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. by Catherine E. Lamb T
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Invention is back in fashion. One result has been a great

s

=t

D
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1::1 . :Neéded{ A Theary of Instruction in the Art of Invention
O

d

diversity .in what the word is made to-mean. To some, it means the

—~

nighly disciplined use of a set of tooics; to others--judging from

some papers at recent bonferences on Co;lege Composition and Com-
munication--1t may.mean“something as nebulous as getting students
$0 "feele good" be fore they start to write. Or it mav form part of

.

a sales-inducing title for a serles of readings or a composition .

<. tiexti. Uoon examination, one~f;ﬁﬁs'that the contents betweén the
“tovers bear only the smallest resemblance to what ought to char-
acterize a text devoted to bgfhépé the most important of the arts

.
8 . ‘

£ rhetoric, invention. . '/ Co T X

‘orous definition of ihVention by aooealing to the self inUere of

>

_ the practitioner of that art. Then, lest the demands of the art
, * ’ 4
" seem too far remqved from the realities ‘of the average freqhman S
: L : | L U
~composition class, or even an advanced expository/
J ' - . o

I wént to describe’ a plan that permits’a gradual

the challnngos of invention, at the ame tine th

~using the art become increasinglv obv ous.:gIn other words, ;\ah
A

\$ : workin? here with the be?innings of a theorv of instruction,i he

\"\ - o= Y

i art of,inVention.' a Svstematic basis for raFing decis*ons abqpt
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_Inventiodn is the process of inquiry through which.one arrives

‘at propositions and develops arguments in support of them. I find

..

‘" %that definition useful because 1t encompasses, I believe, the

emohases in curren work on’ invenégon by neooIe such a's Burke,
4 {

’ _Corbetu, Rohmann and, Wlecke, voung, Becker and Pike,and Winterowd

Why define invention in this way and then make it a major part of‘

a writing eourse? Because it is in this fornm. that one's students

are most ‘ikely to profit from the bene £its which using a method‘*"

of invention makes possible.,” | : ,/)
Rhetoriciang have always been interested in increasing thedr

control of the writing process, at the same time recognizing that

what is a partially intuitive process cannot¢be and ought not tof

Py

. . r M [} .- . .
be made a Pullv conscious one. Fronuthis oersoective, by teaching

[ 4

,invention along with the other arts oi rhetoric, we are ziving our’
'students as complete 3an understanding as we can of what is involve
in the process of writing. The rhetorical orocess,begins Wnen one
'is aware of the desire to communicate, continues with a f‘ormulation
of the . focus of one's inte!.st and an éxploration of the ways Jn e
which one might develop it. All these.are concerns of invention,
Only then does one consider such matters as- what content will
actually be used, how it will be organized and which stvlistic

features are anorooriat In sum, 1f we ciaim writing can be

taught , ‘whv not take into account the; ‘entire orocess,’ “rather than

r

fleaving the develooment of- essent*al skills to chégce°

Students who master a method of‘inVentigﬁ are well on their

»

- way to becoming independent thinkers and iters. There are at

least three tvoes of innuirv ”acilitated by a method of invention.

..

(3N

i"'
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retrieving information one already possesses which is not easily

- accessible because.nne is not aware of it; analvzing a,problem to
t -

determine what information one needs but does not have; finally, °
- A

discove”inv,\actuallv creating--or so itrseems to the discoverer--

new knowledpe. : .

-

The extent to\which particular methods,of invention acéually

increase these skills has been exnlgred inﬁformal testing situa-

v P

~ tions (Rohmann and: Wlecke, 1964; Ne s5n, 1969; Odeli, lQ?N"loung
and Koen, 1973). My own exoeriences Xeinforce the findings of
these teSts. Once students understand the principles involveq,
they can aquite e%silv use methods of invention as a retrieval
nrijess,/’I remember.well a woman who ,had written a pleasant

. | /
enouzh, although not well focused, essay on her exveriences with

her adopted son. When I worked with her on ways to improve it,
‘ @
//using a simplified form of tagmemic/invention, I asked her to begin

by ident*fyingta nuest*on which would enable her to concentrate on

H

the aspect of;har son she was most interested in and then to explore

i .that., Using a set of questions as a retrigval procedure, she nas

hard it was for ™

~

able to enrich her essay with such detalls as ho
- . .

her to punish him because he was always so a

epting of it; how,

VA

as a fourth gradef, he had wanted to _sypend his savings on canned

goods for his tehcher when she had said how poo? she was.

