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ABSTRACT 

To describe instructor's pedagogy of using writing and 

thinking in three discipline-specific classrooms 

(gunsmithing, nursing, and sociology) at the two-year 

college level is the purpose of this research project. 

Over a period of 4 months, from the start of spring 

Semester 1992 to its completion, I maintained an 

ethnographic research stance in each of these 3 classes at 

a rural community college in northern Arizona. 

Chapter 1 presents an overview of the contexts of my 

research; Chapter 2 examines research during the last 30 

years in writing and thinking, specifically WAC at the 

community-college level. In Chapter 3 I explain my 

methodology and design, which includes not only 

observations of instructors, but also student interviews 

and journals. In addition to triangulation, I incorporated 

questionnaires to check student and instructor responses in 

areas of writing and thinking activities, instructors' 

rationales and theories and metacognitive awarenesses, and 

uses of writing and thinking in classrooms. All four 

instructors possess varying degrees of metacognition in 

their rationales; most of their writing assignments 

incorporate writing to show learning. 



11 

Chapters 4 through 6 are case studies of four 

instructors in specific disciplines. Each chapter has five 

sections: instructor background and history, teaching 

philosophy and rationale, summary of my observations, my 

interpretations and commentary, and finally instructors' 

responses to my interpretation of their classroom 

practices. Chapter 7 and 8 are analyses and conclusions 

about the research data, and chapter 9 provides 

recommendations for administrators of two-year 

institutions, content-area instructors and composition 

instructors. 

Following the precedents of experimental ethnographic 

writers, such as Clifford Geertz, Mary Ann Pratt, Stephen 

Tyler, Wendy Bishop, Marcus and Cushman, I have written 

this text as a collage of points of view, attempting 

wherever possible to allow student and instructor voices to 

emerge. Instructors have the last words in their chapters. 

Although much writing and thinking across the curriculum is 

occurring at Yavapai College in northern Arizona, which has 

no formal WAC program, I have many suggestions about ways 

to foster student thinking and writing. Finally, I 

conclude with suggestions about possible models for WAC at 

the two-year college. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

CONTEXTS OF MY CONCERNS WITH STUDENT WRITING AND THINKING 

SKILLS 

Britton, Emig, and Moffett have done most of 

their work on the elementary and secondary level. 

We are only now beginning to realize that new 

American theoretical work in writing across the 

curriculum is needed, work which addresses 

concerns peculiar to American, college-level 

writing instruction. (Bizzell and Herzberg 342) 

Ever since the 1950s when the world learned that 

Johnny couldn't read (Flesch), an alarming cry of crisis 

proportion has sounded about deficiencies in language 

abilities of American students. In Stephen North's book 

The Making of Knowledge in Composition (1987), he cites a 

1976 article by Carl Klaus; Klaus heard the dismayed 

warnings of Walter Cronkite, national news magazines, and 

national newspapers that "Johnny Can't write (and 

apparently Jenny can't write either)" (327). In 1986 

Applebee, Langer, and Mullis in a report of the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress noted that many students 

were "deficient in higher order thinking skills" (11) and 



that less than twenty-five percent of high school juniors 

could perform in an adequate fashion in writing. 
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One solution to deficient reading, writing, speaking, 

listening, and thinking skills is the writing-across-the

curriculum movement, which is called "learning across the 

curriculum" in England and sometimes "thinking and writing 

in the content areas" or "thinking across the curriculum" 

in this country. Many national educational organizations 

now advocate writing across the curriculum, which has as 

its foundation at least two theories: the theory that 

increased writing enhances learning and the corollary 

concept that writing skills can be improved through 

"increased opportunities to engage in writing activities" 

(Anne Walker 94). In the literature of the day, these two 

theories are called writing to learn and learning to write, 

which Michael Marland calls a "virtuous circle" (Marland in 

Anne Walker 94). 

Although the concept of writing across the curriculum 

(WAC) has been around since the 1970s, not many programs 

have been documented about their long-range effects. As 

David Russell argues in a recent history of WAC, 

manifestations of writing to enhance learning have existed 

in American education for over one hundred years: 

Though the phrase writing across the curriculum 

is relatively new, dating from the mid 1970s, the 



idea of sharing responsibility for writing 

instruction forms a recurrent theme throughout 

this history of American secondary and higher 

education. (8) 

14 

In the early stages of the development of the theory 

known today as WAC (1970's and early 1980's), much national 

attention was focused on establishing WAC programs for 

institutions (Maimon; Fulwiler and Young; Freisinger). 

The major component of many WAC programs is a writing

intensive course. sometimes the writing-intensive courses 

in the content areas are team taught by an English 

professor and content teacher; other times, professors of 

the content area attend an intensive workshop on evaluation 

of writing, creation of writing assignments, and 

incorporation of writing and thinking activities in the 

classroom as tools of critical thinking. I attended a 

workshop at the University of Redlands developed after this 

model in 1984; the other professors were from disciplines 

such as philosophy, religion, biology, political science, 

and art (Carrick). This model is frequently the norm at 

four-year universities, where students take a writing

intensive course in their major discipline, usually in 

their junior year. 

However, in 1984, I realized that no models for WAC at 

two-year institutions were evident: what did one do with 
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students who had no area of concentration? An obvious 

answer was to have them write more in general education 

classes, such as sociology or psychology or biology. At 

that time, Coast community College in Costa Mesa, 

California, had a national grant to set up a WAC program 

for two-year schools. However, as I researched the recent 

literature, I discovered that Coast Community College had 

abandoned its team-taught, piggybacked courses in such 

areas as anthropology (Bilson and Woodruff 4). 

with the support of a Basic Institutional 

Developmental Grant from the federal government, I 

undertook a research project in 1984 and began to survey 

professors in disciplines other than English, attempting to 

discover what their writing and thinking activities were. 

I developed a questionnaire and assessed writing 

activities, as well as methods of instruction of writing. 

From Fulton Wright, who taught computer courses, I learned 

that he would insert written critiques in the text of a 

student's work; the student could respond directly to the 

screen as he or she read the comments when working with the 

text production. Nursing educator Lynn Nugent explained 

the SOAP model to me: writing up charts consisted of 

Subjective assessment, Objective account; Assessment; and 

Plan for action. At that time, I also interviewed steve 

Govedich, who was just beginning to assign more writing in 



his sociology class and was very specific in his grading 

criteria (one point lost for misspelled words, etc.). 
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Two of the four instructors whom I observed in this 

ethnographic study were subjects in my 1984 study. I 

concluded then that Yavapai College should incorporate 

faculty development workshops and institute a writing

across-the curriculum program (Crow), but no funds were 

available to incorporate such a plan. Instead, informal 

consulting was done by members of the English Department on 

a request basis from other divisions. I continued to read 

about WAC and developed a faculty development workshop 

model, which I presented in 1985 at Embry-Riddle 

Aeronautical University in Prescott, Arizona. 

However, I was still haunted by the problem about what 

could be done to develop WAC programs for two-year 

institutions, which Bob Mittan, a researcher at the 

University of Arizona, said seems to be a "new strand" of 

WAC, when we discussed this topic. Another personal 

conversation with the President of Yavapai College, Dr. 

Paul Walker, yielded information about exemplary community 

colleges with WAC programs. He cited such organizations as 

the League for Innovation in Community Colleges, the 

Community College Leadership Program at the University of 

Texas at Austin, the Higher Education Program at the 

University of Michigan, and the American Association of 
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community and Junior Colleges; some community colleges have 

made WAC a priority (Walker). 

In the early 1990's, increased focus on the two-year 

institution indicates this area will be one of rapid 

growth, both in student numbers and in development of 

academic programs. For example, Jossey-Bass has created a 

new series of books on innovative teaching practices in 

community colleges; the Spring 1991 edition was Writing 

Across the curriculum (WAC) in the Community College. 

Barbara Leigh Smith states that a "quiet but important 

transformation" incorporating writing across the curriculum 

is taking place in colleges and universities (1). For a 

variety of reasons, including demographic, social, and 

financial, the two-year institution will continue to grow 

rapidly in the coming decade. 

To meet the needs of the diverse populations with 

varying degrees of abilities, all welcomed and most 

admitted by open-door admissions policies, the two-year 

institution must adapt its learning emphases. WAC is one 

way to initiate students into inquiry, discovery, and the 

creation of knowledge. When I began researching WAC in 

1984, not much information was available for two-year 

institutions. Now, although more is available, much of it 

is adapted from four-year models. 
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Before attempting to create a new model of WAC for 

two-year institutions, however, I decided that I should 

assess exactly what writing and thinking activities are 

occurring across disciplines at a two-year institution. I 

chose Yavapai College as a representative institution 

because I have access to the faculty; it is my place of 

employment. In July 1991, I received permission from Dr. 

Walker to conduct my research activities there. 

In development of this descriptive study, I have 

established four research questions that have informed all 

my ethnographic observations. These questions have been 

the foundation of the organization of faculty and student 

questionnaires, the summary of my conclusions, and the 

implications and suggestions for future research. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS: "What types of writing and thinking 

activities are being required and executed in specific 

content-area courses other than composition at a 

two-year-institution?" "What rationale and theory 

undergird the instructors' assignments?" "How 

metacognitively aware of his or her theory is each 

instructor?" "Is the instructor using writing to enhance 

learning or teaching writing in the conventions of the 

discipline or both?" 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE ON WRITING ACROSS THE CURRICULUM 

In talking with a colleague and biology instructor at 

Yavapai College in Prescott, Arizona, I described my 

research interests in writing across the curriculum. His 

comment was "writing across the curriculum? We used to 

call that college." Lee Odell underscores the essence of 

this "new" concept of WAC with an anecdote about one of the 

principal speakers at a national conference on writing, who 

said, "writing across the curriculum? That's nothing new. 

We've had it for quite some time. It used to be called 

liberal education" (Odell n.p.). 

This updated phrase has evolved over the last twenty 

years. Its meaning shifts, depending on the rhetor, but 

generally it refers either to expressive or epistemic 

writing to learn (knowledge-making) or learning the 

conventions (genres, voices, and thinking strategies) in 

the contexts of specific disciplines (being initiated into 

the conversations of a content area). Yet, as Stephen 

North suggests, an understanding of the differences between 

epistemic rhetoric and formalistic rhetoric is important 

before academicians attempt to develop thinking and writing 

assignments for specific purposes in content-area 

classrooms or to use writing as knowledge-making {"Journal 
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Writing" 3). Anne Walker also demonstrates differences in 

interpretation of the phrase "writing across the 

curriculum" in the Canadian schools; she notes instructors' 

lack of agreement on the meaning, which includes everything 

from teaching spelling in science to biology poems to 

literature and painting (93). 

Some scholars embrace the notion that "writing is a 

record of the mind in the act of knowing" (Gray 729); 

others contend that "writing becomes an occasion to show 

knowledge of a topic, not a chance to learn something more 

about it" (Gray 730). Others would argue that a student 

must learn the rhetoric of a discipline by writing about it 

(Gray 732) and using its conventions in thinking, writing, 

speaking, and listening (formalistic rhetoric in North's 

definition). Gray argues that instructors need to attempt 

to "fit writing to the purposes of teaching"; once 

instructors have evaluated the "purpose and sequence" with 

intense scrutiny, there is potential for "success of a 

writing-across-the-curriculum program" (733). 

Indeed, Peter Medway argues that engagement in 

"linguistic processes which are available at some level to 

all of us" (17) is the foundation of the language across 

the curriculum movement. such language use will 

undoubtedly entail a critique of the curriculum because it 

will develop the intellectual processes: reasoning, 
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hypothesizing, using evidence, and drawing conclusions (6). 

What I will do now as a member of the discourse 

community of rhetoricians is define terms, review the 

literature on thinking and writing across the curriculum, 

and trace its recent history, as evidenced by the 

literature. Finally, I will review the literature which 

relates specifically to two-year institutions and community 

colleges. 

cognitive and Rhetorical origins 

Susan McLeod distinguishes between the cognitive 

school of writing-across-the curriculum with "philosophical 

godparents" of Janet Emig and James Britton and the 

rhetorical school, "based upon the work of Ken Bruffee, 

Elaine Maimon and the program at Beaver College" ("Defining 

Writing Across the Curriculum" 20). She hopes that its 

best manifestations "make the university what it should 

be--a comprehensive environment of literacy and learning" 

(24) • 

Robert Parker would also argue that educators should 

keep the language-across-the-curriculum aspect of this 

movement alive, part of its origin in the London Schools' 

Project, and not focus solely on writing, as educational 

systems in the United states and Canada have done recently 

(174). Finally, Ellen strenski, Malcolm Kiniry, and Mike 
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Rose argue that in its best manifestations, WAC should 

encompass the "true function of a cross-curricular writing 

program: to be the university's gadfly and conscience" 

(29) • 

That cognitive function is something administrators of 

the program at LaGuardia community College in New York 

attempt to incorporate. Its goals are no less than "to 

redress the problem of literacy and learning" (Anderson, 

Eisenberg, and Wiener 79). They acknowledge their debt to 

the British language across the curriculum (LAC) programs 

as they incorporate integrated language skills: reading, 

writing, speaking, and listening (81). In this paper, the 

focus and definitions of WAC will include thinking as well 

as writing, the argument being that thinking is reflected 

by the writing. 

Definitions of Thinking 

Lee Odell defines thinking in its broadest contexts as 

composed of six components: selecting; encoding; drawing on 

prior knowledge, values and experience; relating to other 

topics; considering alternatives; and paying attention to 

thought processes (metacognition) (qtd. in stanley 16). 

Odell argues that this definition of thinking processes is 

the foundation to writing as architectonic to "formulating 

one's understanding of a particular subject matter" (20). 
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Such a broad-based definition of thinking has existed since 

people began to formulate and abstract concepts. Kiniry, 

strenski, and Rose reinforce the importance of critical 

thinking as they note the centrality of WAC to the 

university and state that WAC has "definitely arrived": 

WAC isn't just a buzzword meaning lots of writing 

in lots of places. It's an endorsement of the 

belief that writing--as a means of synthesis, 

analysis, and influence--is one of the most 

powerful instruments we have for making sense of 

the world. So valued, writing across the 

curriculum encourages students to think 

critically, in shifting contexts, about their own 

lives and about the institutions which shape 

their experience, including the university 

itself. (42) 

Historical Precedents of writing Across the Curriculum 

Indeed, writing across the curriculum is a relatively 

recent phrase for teaching and learning strategies that 

have existed for at least two thousand years. Tom Willard 

argues that Quintilian, cicero, Milton, Rabelais, Eugenio 

Garin, comenius, the chicago school of the Great Books, and 

even the Berlitz method are all precursors of WAC; for 

Milton, to write well was the crown of education. As Duane 
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Roen reviewed this list, he commented, "I'd certainly add 

Aristotle." Later he noted Coleridge as another ancestor. 

These giants in intellectual history are part of the 

continuing conversations in rhetoric, which assume the 

architectonic nature of Aristotle's Rhetoric. 

Many of the liberal arts traditions have always used 

writing as a measure to indicate mastery of learning; much 

recent research has revolved around the concept of writing 

as a tool for learning. Russell argues that thp. University 

of California at Berkeley and Colgate College are two 

institutions that incorporated writing programs for the 

masses as significant numbers of students entered college 

after World War II (Russell, "Some Lessons from the Past" 

184-94). He justifiably calls these programs precursors of 

the WAC movement in this country and suggests that we can 

learn lessons from their demise, particularly the fact that 

writing must be central to the college's academic structure 

and not ephemeral or isolated. Christopher Thaiss makes a 

similar point when he states that a broad faculty base of 

faculty involvement is essential before WAC becomes 

mandated by administration (97). 

oriqin of Term WAC 

My search of ERIC documents, beginning in 1965, 

indicates that WAC as a descriptor term first entered the 



25 

ERIC literature in a 1975 article by Nancy Martin in an 

Australian journal. Labianca defines WAC as a "strategy of 

teaching writing which started in the 1970's" (Labianca 

400). Russell in his 1991 history of writing across the 

curriculum, Griffin, Kinneavy, Bizzell and Herzberg, and 

most other rhetoricians agree that the mid-1970s marked the 

birth of this movement we know as WAC. Almost every 

article now begins with a brief reference to the 

comprehensive British schools' project. 

However, Bizzell and Herzberg say that the term WAC 

originated earlier, in the 1960's, with James Britton and 

his colleagues at the Schools Council of the University of 

London (qtd. in McQuade 340). Robert Parker cites the year 

1966 as the birth of language across the curriculum (LAC), 

when the London Schools Council developed the idea of 

studying learning and language in the English schools 

(173). In 1975 Sir Alan Bullock and his fellow 

researchers, including Britton, published Language for 

Life, compiling the results of two 1973 questionnaires. In 

this document they mention the "language across the 

curriculum movement" (Bullock 192). Bizzell and Herzberg 

indicate the term WAC is used today to denote a theory of 

the function of writing in learning, a pedagogy that 

encourages writing in learning, and a program that applies 

the pedagogy in a particular school (qtd. in McQuade 340). 
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Frequently James Moffett's Teaching the Universe of 

Discourse, published in 1968, is cited as a precedent of 

WAC; Britton et al. based their writing categories of 

transactional, poetic, and expressive on the work of 

Moffett (Bizzell and Herzberg 341). In a semester research 

project, John Holladay of Monroe County Community College 

In Michigan cites the birth year of WAC as 1975, "when 

England's James Britton and colleagues published the 

Bullock Report" (Holladay 8). In that report, the 

researchers urge teachers to view knowledge and learning as 

a process; language, particularly writing, is a catalyst 

promoting that process. This report presents the position 

that "a policy for language across the curriculum should be 

adopted by every secondary school" in England (Bullock 

193) . 

British Influences 

The Bullock report developed out of a project at the 

University of London Institute of Education, which began in 

1971 and was directed by Nancy Martin (Parker and Goodkin 

11). This report was a response to the British secretary 

of state for Education and Science. In that report the 

Committee of Inquiry states "reading, writing, talking, and 

listening should be treated as an entity" (xxxv). 

Furthermore, "it is a characteristic of English that it 
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does not hold together as a body of knowledge which can be 

identified, quantified, then transmitted" (5). 

Information from the Bullock report was made available 

in 1977 and 1978 in separate journal articles in the United 

states by Suzanne E. Jacobs, Arthur Applebee, and Ann 

Ruggles Gere. As Applebee reported the findings, he stated 

that the results of the research indicated that the 

"parameters of audience and mode shaped not only the style 

of in-school writing but also its content" (66). In the 

last fifteen years, conferences and journals have been the 

methods of distributing information, which has reached the 

explosion stage in this revisionary way to approach the 

synthesis of learning and thinking and writing. 

coincident in time with the development of LAC in 

England and WAC in the united states was the inception of 

the Bay Area Writing Project, which began in 1971 with a 

concern about writing at Berkeley. The School of Education 

at University of California at Berkeley began in 1974 a 

summer institute, which trained teachers in composing 

processes, syntax, sequence in writing assignments from 

personal writing to analytical composition, small-group 

techniques, and different types of assessment (holistic and 

feature analysis) (Bay Area writing Project 4). This 

project created a network with many states, and in 1977, 

the National Writing Project began, modeled on the Bay Area 
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Project (Bay Area writing project 16). One feature of the 

writing projects was the teaching of writing across the 

curriculum, because teachers in subjects other than English 

were added to the institutes (8;15). 

Thus, as instructors in the united states from many 

disciplines were learning the writing processes themselves, 

they were being exposed to the theories as well. This 

process approach of language as a tool for learning, 

incorporating all the language skills, is carefully 

developed in James Britton's book (written with Tony 

Burgess, Nancy Martin, Alex McLeod, and Harold Rosen) The 

Development of Writing Abilities 11-18; this book is 

probably the most frequently cited as a touchstone for WAC. 

Britton and his colleagues introduced an entire population 

to Vygotsky, whose concept of inner speech is a foundation 

of the theory that writing enhances learning. 

Britton et al. explain Vygotsky's theory of inner 

speech in this way: in Vygotsky's words, "Inner speech is 

to a large extent thinking in pure meanings": 

Inner speech is not the interior aspect of 

external speech but constitutes an independent 

linguistic function . . . in infancy a child 

takes over external speech from those about him, 

discovers the value of talking to himself about 

what he is doing ("speech for oneself in 



Vygotsky's term"), and so develops a form of 

speech suited to this non-communicative function 

As it becomes inner speech, that is to say, 

as it becomes syntactically loosened and 

abbreviated and semantically individuated, the 

more meaningful it becomes to the user. (39) 
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If inner speech is an independent linguistic function, 

as Vygotsky argues in Thought and Language (119-53), then 

that notion is further supported by Janet Emig, who sees 

writing the inner speech down as a "unique" method of 

learning. Her work was also informed by Britton and 

others. 

writing as a Mode of Learning 

The same year that the London Institute started its 

project, Janet Emig published her pioneering research, The 

composing Processes of Twelfth Graders. Emig continues to 

contribute to the conversation and discourse about writing 

as a way of learning; her essay, "Writing as a Mode of 

Learning," published in 1977, is frequently cited as a 

germinal essay in WAC history (Russell, History 278). 

Janet Emig's thesis is that "writing serves learning 

uniquely because writing as process-and-product possesses a 

cluster of attributes that correspond uniquely to certain 

powerful learning strategies" (Emig, "Writing as a Mode of 
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Learning" 122). She argues that writing "involves the 

fullest possible functioning of the brain, which entails 

the active participation in the process of both the left 

and the right hemispheres" (125). Because writing is 

"markedly bispheral" (125), she contends that it functions 

significantly in learning. For that reason, intellect, 

emotions, and the kinesthetic act of writing often come 

together in a gestalt that may be a "visual or spatial 

whole," much akin to William Faulkner stating that The 

Sound and the Fury "began as the image of a little girl's 

muddy drawers as she sat in a tree watching her 

grandmother's funeral" (125). 

In describing Emig's "unique" function of writing, 

Robert Weiss extends the conversation about writing as a 

learning mode 

• both as a process and a product writing 

possesses a cluster of attributes that correspond 

uniquely to certain powerful learning strategies. 

Increased learning may result from writing 

because writing involves more of the psychomotor 

(i.e, visual and kinesthetic) processes of the 

learner, more of the cognitive processes (i.e, 

memory, translation, interpretation, application, 

analysis, synthesis, evaluation), and 



independence in the organization of thoughts and 

feelings than other learning modes. (5) 
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Yet this hypothesis about writing as a unique mode of 

learning is difficult to prove. Many would like to embrace 

it, but it is only in the last ten years t.hat much 

empirical research has been executed. "And there's very 

little of it," according to Duane Roen (Journal comments). 

Yet two years later, Duane added that "there is some, 

though" (Proposal comments), suggesting research in this 

area is expanding. Nevertheless, most WAC proponents agree 

that increased writing produces significant learning; this 

theory underlies most WAC arguments. 

Research on writing and Learning 

One early research study of how written concepts 

enhance learning was conducted by F. H. Weiss and S. A. 

Walters. They reported in 1980, after studying writing 

apprehension and the difference of "clarity of subjects 

learned by writing and without writing" that "written 

concepts were learned with more clarity than nonwritten 

(p< • 01)" ( 6) . 

Another research project, the Thinking Through writing 

Project, was developed with faculty from Carnegie Mellon 

University and executed from December 1979 through August 

1981. Two hundred eighty-six students in twelve schools in 
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grades 7-12 participated in linked English and social 

studies courses; the research team studied eleven courses 

and materials. The goal of the Thinking Through Writing 

Project was to "develop, test, and disseminate [sic] a 

program for teaching thinking and writing skills in 

secondary school English and social studies courses" 

(Brostoff 1). In the postclass writing study, using 

"informal methods," the team "found evidence that writing 

strategies taught in the Thinking Through Writing program 

were used" (4). In addition, the "majority of teachers 

felt that their course had improved over previous courses 

because of the writing program; that they would incorporate 

the program into future courses; and that they would 

recommend the program to other teachers" (5). 

