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L It is regularly claimed that the quallty of arltlng
done by college freshmen is declining. This study attempted, through
the use of questionnaires and interviews, to determine what specific.
‘freshman writing problems English teaching assistants and English
professors at the University of Texas viewed as most serious.
Questionnaire results showed serious concern for the lack of
prec1s1on and detail in student writing, for failure to proofread and
revise, for failure tc use traneltlons, and .for failure to. organlze
information effectively. In the intervilews, professors stressed the
importance of students’ usmng a personal voice in their writing and
the 1mportance of students’ writing for their peers. Professors also

"‘_argued that .a greater amount of writing should be done by high school

students even if all the writing were not graded by the teacher.
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Dur1ng the go]den age of. un1vero1ty expans1on in the 60's, .
fEng]fsh Compos1t1on was often the course used by the un1vers1t1es to
"weed. out" those ' unf1t" for h1gher gducation. In 0h1o ‘some of the
du]y-weeded went back to the1r4b1gh/schools w1th tales of freshman - -
.,t achers Who' would read tne1r papers .until the third mechan1ca1 error,
then automat1ca]1y stop and g1ve the paper an’ F Such stor1es, no
‘v-doubt made some high schoo] teachers uncomfortab]e Anxiou5-forvtheir;
students success, they eyed papers more: carefu]]y to prevent those
misspe]]1ngs that m1ght become_the fata] th1rd error;- Such horror
stories may not have been true or they may have been true in only
'1uo]ated cases- But at any rate, they were usua]]y the best 1nforma-
t1on concern1ng Freshman Compos1t1on that secondary Eng]1,h teachers had
In recent years heav11y-credent1a]ed educators have. taken to
speaking ex cathedra on. dec]1n1ng standards 1 Usua]]y, th1s amounts to
the claim that "Freshmen can't wr1te Somet1mes they attempt to
' c]ar1fy th1s by us1ng the nebu]ous phras “a lack of basics.™ - But
aga1n, h1s isn't much help. As we see it, wr1t1ng--]1ke gett1ng money
back from a vending company--1s one of the most comp]ex of human act1v1t1es,
1nvo]v1ng a d1zzy1ng range of skjllsf While we do not d1spute the ' B

_genera] c1aim'that freshmen have4writ1ng problems, we do-argue that

un]ess those 1nvolved in teach1ng Freshman Compos1 ion are more prec1se

N .
3 o about the spec1f1c weaknesses the1r students exh1b1t the comp]a1nts _
w1]] have little more. than cathartic va]ue B | /1 .

. Such prec1s1on was attempted in. the recent Nat1ona1 Asse sment

]
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_of Educat1ona1 Pr0gress report ‘on writing, though it is actua]]y of ,

little vaTue in Took1ng at the writing of co]]ege freshmen It reports
- dmong 17-qear-oldsy . .
" a dec11neA over the 1969-74 per1od, in “over all qua11ty,“ word length™

- (an 1nd1cat1on of vocabu]ary d1vers1ty), and in paragraph coherence 2

- Yet on]y one essdy was wr1tten by each student in the samp]e and the
_:fessays averaged on]y 137 words (about the Tength of the/ﬁyrst paragraph )
in th1s art1c]e) In addition, the essay top1cs Tacked purposefu] N f';//l
focus,3 and the students,had T1m1ted time for .revision. It,1s“c1ear that

there are'significant differences between the type-of/writing done for .-

the NAEP and that\requ1red of "college freshmen

.& . " as most ser1ous, we quest1oned'a number of Freshmen CompOS1t: n—teachers R
| at the Un1ver51ty of Texas at Austin. The uT Freshman Eng)nsh program
'i1s one of the Targest 1n the country, about 70% of . the enter1ng Freshman :
'c]ass, or approx1mate1y 4,500 students, who score beloy’550 on the _
Co]]ege ‘Entrance Exam1nat1on Board (CEEB) Eng]1sh Compos1t1on Test are
required to take two Freshman Compos1t1on courses ;These are usuaTTy -

taught by graduate ass1stants, most work1ng on thp1r Ph D. .and some
” . o '/ _

Near the end of the spr1ng semester (1977) we sent quest1onna1res

-'work1ng on their M. A degree

to 59 graduate ass1stants who teach Freshmar tompos1+1on At th1s
'po1nt in the academ1c year even f1rst-year teacthg ass1stants had
taught at Teast three sect1ons (of about 25 students each) 0f the
'159 quest10nna1res sent out 29 were returned We aTso gave the
: qaest1onna1re to three of the fu]] ty%e Eng]1sh faculty who are
‘nvolved in the Compos1t1on Program and to the Ass1stant Director of-