UEssays lacking cohcrete detail are f'amiliar to us all, ‘as are

writing situatdons where the Second use of inyention--analysis--

: B .
ﬁ ) is valuable. I haVe Just finished reading an/éssay comnaring John
;; t e \ S .
é. . Winthrop's, Thomas Jefferson's and Henrv Thoreau's Views Qn the

k )
LA ideal form of government. The essay was primarily a series of too

wh o e . . . . ) .

. . ; . . ol . .
Ve | B -




T ery procedure is the sort of exoerience one hopes for both for

one's students and one'S’self In any—context other than ‘an immed-

that hardlv negates their value for the discoverer. A student of

"conftinued to waste food even after it was demonstrated to them
that 1it. _was not to” their advantage to "so. When I began study-

-ing invention, I remember my great #xcitement when the answer to a .

pretation of the latter.

easily made generalizations which the writer ‘might—-have avoided
had she inquired more rigorously into the gaps In her knowledge of ‘ -

the three men's views. A set of topics would have provided her with

the means for doing SO. (These two examples are illustrations of

the use of invention as an aid in the revising stage of the writing

process, not in the pre-writing stage. I use’ them because it is-

only in the comoleted essdy, that one is able .to determine best how

—

well the student has applied the art.)

Finally, successfully using a method of inventian as avdiscov-

—

Y A

iately personal one, these\discoveries may be insignificant, but

~

mine was able to use -the insights gained 9rom havin? read a par-

ticular short story to understand why her peers in a small college 3

question I asked both -abant :the soldier Thom Gunn's poem

"Innocence" and the soldier in Isaac Babel's stoY "Crogsing Into

Poland" provided me with 'a framework for making a coherent inter-

A -

-
- o

‘. In a bense, even though I have used examples from my own . .

experience4 I have just desoFibed an ideal: ~what\using the! ant of

invéntion ought to be and do for us as teachers and students of
the"writing process. The challenge for us is to find a way to . ,

translate—this Ideal into a realitv’fqr students who may not value

vl ‘\\ N

. » N ‘ |
< 29 S el \ . . o
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working rigorousiv with abstract intellectual ideas, who may not

be particularly interested in excelling as writers.‘ The problem.

*

is compounded.by the fact that being able to use a method of in-
vention well requires practice,ﬁso.much so that mastering the me thod

© of inventipn’can become an end in itself. Stidents are frequently

unable to see what a method can do for-them because they are so

overwhelmed by what it has done to them. s S

.
2

When I began to widerstand some of the problems my students

v . redlized I neede some sort of basis for planning an rhtroduction
N - ~M

the needs of articular classes and students. That is, I needed a

theor of 1 struction--strategies “for caoitaliéing on the available

art of this essay. / »

saw that what I had originally thought of simolv as a way

lassify methods of invention might also previde me with the

p"nciples for planning that I needed. The pasis for classifica-

ion 1is this: methods of invention may be seen as systematic or
unsystematic, to be ‘used by individuals or groups. By "system-
atic&” I mean a method which provides for consciously performing a,

/ set of explicit operations, as ‘a guide in one' 's inquiry.' "Unsys-

tematic" methods are characterized by their haphazard aooroach to
i .
the task of invention. The ‘differences between unsystematic and,-
’ . é‘x: ;
sy systematic methods apeﬁﬁké ogous to, the distinctions Jerome Bruner
3 .

S 'm’

: ‘ w ,4 W;:;

-
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‘chances for success.’
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makes between two general~approaches'children.use in playing--

L4

"Twenty Questidns.” At one extreme on a continuum of responses .

are the ”ootshotters" who make no attempt to define the limits of

.

"their inquiry or to utilize information from questions previously

asked. Instead they are quick to propose hypotheses of any kind

-

in a problem which then ald them in formulating a'hypothesis.

