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[nventing the University
- DAVID BARTHOLOMAE

,.u.w...
Education may well be, as szw_.:, the Emam:m:m Fmﬁiﬁ. mme En.::m:&
ft a society li ke our own, cait'gain ccess to any kind of discourse. But we

well know that-in its distribution, in what it-permits and in what it prevents,
it follows the well-trodderi battle-lines of social conflict. Every éducational .

- system is a political means oa. mdintaining or of Som&eﬁ the nﬁﬁamnnnom

of discourse, with the knowledge and the powers it carries with it.
~ Foucault, The Usno:an on H.m:w:mmm .

. the text is the EHH ow the social a&nwonm?wu :E% visible, bn%nzﬁ

En%n& ) :
— Bernstein, Oommm Modalities msm_ the Pdoomm of OEEBH

.,h. Wn?omcoro: >§&&

- Every time a %Emm:ﬂ E,a mosﬁ to write moa us, _ua rmm to 5405 the ::EQ.&Q

for the oonmm_o:I::mb+ the university, that is, or a branéh of it, like. history

or m._ﬂrwo@ogoqw or.e¢onornics or [ zqrm: The student has to léarn to &umqr
. our language, to speak as we do, to try.on the. vmn:rmﬂ ways of knowing, se-

" lecting, mcm_:mc:m reporting, concluding, and arguing that define the dis-
- course of our communify. Or perhaps I should say the variouss discourses of
our comfnuhily, since it is in the :m.awm o_m a Eumm; afts mﬁr._ mso: ﬁrmn a

- wam:s»& from Whenr a Writer Can't Write: mE&&. in Writer's Block and Othés OQ:.@EEP

"+ Process Problems. Ed. Mike Rose. New York: Guilford, 1985. 134-165. Oonv.:mrn@ 1985 E\
r:n Guilford Piess: All rights ?HJ&
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. . WB&wq.aF in Comp Theery

stident, after ?m.mﬂw year or two, must learn to try on'a variety of voices and
interpretive schemes—to write, for example, as a literary critic one day and
as an experimental psychologist the next; to work.within fields where the
tules governing the presentation of examples or the development of an argu-
ment are both distinct and, even to a professional, mysterious. L
The student has to appropriate (ar be éppropriated by) a specialized dis-

course, and he has to do this as though he were easily and comfortably one

- with his audience, as though he were a member of the academy or an histo-
rian or an anthropologist or an economist; he has to invént the university by
assembling and mimicking its language while finding some compromise-be-
tween idiosyncrasy, a personal history, on the one hand; and the require-
ments of convention, the history of 2 discipline, on the other hand. He must
learn to speak our language. Or he must dare to speak it or to carry off the

bluff, since speaking and writing will most certainly be required long before.

the skill is “learned.” And this, understandably, causes probleims.

Let me look quickly at an example. Here is an essay written by a oo.:mmm .

freshman,

In the past time I thought that an incident was creative was when [ had to
make a clay model of the earth, but not of the classical or your everyday
model of the earth which consists of the two cores, the mantle and the
crust. I thought of these things in 2 dimension of which it would be
unique, but easy to comprehend. Of course, your materials to work with -
were basic and limited at the same time, but thought help to put this limit
into a right attitude or frame of mind to work with the clay.- = .

I the beginning of the clay model, I had to research and leam the dif-
ferent dimensions of the earth (in magnitude, quantity, state of matter,
etc.) After this, I learned how to put this into the clay and come up with
something different than any other person in my class at the time. In my

“opinion, color coordination and shape was the key to my creativity of the
clay mode! of the earth. : : ‘

Creativity-is the venture of the mind at work
to the mbs from the eraniwm, which stores and triggers this action. It can
be a burst of energy released at a precise time a thought is being transmit-
ted. This can cause & frenzy of the human boty, but it depénds on the
characteristics of the individual and how they can relay the message cleazly
enough through mechanics of the body to us as an observer. Then we must
determine if it is creative or a learned process varied by the individuals

~ thought process, Creativity is indeed a tool which hias ta exist, or'our world
will not succéed into the future and progress like it should.

th the mechanics relay

I am continually impressed by the patience and goodwill of our stu-

dents. This student was writing a nlacement essav dirine frechman arienta.-
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tion. (The problem set to him was: Om?: e a time when you did somie-
“thing you felt to be creative. Then, on the_basis of the incident you haye de-
scribed, go on to draw some genéral coriclusions about ‘creativity ") He .
knew that university faculty Eo:_m be- Rmm:,_m msm mﬁ_:m::m his essay, - m:m.
" 50 he wrote for them,

In somé ways if is a, Hmamm&zm performance. He is. 55@ on the dis-
_coufse even though he doesn't have the knowledge that would make the dis--
“course more than-a routine, a set of conventional rituals and gestures. And.
he is doing this, I think, even though he knows he doesn’t have the. knowl-

edge ﬁrmws.czE make the discourse more than a toutine. He defines himself
as a researcher working systematically, and not as a r& in a high school -
class: “I ?ccmz of these things in a dimension of . . ."; “I had to research
- and learn the different dimensions of the earth (in magnitude, quantit /,-state
of matter, etc.).” He moves quickly into a specialized Hm:m:mmm (his approxi-
mation of our jargon) and draws both a general, textbook-Jike conclusion— -
“Creativity is the venture of the mind at-work . . ?—~and a resounding
peioration — “Creativity is.indeed a tool: which has 3 exist, or our workd will
not succeed into the future and progress like it-should.” The wiiter has even
picked up the rhythm of our prose with that last “indeéd” and with the qual-
ifications and the parénthetical ¢ owvﬂnm,ﬂoa of the ovﬁ.:zm @Emmamrm And
thraugh it all he speaks with an. impressive air of authority. :
 There is an-elaborate but; ] will argue,a necessary and ommwrsm fiction
. at work here as the student dramatizes his experience ina moﬁ_:m l.z.:w mmﬁ
ting required by the discourse —where he can'speak to us as a companion, a.
fellow researcher. As I read the essay, there is only orie inoment when the
fiction is broken, when we are addressed differently. The student says, “Of
coutse, your materials to work with wate basic and limited at the sanie time,
but thought help to pat this limit into a right attitude or framé of mind tc
work with the clay.” At.this point, I think, we become students and he the
‘teacher giving us a lesson (as in, “You take your pencil in your right hanc
znd putyour paper in front o?.o:d This is however, one of the ﬂ:o& char
.aicﬂm;r slips of basi¢ writers. (I use theterm “basic writers” to refer to uni
versity students traditionally w_mamm in remedial naz%omﬁoz courses.) It i
very b ard for tham to take on the role—thia voice, the persona—of an au
thority whose m:ﬁro:Q is rooted i _: scholarship, analysis, or research. .H.rQ
slis; then, into a more immadiately available and realizable vele e of author
ity the voice of a teacher giving a lesson or the voice of 3 parent _moE::m a
the dinner table. They offer advice or homilies rather than “academic” con
clusions. There is a stmilar breek it the final Hvﬁnmﬂmcr where the conclu
sion that pushes for a definition (“Creativity is the venture of the mind a
work with the mechanics relay to the limbs from the cranium?) is replacec
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by a conciusion that speaks in the voice of an elder ﬁ..“OHmﬁ:E is _.&u& a-
tool which has to exist, or our world will’ not mcona& into ﬁrm future and
progress like it mroszd

It is not uncommen, then, to find such breaks in .Em concluding sec-
tions of essays written by basic writers. Here is the concluding section “of an
“essay written by 2 student about his work as a mechanic. He had been asked -
to generalize about work after reviewing an on-the-job experience or inci-

ﬁ“m:ﬂ that :mEor in his :::m: as somehow &mEmS:w

How could two repairmen miss a leak? gor cﬁu:mmv No _:nmzrc% rmmv.,. Lo
I Qos t know. : ) . . ¢

At this point the writer is in 2 perfect woﬂao: to speculate, to move from the .
problem to an analysis of the problem. Here is how'thé paragraph no::::om
- however (and notice the change in 1 pronoun reference).- .

