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community literacy

In the literature focusing on community literacy, it is seen as- an approach to learning and teaching composition (Peck, Flower, & Higgins; Long & Flower; Long; Flower; Collins) within a cognitive rhetoric framework (Peck, Flower, & Higgins; Long & Flower; Long), while serving certain communities in particular contexts (Compton-Lily; Ball; Schultz; Grabill; Collins; Cushman, Barbier, Mazak, and Petrone), that work for social change and arise from intercultural conversations (Peck, Flower, & Higgins) and as a way to teach literate action (Flower), in a collaborative nature (Peck, Flower, & Higgins; Collins), using writing as action and reflection (Flower; Peck, Flower, & Higgins; Collins), while building discourse in which people do productive work together (Peck, Flower, & Higgins; Long). As one can begin to observe, the thinking behind the idea of community literacy has been taken up and appropriated in multiple ways. 

I. Multiple Perspectives on What Community Literacy Is/Should Be

Peck, Flower and Higgins (1995) note that when the Community Learning Center (the CLC) was embarked on as a community/university collaboration between the Community House and The National Center for the Study of Writing and Literacy at Carnegie Mellon defined community literacy as action and reflection, “as literate acts that could yoke community action with intercultural education, strategic thinking and problem solving, and with observation-based research and theory building” (200). The researchers affirmed their commitment to developing a community literacy project that could work for social change and that could start, “from an intercultural conversation that creates bridges and allows for productive working relationships among people of difference. (201). Interestingly enough, the researchers found that the most conflict-ridden assertion they made was that they claimed that writing would be what made these “new connections and conversations possible” (200). 

Within a number of studies of community literacy (Peck, Flower, Higgins, 1995; Flower, 1996; Long, 2000; Flower, Long, & Higgins, 2000), the researchers chose a cognitive rhetorical theoretical framework to place on their work. Long and Flower (1996) claim that within cognitive rhetoric, “the heartbeat of rhetoric is the constructive process of meaning making through which people transform conventional practices into inventive and purposeful literate action” (297). Peck et al (1995) argue that cognitive rhetoric, 

treats writing as both a strategic, social act and an individual thinking process that invites study, teaching and learning. In this paradigm, community literacy can be come a goal-directed process dedicated to social change- a form of action in both the community and the lives of the writers. (208) 

Not all of the research currently being implemented on community literacy follows this particular theoretical framework. Within the various views, the essence of community literacy has persevered, for the most part, although researchers and scholars have come to have slightly different emphases, purposes, and goals, which has created multiple effects and implications for further research in and on community literacy.

II. How Community Literacy is being Represented and Construed in the Research

At the core of community literacy literature is the work of Shirley Brice Heath. In thinking about the significance of S. B. Heath’s 1983 seminal research, Smagorinsky (2006) points out how her research helped educational researchers realize the significance of “understanding home and community literacy practices in order to anticipate and address educational struggles and to rethink schooling to be more responsive to the range of literacy practices students bring from home” (6). He also goes on to note how research focusing on community literacy has continued this kind of study, emphasizing “providing better educational opportunities for socially, economically, racially, and culturally marginalized groups in schools” (7).

The focus of much of the community literacy research is on the needs of the communities and the individuals within these groups as well as the co-construction of these spaces by the different individuals and the roles they play. Research on community literacy does take into account the significance of the literacy practices of the particular communities and contexts. Schultz’s (2002) research helps us to better understand the impact of the community and out-of-school contexts on the writing of diverse students, while Ball’s (2006) work acknowledged how this understanding, “can help us to build bridges that strengthen students’ academic writing” (297). Compton-Lily’s research (2003) focused closely on students’ families, the communities they live, and learning as “situated within the child’s social world and the political and economic realities of schools and the larger society” (16). In fleshing out the implications of family and community literacy, Cushman, Barbier, Mazak, and Petrone (2006), emphasize that much of this research gets at the following question: 

How is it that students come into classrooms with the literacy abilities to perform complex literacy tasks in certain contexts and consistently fail in school literacy tasks, many of which often do not even require as sophisticated an aptitude and performance as are needed in the out-of-school contexts? (204) 

This research helps us to understand how the contexts in which writing occurs play an important role in students’ learning to write and their “transformative uses of writing in a wide range on contexts” (Ball, 297).

III. The Multiple Avenues of Community Literacy 

Partnerships across the country now focus on collaborative efforts between universities and communities as well as partnerships with non-profit organizations. In university/community collaborations there are two-exemplar projects- the CLC at Community House in Pittsburgh in association with Carnegie Melon University and Kris Gutierrez’s Las Redes project affiliated with UCLA. The CLC’s mission states, “urban teens and adults, with the support of their Carnegie Mellon student mentors, use writing and public dialogue to take action and to address the dreams and problems of our urban neighborhoods.” The Las Redes project at UCLA is where children in an after-school community literacy project and student’s from UCLA engage in hybrid language and literacy practices (Gutierrez et el, 1999). Hull and Schultz’s review highlights Gutierrez and colleagues work in this after-school program as supporting, “children’s and youth’s intellectual and social development by providing supplementary instruction and… constructing new, theoretically motivated learning environments” (601).

Another community literacy project occurred in El Salvador with the work of Victoria Purcell-Gates and Robin Waterman (2000). These researchers (Purcell-Gates was the lead researcher and Waterman the literacy trainer in EL Salvador) conducted ethnographic research using a Freirean lens on teaching a literacy class in a small, rural repopulation village in El Salvador after the civil war. “The materials and pedagogy reflected a particular emphasis on establishing an awareness of one’s ability to change one’s sociopolitical reality and developing concrete plans as to how student’s themselves could make it happen” (Purcell-Gates & Waterman, 35). 

Examples of non-profit community literacy projects are The Tenderloin Reflection and Education Center and 826 Valencia, both founded in San Francisco. The focus of TREC was on basing the women’s writing groups on a liberation model in which the experience of participants acts as the core of the learning process. Heller (1994) stated that, “it is in such settings that relationships among people living in community, struggling in community, and writing in community may likely reveal the foundations of such humane, civil- yes, transformative- sites of learning as those for which we all search” (225). 826 Valencia began in San Francisco as a mostly volunteer run after-school community literacy project. As stated on their website, “Simply put, 826 Valencia helps students, ages 8–18, to develop their writing skills. Whether the students are working in the realm of fiction, nonfiction, or English as a second language, we are here to help them explore their love of writing.” 826 Valencia has now been established and has sites in New York City, Los Angeles, Michigan, Seattle, and Chicago.

IV. The Implications of these Multiple Perspectives and the Critique of the Who

There are multiple purposes and goals, various theoretical frameworks, and many effects for each of these community literacy programs and partnerships. Each has its own significance, its own roles, in addition to implications for all individuals involved. In thinking of the multiple ways in which community literacy has been taken up and extensively appropriated, more research is needed.

Some in composition studies have begun to place a critical lens on the various perspectives of community literacy. Collins (2001) was concerned with who and how community was being defined and constructed. Likewise, Grabill (2001) asserted that the people who contribute to forming community-based programs, “must be open to seeing and understanding the everyday literacies of their communities and local institutions” (104). Grabill critiqued the research that has been carried out and argued that within definitions of community literacy, two issues surface- one, how the term community is defined and by whom and second, because of the complexities of research, narrow definitions of community literacy practices are used. Scholars and researchers need to continue to place a critical lens on the various community literacy projects and partnerships being created, using thinking along the lines of Collins and Grabill. Scholars and researchers within the field of composition studies should continue to development community literacy projects, but so do with a critical eye, making sure to flesh out the socio-political implications and historical significance of particular communities and their particular contexts.

Jade N. Ratliff
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creative writing

“You’ve come a long way, baby” is not just a slogan used in advertising, but one that can be applied to creative writing. Having historical, social, and political roots, creative writing has emerged from a literary emphasis in the 1800s composition course to today’s focus on art as self-expression or social commentary. Defined in the late nineteenth century as “any effort that undertook to restore the idea of literature as an integrated discipline of thought and activity, of textual study and practical technique,” creative writing today is thought of in terms of the product, such as the poem, short story, or narrative prose which draws us in to listen to a story (Myers 3). Author Susan Sontag explains, “Writing is a series of permissions you give yourself to be expressive in certain ways. To invent. To leap. To fly. To fall. To find your own characteristic way of narrating and insisting; that is, to find your own inner freedom” (225). 

This “inner freedom” of today’s creative writers to just write and produce something, which many people argue is better than nothing, has caused heated debate. On the negative side, critics have gone as far as calling creative writing a “catastrophe” due to its degrading of high literary standards by flooding the market with “an overproduction of homogeneously bad writing” (Myers 3). Quickly coming to its defense, the other side of supporters sees creative writing as a “happy awakening of interest in literature and the literary life” (Myers 3). No matter which stance you take, understanding creative writing’s emergence from composition’s messy situation within the curriculum helps to comprehend creative writing’s historical significance in schools and society. 

In roughly a century since Harvard composition instructor Barrett Wendell taught his advanced composition course, creative writing began its roots in the junior high school setting, spanning the levels of academia, surviving much criticism, yet arising more questions. Even today, the tension over writing as a social process or writing as art remains as the theories to approaching writing are numerous due to these two conflicting foundational beliefs and the subjectivity of the nature of art. For those seeing writing as art, personalized approaches to creative writing flood the textbook market as teachers were encouraged to be practicing writers ever since the early 1970s. Children’s book author and cartoonist Jules Feiffer comments, “There are thousands of textbooks on creative writing. But if all you know is textbook, it won’t work. You need an eye and ear… Writing is like a magic act, a slide of hand which requires you to continuously read and revisit the page” (n. pag.). 

Creative writing did not just magically appear, however, as a The Gale Encyclopedia of Childhood and Adolescence expounds this to include the following definition of creativity: “The ability to create inventions, produce works of art, or solve problems using an original, novel, or unconventional approach” (Thomson/Gale n. pag.). It is this essence of writing in a unique and unusual way which distinguishes creative writing.

Searching for inspiration to do something no one else has thought of traces back to our inner nature of the ancient world. Plato’s Ian wanted the state to promote the development of creative people (Cropley 4). “Over the centuries, painters, sculptors, poets, writers, musicians and other workers in the creative arts have frequently discussed creativity, usually seeing it as a medium for beautifying the environment, a form of self-expression and communication, or a way of understanding, opening up or coping with the previously unknown” (Cropley 4). Overall, three criteria were set to help define something as being creative: novelty, in that it is not familiar; effectiveness, it achieves some end, although this can be determined via numerous contexts; and ethicality as it has to deal with a suitable product and not within nature, such as with a species (Cropley 6).

Understanding this link between modern and ancient for creative helps us logically look back in time to the history of composition and its theories. Creative writing was set forth to merge literary knowledge with literary practice and was seen as an explicit solution to a specific problem. To approach literature “creatively” by moving beyond the historical and linguistic approach, was the educational goal of creative writing during its early formation at the university level in the late 1800s (Myers 4). Creative writing was seen as “an achievement and a promise, an inheritance of texts and a flexible set of methods and standards for generating new texts” (Myers 4). 

In the eighteenth and nineteenth century, writing was considered a means of preparing to speak, which also helped promote extracurricular student literary societies (Russell 253). To keep literature in the curriculum then became a needed focus and hence enters creative writing as a “concrete representation of…the best way to teach literature” (Myers 12). In order to understand creative writing’s emergence, an examination of English and composition is necessary because until the 1920s, English composition and creative writing were entitled and considered one and the same (Myers 37). 

The term English first appeared in the 1868-1869 Harvard catalogue as a separate course of study, although the term had been previously used in American colleges (Myers 19). Deeply affected by philology, the study of literature in the name of linguistic science through historical or cultural studies, English was soon due to reposition itself because of philology’s split. Comparative philology developed into modern linguistics while classical philology developed into modern literary scholarship (Myers 24). Understanding this separation also helps aid comprehension of the situation of composition in terms of rhetoric.

Due to the romanticism of authors such as Emerson in his work Nature, in the 1880s and 1890s, emphasis was placed on the creative and the focus was on “true scholars creating knowledge in the process of acquiring it” (Myers 32). Therefore, “creative” literary education is based on the incessant creation and re-creation of literature where “the literary act, not the record, needs to be the basis and objective of study” (Myers 33). The argument for creative writing lies at this objection of idealism to positivistic literary scholarship. People must question what literature is for and study the piece itself, reconnecting it with the human experience that inspired it. Today, numerous researchers agree that reading and writing should be taught reciprocally, analyzing texts to critique creative productivity of the characters will help you to reflect upon your own writing, and also analyze and more deeply understand texts already written. By properly selecting fantastic stories, the readings will help motivate students to write. “People have stories they want to tell and that’s an honest desire…writing is driven by the muse. Real writers get into spells when they write, they believe what they write, they are in love with what they write…(Gilchrist 78).

While the romanticized notion of having written something remains today, the critique of English composition became a recognized precedent for creative writing since the Harvard composition staff would occasionally accept poems and stories for credit in their classes (Myers 40). This showed that literature in the university could be used for other purposes than scholarly research; it could allow for personal reflection, which showcases common practice today. “Students generally avoid writing because writing usually is separated from any experience the students have had…The writing therefore is a means for finding out if the students have the knowledge of specific content rather than for encouraging them to write as a meaningful experience in which they can explore their understanding of content” (Blasingame and Bushman 24). 

When composition instructor Barrett Wendell created the elective advanced composition course for Harvard, he firmly planted creative writing’s roots (Myers 46) by emphasizing studying literary technique. Wendell taught students how to write based on his own ambition to write. Against the current practice of the time, Wendell taught that good writing is “agreeable, as distinguished from correct;” and demonstrated that “a real writer was living in a real world as distinguished from a world of books” (Myers 48). Overall, Wendell shifted the emphasis from “teaching to student performance; from testing to self-cultivation; and from the classroom to the world outside (Myers 51). Focusing on the student is still practiced today, but a criticism of modern creative writing is that often students see themselves and their personal experiences as the “only” creative writing material (Osman 239). While writing about yourself is a natural tendency because no one is a better expert of yourself than you, creativity means presenting any material, whether it be about yourself or an observation of creative productivity, in as unique a view as possible. In critiquing Wendell’s students and their papers, from 1865-1900, Jolliffe found there was a tendency for students to focus on linking art and morality while Crowley denoted a political hierarchy of communicating fear to conform (Russell 255). Interestingly enough, such topics as graffiti and song lyrics are still freely incorporated into modern student writing. 

Going back to the beginning of composition, Wendell’s colleagues at Harvard expanded upon his innovative techniques. Le Baron Briggs promoted the use of “a strong and commanding voice” (Myers 53). Today helping students find their authentic voice is still an area of much tension. Elbow defines real voice as “Not the sound of individual personality redolent with vibes, [but] it is the sound of a meaning resonating because the individual consciousness of the writer is somehow fully behind or in tune with or in participation with that meaning” (Elbow 65). Charles T. Copeland, another of Wendell’s colleagues, focused on teaching rather than research and revived humanism. These changes to English composition reverberated throughout the country and were put into practice. By the end of the nineteenth century, Harvard composition had become the dominant mode of writing instruction (Myers 55). With an emphasis on voice and humanism, the direct connection to modern composition can be made. By allowing students to journal, they are allowed to discover their own values and meaning, which Knoblauch also deems as being central to writing (584). “If writing had an essence, a pure form, it would for me be most observable in the act of making an entry in a journal. It is a private act, accomplished for and by the self and yet, ideally, unself-conscious. Nothing matters beyond the act itself-not neatness nor spelling” (Stillman 19).

Since much of what we creatively write comes from our own lives, our own experiences, and our own observations, journaling is one such activity to start the creative writing process. Yes, while the process may not be as rigid as with other writing types, everyone still has their own way of bringing to life their creation. Journaling thoughts, feelings, and self-honesty is one such way to begin the merger of creative thoughts from the private to public sphere. “Being trained to write what we think rather than what we feel is just one of the many ways we have been conditioned to deny our feelings…When we start with our feelings, we are always engaged in discovery” (Nelson 29).Through such journaling, students are following Murray’s notion of moving through a set of non-sequential steps to help them discover a way to look back and reflect (51).

Historically from 1900-1925, people continued to write, but faced two conflicting ideas about writing. One idea of writing as a social practice featured journalism showing professionalism and college writing instruction showing basic proficiency in ordinary language use. The other view was writing as art, which many people rejected due to their claims of it being just like its instruction “impractical and pointless” (Myers 59). This debate caused composition to be divided into constructive, developmental, and professional views and thus caused creative writing to branch out to form its own separate category (Myers 61). Situating itself between categories, creative writing when it first came to higher education, claimed to merge the basic proficiency of English composition and workday practicality of journalism (Myers 61).

To help students find creativity, teachers must remember “A person’s context-the situation, setting, or environment in which one functions-plays an important role in stimulating or inhibiting creative productivity” (Treffinger 76). Since each person is unique, each person’s creativity trigger will be activated differently. Helping to structure the mind to think along creative paths by interpreting measurable variables is one such way. Creativity is “Becoming sensitive to or aware of problems, deficiencies, gaps in knowledge, missing elements, disharmonies, and so on; bringing together available information; defining the difficulty of identifying the missing element; searching for solutions; making hypotheses, and modifying and restating them; perfecting them; and finally communicating the results (Torrance qtd. in Treffinger 65). Such is an example of the social belief of writing that still exists today.

While the conflicting notions of writing being social or art remain debatable today, Connors (1997) emphasized a turn away from the social (Russell 255). The thousands of creative writing handbooks offer detailed accounts of writing processes and techniques that worked for the author. Reading these texts critically and being away of writing’s subjective nature in art is important. “Writing is a process; however, it is not linear. The steps are intertwined and recursive. We cannot simply give students a formula and say, “follow these steps, in this order, and you will always be successful” (Karle 1). 

Creative writing derived its name from Huges Mearns, a teacher who implemented it under its own title in a junior high school in the 1920s, where just like composition in higher education, it was an experiment in education. To reflect the progressive education movement of the time with its shift to a student-centered classroom, Mearns used it to transport progressive methods and materials to students to have them personally reflect (Myers 101). A student in Mearn’s class had a poem selected by editor Stanley Braithwaite in 1922 to include in his annual Anthology of Magazine Verse and Yearbook of American Poetry. The preface of this book brought national attention to creative writing for it claimed: “while it may not be a ‘full answer’ to the complaint that classes in English composition produce results that are ‘are not good enough,’ creative writing might yet develop into the answer” (Myers 103). 

Just as writing teachers today are frustrated by the standard five paragraph essay and looking for a positive outlook on writing to revive individualism, so too did Mearn’s contemporaries. Bernard L. Jefferson and Harry Houston Peckham, two professors at Ohio University, popularized creative writing instruction for all levels to include description and narration (Myers 109). By 1925, creative writing was a mix of progressive ideas and short story. Before 1930, no university had a creative writing program, although creative writing classes experimented as a mix between composition and self-expression (Myers 123). While composition teachers today stress Elbow’s writing process, creative writing teachers are looking beyond and entering more into the realm of self-expression. Natalie Goldberg, author, teacher, and presenter states, ““At the back of every word we write is no word….in other words you disappear, you become one with your words, not separate, and when you put your pen down, the you, who was writing, is gone (40-41).

As creative writing programs and techniques spread throughout the decades, it became accepted that the “teacher of creative writing made suggestions but never demands” (Myers 116). This notion of suggestion then led to the progressive idea of workshopping to open dialogue about writing. Progressive advocator, John Dewey explained the role of the workshop: it’s a “spirit of free communication, of interchange of ideas, suggestions, results, both successes and failures of previous experiences” (Myers 118). In this regard, writing was not only being discussed, but critiqued. This conveniently links back to the beginning idea of creative writing being a way to examine literature.

Situating creative writing within the university was an undertaking that Norman Foerster did at the University of Iowa by establishing one track as a more extensive graduate program in English which was focused around the study and practice of criticism. Foerster is accredited for making creative and critical activity part of higher learning (Myers 125). He expanded creative writing to be more humanistic in moving beyond self-expression to include utilizing cultural values (Myers 136). His work later revolutionized graduate English programs by having practitioners of the various literary disciplines: philologies, literary historians, critics, and writers (Myers 137). This is where teachers as writers became the focus as teachers were being schooled in how to write for themselves so they could speak from experience when teaching others.

Creative writing programs started springing up after World War II. By 1970, over 44 creative writing programs existed and by 1980 over 100 (Myers 146). Such programs were created by two stages of development, with the first stage being an age of criticism taken on by Wallace Stegner, Alan Swallow, and Paul Engle, setting forth creative writing as a discipline. The second stage was an age of expansion within the university, which caused the teachers to step up to a profession of teaching writing (147). Stenger specifically advocated and advanced composition to “give young writers the time to develop themselves” (Myers 162). “We have to accept ourselves in order to write” (Goldberg 53) is advice given by many authors.

Creative writing, much like composition, has remained an area of debate. One of the greatest criticisms of it is that creative writing cannot be taught, yet the standard response is that the discipline of critical analysis that is associated with it, can be taught (Myers 158). While creative writing has come a long way, it still has many journeys ahead as it faces new challenges, such as mediums and standardized testing. Creative writing is and will probably always be an issue of debate, but a modern working definition of “this discipline of constructive knowledge” is “the knowledge of how literary texts are made and how they work” (Myers 159). Consulting one of the many creative writing textbooks can echo the common expressionist theme “We must write. We are compelled to write. Writing is a way for moments, emotions, and people to be captured for eternity. Writing is a way to convey our message to others (Karle 3).

