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CALL FOR ARTICLES

We welcome manuscripts of 10-20 pages on topics related to basic and
ESL writing, broadly interpreted. Manuscripts will be refereed anonymously. We
require five copies of a manuscript and an abstract of about 100 words. To assure
impartial review, give author information and a short biographical note for publi-
cation on the cover page on/y. Papers which are accepted will eventually have to
supply camera-ready copy for all ancillary material (tables, charts, etc.). One copy
of each manuscript not accepted for publication will be returned to the author, if
we receive sufficient stamps (no meter strips) clipped to a self-addressed envelope.
Submissions should follow current MLA guidelines. Manuscript submissions
should be mailed to:

Professors Bonne August and Rebecca Mlynarczyk
Co-Editors, /BIWW

Department of English

Kingsborough Community College

2001 Oriental Blvd.

Brooklyn, NY 11235

All manuscripts must focus clearly on basic writing and must add substantively
to the existing literature. We seek manuscripts that are original, stimulating, well-
grounded in theory, and clearly related to practice. Work that reiterates what is
known or work previously published will not be considered.

We invite authors to write about such matters as classroom practices in
relation to basic-writing or second-language theory; cognitive and rhetorical theo-
ries and their relation to basic writing; social, psychological, and cultural implica-
tions of literacy; discourse theory, grammar, spelling, and error analysis; linguis-
tics; computers and new technologies in basic writing; assessment and evaluation;
writing center practices; teaching logs and the development of new methodolo-
gies; and cross-disciplinary studies combining basic writing with psychology, an-
thropology, journalism, and art. We publish observational studies as well as theo-
retical discussions on relationships between basic writing and reading, or the study
of literature, or speech, or listening. The term “basic writer” is used with wide
diversity today, sometimes referring to a student from a highly oral tradition with
little experience in writing academic discourse, and sometimes referring to a stu-
dent whose academic writing is fluent but otherwise deficient. To help readers
therefore, authors should describe clearly the student population which they are
discussing.

We particularly encourage a variefy of manuscripts: speculative discus-
sions which venture fresh interpretations; essays which draw heavily on student
writing as supportive evidence for new observations; research reports, written in
non-technical language, which offer observations previously unknown or unsub-
stantiated; and collaborative writings which provocatively debate more than one
side of a central controversy.



EDITORS’ COLUMN

Modulation — the dynamic process through which theory shapes
practice and practice refines theory —is a constant preoccupation in
composition at every level from the global to the individual classroom.
In 7%e Testing Trap: How State Writing Assessments Control Learning (New
York: Teachers College Press, 2002), George Hillocks carefully situates
his critical study in the theories of writing implicit in these mandated
assessments. Hillocks states: “The research and theory suggest that
when teachers adopt a rhetorical stance, they also commit to a theory
of knowledge and to the theory of teaching implied in its assumption.”
(21). Hillocks is explicitly following James Berlin, who in “Contempo-
rary Composition: The Major Pedagogical Theories" (College English
44: 765-77), writes: “The test of one’s competence as a composition in-
structor . . . resides in being able to recognize and justify the version of
the process being taught, complete with all its significance to the stu-
dent.”

Writing teachers rarely work in isolation; even in the absence of
legislative mandates, we usually work in the context of an official “ver-
sion of the process.” The formal statements that writing programs com-
pose and publish about themselves, therefore, are potentially power-
ful documents. This is true when the audience is external, but perhaps
even more important when it is internal —when faculty define what is
to be learned and how and why, to their students and to themselves.
The cluster of articles that opens this issue, on Guidelines and Goals
for Basic Writing programs, continues a discussion begun as a panel at
the CCCC in Chicago in March of 2002. Sallyanne Fitgerald, Tom
Reynolds and Patti Fillipi, and Karen Uehling describe the process of
constructing, or reconstructing, such documents at their respective in-
stitutions —a California community college, an alternative college pro-
gram of a mid-western state university, and a six-year western state
university. In each piece the authors situate their work in multiple
contexts — the mission statement governing their institution, the char-
acteristics of the student population, and the theory influencing their
pedagogy. The authors have appended samples of their documents.

The present moment seems to be a particularly critical time for
this discussion about constructing collective versions of the process of
teaching writing. The theory informing basic writing programs, al-
though widely shared, is surely not uncontested. At the same time,
documents elucidating goals and basic assumptions need to address
site specific student populations and institutional characteristics and
conditions. Many institutions are seeing changes in their traditional
student populations, while something of a generation shift is occur-
ring among the faculty. The three examples printed here reflect some



of those issues and also reflect varying political stances.

The perspective narrows somewhat in two articles on “mechan-
ics,” specifically grammar and error. These are two of the particulars
most problematic in attempts to explain composition theory to exter-
nal audiences; however, they account for substantial disagreement
within the profession, as well. In “A Developmental Perspective on
the Relationship between Grammar and Text,” James Kenkel and Rob-
ert Yates propose an approach to addressing specific constructions in
student writing not as simple surface errors but as “innovative and
purposeful attempts” by student writers to meet readers” needs for
topic management, reference, or information-sequencing. The authors
argue for assignments that generate these needs by requiring students
to shift topics or focus, and they advocate explicit comparisons between
the students’ strategies and those used by mature writers.

Loretta S. Gray and Paula Heuser in “Nonacademic Profession-
als’ Perception of Usage Errors” describe a research project that stud-
ies whether these perceptions have changed since Maxine Hairston’s
well-known 1981 study. Gray and Heuser find their readers more tol-
erant than Hairston's; nevertheless, as in Hairston’s study, the errors
most troubling to nonacademic readers, and therefore most stigmatiz-
ing, were those reflecting features of dialect. Now, as then, the impli-
cations remain troublesome: to what extent is it necessary or desirable
for students to be able to produce “Edited American English,” and if it
is deemed necessary or desirable, how is this learning best accom-
plished?

In the final article in this issue, “Rethinking the Basic Writing Fron-
tier: Native American Students’ Challenge to Our Histories,” Laura
Gray-Rosendale, Loyola K. Bird, and Judith F. Bullock argue on behalf
of a particular group of basic writing students. In addition to a vivid,
multi-faceted account of what native American students bring to basic
writing and to the university and how they respond to what they find
there, the authors issue a powerful critique of the standard narratives —
the “authorized versions” — of basic writing as a field.

Finally, a flurry of hails and farewells is in order. Rebecca
Mlynarczyk joins /B/Was co-editor with this issue. Having taught basic
and ESL writing at the City University of New York since 1974, Rebecca
is strongly committed to developmental education as a way of provid-
ing opportunities to students whose previous education has not pre-
pared them to succeed in college. Professor of English at Kingsborough
Community College, she not only teaches basic reading and writing
but also works as a program administrator in these fields. Her research
interests include the journal writing of ESL students, teacher research,
teachers’” professional development, and learning community pro-
grams.

With this issue, too, the Editorial Board reflects a number of out-
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standing additions, as well as the retirement of some very active mem-
bers. We express deep gratitude to those who are retiring, whose com-
mitment to the field is equaled only by their thoughtful and generous
responses to authors. We welcome the new members with a sense of
excitement.

Several new members of the Board bring expertise in English as a
Second Language. ESL and BW often overlap or exist in complemen-
tary relationships. /B/has long acknowledged this fact in its Call for
Articles, which invites submissions that address ESL perspectives on
basic writing. As we announced in a prior issue, Co/lege ESL, in a sense
a “sister” journal (like /B/¥emanating from and supported by the City
University of New York), is about to publish its final issue. /B will
provide a venue for some of the work that might have seen print there.
We see this as a logical extension rather than a change in emphasis for
JBW. As Gray-Rosendale, Bird, and Bullock remind us, the modula-
tions of basic writing must continue. /B, which has been the site of so
much of the theory and history of the field, will modulate with it.

-- Bonne August 274 Rebecca Mynarczyk



DEVELOPING STATEMENTS OF
GUIDELINES AND GOALS FOR
BASIC WRITING PROGRAMS: A
CLUSTER

Introduction

Statements of guidelines and goals are critical documents in the
academy. They articulate formally what faculty think is essential in
programs and courses and make public the objectives and reasoning
behind educational plans. Such documents have various uses. They
represent programs to administrators, provide a basis for training teach-
ers, and inform students and the wider public about the nature of pro-
grams. To create a statement of guidelines and goals, faculty must en-
gage in considered thinking and discussion and reach consensus.

Statements of guidelines and goals can confer legitimacy on ba-
sic writing by providing self-definition. Such statements both describe
what happens in classrooms and prescribe what should happen. Writ-
ers of these statements confront the interesting task of identifying what
differentiates basic writing from freshman composition and what is
common to both courses. Constructing a statement of guidelines and
goals is a challenging rhetorical task because such statements address
multiple audiences and are often composed and revised by several
groups; further, such statements must articulate with other courses in
the first-year writing sequence and writing program definitional state-
ments, as well as institutional mission statements.

The cluster of three articles that follows originally formed a
panel,”Mission Statements and Basic Writing” presented at the Con-
ference of College Composition and Communication convention in
Chicago, Illinois, March 2002, and chaired by Karen Uehling. Designed
so that readers may compare the effects of local conditions, this cluster
of articles will examine statements of guidelines and goals from three
diverse institutions: Chabot College, a public community college in
northern California; Boise State University, a six-year western urban
state university, and the University of Minnesota-General College, an
alternate college program of a Midwestern urban university. Each au-
thor helped to construct the statement on his or her campus. The state-
ment documents are included with each article, and each author de-
scribes and explains the documents as well as the process of creation.
We hope to open up a dialogue on this critical process.

-- Karen S. Uehling

© Journal of Basic Writing, Vol. 22, No. 1, 2003
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Sallyanne H. Fitzgerald

SERVING BASIC WRITERS: ONE
COMMUNITY COLLEGE’S
MISSION STATEMENTS

ABSTRACT: Various factors combined fo move a California community college towards creat-
ing a mission statement for all their English courses and within that context, one for their basic
writing courses. The context for the creation of the mission statement includes a commitment fo
basic writing as a legal mandate, but its final version is unigue to the particular context of this
college.

The legal guidelines governing the mission and much of what
happens in the 108 California Community Colleges are delineated in
Title V, part of the legal code of the state. That code explicitly mentions
instruction in basic skills as one aspect of the mission of community
colleges. The web site of the California Community College
Chancellor’s Office further illuminates the mission of the state’s com-
munity colleges: "Primary missions of the Colleges are to offer aca-
demic and vocational education at the lower division level for both
younger and older students, including those persons returning to
school. Another primary mission is to advance California’s economic
growth and global competitiveness through education, training, and
services that contribute to continuous work force improvement. Es-
sential and important functions of the Colleges include: remedial in-
struction for those in need of it and in conjunction with the school dis-
tricts, instruction in English as a second language, adult noncredit in-
struction, and support services which help students succeed at the
postsecondary level. Community Services is designated as an autho-
rized function."