\

Freshman Eng]1sh an exper1enced graduate ass1stant After comp]et1ng

. . . L . . N /. .
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/ ,‘“lth%gform.eachmbf the'qur instructors.was’jnteerewed abdut‘ﬁqs
1jf . perception.bf weaknesses in'student'writing._ In'all; 33 qnestidnnaires'
| | '_were retur ned and ta111ed | N o |
Lot -;, - The quest1onna1rescons1sted of 4] statements of wr1t1ng probTems,r o
statements reproduced in Tab]e 1. The respondents were asked to make ) o
two Judgments per statement They were f1rst asked to agree or d1sagree
.on a scale of ] (agree strong]y) to 7 (d1sagree strong]y) They were
then asked to rate the seriousness of the prob]em on a sca]e of 1"
. {serious prob]em) to 7. (no prob]em) A serious prob]em had to"have
three character1stTC§:/¥;rst, 1t had to be a maaor stumb11ng b10ck and
©-not a-per1pherai annoyance.. Second, 1t had to be a gerera] prob]em notJ

©limited td~remedia]'cases Th1rd, 1t had to: be a prob]em, wh1ch, in the

5op1n1on of the respondents, cou]d have been taken care of in h1gh schoo]

' English classes.
o
' To . keep the quest1onna1re to a reasonab]e s1ze, we 11m1ted 1t
'to 4] statements of wr1t1ng prob]ems F1rst“ we def1ned 14 prob]em
areas, then deve]oped one or more statements for each area -The prob]em
~areas are listed below: i SR . .
o ' _ N e : .
Probiems with attitude C .
..Problems with pre wr1t1ng S : f: ' - .\ :
Problems with wr1t1ng the term paper “and in reference work -
By ' ) . . r
Problems with aud1ence :
o . . Problems with-vo1ce- ' " i
Problems with word choice
krob]ems w1th Senterice construct1on o
Problems w1th‘hear1ng wr1tten language
" Problems with supporting detail

- . O




Prob]ems wdth 1ogic
uPnob]ems'with Writing_mechanics o
Problems with grammar

B S ’Prob]ems nith organization

“Problems with paragraph coherence

'! Problems with'reewriting'and.proofreading

'*Rea]1ﬁing that any 1ist of th1s type is 1ncomp1ete, we added another .
item which asked the respondent to se]ect three prob]ems that he fe]t
were most ser1ous Here, if he w1shed he Could add-a statement of -

:r o hlS own 1f he felt our list exc]uded an 1mportant problem. Several

a

v
respondents took advantage of th1s )

There : are three maJor ]1m1tat1ons to this survey. first' ‘many

Freshman Eng11sh teachers have ]1tt1e understand1ng of the d1ff1cu1t1es

of h1gh schoo] teach1ng The1r expectat1ons may, for. th1s reason, be ; -
unrea]1st1c from the secondary ‘teacher's po1nt of view. Second ‘the -
, - L reSults are drawn from the freshman program of one state un1vers1ty
It 1s poss1b]e that surveys of other freshman programs wou]d produce

. d1fferent resu]ts ' F1na11y, the statements do not represent d1screte,

tota]]y separab]e sk1lls, there are numerous cause effect relat1onsh1psr

For examp]e, problems in word cho1ce may be due to the fact that the |

student feels constra1ned to avo1d the persona] top1cs w1th wh1ch he is
'/'. . 3

fam1]1ar L /: . | e . '
R . The'. resu}ts‘of-the survey are'presented in Tab]e 1. .The_
y:f'..numbers\1nd1cat the average responses for the statement, ‘the lower
7 . the number\the/Ztronger the agreement or the more ser1ous the prob]em

T \

vThe results of 1temn42,‘wh1ch<asked respondents to-11st the three major

Ca!