Whereas the second project studied the use of writing 

and thinking strategies, the first project was measuring 

clarity of concepts. A major difficulty occurs in 

evaluating students' writing; how does a team of 

researchers consistently identify inferences, for example, 

and separate them from judgments? How does one define 

"clarity" consistently, with a high degree of reader-rater 

reliability? How does one know if a student is making 

connections from old knowledge to new knowledge, unless a 

student indicates he or she is doing so? And what about 

levels of knowledge that have slipped from the short-term 
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memory and may be seeded in long-term memory? And when do 

analogies become inferences? Multiple difficulties exist 

in identifying categories of students' concepts as measures 

of learning, as ETS researchers have indicated (ETS). 

In a book on the development of successful writing 

programs, Edward M. White discusses two research projects 

which have been funded by the National Institute of 

Education and the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary 

Education: one at the nineteen California universities and 

another at Texas. The purpose of these was to "look 

closely at the effectiveness of college-level writing 

programs" (6). Yet empirical research is difficult to 

conduct; both research projects had initial difficulty in 

defining writing and concluded that, although evaluators 

want empirical data and results, complexity of definitions 

hinders gathering data. As White says, 

We know that the students are writing better, but 

the measurement device does not show it. Why? 

The reasons have become plain: the relatively 

small improvement in writing ability that occurs 

even in a first-rate writing program (when 

compared with a lifetime of language use) tends 

not to show up in the rough and relatively 

unreliable scores of a single test of first-draft 

writing. Furthermore, many aspects of what has 



been taught . • . are not tested by the timed 

essay. In addition, such a set of tests does not 

even attempt to look at certain long-range 

benefits that we sometimes claim for writing, 

such as intellectual or moral growth, increased 

ability to learn, and enhanced understanding of 

the self. (203) 
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White suggests that more focused empirical research must be 

conducted isolating only one or two variables and holding 

"everything else constant" (205). He concludes that the 

"results of empirical program evaluation are discouraging," 

since "an enormous investment of time, energy, and money 

has produced mainly survey data, tending to organize what 

every thoughtful person knew all along" (206). Yet funding 

agencies want empirical data, so these studies must 

continue to be conducted. 

James Kinneavy, a respected Professor of Rhetoric at 

the University of Texas at Austin, also argues for many 

more research studies, which would reveal evidence of the 

fact that enhanced writing increases learning. He states 

that such studies are few and many more are needed to 

establish additional credibility (Kinneavy qtd. in Townsend 

35). Evaluation of the effectiveness of writing to enhance 

learning, as well as the evaluation of writing programs, is 

thus a complex process because of its many levels, as 
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detailed by White: measures of student learning, written 

expression of students' mental activities, such as first 

drafts or process or portfolio; evaluation of the previous 

level; group evaluations; and group measures over time 

(200-201). 

A research study by George Newell attempts to identify 

three specific measures of learning, specificity such as 

White requires. In Newell's dissertation at Stanford, he 

developed a case study of eight eleventh grade students, 

who read prose passages, completed writing tasks, and 

responded to three measures of learning (recall, concept 

application, and gain in passage-specific knowledge). 

After analysis of all the writing, the results of the study 

indicated significant gains in passage-specific knowledge 

for essay writing. Students were able to integrate 

elements of the prose passages into their knowledge of the 

topic; writing essays was the method they used to create 

and reflect this knowledge (265). 

Such empirical data reinforce the arguments that 

educators knew already; White comments that such 

nonempirical data as evaluations derived from authority (a 

"subjective opinion by an authority or two," 196), 

intuition ("what we know from our experience," 197) and 

deductive reasoning support empirical proofs, yet they 

remain statements of belief (197). Stephen North would 



also charge such anecdotal evidence is only more 

"practitioner lore" (23); practitioners will, in the 

future, have "to become methodologically aware and 

egalitarian (372). 
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The research data-gathering process becomes more 

complex because much of the initial evaluation of the 

effectiveness of writing instruction to enhance learning is 

still occurring, yet research of programs to foster that 

learning is also being conducted simultaneously. When 

Martha Townsend was given the charge of evaluating nineteen 

Ford Foundation projects designed to enhance literacy and 

the liberal arts at universities, she discovered no 

evaluation models of faculty development programs (35). 

She concluded that "grounded theory (as espoused by Kozma)

-the discovering of theory from data" (36) was a 

qualitative method of evaluation based upon information 

collected from a variety of sources: "field interviews, 

telephone interviews, institutional catalogs, project 

proposals, reports, and other documents" (Kozma 307). She 

employs those methods in her dissertation, methods similar 

to what Gail Mccutcheon calls "patterns" (6). 

Although significantly more research is being 

conducted, such as Newell's study of passage-specific 

knowledge, additional research and empirical work on 

specific transfer of information of thinking through 
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writing is needed, as Kinneavy and North indicate. The 

theories all assume it occurs, and people generally concur 

about its efficacy. 

An example of this argument is presented by Cosgrove. 

In an essay about implications of WAC for two-year 

institutions, he builds upon the tradition of Emig's 1977 

essay "Writing as a Mode of Learning" and the work of 

Elaine Maimon and others: "If writing is an essential 

learning tool, then any course within any discipline which 

does not have its students write could be considered 

pedagogically remiss" (15). (Notice how theory has now 

become a given; the consequent is affirmed as the 

conclusion proceeds upon the assumption that writing is 

considered essential for learning). 

Proving this theory about writing as a unique mode of 

learning is difficult; in the seventies and eighties, 

theoreticians such as Berthoff and Maimon also argued that 

the composing processes are as natural as being human: "The 

work of the active mind is seeing relationships, finding 

forms, making meanings; when we write, we are doing in a 

particular way what we are already doing when we make sense 

of the world. We are composers by virtue of being human" 

(Berthoff, FTW 12). 

If it is a human act to compose and order the world (a 

theory given much credence by literacy educators, such as 
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Yetta Goodman and Rudy Troike), then creating order may be 

a natural activity. Educators need to foster this innate 

ordering ability; writing is one means to enhance critical 

thinking. using writing to refine and focus thinking 

processes is now a method to stimulate critical thinking; 

such emphasis is necessary because in The writing Report 

Card, a major conclusion is that students at all grade 

levels are deficient in higher order thinking skills 

(Applebee et ale 11). When the critical thinking movement 

developed in the 1980's, it renewed WAC programs with 

strategies many educators could embrace. 

However, educators have a significant challenge in 

developing both writing and thinking abilities. According 

to recent studies, different measures of these skills 

indicate a significant decline. Representative is a 

headline in an article by Tamara Henry in the Prescott 

Courier: "u.s. students lose 20 years in test scores: 

Reading, writing, science, math back to levels of 1970" 

(1). Applebee, Langer, and Mullis note that students' 

abilities to write informatively are disturbing; persuasive 

writing is "dismaying" and imaginative writing is 

"disappointing" (13). Although writing performance 

improves from grade four to grade eight (in a sample of 

55,000 students), by grade eleven, "fewer than one-fourth 

[of the students] performed adequately on writing tasks 
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involved for success in academic studies" (9). Certainly 

educators of all disciplines have noticed that students are 

lacking in thinking and writing abilities; thus, WAC is one 

solution to stimulate, encourage, and bolster higher order 

thinking processes as well as to prepare students for the 

writing that will be required in their selected 

professions. 

Epistemic Learning 

The WAC proponents would argue that the learner can 

define and even access concepts--and discover ideas 

(capture inner speech)--by thinking and then writing about 

them. This epistemic creation of knowledge livens the 

learning environment, whether it be at a two-year 

institution or in the field in Guinea-Bissau, where Freire 

worked with basic literacy; knowledge-making is occurring 

collaboratively for all participants. No longer does the 

banking theory of knowledge apply, where the leader is the 

person in power with the key to making deposits, thus 

allowing individuals to "withdraw" technical or special 

information (Freire 12). Instead, both work together to 

make new meaning in a cooperative environment. When 

learners compose and then write information, they usually 

incorporate diverse thinking skills: organizing 

information, generating alternatives, manipulating cause/ 
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effect, and excluding irrelevant variables. The rationale 

for the WAC movement is that writing is thinking and 

thinking is reflected in writing: students need to learn 

that, in the words of Elaine Maimon's 1984 CCCC 

presentation, "all scholarship is composition." 

Writing the composition for an audience (an audience 

of peers) allows the writer to undergo a "process of 

negotiation" (Maimon, 1984 CCCC presentation) as a student 

learns that collaborative learning is fundamental; the 

rhetorical negotiations at the basis of every communication 

become paramount at every stage of the process, from 

invention to negotiation in accepting final propositions 

(Aristotle would call this rhetorical process modifying the 

proposition). If the student cannot communicate to an 

audience in the language and format required by the 

discipline, then the student needs to revise the 

communication. A student learns early that writing will be 

read and must be understood by others, just as later work 

in any discipline will employ that same requirement. A 

student also learns the collaborative processes involved in 

any composition, group process, or dialogues in a 

profession. Kate Ronald suggests that English professors 

may not be the ones to help students analyze the rhetoric 

of a specific discipline; the insiders in the profession 

are more appropriately the ones to initiate the newcomers, 
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since English professors may be critical of some 

conventional rhetoric, such as in the law profession (147). 

The Virtuous Circle 

In attempting to unravel some strands in the complex 

conversations about WAC and connections to the professions, 

higher order thinking skills, writing in the real world, 

collaboration, and the problems in American education 

today, educators note an intrinsic relationship among many 

concepts: content area writing, writing across the 

curriculum, core curriculum, reading-writing connections, 

critical thinking, and the psychology of learning. 

DeBlois, in a 1980 article, calls WAC "content area 

writing" (1). Another term might be thinking across the 

curriculum or language across the curriculum, which was the 

original phrase in England. Indeed, Peter Medway in an 

1981 article argues that this term is more encompassing 

since "encouraging people to use their vernacular language 

is at the heart of WAC" (3). 

In fact, this "new" concept of WAC is an idea that has 

been circulating since the beginning of this century In 

1934 Louise Linstad suggested that a correlation between 

social studies and English could be developed with "probing 

questions" (400), certainly an introduction to critical 

thinking. In an article almost fifty years later in 
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curriculum Inquiry, Giroux argues that writing in history 

and social sciences can be a way to "get inside" a subject 

and to think critically "so that students may provide their 

own interpretation of the material" (307). 

Summary of writing Functions 

Writing, then, can be a probing and thinking process, 

a method of problem-solving (Flower and Hayes; Flower); a 

way to augment learning (writing as note-taking); a way to 

discover concepts (Berthoff's dialogue journal); and a way 

to free oneself from what one has always believed (writing 

as expressive discourse, in Britton and others' SChemata). 

using writing to create the self in the postmodern world is 

to establish another function for writing as epistemic 

rhetoric. In addition, one can use writing to demonstrate 

mastery of the concepts and to prove retention of 

information. Increased writing, according to Emig, is a 

way to incorporate hand, eye, and brain in a "uniquely 

powerful multi-representational mode for learning" (Emig, 

"Writing as a Mode of Learning" 125). As Harvey Weiner of 

the English Department at LaGuardia community College 

explains it, "Writing is a means of access to concepts 

within subject areas, a method of thinking through these 

concepts, and a way to demonstrate mastery of the concepts" 

(CCCC lecture). Theresa Enos notes the intrinsic 



relationship of thinking and writing~ writing is thinking 

and thinking occurs in writing. 

Recent WAC History in the united states 
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In the last fifteen years, since the publication of 

Emig's important essay, much attention in the teaching of 

writing has been devoted to the composition instructor as 

resource for faculty in other disciplines. In the late 

1970's and early 1980's, people such as Fulwiler and Young, 

Herrington, and Freisinger created faculty development 

workshops. Fulwiler has detailed carefully these methods 

in many articles. Fulwiler has also published a book on 

writing with journals (The Journal Book) and presented many 

national workshops. Nancy carrick developed a one-week 

workshop (which I attended) at the University of Redlands 

in 1984, based upon the Fulwiler model. David Russell 

recounts the history of these faculty workshop methods, 

such as the one initiated at Rutgers in 1977 as a NEH 

Summer Institute by Robert Parker (History 278). Many 

faculty also attended workshops at Beaver Institute from 

1980-83; Bernadette McInnis and Blanche Peterson are two 

faculty who have published their papers from that 

institute. 

That program was based on the Carleton model, 

developed by Harriet Sheridan, then Dean of Carleton 
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College (Maimon et ale 141). Sheridan conducted the first 

faculty workshop at Beaver College in January 1977, using 

Aristotle's Rhetoric as the initial reading assignment 

(Maimon et ale 142). Because the workshop occurred during 

the January winterim [sic], faculty attended as part of 

their teaching load without receiving stipends. The 

climate at Beaver involved collaboration, and one of the 

first WAC college textbooks Writing in the Arts and 

Sciences was developed as a collaborative project. By the 

1980's, "writing across the curriculum and collaborative 

learning pervaded the student and faculty culture at Beaver 

College" (Maimon et al. 145). From 1983 to 1987, NEH 

funded Beaver to conduct institutes and partnerships with 

twelve local school districts (K-12) in suburban, 

industrial, and rural Philadelphia (146). That trend to 

engage in articulation across school districts and levels 

continues to exist today as information on WAC is widely 

distributed. 

Faculty Workshops 

One characteristic of these early workshops and 

institutes, as well as an ongoing problem, is to educate 

instructors that WAC is significantly more complicated than 

grammar across the curriculum and the correction of surface 

features, common reactions of the majority of initiates. 
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Knoblauch and Brannon in 1983 noted the negative attitude 

of many faculty about students' proficiency in basic skills 

and the problem of whether writing was being used as an aid 

to thinking or was "just a necessary inconvenience, 

tolerated in the interest of collegiality" (465). They 

stress the concept of writing as an aid to learning, where 

"learning consists in the assertion of those relationships 

while knowing is the consciousness of a pattern of 

relationships that enables learning to take place" (467). 

Knoblauch and Brannon also emphasize "intellectual dialogue 

as a way of stimulating more learning . [and] writing 

as means of personal discovery" and the communication 

of the "writer's understanding, including difficulties, 

inadequacies of insight, imperfect or unproductive 

connections among ideas and information" (471). 

Faculty who completed WAC workshops often were zealots 

who incorporated the "passion of a conversion experience" 

(Weiss and Peich 39). These two educators describe one 

such workshop with phrases such as "atmosphere of 

jubilation" (39). Their purpose in the workshop was to 

demonstrate that "academic writing is not merely a matter 

of proper grammatical choices but that it is a complex 

rhetorical act requiring great familiarity with usually 

unstated conventions and expectations, as well as the time 

to make major revisions" (34). 
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Thus, during the 1980's, a plethora of WAC information 

was available to interested faculty; often, monetary grants 

supported the faculty who attended the workshops. In the 

early 1980's, advocates of WAC such as Carol Holder and 

Andrew Moss at Cal Poly developed a handbook for faculty in 

other disciplines to use when incorporating writing and 

evaluation in their classrooms (Moss and Holder); they 

freely shared this handbook with interested individuals. 

Much of the initial effort nationwide was in defining 

WAC, promoting the writing to learn concept, distributing 

noteworthy assignments, and establishing tenable structures 

to stimulate and foster writing as a way of learning. 

Freisinger says three characteristics defined the rationale 

for all these workshops: 

(1) writing promotes learning 

(2) writing is a complex developmental process 

(3) writing includes a wide range of functions and 

audiences (3) 

Many institutions today, such as Chico state in California, 

have a "university funded and centrally administered 

Writing Across the Disciplines approach, which continues to 

sponsor extended and part-day faculty workshops and provide 

materials and support" (BeMiller et ale 117). 

In the 1990's much literature in the field of WAC 

continues to revolve around workshops--how to structure 
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them and organizational problems in specific disciplines 

(Bertch and Fleming 39-42). Models vary from the two-week 

workshop in the Maricopa Community College District in the 

Phoenix, Arizona, area to the weekly model, sometimes with 

brown-bag lunch, or the weekly seminar at night. The most 

recent literature is more focused and very specific; 

examples of topics are WAC in community colleges (Stanley) 

or WAC in a specific discipline, such as mathematics 

(Illowsky), biology, or social studies. Places like 

Richland Community College, after nine years of a general 

WAC program, are focusing now on development of WAC for 

occupational and technical courses, since they identified 

few proponents in those disciplines who were incorporating 

much writing prior to an institutional-wide commitment 

(Lambert, "Annual Report on WAC" 4). 

The latest method of distribution of information is 

interactive video, in which Robert Morris College has been 

the pioneer. This institution, serving primarily business 

students in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, made a commitment to 

emphasize writing in all its courses (Sipple and Stenberg 

182). An initial Buhl grant in 1981 paid the faculty $2100 

to participate in workshops; now the institution provides a 

$1200 stipend (191). In 1991 and 1992, the institution 

sponsored several PBS panels on WAC with national experts 

like Toby Fulwiler, Elaine Maimon, Christopher Thaiss, 
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Richard Young, Anne Herrington, and Susan McLeod. On 

February 19, 1992, the college and PBS sponsored a live, 

interactive video conference, "Writing Across the 

Curriculum: Making It Work" (Robert Morris brochure). 

Certainly there is no dearth of information available today 

to the interested faculty member who wants to know anything 

about WAC, from specific writing assignments to the 

theoretical foundations behind the movement. 

Many faculty, trained in WAC workshops and exposed to 

the theoretical foundations, have taught writing-intensive 

courses. At the two-year institution of Yavapai College, a 

writing-intensive course is defined as one which requires 

1500 words of instructor-evaluated prose (Meier). At least 

one such course is required for the two-year block core 

transfer of 39 credit hours to the three Arizona state 

universities. Some four-year institutions, such as the 

University of Arizona, have developed writing-emphasis 

courses, which are defined in the 1985-86, 1986-87 General 

Catalogue as "regular classes in an academic discipline" in 

which "at least half of a grade awarded is determined by 

written work appropriate to the academic discipline" (Roen 

and Clymer qtd. in Roen and Brown 40). 
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WAC Surveys 

A national WAC network and advisory board have been 

established; newsletters such as Crosscut, Word Words, and 

writing Across the Curriculum have been developed. Many 

annotated bibliographies exist, such as the one by C. W. 

Griffin in Programs That Work (295-319). In the early 

1980's, MLA and the National Endowment for the Humanities 

conducted two surveys of WAC programs. In Tate's revised 

edition of twelve bibliographic essays on composition, he 

includes James Kinneavy's WAC essay which summarizes the 

MLA study; the first edition of Tate's book ten years 

earlier had no information on WAC. Kinneavy notes that 47 

percent of four-year schools surveyed in 1985 had some 

program on WAC, a growth from "nothing" (353). He also 

cites the statistics that the MLA study revealed that in 28 

percent of two-year schools, WAC existed; 48 percent of 

BA/MA granting institutions had WAC programs; and 46 

percent of PhD granting institutions had programs (353). 

Toby Fulwiler and Art Young state that as of 1990, thirty

five percent of all colleges and universities have writing

across-the-curriculum programs; they base that statistic on 

an estimate by the Association of Departments of English 

(Programs That Work 1). 

C. W. Griffin in the NEH 1984 survey noted that, of 

the 404 institutions to whom questionnaires were sent, 194 
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responded. One hundred and thirty-nine had WAC programs 

and 55 did not (398). From these very early years, we can 

see the burgeoning development of WAC programs, sometimes 

to separate departments which administer WAC today. 

Indeed, WAC's proponents in the discipline of English are 

evangelistic; Kinneavy notes in 1987 that in the two years 

prior, over one-third of the panels at national conferences 

in the field on English addressed some aspect of WAC (353). 

In a more recent survey completed by Susan McLeod of 

Washington state University in 1987-88, she sent 

questionnaires to all 2,735 post-secondary institutions in 

the United states and Canada (McLeod 338). Her return was 

40 per cent (1,113 responses). McLeod argues that we are 

at the "second stage" of WAC--and beyond. The initial 

definition and debate (should we have a program?) is past 

at many institutions; only 42 percent were starting, or 

had, programs less than two years old (338). The "second 

stage" is programs older than two years--how to administer 

them, fund them, and teach them. More than half of the 

institutions responding to the survey (56 percent--235 

total) have continuing programs, "ones which have been in 

existence for three years or more" (338). These programs 

are beyond the "first workshop" stage and are moving 

"toward permanence at the institution" (338). 

Institutionalization implies bureaucracy--and many WAC 
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programs are mired in questions of creating a whole new 

structure, similar to some administrative boards of 

freshman composition. Much of the recent literature deals 

with operational aspects of WAC, such as articles in 

writing Program Administration (Raines; Spear and Maloney; 

Klooster; Huot; strenski). 

McLeod's results indicate that one-third of those 

answering the survey reported that their program was 

"operated under the auspices of some larger administrative 

entity," such as deans or vice-presidents (341). McLeod 

sees this institutionalization of WAC as its "most 

outstanding success" (342). She predicts that the third 

stage will be the continuation of existing programs. She 

does caution that WAC needs to avoid the "gatekeeping" role 

and it is not to be "identified solely with writing 

proficiency" (343). She concludes that it is necessary to 

"define our terms carefully for our administrative 

colleagues" (342). 

WAC in the community Colleges 

Another questionnaire, designed specifically for 

community colleges, was developed by Joyce Magnotto of 

Prince George's community College in Maryland and Barbara 

stout of Montgomery College in Maryland. The community 

college is unique in many ways: the age of the population, 
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the democratic nature of students from many races, genders, 

classes, and cultural backgrounds, the motivations of 

students, and their interests are only a few of its 

distinctive features. Academic programs differ 

significantly, with diverse clienteles interested in many 

disciplines, from vocational (nursing, for example) and 

highly technical (such as gunsmithing) to transfer courses 

and special interest offerings. 

A profile from Prince Georges Community College in 

Largo, Maryland is representative of the student body at 

most community colleges: 

Classes often contain a heterogeneous mixture of 

well- and ill-prepared students, good and poor 

readers, experienced and inexperienced writers. 

students may be enrolled in degree or certificate 

programs, transfer or technical curricula, credit 

or noncredit options. Full-time faculty teach 

fifteen hours a semester, which means five 

classes and three or more preparations; part-time 

instructors are even busier, with full-time jobs 

elsewhere. (Magnotto et al. 66) 

In summary, community college instructors have the best of 

students and the worst of students; their preparation, 

language skills, and motivation vary significantly. 
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At the two-year community college, students frequently 

are hesitant about their learning and tentative about their 

thinking. They represent a unique population who, when 

presented with writing to discover learning and meaning, 

often undergo a conversion to thinking as discovery 

learning. For many of these students, this is an 

opportunity for a second chance, for retooling their 

dreams, or for learning a new skill or career. For all 

these reasons, as well as many others, such as finances, 

community colleges and two-year institutions are 

experiencing an astronomical growth rate. 

In a study by Cosgrove, he cites the fact that 

two-year institutions are the "fastest-growing segment of 

higher education over the last quarter century" (4). These 

institutions now enroll "approximately thirty-eight per 

cent of all college students in the U.S., up from 18 

percent in 1963" (Grant and Snyder [1986 study] qtd. in 

Cosgrove 4). The community college is a major component of 

all two-year institutions, and much attention has recently 

been focused upon it. 

This phenomenal growth is documented in information 

released by the College Board in April 1992: two-year 

colleges posted the largest enrollment gains of all 

institutions of higher education in the 1980-90 period 

("Enrollment Trends" 1): a strong 20.6 percent increase in 



population over the ten-year period. Specifically, the 

community college showed a 21.5 percent increase 

(Supplement 1). In the Southwest, two-year community 

college growth was 15.6 percent (Supplement 1). 
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with such astounding growth, it is no surprise that 

specific information is now readily available on community 

college WAC programs. When stout and Magnotto sent their 

questionnaire to 1270 colleges on the mailing list of the 

AACJC (American Association of Community and Junior 

Colleges), they received 401 responses. One-third of the 

institutions said they have WAC (stout and Magnotto, 

"Writing Across the Curriculum at Community Colleges" 22), 

one-third were "planning to implement WAC within a year or 

two" and one-third reported no systematic activities" 

("Building on Realities: WAC Programs at Community 

Colleges" 9). 

