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ABSTRACT 

Recent scholarship in Basic Writing has focused on the 

tensions created when marginalized students encounter the 

codes and ritual of higher education (Bartholomae & 

Petrosky, 1,86: Bizzell, 1987). However, little concern has 

been paid to the role that gender plays in students' 

accommodation processes, including the nature of the texts 

they create and of the roles they resist or assume. This 

observational, exploratory study examines the significance 

of gender in the responses of two female and two male 

Mexican-American Basic Writers enrolled in their first 

college writing class at the University of Arizona in the 

summer of 1988. 

In this study I use a phenomelogical method of inquiry 

(Emig, 1981) in examining the students' responses to this 

course. My analysis ·takes into account my perspective and 

the perspectives of the students and their tutor. 

Additionally, I examine two outside readers' responses to 

students' essays written immediately before and after the 

course. I also study global features of these texts using 

Coe's (1988) discourse matrix. Other data include all the 

writing the students completed in the course, think-aloud 

protocols, and extensive interviews with the students and 

their tutor. 

In general, the men accommodated themselves more 
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readily than the women to producing the traditional type of 

expository and argumentive writing taught in the course. 

They perceived their audience as evaluative and skeptical, 

and preferred to write impersonal, decontextualized essays. 

In contrast, the women viewed their audience as receptive 

and sympathetic, and wrote essays that dealt with their 

personal contexts and that tended to be narrative and 

associational. Because only four students were involved in 

this study, I cannot apply these findings to Basic Writers 

in general. However, these differences between the men and 

women in terms of their conceptions of their audience and 

the types of texts they produced support theories of women's 

epistemological development (Gilligan, 1982; Belenky et al., 

1986). Furthermore, this study highlights the need to 

validate women's modes of communication and ways of knowing 

in our classrooms and research. 
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CHAP'rER I 

Introduction to the Study 

Basic Writing is not simply a pedagogical concern 

dealing with how to teach students to write academic 

discourse. It is actually a socio-political issue, for 

Basic Writers are students who are on the margins of the 

educational system and very often of the dominant society 

which that system reflects. One of the first researchers 

to try to define a Basic Writer was Mina Shaughnessy, who 

examined textual features of Basic Writers in her landmark 

study, Errors and Expectations (1977). In this book 

Shaughnessy characterizes Basic Writers as students who are 

"true outsiders" (p. 2) of her institution, City College of 

the City University of New York. These outsiders, admitted 

to the tuition-free uriiversity as a result of new 

open-admissions pOlicies in the early seventies, were, as 

she wrote, 

strangers in academia, unacquainted with the rules and 

rituals of college life, unprepared for the sorts of 

tasks the teachers were about to assign them. Most of 

them had grown up in one of New York's ethnic or racial 

enclaves. Many had spoken other languages or dialects 

at home and never successfully reconciled the worlds of 

home and school. (p. 3) 
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Due to the influence of Errors and Expectations in our 

field, this image of Basic Writers has often persisted: 

they generally come from lower-class areas in large cities, 

they are often people of color, they are usually attending 

college while at the same time holding full-time jobs, and 

they are often older than the "typical" college students. 

However, as Troyka (1987) has pointed out, this image of 

Basic Writers as the "nontraditional" college student 

depends a great deal on context: in fact, perhaps the 

single factor that characterizes Basic Writers (besides 

their exclusion from "regular" wri ting classe.s) is their 

diversity. Bizzell's (198Gb) suggestion that Basic Writers 

are students "less well prepared" for college than the 

majority of their classmates takes this situational 

relativity into consideration. Studies of Basic writers 

have described students at Harvard (Armstrong, 1988) and 

students from inner-qity ghettos (Ong, 1978). Shaughnessy 

herself, in Errors and Expectations, wrote that "the term 

[Basic Writers] is an abstraction that can easily get in 

the way of teaching. Not all [Basic Writers] have the same 

problems: not all students with the same problems have them 

for the same reasons" (p. 40). 

This case study is concerned with Mexican-American 

Basic Writers: the four students, two female and two male, 

are first-generation college students enrolled in a Basic 

Writing class I taught at the University of Arizona in the 
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summer of 1988. All four had attended local high schools, 

and all four were regularly-admitted University of Arizona 

freshmen placed in my class on the basis of their scores on 

a written placement exam and on the Test of Standard 

Written English. (I will describe these students and the 

class in more detail in Chapter III.) Although these four 

students had been placed into a Basic Writing course, in 

many ways they can be characterized as successful 

students. Since 52% of Hispanic students in the Tucson 

area do not graduate from high school (Copenhaver, 1990), 

and since only 20% of all Hispanics obtain some post-high 

school training, compared with 32% for all Americans 

("Hispanic Concerns," 1987), simply enrolling at a major 

research university was an accomplishment. Moreover, 

students from a variety of backgrounds take this course, 

for about one-third of all University of Arizona freshmen 

are placed into it (Rickel, 1987). In other ways, though, 

these four students (as well as many others at the 

University) were at risk of not graduating from college. 

The retention rate for Hispanic students at the University 

of Arizona is 27%, compared with around 50% for all 

students (Vasquez, 1990). The focus in Hispanic culture on 

cooperation and unity can often conflict with the demands 

of the Anglocentric institution, with its emphasis on 

assertiveness and competition (Moore, 1983). Economic 

concerns also interfere with the completion of col1ege~ a 
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study comissioned by the National Education Association 

found that male Hispanic students worked more hours per 

week while attending school than any other group ("Hispanic 

Concerns," 1987). Women Hispanic students are even more at 

risk, for the college achievement rate nationwide for 

female Hispanic students is only half that of male Hispanic 

students (Chacon et al., 1986). Moore (1983) has noted 

that for the Hispanic female, "her sex and ethnic 

background create diverse expectations for herself, her 

family, community and the school staff for her 

participation in the schooling process" (p. 47). 

These conflicting demands are apparent in my 

examination of these four students' reactions to their 

first college class. In essence, in this class they were 

trying on the roles of college students for the first time, 

for acquiring the type of writing demanded by a college 

curriculum entails assuming a new identity. The connection 

between pedagogy and identity formation has been noted by 

Foucault (1971/1986): 

What is an educational system, after all, if not a 

ritualization of the word; if not a qualification of 

some fixing of roles for speakers; if not the 

constitution of a (diffuse) doctrinal group; if not a 

distribution and an approprition of discourse, with all 

its learning and its powers? (p. 157). 

In essence, to acquire academic discourse, "with all its 
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learning and its powers," is to undergo a process of 

acculturation. A necessary part of this process of 

adapting to a new culture is a reorientation of thinking, 

feeling, and communicating (Brown, 1987). All students, of 

course, must learn the languages and rituals of higher 

education, but Basic Writers in particular, singled out as 

being not as successful as their peers, need to learn how 

to acculturate, how to go from being excluded to being 

included--and in the process, how to make the college 

experience worthwhile to them, how to be able to criticize 

and challenge what they encounter instead of simply playing 

a single "right" role. From their interactions with the 

confusing, and often confused, voices within the academy, 

from this particular heteroglossia of languages (to borrow 

Bahktin's [1981] phrase), they need to construct their own 

ways of making and expressing knowledge. 

Students' search .for meaning and voice, and teachers' 

attempts to understand and faciliate that search, is an 

inherently ideological process. As Lunsford (1987) has 

commented, Basic Writing involves "political issues of 

accessibility to higher education and what constitutes 

literacy in the late 20th century" (po 226). The concept 

of literacy is shaped by issues of class, race, culture, 

and gender. In my analysis of these students, gender is 

the dominant force behind the students' reaction to their 

first college classroom. 
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When I began this study, I hadn 8 t anticipated that 

gender could be such a powerful marginalizing force in the 

students' lives, that male and female Basic writers could 

see the world and use language in different ways, and that 

their academic success would reflect these differences. My 

ignor.ance was partly due to the lack of research connecting 

feminist and composition studies, a lack which Flynn (1988) 

has recently pointed out. In particular, little research 

has been done linking feminism with Basic Writers, the 

students most unfamiliar with the "rules and rituals" (to 

use Shaughnessy's [1977] term) of academia. These "rules 

and rituals" encode a world view that often suppresses the 

use of minority populations--"minority" really referring to 

the "majority of people ••• not part of the dominant 

class" (Freire, 1987, p. 125). For many female Basic 

Writers, academic language is a foreign idiom through which 

they must filter their own ideas and voices. 

Until lately, we tended not to distinguish between 

men's and women's voices in our classrooms, or to examine 

how women's voices are different from men's voices. 

Adrienne Rich (1979a) has written in "Taking Women Students 

Seriously": 

Look at a classroom: look at the many kinds of women's 

faces, postures, expressions. Listen to the women's 

voices. Listen to the silences, the unasked questions, 

the blanks. Listen to the small, soft voices, often 
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courageously trying to speak up, voices of women taught 

early that tones of confidence, challenge, anger, or 

assertiveness are strident and unfeminine. (p. 243) 

Many women's tendency toward silence has been reported in 

Belenky et al.'s Women's Ways of Knowing (1986), in which 

the researchers describe stages of silence through which 

many women move as they grow more confident in their own 

voices, their own selves. The struggle to not be silent,to 

acquire one's own voice, is encountered by most Basic 

Writing students, male and female. But, as this study 

illustrates, some female Basic Writing students are 

especially at risk in the writing classroom, and their 

attempt to acquire the language of the university--the 

confident, logical, persuasive writing that I taught in 

this Basic Writing class--is characterized by tension, 

fragmentation, and dissonance. 

This study repor~s on these characteristics of the 

women's and men's reactions to the course. My analysis is 

anchored by a close examination of pre- and post-essay 

examinations given to the students immediately before they 

began the class and on the last day of class. To examine 

these texts, I enlisted the aid of two Basic Writing 

teachers, who described the texts' global features. I then 

speculate why these teachers reacted to the texts in the 

way they did. I also analyze these texts using Coe's 

(1988) discourse matrix, which delineates the texts' degree 
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of global coherence and levels of generaliity. The changes 

(or lack of changes) in the pre- and post-texts help to 

demonstrate how the students improved during the course 

(improvement signifying the students' accommodations to the 

conventions of academic discourse). I also use 

questionnaires and interviews about the students' literacy 

backgrounds, as well as informal think-aloud protocols and 

in-depth descriptions of the students' revisions as they 

completed the course assignments, to describe why changes 

occurred in the pre- and post-texts. 

Textual changes in the students' writing from the 

beginning to the end of the course also reveal how the 

students' perceptions of the rhetorical context shifted as 

they were introduced to college-level academic writing 

conventions. Specifically, I study these changes to see 

how the students' sense of audience developed as the course 

progressed. In other words, how did the students' perceive 

and invoke their audience at the beginning and end of the 

course? Who did they assume was their audience? Did they 

think their audience was more interested in form, in 

content, or in both? What form, and what content, did they 

think their audience wanted? Did they believe they had to 

shape their texts to meet the expectations of their 

audience, or did they believe they were interacting with 

their audience in a way that enabled them to construct and 

develop their ideas dialogically with it? What stance 
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(distant, formal, egalitarian, didactic, intimate) did they 

assume with their audience? Did they invoke an evaluative 

and skeptical audience, or one that was receptive and 

understanding? Again, questionnaires, interviews, 

protocols, and the students' revisions supplement the data 

provided by the pre- and post-texts. 

Finally, this study examines what the students' textual 

changes and developing sense(s) of audience reveal about 

the students' reactions to their first college composition 

class. In attempting to assume the roles of university 

students, did the students feel that their other roles were 

threatened? Did they resist the pull of assimilation,' or 

was being a university student simply a natural part of the 

assimilation which they had begun much earlier in their 

lives? To what extent, and why, did they resist and/or 

accommodate the academic pressures they were experiencing? 

Once more, questionnaires, interviews, protocols, and 

students' revisions are referred to, in addition to the 

data provided by the pre- and post-texts. 

In brief, these are my three research questions: 

1. What textual changes occur in the students' pre

and post-essay texts? 

2. What do these changes, as well as the writing 

completed in the course, suggest about the students' 

developing sense of audience? 

3. How do these textual changes and the students' 

._. __ ._-------------------------



sense of audience reflect the students' reactions to the 

academic writing community of this particular classroom? 

In sum, this study takes into consideration 

Shaughnessy's claim about the necessity for what is 

commonly defined as "literacy" in our society: 

18 

A person who does not control the dominant code of 

literacy in a society that generates more writing than 

any society in history is likely to be pitched against 

more obstacles than are apparent to those who have 

already mastered that code. (p. 13) 

Yet to teach and study Basic Writers involves more than 

simply helping students assimilate. It also involves 

recognizing the literacies that students bring with them 

into the classroom, and the tensions that exist between 

these different literacies. It means examining the social 

and political contexts of students' lives--race, culture, 

class, age, gender. Finally, an important goal of teaching 

and studying Basic Writers (and all writers, in fact) is to 

begin to understand how knowledge is constructed, 

negotiated, and expressed by different societies and groups 

at various times. Basic Writers can teach the profession 

as much as the profession can teach them. 
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Chapter II 

Review of the Literature 

The term Basic Writing become known through the writings 

of Mina Shaughnessy, who in 1975 founded The Journal of 

Basic Writing, in 1976 published the bibliographic essay on 

Basic Writing in Tate's Teaching Composition, and in 1977 

produced Errors and Expectations: A Guide for the Teacher 

of Basic Writing, the landmark work on Basic Writing 

(Troyka, 1987). Shaughnessy's views of Basic Writers, 

including their backgrounds, what they bring with them to 

the classroom, their writing processes, their orientation 

toward their audience, as well as her advice to teachers on 

how to best teach Basic Writers, continue to influence the 

field. 

Errors anq Expectations, described by Shaughnessy as a 

"frontier map" (p. 4)., covered territory that the field 

continues to explore a decade later. Based on examples drawn 

from 4,000 placement essays written in the 1970s at the City 

University of New York, the work is organized around 

students' textual difficulties: handwriting, punctuation, 

spelling, syntax, vocabulary, and organizational problems. 

Shaughnessy's philosphy about Basic Writers, however, keeps 

this book from simply being a textual analysis of Basic 

Writers' defects. She writes that her purpose is "mainly an 

attempt to be precise about the types of difficulties to be 
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found in basic writing ••• papers at the outset, and 

beyond that, to demonstrate how the sources of those 

difficulties can be explained without recourse to such 

pedagogically empty terms as 'handicapped' or 

'disadvantaged'lI (p. 4). She cr i ticizes the IIremedial 

model" of education, in which students are isolated from 

IIreal college contexts" (p. 293). (This is why she prefers 

the term Basic Writers as opposed to remedial or 

developmental writers.) Finally, she acknowledges the value 

of Basic Writers' differing cultures and rhetorics: Basic 

Writers are a "unique group from whom we have already 

learned much and from whom we can learn much more in the 

years ahead" (p. 291). 

Although Shaughnessy spends much time in Errors and 

Expectations on errors, the focus of her analysis is on why 

students make the kind of errors that so often prevent them 

from succeeding in w~iting classes. She identifies three 

major causes for Basic Writers' errors: their developmental 

processes, their conceptions of the rhetorical situation, 

and differences between the academic language code and the 

codes students bring with them to the classroom. 

First, Shaughnessy points out that learning to write is 

a developmental process, and that like all language 

learners, Basic Writers make errors: "BW students write the 

way they do, not because they are slow or non-verbal, 

indifferent to or incapable of academic excellence, but 



because they are beginners and must, like all beginners, 

learn by making mistakes" (p. 5). Their papers are not a 

"chaos of errors"~ instead, there is "very little that is 

random or 'illogical' in what they have written" (p. 5). 
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All language learners are drawn to the "underlying patterns" 

of language (p. 10), and teachers of Basic Writing need to 

examine the logic of students' errors in order to help 

students master correct language forms. Throughout her 

book, Shaughnessy gives examples of the kinds of logic that 

govern students' errors (such as the different ways students 

incorrectly use commas), and suggests exercises to help 

students practice standard written English. 

Shaughnessy also describes how Basic Writers' concepts 

of the rhetorical situation can impair their writing 

ability. She writes that to many Basic Writers, "'good 

writing' ••• means 'correct writing,' nothing more" (p. 

8). This fear of error can often hamper a student's writing 

process so that "writing is but a line that moves haltingly 

across the page, exposing as it goes all that the writer 

doesn't know, then passing into the hands of a stranger who 

reads it with a lawyer's eyes, serching for flaws" (p. 7). 

Writing in school, then, instead of being a communicative 

process, becomes a restricting process: "academic writing 

is a trap, not a way of saying something to someone" (7). 

Finally, Shaughnessy compares the written code of 

academia with other language codes more familiar to Basic 
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Writers, in particular the code of oral language, with its 

back-and-forth give-and-take and its paralingual assistance 

(p. 7). Because Basic Writers often feel more comfortable 

with oral language, they write infrequently and only in 

"forced" academic situations, such as composition classes. 

(p. 14). Shaughnessy claimed that this preference for oral 

communication and lack of writing practice could limit Basic 

Writers' vocabulary and hurt their syntax because they have 

not developed the kind of memory necessary for completing 

complex sentences (p. 80). Furthermore, she found that 

because of their reliance on oral communication, Basic 

Writers did not generally elaborate on their ideas and make 

explicit logical connections between sentences (p. 240). 

They also tended to deal with concrete rather than abstract 

ideas (p. 240). Shaughnessy suggests that teachers 

remediate these problems by providing dialogical responses 

in the classroom and ,on students' writing and by devising 

exercises to promote different kinds of thought processes. 

Shaughnessy's vision of Basic Writers, then, emphasizes 

their strengths rather than their weaknesses: they are, 

simply, language learners, not failed writers, not students 

who shouldn't be in college. Furthermore, Shaughnessy 

recognized many characteristics of Basic Writers, such as 

their writing processes and concepts of rhetorical 

situations, which have been explored in more detail in the 

years following Errors and Expectations. Finally, 



Shaughnessy's emphasis on the role that different language 

codes play in th.e acquisition of Standard Edited English 

previews the concept of multiple literacies explored by 

Basic Writing researchers in the 1980s. 

The Deficiency Model 

23 

Errors and Expectations had tremendous influence on the 

field; Harvey S. Weiner in College English wrote that the 

book was "The first systematic, thorough, and rigorous view 

of error I know, one which brings us to a definition of 

basic writing" (p. 715). But despite Shaughnessy's desire 

to perceive Basic Writers not as students who need to be 

"fixed," despite her descriptions of the way traditional 

education had failed Basic Writers, much research after 

Errors and Expectations emphasized Basic Writers' 

deficiences. In this deficiency model, Basic Writers were 

perceived as 1acking·essentia1 ingredients necessary for 

success in traditional college situations. 

One way in which Basic Writers were seen as deficient 

was cognitive1y; in other words, because of their 

educational or linguistic backgrounds, Basic Writers lacked 

the cognitive skills or structures to master formal, 

analytical writing. Ong's (1978) description of the effect 

of the shift from oral to literate communication on the 

human brain greatly influenced this view. Drawing on 

Havelock's (1963) description of thought processes in oral 
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cultures, Ong described primary oral cultures as those in 

which "thought is exquisitely elaborated, not in analytic 

linearity, but in formulary fashion ••• stitching together 

proverbs, antitheses, epithets, and other 'commonplaces'" 

(p. 47). Because of the lack of closely-knit logical 

connections and formulaic expressions and cliches, "primary 

oral culture also tends to break down issues in simple 

polarities in terms of good and evil ••• (p. 50). To Ong, 

primary oral societies include both preliterate cultures and 

American urban ghettos. Ong also assigns many similar 

attributes of primary oral cultures (such as polarized 

thinking and formulaic expressions) to secondarily oral 

cultures, which he writes are common today because of the 

influence of radio and television in modern society. 

To Ong, students from primary or secondary oral cultures 

will have difficulty mastering the written code because they 

lack the necessary cognitive functions that literacy 

brings: "writing, and to a degree print, are absolutely 

essential not just for distributing knowledge but for 

performing the central noetic operations which a 

high-technology culture takes for granted" (p. 48). The 

artificial nature of writing, with its "consciously 

contrived rules" and absence of immediate audience and of 

"intensive analysis", differs sharply from speech, which Ong 

claims "wells up out of the unconscious" and is "structured 

through the entire fabric of the human person" (p. 48). 



25 

Ong's view of literacy and orality has been challenged 

since this essay was published. For instance, Scribner and 

Cole, in their 1981 study among the Vai in Africa, concluded 

there was no pattern of cognitive functions shared by the 

most of the literate people in their study and no pattern of 

deficiences shared by the illiterates. Furthermore, Heath's 

(1983) ethnographic research in Ways With Words demonstrates 

the difficulty of ascribing either literacy or orality to a 

particular community (p. 230). Despite these difficulties 

with Ong's orality/literacy distinctions, claims about the 

effect of a lack of familiarity with writing on cognitive 

function have continued to be made. For instance, Farrell 

(1977) writes that "when open admissions students produced 

papers that are replete with redundancies, repititions, 

alliteration ••• cliches or stock expressions, they are 

signalling that they most likely come from a residually oral 

background" (p. 33) •. Even more striking is this claim from 

D'Angelo (1982): "the thinking of nonliterate • • • 

evidently does not advance beyond the level of what Piaget 

calls the stage of concrete operations" (155). In 1979, 

Lunsford wrote that Basic Writers "have not attained that 

level of cognitive development which would allow them to 

form abstractions or conceptions" (p. 38). Further 

discussion of the "inadequecies" of Basic writers' thought 

was added by Hays (1983), when she applied Perry's (1970) 

model of inte11etual and ethical development to students' 



texts. (For an analysis of the gender bias in the Perry 

[1970] model, see Chapter V of this study.) 
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The intent of these researchers was not to deny the 

validity or quality of Basic Writers' backgrounds or 

communicative modes; for instance, Ong (1978) points out 

that "our students from oral or residually oral cultures 

come not from an unorganized world, but from a world which 

is differently organized, in ways which can now be at least 

partly understood" (p. 53). His purpose in making the 

distinction between different kinds of orality, and 

describing what he says are the effects of literacy on the 

human brain, was to help teachers understand their students' 

needs and to suggest ways to meet those needs. Nonetheless, 

within these researchers' frameworks, the way that Basic 

Writers communicate and think are compared to the way that 

the formally educated culture communicates and thinks--and, 

of course, Basic Writers are seen as lacking. Despite Ong's 

desire that Basic Writers' ways of organizing the world be 

respected, in general Basic Writers' organizational schemata 

were seen as naive and immature--which, ironically, is an 

example of the kind of polarized thinking that Ong and 

others have criticized. 

Error Analysis 

Despite this deficiency model which followed 
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Shaughnessy's work, other research, particularly in the 

subject of errors, followed more closely Shaughnessy's view 

of Basic Writers as language learners rather than as 

inadequate communicators and thinkers. Shaughnessy's 

methodology had been borrowed from error analysis in second 

language acquisition research, a form of analysis based on 

the concept of inter language, or the systematic language 

system that approximates the target language. A key concept 

of inter language is that learner errors, rather than 

occurring randomly, are a result of learners attempting to 

find structure in the target language (Brown, 1987). For 

instance, many second language learners omit redundant 

linguistic information, such as the singular -s in the 

sentence Jane dines alone. The developing learner's 

language isseen as a system that will differ from the target 

language in regularized patterns (Selinker, 1972). 

This concept of error analysis was drawn on by Kroll and 

Schafer in 1978 in "Error-Analysis and the Teaching of 

Composition," in which the authors stated that, like 

Shaughnessy, "We have begun to view errors as exceptionally 

interesting clues about what is going on in our students' 

minds, as clues to the linguistic and cognitive processes 

that function unobserved" (p. 242). Kroll and Schafer 

suggested that teachers investigate the sources of their 

students' errors and then apply that knowledge to find ways 

to help students more successfully acquire the written 
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language. As an example, Kroll and Schafer explore various 

reasons for students omitting -~ from verbs and then suggest 

specific strategies (such as explanations of why students 

are making this error) for eradicating this error. Kroll 

and Schafer claim that error analysis is a process approach 

to learners' errors in that it focuses on learners' 

strategies rather than simply on learners' products. When 

errors are viewed as part of learners' processes, according 

to Kroll and Schafer, they are seen as beneficial--a sign 

that the learner is acquiring the written code. 

In "The Study of Error" (1980), Bartholmae extends Kroll 

and Schafer's description of error analysis by using other 

research in second language acquisition. He draws on 

Chomsky's (1965) distinction of competence, or individual 

acts of verbal behavior, and performance, or the individual 

capacity to abstract from acts of performance to develop 

system and order. By asking students to read aloud passages 

of texts they had written, Bartholmae found that students 

were able to correct many errors they had made in the text. 

He concluded that performance-based errors, made as a result 

of difficulties with the written language or with the actual 

physical process of writing, do not necessarily reflect 

students' general linguistic competence. 

Bartholmae also pointed out in this essay that error 

analysis is actually text analysis, or simply a part of the 

process of reading, and like any act of reading it is open 
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to different interpretations by different readers. For 

instance, this sentence from a student text, "Why do we have 

womens liberation and their fighting for Equal Rights ect. 

to be recognized not as a lady but as an Individual," was 

reconstructed differently by the readers in his study. (It 

was read as "Why do we have women's liberation and why are 

they fighting for Equal Rights? In order that women may be 

recognized not as ladies but as individuals." It was also 

read as "Why do we have women's liberation and their fight 

for equal rights, to be recognized not as a lady but as an 

individual?" (p. 265). Bartholmae writes: 

Error analysis, then, involves more than just making 

lists of the errors in a student essay and looking for 

patterns to emerge. It begins with the double 

perspective of text and reconstructed text and seeks to 

explain the difference between the two on the basis of 

whatever can be inferred about the meaning of the text 

and the pr ocess of creating it. (p. 265) 

This research on error analysis, then, has built upon 

Shaughnessy's original methodology of tracing patterns of 

student errors and exploring reasons for their sources and 

ways they could be eradicated. Errors are seen a part of 

the process of language learning, and as not truly 

indicative of students' linguistic competence. Moreoever, 

analysis of errors reveals information not only about the 

writer, but about the reader as well: interpreting errors is 
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a part of constructing meaning from a text in what Goodman 

(1970) calls a "psycholinguistic guessing game." As 

Williams (1981) points out, there's an important difference 

from reading like English teachers, with minds focused 

heavily on errors r and from reading like readers, with minds 

focused on interpreting meaning. Perhaps the best result of 

error analysis for Basic Writers is that by focusing on 

errors we can begin to focus on ways of constructing meaning 

through reading and writing. 

Basic Writers' Writing Processes 

Because Shaughnessy and other error analysts 

concentrated so closely on individual writers' texts, it was 

a natural movement from studying errors to studying other 

aspects of Basic Writers' writing, especially their writing 

processes. Research on writers' processes, of course, had 

been greatly influenqed by Emig's 1971 study, The Composing 

Processes of Twelfth Graders, the work which initiated 

research on composing processes in the 1970s. Based on case 

studies of high school students, Emig concluded her study by 

criticizing high school English teachers for being 

uninformed about composing processes, for giving assignments 

unrelated to students' lives, for focusing too much on error 

correction, and for not writing themselves. "School 

sponsored writing ••• is a limited, and limiting, 

experience," she concluded (p. 97). 
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These conditions that Emig describe in American high 

schools were similar to classes which later researchers 

(including Britton, 1975: Connors, 1981: Perl, 1979: Pianko, 

1979: Rose, 1983, 1984: Sommers, 1980) would claim help to 

create Basic Writers. Rose (1983) has described such classes 

as having little connection to other academic writing 

students must do, as being so focused on error that they 

inaccurately convey the complexities of writing processes, as 

separating reading and thinking from what is considered the 

"basic" skill of writing, and as conveying a narrow, 

artificial view of academic writing. Many students do receive 

good grades in these classes, but as Emig's (1970) 

description of a student named Lynn suggests, these 

"successful" students often perceive their school-sponsored 

writing as artificial and narrow. Emig's analysis of Lynn 

makes an interesting contrast to descriptions of unsuccessful 

Basic Writers in later case studies. 

First of all, Lynn came from a well-educated upper-middle 

class family (her mother, in fact, is a teacher). A star 

student, Lynn was also involved in extracurricular activities 

both in and outside of school. Lynn's writing behaviors were 

marked by both confidence and cynicism: she understands that 

her audience (her teachers) are most interested in technical 

correctness--spel1ing, handwriting, and a designated length 

(p. 73). As a result, Lynn chooses topics which are easiest 

to her--"extensive expository writing that does not require 
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the deep personal engagement of the writer." This is a form 

that Lynn has been previously taught, and which is 

"programmable" (p. 50). Although Lynn's writing process is 

recursive in that it consists of re-reading and 

reformulating (mostly on the sentence or word level), she 

never engages in any overall conceptual revision: "Lynn 

enters the material once and once only, from a given 

vantage1 and she does not go outside again to consider 

another route in" (p. 73). (Lynn is similar to successful 

12th grade writers in Bridwell's [1980] study, who had 

internalized many writing conventions to the extent that 

they could produce quality essays with few revisions.) Emig 

summarizes Lynn's attitude toward writing in this way: "Lynn 

is an extremely poised, assured, and open writer, 

occasionally skeptical about what she has done or plans to 

do, but never so negative about a specific piece of work nor 

of her ability in general that she stops trying in disgust 

or defeat" (pp. 63-64). Lynn is able to understand what 

teachers want--nonpersonal writing that is a certain length 

and and that is put into what is seen as a correct form. 

Profiles of Basic Writers, on the other hand, show 

students who are constricted and defeated by the same 

educational situation which Lynn was able to succeed 

in--albeit cynically. For instance, Perl's (1979) study of 

the composing pr ocesses of unskilled college wr i ters sho\,led 

students who were exteremely aware of what their audience 



(again, their teachers) demanded of them--correct writing. 

However, unlike Lynn, they were unable to correctly apply 

the rules they had been taught, or they were not 

sufficiently familiar with written language to be able to 

write fluently. For instance, Perl describes one student, 

Tony, and his struggles to write the way he thought he was 

supposed to write: 
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Through his years of schooling, Tony learned that there 

were sets of rules to be applied to one's writing, and 

he attempted to apply these rules of form to his prose. 

Often, though, the structures he produced were far more 

complicated than the simple set of proofreading rules he 

had at his disposal. He was therefore faced with 

applying the rule partially, discarding it, or 

attempting corrections through sound. None of these 

systems was completely helpful to Tony, and as often as 

a correction was ,made that improved the discourse, 

another was made that obscured it (p. 327). 

Like Lynn, Tony had been taught a truncated view of 

writing--outline, write, edit. Also like Lynn, he was very 

aware of what was expected of him--writing of a certain kind 

in a certain prescribed form. Perl writes, "the excitement 

of composing, of constructing and discovering meaning, is 

cut off almost before it has begun" (p. 334). But unlike 

Lynn, he was unable to read his writing as his readers 

would--to anticipate tht his language seemed confusing and 
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unfinished to another person. Perl says that the students 

in her study "wrote from an egocentric point of view" (p. 

332), but this was not because they were unaware that they 

needed to meet the demands of their readers. In fact, it 

was their unending attempts to meet those demands in ways 

that they had been taught that so limited their ability to 

meet the standards of their audience (and also create and 

communicate meaning, though neither students nor teachers 

seemed to feel this was the real purpose of school-sponsored 

writing). 

Of course, Perl is working with students from 

backgrounds very different from the students in Emig's 

study~ for instance, Tony is 20 years old, an ex-Marine 

living in New York City, a Puerto Rican born in the U. S. 

with Spanish as his second language. He left high school 

early, took a G.E.D., and at the time of Perl's study was 

working part-time to 'support a family. Tony was on the 

margins of the university, struggling to get inside, whereas 

Emig's Lynn grew up knowing how to be successful in 

education, how to make it. Both Tony and Lynn have the same 

view of what teachers want from them--but only Lynn knows 

how to give them what they want. 

Case studies of other Basic Writers have come to 

conclusions similar to Perl's about Basic writers' writing 

processes. Bridwell (1980) noted' that the poorer writers in 

her study either did hardly any revising at all or labored 
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through many spelling and punctuations changes as they 

rewrote. Similarly, Sommers (1980) concluded that the 

inexperienced writers in her study revised only at the end 

of their composing processes, and even then they make only 

minor changes in word choice and grammar. Pianko, in her 

1979 study of the composing processes of unskilled college 

writers, found that the writing processes for Basic Writers 

were much shorter in duration than for more successful 

writers because Basic Writers were not planning or 

rescanning as much in order to consider their how to make 

changes. These conclusions have been supported by Faigley 

and Witte's (1981) findings that student writers made 

meaning changes in their texts far less often than advanced 

writers did. Flower, Hayes, Carey, Schriver, & Stratman 

(1986) extended this research when they described expert and 

novice writers attempting to diagnose problems in their 

texts. They write that "the expert's diagnostic process 

defines the problem to be solved, calls for a vocabulary for 

analyzing it, and supplies strategies for solving it" (p. 

46). The novice writer, however, was able to sense that 

something was wrong in the text, but could not diagnose the 

problem or conceive of writing strategies to revise the 

text. Flower et ale write, "The novice writer ••• is 

bound to her text, rewriting by ear, rather than revising by 

design" (p. 46). 

This research into Basic Writers' writing processes has 
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sketched a clear, and perhaps oversimplified, image of the 

way Basic Writers tend to write: they do limited planning 

and rescanning; they are overly focused on their audience, 

who they feel are evaluators interested mostly in technical 

correctness; when they do revise, they focus mostly on 

trying to correct words or sentences. As a group, they are 

high apprehensive writers, generally from deprived 

educational backgrounds, from large urban settings, and from 

non-Anglo ethnic groups. 

It's important to note, however, that these 

generalizations corne from a small sample of students; as 

North (1987) remarks, Emig, in particular, makes sweeping 

generalizations based on her research of only eight twelfth 

graders during a summer vacation. Moreover, conclusions that 

Basic Writers tend to do little revision has sometimes been 

interpreted that the more revision, the better the 

quality--a proposition not supported by research by Bridwell 

(1980) or by Faigley and Witte (1981). Troyka has written 

that it is critical that Basic Writing teachers 

resist generalzing from small samples of basic writers. 

We need, for example, to avoid thinking that the writing 

processes of a few basic writers apply to all, that all 

basic writers must edit when we decide they should 

rather than when they want to, that all basic writers 

suffer from too much 'shoulds' or too much anxiety. We 

must start instead to describe with examples our student 
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populations when we write about basic writers. We must 

qualify our observations and thereby contribute to a 

fluid, creative exploration of what we do and how we 

can do it better. (p. 13) 

Flower and Hayes' Model of Writing Processes 

The work of Flower and Hayes has produced conclusions 

about writers' processes that build on the case studies just 

described. Based on extensive think-aloud protocals, Flower 

and Hayes produced a model of the composing process which 

includes what the researchers' posit is a comprehensive 

description of writing behaviors. In "A Cognitive Process 

Theory of Writing" (198la), Flower and Hayes present a model 

of writing which consists of three main parts: the "task 

environment" (including the rhetorical problem, which 

consists of topic, audience, and exigency): various writing 

processes, including.generating, planning, translating and 

monitoring ideas, and reviewing the text produced so far; 

and the writer's long-term memory, which consists of the 

writer's knowledge of topic, audience, and writing plans. 

To Flower and Hayes, writing involves distinct processes 

which are hierachically organized. For instance, as a 

writer attempts to"translate" (or compose) a particular 

idea, she might both plan the text that is to come and 

review the text produced so far. Thus, writing processes in 

Flower and Hayes' model are recursive, generative, and 
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goal-directed. 

within this model, Flower and Hayes distinguish between 

writing processes of writers they call "good" and "poor." 

They describe poor writers as having vague goals1 for 

instance, a poor writer will say her goal is "to appeal to a 

broad range of intellect," while a more successful writer 

will say it is to "give a brief history of my job" (p. 

379). At other times the goals of poor writers will be to 

simply correct spelling or finish a sentence, whereas better 

writers will have more meaning-based goals. Another 

difference between good and poor writers, according to 

Flower and Hayes, is that for the poor writer the text that 

is being written can dominate the writer's consciousness too 

much, so that instead of considering purpose or meaning, the 

writer focuses exclusively on form (p. 371). 

In "The Cognition of Discovery: Defining a Rhetorical 

Problem" (1980), Flower and Hayes point out that poor 

writers concentrate on form so much because they perceive 

the act of writing as a different rhetorical situation than 

a more effective writer does. By cataloguing phrases and 

sentences from writers' protocols, Flower and Hayes found 

that expert writers spent much more time analyzing and 

representing to themselves their audience and the assignment 

than novice wr i ters did. "Good wr i ters respond to all 

aspects of the rhetorical problem" (p. 29), which to Flower 

and Hayes means that good writers, when they compose, 
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consider and elaborate on the audience, the assignment, 

their goals, their persona, and the text. Poor writers, in 

contrast, represent to themselves the "problem" of the 

rhetorical situation as the "features and conventions of a 

written text, such as number of pages or magazine format" 

(p. 29). In general, expert writers explored the various 

aspects of the writing problem in both more depth and 

breadth than the poor writers, who tended to prematurely 

stop elaborating on their ideas. In conclusion, Flower and 

Hayes state that "good writers are simply solving a 

different problem than poor writers" (p. 30). Because "poor" 

writers see the writing situation in such a different way 

than "good" writers, they are probably not drawing on all of 

their rhetorical skills as they write. 

Because Flower and Hayes' model of writing is so 

comprehensive, it draws on more aspects of composing than 

much of the more limited case study research just 

described. For instance, the Flower and Hayes model 

examines in depth the role of idea generation, goal 

formation, and audience considerations, and relates them to 

the entire writing context. However, as with the case study 

research, there is the danger that Basic Writers will be 

forever portrayed in terms of how they "measure up" to 

Flower and Hayes' conception of composing--though Flower and 

Hayes' purpose was to describe writing behaviors, not assess 

them. In the words of Bizzell (1983), "such research 
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[concerning the differences between successful and 

unsuccessful writers] might lead to use of the Flower-Hayes 

model as a Procrustean bed for studennts' necessarily 

diverse composing processes" (p. 57). 

Another limitation of a purely cognitive approach to 

writing processes is that it doesn't, on the whole, deal 

with dimensions of language that are not entirely 

cognitive. Although cognitivists have drawn on the work of 

Vygotsky (1934/1986), who traced the social development of 

language, their research has not generally dealt with the 

socio/political issues implicit in writing instruction. 

Berthoff was one of the earliest critics of a cognitivist 

view of language. In the "The Problem of Problem Solving" 

(1971), she criticizes the "technologists of learning" with 

their approaches "which are politically not above suspicion" 

(p. 237). Problem-solving, she warns, does not involve the 

symbolic nature of language, the ways human beings make 

meaning. She writes 

The revolutionary intellectual discoveries of our time 

which bear most importantly on the psychology of 

learning are that the unconscious is linguistic and that 

implicit in the act of knowing is the potentiality for 

social change: but neither Levi-Strauss nor Paulo 

Freire will find a place on a list of prob1em-

solvers. (p. 241) 

To her, the cognitivists are solving the problems 
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writing in a vacuum, without considering the problems in the 

social/political contexts of students', teachers', and 

researchers' lives. Similarly, James Berlin (1988) has 

criticized the cognitivists for focusing entirely on a 

scientific examination of composing in which "the real is 

the rational" (p. 482). This emphasis, he writes, precludes 

the cognitivists from questioning why they are teaching 

writing: "it is possible • • • to see this rhetoric as 

being eminently suited to appropriation by the proponents of 

a particular ideological stance, a stance consistent with 

the modern college's commitment to preparing students for 

the world of corporate capitalism" (p. 482). By ignoring the 

political implications of writing--by depicting 

problem-solving as an individual rather than a social 

act--the cognitivists have made themselves vulnerable to 

those concerned with socio-political issues. Basic writers, 

in particular, need to be examined from various 

perspectives--social and political as well as cognitive--in 

order to be understood. 

ESL Composition 

Before discussing in more depth the social and political 

aspects of Basic Writing which have been explored in the 

1980s, it is necessary to consider an aspect of composition 

which is often considered a part of Basic Writing: ESL 

composition. Because so many Basic Writers come from 



backgrounds where English is not the dominant language, in 

essence many of them have English as an additional 

language. Other students might have English as their 

primary language, but at the same time are communicant in 

another language which may be spoken at home. Still other 

students are completely fluent in two or more languages. 
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The variety of language backgrounds becomes even more 

complicated when modes of communication are considered. For 

instance, a student may be conversant in English, but not 

literate in English; this same student may be fluent in both 

oral and written forms of another language. Similarly, 

another ESL composition student might not be literate in her 

first language. Clearly, these differences in backgrounds 

produce students with diverse needs that must be met. 

No matter what their backgrounds, ESL students are often 

included among Basic Writers for various reasons. One 

reason simply may be ,institutional: a school may not have 

the resources or interest to give separate classes to these 

students. Another reason is that an school may prefer to 

mainstrain ESL students--be they American minority students 

or International students--for the sake of not segregating a 

group of students from the student body. 

