GEORGE HILLOCKS, JR.

Synthesis of Research on
Teaching Writing

L o

Twenty years of research in writing, including

both the composing process and teaching

methods, reveal that writing involves stop-
review-start-again processes that teachers
need to recognize in their assignments.

'
esearch in the held of writing
[ R' wer the past two decades or so

has focused on the process of
composing as well as on the teaching
of composition. My recent review of
aboutr 2,000 swudies (Hillocks 1986a)
indicates that the findings of research
on the composing process strongly
support the hndings of research on
classroom teaching The results pro-
vide some answers to an important
question: what rypes of knowledge do
writers need for effecoive writing?
Those answers provide a guide for
developing more effective writing cur-
riculums. This article examines re-
search on the composing process, re-
search in teaching composition, and
the implications of their results for
curriculum development

The Composing Process

Research on the composing process
indicates that writing i5 an enormously
complex task, demanding the use of at
least four tvpes of knowledge: knowl-
edge of the content © be wrinen
about; procedural knowledge that en-
ables the manipulation of content;
knowledge of discourse structures, in-
cluding the schemata underlying vari-
ous rypes of writing (e.g., story, argu-
ment), syntactic forms, and the
conventions of punctuation and usage;
and the procedural knowledge that
enables the production of a piece of
writing of a particular type (Hillocks
1986b). The research of Bereiter, Scar-

damalia. and their colleagues (Ber-
eiter 1980, Bereiter and Scardamalia
1982, Scardamalia and Bereiter 1983,
Scardamalia et al. 1982) and of Flower
and Haves (1980, 1981a, 1981b), and
others strongly indicates that the pro-
cesses and subprocesses of composing
are hierarchically related and recur-
sive. That is to sav, the act of writing
any set of words in a composition
requires a review of what has already
been written

Purposes and constraints. Available
research suggests the existence of the
hierarchical levels in Figure 1, which
is adapted from Bereiter (1980). To
illustrate, let us assume that a director
of curriculum has been cal.vd upon by
a board of education to investigate the
need for reform of the mathematics
curriculum in the school system and
1O present 4 position paper concern-
ing it by a particular date. The astute
curriculum specialist will recognize,
even at the outset, the presence of
several purposes and constraints in
this task and will begin work in light of
those. These purposes have to do pri-
marilv with content. The astute direc-
tor will also recognize thar she will be
writing for several audiences: the
board of education, members of the
administration, mathematics teachers,
and perhaps some interested parents
Such problems are the purposes and
constraints that appear to control the
composing process and which, there-
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fore, appear in the top trapezoid of the
triangle. Because the process is recur-
sive, however, the purposes and con-
straints may change as a result of
r'unking and writing at lower levels
T s, for example, the operation of
wuiat Bereiter calls the content proces-
spr may provide new insight into the
purposes related to content and audi-
ence. These new purposes would in-
fluence the levels below

Contert knowledge and processes
The second trapezoid is divided into
wo closely linked parrs that appear to
influence each oth:' (1) content
knowledge and processes and (2) dis-
course knowledge and processes. The
first of these has to do with recalling
and transforming conrent. Research by
Scardamalia, Bereiter, and Goelman
(1982) indicares that while children
have no difficulty in recalling informa-

et

tion when prompted by a conversa-
tional partner, the simple act of recall-
ing data systematically for writing,
when no such partner is present, is a
process that must be learned. Re-
searchers asked youngsters in grades
four and six to write as much as they
could on a topic. When they asked
each youngster individually to write
even more, without suggesting what to
write, the children did write more
When contentless prompts seemed o
have exhausted what children had to
say, specific questioning revealed that
the children had far more content than
they had previously revealed Bereiter
and Scardamalia hypothesize that chil-
dren write briefly, not for lack of
knowledge, but for lack of adequate
means for tapping the knowledge they
do have To use Bereiter and Scarda-
malia's terminology, children need to
learn to conduct a memory search

THIRD NATIONAL THINKING SKILLS CONFERENCE

“DIMENSIONS OF THINKING”

dents. computers and thinking, and more

hey. and others

JUNE 15-17, 1987
CINCINNATI, OHIO

B Demonstrations, symposia, and workshops on thinking skills and processes, critical
and creative thinking, instructional techniques, curriculum development, high risk stu-