From this point on, I take iy time, do it right, and mo: t let customers get
“under your skin. If they have 2 complaint, tell them to call your boss and
he’ll be more than glad'to handle it. Most important, worry about yourself,
_and Wmow a.clear eye on everyone, for there’s always someone trying to take
advantage of you, m:ﬁ_s._m m:m m:ﬁ&unm Am:%rmma mm&m&

We mﬁ :o:rma a _ﬁnn._._zmn& discussion nor an “academic” discustion but 2’
- Lesson on Life.! This is the _m:m:mmm he uses to_address. the general ques- -
tion, “How could two repairmen miss a leak?” The other brand of conclu-
sion, the more academic one, would have required him to speak of r_m
experience in our terms; it Eo:E that is, have required a special vocabulary. .

a special system oﬁwﬂmmm:ﬂm@ot, and an interpretive scheme (or a set omoo1_.-
monplaces) he could have used to identify and talk about the mystery o_u
human error. The writer certainly had access to the range of wnnaﬁﬂmzm....
noﬁaosv_momw for such an explanation: “lack of pride,” “no incentive;” **

“lazy” Each commonplace would dictate its own set of phrases, examples,

nd conclusions; and we, his teachers, would know how to write.oyt each ar-
gument, just as we know how to write out more specialized arguments of our-
own. A “commonplace,” then, is a culturally or institutionally authorized.
concept or statement that carries with it its own necessary elaboration. Ew
21l use commonplaces to orient ourselves in the world; they provide points
of reference and a set of * ?om&oimﬂ& explanations that are readily avail
able to organize and interpret experience. The -phrase, “lack of pride” car-
ries with it its own account of the repairman’s error, just as at another poin g

in tinze a reference to “original sin” would have provided an explanation, or
) H
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 justas in‘certain university classrooms a referencé to “alienation” would en-
. able writers to continue ‘and complete the discussion’ While theré is a way-
. Inwhich these terms are interchangeable, they are not all peimissible: A stu-
- dentin a composition class would mostlikely be turned away from a discus-
. sion of eriginal sin. ‘Commonplaces are the “controlling ideas” of our
¢ composition textbooks, textbooks that not only insist on'a set form for eéxposi-
- torywriting buta set view of public life.? .~ - L
When the writer says, “I don’t know,” theri, he is not saying that he has
nothing to say. He is saying that he is not in a position to carry on this discus-
sion. And so we are addressed as apprentices rather than as teachers'or schol-
.- ars. In order to speak as a person of status or privilege, the writer can either
;. speak'to us in our terms—in the privileged language ‘of university dis-
»: course—or, in default (or in defiance) of that, he can speak to us as though .
. we were children, offering us the wisdom of experience. - -
.7 Tthinkitis possible to say that the language of the “Clay Model” paper
. has come through the writer and not from the writer. The wiiter has lo-
;. cated himself (mote precisely, he has located the self that is represented by
. the “I” on the page) in a ‘context that is finally beyond him, not his own
and not available to his immediate procedures for inventing and arranging -
text. I would not; that is, call this essay an example of “writer-based” prose.
- ['would not say that it is egoceritric or that it represents the. “interior morio- .
: logue ora writer-thinking and talking to himself” (Flower; 1981, p. 63). It.
is, rather, the record of 4 writer who has lost himse!f in the discourse of his
readers. There is a context beyond the intended reader that is' not the
world but a way of talking about the world, a way. of talking that deter-
¢ ~‘mines the use of examples, the possible conclusions, acceéptable common®
: ~ places, and key words for an essay on the counstruction of a clay model of
¢ “the earth. This writer has' entered the discourse without successfully ap-
“proximating it. R - .

gl e d Rt

¢:  Linda Flower (1981) has argued that the difficulty inexperienced writers
- have with writing can be understood as a difficulty in negotiating the transi-
ion between “writer-based? and “readerbased” prose. Expert writers, in
i other words, can betier m.mq.mmm..:m how a reader will respond to a text and can
¢ ‘mansform or restructure what they have to say around-a ‘goal'shared with a
“reader. Teaching students to revise for readers, then, will better prepire
‘them to write initially with a reader in mind. The sticeéss of this pedagogy
“depends onthe degree to which a writer can imagine and conformi to a
‘reader’s goals. The difficulty of this act of imagination and the burden of
such conformity are so much at the heart of the problem that a teacher must

o
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language as he is shut out from one ‘of the privileged languages of public
life, a language he is aware of but cannot-control. : ‘

11 ,

Our students, I've said, have to appropriate (or be appropriated by) a special-
ized discourse, and they have to do this as though they were easily or com-_ "
fortably one with their audience. If you look at the situation this wiy, =
suddenly the problem of audience awareness becomes eriormously compli-:
cated. Oneé of the common assumptions of both composition research.and
composition teachiing is that at some “stage” in the process of composing an :
essay a writer's ideas or his motives st be tailored to the needs and expee- -::
tations of his audience. Writers have to “build bridges” between their point ;-
of view and the reader’s. They have to anticipate and ackniowledge the
reader’s assumptions and biases. They must begin with “common points-of 3
departure” before introducing new or controversial arguments. Here is what

one of the most popular college textbooks says to students. -

Once you have your purpose clearly in mind, your next task is to define
and analyze your audience. A sure sense of your audience —knowing who
it is and what assumptions you can reasonably make about it-is erucial to
the success of your thetoric. (Hairston, 1978, p. 107} .

1t is difficult to imagine, however, how writers cait have a purpose befors
they are located in a discourse, since it is the discourse with its projects and’
agendas that determines what writers can and will do. Thé writer who can %3
successfully manipulate an audience (or, to use 2 léss pointed language, the
writer who can mnnoﬁ.ﬂo&mwm her motives to her reader’s nxﬁm.oﬂmmo.:& isa
writer who can both imagine and vrite from a position’of privilege. She rmust,
that is; see herself within 2 privileged discourse, one that already includes and
excludes groups of readers: She must bé either equal to or more powerful than -
those she would address. The writing, then, must somehow trarisform the po-
litical and social relationships between students and teachers. o
If my students are going to write.for me by knowing who arh—and if-’
this rneans more than knowing my prejudices, psyching me out—it mearis ;
knowing what T know; it means having the knowledge of a professor of Eng-
lish. They have, then, to Lnow what I know and how ! know what I know ;
(the interpretive schemes that define the way [ would work out ?m.EogmBm :
I set for them); they have to leam to write what 1 would write or to offer up

* . .
ke
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some m_u?‘ox:dmroz of z.sw m;oocaa “The EoZa:._ Om audience awareness,
then, is a problem of poiver and finesse. It cannof be addressed, as it is in
most classroom exercises, by giving'students privilege and a_m:w:um the situa-
tion of the o_mmﬂoo_.zl:mcm:w. that is, by having students write to an ouf-
sider, someone excluded from their @:s_mmm& circle: “Write about “To His
Coy Mistress,” not for your teachér but for the students in your class”; “De-
scribe P%vcﬂmr to-someone who has never been there”; “Explain to a high
school senior how best to prepare for college”; ._Ummo:_un baseball t6 an Es-
kimo.” Exercises such as these allow students to imagine the néeds and goals
of a reader, and they bring those needs and goals forward as a dominant cori-
straint in the construction of an essay. And they argue, implicitly, what is
generally true about E.:r:ml%ﬂ it is an act of aggression disguised as an
~act of charity. What these assigniments fail to address is the cénral problem
of academic writing, where a student must assume the right of speaking to
someone who knows more about baseball or “To His Coy Mistress” than the
student does, a reader for whorm the general commonplaces m:m thereadily
available utterarices about a subject are inadequate. - :
Linda Eoéna and John-Hayes, in an often quoted article ﬁ@mc re-
Huon& ona study of a Eonooou of an expett writer ?: English teacher) writ-
 ing about his job for teaders of Seventeen magazine. The key -noment for -
_this writer, who.seems to- have been having trouble getting started, caine
Efmn he decided that ﬁam:mmm mim read Seventeen; that some’ teenage gitls.-
like mnm:mr because it is tidy (“sotne of them will have wrong reasons in that
m..:wrmr is good because it's tidy—~can be a neat tidy little girl”); that some
. don’tiike it because it is “prifn” and that, “By God, T can change that notion
 for them.” Flower and Hayes's conclusion is that this effort of “exploration -
E,m consolidation” gave the writer “a new, relatively complex, thetorically
sophisticated working goal, one which nnooawmumﬁ Em:m moH. S?o a per-

_sona, and the audiénce” cu 383).3

Flawer and Hayes give us a picture of g writer solving a ﬁHoEmE, and
the problem as %Q présent it is a cognitive one, Tt is rooted i in the way the
- writer's wzo..inmmm is represented in the writér's mind. The wHoEmE resides
there, not in the nature of knowledgé or in the nature of discourse butina |
mental state prior to writing. It is _uo%:&m ‘however, 6 see the Huao_uTE as
(perhaps m_mucrmnmocm_i a mSZWB in the way m:_xnn_w are located in a field

. of discourse. :
Flower and Hayes m_s% up the ooEmoz:m _uaoaa into m.:mm ma_..ﬁoﬂ

<. activities: Emzdﬁm or momu.mmwgsnz “ranslating” and “revieving.” The last

orrmmm reviewing (wltich is further %:a& 58 two subprocesses, “evaluat- -

:.ing” and “revising”), is _um&oc_m% wosmamc_ for as a writer non:mcmE

-
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generates New goals, plans, and text, he is engaging in a process of learing

and discovery. Let me quote Flower and Hayes's conclusion at length,

If one studies the process by which a'writer uses a goal to generate ideas,
then consalidates those ideas and uses them to revise or regenerate new,
more complex goals, one can see this learaing process in action. Further-
more, one sees why the process of revising and clarifying goals has such a
broad effect, since it is through setting these new goals that the fruits of dis-
covery come back to inform the continuing process of writing In this in-
stance, some of our maost complex and imaginative acts can depend on the
elegant simplicity of a few powerful thinking processes. We fee) that 2 cog- -
nitive pracess explanation of discovery, toward which this theory is only a
start, will have another special strength. By placing emphasis on the inven-
tive power of the wiiter, who is able to explore ideas; to develop, act on,
test, and regenerate his or her own goals, we are putting an important part-
of creativity where it belongs—in ‘the hands_of the working, thinking
writer, (1981, p. 386) - ‘ - S

While this conclusion is inspiring, the references to invention and -cre-;

ativity seem to refer to something other than an act of writing— if writing is,

finally, words on a page. Flower and Hayes locate the act of writing solely

within the mind of the writer. The act of writing, here, hasa personal, cogni-
tive history but not a history as a text, 45 a text that is made possible by prior

texts. When located in the perspective afforded by prior texts, writing is seen

to exist separate from the writer and his intentions; it is'seen in the context of