However, are ESL writers really Basic Writers? The 

development of ESL composition research has generally 

followed Ll composition research closely. This is partly 

because ESL composition research, being a fairly new area, 
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borrowed greatly upon previous research. But this is also 

because ESL composition research has corne to 

conc1usions--and dealt with controversies--very similar to 

conclusions and controversies in the field of Basic Writing. 

The connection between first- and second-language 

composition was claimed by Vivian Zame1 in 1976 in "Teaching 

Composition in the ESL Classroom: What We can Learn from 

Research in the Teaching of English." In this article, she 

criticizes a skills approach to writing which had dominated 

ESL composition classrooms for some time, in which students 

wrote "controlled compositions" in order to practice certain 

language forms instead of communicate meaning. After 

summarizing work by Emig (1971), Murray (1968), and Elbow 

(1973), Zame1 suggested their expressionist, 

process-centered approaches be used in ESL classrooms: "By 

the time our students are ready to write compositions, that 

is, create and express their own thoughts and ideas in the 

second 1anguae, they need the same kind of instruction that 

students in English classrooms need" (p. 76). Zamel 

continued this advocacy in "Writing: The Process of 

Discovering Meaning" (1982), in which she emphasized again 

the need to make creativity and communication, not correct 

form, the focus of the ESL composition classroom. Zame1's 

emphasis on revision is demonstrated in her (1983) case 

studies of six advanced ESL composition students: she found 

that the better writers made more global, conceptual 



revisions, spent more time exploring ideas, and were more 

conscious of their audience and purpose; the less skilled 

writers, on the other hand, were more focused on producing 

correct language forms and were more apprehensive and less 

confident writers. Little evidence, however, was presented 

to justify these claims. 
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Because of this research, a model of less skilled ESL 

writers began to emerge that was very similar to the model 

of Basic Writers produced by Perl (1979), Pianko (1979), 

Sommers (1980), and Flower and Hayes (1980, 1981b). Both 

kinds of writers were depicted as perceiving their audience 

as evaluators interested primarily in correctness--which had 

often been the case. Both kinds of writers, moreover, 

lacked confidence, misapplied rules, and struggled to 

produce every word. Raimes' (1985) case studies of ESL 

writers, however, found that both the more advanced and less 

advanced writers did ,conceptual revisions throughout their 

writing processes, and that neither group of students was 

overly concerned with errors. This study, however, was 

marred by incomplete data and confusing directions about 

audience and purpose, though the data was nonetheless more 

carefully tabulated and reported than in Zamel's (1983) case 

studies. 

Perhaps because of the limited number of studies about 

ESL composition, the inadequate data that were presented, 

and the over-reliance on Ll composition research, a 
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meaning-based approach to ESL composition that focused on 

revision was met with controversy. The main concern was 

that this methodology would not adequately prepare students 

for academic writing tasks. For instance, Horowitz (1986) 

claimed that the "process-oriented" approach fails to 

prepare students for essay examinations, oversimplifies 

writing tasks, forces students to learn inductively, and 

dogmatically requires all writers to write one 

way--recursively and with much revision. Clearly, Horowitz 

was reacting to a stereotyped version of "the writing 

process," in which "good" writers write only about what 

interests them (1. e., personal topics) and revise 

extensively and in depth, while "bad" writers choose topics 

that don't interest them (i.e., are impersonal and 

abstract), write outlines, fix errors, and never revise. 

Ideally, of course, teachers can find ways to enable their 

students to write about their concerns while at the same 

time conforming to academic standards. 

In response to objections such as Horowitz's, Diaz 

(1986) pointed out the connection between second language 

acquisition research, which stresses the communicative 

functions of language, and writing approaches (such as the 

process approach) which also focus on making meaning in a 

communictive context. In fact, Raimes' (1983) "Tradition 

and Revolution in ESL Teaching" (borrowed from Hairston's 

[1982] description of a shift in Ll composition) 
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demonstrates how various aspects of second-language research 

are challenging a behaviorist approach to learning in order 

to explore conceptual and creative functions of language. 

Connor's (1987) embracing of both product and process in 

composition also has helped to clarify the field; Connor 

points out that both text-b~sed methodologies and 

process-oriented methodologies are concerned with 

interactions between writer and reader, interactions that 

involve making and interpreting meaning. Finally, Zame1 

(1987) suggests that ESL pedagogy needs to be more concerned 

with the discourse communities of its students and with 

helping students--and teachers--exp1ore and challenge that 

community. Drawing on ethnographic studies by Edelsky 

(1982), Ammon (1985), and Diaz (1985), Zamel points out the 

tensions that exist between school-based literacies and the 

1iteracies that students bring with them to the classroom 

and advocates teachers and students collaborating on 

ethnographic research on communication in various settings. 

She writes: 

By participating with our students in their own 

exploration, we are more likely to discover why our 

students write the way they do and what behaviors and 

strategies are employed, behaviors and strategies that 

remain hidden in a written text. (p. 710) 

(A more thorough discussion of studies on student's 

literacies outside the classr'oom \'li1l appear later in this 
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chapter.) 

Consequently, ESL cmposition has traveled a road similar 

to one traveled by Basic Writing: from case studies of 

writers, to reification of a certain kind of writer, to 

reaction to this stereotyping, to recognition of other 

dimensions of writing, in particular the development of 

literacy in different settings and between various groups of 

people. 

Social and Cultural Contexts for Basic Writing 

In Errors and Expectations, Shaughnessy wrote about the 

social and cultural contxts for writing when she discussed 

the clash of cultures that occurred as Basic Writers entered 

the university. She writes that the Basic Writers she 

studied, "neglected by the dominant society," have 

nonetheless had their own worlds to grow up in and they 

arrive on our campuses as young adults, with opinions 

and language and plans already in their minds. College 

both beckons and threatens them, offering to teach them 

useful ways of thinking and talking about the world, 

promising even to improve the quality of their lives, 

but threatening at the same time to take from them 

their distinctive ways of interpreting the world, to 

assimilate them into the culture of academia without 

acknowledging their experience as outsiders. (p. 292) 

Of course, all students entering a university are 



outsiders at the beginningi every institution has its own 

patterns of behavior which newcomers must master. But to 

many Basic Writers, entering the university--or simply 

formal schooling in general--can threaten their sense of 

identity which has been fostered by their cultural and 

linguistic attachments. 

An example of this kind of threat to identity is in 

Richard Rodriguez' (1982) autobiography, Hunger of Memory: 
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The Education of Richard Rodgriguez. Rodriguez describes 

the paralyzing confusion he felt when he first heard 

someone--a teacher--name him in English: "The nun said, in 

a friendly but oddly impersonal voice, 'Boys and girls, this 

is Richard Rodriguez.' (I heard her sound out: Rich-heard 

Road-ree-guess.)" (p. 11). The traumatic confusion of the 

young child, leaving his home culture and entering the 

public world, is a part of everyone's journey to adulthood, 

as Rodriguez points qut. Every child learns to leave behind 

what Rodriguez calls the "language of intimacy," the idiom 

peculiar to every family. (Bernstein [1971] has also 

compared the private linguistic codes of families with the 

codes used in public settings.) But the problems of 

learning a new culture and a new language that Rodriguez 

describe make this journey threatening to personal 

identity--a threat familiar to many Basic Writers in a 

university classroom. Here, for example, is Rodriguez's 



description of his struggle to speak Spanish after English 

has become his dominant language: 

An essential glue was missing whenever I'd try to 

connect words to form sentences. I would be unable to 

break a barrier of sound, to speak freely. I would 

speak, or try to speak, Spanish, and I would manage to 

utter halting, hiccuping sounds that betrayed my 

unease. (p. 28) 
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This process sounds similar to Shaughnessy's description of 

Basic Writers as they try to write Standard Edited English, 

with the "line that moves haltingly across the page, 

exposing as it goes all that the writer doesn't know " . . . 
(p. 7). Rodriguez, attempting to learn English, and then, 

later, attempting to speak Spanish, experiences "a disabling 

confusion" (p. 28)~ Shaughnessy describes Basic Writers as 

paralyzed by confusion (p. 10). Clearly, for many Basic 

Writers, entering higher education means experiencing 

dissonance between forms of thinking and communicating that 

seriously impedes their success in the academic culture 

while at the same time threatening their languages and 

cultures outside the classroom. 

To Rodriguez, the answer to his "disabling confusion" is 

assimilation at the expense of his past~ he writes that 

leaving behind his Mexican culture was a necessary part of 

growing up, of becoming a public person, as painful as that 

process was. However, this is not a satisfactory answer to 
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many others, who are unwilling and/or unable to leave behind 

their language and culture in order to succeed in the 

dominant society. Surely a more worthwhile and humane goal 

for the profession, other than aiming for complete 

assimilation of Basis Writers, is to help Basic Writers gain 

access to the academy without sacrificing the cultural, 

linguistic, and personal identities they bring with them--if 

this is possible. Bizzell (1987) has noted: 

The problem ••• is whether the acquisition of academic 

literacy, because it carries with it the political power 

of its origins in the privileged social classes, will 

crowd out whatever other cultural literacies students 

bring to school, unfairly devaluing and perhaps 

eventually extirpating them (p. 134). 

In fact, in the words of David Bartholomae (1979), true 

literacy "requires the ability to work within and against 

the languages of a closed, privleged discourse" (p. 78). In 

other words, students can learn to not simply accept the 

institution, but to challenge it: to learn its language and 

to defy it. To Freire, "pedagogy is an act of knowing • • • 

The educator's role is to propose problems about the 

codified existential situations in order to help the 

learners arrive at a more and more critical view of their 

reality" (p. 167). 

The concept of "literacy," then, is much more than a 

"Back to the Basics" movement--mastering the prestige 
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dialect of a society (Goody, 1977). It's also more than 

learning how to communicate and think in our modern, 

high-tech society, as Ong (1978) claimed. It's more than 

learning the dominant society's canon of knowledge deemed 

necessary for educated people (Hirsch, 1987). To be literate 

is to not be simply "functionally literate," but to be 

"critically literate" as well (Bizzell, 1987): to challenge 

and change the dominant society, not to simply accept it as 

is. 

But how does one teach Basic writers to be critically 

literate? One problem is that the meaning of "critical 

literacy" is open to interpretation; the political views of 

the teacher can easily become the content of the course. An 

example of this situation is in Coles and Wall's (1987) 

"Conflict and Power in the Reader-Responses of Adult Basic 

Writers," in which the authors describe a "strategy of 

identifcation" used to enable their Basic Writers to 

maintain their own personal histories within the academy. 

Developing the theme of "work," the authors use texts such 

as Terkel's Working (1972) and Coles and Coles' Women of 

Crisis (1980) to help their students to "move out of the 

isolation enforced by the ideology of individualism and to 

see themselves as related in signficiant ways to people who 

are other than themselves" (p. 309-310). In other words, 

the authors want their students to use reading and writing 

to understand their place and relationship in their 
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society--certainly a worthy endeavor. 

However, some of the authors' examples indicate that 

they wish their students to reach only certain conclusions. 

For instance, they write that some students do not 

understand that, as one of their students put it, "the 

middle-class working world to which they aspire 'is a 

political ballgame that's structured for a selected few'" 

(p. 311). They label as an "inverted reading" a student's 

response to a text in which the student declared that 

limited opportunities for women and minorities are hurdles 

for the "truly determined." Students such as this one, they 

write, "'translate' the binds of the workplace into happy 

opportunities, sometimes reversing the explicit argument of 

the text before them" (p. 311). Clearly, the authors are 

displeased with some of the interactions their students are 

having with the text. This violates Fish's notion that "the 

object of critical attention is the structure of the 

reader's experience, not any 'objective'structure to be 

found in the work itself" (Eagleton, 1983, p. 85). 

Similarly, Rosenblatt (1938) has espoused the need for 

teachers to appreciate the richness and validity of what 

students bring to the texts. While a certain amount of bias' 

is inevitable in any classroom, the danger of propogandizing 

can be especially evident in classrooms that try to teach 

students to challenge the system--in case the students are 

supposed to challenge the system in a certain way. (A less 
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biased approach to the theme of work is Shorts "Reinventing 

Daily Life" [1977]~ a similar approach is also used in 

Hoffman's HUusing the Letters, Diaries, and Oral Testimonies 

of Ordinary People to Teach Writing" [1982].) 

One of the most influential Basic Writing courses in 

the 1980s, developed by David Bartholomae and Anthony R. 

Petrosky at the University of Pittsburgh, also attempts to 

use reader response theory to teach critical literacy. As 

described in Facts, Artifacts, and Counter facts (1986), this 

course enables students to assume the roles of university 

students without giving up their personal histories, 

languages, and cultures in the process. The crux of the 

course is reading. To Bartholmae and Petrosky, reading is 

always "misreadings" (to use Culler's [1982] terminology); 

in other words, instead of reading being a simple 

transmission of knowledge, it's the construction and 

intepretation of meaning in a specific situation at a 

certain point in time. Basic Writers, say Bartholmae and 

Petroksy, being on the margins of the the university (and 

often society), are often excluded from this interpretation 

and construction of meaning because they lack the "text of 

our common culture" (p. 281). The way that reading is often 

taught, as a search for a "controlling idea," robs 

marginalized students of power because they often do not 

share the kind of knowledge that enables them to pick out 

this "controlling idea." "The pedagogy of the 'controlling 



54 

idea ••• is not a neutral technology" (p. 281). Instead, 

Bartholmae and Petrosky suggest allowing students to be in 

control of reading--to explore their own transactions of 

the text, to learn how to play the "role" of the reader, to 

be empowered by this process. By allowing students to 

engage in a dialectic with texts, to transform the text into 

something meaningful to them, Bartholmae and Petrosky can 

attempt to help students to establish their own authority 

within the confines of the institution. 

Another way to help to enable Basic writers to 

establish authority within the institution is to have them 

study its language practices--not as students who need to 

imitate these practices, but as ethnographers studying 

language uses of people in different rhetorical 

situations--at home, work, and school. In Heath's (1983) 

ethnographic study of language use in the Piedmont 

Carolinas, teachers teach students to become their own 

ethnographers so that both students and teachers can learn 

about different kinds of language use in a variety of social 

settings. For instance, Heath writes that the students' 

study of folk and scientific discourse allowed them to 

"contrast the familiar, their own community's ways of 

speaking and ways of living, with the unfamiliar, those of 

science texts and teachers" (p. 126). This kind of study 

might enable students to view academic discourse as one kind 

of text, just as their discourse at home is another kind of 
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text. In a sense, a Basic Writing class of this nature would 

be a true class in rhetoric, with students examining, 

comparing, and practicing different kinds of communication 

and ways of making knowledge. 

Audience and Basic Writers 

When a Basic Writing class becomes a truly rhetorical 

situation--when writers and readers work together to 

construct and interpret meaning--then the nature of audience 

also changes. Bruffee (1983) has pointed out how our 

"traditional" (or classical) views of writing led to a 

situation where "the writer must infer the reader's 

interest, needs, tasks, and biases: analyze them: and then 

choose rhetorical tactics accordingly" (p. 565). However, 

Bruffee points out that this traditional view of the 

rhetorical situation was a result of seeing the writer as an 

individual meaning-maker rather than a social communicator. 

As Vygotsky (1978) noted, speech starts out for all humans 

as a social activity; later, with maturity, this socialized 

speech becomes internalized thought. Thus, 

even as adults working silently and alone, because 

thought is internalized speech used instrumentally, we 

are in fact always engaged in a process that is 

intrinsically collaborative: we work together whether 

we work together or apart. (Bruffee, 1983, p. 568) 

This concept of collaborative communication, then, 
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means that rather than have an adversaria1 approach to one's 

audience, we interact with them (even if they aren't 

immediately present). Ong's claim that "the writer's 

audience is always a fiction" (1975) implies that we 

imagine, based on the writing context and our experience 

writing, how our audience will respond, and our imagined 

audience shapes our discourse accordingly. But as Gage 

(1984) has written, Ong's fictionalized audi~nce is "a 

collective of minds" (p. 163), rather than an individual 

whose likes, dislikes, biases, and so on must be analyzed by 

the individual writer. Reading and writing are social 

activities in which readers and writers engage in 

dialectical discourses, questioning, confirming, pondering, 

and so on. One's audience is not passive; instead, whether 

it is real, imagined, or recreated from past experiences, it 

engages the writer, and changes the writer's text, thoughout 

the act of composing •. 

Rubin and Raforth (1989) summarize these different views 

of audience by distinguishing betwe~n four types of social 

construction processes. "Audience" can represent social 

constructs (such as an evaluative teacher) that writers 

shpae their texts to accommodate. "Audience" can also 

signify writers' invoking social contexts for their readers, 

as, for example, when letter writers use formal or informal 

salutations, depending upon the rhetorical context. 

"Audience" can also refer to the roles writers and readers 



assume in a particular discourse community--to the writing 

community, for instance, that students in Basic ~vriting 

classes are attempting to become a part of. Finally, 

writers and their audiences can be seen from a more 

political perspective~ societies define "literacy" in 

certain ways to include some people and exclude others. 

Ultimately, writers have the potential to change this view 

of literacy and, thus, to transform society. 
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In general, research on Basic writers has dealt with all 

four concepts of audience. Cognitive research has 

demonstrated that Basic Writers see their audience as 

evaluative rather than as collaborative. Shaughnessy 

(1977), Perl (1979), Sommers, (1980), and Rose (1980, 1984) 

all describe Basic writers whose sense of their 

teacher-as-evaluator audience inhibits their desire and 

ability to communicate. Rose (1980) describes the kind of 

writer's block that develops from students who feel their 

audience is an evaluator whom they cannot please. In 

contrast, he describes successful student writers as being 

able to "seek out, interpret, and apply feedback on their 

rules, plans, and productions" (p. 398). In other words, 

these effective writers were able to approach their audience 

(their teachers), ask questions, and apply what they were 

told to their texts. They felt confident enough to engage 

in some sort of dialectic (even if their audience was simply 

focusing on form, rther than content). On the other hand, 



the unsuccessful writers were reluctant to approach their 

audience because they were afraid of their teachers. 

Moreover, because they were confused about their teachers' 

expectations, they were unable to imagine an audience that 

would allow them to effectively compose. 
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Courses such as those conducted by Bartholmae and 

Petrosky at the University of Pittsburgh aim to help 

students see their audience as collaborators rather than as 

evaluators. For instance, Bartholomae and Petroksy 

generally organize each discussion around students' writing, 

so that students become each other's readers and writers; as 

Bartholomae and Petrosky write, "By means of these classes, 

students learn how to become (and imagine) both audience 

and participants" in these discussions" (p. 297). With 

these workshops and specific readings (on one theme, such as 

adolescence), "students discover academic discourse from the 

inside" (p. 301). This collaborative view of audience, 

then, can help students to gain access to the academy--to 

appropriate, rather than be appropriated by, the discourse 

community (Bartholomae, 1986). 

Needed Research in Basic Writing 

As this literature review has shown, until recently, 

the bulk of research in Basic Writing investigated writers' 

errors, writers' composing processes, and writers' 

(generally negative) attitudes toward writing situations. 
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Much of this research (including Perl [1979], Pianko [1979], 

Sommers [1980], and Flower and Hayes [1981]) used case study 

methodolgy, relying on interviews and think-aloud protocols. 

Case studies on Basic Writers continue to explore these same 

issues. For instance, a dissertation by Bertch (1982) 

explores writers' processes in terms of interpretations of 

writing tasks, while another dissertation by Gay (1984) 

stresses the influence of teachers' attutudes toward writing 

on students' attitudes. Dissertation studies on ESL writers 

have explored similar areas, and, in general, reached 

similar conclusions concerning writing processes and 

students' attitudes. For instance, in case studies of L2 

writers conducted by Brooks (1985), Diaz (1985), Johnson 

(1985) and Martin-Betancourt (1986), the importance of 

process-oriented classrooms in enhancing L2 writers' 

development and confidence was stressed. 

The advantage of , case study research with Basic Writers 

is that it takes into account part of the context of 

students' lives; as North (1987) has put it, 

"[c]linicians ••• are concerned with what is unique and 

particular in some unit within a population ••• but they 

also bring to bear on their investigations all that they 

know about the larger population of which that unit is a 

part" (p. 200). Thus, case studies offer more in-depth 

investigations of individuals than most ethnographic 

research, but at the same time encompassing some of the 



contextual situations (teacher and peer interactions, 

previous literacy experiences, and so on) that are so 

central to naturalistic research. 
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So far, case study research in Basic Writing has been 

conducted primarly on cognitive concerns. Social-cultural 

views of Basic Writing have been mostly philosphical in 

nature (such as Freire's [1968] The Pedagogy of the 

Oppressed) or concerned with applying a philosphy of 

language and learning to a curriculum (as in Bartholomae and 

Petroksy's [1986] Facts, Artifacts and Counterfacts). This 

philosphy and curriculum, however, need to be examined in 

light of what actually happens to students in the classroom 

and to students' lives outside the classroom. 

Research on young ESL writers has explored what happens 

to these children in and out of school in light of 

philosophical and curricular reforms which have made 

children's linguistic and cultural backgrounds part of the 

classroom. For example, Urzua (1986) used case study 

methodology to explore students' responses to literacy 

events in classrooms, and to examine their language uses at 

home to see how they affect what happens in the classroom. 

Edelsky (1986) studied ESL children's written products in 

conjunction with other data which included children's 

literacy backgrounds. Kitigawa (1989) became an 

ethnographer of her students' writing development in order 

to learn about their developing sense of the power of 



writing. In general, these case studies on young ESL 

writers demonstrated the tensions between the children's 

language backgrounds and the demands of school writing. 
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Similar tensions are explored in several recent 

dissertations on Basic Writers in universities or community 

colleges. For instance, Buddemeirer (1982) positioned 

himself as a Basic Writer when he enrolled in a community 

college Basic Writing classroom; the collaboration between 

this researcher and one of the other students in the class 

helped the student writer to take "ownership" of his writing 

as he learned to write for an academic audience. In 

Epling's (1983) and Gutierrez's (1988) studies, students 

wrote about their lives outside the classroom (their "out of 

class culture"), which helped to increase their confidence 

and writing growth. James (1988) saw her Basic Writing 

students as essentially "aliens" in academia, and the role 

of the teacher as being a cultural interpreter, while the 

students in DeMario's (1988) study were given the chance to 

appropriate the language of the classroom through the ways 

they created to discuss reading and writing assignments. 

These disserttions on Basic writers explore the 

relationships between students' cultures and languages and 

the culture(s) and language(s) of the writing classrooms 

they encounter. By "reading" students' lives both inside 

and outside the university, these researchers have reached 

important conclusions about ways to empower students--



empower not in the sense of giving them power they don't 

have, but empower in the sense of enabling students to use 

their own power--their languages, cultures, beliefs, 

identities--that they bring with them to the classroom. 
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However, more studies are needed that examine more 

closely aspects of Basic writers' experiences in academic 

classrooms. To begin, the concept of "academic discourse 

community" needs to be explored more closely, for as Harris 

(1989) has pointed out, there is no single language of the 

academy--languages compete in the academy as much as they do 

in any other situation. After all, academecians in various 

fields often cannot understand each others' discourse. The 

dichotomy that is often mentioned between students' 

languages and "the language" of the academy is an distorted 

one--students encounter a number of discourse communities in 

the range of classes and fields they experience in their 

university careers. 

Moreover, ways of helping students' develop metalingustic 

(and meta-rhetorical) awareness need to be examined more 

thoroughly. Heath's (1983) work in which students became 

ethnographers of the language use they encountered in their 

school, home, and communities demonstrated the power that 

this kind of research can give students--in a sense, they 

are encouraged to become rhetoricians of the languages they 

know and are learning. Instead of learning one particular 

kind of language, students reflect on languages of all 
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kinds. 

Additionally, close examinations of students' texts need 

to be done in order to assess the success of pedagogies that 

attempt to teach critical literacy, or to help students 

succeed in universities on their own terms. So far textual 

analyses of students' errors and of students' revisions have 

been done (for example, Shaughnessy [1977], Perl [1979], but 

more textual study is needed to determine if 

self-empowerment pedagogies are truly successful in helping 

students learn to write academic English (once "academic 

English" has been carefully defined). 

Finally, the relationship between students' sense of 

their audience and students' ability to succeed on their own 

terms in their writing classrooms needs further 

examination. Bartholomae and Petrosky (1983) have suggested 

that students need to see their readers as collaborators 

rather than as evaluators--to see reading and writing as a 

dialectical process of exploring, constructing, and 

interpreting meaning. However, close examination of Basic 

Writers' actually attempting to see their audience in this 

perspective is lacking. 

My study gives preliminary responses to these concerns 

about Basic Writing in these four ways: 

1) The discourse community of the classroom will be 

carefully defined according to criteria established by the 

university which the students attended. These criteria will 
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include standards for determining the quality of writing and 

for assessing writing level and development. 

2) The pedagogy used in the study entailed students' 

examining literacy practices in their own lives and in 

various other rhetorical situations. Thus, students were 

given the opportunity to reflect on different ways of making 

and communicating meaning. 

3) The criteria of the community of this particular 

classroom will be used to determine the extent to which 

students' writing "improved," or became better according to 

these pre-established standards. 

4) The students' texts (written before and after the class) 

will be used, along with interviews, protocols, and 

questionnaires, to examine how students viewed their 

audience in this writing community--if, in fact, students 

felt they were communicating in a meaning-making (or 

meaningful) way with·their readers, or if they were 

primarily conforming to pre-established standards which 

their readers would then evaluate. The concept of 

"audience," then, can consist of conformity to a certain 

context, or it can consist of communication and change in a 

certain context, or it can consist of a combination of these 

dynamics. 
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Chapter III 

Description of Inquiry, Context, and Analysis 

I begin this chapter by explaining the epistemological 

assumptions upon which this study is based. I then discuss 

the academic discourse community for this study: the class 

that the students took and I taught. This discussion will 

include placement procedures, the kinds of texts the 

students wrote, and the pedagogical methods I used to help 

the students write those texts. Next, I describe the 

students whom I selected for my case studies. Finally, I 

detail the kinds of data I collected from my students and 

describe procedures for analyzing the data to answer my 

three research questions. 

Research Epistemology 

In "Inquiry Para~igms and Writing," Emig (l983a) 

contrasts positivist inquiry with phenomenological 

inquiry. According to Emig's interpretation, 

positivist-based research generalizes its results to related 

or similar populations because it attempts to study 

phenomena outside of their context or setting. Positivist 

research also assumes that entities can be studied 

objectively and that the process of observation does not 

significantly modify that which is being studied. In 

contrast, a phenomenological perspective assumes that the 



process of observation will change that which is being 

observed, attempts to focus on the entire context of the 

phenomena in question, and acknowledges the inevitability 

and legitimacy of multiple perspectives concerning the 

subject being studied. Emig uses Mischler's (1979) 

explanation to summarize the phenomenological viewpoint: 
I 
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The persepctive of the observer is intertwined with the 

phenomenon which does not have objective 

characteristics independent of the observer's 

perspective and methods. Further, it contains multiple 

truths, each of which will be revealed by a shift in 

perspective, method, or purpose. Since reality is 

knowable in an infinite number of ways, many equally 

valid descriptions are possible. The choice among 

them depends on the purposes of the investigator and 

the focus of the investigation. (Emig, 1983a, p. 162) 

The design of this study has been influenced by this 

phenomenological perspective: I thoroughly describe the 

context in which the study takes place, explain (according 

to my perspective) the ways in which the students in 

question responded to the process of examination, and do not 

claim that my conclusions are generalizable or that another 

researcher would replicate them. Moreover, the study is 

characteristic of qualitative descriptive research in that 

it attempts to discover and define important variables which 

can then be studied in further research (Lauer & Asher, 
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1988). In epistemology and design, this study is similar to 

two landmark case studies, The Composing Processes of Twelth 

Graders (1971) and Graves' "An Examination of the Writing 

Processes of Seven-Year-Old Children" (1975), as well as 

many later case studies which these landmark examinations 

influenced (such as Brooke & Hendrick, 1989; Perl, 1979; 

Ritchie, 1989; Roth, 1987; Selfe, 1984.) 

My phenomenological epstemology led me to not assess 

interrater reliability between the outside readers. This 

aspect of my methodology is a break with what is often 

recommended in case study research. For example, in their 

influential explanation of research techniques in 

composition, Lauer and Asher (1988) recommend assessing 

rater agreement as a means of establishing reliability for a 

study. From a phenomenological perspective, however, 

agreement between observers will never truly occur, as no 

two observers will perceive an entity in the same way. 

Reader-response theory also suggests that no two readers 

will respond to the same texts in the same way (Bleich, 

1975; Rosenblatt, 1988). As my analysis of the data will 

reveal, the outside readers often came to similar 

conclusions about the students, and these similar 

conclusions are useful to my analysis. Their disagreements, 

however, are even more important, as they allow me to 

discuss the different, and often conflicting, perspectives 

on Basic Writers which teachers and researchers hold. 

----~ .. --- ---' - - -----~--- -
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My phenomenological perspective also led me to examine 

my own students rather than observe another teacher's class 

or study the students outside of an authentic classroom 

setting. One reason for this choice was my desire to 

describe as fully as possible the pedagogical context of the 

class to which these students were responding. Kantor 

(1984) has noted: 

What has been lacking in many composition studies is a 

picture of the educational context: the conditions 

under which students write, the methods and styles 

of teachers; the personalities, attitudes, and 

learning processes of students and the many 

interactions among these variables. (p. 72) 

It is true, of course, that a researcher can examine 

these contexts without actually participating in them; in 

fact, by being an observer only, a researcher can limit her 

bias. After all, "the observer is part of the context being 

observed, and he both modifies and is influenced by this 

context" (Schwartz & Schwartz, 1955/1969, p. 89). This 

modification and influence will be tempered by the 

observer's social background and theoretical preconceptions 

(Vidich, 1955). Yet as North (1987) points out, an 

advantage of participant observation is precisely this 

involvement with the context, for "the object [of this kind 

of investigation] is to gain some understanding of an 

alternative imaginative universe by coming, through a kind 
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of gradual immersion, to inhabit it" (p. 294). In other 

words, the participant observer uses her consciousness as a 

methodology to understand how a group of people have 

constructed and communicated knowledge. Diesing (1971) has 

written that in case study research in particular, "the 

personality of the investigator and his relations with the 

people he is studying are an essential source of 

understanding" (p. 147). I believe that my interactions with 

my students help to clarify and enrich my understanding of 

them. Furthermore, as the students' teacher, I was able to 

observe every day and in detail their resistance and 

accommodation to my demands, and to note my reactions to 

their responses. It was important that I be aware of the 

nuances of our interactions with each other because they 

helped to define the discourse community of the classroom. 

Another reason for studying my own students was purely 

pragmatic. In my view, the students would have felt 

uncomfortable and confused by the presence of a stranger who 

wanted to study how they were doing in the class. However, 

since I was their teacher, they assumed--correctly--that my 

attempt to understand their reactions to the course was a 

natural part of my teaching process. 

Context of Study 
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University of Arizona New Start Summer Program. All of 

my students in this summer school class were part of the New 

Start Program, which was established in 1969 by the 

University of Arizona in order to help recruit and retain 

minority students. The goal of the program is to ease the 

transition from high school to college. Participants in the 

program are regularly admitted incoming freshmen who 

demonstrate financial need or who are members of minority 

ethnic groups, including Hispanic, Afro-American, Native 

American, or Asian. During the six-week summer activities, 

students enroll in university classes, attend a six-week 

orientation session, and take part in academic 

skills-building workshops. Approximately 400 students take 

part each summer in the New Start Program (Vasquez, 1987). 

Placement Procedures. New Start students can enroll in 

either a math or a composition class; both the math and 

composition classes reflect different skills levels. The 

Basic Writing course at the University of Arizona is English 

100; after completing this course, students advance to the 

"regular" curriculum of English 101 (expository essay 

writing) and English 102 (writing about literature). 

University of Arizona students are placed into English 100 

or English 101 (or English 103, Honors English) according to 

the results of a written essay examination developed by the 

University Composition Board. 

The students in my English 100 class, as did most other 
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New Start students, toolc their placement exam in May of 

1988, while they were still in high school. The placement 

exam (Appendix A), similar to the instrument designed by the 

English Composition Board at the University of Michigan 

(Davis, 1988), provides prompts for the students. The first 

sentence of the essay is the same for all students~ on this 

particular test, the sentences was, "The hero--male or 

female--plays an important role in society." The students 

were then given three more sentences and asked to select one 

as the second sentence for their essay. These three 

sentences were as follows: 

1. He or she is often a leader of social change. 

2. It is therefore distressing to observe that many 

of the people who have attained hero status today 

do not reflect enduring or even significant 

values. 

3. Traditionally, heroes have reflected the 

characteristics and values important to their 

cultures. 

The students were given thirty minutes to complete their 

essays. (The subject matter of this particular prompt, as 

well as the students' responses to it, will be explored in 

detail as part of my analysis of data.) 

The instructions for this test are as follows: 

This placement essay will help us determine which 

first-semester composition course will best address 



your needs. It will be read by teachers of 

composition who will be looking at such character

istics of your writing as maturity of thought, or

ganization, development, expression, and mechanics. 
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Do not be concerned if you do not have time to finish 

your essay~ what you are able to complete will give us 

enough information about your writing. 

Thus, students are told the purpose of the exam, who their 

audience will be, and what that audience will be expecting 

in their essay. Moreover, the time limitation that is such 

an important part of a test situation is explained in an 

attempt to let the students know that a fully completed 

essay is not expected for the purposes of this situation. 

These placement essays were graded holistically on a 

scale of 1 to i by New Start teachers. Each essay is read 

by two graders~ when the ratings for an essay diverge by 

more than one point (e.g., ! and 1), a third grader also 

reads the essay. In order for students to be placed into 

English 100, their essays would have to receive the lowest 

score from each grader, a 1. The University Composition 

Board describes essays which receive a 1 as follows: 

Students whose essays are given ratings of 1 usually 

demonstrate a low level of mechanical skill, but more 

importantly demonstrate little or no awareness of the 

uses of language. These students have little power 

over language, and thus they have no influence on 
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their audience. There are frequently few words on the 

page, despite the help of the prompt. (Rickel, 1987, 

pp. 4-5. 

This description of a ! paper is supplemented by an analysis 

given of a sample! essay: 

The 1 paper exhibits the student's lack of 'control 

over the effects of words.' Though many of the 

individual sentences are mechanically correct, the 

student has generated little material and what he 

has generated is repetitious. Sentences are simple, 

vocabulary is basic, and actual thinking--the deepen

ing of ideas through example and development of 

terms--is at a standstill ••• (Rickel, 1987, p. 

9) • 

These placement criteria for a ! essay demonstrate the 

values of the academic discourse community the students are 

about to enter, the ~reshman composition program at the 

University of Arizona. In general, these standards show 

that students, in order to be a part of the "regular" 

composition program, need to master both a code and a role. 

The code includes acquisition of Standard Written 

English; as the instructions just quoted above mentioned, a 

"low level of mechanical skill" can be a characteristic of a 

! essay. Other aspects of the code to be mastered include 

variation in syntax, a range of vocabulary, and generation 

and development of ideas that avoid repetition and that 
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"deepen" (or enrich) the material in the essay. This 

emphasis on correctness, style, and arrangement is typical 

of current-traditional rhetoric, which, as Berlin (1987) has 

noted, students master -in order to show that they belong to 

the educated middle class. In this case, students need to 

demonstrate mastery of these conventions in order to be 

admitted to the "regular" composition classes that 

approximately 70% of all incoming University of Arizona 

freshman are placed into. 

But stressed even more than mastery of this code is a 

demonstration of a certain role or persona, an awareness of 

reader expectations not simply in matters of form, but in 

constructing a particular community ("inventing the 

university," as Bartholomae [1986] has described it). An 

important aspect of this role is demonstrating power over 

language--being able to "control" the effects of words on 

readers. The University Composition Program further 

describes this role when it discusses the characteristics of 

a placement essay written by an Honors student: "These 

students make the graders respond as readers rather than as 

teachers. • • • The essay as a whole comes alive on the 

page as a human document. Simply, these students use 

language to speak to mature readers about matters of mutual 

concern" (Rickel, 1987, p. 7). Dillon (1981) describes this 

writer-reader relationship as one in which "writer and 

reader enact membership in an imagined community 
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of inquiring minds" (p. 22). Thus, students are placed in 

the Basic Writing class at the University of Arizona when, 

on the basis of their placement essay, they seen unable to 

form this type of relationship with their audience--when 

they do not seem to understand what matters their audience 

(who are actually graders) expect them to discuss and the 

form in which they are to to discuss it. 

Description of Class. The departmental syllabus for 

English 100 tells the students: "The main objective of 

English 100 is to prepare you for English 101. As a 

consequence, we will spend most of our time in English 100 

working with ideas and the development of those ideas 

through discussion, freewriting, peer editing, drafting, and 

revision of papers" (Rickel, 1988, p. 1). Through these 

procedures, students are told, they will be able to assume 

and act out a role in the classroom community--a role that 

will not only help them gain success in English 101, but 

which will enable them to find "their own paths of 

discovery," their own way of finding meaning through 

language. For the class which I used for this study, I 

devised my own syllabus which I hoped would help students 

succeed in the writing classes in their university careers 

and which would also give students opportunities to discover 

writing as a way of exploring and communicating ideas 

important to them. 

The class was arranged around three major papers, each 
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of which concerned a broad theme which the students read 

about and discussed. The first paper concerned an aspect of 

the student's family~ the second paper was a reaction to the 

student's culture or to the new university "culture" which 

the students were experiencing for the first time; and the 

third paper was an argument in which students took a 

position on an issue with which they had personal experience 

(most of them wrote about education). (The assignment sheets 

for these three major essays are given in Appendix B.) 

Additionally, the students wrote three in-class essays and a 

final exam in which they read and responded to a 

professional essay concerned with one of the themes of the 

course. Most of the readings I assigned were also related 

in some way to these themes; for the family unit we read 

about family traditions in Hispanic, Native American, and 

Asian cultures, and for the writing about education we read 

about the experiences of other freshman students from 

various backgrounds. 

For each of these major paper assignments, students 

wrote extensively in their journals about their ideas for 

each theme. For instance, in the first unit on family, 

students wrote about familiy rituals and stories; in the 

unit on culture, they wrote about cultural issues such as 

the definition of "biculturalism"; in the section on 

argumentation, they prepared for debates which they had with 

their classmates. The students also wrote drafts of their 
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essays in their journals. During each class period they 

shared their writing with each other; they would usually 

give suggestions for more ideas to write about, or they 

would write more formal responses to help their peers 

satisfy the requirements of a particular essay. I also gave 

fairly extensive feedback on their writing; for the journal 

assignments I'd comment on ideas'and suggest how they might 

choose to extend a line of thought; on drafts of their 

essays, I'd help them shape their writing to meet the 

standards of essay writing valued by the department. 

I wanted the students to bring their own cultural and 

educational backgrounds into their writing so that the 

classroom would not overwhelm the identities they brought 

with them--so that, in fact, these identities outside the 

classroom would help them make sense of the new academic 

demands they were encountering. I also wanted the students' 

language backgrounds to become an important part of the 

content of the class so that the kind of discourse I was 

asking them to write in their essays would not be privileged 

over the kinds of language they used outside of class, and 

so that the modes of communication they were strongest in 

could be used to empower what they were weakest in: 

written Standard English. In order to do this, throughout 

the course I asked the students to study their own language 

practices at horne, work, and school (similar to what Heath 

[1983] suggests in Ways with Words). For instance, I asked 
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them to compare the writing they did outside of school with 

the type of essay writing they were learning in this class. 

We also studied the differences and similarities between 

speaking and writing in various situationsi for example, we 

examined what it was like to argue orally with one's parents 

and to argue in a formal essay to an audience that wasn't 

immediately present. We also explored the problems and 

advantages of speaking and writing two and even three 

languages. 

In this intense six-week period, my students had the 

chance to read and write about their backgrounds, to explore 

what it was like to be a college student for the first time, 

to share their ideas and their interests with their peers. 

At the same time I strongly directed the students to produce 

a certain kind of essay because I knew that they would be 

asked to write this kind of essay in their next composition 

class. I also thought that this kind of writing skill would 

help them in many of their other university courses. Because 

of departmental guidelines, their journals--which contained 

their informal, exploratory responses--only counted 10% of 

their grade. The rest of the grade was determined by their 

formal essays, either written in-class and not revised or 

written out-of-class with the benefit of extensive feedback 

and revisions. Whether these essays were personal or 

argumentative, they had to conform to departmental standards 

as expressed by the Department of English. The content 
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should be "mature" and developed; ideas should be supported 

by interesting, relevant examples; connections between ideas 

should be explicit; syntax and word choice should be varied; 

usage should conform to Standard Written English (Gungle et 

.al., 1988, p. 53). Clearly, despite the use of exploratory, 

narrative-based writing in journals, the focus of the class 

for the students was the product I wanted them to end up 

with. Although I hoped that the students would at some 

point learn to work "against" the discourse of the 

university (to use Bartholomae's [1986] terminology), my 

first goal was to help them work "within" it. 

Description of Students in Study. I wanted the four 

students who were to be the focus of my case study to 

represent the class as much as possible in terms of gender, 

ethnicity, literacy background, and writing proficiency. 

