
Bete: Youse was der ' when dey gave Crazy John da 
chair, wasn't ymse? 

Tough Tony: Yeah, me an' Crazy an' da rest a' da 
boys was all up da river, all of u s  in da same cell 
blmk, w a i t i n '  to g e t  fried. 

Pete: I were up a different river, so I never got 
no word why da occpers oooLdnlt oook ymse 'til so 
long after dey sent youse up to da pen to get da 
chair. 

Tough Tteny: W a l l ,  da governor's gotta give da 
word 'fore da coppers kin broil anybody, an' da gov- 
ernor was en dat beat t r ip  he takes every year, to 
Greece or someplace like dat. m cocpers ha& wait 
'till he g o t  bck. 

Bete: H o w o o n e C r a z y g o t i t a n l y o u s e g u y s g o t  

away? 

Tough Tony: W a l l ,  all da & da cpvernor was 
gone we was plannin' da break. Mhen da coppers 
finally CJYt da word dat dey cnlld us b?? ha* 
hurry but we got da break set for da night 'fore dey 
was planntn' ta have da big barbecue. Dat night, 
just after we gave da signal to da boys outside ta 
core inside and get us, Crazy an' dat kid Scholtz 
started rappin' da bars in Stancfard mvict Osde 
Number T'ree, so da guards wouldn't understand, a '  
mse, Crazy said he weren't gonna break wid us, 
dat he'd amsidered all things, an' decided he'd 
rather stay an' get juiced (farm take it on da lam 

wid us. Denn seine a' da udder boys started 
rapping', also, an' it went like dis: 

Scholtz: Ycuse  ain't redly  qmna stay, is ymse? 

Crazy John: Y e s ,  I am. 

SdBiidt: But dey'll bum youse to a crisp 
tcnorrow! 

Crazy John: Yes, but they cannot burn my soul. 

Miggsey: Vy iss it youse tink youse got ein soul? 

~ r a z y  ~ohn: I believe that everything has a 
soul. Surely everything with feet has soul, cplf 
clubs have soul, and soul is the most Capital thing 
in South Korea. But I can do better than just qive 
good exanples: I can prove that everything has 
soul, locked up in and determi-ned by its ocnponent 
atoms. 

I ask you., what happens when a piece of meat lies in 

the hot sun for a couple of days? It gets rotten;, 

and anells, the rottermer the smellier: Why? 
m u s e  it is breaking down into its -t 
atoms, and as is evidenced by the odor, its soul is 
leaking into the air. And what happens when 
scnebody eats that meat? They get sick, maybe die: 
That's because the stcnach breaks the meat down into 
its ccqcnent atoms, and the soul that was in the 
meat is released. Since the ancients have defined 
soul as "solitary, " the natural state of man is when 
he has only one soul. Therefore, when. the soul of 
the meat is released, and it cannot escape from the 
body in the form of a burp, the man has more than 
one soul and is thusly unhealthy. This phenoiemm 
is further evidenced by m y  people's reaction to 
"soul food." Miigqsey, do you see any flaw in my 

-g? 

M-tggsey: Netn, off coursenot. 

Sdtai-dt: Okay, der's a such thing as a soul, but 
how do youse know dat der's l i fe  after kickin' da 
bucket? 

Crazy Jahn: Since, when you sniffed the rotten 
meat you were shewn that the soul exists after 
death, I need d y  prove that individuality w i l l  be 
retained. I d d  merely say that since the soul is 
locked up and therefore shaped by the structure of 
the ocitiponent atoms, and no taro sets of atcros are 
the same, the soul of any object is unique. 
  ow ever, I can demonstrate a still clearer proof by 

furtkz utilizing the rot* meat i h .  Surely all 
of you have perceived the difference betwen the 
amell  of rotten beef and the odor of rotten pork. 
To carry the natter farther you have doubtless 
observed how dogs, with their sensitive noses, can 
trail a man thrcugh a veritable maze of anslls, 
identifying him from among m y  other men sinply 
because the soul that escapes out through his pores 
as he perspires is different from any other soul. 

sail. is an individd thing; therefore, it is 
quite apparent that l i fe  is oontinucus, beyond 
death. Do you agree, Schmidt? 

Schmidt: Yeah. 

Scholtz: Okay, der's l i fe  after getting bunped 
off, but how do youse know youse'll be hapier denn. 

Crazy Jch: Ym've adnitted that i n d i v i W t y  is 
r etained a f t e r  death. Therdore I cmcluk that I 
will still be a Ua-rtJonaniac. Maw, what 
inoctiveniences does an escaped-ocaivict thief have to 
face? He must always be on the look-cut, always 
hiding, always he is in danger of being caught and 



being sent back to prism, the world's most boring 
establishment. But vtet prison could hold a soul 
unhaltered by a physical body? %me: ! The medium 
inevitable after death is ideal to the true klepto. 
No, I'll die. If I went cut with you, I might end 
up in a cement overcoat someday, unable to 
deoonpose. Do you understand, Scholtz? 

Scholtz: Yeah, it's pifectly clear , mazy. 

Â¥Kxig lby: At dat point Scholtz took a slug in 
da arm from da oocpers shoot-ui . I at da bays Â£ra 
outside vAio had axre in ta get us out. Me decided 
ta split. Crazy was pifectly calm, giggling in da 
comer. Me got da word later dat he never turned 
yella when dey took him ta the chair. 

Pete: Jeez, he sure was crazy! 

Year after year, the assignment which 
consistently results in the very best 
writing of any assignment I have ever 
given is the original satire. After 
reading Tartuffe, the Rape of the Lock, 
about half of Gulliver's Travels, and all 
the Candide, the class explores the tech- 
niques used by those writers of classic 
satires. In addition w e  listen to re- 
cordings of modern satirists: musical 
comedy lyrics, skits by Bill Cosby and 
Nichols and May. Then students are asked 
to write their satires. They can sati- 
rize anything they wish, and they can use 
whatever format accomplishes their pur- 
poses. 

Satire is, of course a tone of voice, a 
turn of mind, which some students cannot 
truly achieve, but even those students 
usually have fun trying. On the other 
hand, surprisingly large numbers of stu- 
dents find the satirical mode very con- 
genial. They discover voices and tech- 
niques through which to air their griev- 
ances, their annoyances, trivial or pro- 
found, serious or silly. 

Those who were especially clever found 
outlet for their wit: A wonderful, rag- 
ged, self -illustrated volume of madden- 
ingly cryptic little modern poems called 
Words in Heat. The angry could vent ap- 
propriately: A widely irreverant attack 
on the school detention system called All - 
Quiet on the West Cafeteria. Sometimes 
even the turned-off discover that satire 
gave them a means of academic sabotage: 
A smashing and hilarious parody of 
Phaedra . 
All of these writing assignments are sol- 
idly based upon rhetorical problems, upon 
constraints which audience, purpose, and 
occasion place upon writing tasks. The 
assignments also require students to ex- 
ercise their rhetorical skills as criti- 

cal probes for reading the literature 
they are studying. In fact and indeed 
these assignments encourage, stimulate, 
and demand thinking as an essential part 
of the writing process. 