Since their mission is set by the legal mandate in Title V, the mis-

Sally Fitzgerald has been involved in teaching and researching basic writing since she began
her higher education career at the University of Missouri-Saint Louis as a basic writing teacher.
She received her doctorate from UM-St. Louis with a dissertation on basic writers and one-to-one
conferences with teachers. She has published two basic writing textbooks and numerous articles.
Most recently, she was the associate editor of a collection of essays concerning mainstreaming
basic writers. She has served as the co-chair of the Conference on Basic Writing and chaired three
national basic writing conferences. Formerly Dean of the Language Arts and Humanities Divi-
ston of Chabot College, she is now Vice President of Instruction at Napa Valley College, a Cali-
Jfornia community college. She is the California representative to the Two-Year College English
Association of NCTE.
© Journal of Basic Writing, Vol. 22, No. 1, 2003

5



sion statements adopted by the colleges vary little from campus to cam-
pus. Moreover, because Title V requires California community colleges
to provide basic skills for students and the Chancellor's Office men-
tions remedial education, English teachers at Chabot College, like those
at the other California community colleges, accept the validity of offer-
ing basic writing. The most recent version of the mission statement of
Chabot College reflects this congruence: "Chabot College is a compre-
hensive community college that provides quality educational oppor-
tunities to all individuals who seek to enhance their knowledge and to
improve their skills. The College offers both traditional and non-tradi-
tional methods of learning and student support services and activities
that foster student success and enrichment. The College provides re-
sources and programs that help students develop a sense of civic and
social responsibility and commitment to life-long learning."

To accomplish this mission, the College provides the following
academic programs:

* Technical and career-vocational education programs
* Transfer education programs to four-year universities
* General Education

* Basic Skills instruction

* English as a Second Language programs

* Community and Continuing Education programs

Although Californians accept the need, based on the community
college mission, to offer basic writing courses, programs reflect differ-
ing opinions about how to offer basic writing and what should be in-
cluded in a basic writing course. Indeed, across the state, basic writing
courses range from word or sentence level courses to those requiring
students to write full-length, documented, argumentative essays. The
courses at Chabot College aim towards this latter goal.

Chabot College, a medium-sized, California community college
with over 15,000 students, usually finds about 70% of its students have
placed into one or more basic writing courses. Located in the San Fran-
cisco Bay area, Chabot is representative of the diversity of many Cali-
fornia community colleges, with about 32% of the students being white
and 56% being female in 2002-2003. Almost all students work full or
part time, and the median age is 22, younger than the median age in
most California community colleges. Students transfer from Chabot to
the University of California campuses, the California State University
campuses, and many local, private four-year colleges.

In this context and to fulfill the mission of the college with re-
gard to basic skills instruction, during the early 1990s, Chabot College
English faculty created a basic writing, two-course sequence that pre-
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ceded freshman composition. To further delineate the mission of the
college to provide basic skills instruction, the faculty developed a mis-
sion statement for all English courses and, within that broader mis-
sion, a statement for the basic writing sequence.

When I arrived at Chabot College in January 1993, I discovered
that four things had happened simultaneously in order to create con-
ditions that resulted in a basic writing mission statement:

* Institutional research had revealed that the basic reading and
basic writing centers were not preparing students for success
in transfer level courses.

* The college had been awarded a Title III grant which required
integrating the basic reading and writing centers into one cen-
ter.

* The college calendar was moving from quarters to semes-
ters, and so all courses were being re-written for the new con-
figuration.

* Long-term faculty members who had been involved in the
original curriculum were retiring and newly trained faculty
were replacing them.

During the first decades of the college, the faculty at Chabot had
created two centers, the Reading Center and the Writing Center, imple-
menting what were regarded at the time as very innovative strategies.
The approach consisted of “courses” based on a mastery-learning
model. Depending upon their needs, students might take both the
reading and the writing center courses, or they might take only read-
ing or only writing. For reading, students tested into a series of basic
reading courses based on a reading placement exam, initially the
Nelson-Denny and then the Descriptive Test of Language Skills. In the
Reading Center, students completed seven workbooks, moving from
word attack skills in Workbook A to critical reading skills in Work-
book G. When they finished the programmed materials, they earned
credit for the courses. In the Writing Center, students created essays
based on standard prompts with the assistance of a teacher. Because
the students did not necessarily work with the same teacher on each
essay, the teachers read each piece of writing looking for the following
specific traits: an introduction with a thesis; body paragraphs with
topic sentences developed with brief clarification and “specific, anec-
dotal examples”; and sentences with few “grammar” errors.

The courses were intended to prepare students for freshman com-
position; however, the centers appeared subtly to compete with one
another, and so there was no formal collaboration between the two.
Although the rhetorical modes introduced in the writing prompts might
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be similar to some readings, no attempt was made to help students
think about the connections between reading and writing. Although
in freshman composition, students were expected to be able both to
read freshman level texts and to compose freshman compositions, the
reading in the Reading Center did not directly relate to the writing
produced in the Writing Center. Critical thinking was taught in a quar-
ter course that followed the first and second quarters of freshman com-
position, and such a course was not required for transfer unless stu-
dents were continuing at institutions that specifically required it. Even
the research paper was a separate course that students only took for
transfer to a few institutions.

Most faculty were not surprised when the institutional research
indicated students were not succeeding in courses following the basic
reading and writing courses and, thus, they were very open to a Title
IIT grant to support innovation in all basic skills curricula. The first
year of the Title III grant called for the development of a computerized
writing lab, but the only staff member funded by the grant was a new
computer technician for the lab. The instructional assistants (IAs) and
the adjunct teachers who staffed the Reading Center and the Writing
Center were going to find there was no work for them unless they
became involved in the new computer lab. The faculty were reluctant
to let technology dictate what should happen in the new center, and so
they began to investigate what other community colleges were doing
with computers. Two faculty members went to San Francisco State
University to take a class, Teaching with Computers, and they taught
workshops for English faculty, almost all of whom attended, on how
to use the new equipment. The IAs became involved in the discus-
sions and attended the computer workshops. Almost everyone became
excited about the possibilities of the changes that Title IIl was making
possible.

In the midst of investigating the possibilities for change provided
by the use of computers and examining the lack of success in the exist-
ing basic writing sequence, the faculty also began re-writing curricu-
lum to make quarter courses into semester ones. Faced with these com-
plex and pressing issues, the English faculty decided to do more than
just change the length of courses. Instead, they embarked on a six-
month project to research basic writing and reading pedagogy. They
began to meet weekly to discuss what they were learning, what they
valued, and what they thought would work for Chabot students. Long
philosophical discussions happened. Some rather heated arguments
flared. In the end, the English faculty came together to draft two state-
ments. Cindy Hicks, an English faculty member who advised on this
article, explained what happened as the result of the work done in
order to draft the mission statements: “ The process of rewriting the
curriculum created a feeling of support, mutual respect --even when
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we disagreed — and friendship among us. Makes for a very wonder-
ful learning and work environment!”

A concrete result of the collaboration was a mission statement or
statement of philosophy for all English courses, called the Throughline.
A second, related, outcome was the Articulated Assumptions that
serves as a statement of mission or philosophy for all basic writing
courses. Because the legally mandated mission of the college is so
broad, these more specific, content related statements may appear to
be program goals rather than a mission statement, but such criticism
ignores the mandated college mission where the only flexibility re-
sides in the more clearly articulated mission as it is attached to a spe-
cific philosophy.

Throughline for Chabot College English Subdivision

English courses at all levels will:
1. Integrate reading, writing, critical thinking, speaking, and listening.

2. Address directly students’ reading practices. Reading is critical to
academic success, and we strive to include more reading, in terms of
both range and depth, in our program.

3. Approach the teaching of writing by inviting students to write prose
pieces of varying length and complexity. Writing is not taught in a pro-
gression from the sentence to the paragraph to the essay.

4. Emphasize critical thinking. Critical thinking is the creation of mean-
ing. Critical thinking is not limited to concepts of formal logic but in-
cludes grouping items/seeing patterns, drawing inferences, evaluat-
ing for purpose, synthesis and argumentation, differentiating fact from
opinion, asking questions, evaluating for standards of fairness and ac-
curacy, and making judgments. Critical thinking is broad-based, in-
cluding sensing, feeling and imagining.

5. Create settings which include speaking, listening and responding
that foster the building of community and forge links to critical read-
ing and writing. Teaching those skills sometimes needs to be explicit
and directed. Activities may include student presentations (solo and
group/ panel); small- and large-group discussions in which students
speak to each other and not only to the instructor; student/teacher
conferences; interviews in the class or community. We also encourage
listening skills that involve note taking and feedback/response.

6. Include full-length works, defined as any work that sustains themes,
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including a book of short essays by a single author. We suggest that
the work(s) be integrated into the course thematically. On the pre-1A
level, we recommend that non-fiction be used; that if fiction or auto-
biographical works are assigned, they be analyzed for issues and themes
connected to other readings in the course rather than for literary as-
pects; that a combination of book-length works and short essays be
used to provide a variety of models; and that students be asked for
both personal and analytical responses.

7. Increase students’ familiarity with and knowledge of the academic
culture, themselves as learners, and the relationship of the two. Some
ideas include: collaborative teaching and learning, using materials re-
flecting successful college experiences, acknowledging and validating
the students” experiences while introducing them to academic culture
and values, modeling academic values, and demystifying the institu-
tion.

Within the context of this broader English mission, the basic writ-
ing mission spells out the elements expected in those courses.

Articulated Assumptions

* The hierarchal model of English where skills proceed from

words to sentences to paragraphs to essay structure is not fa-
vored in this division.

* The whole language approach, involving reading, writing,
speaking and listening, is the desired approach for English
courses.

* Students who improve their reading tend to improve their
writing and vice-versa.

* Preparatory English students often lack student skills.

* We should offer preparatory English students the same kind
of reading and writing experiences we offer English 52A /1A
students.

* Readers should read for ideas and process units of meaning
rather than focus on word-by-word reading.

* An active reading style is vital to improving reading com-
prehension.

* Some form of study reading method, such as SQ3R, should
continue to be taught in these courses.

* Reading and writing will improve as students become aware
of structure, especially the [consistent] movement of English
from general to specific [or specific to general].
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* Student essays should largely, if not always, be based upon a
response to something the students have read.

* We do not generally favor students’ expository essays being
exclusively personal reflection.

* Students should be encouraged to write and revise prelimi-
nary drafts of substantial written work.

* Students improve their writing when peer groups engage in
focused discussions.

¢ Students should provide self-evaluation of their written
works.

* Many students who currently don’t pass preparatory courses
need more time reading, reasoning, writing critically and/or
improving “studenting skills.”

* Book-length works, fiction or non-fiction, should be included
atall levels of our curriculum, including the preparatory level.
¢ Students completing 101B should be able to summarize, ana-
lyze, evaluate, and respond academically to what they read.

Beyond the Title III grant, the findings from institutional research,
and the change in the calendar, a fourth factor made possible the cre-
ation of mission statements: faculty retired who had created the origi-
nal curriculum, and newly trained faculty were hired. Since the
college’s early days with mastery learning and separate reading and
writing centers, the world of composition theory had changed from
being focused on product to focusing on process, but the curriculum
had been slow to follow. Process theory in both reading and writing
had flourished in the 1970s supported by the same theory in psychol-
ogy, so those faculty who attended graduate school in the 1980s re-
ceived training in it. In addition, the connection between reading and
writing had begun to be explored in those graduate programs and by
innovative faculty. Finally, the UC and CSU campuses began demand-
ing that courses they accepted for transfer in the early 1990s have an
explicit goal of critical thinking. The newly trained faculty were famil-
iar with the idea of explicitly training students to think critically, and
their recent training in theory contributed greatly to the English
Department’s discussions about pedagogy and to the rewriting of the
Chabot English curriculum.