This representative sample would give me a range of students 

to examine that would help to highlight a variety of 

students' responses to the university writing community. 

There were thirteen women in the class and twelve men. 

Fifteen students were of Mexican heritage (most second 

generation Americans); four students were Vietnamese (first 

generation Americans); two students were Anglo; and one 

student was Afro-American. All were American citizens or 

were preparing to become citizens. All were between 

seventeen and nineteen years old. The range of proficiency 

in standard written English varied widely, from two young 



women who had just moved from Mexico to Arizona and who 

barely spoke English, to several students who had been in 

Honors English in their high schools. 
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I needed to choose students who would represent this 

range of students. I also wanted to be careful to select 

students who would have time to work with me after class and 

who would not be reluctant to share with me aspects of their 

backgrounds and their reactions to the class. I decided to 

study four students because a) I wanted an equal number of 

men and women, and b) I wanted enough students to represent 

the range of writers of my class, but at the same time I 

needed to limit myself to a small number so I could study 

the students in depth. Four students, I decided, would give 

me sufficient representation and depth. 

After the first four days of class, I determined I had 

enough writing material from the students to be able to 

tentatively choose the four students I wanted to study. (I 

did not use the students' placement essays because at that 

early point in the course they were not available to me.) 

The material I had from the students consisted of journal 

work describing their previous writing experiences and 

responses to description exercises based on photographs of 

families. After reading all of this writing produced by the 

students so far, I put each student's writing into one of 

three piles: above average, average, and below average. 

(The greatest number of students fell into the average 
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range.) I determined each student's rating according to 

fluency, depth of thought, and comprehension of the reading 

material they were responding to. I then examined each 

student's schedule, and pulled out the students who would 

not have any time after class to spend with me. I also 

eliminated the students who I sensed would be too shy or 

reluctant to work with me. From the students who were left 

I selected one student each from the above average and below 

average piles, and two students from the average pile, being 

careful to achieve a representative balance of gender, 

ethnicity, and language background. 

At the end of the next class period, I requested that 

these four students stay a few minutes after class because I 

had a favor to ask of them. I explained to them that I was 

working on a project for my degree in which I would study 

English 100 students' reaction to the class; my purpose was 

to help future English 100 instructors teach the class and 

to help future English 100 students learn more in the 

class. I told them that I would need to interview them 

about their language backgrounds, that I would photocopy all 

of their writing and perhaps quote it in my study, and that 

as they wrote each of their three major papers I would ask 

them to do about twenty minutes of the writing in my office 

where they would record their thoughts on a tape recorder. 

I also told them that the reason I had chosen them, and not 

some of the other students, was that they represented a 
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range of writing levels and also seemed to be students who 

wouldn't mind working closely with me. In exchange for the 

extra time they would spend with me, I would spend the same 

amount of time in individual conferences helping them with 

their writing. All of the students seemed pleased to be 

chosen--they seemed to interpret it as an honor. A couple 

of them, however, were mystified by the idea of having to 

speak into a tape recorder as they wrote, and I had to 

reassure them that this would not be as strange as it 

sounded. The next class period I asked them to sign 

permission slips allowing me to quote from all of the 

writing they did in the class. 

The following is a brief description of each of the four 

students I chose to study in the order that I ranked them, 

from above average to average to below average. The focus 

of this description is on the students' linguistic and 

educational backgrounds. More information on these 

students' backgrounds will be given as necessary when I 

examine each student in depth. This information comes from 

an hour-long interview I conducted with each student at the 

end of the course. In this study I'm using the students' 

real names because none of the students wished to remain 

anonymous. 

1. Luis: Luis came with his family to the u.s. from Mexico 

when he was one year old. Throughout his life he has spoken 

mostly Spanish at home, written letters in Spanish to 
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Mexican friends, and regularly read Mexican newspapers7 he 

also formally studied Spanish for six years in school. 

However, now he preferred to speak, read, and write in 

English because he felt this made him "fit in" better. He 

found his English classes in high school deficient because 

he only studied grammar and wrote book reports rather than 

learn how to write essays. He was the first in his family 

to attend college. My impression of Luis was that

communicating both orally and writing in English was fairly 

easy for him, but that he needed to work on essay 

development and maturity of thought. 

2. Andrea: Andrea was a first-generation American whose 

parents were of Mexican descent. Like Luis, she has read, 

written, and spoken both Spanish and English on an everyday 

basis for all of her life. She attended high school in 

Mexico for several years, so most of her formal writing 

instruction was in Spanish. As a result, she felt that she 

wrote better in Spanish than in English. She now made a 

point to speak, read, and write in Spanish everyday--she 

wrote letters, had conversations with her grandmother. With 

her friends and at school, however, she spoke and wrote in 

English. She thought in both Spanish and English. She was 

a first-generation college student7 her older brother had 

also attended the university. My initial assessment of 

Andrea was that she was a very successful communicator 

orally, but that in her writing she had difficulty 
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3. Victor: Victor was also a first-generation American of 

Mexican descent. Although completely bilingual, English 
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was now his dominant language1 he used English at work, 

school, and with friends, and spoke Spanish only 

occasionally with his family. In bilingual classes in his 

elementary school he learned how to read and write in 

Spanish and in English, but after elementary school he did 

almost all of his reading and writing in English because he 

felt that reading and writing in Spanish was hurting his 

English proficiency. The only other member of his family to 

attend college was a brother, who had taken a few classes at 

the local community college. My initial assessment of 

Victor was that he was an unusually creative student who 

could successfully communicate orally but who had major 

problems generating ideas in writing. 

4. Rose Mary: Rose ,Mary's first and dominant language was 

Spanish. She was an American, but her parents and many of 

her relatives were Mexican1 she grew up on a ranch in 

Arizona near the Mexican border. At horne she spoke Spanish1 

with her friends she spoke both Spanish and English. Most 

of the time her thoughts were in Spanish. She took ESL 

classes up to her junior year in high schoo11 in these 

classes she studied grammar and r~ading. She was never 

taught how to write in Spanish, and because of this she 

thought that writing in English was easier. She was the 
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first member of her family to attend college. In class she 

was very shy and never spoke up voluntarily. Because of a 

very limited English vocabulary, she could not express many 

ideas in her writing. 

These four participants are similar in that they are 

Mexican-American first-generation college students. All are 

fluent in both Spanish and English, though for Andrea, Luis, 

and Victor, English is the dominant language, whereas for 

Rose Mary, Spanish is dominant. ~ll four students tended to 

use English outside the home (with friends, at school and at 

work), and Spanish to varying degrees inside the home. 

Andrea, Luis, and Victor each had at least one member of 

their family at home who spoke only Spanish, while in Rose 

Mary's home, Spanish was the only language commonly spoken. 

All four students lived with parents or relatives in Tucson 

and commuted to the university. They all also had 

obligations outside of school that took up a great deal of 

time; Victor, Luis, and Andrea worked at jobs, while Rose 

Mary, the oldest of a large family, had many family duties 

to complete. Victor, Luis, and Andrea came from 

middle-class families in the Tucson area, whereas Rose 

Mary's family was working-class and rural. 

These four students in no way represent Basic Writing 

students in general; as Troyka (1987) has noted, it's 

necessary to avoid building generalizations about Basic 

Writers from "local evidence" (p. 3). Due to the design of 
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this study, these students also do not represent 

first-generation Mexican-American college students, though I 

believe that my students'concerns might well be shared by 

many of other students in this group. Rather, the students 

in this study typify the kinds of linguistic and cultural 

experiences in the discourse community of my classroom, 

which was a part of an orientation program for minority 

and/or economically-disadvantaged students located in a city 

in southern Arizona. Certainly, common to all of the 

students in this classroom, and in many other Basic Writing 

classrooms, is the new world of the university, with its 

ways of making and expressing knowledge, its evaluative 

standards, and its rules and mores. In the following section 

I'll describe the materials I gathered to study these 

students' reactions to their first university class. 

Materials Used in Study 

For this study, I collected a variety of different 

types of materials which allow me to cross-check and 

cross-interpret my conclusions. This kind of multiple 

comparison and interpretation of evidence give my 

conclusions contextual validity, for, as North (1987) has 

pointed out, "it is comprehensiveness, more than 

replicability, that matters in making Clinical knowledge" 

(p. 220). The need for this kind of comprehensiveness of 

detail in case study research has been noted by Diesing 
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(1971) : 

[The investigator] uses evidence to build up a 

many-sided, complex picture of his subject matter. He 

accomplishes this by using several kinds of evidence, 

each providing a partial perspective that supplements 

the other partial descriptions. (p. 147) 

Accordingly, I have gathered four different types of 

materials to examine: pre- and post-texts, think-aloud 

protocols, interviews with the four students and their 

tutor, and the students' freewriting on specific topics, as 

well as the writing they completed in the class. My 

analysis is anchored by my examination of the pre- and 

post-texts; the conclusions I reach about these texts 

(conclusions which will also be based on analyses of two 

other readers) will be extended and explained by the three 

other types of data. 

Pre- and post-texts. These texts consist of the 

placement essay exams taken by all students before entering 

the class (described earlier in this chapter), and the same 

kind of exam, but on a different topic, given on the last 

day of the class. (Because this is an observational rather 

than an experimental study, the term pre- and post-text is 

more appropriate than pre- and post-test.) The topic of the 

first placement essay was heroism; the prompt for this exam 

has been discussed earlier in this chapter. Appendix A 

contains the prompt for the essay exam written at the end of 
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the course, which was on the topic of education. As can be 

noted, the written instructions were identical both times 

the students took the exam. 

When the students took the first placement exam in May 

of 1988, on the topic of heroism, these instructions were 

accurate for their situation--the exams were indeed used to 

place them in an appropriate composition class. When the 

students took the exam on education at the end of the 

semester, however, these instructions clearly were not 

accurate. Before giving them the second exam, I explained 

that my purpose in asking them to respond to the exam was to 

help me understand what they had learned in the class, and 

that I would compare these essays to the ones they had 

written earlier. I also told them that I would not read 

these exams until after I had turned in their grades, so 

that whatever they wrote would not affect my assessment. 

There was much groaning and complaining about taking this 

final test, but my impression was that the students, after 

they got started, took the assignment seriously; almost all 

of them used the entire thirty minutes to complete it (the 

four students in this study among them). The context for the 

first exam was also not the best, although for a different 

reason. Similar to all University of Arizona incoming 

freshmen, the students took the exam in an auditorium with 

about 300 other students, where there were many possible 

distractions. Many students were nervous simply because this 
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was the first time they had been on the university campus. 

I had no voice in choosing the topics for these two 

placement essays. The University Composition Board selected 

the heroism topic for all New Start students, while a member 

of the Board gave me the education topic when I asked him 

for a placement test to use in my class. It is possible 

that some students might have found one topic easier to 

respond to than the other, which could make my comparison of 

the pre- and post-texts flawed. However, several students 

I studied reported to me which of the topics they found 

easier, enabling me to examine the signficance of writing 

topic to their performance. It is also important to note 

that my conclusions are not be based solely on these 

materials. 

Think-aloud protocols. In Emig's (1971) study of 

composing processes, she asked students to write an entire 

essay during a think~a1oud protocol session. This strategy 

of asking writers to compose aloud for lengthy periods of 

time has been used by many researchers since, most 

prominently Flower and Hayes (1980, 1981a, 1981b, 1986). 

However, asking students to compose entire papers aloud was 

not appropriate for my study, for my focus was not on 

describing students' writing or cognitive processes during 

certain tasks, but rather on understanding students' 

responses to the writing community of my classroom. My 

classroom might well have lead students to change their 
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composing strategies, but this change would only be a part 

of the many other changes the students might be making. 

Furthermore, I was interested in reducing the inherent 

artificiality of asking the students to record their 

thoughts aloud as they composed--an uncomfortable situation 

for even the most experienced writer. The unnatural 

constraint of having to think aloud wh{le writing might well 

distort conclusions derived from think-aloud data. (See 

Cooper & Holzman [1983] for a critique of protocols' 

reliability and validity.) 

Accordingly, the students completed the think-aloud 

protocols three times during the course, when each one would 

come to my office for an individual conference to talk about 

ways of revising the three major papers. For the most part, 

these conferences occurred while each student was revising a 

full draft of his or her paper. The student and I would 

discuss ways of revising the draft (reorganizing points, 

expanding ideas, and so on). Then, I would ask the student 

to do some of the composing in my office for about twenty 

minutes, speaking his or her thoughts into a nearby tape 

recorder as the student composed. During this time, I 

remained in the office with the student, who would 

occasionally ask me a question, such as how to spell a word. 

As each student wrote, I made notes about what I observed, 

such as the kinds of thoughts being expressed, the student's 

frustration level, the amount of re-reading of the text, and 
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so on. After the student finished writing, we would discuss 

what had been written. Almost always the student asked that 

I read over what he or she had just completed in order to 

make sure the paper had been improved. At this point we'd 

also discuss what the student needed to revise next. 

There were several advantages to using this procedure 

for the think-aloud protocols. First, the students tended 

not to feel intimidated by the situation because they were 

writing in my office, which was familiar territory for all 

my students since they had at least three conferences with 

me during the course. My presence during the protocol, I 

felt, was reassuring to them--they could ask me questions, 

request that they be allowed more time to write, and so on. 

Most important~y, I was able to observe the students as they 

wrote the papers that were a requirement of the course, 

unlike, for example, in Emig's (1971) study, where she asked 

students to write outside of an actual writing class. 

Because I was examining the students in the cont~xt of the 

class, it was necessary that I not go outside of that 

context. 

Interviews with students. During the last week of the 

class, I asked the four students to corne to my office so 

that I could gather information about their educational and 

linguistic backgrounds. I did this at the end of the course 

so that the students would feel comfortable speaking to me. 

All of the audiotaped interviews were consistent in that I 
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asked the students the same series of questions about the 

language and educational backgrounds of their families, the 

type of language instruction they had had in elementary and 

high school, which languages they preferred to use in 

different situations, what they liked most and least about 

various kinds of writing, what was hardest and easiest for 

them when they wrote, and what advice they would give to 

future students of the course. The material gathered from 

these interviews help to describe the students' backgrounds 

rather than answer the research questions. 

Interviews with tutor. Every New Start student 

enrolled in English 100 was required to attend an 

individual tutoring session twice a week for thirty minutes 

each session. During these sessions, the tutor worked with 

the student on the writing being done for the course. My 

four students had the same tutor, a graduate student in the 

Rhetoric, Compositio~, and Teaching of English PhD program 

in the Department of English at the University of Arizona. 

He had taught various levels of composition in the 

Department of English for three years. I had been his 

teaching adviser during his first year in the composition 

program. Because of this, and because we were teaching in 

the same department and had learned methods of composition 

from the same professors, our perspectives on teaching were 

similar. To keep track of the students' work with the 

tutor, I collected the writing which they had done during 



the tutoring sessions. Additionally, once a week I 

interviewed this tutor, usually over the telephone, about 

what he had worked on with each of the four students. I 

took lengthy notes during these interviews. The day after 

the course was over, I interviewed him for about two hours 

about the four students' progress during the course--their 

strengths and weaknesses, the ways their writing had 

changed, and the topics they liked to write about. During 

this interview, which I audiotaped, I also asked him about 

the students' attitude about the class and how well he 

thought the students would succeed in the university. 
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Students' freewriting. Every day in the course the 

students and I would freewrite on topics related to the 

subject of their essay; I used these frequent assignments to 

help the students generate and explore ideas. Additionally, 

I asked the students to freewrite on topics that were 

related to the issues I'm examining in this study--their 

attitudes toward their audience, for example. Most of these 

topics asked the students to explore metacognitive aspects 

of their writing so that they (and I) could discover 

important characteristics of their writing processes, modes, 

and backgrounds. None of this freewriting was ever graded; 

instead, I would collect it and comment on it as an 

interested reader. For instance, I would often say how I 

felt about a certain point, or I would tell them that their 

writing had made me rethink my ideas. The following are the 
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prompts for the eight freewriting assignments that I use to 

support my conclusions in this project. 

1. The first day of class, I asked the students to write 

about their writing experiences, backgrounds, and 

attitudes. I phrased the prompt this way: 

2. 

What kinds of writing experiences have you had before 

taking this class? For instance, what classes in 

school have you taken? What kinds of things did you 

study? What types of writing do you do outside of 

class? What kinds of reading do you like to do? 

How do you feel about writing in English? About 

taking this class? 

The third day of class, I asked the students to write 

how they felt about sharing their writing with different 

readers. This was the prompt: 

on 

Write about how you feel about the different readers 

of your writing~ For instance, how do you feel about 

your teacher reading your writing? About your friends 

or classmates reading it? In general, do people seem 

to enjoy reading your writing? Do you like discussing 

your writing with others? 

3. Each time the students handed in the final drafts of 

their three major essays, I asked them to write a self

evaluation of their paper and their writing processes. 

These were the questions I asked them to respond to: 

What changes did you make when you revised your essay? 



Why did you make these changes? Compare the way you 

revised this paper with the way you've revised 

previous papers. Also, why did you chose to write 

on the topic of your paper? What do you ~hink are 

the strongest and weakest parts of your paper? What 

activities in class helped you the most in 

writing this paper? 
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4. After the students completed their first essay, I asked 

them to respond to a "Questionnaire on Speaking and Writing" 

(Appendix C). These eleven questions, inspired by the 

student ethnography described by Heath (1983) and derived 

from comparisons of speaking and writing tasks in Emig 

(1977) and Kroll (1981), were used as discussion questions 

for a lesson on differences and similarities between 

speaking and writing in various rhetorical settings. 

5. Midway in the course, I asked the students to freewrite 

on why they had decided to come to college. This was part 

of an assignment in response to an essay by Caroline Bird, 

"College is a Waste of Time and Money" (1975/1988). In this 

essay Bird claims that many university students do not 

belong in college. I asked the students to analyze her 

arguments and then to give their reasons for seeking a 

college education. 

6. After writing their first complete draft of each of the 

three major papers, I asked the class to respond in writing 

to these questions about revising: 

--- --------- ---------------------



When you wrote your draft, what were your main 

concerns? Did you think of your readers? In 

what way? Do you think of your readers more when you 

write a draft, or revise a draft, or both, or not at 

all? Why? 

7. At the end of the semester, I asked the students to 

respond in writing to this topic: 
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Describe your present attitude toward writing and 

explain what experiences have caused you to develop 

that attitude. What would change that attitude? Why? 

8. After the students took their post-test of the last day 

of class, I asked them to freewrite on this topic: 

Remember back to the time when you took the 

placement test before you enrolled in English 100. Did 

you do better when you took the test then, or did you 

do better today? Why? 

It must be taken into consideration that none of this 

writing was done anonymously or in confidentialitYi the 

students always knew that I would read it. It's possible 

that with some of the topics a few of the students felt they 

could not be completely honest with me. However, my 

conclusions are not based entirely on any single item 

because to maintain contextual validity I cross-check with 

other pieces of evidence. 

Finally, I photocopied all of the essays (including 

drafts) that the students wrote during the course. I use 
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excerpts from many of these essays to illustrate and support 

some of my conclusions. I also refer to a daily log that I 

kept throughout the class to help explain the progress of 

the course. 

Analysis of Materials 

My method for analyzing these materials is based on my 

desire to examine the different perspectives involved in 

this study: the perspectives of the students, the 

perspectives of two outside readers and the tutor, and my 

own perspective. My goal in studying these various 

perspectives is not to try to form a completely coherent 

picture of these students' reactions to my classroom. 

Instead, I describe contradictions, confusions, 

questions--my own, the students', the outside readers' and 

the tutor's--so that I can as accurately as possible trace 

the various types of .responses that occurred during this 

course. I want to avoid forcing answers out of these 

materia1s~ rather, I aim to capture their complexity and 

texture. 

As is characteristic of qualitative research, I 

arrived at my method of analysis after I had gathered the 

materials used in this study. Lauer and Asher (1988) 

describe this process of analysis in case studies: 

What is the source of the categories developed during 

analysis? They are not·in the data~ researchers 
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impose them on the data or develop them from the data, 

identifying dimensions, aspects, or categories that 

seem important for understanding writing, based on the 

theory and hypotheses that researchers bring to the 

experiment and on their intuition and perception, 

interplaying with relationships and patterns seen in 

the data. (p. 29) 

In general, my analysis highlights variables related to 

textual changes in the students' pre- and post-texts, 

changes in perceptions of audience in the pre- and 

post-texts and in the writing completed in the class, and 

changes in the ways that the students reacted to the 

composition classroom. In the following section I 

describe the kinds of analyses I use to explore each of 

these research issues. 

Question #1: What textual changes occurred in the 

students' pre- and post texts? 

My examination of this subject is influenced by two 

outside readers' responses to the four students' pre- and 

post-essay texts. My readers are two composition teachers 

in the Freshman Composition Program at the University of 

Arizona. They are also PhD students in Rhetoric, 

Composition, and the Teaching of English at this same 

university. Reader A has taught various levels of college 

composition for three years; previous to that, she taught 

for several years at a community college and a high school. 
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Reader Bhas taught different levels of composition and ESL 

composition for six years; before that she taught high 

school for eight years and in a community college for two 

years. I chose these particular readers because, while both 

highly qualified composition teachers, they tend to have 

different perspectives on teaching composition. Reader A 

greatly values students' personal voices in their essays and 

is concerned with what she often sees as the stifling effect 

of traditional academic writing; Reader B, on the other 

hand, is most concerned that students acquire the more 

"impersonal" skills of writing research papers and other 

traditional academic writing tasks. To me, these two readers 

represent each side of Bartholomae and Petrosky's (1986) 

distinction of writing "within" and "against" the languages 

of the academy. 

Because I was interested in studying these varying 

perspectives, I decided to analyze holistic rather than 

descrete aspects of the students' texts. Cooper (1977) has 

commented that holistic evaluation of texts "gets us closer 

to what is essential in . . • communication than frequency 

counts do" (p. 3). My goal in this study is to examine 

the complexity of students' overall reactions to the 

classroom rather than reduce their reactions to one or two 

narrow aspects of writing (such as syntactical complexity). 

Moreover, as noted earlier in the chapter, the 

phenomenological epistemology that this study is derived 
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from precludes me from assessing interrater reliab1i1ity 

because, quite simply, readers cannot experience texts in 

the same ways. As Culler (1982) has put it, all readings 

are misreadings. Moreover, I agree with White's (1990) 

statement that differences among raters concerning students' 

texts "bring us nearer to accurate evaluation than would 

simple agreement" (p. 192). The differing attitudes that 

Reader A and Reader B have about these Basic Writers 

illuminate important paradoxes in this field. 

For these reasons, I devised a two-part analysis sheet 

which requested that Reader A and Reader B examine first 

global textual features and then the significance of these 

features in terms of the students' attitudes toward the 

rhetorical situation. (The analysis sheets and the full set 

of directions presented to the readers are given in Appendix 

D.) The first part of this sheet asks the readers to: 

evaluate the following aspects of composition in this 

[the students'] essay. Content (including maturity 

and development of thought, clarity and logic of 

ideas); organization (including global structure; 

focus; paragaph structure; orienting statements); 

expression (including diction and sentence structure); 

usage (including spelling, punctuation, and 

grammar). 

Because the vocabulary in this prompt is identical to the 

vocabulary in the grading matrix used in the University of 
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Arizona's Composition Program, it was quickly understood by 

both readers in the meeting I held with each reader to 

explain this procedure. 

The second half of this sheet asks that the readers 

describe the relationship between writer and reader 

developed in the text. The variables they are to focus on 

include the writer's confidence and sense of purpose toward 

the task, his or her attitude toward the reader and 

awareness of reader expectations, and his or her willingness 

to take risks and to disclose personal information. These 

features of writer-audience relationships are characteristic 

of a social constructionist view of writing in that they 

highlight the ways that writers shape texts to accommodate 

readers they have internalized as a result of their 

acculturation into a discourse community (Rubin & Raforth, 

1989). By encompassing attributes of the writer's 

persona and stance, these features also take into 

consideration the engagement of both reader and 

writer, as Ede and Lunsford (1984) suggest is necessary 

in order to understand the complexity of writer 

-audience connections. 

After the readers complete these two parts of the 

analysis sheet, they are asked to summarize their impression 

about the writer and the essay. Upon finishing this 

analysis sheet for all of the texts (four pre-texts and four 

post-texts), they are then asked to comment on a separate 
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piece of paper about what each student appeared to have 

learned about essay writing and what each student seemed to 

have realized about his or her audience from the beginning 

to the end of the course. 

I examine this material on the analysis sheets by 

summarizing and comparing each reader's response, using my 

own views of these texts as a further pOint of comparison. 

In addition to discussing the implications of these two 

readers' responses to this evaluation, I study each text by 

using the discourse matrix devised by Coe (1988). This 

matrix allows me to visually demonstrate global textual 

changes (primarily organization, development, and coherence) 

that occurred in the pre- and post-texts. 

Coe's matrix, similar to Christensen's (1976) 

generative rhetoric, illustrates three basic relationships 

between propositions: subordination, coordination, and 

super ordination. Subordinate propositions, in Coe's scheme, 

serve the function of defining, exemplifying, giving 

reasons, deducing, explaining, and qualifying. This 

subordination between propositions is illustrated with the 

following diagram: 

The second statement modifies or develops the meaning of the 

first statement to which it is subordinate (as an adjective 

modifies a noun). 
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Coordination, according to Coe, occurs when the 

relationships between propositions fall into these types: 

contrasting, contradicting, conjoining, and repeating. This 

relationship between t-units is shown in this way: 

Both statements are on the same level of development about 

the topic. 

Finally, in Coe's matrix super ordination between 

propositions is characterised by drawing conclusions, 

generalizing, and commenting (on a previously stated 

proposition). This is how superordination between 

propositions is depicted: 

J 
The second statement encompasses the topic of the first 

statement because it is on a more general level. 

The unit of analysis suggested by Coe as most 

appropriate for this matrix is the T-unit. A series of 

T-units in which each T-unit is either coordinate or 

subordinate to the one before it is called an idea string, 

which mayor may not be indicated in texts as a paragraph. 

The following is an example of an idea string based on a 

passage originally given by Christensen. First, the passage 

(T-units are given in parentheses): 

1) He, the native speakers, may, of course, speak a 
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form of English that marks him as coming from a rural 

or unread group. (2) But if he doesn't mind being so 

marked, there's no reason why he should change. (3) 

Samuel Johnson kept a Staffordshire burr in his speech 

all his life. (4) In Burns mouth the despised lowland 

Scots dialect served just as well as the corect English 

spoken by ten million of his southern contemporaries. 

(5) Lincoln's vocabulary and his way of pronouncing 

certain words were sneered at by many better educated 

people at the time, but he seemed to be able to use the 

English language as effectively as his critics. (p. 35) 

This is Coe's analysis of this passage: 

(pp. 27-35). 

I exmploy Coe's method of analysis exactly as he 

proposes with one exception: I use broken parallel lines 

(==) to illustrate a probable connection between two T-units 

when the student's text makes the connection too ambiguous 

for me to interpret with any certainty. 

Coe's discourse matrix is useful for several reasons. 

First, it focuses on organization, development, and logic, 

the textual changes which my preliminary reading of the pre

and post-texts indicated are the most prominent; Coe's 
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analysis provides me with a visual way of illustrating these 

changes. Second, this type of analysis is directed at 

aspects of writing which are emphasized in the structure of 

the placement essays: statement of a general idea; more 

specific support of that main idea; and explicit logical 

connections between ideas. Finally, Coe's method of 

analysis makes no claim of objectivity; it is, in Coe's 

words, "a schematic representation of a reader's 

understanding of a text" (p. 40). These diagrams help to 

illustrate my understanding of each text. 

Research questions #2: What do these changes, as well 

as the writing completed in the course, suggest about the 

students' developing sense of audience? 

Most of my analysis for this question is based on my 

close textual examinations of all of the essays (including 

drafts) that the students wrote in the course. My procedure 

for this analysis consists of highlighting with different 

colors of ink the kinds of changes the writer made in each 

draft (red for deletion, blue for addition, yellow for 

reordered, green for reworded, and so on). The types of 

changes that the students made were similar to changes 

described in Bridwell's (1980) revision classification 

scheme, though I do not categorize the changes in such 

detail because my goal is to understand the concept of 

audience the students' held which motivated these changes, 

rather than to develop a taxonomy of the changes. After 
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noting the textual changes, I use Ede and Lunsford's (1984) 

explanation of audience invoked/audience addressed to trace 

the developing concepts of audience which these textual 

changes ·represent. As Roth (1987) has noted: 

If one's audience may emerge during composing, we are 

no longer looking at a static entity: we can consider 

how it changes as composing proceeds--and what writers 

do to make it change. (p. 48) 

This "evolving audience" (to use Roth's [1987] term) helps 

to reveal the students' reactions to the rhetorical 

situation of the classroom, including their accommodations 

and resistances to the type of discourse they were asked to 

produce. 

To help me understand why the students' concepts of 

their audience shifted as they revised, I extract relevant 

ideas from my interviews with the students and their tutor. 

I also examine portions of the students' freewriting. 

Though I rely on topics that pertained directly to the 

writer's audience (freewriting assignments #2 and #6 as 

described previously), other parts of the students' 

freewriting often allude to audience issues. Another source 

of material for this research question is the students' 

think-aloud protocols. Because these protocols are not the 

focus of my study, I have not transcribed them. Instead, I 

have read through my notes of each session, examined what 

the students wrote, and listened to the audio recordings, 
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looking for patterns that help explain the students' 

relationships with their audience--what their editing, for 

instance, reveals about what they think their audience 

expect of them. 

I interpret this material by looking for recurring 

themes, and then combining these themes into consistent 

patterns. If there are more contradictions than 

consistencies, then I explore why this is so. In my 

explanation of the students' developing sense of audience, I 

weave together elements from their essays, freewriting, and 

think-aloud protocols in order to depict their movement 

toward or against standard academic language and roles. 

Research Question #3: How do these textual changes and 

the students' sense of audience reflect the students' 

reactions to the academic writing community of this 

particular classroom? 

My explanation Qf this question is derived from some of 

the material just described above, most notably the 

students' revisions of their essays and portions of their 

freewriting. On the whole, however, my response to this 

question is the most wide-ranging and speculative part of my 

analysis. My discussion draws on Erikson's (1968) theory of 

identity formation, Fish's (1981) concept of interpretive 

communities, Perry's (1970) research into the moral and 

intellectual development of young men, Be1enky, C1inchy, 

Goldberger and Taru1e's (1986) work on the intellectual 
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development of young women, Gilligan's (1982) model of 

ethical development in women, and Giroux's (1983) discussion 

of students' resistance and accommodation to educational 

paradigms. My treatment of this questions highlights 

differences in the ways the young women and the young men 

reacted to the demands of this composition classroom. 

As this discussion of my analysis of data has shown, I am 

reading and interpreting a variety of texts in this study. 

There are, naturally, the students' own texts--their essays, 

the pre- and post texts, their freewriting and protocols. 

I'm also reading the two readers' responses to the students' 

texts, as well as the assessment of the students' tutor. My 

readings of these materials will allow me to read--in a 

larger sense--these four students' experiences in this 

discourse community. As noted earlier, all readings can be 

seen as misreadings because of the complex act of attempting 

to construct meaning .out of texts. As Culler (1982) has 

also noted, all readings are vulnerable to the keener eyes 

and minds of future interpreters. Furthermore, no readings 

(or misreadings) occur in a vacuum~ "all readers are 

socially and historically positioned" (Eagleton, 1983, p. 

83). My own social and historical "positions" are exposed in 

my readings--indeed, are an important part of my readings. 

My discussion of my four students are sufficiently extensive 

and detailed so that the reader of my readings can examine 

me the same way I am examining my students. 



CHAPTER IV 
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In this chapter I analyze the materials collected for 

each student using the methods previously described. I 

discuss each student separately, and within each discussion 

I deal with the three research questions separately. I have 

not edited the stUdents' texts. 

Part I: Luis 

Research question #1: What textual changes occured in 

the pre- and post-texts? 

Luis' pre-text appears in Appendix E. As can be seen, 

this text is long (the longest of the four students', both 

pre- and post-texts), but despite this length, Luis does not 

develop the ideas in any detail. Instead, he raises and 

responds to a series ,of ideas about President Reagan in what 

appears to be a hasty, unplanned way. Ideas are presented 

as they seem to have come into Luis' head, as is 

characteristic of Flower's (1979) description of 

writer-based prose. Although the focus of the essay is 

clearly on why Luis admires President Reagan, the 

paragraphs, especially toward the end of the essay, lack 

unity and coherence. Moreover, there are numerous spelling 

errors, and most sentences consist of a simple subject-verb 

construction. 



110 

Both of the outside readers pointed out these 

characteristics of the essay. For example, Reader A wrote 

that the essay had "very undeveloped points ••• he can't 

elaborate in depth on one single point. • •• Thoughts 

relating to Reagan pop into his head and appear just as 

randomly as paragraphs," while Reader B commented that 

"support is nonexistent ••• Luis does not approach the 

topic with specific arguments~ individual paragraphs develop 

nothing." Both readers also pointed out that the spelling 

errors, which they sometimes found humorous, resulted from 

what Reader B called "idiomatic speech--inappropriate for 

written communication." Reader A elaborated further on this 

point: "This is a student who is predominately oral, I 

would guess. He's heard these things but not read much in 

any depth since he can't explain much or elaborate." Both 

readers, however, found positive elements in this essay. 

Reader B wrote that ".Luis seems to enjoy developing his 

ideas," while Reader A noted that "The amount he wrote 

indicates that fluency is not a major concern. Whether he 

realized it or not, the fact that he wrote an argument that 

attempted to acknowledge and accommodate counter arguments 

while advancing his own is really quite impressive •••• 

What he says is not great but how he tries to do it is quite 

promising. " 

In fact, Luis' use of counterarguments in his essay 

demonstrates that, consciously or not, he is capable of 
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using common argumentative strategies to develop his 

points. In T-unit 6, he writes that people only see the 

"wrong thing" the President does, not the "good things"~ 

this statement allows him to to dis.cuss Reagan's 

relationship with the Soviet Union and his advocacy of SDI. 

Luis then brings up the problems of Nicaragua and Iran~ he 

shifts this point to his own perspective by writing, "the 

man just wants peace on our planet and that is very hard to 

do" (T-unit 15), and by repeating (in T-unit 18) that people 

need to consider "why Mr. Regan is doing it in the first 

place." Luis goes on to concede in T-unit 19 that "One thing 

that I thought Regan messed up on is the Iran Contrafair." 

Unfortunately, since he doesn't seem to realize that this 

event involves both Nicaragua and Iran, he's directly 

contradicting himself. He also (intentionally or 

unintentionally?) seems to limit his praise of Reagan by 

describing "Nancy his wife. • •• when they put him on 

nation wide television you'll always see Nancy wispering 

things for him to say to the press." 

Appendix E contains my analysis of Luis' pre-text using 

Coe's discourse matrix. This matrix demonstrates the lack 

of depth of Luis' discussion. Because Luis virtually 

ignored the first two prompts, using them primarily as a way 

of arriving at a topic--a defense of Ronald Reagan--rather 

than as a way of discussing leaders as motivators of social 

change, the second and third T-units are connected with a 
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broken line, indicating little or no development with the 

previous thought. The fourth T-unit, "I really do care for 

the man," also lacks direct connection with the thoughts 

around it. Almost half of the 30 T-units in the essay occur 

at the second level of generality, and only one paragraph 

(which begins with T-unit 19) is developed on more than one 

level. 

Addititionally, paragraphing in the essay often appears 

haphazard. Several paragraphs (beginning with T-units 14 

and 19) introduce new topics rather than develop the 

original topic of the paragraph in any depth. One paragraph 

consists only of T-unit 26. Connections between ideas are 

often not provided, as shown by the T-units toward the end 

of the essay which are connected by broken lines, and by 

T-units 12 and 13, which are completely unrelated to the 

points Luis is trying to make. 

Although T-units .12 and 13 are unrelated, they do show 

an interesting characteristic of this essay: Luis' 

willingness to reveal himself to his audience. In T-units 

12 and 13, he writes, "I don't really know much about him, 

all I ever hear about him would be on television or on the 

Paper." With these remarks he is distancing himself from 

his assertions, as if to indicate that he's simply trying to 

play the game of the placement exam, to support his points 

even if he knows his points are made out of ignorance. He's 

also letting his audience know that he's aware that his 
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points are unsupported. On the other hand, T-unit 3, "I do 

really care for the man," demonstrates Luis' sincerity about 

the subject matter. These three self-revealing statements 

give Luis a certain ethos in this essay: He sincerely does 

like Reagan, and he's trying to say as much as he can about 

him, but he doesn't have many facts about Reagan to present 

in h is essay. 

As both Reader A and Reader B noted, there is promise in 

this essay, especially when it is perceived as simply a 

piece of writer-based prose rather than a completed 

composition. Luis' compilation of his ideas and feelings 

about President Reagan could be used as source material for 

further development of this topic. Flower (1979) has noted 

this kind of potential in her description of writer-based 

prose: 

Writer-Based prose is not a composite of errors 

or a mistake that should be scrapped. Instead, it is 

a half-way place for many writers and often represents 

the results of an extensive search and selection 

process. As a stage in the composing process it may 

be a rich compilation of significant thoughts which 

cohere for the writer into a network she or he has 

not yet fully ar ticula ted. (p. 37) 

In sum, this pre-text indicates that while Luis shows 

little sign of an ability to plan and organize an essay in 

response to the prompt, he can generate a series of broad 

-----------------------------------------------
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ideas that could be used later as material for revision. He 

perceives the rhetorical situation in the essay as one in 

which he needs to refute counter-arguments. In essence, he 

develops his points by dialoguing with his reader. Finally, 

he uses self-referential comments to develop an ethos of 

sincerity toward his subject matter and of willingness to 

comply with the demands of the task. 

Luis' post-text. This essay, which is included in 

Appendix E, shows that by the end of the class Luis was able 

to recognize the purpose of the two prompt statements and to 

think of several supporting points for his thesis before 

beginning to write. His paragraphs are more unified in that 

they do not wander far off the topic sentence. However, 

Luis was not always able to develop sufficient supporting 

ideas for all of his points, especially when he was 

discussing the values of teaching history and government. 

In other words, while planning the essay and writing his 

main supporting points (the courses he thought should be 

taught), he committed himself to ideas which he probably 

could not elaborate on, possibly because they were not 

courses which he was very familiar with. Also, although the 

sentence structure is more varied than in the post-text, he 

still has numerous usage problems, especially spelling 

errors. 

Both Readers A and B pointed out these characteristics. 

Reader A commented that "This student seems to have grasped 
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a need to have a better global organization to his essays 

since his thoughts and paragraphs are not as randomly 

ordered ••• Sentences within the paragraphs are related to 

the topic sentence. • • • Unfortunately, he only offers one 

basic reason [for each course] with few details or examples 

beyond that. • • • spell~ng is just as weak [as in the 

pre-text]." Reader B noted that "Luis approaches and 

develops the topic, although he still reveals a weakness is 

making logical connections. • •• Paragraphs toward the 

beginning lack concrete support, later paragraphs more 

specific in development. • • • many spelling errors • • • 

He's not quite so oral in his post-text so he's realizing 

what he needs to do in communicating a written message." 

However, the two readers disagreed in their evaluation 

of Luis' voice in this post-text. Reader B was brief in her 

comments, writing only that the voice was clear but "a bit 

more subdued that in ,the pre-text." Reader A, on the other 

hand, noting that Luis did not support his opinions with his 

personal experience, as he did in the pre-text, wrote that 

"Luis has tried to assimilate academic discourse and he 

loses his voice. • • • Post-text is better organized than 

the pre-text, but the pre-text was livelier to read (had 

stronger tone and voice). Student doesn't really write 

better now, in my opinion." This disagreement between the 

readers reflects their different values. To Reader A, in 

order to become accepted in the university classroom, many 
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students find it necessary to give up their personal 

identities and concernSi classroom discourse discourages or 

even represses students' other forms of discourse. Reader 

B, however, is more concerned that students acquire the 

conventions of academic discourse; to her, Luis' more 

"subdued" voice is not problematic because he has begun to 

learn some of the necessary lessons of freshman 

composition: clarity and organization. To Reader A, 

learning to write in a university classroom can lead to 

suppression of personal voice, while for Reader B, learning 

to write academically can lead to development of a more 

public voice. 

My analysis of Luis' post-text using Coe's discourse 

matrix appears in Appendix E. This matrix shows that, 

unlike the pre-text, Luis wrote an essay that directly 

developed the ideas about education given in the prompt. 

The prompt, with its .phrase "other subjects and activities 

are also important," broadly hints at the method of 

development writers should use. Luis understood this hint, 

though he chose to discuss only subjects, rather than both 

subjects and activities. In T-unit 4, Luis appropriates the 

prompt for himself by restating it in his own words, and in 

T-unit 5 he specifically commits himself to discussing four 

kinds of subjects: foreign language, government, history, 

and health. The word health is not actually writteni 

instead, Luis has a word that is scratched out, but the 
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pattern of his essay indicates that health is the fourth 

subject he will discuss.) In the last three T-units of the 

essay, Luis carefully repeats his main points, showing his 

understanding of the function of a conclusion. The lack of 

broken lines or unconnected T-units reflects the logical 

connection between ideas, but at the same time the short 

paragraphs (which begin with T-units 5, 7, 9, and 10) 

indicate the lack of development of many of these ideas. 

