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Validity and Reliability
Issues in the Direct
Assessment of Writing

Karen L. Greenberg

During the past decade, writing assessment programs have mushroomed
at American colleges and universities. Faced with legislative mandates to
certify and to credential students’ literacy skills, college writing teachers
have become more knowledgeable about writing assessment, and they are
trying to make writing tests parallel more closely their writing curricula
and pedagogy.

According to national surveys of post-secondary writing assessment
practices, writing teachers have developed and administered holistically-
scored essay tests of writing, which they prefer over all other types of
writing tests (CCCC Committee on Assessment; Greenberg, Wiener, and
Donovan; Lederman, Ryzewic, and Ribaudo). These surveys confirm the
growing consensus within our profession that the best way to assess
students' writing skills is through writing or "direct" assessment. While
thereis still nuch disagreement about what constitutes an effective writing
sample test, there is agreement that multiple-choice testing--the"indirect”
assessment that once dominated post secondary writing assessment--is no
longer adequate for our purposes; yet direct writing assessment continues
tobe challenged. This essay will elaborate on and respond to some of these
challenges and will speculate on future directions in writing assessment.

| The Reliability of Essay Test Scores

Most essay tests of writing are evaluated by holistic scoring, a procedure
based on the response of trained readers to a meaningful "whole" piece of
writing. Holistic scoring involves reading a writing sample for an overall
Impression of the writing and assigning the sample a score point value
based on a set of scoring criteria. Typically, holistic scoring systems use a
scoring scale or guide, created by composition faculty, that describes
Papers at different levels of competence (for examples, see Cooper;
Gl'eenberg, Wiener, and Donovan; White, 1985). In order for a holistic
_SCOring system to be of any value, it must be shown to be “reliable," that is,
it should yield the same relative magnitude of scores for the same group of

|
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writers under differing conditions. Reliability is an estimate of a test score's
accuracy and consistency, an estimate of the extent to which the score
measures the behavior being assessed rather than other sources of score
variance.

No test score is perfectly reliable because cvery testing situation
differs. Sources of error inherent in any measurement situation include
inconsistencies in the behavior of the person being assessed (e.g., illness,
lack of sleep), variability in the administration of the test (inadequate light,
insufficient space) and differences in raters' scoring behaviors (leniency,
harshness). This last source of error has been the focus of almost all direct
writing assessment programs, probably because it is subject to the greatest
control (i.e., raters can be trained to apply scale criteria more consistently).
Most programs calculate only an inter-rater scoring reliability--an estimate
of the extent to which readers agree on the scores assigned to essays.

The inter-rater reliability of holistic scores, and of essay tests in
general, has been under attack since 1916 when the College Entrancce
Examination Board (the College Board) added an hour-long essay test to its
Comprehensive Examination in English. The College Board--the country's
largest private testing agency and creator of multiple-choice tests of
writing--has published most of these attacks, and it has done so in rather
acrimonious terms: "The history of direct writing assessment is bleak. As
farback as 1880 itwasrecognized that the essay examination was beset with
the curse of unreliability” (Breland et al. 2).

During the first half of this century, essay tests did indeed have
relatively low inter-rater reliability correlations. As Thomas Hopkins
showed in 1921, the score that a student achieved on a College Board
English exam might depend more on"which year he appeared for the
examination, or on which person read his paper, than it would on what he
had written" (Godshalk et al. 2). Concern with reliability of essay tests
increased with the College Board's introduction of essay tests of achieve-
ment in the 1940s. 1In 1945, three College Board researchers examined data
from various College Board essay tests and wrote a report indicating thal
the reliability (.58-.59) was too low to meet College Board standards
(Noyes, Sale, and Stalnaker). The late 1940s and early 1950 were the heyday
of indirect "compaonent” measurement. Introductory college courses over-
flowed with thousands of World War IJ veterans who did not possess the
usually expected skills and knowledge, and faculty turned to multiple-
choice tests to screen and diagnose students (Ohimer 19). During the 1950s,

the College Board began commissioning studies to assess the "component
skills of writing ability" (Godshalk et al. 2). In 1950, Paul B. Diederich
examined the correlations between the grades assigned to writers by their
high school English teachers and the scores that the writers achieved on
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three types of tests: multiple-choice questions on the verbal sections of the
Scholastic Aptitude Test, an objective editing test, and the English Compo-
sitior'\ essay test. Diederich found that the SAT verbal score was the best
predictor of the teachers’ grade (“The 1950 Study”). In 1954, Edith Huddleston
mndpcted a similar analysis of the correlations between essays written by
763 _hlgh-school students and their English grades, their scores on multi ]t’.;-
chon.ce tests of composition, and their teachers' judgments of their wrign
abiht).’. Huddleston concluded that the multiple-choice measures werg
superior to essay tests because they had higher correlations with teachers'
grades.

Similar conclusions were reached by Paul Diederich is
lea_gu§§ John French and Sydell Carlton inytheir 1961 studcv oafniit::rzgr
reh‘ablllty. They asked fifty-three academic and nonacademic professional
writers to sort into nine piles 300 essays written by college freshmen. Usin
factor. ana!ysis, the researchers discovered five clusters of reade.rs whcg)
were judging the essays on five basic characteristics: ideas, reasonin
form,'ﬂavor, and mechanics. They also found that the reader's who werg ’
most influenced by one of the five characteristics also favored two or thre:
;‘)af Cttlt':e other characteristics; the average inter-correlation among the five
unaczse ;:':&.21. The researchers concluded that this low correlation was

.However, many teachers believed that a test of writin g ability should
require stud‘ents tq write, and they found support for their belief in a
lc;iyinhprceih;nswe review of research in written composition done in 1963 by
ing t;l; Shi)arildocl.g Rlc.hard L]pyd-]on{es, and Lowell Schoer. After detail-
s ey oh conc}mgs in multiple-choice testing, Braddock, Lloyd-jones,
i Thnote .ﬂaws in several (?f the College Board studies described
sta_nde;rds ey pointed out t}.\at Diederich never gave his readers any
Sarprioed tﬁrtctlgtena for ]u.dgmg the essays, so he should not have been
nose ad ereaders did not often agree with each other and he should
i, sst:}seu tlc';ls dlsagree.ment to condemn holistic scoring procedures
Huddlees ; y do use scoring gu.ldes) (43). They also noted that none of
e o e: meafsures included ¥tem§ onlogic, detail, focus or clarity and
bl an;y-fmmutle essay.tqplcs did not give students an opportunity
Jonmy a};d i ormulate their ideas (42). In addition, Braddock, Lloyd-
writix;g oo toer commented that defenders of multiple-choice tests of
they oo o overlook or regard as suspicious the high reliabilities that
Wit dinsome qf their studies of essay testing” (41). They concluded
question that still needs answering today:

In how many schools has objective testing been a
good predictor of success in composition classes



precisely because those classes have emphasized
grammatical and mechanical matters with little orno
emphasisoncentralidea, analysis, organization, and
content? (43)

At the same time that Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer were
writing their criticisms of multiple-choice tests, the College Board was
commissioning the most comprehensive study of essay tests to date, a
study that was to influence the way in which writing was assessed in
America for the next two decades. Fred Godshalk, Frances Swineford, and
William Coffman examined a sample of 646 high-school students, each of
whom wrote five free-writing samples (two 40-minute essays and three 20-
minute paragraphs) that were holistically scored by five readers. The
researchers summed the scores on each of these writing samples and
examined their correlations with the students’ scores on multiple-choice
tests and on editing tests. The results led the researchers to two major
conclusions: (1) the scores on these students' multiple-choice usage and
sentence construction tests correlated highly with their writing sample
scores and (2) the scores on the 20-minute writing samples were as reliable
as the scores on the 40-minute samples (Godshalk et al. 40-41).
These conclusions came to define writing assessment, as noted in a
recent College Board publication: "This study [by Godshalk et al.] was
considered for some time the quintessential study of writing assessment.
The findings of this study led to the use of multiple-choice usage and
sentence correction items as the primary testing devices in the College
Board's English Composition Achievement Test and in other composition
tests” (Breland et al. 3). Almost twenty-five years passed before the College
Board commissioned another comprehensive study of direct and indirect
writing assessment. During those years, multiple-choice tests continued to
dominate writing assessment, but essay tests of writing began to gain
popularity. In 1978, Rexford Brown, the coordinator of the first National
Assessment of Educational Progress, pointed out the weaknesses in current
methods of assessing writing ability, Commenting on the growing dissat-
isfaction of writing teachers with multiple-choice tests, he noted that their

high reliability is often illusory:

Of course these tests correlate with writing ability
and predict academic success; but the number of cars
or television sets or bathrooms in one's family also
correlate with his writing ability, and parental edu-
cation is one of the best predictors there is. All
existing objective tests of writing are very similar to

/0

LQ. tests; even the best of them can only test readin
proofreafimg, editing, logic, and guessing skills. The%
cannot distinguish between proofreading errors and
process errors, reading problems and scribal stutter
failure to consider audience or lack of interest inl
materials manufactured by someone else.(3)

r.tinBr.ov;ll? also no.ted the in\{idious influences of multiple-choice tests of
writing: they require a passive mental, state whereas writing sample
:S(E:uie active .r?ental processes, they focus on and give undue importaic:
e less significant components of writin i
o the & (usage, spelling, and -
tion); and they are often culturally and linguistically biasegd 4) PTL;:E tJ:'::t

did th; lir9\18\(/)ersxt'y 's essay test (White, Teaching and Assessing).
o ret m};ﬂ . d{ gﬁl{:z:;fn}f;lglsl :trj.léiailolleges z:jcross the country were developing
. : y-scored essay tests of writing for vari
purposes, including determining placement, diagnosin strgenOr o
Z;v:ea;:;)eesrses, Vz:]nc.i certifying proficiency (CCCC Comg;itteegon Asstzg.-_s\;zgg
e tg,the glneir, apd Donovan). The College Board was quick t(;
e AN Boardec inein the use of multiple-choice writing assessment. In
]one; Maronre IViom.rmssu)ned Hunter Breland, Roberta Camp, Robert
o t(,) oo ng1 are theorrerll; ;rluil DF)naId Rockto replicate the "Godshalk* study
writing e Hities of essay and of multiple-choice measures of
erteF:irxt}(;lsi stt;dy, 267 stude.nts.from six colleges and universities each
expositin andy On two topics in three modes (narration-description
it and ana{)erssasmn), amfl eachessay was holisticall y scored by three
mechamn 1 ! (}j,csz for errorsin grammar, usage, sentence structure, and
multiple-c}.\ojce " 1t ion, tbe researchers examined students' scores on six
e e ‘s S, tbenr course grades, and their teachers’ ratin s of
g skills. Their search indicated that the essay scores had lg;v;r

Correlatj i i
Of exeny (t)er‘;st;k%ut:ﬁ:here 1rf\ tt}l;llS College Board challenge to the reliability
- any of the earli dies--was i
of i : er studies--was there any d )
ether nsers of essay tests should strive for "perfect?, rjlcal:jlls;
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Obviously, multiple-choice scores will always be more consistent than . L
choice testing in order to fee| that students’ test scores are reliable

scores on essay tests simply because machines can score a multiple-choice Currently, many writi
answer more accurately than humans can score a piece of writing. How- scoring c}r,i,t eria tﬁa ' r]l. 'Ng programs have essay test wr iting tasks and
ever, a "correct/incorrect" score on a multiple-choice test can never reflect to score reliab] Ins m:imate sources of random error and enable readers
the subjective, social process of writing evaluation as it genuinely occurs in scoring manua},.that o };lthe Educational Testing Service has produced a
the academy and in the "real world.” Indeed, as Ed White recently pointed reliabilities of their enables teachers all over the country to im prove the
out, there can never be one "true" score for a piece of writing: : Response Testing Te:;s)ayHt;’fjereadmng (ETS Quality Assurance Free-
. ; ; VEer, as administrators and teachers

But when we evaluate student writing (not to speak zil g;ior}lligigr tt};e trcelllat?gtle?s of their essay tests, they must 51multane<§(1)§ll;

of writing programs or high schools), we sometimes validity and rel; :bz’va id laltles. Stephen Wiseman's 1956 comment about

find differences of opinion that cannot be resolved that, over the pas tlti:vy still holds true today: "There seems to be no doubt

and where the concept of the true score makes no sl ov:rly but steI: dilv i (;1 or three decades, educational psychologists have

sense....Some disagreements (within limits) should ense of validi y intlated the 'mportance of reliability, perhaps at the

not be called error, since, as with the arts, we do not &P validity” ("Symposium" 178).

really have a true score, even in theory. Yet if we . 1

y y | The Validity of Essay Test Scores

imagine that we are seeking to approximate a true
score, we exaggerate the negative effects of disagree-

ment and distort the meaning of the scores we do A
achieve. ("Language and Reality" 192) loral research. Determining any test's valid; involves findi .
establish the extent to which performance g\ t}‘:: t\eg: ?(l).lrdrg;g evzjdence ©
In other words, the differences in readers’ judgments of a writing . Z‘;mal behavnor‘or. knowledge that the test user wants to mea}s)Lc::e SCt)(t)) e
san:iple are often Fsimply that-—deligera;e dig{e.rences, n;:t r;r_\qo;ln o.rAnor} ! hjs?g r;o gloer ;Z,;hdclity of multiple-choice writing assessment have | (])ic-
random errors. Forty years ago, Stephen Wiseman, the British critic o e aces, many English teachers have claimed i
indirect assessment, asserted this point: "It is arguable that, vaid?d tt:cl’loll;‘:etest§ ofwrltmg oversimplify and trivializewrih'ng aE; tl'lt:i:er?euz}gﬁ-lf_
markers are experienced teachers, lack of high inter-correlation is desir- instruem'onz'e rules of grammar, spelling, and punctuation and f 1y
able, since it points to adversity of viewpoint in the judgment ofI:Iorxl\(plex _S::f;hl;\ememorizing discrete bits of language (Witte et a] ;1 oster
i i 'all- 'ni (" ing" € sourc ri . .y o
1216a6t)erxal...and the total mark gives a truer 'all-around’ picture” ("Marking content, its relationShie; t(;f tﬁ\e Jii:;ce]fqr any test's validity include its
. . er ymg ”ConSfruct,” e e

Reliability is a continuum. In their selected summaries of research, gfdld Scores on related “criterion” measures (Ameri and its ablhty fo
Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer cited essay test inter-rater scorer S0ciation 1-4). "Content-related validity" d erican Psychological
reliabilities ran ing from 87 to 96 (41-42), Over the past decade, as faculty 2 test reflects a specific domain of cont v repends on the extent to which
experience witl% scoring e'ssay tésts has gliown, many colleges ar'id univer- t‘:\:tﬁtl}]\g courses to which the test i act(t):ckfgctl){lrltdtahri; izzte?’a;}clﬁ COI;tent of the
sities have been able to achieve respectable inter-rater reliabilities on the of ert?;; lg little evihde.nce for the content validity of muItipT:chaO‘iS: ? tetd
scoring of their writing samples. For example, at The City University of ecause their "content” js English grammar and ests
New York (which requires a university-wide single-samp}e writing tes_»t Wl‘iﬁn;aggles \what most teachers considegr the imPortal;fta %eohrtl::te Og

that is scored holistically by two readers), the annual audlts_ of appro.xx- (Brossell. B Il‘ileb"the processes of composing, revising, and editin id N
mately 2,000 essays per year have revealed inter-rater correlations ranging ment; C » “ridgeman and Carlson; Brown: Cccc Cofrl1mittee o E . eés
from .75 to .88 over the past seven years (Ryzewic 25). Similarly, single- Uchi.J oop‘er,' angley et al; Gere; GrEenberg, Wiener, and 1131 5885~
sample, double-reader reliabilities on the Freshman English Equivalenc()jl Mggtez’f I;}l]leCé:_s; N Ys:and; Odell). , onovan;

inati iforni iversi . . es idi .
from 64 to. 84 over a six year period (Whive, ‘Comparison and Contrast’ el elated validity - theextent o siach 8 (2 15 focused on
rom . . , mulg ; - entto which scores on e
- ple-choice tests correlate wi N essay testsand on
3y with other measures that
purport to assessy

291). Administrators of writing programs need not resort to multiple-
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writing ability; and almost every study of criterion validity done in the past
four decades has focused on the correlation between test scores and course
grades. While course grade is a reasonable criterion variable for tests that
are designed for admissions purposes (like the tests of the College Board
and the Educational Testing Service), it is not an appropriate criterion for
placement, competency, and proficiency testing. A student's grade in an
English or a composition course results from many variables besides
writing ability (including student motivation, attendance, and diligence).
Further, a serious problem with focusing exclusively on criterion
validity is that one can easily lose sight of the skills or abilities being taught
and assessed. As Rex Brown pointed out, there is a high correlation
between the number of bathrooms in one's home and the grade he or she
is assigned in a composition or English class, but that does not mean we
should consider “quantity of bathrooms" a valid measure of writing ability.
More important than criterion validity is the evidence for a measure's
"construct-related validity." In essence, construct validity is the degree to
which a test score measures the psychological or cognitive construct that
the test is intended to measure. To determine the construct validity of a
writing test, one attempts to identify the factors underlying people's
performance on the test. This is a hypothesis-testing activity, rooted in
theories about the ways in which writing ability manifests itself. Because
of the inadequacy of our profession's current heterogeneous theories of the
nature of writing ability, however, the construct validity of most writing
tests is very questionable. Only a handful of test developers have tried to
analyze the domain of abilities, skills, understandings, and awareness that
comprise the construct of writing ability (see Bridgeman and Carlsor;
Faigley etal.; Gorman, Purves, and Degenhart; and Witte for some excellent
attemnpts at defining this construct.) Unfortunately, even the best analyses
result in taxonomies of the domain, and, as Arthur Applebee has noted,
“There is no widely accepted taxonomy of types of writing, and certainly
none that holds up to empirical examination of the kinds of tasks on which
students can be expected to perform similarly well (or poorly)“(7).

To repeat, the evidence for the construct validity of a test of writing
grows out of its conceptual framework. The strategy for obtaining this
evidence is to build a theoretical model of the writing process and then to
examine the dimensions of the process that the test taps. This is the method
that College Board researchers used in arecentatternpt to provide evidence
for construct validity of multiple-choice tests of writing (Breland et al.).
Using factor analytic techniques, College Board researchers tested a series
of hypothesized models of writing ability: a single-factor model ("general
writing ability"); a three-factor model (“narrative, expository, and persua-
sive writing abilities"); and a hierarchical model (“general writing ability"
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This finding calls into i i
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assessment. (Breland et al. 59)  multiple-choice

However, while multiple-
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velop. Because of recent “truth-in-testing"
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ing and revising across a wide range of communicative contexts and tasks
(Camp, "The Writing Folder"). Moreover, this process sends the message
that the construct of "writing" means developing and revising extended
pieces of discourse, not filling in blanks in multiple-choice exercises or on
computer screens. [t communicates to everyoneinvolved--students, teach-
ers, parents, and legislators--our profession's beliefs about the nature of
writing and about how writing is taught and learned.

Further, multi-sample writing tests enable teachers to evaluate parts
of the writing processes that so many of us emphasize in our curricula. Ag
LeoRuthand Sandy Murphy have pointed out, it is possible to design large-
scale writing tests that preserve more of the steps of "real” writing than
normally occur in most testing situations (113-114). For example, in
England’s version of a national assessment of writing, teachers administer-
ing the test introduce the writing task and discuss it before students begin
writing. In addition, three samples of writing, each involving different
types of tasks, are collected (113). In Ontario, Canada, students have two
days to take theijr writing assessment. On the first day, students generate
and record ideas; and on the second day, they write and revise their essays
(114).

