








~. Div:rsity ofpersonal,goaIs. Because students write in a number ofgenres
m theIr courses, care IS taken not to admit a preponderance of fiction
~tudents. Stu~e~ts w.ho are interested in developing themselves broadly
ill the humaruties (literature and writing) rather than narrowly in a
particular genre will be more successful and more satisfied with the
program. An overabundance of students with an interest in fiction only is
~ound t~ ~ause com-,:,laints about being forced to abandon writing for
acad~mlC .~ourses. Smcestudent applications include an extended sample

of theIr wrrting an.d a statement of purpose besides the usual graduate
~hooldocume~t~bo~requirements, it is easy to identify students' primary
mt~~est~. Adrrusslon 1S based on the quality and diversity of the students'
wntmg mterests, as well as on their ability to perform academically.

2. Di~e~sity ofyrofessional backgrounds. Though all the students must be
promIsmg ~nters, car~ will ~e taken that the group is balanced among
teachers, ~d1tors, techmcal wnters, and other professionals. A goal of the
program IS to develop students as writers who "write n that is use th '
writin~ in the "real" world; an overabundance of stu'dents who do ne~:
appr:CIate .the value. of the craft of writing in the largest sense will
contnbute to under~g.all th~ courses except the fiction workshops,
S~den~s who must wnte m ~he1r ,,:ork will provide a critical edge to
dIScussIons of style, purpose, lTIVentIOn, audience, etc.

All that I.have be~n describing so far, of course, is the design of the
program, t?e Idea~whIch would under!y the actual practice. But, as so often
10 ~cademla, the. Innovative must necessarily encounter the entrenched,
which app~~rsdIversely as the fiefdoms of stultified administrative struc­
tures, tradItIOnal meth~ds and attitudes which dominate our discipline,
and t~e comfort of domg things as they've always been done. In the
followmg section I autline the program's 5 trengths and the problems which
emerged in the first three years.

Program Strengths

The strongest aspect ~f the prog~amlies in its original curriculum, designed
t~ challenge conventional barners among literary genres, as well as the
~e:~rchy of genres that places novel and poetry (i.e., the traditionally
fictlOnal g~~es) above history, biography, essays and other non-fictional
for~s. This IS supported by the integration of humanities courses and
wntmg courses with an emphasis on the rhetorical tradition, giving
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students the opportunity to work in non-fiction, as well as in the more
common creative writing endeavors (poetry, novel, short story).

A second strength is the students, who are highly motivated and
capable professional adults, eager to learn and consume our common
cultural heritage which they in tumchoose to re-present in their own work.
Because classes are offered at night and consecutively, it is possible for
adult working people to complete their studies. This design also makes it
possible for them to complete a writing project during the two-year
program.

A third strength is the engagement of the faculty, who are inspired by
the possibilities of the program. Also, the writing workshops, led by Bay
Area published novelists, prize-winning non-fiction and fiction writers,
journalists, and poets, are small, interactive, and intensive, allowing the
students to work closely with these authors.

Potential Problems

Faculty and Administration
Just as the students may have preconceptions about conventional literary
studies and what they would like to see changed, so indeed do faculty and
administration. After the first two years of the program, a serious problem
emerged. The faculty had very different definitions of the program. In an
experiment such as this, it is essential that all the faculty operate with a
shared definition. This does not mean that all faculty must use the same
classroom techniques, have the same convictions about what literary
works merit "coverage," or assign the same kind of written work. Just the
contrary, the idea underlying the program was that all kinds of literary
activities had merit, and that they should be practiced in the program, and
that lectures would certainly be appropriate on some occasions. Rather,
coherence among the faculty should emerge on the fundamental premises
that reading and writing are related activities and that literary style and
form are developed by practice in reading and writing in a variety of forms.
The ideal graduates of this program would not write great novels; rather,
they would transform their writing by enlarging the range and capacity of
their literary activity.

However, without these shared convictions about the program, faculty
will fall back on conventional English studies definitions. Some perceived
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the programas an "applied" Iiterature program; others as a creative writing
program with some "lit-crit" courses tagged on; still others as a creative
writing program being ruined by the incursion of English-type faculty;
some thought it was strictly a teacher-training program; and others
believed it was a modern version of a program in rhetoric. This confusion
multiplied because there was an administrative tangle aboutauthority, and
the faculty were therefore undermined, or they lost interest. Despite good
intentions, these diverse strands, if not directed, will tend to fragment a
new program, a condition students would readily recognize. As a conse­
quence of this first problem, the faculty ended up teaching their own
courses, just as often happens in higher education, with the door closed, as
though only "my course" and "my students" counted, and the relationship
with the remainder of the curriculum was abandoned.

A further concern is that a rift can develop between the adjunct
professional faculty, on whom the program is dependent for its academic
respectability, as well as economic viability, and the full-time English
department faculty. Mistaken notions about the goals of the program as
well as judgments of teaching practices and attitudes based on stereotyped
views of "English" department types will create a rift. To address this
problem, the adjunct and full-time faculty must be engaged, at regular joint
faculty meetings, in the dialogue of the program's intellectual goals and the
necessary interdependence of both parties for its academic stability. The
adjunct professional faculty's salary must be commensurate with their
experience, training, and contribution to the program. Alternating who
chairs faculty sessions, whether adjunct or ladder faculty, would also help
to build more community among the two sets of faculty.

Recommendations:
1. Faculty need to share techniques for conducting an interactive, collabo­
rative adult classroom. Again these can be demonstrated in faculty meet­
ings with all the faculty in the program participating in "show" and "tell"
activities. Such occasions provide for discussion, exchange, dispute, and
change. A frequently voiced complaint from these capable adult students
is they are too often forced into the passive, receptive role in the classroom
rather than being constructive collaborators in their own learning. The
faculty should read, for example Don Murray's Learning by Teaching or
Peter Elbow's Embracing Contraries and discuss as a group how these
methods of classroom conduct and responses to student writing might be
incorporated into their teaching practice.

44

2. During bi-monthly meetings faculty should ta~eup p~rticular~hetorical

topics to refine the implications of such an expenment 10 educatIOn. They
should be willing to write position papers advancing arguments on
curriculum, teaching methods, changing attitudes, etc. The topics might
include:

a)What is the connection between rhetoric and literary
interpretation and how does this affect the design of a
course or the objectives of the entire curriculum? How
does it affect what we do in the classroom when we teach?
Should writing courses be separated from reading courses?
How can these activities be better integrated?

b) What is the role of research in a rhetoric curriculum?
How can it be incorporated into a writing course so that its
capacity to enhance understanding of a topic is manife~t?

How can a research project be more than a rote exerCIse
repeated formulaically by each student?

c) How do we break down stereotypes about literary
activity? That is, how do we construct a pedagogical
argument, a discourse that directs away from cliched liter­
ary attitudes that elevate one genre over another and
which peremptorily dismiss the prose non-fiction genres
both in literary study and in the academic curriculum?
This particular prejudice is at the very heart of English
studies and regulates the status and pay of those who teach
the largest body of non-fiction in the university, the atti­
tudes of faculty who eschew teaching it, and students who
must write it. Naturally students attracted to the program
want to write fiction. Our entire culture and the educa­
tional structure which supports it endorses this choice
even though the pleasure and work of our language
depends on a long prose non-fiction tradition which merits
as much reverence and demands as much imaginative
talent.