From these four factors came a basic writing curriculum that mir-
rors the demands of the transferable freshman composition courses.
The faculty created a two-course sequence of basic writing where stu-
dents write essays from the very beginning of the courses and concen-
trate on using text to support an argument. They begin with summa-
ries and research based on the reader chosen by the teacher in the first
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course, and by the end of the second one, they are using both primary
and secondary sources to develop extended arguments. They read
full-length non-fiction texts in each class as well as a reader that con-
centrates on non-fiction. All of the writing assignments are tied to
readings. Students learn about grammar in the context of their own
writing and discuss topics in small and large groups in order to rein-
force the connections among all the language arts --reading, writing,
speaking, listening, and thinking. These connections are also made
explicit in the peer tutoring available in the Writing and Reading Across
the Curriculum Center, now staffed by the original IAs as well as some
instructors and student assistants. The computers are still available
and are used both by classes and individuals, but they serve the cur-
riculum and are not an end in themselves. No longer are there reading
and writing center programs leading to freshman composition. Instead,
the services in the very successful Writing and Reading Across the
Curriculum Center are voluntary, intended to support students’ efforts
in all their classes across the campus.

Chabot College has come a long way from the early days of sepa-
rate reading and writing centers with mastery learning to basic writ-
ing courses and a Writing and Reading Center that reinforce the con-
nections among the language arts and prepare students successfully
for other courses. Semester in and semester out, instructors from all
disciplines report that 85-90% of the students who use a WRAC Center
service succeed in their classes. In addition, students now perform as
well as or better on the junior level writing exam than those who are
native to the local CSU. Chabot faculty have accomplished a lot in just
a decade guided by the basic writing mission in the context of the larger
English mission, which in turn is related to the college mission and the
mission of all California community colleges.
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Tom Reynolds and Patty Fillipi

REFOCUS THROUGH
INVOLVEMENT: (RE)WRITING
THE CURRICULAR
DOCUMENTS OF THE
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA-
GENERAL COLLEGE BASIC
WRITING PROGRAM

Curricular Document authored by Lisa Albrecht, Patrick Bruch,
Terence Collins, Patty Fillipi, Debra Hartley, Christine Howell, Amy
Lee, Robin Murie, Tom Reynolds, Geoffrey Sirc

ABSTRACT: This essay recounts the process of writing guiding curricular documents for the
University of Minnesota - General College’s basic writing program. The first part of the essay
describes how this was a community-building process that involved a wide group of instructors
and others connected to the program. The second part includes the opening statement, as well as
the goals and principles of the program, from the document.

In her College English article, “More than a Feeling: Disappoint-
ment and WPA Work,” Laura R. Micciche writes about the emotion of
“disappointment” and the considerable role it plays, or can play, in
the jobs of Writing Program Administrators. Her piece ends with rec-
ommendations for developing a deeper knowledge of and engagement
with the processes of work in order to make WPA disappointment an
occasion for change and better working conditions (453).

Although our story of writing, or really re-writing, the curricular
documents of the University of Minnesota General College writing
program did not begin in great disappointment, we, the instructors,
embraced Micciche’s ideas about how to go forward in a writing pro-
gram. In short, the process of writing the documents helped our pro-
gram, located in a developmental education college within the univer-
sity, learn a great deal about itself as it re-evaluated and embraced com-
mon guiding ideas and practices. Our goal was not only to produce an

Tom Reynolds is an assistant professor of writing and co-director of the writing program at the
University of Minnesota-General College. Patty Fillipi is a teaching specialist in the Univer-
sity of Minnesota-General College writing program.
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updated document, but just as important, to involve instructors and
others associated with the program in that process. We were, in a sense,
trying to use this process of wide involvement in order to forestall the
kind of disappointment that results, as Micciche points out, in loneli-
ness and isolation.

Initiation of the process of writing our curricular documents be-
gan with the hiring of three new program co-directors. As they got to
know each other and had long talks about where they would like the
program to go, they knew that they needed to learn where the pro-
gram had been. One of the co-directors had some of that historical
knowledge in a first-hand way, having worked in the program as a
graduate student. But much of what was already in place had a deeper
history that extended beyond what could be supplied through memo-
ries of those still present in the program. Luckily, our Head of Aca-
demic Affairs, Terry Collins, remembered that documents explaining
and detailing the curriculum existed...somewhere. These documents
were located in an old file cabinet and became a way to focus discus-
sion.

As useful as these documents were, the directors also knew that
bringing about change institutionally was a complicated matter. For
starters, we work in a program made up of somewhere between fif-
teen and twenty teachers with varying levels of teaching experience
and education. Bringing about change would need to involve and rec-
ognize the different work realities of these teachers. More than simply
a matter of changing the wording in the old documents, we recog-
nized that changes would affect the material lives of all the teachers in
the program and, potentially, each teacher differently. A program-
matic change that held implications for professors” work lives, for ex-
ample, may well have seriously different implications for the jobs of
the teaching specialists with double the course load or for graduate
students just learning to teach for the first time. Apart from immedi-
ate programmatic concerns, we also needed to know what institutional
brakes would be applied for any changes we wanted to implement.

All this was made more complicated by the fact that the balance
of teachers had shifted so that numbers were now weighted more
heavily toward full-time teaching specialists, most of whom had been
hired in the past two or three years. They were well-experienced teach-
ers, now on multiple year contracts, with a lot to add to any discussion
of basic writing instruction. As the directors began to see the process
of discussing the curriculum of the writing program as an opportunity
to actively shape, or re-shape, the program, they sought to involve more
constituent groups in a formal process of re-writing the existing docu-
ments. Given that we would all be teaching the same students under
the developmental education mission of our college, inclusion of regu-
lar teachers of all ranks also seemed the right thing to do. We agreed
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that we should not be acting as independent agents when we could
learn so much from each other in helping our students succeed.

Over the course of a year, a series of weekly meetings were held
with the head of academic affairs, two teaching specialists, two ten-
ured members of the writing faculty, the head of our ESL program, the
Writing Center Director, and the program co-directors. Documents
that were drafted initially by the program directors were read, dis-
cussed, and revised in committee. Additional revisions and sections
written by other committee members became part of the merged docu-
ment as the year progressed. The strengths of attempting a re-exami-
nation of the program and our classes with such a wide group quickly
became apparent as we began to discuss best approaches to teaching
our students.

One strength of working in committee was that we began to see
our teaching as taking place within a wider College and University
structure. Our job was, we saw more clearly, to prepare students as
writers who would work in a number of different locations, including
residence halls, writing centers, and variously equipped computer class-
rooms, and with an increasingly diverse set of audiences within the
University. Working as a group also forced us to interpret and work
within our College’s primary mission of preparing “...students for
transfer to schools and colleges of the University and other higher edu-
cation institutions.” The College’s mission also states that the College
“provides an environment for a diverse population of students, fac-
ulty, and staff and seeks to encourage multicultural perspectives in its
activities” (General College Mission). How would our approaches in
the writing program, both as teachers and as teachers working in a
group, contribute to this effort? What kinds of principles would en-
courage us to be innovative teachers with our various perspectives in-
forming our work but also bring us together as a “program” with a
coherent approach? These kinds of considerations led us to proceed
cautiously and with a great deal of listening to one another.

Even more important than the strengthening of the document’s
scope and purpose, however, were the strengths programmatically that
came about as the result of acting as co-writers. At some points, this
was a matter of making basic decisions about the structure and pur-
pose of the document. Would it be primarily for teachers? Yes, we
decided, but we also wanted it to be accessible to students and others
who might view it on the web. Readability became a common con-
cern, and at times, a source of humor, in our meetings. Sections would
have to be intelligible to a fairly wide audience, but we still wanted it
to reflect ideas that were not easily translated out of professional jar-
gon. Terms such as “process pedagogy,” for example, were spun out
and explained in later drafts. As we worked together, we also came to
know each other as readers/writers and as professionals with varying
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concerns and commitments. At times, we learned that approaches or
concepts that we thought we had understood before were actually
understood differently by different instructors. Some issues were re-
solved with inventive wording; others remain under discussion for
the next round of revisions. Overall, we agreed much more than we
disagreed, but we needed to talk about these issues in order to bring to
light some of the buried assumptions in the program. And we were
reminded, as writers who teach, of how difficult the process of col-
laboration can be - a valuable lesson for us to share as we planned for
the program.

For non-tenure track teachers whose past jobs demanded that
teaching follow either unstated or already set curricula and teaching
philosophy, involvement in the process of constructing institutional
policy has resulted in approaching tasks such as orientation for new
instructors, syllabus/assignment writing, and job evaluation with a
richer knowledge and commitment. For newer teachers, in particular,
policies that used to be discussed and guessed at in hallways and of-
fices can now be studied and used when planning the scope and se-
quence of assignments. Involving newer teachers in this process of
redefining the program’s curriculum and goals has helped to smooth
development of individual teaching philosophies and in carrying out
the more particular tasks of forming course objectives and student/
teacher expectations. Teacher development happens within particu-
lar programs with whatever help those programs can provide, includ-
ing such documents as our curricular goals and guidelines. Ours is
also a living document, we agreed, one to which new ideas and fresh
revisions will be made as teachers construct their own understandings
and teaching practices based on it and hold new conversations around
it.

From the point of view of the program co-directors, the benefits
of writing together as a committee strengthened our program in the
kinds of ties it created among our teachers. As we teach our students,
literacy is about the use of words to form relationships with other
people. Writing 4oes matter, we hope to show them. For us, the teach-
ers, this act of writing together enacted what we hope to teach stu-
dents: we discussed, argued, agreed, disagreed, and in so doing, formed
working relationships that were more respectful of each other in the
end. Part of the “literacy work” on which we place a great deal of
value in the document also extends, we hope, to our own work efforts.

Of course this was not a perfect process. We recognized that some
held more power in the group than others to effect change. Some had
more time than others to do the drafting, with reward structures in
place for carrying out that work. Negotiations that involved real
acknowledgement of the possibilities and limitations of each of our
positions in the process were ongoing. The process itself, we had to
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remember, was initiated more from above than below, even if it was
intended to be inclusive. And of course, there were disappointments.
Individual visions did not always make it into the final document. As
we go forward, however, with our disagreements, we do so as partici-
pants on the level of policy, confident that our arguments will con-
tinue to be heard.

What follows are the two opening sections of our document —
an introductory statement of our program philosophy, “Toward a Deep-
ened Notion of Access,” and “Guidelines and Goals for GC Writing
Courses.” The entire document can be viewed online at <http://
www.gen.umn.edu/ programs/writing/ htm>

Toward a Deepened Notion of Access: The Writing Pro-
gram at the University of Minnesota General College

The writing courses at the General College grow directly out of
the mission of the College — to enable promising students excluded by
the mainstream admission criteria of the University of Minnesota to
gain access to the University and to contribute to its community of
intellectual excellence. As is suggested by the College’s explicit com-
mitment to research and teaching within a multicultural paradigm,
today’s GC teachers continue the college’s legacy of defining higher
education around broadening and deepening access to knowledge and
power. As teachers, we understand that assumptions about good writ-
ing are culturally grounded and deeply involved in legitimating cer-
tain interests and values. As we describe below, rather than avoiding
talk about how valued forms of writing give definition to access, our
curriculum embraces the challenge of enabling access while deepen-
ing the meanings of access through the guiding philosophy of our
courses as “apprenticeships in multicultural literacy work.”