B Presentations by John Barell, Jonathon Baron, Sandra Black, Ron Brandt, John

Bransford, Arthur Costa, Reuven Feuerstein, Carolyn Hughes, Beau Fly Jones, Herbert
Klausmeier, Bob Marzano, William Maxwell, Ray Nickerson, Richard Paul, David Per-
kins, Barhara Presseisen, Stuart Rankin, Charles Wales, Debbie Walsh, Arthur Whim-

B For school and college teachers. administrators, curriculum developers, supervisors,
principals, textbook writers, college students. business and community leaders

B Inspired by Dimensions of Thinking, a new framework for curriculum and instruc-
tion 0 be published as an ASCD comprehensive member book in early fall 1987

M Sponsored by the Cincinnati Public Schools. Cosponsored by ASCD, the North Cen-
tral Regional Educational Laboratory (Chicago), and others

To register, write or call Zulfi Ahmad, Conference Director. Cincinnati Public Schools,
230 E 9th St, Cincinnati, OH 45202. Telephone (513) 369-4090

Anderson, Bereiter, and Smart
(1980) conducted classroom experi-
ments to help students learn to per-
form memory searches. Over a period
of 12 writing sessions, they asked stu-
dents to write a list of all single words
that might be imporant t©0 a topic
before they began writing. This proce-
dure provided children with the
means for conducting a memory
search, for they wrote longer composi-
tions at the end of training even when
they were not requested to write out
the list of single words. Other tech-
niques such as brainstorming, “clus:
tering,” and “mapping” (Buckley and
Boyle 1983) may have similar effects.
Such techniques may well have the
effect its proponents claim for them

Content processing also appears to
include collecting and transforming
new data. Our curriculum director
would not simply collect and present
mathematics achievement raw scores
She would transform those scores
through various statistical procedures
Several studies (Fichtenau 1969; Hill-
ocks 1979, 1982, Widvey 1971) provide
instruction in transforming data: mov
ing bevond the level of objecs, ac
tions, and their details to comparison
(including metaphor), generalization,
definition, hypothesis, and argument.
Practice in these skills has a powerful
impact on subsequent writing We
shall examine them again later under
the heading of inquiry [

Discourse knowledge and processes
Research by Flower and Hayes ( 1981a)
suggests that the processing of content
may be closely intertwined with dis-
course knowledge and processes. It is
clear that knowledge of form (schema-
ta) enables young children to produce
elementary stories ( Stein and Trabasso
1982). Emig (1971) argues that form
learned in school (eg., the five-para-
graph theme) enables high school stu-
dents to produce compositions quick-
ly and easily. At the same time, Flower
and Hayes (1981a) repont that writers
who first focus on the final form of
discourse and try to produce its parts
short-circuit the normal generating
processes and become mired in an
unmanageable task that blocks writing.
Current writing textbooks tend 1o fo-
<us on learning the characteristics of a
given type of writing (e g., description,
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narrative, argument, or “the para-
graph”). At the same time, howevér,
they ignore the procedures for gener-
ating such writing. The result is that
students may know that a "good” para-
graph should have a topic sentence
(though few actually do) and support
or that arguments consist of proposi-
tions supported by reasons and rele-
vant data. But those same students may
not be able to generate a “good”
paragraph or a developed argument. It
is one thing to identify the characteris-
tics of a piece of writing but quite
another 1o produce an example of the
tvpe. Recent research at the University
of Chicago indicates that sixth-graders
rank ordered arguments of varying
quality in the same way as adult ex-
perts But they were unable to pro-
duce arguments of high quality.
Knowledge of discourse, then, appears
to have mwo dimensions. declarative
knowledge, which enables identifica-
tion of characteristics, and procedural
knowledge, which enables
production

Grist wunits Research by Haves and
Flower (1980) suggests that as a result
of thinking about purposes, con-
straints, content, and form, writers
produce abstract chunks of discourse,
what Bereiter (1980) calls “gist” units.
A gist unit is a generally circumscribed
unit of content that has not been laid
out in any detail but for which the
writer probably has notions of form
and purpose

