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] "First,ﬁ the editor observed, "I think most pe0ple w1ll agree that

’ virtually no academic subject gets taught in such a variety of ways ‘as does
composition, many of those ways mutually incompatible in their assumptions.

Apparently we have no w1de agreement on the nature and purpose of English lOL

N

"Secondly, the results of our teaching are at best mixed How we Judge our_{ -

success depends in part on whether we think of English lOl as. teaching students
.to write fluently, teaching them to_think well, preparing them- for liberal
exposing them to some of the~best that has been Lhought and known,

i

- , helping them to become 1ntelligent cittzens,' qualifying_them for spec1fic--

education,

i

careers, Or serv1ng mne or more of many other announced and covert aims.. But
/

even if we agree for a moment on 6ne aim, such as the first, our success in

\

achieVing 'it can be, has been, seriously questioned "

The editor was Richard Ohmann, the magaZine was College Englirh, and the

year was 1969; Ohmann wrote his note apropos of publishing Robe t Zoellner s

issue-length monograph “Talk-Write A BehaVioral Pedagogy for Composition

-

(CE, 30, /Jan 1969/, 267~ 320) "In so indistinct a situation as tnis," he

continued, "I think an argument like Mr. Zoellner s, which unpacks and sorts
) out a lot of conceptual baggage, is particularly valuable. Or should be" .
v

s it turned out,-ohmann was right. For readers of Ccollege English‘

(p. 267n).

the ensuing debate'over nzoellnerism" marked the beginning of the 1970s, a
,decade'that,has indeed witnessed much unpacking and sorting out of conceptual

' baggage about composition. N o : . _ . -
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I turn now to a.more recent d=¢wme.. 5. one that may sound vividly

familiar to now-and-future compositciti hesathers:

/
At least 6 Lecturesizips in Dompositisn {1 year w/renewal possible)

- '

for 1980-8l in a new campuswiide¢ wr; Ting program, Ph.D. or ABD; teact .:g
- -'1oad'2 courses per quétter;tamhapg c=. $17,500; teeching epportunities
T ‘ in grad. and profeseinnal.sﬁmsﬁls, f£zuTty/staff programs, upper and
lower dimision undergrad. Wzt o ;rc;xaﬁs, teacher erainerlprog:am;

B end/ccmputer piog:ams. For JCETmEITTI: composieion exper.; exeellent
teachiqg.record; int=rest ir -iting ——oblems at all levels,.course
deSigp; and textbook/media c¢reelom=Tz; first cless literary‘tﬁain;pg
and intelligence. ) . -

The author is Richard A. Lanham, :. . verz=tty Director of writing at m§ égyg
mater, UCLA, and the advertisemert caezt, cf course, from April 1980 MLA

. /
Job Information List. . While I sirill ~wiirn to that tanﬁéiizingjfinal'phrase——

"first class literary training ant . ' .1Zgence"--forthwith, my principel
puryrose in this paper is to expil= "~ .. in a brief, rather dull decade,
composition teaching waéftransmo d Frzm "so indistinct a situation”

as Ohmanr lamented into so boomitg « = «iv=rorise as Lanham touts.. In a

"‘\\\_
\

still broader sense, I hope to assr :r :wD Juestions: What have we learned

—_—

;_ about teacﬁing composition? ancé :ah we, in turn, teech~tﬁis;g§edom
to §r05pective teachers of cqlle;:»; glisﬁ? To borrew a etill larger
- questionjfromjhayne Booth, Is fhxr; any knowledge that a composition
/ teacher muét.’aéé?'hﬁ < | ’
__‘i;S)’indeea}ﬂthere is suckt kmenwledge--plenty of it--I believe; It can
/ | }bevtaugﬁt'and 1earped, and‘&e~ara Eﬁ:eadyvteachihg and learning it, in fact,

my answer rests on.my denial that at. “his juncture teaching and learning

can meaningfully be discussed apart. For me, as a teacher,” student, and

1
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. supervisor of student-teachers, teaching and learning are re:iprocal, isomor-

| rzic activities. 2s motives, their rhetorical relationshix is chiastic, hence
i my title, "Learnimg to Teach: Teaching to Learn." Thus whil: I agree with

Bocth that the fir=- knowledge a person must have is the a¥lity "to_learn

for himself,"” I r=jsct Petex Slbow's assumption in Writing Without Tehichers

(Nea:Ydrk: Oxfc=3 Umiversi: - Press, i973), that there is nc "1ecessary connec-

1
1

tice between le=rning a=’ tzschingP<1p. ix). As anyone who;:as.taﬁght writ-

ing knows, the teacther i: :a“ways a student, and the studegts, in turn, always

tearh their teacher mew trizks, new humility. In this Senée,'we are all
student-teachers.

