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ABSTRACT

F Learning to write is a cdmplex process that students

stfqggle with, particularly those studying through the medium .
of English as a second language. This research report is an
eiploration of how the éub—skills of\writing are dealt with
‘from differing theoretical perspectives. Research in'the\" .
‘teaghiné gf,wfiting has been increasingly studént—ceptred

and focuses attention on writing as a recursive process in

which planning} structuring, reading, revising and editing

take place throughout the whole task. In line with this

ﬁendency, the research report aims to evolve an approach to

theéteaching of writing which synthesises the strengths of
current paradigms for the teaching of writing. The synthesis
‘approach is applied to an analysis of TELIP (Teachers'

"English\Language ;mproyement Programme) writing materials

an attempt to determine its effectiveness as an analytic

tool.
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CHAPTER ONE

1 ~ INTRUDUCTION

This research report aims to explore the different factors
olved Lh the pfocess of writing in a way that provides
pointers for the‘teaching of writing in English second
language contexts. South African students' written competence
in a- second language falls far behind their oral fluency. One

of the reasons for thls is that wrlting demands a whole new

set of cognitive etrategies which are not required in the

~production of oral language (Vygotsky, 1978). Oral language is

noL expected to bhe as grammatically correct or as structured
as written language. In schools, students often write just as

they speak and are then bewﬂldcred to find that thefe re

'different requli ements for eral and wrltten language.- There

‘are, nevertheless, other reasons for the discrepancy netween
students' sooken and written abilities, particularly in terma
of the macro and mlcro«contexte that govern the teachinj of

writing in the South African context.

. Mhe teaching and learningrof anything including writing does

Aot exist in a vacuum and one has to understand broader issues
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innorder to come to grips with the‘brécess invol&ed in
iearning‘té write. This invol&es an understanding of the
workigﬁs ofkthe segregated system of schooling. Tha Bantu
Educaﬁaon Act, implemented,in 1954, was designed to control
 all schooliné for blacks and to prevent black aspirations
abd?e certain forms of labour.
" ‘The state was able to create an education system that was
k‘"well able to s;rve the needs of capitalist reproduction in
'the 1960s and 1970s" (Hyélop, 1985: 18). Despite the
réstructuring\9f educatién in the 1980's to meet iﬁdustrY's
needs for numef%ﬁa and literate semi-skilled machine
operatives, maqaéers‘and skilled wofkers, the unequal
‘distribution of rasource%‘remains a feature of Apartheid]

educé%ion.

7
!
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élack schools éften lack basic facilities such as duplicating
machinés, bocks, electricity, playing fields and building
space (Janks, 1988). Education éepartments impose restrictions
dnd”prescribe teachersg' programmes ﬁlmost entirely. Teachers
éfé/cften vietims of inadequ;te teacher training colleges and
have difficulty doing much more than transmitting "knowledge"

‘for regular regurgitation in examinations,

. Bantu BEducation has not provided teachers with the

.. English language skills necessary to teach in a

. Second language...and, as a result, teachers are

- feeling ill-equipped and uncertain about what they

- are suppcied to do in classrooms...other probléms
such as no reading matter - even for the teachers in
some cases, huge classes (often over 60), low
salaries and lack of teaching aids don't make their
task any lighter (SELRP, 1982: 10).




Becéuée of the complexities of the writing process, writing
across the curriculum is a fundanental language skill that is
either ignored or totally marginalised in many learning contcxts.
‘Harfahorne (1987) demonstrates how both language policy and
teaching practice have reduced the "capacity to use English.iq
the classroom at a level appropriate to the learning required
by.tﬁe curriculum" (Hartshorne, 1987: 77). Since the 1976
Soweto uprising, which was sparked off by the use of Afrikaans
as the medium of instruction, a change of language policy has
lbéen implemented. Mother-tongue is thefméAium for the first
four years of priméry education afteﬁ which parents may choose
ﬁnglish or Afrikaans as the medium of instruction (Janks,
1983): Hartshorne §oints out that there is "little likelihood
>of~African pupils being able to benefit from an effective
English-medium education as long as separaLe, vertically
egmented, racial education systems are maintained"

(Hartshorne, 1987: 78).

It is élso neceséary to examine factors within writing itself
that determine the parameters of how and what one writes. For
example, writing purpose is erucial in determining the writing
'process. "Decisions about what informaﬁion to include, how to
structure and verbalise it, even what format to use - are
strategic, éhaped to some significant extent by the
communicative context" (Coe, 1986: 293). However, in current
practice in the teaching of writing in schools there is little
consideration of writing purpose, audlence and occasion.

Students may be given no choice in the seleckion of toples and

Sy
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the system of schooling's

of reducing learning to "narrow technical dimensions"

sﬁructure is often prescriped for them.

This research report argues that in splte of the effects of
both macre and micro-contexts on-the teaching of writing, it
is. still possible to develop alternative strategies for use in
the classroom. It is dimportant to\note that both education and
- language policies have been shaped to some aextent by the
"erisis" in education, or the contradictions that have "flawed
smooth functioning” (Molteno, 1980:
60). Resistance by teacheis and students has been a constant
chailenge to state education. The various strategies en the

.part of progressive teachers and students need to be

f“‘iunderSuood as part of a much nmore creative process in which

educational and social systems are being transformed. As

. Willis has remarked,

I
i

=,

—~. Cultural production is the process of the cnllective
creative use of discourses, meanings, materials,
~practices and group processes to explore, understand

and creatively occupy particular positions,
relations and sets of material possibilities
(Willis, 1981: 58},

This research report,; in exploring alternative approaches to
the teaching of writing, wishes to aveid falling into the trap
and
promoting the "methodological madness" characteristic of
curriculum development (Aronowitz, 1986: 133). While there is
merit in looking at techniques or tools which challenge

current educational practices, these tools are insufficient in

SRR - o ey
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themselves for promoting substantial educational change. "In

i

the identification of the probiem as one''of (skirii) there has
develored a tendency to H@ﬁréde writing to its funetiona;,/\e
boundaries, instead of seeing it as an expressive and
intellectual process" (Aronowitz, 1986: 52). There is a need
for unlty of content and method to overcome the
compartmentalised and technicist notion of writing in scﬁools.
The alm of this research report is to evolve an approach to
the teachlng of wrltlng which syqthe51ses the strengths of
current and opp051ng paradlgms for the teachlng of wrltlng.
This is based on the belief that it is possible to make B
writing accessible to students both in a mother tongue and in
én E.S.L. context so that they have the opportunity to develop
ney strategies reguired for the writing proeess and for
learning in general. Besides the practical value of writing
for socialﬁgnd political purposes, students will have greater
control over their thought processes across a varlety of
experlences and backgrounds. Studentq who master writing in

Engllsh as a second language will in addition be able to

communicate with a wider audience.