Semanitic, verbatim, and grapbemic
wunits, Research by Matsuhashi (1981)
and Bereiter, Fine, and Gartshore
(1979) suggests that the composing of
written sentences involves three fairly
distinct stages. To begin with, writers
appear to have a general notion of
what is to be written (semantic units)
and proceed to work out the specific
lexical items 1o produce what Bereiter
calls a verbatim unit, a sequence of
words not vet recorded, but which the
writer can state upon request. Writing
these  words produces graphemic
units, which are often different from
the verbatim units announced orally.
The limits of working memory (seven
words plus or minus three) severely
restrain the number of words that can
be planned in advance. Matsuhashi's
research indicates that in developing a
long -sentence, writers work with se-

mantic units, which become clauses or
phrases. They work out the first
phrases or clauses explicitly, having
only a general idea of what will follow.
After recording the first unit, they
pause to plan the remainder. The se-
mantic units appear to include keys to
the kind of structure to be produced,
though not the specific lexical items.
Thar is, while she semanltic unit may
necessitate that a certain kind of rela-
tionship be established (e.g. tempo-
ral, cause/effect), it allows for choice
among a variety of specific syntactic
and lexical structures. At this level a
writer may review alternauve con-
structions and choose one in light of
its appropriateness o purposes, con-
tent, and form,

Verbatim units are the lexical strings
that writers hold in mind as they re-
cord what they wish to write. Graphe-
mic units are the recorded versions of
them. Verbatim units differ slightly §
from graphemic units. According to
Bereiter, Fine, and Ganshore (1979),
the differences between the two are in
the direction of “correctness.”” Thus,
writers do not simply record verbatim

units but edit them during recording,
sometimes omitting, adding, or chang-
ing a word, sometimes making “cor-
rections’’

tip of the triangle indicating a stage
that follows the production of graphe-

. mic units: the correction of spelling or
usage, the addition and deletion of
words or phrases, the restructuring of
svntax, and so forth.

used in the triangle, even though the
research indicates that major changes
can and do take place even at the
highest levels of planning. Flower and
Hayes (1981a), for example, show a
voung man change his purpose, form,
and content after reconsidering his
audience. In addiuon, as already indi-
cated, minor revision or editing takes
place as verbatim units become gra-
phen'uc units and after graphemic
“units have been recorded. Revision is
used here 1o refer to the reexamina-
tion of a whole discourse or some
fairly extensive pant of i, after the first
version of that discourse bas been

in usage.
FEditing. Editing appears at the very

The term revision has not been
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completed. Revision in this sense in-
volves the reexamination of the whole
product in light of purposes, content.
and form. Bridwell's (1980) high
school seniors, for example, averaged
61 revisions per piece of writing The
vast majority of those revisions were
cosmetic and mechanical. About 19.6
percent were revisions at the sentence |
or multisentence level She found no
revisions at the level of the whole
compaosition. No students changed ba
sic purposes, content, or form

We should not be shocked by these
fndings. How many of us, after pro-
ducing a first draft, scrap the entire
manuscript? We may do it occasional-

uts of Research on the

lv, but not often. What provokes larger
scale revisions has not been studied in
any detail, but we can surmise that
major revisions come about because
the writer recalls information forgot- |
ten during the initial writing, receives
new information, or thinks of an alter-
native wav to organize, The sources of
such new information are most likely
10 be some experience related to the
topic at hand (e g, reading a related
article or book) or to feedback from
an audience
Research indicates that the relation

ships among the parts of Figure 1 are
not only hierarchical but recursive |

“... children write
briefly, not for lack
of knowledge, but
for lack of adequate
means for tapping
the knowledge they
do have.”

