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In addition, our instructors indicated that they were likely to use those
teaching strategies which the portfolio system was designed to-encourage,
although there were no significant differences between those who partici-
pated in the portfolio system and those who did not (see Table 3). Appar-
ently, our staff had been using all along those teaching strategies we were
trying to promote. We were, however, surprised that more of our instruc-
tors did not comment on first drafts or discuss student writing in class.
These are two techniques we need to promote more actively in our training
sessions.

In short, the survey showed that the instructors participating in the
portfolio system used peer group workshops, conferred with their stu-
dents, and encouraged revision—exactly what we had been hoping for. But
our instructors may not have done these things primarily because of the
portfolio system since the instructors who did not participate in the system
used the same techniques. At best we can say that the portfolio system did
not Jessen our emphasis on peer groups, conferences, and revision.

A Survey of Students

We surveyed 375 students, slightly more than 10 per cent of all of those
registered in Composition I and II. The classes we surveyed were roughly
divided among the classes of first-year, second- and third-year, and more
experienced instructors. They were also divided among the students of
instructors who supported the portfolio system and those who had severe
reservations about it.

Our first concern was whether the portfolio exam encouraged our
students to confer with their instructors and revise their work and whether
they received sufficient help in meeting the program’s standards. Once
again, the results were overwhelmingly supportive (see Table 4). Of the
students surveyed, 87.2 per cent said that portfolios encouraged them to
consult with their instructor, 93.5 per cent said that portfolios encouraged
them to revise, and 82.4 per cent said that they received sufficient help in
meeting our program’s standards.
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Table 3

A Comparison of Teaching Techniques Used by
Beginning and Experienced Instructors (BI, ED*

As a result of your participation in the Program, how often did you use any
of the following techniques? (Results are shown in percentages, with 26_be—
ginning instructors (Bls) and 14 experienced instructors (EIS? responding.
Beginning instructors, all of whom participated in the portfolio system, are
listed first.)

Never Infre- Some- Fre- Always
quently  times quently
a. students work together BL:7.7 7.7 115 65.4 7.7
small groups tohelp  EL: 0 71 28.6 571 7.1
each other with writing
b. students evaluate each BI: 0 7.7 269 38.5 269
others’ writing ELO 7.1 214 28.6 429
c. students engage in BL: 0 0 11.5 53.8 34.6
prewriting/invention EL: 7.1 71 7.1 50 28.6
activities
d. students are required BI: 3.8 3.8 15.4 26.9 50
to revise their writing EIL: 0 7.1 0 429 50
e. students submit first  BI:15.4 269 19.2 15.4 231
drafts for comments  EIL: 7.1 35.7 28.6 14.3 14.3
or grading
f. examples of student  Bl:7.7 50 154 19.2 7.7
writing are discussed  EL: 0 14.3 28.6 429 14.3
in class
: 53.8 23.1
g. you confer regularly  BL: 0 3.8 19.2
with students about  EI: 0 0 7.1 71.4 21.4

their writing

[* All of our beginning instructors participated in the portfolio system both
semesters; during the second semester a number of experienced.ins’_cructors
voluntarily joined them. Thus, this comparison between begl_nmng and
experienced instructors does not neatly distinguish betv{een instructors
who participated in the portfolio system and those who did not.]
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Table 4
Student Attitudes About the Portfolio System

Asaresultof your participation in the portfolio system this year, how would
you rate the following about the Composition Program and your instructor
in helping you deal with the portfolio system? (Results arestated in percent-
ages. Between 335 and 337 students answered each question.)

Yes No Not Sure/
Not Applicable
a. encouraged you to revise 93.5 3 3.6
b. encouraged you to consult ~ 87.2 6.8 6
with your instructor
c. encouraged you at attend 394 37 23.6
the Writing Lab
d. gave you a good sense of 75.3 16.4 8.3
what the Program’s minimum
standards are
e. helped you feel that your 77 12.8 10.1
writing met the Program’s
minimum standards
f. gave you sufficient help 82.4 7.8 9.8
in meeting the Program’s
standards

We had two additional concerns about using portfolios: that students
would not recognize the standards implicit in the wide variety of writing we
allowed them to submit and that the system simply put too much pressure
on them. But our fears were allayed somewhat by these results: 75.3 per cent
of the students said that the portfolio system gave them a good sense of the
composition program’s minimum standards, and 77 per cent said that they
feltencouraged that their writing met the program’s standards. Still 16.4 per
cent responded that they did not have a sense of the program’s standards,
and 12.8 per cent said that they did not feel as if they had met the program’s
standards, with 8.3 per centand 10.1 per cent respectively not sure. We need
to improve these figures since they are considerably higher than our actual
failure rates, which might indicate that the portfolio system does cause a
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certain amount of uncertainty about whether portfolios will pass or fail,
some of it perhaps unwarranted.

