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RHETORICAL MATURITY:® REFINITION AND DEYELOPMENT

Those of us who study college-level comp0s1t1on and composing have for
some time worked at a,d1sadvantaqe because we stﬂ] have .o agreed upon de-

' f1anh1t1lon of what it means to be an able adu1t writer.and no accépte®t model of

v

14

how such abi]ﬁty is acqufred during post ado]escent-maturation w1thout these .
gu1des, we have nonetheless asserted, c]aimed hypothes1zed and attempted to
demonstrate that var1ous methods of teaching~jmprove student.wr1t1ng; whether
these methods'are.1ocated in course matérials--textbooks~ahd»aSsignments~rorh
in operat1ons like out11n1ng, brain- storm1ng, free wr1t1nq, and sentence .
comb1n1ng, their users have only rarely asked how such techn1ques serre a o

‘7part1cu1ar stage in the deve]opment of a prof1c1ent writer. Stud1es may

f demonstrate tha't the surface’ features of student prose have changed because

of.a method or an approach but since no model for the evolution of the normal

hea]thy, maturing prof1c1ent wr1ter now‘ex1sts, no one knows whether such

changes in student wr1t1ng are appropr1ate or 11ab1e to 1ead to even qreater

. .
\ ) ’

‘%

nature of wr1tten discourse by discussing var1ous ‘audiences, purpbses, or-

' _wr1ters situgtions are surpr1-smg1y rare and are usua]]y about the writing.

Te

- of the pubhc schoo] popu]at1ons norma]]y avaﬂatﬂe for progressive descrip- _
tions over a ‘numbér of years Janet Emig S descriptions of the’ composing of

"twe1fth—graders madé the po'1nt that those students spent le”ss t1me th1nking,, ~
: reiorming and re'vising their work when 1t was school- sponsored than \when 1t

was personﬂﬁy motNated R James Britton underlined the p]ural of The ‘R‘f‘.
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Devélopment of wr1t1ng Abilities, 11-18 by demonstrat1ng that schooi ch11--"

dven perform in var1ous grades w1th d1fferent competenc1es depending on the

2 .
purpose--expness1ve, informative, or COnat1ve~~of the discourse.” Mina

Shaughnesseyn who is the on1y w1de1y read student of the development of adu1t .

.« ©

wr1t1ng ab111ty, sa1d frequently that” very 1nexper1enced adults could reduce
30 errors to 15+in five months of 1ntens1ve 1nstruct10n, and thus gave us -a
realtst1c expectat1on about the rate of 1mprbvement in adu1t'Qr1t1ng for poor :
wr1ters A]though compos1t10n theory current]y relies on such studies and'bn‘
others by Loban, P1aget Brunner, and Vygotsky, few of them might validly be

app11ed to a co]f%ge pbpu]at1on of d¢/e1op1ng adu]t writers.

These researchers have 1ntr0duced~Context spec1f1c var1ab1es 1nto dis- -

cussions that had prev1ous1y been text centered and m0n011th1c in. the1r

. def1n1t10ns of wr1t1ng ab111ty I want .to use the1r work and some research of

my own to- suggest a def1h1t1on of beinqg able to wr1te and a descript1on of the

"”~process-of becom1ng able tg_wr1te. Both mode]s are necessary because of the

“consequences of COntTnuing to.create new-theory w1thout ‘them. As it 1s, some

a

- of the most ord1nar]’quest1ons about wr1ting ab111ty have gone unasked while

we may beg1n to know how 1ong 1t takes “a.deficient wr1ter tp catch up, we- st111

[

-have no 1d¢a how 1ong it takes a norma] ch11d in any particular sett1ng to evolve

into advanced 11teract. We do not know whether “time" 1n such dlscussions wouhf"*

' mean numbenoof years or frequency and durat1on of pract1ce we on]y have c]ues

»
.about the qua]ity of changes in wr1t1ng abi]it1es,'arukimve no 1nformat10n

about the SOrt of peak or crisis moments ‘that: may norma11y appear dur1ng

' .. . - .-, . . e
' ‘.q o . oo . ’ . . -
. ¥ . LY : B . . . : 1
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' the pr‘o'gress of thth‘riter;'s_‘deve1o‘pment. Although I.suspect'we' would agree
.that*regu1ar'wr1tfng bractice in response. to.readers react1ons qver twenty
years would produce an able writer, we cannot now or do not now, usual1y ask

- why this- wOuld wdrk how 1t works, or how to regu]ate it, ' |
If we begin by estab115h1ng what we mean when. we ta1k about adu1t wr1t-u
1ng competence, we qu1ck1y conc1ude that we must,’as Rritton has, d1scuss |
ab111t1es, not a part1cu1ar sk111 A]though those outside secondary and
: h1gher educat1on may see the current_cr1s1s ln'wrrting ability as a sudden.

L]

attack-of aphasia about speb]ing (perhaps anadagous'to’the equa1dy sudden

- - .
—————

_Great Vowe] Sh1ft of 1500) those of us who read student writing know that *t N

N

is the 1nab111ty‘%o compose or1g1na1 responses to genera11y 1nterest1ng ques-

tiaons that current1y def1nes our perception of this cr1s1s wh11e some

]

-researchers may measure syntact1c—maturity and sentence com1ng pract1ce v

N

' may 1ncrease it, the kernel thoughts of which complex syd&ax & mgge must be

produCed by ab1e wr1ters themselves. Not on1y the syntactio or. s rface-
~—

.feature 11m1tat1qns of adult students prose concern us, bR also their

* semantic and pragmattcvdeye1opment into writers able to solve increasingly '
complicated problems. Ard cOnceotua1"maturitY~-What might be called cogni-
tive Or'{nventive maturity--is not the on1y.addition to syntactic faci]ity or_;
control of surface features that would: complete a mode] of fu11y developed -

- wr1t1ng ab111ty. Able wr1ters also communicate effect1ve1y to a- large var1ety

- "
of more or. less 1mmed1ate audiences They are ab1e to 1dent1fy with, to use{

>

. -‘\Kenneth Burke s termfno]ogy, a variety of people they 3tand in var1ous re- S .

