








reducing grade inflation is that team grading enhances the
self-confidence of participating instructors, especially inexperienced
ones. Since an obvious source of grade inflation is insecurity—an instruc-
tor who questions her own judgment may hesitate to assign low grades
for fear that she cannot justify them, an equally obvious remedy is to
build confidence by enabling instructors to compare their evaluations
with their colleagues’. Such confidence building is a major function of the
calibration period that opens each team-grading session.

Calibration is also the primary instrument for achieving consistency in
grading. As instructors evaluate and then discuss a series of sample
papers, they invariably move closer to consensus in terms of both what
scoring criteria to apply and what scores to assign. Whether an instruc-
tor’s initial scores are too high, too low, or simply inconsistent, the gentle
force of peer pressure characteristically nudges her in the direction of her
colleagues. It stands to reason that at least some of what is learned during
calibration will carry over to other evaluative tasks. Indeed, White is
convinced that the holistic essay reading integral to team grading pro-
vides “the most effective in-service training for the teaching of writing
yet discovered” {166).

Some Limitations of Team Grading

Notwithstanding its contribution to an effective writing program, team
grading has several real limitations. Perhaps the two most crucial involve
scoring reliability and student perceptions. Problems with reliability arise
because, unlike most holistic scoring sessions, raters are not evaluating
responses to a single prompt but to several different ones, including free
choice. Indeed, within a typical scoring session, raters evaluate papers
that differ not only in topic but in kind as well: a story about the
championship soccer game may be followed by an explanatory essay on
antique furniture or a persuasive piece on the treatment of AIDS victims.
Given such variety in student writing, team-grading raters may not be
able to achieve the scoring reliabilities possible with a single prompt
(Cooper 19). During actual scoring sessions, our discrepancy rate—the
percentage of papers with two scores that differ by more than a fullletter
grade—ranges from ten to twelve percent.

If scoring reliability is made more difficult when students choose what
to write—in part because it complicates the selection of sample papers,
that fact has not prevented the widespread use of open assignments in
large-scale assessment situations. Students are permitted virtual free-
dom, for example, in the “best writing” component of the NCTE
Achievement Awards in Writing competition. They also have wide choice
in the portfolio-based evaluation program of the State University of New
York, Stony Brook: one portfolio item is “an academic essay of any
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sort” (Elbow and Belanoff 98). Even the timid Educational Testing Ser-
vice has suggested the inclusion of “a paper of the student’s choice”
within a writing portfolio designed for college admission (Camp 97). But
while the absence of a prompt may lower scoring reliabilities, it probably
enhances test validity: an assignment requiring students to discover
what to say seems a more comprehensive and therefore more valid
measure of writing competence than one in which the topicis chosen for
them. Even if it were not for enhanced validity, the risk of lower reliabil-
ity scores may be a small price to pay for gains in student motivation and
class morale. Our responsibility as evaluators should not diminish our far
more important responsibility as teachers.

A second crucial limitation of team grading involves student percep-
tions. Unless our students understand what team grading can and cannot
do, it may confuse and even intimidate them. After all, the image of a
room full of composition teachers grading papers does not bring imme-
diate joy to most students” hearts. They may even feel, despite our talk
about “real” audiences, that strangers have no business evaluating their
writing. Some students are understandably more comfortable when
their classroom teacher, who knows how hard they’ve worked, is the one
dispensing grades. And they have some reason to be apprehensive, too,
since—with author and assignment bias removed—team graders tend to
score papers a notch lower than classroom teachers. If that’s not bad
enough, their papers are returned with only a grade—no comments, no
justification, not even a suggestion for improvement. Without careful
explanation, it would be possible for students to perceive team grading as
part of the same pedagogical arsenal that includes standardized testing,
detention halls, and dunce caps.

But once team grading is made voluntary, all its intimidating power is
lost. So long as students are free to participate—if they want to raise their
grades, if they want an early response to a piece in their portfolios, or if
they simply want to know how others evaluate their work, they are in a
better psychological position to understand what team grading does, and
what it cannot do. What it does is to provide students a holistic evaluation
of their work by two instructors trained in writing assessment. What it
cannot do is explain the evaluation. But this is a limitation that students
will accept so long as they know that written explanations would triple
the time of grading sessions and cause even the most committed instruc-
tor to withdraw from the program. Team grading is feasible only because
holistic evaluation allows papers to be read and scored in three to four
minutes,

Team Grading in the Classroom

A good way to help students decide whether to participate in team
grading is by involving them in a practice session. A class period devoted
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to team grading not only gives students a realistic sense of the program’s
strengths and limitations but helps them develop their own evaluation
criteria—useful both for responding to the writing of their classmates
during peer workshops and for assessing and then revising their own
written work. A practice team-grading session requires only three com-
ponents: 1) avery brief overview of the principles of holistic assessment;
2) a description of the scoring scale and scoring criteria; and, most
important, 3) a set of sample papers for students to read, score, and
discuss. The overview quickly characterizes the essentials of holism;
multiple, independent readings; a single overall score from each reader;
anonymous scoring; trained readers from similar backgrounds; and a
common scoring scale with explicit scoring criteria. Both the scoring scale
and scoring criteria should reflect institutional practice: if the college
catalog defines “A” as excellent and “C” as satisfactory, that’s a good starting
point for a more detailed description of points on the scoring scale.

But the heart of team grading in the classroom is a set of papers for
students to score. Select three to five papers that range in quality from
excellent to below average. If possible, they should be papers written by
students other than your own; if not, keep their source and identity
secret. Begin by distributing a single mid-range paper and asking stu-
dents to evaluate it in terms of the scoring scale and scoring criteria.
Students record their score anonymously on a slip of paper, fold it over,
and pass it forward. All the scores are then read aloud one by one and
recorded on the chalkboard. As anyone who has participated in holistic
scoring knows, this is an exciting time: students are eager to discover
how closely their own evaluation tallies with those of their classmates.
Once the scores are recorded for all to see, discussion begins. Like a chief
reader, the instructor may want to begin calibrating the students—
moving both high and low raters toward the middle—so as to illustrate
what takes place during an actual team-grading session. Following dis-
cussion, other student papers are distributed, scored, and discussed—one
by one. By the end of the class period, students have a much clearer sense
of what happens during a team-grading calibration period and, for that
reason, of how papers are subsequently evaluated. They can now better
appreciate the strengths and limitations of holistic evaluation, and they
can more intelligently decide whether to submit one or more of their own
papers for team grading. And if any student wants first-hand experience
with holistic evaluation, she can be invited to observe the next team-
grading session.

Although students may be the major beneficiaries of team grading in
college composition, the writing program itself gains in substantial ways.
First, team grading is a direct and effective way of addressing problems of
grade inflation and grading inconsistency. Second, team grading helps
build department morale by bringing graduate students and faculty
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members together to perform a common task. Third, team grading
contributes significantly to the professional development of faculty
members in composition: extended discussions of student papers with
our colleagues not only motivate us to reexamine our own values but to
ask ourselves the kinds of questions that can lead to improved teaching
and, on occasion, to an important research project. Finally, a program in
team grading announces to the department and university that the
writing program faculty willingly gave significant time and effort in
order to fulfill their professional and teaching responsibilities. A team
grading program helps create the kind of environment in which writing
teachers and the teaching of writing flourish.
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Computers in the Composition
Curriculum: Looking Ahead

Jeanette Harris, Diana George, Christine Hult,
and M. Jimmie Killingsworth

Many writing program administrators fight so long to get a computer lab
or classroom for their program that they think the battle is over once the
machines are in place. We would argue, however, that a strong computer-
ized writing program focuses on writing, not on computer technology.
Computers are only machines; their effectiveness depends on using them
to reinforce the theories that inform our pedagogy. As writing program
administrators, it is our responsibility to determine the role computers
play in the teaching of writing.