The idea that our courses are apprenticeships in literacy work
brings together the insights of process theories of learning writing with
social theories of knowledge and power and teachers’” experiences of
what works. From process theory we learn that for purposes of teach-
ing, “writing” is not so much a correct version of words on a page, but
all of the overlapping practices of working alone and with others to
get words and ideas down on paper and then reflect on them, perhaps
share them, rethink them, revise them, try them out on audiences, as-
sess the communication and so forth. Writing, then, is not something
that one has, it is something that people do. As persons with extensive
experience in the process of engaging and communicating ideas
through writing, our teachers help students practice and reflect on the
conventions of academic prose.

These insights of the process approach to writing instruction are
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inflected within the writing curriculum by the contemporary critical
theories that link knowledge and practice to power. Historically, the
concept that “knowledge is power” was widely understood as a one
way street —any individual can get knowledge and automatically ex-
ercise the power of the better argument. Today, critical social theory
has complicated the way we understand this relationship so that domi-
nant knowledge is seen as a way that currently dominant worldviews
exercise power over individuals and groups. The practices, like literacy,
through which dominant knowledge is approximated, invested in, re-
sisted, or negotiated are then sites of conflict. Applying this critical
insight to the writing classroom, “literacy work” substantively extends
process theories of writing by concentrating attention on the work
writing does for people — the social functions the processes of writing
serve. As we understand it, literacy work locates power in the specific
ways that people take up conventions, in our ability to think critically
about the contexts (institutional, social, material, rhetorical) we inhabit,
and how those contexts both enable and inhibit textual possibilities.
As fellow apprentices in critically navigating the possibilities of work,
teachers continuously learn to reflect on our contexts and the work we
do within them, conforming, reforming and deforming them, through
our reading and writing. In other words, literacy work challenges ei-
ther/or approaches that see writing as either totally dominating or
completely liberating.

In the largest sense, our courses continue the historic striving for
the democratic promise that has always been central to literacy educa-
tion — to make available to all (or, to help all participate in creating) the
communicative resources for enacting individual and social group
equality. This means that we conceive of our classes as important sites
for questioning current inequalities brought about, in part, by literacy
practices, even as we study and demystify the commonly accepted
forms that are used by those in power. As experienced apprentices in
literacy work, we know that reading and writing are processes through
which the most fundamental and powerful experiences and insights
can be sharpened and shared in ways that change the world and keep
it changing. We place this intensification of feeling, thought, and expe-
rience at the core of our classroom activities, always striving to create
opportunities for ourselves and students to participate in literacy work
that awakens and inspires us all.

Taken together, these insights from process theory and critical
theory provide a framework for our teaching. Over the two semester
sequence of writing course work, General College students write for-
mal papers and a variety of other genres, going through the writing
process from invention to completion many times in response to many
different prompts and contexts. Through this practice students develop
into more experienced writers, deepening their knowledge and sophis-
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tication about intellectual inquiry as it is conducted within the univer-
sity setting. We recognize student work as serious and valuable, and
as such, part of the social relations of power that extend through the
university. Thus, student reading and writing are respected and stud-
ied as the complex texts that they are.

The writing sequence of the General College implements theo-
retical, technological, and pedagogical insights from basic writing to
support the preparation of GC students to be successful and active
participants in the degree granting colleges of the University. Outlined
below are some of the goals for the writing courses at GC and specific
objectives for students’ learning;:

Guidelines and Goals for GC Writing Courses

Through the two course writing sequence, General College
students fulfill the freshman writing requirement. The primary
goal of the sequence is to help students develop reading and
writing practices that will serve their needs as they progress
through the university. For us, rather than forcing conformity
to a standardized norm, this goal requires inviting students to
use the diverse skills, backgrounds, and experiences they bring
to their writing courses as resources for interpreting and par-
ticipating in academic literacies. Many students have been
taught to see school writing as a rote exercise in a “correct-
ness” foreign to anything they care about (other than a grade).
Our goal of having students consciously create for themselves
academic literacy strategies and practices that matter to them
is, accordingly, a challenge. We respond to this challenge by
seeking to nurture apprentice-type relationships among people
(students and teachers, students and students) involved in the
common project of knowledge creation and self-expression
through various kinds of academic literacy work. We begin
with six desired outcomes of the writing sequence.

1. Students will practice strategies for invention, drafting,
revising, editing, and proofreading and will gain experience
working in multiple scenarios of writing.

2. Students will develop confidence in the production of
elaborated texts in response to a variety of prompts. They will
produce focused, extended pieces of writing, consider various
audiences, and effectively incorporate evidence or examples
from outside sources and from experience.

3. Students will study the way texts work and the work texts
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do. In other words, students will pay attention not only to
content, but to rhetorical context (to whom is it written? With
what goal in mind?). This entails identifying the writer’s rhe-
torical strategies or choices (how does the writer attempt to
reach that audience in particular? Establish authority? What
kind of language does writer choose to enhance effective com-
munication?), and assessing the text’s effectiveness (does the
writing communicate successfully within the identified rhe-
torical context?). By reading texts (their own and others’) as
writers, students will grapple in their own writing with the
ways that texts negotiate self-expression and social relations.

4. Students will develop a strong sense of their own process,
including knowing where and how to seek feedback and as-
sistance with their writing. For this reason, the course empha-
sizes the collaborative aspects of reading and writing, asking
students to work with their peers and their teacher in conceiv-
ing, composing, revising and editing.

5. Students will gain experience in how writing, like learn-
ing itself, is an ongoing and shared endeavor, involving expe-
rience, reflection, discipline, discovery and participation. In
other words, the course will emphasize not merely the practi-
cal, but the emotional/affective, ethical and cultural/tradi-
tional aspects of writing and learning.

6. Students will study and practice effective use of outside
materials in writing, including the evaluation and assessment
of sources for credibility, bias, and timeliness. Courses will
also focus on rhetorical concerns, such as exploring the use of
different kinds of sources in a range of writing situations, to
enhance credibility, highlight particular views, affiliate indi-
vidual writers with larger groups, and to explore and substan-
tiate claims. Effective use of research includes, of course, ex-
posure to formal systems of citation and proficiency in one.

7. Students will gain experience with using various technolo-
gies to enhance their writing and research processes.

These goals for our students underscore both our first and sec-
ond semester required writing courses. It is worth noting that,
although variety from section to section is expected and desir-
able as each teacher works to her or his strengths and responds
to specific classroom dynamics, there are particular shared
perspectives that inform our work as a Writing Program. Just
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as we have expectations for our students in these courses, we
have expectations of one another as teachers of these courses.
These expectations are informed by the following principles,
drawn from research in Composition Studies.

Principles:

1. Student performance is directly related to teachers’ expec-
tations. Developmental studies show that, when teachers as-
sume their students to be primarily characterized by a lack or
a deficit (as writers or as students), they lower their expecta-
tions and don’t foster a learning environment where students
can develop to their utmost potential.

2. Focused, extensive practice is key to a writer’s develop-
ment.

3. Deep understanding of and competence in various
literacies, including academic writing, depends on engagement
with literacy as a social practice.

Expectations of Writing Instruction in General College

1. Teachers understand and affirm each student’s basic lin-
guistic competence, see all students as capable of progress and
achievement, and encourage students to set and meet high
expectations for their learning.

2. Teachers make student writing the central feature of each
course. The courses help students to develop and extend their
abilities to write, and enrich their thinking about writing and
the kinds of work it does.

3. Teachers present writing, reading, teaching, and learning
as processes that are never neutral. Rather, reading and writ-
ing are practices through which teachers and learners make
choices about whether to reinforce, resist, revise, or record a
particular cultural or academic conversation and the attendant
relations of power.
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Karen S. Uehling

CREATING A STATEMENT OF
GUIDELINES AND GOALS FOR
BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY’S
BASIC WRITING COURSE:
CONTENT AND DEVELOPMENT

ABSTRACT: This essay describes a statement of guidelines and goals developed for Boise State

University’s (BSU) basic writing course. The essay includes an account of local conditions at
BSU, a copy of the statement itself with commentary on its seven competencies, a description of
how the document was developed through a collaborative process, and the effects of that develop-
ment.

My institution, Boise State University, created a statement of
guidelines and goals for our basic writing course in 2000-2001.' To de-
velop our statement, we wrestled with the relationship between basic
writing and our two required first year composition courses. Ultimately,
we envisioned a course that prepares students for English 101 in sev-
eral ways. We hope students will be prepared “because they have be-
gun to develop confidence in their reading and writing abilities, learn
the conventions and expectations of university classrooms, [and] de-
velop an awareness of the activities in writing classrooms and the terms
used to talk about writing” (Boise State University). Like other docu-
ments of this kind, our curricular statement was developed in response
to local conditions.

Boise State University (BSU) in Boise, Idaho, is a six-year urban,
commuter institution of 17,000 part- and full-time students with an
average age of about twenty-seven. BSU also fulfills a community col-
lege function through a vocational technical program that offers two-
year degrees and certificate programs. The Idaho State Board of Edu-
cation, in its mission statement for the institution, describes Boise State
University as “a comprehensive, urban university serving a diverse
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lished a history of CBW in a monograph edited by Dana Britt Lundell and Jeanne L. Higbee
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population. . ..” Further, the mission statement calls for the university
to “maintain basic strengths in the liberal arts and sciences, which pro-
vide the core curriculum or general education portion of the curricu-
lum.” Our basic writing course is within the English Department and
thus within the College of Arts and Sciences; the college mission state-
ment reads, in part: “In teaching, the College of Arts and Sciences of-
fers a core curriculum that prepares undergraduate students for fu-
ture lives and careers by developing their communication, numerical,
and analytical skills, enhancing their creative abilities, fostering in them
a greater awareness of human values and needs, and encouraging in
them a lifelong appreciation of learning for its own sake.” It was within
these contexts that we worked to produce our statement of guidelines
and goals for basic writing.

Numbered English 90, our basic writing class is a one-semester,
non-credit course, the equivalent of three credits.? Passing the course
permits students to enroll in English 101. Our institution places stu-
dents in basic writing based on test scores. Beginning fall term 2000,
the Idaho State Board of Education raised the scores necessary for ad-
mission to first year composition, and consequently doubled the num-
ber of students in basic writing. In addition to those students who are
required to take basic writing, some, primarily older, returning stu-
dents, choose to take the course as a review.

Since the test scores were raised, the quality of writing has im-
proved in the class, and the students now fall in two groups—those
typical of students who enrolled previous to the change in test scores
who have clear surface level writing problems and those who can write
relatively correct prose, but whose texts seems vacant, vague, and dis-
organized. The current group of students in our basic writing course
might be characterized as upper-level basic/lower-level freshman com-
position students.

