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ABSTRACT

PERSPECTIVE AND PERCEPTION: A QUALITATIVE STUDY OF TWELVE
COLLEGE TEACHERS DISCUSSING WRITING

By
Debra K. Courtright-Nash

In this qualitative study, I consider the writing assignments, expectations,
objectives and conversations of faculty members from a four-year liberal arts institution at
which there is no writing across the curriculum (WAC) program, nor have there been any
workshops or attempts to start a program. In addition, I re-consider the view of faculty in
previous WAC research, the categorization of genres as a means of determining what is
occurring in classrooms, faculty perspectives on what they are preparing students for, and
the value of lore as a means of developing a narrative understanding of pedagogy. I also
reflect on my own process of making meaning of the data I collected, which was primarily
informant self-report, collected through surveys, audiotape and field notes.

The research was comprised of three stages: a survey of the entire faculty, a series
of group interviews with twelve faculty members, and individual interviews with three
faculty members who had attended the group interviews. The survey, comprised of four
open-ended questions, elicited the faculty’s view of writing within their discipline, what
assignments they used in courses for their majors, what they wanted students to learn from
these courses and how they felt writing assisted students in learning. The group and
individual interviews allowed the teachers to expound on their understanding of writing
and learning within their disciplines, to explain the nuances of their assignments, and, in

the case of the group interviews, to discuss their similarities and differences.
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My narrative of their narratives reiterates the fact that each discipline, even each
faculty member, defines and uses assignments differently: “journals™ and “essay exams”
take on several very different shapes in the classrooms of my informants. My narrative
questions the usefulness of categories by problematizing James Moffet’s broad categories
of discourse, which I at first believed corresponded to what I was seeing in my data. It
also notes that these faculty members are concerned with preparing students for a broader,
perhaps uncertain, future as well as introducing the constraints of the discipline, and that
their expectations shape their assigning and evaluating of writing. It ponders how or
whether their expectations create a theorized pedagogy.

Finally, it focuses on the conversations that occurred, via discourse analysis,
developing the hypothesis that when lore rooted in current composition theory meets the
writing lore of faculty in other disciplines, there are a few possible results: the instructors
are so grounded in the lore they bring with them that no deliberation or contemplation of
change occurs, the lores “match” and one or the other is assimilated into the other, or one
lore is discarded in light of the evidence in support of the other. The extent to which any
of these may happen depends upon the amount of shared experience, the apparent validity

of the evidence, and the confidence of those sharing.
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INTRODUCTION

“Tell the story. Then tell how that happened to be the way that you told it”
Harry Wolcott, Transforming Qualitative Data, 17

Storytelling is intriguing, especially when we consider how we go about telling the
stories that we do. Many of us have had the experience of comparing our account of a
memorable event with that of someone else who participated in that same event. Perhaps
the “someone else” is a sibling, a friend, or a colleague on a committee. Yet often we find
that the aspects of the event that were embedded in our minds, or are accessible later on,
are controlled by many variables that influence our perceptions and memories. OQur
emotional status, our cultural context, our degree of investment in the event, and our
position, whether spatial or psychical, all influence stories of the same event that we tell
later. Even simple conversations that we consider straightforward can be interpreted and
reinterpreted in diverse ways.

In this reflection on my research my concern with telling stories is twofold,
because in the body of this work there are stories being told within a frame story, in many
ways similar to Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales. The primary frame story is my narrative
about the study I undertook to investigate writing at a small liberal arts college, which I
will refer to as Southwark College, that did not have a formal writing across the
curriculum program nor had the faculty members participated in any writing across the
curriculum workshops. The stories within are the stories my informants shared, which
like Chaucer’s characters’ stories, provide a richer understanding of themselves and
develop according to the context of the conversations. This literary reference in a

qualitative study is not misplaced. In fact, even though Margery Wolf expresses some
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consternation that “if the firm boundaries between fiction and ethnography are allowed to
blur, we weaken the value of ethnographic research and gain little in exchange,”(59)
Clifford Geertz draws a parallel between the rhetorical function of writing in ethnography
and fiction. In Works and Lives, he purports that the main reason that ethnographers are
concerned about the blurring of the line between the two is Western misunderstanding of
rhetoric and narrative:

... that the writing of ethnography involves telling stories, making pictures,

concocting symbolisms, and deploying tropes is commonly resisted, often fiercely,

because of a confusion in the West since Plato at least of the imagined with the
imaginary, the fictional with the false, making things out without making them up.

The strange idea that reality has an idiom in which it prefers to be described...leads

on to the even stranger idea that, if literalism is lost, so is fact (140).

In The Interpretation of Cultures, he likens the tension between truth and verisimilitude to
the apparent contradictions in a murder mystery. Renato Rosaldo agrees that narratives
have too long been suppressed by those attempting to make anthropological or
ethnographic studies scientific. He emphasizes the power of telling stories, noting that
everyone tells “stories about who they are, what they care about, and how they hope to
reach their aspirations. Such stories significantly shape human conduct” (130).

Geertz’s and Rosaldo’s interpretative approach to qualitative research provides a
strong basis for my research and reflection. This qualitative study is an ethno-
methodology, which, according to James Kinneavy is based on the principle that the
“methodology to be used in describing and analyzing a culture is the methodology which
that group itself uses in its internal interactions to accomplish its own goals” (79). In
other words, as Michael Quinn Patton phrases it, ethnomethodology asks, “How do these

people make sense of their everyday activities so as to behave in socially acceptable
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ways?” (88). My method of collecting and analyzing data led me toward questions that did
not focus singularly on discovering culture; it also made it difficult to participate in or to
observe the participants within highly acculturated situations. However, the study can be
seen as ethnographic in nature, as Clifford Geertz defines it:

The job of ethnography, or one of them anyway, is indeed to provide, like the arts

and history, narratives and scenarios to refocus our attention; not, however, ones

that render us acceptable to ourselves by rendering others as gathered into worlds
we don’t want and can’t arrive at, but ones that make us visible to ourselves by
representing us and everyone else as cast into the midst of a world of irremovable

strangeness we can’t keep clear of (4Available 84).

It is my intent in this study, or at least my attempt, to refocus the attention of research in
Writing Across the Curriculum and the portrayal of faculty who teach, work and write
within disciplines other than composition. I do so by first examining portions of the
narratives for patterns that reveal or create new knowledge about and within them, then by
offering a contextualized view of portions of the discussion that offer a different
understanding.

As I undertook this study, I had some specific questions in mind: What are the
attitudes of these faculty members toward the writing that they assign in the courses that
they teach? How often does the writing that is endemic to the faculty’s particular field or
discipline inform the types of writing to which they introduce their students? How do the
instructors’ expectations of student learning impact the types of writing that they assign?
When they consider their expectations or the expectations of their discipline, do they
choose different types of writing assignments? If so, how do they go about it? What is

their perception of the skills or knowledge that result from writing? My intent was to look

more closely at the ways the faculty perceived and utilized writing in their discipline and in
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their classrooms. I found that although I could determine what the faculty reported to me
about the connections between their discipline, their expectations and the writing that they
assigned, I could not assume cause relationships based on my research. As I reviewed my
data, I developed new questions, such as what was actually taking place in the group
interviews and in what ways did my different approaches to my data shape my
understanding of the teachers’ assignments? In order to attempt to answer my original
questions, I distributed a survey to all 100 faculty members at Liberal Arts College,
interviewed twelve volunteers in small group interviews, and then conducted individual
interviews with three of those twelve faculty members.

My methods of triangulating my data were twofold. First, the method of gathering
was a means of triangulating: the personal interviews and surveys were ways of changing
focus, so to speak. Conclusions that were drawn from the conversations that occurred
could be compared to the larger context of the many responses to the initial questions.
They could also be compared to the more intimate consideration of what one particular
individual had to say. The other method of triangulation occurred as I coded the data,
looked for themes and portions that resisted themes, and began to write this thesis. This
method, mentioned by Ronald Chenail in “Keeping Things Plumb in Qualitative Research”
and outlined in an earlier article by Chenail and Maione, is to consider how the project at
hand fits into the larger context of literature on the topic, how it can be compared or
contrasted with previous experiences the researcher has had, and how sense is made of the
phenomenon itself. As a result, “this circular process of comparing and contrasting what
was known of the phenomenon from field, literature, and personal experience becomes the

triangulatory engine of qualitative inquiry” (1). Therefore, as a researcher, it is important
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that I locate my self as a researcher in respect to the perspectives that I take toward the
phenomenon.

My study shows signs of the “technical eclecticism” and “context irreverence” that
Stephen North attributes to clinical research (202-203) since I distributed surveys and
asked the participants to speak to me outside of a particular context, in arranged
interviews. Unlike the clinicians that North describes, my perspective on the process has
been much more phenomenological than positivist. Although I have looked for themes, I
have also looked for threads that did not fit those themes. In addition, I have tried to
examine the reasons why the faculty make the choices they do about including writing in
their classroom in the absence of the social support of a formal writing across the
curriculum program. Thus, I have listened to the stories my participants have told me, and
I try to present them in a manner that is faithful to their context and intent. The
appearance of “irreverence” is less a disregard for context than a need to pursue
information in a more direct manner, and I view the “eclecticism” as a strength, providing
thicker description than if I had not used varied methods of approach.

The description I provide required many choices. In telling the story of what
happens in qualitative studies, researchers choose which details to include and which to
exclude. Margery Wolf discusses the issues of power involved in the ways of telling the
story of ethnographic and other qualitative studies in her introduction to A4 Thrice Told
Tale. In the book, she lets readers look at the same event through field notes, a fiction
based on the event, and an ethnographic report of the event. However, she prefaces these
accounts by noting that there is “no way to avoid this exercise of power and at least some

of the stylistic requirements used to legitimate that text if the practice of ethnography is to
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continue™(11). The intrinsic nature of creating closed texts, or works, from informants’
opinions, she says, involves arbitrary choices. Although Wolf argues that such a view
might not be popular, I find it refreshingly candid and true in my case.