No single model for WAC at community colleges exists, 

but most programs (the majority started in the 1980's) are 

usually directed by faculty (10). Faculty development 

workshops are -the "mainstay" of community college programs: 

Half-day sessions were reported by 74 

percent of the respondents, full-day workshops by 

35 percent, and workshops or institutes lasting 

several days by 31 percent. Three colleges 

reported semester-long courses or institutes for 



faculty. Over 60 percent of the colleges have 

employed outside consultants; 84 percent have 

developed in-house presentations. 

Workshop topics address the learning/ 

literacy focus of the WAC movement, as well as 

faculty's concerns about writing. "writing to 

learn" and "writing and thinking" have received 

attention at over 70 percent of responding 

colleges. Fifty percent have provided sessions 

on "assignment design" and "responding to student 

writing." Twenty-three percent have dealt with 

"writing in careers," 16 percent with 

"correctness." (stout and Magnotto, "Building on 

Realities: WAC Programs at Community Colleges" 

10) . 
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Only nine colleges reported starting WAC programs 

before 1979; 43 percent began between 1980 and 1984, and 

fifty percent started between 1985 and 1987 (10). One 

early program was at Coast Community College in California. 

NEH funded a "crossover program," which was built into the 

General Education Program. Faculty were trained in 

workshops and then courses were taught back-to-back in such 

areas as cultural anthropology, human development, general 

geology, and American history. In the spring of 1984, 

these courses were paired with English courses; common 
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themes were such topics as language issues, culture and 

values. The faculty discovered that there were tremendous 

logistical problems, such as scheduling, not to mention the 

additional work and coordination of classes. A conclusion 

was that the "Crossover Program, though excellent within 

its own terms, did more to raise the appropriate questions 

about writing in general education courses than it did to 

provide a structure which could answer those questions" 

(Bilson and Woodruff 6). At that time, the program was 

being restructured to an advanced composition class and a 

committee, which would make recommendations about future 

incorporation of WAC, such as a writing center to 

administer the program. 

Models of WAC at community colleges continue to be 

based upon the premise that increased writing enhances 

learning. since there is no parallel upper division 

"writing intensive" course in a student's major, community 

college faculty have incorporated writing-intensive courses 

in many general education requirements. 

Another community college model is Prince Georges 

community College in Largo, Maryland. It is a public 

institution with a full-time student equivalent of 8870. 

Its program began in 1981 with information sharing in a 

"preview session" (Magnotto et al. 67). Consultants Elaine 

Maimon, Christopher Thaiss, and Jeanne Fahnestock presented 
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sessions on faculty development (68); now many faculty have 

"increased the writing component in their courses" (69). 

They sometimes "link" courses, such as the one begun in 

1984 linking general psychology and English (70). The WAC 

director receives six hours .of released time and also is 

supported by a WAC committee (76). "Writing to learn" has 

been the main focus (77), with faculty tutors receiving 

released time of one course or three load hours. To update 

information, brown bag lunches designed to foster faculty 

writing and student workshops on essay writing are held 

regularly (78). 

Although many community colleges are using the faculty 

development model, not all faculty are financially 

supported. Many schools have varying programs of 

compensation, such as Richland community College in Dallas, 

Texas, or Kirkwood College in Cedar Rapids, Iowa. Both of 

these institutions were recommended by the League for 

Innovation in Community Colleges in Laguna Beach, 

California as having done exemplary work in WAC. Judith 

Lambert of Richland community College was allowed three

fifths released time to direct the program there for a 

number of years; presently all English faculty have one

fifth released time for "community building" and an overall 

evaluation of their writing program, which includes WAC. 



Faculty meet weekly in small groups and are developing 

recommendations (Lambert). 
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The Richland Program has been in existence for nine 

years, strengthened by President steve Mittelstet's mandate 

that the focus of the institution would be on writing 

(Lambert). The commitment of the administration and 

academic leaders of an institution appears to be a 

significant factor in the development of WAC programs, 

whether they are formally structured or not. In addition, 

a supportive climate of collegiality is essential for 

nurturing programs. 

Such a collegial climate exists at Kirkwood Community 

College in Cedar Rapids, Iowa, an institution of 9,000 head 

count and 5,000 FTE (full-time student equivalents). The 

Academic Dean Tony Parimanath told me that the four 

departments have made an institution-wide commitment to 

include writing in every class. Included in the syllabus 

of every department are the following requirements: (1) a 

minimum of three pages of writing; (2) short answer or 

essay questions on every test. Instead of being a top-down 

program, each department decides how to effect the writing 

requirement. Parimanath said, "If you talked to faculty, a 

faculty member may not say we have a WAC program." 

Nevertheless, instructors have worked diligently to develop 

linkages: courses where three instructors coordinate 



syllabi, such as in history, computers, and mathematics. 

All three instructors stress commonalities in the linked 

courses. At present Kirkwood's linked courses are 

voluntary, both in instructor request and in student 

choice, but there is a movement to establish the general 

education program so that every student who completes a 

two-year degree will have at least one linked sequence. 
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Although some models exist, two-year institutions have 

difficult loads for both students and instructors, thus 

making intensive writing a challenge. Kirkwood is 

considering giving one to two credit hours of released time 

for faculty to work in these areas or paying overload; 

precedent also exists for crediting team teaching with 

individual hours for each instructor, a practice developed 

at yavapai College in Prescott, Arizona, where four 

instructors team-teach a three semester sequence in Western 

civilization (Meier); each of the four instructors receives 

four hours of credit for teaching a four credit-hour course 

(rather than splitting the credit load, a common practice). 

Rationale for Ethnographic Research 

At Yavapai College I knew that no formal WAC program 

existed, but I also knew that some instructors were 

incorporating writing in their classes, such as in the 

Western civilization course. Given the concept of WAC has 
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been around for at least twenty years, I was curious to see 

the praxis of writing across the curriculum in discipline

specific classrooms at the two-year institution. 

Although many ethnographic studies have been conducted 

at grade schools (Graves; Calkins), middle schools 

(Atwell), and high schools (Perl and Wilson), I am not 

aware of any ethnographic research at community colleges. 

Also, those researchers have studied primarily language, 

writing, or literature classes. 

Stephen North argues that "ethnography has at least 

the potential to recognize and value the order of 

[p]ractitioner allegiances"; he hopes that in the process 

"it will honor practice as inquiry" (The Making of 

Knowledge in composition 372). I am attempting to follow 

the best tradition of ethnographic inquiry as I detail a 

method of textual design while I both read and write the 

cuI ture of "three selected classrooms. Thus, this 

ethnographic research is essential to broaden the scope of 

knowledge of descriptive classroom activities using writing 

and thinking in disciplines other than English or 

literature. 



CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY: 

DEMOGRAPHICS, DESIGN, DISCIPLINES, AND DISCOURSE 

Although writing across the curriculum is being 

institutionalized in its third stage at many colleges of 

higher education (McLeod, "writing Across the Curriculum: 
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The Second Stage and Beyond" 337), I decided to investigate 

the writing and thinking activities at a two-year community 

college with no formal WAC program. To assess the present 

situation before any recommendations were made about models 

or directions seemed to be a prudent move. 

Demographics of Yavapai College 

I selected individual classes at Yavapai College, a 

rural community college in Prescott (northern Arizona) that 

serves diverse clienteles: about six or seven percent 

native American students (Topper: 1991 data; three percent: 

1992 data, Caton); traditional students who are planning to 

transfer to another institution (approximately ten per 

cent); retired individuals (twenty percent); re-entry 

people; developmental students; and vocational students. 

yavapai College offers an extension program which 

spans 26,694 square miles in Yavapai County, a county with 

a population of 103,000. A second campus in the Verde 
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Valley serves students in that area, and some courses are 

linked by a telecommunications system to ensure delivery to 

minimally enrolled classes. In 1991, the Director of 

Institutional Research estimated that Yavapai College has a 

2 percent penetration into the community area (Topper). 

Because the Prescott campus is a residential campus, 

many native American students attend. In Fall 1991, 173 

native Americans were enrolled; in spring 1992, 153 

students represented the Apache, Hopi, Hualapai, Navajo, 

Pima, White Mountain Apache, San Carlos Apache, Yavapai 

Apache, Yavapai and other tribes. The majority of the 

native Americans are Navajo: 62 students in Spring 1992 

(Caton). Hispanic students accounted for 250 students in 

Spring 1992, while there were 55 Asian students and 31 

African-American students. During that same period, 5380 

students were white or non-Hispanic (Caton). Of these 

numbers, 5174 students in spring 1992 were Yavapai County 

residents. 

In Fall 1991, the student population was comprised of 

37 percent men and 63 percent women. For the full-time 

students, the sex distribution is approximately equal 

(Topper: 47 percent men, 53 percent women). However, among 

all part-time students, two-thirds are women. 

The average age of the students in 1990 was 35.22 

years (Topper); in 1992 the average age was 38.63, 
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suggesting a trend exists that the average student is 

becoming slightly older. Excluding the retirement 

population (those students over 62 years of age), the 

district-wide average age in 1990 was 30.12 years (Topper); 

however, by 1992, the average age without retirement 

students was 32.83 (Caton). 

Over 11,000 people attend the Prescott campus in any 

year, taking advantage of the diverse programs, from credit 

to transfer (strategic Planning Committee, June 24, 1991). 

In 1991-1992, approximately 1100 students were full-time, 

taking 12 or more credits. In Fall 1991, 77 percent of the 

students were part-time, whereas in spring 1992, 79 percent 

of the students were part-time. Of those part-time 

students, the mean average credit load was six hours in 

1991-92 (Caton). The full-time, district-wide student 

equivalent (FTSE) enrollment is 2500 students (Topper). 

The retention rate is 68 percent from the first year to the 

second year. Most of that enrollment is in Prescott, 

although there is a growing FTSE of about 200 at the Verde 

Valley site, which serves cottonwood, Sedona, and outlying 

regions in Yavapai county. 

In 1991, 205 students received two-year degrees 

(Office of Institutional Research) and 42 received 

certificates. In 1992, 117 students received the AA 

degree, and 61 received the AAS degree, thus making a total 
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of 178 degrees conferred. In addition, 31 certificates of 

completion were awarded in 1992 in such areas as 

construction technology, architectural graphics, 

electronics, fire science, and administration of justice. 

Gunsmithing was the area with the most advanced 

certificates granted, whereas nursing and continuing 

studies were the areas in 1990-91 with the most degrees 

conferred (Topper). In 1992, 46 nursing students received 

the AAS degree, again the area with highest number of 

students receiving degrees (Caton). 

For the purposes of this research project, I confined 

my investigations to the Yavapai College Campus in Prescott 

and the full-time faculty who teach there. In 1991-92 

there were 73 full-time faculty in the district and 227 

part-time faculty; about ten full-time faculty are located 

on the Verde campus. Thus, my sample of five faculty on 

the Prescott campus represents 7.6 percent of the full-time 

Prescott faculty. 

Institutional Exposure to writing Across the Curriculum 

I will now present a "thick description" of the 

context of the exposure of the faculty to the concepts of 

critical thinking and writing across the curriculum 

(Geertz, "Thick Description," qtd. in Reclaiming the 

Imagination 229). In the early 1980s, several in-service 
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workshops on writing across the curriculum were presented 

to the Yavapai College faculty. Reading specialist Vickie 

Fishco consulted with members of the Business and Nursing 

departments. 

In 1984 I researched the writing activities of five 

faculty: a computer instructor, Fulton Wright; a humanities 

instructor, David Hochstettler; nursing instructors Carleen 

Ellis and Lynn Nugent; and sociology instructor, steve 

Govedich. Several other English department members and I 

developed a brief questionnaire, interviewed the 

instructors, and reviewed their writing assignments, 

presenting finally a report to the Committee on Basic 

Institutional Development of my recommendations about 

instituting a WAC program (Crow "WAC Report"). other 

faculty also conducted interviews and faculty in-service as 

part of this institutional development grant; choices of 

instructors interviewed were random, although attempts were 

made for content-area distribution. At that time, English 

department members interviewed about twenty faculty and 

assimilated the responses, attempting to make composition 

assignments more relevant to the content areas. 

One of the main speakers for faculty development day 

in 1985 presented a day-long workshop on critical thinking, 

using the scientific writings of Stephen Jay Gould. In 

1990 faculty representatives who had attended a conference 



at The Center for Critical Thinking at Sonoma State 

University in California reported to the entire faculty 

current research and teaching strategies for enhancing 

critical thinking in the classroom. 
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In addition, all faculty have been engaged in 

discussion over the last several years about the Liberal 

Studies Value Statement, which argues for incorporating 

critical thinking in all classes. This program, developed 

in response to Core Studies requirements at the three 

Arizona state universities, has been primarily faculty 

driven. All classes at Yavapai College are designed to 

foster "curiosity and empathy" (Liberal Studies Value 

Statement 1). At present, a Transfer of General Education 

Core Curriculum (TGECC) agreement with the three state 

universities allows a student to transfer 39 hours in a 

block. Many Yavapai College course outlines are being 

rewritten to conform to writing-intensive courses, 

requiring a minimum of 1500 words of instructor-evaluated 

prose. Thus, the faculty have been exposed to many of the 

concepts of critical thinking and WAC; I wanted to research 

to what extent the teaching of thinking across the 

curriculum with writing has been implemented. 
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Rationale for Choice of Population 

Given that the concept of WAC has been around for at 

least twenty years (and two thousand years, if we want to 

credit Aristotle), I decided to investigate how much 

writing-across-the-curriculum pedagogy has filtered into 

content-area classrooms. In order to describe and evaluate 

the present state of WAC activities in selected classes at 

a two-year institution, I undertook an ethnographically 

oriented study of three classes (other than English) during 

Spring 1992. My choice of Yavapai College as the community 

college to investigate was expedient; I am an employee of 

ten years at the institution and knew that I would receive 

widespread cooperation. That initial problem of many 

ethnographers to gain rapport with their informants would 

not exist for me; I could thus spend more of my time in 

observation. 

The rationale for the spring semester was that 

instructors would be less harried than at the start of the 

school year. I also had more time to attend their classes 

because I reduced my spring load by teaching during the 

January pre-session. I knew that with the spirit of 

cooperation among the faculty and a long tradition (over 

twenty years) of shared governance and a commitment to 

excellence in instruction, I would have no trouble finding 

faculty who would allow me to visit their classes. In 
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English, for example, instructors regularly visit each 

other's classes in a faculty development project. In fact, 

all the faculty whom I contacted agreed immediately to 

their participation in this research study; I am confident 

that I could have found any four others who would also have 

allowed me to visit their classrooms. 

In July 1991, I contacted President Paul Walker for 

formal permission to undertake the research project; he not 

only supported my study, but he also gave me additional 

references and addresses of community colleges which had 

WAC programs. During the research period, I contacted 

knowledgeable individuals at all of these institutions and 

thus found much material on innovative programs. One of 

his sources directed me to Judith Lambert of Richland 

Community College in Dallas, Texas; she engaged in lengthy 

conversations with me on the telephone and sent reports, 

evaluations, and an overview of their program, which has 

been in existence for nine years. 

Design of the Research study 

Charles Bazerman presents three domains of WAC 

research: "the actual writing of the disciplines, the 

writing pedagogy in disciplinary classrooms, and the role 

of writing in the development of individual students" 

(210). The second area of research was my primary 



investigation in my original research design, although I 

discovered information in the other areas. 
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In order to have sufficient data to compare results, I 

decided to spend extended time in three different subject 

areas, although I was not certain if I would use all the 

information I gathered in my classroom observations in this 

dissertation. Since I was attempting to approach this 

research study with no preconceived notions, I decided to 

gather more information than would be essential. I wanted 

to be open to observe any patterns that I might discover 

(Mccutcheon 6), as well as writing pedagogy and different 

types of writing and thinking activities. 

I selected four instructors in classrooms other than 

English (sociology, gunsmithing, and nursing) and received 

permission from each of them for extensive classroom 

observations, their completion of questionnaires (See 

Appendix A), and terminal interviews. All these professors 

had at least ten years of classroom experience at Yavapai 

College. I also selected each of them because of prior 

experience in a good professional working relationship, 

having served on faculty committees with each one. 

Sociology instructor steve Govedich and nursing 

educator Lynn Nugent are the two instructors who 

participated in my 1984 research; although in no way do I 

claim a longitudinal study, I do think my prior contact 
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with each of them had informally, at least, made them more 

reflective about the purposes and aims of writing in their 

disciplines. Indeed, both mention that they had been aware 

of the concept of WAC for an extensive period, and Lynn 

Nugent credits me specifically with exposing her to the 

philosophy of WAC. 

I also had known Tony Ross, the gunsmithing 

instructor, in another context: he completed English 102, 

the second semester of the college composition sequence, 

with me in 1983 and earned a letter grade of~. When I 

spoke initially with all four instructors, I asked them if 

they would be willing to allow me to observe what they were 

doing with writing in their classrooms; no other 

information was given, nor did I provide much background or 

suggestions about WAC until after my classroom 

observations. (I followed David Sudol's precedent here.) 

I told the faculty that the exchange for allowing me to 

observe them is that I would be willing to help them later 

with writing assignments or anything else in which I could 

provide expertise. Tony Ross enthusiastically wanted to 

tell me what he was doing with writing in gunsmithing, but 

I asked him to wait until I could interview him at the end 

of the observations. 

Although I did not select the faculty and disciplines 

completely at random, I did have one prime consideration: I 
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would observe no members of the English Department or 

literature instructors, although technically they could be 

considered content-area instructors. When President Walker 

had discussed this project with me, he said that Karen 

O'Neil, recently returned from her sabbatical, might be an 

instructor incorporating innovative thinking and writing 

activities in classroom. Originally I had not intended to 

interview her, but I decided later her perspective from a 

profession that has no trouble finding jobs for its 

graduates would provide me with a real-world sample of 

writing requirements. That nursing instructor Lynn Nugent 

happened to be team-teaching with Karen was a bonus; Lynn 

had been one of my subjects in my 1984 study of writing 

activities at Yavapai College. 

Another profession that has no trouble placing its 

graduates in the world of work is gunsmithing, and thus my 

second area of instructional observations became a natural 

choice. Both the nursing and the gunsmithing programs at 

Yavapai College are highlighted as outstanding and provide 

a comparative advantage to th~se of other institutions in 

the state, if not nationally (strategic Planning 

Committee). 

About the time I was formalizing my research design, I 

was also serving as one of five faculty members on an 

advisory committee to the President of Yavapai College: the 



strategic Planning committee. Tony Ross, gunsmithing 

instructor, was another of the members of this group, and 

during day-long meetings in the summer of 1991, we 

discussed my research project. Tony was enthusiastic and 

talked about how much writing he required of his 

gunsmithing students. As our discussions evolved, I 

realized that he would be a good choice for observation, 

and he readily agreed. 
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The fourth faculty member, steve Govedich, had always 

been a colleague with whom I had excellent professional 

rapport. At one time we had adjoining offices and shared a 

telephone. As Faculty President, he had convinced me to 

serve on the strategic Planning Committee, which was a bomb 

waiting to be ignited because of the political turmoil 

evolving. In my naivete, renewed from a sabbatical, I 

agreed to serve. At the time I decided to help the 

committee through a difficult start-up process; faculty 

were only beginning to be involved again after a boycott of 

several years. However, I exacted a promise from him that 

he would help me with my research, which he willingly 

agreed to do. Thus, this selection of faculty participant 

was a reciprocal understanding of shared favors. 

I had decided that I did not want to observe any of my 

friends, and I wanted the discipline areas to be as 

different from English composition as possible. Perhaps 
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the area of sociology was the most similar to English 

because it is one of the liberal arts, our shared division. 

I also avoided selecting faculty who might skew the study, 

such as the humanities instructor who was a former English 

professor. By choice,' then, I selected individuals who did 

not have a strong background in the teaching of 

composition. In return for their allowing me into their 

classrooms, lives, and journal thoughts, I offered to do 

anything that would be of help to the faculty after the 

research was completed. At least two of the instructors 

and I are now talking seriously about developing linked or 

team taught classes. 

In the initial contact I wanted to be open-ended with 

no definition of thinking and writing activities, other 

than their interpretation. Eventually I wanted each 

instructor to define writing for me, so I said I was only 

interested in "what they were doing with writing," 

deliberately being vague. I was careful to avoid any 

learned jargon that might be intimidating. 

From the beginning, I had anticipated that it would be 

possible to find students in each class who had been former 

students of mine; I would ask them to keep journals and 

provide the triangulation which Stephen North charges that 

most ethnographies avoid: "the students' perspective 

is neither represented nor considered" (North 298). That 
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plan developed well; I found four students in sociology, 

eight in nursing, but none in gunsmithing. Thus, I asked 

the person next to me at the second gunsmithing class to 

complete the questionnaire and also interviewed another 

gunsmithing student while having the oil changed in my car. 

For additional triangulation, I asked each instructor 

to present initially to me a syllabus of course 

requirements and to maintain throughout the semester a 

journal record of what he or she thought was occurring with 

writing and thinking activities in the classroom, as well 

as to complete a questionnaire. I modified the 

questionnaire when I received the first memo from the 

sociology instructor and realized he was giving me a list 

of objectives, but not necessarily his rationale for 

writing and thinking activities. This variety of 

information helped me to answer my second and third 

research questions about instructor rationale, philosophy, 

and metacognitive awarenesses. 

When all classroom observations had been completed, I 

then interviewed the instructors and students for 

information, such as their definitions of writing and their 

rationale for their writing activities. They also 

completed a lengthy questionnaire (See Appendices A and B). 

From these questions, I learned about their metacognitive 

awarenesses. It was extremely important to word the 



questions carefully so that all invention, prewriting, 

notetaking, listing, thinking-before-writing, drafting, 

revising, and editing activities were considered. 
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In my overall design of this project, I attempted to 

follow a systematic means of gathering empirical data, as 

much as was possible. For example, I originally intended, 

in the best scientific tradition, to visit each class 

twelve times. However, in the context of assignments and 

teaching demands, the final visits differed in each class: 

twelve in sociology, eight in nursing, and five in 

gunsmithing. Due to the narrative nature of responses in 

the questionnaires, it was impossible to complete a 

statistical analysis. 

However, I would argue that the stories of the 

professors and students and their meanderings toward 

metacognitive awarenesses reveal a recursive evolution of 

thinking and some insights that statistics might not have 

yielded. Another adaptation from my original design, the 

students' questionnaires (designed when I realized they 

were not keeping journals), allowed me a comparative stance 

with the professors' questionnaires (See Appendix B). 

Because I am a member of the Yavapai College faculty, 

I am steeped in its cultures and its philosophy in such 

areas as an emphasis on quality instruction and the 

philosophy of the community college instructor as a 
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teaching faculty, as opposed to a faculty whose primary 

interest is research. Nevertheless, I have attempted to 

set my ethnocentrism in abeyance, albeit momentarily, and 

maintain an objectivity, which Joyce McCarl Nielsen states 

is 

consistent with our interpretation of knowledge 

production as communal, intersubjective, dialogic 

examination or observation of facts and can be 

distinguished from objectivism, the assumption of 

a reality that is separate and distant from a 

subjective knower. In this way, "objectively" 

shared empirical evidence is part of the fusion 

of horizons that seems to be the beginning or 

basis of a viable postempirical epistemology. 

(Nielsen 31) 

In this postempirical world, a postmodern ethnographic 

discourse may be the only way to capture fragments of 

reality. All pieces of field data are relevant, and I 

acknowledge my membership in the group which I am studying, 

yet I would also argue that it is possible to maintain a 

critical stance of disciplined objectivity in my SUbjective 

environment. 

As an ethnographer, I also tried to maintain 

"disciplined subjectivity," a contemporary phrase for an 

ethnographer who stUdies a culture and becomes a member of 
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it, yet remains distanced enough to watch patterns 

emerging. strict adherence to a method is the research 

design, yet the ethnographer is also alert to unexpected 

possibilities, such as the emergence of genuine friendship 

with two of the professors and plans to team teach courses 

in nursing and sociology. 