Methods of Thinking and 
College Education 

Jack Meiland 
Department of Philosophy 
The University of Michigan 

Six years ago, I was offered the opportu- 
nity to teach a freshman seminar called 
"Introduction to the University." I ac- 
cepted the offer on the condition that I 
could change the focus of the course. It 
seemed (and still seems) to me that stu- 
dents are plunged into college work with- 
out its aims and methods being explained 
to them. They are in the same position 
as a person who is asked to play a game 
of chess without being told the rules of 
the game or what counts as winning. So 1 
created a course in which the focus was 
on intellectual methods in the various 
disciplines and on questions of aims and 
methods which cut across the disciplines. 
I taught this material for two years. 
During the third time around, I became 
extremely dissatisfied with the papers 
that the students were writing. These 
were analytical and critical evaluations 
of arguments and essays. I suddenly 
realized that I was giving assignments 
and writing critical comments on stu- 
dents' papers without explaining to them 
what I wanted. I was telling them what 
not to do without telling them what to 
do. So one day I walked into class and 
said "You don't know at all what to do 
with these assignments; this must 
stop1'--with which sentiments the students 
totally agreed. During that session and 
the following several weeks, 1 went step- 
by-step through the process of argumenta- 
tion and of constructing an argumentative 
paper. I described the steps but espe- 
cially emphasized the reasons why each 
step should be included--for example, - why 
a good piece of argumentation raises ob- 
j ections to arguments previously given. 
The students participated enthusiasti- 
cally, primarily by asking questions a- 
bout the role and purpose of each step as 
we went along. Their questions showed me 
that they did not understand the first 
thing about intellectual method. They 
did not understand what an argument is or 
why arguments are given. They even had 

difficulty in distinguishing among intel- 
lectual questions, positions taken in 

response to those questions, and argu- 
ments given for those positions. It was 
not their fault; instead, it was the 
fault of their teachers. No one had ever 
told them these things. No one had ever 
tried to teach them basic intellectual 
skills, and yet those same teachers ex- 
pected them~required them--to do intel- 
lectual work. These class sessions were 
some of the most intense sessions I have 
ever taught. The attention of every stu- 
dent in the class was absolutely riveted 
on what we were doing. Students said 
repeatedly that this was the sort of 
thing they had come to college to learn; 
they had been disappointed when they did 
not find it in their other courses. They 
felt that at last the sacred mysteries of 
academia were being revealed to them. 
And that is indeed one of the aims of my 
course : the demystification of college 
work and of the academic world generally. 

Because my colleagues were criticising 
student writing at the same time that 1 
was discussing the purpose of the argu- 
mentative paper with my students, I asked 
some faculty what they felt to be the 
great defects of students papers. The 
most serious faculty complaints were not, 
by and large, about grammar or about 
writing style. Instead, the most fre- 
quent complaints were that students did 
not know how to develop their ideas and 
organize their ideas. They did not know 
how to formulate their ideas clearly, 
argue for their ideas, develop replies to 
possible objections, uncover hidden as- 
sumptions, discover the implications and 
consequences of a position, and so on. 
The students' problem, that is, was not a 
problem in writing in a narrow sense of 
that expression; instead, it was a prob- 
lem in thinking. Students' responses to 
my description of argumentation and fac- 
ulty complaints about students' writing 



r e i n f o r c e d  me i n  my dec i s ion  t o  t e a c h  
b a s i c  s k i l l s  of t h i n k i n g  i n  my course.  

My assessment-- that  c o l l e g e  s t u d e n t s  do 
no t  know how t o  t h i n k  and a r e  no t  t augh t  
how t o  do s o  by c u r r e n t  p r a c t i c e s  i n  
h igher  e d u c a t i o n ~ i s  r e i n f o r c e d  by a  r e -  
p o r t  which appeared i n  t h e  December 9 t h ,  
1981 i s s u e  of The Chronicle  of Higher 
Education. It  i s  a  r e p o r t  of a  s t udy  of 

t h e  w r i t i n g  of law s t u d e n t s  a t  t h e  
Univers i ty  of Texas Law School: 

The widespread carplaint that many law- 
yers are poor writers was described a t  a  
legal-education conference here (Na^ 

York) as somewhat off the nark. 

Law students do not have much trouble 
with formal grannar or with recognizing 
errors in other people's writing, said 
Dean John F. Sutton, Jr., of the Univer- 
s i ty  of Texas School of Law. The main 
problem, he said, pointing to research 
fndings a t  his institution, is that stii- 
dents don't knew how to organize their 
thoughts. 

"Most l a w  students do not have a  writing 
problem," agreed James M. Douglas, Daan 

of Law a t  Texas Southern University. 
"They have a  thinking problem." 

The s t r i k i n g  imp l i ca t i on  of t h i s  r e p o r t  
i s  t h i s .  A l l  law s t u d e n t s  a r e  a l r e a d y  
c o l l e g e  gradua tes .  I f  they  have a  
" th ink ing  problem," t hen  it seems c l e a r  
t h a t  c o l l e g e s  a r e  f a i l i n g  i n  t h e  t each ing  
of t h ink ing  even though t h e  t e a c h i n g  of 
t h ink ing  i s  one of t h e  ch ie f  o f f i c i a l l y  
dec la red  purposes of most c o l l e g e s .  

I r e p e a t  t h a t  t h i s  i s  no t  t h e  s t u d e n t s '  
f a i l u r e .  I t  i s  t h e  f a i l u r e  of c o l l e g e  
f a c u l t i e s .  Apparently c o l l e g e  t e a c h e r s  
t h i n k  t h a t  s t u d e n t s  l e a r n  b a s i c  tech-  
niques of t h i n k i n g  i n  t h e i r  courses .  But 
t h e i r  own complaints  about  s tuden t  w r i t -  
i n g ,  l e t  a lone  s t u d i e s  l i k e  t h e  one j u s t  
quoted, show t h a t  t hey  a r e  no t  t e a c h i n g  
t h e s e  t e c h n i q u e s ~ o r  a t  l e a s t  n o t  t each-  
i n g  them e f f e c t i v e l y  s o  t h a t  t h e  s t u d e n t s  
a c t u a l l y  l e a r n  them. Col leges  a r e  simply 
no t  p rovid ing  s t u d e n t s  what t hey  need. 

S tudents  sense  t h i s .  Often t hey  w i l l  

t a k e  a  course i n  l o g i c  i n  order  t o  l e a r n  
t o  t h ink .  But courses  i n  l o g i c  u sua l ly  
do no t  f i l l  t h i s  need e i t h e r .  A l l  t o o  
o f t e n ,  an i n t r o d u c t o r y  course i n  l o g i c  
w i l l  concen t r a t e  on t h e  fol lowing:  giv- 
i n g  a  l o g i c a l  a n a l y s i s  of arguments i n  
o rd ina ry  language; d e t e c t i n g  formal and 
informal  f a l l a c i e s ;  s e t t i n g  up symbolic 
systems and deducing theorems of l o g i c .  
The l a s t  of t h e s e  i s  obviously of i n t e r -  
e s t  on ly  t o  t hose  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  prop- 
e r t i e s  of deduc t ive  systems; it i s  of no 
h e l p  i n  l e a r n i n g  t o  argue and t o  theo- 
r i z e .  The l o g i c a l  a n a l y s i s  of everyday 
arguments i s  u s e f u l ,  but  it does no t  go 
n e a r l y  f a r  enough. Nei ther  it nor t h e  
d e t e c t i o n  of f a l l a c i e s  i n  a l r eady  con- 
s t r u c t e d  arguments he lps  t h e  s tuden t  t o  
l e a r n  t o  c o n s t r u c t  arguments. Nor do 
most textbooks on Engl ish composition 
t a k e  up t h e  s l a c k .  I n  many cases  t h e i r  
chap te r s  on w r i t i n g  t h e  argumentative 
paper c o n s i s t  s o l e l y  of l i s t s  and des- 
c r i p t i o n s  of in formal  f a l l a c i e s  taken 

from l o g i c  t e x t s .  Is it any wonder t h a t  
s t u d e n t s  i n  my course  say "This i s  t h e  
f i r s t  t ime anyone has  t o l d  me what t o  do 
r a t h e r  t han  what no t  t o  do." One cannot 
t e a c h  s t u d e n t s  t o  t h i n k  and t o  argue 
merely by t e l l i n g  them what mistakes of 
reasoning  t o  avoid.  This  i s  l i k e  t r y i n g  
t o  t each  someone t o  p l ay  chess  by teach-  
i n g  him t h e  t r a p s  and s t r a t e g i c  s i t u a -  
t i o n s  t o  avoid.  To t each  e f f e c t i v e l y ,  we 
must t e l l  s t u d e n t s  what t o  do. 