Two -theoretical approaches have emerged which are gentral to
much of the discussion about writing.kThese two paradigms

involﬁe bothrfirst and second language English teaching. But
it appears that research on second language teaching is more
limited with regard to the teaching of writing as many E.S.L.

teachers are inclined to "retreat from English writing as an




’fpstruqtional activity and to focu§ instead on spelling,
quabularykand grammar" {Ammon, 1985: 66).
The first paradigm, a traditicnal product approach, tends toﬁ
limit the teaching of writing ﬁo "conventions and mechanics of
aisc0urse" (Freedman, 1983: 180). Accoraing to Connor (1987);
t@isvproduct—ceptred paradigm stresses "expository writing,
makes style thehmést”importantfelemeﬁt in writing{;and
‘mainta}ns'thaérthé writing process is linear, determined by
wriﬁers before they start to write" (Connor, 1987;‘677). The
second paradigm focuses on the process of writing itself with
a shift éway from viewing%the compositiop as a product whose
propértiés ére,analysed in terms of styié, organisation and

rules- of usage.

The process-centered paradigm...focuses on writing
processes; teaches strategies for invention and

- discovery; considers audience, purpose and context
of writing; emphasises recursiveness in the writing
process; and distinguishes between aims and mode of
discourse (Connor, 1987: 677).

Chapter Two will examine the product and process approaches
separately because they do reflect differing theoretical and
methodological assumptidnﬁ with regard to learning as a whole.
The following aséects.of writing will be ekplored in both of
the paradigms: planning, grammar, error, structure, modéls,
‘méethods of assessment as well as function and audience. It
must be stressed, however, that the intention of this research

report is not to reinforce the produat/process dichotomy.




process~oriented classroom and preparing them for course

These .approaches do not exist‘in,mutual exclusion and there

will be areas of overlap in their conceptions:of“the teaching

1Ty

of writing.
S

Chapter Three will argue that after acknowledging thé,

fundameptal differences between product and process

‘approaches, the way forward is to develop the -possibility of a

synthesis which reinforces the advantageous aspects of each

paradigm. This is in agreement with Zamel's proposai (1987)

“that a balance be made between engaging students in a

requirements (finished products). Connor (1987) has argued

that an integrafive theory will explore the role of product

less critically, as it has been through the analysis of

] products "themselves that writing processes have been

"dévgioped. In Chapter Three, the same elements of writing will

be dealt with as in the previous chapter but this time in

‘terms of a synthesis.

Chapter Four will examine one project's approach to the

teaching of writing in order to see how it is located in terms

- of the product-process paradigms. This analysis of the g

materials of TELIP (Teachers‘ English Language Improvement
Programme) will\determine to what extent the synthesis
approach canqprovide useful insights into the teaching of
writing. Chapter Four will attempt to consolidate some of the
theoretical and methodological issues that have emerged in
earlier chapters by looking c¢ritically at an existing writing

programme.




I

CHAPTER

AN ANALYSIS kaPRODUCT AND PROCESS PARADIGMS

fz.] Historical background to the emergence gf”the two writing

paradigms -

mplg ié neceésary fb study how tﬁe functions of writingfhavé
developed chrqnologically to provide a backdrop fgr the -
'anafgsisAof different elementshbf‘writing within the product
and proceés paradigms. There have been many classifications of
tyﬁes of wriéing, all of wﬁich,derive from various intentions
of }hg author. ArfrgquentiY—occuring distinction is one ?
between ngrrative, descriptive, expository and argumentative
fwriting.”Pereré (1984) has pointed out that a weakness éf
these desériptive categories. is that they do not actually
reveal fhe "developmental processes in chiidren's writing"

(Perera, 1984: 216).

i

In a; attempt Eo overcome this problem, and to emphasise
‘phe dévelppmental role of language, The Schools Council
Writing Project‘(Brittbn et al, 1975) suggest that

wfitidg be viewed as a continuum ranging from Transactional
writing at one end to Poetic writing at the other,

with their roots traced to Expressive writing at the

centre of the system. Expressive writing is seen as the type

the writer's thinking processesyand is

of writing‘closest to




'describéd as "exploratory, tentative,sometimes fragmented”‘
(Freedman, 1983: 72). The other two categories are seen to
develop out of Expressive writing. Transactional writing is
used to("get things done in the real world", that'is, to
Vreport,‘communicate, inform, persuade" (Freedman, 1983: 184).
Gﬁbétic‘writing, on the other hand,‘is something that "exists

for its own sake" and serves as an art form.

In this continuum; the functions and audiences of different
pieces of writing were made central, as a way of

"distinguishing between writings of different kinds and of

marking out the territory of the maturing writer's competence"

(Bﬁrgeés in Chorney, 1985: 53). Britton found that most SChoo%

!
i

writinq'assignments‘failed to encourage students to imagine
real writing situations. Thus ways were sought for widening
‘the range of functions and audiences of writing tasks and to

ptaﬁ‘students‘ potential for genuine expressive writing.

, There haverbeen a number of criticishs éf the School's Council
Projéct,;which was set up to invesgigate developmenﬁ in
éhildren's written abilities. Bereiter (1978) warns against an
approach which associétes stages of'cognitive development with
particular age levels. Adult learners may also be arrested in
an‘egoéentric stage and they may lapse into personal narrative
in writing situations that demand abstract discourse. Another
difficﬁlty with this approach is that there is not enough
overlap or merging of the major functions. Two distinctive

functiong can be combined and mutually influence each other,

for example, in polemic poetry.

"
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- ____—.concentraté on individual responses as opposed to social ones.

"

' zone of everyday existence such as the workplace, the social

‘"gictlon based arguments” and the imaginary world of the

A major criticism_of‘this model has been in-terms of its . .~

¢

‘undertheorisation of people as social agents living in histofyf
and it criticises the tendency to abstract students from their ¢
own socia%xhistories by providing new,contexts for language
1ea£niﬁgwand‘persqnal growth. Mé&way_(1986) has highlighted

the "strikingxgmiss;ons" of approachEsAto writing in which the

life of the locality, leisure'siﬁes etc. areTébsent (Medway,r

1986: 53). He stresses that students' own social realities are

not penetrated in any siggificant”way, the focus being on

conventional genres. Medway goes on to say that even in
relation to‘everyday experiencé, the primary focus in writing

remains a personal one as students are engaged in tasks which

[

In an English as a second language context, research carried
out in classroom séﬁtings has begun to highlight the
importance of contextual factors on the development of

writing.