“other articles in Seventeen, of all articles written for or about women, of all

articles written about Englishteaching, and so on- Reading research has
make it possible to say that these prior texts; or a reader’s experience with

these prior texts, have bearing on how the text is read, Intentions, then, are-

part of the history of the language itself, I am arguing that these prior texts
determine not only how a text like the Seventeen article will be read but also
how it will be written. Flower and Hzyes show us what happens in the
witer'’s mind but not what happens to'the writer as his miotives are located

m

within our language, a language with its own fequiremants and zc- das,

na

Iznguage that limits what we might say.and that makes us write and sound,
Fnally, also like someone else., Ifyou thinl of gther accounts of the compos-
ing process—and I'm thinking of accounts as diverse as Richard Redriguez’s
Hunger of Memory (1983) and Edward Said’s Beginnings (1975)—you geta
very different account of what happens when private motive enters into puib-
lie discourse, when a personal history becomes 2 public account. These ac-
zounts place the writer in a history that is not of the writer’s own invention;
ind they are chronicles of loss, violence, and compromise, .

s




' termine not only what might be said but also who might be speaking orread-’

R Tnveriting the EE._,.XQ..O.\ e s
Itisone thing to see the m.@\.mn%m:.,._,iﬂ.E‘mﬁ‘:m .H&.H&Esm his plaris -

for a topic, a persong, and an dudience; it is another thing t¢ talk aboyt dis-

covery, invention, and créativity. Whatever Plans the writer had rust finally-
have been Monmﬂmm.m:.._mﬁm:mmmmzﬁ it Is possiblé to AIgUE, in a language that

s persistently conventional and formulaic, We do not, after all, getto seethe

Seventeen article, We see only the elaborate mental procedures that-accom-

‘Ppanied the writing of the éssay. We see 4 writer’s plans for persona; we

don’t see that persona in action, If WIIting is a process, it is also product;’

and it is the product, and not the plan for writing, thatlocates a writer on the

Page, that locates him in‘a téxt and a style and the codés or conventions that
‘make both of them readable, o : e S

~ Contemporary thetorical :@noa\.rmm, been concemned with the .
that constitute discourse {orspecialized forms of &mwcﬁm&. These codes de-

ing. Barthes (1974), for example, has.argued that the moment of writing, -
where private goals and Plans bécome subject to a public language, is the

fnoment when the writer becomes subject to- 4 language he can rieither

command nor control: A text, he.says; in being written passes through the

" codes that moﬁm:...s.Enm and becomes aam.oam_.:mﬁnm,.,.vnnaamm a fragment

of something that has always been already read, seen, done, experienced”
(p- 21). Alongside a. text we have always the presence of “offstage voicés,”

the oversound .of all that has been said (e.g., about gitls, about English).

These voices, the presence-of the ”.amwnnmmw written,” stand in defiance of a
writer's desire’ for-originality and determine what might be said. A writer
does not write {and this'is Barthess tamous paradox) but is, hiniself, ‘written
by the languages aviilable to him, R oo
Itis possible to see the writer of the Seventeen article solving his problem
of where to begin by appropriating an available discourse. Perhaps what en- -
abled that writer to write was the moment he located himselfas a writer in 4 .

-familiar field of siereotypes: Readers of Seventoen are'teznage. girls; teenage

girls think of English (and English teachers) as “tidy” mam, ..Hulh?:.mmmw:mw
God, I can change that notion for thém.” The moment of eureka was not

- siniply a moment of breaking through a cognitive jumble in that individual

writer's mind but a inoment ofbreaking into 4 familiar and established terri- |

tory—one with insiders and outsiders; one with set phrases, examples, and

conclusions, = - : S o .
“Tmnot offering a criticism of the morals or manners of the teacher who

“wrote the Seventeen artitle. I think that 4] writers, in order to write, :.Eﬁ
‘imagine for themselves the privilege of being “insiders” —that is, the privi- -

lege both of being inside an established and powerful discourse and of being
granted a special right to speak. But [ think that right to speak is seldom

q
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conferred on us—on any of us, teachers or students—by virtue of the fact
that we have invented or discovered an original idea. Leading students to
believe that they are responsible for something new or original, unless they
understand what those words mean with regard to writing, is & dangerous
and counterproductive practice. We do have the right to expect students fo
be active and engaged, but that is a matter of continually and stylistically

working against the inevitable presence of conyentional language; it is not a -

matter of inventing a language thatis new.
When a student is writing for a teacher, writing becomes more problem-
atic than it was for.the Seventeen writer (who was writing a version of the

“Describe baseball to an Eskimo” excrcise). The student, in effect, has to as- -

sume privilege without having any. And sirice students assume privilege by

locating themselves within the discourse of a particular community— within -

a set of specifically acceptable gestures and commonplaces—learning, at
least as it is defined iri the liberal arts curriculum; becomes more a matter of
imitation or pafody than a matter of invention and discovery. .

To argue that writing probleis are-also social and political Eo.zn..wmm is
fiot to break faith with the enterprise of cognitive science. In a'Tecent paper’

reviewing the tremendous range of research directed at identifying general
cognitive skills,- David Perkins (in press) has argued that “the higher the
level of competence concerned,” as in the case of adult learning, “the fewer
general cognitive control strategies there are.” There comes a point, that is,
where “fieldspecific” or “domain-specific” schemata {what I have called
“interpretive strategies”) become more important than general problem-
solving processes. Thinking, learning, writing—all these become bound to
the context of a particular discourse, And Perkins concludes: .

Instruction in cognitive control strategies tends to be organized around
problem-solving tasks. However, the isolated problem is a creature largely
of the clagsroom. ‘The nonstudent, whether operatitig in scholarly or more
‘everyday cantexts, is likely to find himself or herself involved in swhat might
be called “projects” —which might be anything from writing a novel to de-
signing a shoe to starting a business. - ’

-

It is interesting to note that Perkins defines the classroom as the place of:

artificial tasks and, as a consequence, has to place mnro_m%._u\n.o_.noa outside

the classroom, where they are carried out by the “nonstudent.” It is true, I

thirk, that education has failed to involve students in scholarly projects, pro-
) : YP p

jects that allow students to act as though they were colleagues in an acade-.

mic enterprise. Much of the written work that students do is test-taking,
report or summary—work that places them outside the official discourse of

AT




Inventing the University

- "the academic community, where they are expected to adrire and report o
what we do, tather then inside ‘that discourse, where they can do its wor
and participate in a comtnon enterprise.* This, however, is a failure ¢
“teachers and curriculum designers, who speak of writing as a mode of learn
ing but all too often represent writing as a “tool” to be used by an (hopefully
educated mind. S o S
It could be-said, then, that there is a bastard discourse peculiar to the
wiiting most often required of students. Carl Bereiter and Marlene Scar .
damalia (in press) have written about this discourse (they call it “knowledge
telling”; students.who are good at it have learned to ‘cope with dcademis
tasks by -developing a “knowledge-telling strategy”), and they have arguec
that insistence on knowledge-telling discourse undermines educational et
 forts to extend the variety of discourse schemata available to students.* What
they actually say is this: - T : .
When -we think-of knowledge stored in mernory we tend these days to
think of it as situated jn three-dimensional space, with vertical and hori-
zontal connections _umwaams.m:nu.‘rmmw:m:w is thought to add tiot only new .
elements to memory but also new connections; and it is the richness and
. structute-of these connections that would seem . . . to spell the difference
-between inert and usable knowledge, On this account, the knowledge-
telling strategy is educationally faulty because it specifically avoids -the
forming of connections between previously separated knowledge sités, -