Only one paragraph, the one that starts with T-unit 12 and 

that deals with the subject of health, has more than one 

level of development. 

One reason for this lack of development is that Luis 

seems to have committed himself in the beginning of the 

essay to discussing four academic subjects (foreign 

language, government, history, and health), yet he only 

presents sufficient supporting ideas for foreign languages 

and health. His paragraph about government consists of only 

one T-unit, while the paragraph about history has only two. 

(In fact, Luis writes in T-unit 10 that "History is one of 

the least significnt type of subject.") It seems that when 

Luis began to write the essay he was more concerned with 

thinking up his supporting points rather than with finding 

enough details to support those points. He was not able to 

sense that for two of his points he lacked sufficient 

knowledge and ideas. He was also unable to understand that 

in a thirty-minute time period selecting four subjects to 
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to discuss would not allow him to explain his points in 

great detail. As I will explain later in this chapter, this 

problem reflects a certain rigidity about Luis' writing 

processes that is reflected in the other writing he 

completed for the class. 

Another reason for the lack of development in this essay 

is Luis' failure to support his points with personal 

experiences, even though he does seem to be basing his 

arguments about the value of certain courses on what he 

learned in these classes. For instance, when he writes that 

Spanish II wou ld make the boy feel good because there are alot 

of people in our country that are immagrants from other 

countries and a majority of them are mexicans, II he's 

describing a part of his family history; when he says that 

IIFor a kid who gets to learn more of a forigein language is 

a big step into our society because it offers more 

employment for bilangual students, II he's talking about 

himself. (He had studied Spanish for six years in school.) 

Yet he never directly refers to himself. This absence of 

self-reference is intriguing, even ironic, considering that 

one of the virtues of his pre-test was the way he revealed 

himself to his readers as he generated his ideas. It's 

unlikely that at the end of the course Luis thought that he 

could not support his points in an argumentative essay with 

personal experience, or use the first person, since he had 

just completed writing an argument based on his experiences 
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this chapter.) 

(This essay will be examined later in 
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In fact, Luis' decision not to refer to his experiences 

directly is a part of the ethos that he is projecting in 

this essay. In the pre-text, his persona was fairly 

humble: he was sincere, but he knew he didn't have enough 

facts to support his points. In this essay, however, Luis's 

persona is more assertive and less exploratory. Only once 

does he acknowledge a possible flaw in his claims--when he 

writes that in T-unit 10 that "history is one of the least 

significant type of subject." In the rest of his argument, 

he is directive and firm. In the conclusion, for instance, 

he emphasizes his points by writing "I recommend" and "I 

think." More striking is his claim in T-unit 15, "After a 

child would learn sex education it would decrease the amount 

of preganties in the us. probably by more than half." In 

the last sentence of the essay, he makes this claim even 

more forcefully: "Also [sex education] will cut down the 

pregant percentage by half if this were to be done." Reader 

B reported that the appearance of this claim showed a 

certain amount of risk-taking behavior, but it is the kind 

of risk-taking that is meant to distance writers from their 

audiences. By offering such a statistic, Luis is announcing 

that he is an authority on the topic--though the lack of 

citation, of course, makes the reader question such 

authority. Furthermore, rather than acknowledging an 
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opponent's points, as he did throughout his first essay, he 

simply presents his own. In general, he is attempting to 

establish a relationship with his reader that signals 

distance and authority. His use of the fictitious statistic 

indicates that he even comes close to parodying what seems 

to be his idea of academic argumentative writing. 

Luis' freewriting about writing this essay (in which he 

compares writing the post-text to writing his pre-text) 

reveals that he took time to plan his response to the 

prompt. He writes that "The first time [i.e., the pre-text] 

my mind went blank and I just made up alot of ideas and 

wrote them down but this time I in a way brainstormed in my 

head and tried to make my conclusion fit my thesis from the 

introduction." This brainstorming gave him the opportunity 

to deliberately reflect on how he wanted to write his essay, 

which resulted in the persona he presented. His description 

of trying "to make my conclusion fit my thesis from the 

introduction" shows how the essay structure that he choose 

is artificial--as if he's wrestling his ideas down into a 

certain position. This concern with a fairly rigid 

organizational scheme, along with his impersonal and distant 

stance, results from Luis' perception of what his audience 

expects of him. As Luis' progress throughout the course 

demonstrates, his conception of his audience means that he 

deliberately limits his personal connection to his writing. 
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Research question #2: What do these changes in the pre- and 

post-texts, as well as the writing completed in the course, 

suggest about the Luis' developing sense of audience? 

Luis' sense of his audience at many points in the cours~ 

was greatly influenced by his view that the purpose of this 

writing class was to help him advance in the university, 

advancement which would help him achieve a satisfactory 

position in society. In one of his freewritings about the 

purposes of school writing, he wrote, "School is to prepare 

you for the society and you need to express yourself in a 

proper way plus help you get ahead in life." In describing 

his writing experiences in high school, he criticized a 

class which involved mostly "childish writing" because it 

didn't prepare him for the next semester's work. Luis did 

appreciate writing letters (which he wrote in both English 

and Spanish) and expressing his ideas (in English) in his 

journal, which he did when he became angry about something. 

But even when describing this more personal, informal 

writing, he noted its beneficial effect on his school 

writing: for instance, he reported that "I feel that 

writing letters keeps up your vocabulary." Luis' concpetion 

of school discourse was that it involved relating facts and 

ideas to an evaluative audience rather than sharing feelings 

and experiences with a receptive audience. Because of this 

conception, he clearly valued (at least in the classroom) 

---------------------------------------
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what Britton et ale (1975) have described as transactional 

writing, or writing that accomplishes things (informs, 

advises, persuades, or instructs), more than he valued 

expressive writing, in which the focus is on the writer's 

thoughts and feelings concerning his/her experiences. 

Because he was concerned with learning the kind of 

writing that would enable him to be successful in a 

professional rather than a personal sense, it is natural 

that Luis, in the beginning of the class, reported that he 

preferred his reader to be a teacher rather than a 

classmate. In response to a prompt which asked him to 

discuss his reactions to his teacher and his classmates as 

readers, he wrote 

When people read my writing, for instance, when my 

teacher read my essay it don't bug me because I'm 

going to end up learning how to write better and how 

I'm doing. If a student were to read my writing I 

would feel some fear because they could probably 

be better and just laugh ••• A teacher I don't mind 

because a teacher is there to help you • • • But when 

I start talking or discussing with some friends they 

will put on a little act and act like there 

listening • • • 

He views his teacher as constructive and helpful because 

she will help him reach his goals. The distance separating 

the student and teacher, including what he seems to feel is 
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her superior knowledge about writing and her skill at 

assisting him, is comforting to him. He can interpret what 

she says because her purpose and methods are clear. 

However, the closer relationship with a classmate is more 

threatening to Luis' sense of self; a classmate can possibly 

laugh at him or be bored by him and not tell him the truth 

about his writing. Luis' sense of vulnerability with his 

peers indicates that he feels it is not always safe to 

reveal himself in writing to them. Writing for a 

teacher--the way a teacher wants--seems less revealing and 

safer. 

The three papers that Luis wrote throughout the course 

demonstrate Luis' desire for a certain amount of safety in 

his writing. Only a small percentage of his writing in the 

class concerned his personal experiences, although the 

course was set up so that students could write about 

themselves in all three papers and in most of the journal 

writing. While he seldom hesitated to express his opinions, 

it was unclear what events or ideas had motivated those 

views. Moreover, after he finished writing the first essay 

and began to understand the organizational unity that is a 

part of academic writing, he focused on form more than on 

content, and struggled to put what he wanted to say into 

what he perceived as an acceptable structure. Although by 

the end of the class he was beginning to see written 

communication as strategic rather than rule-bound, the 
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purpose of his writing was still to meet the expectations of 

his teacher. 

Essay I. For this essay, the class wrote a narrative 

involving their family focused around a "dominant 

impression"--a mood, feeling, or idea that would tell the 

reader something important about the family. After exploring 

a few topics, Luis began to write about a vacation to Kino 

Bay, Mexico, that his family took every summer. His first 

draft was a story told chronologically about the important 

things the family did: putting up the tent, playing 

volleyball, making the food, and so on. In the first 

paragraph, Luis wrote, "The idea what I am trying to get 

across will be that we try to have fun together as a 

family." In the most memorable part of the draft, Luis 

made a point of describing every member of his family the 

first time each one was mentioned. For instance, he 

compared one uncle to Sylvester Stallone, while a brother 

"looks like he sits on the couch and eat while watching 

TV. " 

Both Luis' tutor and I commented that we thought the 

draft needed to be revised so that the essay would have a 

more specific dominant impression. However, Luis' 

think-aloud protocol reveals that when he revised this first 

draft the only changes he made were in paragraphing, 

diction, and spelling; otherwise, the draft remained the 

same. Because his essay still did not successfully work 
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toward a dominant impression, I gave the essay a D and asked 

Luis to "rewrite it. With the assistance of his tutor, he 

came up with the idea of the dominant impression being the 

way that both the adults and the children in the family act 

the same way. He and the tutor then discussed the changes 

that could be made. For instance, he could focus on events 

that revealed the childishness of the adults, and he could 

describe the adults in ways that made them seem more like 

children. He then revised the paper at home, successfully 

implementing these changes. 

His final revision, then, was conceptual; the purpose of 

the story was quite different than what was presented in the 

initial drafts. He thoroughly revised the organization, 

with events added, deleted, and rearranged. Because he 

omitted many of the humorous descriptive tags he used in the 

earlier drafts, the tone in the final version was more 

serious. One aspect of the final draft, however, remained 

the same: he was never the focus of the story. Louis wrote 

about himself as a "we," not an "I"; the reader learns of 

him only as he functions as a part of the family. 

After Luis successfully revised Essay I, his tutor 

commented that he felt more confident about writing: "Louis 

feels that he has power." However, this feeling of 

empowerment was not because Louis felt he had expressed a 

meaningful point about his family. In response to this 

question in the "Questionnnaire on Speaking and Writing," 
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"Consider the topic of Essay I. If you hadn't been in this 

class, would you have written or spoken about this topic? 

Why?", Louis wrote, "No I don't think I would because I 

don't think it's that important." What he wrote does not 

seem to be as crucial to him as much as how he \tlrote~ in 

other words, successfully fulfilling the structural 

requirements of the assignment was the source of his 

confidence. As a result, during the rest of the course 

Louis focused on organization, often at the expense of other 

aspects of his writing. 

Essay II. The topic of essay II was fairly open: 

"culture," broadly defined. We spent several days reading 

and writing about different types of behaviors and roles in 

various cultures, the purposes of holidays in different 

cultures, and about the "culture" of the university 

(rituals, behaviors, expectations). Very early in this unit 

Louis committed himself to writing about the stereotyped 

American businessperson. He gave no indication in his 

journal writing why this topic interested him. 

After the students had completed invention work for this 

essay (freewriting and clustering), I suggested they respond 

to three questions about the topic they were considering: 

What is your topic? What is your po int? How ,'/ill you 

develop this point? Luis wrote that his topic was "the way 

a regular businessman tries to be like the mythical 

businessman"~ his point was "to live your life in your own 
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way and not to try to be like anyone"; his method of 

development would be "to first [describe] an ideal character 

and also the other type. Compare them both and contrast 

them." As he wrote and rewrote the essay, he struggled to 

integrate these three goals; in the end, the method of 

development (comparison/contrast) gave the essay a definite, 

focused shape but did not allow Louis to effectively convey 

his original topic or purpose. 

As he began to draft this essay, Luis tried to integrate 

his point (live the way you want to live) with his desire to 

compare the "ideal" and the "real" businessperson. (For 

instance, the ideal businessperson wears expensive clothes, 

reads The Wall Street Journal, and lives in an elegant 

house, while the real businessperson wears flashy clothing, 

sells cars, and owns pitbulls to protect his home.) In his 

think-aloud protocol, which was when Luis first began 

drafting his essay, his central point concerns myth versus 

reality; he describes a "perfect" businessperson first, and 

then compares this ideal with people who try to aspire to 

the lifestyle of the perfect businessperson; for instance, 

he writes that "the man who tries to copy this stereotype in 

our society tend to not pay his bills because he wants 

better clothes • •• " He concludes by writing, "The thing 

is that people tend to be what there not to impress other 

people • • ." 

However, when he revised this draft, he dropped his 
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point about being true to oneself in order to compare and 

contrast the ideal and real businessperson, his thesis being 

"There is a tradition of a good "ideal" businessperson but 

today's businessman is a whole other breed." He then 

compares each type of businessman point by point. In his 

conclusion he suddenly shifts his focus back to his original 

point; he writes, "This all comes down to not everyone can 

live the ideal ••• you should live your own life like it 

was meant to be lived." This conclusion seems only vaguely 

related to the rest of the essay. Although the thesis in 

the final draft was truer to Luis' original concept ("There 

is an • 'ideal' businessman that not everyone lives up 

to"), the conclusion in the final draft also abruptly gives 

a moral that does not naturally grow out of the essay. 

Luis was unable to successfully integrate his point 

about being oneself into the rest of the essay because he 

was limited by the comparison/contrast organization that he 

chose to use. In class, however, I had not stressed this 

method of organization; instead, we had read several 

chapters in the textbook (Gehle & Rollo, 1987) about 

strategies of development (compare/contrast, definition, 

classification), and discussed choosing the different 

strategies according to the demands of the topic and 

purpose. After this class period, Luis asked his tutor to 

outline a sample compare/contrast paper for him on this 

topic, which the tutor did. Luis relied heavily on this 
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sample outline as he completed his paper. 

Another hurdle that Luis had to overcome concerned the 

tone of the paper. Although I had encouraged the students 

to interest their audience as much as possible, and although 

we had discussed avoiding the voiceless persona that 

Macrorie (1971) calls "Engfish," the constraints of the 

assigment (topic and organization) clearly dictated a more 

formal stance than in the previous assignment. Luis began 

the final draft of his essay abruptly and seriously, by 

simply presenting his thesis and his three points of 

comparison. The body of the paper, however, is much more 

amusing, with Luis giving names to the "ideal" 

businessperson (Mr. Wallstreet) and the "real" 

businessperson (Mr. Ralph Eataman), and describing their 

personal and professional lives in purposefully humorous 

detail. In the conclusion the tone suddenly turns humorless 

and moralistic, as Luis gives a lesson in living to the 

reader. The lack of a single, connected purpose in the paper 

forced Louis into assuming contradictory stances. 

Luis' self-evaluation of this essay reflects his 

concerns at this point in the course. The students were 

asked to spend only about ten minutes writing their 

self-evaluations before they handed in their final drafts1 

because they had only a short time, they weren't supposed to 

worry about the organization of their response. Luis, 

however, took time to plan his evaluation, so that he 
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discuss--as if he's practicing or even showing off his 
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abili ty to use this method of development. He wr i tes, "The 

things that I changed in my final draft were the thesis, 

spelling, and add a little bit of family members." His 

reflections on revising his thesis are revealing: he writes 

that "the thesis didn't match the story ••• I had some 

help from my teacher and tutor to hlep me find a better • • 

• thesis that fit." At this point, essay organization to 

Luis is artificial: in his own mind he had written a "story" 

(the descriptions of the businesspersons), and had then been 

forced to hunt for a thesis--or purpose--for that story. 

Moreover, as with Essay I, it seems that this thesis isn't 

something that Luis felt he really wanted to express. 

Instead, it was an aspect of writing that the teacher and 

tutor (not his peers) helped him with, just as they would 

help him with spelling and fleshing out his ideas. 

Essay III. The topic for the third essay was fairly 

open: the students were to take an issue they were familiar 

with and argue their position on it. As with Essay II, Luis 

very early in unit chose his topic--the homeless. Unlike his 

self-evaluation for Essay II, in his self-evaluation for 

Essay III he revealed why he chose this topic: "it was very 

controversial and noone does anything about it." This 

statement suggests that Luis' motivation is less artificial 

than in the previous writing. 
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As with Essay II, Luis selected his method of 

development early on in his writing process. His thesis 

addressed ways of helping homeless people in Tucson, and he 

suggested three remedies: finding jobs, securing 

rehabilitation, and transforming vacant buildings into 

affordable housing. This thesis and these three points 

remained the same through four complete drafts. In the 

first three drafts, he focused on clarifying his points and 

improving his wrod choice. For instance, during his 

think-aloud protocol, when he began to revise his first 

draft, he kept the same thesis and remedies but searched for 

new words to express essentially the same ideas. 

Luis made a dramatic change, however, when he rewrote 

the third draft of his essay. He didn't change anything in 

what he had written so far (three handwritten pages). 

Instead, he added two and a half handwritten pages of 

narration about his observation of a homeless man on a 

Tucson street. Although Luis does not directly reveal his 

own feelings toward the homeless man, he refers to himself 

with the first-person pronoun throughout the story. This 

strategy helps to show Luis' interest in this particular 

homeless person, as well as to maintain his audience's 

interest. This story also contains a detailed description 

of the man's appearance, including his clothes, face, teeth, 

and posture. Several times this description included 

graphic comparisons, such as "His face was dirty like if 
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someone grinded the dirt in his teeth ••• " and '"'His brown 

pants were torn • • • looked like a couple of dogs attacked 

him. II After this description of the homeless man, Luis 

connects this part of his paper with his thesis by writing, 

"I started to think that the people of this city can help 

the homeless by giving them jobs ••• " 

Luis added this narrative to his essay without help from 

me or his tutor1 this change was a surprise to both of us. 

His tutor, in an interview, concluded that this paper showed 

that Luis was now able to use narrative as a "stylistic 

device"1 Luis understood that "it's not just what you say, 

but rhetorical strategies as well." In his self-evaluation, 

Luis comments that "I made a lot of change. My intro was 

the biggest change and I also did a lot of more specific and 

detail." In this self-evaluation he also specifically 

refers to the help he received from the other students, the 

only time in his jou~nal writing when he did this: "Drafts 

and revision discussion seems to be easy because I get 

feedback from the students and it helps me to know what the 

readers want to know." 

Indeed, his revision of Essay III indicates an increase 

in his ability to decenter, to imagine himself as a reader. 

In class we had discussed various ways of beginning an essay 

that would both set up the controversy being discussed in 

the essay and attract the audience's attention1 Louis was 

not only able to do this, he did it without the assistance 
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from his tutor that he had relied on so much in the first 

two essays. Although he doesn't say if a fellow student 

helped him make this change, he does acknowledge his debt to 

his classmates, another indication that his dependence on 

his teacher and tutor were lessening. Moreover, because 

he's paying attention to the feedback from his peers, his 

concept of his audience is broader than it was when he 

thought of only his teacher and tutor. Finally, his sense 

of development shows more flexibility; rather than allowing 

his ideas to be limited by his organization1 scheme, he is 

able to devise a new organizational scheme that allows him 

to introduce his ideas in an interesting way. 

Despite this progress, Essay III is similar to Essay II 

in that the parts of the essay lack integration. In Essay 

III, Luis simply attached the narrative introduction to the 

paper he'd already written, without making any other 

changes. As a result, the tone and purpose of the essay are 

different in the introduction than in the rest of the 

paper. The persona in the introduction appears curious and 

concerned about the man he happens to spot in the road; the 

purpose of this description to make the reader concerned 

about the man's plight. Then the tone of the paper shifts 

as Luis introduces his arguments about how to solve the 

homeless problem. Instead of focusing upon one person, he 

refers to lithe home1ess" in an impersonal way. The 

assumption is that the reader disagrees with the author's 
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points, while in the introduction the assumption is that the 

reader, like the author, is concerned about the plight of 

this homeless man. Of course, Luis could have integrated 

these two sections~ for instance, he might have referred to 

the homeless man in the introduction when he defended one of 

his recommendations. That he failed to use a technique such 

as this indicates that Luis is still unable to connect 

purpose, stance, and style in his writing. His focus is 

still on form, at the expense of other aspects of the 

rhetorical situation. 

Louis' concentration on form throughout the class is a 

result of his concept of his audience, a concept shaped by 

his goals, his past experiences with different audiences, 

and the role he wishes to assume in the discourse community 

of his English class. Throughout most of the course he 

thought of his audience as someone to accommodate, satisfy, 

and persuade, not as-somewhat with whom he could shape a 

text. This limited interaction with his reader is 

demonstrated in his freewriting about his reader which he 

was asked to do for Essay II. When asked about how he 

imagined his reader, he wrote, "In a way I did picture the 

reader a bit. I thought about them because I would want 

them to understand a little bit better on what I'm trying to 

get across." In other words, he constructs the text for the 

reader so that the reader can then understand his 

points--not influence his points. Instead of seeing 
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rhetoric as dialectical "insofar as it assumes an active 

audience which motivates the composer's inquiry into 

possible knowledge," he sees rhetoric as writing to "a 

passive audience to which prior knowledge is meant to be 

passed on" (Gage, 1984, p. 162). This distance from the 

reader is also demonstrated in his argumentative stance and 

strategies in his post-test, when he presents himself as an 

authority on the topic attempting to sway the reader to his 

point of view. 

It is only in Essay III that he seems to imagine his 

reader in a more dialogical mode. In his freewriting on his 

reader for that essay, he wrote, "I will think about my 

reader more when I revise my paper. Then I can picture them 

asking questions and I could clear them by answering them in 

complete answers." It is interesting that Essay III is the 

only time when he acknowledged his debt to his peers in the 

freewriting previously discussed. Rather than winning over 

his readers, Luis appears to be making knowledge with them, 

in that he used his imagined reader's questions about his 

topic to generate his own responses and meaning. 

In general, though, Louis thinks of his audience as a 

single person he should please--the instructor. This person 

acts as a gatekeeper~ she determines how well he manages 

this first step in his academic careers, which he equates 

with success in society. Moreover, his emphasis in his 

writing processes on organization more than on ideas 
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reflects his view that this reader values form over 

content. As a result, his writing is often frozen into a 

particular pattern that doesn't fit his purpose or topic. 

This reader can also be impressed with a stance that 

indicates education and authority (as shown by his statement 

by sex education can eliminate half of all unwanted 

pregnances). In general, with the exception of the third 

essay, he sees his reader as superior to him, one who judges 

his language, whom he needs to accommodate with particular 

stances and organizational structures. 

Research question #3: How do these textual changes and the 

students' sense of audience reflect the students' reactions 

to the academic writing community of this particular 

classroom? 

In Audience Expectations and Teacher Demands (1989), 

Brooke and Hendricks analyze students' responses to a 

classroom in which the role of the teacher was mu1tifacted, 

even contradictory~ the teacher was an evaluator, coach, and 

counselor at the same time. In their study the authors 

suggest that the students adopted to this complicated 

presentation of audience expectations through a set of 

complex lIidentity negotiations, II similar to those suggested 

by Erikson (1968) and Goffman (1963). For instance, Brooke 

and Hendricks hypothesize that one student adjusted to his 
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failures in the writing course by deciding not that he 

didn't belong in college, but by thinking that the writing 

teacher was using inappropriate methods. Another student 

improved her position in the course by becoming very 

cynical; she declared she would write. exactly as the teacher 

suggested so that she could receive a good grade. The 

authors conclude that by examining students' resistance and 

accommodation to the writing classroom, we can begin to 

understand the larger context of "how students use classroom 

interaction to negotiate their growing sense of self as 

members in the social groups they want to enter" (p. 57). 

Luis' response to his classroom is clearly related to 

his desire to belong to a particular social group1 when 

asked about the purposes of "school writing," he wrote that 

it "will get people up in society [and] help them express 

and communicate in the future." His reason for coming to 

college is "to study'here ••• for a higher education with 

a bachelors degree and a good paying job for the near 

future." His concern is not with developing his personal 

identity as much as it is with achieving a certain public 

role. Writing, then, is not one of the "natural activities 

of the self" (Rich, 1979, p. 64). Rather, it's a way to 

become a well-educated, well-paid, successful public 

person. 

In his desire to achieve this particular role, Luis has 

tried different stances, even different personalities, in 
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his writing for this class: concerned citizen, 

knowledgeable authority, interesting storyteller. 

Experimenting with roles such as these is part of a lifelong 

process, for "throughout life, a person will experience 

conflicts between the identities assigned by social groups 

surrounding her and the identities she feels or desires" 

(Brooke and Hendricks, 1989, p. 9). At this time in his 

life, Luis has to shed his identity as an adolescent high 

school student and take on the identity of the successful 

college student with a promising future. In his papers, he 

acted out the roles he wished to assume. 

Thus, Luis' entry into the discourse community of this 

particular classroom did not make him consciously anxious 

about losing a part of his ethnic or linguistic heritage. 

For several years, in fact, he had taken Spanish classes, 

and he planned to continue studying Spanish in college. His 

reason for this, however, was not entirely persona1~ he told 

me he was aware that being bilingual would make him more 

marketable. Instead of being anxious about leaving behind a 

part of his past identity, he was eager to acquire a new 

identity, to achieve inclusion. As a result, to use 

Giroux's (1983) terms, Luis accommodated rather than opposed 

or resisted these new educational demands. Through his 

writing he adapted to (rather than ignored or fought) the 

requirements of the teacher and the classroom. 

By the end of the course, Luis was satisfied by what he 
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perceived himself as accomplishing. When asked to describe 

his attitude toward writing during the last week of class, 

he wrote, "My attitude toward writing has change to a 

positive attitude because of the experience I have had in 

this class. It developed the way to think and extend my 

vocabulary on paper •••• I feel I can write more clearly 

tha[n] I used to and that was one of my goals I wanted todo 

while taking New Start." Politically speaking, this 

statement is far removed from Freire's (1987) proposal that 

pedagogy should lead to critical consciousness where 

"students assume a critical posture to the extent that they 

comprehend how and what constitutes the consciousness of the 

world" (pp. 47-49). At this point in his life, Luis seeks 

conventional public achievement rather than private 

exploration or political transformation, and he used this 

classroom to help him achieve this goal. 

Part II: Andrea 

Research question #1: What textual changes occurred in 

the pre- and post-texts? 

Andrea's pre-text appears in Appendix E. Reader A 

summarized her response to this essay by commenting, "It is 

hard to comprehend anything while reading this essay." 

Indeed, the essay stays at such a general level that even 
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if it had been written in straightforward language, a reader 

would have little to grasp. As it is, the vague language 

and lack of coherence make many of the ideas hard to 

follow. Significantly, the language is most confusing when 

Andrea tries to synthesize her ideas. For instance, in 

T-unit 7 she writes, "With this great ability to strive for 

goals, heroes have lead our society producing great 

admiration." She's trying to express the cause and effect 

relationship of seeking goals and the adulation that heroes 

receive as a result. Similarly, in T-unit 11 she writes 

after her example of a track and field athlete, 

although if you were to show this athlete something 

about basketball, football or soccer. It would 

definitely allow this athlete the experience to 

obtain such knowledge of other sports. Which he had 

not had before the encounter. 

Perhaps her point is·that exposure to heroes in other sports 

can allow an athlete to learn more--but it's a matter of the 

reader deciphering this strained language. Deciphering is 

also necessary to interpret T-unit 14, when she's trying to 

explain the effect heroes can have on children: 

Heroes make way for children's interest to expand into 

professions or careers that once, would have never been 

thought of without such a hero to produce the 

admiration and talents leading the child in ourselves 

to be lead by such honor by heroes. 
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These three T-units just cited above, which in my 

reading are the most difficult to comprehend in the essay, 

all occur as the last sentence of her first three 

paragraphs, when she's trying to tie ideas together as a way 

of emphasizing or expanding them. Her inabilty to 

coherently connect and develop these points is reflected in 

my analysis of Andrea's pre-text using Coe's discourse 

matrix (see Appendix E). The broken or unconnected lines 

for T-units 7, 10, 11, 14, and 16 indicate Andrea's 

struggles to integrate and develop her points. Her thoughts 

are discussed only to the third level of generality--and 

unsuccessfully at that. This generality also indicates that 

she was unable to produce many ideas about this topic~ in a 

thirty-minute period, she wrote only 14 T-units of her own 

(the first two being provded in the prompt)--the shortest of 

the four students' pre-texts in this study. Furthermore, 

the number of superordinate ideas demonstrate not only 

Andrea's generality, but her scattered focus as well. The 

wording of these three superordinate T-units is important to 

note: 

3) Throughout the years heroes have become legends. 

5) The significance of heroes in our society is of 

value. 

12) Social change happens to everyone whether it is 

expected or not. 

These three sentences, which closely follow the prompt in 
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tone and content, can be seen as three unsuccessful "starts" 

for the essay. Rather than use the prompt to develop her 

own ideas on the essay, Andrea seems to have imitated the 

prompt--either because she had difficulties generating ideas 

on this topic, or because she thought her audience wasn't 

interested in her own ideas. 

Other aspects of this essay suggest that Andrea is, 

consciously or unconsciouslY, parodying what Marcrorie 

(1971) has called "Engfish"--pretentious language that says 

little and deliberately avoids the simplicity and rhythm of 

everyday speech. Her diction throughout the test is 

abstract and formal, similar to (although more confusing 

than)the language in the prompt. In fact, she often uses 

exactly the same words that appear in the prompt, though she 

might not fully understand their meaning (for instance, the 

term "social change," which appears in T-units 9, 12, and 

13). She includes several terms that in formal writing are 

used to cue readers, such as the phrase "is relevant " in 

T-unit 9 and "an example of this would be" in T-unit 10. 

However, these cues are ineffective because her statements 

are so hard to interpret~ she seems to be using them because 

they are part of the repertoire of formal, written 

language. In general, she's trying to assume the same 

persona invoked in the prompt--a distant, formal persona 

that issues broad generalizations about the state of current 

society. Unfortunately, when she tries on this persona, she 
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produces statements that verge on the nonsensical, such as 

T-unit 13: "Events and occurrences in the lives of people 

make way for social change in each individual." Rather than 

appropriating the prompt, and using it to express her own 

opinions, observations, and experiences, the prompt has 

appropriated her. 

Both of the outside readers noted the writer's failure 

to communicate in this pre-text; their evaluations 

emphasized the essay's problems with focus, development, 

logic, and expression. However, the readers' ascribed 

different reasons for the essay's failure. Reader B wrote, 

"The task is too challenging for the writer," which 

emphasizes the writer's deficiency in mastering academic 

discourse. Reader A, on the other hand, focused more on the 

writer's interpretation of the task and her audience: 

This writer is extremely tentative, unwilling to take 

risks and perhaps unsure what is expected of her. 

She seems to want to please some obscure reader be

cause she mentions certain societal values such as 

"striving for goals" or concern for children's 

interests. But she is either unable or unwilling 

to elaborate to a concrete, specific level. She can

not even name one real person she considers a hero. 

The way Andrea tried to "please some obscure reader" was to 

mimic her view of academic writing: formal, aloof, 

authoritative language removed from everyday, concrete 
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reality. Her problem is not that she tried to imitate 

academic discourse, but that she imitated it 

unsuccessfully. Imitation, of course, is a natural part of 

learning a language. Bartholomae (1985) has commented 

it may very well be that some students will need to 

learn to crudely mimic the 'distinctive register' of 

academic discourse before they are prepared to actually 

and legitimately do the work of the discourse, and 

before they are sophisticated enough with the 

refinements of tone and gesture to do it with grace or 

elegance. (p. 284). 

Ideally, in "do[ing] the work of the discourse" in her 

freshman composition classroom, Andrea will be able to begin 

to explore the power of a voice of her own. In the words of 

Bahktin (1934-35/1982), "The prose writer makes use of words 

that are already populated with the social intentions of 

others and compels them to serve his own new intentions, to 

serve a second master" (pp. 299-300). Andrea, as well as 

all developing writers, needs to learn this kind of 

mastery. 

Andrea's Post-Text. It is obvious from the beginning of 

this essay (included in Appendix E) that the voice of this 

essay is clearer, more assertive, and better focused than in 

the pre-test. Reader A's initial comment about this essay 

is that "some ideas stick in the reader's mind now." One 

reason for this more effective communication is that Andrea 
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is using a simple but fairly coherent organizational pattern 

to develop her points--the five paragraph essay. My 

interpretation of the Coe matrix for this post-text 

illustrates this pattern (see Appendix E). Andrea makes 

three points to support her thesis that, in the words of the 

prompt, "educators should realize that other subjects and 

activities are also important to a young person's 

development." Andrea's supporting points are that 

children's interests have changedi children need variety in 

their learning environment~ and students benefit from being 

"a11around." Each of these points is expressed in a 

separate paragraph in the body of the essay. Andrea's 

second point, about the need for different educational 

activities, is developed into the fourth level of generality 

(T-unit 13)~ at this level Andrea lists activities that are 

alternatives to "the basics." Although this method of 

organization is formulaic, it is a useful tool for a student 

faced with a test situation of this nature. 

In addition to these improvements, Andrea's persona is 

more informal, direct, and conversational. Instead of 

overwhelming the reader with abstractions, she now tries to 

convince her reader of her position by appealing to beliefs 

held by both writer and audience. One strategy she uses 

throughout the essay consists of the phrases "our children" 

and "our students"~ with these phrases, she's establishing 

universally-held concerns. (These phrases seem particularly 
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noticable from an eighteen-year-old, and might reflect 

vestiges of Engfish.) She often directly uses the second 

person pronoun, thus developing a direct connection with the 

audience; for example, in T-unit 13 she writes, "You could 

take a child to field trip to a science 

lab ••• " In contrast, in the pre-text she used only one 

you, and the rest of the essay was in the more formal third 

person. In this essay she establishes another common concern 

with the reader when she writes in T-units 5 and 6, "Sure 

the 'basics' should be taught and they've always have been 

taught in our public schools, so why change now?" Instead 

of advocating that the 'basics' be eliminated, she assures 

her audience that the 'basic' classes should continue--but 

other classes are needed, too. In this way, she uses the 

audience's anticipated opposition as a way of building her 

own argument. These strategies suggest that Andrea's 

conception of her audience is much more dialogical than in 

the pre-text, in which she seemed to be struggling to please 

an audience she didn't fully understand. In this test, 

Andrea seems to see herself as at least an equal in status 

to her audience. She has acquired resources (albeit limited 

resources) to accomplish this task; she is beginning to 

imagine for herself what Bartholomae (1985) calls the 

"privilege" of being "both inside an established and 

powerful discourse, and of being granted a special right to 

speak" (p. 277). 
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Another resource that Andrea uses in this test is the 

rhetorical strategy called antithesis, in which contrasting 

phrases or ideas are given for emphasis (Woodson, p. 3). 

For example, in T-units 20 and 21 she writes, "do we really 

want a society filled with Albert Einstiens or do we want 

variety." She uses this antithetical rhetorical question as 

a way of concluding the idea of this paragraph, and because 

she has supported this idea, she knows her audience will 

understand her position. Similar antithetical phrases occur 

in T-units 5 through 9. These antithetical ideas show a 

certain amount of confidence in her ability to use language 

to her advantage~ she's trying to persuade her reader by 

being playful and assertive rather than adversarial. The 

rhythm of these antithetical points calls to mind the short, 

succinct cadences of speech. Her direct relationship with 

the audience and her informality also are reminscent of oral 

language use. In this way, her speaking voice is 

strengthening her writing voice. Generally, a strong voice 

in writing is often late in developing, and is usally 

characteristic of advanced writers (Kroll, 1981, p. 53). 

Andrea, though, is far from being an advanced writer, as 

problems with coherence, focus, and clarity show in this 

essay. These problems can at least partly be attributed to 

interference from speech, for just as Andrea's experience 

with speaking can help her writing, it can hinder it as 

well. Emig's distinctions between speaking and writing can 
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help explain this interference. In Emig's words, "Talk 

leans on the environment1 writing must provide its own 

context •••• With writing, the audience is usally absent1 

with talking, the listener is usually present" "(po 125). 

This absence of the feedback that a listener usually gives, 

as well as the need to provide full context, can help 

explain gaps in Andrea's writing, such as found between 

T-unit 10 and T-unit 11, when she suddenly introduces this 

idea: "A class in art never hurt a child." It's also 

unclear what she means when she claims in T-unit 8 that 

children are "no longer interested in army green plastic 

toys. " 

Both outside readers noted that in many ways this 

post-text fails to satisfy the conventions of standard essay 

writing. Reader B wrote that this essay contained "poorly 

developed ideas" and "lacks maturity of thought and 

expression," while Reader A, in addition to marking problems 

with clarity and coherence, commented that the post-text 

contained more spelling errors than the pre-text. But these 

errors mattered little, wrote Reader A, because the writer 

does seem to realize another human being will be 

reading this •••• The student has a sense of writing 

to someone and she seems able to elaborate on 

ideas--she's not at such a loss for how to generate 

content nor how to organize it. . . • An authentic 

voice has emerged." Reader B's comment on the writer's 
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voice is that "the student is much more confident ••• 

more comfortable • • • she is spending more time trying 

to develop an idea. 

Andrea's increasing ability to develop ideas suggests this 

growing sense of confidence: not only does she know she 

should plan out her essay before she begins, she senses that 

she has the skill to make her ideas interesting to her 

audience. 