Asked point blank whether they preferred a portfolio evaluation to a
regular final exam, the students preferred the portfolio by a margin of four
to one (see Table 5). The only group that seemed to have reservations about
the system was composed of students who had submitted portfolios in the
fall but not in the spring. There the vote was evenly split 18 to 19, perhaps
because during that first semester a certain amount of bad feeling was
fueled by rumors and half-truths as we modified our procedures and “got
the bugs out” of the system.

In general, I think our four-part evaluation was successful: it told us
what we wanted to know and gave us some confidence that we were not
confronting a host of problems we were not aware of. The four methods of
evaluation we used were also important in building support for a procedure
about which many people had reservations. On the basis of this information
we decided to implement the portfolio system throughout the program
during the 1989-90 academic year.

Table 5
Students’ Choice of Evaluation

Given the choice between submitting a portfolio and taking a regular final
examination, which would you prefer? You should assume that for the

regular final examination you would have to write an essay for two hours .

during the final examination period and that the regular final would count
for approximately 1/7 to 1/4 of your final grade. (Results are in raw
numbers and then percentages. 335 students responded; on each of the
questions marked with an asterisk, one student indicated he was not sure
or that the choice of exam made no difference.)

When Student Participated Choice of Evaluation:
in the Portfolio System Portfolio Regular Exam
Fall Semester Only 18/ 48.6% 19/ 51.3% *
Spring Semester Only 120/ 77 9% 34/ 221%*
Both Spring and Fall 124/ 87.3% 18/ 12.7%
Semesters
TOTALS: 262/ 78.2% 71/ 21.2%

61




Notes

Special thanks to Barbara Walvoord, Loyola University of Baltimore, for
sharing her program’s “Survey of Faculty Opinions on Student Writing”
and to Edward C. Nolte, Norfolk State University, for his generous sharing
of information and materials, especially the surveys of faculty methods and
opinion used at Norfolk.

Works Cited

Burnham, Christopher. “Portfolio Evaluation: Room to Breathe and Grow.” Training
the New Teacher of College Composition. Ed. Charles W. Bridges. Urbana, IL: NCTE,
1986. 125-38.

Cooper, Charles. The Nature and Measure of Competency in English. Urbana, IL: NCTE,
1981.

Davis, Barbara Gross, Michael Scriven, and Susan Thomas. The Evaluation of Compo-
sition Instruction. 2nd ed. New York: Teachers’ College P, 1987.

Elbow, Peter, and Pat Belanoff. “Portfolios as a Substitute for Proficiency
Examinations.” College Composition and Communication 37 (1986): 336-39.

. “State University of New York, Stony Brook: Portfolio-Based Evalu-
ation Program.” New Methods in College Writing Programs. Ed. Paul Connolly and
Teresa Vilardi. New York: MLA, 1986. 95-105.

Ford, James E., and Gregory Larkin. “The Portfolio System: An End to Backsliding
Writing Standards.” College English 39 (1978): 950-55.

<«

62



Surveying New Teaching Assistants:
Who They Are, What They Know, and
What They Want to Know

Irwin Weiser

Writing Program Administrators and others who are responsible for teach-
ing assistant training programs have been helped in recent years by the
publication of work such as Bridges’ 1986 collection Training the New Teacher
of College Composition and Reagan’s “Teaching TAs to Teach: Show, Don’t
Tell,” which offer WPAs adviceabout merging theory with practice, design-
ing teaching seminars, and involving teaching assistants in research pro-
jects to help them learn about teaching styles. In addition, books like
Lindemann’s excellent A Rhetoric for Writing Teachers, while not addressed
exclusively to new writing teachers, offer us texts for our programs which
help TAs see the teaching of writing as a theory-driven practice with an
intellectual history and integrity.

However, as useful as this work is, it is limited in one important way:
because it can only address the generic new teacher, it cannot take into
account the concerns or assumptions a particular group of new TAs bring
to their work. We can, of course, assume that new teaching assistants will
want to know as specifically as possible what their teaching and grading
duties are, that they will need to familiarize themselves with the course
content and text, that they will need information about holding office hours,
the availability of supplies and materials, and how to get onto the payroll.

But some of the major concerns of new TAs can be unintentionally
overlooked if we take too much for granted about what these new teachers
need to know. And just as importantly, we sometimes forget that what new
teaching assistants want to know and what we think they need to know are
not the same. This difference can diminish the effectiveness of pre-term
orientation programs since the unarticulated concerns of new teaching
assistants may prevent them from absorbing the information we provide
them. Frequently too shy or nervous or insecure to speak up in front of their
peers and supervisors, beginning teaching assistants sometimes are so
worried about a particular aspect of teaching that much of what they could
learn during orientation simply passes them by.

To address this problem and to make our orientation for new teaching
assistants in the composition program responsive to their needs, [ have de-
veloped a brief questionnaire (Appendix) to solicit information about their
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backgrounds and interests. The questionnaire is sent tonew TAs early in the
summer before they arrive on campus to begin their duties, and their
responses are used to help those of us who conduct the orientation plan
specific sessions.

