I wanted to examine the 

essays produced in this study in terms of their organizing 

plans. I used the categories of organizing plan identified 

by Kantz (1990) as responses to a discourse synthesis task. 

Her categories are as follow: 

summary--chiefly gist statements from the source 

texts with little commentary. 

Review and Comment--source texts are commented 

upon, but are treated as individual, generally 

unrelated units. 

Free Response to the Topic--written with minimal 

reference to the source text. 

controlling Concept--a stated organizing concept 

controls the paper, often the rhetorical purpose 

is to demonstrate comprehension of source texts. 

Interpretation for a Purpose--the writer's personal 

purpose dominates the discussion of the paper, with 

information from source texts being selected to support 

that purpose. 
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Because Kantz found raters had difficulty 

distinguishing truly synthetic papers (those in the final 

two categories) from those belonging in the review-and

comment category, she broke down the review and comment 

category further, stipulating several variations of it: 

(1) discrete summaries with comments attached, with no 

controlling idea stated as relevant to the whole paper; (2) 

an opening or conclusion that presents what could be a 

controlling concept, but one which is not picked up in the 

discrete summary/comments that make up the body of the 

text; and (3) both the opening and the conclusion assert a 

controlling concept which is not woven into the 

summary/comment paragraphs in the body of the text. These 

subcategories were discussed during the training the raters 

in the present study to familiarize them with the range of 

review-and-comment papers, but the raters did not specify 

these subtypes when they designated paper category. 

The same two experienced composition teachers who did 

the holistic quality scoring also categorized the pilot and 

actual study essays in terms of the five categories of 

organizational plan defined by Kantz (1990). The essays 

were presented in the same form that they had appeared in 

for the holistic quality rating: typed, minimally 

corrected, with first and second drafts randomly 

interleaved. To prepare for the training session, raters 
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read Kantz's (1990) chapter, "Promises of Coherence, Weak 

Content, and strong Organization: An Analysis of Students' 

Texts," in which she sets forth her five categories and 

provides a decision path for judging essays. They were 

also provided with a summarizing rubric (Appendix L). 

Fifteen student texts representing different 

organizational plans as described by Kantz (1990) were used 

to train raters in labeling the student first drafts and 

revisions according to this system. The remaining papers 

were then categorized by both raters. Only six papers did 

not seem to fit into the categories described by Kantz. 

These papers seemed to indicate cases in which students 

were primarily interested in expressing their own views on 

education but felt compelled to insert references to the 

source texts, references which were only tangentially 

relevant to their central argument. As a result, a sixth 

category--Views plus text--was added in reporting the 

category data. 

Inter-rater reliability was .89 according to Cohen's 

Kappa statistic, which is more applicable to nominal data 

than is Pearson's Product Moment statistic because it takes 

into consideration chance agreement. A weighted Kappa was 

not used due to the experience of the raters; where weights 

could have been applied, the frequencies of disagreement 

were all zero. Such a high Kappa allows for confidence in 
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the paper categories defined by Kantz. Student essays 

representing the six categories of organization plan are 

presented in Appendix M. 

Free writing Tallies 

The final activity of the study involved students using 

free writing as a means to report on the processes they 

used to compose their essays. Using Glaser's constant 

comparative method (1969), I derived categories for the 

students' comments as we sifted through the free writing 

produced during pilot study II and the actual study. The 

categories reflected students' opinions of the readings, 

the strategies they used to extract information from the 

readings, the means they employed to generate and organize 

ideas for their essays, and their views on revision. After 

the categories were derived, I tallied the comments made in 

the free writing according to their types. 

Methods of Analysis as Related to Research Questions 

By way of summarizing the methodology section of this 

study, I present my research questions along with the types 

of data and analyses required to answer them. 

Research Question 1. When students are prompted to 

make specific elaborations, do those prompted elaborations 

differ from those they make on their own? 
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The data to answer this question arose from tallies of 

the idea units within the notations students made on the 

source texts and on scratch paper when reading the source 

texts. Tables recording the number and type of 

elaborations made by the control versus the experimental 

group are presented in the Results chapter. Anovas were 

run to determine if there were significant group effects. 

Research Question 2. Are there quantitative and 

qualitative differences between the elaborations students 

incorporate in their first drafts and their revisions of 

their essays? Do these differences relate to whether 

students were prompted to make personal elaborations? 

The idea units in the first drafts and revisions of the 

student essays were coded in the same way that their 

textual notations were coded for Research Question 1. A 

table distinguishing between the control and experimental 

groups reports frequency counts and percentages of the 

types of elaborations found in first drafts and revisions. 

Analysis of variance was used to test for statistical 

significance between the performances of the groups. 

Research Question 3. When students are faced with an 

open-ended writing task, does assisting them to make 

connections between written source material and their 

personal background knowledge result in their producing 
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different types of papers from those receiving no such 

assistance? 

To determine if the experimental group was more likely 

to produce more synthetic papers than the control group, a 

Chi Square statistic was run from which a contingency table 

was derived. This related the number of students in both 

groups who wrote papers following each of the 

organizational plans. Fisher's Exact Test was used to 

determine statistical significance. 

Research Question 4. Does assisting readers to make 

connections between written source material and their 

personal background knowledge result in their being better 

able to designate the organizational plans they followed in 

their essays? 

Student designations of their organizational plans when 

they filled out their Self-Analysis Checklists after their 

revisions were compared with those designations made by the 

outside raters upon the students' revised papers. The data 

are presented in frequency tables. Fisher's Exact Test was 

used to determine whether group membership was related to 

students' ability to assess their organizational plans. 

Research Question 5. After completing the reading-to

write assignment, does what students report about their 

processes of writing their papers relate to whether 

students were prompted to make personal elaborations? 
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The data source for this portion of the study is the 

free writing in which students reported on the processes 

they used to compose their essays. Frequency counts for 

the experimental and control groups are the means of 

reporting this information. 

Research Question 6. Does assisting readers to make 

connections between written source material and their 

personal background knowledge result in qualitative 

differences in their writing? 

Multiple regression analyses were performed on the 

holistic scores for quality of the first drafts and 

revisions of the student essays to determine whether these 

independent variables--group membership, baseline writing 

score, number of previous source papers, category of paper 

produced--were related to the quality of writing produced. 

Research Question 7. Do students with higher awareness 

of their metacognitive processes write higher quality 

essays than students with lower awareness? 

An analysis of variance procedure was used to determine 

if there was a relationship between the students' 

metacognitive ability to assess their paper's 

organizational plan and a high holistic score for essay 

quality. 

Qualitative Data. In the next chapter, I will 

supplement the quantitative analysis used to answer the 
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eight research questions with qualitative data gathered 

from the intake questionnaire, free writing, and recorded 

class interactions. I will use these data not only to 

illustrate the statistical results but also to provide an 

occasion for examining student responses that are 

incongruent with the statistical picture. 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter reports the analyses of the data gathered 

in this study. The study was in the form of a posttest 

design, but it was not conducted under the strict auspices 

of a psychology lab, where subjects could be matched on 

ability and experience and task conditions could be 

carefully controlled. Rather, this study involved stUdents 

in intact classes who varied greatly in personal 

baCkground, literacy experiences, and academic outlook. 

Because of the markedly different characteristics of the 

participants in the pilot, experimental, and control 

groups, I am beginning this chapter with profiles of the 

three classes involved because knowledge of their 

differences is crucial to any interpretation of the results 

of the study. Such differences affect individual results, 

affect the interactions within groups, and define the 

context of the writing task itself. 

This chapter begins with a series of tables and bar 

graphs comparing the pilot, experimental, and control 

groups in terms of number of previous college writing 

courses, baseline writing quality, numbers of previously 

155 



written papers and of previously written source papers, and 

self-scores on how participants felt about reading and 

writing and on how they rated themselves in these areas. 

Following this descriptive information are analyses of the 

data gathered to answer each research question. 

Profile Data 

The individuals making up the group pilot study, the 

experimental and control groups varied on a number of 

counts which may have significantly contributed to the 

outcome of the study. When the pilot study was conducted, 

its participants had been enrolled for 6 days in an 

intensive summer university English class, meeting 10 hours 

a week. All of the pilot students had placed directly into 

the first semester freshman composition course as a result 

of the holistic scores awarded them on a departmental 

placement essay. In contrast, both the experimental and 

control groups were community college students, who 

differed from the pilot group and each other in several 

ways. For instance, over 56 percent of the experimental 

group (n = 9) and 37.5 percent of the control group (n = 6) 

had been required to take at least one semester of 

developmental writing prior to enrolling in English 101. 

Three members of the experimental group had finished two 

semesters of developmental writing instruction (see Table 

3). 
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Table 3. Original Placement in Writing Courses. 

Group Course Placements 

Eng./Wtg. 101 wtg. 100 wtg. 70 

Pilot* 16 0 0 

Experimental* 7 6 3 

Control* 10 6 0 

*Total n for each group was 16. 



Initial placements in writing classes point to a real 

distinction among writers: In general, students placing 

directly into freshman composition without taking 

developmental writing courses are stronger writers than 

those who enter the class after having been required to 

take developmental courses first. It can certainly be 

assumed that students who place in developmental writing 

classes increase their writing experience and strengthen 

their knowledge of writing conventions. However, in some 

cases, even after one or two extra semesters in composition 

classes, participants in my study were still not as fluent 

in written discourse as their peers who placed immediately 

in English 101. Secondly, students who had taken 

developmental classes (Writing 70 for grammar, Writing 100 

for paragraphing) seemed much less willing to use writing 

to experiment with ideas and form and were much more 

concerned with producing the "correct" patterns. As one 

such student in the experimental group told me, "My Writing 

100 teacher told me I would be okay if I always had a topic 

sentence and at least three points in each paragraph. It 

confuses me when you say paragraphs can be different." 

Measure of Baseline Writing Quality 

On the first day of class, I asked students 

participating in the actual study to write an essay which 

would allow me to gain a sense of their incoming writing 
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proficiency. They had fifty minutes to write a short essay 

that would contain elements of narrative and argument. 

Figure 1 indicates that 11 members of the control group 

compared to 8 members of the experimental group scored in 

the higher range of composite scores (5 through 8). While 

this difference was not a statistically significant 

predictor of writing quality on essays written during the 

actual study, it does indicate some variance in the 

incoming writing proficiency of the control and 

experimental groups. 

Intake Questionnaire Data 

Researchers such as Scribner and Cole (1981), Heath 

(1982), Fingeret (1982), and Harste and Mikulecky (1984) 

have investigated the influence of environmental factors on 

literacy acquisition and uses. To gain more information 

about my students' literacy experiences than a writing 

sample could provide, during the first week of their 

writing classes, I asked them to fill out a questionnaire 

to give me and themselves an opportunity to examine their 

experiences and perceptions of language and literacy. 

Participants in the pilot study also filled out the same 

questionnaire (see Reading-Writing Inventory in Appendix 

I). Pertinent aspects of their responses are reported 

below. 
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Figure 1. Baseline Writing Quality Scores. 
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Language Use 

As expected, use of the English language was dominant 

across the pilot, experimental, and control groups. 

However, although four members of the experimental group 

were Hispanics who revealed in private conversation that 

they had much exposure to Spanish, the experimental group 

indicated the least experience with languages other than 

English. 

Members of the pilot study were participating in a 

program that supports cultural diversity of university 

students. They included two Afro-Americans, three Native 

Americans, four Asian-Americans, and seven Hispanic 

Americans. Thus fourteen members of the pilot study were 

members of minority groups distinguished by using languages 

other than English. Nonetheless, only three of the 

students indicated languages other than English as their 

first language (defined as "the one you first learned as a 

child and have continued to use"). Two students wrote that 

Chinese was their first language; one, vietnamese. Fifteen 

members of the pilot group indicated that English was the 

language they felt most comfortable reading and writing in, 

with one Vietnamese student listing vietnamese first and 

English second. 

Of the four Native American students in the pilot 

study, only one referred to her tribal language; she said 
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she spoke "a little Hopi and some Spanish." A Yaqui 

student also said that he spoke "some Spanish." Of the 

seven Hispanic students, three said they spoke Spanish, 

with one qualifying her Spanish as "fluent" Spanish and 

another as "minimal." A fourth Hispanic student commented 

that "even though I took Spanish in high school and can 

write and read it sufficiently, I am not very good at 

speaking it." One of the two Afro-American students also 

indicated she had "taken courses in Spanish," while a 

Chinese student listed German as one of three languages he 

speaks. 

In the actual study, only one student indicated a 

language other than English as her first language and as 

the language she felt most comfortable using. This student 

was a French Canadian member of the control group who 

preferred speaking, reading and writing French. No 

Hispanic students were in the control group, but of the 

four Hispanic students in the experimental group, two 

reported they spoke spanish in answer to "What other 

language do you speak?" though neither read or wrote it. 

While none of the 12 students of Anglo-European 

heritage in the experimental group declared they spoke 

another language, in the control group, three students of 

that background indicated they were "learning spanish," a 

fourth knew "a little German," and a fifth wrote she spoke 
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"Spanish, some French, some German." All in all, the pilot 

group seemed to have had the most in-depth exposure to 

tongues other than English. In the actual study, members 

of the control group seemed to have more actively sought 

exposure to different languages than had the experimental 

group--or at least members of the control group valued 

those experiences enough to acknowledge them. 

Though I did notice evidence of non-native English 

usage in the papers of two Asian students of the pilot 

study, of the French Canadian writer in the control group, 

and of one Hispanic writer in the experimental group, such 

inter-language interference did not appear to impede 

written communication. In general, my impression was that 

students who had experience with other languages seemed 

more willing to experiment with language forms than those 

(1) who either had experience only with English or (2) who 

appeared to discount their experiences with other 

languages, as in the case of two Hispanic members of the 

experimental group. Therefore, appreciation of their 

experiences with more than one language may have 

contributed to the writing confidence of the pilot and 

control groups (cf. Gardner & Lambert, 1972). 

Literacy Activity 

The National Assessment of Educational Progress 

conducted a study of young adult literacy in 1986. One of 
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the premises of that study was that literacy activity, 

defined as the amount of time spent reading prose and 

documents, is correlated with literacy achievement as 

measured on test scores. Guthrie, Schafer, and Hutchinson 

(1991) consider prose literacy to be "a language based, 

knowledge driven process" dominant in schools, while they 

characterize document literacy "as a problem-solving search 

process" used to deal with situations in the community and 

the work place (po 34). Because prose literacy is more 

relevant to the context of an English composition class, I 

was interested in the types of reading and writing 

activities my students engaged in on their own--outside of 

school and work. Later questions on the questionnaire 

dealt with their in-school literacy processes. 

Table 4 provides tallies indicating the general trends 

for literacy activity in the three groups. The students in 

the pilot study reported themselves as reading slightly 

less for pleasure than the other two groups, while the 

experimental group engaged in the least non-academic 

writing. 

In all three groups, the majority of the students 

reported that they read for pleasure. Fiction was 

unanimously favored, with fantasy, thrillers, and mysteries 

all having fans. Also mentioned were biographies, human 

interest stories, and books on global issues. Several 
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Table 4. Students' Self-Reported Reading and Writing 
Activities. 

Response pilot Exper. Control 

Personal Reading 

Read for pleasure 

Don't read for pleasure 

Personal Writing 

A lot to some writing 

Almost no writing 

No personal writing 

11 

5 

11 

3 

2 

13 15 

3 1 

7 12 

5 1 

4 3 
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students qualified their positive response by saying they 

read for pleasure only "when I have time." One twenty-six

year-old mother in the control group bemoaned her 

situation: "I enjoy reading very much; however, when I get 

involved in reading a good book, my other responsibilities 

suffer." Those who reported doing no pleasure reading 

tended not to elaborate on their response. The exception 

was an 18-year-old Hispanic woman in the experimental group 

who added, "If I happen to read I would read more 

biographies; therefore I am interested in the backgrounds 

of people's life." The Education of Richard Rodriguez, 

which my community college classes read, discussed, and 

wrote two papers on, was to be the first full-length book 

this young woman ever finished. 

Except for three members of the experimental group, 

none of the students mentioned reading magazines. One of 

those who did, used the questionnaire to comment on her 

newly developed reading habit: 

I have only recently found reading interesting. 

I subscribed to Reader's Digest about a year and 

a half ago. The articles within the magazine 

vary from month to month. In my reading class we 

had an assignment to read a book and write a 

report on that book. I was very discouraged. I 

didn't want to read. I disliked reading. My 
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stepmother gave me a book, "The Silence of the 

Lambs" by Thomas Harris. The book started off 

slow, but after a while I found myself addicted 

to the book. I couldn't put it down. I had to 

find out what would happen next. It was the 

first book I had ever read other than stories to 

my kids (Cheryl, 36-year-old woman, experimental 

group). 

All three groups showed less enthusiasm for personal 

writing than for reading, with the experimental group 

indicating the least engagement in out-of-school writing. 

writing letters was the most common non-academic 

writing activity, particularly by students with families 

out of town, friends in the military, a girlfriend in 

London, or a boyfriend in California. Romantic involvement 

was definitely linked to letter writing frequency: the 

young man in California received three letters a week! 

Typically, letter writing was the only personal writing 

students engaged in, the extreme case being that of an 18-

year-old Vietnamese girl in the pilot study who wrote "one 

letter per year to relatives (only when I have to)." 

Eleven members each of the pilot and control groups and 

nine members of the experimental group reported writing 

letters. 
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Three members of the experimental group, two members 

of the control group, and four members of the pilot study 

reported keeping diaries, albeit often "inconsistently." 

One 38-year-old mother in the experimental group wrote 

somewhat poignantly, 

I'm sorry to say [I do] not [write] much. Over 

the years I have added a family to my life and 

they have brought many time-consuming 

obligations. I have in my younger days written 

poetry (won several awards). I am still when 

time allows a letter writer. I keep a journal of 

thoughts and observations that I will give my son 

on his 18th birthday (Pat). 

The woman in the experimental group who read Reader's 

Digest apologized, "I really don't take the time to do 

alot [sic] of writing. I keep promising myself I'm going 

to start a journal and start writing letters to my 

relations, but I fail to keep my promises." 

Only five people said they wrote short stories as 

opposed to eleven who admitted to writing poetry. Poetry 

writing tended to be an activity of the young. It was 

specifically mentioned by five members of the pilot group, 

three of the control group, and three of the experimental 

group. Older students tended to have given it up, as was 

the case of the 38-year-old woman quoted above and this 24-
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year-old man in the experimental group, "I used to dabble 

with poetry, but I just lost interest. I had a poem 

published when I was in high school though." 

still writing, however, was a 22-year-old man in the 

control group who started the semester working 28 hours per 

week and later often worked 60 hours, missing class because 

of his membership in the Air Force Reserve on the eve of 

Desert storm. He said he wrote "poetry (when I have the 

time!)." I suspect he found that time in the Saudi Desert. 

Also pursuing poetry was a busy 25-year-old working mother 

(experimental group) who had dropped out of high school in 

the tenth grade. She revealed that in addition to 

regularly writing in a journal, 

I also go through periods of poetry writing; they 

may last months. On occasion I write the same 

poem over & over until it's perfect in my heart; 

then, my writing spell ends for a while (Mari). 

Typically, students were very critical of or off-

handed about their poetic efforts: "I've written some 

poems but nothing significant. I don't think that I'm much 

of a poet" (18-year-old woman, pilot study). "Once in a 

great while I write short stupid poems" (17-year-old woman, 

pilot study). "I write a few pages a week, mostly letters 

that may contain poetry" (17-year-old man, pilot study). 

The only non-academic writing done by two young men in the 
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experimental group was song writing, with one band member 

remarking that "some people call it [his songs] poetry (God 

knows why?)." 

Two students in the actual study were very interested 

in creative writing. During the semester I brought them 

both information on the undergraduate creative writing 

program at The University of Arizona. The aspiring 

professional writer in the control group, who I discovered 

had sent off manuscripts to publishers, self-consciously 

confided on the questionnaire, "I write a great deal for 

pleasure, and with the (secret) hope that someday I will be 

published. I attempt to write short stories and novellas." 

Her male counterpart in the experimental group did not 

openly acknowledge his writing ambition on the 

questionnaire, but he too was self-depreciatory, "I'm 

something of a slackard when it comes to my own writing--my 

ideas usually hit paper only under some sort of incentive." 

Being a closet novelist myself, I can understand their 

reluctance to acknowledge openly that they are attempting 

something they may not be able to deliver. Because I only 

spent two days with the pilot group, I have no idea whether 

that class, too, contained a novice novelist. 