Sheryl Rinkol
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curriculum and freshman English

Initially a course, one literally used to race chariots, the word curriculum derives meaning from the Latin currere, meaning to run (Smith). Contextually, curriculum is defined as “a particular process” (Cornbleth), often planned by the school in which it resides (Kerr); the process by which content is effectively transmitted (Blenkin et al.); thus, curriculum created in context denotes “what is learned through the content, form, and learning experiences that exist within classrooms and schools” (Goodson). Systematically, curriculum is “an attempt to communicate the essential principles and features of an educational proposal in such a form that is open to critical scrutiny and capable of effective translation into practice” (Steinhouse), or rather a recipe for accountability. Peter Oliva, in his book, Developing the Curriculum (1997), defines curriculum as: “that which is taught in schools; a set of subjects; content; a program of studies; a set of materials; a sequence of courses; a set of performance objectives; a course of study;” but most importantly, “that which an individual learner experiences as a result of schooling.” It is this notion of experience, the reciprocity of which lies at the heart of Dewey’s Education and Experience (1938), that seems to most appropriately define curricula at the college level due to the existence of an “older sense of discipline, the point of which [is] to shape students’ character and conduct by means of repeated practice and correction” (Crowley). According to Hamilton and Gibbons (1980), “curricula seem to have entered educational discourse at a time when schooling was being transformed into a mass activity,” and thus curriculum becomes the means by which the masses are educated. 

In the freshman English class, the very notion of curriculum is ambiguous in that there is no formal curriculum set forth but rather a debate over what skills are necessary “to prepare people for both professional and social roles” (Roemer et al.). Much of the curricula “derive functional meaning from what is learned and taught, what principle methods are operative, [and] what outcomes can be identified with courses designated by the label” (“What is Advanced Composition?”), and many feel that “freshman English is supposed to ‘fix’ students’ supposed lack of literate mastery…so that teachers of more advanced courses do not have to bother with such things” (Crowley). Composition is often viewed as “a skill subject” (Gleason), one which emphasizes “clarity and accuracy of statement” (“The Function of Freshman…”), where linguistic grammar is deemed “as educationally relevant as freshman hazing (Gleason), “a flexible approach to specific problems of communication” (“Varied Approaches to Composition”), the substance of which is often “derived from a handbook” (Bell). Moreover, the aims of the freshman English course are often “hopelessly confused with the aims of a college education” and thus the content is “extensive and yet so nebulous that it may be accurately said in many instances to be no content at all” (Bailey). Therefore, if the freshman English curriculum, by definition, is the plan of study for students “selected and arranged on the basis of the judgment of adults as to what would be useful…the material to be learned was settled upon outside the present life experience of the learner,” (Dewey) and thus becomes less-purposeful, less-effective, and less-relevant because its usefulness is outdated.

In the Conference on College Composition and Communication (CCCC), Workshop number one, held in Spring, 1954, a purpose and content for the composition course was set forth. The student of composition would learn “linguistic good manners” while gaining “information on how to find knowledge through reading” and learning to “develop the ability to distinguish facts from opinions” (“The Function of Freshman”). It was determined that the well-known aims of composition encouraged the production of “clear, lucid prose” created by the student, not someone else. This student-centered notion created havoc among those in the field who felt “to put students’ work at the center of the curriculum was to put Milton or Shakespeare on the margins” (Bartholomae). And while CCCC, the “largest wound-licking convocation in the teaching profession,” according to Dudley Bailey, appeared to support a student-centered curriculum in the 1950’s, there were several in the field of composition who believed in a more traditional set of deeply-rooted curricular objectives for the English classroom. 

The more structured composition curriculum derives its meaning from classroom manner and formality of procedure and assignments, both of which strictly adhere to rigid writing standards (“Varied Approaches to Composition”). Advocates for structure believe that “the subject of the English class is English” and the “rules and forms of the language” make up the content, thus ensuring that what the students are writing is “the stuff of our courses” (Bailey). And while there remains dissention within the field, there is a common knowledge among teachers of first year writing that “its central challenge is to provide students with occasions and contexts for writing that are sufficiently specific and interesting” (Crowley). Erika Lindemann, in her essay entitled Three Views of English 101, furthers this notion when she delineates the content of the course into three separate ideologies—writing as a product, writing as a process, and writing as a system of social actions—each of which hold its own “historical antecedents…theory of language…notions about how students learn, and its own political implications.” And while Lindemann denotes a common curriculum, divisible by three, she argues that “all three views of writing exist simultaneously in our profession,” the common ground lies within the teaching of the curriculum. 

A system which aims “to prepare people for both professional and social roles,” (Roemer et al.), the university seeks to promote an academic discourse. And as the largest introductory course in the university, freshman composition’s curriculum is often subjected to university scrutiny. In 1990, the University of Texas at Austin designed a new syllabus for their introductory writing course. The “new” course, entitled “Writing About Difference,” required students to analyze several court cases utilizing Toulmin’s data/warrant/claim model of argumentation. The new course was heavily contested by all disciplines including “people who literally had no professional or financial stake in the design of the course.” (Crowley) Moore et al. identify the discipline’s curricular need to “explore the links between the methodology of a discipline and the conventions of its discourse” as an attempt at unity, but more importantly a desire for recognition. Thus, mandating curriculum, albeit a source of controversy and “evidence of our anxiety about composition as a subjectless activity”, (Bartholomae) is also a means of participating in a larger discourse community. 

Curriculum is a specified content designed for learning, an experience shared between student and teacher designed to “attain so far as possible certain educational and other schooling ends or objectives” (Grundy). In other words, curriculum is the means with which we hope to attain an end. Whether contextually or systematically created, curriculum remains “an organic process by which learning is offered, accepted, and internalized” (Newman and Ingram); it is taught by a teacher, in an institutional environment theoretically conducive to learning. Thus, curriculum shapes “how we see, think and talk about, study and act on the education made available to students” and “cannot be value free or neutral” because it is reflective of “our assumptions about the world” (Cornbleth). 

Kathy Deakin
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(
ecocomposition

What is ecocomposition? And, why is it a keyword in composition studies? Or, maybe a better question is why should it be a keyword in composition studies? This essay is not an argument in its defense but rather recognition of its significance in the field. The term ecocomposition, unbeknown to me prior to writing this piece, has had a presence in the field of composition for over twenty years. Erika Lindemann in 1995 claimed that in order to engage in questions about writing courses we, in the field, must understand how our views of writing influence how we talk about, teach and theorize writing courses. The views of writing that Lindemann includes (although myopic in scale, something of which she admits) are writing as a product, writing as a process and writing as a system of social actions (289). My inclusion of Lindemann is not to cover her work in-depth, but instead for her inclusion of the view of writing as a system of social actions—a catch phrase of ecocomposition drawn from ecology/ecological theory and a concept brought to composition studies first by Richard M. Coe in 1975 and later by Marilynn Cooper in 1986 (both before the term ecocomposition made its mark in the field). Her decision to place this view of writing along with writing as a product and writing as a process signified to me just how important the keyword ecocomposition is to the field and to the future of the field.

Coe’s work “Eco-Logic for the Composition Classroom” was one of the first to borrow from ecological principle to talk about rhetorical modes of thought and its application in the composition classroom. Coe opens his article with a definition of eco-logic to ground such thought. Eco-logic (I have included just two definitions here): “1. a logic designed for complex wholes 2. Any logic which considers wholes as wholes, not by analyzing them into their component parts” (232). Coe uses this definition to point out that most composition textbooks are dominated by “rhetorical modes that divide wholes into smaller units to be discussed individually or serially”; including, illustration, analogy, definition by genus and differentia, classification, division, comparison/contrast, process-analysis, and cause-to-effect analysis (232). Coe points out that there are and should be various logics that are disseminated to our students in composition because rhetorical modes vary in real-life application and should in the classroom as well. Although, his work focused primarily on rhetorical modes of logic when teaching composition and less on composition as a discipline, Coe’s introduction of eco-logic as rhetorical mode to be taught in the classroom planted a seed for ecocomposition. 

Eleven years after Coe’s work was published, Marilynn Cooper’s “The Ecology of Writing” is published in which she introduces an ecological model of writing. Cooper suggests a need for such a model due to a “growing awareness that language and texts are not simply the means by which individuals discover and communicate information, but are essentially social activities, dependent on social structures and processes not only in their interpretive but also in their constructive phases” (366). Cooper does not claim to be the first to write or notice such a movement, but instead gives credit to Kenneth Bruffee’s work (1981) where he states that writing is not only private but a social act that is performed (366). Cooper says that an ecological model of writing is an activity through which “a person is continually engaged with a variety of socially constituted systems” (366). And also points out that the term ecological is not another way to say “contextual”; but in contrast, “an ecology of writing encompasses much more than the individual writer and her immediate context” (367). Cooper believes writing is “one of the activities by which we locate ourselves in the enmeshed systems that make up the social world. It is not simply a way of thinking but more fundamentally a way of acting”(373). Cooper, writing in what she labels a post-process moment, but before ecocomposition has a place in composition studies, is one of the first to begin to write out of the view of writing as a process and into a view of writing as a social action—another pivotal piece marking space for ecocomposition and again borrowing from the same ecological principles as Coe.

Laurence Hayden Lyall, wrote a response in CE to Cooper’s use of ecology. He criticizes her for her lack of effectively utilizing Burke. Lyall says “I want to resist ‘ecology’ if for no greater reason than to emphasize that Burke has already proposed a more compassing model, and that it has never been more necessary, amid the welter of writing in the 80s, to remain in ‘the service of the aesthetic in keeping the practical from becoming too hopelessly itself” (359). Cooper responds by saying that “ecology offers a concept of interactive systems particularly useful in analyzing the social context of writing and that emphasizes aspects of the relationship between writers and their environments that Burke neglects” (359). Her stance is that the ecological model she proposes stresses an emphasis “not on universals but on particulars, not on innate forms of mind but on actual social interactions which structure writers’ environments” (359). Cooper’s response to Lyall (1987) is a foreshadowing of Lindemann (1995) (who introduced the view of writing as a system of social actions), and others who begin to make space for ecocomposition in the field of composition studies.

Lindemann, writing ten years after Cooper, said, at the time (1995), that teachers who were interested in the ecological model were “still defining its pedagogical implications” (296). Five years later (2001) Sidney Dobrin and Christian Weisser, perhaps as a response to the need that Lindemann pointed to, published Ecocomposition: Theoretical and Pedagogical Approaches. In it they define ecocomposition and trace its history dating back to Coe and Cooper’s work twenty years prior. They say ecocomposition “is about relationships; it is about the co-constitutive existence of writing and environment; it is about physical environment and constructed environment; it is about the production of written discourse and the relationship of that discourse to the places it encounters" (2). Dobrin and Weisser point out that ecocomposition is a multidisciplinary term by nature and that it draws on the discourses of primarily composition studies, but includes literary studies, philosophy, communication, linguistics, cultural studies and an integration with disciplines that study the environment; therefore providing an inclusive framework for study (“Breaking Ground” 572). Ecocomposition is a term defined by its relationships with other fields and because its birth is synonymous with the post-process, post-expressivist, post-cognitive moment, Dobrin and Weisser are careful when approaching a definition. They deny charges from oppositional scholars that ecocomposition is, or should be a subdiscipline of ecocriticism. Stating that ecocomposition is more concerned with textual production and textual interpretation; they suggest that ecocomposition borrows from ecocriticism but insist that it “grows on its own” (577). They do, however, connect ecocomposition’s definition to environmental rhetoric because like environmental rhetoric it explores the “production of written discourse as it relates to environment and place, and that ecocomposition grows from ecological and environmental concerns” (579). They see composition studies as “vested in ecological inquiries” (587). And offer, like many others, including Jimmie Killingsworth, that ecocomposition’s rise and human beings’ increased awareness of “earth’s vulnerability” is not coincidental (Ecospeak 1). 

Equally important to ecocomposition is its situatedness in pedagogy, education, literacy and its students. Dobrin and Weisser say, “ecocomposition is a praxis; it engages and involves students” (581). Similarly, David Orr says that ecological literacy is about placing environmental education at the center of a liberal education to develop whole, balanced persons. The connection between students and pedagogy is something that eco-scholars do not ignore. He notes that in traditional education students learn indifference toward “the ecology of their immediate place” (103). He concludes, “a genuine liberal arts education will foster a sense of connectedness, implicatedness, and ecological citizenship, and will provide the competence to act on such knowledge” (103). Thus affirming the connection between ecocomposition and the view of writing and learning as a system of social actions. In addition, M. Jimmie Killingsworth and John Krajicek claim that “the movement inward and outward, from solitude to society and back again, is the very motion of literacy” (54). And, that this is similar to environmentalism. But, they point out that some of their students are not social creatures and are unaware of its importance in our lives. Killingsworth and Krajuicek claim that “to move from deep to social ecology (and back again), from alienation to engagement (and back again), from literacy to orality (and back again)” is necessary in “contemporary life” (Killingworth 54). Technology and ecocomposition scholar, Robert Yagelski says his goal is “to begin re-imagining our work as teachers and writers in ways that foster the fundamental sense of connectedness, a sense of self as of rather than in the world (Webtext 1). And claims that technology represents a powerful vehicle for this effort. He says, “ironically, computer technologies, in the context of worldwide networks, foreground the idea of connectedness even as they can reify our physical disconnection form our local existence” (Webtext 1). Yagelski says further “I attempt to explore these connections, focusing on the relationships among literacy, technology, and our experience of the world—what I will call our ways of being-in-the-world” (Webtext 1). Yagelski, like Killingsworth, Dobrin and Weisser seeks answers “at the dawn of a new millennium” (Webtext 1). Derek Owens, in the same light, in “Sustainable Composition” believes that educational disciplines can not afford to locate themselves ‘outside’ the necessity of a sustainable environment; “sustainability can no longer be trope associated with the ‘specialized’ programs of environmental studies, planning, architecture, economics, and ecology” (29). Owens believes that educators, especially critical educators, need to create “ways in which a sustainable pedagogy might surface within our classes” (29). Owens believes composition “offers a logical working space for the promotion of sustainable pedagogies” because sustainable thinking requires a shift from the “compartmentalized to holistic thinking” and offers a “challenge to the culture of academic specialization”(29). 

The relationship and connectedness between ecocomposition scholar’s concerns and those of sustainability scholars helps project a future for composition and is reason for ecocomposition’s place as a keyword in composition studies. And even though the term was new to me, ecocomposition theory(ies), belief(s), hope(s) and presence is something that I have been aware of and saw the necessity for, for some time now.

Kelly R. Adams
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identity
identity: 1) the state or fact of being the same 2) a. the state or fact of being a specific person or thing; individuality b. the state of being as described (Webster’s 304)

Issues of identity are a postmodern phenomenon. As we move away from the modernist, Enlightenment self into a social constructionist epistemology, the concept of identity, its meanings, and its implications acquire serious force within the field of composition. Identity is primarily addressed by composition scholars in four areas: the writing teacher/student relationship, the use of the personal in writing, collaborative learning/writing, and critical pedagogy.

I. The Teacher Student Relationship and Identity Formation

Robert Brooke has looked at the mimicking that occurs in the composition class whereby the teacher demonstrates a particular stance toward language, writing, and experience, and the students, adopting identification with that stance, begin to assume their own identities as writers (Welch 42). Tobin argues “that this process of establishing and working through relationships in a classroom, these desires assertions, pressures, and fears,” is central to both writing and the teaching of writing (Welch 42). It is in this relationship between teacher and student that we begin to address the issue of emotion and the personal in our professional discourse (Welch). 

II. A Pedagogy of Disclosure and the Use of the Personal in Writing


Some scholars have made the claim that by identifying with one’s subject position and disclosing it, one achieves the authority to speak and/or write as a member of the specified group (Baillif 76). This has come to be conceptualized as “disclosure,” as Bleich uses the term, in the field of composition (Gere 215). The political contestation of identity is the conceptual starting point for this pedagogy of disclosure that has been “engendered by the combined registers of feminism, political theory, critical theory, and literacy studies” (Baillif 76). These movements have attempted to address “the problem of the subject,” in that this historically constructed subjectivity has “privileged (economically, politically, and rhetorically) a particular few, while effectively marginalizing all others” (Baillif 76-77). Postmodern theorists like Miller, Bartholomae, and Faigley “have sought ways to bracket the complete deconstruction of the subject in order to posit a rhetorical and political agency without reaffirming the modernist subject, reestablishing individualism, or making essentialist claims” (Baillif 77). An alternative strategy to self-identifying is the insistence upon an individual identity through the use of silence to both acknowledge and protect the terms of one’s individual and social identity (Gere 215). 

In composition’s struggle to achieve legitimacy and self-definition within the larger academic and cultural institutions, the banishment of the personal has seemed to offer a clearer path via the appearance of distance and objectivity, as demonstrated in the work of scholars like Bishop, Murphy, Deletiner, and Clark (Welch 44-45). Even though we have a great deal of evidence that writing cannot be separated from the person doing the writing, for example, Bakhtin’s “persistent linking… of literacy and ideological development to ‘intimacy,’ ‘familiarization,’ and ‘internally persuasive discourse’” (Welch 43), it still appears to be more responsible to adhere to objective topics and offer our students skills they can master (Welch 44). In addition, we must address the fact that a student may not want to publicly own his or her experience (Leonard 221). But we must ask ourselves whether this “discipline-wide unease about connecting writing with therapy, academic work with the person doing the work” (Welch 45) is truly out of an ethical concern for our students, or simply because the personal doesn’t carry the kind of academic currency our field feels it needs.

Recent approaches, dubbed revisionary expressivism (Baillif 77), suggest a return to the personal as the center of subjectivity with a concurrent emphasis on the discursive formation and performance of that subjectivity. The goal of this approach is to construct the personal as public identities without reinscribing the ideology that sustains identity formation, and “have attempted to demonstrate what ‘personal writing’ would mean when one acknowledges that ‘the personal’ is not representative of a singular isolated self (the Enlightenment ideal), but is rather the discursive production of a self, already multiple by virtue of being conversant in several overlapping discourses and by functioning as/through different positions of identity” (Baillif 78). Bailiff claims that the strengths of these revisionary expressivists lie in their refusal to assert a fixed identity or to adhere to the simplistic claim that without identity, one lacks agency or subjectivity; scholars like Kirsch and Ritchie theorize a positioned subject capable of self-reflexivity (81). She notes that Hartsock’s “standpoint theory”, Rich’s “politics of location”, Alcoff’s “positionality”, and Jarratt’s and Reynolds’s “ethics of ethos” are all theoretical concepts that deconstruct the transcendental subject by demonstrating the situatedness of subjects within broader social structures such as gender, race, and class (Baillif 82).

Three perspectives on personal writing have introduced conflicts and oppositions about social and individual identity, the terms of disclosure, and issues of authority. The expressivist perspective, championed by scholars like Elbow, Macrorie, and Stewart, posits the concept of voice as central; key terms within this discourse are authenticity, ownership, and empowerment. Writers are asked to call upon the power of their personal experiences. The psychoanalytic perspective, demonstrated by Brooke’s use of Lacan, examines the complexities of the relationship between student and teacher, the psychological obstacles to writing, and the surplus of meaning in language. The social perspective, as established by Bruffee and Bleich, counters the notion of the writer as isolated individual, emphasizes the social interactions that shape writing, and includes collaborative and peer response methodologies (Gere 204-205).

III. Collaboration

Collaborative writing techniques have been popular among postmodern pedagogues in light of social constructionist epistemology. Ede and Lunsford define two modes of collaboration: the hierarchical, in which collaboration is carefully, if not rigidly, structured, with highly specific goals carried out by people playing clearly defined roles, and the dialogic, in which collaboration is loosely structured, and one person may occupy multiple and shifting roles throughout the project’s progression. However, the idea of ownership still carries a great deal of clout in the competitive structure of the academy. Credit, blame, or simply accountability: whatever the motivation, are still crucial when facing the tenure review committee. There appears to be a mental tug-of-war between the pleasure derived from working together and the desire to be given credit where credit is due. In other words, writers want to do collaborative work while maintaining distinct identities (Yancey and Spooner 50-51). 

James Porter’s discussion of intertextuality might lead us to the conclusion that all writing is collaborative, in a sense (225). According to Yancey and Spooner, however, “The trouble is that the effect of an all-inclusive definition of collaboration has been to trivialize collaboration” (55). In other words, it then becomes a useless theoretical construct. When one moves along the continuum through increasingly cooperative projects to collaborative work, the result is, ideally, a “seamless integration of the parts, as if the conceptual object were produced by a single good mind” (Yancey and Spooner 56). Herein lies the conundrum; we are now back to the self, the individual (in a collective sense). Though even in its collectivity, it is still a singular, autonomous self, as if “seen through a kaleidoscope—fragmented, but composed” (Yancey and Spooner 56).

IV. Critical Pedagogy

Another ideology stemming from the postmodern paradigm and the social constructionist perspective is that of critical pedagogy. Critical teaching seeks to address the imbalance in the traditional student-teacher relationship, to decenter authority. Drawing from the work of Freire and hooks, we come to see that “this decentering is more than just a matter of questioning our institutional authority or altering classroom procedures; it amounts to rethinking the very identity of the teacher” (Yagelski 36). Ellsworth reveals through her own attempts to enact a critical pedagogy that no teacher is free of these institutionalized systems of oppression, such as racism, classism, ableism, or sexism (Yagelski 33). Critical pedagogues call for extended self-critique that is focused on the inherently political nature of teaching; they believe it is imperative that teachers recognize that their desire to preserve their academic field and identity as an academic are more often the motivation behind their efforts than are the lives of their students. It is only in this way, they claim, that we begin to understand our students and their views and needs rather than imposing on them our own agendas (Yagelski 40).

In our increasingly multicultural society that is frequently “torn by identity politics and a cynical belief that the best we can do is defend our own cultural territory… it is not possible to sustain this illusion of a singular cultural identity” (van Slyck 167). Our teaching philosophies, then, according to critical pedagogues, should reflect an effort to question issues of gender, race, class, and sexual orientation in order to expose the constructed nature of our values. By teaching our students that a position of neutrality is an illusion because we all occupy subject positions from which we perceive, speak, and write, we promote an understanding that our identities are dialogic in nature and that they exist only in relation to one another as sites of contest and negotiation (van Slyck 168).


Identity, then, in all its various iterations, is a vital concept in the field of composition. The cultural climate which brings forth issues of identity will only continue to increase both on the academic front and in society as a whole. Continued inquiry is called for into the term, the theories behind it and its implementation, so as to sustain rather than eliminate the tension among the differing philosophical and pedagogical meanings of identity.