, !"' 1at1onsh1ps to._ They are adept in a number of wr1t1ng s1tuat1ons, and wrlte_.

a

'i effettively -urider various formal tempora1 and|uﬁ1t1ca1 c0nstra1nts

Ta

Nt LT
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In sum, they are rhetor1ca11y mature, able to 1dent1fy and'respond to the varaous'
E Y v . .
demands for. percept1on, concept1on, and execut1on, that many wr1t1ng ‘situations i

it

- . . 4
‘create. A CPR L. A oL
. ) ) ' ‘ . . ) . ) . ~ . .
- If we agree upon ﬂhfs'definition of proficiency as an ability effectively

to vary perspectives,o7~many writjng tasks, we can begin'to agree about t
goals of a comp1ete academic writing'curricuTum Such instruction would not.
teach only ‘a 11st of nqgef or formu]ae about good writing, ndr emphas1ze one

v

—~or another mot1vat1ons or- audiences t.r wr1t1ng It wou1d 1nstead progress-

- L]
- B ' @ 2

- 1ve1y teach how to d1sCover both the exp11c1t and 1mp11c1t agendas for any

L 4 R R
.t

wr1t1ng situation B 1}' , . o e
Al " . . .
T am of course echowng the emphases of any proponent of & student center~

ed curricu1uro,3 and tak1ng further the work that has begun to discr1m1nate

| ab¥ ity appropr1ate to- the developmental level. and purpose of a wrmten By .-+

. so. doing, v1rtuos1ty~- the ab111ty to wr1te with varying degrees of. author1ty

-

o -
‘and vary1ng senses of an aud1ence S know]edge and preJuﬁ1ces about a-subject -

and a wr1ter - rather than any product -related qua11ty of the wr1ter S prose
becomes the mark of ‘an ab1e writer.
Theis def1n1t1on allows new quest1ons about how prof1c1ent adults have - -'/

1earned'to white, and theorizing not only about the process of a good wr1ter

o ¢
' wr1t1ng one' effectlve p1ece, but also about how ‘writers who become proficient

-‘have‘m0ved toward virtuosity ;
e |
Th¢ stimu]us that began my own search for a theory of adult rhetor1ca1

deve10pment occﬁrrgd when I was D1rector of Freshman Eng1ish at Ohio State '

‘\

"University Nhile there, I wrote and superv1sed teaching from a syl]abus

.- ' - . .. ’ s : e . o . .
- ) 0 '~"_'c. "'-...{_. - -
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for 30 new teachihg assistants-each year, The progress of that,syllabus was
' >

-conuentiona1 Students moved from ear]y descr1pt1ve ass1gnments through ex-

pos1tory tasks of comparing, exp1a1n1ng a process, c1ass1fy1ng, and so]v1ng

*

Causa] prob]ems to-persuasive,d1scourse, "And they proddced assays that re-

enacted my-teach%ng experiences for some°157§ears ~ That is, while they moved'_ S

’

as a group with what their teachers perce1ved to be re]at1ve1y steady 1mprove-

'ment from one to another mode, and could toward the end Use Rogerlan argument '
¥,

we11 enough to wrrte persuad1ng me’ to buy a gramoputer to fum1gate their essays, '5
they could not, w1th1n the space of a week farther along, wr1te_coherent,_we11- “
£ informed,_satisfying arguments-either for or'against a universaT-topic,~in'th1s

- case euthanasia. . 4 The1r poor gapers on the argumentatﬁVe ass1gnment were not SO

competent, either in substance or form as their wr1t1ng had been just a week

,_earlier The organ1zat1on became mechan1ca1 rather than organ1c, thesis -state- i'

- e

ments rang false, and the reason1ng, while not 111og1ca1 was 1abored and tensg
. The papers from my class were, in my vhew, juvenilé and extraord1nar11y 1nn0cent E%.@ﬁ_,

? - Q

et T, A,

T . . P AT et
s f L .

of complicat1on -
. ~ . ~ ’ L L) _..i‘.f‘ v ':
. Had this failure been only my ox:, not ‘the shared d1sappo1ntment oﬁJé/, K s
4 b o "-;r._ ";-
youqakteachers who reported the same jsudden 1ower1ng of qualtty 1n the same
" sequence: of ass1gnments, I m1ght have let it go. Argumentatlon 1tse1f las

others suggest, m1ght have seemed too d1ff1cu1t a 1og1ca1 mode for th”s homo~

4

.'g1ven my genera11zed respons1b111ty, 1 1nstead ass1gned the next week an. ‘ T
-argument to some other teacher that ‘some feature of 2. course procedure should : |
be 't thanged Again results were sim11ar 2hrougho the classes, students were

oy general]y reported to be able: effect1ve1

to perduade this much more’ {mmediate’
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audience about a much more personaiiy important top1c w1th mbch more- skill and

, @ : A 4

~

~ control. Moving from the universai to the 1mmediate audience, from the hypo-
. ‘ .
theticai to the actual experience of the writers, and from, vagueiy to 1nt1mate1y

-'known 1nf0rmation about the content of thf piece 1mmed1ate1y 1mproved their ‘con-
troi | But since practice couid aiso have contributed to the 1mprovement, \Ytried
"to reiate th]s event to reievant research about “the dgyeiopment of writing
'zabiiity ' I «':‘ b ' i o ' ' e