What students read and what they wrote on their own 

time was highly expressive in nature. Moffet (1968), Emig 

(1971), Britton et al. (1975), Elbow (1980, 1991) and 
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others have made a case for including expressive writing as 

part of the academic writing experience, arguing that 

novice writers write best and most easily about their own 

experiences. Extending that idea in his article 

"Reflections on Academic Discourse: How It Relates to 

Freshmen and Colleagues," Elbow (1991) discusses the role 

of nonacademic discourse in "helping students produce good 

academic discourse" (p. 137). He indicated that expressive 

writing can assist students in internalizing concepts by 

serving as a means for rendering those concepts in terms of 

their own experiences. The instructional method developed 

for and examined in this study was likewise conceived of as 

a means of linking the academic task of writing from 

sources to the sorts of responses that students have 

experienced in reading a novel or might have written 

themselves in a letter, a diary, or a song. 

Academic Writing Experience 

The plethora of research comparing novice and expert 

writers (e.g., Sommers, 1980; Faigley & Witte, 1981; 

Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Hayes, Flower, Schriver, 

Stratman, & Carey, 1987; Flower, 1988; stein et al., 1990) 

shows that writing experience is a key factor in writers' 

representations of writing tasks, in their writing 

processes, and in their writing performance. Therefore, I 

wanted to know how many academic papers participants in the 
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study had written in the past year. By far, members of the 

pilot group had written the most. All of their writing had 

been for high school courses, while the previous writing 

for most of the community college students had been in the 

context of other college level classes. Fourteen members 

of the pilot study had written five or more papers within 

the year; the two remaining students both had written 3 or 

4 papers. Five members of the experimental group and four 

students in the control group had written at least 5 

papers; on the other hand, half (n = 8 ) of the 

experimental group had written no papers during the past 

year (see Figure 2). 

In terms of writing papers requiring the use of 

outside sources (defined as books, magazine articles, 

technical reports, newspapers, etc.), Figure 3 shows twice 

as many members of the experimental group (n = 8) as of the 

control group (n = 4) had had no experience with such 

writing during the past year. Moreover three times as many 

control group members (n = 9) as experimental group members 

(n = 3) had written from 2 to 4 papers from sources, 

although three members of the experimental group joined 

seven members of the pilot study in reporting that they had 

written 5 or more papers from sources. 

These comparisons suggest that the pilot and control 

groups had advantages over the experimental group when 
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Figure 2. Number of Papers Written in Past Year. 
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Figure 3. Number of Previous Source Papers. 
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confronted with the study's reading-to-write task. It can 

be assumed that students with more experience writing 

academic papers would have a clearer representation of the 

sort of writing that characterized them. Such 3tudents 

would also have had the opportunity to practice shaping 

content into an acceptable form as well as the opportunity 

to use form to generate, select, and organize content. 

Attitudes and Perceived Competence 
in Reading and Writing 

In her review of studies investigating reading and 

writing relationships, Stotsky (1984) found that reading 

experience and writing ability were consistently 

correlated, and Fingeret (1982) and Hunter (1982) have 

indicated that adults' attitudes toward literacy also were 

related to reading and writing performance. Students in 

the present study were asked to rate how they felt about 

reading and writing on a scale of one (hate) to four (enjoy 

a lot). The majority of students in all three groups liked 

reading and writing, reporting more positive attitudes 

toward reading than toward writing. Six members of the 

experimental group, seven of the pilot group, and nine of 

the control group reported liking reading "a lot" (see 

Figure 4). Subsequent multiple regressions revealed that 

students' positive feelings toward reading were 

statistically related (p = .0001) to their perception of 
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Figure 4. How Students Feel About Reading. 
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their ability as readers, though much less so to their 

perception of their ability as writers (p = .208) or to 

positive feelings about writing (p = .174). 

In terms of rating themselves as readers on a scale of 

one to five, Figure 5 indicates that the majority of the 

students in each group (9-10) rated their reading as 

average (3 on the scale). Two members of the experimental 

group were the only participants who rated their reading 

ability as below average. Only four in the experimental 

group considered themselves above average in reading 

ability, compared with seven members each of the pilot and 

control groups. 

student responses regarding attitude toward writing, 

perceived writing ability, and writing experience revealed 

some interesting patterns: 

(1) The group with the least writing experience (the 

experimental group) reported liking writing the most. 

Perhaps these students had not experienced the 

opportunities and frustrations of engaging in complex 

writing assignments involving analysis, synthesis, and 

evaluation that members of the other two groups had 

encountered (see Figure 6). 

(2) Writing experience did seem somewhat related to 

students' high appraisals of their writing competence, as 

the students with the most writing experience (the pilot 
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Figure 5. How Students Rate Themselves as Readers. 
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Figure 6. How Students Feel About writing. 

8 

7 

6 
III 
E 
Q) 5 "0 
::l 

C;; - 4 0 
'-
Q) 
.0 

3 E 
::l 
Z 

2 

~ 0 
I~ Pilot 

%: r- %: 
f*~::1 ~ I ~ 1- Experimental 

x'%: 

I 1~/0I ~~ .~ ,~ ,- - Control 
~:~ %: 
,,;,~ ~ ..... // 

~ x:~ %: 
!;:~ ~::~ :~% a: ;,:,~ 

* ._-= ;:;: .;% ~: ~ -F ':"~ :~~ 

* ?~ :'; ;% 
-- :> :% - ~ 

:::;~ ~~ ... 
x .. /. 

~ ~~ ~ ':: :/ 
-- ~::~ - x;% --' ';';% 

~-:~:~ v,/. 

@ ~~ 
x%: 

'. %: ~~ ~ o 
Hate Dislike Like Enjoy a lot 

How Students Feel About Writing 



group) gave themselves the highest ratings on writing 

competency (see Figures 2, 3, and 7). 

(3) On the other hand, the group with the second most 

experience in writing--the control group--had the lowest 

opinion of themselves as writers. Nine members of the 

control group rated their writing as below average (Figure 

7), compared to five individuals so rating their writing in 

the experimental group and three in the pilot study. 

Perhaps members of the control group had encountered 

difficult writing tasks which the experimental group had 

not experienced and with which the pilot group had had 

sufficient practice to master. 

Implications of Profile Data 

The profile data set forth the differences which 

existed among the members of the pilot study and the 

experimental and control groups of the actual study. It is 

reasonable to assume that differences in the participants' 

attitudes toward and experiences with language, reading, 

and writing may have shaped both their representations of 

and their responses to the reading-to-write task of this 

study. Therefore, it is important to bear these 

differences in mind when reading the results offered in 

answer to the study's research questions. 
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Figure 7. How Students Rate Themselves as Writers. 
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Responses to the Research Questions 

Table 5 lays out the differences between the control 

and experimental conditions. The results of the study are 

reported below. The results of the pilot study are also 

reported in the discussions of Research Questions 2 through 

7 in order to help interpret study outcomes. 

Research Question 1: When students are prompted 
to make specific elaborations, do those elaborations 

differ from those they make on their own? 

This question is answered by comparing the tallies of 

idea units found in the experimental and control groups' 

marginal notes and scratch paper notes. I did not collect 

these prewriting materials from the pilot group. 

Marginal Notes 

Table 6 summarizes the types of idea units found in 

the marginal notes of the experimental and control groups. 

Analysis of Variance statistics revealed that the 

experimental group produced significantly more elaborative 

units in their marginal notes than did the control group 

(p = .000). 

Because stUdents in the experimental group were 

prompted by questions to relate information in the second 

text to their own experience and urged to make the same 

sort of associations for the other texts, I expected that 

their marginal notes would include a higher number of Prior 
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Table 5. Comparison of Tasks of Experimental and Control 
Groups. 

Experimental Group Control Group 

Day 1 passages introduced passages introduced 

read/annotated 2 ways read/annotated 

compared annotations 

Day 2 diagram activity 

worked on 1st draft worked on 1st draft 

Day 3 Revision Guide Revision Guide 

revised 1st draft revised 1st draft 

Day 4 Self-Analysis Checklist Self-Analysis Checklist 
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Table 6. Number and Idea units by Type Found in Marginal 
Notes. 

Text-Based Units: 

Elaboration units: 

New Idea units 

Criticism units 

Prior Knowledge 
Units 

Subtotal Elab. 
Units: 

Total Marginal Note 
Units: 

Experimental 

No./students 
No./idea units 

15 students 

297 units 

1 student 

1 idea unit 

2 students 

4 units 

15 students 

294 units 

299 units 

596 units 

Control 

No./students 
No./idea units 

14 students 

243 units 

4 students 

12 idea units 

5 students 

15 units 

o students 

o units 

27 units 

270 units 
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Knowledge units (which include references to personal 

experiences, views, reactions, or elaboration from other 

sources) than would the control group's notes. No member 

of the control group spontaneously made associative 

annotations in their marginal notes on the source texts-

even though earlier in the semester I had on three 

occasions given both groups experience with associative 

reader response and had pointed out its value in both 

comprehending and composing text (cf. Petersen, 1982; 

Petrosky, 1982; Englert, Raphael, Fear, & Anderson, 1988; 

stein, 1990). 

The control group's omission of Prior Knowledge 

notations suggests that source material is typically seen 

as a repository from which information is extracted rather 

than as a stimulus for personal associations and 

interpretation. Further evidence of students' typically 

efferent stance toward text is provided by the fact that 

only a small number of students in both the control and 

experimental groups either criticized ideas in the text or 

evoked new concepts from the readings during the marginal 

note taking phase. Yet more students in the control group 

than in the experimental group produced New Idea units and 

criticism units in their marginal notes. Annotations of 

these types seemed to be related not to the annotation 

instruction in the experimental section but to the academic 
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experience of particular students, regardless of group 

membership. 

While I had anticipated the between-group variation in 

Prior Knowledge idea units, what was less predictable was 0 

that students in the experimental group produced 22 percent 

more Text Based idea units in their marginal annotations 

than the students in the control group. Albeit that this 

amount was not statistically significant (p = .145), it is 

useful to consider why this trend occurred. It could be 

attributable to several factors. 

First, perhaps focusing students' attention on one 

type of annotation (i.e., elaborative annotation) 

stimulated annotation in general--and because students had 

typically had been taught to look for main ideas and 

details in expository text, it would be reasonable for them 

to produce annotations that reflect these practices. 

Second, perhaps the experimental group, which had less 

experience than the control group in writing from sources, 

felt that they needed to highlight more of the textual 

information for later use. Selectivity tends to be 

developed through experience with analysis (Applebee, 1981; 

Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Langer & Applebee, 1987). 

Third, perhaps when experimental group members were asked 

to create a diagram including information about each 

source, they returned to the texts to pull more specific 
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information to substantiate ideas evolving from the diagram 

activity. 

In general, marginal notes made during the initial 

reading phase seem to suggest that the greatest concern for 

these student writers at this phase of the writing process 

was extracting information rather than assessing it (as 

indicated by low number of criticism units) or abstracting 

concepts from it (as indicated by ~ow number of New Idea 

units). This finding corroborates the findings of 

researchers (Emig, 1971: Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987: 

Langer & Applebee, 1987a) that knowledge telling is the 

default mode of cognitive functioning in the schools. 

Specific prompts (Cox & Matz, 1982: Newell, 1984: Durst, 

1987) are often necessary to evoke meaning making that 

extends beyond the replication of source material. Though 

students in both groups had been prompted to personally 

elaborate on materials they had read during the first five 

weeks of class, explicit prompting was necessary to evoke 

this kind of reader response for a writing assignment 

involving more than one source text. 

In the next phase of essay preparation--making scratch 

paper notes--the experimental group's reliance on textual 

material also exceeded that of the control group. However, 

the essays produced by the two groups contain similar 

percentages of textual references (see Research Question 
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2). This suggests that--with or without special training 

in annotation--making textual references was a major part 

of both groups' representations of the writing task. 

Scratch Paper Notes 

In addition to examining the marginal notes students 

made on the three readings, I also analyzed the notes that 

they made on scratch paper. Although six members of the 

experimental group chose not to construct a diagram, the 

instruction in the diagramming technique seems to have had 

an effect on whether students wrote out plans for their 

essays or made further notes. Only one member of the 

experimental group compared to four members of the control 

group omitted making notes on scratch paper. 

Scratch paper notes included summarizing, 

brainstorming, free writing, outlining, and drafting. I 

decided to eliminate the analysis of idea units generated 

during drafting because the drafting so closely paralleled 

the students' subsequent essays; therefore, Table 7 does 

not include idea units produced during preliminary drafting 

of the essays. Comparable numbers of students in the two 

groups had relied on drafting as a means of producing their 

essays: four in the control group and three in the 

experimental group. 

While one-third of the control group spontaneously 

produced New Idea units on their scratch paper, the fact 
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Table 7. Number and Types of Idea units Present on Scratch 
Paper. 

Type of Idea Units 

Text Based units: 

Elaboration Units: 

New Idea units 

criticism units 

Prior Knowledge 
Units 

Subtotal Elab. 
Units: 

Total Scratch units: 

Experimental 
No./students 
No./idea units 

13 students 

285 units 

10 students 

63 units 

o students 

12 students 

119 units 

182 units 

464 units 

control 
No./students 
No./idea units 

4 students 

56 units 

6 students 

81 units 

o students 

4 students 

60 units 

145 units 

201 units 
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that two-thirds of the experimental group did so seems to 

be attributable to the diagram activity, which prompted 

students to draw relationships among the three texts and 

their own experiences. The ten students who produced 

diagrams all generated New Ideas in their scratch notes. 

None of the four students in the experimental group who 

chose not to produce a diagram generated New Idea units. 

The diagrams were clearly a vehicle by which members of the 

experimental group could generate new ideas. 

It is interesting to note that the six students in the 

control group produced more New Idea units than did the ten 

students in the experimental group. Could the diagram 

activity have therefore inhibited some students from 

generating more New Ideas? It seems not. Four of the six 

control group members showed evidence of spontaneously 

using a process similar to the one that I had demonstrated 

to the experimental group. They extracted principles from 

the source texts such as "improving one thing can help 

another too" from Malcolm X's discussion of how copying the 

dictionary had improved both his reading and writing, and 

they asked questions like "Are we rushing education?" in 

the context of Nolen's criticism of cutting short the 

education for doctors. One young woman, Kelly, made a jot 

list of statements, beginning with short generalizations 

like "takes dedication," then moving to fuller New Ideas 

190 



taken from the source texts, ("sometimes frustrating--you 

don't learn about what you want to learn" [an idea from the 

Nolen text]). Her list culminated in a superordinate idea 

which extended well beyond the text: "Schools can be 

beurocratic Bullshit." This idea eventually became a major 

point in Kelly's paper. 

A fifth individual in the control group, Bev, also 

used each of the readings to illustrate the basics of 

education, but an outline form (reproduced below) seems to 

have helped her generate her New Ideas. Those New Ideas 

most directly traceable to the source texts were confined 

to the introductory part of Bev's outline and were omitted 

from her final draft in which she argued for an education 

that would nurture individuality of the students. 

1. The basis of education: 

talking--Barbara Jordan 

reading--William A. Nolen 

writing--Malcolm X 

2. Problems of education 

A. Forced cirriculum [sic] 

B. Grades 

c. Individualism 

3. Suggestions 

4. Goals--

191 



Changing system--

I. Free thinking 

2. strength to weakness or weakness to strength 

(Bev, 48-year-old widow of upper middle 

class businessman, mother of 2 adult 

children and a 9-year-old, control 

group) . 

A sixth member of the control group producing New Idea 

Units was Rebecca, 26, who had been a philosophy major at 

the University of Chicago before she had dropped out to 

demonstrate her solidarity with the working class. Rebecca 

limited her free writing to the Malcolm X text: "we al'e 

very much inspired by underdogs (people who beat difficult 

odds). We admire those who make it thru the mire." She 

eventually developed these ideas into a fascinating paper 

comparing Malcolm X's pure love of learning to the pseudo

education of a wealthy, dissolute friend who gained a 

degree from the Sorbonne. 

These individuals were the six strongest writers in 

the control group class, having baseline writing scores of 

either ~ or Q; I believe it is not unreasonable to 

attribute the high number of New Idea units they generated 

to their greater experience in writing and in abstracting 

principles from sources. What distinguished the scratch 

notes made by these control group members from those 
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produced by many students in the experimental group was not 

so much the process they used to garner new ideas, but 

rather the level of abstraction they operated on. It is 

questionable whether--without this study's instruction--the 

weaker writers in the experimental group would have been 

able to generate New Idea units at all. 

The diagram activity seems to account for the 

experimental group's producing five times more Text-based 

units in their scratch paper notes than the control group 

did. (Analysis of variance procedure showed the difference 

in text based units between groups was significant at the 

.004 level.) The experimental group seemed to need to 

extract details from the text before they could generate 

various types of New Ideas (superordinate ideas, extended 

ideas, personalized ideas, or simple links) from those 

details. 

Since the annotation and diagram exercises prompted 

the experimental group to relate their personal experiences 

to the text material, it is not surprising that the scratch 

paper of the experimental group showed double the number of 

Prior Knowledge units when compared to the control group's 

scratch paper. However, the difference between the number 

of Prior Knowledge units generated by the groups as 

measured by an analysis of variance procedure was not 

statistically significant (p = .528). 
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Summary of Question 1 

One would assume that the sorts of information that 

characterized preliminary note taking and note making can 

have important influences on the final texts which the 

students produced. Training in elaboration was intended to 

make students aware of their own topic knowledge; the 

diagram technique was intended to provide procedural 

facilitation in integrating their ideas with those of the 

source texts (cf. Englert & Raphael, 1989). Students 

receiving training in elaboration produced more prior 

knowledge units in their marginal notes and more text-based 

notes in their scratch paper notes. Does giving students 

instruction in producing particular forms of notes assist 

them in including those features in their finished texts? 

The second research question addresses this issue. 

Research Question 2: Are there quantitative 
and qualitative differences between the 

elaborations students incorporate in their first 
drafts and the revisions of their texts? 

The results of idea unit analysis of the ninety-six 

papers produced by the pilot, experimental, and control 

groups is set forth in Table 8 below. For each group and 

draft, the table gives the number of students producing a 

particular type of unit, the numerical range of units and 

total number of units produced for the given type, and the 

percentage of the total units that that type of unit 
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Table 8. Differences by Draft and by Group of Idea Units 
Present in student Essays. 

TYl2e of Idea Units Groups 

pilot Exper. Control 

Draft: one two one two one two 

Text Based Units: 

--from Source Texts 

No. of students 13 13 12 11 14 12 

Idea unit range 3-35 4-31 1-34 7-37 1-40 2-43 

No. of idea units 145 179 187 205 152 175 

% of total units 22% 24% 25% 22% 22% 22% 

--from Lecture 

No. of students 1 4 3 5 5 4 

Idea unit range 2 1-6 1-4 1-7 1-12 1-12 

No. of idea units 2 14 6 14 20 18 

% of total units .3% .2% .1% 1.5% 3% 2% 

Elaboration Units: 

New Idea units 

No. of students 13 15 12 12 12 12 

Idea unit range 1-27 1-19 4-21 7-18 1-20 2-23 

No. of idea units 130 143 114 136 83 121 

% of total units 20% 19% 15% 15% 12% 15% 

Prior Knowledge Units 

No. of students 16 16 16 15 15 16 

Idea unit range 4-49 3-49 4-75 4-80 1-61 7-49 



Table 8, continued 

Type of Idea units Groups 

Pilot Exper. 

Draft: one two one two 

Prior Knowledge Units, continued 

No. of idea units 314 357 

% of total units 49% 48% 

criticism units 

No. of students 7 7 

Idea unit range 2-36 1-35 

No. of idea units 50 48 

% of total units 8% 6% 

Extra Source Elaboration Units 

No. of students 

Idea unit range 

No. of idea units 

% of total units 

Subtotal Elab. 
Units: 

Total Units: 

2 2 

1-3 1-2 

4 3 

.6% .4% 

498 551 

77% 74% 

645 744 

100% 100% 

41 535 

55% 57.5% 

5 4 

1-3 1-8 

9 13 

1.2% 1% 

1 1 

27 27 

27 27 

3.6% 3% 

562 711 

74% 76% 

755 930 

100% 100% 
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Control 

one two 

401 467 

59% 57% 

7 7 

1-11 1-6 

21 14 

3% 2% 

2 2 

2-3 6-7 

5 13 

1% 2% 

510 615 

75% 76% 

682 808 

100% 100% 



accounts for. Because this study is exploratory in nature; 

pilot data is included to shed light on how a somewhat 

different population might respond to training in 

elaboration. 

Analysis of the idea units appearing in the student 

essays reveals two general trends across the groups: When 

students in all three groups revised, they tended to add 

more units of each type. Also, students did not tend to 

add new types of idea units to their revised essays. 