But who, exactly; are we training for those six new jobs in the campus-
wide writing program; .in tbe faculty/statif programs;‘énd in those TV and
i computer programs ‘tzat the ad so bravely emblazons? Surely, many of the

 app1icants will com= from that nomadic host of migratoiy workars whom Jane

Flanders_eulogi;ed in "The ﬁse ahd:Abuse of Pa;t—Time Faculty" (ADE Bulletin,
No. So.lgépt. 19§§7, pp. 49-52). A f§w w§1l_no doubt apply under a ﬁame tha~
would ‘hayé souné=d as unfami1iar in 1969 as "Zoeilnerism" ;cunds toaay, The=
will be "composirion\specialisfs,“ an Engliéh depar#ment neclogism comparable,
to-the.éity plan==r's upgraded'#sanitatiqn engineer." Scme mhd £ill the new
.slotsfméf even b= Professor LanhamisiParnassian colleagues fallen on hard

/ times, to whom I recommend Richard Larson's handy enchiridion, "Resources

for the veteran Te=cher New to Composition" {ADE Bulletin, No. Ss'lgépt. 19727;

. ) /
‘'PP. 28-32). But mwit of those who send their curricula vitae to Westwood will

 be, like myself, fmesh young Ph.D.'s with just what Professor Lanham ordered:
."first class literazy training and intelligence"--and no other credentials

. for the job besides <their accumulated hash marks from years in the TA trenches
o . .
i : '

% while finishing literary studies. To say the least, these teachers will be

Learners.
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Anc—the campus-wide wwr=ting program" that they emter will look much
di¥ferent from the English SSrartments they ==tered about the time the debate

over . Zoellnerism was cooling: :f=wmn; that is, zoout the time the debate over

Elbowzi=m was heating up. The . ztest NCTE Stzzement on the Preparation of

Teachers of Enélish and Langusge Arts (CE, 4C dept. 197§?5, 70-82, sums up

‘the heavy change succinctly:

r

4. In-the mid&le sixties,.when the GuideT—=s for the Preparation of

Tea*hers of Engllsh wer: belng develcps=, "English" was defined by |
the College Entrance Examination Board?s-Commission on English as a
discipline comprising language, literatare, and compqsition——the
familiat 'tripodi’ Toda§,hthat metaphcr has all but disappearéd-as a

defirition of English; our subject is viewed not only as a body of
o . o - :

o

knowledge and as a set of skills and/éttitudes'but also as a process,
an activity—*something one does (i.e., one uses and responds to langﬁage,

in a.variety of.ways in a variety of contexts). In the mid-sixties,
1 ’ ) .
English was v;ewed mainly as an academic discipline, whose mastery was

a sign of one's intellectual:development. Today, many teachers agree

that using English is also a.means by which students grow'emotionally;

students respond to their expefiehces and learn about their worlds, their-
' .
feellpge, their attltudes, and themselves by using language about these

subjects." ( . 71-72) .
3 Bp . ) v o

This shift of our attention from the written product to the writing process--
a Copernicenfrevoldtion{ I shall argue-~-has indeed changed the'diseipline of

English and‘its'teaching. and for many. teachers. trained in 1iteraturewbut

hired in comp051t10n, what John Donne observed of the first Copernlcan ‘revo-

'

lutlon holds ‘true: "the new Phllosophy cals all in doubt /The Element of

- fire is qu1te put out" (The Flrst Annlversary 11. 205*206) The new-

.Pnlloggphy of COmEdeltlon——Not Poe's but E. D lesﬂh s—=" 1ndeed calls our
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s

,traditional em=rprise into doubt, and it is no wonder our introspective

i
T o

profession has*grown even more introspective of_iate.
Still, T=='Copernican revolution, though mortally frightenihg to the
powers-that—weEE, set_ihto motion,a whole_new'sciehce. ﬁot surprisingly,
- . “ some of ourfownikenaissancefhen—éairsch, Lanham,=and Ong—-as well as such
‘Renaissance: womer as Janet Emrgzanﬁ_the‘late Mina Shaughnessy--have des-

ores [T

cribed our time =s .a second Renaissance, or, more in the American grain,

as: a he& fronti==. o ' L ‘
The thr**t of course} is that with all'coherence gone; the oenter
cannot hold—«to‘yoke;our'century and Donne's in ohe violent allusion;
While the lglﬁ%(npened tp a new world for ﬁnglish teachers which I shali .
discuss in scme detail, the revolution also threatehed to unseat thevl_

,Engllsh dep T"tment from its comfortable Pythian trlpod The studies we

‘__,//call Engllsh-—the 1nter1nan1mated arts of readlng, wr1t1ng, and rhetor1c--

o threaten to break;apart into separate departments '0f literature, eomposition,

anq speeeh,_each.withﬁits own "speqialists;“‘but none.truly self-sufficieht; 3
As no less a literatus than J.\Hillis Miller recently obseryed in an essay

with thelhrnoldian title "The Functions of Rhetorical Study at the Present

time,"™ (in The State of the Drsc1p11ne 1970s-1980s, ADE Bulletin, -No.. 62

/Sept —Nov 1979/), "The worst catastrophe that could befail the study of
: English literature would be to allow the programs in expository writing~
to‘beCOme_separate.empires in the universities and colleges, wholly cut off

from the departments of English and Aherican literatureﬂ;ﬁp;,IZ). Conyersely,ﬁ

E. D. Hirsch, Jr., has remarked that "our recent experlmeht /51nce about 1950, :

when' the 4C'S»was establisheé/‘at being excluslvely professors of llterature“

‘has been rather a short-lived and unsuccessful one, with unfortunate

‘practical consequences" ("Remarks on Composition to the Yaie»Faculty,"

AN . 1
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i

in State of the Discipline, p. 64). And while in The Philosophy of
Composition (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Eress, 1977) Hirsch argues that

"compesitionuis a craft which cannot properly be subsuméd under any conven-

tional subject matter" (p;'l40), he nonetheless upholdthhe historical
| - ' : o

cdnneetien between literature and literahj that stretches backlto the time’
of the first “Erofessor of Rhetoric and Belles Lettres,“.Hugh Blaifl Surelgm
the greatest tragedY'fdr prospective English teachers wpuld be for them to- N

3 find themselves not only w1thout jobs but without departments to apply to,’
the English faculty having declared 1tself fit for nothing but the teaching
of film | .