Andrea Alden
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 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1intellectual property

The concept of intellectual property maintains that an author owns the material that he or she has written. Intellectual property maintains that what an author has written can not be borrowed by another without proper citation or by permission of the author, and any infringement of this construction makes reproduction of written material illegal. Although the idea that author-owns-work seems imbedded in today’s writing culture, the conception of ownership of that writing is the paradigm in which culture is currently operating. Laura Murray states that “Even if it is ‘natural’ to us, the idea that an author owns his work emerged only precariously in specific economic, institutional, and political circumstances” (719). 

Looking at history shows how that this concept has emerged into its’ temporary concept. Initially, author’s work was not attributed to be the property of the author, or their intellectual property, for the sake of the author. Howard states, “The shift from mimetic to individual authorship took place to the technological invention of the printing press” (Plagiarisms 790). The printing press brought about a wider distribution of literature, and the press put this distributed material into the hands of other writers and competing printing companies. Murray adds, “The idea of author as proprietor to publishers who, following the breakup of the Stationers’ Company, needed to establish a foundation to their title materials they published” (720). 

Peter Jaszi offers a slightly different but still related explanation, “Late seventeenth and eighteenth-century efforts to establish copyright reflected no concern whatsoever about the situation of working writers: The Statue of Anne of 1710 was the result of lobbying by and for established London-based publishers and booksellers seeking new legal weapons against down-market competition spawned by the proliferation of print technology” (32). So initially, writing was attributed to the authors only for the benefit of the publishing companies. The companies wanted income from the writers’ works. If publishers could prove words belonged to their writers, then they could retaliate if the works were re-printed. This sounds akin to the contemporary idea of the work-for-hire mentality. In this idea, although say, a computer code writer or university professor may produce programs or author books , the material belongs to their employers. This is because “‘the motivating factor’ behind that work (in the words of one decision) that matters, rather than the mere drudgery of the employee...[laws] award ownership of a work produced within the scope of employment to the employer– as its ‘author-in law”(34).

Since copyright law began to emerge, society has changed in more ways than authorship. The printing press may have made more text available in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, but technology in the form of computers and the internet have made texts even more widely available. According to Moore Howard, “Today the technological innovation of the computer is precipitating and accompanying shifts that may be as profound as the normative emergence of the normative autonomous individual author” (Plagiarisms 791). 

Before the popularity of the computer, an author did not have access to a wide audience. Whereas nowadays if one wanted to share ideas with another, some of the options that existed before were that the author could, i.e., join a group/organization or get work published in a book, magazine, or journal. Now however, with the internet, anyone can author ‘works’ (however contested the legitimacy the following terms are) by sending e-mails, posting comments, or writing blogs. One author can post a reply to another’s works, perhaps including some of the original text. A reply and comment can be tossed around so many times it may be hard to distinguish the original author. According to Woodmansee, “The computer is dissolving the boundaries essential to the survival of our modern fiction of the author as the sole creator of unique, original works” (25). William Scurrah adds, “Certainly free-ranging intimacy of the Web with its readying availability of information and its facile links, can make it not only easy to forget where one got one’s ideas, but that one ‘got’ them at all...and the repetition of information from one site to another...”(9-10). Scurrah’s statement adds another layer of texture in the concept of plagiarism. Plagiarizing is not always as intentional as paying for information such as buying a term paper or intentionally copying information verbatim from a website. Plagiarizing is not always intentional. The lines begin to blur whether information presented needs quotations or if it needs author acknowledgment.

In application, how is this idea of intellectual property intersect with composition studies, and what are the contested areas? First, with the idea of intellectual property, students need to form ideas and make papers that don’t borrow without citation or copy information directly. If they don’t they will be guilty of plagiarism. Plagiarism is usually defined as representing the words of another as one’s own. Thus, plagiarism does not exist without the concept of intellectual property; if authors don’t own their work, how could students or anyone else be accused of stealing or borrowing ideas without permission or recognition? To correctly cite borrowed work, students need to be able to maneuver and manipulate punctuation. Using quotation and punctuation are essential to identifying the borrowed material. The borrowed material is indeed not the students’ writing, and it belongs to another. According to Margreta de Grazia, “...Quotation marks came to privilege and protect all words belonging to the individual that produced them” (289). 

Plagiarism is a hot topic in the composition classroom due to the progression of computers and technology as described above. 21st century students can log onto the internet and select papers on any topic from pre-made paper web sites, and students can operate in a paper-for-hire scenario. Rebecca Moore Howard writes, “The concern that ethics, integrity, and honesty are flying out the window on digitalized wings” (Don’t Police 47). With more available material, there is more material to steal, or plagiarize. The danger for Howard in this emerging situation is not the risk of plagiarism, though. The risk takes the form that “we are replacing the student-teacher relationship with the criminal-police relationship” (47). By putting focusing on just the plagiarism, we are omitting the roots that sprouted the plagiarism. She continues, “Further, by thinking of plagiarism as a unitary act rather than a collection of disparate activities, we risk not recognizing that our own pedagogy needs reform” (47).

In this area the idea of intellectual property is questioned due to theorists’ struggle with students’ intentions when dealing with plagiarism.
There are differing theories of punishment if students are found to be plagiarizing. The most popular ideas of plagiarism comes from discourse from schools and other rules and regulations which outline penalties of stealing others’ work. These fall along moral or ethical lines that imply intentional falsehoods. The rhetoric for plagiarism usually includes the words expulsion, probation, forfeiture, suspension, and warning. Plagiarism can fall under the same categories as physically harming another, destruction of property, and sale of narcotics on a college campus. The Arizona Board of Regents overseeing educational institutions of AZ states that a student “may be ordered to leave the university campus when the president, or such other officer or employee designated by the president to maintain order on the university campus” (Cancelosi). The University of Missouri, as another example says that “Plagiarism inevitably affects the quality of a paper, likely resulting in a lowered or failed grade, and may lead to harsher penalties such as suspension or expulsion” (Dillard).

With these structural penalties, it would seem that if not plagiarizing is so important, there would be no alternative views. There are, however, and another view point is that there are many that plagiarizing is a more natural occurrence. There are some that view the idea of intellectual property is a hard concept to conceptualize. When delving into a new subject, it is almost a necessity to rely on the ideas of others to navigate subjects we don’t know about. According to William Scurrah, “In learning a new concept we integrate it so thoroughly into our own thinking that we suffer the illusion that we came up with the idea ourselves” (7). So unless students are buying papers or intentionally stealing work, plagiarism may be a natural way of learning. Its hard to differentiate that what we create is not our own when learning a new subject. Scurrah continues that “‘innocent’ plagiarizing may be a sign of genuine learning, not of mentally or scholarly sloppiness”(7). Moore Howard states along the same lines, “Most writers engage in patch-writing when they are engaging in unfamiliar discourse, when they must work monologically with the words and ideas of a source text” (Plagiarism 797). So, plagiarism should not be a necessity for expulsion as most schools outline. According to theories like the aforementioned, teachers should realize that plagiarism may be a more natural process. Howard also expands the responsibility of not plagiarizing from not just students but to professors as well. Howard also states, “Professors must demand that their students do the writing that they are submitting as their own; professors must assign essays that foster learning; and institutions must ensure that their professors’ working conditions make good teaching possible” (49).

In conclusion, the concept of intellectual property seems easy enough to understand. A writer owns the material that he or she had produced. However, as history shows, this idea has not always been the case, and this might not be a natural idea that can easily be grasped. As students in an unfamiliar territory, we may not be able to clearly identify what are the ideas of another, or what we have critically created. And while intellectual property maintains that written word has an owner, where do those lines blur? While proper documentation may ensure that direct words have been borrowed, what about ideas? If, as Alfred Yen states, “Authorship is possible only when future authors have the ability to borrow from those who have created before them” (159), how can new information be created if old information is not borrowed?

Sarah Jackson
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learning community
In colleges and universities, learning communities come about by “purposefully linking courses or coursework so that students find greater coherence in what they are learning as well as increased interaction with faculty” (MacGregor et al 48). These groups of classes are linked or clustered during an academic term, often around an interdisciplinary theme and enroll a common cohort of students. A variety of approaches are used, all intended to restructure the students’ time, credit, and learning experiences to build community among students, between students and teachers, and among faculty members and disciplines. Learning communities may also be referred to as Freshman Interest Groups, Learning Teams, Collaborative Learning Groups, Campus Match, or various other labels depending on their focus and scope (Washington Center). 

There are three general types of learning community structures: Student cohorts/integrative seminar wherein a group of students enroll in large, un-coordinated classes and the integration happens in a supplemental seminar that the cohort attends together; Linked courses/course clusters that involve usually two or three classes that have been linked in advance and their curriculum has been collaboratively written by the faculty according to theme, content, or interests; and finally Coordinated Study wherein faculty team teach pre-linked, integrated courses (Washington Center). In some form as early as the late 1960s, there are accounts of learning community experiments taking place at the University of California, Berkeley (Duvernay, Personal communication). However, it was not until the 1980s that learning communities spread to and became more populous in universities across the country (Washington Center). As of 2005, more than half of all colleges and universities offer some version of learning communities to at least 10 percent of their freshman class each year, some involving up to 90 percent of their freshmen in a given year (Washington Center).

The impetus for learning communities heralds back to the mid-20th century when scholars and university administrators began to see that higher education had become so compartmentalized in terms of the disciplines that students were neglecting to build intellectual bridges between their disparate courses. Namely, the “cafeteria” model of higher education left students and teachers feeling that students were struggling to acclimate and integrate into college/university life, were not seeing connections between their various courses, and were not learning to apply or gain knowledge outside of abstract disciplinary boundaries (MacGregor). They therefore began to seek means of connecting the disciplines. However, at least some scholars, such as John Fisher, viewed widespread interdisciplinarity (the goal of most learning communities) as a threat to comprehensive education (93). In an effort to promote more communication and transferability of knowledge between various disciplines as diverse as the hard sciences, the social sciences and the humanities, universities and colleges became interested in the idea of structuring educational streams in such a way that the connections between facts and ideas were pre-built into the curriculum, thereby making transdisciplinary perspectives more accessible to students and helping them to “forge curricular links” (Diller). 

The interdisciplinary push manifested in composition programs and courses prompting slogans such as “writing to learn while learning to write” (McLeod and Maimon). Thus, in learning communities, composition courses became geared at learning to write about or in accordance with the theme or topics of the cluster (MacGregor et al). Some see this endeavor as ideologically-linked to the story of Writing-Across-the-Curriculum (WAC) and Writing-in-the-Disciplines (WID) movements (Marks, Smith) and the academic disciplinary discontent that became prominent in American colleges and universities (Fisher). Another side, however, views programs such as WAC/WID as diametrically opposed to the ideologies forwarded by learning community advocates who assert that instead of specializing in discipline-specific knowledge, students in learning communities learn to apply the tools, perspectives, and methods of various disciplines to one another (Gross). In a learning community composition class, this would entail applying rhetorical skill and knowledge to, for instance, biological and bioethical topics (Dwyer, Personal communication). 

However, it is worth noting that even with the spread of learning communities as a response to the increasing cries of discontent with traditional models of discipline-divisive education, these problems do not seem to have changed higher education on a wide scale and have not managed to disrupt the “isolationism” of higher education (Holdstein). Along those lines, Fisher notes that, while learning communities are an administrative creation, “our students are much more ready for interdisciplinary work than most [professors]” (97). Nonetheless, some Composition scholars assert that the learning communities movement is “one of the most promising approaches to improved retention” especially among struggling writing students (Darabi 55) – a consistent problem in higher education. There is also mixed opinion on the basic idea behind teaching writing in transdisciplinary settings like learning communities. Charles Bazerman cites concerns (though not his own) that “teaching in a discipline-specific manner will fragment the humanistic mission of teaching speaking or writing” thereby compromising the integrity of writing as its own end and discipline (86). For instance, one type of learning community that includes a composition course may lean more toward a WAC/WID approach, while another “applies general principles of rhetoric to scientific writing”, as one example (Bazerman 88). However, some scholars fear that in instances like these, the roles filled by writing and rhetoric will remain indicative of the general view of writing in the university as servile and error-based (Diller and Oates). Thus, for many composition scholars, the debate about learning communities boils down to whether teaching writing in a cross-disciplinary setting compromises or benefits rhetoric and writing (Fleury).

Patrick Hill writes that the learning communities movement is designed to address at least seven different problems in higher education: “the mismatched expectations of students and faculty as to what should be going on in undergraduate education”; “the inadequate amount of intellectual interaction between faculty and students, and between students and students”; “the lack of relationship or coherence among most of the courses taken by the student outside his or her major”; “the lack of resources and opportunities for faculty development”; “the growing complexity and interdependence of the problems we face with our disciplines”; “the non- completion rate in colleges and universities”; and lastly “shrinking budgets” (22 Oct. 1995). While these issues were conceived of as egregious problems more than 30 years ago, they are still very much a part of most higher education discussions, and, relatedly, learning communities are growing and starting up at a higher rate than ever before (MacGregor).

Another related element of learning communities that is often debated is that of administration. Firstly, because learning communities are typically for first-year students, the inclusion of composition courses in the clusters is highly strategic: As one of the last remaining university requirements, composition courses guarantee enrollment, and thus profitability, for the entire learning community and the university (Dwyer, Personal communication). Again, this is just the aspect of reality that makes some composition scholars reticent about allowing composition to “serve” other disciplines and the university budget (Walker, 22 Oct. 2006). Christopher Diller and Scott Oates point out that the “privatization of teaching…cannot be contested on a theoretical or curricular level alone” (55). Disparities and tensions between different levels of professionals (tenured professors and graduate teaching associates, for example) are not resolved simply because syllabi have been linked and can in fact be exacerbated by the attempt at transdisciplinarity. Learning communities are composed of all of the regular higher education members (Freshman and sometimes sophomore students; track and non-track faculty; graduate and undergraduate teaching assistants; LC-veteran, undergraduate peer mentors; librarians; residence hall managers; resource staff; and often times community/field leaders not directly employed by the university (Washington Center)), but the difference is that they are working not simply in the same general vicinity of a dispersed campus but rather as a team with pre-identified goals, curriculum, and roles. While some scholars attest to the gratification attained when these “team efforts” are successful (Oitzinger and Kallgren), others point out that writing and composition always already default to a servile position in the university (Miller) and thus in transdisciplinary learning communities. 

As learning communities continue to gain in popularity and diversity, more issues, concerns, and debates are sure to arise among composition scholars both in favor of and opposed to the movement. In particular, more recent initiatives in learning communities revolve around increasing and variegating diversity in learning communities, targeting learning communities at special populations of students outside of majors or interests, such as basic writers (Darabi), and structuring learning communities to serve under-represented populations (MacGregor et al). We can be certain that composition scholars will continue to pay close attention to how their discipline withstands, contributes to, and complicates the transdisciplinary core of learning communities. 

Dawn Penich-Thacker

References

Bazerman, Charles. "A Response to Anthony Fleury's “Liberal Education and 

Communication Against the Disciplines”: A View from the World of Writing." Communication Education 54.1 (2005): 86-91.

Cherwitz, Richard A. "A New Social Compact Demands Real Change." Change 37.6 (2006): 48-

49. Academic Search Premier. 29 November 2006. http://search.ebscohost.com.

Darabi, Rachelle. “Basic Writers and Learning Communities.” Journal of Basic Writing 25.1 

(2006): 53-72. 

Diller, Christopher. "Infusing Disciplinary Rhetoric into Liberal Education: A Cautionary 

Tale." Rhetoric Review 21.1 (2002): 53.

Duvernay, Jennifer. Personal communication. Tempe: 22 August 2006. 

Dwyer, Karen. Personal communication. Tempe: 22 Aug. 2006. 

Finestone, Harry and Michael Shugrue eds. Prospects for the 70’s: English Departments and 

Multidisciplinary Study. New York: Modern Language Association, 1973. 

Fisher, John. “Facing Up to the Problems of Going Interdisciplinary” Address to ADE Seminar. 

12 Nov. 1971. 

Fleury, A. “Liberal education and communication against the disciplines.” Communication


Education 54 (2005):72–79

Gross, A. G. The rhetoric of science. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1990.

Marks, Barry A. Interdisciplinary Studies and the English Department” Address to the Tampa 


Seminar on Interdisciplinary Studies. 10 Feb 1972.

Hill, Patrick. “The Rationale for Learning Communities.” Inaugural Conference on Learning 


Communities of The Washington Center for Undergraduate Education. 22 Oct 1985. 

Holdstein, Deborah H. "'Writing Across the Curriculum' and the Paradoxes of Institutional 

Initiatives." Pedagogy 1.1 (2001): 37

MacGregor, Jean. “Learning Communities Taking Root.” Washington Center News. Spring 

1994. <http://www.evergreen.edu/washcenter/>

MacGregor, Jean, Karl Smith, James Cooper, and Pamela Robinson eds. “Strategies for 

Energizing Large Classes.” New Directions for Teaching and Learning 81. Jossey-Bass, 2000. 

MacLeod, Susan and Elain Maimon. “Clearing the Air: WAC Myths and Realities.” College 

English 62.5 (2000): 573-583.

Oitzinger, Jane H. and Daniel C. Kallgren. “Integrating Modern Times Through Student Team 

Presentations.” College Teaching 52.2: 64-68.

Østergaard, Edvin. “Composing Einstein: exploring the kinship of art and science.” 

Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Sep2006, Vol. 31 Issue 3, 261-274.

Smith, Barbara Leigh, and Jean MacGregor, Roberta Matthews, and Faith Gabelnick. Learning 

Communities: Reforming Undergraduate Education. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2004. 

Walker, Paul. Personal communication. Salt Lake City: 22 Oct. 2006.

Washington Center for Improving the Quality of Undergraduate Education. 20 Nov 2006 <http:// 

www.evergreen.edu/washcenter/>

(
new media studies

New media studies is a deceptively simple term for a quite considerable idea emerging in composition and writing instruction. Merging the disciplines of Rhetoric and Composition, Cultural Studies, and Technology, it considers “how new media shapes, and is shaped by, culture and the examination of the specific means by which new media technologies produce and communicate information” (Reid). Key aspects of new media studies include questions about the nature of a text, visual aspects of composition, recognition of literacies other than simple word decoding, and the production and interpretation of ideas represented through print and non-print mediums. New media studies in composition concerns itself with outcomes, asking questions regarding the effects of technologies, images, contexts, signs and modalities on such aspects of composition as writing and text production, reading, learning, literacy, and pedagogy; defining new media studies, therefore, requires understanding of key related terms such as semiotics, texts, multimodal approaches, and multiple literacies. .

The term new media studies might invite speculation as to its advent into the discipline of composition. Several scholars preface their comments regarding new media and new technology by referring to any type of writing as technology (Chandler 2; Penrod xv). The technology inspiring new media studies is not necessarily new, though new forms of technology are being added all the time. It is new, however, in the sense of these technologies becoming recognized in scholarly research as significant to the composing of thoughts and texts, a recognition of this media as a literacy and part of a multi-modal literacy, though its incorporation into the classroom is occurring at a much slower rate. New media studies, then, incorporates the study of print and non-print texts such as music, film, television, websites, chatrooms, blogs, cell phones, instant messengers, pictures, advertisements, video games, videoconferencing, and email (Bedigian; Kitchens; Cope and Kalantzis; Sorapure 2; Tchudi 32; Wood 15), as well as digital writing and hypertextual essays or visual arguments (Sorapure 2). 

Perhaps one of the most recently recognized scholarly aspects of new media studies is a focus on video games as a learning environment and gamers as learners (Squire and Steinkuehler 39). James Paul Gee is one scholar who studies new media in the form of video games. He contends that “games make kids smarter when they play them proactively, that is, when they think about game design, how their own styles of play interact with that design, how different strategies work, and how games relate to other things like books, movies, and the world” (Bedigian). Gee views video game play as essential to learners learning “how to think deeply about complex systems (e.g., modern workplaces, the environment, international relations, social interactions, cultures, etc.) where everything interacts in complicated ways with everything else and bad decisions can make for disasters. Gee believes that games—not as stand-alone entities—but as part of whole curricula—will eventually be crucial to this (Bedigian).

Other educators focus on more traditional technologies as a source for incorporating new media into their instructional practices. Wood refers to “new educational media” as well as “new educational technologies” (Wood 11) while later linking these terms to “visual literacy, information literacy, [and] media literacy” (12). The implication is clearly one of engineering instruction which includes existing technology while teaching students to become literate, critical consumers of both the technology and the information or ideas.

The concept of new media studies and the use of the term has evolved over the years through the use of other terms. An early volume addressing the incorporation of technology into the writing classroom predicted that our understanding of what literacy meant would change “as a consequence of the new technology” (Adams ix). While the articles mainly concern “microelectronics and computing,” the prediction stated that “the definition of literacy will have to be extended to include screen reading and writing it is to be adequate to the needs of those growing up in present-day society” (x).

As if in response to this prediction, a federal literacy project was begun in 1996, the Technology Literacy Challenge (Selfe xix). That same year, the New London Group began using the term multiliteracies in their publication which highlighted the importance of educators recognizing different modes or means of meaning making including “linguistic, visual, audio, gestural, spatial, and multi-modal” (Trimbur 660-661). Clearly, learning to use, interpret, and work with technology has expanded our understanding of literacy, as predicted; new media studies is now a term which encompasses this technological literacy (Selfe 10-12), but is not limited to this interpretation of literacy. Elsewhere, the terms “visual communication, visual rhetoric, or, more simply, the visual” (George 13) have been used to refer to the use of media in composition courses and processes, and visual literacy is another type of literacy falling under the purview of new media studies.

New media studies supports a multi-sensory approach to learning and engages students creatively and critically in the meaning making process. In other words, “meaning is made in ways that are increasingly multimodal; in which written-linguistic modes of meaning are part and parcel of visual, audio, and spatial patterns of meaning”(Kitchens). According to Kress et al, “a multimodal approach is one where attention is given to all the culturally shaped resources that are available for making meaning: image, for instance, or gesture, or the layout […] and of course writing and speech as talk. Mode is the name we give to these culturally shaped resources for making meaning. Multi refers to the fact that modes never occur by themselves, but always with others in ensembles” (2).