: 'First .1 had superv1sed research 1n an investigation of the probiems of
remediai “college writers scoring- beiow 15 on the” Engiish ACT test that demon- '
strated that 1nexper1enced readers and writers in an experimentai remedial course
. had had enormous difficulty in disagreeing w1th each other or, w1th anything that
"they read thesnotion that discr1m1nations among 1deas were avaiiabie to them
'personaiiy was strange and had to be fostered siowiy > They aiso tended, as .;
‘”:Mina Shaughnessy .said her students did to write e1ther at- the level of homey

- folk w1Sd0m based on what Johnson called "received systems," or to lapse 1mmedir

1]

ateiy into detaiied personal examnies reia to a generaiizat}on-oniy by the '

faith of the reader.® ‘Confronted with agpafently foréign levels of verbal sophis-
;wtication, the§e~students feii back int rrations either of their own.experiente

A\l

or, their famiiy s maxims They withdre. from conflicts of 1deas or adversative '

A

.reiationships they were not accustomed to. As Andrea LUnsford characterized

" them in a recent Ba51c Writing‘esfﬂy, their thinking and writing was not yet

"de centered ! I :;. S

Y
" '

Aithough the students wr1t1ng aboub euthanas1a in 0SU's regular freshman

program which was 11m1ted to 'studerits scoring between c. 15 and 23 on the aniish .

;.'fACT, had not'iapsed_into detaiied,stories about a‘dying pet, their,reSponses
S , RE g R L o _
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. 'eMU1ated the remedial students w1thdrawa1 1nto stiff posations that were not
’ . . ’ ‘.
written: in a natura1 volce, from 1nterna11zed‘p01nts of\v1ew Nonderlng

-~

N

wh}ther I had simply asked for an .answer beyond their-]evel of rhetorica) abil-
I a1so\(ev1ewed the evidence 1 could: f1nd that adu1t 1eve1s of writing abil- ‘

it
| S 1ty may be dlscrlmlnated accordlng to age groups. For instance, Kellog Hunt has
ir' “demonstrated that the syntact)c maturlty level of 12th graders is two whole steps

below that'of the ski]]ed“professiona1'Writers who usually address universal sub-

) "

- jects 8 Accord1ng to James Brltton, students have only begun to deal adequate]y
' '
wwth instructlng, persuadlng, and specu]athe dlscourse at the age of 18. 3 And

‘I. wa1ter Loban in a sgud//of 211 ch11dren frpm klndergarten through grade twelves,

t

o found that a marked spu 't of syntactlc xomp]exlty occurs 1n better, college- bound
5;-students in the ?Zth grade, but the poorer students' writlng tends to 1eve1 off
~ and remaln stat1c at that age. 10 Addxtlona11y, both Lev Vygotsky and Jerome Bruner

have argued that real concept‘formatlon, the ab111ty to orlglnate comp11cated

T A A

o so]utions to verba1 problems, occurs after pubescence which appears a1so to be

a deve1opmenta1 crisis time in language acuns1tion.11 ‘Both 1nexper1enced adults

and prepubescent children apgear'to'be uhab1e to divorce their!egos from written -~ .

1anguage enough to hear it, and thus to produce 1t from another s pownt of view.

what all of this ev1dence suggested to me was that the suddenly more poor

pecsuasive papers mlght have been a swgna] that these students had beeparought |

.

’ q\ -against a- deve]opmenta] or stage demarcatlon when they wer: ass1gned§suasfon |
‘.f*' about a,universa] t0p1c.that wou1d Péquire them to assume §~number'of peFSpective
'h"h.:'l} “on_thelir audience afid an ethical ‘subject. - The ab111ty to- vary perspectlves on
such conceptua1 problems, and to contro] wr#!fng about such prob]ems with ease
'and virtuosity, might s1mp1y not: be normal. in the average student of the age and

'test scores of the freshmen 1n our c1asses I hypothes1zed fhat these re]atively
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: unpractlced freshmen wr1ters were st111 act1vely 1earn1ng to or1g1nate and xpres .
& \1n writing concepts ‘and att1tudes divorced from their persona1 experience; and
-_perhaps should not be'expected to perform well in th1s wr1t1ng situatnon
. _l The deve1opmenta1 models of adu1t change in non- schoo1 popu1at1ons that do -
exist are located not in descript1ons of verba1 or rhetor1ca1 skill 1evels, but |
1nstead in descr1pt1ons of emot1ona1 and social. deve1opment " In the absence of
stud1es about adu]ts progress1ve1y wr1t1ng or so1v1ng 1og1ca1 prob]ems, I turned
- tﬂ the deve1opmenta1 theory of Harvard s Lawrence Koh1berg, whose mode1 of . cogn1-
-v; _ t1ve/mora1 stages descr1bes six poss1b1e stages of growth from’ ch11dhood through
q,m: maturity that in the1r season determine a person 's perspect1ves on quest1ons of
ya1ue. Koh1berg s work spec1f1es P1aget S d1v1s1oﬁ'of progress from subject1ve

to II-ob\]ectwe" mora11ty It d1verges from thé’work-of sdt1a1 psycho1og1sts who

; be11eve that mora1 Judgments are cu1ture specific, positing 1nstead (and contro-"

5 e ee et e w

vers1a11y) un1Versa1 stages of mora1/cogn1tivp “growth. 12’ I chose Koh1berg 5.
[ -‘y,
‘ mode1 not for 1ts re1evance to. “r1ght answers" about euthanas1a “or 'any other

such topic, but 1nstead for its ana1og1es to. the rhetor1ca1 sk111s of ana1yzing,
acceptlng, and 1dent1fy1ng with a number of aud1ences and p01nts of view.
“{: L Koh1berg s six stages may be thought of as three groups. of 2: Preconvent1ona1
Convent1ona1, and Post conventiona1 th1nk1ng In Preconventiona1 stages 1and 2,
?: chi]dren (and many adu1t cr1m1na1s) .see va1ues on1y 1n terms of t1t for tat
physica]-consequences The mora11ty of Chaucer's Pr1oress, ("I'11-scratch your .
: back 1f you scratch mine® ), is the most soph1§t1cated reason1ng avai]ab]e tao them:
-In the Conventiona1 stages; 3 and 4, 1nd1v1dua1s maintain the expectat1ons of
family, a group, or the1r country In stage 3 one conforms to stereotyped 1mages

. .