S tudents  need t o  be t augh t  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
s k i l l s  d i r e c t l y  and e x p l i c i t l y .  There 
a r e  many i n t e l l e c t u a l  s k i l l s  necessary  
f o r  e f f e c t i v e  t h ink ing .  I have a l r eady  
mentioned a  few of t he se :  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
of i s s u e s  o r  problems; s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of 
what i s  problemat ic  about  an i s s u e ~ w h y  
it needs t o  be d i scussed ;  why it i s  i m -  
p o r t a n t ;  why obvious o r  easy s o l u t i o n s  
won't  work ( t h u s  b r ing ing  ou t  t h e  f u l l  
and e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e  of t h e  problem);  
d e s c r i p t i o n  of va r ious  a l t e r n a t i v e  pos i -  
t i o n s  o r  t h e o r i e s ;  e l i c i t i n g  of hidden 
assumptions,  and s o  on. These and many 
o t h e r  s k i l l s  must be t augh t  t o  s t u d e n t s  
a s  e a r l y  a s  p o s s i b l e  i n  s t u d e n t s '  c o l l e g e  
c a r e e r s  s o  t h a t  t hey  may use t h e  r e s t  of 
t h e i r  c o l l e g e  work a s  conscious and de- 
l i b e r a t e  p r a c t i c e  of t hose  s k i l l s .  This  
i s  what much c o l l e g e  work i s  supposed t o  



be, anyway. When we assign a term paper 
to students, we do not expect the stu- 
dents' papers to be a contribution to 
human knowledge. Term papers are exer- 
cises intended to improve the students' 
skills and their understanding of the 
material. These exercises would be much 
more effective if the students understood 
which skills the assignment was an op- 
portunity to practice and if the student 
had been told how to do the work re- 
quired. A good piano or violin teacher 
does not simply tell the students to do 
this or that exercise. Instead, the 
teacher carefully explains exactly how to 
do the exercise and exactly what the ex- 
ercise is intended to achieve. 

I teach various skills of thinking by 
teaching the associated forms of writ- 
ing. For example, I teach the skills of 
argumentation by teaching students to 
write argumentative papers. This makes 
the teaching of these rather abstract 

skills much more concrete and meaningful 
for students. It also enables students 
to measure their progress: if their 
papers get progressively better, they 
know that their thinking is getting pro- 
gressively better. 

A course which teaches skills of thinking 
must have some particular content in or- 
der that students may think about partic- 
ular issues and topics. I choose topics 
of various types for discussion. Among 
them are these: creationism and evolu- 
tion, technology and society, freedom and 
morality in scientific research. The 
creationism-evolution topic is perfect 
for my purposes. It surfaces periodi- 
cally in the media, and this assures stu- 
dents that these techniques of thinking 
have practical application to issues of 
real concern in our lives. Moreover, 
this topic has at least four different 
aspects: educational policy and deci- 
sions about what to teach; the nature of 
scientific theories; political, social, 
and legal issues connected with separa- 
tion of church and state; and liberal 
toleration of opposing views. Such 
topics illustrate the value of carefully 
identifying and distinguishing different 
issues and of carefully determining the 
relevance of various positions and argu- 

ments to each issue I use materials of 
all kinds, ranging from letters to the 
editor and newspaper articles to schol- 
arly articles and books to materials I 
compose myself. The following reading 
selection and related activities illus- 
trate how I provoke students to identify 
and distinguish issues about a topic in 
preparation for discussing the topic in 
class, for preparing an inquiry paper 
about the topic, and for critiquing each 
other's writing about the topic. 

University Cfcurse 101, Secticn 1 

Paper Assignmant: Analysis, Interpretation, and 
Argumentatim 

December ??, 1981: Mr. Washington George, Director 
of Americans for Moral Purity, an organization with 
headquarters in Rockrib, Massachusetts, held a press 
conference yesterday at which he spoke out against 
"moral laxity" in the United States. 

"Seme of cur citizens, " declared Mr. George, "tell 
us that we have no right to enforce cur views on the 
American people. They tell us that even though they 
themselves believe that abortion is wrong, they 
favor freedom of choice by each individual. This is 
a nonsensical position. If they believe that abor- 
tion is morally m g ,  then they have a noral duty 
to take action against abortion. What else can it 
mean to have moral beliefs? 

They may reply that what it means is that they them- 
selves would not have abortions, that abortion is 
wrong for them. But if abortion is wrong for one 
person, it is wrong for evemne. That is what it 
means for a type of action to be wrong." 

1. What is the issue, problem, or question being 
d k m s e d  here? (mere m y  be more t h n  me, ?a& 

various statements made by Mr. George are related to 
this nain issue. 

2. If there are any arguments in the above passage, 
state them clearly and fully, explaining hew each 
argument (If there is more than cne) is different 
from each ether argument. 

3. Does Mr. George make any hidden assumptions 
(that is, assunpfcions which he does not state ex- 
plicitly)? If so, state these assunpticns clearly 
and support your answer by referring to specific 
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statements by Mr. George, showing how the statements 
you cite are related to these assunpticns. 

4. Mhat might be some of the consequences, accept- 
able or unacceptable, of adopting Mr. George's 
view? Present some arqumentatim to shew that these 
are indeed amsxpencs, again &erring to spe=ific 
statements in the news conference. 

5. Qn any objectim be raised to Mr. George's 
view? E K p h i n .  

6. Qn any arguments 
Mr. George exposes? 
m t s  or ty showing 
given. 

be given for the position that 
Explain by giving such argu- 
why such arguments cannot be 

7. Which of these tM3 views, Mr. George's or the 
viewwhich he exposes, do you favor? -lain why by 
arguing for your answer. If you accept neither, 
explain ̂toy, again arguing for your answar. 

To illustrate how students respond in 
writing to these topical assignments and 
how they receive constructive written 
criticism to their writing, I offer the 
following examples. The first is the 

inquiry paper one student, Bill, wrote in 
response to the question of whether uni- 

versities should accept donations regard- 
less of how donors have acquired their 
money. The second is the critique an- 
other student, Caroline, offered Bill 
after reading his paper. The third is 
the comment I wrote to Bill after reading 
his paper and Caroline's critique. 

(See pp. 27, 28, 29, 30). 

In teaching inquiry and argumentation, I 
deal with particular topics, particular 
readings, and particular theories. My 
principal aim in discussing this material 
with students is not to decide which 
theory is better than other theories, but 

instead to explain the intellectual moti- 
vation behind each move made by the theo- 
rists. Why does the theorist feel the 
need to say this at this point in the 
inquiry? In this way, I hope to give 
students a sense of the structure of in- 
quiry. Theorists make the moves that 
they make at this or that point not from 
whim but instead because of objective 
intellectual imperatives. The very na- 
ture of inquiry forces a theorist to make 
this or that move. But one is forced to 
make a given move only if one has a par- 
ticular end in view. For example, a very 
popular intellectual goal is explanation. 
The natural sciences are often said to 
aim at explanations of natural phenom- 
ena. Explanation is not the only goal 
that one could have. One could aim in- 
stead at categorization or at appreci- 
ation. And even if one chooses to aim at 
explanation, different sorts of things 
may be regarded as explanations by dif- 
ferent inquirers. An explanation of a 
tribal ritual couched entirely in materi- 
alistic terms may satisfy some anthropol- 
ogists and completely fail to satisfy 
others. 

8 

In conveying the structure of inquiry to 
students, I constantly strive to exhibit 
alternatives, both in methodology and in 
goals. 1 try to set each piece of in- 
quiry in a context created by eliciting 

the fundamental (and often hidden) pre- 
suppositions of that inquiry. In this 
way, methods and goals--and hence 
results--which at first seemed inevitable 
and absolutely valid to students are seen 
to be dependent on human choices. Know- 
ledge is seen to be a human construction 
responding to particular human needs and 
purposes. We need to combat the view 
which Lewis Thomas describes so well 
talking about the teaching of science: 

But science, it a-s, is an altogether 
different kind of learning: an unambigu- 
ous, unalterable and endlessly useful 
display of data that cmly needs to be 



Bills's Paoer 

Universities and Accepting Donations 

Should a university accept donations regardless of how the 
donor acquired the money? This is a question facing many 
colleges in America today. Colleges get their support from 
many different sources. For example, colleges recieve money 
from such sources as the federal and state government, 
corporations, private citizens, and anonymous donors to name 
just a few. With all the different sources, one wonders how 
this money was acquired. Should the university accept 
donations from reputable sources which list exactly where they 
received their legally earned money as well as donations in 
which the money comes from anonomyous or questionable sources 
which acquire it through uncertain means. 