The survey elicits several kinds of information. Part I focuses on the prior
educational and teaching experience of therespondents, providing me with
abasic profile of the group. Part Il asks the TAs to rank four groups of items
concerning teaching. Neither the grouping of the items nor the items
themselves are particularly innocent. Group 1 contains five items which I
think should be of fairly immediate concern to new teachers since they
involve getting started; Group 2 asks TAs to rank some activities integral to
(or traditionally considered integral to) the teaching of writing; Group 3
deliberately asks about rhetorical and pedagogical activities which are
generally agreed to be important in the teaching of writing. The responses
to Group 3 also help me gain some insight into the assumptions students
have about writing as a process and as a social act, two theoretical positions
that guide our program and most others. Group 4 seeks information less
concerned with the immediacy of teaching than with-the TA’s new role as
teacher/graduate student. Someitems, I suspect, are consciousness raising;
that is, their very presence brings them to the attention of the teaching
assistants. I will address specific items and responses from Part II in more
detail later, but first, I would like to look briefly at Part I of the survey.

Part I emphasizes the fact that in part the complexity of working with
teaching assistants stems from their heterogeneity. Of our new TAs this
year, 79% have not taught composition before, and of those who have, the
range of experience is fairly wide: 61% have had no prior training in the
teaching of writing, and 47% have not taught at all before. These figures
suggest not only that the majority of our new teachers need training as
teachers of writing, but also that nearly half will need support in a number
of more general matters concerning teaching, such as establishing course
policies, dealing with student problems, planning and carrying out class

discussions, even—as I have found every year—figuring final grades for
students.

. The responses to Question 6 point out a disheartening irony of our
discipline. Traditionally, the best English students are exempted from or
test out of composition, often taking a literature course instead. This Au-
gust, at least 34% of our new teaching assistants had not taken a course like
the one they were assigned to teach. (I say “at least” because the courses
r'espondents identified as “introductory composition” sounded much more
like “writing about literature” or “great books” courses.) This is, I think
unlike any other field. In many English departments, some of the people’
who teach composition have not only never studied their subject matter,
they may have never taken a course in it. It is one of the sad realities of how
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composition is viewed by both the larger institution and by English depart-
ments. Composition continues to be seen as a service course, as a course in
skill and technique rather than concept, and so institutional pressure
frequently places writing program administrators in the position of provid-
ing on-the-job training for staff members with varying degrees of experi-
ence, interest, and enthusiasm for their subject. While at some schools,
numerical demands for teachersand institutional support for training allow
for required courses in composition theory and pedagogy before graduate
students are awarded teaching assistantships, the situation we work under
at Purdue s all too typical, as the MLA survey referred to earlier points out.
And the problem is one which is recognized by teaching assistants. In their
1987 national survey of teaching assistants in all disciplines, Diamond and
Gray report that 8% of the English TAs responding say their academic
background is inadequate for their responsibility. Although this figure
seems small, it is the highest of any of the seven departments which made
up 41% of the sample and twice that of the total sample.

The final question in Part I is the result of comments I have heard in the
past from several new graduate students. As graduates of small liberal arts
schools, they have been as overwhelmed by the size of a 36,000-student,
research university as are the new freshmen they are about to teach. These
graduate students come from schools where there are no teaching assis-
tants, where all classes are small, where everything is less complicated than
itis atalarge university. Knowing whethera significant number of our new
teaching assistants may find the size of Purdue intimidating allows us to
decide how much to discuss the workings of a very large school.

We ask for information about how many students have not attended
undergraduate school in the United States only as a way to provide an
appropriate response for international teaching assistants. By reviewing
application files, we know before we receive this survey how many of our
incoming teaching assistants will be new to the U.S., and the Director of the
English as a Second Language program and I plan a special session during
orientation for international teaching assistants. We discuss cultural differ-
ences between American and international universities and students, we
show a videotape of an international TA conducting a composition class,
and we talk about how to address students’ concerns about having a non-
native speaker as an instructor in an English class.

T acknowledged earlier that the items in Part Il are not innocent. Let me
add now that my interpretations of the responses are not innocent either. I
realize that sometimes people say what they think others want to hear, and
I realize that people frequently hear things other than what has been said.
Ialsounderstand that my interpretations are opento interpretation, that my
reading of the survey responses is not the only possible reading, and that I
find myself reading the surveys in sometimes contradictory ways.
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One of the messages I receive from thé rankings in Part Il is that there are
some differences between people who have taught composition before and
those who have not. In Group 1, for example, the people who have taught
before are not particularly concerned with the practical matter of meeting
their first class or establishing policies for attendance, grading, etc. In fact,
none rank “first-day concerns” any higher than fourth. Nearly half (47%) of
the inexperienced teachers, on the other hand, rank this item first, second,
or third. Those people who have taught before want more emphasis on
commenting onstudent writing than on grading; the opposite is true of new
teachers. This may suggest that those who have had the experience of trying
to write helpful comments are familiar with the difficulty of doing so—that
it is easier to say that a paper is a C than to write comments which will help
the student improve the next paper. New teachers, on the other hand, are
likely to be uncertain about standards for grading, and concerned about
being unfair. The experienced composition teachers are more concerned
about identifying students who need extra help than are novice teachers
(Group 2, item 6), and are significantly less concerned about identifying
errors in grammar and mechanics—7 of the 8 respondents rank this last.