Indeed the new philosophy of composition calls- much of our traditional

wisdom into d?ubt; HirsChfs'scientism, his borrowings from educatienal
3psyehology, psycholinguisties, and all manner‘of "hard" studies,fchagrins
many.df us;bred on the softer arts and sciences. as teachers of English;—'
and”as teachers of future teachers——We all too often find ourselves eeheing
yet another Renaissance man, the ver& 1nventor of the belletristic essay,
Michel-Eyquem de Montaigne. In a field suddenly bristling w1th t- tests,
Latln squares, and multiple regression analyses, English teachers steeped

in ambiguity, tension,. and 1rony many well be tempted to throw up their

hands and cry "What do 1 know’“ , - -

While I would not yet\answer that crie de coeur with Blake's "Encugh!--
or Too much," I believe that we do -indeed know a good déal. In the ten'Years
since Robert Zoellner commandeered_a full'issue of College English, we have -

i , -
.learned much about the teaching and learning of English composition——its

.conceptual baggage, 1ts political war chests,\and its pedagogical carry-on’

luggage. . As many gf us viv1dlyjrecall, the 1960s were the era of‘the "new

rhetorics: the new generative.rhetorie of .Francis Christensen, the new tagmemici-

t
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rhetoric of Kanneth L. Pike, ‘the new-old classical rhetoric of Edward P. J.

Corbett, to name only_a(few. T : : . 0

: : . e . S . _ S
Each offthese once-new approaches has since borne fruit. But exciting

"as the new rhetorics were, I believe that‘when the history of English during

-

" our. time iérwritten, not the '60s but the '70s wili'prove to have been the
b . . . ' ‘ . .

i v ' | ' v )
revolutionary period. For teachers of English--broadly defined as' teachers .
of reading, writing, and rhetoric--the 1970s were the décade ofldiscove:y——

of heu;istiés, in the new parlance. For it was during these years that

i L \ ‘ _ B ‘
: '\>‘Ehglish teachers discovered, on the one hand, theory and, on the other, basic

Rt . e

" writing.  And in the words of Merton Densher .in Henry Jaﬁés's The Wings of ¢
! - : ‘

the Dove, "We shall never be again as we were."

In poiht of fact, it took us'almost two yeais'just to sleep off the

/_-,"'\ RS . : - " ’ ) . .A . S ' ) .
'60s. _Jeffrey P?.Neill's-essay "Freshman pompositioné The 1970s" di? not

appear in College Composition and Communicatidn'until December 1971L
Recently, in breparinglto teach é_graduate seminar fdﬁ future teaééers of

compésition, I spent a week on the laborious but.enlighteniﬁg task of review-.

ing the last ten years of College English, cce, and’ Research in the Teaching - .

of English, with an occasional glance at the English Journal and Langﬁage
Arts. What I read'ranged from hard statistical studies to soft-core memoirs.
To speak of an "information explosion" during these yearslis not to exagger-

ate. - Every month Brings us a new forum on writing, from the Journal of

Advanced Composition tO'the;Tiib—Share Newsletteér.® NonetheleSs,‘és one A

| - /]

reviews the decade,  categories emerge, though Qistindtions blur. . What?wg”;‘;

have léarned about teaching has come in three principal forms: manifestoes, !
recipes, and--more recently--research. = . : . / B
. . "".:' N ) . /
. . L. T ./
. The manifestoes--"public declarations of motives and intentions .by a

government or by a persdnlor group regarded as havind some public importance,"
: | o . . . N - ' :
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' to borrow from Webster's New World--tell us .much ahout who we are and how

,;wé continually redefine ourselves. -The 1960s were, of course, rife with
snch documents, and we have not lacked/for our own. For me, the book that
‘kicked off the decade will always be Leonard A. Greenbaum and Rudolf B.

: ‘ . ] : ] Lo
Schmerl's Course_X: A Left Field Guide to Freshman English (New York: J. B.

_Lippencott, 1970), a scathing critiqne,of our whole enterprise and abclarion
call for abandoning the_fiasco at once:

Freshman'Engiish is not a course: it's a problem.

And though the profession'is professionally unhappy,

) !

until such times as Acts:of War or of God eliminate

freshman:Englrsh, the real'sufferer, the one'who‘sickens‘

and sometimes.dies from the stotoms,.is the freshman. (iﬁ)l ' o

. . o , (

The companion piece to this ‘'was, of course, Ken Macrorie's Ugtaéght

" (Rochelle ?ark, N. J.: Hayden, 1970), with,its indictment of "éngfish" anid

the.System. Progresslve as they seemed at the t1me, botiltheselnanlfe'
actually locked backward What Greenbaum and Schmerl wryly termed the
"yoices in the Closet,“Skeletons in the Wllderness," were as much creatures

of politics as of pedagogy, although a later manifesto was to argue that
. . | ’ i

‘the two were really one..