I feel that a university should not accept money regardless 
of how the donor acquired the money. How the donor acquired 
the money is very important. Many universities overlook where 
donors acquired the money for their donations because they need 
the money. I disagree with this procedure because the money 
may have been illegally obtained, maybe even from the 
university itself. 

I feel that universities should not accept these donations 
because the money often comes from sources who acquire the 
money illegally. It has been estimated that 15% of all the 
anonymous donors of money get the money throughcriminal 
means. Many universities do not check out how the money is 
acquired and therefore they take all donations whether they are 
acquired legally or illegally. Many times the criminals who 
are donating their illegally acquired money are trying to 
attain respectability in their community. When they gain this 
respectability, they use it as a front to gain respectability 
in their community. Once they have gained this respectability, 
they use it as a front to continue their illegal activities. 
Because of the hugh amouts of money that they acquire, even a 
large donation by our standards would not harm them financially 
in return for the respect and public image that they gain. 
Often times the money that they acquire is taken from innocent 
innocent citizens, wo, because of their financial lose, may 
not be able to contribute money to the university. It is 
reported that 40% of the American public supports universities 
in one way or another while crimes against the innocent citizen 
increase 5% per year. 

An objection that can be raised to the foregoing argument 
is that universities desparately need money and if the 
donations go for a good cause, it does't matter whether the 
money was acquired legally or illegally. Also many times the 
criminals that donate money to gain respectability want a new 
chance at life. They want to start over and get a good legal 

job. their first step in the right path is to donate money to 
a very needy cause, the universities. Universities are failing 
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financially and need money desparately. Last year, tuitions 
for all univesities natonwide increased 8%. The federal 
government, the largest contributor to universities, announced 
that they were voting on whether to limit their aid to colleges 
so that they could build up the defense budget. This situations 
comes at a time when college deficits are at an all-time high. 
Universities should take all donations, even illegal ones, to 
educate the young who, when they are older, may donate their 
own money. Therefore, the university is inaway paying for 
itself. The donations from all sources, legal and illegal, are 
a means to an ends of the colleges' self- sufficiency. There is 
proof in the fact that over 63% of college graduates contribute 
donations that add up to 15% of the total cost of running the 
college. 

A reply to this objection is that al- though universities need 
money, much of the money that they need is wasted on red tape 
and beurocratic mismanagement. Therefore, the money which is 
gotten from illegal sources is not really needed at all and 
should be discontinued. In a study of uni- versity spending, it 
was discovered that through some economic cost-cutting, 
university budgets could be cut by 13%. This more than 
accounts for the illegally acquired dona- tions from anonymous 
donors. thus, the illegal donations could be eliminated 
without increasing the university deficit. 

In conclusion, my arguments has not been refuted 
sufficiently enough to change my position that universities 
should accept donations regardless of how the donor acquired 
the money. I believe that universities should make a through 
check to see how or where the donor ac- quired the money. 
Finally, I believe that if the donor ac- quired the money through 
socially accepted means, than the donation can and should be 
used to help out a needy university. 



Caroline's Critique 

Critique of "Universities and Accepting Donations" 

Clarity through Argumentation: 

para. 2, sentence 3-- when you make an assumption like this, you should 
have some authority or study to back it up, and you should include this 
in your paper 

para. 3-- almost this entire para. is asserted as fact. Don't write 
your own hypothetical situations as if they actually exist; if they are 
true, tell me how you found out about it 

para. 3-- this argument seems ludicrous; I don't see how you can corre- 
late the two statistics in the last sentence 

paras. 3,4,5-- you don't tell me why "questionable" money should not be - 
accepted 

para. 5-- what should universities do with "questionable" money from 
know sources? How much is donated by anonymous donors? 

Clarity through Organization: 

Argumentative form is used very well in your paper. I see clearly an 
intro., (with question), position, argument, objection, reply, concl. 

para. 4-- put why the university needs money and should accept any they 
can get in the beginning of this para., then make a separate para. for 
each objection. 



My Comment 

I agree with Caroline in a general way. You are getting the idea 
ibout organization. You do understand what arguments, objections, and 
replies are and roughly how they are related to each other. That is 
good. But 1 also agree with her that the actual argumentation in the 
paper is somewhat loose and needs to be tightened up. 

I will mention only one or two points here. In paragraph 3, you give 
a certain argument down to line 14. At line 14, it seems to me that you 
start in on a new argument. I grant that it is an argument which perhaps 
supports the same conclusion. But it does seem to be a different argu- 
ment, and the trouble is that you spring it on the reader with no warning 
or explanation of what it is. In fact, I'm not even sure that it is a 
new argument. I'm only sure that there seems to be a change at line 14, 
and it leaves me puzzled as to what is going on. 

I want you to think more about the relations between objections and 
arguments. Is the objection in paragraph 4, lines 5-9 an objection to 
the argument (or arguments) which you give in paragraph 3? If so, just 
exactly how is it an objection? What exact point in the argument does it 
object to? You should tell the reader so that the reader will be con- 
vinced that it is an objection to the argument rather than, for example, 
an objection to the position. You say that it is an objection to the - 
argument, but just saying so doesn't make it one. 

At the beginning of paragraph 3, you talk about anonymous donors. 
Then you give the argument that donors often give money to gain respecta- 
bility. But it is difficult to see how an anonymous donor can gain re- 
spectability in this way--af ter all, he can't gain respectability if no 
one knows who he is (since he is anonymous). 

You have got to proofread your papers before turning them in. Typos 
mar the paper. Get in the habit of turning in work without typos now, 
and this will pay off in your later job or profession. If this were a 
job application, you would not get the job because the typos show that 
you are not sufficiently careful and painstaking. 



packaged and installed sawhere in one's read one historian and become completely 
-ral lobe in order to achieve a full convinced by that historian's account. 
understanding of the world ('The Art- of 
'Â¥teachin Science," The New York Times Then he would read another historian on 
Phgazine, Mch 14, 1982). the same topic and be completely 

convinced by that historian's very 

Tom McMillen, a Rhodes Scholar, now a different account. This proved to be an 

professional basketball player and aspir- extremely illuminating experience for the 
young man, producing some of the same ant to political office, describes his 
effects in him as the two psychology education in this way: .. courses produced in the young woman. 

In high school and at Maryland I was, 
more or less, a grind," he says. "I had 
a retentive memca'y and I took in whatever 
tnformaticn was given. Then I regurgi- 
tated it when I was asked. At Mord, 
theynotonlyexpectedmetotakeinin- 
fonnaticn but also to speculate about it, 
analyze it, and create something from 
it. I was in a daze for a few mths, 
but it was cne of the most inportant ex- 
periences of ny life. I learned how to 
think and to enjcy it (Sparks 
Illustrated, April 5, 1982, p. 49). 

To make what I am saying more concrete, 1 
want to recount briefly two experiences 
recently reported by students because I 
think that they are paradigmatic of the 
kinds of experiences that we ought to be 
producing for our students. The first 
experience is that of a young woman, a 
sophomore, who was taking two psychology 
courses simultaneously. These two 
courses covered the same topics and con- 
tent, but they were at different levels 
of sophistication; one was intended for 
freshman and sophomores and the other for 
seniors. The woman found that everything 
that she was being taught as fact in the 
lower-level course was being questioned 
and sometimes rejected in the upper-level 
course. This coerced her to meditate on 
the aims of the sciences and on the na- 
ture of knowledge in a way which advanced 
her education rapidly and led her to a 
much more sophisticated grasp of intel- 
lectual method. She came to have a more 
sceptical attitude and a critical aware- 
ness in dealing with intellectual mat- 
ters. The second student had a course 
from a history professor who emphasized 
conflicting interpretations of various 
historical events. The student would 

All of this is old-hat to teachers. 
Teachers' reactions to what I have just 
said are likely to be: "Of course, there 
are different interpretations of a given 
historical event. Of course, knowledge 
in psychology is hypothetical and subject 
to revision. We know all that already. 
There is no revelation for us in what you 
are saying." My reply is this. Of 
course, there is no revelation for - 
teachers in this. That is because 
teachers are professionals and have had 
the experiences which lead to these atti- 
tudes. But we must remember that we are 
teaching students. Our courses are 
mainly for the benefit of students. And 
consequently we must pay close attention 
to the situations of students~to their 
state of minds, their attitudes, and to 
what they need. We must remember that 
students come to us from high school 
where critical thinking is not necessar- 
ily encouraged, where they are asked to 
do "research" reports which consist main- 
ly of recording materials from various 
references, where pieces of knowledge are 
often presented to them as incontrovert- 
ible facts to be memorized. College is, 
or anyway should be, different from high 
school. And it should be different not 
just in presenting students with more 
difficult knowledge. It should be dif- 
ferent in that it raises students to a 
more sophisticated intellectual levels 
by giving them valuable perspectives on 
intellectual activity. 