If we are to make informed decisions about the role that computers
should assume in a writing curriculum, we must discard the myths that
have fed our love/hate relationship with computers. Instead of believing
that computers will solve all of our problems or will create a depersonal-
ized monster that we cannot control, we need to consider realistically
how computers are likely to change writing programs in the future. In
this article, we want to explore three ways in which we think computers
will significantly affect the teaching of writing. First, computer-based
classrooms will enable new forms of dialogue and collaboration among
students. Second, new computerized research methods will give students
greater access to information. And, finally, computer technology will
change the way we perceive texts and the kinds of texts we create.

These changes are neither obvious nor dramatic. We are not predicting
that computers will revolutionize writing programs or that they will
necessitate a new pedagogy. But it would be naive to assume that compu-
ters will have no effect on teaching writing. The question is how. As
writing program administrators, we can control how computers are used
and determine the role they will play if we understand the types of
changes to expect.

Computers and Collaborative Learning

One of the most tangible ways in which computers will affect the teach-
ing of writing is to change the physical environment in which we teach. In
the past, many schools created microcomputer labs or added computers
to existing writing-center programs. Typically, students and teachers
used these labs as an adjunct to the classroom. Although teachers usually
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met with students in the lab initially to introduce them to the computers
and the software programs, classes did not meet there. Instead the
students scheduled lab time on an individual basis, often writing rough
drafts of their papers with pen and paper and then taking the drafts to the
lab to work on final drafts. Thus, the computers were separate from the
students’ primary learning and writing experiences. The teacher might
talk about how to use the computers for writing, and the students might
use them to produce and edit their final drafts, but the computers were
not part of the classroom and, therefore, not part of the actual teaching
environment.

As computer technology has become less expensive and less intimidat-
ing, many English departments have developed computer-based class-
rooms. These classrooms are equipped with a computer or terminal for
each student. Ideally, the computers are connected to form a “network”
on which writers communicate, intervene in one another’s texts in a
variety of ways, or create a text jointly. In such a classroom students use
computers to plan and compose their texts as well as to edit and revise
them. They do not view computers as fancy typewriters but as tools for
writing.

This change from teacher-centered, to student-centered, computer-
ized classrooms reinforces a model of teaching that most of us believe in
but often fail to implement because the old model of lecturing is so firmly
entrenched. As Aronowitz and Giroux remind us, the best teachers and
tutors function not as authority figures but as “transformative intellec-
tuals,” who make “the pedagogical more political and the political more
pedagogical” (36). Transformative intellectuals “take seriously the need
to give students an active voice in their learning experiences” (37).
Although in the past the computer has all too often merely been used to
deliver predigested lessons to passive students, it has the potential to help
a teacher generate among students an honest discussion about language
and form and idea. The result can be a classroom in which students have a
voice in what they are learning and why they are learning it. When a
computer classroom is designed as a communication network, the
teacher can use the computers to enable dialectic, to subvert order, to

give students a voice with which to question or to make and support
claims.

How might this happen? How might the teacher as transformative
intellectual use the computer to engage in dialectic? One approach is to
put class logs, or journals, on a computer network.* In the past, computer
networks have most often been used as a lecture base or an information
retrieval system. But they can also be used as a communication network
that gives students access to one another. The students do notalt have to
be in one place at the same time to have a conversation. They can put
their ideas on the network any time and send them out for others’
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responses. They can even change the direction of the course, thus'realiz—
ing the goals of a radical pedagogy in which students help determine the
lessons and even the language of a course.

The networked class log can serve as an alternative to individual
journals in which students write in isolation about concerns that ought to
engage an entire class. Such journals do not enable dialogue. They merely
reveal that the writer has worked through difficult problems and
recorded discoveries, but, unless there is a way of sharing those discover-
ies, they remain for the teacher and student toread. As a result, no sense
of community is created. In contrast, the networked class log allows an
entire class to enter the conversation with the leisure to write out what
they are thinking and ask peers for feedback rather than trying to enter
into an oral class discussion that works for some and not for others.
Using networked computers, these students see themselves and others
as writers and thinkers.

Thus computers set up as communication networks hold promise for
that radical pedagogy—one that does not abandon students to a prede-
termined lesson but allows them to engage in conversation, to write
collaboratively, to ask honest questions, and to make their own judg-
ments about what they and their classmates have read and written.

Computers and Research

Another way in which computers are changing writing programs is in the
area of library research. In designing writing assignments, we typically
ask our students to research topics in libraries where computers have
radically changed once familiar research processes. It is not unusual
today to see computer terminals in all areas of the library—reference,
circulation, documents, and special collections. As writing program
administrators, we need to be aware of the changes computers have
made in the storage and retrieval of information so that we can incorpo-
rate instruction in computerized research methods into the writing
curriculum.

In most libraries today, online catalogs, designed to provide access to
library materials (circulation, cataloging, location of information),. go
beyond the capabilities of the traditional card catalog by allowing subject
searching that is much more rapid and focused. Using an online catalog, a
student can search for a combination of terms (e.g., women, 1980, and
advertising; aerobic exercise and joint injuries; or religious rhetoric and
television), thus narrowing to a specific topic early in their research. But
students must be taught how to use such search capabilities, must learn
how to operate the systems, and how to choose and enter appropriate
search terminology. Therefore, first of all, writing program administra-
tors must ascertain whether librarians or English teachers are going to be
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responsible for providing the instruction students need. Then, through
consultation with library staff, they must integrate this additional
instruction into the appropriate courses in the writing curriculum.

In addition to online catalogs, online databases provide students with
search capabilities once available only to trained librarians. Now, using a
microcomputer terminal and CD-ROM technology, our students can
search the ERIC online database, Compuserve, or ABI-INFORM. Most
librarians readily agree to train faculty in online database searching;
there is considerable debate about whether they should provide the same
training for students {see, for example, Champlin, Hamilton, Dreifuss,
Deschene, and Penhale and Taylor). Some fear that students who use
these searches will not formulate their own research questions but
rather will allow the machines to formulate easily answerable questions
for them. Others are concerned that students may find the computer
mechanism itself a barrier to the research process and thus may become
sidetracked or frustrated. However, our students’ futures include data-
bases of information, and the key to unlocking this information will be a
knowledge of how to access it. In collaboration with library staff, we can
give them this knowledge.

Ideally, students need to learn these information-retrieval skills as an
integrated part of their course work. Library instruction that is divorced
from actual class assignments is largely ineffectual. So we need to coop-
erate with librarians to provide our students in each writing class with an
increasingly more sophisticated knowledge of computerized research
methods.

For example, most first-semester writing courses emphasize exposi-
tory and persuasive writing assignments requiring documented informa-
tion for development and support of their arguments. Students at this
level can learn some basic library terminology and how to use computer-
ized databases. Working together, teachers and library staff can intro-
duce them to the library and provide some hands-on experience with the
online catalog and the Infotrac database (which indexes primarily maga-
zines and journals in the popular press).

In a second-semester writing course, in which students write docu-
mented research papers, library instruction needs to focus on more
sophisticated, subject-specific research tools (both in print and online)
such as ERIC or ABI-INFORM. At this level students can learn to use the
online catalog to find relevant government documents or to use the
business databases to locate corporate information.

In an advanced writing or technical writing course, students can begin
using the computerized tools within their own disciplines to locate and
retrieve information. Library instruction at this level needs to be more
specialized. For example, if librarians are willing, they can walk small
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groups of students through model searches in their fields. This kind of
immediate, hands-on instruction is particularly valuable to advanced
students.

Using computers for information storage and retrieval will be an
essential skill for writers in the future. As writing program directors, we
need to educate our faculty about these new research methods, en-
couraging them to work with library staff members to give students
access to the information that is available to them.