This by-product of friendship is cited by Nielsen as a 

characteristic of feminist research: sometimes a successful 

research strategy turns out to be "quite the opposite of 

what the textbooks advanced" (6). She was speaking about 

an interviewer who did not always ask the same questions of 

all subjects; rather, she engaged them in a dialogue. 

Tapes of my final interviews with all the instructors 

indicate that a dialogue process emerged, rather than 

strict adherence to a set of questions. Although I had 

intended to ask everyone the same questions, no two 

interviews followed that pattern, even with the two nursing 

instructors who team taught their class. 

Characteristics of Ethnography 

As I approached this research project, I wanted to 

conduct an ethnographically oriented study, as Kantor 

modifies his definition of ethnography with Lucy Calkins' 

critique (Kantor, "Learning" 64). According to Kantor, who 

cites Harry Wolcott, necessary traits of an ethnography are 
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"length of time spent, use of ethnographic techniques, good 

description, and rapport with participants" (63). However, 

the intent (emphasis is Kantor's) to "describe and 

interpret cultural behavior" (Kantor, "Learning" 63) is the 

distinguishing characteristic of an ethnography. 

A standard anthropological text provides an initial 

definition of ethnography: "a detailed description of many 

aspects of the customary behavior and thought of . 

people [and] ... general patterns of their life"; in 

other words, "the ethnographer depicts the way of life of a 

particular group of people and may also suggest 

explanations for some of the customs he or she has 

observed" (Ember and Ember 7-8). An ethnographer inscribes 

the behavior and mores he or she observes, yet we are now 

coming to understand the complex interplay of forces this 

interpretation encompasses: some of the issues are power, 

sexism in language, ethnographic authority (Clifford), 

objectivity, representation, and portraying the "other," as 

Edward Said has labeled the Western tradition of "cultural 

domination ... [of] formerly colonized peoples" (24). 

Van Maanen's definition of ethnography attempts to 

incorporate some of these new awarenesses in anthropology, 

openly acknowledging ethnocentrism and imposition of one's 

voice over the native's voice: "Ethnography is therefore 

highly particular and hauntingly personal, yet it serves as 
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the basis for grand comparison and understanding within and 

across a society" (ix). Such a definition frankly admits 

"the peculiar practice of representing the social reality 

of others through the analysis of one's own experience in 

the world of these others" (ix). 

As Marcus and Fischer define it, ethnography "is at 

best conversation across cultural codes, at minimum a 

written form of the public lecturer adjusting style and 

content to the intelligence of the audience" (29). The 

task of the ethnographer is the following: 

to write ethnography in such a way as to bring one's 

interpretations of some society, culture, way of life, 

or whatever and one's encounters with some of its 

members, carriers, representatives, or whomever into 

an intelligible relationship . . . how to get an 1-

witnessing author into a they-picturing story. 

(Geertz, Works and Lives 84) 

This complex whole of perceptions and observations which an 

ethnographer records is labeled by James Britton as the 

"web of factors and circumstances" (Foreword, Perl and 

Wilson x); when Britton speaks about applying those 

observations to language learning, he discusses the 

interweaving of the "whole of one's mental and social life" 

and how "ethnography seems especially appropriate" (x). 



Indeed, it is this highly personal nature of the 

ethnography that is both its advantage and its 

disadvantage. As Geertz says, 

The highly situated nature of ethnographic 

description--this ethnographer, these 

commitments, and these experiences, a 

representative of a particular culture, a member 

of a certain class--gives the bulk of what is 

said a rather take-it-or-Ieave it quality. 

(Works and Lives 5) 
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To avoid that complete extreme of the spurious value of 

ethnography, due to its individual and context-specific 

nature, it is important to note the background and biases 

of the observer. Some observations may be extrapolated to 

other situations, given the authority and experience of the 

ethnographer. In my case, I have been teaching at the 

college level for over twenty years. I have also recently 

returned to graduate school and studied contemporary 

theories in rhetoric and anthropology, developing a course 

on women in cross-cultural contexts in the latter 

discipline. My avocation and college minor was in 

anthropology, and I did field work in archaeology in 1966, 

so I am acquainted with both old and new representations in 

ethnographies. 
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In my design of this research project, I have been 

particularly careful not to impose my knowledge of the 

teaching of composition upon the subjects; no longer does 

the subject-object distinction apply in my research 

methods. Both become combined, particularly when the self

consciousness of the age often allows me to see myself as 

object in a subjective situation, surveying others both as 

subjects and objects. I had no expectations about what I 

would discover and I did not expect some kernel of truth to 

be out there, waiting to be found. Instead, I have come to 

believe in the social constructionist approach, which is 

defined by Martha Townsend: 

Reality is not an absolute that is scientifically 

and objectively observable, but is rather a 

construction made by individual observers and 

participants, each of whom has something 

different at stake in the program and how it is 

evaluated. (Townsend 46-47) 

When one combines the ethnographer's observation of 

cultures with the social construction idea of knowledge

making, a complex ethnography emerges, which is 

collaborative both between and among all the participants 

and observers of cultures. 

I am using the term "culture" here in its broadest 

contexts, suggesting there are many cultures, from the 



culture of individual classrooms to a general culture of 

Yavapai College. Van Maanen defines "culture" as the 

following: 

knowledge members ("natives") of a given group 

are thought to more or less share; knowledge of 

the sort that is said to inform, embed, shape, 

and account for the routine and not so routine 

activities of the members of the culture (3). 
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In other words, Van Maanen states that a "culture is 

expressed (or constituted) only by the actions and words of 

its members and must be interpreted by, not given to, a 

fieldworker" (3) However, in this more contemporary 

definition of culture, the fieldworker and the members of a 

culture collaborate in framing their interpretation of 

reality. culture, then, is not something visible which is 

only described, although it may have material components, 

but it "is made visible only through its representation" 

(Van Maanen 3). According to Van Maanen, the "stuff of 

culture" is "language, concepts, categories, practices, 

rules, beliefs, and so forth, used by members of the 

written-about group" (13). 

To obtain a window on that culture, an ethnographer 

must develop an adept skill in participant-observation. 

Rosalie Wax charges that an early anthropologist Hortense 

Powdermaker was not able to be objective because she could 
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not step outside the culture (4). However, Powdermaker 

herself states that she attempted to cUltivate "involvement 

and detachment": 

Involvement is necessary to understand the 

psychological realities of a culture, that is, 

its meaning for the indigenous members. 

Detachment is necessary to construct the abstract 

reality: a network of social relations including 

the rules and how they function--not necessarily 

real to the people studied (9). 

Rhoda Metraux explains the ethnographer's stance in this 

way: "the ability to hold oneself constant--to respond with 

every sense modality and every trained capacity to a 

strange situation, to accept and still to criticize every 

response" (iii). She continues, 

good work in anthropology depends also on the 

individual's ability to transcend his own 

capacities--to see when he would prefer to hear, 

to work on aspects of a people's life in which he 

has little intrinsic interest, to tune himself to 

the slow, rambling thoughts of old men when he 

would prefer to take part in action (iii). 

The predominant modus operandi of an ethnographer is 

fieldwork. 
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Rosalie Wax describes those three stages of field work 

which an ethnographer undertakes: (1) the initiation or 

resocialization, which involves building the relationships 

which will augment the fieldwork; (2) the stage of 

concentration and doing fieldwork; and (3) the reattachment 

to the fieldworker's own people (16). In my research, due 

to my being a part of the larger culture of Yavapai College 

for fifteen years, I did not have to spend as much time 

developing and building relationships. Having been both a 

part-time and full-time faculty member there, my contacts 

cut across the usual disciplines and power positions. I 

executed the classroom observations in the spring semester 

of 1992 and followed up with faculty extended conversations 

about the project in the summer of 1992. At that time, all 

the subjects were allowed to read their case studies and 

given the opportunity to respond. 

To use ethnographic techniques in educational research 

is a relatively recent research strategy. Stephen Wilson 

also calls this research "qualitative" in a 1977 article in 

the Review of Educational Research. Kantor, Kirby, and 

Goetz in 1981 survey this burgeoning research method in 

English education (293-309). Indeed, Stephen North credits 

their article as the first to bring ethnography into 

composition studies by systematizing five "aspects": 

ethnographic studies tend 



(1) to be hypotheses generating; 

(2) to have reverence for context; 

(3) to be characterized by what is known as thick 

description; 

(4) to rely often on participant observation; and 

(5) to essentially focus on meaning-making (The 

Making of Knowledge 277) 
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Ethnographic research is rare, indeed; in 1986, North 

states that no more than two thousand pages of ethnographic 

studies in composition had been completed (273). Thus, 

much of my research design has evolved from others who have 

completed ethnographies, both in rhetoric and anthropology, 

as well as my interest in anthropology, culture as text, 

and postmodern discourse. 

The entire field of ethnography, a branch of 

anthropology, is presently debating research into cultures 

as texts; this research tradition is built on years of 

anthropology field work in ethnography, executed by 

individuals such as Malinowski, Powdermaker, Rosalie Wax, 

Ruth Underhill, and shirley Brice Heath, to name only a 

few. 

The current debate centers on issues such as authentic 

voice, participant-observer status, reading one culture as 

a critique of another, culture as text, representation, 

power, authority, and dialogic interplay with the "other." 



I studied these debates as they relate to writing culture 

in books such as Marcus and Fischer's Anthropology as 

Cultural critique, Geertz' Local Knowledge and Works and 

Lives, Clifford's edition of Writinq Culture, and Van 

Maanen's Tales of the Field: On writing Ethnography. 
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Perhaps Barbara Tedlock summarizes best the shift from 

"participant observation toward the observation of 

participation"; the emergent form of ethnography in 

anthropology today is called narrative ethnography: 

The shift from the one methodology to the other 

entails a representational transformation in 

which, instead of a choice between writing an 

ethnographic memoir centering on the Self or a 

standard monograph centering on the Other, both 

the Self and Other are presented together within 

a single narrative ethnography, focused on the 

character and process of the ethnographic 

dialogue. (69) 

I have attempted to create dialogue in my recording of 

the multiple voices in the case studies, although I have 

edited out some of the questions to avoid tedious 

repetition. Much of my form for the construction of the 

case studies has evolved from a combination of my knowledge 

of rhetoric with an awareness of the construction of 

postmodern ethnography (Tyler). Usually from the person's 
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answer, one can infer the question. In Appendix A, I also 

provide all the questionnaire items, which are sometimes 

referenced by number. Appendix C is a composite of all 

four instructor responses to the questions. 

A final consideration in our understanding of 

ethnography is the length of time in the field. Some 

individuals, like Shirley Brice Heath, spend ten years in a 

community before writing up their observations. I 

acknowledge the limitations of one semester, yet I also 

think that additional time would not change significantly 

these individuals' thoughts about using writing and 

thinking in the classroom. In order to avoid the charge of 

"blitzkrieg ethnography" (Rist's definition, p. 9: observe 

for a short time, obtain data, and leave quickly), I 

originally planned to undertake twelve observations spaced 

throughout the semester in each of the three selected 

subject areas, approximately one per week. My rationale 

was that procedure should make me a familiar classroom 

object and therefore less obtrusive. I allowed the 

instructors to choose classes where he or she was "doing 

something with writing" (my initial statement to the 

instructors about my purpose). I wanted to remain an 

observer and told the instructor ahead of time that I did 

not wish to participate in class discussion. 
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During those observations, I took extensive field 

notes and transcribed them. In addition, I tape recorded 

at least three presentations of writing activities of each 

instructor: early, middle, and late in the semester. 

Finally, I also catalogued language activities, following 

the model of Shirley Brice Heath in Ways with Words. 

In order to establish the metacognitive awarenesses of 

the professors and the students, I gave them an extensive 

narrative questionnaire, as well as interviewed them at 

length at the completion of the classroom observations. 

Procedures for Development of the Questionnaires 

During 1991, I refined my methodology and developed my 

questionnaire items, consulting with Duane Roen and the 

members of my dissertation committee. Suzanne Padgett's 

dissertation from the University of Arizona in 1982 

provided invaluable help in selecting categories for 

writing activities. Questionnaires that I had developed on 

WAC in 1984 gave me general categories, as did research 

gathered from elementary and middle school observations in 

Tucson (Spring 1989) for Yetta Goodman's Language 

Acquisition Class. To Yetta lowe the understanding of 

metacognition, which forms one of my research questions. I 

also used information from the questionnaires developed by 
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the Committee of Eleven at the university of Arizona (Roen 

and Brown). 

In the design of the questionnaire items, I was guided 

by both theory and practice; I wanted to discover whether 

these instructors were aware of their practices and the 

implications thereof. Was there a rationale behind their 

sequence of writing assignments, for example? Did they 

have a metacognitive awareness of thinking and writing 

assignments, or were they simply assigning writing because 

there had been articles in the Chronicle of Higher 

Education about its importance? 

I also did not want to intimidate the instructors by 

incorporating too much jargon, yet I wanted to discern 

whether or not they were using invention strategies, for 

example. Even the words "prewriting" and "brainstorming" 

can be intimidating to those who do not use them regularly. 

certainly to discuss Aristotle's topoi or to refer to 

Britton's and the other researchers' (in the London 

schools) categories of expressive or transactional writing 

would have been overkill, and I might not have discovered 

anything. 

Yet it was precisely this fine distinction about kinds 

of writing and thinking activities which I wanted to 

discover. As Shirley Brice Heath had done in Trackton and 

Roadtown, I wanted to catalogue how much and what writing 
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activities were predominant. Were instructors aware of the 

"writing to learn a discipline" movement? Or had they 

simply shifted from giving multiple choice tests to 

assigning writing without rationale and metacognitive 

awarenesses? Thus, although I was attempting to 

incorporate the plethora of contemporary composition and 

rhetoric theory, I did not want the instructors to be 

intimidated by my background or the learned jargon of the 

rhetoric and composition discourse community. 

I also did not want to end up in a teaching situation, 

where I would tend to respond or dominate (or be called 

upon) in assisting the writing instruction in the 

classroom. Thus, I deliberately made basic statements, 

such as I wanted to see "what they were doing with writing" 

and, in their final reading of my chapter on the 

instructors, I simply asked them to tell me if I "got it 

right." 

However, I did want to discover whether instructors 

were aware of the stages of the writing process and their 

possibility for intervention along the way. Were they 

using the recursive nature of composing, in its broadest 

contexts, to help students find ideas as well as refine 

them? What about revision and editing? Or, as Knoblauch 

and Brannon discovered, was the common perception that 

writing across the curriculum meant grammar across the 
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curriculum? In a faculty development workshop I conducted 

at Embry-Riddle University, one die-hard physics professor 

wanted to know where he could sign up for an English 

professor to help him correct all the papers; my concern 

was that such attitudes might exist. 

I made many charts for the instructors in the 

questionnaire, hoping they would reveal these processes of 

writing and thinking. I also allowed for their written 

explanations and tried to structure the narrative responses 

so that they could "free write their way to an answer." To 

remove their fear of writing a "correct" answer, I wanted 

them to feel comfortable expressing their thoughts with no 

fear of censure. The first page was informational about 

degrees, backgrounds, and their definitions of writing. I 

also wanted to return to their definition of writing at the 

end of the questionnaire to see if it had changed. 

Next, my priorities were to discover the specific 

writing and thinking activities used in the classroom. I 

provided many charts, because I think many instructors 

might not consider writing on the board a thinking and 

writing activity, for example. For these categories, I 

incorporated items from the Roen and Brown survey of other 

disciplines at the University of Arizona (Roen and Brown) 

and Padgett's categories, hoping to catalogue all of the 

aims and functions of discourse, as Kinneavy has catalogued 
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them. Did these instructors, for example, have an 

awareness of the rhetorical nature of language? Were they 

using critical thinking to teach students to challenge 

assumptions? Had Aristotle's concepts of modifying the 

premises in propositions, due to the audience, or the 

notions of logical fallacies ever entered their teaching 

praxis? 

Having been thoroughly steeped in the very practical 

activities in Ann Ruggles Gere's book Roots in the Sawdust, 

I was interested to see if many of these diverse writing 

strategies were being used in disciplinary classrooms. 

From my own experience, I was conscious that metacognitive 

awarenesses come slowly; many times, such as the by-now 

infamous stories of how composition instructors used to 

march through the modes, writing instruction evolves from 

lack of a coherent or systematic theory or misguided ones. 

My final consideration was to give plenty of room for 

instructors to narrate their philosophy and rationale, yet 

also to give them enough blanks to complete so the task did 

not seem onerous. 

Although I intended to pilot test the questionnaire on 

faculty to find significant weaknesses, none of the three 

faculty to whom I submitted it responded in writing. After 

two follow-up written notices, I decided not to demand the 

information, since these people were obviously overworked, 
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most of them serving on Faculty Senate and writing position 

papers during a period of censure of the college president 

in spring 1992. Several faculty members discussed the 

questionnaire informally with me. Duane Roen was the 

assiduous reader--and writer--who helped me distinguish 

between different types of outlining, for example; I added 

more categories as a result of his suggestions. 

originally I had intended to have the students 

complete journal or log entries about their understanding 

of the instructors' assignments, but I realized after about 

a month that no one was writing anything. Thus, I adapted 

the faculty questionnaire and developed a student 

questionnaire, hoping that I could gather some record of 

the students' metacognitive awarenesses and their 

understanding of the instructor's assignments. I kept the 

fill-in the-blanks items on the students' questionnaire the 

same as the ones on the instructors' questionnaire. 

I also wanted to discern whether stUdents believed 

that their writing preparation was adequate and what 

strategies stUdents were using to approach assignments. 

The student questionnaire was considerably shorter (by more 

than half the number of items) than the instructor 

questionnaire. Yet I still asked for categories of writing 

and processes of writing and thinking, as well as 

techniques which students had found successful. Was there 
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a match, for example, between what the students were doing 

with writing and their rewards with grades? Were they 

unraveling the instructors' requirements? Was the 

instructor specific, to them, about his or her demands? 

Included in Appendix 0 is a composite of seven of the 

nursing students' responses on the student questionnaire. 

Only two of the sociology students kept an assignment 

log, which did not go beyond the minimal writing 

requirements (due date, topic, etc.) stated by steve 

Govedich in his lectures. This apparently was their 

understanding of the word "journal." In the first week, the 

other students all readily agreed to keep a journal also, 

but I soon realized they were not doing so, for I had not 

given them any more directions, nor was there any reward to 

them for doing so. I realized that I was not going to 

receive information which would help me discern students' 

understanding of instructors' requirements and criteria for 

evaluation of writing; thus, the student questionnaire was 

created. All of the rationale for the instructor 

questionnaire was in my design, as well as an effort to 

cross-check the student's understanding of the instructors' 

requirements. 

The student questionnaire, an unanticipated source of 

data, however, has yielded helpful information in 

triangulation of instructor responses and my perceptions. 
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Indeed, sometimes I learned more than I wanted to know and 

found myself in the delicate position of not compromising 

student anonymity during my discussions with the 

professors. For example, nursing students were most vocal 

in their concern about not having papers returned to them. 

Students wrote freely and gave me much more information 

than would fit into neat categories. I also learned much 

about my effectiveness as an instructor as I discovered the 

degree of transfer of information from my composition 

classes. 

Dialoqic Discourse 

In the overall design, Larry Evers provided expertise 

with the ethnographic aspects of the research, as did David 

Sudol. Both gave of their time freely for consultations, 

and some of my research design is patterned after David 

Sudol's ethnographic study of fourth and fifth grades in 

Coyote School in southern Arizona. Larry Evers wanted me 

to be aware of the dialogical nature of this endeavor and 

the joint construction of knowledge. In addition, Anne

Marie Hall and I engaged in a continuing dialogue about 

ethnographic research, as she was completing a dissertation 

at the University of Arizona on AP English: Cultures, 

Conflicts, and Canons. 
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A final loop in my creation of dialogic text as I read 

the culture of the classrooms was to channel those texts 

into discourse; I provided each of the instructors a copy 

of my version of their case study chapter. I gave each an 

opportunity to respond by commenting whether I "got it 

right." I also told them that I would incorporate their 

comments into this dissertation, thus allowing for the 

dialogic interplay of voices which Bakhtin states is the 

origin of thought itself, which is "born and shaped in the 

process of interaction and struggle with others' thought" 

(92) • 

In addition, the voices of the members of my 

dissertation committee, Theresa Enos, Margaret Fleming, and 

Duane Roen, are so interwoven with my thinking and this 

text that they are virtually indistinguishable from my own. 

They have taught me well to ask continually questions of my 

text and respond to their imaginary critical stances. All 

references to "dissemination" have been removed, thanks to 

Duane's concern for sexist language. As noted above, 

Duane's thinking is part of the questionnaire design. 

Margaret helped me break my ideas into manageable chunks, 

and Theresa's voice was echoing varieties of invention, 

whispering Aristotle, and forcing me to note meticulous 

citation as I diligently recorded references. 
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constructing the inscribed product of all my 

observations, combined with the student perceptions and the 

instructors' comments and pedagogy, has been a challenging 

task. No longer does the traditional ethnography hold 

credence, such as Ruth Underhill's Papago Woman, where 

Ruth's voice emerges with such comments as, "Papagos have 

learned to smile at the inevitable" (7). As Arnold Krupat 

says, we need "to find ways to let the Other speak for him

or herself, to open one's text to difference, to defer to 

the authority of alterity" (139). I hope that I have found 

some ways by allowing for many voices and incorporating 

many genres, privileging no one form. 

Today "dialogical anthropology" (Krupat 139), such as 

the joint construction of the Yaqui deer songs by Larry 

Evers and Felipe Molina, is emerging. stephen Tyler labels 

this "post-modern ethnography, which "privileges 

'discourse' over 'text'" and foregrounds dialogue as 

opposed to monologue (126). The cooperative and 

collaborative nature of this text production is further 

explained by Tyler: 

A post-modern ethnography is a cooperatively 

evolved text consisting of fragments of discourse 

intended to evoke in the minds of both reader and 

writer an emergent fantasy of a possible world of 

commonsense reality . . . modern ethnography 



attempts to recreate textually this spiral of 

poetic and ritual performance. (125-126) 
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Although it will be impossible for the reader to recreate 

completely the experiences of observing the classes and 

interviewing the faculty and students, I hope their voices 

emerge strongly enough for the reader to hear their 

sometimes tentative thoughts toward a rationale of using 

writing and thinking activities. I have attempted to 

remain in the background and foreground their voices. 

As Tyler says, postmodern ethnography captures the 

"mood of the post-modern world, for it, too, does not move 

toward abstraction, away from life, but back to experience" 

(135). Its final purpose, again in the words of Tyler, is 

to "reassimilate, to reintegrate the self in society and to 

restructure the conduct of everyday life" (135). 

Each chapter of the three case studies and classroom 

observations is divided into the following categories: 

instructor background and context; teaching philosophy and 

rationale; objective summary of classes observed, in 

chronological order; student voices; and interpretative 

commentary. As I developed this model, I followed Tyler's 

precedent in writing culture, where he constructs an essay 

with three pieces, written at different times. Each piece 

reveals another definition of postmodern ethnography, much 

as our refined thinking on anything throws additional light 



a subject--or object--just as we rotate a lens for better 

refraction. 
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By assembling this collage of many voices in different 

contexts, I hope the reader can notice the cumulative 

effect of multiple perspectives. Just as a quilt is 

composed of a collection of assorted pieces and scraps, so 

the total meaning of the classroom observations is stitched 

together with many voices. The whole object is a collage 

of meaning as important as each fragment. In my text, I 

have attempted to turn the lens on the different fragments 

so you, the reader, can recreate my experiences--the 

performative moments in the classrooms. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

TONY ROSS' DEVELOPMENT OF STUDENTS' THINKING 

AND WRITING SKILLS IN GUNSMITHING 

Instructor Background and context 
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When I went to interview Tony Ross on May 1, 1992, the 

previous evening on the news the Rodney King verdict had 

been announced; Los Angeles was burning and being looted. 