& I must skiﬁ over~snch~fascinating specimens of thisAgenre as Harvey

. |

istua%t Irlen s "?oward ‘Confronting Freshmen“ (CE, 21 /Feb 1970/, 35 40) and
wllllam D. Lutz's "haklng Freshman Engllsh a ﬁappenlng (ccc, 22 ZFeb..lQ?}/,A
. _35—38)\actually-an'echo of Charles Deemer”s 1967 CE essay "English Compo—
sition'as a Happeninéi"i Even rev1slonlst h1story repeats 1tself ) in. order
to,concentrate_onjhilestones. - Among these for 1972 I would include Donald

C. Stewart's‘book.The Authentic Voice:'A Pre—ertlng Approach to Student

¢ 1

‘ertnng (Dubuque, Iowa- wllllam C .Brown,- 1972), a- forward—looklng treatise -

w1th debts to D. Gordon Rohman'e cla551c essay,-"Pre—ertlng. The Stage of

1

i
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Discovery in the Writing Process" (CCC,'16-/Eav 19657. 106—112), and. Brent
Harold' "Beyond Student—Centered Teachlng The. D1a1ect1al Materlallst Form,
of a therature Course" (CE, 34 /Nov. 1972/, 200- 212), an essay which shouk

-me up at\the tlme but whlch now seems humorously humorlesw 1973 saw the _

-~
i B

appearance of PeteriElhow's Writing Without Teachers, a transitional docu-

_ment, I believe, written between_two-worlds, and Mina P.:Shaughnessy's'"0pen

Admissions and thelDisadvantaged feacher" (CCC,V24 /Dec..1973/, 401 04),

’;rophecy.' The next year the roads were clearly d1verglng in d1rectlons that
R f‘nare now familiar to us. the NCTE publishedlits own little manifesto, .' -

Students"Right~to Their bwn'Language-(CCC, 25 4?511 197&?3,vand Professor » )

i |
Lanham publlshed his: Style An Jnti—Textbook (New Haven: Yale Univ. Press,|

Ly _1974) ' Clearly; the ahswer *o R glna M. Hoover s query "Taps for Freshman y'

»

Engllshon (CCC, 25 /May 1974/, 1 9-54) was no. . ) wo :

Apparently we dec1ded to rest and regroup durlng 1975, since' I find no -

proclamatlon of note/for that year. Even 1976 was largely a year of stock—

taklng, w1th Madror‘e reV1s1ng Telllng Writing (Rochelle Palk N. J. Hayden,dl;

l976),‘and Richard Ohmann mountlng-a last assault on the System in Eanish

in America:tA Radical View of the Profession kNew"York: oxford Univ. Press,
e . o - ‘

1976), a book born ten years too late. As a coda to,this introspective,-

] . .

ralf- cr1t1cal—perlod, I cite DaV1d R. Plchaske s med1tatlon "Freshman Engllsh.

<

* What is This Shit?" (g§,~38£5ot.:192§/, 117-24) . Clearly, thé stillness

promised a storm. . L o ~ B -

- .

: : The storm broke in that annus mirabilis 1977, a year of wonders from

W»whiCh we, haVe not yet reoovered nor_areilfkely to forisome.time.- The .two

\

.genulnely revolutlonary books “of the decade appeared as fraternal tw1ns,

distinct but ooeva1, The flrst was lesch's Phllosoghy of Composltlon and

‘\

the seébpd‘wag;faffédufgé; Msu'Shaughnessy's Errorg and.Expedtatlons: AY
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Guide for the Teacher of Basic Writing (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1977).

: These - writers are our true Kepler and'Galileo} and so far all-our subsequent

, e .
. L . . : . 2 . L
manifestoes:have_been: footnotes to them. We wait, trembling, for God to say,

"Let Newton be'"

Rec1pes-—pract1cal, do“1t-yourself formulae for everythlng from "A
System for Teaching,College Freshmen to erte.a Research Paper" (by Colleﬂn
Marshall in CE, 40 /Eépt;'197§7} 87;89) to.";eaching the Nomlhative Absolute"
(by Marthé Solomon in CCC, 26 /Eec. 19757, 356-61) we have long had in super-

abundance. ' And to call such. andy how-to's "rec1pes" (Carol Naab's recent

Help' From One to Another: /Da las- Taylor Publlshlng co., 1979/ looks dls-

't1nctly llke a church aux111ary cookbook) is not to bury them but to p1a1se

'Engllsh 101: Tgachlng Wr1t1ng in College (Urbana NCTE,‘lQVS) are really the ;
should_be-left,wlthout a copy‘of thtleton Long's Writing Exercises From = ° '.\

fPractices collections. In fact, 11ttle treatises like Carl Koch and James

‘new to anllsh educatlon. The Journal Research in thé Teach1ng of Engulsh . ﬁ.'g

v - x
them They work Furthermore, cookbooks llke Rlchard Ohmann S Ideas for

cool fllp-sldes of man1festoes klke Engllsh in America.| No student -teacher

4
'.