Computers and the Text

In addition to changing how we teach and how our students learn,
computers are changing our perception of a text. The very fact that a
writer can modify a computerized text with minimal effort reinforces the
concept of a text as an evolving, dynamic phenomenon rather than a
fixed, static entity. Because a computer text can be changed so easily and
quickly, a writer begins to think of it not as fixed and constant but as
fluid, much as a text that exists in human memory.

Even more significant is the effect that computers may have on our
perception of how a text should be organized. Traditionally, western
discourse has been organized in a linear fashion, with one idea or event
leading naturally or logically to the next. A new computer phenomenon
know as hypertext has challenged our traditional assumptions of the
value of linearity. Hypertext was initially conceived as “a way to link
interrelated information so computer users could jump from topic to
topic, find related subject areas, and generally extract only what they
needed from large quantities of information” (Hershey 244). In other
words, instead of arranging information so that it is presented to the
reader in a linear sequence, writers create what Stephen Tchudi des-
cribes as “a multi-layered multimedia, computer-accessed compilation of
data and visual images” (27). The reader, rather than the writer, then
determines what data to read and in what order.

Although it is tempting to think of hypertext as lack of organization, it
is more accurately viewed as an alternate method of organization, one
that is not based on linearity. In a reassuring analogy, David Burrell
compares hypertext to a conversation:

We've actually been speaking hypertext all our lives and never knew it. It’s
essentially nonlinearity of speech. The fact that pages have to be numbered
because of the way books are built has led us into thinking that things need
to be in sequence. (30)
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Thus, with hypertext writers and readers can explore a topic in a fashion
similar to that of two people engaged in a conversation. The writer
supplies a body of information, and the reader gains “access” to that
information in the manner that best suits his or her purposes.

Perhaps less dramatic but potentially more significant is the increased
importance of document design that results when writers use compu-
ters. In an excellent College Composition and Communication article of 1986,
Stephen Bernhardt urges composition teachers to do what technical
writing teachers have done for some time now—to make students aware
of the visual as well as the verbal features of a text. Not only does
computer technology make this task easier, it makes it necessary. For, as
Ben and Marthalee Barton have warned, because of the graphics capabili-
ties of new computers, “our concerns with the characteristic under-use
of visuals in student [papers| may well give way to its opposite” (“Toward
a Rhetoric of Visuals” 136).

With or without our help, students will want to use (or overuse) the
ever more inexpensive, freely available, and easily learned graphics pack-
ages and word processing programs that permit wide variations in illus-
tration, format, and layout. The new “desktop publishing” programs
create opportunities for document design that will prove inviting, if not
irresistible, to students who grew up with Time and USA Teday, not to
mention television and modern advertising, which Marshall McLuhan
characterizes as an “iconic” and “mosaic” replacement of traditional lin-
ear text (227). WPAs should look upon visual composition not as one
more thing to add to a crowded curriculum, but as an opportunity—an
opportunity not only to expand our students’ textual awarenesses but
also to enrich the composition curriculum with new theories from cogni-
tive science (in the manner of Rubens, Rude, and Spyridakis and Standal),
rhetoric (as in the work of Killingsworth and Gilbertson), and semiotics
{see especially Barton and Barton, “Simplicity in Visual Representation,”
Barthes, and Silverman 14-25).

As rhetoricians we know that, with each alteration in a text, something
is both lost and gained. Students eager to experiment with computer-
generated graphic variations may produce a text that is visually exciting
but rhetorically vacuous. But they need to be encouraged to view a text as
a visual as well as a linguistic phenomenon. For example, there are several
visual alternatives to the traditional essay format, including replacement
of sentences with high-density graphics like tables and charts, the use of
numbered or bulleted lists, use of headings and structural markers, and
so on. (See Appendix for a more complete list).

With the possible exception of inserting photographs, for which a good
optical scanner is needed, all of the options listed on the chart are made
possible by readily available, relatively inexpensive software. Computer
technology has thus hastened the time when composition must incorpo-
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rate extraverbal communication—regardless of the artificial and increas-
ingly meaningless divisions of college curr'icula that segregate skill in
graphics from skill in writing. As film studies and mass medm.analyses
have taught students to become more sophisticated consumers (interpre-
ters) of visual texts, so we must help them to becomg effect_lve producgrs
of text by concentrating on the integration of visual discourse with

verbal discourse.

Conclusion

Writing in the future, and we are not speaking here of the di:?t‘ant fu.ture
but one that we realize daily, will increasingly involve writing with a
computer. To be sure that our programs benefit from increasing compu-
ter technology, we, as WPAs, must be flexible enough to acco.mmodfste
technological changes as they occur. The one constant factor in dealing
with computers is change. As writing program admimst'rators, we must
try to keep informed of the changes and to react appropriately to ther.n. 1f
we react precipitously, we may well end up with programs and machines
that we cannot use. If, on the other hand, we fail to take advantage of
opportunities to acquire new hardware and software, we may not have
what we need when we need it.

One way to keep informed of new products and deve!opments is, o_f
course, to keep up with scholarship in the field. Another is to communi-
cate with other programs on our campuses that use computers, such as
information services, computer centers, and business schools.‘ Still
another is to become part of a national network system such as Bitnet,
which allows us to communicate easily and inexpensively with other
WPAs who are using computers. And, finally, we can encourage our
departments to hire at least one faculty member with computer exper-
tise, who can then function as a support to the entire department,
especially to the writing program as it expands its use of computers.

The love/hate relationship that we have been carrying on with compu-
ters is not a productive one. Falling in love with the technology or w1Fh
the myth that computers will automatically improve our stude_nts writ-
ing or make our jobs easier only leads to disillusionment and blinds us to
the computer’s real value. Rejecting the idea that computers can be a
powerful teaching and writing tool is equally unproductive and consti-
tutes a denial of the reality that confronts us.

A computer in and of itself creates neither good nor bad writers, nor
does it guarantee either conservative or radical pedagogy. It is, however,
a very powerful writing and teaching tool that can be effectively used or
abused. Tt can merely deliver prescriptive lessons on grammar an_d
mechanics, or it can enable students to construct their own Imeamn_g; it
can take the place of a teacher, or it can enhance the teacher’s effective-
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ness; it can isolate students, or it can create a dialogue among students
The computer is most useful when it is part of a sophisticated, compre-l
hens_xv.e program of instruction that is designed by writing program
administrators who know how to use computers to put sound writin

theory into practice. ®

Alteration in
Traditional Text

inclusion of boxes con-
taining nonessential
but marginally inter-
esting or helpful test

Possible Advantages

freedom from strict
demands of thematic
unity

Possible Drawbacks

failures of selectivity,
uncontrolled inclusion of
distractions, “competing
text”

*We are indebted to Marilyn Cooper for providing access to the computer

logs generated by her st

Appendix

Alteration in
Traditional Text

replacement of sen-
tences with high-
density graphics, like
tables & charts

use of numbered or
bulleted lists

use of headings, run-
ning heads, other
structural markers, &
information locators

addition of functional
diagrams, flow charts,
& maps

addition of cartoons,
photographs, & other
icons that highlight or
illuminate points of
text

variations in font &
type face
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Possible Advantages

accessiblity,
summarizing power,
condensation, new
sense of relations
structured along an x-
y axis

increased accessibility
& readability

new structural integ-
rity, increased accessi-
bility & readability

freedom from linear
constraints of tradi-
tional text, flexibility
in showing complex
relationships (such as
simultaneity and
recursion)

additional impact for
important points,
increased power to
control tone (adding a
light touch with car-
toons, emotional
impact with photos)

new power of
emphasis, visual
representation of
textual hierarchies, &
subject matter
distinctions

udents on a computer network.