Experienced teachers are more interested in discussing planning than
their inexperienced counterparts, and less interested in organization. They
also appear to be more interested in interaction with and between students,
ranking both “Helping students respond to each others’ writing” and
“Talking with students about their writing” higher than the inexperienced
teachers. Those TAs who have taught elsewhere before are also more
interested in teaching other courses than the beginning teachers, who might
be seen as understandably most interested in the course they have to teach
first. Experienced TAs are also slightly more interested in how their work
will be evaluated and how they will be rewarded than are new teachers.
Though none of the experienced TAs rank this item first, 5 of the 8 (62.5%)
rank it second and none rank it last. They are less interested, probably
because of their prior experience with the role, in their status as student/
employee.

Thereare, however, many areas in which experienced and inexperienced
teaching assistants respond similarly. Approximately 50% of both groups
rank becoming familiar with the syllabus and text either first or second, and
while experienced teachers show much more interest in understanding the
theory underlying the course, both groups rank this item very high. Simi-
larly, both new and experienced teaching assistants are concerned about the
productive use of class time. Both groups rank “Making writing assign-
ments” high, and both rank “Helping students write for different audi-
ences” comparatively low.

Some of what the data suggest to me is probably pretty obvious. Because,
for example, most new teaching assistants show an interest in the theory
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underlying the course, I include a theoretical introduction in the talk I give
on the first morning of the orientation program, emphasizing the similari-
ties among the three specific syllabi used in the various small practicum (or
mentor) groups each will be assigned to for the year, as well as through all
of our department’s writing courses. As a reaction to the relatively low
ranking for audience concernsin the group asa whole this year, Iwillbesure
to include in this early talk a discussion on the centrality of audience to the
rhetorical situation and the ways we try to encourage audience awareness
through the assignments we make. The same will be true of a discussion of
the importance of collaboration in writing and the use of response groups
in the class to encourage collaboration. Both the interest by the experienced
TAs and the lack of interest by the inexperienced ones makes including a
tour of the Writing Lab and an introduction to its services an important part
of orientation. We alsoinclude as part of the orientation for the whole group
an explanation of the mechanics of getting registered, getting teaching
assignments, and getting on the payroll, and because usually half of the TAs
have attended much smaller undergraduate schools, we talk briefly about
some of the “big school” differences, both in terms of how they affect the
teaching assistants and how they may affect their students. However,
because of the diversity of responses to many of the questions, we have, in
recent years, eliminated many large group sessions on particular aspects of
teaching writing, and instead have many more opportunities for new TAs
to meet in their mentor groups, where specific considerations of syllabi,
class activities, and teaching strategies can take place more easily.

By highlighting some of the differences between experienced and inex-
perienced teaching assistants, the survey led us to change the way we assign
students to the small mentor groups in which they will meet weekly. In the
past, our groups were deliberately heterogeneous in amount of experience.
At present, we have been experimenting with placing the most experienced
teachers among our new TAs in one mentor group. While there are advan-
tages to having experienced T As in the same group as inexperienced TAs—
at least for the inexperienced TAs, we have seen several advantages to
having one or more groups comprised of those who have had both prior
training and teaching in composition. The TAs do not find themselves
reviewing information which is “old hat” to them, and the mentors find it
easier to arrange sessions which will benefit the whole group. Most interest-
ingly, we have been able to try some less conventional approaches to
teaching with the experienced TAs because they are already familiar with
the theoretical and practical matters of teaching a process-oriented compo-
sition class. For instance, one of my colleagues, Jim Berlin, has been
developing a semiotically-based approach to composition— derivative of
his theoretical work on social-epistemic rhetoric. The TAs he recently
mentored have taught writing as a process and have in most cases had
formal training in the teaching of writing. This allows him (and them) to
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devote more time in their practicum meetings to developing assignments
and class activities that integrate what the teaching assistants already know
about teaching writing with what they are learning about semiotics, cul-
tural criticism, and social rhetoric. And while the inexperienced TAs may be
missing some of the benefits of having experienced teachers in their mentor
group, there appears to be something of a “we’re all in the same boat” effect
in the groups made up all of novices. In my own group last year, for
example, I detected none of the impatience I had sometimes seen when
people new to the classroom asked questions which the experienced teach-
ers did not need to spend time on. There also appeared to be more
willingness to figure out how to deal with problems within the group,
perhapsbecause they did not feel that someone else already had the answer.
Besides, there is plenty of interoffice interaction between old and new TAs
to compensate for the lack of interaction in the group sessions.

I must say that I did not expect these questionnaires to suggest revolu-
tionary changes in our orientation program or practicum. Some of the
changes they have suggested were, however, unexpected. Those of us who
have mentored when orjentation consisted of a larger number of meetings
of thewhole group agree that the new schedule which allows for more small
meetings is preferable. It allows mentors and teaching assistants to get to
know one another more quickly; it makes discussions of evaluation and
grading more productive because the smaller groups can discuss more
papersin greater detail; it enables mentors to address specific questions and
concerns and to spend time with confidence building. We also are more
comfortable introducing theory early in the orientation because we know
the teaching assistants are interested in knowing about it.