Because revision, except in a few cases, did not result in 

a significant change in organizational plan, it seems 

reasonable that the proportion of idea unit types in the 

first draft was generally held constant in the second 

draft. Below I will address group and individual 

variations in unit types. Specifically, I will discuss New 

Idea units' role in providing structure and synthesis in 

the student essays. Then I will discuss idea units which 

were used to develop the essays: text and lecture-based 

units, prior knowledge units, extra source elaborations, 

and criticisms. 

units Providing Structure and Synthesis 

Reflecting stein's (1990) New Idea category in her 

protocol study of elaboration, in the present study, 

elaborative idea units designated New Ideas refer to those 

units traceable to the source texts that could provide (1) 
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an organizational frame (such as a thesis statement) or (2) 

a superordinate concept (such as a topic sentence). Two 

other categories of New Idea which I included were 

"personalized ideas" which were explicit realizations 

derived from a source text and applied to the student's 

personal situation and "links" or generalizations linking 

information from two or three source texts. Clearly, New 

Idea units represent inferences which make connections 

between different elements in texts and which are central 

to integrating textual information with the knowledge base 

of the reader (Bransford & Johnson, 1973; Spiro, 1980). 

Because I defined New Ideas as obviously traceable to the 

source texts, papers of the Free Response category usually 

did not include such units. The pilot group produced the 

highest number as well as the highest percentage of New 

Idea units. This is in keeping with their writing the 

greatest number of text and interpretive syntheses--papers 

which depend on high-level and mid-level generalizations to 

integrate information drawn from the source texts and 

personal knowledge. 

Stein (1989) reports that 75 percent of elaborative 

units present in reader-writers' think-aloud protocols in 

her dissertation study did not make their way into the 

finished texts of her sUbjects. The presence of New Idea 

units in a student paper, therefore, suggests that the 
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students not only perceived connections from which they 

constructed new concepts, but that they were also able to 

use these concepts to drive the selection, organization, 

and connection of textual and schematic material so as to 

fashion a coherent piece of writing. It was hoped that 

training in elaboration together with the diagram technique 

would support students in this study in writing 

interpretive syntheses. 

units Contributing to Essay Development 

As a rule, New Ideas units appearing in student essays 

were subsequently developed with Text Based units and Prior 

Knowledge units. In fact, across the three groups, Text 

Based and Prior Knowledge units together accounted for 71 

to 81 percent of the idea units found in students' texts. 

These percentages are in keeping with the linguistic 

structure of English prose which requires a few high-level 

structures to be supported by a greater number of low-level 

generalizations and details. writing in English does not 

typically yield a great number of high-level ideas. 

Moreover, the results of this study corroborate the 

literature that the number of units for source text 

references and readers' prior knowledge increase during 

revision. For instance, Benton and Blohm (1986) found that 

allowing their subjects a revision period encouraged 

elaboration with examples and explanation. During 
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revision, the participants in the present study supported 

their New Ideas with examples from the source texts and 

explanations based on their own experience. Such a 

response had been encouraged both by the original writing 

prompt and by two questions in the Revision Guide: 

Sa. Do your readers need more information in 

order to fully understand your message? If 

so, what information is needed? 

7. How could you make your paper more 

interesting to your reader? 

Text-Based units. Whether they actually wrote 

synthesis papers, 14 of the pilot group and 13 students 

each in the experimental and control groups reported that 

they planned synthesis papers in response to the study's 

reading-to-write task. Such papers require references to 

textual material. While students in the experimental group 

tended to generate more Text Based units than students in 

either of the other groups, between group differences were 

not statisticallY significant, and the percentages of Text 

Based units (22 to 25 percent) were stable across groups. 

A very small subset of Text Based units were Lecture Based 

units. 

Lecture-Based units. Less than a third of the 

students in each group incorporated lecture material in 

their essays, and in only one case did lecture material 
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lend itself to a superordinate rather than developmental 

role in a student's paper: A member of the experimental 

group used my mention of the murder of Malcolm X's father 

as a springboard for discussing bigotry. I feel the 

students' general lack of use of lecture material in their 

papers suggests that they perceived the lecture as I 

essentially intended it--as supplementary material to 

deepen their understanding of the passages rather than as 

information to be focused on for its own sake. This trend 

may also suggest that in a writing class, teachers and 

students assume that textual discourse is to be accorded 

more value than oral discourse in developing papers, 

although a few students from each group did incorporate 

lecture material in their papers. 

Prior Knowledge units. The prompt for the reading-to

write task encouraged students to include their own views 

of education in their papers; indeed it went so far as to 

state, "You do not have to directly quote source material 

unless doing so will help you make your point." with such 

explicit permission to incorporate background knowledge in 

their papers, it is not surprising that only two papers 

contained no explicit reference to the writer's prior 

knowledge. These two papers are worthy of special comment 

because they exhibit interesting problem-solving 

strategies. 
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One paper was the first draft of a member of the 

control group. Joe had received no training in 

elaboration. His notes and first draft reveal a totally 

text-based orientation. Joe's first draft is a list of 

summaries; in his revised paper, he expanded upon the 

information in his summaries and added this final paragraph 

of commentary to air his personal views, which have the 

tone of received opinion: 

Education is very important. Knowledge is even 

more important. But we can't have one without 

the other. But it seems that in this country, we 

are ignoring the education factor in the 

equation. Our children aren't being taught what 

is needed for them to keep up with other 

societies. The two people [Malcolm X and Barbara 

Jordan] are part of the extreme, they both had 

the desire for the education they sought. These 

days we are not pushing our young hard enough and 

expecting for them to get a decent education so 

they can have a prosperous and open minded life 

(Joe, 19-year-old, review-and-comment paper). 

In contrast to Joe's strategy of using prior knowledge 

units to elaborate on his summaries, Kyle, a member of the 

experimental group, included Prior Knowledge elaborations 

in his first draft which he eliminated in his second. For 
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both drafts of his paper, Kyle produced a string of summary 

paragraphs followed by a paragraph of commentary. Idea 

unit analysis reveals the difference between the two 

versions of Kyle's final paragraph. The first version, 

with Prior Knowledge units underlined, reads, 

The common ground these three different people 

have, was that they had self motivation. They 

all really wanted to learn, so by studying very 

hard, they all received what they wanted to. X 

feel that learning has to corne from the student, 

not the teacher. If the student doesn't want to 

learn, then he won't. To get the self

motivation, the student must be happy with what 

he is doing and where he is at (Kyle, 18-year

old male, experimental group). 

In his revised conclusion, Kyle seems to recognize 

that the personal viewpoint underlined above is leading him 

into a digression he cannot integrate. Thus he sUbstitutes 

"idea extensions" for the more personal "viewpoints" 

underlined above: "This tells you that it doesn't matter 

where you're from, you can learn if you have the self

motivation." He is using the summative, interpretive "This 

tells you" to provide cohesion, unity, and coherence to his 

paragraph, and he further underlines the unity of the 

paragraph by ending with the superordinate concept ("self-
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motivation") that he has discovered in the readings. While 

his solution is not an eloquent one, it certainly conveys a 

working knowledge of the conventions of academic prose. 

Three other students (one in the experimental group, 

two in the control group) took the opposite tack. Rather 

than accommodate their personal viewpoints to the 

information contained in the source texts, they solved the 

problem of preserving textual unity by deleting all 

references to the source texts from their second drafts. 

In each case, they must have determined that the references 

to source text material in the first draft intruded upon 

rather than strengthened what they were trying to say. 

criticism units. students typically did not use their 

papers as a forum for critiquing either the content or form 

of source texts. The one exception was a science major in 

the pilot study who used rhetorical analysis as the basis 

for his paper. He generated 36 criticism units in support 

of Nolen's prescriptive stance on medical education over 

the personal narratives of Malcolm X and Barbara Jordan. 

In all the other cases in all three groups, critical 

elaboration consisted of one line statements of agreement 

rather than sustained critical commentary. This accounts 

for the low percentages in this category across groups, 

except for the pilot study student cited above. 
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Extra Source Elaboration units. other sources of 

information--teachers, books, movies--certainly came to 

mind as the students wrote their essays. In fact, six 

students in the control group mentioned on the last day of 

the study that they had been influenced by an article on 

education that I had assigned the weekend before the study 

began. Yet only one of the six made an overt reference in 

her paper to Theodore Sizer's commentary on "What High 

School IS." The tendency was for students to include a 

single reference to an outside article they had read or a 

movie they had seen. As for the criticism units, a single 

individual accounted for most of the Extra Source 

Elaborations. This member of the experimental group 

focused her essay on good study techniques and devoted 27 

idea units in each draft to citing the advice of teachers 

of study skills. 

Summary of Question 2 

All groups were more alike than different in the 

elaborations they included in their essays. They were 

heavily dependent on Prior Knowledge units for development. 

Next in frequency were Text based units and New Idea units, 

with very little inclusion of Lecture, Criticism, or Extra 

Source material. The fact that so few students made 

explicit reference to sources other than the source texts 

is a signal that they conceived of the task of writing 
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their essays as involving focus on only the three source 

texts. That more students did not evoke material outside 

these texts says something about our educational system. 

In particular, Rand Spiro (1980) has decried the 

compartmentalization of information in American high school 

and university curricula. He warns that by 

compartmentalizing information, students miss making the 

sorts of connections among ideas that are necessary for the 

assimilation of knowledge into existing schema and for the 

accommodation of existing schema to new information (i.e., 

knowledge transformation). Furthermore, students' ability 

to access specific information from long-term memory is 

impaired because the narrow perspective of one book or one 

discipline reduces the number of associations which are 

available to activate discrete representations. 

Research Question 3: When students are faced 
with an open-ended writing task, does assisting 
them to make connections between written source 
material and their personal background knowledge 

result in their producing different types of 
papers from those receiving no such assistance? 

Chi square analysis revealed that there was no 

statistically significant difference in the types of papers 

that students in the pilot, experimental, and control 

groups produced. What follows is a description of trends 

appearing in the data. 
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Based on the pilot study, my expectation was that 

students in the experimental group of the study would be 

more likely to write papers in the Textual Synthesis and 

Interpretive Purpose categories. Twelve out of 16 of the 

university students in the pilot study produced revised 

papers of these types. However, this trend did not occur 

with the experimental group of the actual study. In fact, 

the control group produced two more papers characterized by 

Interpretive Purpose than did the experimental group. 

Table 9 shows the judges' category designations of the 

students' first and second drafts. The categories are 

arranged top to bottom on a continuum from most dependent 

on source texts (summary) to least dependent on source 

texts (free response). 

The number of free responses in the experimental and 

control groups may be the result of my stressing writer 

involvement with topic during the first five weeks of the 

course. But what accounts for the experimental group's 

performance not paralleling that of the pilot group, 

particularly regarding interpretive synthesis? The 

influence of the prompt, the complexity of the task, 

differences in previous writing experience, and differences 

in the presentation of the revision phase of the study will 

be discussed. 
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Table 9. Distribution of Paper Types by Group and Draft. 

Paper Categorv Pilot Exper. Control 

Draft: one two one two one two 

Summary 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Review and Comment 4 1 6 5 3 3 

Textual Synthesis 3 5 2 3 3 3 

Interpretive Synthesis 3 7 2 3 3 5 

View with Text Inserts 4 1 2 1 2 1 

Free Response 2 2 4 4 4 4 

Total 16 16 16 16 16 16 



Influence of the Prompt 

One factor affecting student performance could be that 

the study's task itself was ill-defined. stein's work 

(1989, 1990) has indicated the importance of a clearly 

defined task in shaping elaborations and to the resultant 

organization of those elaborations. Yet, despite the 

prompt's being open-ended, by far the majority of the 

students stated they had attempted to produce some form of 

discourse synthesis (pilot group, 14 students; experimental 

group, 13; control group, 13). 

My choosing to make the prompt somewhat open-ended was 

motivated by several considerations. First, I wanted to 

see if the prompting of personal and inter-textual 

elaboration would in and of itself encourage textual 

synthesis and interpretive synthesis. The results of both 

pilot studies had led me to believe it would. The results 

of the actual study seem to indicate that it does not, 

since the same number of students in the control and the 

experimental group reported attempting textual or 

interpretive synthesis. 

Second, in the context of my writing class, I was 

using this assignment to assess the level at which students 

could manage discourse synthesis. I felt their electing to 

engage in it would indicate a high level of comfort and 

perhaps proficiency with the task, not to mention a 
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familiarity with the conventions of academic discourse. 

Since their next three writing assignments (a position 

paper, a critique, and a full blown research paper) would 

call upon them to produce interpretive syntheses, I sensed 

that their responses to the study's task would give an 

impression of what they could do independently, so that I 

could tailor future instructional support to include 

collaborative work in their "zones of proximal development" 

(Vygotsky, 1987). Therefore, the task for this study 

seemed appropriate and useful in developing the curriculum 

of the writing class in which these stUdents were enrolled. 

Third, where at all possible, I make an effort to give 

students choices. While the assignment and instruction 

were intended to nudge them toward interpretive synthesis, 

I felt that it was also important for students to have the 

opportunity to write a free response to the material if 

they really felt strongly about some aspect of education 

that they could not link to the material in the readings. 

Yet to encourage them to take risks with forms that might 

be difficult, students were assured (1) they would be able 

to revise the paper after the study and (2) they could 

choose whether this paper counted for 5, 10, or 15 percent 

of their final grade. Nine members of the experimental 

group and five members of the control group chose to revise 
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their essays further. Three members of each group chose to 

have this paper count for maximum (15 percent) credit. 

If one truly holds a Freirian view of education in 

which the learner is an active agent in constructing the 

learning process, then the student must have options. On 

the other hand, taking such a stance--for instance using 

essay prompts which allow a variety of responses--greatly 

increases the complexity of research conducted in the 

classroom context. 

complexity of the Task 

Another explanation to account for the discrepancies 

between the expected and actual performance of the 

experimental group was that they had twice as much to 

synthesize as the control group, since the experimental 

group had to manage the elaborations they generated plus 

the textual material. Additionally, they had been 

instructed to draw out intertextual relationships. 

However, this combination of demands seemed to present no 

impediment in either the individual or group pilot studies. 

It is possible that the metacognitive task of 

distinguishing between the two types of annotations was 

distracting to the students, but I felt that distinction 

was important in order to enable students to use personal 

elaborations as a springboard for New Ideas which could be 

the basis for interpretative synthesis. 
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In the pilot group, I had relied on discussion without 

having the students individually assess their understanding 

in writing. For the purposes of the actual study, as well 

as post-study instruction, I wanted to have a record of 

precisely which students in the experimental group might be 

having difficulty discerning the difference between reader

based and text-based annotation. It is interesting to note 

that of the students who continued to rely on elaboration 

in annotating the third text, 83 percent were students who 

had readily perceived a difference between the two styles 

of annotation (see Table 10). 

It is not clear that the metacognitive task either 

supported or interfered with students' production of 

synthetic discourse: however, there is some evidence that 

it may have indirectly helped them to recognize whether 

they produced it or not. This issue will be discussed 

under Research Question 7. 

Differa a:s in Prior Writirg E»:Eciam 

Another factor which might account for the 

experimental group's not producing more synthetic papers is 

their comparative inexperience with academic writing. The 

profile data at the beginning of this chapter indicates 

that members of the University pilot study had written more 

source papers than the other two groups had, and that the 

control group had more experience than the experimental 
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Table 10. Perception and Practice of Elaborative 
Annotation by the Experimental Group. 

Saw a difference in the 

type of annotations done 11 

on Text 1 and Text 2. 

Used elaborative annotation 

on text 3. 

5 

10 

*Five (83%) of these students had been able to articulate a 

difference between text-based and elaborative annotation 

without additional instruction. 
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group. It seems reasonable that academic writing 

experience itself could account for the category of paper 

students produced. Certainly scholars like Bizzell (1982, 

1986), Bartholomae (1988), Bruffee (1984, 1986), and Rose 

(1990) would argue for the importance of its role. 

Differences in Presentation of Revision Materials 

A fourth factor that could have affected whether 

students produced synthetic discourse might be differences 

in the presentation of revision materials. All three 

groups used the same Revision Guide, which emphasized a 

purpose for writing, unity, coherence, and development. In 

the pilot study, prior to presenting the Revision Guide, I 

discussed with the students possible purposes for writing a 

paper on education. Some of the purposes that were 

mentioned included entertainment, criticism or endorsement 

of a particular educational practice, and encouragement of 

fellow students. In the actual study, however, I chose not 

to discuss rhetorical purpose because I wanted to see if 

the prompt and materials would be sufficient to encourage 

it. Instead, I showed the students working drafts of this 

dissertation, saying that the Revision Guide asked the same 

sorts of questions which I had been asking myself the night 

before. 

The pilot group may have benefited from the discussion 

of purpose just before they revised their essays. In that 
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group, revisions showed no reduction in synthetic 

complexity, and there was a definite trend toward revising 

papers to greater complexity: 

3 review-and-comment papers became text syntheses 

3 views-with-text-inserts papers became 

interpretive syntheses 

1 text synthesis paper became an interpretive 

synthesis 

The pilot group's revisions toward synthesis parallels 

the revision trend Ackerman (1989b) reported. Freshman 

writers at Carnegie Mellon University discussed and filled 

out the Self-Analysis Checklist after writing a paper on 

time management. Their source texts had been short, 

disparate paragraphs of advice on time management. While 

pilot Study I had indicated that using the checklist as a 

revision tool proved not to be as effective as the Revision 

Guide for the present study, perhaps the discussion of 

textual and interpretive synthesis that accompanied the use 

of the Checklist at Carnegie Mellon assisted those students 

in revising. 

In contrast to the pilot study results, only two 

members of the experimental group revised for more 

complexity. One-review-and-comment paper was revised to a 

text synthesis, but five others remained in the review-and

comment category. One views-with-text-inserts paper became 

215 



an interpretive synthesis, but another remained the same. 

Students originally writing a free response, a text 

synthesis, or an own purpose paper maintained those designs 

in their revisions. 

The control group was interesting because it contained 

the only instances of revision toward less synthetic 

complexity: Two writers solved the problem incorporating 

the source texts by dropping all reference to them, thereby 

producing free responses. As for the experimental group, 

the first-draft text and interpretive syntheses produced by 

students in the control group remained so in the second 

draft. However, control group writers of free responses 

seemed less comfortable with that form; while two 

maintained it, one revised a free response to an own 

purpose paper, and one to a views-with-text-inserts paper. 

In all, four control group writers revised toward greater 

synthetic complexity, though not necessarily improving 

paper quality in the process: 

1 summary became a review-and-comment paper 

1 view-with-text-inserts paper became an 

interpretive synthesis 

1 free response become an interpretive synthesis 

1 free response became a view-with-text-inserts 

paper 
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Summary of Question 3 

Discourse synthesis is a difficult task, whether the 

synthesizing idea emerges from source material or from the 

reader's background knowledge. The present study examined 

whether giving students experience with elaborative 

annotation combined with their consciously linking elements 

from text and prior knowledge would enable students to 

write papers characterized by discourse synthesis. While 

the pilot group did produce more synthetic papers than the 

other two groups, it did not produce a statistically 

significant higher number. Of the four possible 

explanations discussed above, students' writing experience 

combined with an emphasis on rhetorical purpose at the time 

of revision seem to be the factors that had the most 

influence on the production of synthetic discourse in this 

study. Thus, the study provides no conclusive evidence 

that the training in elaboration resulted in more students 

producing textual and interpretive syntheses. 

Research Question 4: Does assisting readers to 
make connections between written source material 
and their personal background knowledge result in 
their being able to designate the organizational 

plan they followed in their essays? 

The way I chose to present this answer was to examine 

what students intended for their papers in terms of 

organizational plan and content, and to compare the 
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intentions they indicated to the plans they actually 

carried out as evaluated by outside judges. 

To begin, I compared the students' designations of the 

organizational plan for their revised papers with the 

raters' perceptions of the papers. The students were asked 

to categorize their essays as summaries, free responses, 

textual syntheses, or interpretive synthesis (i.e., papers 

which drew on texts to serve a purpose other than 

synthesizing the three articles). Judges had two 

additional paper categories: (1) review-and-comment, in 

which students summarized and commented upon each text as a 

separate entity and (2) views-with-text-inserts, in which 

students had a point they wanted to make and seemed to 

insert text for no other reason than it seemed part of the 

assignment to do so. For the purpose of this analysis, the 

review-and-comment categories were conflated with the text 

synthesis category and views-with-text-inserts papers were 

considered a subset of interpretive synthesis. After 

providing a summary of how students and judges categorized 

the papers, I w~ll discuss performance by group. Table 11 

provides an overview. 

Taken together, the three student groups seemed to 

"be of a similar mind" with the judges to a degree 

significant beyond chance (p = .016), according to the 

Fisher's Exact Test. Table 8 shows that 27 of the 48 were 
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Table 11. Overall Agreement of Students and Judges on 
Paper Plan. 