Possible Drawbacks

loss of coherence (too
many graphics), loss of
explanatory or analytical
power (too few sen-
tences), danger of reader
“saturation”

loss of coherence (too
many lists), lack of sen-
tence variety, ineffective
subordination

inadequate attention to
transitions, neglect of
verbal devices of
structure

undervaluation of de-
scriptive and imagistic
power of language,
decreased experimenta-
tion with figures of
speech

improper emphasis (text
to be illustrated selected
because of “visual possi-
bilities instead of substan-
tive significance—cf.

TV news)

neglect of traditional lin-
guistic & rhetorical means
of emphasis, introduction
of distractions in “busy”
text
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The Disabled Student
and the Writing Program:
A Guide for Administrators

Susan McLeod and Kathy Jane Garretson

Much thought and effort has recently gone into making college campuses
physically accessible for disabled students. Wheelchair ramps have
appeared in front of buildings, drinking fountains have been lowered,
restrooms and parking lots are clearly marked for handicapped access,
and elevators now have Braille markings next to the floor buttons. Not
as much attention, however, has been given to adjusting classroom prac-
tices to make learning itself more accessible to disabled students. Admin-
istrators need to give this matter their attention, not only because it is
fair and just, but also because it is the law: institutions or programs
receiving federal financial assistance are legally bound to set up “aca-
demic adjustments” in the classroom so that disabled students are not
discriminated against in their efforts to learn (“Nondiscrimination”).
Because of the format and labor-intensive nature of most writing classes,
and because composition is the one class nearly every college student
takes, writing program administrators in particular need one class nearly
every collegeto plan for such academic adjustments in order to smooth
the way for disabled students.

Before discussing what constitutes reasonable accommodation in the
writing classroom, however, let us first clarify what is meant by the term
“disabled.” The most obvious type of disability is physical: the blind or
deaf student, the mobility-challenged student in a wheelchair or with
impaired muscle coordination. But there are other disabilities which are
not so obvious. There are disabilities related to health: students with
heart problems, for example, or with diseases like Lupus or Epstein-Barr,
which are unpredictable and often bring about extreme fatigue. There
are also disabilities related to treatable emotional disorders: the manic-
depressive who used to be unable to function in a school environment is
now able, thanks to medication, to attend classes. Finally, there are
various learning disabilities, such as dyslexia, which we are just now
beginning to understand and to learn to deal with in the college
classroom.

What kinds of classroom accommodation are reasonable? A general
guideline in working with disabled students is this: the student must
achieve the goals and objectives of the course like any other student, but
the process by which those goals are achieved may be modified to fit the
student’s particular abilities and needs. What we will do here is first
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outline some issues that should be addressed in setting forth guidelines
for teachers, and then discuss how to implement these guidelines in a

writing program. (We have appended the guidelines distributed to all
teachers at our institution.)

First, before anything else is done, the individual disabled student
should be consulted about his or her needs. These students have usually
developed individual coping strategies and are usually straightforward in
discussing their needs when the instructor is honestly open to negotiat-
ing the process of instruction: how the student will receive instruction
and demonstrate knowledge and competence, Not every disabled student
will require accommodation; each should be consulted on a case-by-case
basis.

Second, the issues of time and location should be addressed. It some-
times takes disabled students longer to complete assignments; last-
minute changes in assignments or timed writing tasks create hardships
for them. Teachers should be sure to give these students plenty of lead
time, and in the case of in-class essays, arrange for them to have more
time to complete the task. Sometimes students who work slowly might
have to take incompletes and finish term papers during semester breaks,
Students with chronic health problems sometimes miss class more often
than the attendance policy would allow; teachers should work out ahead
of time what such students need to do to make up the work missed. Some
learning-disabled students find noise and movement very distracting or
become hyperactive under stress and need to move around; such stu-
dents will do better if allowed to work in private—in the teacher’s office
or in a nearby classroom—rather than in a group-editing configuration.

Third, the use of technology needs established guidelines. Some dis-
abled students find it difficult to listen and take notes at the same time;
the tape recorder is a natural device for them to use, and teachers need to
accept such devices and to check with students occasionally to make sure
the recordings are audible enough to be helpful. Blind students may need
to bring Brailling equipment on which to do their in-class writing so that
they can then read it aloud to their teacher or to editing groups; some-
times special arrangements need to be made so that they can use that equipment
comfortably—on a table rather than on a desk, for example. The advent
of the microcomputer has been an enormous boon to disabled students;
when at all possible, arrangements should be made for disabled students
to use word processing programs (complete with spelling checker) for
their written work. Technology can also be used to help disabled students
in very simple ways. Blue, dittoed handouts, for example, are very diffi-
cult for visually-impaired and dyslexic students to read; sharp-contrast
Xerox sheets are much better. Large type is helpful, too, for those
teachers who have access to IBM typewriters, wordprocessors with
various fonts, or enlarging copy machines.
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Once such guidelines have been worked out, how can they be imple-
mented in the writing classroom? The key to developing successful
accommodation techniques has been, we have found, a close working
relationship between the writing program administrator and an adminis-
trator in the office for disabled student services (DSS). (If such an office
does not exist on every campus, there is usually someone in the student
affairs office who handles support systems for disabled students.) This
relationship can be mutually beneficial; the WPA can provide expertise
about what is and is not acceptable accommodation in the writing class-
room, and the DSS administrator can provide useful information about
disabilities to educate the WPA and the composition faculty. We have
appended to this paper a list of resources we have found useful.

Once a working relationship has been established, it is useful to invite
the DSS representative to a faculty meeting or TA orientation to raise
the issue of accommodation for disabled students. Most faculty are
favorably disposed toward helping disabled students, but many do not
know quite how to go about it; sometimes they feel embarrassed to ask.
Sometimes they feel that by making allowances for some students they
are not being fair to others. We have found that detailing various options
helps faculty understand that they can make allowances for disabilities in
ways that are fair to the other students in the class. We have also found
that by going over the signs of dyslexia in some sample papers, faculty
have been able to help identify students who have been heretofore
undiagnosed, and we have been able to get those students to testing and
special help.

After such a meeting, we have found it useful for scheduling and
advising purposes to identify teachers who are willing to work with
disabled students, particularly those who are willing to work with some
of the students with disabilities that take more extra-curricular time
(blindness, for example) so that we may arrange for them to work
directly with the DSS office. These latter teachers sometimes need to go
the extra mile, selecting texts early to allow time for them to be recorded,
providing extra copies of assignments for tutors, scheduling extra con-
ferences with students. Not all faculty are willing to spend the extra time,
so it is useful to know before the semester begins which faculty you can
depend on. Identifying teachers in this way can ease the registration
process for disabled students.

Once teachers are identified, they need to understand not only the
general guidelines for accommodating disabled students mentioned
above, they also need to be aware of three issues of particular importance
in the writing class. The first is the fact that, because of the emphasis on
students’ self esteem at the secondary level, disabled students have
generally had limited experience with writing in high school—their
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teachers have not wanted to embarrass them by asking them to do
something they could not do easily. Allowances have been made for these
students that have not always been in their best interests; their writing
skills are, as a result, even less developed than the average first-year
student. The second issue is the use of human resources in the classroom
(interpreters, transcribers, readers, tutors, editors) to help disabled sty-
dents. In a class with a lecture format, the use of such resources is fairly
straightforward, but in a writing class invariably the question arises, who
is doing the written work, the student or the helper? There is no easy
way to answer this question, and the WPA needs to work closely with the
teacher and the DSS office, establishing parameters for each particular
case.In one instance, for example, a dyslexic student and her reader both
enrolled for credit in a technical writing class. They sat together, he
helped her in their editing group (reading her paper aloud for her), but
they wrote on different topics for each assignment. Because the teacher
monitored the written assignments from the rough to the finished
stages, she knew that the work was definitely the dyslexic student’s own.
(This was, incidentally, a student who had learned to read just two years
before, when she was nineteen years old.) Sometimes the WP A needs to
remind teachers that we all need help with editing, and that disabled
students simply need more help, in one way or another, than the rest; this
should not obscure the fact that they can still compose.