The working position papers and tentative conclusions which faculty
reach should be shared with the students enrolled in the program. A
newsletter which reports on the ongoing debates in which students are also
involved should make the debates public.
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Curriculum

The fact that the writing workshops and humanities courses were separate
in the original design of the program, may have re-enforced the traditional
dichotomies in English studies because students were split in conventional
categories in the workshops (fiction, non-fiction, poetry) and into two
directions- towards their"own" writing project and towards breadth and
scope in rhetorical experimentation and humanistic inquiry in the humani­
ties courses. The major problem with the entire curriculum was this
division which resulted in student unrest, potential faculty conflict, and a
general distrust of the humanities courses on the part of the students. I
would say that the distinction between these two activities needs further
refinement and consideration, and that simply saying as we do these days
that "all writing engages the imagination" carmot dissipate the now
entrenched academic division between "creative writing" and ordinary
English classes, no rnatter how re-formulated these "English" classes might
be with reference to the rhetorical tradition. What to do about this dilemma,
which is central to the program's academic difficulties, is not clear. The
Writing Workshops are the most appreciated portion of the program. To
eliminate them would resolve this problem, but kill the program. It is the
opportunity to write a lengthy work that attracts students into the program,
and this work is supported by the workshops. One response has been to
bring the humanities courses more in to line with the workshop format. The
advantage to this has been to improve the quality of teaching in the
humanities, but at some expense to the curriculum of the adjusted courses.
My own conviction remains that the students need to have the overall goals
of the program constantly emphasized by every faculty member so they
understand the underlying coherence to the curriculum of the whole
sequence of courses directed towards their development as skilled writers
and interpreters of our language and its literary traditions.

Recommendation:
Curriculum, teaching practices, and grading standards must be con­
fronted, discussed, shared, and modified. Otherwise an overlap between
courses could potentially occur. Conflicts in curricula attitudes, including
works to be studied, approaches to them, and grading standards can be the
grounds for healthy discussions of the premises of our academic preju­
dices. In a program such as this, there are bound to be differences of
opinions, and these should be focused on in an effort to trace their origins,
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rationale, and implications. Conflicts in grading ~tandards,particularly if
the workshop faculty reject conventional gradmg standar~~, must be
addressed because this could contribute to the un~erIt.unmg of the
humanities curriculum, and its commensurate degradmg m the overall

curriculum.

Students

Students also have preconceptions about literary studies base~ on ~e
conventional distinction between creative writing and non-creative wnt­
ing between traditional literature courses and a "practical" approach, to
writing. These must be confronted from the be.ginnit.'g. Prospe~tive
students should be informed that this program IS unhke conventional
English graduate studies, that it is neither a creative writing ?rogram nor
a graduate English degree. The difference should be emphaSIZed, demon­
strated, and indeed celebrated throughout the program so the advantages

of the new approach become clear.

Despite an extensive orientation t~ the progra.m at .informa~onmeet­
ings, in individual interviews, and agam at the reg~stratlo~me:t1Og, many
students still enter the program with one romantic goal m mmd: .to be a
writer who writes novels. And the academic courses are perceIved to
interfere with this goal. Too many students attracted to the ,program ~re
more interested in fictionalizing their lives in a ~ovel ~an m advanCing
their rhetorical and imaginative abilities in a vanety of literary forms.

Recommendation:
Students need to receive a thorough orientation to the academic and
intellectual rationale for the program. If they do not, they maY,enter these
studies with personal goals which may not match the program s goals: ~s
a consequence, some students may become anno~ed ~y. the hum~~es
courses which they consider distractions from theIr wntmg. The wnting
workshops offer more easily self-gratifying work, but stu~ents must be
shown how the work in the other courses is essential to theIr development
as writers. Again, this conviction will emerge if t~e.~oa~s of the prog~~m
are shared by faculty and students, and writing actIVIties 10 the humamhes

courses are rhetorically based.
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Conclusion

It can be seen from these accomplishments, concerns, and problems that anente~risesuch as this hardly resol yes contemporary dilemmas in Englishstudies. Rather, it identifies them, scrutinizes them, and provides anopportunity to evaluate conventions while testing some new approaches.It also directs our attention to all the comers and crevices of highereducation in literacy studies: attitudes about tradition and innovation,personal comfort and ego gratification, prejudice and ideology, and evenenergy and ennervation, all of these appear in a long-term creative aca­demic project. Probably the most important realization that could emergefrom this experience is that a teaching and interpretive methodology whichrequires self-scrutiny, historical reconstruction, dialogue, conflict, andknowledge of the workings of traditions and prejudices in academicactivities (teaching, curriculum development, administration) can onlystrengthen our shared educational goals. I have in mind the application ofmethodologies like those explored in Hans-Georg Gadamer's Truth andMethod and furgen Habermas/s important modification of Gadamer in"The Hermeneutic Claim to Universality."

J have attempted to give an overview of the issues that must beconfronted when a new program with new goals for literary studies isinitiated. Others who have ventured into these territories have discoveredsimilar condi tions, and likewise have entered where"power failed the loftyfantasy" (Dante, Paradiso, XXXIU, 142), so I offer these experiences forothers whose imagination is boundless but who know the limitations andboundaries of the academic community.

Gadamer, Hans-Georg. Reason in the Age of Science. Cambridge,
MIT/1981.
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WPA on Campus

"WPA on Campus," a new section of the journal devoted to short articles
of a practical nature, provides a forum for discussing issues that are
important to WPAs but not readily suitable for publication as full-length,
scholarly articles. What follows is a discussion of high schoollcollege dual
enrollment from two points of view and a critique of the MLA Job Inform1l­
tion List.

High School/College Dual Enrollment

David E. Schwalm

WPAs should be aware of a potential threat to our students' chances of
developing college-level literacy: high school/college dual enrollment
programs in English.

I consider "high school/college dual enrollment" to be a disturbing
extension of the concept under!ying the Advanced Placement program, the
concept that a student should be able to earn college credit for work done
in high school. Here is how dual enrollment works. A student enrolls in
high school SeniorEnglish and simultaneously enrolls in a phantom section
of Freshman English at the cooperating college, paying tuition for the
course. The student who earns a C or better in SeniorEnglish receives credit
both for Senior English and for Freshman English at the college. The
process may be repeated in the second semester for Senior English II and
a second semester of Freshman English. Thus, by passing senior English
in the high school, students who pay tuition to the college can also receive
credit for college freshman composition.

There are a number of variations on this arrangement. Sometimes the
students qualify for the course through a placement procedure, sometimes
not. Sometimes the cooperating college determines the curriculum, some­
times not. Sometimes college faculty supervise the high school teachers,
sometimes not. Often, these programs are offered through the college's
continuing education unit, without the knowledge, consent, or advice of
the English Department. Whatever the variations, dual enrollment pro­
grams characteristically involve high school courses taught in the high
school, by high school teachers, during high school hours, to high school
students-for both high school and college credit.
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Dual enrollment programs can involve large numbers of students. A
comparison with Advanced Placementprograms is illuminating. Students
who pass an AP English course are not guaranteed college credit. They
must take the national test, and not all AP students do so. Of those who do
take one or the other AP English tests, only about one-third qualify (score
4 or 5) for college credit, and exemption or partial exemption from
compositioncourses. In numydual enrollment programs, astudent who has paid
tuition need only pass senior English to be assured ofcollege credit. In my own
community, one college working with only one of twenty-eight local school
districts gave credit for ENG 101 and 102 to virtually 100% of the three­
hundred highschool seniorswho were dually enrolled-in what was called
a "pilot" project. Were the practice of dual enrollment to spread, nearly
every college-bound high school student with money for t~tion could
come autof highschoolwith credit for college freshman composition on the
strength of having passed senior English.

And the practice is spreading. Especially for tax-supported institu­
tioos, the financial incentives are enormous. The cooperating college
(public or private) receives tuition and credit hours for doing virtually
nothing: no classrooms, no supplies, no clerical support, and often no
instructor's stipend. (If the college pays the instructor, it is usually at low
part-time faculty rates, an amount by which the high school's contribution
to salary is reduced; thus, while instructional costs are slightly redistrib­
uted, the total teaching cost is the same as if the student got only senior
English credit.) Large numbers of students then show up at college with
credit for freshman composition so that the demand for actual sections of
the course on campus is reduced. The state subsidizes one year of literacy
education rather than two. The financial incentives are complemented by
many students' delight with this strategy for avoiding freshman composi­
tion.