Table 1;_Teachen Rating of Freshmen Writing Rroblems

o o :. e . ) Y . .
Rank. Statement . ' A-D* Seriousness

1. Students fail to provide supporting - '1.60;' F1.72
details for their statements.’ o ' '

: 2. Studentsido not revise their writing. 1.54- 1.74
f . Very few changes are made after the .- o
‘first draft.. ‘

3. 'Students use imprecise language.‘ 1.33 . 1.84

4. Students: fdil to use transitions ~ . 1.84 = 2.24
" to develop paragraph coherence. e ’ e

5. Students are. unable to. organize . 2.19 - 2.30
their 1nformation into unified
paragraphs.

6. Students fail to'proofread their- ..211.79_-. 2.41"
' papers. T '

. " 7., Studentsvfail to hear the sentences - 1.61 ' 2,52
R ' . ‘they write (e.g., He stepped on the - ' i

_ accelerator and the car accelerated . :

: up the street. ) e L ke

8. -Students are unaware of the principles 1,96" 2.61°
of deductive logic (e gt, examining . ’
- the premises of an argument),

N, . 9. Students weaken their sentences by  1.76 2.64
' ' using: the passive voice and by be- ] '
L : ginning their sentences with "There

fﬁ' _ L is..." and "It is::." C

9. Students do rot enjoy writing.. - .~ .2.27 - 2.64

N\ -
11 Students fail to vary their sen- . .. 1.97 . 2.75°

tence patterns

11. Students use sentences. where\faul— ) 2:39_ 2.75

) ty ‘subordination conques meaning '
(e.g., Then again there are more
jobs of which I m sure of that'
are going down in demand that you -
can’ choose of ) '

R 13, Students are.unaware of the prin-" ' 2,15 ° - 2,77
- o . ciples of inductive 1ogic (i.e.,

determining 'whether evidence sup-"
' ports a conclusion.) :

*A-D stands for agreement-disagreement scale
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Table 1*(Continued)

. Rank Statement 7 A-D* - Seriousness

14, Student sentences lack complexity. . 2.16 '2.78
T Students fail to combine simple
sentences into more complex sen—J'
'tences. : . , : Co . f\

15. Students lack experience writing 1.94 , _2.81
"' for an interested adult- (as op- o o
”posed to adult as examiner).

'16. Students are aware' of only one .2.54 v 2,87
' organizational pattern—-the fivef' )
paragraph theme.-.

'l6.i.Students do not do any written ~>'2.69 o 2.87
. prefiguring (e. g., informal out- - ' '
lines) ) J— N‘ \ o

! 18."Students'automatically assume - | = 2.87 © 2,91
o " that their audience‘agrees with - -
their value systems (e.g., they
may assume- that just to‘IhBel al
idea "socialist" is to discredit
- it). :

o 19. Students fail to use, clincher sen- 2.06 - 2.93
S . tences at the end of paragraphs
to develop paragraph coherence.

20. Students lack experience writing for 1.85 2.94
their peers. . . : - -
21. Students use sentence fragments. - 2;45 - .'_’3.03‘J
~22.'.Students ‘cannot identify logical .2.39) - 3.l9
S fallacies. .‘.‘ _ o /ﬁg
23. ‘Students use run—on ‘sentences. = :2’65v o 3.27
l" 240 Studentsvoveruse.cliches (egg;' p.,£2r84  3.35.
. In'today!s'troubled world....). S NE '
. _ / / L |
25. Students fail- to adequately limiU .2.39 3.36 .-
their topics. /.
.26. Students lack experience uri;ing for'2;33 | 3.38

themselVes.

27. ‘Students fail to use WOT

repetition“2}75 . 3;41.
" to develop paragraph co ‘ :

rence.
28;, Students fail to use t.p1c sentences '3 67' . 3,44
’ ‘to develop paragraph 'oherencer : a

)

\)‘ . . ... . . o . . .




Tablé 1‘(Continued)l

Rank .. . Statement L A-D . Seriousness

.

. 29. Students do not know how to write a é.é7 ' 3.47
term paper. - ; : L

30. 'Students cannot write in a formal 3.06 3.63
o obJective style (i. e., personal : -
' colloquial language intrudes into
the writing).