" of what the majority do, and be1ng a "n1ce" person 15 h1gh1y va1ued In'stage 4,




Susan Miller ™
Léarning to Write

o , o
the ma1ntenance of 1aw order and the soc1a1 system dom1nates Right behavior

I

- consists of doing your duty, respect1ng author1ty, and maintaining the soc1a1 .

order for 1ts own sake ,Most adu1ts reason at one of these Convent1ona1 ]eve1s,1"

In the Post convent1ona1 stages, 5 and 6, the 1nd1v1dua1 separates va1ues from

'the systems of author1ty, 1aw or trad1t1on Stage 5 thlnkers.def1ne n1ght 1ni<
terms of genera1 1nd1v1dua1 r1ghts, are c1ear1y aw%re of re1at1v1sm and emphas1ze

3 due process; Stage 5 th1nk1ng is the: off1c1a1 mora1 process of the American’

Cdnstitulﬁon Emphas1s is, g1ven to-persona1 va1ues and. op1n1on,' S0 prob1ems
are no 1onger referr d to rece1ved systems, an off1c1a11y r1ght or wrong answer .
to a quest1on Very feW'peop1e reach stage 6-~Koh1berg c1tes Mart1n Luther K1ng,
“Jesus, and.a few others Here "r1ght" is associatetl. w1th un1versa1 pr1nc1p1es

of Just1ce, equa11ty, rec1proc1ty\\q\d 1ndTv1dua11ty

The next: year I asked a few: teachers to ass1gn one of Koh1berg S c1ass1c

) °””'moraT d11emma prob1ems in the samé¥week of’ another Fall term of the same writing'v-- S

‘COUPSe 1n order to test wt“ner they would- as a group, d1sp1ay s1mﬂar approaches
‘to a quest10n of value ‘which m1ght be 1dent1f1ed w1th a. part1cu1ar 1eve1 of
ab111ty to contro1 the1r rhetor1ca1 f1ex1b111ty The popu1at1on of freshmen was
' ithe same, and these teachers had a11 g1ven the same ear1y ass1gnments that 1 had
.g1ven 1n my course the year before Their students ‘were as we11 prepared to |

respond to a prob]em in argumentat1on as-mine. had ofen The prob1em was the~ o .
) . . C. /} ’ _ o :
-fo11ow1ng . ~ . _- _ L e

1n Europe, a woman was near death from a Spec1a1 kind of

4 .4

cancer. There was one drug that the doctors though m1ght save

her It was. a, form of rad1um that a drugg1st 1n the same town .

‘had\recently discovered. . The- drug{was expens1ve to make, but

the druggist,was %harging ten times what the drug cost -

i o
s




S s .
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mahe: He - pa1d $200 for the radwum and charged $2 000 for-a. sma]] dose
- of the drug,. Thg—s1cwhwoman 'S husband He1nz went to everyom&'he
'-knew to borrow the money, but he could only get together about $1 000, .‘.
whwch_ws hal f.of what it cost.-‘ He to]d the druggwst that’1s wife was
'dying.and ashedhim'to-selldjt_cheaper or Tet him payl]ater The drug;
u.gist'safd "No,'i discovered the .drug and-IJm'going to.make money from
~V.1t " So He1nz got desperate and broke-into tﬁe man S- stbre to steal the |
drug for hws w1fe--Shou1d ‘the husband have done that? why7 ' e

persistent]y, the 1eve1 of response stays between'lohlberg S, Conventwona] stages.

the Taw- and "socwety” say, and approvwng of Heinz's persona] needs .Th& con-

tent of these papers shows that these students at the end of the first quarter

° *>

teachers-us1ng:the same;mater1a1 wou]d regu]arﬁy produce swmw]ar and to a
.ilf -rsgder ofiprofesstona1;e55ays,'dfsappownt1ng, responses to unwversa] questwons.
: that demandtsophisticated,.highly distanced,'perspectives. Whether we explain
. f theirsimilarfapprgaches by referenceS-to.their?relatively:homoqenous ages,-test

N scores, and Ohio high school preparation (which-is remarkably unﬁform), or by

references to developmental theor1es of neurobwo]ogy, or both, we can reasonably -,

L
s -

. 1nfer their unwform 1nab111ty to origwnate\and write persva51ve1y from a highly

relatwvwstic rhetorical stance

-

n_,..

7’/“ r The conc]usions that I drew from thws exper1ment should 1nterest a teacher
anxlous to 1ead students toward Postzconventwonal processes and rhetorxca] X

a virtuosity because they offer an. a]ternative to the teacher s trad1tioha1 com-

R
i )

- The resu]ts from a comp1ete sample c1ass are attached as an appendwx ' repeatedly;

3 and 4 The students are torn betwgen ‘'valuing cod1f1ed mora11ty by doing what ',

. J :
: of freshman 1nstruct1on taught not on]y'by me; but by a random~se1ection ofw;- -

IR % 10
L //kusan 11er : .
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p1a1nt that "students can't th1nk " Obviously these‘freshmén could think'

but not w1th1n ‘the same frame of reference that I expected and my ass1gnment

. requ1red them to use. Preparatory work w1th the sy]]og1sm or set theory wou]d

'not have forwarded the'1eve1_ofkthe freshman responses_g1ven the students' lack -~

- of pract1ce and the1r 1nexper1ence as 1ndependent adu]ts
“The content of these papers and 1ts re1at1onsh1p to Voh]bérg s~1fages.a1so
.‘shows me now that the movemenl from ego- centr1c to exp]anatory, to. persuas1ve
d1scourse is indeed a movement from the writer S assumpt1on of un1on with an

iaudience to the writer's recognition'of‘another as anlaudienoe, andff1na11y to

T~
o r

the wr1ter S ana]ys1s of a d1stant, unfam111ar, un1versa11zed series of values
--as an aud1ence Koh]berg S work is controvers1a1 because it 1mp11es to nOn-