Without taking into account who our students are and
what their lives are like, we cannot hope to bring
about the kinds of changes in the classroom that are
necessary in order for our students to becomé
literate, a point that Freire's literacy campaigns
have borne out (zamel, 1987: 706).

What has emerged in this field is that the primary goal of
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teachlng is for students to communicate meaning and this ig

seen as a result of "their growing sense of a divergent

“audience and their conscious awareness of the means by which
they (can) manipulata language as they (develop) their own

v01ces" (Urzua, 1987: 282).

An example of this is students
choosing their own topics and making subsequent decisions

about what 'to revise and who the writing is-aimed at.

Function and audience are differently weighted in the product
and process paradigms, the two paradigms which are currently
opposed. The following analysis attempts to exp]ore the
strengths and. weaknesses of each of these paradighs. The
discussion pertai inlng- to each paradigm has been organmsed

under the same headings to facilitate comparison and contrast.

2.2 The Traditional-Product Paradigm

In this paradlgm, writing is regarded as a linear sequence of
avents where Writers are eeen first to plan and to reflect
about the content of the #ssay before settling down to write.
Once tne writiné is completed, it is handed in and checked by
the teacher for correct usage, grammar and spelling. The
different aspects of writing tend to be handled separately

wlthin the traditional-product paradigm.

&
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2.2.1 Planning

¢

'Planning is regarded as an essential feature of writing 'in the
product paradigm. Students are given the opportunity to o

‘agssemble and order their thoughts on paper. A well formulated

and logical plan or outline is expected of students. It is

assumed that the ideas have been thought out clearly and are

organise content., Plans could be submitted as a measure of

'orggnised thought and are seen as providing a clear framework

Students are reminded that poorly structured and poorly argued
essays are indications of a lackiof plauning. Thus, studeﬁts'
difficqities in writing are traced to this sﬁagé and plans
would héve to be reformulated in order to produce better

ﬁroducts. The purpose of writing in the product paradignm

'ﬁfor the structure and content of the writing.

has been largely shaped by an outline or plan.

_ now ready to be articulated in the form of a piece of writing:

\\Preparing to write is therefore finding a form into which to

° | though is to produce a plece of work which will be handed in
for final assessment. Therefore the main thrust of the

activity is in the production of this end-product even if it

Planning procedures from a product perspective have been

criticised in terms of their rigidity, as "pre-eXiéting

(Taylor in Mckay, 1984: 6). This is felt to detract from

organisational molds (sic)" which are seen to shape the product o (w“; 
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writing as a dlscovery process., The crlticism applies in

G

situations where plans are regarded as key determinants of

openeended, flexible approach is discouraged.

Planning is seen differently from a oprocess paraéigm which
does not-view this aspect of writing as distinct from the\
others. The process paradigm considers premwriting,steges as
anyintegral ﬁart of the productionrprocess itself and not
necessaril? ending wﬁen the writing.begins:

- 2.2.2 Grammar

The focus in the traditighal-product paradigh’i on the
production of a piece of writing which is analysed in terms of
Cits grammatical accuracy. The teaching of tradltional grammar
ani editing skills *s seen as paramount in the teaching of
wrlting. Students are requested to identify and correct lists
of errors in sentences and to analyse models of successful
prose. Ankexample of this apprcach found in many English
textbooks available to teachers, involves a structured,
etep-by~step guide to the teaching of writing (Paulston, 1976:
83). Each‘chapter‘presents grammatical items and models of
"good %riting" and involves students in "free wilting" based
on planning outlines with an aftermath of error checking and

correction.

“both the content and form of a piece of writing, and where an '




Another example of this emphasis on structural

Wohl'

grammar is

5 book entltlled Prepavration for Writing: Grammar (1978).

alternate forms and stylistic varlation,

nominalizations and persistent problems such as

activities. McKay (1984) has pointed out that a
structural approach to grammar,

structure is presented at a time,

language" (McKay, 1984: 13).

i i

The nrlthue of thls approach is that its focus
accuracy pays little attention to students' own

useful as students become increasingly aware of

grammatlcal activities into their personalised "

prbgrammes; (see 3.2

and 3.6) However, used in 4

learn these grammatical items in order to heconme

unselective reliance on texts of this nature. As

It includes complex rules, tables and exercises in the -

following areas: tense and aspect, the use of determlnerh;f‘

relative clauses,

adverbs of

frequency and noun modiflers. It is assumed that students will

write more accurately if they engage in such grammatical

step by step

when one new grammatical

"often helps students feel

that they are mastering the language and makes the teacher

feel that she has covered all the important points of the

on. technical

linguistic

“growth as they develop as writers. These exercises may be

their own

areas of difficulty in writing and are able to integrate

remedial"

solation,

these texts tend to reinforce the notion that students have to

better

writers. This could create a situation where there is an

Perera says,

- "Planned intervention (in such books) can be implemented by

i
&
:
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means of demonstration and example, without :he ugse of

13).

teaching language, form and correctness" (Téylor, in McKay:

1984, 6).

Grammar is seen as one aspect of writing that can be taught
a straightforward and uncomplicated way. McKay (1984) has

demonstrated that in most English teaching situations there
an "equation of wmanipulation of sentence structure with the
act of composingﬁfas teachers feel comfortable with a focus

form and style (Mckéy, 1984: 43)s

'2:2.3 Error

In thé product paradigm, the teacher atiempts to direct

be conscious at all times.of correct language usage. In her

.analysis.of children's writing, Katherine Perera (1984) has

“wf causes and which require different remedies. This is a

£

technical terminology or battery of exercises" (Perera, 1984:

" In English second language teaching; writing has been seen as
synonymous with the study of grammar for, "as long as E.S.L.
students éontinue to have serious written language problems,

-many E.S.L. writing programmes will concentrate primarily on

in

is

on

students to progress "withoul error" at their best individual

rates. Students are required to correct their mistakes and to

Shown the need for teachers to recognise that there are many

_kinds of errors that students make which arise from a variety

g
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major advance within the product paradigm because teachers are

senéitised to linguistic criteria (such as vocabulary or
" structure) -and non=-linguistic criteria (such as irrelevancies
or inappropriate style) for making judgements of students'
w0rk. Perera justifias her concentration on structure by
remarking that "witheut some explicit formal knowledge, it is

hard for- teachers to respond appropriately and helpfully to
childr en's use of grammax" (Perera, 1984: 7).

3

Thus work is assessed as a finished product primarily in terms
of grammatical errors and struectural difficulties and there is

an assumption that students need to have complex knowledge in

this area. Even though error is seen in a less negative light

and more as an indicator of the gaps'in students' application
systems, there is the tendency. for students within this

paradigm to be primarily concerned with producing a neat,

error-free end product.