The stories that appeared within the framework of my study were the stories that
the faculty whom I interviewed told their colleagues and me. Margery Wolf makes an
important point that individual “testimony” is just as selective as the reporting of it by an
investigator. Dealing with these narratives as I sifted through my transcripts posed some
difficulty. I realized that the “data” had gone through at least two processes of selection:
first, the “informant’s” selection of what he or she wanted to share, and then my, the
researcher’s, selection of which details to note. This at first created some consternation,
as my latent positivist reflexes made me worry about whether I would be able to find
reality in these stories and whether I would be able to draw universal conclusions.'
However, I resisted the notion that I was called upon to link the signifier and signified that
Lacan and Derrida had successfully liberated (Johnson 39-42). I had to keep in mind that
“Language and speech do not mirror experience: They create experience and in the
process of creation constantly transform and defer that which is being described” (Denzin
5). The faculty members’ stories were creating a new rhetorical and subjective reality, not
necessarily showing me a reality that already existed, and my purpose was to consider
what those stories “meant” as the faculty made sense of how writing fit into the social
patterns of their classrooms, their respective disciplines and the groups in which we
conducted the interviews.

The story of this study is told from my perspective, as a young female adjunct

Assistant Professor attempting to teach her courses as student-centered and encouraging
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critical thinking, balancing four composition classes, various committee meetings, and
work to complete her doctoral studies; as a colleague who discusses writing with faculty
members from different disciplines often, in the hall, at lunch, and at meetings; and as a
first generation college graduate returning to her alma mater to discuss writing with
professor/colleagues there. My intent is to resist the urge to become too “academic,” to
remember that the history I represent is a story, and to tell it the way I would any
conversation--providing my audience with context, highlighting the interesting topics, and
trying to provide a sense of “being there.” Rather than try to squeeze universal truth out
of the information that I have gathered, I have tried to incorporate verisimilitude in my
story, not assuming that verisimilitude provides validity, but realizing that it is a primary
step in understanding.

The connection between writing across the curriculum and qualitative research in
this study is more essential than merely the fact that I chose one method in order to
investigate a field of interest. Both areas have a notion of learner and epistemology that
redirect the focus from delivering information from one subject to another to investigating
and reflecting. Writing and rewriting this dissertation has helped to make me more aware
of this. As I analyze the narratives that my informants construct, I also try to analyze my
reconstruction within my own narrative.

According to Margery Wolf, feminists and postmodernists, although not in
agreement on some theoretical points, have both been questioned for “questioning
objectivity, rejecting detachment, and accepting contradictory readings. Feminists who
have only recently gained some academic security might think carefully about whether

intense reflexivity in their research and writing will be evaluated as being in the new



postmodernist mode or as simply tentative and self-doubting” (135). Wolf’s well-meaning
warning is well taken, and not having gained such security yet, perhaps I rush in.

However, I would agree with Audrey Kleinsasser that “reflexivity enables the
researcher to present a passionate, wise and rich account”(157). Kleinsasser draws a
connection between reflexivity and “writing to un-learn,” picking up on Wauchope’s
theory that writing should no longer act as “...an agency in the articulation of knowledge
and redistribution of power; instead it would become an indispensable agency for making
the world strange and infinitely various” (101). This enriches Susan McLeod’s description
of writing across the curriculum proponents’ view of writing to learn “as a way of
objectifying thought, of helping separate the knower from the known” in order to learn it
(1992 4). Un-learning is a means of subjectively connecting the knower to the known. By
reflecting on my study I am thus both writing to un-learn and writing to learn.

In chapter one, I describe the context, setting, characters and brief plot of the
study. The context of the study is not only my own personal interest in writing across the
curriculum, but also the larger situation of the Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC)
movement. I focus first on my understanding of the prevailing attitude of many WAC
researchers towards the faculty members in other disciplines as subjects and informants,
particularly the sometimes pejorative light in which these informants are placed. I then
show how this view of faculty in other disciplines results from some of the tensions over
writing in the disciplines and writing to learn that have arisen in WAC, tensions that result
from a falsely constructed dichotomy. Finally, I discuss the relationship of lore to WAC,
particularly in the way that concepts of writing and writing instruction are distributed in

academia, a definition that I expand later. I then introduce the college and twelve faculty
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members who participated in the second stage of my research, the group interviews. At
the end of the chapter, I explain that I have chosen to look at the data in three specific
ways in the three chapters-- categories of genres, taxonomy of expectations, and
discourse analysis-- in order to provide a thicker narrative and to reflect on the point of
view as well.

In the second chapter, I discuss genre as a means of considering how writing is
used in classrooms. Historically, many WAC researchers have seen evaluating types of
genre as a legitimate way of determining whether faculty members were using writing to
learn or writing across the discipline in their classrooms. The categories of genres held
implied assumptions about the genres themselves. I use categories of genres based on
James Moflett’s theory of discourse as a means of discussing the types of writing that the
faculty in my study assigned in their classes and discuss a more rhetorical definition of
genre. I also show how problematic it is to assume that faculty are using the terms for
certain genres in the same way, an observation shared by other researchers like Walvoord,
Zerger and Jamieson.

In the third chapter, I discuss the expectations and assumptions that the faculty
members bring to the writing that they assign, since many of the teachers provided
descriptions of these expectations and assumptions as a means of explaining why they
assigned writing in the ways that they did. These explanations include their perception of
what the writing assignments are preparing students for in the future, the anticipated
results of the assignments, the means of evaluating the students’ writing, and what
preparation or background students are bringing to the classroom. My concern in this

study is not whether the faculty accurately communicate their expectations to the students;
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instead, I am concerned with whether or not their self-reported perceptions and
assumptions display consistency with their understanding of the assignments that they
make. I reflect on whether such discussion of intentions provides any more accurate
understanding of writing in other disciplines. Finally, I begin to determine how their
expectations or assumptions may reveal, in a sense, a theorizing of learning and writing
that constructs lore.

I continue with this discussion of theory development and lore in chapter four as I
turn from content analysis to discourse analysis. As I do so, I engage in a discussion of
“Lore” as knowledge about writing that has theoretical underpinnings in composition
theory as developed within the discipline of composition, and “lore” as shared knowledge
or received wisdom that may or may not have any of the basic underpinnings of current
rhetorical theory or research. I begin to look at how the construction of narratives in the
context of the group discussions was an aspect of the participants’ involvement in the
conversations, and in some ways was a means of constructing themselves as teachers.
This is similar to the processual analysis in which the researcher “tries to understand
particular cases by showing how a number of factors come together rather than by
separating them out” (Rosaldo 93). Finally, I consider whether my figuring of “Lore”
and “lore” has moved me any further away from the tensions and privileging of one’s own

discipline that I critique in my first chapter.

1. Both moves that Clifford Geertz provides a convincing argument against in “Anti Anti-Relativism,” a
chapter in Available Light

10
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Chapter 1
BACKGROUND AND METHODS
But nonetheless while I have time and space,/ before I further tell this tale a pace,
1 think that I, according to reason,/ should tell you first all of the condition
of each of them so as it seemed to me,/ and what they were and of what degree,
and also what array that they were in/ and so then...I will begin
Chaucer, Canterbury Tales, Prologue, lines 35-40

In telling this story of my research, I begin by offering the contextual details, the
history, the setting, and then proceed to the characters and plot. The historical
background or context encompasses my own growing interest in Writing Across the
Curriculum (WAC), as well as the influence of WAC in higher education. My interest in
WAC proceeded from my attraction to rhetoric and composition that had begun in my
master’s program in the mid-1980's and naturally proceeded from my experience as a
writing instructor. My research focused on peer groups: methods which would make
peer responses more helpful to the revision of writing students.

At that time, the teaching of composition was growing not only as a pedagogical
field, but also as a research area. It was also struggling to become a discipline, as North,
Miller, and Crowley attest. It was a time of proliferation in approaches to, research in,
and theories of, writing and teaching of writing. My approach to the writing classroom as
well as my own research interests was influenced by cognitive psychology’s influence,
through research conducted by Linda Flower and John Hayes; expressive theory, through
texts by Peter Elbow and Donald Graves, and communication across the curriculum,
through the case studies and interviews of James Britton and Nancy Martin; to name a

few.
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What I began to realize as I taught writing courses and then literature courses--
which naturally became writing about literature courses--was that the pedagogical
approach I took toward writing and learning could be useful to disciplines other than
freshman composition. The peer group interaction, the focusing of in-class journal
writing, and the exploration of topics through short essays were as much methods of
learning as they were means of evaluating whether learning was taking place. I began
sharing these ideas with colleagues in other areas who found some of them useful and
began implementing them in their own courses.

Of course this idea did not originate with me. As I became more interested in
WAC during the late 1980's, I began learning more about the movement that had begun
growing in the early seventies, a time when composition studies were beginning to gain
great momentum. In order to provide a clearer perspective of my narrative, I will first
offer a brief history of WAC and then focus on three issues of importance to my research:
WAC researchers’ view of teachers in other disciplines, the question of tensions between
writing to learn and writing in the disciplines, and the mention of lore in regards to WAC
theory. Within this history, I note how the terms writing to learn and writing in the
discipline as well as the terms expressive and transactional--terms that were originally
meant to enlarge the understanding of language and composition--have been pressed into a
false dichotomy that is not only reductive but misleading.