*~rhetor1c1ans a un1versa1 ser1es of rught act1ons or "good" va]ues To those

I

e

1ng:>ested 1nstead 1n fo$ter1ng rhetor1ca1 matur1ty, 1t out11nes the progress
... 0f. valuing, . the development. of the Ar1stotej1an'ethos toward trustworthy,\cred-
, .table, and author1tat1ve-persuas1ve content. G1ven the fam11y7centered ex-

per1ence of these young co]]ege wr1ters who had not had the1r persona] cho1ces

-'/ reacted to by strangers, rhetor1ca1 matur1ty--v1rtuos1ty w1th perspect1ve, tone,

t 2

voice, and the grounds of - appea]--ts not a reasonab]e expectat1on Ar1stot}e 3

warning to young 0rators, that they must use spec1f1c examp]es rather than the -

: MHxims appropr1ate to o]der speakers, was a resu;: of hts underatand1ng the
-

br1ng to bear on ev1dence The wr1ters produC1ng these excerpted samp1es of Con-

ventional thlnking had not yet interna11zed the rhetorica] sk111 of ka1ros,'"the |

adaptation of the speech to the man1fo]d var1ety of 11fe 14 They had not yet

. .,.‘

exper1enced and interna]ized;that manifo]d\yar1ety Ne bave, by, v1rtue of this :

different v1brations of exper1ence and authority each age group wou]d be able to 'f‘

-’
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o
demonstration of. student 11mitatlons,)r ciearer notion of the union of conceptu- ’

a]iZing, feeiing, and executiqg that rhetoricaiiy“mature writers bring to bear.
. ‘\ , “\ o : ' SR 1
This demonstration also suggests a description of the process of achieving

[

on. anf writing tas.k

such,fuii rhetoricai maturity., Kohiberg notes that’ whiie his. subJects cou]d
progre551veiy&understand and postuiate a stage one 1eve1 above their own, they
/couﬂd not go beypnd that one” stage difference With.understanding For examp]e,'.

stage four thinkers can understand<§ue process 6&% findﬂstage 6 seifiess,

: universaiized compassion imp0551b1e to bePieve or expiain, children may under-h

.

w W
that way. Mu]tipie “‘rspectives on an event are acqu1red step by-step, so for
EY
student writers mov1ng ahead would be the prooess of progressive]y eniarging the.

.~

number of points of°v1ew the writer—Can 1dentify with Our traditionai writing
curricuVum'does this we habituaiiy teacn\expressive then expianatory, then _

persuasive discourse Thereby we emuiate progress toward rhetoricai maturity by -

. 'demanding new: abiiities to write for ethers Demands to address increasing]y

. virtuosity ' But curricu]a that concentrate»on one audienqef-for exampie second-4

T e

distant audiences, to 1mpersonate and thus write effectiveiy for increas1ng]y

discrete groups whose self interest is not our own, qUidQ progress toward
i r

ary programs that 1imit students to "creative" writing that is in practiCe oniy

i SN
W ot

xpresgive writing~~wi11 fail .to. foster rheto ica] growth i@;_,
are ready. 1f only newiy ready, to be 1ed toward it Such p :}
retard the capabilities of their adolescent students by faiiing to iead them out™

of themse]ves and ‘toward identificatidn "with a wide variety of perspectfves 0n

ﬁniversai questions. '“,- T s S ~ .
. . " o.

Kohiberg also noted a pattern of mnving ahead and fa]ling back in pr0gress f‘

- IR 5‘ e

- - . P

stand that games have ru1es,‘but stil cheat when they can because-they can win“h_:_f
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through the necessary seduence of. stages that suggestively/echos current
| descript1ons of the recursive process of wr1t1d!’any part1guVar piece of prose
I am s1m11ar1y stqukqby the congruence between the- prob]ems of beg1nn{ng wr1¢ers

and those of more advanced students who are strugg11ng toward new levels of

rhetorica] deve]opment That 18, the abstract p1at1tudes of basic wr1ters e1ab~ :

' 4

"OVer inflated" wr1t1ng of better prepared students dea11ng with new demands
that they cannot comfortab1y compass w1th1n the1r rhetor1ca1 abilities. 1 th1nk

that a comp]ete developmenta1 model” of the process of 1earn1ng to write would

i ever 1eve1 of develop ent they may be. G1ven an unprecedented level of difficulty

N

<

to deal w1th 1n the form of a new1y comp1ex rhetor1ca1 situat1on, a writer's
ab111ty to transcend and contro1 rhetor1ca1 strategies dJs1ntegrates, while
these prob]ems may be easj]y solved 1f the compleX1ty of the conceptua] and

rhetorical. s1tuat10n that must be mastered when wr1t1ng is reduced I~am .

reminded of . fee]ing comp]ete]y in contro] of my senior papers in co]1ege but -
‘" -

then 1nadequate to write graduate schoo1 papers, and then of los1ng the control

A

I,had 1earned-1n:graduate schoo] when writingrmy first Journal article.

t

The' stops and starts. that 'SO often produce sentence fragments 1n basic

,~ wrfting papers are, I think, 1m1tated by such stops and sfarts in mov1ng toward

the expression of 1ncreas1ng1y abstract though to new and more distant aud1ences
1n a \ariety of new formats. At both Ohie State and the University of W1scons1n
1 have'repeated1y found that students in beginning writing courses begjn to

wath new]y comp]ex

e
produce more errors as they begin&oﬁ%a%eégreater risks

ourse The rhYtorica]]y limited

o orating a- genera11zat1on are more blataht versions of the "vague','I "wordy," or -