Multi-sample portfolio tests seem more relevant to our theories about
the construct of writing and to our classroom practices than do other
writing assessment measures, However, questions about the scoring of
these tests remain unresolved. Is holistic scoring the most appropriate
method of rating writing samples? Are holistic ratings based on the
consistent application of mutually agreed-upon substantive criteria for
"good writing"? Researchers have not addressed these questions exten-
sively, and the results of existing research are contradictory. Several
studies indicated that holistic scores correlate strongly with "superficial®
aspects of writing, such as handwriting, spelling, word choice, and errors
(Greenberg, 1981; McColly; Nold and Freedman; Neilson and Piche).
However, the essays being scored in these studies were quite brief (written
in time periods ranging from twenty to sixty minutes), and one can argue
that readers were predisposed to attend to these salient but superficial
errors. To my knowledge, no one has yet analyzed the holistic scores of
raters who evaluate tests that require writers to do extensive revision or t©
write multi-sample portfolios.

The question of substantive criteria for "good writing " relates directly
to the issue of construct validity. Lacking a theoretical model of effective
writing ability, most test developers fall back on descriptions of text
characteristics for inclusion as criteria in holistic scoring guides. An
examination of these guides reveals that many of them are quite similar.
indicating some professional consensus about the characteristics of effec-
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tive writi.ng across a wide variety of tasks and testing purposes. Neverthe-
less, the t:.leS described in the criteria on current holistic scoring guides do
not provn?le anadequate definition of “good writing" or of the many factors
that .contrﬂzfute to effective writing in different contexts. Cri teria on holistic
scoring guides cannot accommodate many of the cognitive and social
f,letenpmants of effective writing, not the least of whichinclude the writer's
intentions and the situational expectations of the writer and of otential
readers. Nor can holistic criteria assess a writer's composing prolcaesses r
the' ways in which these processes--and products--vary in relation to tl?e
writer's purpose, audience, role, topic, and context. But should they?
Fivxdence for validity depends on the purpose for which the as}’s;rss-
ment mstrumfer_\t isused. Accordingto the surveys cited earlier, most post-
secondary writing assessment in Americais done for entry-levei placer!;ent
purposes (CCCC Committee on Assessment; Greenberg, Wiener, and
l?to;ndovan; I_edf.rman, Ryzewic, and Ribaudo). The second n{ost ﬁ'equlentl
tc;a t ﬂ{::;’r;);ssﬁ 1Cs eg) iIc\ear:pfzcti}f\‘at sn‘xtt.ﬂents have mastered the competencie}s’
Y P icwnting course, The
the majority of the respondents wh(g)se schools usﬁe?rl:;}i’:éfiﬁzifgig
essay tests for th_ese purposes were "very satisfied” with the results of the

;vllgtténi g)l;xar?:sa.sh addih';)n% h}?lisﬁcally-scored essay tests may provide a
Sessment of the writing skills of minori
multiple-choice testing can i nie State neran

provide. The California State Universi
research (mentioned earlier) indi lack, Moxicar,
. icated that many more Black, Mexi
. . y can-
American, and Astan-American students than white students received tlr:e

o .
m:nt:x;:.lsaélrz;ea}g :_issessm_ents of stydepts‘ writing competence or improve-
gy et ;?t pomtc'ed outin hisrecent review of research on holistic
:combed ot paeed f(i) question anq explore the particular problems associ-
olisticalls pe;n ¢ uses of holistic scoring" (208). What we have now,
We st - yd cored essay tes‘ts, serve our limited purposes very well. What
\ ee —a multi-draft instrument that adequately represents writi
t dxscou{se domains for different purposes and for differlen %
communities--is an inchoate vision that many of us share "
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The Implications of These Challenges for Our
Profession

Writing teachers are asked to do more assessing than are any other
humanities colleagues, yet many of us are particularly subject to insecurity
about our ability to understand and manipulate data. It is no coincidence
that most of the research on writing and writing assessment that followed
the 1966 publication of the College Board's "Godshalk" study borrowed the
quantitative empiricism of research in the physical sciences. This reverence
for objective data diminished in the early 1980s, partially in response to the
publication of Janet Emig's contextualized research and her scathing
indictments of empirical and experimental research. One of the recent
outgrowths of the trend toward contextualized research on writing was a
consensus about the need for naturalistic, context-rich, qualitative models
of evaluating students' writing. Current portfolio measures come closest
to capturing these models.

Those of us who are committed to the direct assessment of writing
understand that we do not have to model our programs on multiple-choice
assessments, that there is no need to create the"perfect” essay test. Readers
will always differ in their judgments of the quality of a piece of writing;
there isno one "right” or “true” judgment of a person’s writing ability. If we
accept that writing is a multidimensional, situational construct that fluctu-
ates across a wide variety of contexts, then we must also respect the
complexity of teaching and testing it.
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Readers' Responses to the Rating of
Non-Uniform Portfolios: Are There
Limits on Portfolios' Utility?

LaRene Despain and Thomas L. Hilgers

Portfolios are "in.” Writing specialists who focus on pedagogy, assessment,
and program administration, generally agree that many samples of 4
student's writing are preferable to a single sample. Students write differ-
ently in different genres, on different types of tasks, for different audiences,
and under different circumstances. Collections of student writing viceld
better portraits of students as writers and promote useful faculty discus-
sion of teaching practices, Thus, more and more writing programs usc
portfolios of student writing as the bases for placement and course
completion and for faculty training (Belanoff and Dickson; Bishop; Elbow
and Belanoff, "Portfolios"; Hamp-Lyons and Condon; Smit). Assessment
specialists note that wherever generalizability is a goal of the evaluation of
texts, a portfolio of samples is preferable to the single sample.

As abasis for assessment, portfolios offer enhanced validity. Validity
has alwaysbeen a problematic concept, more likely to existin potential than
in demonstrated reality. Even potential validity is limited by the reliability
that can be achieved in rating any item or sample set.

The most frequently mentioned "successes” with portfolios have
involved sets of compositions in response to a single set of prompts (Elbow
and Belanoff, "Using") and speedy readings to yield a simple yes or no
decision on course exit (Belanoff). When we move toward use of portfolios
for more complex forms of assessment, we find ourselves moving into
somewhat uncharted territory, most particularly in the area of establishing
reliability in reading practices. As Sybil Carlson has noted, cven one
hundred samples will not guarantee generalizability; the samplesstill must
be rated reliably. The reliability that has been achieved in judging single
samples of student writing (Cooper, Diederich, Lloyd-Jones; White) has
contributed significantly to the credibility of writing professionals. Retain-
ing this credibility while using a more valid measure such as portfolios i3
an important goal.

What we report here—-the results of our own efforts to describe
readers’ responses to the task of assigning scores to nonuniform portfolios
of student writing--suggests that reaching that goal will not be easy. Our
readers all reported satisfactions that others have reported, that is, the
experiences of group training and of reading portfolios forced them to
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rethink their own teaching and evaluation of writing. But the same readers'
problems and reservations lead us to suggest that writing program admin-
istrators greet suggestions for the use of non-uniform portfolios with
questioning restraint, especially where speed and the reliability of scoring
are primary considerations.

The Structure of the Portfolio Reading Sessions

The study we report here, which might best be categorized as “action
research,” waspartofalargerinvestigation of writing donein our university's
standard and tutorially enriched introductory courses in wri ting (Despain
etal.). Atthe end of each of ten training-plus-rating sessions, we reviewed
rater logs in an attempt to deal with rater concerns in subsequent training
sessions. One of our goals was to come to a better understanding of what
training (or "standardizing") for raters of nonuniform portfolios might
p;?ﬁtably involve, since models for such training are not generally avail-
able.
~ Theraters wereseven college instructors who had taught the standard
fntroductory writing course several times. Each had also worked reliably
in tl}e rating of single essays that are part of our university’s means of
pl_acmg students into appropriate introd uctory writing courses (see Brown,
Hilgers, and Marsella). During the ten sessions, the seven teachers rated
208 portfolios. These portfolios had been assembled by students from more
!:han 20 sections of the university's standard and tutorially enriched courses
Inwnting; while all section instructors were held to acommon course policy
statement, each instructor created his or her own syllabus and sequence of
assignments. Each portfolio contained four pieces of writing: a description,
narration, or analysis of a personal experience written in response to one or
an(_)t}'ter assignment in the student author's section of the introductory
;V(l:‘ltmg course; an analytic essay based on reading and research, written as
ourse requirement; an in-class “impromptu” written by students in all
ﬁslons of the mtroducfgry writinlg course in response to a single prompt;
an out-of-class revision of the 'impromptu.” Since assignments across
:;‘tlons were not uniform, the topics of the first two texts generally differed
m portfolio to portfolio.
tha The first reading session established a pattern for training and rating
Port ;v; fqllowed in all sessions, with some modifications explained below.
P lTlﬂmng, lreaders were asked tq read and then to rank a set of three
trate y se ected san}ple pOthOllOS tbat had been duplicated for the
askon tgo slisswn. Ifl the fn:st sessxo“n{ nocriteria were provided; readers were
.  base their rankings on "first impressions.” After rankings were
Ummarized on a chalkboard and reasons for rankin Bs were discussed,
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readers were instructed to assign A, B, C, D, or F to each portfolio just 4¢
they would assign grades to essays in a regular introductory writing
course. (The decision to assign grades reflected our commitment to ke@};
our procedures "real world”; among our teachers, few advocate not
assigning traditional grades.) Discussions of reasons for rankings and for
assigning grades were followed by an invitation to rerank and regrade the
same portfolios. This process of discussing and rerating was repeated until
a consensus on "impressions” (now second, third, or fourth impressions)
and ratings had emerged.

Actual evaluation then began. Each portfolio was initially read and
rated by two teacher-raters. When two readers assigned scores more than
one letter-grade apart, the portfolio was rated by a third teacher, and the
discrepant score was discarded.

During the hour-plus of training for the first session, we were
somewhat surprised to find that readers had great difficulty in agreeing
upon both rankings and grades for the sample set of portfolios, since the
same readers had achieved relatively high levels of interrater reliability
with single-sample evaluations. Given the open-endedness of the training
and the novelty of the portfolio task, we were not surprised to find that the
correlation between grades assigned by two readers on the first set of
portfolios was .39, indicating a positive but rather low-level predictive
relationship between rating 1 and rating 2.

Following our "action research” agenda and using reader logs and
what we knew about techniques to improve reliability in other circum-
stances, we modified the training strategy for the second and subsequent
sessions. Our overall progression was from sessions that emphasized
“trusting your first impressions” to sessions in which the leader directed
readers’ attention to criteria in a progressively more defined scoring guide.
One motive behind this progression was our desire to use reader responses
to improve training. An even greater motivator was our desire to learn
more about the dynamics and possibilities of assessing a single writer based

on multiple samples in a portfolio. Our actions were guided by two
questions. First, is it possible to overcome, in a controlled setting, the
problems raised by a relative nonuniformity of portfolios from "real-
world" multiple-classroom settings? Second, what methods of training
seem best able to equip readers to cope with these problems?
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Readers’ Recurring Experiences with the Read:
of Portfolios ¢ Reading

Readel'ﬁ_ logs from each training-and-rating session, plus our own notes on
the sessions, reveal several patterns of reader experience

1. Teacher-readers find assessment problematic when they do not k
the contexts of individual essays’ production. This ﬁn}(,jin H}C: ‘two
e . § & has two
a. Generally, when teachers read to
essays written in response to identical pro
in front of them as they read. Thus, the co
However, bfrcause our portfolios were drawn from sections of a con rse that
each had dxffere.nt assignments and because the readers read portfoli ;
from many sections at every session, the variety in essays »\{'}as rcr)e] 0tS
Furth%x;, prompts for the assignments were not available: for hthe reaiée:; ‘
which ﬂ:} difficulty Qf reading papers without knowing the context m
€y were written was a common theme in raters commentaries

m lthnf:) f:d }?f everyl session. "Without some sense of the assignment, |
wheretoplace the emphasis,” wrote one. 'S : /
stress theaso,mee e ol } , eone. ‘Some teachers donot
; , ‘eloped introand conclusion like 1 do "
e . : 1keldo," wrote another;
l:hethout asense of what the assignments were, it is hard for me ¢t
portfolios." O frade
b. 5 5 i
indiviy ulz?ader}i also expressed frustration over their lack of knowledge of
whethor 1 authors. In any assessment situation, one might wonder
25w e l§>ap.ers one readsf really present a fair picture of their authors
il San;plel.slt ;n t;l'le Inveshigators' experiences with the assessment of
Sing; » SUCO concern was usuvally minimal i
paree ! y minimal. Having a group of
heil;\te lir?}ums an actual semester's work, on the other handgj se%mecri) to
Vieo ’.Nomgoncern. Reagle; comments often expressed strongly held
fonc alway;nggr‘[aztandardlzmg of ratings] in the training is a good idea
€s on more than a 'norm.' Writing i ' ina
vacy ys ) a norm.’ Writing is never done in
questl;g;;er:joifllzl; e.valuate;i without the student's history.” Another readci
arrness of grading without knowled pe '
ity rness nowledge of students' con-
rding ts f;gf:lt{ng 115 hard because 1 often grade my own students
acco 1tlonal variables--like im ’ : L
P s ditio provement from the last paper
ained to grade on the quali iti et
ces rain quality of the writing alone., B
on makes me more and more convinced that grading on writinug:

assess writing they are reading
mpts, and they have the prompts
ntext for the essays is quite clear.
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In the nonschool world, we often assess the quality of what we read
without knowing about the context or the circumstances of the writer that
spawned the work. Thus, readers' problems here may have derived not
only from lack of assignment sheets but also from their associating the task
with the school world and from their desire as teachers tobe fair in grading,
Some of the problems might be overcome by having an author’s own
description of contexts included in each portfolio, although this alone
would be unlikely to promote reliability in grading. Other problems could
perhaps be overcome by limiting features both in the portfolios and in the
rating procedures that readers associate with the school world.!

2. Within each portfolio, different types of writing produced in different
contexts often triggered readers’ biases.

Comments such as those above suggest thatreading multiple samples
may put raters into a "real-classroom" frame of mind as they read, that is,
they respond as they would in a teaching situation. Besides raising
questions of context, such reading also prompts more reader bias than does
reading a single sample. Many of our readers reported conflictbetween the
group consensus on grades for sample portfolios arrived at during training
sessions and their own predispositions, especially as they relate to genre,
subject matter, and types of assignments.

Biases related to genre and subject matter undoubtedly affect all
reading of student work, both in the classroom and in other assessment
situations. Portfolios, with their multiple samples, provide multiple
possibilities for reader conflict and may make readers more consciously
aware of their preferences and biases. Atleastour readers noted their own
biases openly in what are often exceptionally frank pieces of post-session
writing. The desirability of countering predispositions was one of the
major reasons for our moving toward more structured training methods.

For example, some readers showed a strong predisposition to value
exposition more than narration or description. This was explicitin several
comments (e.g., "Itis hard for me to weight narrative and expository essays
the same"), even after we had articulated a commitment to equal weighting
of genres during training sessions 4 and 6.

Another recurring problem concerned some readers’ persistent \-'alu‘,
ing of writing done in class over writing done out of class. When readlerS
logs made this clear, we tried to negotiate differences during training:
however, even after the group had apparently agreed to assign equd

weightings, evidence of some readers' biases remained.

Since no scoring guide for readers can anticipate every p
source of bias and since the sample portfolios used in training could never
tap all of the possible "triggers” in the set of portfolios to be read, biases were

0585 lb l-e
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" .ttr.ammg sessions helped me to re-think m
ori is |
p 1es and raised anumber of issyeg fore)ﬂmpIg
S, 2

therelationship of
ENTe £ the pareniod
the writing. Pofgenre to the perceived quality” of

The training sess; .
£ Sesslon was invaluable e o
needed to Pay more attens: lUdblc because first, |

. ;to see a "C* ; -
requirements byt doing so portfolio as fulfll

h_ad to realize how to "scre
bias toward 3 "better” asej

. v . ng
unimaginatively . . . |
en out” of my mind any
gnment, )

_ Finally, we found that over time ¢
trying to avoid or Compensate for bias

; ven the reader who is consciously
eltorts compromised by what we now

es 1s likely to find his or her best
take up--fatigue. o best

3. Reading and assessing mul¢j

. 1 108 is tir:
Major threat to reliability, Ple portfolios is tiring, and fatigue is a

: mnre ritten
m--in 21 individual entries.

teaftermen and St At leas -and in conjunction with both
v half-day readings.  Comments relating t
? ) S d O
Xcept Session 3, even though the
any one session was less
: 8 than 20 (¢
go;tf(il oIs per regder. A typical comment: “| re(z: I&:S;
p F;m;serl;ch}dmgssmples used in training], most
& Irom the glaze, the g] I
| over A2€, e glaze, the glaze.
1y 2 comcumy " o n e dmg. for any testing situation, Just gs it i
g of nomump tfb . gradmg of student work; howeve h]S
s methog mumpliespzﬁr olios may Increase the likelihood of f t[" .
Wplicaree g1 o ; € types of attending the reader hag t o omd
Y decinion th:ss? .ll'jatmg. Clearly, this mustbe taken int;) o
PE it e ot possi le usjcofnonuniform porttolios for (- TCCQUM
omin g ot € project will réquire more time and ; r )be‘g} o
, re¢ money--than other types of asses*slrge;ta yomore

is a concern in
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Reactions to Efforts at Improving Inter-rater
Agreement

i i in the first
i in reader bias showed up in .
As mentioned abov@ problems \ bt e anhy ot gy L1t
Ini ion as did problems with reliability. f
cession: hSCSSIOd that readers disagreed most particularly on decisions that
ion showed that r mo artic
invol d assigning grades of "C" (i.e., distinguishing betwgen Cand Band
betwren ﬂSSlgl; S)g Thus, training for the second session focused on
between C an . us, trai Seconc session |
blishing clearer understandings about this dxscprmnatlon
o Thess lios for use in the second session were selected from
e tore T, i in the previous session. Further
those on which two readers had disagreed in the p Son. Furt Smi
Ithough the discussion ranged freely and consensus on standa yrasstil
) be E‘l the hands of "the community of readers," the leaclerd 1re}f e
tzaders' attention to aspects of texts and portfolios t‘hat se.emtf1 : t?e S;Zﬁ
‘ sed problems. The correlation between scores assigned 'lﬂf 1; s on
\C::s 52 pan improvement in agreement between raters but still far from
relation of total agreement. . . .
w0 C’?"Lr'aining for the third reading session movec.l’ even ﬁirtt)}?ef in ti;e :;22
direction. First, sample packets rvere ;nl\fade L'l[?h ul:y t(;::em“ ;Tr::tfg paé e
1 actual portfolios. , _
cases, essays from severa i he (raiting packets
' i esentative” po
“model” portfolios rather than ‘represent A
becz:e a:;/ the pfckets a more prescriptive, crntenon‘referel?ced }i;(r)lrlgsg
c ’ . ed ’
aiide v?/as prepared to describe the grad'es fromAtoF. V'Vl;};ti nciser cha n%ent
tghe inter-rater reliability ratio went up shght}jy to Ig}F:B, E:fi:ina en forpmi_nimally
i tly used asthes mall
ill far from the .80 that is frequently ey
:rcteslt;table level of agreement in circumstances where a score has sig
equences. . s
cant Cg;::nzes in training came in response not only to correlabtlcgl\ ;teaéla oo
butalso to observations and especially to written comments, | (i>n B
d positive, by the readers. From session 3 on, then, the tral_n gmdC o
ifigcuged largclely ondistinguishing among features of dth?tzzfrxfsgmodiﬁed
i i uide 1
ing with model portfolios. The scoring g o
SSiZOES:sgessions 5 and 8, mainly to make the language more te:lplrl1 cant
in resl onse to suggestions by the readers. Perhaps the mosinC rge e
changl: occurred during session 7, when{ in an attemst lt;ge g
interrater correlation significantly, we trained ::;g;;sinoorder et
i indivi to average _ 1e)
dividual essays and then ‘ _ ‘ e,
E 1::35\;!};: the portfolio.)ESee Appendix for final vers;on %sx:grg\gb gt et
jon i ini ion was free tlo
discussion in each training sessio ng D e
. a;r}rfor:e and more directed by the leader toward the cnteﬁz rige i
gcncfu:jg guide and toward the model portfolios. Clearly, every ¢
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focus led readers abit further from “first-
from the value of the portfolio as a single whole,

impression" scorin,

gand, possibly,

That readers preferred greater direction is clear from their comments:

Theintroduction of a scoring guide has helped me be

more consistent . . .