The objections to high schoollcollege dual enrollment can be stated
rather briefly:

1. Dual enrollment confuses the awarding of credit hours with the acqui­
sition of knOWledge or skill, eliminating the demand for college composi­
tion without eliminating the need. Merely giving students credit for
freshman composition does not guarantee that they can meet the demands
of college-level writing tasks. Students who pass senior high school English
are the very college freshmen whose lack of proficiency in college-level
reading and writing has regularly been lamented by press and public. Dual
enrollment eliminates a year of literacy education that most students need.
52

2. Dual enrollment arrangements may displace Advanced Placement
courses, gifted and talented programs, and other enriched high school
English curricula. Some enriched curricula are their own reward, and AP
courses offer the students only an opportunity to take a test which will
qualify about one-third of those who take it for college credit. Dual
enrollment virtually assures college credit to all who participate.

3. The dual enrollment program presupposes that writing is a finite skill­
like multiplication-that can be mastered once and for all, thereby reinforc­
ing the view that the function of college writing courses is only to
JJremediate" the failures of high school courses. In fact, college writing
courses are designed to help students cope with the increasingly difficult
writing tasks presented to them in the intellectual and social context of
college. They must learn to address college audiences, to write about
complex and abstract subjects, to draw on the research resources that
college writing tasks require, to use college-level reading and discussion as
a basis for writing. College writing courses are, by definition, taught in the
general contextofcollege-a cantext impossible to replicate ina high school
senior English class.

4. Dual enrollment programs covertly compromise the principal objective
of the Wyoming Resolution and the subsequent 4 C's statement: improved
literacy education through the institution of professional teaching condi­
tions. By displacing college composition credit from college courses to high
school courses, dual enrollment programs appear to reduce the exploita­
tion of part-time instructors-but only by exploiting high school teachers.
Such programs also remove issues of placement, class size, teaching load,
curriculum, and academic quality from the purview of post-secondary
educational institutions and their accrediting agencies. Anyone with
experience in trying to maintain standards in a large on-campus writing
program knows that the task becomes nearly impossible when instruction
is removed to remote locations and diffused among instructors whose
primary allegiances lie elsewhere.

It has been argued that dual enrollment programs encourage students
to go to college, on the assumption that high school graduates are more
likely to continue their education if they have a few credit hours in hand.
Maybe. But the real driving forces behind the rapid spread of dual
enrollment programs are, on the one hand, economic incentives (get rid of
"expensive" college composition programs by giving everyone credit in
high school and gettuition too) and, on the other, students and parents who
naively buy into the equation of credit hours with knowledge. It is

53

WPA: Writing Program Administration, Volume 15, Numbers 1-2, Fall/Winter 1991 
© Council of Writing Program Administrators



extraordinarily difficult to resist a practice that is both economically
advantageous and supported by its victims. (I denied composition equiva­
lency to a tran.s~er student who had dual enrollment credit for composition
but whose wnbng sampIe and test scores put him in the lower half of those
who place into basic writing. Both the student and his parents were
outraged at me-not at the school that gave him college credit-and
showed little concern about his inability to write.)

High schooUcollege dual enrollment arrangements seem to be spread­
in~ very ~api~lywi.th little discussion of the matter among WPAs. 1 hope
this contrlbution will encourage such discussion. My own view is that we
must resist dual enrollment arrangements individually and as members of
the WPA. 1 suggest the following strategies:

1. WPAs who evaluate transferred composition courses should not accept
dual enrollment courses as equivalent to college composition courses.
They should notify colleges and high schools that have dual enrollment
pTO~amsthat their courses will not be accepted as meeting college writing
reqUlrements.

2. WPAE should avoid getting involved in dual enrollment programs and
should work on withdrawing from them if already involved. This is
sometimes more e~s.ily said than done, as the programs are vigorously
promo~edby. admlnIst:rators ~d sometimes offered through continuing
education uruts to aVOld English Department interference.

3. The WPA Consultant-Evaluators should pay special attention to dual
enrollment arrangements in their evaluations of writing programs.

4. WPAs should encourage professional discussion of dual enrollment at
NCTE, 4C's, and MLA national conferences.

~. WPAs sho~ld work with high schools in their areas to develop interest­
109, appropnate, and attractive high school English curricula that will
better prepare students for college reading and writing.

54

High School/College Dual Enrollment and the
Composition Program

Michael J. Vivian

At recent meetings of WPAs, high school/college dual enrollment in
composition courses has become a subject of increasing controversy. This
controversy, in brief whether English departments should participate in
programs which allow students to enroll simultaneously in courses for
which they receive both high school credit and college credit, reflects one
which our department has resolved to its general satisfaction. We decided
not only to continue our participation (begun in 1979) but also to increase
it. We made this decision, however, not without a great deal of research and
some important qualifications. We were aware of the potential for abuse
and of our responSibility to provide quality college-level instruction to the
students in the program. As a result of our concerns, we developed a
program which benefits not only the students but also the departmen t and
the participating high schools.

The first step in reaching this decision was to discuss with representa­
tives of local school districts the general concept of college credit offered to
high school students. High schools in this area are under great pressure to
offer their students the opportunity to earn college credit while still
enrolled in high school. The overwhelming response was that these types
of programs were perceived as essential opportunities for the districts'
students, opportunities which parents both expected and demanded. We
discovered that high school students were receiving college credit in a
number of different ways: for high scores on ACT and SAT exams; from
high scores on the CLEP English exam, both with and without a writing
sample; from Advanced Placement classes and exams; from the Interna­
tional Baccalaureate program; and from dual enrollment on courses of­
fered by two other area colleges. District administrators assured us that if
we dropped our program they would tum to another source for their
offerings.

We had already experienced frustration with several of these alterna­
tives. The university's admission's office had recently sent the department
chair a request that the department review its policy of accepting only six
hours of credit for the AP English exam. He asked for the review in light
of the change in the AP's English exam from one test to two: the Language
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and Composition test and the Literature and Composition test. He
recommended that the department consider awarding up to twelve hours
to students who had taken both exams and had received a 3 or better. Our
review of the AP program and the history of the department's acceptance
of AP credit led us to a few surprises.

The major surprise was how little the members of the English Depart­
ment knew about the AP test and the credit we granted for it. We also
discovered that there was no university policy which called for a regular
review of any of the tests which the university accepts for credit. Our
examination of the two tests, the Language and Composition test and the
Literature and Composition test, opened up questions both about the
nature of knowledge within our fields, in particular undergraduate com­
position and literature, and about what constitutes acceptable evaluation.
We discovered that 40°It, of each test is multiple choice. For those who
believe that the measure of education should be the ability to deal with
complex ideas in speech and writing, the questions on the AP exam are an
inappropriate way to assign college credit. They are part of the "scantron"
philosophy of measuring education by machine scoring computer cards.
Each test, however, is 60% essay. In fact, on each exam students are given
105 minutes of essays. Fifteen minutes of this time is mandatory reading
and thinking time. Ninety minutes are left to write. On both tests there are
at least two essays questions. The longest the students had to write on any
topic was 45 minutes. There was no time for revision orediting--15 minutes
for thinking. We also examined the content of both courses and discovered
an appalling lack of similarity to our own curriculum. As a result of this
review, we severely limited the amount ofcredit we grant from AP, and we
raised the score requirement from 3 to 4. 1

Even earlier we had researched the performance of students who had
either received credit for or been exempted from freshman composition on
the basis of ACT Or SAT scores. We then raised the exemption level to the
score which all students had who received an A in their next composition
course. At the same time we changed our policy ofaccepting CLEP English
scores without a writing sample; we also decided to score the writing
sample ourselves,

We also reviewed the dual credit programs offered by the two other
area colleges. We discovered that, although they provided the same syllabi
used on-campus, they provided minimum supervision of the classroom
teachers and negligible contact between on-campus faculty and high school
faculty. In addition, one of the colleges offered both semesters of their
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freshmen composition to the high school seniors. Furthermore, selection
of the high school faculty teaching these courses seemed largely left up to
the high school principals. In short, these programs are models of dual
enrollment programs which make the concept the center of the recent WPA
controversy.