The Context: History of WAC and of this Project

Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) as an area of theory, pedagogy and study

appeared a little more than twenty-five years ago, although David Russell traces many of

its ideas to the turn of the century and through the progressive education of John Dewey.
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The current WAC movement resulted from research and theory focused on learning to
write in the disciplines, writing to learn, and doing both of these throughout the education
curriculum. The seeds of that theory and research started with James Britton and his
colleagues, who observed conversations between students and teachers in Great Britain in
the 1960's. One of the central theories that arose from their research was that language is
a means of learning. Today, this may seem to be a given, but it was insightful at a time
when behavioral psychology was just beginning to give way to cognitive perspectives.
Britton’s work had also led to the conclusion that writing is a “complex developmental
process” in which a variety of aspects like audience, purpose, and situation must be
attended to. He and Nancy Martin also found that development in writing could be seen
as progressive movement starting with oneself as audience or with audiences very similar
to one’s self and developing toward more specific and distanced audiences. In order to
describe the different kinds of writing according to the audience, purpose and situation
involved, they used the terms expressive, transactional and poetic.

Expressive, according to Britton and Martin, is the initial type of writing that
novices employ. Expressive describes writing that is more personal, informal, and
immediate and serves as the “tentative first drafts of new ideas” (1975 82). Itisa
beginning stage from which transactional or poetic writing emerge as a writer becomes
more experienced in making choices of function, and more aware of audience and differing
contexts. Transactional, as James Britton and Nancy Martin first defined it, and Janet
Emig expanded, describes writing that focuses on the audience and on accomplishing a
task, which, in the case of most students, is proving to the audience that the student has

learned the topic. Poetic writing would be writing that focuses on itself, in some ways it
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could be considered writing for the sake of art. Transactional and poetic, if any of the
terms, would have more of a tendency to be at separate ends of the spectrum. These
terms are important to keep in mind as they began to take on different meaning from
Britton and Martin’s original intent in WAC research.

These conclusions correlated with the aspects of classical rhetoric that Corbett,
Burke, and others were revisiting with renewed vigor in composition studies. The return
to classical rhetoric re-emphasized invention. Invention and expressive writing became
conflated in some composition circles as each was discussed as a means of beginning
writing. Freewriting, for example, was a more informal, immediate writing, and
composition instructors often suggested it as a means of developing or locating a topic.

The exact location at which WAC began in the U.S.A. is hard to pin down because
so many campuses began focusing on it at the same time. Certainly, many have attributed
several of the main ideas to the Bay Area Writing Project that began in 1971, providing
interdisciplinary, grass-roots level workshops by English faculty for secondary teachers.
In 1972, Kenneth Bruffee initiated a tutoring program staffed by students from several
disciplines at Brooklyn College. In 1975, Barbara Walvoord began leading a group of
faculty at Central College in Iowa in discussions of student writing each semester
(Russell). Elaine Maimon dates the beginning of the WAC movement to summer faculty
development workshops led by Harriet Sheridan at Carleton College in 1974 and
1975.(Smith, B.) Maimon’s own institution, Beaver College, began WAC in 1977, with
workshops she led as part of a NEH grant. In the same year, Toby Fulwiler and Art

Young started a program at Michigan Tech with 15 faculty volunteers (Russell).
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As WAC began to garner support, Janet Emig, in her seminal article “Writing as A
Mode of Learning,” published in 1977, articulated the view of WAC proponents that the
purpose of WAC was not merely to teach a set of skills or grammatical concepts in other
classes. Writing, Emig noted, has many unique characteristics which lend it to the learning
process. Emig defined learning via Piaget, Dewey and Bruner, using the categories of
enactive learning (which incorporates the use of the hand), iconic learning (which
incorporates the use of the eye), and symbolic learning (which incorporates the use of the
brain). Emig claimed that writing engages all three and is bispheral: connected to both
hemispheres of the brain and their functions. Thus, writing can engage the entirety of the
brain, enhancing learning in a variety of subjects.

Proponents of writing to learn were and are often focused on activities that
promote such learning through writing, centered on the use of free writing, journaling and
collaborative writing in order for students to think through problems, flesh out ideas, and
derive conclusions. They reject notions of writing as a means of simply regurgitating
information that has been imparted through methods that view learners as receptacles. As
Susan McLeod noted in her 1992 article, WAC assumes that students learn better in an
active rather than a passive (lecture) mode, that learning is not only solitary but also a
collaborative social phenomenon, and that writing improves when it is critiqued by peers
and then is rewritten (6).

As they became engaged in dialogues with faculty from other disciplines, WAC
researchers and theorists began to see each academic discipline as having its own
specialized procedures for which and through which writers develop strategies. In the

mid-1980's, rhetorical investigations of particular genres began to appear in WAC
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literature. Within the focus on disciplinary genres, Ann Bunting has located three
approaches to the focus on genres: Maimon’s approach, a drafting, process approach to
reaching product; Fulwiler and Young’s approach, a psychological process in which
students’ writing moves from expressive to transactional in form; and Bazerman’s social
contructionist approach, viewing types of writing as the means of teaching students how
to enter a discipline. Charles Bazerman’s work considering the development of the
characteristics of genres within specific disciplines has brought an awareness of the
specificity of various disciplines as well as the need to make novices in the field aware of
both the characteristics of discipline specific genres and their developmental nature. More
recent research along these lines has tended to look at specific disciplines to discover the
socio-historical and immediate formation of epistemology within specific fields. For
example, a recent study funded by the National Science Foundation published in the
Journal of Research in Science Teaching focused on “The Epistomological Framing of a
Discipline: Writing Science in University Oceanography” found that instructors’
interactions with students re-produced and produced expectations of writing within
oceanography (Kelly).

Both Bazerman and David Russell have proceeded to work on the theoretical
constructs of the connections between genre and social contextual theories. All of these
researchers and theorists see each academic discipline as having its own specialized
procedures for which and through which writers develop strategies, and all of them view
disciplinary writing as socially constructed. Within particular discourse communities,

students are taught how to move from writing that focuses primarily on their own
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experiences in individualized ways toward means of communicating in ways that are
acceptable to the particular discipline.

Around the same time as this interest in disciplinary discourse began to emerge in
the mid-eighties, and as I was entering the field, research on all aspects of WAC
blossomed. In 1985, C. William Griffin surveyed 322 institutions that had been
represented at WAC sessions at NCTE and CCCC, and in addition, 82 well known
schools. Out 0f 401 schools, he received 194 responses; 55 had no WAC, and 139
described their programs. As a result of the study, he learned that faculty who attend
WAC workshops are primarily interested in writing as learning and in understanding
rhetorical concepts through writing, reading, and discussing. Griffin concluded, based on
the positive response and the existence of so many programs, that “the WAC movement is
a success” (403).

This led to an important question that became central to WAC researchers: what
are the requirements or standards according to which WAC is to be considered successful
as a movement or program? According to Toni Haring-Smith’s 1985 4 Guide to Writing
Programs, many campuses had instituted WAC programs. However, when one looks
closely at many of them, only about twenty-five percent of the faculty were involved in a
majority of their voluntary programs. In fact, only four schools listed seventy-five percent
faculty involvement or higher. My use of “only” certainly skews one’s perceptions; there
were many who considered such numbers to indicate positive change in view of the
difficulty in instigating real pedagogical changes. Thus other questions emerged, such as:
Is WAC success based on the number of campuses that have WAC programs or the

percentage of faculty volunteers in those programs? Does it take faculty involvement?
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Does it take faculty doing it the “right” way? (And who decides what is the right way?)
Does success require that students’ writing improve? Does it require that students’
learning improve? Does it require radical change in curriculum? Researchers since the
1980's have examined each of these questions.

The research to determine whether WAC is successful has been done on both
macro and micro levels. On a macro level researchers have tried to determine how
widespread WAC is on college campuses, how specific WAC programs operate, and how
WAC can be more successfully implemented and continued. Such macro level research
has tended to be broad in nature because it requires either surveys of several institutions,
such as Griffin or Haring-Smith’s, or longitudinal studies of individual institutions with
WAC programs. On a micro level, researchers have examined whether WAC affects
student writing or learning and how WAC is used by specific faculty. As a means of
contextualizing the research that informs my research, I will highlight a few examples and
themes of both macro and micro studies.

Many macro oriented studies are longitudinal studies that have described the
institution and growth of WAC on particular campuses. For example, in her 1983 study of
Colleges of Education, Humanities and Fine Arts, Natural Science, Social and Behavioral
Sciences, and Business, Charlene Eblen sent a two-page questionnaire asking 471 full-time
faculty to rate writing qualities on a Likert-like scale, to list four major difficulties they felt
students have with writing and to answer questions about the ways in which writing was
handled in their classroom. About fifty-seven percent of the surveys were returned.
Eblen's study revealed the views of the faculty on many areas of student writing and also

revealed much about the respondents' reported classroom practice. According to the
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responses, more than eighty percent of the faculty assigned some type of writing in the
classes about which they were questioned. The amount of required writing in their
courses corresponded to the type of academic division to which the respondents belonged
and to the amount of credits for which the course was offered. Faculty in fields such as
engineering tended to require less writing, while faculty in the humanities tended to
require more.

In a 1986 survey of writing programs, including several varieties of WAC
programs at campuses from Yale to Vanderbilt, Carol Hartzog elicited vast amounts of
information, including the fact that forty-one percent of the programs were responsible for
writing across the curriculum in some way and in some form. She found that one of the
main problems arising in assessing most programs was the lack of a standard definition of
WAC. In her report, she offered details of eight types of WAC programs; these varied
from graduate students from various discplines being trained to teach introductory writing
to upper level writing intensive courses .

To determine in what stage WAC programs were in 1988, Susan McLeod
surveyed a much larger group of institutions: 2375 post-secondary schools. With a forty
percent response, she learned that only five percent of those had closed down a WAC
program, that although sixty-two percent did not have a WAC program, one percent were
planning or interested in beginning one. Thirty-eight percent of the respondents did have a
program. In many ways, this verified the previous studies. McLeod concluded that
faculty development, funding and administration of programs were major issues to those

with existing programs (1989). One question that arose as I was reading these surveys

was “what was going on at institutions that did not respond or do not report a WAC
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program? No writing in disciplines other than composition?” This led me towards
studying a college with no WAC program in place.