31. Students do.not know‘how to use 2.09 3.64
basic reference materials '
(thesaurus, readers' guide,

"encyclopedias, dictionary, o 4 ‘ S

‘bibliographies) - .
32, . Students .fail to select topics o 3.13 3.65
' on which they “have something ' S r
4to say. ' ;. ‘ - R : S
- 33. . Students use‘inflated languege. ©.2.61 . 3,78
M e ) : ‘ ’ tot -
Lo .- 34 Students do not know grammati- o 1.61 ‘3.87
w .. . cal terminology.: : - .
35. Students fail to use a personQ - 2.97 4.25

e ‘ : © al voice in their writing (e.g.; - -
' ' . the reader fails to sense a
h “human being behind the writing)

' \ . ,
-36. Students are poor spellers. T 2467 4.30
37. Students underuse commas. = . -3.25 . k.34
s . 38, Students overuse commas . . 3,93 448
o .. 38, StudentsvcannottoutlineAfore R 3.03 - 4.48. -
’ ' mally. ' ' o ' :
t 404 Students'misuse'end punctus— T 3.93 ; 4.88-—
. ‘tion. el T :
41, Students'éreupoor,at capital- . 4.49 5.34

i iZation:




Lo
problems, tend to support the'ranking. The five most frequent]y-

‘cited prob]emslnere poor organization, lack of transitions, iack'of
‘revision, fai]ure‘to hean»written sentences, and the ihabi]jty to write
for an audtence.. | . |

Voo . «
The results shown in Table 1 suggest several possible inferences: -

"---Both numbers 1land 3 seem.to indicate 'that studenté often nrite
at a h1gh Tevel of genera11ty, they avoid the prec1se probably
~ concrete, word, and they s1m1]ar]y fa11 to 1nc]ude the deta1]s
‘that ahchor the1r statements in exper1ence |
: | x-
---The two "post writing" statements, #Z)and #6 were both seen -
as serious problems.. ﬁlso ‘#?couk( be seen as a post-wr1t1ng

prob]em Jnd1cat1ng the 1nab1]1ty of the student to carefully

" . read:what he has wn1tten.

Z--Problems with mechanics were generally rated'as-not se}ipus.
\ . ” ) ;\‘ . o S ) K .
This suggests that the respondents viewed errors on students'
K S ) papers primanily ae evidence of poor proofreading rather than .
.as a lack- of "skill" in writing, mechanics.
---While, nespondents Stnongly agreed that studentsveould hotf

wr1te a term paper and that they cou]d not use reference VS
mater1a]s, few saw th1s as a ser1ous wr1t1ng prob]em ! They

Con Y 'may\have be]1eved that students shou]d 1earn how to Wr1te tenn

L 'papers in college.




‘grammatical’ terminology, but saw this as only a minoriproblem.

N .: ---Respondents agreed on]y s]1ght1y that stuaents d1d not use
topic sentences to deVe]op paragraph coherence and for this

- " o -reason did not rate it a maJor “problem. They did, h0wever,-

see prob]ems w1th’theouse (or lack of use) of trans1t1ons to

2

deve]op coherence as a major problem..

o

-—jlt is genera]]y assumed that one .of the maJor prob]ems of
/
freshmen wr1ters i "Engf1sh " a depersona11zed, 1nf]ated

ultimately d1shone t type of wr1t1ng The teach1ng ass1stants ‘

.;ff " ‘\f did: not v1ew Engf1 h as a major prob]em Theyrated "1nf]ated
lY ] - % ,\ language" 33rd and surpr1s1ng]y, they rated “"students fail to
.\ . L . | .

\. use a personal vo1ce in wr1t1ng" 35th In fact they were more

V.
v

'\ annoyed by the intrusion of persona] Tanguage (see #30) ‘Here

. | S \there was sharp d sagreement between teach1ng ass1stants and

- iy

A
instructors. The 1nstructors ranked the fa11ure to use the

persona] voice as a serious prob]em (1 75 to the,teach1ng

‘v ) Rl

as§1stants 4 6; and they a]so saw 1nf]ated ]anguage as a

A -
13

Tem (2. 25 to teach1ng ass1stants 4. 00)

N gy:} ‘ ' statem nts very h]gh]y ~For example, wh11e they strongly

'1"‘1
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In discuss1ons with those. d1rect1ng the Freshman Program the
talk often moved from a def1n1t1on of- specﬁ?1c wr1t1ng prob]ems to tnei
basic causes of“these prob]ems. Th1s‘uas ev1dent.1n the'three most.v.

'serious'problemsfcited bv James Kinneavy, Director of,Freshman/Eng1fshE o,.