Students' Plan Judges' Perception 

Sum. Resp. Text Syn. Int. 

Summary 0* 0 1 0 

Response 0 5* 1 1 

Text Syn. 0 3 14* 9 

Int. Syn. 0 2 4 8* 

Totals: 0 10 20 18 

Fisher's Exact Text: p = .016 

* = exact agreement between students and judges 
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in exact agreement with the judges about the organizational 

plans of their papers. Table 8 also reveals that 40 of the 

48 subjects intended that their papers exhibit discourse 

synthesis. students seemed to consider summary as 

inappropriate or inadequate; the only person who planned a 

summary in actuality wrote a text synthesis. Of the 7 

students who set out to write free responses, 5 wrote 

papers recognizable as such. 

Pilot Data 

The poor performance of the pilot group on the 

metacognitive task of labeling their papers' organizational 

plans (see Table 12) may be related to the very cursory way 

in which I presented the Self-Analysis Checklist to them. 

As a result of the pilot experience, for the actual study, 

I discussed the features of the different organizational 

plans much more thoroughly. 

I include the pilot data in the discussion of this 

research question because it suggests two interesting 

trends. First, the fact that 14 of the 16 students in the 

pilot study intended to write synthesis papers indicates 

that most students interpreted the assignment as requiring 

discourse synthesis. The responses of the control and 

experimental groups were similar, with 13 in each group 

planning to write synthetic papers. Second, in contrast to 

the other groups, neither of the two students in the pilot 
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Table 12. Agreement of pilot Group and Judges on Paper 
Plan. 

students' Plan Judges' Perception 

Sum. Resp. Text Syn. Int. Syn. 

Summa;ry 0* 0 0 0 

Response 0 0* 1 1 

Text Syn. 0 1 4* 4 

Int. Syn. 0 1 1 3* 

Totals: 0 2 6 8 

Fisher's Exact Test: p = .916 

* = exact agreement between stUdents and judges 
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study (both Native Americans) who wrote free responses 

indicated they had that plan for their essay. On the other 

hand, the two pilot participants who claimed to be writing 

free responses in actuality wrote syntheses. It may be 

that in general, the university students in the pilot study 

considered a free response to this assignment 

inappropriate, although there also may have been some 

confusion about what consisted a free response. 

Experimental Group 

Table 13 provides the occurrences of agreement between 

the judges and members of the experimental group. 

The Experimental group was the most successful at 

describing the organizational plan of their papers, even if 

they were less successful at fulfilling it. For instance 

of the six cases in which the judges and students agreed 

that text synthesis was the plan, three of the papers were 

in the review-and-comment category. Of the four who 

intended to write interpretive syntheses, one actually did, 

one wrote a views-with-text-inserts paper that was a subset 

of interpretive synthesis, and two wrote review-and-comment 

papers that were tallied under the judges' text synthesis 

column. Clearly, these students needed the instruction and 

practice in integrating sources that would be provided 

subsequent to the study. 
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Table 13. Agreement of Experimental Group and Judges on 
Paper Plan. 

students' Plan Judges' Perception 

Sum. Resp. Text S~n. Int. S~n. 

Summar~ 0* 0 0 0 

Response 0 3* 0 0 

Text S~n. 0 1 6* 2 

Int. S~n. 0 0 2 2* 

Totals: 0 4 8 4 

Fisher's Exact Test: p = .030 

* = exact agreement between students and judges 
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On the other hand, two students who intended to write 

textual syntheses actually produced the more complex 

interpretive syntheses, as did two students in the control 

group. I surmise that for these two students, as for the 

majority of my students, the notion that their personal 

elaborations and purpose could have a role in creating 

synthesis was a novel concept. There was a tendency to 

assume that one either drew on knowledge in texts or in 

oneself, but not from the combination of both. Students 

whose papers drew on personal experience alone were much 

more able to identify themselves as the source of 

knowledge. In the experimental group, of the four papers 

which the judges perceived as free responses, three were 

intended as such. 

control Group 

Nine members of the control group, compared with 11 

members of the experimental group were in agreement with 

the judges on the organizational plan of their paper. 

Students identifying their plans as free responses or as 

interpretive syntheses had the highest percentages of 

success in recognizably fulfilling their plans, whereas in 

the experimental group the highest percentages of agreement 

and successful execution were with free response and text 

synthesis. Control group agreement is presented in Table 

14. 

224 



Table 14. Agreement of the Control Group and Judges on 
Paper Plan. 

students' Plan Judges' Perception 

Sum. Resp. Text Syn. Int. 

Summary 0* 0 1 0 

Response 0 2* 0 0 

Text Syn. 0 1 4* 3 

Int. Syn. 0 1 1 3* 

Totals: 0 4 6 6 

Fisher's Exact Test: p = .268 

* = exact agreement between students and judges 
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In the control group, as in the experimental group, 

the two students who claimed to be writing free responses 

actually produced them. However, two other students who 

intended to write synthesis papers, in fact wrote papers 

that looked like free responses. When I talked to these 

women afterwards, they said they had considered their 

papers syntheses because the source texts "got them 

thinking" about the topics they wrote on. Their remarks 

suggest the limitations of assessing knowledge 

transformation from the student essays alone. 

Eight students in the control group planned to write 

textual syntheses, but only two individuals wrote papers 

that were clearly recognized as such; the other two papers 

tallied under the judges' textual ~Ynthesis column were of 

the review-and-cornrnent type that is often a precursor of a 

true synthesis. Three students who planned textual 

syntheses wrote papers tallied as interpretive syntheses, 

of which two were true interpretive syntheses and one, a 

views-with-text-inserts paper. The remaining paper 

designated text synthesis was one of the free response 

papers mentioned at the beginning of this section. 

Three of the five students in the control group who 

intended to write interpretive syntheses realized their 

plans, with a fourth student writing a review-and-cornrnent 

paper (tallied under the judges' textual synthesis column) 
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and a fifth writing one of the free response papers 

mentioned earlier. As for the experimental group, it was 

clear that the control group would need instruction and 

practice before they would be able to realize plans for 

discourse synthesis. 

Appraising Form and Content 

What is evident from looking at the plans of the 

students in the control and experimental group is that-

despite an assignment which permitted essays drawn solely 

from personal experience--most students strove to produce 

papers that involved synthesis, with students in the 

experimental group being more accurate in discerning the 

type of synthesis they were attempting. 

A student in the experimental group was also more 

likely to articulate as the unifying concept of his or her 

essay the same idea that a judge who was an experienced 

writer discerned as central to the paper. Eleven of the 

experimental group (69 percent) compared with nine of the 

control group (57 percent) described the main idea of their 

papers similarly to the way the judge perceived it. 

Summary of Question 4 

Why did the experimental group--which had produced 

less polished final papers--seem to be able to describe 
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their papers' organizational plans and thematic foci more 

aptly than the control group did? 

I believe the answer lies in their being asked to 

perform a metacognitive task during the study: unlike the 

pilot and control groups, the experimental group wrote 

brief descriptions and a comparison of the annotations they 

made on two of the source texts as well as discussed the 

types of elaboration prompted by the questions accompanying 

the second source text. Additionally, the diagram activity 

involved metacognitive strategies as students graphically 

represented how their views on education complemented, 

contrasted, or were entirely different from those in the 

source texts. For many people, writing something is a more 

memorable way of focusing attention than mere discussion. 

In sum, using writing to reflect on what they were doing on 

Day 1 and on what they were thinking on Day 2 seems to have 

encouraged the experimental group to be more reflective 

about the whole process of composing their papers. More 

evidence of this group's increased metacognitive activity 

appears in their free writing, as discussion of the next 

research question reveals. 
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Research Question 5: After completing the 
reading-to-write assignment, does what students 
report about their processes of writing their 

papers relate to whether students were prompted 
to make personal elaborations? 

Reading through the free writing produced by the three 

groups, I found twelve categories of topical response which 

emerged. Students commented on the context of the task 

(its difficulty, etc.), on their reaction to the readings, 

on the adjunct questions accompanying text in the pilot and 

experimental groups, on finding the key ideas in the 

readings, on finding a common idea among the sources, on 

relating their own experiences to the textual material, on 

the value of the diagram technique (pilot and 

experimental), on the type and use of their notes, on 

brainstorming for ideas, on the efficacy of the five-

paragraph essay form, and on the revision guide, as well as 

critiquing the quality of their writing. 

I include the pilot study data in Table 15 because 

doing so makes apparent certain trends which might be 

overlooked otherwise. However, examples from student free 

writing will be drawn only from the experimental and 

control groups. 

certain aspects of the elaboration instruction seemed 

to have influenced the free writing. In particular, the 

metacognitive aspect of the lesson--i.e., calling students' 

attention to the use of elaboration and differences in 
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Table 15. Topical Comments in Free writing by Group. 

Number of individuals commenting per group: 

pilot Exper. Control Total 

context 14 13 5 32 

readings 8 8 6 22 

questions 0 2 0 2 

key ideas 6 5 0 11 

common idea 8 7 1 0 

own experiences 5 12 9 26 

diagram 1 2 0 3 

notes 6 2 5 13 

brainstorming 7 3 3 13 

5 paragraphs 1 1 1 3 

Revision guide 3 3 2 8 

critique 12 10 5 27 

TOTALS 71 68 39 178 



annotation styles--seems to have made the experimental 

group more conscious of the writing task itself. First of 

all, members of the experimental group wrote more. Average 

word-length for free writing for the pilot group was 133 

words, for the experimental group was 186, and for the 

control group was 116. Members of the pilot and the 

experimental group were twice as likely to comment on the 

task itself and its context and to critique the quality and 

process of their writing. 

students found the problem of integrating material 

from three texts (and their own background knowledge) 

challenging. Three excerpts from the experimental group's 

free writing provide the range of response: 

Usually when I write it's to sort out my 

feelings, express myself or ideas, or for 

relaxation--I'm usually passionately involved and 

the words flow out of me after a few moments of 

warm-up--this time I had to force the words & 

ideas and that was new for me. This is 

definitely something I want and need to work on-

though I do dread it. A price you pay, I guess, 

when you want to become "educated" (Mari, 25, 

dropped out of high school in 10th grade, free 

response paper). 
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I never had a problem writing until I came to 

this class. I'm having a hard time focusing in 

on the topics that are before me. These pieces, 

for instance, How come 2 are the same, and one is 

different? That is silly to me, what is the 

point? I don't like being a part of someone's 

research assignment (Brad, 24, review-and

comment paper). 

I don't really believe this paper was tough, but 

it took me a lot more time then the first paper. 

It was really pretty easy relating all the 

subjects together because they were all so 

similar. All of the authors were pro-education 

and so they shared the same ideas (Will, 20, text 

synthesis). 

Commentary on the task by the control group was 

limited to a sentence or two. A French Canadian member of 

the class worried about not being in an ESL class; another 

student would have preferred a class discussion of 

education before writing; a third took the occasion to 

explain, "I don't like writing in class so that's why I 

took it home where I could be more focused," while a busy 

mother appreciated the use of class time for writing. 

In contrast to the experimental group, members of the 

control group tended to focus more on the content of their 
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essays than on their process: "I wrote my educational 

process paper on skills that I use, lack, and plan to use" 

(Chuck, 20, interpretive synthesis). "The idea I used in 

this essay is something I've believe in for a while" (Lisa, 

21, single mother of 3-month old, free response paper on 

apprenticeship programs). "I got this idea to write on 

from William Nolen's essay. I agree that college students 

are trying to cut their education short" (Chris, 19-year

old woman, concurrently enrolled in university, free 

response paper). 

With two exceptions, control group members tended to 

succinctly describe their writing processes rather than to 

critique them. "I brainstormed and took information from 

the excerpts that I thought was interesting and 

incorporated it with my feelings. I arranged my material 

as I went along. It kept flowing as I wrote" (Kelly, 21-

year-old woman, synthesis paper). In comparison, 

discussions of writing process by the experimental group 

tended to include more analysis of the task and more 

personal reactions: 

I had a hard time at first finding a connection 

between the three of them & myself. Once I did, 

I was able to get that rough draft down, but it 

was terrible, not even close to a real paper. I 

was finally able to get some real connections and 
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make a point, I think. This assignment was 

harder than the friendship paper, and it was only 

a C+ • I didn't think I had enough time to 

draw on for this one to make it more interesting 

(Mary, 32, text synthesis). 

First of all to explain the big difference 

between my 1st and 2nd draft. I was sick when I 

wrote the 1st. My thought processes were way off 

and I couldn't link anything together the way I 

wanted. The second time around I got more into 

the assignment. I really enjoyed all 3 excerpts 

as they were all inspirational to me. I used 

these excerpts to back up my views on education, 

and they also helped me re-establish my views 

since I hadn't really thought about them for a 

considerable amount of time. I chose parts from 

these readings I could relate to and areas I 

could improve on myself (Mark, 21, 1st draft, 

review-and-cornment; 2nd draft, text synthesis). 

Of the three groups, the experimental group surpassed 

the other two groups in the number who referred to the role 

personal experience had in shaping the content or form of 

their essays. The control group made more of these 

references than the pilot group did. This aspect of my 

classes' free writing is probably explained my conducting 
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the study after they had had five weeks' exposure to my 

stressing the importance of considering one's personal. 

experience when writing. 

In addition, it seems that being prompted to 

personally elaborate when reading the source texts 

encouraged members of the experimental group to use the 

free writing as a type of personal journal entry. In 

comparison to the control group, the experimental group 

tended to report much more about their feelings while 

writing the paper and to talk about what motivated them to 

write on what they did. They also used the free writing to 

confide their fears about returning to school, to air their 

worries about their children's education, to report on 

their home situations, and to offer me encouragement. 

Perhaps due to the diagram exercise, half of the pilot 

and experimental groups commented upon finding common ideas 

among the readings while only one member of the control 

group did. (e.g., "I maped out the similaritys between all 

the authors and my views of education. I then related all 

the similaritys in my paragraphs," Will, experimental 

group). Likewise, a third of the pilot and experimental 

groups mentioned finding key ideas in the readings while 

none of the control group did. This could be due their 

discussing types of annotation and to the diagramming 

technique. 
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Though almost half of the students commented (usually 

favorably) on the readings, they typically did not mention 

particular writing aids (not even the Revision Guide or the 

diagramming technique). The exception was that almost half 

of the pilot group mentioned brainstorming. I asked their 

teacher if she had stressed that technique, and she said 

she had not. Probably the pilot students had been 

encouraged to brainstorm by their high school English 

teachers. 

Members of the pilot and control groups were more 

likely to mention referring to their notes when writing 

than were members of the experimental group. This may be 

due to those two groups having more experience writing 

source papers than the experimental group had. Kennedy 

(1985) describes this practice as distinguishing more 

expert from novice writers. 

Summary of Question 5 

All in all, training in elaboration seems to have 

affected the free writing of the students in the 

experimental and pilot groups by encouraging them to 

elaborate more on what, how, and why they wrote their 

essays. Students in the experimental group in particular 

used the free writing as an opportunity to communicate 

aspects of their personal circumstances that affected their 

performance. As a whole, I had noticed the experimental 
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class to more anxious than the control group about taking 

risks in their writing and more concerned about having 

"sure fire" rules to follow. For them, the value of the 

elaboration training may have been more in the affective 

domain than in procedural facilitation of their 

performance. But can the two aspects of the assignment 

really be separated? 

On the last day of the study I asked both groups 

whether they had preferred writing the paper on education 

or their earlier friendship paper: the experimental class 

endorsed the education paper 11 to 8, while the control 

class favored the friendship paper 4 to 12. One of the 

weakest writers in the experimental group explained her 

preference for the education paper: 

I just took more time doing the rough draft and 

revising it. It was a lot more work, but the 

readings, the free writing, the revision guide-

it seemed like I had more support (Amy, 20, 

taking courses at community college to gain 

readmission to the university). 

Research Question 6: Does assisting readers to 
make connections between written source material 

and their personal background knowledge result 
in a qualitative difference in their writing? 

SAS (Statistical Analysis Software) was used to 

perform Type III hierarchial regressions on the holistic 
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quality ratings for students' first and second draft 

papers. This procedure controls for any confounds among 

the independent variables being considered. Though the 

multiple regression statistics indicate that the variables 

considered in combination predicted highly significant 

amounts of overall variance--for the quality of draft 1 (p 

= .0011) (Table 16) and draft 2 (p = .0001)--the 

independent variables were so interrelated that it was 

difficult to ascertain the effect of any particular one. 

Although the mean quality rating for first drafts was 

higher for the experimental group than for the control 

group (4.25 versus 3.81), these differences were not 

significant (p = .1504). Neither were number of previously 

written source papers (p = .6790), nor amount of time spent 

writing (p = .6531), nor quality of baseline writing 

(.2620) statistically significant predictors of the quality 

of the first draft. Paper category, by far, seems to be 

the important predictor (p = .0004) of draft one quality, 

though it was not a statistically significant predictor of 

draft two quality. Table 17 displays the mean quality 

scores for the three groups on the first and second drafts 

of their essays. 

The means for first draft quality reflect that seven 

members of the experimental group wrote papers having a 

composite quality score of 5 or better, while only four 
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Table 16. Multiple Regression Analysis of Variables 
Affecting Draft 1 Quality. 

R-Square = .487 

DF SS MS F Pr > F 

R-square 9 50.689 5.632 4.02 .0011 

No. Source Papers 1 0.244 0.244 0.17 .6790 

Baseline 1 1.818 1.818 1. 37 .2620 

Group 1 3.021 3.021 2.15 .1504 

Paper Type 5 41. 086 8.217 5.86 .0004* 

Time 1 0.288 0.288 0.21 .6531 

* = Significant independent variable 
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Table 17. Mean Scores for Essay Quality, First and Second 
Drafts. 

Mean Quality Scores & Standard Deviations 

pilot Exper. Control 

First Draft 3.500 4.250 3.8125 

SD = 1.265 SD = 1.390 SD = 1. 759 

Second Draft 4.562 4.000 5.250 

SD = 1.153 SD = 1.033 SD = 1.527 
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members of the control group did so. In view of the fact 

that the experimental group began the semester with lower 

scores on the baseline writing sample and less experience 

with academic writing, the difference in first draft 

quality could suggest that assisting students to draw 

connections among their own experiences of education and 

those of the three authors did support them in writing 

their essays. 

The low quality of the pilot group's first drafts may 

be tied to their conception of a first draft's function. 

Their free writing suggests that they, more than members of 

the other two groups, regarded a first draft as a vehicle 

for experimentation rather than as a near-finished piece: 

Draft writing is a key part to these essays. A 

good draft is needed to get the mind focused. 

• . • It allows unrestricted expression of rapid 

flowing--sometimes unrelated--ideas (free 

writing, pilot group). 

Actually first draft was not much of a help. 

• . • Some thoughts were expressed well but 

served to no avail. I could not really use them 

in my final draft (free writing, pilot group). 

Table 18 presents a Type III hierarchical regression 

on quality ratings for the students' second drafts. 
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Table 18. Multiple Regression Analysis of Variables 
Affecting Draft 2 Quality. 

R-Square = .567 

DF SS MS F Pr > F 

R-square 9 47.342 5.260 5.53 .0001 

Quality 1 1 9.635 9.635 10.13 .0029* 

Group 1 0.014 0.014 0.01 .9037 

Group x Qual. 1 1 1.554 1.554 1.63 .2088 

No. Source Papers 1 1.099 1.099 1.16 .2891 

Paper Type 4 6.929 1. 732 1.82 .1448 

Time 1 0.001 0.001 0.00 .9706 

* = Significant independent variable 
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Multiple regression indicated that group effect was 

not a predictor of draft two quality (p = .904), even 

though the experimental group's mean score for quality 

(4.00) was lower than that of the control group (5.25). 

Nor did the combined effect of group and first draft 

quality reach statistical significance (p = .209), despite 

the fact that first draft quality was the only 

statistically significant predictor of second draft quality 

(p = .003). This would lead one to question why the 

experimental group, which had higher quality ratings on 

their initial drafts, did not maintain their advantage over 

the control group. Table 16 (page 239) provides frequency 

counts of the numbers of second drafts per group which 

increased in quality and synthetic complexity over first 

drafts. 

Thirteen of the control group writers were able to 

improve their essays with revision, whereas the quality of 

7 essays in the experimental group decreased with revision. 

One could argue that the instruction in making personal and 

inter-textual associations resulted in a cognitive overload 

for these groups, yet it seems that such an overload would 

be more apparent in the first draft, at which point the 

experimental group was superior in performance. Moreover, 

the experimental group's performance on their revised 

papers is in contrast to that of the pilot group, in which 
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10 students improved their papers' quality through 

revision. 