This multimodal approach of new media studies incorporates the theory of semiotics. Semiotics recognizes that signs are meaning-markers and promotes the study of what is signified, either intended or perceived. “The semiotic notion of the sign allows us to show how meaning and form are inextricably intertwined: […] form and meaning jointly making a sign that realizes the meaning at issue” (Kress et al 10). Semiotics, then, enables new media studies to explore the texts as a concept as well as exploring them for their meaning. 

Just as the focus of semiotics is not only on what is signified but also on how signs are made, the focus of new media studies is not only on how texts are read, but also on how they are produced. Students are taught to be producers as well as critics and consumers of the text (George 13-14; Trimbur 662). Likewise, new media studies encourages students and scholars to question the design and the production of new media, citing this as a crucial aspect of learning and engaging with the medium or text (Kitchens; Sorapure).

Recognizing that new media studies encompasses the visual and acknowledging the symbolism of semiotics, the term composition takes on a new meaning as well. In this context, composition refers to color, layout, spacing, use of contrast, graphics, and empty space as much as the written word. Similarly, truly defining new media studies requires an understanding of texts. Kress talks about visual aspects of electronic texts when reading via a computer screen: “the screen is fundamentally a unit for visual display and it is used for just that—visual display. In other words, visual aspects even of written text as such become more focal, and with that, of course, the possibility of new forms of aesthetics: questions such as ‘What does your text look like?’ just as much as ‘What does your text read like?’” (Kress, Early Spelling 26). 

As technology advances, new media studies will continue to change to match the ever-expanding context. Also incorporated in this evolution is the pedagogy of composition instructors. New media studies incorporates an examination of methods, approaches and techniques through which to teach composition and related literacy skills as well as teaching critical engagement with texts (George 14; Kitchens; Penrod xvii-xviii; Sorapure). Paramount in this discussion of new media in composition is now to assess student work (Kitchens; Sorapure) and how the need for assessments affects pedagogy or instructional focus. “This new writing situation includes how these technologies influence, control, and govern how faculty and their programs construct pedagogical goals and values related to all aspects of writing instruction” (Penrod xvi). Therefore, like its multimodal approach to learning, new media studies considers the pedagogical implications and the learner outcomes of incorporating multiple modalities, multiple literacies, and multiple technologies in the classroom.

Anjanette Darrington
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post-process

Post-process theory is a rejection of a codifiable, Big Theory of writing—“generalizations about writing that supposedly hold true all or most of the time”—that de-emphasizes the importance of the contextualized space in which writing occurs and accentuates the false notion that writing is an autonomous process that can lead to truth (Olson 8). Some may view this stance as an attack on process theory, but is important to note that post-process theorists are not critiquing the liberatory imperative, the political activism that was inherent in the inception of the process paradigm and early cognitive research of the 70’s. Instead, post-process theory is a denunciation of process theory conceptualized as universal methods for teaching mastery of writing, as “a system of writing that can be learned and perfected” (Bruech 105). In the late 80’s, the field of composition began to redefine itself by positioning writing and rhetoric as a reflection and enactment of ideology (Berlin; Faigley), meaning that theorists shifted their “scholarly attention from the process by which the individual writer produces text to the larger forces that affect that writer and of which that writer is part” (Dobrin qtd. in Kent 132). This move away from “treating writing as a device” (Couture 40) created a space to fashion a counter narrative to the process-centered curriculum that dominated the nascence of composition as a discipline: one that denoted the failure of process to empower students “as part of a larger project creating equality through education” (Faigley 68). Influenced by post-modernist, post-structuralist and anti-foundationalist (Bizzell), post-process is a critique of process pedagogy, not an antithesis of, for process theory’s claims to universality, its heroic meta-narrative of recognizing the importance of the individual voice and believing that this recognition would lead to the empowerment of the student, which lays claim to saving the field from the structural and grammatical limitations of current-traditional rhetoric or product-centered pedagogy, as if “composition pedagogy before the process movement was methodologically monolithic” (Matusuda 67-68). Accordingly, post-process is also an indirect critique on Expressivism because inherent in process pedagogy is the belief that teachers “could simply step outside the institutions and discourses of schooling in order to release an authentic language from their students” (Trimbur 110).

This critique also allowed scholars to question the modern Subject as a truth-seeker, who, given the right processes, could liberate oneself. Instead, post-modernism and post-structuralism influenced compositional theorists to view the writer/student and author/teacher as “heterogeneously made up of various competing discourses . . . that make our consciousness anything but unified, coherent, and autonomous” (Berlin 18). Without a static subject, process theory, practiced in the writing classroom as linear and rigid—prewrite, draft, revise, edit—is critiqued by post-process theorists as being obsolete (although process pedagogy still dominates the composition classroom). Moreover, process pedagogy failed to address literacy as a contested site of struggle and tension. Accordingly, scholars in the field took a social turn, emphasizing the “the cultural politics of literacy,” which inevitably led to “ a post-process, post-cognitivist theory and pedagogy” (Trimbur 109). This turn allows scholars and researchers to re-envision the composition classroom outside of what Crowley calls conservatism—current-traditional pedagogy—or liberalism—process pedagogy (218-219), allowing for a representation of composing “as a cultural activity by which writers position themselves in relation to their own and other’s subjectivities, discourses, practices and institutions” (Trimbur 109). In her introduction to Landmark Essays: On Writing Process, Sondra Perl reveals how the isolated writer, alone and pondering gave way to a social writer, residing among a cacophony of voices, whose thoughts are negotiated (Vandenberg, Hum, and Clary-Lemon 3). Thus, the material and social conditions of the writer, which remained latent under the process paradigm, come to the forefront of theory and practice in composition, emphasizing the trickster-nature of identity. Process pedagogy’s universal, essentialist claims became “the right answer to a really boring question” (Petraglia 53). Post-process theory, like post-modern theory, allowed composition scholars to begin to delineate writing and composing as a momentary definition of a multiple, incoherent consciousness (Faigley).

Thomas Kent asserts, in Post Process Theory: Beyond the Writing-Process Paradigm that most post-process theorists maintain three assumptions about the act of writing: it is public, interpretive, and situated (1). First, post-process theorists recognize that writers are always composing “in relation to others”: writing constitutes a specific communicative interaction occurring among individuals at specific historical moments and in specific relations with others and with the world (Kent 1-2). To recognize writing as civic is not enough to distinguish post-process theory from its predecessor: process. In its inception, the process revolution was predicated on the belief that “process invited students to take control of their writing as a political act” (Faigley 57), and the political is grounded in public acts. Unfortunately, this element of activism became increasingly less important than the more empirical, scientific view of process (Emig; Flower and Hayes), which advocated for a composing process that transcends history, identity, and privileged positions. In response to this modernist position, post-process theorists reconceptualize the political nature of composing by addressing the students’ and their own “location in physical and ideological space” (Crowley 219). Moreover, this site of difference is not something one can overcome; thus, writing classrooms are envisioned as a place where an aporia between difference and identity can be imagined (McComiskey). Moreover, in post-process theory, the act of writing is public in the sense that the writer “reads the situation and the reader accurately and finds ways to adapt her language to the contingent requirements of the writing moment” (Foster qtd. in Kent 152), so the writer does not see her voice as solely a representation of her essence, an imperative idea in current-traditional rhetoric, but more as one that is negotiated between “repertoire of private, personal voices” and “and imposed voice, constructed not by us but for us” (Slevin qtd. in Carroll 921). This expanded view of public to mean more than activism also allows the field of composition to begin blurring the boundaries between itself and other disciplines: a transdisciplinary theory of discourse that allows the writer to participate in varying communicative practices that “shift across multiple cultural sites” (Mountford and Reynolds 193). 

Concomitantly, post-process theory supports the idea that writing is also interpretive. Because of the public nature of writing, the composer enters a relationship of understanding with other language users (2), meaning teachers need to use “a pedagogy of translation, negotiation and reciprocal exchange” (Trimbur 113). In his landmark essay “The Process of Writing: A Philosophical Base in Hermeneutics”, James Kinneavy re-envisions process writing using Heidegger’s theory of forestructure, which is grounded in the most important notion of poststructuralism—the changing context. Kinneavy delineates this theory using three components, forehaving, foresight, and foreconception, all of which he uses to frame his discussion about the interpretive nature of writing. Although he uses the metaphor of a circle—a hermeneutical circle—he is careful to distinguish “this rich dialectical movement in the hermeneutic back and forth between the object and the interpreter” as different than “internal heuristic methodology” of process theory “sometimes read into the work of Emig, Elbow, Flower and Hayes” (13). Like Kinneavy who critiques the linear view of process by recognizing the unpredictable position of a writer in a post-modern landscape, McComiskey further explain the interpretive nature of writing in the post-modern era as moving beyond the binary—good/evil, identity/difference, personal/public, rough/final drafts. The writer must learn to embrace the aporia by “establishing [her] own heading in accordance with the heading of the other without abandoning [her] own heading or rejecting the heading of the other” (353). This “establishing” not only means an interpretation before one engages in writing but also a reflection on the process in which one uses to go about creating the headings. By committing oneself to interpretation and reflection, composition pedagogues “problematize students’ experiences, requiring them to challenge the ideological codes they bring to college by placing their signifying practices against alternatives” (Berlin qtd. in Carroll 920).

Lastly, Kent describes writing from a post-process position as situated. This means that to acknowledge the situatedness of the creation of utterance means that invention can never be relegated to a predictable process (4). Although Kent tries to define post-process, some scholars argue that he glosses over the classroom application of the theory (Dobrin in Breuch 4). On the other hand, Gary Olson argues that “the activity of theorizing ‘can lead us into lines of inquiry that challenge received notions or entrenched understandings that may no longer be productive” (Carroll 920). Therefore, instead of viewing theory as polemical to practice, scholars and practitioners need to understand theory as informing practice, and in Olson’s argument, theory as a critical tool of inquiry into stagnant, obsolete practices. More specifically, if post-modernism’s claims to fluidity and dynamism inform post-process theory, then it is reasonable to argue that the theory of post-process is also situated, one that Ede’s argues emphasizes “theory’s material situatedness and its imbrication with the ideological, cultural, political and ethical as well as with the epistemological” (128). To acknowledge that writing, the teaching of writing and the theorizing about writing and the teaching is situated opens new avenues for theory to inform pedagogy in the classroom. One pedagogical implication that would be informed by a theory that promotes writing as situated could be the incorporation of rhetoric into writing courses (including first year English). Sharon Crowley argues that rhetoric must be conceived as the art of invention, one that is used to systematically discover and investigate arguments within a given situation “Composition is Not Rhetoric”). Furthermore, she asserts that rhetoric is generally perceived as articulating “identities, ideologies, consciousnesses, communities, publics and cultures” (DeLuca qtd. in “Composition is Not Rhetoric”). Although Crowley’s impetus for writing this article revolves around the preservation of rhetoric’s position in the academy, it is easy to entertain her idea—rhetoric as potentially informing the first-year writing classroom—as one way to reinvent pedagogical practices from a post-process stance. More importantly, situatedness allows for a more transparent position for practitioners and scholars because so often theories and practices are critiqued by compositionists for addressing the situatedness without a critical reflection upon the situatedness of the assessment itself. Ede implores scholars to move away from trying to theorize from a place of so-called neutrality. Instead, scholars need to address the fact that no one is exempt from “the disciplining force of ideologies we critique in others” (184). Lastly, by viewing invention as situated, scholars and practitioners can also discover the importance of researching writing outside of the classroom—communities, families, the workplace, and in other disciplines. Moreover, Breuch argues that a writing center could be the practical configuration of post-process theory because of the “practice of one-to-one instruction that manifests itself in teacher-student interactions” (120).C

Post-process theory is attempting to move beyond process, the stagnant, universal process that has been plastered on the wall of every elementary and high school classroom and privileged in many first year English classrooms. Because the teaching of writing inside and outside the university is so ensconced with process discourse, donning most writing textbooks with the mantra: pre-write, write, revise, edit, post-process theory is heavily critiqued almost as taking an anti-pedagogical stance. To enter the debate on the impractical position of post-process theory is to reinforce the binary between theory and practice. Instead, post-process theory should be used as a way to re-imagine the writing classroom informed by many voices from many locations without looking for what Dobrin calls a “pedagogical imperative.” Post-process only rejects theories that espouse “system-based explanation of writing,” which means pedagogical agendas don’t have to be imagined as universal methods (116). Instead, post-process theory allows practitioners and scholars to create a classroom that reconceptualizes the teaching of writing as mentoring—collaborative and dialogic (120).

Angela Clark-Oates
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technological literacy/computers and writing
In his essay “From Pencils to Pixels”, Dennis Barron claimed that each new literacy technology starts with limited availability at a high cost to a select group of people. Eventually, the technology becomes cheaper and, consequently, more available to a society. As availability increases, the new literacy spreads. We can see this pattern in other now commonly accepted technologies like the pencil, paper, or even the act of writing itself. According to Barron, the computer is simply the latest development in a long line of writing technologies (Barron). We are finally at a point where computer technology is inexpensive enough and prevalent enough that we must now address the issue of the use of computer technology in composition. Consequently, we are forced to grapple with the multiple layers of meaning associated with discussions involving computers and writing or terms like technological literacy. 
During the mid 1990s, the U.S. Department of Education prepared a detailed report entitled Getting America’s Students Ready for the 21st Century: Meeting the Technology Literacy Challenge. Technological literacy, they claimed in the cover letter to the report, had become the “new basic” for education, along with reading, writing, and arithmetic (Getting America’s Students Ready). While the Department of Education had identified technological literacy as a key issue, they never really defined what they meant by “technological literacy”. 

Cynthia Selfe and Gail Hawisher offer a definition of technological literacy as “the ability to read, compose, and communicate in computer environments” (Selfe and Hawisher 1). Selfe and Hawisher note electronic literacy and digital literacy as common alternative labels that seem to be used interchangeably with technological literacy. Technological literacy, they claim, has seeped into every aspect of our lives. Technological literacy is a required job skill. The ability to author and interpret material through digital environments such as the Internet, email, and text messaging is critical, they say, in a person’s ability to function effectively in a growing number of social skills. They further argue that the ability to write well with computers and within digital environments is a key factor in determining a student’s future success in school, work, or community. (Selfe and Hawisher 2). 

The International Technology Education Association offers up a broader definition of technological literacy, choosing to define it as “the ability to use, manage, assess, and understand technology” (International Technology Education Association 7). The IETA definition of technological literacy is different because it addresses both the aspects of generalized literacy literacy (reflected in critical thinking skills) and comptency (which requires a detailed understanding of specific technologies to accomplish specific tasks), but makes no specific reference to the act of writing. 
Technological literacy’s inability to form a unified definition in the field of composition may have resulted in part from resistance to allow new technologies in. Steven Krause says that writers (who are often humanists and, therefore, concerned with people and not machines) often see technology as something that gets in the way of writing (Krause 8). Krause makes an interesting distinction between “technology” and “natural” classroom tools like chalkboards, paper, and pencils. His argument is similar to Barron’s. Krause argues that we see these tools as natural because they have been a part of the writing process for so long that their symbols have been appropriated into what people commonly accept as “writing” (Krause 9). But society is still resistant to newer writing technologies, such as the computer. New software such as E-rater, developed by standardized testing juggernaut ETS (Electronic Testing Service) has gained attention with its claim to evaluate student writing in an automated, efficient, and inexpensive fashion. Mounting pressure from sectors of government and private business for increased standardized testing make the application of programs like E-rater an attractive option. Such software also presents an interesting new rhetorical situation: writing to a computer rather than with a computer (Herington 481). Timothy Beals criticizes text-checking software, claiming that it is limited to surface structure and are not yet capable of handling the difference between what a writer meant. Furthermore, they claim that such software, no matter how sophisticated it becomes, will never be a satisfactory substitute for the nurturing guidance of a flesh and blood composition instructor (Beals 70). 

Technological literacy also intersects the current Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) movement, which raises an interesting question about what exactly constitutes “writing”. In a commentary on the future of WAC, Donna Reiss noted that the focus has shifted to written communication and online collaborative practices through electronic media such as email, threaded bulletin board discussions, and listservs (Reiss 722). It’s interesting to note here how both the boundaries of the traditional classroom and the lines between writing and other forms of communication start to blur.

Discussions about computers and writing often invoke a question of access. How do we get technology into the average composition classroom in order to create technologically literate students? And what strategies will we use to broaden the application of technology among students and teachers? Barriers to implementing technology in the classroom include student access to technology, training and support of students and staff, hardware and software maintenance, and classroom management techniques for teachers who are unfamiliar with technology (Traubitz 75). Cynthia Selfe has been one of the strongest cautionary voices, criticizing the appropriation of computers in the composition classroom by stating that educators need to pay attention to how computers are being appropriated in the English classroom. Every time schools bring in computers, she claims, they are forced to push something else out due to budget constraints. Computers are expensive to buy and maintain. Training staff how to use them also costs money. Selfe further cautions while writing instructors may see these computers as beneficial to our students, there may be political or commercial forces at work that are also benefiting from this appropriation (Moran and Selfe 48).

No discussion about computers and writing would be complete without mentioning hypertext, which has become a sort of sub-culture within composition. Proponents of hypertext argue that it represents a more “natural cognition” (namely, the way our minds really work), and provides a chance to entertain and inform through new rhetorical forms. Hypertext, they go on, frees the reader from the constraints of the linear printed page, allowing the reader to branch off (the tree metaphor is often used with hypertext) in any desired direction at any given time (Moran 205). In the composition classroom, hypertext web pages give students an unprecedented opportunity to publish their work for the entire world to see.

It seems that one cannot use the terms computers and writing in the same sentence without invoking a wide variety of discussions on what it means to use computers in writing or whether or not that really counts as “writing”. Use of these terms quickly sparks debates ranging from pedagogy to politics. Technological literacy doesn’t enjoy the breadth of publishing it saw in the mid to late 1990s, but the conversations don’t seem to be going away any time soon.

Stephen Puklin
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writing program administration

Writing Program Administrators “have a good deal in common both with management and with faculty. . . they are hybrids” (Malenczyk 23). In fact, “Everything the WPA does affects either directly or indirectly the teachers and students of the writing program” (Hebb 103). In order to define the position of Writing Program Administrator, we must understand the work that WPA’s carry out at the university. Parks and Goldblatt tell us that “WPA’s and their assistants or allies regularly field community phone class, give local talks, write grant proposals, serve on boards and committees, organize symposia, or consult with schools” for any number of reasons (591). Other responsibilities include teaching, forming new classes, developing departmental procedures, and supervising instructors (Moneyhun 93). In fact, it is said that Writing Program Administrators are charged with such a dizzying array of tasks that “any WPA will feel exhausted just contemplating” his or her responsibilities (Parks and Goldblatt 591). 

Writing Program Administrators are also concerned with the formation and maintenance of Writing Centers. Harry Jackson warns that “Developing a Writing Lab 

requires planning, willingness to take a risk, support from staff and administration and a large time commitment” (32). Then there is the job of evaluating new educational models (55). If new or alternative teaching approaches are found to have merit, they are integrated into curriculums by administrators. 

In addition, Writing Program Administrators have created a well-known rubric by which composition programs could be rated for the first time, opening the door to criticism as well as praise for professors and modes of learning (Harrington, Malencyzk, Peckham, Rhodes, Blake, and Yancey 321).

One strand of WPA’s “have advocated the abandonment of traditional organizational models, characterized by top-down hierarchy and single-source authority” (Johnson-Sheehan and Paine 199). Johnson-Sheehan and Paine make the extent to which Writing Program Administrators have embraced collaboration at all levels of the university clear:

A new form of collaborative WPA structure has emerged. In these collaborative structures, composition and technical/professional communication specialists cooperate within a comprehensive “rhetoric” or “writing” programs (200). 

Another group of Writing Program Administrators have been working to split the rhetoric and composition program away from the literature department where it has been relegated to the background (Chapman, Harris and Hult 427). WPA’s are charging for a space “where reading and writing are mutually valued and mutually supportive activities” (429). The WPA’s are first in need of a foundation, once they find one they can achieve the status they need to create some of their desired changes. According to Parks and Goldblatt, there are at least “three problematic areas for our writing program and the institute: maintaining focus, gathering support, and building alliances” (600). 

Writing Program Administration is tied to Writing Across the Curriculum programs. Administrators from both sides collaborate in “service learning task forces, teaching excellence advisories, technology roundtables, and core revision committees” (584). The WAC program‘s slogan seems to be, “writing to learn and learning to write in the disciplines” (McLeod and Maimon (579). Under WAC, “The audience for this kind of writing is the student him or herself; it is writer-based prose” (579). WAC relies heavily on Writing Program Administrators to manage “administrative structure and budget” issues, because “WAC programs require leadership” (580 : 581). WAC programs are run by governing boards from different areas of the university so that “they can facilitate the building of environments that encourage connections” (Sipple 446). Although WPA’s do work closely with WAC programs, they are a distinct entity with their own responsibilities.

Research indicates that Writing Program Administration is a thankless job, though an important one. Olson and Moxley point out that “many of us in composition do feel voiceless” even though they admit that “composition has gained some influence. . . principally through the writing program and the writing program administrator” (51). That power is limited, however, as administrators are not currently charged with creating policy, but rather with recommending policy (55). Based on Olson and Moxley, WPA’s would like to have more power in the university at this time since they are “their departments’ specialists in rhetoric and composition-in many cases, their only specialists in this field” (56). 

On the other hand, there are those who consider Writing Programs Administration to be an honorific appointment. One Writing Program Administrator reveals that she was “one of a handful of people who actually participated in the discussions” that affected the quality of education in her institution (Morrow 472-473). One need not be a Writing Program Administrator to make a difference in education. Compositionists at Temple University “were helped considerably by the visits of Comp/Rhetoric specialists to our campus. . . [who] said the same things we had been saying all along, but with a lot more authority” (Sullivan, Lyon, Lebofsky, Wells, and Goldblatt 377). The local WPA was not the authority, the visiting expert was.