It should be clear by now that when I think of “knowledge” I think of it as sit-
vated in thé discourse that constitutes “knowledge” in a particular discourse
comminity, rather than as situated in mental “knowledge sites.” One can re-
member a discourse, just as oné can'temember an essdy or the movemient of
a professor’s lecture; but this ‘discourse, in effect, also has-a.memory of its
.own, its own rich network of structures and connections beyond the deliber-
“ate control of any individua] inagination, o PR
"There is, td be sure, an important distinction to be made between learn-
ing history, say, and learning to write as an historian. A student can learn to
command and reproduce a set of names, dates, places, and canonical iriter-
pretations (to” “tell” somebody else’s knowledge); but this is not the same
thing as learning to “think” (by learning to write) asan historian. The former
requires efforts of memory; the latter requires astudent to conipose a text out
of the texts that represent the primary materials of history and in accordance
with the texts that define history as an'act 6f report and interpretation,
Let mz diaw on an examole from my own teaching. T don't expect my
siudents to be literary critics when they write about Bleak House. If a literavy
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‘critic is a person who wins wc_urom:os ina ﬁﬁomamﬂo:t journal {orif he or
she is one who could), the students aren't critics. I do, however, expect my
students to be, themselves, invented as literary critics by approximating the.
language of a literary critic. writing zbout mmma_m ‘House. My students, then,
don'tinvent the language of literary criticism (they don’t, that is, act on their
wn) but they are, themselves, invented by it. Their papers don’t begin with
a rnoment of insight, a “by Oo&: moment that is outside of language. They
begin with a moment.of appropriation, a moment when they can om.m_. up a
senitence that is not theirs as though it were their own. (I can remember !
when, as a graduate student, I would begin papers by sitting down to write E “
‘ Emnm:w in the voice—withi the syntax and the key ic&miom the strongest *
teacher [ had EmS
What | am saying, about my students’ essays is that nrow are .ﬂEu_dx:smﬁ :
not that they are wrong or invalid. They are evidence of a discourse that lies ;.
~ between what I might call the students’ primary discourse (what the students -
might write about Bleak House were they not in my class or in any class, and ™
wére Hrmv. not imagining that they were in my class or in any class—~if you - .
can imagine any student doing any such thing) and standatd, official literary
criticism (which is imaginable but impossible to find). The students’ essays
are evidence of a discourse that lizs between these two r“%o%m:oa wo_mm :
The writing is limited as much by a student’s ability to imagine “what might
be said” as it is by cognitive control strategies.5 The act of viriting takes the
student away frori where he is and what he knows and allows him to imag-
ine something else. The approximate ‘discourse, ﬁro_.mmoa is evidence of a
change, a change that, bécause we are teachers, we call “development.
What our beginning students need to leam is to-extend themselves, by suc
cessive approximations, into the noEﬂJosEmoQ set phrases, rituals an
gestures, habits of mind, tricks of persuasion, obligatory conclusions .and=
necessary connections that determine the “what might be said” and consti=
tute knowledge within the various branches 6f cur academic cornmunity
Pat Bizzell is, I think, one of the most important scholars writing now o
“basic writers” (2nd this is the common name we use for students who are;
 refused unrestrained access to the academic community) and on the special.
characteristics of dcademic-discourse.:In a recent essay, “Cognition, Con<.
vention, and Certainty: What We Need to Know about Writing” Commmw
she looks at two schools of noavoﬂ:o: research and the way they Rwﬁmmo:”
the problems that writing poses for ézaa.m For one group, the “inne
directed theorists,” the problems are internal, cognitive, rooted in the wa
the mind represents r:oi@mw,w to itself. These researchers are concerné
with m;oo eering the “universal, fundamental structures of thought and lany

guage” and with %cmu%_:m _um%mosa to teach or facilitate both basic; geing

I
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‘eral cognitive skills and specific cognitive strategies, or heuristics, directed to
serve more specialized needs. Of the second group, the “quter-directed
theorists,” she says that they are “more interasted in the social processes
whereby linguage-learning and thinking capacities are shaped and used in.
particular comniumities.” S s =

The staple activity of cuterdirected writing instruction will be analysis of
: the conventions of patticular discourse communities. For example, a main .
i focus of writing-across-the-curriculum programs is to demystify the con-:
‘ ventions of thé academic discourse community. (1982a, p. 218) .
.- The.essay offers a detailed analysis of the way the two theoretical camps can
_ best serve the general enterprise of composition research and composition
teaching. Its agenda, however, seems to be to counter the ‘influence of the
© cognitivists and to provide bibliography and encoutagement to those inter-
- ésted in the social dimension of language leamning. - .
As far as basic'writers are concerned, Bizzéll argues that the cognitivists’
¢ failure to acknowledge the primary, shaping role of convention in the act of
.. composing makes them’ “particularly insensitive to the problems of poor
- writers” She argues that some.of those problems, like the problem of estab-
‘. lishing and monitoring overall goals for a piece of writing, can be" .

better understood in terms of the unfamiliarity with the .academic dis-
course community, combined, perhaps, with such limited experience out-
side their native discourse communities that théy are unaware that there is
such a .ma:m as m.&m.oo:an cSommunity with conventions to be mastered.
VWhat is underdeveloped is their knowledge both of the ways experience is
. constituted and interpreted in the academic discourse community and of
. o .the fact that all discourse communities constitute and interpret experience.

{19823, p. 230)

©ue response to the problems of basie writers, then, would be to determine
- “just what the communitys. conventions are; so that those conventions could
be written out, “demystified” and taught In our clagsrooms. Teachers, as a’
. Fesult, could be more. precise and helpful whien they ask students to
“think,” “argue,” “describe,” or “define.” Another response would be to ex-
smine the essays written by basic writers —their approximations of acade- -
= nic discourse—to determine more clearly where the problems lie. If we
= Took at their writing, and if we 160k at it in the context of othér student writ-
ing, we can better see the points of discord that arise when students ty to
wite their way into the university. SRR
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The purpose of the remairider of this chapter will bie to éxamine some-of
the most striking and characteristic of these problems as they are presented in
the expository essays of first-year college students. T will be concerned, then,
with university discourse in its most generalized form —as it is represented by -
introductory courses—and not with the special conventions required by ad-
vaneced work in the various disciplines. And I will be concerned with the diff-
cult, and oftenr violent accommodations that occur whén stadents locate
themselves in a discourse that is not “naturally” or immédiately theirs.

11

I have reviewed 500 essays written, as the “Clay Model” essay was, .in re-
sponse to a question used-during one of our placement exams at the Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh: “Describe a time when you did something you felt to be
creative. Then, on. the basis of the incident you have described, go on to
draw some general conclusions about “creativity.” Some of the essays were
wiilten by basi¢ writers (or, more properly, those éssays led readers to iden--
tify the writers as basic writers); some were written by students who “passed”
(who were granted immediate access to the community of writers at the-uni-
versity). As I read these essays, [ was looking to determine the stylistic .re-
sources that enabled writers to locate themselves within an “academic”
discourse. My bias as a reader should be clear by now. I was not looking to
see how a writer might represent the skills demanded by 2 neutral language
(a language whose kej features were paragraphs, topic séntences, transitions,
- and the like— features of a clear and orderly mind). I was looking to see what
happened when a writer entered into a language to locate himself (a textual
self) and his subject; and I was Tooking to see how, once entered, that Jan-
guage made or unmade the writer. . L
Here is one essay. Its writer was classified as a basic writer and, since the
essay is relatively free of sentence level errors, that .m.momm.mon must have been
rooted in some perceived failure of the discourse itself. - -
* I am very interested in music, and I try to be creative in my interpretation
of music. While in highschool, I was a member of a jazz ensemble. The
members of the ensemble were givén chantces to improvise and b creative
in various songs. I feel that this was a great experience for me, as well as the .
other members. I was proud to know that I could use my imagination and
fzclings to create music other than what was written.

Creativity to me, means being free to express yourself in 7 way that is

umigue tc you, not having to conform to certain rules and guidelines:

o/ ,ﬂ
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Music is only one of the many areas in which people are given opportuni-
ties to show their creativity. Sculpting, carving, building, art, and acting are
justa few more areas where people can show their creativity,

Through my music T conveyed feelings and thoughts which were im-’
portant to me. Music was my means of showing creativity. In whateyar
form creativity takes, whether it be music, art, or sciénce, it is an important
aspect of our lives because it enables us to be individuals.

:  Notice the key gesture in this essay, one that appears in all but a few of the .

. essays  read. The student defines as his own that which is a commonplace,
. "Creativity, to me, ieans being free to express yourself in a way that is
: - unique to you, not having to conform to certain rules and guidélines.” This
:  act of appropriation constitutes his authority; it constitutes his authority as a

writer.and not just-as’a musician (that is; as someoné with a story to tell).
There. were many essays in the sét that told only a story—where the writer

¢ established his présence as a musician or a skier ‘or someone who painted
. designs on a van, but not asa peison at a remove from that experience inter-
" preting it, treating it as a metaphor for something else (creativity). Unless
“those stories were long, detailed, and very well told~ unless the writer was
doing more than saying, “I am a skier” or 2 musician or a van-painter—those

writers were all given low ratings. L
‘Notice also that the writer of the “Jazz” paper locates himself and his ex-
perience in relation to the commonplace (creativity is unique éxpiession; it-
is not having to conform to' rules or guidelines) regardless of whether the
commonplace is true or not. Anjone who improvises “knows” that improvi-
sation follows rules and guidelines. It is the power of the commonplace —its’
“> tuth as a recognizable and, the writer believes, as a-final statement—that
i justifies the example and completes the essay. The example, in other words, .
.2 has value because it stands within the field of the noiﬁonm_mn.m.o It is not
= the-oécasion for what one might call.an.“objective™ analysis or.a “¢lose™
- reading, It could also be said that the essay stops with the articulation of the
commonplace. The-following sections speak only, to the power of that state-
ment. The reference to “sculpting, carving, building, art, and acting” attest
- to the universality of the commonplace (and it attests'the writer’s nervous-
- ness with the statis he has appropriated for himself—he mm...m&\.m:@ “Now, I'm
¢ not the only one heré:who has done something unique”). The ¢ommon-
: place stands by itself. For this writer, it does not need to be elaborated. By
virtue of having writteri it, he has completed the essay ‘and established the
contract by which we may be spoken to as équals: “In’ whatever form creativ-.
ity takes, whether it be music, art, or sclence, it is an important aspect of our
lives because it enables us to be individuals” (For me to break that contract,
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to Em:m that my life is not Hm?mmn:ﬁ& in that nmmmw isgne smw moH me - to
begin asa teacher with that student in that essay.)’