[it] keeps me more focused on

specific grade standards and helps me avoid an

unintentional curve.

Papers of all three types tend to have characteristics

from more than one

grade category (as given on the

scoring guide). For example, sentences may be "won-
derful” while the €ssay asa wholeis "boring,” So often
I wind up either averagingaB/DtoaC, tending to
split the grade on a given paper (A-B or B-C or C- D).

The listing of items

"in order of importance” on the

scoring guide IS VERY HELPFUL in these difficult

cases,

Theuseofa scoring guide. .
within the portfolios, all he]
think, make evaluation easier,

Scattered among these favorabl
anticipate some of our reserva

Following the priorities of the
DOES help~provided that on
distracted by the 1001 streng
NOT dealt with by the scorin

. and individualgrading
p focus the reader and, I

£ comments are some mixed ones,
tions concerning the whole process:

scoring guide really
e does not become
ths and weaknesses
g guide. Stick to the

scoring guide, then; that's been hard to do, but keeps

the grading from being TOO impossible.

First let me say that the scorin
make the process of evaluating

g guide really helps
clearer. They serve as

The suggestion at the beginning of the third hour that

we stop and re
that order) was

-read the sample packets CB,D, (in
extremely beneficial. After doing so,
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1 could see better the fine distinctions between B-C
and C-D. Due tomy fatigue, I was beginning to doubt
my judgment; thankfully, often checking the sample
essays helped me very much in making decisions.

a comprehensive sample of a student's writing--may to a certain extent
have been compromised. Our readers put it well:

There IS a point at which having a well-spelled out

(I'd already done some referring back to sample T i ; . :
essays during the first two hours, when it was also Q, 22?:; %gﬁ;ﬁi v:r(\);ksb:cg;ﬁl:: }; 0; gg}iéeagmg StOp.s
helpful.)Iconclude that perhaps consulting a scoring “a. writing into discrete categories etfort to fit
guideisnotsufficient. Sample essays, particularly in . 8 )
the third hour, seem to be an invaluable tool in F Our going over the scoring guide 5o closel N
evaluating portfolios. L me realize something about my way 0(} ):-gsh.,e;
K listi : ' .
Whileitisnot precisely true tosay Fhat t.hrou_gh more focused training "‘ g%ig;a% utﬁﬁ;gxigéoszgﬁiﬁé gt{j;gg
techniques we steadily improved reliability, it can be said that once past the that makes me feel like I am makin
rather disappointing ratio of the initial reading, we climbed to the .50 level, , assessment. What seemed like a reat'gdan o make
then to the .60 level and stayed there. This gives some indication that the \ the scoring guide more d efinitig -—t‘ul ea—tomake
direction of the training--toward more structure--worked to increase the more problematic because it is Se li s out to be
likelihood that our readings would be consistent. The improved reliability reading of the portfolios holistical? Imiting in our
was not, however, without a price. The standardizing scoring guide Y
achicved abetter "fit" with characteristics of individual essays than with the Final Considerations
more varying characteristics of nonuniform portfolios. Thus, the scoring
guide's use shifted focus away from the variety of expressions that is the . .
basis for the portfolio’s claim to enhanced validity. . 9;“‘;;?. x‘ii:ll;xlt)erler.lces related to holi'sfic rating of writing, ours were
Readers' responses to our attempt to improve reliability by movingin . particular pla a p'artlcula_r PErsons participated at particular times and in
the direction of more structure formed an interesting pattern. FEarly " had all be e1191 ces In readzng particular pgrtfolios. In addition, our raters
comments on the training showed raters thinking of the complexity of real- | writing Samprl);:vg)lgilg’t}t\::;ed to be Fel.lable holistic raters of individual
A ) - e L o ; - $,0
life reading and thus resisting the discipline necessary for reading in a *.\ tional, and our student ot ur training methods were rather conven-

. . § were in many respects typical of college
en; however, we think that some of what we learnegip may be helpfil

to writing inj
program administrators who must make decisi
. _ eci
8ssessing written texts. Fions on ways of

Our experience tau

controlled situation.

In later sessions, this resistance seemed to disappear. Readers
believed the discipline of training to be necessary, even valuable; nonethe-
less, some of the original resistance to the constraints resurfaced over time,
at least with a couple of readers. This pattern may say something both A
positive and negative about the process. The comments show that readers %{
gradually accepted the particular circumstances presented by the reading \
cven to the point of helping shape the circumstances, but certain rnadlvr 5
also showed a healthy resistance to a reading situation that forced areading
style on them. The comments point up the paradox in our experience wlflh
portfolio reading: Problems inherent in attempting to achieve reliability it
the new and complex situation of reading several nonuniform writing
samples in portfolios force a structured approach to reading that ditfers
from the flexible reading one ordinarily finds in a real-world community
of writing teacheys. This is further evidence that the original intent of LjUf
decision to use portfolios--to provide a “"real-world” assessment by using

. ght us three things about usi ios i
situa . g about using portfolios in
tions where speed and high degrees of interrater agreement are

ed . . \
hecessary. First, using portfolios takes a tremendous amount of

& € a;‘lc;evl;ir i}s’, ;eq:.lir;s long training sessions with carefu) planning, and
Proba T est when not too m i 1
reader o, any one e any portfolios are rated by a single

ﬁnglese;izrc‘gs' th? reaf:il.ng itself tends to be more unruly than the reading of
- o ideo t.wrlltmg produced under controlled circumstances in
k reader . " nitical prompts. Tl;le complexity of multiple samples keeps
! om holding in check their predispositions, even biases, regardin
for the' contept, and context. In addition, the lack of a clear context boﬂ%
Mmaterial to be read and for the writers of the material, prese;ﬂ's as
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yetunresolved problems for rea(ilers va'ho seeabody of work that they kn,
as part of an academic course.

e p;ﬁiaczd;:rggox seems to emerge from our data. Whe}\ We firet
started this project, a colleague rz?ther Qynlczf.lly noted .Hmt mtv‘r-mtcr
reliability depends upon a leader's imposing his or her wi t())1‘1\rah 's. In
a real sensc, this proved true as training sessions needed to become more
and more structured if readers were to reach .agre?emcnt. Thas, fho
manipulations nceded to improve inter-rater rgl:ablhtAy may ur_a.dermme
the very "real-life" validity that prompted portfolio reading in the first place
(for further discussion, see Hilgers & Mflrsella). . ‘

Those who report successful experiences wFth portfolios Z-_lS a.me‘dm
of evaluating student writing appear to operate x{wthout the co:}sFralfxts we
faced. For example, where portfolios W1tk} gnlfOFm conteTmts Txer\‘ e %15 a
‘leaving exam" for a writing course, majntaining high levels of inte r—ratci
reliability isnota pressing issue since there are othfzr checkson the ()U‘m;.[m
(mainly the records established by the students in the c‘ogrse) Rcfu ing
sessions involving such portfo]ios;re conducted in a spirit of negotiation

ith a goal of standardization. _

rathezt:l: I:h‘/:lrtatingg;; of portfolios with nonuniform contents bt{ Iuseld lt;l)g
research projects or for program assessments that require highly T:\\:‘lork
findings? Perhaps not, or perhaps not yet. [f not yet, then 'w_fe mub!l ok
to discover how we can achieve the control necessary for satis acto;) e t;o—
of reliability without sacrificing the validity sought thro.ugh isetod ]:;ft;rr o
lios. If simply not, not all is lost. It'rnay prove poss%blc t ?; l.-alidiw
purposes for assessment will dictate different trade-offs betw.‘.cfn \torv v
and reliability. Our project did not arrive at a completely sa.tls1 c:iC g »ro.‘
of trade-offs, but this experience does not mean thatan acgepta‘b ¢ -LIOl'l {pthe
mise between the validity that maintains in ' r.eal—wor[('i settings Lmtt o
reliability we seek when we want to generalize our findings ’abOLrl o
people cannot be found. Our experience does sugg‘gzt, ht;:\x Lt)ea ]; N
writing program administrators should carefully consider /he‘ﬂ%cr (;r .
particular circumstances of assessment before they dec@e w ‘t. e or
nonuniform portfolios and holistic ratings are the best available ve e
the evaluation of writing.

Note

i e
1. Elbow and Belanoff report that they began ir}c]udmg a statem‘e;n(t)for;ht:ir
nature of the assignments with their portf(}hos at the reques o 50
readers. They also specified what was to be included in the porl o o
their portfolios were perhaps not as varied as ours were. This mig
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heIPed in our case, but in the absence of a uniform curriculum for each
{4~ sectionofacourse, variability will always exist. Thus, inclusion of prompts,
84 while possible in many school situations, would not only add to reading
8. time but would also introduce another source of error--

N yeaders' (mis)readings of prompts.
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Appendix
Portfolio Scoring Guide

Use this sheet with each portfolio.
1. For each student text, check the appropriate grade score in each ¢column.

2. Compute a grade for each paper. Grade in left column should have more
weight than grade in right column.

3. Average the two paper grades.

4. If the average is between grades, use the composite grade you gave to
the "war" text to break the deadlock.

DESCRIPTIVE or NARRATIVE (personal experience) text:
Interest Sentences

A Captivating throughout A Wonderful

B Holds attention B Correct & efficient

36

C On the runway, but not

in the air
D Boring and general
F___Allrlk
®  EXPOSITORY text:
Structure

e 4 Mtelligent thesis:

crysial clear structure

B Interesting thesis;
organization clear

C Has thesis, but obvious
and boring

D ___ Thesis & structure
unclear

F___No apparent thesis

; ["WAR" fex; scoring guide omitted]

C___ Correct, but awkward
D____Awhkward, noticeable
errors

F___ Error-filled

Support

A Intelligent & imaginative
use of support

B Support substantial &
well used

C Minimally necessary
support

D___Lile support, badly
used

F Filled with generali-

zations & undigested
quotes
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The Deprofessionalization of the
Writing Instructor

Dave Healy

i otion of deprofess'\onalizatlon in reference
N See?a(gi(ci)?\ t\SI:I(‘)Z: ll;iedt}f‘zrr\professional status h?; \:ieenbi;)eiiz;ic;:i ta:;i
O mp insiders wouladou
SO cofnpérativeity trhecii“;écmuziéﬁinhyjch has finally achie\_/ed 1son-we hafrd:
implication tha 'fhin the academy, i3 somehow beﬂcommg ess p}o e;'
earned respect W‘\ﬁonmatwritingteachershavebeen deprofessmn'a ‘fze)m
stona Sﬂ%ges es'ire, itprobably inspires little more thana ylzu,;1 nnr(;m_
e pation o eégﬁ) ists /who have been discussing the genera hpt crou
occupational sociolog ear’S (Haug; Haug and Sussman). W1thmt atg o ltgo
enonfor o ytion is that deprofessionalization is .due'pnmart\. gn o
N assl}\m\.‘l‘t) while I will argue that for composition 1;\stru§r\e i
et o tlo f;om internal, self-imposed changes. Furt ermwri,tin
hasres ior g\at deprofessionalization yepresents a threat to v iegg
readl aSS\_lmpUOI\ 10 shpow debatable. Inany event, COH\POSH}OT\X: dies
reachers o et assess Zievelopmer\ts within the f.1e1d in 11;‘; e
e dO_ Well'1 ;gon for the discipline’s profession‘al~ \mage(;:t ‘;]nlﬂuence
depr}(:ftessz)nivﬁh its ,continu'mg struggle for recognition an
muc |
Witl'm'll* e acaSsin:}};t composition is undergoing deprofessionahzatlon
0 Sugg

1]“p11 ) ha h 1 h hl S ()llal StatllS alld 1S NOW ]-I).- tl \e

th
process of losing that status. It ghould be noted quire

rofeSS]onahza““\‘e (< e[1 er I() d TOCesS W‘leleby occu athI‘\S ac

i ization i fore, a dynamic rather thgn a static
e ifion, meessmx h:t?:r?? tlli;tth;;f’e soughz’but not yet achmeveadc lfsttlsl/
i ThOS&‘dQC -zor example, nurses, social worlfers, phamt:lismd
prOfESS10“al ot 1:;\% rocess of trying to achieveit, whﬂe the esta o
atessi always? se }r)nedicine and law, are always In the protcoe t\heir
PTOfeSS_lOHS, s tandin in the face of various extel"nal threatsh !
B in. thelkrl . E‘ore galthough sociologists sometimes usedt e T
o ssion erxr:i réfession, and profession as tho_ugh they emftré i
nO_T‘PI'OfESfﬂonz Sét}e Eries the notion of a continuum is more accfut;\ s
A riotes "'The idea of a continuum grows out od g
helpf“‘; D g and ;:nables researchers "to study how.f/ an o
oc SOG? t):\};ral‘;%ees up or down the scale” (43). Professionalization,
occupati
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y e

. @ continuum, and deprofessionalization represents movement on that
continuwm. : :
Evaluating the professional status of an occupation depends on the
criteria used. For Maxine Hairston, in her 1985 Chair's Address to the
CCCC, the existence of graduate programs in composition and rhetoric,
pew courses and journals, burgeoning attendance at writing conferences,
and a thriving job market for composition and rhetoric faculty were all
evidence of composition’s professional stature. Carol Berkenkotter, who
finds indications of professionalism in the increasing specialization within
composition studies, points to changes in the categories on the CCCC
Program Proposal Form as evidence of “the proliferation of specialized
areas of interest" (155). The 1980 form had eleven categories; by 1990 that
number had increased to thirty-two.
Occupational sociologists have their own measures of
professionalization. According to George Ritzer, two approaches have
ominated. One, the structural-functional, emphasizes the character-
istics of a given profession. Among the structural-functional characteris-
tics that Ritzer discusses, three are especially relevant for composition
studies: 1) abody of general systematic knowledge thatis the professional's
exclusive possession; 2) anorm of authority over clients; and 3) a distinctive
occupational culture (48-55).
Regarding the body of systematicknowiedge, Ritzer questions whether
there are any "inherent qualitative differences between professions and
nonprofessions in terms of knowledge" and surmises that “where qualita-
tive differences exist, they have been artificially created by professionals’
denial of access of their knowledge to others” (49). In the case of compo-
sition, access to knowledge has not been explicitly denied, but for many
years composition teachers, by ghettoizing writing instruction in the
English department, perpetuated the notion that only they could and
should teach writing. The writing-across-the-curriculum movement, how-
ever, with its assumption that all disciplines share the responsibility for
Eqdmﬁc literacy, potentially undermines the exclusivity of composition’s
claim on a body of systematic knowledge and thus can be seen as evidence
of deprofessionalization.

Ritzer's second structural-functional characteristic, the so-called "norm
of authority,” is an interesting one for teachers of writing. The traditional
mage of the red-pencil-wielding English teacher is authoritarian to the
€xtreme, and the easy association in the popular mind between writing
Competence and grammatical correctness, together with the often myste-
TIous aura surrounding the act of composition, has made it easy and natural
o author-ize the position of writing teacher. Even among our colleagues
across the disciplines, those of us in composition often arouse discomfort
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and a reluctance to let us see any piece of writing that is not sufficien|y,
"finished.” )

Today's composition teacher, however, is conflicted about the notion
of authority. Browsing through the 1991 CCCC Convention Program, for
example, reveals such titles as: "Responding to Student Writing: Is There
an Expert in the House?"; "Involving Students in Assessment”; "Empower-
ment/Being All That You Can Be: Negotiating the Costs of Critical
Pedagogy"; "Giving Up Authority Just When They've Got It: New TAs and
Student-Centered Writing”; "Learning from Students: Surrendering Ex-
pectation and Adapting to Realities.” The mantle of authority traditionally
bequeathed to composition teachers is increasingly one they are reluctant
to don. But to the extent that composition instructors seek ways to
empower their students, to help students recognize and develop their own
authority as writers, they alter their own professional image, at least
according to structural-functionalists.

Ritzer's other structural-functional characteristic, a distinctive occu-
pational culture, is readily documented for composition. The emergence
of CCCC as a viable subset of NCTE, the numerous national and regional
writing conferences now in existence, the number of journals focusing on
writing and the teaching of writing--all of these have contributed to a
culture, or at least a subculture, that reinforces among its members the
feeling that what they do is vocationally distinctive. Itis possible, though,
that the academic specialization noted by Berkenkotter might lessen the
commonality of purpose felt by those within the field of composition.
Professional unity is also compromised by composition’s persistent depen-
dence on part-time instructors, many of whom do not feel a sense of
professional identity (Wallace).

The other main approach to professionalization within occupational
sociology is the power approach. Ritzer defines power as "the ability of an
occupation (really its leaders) to obtain (and retain) a set of rights and
privileges (and obligations) from societal groups that otherwise might not
grant them" (56). In addressing the question, "Where does profcsaional
power come from?” Ritzer points to two key sources: a margin of
indetermination and a level of uncertainty. The first has to do with "the
degree to which an occupation’s task(s) cannot be routinized, that is, made
available to masses of people” (57). Human physiology and psychology ar®
so complicated, we have become convinced, that only a professional, the
physician or the therapist, can be trusted to prescribe treatment for illness.
The law, too, has become a domain into which lay people venture at their
peril. The wise citizen--whether contemplating marriage or dissolution,

whether buying or selling, whether conferring or claiming, consults &
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& [awyer.
v Closely related to a margin of indetermination is a level of uncer-

tainty. Aslong as professionals deal with their clients' areas of uncertainty
their professional wisdom js valued and their professional status secure. Ié
makes sense, therefore, for the professional "to protect as well as to expand
this area of uncertainty and thereby increase his power" (Ritzer 58). The
_ ever-increasing complexity of getting a divorce or filing one's income tax
! is in the best interests of lawyers and accountants, assuring them a ready

in supply of clients.
fu How does composit_ion fare when analyzed in terms of the power
3‘\; approach to professionalization? Does the teaching of writing enjoy a

~  margin of indetermination? Some recent trends in composition appear to
narrow that margin. A process approach to writing, for example, stresses
the steps or stages or components of the act of composing, thereby
rendering it less esoteric, more accessible, and more manageable. Peer
feedback groups in the composition class are based on the assumption that
stu‘d'enls, not just teachers, are qualified respondents to each other's
writing. The writing-across-the-curriculum movement, with its assump-
tl}m'thgt the responsibility for teaching writing should be shared among all
disciplines, democratizes the teaching of writing. Finally, the proliferation
of computer software designed to aid not only in checking spelling and
grammar bl}t also invention, organization and style suggests that much of
the writing instructor's "esoteric” knowled ge may be encoded in computer
programs. As Marie Haug, writing about trends in the professions as a
Wh'ole, has noted, “To the extent that scientific professional knowledge can
be ‘codified,’ it can be broken into bits, stored in a computer memory, and
ll::;a;.lii z;ls; n!fedfsd. No longer need it be preserved in the professional’s
P 00 }aI.one. A great deal of the learning transmitted to
pro EstnaI-m-trémm.g can be made accessible in this way" (201).
the leAsl the margin of indetermination surrounding composition shrinks,
bends‘t’e of uncertainty also decreases. While the study of literature often
foth 000 k?sy:if{ t}(;e act of wﬁ ting, many composition teachers and current
are gifted it ¢ }? emystify it. From llteratljlre we get the idea that writers
oneney ,nOt A ey wc_)rk alone, that thgy write when they are inspired. But
at b € a serious student of literature to have distorted notions
e exts ?1: prolduced. As Mt{rfay has observed, most students
Py wﬁﬁnpol)vgns ed view of how_ writing is created. They "have never
. magicato t}% telf'ug made. They believe ‘that teachers and writers know a
. mab at places words on the page in an order that is full of grace and
3 aning thg first time, that each work arrives correctly spelled, each piece
Pmcmahon appears at the moment it is needed, and that 'all rulzs of
Tic, grammar, and mechanics fall into place on their own" (105),
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Murray, of course, isinterested in demythologizi.ng.and‘dcmysnjfy,'n
the writing process for students. Lisa Ede shows a snmtlar interest in her
recent freshman writing text, where she attacks hgad-oq th? romantici zjod
image of the writer struggling alone until inspiration strikes" (15). Ede, ljke
many other composition teachers, wants her students to fgel part (.)f a
community of writers and to see writing as a process of mak.n?g meaning,
not a gift imparted to the fortunate few. To the extent that writing tCﬂChcrs
attempt to level the playing field, they reduce the level of uncertainty
surrounding the act of writing, indeed, most tgacl\ers probably fecl that
reducing uncertainty is part of their job. According to the power approa.ch
to professionalization, however, they may be ma@g th.elr job security
more uncertain. Perhaps the ultimate uncertepnty %s the dlsappga rance of
the teacher altogether, a state of affairs described in some detail in Peter
Elbow's Writing Without Teachers. B

The word "power," like "authority,” makes many modern composi-
tion theoristsand teachers nervous. When a Peter Elbow talks about.power,
for instance, it is not something to be guarded by membersA of the elite, that
is, teachers, but rather a power available to everyone. HLS book, Writing
with Power, says Elbow, is based on "an assumption that virtually ex-'er‘yc.n.\e
has available great skill with words. That is, everyone can, under certain
conditions, speak with clarity and power" K7). o .