Why is Writing Program Administration of any interest to rhetoric and composition students/faculty? For one perspective on the conditions that tie Rhet/Comp scholars to Writing Program Administration, we might turn to Micciche, who writes of the

Disappointment that characterizes English studies generally and composition studies-particularly writing program administration. . .shaped by a number of overlapping factors, including but not limited to the following: the widely perceived job market collapse in the humanities. . . The national abuse of adjunct teachers. . . And the general devaluation of the humanities as the academy develops into more and more of a corporate entity, offering education for profit at schools such as the University of Phoenix” (Micciche 432).

WPA jobs might be available when teaching jobs are not. Of those graduates who are able to get jobs in the field, some are allegedly abused by universities and community college districts who offer only part-time work, not tenure-track positions (Parks and Goldblatt 601 : Morrow 472 : Leverenz 146). 

It is said that “new rhet/comp PhDs must be ready to serve in capacities that may be entirely different from anything they’ve seen at their PhD granting institutions” (Moneyhun 92). Moneyhun implies that rhet/comp scholars may be tapped to take the role of WPA. Levernz tells us that,

The recognition that rhetoric and composition specialists are best qualified to run writing programs is one reason there are so many jobs with administrative responsibilities attached. During my first job search, I was advised against accepting such responsibilities as an untenured assistant professor, but when the best jobs offered involved writing program work, it was a choice between an administrative job and another year on the job market (144).

Unfortunately, “the WPA’s authority and power are challenged, belittled, and seriously compromised nearly every step of the way” (Micciche 434). The position of Writing Program Administrators spills over into their respective curriculums as “writing instruction is threatened by adverse working conditions and by the morale of the workplace” (442). Rose reinforces Micciche, believing that “WPA’s. . . need to begin their positions prepared to address the complex interpersonal relationships they will encounter” (73). 

The picture some scholars leave us with is one of Writing Program Administrators who have neither prestige nor the respect of their chairs. On the bright side, some recognize the value of Writing Program Administrators and point out the efforts they have made to improve their standing in the academic community (Johnson-Sheehan and Paine 199). On the whole, much of the scholarship concerning WPA work voices some type of complaint with the position, even as WPA’s work toward drastic changes at the university (Parks and Goldblatt 601). 
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collaboration

This article is intended to add to Goggin’s chapter on collaboration, specifically concerning recent developments in collaboration. Dillenbourg relates that “The broadest. . .definition of ‘collaborative learning’ is that it is a situation in which two or more people learn or attempt to learn something together” (1). Collaboration is seen by some as an “innovative” means of grading a multitude of papers in a writing-intensive course (Grauerholz 319). In other words, teaching assistants and peers can be called in to take some of the busywork out of an instructor’s day.

Collaboration encourages interaction between individuals, providing valuable feedback to those in the process of writing that instructors are not necessarily in a position to offer (lending some tangential support to Grauerholz’s suggested use of collaboration, though not her intentions for it). Collaboration is necessary because, “the assumption that writing processes occur in a tidy, linear sequence is questionable (Lavelle and Zuercher 373.) Tammaro, Mosier, Goodwin, and Spitz support Lavelle and Zuercher's stance by stating that “Co-writing is a non-linear, dynamic process” (21). Since the writing process is described as dynamic, there is a need for input at all times. 

There is no shortage of support for collaboration in the academic community, “Ede and Lunsford. . . found that 58% of their respondents thought that collaborative writing was productive” (Noel and Robert 65). Another branch of support for the practice arises from the suggestion that responses to writing need to vary based on the writing itself (Sperling 22). That is, no single method of response is able to address the disparate needs of the interdisciplinary writer. Diana Mitchell was skeptical of collaboration in the classroom. Yet, Mitchell exclaims that she “was delighted with the way that my students became involved. . .with the class in general” after she introduced collaborative assignments (83). 

Collaborative writing has been utilized to nurture students who are apprehensive about writing in general. It is argued that apprehensive students can learn to be more secure in the act of writing and in sharing that writing in a collaborative classroom, as opposed to a traditional hierarchical classroom. In the case of LaVona Reeves, who stated, “what I have to say isn’t very important,” a collaborative environment fostered a sense of growth and security (44). Now that she is a professor, she makes an effort to inform her colleagues about the benefits of collaborative writing.

Some of the arguments for collaborative learning are arguments against a hierarchical education model. For example, scholars have taken aim at classes that support the banking model of education which rely on “procedure from the manual” (likely a reference to textbooks), place “little emphasis on thinking,” and are all-in-all hopelessly “conventional” (Tsaparlis and Gorezi 111 : 113 : 126). Post-process theorist Nancy Blyler proposes a new “process of workplace composing,” where “workplace or academic co-participants [have] the freedom” to work collaboratively on research projects (77). Debra Journet, also a post-process theorist, discusses the benefit of “social dimensions” in writing. Journet sees dissimilarities between the processes used by professionals in the sciences and those taught to freshman composers, one major difference being the lack of “local social opportunities” (96 : 114). Based on Blyler and Journet, post-process theories tend to support the academic use of collaboration.

Face-to-face discussion is not the only form of collaboration that has been celebrated by composition researchers. Online collaboration is at their disposal, a relatively new development. Students have been found to respond to internet-based collaboration, regarding the computer as a crucial link that united them with their peers (Homicz 11). With the rise of new technology, and new applications for existing technology in the classroom, a niche has been carved out for those who are interested in the technology of writing and literacy. George Otte of the City University of New York believes that technology is critical for the future of composition. Says Otte, “I think the success has less to do with the use of computers in a computer classroom than with the use of computers (wherever they are located) to allow students to engage in sustained exchange” (86). 

While many scholars are in favor of virtual collaboration, there are those who see potential problems. Lee-Ann Breuch believes that electronic communication is considered inferior to face-to-face communication and as such it is an abnormal discourse, one that defies traditional conventions (58). Our social theories seem to reinforce collaboration as a live experience (62). The solution, according to Breuch, is to “embrace the abnormal discourse of virtual peer review practice. . . acknowledge an extension of the concepts of conversation and dialogue to include written communication” (77).

To be clear, there are problems with collaborative writing. Noel and Sylvie report that in their study “respondents noted many key areas that can be problematic for a group writing together; among the most often mentioned were version control, reconciling writing styles, and synchronous access to the document” (84). The digital divide still exists, and in order for collaboration to take place over the internet, access must be assured. There is also a question of where to assign credit for collaborative effort. Many believe that single-authorship is privileged in the academic community. However, if we accept that “A great deal of the work of writing is neither observable nor discernable,” the writer who holds authorship of a particular article may be more indebted to collaborators than we realize (Tammaro et al. 25). In light of Tammaro and her co-author’s findings, it is unfortunate that,

Even when the curriculum catches up in some ways to the power of morality in fostering thought and writing through such ventures as collaborative projects, when we as writers in the academy collaborate to publish, it tends not to be valued as highly as when one works independently (Anokye 102). 

Anokye is not alone in her opinion, Mark Abrahams notes that researchers who collaborate fear “exposure, ridicule, loss of face, and even job loss” (421). In addition to the above concerns, we must accept that collaboration involves a degree of interpersonal skill. For some, the ability to work well with others is apparently lacking (Monteith and Shelton 240). Perhaps the most pressing problem facing the future of collaboration at the university is its poor public image. Collaborative research must be validated. Further, the apathy or aggression of students who do not buy in to the process threatens to undermine the interaction.

Composition instructors do not have a monopoly on collaboration. It can be found in all corners of the university, from business to science class. Professors Kay Johnston and Russell Duvernoy are very excited about an emerging trend in the university: collaboration between teaching assistants and their university superiors (175). Teaching assistant collaboration with faculty members that focuses on the English 101/102 curriculum in place and new possibilities that may be called for is of particular interest to Johnston and Duvernoy. Perhaps not surprisingly, graduate student teaching assistants must be placed on the same level as full professors in order for collaboration to take place. Johnston and Duvernoy admit that “in some settings it would be an impossibility,” not to be deterred, they claim that the leveling of power relations is the “essence” of their collaboration (175). 

When people speak of collaboration at the university, they may not have the same idea of what collaboration is. In a peer consultant model, “a more knowledgeable individual models and coaches the learner in the desired strategies” (Kinsler 304). Such a model is problematic. It could be argued that peer consultants are mere teacher stand-ins. The collaboration that most researchers seem to be writing about, however, involves a non-hierarchical system that acknowledges everyone for the knowledge they bring to the discussion.

One up and coming form of collaboration owes its existence to free technology disseminated on the internet: the wiki. Wiki’s are modeled after the internet encyclopedia Wikipedia. It is now possible for anyone to have their own wiki. Wikis are now being used for certain classes. ASU has created a wiki for the life-skills class known as University 100. Although it was only recently created, the University 100 wiki is intended to outlast the current class of students. It will remain on ASU’s server indefinitely. Future students will be free to look over what current students have written about their experience. 

Calvin Stone writes that “The best form and organization for a collaborative [group] must be determined by local need and will depend on available resources and other factors that are unique to each locality” (800). Those who endorse collaboration are not after a one-size fits all paradigm. Rather, they encourage colleagues, peers, and administrators to consider the value of the practice, and to incorporate it in a way that is appropriate for their unique situation. 
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composing/writing

In reviewing the original essay on composing/writing, written by Paul Heilker (1996) and in thinking of the various additions to this area's research, there are new spins on some of the ideas referenced in the old-key, new challenges to some of the thinking, and new understandings in the topic composing/writing in the field of composition studies. If we start off where Heilker left off, we focus on the following two questions- within composition studies, what are the multiple meanings of composing/writing? And how is writing/composing being represented and construed in composition? I will answer these questions by highlighting a few exemplar scholars within composition studies that represent multiple views within the discipline. Additionally, I will focus on a few innovative pieces of research within composition studies. It is important to emphasize Heilker’s conclusion in that he maintains, 

the tremendous range of definitions within these keywords gives some indication of just how complex composing/writing is and, moreover, emphasizes just how central the contests over the meanings of these terms are to the debates that animate the field.” (43). 

In searching out a range of perceptions on composing/writing, it is easy to appreciate Heilker’s conclusion. In following Ede’s (2003) lead, I use the term ‘composition’, to “ intentionally evok[e] this term’s problematic genealogy (which links it with traditions of schooled literacy instruction that many deplore) and its ambiguous, overdetermined status.” (32). In doing so I hope to elucidate, “the tensions and contradictions inherent both to this term and to the field at large.” (32), in addition to illuminating the possibilities for the multiple meanings of the term composing/writing and the variety in which it is represented and construed within the field of composition studies.

I. The multiple meanings of composing/writing - Defining composing/writing within a field of conflicting perspectives

Some of the larger themes within the literature argue for writing as: a problem-solving process, a sociocultural process, a tool for communication, meaning, discovery, socially constructed or a complex. Others state that writing is any where from: a technology (Russell) or an ecology (Cooper), to the learned social discursive practice of a gendered subject, open to negotiation and change (Luce-Kapler). There is a range of views and different theoretical frameworks that are placed on composing and writing within the field of composition, which adds to the complexity of attempting to define the term. 

Adding to this complexity is the discord among scholars on what composition studies is and even has been. Goleman (1995) asserts that the history and politics of composition “are not separable from the pedagogical decisions that have been taken in its name.” (6). Ede delves into, “the multiple understandings of the writing process movement and its role in composition’s professionalization.” (64). She points out that, “Despite the claims that composition is post-process, signs of an on-going commitment to process are everywhere evident.” (64). She argues that, “depending on where and how you look, there both was and was not a writing process movement.” (64). But in a different take, Kent (1999) asserts that the account of post-process theory represented in his edited text, “endorses the fundamental idea that no codifiable or generalizable writing process exists or could exist.” (1). Two very different views of composing/writing in the same field seem to be creating or at least adding to a rift in the field of composition studies. 

What both Ede and Kent do seem to agree on is composing/writing as a social practice. Romy Clark (1997) stresses the significance in seeing writing as a social practice, 

embedded in social relations within a specific community, each with its own complex ideological and conventional practices within which individual students have to find identities as writers that they feel confident and comfortable with.” (5) 

Be there rifts in composition studies, composing/writing as a social practice appears to be fundamental to the thinking in most current scholarly work in composition studies. 

II. How Composing/Writing are being Represented and Construed- Writing as a Social Practice

Since Scribner and Cole’s seminal work in 1981, writing has been seen as a communicative tool that members of society use to carry on their lives together and pass on to their children (Scribner & Cole). From this time on, researchers have continued pushing Scribner and Cole’s work further. Barton, Hamilton and Ivanic (2000) add to this body of work that writing is a cultural invention and consciously learned- its learning is inextricably linked not only to individuals’ efforts but also to relational contexts and broader social and institutional structures. It is important to also note the significance of the meaning making process involved in conjunction with sociocultural historical nature of writing as a social practice. Hillock (1995) maintains that writing is never an individual practice and, “Although a writer might work alone, the dialectical process is not only unavoidable but, more significantly, indispensable.” (8). 

Russell (1999) stresses that, “analyzing the various writing processes of different networks of human activity…can help us understand how writing works and people work with writing, individually and collectively.” (81). He focuses on the idea that activity systems of people, who over time, share common purposes and certain tools in certain ways, and in doing so looks particular at what he terms genres which are the kinds of writing used in certain ways for certain recurring purposes. Russell goes on to say that, 

each of these genres operationalizes routine interactions…but each does so differently for a different activity system, according to the object and motive of the activity system, its history and current conditions... Genres and the social (writing) processes they enact are dynamic, always capable of changing, through always being (temporarily) stabilized as the conditions of use are stabilized.” (82.)

In thinking of writing as a social practice, it is essential that we continue to situate practices within sociocultural historical frameworks. Furthermore, scholars in composition studies should continue to place a critical lens on this work, emphasizing the political and institutional implications for writing.

Clark and Ivanic (1997) bring in another layer to this research. They assert that, “all writing is located within the wider socio-political context.”(20). This thinking allows us to understand that all issues relating to writing, the values connected to it, and its allotment in society, are all, “essentially political and bound up with the way in which a social formation operates.” (20). Each of these researcher’s work has added and continues to add to our thinking and understanding of writing’s place within social practices, as well as its historical, political, and institutional position in different communities. From here, it is interesting to take a look at where some of the scholarship is headed in field of composition studies.

III. Innovative Perspectives on composing/writing- where is composition studies headed? 

Chapman (2006) maintains that the definition of composition has expanded and argues that, “While focusing primarily on writing, …” it also tends to focus on “…other modalities (e.g. relations between drawing and writing) and includes not only writing but also other mediating tools (e.g. drawing, talking, computers) that are used in or for composition.” (15). Smagorinsky (2006) makes the case that semiotics began to change the way we were thinking about what it meant to “write”. Smagorinsky emphasizes that, “The field of semiotics, with its attention to sign systems, provided a conceptual vocabulary for conceiving of “composition” as including more than just writing; composing could include any process that produced a set of signs that could be ‘read’…” (6). Smagorinsky also mentions the notion of a “constructivist semiotic” of writing that “enabled researchers [Smagorinsky, 1995; New London Group, 1996] to include both traditional arts (dance, drawing) and emerging capabilities (computer graphics) to be considered along with writing as modalities or mediational means for developing and representing meaning.” (6). Combining the thinking on semiotics with composing has certainly furthered our thinking in composition studies.

Charles MacArthur (2006) specifically looks at the notion of hypermedia within composition studies. He states that his purpose is to “examine empirical research on the impact of new technologies on writing and learning to write.” (249). Mac Arthur broadly defined writing to cover hypertext (“hypertext” is used for research focused on linked text with no other media) and hypermedia (the term “hypermedia” is used for studies that involve multiple media, including text, connected by networks of links). He limited his discussion of hypertext to research on cognitive processes involved in composing hypermedia, or hypertext, and the learning consequences of such composing, and explains, “Composing and hypermedia and linear texts differ in some ways and are similar in others.” (255). This is one of many new lines of research in composition studies that will be interesting to follow.

IV. Conclusion

Scholars within composition studies are coming to their views of composing and writing with different theoretical frameworks, from different backgrounds and histories, and with particular interests in composing/writing. This complicates and accentuates the current arguments within the field surrounding perspectives on and about composing/writing. Nonetheless, in closing, we should heed the urging of Horner’s (2000) words, to, “relinquish the quest for academic professionalism in defining the work of Composition and to construct a sense of tradition in composition as an active and activating force central to its work” (367). In keeping with this thinking, Ede (2004) emphasizes that, “such an effort entails not only thinking about practice…but also attempting to use practice as a means of thinking through complex scholarly and professional issues.” (120-121). Taking these scholars words and thinking could encourage scholars and researchers in composition studies to work towards continued efforts in placing a critical eye on our work.

Jade N. Ratliff
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 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1error
Error is the idea that grammar or syntax rules have been violated by a writer.  Older forms of the use of error meant that since there were correct rules to be followed when writing, a writer’s worth could be tabulated by the number and frequency of those errors.  More recent ideas on error create conflict as to the value in error evaluation and whether the value of a paper lies within the grammatical and spelling correctness, or in things such as writing process. Since 1996 when Keywords in Composition Studies was first published,  the tension of whether error tabulation should be a measurement of composition is still in existence, but there have also been shifts in the location of the discussion of error.

Since 1996, the use of keyword of “error” has both shifted and remained the same. In 1996, Bill Bolin ended his essay in on Error in Keywords in Composition Studies, “Since conventions do not remain rigid over time or across different writing situations, error is an inherently relative and localized phenomenon” (83). This idea seems very apropos in 2006. In the way error has changed, error has shifted because there is a shifting in the importance of error in composition disciplines; i.e., there is a growing emphasis on the idea of personal narrative and on the importance of the ideas that compose the writing. But error has stayed the same conversely because error still occurs in certain disciplines, and error is thought to be important in delivery. Megan Chromic states, “A paper could be completely consistent in content but contain punctuation, spelling or other errors or other errors that could make the ideas presented in the paper incoherent” (4).

First, error has changed because where error may have been examined as a component of composition, error has move into an even less-discussed arena. Bolin stated in his 1996 essay that the fulcrum of contemporary perceptions of error no longer focus on the errors, but rather focus on the reason for those error (82). So then in Bolin’s time, the use of reason for error is still popular even though its more of a symptom of a “bad writing disease,” but in more contemporary times, even this conversation is dying down. This is seen by looking at the material being written regarding any use of the term error. According to David Edwards, “Two areas of study in the composition field, grammar and style, have fallen below the critical and professional radar, left to the handbook writers, old-school theorists, and secondary educators. Though a few voices remain, their absence in scholarly journals and at professional conferences clearly suggests that the field has moved away from these matters” (1). Beyond books and articles, groups of people are organizations also downplaying the use of error. Organizations of teachers downplay error and grammar. According to Anna Leahy, “The National Counsel of Teachers of English criticizes the teaching of grammar and syntax in isolation from the larger writing processes or larger texts and contexts” (305).

Reasons for the decrease in error evaluation could also be linked to the increase in computer use. Computers are now helpful in correcting both spelling and grammar. Error may not be as big of an issue with since computers can catch some spelling and grammar mistakes. “Students using the most recent versions of Microsoft Word, the most common word processor now in use, may already be reacting to the green wavy lines that underline potential errors in grammar in problems in style , as well as to the red ones that underline errors in spelling” (Haist 2). 

One example of a field against the use of error as a sole factor in evaluation is that of the field of English as a Second Language (ESL). ESL uses the term error to describe both things like punctuation as well as mistakes in translating relevant. Although there are some that support the role in error use in ESL based on their ability to help students learn, like Kathleen and Kenji Kitao that state, “The basic knowledge of grammar underlies the ability of language to express meaning, and so grammar tests do have an important part to play in language programs” (2), the majority of work in ESL on error supports that error not be used as an important measurement. The idea of error is important in ESL because grammar is very difficult for foreign writers to learn. ESL studies find that using only error is detrimental to students. Grammar is one of the main challenges to ESL. According to Anna Meskhi, “Students find grammar to be the hardest section of a foreign language to understand and master” (3).

The attitude to ESL’s idea of error aligns with the detractors of using error. In various languages, teachers are speaking out against using translation errors against their students. Dar-Wu Chen states, “Kasper (1995) found that a non-judgmental, expression oriented approach to ESL writing results in a higher student pass rates than does a judgmental, error oriented approach” (12). To support this claim, Koichi Sato observes in the case of Japanese students studying English, “Error correction works best if it is indirect and unobtrusive. This technique may be particularly relevant for Japanese learners, where straightforward correction by a teacher in the presence of other students might hurt their feelings” (15).

On the other hand, there are those that are currently using the traditional idea of error in composition. This does differ from the Bolin’s idea. In his article, Bolin seems to dismiss the idea that there was a contemporary use of the traditional idea of error. He says that the nineteenth century to the mid-century saw views error as a “sentence-level” problem (81), but after Mina Shaughnessy, ideas shifted to the above reason for error. Either use of error has skipped Bolin’s decade, or Bolin overlooked those in a current-traditional method of teaching. Error and practice converge in the traditional location of error within studies of classroom composition. According to Virginia Monseau, “No matter what is said about alternative forms of language study, English teachers are still concerned about teaching grammar in their classes” (Davis 4). So despite the more popular idea that error is should not be dwelled upon, current practices continue to look at error. One rationalization of this is that those advocating the strict adherence to grammar and proper use of syntax believe that this is where the strength of an essay lies. Proper grammar without error equates that the material written is of higher quality. According to Leahy, “Vague, confusing or inaccurate sentences imply that those undesirable qualities apply to the ideas and, in the world beyond the classroom, and to the writer. Grammar and syntax indeed might allow people to articulate as clearly as possible the world, and perhaps, to see it clearly as well” (Leahy 305). Supporting this, Rei Noguchi states that “many readers, particularly in business and other professional settings, perceive [errors] as major improprieties” (Davis 5).