Interestingly, in her own freewriting after she wrote 

the post-text, in which she was asked to compare writing the 

post-text with the pre-text, Andrea focused on her lack of 

experience when she wrote the pre-text and the choice of 

topic in the post-text. She wrote, "I feel like I developed 

my ideas better and also it was a better topic to write 

about. Also the last time I took it I hadn't written essays 

in a long time. Now I had six weeks to do so." Her lack of 

experience writing essays could have resulted in the panicky 

way she tried to imitate academic writing in the pre-text, 

and the six weeks' practice could have explained her 

confidence and directness in the post-text. The importance 

of topic, moreover, raises the issue of commitment; clearly, 

Andrea feels more strongly about what she wrote about 

education in the post-text than what she had to say about 

heroes in the pre-text (although it's possible that even if 

she had something to say about heroes in the pre-text, she 

would have thought her audience wouldn't be interested in 

~~~-.~~-~~ - -----------------------------------------
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it). The topic of education seems to have been closer to 

her own experiences, and was something she had strong 

opinions about. As her progress throughout the course will 

show, commitment to topic was critical to Andrea, for she 

valued personal expression at least as much as she sought 

success in her freshman composition classroom. Rather than 

seek validation as a writer from the grade her teacher 

assigned her, she was satisfied with expressing what was 

important to her to a concerned audience. 

Research Question #2: What do these changes in the pre- and 

post-tests, as well as the writing completed in the course, 

suggest about Andrea's developing sense of audience? 

Andrea's purpose for writing greatly influenced the 

writing she did in the course. She saw the function of 

writing being to communicate her thoughts, feelings, and 

experiences to others and to herself as much as it was to 

get a good grade in the course. This purpose was expressed 

in her response to Question 9 in the "Questionnaire on 

Speaking and Writing" (Appendix D): "When you write for a 

class, which is most important to you--getting a good grade 

or saying what you truly feel or think? Or is it a 

combination of these two reasons? Or is it something else? 

Why?" Andrea wrote: 

A combination of these two reasons because first of all 
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everyone wants good grades and secondly it's always 

good to express what you truly feel or think • some 

students are very shy speakers but on paper they 

express their true feelings and thoughts. 

Her other responses to the questions in this Questionnaire 

demonstrate the extent to which she wrote outside of class; 

she reported writing poetry, letters, diary entries, notes 

to herself, and invitations and thank-you cards, in addition 

to the writing she did for her English class. Her 

freewriting on her previous writing experiences and my 

interview with her concerning her literacy background also 

dealt with the amount of writing she did in and out of 

class; she reported that she had taken two years of Creative 

writing in high school (she could not remember receiving 

much instruction in standard essay writing), and that she 

often wrote poetry on her own when she had the time. She 

had also completed a .story for children. Her summary of her 

writing experiences in the Questionnaire on Speaking and 

Writing indicates the way she valued self-exploration in her 

writing: "I never really thought I expressed my feelings or 

thoughts on paper but after all these questions I realize I 

do it all the time." 

Andrea also reported that she took great pleasure in 

reading--though primarily only the reading she did outside 

of school: "As a student I really don't like to read. If I 

am assigned a book to read I won't enjoy it but if I ran 
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into that book myself and liked it I'd read it." She often 

read romance novels, magazines, newspapers, and letters from 

friends~ her favorite texts that she'd had to read in school 

were Romeo and Juliet and books by the Bronte sisters. On 

her own she also read magazines and letters written in 

Spanish. She had vivid memories of being read aloud to as a 

child, both in English and in Spanish. 

In fact, she took great pride in her ability to speak, 

read, and write Spanish~ in her response about her previous 

writing experiences, she wrote, "I really enjoy writting in 

Spanish. I'm fluent in the language and can also read and 

write it perfectly." She had attended high school in Mexico 

for one year, and said in her literacy interview that by 

the end of that year she had learned to write reports in 

Spanish. She still corresponded regularly in Spanish with 

friends in Mexico. She spoke Spanish every day to her 

grandmother, and remarked in her interview that she moved 

easily between Spanish and English when she spoke and 

thought. She believed, however, that her facility in 

Spanish had had a harmful effect on her grammar when she 

wrote in English~ she thought she ran words and sentences 

together, and wrote in fragments, because of the Spanish 

influence. 

Considering Andrea's pride in her Mexican heritage and 

rich background in expressive writing, it's not surprising 

that she chose to write about the story of "La Llorona" for 
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the first essay of the course. In her first rough draft on 

this topic, she synopsized the story in this way: 

This story I'm about to tell you about is called "La 

Llorona" it's supposed to be about this young mexican 

woman who one night really wanted to go out. She 

couldn't possibly think of it because she had to stay 

home and take care of her children. Supposedly she 

was so tempted to go out she drowned her children 

then when it rains it has been said that you can 

hear "la llorona" at night calling for her children. 

This initial journal writing also included the importance 

this story had in Andrea's life: "My mother would always 

tell me this story if she wanted me to stay in 

line. • " . . She elaborated on the meaning of this story to 

her in the Questionnaire on Speaking and Writing: "This 

story is traditional in my family. It has been told for 

many years ••• " She also wrote that it was a tradition 

she was carrying on, because she had repeated it to her own 

nephew. 

In her first major draft of this essay, the actual 

story of "La Llorona" was expanded to include La Llorona's 

reason for leaving her house and drowning her children--she 

wanted to go to a dance because she needed a "new husband." 

La Llorona was described in language reminscent of the 

romance novels Andrea enjoyed reading: "Her big black eyes 

full of mystery hypnotized all the townsmen. Her skin was 
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so pale people thought she was sick all the time." Andrea 

also vividly described La Llorona's act of drowning her 

children: 

Out of aggravation, frustration and anger she grabbed 

her children and ran to the river. When she arrived 

the water was raging and thrashing against the sand 

bars on the side. The rains from the week previously 

had made the river extremely dangerous. She looked 

at her children then told them to get in the river. 

They refused so she drowned them and then went to the 

dance. 

Clearly, Andrea seems to have enjoyed writing these scenes; 

the language is energetic and ingenuous, if somewhat 

confusing (why did La Llorona want her children to get in 

the river?). The story has a strong cadence, perhaps a 

result of the many times she had heard the story being told 

and she had told it herself. 

The rest of the essay, though, lacks this sense of 

confidence and enjoyment. Andrea decided to use a framing 

device to present the story (I had suggested this strategy 

in class). She set up the story by announcing that a family 

reunion is held every Christmas at which her uncle, after 

dinner, tells the children of the family the story of La 

Llorona. Three short, choppy paragraphs precede the actual 

start of the story: one paragraph in which Andrea announces 

where and when the story is told, a paragraph in which Uncle 



155 

Jerry is described, and a third paragraph in which Andrea 

emphasizes that her uncle is the one to tell this story. 

Once Andrea begins to relate the story, however, the 

narrative progresses smoothly and the paragraphs are well 

developed. The end of the essay is similar to the 

introduction in that several short paragraphs are presented 

fairly haphazardly; in one paragraph Andrea writes that when 

it rains, La Llorona can be heard begging forgiveness; in 

the next paragraph Andrea reiterates that she has often been 

told this story; in the third paragraph she says that one 

can hear La Llorona when listening to running water; and she 

concludes the paper by writing, "I know for a fact that 'La 

Llorona' story still lives on. I told it to my 11 year old 

cousin about a year ago." While these ideas seem 

appropriate for the end of the essay, they (like the ideas 

in the introduction) appear to have been written as a series 

of associations, rather than as the result of a planned, 

conceptualized organizational scheme. This structure is 

similar to writer-based prose, which "reflects the 

associative, narrative path of the writer's own 

confrontation with her subject •••• " (Flower, 1979, pp. 

19-20). Moreover, the tentativeness and brevity of these 

ideas in the introduction and the conclusion, compared with 

the confident progression of ideas in the actual story of 

"La Llorona," indicate Andrea's difficulties in explicitly 

interpreting a meaning of the story for the reader. Her 
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freewriting, though, showed she had a meaning that she 

wanted to express, and she was also anxious to present this 

significance in a way that her audience would understand; 

she wrote after she completed this first draft, "I [want] to 

place myself in the readers position so that while writing I 

don't assume the reader will understand. Make the writing 

clear." Her difficulty is that she doesn't know how to go 

about expressing this meaning clearly to the reader. 

In my comments (oral and written) on this draft, I 

emphasized the need for Andrea to focus the story more about 

what the textbook (Gehle & Rollo, 1987) called a "dominant 

impression"; specifically, I suggested that she demonstrate 

more clearly in the introduction and conclusion what the 

story meant to her. As a way of doing this, I suggested 

that she describe more of the traditions of the family 

dinner in the introduction, and explain why her uncle made 

such a point of telling this story to the children of his 

family. _I also asked her to explain to the reader why she 

remembered being told this story. 

Andrea's protocol for this essay took place as she began 

to revise this draft. Although she consistently had to ask 

for my approval for her changes, she demonstrated in this 

protocol session an ability to both understand what changes 

needed to be made and to think of ways to make those 

changes. In my notes during this session, I wrote, 

"[Andrea] describes a problem, then says how she solves it. 
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Seems to know how to revise." For example, during this 

protocol she added more description about the dinner: "My 

Aunt Jane and my Aunt Carman brought the turkey on a huge 

tray ••• " She indicated the family tradition of telling 

the story by writing that her uncle "once again" would tell 

it. She introduced the description of her uncle with this 

strategy: "While we all sat down I began to notice things 

in my uncle Jerry I'd never noticed before •••• His rosy 

skin seemed almost sunburned. • • • I was so caught up in 

my uncle I had not realized the story had begun." 

After her protocol session, Andrea went home and 

completed revising her paper. On her own, she effectively 

revised her conclusion by combining similar ideas, making it 

less choppy and confusing. Her other revisions, though, were 

not successful because she did not integrate new ideas into 

the information already present in the text. For instance, 

I had asked her to try to explain where the story took place 

in a spot which would not interrupt the flow of the story; 

in her revision, she wrote, "It was said she was the most 

beautiful girl in town. The town of Pericos was small and 

only a hundred people lived there. This is why 'La Llorona 

lived there." This juxtaposition of ideas interrupted the 

story more severely than what had been expressed in the 

first draft. To my request that she express the family 

heritage that the story is a part of, she wrote, "'La 

Llorona' was a story my family had been telling for many 
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years because their parents had told them and their parents 

before that. My Uncle Jerry had always been the one to make 

sure all the children knew it." Unfortunately, she put this 

information right after her the sentence, "I was so caught 

up in my uncle I had not realized the story had begun," thus 

confounding the reader's expectation that she would begin to 

tell the story. These ineffective revisions suggest that 

Andrea needed more guidance and experience before she would 

be able to offer the reader the semantic, syntactical, and 

rhetorical connections ne~ded to express what Vygotsky 

(1934/1986) calls "the web of meaning." 

This inability to make the kind of explicit connections 

between ideas that readers of formal English-language texts 

expect is typical of developing writers, who tend, as 

Britton et ale (1975) have noted, to produce expressive 

writing, which 

is language close to the self. It has 

the functions of revealing the speaker, 

verbalizing his consciousness, and displaying his 

close relations with a listener or reader •••• much 

expressive language is not made explicit, because 

the speaker/writer relies upon his listener/reader 

to interpret what is said in the light of common 

understanding ••• since expressive language submits 

itself to the free flow of ideas and feelings, it is 

relatively unstructured. (Britton et al., 1975, p. 90) 
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Andrea's Essay I, especially the first draft, contains these 

characteristics. Clearly, Andrea's essay is close to her 

self~ she chose this topic because it was significant to her 

family' and her heritage. The language is direct and fairly 

conversational throughout the essay, especially when the 

actual story of "La Llorona" is being told. Andrea trusts 

the reader to be interested in what she says and to share 

enough of the context of the situation to understand and not 

challenge her brief explanation of why the story is 

important to her. 

Essentially, when I advised Andrea to make the 

signficance of the story clearer to the reader, I was asking 

that her relationship with her reader be changed. Simply 

telling the story--sharing her experience, as in a 

conversation--wasn't sufficient1 instead, I wanted her to 

link her experience to a broader idea (such as the way the 

story helped to strengthen the heritage of her family and 

culture), and to use the story to support this idea. In 

other words, I was asking her to "convince the reader that 

[her] model of the world is valid" (Dillon, 1981, p. 23). 

It wasn't that I personally doubted the meaning of her 

story, or did not know, from reading Andrea's writing and 

talking to her, what she meant when she explained the 

signficance of her story. I was adopting the role of a 

skeptical reader so that she could produce the kind of texts 

expected of her as a university student, in which 
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facts and viewpoints~ cogency and assent are based 
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on logical consistency and evidence~ writer and reader 

enact membership in an imagined community of 

inquiring minds. (Dillon, 1981, p. 22) 

In her first essay assignment, Andrea was introduced to the 

idea that she was no longer simply sharing her experiences 

with a receptive reader~ instead, she was writing to someone 

who, while interested in her experiences, would challenge 

them as well~ someone who wanted her to explore and explain 

these experiences in order to come to a particular 

conclusion about them. This shift from writing to a 

believing reader to a more doubting reader created confusion 

and resistance in Andrea throughout the rest of the course. 

Essay II was designed to move the students toward 

transactional writing, which is writing "to get things 

done: to inform people ••• to advise, persuade or 

instruct people" (Britton et al., 1975, p. 88). 

Specifically, I wrote on the assignment sheet that the 

students were to "analyze and give your perspective on an 

aspect of language or culture which you are familiar with in 

order to make your readers see the topic in a new or 

different way" (see Appendix B). One of the suggested 

topics that grew out of the journal writing was "your 

responses to an ideal which your culture has taught you." 

Rather than deal with a cultural ideal, however, Andrea 
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quickly decided to describe her brother, and arrived at this 

conclusion in her first freewriting on this topic: 

"Although he's not an outstanding man in society I idolize 

him." At this point I thought this idea would make a good 

starting place for an analytical paper, anticipating that 

Andrea might produce an essay on gender roles. However, 

Andrea's approach to the topic turned out to be much closer 

to expressionistic writing than I had anticipated. 

The tension between Andrea's desire to share her 

feelings about her brother and her need to write a standard 

essay is demonstrated in Andrea's response to a class 

exercise designed to help students focus their topics. She 

answered the question, "Why is my topic important?" in this 

way: "It's important because it's important to me. I'm also 

trying to convince the reader • • • that he can be idolized 

••• I appreciate him and others won't." Thus, Andrea 

knows that her purpose should be persuasive rather than 

entirely personal. Her writing process shows her struggle, 

and her reluctance, to achieve this relationship with her 

reader. 

In her first draft, Andrea began the paper by giving 

her brother's physical characteristics, and then described 

several incidents in which he figured prominently in her 

life. One of these incidents is amusing; when she was a 

child, he would play hide-and-seek with her. Other 

incidents, however, are more moving. For instance, Andrea 
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and her brother were separated for years because of their 

parents' divorce, and he returned to her life only when her 

sister died. Now they are growing apart again because of 

the demands of his wife and children. In the conclusion, 

Andrea expresses why she idolizes him: he's helped her at 

times when she desperately needed it. Embedded in this 

conclusion is her original starting point: "Although he is 

not an outstanding man in society, I idolize him." In its 

subject matter, loose associational structure, and lack of 

explicit context, this draft is an example of 

expressionistic writing--which Britton (1978) has called a 

matrix from which transactional writing can develop. 

Andrea's self-disclosure in this draft indicates that 

she trusts her reader to understand and sympathize with her 

experiences. She also expects her reader to realize that 

this was only her first draft1 as she explained in her 

freewriting when she handed in this paper, "[this] draft is 

just to get me started then I work from there." Her tutor 

and I certainly expressed appreciation and sympathy for her 

sharing of these experiences, but we also asked that she 

shape the essay so that it would conform more to a standard 

essay format. I asked that she express her thesis clearly in 

the introduction, and that she use some of her experiences 

that she described in the first draft as examples and 

details to support this thesis. Both her tutor and I told 

her that her sentence about her brother not being an 
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"outstanding man in society" would be good for her thesis. 

Her tutor, moreover, went through the paper with her 

carefully, noting for her the specific details and examples 

that she had written which would be appropriate to support 

the thesis in her revised paper. Both of us anticipated 

that Andrea would explain why she loved and admired her 

brother, even though by conventional societal standards he 

was not considered successful. 

However, Andrea's revised draft indicated that she did 

not share and/or understand this vision of her paper. 

Andrea tacked the thesis her tutor and I had suggested to 

the beginning of the first paragraph, but kept the rest of 

the paragraph the same. Thus, the thesis was not used as an 

organizing principle for the paper. The paper was still 

structured around the same series of incidents with her 

brother, with the exception that a digression about Andrea 

being a tom-boy was omitted. More description of several 

incidents was included, but not in a way that helped to show 

the importance of the examples to the thesis. The ideas in 

the conclusion remained the same: "Since he's helped me 

through so much I guess that's why I idolize him. He's 

special to me and I love him. There will never be anyone to 

take his place in my life. Of course he's my older brother, 

I don't need another reason." 

Though Andrea did not effectively revise the paper as 

she was asked to, she did make several successful changes 
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which, ironically, she was not asked to do. These changes 

involved adding information about her family, which gave the 

paper a richer sense of context. For instance, Andrea added 

in this revised paper that her father had died when she was 

two, and that her mother and grandmother had immigrated from 

Mexico. Unlike most of the other information she added, 

these new ideas were appropriately integrated into the 

existing text. These self-motivated changes dealt with 

Andrea's family, which is what Andrea clearly wanted to 

write about~ her purpose in writing the paper was to tell 

the reader why she loved her brother by describing the way 

he had helped her. Her idea that he was not conventionally 

successful was only a minor point to her, no matter what her 

teacher and tutor said. 

It's unclear if Andrea was purposefully not writing the 

way she was advised to write, or if she simply didn't know 

how to. Perhaps both of these things are true. On the one 

hand, in her self-evaluation of her final draft she 

described her revision in this way: 

I made more corrections, such as "showing not telling" 

and putting more examples in my story. I also changed 

a lot of description work on my brother. These 

changes were made because they were needed to make my 

essay better. The strengths I think are my 

introduction and my conclusion. One weakness I feel 

was very weak is my transitions. 

•• t~· 
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Although she is right about her problem with transitions, 

her belief that in other ways she had improved her paper is 

misguided, and suggests that she hadn't understood what she 

had been asked to do. On the other hand, her writing 

protocol indicates that she might not have wanted to do as 

she was asked. During this protocol, Andrea spent a few 

minutes beginning to revise her paper, but soon gave this up 

in order to simply talk about her plans for revising, such 

as "change the second paragraph to describe more about the 

game ••• tell more about the eighth grade." These plans 

dealt with ways of changing the paper according to my 

suggestio~s. However, she neglected to write any of these 

plans down, and her tutor reported that when she came to see 

him, she had been unable to remember what these plans 

were. 

This tug-of-war between the way Andrea really wanted to 

write her papers, and the way she was expected, prodded, and 

encouraged to write them, contintued throughout the writing 

of her third essay, which was to be an argument on an issue 

"that you have some knowledge and experience with so that 

you can present convincing evidence" (Assignment Sheet for 

Essay III, Appendix B). As with her previous two essays, 

Andrea had no trouble finding a topic that interested her. 

In her first freewriting for this essay, she wrote: 

Rapists in todays society are countless. He could be 

the man next door or a stranger walking down the 
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street. I feel that rapists should recieve capitol 

punishment. As a friend of a rape victim I have seen 

the pain and the sorrow she has and still is going 

through. 

Thus, the personal connection that Andrea feels with this 

topic is clear--and the fact that a friend is a rap.e victim 

appears in all but one of her subsequent drafts. What never 

appears again, however, is her stand about capital 

punishment for rapists. Instead, in her second draft she 

uses a different approach to the topic, focusing on the 

victims of rapists, describing their ordeal in the court 

system and how they are often blamed for the attack. She 

only briefly mentions that rapists often don't receive long 

prison sentences. In her conclusion, she advises women how 

to avoid situations in which they are vulnerable. Although 

it needs more development and logical connections between 

ideas, this draft is ·fairly focused--the most focused, in 

fact, of all her drafts for Essay III. However, it was also 

the only draft in which she never directly referred to 

herself--her friend who was raped, her opinions about it. 

In general, the language is more stilted and formal than 

what she usually produced. The emphasis on the paper is on 

describing the procedures for treating rape victims, and 

many times the passive voice is used, as in a technical 

report ("A description of the rapist will be asked 

for ••• H). In general, she is distant from both herself 
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and her reader. 

After she finished this draft, her tutor worked with 

her on an outline that closely followed her ideas. In this 

lesson, he helped her categorize her arguments about the 

treatment of rape victims. He also suggested this thesis 

for her: "Victims of rape are also victimized by the 

. justice system." However, when Andrea started to revise 

this draft in her protocol session with me, she ignored her 

tutor's suggestions and started to write the paper over 

again, leading me to conclude that what she had said about 

victims was not the message she wanted to communicate. The 

first thing she did in this session was brainstorm this 

collection of ideas that she wanted to include: 

--rapists sentences are too short 

--repeat offenders should get life sentence 

--types of rapes 

--rape victimes ·(B1ack, female, children) 

--compare rape sentences with murder 

--examples of rape (friend) 

--rapists side of story 

--why rapists are not sentenced most of the time 

--why are judges so merciful? 

--victims and rapists emotions 

Clearly, this list contains a more exploratory and personal 

approach to the topic, unlike what she had written in her 

previous draft. Because she was still uncertain about how 
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she would organize her paper, she spent the rest of the 

protocol session struggling to produce an introduction, 

which ended with this thesis: "I feel that repeat offenders 

should go to jail and stay there." However, in the essay 

that she completed at home, she never directly dealt with 

the idea of punishment of rapists in the rest of the paper 

until the conclusion. Instead, she spent about half of the 

paper describing why men become rapists and the other half 

detailing the treatment of rape victims. Throughout the 

paper her tone is both sympathetic and stern~ for instance, 

she points out that many rapists were abused as children: 

"it's not just the victim who suffers but also the 

rapist ••• these rapists are mentally sick." Rather than 

present arguments to convince her reader that her thesis 

should be seriously considered, Andrea emotionally examines 

the causes and consequences of rape. 

When I discussed this draft in a conference with 

Andrea, I tried to allow her to express many of her ideas 

while at the same time I urged her to shape these ideas into 

a more agumentative format. I mostly suggested transitions 

and topic sentences that would directly connect her points 

to the thesis; for example, I suggested she use this topic 

sentence when she discussed rapists' backgrounds: "Because 

of [their] mental illness, rapists should stay in jail." 

In the final draft of her paper, the argumentative 

purpose of the essay is clearer, because the causes and 
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effects of rape are more explicitly connected to the need 

for long jail sentences. A few of these changes she made 

with my help, but most them she made by herself. For 

instance, on her own she added the idea that rapists are 

seeking pow~r over their victims, and connects this idea to 

thesis. She also explains that rapists' mental illness does 

not mean that they should be put into mental institutions 

where they could easily be released. On the other hand, 

some of the changes I had requested she either didn't 

understand or didn't want to make. For example, in the 

second paragraph of her previous draft, she had written that 

because women are more free to do things on their own, rapes 

have increased. I had told her that the way she had 

expressed this idea was confusing and suggested changes in 

the wording. Instead of using my suggestions, she simply 

reduced the paragraph into this single sentence, "Twenty 

years ago it was unheard of for a woman to walk the streets 

alone but today things have changed which helps contribute 

to the violent act of rape." This sentence is not related to 

what comes before or after it. 

As with Essay II, the most successful revisions Andrea 

made were self-motivated. In this final draft, as well as 

the previous ones, she rejected many of my suggestions in 

order to express what she wanted to say. Moreover, as with 

the other essays, Andrea's personal commitment to the topic 

is clear throughout the essay. As a result, the tone is 
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often urgent and emotional. She often uses the first 

person, as when she writes, "As a friend of a rape victim I 

have seen the outcome of the tragedy" and "I'm angered to 

see all the effects of rape on the victims ••• " She 

begins the essay by directly referring to the reader: "A 

rapist can be your neighbor next door ••• " She combines 

this use of the second person with rhetorical questions in 

the conclusion: "Why do these men go free? They hurt our 

children, husbands and wives. Why aren't they locked up 

forever?" The strengths of the final draft--personal 

involvment, direct language, exploration of causes and 

effects of rape--came almost entirely from herself, rather 

than from the composition classroom. 

In her freewriting while drafting this essay, Andrea 

reported that "writing this essay is harder than the 

others," and the fact that she wrote more drafts of this 

essay than of the previous two essay (although she didn't 

have to) supports this fact. Her struggles to write this 

essay an be at least partially explained by the nature of 

writing an argument, which Moffett (1968) has called writing 

at the highest level of abstraction, in which 

differentiating among modes of discourse, registers 

of speech, kinds of audiences is essentially a 

matter of decentering, of seeing alternatives, of 

standing in other's shoes, of knowing that one has 

a private or local point of view and knowledge 
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structure. (p. 57) 

In a way, however, one of the strengths of Andrea's final 

draft is that she didn't decenter in her approach to the 

topic. At the end of the class, Andrea's tutor told me that 

Andrea was always "embedded in her own story." That is, her 

own personal context became the content of all of her 

papers. While this was a source of frustration to him, 

whose job it was to help Andrea meet the standards of the 

composition classroom, in many ways Andrea's involvement 

with her own story led her to write her essays the way she 

wanted to, on her own terms. While this sometimes made it 

hard for her to shape her ideas into standard format, and 

often gave her problems making the kind of logical 

connections that her teacher expected, it did allow her to 

express what she wanted in her own strong, direct voice. 

Her audience was both herself and someone close to her who 

wanted to know her thoughts, feelings, and experiences. In 

sum, Andrea wants to express what she knows rather than 

defend it. 

Research Question #3: How do these textual changes and the 

students' sense of audience reflect the students' reactions 

to the academic writing community of this particular 

classroom? 

In Perry's (1970) developmental stages, a person's 



172 

academic experiences, especially in college, are said to 

deeply affect how he views the world. According to this 

scheme, the shift from dualistic to relativistic thinking is 

motivated to a great extent by the influence of teachers who 

encourage a variety of viewpoints but at the same time 

demand evidence to support these views. However, in Women's 

Ways of Knowing (1986), Belenky et ale point out that Perry 

used only a few women in his study, and no women at all to 

support his developmental scheme. Furthermore, his subjects 

did not reflect a variety of backgrounds because they were 

all Harvard undergraduates. Therefore, Perry's assertions 

about the influence of formal education might be typical 

only of men who attended an elite Ivy League college. 

Belenky et al. conducted their own study of developmental 

processes, in which they interviewed 135 women of various 

ages and socioeconomic backgrounds. One of their 

conclusions is that, .for most of the women that they 

studied, no matter what their socioeconomic or educational 

background, their most important developmental influences 

occurred outside of traditional academic settings, most 

notably with families, jobs, or simply the context of 

everyday life. For many of these women, "truth is personal, 

particular, and grounded in firsthand experience" (Belenky 

et al., 1986, p. 113). 

Just as many of the women in the Belenky et al. (1986) 

study relied on their own methods of making knowledge, 
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Andrea used her own experiences, not the formal classroom 

instruction, to shape the way that she wrote. Dillon (1981) 

writes that traditional liberal arts education offers 

"emancipation from the confines of received opinion and the 

limited (though often sustaining) solidarity with family and 

peer groups" (pp. 22-23). But rather than be "emancipated" 

from her family and peer group, Andrea used this class as a 

way of maintaining her relationships with them, as well as a 

source for ideas to write and think about. Moreover, rather 

than readily adopt a standard essay structure, she fought to 

adjust it to fit her own expressionistic purposes. Her 

strong sense of voice that she showed thoughout the class 

probably had less to do with the course itself than with the 

rich background of expressionistic writing that she had 

before entering this classroom. At the end of the course, 

she wrote this about her attitude toward writing: "I enjoy 

writing because I always used to excell in it as a child. 

I liked it so as I got older I enrolled in classes like 

English and creative writing •••• " She does not directly 

refer to the writing class she has just attended for the 

past six weeks; other experiences and classes helped her 

appreciate writing, rather than this particular course. 

Of course, Andrea's writing did undergo some changes 

during this class; as the post-text indicates, she learned 

some rudimentary essay organization, and her ability to 

generate ideas improved. The strengths of the post-text, 
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though--the clear voice, the direct connection with the 

reader--are not always a part of academic writing, which, as 

Dillon (1981) has noted, often reflects these values: 

It does not seek to engage the reader in a course 

of action • • • but rather in a ~rocess of reflection, 

and its means of convincing are accordingly limited to 

the use of evidence and logical proof and the posture 

of open-mindedness. These methods are also asso

ciated with the liberally educated person, who is 

meditative, reflective, clear-headed, unbiased, 

always seeking to understand experience freshly and 

to find things of interest in the world. (p. 23) 

In my view, Andrea's voice showed interest toward the world, 

but more toward her world rather than toward the world as 

typified in many university classrooms, which focus on 

canonical ideas and issues. Andrea does not satisfy the 

demands of academic writing in other ways as well; she is 

often openly biased, and relies more on her emotional 

responses to support her points rather than on logic. In 

the long run, these characteristics of Andrea's writing 

might serve her well; as Elbow (1987) has written, "How can 

she engage readers more till she has engaged herself more?" 

(p. 57). 

Thus, Andrea's siK weeks in this course were marked by 

the tension created by her desire to write out of her own 

story, as her tutor put it, and my need to teach her the 
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forms of academic writing so she could survive at the 

university. I felt I was in the dilemma described by Rich 

(1972): "How does one teach order, coherence, the structure 

of ideas while respecting the student's experience of his or 

her thinking and perceiving?" (p. 56). At times Andrea 

dutifully complied with my "suggestions" (which, of course, 

were really demands); at other times she was confused by 

them, and in the end often tacitly resisted them. These 

reactions were part of Andrea's search for her own identity, 

her own voice, out of the many pressures--academic, 

cultural, sexual, enthic, economic--that surrounded her. 

Part III: Rose Mary 

Research question #1: What textual changes occurred in the 

pre- and post-texts? 

Rose Mary's pre-text appears in Appendix E. As this 

essay shows, Rose Mary does not seem to have known what to 

do with the two prompt statements; the amount of white space 

she left between them suggests that she did not understand 

that they were meant to become the first two sentences of 

her essay. After writing these two sentences from the 

prompt, she copied the first sentence again, and added her 

own second sentence: "There are not enough people in the 

world that could be heroes." Therefore, she used the 



176 

general topic of heroes given in the prompt, but switched 

the topic to her own idea that the world needs more heroes. 

Her appropriation of the prompt seems to be a result of 

indecision or confusion rather than a sign of authorial 

independence, for she was unable to develop her point about 

the world needing more heroes in any detail. The only 

understandable idea she presented about heroes in the rest 

of the essay (and which she repeated several times) was that 

they should be patient, caring, and helpful. After the 

first fifteen t-units she apparently could think of nothing 

else to say about heroes, for she then copied over another 

sentencefrom the prompt: "He or she is often a leader of 

social change." Rather than produce a new idea on her own, 

she was forced to return to the prompt to find something 

else to write. However, the next t-unit indicates that she 

probably didn't understand the idea of "social change" and 

couldn't think of anything to write about it: "Leaders in 

social changes are always going to be leaders." She then 

returned to her original point that leaders must help and 

care for others, summarizing her ideas by stating, "That 

what I think a hero is really about." 

My interpretation of this pre-text using the Coe 

matrix demonstrates the gaps and discontinuity in this essay 

(see Appendix E). The number of dotted lines between ideas 

shows the lack of explicit connections between many of Rose 

Mary's ideas; in fact, not only were these ideas not 
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connected together, they made little sense at all, as in 

t-unit 13: "What it is going on in your house with your 

family. That might go out of the house and going out with 

other people. So they could be a hero." She's attempting 

to express the relationship between one's family life and 

either the need for or creation of heroes--but this 

relationship is unclear. This matrix also demonstrates the 

lack of development of Rose Mary's ideas. Out of the 23 

t-units, six are at the highest level of generality;'these 

superordinate units indicate a break in the original topic 

of discussion and an attempt to renew the essay with a new 

topic, either her own or the prompt's. Rose Mary, however, 

was unable to focus her ideas adequately on a new topic, and 

often ended up repeating an idea previously presented, as 

when she wrote in t-unit 21, "It is really helping 

themselves •••• By caring, and helping." Only one t-unit, 

12, is developed to the third level of generality, when Rose 

Mary explained that getting mad at one person might make 

that person "not help other people in the world." 

In these twenty-three t-units Rose Mary has presented a 

single, and very simple, point about the topic of heroes. 

Reader A commented about this pre-text: 

There is content here though one has to concentrate to 

extract it •••• one point she makes is that heroes 

need to be willing to always help others. All 

sentences within the essay relate closely or vaguely to 
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that point. 

Rose r.1ary's conclusion in t-unit 22, "That what I think a 

hero is really about. Just to help people. •• "shows 

that in her own mind this was, indeed, the message she 

wished to communicate. This thesis led Reader A to comment 

that the 

student comes across as timid but caring. I never 

felt a 'machine' was writing this essay. She is a 

person who seems to be writing from personal exprience 

and her ideas sparked my interest to ask questions to 

enable her to elaborate. 

Reader B, however, had a drastically different response, 

noting that the "writer lacks a sense of purpose~ therefore, 

she also does not attend to audience needs~ displays no 

awareness of demands of assignment." Reader B, instead of 

sensing a real person behind these words, saw instead a 

writer who could not meet the test's requirements for 

conventional form and expression. Reader A, naturally, also 

commented on the limitations of Rose Mary's written 

communication, but at the same time she acknowledged the 

idea that Rose Mary was trying to communicate: 

I thought she had an interesting angle in 'idealizing' 

ordinary folks as heroes but she has no idea how to 

give specific examples, how to organize, and how to 

relate these ideas logically ••• she has little 

fluency in written English." 
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Reader A's responses to this pre-text, in which she 

interpreted Rose Mary's purpose in writing the essay and 

thought of reasons why Rose Mary was not able to accomplish 

this purpose, is similar to the approach that Shaughnessy 

(1977) took with Basic Writing students in Errors and 

Expectations. Of the four students in my study, Rose Mary 

is the closest to the kind of student that Shaughnessy 

describes in this book, who were 

true outsiders • • • Many had spoken other languages or 

dialects at horne and never successfully reconciled the 

worlds of horne and school, a fact which by now had 

worked its way deep into their feelings about school 

and about themselves as students. (pp. 3-4) 

This pre-text conforms to Shaughnessy's analyses of the 

placement essays of the CUNY students in terms of 

handwriting, spelling, vocabulary, syntax, and development. 

Shaughnessy writes that the handwriting of Basic Writers 

often "belies the maturity of a student, reminding the 

reader instead of the labored cursive style of children." 

Rose Mary's handwriting, indeed, reflected the large, 

cursive style that children are taught in school. The 

spelling errors in this test ("their" instead of "there," 

"rood" for "rude," "patiant" for "patient") is a reflection 

of Rose Mary's limited experience reading and writing in 

English (as will be seen later in this discussion), and 

Shaughnessy points out that Basic Writers are often 
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"dependent mainly on their ability to remember the sounds in 

words" and have a limited knowledge of sound-letter 

correspondences (p. 172). Shaughnessy also writes that the 

vocabulary of Basic writers is characterised by a number of 

vague nouns and ambiguous pronouns, the use of simple verbs, 

and a lack of modification (p. 199). This pre-text relies 

heavily on the verb "to be," ambiguous pronouns (as in 

t-units 22 and 23), and contains little modification other 

than "really" and "always." The number of sentence 

fragments in this pre-text is a sign of what Shaughnessy 

calls "difficulty in marking off the boundaries of 

sentences" (p. 17). Finally, the lack of development of 

ideas reflects Basic Writers' tendency to reach premature 

closure of their thoughts, so that their 

thought often seems to halt at the boundary of each 

sentence rather than move on, by gradations of 

subsequent comme.nts, to an elaboration of the 

sentence •••• although [Basic writers'] essays are 

not always short, they tend to be so because of the 

difficulty the writer has in staying with his point 

beyond its initial formulation. (Shaughnessy, 1977, p. 

227). 

Rather than develop her thoughts in this pre-text, Rose 

l1ary often resorts to commands, telling the audience "Don't 

think of other people" (t-unit 6), "Do not get mad to other 

poeple for no reason" (t-unit 10), and "You got to be 
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patiant • •• " (t-unit 11) 0 These commands lend a parental 

tone to this essay, as if Rose Mary is talking to a child. 

In other places in the essay Rose assumes a more mournful 

stance, as in t-uni t 7: "People just don't care for each 

other enough." The shifting back-and-forth from third to 

second to third person highlights this authorial confusion; 

the third person perspective approximates the impersonal 

tone of the prompt, while the second person indicates the 

sudden break into the imperative mode. In sum, Rose Mary's 

limited resources writing a conventional English essay have 

prevented her from presenting a unified, developed vision 

and a coherent persona. 

Rose Mary's post-text (given in Appendix E) shows 

improvement in coherency and development. This improvement 

is demonstrated in my rendering of the Coe matrix for this 

essay (see Appendix E). As in the pre-text, Rose Mary 

copies the first two prompt statements but doesn't use them 

as the first sentences of her essay. In fact, she puts the 

title of her essay after the two prompt statements, 

signaling that the prompts are not a part of her own essay. 

Her thesis, "Many students report poor attitude toward 

learning math, science, and of course English" is a 

combination of two of the prompt statements in the essay. 

This melding of the two of the prompt statements shows that 

she has used the prompt material as a resource to generate 

her own thesis, rather than simply accept one of the three 
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theses given to her or completely ignore them (as she did in 

the pre-text). Unlike the pre-text, then, in this essay she 

has the confidence to use the prompt statements as tools to 

help her make the points she wants to express. The phrase 

"and of course English" in her thesis is a rather wry 

reference to the fact that she was writing this essay in an 

English class, and signfies not only her awareness of the 

rhetorical situation, but her assurance that her audience 

will understand and accept this humor. 

In the pre-text, she had to struggle to focus and 

develop her ideas around her idea about heroes, but in this 

text she was able to generate and organize ideas about why 

students have poor attitudes toward "the basics." As the Coe 

matrix shows, Rose Mary used a simple five-paragraph essay 

structure to discuss why students have poor attitudes toward 

three subject areas: English, math, and science. This 

scheme, which is helped by direct references to previous 

ideas and the transition "either," allows Rose Mary to 

present her ideas in a fairly logical progression, unlike in 

the pre-text. Additionally, more ideas in the post-text are 

developed in comparison to the pre-test; the second and 

third paragraphs are developed to the third level of 

generality, and the last paragraph contains ideas into the 

fourth level. Other changes include longer sentences, an 

average of 15 words per sentence in the post-text compared 

with an average of 10 in the pre-text (excluding the 

---- ---------------------------------------------
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prompt sentences and including fragments). Fewer sentence 

fragments appear (two in the post-text compared with ten in 

the pre-text). Although the diction is still marked by the 

lack of modification that Shaughnessy (1977) described as 

typical of Basic Writers, the word choice is, on the whole, 

more concrete, specific, and understandable. Unlike the 

pre-text, ambiguous pronoun references do not occur. 

Although the essay is better organized, developed, and 

expressed in comparison to the pre-text, it is not more 

unified in terms of stance or persona. In fact, because 

Rose Mary used the first person point of view in this essay 

in addition to the second and third, this post-test contains 

more breaks in perspective than the pre-test. At first Rose 

Mary is very impersonal, as if she is imitating the tone 

given in the prompt: 

Some students that are Mexican American have the most 

problem with English, because they have to think the 

word in spanish, and have to translate in English. Not 

only the Mexican American, but the other people that 

English is their second language. (T-units 5 and 6) 

This impersonal stance is striking because when Rose Mary is 

discussing the problems of Mexican-American students, she's 

really referring to herself, as the rest of the essay and 

other material she wrote in the course show. 

At the end of this paragraph, a break in perspective 

occurs when Rose Mary shifts into the second person and 
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writes in T-units 7 and 8: "You got to take it step by 

step. Like I am doing it. It takes alot of time." Here 

she sudddenly begins giving advice to the audience, as if 

she assumes that h~r audience consists of her fellow 

students. The two paragraphs about math and science are 

written in a similar tone, as in t-units 10 and 11: "All 

you have to worry about is numbers, when to put them in or 

where to take them out. It does not take so much time as 

English." Rose Mary, rather than explain why students have 

certain attitudes about these subjects, is instead helping 

students in these classes succeed in them. These short, 

choppy sentences make the essay informal, even 

conversational. Her view of her audience seems to have 

shifted: at the beginning of her essay her audience seemed 

to be nonstudents who wondered why students had certain 

attitudes about their subjects: now her audience has become 

fellow students who are enrolled in these subjects. 

Rose Mary's assumed audience changes again toward the 

end of the essay, when, instead of presenting a conventional 

summary of her points, she reveals personal information 

about her feelings toward English. In essence, she takes 

the idea she presented in t-unit 5 about the difficulties 

Mexican-American students have learning English and 

demonstrates how it applies to her own life. In this 

passage, which is written in the first person, she becomes 

openly confessional. After begining with the rather formal 
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"in my opinion," (as if she has every intention of writing a 

conventional conclusion), she explains why she wants to 

learn English, and writes, "Some words don't come out the 

right, maybe that's why I don't like to talk as much. I am 

afraid to say something wrong and everyone would just start 

laughing at me and joke around." The revelatory nature of 

these statements seems intended to draw the audience's 

compassion. This may not have been a completely conscious 

effort on Rose Mary's part, for it's possible that at this 

time she started to use the task as she would a journal 

entry, where the purpose is to express her feelings only to 

herself. 

In this essay Rose Mary has employed a full range of 

relationships with her audience. In the first few T-units 

she used the third person and maintained distance from her 

audience, as did the prompt; in T-units 5 through 12 she 

used the second person and became the audience's adviser and 

friend, and in the last five T-units she used the first 

person and confessed her feelings of inadequacies to an 

audience that was very close and accepting--perhaps herself. 

However, because the essay is fractured and incomplete, it 

does not seem that Rose Mary was deliberately trying to use 

these audience relationships for a particular rhetorical 

effect. Instead, her desire to write about herself and her 

own context seems to have overwhelmed her original attempt 