And itisa concern for what the new teaching assistants want to know that
motivated this survey in the first place. If they are most concerned about
nitty-gritty things like what they should tell their students to call them or
what to do if they run out of things to say after ten minutes, they will not be
able to attend as closely to our discussions of writing as process or organ-
izing peer analysis groups. If there is a strong concern for grammar and
mechanics (which thankfully there was not this year), we know that we
need to address issues of what errors mean, how much they matter, and
how tobestaddress them within the context of a composition course. If there
is little concern for or interest in audience (as was the case this year), then
we know that matters related to audience will demand our attention.

Let me close by saying that one thing I did not anticipate the survey to do
was to elict thanks. Frankly, I have been disappointed by the small number
of people who have added comments of their own at the conclusion of the
survey. But I have been equally surprised that the majority of those who do
comment offer some expression of gratitude for our asking them to let us
know what matters to them. And this suggests to me that an important
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benefit of this survey has been to tell our incoming teaching assistants that
we value their teaching and we care about them.
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Appendix

By taking a few minutes to answer the following questions, you can help
tailor this year’s orientation program for new teaching assistants to your

concerns and interests.

PART L Background and Experience
1. Have you taught composition previously?

Yes No

2. If your answer to 1 is yes, how many composition courses have you
taught?

1-3 4-6 7-10 Over 10

3. Have you had other kinds of college-teaching experience? If so, specify
the kinds of teaching you have done.

4. Have you had elementary, middle, or high school teaching experience?

Yes No
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5.

7.

Have vou had any formal (i.e., classes) or informal (i.e., workshops, in-
service programs) training in teaching writing?

Yes No

[f you answer yes, please describe your training briefly. Use the
back of this page if you need more space.

. Have you taken an introductory composition course yourself?

Yes No

If you answer yes, please describe briefly the course (length of course,
approximate number of papers, required reading, etc.).

If you answer no, but such a course was generally required, did you test
out, were you exempted, or did you fulfill the requirement in some other
way (by taking a more advanced course, for example)?

Which best describes the type of undergraduate school you attended?
American publicly supported, over 10,000 students

American publicly supported, under 10,000 students

American privately supported, over 10,000 students
American privately supported, under 10,000 students

College or university not in United States

PART II: Subjects of Interest to You

PLEASEINDICATE YOURINTEREST IN DISCUSSING AND LEARNING
ABOUT EACH OF THE FOLLOWING BY NUMERICALLY RANKING
THE ITEMS IN EACH GROUP. USE 1 TO INDICATE THE ITEM MOST
IMPORTANT TO YOU IN EACH GROUP, 2 FOR THE NEXT MOST
IMPORTANT, AND SO ON.

Group 1 (Rank 1-5)
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What to say and do on the first day of class
Becoming familiar with the syllabus and text

Establishing class policies governing attendance, assignment dead
lines, grading, office hours, etc.

Making an initial evaluation of your students’ writing skills

Understanding the theory which underlies the course

Group 2 (Rank 1-6)

______ Making writing assignments
Commenting on students’ papers

__ Grading students’ papers
Identifying errors in grammar and mechanics
Using class time productively

Identifying students who need extra help (and knowing where
they can get it)

Group 3 (Rank 1-5)

____ Helping students plan their writing
Helping students write for different audiences
Helping students organize their writing
Helping students respond to each others’ writing

Talking with students about their writing

Group 4 (Rank 1-5)

Departmental procedures for evaluating and rewarding your
teaching

Your status as a student/employee (fees, benefits, etc.)
Computing facilities available to you
__ Other writing courses offered by the English Department
_____ Other opportunities for teaching in the English Department

Please feel free to use the back of this questionnaire for any comments you
wish to make about matters of concern to you as a new teaching assistant at
Purdue. Use the enclosed envelope to return the questionnaire to me. Ilook
forward to seeing you at our first orientation meeting. I'm sure that your

responses here will help us make it valuable to you.
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Notes on Contributors

Cynthia Cornell is a Professor of English at DePauw University in Green-
castle, Indiana. A medievalist by training, she has been a leader in the
Writing Competence Program since its beginning in 1978. She has regularly
taught WAC courses and served as Co-coordinator of the WAC program,
as Jeader of writing workshops for faculty, as evaluator of the competence
program, and as Director of Writing Placement. She has presented papers
on the DePauw program and on herresearch in computer revision at CCCC,
ITW, and WPA annual meetings.

Irene Gale teaches composition and technical writing at the University of
South Florida, where she serves as associate editor of the Journal of Advanced
Composition. She is currently completing a book on critical thinking and a
book on composition theory.

David Klooster, formerly of DePauw University, is now an Assistant Pro-
fessor of English and Coordinator of the Freshman Writing Program at John
Carroll University, Cleveland, Ohio. He has published articles on writing
centers, writing across the curriculum, and responding to student writing.