After we decided to accept the reality of the pressures to offer college
credit on the high school campus, we set out to recreate our ~rogram. Th.e
program which evolved includes the following elements: dlrect.s~pe~l­

sion of participating teachers, departmental approval of partiC,Ipatmg
faculty, opportunities for professional development~ collaboration be­
tween on-campus and high school faculty. This redesIgn~d program has
significantly changed the relationships between the English Department
and local school teachers.

We now have two faculty members who supervise participating
teachers. They visit each classroom at least once a year, observ~ and
critique the teaching, examine a set of graded papers, and wnte an
evaluation for the composition director--the same process used for new on­
campus faculty. Because of our conc:em about accountabili~,however,
this process is ongoing in the du~lcredIt pro~am,ferhaps unf~Irly because
the dual credit teachers consistently receIve high evaluatiOns. These
teachers also participate in the same student evaluation program used on­
campus; evaluations are sent sealed to t~e Eng~ish Department ~~ not
released to the teachers until after the gradmg penod. They also partICIpate
in our faculty grading exchange, which admittedly should take ~lace ~ore

regularly. Teachers who show need for improvement recelVe ~l~ect

attention from the two supervisors and the director of compOSlt10~.

Overall, the program teachers are almost always rated an;t0ng the best m
the department. It's been no surprise to us t~at d~al,credIt s~dents ~ve
regularly been among the winners in the UnIVerSIty s eXpOSItory wnting
contest.

Adding to our confidence in the program's quality is the selection of
teachers. First, these teachers are always among the best of the high school
faculty. Also, each of the teachers in the program mus~be appro.ved by.the
departmental hiring committee. We ask for ~ maste~ s ~egree m En.gltsh,
teaching experience, and evidence of formal InStruction~ the teaching of
writing. If applicants lack these qualifications, th~y are rejected or accepted
on probation--with extra supervision, a ~rescrtbed r:~mber of graduate
hours or a writing project course on teachmg compOSItion. In general, the
teachhtg credentials of the dual enrollment faculty are superior to those of
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many part-~e faculty in departments throughout the country. They are
dearly superior to those of beginning teaching assistants. Indeed, their
credentials, and their perfonnance, make them assets to our staff.

If the teachers are required to take courses or if they simply choose to
take courses to further their education, their adjunct status makes them
eligible for a 60% discount in tuition. Over 90% of the teachers in the
program have used this option. Furthermore, they receive all privileges
accorded regular faculty, for example, library, recreation, athletic, theater,
conservatory.

.In addition to this continuing education opportunity, we provide a
vanety of staff development activities. Each fall semester all the dual
enr?llment teachers are brought to campus for a program and to discuss
their. problems and sU,ccesses teaching the course. The program usually
conSIsts of a presentation on a special topic made by one of the program
~achers,a1thou~the fonnat may vary to include something like respond­
mg to a challengmg student paper or reviewing text selection. Each spring
semester the department and the College of Arts and Sciences host an
English studies conference which the dual enrollment teachers attend
~long with .other K-13 teachers from the region. Almost every conference ­
m the last five years has included at least one program teacher among the
presenters. Program teachers are also invited to campus when the depart­
ment has speakers. In recent years, at either the conference Or at staff
development meetings, they've been able to hear and respond to Judith and
Geoffrey Summerfield, Ben McClelland, David Bleich, Ann BertoH, Ken
Macrorie, David Bartholomae, Lil Brannon, John Trimbur, Jim Berlin,
~drea Lunsford, Vivian Davis, Bob DiYanni, Maxine Hairston, and Joe
Tnmmer, among others. One of the most rewarding additions to the staff
development program has been the dean's sponsorship of two to four
program teachers to the CCCC each year.

Because the teachers feel connected with the department, they feel freer
to collaborate with the department. In the past these teachers have served
on textbook. committees, worked for New Letters Review of Books, co­
authored articles and made joint presentations with on-campus faculty,
served as readers on our campus-wide writing assessment, come to
department parties, and offered thorough critiques of our curriculum. In
short, these teachers have become valuable colleagues whose voices are
now part of the ~r~fessio~lconversation of our English department. They
also are more willing to lIsten to our voices. At least a third of the schools
involved in the program have made changes in their own curricula as a
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result of their participatian in the dual credit program. The influence flows
in both directions.

We feel that the department's involvement in the high school/college
credit program has changed our relationship with local school districts and
teachers. We have joined with our school colleagues to create a school!
college collaboration which has significantly improved the quality of
writing instruction at both the high school and the university. This
collaboration has increased the professional status of writing instruction
and has led to positive educational innovation, not only in the suburban
districts that benefit most frequently from accelerated programs like AP
and IB but also in Kansas City's inner city schools where few such benefits
have been available in the past.

The students also benefit from this arrangement. Their dual credit
classes are generally smaller than their other classes; the university controls
class size as part of its agreement with the schools. Students who are active
in other school activities can work dual credit offerings into their schedules.
They follow the same syllabus, read the same texts, write the same
assignments and face the same standards as their peers on-campus. The
course is a college course, one for which they pay approximately 30°/', of
regular tuition. Nevertheless, they receive the same campus privileges that
other part-time students receive, library and writing-lab privileges in­
cluded. Some teachers bring their students on campus tours and arrange
for their students to visit on-campus courses. Students who are less sure
of their abilities have the chance to experiment with college work within the
familiar atmosphere of their high schools. Indeed, no student fails the
course; instead those having difficulty are allowed to withdraw up until
late in the semester. Those who do complete the course successfully receive
credit on a regular transcript--the course is not identified as an off-eampus
or as a dual enrollment course. The follow-up studies we have done
indicate that students completing the dual enrollment course generally
perform as well or better in their following composition courses.

The dual credit concept is not ideal and should most certainly not be
implemented without concern for local conditions and without a strong
commitment to participation from the administering English department.
In many ways we would prefer to have the students on campus, interacting
with students from different high schools and of different ages. Indeed, this
belief is one reason that we will not offer our second course on the high
school campuses. Students can benefit from an experience with composi­
tion within the unique cultural circumstances of the university. We are
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convinced, however, that in today's educational environment high schools
and their students will aggressively pursue avenues to obtain college
credit. It is our responsibility to respond to this reality by creating dual
credit programs which offer students quality college-level instruction and
which unite teachers at both levels in a mutually beneficial professional
undertaking.2

Notes
1. Our examination of the May 1984 AP information on the English tests showed
that 80% of the students who took the test received a 3 or above. This discovery and
those noted within the text convince me that credit by examination is another issue
which deserves intense scrutiny and discussion by WPAs.

2. I'd like to thank Joan Gilson for her excellent work with University 01 Missouri­
Kansas City's High School/College Credit Program and for her helpful comments
on this essay.