Those of us who are college educators 
must ask ourselves several basic ques- 
tions which we cannot repeat too often 
because what we do is take students in 
their late teens and have them spend four 
years in a college. The questions are 
these : On what grounds do we have stu- 



dents spend four years in college? What 
do we h o e  to achieve by doing this? In 
particular, if we do not regard most of 
our students as pre-professionals in one 
or another field of inquiry~that is, as 
probable graduate students~then why do 
we attempt to fill them with know- 
ledge? The usual answer to these ques- 
tions is that there are certain things 
that one must know in order to get along 
well in the world. But is this so? Are 
there some specific pieces of knowledge 
of which this is true? Most colleges 
implicitly answer "no" to this question, 
since they allow students to gain degrees 
by taking widely varying programs of 
courses. The result is that there is no 
group of pieces of knowledge deemed es- 
sential for everyone to know in order to 
get along well in the world. By what 
right, then, do we encourage young people 
to spend four years with us when they 
could be doing other productive things 
with their time? The answer I have been 
suggesting is that we prepare them for 
the rest of their lives by helping them 
to develop certain attitudes toward know- 
ledge and certain skills which increase 
their intellectual independence and which 
help them become the kind of individuals 
they already want to be. 

Unfortunately, most instructors rarely 
say anything explicit about intellectual 
skills and ways of thinking. Instead, 
they may feel that students can and 
should absorb ways of thinking by os- 
mosis. Some instructors have told me 
that even if they wished to talk with 
students about analytic approaches or 
methods of thought, they would not know 
what to say. Others profess lack of in- 
terest in intellectual method, preferring 
to practice it rather than talk about 
it. Yet one would think that if the pur- 
pose of college work were to impart 
"helpful approches" and "valuable methods 
of analysis," as Derek Bok, the president 
of Harvard puts it, college instructors 
would attempt to give direct instruction 
in these topics or at least regularly 
make remarks about them in teaching the 
material of their courses. They gener- 
ally do very little of this. If the ul- 
timate purpose of college education is 
the imparting of ways of thinking, it 

would seem appropriate to attempt to give 

direct instruction in ways of thinking 
rather than leave it to chance and os- 
mosis. 

We can approach this same matter in a 
slightly different way by asking this 
question: If we, as a faculty, are in- 
volved in liberal education, what is it 
that we intend to liberate the students 
from? Those educational theorists who 
emphasize the transmission of knowledge 
would answer this by saying that students 
are to be liberated from the darkness of 
ignorance and falsehood by teaching them 
the truth about history, society, the 
individual, and nature. These theorists 
would continue by saying that one major 
purpose of teaching students the truth 
about these matters is to allow them to 
formulate beliefs and make decisions on 
the basis of knowledge on the grounds 
that beliefs and decisions based on know- 
ledge are better than those based on ig- 
norance and falsehood. My own answer to 
this question is that we should aim to 
liberate students from domination by dog- 
matism and by experts. This includes 
liberating students from dependence on 
teachers too. We should want to put stu- 
dents in a position to make up their own 
minds. Happily, this coincides with what 
students want, too. They want to learn 
to be independent individuals, people who 
can weigh evidence and claims for them- 
selves and form independent opinions 
rather than be blown back and forth by 
every intellectual, cultural, and politi- 
cal fad or impressive expert who comes 
along. 

If this is our aim, or one of our aims, 
in education, then the study of methodol- 
ogy and an examination of the goals. and 
limits of the major fields of inquiry are 
not subjects appropriate only for gradu- 
ate students or professionals students. 
They are essential for undergradutes too, 
in order that students may orient them- 
selves in a sea of conflicting claims and 
exploding knowledge and make intelligent 
judgments and choices. 

Intellectual methodology includes both 
such specific skills as analysis and ar- 
gumentation on the one hand and "the 



rules of the game" (the moves and pur- 
poses of inquiry) on the other hand. 
Teaching intellectual methodology to un- 
dergraduates not only leads them to think 
critically and independenty, but it also 
helps students to integrate their 
studies. As Professor Jonathan Z. Smith, 
Dean of the College of the University of 
Chicago has put it, "To dump on students 
the task of finding coherence in their 
education is indefensible. Colleges 
shouldn't be allowed to collect tuition 
on that basis" (Time Magazine, April 20, 
1981, p. 50). By showing students that 
some basic intellectual principles and 
intellectual techniques and skills apply 
to all fields of inquiry, we give them a 
sense of common purpose and of the unity 
of knowledge. By talking about cognitive 
frameworks and about world views, we 
showed them how seemingly disparate data 
and theories can be integrated into an 
intellectual whole. 

At the present moment, there is a great 
unease in the academic world over the 
effects of financial retrenchment. But 
there are signs of even greater and more 
important unease over the type of educa- 
tion that colleges now provide. A friend 
at the State University of New York at 
Buffalo writes "I find it puzzling that 
U.S. colleges give the strong appearance 
of trying to get students to think for 
themselves, and yet in any area that I 
have had to judge students the result 
seems to be the opposite (viz., indoctri- 
nation in vague and shallow views, alien- 
ation, authority-worship, an almost 
studied inability to agonize over a 
problem)." Professor Bernice Braid of 
Long Island University tells of a re- 
cruiter for IBM who complained that IBM 
"finds itself hiring well-educated, or at 
least wellcertified, personnel at rela- 
tively high salaries, only to have to 
invest a year or more in training them to 
think." At the same time, she finds a 
dangerous decline in morale and confusion 
about purpose among college teachers: 

We, as a group of teachers, seem less 
sure that spending time in the classroom 
produces anything.. . . This is merely 
another way of observing, then, that the 
professor of 1960 was both likely to be 

btmx?&d in his own field and cerbin 
that the pursuit of knowledge in some 
larger ocrrtext was useful and/or signifi- 
cant. The professor of 1980, on the 
other hand, having lost faith in the en- 
terprise of teaching itself, and perhaps 
having drifted, however hpzrcepfcibly, 
away from the values implicit in scholar- 
ly pursuit, finds it difficult to gener- 
ate p-c fervor, or just plain e m -  
@c curiosity (Ebm for Honors, XII:3, 
Siring 1982, p. 6). 

I believe that these two phenomena, fail- 
ure of colleges to do their job properly 
and decline in faculty morale are related 
to one another. Colleges advertise that 
they produce critical and independent 
thinkers. But the way in which colleges 
proceed on a daily basis~narnely each 
professor teaching the specific content of 
his or her narrow specialty--has, in my 
opinion, clearly failed to achieve this 
goal. No wonder, then, that college fac- 
ulties are confused and demoralized about 
teaching. This basic problem may now be 
hidden by the financial crisis which edu- 
cation faces, but it will remain and be 
even more serious long after we have 
coped with the financial crisis. It is 
even possible that if colleges did their 
job better, a grateful public and a 
grateful business community would provide 
colleges with sufficient funds. 

We need to teach students to think criti- 
cally and independently. We need to pro- 
vide them, not with more knowledge, but 
instead with greater understanding--un- 
derstanding of the nature and limits o'f 
inquiry and of the knowledge which in- 
quiry produces, and understanding of the 
fundamental features of the modern mind 
(such as those listed by William 
Daniels: positivism, reductionism, rela- 
tivism, and determinism). This is our 
aim in University Course 101. 