Table 19 reflects the tendency of students in the 

pilot and control groups to take risks and radically change 

their papers, sometimes producing entirely different 

essays. Only two individuals in the experimental group 

were so radical. Both of these students wrote free 

responses which deteriorated in quality in their second 

versions. Dave's case was particularly illuminating. 

Dave, a creative writing major, earned a holistic quality 

rating of 1 on his depiction of the fate of intelligent 

students in the school system: his second version earned a 

~. In his free writing he reveals the assumptions about 

academic discourse which led him to viscerate his initial 

conception: 

As a creative writer, I have studied extensively 

the techniques employed by my favorite fictional 

authors. Almost unanimously, they shun formal, 

conservative, pompous writing • • • [but] there 

is a general opinion among critics that such 

"bestseller" fiction has no respectable place in 

the universe of English literature •••• This 

is the reason I wrote two papers on education. I 

know that writing a purely formal essay [like his 

second draft] is a good grade-raising maneuver 
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Table 19. Number of Revised Papers Gaining in Quality and 
Synthesis. 

Number of Papers per Group 

pilot Exper. Control 

gyality increased 10 5 13 

wi increase in complexity 5 2 3 

wi decrease in complexity 0 0 2 

gyality constant 4 4 3 

gyality decreased 2 7 o 
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(and an approach to writing I find cold, distant, 

and unengaging), but an informal paper [like his 

first draft] with some well-aimed humor is far 

more likely to arouse a general (not just a 

teacher's) interest (Dave, experimental group, 

free response). 

Relationship of Paper Type and Paper Quality 

There seems to be a definite relationship between the 

presence of discourse synthesis and paper quality. 

Although synthesis is very difficult, no paper which 

increased in synthetic complexity in its second version 

went down in holistic quality. students who revised to 

produce more synthetic papers were successful in their 

attempts. Two students in the control group who had not 

produced successful syntheses in their first drafts (see 

discussion of Research Question 3), by deleting mention of 

the source texts also increased the quality of their 

essays. Only one of the six review-and-comment papers in 

the experimental group was revised to a text synthesis. 

The others remained un integrated review-and-comment papers. 

The treatment seems to have been helpful in getting 

students started on relating their own ideas to those in 

sources, but it was not sufficient to help them integrate 

them. Students need more practice and feedback before they 

would be able to do so. What was heartening was how many 

246 



students--in both the control (5) and the experimental 

groups (9)--continued revising their papers after the study 

was over until they produced pieces that were truly unified 

and coherent. 

While representing a population different from that of 

the actual study, the pilot group was more similar to the 

control group than to the experimental group in literacy 

experiences and attitude. Indeed, the pilot and the 

control groups performed similarly on the revision task, 

with the majority of students in both of these groups 

improving their writing during revision. 

Yet experience writing source papers was not a 

statistically significant predictor for either Draft 1 or 

Draft 2 quality; this is probably due to students having 

the option of writing free responses. If the study's task 

had limited students to writing either text or interpretive 

synthesis, I suspect that writing experience would have 

been a stronger predictor of writing quality. 

Paper category did seem to be importantly connected to 

paper quality as judged by the experienced composition 

teachers rating the papers. Table 20 provides a summary of 

quality ratings according to organizational plan. 

Table 20 appears to provide support for the assumption 

discussed by Flower (1990), that in the academy, synthesis 

and interpretation are "more valued ways of thinking, more 
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Table 20. Mean Quality Ratings of Papers According to 
Organizational Plan. 

Paper Category First Draft Second Draft 

Number/ Number/ 

Qual.Mean Qual.Mean 

Summary 1 / 2.00 0 

Review and Comment 13 / 2.846 9 / 3.444 

Text synthesis 8 / 4.500 11 / 4.636 

Interpretive Synthesis 8 / 5.250 15 / 5.466 

Views with Text Inserts 8 / 3.125 3 / 3.666 

Free Response 10 / 4.300 10 / 4.636 
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sophisticated, and more typical of mature thinkers" (p. 

59). Yet in this study, the raters rated revised personal 

response essays as equivalent in quality to second draft 

textual syntheses. When queried, these raters responded 

that the nature of this study's writing prompt and topic 

made personal response an appropriate paper option. 

Without other corroborating data such as think-aloud 

protocols, it 1s impossible to ascertain whether a student 

chose a personal response format to satisfy sophisticated 

rhetorical intentions or as an avoidance strategy--because 

synthesis and/or interpretation was too time-consuming or 

difficult. What does seem to be indicated by the quality 

scores awarded papers in the present study is that papers 

which appear to be imperfect syntheses (review-and-cornment 

papers, views-with-text-inserts) receive below average 

quality ratings (with average defined as being a composite 

score of i). Review-and-cornment papers were deemed as less 

successful than views-with-text-inserts papers which 

attempted to integrate textual material according to an 

extra-textual purpose. 

summary of Question 6 

Whether or not students received training in 

elaboration techniques did not seem to affect the quality 

of the papers they produced. The experimental group had 

the highest mean for holistic quality scores on first draft 
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papers; the control group had the highest mean for quality 

scores on revised papers, and the pilot group produced the 

greatest number of text and interpretive syntheses. 

Clearly, the relationships among training in elaboration, 

paper quality, and the synthesis exhibited in papers are 

complex. The multiple regression procedures used to 

illuminate these relationships provide no clear cut answers 

but reveal how interrelated all these factors can be. 

Research Question 7: Do students 
who exhibit higher awareness of their 

metacognitive processes write higher quality 
essays than stUdents who exhibit lower awareness? 

Of the 48 stUdents participating in the pilot study 

and the actual study, 27 categorized their revised papers 

as incorporating the same organization plan that the judges 

subsequently perceived in them; 21 categorized their 

organizational plans differently from the judges. The mean 

differences in group scores for paper quality were 

negligible between those who agreed with the judges (4.592) 

and those who disagreed (4.619). Research Question 4 

discussed the experimental group's agreement with the 

judges in designation of paper plan, but that group had a 

lower overall quality rating for its revised papers. 

Consequently, Analysis of Variance procedures revealed that 

neither "agreement with judges" nor "group + agreement with 

judges" was associated with paper quality. 
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Summary 

The lack of a relationship between students' 

metacognitive ability to identify paper plan and paper 

quality is not surprising. Being able to identify a 

textual form does not necessarily imply a writer can 

perfectly produce it; nor does producing a textual form 

clearly indicate that a writer is conscious of what he or 

she has done. Conscious, successful execution of a writing 

task distinguishes the expert, not the novice, writer. 

Summary of Study Findings 

The results reported in this chapter are not clear 

cut. Elaboration, discourse synthesis, and writing itself 

are all very complex processes. Moreover, the pilot, 

control, and experimental groups participating in the study 

represented different populations. It is therefore very 

cautiously that I present the following findings: 

1. When students were prompted to make specific 

elaborations in marginal notes and on scratch paper, in 

general, those elaborations differed from those students 

made on their own. 

2. Though students added more elaborations when they 

revised essays, the types and percentages of elaborations 

made in the second drafts were comparable to those made in 

first drafts. 
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3. There was no conclusive evidence that assisting 

students to make connections between written source 

material and their personal background knowledge resulted 

in their producing different types of papers from students 

receiving no such assistance. 

4. Assisting readers to make connections between 

written source material and their personal background 

knowledge resulted in students being better able to 

designate the unifying concept and organizing plan of their 

essays. 

5. Training in elaboration as handled in this study 

affected post-writing reflections. It encouraged comments 

on the writing context, writing processes, and personal 

experiences which affected what and how students wrote. It 

prompted students to describe how they extracted and 

related key ideas from the source texts. 

6. Assisting students to make connections between 

written source material and personal background knowledge 

did not directly affect writing quality, although the 

organizational plan of a paper may be associated with 

writing quality. 

7. Students exhibiting higher awareness of their 

metacognitive processes did not necessarily write essays of 

higher quality than those who exhibited lower awareness. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

In this chapter I will summarize this study, present 

conclusions, and discuss implications for teaching and 

research. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to investigate whether 

assisting students to generate elaborations relating source 

texts to their own perceptions and experiences would result 

in their writing essays in which textual information was 

transformed according to a personal purpose. A second 

issue considered was whether training in elaborative 

processing would result in students' greater metacognition 

about the reading-to-write task they engaged in. Seven 

research questions emerged from the study which relate to 

these issues. 

Literature Relevant to the Study 

The number of strands of research relevant to this 

study testify to the complexity of the processes which are 

being examined. What unifies this research is the premise 

that reading and writing first and foremost involve the 
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construction of meaning. Researchers who have proposed and 

extended this view include psycholinguist Goodman (1968, 

1985) and literary theorists Rosenblatt (1938, 1978) and 

Bleich (1978). Also contributing are composition theorists 

who emphasize the cognitive processes of constructing texts 

(Flower & Hayes, 1980, 1984; Hayes & Flower, 1987); those 

who emphasize the social functions of the making of meaning 

(Bartholomae, 1981; Bizzell, 1982, ·1986; Bruffee, 1984, 

1986), and those who stress the affective aspects of 

meaning making (Petersen, 1982; Brand, 1987; Elbow, 1981, 

1991). Other constructivists are cognitive psychologists 

who have articulated schema theory (Bartlett, 1932; 

Bransford, 1985; Rumelhart, 1980, 1984; Spiro, 1977, 1980, 

1987), and cognitive psychologists concerned with knowledge 

transformation (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Spiro, 1980, 

1987). Finally, the construction of meaning in and through 

text has been investigated in terms of the process of 

elaboration (Reder, 1980; V. Stein, 1989, 1990a, b, c) and 

the process of discourse synthesis (Spivey, 1984, 1990). 

Methodology for the Study 

The methodology for the study was developed through 

analyzing the taped think-aloud protocols of six 

individuals engaged in writing from sources. The 

methodology was then piloted on a group of first-semester 

composition students participating in a special program for 
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minority students matriculating at The University of 

Arizona. Adjunct questions prompted the students in the 

pilot and experimental groups to make elaborative 

annotations on three autobiographical source texts dealing 

with the subject of education. The questions led students 

to engage in types of elaboration that v. Stein (1989, 

1990a, b, c) derived from her analysis of the elaboration 

that students do while composing summaries and arguments. 

The questions were designed to facilitate students (1) in 

associating textual information with their personal 

experiences, (2) in responding critically to ideas 

presented in the source texts, and (3) in extracting 

generalizations from the source texts. Following the 

annotation exercise, a diagram activity provided students 

with a basis for generating generalizations across the 

three texts. The annotation and diagramming activities 

were designed to provide students support for writing 

essays characterized by either textual or interpretive 

synthesis. The students in the control group were 

instructed to annotate the source texts in any way they 

wished. Both the experimental and control groups wrote 

their initial drafts on the second day of the study. 

On the third day of the study, students revised the 

first versions of their essays, with both the control and 

the experimental groups receiving a Revision Guide that 
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emphasized essay unity, development, and coherence. For 

homework, both groups free wrote about aspects of the essay 

writing task. On the final day of the study they shared 

their essays and filled out questionnaires in which they 

identified their goals, their organizing plans, their major 

sources of information, and their papers' textual formats. 

Two experienced composition teachers holistically 

scored the student essays for quality as well as category 

of organization plan (Kantz, 1990). organizational plans 

ranged along a continuum--from essays very dependent on the 

source texts (i.e., summaries) to those which appeared to 

have been written independently of reading the source 

texts (i.e., free responses). Idea units in the notes and 

essays were also analyzed according to categories of 

elaboration derived by V. stein (1990a, c). In addition, 

trends in post-study free writing were examined. 

Statistical analyses were run to examine relationships 

among elaboration training, type of annotation, 

organizational plan, and quality of writing. 

Results of the Study 

The results of the study can be grouped according to 

three data sources: those findings relevant to preparatory 

note making, those findings reflected in the essays that 

the participants produced, and those findings relevant to 

post-writing activities. 
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student Notes 

The prompting of elaboration was associated with 

students producing statistically significant greater 

numbers of elaborations in their marginal annotations and 

of text-based references in their scratch notes. 

Essays 

Students in the experimental and control group did not 

produce different types of essays, nor was there a 

difference between groups or between first drafts and 

revisions in the types and percentages of elaborations 

present in their papers. 

Post-writing Data 

Training in elaboration was associated with the 

students' exhibiting more reflection on reading-writing 

processes and task context in their post-task free writing. 

Training in elaboration was also associated with students 

being more conscious of the unifying concept and 

organizational plan of their essays as actualized in the 

final papers. However, consciousness of organizational 

plan was not correlated with writing quality, nor was 

training in elaboration correlated with writing quality. 

Conclusions 

1. The training in elaboration provided in this study 

was not extensive enough to argue that it did or did not 
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facilitate discourse synthesis by students, although there 

might be some evidence from the pilot study that it did 

assist students to move from textual synthesis to 

interpretive synthesis. It should be kept in mind, 

however, that the data from the Reading-Writing Inventory 

that students filled out at the beginning of the study 

indicated that the students in the experimental group were 

less experienced writers than those in either the pilot or 

the control groups. Moreover, after a semester of writing 

instruction and practice, differences between the 

experimental and the control groups were still apparent in 

the mean scores for final grades in the course (M = 3.37 

control; 2.97 experimental). It could be that the 

elaboration training supported members of the experimental 

group in their writing, but not enough to create the sorts 

of synthetic papers that the other groups wrote. 

An alternate explanation might be that the cognitive 

demands of integrating elaborative material along with 

textual material overwhelmed the less experienced writers 

of the experimental group. pilot study I had indicated, 

however, that the procedure had the potential to facilitate 

synthesis. 

2. Training in elaboration tended to heighten the 

interest of students in writing from sources. Fifty-eight 

percent of the students in the experimental class compared 
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to 33 percent in the control class preferred writing the 

study paper over writing the strictly personal response 

paper they had finished prior to the study. Elaboration 

may also motivate students to continue to revise. Nine 

students in the experimental group as opposed to five in 

the control group elected to continue revising their papers 

beyond the duration of the study, although the opportunity 

to gain a higher grade by so doing probably also 

contributed to their motivation to revise. 

3. The free writing exercise students completed at 

the end of the study suggests that training in elaboration 

that includes making metacognitive judgments also develops 

students' awareness of their reading and writing processes. 

4. In general, elaboration training seems to 

encourage students to write more, but unlike Benton and 

Blohm's 1986 study, the present study provided no evidence 

that elaboration training helps students to write "better." 

Nevertheless, a couple of factors need to be taken into 

consideration in comparing the present study with Benton 

and Blohm's. First, the latter study did not involve 

elaborating on reading material; rather, students wrote out 

of their personal experiences. Thus, the complexity of the 

writing task appears to be an important variable. Second, 

when and how students are prompted to elaborate seem to be 

important issues. Whereas students in the Benton and Blohm 
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study were prompted during the writing process to elaborate 

their generalizations with details, prompts to elaborate in 

the present study were given (1) during reading and note 

making and (2) when students revised. Moreover, because 

participants in the present study had more latitude in 

their approach to their topic, the suggestions for 

development in the Revision Guide were of necessity much 

more global than were Benton and Blohm's adjunct questions. 

Implications for Teaching 

Just as schema theory explains why readers of the same 

narrative instantiate divergent memories of it (see 

Bartlett, 1932), so does elaboration theory begin to 

account for how this happens. Elaboration is the cognitive 

process essential to the personal associations of the 

reader that Rosenblatt (1938, 1978) identified as integral 

to literary interpretation. Moreover, although not 

necessarily invoked by name, elaboration has been 

encouraged by English teachers for at least a decade. In 

the study of literature, elaboration theory underpins the 

assignment of a reader's 10g--journa1s encouraging a free 

response (cf. Petersen, 1982) and those guided by questions 

(cf. McCormick, 1985). It has been promoted in basic 

English courses as a means of investing students with 

"authority as readers" and providing them with heuristic 

power as writers (Bartholomae & Petrosky, 1986). It is at 
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the heart of the expressive writing advocated by Britton et 

ale (1975), Moffett (1968), and Elbow (1981, 1991) as the 

first step to acquiring the conventions of more academic 

writing. 

But elaboration also has a role in disciplines in 

which efferent reading, or knowledge extraction, is what is 

ordinarily called for. After all, students must learn to 

build bridges among ideas. Rand Spiro (1980) has pointed 

to the problems arising from the compartmentalization of 

knowledge in our secondary schools, and Bransford (1985) 

has articulated the need for "schema acquisition" as well 

as "schema activation." In order to promote the former, 

Spiro, Vispoel, Schmitz, Samarapungaban, and Boerger (1987) 

have recommended a case method of instruction to help 

students acquire and flexibly organize information so as to 

facilitate a broader range of application. Finally, 

elaborative connection-making is inherent in Bereiter and 

Scardamalia's (1987c) notion of high literacy with its 

expectation that knowledge be extended rather than 

stabilized at a fixed level. 

Elaboration allows the thinker to go beyond the 

immediate activation of a relevant concept to develop a 

cognitive flexibility "where movement from the top of the 

pyramid to its bottom is no less important than the 

ascension from the concrete to the more abstract" 
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(Vygotsky, 1986, p. 105)--and where knowledge across 

domains is as respected as is that within domains. To 

accommodate the complexity of information characterizing 

the 21st Century, students need to be prepared to deal with 

ill-defined domains of knowledge and to constantly update 

what they know. 

Thus, providing experience in elaboration has an 

important role, though the presentation of such 

opportunities requires sensitivity. On one hand, students 

need to have modelled for them what kinds of questions to 

ask and what sorts of connections to notice; on the other 

hand, they need to preserve their ability to provide fresh 

insights and to be encouraged in cross-disciplinary 

thinking (see Bizzell, 1986). On one hand, students must 

be alerted to the need for making inferences and 

associations; on the other, extensive, spontaneous, 

undirected elaboration can lead students into a thicket of 

confusion (see Whitney, 1987). Such a dialogic balance is 

difficult enough to cUltivate in the classroom; it is even 

harder to maintain in a research setting. 

Implications for Research 

This study examined the relationship of elaboration to 

discourse synthesis. It is clear from stein's work (1989, 

1990c) that elaboration has an important role in the 

interpretation of a single text. The think-aloud protocols 
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in pilot study I of the present study indicated that 

elaboration also had a key role in the establishment of 

connections among multiple texts. The question in the 

actual study was, can training assist students in 

generating elaborations that will strengthen their ability 

to engage in mUlti-text connection making? 

The same factors that make it difficult to draw 

conclusions from this study provide suggestions for future 

research in this area: 

1. Time given to the elaborative activities in the 

present study was clearly insufficient to really ascertain 

their value in promoting connection-making. Studies need 

to be conducted in which the period of elaboration training 

is extended over several weeks and over many assignments 

and topics. 

2. Moreover, whereas students in the pilot group 

practiced elaborating on the third source text and then 

discussed these elaborations before beginning their first 

drafts, students in the experimental group had to engage in 

the final phase of elaborative annotation on their own. 

Since they were inexperienced elaborators, it is doubtful 

that they were sufficiently prepared to use elaboration 

independently according to the ways presented in class. 

This situation suggests the need for research that focuses 
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on the role of discussion in assisting students in 

elaboration. 

3. To discover more about the relationship of 

elaboration to discourse synthesis, reader/writers need to 

be constrained to a synthesis task rather than being given 

an open-ended prompt. otherwise, it is difficult to 

determine whether students who wrote other kinds of papers 

did so because they found another form better suited to 

their rhetorical purposes or because they were simply 

unable to manage the complexity of synthesis. Moreover, 

student writers need to have a clear idea of what a paper 

synthesized from sources reads like. (Two students in the 

experimental group--on encountering the word synthesis in 

the context setting paragraph of the assignment sheet-

asked me privately what it meant.) This study needs to be 

replicated with a more constraining prompt and with 

students having exposure to papers which model discourse 

synthesis. 

4. Relying on think-aloud protocols as a data source 

would clarify whether interpretive synthesis or free 

response was taking place. In at least two cases in the 

present study, papers which seemed to be free responses 

were really interpretive syntheses in which explicit traces 

of the source texts were not discernable. Just as 

restructuring and integrating knowledge diminishes the 
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ability to specifically recall a source (Spiro, 1980), it 

seems that as the writer integrates material in the process 

of writing from sources, so also are the sources of ideas 

obscured. Therefore a study utilizing think-aloud 

protocols as data sources should be conducted to explore 

whether different elaborative processes are involved in 

writing free responses to sources and in writing 

interpretive syntheses. 