If a major component of professionalization is power, t fer;
deprofessionalization is primarily the loss of power. One explanatlgrl _(;q
professionals’ perceived loss of power that has achle\.’ed some notorie yll;
the "revoltof the client,” a tendency for clients to question the prof:essxona :
authority. Client revolt is fueled, among ot.he.:r things, by mcrefstf1 !
knowledge; the more clients know, the less willing they a1"e to tnf'tin
judgment and authority of the professional. Haug and .Sussman, wri _OS
at the end of the 1960s, saw in the student demonstra'nons of the pefl <
evidence for a challenge to the professional expertise of } cgllelge; a:ee
university teachers. Two decades later, though, it is more'dlfﬁcu ;ar(:\ént
college students as clients in revolt. Most teachers are as likely :cot s
student passivity as they are to complain of excessive challenﬁes «re -
authority. The gripe against today's stuc.lentsbg, usually that ; ey a1 e e
extrinsically oriented and motivated to risk biting the hand td at Wcollege
day pass them on to the hand that will feed them. Also, mo err(;l R
sﬁidents, according to most faculty, are less kno.“'/ledgeable an ! :Sg ot
than their predecessors, especially in the area of writing, ar‘ld her;\ce r:v a
and likely to mount an effective challenge to the teachef s ?u;\ ct)rl ;e.ate R

Composition has, however, adopted some practices that ¢ hers
climate in which "client revolt” could ﬂouris}?: By stressing that as Feat't o
they are not the only audience for student writing and by encouraging
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i gtudents to get feedback from other readers, whether classmates, friends,
A tutors, or others, composition teachers both systematize and sanction what
k' Bloor and Horobin, writing about physicians and their patients, call "lay
consultants.” Bloor and Horobin hypothesize that "the proto-patient who
B hasnegotiated a diagnosis with his lay consultants is likely to present to his
W doctor a relatively well developed set of requests . . . [and] to be less
B compliantin hisinteraction with the doctor than is the patient whose proto-
patient career has been foreshortened” (278-79).
, While physicians donot encourage prospective patients to consult lay
K people before making office visits, they may, in an effort to minimize trivial
" consultations, subtly encourage patients to assess their own condition in
. order to decide whether an office visit is really necessary. Such behavior
' may make patients more capable of and more likely to engage in self-
_, diagnosis, which in turn may make them more likely to question the
| physician's judgments. Because doctors dislike both trivial office visits and

+1) challenges to their authority, Bloor and Horobin accuse them of placing
patients in a "double bind";

The sick person is expected to anal yze his condition
in terms--is it serious or non-serious, does it require
medical treatment or some other alleviative action,
etc.—-which imply diagnostic and prognostic evalua-
tion, but on presentation to the doctor the sick person
isexpected to "forget"his own priorassessment of the
condition and defer to the doctor's; the sick persorn is

first encouraged to participate in and then excluded
from the therapeutic process. (277)

Do writing teachers do the same thing? Certain

student self-diagnosisis a hallmark of much current wri
R is consisten

g Dot solely res
¥ self-diagnosi

ly an emphasis on
ting instruction, for
t with the conviction that, as Hawkins puts it, "the teacher is
ponsible for what goes on in the classroom" (11). But when
s leads students either to question authority (and as long as
" $eachers give grades, they will be perceived to have authority) or to resist
‘l'eatment (Elbow, Contraries 81-82), how do teachers respond? It may be
Fimpossibe (o generalize about teachers’ behavior in such situations, but
€arly both the challenges and the responses do much to shape our
g Volving professional image.

y Any attemptto anal yze the professionalization or deprofessionalization
Occupation assumes a certain amount of internal Occupational consis-
- Whether composition evidences that consistency is certainly argu-
as is the question of whether it should be internally consistent.

." an
le.
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Bartholomae, in his 1988 Chair's Address to CCCC: conlcludes Wi,t,h an
appeal to resist calls for "a disciplined, ordered field,” stating fla tl_‘;; i am
suspicious of calls for coherence. I suspect that most_of Fhe problems in
Semjc life--problems of teaching, problems of thinking--come from
discipl i isciplinary habits” (49). To the extent that
disciplinary boundaries and disciplinary 0 1 o
Bartholomae's characterization of and hopes :for composition studies are
tative, to the extent that we are "fractious, prone to argument .
multivocal, dislogical” lyze the profession as a profession
multivocal, dialogical,” attempts to analyze the p
i1l be complicated. .
” While};t may be difficult to say exactly what the new paradlgm of
composition instruction looks like or just where we are in the paradigm
shift (Hairston, "Winds"), it seems clear that a dlf‘ferent role h.a:s emerged
for the writinglteacher. The new writing teacher is more a facilitator than
a dispenser of truth, a referee rather than a judge (Hawkins), a FollaboTaFor
rathg than an evaluator (Jacobs and Karliner), a coach andldlag”nostman
d counselor (Harris). These roles all narrow
(Murray), a commentator an o icoall narrow
d students. They also redefine, as
the gap between teacher an : ‘ be secn ap baning
f professional authority and may be ast
B ted 1o et izat Whether deprofessionalization, as
i i . professio ,
ntributed to deprofessionalization Whether -
ngined by occupational sociologists, is a negative phenomenon for com
ition, however, is debatable. ' _ ]
P As Ritzer notes, professionals have never er\]oyeld unre:istrlti)tresd aa:d
i i i h professionals as doc :
hority over clients. Especially for suc ' n
fawygs whose livelihoods depend on a constalnfnt ﬂowtpf ﬁa'hgg Stlsr, et:e(nl'zi >
ider date oneself to patients
considerable pressure to accommo T s e
iti t have to compete for clients
165). Most writing teachers do no ave to co e
i ], since in most departmen
that other professionals do. Still, : er b
ZIZ}{uaﬁons figtlljre in promotion, advancement, and merit d;c:su;;l\; :625\! -
i ion to students’ wishes and to
ers are obliged to pay attention e o the
i ' iti t strangers, ,
standing in students’ eyes. Writing teachers are ng_ ! (gi o the presoure
demands of what Ritzer calls “client-centered conﬂilct an
i i ith that conflict. }
omise as a way of coping with t _ s
° conélz);\promise with clients does not, however, necessarily c;)tr}x‘\frt:ofes“
the quality of the professional's performanc_e or the outcomfe Osionall)-clienf
sional-client consultation. Rosenthal, in his Stﬁd}.] tohfei’::d?:i o L the
relations among lawyers, observed two approaches: e O d the
articipatory. The traditional model holfis ﬂ\?t clien e aminant
gublic interest are bestserved by the professln;l)nal ] e;cgrcglsg ;Jle;; e o him
ibility for the problem-solvin )
control over and responsibility ler B e othe
i ient" (2). The participatory madel, o
rather passively by the c'llent ( . o O reontr
hand, holds that "both client and consultant gain from‘a s lii in g( o After
over many of the decisions arising out of the relationship

44

k. thenorm, asithas alwaysbeen in the writing center. In this res

$ style, in which students "are treated

3 Writing tutors, describes three

. .ﬁrst two models, the doctor is a

f_ "lgnorant. In the third model, th

[ - . . .
¢ € Practice of medicine has changed and wi
-Aysician‘s role, mutyal participation, says Morrow

studying the lawyer-client relationship in 59 personal injury claims,
Rosenthal found that partici pating clients tended to receive better settle-
ments than did traditional clients, Rosenthal concludes that “neither
lawyer nor client should be in charge, but that professional service should
be a matter of shared responsibility” (2).

Increasingly in the composition classroom, the participatory model is

pect, writing
teachers are allied with psychothera pists, most of whom adopt a participa-
tory model of therapist-patient relations. Indecd, Rogerian psychology has
, significantly influenced conceptualizations of writing conference d ynam-

ies (Duke, Murphy, Reigstad and McAndrew, Taylor). To the extent that
writing teachers see their task in Rogerian terms, providing clients with
"the opportunity of making responsible choices” (Rogers 51), they will

adoptwhat Rei gstadand McAndrew call 2 "student-centered" confercncing

as conversational equals and fellow
writers" (30) who determine “the direction of the session, initiating move-

menttoeach new phase of the conference”(29). Some research suggests that
this approach is more effective than a directive, teacher-centered style.

Studies by Beaumont and Jacobs and Karliner note a clear relationship
between instructional style and students’ revision of their w riting, finding
that directive, Prescriptive instructional roles promoted student passivity
and minimal revision, while a collaborative, student-centered approach
Produced more substantial revisions in students' drafts,

Despite the effectiveness and appeal of collaborative approaches to
teaching writing, there are factors militating against their widespread
2doption, and these factors have to do with the roles with which teachers
and students fee| comfortable. Diane Stelzer Morrow, a former doctor

ed tutor who explores possible connections between physicians and
models of doctor-patient relationships:
peration, and mutual participation. In the
ssumed to be knowledgeable, the patient

e physician does not claim to know what
best for the patient; instead, determining the best course of treatment

Omes ashared goal of the intera ctionbetween doctor and patient. While
th it the conception of the
,"isnot, by any means,

Activity-passivi ty, guidance-coo

itudes. Patients do expecttheirdoctor to be an ex
€y do, to diagnose, to give specific advice--in short, to fulfill a tradition-
Y professional role. Physicians, for their part, recognize that a patients

tin the doctor can be instru mental in the patient taking action that wi(]

pert, toknow more than
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promote healing and health. Thus, the doctor may well be reluctant to say,
"I don't know." . o
Within composition circles, it is fashn_o_nable to espouse “dialogic"
approaches to writing and teaching,. Th_e polmca]l'y correct writing teacher
is expected to agree with the Freirean dictum that kn?wledge O.f. the ob!ect
to be known is not the sole possession of the teache.r and that the ?b]ect
to be known is put on the table between the two subjects of knowl.ng (14).
Especially for the composition instructor, as opposed to the sub]ect-area
faculty member, the teacher is expected to concefle the authority of the
writer, recognizing, as Donald Murray asse1_‘t§, that "as much as ﬂ\e teacher-
-the experienced writer--knows about writing, the comlposmon teacher
does not--and should not--know the subject of the student's draft as well ag
t writer” (129). .
e St?‘g::e co:cessi(ons zare, from the standpoint of professiona) authority,
just that: concessions. Writing teachers who believe that thel.r role as
authority and expert inhibits their students’ empowerment as writers, and
whodeliberately shun thatrole, are in the process §1gn1f1cantly affectlr;/glg the
way they are perceived professionally, bo?h by clients and l?y peers. » any
composition teachers, still chary about their tenuous statusin the actia’1 emy,
would appreciate the irony felt by a colleague of mine, who, on the wz:y
home from a CCCC convention, observed, "Everybody keeps telling me to
i wer. What power?"
B l'JTF;\:ns,};}i?\, is the postrIrJ\odem writing teacher's dilemma: The expertsl
in the field tell her to actively resist being cast in the role of expert. Helrl gg::-
should be to empower student writers. Her classroom s.hogld b;rfo aS \;lt
rative, dialogic, her pedagogy liberatory and nonguthorltarlan. There i
of these attitudes and behaviors, she is assured, will be better writing, i e;
more importantly, better writers, but another r(.esul.t, one that fio;s nf(l)1 n%re
talked about nearly as much, is deprofessionahz.anf)n. What is t e}\‘ g
of a deprofessionalized segment of the academy_m times of r.et‘rentc g
From the perspective of occupational soc1ology., participa (?ef‘(ée o
laborative, liberatory, or student-centered pedago’gles. are evi e
deprofessionalization because they weaken teacl'_\ers cla'lm to an efzssional
body of knowledge, lessen their authority o_ver_chents, dlffusg proASI hve
power, and narrow the margin ofindetermmap on teachers enjoy. * carily
suggested, deprofessionalization, by this Qefmhon, does_ t-?Ot r;‘le:sserm
compromise the quality of what goes on in the composi 0;_1 e ore,
Indeed, it may result in more effective teaching and lfeammg. ud'scovere
as [ have noted, composition is not the only profession to‘have ]ltionS- at
the effectiveness of "deprofessionalized" approaches to cl‘lgnt rela o
the same time, deprofessionalization does affect composition's 1m;‘::‘gi oed
standing in the academy. For a discipline that has worked long a
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U to achieve professional status in the university, what I have called
5 d

eprofessionalization is a dynamic that composition teachers would do
& well to pay attention to and be self-conscious about.

Emerson wrote, "Nature arms each man with some faculty which
' enables him to do easily some feat impossible to any other, and thus makes
k him necessary to society." Peter Elbow has said, "I think teachers learn to
B be more useful when it is clearer that they are not necessary" (Teachers x).

[ Between these two poles, teachers of writing live and move and have their
| professional being.
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Reconsidering Faculty Resistance to
Writing Reform

Jody Swilky

Over the last decade, writing and educational specialists have devoted
considerable attention to defining and studying resistance. By determining
the various ways that students respond to curriculum, educators and
compositionists have illuminated how resistance can represent both "posi-
tive” and "negative" responses to teaching, as well as how we can identify
and respond to these behaviors to effect transformation. Perspectives on
resistance represent a range of oppositional behaviors that are significantly
influenced by social relations, pedagogical objectives, and institutional
conditions. Forinstance, some perceive resistance as oppositionalbchavior
that both reacts against the demands of the dominant ideology and serves
the goals of affirming student voices, exercising critical interrogation, and
improving the quality of education (Giroux 107-08; also see Chase 15, 20-
21). Others, by contrast, consider it a "negative” response to the ideology
that informs a particular pedagogy, such as feminism, which can be
productively resisted through teacher commentary and response (Wolff
485, 490-91; also see Bauer 387, 392-93 ). What this sampling of recent work
suggests is that by considering competing perspectives on resistance,
writing instructors can attain clearer understanding of what is being
resisted, the causes of such resistance, and how to address such behavior.

The scope and concerns of this recent work do not characterize all
discussions concerned with resistance, however. When proponents of
writing across the curriculum (WAC) speak about resistance, coming frpm
faculty rather than students, they generally assign a negative meaning,
identifying institutional divisions, policies and practices, as well as féculfy
attitudes and beliefs, that represent obstacles to "positive” curricular
change (Fulwiler and Young 289-93; McLeod 343; Russell 191). irtjpe_d“
ments to WAC reform have been defined, recently, as "the encmics O
cross-curricular writing programs (Fulwiler and Young 287). From this
perspective, resistance becomes support for the status quo, and those who
resist oppose meaningful reform. d

This thinking restricts our ability to understand the reasons for an :
nature of resistance because it fails to perceive the possibility of pr()dUQtl"‘\
opposition to reformers’ attempts to influence others. As discussions
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. concerning student resistance show, resistance can signify something other
¥ or more than "negative” behavior. Although faculty resistance to cross-
§ curricular writing instruction can be a conscious or unconscious attempt to
L o rve the status quo, such response also can represent a critical interro-
k oation of the purposes of reform or uncertainty about the objectives of
b educational change. To deny either possibility limits our ability to distin-
! guish unproductive opposition to arguments for reform from productive
. regponses that question the agendas that reformers impose on others.

' 1 want to reconsider the way WAC proponents have been defining
resistance, taking into account how oppositional response to writing
2 reform--like student resistance to teaching--can represent both "positive"
il and "negative” behavior. My aim is to illuminate reasons for and forms of
B faculty resistance to writing reform. 1 will base my analysis on my
¥ collaboration with faculty during a summer seminar and over the ensuing
f¢ semester, concentrating on how their writing and their behavior suggest
%' and represent forms of resistance to reform. I will focus on two faculty
' members who supposedly intend to change their teaching by using writing
f to promote learning, who have similar interests and experience, and who
. distinguish themselves through their ideological dispositions.

V" Writing Before the Seminar

R The seminar aimed to introduce participants to theoretical and practical
literature so they could gain awareness of how students can learn course
§ content and discursive practices, as well as reformulate their understand-
B¢ ing, through writing and revision. In addition, during seminar sessions
.: faculty were asked to play roles students can (and often do) assume in the
¢ educational process, and then to discuss the various ways students might
f Participate more actively in the classroom. Before the seminar, participants
¥. Tesponded to questions about themselves as writers and about the writing
that they require from students. Through these introductory statements,
, participants suggested their support for and /or opposition to the
j Seminar’s objectives.
B Robert, a rhetorician and senior member of the faculty, introduced
5 himselfby providing tworesponses, one focusing on himself as a writer and
'. the other describing his teaching, When Robert discussed his own writing
p  €areer, he inscribed himself in an exploratory mode:

What scares me is not writing. For years I did not
write because I had nothing to say. Today I write
regularly . ... How do I feel about this writing? 1do
not enjoy writing this specific assignment. It is a




struggle; it is taking more time than I thought. What
I have written is written in a computer, not in stone.

These statements reveal Robert's understanding of how writing can be 4
complicated activity, one that entails "struggle.” Robert also suggests that
he believes writing is a process of revision, that is, nothing is written "jp,
stone.” His statements about teaching, however, indicate that the afore.
mentioned convictions about writing, particularly his implied beliefg
concerning struggle and revision, do not apply to his use of writing in the
classroom:

Public speaking is discovering the best answer to a
question of policy or value over which the truth or
falsity can be argued and locating and refuting the
reasons that the audience is against the speaker's
conclusion. The public speaker is a participant in a
process by which citizens arrive at good judgments.