" Al of the papers I read were built around one of three ooEBoEuFomm
(1) creativity is self- n%ﬁmzom (2) creativity is ‘doing something new’ or
unigue, and (3) creativity is using old things in new ways. These are-clearly,
then, key phrdses from the storehouse of things to say about creativity. I've
listed them inlthe order of the students’ ratings: A student with the highest -
rating was more likely to use number three than number orie, although each
commonplace ran across the range of possible ratings. One could argue that
some standard assértions are more powerful than others, but I think the
ranking simply represents the power of assertions withif our community of -
readers. Every student was able to offer up an experience that was meant as
an example of “creativity”; the.lowest range of writers, then, was not repre-
sented by students who could not imagine themselves as creative people.1?

I said that the writer of the “Jazz” paper offered’ up a no::,:o_:u_moa ie-
gardless of whether it was true or not; and this, I said, was an instance of the
power of a commonplace to determine the meaning of an example. A com-
monplace determines a.systemn of interpretation that can be used to “place”
an example within a standard system of belief. You can see a m_m:_m: process

at s,o% in this essay.

During the football season, the téam was supposad to wear the samé type

of cleats and the same type socks, I figured that T would change this a little -

by wearing my white shoes instead of black and to cover up the team socks

with a pair of my"own white ones. 1 thought that this looked better than

what we were wearing, and I told a few of the other people on the team to
change too.. They mmma& that it did look better and they changed tiere
combination to go along with mine. After the game people came up tous -
and said that it looked very good the way we wore our socks, and they.
wanted to know why we changed from the rest of the team: :

1 feel that creativity comes from when a person lets his _Sum::m:o:
come up with ideas and he is not afraid to express them. Once you create
something to do it will be original and unique because it came about from -
your own imagination and if any one-else tries to copy it, it won't be the
same because you thought of it first from on own ideas.

This is not an elegant paper, but it seems momB_m& tidy. If the Humwﬂ. on
the clay model of the earth showed an ill fit between the writer and his pro-
ject, here the discoufse seems natural, smooth. You could reproduce this
paper and hand it out to a class, and it would take a lot ogﬁo_.:vs:m before
the students sensed something fishy and one of the more mmmmmmmzn ones .

said something like, “Sure he came up with the idea of wearing white mromm

oy




b_cﬂ.:?ﬁ the EEEEQ

‘.m:m white mo&& E:.: msa Billy JS:R m_Smw worsmos OoEm ou In
“ now_am the very z::m he said was his own idea, ‘original and uhique.’ .
“The “I" of this teit-fhe “I* who' :mmﬁmm " “thought,” and, “felt’ is Mo- .
cated'in a conventional Hrmmozn of the self that turns imagination into o:m_-
nation (I made i), that argles an éthic of production Q made it'and it is
- mine), and that argues a tight scHeme of intention (I made it because T de-
-"cided to'make it). The rhétoric seems EEEEm because it is so common.
"This “I” (the maker) is also located in a version of history that dominates
classrooms, the “great’ rnan’ " theory: History is rolling. zlong (the m:%ar
"novel is dominated by a é¢entral, intrusive narrative presence; America is in
. the tiroes of a Great Depression; during moom_um: season the team was sup-
posed to wear the same kind of cleats and socks) until-a mm:ﬁ appears, one
t who can shape history ﬁmn:Q?HJ FDR, the writer of the “White Shoes™
paper), and everything is nrmzmmm In the mqm::dnsﬁ of the “White mroam
paper, the history goes “I figired . .. Tthought”. . Ttold- . They dgréed . .
and, as a corisequentce, “Tfeel »rmﬂ QB:EE comes Nna_n when'a person Tww,
. his imagination come up with jdeas and he is iot afraid to express them.”
. The act of appropriation becomes a narrative of courage and conguest. The
writer was able to wrife that story when he was able to imagine himself in
‘that discourse. Getting him out of it will be a difficult matter indeed.
Theére are ways, 1 think, that a writer can shape history in the very act of.
writingit. Some stidents are able to enter into a discouise but, by stylistic
maneuvers, to take possession of it at the.same time. They don't originate a
.~ discourse, but they ldcate themselves within it aggressively, self.consciously.
Here is ancther essay o1 jazz, which for sake of convenienice F've shortened.

It recéived a _.:mrﬂ rating than the first essay on _mmw

FNN has m?‘mﬁ been Eocm_._n om as'a very original creative field in music.
Improvisation, the spontaneous creation of original melodies ina piece of -
music, makes up a large part of jazz as a musical style..] had the oEuonc-
ity to be a EmE_uan of my high school’s jazz ensemble for three years, and
became an E%SS.wmaoJ soloist this. year. Throtighout the years, I have-
seen and heard many jazz Em%ma both ‘professional and amateur: The
“solos performed by these artists were each flavored with Emn%m:_nama in-
dividual’s syl and ideas, along with'some of the conventional premises be-
- hind improvisation. This wmn:n:_m: type of solo work is creative because it
is, done on the spur of the moment and blends the performer’s ideas with
. ?En guidelines. . :
I realized my own créative Huonm:cw_ when1 vamms mo_o_:m
My solos, just as all the solos generated by others, were o:m,:m_ be- .
cause I combined and mrmw& other’s ideas with mine to creaté sométhing

completely new. Qmmssq is combining the Emoznmm knowledge and

/>
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guidelines of a discipline with one's original ideas to bring about a new,
original end result, one that is different from everyone else’s. Creativity is
based on the individual, Two artists can interpret the same scene differ-
ently. Each person who creates something does so by bringing out some-
thing individual in himself. -

The essay is different in some important ways from the first essay on
jazz. The writer of the second is more easily able to place himself in the
context of an “academic” discussion. The second essay contains an “I” who
realized his “creative potential” by soloing; the first contained an “I" who
had “a great experience.” In the second essay, before the phrase, “I had the
opportunity to be a member of my high school’s jazz ensemble,” there is an
introduction that. offers a general definition of improvisation ‘and an ac-

knowledgment that other people have thought dbout jazz and creativity. In

fact, throughout the’ essay the writer offers definitions and counterdefini-
tions. He is placing himself in the context of what has been said and what
might be said. In the first paper, before a similar statement about being 4
member of a jazz ensemble; there was an introduction that locates jazz

solely in the context of this individual’s experience: “I am very interested in -

music.” The writer of this first paper was authorized by who he is, a musi-
cian, rather than by what he can say about music in the context of what is
generally said. The writer of the second essay uses 2 more specialized vocab-
ulary; he talks about “conventional premises,” “creative potential,™“musical
style,” and “practical knowledge.” And this is not just a matter of using big-
ger words, since these terms focate the experience in the context of a recog-
riizable interpretive scheme —on the one hand there is tradition and, on the
other, individudl talent. - o S IR

1t could be said, then, that-this éssay is also framed and completed by

a commonplace: “Creativity is combining the practical knowledge and-

" guidelines of a discipling with one’s original ideds to bring about a new,

: o&mm.:m_ end result, one that is different from everyone-else’s.” Here, how-

ever, the argument is a more powerful one; and I medn “powerful” in the
political sense, since it is an argument that complicates a “naive™ assump-
tion (it makes scholarly work possible, in other words), and it does so in
terms that come close to those used in current academic debates (over the
relation between convention and idiosyncrasy or between rules and creativ-
ity). The assertion is almost consumed by the pleas for originality at the end
of the sentence; but the point remains that the terms “original”-and “differ-
ent,” as they are used at the end of the essay, are problematic, since they
must be thought of in the context of “practical knowledge and guidelines of
a discipline.” e - :
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ﬂfw key &;::mci,::m gesture om this mmmdg ?mw which makes n ..vﬁ.

" ter” than the other, is the way the writer works against a conventional point

T

of view, one that is represented ‘within the essay by conventional phrases
that the writer must then work against. In his ?mnsmm he demonstrates ﬂ_Eﬁ
a writer, and not just a musician, works within-“corventional premises.”

The “I" who comments in this paper (not the “I” of the narrative about a
time when he soloed) places liimself mmm.oo:mos:m_w within the contextof
a conventional discourse about the subject, even as he. struggles against

“the. _mﬁm:mmm of that conventional discourse. The opening definition of im-

provisation, where improvisation is defined as mﬁoim:mo:m creation, is re-
jected when the writer begins talking about “the conventional prémises
behind improvisation.” The earlier definition is part of the no:ﬁ:co:&
F:m:pqm of those Ero have always thought” of jazz as a “very. original
creafive field in music.” The paper beginis with what “has been said” and.
thefi works itself out against the force and logic of what has been said, of
what is not only an m_‘m:_:mzﬂ but also a’cellection ‘of wrgmmm oamn%_mm

and definitions.
1 _._mm a teacher who once told us ?mﬁ whenever we were %Enr for some-

.w.. thing to say, we should usé the mo:oﬁ:m as a _..Eor_:n: for producing a
paper: “While most Emmma of " havesaid , @ close and careful

i reading mroém that

" The writer of the mono:m paper on jazz is using
a stanidard opening mmﬂ_r; even if it is riot announced with flourish. The

| “essay becomes possible when he sets Himself against what must become a.

“naive” assumption —what “most people think.” He has defined a closed cir-
cle for himself. In fact, you could say that he has laid the ground work for a

discipline with  ifs own’ rmw terms (“practical r:o«inm@a i :mao_wr:ma\
guidelines,” and * mﬂu_m& idzas”), with its own agenda and with its own in-
vestigative Eonmmcqmm GooT:m for common mmmEHmm in 50 work om :&_Smn

" ual solaists).