Our Statement of Guidelines and Goals for Basic Writing

Our statement of guidelines and goals for basic writing (see Ap-
pendix A) contains several headings: an introduction, and sections
called “Transforming Attitudes,” “Making the Transition to the Uni-
versity” (which includes “Relationship to English 101”), “Demonstra-
tions, Examples, and Models,” “Consistent Goals and Methods,” “Lan-
guage Study,” “Minimum Requirements,” “Specifics,” “Competen-
cies,” and “Suggestions for Teachers.”

The framework for this document derived from curricular docu-
ments already developed by Boise State faculty for the two required
first year writing courses at our institution, English 101 and 102. New
features that the basic writing faculty added were “Relationship to
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English 101” and “Suggestions for Teachers.”

The heart of this document is the seven competencies for basic
writing because the competencies are tied to portfolio assessment and
thus significantly influence what goes on in class. I will explain our
thinking about and approaches to each competency in turn.

The Competencies

1. They have confidence in themselves as writers and readers within
a college environment.

Students need confidence to access the skills they have. Many do
not trust their own instincts about language. Students also need confi-
dence to develop new skills, try out new processes and approaches,
allow themselves to make mistakes, and learn. Some have had bad
experiences with English in high school; for older students, negative
feelings may have festered for years, and often students don’t give
themselves credit for having any language skills. Some students are
“generation 1.5” learners who have used two languages or dialects
since birth, and they may distrust standard English. Some students
dropped out of high school and obtained GEDs and believe there is a
vast world of education they missed in high school. Most hold a uni-
versity in awe —they do not see themselves as peers of other students
or capable learners.

2. They can engage in a multi-faceted process of writing, that includes
invention, development, organization, feedback, revision, and edit-
ing/proofreading.

In our course we introduce and practice various methods of in-
vention — free writing, brainstorming, clustering, listing, and other pro-
cesses. We develop papers step-by-step over time. Students may draft
five papers and later revise three in the last third of the course. We
teach editing/proofreading as a separate step generally at the end of
writing. Revised and edited papers become part of a portfolio due at
the end of the course. The English 90 portfolio is fifteen pages, in line
with twenty pages for English 101 and twenty-five for English 102:
thus each course steps up five pages in portfolio length.

3. They are willing to use multiple strategies to view, revise, and
edit their evolving written texts over time, moving from writer- to
reader-based prose.

Students observe pieces of writing evolving and changing over
time. Often the instructor demonstrates this process with her own
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drafts, by handing out raw invention materials, then a rough draft;
next, after soliciting student feedback, a revised draft. Student assis-
tants also model the invention and response processes with drafts of
papers on later projects. And students see their own and their peers’
papers shifting and developing as they focus and revise. Eventually
students come to view the same text differently as they get reader re-
sponse and reread a paper later in the term that had earlier seemed
“finished.” We want them to experiment with changing a text that they
thought was completed; this is a key transition to English 101 and critical
for English 102.

4. They can produce writing that has a beginning, middle, and end
developed with relevant details and examples.

For this competency, we draw attention to how writers open and
close pieces, such as the use of anecdote or dialogue as an opening
strategy or returning to the beginning idea as a closing strategy. We
point out how titles are not random or merely topic announcements
but have some integral connection to the text. We review some essen-
tial organizational strategies, like chronology, categorization, and fi-
nal emphasis. We push students to find these structures in readings
and imitate them. Of course, we stress concrete details and specific
examples and ask for figures, names, species, colors, ages, dates, and
dollars and cents.

5. They can produce writing in a format appropriate to its purpose.

By “format,” we mean these kinds of features: typed, double
spaced, 1” margins; standard, 12-point font; left justified; paragraphs
indented .5”; all important words of title capitalized, and title not all
capitals, bold, underlined, in quotes, in italics, or in a larger typeface.
“Format” in this competence also includes basic academic conventions
like referring to the author by his or her last name, not first name; check-
ing that the name is accurate and not in a similar or rough form; capi-
talizing the name; and spelling it right.

We also work on identifying and labeling work, and the basics of
responding to a question: answering the question asked with adequate
length and carrying out the number and kinds of tasks for which the
question asks. We emphasize the need to answer questions using com-
plete sentences and to make responses self-contained, so that the reader
who does not have the question handy can still understand the re-
sponse. We examine when and how to insert a quotation and the word
choice needed to talk about quotations.
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6. They can read actively and critically and engage in a dialogue with
a text.

Students read essays that connect directly to the kinds of essays
they are writing; they also read the textbook, their own and others’
drafts, and in many sections, a complete challenging nonfiction book.
The textbook used most recently was Reading Critically, Writing Well,
edited by Rise B. Axelrod and Charles R. Cooper, which is especially
effective at connecting reading and writing assignments. Typical full-
length books that we might assign are L:ves on the Boundary, by Mike
Rose, or Bootstraps, by Victor Villanueva, both literacy narratives that
focus on the transition to college. Students write reading log responses
to such works, answering specific questions. We ask for a variety of
responses, beginning with if they liked the reading or not and why
and proceeding through such investigative processes as speculation
about the title, use of sensory description and specific development,
imitation of powerful lines, the meaning of the text, and connection
with other texts. Some of us ask students to write midterm and final
exam essays based on questions from the nonfiction book.

7. They can edit their work for mechanical errors to the extent that,
while perhaps not “perfect,” surface features of the language do not
interfere with communication.

English 90 is the primary class we offer that includes some direct
language work, as a review. We teach a minimal grammar; I favor Rei
Noguchi’s “writer’s grammar.” I show a video of a colleague coaching
a student as she edits her paper for fragments and run-ons using this
writer’s grammar. We talk about proofreading as a different kind of
reading from reading for meaning. We ask students to engage in self-
study of problem areas and thus make them responsible for their er-
rors; and we offer tips and hints for editing. And, all of this, we hope,
is in an atmosphere of language play. Reading a challenging nonfic-
tion book is also critical because a text that forces a reader to stop, look,
and think about language helps develop awareness of language and
the kind of seeing required for effective editing.

So that is the heart of our document. The final section of our state-
ment is called “Suggestions for Teaching.” Each competency connects
with and is supported by the teaching suggestions. I will consider one
example, our first competency: 1. They have confidence in themselves
as writers and readers within a college environment.

The teaching suggestion Making the Transition fo the University
supports confidence in that we introduce students to campus resources
for academic services and support through guest speakers from groups
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like the Writing Center and student success and support programs;
and we offer information on where and how to learn to type or learn
basic word processing skills. We also build student confidence by re-
viewing and re-enforcing basic study skills. At one time Boise State
University had a learning community program that linked basic writ-
ing students through grouped courses, including basic writing, study
skills, and core courses, and we still try to support study skills in the
basic writing class.

Consistent Goals and Methods is a teaching suggestion that also
supports confidence; we offer an overview of the course at the begin-
ning, and we make course goals and methods clear throughout. We
repeat reading, writing, discussion, and feedback activities in a pre-
dictable format. And we present extended assignments in a step-by-
step sequence.

Developing the Statement of Guidelines and Goals

The key to the development of the statement of guidelines and
goals was a collaborative process, what Bruce Ballenger, our Director
of Writing, characterizes as a “focus group.” The group was initially
created to increase the number of trained faculty prepared to teach
basic writing. The group consisted of six adjunct faculty, chosen for
their talent and experience teaching freshman composition, and me; I
was asked to mentor these instructors during the first term they taught
basic writing, fall 2000. An important feature of this training was ad-
ministrative support. The adjunct faculty received an honorarium for
participating in the training and collaborative work, and I received a
course release for undertaking the mentor’s role.? As part of the train-
ing and mentoring, I wanted to engage the group in a substantive con-
tribution to the basic writing endeavor on our campus, and producing
the statement of guidelines and goals seemed timely and important?;
and, for once we had the time to engage in serious reflection on our
work as basic writing teachers.

We spent several of our weekly mentoring meetings working on
the statement. We began by listing everything we did in basic writing,
especially what we thought was critical or unique to the course. Next I
categorized this list and gave it back to the group for discussion. At the
same time, I had posted a request on the Conference on Basic Writing
Listserv (CBW-L) asking for sample guidelines, goals, and mission state-
ments, and I gave these samples to the group as well. Although our
group did not directly consider the formal mission statements of the
university and college when we initially drafted our statement, clearly
it would be preferable to do so; however, the course we describe does
support those mission statements. After all, we are directly engaged
each day with the students the mission statement describes, an “urban
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university serving a diverse population,” and we work to develop stu-
dents’ core communication skills in reading and writing.

Based on the group’s feedback to my list of basic writing activi-
ties, I drafted the first full statement for group review and consensus.
When we had a draft we could agree on, I sought response from two
tenured colleagues who also teach the course. The revised document
was then presented to the chair and Writing Committee.

The next term, spring 2001, the adjunct faculty and I met with the
Writing Committee a few times and together we revised the document
further. In the summer, the Writing Program carried out a preliminary
assessment of basic writing portfolios based on the proposed compe-
tencies. Our students did well in this pilot assessment, revealing that
the statement of guidelines and goals appeared appropriate. Further,
there was informal evidence that students who took English 90 often
did better in English 101 than those who did not take it. In October of
2001, the Writing Committee brought the statement of guidelines and
goals to an English Department meeting where it was ratified and then
the document was posted on the Writing Program website.

The collaborative nature of this process produced several ben-
efits. Obviously, the faculty group, using a collective brainstorming
method, generated more good ideas than could have been articulated
by any one person. The initial focus group process also gave the in-
structors ownership of the document because they helped created it.
The instructors thus “bought” into the process and the resulting course.
The follow-up with other tenured instructors and the Writing Com-
mittee, which included the Director of Writing, strengthened the docu-
ment, especially by aligning it more closely with our existing state-
ments. When the statement was brought to the department, this devel-
opment process gave it legitimacy; there was little discussion before
approval because it had already been tested and revised. The creation
of the statement of guidelines and goals brought visibility to our basic
writing course; I feel the department better understands basic writing
now and takes it more seriously as a course.

The development of the English 90 Staternent of Mission and Mini-
mum Requirements has also affected other first-year writing courses.
The Writing Committee and Writing Program administrators liked the
features the basic writing faculty added to the template of the docu-
ment, which were “Relationship to English 101” and “Suggestions for
Teachers,” and there are plans to add similar sections, developed
collaboratively, to the English 101 and 102 documents. Also the writ-
ing program plans eventually to develop statements of guidelines and
goals for our other first year courses, honors composition and our En-
glish as a Second Language (ESL) sequence.

One of the most interesting aspects of creating our statement of
guidelines and goals was trying to articulate how basic writing differs
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from English 101 and how it is the same. Ultimately, we framed our
thinking in these terms: previewing, practicing, working on language,
explaining writing courses, and developing confidence. We preview
some of the academic work of English 101 and of the university as a
whole. We practice reading and writing. We are the primary class that
includes some language instruction. We explain what goes on in a college
writing course and why. This information is especially important for
students who have been out of school for a while. Adult learning theory
suggests that learners need to know why they are being asked to do
something and how it fits into the big picture of the course or the field
of study (Knowles 174). This means we have to justify our goals and
methods of instruction, for instance, why we ask for early free writing
or peer response in feedback groups or editing as primarily the last
step. We hope that we develgp confidence through all of these activities.