—re

They do not ignore information from previous questions; they builld

on-it (Bruher, 1964, * Someone using arf unsvstematic method Has a

-

goal, but no clear 1dea of how to get there; If he uses a system- -

.o

~ Q / ’ -
atic method, he has a definite strategy, which increases his

P «
SN

——

. . —
None of.the four categories--unsystematic group, unsystematic

individual, Systematic group, systematic individual--is clearly
distinet from any of the other three. For example, most freshman
composition texts whose approach 1s unsystematic use what seem to’
be an'arbitrarilv selected number of ‘Aristotelian.topiecs. Neither
are grouo —and Individual Te Ehods necessarily mutually exclusive.

A method designed for the individual writer may be used with a
gfoup and vice versa. However,  the group methods (which are not -
panﬁs of formal rhetorics) appear to.function optimally when used
by groups. Individual methods used by individﬁals-permit a greater

¢
degree of refinement and exactness th

is vossible in a group,

especially if the group is ope ting democratically.

)

I want to emphasiZe hereamy view of the value of this classfl

»

fyiné broéess:' what is™Npost valuable about the’ matrix formed by

these twé sets of variables, not that it classifies methods is of

. In contrast, the onstructionists" attempt to locate the constraints

!
'
1
]




b ' . . - * Lamb - 7
- < v TN - ‘ . -t . « ’ ,

inventlion in ‘neat, cleariy distInct categories, but that it suggests '

: thefkinds‘of choices an instructdr-has in teaching inventiort.

2

Unsystematic Group Methods

-

¢ ' t 4

M

In the most general sense;~this category covers classroom’

N situations where students’ are composing as a group. -After a general
topic is agréed‘upen, individuals) at random, suggest ways .in which

it may be-amolified. ' ' y

ol
1

, . One refinement of the above activity is a form of what has

come to be called "inquiry teaching," where an ihstructor sets out
a problem and the students, working together, try to Pind a solu-

‘tion, Byron,Massialas and Jack Zevin, in Creative Encounters in

"the Classroom, provide case studies of several such high school"

" classes in a variety of'disciolines.

; L Because no method of inquiry is taught the context 4n which

| the inquiry .takes plage becomes vital. It is the teacher who is ;"‘"
chiefly responsible for setting up-and maintaining this supportive

framework. One part of his or her role is to select the problem,

¢

Massialas and Zevin used experiences shared with students (examin-
“ing a statue, reading a poem, looking at maps) for providing the

. e Co
raw material for blems. From these experiences, they formulated
] a question which students were, to answer. They endeavoured to

make the questions of sufficient .intergst so that- students would

v

be motivated to look~for an answer, Note that the students become
. ’ f ~ ~

s .

active in the process after a problem has been decided.upon.'
‘. Once an inquirz/pas begun, the teacher becomes more facilita-
tor than expert "HA may perfgrm such functions .as summarizing main-

. ideaGr getting a‘discussion going that has bogged down. When

n

Q . . _ 8

&
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students have decided on what they think is a satisfactory ‘answer

or have reached an impasse, the teacher steps in again as exoert

usually with whatever background inyormation was omitted from the

S

original problem statement. S . S
. .

The inquiries themseIVes are characterized by students-bring-

_ing up what they consider to be relevant information. This I for-////

mation is then evaluated by dther students or by their asking

D

questions of one another orthe teacher. Their inquiries aZi/Bna:
re t

'

8

.

directed in the sense'that'students are not taught.a proged 0

follow. H5Wever when;one examines class tr%nscriptions, a Torm
in their inquiry emerges They exblore alternatives and then

" select one of‘them, -after they have been persuaded by arguments
presented for t. They do not themseIVes formally evaluate the
hypothesis, instead thev aopeal to exoert authority;, the teacher,
(One of the book's weaknesses 1s that the QranScriptions T cla
-show primarilv/students who are soontaneous and creative /[ :

) investigations. We see only the nrocé/s of inquiry flourishfng,

and none of its growth pains.. A teacher yho would be delighted

£r

There is a difference between questiOns arising from rhetor-

@
With similar results 1s given little ﬁel% in how to achieve them.)

jcal problems and those discussed in thﬁﬁsummary of Massialas and

IS

- Zevyin's wovk. For example, a’ questionﬁguch as, "What can one do

) »
to increase the chancés for- cooperatio%; from a hostile audience"" .