The history Hm?nmnmﬁ& _uw this mganzﬂm ommmx ?n: is 53 the history of
a musician and it is not the history of a thought being worked out within an -
individual mind; it'is the rioQ Om?oﬁr vm:._m mo:m «E@:: m:m mmm:i con:

% ventional systems,

- In general, as 1 reviewed mmmmva moa m:m mEnf [ found ﬁrmw the n moje suc-
cessful writers set themselves in their ‘essays against what they defined as
some more E:cm way. of talking about their u:_u‘mnwlmmm:ﬁ “those who
think that . . ."—or against earlier, more naive versions-of :Hﬁmn?mml

= “oncel ﬁrocqrﬁ that. .. " By Qm&_:m in one set of no_s:._om.%umnmm at the ex-

pense of m:om..mm they oo:E win themselves status as members of what is
taken to be some more wzﬁ?m& group.- The ability to imagine w:s_mmm
enabled writing. Here is one mm}oam:vﬁ mconmmmm: essay. Notice the
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%mo_mrm& vocabulary, but notice also the way in'which the text SE:E-
ally refers to its own language arid to the _m:m:mmm of others.

Throughout my life, I-have been interested and intrigued by music. My
mother r..& often told me of the times, before I went to school, when I
would “conduct” the orchestra on her records. I continued to listen to
music and eventually started to play the guitar and the clarinet. Finally, at
about the age of ?«m?ﬁ I started to sit down and to try to write songs. Even
though my instrumental skills were far from my own high standards,
would spend much of my spate time during the day with a guitar around
my neck, trying to produce a piece of music.

m..mnr of these sessions, as I remember them, had 2 Hmﬁraﬁ set format. |
would sit in my bedroom, strumming different combinations of the five or
six chords I'could play, ::E I heard a series of which sounded particulady
good to me. After this, I set the music to a suitable thythm, (usually depen-
dent on my mood at the time), and ran through the tune until I could E&‘
it fairly easily. Only after this section was complete’ did I gé on to writing
lyrics, which generally followed along the _58 9ﬂ the curmrent vovgmmn..

" songs on the tadio. | : . :

At the time of the writing, I felt nrﬁ my sorigs were, in ?mﬁnm?ﬁ an
original creation of my owi; that i is, I, alone, made them, However, I now
% that, in this sense of the Eo& fwas not creative. The songs themselves
seem to be an oversimplified form of the music I listened to at the time.

"In a more fitting sense, however, ] was being creative, Since 1 did not’
purposely. copy my, favorite songs, | was, efféctively, originating my songs
from my own mz.onomm of creativity.” To achieve- my goal, Ineeded whata
composer would call “inspiration” for my piece: In this case the inspira-
tion was the currént hit on the radio. Perhaps, with my present point of
view, I-feel that T used too :Eo: inspiration” in my song 5, ?: at :EM :
time, I did not.

Oanm:ﬁ? therefore, is a process which, in my case, 55?& a cer--
tain series of “small creations” if you like. As well, it is mo.‘:m%_nm, the ap-
preciation of which varies with one’s point of view, that point of view
being set by the person’s experience, tastes, and his own personal view of
creativity, The less experienced tend to allow for less originality, while the
more experienced demand real originality to classify something a “cre-

- ation.” Either way, a term as abstract as'this is perfectly correct, and open

to interpretation.

This writer. is nozm_nmnmw and dramatically conscious of herself ?E.Eum ‘
moﬁm?:..m to say out of what has been said and out of what she has ann  say-
..~ ing in'the act of writing this paper. nORmcsq _umm:a i this paper as “origi-
nal.creation.” What she thought was “creativity,” however, she now says was
imitation; and, as she says, “in a sense of Em soa mrm was not “creative.” In
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, F.zm:mmm cannot be extended to exXpose ours. -

" Irventing w._\uﬁ.;:.n‘mam@‘.. »
‘another sense, however, she says that she vuas creative, since she didn't pur-

poselully copy the songs but used them as “inspiration.”

“While the elaborate stylistic display —the pauses, qualifications, and the
use of quotation marks—is in part a performarice for our benefit, at a more

~ obvious level we as readers dre ditectly addressed in th first sentence of the

last paragraph: “Creativity, therefore, i3 a. process’ which, in my case, in-
volved a cettain series of ‘small creations’ if youlike,” We are addressed here
as adults who can share her perspective on what she hassaid and who-can be
expected to understand her terms. If she gets into trouble after this sentence,
and [ think she does, it is because she doesn’t have the courage to generalize
from her assertion. Since she has thetorically separated herself from her
younger “self,” and since she argues that she has gotten smarter, she assumes
that there is some developrnental sequence at work here and that, in the
-world of adults (which must be more complete than the world of children)-
there must be something like “real creativity.” If her world is imperfect (if

must be because she is young. Whén she looks beyond herself to.us, she can-

.- she can only falk about crestion by putting the word in qQuotation miarks}, it

. not see our work as an extension of her project, She cannot assuine that we

too vl be concerned with the problem of creativity and originality. At least
she is not willing to challenge us on those grounds, to generalize her argu-
ment, and to mwmz.m, that even for adults n.qommﬂ.u:m. are really only “small cre-
ations.” Thé sense of privilege that has allowed her to expose her own

~The writing in-this piece—that is, the work of the writer within’ the
essay—goes on in spite of, or against, the language that keeps pressing to

- give another:nanie to Her experience as a songwriter and to bring the discus-

sion to closure. {In comparisan, think of the quick closure of the “White
Shoes” paper.) Its style is difficult, highly qualified. It relies on quotation_
miarks and parody to set off the language and attitudes that belong to the dis-
own proper location,. L T LT
‘David Olson (1981) has argued that the key difference between oral Jan:
guage and written language is that written language séparates both the pro-
ducer and the receiver from the text. For my student writers, this means that
they had to learn that whiat they said (the code) was more important than
ihiat they meant'(the intention). A writer;'in other words, loses-his primacy -
at the moment of writing and must begin to attend to his and his words' con-"
ventional, even physical presence on the.page. And, Olson says, the writer
must learn that his authority is not established through his presence but

course (or the discourses) that itwould reject, that it would not take as its

. through his absence —through his’ ability, that is, to speak as a god-like
~source beyond the limitations of any particular social or historical moment:
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to speak by means of the wisdom of convention, through the oversounds of
official or mczﬂoz.ﬁ.m:.«.m utterance, as the voice of logic or the voice of the
community. He concludes: S . B

The child's growing competerice with this distinctive register of language
in which both the meaning and the authority are displaced from the inten-
tions of the speaker and lodged “in the téxt” may contribute to the similarly
specialized and distinctive mode of thought we have come to associate
with literacy and formal education. (1918, p; 110)

Olson is writing about children. His generalizations, I think I've shown,

. can be extended to students writing their way into the academic community.
These are educated and literate individuals, to be sure, but they are individ-
uals still outside the peculiar boundaries of the academic community. In the

. papers I've examined in this chapter, the writers have shown an increasing
awareness of the codes (or the competing codes) that operate within a dis-
course. To speak with authority they have to speak not’only in another’s

-==voice but through' another’s-code; and they not only have to.do this, they -
have to speak in the voice and through the codes of those of us with pewer
-and-wisdom; and they not only have to do this, they have to do it before they
know what they.aré doing, before they have a project to participate in, and
before, at least in terms of our disciplines, they have anything to say.-Our stu-
dents may be able to enter into a conventional discourse and speak, not as
‘themselves, but through the voice of the community; the -university, how-
ever, is the place where “common” wisdom is only of negative values—it is
something to work against. The movement toward amore specialized dis-
course begins (or, perhaps, best begins) both when 2 student can definé a

- position of privilege, a position that sets him against a “common” discourse, .

and when he or she can work self-consciously, critically, against not only the
“common” code but his or her own. . o ‘ .

IV

Pat Bizzell, you will recall, argues that the problems of poor writers can be
attributed both to their unfamiliarity with the conventions of academic dis-
course and to their ignorance that there are such things as discourse com-
munities with conventions to be mastered. If the latter is true, I think it is
true only ini rare cases. All the student writers I've discussed (and, in fact, .
" most of the student writers whose work I've seen) have shown an awareness
that camathing enacial ar enmethine different is reanired when one writes

9y
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. for-an academic &mwmwoo?....ﬂrm essays that1 have presented in’ mmw.nr@.x
all, I think, give evidence of writers trying to write their way.into a new con
- munity. To some degree; however, all of them can be said to be unfamilia

" with the conventions om.mnmamamo..mw.n.o_.ﬁm. o o
- -Problens of convention are both probleis of finish and problems ¢ -
substance. The mast substantial acaderuic tasks for students, leaming hi:
.tory or sociology or literary eriticism,. are matters of many courses, mucl
- reading and writing, and several years'of education. Our students, however
must have a place to begin. They cannot sit through lectures and read tex
books and, as a consequence, write as sociologists or write literary criticism
There must be steps along the way. Some of these steps will be marked by
drafts and revisions. Some will be marked by courses, and in an ideal cur
riculum the preliminary courses would be writing coursés, whether house
in an English departmentor not. For some students, students we call “basi
writers,” these courses will be i a sense the most basic introduction to the
language and methods of academic writing, - S
" Our students, as 've said, must have a place to begin. If the problem of :
beginning is the probleni.of establishing authority, of defining rhetoricalls
or stylistically'a position from which one may spéak, then the papers I have
examined show characteristic student responses to that problem and show
levels of approximation or stages in the development of writers who are writ
ing their way into a position of privilege. ‘ I .