A | oo ol | :
Exercise Exchange, (Urbana:ﬁNCﬁr,'1976) or Gene Stanford's recent{?lassroom

N
\ \\

M. Braz1l s Strategles for Teach1ng\the Composition Process (Urbanah NCTE,

\ - ISR

1978) bridge thh gap ‘between establlshed practlce and exc1t1ng research-— \”

. i \ _ ; { “ x;‘ .

my next topic. o Voo

{.'\ s
\ &
Rescarch——systematlc quantlflable, verlflable\anestlgatwon~-fs notnlng

4

\
\

\ \ ‘v i '. L .
grew up 1n the '60s. But f0n many teachers ot college Engllsh‘_so apt\ as - i
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2 : ' : ' L
_-ih Two-Year Colleges (Urbana: NC%E, 1979), "Science and humanism are not
) - . K . [} ] ., ) . ‘ . ' - ) N . -\‘ . A .
opposiLes.' We'are~not fprced into an‘either/or choice between them. In

their highest forms they actually merge and give ‘the world an Einstein or a':-g,;'

Schweitzer“ (p: 11) What sc1ence and humanism alike oppose is irrationalism,

whether that takes the form of hidebound tradition or groundless’ faith The:

1970s have been profoundly revolutionary in this respect, as. the arts and

‘ ]
sc1ences,lso often opposed during the ]960s,\began more and more to cooper—

;\ ," B -
ate in the classroom: Here my history can b° but a sketch. I shall, however,
- i
- ' H e .
, highlight what I consider to have been outstanding work. Furthermore, h S shaﬂ}A -
i | ‘ ‘ o

‘ prop se ‘that in the\second half of the decade we moved beyond research into

. \’\' ! \ ‘
something more valuabl still, 1nto theory /

: \Along with the new rhetorics,_the 19605 produced a wealth of educationalb

¢ .
o ST i S
research that laidma griundwork for"things«to_come: Kellogg W. Hunt:s Gram—
i \ . .
PR

aficah Structures Written\at Three Grade Levels (NCTE Research Report, No.

A Voo - -
X 1965 / James Moffettks\Teaching the Universe of Discourse (Boston: ]
Az \; — - : | .
hto nd Zoellner's "Talk—Write" (1969);‘asgwell as Young,

Vi
N Houg l 1fflin, 1968),

/
Becker‘ a Pike's practic 1 application of tagmemic theory in Rhetoric- Dis-

Harcourt, Brace and World, 1970) In conJunction‘w

.withithe 'a t, we may also recall Janice Lauer's essay “Heuristics and Compo— //

o ' , . \ ‘ .
0, 39%~404)L_a study\that anticipates ourvrenewedi’yﬁ\\\

3 L : o _ -
~interest|in rﬂ torica 1nVEnt10A. In retrosPecé\ however, the true Copernicus

of our age was Jdnet Emig, ‘who

e\\onograph The Composing Processes of Tweifth
o.

Yoo \\_‘2« ’ » f
than an ‘other, her ‘work has radically restruttured

2 Sy ;
»  Graderg NCTE“Rﬁzearch Reporc, 2 13y appeared in 1971 I call Ms. Emig our

. Copeipic s because, mor

e ol B .
‘Later, Immanuel”Kant.claimed to'havé
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knower where formerly the knower had moved around things. Ms. Emig's work

moyed our attention‘from the written product to the writing process, thus

Ix3

r

invert‘ng our traditional model for the teaching of ‘English. In one way Or
. 7 another, every significant piece of research of the decade built upon this
/ L ' e ' ' : ”
S newmfoundation;

o

\ And the scope of that research has been stagger1ng, aga1n recalllng R

L ,'\ +
"*the suddenfefflorescence»of "new sc1ence" dur1ng the Renalssance. In 197l

/ i

1 James L. Klnneavy publlsned his monumental Theory of Dlscourse (Englewood

: f . CllffS, N J.: Prentlce—Hall 1971), the harb1nger of a new sp1r1t of _
Cfanp TR J . o
ot . K

: fﬂ"f\ sc1ent1f1c 1nqu1ry. Frank o' 'Hare's Sentence Comblnlng Improv1ng.Student-

. ..‘l

e Wr1t1ng W1thout Formal Grammar Instructlon (NCTE ‘Research Report No 15)

L

bt

appeared the followlng year, ‘a - repllcatlon of John Mellon 'S ploneer1ng

/7 study of Transformatlonal Sentence—Comb1n1ng (NCTE Research Report No. lO)

“QW/ - of 1969. Paul B D1ederlch s Measurlng Growth in Engllsh (Urbana, NCTE,

1

l974) presented a practlcal ‘and - rellable approach to, evaluatlng wr1t1ng

Al .. : ) ;
N , hollstlcally, whlle w1th Error Analy51s- Perspectlves on’ Second Language

\

. AN

B ’Zf' Learnlng (London.-Longman, 1974) Jack cC. Rlchards set the stage for Ms-

\

Shaughnessey s Errors and Expectatlons.\y K E
\ - * A

v

.~- IR Throuqhout the decade, researchers ‘have’ probed 1nto the gray matter ;ﬁ"‘
} \ . . . i -
of wr1t1ng and thlnklng\ James W Ney 's "Notes towards a Psychollngulstlc

) N
a

» Model of the Wr1t1ng Process" (RTE, 8 /Summer 1974/, 157 69), Frank

D Angelo s A Conceptual Theory\of Rhetorlc (Cambrldge, Mass.. W1nthrop

Kl ! S

PubllShers’ Inc" 1975) ; Bixseh s\1’*111°S°Ph¥ of| C 0mp051tlon (1977); and Ms. \fm

Emlg s .own. essay "Wr1t1ng as a Mode of\EEarning" (CCC, 28 /May 1977/, 122—28)..