In horror, I had watched extra hours on the news the night 

before, and thus we opened our interview by alluding to the 

current events. One of the first things Tony said was, 

"It's all about guns, isn't it?" I agreed, and we soberly 

began our discussion of his life and how gunsmithing had 

been a link over the decades. 

Even as a youth, Tony had been interested in guns and 

had been in the National Rifle Association firing 

competition of the National Guard when he was twelve years 

old. In Wilmington, Delaware, he had won the state 

competition and "was up for the final competition in the 

junior division in 1953 or '54, but was beaten by a young 

girl" (Ross interview). In 1963 Tony worked part-time in a 

sporting goods store, where he learned much about the 

commercial aspect of guns. He joined the Navy, performed 

well in boot camp, and served in Cuba in the armory. Then 

Tony was assigned a tour of duty in Vietnam because of his 
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specialized knowledge and "built sniper rifles in vietnam" 

(Ross interview). He also was stationed at North Island in 

San Diego, as well as at Virginia Beach, Virginia. 

When Tony retired from twenty years in the United 

States Navy at the age of thirty-six, he returned to higher 

education on the G.I. Bill; in his own words, he was 

"scared to death to go back to college and had no idea what 

was in store for him" (Ross interview). In Tony's initial 

English placement, he was asked to write an essay "on 

anything," so he chose something he knew and wrote about 

surf fishing, which he had done in Virginia Beach. He did 

well enough on the writing that he was invited to be a 

tutor in English, and he took some additional tests. He 

completed English 100 and 101 at that time, rather than the 

vocational English courses, because he thought someday he 

might want to continue his education. 

Tony selected a gunsmithing program at a community 

college in Lassen, California, in 1977 and graduated in 

June of 1980 with an associate of arts and an associate of 

science degrees in gunsmithing. Tony's training in the 

gunsmithing program was rigorous; he said the professors' 

attitudes were "threatening, almost as if you were going to 

a parochial school" (Ross interview). He said the 

instructors "expected more," and "if you didn't take 

advantage of the laboratory being open 10-12 hour days, 
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five days a week, you couldn't get through the program" 

(Ross interview). The open lab was available from 7 in the 

morning to 10 at night, and Tony spent most of his time 

there. All the tests in his program were essay questions, 

a fact which started Tony developing his teaching 

philosophy. sometimes there would be a choice of twenty 

questions or one major question; Tony frequently chose the 

one question, with only a pass or fail option. At that 

time the philosophy of Lassen was that the instructors 

"prided themselves on turning out few gunsmithing 

graduates; thus, out of a class of twenty or twenty-five, 

frequently only three or four students finished the 

program" (Ross interview). In Tony's class, there were 

only two students who completed the degree, and Tony was at 

the top of his select class. 

For one year he joined the faculty at Lassen, before 

he came to Yavapai College in 1981 to resurrect a four

year-old program, which had two instructors before him. 

The vocational dean at Yavapai wanted to "save the machine 

shop," and Tony was selected to develop the gunsmithing 

program with that objective in mind. He and his associates 

developed the program from a "hobby-oriented one" to be 

the only school to offer instruction in advanced 

firearms studies . . . the only school with a 

ballistics design computer and a stock 



duplicator. 

1991) 

(Gunsmithing Program Handbook 1990-

In fact, the Yavapai College Gunsmithing Program is 
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nationally recognized as one of the top in the country, if 

not in the world. Several years ago there were students 

from Canada and England, who came to Prescott specifically 

to enroll in the program. The Strategic Plan recognizes 

this program as one of the comparative advantage .aspects of 

the institution and considers this program "unique." The 

program is one of only five institutions of higher 

education in the United states which offers the AAS 

(Associate of Applied Science) degree, the others being in 

Trinidad, Colorado; Lassen, California; Pine County (near 

Minneapolis) and Troy, North Carolina (Ross interview). 

That· Tony was given administrative directive and 

financial support has helped to develop his program to one 

of international reputation. Tony has been teaching twelve 

years, eleven of them at Yavapai College. In 1986 Tony 

quit being the lead instructor of gunsmithing when they 

hired an additional instructor; now half of his 

responsibility is for the machine shop, which also serves 

manufacturing students. He developed the numerical control 

program utilizing computers in instruction (CAD program) 

and has written many of the manuals used in teaching with 

Title III Basic Institutional Grant support. Tony is also 



a Division Head of the Technical Division, composed of 

welding, automotive, electronics, gunsmithing, 

manufacturing, and architectural graphics. 

104 

In that capacity he writes daily "memos and letters" 

as his "course of duties" (Ross questionnaire). Tony told 

a story of one his first experiences writing memos in the 

academic world after being a Personnel Officer with a 

fighter squadron in the Navy. In the latter capacity, 

letters always referenced other memos and letters with 

specific dates and topics; thus the actual memo was very 

brief. When Tony wrote his first memo as a Division Head 

and followed that same model, people had no idea what he 

was talking about and asked him to elaborate. He said that 

now he "has the cliches down" (Ross interview) and can 

write professional growth proposals effectively enough to 

receive stipends. I jokingly asked him if he ever writes 

"touchy-feely letters or poems to his wife," and he said he 

did not. The only other letter-writing he does is an 

occasional letter to his family every three or four months. 

During his years of instruction and administration at 

Yavapai College, Tony has continued to develop his 

professional credentials. I first met Tony in 1982, when 

he took English 102 from me. That was a prerequisite for 

him to enter Prescott College, which he did. Having earned 

a BA there in the adult degree program, he continued to 



Northern Arizona University and earned an MA in their 

community college program in December of 1989. 
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Tony took English classes at Lassen College, as well 

as yavapai College. One of his more memorable experiences 

with writing occurred in one of his classes at Northern 

Arizona University. He was required to write a paper 

telling how to tie shoes, and he found that a most 

difficult task (Ross interview). Later he was allowed to 

sketch the process, which aided considerably. When I 

encouraged Tony to "write a book," he said that he had 

already written the lab manuals, and copies of his notes 

and manuals are collected together and sold in the 

bookstore for students. He also said that most material in 

the field is "atrocious," and at a later date, he brought 

me one of the books on gun barrel making, which was poorly 

written. His comment on that manual was that the IIEnglish 

language puts you off so bad you don't get the content" 

(Ross interview). 

Teaching Philosophy and Rationale 

Tony's teaching philosophy is to include much writing, 

as well as practical applications, and he told the students 

at the first class meeting that he "wanted them to realize 

what the trade of gunsmithing is all about" (Ross notes and 

tape, January 29, 1992). ThUS, he incorporates much 
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narrative in his questions and gives entirely essay 

examinations. His rationale for this strategy is that he 

can't think of a trade where writing is not required. 

Also, when one might be in business, "a customer doesn't 

walk into the shop and give you a list of problems, and you 

pick b, c, or di rather, the customer describes the problem 

and you are required to come up with a solution" (Ross 

interview). 

Another example of how Tony might prepare the students 

for thinking strategies in real-world situations is the way 

he phrases questions on an essay test. He provided the 

example of an automotive class, where the known piece of 

information is that all 1992 Chevy Corvettes are fuel

injected. If a customer walked into the shop and asked the 

owner to tell him what was wrong with the carbureator, the 

operator would not want to be caught off-guard by talking 

about carbureators, when in fact, there was not one on the 

car. Such as mistake could be costly, for the reputation 

of the owner might be on the line, since "word-of-mouth 

information is important in the trade" (Ross interview). 

Tony calls these kinds of questions and applications 

"red herrings'! and often inserts them on tests, just to 

make certain that students are thinking. Sometimes he also 

provides extraneous detail in a very long question, when in 

fact a simple answer is the solution. By asking students 



to sort through the "garbage" (Ross interview), he is 

helping them understand demands of the business world. 
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This thinking and writing emphasis is similar to the 

way Tony was instructed at Lassen College. Tony's 

definition of writing is that it is "basically 

instructions, narrative, and 'how tO'i the main goals are 

for clarity and simplicity" (Ross interview). since people 

in business want explanations of fire-arms or details on 

repair bills, Tony stresses those examples, both in class 

lectures and on tests. Tony's definition of writing on the 

questionnaire is congruent with that aim in his teaching: 

writing is "being able to portray your thoughts in an 

understanding and cohesive manner" (Ross questionnaire). 

Although the phrase "writing across the curriculum" is 

new to Tony (Ross interview), he defines it on the 

questionnaire as "all subject matter should involve 

writing" (Ross questionnaire). He acknowledges that for 

ten years he has been incorporating writing activities in 

his classes. He usually requires three or four tests per 

course, which may be short answer, essay, problem solving, 

and performance examinations. The final for the 

gunsmithing class I observed was going to be one-half 

performance and one-half essay examination. For his 

writing requirement, he asks for a "large journal of the 

entire course" (Ross questionnaire). The writing on the 



108 

tests usually is between 500 and 1,500 words, whereas the 

writing in the course notebook is more than 3,000 words. 

Tony ranks the following criteria as most important in 

evaluation of students' writing in question 26 of the 

questionnaire: organization, spelling, logic, focus, 

details and support, flavor, connections to topical issues 

of the course, and creativity. Since he allows for 

narrative form, he places grammar, originality of ideas, 

sentence structure, argument, and paper format as least 

important. When I asked him to rank order those items and 

assign a percentage or proportion to their weight, he wrote 

the following: "Journals or notebooks are turned in for 

content accuracy. They should be used by the student after 

graduation from the program" (Ross questionnaire). 

Tony did not complete the assessment of the 

summary/reaction on the Steinbeck essay (question 30), 

because he said it was so different from the writing which 

his students completed (Ross interview). However, he said 

that the "first part was awkward and choppy, but by the 

second part, the ideas were starting to flow better" (Ross 

interview). 

with reference to question 31 about writing 

activities, Tony lists the following activities as taking 

place in every class: taking notes, writing on the board, 

making lists or outlines, labeling and making charts, 
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defining, writing personal experiences, completing 

applications, and narrating subjects or stories (which he 

adds to the questionnaire in 31.T). Summarizing occurs at 

the end of the semester. 

When Tony and I reviewed the list of writing 

activities, he also added "sketching," for students are 

required to draw the gun parts and explain their function, 

as well as copy his drawings from the board. All these 

notes and drawings are to be included in the students' 

notebooks, which have the weight of one test. From 

semester to semester, the weight of the notebooks may vary 

from 20 percent to one-third of the students' grades (Ross 

interview) . 

The other major writing component of the course is 

three or four essay examinations. As Tony writes in 

question 33, "no tests are one-word answers or multiple 

choice" (Ross questionnaire). An example of some of his 

questions from the first test are to define what a "doll's 

head" is, explain the difference between a "side-lock and a 

box lock shotgun," sketch how "to install a choke and 

explain it to a customer," explain fully the "difference 

between loose breech and headspace," and explain the 

"procedure for correcting poor or non-ejection in a pump or 

auto shotgun" (Ross examination number 1). 
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summary of Classes Observed 

The gunsmithing class that I observed was GST 131, 

General Gunsmithing, a three-hour class, taken by students 

at the end of their first year: the definition of the 

course in the catalog is "problem diagnosis and solving 

pertaining to rifles and shotguns; cartridge, shot shell 

development and reloading" (Yavapai College General Catalog 

1992-93). This course was three credit hours, divided 

between two lecture hours a week and laboratory time. The 

class met for two hours on Wednesday afternoons; I attended 

one hour of lecture on January 29, February 5, February 12, 

February 19, March 18, and April 29. In addition, I had an 

hour interview with Tony on May 1, a brief interview on May 

6, and an interview with student Randy Mccreight on May 29, 

1992. Before and after class near the beginning of the 

semester and near the end, I also had brief interviews with 

student Paul Muspratt, who also completed a questionnaire. 

Wednesday, January 29, 1992 

Tony introduced the requirements for the course to the 

thirteen male class members. He told them that this 

semester "would bring new meaning of gunsmithing" to their 

awareness. All of them had the basic machine shop course, 

and "now we will start off into realizing what the trade of 

gunsmithing is all about" (Ross notes and tape, January 
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29, 1992). Tony next passed around his notebook, which he 

had begun compiling as a student, and told them that they 

would each need to assemble one. He said, "You should 

start a notebook. This is an example . • . yours probably 

won't be that thick by the end of the course" (Ross notes). 

He added, "Edith is here because of writing for her own 

information, but at the same time, the school is starting 

to mandate writing" (Ross notes). Next he asked me to help 

him out with explaining the intensive writing requirement, 

and I nodded in agreement that it was 1,500 words. 

Tony then said that in the course there would be two 

parts to it: a progression from one Shotgun to another. 

Also, he would be talking "about business and how to be a 

professional" (Ross notes). He added that the "biggest 

money-maker in the field is "clay targets, which do more 

for business than hunting, since there is not so much game 

left." He asked how many of the students knew how to shoot 

clay targets, and only two responded affirmatively. He 

continued, "You are working in firearms, but many of you 

don't know how to play the game of clay pigeons" (Ross 

notes) . 

After about five minutes explaining a few more things 

such as the fact that tests will have "word problems" that 

"require you to draw pictures and solve problems," Tony 

asked the students if they had any questions on how the 
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course was "laid out." No one asked any questions, so then 

Tony handed out a laboratory sheet which was a list of the 

tools and shotguns the students were to disassemble and 

reassemble. Fifty percent of the students' grade was from 

the lecture portion and fifty percent was from the 

laboratory component. 

As Tony began to lecture, he told the students that 

the knowledge they were learning in his class was practical 

information for the business world. He started by talking 

about shotguns in general, and told the students that if 

they learned a few shotguns well in the history of 

shotguns, they would be able to understand most, for "every 

shotgun has come from the A-5." 

Because Tony has been in gunsmithing since 1963, he 

felt comfortable telling the students that there was "no 

such thing as a gun out of a box anymore that works 

properly" (Ross notes). Next he drew an extractor on the 

board and presented solutions to solve extraction problems. 

He stated that shotguns are made in every country, and most 

have head space gauges (for twelve gauge shotguns), so 

learning to solve problems with one may help in other 

situations. 

Tony told the students that it is important to know 

what the customer is going to do with the shotgun and to 

have him shoot it in the owner's presence, so both can see 
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how it is operating. Next he told a story of a job on a 

head space he had done once; he had done such a "great job" 

making the chamber tight that when the gun owner "got 

separated from his ammunition in Alaska," no other 

ammunition would work in the barrel. He ended the class by 

telling the students that he would allow them to leave 

early. 

Wednesday, February 5, 1992 

At the beginning of this class, Tony asked the 

students what the components of "black powder" were. One 

student knew that it was 10 percent sulphur, 15 percent 

saltpeter, and 75 percent charcoal. He then told the class 

that he was going to start giving them the history of 

shotguns. In 1886 the first commercial black powder gun 

was manufactured. In 1894 the Winchester, a smokeless 

powder gun, was developed. Tony continued to lecture and 

draw gun components on the board. He then told the 

students that good guidance in labeling information, such 

as water table, "would be good test questions, such as why 

the water table?" Or another question might be, "what is a 

standing breech?" Another model test item he concluded the 

class with was, "From this particular drawing, would this 

be a head space problem?" 
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Wednesday. February 12. 1992 

At the start of this class period, Tony announced that 

he would be giving a general lecture on "shotguns and 

shells." He also gave out a quarter-inch thick xerox 

packet of handouts and drawings to the stUdents. He told 

the students that some of them needed to make better 

drawings for their notebooks. He then asked, "You are 

keep.ing one, aren't you?" A stUdent responded, "Are we 

handing in our notebook?" Tony said "yes, at the end of 

the semester" and a student in a shocked tone said, "What?" 

Tony said, "That's why I passed out mine as a sample at the 

beginning class." 

Student: "I'd better get rolling on it." 

Tony: The notebook is comprehensive, everything 

we've done in class and all the models we've 

covered. Nobody can keep an up-to-date service 

manual as best as you can. Start your journal by 

getting a three-hole punch and index your 

material. Keep adding sheets, such as one on the 

Remington 1100. No manual is produced 

commercially Which will have everything in it, 

even when you order one from Remington. You need 

to start gathering your own personal information 

which you will use in business. (Ross tape 

recording of class: February 12, 1992) 
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After this explanation of the notebook, Tony started 

drawing and labeling on the blackboard the first sketch in 

the packet of handouts, which took fifteen minutes. Then 

the class looked at a reloading diagram. In the course of 

the lecture, Tony frequently said things like, "This will 

be asked on the exam: How is the Deerslayer barrel choked?" 

About three of four students tended to ask most of the 

questions, but students were attentive and seemed to be 

following the lecture. He told the class at the end that 

the next items of discussion would be chokes and barrels. 

Wednesday, February 19, 1992 

At this class, Tony began with a discussion of how to 

make a steel barrel "spider exact" (Ross notes). The 

barrel would be turned between centers with highly polished 

steel, which then would not rust. Tony spent some time 

talking about "Mr. Average," for whom most shotguns are 

made, but which fit no one. Next Tony stressed to the 

class that "there's something else you need to understand, 

and this will be on the test." He made a drawing on the 

board and said, "this is a trap-type rib and stock," or 

Monte Carlo. "When you are using this to shoot a clay 

target, you aim above your sighting, and keep the target 

above the rib when you are shooting." He added, "The game 

of trap is different from the game of skeet." The 
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remainder of the class period was spent reviewing for the 

test. 

Wednesday, March 18, 1992 

At the beginning of this class period, Tony gave the 

tests back and reviewed them. Eleven students were present 

at the beginning of class, and one student arrived late. 

Tony asked if there were any questions or problems on the 

test. One student disagreed with question number one and 

said the answer was not correct; Tony explained his 

rationale. Tony specifically referred to other test items, 

such as number 5: name five components of the shotgun 

shell. With reference to question number 6, he said that a 

monoblock is manufactured from a solid piece of shell. 

Question number 10 required students to do role-playing 

about a situation when a person brings a gun to a shop for 

repair; students (in the role of proprietor) presented 

solutions to customers' stated problems. Some of the 

things required for this answer were "back-boring, 

compressing the end of the barrel to make a choke, and 

going into the middle of the boring." 

Tony continued to complete a thorough review of the 

test with the students. He told them that, as in question 

number 11, sometimes he would give them a whole paragraph 

of problems, which might have a very simple solution. The 
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problem with that question was the fit of the gun, and one 

needed to fit the stock again. With reference to question 

twelve about damascus barrels, those are ribbons of steel, 

which need acid to clean them. Finally, the definition of 

heads pace is "too much distance between the back-up 

cartridge and the lugs at the bottom." To do backboring, 

the gunsmith starts at the breech and reams out the bore to 

an oversize condition. 

Wednesday. April 29. 1992 

Because of field trips and tests, this was the next 

class which Tony thought might be "doing something with 

writing." At the beginning of this class, Tony told the 

students that they would be responsible for the following 

guns on the last test: the Remington 870, Ithaca 187, 

Winchester Model 12, and Mossberg 500. Tony then told the 

class, "Once you learn a pump model, then you just learn 

slight variations." One student said, "What's going to be 

on the test?" Tony said the test would consist of 

questions like, "What does the extractor do? How is the 

barrel attached?" The test would not be comprehensive and 

cover only material from the second half of the semester. 

One student said, "Why not make a take-home? Do I 

have to know this for the test? Rehab[ilitation] is 

breathing down my neck." Tony was reassuring, yet said 



everything was important. He told the student, "You're 

doing fine." As a final example, Tony mentioned that 

students should know a trigger group and what the major 

problems are. 

Two student voices 
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I recognized no former students in this class, so I 

asked the person next to me at the second class if I could 

look at his notebook and if he would be willing to let me 

ask him some questions at the end of the course. In 

leafing through his notebook from the course GST 130 (Basic 

Gunsmithing), I noticed that the Gunsmithing Program 

Guidelines specified the requirements for the notebook: 

Each student will be required to keep a notebook. 

This will be a heavy-duty binder large enough to 

contain the following: all required reports, 

grade sheets, drawings, tests and quizzes, typed 

copies of lecture notes (written notes will cost 

grade points), a plan for each project you have 

done (drawings from shop manual will suffice), 

and plans for any extra credit projects. 

(Yavapai College Gunsmithing Program Guidelines) 

In addition, reports may be included in the notebook, which 

must be "original material," with accurate credits to 

sources and a bibliographical listing of all citations. 
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Reports "should be neatly typed." This particular student 

had developed his own format for all his reports on 

specific guns and included such topics as development 

history, general description, feed, firing, safety systems, 

gas deflector system, firing pin, extraction, ejection, 

cocking, weak points, and a listing of information sources. 

When I asked this student later in the semester to 

complete the questionnaire, he did not complete large 

sections of it, particularly pages 2,5 and 6, because he 

said "there is no requirement for written material beyond 

tests." Apparently, he did not see the notebook as written 

material or the creative learning possibilities of the 

journal. He saw the course as one with "no writing 

involved . other than fast scratching on tests." He 

explained: "This class deals with the construction and 

operation of mechanical devices . and lab work, where 

the student learns to use machines, and builds tools for 

practice." He was earning As on his tests and expected to 

receive an A in the class. 

This student's definition of writing is "clear, 

simple, explicit communication from writer to reader 

say what you have to say, then edit out what isn't clear." 

In all his writing, he tries to incorporate the following 

principles: "use an outline, open with some sort of 

synopsis . . . have the body contain detail, and close with 



summarization." The most important thing he has learned 

about writing (question 8) is the KISS method: "Keep It 

Simple, stupid" (Muspratt questionnaire). 
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On question 21 this student eliminated most of the 

writing activities and only circled "b," "taking notes" and 

"f," "answering questions," as required for tests. He 

wrote in another answer: "required to fill out tags for 

weapons under repair and bills for work completed." He 

does hint, however, in question 25 at the "writing to 

learn" potential of the notebook: "the notes I keep and 

transcribe (and frequently expand upon for better personal 

understanding) are my way of learning, having a ready 

reference in the future." 

This notebook for personal future reference was 

interpreted somewhat vaguely by another student I met while 

having my oil changed at the garage. seizing the moment, I 

asked him if he would be willing to be interviewed. He 

readily agreed; he told me that the text for the course was 

class notes plus handouts plus Tony's notes, which were 

sold together as a lab manual in the bookstore. An ex

Marine, this student said that he had learned in the 

military to highlight "stars and bars"--important 

information-- and that it wasn't that difficult to figure 

out what would be on the tests. He reasoned that if you 

knew the operation of basic guns, then you could apply that 



information to other guns. (This thinking process of 

analogy would be cheered by proponents of critical 

thinking.) In fact, Randy had anticipated most of the 

questions and earned 100 percent on the first two tests. 
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He knew- that such questions as "explain in detail how the 

complete operating cycle of the Auto 5" would be asked. He 

also knew to study sequence. 

Although Randy knew he was supposed to keep a 

notebook, he stated that he never knew when it would be 

collected or what was supposed to be in it. The notebook 

was a "black cloud" hanging over his head all semester and 

he never felt the requirements were "real specific . . . 

they remained nebulous." When he did turn it in, there 

were no comments on it when he received it back. Since the 

grade sheet handed out at the initial class only covered 

the lab projects, he did not know the specifications for 

the notebook, and he did not seem to know that the notebook 

counted as the grading weight of one exam. 

This student's assessment of the class was that a 

significant amount of time was spent in studying the Auto 5 

gun (at least two weeks), and then a review of three guns 

had to be completed in two weeks. However, Randy was most 

appreciative of the fact that much lab time was made 

available to the students, and he entered the program 

because of its reputation. Someone at North Carolina had 
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said that he "wished he'd gone to Yavapai," so this student 

visited the school. He selected yavapai College because he 

was interested in pistols; however, Randy stated that 

shooting and gunsmithing are two different things. He 

believes that the program is a good one for someone with 

initiative, for "there are no boundaries on what you can 

do." Two of this student's tools designed for the class 

were sent to the National Rifle Association meeting in 

April, 1992 in Salt Lake city: a site installation piece 

and a compensator with metal joining. 