Krashen (1984) has challenged the importance of revision at
"sentence level" as he quotes studies which show that poor
Writers focus much more on form (spelling, verb changes etc.)
and less on content (meanlng or "macrostructure") when they

revise their work (Krashen, 1984: 16). There is a dinger in

the product paradigm of confusing revision and "¢oriecting"

“which concentrates meraly on the mechanics of writing (see

2.3.6).

ey




"2.2.4 Structure

In the tréditional—product paradigm, there is a heighteﬁed
aWarenéss of the paragraph as the basic structural unit. The
paragraph‘is seen as an "essay in miniature" and it is assumed
thaf‘if one can write a~gobdxparagraph, orie is able to write é
good "essay (Wohl, 1985: 1).. Planning is seen. as the basis of
good paragraphing as students give an outline of their méin V
ideas ;r argﬁments (each to form the basis of a paragraph)
before including details, examples or elaborations. A common

structure for an essay is the introduction, body and

conclusion. The introduction gives direction to the writing
) , i

v

ard "is an outline of what is to follow, the "body" consists of
discrete but linked paragraphs and the concihsion is a summary
_.or tying togeﬁher of the main ideas. These reguirements of a
well-structured essay will be criticélly assessed in the
research,report not in terms of their necessity, but in terms
of how tﬁéy are "arrived at". There is a tendency to teach
essay structure in a prescriptive manner, for example,‘"An
’introduction must always define the topic and expiain how the

question will be tackled" when other criteria might have been

more appropriate for a particular topic (see 2.3.4 and 3.4).

In the product paradigm, exercises are geared towards- the
identification of topic sentences, removal of irrelevant
sentences as well as rearranging sentences and paragraphs into

logical order (see Read Well, 1986). Important aspects of




structure’are simple sentences and how they are combined to-—-
form longer, more complex ones. Activities revolve around thé
use of relative clauses éndfpﬁmordinatién as well as "matters
of étyle" (Wohl, 1985: 46). For example, Write Well”]iésﬁ)
contains numerous lively exercises on joining sentenceé in -
\iogical order and on buildi%gﬁbaragraphs. ﬁ?is ”internal'
patterning" is'developed through skilLs_sugﬁ as the use of !
, connectives or linking devices and is seéﬁito bolster both

grammatiqal‘stfucture and the organisation of thought in

€

writing (Gannon, 1985: 58).

In the product paradigm there is a focus on different ways of
organising essays, for example, chronological, comparison,
contrast and cause and effect. Krashen however maintains that

writers who are also readers : :

do not need these rules to improve their writing:
instructions  from the teacher on how to write, rules
on the use of topic sentences, transitions,
conclusions, etc: are in a sense old information for
those who have read, as thev have already. acquired
these concepts subconsciously (Krashen, 1984: 36)

3
Nevertheless, the activities mentioned above are useful in
alerting students to the neéd for careful structuring and
organisation. An alternative way of dealing with this element
" of writing and of ingorporating these activities will be

presented in Chapter 3.
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2.2.5 Modelé/Readinq’

Models are seen as giving students exposure to "lexical ité.s,
structured patterns and conventioﬁs,at all levels of
discourse"‘(Watson; in McKay, 1984: 46). Thus .the scrutiny of
a model becomes a hajéréfoqus of activity. In the produ@t
paradigm,'stud%nts are -provided withrﬂgood" models of work
‘Beﬁo:e they beéin writing and ére encouraged to emulate the
models in terms of their structural and grammatical elements.
Modelling is viewed as a conscious procedure and definite
standards are setﬁby the teacher which students become

increasingly conscious of.

Examples of both well structured and pobrly gtructured
paragraphs aqd essays are p:esentedf*ﬁmstudents for the
purposes 6f familiarising sﬁﬁdents with tﬂé elements of
ﬂgooq" w%iting.‘Theoretically, this should lead to students
producing "gqod" final products as opposed to ungrammatical
and poorly s%rucfured work. After studeﬁts’ writing has been

assessed, models taken from their "good" writing are discussed

in .order to highlight correct writing procedures.

From this perspective, there is a tendency for writing to be
viewed as formulaic in that there are correct and‘incorrect
ways of doing t@ings. For example, a well—s#fuctured essay
which states Fhe content matter clearly and which argues
convincingly is seen as the best approach to dealing with a

particular topic and possibly undermines other attempts at

P




doing So.‘Dykstra (1973) has indicated that_writing models are-

artificial collections of sentences in which the product and -

not the process of writing can be observed and suggeésts that

models be used as a resource within, rather than at the -

Beginning of the writing process. Tt will be shown that this

aspect of writing can be used by process paradigm

implementers, h§wgver, the way in which it is incbrporated
differs greatly. '

2.2.6 Methods of Assessment/COrrection

"It is often the method of'assessment,that determines the

content and natﬁte of the learnihg process.

As Squire says,

L The way in which we assess language learning will -
influence to a great degree what teachers teach and
what most children -learn. a curriculum circumscribed
by endless short answer tests will lead to high
school graduates who can successfully check correct
multiple choice answers...yet cannot summarise what
the paragraph means {Squire in Chorney, 1985: 15)

The same"prinqiple applies to the teaching of writing in that

the learnefs will be motivated to create & grammatically and

strugturally "perfect" product if they are aware that their
work will be judged piimarily in terms of its accuracy in the

product paradigm. This has major implications for students who

could become caught up in an extrinsically motivating

situation where "marks" themselves take precedence over the

creative assembling of a written piece of work. Whether this

R ik e S
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does happen is dependent on the methodology used and what the
focus of the activity is. However, a rigid .adherence to the
technical assessment of products is likely to make students
'over- reliant on the teacher's evaluation of their piece of

work.

e,

Thegethos,in,manva,E‘T and T.E.D. schools is oﬁe‘which
focuses on external standards and which rarely encourages
students to formulate their own ideas and strategies. These
are géne;ally impoéed from above as are various obscure forms
of evaluation. This forms part of a schoolﬂethos in which
students generally play a passive role in the learning
process. As a result, étudents take little‘;esponsibility for
ﬁbeir work and become fully dependent on outside forces for

~defining their tasks, telling them how to perform them, and

&

for eyaluatiné‘them,
This can be linked to Barnas' (1975) distinction between

/§§sessment and reply. Teachers' asgsessment of their students
> ges=ssns

Qimplies a distancing from students' views and a turning towards
extérnal standards for assessing the form of communication. This
is opposed to reply which involves a response to the meanings
that students have attempted to articulate in theilr writing.
Barnes érgues that by assessing students' work and by not

feplying to it, teachers are "implicitly devaluing" the students'

own meanings and that this precludes a sharing, collaborative

"They

relationship. Zamel says about teachers of E.S.L. students,
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are so distracted by language-rélated problems that they often

correct these without realising that thé%e is a much larger,

meaning-related problem that they have failed to address"

{(Zamel, 1987: 700).