5. Just as Victoria stein (1989, 1990c) has found 

that certain writing tasks evoke more elaboration than 

others, so other studies might specifically investigate 

under what conditions elaboration leads a student to write 

a free response and when it provides a structure for 

explicit discourse synthesis. Stein's work and Flower's 

(1987, 1990) research on task representation provide a 

basis for this sort of investigation. 

6. The students in the pilot, control, and 

experimental groups were quite varied in terms of writing 

ability, experience, and background. Consequently, it was 

difficult to isolate the role that the elaboration 

activities had on their final essays. studies in which the 

participants are more equally matched would assist in 

drawing conclusions about the relationship of elaboration 

to discourse synthesis. 
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APPENDIX A 

SOURCE TEXTS WITH DOT PROMPTS 



Malcolm X 

From1'he 
Autobiography 01 
Malcolm X, by Malcolm 
X, with the ... utlll1ce oJ 
Alelt Haley. Copyrlsht 
1964 by Alelt "aley and 
Malcolm X. Copyr4;ht 
1965 by Alelt Haley and 
Betty Shabazz. 
Reprinted by prrmlulon 
of Random HOlDe, Inc. 

I became Increasingly fruslraled al nol being able 10 

express whal I wllnled 10 convey In leiters Ihal I 
wrole, especially Ihose 10 Mr, Elijah Muhammad, In 
Ihe streel, I had been Ihe mosl artlculale husller oul 
Ihere-I had commanded a"enllon when I aald 
somelhlng, Bul now, Irylng 10 wrile simple Englbh. I 
nol only wasn'l artlculale. I wasn't even functional. 
How would IlOund wrliing In slang, Ihe way I would 
aay II. somelhlng such as. "Look. daddy, lei me pull 
your coal aboul a CIII. Elijah Muhammad-" 

Many who loday hear me somewhere In person, 
or on television, or those who read something I've 
aaid, wUlthlnk I wen I to school far beyond the eighlh 
grade. This Impression is due entirely 10 my 
prison studies. 

II had really begun back In the Charlestown 
Prison, when Blmbl first made me feel envy of his 
slock of knowledge. Bimbl'had alwaya taken charge of 
any conversation he was In, and I had lried 10 emulale 
him. Bul every book I picked up had few sentences 
which didn't conlaln anywhere from one to nearly all 
of Ihe words Ihal mighl as well have been In Chinese. 
When I JuSI skJpped those words, of course, I really 
'lnded up with lillie Idea of what Ihe book aald. So I 
had rome 10 Ihe Norfolk Prison Colony stUi going 
through only book·readlng mOl ions, Preny soon. I 
would have qull even Ihese motions. unless I had 
received Ihe motivation that I did. 

I aaw that the beSI Ihlng I could do was gel hold of 
a dlctionary-Io study. 10 learn some words. I was 
lucky enough 10 reason abo thai I should try 10 

Improve my penmanship. II was sad. I couldn·t oven 
wrile In a 5lraighlline. II was bolh Ideas together lbal 
moved me to request a dictionary along with some 
tablels and pencUs from the Norfolk Prison 
Colony school. • 
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I spent two days lust riming uncenalnly through 
the dictionary's palles. I'd never realized so manv 
words exbted! I didn't know which words I nceded to 
Jearn. FlnallY.lusllo sIan some kind of action. 
I began copying. 

In my slow, painstaking. ra/Q!r.d handwriting, I 
copied into my tablet e\'erything printed on thaI firsl 
page. down 10 Ihe punrtualion marks .• 

I believe It look me a day. Then. aloud. I read. 
back 10 myself. everything I'd wrinen on Ihe tablel. 
Over and over. aloud. to myself. I read my 
own handwriling. 

I woke up the next morning. thinking about those 
words-Immensely proud to realize that not only had 
I written so much at one time. but I'd written words 
that I never knew were In the world. Moreover. with 
a little effon. I also could remember what many of 
these words meant. I reviewed the words whose 
meanings I didn't remember. Funny thing. from the 
dictionary first page right now. that "aardvark" 
springs to my mind. The dictionary had a picture of It. 
a long.talled. long-eared. burrowing African mammal. 
which Uves off tennites caught by sticking out its 
tongue as an anteater does for ants. 

I was so fascinated that I went on-I copied the 
dictionary's next page. And the same experience came 
when I studied Ihal. With every succeeding page. I 
also learned of people and places and evenls from 
hbtory. ActuaUy Ihe dictionary is like a miniature 
encyclopedia. Finally Ihe dictionary's A section had 
fllJed a whole lab leI-and Iwenl on into Ihe O·s. ThaI 
was the way I slaned copying what eventually 
~me the enlire dictionary. II went a lot faster after 
so much practice helped me to pick up handwriling 
speed. Detween whall wrete In my lablel. and wrlling 
leners. during Ihe resl of my lime In prison I would 
guess I wrole a million words. • 

I suppose It was inevitable thaI as my word base 
broadened. I could for Ihe flrsl time pick up a book 
and read and now begin 10 undersland whalthe book 
was saying. Anyone who has read a greal deal can 
imagine the new world Ihat opened. LeI me lell you 
something: From Ihen untU Ilert thaI prison. In every 
free moment I had. If I was nol reading In Ihe library. 
J was reading on my bunk. You couldn'l have gonen 
me out of books with a wedge. Between Mr. 
Muhammad's leachings. my correspondence. my 
vbitors-usually Ella and ncginald-and my reading of 
books, monlhs passed withoul my even Ihinking 
aboul being imprisoned. In facl. up 10 Ihen. I never 
had been so truly free In my life .• 
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••• 1 have c.ten renected upon the new vistas that 
reading opened to me. 1 knew right there In prison 
that reading har! changed rorever the course or my 
ure. Asl see Ittod3Y, the abUity to read awoke Inside 
me some long dormant craving to be mentaUy ~lIve. 1 
certainly wasn't seeking any degree, the way II college 
conrers a statu~ symbol upon Its students. My 
homemade education gave me, with every additional 
book that 1 read, a little bit more sensitivity to the 
dearness, dumLness, and blindness that was armcllng 
the black race In America. Not long ago, an English 
wnter telephoned me rrom London, asklng questions. 
One was, "What', your alma mater?" 1 told 

him, "800ks." " 
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Barbara 
,Jordan 

E)ccrrpllrom Barbaro 
Jordan, A Sclf,PoMrall, 
by Barbara Jordan. 
CoPyrlRhl 19'18 by 
Barbara Jordan and 
Shrlby IIraron. 
Rrprlnlrd by prrm{u{on 
of Doublrday &: 
Company, Inc. 

So I was at Boslon Unh'er5lty In Ihls new and strange 
and different world, and It occurred to me that If I 
was going to succeed at this strange new adventure. I 
would have 10 read longer and more Ihoroughly than 
my coUeagues at law school had tQ read. I felt that In 
order to compensate for what I had missed In earlier 
year5, I would have to work harder, and study longer, 
than anybody else. I stili hod this feeling that I did not 
wont my colleagues to know what a tough time I was 
having under5tandlng the concepts, the words, the 
Ideas. Ihe process. I didn't want them to know that. So 
I did my reading not In the law library. but In a Ubrary 
at the graduate dorm. upstairs where It was very 
quiet, because apparently nobody else there studied, 
So I would go there at night aCtl;lr dinner. I would load 
my books under my arm and go to the library, and I 
would read untU the wee hour5 of the morning and 
then go to bed, I didn't get much sleep during thosa 
years. I was lucky If I got three or four hour5 a night, 
b.."Cause I had to stay up. I had to. The professor5 
would assign cases for the next day, and these cases 
had to be read and under5tood or I would be behind. 
further behind than I was, • 

I was always delighted when I would get caUed 
upon to recite In class. But the professor5 did not coU 
on the "ladles" very much. There were certain favored 
people who always got caUed on, and then on some 
rare occasions a professor would come In and would 
announce: ·We're going to have lAdies Day today.· 
And he would call on the ladles, We were lust 
tolerated. We weren't considered really top drawer 
when It came to the study of law, • 
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At IIOme time In the spring, BIU Gibson, who was 
dating my new roommate, Nanna Walker, organiz'2d 
a block study group, as we blacks had to fonn our 
own. This was becauMl we were not Invlled Into any 
of the other study groups. There were sill or seven In 
our group-Dill, and Is~ie, and I think Maynard 
Jackson-and we would just gather and talk II out and 
hear ourselves do that. One thing I learned was that 
you hod to talk out the Issues, the facls, the cases, Ihe 
decisions, Ihe proceM. You couldn'l/ust read the cases 
and study alone In your library as I had been doing; 
and you couldn't get II all In the claM room. But once 
you had talked II out In the study group, It no wed 
more easUy and made a 101 more sense ••• 

finally I felt I was really leamlng things, really 
going to school. I felt that I was getting educated, 
whatever that was. I became familiar with the process 
of thinking. I learned to think things out and reach 
conclusions and defend what I had said. 

In the past I had got along by spouting off. 
Whether you talked about debates or oratory, you 
dealt with speechifying. Even In debate It was preHy 
much canned because you had, In your Uttle three-by. 
five boll, a response for whatever Issue might be 
raised by the opposition. The fonnat was structured 
110 that Ihere was no opportunity for Independent 
thinking. II really had nol had my Ideas challenged 
ever.) Out I could no longer orale and let Ihat paM for 
reasoning. Oecause there was nol any demand for an 
oralor In Ooston University Law School. You had to 
think and read and undersland and reason. I had 
learned al twenly-one that you couldn'l/usl say a 
thing Is so because It 'might not be so, and somebody 
brighter, smarter, and more thoughtful would come 
oul and teU you II wasn'l 80. 111en, If you atllllhought 
II was, you had 10 prove II. WeU, that was a new thing 
for me. I cannot, I really cannol describe whal that 
did to my insides and to my head. I thought: I'm being 
educated finally .• 
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William A. Nolen 

From A Surgeon's 
World by Willillm A, 
Nolen, M.D. CopyriSht 
1970,1972 by Wlllillm A. 
Nolen, "'.D. Reprinted by 
penniuion of Random 
lIolUe, Inc. 

In contrast to my four relatively miserable years at 
noly Cross. J enjoyed. for the most pan. the four years 
a' Tufts Medical School. , , , 

For almost the fil'3t time In my academic career I 
was studying material that I knew was going to be of 
value to me the rest of my life, Anatomy was a course 
that required mostly brute memory, II wasn't easy to 
remember where the deltoid muscle began, where 11 
ended, what muscles were nellt to II, and what blood 
vessels and nerves nourished 11 and made 11 work. but 
I could see the practicality of having all that 

Infonnatlon tucked away In my mind, So I studied, 
not only because I wanted a decent grade but because 
I wanted to be a knowledgeable doctor •• 

Uke most pre.med students I had resented the 
time I spent In college on sub/ects which seemed 
unrelated to my future as a doctor. I know now that 
my altllude was based on Immaturity. College Is a 
place where a student ought to learn not so much 
how to make a living. but how to live. In the 1970's 
we're trying to reduce the time a man has to spend 
becoming a doctor. Some medical schools will accept 
students after three years of coUege-others are 
combining the founh year of medical school with the 
internship. 11'5 possible In some programs to acquire 
an M,D, degree siA years after hIgh school graduation. 
rather than the usual eight .• 
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The purpose In shortening medical education ill 10 

produce more doclors, PersonaUy, I don'l Ihlnk II wlU 
work, Wllh every year Ihal passes Ihere Is more and 
more knowledge Ihal a doclor shuuld have, lIow In 
Ihe world can we expeci sludenls 10 leam more In 
less time? 

Who I will happen. I'm afraid. is Ihal we'U slart 
producing pure lechnlclans, If anylhlng is 10 be 
ellmlnaled from Ihe would,be dOClor's educallon. II 
won'l be blochemlslry. analomy or pharmacology; II 
wW be Ihe course In Shakespeare. Ihe year of 
phUosophy. Ihe semeslers of French, One of Ihe major 
problems In medicine now ill Ihal doclors lend 10 

have deplh bUI nol breadlh 10 Ihelr knowledge, There 
ill a lIIIylng. weU known 10 all medical sludenls, Ihal 
the General Practitioner Is a doctor who learns less 
and less about more and more. untU he eventually 

knows nothing about evel)1h1ng; the speclalbl ill the 
man who learns more and more about less and less. 
unlU he evenluoUy knows evel)1hlng about nothing, 
This is Ihe age of the speclalisl. and because Iheir 
Interests are so narrow, the specialists tend 10 see 
patlenls as faceless carriers of diseases. technical 
problems to be solved. rather than IU human beings, 
What we need in medicine are doctors who are more 
the artist and less the scientist, I don't think that 
shortening medical education wW produce them,. 
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Barbara 
Jordan 

Eltcerpl/rom a.rb .... 
Jord.n. " SeU,PoM ... I!. 
by Sub"," JardIn. 
Copyri/lhl Ina by 
Dub"," Jordln Ind 
She/by 1I01ron. 
Roprlnlod by perm/ulan 
0/ DoubledlY ~ 
Company, Inc. 

So I \VII lllIoIlan Unlvenlly In \hit new Ind Ilran/l" 
Ind dillereni world. and II occum>d 10 me Ih.11r I 
w.lllain/llo lua:eed Illhlt I ... n/le new .d ·.nlure. I 
would h.ve 10 re.d lan/ler .nd more Iharou/lhly Ih.n 
my colle./lU" .1 low Ichaol h.d 10 re.d. I lelllh.lln 
order 10 companllie lor wh.11 hid mlued In e.rll •• 
".arw. I would havllo work hlrder, and lrudy lonser. 
th.n Inybody ebe. I IIUI h.d thlt leelln/lth.11 did nol 
wlnt my coliu/lU.I 10 know ",h.1 • lou/lh lime I WII 

h.vlR/l undent.ndln/llhe concepl •• Ihe word •• Ih. 
Id .... Ihe proceu. I dldn'l wlnl lhem 10 know Ih.l. So 
I did my reldlR/l nalln Ihe I.w IIbr.ry. bulln • IIbr.ry 
•• ahe graduate donn, up •• aln where II wu very 
qulel. becoUIB .pp.renlly nobody ebe Ih .... Iludled. 
So I would 110 the ... II nl&hl ./ler dlnn.r. I would la.d 
my boo ... und.r my .rm .nd /lo 10 Ihe IIbr.ry •• nd I 
would .... d unlU Ihe wee haun 01 Ihe momlns.nd 
Ih.n /lo 10 bed. I dldn'l/lel much Ileep durlntltho •• 
y ..... I w .. lucky 1I1/l01Ih ..... or lour houn • nl&hl. 
beau.e I h.d 1o .I.y up. I h.d 10. 'I1le prof.uon 
would ,ul&n CIJeI lor Ihe neal dly •• nd Ih .... a ••• 
h.d 10 be ... d .nd undenlood or I would b. behind. 
fu"her behind Ih.n I w". CD 

I wu alw'YI dellshled when I would /lei aU.d 
upon 10 rodle In clUil. Bullhe profllllOl'l did not c:aII 
on Ihe "I.dl .. • very much. "'ere were tert.ln f.vonod 
people who alw.YIIIOI aUvd on. and then on lOme 
r .... Oacallono • pro(OIIOr would come In .nd would 
.nnounce: ·W.· ... /lolnSlo h.ve udl.1 D.y lod.y.-
And he would all on lhe I.dl .... W. were lu.1 
lolerlled. We w ... n·1 con.ld ... d ""lly lop dr.,l/U 
wh~n II arne 10 Ihe lIudy of I.w. @ ~ 

"I lOme lime In Ihe IpriR/l. BW ClbIOn. who "' .. 
d.llnS my new roomm.lo. Norm. Walker. org,"1ud 
a block lIudylJrDUp. u WI bl.ckJ h.d 10 (orm our 
own. Thb wu boc:awe we WtmI nollnYlled InlO any 
of Ihl olh.r lIudy IJrDUpe. Th .... we ...... or leV.n In 
our IJrDUp-BlU •• nd lule. and IlhJnk M.ynard 
J.cIc.oo..-nd we would IUllllllher and IIlk II oul .nd 
h •• r ou .... l_ do Ihal. One IhlR/lI lumed wu Ih.1 
you h.d 10 1.lk oullh. blue •• Ihe f.ClI. Ih. a •••• Ih. 
decblan •• Ihe proc .... Vou couldn11uJl re.d Ihe a.e' 
.. nd Iludy .Ion. In your IIbr.ry .1 I h.d been doing; 
.nd you couldn1 8el It .U In lhe cl ... room. OUI once 
you h.d Illk.d II OUlln Ih.lludy SrDUp. II now.d 
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1. Have you been enrolled in courses 1n 
which you had to struggle like Ms. 
Jordan did? Which courses? Why? 

2. Which do you prefer: answering 
questions orally or in writing? 
Why? 



more euUy and made a lot more ""nee. •• Q) @ 
FlnaUy I lelll wu really leamlnl! IhlnSl, reaUy 

1I0lnll 10 achool. I fwllllUlI I wu .antns educoleel, 
whalwer!hac wu. I became familiar wllh Cho pl'OOOfO 
of thlnldns. I learned 10 IhInIc thin .. oul and reach 
a>ncIullona and dofend what I had aaJd. 

In Cho pull had 1101 a101lS by apoulinI! orr. 
Wholher you talked aboul dabac .. Dr onlOry, you 
deall wlCh opeochlly\nll. Evon In dabole II wu preny 
much canned bec:auae you had, In your Dnle three-by. 
nve bol, a retpDnoe for whac."... luue mlghl be 
ralMd by lha oppoolUon. no format wu .lNctured 
aD !hal !here wa. no opponunll)l for Independent 
thlnldns. Q really had not had my Ideu chaIIonsed 
over.' Bull a>uld no Ionser orac. and let that p.ou lor 
reuonlnll. Becauoe Chere wu not any demand lor an 
oralor In BoSlon Unlvenlly lAw School. You had 10 
Ihlnk .nd reid and undenland and reuon. I h.d 
loamed altwlney..,n. Ihal you couldn·t/UlI .. y a 
IhlnS II 10 becau .. II might nOI be aD, and IOmebody 
brightor, Imanor, and more Choughllul would a>mo 
OUI and IOU you It wun'l aD. "'en, If you .UU !houSht 
II WII, you had 10 prove It. WoU, Ihll wu a nalV Ihlns 
for mo. I canna I, I reaUy caMol d .. cribe whallhal 
did 10 my Inllde. and 10 my hOld. 'lhouShl: I'm belnS 
educaled flnaUy. 

3. Have you ever felt discriminated 
against in school? What was the 
situation? 

4. Do you think student study gl'OllPS can 
be helpful? ~~y or why not? 

5. Has school encouraged you to think, 
read, understand, and reason? Why or 
why not? 

276 



APPENDIX C 

STUDENT DIAGRAM 

277 



278 

c-=w;+l 



APPENDIX D 

REVISION GUIDE 
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Revision Guide 

1. Read through your essay. 
of the following issues. 
the space provided. 

Then think about it in terms 
Jot down your responses in 

2. What is the over-arching idea that you want to get 
across? 

3. What effect do you want this paper to have on your 
audience? In other words, how do you want them to 
respond to your ideas and feelings about education? 

4a. Threads to unify your paper; Be open--what new 
connections do you see among your supporting ideas? 
could making these connections for your reader help 
you achieve the purpose of your paper? 
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4b. How can you further emphasize and clarify the 
relationships among the different ideas in your paper? 

5a. Do your readers need more information in order to 
fully understand your message? If so, what 
information is needed? 

5b. Is there information that gets in the way of the 
effect you are trying to create? If so, should you 
cut it or can you reshape it in some way? 

6. Should you change the arrangement of your ideas to 
make your paper read more smoothly? Could the order 
of your points be changed to help your paper have more 
impact on the reader? 

7. How could you make your paper more interesting to your 
readers? 
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8. Take a few moments to consider your answers to 
questions two through seven. Now that you have 
thought about these concerns, what changes do you plan 
to make in your essay? 
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APPENDIX E 

SELF-ANALYSIS CHECKLIST 
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Goals 

] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

] 

] 

[ ] 

] 

Self-Analysis Checklist 

(Check those that apply.) 

To Demonstrate that I Understood the Material 

To Get a Good Idea or Two Out of the Assignment 

To Present What I Learned 

To Come Up with something Interesting to Say 

To Do the Minimum and Do It Quickly 

To Fulfill a Page Requirement 

To Discuss My Own Experience and Values 

To Cover All the Key Points in the Readings 

To Be Original or Creative 

To Learn or Discover Something for Myself 

To Influence My Reader 

To Use the Readings to Examine Something I Already 
Believed 
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organizing Plan for Writing (Check one.) 

[ ] Summarize the Readings 
--I reduced the readings to key points. 
--I reviewed the key points in an orderly way, 

adding nothing extra. 