riti (Flower and Hayes 1980, 1981a4). That
1m ol \wanes dely is. writers do not set goals once and
z iting varies wi s proceed o content and  discourse
The effectiveness of six memo‘?:l'eths wrllﬁr (i.e., the d‘-‘ﬁ"‘“?{‘ knowledge They do not think abour
Grammar. The study of h’ld‘ﬂo‘ sentences, etc.) has no effect onm?':::g content and form once and proceed 1o
o e o e g vy s focus o Aruchon ST | s e e o
r,a N : - ar writers continually reco
in this review is % error) results in significant losses in overall struct goals, plans, and content (Scar
e g ieces of writing as models is signifi- damahia et al 1982, Flower and Haves
. W presentation of P me time, treat- 1981a) They apparently must do so
Mmm. “":‘e“ than the study o mﬂ‘:’:“:‘t;iﬁ?’e considerably because the space available in working
that use the study dm.tse:hﬂ ; i memory requires that larger plans be
umﬂﬂﬂ Olhtf available | § bl-l' ilding complex sentences o e held in longterm memory while |
Sentence combining. The p':b::eﬁm in a farge nu’“be:‘edxffge shortterm memory focuses on the |
simpler ones Mh.eg:’mu,d‘m sentence combining, on t‘ nhanciﬂé | generaton of relatively brief graphe
mental studies. This effective as free writing as a means of € mic units. Each reconstruction of
to be more than m:lti : dents apply to goals, plans, and gist units affords op
the quality of %' lﬁ specific questions m:):t:nh:ndns quality. portunities 1o assess and change what
Scales. wm”*“- writing have 2 powerful effect r to internalize has been written. At the same time. the
Yuisomn the criteria Loty rial even when they necessity for such continuous recon

struction suggests why writing 15 so
difhicult for so many people

Classroom Instruction

The complexity and difficulty of the
composition process also indicates the
madequacy of current school prac
uces. Applebee (1981) found that the
average preparation for writing
amounts to about three minutes, that
| most writing assignments in schools
| ask students to supply short answers of
one word to a sentence, and that the
most students are likely to write is a
paragraph—call it 150-200 words
Such conditions may account for the
brevity of writing reported by re
searchers (Emig 1971). Under such
conditions, students mayv not be able
to develop their capacities to conduct
memory searches, construct and re-
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construct complex plans, transform
data, process much more than they
might produce in an extended conver-
sational turn, or revise in more than a
mechanical fashion.

In addition, researchers find that
most student writing is produced only
for teachers to repont what informa-
tion has been learned (Britton et al.
1975). While such writing tasks may be
a necessarv part of education, they
cannot provide practice in developing
goals and plans and in transforming
content

What kinds of instruction have the
greatest impact in enhancing students’
abilities to deal with a wide variety of
composing problems? Part of my re-
view mentioned at the beginning of
this article included a meta-analysis of
experimental treatments or interven-
nons in classrooms. My colleagues and
I screened several hundred studies
against a set of criteria (see Hillocks
1986a, 108—110). This process resulted
in the selection of 60 well-designed
studies with 72 experimental treat-
ments and their control treatrments,
cach of which was coded for a variety
of variables

The meta-analysis was based on the
techniques developed by Glass (1978)
and particularly on important develop-
ments by Hedges (1981, 1982a,
1982h). These combined techniques
enable us to compare the effectiveness
of treatments across studies

Instructional Focus

We identified six instructional focuses,
each of which was examined in three
or more treatments These include
grammar, sentence combining, model
compositions, scales and guided revi-
sion, inquiry, and free writing. In each
case the treatment was classified as
having a particular focus if that focus
appeared to consume a major portion
of classroom time. The results of the
analysis for focus of instruction appear
in Figure 2. They are reponted in effect
sizes that answer the question, “What
is the difference berween the experi-
mental groups’ gains and the control
groups’ gains in studies having a par-
ticular focus in common among the
experimental groups?” Effect sizes are
reported in standard deviations

Grammar. In reatments with a fo-
cus on grammar, students are taught

‘Many teachers assume that

parts of speech, parts of sentences,
kinds of clauses, kinds of sentences,
and so forth. The intent of such pro-
grams is to help students understand
“how the English language works.”

such
knowledge is essential to clear and
effective writing, even though linguists
have argued that such grammar does
not adequatelv describe language

In 1963, Braddock. Lloyd-Jones, and
Schoer, in light of the review of re-
search to that time, concluded that the
study of grammar had no effect on the
quality of student writing. The studies
I (Hillocks 1986a) examined force the
same conclusions, Four studies with
five treatments are represented in Fig-
ure 2. The findings indicate that results
for the control groups are superior to
those for groups studving grammar

In New Zealand, Ellev and his col-
leagues (1976) conducted a very thor-
ough, carefullv designed study that
compared both traditional and genera-
tive grammar treatments to a no-gram-
mar treatment. These were taught to
randomlv assigned students over a
three-vear period with extensive test-
ing at the end of everv vear of instruc-

tion and at the end of a fourth vear
during which treatments were sus-
pended. Elley and colleagues found
no statistically significant differences
in writing quality and none in sub-
scores for writing mechanics among
the three groups of students at any
time over the four vears. Many other
studies reviewed but not included in
the meta-analvsis support the same
conclusion: the study of grammar does
not contribute to growth in the quality
of student writing