Interpretation and commentary 

Tony is an enthusiastic advocate of writing, but he 

does not specify to his students exactly what he requires, 

and both students voiced some ambiguity about 

requirements. Tony teaches much as he was taught, and he 

uses the modeling process to pass his student notebook 

around the room during the first class period, assuming 

that students will understand what they are to include. 

More specific notation of the items to be included, even 

though these are second semester students, would help, as 

well as mention of specific due dates. 

In his lecturing and examples, Tony does challenge the 

students to use critical thinking by narrating problems to 

them and asking for their help in solutions. He believes 
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that if he can help the students understand that critical 

thinking and application to job situations can be 

lucrative, they will understand why he is asking them to do 

some of the test items. I'm not certain all students 

understand this, and these two students do not seem to 

understand exactly why they are asked to keep the notebook. 

To his credit, Tony does construct explicit directions 

in his examinations, such as "define" and "list" and 

"solve." He frequently asks for procedures, explanations 

of operations, and solutions to complex problems. He gives 

all essay examinations, but he does find it difficult to 

correct the grammar. Sometimes it does seem that a few 

items might be better handled as lists; in other words, 

they require list responses, dressed up as essay questions 

(an example is to name five components of the shotgun 

shell). On the whole, however, Tony Ross is challenging 

his students to make applications to the world of work and 

to develop a handbook which will accompany them in their 

future careers. He uses the writing in the notebook as a 

way to record information which will be invaluable in a 

student's gunsmithing career; he also incorporates writing 

in test design and essay exams as problem-solving 

applications to the world of work, explanations of 

processes, measures of learning, and records of the mind in 

the act of knowing. 



Response from Tony (October 23, 1992) 

Dear Edith, 
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I'm sorry I took so long to answer you. I've been 

overwhelmed with work. I think your perception is correct 

and yes, you did "get it right." 

I don't think my definition of writing has changed. I 

have to be honest--it never was my favorite subject, so I 

think I understand how some students feel. But, if I can 

be of any additional help, please let me know. 

Tony 



CHAPTER FIVE 

COLLABORATING AS A TEAM: 

LYNN NUGENT AND KAREN O'NEIL, NURSING EDUCATORS 

Instructors' Backgrounds and contexts 
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Karen O'Neil and Lynn Nugent are both nurses and 

educators; they have each been in the clinical field as 

well as the teaching profession for over twenty years. 

Karen practiced as a LPN at the Massachusetts Department of 

Rural Health, earned a BS degree at the University of 

Massachusetts, completed a MS at Arizona State university 

in 1980, and earned a MA in Philosophy and Social Policy at 

The American University in December 1991. Lynn earned an 

AA at Phoenix College, and her BSN, MS, and PhD (in 1992) 

at the University of Arizona. The latter was completed at 

the Center for Excellence in Higher Education, thus 

allowing her the potential to be a Director of Nursing in 

an institution, which was her goal when she began that 

program (Nugent interview). 

Together these nurse-educators collaborate in the team 

teaching of a one-unit nursing seminar, an advanced course 

taught in the last semester of the nursing program. The 

Director of Nursing also contributes in an advisory 

capacity. Karen and Lynn, however, were the instructors 



present at all the classes I attended. This particular 

course NSG 242 (Nursing Seminar): 

explores [the) role of registered nurse as member 

of the nursing profession. Includes moral, 

ethical, legal, licensure and employment 

issues/trends and client advocacy (Yavapai 

College General Catalog) 
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Prerequisites are "all required courses in the first three 

semesters of the nursing program"; students may take 

corequisites of humanities, as well as other advanced 

nursing courses. 

Initially, I obtained permission for my ethnographic 

study of this nursing class from Karen O'Neil, a colleague 

who was talking with me one snowy winter evening as we 

escaped a Christmas party and were chatting on a porch 

decked with holiday lights. I told her of my curiosity 

about what they were doing in nursing classes with thinking 

and writing, and she said that I would be welcome to attend 

her advanced seminar. As I finalized plans for the 

semester of 1992, that class piqued my curiosity, for I had 

previously interviewed three of the nursing instructors in 

1984 and learned of their requirements for brief, precise 

writing in completing clients' charts. In other words, 

nursing stUdents should not write, "The patient lied"; 

rather, they are taught to present objective, observable 
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behaviors, such as "The patient, looking at the floor, told 

me that she had been taking her medicine. However, the 

prescribed pills were still on the dinner tray." 

In January when I began to talk to Karen about 

specific dates of classes, she said that I should also talk 

to Lynn Nugent and the Director of Nursing, Barbara 

McClurg, for they had joint responsibility for the class. 

I contacted both of them and received their permission to 

observe the class; in retrospect, I am delighted that I had 

the possibility to observe a team-taught class, for in 

several instances I saw the benefits of collaboration, 

which I will enumerate in the final section of this 

chapter. 

Lynn Nugent 

Teaching Philosophy and Rationale 

Lynn Nugent, mother (of a teenager and other children 

no longer living at home) and wife (of a man working in 

Tucson), was preparing for her oral dissertation defense 

and completing the last revision of her dissertation during 

the spring semester of 1992. Yet she still carried a 

student credit hour load of 14, teaching 46 students (35 

were in this class). These students were also enrolled in 

two other nursing classes Lynn taught this semester 
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Lynn has taught for thirteen years, all of them at 

Yavapai College. She states that she first heard the 

phrase "writing across the curriculum" (question 13) "on 

this campus, probably from Edith, several years ago." Lynn 

defines WAC as "requiring written work by students in all 

disciplines, excluding 'lab' classes such as PE, art, etc." 

The most important things she has learned about writing 

(question 10) are to "(1) use style/format directed toward 

audience and purpose and (2) express ideas clearly" (Nugent 

questionnaire). 

Since 1979 she has been incorporating writing 

activities in her classes and would consider herself a 

proponent of WAC (question 15). Per course, she requires 

three or four exams; these are composed of multiple choice, 

short answer, essay, and problem solving, incorporating all 

of the above in each exam (question 22). In her seminar 

course, Lynn requires two papers; five or more papers are 

required in another seminar, and five or more in clinical 

courses (question 24). The usual length of each paper is 

between 500 and 1,500 words. 

Lynn completed a lengthy response to question 41, 

where I asked her to freewrite her way to a sequence or 

explanation of rationale for classroom activities. She 

included the following examples of writing required in her 

classes: 



1. Clinical charting: help students learn 

how to document NSG [nursing] 

assessments and care. Must be 

accurate, concise, follow agency 

procedure for charting and legally 

correct. 

2. Clinical reports: student must respond 

to guidelines in attempt to analyze 

and/or synthesize experiences they have 

had. 

3. Clinical worksheet: document 

assessment, analyze data, and develop 

plan for care. Evaluate after 

implementations. 

4. Medical-surgical nursing examinations: 

Given a client situation, student must 

select NSG diagnosis (from a list) and 

write relevant goals and interventions. 

5. Seminar course: students must research 

a topic, then develop and present to 

class. Following the presentation, 

they submit a paper in which they must 

analyze their group process and 

evaluate the experience. Groups also 

submit a paper. (Nugent questionnaire) 
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In the nursing seminar I observed, the latter papers were 

the required writing activities, as well as one essay on 

the final examination. 

Lynn, who graded the essay question on the final as 

well as the papers of students working with her in areas of 

gerontology, places strong emphasis on focus (40 percent), 

flavor (10 percent), and connections to topical issues of 

the course (40 percent). Details and support, 

organization, logic, format of the paper, argument, 

sentence structure, grammar, spelling, originality of 

ideas, and creativity, in order from most important to 

least in her grading criteria, are her answers to question 

number 28. In question 29 Lynn indicates that she will 

usually note "problems" of spelling and grammar, but she 

doesn't grade them. 

In my interview with Lynn, she defined writing for the 

discipline of nursing as that which is "able to provide 

accurate information and elaborate on what the question 

calls for: a factual reporting process" (Nugent interview). 

In other words, she places strong emphasis on facts. She 

reinforces this idea in her answer to question 30, where I 

asked her to comment on a summary/reaction paper by an 

English stUdent on steinbeck's "The Chrysanthemums": 

If paper is "on topic" and stUdent answers the 

questions, as required, with accurate 



information, he/she will receive a high grade. 

Most of the writing in this field is very 

technical and style is not important. (Nugent 

questionnaire) 
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Although style may not be as important as accuracy to 

Lynn, I was interested in what she would do with a student 

who had serious communication skill deficiencies. In reply 

to that question, she told me a story of student A, who was 

very defensive about her writing, consisting primarily of 

sentence fragments. Lynn said that she asked Alice to a 

private conference in her office and requested her to 

"describe specifically what went on in the hospital . I 

can't understand what happened, get a sense of what is 

happening" (Nugent interview). Alice understood the 

comments and began to improve in her written expression. 

This example is representative of Lynn's teaching approach. 

Rather than write long notes to students, Lynn usually 

conferences directly with them about their writing. 

In the seminar class, admittedly "one of the easiest 

courses in the whole program," (Nugent interview), the 

focus is on nursing issues, class oral presentations, and 

group and individual written reports. The group report is 

worth 10 percent of the grade and the individual report is 

worth 15 percent; the group oral presentation is 25 

percent, with the individual presentation being worth 30 
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percent, and the final exam worth 20 percent. (See 

Appendix for course syllabus). In the syllabus the 

instructors detail specifically what a student must do to 

receive an A on the individual paper: 

(1) indicate the type of group and explain why 

that label; (2) identify the leadership style of 

any formal or informal leader and give examples 

to support that statement; (3) bibliography 

listed in proper format, current (within 5 

years); and (4) written work organized and 

legible. (Nursing 242 syllabus) 

For the group evaluation, students were to submit 

objectives, content outline, and a copy of handouts. Then 

they needed to document the group's activities, discuss 

individual member's contributions, state whether the 

presentation met the objectives effectively; discuss 

satisfactory group participation; and write five multiple

choice questions, indicating the correct answer. 

Lynn believes that reports, abstracts, critical 

analyses, summaries, and papers on ethical issues are the 

most important in the course, and the choice of topics for 

the group presentations reflects that orientation. She 

concludes the questionnaire stating that the most important 

function writing fulfills is to "convey thoughts and 

feelings" (question 36.e); in all her writing, she tries to 
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be "clear and concise as well as grammatically correct" 

(question 36.i). She writes for professional purposes: a 

dissertation, course syllabi, guidelines, many letters and 

memos to clinical agency personnel, responses on students' 

written work, especially clinical papers. She states that 

writing is most important in the clinical practicum course: 

charting and papers. Finally, Lynn does not see a change 

in her definition of writing in completing the 

questionnaire. 

Lynn is the only one of all my subjects who included a 

category of writing as notes to students on papers. She 

provided me with ~, g, and n papers, so I could study her 

comments. The A papers had no comments, whereas the g 

paper had the following notes: "rambling with many comments 

not relevant to this project or guidelines; elaborate; use 

correct format for bibliography; explain roles within 

group." The n paper did not use proper bibliography format 

nor explain the group process and roles. The student did 

not support with examples her decision that the group was 

informal; she did not use correct sentences; and her 

sources were not current from professional journals in the 

last five years. She also did not elaborate on the 

strengths and weakness of the group process. 

In the eight years that I have known Lynn, she has 

consistently required factual accounts in student writing. 
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She believes that writing in the discipline of nursing is 

highly technical and rewards writing that is "accurate, 

correct, recent, and relevant." Today there are increasing 

concerns that clients' medical records be comprehensive and 

precise for legal purposes; thus, Lynn makes certain that 

all documentation is correct and "not too wordy" (Nugent 

interview). By the time students have arrived at this 

advanced nursing seminar, they have been thoroughly 

prepared in the methods of patient charting and reporting 

of factual information. 

In this particular semester, partly because I was 

observing them and their uses of thinking and writing, 

Karen and Lynn decided (while composing the examination) to 

incorporate an essay in their final examination. All other 

requirements for the course are delineated in the syllabus, 

including specific content requirements for the group and 

individual process papers, but the composition of the final 

is not defined. The essay question, worth 20 percent of 

the final examination, is the following: "For a seminar 

presentation other than your own, write a summary of the 

key points of that presentation. Be sure to identify the 

topic about which you are writing." 

Lynn, because she had more time available, graded all 

the essay responses, although the two instructors had 

intended to split the evaluations. On a paper which 
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received 15 points out of a possible 20, Lynn wrote the 

following comment: "sentence structure problems." Karen 

and Lynn had agreed previously that a student who did not 

write an essay, but rather listed fragments of ideas, would 

not receive full credit and earn no more than a~. One 

such paper, which received 16 points out of 20, is an 

outline of the oral presentation on nursing commitment. On 

that paper, Lynn wrote, "elaborate." 

Lynn told me that her standards were that if students 

wrote down the key points and elaborated upon them, they 

would receive full credit. However, some people did not 

write paragraphs, so Lynn told me in the interview that in 

the future, the instructors needed to give better 

directions, such as, "write three paragraphs." Karen 

concurred that asking the essay question was an 

"afterthought" (O'Neil notes and tape); they both learned 

that they cannot assume that there is general understanding 

of what the term essay meant. As Karen said, "We were 

depending on the students to know what essay meant--we did 

not explain it." 

In fact, Karen stated that in the future, she would 

like to expand upon this requirement and insert it in the 

syllabus. (Likewise, the notetaking required for all the 

presentations might also be specified in the syllabus, even 

though, as Lynn said, "students corne to this class after 
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taking extensive notes in other NSG classes.) Karen 

remembered that the students had been told the first day of 

class that they were to take notes on everything; Lynn said 

that they had also been reminded halfway through that they 

should be taking notes. The exam essay required a thorough 

knowledge of information from a presentation of the 

student's choice. 

Karen O'Neil 

Teaching Philosophy and Rationale 

Karen, having just completed a second master's degree 

in philosophy and social policy, undertook significant 

professional development when she agreed to join the 

liberal studies team of instructors in Western 

civilization. This experience has been so renewing that 

she is thinking about how she can do more instruction in 

that content area. To prepare for that job, and to return 

to graduate school in her late forties, Karen took numerous 

courses in Arts and Ideas of Western Man, world literature, 

philosophy, and outdoor recreation, such as backpacking and 

Red Rim Wilderness. 

Karen now maintains a split load of teaching 

responsibilities, with most instruction in nursing and lead 

instruction for one discussion section of Western 

civilization, comprised of twenty students; she has 
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complete responsibility for leading a discussion section 

and grading their papers. All four instructors from 

different divisions share the responsibility of preparation 

of lectures for the large class meetings. Three courses 

exist in this sequence, spanning the time from ancient to 

modern civilizations. 

When I met with Karen for the interview in May, she 

was completing nursing instruction responsibilities and two 

semesters of instruction in Western civilization II 

(defined in the catalog as "an interdisciplinary approach 

to the growth and development of early modern Western 

civilization to 1800"). 

Karen had only a week respite before starting to teach 

another summer school class on Western civilization. Thus, 

filling out the questionnaire was one more thing for her to 

do, which she undertook so conscientiously that she did not 

think that she was through (and apologized for her lack of 

responses) when she finally surrendered it to me, mainly 

because I told her in mid-June that I needed it for 

analysis. Her comment to me in the interview was the 

following: "Filling out the questionnaire, if nothing else, 

has made me more aware of how I use writing." She is the 

only one of four instructors who noted a change in her 

definition of writing from the initial page of the 

questionnaire to the final page. 



Karen's answer to question 11, a definition of 

writing, is "the ability to communicate one's thoughts 

clearly, specifically and coherently on paper" (O'Neil 

questionnaire). By question 40, Karen, however, 
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writes that her definition has changed to the following: 

writing is a process by which one can 

develop/expand one's ability to think. As a 

process it can help one think more critically, 

more wholistically, more originally and more 

creatively. Writing is also a method of 

communication as I stated on page one. (O'Neil 

questionnaire) 

When Karen lists the most important elements she has 

learned about writing, they are the following: "clarity, 

specificity, and coherency" (question 10). Her definition 

of "writing across the curriculum" is "developing skills in 

written communication in most all courses, regardless of 

course content" (question 12). She first heard that term 

"at Yavapai College in approximately 1983 or 1984 from 

either Gerri McBroom" or me, two faculty in the English 

Department. It has only been "recently" that she considers 

herself a proponent of WAC (question 15), and only in the 

last academic year has she been incorporating writing 

activities in her classes. 
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When Karen answered the questions, she found that she 

had to split her responses about her rationale for 

evaluation in nursing and in Western civilization. She 

arrived at one "insightful" observation (O'Neil interview) 

in the course of our interview when she realized that she 

would grade the same paper differently for the two courses. 

In nursing, if a student's paper met all the 

requirements and contained the essential information, it 

would receive an~. However, in Western Civilization, the 

student needed to include analysis, synthesis, historical 

accuracy, specific dates and documentation (since students 

are allowed to bring primary sources in to examinations) 

and make connections to themes of the course to receive a 

grade of~. Consequently, in her first analysis of papers 

from a class of 20 students, only one student in Western 

civilization achieved an~. However, all seven of the 

nursing students who completed the questionnaire expected 

to receive an ~ in the course. 

Karen provided me with the criteria for grading film 

responses in Western civilization; the four areas of 

evaluation and their point value are the following: 

analysis of themes, main ideas, arguments (3 points); 

connections to other material from the course (4 points); 

clarity of thought and expression (2 points); and rough 

notes (one point). As Karen puts it, she "stole these 



grading criteria from Roz, who stole them from Carol, a 

member of the English Department" (O'Neil interview and 

tape). 
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In grading key terms and concepts in Western 

Civilization, such as the scientific revolution, Galileo, 

or absolutism, Karen uses the following criteria: general 

definition/essential points (who, what, when, where); 

connection to broader historical themes and issues, i.g., 

historical significance; and clarity of thought and 

expression. She allowed me to see the final examination of 

one student who received a ~ or ~ minus because she did not 

write in complete sentences, state historical significance, 

provide essential information, and show connections to 

broader historical themes. 

Although I did not observe Karen teach Western 

civilization, it was such a part of her metacognitive 

awareness that she frequently referred to her instructional 

strategies in teaching that course. For example, she said 

that "argument" was the most important criterion in 

evaluation of those students' writing. When she completed 

questions 17-24, she stated that all examinations in 

western civilization have essays. No students in that 

course take multiple choice exams. Short answers and 

definitions of key terms, as well as three or four papers 



of approximately 500 words, are the additional 

requirements. 
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When Karen was answering question 26 about the most 

important criteria in grading for her, she called me at 

home to see if she should combine her grading standards for 

both courses. I told her to answer the question with what 

was most important in her mind: her breakdown of categories 

was thus 20 percent of the grade on organization, 25 

percent on argument, logic, and details; five percent on 

originality of ideas and creativity; 23 percent on details 

and support; 15 percent on connections to topical issues of 

the course; and 12 percent on spelling, grammar, sentence 

structure, paper format, and focus (O'Neil questionnaire). 

Karen combined the categories in ways that I had not 

anticipated, which is one of the reasons why any 

statistical comparison and analysis of different instructor 

responses became impossible. However, in her answers, she 

revealed a thoughtful wrestling with the issues, just as 

she did in our discussion of what qualities were important 

in evaluation of nursing papers. She commented that many 

of the nursing students were overachievers and considered 

anything less than an ~ to be a failure. She considers 

clarity, analysis, argument, and facts to be the most 

important qualities in writing (question 35.i) 



Finally, Karen lists the following functions of 

writing in her classroom (questionnaire 36.d): 

to help organize and express thinking; to help 

clarify and specify thinking; to help analyze and 

synthesize ideas; to develop thoughtful 

arguments; to state facts and perspectives. 
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Only in the last function is Karen approaching the concept 

of writing as demonstration of mastery of learning; her 

other functions incorporate thinking processes, suggesting 

an evolving spiral of development of thought. Such words 

as "organize," "express," clarify," specify," analyze," 

"synthesize," and "develop" all suggest thinking captured 

in process, not a finished product. 

Such thinking certainly is the nature of Karen's 

metacognitive awareness as she continually evaluates and 

analyzes her assignments. Although the instructors had 

specified clearly in the syllabus that only analyses of 

individual and group process papers were required (and 

would not be returned), Karen said that all but two of the 

students she advised turned in an entire written draft of 

their oral presentation as a research paper. Because the 

instructors had not requested them, she did not grade them. 

However, she is considering making the final research paper 

a requirement, but wants to consult with Lynn. But, "since 
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they are doing this work anyway, why not make it a formal 

requirement?" 

One criterion on the questionnaire particularly 

intrigued Karen, that of "flavor" (question 26.J: "Does the 

paper "sing" in a superior way?"). In trying to account 

for this concept, she presented me with a superior paper by 

a student who had evoked the pathos of the class so 

effectively that she almost had the room in tears. In 

discussing laws regarding organ transplantation, Sandy had 

written an emotional story about her 32-year-old sister-in

law, who had died of a brain tumor. Her corneas had been 

donated to two individuals. I was in attendance at this 

session, and I noted the rhetorical effect Sandy evoked by 

relating so directly to the audience. As Karen said, 

I'm basically against organ transplants because a 

minimal level of decent health care is a first 

right for everyone, but she almost convinced me. 

However, corneas are the one of the few organs I 

do support because the cost is not prohibitive. 

We both agreed this paper had "flavor," and Karen is 

continuing to evaluate how she can work that criterion in 

to her grading criteria sheet. She continues to refine her 

own thinking processes as she thinks about her thinking. 
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Summary of Classes Observed 

I visited this class eight times and stayed for the 

entire class period each time. The dates of my 

observations were the following: Thursday, January 30; 

Thursday, February 13; Friday, March 6; Thursday, March 12; 

Thursday, March 19; Friday, March 20; Thursday, April 2; 

and Friday, April 3, 1992. In addition, I had two 

impromptu meetings with students, one of whom is a part

time English instructor at Yavapai College and holds a MA 

degree in English from Arizona state University. On April 

13 I also stumbled upon a meeting in the staff lounge of 

three nursing students studying for their final, and I 

briefly asked them some questions. I interviewed the 

instructors separately, Lynn Nugent on May 12 and Karen 

O'Neil on May 14. 

Thursday, January 30, 1992 

This was the first class period of the semester, and 

the instructors distributed syllabi and specified course 

requirements, answering any questions. Thirty-five 

students were present in a lecture auditorium that had 

sloping levels, rising to the top at the back. Tables were 

lining every row, thus allowing seating for approximately 

seventy people. When they were discussing the papers due, 

Lynn Nugent said that the bibliography format should be 
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"the best format you learned in your English classes." I 

waited for someone to ask what that format was, but no one 

did. In Karen's interview, she said that either the APA or 

MLA style are acceptable, as long as the students are 

consistent in format. 

Since this course is a seminar on "hot topics in 

nursing," as Karen said, students were to select at that 

first meeting a topic to research and a group in which to 

participate. Nine general areas were preseented on the 

board, and students were to choose one. Selection of 

students for groups was done randomly until the students 

were distributed into the nine groups, primarily in areas 

of gerontology and ethics. Each group was to consult with 

one of the faculty as an advisor, but essentially the 

groups were to research their topics and develop a 

presentation that would take an entire class period (one 

hour). In addition, they were to write an individual paper 

on their private perceptions of the functioning of the 

group process, as well as a group paper (see syllabus in 

Appendix). The instructors specified exact topics for 

inclusion. 

The rationale for these papers was that in previous 

courses, the students had been introduced to theories of 

group processes, and the instructors wanted to see how they 

would apply that theory. Karen told me in her interview 
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that the students are not trained to be group therapists, 

but that "our lives are spent in groups" (O'Neil 

interview) • 

student Beth confirmed her understanding of that 

rationale when she told me that she was certain that the 

instructors wanted to see how well they could "get along in 

a group" (Bazevage telephone interview, May 6, 1992). She 

stated that as nurses, much of their professional lives 

would be spent working with other nurses in groups; some 

group members they might not have selected to work with, 

but the job must be accomplished. She believed that the 

function of the group oral presentation was "to create task 

groups, create team leaders, and simulate the process of 

developing group patient education" (Bazevage interview). 