: NENVEN

has no right answer of/ the certainty géssible when one asks, "What

"{.« *
roduced’this oiece og sculpture”“ . a gh its

certainty “does mot mean it cannotlfe/worked -

‘kind of/éultur \
comparative lack'Q

with: Students workin

n a question such as the former must
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-

tolerate additional uncertainty and are encouraged to be more inde-
pendent of the teacéer. Massialas and Zevin would probably angue.

. that the distinction just drawn is not valid. Yet, their stimulusj.,
. . . , ' y o L
materlal. 1s always taken from sources whose identity can be veri-

ol

fied and, sooner or later, they provide students with e verifi-

cation.

The most obvious limitation of unsystemat‘c group methods may
alsovbe their greatest strength. Group met ods work best with
groups and rhetoric 1is, finally, an ind idual activity. While it
is highly unli\Ely that mastery of an unsystematic grouo method

would bé the end goal of a composition course, such a method Seems

.l valuable as a way of easing studefts into the study of invention.]

t

"A teacher may use.an unsystema ¢ group method of the kind just

descrihed in designing a curr culum for stgdents who arefnot only N
unfamiliar with invention in general but:areialso unused}td’having

to think rigorpusly and s stematicallv. The teacher .may be par-.
ticularly concerned about how to engage and maintain students '

-

/
l ‘as in controlling the order in whioh

/,

» systematic group method which places

interest in invention, as wel

they encounter key conceot skills.ﬂ He may begin with an un~
demand on students as
individuals. They may or may not'participate, yet they have theh\‘ﬁxk““‘ﬁ~
chance to see the process in action, and, one h0pes, to be con- -
vinced of . its worth ?hey are also engaging 'in a simplified form ;
of the processc Because they need not concern themselves uith: - ;ﬂ

+

focusing thetr inquiry or evaluating its results in anv'rigorouS".

,\mann A\thev can- concern themselves with Just the' exploration aspect3

e,

. """\ . .
Furthery the insights-g ined.may make s , ceptive to
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the values of a systematic‘individual method. The questions one

— .- v . - c
asks 'in a systematic indiyidual method provide a number of per- I’ﬂ\\\\\
. 7

. spectives, Just as individuals{ contributionswin a group do.
T‘Tnose students uho become impatient with the apparent formlessness
of classroom interactiond in the kind of situation described
,f - earlier may well begin to see the value in'working consciously
-with a discovery procedure. Hence, there may be value in ordering
the various methods in sequence, in treating‘tgem as complementary
Aand mutuallv reinforecing, rather than as . mutually exclusiVe alter-
natives. _ "
e
I have not myself made any extensive use of umsystematic

—

. . . . .
group methods, chiefly because I have been reluctant to take the
time to develop .a group's inquiry skills as a'group.

o o=
B ~

Unsystematic Individual Methods. -. ‘ >f1/
Until quite recentlv, before the appearance of such texts as

Ross Winterowd's The Contemnorary Writer most freshman compoJTtion

texts, if they included a discussion ofrinvention at all, treated
S
‘it in an %ﬁabstematic way. They/provided us who like to think of

S

. ourselVes as rhetoricians with/easv targets for criticism. These
’ A

e
texts appeared to provide/more direction for stuEents than, the

-

group method Just discussed but the guidance remained at the level

A Y
v

wof suggestion: ipregpect "Here are some things you/might try'if

you're having Frouble thinking of what . to say." The notion that
[

an emphasis,pn/invention might appreclably affect the quality of

the completed essay is absent and so the . pfocess itself is virtu-‘
: , S~ -
ally passed over. : ‘\-\

A teacher who views the studv of Invention as a necessarv

'

11 ' : «' L -‘% .