to conform to the tone and style established by the prompt 
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Both of the outside readers speculated about the 

relationship between Rose Mary's personal approach to the 

topic and the structure and development of the essay. 
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Reader B wrote that the "purpose [was] clear in this essay 

which keeps her attuned more to audience needs~ [she was] 

more personal and took some risks~ [there was] 

self-disclosure and more development in this essay." In 

other words, by writing more about herself, or on a topic 

that was closer to herself, Rose Mary's reason for writing 

was clearer to her and it was easier for her to think of 

ideas to develop. This assessment raises the question of 

the importance of the different topics between the pre- and 

post-texts; the topic of the post-text quite possibly was 

easier for Rose Mary to relate to her own life. (In her 

freewriting after she wrote the post-text, Rose Mary 

reported that she thought she had done better than in the 

pre-test "because I learned a10t with this program"; she did 

not mention if she thought the topic was easier.) 

Reader A's response to this essay also suggests the 

connection between Rose Mary's personal approach to the 

essay and the improved development and organization, but the 

focus of Reader A's evaluation is on why Rose Mary took such 

a personal approach: 

writer is confident enough to argue a personal issue 

and disclose personal information ••• Either she is 
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unaware of the purpose of the task (supporting the 

sentence she chose) or thinks she is addressing that 

point • • • She ignores "inadequate condition of public 

education" as a cause and simply pushes her personal 

views. She seems to assume her audience wants to 

know about ESL problems and ignores a more universal 

question and audience in favor of a personal point 

of view. 

Indeed, Rose Mary's approach to the topic conveyed a 

completely different purpose than the prompt intended. The 

given task implied an audience that wanted to be persuaded 

about what Reader A has called a "universal question" about 

the quality of modern education. Rose Mary, however, 

simplified the aim of the task from argumentation to 

exposition through the way she rewrote the prompt statement. 

Instead of this prompt sentence, "the inadequate condition 

of public education today may reflect a poor attitude," 

which implies the writer must demonstrate the connection 

between inadquate conditions and attitudes, Rose Mary wrote, 

"Many students report poor attitude toward learning math, 

science, and of course English." Her task now is to simply 

describe the poor attitudes. She did, at first, maintain 

this expository purpose in her test when she described the 

problems that various kinds of students have with English. 

But as the tone becomes more informal and conversational, 

and as Rose Mary gradually begins to talk about herself, the 
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purpose of the task becomes what Britton et ale (1975) call 

expressionistic--writing to an audience is that close to the 

writer, or perhaps who is the writer herself (pp. 89-90). 

Brtton et ale (1975) call expressionistic writing the 

"matrix" out of which other kinds of writing (such as 

transactional) evolve; it is, for instance, the kind of 

writing done by children. The progression of this essay, 

though, from a transactional mode to an expressionistic 

mode, is the opposite of developmental models used by 

Britton et al. (1975) and Moffett (1968), and which are 

based on Piaget's (1932) notion of a child's development 

from egocentricity to social awareness. Instead of 

distancing herself from her own context in order to reach 

an audience removed from her, Rose 11ary begins with a more 

general context and audience and progresses to a context and 

audience that is more familiar and personal. Her assumption 

that her audience wi11 be sympathetic to her feelings abou t 

learning English, and her desire to express these feelings, 

are stronger than her sense of an audience that needs to be 

persuaded about her perspective on education. 

This struggle with her relationship with her audience 

and her purpose in writing can be seen throughout Rose 

Mary's progress in the course. While she was able to 

increase her ability to write standard written English, at 

the same time she contintued to express her sense of 

helplessness and frustration when faced with the need to 



write standard written English in order to succeed in her 

composition class and at the university. 
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Research Question #2: What do these changes in the pre- and 

post-texts, as well as the writing completed in the course, 

suggest about Rose Mary's developing sense of audience? 

Like the pre- and post-texts, Rose Mary's sense of 

audience in the writing completed during the course 

demonstrates a tension between the formal, detached 

audience-writer relationship that is a part of standard 

written English, and the more personal and close 

relationship that is a part of expressionistic writing. 

Assuming a more analytical and distant relationship with her 

audience, which she was encouraged and pushed to do 

throughout the course, made her feel frustrated and 

inadequate, feelings which she expressed in the more 

informal writing of the course. This frustration was not 

new to her. Her description of her past educational 

experiences suggest that language, in the words of Rich 

(1972/1979), had been "used against" her, just as the 

students that Rich encountered in the New York open 

admissions university system had had language "used against 

them, to keep them in their place, to mystify, to bully, to 

make them feel powerless" (p. 63). In Rose Mary's 

description of her writing background, she wrote about 
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reading assignments in her high school English classes, 

Knowing that I can't read that kind of English, I 

thought to myself that some kind of dumm person. • •• 

Most of the things that I read I don't under-

stand. • • • 

She feels that her difficulties speaking English has 

limited, even stifled, her ability to write in English: 

I have to improve my speech too. Maybe it is my speech 

that would put my english so down. • • • I do not like 

to speak in front of the class. I studer when people 

are listening to me, and I turn red and everyone tess 

me alot, because I turn red. I don't like it. I get 

real nervouse about all of this, and I can't talk or 

wr i te. 

Reading other students' writing, or other students reading 

her writing, also makes her feel vulnerable: 

When I am reading someone else [writing] I feel that I 

am going into their personal things. Like I don't 

like my friends or classmates to read my writing 

because I know that I have alot of mistakes on them. 

I am afraid that they would tiss me about it. 

Despite these feelings of inadequecy, Rose Mary 

obediently allowed other students to read her writing during 

the course when I asked the students to write peer reviews. 

However, she never voluntarily spoke up during class 

discussions. When I occasionally called on her to 
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offer an opinion or an idea, she spoke so quietly that I 

often could not understand what she was saying. After a 

while I stopped calling on her, feeling that she wanted to 

simply listen to what was going on. And she did listen 

carefully~ her class notes were thorough and neat, though I 

could never tell if she understood what had been said. She 

did not seem to have trouble making friends during class, 

and often spent the break talking quietly (in English) with 

the student sitting next to her. It was asserting herself 

in a public forum, where she might not live up to the 

standards of the academic community (as she felt she had 

failed in her earlier years of schooling), that aroused her 

inhibitions. 

Rose Mary's insecurities in her English class are no 

doubt greatly a product of her linguistic background. In 

her freewriting during the first day of class, she wrote, 

"Sometimes I would like to write in my own language. My 

first language. Little by little I am learning how to read 

and write spanish." Her wording here makes clear that 

Spanish is her "own language," implying that English is not 

her own, that she is alienated from it. In her interview 

she reported that while at horne, she spoke almost entirely 

Spanish; indeed, her father spoke no English at all. 

Outside the house, however, she generally had to use 

English. 

Even though Spanish was her "own" language, and she 
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reported that she preferred to speak Spanish rather than 

English, she felt very conscious of her inadequacies with 

it~ often mentioning that she could barely read Spanish, and 

could not write in Spanish at all. Several times throughout 

the course she expressed a desire to learn how to read and 

write Spanish, believing that it might help to improve her 

English vocabulary. Strengthening her Spanish in this way 

would also, of course, help to maintain her ties to her 

"own" language. She was acutely aware of her limitations 

with written English as well. Although she expressed 

pleasure at recording her feelings in English, she didn't 

keep a personal journal. Her only writing had been done in 

her English class, and usually her only audience had been 

the English teacher. Her embarrassment about her writing 

could well have been the result of this evaluative 

audience. For instance, when asked if she would like to 

share her first essay' with a reader not in the class, she 

wrote that she would because "I thought I put alot of 

feeling to that essay. But I think my spelling wasn't good 

enough." Her audience would notice her weaknesses rather 

than simply read her writing responsively. She had little 

sense of a dialogical relationship with her audience, in 

which an audience's anticipated and real responses could be 

used to help her develop her ideas and master written 

English (Gage, 1984). Instead, in her view her audience was 

to be feared because it demanded that she be correct. 
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These restricted experiences with written English 

coincided with a paucity of reading experiences in English. 

She reported that "I didn't do much reading" (in Spanish or 

English) as a child because "reading wasn't important [to 

me]." Although she wrote that she had read books in high 

school, she could not remember the titles (perhaps because, 

as quoted above, she hadn't understood what she had read). 

She also reported that she did little reading (Spanish or 

English) outside of school for pleasure. 

In sum, Spanish was the language of horne for Rose 

Mary--the language of intimacy and security, as Rodriguez 

(1982) has described. English, on the other hand, was the 

language of the public world, and at this point in her life 

the public world was the university. So far, Rose Mary had 

felt severely inadequate at using this public language; she 

was far from assuming her own identity in this language. 

Similar to women in what Be1enky et a1. (1986) have called 

the "received knowledge" stage of development, she has 

little confidence in her own voice. She sees authorities as 

all-powerful; knowledge comes from them, rather than 

herself. She listens to others rather than risk using her 

voice. Be1enky et a1. write of women in this stage, "They 

equate receiving, retaining, and returning the words of 

authorities with 1earning--at least with the kind of 

learning they associate with school" (p. 39). 

In my opinion, Rose Mary's alienation from the public 
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language of the university ''las one reason why she kept 

trying to write about her family throughout the course. 

Along with this desire to write about the place where she 

felt secure, she also had a strong need to express her 

feelings in her writing. Despite her deep sense of 

insecurity about her written English, as well as her belief 

that authorities knew all the answers, she also felt 

confident that her audience would be interested in her 

feelings. Indeed, she believed that writing about her 

feelings would help her succeed in the composition class. 

To the questions, "When you write for a class, which is most 

important to you--geting a good grade or saying what you 

truly feel or think? Or is it a combination of these two 

reasons? Or is it something else?", she wrote, "It is a 

combination of both. But I guess it is more my feelings. I 

do express alot of feelings of most of my papers. • • 

Because more feeling ·that you put down, it would get you 

ahead in class." 

Although this response shows that at times she thought 

of her audience when she expressed her feelings, at other 

times it seemed that her real audience when she wrote about 

her feelings was simply herself--that writing was a way for 

this shy young woman to communicate her needs and thoughts. 

Perhaps because her shyness prevented her from practicing 

the kind of exterior dialogue that Vygotsky (1934/1986) has 

described as essential to the development of meaning 
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making, she was using her written language to converse with 

herself about her ideas concerning the world. As the 

writing she completed in the course shows, when she was 

asked to distance herself from her feelings, and examine 

them from the detached, analytical perspective that is a 

part of academic writing, she experienced difficulties, and 

expressed feeelings of helplessness and frustration. 

Her writing processes for her essays demonstrate the 

tension between her desire to express her feelings and my 

goal that she learn to write acceptable academic English. 

She had no major problem with Essay I because the assignment 

was to tell a story about an important family event--an 

expressionistic assignment in which the structure and topic 

matched the kind of writing she found meaningful. However, 

she still did not feel confident about her ability to 

complete this writing assignment, and looked to authorities 

to tell her how to wr·ite it. All of the changes she made in 

her revisions were a result of the suggestions her tutor and 

I gave her, suggestions which she attempted to abide by with 

little resistance. In her first draft for Essay I, she 

wrote about what her family does for Christmas--buy gifts, 

decorate the tree, cook, and so on. The ideas were arranged 

in the order in which Rose Mary thought of them. In the 

second draft, she added more descriptive details about some 

of these events. The third draft was changed to include 

this sentence at the beginning of the essay, which served 
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served as the focal point: "This story is about my family 

dur ing Christmas time. How much to enj oy that vacation." 

In the fourth draft, she added more details about some of 

the events she had described. She narrowed the focus in the 

fifth draft even more so that her grandmother's role in 

these holiday events was clearer~ for instance, she changed 

the title from "My Family During Christmas" to "Gathering 

Around Grandmother's House." As she described the events, 

she added a few sentences such as "My grandmother was the 

center of attention for all the people who arrived" and "She 

[the grandmother] is the most important person in the 

family. She keeps the family together." Although these 

sentences are simply stuck into the narrative, and the rest 

of the story is a simple recounting of events, I was pleased 

with Rose Mary's progress in Essay I, for she was beginning 

to understand the concept of organizing an essay around a 

central idea. 

The assignment for Essay II was to write an expository 

essay about an aspect of the student's culture. As a part 

of this unit, the students read and wrote about holiday 

rituals in various cultures. This assignment was intended 

to spark analysis on the students' part about the role that 

certain holidays play in particular cultures. Rose Mary, 

however, interpreted the assignment just as she had 

interpreted Essay I, as an opportunity to write about her 

feelings about her family. In her freewriting she wrote 
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that the point of her essay "is the togetherness of [my] 

family during Thanksgiving." Her first paragraph expressed 

her thesis: "About five years ago during Thanksgiving time, 

spending time with relative and friends. That is when my 

cousin got lost in the desert over night." In this essay 

she described the Thanksgiving dinner and the way the family 

finally found her cousin, who'd been lost during a hunting 

trip after the dinner. On this draft, I wrote that she 

needed to consider these questions: "What did this event 

mean to me? Did I learn something from it?" With these 

questions I was trying to help Rose Mary describe some 

signficance she had gained from this holiday so that she 

could "form generalizations that extend the personal 

reminiscence into the more objective world at large" 

(Nudelman & Schlosser, 1981/1987, p. 497). Rose Mary, 

however, interpreted this question very literally. In her 

third draft she ended with this statement about what she had 

learned: "I did understnd that my cousin was scared: 

Getting lost is no joke. So when people go hunting they 

should take the right equipment, just in case they get 

lost." In the fourth draft she added at the end something 

else that she had learned: "Another thing is to be careful 

with all the wild animals in the desert." 

Finally, in the fifth draft, she came closer to meeting 

my expectations. Throughout the narrative in this draft she 

brought up the idea of Thanksgiving, describing the dinner 
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and then the family's fear when the cousin is found 

missing. She changed the ending of the story in this way: 

"Just as soon as he got horne I felt warm inside again. When 

I heard that he got lost, I felt that I lost my only 

brother. That I wasn't going to see him again." The 

signficance, then, is the family's feeling of relief when 

the cousin is found. Thus, Rose Mary has unified her paper 

around a personal feeling which clearly had been important 

to her--another indication of her need to express her 

emotions to a receptive audience. Her integration of the 

family's fear and thankfulness throughout the essay shows 

that she is learning how to build signficance into her 

narrative, a skill that Cooper (1985) sees as integral to 

the development of autobiographical writing. 

The assignment for Essay III, which was to persuade 

one's audience about a particular position, prevented Rose 

Mary from wr i ting exp'ressionistica11y. In terms of global 

essay structure, Rose l>lary came close to meeting the 

conventions of an essay of this type, and with fewer 

struggles than \'lhen she wrote her other two essays. She 

wrote the fewest drafts of this essay (only three), and did 

the least amount of revision. Rose Mary's topic was ways to 

avoid AIDS--a factual subject apparant1y not motivated by 

her need to reveal her emotions. No where in her 

freewriting or in these drafts did she reveal why she had 

chosen this topic, other than writing that "I chose this 
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topic, because it was ••• in the news alot, and around the 

world." Her exploration of the topic was limited to a brief 

piece of freewriting. The first sentence of her first draft 

consisted of the thesis that she would keep, word for word, 

as she revised this essay: "People should use clean needles, 

doctors should test the blood before they put them in people 

that don't have aids, and [people should] cut down on having 

sexual contact if they have aids." She then developed these 

points with a simple five-paragraph structure. In the 

second draft, she wrote an introduction and elaborated on 

some ideas; in the third draft, she only did minor editing. 

Compared to her other essays, this essay is strikingly 

impersonal. The first person pronoun is only used once, to 

begin the conclusion when she writes "I believe • " . . She 

also never refers to any experience of her own or of someone 

she knows to develop her points. In general, she maintains 

the third person perspective, slipping into the second 

person only at the end of the second and fourth paragraphs, 

which reinforces the paper's didactic tone. For instance, 

she writes about the relationship between illegal drugs and 

AIDS: "The drug would not help you, it would only make you 

much more sick then you already are with the virus. So the 

only drug that would help you is much rest that you can 

get." In general, she is not only distant from her 

audience, she is superior to it in that she seems to be 
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lecturing the audience about correct lifestyles. Her 

attitude toward AIDS is that it could be prevented if people 

would live more properly. This attitude is reminiscent of 

the black-and-white perspective that Belenky et ale (1986) 

claim is characteristic of women in the "received knowledge" 

developmental stage: 

Things are right or wrong, true or false, good or bad, 

black or white. [These women] assume that there is only 

one right answer to each question, and that all other 

answers and all contrary views are automatically wrong. 

(p. 37) 

Rose Mary's think-aloud protocol for this essay 

demonstrates her concern for correct essay structure, in 

contrast to her protocols in her previous papers. In her 

protocols for Essay I and Essay Ii, she simply started a new 

draft rather than revise the first one. Beginning a new 

draft rather than wor·king from the old one is partly an 

indication of her inexperience juggling the constraints of 

the writing situation that Flower & Hayes (1981) describe, 

including generating and organizing ideas, reviewing text, 

and meeting the expectations of the assignment and 

audience. But because she did start over, she spent a 

fairly long time generating and exploring her ideas. In 

this essay, however, she arrived at her thesis early in her 

process, in her journal writing. Rather than consider ways 

of changing this thesis, in her protocol she laboriously 



201 

rewrote her introduction, trying to follow as closely as 

possible the instruction I'd given her in class and in her 

conference. She spent little time exploring ideas, 

preferring to concentrate on using the format -of the 

five-paragraph essay. Thus, her relationship with her 

audience is static rather than dialogical--she imitates a 

certain structure rather than invoking a particular kind of 

response by "provid[ing] cues for the reader--cues which 

help to define the role or roles the writer wishes the 

reader to adopt in responding to the text" (Ede & Lunsford, 

1984, p. 160). For instance, rather than set up a context 

in which she helps the audience understand the importance of 

her points about AIDS, she simply states these points and 

why she believes she's right, with no apparant consciousness 

that the audience might need a context for the argument or 

might hold different beliefs that she would have to 

consider. 

Despite the artificial nature of this essay, it 

represents a success for Rose Mary at this point in her 

development. Obviously, reaching an understanding of basic 

expository structure is critical for achieving proficiency 

in academic writing. Unfortunately, in coming to understand 

this expository structure, Rose Mary abandoned the 

expression of feeling and commitment to the topic which so 

marked her previous essays. In assuming the posture of the 

university writer, she appears to be mouthing words which 
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mean little to her or to her audience. No doubt this 

imitation is a necessary part of her acquisition of written 

English, just as a child's imitation of sounds is a part of 

the acquisition of oral language (Brown, 1987). However, if 

Rose Mary is going to continue to develop as a writer, she 

needs to integrate her personal voice with the structural 

demands of academic writing. In the words of Ritchie (1989), 

We do not become members of a community by parroting 

or learning by rote the norms and conventions of the 

dominant group. We learn ••• by appropriating 

various voices from the community and transforming 

those into our own unique idioms, which we then join 

to the ongoing conversation of our disciplines. 

(p. 173) 

Rose Mary's feelings about writing, expressed in the 

in-class essay she wrote immediately after finishing this 

essay abou t AIDS, sug·gests that her confidence abou t her 

ability to succeed in school has not signficantly improved, 

despite her mastery of the five-paragraph essay format. It 

is obvious from this in-class essay that Rose Mary's need to 

express her emotions, especially concerning educational 

experiences, can still overwhelm her wish to conform to the 

standards of the classroom. The sudden digression on her 

feelings about school makes this essay fragmented, as if 

different people were writing it. 

This in-class essay was a response to Tobias' (1978) 
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"Who's Afraid of r-1ath, and Why?", an essay about female 

students and math anxiety. Rose Mary chose to respond to a 

question about whether or not she agreed with Tobias' 

explanation of math anxiety. Rose Mary begins her essay 

with an only an incomplete understanding of the Tobias 

essay: "Tobias's main idea is that boys are more interested 

in math than girls. Because in Tobias experience she was a 

failure in math ••• " Indeed, Tobias does claim that girls 

are more interested in math, but this is only her initial 

assumption, not the "main idea," as Rose ~iary puts it. Just 

as Rose Mary has attempted to imitate the structure of an 

essay, perhaps now she is imitating the role of a reader in 

a university course by asserting her knowledge of the "main 

idea." Interestingly, Rose Mary's statement about Tobias 

being a failure in math was not a fact that was ever 

expressed in the essay. Possibly Rose Mary is identifying 

with the author? 

In the second paragraph of her in-class essay Rose Mary 

wr i tes, 

Maybe in my point of view, the guys are a little 

better then me [in math]. Almost everyone, boy and 

girls combined together are better then me. Even in 

English. Sometimes I think that why am I hear. Know 

I think I am not going to go through college because 

I don't have the money. Well, I am getting off the 

subject. 
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She then writes that, in her opinion, parents often 

encourage boys to excel in math more than girls (which, 

ironically, is one of Tobias' points). Rose Mary ends this 

essay by writing, "Sometimes I wish I was a boy, I don't 

know why, bu t I do." 

The personal nature of this last comment suggests that 

by the end of this essay Rose Mary's audience is simply 

herself. As with her post-text, her vision of her audience 

has shifted drastically. In the beginning her audience 

needed to be persuaded about her perspective about the 

Tobias essay; half way through the essay, she has assumed 

her audience would be sympathetic to her previous 

experiences in school; but by the end of the essay she has 

become her own audience. Even though she wishes to succeed 

in school, her need to use writing to converse with herself 

is stronger than her ability to "stick to the point," as I 

often told the class. Elbow (1989) has written about this 

same need to express personal ideas and feelings in his 

description of his freewriting: "The basic impulse was to 

find words for what I was experiencing . . • by letting 

myself rave, I helped myself catch a glimpse I hadn't had 

before of the crucial pattern in my inner life " (pp. . • . 
44-45). Rose Mary was too shy to explore and express her 

experiences orally in English, bu t she could do it 

privately, in her writing. This in-class essay is an 

example of when she used her writing not as a way of 
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claiming a role in the English-speaking community, but as a 

way of commenting on it, resisting it, even retreating from 

it. Consciously or unconsciously, she did not always let the 

audience dictated in the classroom become the audience for 

her writing. Her situation is similar to Rodriguez's 

(1982) description of when his childhood teachers insisted 

that he speak English: 

. . • I couldn't believe that the English language 

was mine to use. (In part, I did not want to believe 

it.) I continued to mumble. I resisted the teacher's 

demands. (Did I somehow suspect that once I learned 

public language my pleasing family life would be 

changed?) Silent, waiting for the bell to sound, 

I remained dazed, diffident, afraid. (p. 20) 

Research Questions #3: How do these textual changes and the 

students' sense of audience reflect the students' reactions 

to the academic writing community of this particular 

classroom? 

Rose Mary's inconsistent personas in her writing, her 

inability to mesh her very personal voice with the more 

formal, public classroom voice, reflects a common stage in 

the development of writing, when students experiment with 

the different voices they are exposed as a way of developing 

their own voice. Rose Mary's experimentation with voices 
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in this class is similar to the experimentation done by one 

of Ritchie's (1989) students: 

Each version of her essay resounded with the cacophony 

of voices and with the dialogic interaction between 

Becky speaking in varoius voices and anticipating 

the answering words of her several real and invoked 

audiences. Writing in this way allowed her to develop 

her own style •••• In attempting to write and rewrite 

her own story she was creating and recreating a 

language for herself. (pp. 166-167) 

Rose Mary's need to use her more personal, 

expressionistic voice often seemed stronger than her desire 

to succeed in the class by using a more formal academic 

voice. Indeed, her expressionistic, writer-based prose was 

often more interesting to read, and exhibited a richer, more 

dialogical relationship with her audience, than the formal 

prose that she struggled to produce, a phenomenon noted by 

Elbow (1987). Because her need to develop her 

expressionistic writing was so great, the syllabus for the 

class did not meet her developmental agenda. Perhaps if she 

had been given the opportunity for more expressionistic 

writing, she could have gained more confidence in her own 

voice~ perhaps I was too concerned with students' 

assimilation of standard academic forms. Freire (1987) 

claims that "educators should never allow the students' 

voice[s] to be silenced by a distorted legitimation of the 
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standard language ••• since it is the only means through 

which they make sense of their own experience in the world" 

(p. 152). As Moffett (1968) writes, "The structure of the 

subject must be meshed with the structure of the student" 

(p. 13). 

Fewer pressures to produce academic writing, moreover, 

might have helped Rose Mary to gain confidence in her 

abilities rather than feel frustrated and vulnerable. I'm 

sure that her frustration was increased by the fact that 

throughout the class I gave her conflicting messages due to 

my need to follow the grading criteria established by the 

Composition Program at the University of Arizona. I often 

told her that her writing was improving, but at the same 

time she had to constantly rewrite her papers to receive a 

C, and at the end of the course I recommended that she take 

a similar class in the Fall before she enrolled in the 

regular freshman composition course. Her mention in her 

last in-class essay that she might not continue in school 

may be a sign that, as with many other women in the 

"received knowledge" stage of development, her sense of 

identity has been threatened by her experiences at the 

university, just as it had been threatened by her previous 

school life. Indeed, Belenky et ale (1986) write that 

"received knowers" either change or end up either dropping 

out or being pushed out of college (p. 43). 

However, at the end of the course Rose Mary appeared 
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to be developing a clearer understanding of her reactions to 

this class. Her self-evaluation for her Essay III 

demonstrates that she is reflecting upon and appreciates 

some of the activities she has engaged in. When asked which 

class activities were most helpful to her, she wrote: 

Drafts, revision, and discussion, are the three thing 

that work for me. It works because I know where to 

correct it, and by discussion it makes more of others 

piont of view clear to me. 

As this self-evaluation shows, she's noticing more the views 

of others around her, as well as gaining confidence in her 

writing. Another indication of her growing confidence is 

her writing after she finished her post-text: 

I think I did better this time. Then the first time 

I took the exam. I felt more satisfied then the first 

time. Because I learned alot with this program. I 

enjoyed it alot. 

A part of what she learned was why she has the difficulties 

she has writing in English, as shown by what she wrote in 

the post-text about Mexican-American students often having 

problems with writing. A similar analysis is given in her 

freewriting completed at the end of the course concerning 

her attitudes toward writing: 

The atitude I have about my writing is discomtifable 

sometimes. Because sometimes I put down words that I 

say in my mind in Spanish, I try to put it the same 
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way english, but the word come out different. 

Thus, by the end of the class, instead of reporting that her 

experiences with English make her feel like a "dumm" person, 

as she wrote at the beginning of the class, she comments on 

why she has these feelings about English. Halliday (1975) 

has written that three simultaneous kinds of language 

learning exist: learning language, learning through 

language, and learning about language. Rose Mary's analysis 

of her difficulties learning written English demonstrates 

that she is learning about language, about how, and why, it 

has excluded her in academic situations. This growth of 

consciousness is a necessary part of her coming to terms 

with the academic world; as Freire (1987) writes, "It is 

only after [students] have a firm grasp on their world that 

they can begin to acquire other knowledge" (p. 142). At this 

point in her development Rose Mary needs to be allowed to 

use writing to explore her ideas and feelings so that she 

can learn about her world and develop her own voice rather 

than simply listen to the voices of others. 

Part IV: Victor 

Research question #1: What textual changes occurred in the 

pre- and post-texts? 

Victor's pre-text is given in Appendix E. As Reader A 
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commented, "This essay has two parts. • • • what seems to 

have happened is [Victor] began writing without 

understanding the directions. He had his own idea he was 

anxious to express. Halfway through he realized his error, 

panicked and added the orienting [prompt] sentence." Both 

parts of this essay demonstrate Victor's attempt to write a 

traditional academic essay. Victor's second sentence, 

"Heros play an important role in society, because hero's are 

looked up to by all other members of society," mimics the 

'serious tone of the first prompt sentence. Other aspects 

of this essay also show Victor's attempt to write the way he 

thought his audience would expect~ he includes a few 

examples to support his ideas (T-units 4 and l3)~ employs 

the strategy of rhetorical questions (T-units 6 and l5)~ 

uses emphatic and assertive statements, such as "I personaly 

feel" (T-unit 10) and "from my point of view" (T-unit l7)~ 

and takes a formal, impersonal, even didactic stance toward 

the topic (the modal "must" appears in T-units 6, 7, 8, and 

9). He discloses no personal information, not even 

mentioning heroes that he looked up to as a child. His 

relationship with his audience is distant~ he informs his 

readers about his ideas about heroism without revealing what 

experiences or feelings have influenced his view. 

Victor also assumes that his audience expects original 

assertions, for he presents fairly novel ideas in both parts 

of the essay. In defense of T-unit 2, he tries to discuss 
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the difficulty of heroes communicating with children between 

the ages of 10 and 15, "for it is very though to keep up 

that hero image to a child" (T-unit 10)~ and in elaborating 

upon T-unit 12, he starts to make a comparison between 

Superman and the American government, specifically Ronald 

Reagan. Reader B noted that Victor "is willing to venture 

into unfamiliar territory" but needs to work on "showing the 

reader how he arrives at his interesting judgments." 

Similarly, Reader A commented that Victor "assumes 

'everyone' knows and agrees with his simple views about 

government, presidents, and Superman." However, because 

Victor does include a few examples to support his views 

(T-units 4 and 13), it seems more likely he didn't have time 

to support his points. 

My analysis of this essay using the Coe matrix 

demonstrates not only Victor's limited development of his 

ideas but also his failure to make explicit logical 

connections between these ideas (see Appendix E). The 

broken lines and gaps between T-units 2, 3, and 6 indicate 

Victor's tendency to jump from topic to topic without 

connecting them for his audience, while the space between 

T-units 11 and 12 demonstrates the gap that was created when 

Victor suddenly wrote down the second prompt statement from 

the exam. Victor's own awareness of these gaps can be 

assumed from the amount of blank space he left between many 

of these ideas, as if he was jotting down ideas that he 



intended to develop and connect later. Had he simply 

continued using his own prompt for the entire essay, and 

extended the ideas he began in T-units 10 and 11, it is 

possible that the paragraphing and development would have 

been more coherent and thorough; as it is, however, the 

logic, paragraph signals, and development from T-units 12 

through 18 are confusing, and suggest the haste and panic 

which Victor probably felt as he finished this essay. 
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In Victor's post-text (given in Appendix E), confusion 

has been replaced with confidence. Rather than develop an 

essay derived from one of the prompts, Victor subordinates 

the prompt to his own ideas. The post-test is focused 

around the thesis given in T-unit 3: "I personaly feel that 

the entire high school system should be changed." This 

assertion is more radical than the one that Victor chose 

from the three prompt statements given to him in the exam, 

and which he obediently used as his second sentence: n . . . 
educators should realize that other subjects and activities 

are also important to a young person's development." 

However, Victor does use this idea as one of his supporting 

points, as seen in T-units 7 and 8. Changing required 

courses, though, is only one of the four changes he suggests 

(the other changes are alterations in schedules, additions 

of services, and the use of funds from industry). He has 

used the prompt to make his own assertion, instead of simply 

following the idea it gave him. His title for the essay, "A 
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New High School," emphasizes that the changes he's 

suggesting are more extreme than the one about basic 

education given in the prompt. This appropriation of the 

prompt is a sign of authorial confidence, as when writers, 

upon entering into a discourse, "take possession of it at 

the same time. They don't originate a discourse, but they 

locate themselves within it aggressively, self-consciously" 

(Bartholomae, 1985/1988, p. 281). In the post=text, Victor 

manipulates the prompt to communicate an idea of his own. 

Although the ideas in the essay are clearly Victor's, 

the form of the essay is fairly standard, indicating 

Victor's conception of what an academic essay should look 

like. My Coe analysis (Appendix E) shows some of these 

characteristics. The essay really begins with T-unit 3, 

when Victor makes his own assertion about the need to change 

"the entire high school system." In the rest of that 

paragraph, he discusses changing schedules1 in paragraph 

two, the need to offer electives and support services1 and 

in the last paragraph, how funding can be raised. This 

essay, then, is an argumentative proposal. The logical 

connections between these ideas are apparant, as seen by the 

connecting lines in the Coe matrix. The paragraphing is 

also more consistent throughout the essay, with the last 

T-units of the second and third paragraphs serving as 

summary statements that emphasize the value of the changes 

Victor is suggesting. The level of development is somewhat 
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better than in the pre-text, especially in the end of the 

essay; however, because Victor chose to discuss four major 

changes in high schools, rather than simply one or two, he 

could not discuss any of these changes in depth. 

Victor's relationship with his audience is somewhat 

unstable in this post-text, although in general he maintains 

the distant and impersonal stance he used in the pre-text. 

In the first half, the tone is didactic, with the use of a 

third person subject and the modal "should" creating 

distance from the reader. A third person subject and 

"should," as in "they should require," appear in T-units 3, 

4, 7, 8, 9, and 11. This structure mimics the structure 

given in the second prompt statement in T-unit 2: 

"educators should realize ••• " However, after T-unit 11, 

the tone shifts into a more conciliatory mode, with Victor 

anticipating his audience's responses and showing that he 

and his audience shar.e common concerns. In T-uni t 12 and 13 

he writes, "Yes this would be extremely expensive, but it 

would also make high school more attractive ••• " In 

T-unit 14, he adds, "In the long run, we would find high 

school ••• " Here his stance toward the audience is more 

familiar as he implicitly defines himself and the audience 

as people equally concerned with improving education. This 

more egalitarian stance is maintained in the third 

paragraph, in which Victor points out that many services 

have been canceled in recent years due to lack of funds, and 
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that "perhaps" and "maybe" outside companies can make "high 

schools kind of like technical schools, but with some 

required courses" (T-unit 17). The vagueness of this 

proposal suggests that Victor hasn't yet thought this point 

through, which could account for the gentler tone--he's not 

very confident about it and is trying to be a little 

subtle. In the last T-unit, he continues to identify 

himself with the audience: "We would find our schools much 

better prepaired to deal with students' needs." In the 

second half of the essay, he seems to have been more 

strategic with the audience--recognizing their objections, 

attempting to get around weaknesses in his points--whi1e in 

the first half his "strategy" was to simply tell his 

audience what he thought should be done. 

The commitment that Victor felt for his arguments, 

especially for his first three suggestions, was commented on 

by the outside readers. Reader B wrote that this essay 

contained a "clear sense of purpose • • • [the] wr iter is 

anxious to present valid ideas and to develop them with 

concrete examples." This reader found a great deal of 

improvement in this essay: "Victor demonstrates an 

awareness of what an essay is. [He] shows an improvement in 

development and expression from his pre-test. • • • His 

paragraphs have improved in his presentation of examples and 

arguments that reflect the controlling idea. • • • [He has] 

a sense of audience needs." Reader A, on the other hand, 
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had a different reaction: 

Essay's tone is formal but consistent •••• He seems 

confident about making his points, and one senses he has 

been bored in school and not successful in "the 

basics." Therefore, he argues for practical objectives 

in education. Nonetheless, he personally risks little 

here. He offers not one personal experience to enliven 

this essay or to take a risk at disclosing why he feels 

this way. His sincerity is hiddden a bit by the formal 

tone he chose. Describing schools as "prisons" 

is a strong choice of words • • • but he as a person 

who has seen this firsthand never really comes out of 

cover in this essay. 

These two different reactions to this essay are the 

result of the conflicting orientations of these readers. As 

has been noted earlier, Reader A values voice and personal 

disclosure in student writing, and often privileges 

informal, narrative modes over the type of standard essay 

writing generally canonized in composition courses, with 

deductive theses, development based on logic, and linear, 

step-by-step organization. Reader B, on the other hand, is 

most concerned that students learn standard academic writing 

so that they can succeed in the university. Assimilation, 

rather than development of personal expression, is her 

primary focus. Victor's post-text, in terms of thesis, 

organization, and tone, shows that he is aiming his essay at 
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an audience that shares the values that Reader B holds. In 

the words of Ede and Lunsford (1984), he has used nthe 

semantic and systematic resources of language to provide 

cues for the reader--cues which help to define the role or 

roles the writer wishes the reader to adopt in responding to 

the text n (p. 160). Reader B adapted herself to these cues, 

whereas Reader A resisted them. However, Reader A did 

acknowledge that Victor was able to express strong opinions 

about high school within this restrictive essay form--but 

without revealing anything personal about himself. Her 

comments allude to the tension that was created when Victor 

wrote out of personal experience but chose to not make this 

experience a part of the shared world of writer and 

audience. 

As my discussion of Victor's progress throughout the 

course will show, Victor's desire to maintain a 

traditionally academic, formal stance often conflicted with 

his need to be creative and to draw on his personal 

background. This conflict tended to produce discourse more 

markedly disunified than what was seen in this post-test 

(though not as fractured as the pre-text). During this 

course Victor experimented with the role of the university 

student, sometimes in earnest, sometimes with resentment. 

His reactions to his new role as a college student led to 

dissonance in his writing and in his response to the 

course. 



218 

Research Question 12: What do these changes in the pre- and 

post-texts, as well as the writing completed in the course, 

suggest about Victor's developing sense of audience? 

In order to try to understand the disunities and 

tensions in Victor's writing, I need to consider Victor's 

descriptions of his linguistic and educational background 

and academic goals. Victor's assessment of his writing 

background, along with his expressed attitude toward 

writing, reveals a keen desire to succeed and feelings of 

confidence and pleasure in writing. To the question, "When 

you write for a class, which is most important to 

you--getting a good grade or saying what you truly feel or 

think? Or is it a combination of these two reasons? Or is 

it something else?" he wrote, 

It's really a combination of both, because your trying 

to get your point out but you also have to reason with 

the rules of writting. To me both are important, also 

so the person can understand what your trying to say. 

Victor felt assured that he could be a successful writer on 

his own terms and on the terms of the academy. He seemed to 

feel little anxiety about being evaluated, both by his peers 

or his teachers. On the second day of class, he wrote that 

he appreciated having both his friends and his teacher read 

his writing: 

Discussing my writing with others for the most part 
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is enjoyable, because it gives me an idea of where I 

am at, compaired to others of my group. • • • To me 

the easiest time to write, for me, is when I write to 

the teacher. Why? Because I like to be evaluated and 

graded. But especially when I have alot of information 

or ideas to write about. 

At the end of the course, this pleasure in expressing his 

ideas, and confidence that these ideas will be appreciated, 

had not lessenedi he wrote, 

For the most part, I strongly like to write. It seems 

that I can somehow write my thoughts and feelings 

better to someone than to actually tell that person. 

In all of his reflections on his writing, Victor showed a 

strong awareness of his audience, which he wanted to please 

and win over. This sense of audience restricted him because 

he needed to "reason with the rules of writting." Several 

times during the course he identified English, rather than 

Spanish, as his dominant language, which suggests which 

audience he wanted to please--the audience of the dominant, 

mainstream, English-speaking culture. He called English his 

"first" language even though he reported that he spoke 

Spanish every day to his parents, "since they are mostly 

Spanish speaking people." He recalled being read to in 

Spanish at home, as well as attending a bilingual elementary 

school where he spoke, read, and wrote in both Spanish and 

English. However, after elementary school, he stopped 
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reading and writing in Spanish because he felt he was 

falling behind in English and needed as much practice in it 

as possible. Upon entering the university, he realized that 

his emphasis on acquiring English had corne at a sacrifice: 

he wrote that in college "I do plan to take Spanish, so I 

can get a better handle on it, since I am hispanic." Later 

in the course, after a discussion about the concept of the 

American melting pot, he wrote that loss of identity was an 

inevitable part of assimilation: 

I defin America as a place of influence. Influenced by 

each other we all transform into Americans, with 

a • • • background of our belifes and ideas, which we 

soon tend to forget in our minds. 

Victor's desire to become a part of the mainstream, 

middle-class culture can be seen in his freewriting about 

why he was attending college, which was completed after he 

had read Caroline Bird's (1975) "College Is a Waste of Time 

and Money": 

Probably the main reason I came to college, was to seek 

a professional carer in any field •••• After reading 

the short essay by Caroline Bird, it kind of made me 

think twice. • • • But after really thinking about it, 

I truly feel that my intenssions here at the University 

are to learn a professional trade, which is Marketing. 

Thus, Victor was goal-oriented, eager to be accepted by the 

dominant culture, confident that he could succeed. He also 



221 

seemed to take pleasure in writing for its own sake; in 

fact, in his literacy interviews he said several times that 

he preferred writing to speaking, for writing gave him more 

time to think and express himself than speaking did. No 

matter what he was writing--his journal assignments, drafts 

of essays, peer reviews--he seemed always aware of his 

audience--what it wanted from him, what he should do to 

satisfy its needs. His sense of what this audience wanted 

from him led him to assume a progressively more remote and 

impersonal voice, even when his actual audience (me, his 

instructor; his tutor; even his classmates) urged him to use 

a simpler, more open style. 

For his first essay, Victor chose to describe a 

photograph of his grandfather, whom he was named after. The 

first draft was imagistic and revealing, almost in the form 

of a poem: "Yet I have never met this great man, For he 

died long before I ever emerged, I bear his name Victor 

Manuel ••• " The second draft, however, established a 

different relationship with the audience; Victor gave 

information to the audience rather than reveal his reactions 

to the photograph. Using a fairly discernible essay 

format, Victor directly addressed the reader: "In my paper 

I will try to describe to you in much detail as possible, 

his facial expression and style of clothes in the 

photograph." This directness with his audience reflected 

Victor's rhetorical strategy, which he described in writing 

_._ .. _--------------------------------------------
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when he handed in the first draft: 

I tryed to picture myself as the reader than the writer 

when I was doing my essay • • • I was mostly concerned 

in giving enough information so I could keep 

the readers attention, by trying to place images while 

the reader was reviewing my paper." 

Thus he was attempting to imprint images onto the reader's 

mind, which would keep the reader interested in what he was 

saying--an aggressive and simple strategy that resulted in 

an essay that was almost completely factual, though some of 

the descriptions retained the poetic quality of the first 

draft. At this point in his writing process, Victor sees 

his audience as passive, an empty vessel into which he pours 

images in the hope that the reader will continue to pay 

attention. 

In the next draft of Essay I, Victor attempted a more 

complicated and subtle strategy with his audience. 

Throughout the essay he used the second person "you" to 

direct the reader's attention to important aspects of the 