Somewhere Between Disparity and Despair:
Writing Program Administrators, Image Problems,
and The MLA Job Information List

Joseph Janangelo

There is a central irony in looking for work as a Writing Program Admin­
istrator. On the one hand, we have created several vehicles (including a
Council, a journal, and a consultant-evaluator service) to help change the
academy's traditional images of Writing Program Administrators. On the
other hand, when we look for work many of us will still answer advertise­
ments such as those listed in The MLA Job Information List. One problem for
us is that the JIL is a conservative and somewhat outdated text. It consists
largely of unedited job descriptions written and submitted by literary
scholars who have serious misconceptions about the professional roles and
responsibilities of Writing Program Administrators. Given this disparity
between our self-images and the images reflected in the flL's job descrip­
tions, two questions arise: What are the JIL's dominant images of Writing
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Program Administrators? And how do those images relate to our own self­
conceptions as teachers and scholars?

My purpose here is to examine some emblematic job advertisements
published in the JIL during the past two years. My argument is that the
majority of these advertisements militate against Writing Program Admin­
istrators' professional advancement. In fact, they often serve to undermine
our professionalization, to misrepresent our work, and to keep us further
"marginalized" (Trimbur and Cambridge 15) in the academy. Before
reviewing these advertisements, I want to specify that it is the naive
attitudes embodied in them that I find most troublesome. For me, the
problem lies in the fact that the people who write these ads seem to have
an unclear conceptof the field of rhetoric and composition, of the specialties
within the field, and of the particular difficulties that face untenured WPAs.
In reviewing these job advertisements, I see them as presenting three major
problems: 1) they recruit WPAs as untenured assistant professors, 2) they
require a high degree of literary training on the part of candidates, and 3)
they disguise the political dangers of administrating a writing program
within the language of opportunity.

Varied Expectations and Untenured Vulnerability

Initially, the most compelling problem about many WPA job descriptions
is that they are often targeted at beginning assistant professors, requiring
them to assume too many different kinds of responsibilities while perform­
ing sustained and focused scholarship. Here are two examples from the JIL
which illustrate my point. For Job #1, the prospective WPA is asked to

... coordinate a writing center and a computer facility ...including
supervision of graduate students and adjunct faculty and to teach
undergraduate and graduate writing and composition theory
courses (10/88, 34).

For Job #2, the prospective candidate's responsibilities include

teaching expository writing, directing Freshman Composition,
coordinating course offerings in all basic skills courses, supervis­
ing adjuncts, and developing concern for good writing across the
curriculum (12/89, 14).
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Both jobs entail extensive teaching and administrative duties. The
multiple tasks delineated in the first advertisement are intriguing in that
they promote a blurring between the candidate's professional training
(composition theory, writing center theory, and writing program admin­
istration) and field of specialization (computers and composition). By
grouping the responsibilities of a Writing Program Administrator, a
Writing Center Director, and a computer and composition specialist in one
sentence, this advertisement disregards the fact that each of these fields has
its own scholars and practitioners, its own body of philosophical and
theoretical knowledge, its own special interests and concerns, and its own
associations, conferences, and journals. This advertisement effectively
deprofessionalizes Writing Program Administrators. It recruits us not as
specialists with extensive skill, experience, and training in a focused field
of study, but as a generalists--people who can be held responsible for all
aspects of writing instruction at our institutions. In the second advertise­
ment, it is the mention of "writing across the curriculum" that is especially
risky. That particular responsibility creates opportunities that could
jeopardize the future ofa beginningassistant professor-especiallyonewho
is asked to retrain tenured colleagues who may not want to be retrained.

In "Directing Freshman Composition: The Limits of Authority," Olson
and Moxley report that assuming a directorship can have a "deleterious
effect on Ia beginning] instructor's career" (55). They quote two depart­
ment chairs who each admit to having hired an "underpaid lecturer
without tenure" (55) to direct their writing program so that the directorship
"does not destroy the career of an assistant professor" (55) through
overwork and the resentment of colleagues.

Literary Training as Insurance

The second major problem with the advertisements is that they often
require candidates to exhibit expertise in both composition and literary
studies. The problem here is that while many departments are requiring
prospective WPAs to show extensive training and commitment to rhetoric
and composition, some of them are trying very hard to make sure that the
people they hire in tenure-track positions can also function as literary
scholars. Thus these departments require candidates to have at least two
kinds of training: literary and rhetorical, not to mention "administrative,"
a word which seems largely unmentioned in the JIL.
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This traditionalism is apparent in the December, 1988 JIL where we see

an ad that reads:

Director of Freshman Composition needed to organize writing
center and establish development programs. Must be trained in
composition theory. May also be required to teach World Lit. a~d/
or Classics. Doctorate Preferred. Two years college teaching
desirable ... (16).

The first part of this advertisement is familiar. It features the same
blurring of administrative specializations (Writing Center Director and
Director of Composition) and the same potential to create tension among
colleagues. It is the second part of the text that warrants our attention. By
suggesting that the successful candidate may be "required" to teach Wodd
Literature and Classics, this advertisement presumes a considerable de­
gree of literary training on the part of the applicant, especially if the t~rm

"world literature" includes nonwestern and minority texts. This advertise­
ment illustrates the diverse teaching demands made on all faculty at
smaller institutions. It also suggests that a rhetoric and composition
specialist-particularly an administrator-needs a traditional disciplinary
expertise to fall back on, both at tenure time and at budget cutting time.

Considering the extensive breadth of preparation and responsibility
expected of faculty at small, mid-size, and even large institutions, it seems
that the politically wise WPA Carol Hartzog (14) writes about needs to be
exceptionally useful in both a departmental and an instihItional ~~~e.

Being "useful" in this case translates into exhibiting a great de~1 of flexl~l~lty
and versatility. On the one hand, the applicant needs to convmce the hmng
committee (who must convince the dean) that he is indeed a "specialist" in
composition. He must portray himself as someone who is at the cutting
edge of his field--someone who can design, coordinate, and direct a writing
program that will serve and anticipate its instihItion's changing needs.
Here, he must represent himself as something of a voyant d'ecriture­
someone who canforesee future trends of the field and the long range needs
of the institution. On the other hand, he must convince the committee (and
the dean) that he has, as one advertisement put it, a solid "grounding in a
period or field of English or world literature" (10/89,4) just in case all this
writing stuff goes bust. Although I like the above-mention~~ad~ertise­
ment's inversion of the traditional intellectual hierarchy-----1:1tmg hterary
expertise as a "grounding" while portraying training in composition as
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something that is airborne and theoretical-this advertisement is still
problematic. In fact, what is "new" about this ad is precisely what is "old"
about the academy.

Job advertisements for Writing Program Administrator positions that
make statements like "Background in literature preferred" (10/88, 10)
make larger statements about the precarious position of Writing Program
Administrators in American higher education. They also convey an
institutional skepticism about the continuing role of writing programs at
century's end. By recruiting people whose teaching responsibilities can be
easily converted to full-time literature positions, these schools are insuring
themselves and the people they hlre against the pOSSibility that the institu­
tional phenomenon ofa writing program may someday become extinct. In
short, they are shoring up their tenure lines with literature-based scholars
in the event that writing program admirtistration, writing centers, writing
across the curriculum, and computer-assisted composition .instruction
tum out to be fads. They want to be ready and safe just in case the "new"
rhetoric which emerged during the sixties and seventies, and was popular­
ized and politicized in the eighties, becomes compromised and pulverized
in the nineties.