+ AsTlook over the papers I've discussed, 1 would arrange them in the fol
lowing order; the “White Shoes” paper; the first. “Jazz” essay; the- “Clay
Model” paper; the second “Jazz” essay; and, as the most successful paper
the essay on “Compdsing Songs.” The more advanced essays for e, then,
are those that are set against the “naive” codes of “everyday” life. (I put the
terms “naive” and “everyday” in-quotation .marks because they are, .of
course, arbitrary terms.) In the advanced essays one can see a writer claim-
ing an “inside” position of privilege by rejecting the language and common-
places of a “naive” discoturse, the language of “outsiders.” The “I” of those
essays locates itself against the specialized language of what is presumed to
be a moré powerful and more privileged community. There are two ges-
tures preserit then—oné imitative and one critical. The writer. continually
audits and pushes against 4 language that would render him “like everyone
else” and ‘mimiics the language and interpretive systems of the privileged
community. . _ S R

At a first level, then, a student might establish his authority by simply
stating his own presence withii the field of a subject. A student, for exam-
ple, writes about creativity by telling 2 story about a time he went skiing,

Nothing more, The “I” on the page is a skier, and skiing stands as a repre-
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sentation of a creative act, Néither the skier nor skiing are available for inter-
pretation; they cannot be located in an essay that is not a narrative essay
(where skiing might serve metaphorically as an example of; say, a sport
where set movements also allow for a personial style). Or a student, as did the
one who wrote the “White Shoes” paper, locates a narrative in an uncon-
nected rehearsal of commonplaces abgut creativity. In both cases, the writ-
ers have finessed the requirement to set themselves against the available
utterances of the world outside the closed wold of the academy. And, again,
in the first “Jazz” paper, we have the example of a writer who locates himself
within an available commonplace and carries‘sut only rudimentary proce- -
dures for elaboration, procedures driven by the commonplace itself and not
set against it. Elaboration, in this latter case, is not the opening up of a sys- -
tem but a justification of it. - —
. At a next level I would place student writers who establish their author-
' ity by mimicking the rhythm and texture, the “sound,” of academic prose,
. without there being any recognizable interpretive or acadeniic project
‘under way. I'm thinking, here, of the “Clay Model” essay. At an advanced
stage, I would place students who establish their authority as writers; they |
claim their authority, not by simply claiming that they are skiers or.that they
have done something creative, but by placing themselves both within and
Against a discourse, or within and against competing discourses, and work-
- ing self-consciously to claim an interpretive project of their own, one that
2% grants them their privilege to speak. This is true, I think, in the case of the
- second “Jazz” paper and, to a greater degree, in the case of the “Composing
Songs” paper. o L | :
The levels of development that I've suggested are not marked by corre-
sponding levels in the type of frequency of error, at least not by the type or
frequency of sentence-level error. I am arguing, then, that a basic writer is
not necessarily a writer who makes a lot of mistakes. In fact, one of the prob-
lems with curricula designed to aid basic writers is that they too often begin
: with the assumption that the key distinguishing feature of a basic writer is
U, the preserice of sentence-level error. Students are placed in courses because
their placement essays show a high frequency of such errdrs, and those

-courses are designed with the goal of making those errors go-away. This ap-
proach to the problems of the basic writer ignores the degree to which error
is less often a constant feature than a marker in the development of a writer.

" A student who.can write a reasonably correct narrative may fall to pieces
when faced with a more unfamiliar assignment, More important, however,
such courses fail to serve the rest of the curriculum. On every campus m.aﬁ gy
is a significant number of college freshinen who require a course to intro-- .

duce them to the kinds of writing that are required for a university educa- -
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tion, Some of these students car write correct sentences and some cannot; -
-but, as a group, they lack the facility other freshmen possess when they are
faced with an academic writing task. S S
- The *White Shoes” essay, for example, shows fewer sentence-level er-
rors than the “Clay Model” paper, This may well bé due to the fact that the
~writer of the “White Shoes™ paper stayed well within safe, fimiliar territory.
He kept himself out of trouble by ‘doing what he ¢ould easily do. The tortu-
ous syntax of the more advanced papers on my list is a syntax that represents
2 writer’s struggle with a difficult and unfamiliar language, and it is a syntax-
‘that can quickly lead an inexperiénced writer into’trouble. The syntax and
- punctuation of the “Compdsing Songs” essay, for example; shows the effdrt
that is required when a writer works against the pressure of conventignal dis-
“course. If the prose 'is inelegant. (althongh I confess I admire those dense
sentences) it is still- correct. This writer has'a command of the linguistic and |
stylistic resources—the highly embedded senténcés; the use of parentheses .
and quotation marks—reqiiired to complete the act of writing. It is easyto-
imagine the possible pitfalls for a writer working without this facility.

‘There was no camera trained on the “Clay Model” writer while he was
writing, and [ have no protocel of what was going through his mind, but it is
possible to speculate oir the syntactic difficulties of sentences like these: “In
the past time I thought that an’incident was creativé was when I had t6 -

. make 4 clay-model of the earth, but not of the-classical or your everyday
miodel of the earth which consists of the two.cores, the mantle and the crust.
I thought of these things in a dimension of which it would be unique, but
easy to comprehend.” The syntactic difficulties appear to be the nmm.,.._:. of
the writef’s attempt to use an unusual vécabulary and to extend his sen-
ences beyorid the boundaries of what would have been “normal” in his
speech or writing. There.is reason to believe, that is, that the problen was .
with this kind of sentence, in this context: If the problem of the last sen-
tence is that of holding together.the units “I thought,” “dimension,”
“unique” and “easy to comprehend,” then the linguistic problem was nota
-~ simple matter of sentence constructipi-I am arguing, then, that suchsen-:
+* " tences fall apart riot because the writer lacked the necessary syntax to glue
the pieces together but because he lacked the full statement within which
these key words were already operating.. While writing, and in the thrust of
his need to complete the sentence; he had the key words but not the utter-
ance. (And to recover the utterance, I suspect, he would need to do more
than revisé the sentence.) The invisible conventions, the prepared phrases
remained too distant for the statement to-be completed. The writer would
have needed to-get inside of a discourse that he could in fact only partially -
imagine. The act of constructing a sentenice, then, became something like
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an‘act of transcription in which the voice on the tape unexpectedly faded

away and became inaudible. A : ‘
Shaughnessy (1977) speaks of the adyanced writer as one who often has

a more facile but still incomplete possession of this prior discourse. In the

case of the advanced writer, the evidence of a problem is the presence of dis-
sonant, redundant, or imprecise language, as in a sentence such as this: "No

~education can be total, it must be continuois.”

Such a student, Shaughnessy says, could be said to hear the “melody of

formal English” while still unable to make precise or exact distinctions.

And, she says,

the pre-packaging feature of language, the possibility of taking over _urq.umnm.

~and whole sentences without much thought about them, thieatens the
writer now as befote. The writer, as we have said, inherits the language out
of which he must fabricate his own messages. He is therefore in a constant
tangle with the language, obliged to recognize its public, communal na-
ture and yet driven to invent out of this language his own stdtements.
{1977, pp. 207-208) o .

Fot the unskilled writer, the problem is different in awmﬂma and not in kind.
The inexperienced writer is left with a more fragmentary tecord of the ¢om-

ings and goings of academic discourse. Or, as I said above, he or she often

has the key words without the complete statements within which they are al-
ready operating. . BT S :

~ Let me provide one final example of this kind of syntactic difficulty in
atiother piece of student writing, The writer of this paper seems to be able to

“sustain-a discussion only by continually repeating his first step, producing a~

litany of strong, general, authoritative assertions that trail quickly into confu-
sion. Notice how the writer seenis to stabilize his movement through the

~paper by returning again and again to recognizable and available common-

place utterances. When he has te move away from them, however, away
from the familiar to statements that would extend those utterances, where

" he, too, must speak, the writing—that is, both the syntax and the structure of *

the discourse —falls to pieces.

- Many times the times drives a p2rsen’s i depends on how he uses i1
would like to think about if time is twenty-five hours 2 day rather than
twenty-four hours. .Some people think it's the boaring or some people:
might say it's the pleasure to take one more hour for their life. But I think
the time is passing and coming, stil} we are standing on same position. We
should use time as best as we can usé about the good way in ourlife. Every-

thing we do, such as sleep, eat, study, play and doing something for our-

- L
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selves. These take the time to do-and we could find the _..:%.im:& ability -
‘and may process own. It is the importanit for us and-our society. As time .
going on the world changes therefor we are changing, teo. When these sit-
uation changes we should follow the suifable case of own. But many times
we should decide what's the better way to do so by using time. Sometimes
like this'kind of situation can catise the success of our lives or ruin. T think
every individual of his own thought drive how to use time: These affect are
done from environmental causés. So we should work on the better way of
our life recognizing the imporfance ¢f tirme. .