In the course, students write three manuscripts
[of speeches} and two short papers. The manuscripts
are graded on the learning goals for the speech and
onthe standards of university level writing. For each
paper, students select a topic, locate the crucial issue
and refute it . . . . Students develop critical reading
skills by evaluating papers, ranking them according
tohow they meet thelearning goals of the assignment
and how they demonstrate university level writing.

The way Robert uses writing suggests that his assumptions and goals
are at odds with the objectives of the seminar. He provides students with
alist of "learning goals” and “standards of university level writing,” which
students apply when they evaluate an oral presentation or rank their peers’
papers. Although students receive responses to their writing, through
verbal feedback to speeches and numerical evaluations of papers, this
commentary is not intended to assist them in revising a speech or rewriting
a paper.

Robert closes his introductory statement with a series of questions that
could signal positive and negative resistance to reform: "Why are several
short assignments better than a single paper?”; "Does peer feedback
provide quality as well as quantity?"; and "What is university writing and
how does one teach it?" Considering his description of his public-speaking
course, his years of teaching experience, and his expertise in a form of
language use, Robert may be challenging the "writing expert,” a stance that
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ts his potential resistance to change. (His questions could also
| reflect a longstanding dispute between public speaking and English de-
rtments over the purposes of teaching writing.) At the same time,
' however, his inquiries may represent his genuine interest in entertaining
| activities that he is aware of but has not yet integrated into his teaching.
In contrast to the way Robert separated his responses to questions,
| Robin, a philosopher of language and senior member of the faculty,
integrated his analysis of his writing with his discussion of teaching:

I start out to write a defense of Socrates but end up
with a personal paper relating my mounting climb-
ing experiences to the simile of the cave by way of
Wittgenstein . ... Now the problem is whether this
is an excuse for being unphilosophical or whether
such an approach can only be made after one has
established oneself.

This is my dilemma with students as well. Are
they inventive or sloppy, insightful or lucky, scho-
lastic or Socratic? Perhaps that's why T have students
keep notebooks that they turn in from time to time,
The format for this writing is the problem, however.
Should students copy a passage from the [assigned]
reading, interpret if, and relate their response to
previous entries? Or should T select a specific
passage and have them follow "how-to-read phi-
losophy” guidelines?

‘ Robin’s discussion of his own writing indicates that he believes
b composing is a process of producing new understanding because intention
§ changes through the process of writing itself. At the same time, however,

: !le questions the value of exploration for students. Before finishing his
Itroductory statement, Robin reveals a possible cause of his "dilemma."
4 He explains that he presently asks students to follow a guide and to write
i about a passage selected for them, because "reading diverse responses and
b Yereading earlier responses is just too much work.” Moreover, he reads
.. notebooks "at midterm and at the end of the semester.” His primary
[ foncern seems to be managing the work load, and because of this priority,
may resist any change that requires more of his time and labor.
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Writing During the Seminar

During the first two weeks of the seminar, participants read and wrote
about articles concerned with theory and practice, becoming engaged with
issues such as the purposes of schooling, writing in the disciplines, writing
assignments, and responding tostudent texts. Faculty scrutinized. through
writing as well as discussion, the convictions they held and the theory
presented to them in the seminar. Each day we discussed the readings and
participants’ writing, in small groups and as a seminar, focusing on the
pertinence or irrelevance of the readings to participants' concerns and
objectives.

Robert, the rhetorician, wrote terse responses that focused on how the
readings failed to address one or more of his concerns. Moreover, he
consistently inquired about the university's freshman reading and writing
course, particularly how instructors prepare students to write for other
college courses. At hisrequest, and with the approval of other participants,’
we read articles that pertain to the introductory writing course, which
elicited this response from Robert:

You offer me some theoretical mumbo jumbo. Per-
haps [ am a nuts-and-bolts teacher. You propose that
itis possible for students to become more competent
writers if they try to "discover” what they want to
say.]ammore interested in reasoned argument than
exploration. What happens when students have nei-
ther anything to say nor skills to write? What about
mechanics and organization? Students in the classes
that I teach who have taken English 1 have problems.
What can I expect of your students as writers after
they complete English 1?

Robert's questions suggest assumptions about teaching, learning, and
institutional responsibilities that might cause him toresist change. Suspect
of the freshman writing course’s objectives and critical of what students
learn in this course, he appears to challenge the "writing expert” and may
wonder why he should listen to the recommendations proposed in this
seminar. At the same time, however, his questions may represent an
attempt to initiate a dialogue, his combative approach notwithstanding.
Being a "nuts-and-bolts” teacher, as well as a rhetorican trained in the
classical tradition, he encounters "mumbo jumbo” that challenges his
assumptions and priorities, and therefore he questions this "new rhetoric.”
Robert considers himself a language expert and an accomplished teacher,
subjectivities supported by his scholarship and institutional recognition,
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and it is reasonable to assume that he will not change his beliefs unless
persuaded by "reasoned argument’--what he expects from all orators--that
addresses his concerns and priorities. .

Robin, the philosopher of language, produced a response Fl'}ﬂ}t, hk.e
Robert's writing, is critical of some academics, but Robin's criticism is
directed at those who allegedly control language use in the university and
in professional journals:

The rules for successfully inventing the university
reside in the hands of mostly white men who do not
give others the secrets of successful invention. [f the
writing is white enough, it is deemed to be a proper
copy of the Platonic form of the university. Now we
all know about studies that show how blind referees
cannot discern male writing from female writing. We
also know that at times most blindfolded people
peek. .

Bartholomae claims that all the student writers
he knows are aware of [academic] conventions. This
may be true . . . but the guardians of academic
language games decide whose inventions of the uni-
versity are genuine and whose will never geta patent.
I'm inclined to think that such talk about students
“learning to speak our language, to speak as we do,"
is a way to exclude whomever we want under the
guise of objective standards.

Although Robin's oppositional voice appears to support the gxpansion
oflanguage use in the university, he fails todiscuss how his teaching onu]d
serve this end. On the one hand, he implies that he opposes educational
practice that underscores teaching students “to speak our language,’
because this agenda excludes certain students and preserves the status quo,
yet at the same time, he makes no effort to explainhow he would encourage
students to write in ways that would counter the alleged objectives of the
"guardians of academic language games.”

Perhaps Robin fails to present an alternative to the status quo because
his primary interest is not the expansion of language use in thg classroom.
In other words, his main concern may be the effect of institutional power
on himself, not on students. When he refers to those individuals who will
never receive a "patent” for their "inventions," is he speaking about stu-
dents, teachers (like himself) outside the mainstream, or both groups? In
his response, Robin is preoccupied with the idea that the "rules. for
successfully inventing the university," as well as for gaining entrance into
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professional journals, are available to a select few, a group that Robin
suggests, in his response, ignores him and many others.

Writing After the Seminar

Before the seminar ended, participants and I met to discuss their plans for
revising their courses. We agreed that during the fall semester we would
work collaboratively, so I could assist them with designing assignmentg
and responding to student writing, as well as converse with them about an y
problems or complications they encountered. We also agreed that teachers
and students would evaluate the uses and value of the writing activities
and that [ would visit classes.

During the seminar, Robin decided that he would allow students in hig
philosophy course more interpretive freedom, no longer requirmg that
they follow rigid guidelines for interpreting an assigned passage (sce p. 53).
He also intended to read student writing frequently throughout the
semester.

Robin and T neither spoke nor corresponded about his philosophy
course until the fifth week of the semester when he sent me his syliabus and
promised to forward copies of student writing. Not until the week before
finals was I allowed to visit his class and given the opportunity to read his
students’ writing. Inhis course evaluation, Robin explained his intentions
for revising his course and what actually occurred when he returned to the
classroom:

When [ left the seminar, I decided to abandon the
step-by-step guidelines for reading and writing. [
also wanted to make writing a central concern of the
course.

... I quickly let writing take a back seat to
lecture, [however], occasionally using it to initiate a
class discussion. Although I intended to collect the
writing every other week, I pushed it to the side
because I felt [ didn’t have time for it. Tt wasn't until
mid-semester that I read and responded to what

students had written . . . . The notebook was extra
work which was placed on top of an already existing
course.

Robin's earlier writing foreshadows the behavior described in this
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f reading and writing assignments, and his indecision can be partly, and
rhaps mostly, attributed to his concern for managing the work load.
After the seminar, he intended to make "writing a central concern of the
course,” yet in the classroom he "quickly” ignored this "extra work,”
assigning "it a back seat to lecture,” pushing "it to the side.” It appears that
Robin made no genuine attempt to use writing to promote learning and that
he resisted reform because improving the quality and conditions of
learning is less important to him than managing time and labor.

The lack of communication that characterizes my "collaboration” with

R bin contrasts with the regularity of conversation that characterizes my
work with Robert. Before the seminar ended, Robert and I discussed and
debated many issues, and he eventuaily decided to restructure his use of
writing in his public-speaking course. We agreed that Robert would send
student writing to me each week throughout the semester and that we
would discuss the assignments and his response to writing on a weekly
basis.
Robert intended to use writing to promote Jearning by having students
revise and write more frequently. He planned to modify his course by
asking students to rewrite their speech texts after they receive feedback
from the class and by requiring them to write "reflections” on what they
learn from giving a specific speech. I recommended that Robert respond
to the drafts of speech texts, but he rejected my advice because of the
amount of work involved in responding to drafts and rewrites. Early in the
semester, when I read drafts and revisions of speech texts, I noticed that
students were concentrating on changing the surface features of their
writing. Isuggested to Robert that if he responded to the content of early
drafts, students might then produce more substantive revisions. In
response to my suggestion, he wrote, "Your point about responding to
manuscripts before rewrites is well taken. Students aren't rewriting
‘content.’ I'll try reading and responding to their manuscripts.”

That Robert resisted yet eventually adopted my idea suggests that his
Previous opposition to change (see p. 54) stems from ingrained belief about
learning, which now, after our discussion, is being tested by his reposition-
ing himself in the learming process. Throughout the semester, he scruti-
nized and revised his teaching, and suchbehavior is described in his course
evaluation:

I required students to write so they could become
more proficient as public speakers and more knowl-
edgeable about public speaking.

Imodified my original plan to allow for revision, first
by requiring rewrites and then by helping students




with their revisions. What I have discovered, how-
ever, is that not much change occurs through rewrit-
ing. Perhaps I am partly responsible for the results
of this experiment, because my commentary may not
have given students specific reasons for revising.

I believe the reflections onoratory have worked.
For the final assignment, 1 asked students to read
their first reflections and write about how their
thinking has changed. On the whole, students refor-
mulated their thinking . . . . Next semester, I will
require students to reflect on present and past per-
formances throughout the course.

Robert’s evaluation reveals both positive and negative resistance. On
the one hand, he experimented with and scrutinized my ideas, which
caused him to use revision for his own purposes--to have students refor-
mulate their ideas in their "reflections." On the other hand, he has not
entirely changed his assumptions about learning and therefore does not
modify the way he responds to student texts. Throughout the semester, he
provides students with directives, such as "explain this subpoint” or
“provide support,” despite our discussions concerning ways to ask ques-
tions that give students "reasons" for expanding and/or rethinking their
writing. By maintaining this approach to responding to student texts,
Robert works against his goal of assisting students as they attempt to
reformulate their understanding of oratory.

Working Against Resistance

One interence that I draw from this analysis of my colleagues and their
writing is that to understand the sources and nature of resistance, and to
assist teachers who are serious about changing their pedagogy, we need to
collaborate with instructors as they revise their courses. The shortseminar
has serious limitations as a means of effecting change, in part because
teachers are frequently responding to novel, complex ideas; in part because
we can misread thereasons for and the nature of their responses; and in part
because genuine pedagogical transformation requires the implementing
and testing of ideas and strategies in the classroom.

As Robert's and Robin's cases demonstrate, when we work with
teachers as they revise and scrutinize their teaching (if they elect to do 50),
we attain fuller understanding of their ideology and resistance, and with
this knowledge we can work more effectively to encourage different levels
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of transformation.  As Deborah Swanson-Owens argues, the effectiveness
our efforts to improve curriculum is contingent, in part, on our under-
ding “why it is appropriate” for teachers to respond to reform as they
o, which necessitates understanding “"practitioners and not just practice”
4-95). Both Robert's and Robin’s actions after the seminar reveal how
erent determinants, including personality, assumptions, beliefs, and
titutional conditions, affect teachers' decisions about pedagogical pri-
ties. And Robin's writing and behavior before, during, and after the
inar illustrate how a teacher can behave one way in this educational

g must contend with institutional pressures. If we work with teachers as they
Lgncounter institutional pressure, we have a better opportunity to under-
’ mand their behavior and how to respond to such behavior.

By engaging in conversations about teaching and learning and by
j testmg and implementing classroom reform, we work with our colleagues
_ t the structures, attitudes and beliefs that are obstacles to reform.
 This type of collaboration is at odds with the nature and structure of the
b postsecondary institution, and, consequently, this activity will be met with
. resistance. Even when these conversations occur under optimal condi-
i tions, they will entail compromise and will likely produce tension. But
B WAC reformers claim that faculty value the discussions and connections
h that emerge in workshops and seminars (see, for instance, Fulwiler,
I’ "Evaluating” 65; "The Quiet" 184). Whether or not teachers will value
 collaboration when they return to the classroom can be determined only by
b continuing and maintaining discussions and debates begun in these fo-
) rums,

k Note

£

{ 1. The freshman reading and writing course is based on an epistemic

 pedagogy similar to the one David Bartholomae and Anthony Petrosky

} Present in Ways of Readi ing. For this day, faculty read Michel Foucault's

b "Discourse on Language,” David Bartholomae's "Inventing the Univer-
 8ity,” and Kurt Spellmeyer's "Foucault and the Freshman Writer." I also

| 8ave participants a description of our freshman writing course.
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In the Spirit of Wyoming: Using Local
Action Research to Create a Context for
Change

Elizabeth Rankin

As writing program administrators, we all have stories to tell--stories
about what t's like to teach on our home campuses, how adjunct and part-
time faculty are treated, what changes we are trying to make in their status
and working conditions. Many of the stories sound familiar at first. They
seem to have the same cast of characters, the same setting, the same plo@,
but the longer we listen to stories like these, shared at national conferences
and professional gatherings, the more we begin to notice the differences.
True, common elements pervade many of the stories we tell, but at the same
time, local factors shape our separate academic communities.

At some level, of course, we all know this. It explains why some of
us were dissatisfied with the Wyoming Conference Resolution and why
some are still unhappy with the CCCC Statement of Principles and
Standards that later evolved from that Resolution. Despite the CCCC
committee's best efforts to come up with a set of recommendations that
would apply to all of us--from TAs to tenured professors, from those who
teach at community colleges to those who teach at research universities,
from those who choose to teach part-time to those seeking full-time
positions—they simply could not satisfy everyone; however, this does not
mean that we should throw out the CCCC Statement, or even that we
should spend more time trying to fine tune it further. What is needed at
this point instead is some consideration of what we, on our own home
campuses, can do to enact the principles of the Wyoming Resolution within
our own institutional contexts.

In that spirit, I offer here two stories--or rather, one story with two
intersecting plot lines. The main plot, a story about the situation of part-
time faculty on my campus, may be fairly familiar to many of you. Butno
matter, itis the subplot--a story about the research project [ undertook in
an effort to understand that situation--that is the real subject of this essay.
What that subplot suggests is that research of the kind I will describe, when
it is undertaken locally and shared with a local audience, can complement,
not substitute for but complement, broad based reform initiatives like the
Wyoming Resolution and the CCCC Statement.
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I will begin by giving some brief background on the situation I am
bhout to describe. At the University of North Dakota we have recently
telied on fifteen to twenty "part-time" non-tenure track lecturers and thirty
¥ 4o thirty-five GTAs to staff our composition program. Lecturers also teach
b occasional introductory literature courses and entry-level linguistics or
creative writing courses. What we call "the lecturer problem" (shades of
f James Baldwin here) seems to have plagued the department, in this form
{ at least, for the last fifteen years but reached a climax two years ago when
'a lecturer-organized request for upgraded positions (based on the LSU
F model of Career Instructorships) generated so much discussion that a
¥ departmental retreat was called to deal with the issue. Out of that original
E vetreat—-plus a subsequent Ad Hoc Committee proposal, a follow-up
K retreat, a revised proposal, and a departmental vote--came a unanimous
7 English Department endorsement of a plan to create ten full-time Instruc-
¥ wrships, designed for those with MAs who would teach primarily compo-
¥ gition and lower-division literature courses. Although this would not
| entirely eliminate the use of part-time temporary Lecturers, it would
' reduce such positions significantly, while upgrading the professional
k- status of most teachers in the department.

f By no means an ideal solution to the problem (the plan still falls far
) short of the CCCC guidelines), this move by the department nevertheless
¢ constituted a significant victory for the lecturers. Still, it was only a
. temporary victory, because the department’s request to hire four such
|- Instructors in the Fall of 1991 was turned down by the Dean of Arts and
f. Bciences. At this point the subplot begins.

, In an attempt to find out what had happened to the department’s
" proposal, how it got as far as it did and why it got no further, I set out to
. interview people whohad been involved in the situation. 1 interviewed six
' Lecturers, six faculty members, and three administrators, all of whom had
[ been at UND longer than 1 had. My idea was to use the open interview
. format, to begin with a broad general question ("How would you describe
¥ the situation of part-time faculty in the English Department today?") and
¥, then listen to the way people talked about the situation. By listening
g, carefully not only to what was said but to how it was said, I hoped to pick
b Up some important cues that would help explain what went wrong the first
. time we made our proposal and how we might be more successful in the
i future.

Later, 1 was to learn that there are names for this kind of research (e.g.,
| action research, advocacy research, critical praxis) and thatit hasashortbut
 honorable history in the more progressive branches of social science,
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including education, anthropology, sociology, and feminist studies, In
their 1983 volume Becoming Critical: Knowing Through Action Reseayehy
British and Australian education researchers Wilfred Carr and Stepher;
Kemmis describe action research this way:

Action research is simply a form of self-reflective
enquiry undertaken by participants in social situa-
tions in order to improve the rationality and justice
of their own practices, their understanding of these
practices, and the situations in which the practices
are carried out. (162)

Based on the work of social psychologist Kurt Lewin, action research
of the type described by Carr and Kemmis began in the 1940s as a reaction
against the limitations of positivist social science rescarch. From there, the
method spread into British and Australian education circles where it
merged with the burgeoning teacher-researcher movement of the 1970s
and emerged into our own field through such peoplc as James Britton,
Garth Boomer, and Ann Berthoff (Goswami). Most recently, American
theorists concerned about the "technocratic co-option” of action resecarch
have developed its political and historical basis, thus reinventing it as
critical social praxis (Kincheloe 19).

In terms of method, action research resembles other modes of quali-
tative research, making use of interviews, observations, and participant-
observation studies, although the critical praxis arm of the movement also
draws on methods associated with critical theory and historiography. As
for "minimal requirements,” Carr and Kemmis state:

It can be argued that three conditions are individu-
ally necessary and jointly sufficient for action re-
search to be said to exist: firstly, a project takes as its
subject-matter a social practice, regarding itasa form
of strategic action susceptible of improvement; sec-
ondly, the project proceeds through a spiral of cycles
of planning, acting, observing and reflecting, with
each of these activities being systematically and self-
critically implemented and interrelated; thirdly, the
project nvolves those responsible for the practice in
each of the moments of the activity, widening partici-
pation in the project gradually to include others
affected by the practice, and maintaining collabora-
tive control of the process. Some of the work that

now passes for action research in education does not
meet these criteria. Some will develop towards
meeting all of the requirements; some will be ar-
rested action research and falter before completing
its development. Still other work will fail to meet
these requirements and cannot seriously lay claim to
the title "action research” at all, (165-66)

) Although my own research project might not lay claim to the title of action
 vesearch—it certainly was not as "systematic” as it might have been--it does
[ bear enough resemblance that [ have since been able to understand and
jcritique my own work in terms of those criteria.