Process. we cannot expect grammar
study to contribute much to the quality
of writing. In Figure 1. the earliest
point in the process at which knowl-
edge of grammar might enter 1s at the
verbatim/graphemic level. Not surpris-
inglv. no researchers repont that writ-
ers make use of even a peremptory
grammatical analysis of what they are
doing Cemainly, no one consciously
lavs out the grammatical scheme for a
sentence: ‘Let’s see, subject with mod-
ifiers, verb, object, plus restrictive
clause. Now, how will 1 fill that in?” Of
course, writers use knowledge of
grammar, but it is intuitive knowledge

Given the fAindings of research on
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that puts itself in the service of the
content to be rendered.

If formal grammatical knowledge is
used at all, it is probably used at the
level of editing or proofreading, levels
that can exercise little or no control
over purpose, plans, content, and
style. In short, we should not expeat
knowledge of grammar to influence
the quality of writing

Models. A second traditional and
extensively used method of instruc-
tion in composition is the presentation
of model compositions thought to ex-
emplify principles or characteristics of
good writing. This method dates from
the classical academies of Greece and
Rome whose pupils were required to
recite orations from memory. The idea
was that students would incorporate
the rhetorical principles involved into
their own thinking and would have
specihc examples to guide their own
composing of orations. This belief in

| annguity is not far removed from what

| small

modern-day cognitive psychologists

have shown about discourse process-

ing—for example, that our processing
and production of stories are guided
by hare-bones outlines or schemata of
the essential elements of stories (Stein
and Trabasso 1982)

The effect size for such treatments is
217 standard dewviations. This 1s

a somewhat surprising result simply

because most writing in day-to-day
situations makes use of identihable

“We can no longer
accept the teaching
of grammar as being
. . . conducive to
improving the
quality of writing.”

“The limits of
working memory
(seven words plus or
minus three)
severely restrain the
number of words
that can be Planned
in advance.’

patterns or forms. Further, the selec

ton and development of plans ap
pears high in the hierarchy of the
writing process sketched in Figure 1

From that alone one might expect that
teaching about discourse patterns
would have greater impact on the
quality of writing.

However, treatments focusing on
maodels tend to emphasize identifying,
naming, and perhaps evaluaung the
parts or features of models. The result-
ing knowledge is comparable to what
cognitive psychologists call declarative
knowledge. Then the treatments call
upon students to imitate the models
that is, to produce compositions that
make use of the features studied. How
ever, these treatments do not teach the
procedures for producing a piece ex
hibitung the characterisucs studied. It
1s one thing to identify a good piece of

| writing and quite another to produce

it, just as it is one thing to identify a
viruoso trumpet performance and im
possible for most of us to replicate it
The remaining focuses of instruc-
tion are all primarily concerned with
procedural knowledge. All feature ac-
tivities that involve students in proce
dures that seem important for produc-
ing discourse. In three cases they
provide the intervening steps between
declarative knowledge and final per-
formance—a step that breaks down
the performance task into steps or
parts and provides active practice on
the parts or subroutines to make per-
formance attainable by students.
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Serutenice combining. Hunt (1965)
and others have demonstrated that
syntactic fluency increases with age
That is, as children move from ele
mentary school through high school
their use of more complex syntactic
structures increases dramautcally. A
number of researchers have found
that direct instruction in producing
more C(Jmp]f_'.‘( H\_-'HIJCIIL Structures re
sults not only in greater syntactic com-
plexity, but in increased quality

,(O'Hare 1973, Faigley 1979, Moren-

berg et al. 1978). These procedures
have been called sentence combining
because they present students with
sets of two or more sentences, requir
ing them to combine the sentences
using some structure stipulated in the
materials. (Some materials do nor stip
ulate structures to be used )

It is important to note that from
O 'Hare (1973 ) onward, sentence com-
bining treatments have excluded di-
rect instruction in grammar and gram
matical terminology