Which brings us to a more controversial issue-—alternatives to written
composition. In a very few cases, writing teachers dealing with disabled
students may sometimes have to accept compositions which are oral
rather than written in their origins—ones which have been dictated to
someone else to transcribe. When one thinks about it, however, this is
not so controversial after all. This method is one used in business and
government all the time; why shouldn’t we allow some students a com-
posing method that is standard procedure outside the academy? We are
beginning to understand that there are multiple composing strategies
that students can use successfully; this is in fact just one more strategy,
different in manner rather than in kind. And as John Herum points out,
contrary to what the present notions about the differences between oral
and written speech might tell us, there is no evidence that dictation
lowers the quality of the finished written product (10).

Once the guidelines are in place and teachers are working individually
with disabled students, the WPA must be ready to work with the D55
office to counsel students and facilitate communication with teachers.
Disabled students sometimes learn to be very good passive learners.
Because the process-oriented composition class emphasizes active learn-
ing, such students find themselves in uncharted waters, needing reas-
surance as well as accommodation. A few disabled students have learned
to be quite manipulative; a WPA must be ready to deal with situations
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where students use their disabilities as excuses for not doing the work in
B the course or blame the teacher for not helping enough. A blind stude.nt.
" for example, simply refused to take advantage of the accommodation

offered, missed class frequently, and did not turn in thg req.uired numl?er
of papers. A sighted student would fail in sth a situation; the blind
student did too. In another case, a learning-disabled stu.de.nt b.egan.to
blame the teacher in a disruptive way, saying that her.' difficulties with
writing were a result of his unclear instructions and his usel_es‘s sugges-
tions for revision. She was removed from the class and f1n15he<.:l the
semester through individual tutorials in the writing lab; we used a dlffer—
ent tutor each time, so that she could not attach blfxme to any given
authority and could focus instead on her own composing. In such cases,
working in tandem with the DSS office is crucial, since the W.PA needs to
understand how much of the difficulty is due to real disability and how
much is due to interpersonal or other factors.

But we do not want to end on a negative note. Working to help
accommodate disabled students is not just a matter of complying with the
law; it is also a matter of simple human concern. And like most human
concerns with which we deal, it can have rewards far beyond the amount
of work it may generate. To us, one of the most interesting by-products
of working together to meet the needs of disabled students has been the
informal faculty development that takes place as a result. We have been
gratified by the interest teachers have shown in learning more ab9ut
their students’ disabilities and by the satisfaction they express in working
with these students. It is a fact and not a truism that the disabled have
much to teach us—about different learning and writing styles, about
persistence, and about what we will call, for lack of a better word,

courage.
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Appendix
Helping Students with a Disability:
Gome Guidelines for Teachers

1. Last-minute assignments can cause serious hardship for handicapped stu-
dents since it takes longer for them to obtain and use needed resources.
Provide the student with a maximum amount of lead time for preparation of
assignments.

2. When using charts, graphs, or other visual aids, try to provide an individual
copy of information contained therein for the mannually, visually, or hearing-
impaired student. Read aloud all material written on the chalkboard or
displayed via an overhead projector.

3, The disabled student may need another class member to take notes. The
Disabled Student Service staff can give suggestions as to how to accomplish
this.

4. When possible, offer to provide a copy of lecture outlines or notes for the
manually, visually, or hearing-impaired student.

5. Generally, handicapped students should be allowed extra time to complete
tests. Blind and learning-disabled students may take tests either orally or by
typing responses to spoker\ or taped guestions. The most appropriate
method of administering a test depends on the student’s disability and on the
test content.

6. 1f a student is using a tape recorder, remember to speak clearly and toward
the class.

7. Some legally blind students are not totally blind, so handouts should be in
sharp black print on white paper. Dittos cannot be picked up by the special
reading equipment used. Make written comments or grade marks on papers
or exams with a black felt-tipped pen. Arrange for a designated sighted
student to tell a visually-impaired student about class handouts.

8. When relocation of a classroom is necessary, a note on the chalkboard or door
will not be seen by the visually-impaired student. Have a sighted student
wait for the visually-impaired student to arrive and walk with him/her to the
newly designated classroom. Allow extra time for the disabled student to
reach the new classroom.

9. When providing direction to a blind student, talk first and then offer your
arm. Do not pat working dogs or talk to them without permission
from the owner.

10. Face the class when speaking to help the hearing-impaired student. Write
key points on the chalkboard, and hand out class assignments on paper.

11. Be flexible about deadlines and attendance in developing grading schemes so
as not to jeopardize the evaluation of a student with a chronic health

problem.
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Cold-Fusion and The Road Less
Travelled: A Review of Developing
Successful College Writing Programs
(Edward M. White, Jossey-Bass, 1989)

Chris Anderson

When I first picked up Ed White’s Developing Successful Callege Writing Pro-
grams, | was hoping, secretly—as I always do when I see a book with this
kind of authority and scope, a book by a senior person respected in the
field—I[ was hoping for answers, for magic. What [ secretly wanted was a
new formula or grand scheme to help me out of the day-to-day messiness
of being 2 WPA at a state university. And because White is well known
for his work in assessment, I also had a complex expectation about the
“database” that might support the book, an expectation typical, I suspect,
of WPAs nonetheless uneasy about empirical research: maybe there’s an
answer here after all, something hard and fast, something provable.
Maybe all of us gooey types, all of us publicly dismissive of empiricism,
secretly hope for some composition equivalent of cold-fusion—unlimited
power with lots less energy going in, and that’s why we keep reading and
writing books and articles and texts about how to teach writing.

Of course that’s exactly what White doesn’t deliver. Developing Successful
College Writing Programs is more the composition equivalent of Scott Peck’s
best-selling The Road Less Travelled, which begins with the oddly reassuring
line, “Life is difficult”—reassuring because we don’t then think there’s
something out there we're supposed to know and don’t, some key we've
missed that everyone else has. We can settle down to work.

White’s purpose in the book is to review current program research,
discuss the issues most pressing for writing programs, and in the end
make practical recommendations for running writing programs. As
Richard Lloyd-Jones says in his foreward, “almost nothing about writing
program administration is otherwise available in an accessible form.”

Part of the value of the book is that it brings together research we
haven’t had a chance to review and assimilate ourselves, Here, clearly
summarized and carefully explained, are the methods and conclusions of
the Kitzhaber report on composition, the Wilcox survey, the Austin
Research Project, the California Project (which White himself directed;
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see Research in Effective Teaching of Writing), the Connolly and Vilardi survey

the Hartzog survey, and George Hillocks” important review of empiricai
research, Research on Written Composition: New Directions for Teaching. The
t%\ird chapter, “Strengths and Weaknesses of Approaches,” evaluates the
six approaches to writing instruction developed by the California Project
and the patterns of composition instruction developed by Hillocks, pro-
viding WPAs with a number of useful terms and schemas. Chapters 5, 6

and 10 take up the issue of assessment, drawing heavily on White’s
influential study, Teacking and Assessing Writing. White’s approach in these
chapters, as throughout the book, is to summarize, explain, and review

so that WPAs (like me) who are behind in their reading about assessment
can catch up in short order. [t’s very useful.

Another part of the value of the book is that it expresses so well what
we already believe about composition pedagogy and theory. Program
administration in writing is necessarily grounded in pedagogical theory;
much of this reads like White’s version of what Irmscher, Lindemann,
and many others say in their overviews of composition theory in general.
There's a fine definition of writing in the first chapter, for example:
“Writing is important, even central, to liberal education because writing
stimulates (even as it records), the processes of learning, thinking, dis-
covering, combining, evaluating, and imagining” (6). Chapter 4, “Writing
Within the Undergraduate Curriculum,” contains one ringing affirma-
tion after another of the new rhetorical paradigm and the accumulated
wisdom of the last twenty years.