,:\ note that wrlters withdraw from new1y d1ff1cu1t prob]ems in s1m11ar ways at what-

- .

r’x

.‘ )
72N .
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rf-student writing about Heinz strongly suggests that sentence 1eve1 errors are'

_ﬁechoed in 1ater states of deveiopment in the form of new unexpected artafici,

: ality and Vaguenel-. Patterqs of risk and retréat that cﬂeariy correfate 1n-~m%¥%fvw
.creases and decreases in. number of words written to’ increases and decreases in |
number of errors/100 words imp1y that a11 of the- features of prose--dontent asw,

}'1:we11 as surface text~~ref1ect the stage of mastery at which the, student begins

'
any newly diffhcu]t rhetoricai task -
. 'aNow this second model, that of the norma1 pr0gress of a mature‘writer,-;s |
- ~447. obv1ous1y not so -well deveioped or evident as a definition of an ab1e writer |
) ”1’ *as a virtuoso It theorizes’ that 1earning to write first re-enacts stages of -
decentering like those found 1n chi1dhood 1anguage acquisition and then when

'post pubescent conceptua]izing becomes p0551b1e depends on situataonal stimuli

& h .that will evoke a recursive pattern of proficiency and deficiency as new audi-f

'ences and genres are attempted Piaget, in an" essay about cognitive develop- A

ment.between the ages of 15 and 20, says much the same thing. He acknow]edges _.

¢

<&

,that from adolescence onward, interest, aptitude and experience ‘rather than
. innate and invariant. evo]utionary patterns will determine- the Tavel of verbal:
or othg' abi1ities an individual develops. A B |
;' One of the va1ues of this adult developmental mode1 of attaining rhetoriCai -
; | maturity is, [ hope, stimu]ating a new view of research one, that. wouid never B
:'support any method or material w1thout reference to the age and prior experience
.j-L._;>bf'the writer and the newness of the task the writer is attempting [ wish to, :'f
go back to the: end of Ke]]og Hunt s 1965 study of syntactic structures, whioh |
i'~’-'.- is a more ‘wise book than some of its practica1 appiicatiOns, 1n, ﬁor exampie |

sentenceqcombing techniques. In his last paragraph Hunt offeréd some.. questions

L e . ' . . - . .' e ‘-.' -
- Lo . ] PR . .~ .‘ . \ .
c . ’ : ! . '
. . \ -
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L thatsshould no longer be igﬁo}ed:

o Perhaps. the older students' proficiency come$ only as a result of -
" years of psychological and experiential maturing. It may come
only with the .development of all thought processes. In that event,
attempts to f;FEE“tCe growth will be futile. It'is possible that:
‘injudicidus forcing is worse than futile. The centipede who:ceased .-
to crawl because he never knew which leg it was best to move first , -
. \shno fictioq.]6 ; "
\‘ -~ ) *
’I : |
| AR | \ R
. \ ' ‘e < .
- _,’ ‘. N, - "‘K ]
. . .
- . .’ - il )
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| which a]l peop]e cou]d 1ead their Jives n rf you start making exception« f6r

§'Z' respect for them r‘h' -'__". .-

" his mora'listic vaiues -

_;.- "No mat;er‘what type of pressure society wou]d put on the’ man, he uphe]d

fo L. -} P NDIX L ot
. iy . - - ' , R )
R L. e i - , ~, i . :: ) Ty ” .

” o - .
, ¢

"By stea]ing the drhg, 7inz not on1y committed an rl]ega] feat but he

. also performed an dct exhibiting emotional instability and a distorted can-

- ception of’moral obligatidn "

. N U o N :
“Nhen an- i]]egal action is performed on the b051s=of mora]s, it is always

-

- 1 .-

hard to judge whether or not it is wrong 1f you look at it from a mora1 stand: J.'

1
“point. HoweVer, if yoa 1ook at it practically and in terms of the 1aw, which
. A :,’ ’ " ” -’.‘/

in. a]most every gase: you shou]d one wou]d not have much difficu]ty in making,
R L . ) Sf . A .

“» "., . , o L ] - . ! ., .

gudgement " ,:;A;Ii'bh,, o ) .
-'.',,.‘_'_" . . . . .
Q

"Laws were made qs the fairest possible set of ru]es and regulations for ‘

some cases you wili have to- make exceptions for-other Cases to baiance things .

‘ Out otherw15e people‘will say the laws are preJudiced and wou]d haye 11tt1e .

s
.

“

“In cont1u51on, had Heinz thought about the consequences of the actions
AV

_he took before:he«tpok them, he wou]d have seen that they wou]d get him 1nto

a great deal of tnoub]e and wou]d not aid. in sav1ng his wae. f j' l'_' ;

' "There are a]waysﬁgoing to be times when one man's mora]s~or beliefs mt‘

'.will differ from,the 1aw, and as. 3 result there w111 a]ways be conflicts :,°y

"The man w5s right in taking the drug for h]S wife because he fo1lowed

o . v
s ' o LN

' his beliefs and what was important to him Therefore he disregarded honesty d

,
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and steal1ng Verses his w1fe s 11fe ma1n1y because his w1fe s 19fe held more

v

1mportance ‘to- him than the consequences he faced The man s1mp1y did wbat he ‘
v ‘

qibé11eved was r1ght ‘he r1sked receﬁving tang1b1e consequences, such as.
pr1sonment to keep the intang1b1e property of 11£e.' Not on1y d1d he ho1d a ,;"f;
“?m : 'h1gh regard “and love’ for: his wife and her 1ife by obta1n1ngﬂthe drug, but he - |
| showed a 1ove and regard for h1mse1f. He sto]e-the'drug'to be at peace with ',f
| himsé]f happywknowing he saved hfs'wifefs 1{fe. 'He did°what he thought was .f‘
rjght 1gnor1ng soc1ety and’ respect1ng h1s values?' o | | .“. |
l'A]though he probably felt gu1]ty.for stea11ng, that gu11t would have been. o

";,'noth1ng compared to what hé wou1d have fe1t if he had let h1s wife die without Ny

>

giv1ng her the chanCe the drug gave her Eth1cal1y, He1nz was. wrong. Morally,

'however, he was r1ght and your mora1s are what you have to live with."