2.2.7 Function and Audience

W

Thevfocusrof‘the traditional-product approach is on the

grammétical and structural elements of a finished piece‘bf

writing and content is regarded as secondary. As a result, the

purpose or function of writing is not regarded as essential in

,

its own right or as key in determining some of the other

features owariting. As Medway argues}

The object is torproduce a fine plece of wflting:
the writing is the end, and not...a means to )

something else, such as a fuller understanding. Once
the writing has reached a degree of shape and
;fullness and explicitness, that is a satisfactory
culmination and the end of the process: the class
may proceed on to the next topic (Medway, 1986: 52).

In traditlonal classroom settings, transactionalitasks both in

English’classes and across the curriculum, are given

preference. This involves the language of science, technology,

trade, planning, reporting, instructing, informing, advising,

persuading, arguing and theorising. These transactional

activities or descriptions of first-hand experiences were found

by Medway (1986) to be of "no particular significance", such as

"A day in the life of an artist" or "Dreams" and are chiefly

P e s o




. it
- o
y . f
# y E < SN ~
1, L
'd T
A 4 - : .
o] i 2
5 “ o 3 g
i i, .
" . i .
o ok i
& i i
RS ¢ &
« S o o ~
e E i B .
L . o o
I« N % ﬂu :
o o N £ R
i o ” / . .
! i E s { L)
’ Y = i s Iy .
. E S ¥ iy
&, ] oy ¥ - i
I = % N

- determined by the teacher in terms of their content and scope.
Burgess has shown how most children are not permitted control
over their own writing. If the content of their writing is too
rigidly controlled and omits a "personal‘context for

‘knowledge" then they are not using writing in the "exploration

of what they are coming to know" (Burgess in Chorney, 1985: .

53) (see 2.3.7). . .

In an E.S.L. context. writing is often more limited to trans-
actional tasks. Studi;s have shown (Zamel, 1987) that E.S.L.
teachers focus predominantly on grammar, vocabularf and basic
skills. In tracing the histdry of second language teaching,
Freedman (1983) has shown that there is little attempt to
elicit an expression of students' selves through the new
language and that wrlting is merely seen as the "servant" of

grammar.

In the product paradigm, there is an undermining of the nation
of a wider sense of audience besides "writing for the teacher"
(Martin,_1976: 42). Teachers themselves often become the sole
listgners, readers, editors or evaluators of the completed
plece of‘work. Students are not considered developed or
astute enough to make useful criticisms of their peers' work,
particularly as the focué is on technical elements whic¢h do

require some knowledge and understanding.

?
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2.2.8 Criticgue of the Traditional-Product Paradigm

“ Many of the weaknesses of thé traditional-product paradigm
have been identified by cqntempora;y theorists. Most
ﬂcriticisms focus on the lack of active engagement on the part
of learners as they are slotted into a:predetermined set of
activities which leaves very little room for discovery or for

them to try things out for themselves.
Shaughnessy has commented that,

Teachers thewselves promote this narrow and
inhibiting view of perfection by ignoring all stages
of the writing process excepc the last, where formal
correctness becomes important, and by confronting
students with models of good writing by well-known
writers without ever mentioning the messy process
that leads to clarity...the record of a remarkable
interplay between the writer as creator and the
‘writer as reader (Shaughnessy, 1977: 79).

Zamel's studles have shown that students experienc}ng writer's
block, become anxious because of the belief that teachers
expect perfect papers. Thig produces a self-defeating attitude
in students who tell themselves, "It is too hard for me to
write} I am foolish because I can't follow the rulesg; I don't

dare to write" (Zamel, 1987: 699).

This too is an indication of the primary role played by
teachers as examiners who merely assess the final written

products on the basis of standaxd criteria or "correct" usage.




As, a result, students come to understand that writing is
~performed for teachers and not for anyone else. McNamara

(1982) expresses this when he says,

Only when the student fearfully presents his written
paper to the teacher for judgement does the teacher
‘again step forward. He elaborately decorates the
paper with marginal comments, and returns it to the
pupil with a ritual show of authority...The entire
-procedure undermines confidence; produces antagonism
and often)bewilders the average student (McNamara,
1982: 661). :

"

Within the product paradigm, there is an abundance of
‘ "dembnstration teaching” iﬁ which students‘are shown hdw
something is”done without the complementary involvement of
doing_ﬁha same thing for themselves_(Smith, 1982: 171). The
methoaology involves a display of prescriptive step by step
writing guldelines which students are required to follow.
Smith argues that for learning to take place, thefe has to he
ﬁengagement‘with a demonstration, as direct as the manner in
which "gears engage in a meclianical device" (Smith, 1982:

171). |

1
it

Students become‘passive if they are not in a position to take
any‘résponsibility for what they are doing. Tasks which are
geared%towards grammatical perfection teénd to exacerbate
learna;s‘ feelings of inadequacy and contribute to their feelings -
of impotence in the learning process. Second language learnars
have additional linguistic obstacles and become locked into

thelr difficulties. As Shaugneassy (1977) has pointed out,




‘that good writers revise their writing, and produce numerous

26

Some writers, inhibited by their fear of error,
produce but a few lines an hour or keep trying to
begin, crossing out one try after another unkil the
s?ntence is hopelessly tangled (Shaughnessy, 1977:
7).

Beécause of the demand for error-free written products,
léaphers aré‘denied the opportunity to come to grips with
their personal and social realities through writing. There 1s
often a discepancy between students' written and’spoken".’u
performances because of thisg anxiety ﬁo display a perfect

piece of work. As McNémara (1982) says,

One often hears teachers complain that students who
express themselves vividly in conversation '"choke
up" when asked to put their ideas on paper. A large
measure of this anxiety is produced by the teacher-
pupil relationship itself in most writing c¢lasses
(McNamara, 1982: 662).

TheAtraaitional—product approach, nevertheless, remains thé
most favoured in our classrooms, a factor well worth
iﬁvestigatiné in a South African context where there has been
some reluctance to transform conventional nﬁtions of teaching.

Teachers perpetuate "one of the best kept secrets in school" -

drafts (Smith, 1982: 196). Students are often required to
complete their compositions in one «lass period. Their first
attemptsiat writing are expected to be their finished articléé
as it is considered difficult to encourage a process of

drafting in the school system.