Thursday, February 13, 1992 

While the groups were researching their topics, the 

instructors taught several classes and also presented a 

panel of former nursing students. On this particular day, 

instructor Karen O'Neil lectured on research she had 

completed the previous year when she had an internship at 

the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) in 

Washington, D.C. She had researched and written many 

speeches for Secretary Sullivan of DHHS. Her topic for the 

class lecture was the "Philosophy of Social Policy 
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Implications of Health Care." The Secretary claims that 

the DHHS budget of 525.1 billion is the larges't budget of 

any department of government and the fourth largest budget 

in the world (O'Neil lecture). 

In her presentation Karen talked about three major 

areas: health care reform, the creation of a "culture of 

character" (one of Secretary Sullivan's ideas), and the 

implications of biomedical and behavioral research. with 

reference to the first area, runaway health costs and lack 

of access for uninsured and very poor people are two 

concerns that most people agree on as problems, but no one 

can agree on acceptable solutions. Karen said that during 

her internship she heard many people discuss the philosophy 

that everyone should be able to obtain necessary health 

care (what often was referred to as "decent minimal health 

care"); however, no one had any effective solutions, and 

the Secretary made it very clear that the Administration 

would not consider national health care an option. 

Americans, as a rule, refuse to confront health care 

issues. Karen said, "Americans are the only people who 

think death is an option." This country ranks twenty

fourth among the industrialized nations for infant 

mortality, and it is one of the few industrialized nations 

that does not have some universal health care. 
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As Karen spoke about the second point on the "culture 

of character," she discussed the general tendency of 

Americans to demonstrate their unwillingness to "accept 

responsibility for their personal choices." Because this 

lack of personal responsibility exists at every level and 

cultural institutions are eroding, the institutions of 

family and community need to be nourished. Secretary 

Sullivan's belief, which he has been espousing for two 

years, is that people need to foster healthy behavior, 

which would eliminate unwise choices of lifestyles, perhaps 

eliminating some deaths due to cardiovascular disease, 

cancer and premature deaths. In strengthening the cultural 

values which have been time-honored, such as moderation and 

discipline, Americans can create a cultural value of 

"character." 

The final area of Karen's lecture was the 

philosophical implications of biomedical and behavioral 

research. The ethical controversies surrounding these 

issues are astounding. choices arise, such as is it 

ethical to give a liver transplant (or even a second liver 

transplant) to one who is an alcoholic, before one gives a 

first liver transplant to someone else? The fact is that 

blacks wait twice as long as whites for kidney transplants 

(O'Neil lecture). Karen's position on this issue is that 

the American people should decide the issue of access to 



basic health care versus decisions made by an appointed, 

not elected, health care Secretary. 
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By presenting this material in an overview format, 

Karen provided a framework for many of the ethical 

discussions which the nursing students would continue in 

their small groups (of three to five individuals) and 

finally present to the class. As nurses, they will need to 

wrestle with many of these issues, as health care costs 

continue to spiral at an astronomical rate and research 

continues apace. 

Friday, March 6, 1992 

The next class session I attended was the second group 

presentation on the topic of "Elder Abuse." At the start 

of class, Karen told me that the previous group had created 

a Jeopardy game and fully engaged the class in much 

participation. This present group structured their 

presentation around the "first and last convention" on the 

topic of Elder Abuse and provided a packet of materials for 

all students, with a formal program brochure printed on 

specific individual presentations, a video of approximately 

five minutes, a question and answer session, and closing 

remarks. In addition, they provided copies of the written 

objectives for the session, a teaching plan, and a self

test, which previewed the topics of discussion. Questions 
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on the test included such topics as the most likely abuser 

of the elderly. 

At the end of this session, I spoke briefly with Karen 

and Lynn about their criteria sheet for evaluation of the 

group presentations. During the session, both instructors 

sat at the back of the classroom, taking notes and writing 

down specific information on such areas as organization of 

the presentation, clarity of communication, eye contact, 

delivery, appearance, and overall effect of group process. 

I spoke briefly with Karen, who said most all groups were 

doing very well, but that particular day she made a comment 

about a nurse who had worn a t-shirt with a hole in it for 

his presentation; she said that she knew he had other 

clothes, and that was not appropriate, but it was the only 

area she had marked him down on in an otherwise effective 

presentation. 

Thursday, March 12, 1992 

The topic for this class presentation was "Problems of 

Aging for Men and Women." To help the class develop 

empathy for the aging, the class began with a student 

presenter tying a volunteer student to her chair, where she 

remained for the hour. This was done as an example of a 

physical restraint, oftyen used on elderly patients. This 

group initiated their discussion by presenting the fact 
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that the over eighty-year-old cohort is the "fastest

growing segment of the population, and all demographics 

indicate that this population will increase." other topics 

they covered included a twelve-step plan for caregivers, a 

checklist for selecting a nursing home, a discussion of pet 

therapy, and a discussion on the implementation of physical 

restraints. In 1989 one-third of the older citizens in 

America lived alone, so this topic is one with which nurses 

will certainly become involved. 

Thursday, March 19, 1992 

When I heard the topic "Advanced Directives" mentioned 

the first class session, I did not know what it meant; 

thus, I wanted to be present for this discussion. One of 

my previous students Beth Bazevage, whom I also was 

monitoring during the semester, had told me that her group 

process was not going well. She "had no clue" how this 

group would turn out, and she said no one was getting along 

with anyone for the weeks prior to their presentation. 

Karen also revealed a perspective on this group in the 

final interview. Apparently, one of the students wanted to 

research the topic of euthanasia, and Karen said that she 

and Lynn had previously agreed that there were to be no 

papers on that topic. Karen said that in her only meeting 

with this group, they were "very unorganized and had no 
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sense of leadership"; she finally became "very directive" 

and told the student that if she could find a way to "write 

about the right-to-die from an advanced directive point of 

view, she could do it" (O'Neil interview). 

The issue in advanced directives is how to sustain 

life or how an "individual wants to be taken care of when 

he or she is no longer capable of maintaining quality of 

life." students discussed patient rights and the ethical 

dilemmas one encounters in such examples as Nancy Cruzan, 

who lived for eight years in a coma. The students 

distributed an outline of their presentation, a brochure, a 

cartoon, and a health care pamphlet. They also discussed 

durable power of attorney, which deals strictly with health 

care decisions. 

The effect of this group was very powerful. They also 

created a the mood with sixties' rock music, which was 

playing as students arrived (although I'm not certain how 

that related to the topic). During the presentation, the 

friction Beth had described was nowhere evident. Later she 

told me that she had spoken with Karen during the break, 

and both were amazed that the group was functioning so well 

before an audience. 
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March 20. 1992 

The topic of this day was "Organ Transplants: Ethics 

and Issues." At the start of the session, group members 

distributed a pretest on organ transplants, as well as a 

form for consent for organ/tissue donation. The student 

Sandy, who wrote the family story of her sister-in-law 

referred to previously, was in this group, and I attended 

because she had been a former literature student of mine, 

who also had agreed to complete the student questionnaire. 

Areas discussed were corneal donation and transplants, 

legal matters regarding transplants, communications in the 

90's, ethical issues, the impact on the family, bone marrow 

transplants, current perspectives and transplant issues, 

and concluding comments from the group leaders and the 

class. A video and the gripping personal story of the 

death of Sandy's family member moved the audience 

immensely. 

Thursday. April 2. 1992 

The topic for discussion was the "Ethical Implications 

of Gene Therapy." I attended because I was extremely 

interested in the topic; another student who was completing 

the questionnaire was also a member of the group. Gene 

therapy was defined as "a procedure undertaken when a 

person with a gene for malfunction has another gene 



inserted." Such technology involves "engineering the 

genetic code"; issues on genetic engineering and 

"enhancement engineering" raise ethical dilemmas because 

for what reasons should someone improve an aspect of the 

genetic material? with gene splicing, new genes can be 

inserted to correct the deficient gene material. 
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Information is exploding rapidly in the area of gene 

research. For example, it was not until 1991 that there 

was a beginning of understanding the gene for color 

blindness. One area the group focused on, again with a 

heart-wrenching personal story, was the issue of cystic 

fibrosis. One woman told of her nieces, who suffer at 

great medical expense, from this inherited malfunctioning 

gene. The group concluded their session by handing out 

articles on "Facts about Genetic Disease," "Gene Transfer 

in Perspective," and "Heptocellular Transplantation and 

Targeting Genetic Markers to Hepatic Cells." 

Friday, April 3, 1992 

The last group presentation I attended was "Rationing 

Health Care." Lesley, a student who had agreed to complete 

a questionnaire for me (and was also in my English 101, 

102, Creative Writing, and Women in Literature classes), 

was a leader of this group and did much gathering of legal 

information, a special interest of hers. She told me in a 
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telephone interview that "she told people what to do" in 

her group and did much of the compiling of -the 

bibliography. She also said that she "did nothing on the 

project until the week it was due, but that was her method 

of operation" (Gandy). She believed that this group 

presentation was a useful activity because it is important 

for nurses to know how to "present themselves." For her 

preparation, she wrote out her speech, which helped her 

compose herself in the oral delivery. 

The group began their session by talking about 

education and prevention of disease; next they discussed 

their topic as the deliberate and systematic rationing of 

health services, which involves denying some people health 

care. Whereas most groups handed out literature or candy 

or suckers, this group distributed at the end of their 

session something which they promised would sustain life by 

preventing disease: condoms. 

April 13, 1992 

When I went for coffee in the faculty lounge, I 

encountered three nursing students studying for their final 

examination. They allowed me to ask them questions, and 

they also vented strong feelings about the papers which 

they had been required to write for the class seminar. One 

student Sal (who also moonlights as a part-time college-
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level composition instructor) thought that they should have 

been given a model of an excellent paper. Another student 

said that she knew how to develop the oral presentation 

from a speech class, but "organizing a presentation is not 

like reading a term paper." All three voiced strong 

concerns that they were not having their papers returned. 

Seven Student Voices 

Originally I asked two of my previous students, Beth 

and Lesley, to keep a journal or notebook of their thoughts 

about this class and its writing and thinking activities. 

As the classes unfolded, I realized that they were not 

writing much, and thus I designed the student questionnaire 

as a variation on the faculty questionnaire, asking many of 

the same questions (See Appendix). These two women are 

inseparable friends, and I also know them very well, having 

recommended Beth for an Honors Scholarship. Thus, I 

wondered if they would only tell me what they thought I 

wanted to hear, so I expanded the number of nursing 

students to whom I gave the questionnaire to eight. 

At the initial class meeting, I identified that number 

of former students, who had written extensive journals for 

me in composition classes and Women in Literature. The 

latter course I have taught during the last two presessions 

in January (three-week sessions); nursing students 
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frequently take that class, for they can fulfill a 

humanities requirement in a relatively short period of 

time, when they are not involved with clinical/hospital 

responsibilities. In daily classes of three hours, 

students become very close, and I knew that I would receive 

a high rate of return of the questionnaires. In fact, 

seven of the eight students completed them, writing long 

answers and providing me with an 87.5 percent return rate. 

Three of the students, Beth, Lesley, and Sal, 

identified themselves by name, so I will quote directly 

from them when appropriate. The rest were anonymous in 

their responses. A summary of all responses by nursing 

students is included in Appendix D. 

Of these seven students, graduating in May 1992 with 

an associate degree and eligible to take the national 

licensure examination for registered nurses, they have been 

in attendance at Yavapai College from three to twelve 

semesters. They have completed anywhere from 40-110 hours 

at the institution, and all were taking at least eleven 

credit hours in the spring semester. Most had completed 

their English composition classes at yavapai College, and 

three had taken Women and Literature there (questions 4 and 

7) • 



158 

When I asked them the most important things they had 

learned about writing, two said "write from the heart" 

(question 8). Other responses included the following: 

[w]rite about what you know; use the dictionary 

as your closest companion; know the subject very 

well; do not focus on the obvious; organize very 

well; search for the exact word for correct 

thought expression and audience interest; and 

build vocabulary. 

Beth, the student in the Honors Program, wrote half a page: 

Free writing comes first; one becomes spoiled 

having access to a computer; I procrastinate when 

confronted with an assignment but when I get 

going the thoughts can really flow--esp. in the 

wee hours. I need not be afraid to "argue" and 

stand up for my point of view. I've also learned 

how to utilize a variety of sources and I prefer 

to write based on fact (or what I perceive as 

"fact"). I've also learned structure and 

organization of my papers and how to critique 

other works. (Bazevage questionnaire). 

I was not surprised that Beth mentioned organization, for 

she had heard that lecture from me many times; it is one of 

my main areas of concern in students' papers. Indeed, at 

least two people said that they had learned these 
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principles of writing from me. Another student noted 

"instructor comments and general instruction," thus 

implying that instructors in other disciplines are teaching 

writing. 

When I asked students for their definitions of writing 

(question 10), at least four people used the word 

expression. Beth had a rhetorical understanding, as she 

stated that writing for her was a "free-flow of ideas, 

feelings, and opinions, expressed effortlessly (ideally) 

that make a statement about who I am, in a given role, to 

others." 

Sal, the English instructor who is a re-entry nursing 

student, said, "Writing is an expression of one's 

perceptions of the universe and everybody and everything in 

it." Because he taught English, he told me privately that 

many students had come to him for help in structuring their 

papers for the class. 

Other student definitions of writing were the 

following: 

the communication of a concept or idea with the 

use of the alphabet and culturally accepted 

words; the expression of ideas and feelings that 

may be difficult to verbalize; the process of 

writing so that others will read it the way you 

thought it; and clarity of thought. (Appendix D) 
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At least two of the responses of the students refer to the 

thinking behind the writing. 

When I asked students in question 11 if there were one 

or more principles they try to incorporate in all their 

writing, several mentioned clarity of thought, which is in 

agreement with the instructors' responses about their most 

important criteria for grading. Other answers were 

organizing, using examples, elaborating, providing sources, 

developing of a fresh point of view for the reader, 

sparking the reader's imagination, and hooking the reader's 

attention. 

Obviously these students, in their last semester, were 

aware of their teacher as audience and could choose from a 

variety of writing techniques to impart their information. 

However, three said they always understood the boundaries 

of written assignments, three did not, and one said, "not 

always." All seven students expected to receive an ~ in 

the class, which was consistent with five of the students' 

grades in other classes. Two said their anticipated ~ was 

"somewhat higher" than their grades in other classes. 

The students' favorite writing activities were 

"researching, searching for sources, and incorporating them 

into writing the speech." One student commented that 

listening to their presentations was a favorite activity 

for her, thus suggesting the possibility of this class 



incorporating all the communication skills: reading, 

writing, speaking, and listening. 
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Students were aware that their grade was based on 

their ability to write, and in question 22, the responses 

varied from 10 to 80 percent of their grade would be 

determined by their writing skills. Sal said that he 

believed the instructors were more concerned with the 

content and the amount of research executed rather than 

their ability to write, and thus he marked 10 percent. 

Four students said 50 or more percent; one student said the 

rest of the grade is "public speaking." 

One student noted in question 24, liThe nursing 

instructors are not concerned with writing skills." 

Nevertheless, the majority of them were concerned that they 

were not receiving their papers back and at least two did 

not answer question nine because of that reason. 

"organization" was the only criterion that received 

seven of the students' responses as a most important 

criterion; one student thought that 80 percent of the grade 

was based on that. Next highest, each receiving five 

student responses as most important, are "details and 

support" and "paper is on topic." "Argument" only received 

two references as an important quality; "logic" and 

"originality" were listed by four students as "most 

important." Three students listed "most important" for the 
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following criteria: grammar, focus, connections to topical 

issues of the course, creativity, documentation, coherence, 

and unity. 

"Spelling" was a least important criterion for five of 

the students. Next, "usage" and "argument" were least 

important for four students. Other areas that three 

students saw as least important were sentence variety, 

flavor, and development (Appendix D) . 

Students generally agree that when the instructors 

made a writing assignment, they understood the following 

(question 17): length, principles of evaluation, audience, 

topic, organization (at least three students responded 

positively to all of these). Four or more students did not 

understand the format, the organization, or the style. For 

additional data, see composite of nursing questionnaire 

responses in Appendix D. 

Interpretation and commentary 

In evaluating the responses of the two instructors, I 

found remarkable coincidence: Both value clarity and 

conciseness (Lynn) and clarity, coherency, and specificity 

(Karen) as the most important functions of writing. Lynn 

particularly is concerned with using a "style and format 

directed toward the audience and purpose," as well as 

"accurate, correct, recent, and relevant" information. She 



places much emphasis on facts and expects writing to be 

technically accurate. 
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Karen stresses organization (25 percent of a paper's 

grade) and logic, argument, and details (another 25 

percent) when she evaluates a paper. Karen's next most 

important criterion is "connections to themes of the 

course," possibly the influence of her involvement in 

teaching western civilization. 

Whereas writing for Lynn is to "convey thoughts and 

feelings" (question 36.e), writing for Karen is the 

"ability to communicate one's thoughts clearly, 

specifically, and coherently on paper" (first definition) 

and later, after reflecting on the questionnaire, Karen 

adds the "process" aspect of writing to "develop/expand 

one's ability to think" (question 40). 

Both instructors require writing that is "technically 

accurate" (Lynn) and which states "facts and perspectives" 

as well as "thoughtful arguments" (Karen). Karen probably 

emphasizes "argument" more in Western civilization, 

although she is beginning to reflect upon similar criteria 

for evaluation of nursing papers. Her metacognitive 

awareness of her grading standards is expanding as she 

compares requirements for both classes. 

Lynn also is metacognitively aware of her grading 

standards in her field and knows that "factual, precise" 
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writing is necessary, particularly because of legal 

concerns and brevity on patient charts. Perhaps the fact 

that both instructors have recently attended institutions 

for advanced degrees and been involved in much personal and 

professional writing for major papers accounts for their 

metacognitive awarenesses of their own writing and thinking 

processes, as well as the purposes of those assignments. 

The instructors collaborate together on the design of 

the syllabi, group evaluations, and writing the final 

examination. The load of the class seemed to be evenly 

distributed, as each advised groups in their areas of 

expertise. Having worked together for ten years, the 

instructors have modified their requirements as they 

believed necessary. An example which Karen related to me 

was that originally they allowed students to select their 

own topics for the groups, and chaos ensued. Now they are 

more directive and choose general areas for research, but 

allow much latitude in students' preparation. 

They have also adapted to the needs of the class, and 

after they realized some students were having difficulty in 

research, they incorporated an instructional research day 

on using library resources into the course plan. They 

respect each other's opinion, as indicated by Karen's 

comment that she would like to assign a research paper as a 

course requirement, but she would have to consult with 



165 

Lynn. Karen had no problem with the fact that Lynn graded 

all the final exam essay questions: Karen had not even seen 

the essays nor did she require collaboration in the final 

grading of the essays. 

Both instructors indicate remarkable congruence in 

their value of criteria in grading (question 26). They 

each specify that they consider the following criteria to 

be most important: organization, logic, focus, details and 

support, paper format, and connections to topical issues of 

the course. 

with reference to the specific rank order of those 

values in question 28, "connections to topical issues of 

the course" and "details and support" were valued by both 

instructors as the most important. Focus and argument 

ranked next, followed closely by organization and logic. 

Paper format for each instructor was in the middle range of 

value; spelling, grammar, originality of ideas, sentence 

structure, creativity, and flavor were the least important. 

That message is being communicated to their nursing 

students, for on question nine of the stUdent 

questionnaire, stUdents valued organization, logic, 

originality, details and support, paper on topic, and 

coherence and unity as most important. They placed 

spelling, flavor, development, usage, and argument as least 

important. The instructors' messages to the students are 



that they value organization and thinking; spelling, 

grammar, creativity, and usage are not as important. 
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However, I also think that the instructors are sending 

another hidden message to their students, as delineated by 

one student in a response to question 24: "the nursing 

instructors are not concerned with writing skills." By not 

returning the students' papers, a fact which caused much 

consternation and grumbling in private, the instructors are 

in effect saying that covering the content is important, 

but the writing is not. 

The practice of the two students I followed most 

closely, Beth and Lesley, corroborates this observation. 

Beth, who has taken the Honors colloquium, wrote a sloppy 

individual evaluation, talking about a student who 

"submissed in the group." Both Karen and I agree that was 

not Beth's best work (O'Neil interview); we had each seen 

much better writing from her in other classes. Lesley, who 

has taken creative writing and literature classes, as well 

as achieved As in composition classes, certainly knows what 

an essay is. Yet she is one of the students who simply 

listed phrases on the final examination when the 

instructors asked for an essay of content about one oral 

presentation. Her behavior corroborates the fact that 

transferral of knowledge of composition is minimal from one 
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discipline to another, unless composition is valorized by 

the instructors in other disciplines. 

Although the nursing instructors discussed the 

individual and group process papers, students seemed to be 

split evenly about whether they understood what they were 

supposed to be doing in writing those papers. In private 

Sal told me that he had done much advising of students 

because they knew he taught English. Perhaps a session on 

requirements and even a model paper would eliminate some of 

this confusion. To discuss notetaking, particularly an 

interactive learning log, might also reinforce the 

importance of active listening and learning; in addition, 

the concept of writing to learn massive amounts of 

information would be reinforced. 

Finally, all the writing in the classes consisted of 

finished products, directed to an aUdience; however, both 

students and instructors profess to believe in writing as 

"expression." To allow for more of the free flow of 

thoughts and writing to learn concepts and explore ideas, 

as Karen states in her final definition, might be avenues 

to expand upon in future classes. Entrance (admit slips, 

as Gere calls them) writing for a few minutes at the start 

of class or "exit" writing at the end of the classes might 

be possibilities. In this class, which raises many ethical 

issues, writing to explore students' stands on those topics 



might enhance students' abilities to think through 

difficult ethical stances. 
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This class has great potential for combining all the 

communication skills: reading, writing, speaking, and 

listening. The oral presentation provides for another 

method of reaching an audience, and perhaps more time for 

discussion of process might help those students who had not 

taken a speech class and were uncertain how to proceed in 

planning. Discussion of the criteria sheet for evaluation 

might also be done in advance, even though the students 

received a copy of the sheet during the first class 

session. Another possibility would be to also allow all 

the students to evaluate others' presentations; I 

discovered in the years I taught speech at Embry-Riddle 

this activity developed the students' metacognitive 

awarenesses. 

Much writing and thinking (and speaking and listening) 

is occurring in this nursing seminar. students are being 

taught to write for their profession, and they are modeling 

group processes in which they will engage when they enter 

the world of work. The concept of having students write a 

paper about their group process, as opposed to a research 

paper, requires students to become aware of their thinking 

processes. By also allowing students to write individual 
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papers, instructors have a check on the functioning of the 

group. 

To earn an ~ with five recent sources is a method of 

teaching students to challenge facts and state a position 

based upon highly technical and up-to-date information. As 

nurses, they will be called upon to educate the public, and 

this teaches them to challenge sources of authority and 

detect biases. To incorporate a research paper might be a 

possibility, although that adds much work to a one-unit 

class. (But, as Karen says, "they are doing it anyway.") 

In English 101, for example, I assign a paper on projection 

of trends today into the year 2020; I can envision a team

taught class by an English instructor and nursing 

instructors. The class would develop writing, speaking, 

listening, and thinking skills, and it could be one model 

for a linked or paired class, such as those taught at 

Kirkwood community College (Parimaranth) or the cluster 

classes at Beaver College (Haney-Peritz). 

Of all the classes I observed, this nursing seminar 

requires more reading, writing, thinking, and speaking in 

ways that will be required in the professional world of 

nursing; of all the disciplines, this one seems closest to 

instructing students in the writing which is required for 

their discipline--the "learning to write" concept, as 

defined by Gere. The students have been practicing these 
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skills for three semesters, and the instructors structure 

their course to be the capstone of the students' lives. 

Perhaps because students are already completing 

clinical charts in a practicum at the hospital, they see 

the immediate applications of thinking and writing skills. 