R . .

' "One thousand do]]ars is pract1ca11y nothing compared ‘to the money the

'

P sied e
e, -

druggist’cou1d have rece1ved by se1]1ng_his idea to research or to a

manufacturer. R
. .y .
"Stea]ing is a Cr1me aga1nst soc1ety, but- to deny 11fe is a cr1me’aga1nst

-

BN 8
- God. He1nz should protect h1s‘wife s life, even 1f it means stea11ng

A X P \

R . “He knew it -was wrong to steal, because a person who robs a bank qQr.

. . [
! -

steals a car‘wil1:go to prison. Thi§ is different, Heinz reasoned,ih1s wife's

'7.;,1ffe cou]d"depend on this drug, and he~cou1d not let her die. The~r1ghtito”~ﬂf
' 1ife‘1s more 1mportant than money, and this druggist is not gping to 1et-my

W1fe die thought He1nz F1n31]y out of desperation-H,jnz broke into the store

-

, and stole the drug." s
vy a ,“Stealfng,the drug Was a'cr?miQQlﬁoffense. Society punishgs those who do = *

fot’ conform to the established rules. Heinz knew all of this, but he still

T . ‘ S .
S " I : . . - ) i
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”;'f went against society The act was socia]]y unacceptab]e but the circumStances
._brombting the actfwere moraPly unjust. 1" m’nqt imp1y1ng that stea11ng is | .
| right.,’ but Hq1nz was ready to accept ‘the consequences If the drug saved h1s L
\_w1fe s 11fe, the pun1shment -would be worth 1t to h1m :

o "Nor d1d he real]y stea] anything (attempted on]y}rf;”
| | "He1nz really- 1oved h1s w1fe Hexdldwbreak a T;w ihii'h .felt he had a-
reason to...0f course he was wrong‘for what.he dgd . zi‘ -
| .. "He on1y sto]e some. drugs to heln h1s w1fe . No, thws is 1mposs1b1e be-’d
'-:cause once someone becomes a cr1m1na1 he w111 always be 2 cr1m1na1 He mayl
'1have stolen for his w1fe s good but once a cr1me 1s comm1tted 1t is even
eas1er to do 1t another time when it may'come in handy ' '.*} E 1 | hu _
r

I'Laws,,such as the one aga1nst stea11ng, were made to br1ng order 1nto

‘.

1ety, protecting every 1n9}v1dua1 S r1ghts, th1s 1nc1udes both the
drugg1st s and Heinz's. In stea11qg, He1nz was 1Ega11y wrong |

“F1na11y through his actions, Heinz showed his d1storted concept1on of -

A

moxal ob11gat1on by resort1ng to theft to try to save h1s w1fe He must have .

; felt. 1t was h1s duty to acquire the. rad1um at any expense, to’ prove h1s

-

1oya1ty and 1ove for his w1fe Th1s indicates that if he had not been under ~

’

,pressure Heinz poss1b1y would not have gone to such extremes as th1every

. Therefore, if 1t was not cons1dered a. norma] occurence that was performed then

-ehe was wrong’for doing it T o oo : a _ .o

| "Heinz stole a drug wh1ch was wrong. - He had very‘good;reasbn for stealing -
it but that is beside the point.” The drug was. not his, he shOu]d not have .
,t‘aken it _and he should be “punishe_d. "The%an be na two, ways about it "

/-

*

»¥




Susan M111er T
Learning to~ Wrﬁte, 1979

- ; o : . ’ ’.
i Lo . e,

) S . y -
: N uwhat He1nz did was wro&g, that cannbt be. argued But what Can be o _:x;.

. ]
L argued“js whether or not his, act1ons can be Just1f1ed e1ther eth1ca11y or v ..

- "It is a11 a matter of mora]lty and va]ue for human 11fe "o

o, .« Cw ) . 3 ) e

"Yes, Heinz shou]d break into the shop and stea] the drug He has no -

SRR oﬁher cho1ce He needs the drug’soon or his W1fe will die.’ Heinz ts-]eft_f"~' e

with nothing-e]se to do." A - _ lrj': o "";‘

: -

"Therefore he d1sregarded honesty and stea11ng versus h1s'w1fe S ]1fe, o

1

N . .
q‘ ma1n1y because h1s w1fe s Tife, he1d more 1mportance to. h1m ‘than the conse- :

quences he faced The‘man s1mp1y d1d what he be]1eved was r1ght he r1sked

‘f rece1v1ng tang1b1e consequences, such as prlsonment to keep the 1ntang1b1e
g property of 11fe Not on]y d1d ‘hé ho1d a: h1gh regard and 1ove f0r h1s wife -
and her 11fe by obta1n1ng the drug, but he. showed a love and regard for h1m~ ' _
_ se]f ‘He sto]e the. drug to be peace w1th h1mse1f happy knowing he saved | : : 'i‘ .;f
':‘J‘: h1s w1fe 'S 11fe. He did what “he thought Was rnght tgnor1ng:soc1ety-and ff R
"?./f f"'respect1ng h1s values." :.' hj, e RANEEE L
“ "On his moral sca]e of pr1or1t1es the preservatﬁon of human 1tfe Was much