[ ] Respond to the Topic 
--I pursued my own ideas about the topic. 
--I didn't repeat the specific points made in the 

readings. 
--I made the piece mine, not the stated 

authorities'. 

[ ] Organize around a Synthesizing Concept 
--I paid attention to the ideas in the readings. 
--I found or invented a specific concept to account 

for these ideas. 
--I used a synthesizing concept to organize my 

paper. 

[ ] Interpret for a Purpose of My Own 
--I used information from sources to appeal to a 

specific reader or achieve a specific purpose. 
--I selected only ideas from the readings or my 

experience that fit this goal. 
--I organized the essay around my own outside 

purpose. 
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Major Source of Information (Check one.) 

[ ] Assigned Text 
--I stuck to the key words, sentences, and ideas 

from the readings. 
--I didn't impart additional information. 

[ j Text + My Comments 
--I used the text's key ideas with support from my 

experience and the readings. 
--I partly used my thinking and partly the assigned 

readings. 

] What I Already Knew About the Topic 
--I used my personal experience and opinions on 

education. 
--The readings served as a springboard; I didn't 

have to borrow printed information. 

[ ] Previous concepts + Text 
--I used my own knowledge to provide a unique main 

idea. 
--I supported this idea with examples from the 

readings. 

[ ] other: write a detailed description of your 
information source in full sentences. 
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Text Format 

Notes or a Summary Paragraph or Two 

Summary Paragraphs with an Opinion Paragraph 

] Standard School Theme for Any Reader 
--I wrote an introduction, a body with several 

paragraphs, and maybe a conclusion. 
--I used a thesis statement and topic sentences. 

] Essay for a Popular Publication 
--In my formal introduction I raised an issue or 

indicated the purpose of the essay. 
--I organized the body paragraphs around an 

argument. 

Other: Describe the format of your paper in 
complete sentences. 

Adapted from Ackerman, J. (1989). Student's Self-Analyses 
and Judges' Perceptions: Where Do They Agree? (Reading
to write Report NO.4). Pittsburgh, PA: carnegie Mellon 
University, center for the study of Writing, p. 28. 
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FREE WRITING ASSIGNMENT 

Name: 

Please free write for at least 10 minutes on the reading 
and writing you did to compose your essay on education. 
Describe the process you used for writing the essay. In 
addition, you can also use this free writing to give your 
reactions to the assignment, to comment upon what you 
thought about the materials, and to assess whether the task 
was easy or difficult for you • • • or to add anything else 
you care to. 

Do your writing on this sheet of paper, and bring it to the 
next meeting of your writing class. Your feedback is very 
important! Thank you! 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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IN STUDENT TEXTS, NOTES, AND SCRATCH MATERIALS 



Rubric for Identifying Idea units 

In Student Texts, Notes, and Scratch Materials 

Types of Idea Units 

Source Text-Based categories 

Aggregated Gist statements 
Gist statements 
Detail Statements 
Embellishments 

Reader-Based categories 

Idea Elaborations 
Superordinate Ideas 
Extended Ideas 
Personalized Ideas 
Links 

Reader Elaborations 
Own Views 
Own Experiences 
Own Reactions 

critical Elaborations 

Extra Source Elaborations 
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Source Text-Based Idea units 

Idea units labelled source text based contain 
"textually explicit" and "textually implicit" (Pearson & 
Johnson, 1978) ideas found in the three autobiographical 
source texts. They include information directly stated in 
the text or information implied in the text. They range on 
a continuum from references that are clearly verifiable in 
the text to references which are more global and/or 
subjective. 

Aggregated Gist Statement--is a listing of a key points, 
each one associated with a different source text (a), or it 
is a summary statement indicating an aggregate of different 
ideas (b). 

(a) Several ideas about education were expressed 
in the papers by Malcolm X, William Nolen, 
and Barbara Jordan. These ideas ranged from 
the experience of education to ways in which 
education and learning can be improved 
(Paper 6). 

(b) They all went different routes to become 
educated (Paper 24). 

Gist Statement--is a generalized reference to information 
in one of the source texts. A subcategory includes gist 
statements taken from the lecture introducing the readings. 

(a) Malcolm X went to prison an uneducated man 
(Paper 1). 

(b) Barbara Jordan explained how she found ways 
of improving the way she learned (Paper 6). 

(c) He [Nolen] found college classes can improve 
oneself as well as advance one to a degree 
(Paper 6). 

Detail Statement--is a specific detail extracted from one 
of the source texts. Sometimes such a detail is designated 
by quotation marks. A subcategory includes details taken 
from the lecture introducing the readings (b). 

(a) Malcolm X felt without education he wasn't 
"mentally alive" (Paper 1). 

(b) Malcolm X dropped out of school in the 
eighth grade (Paper 24). 
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(c) She [Jordan] had been studying by herself 
for many long night hours (Paper 6). 

Embellishment--refers to text-based inferences that are 
implied by the source text. occasionally such inferences 
may be erroneous (c). 

(a) He [Malcolm X] needed to fill the void that 
echoed inside his head (Paper 1). 

(b) Barbara Jordan remarks how one of her 
classes was too structured to initiate free 
thought (Paper 67). [Jordan talks about how 
the discussion within a small study group 
helped her understand what she was studying. 
She does not explicitly remark on the rigid 
format of question-answer that characterizes 
law school classes.] 

(c) Studying law at Harvard is one thing, •••• 
[Barbara Jordan attended Boston University 
Law School] (Paper 1). 

Reader-Based Idea units 

These idea units (1) elaborations on textual material 
which demonstrate the readers' analysis and synthesis of 
the ideas in the source texts, as well as (2) alluding to 
"scriptally implicit information," Le., information 
already in the mind of the reader (Pearson & Johnson, 
1978). Reader-Based Idea Units are further categorized as 
Idea Elaborations when they involve the reader drawing 
relationships between concepts found both in the texts they 
read and the texts they produce, as Reader Elaborations if 
they refer to prior experience and knowledge, as Critical 
Elaborations if they evaluate the source texts, and as 
Extra Source Elaborations when the refer explicitly to 
written sources not included in the experiment. 

Idea Elaborations 

superordinate idea--is a generalization which serves to 
relate concepts in the two or three of the readings (a and 
b) or provides a comment that transcends the readings to be 
applicable to human experience in general (c). Such a 
generalization serves as either the unifying idea or a very 
high level idea in the student's paper. It's high level 
position in the paper (Meyers, 1975) distinguishes it from 
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an "own view statement," which tend to be offered in 
support of a superordinate idea. 

(a) One common bond all of these people share is 
the obstacles they had to overcome to get 
their educations (Paper 41). 

(b) All of the people that we have read about-
Malcolm X, William Nolen, and Barbara 
Jordan--seem to agree that it takes hard 
work and determination to learn all you're 
supposed to know, but that the extra 
studying is worth it in the end (Paper 13). 

A good education is earned only by those who 
love to learn (Paper 34). 

Extended Idea--is a generalization which extends or 
explores a superordinate idea appearing in the student's 
paper. In this case it functions intratextually (a). It 
can serve an intertextual function when it is a reference 
to a source text which provides an exemplum of a 
superordinate idea (b). Finally, this category includes 
idea units which are an extension of an idea presented in 
one of the source texts, but although the idea is 
subsequently developed, it does not serve as thesis of the 
student's paper (c and d). 

(a) They are those who are willing to learn, 
susceptible and open-minded to new ideas, 
and do not resist changes. ••• If one is 
narrow-minded and refuses to change the 
status quo, then one will not advance but 
instead will fall behind_(Paper 20). 

(b) Education should be used as an exposure to 
new ideas and concepts that stimulate the 
mind in addition to fulfilling job 
requirements. ••• Barbara Jordan is a 
good example of using education for the 
purpose of attaining a job (Paper 108). 

(c) If just learning to read and write gave 
Malcolm X the education he needed to speak 
out and become a leader of people, just 
think what a full college education could do 
(Paper 48, extension of ideas in Malcolm X 
text). 
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(d) Schools just seem to be processing students 
rather than actually preparing them for a 
skill (Paper 67, extension of ideas in Nolen 
text). 

Personalized Idea--is a generalization applying a 
realization derived from the source text to the reader's 
personal situation. The "Personalized Idea" is 
distinguished from "Own View" statements by its explicit 
tie to the source texts. 

(a) I know I will remember their [Malcolm xes, 
Jordan's, Nolen's] hard work and 
determination and will try to follow their 
successful examples (Paper 13). 

(b) Not as determined as he [Malcolm X] was, I 
simply gave up in laziness and boredom 
(Paper 36). 

(c) I won't go as far as Malcolm X in saying 
that it [books] are my alma mater • 
(Paper 51). 

Link--is a generalization linking information in two or 
three of the source texts (a), but is not on the same order 
as a superordinate idea; rather serves a cohesive function 
in the student's paper. Such idea units can therefore be 
cohesion producing introductory phrases like "on the other 
hand." 

(a) Barbara Jordan and William Nolen went to 
school, college, and studied to become what 
they decided to be (Paper 24). 

(b) On the other hand, Malcolm X dropped out of 
school (Paper 24). 

Reader Elaborations 

These idea units include "scriptally implicit 
information," Le. information that is already in the mind 
of the reader (Pearson & Johnson, 1978). These 
elaborations include direct references to the reader's 
beliefs, feelings, or prior experiences. They are labelled 
as Extra Source Elaborations when the refer explicitly to 
written sources not experienced during the experiment. 

Own View--includes the writer's views or pronouncements on 
a topic or situation (a and b), as well as expressions of 
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personal values. Often these elaborations have the ring of 
"received truth." Sometimes they may be personal 
experiences generalized to others, perhaps for rhetorical 
effect (c). While "Idea Extensions" appear as commentary 
on the source texts, "Own View" statements tend to be only 
remotely linked to the source texts and quite often precede 
paper references to them. 

(a) Studying is a major aspect a student must 
take part in dealing with education (Paper 
32) • 

(b) There are many people who quit school who 
have a knack for business or sales and 
become wealthy entrepreneurs through their 
own abilities working with people (Paper 
48) • 

(c) You enter the school as a unique individual; 
you leave the school as a member of a class 
(Paper 77). 

(d) I believe that everyone should look to make 
the most of any situation (Paper 6). 

Own Reaction--is a statement of emotional reaction to a 
source text (a), the introductory lecture (b), or to a 
personal experience (c). 

(a) When I read where a kid could be a doctor 
six years out of high school, I was 
surprised (Paper 58). 

(b) I felt bad and a little disgusted with the 
way his father died, and also a bit 
embarrassed by the behavior of those white 
supremists (Paper 58). • 

(c) I, for instance, happen to hate math with a 
passion (Paper 103). 

Own Experience--refers to statements which describe the 
writer's own experience and reflections on that experience, 
which sometimes take the form of statements of concrete 
goals (see third example). 

(a) I remember when I was in the first grade, my 
teacher would make us read aloud (Paper 24). 
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(b) I came to the U to learn, but somehow along 
the way the thirst for knowledge was never 
quenched (Paper 56). 

(c) I also want to learn and get a better 
understanding of what I am reading (Paper 
32, cf. with last example under "Own 
View"). 

critical Elaborations 

These are idea units which evaluate the validity of an 
idea expressed in a source text, implicitly or explicitly 
indicating agreement or disagreement with the source text 
(a and b). Frequently they evaluate the truth of a 
statement expressed in the source text or may refer to the 
writing style (c). Unlike the "Own Reactions" category, 
they are offered in a detached tone. 

(a) Malcolm X was just seeking knowledge, and 
that's the important thing (Paper 24). 

(b) Dr. Nolen's point of the specialist 
"learning more and more about less and less" 
is well made (Paper 19). 

(c) The inspirational tone of Malcolm xes 
autobiographical account gives life to his 
education but makes his views on education 
also difficult to relate to that of my own 
(Paper 19). 

Extra Source Elaborations 

These idea units are elaborations in which students 
invoke an author or authority as sources of information to 
include in the paper. 

(a) My daughter recently came across a quote by 
Malcolm Forbes: "Education's purpose is to 
replace an empty mind with an open one" 
(Paper 81). 

(b) As NuWanda comments in Dead Poets' Society, 
"Wanna be more, wanna see more" (Paper 67). 

(c) In my writing class, my teacher explained to 
the class a way to take notes called 
annotating (Paper 83). 
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Course Syllabus 

writing 101 

Office: IS 106 Instructor: Ann Schlumberger 

Office hours: T-Th 12-1:30 & 
by appointment 

Office phone: 884-6191 

Course Description: In this course you will compose essays 
in order to clarify and extend your thinking on several 
subjects, as well as to develop your ability to effectively 
express yourself in writing. this is very much a course in 
which written sources will inform, inspire, and shape what 
you write; as a consequence, we will also be considering 
ways of reading as well as techniques of and approaches to 
writing. During the semester, what you write, what your 
classmates and teacher write, and what appears in published 
sources will all be objects of your reflective, critical 
attention. 

Texts: 
--Compilation ($4.82 unbound) available at Arizona Print 

Copy at Park and Speedway, just south of the Burger 
King. 

--Hunger of Memory: The Education of Richard Rodriguez, 
by Richard Rodriquez, available at the Arizona 
Bookstore on Park. 

Assignment Breakdown: 

Daily assignments • • • • • • . . • • • 20% 
(journal work, peer reviews, in-class responses) 

Definition 
Synthesis of Sources ••••••••• total:* 30% 
Critique of Hunger of Memory 

*You will determine the relative weight of these 
assignments--5%, 10%, 15%--with the most credit 
going to the essay you choose for special 
revision) 

Hunger of Memory Position Paper • 

Major Synthesis Paper • • • 

Revision of Major Synthesis Paper • • 

15% 

15% 

20% 
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Attendance Policy: Many of your daily assignments, as well 
as some of the themes, will be done in class. It is 
imperative, therefore, that you be in class. Two absences 
are permitted. Any more than that and you must convince me 
to allow you to remain a member of the class. Generally, 
missed class work cannot be made up, so failure to be in 
class will result in your losing credit for those 
assignments. 

Plagiarism: This course focuses on using sources 
responsibly and appropriately. Plagiarized work, in which 
you present a student's or-author's work as your own, will 
receive a zero. 

Syllabus 'for writing 101 

Aug. 28 Introduction to course. writing sample. 
Assignment: BUY your compilation! We start using 
it on Thursday. 

Aug. 30 Lecture on reading theory. Reading Questionnaire. 
Assignment: Read "Reading as a Reader" and "A 
Hanging." Make a spatial outline of "Reading as a 
Reader" and mark the passages of "A Hanging" that 
you find particularly powerful or effective. 

Friendship Paper 

Sept. 4 Discussion of "A Hanging"; in-class writing: 
narration or description. 
Assignment: Read "Friends, Good Friends, Such 
Good Friends." For each of Viorst's categories, 
in the margin, write the name of a friend you 
have that might fit in it. 

sept. 6 Discussion of "Friends •• • i" in-class writing: 
examples and classification. 
Assignment: Read "On Male Friendships." Free 
write a response. Wait a day, then reread and 
free write a second response. 

Sept. 11 Discussion of "Male ••• ," free written 
responses, and "purpose" in writing; in-class 
writing: cause-effect. 
Assignment: Read and annotate "The Theory of 
Love." 

300 



sept. 13 Discussion of " • • • Love" and concept of 
audience in writing; in-class writing: 
definition and metaphor. 
Assignment: Work on an extended definition of 
friendship. 

sept. 18 Peer review of friendship paper. 
Assignment: Final preparation of friendship 
paper. 

sept. 20 Share and turn in paper on friendship. 

sept. 25 
Sept. 27 

oct. 2 

oct. 4 

oct. 9 

oct. 11 

oct. 16 

Assignment: Read and make a diagram (using 
paragraph numbers) of "What High School Is." 

Education Paper 

Prepare for in-class paper by reading sources. 
Write first draft of synthesis paper in class. 
Assignment: Finish synthesis paper. 

Apply Revision Guide to your paper. Revise 
paper. 
Assignment: Finish revising paper. 
Apply Self-Analysis Checklist to your process in 
writing your synthesis paper. Share papers. 
Assignment: Read and draw a cartoon of "The 
Banking Concept of Education. Read and annotate 
"The Collapse of the Public Schools." 

Hunger of Memory: position Paper 

Discuss readings on education (Sizer, Freire, 
Sawhill). Explain double-entry journal to be 
kept on HM. 
Assignment: Read introduction of Hunger of 
Memory. 

Videotape of Moyer's interview with Richard 
Rodriquez (Part I). Discuss HM and writing as a 
second language. 
Assignment: Read HM through p. 73. 

Discussion of HM. 
Assignment: Read HM through p. 110. 
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oct. 18 

oct. 23 

oct. 25 

oct. 30 

Nov. 1 

Nov. 6 

Nov. 8 

Relate readings on education to HM. Videotape of 
Moyer's interview (Part II). 
Assignment: Finish HM. 

write a letter to Richard Rodriquez. Discuss 
position paper assignment in small groups. 
Assignment: write comment on your journal 
entries. Decide on a topic for your position 
paper. 
start position paper in class. 
Assignment: Read "Writing and critical Thinking 
in the Social Sciences" and develop a theory as 
to why I assigned it. Finish your position 
papers. 

Hunger of Memory: Biographical Critique 

Position papers due. Discuss argumentative or 
rhetorical approach to critiquing HM. 
Assignment: Read "A Prisoner's Dilemma" and 
identify the rhetorical appeals used in it. 

Discuss Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs and whether 
Richard Rodriquez was self-actualized. 
Assignment: Read through material on Kohlberg's 
stages of moral development. Where was R.R. in 
his moral development? Decide which of the three 
"platforms" for critique presented in class you 
find most interesting. Form a plan for how you 
would analyze HM from that perspective. Begin 
drafting. 

Library visit with exercise. 
Assignment: continue writing your critique. 
Workshop on biographical critique. Discussion of 
major synthesis paper. 
Assignment: Finish biographical critique. 
Prepare short proposal on topic for your major 
research paper. 
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Nov. 12 

Nov. 15 

Nov. 20 
Nov. 22 

Nov. 27 
Nov. 29 

Dec. 4 

Dec. 6 

Dec. 11 

Dec. 13 

Dec. 19 

Major Synthesis Paper 

Biographical critique due. 
Discussion of writing from sources and evaluating 
them. 
Assignment: continue gathering general 
information on your research topic. Use the 
reader's log and data sheets to keep a record of 
your sources. 
Exercises on formal aspects of writing research 
papers: citing, summarizing, and paraphrasing. 
Assignment: Work on your papers. 

Conferences on paper development and sources. 
THANKSGIVING. 

Conferences continued. 
First draft of synthesis paper due. Discussion 
of revision. 
Assignment: Work on any papers you are still 
revising. 

Deadline for 
responses to 
about how to 
Assignment: 
paper. 
Instruction 
handed out. 
Assignment: 
paper. 

revisions of earlier papers. Peer 
synthesis papers. General comments 
revise synthesis papers. 
Work on revising your synthesis 

in editing. Portfolio/ grade forms 

Work on revising your synthesis 

In-class analysis of your strengths and 
weaknesses as a writer. 
Assignment: Put the finishing touches on your 
synthesis paper and prepare your portfolio. 
PORTFOLIOS DUE with revised synthesis paper. 
View and discuss "Why Man Creates" 

PORTFOLIOS & GRADES available in IS 106--Happy 
Holidays! 

303 



APPENDIX I 

READING-WRITING INVENTORY 

304 



Reading-Writing Inventory 

Name: ------------------------------ Age : ______ _ 

Ethnicity: Afro-American Anglo Asian Hispanic 
Native American other: 

Did you finish high school? If yes, when? ______ _ 

Did you earn a GED? ______ _ If yes, when? ________ _ 

Are you currently enrolled at The University of Arizona? 

--What is your "first language"? (The one you first 
learned as a child and have continued to use? 

--Please name any other languages which you speak: 

--What language are you most comfortable reading and 
writing in? 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
1. Do you read for pleasure? If so, who is your favorite 

author? What kind of reading material do you like 
best (biography, sci fi, human interest, journalism, 
etc.)? 

2. How much writing do you do on your own--not for job or 
school? What kinds (poetry, diary, letters, etc.)? 
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3. In general, how do you feel about reading? 