While the research clearly indicates
that such work over the course of

be due simply to increased complex
ity. Rather, as Scardamalia and Bereiter
(1983) suggest, it may provide stu
dents with control over an organized
repertoire of syntactic structures, con
trol that allows them to pick and
choose among a variety of alternative

| svntactic structures at the verbatim lev

el Such work may also have a positive
effect in revision, enabling students to
search more systematically for more
appropriate structures Whatever the
case, the research in Figure 2 indicates
that sentence combining can have a
powerful effect on the quality of
writing

Scales Equally powerful are the in
structional methods thar make direct
or indirect use of scales in instruction
These methods present students with
sets of criteria for judging and revising
In studies, the
scales consist of sets of four compaosi
tions that illustrate four quality ratings
(6-3) along a particular dimension
such as elaboration, word choice, or
organization (Sager 1973, Coleman
1982). In these swdies, the teacher

COMPOSItons two

several weeks results in higher-quality | leads students in an evaluation of com
writing, the increased quality may not | positions until students understand

“The focus of
instruction with the
greatest power is . . .
inquiry. . . . [It]
involves using sets
of data in a structure
. . . to help students
learn strategies for
using the data in
their writing.”

the disciminanons illustrated by the
scale Then students recewve additional
to rate on their own
Probably rnore important, when the
pieces of writing are not top-rated (3)
students receive a set of prompts to
help them generate 1deas for revising
the piece

COMPDOSITIOT

The use of scales and criteria-guid
ed revision appears to help students
develop better control over and un
derstanding of discourse knowledge
As indicated in Figure 1, instruction of
this type is likely to affect most aspects
of composing, influencing the selec
tion of content, the development of
plans, the development and arrange
ment of gist units, and the content and

| structure of verbatim units

fnguiry. The focus of instruction
with the greatest power 1s what | have
called inquiry. This approach should
not be construed as discovery teaching
in which students are presented with
problems or tasks and set free to
pursue them. On the contrary, the
method involves using sets of data in a
structured fashion to help students

learn strategies for using the data in
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their writing. These strategies range
from recording and describing to gen-
eralizing, presenting evidence, dis-
criminating through the use of criteria, |
hypothesizing, and so forth

Teachers using this focus of instruc
tion typically present students with |
data (a set of objects, a drawing, a set
of scenarios, information about a
problem), designate a task to be per
formed using the data, and provide
guidance in performing that task. This
procedure is repeated using similar
tasks but different data until students
become proficient in using the strate
gies required by the task. The results
of these studies indicate that the pro
cess of observing and writing 1s far
more effective in increasing the qualiry
of student writing than the traditional
study of model paragraphs that illus-
trate the use of strategies (Hillocks
1979, 1982)

A second example of this focus s
the approach to teaching argument
developed and tested by Trovka
(1974) The strategies to be learned in
this treatment include the develop
ment and support of generalizations

| on one side of an argument and the

recognition and refutaton of oppos-
ing viewpoints. Students receive sets
of information relevant to some prob-
lem (community pollution, prison re-
bellion, purchasing a fleet of taxicabs,
erc.) and plav the role of one of the
participants in solving the problem
The necessity of presenting a position

to groups known to hold different |

positions requires students to develop | an approach 10 teaching writing  that
| asks students to write about whatever

and support their own generalizations
and, more important, to recognize, and
confront the positions opposing
theirs. The discussion or debate
among those positions leads to writing
more formal arguments. Study results
indicate that students in the experi

| mental program made very large gains
| fover one standard deviation) in con

trast to control group students who
used the tradinonal approach of study
ng imitating model pieces
writing

The focus on inquiry, then, appears
to help writers learn strategies for
transforming available data for use in
writing Analvsis of data undoubtedly
affects a writers plans and is very

and of

likely to affect even the highest level of
Figure 1, purposes and constraints
The studies in this group strongly sug
gest that learning to write involves far
more than learning about rhetoric and
discourse. Writers must learn strate-
gies for rransforming raw data.

Free writing. The final focus of in
struction examined was free writing,

is of interest to them in an uninhibited
way. Nearly all treatments examined

‘combine free writing with sharing

ideas, peer feedback in small groups,
redrafting, and, ae some point, teacher
feedback. At the same time these treat
ments eschew the use of grammar,
model compositions, criteria for judg
ing writing, and so on, as inhibiting
and restricuve (Parker 1979, Ganong
1975, Gauntlett 1978). They some
times include prewriting activities
such as bramnstorming and clustering,
which appear 1o act as aids in search
ing memory for information. Such ac
tuvines are often grouped together and
referred 1o the process approach
o writing.