photograph: "When first seeing this picture, you strongly 

get the impression of wisdom, experience, professionalism, 

and importance •••• " Along with this impression, "you 

would see him more as a mystery ••• " However, in the 

conclusion of the essay, Victor wrote, "I personal view him, 

and so would you agree after this essay, as a man of 

greatness and intensity." In other words, the purpose of 
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the essay was to dispel the photograph's sense of mystery 

that the reader originally "saw" (through Victor's 

description) in order to get the reader to perceive the man 

as Victor perceives him. This persuasive strategy has an 

element of trickiness to iti rather than allow the reader to 

react to the photograph in a personal way, Victor tries to 

force his view of the photograph upon the reader. However, 

this strategy is not consistently used in the essay, as 

sometimes Victor breaks into the third person, making the 

essay disjointed and confusing. He uses the first person 

only twice, and reveals much less of himself than in 

previous draftsi for instance, he neglects to say that he 

was named after the man in the photograph. These shifts in 

perspective, as well as his reluctance to use the first 

person, contributed to the many syntactical problems that 

appear, as in this example: "All in all giving us the 

observer, the preasence of a true gentleman." 

In a conference with Victor, his tutor tried to convince 

him to use the first person consistently throughout the 

papeq in his tutor's words, "I tried to convince him that 

'I' made sense." The tutor felt that Victor believed that 

being self-referential wasn't sufficiently elevated for a 

college student. Both the tutor and I pushed Victor into 

using simpler language in the final draft, as well as 

employing "I" more consistently throughout the paper--for 

the sake of eliminating reader confusion, rather than 
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forcing Victor into a mode he was uncomfortable with. Less 

confusion for the reader and a more unified and personal 

perspective could have resulted in a more dialectical 

writer-audience relationship, a relationship that "assumes 

an active audience which motivates the composer's inquiry 

into possible knowledge, rather than a passive audience to 

which prior knowledge is meant to be passed on" (Gage, 1984, 

p. 162). In the final draft of the paper, Victor did use 

"I" throughout the essay, and added that he was named after 

the man in the photograph. However, despite these changes, 

few of the feelings or subtleties that Victor expressed for 

the man in the photograph in his original draft remain in 

this final version. Much of the essay still consisted of 

detailed descriptions which Victor was attempting to imprint 

on the reader's mind. Victor clearly preferred an objective 

rather than a personal approach to this topic and strategies 

which would convince his audience that his perspective was 

right rather than strategies that would seek commonalities 

of experience. 

As he wrote his second essay, Victor continued to 

struggle to use a formal, elevated approach while at the 

same time employ creative language. He also was introduced 

to a standard essay format, with a deductive thesis and 

heirarchical ordering of ideas. He interpreted this format 

as a straightjacket into which he had to force his ideas. 

"Your paper answers the thesis," was a sentence that he 
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wrote over and over in his class notes. Despite the 

emphasis given by me and by Victor's tutor on the process of 

discovery in revision, Victor tended to grasp hold of a 

thesis and struggle to fit his ideas to it, rather than try 

to modify his thesis to accommodate new insights. This 

fixation on form, combined with Victor's desire to be 

creative, persuasive, and "educated," led to an essay that 

consisted of different, and often conflicting, stances 

toward the audience. 

Victor's commitment to the topic that he chose was 

immediately apparent from his first journal writings dealing 

with Essay II. When asked to describe a problem he had 

encountered at the university, he wrote, "Well, to me, I 

consider it a parking problem, anytime I can't find a space 

to park"--which, evidently, was every morning before class. 

For his first draft, he had already decided on his thesis 

and subtopics: 

One of the biggest tradition here at school is 

parking. Parking at the university is different from 

anywhere else. In a way driving to school and finding 

a space to park, is an adventure on its own. A journey 

of poor conditions, time, and expense, make parking 

here miserable. 

He maintained this thesis and subtopics as he revised his 

essay. In fact, his "f irst draft" consisted of his 

introduction and conclusion, which he had arrived at after a 
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great deal of revision; instead of writing a second and 

third draft, he wrote and rewrote the body paragraphs in 

consecutive order. He described his writing process (which 

he had adopted, though not been taught, in high school) as 

one in which he wrote each paragraph separately, "fixed the 

words," then wrote the next paragraph, and "put it all 

together at the end." This process was time-consuming and 

messy; as he wrote he tended to crumple up scribbled bits of 

paper and mutter aloud to himself the words he had just 

composed. 

This intensity indicates how seriously Victor took 

writing, and how, in addition to being aware of his 

audience, he was conscious of the strategies he wished to 

use with them. After he completed his "first draft" (his 

introduction and conclusion), he wrote that he thought of 

his reader "very much I tried to make the reader picture a 

conjested parking lot with huge number of cars ••• so I 

could catch the readers attention." As with his first 

essay, then, he wished to pour images into the reader's 

mind. In his self-evaluation of his final draft, this 

emphasis on making the reader picture what he's saying also 

is apparent: "The strengths of my paper are the many 

descriptions and details along with wording. Also the 

reader is able to visually see the problem." 

The final draft of Victor's essay certainly employs 

description, which Victor seems to have enjoyed writing. 
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The different colored cars remind him of "brightly colored M 

& M's"~ the parking lots "remind me of huge mazes, making me 

feel like the mouse trying to find the cheese. And other 

lots with their pot holes to dodge, sometimes make me feel 

like I'm in a video game, seeking parking as.game points." 

In addition to seeing the reader as the passiverecipient of 

these descriptions, he also, by stressing the signficance of 

the parking problem, invokes a reader who will agree with 

Victor's perception of the problem. Victor's desire to 

stress the importance of the parking situation leads him 

(inadvertently, I believe) to exaggeration: the students 

are "innocent helpless victims of police parking ticketsi 

"conditions here on campus'have become a nightmare"i walking 

to class makes students feel bored and nauseOUSi school is 

"physically bad for my feet"i the problem makes attending 

the university "a forlorn four year experience." This 

exaggeration is a result of Victor imitating the tone of an 

academic essay, which is a natural part of assuming the role 

of a college writer: 

It may very well be that some students will need to 

learn to crudely mimic the 'distinctive register' of 

academic discourse before they are prepared to actually 

and legitmately do the work of the discourse, and 

before they are sophisticated enough with the 

refinements of tone and gesture to do it with grace or 

elegance. To say this, however, is to say that our 
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students must be our students. Their initial progress 

will be marked by their abilities to take on the role 

of privilege, by their abilities to establish 

authority. (Bartho10mae, 1985/1988, p. 284) 

In this essay, Victor very much wants to establish authority 

by convincing the reader, through description, of the 

severity of the parking problem on campus. In another 

attempt to gain authority, he uses the third person 

perspective in addition to first person in order to show 

that he's not the only student with this parking problem. He 

begins the essay in first person ("Being a student at the 

University of Arizona, I wake up every morning at dawns 

first light"). Towards the end of the introduction, when he 

is stressing the inconvenience of the problem, he uses third 

person: "And so many students are forced to park in and 

around campus • • • " He continues in the third person 

until he describes how much he dislikes walking from the 

parking lots. He then shifts back into third person by 

~entioning that parking permits are too expensive for many 

students. In the fourth paragraph, he fuses these two 

perspectives by writing, "I and other students will most 

like pay the tab for these new [parking garages]." The 

essay concludes with a distant, .third person approach: "To 

sum it up, one of the forever lasting problems is 

parking •••• " These shifts in perspective that occur 

throughout the paper suggest that arguing from his own 
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experience seems inadequate to Victor, that he wants to give 

himself more authority by connecting himself to other 

students (though making this connection occur smoothly is 

difficult for him). He is aware that traditional academic 

discourse tends to devalue what Olson (1977/1988) has called 

"the data of common experience" (p. 183). He anticipates 

his audience questioning the legitimacy of only one person's 

perspective rather than receiving his experiences for what 

they are. His audience, he imagines, consists of doubters, 

to use Elbow's (1973) term, not believers. 

His reflections on his third essay, a defense of 

graffiti, indicate that he not only assumes that his 

audience will question what he writes, but that he plans to 

use this doubt as a strategy to convince the audience about 

his views concerning graffiti. He explained this process in 

freewriting completed after the first draft: 

My main concern was to get the reader to see my side of 

the issue. So the reader could get a good 

understanding of what I was trying to say. I thought 

of my reader alot by giving him/her definitions of art, 

which that person may agree then I led him into the 

topic of graffiti. 

The end of his introduction demonstrates this strategy: 

Graffiti can fit three possible definitions of art. To 

some "art" only has to be be beautiful. To others, 

it's only "art" if it means something to someone. 
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Others want "art" to have a social statement. Graffiti 

can fit all three of these ideal definitions. 

However, as in his previous essays, changes in perspectives 

and inconsistent relationships with the audience reflect 

Victor's struggle to assume authority within a new 

discourse. 

This paper was written with the same process Victor used 

for Essay II: a paragraph at a time was labored over and 

revised heavily on the sentence level, before Victor went on 

to the next paragraph. This process might have contributed 

to the various stances in the essay, because Victor spent 

little time viewing the paper as a whole (although he 

clearly, as he wrote, had a scheme for the whole paper in 

his mind). The different relationships with the audience 

are more varied than those in Essay II. In this essay, for 

example, Victor several times speaks directly to the 

audience, generally to teach them something about graffiti: 

"But to understand and criticize graffiti, you must 

understand its people, its environment in which it dwells." 

Another time his didactic stance is more formal: "Names of 

groups, territory, individuals, and religion, are usualy the 

focal points of these works of art." This didacticism, 

formal or informal, is a result of Victor's assumption that 

the reader misunderstands what graffiti is: "Many disagree 

about graffiti, mainly because they can't understand its 

statement." Victor's relationship with his audience is more 
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dialectical (according to Gage's [1984] definition) in this 

essay than in previous ones in that the audience's assumed 

misunderstanding motivates him to make his claimsi the 

audience plays an active rather than a purely passive role. 

Also apparent in this essay, as it was in Essay II, is 

the shuttling back and forth between first and third person 

points of view. In this essay, these changes in perspective 

are a result of Victor, on the one hand, giving his personal 

reflections concerning graffitti, and on the other hand 

stating his beliefs about graffitti as if they were 

universal truths. Throughout the essay these shifts tend to 

occur between, rather than within, paragraphs, but in the 

conclusion Victor uses both perspectives. He begins this 

paragraph by highlighting his own views: 

To me "art" is anything that has beauty, meaning, and 

statement. I personaly look at picture graffiti as a 

form of art. Graffiti arts to me, are like poets, 

writers of the underworld. Yes perhaps it is sick for 

some, but for me graffiti is not a disgrace to society, 

but instead an enhance of society. 

In each of these four sentences he carefully signals that 

these are his views by using the phrases "to me," 

"personaly," and "for me." These phrases add dissonance to 

the essay, for at other times he made these same points 

without emphasizing their personal nature. The last two 

sentences of the conclusion are firmly objective, as if 



Victor is claiming an unimpeachable truth: 

Today's graffiti adds beauty to our environment, and 

meaning to its people. Graffiti is a statement a 

statement of the changing times. 
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These shifts from a personal to a universal view suggest 

that Victor is wavering, in his writing, between the two 

different kinds of knowledge described by Belenky et al. 

(1986) as nseparate knowingn and nconnected knowing. n 

(These distinctions are derived from Gilligan's [1982] terms 

"separate" and "connected" to describe different 

orientations toward others.) Separate knowing represents 

"impersonal reason" (p. 104) and objective authority~ 

according to Belenky et al., "Separate knowers speak a 

public language •••• Often, the primary purpose of their 

words is not to express personally meaningful ideas but to 

manipulate the listener's reactions, and they see the 

listener not as an ally in conversation but as a potentially 

hostile judge n (p. 108). When Victor sets up a particular 

definition of art that his audience will agree with, or when 

he states at the end that "graffiti adds beauty to our 

environment," he's operating from the stance of a separate 

knower--he is defensive, logical, and impersonal. However, 

when he writes about his own admiration of graffiti, and 

explains why he admires it, he's writing from the stance of 

a connected knower, one who believes that "the most 

trustworthy knowledge comes from personal experience rather 



233 

than the pronouncements of authorities" (pp. 112-113). 

Victor's descriptions of the way he sees his audience 

and devises strategies to convince his audience suggest that 

he wishes to be a "separate knower" in that he wants to be a 

"voice of authority," to convince a doubting audience (and 

an evaluative teacher) that he legitimately can write the 

way that college students are supposed to write. His 

expressions of personal insight in Essay III could reflect 

the way he also values creativity in the form of individual 

response, and/or it could be a way of retreating from his 

more authoritative stance in anticipation of audience 

criticism. In the final exam of the course, he steered 

completely clear of such personal perspectives in order to 

assume as much authority as possible. The final exam was a 

two-hour essay in response to Desmond Morris' (1977) essay 

liTer r i tor ial Behavior," an excerpt from Morr is' (1977) 

Manwatching. Victor chose to answer this question: 

In 'Territorial Behavior,' Desmond Morris asserts that 

territorial signals are effective, for the most part, 

in preventing 'acts of violence in defense of owned 

spaces.' Choose one place you are familiar with--your 

horne or dorm room, a particular area of your high 

school or the University campus--in which territorial. 

signals and markers function. Then write an essay in 

which you analyze the nature of those signals and 

markers, and their success in preventing disputes. 
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Victor began this essay in such a way that I assumed, on 

first reading, he would discuss territorial markers in his 

bedroom: "A spider has a web, a bird a nest, and for 

Victor, his bedroom." After reading this sentence, I looked 

forward to an interesting description of territorial markers 

in Victor's room. However, Victor's thesis turned out to be 

this: "For human behavior such markers can be verbal, use 

of objects, or signals. In any case they all prevent 

violante disputes between one another." As with his other 

work in the course, this thesis rigidly controls the essay; 

the second paragraph describes verbal markers (with an 

example of neighbors fighting over a dog), the third 

paragraph, physical objects (fences, doors, signs), the 

fourth paragraph, signals (turning off lights to avoid 

salesmen). On the whole, Victor uses the generic second 

person perspective, which makes the tone distant and 

impersonal ("The use of communication can state your claim 

on an area"). Although the conclusion does contain a little 

of the playful tone that began this essay ("Whats mind is 

mine, and whats your's is your's, is a good [motto] for this 

essay"), the final sentence, in which "one" replaces "you," 

asserts a universal truth: "[E]veryone has a defended 

space, a space reminiscent to a medieval fortress, where one 

can feel at ease and control." 

Clearly, Victor missread the question, which asked that 

the students analyze one situation that they were familiar 
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with--a task which could easily have led to some personal 

disclosure, since the places given as suggestions were 

important in the students' lives. As Bartholomae and 

Petrosky (1986), quoting I. A. Richards (1936), point out, 

every reading is a misreading, for texts "have many meanings 

because they touch us at points at which each of us is 

himself many-minded" (p. 285). The final exam question--and 

the rhetorical situation of the final exam itself--touched 

Victor in such a way that he responded with an impersonal, 

five-paragraph essay~ this was the "mind" that the situation 

called forth. This mock-academic stance replaced other 

"minds" or skills that Victor was capable of, such as 

creative wordplay and personal reflection. Clearly he felt 

that this nacademic" mind was necessary for his success in 

the class, and probably in the university as well. 

Research Question #3: How do these textual changes and the 

students' sense of audience reflect the students' reactions 

to the academic writing community of this particular 

classroom? 

Throughout the class Victor seemed torn between two 

writing styles, the more personal, creative, experiential, 

and informal language that was seen in some of his first 

drafts and journal writing, and the more formal, didactic, 

objective, and argumentative style that he tended to use in 
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audience that was sympathetic and believing, whereas the 

latter style invoked an audience that was evaluative and 

doubtful. The tension between these two styles is most 

evident, perhaps, in the shifts in perspective--first, 

second, and third person points of view--that occurred in 

almost all of his writing. 
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These shifts in perspective suggest the kind of identity 

formation that Victor, as well as the other students, were 

undergoing throughout this first experience in college, as 

they tested new identities against the reactions of their 

instructor and peers, and tried to assess these reactions in 

light of previous experiences and expectations. Erikson 

(1968) has described the complex flux of this process: 

Identity formation employs a process of simultaneous 

reflection and observation ••• by which an individual 

judges himself in the light of what he perceives to be 

the way in which others judge him • • • while he judges 

their way of judging him in the light of how he 

perceives himself in comparison to them • • • (pp. 

22-23) 

Erikson points out that identity formation is a lifelong 

process, but it is particularly critical, and apparent, in 

adolescence, when 

[t]he search for a new and yet reliable identity can 

perhaps best be seen in the persistent adolescent 
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themselves and each other in often ruthless 

comparison. • • (p. 23) 

237 

Victor's adoptation of a formalaic academic essay, with its 

tone of universal truth and its rigid deductive thesis, is 

an example of noverdefiningn the role of the successful 

college writer and reader which he so much wished to 

achieve. A fairly simple--and simplistic--structure was 

presented to him, and despite being told that nwriting is 

discovery" and given the opportunity to compose multiple 

drafts, he clung to this structure as a way of disciplining 

his thoughts, as well as getting an acceptable grade. 

Moreover, despite being encouraged to use simple language 

and the first person perspective, and to write out of his 

own experiences, Victor used language according to his own 

vision of academic discourse, a discourse that he hoped 

would mark him as an educated person in the mainstream 

society. 

At the end of the course, Victor reported positive 

feelings toward writing. He evaluated his response to the 

post-text in this way: 

I felt I did much better the second time than I did the 

first time I took the exam. Why? Maybe because I was 

more at ease and had more to say. The first time I 

took it I was bothered by the unfamiliar environment I 

was situated in. But now that I have been coming to 
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better. 
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Through attempting to define for himself the role of the 

college student, Victor has found a place where he can feel 

situated. Rather than remain a "stranger in academia," to 

use Shaughnessy's (1977) phrase, he has assumed stances and 

perspectives that he thinks will be accepted by the academic 

audience he has imagined and invoked. 



CHAPTER V 

Discussion and Implications 
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In this case study I have analyzed the students' 

reactions to their composition classroom in order to raise 

questions, discuss issues, and suggest areas for further 

research. It is obvious that my findings concerning these 

four students cannot be applied to Basic Writers in 

general. Instead, I will use my analysis to highlight 

important issues in Basic Writing and more generally in the 

field of composition. These issues concern the social 

contexts of the students--their ethnicity, class, language 

backgrounds, and, most signficantly, their gender. 

To begin this final section of my study, I will 

summarize the research questions and findings for each of 

the four students. After focusing on each student 

individually, I will compare the students on the basis of 

how they perceived the course and expressed themselves in 

writing. Next, I will discuss important differences between 

the male and female students, and suggest a way of looking 

at these differences that contrasts with models of 

development that ignore gender issues. Finally, I will 

explain pedgagogical dilemmas and suggest changes that might 

enrich our concept of academic discourse. 

The research questions are as follows: 

1. What textual changes occurred in the pre- and post-



texts? 

2. What do these changes in the pre- and post-texts, 

as well as the writing completed in the course, 

suggest about the students' developing sense of 

audience? 

3. How do these textual changes and the students' 

sense of audience reflect the students' reactions 

to the academic writing community of this 

particular classroom? 

Summary of Students' Responses to Course 
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Luis. In Luis' pre-text, his relationship with his 

audience is dialogical in that he anticipates and responds 

to his audience's possible objections. In the post-text, 

however, Luis' relationship with his audience is more 

defensive in that he simply presents reasons to support his 

thesis. Although the post-text is more developed and 

coherent than the pre-text, Luis' stance is more impersonal 

and distant, and the essay follows a rigid, conventional 

essay form; at times, the essay parodies written classroom 

English. Unlike the pre-text, there is no self-disclosure, 

even when Luis is writing directly out of his own personal 

experiences. Throughout the class, Luis accommodated 

himself with lttle apparent conflict to the type of writing 

I asked of him; his desire to succeed in this class, and to 

obtain a university degree, was stronger than any desire to 
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write in another mode, if indeed he had that desire. His 

identification with the middle-class, English-speaking 

culture was strong, though he was studying Spanish in school 

in order to maintain his fluency, learn about his heritage, 

and gain an advantage in the job market. In most of the 

writing that he did for the class, he perceived his audience 

both as passive, the receiver of knowledge, and evaluative, 

the giver of grades. His writing exhibited shifts in tone, 

stance, and persona; he would experiment with humor and 

creative description, which I encouraged, while at the same 

time he would try to force his ideas into the standardized 

essay form that I taught him. He was eager to succeed on my 

terms in this classroom, but this eagerness did not help him 

to develop an integrated persona in his writing. 

Victor. In his pre-text, Victor seems confused by the 

task, but in the post-text he demonstrates confidence and an 

ability to express ideas that are important to him. Despite 

his obvious commitment to the topic, Victor does not 

directly refer to personal experiences that might have 

influenced his thinking. His relationship with his 

audience throughout the post-text is unstable. At first he 

mimics the didactic, formal tone of the prompt, but then he 

becomes more concilatory and egalitarian with his audience. 

These shifts in stance are characteristic of his writing 

throughout the course. In much of his writing, he resisted 

referring to himself diret1y, wanting instead to connect 
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himself with the ideas and experiences of others to give 

himself more authority. Although he enjoyed writing 

playful, humorous descriptions, he generally perceived his 

audience as doubters whom he wanted to persuade and impress~ 

he rarely seemed to forget that his writing would be 

evaluated, though he seemed confident in his ability to 

succeed. Like Luis, he identified strongly with 

middle-class, English-speaking culture, and his goal was to 

become a part of, and feel at home, in this University. 

Throughout the course he tried on the persona of an academic 

writer, which sometimes led him to exaggerate the 

conventionalized forms and perspectives of academic 

English. 

Andrea. In her pre-text, Andrea attempts to imitate 

abstract, formal academic English, but in the rest of her 

writing for the course, she was less interested in imitation 

and accommodation and more interested in self-expression. 

In her post-text she is fairly conversational and direct 

with her audience, establishing a relationship based on 

commonalities of goals and experiences. Her commitment to 

the topic is also apparent, unlike in the pre-text. Her 

direct, often conversational voice and her commitment to 

topics concerning her family, friends, or heritage are 

characteristic of her writing throughout the course. She 

took great pride in her Mexican ancestry and in her ability 

to speak, read, and write Spanish. Although I admired her 
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interest in her writing, I also demanded that she decenter 

from her context in order to present more fully 

conceptualized views of her experiences. She reacted to 

this demand with confusion and resistance, for while she 

could easily relat~ her own ideas and stories, she had 

difficulty explicitly drawing conclusions from them. She 

generally assumed that her audience would be interested in 

and believe her ideas, rather than be skeptical and 

evaluative1 as a result, she tended to write associatively 

and emotionally rather than hierarchically and 

dispassionately. For the most part, she was focused on the 

world of her own experiences, and claimed authority from 

describing her reactions to this world rather than from 

assuming the more impersonal persona of an academic writer. 

Rose Mary. In her pre-text, Rose Mary is 

linguistically closer to a "classic" Basic Writer than the 

other three students1 her handwriting, spelling, vocabulary, 

syntax and development are similar to those of Basic Writers 

described by Shaughnessy (1977). In the post-text, her 

expression and organization demonstrate greater fluency and 

control, but her stance lacks unitY1 she progresses from an 

impersonal mode to a didactic and finally to a confessional 

mode. She also rewords the prompt so that she can describe 

rather than persuade. Like Andrea, she resisted throughout 

the course the idea that she need to convince her audience 

of her ideas, preferring instead to share her thoughts and 
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emotions. (The exception to this was her Essay III, which 

took the form of a conventional, impersonal argument.) 

Unlike Andrea, she had little confidence in her ability to 

succeed in the university classroom. Her feelings of 

helplessness and frustration began much earlier in her 

academic career, and could be related to her inexperience 

reading and writing in her first language, Spanish. This 

lack of confidence limited her ability and/or desire to 

communicate with others; she seldom spoke up in the 

classroom, and often (perhaps deliberately) ended her essays 

by writing to herself rather than to the academic audience. 

In my view, this expressionistic, intensely personal writing 

was more powerful and useful to her than her writing that 

was intended to satisfy the demands of the course (as in 

her Essay III), for it allowed her to explore why she felt 

so frustrated in the English-speaking classroom. Although 

at the end of the course she still lacked confidence when 

she wrote, she seemed better able to understand and express 

why it was hard for her to claim a place in the University. 

Contrasting Epistemologies 

As these summaries of the students indicate, all four of 

these writers exhibted some form of dissonance, frustration, 

and resistance throughout the course as they reacted to the 

demands I made on them. On the whole, however, the men 

accommodated themselves more readily to my demands than the 
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women, and had an easier time shaping their ideas to fit the 

types of academic essays that I taught. They usually wrote 

carefully planned, assertive essays in which they 

strategically marshalled evidence to convince a skeptical 

audience. The women, in contrast, tacitly and repeatedly 

resisted conforming to standard academic forms. They tended 

to write unself-consciously out of their personal contexts 

to familiar, receptive audiences1 in most of their essays 

they would return to the narrative, associative modes they 

were most comfortable with. In my view, because my course 

privileged the kind of discourse the women had the most 

difficulty acquiring, the women were less successful in the 

course than the men. 

I came to these conclusions about the differences 

between the men and the women from my examination of their 

writing, interviews, and protocols, as well as from the 

responses of the two outside readers. These data are not 

entirely without contradictions and inconsistencies, 

however. At times the women exhibited some characteristics 

of the men, as when Rose Mary composed an impersonal, 

conventional Essay III and Andrea wrote a standard 

five-paragraph essay for a draft of Essay III (though she 

subsequently abandoned it). Similarly, Luis in his Essay 

III wrote the first few pages as a personal narrative, and 

Victor drafted his first essay in poetic form (of which 

little remained in the final draft). My description of the 
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assessment of their overall tendencies as demonstrated by 

the pre- and post-texts and major writing assignments. 
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Many of the differences between the men and the women 

are epistemological: they wrote differently because they 

perceived the world and constructed knowledge in different 

ways. Women's epistemological development has been explored 

in Be1enky, C1inchy, Goldberger, and Taru1e's important 

study, Women's Ways of Knowing (1986), which builds upon 

studies of the ethical and intellectual development of men, 

in particular the work of Koh1berg (1984) and Perry 

(1970). Based on intensive interviews with 135 women of 

different classes, races, and educational backgrounds, 

Be1enky et a1. posit five major epistemological perspectives 

(not necessarily consecutive) which these women held: 

silence, when they see themselves as shaped by external 

events or authorities; received knowledge, when they see 

themselves as able to receive and reproduce but not create 

know1edge1 subjective knowledge, when they see truth as 

intuitive and experientia11 procedural knowledge, when they 

learn procedures for obtaining and communicating know1edge1 

and constructed knowledge, when they value different ways of 

constructing knowledge and see themselves as capable of 

creating it. 

Be1enky et a1. present these perspectives as 

alternatives to the major developmental stages hypothesized 
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by Perry (1970), which were based on studies of Harvard and 

Radcliffe undergraduates (males outnumbered females 102 to 

28). These stages, in condensed form, consist of basic 

dualism, when men (and, according to Perry, women) see the 

world dichotomously, as we/they, good/bad, and right/wrong; 

multiplicity, when men begin to understand that a variety of 

views, including their own, are legitimate; relativism 

subordinate, when men consciously acquire an analytical 

approach to knowledge; and full relativism, when men realize 

that meaning depends on context and begin to develop a 

personal commitment to a particular area. Belenky et al.'s 

perspectives differ in signficant ways from Perry's stages. 

One important difference relevant to this study is that, on 

the whole, Perry's scheme draws more on a social 

constructionist view of knowledge, whereas Belenky et ale 

depict a more expressionistic, or individual, way of 

creating meaning. Belenky et ale place more emphasis on 

women's development of individual voices as they become more 

confident in their ability to construct knowledge. For 

instance, in Perry's stage called dualism, and in Belenky et 

al.'s stage called received knowledge, subjects feel that 

authorities have the right answers. However, in Perry's 

stage, subjects tend to lecture, while in Belenky et al.'s 

perspective, subjects tend to listen because they believe 

they do not have permission to speak. Another significant 

difference between Perry's and Belenky et al.'s 
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epistemologies concerns reaction to formal education: in 

Perry's scheme, the subjects' developmental stages are 

precipitated by academic experiences, whereas in Belenky et 

al.'s perspectives, the subjects become more confident in 

spite of their academic experiences. 

Although the purpose of this study was not to directly 

examine the students' developmental processes, I do know 

enough about these students to tentatively place them within 

the Perry and Belenky matrices. These placements illustrate 

some of the key distinctions among the male and female 

students. In my view, the male students fit into the stage 

that Perry calls "relativism subordinate," in which subjects 

understand that a multiplicity of perspectives can be taken 

on a single issue, and that therefore they need to logically 

and rationally justify their positions on this issue. They 

often, however, revert to simplistic "either/or" opinions 

out of frustration or confusion, indicating that they are 

still struggling out of a dualistic understanding of the 

world. Conformity to academic pressures is also a part of 

the relativistic subordinate position: students note the 

perspectives of others, and justify their own perspectives, 

because of their instructors' demands. 

Victor and Luis also can be placed within the 

perspective that Belenky et ale call "procedural knowledge," 

when subjects begin to understand how knowledge is created. 

(Belenky et ale acknowledge that categories similar to 

---------------------------------------
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theirs can be found in many men's thinking.) Belenky et ale 

delineate two kinds of knowing within the perspective of 

procedural knowledge: separate knowing and connected 

knowing. Separate knowing involves separating oneself from 

an object in order to evaluate and master it, while 

connected knowing involves understanding an object through 

closeness and equality between self and object. Victor and 

Luis are oriented toward separate knowing, the epistemology 

that characteristics academic instutitions. At the heart of 

separate knowing, according to Belenky and her colleagues, 

is critical thinking--close, rational examination of ideas. 

The aim of separate thinking is 

to speak dispassionately, to exclude your own concerns 

and to adopt a perspective that your adversaries may 

respect, as in their own self-interest. It also means 

to exclude all feelings, including those of the 

adversary, examining the issue from a strictly 

pragmatic, strategic point of view. (p. 109) 

Communication among separate knowers takes place in the 

public sphere, where they 

address their messages not to themselves or to intimate 

friends but to an audience of relative strangers. 

Often, the primary purpose of their words is not to 

express personally meaningful ideas but to manipulate 

the listener's reactions, and they see the listener not 

as an ally in conversation but as a potentially hostile 

--------------------------------
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judge. (p. 108). 

Certainly the composition classroom that I taught encouraged 

separate knowing. For instance, this is the way I described 

what the students were to attempt in Essay III 

to present a convincing argument about a topic you 

believe strongly in. • • • Think of your readers as 

people who disagree with your point of view •••• 

Remember that a good argumentative essay is fair, 

logical, and rational; you are appealing to your 

reader's mind more than to your reader's emotions. 

(Assignment Sheet, Appendix B) 

The students' textbook (Gehle and Rollo's Writing Essays 

[1987] reinforced this concept of argumentation: "Because 

it appears to be the rational product of an impartial mind, 

a sound argument is usually convincing" (p. 151). 

As my discussions of the four students have suggested, 

the young men, who accommodated themselves to conventional 

academic writing, demonstrated characteristics common to 

separate knowers. For example, Luis' and Victor's 

post-texts (Appendix E) are examples of self-consciously 

arranged and defended arguments addressed to a distant, 

skeptical audience. Victor, in particular, was concerned 

with winning over his audience with rhetorical strategies 

and devices. In his third essay, he tried to convince the 

audience of the artisitc nature of graffitti by defining 

graffitti in such a way that the audience would agree with 



it. He did not disclose his personal or emotional 

relationship with the topic. In contrast, Andrea's Essay 

III emphasizes her affective ties with the topic ("As a 

friend of a rape victim I have seen [her] pain and 
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sorrow ••• "), and is more oriented toward sympathsizing 

with victims of rape, and trying to understand why rapes 

occur, rather than attempting to construct a logically sound 

and rational argument on this issue. 

Andrea's Essay III, as well as her other work, suggests 

that she is what Belenky et al. (1986) call a "connected 

knower," for whom "the most trustworthy knowledge comes 

from personal experience rather than the pronouncements of 

authorities" (pp. 112-113). Truth is "personal, particular, 

and grounded in firsthand experience" (p. 113). Rather than 

learn through direct, logical instruction, connected knowers 

learn through empathy; they expand their knowledge by 

experiencing another person's perspective. Their purpose is 

to to understand rather than to judge, and they start from a 

"premise of connection" rather than doubt (pp. 116-117). 

In my view, Andrea and Rose Mary were connected knowers; 

they drew on firsthand experiences for the substance of 

their essays, they assumed a non-judgmental relationship 

with their audience, and their orientations toward empathy 

and connection influenced the content and form of their 

writing and their reactions to the course. Both women 

consistently tended to shift away from an impersonal, 
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conceptualized stance in their essays to a more revealing, 

associative stance as they struggled to create knowedge out 

of personal experiences. For instance, Rose Mary's 

post-text (Appendix E), with its progressions from 

impersonal to conversational to confessional modes, 

demonstrates the way she is drawn in her writing to focusing 

on her personal concerns. Andrea's three essay topics--the 

story of "La Llorona," the tribute to her brother, and the 

discussion of rape victims--were all the result of a strong 

orientation to family and friends. Similarly, Rose Mary, in 

all of her writing except her third essay, wrote about her 

family or her experiences with the course. Even in her 

third essay, she was concerned with treating AIDS victims 

sympathetically, rather than applying abstract laws or 

policies to the problem. The center of gravity in the 

women's essays is generally their personal and affective 

perspectves, whereas the center of gravity in the men's 

essays tends to be issues removed from the men's contexts. 

Although Rose Mary's orientation toward connected 

knowing is similar to women in the procedural knowledge 

perspective, she also shows characteristics of women in 

Belenky et al.'s first perspective, called silence, when 

women see themselves as passive and powerless in their 

relations to the world. Throughout the course, Rose Mary 

wrote about how uncomfortable she felt expressing herself in 

both speaking and writing for public purposes. (In her 
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words, "The attitude I have about my writing is 

discomtifable sometimes.") Because of her previous 

educational experiences in English, as well as her inability 

to read and write in Spanish, she felt that language was a 

source of embarrassment rather than power. Her way of 

coping with the classroom context was to sit quietly in the 

back of the room next to a friend, where she would take 

notes but never ask questions or participate in discussion. 

However, toward the end of the course she did begin to use 

her writing to explore why she felt so helpless in the 

classroom, which I believe was a step toward assuming a 

sense of identity through language. Certainly her 

expressions of helplessness (for instance, her post-text 

[Appendix E] were rhetorically effective in the way that she 

showed how language had been used against her. 

Despite her feelings of inadequacy, Rose Mary was happy 

to be in college, as were the other students in this study. 

Her expectations of college, as demonstrated in this 

freewriting, illustrate how she constructed knowledge: 

The reason I want to go to college, is because I like 

being around friends. I enjoy learning new stuff, to 

experience the stuff I learn. About the school, about 

myself, and about the people around me. To work on my 

studies so I can make money in the near future. 

Rose Mary begins by emphasizing affiliation--"being around 

friends. II Making money is the last point mentioned. She 
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expresses appreciation for the experience of school, for 

what it can teach her about herself and "about the people 

around me." To use Gilligan's (1982) terminology, Rose Mary 

focuses on the "web" of human relationships, the ~concern 

with relationships and responsibilities" (pp. 17-17). 

Rather than see school as a means to an end, she values the 

process of education--not just book learning, but learning 

about herself and the people around her. 

Luis' response to the topic of why he came to college 

demonstrates that he is more directed toward goals that 

would allow him to distinguish himself in society: 

The reason that I'm in college is because I want to be 

some one important in the future and also educated. 

I think without education people don't seem to make it 

big time in our society today •••• Another reason 

college is good for me is because you meet new people 

and friends and other people from out of our country. 

The reason I'm going to study here is for a higher 

education with a bachlors degree and a good paying job 

for the near future. 

Luis is emphatic about "making it," being "important" and 

"educated." Though he mentions meeting different types of 

people and ndew friends, most of his thoughts concern his 

desire for achievement. Chodorow (1978) has described men's 

need to differentiate themselves from their contexts (in her 

discussion, their mothers), as opposed to women's tendencies 



255 

to become closer to and take responsibility for others (in 

other words, to emulate their mothers): 

A boy, in order to feel himself adequately masculine, 

must distinguish and differentiate himself from others 

in a way that a girl need not--must categorize himself 

as someone apart. • • • (p. 174) 

Luis desires to become known as an educated, successful 

person, to be distinguished among his peers and distanced 

from his personal context, all of which make him eager to 

acquire learn academic discourse. In contrast, Rose Mary is 

more oriented toward gaining closeness to and understanding 

with others during her college experiences, and less focused 

on academic success. This orientation toward others, as 

well as the tendency to not decenter from their contexts, 

led Rose Mary and Andrea to write in ways similar to many 

women who have written outside of formal academic 

situations. 

Characteristics of Women's Writing 

As Vygotsky (1934/1986), among others, has taught us, 

language is a social construct. Assuming that some women 

often see the world in ways different than many men see it, 

then it is likely that these women will often write 

differently than men. However, fully and accurately 

describing the characteristics of "women's writing" (or 

"men's writing") is probably impossible. Cixous (1976) has 
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claimed that the fluid, synthetic nature of nwomen'sn 

language prevents it from being effectively codified. 

Furthermore, this cofication must occur within the very 

language forms that it is not--i.e., the language of the 

dominant culture. Stanley and Wolfe (1983) have written, 

npatriarchal language • • • is inadequate for describing our 

new ways of conceptualizing about ourselves in relation to 

each other and to the world" (p. 135). It should also be 

pointed out that not every woman will write differently from 

every man, for gender is a cultural construct not 

necessarily related to physical sexual characteristics. At 

times my four students exhibited tendencies in their writing 

that could be called both female and male. Ideally, women 

and men should embody female and male characteristics in 

their writing. In A Room of One's Own (1929), Virgina Woolf 

describes the need for what she calls an androgynous mind: 

"Perhaps a mind that is purely masculine cannot create, any 

more than a mind that is fully feminine" (p. 102). 

Scholars who have attempted to describe the ways that 

women write have been primarily American literary critics 

attempting to gain recognition for women writers excluded 

from the literary canon. Analyses of women's diaries, 

letters, and journals have revealed the ways the authors 

used writing to understand their personal experiences 

(Lensink, 1987), much as Andrea, and especially Rose Mary, 

used some of the writing in the course to explore their 
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reactions to her world. More self-consciously artistic 

writing done by writers such as Stein, Woolf, and Morrison 

also tends to deal with personal issues, though their 

perceptions are filtered though self-conscious stylistic 

devices. The language of these authors tends to be 

associational as it recreates patterns of thought and 

emotions: 

What is said in one breath may be negated by the 

succeeding observation •••• On the discourse level, we 

find a discursive, conjunctive style instead of the 

complex, subordinating, linear style of classification 

and distinction. • • • In contrast to a subordinate 

syntax (in which the complexity of experience is 

embedded in dependent clauses, reflecting experience 

already categorized, qualified, detached from its 

happening), the [female] writer attempts to order her 

perceptions through a kind of cumulative syntax • • • It 

is the syntax of woman's consciousness, the rush of 

perception, the speech that tells all as it emerges. 

(Stanley and Wolfe, 1983, p. 137) 

This description resembles the definition given by Flower 

(1979) of writer-based prose, which closely follows the 

writer's thought processes. In their early drafts all four 

of the students wrote writer-based prose. In their final 

drafts, however, the men's prose was characteristically more 

reader-based in that "it offer[ed] the reader an issue-
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centered rhetorical structure rather than a replay of the 

writer's discovery process n (Flower, 1979, p. 20). In 

contrast, the language in many of the women's final drafts 

remained associative, culumulative, and context-bound, 

probably because the women tended to revert to narrative 

modes that displayed the movement of their throughts and 

emotions. For instance, this is the way that Andrea 

describes an event with her brother in her final draft of 

Essay II: 

Then when we were in the mall and he was pushing me in 

the stroller he started going faster and faster then he 

carne to a complete stop and ran in the opposite 

direction. I didn't know but he had run and hid behind 

a close rack of clothing. Like any other child I would 

look around like crazy for him and all I could see were 

different colored pants, skirts, and skin. 

In this scene Andrea seems to deliberately use language to 

indicate the rush of emotions and events she experienced as 

a child. Luis and Victor were less likely to use this kind 

of language in their final drafts because they tended to 

conceptualize from their experiences rather than make the 

audience relive an event as they originally experienced it. 

Gender and the Concept of Decentering 

On the whole, the women in this course resisted 

decentering from their contexts when they wrote; they 
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described experiential processes rather than extracting a 

single point from their experiences and presenting that 

point to the reader. In contrast, the men were often eager 

to attempt to present their audience with their conclusions 

about an eve~t or issue, and then to justify their 

conclusions. Because this is an observational study, I 

cannot attribute these characteristics to male and female 

Basic Writers in general. I can, however, discuss these 

characteristics of the four students in terms of how I 

taught the course in order to highlight issues in Basic 

Writing pedagogy. 

The organization of the course I taught in this study 

encouraged contextual decentering; I was under the 

impression that unless the students could decenter from 

their personal contexts they wouldn't be ready for their 

other university course work. At the same time, I tried hard 

to encourage students to write with a personal voice, to be 

self-referential and to use narrative and description 

strategies within the standard essay modes. Essentially I 

was asking them to embrace at the same time styles which I 

have described as "male" and "female," though my 

organization of the class indicated that I clearly 

privileged the "male" over the "female." For example, 

narrative and journal writing counted for only 20% of the 

final grade. 

My syllabus was greatly influenced by the cognitive 
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development learning theory of Moffett (1968), which in turn 

was influenced by Piaget's (1932) notion of children 

becoming less egocentric as they conceptually develop. 

Moffett's curriculum involves a progression of assignments 

leading to an increase in the experiential distance between 

writer, subject, and audience~ my assignments of ~arrative, 