.t . F

T More recently, the work of Llnda S Flower ‘and John\R\\anes has’ carrled

this.spirit of.inquiry‘into still new realms_of thought.3 W\L*\s<\

S ' At the same tlme, other explorers have recharted the course of\;;:;;EI\\\\;

. \\:. T - 5 1

L4 &

language\development and proposed ways of accelerat1ng that development.

on

.o \ R . S
PO L . = . .
L 'f ! : ; oo . S A .
' . L I e . e R AT

O ~— v x TR R

.
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- N C ) .
: Thus, in 1970 Kellogg W. Hunt published his Syntactic Maturity in Schoolchildxen

and Adults (Monographs of-. the\Soc1ety for Research in Ckild Development, No. 134).

At mid-decade James Britton publlshed The Development of Writing Abilities (1l- lB)

{London:- Macmlllan, 1975), and in 1976 Walter D. Loban completed h1s long1tud1nal
\

. ]
‘study of Language Development K1ndergarten through Grade Tmelve (NCTE Research

Report, No.. 18) More recently, Max Morenberg, Donald Dalker, and Andrew Kerek v

'

" - 'of ‘Miami- Un1vers1ty have brought the work of Hunt, Mellon, and O' Hare to the

e collegc classrobmﬂw1th 1mpress1ve results,/%s reported in "Sentence Comb1n1ng at
' : : v/__ / : IS

. - . \'
oo '7' the’ College Level An Experlmental Study“ (RTE 12 /Oct. 1978/ 245~ = ——

-
4

-lf T The lr/t of such frultful and fasc1nat1ng research pro;ects lengthens each’

< " ”

.year at an’ acceleratlng pace. Rather than belabor 1t further, however,fI shall

5
e .. Y 4 - -

turn to an’ aspect of such 1nqu1ry whlch I find part1cularly exc1t1ng, s1nce 1t

o

) indicates that,ﬁin’the terms of Thomas S. Kuhn‘s The Structure‘of Sc1ent1flc .
3 ‘ “ o . . . ¥

~'Revolutlons (1970), our dlsc1pllne is evolvlng from a, relat1vely 1nchoate, prepar-
6w ' ) ‘ ’
: angmatlc enterprlse toward the beg1nn1ngs of a nofmal science. Th1s new develop-

' ment is the" 1ncreas1ngly urgent callrfor compo51tlon theory dur1nr the last f1ve

s e,

. o - . ,\1
years——and the 1ncreas1ngly art1culate answeré ‘to that call, whvch wrll cont1nue
S i . - .

R 1mmmdtmsdmu4 S oo A ; L .

¢ " " 1
Wt

) Krnneavy 5! Theory of D1scourse\(197l) was 1ndeed a bcok'ahead of 1ts t1me.

‘ Abcut 1976, roughly a year after the publlcatlo’ f—D—Angelgis‘ESnceptual Theory

\ )

of Rhetor1c and a year before the appearance of Hirsch's Phllosophy of Composition

-

4

and Shaughnessy s Errors  and Expectatlons, calls for systematlc theor1es of

) composition\began to resound‘through our Journals. Thus, in the February 1976

1ssue of College Compos1tlon and Communlcatlon there appeared John Warnock s

. /"Who .S Afra1d of Theory’" Lpp. 16—20) and Glenn Matott‘ "In. Searck of a Phllosoph
1cal Context for Teach1ng Compos1tlon" (pp. 25-31) . " In May there appeared l

Josephlne Mlles s "What We Already Know ‘About’ Composltlon and What We Need to

A Know" (pp. 136 4l) and vrank D Angelo s “The Search for Intelllglble Structure

Y . . - \ . » . " v
1 " Lo . . ' ) ) R . B

. . o A
o o L ‘ & : o
. i . ‘ : 1 A ; ‘ ) ' . :
. # I . . v H R . . ¢ . . . 3 . g e
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in the Teaching of Composition" (pp. 142—47). In the wake of these appeared,

of course, the manifestoes of Hirsch and Shaughnessy . Not that two such

books could stop the revolution——theyﬁgave it momentum.: Essays like Martha L.
1 _ . _

King's "Research in Compositﬁon: A Need for Theory" (RTE, 12 cht. 1978/,

. - N L

l93—202) and Nancy I. Sommers' "The Need for Theory in Composition~Research"L

(ccec, 30 /Feb 1979/, 46- 49) continue to appear, as do- the theoretical studies

these authors call for. 1In this stage “of development, the key word 1is "toward "

»

as_in these promising recent titles: Janice M. Lauer, "Toward a Metatheory oﬁ

Al
T

.

Heuristic Procedures"'(CCC, 30 /Octﬁ?lQ?Q/, 268 69 Martha L. King and Victor

—_ .
Rentel, "Toward a Theory of Early riting-Bevelopment__iRTE, l3 /Oct 1979/, . L

—

-~ e &

" 243- 52), Caroline D Eckhardt and David H Stewart, "Towards a Functional ’//f

) Taxonomy'of CompOSition" (CCC, 30 /Dec. 1979/, 338 4?,fand finally Stephen P.