Figure 2 indicates that the experi
mental/control effect for these treat
ments 1s weak ( 16) Nonetheless, such
treatments represent a clear advance
over traditional instruction in writing
reported by Applebee (1981), instruc
tion that usually provides no prewrit
ing actvity, no opportunity for revis
ing, and no feedback until after the
writing is a fait accompli. This tradi
tional instruction (which simply pro
vides an assignment ) results in student
writers who believe that only one draft
is necessary and that Whiteout is the
writer's best friend, permitting the im
mediate elimination of perceived er
rors. The resulting writing may be
cosmetically more appealing, but i 1s
usually superficial and poorly organ
ized and developed

Clearly, voung writers must learn
thar effective writing involves a com
plex process that includes prewriting,
drafting, feedback from audiences,
and revising. At the same time, as
Figure 2 suggests, free writing and the
attendant process orientation are inad
equate strategies

a5

Curriculum in Writing
The available research cannen indicare
the optimal curriculum for writing

Enncationa LEADERSHIP



Further research and theories of dis-
course and discourse learning are
needed. However, it does indicate
what approaches to teaching writing
ought to be stressed. And it indicates
parts of the rationale for devising
more effective curriculums. First of all,
we know that while declarative knowl-
edge 15 useful, the curriculum needs
to stress procedural knowledge for
maximum effectiveness.

We can no longer accept the teach-
ing of grammar as being in any way
conducive 1o improving the quality of
writing. Perhaps some will wish to
include the study of grammar in the
curriculum for humanistic reasons
Perhaps some grammar must be
taught as a means of improving me-
chanics and proofreading. However,
large doses of traditional school gram-
mar do no more good than attention
1o mechanical problems when they
arise (see Elley et al. 1976, for exam-
ple ). But attention to problems as they
arise does appear to have sofne effect,
especially in contrast to cufriculums
that offer linle or no anention to me-
chanics (Bennett 1976)

The procedural knowledge related
10 grammar appears to come out of
sentence combining and construction
Such instruction does not rely on pars-
ing and labeling Rather it stresses the
procedures for developing varieties of
syntactic structures. The most impor
tant value of sentence combining ap-
pears to be in helping students devel-
op a repertoire of structures that they
can call upon systemaucally, both in
generating sentences and revising
them

Writers need knowledge of dis-
course structures traditionally provid-
ed by the study of model pieces of
writing. As in the case of traditional
grammar, such study is, in itself, not
enough. But experimental treatments
that include the study of types of writ-
ing along with procedures for generat-
ing them have been much more
successful

Curriculums in the past (e g.. almost
any composition textbook) have ig-
nored the strategies that writers use to
transform raw data for use in writing.
The assumptions have been that stu-
dents (1) have the knowledge re-
quired by the writing tasks suggested.

(2) can gain access to it, and (3) can
transform it for use in the type of
writing required. For example, many
curriculums prepare students for writ-
ing a comparison/contrast Composi-
tion by presenting and commenting
on model compositions of that type.
The underlying assumption is that
knowing how others have structured
comparison/contrasts in writing en-
ables one to develop an original com-
parison/contrast. However, results
from research indicate that writers
need to learn strategies for recalling
and transforming information. They
need to practice various techniques
for searching memory and for manip-
ulating what they recall for use in
writing. Techniques such as free writ-
ing, brainstorming, and clustering ap-
pear to be useful for helping students
recall information and to have some
impact on the quality of writing. Signif-
icantly more powerful, however, have
been the kinds of instruction empha-
sizing what | have called the strategies
of inquiry—strategies for collecting
and transforming data in various ways

Our initial question was, What tvpes
of knowledge do writers need for
effective writing? The traditional study
of grammar and model compositions
provides little of the necessary knowl-
edge. The most important knowledge
is procedural; general procedures of
the composing process and specific
strategies for the production of dis-
course and the transformation of data
for use in writing. The research indi-
cates that when curriculums begin to
focus on such procedural knowledge,
they will begin to praduce more effec-

tive writers..J
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