expository, and argumentative essays mirrored Moffett's 

curriculum. The need to decenter from one's personal 

context is an integral part of this curriculum~ in Moffett's 

(1968) words, "The primary dimension of growth seems to be a 

movement from the center of the self outward ll (p. 59). In 

my work with the students, I tried hard to help them 

intellectualize from their own experiences so that they 

could, in the words of the assignment sheet for Essay II 

(Appendix B), analyze and give their perspectives on their 

topics. The shift from the narrative Essay I to the 

expository Essay II presented few difficulties for Luis and 

Victor, but was particularly difficult for Andrea and Rose 

Mary. For instance, as Rose Mary revised her Essay II, I 

asked her several times to consider what she had learned 

from the event she described and what the event had meant to 

her. My goal was to help her generalize from her personal 

experience so that its significance would be clearer to her 

audience. In doing so, I was asking her to move from 

writer-based to reader-based prose, so that the purpose, 

rather than the process, of her thought would be evident to 
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her audience (Flower, 1979). 

In light of my analyses of the women's and men's writing 

in this study, I have reconsidered this goal of decentering 

from an individual context. Rose (1988) has noted about 

theories of cognitive development: 

The conclusions that can be drawn from the work • . . 
mesh with--and could have been subtly influenced 

by--cultural biases that are troubling •••• Some 

assert that stUdent writers coming from particular 

communities can't reason logically or analtyically, that 

the perceptual processes of these students are more 

dependent on context than the processes of white, 

middle-class students • • • (p. 295) 

Though Rose does not refer to gender bias, that possibility 

can be raised here. From a conventional cognitive 

development perspective, it is possible to draw the 

conclusion that the women in this study did not acquire 

academic discourse as successfully as the men because they 

were conceptually more immature than the men and thus less 

able to decenter from their contexts. However, in my view, 

the women valued ways of perceiving and expressing their 

world that sharply contrasted with what I expected them to 

do, whereas the men's perceptions and expressions were more 

similar to what I was asking, so that they felt more at home 

in the discourse community of the classroom. The women 

resisted accommodating themselves to academic discourse 
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because they valued connected rather than separate knowing1 

they wanted to remained centered within their contexts 

rather than be decentered from their contexts. 

Furthermore, they wanted to share their ideas with a 

friendly and receptive audience, not a judgmental one. 

Their resistance was tacit, perhaps completely 

unintentional, for they expressed their desire to please 

their teacher and do well in the course. It is true that 

all of the students had to adjust their ways of thinking and 

communicating to succeed in the class. However, the 

syllabus had been designed with Victor and Luis in mind, not 

with Andrea and Rose Mary; it forced the women to construct 

and express knowledge in ways that were more foreign to them 

than it was to the men. 

Suppose for a moment that my course privileged connected 

knowing over separate knowing. Such a course would have 

focused students around their firsthand experiences, 

encouraging them to study the processes of their experiences 

and to communicate their responses to their peers, perhaps 

by trying to replicate in their writing their own mental and 

emotional reactions. The mind and the emotions would be 

seen as intricately connected, so that students would write 

about what was close to them both intellectually and 

affectively. No discourse structures would be imposed upon 

them; certainly no assignment sheets would be distributed. 

Instead, as Vygotsky (1934/1986) and Bruffee (1984) 

----------------------------------------------
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suggest, I would have devised activities that would help 

students to collaborately explore the world, using language 

to perceive and understand. Connection, growth, association, 

exploration, even chaos would be encouragedo Rather than 

organize the course around a specific set of skills or 

goal--such as, students will know how to write an essay when 

they leave this class--I would have faith in the strength of 

language to reveal and to order. Berthoff (1981) has 

advocated such a classroom for many years. In her words, 

it is the power of language as a form that creates order 

from chaos; it is language that frames the dialectic, 

limits the field, forms the questions and answers, 

starts 

that 

the dialectic and keeps it going; it is language 

makes choice possible. (p. 79) 

Students would explore what Emig (1983), borrowing from 

Vygotsky (1934/1986), calls "the web of meaning," the 

connections between language, ourselves, and the world. 

Gilligan (1982) also uses the metaphor of the web when she 

describes women's affiliations toward others as a "web" of 

relationships. The course would be structured around the 

concept of a web--a network of intricately woven parts 

connected to a central core of language--rather than 

organized in a linear, hierarchical mode in which writer, 

audience, and subject become increasingly distant, 

separated, and abstract. (For further descriptions of a 

"female" pedagogy, see Bauer, 1990; Caywood & Overing, 1987; 
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Cuklley & Portuges, 1985; Flynn, 1988; Flynn & Schweichart, 

1986). 

However, would a course oriented around women's writing 

and thinking have prepared my students for the writing they 

would have to do in the university? 

Pedagogical Dilemmas 

These four students, as well as the other students in 

the class, wanted to succeed in the university. As 

first-generation minority college students, as "strangers in 

academia" (Shaughnessy, 1977), they expected to learn how 

to think and write like college students. I believe that 

they would have felt cheated and condescended to I not 

attempted to do this. In particular, it was important that 

I assumed that the women had as much desire and ability to 

succeed in the university as the men did. 

On the other hand, it is clear to me that my pedagogy 

did not meet the needs of the two female students in my 

study as well as it met the needs of the two male students. 

Certainly my notion of what constitutes an essay was 

narrowly defined and formulaic, and limited the process of 

discovery which I was hopeful the students would 

experience. In essence, my concern with writing processes 

was undermined by the nature of the written products I asked 

the students to produce. Furthermore, my emphasis on 

writing assertive, rational, strategically defended essays 
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imposed an epistemology on the two female students that, 

according to my analysis of their responses to the course, 

contradicted many of their values and beliefs. 

However, I believe I was right to ask these women 

students to "cross-dress" (to use Stanger's [1987] term) in 

men's language. In order for Andrea, Rose Mary, and the 

other students in the class to achieve any form of power in 

this society, they needed the same tools of language that 

the empowered in this society already have. In order to try 

to change this society, should they decide to do so, they 

need to be able to use language to communicate with the 

dominant culture--with the empowered as well as with the 

disempowered. Furthermore, all the students in the 

class--indeed, students in general--are essentially 

mastering a new language and epistemology in the classroom. 

As members of marginalized groups, they need to be able to 

communicate persuasively to assume the roles they want to 

assume. Learning the language of the dominant culture will 

give them credibility and confidence in the mainstream 

society. 

I also believe, however, that I failed my 

students--female and male--by not making the issue of gender 

a part of the classroom, by not exploring with them the 

different rhetorics and belief systems that marginalized 

people (not necessarily just women) develop. Flynn (1988) 

has described a course in which students read Gilligan's 
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writings by women that highlighted or challenged her 

beliefs. In Flynn's (1988) words, 

We must ••• encourage [women students] to become 
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self-consciously aware of what their experience in the 

world has been and how this experience is related to the 

politics of gender. Then we must encourage our women 

students to write from the power of that experience. (p. 

434) 

In the course I taught, I could have easily asked students 

to react to various situations or issues in their lives, and 

then explore with them differences in gender that might 

emerge from their responses. We could have discussed issues 

raised by current research on female college students. Why, 
~ 

for instance, are college women more uncertain about their 

future occupations than men (Machung, 1989). Furthermore, 

my concept of academic discourse could have been enriched if 

I had asked the students to study and emulate the discourses 

of women (as well as of other marginalized groups). This 

would have served to increase students' rhetorical 

repertoires and validate marginalized discourses. We also 

could have compared the belief systems and writing styles of 

the women authors we read to the male authors. In general, 

I did not need to allow the separation between the public 

and personal, which so many students, teachers, and 

curricula pretend exists (Bauer, 1990), to exist in my own 
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However, bringing the issue of gender into the Basic 

Writing classroom is a difficult proposition at best. 
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First, the inexperience of Basic Writing students needs to 

be taken into consideration. Many Basic Writers become 

apprehensive and frustrated when they don't have a clear 

idea of the kind of writing they are expected to do~ 

learning about alternative discourses could be overwhelming 

and take away time necessary to teach mainstream discourse. 

Second, unless women's writing is truly legitimized and 

given lIequal time" in the classroom, students will not take 

it seriously. (Reading one book or essay written by a woman 

writer does not adequately bring gender into the 

classroom.) Third, students' resistance to what they might 

perceive to be radical or irrevelant ideas could confound 

their instructors' best efforts. Students know that the 

rest of the university does not, on the whole, acknowledge 

women's discourse, and will shrug off, or even resent, an 

instructor's effort to bring about social change in her 

classroom. 

Despite these difficulties, acknowledging gender biases 

in our classrooms is essential. Although women tend to 

receive higher grades than men and drop out less frequently, 

their confidence levels as they progress through college 

decline (Stake & Rose, 1985). Their oral communication in 

the classroom is generally less valued than that of male 
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students~ they are interrupted more often and are more prone 

to listen than to speak up (Treichler & Kramerae, 1983). 

They are exposed to few female role models or mentors~ in 

1985, only 27% of college-level teachers were women (Stake & 

Rose, 1985). When asked to select career goals, they tend to 

choose professions that are traditionally "female," meaning 

service-oriented occupations that pay less than 

male-dominanted professions (Machung, 1989~ Mickelson, 

1982). For women of color, the problems of achievement in 

college are heightened~ for instance, Mexican-American and 

African-American women have experienced declines in college 

attendance rates in comparison to Anglo males (Moore, 1983). 

The college completion rate for Mexican-American males is 

twice that for Mexican-American females (Chacon, Cohen, & 

Strover, 1986). In sum, universities do not provide 

nurturing environments for many women. Adrienne Rich (1978) 

has written: 

In teaching women, we have two choices: to lend our 

weight to the forces that indoctrinate women to 

passivity, self-depreciation, and a sense of 

powerlessness • • • or to consider what we have to work 

against, as well as with, in ourselves, in our students, 

in the content of the curriculum, in the structure of 

the institution, in the society at large. (p. 240) 

Suggestions for Further Research 
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Because this study is exploratory, it has raised 

questions and highlighted issues rather than produced even 

tentative answers. Additional research needs to be done 

with many more students in order to fully describe what 

happens to Basic Writers in composition classrooms. 

Because these issues deal with the contexts of students' 

lives, the most productive Basic Writing research might be 

qualitative (ethnographic and case study) rather than 

experimental. In particular, longitudinal studies covering 

students' reactions to educational settings over a period of 

years would be useful. Moreover, students outside 

mainstream colleges and universities (such as adult basic 

education classes, community college settings, and 

vocational schools) should be represented in these studies. 

In my view, research is most needed in four areas: the 

processes of identity formation among writing students; 

men's and women's ways of constructing and expressing 

knowledge; connections between culture, race, class, 

language background, and gender in students' reactions to 

the academic community; and the validation of non-mainstream 

discourses in composition classrooms. 

Identity formation. Much of the influential speculative 

writing concerning Basic Writing deals with students' 

identity negotiations as they assume the roles of university 

students. Bartho1omae (1985), Bartho1omae & Petrosky 

(1986), and Bizzell (1988) have described the ways that 



270 

students must "tryon" new ways of thinking and 

communicating that challenge the identities which they 

brought with them to the classroom. Radical theorists such 

as Giroux (1983) have speculated on· the causes of student 

resistance to assuming new identities. However, students' 

own voices need to be heard on this issue7 as it is, 

researchers tend to interpret students' reactions rather 

than let students speak for themselves. Researchers can 

attend class with students, actually position themselves 

with students, in order to begin to understand students' 

adjustments to their new identities in college (see Brooke & 

Hendricks, 1989). Allowing students to write their own 

analyses of how education affects them is another 

alternative (see Anderson, Best, Black, Hurts, Miller & 

Miller, 1990). In-depth ethnographic studies, which would 

examine students' homes and communities as well as their 

school experiences (as Heath [1983] did in Ways With Words) 

would enable researchers to study the connections between 

students' identities outside of school and within school. 

Ways of Constructing and Expressing Knowledge. Moll (1989), 

in discussing a Vygotskian perspective on second-language 

learning, summarizes Vygotsky's ideas on the social nature 

of human development: 

From the moment of birth we enter into social relations 

that shape and mold us, relations that mke us complex 

and dynamic social individuals. Our lives emerge and 
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develop through activities that these social relations 

create or facilitate, and it is also through social 

relations that we influence and change others. (pp. 

55-56) 

The influence of gender on human development needs to be 

explored, in particular relating to the ways that women and 

men create and express meaning. Several studies on the 

epistemologies of women and men have become landmarks: 

Perry's (1970) and Kohlberg's (1981) work on men, and 

Gilligan's (1982) and Belenky et al.'s (1986) research on 

women. Though these studies have enlightened us concerning 

,important aspects of human development, they need to be 

supplemented by research that deals more directly with the 

connection between epistemology and the socio-political 

aspects of people's lives, such as race, language, age, and 

class. In fact, it is unlikely that a monolithic 

epistemology exists for women and/or men simply because of 

the radically different conditions in which people live. 

(See Luttrell [1989] for a comparison of the ways that 

working-class Anglo and working-class Africn-American women 

claim knowledge.) It is also necessary to avoid defining 

and judging people's ways of knowing by the academic 

standards which researchers have difficulty escaping from. 

Connections between ethnicity, language, class, and gender. 

Untangling these inter-related aspects of students' lives is 

difficult, if it is even possible. For instance, in my 
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study Andrea and Rose Mary reacted similarly to the academic 

writing they were expected to produce. However, they 

differed in at least one critical aspect. Andrea was a 

confident student; her previous educational experiences, as 

well as her schooling in Spanish, had given her a strong 

identity in the classroom. She was also from an urban, 

middle-class family, and she had an older brother who 

encouraged her to be successful in college. Rose Mary, in 

contrast, was apprehensive about her ability to succeed in 

college. The oldest child in a large family from a rural, 

working-class background, she was expected to help out with 

the family chores in addition to attending college. Her 

previous educational experiences had not be as supportive as 

Andrea's, and she had not been given an opportunity to learn 

to read and writing in Spanish. In her writing, she 

consistently expressed doubts about her ability to succeed 

in school, and she was also worried about whether she could 

afford to stay in school. These differences between these 

two women are critical in terms of their potential for 

success in the university. Studies that focus on only one 

aspect of a student's life (such as gender or ethnicity) and 

neglect other aspects are oversimplifying a complex issue. 

Validating alternative discourses. In my course, I tried 

to have it both ways: to teach standard academic discourse 

(deductive thesis, logical reasoning, agonistic 

writer-audience relationship) and personal, associative, 
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emotional writing at the same time. My desire was to have 

the students write academic discourse with a strong voice: 

to be what Woolf (1929) called an androgynous writer. (This 

is similar to teachers who attempt to teach students from 

different dialect groups without privileging one dialect 

over another.) However, it is p~ssible for a teacher to not 

value one way of communicating over another? After all, why 

are students forced to take a composition course if their 

own language is acceptable within the university? As long 

as society (and the university that reflects and reproduces 

the values in that society) deems one way of thinking and 

communicating superior to another way, composition 

classrooms, despite the efforts of teachers, will reflect 

that view. More experimentation with different curricula 

and pedagogies might help teachers to validate alternative 

discourses in the classroom. Rather than simply doing 

research, however, teachers need to become politically 

active in the profession and in the society at large to 

lessen the sexism and racism that tends to produce valorized 

discourses. This study has shown me that we need to stop 

pretending that our teaching and our research are 

politically neutral. 

In her landmark study on students' writing processes, 

Emig (1971) noted gender differences between the ways that 

the young women and men in her study wrote~ the young women 

produced more self-sponsored writing than the young men, 
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and this self-sponsored writing emerged in a variety of 

genres and dealt with personal or relational issues. Since 

her study, though, little work has been done on the impact 

of gender on the ways that students write. This study has 

raised the issue that gender might be a marginalizing force 

among students already marginalized by educational 

institutions because of their writing proficiencies. More 

research is needed to determine if, indeed, this is the 

case. This study has also suggested that if, as preliminary 

research has claimed, women and men create and communicate 

knowledge in different ways, then these different ways of 

making meaning influence the ways we teach, study, and 

respond to our students. 



275 

APPENDIX A 

Topics and Directions for Placement Exams 
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FRESHMAN PLACEMENT EXAMINATION: HEROISM 

This placement essay will help us determine which 
first-semester composition course will best address your 
needs. It will be read by teachers of composition who will 
be looking at such characteristics of your writing as 
maturity of thought, organization, development, expression, 
and mechanics. Do not be concerned if you do not have time 
to finish your essay: what you are able to complete will 
give us enough information about your writing. 

Begin your essay with the following sentence (which you 
should copy in your bluebook): 

The hero--male or female--plays an important role 
in society. 

Select one of the following as your second sentence and copy 
it in your bluebook: 

1. He or she is often a leader of social change. 

2. It is therefore distressing to observe that 
many of the people who have attained hero 
status today do not reflect enduring or even 
significant values. 

3. Traditionally, heroes have reflected the 
characteristics and values important to their 
cultures. 

Now complete the essay, developing the ideas that follow 
from the first two sentences. Give your essay a title. 
Remember tht your audience expects a thoughtful essay on the 
assigned topic. 

You have 30 minutes to write your essay. 
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FRESHMAN PLACEMENT EXAMINATION: EDUCATION 

This placement essay will help us determine which 
first-semester composition course will best address your 
needs. It will be read by teachers of composition who will 
be looking at such characteristics of your writing as 
maturity of thought, organization, development, expression, 
and mechanics. Do not be concerned if you do not have time 
to finish your essaY7 what you are able to complete will 
give us enough information about your writing. 

Begin your essay with the following sentence (which you 
should copy in your bluebook): 

Recent government reports on American 
education have decried the quality of our 
public schools and asserted the need for more 
thorough study of the "basics," such as math, 
science, and English. 

Select one of the following as your second sentence and copy 
it in your bluebook: 

1. Measures must be taken immediately to stop 
the decline of our educational system. 

2. Although the basics of education are certain
ly important, educators should realize that 
other subjects and activities are also 
important to a young person's development. 

3. The inadequate condition of public education 
today may reflect a poor attitude toward 
learning in our society. 

Now complete the essay, developing the ideas that follow 
from the first two sentences. Give your essay a title. 
Remember that your audience expects a thoughtful essay on 
the assigned topic. 

You have 30 minutes to write your essay. 
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Assignment Sheet for Essay I 

Purpose of Essay I: To write a descriptive-narrative essay 
about a photograph, holiday or ritual from your family. 
First, determine what it is you want to say about your 
family. Ask yourself what the main impression is that you 
want to leave with your audience. For instance, you may 
decide to write about a unique characteristic of your 
family. (As you rewrite your essay, you might decide to use 
another dominant impression; this is a normal part of 

. revising, or nre-seeing,n your topic.) Then, when you know 
the dominant impression you want to create, choose details 
to support that impression. Use appropriate descriptive and 
narrative strategies (discussed in the textbook) in this 
essay. 

Audience: Your classmates and instructor. 

Your Writing Process: Read through your journal exercises. 
Freewrite on possible topics or work with a topic you've 
already written about. Narrow your topic so that you can go 
into some detail in a paper of this length. Write a 
tentative thesis (the dominant impression you wish to convey 
to your reader). This will be your purpose for writing. 
Now write a rough outline and draft; feel free to change 
your thesis and ideas if your draft leads you in a new 
direction. Follow your thoughts. Now work on arranging the 
narrative events in the order you want, selecting details 
that reinforce the dominant impression. Omit irrevlevant 
detail and make your ideas and language as clear and 
specific as possible. Finally, check your spelling and 
grammar. 

Length: About 600-700 words (or three to four page typed 
pages). 

Standards for Grading: I will focus on these areas: 

Content: Is the dominant impression created clearly through 
the use of concrete description and appropriate narrative 
strategies? Is there enough detail so that your reader 
experiences the feelings and ideas you're writing about? 
Organization: Is the topic sufficiently narrow? Are the 
events arranged in the best order for maintaining the 
reader's interest and developing the dominant impression? 
Word Choice: Is the language clear, concrete, and 
specific? Do you avoid cliches? Does the language seem 
natural rather than forced? 
Grammar: Are spelling and other grammatical errors rare? 
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Assignment Sheet for Essay II 

Purpose of Essa~ II: To analyze and give your perspective 
on an aspect of language or culture which you are familiar 
with in order to make your readers see the topic in a new or 
different way. 
Audience: Your teacher, tutor, and classmates. 
POSsible topics: Your experiences writing and/or speaking 
in English or in another language1 the problems and benefits 
of having English as a second language1 your reactions to 
school writing and other kinds of communication1 your 
perception of aspects of the university culture you've just 
recently encountered1 your responses to an ideal which your 
culture has taught you: your analysis of the myth and 
reality of a holiday in your culture. 
A writing process you might follow: Read through your 
journal work, selecting interesting ideas and brainstorming 
for your topic. Freewrite more on your topic in order to 
write a tentative thesis. Write a rough outline and draft: 
feel free to change your thesis and ideas in order to follow 
your thoughts. After receiving feedback on this draft, 
write other drafts, focusing on polishing your thesis, 
developing your points in sufficient detail, and making your 
ideas and language as clear as possible. Finally, take time 
to work on your grammar, focusing on the kinds of problems 
you had in Essay I. 
Approximate length: 600-750 words. 
Standards for grading: When I grade your essay, I will be 
examining these areas: 
Content--Does the writer present his or her perspective and 
ideas on the topic, letting the reader see the topic in a 
different way? Is an effort made to appeal to the r~ader's 
interest? Is the thesis sufficiently narrowed? Is there 
enough detail and evidence so that all ideas are well 
supported and explained? 
Organization--Are there clear thesis and topic sentences? 
Is the paper unifed and logically ordered? Are the ideas 
easy to follow? 
Word choice--Is the language clear and specific? 
Grammar--Are there very few errors? 
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Assignment Sheet for Essay III 

pureose: To present a convincing argument about a topic you 
be11eve strongly in. 

Audience: Your instructor, tutor, and classmates. It would 
also be helpful if you think of your readers as people who 
disagree with your point of view. 

Topic: You may write on any topic that is controversial (in 
other words, on a topic on which informed people disagree). 
It is best, however, that you choose a topic that you have 
some knowledge and experience with so that you can present 

. convincing evidence. Use your three "position papers" as 
source material. 

Organization: Follow the suggestions in Chapter 10 of the 
textbook. You need to establish a conclusion (or your 
thesis), and bases (or reasons that support your 
conclusion). You'll also need to provide evidence to 
support your bases, which will come from facts, 
observations, and examples from your own experience and 
knowledge. 

Arguments against your conclusion (your "cons"): You need 
to refer to the most important argument(s) against your 
position at some point in your paper so that your reader 
knows that you are being fair and rational. A good place to 
refer to your "cons" is either the introduction or the 
conclusion. 

Other important aspects of an argument: Remember that a 
good argumentative essay is fair, logical, and rational; you 
are appealing to your reader's mind more than to your 
reader's emotions. Also remember that a good argument 
avoids unsupported and hasty generalizations, uses specific 
evidence, and is fair to the opposition. 

Length: Around 750 words. 

Grading criteria: Your essays will be evaluated according 
to how well they fit the guidelines above. Of course, since 
this is a formal essay, your essays should also include 
clear word choice, good sentence structure, and correct 
grammar. 
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Questionnaire on Speaking and Writing 

1. What kinds of speaking activities do you engage in? For 
what purposes and for what audiences? 

2. What kinds of writing activities do you engage in? For 
what purposes and for what audiences? 

3. In general, do you do more speaking than writing? Why 
do you think this is so? 

4. Do you ever speak and write in a language other than 
English? If so, what language? What kinds of speaking and 
writing do you do in this language? For what purposes and 
audiences? Which language do you prefer to use? Why? 

5. Which speaking activities are easiest for you? Which 
ones do you enjoy the most? Why? Which ones are hardest? 
Why? 

6. Which writing activities are easiest for you? Which 
ones do you enjoy the most? Why? Which ones are hardest? 
Why? 

7. Consider the topic of Essay I. If you hadn't been in 
this class, would you have ever written or spoken about this 
topic? Why? 

8. If you had decided to write on this topic even though it 
wasn't required, which speaking or writing form would you 
have chosen? Who would have been you audience? Why? 

9. When you write for a class, which is most important to 
you--getting a good grade or saying what you truly feel or 
think? Or is it a combination of these two reasons? Or is 
it something else? Why? 

10. In general, do you think that the purpose of school 
writing is to help you get ahead (in your classes and on the 
job) or to help you express your true feelings or thoughts? 
Or is it a comination of the two? Or is it something else? 
Why? 

11. Summarize your feelings and ideas about the questions 
asked above concerning speaking and writing activities and 
the purposes of school writing. 
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Directions for Readers of Placement Essays 

The following essays were written by four English 100 
students in Summer, 1988. Each student wrote a placement 
essay (on the topic of heroism) before the course began, and 
each student wrote another placement essay (on the topic of 
education) the last day of class. The conditions for 
writing these placement essays remained consistent for both 
tests: students were not prepared in advance for the 
topics, and they were given thirty minutes to complete their 
essay after they had copied the first two prompt statements 
into their bluebooks. As you know, the procedure for these 
placement essays is that students are given the first 
sentence of their essay and then asked to choose one of 
three other sentences as their second statement. Copies of 
both placement essays are enclosed. 

For the first placement essay the students were told the 
purpose of the essay exam was to help place them in an 
appropriate composition course; for the second placement 
essay the students were told the purpose was to help their 
teacher (and possibly other composition teachers) learn what 
the students had gained from the course. 

When I typed each student's essay, I tried as much as 
possible to replicate the actual text. Therefore, I not 
only reproduced all of the students' errors, I also tried to 
indicate the format used by the students in their bluebooks. 

I'm asking you to evaluate each essay according to the 
four aspects of composition used by the University of 
Arizona Composition Board: content, organization, 
expression, and usage. I'm also asking that you describe 
each essay according to what I'm calling "writer-reader 
relationships," which include considerations such as the 
writer's persona, awareness of and attitude toward the 
reader, sense of purpose, willingness to take risks, and 
desire to disclose personal information. Finally, I request 
that you write a brief comparison of the changes (or lack of 
changes) in each student's two essays. 

I'm asking you to assess these students' essays in these 
ways so that I can use outside readers' opinions and voices 
in my study as I explore how these four students reacted to 
the new writing community of the English 100 classroom. 
Although I was these students' teacher, I am not, in this 
study, assessing the effectiveness of my pedagogy. Instead, 
I am examining these students' processes of 
acculturation--textual and otherwise--throughout the 
course. 
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Evaluation Sheet For Readers of Placement Essays 

Name of student: ____________ . ______________ __ 

Pre-text: ______ __ Post-text: ________ _ 

I. Text Features 

Evaluate the following aspects of composition in this essay. 
Content (including maturity and development of thought1 
clarity and logic of ideas): 

Organization (including global structure1 focUS1 paragraph 
structure; orienting statements): 

Expression (including diction and sentence structure): 

Usage (including spelling, punctuation, and grammar): 

II. Writer-Reader Relationships 

Infer as much as you can from this essay about aspects such 
as the writer's confidence and sense of purpose toward the 
task; attitude toward the reader; awareness of what the 
reader expects; awareness about the purpose of the task; 
willingness to take risks; willingness to disclose personal 
information. 

III. Summarize in a sentence or two your overall impression 
about the writer and this essay. 
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Summary Evaluation Sheet for Readers of Placement Essays 

Based on your readings of each student's essays, briefly 
comment upon what you believe each student learned about 
essay writing from the beginning to the end of the course. 
Also comment upon what each student seems to have realized 
about his or her audience from the beginning to the end of 
the course. 

1. Victor: 

2. Luis: 

3. Andrea: 

4. Rose Mary: 
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Luis' Pre-Text 

(T-units are numbered in parentheses. Spacing, spelling, 
and punctuation conform to the actual text.) 
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(1) The hero--ma1e or female plays an important role in 
society. 

(2) Be or she is often a leader of social change. (3) 
Mr. Ronald Reagan is an important role in society to me. 
(4) I do really care for the man. (5) As Mr. Reagan the 
president, he has brought up our country in many ways, even 
though he has put us into a big depth in owing money. 

(6) The problem is with the people of the United States 
is that they only see the wrong thing the President does and 
never r econize the good things he's done for the US. (7) 
For example, Mr. Regan meet with the Solviet Primere and 
(8) they now are in the process of taking out a certain 
percent of Miss1es out of each of the countrys. (9) Another 
thing that the President has done is put up the Star Wars in 
space and (10) Now we are in less danger of dieing if the 
world would come to war again. 

(11) I have always thought of him as a good man because 
of his attitude and also his responce to people who play in 
a important part of our society. (12) I don't really know 
much about him, (13) all I ever hear about him would be on 
television or on the Paper. 

(14) People think of him as a letdown to our nation 
because of getting involved with Nicaragua and other 
countrys in the world. (15) The only reason I personally 
think he does it is because the man just wants peace on our 
planet and that is very hard to do especially when you have 
people out in the world who don't really care for Peace and 
start wars up again. 

(16) Another reason at this moment people hate Mr. Regan 
is because of the things that are going on with Iran. (17) 
People that I hear talking would say pretty bad things about 
him. (18) But if only people would stop and think they 
would under stand the reason why Mr. Regan is doing it in 
the first place. 

(19) One thing that I thought Regan messed up on is the 
Iran Contrafair. (20) That was one thing I knew he was 
involved in from all of the things the press and reporters 
were bringing out on him. (21) I think he's done an 
exce1ent job in his office during his 2 terms that he's been 
in. (22) 1m hoping that he continues to be a hero in the 
coming year even after his Presidential term that ends 
pretty soon. (23) One thing I think that has made him a 
hero is Nancy his wife. (24) I say this because I've notice 

---------------------------------------------
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when they put him on nation wide television you'll always 
see Nancy wispering things for him to say to thepress. (25) 
When he ever ends up retiring I think that Mr. Regan will be 
the man to compete in the comming future. 

(26) For all the good hes done I think he deserves a lot 
of support from the U.S. 

(27) Mr. Regan is a Hero because he play's the most 
important part in the society in this world. The President 
of the United States of America. (28) He has to write out a 
budget every year and that ain't easy, (29) he's also 
cutting down on imports (30) see if you look for the more 
important things he does for our nation you'll see the 
different view of the way you think of him. 
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Coe Matrix for Luis' Pre-Text 



Luis' Post-Text 

(T-units are numbered in parentheses. Spacing, spelling, 
and punctuation conform to the actual text.) 

nDeveloping a childs mind with other subjectsn 
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(1) Recent government reports on American education have 
decried the quality of our public schools and asserted the 
need for more thorough study of the nbasics", such as math, 
science, and English. (2) Although the basics of education 
are certainly important, educators should realize that other 
subjects and activities are also important to a young 
persons development. 

(3) English, math, and science are some of the subjects 
that are important to get through our society (4) but Some 
people in our modern world think that other subjects such as 
foreign Language, Government, History, and [word scratched 
out] would be a very good way of expanding the thoughts of 
our person's development. 

(5) Spanish for instance would be a important subject 
that would expand a childs mind. (6) It would make the boy 
feel good because there are alot of people in our country 
that are immagrants from other countries and a majority of 
them are mexicans. 

(7) For a kid who gets to learn more of a forigein 
language is a big step into our soci.ety because it offers 
more employment for bilangual students (8) and also it 
develops how other cultures live in society. 

(9) Goverment is another example of a subject that would 
develop a kids mind to understand the way American Goverment 
is driven and who's important and why. 

(10) History is one of the least significant type of 
subject (11) but, It is good for a young person to 
understand how America came to existance and the cause of 
wars that America was involved with 

(12) Health is a class a child should take to know how 
to take care of his body and how the is made. (13) This 
class would develop a childs mind in ways of thinking to 
keep clean and protect the body and to do no harm to any 
other person realizing that everyon is made the same way. 
(14) In the same class they should teach about sex to a 
young child because that would make them understand the 
facts of what goes on to each others body. (15) After a 
child would learn sex education it would decrease the amount 
of preganties in the US. probably by more than half. 

(16) I recommend that if education would realize that 
other subjects are important than the goverment wouldn't 
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have to worry about money for education as much as they do 
now. (17) I think if kids were to learn other languages and 
some history and governlent and including Heath It would help 
expand and develop a childs mind and also to understand the 
world and its past problems as well as the facts of whats 
going on with it. (18) Also will cut down the pregant 
percentage by half if this were to be done. 
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Andrea's Pre-Text 

(T-units are numbered in parentheses; spacing, spelling, and 
punctuation conform to the actual text.) 

(1) Recent government reports on American education have 
decried the quality of our public schools and asserted the 
need for more through study of the "basics," such as math, 
science, and English. (2) Al though the basics of education 
are certainly important, educators should realize that other 
subjects and activities are also important to a young 
person's development. 

(3) In today's society our young people have developed a 
learning ability that is incredible. (4) The children of the 
eighties are more alert and willing to learn that is to a 
certain point. (5) Sure the "basics" should be taught (6) 
and they've always have been taught in our public schools, 
(7) so why change now? (8) Because our children have 
changed they're no longer interested in army green plastic 
toys (9) the interest now is robots, computers, and 
technology. 

(10) If you try to keep a child in math, science, and 
English courses all of his life eventually the child will 
get "burned out." Unless interest is kept up. (11) A class 
in art never hurt a child. (12) Activities such as field 
trips never made a child lose interest. (13) You could take 
a child to field trip to a science lab, a play for 
English, a physics exhibit. Or to losen the children up 
once in a while an opera maybe or syphony. (14) Children 
need to be educated and yet need time to unwind themselves 
and prepare to learn. (15) A lot of students like to have 
this environmental of learning. 

(16) Scholarships which have been awarded to students in 
high school aren't students who are academically a 4.0 and 
never took up a sport or was never in a club. (17) The 
students have to be good allaround. (18) Being involved 
helps student to unwind, become themselves, and meet new 
people. 

(19) To have our students develop into what the could be 
or can be is important (20) do we really want a society 
filled with Albert Einstiens (21) or do we want variety. 
(22) I feel mixing the "basics" with some pleasure never 
hurt anybody (23) on the contrary it helps them think 
learning is fun. 
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Andrea's Post-Text 

(T-units are numbered in parentheses. Spacing, spelling, 
and punctuation conform to the actual text.) 

297 

(1) The hero--male or female--plays an important role in 
society. (2) He or she is often a leader of social change. 
(3) Throughout the years heroes have become legends. (4) 
Their stories and past experiences have told and told again 
to the children of our time. (5) The significance of heroes 
in our society is of great value. (6) These heroes produce 
to maximum of their abilities to achieve goals that once 
were only a thought or perhaps a dream. (7) with this great 
ability to strive for goals, heroes have lead our society 
producing great admiration. 

(8) Heroes are leaders with thousands of admirers to 
support them. (9) Social change of these admirers is 
relevant. (10) An example of this would be: an athlete who 
is onstanding in track and field events would probably have 
some great knowledge of past heroes who were once at the top 
of their goals to be reached in track and field during his 
or her times. (11) Although if you were to show this 
athlete something about basketball, football or soccer. It 
would definitly allow this athlete the experience to obtain 
such knowledge of other sports. Which he had not had before 
the encounter. 

(12) Social change happens to everyone whether it is 
expected or not. l13) Events and occurrences in the lives 
of people make way for social change in each individual. 
(14) Heroes make way for children's interest to expand into 
professions or careers that once, would have never been 
thought of without such a hero to produce the admiration and 
talents leading the child in ourselves to be lead by such 
honor by heroes. 

(15) Today heroes are many not only leading others but 
leading themselves. (16) Every person in our society has 
goals he or she would and will strive for. The 
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Coe Matrix for Andrea's Post-Text 



Rose Mary's Pre-Text 

(T-units are numbered in parentheses. Spacing, spelling, 
and punctuation conform to the actual text.) 
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(1) The hero--male or female--plays an important role in 
society. 

(2) He or she is often a leader of social change. 

(3) The hero--male or femal--plays an important role in 
society. (4) Their are not enough people in the world that 
could be heroes. 

(5) One of the reasons is that some of the people always 
think of themselves. (6) Don't think of other people. (7) 
People just don't care for each other enough. (8) So the 
world could go on, so people to care for each other. 

(9) Others got to be patiant around other people. (10) 
Do not get mad to other people for no reason. Not to be mad 
all of the time. (11) You got to be patiant so that person 
could out in the world and help other people. (12) If you 
would be mad at another person, that paticular person is 
always going to be a rood and unpatient person. Not help 
other people in the world. 

(13) What it is going on in your house with your 
family. That might go out of the house and going out with 
other people. So they could be a hero. . 

(14) Being a hero is to help people. No matter in what 
age they are in, or what condition that person is. (15) You 
yourself got to be a comfort person so they could help other 
people. 

(16) He or she is often a leader of social change. 
(17) Leaders in social changes are always going to be 

leaders. (18) They have to care and really enjoy being a 
leader if they want to stay as a le(.1der. (19) You got feel 
it so you could be a leader. 

(20) Some of the people that would like to be a leader, 
is always helping the other person that is the leader. (21) 
It is really helping themsleves. By getting up their. 

By caring, and helping. 

(22) That what I think a hero is really about. 
help people. Even though they don't need any help. 
if they do just being thier is fine. 

Just to 
(23) Or 
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Rose Mary's Post-Text 

(T-units are numbered in parentheses. Spacing, spelling, 
and punctuation conform to the actual text.) 
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(1) Recent government reports on American education have 
decried the quality of our public schools and asserted the 
need for more thorough study of the "basics," such as m~th, 
science, and English. 
(2) The inadequate condition of publ i·c education today may 
reflect a poor attitude toward learning in our society. 

The Education Apor Educadors. 
(3) Many students report poor attitude toward learning 

math, science, and of course English. 
(4) English is the attitud that most students having a 

problem. (5) Some students that are Mexican American have 
the most problem with English, because they have to think 
the word in spanish, and have to translate in English. (6) 
Not only the Mexican American, but the other people that 
English is their second language. Especially if they start 
speaking English just as soon as they got to America. (7) 
You got to take it step by step. Like I am doing it. (8) 
It takes alot of time. 

(9) As in math it take less time because it is not as 
complicated as English. (10) All you have to worry about is 
numbers, when to put them in or where to take them out. (11) 
It does not take so much time as English. 

(12) Science is not that bad either, because all you 
have to do know is formulas, and stuff that you have to 
experent wi tho 

(13) In my opinion I would like to improve my English 
more than Math & science, because that is the subject that I 
have more problems with. (14) even speaking the english 
language is a problem for me. (15) Some words don't come 
out the right, (16) maybe that's why I don't like to talk as 
much. (17) I am afraid to say something wrong and everyone 
would just start laughing at me and joke around. 
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Victor's Pre-Text 

(T-units are numbered in parentheses. Spacing, spelling, 
and punctuation conform to the actual text.) 
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(1) The hero male or female plays an important role in 
society. 

(2) Heros play an important role in society, because 
hero's are looked up to by all other members of society. 

(3) In are society, heroes qualification must met those 
of that age group. (4) What I mean is. Take for instunce, 
young boy's between the ages of 10-15. (5) At that age, 
most kids look up to more realistic figures, like baseball 
player or other sport superstars. Heroes, who in a childs 
mind realy excist in our society. 

(6) What must a hero do, to keep up, that hero image? 
(7) For one thing a hero must stay in contact with those who 
look up at him or her. (8) A hero must find ways, in which 
he/she can best communicate with that age group. (9) In 
this case for example, a baseball player, must find ways of 
expresing himself to that child. In ways of words or 
action. 

(10) I personaly feel that it is very though to keep up 
that hero image to a child. (11) For children tend to judge 
you, by what you do. 

(12) Traditionally, heroes have reflected the 
characteristics and values important to their cultures. 

(13) Take for instunce, Superman. (14) He is a true 
figure, that can esally represent our American culture. 

(15) Why? Because he is one of truth and justice, just 
like our government. 

(16) Superman plays the role of a supercop, that watches 
over everyone else. (16) Are goverment, from my point of 
view, plays that supercop too. (17) Superman is big, bad, 
and brave. Just like our president, Ronald Reagan. 



304 

Coe Matrix for Victor's Pre-Text 

~-0------~ 6~ 
C0@ 



Victor's Post-Test 

(T-units are numbered in parentheses. Spacing, spelling, 
and punctuation conform to the actual text.) 

A New High School 

305 

(1) Recent government reports on American education have 
decried the quality of our public schools and asserted the 
need for more thorough study of the "basics," such as math, 
science, and English. (2) Athough the basics of education 
are certainly important, educators should realize that other 
subjects and activities are also important to a young 
person' development. (3) I persona1y feel that the entire 
high school system should be changed. (4) Rather than 
making school a prison, by assinging young adults to 
c1ass'es and times, Instructors should let the student pick 
his/her own scheadul. (5) By doing this school for the 
young adult won't be so repatitious and boring. (6) This 
would enable kids to study and learn, at times they do best, 
weather at night or morning. 

(7) Another aspect of the high school system that should 
be changed, is the required courses. (8) They should 
require the basics, like math, science, and English, but 
have electives that the student my be intrested in making it 
a carrer, like for example nursing, or other fields of 
medicine. (9) Schools should provide that, (10) so kids can 
get an idea of what their getting into. (11) Improvements 
should also try to provide services and needs for students 
such as centers for free tutoring in a particular class, day 
care centers, for students wi th children, and so on. (12) 
Yes this would be extremely expensive, (13) but it would 
also make high school more atractive towards teenagers and 
making them more productive in school. (14) In the long 
run, we would find high school kids more egar to prosue a 
professional career and more productive, making the cost 
worth it. 

(15) In recent years many of these high school services, 
are now beging provided, but the decline of some elective 
classes, like woodshop are being canceled. (16) The lack 
of money plays a big role, (17) perhaps maybe if schools 
can't get money from the federal Gov't or taxes, then maybe 
we can have large companies, like McDonal Douglas, and IBM 
sponcer school, making high schools kind of like technical 
schools, but wi th some required courses. (19) We would find 
our schools much better prepaired to deal with students' 
needs. 
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