1) hate 2) dislike 3) like 4) enjoy a lot 

Explain: 

4. In general, how do you feel about writing? 

1) hate 2) dislike 3) like 4) enjoy a lot 

Explain: 

5. How do you feel about writing using sources (e.g., 
research papers, reports)? 

1) hate 2) dislike 3) like 4) enjoy a lot 

Explain: 
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6. How many essays or reports have you written in the 
past two years that were at least 2 pages long? 

o 1 2 3-4 5 or more 

7. How many papers have you written during the past two 
years for which you needed to gather information from 
two or more written sources (books, magazine articles, 
technical reports, newspapers, etc.)? 

o 1 2 3-4 5 or more 

8. Describe how you go about writing a paper that has 
been assigned in a class. 

9. Whom do you consider a good reader? What makes him or 
her one? 

10. Whom do you consider a good writer? What makes him or 
her one? 
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11. Circle a number on the scale to rate yourself as a 
reader--

1 
(poor) 

2 3 4 5 
(expert) 

and then explain why you rated yourself as you did. 

12. Circle a number on the scale to rate yourself as a 
writer--

1 
(poor) 

2 3 4 5 
(expert) 

and then explain why you rated yourself as you did. 
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READING-TO-WRITE ASSIGNMENT I 

(Control Group) 

One of the academic tasks which college students face 

is constructing essays in which they combine information 

from sources with their own knowledge, beliefs, and 

judgments about a topic. Thus, a goal of this English 

composition course is to provide you with extensive 

practice in analyzing, synthesizing, and evaluating your 

own ideas along with the ideas of others. 

This writing assignment is one in a series of 

assignments in which you will be consciously using writing 

to extend and revise your thoughts on different subjects. 

Since you and I are members of a college community, we 

share an interest in education. I would like you to write 

an essay, for your classmates and me, in which you relate 

your views on education to those expressed in the three 

attached readings. You do not have to directly quote 

source material unless doing so will help you make your 

point. 

Begin by reading and reflecting on the attached 

excerpts from autobiographies by Malcolm X, Barbara Jordan, 

and William Nolen. These essays appeared in the study 

strategies textbook Becoming a Master Student (1985). When 

you come to a dot in the reading, jot down your thoughts on 

the passage you have just read. The notes you make can 
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help you come up with ideas to include in your essay on 

education, which you will begin writing during our next 

class period. 
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Reading-to-Write Assignment I 

(Control Group) 

Second Day 

1. Begin by reviewing the first page of the 

assignment sheet, the readings, and the notes you made on 

them. 

2. Before you start writing your first draft, you 

might want to make notes showing how you plan to focus your 

ideas and how you can best arrange your information. 

Please make those notes on the back of this sheet of paper. 

Reminder of Audience: I will be reading the first 

draft of your paper, but you will also be revising it 

during our next class period. At least one of your 

classmates, in addition to me, will be reading the revised 

version of your essay. 
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READING-TO-WRITE ASSIGNMENT I-A 

(Experimental Group) 

One of the academic tasks which college students face 

is constructing essays in which they combine information 

from sources with their own knowledge, beliefs, and 

judgments about a topic. Thus, a goal of this English 

composition course is to provide you with extensive 

practice in analyzing, synthesizing, and evaluating your 

own ideas along with the ideas of others. 

This writing assignment is one in a series of 

assignments in which you will be consciously using writing 

to extend and revise your thoughts on different sUbjects. 

Since you and I are members of a college community, we 

share an interest in education. I would like you to write 

an essay, for your classmates and me, in which you relate 

your views on education to those expressed in the three 

attached readings. You do not have to directly quote 

source material unless doing so will help you make your 

point. 

Begin by reading and reflecting on the attached 

excerpts from autobiographies by Malcolm X, Barbara Jordan, 

and William Nolen. These essays appeared in the study 

strategies textbook Becoming a Master Student (1985). The 

notes you make on them can help you come up with ideas to 

313 



include in your essay on education, which you will begin 

writing during our next class period. 
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Reading-to-Write Assignment I-A 

(Experimental Group) 

Second Day 

1. Begin by reviewing the first page of the 

assignment sheet, the readings, and the notes you made on 

them. 

2. Before you start writing your first draft, you 

might want to make notes showing how you plan to focus your 

ideas and how you can best arrange your information. You 

might also find it useful to use the diagram I suggested in 

class in order to clarify inter-relationships among the 

authors' views on education and your own. Please make 

these notes on the back of this sheet of paper. 

Reminder of Audience: I will be reading the first 

draft of your paper, but you will also be revising it 

during our next class period. At least one of your 

classmates, in addition to me, will be reading the revised 

version of your essay. 
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(Experimental Group, 1st day) 

Name --------------------

First Reading: Malcolm X: 
When you come to a dot in the reading, jot down your 

thoughts on the passage you have just read. 

Second Reading: Barbara Jordan: 
As you read, write brief answers to the questions 

interspersed throughout this article. 

Comparison of Annotations: 
Describe the kinds of written comments you made on the 

two readings. 

Malcolm X: 

Barbara Jordan: 

What are the similarities and differences in the 
comments you made on the two readings? 

Third Reading: William Nolen: 
As you come to a dot in the text, jot down you 

thoughts on the passage you have just read. Keep in mind 
the sorts of responses we discussed after the Jordan 
reading. 

316 



317 

APPENDIX K 

RUBRIC FOR SCORING HOLISTIC QUALITY OF STUDENT ESSAYS 



RUBRIC FOR SCORING HOLISTIC QUALITY OF STUDENT ESSAYS 

4 3 

CONTENT AND DEVELOPMENT 

A controlling 
idea fully 
developed with 
concrete and 
vivid detail. 

ORGANIZATION 

organization 
gracefully 
enhances flow of 
argument; 
paragraphs 
unified, 
coherent; 
transitions 
reveal the 
progress of the 
argument. 

A controlling 
idea developed 
with consistently 
pertinent detail. 

Information is 
appropriately 
ordered, 
paragraphs 
unified and 
coherent; 
transitions 
smooth within and 
between 
paragraphs. 

2 

A controlling 
idea with 
relevant but 
insufficient 
details. 

Organization is 
mechanical. 
Transition, 
paragraphs 
unified, 
generally 
coherent; 
transitions may 
be unclear, 
mechanical, or 
tedious. 

1 

No discernable 
idea controlling 
random details. 

Organization is 
indiscernable or 
illogical; no 
paragraphing or 
transitions. 

W 
I-' 
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EXPRESSION 

Sentence 
structure is 
varied, forceful. 
Diction is fresh, 
tone complements 
subject, 
distinguishes the 
writer, and 
defines the 
audience. 

MECHANICS 

In accord with 
standard usage. 

3 

Sentences correct 
and varied; 
diction is clear, 
idiomatic; tone 
fits subjects, 
person, and 
audience. 

No serious 
deviations from 
standard usage. 

2 

Sentences 
generally correct 
but may lack 
variation; 
diction 
occasionally 
vague or 
unidiomatic. 
Tone may be 
inconsistent. 

A few deviations 
from standard 
usage, 
punctuation, or 
spelling. 

1 

Sentences lack 
subordination or 
are incoherent. 
Diction vague or 
nonstandard; tone 
indiscernable. 

Serious problems 
with fragments, 
run-ons, 
agreement or 
reference errors; 
frequent errors 
in punctuation, 
spelling. 

IN 
I-' 
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RUBRIC FOR CATEGORIZING ORGANIZATIONAL PLANS 

OF STUDENT ESSAYS 
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Rubric for Categorizing Papers by organizing Plan 

Category 1: 

Category 2: 

Category 3: 

category 4: 

Category 5: 

Summarv--chiefly gist statements form the 
source texts with little commentary. 

Free Response to topic--written with 
minimal, incidental reference to source 
texts. 

Controlling Concept--a stated organ1z1ng 
concept controls the paper; this concept 
appears to be drawn from the content of 
source texts than from the writer's personal 
ideas; at times the rhetorical purpose seems 
to be to demonstrate comprehension of the 
source texts. 

Interpretation for a Purpose--the writer's 
personal purpose dominates the discussion of 
the paper, with information from source 
texts being integrated as support for that 
purpose. 

Review-and-comment papers--source texts are 
commented upon by treated as individual, 
generally unrelated units, with no stated 
controlling idea that is relevant to the 
entire essay. Characterized by 

--opening or conclusion that presents what 
could be a controlling concept, but one 
which is not picked up in the discrete 
summary/comments that make up the whole body 
of the text. 

--both the opening and the conclusion assert 
a controlling concept which is not woven 
into the summary/comment paragraphs in the 
body of the text. 

[Category 6: derived during the grading session. These 
papers were like the Free Responses in that they clearly 
dealt with an issue that interested the students, but which 
was not reflected in the source texts. However, unlike the 
Free Respondents, authors of these essay inserted 
references to the source texts, resulting in papers which 
"abruptly shifted gears." 
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Summary Essay 

3061 

Malcolm X pretty much taught himself how to write and 

improved his vocabulary by copying the pages of a 

dictionary. He did this for two reasons. The first was 

because of a person he admired named Bimbii Bimbi always 

took control of a conversation he was involved in. The 

second reason was he wanted to be able to write legibly to 

people, especially Elijah Muhammad. 

Barbara Jordan was a well-motivated student. For 

hours she would study in the graduate library to keep from 

being noticed by her fellow students. Then she finally 

joined a study group that helped her with her studies and 

to find out she wasn't alone. 
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Review and Comment Paper 

3221 

Several ideas about education were expressed in the 

papers by Malcolm X, William Nolen, and Barbara Jordan. 

These ideas ranged from the experience of education to ways 

in which education and learning can be improved. Malcolm X 

shows how he made the most of his situation, Barbara Jordan 

demonstrated ways of better learning, while William Nolen's 

views raise questions about the future of education. 

First, Malcolm X shows how he certainly made the most 

of his predicament. Imprisoned. He was not a free man, or 

was he? By using a dictionary he dramatically improved his 

reading ability to the point where he was distracted from 

being in prison, and he had never felt more free in his 

life. I believe that everyone should look to make the most 

of any situation, a lot can be learned even in the worst of 

times. Also, all the effort and time that one devotes to 

improving the aspect of yourself will have positive "spin

off" effects on other aspects as well. Malcolm X 

demonstrated this when he said that his handwriting 

improved as he copied the words he was learning. Sometimes 

learning can amaze and spark interests within you. This 

happened to Malcolm X in one example when he got the word 

aardvark and he was fascinated. These things show some of 
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the experiences and excitement one can feel just from the 

process of education when one wants to learn. 

Barbara Jordan explained how she found ways of 

improving the way she learned and how much more can be 

retained. She found ways to further what she learned as 

well. She was a black female student, and at that time, 

the professors didn't pay female students any attention. 

She had been studying by herself for many long night hours. 

When she found that she couldn't join a study group, the 

black students got together and formed one of their own. 

She was now verbally drilling her study material with other 

students, aiding memory retention. Also she learned to 

discuss and prove her ideas. 

Finally, William Nolen raises questions and concerns 

about education and its future. He first starts with how 

he had to take courses that he didn't want to take, courses 

that did not have a direct effect on his major. Howe.ver, 

he later learned that these courses should be taken, for 

the betterment of the human in everyone. He found that 

college classes can improve oneself as well as advance one 

to a degree. Most importantly, the goal of a degree should 

not be the only or overriding factor in an education. Too 

many other doctors had rushed and condensed their 

education, avoiding "unnecessary" elective courses just to 

become "technicians" who were unable to relate to patients 
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as other humans. He speaks of doctors becoming 

"specialists," knowing more and more about a specialized 

field. I think this is inevitable as man's knowledge 

increases and doubles every few years. specializing will 

spread (and has well already started) across every 

profession and everyone will be a specialist in his or her 

field. But that will make it increasingly important that 

we know how to relate with other people who aren't 

specialists in the same fields as us. 

326 



Text Synthesis Essay 

1032 

Motivation for an Education 

Motivation is an important characteristic needed in 

order to truly succeed in getting a good education. From 

self-motivation to the admiration of another person--these 

things motivate people to learn. 

Self-ambition is the most important form of motivation 

a person can develop. It isn't based upon a particular 

thing, person, or event in which you may change your mind; 

therefore, it is more stable than the others: Barbara 

Jordan at Boston University because she studied intensely. 

she worked hard to keep up with the others and prove to 

herself that she could do well. To those who are self

ambitious, education opens up a new world. Malcolm X was 

one gentleman who "never had been so truly free in [his] 

life," until he became educated. 

Concern is another form of motivation taken in by 

those who desire to be educated, though their concerns may 

differ. Barbara Jordan's concern for civil rights pushed 

her forward to complete law school and become a lawyer. 

William Nolen's concern for his future patients urged him 

to "[want] to be a knowledgeable doctor." Wanting to help 

others is an important part of becoming educated. We are 

taught, they we teach or help others. Malcolm X was 
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concerned about the African-American people of our country. 

After the tedious learning of words and definitions, he was 

able to gain "a little bit more sensitivity to the 

deafness, dumbness, and blindness that was afflicting the 

black race in America." Therefore, by learning, he was 

able to learn more--a continuous cycle. 

Admiration is often a helpful source of motivation. 

This at one time, was a source which I used in order to 

achieve a goal, as did Malcolm X. His desire to write to 

Mr. Elijah Mohammed made Malcolm interested in learning to 

become more articulate. Bimbi's (a prison inmate) ability 

to dominate "any conversation" was also an envy of Mr. X. 

Because of his admiration of these two gentlemen, Malcolm 

worked to become more well-rounded. 

Though motivation is the key to success, there is also 

a lack. That obstruction is discouragement. Motivation 

must be strong enough to open the sometimes locked doors to 

education. Barbara Jordan's obstruction could have been 

her time-consuming studies, or her professor who 

discriminated against women, or the discrimination she had 

to face as an African-American. But she was stronger than 

her obstructions. She even managed to find a more positive 

side to such problems. Malcolm X could have been too 

discouraged to learn while imprisoned, but on the contrary, 

he found it to be an excellent time to learn because there 
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was nothing else to do. He chose to preoccupy his time 

with something other than his disadvantage. As a matter of 

fact, "months passed without [his] even thinking about 

being imprisoned." Everyone can develop some form of 

motivation to continue their education. Hopefully, you 

already have one. And education offers opportunity, self

esteem, and often money. It builds character and offers 

power. So be motivated and get educated, because education 

opens doors. 
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Interpretive Purpose Essay 

3082 

Value of Education 

An education is probably the single most important 

thing we can do for ourselves. As human beings, our minds 

are our greatest asset. other animals have keener senses; 

stronger, more agile bodies; and better protective 

coverings. The human being has the mind. 

We not only have the means for knowledge, we have the 

need. As members of a democratic society, we have a 

responsibility to be educated. We have the right and duty 

of making the decisions on how our existence will be 

managed. How can we make intelligent choices or even be 

effective in those choices, if we are not equipped? 

Malcolm X makes mention of the added barrier lack of 

education has placed in front of the black race in this 

democratic society. He refers to the true freedom he 

finally feels from his homemade education. 

Education not only gives us greater freedom within our 

society, but it allows us much more personal freedom. We 

are able to choose more interesting and rewarding careers. 

If we desire, we can make more money in less time, which 

affords us greater leisure. This leisure time will also be 

enjoyed more fully with a broader appreciation of the human 

artistic treasures. Whether it be literature, music, 
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drama, or just time to contemplate, it is there for the 

taking, but useless without the tools to grasp it. William 

A. Nolen's concept that college should be a place where one 

not only learns how to make a living, but learns how to 

live, states this idea beautifully. The breadth of one's 

knowledge can only add fulfillment to one's life. 

As a parent, I feel one of my most important functions 

is to give my children every opportunity to "grow" 

mentally, not just physically. I (we) must help them to 

prepare to be productive members of society, to be part of 

the choices. Any tools I help them attain will enrich 

their lives long after I am an influence. My children's 

education starts at home, but the educational system must 

complement and extend what we have started. 

The goal of education, according to Theodore Sizer and 

Barbara Jordan, must go beyond mere absorption of 

information. These two well-respected members of the 

academic profession see learning as a further evolvement in 

the thinking process. We must learn to consolidate ideas, 

reach conclusions, and be able to defend or prove those 

conclusions. Sizer states that our youth is not learning 

"the ability to make decision, to solve problems, to reason 

independently, and to accept responsibility for self

evaluation and continuing self-improvement." All of these 
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virtues make us complete, healthy, functioning members of 

the human race. The species with the greatest mind. 

My daughter recently came across a quote by Malcolm 

Forbes: "Education's purpose is to replace an empty mind 

with an open one." If our present educational system is 

falling short of this, whose fault is it? We seem to be 

back to those intelligent choices we make as a society. 
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View-with-Text-Inserts Paper 

2062 

The Other Side 

I can remember back when I was in first grade my 

teacher would make us read out loud, but we all read the 

same thing. I would just remembers what the kid in front 

of me said and just repeat that, so my teacher thought I 

could read. By the time I got to second grade, I had high 

scores in reading, but I couldn't even read. The problem 

was quickly taken care of. This may be one of the reasons 

I have no strong opinions for school and education. Unlike 

me, Barbara Jordan, Malcolm X, and William Nolen seemed to 

believe education is important; while they worked hard to 

become educated, I looked for an easy way out. 

Barbara JOrdan and William Nolen went to college to 

become what they wanted to be. By working hard and 

studying they pushed themselves to make it through. On the 

other hand, Malcolm X dropped out of school in eighth 

grade, became a criminal, and went to jail. There in 

prison he educated himself by copying the dictionary page 

by page. By the time they got out of college or prison 

they considered themselves to be educated. I too consider 

myself educated, but then I think and say, "What's the 

point of being educated • What's it gonna matter in 
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fifty years when I'm dead. My education won't matter 

then." I just don't see any real point. 

Take Malcolm X for example. Look what his education 

did for him; his education got him murdered and not it's 

meaningless. I just don't know if it was worth it or not. 

I think being educated is important but only up to a 

certain point and that point is different for each person. 

School can make one person a genius while making another an 

idiot. I guess the biggest problem I have with school is 

grades. I mean, I could cheat and get an "A" or work hard 

and make a "C." By making a "C," I only learned whatever 

it took to earn that "C." By cheating and making an "A," 

I learned that cheating gets me ahead quicker. This is not 

really a real life experience; I was just stressing a 

point. 

I guess I don't have any extreme beliefs on education. 

I'm just somewhere in the middle and just trying to show 

education from a different angle. 
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Free Response Essay 

2122 

My Views on Education or 

Why Johnny Is Out in the Hall Instead of in the Classroom? 

I am sure that if every child, upon entering first 

grade, were asked "What would you like to learn this year 

while you're here?" rather than told, "This is what we will 

be doing this year," and if this formula were followed year 

after year, the drop-out rate would all be disappear. 

Every child I have ever met has been curious and wanting 

information and knowledge. Think of it as a little seed 

planted in us all at the moment of our births. What 

children need from us, as parents, and later from the 

school system is the opportunity to experience as much 

information as possible and the ability to be able to 

understand what they are learning. They need to be able to 

read, first and foremost. Th~y need to be able to count 

and handle money. They need to be able to communicate with 

others. They need to understand where they fit in on this 

planet, and they are part of a greater whole. They need to 

be feel important and what they are learning is important. 

The home is where we, the parents, can nurture that 

seed of curiosity and give them a basis for school time 

success. We can read to them; make sure they have paper 

and crayons, books and blocks, music and stimulation. We 
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need to allow them, in a safe environment, to explore and 

interact with their surroundings. We need to make sure 

they are well-fed, healthy, and feel they are important. 

Unfortunately, even if a foundation has been built, by 

the time children are in the third grade, the current 

system has lost them. The really "good" students are 

children who cause no problems and are proficient at test

taking. And the really "good" t~achers are the ones who 

cause no problems and whose classes "produce" on the 

standardized tests. There are exceptions, of course. 

certain teachers are striving to give students a sense of 

discovery and the skills to learn throughout their lives. 

But, if that attitude is not commonplace at the school, it 

really causes more problems than helps. Imagine the joy 

and freedom of being able to learn and express one year and 

the next being stifled at every turn. 

For some children, their little seed never gets a 

chance to grow. And for others, the little flower of 

knowledge that has begun to grow is nurtured, pruned when 

needed, and the air is filled with their wonderful 

fragrance. But even for the ones who never get a chance to 

blossom, the seed is still there waiting for the 

opportunity to grow. 

I think things are changing. I think my grandchildren 

will have the type of education that will truly prepare 
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them to be participants of life. We, as adults, must keep 

striving for that kind of educational system. We must 

expect it and demand it at every turn, not just for our 

children, but for ourselves. 

For me, education is a life-long process of discovery. 

Ideally it is a journey started in our homes as children. 

And like any trip, you will need a map to show you the way 

and provisions to sustain you. Along the road are the tour 

guides or teachers. The teachers can be anyone form the 

formal setting of a school to the paper carrier who shows 

you the perfect way to roll the newspaper. But the 

important things are whoever the students, they are willing 

and able to learn, and whoever the teachers, they realize 

they are teaching people, not just subject matter. 
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