For instance, although I could not say that I went through a "spiral of
! cycles of planning, action, observing and reflecting,” | did discover, in the
, course of my interviews, that! needed to understand the historical base of
¥ our lecturer situation. Often my interview respondents would refer to
bevents in the history of the department that had significance for them: the
¥ dismissal of three instructors on temporary appointment in the mid-1960s,
fthe hiring of "the first lecturer” in 1975. Or they would refer to particular
k documents to corroborate a claim: the faculty handbook, the Board of
b Higher Education manual, Professor Joseph Smeall's history of the depart-
yment, written during the University's Centennial year. Eventually I did
| become an historiographer of sorts, putting together a chronology of
b important dates and events, and assembling a file of documents relevant
5to the situation.

" As I went about my research, which soon began to expand in scope
{and implication, I made some interesting discoveries, three of which T will
ecount briefly here. In some cases, what [ learned may have implications
t#or those on other campuses, but that is not my point in telling these stories.
gMore than anything, the stories illustrate the importance of understanding
gthe local context and then using that understanding to bring about change.
The first discovery I made had to do with terminology. One of my
eurliest interviews was with the Dean of Arts and Sciences, a well-seasoned

ground is in English (he occasionally helps out the department by

daching a course in Renaissance literature) his ties with the department are
ploser (and thus perhaps somewhat more complex) than might be the case
he were in another field. When I called for the interview, I explained that
¥was working on a presentation to give at the following Spring's CCCC;
S, his opening remarks referred immediately to that context. I quote
here, verbatim, from the transcript of that interview:
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I'm glad to have this opportunity to talk with you
about a subject that's important. My understanding,
Libby, is that you're preparing a report, a paper that
you're going to share with others in March at the
annual meeting of CCCC . . .. The title--I may not
remember it exactly--of your panel, but as you said
it to me, it includes the word "Adjunct Faculty,” and
later in our informal conversation you three times
used the term "part-time faculty.” [have no statisti-
cal data on this but [ have observed, in discussions
with my fellow deans at national meetings and with
faculties at other institutions, that our university, the
University of North Dakota, and the other schools in
the North Dakota system, are in the very least a
minority. Here we have almost no part-time faculty.
. .. We have at UND principally three kinds of
teaching personnel. We have faculty, GTAs, and
lecturers. The lecturers are not part-time faculty or
adjunct faculty. They are defined as "instructional
other.” And this is a policy of our State University
Board. They are teachers, which is a very honorable
profession, but they are not University faculty.

After some discussion of the role of faculty at a university, and the
expectations of them in terms of scholarship and research, he went on to
offer the following cautionary remarks:

I hope if you're speaking about our situation you'il
make it clear that we don’t have, we have almost no,
part-time faculty. But we do have alarge number of
lecturers.

I quote this opening segment of our interview at length because it
illustrates one of the most important facts I learned in the course of my
research: terminology counts. For in one sensg, the Dean is absolutely
right. At my university, and perhaps at many others, the designation of
"faculty" is reserved for those tenured or probationary personnel who hold
the rank of Instructor, Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, or Profes-
sor. Lecturers, grouped with Graduate Teaching Assistants in a category
called Academic Other (!), are not regarded as faculty and thus not entitled
to certain faculty rights and privileges. _

As it turns out, though, the situation regarding terminology is tar
more complex than the dean had led me to believe. As I tracked down
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ents that would corroborate what he told me, I learned that the
ersity has, in fact, as many as sixty-two different titles to refer to
emic personnel. Some of these titles were familiar ones: Lecturer,
ctor, Adjunct Instructor; others, like Clinical Instructor, are less
iliar, but intriguing to those of us who would like to find a place in the
ersity for trained, knowledgeable, and professionally active full-time
hrhers of composition and literature.
h Another of my discoveries had to do with the history of the current
ation. Asllearned in my interviews, many in my department date the
ginning of the "Lecturer problem” to 1975 when the first two people given
I particular designation were hired; however, those who had been in the
artment longest, including the dean and a former chair, cited predeces-
ks of the Lecturers who shared with them the secondary professional
that has made declarations like the Wyoming Conference Resolution
ly regular occurrence in the profession.
g, Thelot of one of those predecessors is described by our late colleague,
weph Smeall, in his centennial history of the department. When the
miversity opened in 1884, writes Smeall, its entire "instructional force”
gisted of four teachers, W.M. Blackburn, W. Merrifield, H. Montgom-

Symptoms of cultural unease soon appeared.
Blackburn, Merrifield and Montgomery agreed to
deny Mott a full role in determining institutional
policies. Mott, in turn, complained of an unfair work-
load due to the policies. Expressions consequent
upon the ensuing tensions sketch out roughly the
nature of the uneasiness. Policies designed to cope
with it were to give an unchanging core to the shape-
changing Department even toits present times (1982).
Blackburn, Merrifield and Montgomery had made
up and administered entrance examinations. [t might
be assumed, in the circumstances, that these were
quite standard and hence sacred. One result, how-
ever, was that not one student who applied for
admission to the University that Fall was admitted;
all were relegated to a primary or preparatory or sub-
preparatory department. As a consequence most
students in most branches became Mott's responsi-
bility. By a very rough indexing of weekly teaching
loads during that first term, Blackburn's comes to
4272, Merrifield's to 4.277, Montgomery's to 8.820,
and Mott’s to 20.368. (2)
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For those of us who teach composition, this story has a familjar rin
Here were Professors Blackburn, Merrifield, and Montgomery deciding.
that they had better things to do with their time than to teach the grea%
unwashed of the Dakota Territory. And here was E.S. Mott, Lady
Instructor (apparently, her official title), ready to take up the slack
Infuriating as it is, however, this story too offers useful information, for ié
demonstrates convincingly that what we call the "Lecturer problem” at
UNDdid notbeginin 1975 with the hiring of the first two Lecturers. Armed
with a fuller understanding of the true history of the situation--an under-
standing sometimes called "dangerous memory” (Kincheloe 183)--we are
in a better position to respond to the argument often advanced, that these
positions are in fact only temporary ones, created to fill an unusual and
temporary need.

An interesting sidenote to the story told by Professor Smeall under-
scores the point about terminology made earlier. In a detailed appendix to
his narrative account of departmental history, Smeall lists "the two hun-
dred and twenty or so teachers, who over the century would work within
the Department.” Acknowledging that his list s "incomplete and probably
occasionally in error," composed from old catalogues and class schedules,
Smeall nevertheless makes a surprising and disturbing omission; he does
not include on his list the names of thirteen Lecturers (eleven of them
women) then serving with him in the English Department.

From this evidence one can readily see one consequence of the use of
the title Lecturer. Because Lecturers at UND don't hold budgeted faculty
positions (they are paid from a general pool of funds) and because they
teach multi-section courses listed as "Staff,” their names don't show up in
university catalogues or on class schedules. For the women and men
holding these positions, then, the title of Lecturer seems to have magical
properties, making them virtually invisible!

A third discovery Imade in the course of my research is perhaps more
mundane and less intellectually interesting than those I have just men-
tioned, but in some ways it may have been the most important as far as our
immediate situation is concerned. This discovery had to do with clogged
chanrnels of communication, a chronic problem on our campus, and on
many others, I suspect.

One of the first interviews I conducted when I began was with our
newly-elected department chair. A former part-timer herself and 2
Marxist/feminist cultural critic, she spoke passionately of this "increas-
ingly acute problem"” as part of a larger context, "the de-skilling of labor in
our economy':
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I'm afraid that academic life is going to follow other
modes of production. And that means that people
will be taking the equivalent of piecework in aca-
demic life. That's what is happening to other modes
of production in the American economy. So why
should education not follow that line?

fact, she went on to say,

We are the part-time workers. I think it is a mistake
for us to remove ourselves from the position of part-
time workers in our universities. We ... are thought
of in the same way, those of us in the humanities are
thought of in the same way. We can "round out" a
student's professional education. Or we can provide
the "soft side” of a business major’s thinking about
management and theory ... We can become a series
of general education requirements that . .. distinguish
between a technical education and a university edu-
cation.

As she talked, it became more and more clear that, in her view, what
fwas needed was not the creation of ten new positions but much more
assive change--on campus, the dissolution of the tenure system; and in
p8ociety, the radical "de-centering of professional life."
When considered in such a context, the department’s resolution
‘8eemed far less dramatic, its proposal less likely to bring significant change.
b8till, T was surprised that the chair had not pressed the dean on the matter
bof the new positions. She seemed to expect the Lecturers to make the next
fmove,
As for the Lecturers, they assumed that the request to hire had gone
pforward. When [ passed on the word in the course of another interview that
ithad not, they went directly to the chair’s office, where they obtained her
bPromise that the request would be reinitiated immediately.

In the end, that renewed request resulted in the creation of four full-
jime Senior Lecturer positions that took effect Spring semester 1992.
fllearly, these Senior Lecturer positions are not equivalent to the ten tenure-
prack Instructorships we had asked for. In fact, the position of Senior
BCturer, conspicuously absent from that list of 62 academic titles, seems to
Rave no official existence beyond the Dean's office. For all we know, this
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may simply be an appeasement, an attempt on the Dean's part to grease the
squeakiest wheels in the Lecturer ranks.

5til], itis a positive move of sorts, another in a series of positive moves
our Lecturers have witnessed over the past few years: first, full-year
contracts; then benefits; then tiny across-the-board raises; now a few full-
time continuing appointments with modest salary increases.

How have these changes come about? I would argue that they are a
result of both Lecturer-initiated action and sustained faculty support for
thataction. Such support can take a number of forms, of course, including
endorsement of the CCCC Statement. What 1 have described here is
anotherkind of support: local support in the form of critical action research.
With this kind of research we not only get to know our local academic
communities, but we also create within those communities a context for
positive change.
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WV PAs Assess the CCCC's "Statement
bof Principles and Standards"

.'t IDuncan Carter and Ben McClelland

; . What Became of the Wyoming Conference Resolution: In the summer of
{1986 participants at the Wyoming Conference on Writing passed a resolu-
F tion calling for redress of professional grievances suffered by writing
. teachers. Inthespring of 1987, the Conference on College Composition and
i Communication (CCCC) accepted the resolution for consideration, charg-
i ing a committee to prepare a document for adoption. Two years of
" committee deliberation, open meetings, and circulation of a draft docu-
[ ment culminated in the CCCC's adoption of its "Statement of Principles and
| Standards for the Postsecondary Teaching of Writing." (See CCCC Execu-
i tive Committee in Works Cited.)

» The 1990 WPA Conference at Portland: Writing program adminis-
¢ trators have a special stake in the fate of the Wyoming Resolution and the
. subsequent CCCC's "Statement." Few are in a better tactical position to
R} effect change in the working conditions and status of writing teachers,
{ especially those in theacademic underclass, which has grown dramatically
' gince the early 1970's. However, WPAs generally lack the strategic
b programmatic and budgetary authority to act. With this paradox in mind,
# Chris Anderson and Duncan Carter hosted the annual WPA Conference in
Portland, Oregon, in July, 1990, focusing on the issues raised by these two
historic documents. Eighty-four WPAs from twenty-eight states joined in
. the professional dialogue at the conference, entitled "Status, Standards and
Quality: The Challenge of Wyoming." The lively, occasionally heated,
discussions revealed differing ideologies among WPAs as well as differing
needs at various institutions, large and small, public and private. Enlight-
k- enment, not consensus, was the order of the day as conferees struggled with
the knotty complex of fiscal, intellectual, and political issues involved.
Some conference participants focused specifically on the position of
writing program administrators, which lead to the drafting of the Portiand
Resolution, a document that calls for just and reasonable status and
working conditions for WPAs. In the years following the conference this
resolution underwent a process of development within the Council of
Writing Program Administrators similar to that of the Wyoming Resolu-
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tion within CCCC. Christine Hult chaired the committee that deliberate

on and revised the resolution. At its last meeting, the Council's ercuat'L-d
Cc.)n?mittcc adopted the document "Guidelines for Writing l’r()éram /i‘de
minustrator Positions,” which is printed not coincidentally in this issye -

. The Continuing Dialogue Over Professional Standards: The discy
sion at the conference revealed the need for such a document; yet the stat M
of the WPAgs, although a key issue, is still but one of the issues sug _est?i
by the CCCC "Statement.” For the most part, the questions that doméj%n;t(fi
tbe 1990 conference remain the central questions of a continuing pr(:f;-
sional discussion. This article identifies those questions and captufee the
voices of conference participants as they pose answers. Reflecting O)ll the
questions raised and the ideas asserted at Portland, we insert “Authors’
Comments" following some items. We also quote from the CCCC
Cpmmi.ttee's most recent statements, where pertinent, to update thé
dlscus§1on. For example, with Sharon Crowley as its current chair, the
committee issued a progress report in the October 1991 issue of Co/[[('qe
Composition and Communication, in which it responded to criticism and
clarified its position on “certain controversial aspects of the statement”
.(332). Bearing witness to the enduring and controversial nature of the
issuesraised at WPA's 1990 Portland Conference and discussed herein, five
articles related to the CCCC's "Statement” also appear in the same iSSL}le of
"CCC, while the May 1992 issue of CCC carries the multiple-authored

Symposium on the 1991 "Progress Report from the CCCC Committee on
Professional Standards.” (See Merrill in Works Cited.) Fuil implementa-
tion of the committee's recommendations would result in a significant
change in the nature of CCCC as an organization; arguably, it would also
greatly increase the pressure on writin g programadministrators across the
country toimprove writing teachers’ working conditions. Thus, wepresent
some of the dialogue over these issues here because we believe they
continue to deserve wider discussion--and action. )

Ten Questions From the 1990 WPA Conference at
Portland

1. Can/should we claim rhetoric and composition as alegitimate field of
scholarship? Taking our profession seriously in the hope that others will
too, the CCCC's "Statement” unequi vocally aﬁnounces, “Research in rheto-
ric and composition is a legitimate field of scholarship with standards
comparable to other academic fields." CarolHartzog saw thisclaim resting
on the assumption that "Academic professions are of a type, within an
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academy that continues much the same, and rhetoric and composition
E. must show itself to be like them, a single and identifiable whole.” But this
| assumption misrepresents the enormous variety within rhetoric and com-
ition, in addition to ignoring many changes now taking place in other
} disciplines and in the academy at large. We come from different academic
backgrounds, practice different methodologies and values, and work
k within a range of different institutional settings. Instead of trying to fit the
E traditional mold, Hartzog felt, we should acknowledge and affirm our own
b rich diversity, define ourselves much more broadly, and so position
ourselves to “influence deeper changes in the academy.”

James Sledd, who skeptically challenged the idea of making the claim
b to disciplinary status at all, characterized much of the research done in
k- composition as either "piddling” or "wildly over-ambitious.” Sledd saw the
[ CCCC's "Statement” as a way "to placate the boss compositionists by
¥ admitting them to the worshipful company of privileged researchers,”
¥ while allowing the exploitation of "contingent workers” and teaching
b assistants to continue unchecked.

If rhetoric and composition is to be viewed as a discipline, what kind
of disciplineisit? Ellen Strenski wondered whether composition should be
thought of as "a separate discipline with its own research tradition and
texts” or as “an enabling set of skills, attitudes, and techniques.” Pointing
to the CCCC's "Statement’s” standard of "superior writing ability” for
f. teaching assistants and part-time instructors (but not for tenure-track
) faculty), severe as the requirement of "research and publication in rhetoric
" and composition” for those on tenure track, Strenski concluded that "The
CCCC's 'Statement’ seems to want it both ways, with two corresponding
streams of instructors.”

\ Jim Slevin denied that the "Statement" encouraged any kind of two-
: /' tiered system; indeed, he saw the document as aimed at dismantling the
B two-tiered system now in place; however this reform and virtually any
j. others we might wish are dependent on how we--and others—-view our
¥ work. As Slevin contended, "We cannot separate considerations of insti-
} tutional reform from considerations of how we define ourselves as a field
and how our intellectual work--in our classrooms and in our scholarly
' journals—-gets understood.”

; Authors’' comment: If the study we conduct to understand our work
§ and the writing we do to disseminate such knowledge are not scholarship,
| traditional or unconventional, what are they? For WPAs, the issue of what
¥ tounts as research /scholarship continues to be problematized. Because it
f 18 50 closely related to what counts toward tenure and promotion, the
¥ Matter of scholarship in composition and rhetoric needs more profession-
‘Wide discussion and bears close observation on the local level.
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2. Must rhetoric and composition remain closely related to English
departments? The CCCC's "Statement” declares that "because of the
significant intellectual and practical connections between writing and
reading, composition and literature, it is desirable that faculty from both
areas of specialization teach in the composition program.” Together with
the "Statement's" stance on graduate student assistants, this claim sy geests
aclose and continuing link between writing programs and English depart-
ments. As Ellen Strenski observed,

The prospect, dramatized in the CCCC'’s ‘Statement,'
of writing instructors nestled in an English Depart-
ment with traditional career paths-—-good graduate
students to tenured professors via research and
publication closely connected to literature—is a cozy
picture. But there's a whole world out there of other
kinds of writing [e.g. journalism, business corre-
spondence, legal analysis, science and medical re-
portage, software]. These other kinds of writing
seer to me to call for other institutional arrange-
ments that acknowledge and reward the teaching of
them, that is, other than the traditional scholarly
publication model. ’

Noting the "symbiotic" relationship envisioned between composition and
English studies, Carol Hartzog observed that "The administrative model
suggested would suit some campuses: a writing program housed within or
inextricably related to an English department. Other options, viable on
some campuses, would be closed out or shut down. These include scli-
standing or interdisciplinary writing programs.”

Ironically, self-standing programs sometimes have more power to
improve working conditions than the kind of department the CCCC's
"Statement" seems to envision. Virginia Polanski described her experience
inanautonomous writing program, concl uding, "Inow have more freedom
to move closer to the CCCC's 'Statement' . . . than | had as a member of an
English department.” Jf we are to remain in English departments, others
argued, we are first going to have to overhaul them. Kristine Hansen began
with Robert Scholes' view (in Textual Power) of the traditional English
department, a hierarchy with literature and the consumption of texts on
top, nonliterature and the production of texts on the bottom. Since the
hierarchy is further divided into the "real” and the merely academic, we in
composition are left to deal with the production of "pseudo-nonliterature.”
Gender mapping overlays this whole structure, with men dominant in
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k literature, women in pseudo-nonliterature. Inshort, if Scholes’ structure is
| seen as a house, we are stuck in the basement. Hansen saw the CCCC's

"Statement” as “a sketch of our remodeled dream house" but thought it
remained to us to provide a more "specific blueprint." She presented

¥ gpecific rccommendations for doing so within our own institutions: "Re-
' structure the English major so undergraduates are exposed to courses in
" thetorical theory and composition; hire only faculty with coursework in

rhetoric and composition; place composition experts on search commit-
tees—-and on tenure committees, to evaluate teaching."

Authors' comment: Administrative restructuring comes slowly to
most campuses. While the matter of whether to stay within or to go outside
the English Department seems more clearly delineated now than in the last
decade, economic and political stagnation have brought budget cuts to
many campuses and, along with them, a siege mentality that precludes
serious consideration of long-term restructuring. Who can circulate a
memo advocating a new program design when budget cuts have under-
‘mined the instructional integrity of the existing program? Some WPAs say
that such a time is just right, however, for that sort of rethinking. Diligent
and creative WPAs who are not daunted by the poor atmospheric condi-
tions may seek change, but we wonder how many good, innovative
program designs can be implemented during a period of insufficient
funding. Working for more favorable structural arrangements will prob-
ably have to wait for budget lines to come alive once again. So what do we
do in the meantime?