There is a general pattern of disintegration when the writer moves off'
from standard phrases. This sentence, for example, starts out cohérently
and then falls apart: “We should use time as best as we.can use about the -
‘good way in our life” The difficulty scems to be one of extending those’
standard phrases or of conmecting them to the mdin subject reference,
“time” (or “the time,” a construction that causes many of the problems in .
the paper). Here is an example of 3’ sentence that shows, in miniature, this
problem of connection: ‘I think every individual of his own thought drive
_how to use time. . SPEIT o : »
- One of the remarkable things about. this paper is that, in spite of all the
syntactic-confusion, there is the hint of an asademic project here. The -
writer sets ouit to discuss how to creatively use one’s time. The text seems to
.. - allude to examples and to stages in an argument, ¢ven if in the end it is all
. pretty incoherent. The gestures of academic authority, however, are clearly
present, and present in a form that echoes the procedures in other, more -
successful papers. The writer sets himself against what “some people think”;
he speaks with the air of authority: “But I think. -. . Everything we do. . . .
When these situation changes. . . ” And he speaks-as though theré were a
project underivay, one where he proposes what he thinks, tirms to evidence,
- and offers a coniclusion: “These affect are doyie from environmental causes. -
7. Sowe should work. . . ™ This is the case of a'student with thé ability to imag-
©ine the general outline and rhythm 6f academic prose but without the abil-
. ity to carry it out, to comiplete the ‘sentences. And when he gets lost in the
new, in the unknown, in the responsibility of his own commitrment tc spéak,
he returns again to'the familiar ground of the commeonplace, .
The challenge to researchers, it seems to me, is to turn their atfention
again to products, to student writing, sincé the drama in a studenit’s essay, as
-he or she struggles with and against the languages of our contempérary life,
;. Is-as intense and telling as the drama of an essay’s mental preparation or
_.physical production. A written text, too, can be a compelling mode] of the
“composing process” once we conceive of a writer-as af work within a text
"and mmS::mmm.ocmS._ then, withina saciety, a history, and a culture,
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It may very well be that-some students will need to ledrsi to crudely
mimic the “distinctive register” of academic discourse before they are'pre-
pared to actually and legitimately do the work of the discourse, and before .
they are sophisticated enough with the refinements of tone and gesture to do
it with grace or elegance. To say this, however, is to'say-that our students
must be our.students. Their initial progréss will be rmarked by their abilities
to take ori the role of privilege, by their abilities to-establish authority. From
this point of view, the student who wroté about constructing the clay model -
of the earth is better prepared for his education than the student who wrote
about playing football in.white shoes, even though the “White Shoes” paper -
is telatively error-fre€ and the “Clay Model" paper is not. It will be Hard té
pry loose the writer of the “White Shoes” paper from the tidy, pat discourse.

- thatallows him to dispose of the question of creativity in such a quick and ef-
ficient manner. He will have to be na:isqon._ that it is better to write sen-
tences he mighinot so easily control, and he will have to be convinced that

it is better to write muddier and mote confusing prose {in order that it may
sound like ours), and this will be harder than convincing the “Clay Model”

writer to continue what he has already begun. : i
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NOTES : 3
1. David Olson (1981} has made a similar observation about school-related problems of
language learning in younger children. Here is his conclusion: “Hence; depending vipon
whether children assumed language was primarily suitable for making assertions and econjéé
tures'or primarily for making direct or indirect commands, they will either find school teifs
easy or difncult” (p: 107}, | o . C
2. For Aristotle, thers were both genera! and specific commonplaces. A speaker, safs’

Aristotle, has a “stock of argumeénts to which he may tum: for a particular need.” =

[fhe knows the topoi (regions, places, lines of argument) —and a skilled speaker
‘will know them —he will know where to find what he wants for a special case.
Th= m.mzaan bopics, or commonplaces, are regions oomﬁmnm:m argum=nts thataze
common to all branches of knowledge. . . . But there are also special topies {re-
gions, places, loef) in which dne looks for arguments appertaining to particutar”
branches of knowledge, special sciences, such-as ethics or politics. (1932, pp.-
154-15%) . : T .
And, he says, “the topics or places, then, may be indifferently mﬂocmz of as in the science thaf’. £
is concemned, or in the mind of the speaker.” But the question of location is “indifferent” o.:.%m :

-
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i“the mind of the speaker is in line with set opinion, general assumption. For the speaker (or

- writer) who is not situated so comfortably in the privileged public realm, this is indeed notan

indifferent matter at all. If he does not have the commonplace at hand, he will not, in Aristo--

te's terms, know where'to go atall, © . - I . - :
3.Pat Bizzell hus argued that the Seventeen writer's process of goal-setting

nu:_unvnnn:_:mmaaomm:..nmmn:m: m:d.moméams

r ing for a discourse commu-
‘ nity. His initia) problem |, . 15 to find d way to iirchidé these readers in a dis.
. . course community for whieh he is comfortable writing. He places then; in the
academic discourse community by imagining the girls as students. .+ Orice he’
- has included them in a familiar discourse community, he.¢can find o way to ad--

dress them that is commbon in tie community: he will'argue with them, pulting

"a new interpretation on information Enw _uom.q..nmm in order to cortect inisconeep- -
tions. (1982, p. 228) ’ . : .

4. See Barthiolomae (1979, 1983) and Rose {1983) for articles on curricula designed to
- move students into university discourse. The mavement to extend writing “across the curricu- -
fun" is evidence of a general concern for locating students r.s.nrm:. the work of the university; °
see Bizzell (1982a) and Maimon et al (1981). For longer works directed specifically at basic
§ writing, see Ponsot and Deen {1982) and Shaughnessy {1977). For.a baok describing a course
. rlor more ddvanced students, see Coles (1978). . - : G
-5, In'spite of my misgivings about Bereiter and Scardamalia's interpretation of the cogni-
tive nature of the problem of “inert knowledge;” this is an essay I regularly reconunend to

PRI,

* *teachers, It has much to say about the dangers of what seem to be' “neutral” forms of class-
“ioom discoutse and provides, in its final section; a set of recommendations on how a teacher
inight undo discourse conventions that have become part of the institution of teaching.
b <=1 .6 Stanley Fish (1980) argues that the basis for distinguishing novice from expert read-
¢ iogs is the persuasiveness of the discourse used to present and defend g given reading. In par-

..moc_m_..mnmzﬁ .n,rm_unmﬁ..Un:_o:mrﬁmo“._ﬁ..wnacmu.noﬂnﬂs.o ?Homnw Eﬂ..O.,Enm_ Activity™{(pp.
- -356-373). S S
. 7. Some stidents, -when- they comé o the university, can do ‘this better than others, -

Yhen Jonathan Culler says, “the possibility of bringing somecnie to see that patticular in-
. iferpretation is a good one assuimes shared points of departure and common notions of how o
© Tedd” he is acknowledging that teaching, at least in English classes, has had to assume that *
- ¥udents, to be students, were already to some degree participating in the steuctures of reading

-2nd vimiting that constitute English studies (quoted in'Fish, 1980, p. 366). - ) :
, ~Stanley Fish tells us “not to worry” that stisdents will violate our enterprise by offering
wdiosyncratic readings of standard texts: L S T

o The fear of solipsiamy, of the imposition by the unconstrained sélf of its awn prej-

Eh udices, is unfounded because the self does not exist apait from the communal -
or conventional categories of thought that enable its operations (of thinking,
seeing, reading), Once we realize that the no.:nwvma:m that &l consciousness,

Eo?m..zmu:wn.oqnmvzono:ao?: uﬂ_Em,mEn:_EB:..\manf.nP z,nﬁa‘:c.
tion of an unconstrained self, of a consciousness wholly and dangerously free,
becomes incomprehensible. (1980, p. 335) o )

-+ . He, too, is assuming that students, to be students {and not ...mm:maa_._u_w free™}, must be .-

; micinbers in good standing of the community whose imritediate head is the English teacher, .

atl v interesting that his parenthetical catalogue of the “operations” of thaught,

inking, see-

D
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ing, reading,” excludes writing, since it is only through written records that we have any real

incicaticr: of how a student thinks, sees, ind reads. (Perhaps “real” is an inappropriate word to -

.use here, since there is certainly a “real” intellectual life that goes on, independent of writing.
Let me say that thinking, seeing, and reading are valued in the academic community only as
they are represented by extended, elaborated written records.) Writing, I presume, is a given
for Fish, It is the eard of entry into this closed community that constrains and excludes dan-
gerous characters. Students whio are excluded from this community are students who do
poorly on written placement exams or in freshman composition, They do not, that is, move
easily into the privileged discourse of the community, represented by the English literature
class. o . S . .
8. My debt to Bizzell's work should be evident everywhere in this essdy. See also Bizzell
(1978,.1982b) and Bizzell and Herzberg (1980). . o
. 9. Fish says the following about the relationship between student and an object inder
study: : :
‘we are not to imagine a moment when my students “simiply see” a physical con-
. hguration of atorns and thern agsign that configuration g significance, according
to the situation they happen to be in. To be in the situation (this or any oflver} is
“to “see” with the eyes of its interesls, its goals, its understood practices, values,
-and norms; and so to be conferring significance by seeing, not after it. The cate-
~ gories of my students’ vision are the categories by which they understarid them-
selves to bie functioning as studénts . . . and objects will appear to them in forms.
related to that way of functioning rather than in some objective or preinterpre-
tive form. (1980, p. 334} - -

10. T am aware that the papers given the highest rankings offer acguments about creativ--
ity and originality similar to my own. Ifthere is conspiracy here, that is one of the paints of
my chapter. I should add that my reading of the “content” of basic writers’ essays is quite dif-
ferent from Lunsford’s (1980). “ S .
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