Ackerman’s comment on these large scale surveys in 1993 was that they “report
categorical frequencies, but they are far less adept at providing descriptions of complex
educational institutions. Thus they typically do not clarify either the theories or
educational agendas behind writing programs” (340). This may explain why such surveys
did not proliferate through the 1990's. Another type of macro research, longitudinal
studies, offered more of the description that would provide some of these details.

Longitudinal studies began appearing in the late 1980's, primarily as institutional
program reviews. In 1986, Art Young and Toby Fulwiler and colleagues reported their
findings from surveys, assessment strategies and case studies at Michigan Technological
University (MTU) in Writing Across the Disciplines: Research Into Practice. The
information gathered from their research considered the efficacy of particular approaches
to writing to learn in specific disciplines, such as journaling in a mathematics course and
writing poetry in a psychology course. It also measured student exposure, faculty
attitudes and practices, and students’ writing apprehension and skills overall.

In 1990 another such study related the two-tiered, four year process of training
and implementation of writing by Writing and Reading in the Technologies staff of the
Electrical and Computer Engineering Technology department of Queensborough
Community College in New York. Linda Stanley reported that English teachers could
influence other departments and that vocation oriented faculty typically would implement
useful assignments into their upper level courses, although the suggestion of a narrative

lab report was resisted, a term that I discuss at length later.
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Another longitudinal report, which was shared in a 1991 CCCC presentation and is
useful for comparison to my own research, was done by Theodore Lerud and his
colleagues at Elmhurst College in Illinois. Elmhurst's WAC program is voluntary for
teachers, has a steering committe with members from various departments and provides a
summer workshop and monthly focus meetings for follow-up purposes. Lerud and his
colleagues sent out a preliminary survey at the inception of the WAC program in 1985, in
which they asked faculty to check writing activities from a prepared list that the faculty
considered "appropriate and necessary for study in your discipline.” After Elmhurst's
WAC program had been in place for about four to five years, with almost sixty percent of
faculty participating in the program, two further sets of surveys were sent out: one in late
1989 to participants in the WAC program and one over the 1989-1990 school year to all
faculty, looking for techniques, assignments, and responses to writing. The first survey
focused on techniques and how they had been modified; respondents reported techniques
from the use of journals to parodies and rated the importance they gave to those
techniques. The second survey asked faculty to give percentage ratings of ways in which
they used writing in their classes, to list and rank purposes for using writing and to
indicate what parts of process they required before the final draft. The responses from
faculty who participated in the WAC program were compared to the responses from the
faculty who did not. They found that faculty who participated in WAC assigned more
writing and Iprovided more feedback in preliminary stages. They also found that the WAC
faculty reported that the purpose of assigning writing was to assist student learning and
cognitive development. The techniques that faculty used most were journals, mulitple

drafts, in-class writing and peer review.
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On the micro level of considering the effects of writing across the curriculum,
several studies were completed in order to determine if writing indeed improved learning.
These took the shape of case studies and classroom experiments with control groups and
focused on the student writers. John Ackerman considered thirty-five of these empirical
and qualitative studies that had been reported on between 1979 and 1989 to see if there
was enough evidence to conclude a causal link. His meta-analysis led him to conclude that
certain writing tasks, particularly analytical writing, could be correlated with learning
outcomes such as synthesis and reasoning (357). Ackerman cautioned against seeing
writing as a singular tool to facilitate all learning; he concluded that “Writing does
complicate and thus enrich the thinking process but will result in learning only when
learning is situationally supported and valued” (359). His suggestion for future research in
the area was for qualitative and longitudinal assessments of writers in context.

Such studies did begin to arise. In 1991, Barbara Walvoord and Lucille McCarthy
published Thinking and Writing in College. This study of students’ difficulties in meeting
teachers’ expectations used self-report, but also provided thick description in the form of
student interviews, analysis of as;signments, and student protocols. The authors examined
the ways in which a teacher’s conversation and assignments in courses such as social
science, biology and history affected the students’ understanding of what was expected of
them as a writer. They also examined the ways in which students constructed themselves
and their audiences in their writing, and what difficulties arose from these constructions.
An important consideration which arose from their study is the way in which faculty
conveyed those expectations through the assignments and through the ways that they

talked about the assignments in class. Dissertations such as Judith Solsken’s 1993 “What

22



siLdeto W
e Dt
el o how |
The focw
Yrnmg of the |
rxes vused o
T ﬁiu‘l'\ ;
T 0 mS-conge
ERC Some
W Braicher
RN
A o
N eregime,
C"f»i@m AleOn
TR wh g,
i
rmg that W
.&&C“m ha‘.e

e e

by,
L“.n
S Ry

k&&&j G

Ly ymre “ﬁT




is it Like to Write in College: A Phenomenological Study Using In-Depth Interviews”
appeared, investigating the experience of student writers.! Often these studies additionally
focused on how teachers shaped the students’ understanding and performance in writing.

The focus on teacher’s roles had been a part of the WAC articles from the
beginning of the movement; many “how-to-run-a successful-WAC-workshop-or-program”
articles focused on faculty members’ attitudes. However, more research began to focus
on what faculty in other disciplines were doing in their classes after the workshops, what
pre- or mis-conceptions they brought to the workshops, and what opposition they posed
to WAC. Some studies considered faculty perceptions and the potential they held for
WAC (Bratcher & Stroble, Braine, Beaver, Soven, Watkins). Other considered the nature
of faculty’s resistance and how to overcome it (Boice, Walsh, Weiss). The concept of
resistance conjures images of badly constructed aerodynamics or a militant movement
against a regime. In fact one title refers to faculty in a “period of retrenchment,” an
obvious allusion to foxhole digging (Walsh). WAC research has also investigated
problems with the implementation of and faculty resistance to WAC. Much more
attention has been focused on determining how writing is used in the classrooms or on
proving that writing actually affects learning. In effect, the major questions asked by most
researchers have been whether teachers are using writing as a learning tool correctly and
whether that use of writing does make a difference.

In Fulwiler and Young’s 1986 Writing in the Disciplines, “Surveying Classroom
Practices: How Teachers Teach Writing,” a section written by James Kalmbach and
Michael Gorman reports their findings of a survey of faculty members who had attended

one or more writing workshops offered at MTU. The survey was answered by 104 faculty
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members, which represented an eighty percent return rate. Their study combined
qualitative and quantitative analysis and focused on faculty attitudes and the use of writing
in the classroom. All the questions were posed in a “before workshop” versus “after
workshop” format, asking them to determine what types of writing they asked for and to
evaluate how writing had changed the courses they taught before and after attending.
They concluded that the workshops did have an effect, but that they affected faculty
selectively, according to discipline. The disciplines in which less effect was noted were
those in which less follow-up or interaction with colleagues about writing was present.

In the same year, in Teaching Writing in the Content Areas, Margaret Parish’s
and colleagues’ chapter on “Programs in Writing Across the Curriculum” contained
reports on faculty involvement from six different institutions. The report from the
University of North at Carolina Wilmington included results from a survey of faculty that
was constructed to determine faculty attitude toward writing and to determine the role and
type of writing used in their classrooms. The faculty senate at UNCW had recently
published a monograph on WAC, appointed a writing committee, and voted to have
writing emphasis be a relevant factor in advancement. This survey, returned by 99 out of
the 300 that received it, was sent in the fall of 1984, after a writing workshop had been
offered in the spring of 1983 and a writing brochure had just been published. John Evans,
in his summary of the findings, lamented the state of writing at UNCW, even saying that
“Writing English is the foreign language experience of undergraduate study on today’s
campus...,” and that if the current trend continued, “...students will need only the ability to
darken the rectangle on a computer card to demonstrate their proficiency in a field of

study” (79-80). According to him, those reasons range from teachers not assigning
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writing because of poor student writing skills to teachers who are well meaning but
misinformed about assigning essay exams or term papers. Evans despondently described
the faculty at the University of North Carolina who were interested in offering writing in
their courses as misguided:

Then there are the teachers who feel they are on the WAC bandwagon because

they assign long term papers or give students essay exams at least once a semester.

These teachers are overlooking a very basic assumption underlying discipline-

based writing, that is, the integral part writing plays in learning any subject. When

the most frequent use of writing in the disciplines emphasizes only the final
product, even that writing is stripped of its usefulness as a medium for teaching

and learning (80).

Do these teachers merely avert their gaze from "underlying assumptions” about writing
that they should know, or are they bringing different assumptions to those very genres?
In either case, faculty from disciplines other than composition or rhetoric, with good
intentions toward writing, have often found that the ways in which they implement
writing are bemoaned.

In a 1990 study, George Braine examined the syllabi, handouts, and semester
reports of faculty who were teaching assigned WAC courses at the University of Texas.
He found that the majority focused on quantity of writing over process or writing to learn.
Braine concludes that asking "interdisciplinary faculty who are largely unaware of the
current composition research and pedagogy to teach writing appears to be unrealistic"
(30). This would leave WAC proponents with two possibilities: training faculty in the
current composition theory or considering WAC a loss. Braine’s study was conducted in
a way that did not focus on faculty teaching of writing per se, as much as on their seeing

writing as a vital tool of learning.
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Other studies have not been as concerned about the qualification of the faculty as
they have been about the attitudes and perceptions of the faculty who are involved in
WAC. John F. Beaver and Nancy Deal surveyed faculty at Elizabethtown College and
SUNY College at Fredonia and found that attitudes toward student writing corresponded
to the amount of training and support given to faculty. When WAC was implemented in a
way that allowed faculty and administrators to have a shared and clear sense of the
purpose of WAC, attitudes toward WAC were better too.