But college education should go even be- 
yond this. One of the topics about which 
we can and should think critically is the 
way we live. Socrates is generally ack- 
nowledged to be the greatest teacher in 
Western civilization. Socrates inquired, 
but he did not inquire after knowledge 
for its own sake. His purpose was to 



find out how a human being ought to live 
and, secondarily, how society should be 
arranged so as to make the best life pos- 
sible. He inquired into the patterns and 
principles of Athenian behavior so 
searchingly, and he suggested alternative 
ways of living that were so at odds with 
Athenian habits, that the Athenian citi- 
zens felt challenged by him in the most 
fundamental way. This was Socrates' pur- 
pose as an educator. Today we live in a 
certain way. For example, many of us 
are extreme individualists, with the re- 
sult that we have a fragmented society 
peopled by social atoms. Many of us 
evaluate everything in terms of our own 
self-interest, our own desires. Strik- 
ingly, this is particularly evident in 
today's colleges where students evaluate 
everything by asking the question "What 
will it do for me?" (Usually they wonder 
whether this or that will help them get a 
job or into medical school or law school). 

One important point to be made about 
critical thinking is that it can easily 
be justified to students by precisely 
their own evaluative standards. We can 

show them exactly what the ability to 
think, read, and write will do for them. 
We can show them in concrete detail how 
this ability can help them get jobs and 
do well in those jobs or in professional 
schools. (Remember Prof. Braid's IBM 
recruiter.) This is yet another reason 
why college education should emphasize 
intellectual skills and methodology--it 
is easy to motivate students to learn 
these things. Learning these things 
makes excellent sense to them. 

But once they learn these skills, col- 
leges should encourage students to use 
those same skills to examine their own 
values and those of society, just as 
Socrates did with the youths of Athens. 
It is by no means clear that self-inter- 
est should be a person's only, or high- 
est, value. It is by no means clear that 
our society should be as atomistic as it 
now is. Perhaps the teaching of critical 
thinking and a critical examination of 
world views and values would lead to an 
increase in the number of college gradu- 
ates who are able to create meaningful 
and significant lives for themselves. 



Writing Assignments: Where 
Writing Begins 

David Bartholomae 
Department of English 
University of Pittsburgh 

Ib begui to write is to 'Â¥know- what at 
the outset cannot be known except by 
inventing it, exactly, intentionally, 
autodidactically. 

EAnard Said, 
Beginnings 

I want to use this occasion1 to work on 
the paradox at the center of this passage 
from Beginnings: to begin to write is to 
'know" what cannot be known. It has be- 
come commonplace for English teachers to 
talk of writing as a "mode of learning," 
or of writing as "discovery." And it has 
become common to represent the writer's 
struggle as a struggle for realization: 
"How can I know what I mean until I see 
what I've said?" This representation of 
writing is conventionally in service of a 
pedogaqy whose primary aim is to enable 
students to work out something that is - 
inside them: insight, vision, ideas, 
connections, wisdom. 

If, however, we take knowledge to be 
something that is outside the writer, 
something inscribed in a discourse--the 
commonplaces, the texts, the gestures and 
jargon, the interpretive schemes~of a 
group from which the writer is excluded, 
then the paradox must be read differ- 
ently. To discover or to learn, the stu- 
dent must, by writing, become like us-- 
English teachers, adults, intellectuals, 
academics. He must become someone he is 
not. He must know what we know, talk 
like we talk; he must locate himself con- 
vincingly in a language that is not his 
own. He must invent the university when 
he sits down to write. 

l̂ his paper was presented as the key-note 
address at the Delaware Valley Writers Conference, 
March 1962. 

This is what I take Burke to be talking 
about when he talks about persuasion as 
"identification: 'I 

The individual p s c n ,  striving to 
form himself in aooordanoe with the 
camunicative norms that match the 
cooperative ways of his society, is, 
then, concerned with the rhetoric of 
identification. Tb act upon himself 
persiasively, he must variously 
resort to inages and ideas that are 
formative. Education ("indcctrin- 
ation") exerts such pressure upon him 
f m  without; he oonpletes the proe 
ess Â£ra within (Burke, p.39). 

The struggle of the student writer is not 
the struggle to bring out that which is 
within; it is the struggle to carry out 
those ritual activities that grant one 
entrance into a closed society. Or, as 
Foucault would have it, "The discourse of 
struggle does not oppose what is uncon- 
scious, it opposes what is secret." 

Teachers as priests of mystery, teaching 
as indoctrination, writing as identifi- 
cation--these are not popular defini- 
tions. They do, however, provide a way 
of talking about the business of as- 
signing writing to students. For me it 
is a necessary way of talking. Let me 
work this out by telling some stories. 

When I was first a Director of Com- 
position, and before I was tenured (this 
is to add spice to the story), a bunch of 
students came into my office to register 
a complaint about one of their teachers, 
a senior colleague of mine, a full pro- 
fessor and a distinguished scholar. This 
was about the tenth week of classes. It 
seemed that he had assigned one paper in 
the first week of the term but hadn't 
assigned any writing since. His stu- 
dents, rather, had been listening to lec- 
tures on the paragraph and the sentence, 



on style and organization, and they had, 
as well, been given the task of copying 
out longhand essays by Lamb, Macaulay, 
Ruskin and Carlyle. The students were 
wondering how in the world he was ever 
going to grade them, since he seemed to 
be collecting such unusual artifacts to 
judge . 
I mustered up my courage and went to 
visit this professor, told him of the 
complaints, and mentioned as gently as I 
could that the rest of us were assigning 
one--and in some cases two~papers a 
week. Here is his response: "I assigned 
a paper early in the term and they wrote 
miserably. if I assign more writing, 
they'll only make more mistakes." When I 
asked whether this meant, then, that the 
best writing course is the one in which 
students never wrote, where potential 
never had to be compromised by execution, 
he said, "No. When they are ready to 
write, I'll set them to writing again." 

Let me call this the Big Bang theory of 
writing instruction. Students are given 
instruction in writing as a subject-- 
sometimes through lectures, sometimes 
through textbooks, sometimes through 
classroom analyses of prose models--and 
then, when they are ready, they write. 
The assignment, then serves as a test. 
It is the students' opportunity to show 
that they have mastered the subject. 
There are Little Bang versions of this 
available everywhere: in most textbooks, 
for example, where writing is broken up 
into sub-skills--description, narration, 
exposition, argumentation. 

NOW if writing is conceived of as a 
technique~as a means for communicating 
what is known and not as a way of knowing 
itself~and if the techniques being 
taught are simple enough~the 5 sentence 
paragraph, ABAB comparisons--, then it is 
not unreasonable to suppose that students 
can pass the weekly test. If, however, 
the students are also to learn to write 
like Lamb or Macaulay (to represent them- 
selves within those peculiar gestures and 
patterns~and I am not willing to quickly 
condemn the copying out of essays in that 
course), then that copying will have to 
be accompanied by assigned writing of 

quite another kind. The ability to write 
like Macaulay, in other words, will not 
come in a big bang. The indoctrination 
will have to be "completed," in Burke's 
terms, by acts of writing that complete 
the shaping of a writer. "If he does not 
somehow act to tell himself (as his own - 
audience) what the various brands of rhe- 
toricians have told him, his persuasion 
is not complete" (Burke, p.39). 

Perhaps this leads to our first principle 
of assignment making. If assignments 
invite students to enter into a discourse 
which is not their own, and if their rep- 
resentations will only approximate that 
discourse (if they don't come in a big 
bang), then assignments must lead stu- 
dents through successive approximations. 
The movement through successive approxi- 
mations is a cycle of expectation and 
disappointment. There is no clear-cut 
developmental sequence here; students do 
not move easily from one level of mastery 
to the next. This is what it means to be 
going after secrets. As Kermode says, 

Hat for secrets, our caily axversa- 
tion may be with guardians who know 
less and see less than we can; and 
our sole hope and pleasure is in the 
perception of a incnentary radiance, 
before the door of disaEpointment is 
finally shut on us ~Kermode, p. 145). 