2.3 The Process: Paradigm.

it
W\

i

The prineciples behind this approach have emerged by
implication in the critique of the traditional-product
paradigm. According to McKay (1984) the orocess of writing
rarely-proceeds in a linear fashion and the various components

of writlng come into play throughout the writing process. Thus

o

writing is not seen as an activity in whlch thoughts flow
after a plan has been constructed. The process of leting
involves an intelaotion of plannlng, rétrieving informatlon,

creating new 1deas and revisan 1anguage. S

Even though~this'chapter has been conveniently divided into
aspects, it is not intended to imply that writing is a staged

process that proceeds in discreet -steps or that the aspects

cannot be‘integraﬁed in a&tual teaching. All of the elements ofr

moriting interact with each other throughout the wriping process

and can be incorporated lnto wrilting programmes selectively and

:flexibly.
2.3.1 £}anhinq

From this perspective it is acceptable if the student has some
overview of what he or she is going to say, as long as it is

not too binding or prescriptive for the entire piece of work.
It has been demonstrated hy Kraghen (1984) that good writers

differ from poor writers in that they plan in a more flexible

s




and open-ended way. The ¢rcitique of the traditional-product

pafadigm is that planning is seen as a c¢onstraint in which

there is a rigid adherence to a set of ideas which may well

alter in the course of writing.

Writing in the process paradigm is thus viewed as a recursive

rather than a linear process and prewriting, writing and

rewriting activities often overlap and intertwine. Flower and

Hayes (1981) have shown the rarity of ideas being fully

v

formulated in the writer's mind before drafting begihs. The " 7.~

. . act of writing is not seen as a series of stages or steps that

.add up to a finished product as the "tasks of planning,

retrieving information, creating new ideas and producing and o

R revising language all interac@ with each othex. throughout

‘_composing" (Flower and Hayes, 1980: 32). Planning is regarded

as indispensible to the writing process as 1t reduces

cognitive strain; However, writing practice itself is seen to

enhance the quality of planning strategiles. The focus, v "“ﬁ‘ ;“:Wf‘“f“ o
therefore, is on the drafting of essays which have, to some ‘;": 3 0

extent, been informed by an initial plan. : N L

* There appears to be some difficulty though in dérining both * ﬂ‘~? \ « %"¢; 
the form and extent of planning in the process paradigm. This . 0 ;w"/¢;~‘ﬁwﬁ‘
could result in rather ad hoc and poorly structured pieces of ‘f' I E ‘~  ’ »
writing.‘It would bé interesting to explore the possibilities »ff*‘;‘ ~‘ ‘w““‘ .
of;a combined product-procesrs approach to this aspect of fk{  ﬁ' v: Y

writing as some of the issues around planning and the
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incubation stage night be resolved. For exanple; good writers
are seen to make "high level" plans, but continue to return to

and develop those plans as they write (Flower and Hayes,‘1980:

48).

2.3.2 Grammar

Withinithe'process paradigm, there is a strong argument
against equating the teaching of writing with the teaching of
formal grammar. Evidence has shown that the teaching of

grammar does not necessarily transfer to writing (see Krashen,

1984). "Cbnséiods rule~learning" ig applied to raiéa accuracy

i

of writing only after there has been an attempt tc communicate

m%gning (Krashen, 1983: 23). It is not possible to focus on

form and meaning simultaneously (see 2.3.6).

In language teaching the teachers' fole is seen to be limited
tovthe-mOnitoring of the form of students' writing. There ;s a
'dee against;a grémmatically sequenced approach found in the
product paradigm as it is believed that "acquirers
automatically receive far better exposure to and practice on
those structures they are "readf" to acquire next" (Kréshen,
1984: 22). Progression in language competence is seen to

‘happen pzimariiy via written or spoken input, i.e. by

listening or reading. The de-emphasis of grammar teaching is
felt to reduce over-editing, thereby increasing writers'

fluency substantially.

it
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Perera (1984) agreésywith this hypothesis as she‘points to the

bbdy of research which indicates that grammatical instruction

unrelated to pupils' other language work,

does not lead to an improvement in the guality of
their own writing or in the level of their own
comprehension. Furthermore, the majority of
children...seem to become confused by grammatical
labels and descriptions (Perera, 1984: 129,

‘ ‘ ¥
In an E.S.L. context, Zamel highlights studies that point to
the "ineffective strategies of the monitor overuser" as

studeﬁ&s develob defeatiét-attitudes to writing because of the

‘emphasis on the "conscious memorisation of rules" (Zame]l

i
A

1987: 698). Formal grammar teaching is seen as no substitute

‘for writing. "Despite the frequent efforts to teach these
rules,‘they are not the means by which children become

writers" (Smith, 1982: 191).

A process approach requires no predetermined grammar syllabus
and problems are treated as they emerge. "By studying what it
is our students do in their writing, we can learn from thenm

what they still need to be taught" (Zamel, 1983: 182).

Shaughnessy (1977) proposes.an inductive style of learning in

grammar teaching as this focuses on students' procedures of

self-enquiry and self analysis rather than being solely: guided

by the teacher.

McArthur, 11983) poinks out the difference between conser-

B
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vative and radical teachers. The former use grammar expllcltly
by means of "deductive grammum work" and the latter use
grammar implicitly in the~classroom with "no special
selection, gradation and presentation until the student
requires it" (McArthur, 1983: 104). For example, McNamara
(1982) considers a student's choice to use one writing style:
or another‘as a rhetorlcal issue ‘rather than as .4 question of _
grammar orﬁ correot” éngllsh Most theorists in the process
paradigm have agreed upon the 1mportance of technical editing

only in the flnal stages of tHe comp031ng process so that

grammatlcal items and conventlons be applied to give writing a

polished look. The ‘issues around the | eachlng of qrammar will

be taken up more comprehensively when a writing programme is

Lanalysed in Chapter 4.

2.3.3 Error’

Shaughnessy (1977) has highlighted the reluctange on the part

'of learners to play with ideas if they are constantly

interrupting their fluency to loock for errors, From the

‘process perspective, errors are seen as a "natural parﬁ of
language, they arise from learners' active strategies e.gq.
overgenerallsatlon and ignorance of rule restrictions"
erashen, 1984: 62). There is an attempt to undéerstand errors
psy holinqu;stically and teaching strategies are adapted to
particular errors and learners' linguistic development. Errors

mlght even be ignored if they interfere with the learners'
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concentration on the "communication of meanings" (Littléwood,

' 19845.72). Errors show that learners are experimenting with
the language and that their understanding of it is incompléte.
Tﬁis is an advance oﬂlthe obsession with,errpr, qharacteristic
.of an extreme form of the product approach. The process

approach has moved away from considering language‘solely from

the point of view of form.