Our English 101 course is now taught largely by teaching assis-
tants who use a modified expressivist and reading process approach
with free writing, conferencing, and group work. We hope our basic
writing students will be ready to thrive in an atmosphere of this kind,
especially where TAs may not be adept at articulating exactly why
these teaching strategies are effective. Our students will be able to trust
this process.

Notes

1. Although titled a Statement of Mission and Minimum Reguirements,
our document is not a traditionally conceived mission statement, that
is, a concise statement of a group’s mission and identity. Rather, our
basic writing statement is a document of several pages that details
course rationale and describes and explains curriculum; thus I refer to
this statement as a statement of “guidelines and goals.”

2. I think the course should carry elective credits, and, as a step in that
direction, in fall 2002 I piloted a dual enrollment combined basic writ-
ing/freshman composition course, which met for six hours per week
and offered the noncredit equivalent of three credits for English 90
and three regular credits for English 101; the course was successful
enough that it will be offered again in fall 2003.

3. Recently, all tenured faculty in writing, including the Director and
Assistant Director of Writing, participated in some of the basic writing
training so that they will eventually be prepared to teach basic writ-
ing. This clear administrative support for basic writing strengthens the
sense of commitment and community of those who teach basic writ-
ing and increases the visibility of the course to other faculty and cam-
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pus administrators.

4. The group of faculty who helped draft the initial statement included
Julie Ewing, Jill Heney, Joy Kidwell, Siskanna Naynaha, Kate Pritchard,
Marian Thomas, and Karen Uehling.

Works Cited

Axelrod, Rise B., and Charles R. Cooper, eds. Reading Critically, Writ-
ing Well: A Reader and Guide. 6™ ed. NY: Bedford/St. Martin’s,
2002.

Boise State University. English 90: Statement of Mission and Minimum
Requzremenis B01se ID: last rev1sed 12 Nov 2001. 19 Feb. 2003

Knowles, Malcolm S. The Adulz‘ Learner: A Neglected Speczes 3rd ed.
Houston: Gulf, 1984.

Noguchi, Rei. Grammar and the Teaching of Writing: Limits and Possibili-
#7es. Urbana, IL: NCTE, 1991.

Rose, Mike. Lives on the Boundary: The Struggles and Achievements of
America’s Underprepared. NY: Penguin, 1990.

Uehling, Karen S. “Mission Statement for Boise State University’s Ba-
sic Writing Course: Content and Development.” Paper presented
at the Conference on College Composition and Communication.
Chicago, March 2002.

Villanueva, Victor, Jr. Bootstraps: From an American Academic of Color.
Urbana, IL: NCTE, 1993.

30



APPENDIX A

English 90
Boise State University

Statement of Mission and Minimum Requirements
Fall 2001

Introduction

One of the strengths and challenges of Boise State University is
the rich diversity of its students, and ENGL 90 students are often some
of the most diverse students on campus. They may be adults, return-
ing to college after many years; they may work full or part-time as
they attend school; they may be speakers of more than one language
or dialect. ENGL 90, an introduction to college writing, is required if a
placement test or writing sample demonstrates need, and it also pro-
vides review for those who wish further preparation before taking
ENGL 101. ENGL 90 offers students extra time to work on their writ-
ing with attention to fluency, development, organization, revision, and
editing/ proofreading. ENGL 90 counts as the equivalent of 3 credits,
though the credits do not count toward graduation.

Transforming Attitudes

Students in ENGL 90 are usually just entering the university and
can often be distinguished by their lack of confidence. Yet to thrive in
college, students must become confident as readers and writers and as
members of the academic community. ENGL 90 is a course that builds
both confidence and skill. We believe that students” experiences with
language and language use in the course should be positive, and that
this will provide the basis for the development of writing skills. As a
consequence, ENGL 90 focuses, like ENGL 101, in part on the affective
dimension of writing and thinking processes; that is, the course hopes
to encourage students to believe that reading and writing are mean-
ing-making activities that are relevant to their lives, within school and
without.

Making the Transition to the University

ENGL 90 serves as a bridge between the community and the uni-
versity. Instructors should assist students with this transition into the
world of studenthood. Essential topics include active, critical reading;
an introduction to the culture of the academy and to basic terms of
academic analysis; review of study skills; and an introduction to cam-
pus resources for academic support.
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Relationship to English 101

ENGL 090 students will be prepared to enter ENGL 101 because they
have begun to

* develop confidence in their reading and writing abilities

* learn the conventions and expectations of university classrooms

* develop an awareness of the activities in writing classrooms
and the terms used to talk about writing

Demonstrations, Examples, and Models

Students may have not seen writing develop over time and may
be unfamiliar with the processes writers engage in to produce writing.
Thus, students will observe how writing is produced.

Consistent Goals and Methods

We believe ENGL 90 students thrive in an atmosphere that is
predictable. Clear goals, repeated routines, and “scaffolded” assign-
ments are likely to create an atmosphere that builds student confidence
and provides the basis for the development of writing skills.

Language Study

ENGL 90 is one of the few courses in which editing and proof-
reading skills are taught; however, such skills are only one part of
ENGL 90, which is clearly a writing course. Language skills should be
taught largely within the context of the student’s own writing.

Minimum Requirements

Specifics

Students in writing classes should continuously produce written
work. This includes evaluated work, such as formal assignments and
subsequent revisions, as well as informal and non-evaluated work, such
as journal entries, in-class writing exercises, rough drafts, and peer re-
sponses. ENGL 90 students will produce, on average, the equivalent
of 3 to 3.5 double-spaced and typed pages —about 1000 words —a week.
The equivalent of 15 pages of double-spaced and typed writing will be
the basis for assessing students’ final grades in the course.

Students will write several informal responses to reading mate-
rials using a variety of strategies for active, critical reading.

Students will begin to learn the terms, processes, and conven-
tions of academic writing necessary for success in ENGL 101 and other
university classrooms.

Students will meet all the attendance and class participation re-
quirements and submit required assignments on deadline.
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Competencies
Students will demonstrate that:

1. they have confidence in themselves .5 writers and readers
within a college environment.

2. they can engage in a multi-faceted process of writing, that
includes invention, development, organization, feedback, re-
vision, and editing/ proofreading.

3. they are willing to use multiple strategies to view, revise,
and edit their evolving written texts over time, moving from
writer- to reader-based prose.

4. they can produce writing that has a beginning, middle,
and end developed with relevant details and examples.

5. they can produce writing in a format appropriate to its
purpose.

6. they can read actively and critically and engage in a dia-
logue with a text.

7. they can edit their work for mechanical errors to the ex-
tent that, while perhaps not “perfect,” surface features of the
language do not interfere with communication.

Suggestions for Teachers

Making the Transition fo the University. Demonstrate how to view a text
not as a “flat landscape” but as a rich, living piece of discourse; have
students practice engaging in a dialogue with the author. Preview some
of the terms, processes, and conventions of academic writing. Review
and re-enforce basic study skills. Introduce students to campus re-
sources for academic services and support.

Demonstrations, Examples, and Models. Conduct demonstrations of writ-
ing in progress, both step-by-step examples of major assignments and
examples of informal assignments. Several examples will provide a
range for students rather than a single model to follow. Student in-
terns can provide additional supporting demonstrations.

Consistent Goals and Methods. Present an overview of the course at the
beginning of the term, carefully explaining course goals and methods
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of instruction. Repeat and practice reading, writing, discussion, and
feedback procedures in a predictable format. Present extended assign-
ments in a step-by-step, staged, and sequenced manner.

Language Study. Foster a playful, inquisitive attitude toward language
and its richness, encouraging students to take an investigative approach
to language phenomena. Practice individual error analysis, and teach
editing and proofreading as a special task that requires its own par-
ticular ways of seeing and responding to text. Offer students practical
tricks and hints for editing their own work rather than an exhaustive
review of grammar.

34



James Kenkel and Robert Yates

A DEVELOPMENTAL
PERSPECTIVE ON THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
GRAMMAR AND TEXT

ABSTRACT: This article presents a developmental perspective on text construction, understood
as managing information within and across sentence boundaries. The article claims that the

systematicity in non-standard constructions in basic writers’ texts reflects student awareness of
three obligatory areas of information management in texts: fopic management, reference track-

ing, and maintenance of given-new information chains. A taxonomy is presented that describes

these obligations, shows how developing writers innovate to meet them, and compares these con-

structions fo those of mature writers. The categories in the taxonomy are not traditional but

instead describe textual functions relating to information management. Because these non-stan-

dard constructions are principled, explicit instruction is necessary to help students perceive that

such constructions are not agpropriate for academic writing.

As university professors who teach undergraduate writing and
the “Introduction to Grammar” course required of pre-service English
teachers, we have had an ongoing concern about the kind of knowl-
edge teachers need to have about grammar and about how that knowl-
edge should inform classroom teaching. As linguists, we have long
recognized the shortcomings of traditional grammar. Of course, we
know that this concern is not new. From the 1920s through the early
1960s, linguists repeatedly called for English teachers to abandon tra-
ditional descriptions in favor of more linguistic ones. The linguistic
critique emphasized that descriptions of English offered by traditional
grammar have significant shortcomings: its terminology is confusing,

In the last ten years, James Kenkel and Robert Yates have collaborated on a number of papers
Jocused on two main concerns: the relationship of grammatical knowledge to native and non-
native speaker developing writing; and the knowledge of language needed by teachers of basic
writing to native and non-native speakers of English. James Kenkel is a professor of English
and Coordinator of Writing at Eastern Kentucky University. His current research focuses on the
principles of text construction shared by native and non-native speaker developing writers. He
teaches courses in linguistics, pedagogical grammar, second language acquisition, and the global
spread of English. Robert Yates is a professor of English/TESL at Central Missouri State Uni-
versity. His current research includes teacher response to developing writing. His main teach-
ing responsibility is in an MA TESL program, and he teaches courses in linguistics, grammar,
second language acquisition, and teaching reading and writing to non-native speakers of En-

glish. .
© Journal of Basic Writing, Vol. 22, No. 1, 2003

35



and more important, its definitions do not reflect what native speakers
of the language actually know.

In the last twenty years, there have been renewed attempts to
reform English grammar teaching using insights from linguistics. Rob-
ert DeBeaugrande and Rei Noguchi have offered new ideas about the
relation between the tacit grammatical knowledge possessed by all
native speakers and the use of standard English. This work definitely
represents a step forward in the teaching of grammar. However, we
need to do more than show students that they can apply heuristics
derived from their tacit knowledge of grammar to resolve some com-
mon sentence-level issues.

We need a developmental perspective focusing on the principles
of language and text underlying student use of non-standard construc-
tions. This kind of developmental perspective is important for peda-
gogy because the best teaching practices begin with what students know
and proceed to what they need to know. For such a pedagogy, the
perspective of traditional grammar is insufficient. Although sentence-
level descriptions are very important, teachers need a perspective on
grammar which can extend beyond the sentence and which reflects
learner understandings. In this article, we propose such a perspective
for understanding some of the most complex non-standard sentences
students write.