3. Should national reform of teaching conditions be tied to the issue of
tenure for writing teachers? Carol Hartzog thought gains in professional
status and tenure lines would be "important, but the need for improved
conditions is so critical that it should not be fully dependent on them."
Shelley Reece concurred, terming a shift from part-time instruction to
faculty tenure lines "unrealistic” and "counter to a twenty-year trend.” [im
Slevin acknowledged that 2 common response to the CCCC's document
was to dismiss its insistence on tenure-line positions for writing faculty as
unrealistic, unaffordable, even impossible. In particular, he spoke of the
Association of Departments of English (ADE)'s resistance to the idea;
however he also recounted what happened when he spoke at the annual
convention of the Association of American Colleges. At one point, a dean
acknowledged that "what was being proposed was in fact entirely afford-
able, that it represented a very tiny portion of any college or university's
budget, and that there was no reason why the guidelines could not be
realized within a few years." So what is the problem, then? According to
Slevin, "The problem . . . is not that our demands are competing with lots
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of other demands for resources; it is that our demands are not seriously in
the competition . . .. Status and just support are denied not because the
budget makes it impossible but because the intellectual power of writing
courses is not apparent to [that dean] or to anyone else." Thus, Slevin
argues, "political pressure to alter institutional practices” cannot be sepa-
rated from the "intellectual argument about the need for change and the
reconceptualizing of the aims of writing programs.”

Authors' comment: Perhapsnosingle issue is more contested than the
professional status of writing teachers. The financialneeds of the underclass
(part-time and temporary full-time faculty) are immediate and in many
cases urgent. So, too, professional status for writing faculty as equal,
tenurable colleagues with literature faculty is a long-standing need; while
it may appear less urgent, it is essential to equitable treatment. Of
individuals who have spoken publicly to this point, Robert Merrill strongly
rejects the "Statement's” advocacy of tenure for writing teachers, arguing
that the "Statement" "effectively calls for at least doubling the tenure-track
positions in most departments,” and adding that “"those of you who can
imagine this occurring in our lifetimes are the last true optimists” (155).

These issues are configured differently at private research institutions
than at community colleges and at large versus small institutions. Can a
single policy assist WPAs at all kinds of institutions? What is the optimal
strategy, working for tenure lines or for smaller class sizes or for more
money for part-time lines?

4. Does an emphasis on tenure-track positions mean that individuals
holding part-time or temporary positions should be replaced, even those
who want to teach part-time? While agreeing in principle that writing
should be taught by tenure-line faculty, Carol Hartzog considered any
wholesale conversion of positions to tenure track unlikely; however, she
added that "to the extent that change does occur, some of the trauma of
change will be felt by those undergoing review as their positions are
transformed.” Others were more direct in asserting that a move to tenure
lines would cost many temporaries and part-timers theirjobs. Lex Runciman
and Kristine Hansen both thought about what might be done for in-house
candidates when and if such a change were to take place. Runciman
suggested several ways to make searches fair to in-house candidates. He
wondered if we would continue to insist on the PhD as the sine qua non for
tenure-track positions, and if not, what other criteria we might find
appropriate, and how we might weight them. Aware that the scarcity of
jobs during the 1970s and 1980s forced many well-qualified applicants to
accept part-time, non-tenure track positions, he also urged us to be careful
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not to "consciously or unconsciously penalize [in-house candidates] for
demographics over which they've had no control.”

Kristine Hansen suggested exploring "ways to help current part-time
faculty qualify for the full-time, tenure-track jobs that might be created. If
part-time faculty presently lack the credentials that would enable them to
be hired to do much the same work they've been doing all along,” she
added, "I would hope that we could find ways to let their experience count
towards a degree and find means to offer grants, leaves, and other
assistance to enable them to qualify for greater responsibilities.”

Many felt that the CCCC's “Statement,” in its zeal to stamp out
exploitation, is unnecessarily restrictive in recognizing only two legitimate
reasons for hiring part-time writing faculty. Aren't there other legitimate
reasons for wanting to teach part-time? What about the desire to maintain
a professional identity--not to mention making some money--while one's
children are small? Kristine Hansen suggested that we explore such
options as job-sharing, dividing one tenure-line job between two people.
Susan McLeod, who once worked part-time while raising children, agreed:
"The full-time position is not everyone's ideal job at every stage in their
lives.” She also pointed out that spousal accommodation policies, espe-
cially at more remote institutions, made it essential for institutions to retain
the flexibility to hire some faculty on a part-time basis or risk losing
promising couples altogether. Elizabeth Hedengren, mother of five and by
choice a part-time teacher for fourteen years, argued for “permanent part-
time” status for those with doctorates. She explained, "When part-timers
are fully qualified for regular full-time faculty [status] they would Junder
this option] have salary, fringe benefits and responsibilities prorated from
the comparable professorial rank." She recommended similar opportuni-
ties for qualified teachers lacking the PhD, say, part-time lectureships or
some other paraprofessional category, again with prorated salary, benefits,
and responsibilities. Acknowledging that the status of part-timers is to
some degree a women's issue, Hedengren asserted, "In any case . . . career
part-timers who have taught for years and are professionally committed to
teaching should not be overlooked.”

Authors' comment: Responding to criticism “from persons who want
to preserve the availability of part-time positions,” the CCCC Committee
on Professional Standards reasserts in its most recent statement the
condemnation of what it considers abusive hiring practices. Aside from
some "concessions to practical exigencies,” the committee "remains con-
vinced that the quality of writing instruction is not now served, and cannot
ever be served, by its long-term association with teaching practices that we
take to be exploitative . . . [W]e are forced to conclude that there is a
connection . . . between the institutional status of writing instruction and
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the hiring practices condemned in the statement” (CCCC Committee on
Professional Standards 336). The Committee also addressed part-time
teachers, distinguishing between those "who teach part-time because they
must, in order to pay the rent and put bread on the table, and those who
teach part-time because they choose to” (336-337). The Committee asked
these latter individuals to "reconsider the far-reaching professional and
political ramifications” of choosing to teach part-time, since "efforts to
secure . . . support and [professional] recognition are hampered by the
widespread use of part-time faculty to teach composition” (337).

5. What about the continued reliance on teaching assistants? Although
the CCCC's "Statement” attempts to curb the abuse of graduate teaching
assistants, many found the CCCC's "Statement” oddly tolerant of the use of
teaching assistants in composition, while oddly intolerant of the use of part-
time instructors, as if one were a form of exploitation and the other weren't.
Some saw this imbalance as linked to the "Statement's” traditional view of
writing programs as nestled comfortably within English departments.
Leon Coburn also thought the reliance on TAs undercut the CCCC "State-
ment": although the "Statement" emphasizes professionalism, most TAs
are trained as literature majors and are thus ill-equipped to teach writing,.
James Sledd observed that the Statement "would still allow the mainte-
nance of armies of assistants,” because they oversee the courses scorned by
the professionals while filling their seminars. Slevin did not devote much
attention to this issue, but he did say, “The reliance on graduate students as
a source of cheap labor is clearly condemned in the document.”

Authors' comment: Clarifying its position on TAs, the CCCC Com-
mittee on Professional Standards explains in its most recent statement that
"[tleachers of writing who are graduate students are entitled to compensa-
tion, benefits, class size, and course loads that are commensurate with the
unusual and serious responsibility accorded them by the institution. They
are entitled to adequate training in the teaching of writing and to careful
supervision of their work. While their status as teachers-in-training does
not, of course, accord them rights to promotion, tenure, and job security,
efforts should be made to hire them in an ethically responsible manner and
to provide them with frequent appraisals of their performance” (CCCC
Comumittee on Professional Standards 336).

Still, some individuals are dissatisfied with the Committee’s position
on TAs. Eileen Schell asserts that "the CCCC's 'Progress Report' does not
fully address the complexities of the GTA's position” (Merrill 165). She calls
for the Committee to "further examine the complex double work situation
that the GTA faces in his or her teaching responsibilities and academic
work" (167).
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6. What can WPAs do to improve the lot of untenured ins.tructorg on our\
own campuses? Perhaps the most creative.answer to this question was
provided by Shirley Rose, whose paper (with Susan Wyche-Smith) bas
since been published as “One Hundred Ways to Mak.e the Wyoming
Resolution a Reality." While some of the ways are more viable th?n.others,
the panelists advocatea positive-attitude, incremental approach: Fmd3 (1)191e
thing you can do, do it, then find another” (Wyclr1e-5m1th and Rose ).
Nineteen of the ways were WPA-specific, including these two:

57. Make certain writing-program administrat.iv?
work is recognized as both "teaching" and “service

for purposes of released-time assignments, tenure
evaluation, and departmental benefits. (See the
“Gtatement” and the "Report of the Modern Lan-
guage Association’s Commission on Writing and
Literature" {Profession 88: 70-76].)

75. Set aside one day a week or some kind of regular
work time, however brief, for your own scholarly
work. (Wyche-Smith 322-23)

William Irmscher approved, stating, “the changes that .ha\{e Qccurred
(over the years) are due primarily to the efforts of respected individuals on
individual campuses, not to reform movements or govemm.ent programs
... In such personal actions lies the hope for Itho§e who will coﬂntmue t(?
shape the development of composition studies in the future. .Oth?rs
contributed to a growing list of creative problem—Asolvmg suggestions for
individual and collective action. Here is a sampling: _

eBruce Leland suggested involving instructors in collaborative au-
thorship of texts used in the writing program. This improves moralle by
giving instructors real responsibility for th(.e content of the program and can
Jead to collective action directed at other issues of concern fo ll‘.lStl‘UCtOl‘S.

+Kim Flachmann involves instructors in the ad.mimstranonAof .the
writing program, to include serving on ‘subcommlttees,' Foordmatmg
departmental exams, and authoring sections of the wrltmg. prograr‘n
handbook. She has also finagled a $25/hour “consultant fee" for these

ional responsibilities.

mef;slliigbeth Ilziist and Suzanne Webb argued that WPAs who want to
effect real change must learn more about both the budgeting process and

the mindset of administrators. A
»Shelley Reece urged that we follow the ten recommendations for part-

timers in our own departments, that WPA consultant-evaluators apply
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those same recommendations when conducting external evaluations of
other writing programs, and that part-timers be represented on the CCCC
Executive Board.

Specifically, how can the "Statement” be useful in this much-needed
work of improving the lot of writing instructors on our own campuses?
James Slevin said that this document should "enable but not require writilié
faculty to press for improvements in their situation. The aim was to give
them as clear and forceful a statement as possible from which to negotiate
for changes at their institutions, if they chose to do so. It was to be a
statement of policy, and as such was to make clear those conditions that
could be taken as the rights of any faculty member." Most of the WPAs
assembled in Portland agreed on the value of the CCCC's "Statement.” A;
Susa'n .McLeod put it, "Such documents speak with some authority to
administrators.” In addition, they represent an ideal for us to struggle
toward. "We should take these documents not as blueprints, but as

fex}.wrtations to try to do our best for our profession and for those employed
init.”

7. H.ow can the status of WPAs be enhanced so they are in a better
position to effect some of these changes? The WPA is, on most campuses
the logical person to champion the kinds of changes envisioned by thei
CCCC's "Statement.” Unfortunately, the WPA is just as likely to be a 97-
pound weakling, ill-equipped to kick sand in anyone’s face. Karen Vaught-
Alexander described her experiences as a new WPA; Thomas Recchio and
Lynn Z. Bloom identified various of the “initiation rites” to which the new
WPA is traditionally subjected. The two representations gained added
authority by being in such perfect accord with each other:

Recchio and Bloom: Rite #1. Something important
that you've been promised will not be readv when
you arrive new on the job, like an office, a corhputer,
asalary check. ... Rite #2. Whatever you anticipated
your duties to be, they will be expanded . ... Rite #3.
The funding for a major program you anticipated
running will be curtailed drastically or wiped out
entirely .. ..

Vaught-Alexander: My actual job description has
been in flux since last year. After MLA, 1 accepted a
position for which I would train peer tutors, run a
writing center, develop a WAC program, and teach
a half-load. By April, my duties also included help-
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ing to develop the Freshman seminar program for
Fall 1990. By July, I was told there was no space or
funding for the writing center and tutors but that
there was plenty to do, indeed. Indeed.

Recchio and Bloom went on to argue that these "rites,” if taken as
openings for dialogue, can lead to meaningful change--not just change in
the WPA’s role or status, but change in the community as a whole. Change
was also a major concern of Vaught-Alexander, who found the CCCC's
“Statement” an important guide both for evaluating university policy and
for proposing change.

How others view composition specialists in general and WPAs in
particular can be inferred from the MLA Job Information List, argued Joseph
Janangelo. Janangelo found four categories of jobs in the JIL: the WPA, the
generalist, those with ancillary interests, and lecturer/instructorships. In
his estimate, ads for jobs in all four categories "undermine the intended
professionalism of writing faculty, misrepresent our work, and have the
potential to keep us further 'marginalized’ in the academy.” Especially
interesting were ads that require grounding in a traditional literary field as
well as in rhetoric and composition--"just in case all this writing stuff goes
bust.” Christine Hult agreed that many WPAs find themselves lacking the
authority to fulfill their responsibilities, while their service goes unrewarded
and their research unsupported. To address these problems, she proposed
a statement of "Principles and Standards for the WPA Position," a docu-
ment analogous to the CCCC's "Statement” but limited to WPAs. The
statement would have two parts, the first, “Working Conditions Necessary
for Quality Writing Program Administration,” the second, "Guidelines for
Developing WPA Job Descriptions.” Others had been thinking along the
same lines. Kathleen Kelly and the other participants in the 1990 WPA
Workshop session had already produced a draft of a document they call
“The Portland Resolution," a statement addressing the same problem.

Authors' comment: See the result of this labor in the "Guidelines for
Writing Program Administrator Positions,” adopted by our Executive
Committee and reprinted in this issue. Our organization is fortunate to
have such a useful document to guide job-development negotiations. We
are all indebted to Christine Hult and the committee members who
developed it, yet, we have much to learn as individuals begin to use it in
practical deliberations at their institutions. For some lessons on how WPAs
might acquire and use power, see Ed White's "Use It or Lose 1t: Power and
the WPA" (WPA 15.1-2 [1991]: 3-12).
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8. Should WPA consultant/evaluators somehow enforce the CCCC
principles and standards on their campus visits? Lynn Z. Bloom and Ben
McClelland addressed this question in a session moderated by Edward M.
White. Bloom urged caution, whether the issue were endorsement of the
CCCC's "Statement” by the WPA or enforcement of its principles by
consultant/evaluators. The “Statement" calls for comparable pay (per
course) when part-time faculty have duties and credentials comparable to
those of full-time faculty, but as a general rule, though, the duties and
credentials of part-time and full-time faculty never are really comparable.
Another problem is the "Statement's" call for no more than 10% of a
department's offerings to be taught by part-time faculty. Administrators
aremore likely to ignore this guideline than to conform te it, simply because
conforming costs money. Finally, programs relying primarily on teaching
assistants are “largely exempt” from the strictures of the CCCC's “State-
ment,” allowing these institutions to "claim moral superiority”even though
relying on TAs "reinforces the de Jacto use of part-time teachers, and thus
further undercut the Wyoming Conference Resolution.” For these and

other reasons, Bloom believed that WPA consultant/evaluators should not
attempt to enforce these standards at the institutions they visit. To do so
would cause their evaluations to be disregarded as unrealistic at best, and

atworst hypocritical, since consultant/evaluators often come from institu-

tions that also violate these standards.

McClelland countered with a position that favored advocacy but not
enforcement, of the principles and standards in the “Statement.” He
encouraged WPA consultant/evaluators to work with an institution to
address issues of noncompliance and to help develop a long-range plan for
coming into compliance with the "Statement.” McClelland argued for an
ideal professional status for both literature and writing teachers in an
English faculty, one that was "not so much a faculty homogeneity or even
unity, but pluralism--faculty and program heterogencity without hierar-
chy." Realizing that this might be too much to ask in the short run,
McClelland called “at least for real steps now to eliminate the severe
professional inequities that exist between literary study and writing in-
struction.” Toachieve this, he called for "more publicadvocacy of the cause
of professional standards and quality education.” The panelists agreed that
the "Statement" would make a useful appendix to a report.

9. What became of the second and third of the original charges contained
inthe Wyoming Conference Resolution? James Sledd raised this question
mosteloquently. Of the three charges in the Wyoming Resolution, the first
called for professional standards, the sccond for a grievance procedure,
and the third for "a procedure for acting upon a finding of noncompliance.”

&2

The CCCC's "Statement” fulfills only the first of these charges. According
to Sledd, when Jim Slevin's task force recommended .to the CCCC .Exe.cu-
tive Committee that the CCCC not become involved in censuring institu-
tions, "By that one refusal to act, the two committees reduced their joint
effort to more talk about exploitation. . . ." Of course, concluded Sledd,
it was inevitable that Parts Two and Three be derai.led: "They posed a threa.lt
to the system of exploitation without which Enghsh Departments in thex_r
present state could not exist, the system from which aflmLmstrators, hteréh,
and compositionists all profit." Slevin noted that' the CCCC Executive
Committee did not fully encourage all three directives, .but t}?e Wyoming
Resolution Committee has in fact kept them firmly in mind and has
developed plans forimplementing all three.” He acknowledged that ithad
"taken more time that I would have liked" but that the groundwork for Parts
Two and Three had been laid. He explained that in Novergbn.al:, 1?89, the
CCCC Executive Committee unanimously approved three initiatives rel-
evant to Part Two: (1) establishing a caucus "for all {CCCC] }members
interested in reforming the teaching of writing in accordance with CCCC
guidelines” (among other things, this caucus will sponsor workshops at
annual CCCC conventions, preparing individuals to prpmot? chan.gf: on
their own campuses); (2) training CCCC Regional Advnsors‘ to facilitate
change at institutions other than their own," anq 3) t{au‘.ung CCC.C
Mediators, who "will respond to requests to meet with parhgs involved in
negotiating better practices on particular campuses, helping to Fesolve
conflict.” With Regional Advisors and Medtgtors, the mechanism 'fO}:
receiving grievances and responding to tbenj" isinplace. ParF Three, Whl'cﬁ
calls for a procedure for acting upon a fmd}ng of noncompliance (§peC1l -
cally, away of censuring institutions), is sufficiently serious and su.fﬁment y
expensive to warrant caution. If we are to proceed after the fashion of the
AAUP, we will need lawyers, staff, and so on: in short, money, so we can
expect our CCCC dues to shoot up. Then, too, "CCCC has to determine
exactly what noncompliance will mean [when] maybe 'half qf thfe col}‘eges
and universities in the country currently depart from its guidelines. '
Authors' comment: Notwithstanding such dramatic calls as Sledd 5
for immediate action against institutions in noncompliance with the "State-
ment,” mechanisms for mediating and sanctioning are a lonAg way off. They
are both costly and time-consuming. The CCCC Committee on Profes-
sional Standards recently elaborated onits position on these procedures. Ln
sum, before and in order for mediation to take place, the standards in
question must be "incorporated into whatever governance documgnts
operate” ata giveninstitution. As for censure, "the sign of failure to mediate
conflict,” CCCC has not yet determined whether to follow the A"AUP
example. Nevertheless, the Committee says that CCCC needs "both
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immediate and long-term help from its membership in order to begin
implementation and enforcement of the second and third provisions of the
Wyoming Resolution.” The help called for includes case studies of imple-
mentation, an understanding of "noncompliance” as “resistance to change,”
and "a graduated dues structure to raise funds to support implementation
and enforcement of the standards” (CCCC Committee on Professional
Standards 340-42).