Jody Swilky, in a 1992 study resembling Deborah Swanson-Owens’ 1986 study,
followed two faculty members after a WAC workshop. Swanson-Owens found that the
two teachers she studied saw the teacher as the locus of knowledge and adopted writing
only to stimulate interest, fill down time, or to aid in learning how to write. Although
Swilky viewed resistance differently from Swanson-Owens, noting positive aspects and
explaining the reasons for it in a less pejorative light, the study focuses on resistance and
tends to holds the teacher accountable for implementing ways of assigning and
incorporating writing that correspond to the researcher’s views.

Another important study in this area was Suzanne Bratcher and Elizabeth Stroble’s
three-year study on a National Writing Project site with roots in the Bay Area Writing
Project in order to investigate findings from studies like Judith Langer and Arthur
Applebee’s. Langer and Applebee’s study, published as “How Writing Shapes Thinking:
A Study of Teaching and Learning” in 1987, found that teachers’ responses to WAC
workshops were positive, but that implementation of WAC strategies was not always
complete. Bratcher and Stroble acted as research participants and used a "triad mode,"

collecting quantitative data from questionnaires and qualitative data from self-report and
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observations. Their findings, reported in 1994, in some ways supported Applebee and
Langer, and yet also questioned from where these results came. For example, when
teachers did not focus on the process of writing in the classroom, the researchers realized
that although the process had been discussed in the Summer Institutes, it had not been
modeled.

One of the conclusions Bratcher and Stroble drew from their results is that in order
to have instructors include writing process instruction in their classrooms, the instructors
must see the value of writing in their own lives. They found that as teachers increased in
comfort as writers themselves and increased in confidence about themselves as
evaluators/implementors of practice, they developed greater competence as teachers of
writing. They state that “Full implementation of writing process instruction may require
more than gaining a repetoire of strategies: it may require a reconstruction of what one
values in teaching and learning and time for doing so” (86). Bratcher and Stroble’s
research focused on teachers in grades 1-12, but it is useful in that it emphasizes the
relationship between teachers as writers themselves and the approach that teachers take
toward writing in the classroom.

In 1994, Douglas Rogers surveyed previous WAC literature to determine what the
best classroom practices were, according to WAC experts, for his dissertation “Are

College Content Area Professors Practicing WAC Procedures?” He then distributed a
questionnaire to community college professors that measured whether they used those
Practices, such as multiple drafts, process writing, and in-class writing. He found, not

surprisingly, that the only variable that influenced whether professors did so was discipline
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area, since English professors scored highest, and that less than half of the 41 practices he
defined were used.

In the same year, Audrey Kleinsasser, Norma Decker Collins, and Jane Nelson in
“Writing in the Disciplines: Teacher as Gatekeeper or Border Crosser,” asked at the
beginning of their study of WAC workshop participants, "When faculty agree to integrate
writing into their courses, what kind of teaching and learning tool do they think they are
using?" Based on this question, they seemed to be interested in the faculty’s definitions
and perceptions. However, their study proceeded to become just as much a study of what
kind of teaching and learning tool the researchers thought the faculty were using. In their
study, the function of writing was considered a reflection of the teacher's role, and there
were two possible roles: gatekeeper or border crosser.

Faculty were interviewed individually and as a group to determine whether the
manner in which the faculty incorporated writing into the classroom assisted students in
maintaining their own ways of writing and thinking while learning the ways of the field or
whether it made students conform to the ways that the field used writing and obtained
knowledge. Those whose assignments led toward assimilation were gatekeepers, while
those whose assignments retained student autonomy were termed border crossers.
Although the researchers looked beyond mere genres to how the faculty managed and
maintained, or perhaps resisted managing and maintaining, writing and learning, the
faculty were still categorized with one of the two labels. Thus the researchers, although
reflective of critical political concerns important to composition, still utilized dichotomous

categories.
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Another CCCC presentation, “This is Chemistry, Not Literature: Faculty
Perceptions of Student Writing,” by Sandra Zerger in 1997, outlined the first phase of an
ongoing study. In the first phase, Zerger and colleagues had surveyed 1300 faculty and
teaching assistants from a “College of Liberal Arts and Sciences”, to determine what types
of assignments faculty gave and what they considered good writing. Their immediate
analysis led them to determine that very few instructors used writing to learn and that
most saw writing as a way to exhibit learning, and a minority saw it as a means of learning
or as connected to their field. Their distinction between writing to learn and writing to
exhibit learning was a problematic one that arose in many studies.

Marjorie Barnes, in a paper for Issues in Education at Community Colleges,
related her 1999 survey to determine faculty attitudes towards assigning writing in the
classroom at an institution at which the WAC program that had begun in 1978 and had
been adopted as policy in 1988 had “failed.” She speculated that the reasons for the
failure might have been the lack of follow-up after WAC workshops, lack of specific
direction and guidelines in the policies, or lack of communication between the faculty
involved in the writing intensive courses. She found that “eighty-two percent of the
faculty agreed that there is a difference between using writing and teaching writing” (5),
yet later added that “some faculty in other disciplines may have very traditional notions of
what it means to teach writing even if they know that there is a difference” (7). However,
her surveys did not have questions that would elicit information that would support the
second claim.

Jeanne Ragland Ezell, in a 1999 dissertation, investigated the relationship between

five professors’ early reading and writing experiences and their use of writing in the
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classroom. She noted that “viewing writing to learn as the purpose of assignments seems
to be a natural way for teachers to use writing in the disciplines.” She asserted in her final
analysis, however, that although “four of the five professors said they used writing
assignments to stimulate thinking more than to develop their students’ writing [emphasis
hers),” she had found “they were not necessarily assigning writing of an informal or
expressive nature...[they] were using writing more as a way for students to demonstrate
mastery of material than to actually learn the material” (219-20). She claimed that the
way that the instructors graded the writing turned them from expressive to transactional.
Ezell uses the concepts of writing to learn and learning to write as an organizational tool
for her data, even though she nods at the fact that this suggests a false and potentially
lethal dichotomy, rooted in the conflicts of the entire field of communication (found as
well in Kirscht, Levine and Reiff ; Berthoff). As a result her research continues a tradition
of judging faculty use of writing based on particular types of writing assigned.

Billy Smith, in his 2000 dissertation, “Using Writing Practices Inventory to Predict
Faculty Willingness to Adopt Writing Across the Curriculum Teaching Techniques,” does
not look at what is happening in the classrooms, but seeks a method to select faculty for
participation in WAC training based on their attitude. His intent is to explore a
measurement device that could be used to determine who would be a more promising
prospect for a WAC program and who would not, and he states right up front that it is not
meant to be exclusionary, but to “identify...a suitably enthusiastic audience” (vii). This
inventory works much like a personality test with a “battery of questions” that ask faculty
about how much they write, how much they ask students to write, what their level of

confidence towards WAC is, what their perception of the institution’s level of investment
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in WAC is, and how often and how well they think about writing assignments. The final
area is of interest to me, since it seems to bring some level of evaluation from an expert’s
point of view. Smith feels that the results will help WAC proponents to find techniques
that will work in training faculty and “to avoid activities that violate deeply held faculty
beliefs about writing pedagogy that could lead to rejection of [WAC] teaching
techniques™(4). At the beginning of the study, he quotes a 1976 study by Hunt to support
the claim that “ although most faculty identify no particular theoretical underpinning to
their teaching, their teaching efforts point to some sort of theory” (9). Smith’s focus on
beliefs and theory, although still assuming a measurement stance towards faculty in other
disciplines, reflects Walvoord and colleagues statements in In the Long Run, that connect
to my view of theory and lore in a later chapter.

Another recent study measuring faculty members’ writing assignments and
evaluations is Pauline Chinn and Thomas Hilger’s “From Corrector to Collaborator: The
Range of Instructor Roles in Writing-Based Natural and Applied Science Classes” in the
Journal of Research in Science Teaching. Chinn and Hilger considered the connection
between students’ understanding of teachers’ roles and the teachers’ objectives and
assignments; in doing so, they placed the teachers on a scale that saw the teachers’ role as
corrector or collaborator depending on their work in writing intensive science classes.

The WAC researchers in many of these studies envisioned faculty in other
disciplines as “other,” which Clifford Geertz identifies as a trope that is often used to
define oneself in research by differentiating between the researcher and the person, or
other, who is being researched (After 106-12). Margery Wolf comments that whether a

researcher is aware of it or not, she always creates and becomes responsible for an
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(13

other.” However, Christine Farris warns WAC researchers and proponents, in
“Disciplining the Disciplines,” that “in viewing disciplines as Other, we see them as noble
savages, natural inquirers, or imperfect versions of ourselves in need of reform. In both of
these instances, their context becomes our context, whether we want to praise their use of
journals or analysis or blame their grading of surface level error” (5). As Farris notes,
sometimes the “other” is seen in a pejorative light, and at times, somewhat patronizingly.
Barbara Mallonee, comments on the pejorative view point WAC researchers take
in a 1985 College Composition and Communication review of Fulwiler and Young’s
Language Connections:
The writers assume that faculty in the disciplines are not only unenlightened but
resistant. They lament, as did Elaine Maimon in “Talking to Strangers,” that
faculty in this discipline do not treat students like junior colleagues, and plead
eloquently for insight and sympathy on behalf of these students.

I suspect that annoyance, nay, even hostility toward our colleagues across
the curriculum is not only tactless, but also rarely appropriate. Faculty “over
there” may be more eager for the continuous integration of the curriculum and the
shared responsibility for language and learning than we think....One wonders if
there are not startling discoveries to be brought back from over there and if writing
faculty haven’t their share of egregious blind spots (245).