Still another part of the book’s value is that it brings to one place a set of
practical recommendations for program administration. In this sense
reading the book is much like going through a WPA evaluators’ visit (not
surprising, since White is a WPA evaluator of long standing). There is the
same balanced, commonsensical advice about statements of purpose,
syllabus construction, assessment, TA training. There's the same
polemic about the low status of writing instructors and WPAs, always
good to hear again. There’s the same measured effort to provide options
rather than prescribe one method applicable to all programs. White also
simply gathers some useful material and information, including the text
of the Wyoming Resolution and the WPA Guidelines for Self-Study.

In other words, there’s nothing new here exactly, and at first that’s a
disappointment. On second thought, that’s a real strength. It’s a question
of what was oft thought but ne’er so well expressed or put together. For
an audience of experienced WPAs the value of Developing Successful College
Writing Programs is that it clarifies, synthesizes, and reinforces. How
many of us could express so wisely and so well what we take as

54

¥ central about what we do, as, for example, this passage, one of my
¥ favorites in the book:

The place of writing at the center of the liberal arts undergraduate curricu-
lum derives from its double role as a socializing discipline (enforcing and
confirming student membership in the educated community} and as an
individualizing discipline (demanding critical thinking and an active rela-
tion of the self to material under study). While both of these functions are
important, the second one is more significant for the undergraduate cur-
riculum. That is, writing instruction becomes a liberating activity—and
hence properly an essential part of the liberal arts—when it demands and
rewards thinking for oneself. (62)

Yes! That’s it! That’s what I've been trying to say. The book is a fine, wise,
experienced introduction to the field, explaining clearly and in one place
all that we know now from experience and research about the teaching of
writing and the administering of writing programs. For an audience of
adminstrators, the book is a godsend. Instead of stuttering and stammer-
ing at the next dean’s meeting, we can put this book in their hands, or we
can quote from it to write persuasive proposals and reports. All the key
ideas of the new rhetoric are expressed here with authority and weight, a
sense of prestige and experience.

The deeper effect of White expressing so well what has oft been
thought is to remind us again that there are no easy, no hidden answers.
One of our main responses to the book—as to a WPA evaluators’ report, [
think—is to say, “Heh! Wait a minute, 1 already knew all this” or, “Of
course those are the options! I want to know what to do.” But that’s the
necessary response, it seems to me, the point of conversion. On the one
hand, we are empowered by White’s synthesis, assured that we already
have the available tools for doing the job. On the other hand, we are
brought back to reality. No clouds will part, White keeps telling us, no
bushes burn. WPAs must resign themselves to the muddle, learning from
the real advances that are occasionally made, but by-and-large, simply
doing the best they can with what they've got, responding to the concrete
moment, adapting to all the stubborn contexts.

This is also the message implicit in White's treatment of empirical
research, and for me the most powerful effect of Developing Successful College
Writing Programs. White sets up the book to emphasize the move from
research to practice, carefully laying out the existing empirical studies in
the first few chapters and then exploring how and whether this research
can justify specific recommendations about both pedagogy and adminis-
tration. But in his own particular recommendations, White is continually
falling back on commonsense and conviction and personal experience.
After all the surveying of the research models and the California study
and the questionnaires and the control groups, we get statements like
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(statements I for one completely agree with): “Perhaps | am extrapolating
too much from my own experience with composition faculty outside
English, but I think that writing teachers have to be the most sensitive
readers in the university” (37); or “While I have no respect for ignorance
or for the foolish repetition of workbook formulas that some teachers
mistake for instruction in writing, [ have a great deal of respect for much
of the teaching of writing that my English colleagues do” (38). In Chapter
3, after weighing in great detail the strengths and weaknesses of the six
different approaches to composition surveyed in the California Project,
White simply asserts:

”1, for example, am firmly committed to the text-based rhetoric
approach, because that approach works best for me and my stu-
dents at my institution” (55).

At first there seems to be a gap here, a gap that I think is typical of much
composition research. Too often in the articles that keep getting pub-
lished in our journals, a complex research design, announced with much
solemn scientism, is followed by commonsense recommendations that
could have been made without all the statistics or ethnographic descrip-
tion, or assertions get made that are not justified by the empirical
research, that reflect finally the author’s own values and rhetorical
paradigm. It’s not that as a reader of this stuff I want empiricism neces-
sarily, only consistency, consecutive reasoning. It’s as if we have at least
two voices in the discipline—the voice of the researcher, the investigator,
and the voice of the teacher in the classroom, the professor, the person in
the world telling stories and expressing value—and we can’t figure out
how to relate these, how to move from one to the other. There’s a
waffling.

But White avoids this waffling by describing it. He fills the gap by
admitting it—by explaining as clearly and honestly as he can the
strengths and weaknesses of empirical study. There is this research, he
keeps saying—and it does have value, we should keep doing it and reading
about it, but finally we have to realize that “programs, students, teachers,
and writing itself are all too complex for conventional educational
research methods” (18). Or again: "It is clearly too early to ask research in
composition programs to provide answers to the thorny problems in the
field” (33). Or: we must face “the depressing inability of empirical
research to provide us with convincing program evaluation” (199). Over
and over White makes the point that in composition studies there are
always these two poles of experience and theory, conviction and
research, and that to be valid, to be useful, composition must constantly
travel back and forth between them, hold them in tension. It’s research
and experience, data and desire, and all the fuzziness, the murkiness in
between. With such careful qualifiers inserted between the descriptions
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of research and the final personal recommendations, there is no inconsis-
tency in White’s analysis. Given the complex and problematic nature of
composition, the recourse to “I” is one of his most responsible moves. It’s
White’s concrete, human, committed voice, then, that finally gives the
book its authority. It certainly makes it readable and interesting. The
style is blessedly free of jargon, direct and straightforward, conveying
the voice of a real person. But more than that, it reflects the way things
really are in this business. The wholeness and complexity of the writing
process is mirrored in the administering of a writing program, White is
saying. It’s all rhetoric not dialectic, involved always in contingency and
desire. As he puts it in the eloquent final paragraph of the book:

In program evaluation, as in all other aspects of writing programs, we need
to resist using or accepting simple and reductive definitions, procedures,
tests, and inferences. It is surely a wise instinct that leads us to trust writing
instruction more to poets than to scientists, or even to logicians. The
resistant reality of learning to think, to write, to create, to revise and
recreate, to understand does not yield its secrets readily. Our primary job,
in program evaluation as in many other aspects of our work, is to help
others see the complexity and importance of writing, to distinguish
between the simple and the not so simple, to be willing to accept the
evidence of many kinds of serious inquiry into the nature of creative
thought. That, of course, is just one more way of defining the function of
every teacher and scholar. {206)

This is the truth we already knew, but we needed a scholar like White to
remind us, to say it again, and to say it this powerfully. Reading White we
experience again that inevitable, wry recognition that we just have to
muddle through. And there is also the old exhilaration, the old humanis-
tic paradigm reasserting itself. We only wish for the empirical panacea,
for scientific salvation, for a moment. Deep down we really wouldn’t
want a simple answer because that would falsify our experience and take
away our freedom. Deep down we want to be poets and scholars, which is
why we got into teaching to begin with.

In The Road Less Travelled, Scott Peck tells us that to be healthy and
mature as people, we need to accept complexity. “It is in this whole
process of meeting and solving problems that life has its meaning,” Peck
says, in his pop-psychological (but nonetheless wise) way. Ed White
reminds WPAs that poetry and scholarship embrace complexity by their
very nature, and that, in this sense at least, to grow into maturity, to be
healthy, writing program administration must remain fundamentally

poetic and scholarly.
o
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96 pp., paperback, 0-02-410621-6

WRITING, READING, AND
RESEARCH Second Edition

RICHARD VEIT, CHRISTOPHER GOULD,
and JOHN CLIFFORD, alf of University of
North Carolina at Wilmington

544 pp., paperback, 0-02-422911-3

With Instructors Manual

Research and the research paper are treatec
as a direct development of reading and writing
skills in this highly effective combination of a
rhetoric, readings, and research handbook.