10. What will happen to this statement in the face of changes in student
and faculty demographics in the 1990s? Looking to the recent past, several
noticed that demographic projections are just as likely to be abused (or
simply wrong) as to be heeded. Jim Slevin, for example, pointed to the
"systematic erosion” of faculty lines between 1972 and 1986. During that
period, the percentage of English PhDs finding tenure-track jobs dwindled
to 40% (from 93%), all in the name of flexibility in the face of projected
declines in student enrollment; in fact, during this same period, student
enroliment actually increased. Despite the “turnaround” in the job market
predicted by some, Shelley Reece was skeptical about the prospects of
moving, after a brief transitional period, from part-time and temporary
full-time appointments to tenure-track appointments. This would run
counter to the trend during the past decade. However, Lex Runciman
thought this "turnaround" in the job market might "force departments to
reconsider the whole matter of staffing writing courses (including class
size, pay, and type of appointment), for only by doing so will they be able
to attract and keep the teachers they need for writing courses each term.”
In other words, current demographics play into the hands of the CCCC's
“Statement” rather than working counter to it.

Conclusion: The concerns of conferences past have a way of dissipat-
ing. Notso for theissues raised at WPA's conference in Portland more than
two years ago. If the issue of principles and standards for postsecondary
teaching of writing is not at the top of your agenda, we wonder why itisn't.
If it is, we wonder how it is so? The discussion needs to continue and to be
recontextualized in today's terms, in light of the continuing work of the
CCCC's Committee on Professional Standards and in light of the issuance
of WPA’s "Guidelines for Writing Program Administrator Positions.”
Moreover, these issues have many local variables that push against one
resolution for WPAs in various situations. As individual WPAs initiate
local discussions of these documents, they can benefit from experiences
such as that of Chris Anson and Greta Gaard, who describe one interesting
mode] for implementing the reforms recommended in the "Statement”
(Merrill 171-5). Furthermore, some feel that certain aspects of our work are
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not sufficiently addressed in the "Statement,” for instance writing centers.
Valerie Balester argues that the "current wording of the ‘Statement' falls
short of addressing the true working conditions in writing centers” and
"presents an image of writing centers as supplemental to the English

Department curriculum” (Merrill 167).
Perhaps we would benefit from another look at these documents and

their histories at a future WPA conference.
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The Portland Resolution

Christine Hult and the Portland Resolution Com-
mittee: David Joliffe, Kathleen Kelly, Dana Mead,
Charles Schuster

Background

The theme of the 1990 Council of Writing Program Administrators Confer-
ence was "Status, Standards, and Quality: The Challenge of Wyoming.”
Christine Hult, editor of WPA: Writing Program Administration, presented
a paper at the conference that essentially called for extending the challenge
of the Wyoming Resolution--and the subsequent Conference of College
Composition and Communication (CCCC's) “Statement of Principles and
Standards for the Postsecondary Teaching of Writing"--to WPAs. In "On
Being a Writing Program Administrator,” she invited WPAs to begin a
dialogue toward formulation of a statement of professional standards by
the WPA organization.

Such a statement would outline prerequisites for effective administra-
tion of writing programs as well as equitable treatment of WPAs. At the pre-
conference workshop, participants were working on a similar document,
which they dubbed the "Portland Resolution,” A representative committee
was commissioned by the WPA Executive Committee to draft a document;
their combined work was presented at the 1991 summer conference and
also sent to WPA members in WPA News to solicit comments toward
revision of the document. This final version of the Portland Resolution,
accepted by the Executive Committee at their 1992 CCCC meeting, is
intended to help both Writing Program Administrators, and those with
whom they work and to whom they report, develop quality writing
programs in their institutions.

88

Council of Writing Program Administrators

Guidelines for Writing Program Administrator
(WPA) Positions

I. Working Conditions Necessary for Quality Writing
Program Administration

Many WPAs at colleges and universities, and department or division chairs
at community colleges, find themselves in untenable job situations, being
asked to complete unrealistic expectations with little tangible recognition
or remuneration, and with few resources. The CCCC statement points out
the exploitation of writing teachers at all levels, including program admin-
istrators: "The teaching, research, and service contributions of tenure-line
composition faculty are often misunderstood or undervalued. At some
postsecondary institutions, such faculty members are given administrative
duties without the authority needed to discharge them; at others, they are
asked to meet publication standards without support for the kind of
research that their discipline requires." The following guidelines are
intended to improve working conditions for more effective administration
of writing programs:

1. Writing Job Descriptions for WPAs. Each institution is responsible for
providing clear job descriptions or role statements for its WPAs (See Part
[T below). Such descriptions should be flexible enough for WPAs and the
institution--and open to negotiation, especially when hiring anew WPA or
starting a new writing program. The institution is responsible for provid-
ing a clear formula for determining "equivalence” for a WPA: What
responsibilities are equivalent to teaching a full load (as determined by that
institution)? What release time will be given for administration and staff
development? What administrative work will be counted as "scholarship”
in tenure and promotion decisions?

In addition, WPA positions should be situated within a clearly
defined administrative structure so that the WPA knows to whom he or she
is responsible and whom he or she supervises. A WPA should not be
assigned to direct a program against her or his will or without appropriate
training in rhetoric and composition and comumensurate workplace expe-
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rience. If a WPA needs specialized training in any area outside the usual
purview of rhetoric and composition studies, the institution must be
prepared to provide for and fund that training.

2. Evaluating WPAs. The institution is responsible for setting forth
informed guidelines for assessing the work of a WPA fairly and for
determining how administrative work is to be compared to traditional
definitions of teaching, research, and service in decisions involving salary
increases, retention, promotion, and tenure. Assessment of a WPA should
consider the important scholarly contribution each WPA makes by virtue
of designing, developing, and implementing a writing program.

3. Job Security. WPA positions should carry sufficient stability and
continuity to allow for development of sound educational programs and
planning. The WPA should be aregular, full-time, tenured faculty member
or a full-time administrator with a recognizable title that delineates the
scope of the position (e.g., Director of Writing, Coordinator of Composi-
tion, Division or Department Chair). WPAs should have travel funds
equivalent to those provided for other faculty and administrators and
should receive a salary commensurate with their considerable responsibili-
ties and workload (including summer stipends). Requirements for reten-
tion, promotion, and tenure should be clearly defined and should consider
the unique administrative demands of the position.

4. Access. WPAs should have access to those individuals and units that
influence their programs--English department chairs or heads, deans, the
Faculty Senate, Humanities directors, budget officers, people in admis-
sions and in the registrar’s office, and those who have anything to do with
hiring, class sizes, placement. WPASs should have ample opportunities
and release time to work in close consultation with colleagues in related
fields and departments--Writing Center Directors, freshman advisors and
freshman affairs officers, basic skills or developmental writing faculty,
English-as-a-Second-Language Specialists, student counseling services,
comrmnittees on student issues such as retention or admissions standards.

5. Resources and Budget. WPAs should have the power to request,
receive, and allocate funds sufficient for running the program. Resources
include, but should not be limited to, adequate work space, supplies,
clerical support, research support, travel funds, and release time. WPAs
should be provided with administrative support, forexample, clerical help,
computer time, duplicating services, equal in quality to that available to
other program directors and administrators
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II. Guidelines for Developing WPA Job Descriptions

Each institution should carefully consider the role statements or job
descriptions for its WPAs. Depending upon the size and scope of the
writing program, the amount of administrative work expected of each
WPA will vary considerably. Typically, however, WPAs have been
exploited in these positions, that is, given unrealistic workload expecta-
tions with little credit for administrative work.

Atlarge institutions with diverse programs staffed by numerous faculty
or graduate assistants, several WPAs may be needed (e.g., Director and
Associate Director of Writing, Writing Center Director, Basic Writing
Director, Computer Writing Lab Director, Director for Writing Across the
Curriculum, and so on). Atsmaller institutions with fewer faculty and less
diverse programs, fewer writing program administrators may be needed.
It is also desirable to provide advanced graduate students with adminis-
trative experience in the form of internships or assistantships to the WP As.

The following outline suggests both the scope of preparation needed by
an effective WPA and the diverse duties that WPAs at various institutions
may perform. This list is illustrative of the kinds of duties WPAs typically
are engaged in; it is not descriptive of an “ideal” WPA, nor do we wish to
imply that each WPA should be assigned all of these duties. On the
contrary, the workload of each WPA should be carefully negotiated
annually with the administration in the form of a role statement or job
description to which all parties can agree.

1. Preparation for a WPA should include knowledge of or experience with
the following:

« teaching composition and rhetoric

o theories of writing and learning

o research methods, evaluation methods, and teaching methods

o language and literacy development

« various MLA, NCTE, and CCCC guidelines and position

statements
« local and national developments in writing instruction
» writing, publishing, and presenting at conferences

2. Desirable supplemental preparation may include knowledge of
or experience with the following areas:
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Business

s accounting

« business administration

s grant writing

« information systems and computers
= personnel management

« Tecords management

« public relations

Education

» curriculum design

» English as a Second Language
» testing and evaluation

s psychology of learning

o developmental or basic writing

3. As a particular institution negotiates job descriptions with each
WPA, the responsibilities of the WP As may be selected from
among the following comprehensive list:

Scholarship of Administration

e remain cognizant of current developments in teaching,
research, and scholarship in rhetoric, composition,
and program administration

o pursue scholarship of teaching and curriculum design
as part of the essential work of the WPA

Faculty Development and Other Teaching

» teaching a for-credit graduate course in the
teaching of writing

o designing or teaching faculty development seminars

» fraining tutors

s« supervising teaching assistants and writing staff

s evaluating teaching performance: observing and
evaluating TAs and adjunct faculty in class; reviewing
syllabuses and course policy statements; reviewing
comments on student essays and grading practices

e preparing workshops and materials, conducting work
shops, and conducting follow-up meetings

» Undergraduate writing, reading, language, teaching,
courses, etc.

Writing Program Development

« designing curricula and course syllabi

« standardizing and monitoring course content

o serving on or chairing departmental committees on
writing

«initiating or overseeing WAC programs

« developing teaching resource materials/library

»interviewing and hiring new faculty and staff

« selecting and evaluating textbooks (which may include
establishing and supervising a textbook committee;
maintaining a liaison with the bookstore; ensuring
that orders are properly placed)

Writing Assessment, Writing Program Assessment, and

Accountability

« coordinating assessment and placement of students in
appropriate writing courses

« administering writing placement exams and diagnos-
tics (this may include creating and testing an appro-
priate instrument, acting as second reader for instruc-
tors, notifying the Registrar and instructors of any
change in placements)

« administering competency, equivalency, or challenge
exams

s creating, or having access to, a database of information
on enrollments, faculty and student performance

»administering student evaluations of teachers

«evaluating data on student retention, grade distribu-
tion, grade inflation, enrollment trends

o reporting to supervisors, chairs, deans, etc.

o conducting program reviews and self-studies

Registration and Scheduling

» determining numbers of sections to be offered
s evaluating enrollment trends

o staffing courses

s monitoring registration

Office Management

s supervising writing program office and secretary and
staff
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« supervising maintenance of office equipment and
supplies
« (managing computer lab & staff)*
« (managing writing center staff)*
(*may be separate positions)

Counseling and Advising
« arbitrating grade disputes and resolving teacher and

student complaints, such as placement, plagiarism,
grade appeals, scheduling problems (which may
include acting as liaison with the appropriate office)

« writing letters of recommendation for graduate stu-
dents, adjuncts, and tutors

Articulation

o coordinating writing courses and instruction with
other academic support services (e.g., study skills
center)

» coordinating with English as a Second Language
programs

« coordinating with remedial /developmental programs

« coordinating with high school (AP, CLEP, concurrent
enrollment) programs

« coordinating with English education programs

» revising and updating any publications of the writing
program

« discussing the writing program with administrators,
publishers' representatives, parents, prospective
students
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Notes on Contributors

Duncan Carter, an Associate Professor of English, is Director of
Writing at Portland State University and a member of WPA's Board of
Consultant-Evaluators. He has written a text for advanced composition
(with Harry Crosby), The Committed Writer (McGraw-Hill 1986), and a
number of articles on literature, composition, and writing program admin-
istration. Current interests include the relationship between thinking and
writing and multicultural approaches to teaching composition.

N. LaRene Despain, Associate Professor of English at the University
of Hawaii, completed "Reader's Responses” while a Fulbright lecturer at the
University of Ghana. Her recent textbook, Writing: A Workshop Approach
(Mayfield, 1992), is built around texts authored not only by students at the
University of Hawaii but also by students in Beijing who worked with
Despain during her two years as a Fulbright lecturer at the Beijing Foreign
Language Institute. Despain, whois doing studies of William Faulkner and
Gertrude Stein, is active in the UHs Women Caucus and has received the
UH Regents’ medal for Teaching Excellence.

Karen L. Greenberg is Associate Professor of English at Hunter
College of The City University of New York, where she directs the
Developmental English Program and teaches courses in writing and in
linguistics. She was recently selected one of the ten most Outstanding
Freshman Advocates in the country. She has authored numerous essayson
writing instruction and assessment and a St. Martin's textbook entitled,
Effective Writing: Choices and Conventions, 2nd ed. She also chairs the
Council of Writing Program Administrators’ Research Grant Committee.

David Healy is Coordinator of the General College Reading and
Writing Center at the University of Minnesota. General College is UM's
open-admissions unit. As coordinator, Healy supervises a staff of under-
graduate peer tutors and graduate teaching assistants and oversees the
placement of classroom TAs. He also teaches freshman composition
courses. Previously, Healy directed the writing center and taught compo-
sition and literature at Bethel College in St. Paul. He has published articles
in The Writing Lab Newsletter, The Writing Center Journal, and College ESL.

Director of the University of Hawaii's writing-across-the-curriculum

program, Thomas Hilgers, an Associate Professor of English, earned the
Ph.D. insocial psychology. His Making Your Writing Program Work: A Guide
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To Good Practices, co-authored with Joy Marsella, was published by Sage in
1992. He has previously been director of composition and assistant chair
of English at the University of Hawaii. His research reports have appeared
in Written Communication and Research in the Teaching of English. He has
recently co-authored chapters in Writing, Teaching, and Learning in the
Disciplines (MLA, 1992) and Nothing Begins with N (S. Tllinois UP, 1991))

In 1986, Ben McClelland was appointed Professor of English and
Holder of the Ottilie Schillig Chair of English Composition at the University
of Mississippi. He directs the University's comprehensive writing pr(;-
gram. McClelland is the President of WPA and serves on its Consultant-
Evaluator Board. He also served on the CCCC Commiittee on Professional
Standards that drew up the “Statement of Principles and Standards, . . ."
Among his books are Perspectives on Research and Scholarship in Composition
(with Timothy R. Donovan), published by MLA in 1985, and The New
Arnerican Rhetoric: A Multicultural Approach forthcoming from HarperCollins
in january, 1993,

Libby Rankin directs the Composition Program at University of
North Dakota, where she is an Associate Professor of Engish. She spent the
last year visiting composition programs at other universities and conduct-
ing open-ended interviews with Teaching Assistants as part of another
qualitative research project.

Jody Swilky has published his work in The Yale Review, The Georgia
Review , The Ohio Review, The Missouri Review, The North American Review,
and other journals. His primary interests are writing-across-the-curricu-
lum theory and competing conceptions of literacy instruction. He has
taught writing and language theory at several universities, and is presently
an assistant professor of English at Drake University.

Announcements

Award Winners Announced
Council of Writing Program Administrators

The Council of Writing Program Administrators is proud to announce the
winners of the 1992 WPA Research Grants:

Theresa Enos, University of Arizona, for a study of gender bias in
college writing programs.

Mary Lynch Kennedy, State University of New York at Cortland, for
a study of the use of writing portfolios to evaluate writing program goals
and curricular objectives.

Sally Barr Reagan, University of Missouri at St. Louis, for a survey
of the status of women in composition and rhetoric programs.

Laura Helms, Ball State University, for the production of a tutor
training handbook in writing across the curriculum.

These proposals showed a high level of scholarly merit and original-
ity, and the projects promise to have a significant impact on WPAs,
teachers, and students.

Association of Teachers of Advanced Composition

The third annual W. Ross Winterowd Award for the most outstanding book
on composition theory published in 1991 was awarded to Susan Miller for
Textual Carnivals: The Politics of Composition. Honorable mention went to C.
Jan Swearingen for Rhetoric and Irony: Western Literacy and Western Lies.

The James L. Kinneavy Award for the most outstanding essay in
volume 11 of JAC was awarded to Patricia A. Sullivan for "Writing in the
Graduate Curriculum: Literary Criticism as Composition.” Joseph Petraglia
received an honorable mention for "Interrupting the Conversation: The
Constuctionist Dialogue in Composition.”

The Winterowd and Kinneavy Awards include a cash prize and an
attractive framed citation. These awards were generously endowed by
Professor Winterowd and by Professor Kinneavy, Blumberg Centennial



Professor at the University of Texas. Both awards were presented at the
meeting of the Association of Teachers of Advanced Composition at the
CCCC Convention in Cincinnati.

Conference

Conference on Composition in the 21st Century: Crisis
and Change

The Council of Writing Program Administrators, the University of Con-
necticut, and Miami University will sponsor a conference on Composition in
the 21st Century: Crisis and Change at the Marcum Conference Center of
Miami University from Oct. 8-10,1993. The conference is organized around
three-hour sessions that encourage full audience participation and discus-
sion.

There are seven sessions, with no more than two running concur-
rently, and each addresses a major questton about the future of composi-
tion: 1) What is composition and why do we teach it? 2) Who should teach
composition and what should they know? 3) What have we learned from
the past, and how can it shape the future of composition? 4) What political
and social issues will shape composition in the future? 5) Who will assess
composition in the 21st Century, and how will they assess it? 6) What
directions will research take, and how will research affect teaching?; and
7) What will be the relationship between writing program administration,
teaching, and scholarship?

Speakers include David Bartholomae, James Berlin, Miriam Chaplin,
Robert Conners, Sharon Crowley, Peter Elbow, Linda Flower, Sarah
Freedman, Anne Gere, Shirley Brice Heath, Sylvia Holladay, Andrea
Lunsford, Steven North, James Slevin, John Trimbur, and Edward White.
Conference directors are Lynn Bloom, Donald Daiker, and Edward White.

Registration is limited to 400, so please register early. For more
information, write to Don Daiker, Department of English, Miami Univer-
sity, Oxford, OH 45056.
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 Membership in the Council of
' Writing Program Administrators

Membership in the Council of Writing Progrqm A(;lministrators inclu}des a
subscription to WPA: Writing Program Administration. The membershlp'fee
is $15 a year in the United States and $16.50 a year in other countries.
*Institutional membership fee is $25.

Toapply for membership, please fill out this fqrm, and returnit V\./ith a checl‘<
ormoney order payable to the Council of Writing Program Administrators.
Send the form and fee to Jeffrecy Sommers, Secretary-Treasurer, WPA,
Department of English, Miami University, Oxford, OH 45056.

Date

Name

Institution

Address

Amount enclosed $15 $16.50 $25

*Membership in the council of Writing Program Administrators is organ-
ized by the academic year. Dues received before ]anuarg// 1 are cr.edxted to
the previous academic vear and entitle you to that» year’s fall/ winter and
spring issues of WPA: Writing Program Admzms%‘mnon. Dues received afFer
January 1 are credited to the following academic year, and your subscrip-
tion to WPA begins the subsequent fall.

Change or revision of name and address. If the name or address printed
on your WPA mailing label is incorrect or has changed, plea:qe Sfanq acopy
of the current printed label along with the form above, 1nd1cat1n\g t}‘me
complete, corrected information, to Jeffrey S()mmers, Secretary-Treasurer,
WPA, Department of English, Miami University, Oxford, OH 45056.
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