The Language of Opportunity

Finally, it is the language of these advertisements that betrays a fundamen­
tal naivete about whatWriting Program Admirtistra tors should be expected
to do. Rather than simply listing the hiring requirements, some depart­
ments create mini-narratives in which the job's inherent risks and exploita­
tion are cloaked within the language of challenge and hope. For example,
one institution's advertisement for a Writing Program Administrator seeks
to offer its candidates"opportunities for leadership in the ongoingdevelop­
ment of a writing program, a writing center, writing across the curriculum,
and teacher education" (12/89,23). All of this while the candidate tries to
write and teach her way to tenure. The point of a phrase like"opportunities
for leadership" is to elicit a call in the candidate. The call is something like:
"seize the opportunity! be a leader! be a Writing Program Administrator."
In using the language of"opportunity" to lurebeginning scholars who may
be eager to gain professional experience, these advertisements romanticize
a Writing Program Administrator's role by camouflaging the implicit
dangers and vulnerability these leadership "opportunities" may hold for
a non-tenured faculty member.
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This "inspirational" language also reveals a ~~amental mis~d~r­
standing of writing itself as a complex~d dynaml.C fi~ld ~f study With. lts
own emerging specializations. In. ApnI19??, one tnstitution ~as loo~g
for someone to "provide leadership for wnting across the curnculum (4).
The writers of the ad went on to say that the applicant's "Graduate
emphasis must be irt composition," and that the applicant "Must have
knowledge of all elements of comprehensive writing programs" (4).

The use of such phrases is troublesome. It is both insulting and unfair.
Certainly scholars in literature would not be asked to demonstrate "knowl­
edge of all elements" of their field, or to defirte. ~eir ~eld so broadly.
Furthermore, how can a candidate apply for a position With such general­
ized criteria in a dignified. and realistic manner? Think of it. The candidate's

cover letter might read:

I am writing to apply for the position of Director of Writing. I have
extensive knowledge, training and experience in such areas as
student placement and assessment, course design, faculty re~r:rnt­
ment and supeYVision, teacher education, computers and wnting,
feminist pedagogy, ESL, and honoring diversity in the classroom
. .. just to mention a few.

To address the ad in its own terms, the candidate would have to affirm
in her letter that she is knowledgeable about all writing program issues.
Such an affirmation would not only put her at risk as a credible scholar in
the field, it would also create a tough promise to live up to should she be

"lucky" enough to get the job.

Conclusion

Having examined some emblematic advertisements, I w.is~ to offer a
suggestion about what the Council of Writing ProgramAd~stratorscan
do to diminish the disparity between the roles that we WIsh to create for
ourselves, and those that are typically created for us in The MLA Jo~
Information List. My suggestion is that the Execu~veCo~itt~eof CouncIl
of Writing Program Administrators should consIder estabhshmg an eV~lu­
ative coalition composed of tenured faculty, tenure-track faculty, part-time
faculty, and graduate students, whose mission could be three-fold:'
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1. To create guidelines for WPA job descriptions that are sent to all relevant
Departments in the United States. These guidelines should describe WPA
positions at all levels of the academic hierarchy--from tenured full profes­
sor to non tenure-track positions. They should try to explain to depart­
ments how the vulnerability of an overworked, untenured WPA can
negatively affect their institution over time.

2. To create a section in WPA: Writing Program Administration and WPA
News that publishes reasonable advertisements, thereby modeling sug­
gested job descriptions.

3. To begin a dialogue with department chairs to discuss ways that WPAs
can address institutional needs while still receiving adequate professional
support, protection, and status.

By doing these things, the Council of Writing Program Administrators
can work toward insuring a more equitable representation of Writing
Program Administrators in the text that drives and defines professional
recruitment in our field. We can also try to make the job advertisements
published in The MLA Job Information List more clearly reflect the concerns
of Council members, and more accurately describe the candidates who try
so determinedly, and sometimes so despairingly, to fit those descriptions.

Note
1ll.is paper was originally presented at the 1990 Council of Writing Program
Administrators' Annual Conference. Many thanks to Bruce Beiderwell and Ellen
Strenski for their insightful comments and advice.

Works Cited

Hartzog, Carol. "Freshman English 1984: Politics and Administrative
Process." WPA: Writing Program Administration 8.1-2 (1984): 7-15.

Olson, Gary A. , and Joseph M. Moxley. "Directing Freshman Composition:
The Limits of Authority." College Composition and Communication 40.1
(1989): 51-59.

Trimbur, John, and Barbara Cambridge. "The Wyoming Conference
Resolution: A Beginning." WPA: Writing Program Administration 12.1­
2 (1988): 13-17.

J

WPA: Writing Program Administration, Volume 15, Numbers 1-2, Fall/Winter 1991 
© Council of Writing Program Administrators



Judith A. Langer and Arthur N. Appleby. How
Writing Shapes Thinking: A Study ofTeaching and
Learning (Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers
of English, 1987) 171 pp.

Reviewed by Christopher C. Burnham

As writing program administrators, we are frequently asked to explain
why the institution and our colleagues should invest so much time and
energy on writing. Understandably, administrators seek the bottomline
and want some proof of value returned for resources spent. Professional
colleges want arguments they can offer their certifying bodies explaining
the trade of three or four hours of discipline studies for a writing require­
ment. Colleagues interested in Writing Across the Curriculum want hard
data to justify their considerable expense of energy designing and evaluat­
ing writing assignments. Students march into our offices complaining
about writing requirements, wondering how writing-intensive courses
will contribute to their careers as accountants,

Our responses vary according to our audience and purpose. We make
appeals to the "great tradition," to the basic skills crisis, to surveys of
employers concerning the importance of communication skills in the
information society. We talk, obliquely, of altruism and discipline: writing
is good for them, for you; like taking vitamins.

In fact, only recently have we begun to examine the role of writing in
learning from an informed research base. In How Writing Shapes Thinking:
A Study of Teaching and Learning, Langer and Appleby make a significant
contribution. They articulate a theory to explain the specific relation
between writing and learning and develop a research-based method for
testing that theory,

This brief but readable research report, addressed to both teachers and
researchers in language and learning, and certainly relevant to writing
program administrators, reviews the literature on writing and leaming;
reports case studies of high school teachers using writing in their teaching;
uses current cognitive theory to examine specific relations between wri ting
and learning, investigating several different kinds of writing and the
thinking students do to complete that writing; and speculates on both
individual and institutional changes required to take the best advantage
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of the positive relation they discovered. It provides an extensive list of
references as well as technical descriptions of the analytic methodology
developed to measure the relation between writing and learning.

In the "Overview," Langer and Appleby review the existing rationale
for using writing when teaching: 1) writing creates a permanent record and
allows rethinking and revising over an extended period of time; 2) writing
requires explicit expression so that meaning is clear in various contexts; 3)
writing requires organizing ideas and developing relationships between
ideas; and 4) writing requires active, engaged thinking that explores
implications and challenges unexamined assumptions.

Reviewing the literature, they draw our attention to the contradictions
between competing methods of teaching writing. Current writing instruc­
tion employs inquiry-based learning, stressing process, revision, rhetorical
purpose, and audience. The process approach involves writers in discov­
ering meaning as well as communicating information. Standardized
multiple-choice error recognition and editing tests and brief impromptu
writing samples, the most common means of evaluating writing, teaching,
and program success, are holdovers from the old tradition. They ignore
process, devalue discovery and individual expression, and emphasize the
transmission of received knowledge in conventional forms. Values, teach­
ing methods, and evaluation tools contradict each other, partially explain­
ing low teacher morale and minimal student success. That the traditonal
way of teaching writing continues to predominate is demonstrated by the
books that form the core of the curriculum. The handbook tradition
continues to hold sway: "In secondary school instruction, Warriner's
Handbook of English Composition and Grammar (1951) is the archetypal
example of this approach, and in its many editions it is the most widely
used high school composition text today" (6).

"Studies of Teaching" reports the case studies. Langer and Appleby
analyze the classroom practices of seven high school teachers from a variety
of disciplines at two suburban high schools with heterogeneous popula­
tions. The teachers had either participated in faculty development pro­
grams such as the National Writing Project, or they had reputations as
teachers who stressed writing in their teaching. Langer and Appleby find
that the teacher's purpose and discipline shape the assigning, interpreting,
and evaluating of writing. For example, social science teachers use writing
to help students evaluate and apply key concepts, English teachers use
writing to have students report received interpretations of literature in
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academic forms, science teachers use writing to help students recall basic
scientific information, and home economics teachers use writing to help
students develop a positive self-image in order to solve problems in the
future. Whatever the theoretical purpose of the writing may be, teachers
subvert it to their classroom purposes.