THE MACMILLAN GUIDE TO
WRITING RESEARCH
PAPERS

WILLIAM COYLE, Florida Atlantic University
256 pp., paperback, 0-02-325291-X

With Instructor's Manual

Efficiently compact, this information-fillec
guide covers the entire research and writind
process from brainstorming to proofreading

RESEARCH

The Student’s Guide to Writing Research
Papers

RICHARD VEIT, University of North Carolina
at Wilmington

288 pp., paperback, 0-02-423040-5

With Instructor's Manual

The ideal text for instructors who want a flexr
ble, goal-oriented approach to research
based writing.

THE LANGUAGE OF EXCELLENCE /

PATHWAYS

A Text for Developing Writers

JOYCE M. JARRETT, Hampton University;
MARGARET GILES LEE, Hampton
University; DOREATHA D. MBALIA,
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee

432 pp., sprral-bound paperback,
0-02-360451-4

This worktext provides comprehensive
coverage of writing processes and rhetorical
strategies, and focuses on the practical needs
of the students. An instructor's Manual, Test
Packet, and Computerized Tests are available.

ENGLISH FUNDAMENTALS
Form A, Ninth Edition

DONALD W. EMERY, University of
Washington; the late JOHN M. KIERZEK,
University of Oregon; PETER LINDBLOM,
Miami-Dade Community College

384 pp., paperback, 0-02-332841-6

With Answer Key and Test Packet

PROGRESSIONS

BARBARA FINE CLOUSE, Stippery Rock
University

608 pp., paperback, 0-02-322951-9

With Instructor's Manual and Test Packet

THE ENGAGING READER
ANNE MILLS KING, Prince George's
Cormmunity College

418 pp., paperback, 0-02-364261-0

With instructor's Manual

THE ART OF STYLING
PARAGRAPHS

ROBERT M. ESCH, University of Texas at

E! Paso; ROBERTA R. WALKER, University of
Texas at £l Paso

208 pp., paperback, 0-02-334310-9

With Instructor’s Manual

LITERATURE

Third Edition

JAMES H. PICKERING, University of
Houston; JEFFREY D. HOEPER, Arkansas
State University

1760 pp., hardbound, 0-02-395591-0

With Instructor's Manual and Study Guide
The new edition of this widely used introduc-
tion to literature continues to offer a generous
anthology of fiction, poetry, and drama, while
also providing a salid grounding in literary
analysts and writing about literature.

POETRY

An Introduction

JEFFREY D. HOEPER, Arkansas State
University; JAMES H. PICKERING,
University of Houston

580 pp., hardbound, 0-02-395465-5
With Instructor’s Manual

ALL these titles are NOW available
for your consideration!

For more information, please contact:

MACMILLAN PUBLISHING COMPANY
COLLEGE DIVISION
866 THIRD AVENUE/NEW YORK, NY 10022/(800) 428-3750
Collier Macmillan Canada, Inc.: (416) 449-6030



Notes on Contributors

Chris Anderson is an Associate Professor of English at OSU and the
Composition Coordinator. He is the author of Style as Argument: Contempor-
ary American Nonfiction (Southern Illinois, 1987); editor of Literary
Nonfiction: Theory, Critical Pedagogy (Southern Illinois, 1989); and a coeditor
of In-Depth: Essayists for Our Time (Harcourt, 1989). Next year he will
co-host the WPA Summer Conference in Portland (with Duncan Carter
of Portland State).

Cherryl Armstrong is an Assistant Professor of English at California
State University at Northridge where she has co-directed the Composi-
tion Program and now co-directs the Teaching Assistant Program. She is
an Associate Director of the South Coast Writing Project. Professor
Armstrong formerly taught at Harvard University and at the University
of California at Santa Barbara. She has published articles on composition
in a number of journals, including Rhetoric Review and the Journal of Basic
Writing, and she also publishes poetry.

Don Daiker is a Professor of English at Miami University and the
secretary-treasurer of the Council of Writing Program Administrators.
His essays on writing assessment appear in Freshman English News, Journal of
Teaching Writing, and Writing and Response: Theory, Practice, and Research
(NCTE). With Mary Fuller and Jack Wallace, he is coauthor of Literature:
Options for Reading and Writing (2nd ed., Harper), and with Max Morenberg,
he is coauthor of The Writing Teacher as Researcher: Essays in the Theory and
Practice of Class-Based Research (Heinemann-Boynton/Cook).

Sheryl 1. Fontaine is an Assistant Professor of Literature and the Direc-
tor of the English Resources Center at Claremont-McKenna College.
She is a Writing Associate of the Bard College Institute of Writing and
Thinking. She has also taught at the State University of New York at
Stony Brook and the University of California at San Diego. Professor
Fontaine has written essays for The English Record, ADE Bulletin, Rheloric
Review, Educational Research Quarterly, and The Social Construction of Wrilten
Communication (Ablex, 1988). She is currently, with Pat Belanoff and Peter
Elbow, editing a book of essays on freewriting to be published by
Boynton/Cook.

Kathy Jane Garretson is the Director of Disabled Student Services and
the Equal Employment Opportunity trainer for the Office of Affirmative
Action at Washington State University, She also consults with high
schools to help develop special education curricula which will prepare
disabled students for postsecondary academic work.

60

Diana George is an Associate Professor of Humanities at Michigan
Technological University where she directs the First-year English pro-
gram. Her work in composition studies has appeared in College Composition
and Communication, English Journal, Writing Center Journal, College Teaching, and
most recently, The Journal of Teaching Writing.

Nedra Grogan is a doctoral student at Miami University where she is
completing a one-year research fellowship on the assessment of student
writing. Formerly Director of the Writing Center and Acting Director of
Composition at the University of Tampa, she is currently a Chief Reader
for the Scholastic Writing Awards program at Miami. She has co-
authored essays on composition, appearing in Selected Papers of the Southeast-
ern Writing Centers Association Conference and forthcoming in Carolina English
Teacher and Journal of Advanced Composition.

Jeanette Harris is the Director of Composition and Associate Professor
of English at Texas Tech University. She has coauthored two textbooks
(Conterts, with Ann Moseley; A Writer’s Introduction to Word Processing, with
Christine Hult) and published articles in numerous journals. Her study of
expressive discourse is being published by SMU press in their Studies in
Composition series.

Christine Hult, Associate Professor of English at Utah State University,
is the editor of WPA: Writing Program Administration. Her research interests
include computerized library research and writing program assessment,
reflected in recent publications in Computers and Composition and the Journal
of Advanced Composition, as well as her textbooks, A Writer's Introduction to
Word Processing (with Jeanette Harris) and Researching and Writing Across The
Curriculum, 2nd edition.

M. Jimmie Killingsworth, an Associate Professor, is the Director of
Professional Writing at Memphis State University. He is the author of
Whitman’s Poetry of the Body: Sexuality, Politics, and the Text (U of North Caro-
lina, 1989) and has published widely in rhetoric, technical writing, and
American Literature. He is now at work on a book about rhetoric and
environmental politics.

Susan H. McLeod is an Associate Professor of English and the Director of
Composition at Washington State University, Her publications include
Strengthening Programs for Writing Across the Curriculum (Jossey-Bass, 1988)
and articles on writing and writing theory in a variety of journals. She is a
member of the Board of Consultants of the National Network of Writing
Across the Curriculum Programs.