.- Y

higher than the practjce of obey1ng soc1ety s ru]es and regu]ations r He1n2'
must have been a basica]]y good man, and T fee] he was right 1n comm1tt1ng : -
| this act to save the\T1fe of the woman he 1oved more - than anyth1ng ".. B
- '?: f“ "Co]]ect1ng money from thovehe knew Was certa1n1y not the on1y 1ega1 means T ”; 1di.
whereby Heinz cou1d have.obta1ned money for the rad1um drug Nhy d1dn t he ':', "_‘_}4_
e attempt to borrow the money from a-bank or for tHat matter from several differ- B

ent banks 1f necessary? Certain]y a thou and do]]ars is not an unusual]y Ce

: 1arge sum of money for a. bank; to 1oan Jouf 1n a 1ife and death’ matter such as SRR
. ol 4 ) i ‘ N . L 4 o _ . . P

this." N

L
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- "At this point then, 1t seems c]ear that He1nz s 1llega1 act of break1ng

and enter1ng was hast11y resorted to and unca]]ed for in llght of legal

alternatives availab]e to h1m. . | .
"The mora1 1ssue stems From the B1b1e. In the bo‘L of'Exodus; chapter 20, -
- }'t.fv:i or, 1n the book of Deutergnomy chapter 5, we f1nd the Ten Commandments _Ten
N f1 laws set down by ; God that cannot be 1gnored One of these laws is: Thou shalt
e not kt]] (Euthanas1a) '““§3- o L L L'; ’ ' S
S 7::;, "Just1ce cannot prevai] where—the 1aw is weak enough to a]]auugny oscape
¢ . . . Lo o A - ';, ¥
from pun1shment to go. unattended LIS ' - o o
“"Heinz 15 a. beaut1fu1 person who wants to he]p peop]e. He worries more
about other peop]e than h1mse1f " PR S T
4 , : o y oo - o e,
. R e
¥ :‘ el o ' |
MR
R . e )
U S
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o The Composing Process of Twelfth Graders (NCTE: Research Report. 13
- Urbana, IL,,-1921)’ p-f91“ » S " T i;
A . - . . L. B :":'/:— _'-“'c".:'/'.._‘ ' 2 . .. ’ [v .; .._. ) ; ‘
C 2 - v

James Br1tton, Tgny Burgess Nahcy Mart1n, A]ex McLeod Haro]d Rosen

(Schoo]s.Counc11 Research Stud1es, London MacW111an Educat1on, 1975).

M o
. A

3 e R

U E.g., Jamés Moffett, Teaching tThe*Uniuerse of Discourse-(Bostpn: - ww.

: ’ ’ - A . ' -. V ’ - ’ - ’ T . . . ’ I
“Houghton Mif?]ih, 1968), pp? T4-60.~ T -0 o
. 4 , . . - . . . - .

The papers produced dur1ng the f1rst year (1976) referred to were not -

_i rated by any of the standard1zed too]s of. holls%1c»or analytic rat1ng, the
cr1t1c1sms of the th1rty teach@rs. who met weekly 1n a tra1n1ng course were,
however un1versa1 The attacﬂ:d append1x from one ‘of ten samp]e c]asses the

- next fa]] (1977) -is & who]e samp]e, no student essay fa11ed to yie]d the re-

su1t discussed

~ -~ »
.

»

. .. 5 : . : t . ' . ' '
4 - Andrea.A. Lunsford, "An Historical, Descriptive, and Evaluative Study
* -of Remedial English in Ameritan'C011eges and Universities," doctoral disserta-

. - R .
~ tion, the Ohio State University, 1977, pp.-136-44 passim.
6 . Z > - | _ 5
'_'Shaughnessys pp. 226-44. _ .- L L

"Aristote]ian Rhetor1c Let's Go Back to 'the Classics," Basjc Writing,

> S .

Fa]]/Ninter, 1978 p. 3 Lo e
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©* . ‘Grammatical Structures Written at.Three Grade Leve]s'(Ch'mpaign, IL.:

- A N N N S
~ NCTE, '1965), p.- 56. L L S
9‘ » | s . . ) . -_‘;_: .. - . - . o
+ 2 “Brittom, pp. 158-73, -Qassim.,182', 192, 201-02. R . \ , // S
" ..]0 S R - S v -
_W Language Deve]opment Kindergarten through Grade-Twe1Ve’(Researoh“.
report 18, NCTE Champa1gn,-- L., 1976), p, 80; o : A |
e ' o a

ThoAght and Language; trans Eugen1a Haufmann and Gertrude Vakar (MIT

Cam6r1dge, MA., 1962), p 79; Jerome Bruner, "Read1ness for Learn1ng, 'pt.

in Beyond_the :nformat1on G1ven Stud1es 1n the- Psxgho]ogx_of Knowt;g, Ed
- Jeremy M.*Ang11n (New.York. Norton, 1973) pp. 413 25. |

—
b

R '
v -"From Is to Ought" How to Commit the Natura11st1c Fa]]acy and Get Away

_ w1th It in the Study of Mora] Deve1opment "~1n T M1sche1, ed. Cogn1t1ve '

?Develgpment,and.Ep1stemo]ogx_(New York: -Academic Press, 1971) pp,J151~235{

13 | : | " IRRCR
: Quoted in Rona1d Duska and Mar1e11en whelan, Mora] Deve]opment_ A R L

Gu1de to P1get and Koh]bekgA(New York " Paulist Press, 1975), . 121-22.

TR ' o . _
The most en11ghten1ng and suggest1ve rev1ew of ka1ros is currently

offered by James K1nneavy, "The Re]at1on of the Whole to the Part in -

Interpretat1on Theory and in the Compos1ng Process,"'tn L1ngu1st1cs& Sty11st1cs,

df 'h and the Teachinngf Compos1t1on, td. Dona]d McQuade, (Akron, OH: Un1ver51ty of

P .

Akron, 1979) 13 19.

“}nte]]ectuaﬂ'Evolution-from Ado]escence to-Adu1thood,f Human

Development, 15 (1972), pp. 1-12. s

‘]6 ‘..' o t . - ,,.‘.' \
" Hunt, p. 158.  *= - SRR