£

f . . ’ . . . W
. B ‘ - ' Tl A 4
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part of the study of rhetoric Would hardly be satisfied’ teaching ‘
only an unsystematic individual method. I have, however, had~some
~- n success using a form of this*aonroach in the earlv stages-oP a

freshman writing course as a waw of graduaﬂly inducing change‘ﬁn

my’ students' conceotion of the writing process. Peter bow's T

booky Writing Withoutvmeachersg'was the basis for this part of the
course. Elbow begins where I saw my students and me to bet he 1;;~}£\
writes about his struggles to get something down on paper and then ‘
leads the reader‘through a discussion of ‘iting as "growing" and’
"cooking," the two nrocesses which/ha;e most helped him and his

students as writers., By viewin 1;iting as growing, he,_ means to

stress the developmental: soects of the/a:t of writing. One finds

N e '
what one wants to say by writing it out. Wr}ping{as cooking com-
plements this first process: here, one acquires new perspectives’ = T,

thzough/purposely getting conflicting or contrasting material to
"interact. With these two down to earthiﬁetaphors, Elbow 1is also ﬂ y
providing students with a clear, easilv understood eXplication of
. the o>inciplesmquerlving the art of inventIon. T
“ In the early part of the course, I streséed w;iting as growing,
a continuing process rather ‘than a finisHed producf-which the

teacher proofreads for granmatical and spe/l ling errors. Wé-used

free writing, -an unsvstematic individual ‘method, to develop ‘and -

PR

- __*__..,-.»"

clarify ideas as a way of focusing attention on vhat happens before L

P

one is ready to write’ a complete essay. ‘This-experience was new.'

to most students, but I expected .1t would put 1ittle stress on

-

" them intellectually. ' L jlwy o .ol

I asked students to’ hand in their free writing along with the i

[4]
e . .t o
P ) N
- - - A - o .

) ' 3
- L. ' MR
7 - RIS » . . /. .
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completed’essay so I éoﬁld see which students had used the process
in the way I had wanted then‘;; to. By the third assigmment,.half of

the students in the class were doing so:. ‘successive versions con=-

s — ~—)

o tained substantial new conten sometimes the- t0pic‘ftse

or content th% had appeared be

- in some way, beyond-the level of 1 dividual~sentences. Studentd

" who did not use the process.or used
. - . . t
wrote satisfactory essays anywayy were

perfunctorily, but who

ot penalized. I was:pleased

t

that such a high Brooortion used it voluhterily.

Systematic Grouo Methods °

-

. . o ] . . ;
.3 With systematic group methods, one increasks one's chances
: ? -
’,?or successfullv solving a problem. “Another gen 1.label for

Q ™

: .'them might be "brainstorming." Like unsysbematic grdup methods, L )

they Were originally developeg for use in areas outside\of rhetoric.

'Their relevance here is that they too 1r‘unction as a way of
[} 'y

"solving a particular problem.” Also, like an\un-

gathering

information :

systematic gro

method theéchief Value of a systematic group

‘. method in a compOSition class is that it provides an introduction

xﬁo an individual sSystematic method. Unlike,the unsystematic group

. -
N b

method described ‘its chances~Por success do not devend solely on

the supportive f‘ramewcsrk;g created by an instructor, which racili-

.
A .'.'

' tates_contributions by group members, but also on techniques that

.

B participants utilize consciousl&.'~Brainstorming as discussed here

- - 1s a more s0phisticated process %han that implied by the p0pular

" use of tﬁe term. : 3

- ., . { -

L

R In Applied Imagination Alex F Osborn, an early pooularizer"

of brainstorming, divides the problem-solving procg¢ess

into three




¥
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stages: Ffaot—finding,"vh ea-finding" and "solution-finding."
‘ The emphasis in first stage is'on defining the problem by
gathe and analyzing all the available relevantedata. "Idea-

finding" covers the basic exploratory function of invention; the
methods Csborn discusses .are all designed(to utilize association

of ideas. FLnally, in "*olution-finding," one evaluates and then

-

selects from orooosed answbrs using four questions. "Is the idea

simplé enough? Is it timely?

..

Is it compatible with human nature?

“Is 4t feasible?"

SV

{

\

. . . - . \ ’
While a group 1is brainstorming\ Osborn insists that two prin- N\

ciples be adhered to.

and it must emphasize the quantity of ideas produced.

of the former, he cites a

produces seve ercent more good ideas in the

ty-eight / 3
“of 1ts operation than in.the first half.)

v

It must defer judgment on ideas expressed

In support

udy showing that group brainstorming

th deferment of judgment [produced seventy peroent more "good"

("Good"

Osborn

second half

AN

* . — ' " ‘
W. J. J. Gordon's\§¥ge6§§g§:describes a-refinement of Osborn's

. brainstorming. "Synectics

itself means "the Joining together of

different and apparently irrelevant elements.