& . v

*Witte, "Toward a. Model for Research in Written CompOSition (RTE, l4 /Feb 1980/,q

s .
L&

. o Co . D
- . . B K T, “ M

381 o | ‘. . .' o

et C ) . b . . o : N N o . v
Y e . - Lo

nﬁow,'one may,ask,'doe such nascent theory apply to apprentice English
teachers in the -1980s? I would answer that it applies to“them directly._ As Kuhn.
N . e . 3 o ":..

observes, "A paradigm is what;the members of_a sc1entific community share,-and;

1 i s . - .
! s . M .

conversely, a sciéntificicommifiity consists Of:men who share a paradigm" (p. 176).
B . . ¥ : L . . . 3 . T . . w

. ° . " .
3 . : «
o o

If we substitute the less scientismicvword "theory" for “"paradigm" ih.the
‘ . oL . : ) ’ o A ) )
- .passage,'the implication’ for humanists is clear; a theory is what binds us o

; together. IT is*betause—of—the—Gopefnican revolution:in C‘QmPOSitiOT'1 theory
Y .
¢ Y

;.during the late 1970s that we find oureﬁlves, as Michael T. Joyce recently put .

-

it, "Teaching CompoSition in ‘a.New Elizabethan Age" (CE 39 /Aprli 1978/,

“

' 894 902) ‘In an essay entitled "Getting It Together in the Enqlish Department" e

(ADE Bulletin, No.55 /Nov. 1977/, 28 3l “W. Ross Winterowd %latly stated that

v

HnooL . ‘>" -

ﬁ""Rhetorical studies atf resent are. Simply more interesting than. literary studies“

(,; 31) In the 1ast five years, more and more established scholars like Hirsch .

% .
i
M

:and Lanham have begun to share this View, .and more are*converted to it every
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-~ oy e

e N '

. - year. Suddenly, we are all student-teachers, learnfng to teach, and teaching

[

to learn anew.
'Fortunately,\our_English teacher training programs have evolved along
_with our understanding of teaching and learning. We have come a long.way

from the time”whenﬁessays like Charles Moyer's "Why I Gave Up Teaéhing Fresh-

man English" (CE, 31 /ﬁov;'196§7, 196474) were the norm. But where in the late

Nt !

© 1960s and early 1970s Engllsh 10] seemed "so indistinct a s1tuatlon as to be

an all—purpose blob, today thelfield threatens to splinter into its burgeoning

.'/f
-’

”‘ﬁffsubfdisciplines. * The May 1980 issue of Writing~Labs Newsletter.lists fourteen

un1vers1t1es now offer1ng spec1allzed doctorates in composltlon. While such o
i n . . k]

-]

speclallzatlon offers the advantages of 1n—depth knowledge, t also carrres e

“with 1t 11ab111t1es such as Professors-M*- nd- lesch suggest- rigidity,

) [ Lo . < \_—._‘

'~voCationa1ism, and reduction1sm.. As.yet,'no FranC1s‘Bacon has come on*our ... . -
Tt an ' v t " -

i . scene with a Novum Organum for teachlng. As yet, no Wellek and Warren have .

3 .

v

- wrltten an all- embrac1ng Theory of Composltlon. The.studies (i call Engllsh .

remaln an amalgam of art and sc1ence.‘ And there1n, I belleve, lies the1r new

Vs
,'_‘ L ¢ ~

energia. W1th th1s premlse-stated, I snall rev1ew developments in teacher .

41,)_,.,, _:
el

tra1n1ng over the past ten years.;

- - H i 3

,y‘- /
harlton Lalrd flttlngly klcked off the new decade w1th a new decalogue- £

gn "

. 5
"The New Ten Commandments for Teachers of Compos1tlon. : These 1ncluded such L
rev1s1on1st rules.as No.K4 "Thou shalt honor thy father,nThought, and thy .

'

““‘——————motherT_Languaae . and No. '8, "Thou shalt teach thy students nq& to steal.

.'.r

Unfortunately,<as La1rd h1mself feared such an eplphany ‘all’ too read11y

[ o v

provokes “the same\reactlon as 1ts Mosalc or1g1nal.~"And when 7ﬁe people saw
- . o :

it, they removed and stood afar off"‘(Gen. 20:18). k

“ o - . LY

Then, 1n 1973, another prophetlc soul Frantls Chrlstensen, offered

k]

"The Course 1n Advanced Compos1tlon for Teachers" (CCC, 24 /May 1973/, 163—70),.

A . W .
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- based on his generative rhetoric and tailored to suit the 1967 NCTE Guide-

‘lines for the Preparation of Teachers of English. Specifically, Christensen

argued that a course "where composition embraces not only factual and im-
aginative writing but rhetoric" (p- 160)4cou1d grow out of students' work in

grammar and}history of the language.

While Chr1stensen S was a promising curriculum, it essentially looked

backward toward the "new" rhetorics of the 1960s. A more contemporary, more

1nclu51ve approach toward "Prepar1ng the Composltlon Teacher"” appeared in

Donald Nemanlch s essay by that t1tle in the May 1974 CCC. Nemanlch S pro-

}
T

" gram was threefoldt "l) Students need experlence writing various k1nds of

“papers. 2) Students should read w1dely about conposltlon and the teachlng

"y L # %

N v
of composition. and 3) they should nave experlence plannlng to teacb compo—

‘—~———-—w4uiurm::p1ann1ng a sequentlal program maklng ass1gnments, tutorlng student”
—— ) .