I noticed some of this hostility when I was sharing some of my preliminary data from the
surveys in this study at a College English Association of Ohio conference--the audience
had two quite vocal attendees who adamantly voiced their frustration with faculty and
their sense that faculty members from other areas viewed the composition courses as
“service courses,” and were unwilling to acknowledge “their share of the responsibility in
student writing.” When I read one negative opinion from one of the surveys, which had a
grammatical error in it, one of the attendees scoffed that since he/she responded with such

error, we should place even less value in their comment! This is not to say that all WAC
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proponents or composition experts take such a view, but overall, much research does tend
to take the form of evaluating whether faculty from other disciplines are matching the
researchers’ expectations.

This view of faculty from other disciplines is similar to Martin Buber’s I-it or I-
thou. James Mofett, in his discussion of Buber’s theory, points out: “I and you inhabit
some space-time, but in a given communication situation, he or it [or other] inhabits only
the timeless realm of abstraction. Thus if Tom and Dick want to exclude Harry even if he
is standing right before them, all they have to do is refer to him [emphasis his]” (11). The
third person reference is not always a conscious effort but an unconscious forgetting,
Buber states that

...every Thou in our life is doomed to become an It, a thing.... A y;)ung medical
student dreams passionately of curing suffering humanity. Then he becomes a
doctor in a crowded hospital, with pressure, with not enough time to devote to
every patient. And the suffering humans become objects. They recede into the
world of the It. This is the tragedy of being human. And in order to avoid using
the I-Thou we must make a stand... only [people] who are capable of truly saying
“Thou” to one another can truly say “We” with one another (qtd. in Hodes 57).
Considering faculty as “they” who need to be sorted out into resistant or
nonresistant, gatekeeper or border crosser, makes them abstract. I realize this is difficult
to avoid when one writes up research, “freezing it unnaturally and giving it unearned
legitimacy”(8-9), as Margery Wolf phrases it. However, I would like to suggest that a
more apparent tendency to “other” faculty from disciplines other than composition in
WAC research and theory can be traced to tensions, perhaps imagined, perhaps real,
between writing in the disciplines and writing to learn and between the concepts of

expressive and transactional writing.
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The roots in early research and theory led to two early focuses: one investigating
writing as learning and the other investigating writing within specific disciplines. WAC
could mean writing in the disciplines (WID) or writing to learn (WTL) or a combination of
both. Susan McLeod provides two different views of WTL and WID: in “WAC: An
Introduction,” she equates WTL with a cognitive approach of discovering or transforming
knowledge, and WID with a rhetorical approach “attempting to model in the classroom
the collaborative nature of the creation of knowledge” (5); in “The Pedagogy of Writing
Across the Curriculum,” in the 2001 anthology 4 Guide to Composition Pedagogies, she
rephrases this distinction as a writing to learn and writing to communicate, noting that the
focus on genres is a focus on communicating within specific disciplines.

McLeod and Elaine Maimon have taken great pains to explain that viewing WTL
and WID in opposition is a “serious misunderstanding” of WAC in “Clearing the Air:
WAC Myths and Realities,” published in College English in 2000. They point to lack of
sufficient evidence for, in fact substantial evidence against Knoblauch and Brannon’s
claims that many WAC programs had become “grammar across the curriculum. They note
that Knoblauch and Brannon’s 1983 article and Mahala’s 1991 article have been “cited,
most recently in doctoral dissertations by students who understandably bring a greater
degree of acceptance than critique to what they read in a major journal” (574), myself
indeed included, since it is only with much guidance from committee members and this
article that I dare to question the myth.

Later in “The Pedagogy of WAC,” McLeod points to Mahala’s and Knoblauch
and Brannon’s consideration of Maimon’s (now out of print) text, Writing in the Arts and

Sciences, as an example of ways that WAC proponents have set up “...a false dichotomy,
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characterizing a text as an introduction to mere forms and formats and opposing it to
‘writing to learn’” (2001 151). WID and WTL are interconnected. As Randall Freisinger
stated in his 1980 College English article “Cross Disciplinary Writing Workshops:

Theory and Practice,” one brings a writer into contact with herself, and the other connects
us to the larger community, and “...genuine communication requires an organic interaction
between the two.” Susan McLeod warns against seeing them otherwise.

In fact, McLeod goes on to state that “most of us who have been involved in WAC
programs from the beginning see “writing to learn” and “writing to communicate” as two
complementary, even synergistic, approaches to writing across the curriculum” (2001
151). She and Maimon agree that WAC “is a pedagogical reform movement that presents
an alternative to the ‘delivery of information’ model of teaching higher education...[in]
two ways of using writing in the classroom and the curriculum: writing to learn and
learning to write in the disciplines”(579).

When we consider students, this makes sense. Students must learn the way of
approaching a problem that is consistent with the way it is approached in the field that
they are studying. They must also learn to become critical consumers of the language and
writing of the discipline if they are not already. Writing to learn is an important part of
their process of learning the language and the genres of the discipline. In many ways,
these connections hark back to James Britton’s definition of writing: "writing is a
complex developmental process which promotes learning set in a universe of discourse
with a broad range of audiences and purposes” (1970).

The tensions created between WID and WTL can also be seen in the use of the

terms transactional and expressive; these have also taken on oppositional roles in research
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and theoretical literature that differ from their original denotation, despite Britton and
Martin’s original intent. When the terms expressive and transactional were first coined by
Nancy Martin and James Britton, they were not intended to be used as a dichotomy; they
were meant to describe characteristics of progressive stages of writing rather than types.
However, in time, expressive writing became linked with writing to learn, a means of
experimenting and thinking; transactional writing with writing to communicate, or to
transmit information within a discipline. Emphasis must be placed on the fact that all of
these terms cannot be viewed as separate categories. All writing might be seen as having
elements of expressive and transactional, and writing in the discipline involves writing to
learn and vice versa.

One example of how transactional writing began to be seen as a type would be
Abron’s discussion of mechanical writing as transactional, which does not call for
composition, so to speak; in other words, it requires little input from the student.
Examples of this type of writing would include filling in the blanks, simple computing, and
copying. Applebee, Auten and Lehr mention note-taking as another type of mechanical
writing; however, Stephen Tchudi considers note-taking to be "workaday writing," that is,
writing which "grows directly from the students' need to get things done in class or
laboratory” (21). He lists such types as: class notes, reading notes, field notes,
observations, journals, learning logs, free writing, micro themes, reading reports,
abstracts, summaries, letter, newsletters, reports, annotated bibliography, and evaluations.
The focus of workaday can shift from the writer toward readers. Workaday writing can be
taught as a part of formal, rote learning, or it can be taught as a method of inquiry that is

becoming more prominent as a result of the dissatisfaction with the status quo of
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disciplinary genres. When used for inquiry, Tchudi asserts, and not as a means of rote
learning, note-taking can be considered expressive.

Expressive writing, or writing to learn, mistakenly came to be considered the
antithesis, or perhaps the antidote to mechanical and transactional writing. The term
expressive also became linked to types of writing like freewriting and journaling by being
conflated with invention. This tradition had already taken root in composition classrooms
by the time WAC gained momentum in the U.S.A. Peter Elbow, Donald Murray, and
James Moffet had provided impetus for such an approach to writing through theory and
research by emphasizing invention and discovery through writing, and it had eventually
become a mainstay of many composition textbooks.

The terms transactional and expressive became more widely utilized as categories
as WAC proponents sought ways in which to measure their success. As all educational
movements do, WAC proponents sought tangible data to evaluate as evidence of change,
and types of assignments were more tangible ways to look at what writing was taking
place in classrooms. Unfortunately, the genres became linked with either one category or
another, and became static. So, the "older, traditional” methods of essay exams, lengthy
term papers, and note taking were viewed as non-expressive writing while genres such as
journals, reflective essays, short responsive writing, and narrative, were considered
"correct” expressive methods. Thus, for much of WAC research history, the transactional
versus expressive categories became a standard measure of whether WAC was being
implemented successfully.

Using dichotomous categories, in turn, resulted in a kind of pass/fail situation for

faculty whose writing assignments in classrooms were studied: if they assigned genres
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considered transactional, they "failed” at implementing writing into their classrooms; if
they assigned genres considered expressivist, they were successful.

Such a standard is one of the main techniques in the "match to sample" studies that
are scrutinized by Walvoord, Lawrence Hunt, Dowling and McMahon in In the Long Run,

In match to sample studies, researchers and proponents evaluate whether instructors'
assignments call for transactional or expressive writing, determining whether this
"matches" the types of writing that they "know" are the correct forms for WAC.
Unfortunately, certain genres such as journals are assumed to be good, expressivist
assignments, while others, such as essay exams or long term papers, are considered to be
transactional and thus negative assignments. What many researchers who take this
approach find, based on their definitions, is that the writing that is assigned is usually mech
anical or transactional in nature (Applebee, Eblen, Fulwiler, Laipson, Lerud).

Britton and Martin’s original intention--to describe the tendency to focus on
audience, in the case of communication or transaction, or on discovery, in the case of
learning or expressiveness--may require new descriptive terms. The terms transactional
and expressive have been given such reductive meanings within WAC theory and research
that their use as two polar and dichotomous categories leads to false impressions and
misunderstandings. Thus, they can no longer be useful in discussing characteristics of
genres. Writing in the disciplines and writing to learn may unfortunately face the same
fate.

McLeod and Maimon state that although they understand how the myth of a
WID/WTL dichotomy began, “what puzzles [them) is how it persists, given the much

broader understanding now of the social contexts for rhetoric” (577). My suggestion is
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that it persists because by claiming that transactional writing or writing in the disciplines is
not as beneficial to student learning as expressive writing or writing to learn, composition
teachers and WAC proponents can assert our expertise in the field. By constructing a
dichotomy and casting other disciplines as “other,” it may be possible that WAC
researchers attempt to cast themselves as better educators. In some way, this theory may
resonate with Crowley’s connection between composition and the rise of the bourgeoisie
in Composition in the University. Crowley proposes the theory that the need to
distinguish literature was a bourgeoisie act to privilege texts in order to privilege a rising
social class, and the humanist view that required composition courses will empower or
improve students appeals largely to the bourgeoisie. If we frame the discipline of
composition as similar to a social class, attempting to distinguish itself in order to gain
status, much like the bourgeoisie, and return to Geertz’s notion that “othering” is a means
of defining self, then using a dichotomy in order to determine if “other” instructors match
our definitions inherently becomes an act of establishing class status for our discipline
within academia. Taking this view further, one could say that distinguishing certain modes
of writing assignments as better than others may be the act of a field, composition,
struggling for disciplinary status by asserting itself as expert.