,1, Freshmen lack experfence uriting;-for a]]-audiences o

. o S22 \Freshmen ]ack reading pract1ce--t ey have not seen many :"l.;

In .

_aheéd of the1r wr1t1ng vocabu]ar‘ for them to. use 1t
! "‘P 3. Freshmen fa1] to face up to a fundamenta] ho]1st1c d1scourse
‘ o S1tuat1on (purpose, persona, aud1ence and subJect) . ’/

The other three 1nterv1ewse1aborated on K1nneavyls f1rst and th1rd . , -

points, part1cu1ar]y the third. o - '“% '

1

N

-based compos1t1on programs like the one at the Un1vers1ty of Texas is

-

. One essay which has-had’considerable-influence oh rhetorfcallf-'

- Nayne Booth s\"The Rhetor:ca] Stance w§ In th1s semfnal essay, Booth

~ va

, . . o T~
~ -fundamenta] e]emepts of the discourse s1tuat1on (persona, aud1ence,_

argues that effe\t1ve wr1t¥ng must estab]1sh a ba]ance between three.‘

".;” — and subJect) One\1mba]anCe the pedant's sta%ce cons1sts of 1gn% 1ng
"‘”; theweedsof the aud1ence and. the need for the writer to present h1mse1f
TS §§ an 1nterest1ng persona]1ty, and JUSt present1ng 1nformat10n about
‘i". the subJect In his 1nterv1ew,.Brooks Landon,_Ass1stant D1rector of\\\

Freshman Eng]1sh, noted, that freshmen too often .feel that what they ;“L \>§

.
.

fust do is 51mp]y present 1nformat1on, when 1n fact the Eeader 1s

e e e

" interested in the student s persona] re?at1onsh1p to that 1nformat1on'~
o I have had stﬁdents who are a]most 1ncapaﬁﬂegpf us1ng the.

f1rst person merer because (they~re to]d) "no .one cares ;v B o

‘ao.

C o SR [ N ‘\ ) o o . o . ;
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what 1ittle old ydu thinks." It seems to me that's

exactly the. opp051te of the way good writing works—-

‘good wr1t1ng revea]s a“mind at work. Most of us are
. " interested in peop]e,flrst and .s;ues)gecond. we come
e - to issues through people. We're. led to ‘issues through the_'
way soneone looks atvthem B a B . ;
The other submerged e]ement of the discourse s1tuat1on |
is sense of aud1ence More 1nterv1ew t1me was spent on this preblem
e than;any other. Nea] Nakadate, Assoc1ate Director of Freshman Eng11sh

AN

“argued that‘over—re11ance on "writing for the teacher" often produces:

Y L . v .
‘ ' : S -l

an art%ffciaf style because "students.don't think of the‘teacher as a’ -
person. They th1nk of the teacher as a teacher " Nakadate and in - .

. \ .
A fact all. those 1nterv1ewed urged that students be‘g1ven pract1ce wr1t1ng R

for their peers:

K

It may-not be necessary fdr the student‘to'getvdirect.feedback |
=—' . :  from the teacher....A major problem is ‘that high school
Students have not written for their peers or have not written