Judith Q. McMullen is an Instructor of English and Writing Consultant for
the School of Forestry and Wildlife Resources at Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University. She teaches technical writing, freshman
composition, and children’s literature. As a writing consultant, she works
with the forestry school’s writing improvement program, which began
seven years ago. She also gives writing workshops for professional forest-
ers.

Barbara M. Olds is an Associate Professor of Humanities and Social
Sciences and Director of the EPICS Program at the Colorado School of
Mines. Her research interests include interdisciplinary studies (integrating
humanities and engineering) and the role of communication in engineering
design. She has published articles recently in a variety of publications,
including The Technical Writing Teacher, College Teaching, and The Bulletin of
Science, Technology, and Society.

David W. Smit is an assistant professor and the Director of Composition at
Kansas State University. He has presented papers on writing in the disci-
plines, reader-response, and intensive peer review. His articles on literary
style have appeared in The Henry James Review and Style, and an article on
collaborative learning was published last year in the Journal of Advanced
Composition. His book The Language of a Master: Theories of Style and the Late
Writing of Henry James was published by Southern Illinois Press in 1988.
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Irwin Weiseris an Associate Professor of English and Director of Freshman
Composition at Purdue University, where, in addition to working with
teaching assistants, he teaches composition courses and a graduate seminar
in compositionresearch. Heis the author of a freshman rhetoric, Writing: An
Introduction (Scott, Foresman, 1989) and co-author of Language and Writing:
Applications of Linguistics to Rhetoric and Composition (Ablex, 1987). He has
published in the Journal of Teaching Writing, the Arizona English Bulletin, and
Freshman English News, and has served on the editorial boards of WPA,
Journal of Basic Writing, and Journal of Teaching Writing.

J. Douglas Wellman is the Associate Dean for Academic Affairs in the
College of Forest Resources at North Carolina State University. He was
formerly in the Department of Forestry at Virginia Tech, where he taught
and conducted research on forest and recreation policy and directed the
Writing Improvement Program. He is author of Wildland Recreation Policy
and over 70 other scholarly articles. His undergraduate education was in
English literature, history and philosophy. Following graduation, he taught
high school English for four years before pursuing graduate work at the
University of Michigan in the social aspects of natural resources manage-
ment.
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Announcements

Call for Articles

Beginning with the Spring, 1991, issue of WPA, we will feature a new section
of the journal, “WPA On Campus,” devoted to short articles of a practical
nature. We envision this section of the journal as a forum for discussing
issues that are important to WPAs but that are not readily suitable for
publication as a full-length, scholarly article. Perhaps you have an innova-
tive policy for incorporating transfer students into your writing program or
a unique method of evaluating teaching assistants. Share your ideas in the
form of a short (1000-2000 word) article, designated for consideration in
“WPA On Campus.” We hope such a section will stimulate dialogue among
our readers and provide an ongoing source of practical information.

Conference Announcement

The Hilton Hotel in Biloxi, MS (The Mississippi Gulf Coast) will be the site
of the Seventh Conference on Computers and Writing, May 24-26,1991. The
Conference theme is “Making Connections” between the academic and
working world and within and between disciplines. For more information
or to request registration materials contact: Julie Chaplin, USM Division of
Life-Long Learning, Southern Station, Box 5056, Hattiesburg, MS 39504,
(601) 266-4196.

WPA Resolution on Publishers” Complimentary Copies
Passed by WPA Executive Committee, March, 1990.

Background: Writing program administrators routinely receive examina-
tion copies of a multitude of possible textbooks for the courses they
supervise. These represent the considerable efforts of colleagues and of
publishers. We receive these at no cost to ourselves or our institutions and,
although we cannot use most of them, since we value books, we hate to
discard them. We ought not to profit gratuitously from the work of others.
Nevertheless, hundreds of thousands of examination copies are resold
every year, often as new books. Whereas:

a. Selling complimentary copies devalues the work of ourselves and our
colleagues who write or edit textbooks by depriving them of earning
royalties on their work;

b. Selling complimentary copies forces necessary or premature revision
of existing textbooks, for economic rather than academic reasons;
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c. Selling complimentary copies does not particularly benefit students,
who pay between 75-100% of the new book price. The primary bene-
ficiaries are the used-book sellers, who buy low and sell high.

Therefore we, the Council of Writing Program Administrators, oppose the
sale of these copies, by ourselves, our colleagues, and any persons we
supervise, to any person or organization, including used book dealers.

Moreover, we will work through our faculty associations to urge that the
selling of publishers’ complimentary copiesbe prohibited on our respective
campuses and at our college bookstores.

We also recommend that publishers’ samples that are no longer needed
either be donated to the college writing center or library or other non-profit
institutions, such as other schools, prisons, hospitals, or the like.