Here is my second story. A teacher at a 
school I recently visited gave what I 
thought was a wonderful assignment--and 
she gave it knowing that her students, at 
least most of them, would have to write 
their papers over again, perhaps several 
times, since in many ways it was an'im- 
possible assignment. She asked students 
to read through the journals they had 
been keeping over the semester and to 
write about what they had learned about 
themsleves from reading the journal. 
What I admired in this assignment, and 
what makes it such a difficult assign- 
ment, is that students were asked to 
write about what they had learned by 
reading the journal and not what they 
learned by writing in the journal. This 
is a nice stroke, since it defines the 
journal as a text and not an experience, 
and it defines the person writing as a 



composite of several people and not as a 
moment of feeling or thought. The as- 
signment defines the student as, simul- 
taneously, a textual presence~the "I" in 
a passage dated September 3rd and the "I" 
in a passage dated October 5th--and as an 
interpreter of texts, someone who defines 
patterns and imposes order, form, on pre- 
vious acts of ordering. Who is to say 
quickly what that person might learn? 
The subject of this assignment, then is 
language and language using. Students 
are not invited to believe that a subject 
can be something else--experience, truth, 
data--something that exists outside lan- 
guage, something language can record. 
This is often the trap of journal writ- 
ing; students are led to believe that the 
journal is a true record of true feel- 
ings--a rare occasion for self-expres- 
sion. As Bruner says (and I've taken 
this passage from a fine article by Ken 
Dowst describing the kind of composition 
course that depends most heavily on care- 
fully crafted and carefully conceived 
assignments): 

A s t u d e n t d o e s n o t r e s p c n d t o a w o r l d  
that exists for direct tOLching. Ifor 
is he locked in a prison of sub- 
jectivity. Rather, he represents the 
world to hkwelf and acts in behalf 
of or in reactim to his representa- 
tions.... A change in  me's ooncep- 
tim of the wrld involves not sinply 
a change in what me encounters but 
also in how one translates it 
(-1 p-68)- 

A change in one's conception of the world 
by means of a change in how one trans- 
lates it--perhaps here we have the begin- 
nings of a second principle for assign- 
ment-making . We shouldn ' t provide a sub- 
ject only; we should provide the occasion 
for translation. To put it more simply, 
the journal assignment undercuts stu- 
dents ' impulses to write about journal 
writing without writing about the writing 
in the journal. It allows them to trans- 
late (or to "read") those moments of 
'feeling" as moments of artifice or rep- 
resentation, as evidence of the roles 
defined as a writer shaped experience, 
history, the "stuff" of his or her life. 

My next story comes again from my own 
school. A group of us were asked to put 
together an experimental course, not just 
a reading course or a writing course, but 
a course, as we later said, to introduce 
students to the language and methods of 
university study. We decided that this 
should be a course in which students 
didn't learn a subject--something already 
prepared by one of the traditional aca- 
demic disciplines--but it should be a 
course in which students invented a sub- 
ject by inventing a discipline, one with 
its own specialized vocabulary and its 
own peculiar interpretive schemes. 

Now this course would need a nominal sub- 
ject--a subject that would provide the 
occasion for a discourse. And the sub- 
ject we chose was "Growth and Change in 
Adolescence." It seemed to provide, in 
Freire's terms, a "generative" theme, one 
that students could write about with care 
and energy. The first assignment, then, 
had to be an impossible one. Students 
could write about adolescence, but not as 
we would write about it. They would use 
the language, and the commonplaces, im- 
mediately available to them, but these 
would not be the language or commonplaces 
of a small, professional, closed, inter- 
pretive community. The sequence of as- 
signments would have them writing about 
the same subject over and over again, 
with each act of writing complicating and 
qualifying the previous act of writing, 
each paper drawing on the language devel- 
oped by the group. The papers were 
regularly duplicated and used as the 
basis of class discussion. The 
instructors would outline, highlight and 
push in class discussion; they would not 
provide theories or terms of their own. 
The last assignment in the course, then, 
would be a record of this new disci- 
pline--the study of the process of change 
in adolescence developed by the group. 

The assignments went something like 
this. There was a group of assignments 
that asked students to develop a theory 
on the basis of their own experience. 

Think of a time in the last 2 or 3 years when 
sumthing significant happened to you, sanething 
that caused ycu to change or to change your 



mind. Then do vArat you. can to help the rest of 
us understand the process of change. 

think of another time.... What new can you say 
to help us understand the process of change? 

Think, of a tine when, by all popular expecta- 
tion, you went through an experience that should 
have caused you. to change, but it didn't. Vhat 
new.. .? 

Think of a time when you decided to make a 
change in yourself. What happened? What now... ? 

Students began to develop a process of 
interpretation, one that dealt more with 
the dynamics of change (family, school, 
friends, enemies, goals, self -images ) 
than with the mechanism of change. And 
they developed a shared set of terms: 
the Jones dilemma (competition with an 
older, successful brother); the Smith 
syndrome (anger directed at a parent who 
had left home); the Kowalski problem 
(wanting to be good but wanting, as well, 
to be cool). 

These papers served as the basis for a 
longer paper, one we called, "A Section 
of your Autobiography," dealing with the 
sorts of changes the students went 
through in the previous three years. We 
took the class's autobiographies to cen- 
tral printing, had them bound, and sold 
them back to the class as a text. They 
became, then, "case studies. " And we led 
students through a series of papers that 
asked them to read the autobiographies, 
locate patterns of themes and experi- 
ences, invent names for those patterns 
and develop theories to account for them. 

The final set of assignments directed the 
students to rework those papers in the 
context of three standard, academic ac- 
counts of adolescence--one by a psychol- 
ogist, one by a sociologist, and one by 
an anthropologist. 

This became an enormously popular and 
successful course. In fact, when my 
college began its own version of "writing 
across the curriculum," it was offered as 
a model for courses in departments other 
than the English department. One psy- 

chologist was quite interested until he 
realized, as he said, 

You. know, the problem is, that at the end of the 
amrse they're likely to it all wrmg. Af- 
ter allÃ‘wha about &get and Erikscn. They're 
not going to get that stuff en their own. 

Of course not, that's the point. They 
can only approximate the conventional 
methods of academic psychologists, only 
pretend to be psychologists or sociolo- 
gists or anthropologists, and they will 
not 
preserved 
will lear 

the canonical interpretations 
by the disciplines. But they 

n something about what it means 
to study a subject, to carry out a pro- 
ject. And they will begin to learn what 
a subject is--how it is constituted, how 
it is defended, how it finds its examples 
and champions, how it changes and pre- 
serves itself. There is, then, a way of 
studying psychology by learning to report 
on textbook accounts or class-room lec- 
tures on the works of psychologists. But 
there is also a way of learning psychol- 
ogy by learning to write and, thereby, 
learning to compose the world as a psy- 
chologist. In his four years o f  college 
education, a student gets plenty of the 
former but precious little of the lat- 
ter. He writes many reports but carries 
out few projects. And this leads me to 
my next principle of assignment making. 
Individual assignments should be part of 
a larger, group project. I'll have more 
to say in defense of this later in my 
talk. 

My last story comes from Tolstoy; al- 
though to be honest, it came to me from 
Ann Berthoff and is available in her wise 
and elqouent book, The Making of Meaning 
(Berthoff, pp.61-147). Tolstoy set out 
to teach the children of his newly eman- 
cipated serfs to read and write. He be- 
gan, he said, by asking his students to 
write about what seemed easiest--the most 
simple and general subject. 

In the first class we tried ampsitions en. 
given themes. The first themes that nust have 
naturally occurred to us were descriptions of 
simple objects, such as grain, the house, the 
wood, and so forth; but, to oar great surprise, 
these demands en our students almost made them 



weep, and in spite of the aid afforded them by 
the teacher, w b  divided the descriptim of its 
growth, its change into bread, its use, they 
a p h t i d y  refused to write  up^ such then=s, 
or, if they did write, they mde the most in- 
prehensible and senseless mistakes in orthog- 
raphy, in the language and in the meaning. 

Now Tols toy  was no t  a Big Banger. H e  

t r i e d  aga in ;  i n  f a c t ,  he t r i e d ,  a s  he 
s ays ,  d i f f e r e n t  assignments.  "I gave 
them, accord ing  t o  t h e i r  i n c l i n a t i o n s ,  
exac t ,  a r t i s t i c ,  touching ,  funny, e p i c  
themes,--and noth ing  worked." 