>’~.'\ \
~a read1ng and gradlng papers, and . teach..ng others how to‘uWove-thelrwr-rtmg

. -~

1

..\.
(p. 48) Th1s is exactly the kind of teacher tralnlng many of us rece1ved ‘

3 Y.

wh11e serv;ng as graduate as51stants dur1ng the 1970s, and I belleve ‘that

v

4;t has served us surpr1s1ngly well through revolutlonary tlmes.
In 1976 Janlce M Lauer put the matter into global terms in her essay e

f“The ‘Teacher - of Wr1t1ng“ (CCC, 27 /Dec 1976/, 341~ 43) "And we, the teachers'

<
e w . . > 3 : .

'of wr1t1ng, f1nd ourselves. wh1r11ng in the vortex of three worlds--the world
of rhetdrical théory, the world-of the classroom, and the world 6f our

departments“ (p. 341). Moreover, Lauer__learly grasped Ker- pos1tlon as a

'-
- \, ‘!

Renalssance*woman*rn*the—m:dst—e%—a—eepesn1can_revn1uf1On- "To stand*still

ffls to go backward to be left behlnd. To go: fo ard means engaglng in our .

T o %
own research, 1t Means keeplng abreast cE emerglng theorle it means maklng

creative app11catlons of new 1deas in our teachlng, 1t mean§. shar1ng know— K

“,ledge withﬁour éolleaguesw (p. 343). This 1sslndeeduteacher tra1n1ng for a - K
. . . . 3 - R s v / ‘

I
.
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new Elizabethan age, and Ms. Lauer's own writing reflects its yitality.-'

Finally, I turn -o a fourth essay, one which carries the global

metaphor still farth: © “ard C. Gebhardt's "Balancing Theory with Practice
in the Training of ¥ Teachers" (ccc, 28 /May 1977/, 134-40). Gebhardt.
calls on us to teach- learn——foﬁﬁ kinds of knowledge: 1) knowledge of the

: ’ i . i . [
‘structure and history of the language; 2) knowledge of rhetoric; 3) know-

ledg of a theoretical framework for understanding our:discipline; and 4)

knowledge of,reliable, productive teaching methods. This is, of course, a

/ .

i

matter of becomlng a Renaissance.man or woman: ' : .

n.

"Edeally, the student preparlng to: teach wr1t1ng would master a

. N N .
= [A) ' . &,

world oﬁ_knowledge that‘runs"from transactronai analys1s to neat -

-
~os - ., . P

handwriting, from conventions of the sonnet to the -pyramid structure
A e s L C e . [RCIN

' of the news story, from the most yeneratedjldeas of Aristotle to the

3most’voguish;ideas of the 1atest-educational trend.';(p. 134)_

:;equal to those wh1ch Homer gave Ulysses. I

As a student teacher from an - earller age wrote, "this is:not a bow'tor.eVéry
£ N -

man to shoot in that counts h1mself a teacher, but “will requlre s1news almost

[
"

S L) -

R Any resemblance between Gebhardt s proposal and John Mllton s "Of Edu- .
[ . L '
Cation- is, I belleve, more than* merely fortultous. Fulthermcre, thls

i

'p‘:correspondence br1ngs me back to that all= embrac1ng advertlsement and to

N . W

ProfessorvLanham, who recently publlshed a'p1ece entltled "Post—Darw;nlan

° - K o : . A . ‘

Humanlsm" (1n State_of the DlSClpllne, pp. 53 62). Such a humanismf Which

L

; encumyasses—transaet&eﬁal-analys&s—and—sonnetAﬂnnununxg_mhlch_outilts men .

nd women for the new campus-w1de wr1t1ng program and at the ‘same tlme

K . . N -

£ 3 s

demands of them ﬂlrst class llterary tralning and 1ntelllgence, ‘can 1ndeed

Ly .
..... Perhaps
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. a renaissance, a time not unlike that when Chaucer could praise a humble .
/. . . . ‘ {
.‘clerk of Oxford by say:.’ng "and gladly wolde he lerne and gladly teéche.”
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. - _ ' : . Notes
N . -
™ /’ I
v ' 1 . : S . ' :
| "See Mastin Steimnmann, Jr., ed., New Rhetorics (New York: Charles \
Scribner's Sons, 1967). ) /
. y
-

2C0nsider, for example, these scholia to Errors and Egpectations:
- / L A _ ,
John Rouse, "The Politics of Comﬁosition," CE,'4l (SeptL l979), 1-12; .

PN

Mlchael Allen. "ertlng Away from Fear Mlna Shaughnessy and the Uses. of
. L ) .

Authorlty,“’CE 4l (Aprll l980), 857~ 67 Gerald"Graff ,"The-Polltlcs of -

Composlt{on- A Reply to John Rouse," CE 4l (AprllfIw907 851456;'and Rouse

“‘ : |
et PR

iagaln, "Feellng Our Way A}ong," CE 41, (Aprll l980), 868 75

3See thelr studles of “Problem—Solv1ng Strategles and the Wr1t1ng v
. Process“ CE 39 (Dec. 977), 449»61, and "The Cognltlon of Dlscovery, Defln—
‘ 1ng a Rhetorlcal Problem CCC, 3l (Feb l980)I 21 32, as well as Ms. Flower s“,
- « s W K . . 3

own "erter—Based Prose B Cogn1t1ve Basis for Problems in Wr1t1ng ,;4l
. & . . e

~
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