Even Crowley produces a sense of “other” when she notes that academics in all
areas want students to learn how to “write”; however to them, she says, this means
sentence construction. “Academics’ desire that students master the so-called “basic”
principles of composition in Freshman English is understandable, given their own lack of
interest in attending to student literacy. Freshman English is supposed to ‘fix’ students

supposed lack of literate mastery once and for all...”(8). This comment appears in the
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beginning of her polemic on the role of composition as a discipline in light of literary
studies and other disciplines in higher edcuation. In "Writing Across the Curriculum:
Transforming the Academy?" Cynthia Cornell and David J. Klooster intimated a very
similar sentiment. In their opinion, WAC programs were struggling for survival because
of their political status. Despite recognition of their “educational value,” such programs
are threatening to others because they insist that universities and colleges rethink their
“identity” and expose misunderstandings about learning: “Ultimately, WAC proponents
are asking the academy to transform itself and shift the emphasis from research to
teaching.” Such a sentiment is shared by many in the WAC community (Freisinger, Farris,
Jones and Comprone). Seeing other faculty members as “they,” or “other” would be a
natural result of attempting to gain status in the throng of disciplinary voices by claiming
that we have more knowledge or more correct knowledge of the use of language,
particularly writing. WAC researchers may be wittingly or unwittingly participating in a
struggle for disciplinary status through retention of a WIL/WID or expressive
transactional dichotomy.

Recent WAC Research and theory has reflected a realization of the “othering” of
faculty members. Walvoord, Hunt, Dowling and McMahon state that the notion of
“adopt” and “resist” should be “reexamined,” since faculty see themselves as “...sensible
people trying to find what ‘works’” (93). The faculty in their study are shown as more
than subjects through their narratives: “what emerged for us from all these faculty stories
was the sense of faculty as active constructors of their own meanings, as changers and

searchers, each struggling to find a self; to help learners, to develop community.” (120).
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Thus rather than sort faculty according to their aptitude for WAC, their
implementation of methods that WAC experts consider appropriate, or their use of either
WTL or WID in the classroom, perhaps WAC research should be asking what they are
doing in their classrooms, why they are doing it, and how writing may be or may become a
part of it. In a sense, this observation echoes the questions that Ackerman suggests at the
end of his review and discussion of various studies and theoretical approaches to writing
to learn: "How, why, and with what consequence for you and your students do you carry
on the work of daily classroom, disciplinary, or everyday practice?" and "How would the
activity of writing and other forms of literacy combine and fold into this practice--to
enhance it, to complicate it and render it new?" (363). Ackerman's questions focus on the
consideration of not only what faculty are assigning, but what they believe writing
specifically helps to accomplish.

In order to learn what faculty believe, we must listen carefully; as Kurt Spellmeyer
commented, “We will need to become ethnographers of experience: 1 do not mean
armchair readers of the “social text,” but scholar/teachers who find out how people
actually feel” (911)[emphasis his]. Even though he was primarily discussing the need to
draw connections between composition and literary studies teachers, his comment applies
to the larger scale of disciplinary conversation.

Martin Spear, Dennis McGrath and Ellen Seymour in “Toward a New Paradigm
in WAC” note that “The next generation of WAC, if it is to confront the central problem
of open-access institutions--the paling of literacy standards and the weakening of
disciplines--must assume a sympathetic but critical stance toward earlier practices™ (28).

By “the paling of literacy standards” they mean the view of literacy as basic skills
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acquisition, rather than the critical literacy that both McCormick and Giroux define as
“the knowledge and ability to perceive the interconnectedness of social conditions and the
reading and writing practices of culture, to be able to analyse those conditions and
practices, and to possess the critical and political awareness to take action within and
against them” (Giroux qtd. in McCormick 49). This paling can apply to all institutions, not
only those with open-access. What I hope to have done in this study is to have taken just
such a “sympathetic but critical” view of the manner in which faculty from other
disciplines have been considered in previous WAC research.

There have been attempts to see the faculty as other than “other” including
Walvoord and colleagues’ research reported in In the Long Run, which is discussed later,
as well as collaborative work including reports from both participants. McCarthy and
Fishman’s “Boundary Ways,” which they call a “twin study” entails both researcher and
informant writing together. Since both are faculty members who have similar standing at
their respective universities, none of the issues of unequal collaboration that Geertz
cautions against interfere with the ability for the faculty member from the “other
discipline” to explain his reasons and reasoning. One finding from their examination of
their collaboration was that “it may be oversimple to view people as inhabiting single
epistemic positions...serious intellectual work requires a full repertoire of epistemological
stances™(465).

In my own preliminary work in WAC, I had been doing some very informal
research in the early 1990's. A tenured colleague from the philosophy and religion
department at the college at which I taught in Indiana, approached me, because he was

interested in teaching his Old Testament II course that focused on the Psalms, Proverbs
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and Job, as a writing to learn course. We spent a few afternoons discussing what he
wanted the students to learn from his course and how writing might accentuate and
facilitate those goals. As a result, the class was given no exams and focused primarily on
journals, summaries, outlines and short essays. Many of the assignments were creative in
nature, such as having students write their own psalms or write what they would say to the
character Job in the book of Job in the Old Testament. As a means of examining how
writing might influence the students, I administered a short survey to the students at the
beginning and end of the course. I found that their confidence in their writing rose, as did
their view of whether writing was important to their lifestyle and their intentions to use
writing to study in the future. The professor who taught the course was very pleased with
the results, from the level of participation in the course to the results of some of the more
formal essays. (See Appendix A for further detail).

Soon I was having similar discussions with professors who taught psychology,
anatomy and physiology, and mathematics courses. As they presented me with their
frustrations and hopes, as I gave them ideas of what they might try in their classrooms,
and as they implemented and found them useful, WAC was slowly growing in their
classrooms and across the campus.

Two of the techniques that I found most useful in persuading colleagues to think
about using writing in their own classrooms were to have them consider the writing that
they did in their own field, as well as to have them consider how the ways that they
learned to write for their discipline and the ways that they learned about the content of the
discipline were intermingled and useful to them. They had specific memories of solving

problems, learning vocabulary, and even conjuring epiphanies through writing tasks. This
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led to designs of writing assignments and writing experiences in their current classrooms
which promised to provide similar experiences for their own students. Eventually, the
college invited an outside speaker to inform the Language and Literature department and
then the college faculty as a whole about WAC, leading toward a more fully implemented
and informed approach to WAC.

My focus of interest had shifted from student attitudes toward faculty attitudes
during this time. Unfortunately, I had not done specific research in the form of field notes,
tape-recorded conversations or surveys to substantiate the theorizing I began to do as I
considered my interactions with my colleagues. As I then began to approach my
dissertation research, I knew that I wanted to complete it in the area of WAC, but I was
not sure in which direction to go: action research in which I implemented a specific WAC
program, a case study of a particular professor, or another form of qualitative research. In
the meantime, I was moving to Cincinnati, Ohio, and would not be able to follow up on
the work in WAC that I had done at the college in Indiana as a faculty member. I began
to cast around for new ideas within WAC to pursue.

I had originally begun with a desire to measure faculty’s definitions of WAC:
whether they were closer to WID or WTL, and how it changed as a result of my
discussions with them. Yet this seemed too close to the “match to sample” approach,
which, as mentioned before, Barbara Walvoord, Linda Lawrence Hunt, H. Fil Dowling
and Joan McMahon questioned in their 1997 review of literature for In the Long Run.
Match to sample studies, in the form of faculty surveys and case studies, have tended to
focus on whether the behavior of the faculty reflects the researchers’ definitions and

expectations. One of the difficulties of such an approach is that it implicitly tells the story
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from a position of power and suggests that “the only acceptable change is change in the
direction of full implementation of WAC-defined classrooms” (58). Another difficulty is
that it does not investigate faculty motivation in a way that would lead to deeper
knowledge of choices; instead it infers qualities of acceptance or resistance on the part of
the participants.

I was influenced to move toward a different approach after looking more closely at
the approach that Walvoord and her colleagues took in the research reported in In the
Long Run. Walvoord and her co-researchers did not focus on whether faculty “resisted”
but on how faculty decided what worked and what did not. As a result, they found
criteria that faculty used to judge WAC strategies: Does it build community? Does it aid
learning? Will it fit within my constraints? How does it match my style and philosphy of
teaching? Their findings suggest that continual change is a foremost characteristic of
faculty who become involved in WAC and that teacher change is more complex than how
they handle WAC; it is connected to their sense of self (12). The faculty were seen as
“self-directed managers of their own continual change and growth,” who came with goals
and problems that they hoped WAC would help read and solve (49). Change resulted
from specific problems, sometimes from colleagues’ ideas. Walvoord, Hunt, Dowling
and McMahon found that what faculty expected influenced how WAC was used in their
classrooms. WAC gave a sense of community, provided safety to explore ideas, and
helped them give a name to methods toward which they were already leaning.