Because teachers subvert writing to their own intentions, Langer and
Appleby recommend that teachers work hard to articulate their own
purposes so they can employ writing assignments to reinforce those
purposes. For writing program administrators and English faculty, the
implications of this recommendation are two-fold. First, we must under­
stand that writing is not a monolithic activity. Rather, writing has specific
functions within various disciplines, reflected not only in the formal genres
of a discipline, i.e., research reports in scientific journals, but also in the
pedagogical forms, i.e., study questions at the end of a chapter in a science
textbook. Further, we must learn to help our colleagues in other disciplines
understand and articulate both the value they attach to writing and the
function they wish it to serve in their teaching. We can then use our
knowledge of the connection between writing and learning to help our
colleagues accomplish their purposes more effectively.

In the case studies, Langer and Appleby discover three basic purposes
for classroom activities: 1) to prepare students for new information by
allowing them to draw on their current relevant information; 2) to consoli­
date and review new information; and 3) to reformulate and extend
knowledge (41-42). Further, they use sophisticated empirical measures to
demonstrate that certain kinds of writing foster certain kinds of learning.
Non-threatening, non-evaluative freewriting assignments, asking students
to review their existing knowledge in unorthodox ways (such as writing a
poem about crayfish, or asking a question about crayfish), effectively
prepare students for new information. Allowing students to demonstrate
what they already know about a subject or to determine what they want to
know allows them to assimilate new information by expanding and
reinforcing existing cognitive schema. Note-taking and end-of-ehapter
study questions help students to consolidate and review information,
explaining how structured learning logs aid learning. When we require
students to make a systematic record of class activities, we are helping
them consolidate and review information, thereby establishing an ongoing
context for their learning. In addition, these logs help students discover
concerns and formulate questions that can become part of the class agenda
at the next meeting. This kind of writing involves all students in reflective
activity and allowsteachers to evaluatestudents' understanding. Through
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protocol analysis, Langer and Appleby uncover the specific types of
thinking students do to complete writing assignments. Protocol analysis,
a standard research methodology in cognitive psychology, was originally
introduced to composition studies when Flower and Hayes were building
their cognitive theory of writing. Students think aloud as they work
through an assignment; the commentary is tape~recorded and then ana­
lyzed. Langer and Appleby find that, when students write, four cognitive
activities predominate: hypothesizing, during which students make
predictions about the task, revealing their understanding of the structure
of the whole and the relations between the parts; questioning, during which
students develop a close focus on specific content elements; making
metacomments, during which students reflect on the whole process of
completing the assignment or solving the problem; and using schemata,
during which students make connections between the subject-area content
and their own experience. Reformulating knowledge, Appleby and Langer
find, requires the most hypothesizing and, according to their empirical
analysis, the most thinking. Assignments designed to prepare students for
new information or to consolidate and review information result in the
most questioning (63-64). Again, understanding that certain kinds of
writing require certain kinds of thinking should determine what kinds of
assignments teachers should use to accomplish their purposes.

In "Studies of Learning," Langer and Appleby investigate how writing
contributes to learning. They focus on three general kinds of writing: study
questions, note-taking, and essay writing. They discovered that study
questions provoke further questioning as students shift focus from one
question to the next. However, students focus only on ideas provided by
the textbook writer; they do not connect the content with their own
knowledge or experience. Using schemata occurs most frequently when
students are note-taking; they take specific content from the book and
restate ideas in their own words. Students focus on large concepts and
integrate ideas across sentence boundaries, but they treat the larger chunks
of meaning superficially, relying on the organization provided by the text,
failing to reorganize it for their own purposes or according to their own
cognitive schemata. Essay writing involves students in hypothesizing,
using schemata, making metacomments, and in two more cognitive activi­
ties, citing evidence and validating interpretations. Because it requires
students to reconceptualize content, focus on larger issues or topics,
integrate information, and, generally, to engage in more complex thought,
essay writing involves students in the greatest variety of reasoning
operations and provides students the best opportunity to reflect and
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develop their ideas (96-102). This finding confirms what we who admin­
ister writing programs and provide leadership for WAC activities have
maintained for so long. How gratifying it is when our professional values
and common sense find empirical validation.

Investigating how writing during studying affects learning, specifically
in recalling, abstracting and summarizing, and gathering topic knowledge,
Langer and Appleby conclude that the positive effects of writing on
learning vary according to the difficulty of the material. Writing helps
students learn more difficult content and learn it more thoroughly than any
of the other study techniques examined.

Summarizing their findings, Langer and Appleby make four generali­
zations about the relation between writing and learning. First, the more
content is manipulated, the more likely it is to be remembered and
understood. Writing requires extensive content manipulation and thus
leads to improved learning. Second, the positive effects of writing on
learning are specific and limited to the information and ideas expressed in
the process of writing. Rather than a generalized positive effect on learning,
writing can, in fact, limit learning by causing students to focus on certain
aspects of content at the expense of others. Thus, whether writing is the
most appropriate learning tool in a particular pedagogical context depends
upon the teacher's specific objectives. Broad, relatively superficial contact
with a great deal of content may be best achieved by means other than
analytic writing, such as note-taking and summarizing. Third, writing
tasks differ in both depth and breadth of information processing. Thus,
teachers must match writing assignments with their goals, using study
questions to cover a broad range ofcontent, note-taking to encourage some
generalizing, and essay writing to develop dose focus on specific material
(130-131).

In "Conclusions," Langer and Appleby offer the concept of "instruc­
tional scaffolding." By Simplifying situations, clarifying structures, help­
ing students succeed at difficult tasks, and proViding a framework and
procedures that can be internalized so instructional support is no lon~er

needed, teachers provide the "scaffold" upon which students can bUlld
their own learning processes. Thus, Langer and Appleby make a case that
writing should have a predominant place in the teaching of all disciplines.
Through writing, teachers can help students learn how to learn so they can
become independent learners in various contexts (140).
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Finally, Langer and Appleby remark that, even though they can dem­
onstrate writing's powerful positive effect on student learning, current
institutional values, as reflected in curricula, textbooks, testing programs,
and school policy concerning teacher evaluation, impel teachers to con­
tinue traditional practices and repeat the failures of the past.

On the bright side, the positive influence of writing on learning allows
us to better explain the importance of writing in the university. Langer and
Appleby provide solid evidence that justifies our own commitment to
writing and that will help us help others use writing more effectively.
Further, they provide substantial arguments legitimizing our claim that all
faculty should use writing to support their instructional goals, and that the
institution should support us in this endeavor.
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Notes on Contributors

Christopher C. Burnham, an Associate Professor of English, directs the
Freshman Writing Program, the WAC program, and teaches courses in
writing, rhetoric, language and literature at New Mexico State University.
He has published articles in rhetoric and the teaching of writing and
contemporary American literature in various professional journals and
literary magazines. His freshman writing text, Writing from the Inside Out
(HBJ) appeared in 1989. Recently he has concentrated his studies and
teaching in journal writing, autobiography, and non-fiction prose.

Joseph Janangelo is a Lecturer at UCLA Writing Programs and an alumni
of the 1990 Council of Writing Program Administrators Summer Work­
shop. He has published articles in The Writing Center Journal and English
Education, and is co-editing a book entitled Theoretical and Critical Perspec­
tives on Teacher Change (Ablex, 1992).

Susan Mcleod is the Director of Composition at Washington State Univer­
sity where she also leads the WAC Faculty Workshops. She edited
Strengthening Programsfor Writing Across the Curriculum Oossey-Bass, 1988),
and Writing about the World (HB}, 1991), and authored various articles on
composition, writing program administration, and writing across the
curriculum. She and Margot Soven are both members of the Board of
Consultants of the National Network of Writing Across the Curriculum
Programs and are currently editing a collection of essays on developing
successful WAC programs.