The CCC Committee on Assessment

The CCC Committee on Assessment will hold an open forum at the NCTE
Convention in Atlanta to draft a position paper on the development and
governance of local and statewide writing assessment programs and proce-
dures, Friday, 6 November, 9-12 pm. Please consult the NCTE Program for
location. A second meeting devoted to this topic will also be held at the 1991
CCCC Convention in Boston, 23 March, 1-5 pm. INQUIRIES: Ed Nolte,
Department of English and Foreign Languages, Norfolk State University,
Norfolk, VA 23504.

Calls for Papers

The Pittsburgh Series in Composition, Literacy,and Culture. William K. Buckley
is soliciting manuscripts for an edited collection of essays on the following
question: Why does the argument for or against the use of literature in the
composition classroom keepsurfacing? Essaysshould nottalk aboutwhether
literature should be used in the composition classroom, but rather should
focus on questions like: Why does this issue fail to get resolved? What
interests are served by this debate? What is the real issue behind the
controversy? What are the effects of the split on current fields of literacy and
composition studies? How does this continual debate give shape to depart-
mental alignments, curriculumrequirements, and administrative problems?
Deadline for abstracts: June 1, 1991. Deadline for essays: December 1, 1991. The
Pittsburgh Series is published by the University of Pittsburgh Press, and the
general editors are David Bartholomae and Jean Fergusan Carr. MLA
format. 20-25 page limit.
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Sheryl I. Fontaine and Susan Hunter, editors, announce plans for a volume
entitled Writing Ourselves into the Story: Unheard Voices from Composi-
tion Studies. This volume will provide an occasion for teachers and re-
searchers who do not feel included in the story of our evolving discipline to
voice unheard perspectives. Contributors might address the following
broad questions: Are there ways that the pedagogies and research method-
ologies we find in textbooks, hear about at professional meetings, or read in
the journals don't apply to our teaching, our research, or the political
situations we're involved in? What problems do we think are most worth
writing about that should be included in discussions of composition stud-
ies? Please send 1-3 page proposals for essays, stories, and research by
November 15, 1990, to Professor Susan Hunter, Humanities and Social
Sciences Department, Harvey Mudd College, Claremont, CA 91711-5990.
For further information, call Sheryl I. Fontaine (714) 773-3163 or Susan
Hunter (714) 612-8022.

JAC Announces Kinneavy and Winterowd Award Winners

The James L. Kinneavy Award for the most outstanding essay of 1989
published in JAC was awarded to David Bleich for “Genders of Writing,”
an expansion of the notion of genre using feminist perspectives. Susan
Miller received the first annual W. Ross Winterowd Award for the most
outstanding book on composition theory for Rescuing the Subject: A Critical
Introduction to Rhetoric and the Writer (Southern Illinois UP, 1989), and
Charles Bazerman received an honorable mention for Shaping Written
Knowledge: the Genre and Activity of the Experimental Article in Science (U of
Wisconsin P, 1988). These awards were generously endowed by Professors
Kinneavy and Winterowd and reflect their ongoing commitment to schol-
arship in rhetoric and composition. The awards include a cash prize and an
attractive framed citation and are presented each year during the Associa-
tion of Teachers of Advanced Composition meeting at the CCCC Conven-
tion. Send nominations for the 1990 W. Ross Winterowd Award by January
1991 to Gary A. Olson, editor, Journal of Advanced Composition; Department
of English; University of South Florida; Tampa, FL 33620-5550.

Grants

The Council of Writing Program Administrators is currently accepting
proposals for its 1991 research grants. The Council will award several small
grants (up to $1000)* for research relating specifically to the concerns of
writing program administrators. Proposals should not exceed four single-
spaced typed pages and should describe (1) the research problem and
objectives, (2) the procedures for conducting theresearch (including sample,
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design, instrumentation, and personnel), (3) a timelinfe, anc.l (4) a budget.
Researchers planning to conduct surveys may include in their proposal the
free use of the WPA mailing list. All WPA grant recipients w11.1 be asked to
submit their research report to the Council’s journal, WP_A: ertm g Program
Administration, for possible publication before submitting it to other jour-
nals. Please include your name, affiliation, address, and telephone number
onyour proposal. The deadline for submission is November 16, 1999. Please
send the proposal and two copies to Prof. Karen Greenberg, Chair, WPA
Grant Committee, Department of English, Hunter College, CUNY, 695 Park

Avenue, New York, NY 10021.

*This figure reflects a correction of the $500 announced in a prior issue of
WPA.
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Outlooks and Insights
A READER FOR COLLEGE
WRITERS

Third Edition

Edited by PAUL ESCHHOLZ and
ALFRED ROSA,

both of the University of Vermont

A composition reader offering 98
selections (78 essays drawn from dif-
ferent disciplines, 11 short stories, and
9 poems) organized into 8 thematic
chapters. The text begins with personal
experience and later moves into
broader concerns such as campus life,
culture and pop culture, and nature and
science. More than half (57) of the
selections are new to this edition.
Paperbound. 800 pages (probable).
Publication: January 1991
Instructor’s Manual available

Choice Readings for
College Writers

Contexts
A THEMATIC READER

Edited by LINDA SIMON, Harvard
University Writing Center

This composition reader offers 53 essays,
all linked by a common emphasis on
contexts that shape personal identity.
Headnotes for each section include
prereading questions dealing with the
larger issues raised by the piece. Discus-
sion questions following the readings
focus on the context in which the work
was written, the author’s rhetorical
strategies, and the student’s own re-
sponses.