' 2.3.4 Structure 2 ’

,In the process paradigm, -structure emer~=- 'zs idéas are formu-
lated and put down on paper. For exam] i&. Mtences and

paragréphSWare rearranged after the first draft has been

‘y;ittén and this often changes the original planning
" procedure. Intfodhdtions can also be written after the first
draft when' there isfa‘clearer idea of what is cgntained in the
essay. This does depend on the purbbse of a particular essay
_though, as some students need to write an introduction at the
start to focus and guide,them through the essay. Shaugnessy
has made the point that E.S.L. stﬁdents do not need to wait
" until all their sentence problems have been dealt with before
dealing with the organisation and developnent of essays. She
sees deficiéncies in grammar as separate from deficiencies in

organisation.
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2.3.5 Models/Reading

“has argued that writing cohpetence is achieved through
Ppractice in reading for meaning i.e. by "understanding

V@essaéas encoded in written language" (Krashen, 1964: 28).

" product paradigm where models are given to students as part of

- reading processes.

-

From a process perspective, reading is seen as the significant

model for the acquisition of writing skills. Krashen (1984)

Studies have shown that in general, writers who read show
greater 1mprovement in writing than writers who have merely

received grammatical instruction, as they tend "to have

acquired. a feeling for reader-based prose in general" (Flower
and Hayes, 1984: 30). It is argued that a Well read person has
ia richer set of images of what a text looks like and that this

has lmplications for his or her writing. This differs from the

a conscious effort to improve their writing skills.

bl

i . B

Reading is seén as a process in which language structures are

unconsciously and cumulatively internalised and built up. The
delibérate use of modeis is seen as too static and technical
conpared to the enriching and empowéring experience. of reading.
It will be demonstrated in the attempt at synthesising the two
approaches that modéis can be used to foster a critical
outlook rather than a passive and impotent one in st&dents and

that this can have a bearing on students' own writing and

B o i Ch
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2:3.6 Methods of Assessment/Revision

Burgess (1985) has expressed the need to set learnlng free

from tsaching that is conceived as "patterns of evaluation,

testing and checking by which learning is reduced to what can
"be taught and writing to a form of demonstration" (Burgess in
Chorney, 1985: 55). Students need to learn to be aware of

thelr own learnlng processes and to develop ways of monltorlng

thelr own and others' work. Revision is proposed as the
"erucial point when dlscovery and organisation come together,

when wrlters refine and recast what they have written and

shape lt into a cohsrent written statement" (Freedman, 1983.

10?)

~The power of revision as opposed to language editing serves to

clarlfy writing as a discovery procedurae.

Writers reread their drafts, dlscover what they T ‘
said, match this message with what they intended to o S DT
say, and rework...the content and structure of the fos il P .

written piece to make it congruent. with their P ST
intentions (Shih, 1986: 626). R T

Smith (1982) makes a useful distinction between transcription LRI P
~and composition, tﬁe former involvihg the physical effort of i
Gwrifing, spelling, punctuation and other technical concerns;
and the latter “involving the getting of ideas and the

selection of words. Smith argues that because composition and

transcription interfere with each other, they have to ber

=




« Separated when students are revising their work,

The. way to circumvent the pressures of transcription
is to ignore them until they can be given full
attention - that is, in the course of editing,; when

‘the prior demands of composition have been met
(Smith, 1982: 120). , , .

Student are therefore encouraged to attend to content

revisions first and te delay‘éditing changes until the final
draft,

Within the process paradigm there is a critique of teachers
'whb"cuStomarily "cbrrgct" papers rathei than fead theﬁ and
maké an evaluation "after the student- has finished writing ‘the
paper and not dufing thé‘composing‘process” (Shaughneésy,
:'1977: 84). Teéchers should confer with students while they are’
VfWriting-rather ﬁhaﬁ ferret out Eheir errors in the final
product. Studéﬁts become self-critical and objective about
their own wfiting as they are encouraged to diagnose their own
(étpéngths and weaknesses. Krashen (1984) highlights the
Garri@on‘method in which the teachef fccuses on one aspect of
students' writing at a time, "beginning with ha;ing enough
qoncfete information, then moving to aspects of organisation,
and finally to mechanics" {Krashen, 1984: 11)f Students are
glven the opportuhity to write for a varietyqu purpases and

eﬁaluation‘of their work is part of a continuing process of

diégnosis,
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The concept of a teacher replying to a student rather than

aseessing him or her is seen to encourage students to bring

»out their existing knowledge so that it can be reshaped in the

process* of lnteraction and shating with others. Teachers will

not be seen as mere assessors who respond to technical

’

eccuracy rather than to meaning. Unlike the product

perspective, - instructors evaluate the written prodﬁct by how
well itpfulfillsythe writer's intentions and meets the

audience's needs:‘This area will be dealt with in 2.3.7.

X
‘L

Adler (1985) has. shown how students, through a process of peer
editing, learn ways in which to become "informed artists,
rather than artists dependent on teachers as they progrq;s in

their ability to write" (Adler in Chorney, 1985 65). Graves

(1983) has speculated that group feedback helps writers to
imprqyerbecause they develop an awareness of their own wrlting
as they reflect on the writing of others. Thus a "community of

writers" develops of students who are constantly in tune with

what they are doing and why they and their peers are dotng ity
Barncs (1975) has also shown how people with whom we H

collaborate in a sharing relationship are likely to influence

us much more profoundly than those who assess us on the~baeis

of external standards.

.0




Functions and dudience
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In the late 1970's and early 1980's, the team of Flower and

Hayes helped to establish the idea of "process" in the minds

of teachers. They see the act of ¢omposing as a goal—dlrecﬁed
thinking process, guided by the writer's own growing network
of goals and developing sense of purpase. Theilr studies have
' ﬁemonstrateé'that the qrudial difference between good and poor
writers liesrin "the kind and quality of goals writers give
themselves" (Flower and Hayesi 1981: 243) The teacher responds
. to Ehe meaning of the students' work rather than the form.
. ‘Whagﬁis hoped will emerge is a "c¢lassroom dialogue in which..
| ) égg;ing prgdominates over pﬁesenting, in which #he teacher
) replies rather thaﬁ:assesses" and "strengthens the learner's
Eonfidance in actively iﬂterpreting the subjectmmétter"‘ |
(Barnés, 19782 132). Inksuppoit of this position, Perera
- {1984) quotes the Bullock Report which states that

a writer's intention is prior +o his need for
technigues. The teacher who aims to extend the
pupil's power as a writer must therefore work first
~upon intentions and then upon the techniques
appropriate to them (DES, 1975: 164).