By chance, however, he h i t  upon a method 
(and "method" is  h i s  t e r m )  t h a t  d id .  He 
happened one day t o  be read ing  proverbs 
( " a  f a v o r i t e  occupat ion")  and c a r r i e d  t h e  
book wi th  him t o  school .  "Well," he  s a i d  
t o  h i s  s t u d e n t s ,  "wr i t e  something on a 
proverb." The b e s t  s t u d e n t s  p r i cked  up 
t h e i r  e a r s .  "What do you mean by on a 
proverb? What it is .  T e l l  us!" t h e  
ques t i ons  ran.  Tols toy  goes on: 

I happened to open to the proverb: 
"He feeds with the spoon, and pricks 
the eye with the handle. " "Now k g -  
ire," I said, "that a peasant has 
taken a beg9ar to his house, and then 
begins to rebuke him for the good he 
has h e  him, and you will get that 
'He feeds with the spoon, and pricks 
the eye with the handle. 'I' 

But how are you going to write it 
up?" said Fedka and all the rest who 
had pricked up their ears. Ihey re- 
treated, having amvinced themselves 
that +-his m a t t e r  was above their 
strength, and betook themselves to 
the work w h i c h  they had begun. 
"Wri te  it yourself," one of than said 
to me. Everyone was busy with his 
work; I took a pen and inkstand, and 
began to write. 'Wll ,  " said I, "vino 
will write it best? I am with ycu." 

~ o l s t o y  began t o  w r i t e  t h e  s t o r y  t o  ac- 
company t h e  proverb and wrote a page. He 
says ,  and y o u ' l l  now begin t o  see t h e  
p o i n t  t h i s  s t o r y ,  t h e  s t o r y  of t h i s  a s -  
signment,  makes f o r  Tols toy:  

Every unbiased nan, who has a r t i s t i c  
sense and feels with the people, 

w i l l ,  upn reading the f k s t  page, 
written by me, and the following 
pages of the story, written by the 
pupils thanselves, separate this page 
from the rest as he w i l l  take a f ly  
out of the milk :  it is so false, so 
ar-t-ificial and written i n  siT-h had 
language. I nust renark that in the 
original form it was even more m- 
strcus, since much has been oor- 
rected, thanks to the indications of 
the pupils. 

The s i g h t  of t h e  t eache r  w r i t i n g  caused a 
f l u r r y  i n  t h e  classroom. One s tuden t  
s a i d ,  "Write,  w r i t e  o r  I ' l l  g ive  it t o  
you! " Others  crowded around h i s  c h a i r  
and r e a d  over  h i s  shoulder .  The com- 
motion was such t h a t  Tols toy  stopped and 
r ead  h i s  f i r s t  page t o  them. They d i d  
n o t  l i k e  it. Nobody p r a i s e d  it. In  de- 
f ense  of h imse l f ,  Tols toy began t o  ex- 
p l a i n  t h e  "plan" of what was t o  follow. 
They b u t t e d  i n ,  "No, no, t h a t  won't  do,"  
he  made c o r r e c t i o n s ,  and they  began help- 
i n g  him ou t .  A l l ,  Tols toy says ,  

were exceedingly interested. It was 
evidently new and absorbing to be in 
on the process of creation, to take 
part in it. Iheir judqxmts were 
a l l ,  for the most prt, of the .sane 
kind, and they were just, bath as to 
the structure of the story and to the 
details and characterizations of the 
persons. Nearly all of than took 
part i n  the c x p s i t i c n  .... 

Two, however, s t ayed  on and worked l a t e  
i n t o  t h e  n i g h t ,  annoyed when Tols toy 
wanted a break. One of t hose  who re -  
mained asked,  "Are w e  going t o  p r i n t  
i t ? "  When Tols toy  s a i d  yes ,  he r e p l i e d ,  

"Then we s h a l l  have t o  p r i n t  it: Work by 
Makarov, Morozov, and Tols toy ."  

There a r e  many ways of read ing  t h i s  
s t o r y .  I t  could  be s a i d  t h a t  Tols toy was 
lucky enough t o  f i n d  t h e  r i g h t  ass ign-  
ment: a theme on a proverb.  I t ' s  a s  
though you could  go t o  t h e  e x e r c i s e  ex- 
change and f i n d  t h e  assignment whose sub- 
j e c t  i s  j u s t  r i g h t  f o r  your s tudents--  
s p o r t s  f o r  t h e  a t h l e t e s ,  drugs f o r  t h e  
heads,  movies f o r  t h e  r e s t ,  proverbs f o r  
t h e  c h i l d r e n  of Russian peasants .  I 



don't choose to read the story this way. 
While 1 believe it is important for 
teachers to consider carefully the 
subjects they present to students, and 
while I believe students write best about 
subjects that interest them--subjects 
they believe in, subjects they know some- 
thing about, subjects they believe there 
is reason to write about and for which 
they can imagine an occasion for writing 
(witness Booth's story about his 
frustrated graduate student in "The 
Rhetorical Stance"), the very notion of 
motive is misunderstood if a motive is 
taken to reside in a subject. The 
question, rather, is one of how students 
can be taught to imagine a subject as a 
subject, not as a thing they like or 
don't like, but as a discourse, as a set 
of conventional, available utterances 
within which they can locate utterances 
of their own. The question is not one of 
which subject will work, but of how 
students can learn to work on a subject 
and of why such work is worth the effort. 

Tolstoy's students didn't leap to the 
proverb assignment; they told him to - 
write the theme, convinced the subject 
was "beyond their strength," and went 
back to their own work. Their first 
question, you remember, to Tolstoy's as- 
signment, "write something on a proverb," 
was, "What do you mean 'on a proverb'? 
What is it? Tell us?" ~ o l s t o ~  read them 
a proverb, but they never started writing 
until he answered the first question and 
showed them what it meant to write on a - 
proverb. He did this by writing with 
them, by showing them not a, subject, but 
the subject as a potential discourse, a 
story about a beggar and a peasant who 
abuses him while offering charity. It 
was at that point that the students had a 
subject, and the subject was not the 
story and not the proverb, but the act of 
amplification. A subject is not a thing 
but an action~thinking, describing, an- 
alyzing, elaborating, naming. All sub- 
jects, and this is what I take to be the 
burden of the post-structuralists, are as 
Richards says, "characteristic uses of 
language." Tolstoy, then, gave his stu- 
dents not just a language but a dis- 
course, a conventional procedure for 
elaborating a subject. 

How else might we read the story of 
~olstoy and the proverb? It could be 
read as support of the notion that 
teachers should write papers along with 
their students. I'm not very keen on 
this, either as a reading or a practice. 
Writing teachers should be writers, this 
I believe deeply. But they should be too 
busy with their own projects, and with 
the exacting task of writing assignments 
and writing to students about their writ- 
ing, to have time for weekly papers in 
concert with a class. Besides, the pres- 
ence of Tolstoy writing in the classroom 
had only shock value. The students be- 
came writers only when they participated 
in his writing. They began to learn when 
they began assisting him in a project he 
had begun, and a project can be begun by 
the text of a well-crafted and self-cons- 
cious assignment, one that presents not 
just a subject but a way of imagining a 
subject as a subject, a discourse one can 
enter, and not as a thing that carries 
with it experiences or ideas that can be 
communicated. 

One could read the story as evidence that 
students should begin with narrative, 
with story-telling, since this draws upon 
patterns of organization closest to the 
pattern of experience. 1 don't believe 
that this is a true statement about nar- 
rative, and the evidence Tolstoy provides 
shows the children choosing detail and 
projecting narrative as an interpretation 
of a concept (another interpretation). 
codedin the proverb. 

Tolstoy does argue, however, for a form 
of "natural" expression that is only 
impeded or thwarted by education. Here 
is his interpretation of the event: 

It is inpossible and absurd to teach 
and educate a child, for the simple 
reasm that the child stands nearer 
than I do, than any grown man does, 
to that ideal of harmony, truth, 
beauty, and goodness, to which I, in 
my prids, wish to raise him. The 
consciousness of this ideal is more 
pcwsrful in him than in me. All he 
needs of ore is the mterial (and w 
have to winder what "material" means 
in this sentence), in order to de- 
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