David E. Schwalm is currently the Director of Composition at Arizona
State University and was formerly the Director of Composition at the
University of Texas at El Paso. His research interests include rhetorical
analysis of nonfiction texts, the rhetoric of biography, and degree of
difficulty in writing assignments. He has published articles over the last
few years in College Englisk, The Writing Instructor, and Biography.
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Announcements

Writing Program Evaluation

Why evaluate a college or university writing program? Toidentify and
reaffirm existing strengths, to pinpoint problems and suggest solutions,
to clarify the relationship of writing programs and their personnel to
actual or prospective administrative inits—among a host of reasons.

The Council of Writing Program Administrators, a national profes-
sional organization, can help you evaluate your writing program by
providing a team of two trained consultant/evaluators—nationally prom-
inent scholars and administrators—to work with your faculty and staff
to address issues of particular concern to your institution. Each 1-1/2 day
campus visit, followed by an extensive written report, is designed to suit
the schedule and the particular needs of your institution.

The Council of Writing Program Administrators Consultant Evalua-
tion service is supported in part by an Exxon grant and by modest
fees——%$2000 plus travel expenses (some grant support is available). For
further information, write Dr. Edward M. White, Department of
English, California State University, San Bernardino, CA 92407 or call
(714) 880-5845.

Electronic Bulletin Board

The Indiana Writing Project announces that it will provide a public
electronic bulletin board for writing teachers. Teachers can access the
board by calling (317) 285-8414 with their modems set to eight data bits,
even parity, and one stop bit. (Almost any default modem setting will do.)
The bulletin board system can accept calls at 300 bps, 1200 bps, or 2400
bps. It will automatically register first-time callers. Callers are asked to
limit their time online to 30 minutes since only one phone line is currently
available to support the board.

The IWP Bulletin Board has as its goal the free exchange of informa-
tion among writing teachers. It is a place where teachers may exchange
assignments and public domain software. It is also a place where teachers
can engage in ongoing dialogues about professional issues. IWP hopes
that this will become an important and efficient way for teachers to
communicate with one another.

At present, IWP plans to provide a set of assignments for downloading
by the end of its 1989 Summer Institute on July 14. Others are encour-
aged to upload assignments for sharing as soon as possible. Anyone with
suggestions about how this board could serve teachers is encouraged to
leave a message.

62

IWP intends to make the bulletin board available 20 hours per weekday
and 24 hours per weekend day. Scheduled down times are from 10:00 am
to 2:00 pm on week days.

JAC Award

The James L. Kinneavy Award for the most outstanding essay of 1989
published in the Journal of Advanced Composition was awarded to Reed Way
Dasenbrock at the CCCC meeting in Seattle. This honor, which includes
a cash award and a handsome plaque, was generously endowed by
Professor Kinneavy, Blumberg Centennial Professor of English at the
University of Texas at Austin. The award is given each year at the
meeting of the Association of Teachers of Advanced Writing at the
CCCC. Dasenbrock’s article, “Becoming Aware of the Myth of Pres-
ence,” is a systematic application of a key Derridean concern—the con-
cept of presence/absence—to the teaching of writing at all levels, which
carries theoretical as well as pragmatic, pedagogical implications. The
award of honorable mention, which also carries a handsome plaque, went
to William Covino for his essay, “Defining Advanced Composition: Con-
tributions from the History of Rhetoric.” This essay articulates the
classical emphasis on “the open intellectual play of multiple perspectives”
as characteristic of successful advanced writing, a new approach to the
contemporary teaching of advanced composition.

Tenth Anniversary Issue of The Writing Center Journal

The editors of The Writing Center Journal are circulating a call for a special
issue to be published Fall/Winter, 1990. We are interested in seeing
manuscripts that reflect or look back on writing center beginnings.
Topics might include the professionalization/politicization of writing
centers, the writing center movement in the context of other movements
(e.g., National Writing Project), the growth of technology in writing
centers, changing perceptions of peer tutoring, research, writing centers
in two-year colleges or public schools, the changing mission of writing
centers, the effect of writing center pedagogy on classroom pedagogy,
and scholarship trends.

Essays that look forward and address the future of writing centers are
welcome; we will also consider interviews, reminiscences, poems, and

photographs.

Manuscripts should be submitted by March 30, 1990 to Jeanette
Harris, Editor, Department of English, Texas Tech University, Lubbock,
TX 79409; information about subscriptions can be obtained from Joyce
Kinkead, Editor, Department of English, Utah State University, Logan,
UT 84322-3200.

63



5 A Writing Program
=4/} Administrators

Past members, WPA Executive Committee

David Bartholomae, 1980-82
Lil Brannon, 1986-88
Harry Crosby, 1976-81
Arthur Dixon, 1984-87
Lester Faigley, 1986-88
Anne Ruggles Gere, 1983-85
Maxine Hairston, 1981-83
Tori Haring-Smith, 1984-87
E. D. Hirsch, Jr., 1981-83
Winifred Bryan Horner
(President, 1985-86)

Lawrence Kasden (S), 1976-79

Elaine P. Maimon, 1976-81
Ben McClelland, 1981-83
Donald McQuade, 1976-79
Richard Raspa, 1976-79
James Raymond, 1976-79
Joseph Trimmer, 1984-87
John Warnock, 1981-83
Harvey Wiener

(President, 1976-84)
William F. Woods, 1983-85
Arthur Young, 1985-87

Past members, WPA Editorial Board

John Bean, 1983-85
Lynn Z. Bloom, 1981-83
Enid Bogle, 1978-80
Alice G. Brand, 1982-84
Dee Brock, 1979-81
Kenneth A. Bruffee

(Editor, 1977-83)
Barbara Cambridge, 1983-85
Charles R. Cooper, 1981-83
Timothy Donovan, 1978-80
Robert Farrell, 1976-77
Margaret Furcron, 1977-78
C. W. Griffin, 1987
Maxine Hairston, 1980-82
Tori Haring-Smith, 1985-87
John T. Harwood, 1981-83

Winifred Bryan Horner, 1978-79

Douglas Howard, 1982-84
Christine Hult, 1986-87

64

Michael Joyce, 1977-78
James Kinney, 1987
Judith Lambert, 1986-88
Erika Lindemann, 1978-79
Richard Marius, 1980-82
Ben McClelland, 1986-88
Ellern Nold, 1978-79
Linda Peterson, 1983-85
John Presley, 1982-84
David Rankin, 1979-81
David Sloane, 1977-78
William E. Smith

(Editor, 1983-88)
Nancy Sommers, 1979-81
Richard Sterling, 1979-80
Nathaniel Teich, 1978-80
John Trimbur, 1986-88
Joseph F. Trimmer, 1978-79
William F. Woods, 1985-87

W P Writing

g_A Program
8 /2 Administration

Membership in the Council of
Writing Program Administrators

Membership in the Council of Writing Program Administrators includes a sub-
scription to WPA: Writing Program Administration. The membership feeis $15a year
in the United States and $16.50 a year in other countries.* Institutional member-
ship fee is $25.

To apply for membership, please fill out this form and return it with a check or
money order payable to the Council of Writing Program Administrators. Send
the form and fee to Donald A. Daiker, Secretary-Treasurer, WPA, Department
of English, Miami University, Oxford, OH 45056.

Date
Name
Institution
Address
Amountenclosed __ _ $15 —  %16.50 %25

*Membership in the council of Writing Program Administrators is organized by the aca-
demic year. Dues received before January 1 are credited to the previous academic year and
entitle you to that year's fall-winter and spring issues of WPA: Writing Program Administration.
Dues received after January 1 are credited to the following academic year, and your
subscription 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, please send a copy of the current
printed label along with the form below, indicating the complete, corrected
information to Donald Daiker, Secretary-Treasurer, WPA, Department of Eng-
lish, Miami University, Oxford, OH 45056.
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