An example of a field advocating error is found in the articles about writing centers. From an outsider’s perspective, it may seem that a writing center would help to make good writing no matter what that meant. Error is still discussed among this group because errors is a major aspect of the review/revision process that many times takes place at the writing center. The Regis Writing Center’s [RWC] mission states, “Our belief is that writing is both a process and a product. We help students at any stage of writing, from brainstorming to revising...we help students with their grammar and usage and suggest ways they can proofread their final drafts” (Rossini 6). It is interesting to note within this area the role of writing centers is a contested area of error evaluation. Error itself is not the problem, but writing centers are at debate whether it is their place to make correct errors that students make. The Writing Center at the University of Connecticut states, “The Writing Center is not a proof-reading service, and tutors will not edit your papers for you; however, we do offer limited grammar assistance” (Chromik 3). 

Uniting both ideas of pro and con use of error, the downplaying of grammar and syntax is not necessarily mean that teachers aren’t keeping error in mind, however. Leahy continues, “I see the NCTE statement, instead, as a call to weave grammar instruction into a variety of classroom experiences so that sentence level-skills play into a variety of communications contexts” (305). Additionally, some teachers incorporate grammar in different contexts in a more parts in context-of-the-whole manner. According to Robert Eiarsson, “In the more holistic view, grammar is seen as the study of language, in particular to one’s own language, to look for underlying principals and patters that make things work” (2). Along the same lines, grammar is still taught, but not from strict guidelines. Some in creative writing see the value of grammar, but also do not teach it on conventional lines. According to one teacher, “Our standards for writing including for grammar and syntax, must by higher than in conversation...So I opt to quote to my students the likes of Tom Robbins and Stephen King instead of Strunk and White, who’s work I appreciate more than I expect my students will” (Leahy 304).

In sum, error continues to be contested as Bolin spoke about. It has changed due to the fact that not only is error examined by reason, it is dropping off in coverage of examination. It has stayed the same, however, because it is still contested. Whether Bolin neglected to acknowledge that error is still used in teaching practices during his time, or that error has resurfaced is one question that remains unanswered.

Sarah Jackson
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expressive writing

In his essay in Keywords in Composition Studies, Donald E. Bushman opens with Richard Young. Bushman says

Richard Young articulates the problematic nature of ‘expressive discourse’ when he notes that the term has been ‘variously defined, meaning anything from uncritical effusion about the self for those who are critical of romantic theory and pedagogy, to, for the more sympathetic, an aim of discourse prerequisite to all other discourse.’ (93)

In his strict adherence to collecting the conversations about expressive discourse, Bushman contributes, I would argue, to this problematic nature of the term (as mentioned by Young), by reiterating these conversations about expressive discourse under the guise of a definition; my problem, then, with Bushman’s work is similar to Young’s problem with the term expressive writing, it is over-defined and I want to suggest, loses meaning. I believe this occurs because Bushman rehashes conversations in the field that focus primarily on defining what is expressive discourse and/or what is expressive rhetoric, but does so without including the term’s practicality and utility (how it is/was utilized and interpreted for use in the field and subsequently, its usefulness). In other words, Bushman’s piece looks solely at definitions and those who have, for lack of a better description, defined the term, but does not look at how scholars (outside those doing the defining); in particular, scholars of pedagogy, feminism, cultural studies, and even composition studies interpreted for research and pedagogical use, expressive discourse and expressive rhetoric. Not that the scholars covered in Bushman’s piece ignore application of their definition(s), it is more that such conversations and critical analysis of this work were not covered by Bushman. It is inevitable, I’ll admit, that definitions of expressive writing come from an understanding of what happens when one teaches writing, but such practicalities are not raised and not covered and therefore do not contribute to the defining of expressive writing by Bushman. I want to suggest here that leaving out practical interpretations of this key term also leaves out the possibility of documenting how interpretation/use reshapes and reinvents how expressive discourse is being defined through such use. This paper summarizes Bushman’s work, looks at the work of other expressivist/expressionist/expressionistic scholars (not listed by Bushman) and how they have contributed to defining expressive writing, and proves the need for a study of interpretation/use when defining key terms as well as proves the need for a revision of the term expressive writing. 

In 1996 Donald E. Bushman covered the conversations to date about expressive writing. His work included the likes of Richard Young (as mentioned earlier), Lester Faigley, James Kinneavy and their description of expressive discourse as movement from utterance to speech. Bushman links their work to Britton and his “dynamic three-term scale” of language and Janet Emig’s connection to writing and “expressive impulse” (93). Bushman covers Jeanette Harris’s critique of the rhetorical expressionists, a phrase she borrows from Berlin and uses to label Peter Elbow (94). Bushman also covers Berlin who coins the term expressionistic rhetoric, which he says has an “emphasis on the cultivation of self”, Christopher C. Burnham who adds that it is better to understand how individuals use language to create an identity and who is compared by Bushman to Harris. Bushman also makes a comparison between Steven Fishman and Burnham in that they both believe that expressivism is “rooted in a romanticism that seeks not isolation but new ways to identify with one another and, thereby, new grounds for social communion” (95). He then covers arguments made by Maureen Neal and Peter Elbow for how they see “theoretical intersections” between expressionist and social constructionist theories of composing (95). Bartholomae is recorded for his thought that “expressivist writing is the expression of the thoughts and feelings of a particularly privileged sensibility” (95). Bushman concludes by stating that just because it is personal does not mean it is not attached to the social (95). 

I commend Bushman for his exhaustive study of those participating in conversations about of expressive discourse and expressivist rhetoric. And yet, as I read Bushman’s work my disappointment grew as he neglected to look at how this keyword is used in composition for both pedagogical and research purposes. I was disappointed not just because of an interest in expressive writing but because it seemed that this “lack thereof” allowed for a gaping whole in defining the term. So, who was left out of Bushman’s piece? And, what was missing then from the definition of this keyword? One, for example is Sherrie Gradin’s work Romancing Rhetorics: Social Expressivist Perspectives on the Teaching of Writing. In it, Gradin argues against work done by Faigley and Berlin (both referenced in Bushman’s piece) and was published a year prior to Bushman’s piece. Gradin argues against Lester Faigley and James Berlin and the wall they have built between expressivism and social-expressivism. Gradin desires to reclaim a version of expressivism—a social-expressivism and says that “previously, scholars in the field, and particularly critics of expressivism, have ignored how the romantics and later theorists who carry on parts of a romantic tradition have incorporated both theories of individual selves and social selves into their educational theories”(xv). She claims that her feminist perspective and the feminist “in her” finds significance “in the expressivist concern for voice emotive processes, and lived experience” and argues that “reclaiming expressivism is anything but retrograde because it has always been a sounder pedagogical and theoretical approach to the teaching of writing than postmodern/poststructural critics have granted” (xii). I include Gradin’s work because 1.) Bushman leaves out her work, and 2.) because Bushman’s work overlooks concerns such as hers; the necessity to look at how expressivism has been and is “fully articulated and enacted” by scholars (xiv). Bushman covers social-epistemic rhetoric conversation (Berlin, Harris) and those labeled rhetorical expressionists (Elbow), but does not look at how such rhetorics are articulated or enacted. 

Another piece not included by Bushman is Thomas G. O’Donnell’s “Politics and Ordinary Language: A Defense of Expressivist Rhetorics.” O’Donnell’s work is a response to what he calls “expressivist bashing” (423). He notes in particular Alan France’s work “Introductory Composition as a Cultural Discourse” (who O’Donnell sees as reiterating many points made by James Berlin in his 1988 article “Rhetoric and Ideology in the Writing Class”). O’Donnell points out in this piece that expressivist rhetoric and ordinary language philosophy “began as reactionary movements. In opposition to the lifeless, faceless, passionless, structure-driven Engfish inspired by current-traditionalism,” he goes on to name the likes of Ken Macrorie, Donald Murray and Peter Elbow and remembers them as “searching for new ways of teaching writing, new ways of learning, not by reinstalling classical pedagogies (as Edward Corbett and classical opponents of current-traditionalism did) but by reestablishing (or reminding us of) a ground between language and lived experience” (438). Again, my inclusion of his work is two-fold: 1.) O’Donnell was not mentioned by Bushman, and 2.) for O’Donnell’s desire to get beyond discussion about expressive discourse and move back into the field where writing and teaching still have meaning. My point is that scholars like Gradin and O’Donnell suggest that there is more to the conversation than just ownership over “what is” expressive writing—there is the writing and the teaching of that writing that holds meaning as well as produces meaning. O’Donnell would like “that one day we’ll hit upon the meta-pedagogy to end all disputes—the way to purify the soul, awaken the poet within, clear mis-understandings away, provide the needed therapy, instill the just ideology (or whatever we feel is most needed or whatever we feel we are most capable of giving)” (438).

Alan France in a response to O’Donnell (not included in Bushman’s work either) claims that the kind of expressivism he is advocating “uses narratives of personal experience to bring into confrontation words and worlds (. . .) it is an expressivism instructed by rhetorical practice and disciplined by critical (self) consciousness (348). France’s fear is that narratives in composition classes are “far more likely to encounter ludic individualism than Marxism and autobiography than cultural critique” (348). For most of the piece France tries to demonstrate that his work is similar to O’Donnell’s; therefore pointing to O’Donnell’s lack of understanding of his own work. O’Donnell refuses the similarities and claims in his response (and in defense of William Cole’s work in What Makes Writing Good) his version of expressivism “does not amount to claiming the existence of an ideology-free pedagogy; it’s simply a position of agnosticism toward claims about political liberation through any particular pedagogy or teacher or writing assignment or juxtaposition of ideologies” (348). I included this conversation because 1.) it is (again) not covered by Bushman and 2.) France and O’Donnell do concern themselves with how expressivism works in the classroom (even though in the end defining expressivism supersedes practical application).

Also important to understanding the platform of expressive writing are, as I suggested in the introduction of the piece, the interpretations of pedagogues, feminists, cultural scholars and composition scholars. For example, discussions of personal writing as expressive writing as demonstrated in Caroline Matalene’s “Experience as Evidence: Teaching Students to Write Honestly and Knowledgeably about Public Issues.” In this piece Matalene says, “we must start with honest personal writing and move to honest personal writing about public issues. To proceed the other way, starting with distant issues and asking students to go and be rational about them reveals our own fear of feeling, or own discomfort with empowering student writers”(264). Her work opens with the debate between David Bartholomae and Peter Elbow at the four Cs conference in Boston: “A Dialogue on Academic Discourse” (252). She starts with this conversation and debate because she claims that the complexity of such conversations are not translated or brought forth in textbook selection, in committee meetings and curriculum development, and that academic discourse dominates when it comes down to bureaucracies (252). Similarly, Wendy Bishop in “Places to Stand: The Reflective Writer-Teacher-Writer In Composition,” after citing the work of Gradin, O’Donnell and Elbow, says in response to fear about and concerns with expressivism in the academy

I argue for overcoming our fear of this other. For I now believe that the writer-teacher-writer, contrary to my initial assumptions, has never really received a full and useful hearing from us. And this is problematic, if, as Burton Hatlen suggests, many of us entered the corridors of English studies, hoping to write and have conversations with writers, about writing, as writers. (13)

Bishop’s point is that it is time to return to the writer that the teacher initially wanted to become, and this means, to Bishop, doing away with critical discourse and reevaluating what students can learn from an expressivist pedagogy. Like Bishop and others, Candace Spigelman in “Argument and Evidence: In Case of the Personal” argues that “the telling of stories can actually serve the same purposes as academic writing; that narratives of personal experience can accomplish serious scholarly work” and equates personal narrative with expressivist writing pedagogy (64). Joy Ritchie and Kathleen Boardman’s “Feminism in Composition: Inclusion, Metonymy, and Disruption” claim that “virtually all the feminist work we’ve reviewed and see emerging has, at least in part, claimed, interpreted, and revised accounts of experience and history: the personal history of one’s life as a woman, the practice of the teacher, or the experience of the scholar” (602). I have covered such scholars here to point out that the problematic nature of expressive discourse can change if we decide to avoid looking at and concerning ourselves only with conversations about what is expressive discourse, expressive rhetoric, expressivism and focus more on what happens or how to use expressivism in the classroom and in life.

After covering how the aforementioned works have interpreted/used expressive discourse, I’d like to suggest that (and as described at the outset of this piece) 

1. Interpretation is important when trying to define (and by define I do not mean find a single definition) a key term because without such work we are limiting ourselves to dialog that results in an either/or power struggle over the definition a word, rather than looking at the complexity of a word through multiplicity, including how it is used and articulated in the classroom and in research.

2. And, because of this, I believe the keyword expressive writing should be revised so that its definition reflects more than conversations and struggle over the term expressive (and the multiple versions) and nothing more.

Kelly R. Adams
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feminism

Ten years after its publication, Eileen Schell’s account of feminism in Composition is historically apt but, understandably, requires some post-1996 updates. These updates are especially pertinent in discussions of new theories of feminisms; feminist pedagogies and classroom environments; ways of knowing and writing; and finally women’s and feminists’ administrative concerns in the professional/disciplinary Composition landscape. 

In her entry, Schell describes feminism as “a political movement designed to alleviate the patriarchal oppression of women” (97). Her dating of feminism’s relationship with Composition back to the 1960s and especially the 1970s (97) is well-agreed upon and lies in accordance with generally-accepted ideas that Western feminism has two waves: a first in the early 1900s and a second in the 1960s (Cudd and Andreasen 8).  However, Schell does not point out that as recently as the 1980s – and more so today – there is heated theoretical and activist debate over the existence and legitimacy of a third wave of feminism. For those who recognize a third wave, it is characterized by new interest in issues of diversity and multiplicity in terms of race, sexuality, (group) identity and more (Butler; Cudd and Andreasen 9). Those who deny the validity of a third wave cite the lack of (organized) effort or identity among contemporary feminists that results in such scattered action and theory as to be ineffectual (Crowley). A revised chapter on feminism in Composition should address this debate as it directly impacts issues of awareness and even pedagogy in Composition. In other words, if there is a third wave, contemporary students may be in the midst of it or even rebuking or participating in it. The past decade has also seen more emphasis on feminist theories such as difference feminism, transgender issues, and global feminisms, some of which Schell cites but which require updating nonetheless. These feminist theories and practices have continued to implicate themselves in various forms in the academy and particularly in composition studies (Kirsch et al). 

Although there are conflicting opinions among Composition and feminist scholars alike over how well and how legitimately some of these ideas translate and actuate in Composition theory and practice, the broad interest in the new works of certain theorists has made their brand of feminism highly visible in Composition; Simone DeBeuvoir, Adrienne Rich, Audre Lorde and Judith Butler are some of the popular theorists whose more recent works have attracted the attention of Composition scholars and students (Kirsch et al). 

Moreover, as a pedagogical philosophy, among others, Composition studies takes feminist theories as various launching points for questions concerning identity, gender, definition, difference, performativity (Gibson, Marinara, Meem) and practice/activism (Maor 347). In so doing, Composition scholars Susan Jarratt and Lynn Worsham describe feminism in Composition scholarship as “suspici[ous] of authoritarian pedagogy, emphasizing instead collaborative or interactive learning and teaching. They resist purity of approach and the reduction of their scope by moving in and around many contemporary critical theories and disciplines” (3). Revisions to Schell’s chapter should explicate the ideologies behind student-centered, expressivist pedagogies that embrace difference and personal experience, allowing for the reality that these are often problematic (Payne). An updates treatment must also note that some (Cheryl Johnson, Min-Zhan Lu, Michelle Payne) argue that it is a façade to think that the teacher can ever not be perceived as the authority in a classroom. Also of significant interest to feminist Composition scholars during the past 10 years is the idea of the physical locale of the classroom as a “safe space” (Romano) for women and feminist political thought, inviting democratic participation instead of the traditional, patriarchal setting of the classroom as the site of master and subordinate and the aggressive nature of agonistic, lecture-based classrooms. However, this is problematized by Jarratt who argues that there is a “case for conflict” in a feminist classroom and that advocating feminism does not need to equate to erasing the real and heuristic value of engaging in productive opposition. A revision would likewise be remiss in neglecting to point out work, such as Catherin Lamb’s, which similarly identifies “conflict as a state of argument in which each party obtains a viable and legitimate subject position and thus as a valuing of difference” (qtd. in Kirsch et al 584). Thus, and updated treatment would need to acknowledge that more recent movements in feminist thought have influenced the conversations taking place among these and many other Composition scholars. 

Women’s ways of knowing and writing have also expanded, moved beyond, and/or initiated such ideas as transdisciplinarity, ethnography, recursivity, ecriture feminine, personal experience/narrative, imagination, and argument (Flynn 518). For instance, many feminist Composition scholars praise narrative as a means of political resistance (Hesford), while – especially more recently – others contend that a reliance on personal narrative leads to equivocation from one women’s experience to the experience of all women (Brady). Points such as this one must be addressed in an updated chapter so as to heed the influence of newer feminist theories like difference feminism. Likewise, relying upon a pre-determined authorial identity “makes the rhetor seem to be a universal category open to all, when in fact this liberal subjectivity removes material markers of difference” (Fleckenstein qtd. in Kirsch et al 570). Along those lines, Nedra Reynolds, Shirley Logan, and Christy Desmet have suggested denouncing rhetorical necessities like “flow” and clarity; to read with an eye to the assumptions (particularly about race) implicit in language; and to integrate notions of equity and equivalence in the writing classroom (from Kirsch et al). Robert Wood has argued that the traditional conceptualization of the dialectic, a rhetoric-based Composition stronghold, is itself oppressive to women. 

A rapidly developing aspect of feminist ways of knowing and writing is the role of technology in Composition. A particularly vast area of growth in feminist Composition scholarship is the role of computers and the Internet. Kristine Blair and Pamela Takayoshi have explored “how technology, technological interphases, and discourses surrounding technology shape our pedagogy and our play” (Kirsch et al 576). Patricia Webb, Jacqueline Rhodes, Cynthia Selfe, and others have done considerable work in asking questions about how Internet environments affect rhetorical factors (audience, context), the “writerly self”, and what Lisa Gerrard calls “the politics of computing” (qtd. in Kirsch et al 581). Furthermore, more recent feminist interests into race, ethnicity, gender, and identity have prompted Composition scholars to look into the intersection of these issues and computers (Knadler 237) and have further investigated how layers of identity factor into online discursive practices (Whittaker and Hill). While this specific conversation is even now expanding and evolving, a revised chapter on feminism in Composition must treat the increasingly vital role of technology on feminist issues in the field. 

As the discipline of Composition has continued to grow in terms of number of faculty and tenure-track positions, numbers and types of Composition courses being taught, and graduate student interest, increasingly varied demands for attention to be paid to administrative and professional issues have arisen. The existing feminism chapter cites numerous Composition scholars who have investigated the role of women in the field, but should also include Sharon Crowley, Susan Miller, Wendy Bishop, Janice Lauer, Lynn Bloom, Susan Jarratt, and Eileen Schell, and Dale Bauer to name some of the most notable contributors to this particular vein of the conversation. Moreover, an update to this section must address how administrative concerns have evolved along with the evolution of feminist theories and concerns, to include the situation for gay, lesbian or transgendered individuals, the multiple layers (race, class, gender) of authentic identity (Anzaldua, Rhodes, Spurlin), as well as the (im)permissibility of some language in the Composition classroom (Butler).  A comprehensive, empirical addition would be Theresa Enos’ 1996 study on women’s lives in the field. Likewise, Harriet Malinowitz critiques university and institutional structures as well as advocates of transdisciplinary efforts for imposing standards of whose knowledge is legitimate and for ignoring the dominating power of the university as one which stifles and circumvents real criticism. Notions like hers fall within the realm of radical feminism – a school of feminist thought absent from Schell’s manuscript but undeniably pertinent to Composition studies (Wood, Harraway). 

Most scholars of Composition history cite the discipline as being less than 50 years old (Bedford/St. Martin’s). Given that brief lifespan, one decade makes a significant difference in the methods, issues, understandings and goals – especially in today’s volatile contemporary academic environment, the age of the New American University, wherein Humanities and service disciplines like Composition and Women’s studies alike daily work to justify their value and integrity. This being the case, a revised chapter on feminism in Composition that addresses these most recent developments is especially timely and poignant. 

Dawn Penich-Thacker
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freshman English

“The most required course in America” (Fleming), the freshman writing course serves as an “introduction into the literacy practices of being a university student” (Bazerman). Penned “a traditional boot camp” (Beason); “an emerging discipline in a postmodern world” (Roemer); “a transition between high school and the ‘real’ intellectual work of the academy” (Fleming); and “a course concerned with written propriety and a fairly limited range of genres” (Ede), one that “maintains and promulgates a definition and ideology of writing instruction that is quite narrow (Crowley) there is no doubt why freshman composition is “an easy target for what the entire enterprise of higher education represents” (Roemer et. al). Paul Heilker’s essay, entitled for its namesake and published in 1996, demarcates the keywords of Freshman English through the candid cynicism that resonates throughout the discipline. Recent research, however, tends to define freshman English as

the site which generates most of our scholarship and research, the site where we train graduate students to be teachers, the site that spawned Writing Across the Curriculum and other discipline-based writing programs, the site that inaugurated the field of basic writing (Roemer et. al).