The resulting

process'is an attempt to make consclous use of the

"preconsclous

Research -

psychological mechanisms" present in the creative act.
hased on Synecﬂics~theory makes the following assumptions:
(1) that the creative process in human beings can’ be coh—. <

cretely described and, further,. that,sound description
- should be usable in teachinv methodology to incnease

h 4o - . . ) ' .
L , o, § . 14 .
1 . . . ' = i - - - .-
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' . the creative ougout of both individuals’ £rouns. .
(11) that the cultural phenomena of inventiofl-In the arts

and in science are analogous and are’ characteriyed bv o

. : the same' fundamental psychic procésses; .- .
(1ii) that individual process in the creative enterprise ‘

enjovs a direct analogy to the ggoup process (pp. 5= k)

[

13

There are ‘two elegantlv s*mole, comolementarv mechanisms }
Svnectics uses'to prqmote ereative activitv. -The ftrst, "makiﬂg
the strange familiar” aoolies to the Foroblem;stating" ohase of .
the pbrocess. In this pnase, the grouo attempts to understand and .
define the problem it has\been gtven. It dOes so by analvzing the
oroblem o determine its'similarity to something known oréviouslyu
But, Gordon ooinos out, this technique used. alone is not likely to

result in a novelxgolution. rT‘he real challenge viewing a oroblem

from 'a new persoective, is .etmbodied in the second principle, '
' "making the famlliar strange. Both orincioles involve the use ofv~ .. )

metaphor, the second;\in particular,’ makes extensive use of

- e .

analOgy, which Gordon defines as "comoarisons between things with

like functions and different forms. Co . 4 oot /

The ar?uments oresented by advocates of systematic group , -

[T

rather than individual approaches to oroblem solving suggest that
their anoroaches may be of significant value in. developing a |
writing course. If a systematic grouo method,does indeed oroduce. o
' more and better results faster, a teacher ;may .more easil,/e’//ge

students _interest in® the process by beginning wit

- or using it as a steo between unsystematic groun and
= ‘
individual methods. Osborn is unequivocal in arguing/f|r the

: suoeriority of, the group. The principle of, association uorgs‘more
-~ - . e S \\
.effectivelv in a Mtwo=-way current"' the verson making the as$pci-

Ly

ation is stimulated as well 'as those hearing 1t made. ‘The resul

he ” *

- )y - I . . . _ . '
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‘of'this "social facili ation“.is that "free assooiationston the

parﬁiof adults are fyom sixtv~five to ninety-three percent more

3, L 3

<( numerous in group gctivity than when working‘alone (pp. -154- 155) "

M. Two other‘factors afifect hign'group roductivit&i the stimulation
7 , :

that rivalry provides and' the grouo s insistence that, inttially
AN . L

at ieast, all suggestions be acceoted

L 4

‘

| Gordon summarizes the benefits of group over individual
problem—s&lying in slightly di’ferent‘ways. A grouo is usually
much mo e effioient, thah an. individual "A Syneotics group can

" compress into a few hours the kind of semi-conscious mental activity

r »

whiéh might take months of ineubation for a single - person (pp. 10=

ll ." Like Osborn, he maintains that group suoport increades in-

dividual daring. Finally, the diverse ‘backgrounds among members

(including, for examole, sculotors, zoologists and marketing men )

Mo

are a way‘of ensuring a wide range of responses.’ (One;limitation
in using Synectics in the classroom is/apparent nere. ,A teacher

-

-

~does~not.usually ha§e~the—op§ien of choosing the members of his

class ) S //;/// " \\\\\.