tOr anyone but the teacher' They are extremeTy concerned

14

‘w1th psych1ng the teacher with. what he or she wants to

hear If the: students wr1te w1th their peers in mind

"~ they pick tOPlEf that m1ght be of 1nterest——they e]1m1nate : \\

the academ1€ poses; 1 try to e]1m1nate the bus1ness of

\

' writing for the te%cher as one of\the\gxerr1d1ng b]ocks to

writing.... - | \\\\\f>\\\\\\

. ,1" Landon noted a d1fferent prob]em w1§h aud1ence vSometimeS'the-;r?tEr\\\\ o

. T
will assume that thembenevolent_reader will do all the work for him. ‘ SN




R R b

The‘student "wr1tes for Mom " 'Mom'dnderstands; she ,accepts the
) students va]ues, she w111 f111i1n the gaps:
"fThey un1form1y assume a fr1end1y reader a]mo ta miné
. | Do - reader: Most of them_assume ‘the reader-w111 share their-.
J va]des, their background-knowledge;.even their.frahexof ~
.hind-when'writing' | ‘ -
Over- re11ance on the f1ve paragraph format also .received
:cr1t1c1sm for some of the same_ reasons ment10ned above--s1nce it
can cause the wr1ter ‘to neg]ect the importance of persona11ty, purpose _
g _'ﬂ and audience in wr)t1ng. As Nakadate observed ' ' i -
_ [Students] be]ieve that if they-get the fornu]a.dowh- ' |
they can write an A paper--or worse st111 they th1nk
1t m1ght be an 1nterest1ng paper oL
He argued that organ1zat1hn must.be seen. in the context'of the 1arger
rhetorical concerns. The student shonld ask questidns such asti Hew
>"' many paragraphs are necessary to deve]op this top1c7 Hdw much‘eXplana-‘!
_t1on of this po1nt does the part1cu1ar audience need? Will the audience
d need a $ummar1z1ng paragraph at .some po1nt-so that they won't get 1ost?
F1na11y//those 1nterv1ewed agreed that student s s1mp1y have had ~'
;k;./ ‘too -little wr1t1ng exper1ence before com1ng to co]]ege, they lack wr1t1ng
fluency. We asked the 1nstructors how they wou]d,answer the obJect1on
. v thatihigh school teachers do not,have the time to grade stndent.papers o
if stUdents Were to write a th%me a, week or'even a theme every tWo weeks.

A= N

John Tr1mb1e author of Wr1t1ng w1+h Sty]e, sa1d "I reject the notion/

| that the teacher must grade every student paper Landon argued that
teachers often have an unrea]1st1ca1]y high opinion ot‘the”effectslof

their markings on{studentIWriting:
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Even if %he»teacgér-wEFélto be totally dishonest,
. ‘ and take up papers every week and not 1ook at them,' - ;
then hand them back with a Tittle check. mark at the
bottom, I suspect that JUSt the act-of wr1t1ng each '
week would he]p the st dent overcome some of the basic
_Wr1t1ng prob]ems/he(h/i.;.. . : R
( -frimb]e suggeStedlthe metaphor of the coach and ath1etet“—;hemrunner}
for instance, does not spend all his time.under the unremittiné'scrutin§>
of his coach Most of his- t1me is spent at pract1ce where he/1s usua]]y
R o unsuperv1sed or casua]]y superv1sed Most of this: runn1ng "doesn t countg"
‘ and the runner learns a great deal from ‘his ‘own" informal. exper1mentat1on
e dur1ng pract1ce sess1ons To have It any,other:way would create need]ess
pressure and breed se]f—consc1ousness. Yet in the teaching ot nriting _ { L

“this is what is so often done

-

s It may seem in ‘all <this that we have been gu11ty of forgett1ng
-our aud1encef that unwr1tten but 1mp11ed at the end 0f each paragraph 15’,
the accusat1on-4 "And it's all your fau]t " Our choice of the word
/V ; .problem may have been a poor one since prob]em suggests that there 1s_2&;
solution But few of the concerns expressed above can be so]ved what
if the. student has difficulty se]ect1ng prec1se 1anguage--what wr1ter |
.»'doesn t? Nhat if the student has d1ff1cu1t& organ1z1ng his- 1nformat1on--w -
~what wr1ter Tooks fonward to this wrest11ng match’ What if the student
=" has d1ff1cu1ty meet1ng the needs of the aud1ence—-what wr1ter doesn’ t
.struggle to g1ve genera] meaning to persona] 1ns1ghts? No- one so]ves
.these prob]ems once and for all; they are on]y momentar11y subdued in -

the process of wr1t1ng each s1ng]e compos1t1on
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Writing is difficu]t

quoted by Eric- Severe1d in the near future, but it's surprising how
Too often the writing teacher both h1gh

frequent]y this is forgotten.

This b]and assert1on 1sn&11ke]' to be

scheol and co]]ege, is viewed .as an academic exorcist whose funct1on is.

essent1a1]y subtract1ve

the student/so that, proper]y exorcised and Tobotomized the student can

The ster11e debate over who 1s fa1]1ng to
There

write’with'"no problems."

teach ‘the student to wr1te is evidence of th1s wrong headed V1ew

is no qu1ck fix that can do the trick either at the h1gh schoo] or. the
~

co]]ege ]eve]

that seem to offer a short cut

/ . .
. &

The best we can h:
ser1ous prob]ems, and the- PeJELtTOH of formu]as and dry run exerc1ses _

\

“ He e]1m1nates the error-produc1ng potent1a1 of

for is the. mutuaT\recogn1t1on of \\\\

@
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