Shortcomings of Traditional Grammar

Many of the rules and descriptions of traditional grammar fail to
describe adequately the facts of written English, even at the most gen-
eral level. For example, Christine Hult and Thomas Huckin in 77%¢ New
Century Handbook describe the subject of the sentence as “. .. anoun, a
pronoun, or a noun phrase (a noun plus its modifiers) that identifies
what the sentence is about. Usually it precedes the main verb” (510).
Although this definition would allow the identification of many gram-
matical subjects, it would fail in ordinary cases such as:

1. Itis raining.

2. Itis true that many people lost money in the stock
market.

3. There are many people in the park today.

4. To eat a high fat diet is foolish.

Not only does this definition fail to identify many ordinary cases of
sentence subjects, it is also impenetrable to students unschooled in tra-
ditional grammar. This problem is made clear by Patrick Hartwell,
who describes many of the definitions and descriptions of traditional
grammar as COIK, “clear only if known”(119). For instance, to even
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begin making use of this inadequate definition, a student would have
to be able to identify nouns, pronouns, noun phrases, modifiers, verbs,
and main verbs. Unfortunately for the student, traditional definitions
of each of these categories also fail to capture many ordinary cases. As
Hartwell makes clear, traditional definitions are useful only to those
who have already overcome their vague formulations. It is no wonder
that traditional grammar frustrates many students.

Reform Efforts in the Teaching of Grammar

As early as 1927, American structuralist linguist Charles C.
Fries, in an attempt to reform English language teaching in the schools,
critiqued traditional grammar teaching, observing that such pedagogy
ignored advances in linguistics that had occurred during the preced-
ing 100 years. His critique recognized the inadequacy of many tradi-
tional descriptions. With his influential 1952 book, 7%e Structure of
English, Fries again called for reform in the schools. Throughout the
1950s, a number of structuralist linguists answered Fries’ call, but their
efforts were ultimately rejected by English teachers because linguists
were not able to demonstrate that student awareness of more accurate
sentence-level descriptions would lead to improved writing skills.
Robert Connors and Geneva Smitherman provide reviews of this de-
bate as it occurred in the pages of College English and College Composi-
tion and Communication during the 1950s and 1960s.

In the last twenty years, reform efforts have been taken up again,
most notably by Robert DeBeaugrande and Rei Noguchi. These lin-
guists suggest means for overcoming the opaque or COIK nature of
many traditional definitions for sentence-level grammar. Instead of
criterial definitions for such concepts as “sentence” and “main verb,”
they propose operational ones. For example, typical traditional defini-
tions define “sentence” as a group of words containing a subject and a
predicate and expressing a complete thought. All of these criteria are
problematic for naive native speakers of English seeking to identify
sentences, which is a necessary step as students try to edit their texts
for fragments and run-ons. DeBeaugrande and Noguchi resolve this
problem by defining a sentence as any string of words that can be
changed into a yes-no or a tag question. Generally speaking, forma-
tion of yes-no questions involves taking the first auxiliary verb and
moving it just to the left of the subject (e.g., “Mary can speak French”
becomes “Can Mary speak French?”). Formation of tag questions in-
volves reversing the positive/negative polarity of the sentence, add-
ing to the end of the sentence a copy of the first auxiliary as well as a
copy of the subject but in its appropriate pronoun form (e.g.,”Mary
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can speak French, can’t she?”). Yes-no questions and tag questions are
only possible from full sentences. Such operations avoid the vague cri-
teria of traditional grammar by asking students to manipulate sentences
in ordinary ways. For sentences containing a dependent clause, the
same strategy can be used to distinguish the verb in the dependent
clause from the main verb. In this case, it is only the auxiliary verb of
the main clause which is moved for making such questions. In other
words, the operations proposed by DeBeaugrande and Noguchi allow
students to use their tacit knowledge of sentence grammar to identify
sentence-level categories instead of trying to apply traditional defini-
tions.

The approach taken by DeBeaugrande and Noguchi is important
because it shows students how to use their own language knowledge
to address sentence-level issues such as agreement or fragments. In
addition, it offers a more student-centered approach to teaching gram-
mar. In spite of these strengths, this work has not addressed a stub-
born problem which confronts English teachers, namely, how to un-
derstand why students use many of the inappropriate sentence con-
structions they do in the first place.

Because we believe that the teaching of grammar in a writing
class must be based on problems students have with constructing texts,
teachers need insight into how sentence-level grammar contributes to
managing information within and across sentence boundaries, a core
element of text construction. In traditional grammar handbooks, there
is little recognition of grammatical concerns extending beyond the sen-
tence. Grammar handbooks typically have sections on so-called “mixed
constructions,” which Hult and Huckin define as a “sentence that starts
out one way but finishes in another” (885).! For example,

5. In the world created by movies and television makes fiction
seem like reality. (658)

The discussion that follows this example offers appropriate revisions,
but it is striking that no attempt—other than imputing lack of atten-
tion—is made to account for the student’s textual intentions. To do so
requires descriptions of grammatical categories whose scope extends
beyond the sentence and which function to manage information within
and across sentence boundaries. In addition, responding to such con-
structions requires a developmental pedagogy. It is implausible to as-
sume that the student who wrote 5 believed that he or she had failed to
communicate effectively. Instead, we should assume that the absence
of revision reflects the student’s belief that he or she was following
principles of information management and communication.
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Student Language from a Developmental Perspective

We are not the first to argue that teachers must do more than be
“astonished and baffled” by sentences such as 5 when they occur in
students” writing. This very point was made by David Carkeet (682),
who wrote one of the earliest papers in the literature calling for teach-
ers to adopt a developmental perspective on such sentences. This lit-
erature is premised on the notion that even such non-target-like struc-
tures as mixed constructions are principled, although they may be used
by beginning writers who have had little experience with the demands
of academic writing. Mina Shaughnessy’s Errors and Expectationsis the
foundation of much of this work and remains vital today. She observed
not only that beginning writers learn by making mistakes but also that
these mistakes are largely systematic (5). Shaughnessy urges teachers
to understand the reasons behind student errors.

Carkeet, writing in the same year as Shaughnessy, speculates that
writers of such sentences perceive them “as strings made up of dis-
crete chunks having little or no relation to each other. Each chunk has
integrity, but that integrity is lost when the chunk is viewed as part of
a whole” (685). Carkeet speculates that the cognitive demands of the
writing process, especially for students with little practice in “disci-
plined” writing, may cause such constructions (686). Ellen Barton et
al., in their study of types of “awkward” sentences, offer a similar ac-
count of their source. They suggest that “awkward” sentences result
from writer “mismanagement” of syntactic structures and related
“idea” structures. When student writers produce these sentences, it is
because they have difficulty fitting complex ideas into the correspond-
ing more complex syntactic structures (95).

David Bartholomae, Eleanor Kutz, and Charles Coleman appeal
to two fundamental concepts in the study of second language acquisi-
tion, error analysis and interlanguage,” as the basis of a framework to
understand non-standard constructions of native English speakers.
Although error analysis looks for systematicity in the non-target-like
forms that students use, at best it can only identify systematic differ-
ences between what a student does and the target language. An
interlanguage perspective looks for the principles underlying students’
non-target-like constructions. As Kutz notes, from an interlanguage
perspective, the students’ sentences are systematic, rule-governed, and
predictable (392). As a consequence, there are no “errors” if we ana-
lyze student production from an interlanguage perspective. Especially
important for the framework we propose, Kutz suggests that from an
interlanguage perspective, students might “return” to earlier principles
when they encounter discourse demands which cannot be adequately
met by their present knowledge (393). All of this work is important
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because it shows the inadequacy of traditional categories for under-
standing what students do as developing writers.

From our perspective, Coleman’s analysis of sentences like mixed
constructions is the most important. Coleman considers two types of
structures in the writing of speakers of African-American vernacular
English (AAVE): “ 4y strings” and topic-comment sentence structures.
With regard to “ 4y strings,” Coleman notes that eliminating 4y would
make the sentence grammatical.

6. By making English the official language would take away
one’s constitutional rights. One would not have freedom of
speech, choice, writing or the press if this was to happen. (490)

Coleman observes that such strings appear to be marking either an
agent-action or a causative relationship. Citing claims that preposi-
tions in AAVE have different uses than in standard English, Coleman
suggests that these “ sy-strings” may be a feature unique to AAVE. We
are not certain that sentences like 6 occur only in the writing of speak-
ers of AAVE. For example, Lynn Troyka uses a “ 4y string” as identi-
fied by Coleman as an example of a mixed construction (326); Diana
Hacker uses a “&y string” as an example in an exercise on repairing
mixed constructions (212); Andrea Lunsford and Robert Connors also
have an example of a “&y string” in a similar exercise (311). If “&y
strings” were only prevalent in the writing of speakers of a particular
variety, we would not expect to see examples in so many handbooks.
That these strings all begin with 4y is certainly interesting; however, it
is unclear to us that “4y strings” are much different than the second
type of construction Coleman discusses: topic-comment structures.

In traditional terminology, the structures discussed in Coleman
as topic-comment would be labeled run-on, or fused, sentences. In the
following sentence discussed by Coleman, we have labeled the “topic”
and “comment” parts of the string.

7. To work hard and become successful is great. [topic
take away your time with your friends and families]
it’s not worth it.]

Letting it

[comment

Coleman observes that the student who wrote 7 did not use punctua-
tion to signal the topic-comment organization. He correctly notes that
topic-comment constructions like 7 exist in other languages and sug-
gests that this type of structure exists in AAVE.

We agree that 7 is a topic-comment construction but we believe
that this construction does not reflect a particular non-standard vari-
ety of English. Instead, it is the extension into writing of a very fre-
quent construction in the oral language of all English varieties.
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Douglas Biber et al. in 7%e Longman Grammar of Written and Spoken En-
glish describe differences of spoken and written English. They observe
that structures like 8, which they label “prefaces,” are very common in
spoken English.

8. Sharon, she plays bingo on Sunday night. (957)

They note prefaces serve to establish a topic in the discourse. We con-
sider the structure in 7 to be a preface which uses the following 7#in the
comment to repeat the topic. All of the other examples in Coleman can
be analyzed the same way. Rather than attributing topic-comment struc-
tures to any particular variety of English, we believe they represent a
developing stage in the writing of many students. In fact, this is ex-
actly the kind of evidence needed to support Kutz's claim, cited above,
that earlier forms are always available to a student. It is not surprising
that when students need to announce a new topic and they lack (or
lack confidence in using) the appropriate grammatical means in the
written language, they return to earlier principles, especially those
available in the oral language. Because prefaces are a feature of the
spoken language, this structure is always available for introducing a
new topic and for commenting upon it.

A Framework for the Grammar-Text Interface of
Developing Writers

Coleman suggests examining these two kinds of structures, both
of which can be classified as mixed constructions, from an interlanguage
perspective. We agree, but believe that there is a wider range of non-
target-like structures produced by developing writers as they strive to
manage the information in their texts. We propose three obligatory
areas of information management in text: topic management, refer-
ence tracking, and maintenance of given-new information chains.> We
believe that all writers know that they have these obligations to man-
age information in their texts. The systematicity that Shaughnessy
observed is a reflection of the efforts of developing writers to realize
their obligations. We propose a taxonomy to describe these obligations
and show how developing writers try to meet them. The categories in
the taxonomy do not have traditional labels but use labels based on
textual functions relating to information management. It is important
to note that textual functions do not have a one-to-one relationship
with grammatical forms. Our observations on the kinds of construc-
tions writers use to manage information are, therefore, suggestive and
not complete. We cannot list all the possible constructions writers can
use to realize these textual functions.
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Except where noted, all of the examples from developing writers
come from first year students at comprehensive regional universities
in Kentucky and Missouri. All students are native speakers of En-
glish.* We have not edited these examples. For clarity, some phrases
have been bolded.