. 7 -
. Not surprisingly, ‘other studies of brainstorming (Tavlor et

//

S LT al., l958 Dunnette et al., 1963) have challenged some of the con-

z

clusions of Osborn®atd Gordon, although one noted that subjects

kS /
.+ get more ideas in individu&I‘sessions after a grouo,session. That

is, group sessions may perform a valuable warm-up function. 'To
uﬁ 4 ~ ’
the extent that one can generalize from the results of the last

l
two experiments, it would appear that aﬁ the very least, a group
. aoproach to invention can serve:to nrevape and stimulate an indiv-

\idual.working\on the same_problem. . g

. .
16 - ~1. S SR . - — - - -
.. T . »
» N . B .
. .
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.'adaotation of Gordon's Synectics as a.svstematic individual method.
The first time I used Elbow's book I had original’y oianned to use
brainstorming as a step between-writing as growing and a system-
atic individual method. I took it out only becaése I thought I was s
cluttering up*the curriculum with“too'many different methods. ’ o
Quite by chance, I found out brainstorming ght have been a par- ’
ticularly effective transition device for this class. In an inf"'or-,-.~

. mal discussion a group ofrstudents /and I were having about-the o
class, two of them said they hag had previous experienges with

) brainstorming- One had used -in a criminology class to solve

murders and the other.had ogce worked for an advertising executive

~ v
L]

who used 1it. _ ' ' _ ’ '

Systematic .Individ ] Methods ‘ /

- . . - - J)) - -~
Svstematic indivi ual methods, because we are likely to be

teaching invention.

f .. -
At least on the freshman level, it seems unwise to introduce
¥

more. than one of them in a class. When I used Elbow's notions of

growing andicooking, I used as my first examples of cooking, work

~

"with the Meditation and the- Analogy similar to that discussed by

Rohmann and Wlecke. In theory, these assignments were to function

L
s
.

.
- . ) .
[ . o - . ‘ . .
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' E""as cognitiv \and affective bridges to what I thought-or as a more,
iR ¥

;pphisticated method tagmemic invention., Ibe ved that I was

\

4%
Feiistance to the intellectua'l rigor involved might be reduced

‘Unr@rtunately, most students could not master the Analogy and the
.Medf%ation in the time allotted in the syllabus, and, because their

asterv was not my main gcal in the course, I went on with my
.courseqolan.

I%'spite of mistakes such as the above, my attention to

graduaﬁﬁchange in the course's design seemed to work The first

g
-
« -

time I' hsed this aoproach as a. preoaration for ‘teaching a simpli-

Jassignmeﬁé%? .The content under each questicn for exploration showed

.they were avare of hew  the questions were to be used and secondly,
Loy

their essaystshowed evidence of their having utilized information

-~ L]

gained in the exploration.g I was oleased with this .success rate
because my eardier attemots trying to teach inVention had been as

frustrating for ﬂe as théy were for my students. Students also

' saw value in whatithey were being taught In evaluawing the courSe,,.

they described it 4%, "difficult, but very stimulating"' "difficult,

but with .end results“- "y challenge."

\" ~? R

-,

What happens to the study of the rest of the- rhetorical .

‘process in a course desiéned around .2 series Qf methods of inVen-

tion? Quite clearly, d4f & teacher s goal is to ‘have students

-

" A
ensures that it will dominate a course/' Fortunately, systematic
QO - - o )

e 18

-master,a systematic methfd of inVention, its compleXitv almost

¢
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. . \ h v‘ .
methods are applicable elsewhere in the rhetorical procegs (although

o ) . . Al .
to varying degrees); a teacher has many opportunities to demon-

" strate their value. Tagmemic_invention and' Burke/s ?entad may be

used 1in audience analvsis;,formS‘of<buestions may become organizing

principles for essays; virtually any set of topics i1s _extremely
valuable for_an

. » /
student or a professional.

yzing an already formed discourse, whether by a __

In other words, the method of invgntion

-~

used becomes a unifying principle in the course,\QQ several lerels.

3

Therg‘is’much I do not know about how to order an&_preseﬁt

/ - [ .
methods - of invention. I cannot even demonstrate that any succe'ss

I have had teachling a systematic individual method.can be accounted

s

./ : :
for by this avproach. My own experience suggests that, at the very

'uleést, this approach chénges/students' attitudes concerning what

1S of va?ue in the writing process. There are other auestions

which should be explored: Are some qgmbinations more promising

14

" than others? To what ‘extent do students 1n. a course sﬁruqtured'in'
thls way master skills assoclated with the art of invention'
increased abllity to make discriminatiOns and to use reievant de- g
tail in suooort of Hypothe¥es and oroo@sitiOns‘> Answers to :
.questions such as these will helo us in formu}a\inp a theory of

»instructicn in the: art of invention.

=
3

-

an- ) 3
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