Virginia Perdue holds a Doctor of Arts degree from the University of
Michigan. Currently, she is an assistant professor in the Literature and
Language Department at the University of North Carolina at Asheville,
where she teaches freshman English and the occasional advanced writing
course. Every other year, she also teaches in and co-directs the University
Writing Center. Her publications have appeared in Writing Lab Newsletter
and Rhetoric Review.

Brenda Deen Schildgen holds a Ph.D. in Comparative Literature and
teaches both literature and writing at the University of California, Davis.
Her publications include essays on the history of rhetoric and its implica­
tion to literary study, current hermeneutical theory, Dante, and medieval
studies. Before coming to u.c. Davis, she administered writing programs
at the University of San Francisco, developed an M.A. in Writing (sup-
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port~d by anNEJ:! grant), and organized a Literacy Conference focusing on
the mterconnections between writing theory and practice and literary
studies.

D~vid E. Schwalm is Director of Composition at Arizona State University.
HIs research interests include rhetorical analysis of non-fiction texts,
rhetoric of biography, and degree of difficulty in writing tasks. He has
published articles over the last few years in College English, The Writing
Instructor, WPA: Writing Program Administration, and Biography.

Margot Soven is associate professor of English, director of the La Salle
University Writing Project, the Writing Fellows Program, and co-director
of the Freshman Composition Program. She is editor with Susan McLeod
of Writing Across the Curriculum: A Guide to Developing Programs (forthcom­
ing, January, 1992). She has published articles on writing across the
curriculum and research in assignment design.

~~chael Vivio~ is ~ssociat~ Prof~ssor of Engl,ish and Director of Compo­
SItton at the UmversIfy of MisSOUrI at Kansas CIty where he coordinates the
Hi~School!College Credit Propa~ and the Greater Kansas City Writing
ProJ~ct. He co-authored The WYlter s Circle (St. Martin's), Houghton Mifflin
EnglIsh 9-12, and a collection of essays on cultural studies praxis (forthcom­
ing from Heinneman-Boynton/Cook). He has also written articles on
teaching composition and literature which have appeared in journals such
as the Arizona English Bulletin, English Journal, and English in Texas.

Edward M. White is Professor of English at California State University-­
San Bernardino, and the author of Teaching and Assessing Writing Gossey­
Bass, 1985) and Developing Successful College Writing Programs Gossey-Bass,
1989). He directs the Council of Writing Program Administrators' Consult­
ant/Evaluator program and has been a co-leader of WPA summer work­
shops.
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Announcements

Grants

The Council of Writing Program Administrators is proud to announce the
winners of the 1991 WPA Research Grants:

Allison Wilson, Jackson State U, for a survey of freshman writing
programs at historically Black colleges and universities.

Lisa K. Hanson, Ball State U, for a survey of WPAs' attitudes
toward the relationships between teaching, research, and service.

Mary Louise Buley-Meissner and Don Perkins, University of
Wisconsin-Milwaukee, for an analysis of composition teachers'
discussions of the scoring of writing-proficiency tests.

Brian Huot, University of Louisville, for a survey of university
writing placement practices.

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

The Council of Writing Program Administrators is currently accepting
proposals for its 1992 research grants. The Council will award several
grants (up to $1000 each) for research relating specifically to the concerns
of WPAs. Proposals should not exceed four single-spaced, typed pages and
should describe (1) the research problem and objectives, (2) the procedures
for conducting the research (including sample, design, instrumentation,
and personnel), (3) a time-line, and (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 will be asked to submit their research
report to the Council's journal, WPA: Writing Program Administration, for
possible publication before submitting it to other journals. Please include
your name, affiliation, address, and telephone number on your proposal.
The deadline for submission is November 1, 1991. Please send the proposal
and two copies to Professor Karen Greenberg, Chair, WPA Grant Commit­
tee, Department of English, Hunter College, CUNY, 695 Park Avenue, New
York, NY 10021.
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Journal Call for Articles

The Journal ofSecond l.Jlnguage Writing is now accepting article submissions
on topics related to the study and teaching of writing in a second language.
The editors encourage theoretically grounded reports of research and
discussions of central issues in second and foreign language writing and
writing instruction at all levels of proficiency. Send submissions or further
inquiries to Ilona Leki, Journal of Second Language Writing, Department of
English, University of Tennessee, Knoxville, TN 37996-0430 or call (615)
974-7080.

Winterowd and Kinneavy Award Winners Announced

The annual W. Ross Winterowd Award for the most outstanding book on
composition theory published in 1990 was awarded to Sharon Crawly for
The Methodical Mnrwry: Invention in Current-Traditional Rhetoric. Honorable
mention went to Deborah Brandt for Literacy as Involvement: the Acts of
Writers, Readers, and Texts.

The James L. Kinneavy Award for the most outstanding essay in volume
10 of lAC was awarded to Joy S. Ritchie for "Confronting the 'Essential'
Problem: Reconnecting Feminist Theory and Pedagogy." Richard M. Coe
received an honorable mention for "Defining Rhetoric-and Us." The
Winterowd and Kinneavy Awards include a cash prize and an attractive
framed citation.

These awards were generously endowed by Professor Winterowd and by
Professor Kinneavy, Blumberg Centennial Professor at the University of
Texas. Both awards were presented at the meeting of the Association of
Teachers of Advanced Composition at the Conference of College Compo­
sition and Communication in Boston.

Call for Papers

"New Directions in Portfolio Assessment," the Fourth Miami University
Conference on the Teaching of Writing, will be held October 2-4,1992, at
Miami University in Oxford, Ohio. Proposals are invited on all topics
related to college portfolio assessment, including its impact on secondary
education. Proposals that focus on research, theory, pedagogy, or any
combination of the three are welcome, as are responses to the work of the
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keynote speakers--Peter Elbow and Edward M. White. Selected papers will
be published by Heinemann-Boynton/Cook as a volume of conference
essays. Proposal deadline is April 1, 1991. To receive more information
contact Donald A. Daiker, Department of English, Miami University,
Oxford, OH 45056. (513) 529-7110 or 5221.

WPA Workshop/Conference

The Council of Writing Program Administrators' Summer Workshop and
Conference will be held July 20-25, 1992, in Denver and Breckenridge,
Colorado. Sessions will consist of formal presentations and panel discus­
sions, as well as workshops, papers, and informal discussions on topics,
such as the interplay between evaluating and rewarding teachers, various
means of faculty development, the roles of politics in the classroom, the
roles of theory in TA training, and so on. Proposals for WPA concurrent
sessions are invited on these and other topics of interest to writing program
administrators. For further information, write to Margaret Whitt, Program
Chair, WPA Annual Conference, Department of English, University of
Denver, Denver, CO 80208.
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Writing
Program
Administration

Membership in the Council of
Writing Program Administrators

Membership in the Council of Writing Program Ad ministrators includes a
subscription to WPA: Writing Program AdministratiOIl. 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, pleasc fill out this form and return it with a check
or money order payable to the Council of Wri ting Program Administrators.
Send the form and fee to Jeffrey Sommers, Secretary-Treasurer, WPA,
Deparhnent 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
izedby the academic year. Dues receivedbefore January 1are credited to the
previous academic year and entitIe you to tha t year's fall/ winter and spring
issues of WPA: Writing Program Administration. Dues received aftcr January
1are 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 prin ted on
your WPA mailing label is incorrect or has changed, please send a copy of
the current printed label along with the form abovc, indicating the com­
plete, corrected information to Jeffrey Sommers, Secretary-Treasurer,WPA,
Department of English, Miami University, Oxford, OH 45056.
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