Paperbound. 480 pages (probable).
Publication: January 1991

Instructor’s Manual available

To request an examination copy of either of the titles listed in this ad, please call us at our toll-
free number, 1-800-446-8923, or write us on your college letterhead specifying your course title,
present text, and approximate enrollment. Send your request to the above address.

Ready in January in a Third Edition

‘‘the book students steal’’!

"This is the book students steal. Other books sat forever on our Wriling
Center shelves, but this one was forever missing. It's the best text I've seen
yet! We (instructors) knew what we wanted to do, but we needed the
St. Martin's Guide to show us how."

The St. Martin’s
Guide to Writing

Third Edition

RISE B. AXELROD

California State University,

San Bernardino

CHARLES R. COOPER

University of California, San Diego
Hardcover. 720 pages (probable). 1991

Alsoavailable inashortedition that

includes all the same material except

forthe handbook section.

Paperbound. 611 pages (probable). 1991

Instructors who have used The St.
Martin’s Guide know: it works!

They know that

« as a comprehensive rhetoric, reader, and
handbook, it provides everything they
need for a complete course

- the text’s highly praised Guides to
Writing provide students with the kind
of step-by-step instruction they need to
produce effective academic writing

- through its readings, commentaries, and
guidance questions, this is a text that
almost teaches itself

The Third Edition will provide even more
to help you teach composition, and even
more to help your students learn.

--Constance Hosler, Wilmington College

It will offer

. a series of activities for discussion and
inquiry, all optionally suitable for small-
group work

- strong altention to gender and ethnicity,
with more than one third of the
readings focusing on these issues

. a new three-color design, with marginal
cross-referencing to specific pages

« 20 new essays and a new anthology of

stories in the literature chapter

a new appendix on writing with a word

processor

. increased coverage of revision in the
writing guides

« arich array of ancillaries:
The St. Martin’s MindWriter/Descant:
An Invention and Revision Program for
IBM and Macintosh
The Great American Bologna Festival

and other student essays Edited by
Elizabeth Rankin, University of North

Dakota

A Guide to Evaluating Student Writing,
by Charles Cooper

The St. Martin’s Hotline Documentation
Guide for IBM and Macintosh
Instructor’s Resource Manual

To request an examination copy please call us at
our toli-free number, 1-800-446-8923, or write us
on your college letterhead specifying your course
title, present text, and approximate earollment.

Send your request to the above address.
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Membership in the Council of
Writing Program Administrators

Membership in the Council of Writing Program Administrators includes a
subscription to WPA: Writing Program Administration. The membership fee
is $15 a year in the United States and $16.50 a year in other countries.
*Institutional membership 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 Jeffrey 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. Duesreceived before January 1are 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
1are credited to the following academic year, and your subscription to WPA
begins the subsequent fall.

Change orrevision 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 com-
plete, corrected information to Jeffrey Sommers, Secretary-Treasurer, WPA,
Department of English, Miami University, Oxford, OH 45056.



Thefe's nothing like a good book...
Handbooks from McGraw-Hill: 1991

THE McGRAW-HILL

COLLEGE HANDBOOK, Third Edition
Richard Marius, Harvard University
Harvey S. Wiener, The City University of New York

The third edition of this acclaimed handbook continues to offer both a comprehensive
reference to stylistic principles and rules and a solid guide to the full writing cycle.
Written by two highly regarded writers both in academia and the popular press, the
revision features known strengths from past editions such as pedagogically effective
advice, clear organization for easy reference, and thorough coverage of special topics
such as writing about literature, business writing, and writing in-class essays. With the
new edition comes a streamlined presentation of writing, condensed headings for quick
comprehension by students, and an excellent, improved chapter on argumentation. An
updated treatment of the research paper, including a new sample paper illustrating all
types of documentation, and an expanded selection of support materials add to the
many qualities that make THE McGRAW-HILL COLLEGE HANDBOOK, Third
Edition, an exceptional text from which to learn and to teach.

THE SHORT HANDBOOK FOR WRITERS
Gerald J. Schiffhorst and John E. Schell, University of Central Florida

Concise, compact, and thoroughly contemporary, THE SHORT HANDBOOK FOR
WRITERS focuses on students' primary writing concerns. Beginning with coverage of
process-oriented composition theory, this brief handbook covers all major areas (from
invention to audience to voice to revision to discourse communities), presenting the
instruction and examples within a culturally diversified setting. The reference
component enables students to use the book to answer questions on their own, letting
professors make better use of class time. A special instructor's edition is available.

d’iﬁ#
For more information... Hll'

please contact your McGraw-Hill representative or write to the McGraw-Hill
College Division, Comp Processing and Control, P.O. Box 454, Hightstown, NJ 08520.