A course whose nomenclature reflects the very controversial nature of its existence, freshman English has seemingly evolved into freshman composition by virtue of the fact that “composition instruction is firmly associated with the curriculum of the required introductory course…” (Crowley). Seen as a practical enterprise, freshman composition is “primarily a service course meant to prepare students to write throughout their college years” (Beason); however it inhabits a curricular space which is often portrayed as “unfortunate”, “empty” and “noticeable for its various lacks,” an inherent inevitability because of the designated slot it fills in the undergraduate’s schedule (Heilker). This curricular lack, to which Heilker alludes, is a result of both institutional and disciplinary unrest. In fact, the mere requirement of the course many feel connotes a rite of passage. Sharon Crowley, an advocate for the abolishment of the requirement, contests that “the required first year course…serves American universities as a border checkpoint…wherein students either provide proper identification or retreat to wherever they came from” (Crowley). Course descriptions using words like “fundamental,” “basic” and “expository” are suggestive of traditional assumptions about the field of composition (Ede). Exciting and innovative curriculum have been written for the course, however “they are difficult to implement and sustain because of the size and impermanence of composition faculties” and “academic and cultural beliefs” which perpetuate the ideology that students must employ correct grammar (Crowley). Thus, compositionists are typically defined by the university’s need for writing instruction, a definition that reduces their professional status to functional (Mahala). The requirement of a course at the university level, according to Roemer et. al, results in an oppressive arrangement of uninterested students, low-level skills based curriculum, and poorly supported faculty, all of which serve to “perpetuate the demoted status of composition coursework to a service activity rather than…a bona fide academic discipline”. 

Freshman composition, however, is “a very real place” (Bazerman), a place of empowerment where students can “critique and reform the academic, economic, and political cultures” in which they live (Beason) and not necessarily the place where America seeks to reconcile what Heilker calls their “class-based fear of illiteracy”. Peter Elbow sees the writing course as a place that will make “students more likely to use writing in their lives”. In fact, sending students out into their professional discourse without the reflective discourse often developed in first-year writing can result in feelings of alienation and cynicism (Bazerman). The primary goal of first year composition “should be to prepare students to write across the curriculum” (Beason).

In 1977, John Gerber deemed that the future of English studies was to respond to the pent-up demand for reading and writing instruction; it was the department’s best hope to improve the ailing job market and an attempt to fulfill a public service (Mahala), something Heilker defines as “empire building”. What it became, however, was a dynamic of power. 

When faculty in other disciplines question the subject matter of composition, their perceptions ignite debates over composition’s ability to teach its subject matter as well as interrogate its members’ professional stature (Galin).

Sharon Crowley has coined the teacher of composition the “Rhetorical Slave,” one denied equal status in the academy despite their desire “to teach” because “they enjoy the one-on-one encounters that are available in composition instruction”. In contrast, Heilker denigrates the course through Ken Macrorie’s characterization of the “’dumb, bored, and boring teachers’ [that] create ‘laborious piddling routines for students’”. The English department is the largest department because it is viewed as a service department, moreover, Crowley argues “the low status of composition teaching accrues…from its association with English departments”. And while specialized work occurs in the upper division of a department, lower division coursework—where freshman composition resides—are “demoted, less important, less prestigious” and thus less-tenured, adjunct faculty, or teaching assistants handle the bulk of lower-level teaching (Roemer et. al). Furthermore, courses christened serviceable are regarded by tenurable faculty as “the pound of flesh that must be paid in exchange for the freedom to pursue inherently valuable specialisms in courses for majors” (Mahala). Thus, freshman composition is “a course compromised by the staffing patterns that support it and the general attitude on college campuses…that what is elementary is inferior and less worthy of respect” (Roemer et. al) and thus perhaps the reason why it is “far more often constructed as a ‘failure’” (Heilker). 

In a course branded “just plain easy,” where students “receive on average higher grades than any of their other classes” (Fleming), one would hasten to surmise a correlation between the quality of instruction and student performance. The teaching assistants (TAs) chosen to teach first year writing often “teach the course with no experience” in writing instruction, “no knowledge of composition-rhetoric theory” and “a training program that often amounts to little more than a one-or-two-day orientation” (Fleming) and are Bailey’s “’janitors [who] perform a ‘valuable service’ for our colleges…but are not really a part of any of them” (Heilker). Roemer et. al, however, argue that critics cannot equate status with skill; the integrity of a course cannot be defined by the basics of the curriculum and the status of its teachers. TAs are given exceptional training, have years of experience and a deep commitment to teaching basic writing all of which the university rewards with little status and low pay. And while Fleming argues that the quality of the instructor results in a “profound disciplinary self-doubt,” Roemer criticizes the compositionist who abandons first year writing “in order to find themselves a more comfortable spot in the existing academic hierarchy.” Peter Elbow believes that the common call for teachers of freshman writing courses involves teaching students academic discourse, expecting students “to write in the language of the academy,” something Fleming believes contributes to the “intellectual thinness” of the course, perpetuated by the university’s desire to contain the entire enterprise in a single fifteen-week course. 

“One of the first personal contacts many students remember about their undergraduate experience,” the freshman composition classroom is “a pedagogical site with the potential to influence very large numbers of students (Roemer et. al), in contrast to Heilker’s systematic inquiry into two key terms responsible for naming, albeit questionably, a course that reads like the bane of a student’s existence. A writing teacher’s job requires that they “try to pass on the great human accomplishment of written language” (Elbow), and the central goal of freshman composition is “to motivate students to vest themselves in their work” (Galin). A course that should be defined as a writing course which “emphasizes how general strategies apply to genres that respond to—and are shaped by—the specifics of a rhetorical situation” (Beason) and “a place where the politics of voice and representation are right up front and can be made explicit and open to interrogation” (Roemer et. al), is often seen as “a site of struggle and change within the institutional hierarchy of academia” (Roemer et. al). The only places devoted to the study and teaching of practical discourse necessary to integrate into higher education are first-year reading and writing courses (Fleming). Paradoxical in nature, “the first year course which was our beginning has maintained its position at the center of our enterprise,” for “most of our teachers teach it, most of our students study it, most of our textbook writers write for it, and most of our theoreticians theorize it” and thus “it is what we argue about the most” (Roemer et. al).

Kathy Deakin
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(
pedagogy

Whenever wanting to know a definition of a word, teachers inform students to look it up. Heeding such advice, the education textbook Teachers, Schools, and Society explains pedagogy as “the art and science of teaching, especially teaching methods and strategies” (20). This neutral stance towards teaching is in contrast to Karen Fitt’s negative definition of pedagogy at the start of her essay in Keywords in Composition Studies where she situates pedagogy as “function” (168). With the textbook definition placing art before science, more subjectivity is suggested along with the plural use of “strategies,” implying more academic freedom in the teacher selection of the most “suitable” strategy. Perhaps this juxtaposition of such opposite connotations shows that individual teachers bring their own backgrounds to their teaching repertoire. Just as basic pedagogy causes open debate, so does pedagogy when applied to composition. Due to the repositioning nature of composition, composition pedagogy especially remains a debatable issue. 

Too often many researchers agree that process writing is referred to as the writing process rather than a writing process. Lad Tobin in his essay “Process Pedagogy” also agrees that process pedagogy has become so regimented due to its rule-driven product, which in turn has made many individual teachers bitter towards pedagogy (11). This is the sentiment that is most reflected in Fitt’s opening definition. 

In trying to further define compositional pedagogy, Fitts does an adequate job of explaining the history of composition. Lisa Ede in her book, Situating Composition: Composition Studies and the Politics of Location, establishes the need to understand history in order to fully comprehend current issues. Ede establishes the need to have an on-going “incremental revision” of pedagogies by explaining: “As a teacher, my efforts to engage and enact the pedagogical implications of recent research have resulted not in revolutionary changes in my teaching but in small, incremental revisions” (49). Reflection is a vital aspect to teaching and due to time restraints, teachers are more likely to make small changes to their lesson plans rather than implement all brand new theories. Being realistic and positive is not an aspect of Fitts’s tell-it-as-it-is historical approach. Her attention to detail and accuracy of facts is admirable, yet now more than ever in an age of high-stakes testing, educators need a positive outlook for teaching. If teachers can be persuaded to keep current with modern trends by making small updates to their curriculum, much of the “looking down” on pedagogy that Fitts presents may be avoided.

Despite the teaching cliché that “Those who can’t teach,” getting up in front of a group of students trying to teach writing is a daunting experience which requires further introspection of pedagogy itself. Carey Jewitt, author of Technology, Literacy, and Learning: A multimodal approach, defines pedagogy as “a set of practices and social relations” which she credits for the wide differences between teachers and schools due to their different discourses (139). While Fitts addresses pedagogy privileging some student groups, Jewitt expands pedagogy as the operating force behind classroom instruction where not only teachers, but schools, governments, and other influential hierarchical members exhibit their “take on the world” (Jewitt 139). Such hierarchies then establish not only what teachers can do, but what they cannot do (Jewitt 138). Pedagogy not only affects teaching style, but brings into the spotlight the relationship between power and knowledge, the political and the social (Jewitt 139). This global view of power relationships expands the classroom power relationships to allows for a more critically interpretation of the world and its local impact.

Because the social keeps changing, so does pedagogy and therefore composition pedagogy. “The most important lessons in pedagogical interpretation take place on the job in a cycle of practical application and reflection. Reflection involves thoughtful explanation of past events” (Gudmundsdottir qtd. in Olson 192). Recalling past events then allows educators to continually revise their teaching style and work to gain a pedagogical “repertoire” to best meet the particular needs of a specific class, within a certain school, and even within a particular grade level (Comber 62). Understanding pedagogy as a repertoire allows for a wide range of styles, curriculums, and techniques to be called upon to effectively teach in a variety of classrooms and experiences. Despite the linear curriculum that is stressed today in our high-stakes assessment world, there is not always one correct answer. Such is the case with pedagogy: there is no one correct pedagogy. Lisa Ede overviews pedagogy by explaining that “pedagogy focuses not only on composition but also on literature, language, and culture” (12). This more recent definition expands pedagogy to include the larger cultural implications that Fitts hints at, but never addresses.

In order to meet the diverse needs of children by responding to the changes in social discourse, different types of pedagogy became established. Fitts’s accurate historical overview is perfect in helping teachers understand the trends in pedagogical history. Fitts explains that for composition, Richard Fulkerson places this merger between pedagogy and theory within the 1980s (168). There have been historically three types of pedagogy: current-traditional, process pedagogy, and critical pedagogy (Fitts 168). Current-traditional pedagogy emphasizes the text while process pedagogy was caught in the debate over whether a classroom should be discipline-centered (teacher-centered) or student-centered. William F. Woods claims this debate over who should maintain control has been a central, on-going issue within composition, from 1960-1980 (Fitts 169). Despite their difference, process pedagogy unites both teacher and student as learning in a nonpartisanship manner (Fitts 169). Critical pedagogy responds to the contemporary issues of positioning itself for social change and represents education with freedom as best advocated by Paulo Freire. 

Different theorists created different ways to best advocate their pedagogical belief. While Fitts mentions names of theorists, busy educators today need specifics, so to the forefront of the historical trends leads James Berlin, a current-traditionalist, who advocated students examining the writer-reality-audience-language relationship as each being a pedagogical theory (556). He applies this to the commonly practiced composing process of prewriting, writing, and rewriting by saying how an instructor approaches each stage is dependent upon the meaning of each of his four listed components. With process theory, while the composition process is commonly agreed upon, how to go about it is where the debate comes into play. Knoblauch emphasizes students finding their own meaning through analyzing the world through “sensory data” (586). Hairston is on the other side of the continuum and places the teacher at the center of classroom decision making. While she advocates against teachers bringing the political in the classroom, she admits that the teacher sets the agenda and is responsible for grades (536). Critical pedagogy places politics as a central issue of the class as Paulo Freire claims in the Pedagogy of the Oppressed. Fitts nicely addresses overviews of each researcher in her essay, but abruptly stops there.

In addition to these three categories of pedagogy, most recently a fourth type of pedagogy must be added: culturally responsive pedagogy (Peterman 328). Since reading and writing are used reciprocally in teaching, the emphasis on multicultural literature has in turn created multicultural writing. By examining and valuing differences in “race, class, gender, socioeconomic status, age, language, and culture within the classroom, school, and community,” this would allow for an open approach to diversifying writing. Numerous educators agree that motivation plays a large role in writing and a culturally responsive pedagogy helps to provide such motivation by allowing all students to find a representation of their culture through literature they are reading and creating. 

Along with the hierarchies that power creates, a historical overlook of Fitts is the separation of literacy and pedagogy within the 1950s (Russell 250). Since Fitts advocates exploring the past to understand the present, understanding that with the launching of Sputnik in the 1950s came the advancement of the dependency on tests. Recognizing that tests are great at predicting academic success, but not promoting it empowers teachers to fight for control of the curriculum which helps promote literacy. Knowing that school ratings, teacher bonuses, and even teacher evaluations depend upon test scores do make this pedagogical fight a bit more difficult to maintain.

In the last decade, many technological improvements have changed the mediums of writing and can even help in the teacher defense of advocating for a change in school pedagogy. Being aware of the technology available can also be a way to be culturally responsive. Hawisher analyzes that when students use computers, they are more likely to concentrate on style and content than on producing a neat and legible handwriting (343). According to Hawisher, teachers then can set higher expectations when students use technology (349). Computers make it very easy to go back and insert, delete, cut, paste, and change words, thus supporting the revision process. Since technology makes it easier to revise, higher goals can be set to further challenge students. This utilization of technology politically aligns with current education in terms of challenging students to demonstrate more of their skills, especially during assessments. Using new technologies in the classroom can reconfigure the hierarchy of power and knowledge and in turn establish a clear focus of what is done and who does what (Jewitt 143). Changing discourses in the room need to reflect pedagogical changes as well.

Just as technology is good, it can also be bad and the same is true with pedagogy. While Fitts addresses the negative in her opening definition of pedagogy, she focuses on a few of the historical challenges presented to pedagogy, but leaves out the following concepts which most recently have been of great debate: technology, power, and restraint. Quantity is not always quality in writing, and classrooms with a limited or no technology access are set at a disadvantage in completing the composing process. Pedagogy too has its limitations due to teacher limitations. The limited classroom time puts restrictions on the activities teachers may choose to implement their theory (Olson 192). Knowing that English in high school often becomes a time to take school surveys and complete school tasks since English is a required course creates additional time constraints. The fact that teachers are often isolated within their own classrooms also limits opportunities teachers have to see and discuss their pedagogies (Olson 193). This “individualized, fast paced complexity of schools and classrooms often leads teachers to value certainty and control in order to make sense, make decisions, and get on with the action packed agenda” (Olson 193). Paying close attention to students, however, can help to re-emphasize teachers seeing that “pedagogical values and purposes are contingent and revisable” (McEwan qtd. in Olson 193). The educator, however, must be willing to prioritize reflection and revision time, two qualities educators expect of students but often overlook in their own practice. 

Three modern suggestions for pedagogical reflection include analyzing: student interventions for their suggestions of projects and assignments; patterns of speech and silence in class, including examining distribution of student voice through gender and ethnicity; and discussion of mainstream assumptions for an epistemological curriculum outlook ( De Lissovoy and McLaren 161). Understanding that teaching decisions made do affect an entire class, proper time and reflection needs to be given to pedagogy. Teachers, in their everyday jobs, “negotiate ways of bringing to life theoretical material with children, and, in so doing design and enact curriculum and pedagogy” (Comber 62).

Just as there are diverse types of pedagogy, there are diverse approaches to composition. Composition in Four Keys places composition within nature, art, science, and politics. If you remember the education textbook’s definition of pedagogy, you will see two similar categories: art and science. While theorists argue about the compositional approach to use, according to Murray and Elbow, the act of writing helps to promote writing. Yet such inconsistencies only cause additional debates over which theories and pedagogies to preference. The fact that pedagogy is constantly being re-configured provides a paradigm for the emerging profession to position itself against an order to define new professional paradigms (Russell 252).

Teachers wear many hats; “The practical critical educator is simultaneously and multiply positioned as a worker, a think, a researcher, and more” (Comber 62). How different teachers come to believe their pedagogical theories and approaches is very much based on individual identities and their own prior knowledge. So what is pedagogy? That is up to each educator to construct, while a general consensus of composition pedagogy also lies within the uniqueness of each individual teacher. Unfortunately, you cannot just look up pedagogy in a book. Doing so only creates more questions than answers, but yet is that not a way to self-perpetuate pedagogy within itself? 

Sheryl Rinkol
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practice/praxis

In defining practice/praxis and pedagogy, respectively, in Keywords in Composition Studies, Karen Fitts acknowledges a shared relationship, using a definition from The Oxford English Dictionary, which defines pedagogy as a practice (168). Although practice and pedagogy have both, at historical moments, been relegated to defining lecturers’, adjuncts’ and teaching assistants’ quest for best practices, Fitts justifies a didactic distinction between the two terms by claiming that only an “adjective-free” pedagogy, a term she explains existed before scholars retrospectively coined terms like current-traditional, process, and critical pedagogies, can be ill-fatedly aligned with practice and, therefore, positioned in an asymmetrical power relationship with theory. She relies on Fulkerson’s argument that in the 80’s pedagogy and theory became conflated when scholars and teachers started to think beyond “teacherly practice to discuss the characteristics of good writing . . . also imagining how writers write” (Fulkerson qtd. in Fitts 168). While the process-movement and the struggle of composition professors/scholars to legitimate their field in the academy may have contributed to this conflation, Lisa Ede illustrates in Situating Composition that there is still a reasonable danger in aligning oneself with pedagogy because there is an awareness “of the extent to which practice is devalued in the academy” (12). She further asserts that pedagogy (or practice, which she intermittently uses as a synonym for pedagogy) is often thought to mean remediation. In accordance with Ede’s assertion, it can be argued that in this historical moment pedagogy does not share an equal position to theory (at least in the academy). Furthermore, I believe that by relying on a practice-pedagogy split loosely defined by their supposed relationships to theory Fitts shows the tension that exists in a field that was birthed out of pedagogy, but in its aspiration for academic and intellectual legitimation rejected the physical and emotional act of teaching for a more tenuous theoretical position (a different type of practice) by privileging the publication, what Ede calls “paradigm hope” (76). More importantly, this split also reifies the binary between theory and practice. This being said, I would like to argue for a practice/pedagogy union with a distinction between these two synonyms and praxis. 

In an interview with Gary Olson in Journal of Advanced Composition, Paulo Freire argues that a teacher must “experience the tension between theory and praxis without denying one or the other.” In other words, to enter the dialogue about praxis one must not only begin with the relationship between theory and praxis, which Freire views as a dialectic not a binary, but also, and maybe more importantly, with a distinction between practice and praxis. Praxis is defined by Freire in Pedagogy of the Oppressed as the union of action and reflection, a call to educators that is not implied by simply using the word practice. Freire argues that merely to rely on action is to submit to an empty activism. In the same manner, to surrender to the benefits of reflection alone will get one no further than pointless verbalism. This is not to say that practice as defined in composition studies precludes praxis, but unfortunately the field has historically seen a demarcation between the teaching of writing and creating theory about writing and committing to a political/social agenda of transforming the world through writing. This being the case, praxis cannot be a given when defining practice in terms of the entire field of composition studies (or even within one theoretical movement within the field) (Knoblauch; Clifford and Ervin; Lu; Brodkey; Berlin). Freire asserts 

Human beings are not built in silence, but in word, in work in action-reflection. But while to say the true word—which is work, which is praxis—is to transform the world, saying that word is not the privilege of some few person, but the right of everyone. (89). 

Therefore, to use praxis cavalierly is to negate the implied meaning of praxis as the struggle for education as the practice of freedom. To use practice and praxis as synonyms would liken all scholars/teachers to Freirean-style, critical pedagogues (Shor; Giroux, Aronowitz; Fiore and Elsasser; Knoblauch), which, again, is not meant to exclude praxis from a discussion about practice/pedagogy. Instead, I would argue that praxis is one of myriad definitions of practice/pedagogy. 

Unfortunately, like Fitts, I, too, must begin defining practice/pedagogy by illuminating its prolonged inferior relationship to theory. This static positioning occurs not because pedagogues have not dreamed and practiced a new reality (Royster; Brodkey; Faigley; Cushman; Herzberg; Crowley; Ede; Haraway), but, instead, because the location of the dialogue/discussion remains unchanged. The academy is concerned with an exclusive disciplinarity defined by conversations among experts, which becomes even more problematic when discussing composition studies, a discipline within a discipline (English) within the academy (Ede). Accordingly, even theory in composition, with its privileged position in the institution, has become little more than a lone act of imaging since process theory impacted the practical discourse of writing in the 80’s, meaning even the purest impetus for creating new theory in the last decade—to improve the quality of the writing classrooms for teachers and students—has had little to no effect on the actual practices of the classroom. This isn’t to say that theory never translates into solace acts of resistance to an institutional vision, an outdated theory, or a homogenous view of students (Brodkey, Royster, Jarratt), but, overall, practice/pedagogy in composition studies still remains committed to a practice informed by a process, Expressivist discourse. In Research in Composition: Multiple Perspectives on Two Decades of Change, Russell Durst argues that few current compositionists are challenging the approaches “put forward by writing process adherents in the 1970’s and 1980’s continuing to emphasize prewriting, revision, collaboration, conferencing and critical reading” (98). His point is especially relevant in light of the fact that I will be discussing practice/pedagogy in composition not as the institutional gatekeeper some argue that it remains or the process-laden platform for inventing the university. Instead, I will focus on a few envisioned (some practiced) pedagogies that illuminate how scholars and practitioners have tried to re-imagine the role of the writing pedagogue, what McCurrie calls bridging disciplinarity and pedagogy, as maintaining a “passionate interest in how students think and how representations of their thinking could be examples of knowledge formation,” extending practice to encompass collaboration, post-process theory, technology and political and cultural agendas.

To discuss practice/pedagogy in any discipline is really to discuss epistemological beliefs: how knowledge is produced, and in the decade since Keywords in Composition Studies there still seems to be a predominant epistemological fault line between modernism and post-modernism. Fitts concludes her definition of practice in Keywords through Sharon Crowley’s acknowledgement of this fissure: unlike the modernist practice, post-modernism has allowed for a writing space that “tolerates ambiguity, variety, and conflict instead of valuing clarity, identity, and harmony” (190). This turn is described by John Trimbur as movement away from the limits and pressures of the process paradigm, but, again, I think this is a difference of content not method. Although the content of the writing classroom gave way to a more social and ideological arena where composing is viewed “as a cultural activity”, giving way to multiple perspectives and subjectivities, process still informed the method of teaching writing. Although process was conceived as a cognitive act, implying autonomy, post-modernism expands the act of composing, revising, editing as a social, collaborative process (Carroll). I use collaboration as a practice wearily for critics such as David Smit argue for a deeper analysis underlying the basic assumption made by Lunsford, Ede and others in the field that collaboration is the most effective pedagogy. He does not dismiss it entirely but instead calls for a critical attitude that will allow one to ask questions about “the dynamics of groups and the tensions they create between individual creativity and social conformity” (79). His call for more critical reflection is one of the basic tenets of the post-modern classroom whether one is discussing collaboration, personal narrative, inquiry, or critical pedagogy. 