I. Topic announcing structures
A. Presentationals

Mature writer: expletive #zere constructions
1. There are many cuts expected in next year’s
budget.

Developing writer: fragments, imperatives, questions
1. In the writings of Erich Fromm, Solomon Asch,
Shirley Jackson and Philip Zimabardo. Each of
these people were professors at well known colleges
or their experiments and studies have been to
determine the reasons that human kind, obey and
disobey.

2. The time of my life when I learned something,
and which resulted in a change in which I look
upon life things. This would be the period of my
life when I graduated from Elementary school to
High school. (Bartholomae 255, citing the work of a
developing writer)

3. In conclusion, start with the major things like the
internet, and everyone else do their part, little by
little the problem will start to vanish.

4. Personal freedom or personal safety, which
should have more protection?

B. Prefaces

Mature writer: (only in the oral language)

Developing writer: topic followed by a co-referential

pronoun or full noun phrase.
1. Teenagers, especially, are almost for sure
they are going to do it their mind is set on it.
2. In the case of Olmstead v. U.S. the investigators
for this case were discovered to have broken the law
in order to obtain critical information in the trial.
(Beginning of paragraph)
3. In the case of wiretapping, I think the government
has the full right to it. (Beginning of paragraph)
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C. Focus constructions (structures which present new
information)
Mature writer: it-clefts
1. It is not surprising that the budget will be cut
nextyear.
Developing writer: imperatives, rhetorical questions
1. I think that the government has all the control in
order to catch some one if they are doing illegal
stuff, and that includes tapping into someone’s
phone line. Think about it someone is going to do
something, . ..
2. School violence, will it ever stop?

D. Topic-comment constructions

Mature writer: sentences in which the relationship

between the subject and predicate is grammatically

linked
1. The fear that budgets would be cut is coming to
pass.

Developing writer: mixed constructions
1. [,gpsc In many different newspapers and news
programs that I watch or read that September 11]
[are . talking about how the Americans are not
going to have safety and freedom at the same time].

II. Reference chains
A. Noun phrase displacement
Mature writer: traces (In the sentence below, w/ic/,
whose antecedent is “technology stocks,” is interpreted
as the object of /nzvest in. This position is marked by t,
which linguists call a pronominal trace. The subscripts
mark the reference chain between antecedent and
pronominals.)
1. Technology stocks, which, many invested in t,
have not rebounded.
Developing writer: repeated pronouns or full noun
phrases.
1. [One of the young boys]. was my crush, who I
had liked him, since second grade.
2. For the teacher, he must refuse authority to stop
the experiment. To not refuse it he must obey his
experimenter and continue to inflict pain to his
learner, which, he can visually see [how painful
the shocks have become]..
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B. Reference tracking

Mature writer: unambiguous reference to other words

Developing writer: inconsistent reference to other

words
1. A person has to be of a certain status or certain
rank to be included in the big part of society. In the
upper-middle class a person has to show their
wealth by having a big fancy home or a fancy car. If
that person does not have either of the two they are
not considered as apart of the upper-middle class.
All of the people who do have the nice cars and the
fancy homes do not consider that person of their
rank so they discard them.

III. Information sequencing
A. Given-new information chains
Mature writer: constructions such as passive voice and
pre-posing used to change word order for the purpose
of maintaining appropriate given-new information
chains.

1. Most of his proposals were accepted by the

committee.

2. Most of his proposals the committee accepted.
Developing writer: question-answer pairs, non-standard
punctuation practices to mark boundaries within and
between propositions.

1. A person has to prove themselves to the public

for what reason? To be in a certain position in

society or is it just to belong and be known. Being
different is the best part of being a human. To be
totally different from everybody else and know that
there is no two people alike. Being a person self-
makes them different so what does it matter what
they drive or how big there house is.

2. One of the biggest problems that my brother has.

Is this complex about how he stands up on his

pedestal and everybody is below him.

3. Street racing is like skateboarding on a bigger

scale, those who don’t participate in the “sport” will

have to deal with those who do. There was no

place for skateboarders to go in small towns, until

the skateboarders talked to the city committee.

Street racing is the same thing, nothing will happen

until some one decides to face facts and the facts are

that people love to be competitive. People love to
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do whatever it takes to get to the top, the problem is
that people are starting to get dangerous and
innocent people are getting hurt.

4. Some of the greatest thinkers in the history of
mankind, were those that have went against
authority and made their own decisions.

Implications of the Framework for Analyzing Developing
Writing

The claim behind the proposed taxonomy is that although devel-
oping writers produce non-standard constructions, their textual “er-
rors” are best understood as principled attempts to manage informa-
tion and not clumsy attempts to construct a “standard” text. That de-
veloping writers are aware of their communicative obligation to man-
age information is often apparent in the constructions they use, many
of which rarely, if ever, occur in standard texts. For example, mature
writers rarely introduce topics using fragments or questions as
presentationals. The use of prefaces, constructions which function to
introduce topics in speech, demonstrates the developing writer’s com-
municative awareness. Mature writers generally do not use rhetorical
questions to shift focus. When they do so, their style is clearly marked.
When developing writers use mixed constructions, never found in
mature texts, they are responding to principles of how information is
organized in text.

We claim that the non-standard constructions students use to
manage information are innovative responses to textual demands. As
such, they are evidence of students striving in purposeful ways to con-
struct communicative texts. Rhetorical questions and non-standard
punctuation practices are good examples. Faced with the task of intro-
ducing a new focus within the topic, the student can make use of a
rhetorical question instead of using a cleft construction, which he or
she may be unfamiliar with. The rhetorical question is a useful tool to
introduce a focus without having to make it explicit because the an-
swer to any question is focused information. In other words, students
who use this construction for this purpose certainly know what they
need to do. The issue which confronts their teachers is how best to
guide them to more appropriate constructions.

The use of non-standard punctuation to indicate the boundaries
within and between propositions is another case in point. The non-
standard punctuation usage of students, although not reflecting syn-
tactic principles, is not random. Instead it serves to mark proposition
boundaries or topic from comment within a proposition. Rather than
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demonstrating student carelessness, this kind of non-standard punc-
tuation reveals innovative attempts to communicate as clearly as pos-
sible with the resources the student has.

Pedagogical Implications

We have argued that the non-standard constructions students use
to manage information in their texts are innovative and principled at-
tempts to manage information flow. Because student texts reflect stu-
dent principles of information management, students have great diffi-
culty in perceiving that such sentences are deviant from a mature-writ-
ing perspective. Read-aloud editing can help students notice many
surface errors but is not as helpful in identifying errors in topic man-
agement, reference, or information sequencing. We believe that explicit
instruction is necessary for students to perceive that the non-standard
constructions they may use to manage information are not appropri-
ate for academic writing.

We advocate a pedagogy that follows in a straightforward man-
ner from our taxonomy of information management in texts. More
generally, we urge teachers not to assign only personal narratives. Be-
cause the topic of personal narratives is the protagonist, they can be
written with few, if any, topic changes. Assignments which oblige the
student to shift topics or to shift focus within a topic facilitate greater
awareness of the language needed to do so appropriately in academic
writing. Of course, argumentative topics require such shifts, but so do
more straightforward tasks such as descriptions. A description of a
room, for instance, requires the writer to shift focus as he or she moves
from one part of the description to another.

A developmental pedagogy of text construction should be based
on an appreciation of principles underlying student writing. The tax-
onomy we propose suggests making explicit comparisons between stu-
dent texts and mature texts. For example, a paragraph from a student
paper which introduces topics inappropriately either through use of
prefaces, fragments, or mixed constructions is compared to a text which
introduces topics appropriately. Students realize that while topics are
introduced in both texts, different grammatical structures are used in
academic writing than in the student text. The key instructional point
is that the principles of topic management be made explicit through
the comparison between the grammar constructions of the student text
and the mature writing text. Similar comparisons should be made in
regard to reference tracking and information sequencing. When stu-
dents can recognize that their constructions are inappropriate in an
academic context, then the teaching of revision strategies can begin.
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Conclusion

We have argued in this article for teaching English grammar to
developing writers from a principled student perspective, one which
reflects students’ keen awareness of principles of information man-
agement and communication. In 1985, Hartwell argued that teaching
“school grammar” would not lead to improvement in writing skills
because the categories of school grammar do not reflect what students
tacitly know about the language and because there is no relation be-
tween learning these categories and writing. The efforts of structural-
ist linguists in the 1950s and 1960s to reform English language teach-
ing also foundered on this point. While acknowledging that the work
of DeBeaugrande and Noguchi is very important, we contend that ef-
fective grammar teaching in a writing class must be informed by a
student perspective which sees non-standard constructions not as er-
rors but as reflections of developmental principles which inform stu-
dent text construction.

It is interesting that Hartwell argues against the explicit teaching
of grammar, suggesting that most errors, including fragments, are best
understood as performance errors —mistakes in punctuation (120).
Moreover, citing Bartholomae, Hartwell claims that “by reading aloud,
[most students] will correct in essence all errors of spelling, grammar,
and, by intonation, punctuation, but usually without noticing that what
they read departs from what they wrote” (121). While many surface
errors can be self-corrected, we believe that the constructions we have
discussed are not performance errors and are not easily self-corrected
because they reflect underlying principles that developing writers have.
It is striking that the one error that Bartholomae’s student did not self-
correct is a mixed construction (261-262).> Because such constructions
reflect underlying principles, we also disagree with Kutz’s claim that
these kinds of student errors will “disappear” as an effect of extensive
reading and writing (395).

Innovative constructions reflect clear developmental principles
of managing information in texts. We encourage grammar instruction
in writing classes which draws students” attention to these innovations
and demonstrates why these constructions are not effective from a
mature writing perspective. Grammar instruction which is rooted in
traditional categories and considers non-standard constructions as
wrong rather than as purposeful and communicative will fail the stu-
dent. We suspect it has already had that effect. All of the examples in
our taxonomy were written by students who have had at least twelve
years of formal education. However, instruction that looks positively
at student innovations might succeed. Through our taxonomy, we sug-
gest an outline of the pedagogical content needed to stay in step with
student development.
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Our discussion of grammar and error is unusual, but traditional
approaches do not help students with persistent errors of the type we
describe. Traditional pedagogies start from the assumption that what
students do is wrong. We advocate a pedagogy for teaching grammar
that understands students’ non-standard constructions as the student
does—as both innovative and principled attempts to reconcile the
writer’s understanding and skill with reader need.

Notes

1.- Similar discussions about mixed constructions can be found in
Hacker (207-211), Lunsford and Connors (307-311), and Troyka (325-
326).

2. The term interlanguage was first proposed by Larry Selinker to de-
scribe the grammatical principles that second language students have
about language learning. Despite the use of the prefix /nfer- an
interlanguage must not be thought of as a grammar between the
student’s first language and the second<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>