The conclusions that Walvoord and colleagues drew were that faculty do not
come to WAC in a vacuum, that they define WAC differently, that community is

important, and that philosophy and attitude is more helpful than specific strategies. In
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effect, “WAC’s most important outcome may be that underneath the shifting strategies,
underneath the teacher’s necessary accommodation to real-life constraints, lies a deeper
stratum of faculty life--a stratum of belief, attitude, habit, commitment, and community--
that can be changed, in some cases profoundly” (90). Thus, using writing in one’s
classroom could be recursively connected to the teachers’ place in their community,
influencing and being influenced by the choices that they made. This view of a faculty
member as complex and involved in constraints interested me.

However, Walvoord and her colleagues were considering faculty after they had
attended some form of WAC workshop, whereas I was interested in some of the same
issues from the perspective of faculty who had not been through formal WAC workshops.
I did not want to treat WAC as a set of strategies or way of teaching which excludes all
other voices and ways of teaching. Nor did I want to study the faculty to determine how
they resisted or whether they implemen;ed WAC correctly.

Instead, I wanted to consider faculty understanding of writing and learning when
there had not been previous WAC program influence, in terms of previous workshops,
surveys, or discussions. I decided that rather than consider myself as an expert, holding
the perfect definition of WAC that they must emulate in order to be successful, I would try
to create conversations in which I would value the experience, knowledge and language
skills that they bring to their classrooms and writing. My research differs from that
reported in In the Long Run in that way: I approached the faculty to learn what they were
already doing, prior to any formalized discussion of WAC.

As I discussed the possibilities of my research with my dissertation chair and other

committee members, we discussed some of my theoretical assumptions about WAC. In
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addition, I mentioned my conversations with my colleagues across the disciplines. We
decided that the questions that I had been asking the faculty in order to allow them to
discover how writing might work in their classrooms would allow me to learn a lot about
their thoughts on writing in the discipline and writing in the courses they taught. From
there we formulated a means of moving from survey to individual interviews, which I
discuss in more detail below.

The next step for me was to decide which faculty to work with. While I was trying
to decide where I might request approval to work, I attended a dinner given by a group of
alumni from my undergraduate years at the home of the retiring English chair person. In
the course of the dinner, since many of us were educators, the conversation turned to
student writing and learning. I began to describe my perspectives and interests and
mentioned that I was in the midst of composing my proposal, but needed a location. The
chairperson immediately suggested that my alma mater would be a wonderful place to
conduct such interviews. Thus, after some phone calls and e-mails to the present chair of
the English department and the academic dean at what I will call Southwark College in
Southwark, Kentucky, and with the approval of my committee and the university
committee on research involving human subjects, I began my research.

The Setting: Description of Location
When I pulled into the visitor parking lot of Southwark College on March 6, 1999, my
first thought surprised me. I wondered if my car would get towed. This was a strange
way to begin the field work for a dissertation, but proof that I had learned one lesson in
my time as a student at that same college fifteen years ago: park in the visitors’ slots at

your own risk. It was a risk I had taken at many occasions when I had been a student, and
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now the same sense of excitement arose despite the fact that I was now a legitimate
visitor. The fact that parking in the visitors’ spot was one of the major risks associated
with my college days reveals a great deal about the character of the college.

Southwark College is a small liberal arts college affiliated with a large Christian
denomination. Students tend to choose the college because of the mix of academic and
religious background. According to the National Center for Education Statistics,
Southwark’s undergraduate enrollment in the fall of 1998 was 1,354. Of those enrolled,
42.8% were men; 57.2% were women. The students were primarily white, non-hispanic,
in fact 96.3% were; other race and ethnic background was recorded as Asian or Pacific
Islander, 0.1%; Hispanic, 0.4%; non-resident alien, 0.6%; and Black non-Hispanic, 2.7%.
For the 1998-1999 school year, 408, or 31%, were full-time, first-time undergraduate
students. Of those full-time, first-time undergraduate, 95% received financial aid. About
92% of all students receive some financial aid, with a total of 11.9 million dollars in
scholarships and aid administration by the college annually. The cost of attending the
school is about $16,000 per year, including room, board, tuition, and books. The majority
of students live on campus.

The total enrollment is close to the same enrollment that Southwark had when I
was an undergraduate there. The college has also maintained a student-to-faculty ratio of
less than fifteen-to-one for many years. In the early 1980's, my junior and senior level
courses in philosophy, psychology and English had enrollments of fewer than ten students,
in fact in some courses, I distinctly remember being one of five students in a class. This
allowed the professors to teach actual seminars with maximum student participation.

According to Peterson’s Guide to Colleges, “Southwark has an outstanding faculty;
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ninety-one percent of its members hold the terminal degree in their area of expertise....No
academic classes are taught by graduate students, and full professors teach freshman-level
courses.” All together, there are 133 faculty members, and 67% of them are full time.

Southwark College offers four undergraduate degrees--Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor
of Science, Bachelor of Music, and a Bachelor of Music Education--and one graduate
degree in Education. The college offers thirty-seven majors and twenty-eight minors to
students in the following subjects: accounting, American studies, art, biology, business
administration/computer science, business administration and ethics, chemistry, church
music, communication arts, computer science, elementary education, English,
environmental science, European studies, finance, French, German, history, information
systems, international business management, kinesiology, management, management
information systems, marketing, mathematics, music, music education, philosophy,
physics, political science, psychology, religion, sociology, and Spanish, as well as
engineering arts, medical technology, and nursing arts, which are dual-degree majors.
The college also has pre-professional programs for dental, law, medicine, nursing,
pharmacy, physical therapy, ministry, and veterinary studies, although these are all taught
with a strong liberal arts basis.

Southwark prides itself on offering quality education on campus as well as
opportunities to participate in study programs in conjunction with Harvard and Oxford.
Southwark’s web page boasts that is was “one of the first colleges in Kentucky to
complete a Technology Infrastructure Project that allowed the campus to be completely
wired for Internet access, entertainment and educational cable TV, voice mail and

worldwide e-mail available in each residence hall room, and voice/video/data access from
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every classroom.” The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching rated the
college a Baccalaureate (Liberal Arts) College I classification. Thirty percent of the
college’s graduates go directly to graduate school.

Opportunities outside the classroom include Greek sororities and fraternities;
honorary fraternities and societies; the band, chorale and campus musical productions;
student religious groups; student government; the Maskrafters Theatre Troupe, a forensics
team; and the campus newspaper and radio station. Southwark College has a fairly large
athletics program for its size. It has fifteen intercollegiate teams including football and
baseball for men, volleyball and softball for women, and men’s and women’s basketball,
cross country, soccer, tennis, golf, and cheerleading. The college advertises the fact that
students hold Mid-South Conference and NAIA awards for individuals and that
Southwark recently won the 1991 national football championship and 1998 national men’s
basketball championship. They were able to afford a College Athletic Complex by
building it in conjunction with a nearby large city’s NFL football team; it serves as the
NFL team’s off season Football Training Camp.

Southwark College is located just to the east of the center of Southwark,
Kentucky. The city of Southwark claims to be the first place where Kentucky bourbon
was produced. Apparently, a Baptist minister brewed the first mixture using water from
the natural spring located there, in 1789. In fact, the citizens of Southwark still drink the
spring water as part of the public water system. Students can walk downtown to the small
diners and shops, but they usually drive off campus to the nearby strip malls and fast food
areas or to a larger city about ten miles to the south. Southwark has had several new

additions in the past decade that have added to the local economy. A major motor
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manufacturing company and a computer printer and servicing corporation are two of the
major corporations that have brought jobs and an additional financial boon to the area.

Southwark College has the physical appearance that people stereo-typically
associate with colleges. When one turns off the main street of the small town of
Southwark onto a dogwood-lined drive, she is met with the sight of the large red brick
administration building on the top of a knoll. The rest of the campus is comprised of
similar red brick structures, many of them remodeled structures from the early years.
Southwark College itself was founded in 1829. The quad, where many of the students
reside, is a large green area surrounded by a dozen identical, square brick dormitories,
built in the 1970s. The only noticeable differences between the the dormitories are the
names and the landscaping. The sororities and fraternities at Southwark must rent one of
the dormitories on campus, rather than use nearby homes. This is the familiar landscape
that greeted me as I prepared to collect my data.

The Plot: A Short Description of Method of Gathering Data

My study had three stages, in order to obtain breadth and depth: a survey, group
interviews and individual interviews. (Appendix B contains the surveys, agendas and
letters from each stage.) The first stage of the study was a survey of all the faculty
members of Southwark College, using an instrument composed of open-ended questions,
which I discuss individually here. The surveys were sent to 109 faculty and had a forty
percent response rate. The questions on the survey were open-ended and were intended to
elicit information and opinions about writing in the disciplines in which the professors
were experts, as well as about the writing that they asked students to do in courses

designated for majors. The first question was stated as: “How is writing most often used
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in your field or discipline?’ I found that at times the faculty did not make a distinction
between their field and their classroom, thinking that I was asking about what they did in
their classrooms, not in their own writing. Those who did answer proffered two types of
responses, either by stating the genre or by describing how writing was used.

The second question was “What kinds of writing do you usually assign in courses
for majors in your field?” This next question was included to begin the comparison
between the two. I was hoping to compare and contrast the responses with the first two
questions in order to discover whether there were any genres assigned in courses similar
to those that the faculty claimed used by professionals in the discipline.

The third and fourth questions turned from description of types of writing to
explanations of the intents and purposes behind the use of writing in their own classrooms.
These two questions were “What do you want students to learn from these same courses
for majors in your field?”, and “How does the writing that you assign in these courses
assist the students in learning?” At the end of the survey, I asked for names and contact
information for those who were interested in participating in the next stage of the study.

The next stage involved two series of meetings: any faculty who indicated interest
were invited to attend these meetings to discuss both writing within their discipline and
their students’ writing. These meetings were informal discussions between four to five
faculty members, which I tape-recorded and of which I took field notes. I had many
reasons for conducting group interviews. For one, speaking in groups provides the
respondents with other ideas that may spur on their memories or ideas of classroom
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