Post-modernism has also lead scholars in the field to imagine a post-process theory of writing, and although I argue earlier that theory has had little to no effect on the practices in the writing classroom, I do think it is important to mention this theory because I am defining the possibilities of practice/pedagogy instead of the realities. Although Kent has been criticized for the his supposition that writing is always situated, local and public, claiming that the highly contextualized nature of writing negates any universal practice of teaching writing, there are those that espouse post-process theory not as existing outside of the classroom but as hope for re-imaging a new classroom—a way to create a more democratic and ethical classroom (Clifford and Ervin), a place to begin to validate the essay (Clifford), a place to reject “the violence of homogenization” that process writing seemed to ignore (Roemer, Schultz and Durst). Unfortunately, this debate about the applicability of post-process theory in the classroom is the residual effect of the theory-practice or content-method binary created in the academy. Joseph Petraglia argues,

While we may be theoretically post-process and while we may be methodologically attuned to the new social scientism, professionally, the dominance of the general writing-skills classroom reminds us that we continue to inhabit a process-centric universe (60).

Lisa Ede problematizes this division when she writes that to use signifiers—writing processes, writing as a social process and post-process theory—is to deceive scholars/practitioners. Instead, she sees these signifiers as interrelated, claiming that this exclusivity is generated by scholars as a way to imply new pedagogical projects when in reality there is an “interdependence at the level of classroom practice” (86). 
Like post-modernism and post-process theories, which hold a promise of a changed landscape in the practice of teaching writing, technology also led many in the field of composition to research the impact that technology has had on writing pedagogy. Chris Anson, in “Distant Voices: Teaching and Writing in a Culture of Technology,” argues that although the implication for change is inherent in technological advancements, many composition classrooms have seen little disruption in the preferred practice of “decades-old habits of working with and responding to students’ writing” (801), leading the on-line classroom or the potential for distant learning to be less likely to make a niche in the teaching of writing (807). Unfortunately, when discussing practice/pedagogy, technology has yet to make a difference in the majority of writing classrooms in the academy.

Practice/Pedagogy has been envisioned as moving beyond the process paradigm so prevalent since the inception of composition studies, but I would argue that this advancement has occurred only theoretically. What is of importance pedagogically is not so much how theory has re-invented composing but how post-modernism and post-structuralism moved any act of composing into a social context. Maureen Goggin explains that scholars and practitioners are more likely to discuss pedagogy as grounded in an “understanding of how diverse reading, writing and discourse activities function in disparate temporal, spatial, social, cultural, political, economic, racial, sexual and gendered contexts” (Vandenberg, Hum, and Clary-Lemon 7). Therefore, a recursive process of writing may seem static in terms of its possibilities in practice, but when the practitioner begins to discuss race, class, gender, sexual orientation, identities that are fluid and dynamic, then process actively situates the teacher of writing as moving 

between a focus on theory and one on praxis, between the conflicting roles of gatekeeper and liberator, indoctrinator of institutional values and iconoclastic social critic, supportive writing coach and confrontational advocate of an opposing world view. (Durst 88)

Angela Clark-Oates
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reading

Reading as a key term in composition has undergone some interesting interpretational changes over the last decade. In the text Keywords in Composition Studies reading is defined as “(1) a skill necessary to the writing process, (2) an epistemic act, (3) a writing strategy for generating further texts, (4) a social act, and (5) a deconstructive act” (Gaillet 196). Though these definitions are for the most part still representative of the role of reading in the context of composition, recent research and theoretical developments indicate that a revised vision of the term is in order; an expanded understanding of texts evokes questions of what is being read as well as how it is being read.

Current and recent research reinforces the idea of reading as a skill necessary to the writing process. Paul Zolbrod talks about reading in a multicultural context, indicating the divide between the literacy of reading and writing and the oral literacy that is still dominant among the Navajo. He indicates that among his tribe, the Diné, “few recognize the time required to read an assignment or put into print what Navajos identify as nitsáhákees — rendered loosely in English as "thinking" but more accurately designating the process of reaching some awareness” (np). Reading as a task essential to meaning-making and linked to the task of writing thoughts correspond to the ideas of reading as a skill necessary for the writing process and also as a strategy for generating further texts.

Likewise, reading is linked to meaning making in terms of comprehension in a study conducted recently in the UK. Children with poor reading comprehension were also shown to write narrative summaries with less sophisticated story structure with fewer main ideas included from the story (Cragg and Nation 64). Another study conducted in the Netherlands refers to reading in the sense of decoding symbols; however aspects of grammatical and discourse competence are stated as being complementary to writing (Verhoeven and Vermeer 189-190).

Some studies continue to emphasize the importance of reading as writers discover their own voice and generate their own texts. In a recent speech, a prominent author and illustrator related how reading Mark Twain helped him to establish the appropriate voice for an original piece on which he was working (Feiffer). In this application, reading was used to generate further texts. Another example of this is evident when readers find models for writing then attempt to replicate the strengths or forms found in the models (Gere, Christenbury and Sassi 111).

Regardless of whether the distinction of reading is to develop a skill or to develop a purpose, many researchers still emphasize reading as an epistemic act. Smith reminds us that “readers must bring meaning to print rather than expect to receive meaning from it” (“Reading” 79), while other researchers emphasize the transactional nature of reading (Robinson and Versluis 40; Kucer 191). As an epistemic act, then, it is difficult to separate reading from the social context. This view of reading has far-reaching political implications, as is clearly implied in the definition of one scholar:

To read is to respond appropriately to a specific hegemonic or displaced consensus centered on the values of dominant Discourses, a consensus achieved among persons (in dominant groups or not) whose paths through life have [for a time, and place] fallen together with the members of these dominant Discourses. (Gee 74-75).

Another scholar echoes this application of a social context. Ede refers to reading in connection with the “material situatedness of all textual practices” and invites readers “to relate these practices to their own experiences” (16). Elsewhere she indicates that she is “interested in analyzing and modeling ways of reading the work of composition,” (18) indicating the use of reading, not of texts alone, but of contexts and outcomes. This type of reading supports the idea of reading as a social act, but also as a deconstructive act, reading not to assimilate knowledge presented but to create new knowledge from texts – what is written, what is missing, what is implied, what is connoted, what is omitted. 

Concern about high-stakes testing and teaching to the test might provoke teachers to over-emphasize this function of reading. “This pressure [from high-stakes testing] can lead to the teacher hading over – and students accepting – ready-made readings of a text. Such pre-packaged interpretations by-pass the need for students to develop their own skills in (critical) reading and the time required for repeated readings” (Kress et al 133). Here the authors implicates reading both as a social act and as a deconstructive act. Elsewhere, these same authors indicate that reading should be used as a tool for learning as students read critically to gather information to exercise judgment on a text (Kress et al 132). In other words, “rather than passively ‘taking in’ whatever the author has to offer, readers actively select and construct meaning as they work their way through a text” (Kucer 150), that is deconstructing the text in order to construct meaning. 

So far, these writers have employed reading in their works in much the same way as was originally suggested by Gaillet. However, current theories suggest that it is no longer sufficient to examine reading merely as a verb, the acts which have been spoken of; rather, we must now consider reading as a noun; the reading is the meaning created through consideration of all aspects of the context as well as the content. In this sense any consideration of the term reading must also include a consideration of the term texts. With the acceptance of new media literacy and development of semiotics, the study of meanings associated with signs and symbols, reading becomes a task of decoding visual texts or non-print media as well (George14). In fact, the New London group, in its manifesto published in 1996, talks about reading the visual, the spatial, the contextual, as an integral part of reading the text:

Mass media images relate the linguistic to the visual and to the gestural in intricately designed ways. Reading the mass media for its linguistic meanings alone is not enough. Magazines employ vastly different visual grammars according to their social and cultural content. A script of a sitcom such as Roseanne would have none of the qualities of the program if you didn’t have a "feel” for its unique gestural, audio, and visual meanings. A script without this knowledge would only allow a very limited reading. Similarly, a visit to a shopping mall involves a lot of written text. However, either a pleasurable or a critical engagement with the mall will involve a multimodal reading that not only include the design of language, but a spatial reading of the architecture of the mall and the placement and meaning of the written signs, logos, and lighting. (80-81).

In this context, then, reading requires more than a linguistic ability to decode letters and words, creating meaning from words as symbols. Rather, the symbols come from the contexts of space, time, environment, and culture, infused with meanings that must be read as well as formed and fused with other symbols in acts of meaning-making that transcends the limited linear aspects of reading words from a page (Robinson and Versluis 27).

Kress, perhaps, illustrates this best as he describes his reading of a print, not words on a page but a photographic print, in which his prior knowledge and experience allow him to create a deeper understanding of the meaning based not just on the visual presentation but on the social, political and contextual aspects of the print. This he compares to his three-year-old daughter’s interpretation of the same picture base on her own limited prior knowledge. Both of these interpretations are considered readings, which Kress then reads or interprets (Kress 44-45). His explanation clearly situates reading as both a noun and a verb as well as demonstrating how semiotics impacts any current understanding of reading.

Reading is an act where answers are sought […], but it depends on why the reader is reading (Smith, “Understanding” 180). In addition to understanding why readers are reading and central to an understanding of the use of reading as a key term are the concepts of what and how: what is the text: print in the form of words on paper, electronic text, graphic novels where images reflect meaning along with text, pictures, context, gestures, environment, or any other symbols; and how is reading as a term being applied, as a noun or a verb. Any current use of reading, then, in the context of composition studies must include the concept of reading print, where we are “interpreting the symbols of written language” (Smith, “Reading” 12) as well as “reading [as] sign-making, in which the object which is being read forms the substance of the new sign-making by the reader (Kress 46).

Anjanette Darrington
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social construction

What does social construction mean? And how has the concept evolved over the past decade? In this essay, I will explore the term and its use in the field of composition. I will attempt to demonstrate that, although many cultural, societal, and theoretical changes have occurred since 1996, social construction, its conceptualization and implementation have remained essentially unchanged.

I. The Starting Point

Cynthia Haynes, in her chapter in Keywords in Composition Studies, says that social construction conceptually redefined our understanding of the making of meaning, knowledge, and the self. Its origins can be traced to efforts beginning in the early 20th century during the advent of progressive education. These early portrayals of social construction demonstrate social approaches to writing and their connection to hard times and progressive democratic education. Within the field of composition, however, the key texts frequently drawn on by scholars are those from the 1960s and 1970s, tracing the development of social construction and its culmination in the 1980s. Compositionists’ interest in social construction is its rhetorical nature; views of language that have redefined the ways in which the self and knowledge are constructed, with individual writers being seen as constituents of culture (Haynes 221). 

One element of the social constructionist position is its view that the entities we think of as “reality”; knowledge, thought, facts, texts, and selves, are constructed by discourse communities. Some have attributed open admissions policies adopted by higher education in the 1970s to the development of such views. Utilizing the theories of social construction, teachers advocated alternatives to authoritarian models of learning, such as collaborative learning. In a pedagogical sense, then, social construction attempts to restructure the traditional teacher-centered classroom (Haynes 222).

An argument against this conception of social construction is that teaching techniques such as collaborative learning result in indoctrination and the loss of autonomy. There exists a legitimate concern among scholars that there is too narrow a focus on the inner workings of discourse communities and a dismissal of the wider social forces that affect the production of knowledge. Some theorists go one step beyond the idea that the self is socially constructed, saying that the social itself is constructed. These critics claim that social construction is useful as both a philosophy and a method of challenging previously held ideologies that privilege individuals, authors, teachers, and the social itself (Haynes 223).

Despite the contested nature of the term, social construction has fundamentally changed the way we understand knowledge, reality, the self, and writing. One perspective views it as a force that has developed new attitudes toward our increasingly diverse student populations and the diverse outlooks that come along with them. Another sees it as a potentially stifling pedagogical theory that disregards different learning styles. Continued inquiry is needed so as to reconcile, or at least sustain, the tension between the many philosophical and pedagogical conceptions of the term rather than close down the inquiry altogether (Haynes 223).

II. The Past Ten Years

More recent discussions of social constructionist thought suggest that it can further be divided into pre- and post-deconstruction. The roots of early social constructionist thought lie in phenomenology, the Continental branch of foundational philosophy deconstructed by Derrida in the 1970s and 1980s. More recently, we have Kuhnian social construction, which has its roots in Dewey’s American pragmatism, and has been updated by Rorty’s deconstruction of the Anglo-American branch of foundational epistemology and philosophy. These two versions, in spite of their superficial similarities, have considerably differing implications. For example, the first version would hold that there are essential differences between men and women, while the second would contend that “men,” “women,” and “difference” are all social constructs (Bruffee 598-599).

The political contestation of identity claims that the interconnected categories of identity, agency, and subjectivity are ideological constructions that are in the service of specific power/knowledge matrices. The subject, therefore, is constructed only insofar is it has been properly normalized, in a Foucauldian sense, by those matrices (Bailiff 76).

Spellmeyer makes the claim that although culture itself is a construct, there are no rules for constructing society in that the act of construction begins at points of discontinuity, tension, exclusion, and rupture, and that this has been overlooked by social constructionists in our field (Leonard 224). Leonard feels that by broadening the range of texts which we elicit from our students and incorporating experimental writing into academic work, these rifts in writing can be used as a means of bringing forth something new (225). Experimental writing, highly interpretive, utilizes reading and the examination of how one’s voice is constructed by other voices, and making meaning of and owning the texts of others. Yet the ways in which that meaning is constructed and made use of depends on one’s awareness of how one constructs language and how language constructs oneself (Leonard 225).

Collaborative learning techniques are still being utilized by writing instructors to transform the social relationships in the classroom. A key argument in support of such techniques is that they permit “a constructivist, collective kind of knowledge-making process that is faithful to and takes advantage of a postmodern, multivocal, Bakhtinian understanding of how we ‘create’ knowledge”(Yancey and Spooner 47). Others, like Kirsch, have countered that such techniques downplay issues of knowledge, power, and academic rank (Yancey and Spooner 57). The “collectivity” espoused by such techniques are really individuals and their concerns cleverly disguised. Writing in this sense, according to Porter, is really an attempt to assert the self within the constructs of the discourse community (Yancey and Spooner 58).

It is widely understood that classrooms are fraught with the politics of unequal power relations, in spite of critical pedagogues’ best efforts to redefine the prescribed roles within the academic environment (Gere 215). Colonization can easily occur in the composition classroom when we, as instructors, presume authority on students’ writing, even personal writing. This occurs because of our failure to see how the classroom politics construct our understanding of meanings (Gere 216-217). Teachers, therefore, must make a concerted effort to understand the positionality of both their students and themselves (van Slyck 151). By engaging students in the negotiation of cultural issues and analysis, both the students and the teacher can come to a position of understanding how their values are socially and culturally constructed. The goal here is to decenter rigid views of difference and the complexity of subjectivity (van Slyck 152).

Under a revisionary expressivist perspective, which posits the self as socially constructed through discourse, teacher/scholars like Jarratt strive to create courses in which they assist students in locating their personal experiences within social and historical contexts in order to see how the differences that emerge are constructed by those concepts more so than an essential individuality (Bailiff 82-83). However, this perspective is still under accusation of binding, limiting, and defining one’s identity to predetermined boundaries of gender race and class (Bailiff 83). This positioning, critics argue, does not liberate the subject from this process of subjectification. By requiring that one confess to one’s subject position, they say, one becomes hostage to it rather than exonerated from it, thereby sustaining the oppressive structures from which they attempt to emancipate subjects (Bailiff 84).

Social construction, then, is still confronting the same issues both in theory and in practice as it was in the 1970’s. It is still an attempt, theoretically, to restructure the power-imbalanced classroom. It is still, in practice, utilizing alternative methods of learning, i.e. collaboration, to aid in that goal. And it is still being criticized for the same reasons; that it tends to reinscribe the very structures of imbalance that it intends to do away with. Social construction is an inherently postmodern concept, and now, if we agree that we are in a post-postmodern phase in which we, as composition scholars, no longer buy into postmodernism wholesale, it seems that it is time to question both its theories and its practices on many levels. However, given that the cultural circumstances that gave rise to postmodernist concepts initially are continually increasing, social construction is still a very useful concept that we should continue to explore.

Andrea Alden
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voice

Peter Vandenberg identified an intersection of three main meanings for the term voice in his original entry for Keywords. Voice had been used interchangeably with style, naturalness, persona, authority, and essence, among other abstract composition terms and has often served as a metaphor for them. Voice has also been used as a marker for resistance to oppression. And somewhere in-between those uses, voice became an expression of genuine self. Vandenberg’s mapping of the intersection of meaning of the term voice was sound, but it can be strengthened with the addition of examples that cite more recent scholarship.

Scholarship within the last decade points to the continued use of voice as a metaphor for an author’s construction of a writing persona. In 2001, the Writing Program Administration listserv hosted an online discussion in an attempt to articulate a standardized curriculum for first-year composition instruction. The resulting outcomes statement issued by the WPA categorized writing voice alongside other composition elements such as tone and level of formality (Harrington, et. al. 324). Linda Hamblin’s published work details exercises that she employs in her junior high classroom to help students become more adept at invoking different voices for different rhetorical occasions. Hamblin equates voice as a matter of word choice that affects the writer’s persona (Hamblin 84). Richard Aczel also categorizes voice as a narrative element. Aczel sees voice as “a composite configuration of quoted speech styles” (Aczel, Understanding as Over-Hearing 598). Aczel work builds on French literary scholar Gerard Genette’s definition of voice as the answer to the question “who speaks?” (Aczel, Hearing Voices in Narrative Texts 467). 

Other authors identify a struggle among students to find their authentic writing voices. Maura Stetson claims that students develop what she calls an “institutional voice”. This voice represents the bland sort of writing that students eventually adopt as they get older. It often starts with statements like “In this essay I will tell you about…” (Stetson 74). Stetson claims that we begin to hear more authentic voices when students put their own thoughts, feelings, and ideas into their work. The challenge, she claims, is in encouraging students to leave the relative safety of the institutional voice. Borrowing from rhetorical theory involving modes of discourse (referred to as “codes”), Barbara Read, Becky Francis, and Jocelyn Robson also identify this struggle among students to find their authentic writing voices while grappling with the expected look and feel of their written academic work (Read, et. al. 387). 

In his original entry for voice, Vandenberg skips almost entirely over one of the most intriguing uses of voice as it pertains to an “authentic” writing persona. Vandenberg cites briefly I. Hashimoto’s suggestion that voice is something constructed by the reader, which differs from every other use of the term, identifying voice as a construct of the writer. The author/audience connection implied in Hashimoto’s work merits further exploration and can be illustrated by identifying additional scholarship. Bruce Ballenger’s exploration of Native American storytelling, for example, ties the writer-reader connection together with a sort of rhetorical kairotic moment to produce a shared memory. In his work, Ballenger identifies Cherokee writer Ralph Salisbury’s assertion that “it is the writer’s voice that holds the memory of that moment in the way it ‘mingles’ with his sense of the presence of those who were hearers (Ballenger 792)”. J. Dan Marshall and James Albright make a similar claim regarding the cooperation of narrative elements when writing for publication. “No less important,” they say, “within this mix is the writer’s voice, those elements of mood and tone that combine to connect the reader with what the writer has to say (Marshall and Albright 50).” Stetson also identifies an author/audience connection through voice. Stetson claims that a strong voice makes a story memorable while stories told with a weak voice fade from our memories (Stetson 74). 

Recent scholarship also continues to offer more examples of the “battle cry for expressivism” that Vandenberg equated with voice. Roz Ivanič identifies three “selves” that help construct a writer’s identity: The autobiographical self, the discoursal self, and what she calls the “self as author” (Ivanič 107). Ivanič defines the discoursal self as the writer’s “voice”. The discoursal self deals strictly with the way a writer wants to sound. Alan France compares some methods of writing instruction metaphorically to midwifery –what he calls “facilitating the gestation of the writer’s voice” (France 148). France’s focus is on facilitating transformation of the writing classroom into a safe place where students are free to grow an authentic writing voice to express their true selves. 

Recent scholarship also continues to offer more examples of voice as a marker for resistance to oppression. Critical race theory has appropriated the term for its own uses. Patricia Ewick and Susan S. Silbey identify critical race theory’s “political commitment to giving voice and bearing witness through narrative” (Ewick and Silbey 199). Adalberto Aguirre, Jr. identifies storytelling (and the voice it lends) as one of critical race theory’s most distinguishing features. He states:

Critical race theorists use storytelling as a methodological tool for giving voice to marginalized persons and their communities. They tell stories that challenge the majority’s stories in which it constructs for itself ‘a form of shared reality in which its own superior position is seen as natural’ (Delgado 2412) (Aguirre 321). 

The use of voice as a marker for resistance to oppression can also be seen in the work of Louis Mirón and Mickey Lauria. Mirón and Lauria conducted a comparative case study of two inner-city high schools in the southeastern United States that illustrates the power of narrative to give voice to the previously silenced. Their goal was to look at racial/ethnic identity and how it relates to resistance and/or accommodation to the dominant power structure. In their comparison of these two schools, Mirón and Lauria felt that scholarship and research on student resistance employed methods of analysis that did not privilege student voice. In the narratives that resulted from their study, Mirón and Lauria were able to give “voice” to a previously silenced population of students.

Voice has been used a metaphor for abstract composition terms, a marker for resistance to oppression, and an expression of genuine self. Ten years after publication, Vandenberg’s original work still holds true. However, the addition of new scholarship to the entry would only strengthen the effort to map out the intersection of the different meanings of voice.

Stephen Puklin
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