lnjthié-axea, an imﬁoﬁtant distinction has been made between

discovery and meaning-making (Fleéwer and Hayes, 1980), It is
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felt that discovery is a myth which implies a method based on
tho premise that "hidden stores of insight and ready-made

i ideas exist, buried in the mind of the writer, waiting only to
be 'discovered'" (Flower and Hayes, 1980: 21). Flower and
Hayes argue that writing is a problen-solving process of
creating rathér than discovering ideas as "writers discover
Qﬂat they do b§\insis tently, energetically exploring the
‘entiie problent beforo them and building for themselves a -
unique image of the problem they want to solye” (ibid 31).
Medway (1986), in‘addressing'the failufe on the part .of
s;oools to ggnerate a critical investigation of the
.environment, suggests a change in the form and content of
writing. He sees journals as promoting on-going dialogue and
comment by students about their environments., The writing
ite\f As not the point of the activity. The thoughts and
impression an the journals function to generate class and
group discussions which in turn form the basis for further
writing and follow-up activities. This is a somewhat different
appfoach to the usual practice of students displaying their

finished products to the teacher for assessment.

’Urzua‘(1987)y working in an E.S.L. context, has also
acknowledged the interactive nature of journals hecause of

) oontinuous feedback and a strong sense of audience felt by
stodents. It was found that children were more effective when

they chose their own topics and they developed a greater sense

P
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6f honesty and openness in the communication of "reaul"
(Graves, 1983). Siudies have shown that children's literacy in
both first and second languages was promoted in progmamme .
that. emphasmsed 'purposeful writing for a varlety of audiences
and allowed them to choose their own topics" (Zamel, 1987:

o 704) In additlon, it was shown that when students were

involved in ethnographlc research in their communities, based—~

on their own experiences and skills, they developed a strong
sense of responsibillty and control over their writing and

were better prepared for academic work in English (Zamel,
1987: 705), i '

wKraehen hes reinforced the point thet\second language

acquisition increases when there is a focus on understanding

meaning rather than understanding how it is expressed, This
- happens vie e?tensiVﬂ reading for genuine interest.or

i

pleasure.AMany of the researchers into the teaching of writing

argue that it is as important to provide activities for the

i

r first language speakers.

It has been demonstrated by Flower and Hayes (1980) that good
writers are a lot more concerned with their reader and
audience than novice writers who tend to be tied to the topic. -
These better writers are seen to be constantly developihg'

their image of the reader as they write
their ideas.

and as they explore

It is argued that transforming writer-based prove
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(writing'for,the self) to reader=based prose (bearing the
audience in mind) is a useful‘place‘fo start with the teaching
of important writing skills. This transformation can take
place at any point in the process, the critical skill is

’Hbeing able td-organise what one knows with a reader in mind"
(Flower and Hayes, 1981: 72). There ié a move away from a
narrow conception of audience to one in which there is a wide

o rangé ofﬂpéééible readers.

This implies a drafting process in which the writer develops a
~strong sense of audienggwas felléw students and teacher

. criticaily review the ﬁieca of writing on the basis of
brioritised critéria: décided on by both students and teacher
(see 3.6_for elaboration of checklist idea). As Shaugnessy
says,r"the taaching of writing must often begin with the
experience of dialogue and end with the expericice of a real
~audience, not only of teachers but d£ puers" (Shaugnessy,
19773 83).

-This is not‘only in the interests of the writer who can
benefit from the broad range of input, but also of the
readers, who develop critical reading skills and who are now
in a better position to revise their own drafts after reading
others'. Thus students are granted the independence they need
“to think and write for themselves. Zajonec (1960) has
‘documented studies which demonstrate students baing less

likely to orxder their thoughts for a reader possessing

»




authoritative knowledge than for a wider and possibly

less~informed andience. ‘ i

In E.S.L. contéﬁts‘fhere has been an increasing emphasis on

audience as students are given the opportunity to write for a
”ranée of purposes and a variety of audiences" (Zamel, 19871

703).-Students- have also been encouraged to co-operate withr’
each'other in a process of group editing and feedback in an.‘w
open and ﬁonajudgemental environmént.-srzua {1987) has shown |
how students héve begun to develop voices of their own because

of a growing awareness of other readers who are interested in

their writing.

In Urzua's studies, a procedure was formulated in which
writers read their first drafts to an audience of both fellow
students and the teacher. The listehérs nade ndfes and wrote

dbwn guestions -of clarification for the writer,‘apd on the

"basis of these comments, the writer revised the draft. Urzua

argues how obvious it is from the changes made that the

students were eager to show their respect for the audience's

opinions.

2.3.8 Critique of the Process Paradigm
Because the teaching of writing draws on a variety of skills
and resources and demands a certain amount of innovation and

en@rﬁy on the part of the teacher, it is often a neylected
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area in the teachlng of English. Often, all it involves is the
mechanical handlng out of prescribed topics, the demonstration
of pertain strategies and evaluation confined to surface
criteria. Smith (1982) comments on how little anyone writes at
school and- how inadequate the feedbahk 1s. The process
approacﬁ to the teachlng of wrltlng attempts to offer an
alternative way of dealing with some of these difficulties.

Y
\

yrltlng is not seen as a "tidy sequencing of stages", because

‘"the tasks of plannlng, retrieving: 1nformatlon, nsreating new
ideas and producing and revising lanquage all interact with
each other throughout composing" (Flower and Hayes, 1980: 32).
Many strengths in the.teaching of writing have beeg attributed
to; thé process paradigm, particularly students' abilityrto
ov&rdome "mental block". When a classréom functions as a
"éOmmunity of writers" ﬁhe students are able to establish a
trusting relationship Qith their teacher and to write iess
”anxiouslyﬂ(Zamel, 1987:»703)u There is a move away from
diéﬁlayihg a set of guidelines to studgnts which they feel
they have to follow in order to succeed), Students are
themselves comlng tu grlps with many of the issues 1nvolved in

wrltlng as partlcloan+s in the process and not merely

following instructions.

It emerges from the literature review that the process
approach to writing does leﬂd"itself to a changed conception

¢ —of educational praxis within a transforming South African ,




Author Dison L
Name of thesis Teaching writing to English second language learners 1989

PUBLISHER:
University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
©2013

LEGAL NOTICES:

Copyright Notice: All materials on the University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg Library website
are protected by South African copyright law and may not be distributed, transmitted, displayed, or otherwise
published in any format, without the prior written permission of the copyright owner.

Disclaimer and Terms of Use: Provided that you maintain all copyright and other notices contained therein, you
may download material (one machine readable copy and one print copy per page) for your personal and/or
educational non-commercial use only.

The University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, is not responsible for any errors or omissions and excludes any
and all liability for any errors in or omissions from the information on the Library website.