From their instructors, they have learned clarity and 

focus; from their peers, they learn to respond to a 

critical audience. Such rhetorical applications demand 

their interest, just as Tony taught his students that 

learning to write clearly has direct applications to the 

lucrative world of work. That the students in both of 

these vocational classes are primarily re-entry and 

slightly older may also indicate that the optimum time when 

a student registers the given information is when the 

student is primed to apply it, a basic concept in learning 

theory. 

Lynn's Final comments (August 26, 1992) 

Sorry it took so long to read and get this back. I've 

copied the last pages for reference as we plan for spring. 

Interesting to have another view of the class. As I read 

your work, I made some comments--as true to my style, they 

are related to content accuracy, not "flavor" or "style." 

It is interesting to me to see differences in 

flavor/tone/style. 
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(Edith's note: Lynn corrected one observation and 

stated that criteria sheets for the oral presentations 

were, in fact, handed out on the first day. In addition, 

she made some specific editing and content changes, such as 

names of degrees, which have been incorporated into the 

text. ) 

Karen's Final Comments (November 12, 1992) 

In addition to noting factual corrections on six 

pages, Karen wrote me a lengthy letter. After the 

introduction, she wrote the following: 

Having continued to think about writing since our 

interview in May, I need to respond to your observation on 

page 40. You observed that Lynn and I ranked spelling, 

grammar, and sentence structure as least important. In a 

sense I still agree. These are the "skeleton" on which a 

good paper is structured. I expect more than a skeleton. 

On the other hand (to continue the analogy), a body without 

a skeleton cannot function. Clearly then, a good paper 

requires a healthy skeleton. By the time a student reaches 

his/her final semester of a two-year nursing program, I 

expect they already know the importance of spelling, 

grammar, sentence structure, etc. My expectation has been 

disappointed on numerous occasions, however. 
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In an attempt to make my expectation more clear, this 

semester (Fall 1992) I am requiring the students in NSG 233 

(Mental Health/Psychiatric Nursing I) to write 4 short 

papers related to articles on specific topics in nursing 

journals. On of the specific points I have included in the 

guidelines are my expectations for spelling, sentence 

structure, grammar, etc. While my guidelines need some 

modification, I think that specific expectation is clear 

(as reflected in the first set of papers I received). [She 

enclosed the guidelines, which discussed the "thoughtful 

reaction" of analysis and synthesis, as well as mention of 

proper grammar, sentence structure, punctuation and correct 

spelling. ] 

I agree that in Nursing Seminar we have conveyed the 

message that writing skills are not important. It was not 

our intent to convey this message, but I can see we did. 

From my perspective, I think students, at least in part, 

got that message because, since I expected good writing 

skills, I did not emphasize them. certainly we can improve 

this aspect by returning papers to stUdents and by spending 

more time on explaining requirements. And we can spell out 

the requirements more specifically in writing. 

I like some of your other suggestions, particularly 

writing to explore stands on ethical issues. I would like 

to know more about an "interactive learning log." I have a 
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concern, however. This is a one-credit course (as are many 

nursing theory courses). The nursing faculty in general 

require too much for a one credit course. Where and how do 

we draw the line? 

I kept your commentary section so Lynn and I can use 

it as a reference. I hope that is okay with you. This 

response is not my best sample of writing. I hope it is 

helpful. I'm interested to hear how your dissertation 

progresses. 

Karen 

Update from conversation with Karen on November 12, 

1992: I met Karen on the balcony, thanked her for the 

previous information, and she told me that she is again 

rewriting her guidelines for students' written material, 

after her experience this fall semester [the guidelines to 

which she refers in the previous paragraphs, which are 

once-removed from the way she taught during the period of 

the spring observations.] 

She continues to be enthusiastic about using writing 

for learning; she employs the revisionist mode as she 

continually rewrites her expectations for students. Karen 

has embraced this writing for learning concept 

enthusiastically and is revising not only her writing 

guidelines, but also her orientation to instruction as well 



as her own methods of stimulating student levels of 

thinking. 
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Karen and Lynn are meeting tomorrow to develop new 

plans for the nursing seminar next semester, and one 

requirement will be a written paper--evaluated and returned 

to the students. Such revision of the modus operandi is 

healthy for all instructors; the metacognitive awarenesses 

of these instructors were definitely heightened by their 

participation in my ethnographic study. 

Karen told me directly in the May interview, and 

several times since then, that she is more cognizant of her 

teaching styles and written guidelines because of being 

asked to think about her thinking processes for this 

research project. Some degree of the halo effect (Topper), 

where people perform better because they are undergoing 

scrutiny, may be evident; however, these veteran 

instructors are also the kind who are continually rewriting 

their syllabi and requirements. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

STEVE GOVEDICH'S SOCIOLOGICAL IMAGINATION 

Instructor Background and context 

steve Govedich, a sociology instructor in his late 

forties, has been teaching fourteen years, eleven of them 

at Yavapai community College. Prior to that experience, he 

was an instructor at Otero Junior College in LaJunta, 

Colorado. In addition, he worked for several years there 

as an administrator, directing a program of federal monies 

in a child development program. He holds a BA from 

California state University in Sacramento, which he earned 

in 1969, and a MA from the same institution, completed in 

1970. 

His undergraduate degree is in social psychology, 

which was similar to his graduate major. He also earned a 

degree in social work, which enables him to teach 

sociology. His teaching philosophy and approach are 

filtered through psychology and social work, which is an 

unusual perspective for a sociologist (Govedich interview). 

He states that he had many excellent instructors in 

graduate school in Sacramento, but that much of his 

teaching philosophy is also a reaction against some 

ineffective instruction during his time in the military, 

attending classes at various institutions. From many poor 
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instructors, he learned what not to do. Many of his 

instructors gave what steve calls a "power exam," where 

students wrote madly on a workbook list of questions; this 

process seemed to steve to reward "people who could write 

fast" (Govedich interview). Even at that time, steve 

"recognized the inequity of that process and swore that he 

would never do that as an instructor" (Govedich interview). 

steve's undergraduate education was varied, but 

"pretty traditional" (Govedich interview). He took classes 

in English composition and literature at the University of 

Maryland in the Far Eastern Division in 1964-65. He also 

studied Chinese at the Institute of Far Eastern Language at 

Yale; these classes were coincident with his time in the 

military service, about which he makes aside comments such 

as he was "spying on the Chinese" (Govedich, Class comment, 

February, 1992). His broad range of experience provides 

him much material to draw upon in his instruction, and he 

uses frequent allusions, not only to his past, but also to 

current events reported in newspapers and on television. 

steve told me that he likes to be spontaneous in his 

assignments and draw upon immediate events; during this 

semester, the Rodney King verdict was announced and the Los 

Angeles riots occurred. He spent class time discussing 

these phenomena and also gave the students an opportunity 

to do extra credit work by writing critiques of these news 
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items. Another current event during the spring of 1992 was 

widespread unrest among the college faculty, who on January 

22, 1992 voted 66 to 1 "no confidence" in the President of 

Yavapai College. As a previous past faculty president of 

two terms, steve has been active politically for a number 

of years, serving on various faculty committees and as a 

faculty senator. Thus, during the semester when I observed 

him, he was in the midst of being much more than an 

observer in this political fray; he was an informed 

participant, communicating both with faculty and members of 

the Board of Governors. Frequently he told me of a legal 

angle, sometimes as we would walk to class, and he always 

knew the latest news of faculty responses. 

Despite this political unrest, steve conducted an 

organized and well-thought out introduction to sociology 

class, and he only alluded to the turmoil when it was 

relevant to sociological principles. In fact, he 

maintained an excellent sense of humor in the class by 

telling "Loosiana stories," such as the reference by a 

friend of his to the adage, "When you're up to your fanny 

in alligators, it's hard to believe the objective was to 

drain the swamp." 

steve also has an easygoing style in class and 

interacts frequently with the students. For example, when 

there was some unrest after he announced the title of a 
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movie, he responded, "What is there, a porno flick by this 

same name?" Another instance of his quick response to 

students occurred when one student expressed a shocked 

comment about the writings of C. Wright Mills: "You mean he 

has a whole book written this way?" steve said, "Yes. 

This is your mind; this is your mind on C. wright Mills" 

(January 31, 1992). He also told the class, when 

discussing symbology and association, about Jay Leno's 

reference to David Duke turning "white as a sheet" 

(February 10, 1992). 

In approaching a discussion of a definition of 

culture, he asked the class for their responses. One girl 

immediately gave the textbook definition of the "values, 

customs, and norms of a particular group" (Govedich, 

February 10, 1992). This was not what steve wanted 

immediately--he wanted what the person on the street would 

say--so he replied with a joke about most people thinking 

it meant going to the opera, but his son, "bless his heart, 

who is one of those botanist types, would say culture is 

something you grow in a petri dish" (Govedich, Class 

lecture, February 10, 1992). 

A pervasive atmosphere of jovial, easygoing sharing of 

information permeated all the twelve classes I attended. 

steve had much information to impart, but he approached his 

lecturej discussion presentations with only a bare outline 
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of topics to be covered. He made class so entertaining 

that I frequently stayed beyond the time he was "doing 

something with thinking and writing" and listened to his 

discussions. As one student wrote on her questionnaire, he 

made it so interesting she did not want to miss class 

(Govedich student questionnaire). 

The "Introduction to sociology" course soc 101 was 

taught at 8:35 a.m. Monday, Wednesday, and Friday during 

Spring semester 1992. Steve characterized it as an 

excellent class, full of the more than usual "neurotic 

overachievers," a veiled reference to re-entry students 

(Govedich interview, May 11, 1992). Thirty-five students 

were in the class, only a portion of the 140 students steve 

taught in the spring. He usually teaches 33 credits in any 

academic year; this year he has also been involved in the 

Liberal studies Program, a team-taught sequence of three 

courses known as "Western civilization." steve states that 

this involvement has been renewing, a "continuous 

professional growth" because the thrust of the class is so 

different. In those lectures, he indicates that focus is 

on the importance of ideas and "paradigms to understand the 

world," not on facts (Govedich interview, May 11, 1992). 

When steve came to this morning sociology class, he 

had already taught a 7:30 a.m. Western Civilization course; 

thus, he was primed and energetic for the entire class 
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period. He always started on time, if not a few minutes 

before. At first there were not enough chairs in the room, 

and often I had to arrive early to sit near the front. 

Chairs were lined up in four rows, facing a lectern and the 

blackboard. To the right of the lectern, a television set 

and a VCR were in the room. A rectangular table also 

provided space in the front of the class for steve to place 

papers and books. No pictures or other wall decorations 

offered distractions, with the exception of a rather messy 

bulletin board, which became a fixture because no news or 

special interest items ever were posted or changed. At the 

back of the room were two long, rectangular windows at 

least eight feet high, with shades which could be pulled 

when viewing a movie. 

Teaching Philosophy and Rationale 

An enthusiastic attitude pervades steve's instruction, 

which he can cite had a specific origin point: two years 

ago (Summer of 1990) when he went to a critical thinking 

conference at Sonoma state and heard Richard Paul and his 

associates present a rigorous week-long seminar on 

stimulating higher levels of cognitive development. 

professed atheist that he is, steve speaks of this 

conference in terms of a "religious experience," which 

forced him to rethink and completely rewrite all his 

Self-
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courses with a different focus. He now believes that the 

ultimate goal of his course is that "it is more important 

to teach the students to think about the material than to 

teach them the material itself" (Govedich interview). 

He also believes vehemently that one studies sociology 

to understand choices and develop a critical perspective: 

Our society and sense of freedom and free will 

are very much co-opted by mechanisms that are 

used to manipulate us and make us think we're 

behaving independently, when we're really just 

doing what someone else wants us to do. Learning 

those concepts gives us power and a greater 

degree of free will because then we can know the 

choices and make informed decisions. (Govedich 

interview) 

This underlying philosophy involves teaching students 

to find the theoretical assumptions which are reflected in 

any rhetorical presentation or media. His focus is on 

studying the material in contexts, which reflect the sets 

of assumptions inherent in the stance of the writer-author

function. steve doesn't stress content and facts, but 

rather how to analyze the facts. He points out an age-old 

conflict in sociology over process and product, and he says 

that he is much more interested in teaching students the 

process of thinking (Govedich interview, May 11, 1992). 
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Earlier in his career, steve indicates he may have tried to 

"get through everything," but now he is concerned with 

"critical thinking" (Govedich interview). steve's recent 

metacognitive awareness of his processes is keen: he says 

that at otero, he had always "done a bit along the critical 

thinking line," but he had not really stopped and defined 

carefully what he was doing (Govedich interview). 

This approach of steve's is illustrated in his 

response to question 41 on the questionnaire, where I asked 

how he informed the students of their writing activities 

and his rationale. I invited the faculty to "write their 

way to an answer." He wrote: 

Typically I present an assignment that 

accompanies a film or an outside reading. I 

direct them to sort out the facts, look for bias 

on the part of the author, identify important 

connections between or among key concepts, think 

of the consequences or implications of accepting 

certain assumptions, etc. (Govedich 

questionnaire) 

steve's teaching strategy throughout the semester to find 

assumptions in any piece of writing or statement by a 

politician or filmmaker was probably the most frequent 

technique he employed. In his definition of writing 

(question 11), he states that writing is "expressing my 
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thoughts in written form" (Govedich questionnaire). He 

does not indicate a change in his definition by the end of 

the questionnaire. 

Likewise, he defines "writing across the curriculum" 

(question 12) as "insuring that all subject areas reinforce 

the development of writing skills" (Govedich 

questionnaire). He states that he first heard this term in 

the "early 80's," would consider himself a proponent of WAC 

(question 15), and has been increasing the writing 

requirements each year" to make the "last five or six years 

quite intense" (Govedich questionnaire, question 15). 

steve acknowledges that he probably favors "more writing" 

than most in his division (question 16) because he gives 

"numerous short assignments and essay exams" (Govedich 

questionnaire). In fact, steve says that he has corne to 

see "writing and thinking as the areas to focus on in 

teaching; the content areas should be avenues to achieve 

these skills" (Govedich interview). 

To achieve writing proficiency, steve requires 

primarily essay exams and paragraphs of definition of 

terms. with reference to question 17 about the number of 

exams in his courses, steve usually has three to four exams 

per course, which incorporate only occasionally multiple

choice questions (question 18). He does write short-answer 

exams (question 19), essay exams (question 20), problem-



solving exams (question 21), where he added "critical 

thinking." For the average number of papers he requires 

per course, steve writes three to four, "some more, some 

less" (question 24), with a usual length of 500 words 

(question 25). 
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When steve responded to question 26 about the most 

important criteria for grading, he listed the following as 

the top criteria: organization, argument, connections to 

topical issues of the course, and documentation. The next 

important criteria are logic, focus, details and support, 

and coherence. In the middle for grading importance (a 

three in steve's five-point ranking) is originality of 

ideas, flavor, creativity, and appropriate topic. criteria 

which received a "2" are grammar, development, unity, and 

fluency; the least important qualities, those receiving a 

1, are spelling, sentence variety (word choice and 

phrasing), paper format, and usage. 

In addition, steve adds that another quality-

synthesis, "the ability to formulate plausible ideas and 

hypotheses" is something else which he considers which was 

not on the above list (question 27). Finally, steve's 

response to question 28 is that the one most important item 

from the above list, essential to every written assignment, 

is "connections to topical issues of the course." He 

further supports this idea in question 30 by stating that 
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in grading all papers he "would focus on the need to go 

beyond what was presented in the text and the importance of 

finding interrelationships." He also states that sentence 

variety rates "pretty low" (question 29), in response to my 

question about criteria to which he does not pay attention. 

with reference to question 34 about which kinds of 

writing should be emphasized in the course in which I 

observed him, steve circles the following: the writing of 

documented essays, the writing of critical/analytical 

papers, skills appropriate for written examinations, 

notetaking, interactive learning logs (in "some classes," 

he adds), the writing of exploratory essays, application 

papers to real-life job situations, position papers, papers 

on ethical issues, papers of one-page discussion topics, 

chapter outlining of major concepts, lecture outlining of 

major points, and "occasionally" the writing of reports and 

abstracts (question 34). He finally states that "critical/ 

analytical" is the most important writing in his course. 

with reference to his personal writing, steve states 

that he occasionally engages in it (question 36). That 

writing consists of "mainly position papers for the faculty 

association" (question 36), which he writes monthly. He 

sees writing in his classroom as the "primary means of 

student expression and assessment" and states the most 

important function writing fulfills (question 36, e.) is 



that it "encourages students to think more clearly, 

organize ideas, and explore concepts" (Govedich 

questionnaire). 
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In his syllabus, which he presents to the students on 

the first day of class, steve provides in writing three 

general goals for the course: 

1. Understand the basic sociological 

concepts used by sociologists to study 

and describe society. 

2. Use basic sociological concepts to 

understand the structure and function 

of American society. 

3. Demonstrate the ability to perform the 

following "critical thinking" skills as 

they apply to course content. 

a. examine and evaluate assumptions 

b. distinguish relevant from irrelevant facts 

c. make plausible inferences, predictions, or 

interpretations 

d. recognize contradictions 

e. explore implications and consequences 

f. make interdisciplinary connections 

g. compare perspectives, interpretations, or 

theories 



h. explore and analyze arguments, 

interpretations, beliefs, or theories 

i. evaluate the credibility of sources of 

information 

j. refine generalizations and avoid 

oversimplifications 

k. generate or assess solutions to problems 

1. read and listen critically: clarifying or 
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critiquing texts (Govedich syllabus) 

During the semester, steve frequently alludes to this 

document; he also mentioned these skills when I asked him 

about his general goals for the course in the final 

interview. 

Summary of Classes Observed 

From January 29, 1992 through May 4, 1992, I observed 

twelve classes, at steve's invitation, when he thought he 

would be "doing something with writing and thinking" (my 

directions to him about the purpose of my study). Because 

I had an office hour before his class, my attendance was 

responsive to five-minute notice, when he might decide to 

discuss something that he thought would be informative for 

me. I soon learned that this spontaneous style of steve's 

is his modus operandi; several times I was prepared to 

attend, and he told me that he had not finished discussion 
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from the last class and would not be completing the planned 

activity. The dates of my observations were the following: 

Wednesday, January 29; Friday, January 31; Monday, February 

10; Wednesday, February 12; Friday, February 21; Friday, 

February 28; Wednesday, March 4; Friday, March 13; Monday, 

March 16; Monday, April 13; Monday, April 20, and Monday, 

May 4. Although I attended approximately one class per 

week, the bulk of my observations (9 class visits) w~re 

prior to spring break. 

Wednesday, January 29, 1992 

At this second class, twenty-nine students were 

present. steve handed out copies of the syllabus to new 

students and executed housekeeping tasks; he also handed 

out the article by C. Wright Mills on "The sociological 

Imagination," written in the 1950s. He reiterated that 

critical thinking was a major goal of the course, not just 

memorizing, and stated that the class would be doing an 

exercise in starting to practice a different approach in 

thinking about society. He wanted the class to figure out 

(1) what Mills was proposing and (2) explain why or why not 

it made sense, based on a careful analysis of exactly what 

he was saying. Then the students could examine and 

evaluate the assumptions to see if Mills was contradictory 

and figure out the implications of his ideas. 
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Specifically, steve asked the students to identify the 

most important insights. Students were to write down those 

important thoughts, which he would collect at the beginning 

of the next class period. Steve asked students to respond 

in any way they might want to, such as, "Do you like the 

way the guy writes?" (Govedich lecture notes, January 29, 

1992) . 

Next Steve reiterated the course focus was on "how 

social insights can help you interpret the social context 

in which you reside, help you deal with your family and the 

complex society in which you reside" (Govedich lecture 

notes, January 29, 1992). Specifically, "does our society 

really value the rugged individual? What is good and 

proper?" Next, Steve defined the word "fact" for the 

students. Having asked the class for definitions, he 

responded after one student said that it was "something 

that can be directly proven, supported by other facts." 

Steve presented the proposition that "a fact is a 

particular ordering of reality based on a theoretical 

interest," which is "the way you would like to see things 

work" (Govedich lecture notes, January 29, 1992). He 

concluded by saying that facts are just "sets of 

assertions." This discussion continued for one-half hour, 

with frequent student interaction, although three or four 

students did most of the responding. 
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Next, steve spent fifteen minutes on the institution 

of education and did extensive board work. He drew out 

about ten or twelve students in the discussion of the 

topic, introduced by saying, "If education is defined as a 

problem, where should solutions tend to focus? Is 

education a mess because they tell us it is a mess?" In 

explaining the latter idea, he defined the concept of self

fulfilling prophecy. He drew a diagram on the board with 

education as the center of a cluster, surrounded by the 

words, "politics, religion, economy, values, and family." 

Friday. January 31. 1992 

In a memo to me, steve stated the "purpose" of reading and 

discussing the Mills' article "The Sociological 

Imagination" was "to get the students to look for a limited 

number of important points in a given reading assignment" 

(Govedich memo). His plans for the January 31 class were 

to discuss the author's key ideas in class and ask the 

students to write a brief paper "that addresses the 

following question: "How is Mills inviting you to look at 

the world in a new way?" specifically, students should 

consider the following questions: 

What kinds of assumptions is the author making 

regarding human behavior? 

Do these assumptions appear to be reasonable? 



What alternative assumptions could be made 

regarding human behavior? 
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How could one test the validity of such assumptions? 

(Govedich memo) 

steve concludes his memo by stating that his intent of the 

assignment is to encourage students to: 

1. Read carefully and thoughtfully 

2. Identify and analyze assumptions 

3. Think of how ideas might be systematically tested 

4. Develop new insights regarding the nature of 

social phenomena (Govedich memo) 

Before I attended the January 31 class, I received the 

written statement of objectives. In this class steve 

executed much board work about Mills' assumptions. He 

asked the class for responses to the article and wrote down 

everything that any student said. Ideas such as 

"interaction between individuals and society," the "history 

that affects every man is world history," "values," 

"solutions tied to an awareness of what's going on around 

you," and "personal troubles and social issues" all went up 

on the board, Next, steve stated that the students were to 

come up with a synthesis of "stuff" and "put it together so 

it makes some sense." He listed the four areas to think 

about that he had written in the memo and asked the 

students to use the article as a basis for "formulating 
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thoughts." steve also identified the functionalist model 

of how things work or function by explaining that "one 

institution or component is interrelated to many other 

social components" (Govedich class notes, January 31, 

1992) . 

During this discussion, steve never mentioned the word 

paper, and finally one student asked, "Are you asking us to 

turn in a paper on this?" Then steve said, "Ah ha. I 

never used the word paper, did I? Yes, you have a paper to 

turn in on this, due in five days. It can be as short as a 

page and no more than a couple of pages, but no specific 

word length." Another student asked if it should be typed. 

steve indicated that he would prefer it that way. He told 

students that they could use some of the ideas already on 

the board, but they were also to do a "think piece" on "how 

Mills invites one to look at the world in a new way." 

About five times he repeated that phrase, and he also 

allowed ample time for questions before the end of the 

session. He modeled many of the questioning strategies in 

eliciting responses from the students. 

Monday, February 10, 1992 

At the beginning of this class, steve read a model 

paper to the class on the Mills' assignment. He also told 

the class that the paper had received 25 points out of 25. 
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He stated that "although the paper was a little awkward in 

places," he still gave it a 25 because of the ideas 

presented and the connections made in the paper to concepts 

in the course. Next he defined his basic grading criteria 

for "adequate": "When I grade a paper that meets the basic 

requirements, that paper gets a ~." If the paper shows 

"some insights" and goes beyond the general requirements, 

then it earns a~. Those papers which "not only show 

insights and connections, but explore the implications and 

consequences" earn an ~ (Govedich lecture notes, February 

10. 1992). 

steve explained that he checks ideas in a paper which 

"hit an idea or focus in on a key point" (Govedich lecture 

notes). He also told the class that one comment he made 

frequently on papers was, "How does Mills connect personal 

troubles with social issues?" He said he wrote "awkward" 

on many papers, as well as the phrase, "What are you 

backing this up with?" He also told the students that a 

good strategy was to find specific quotations in the 

article which support what the author is saying. He 

commended the class and said that the "class as a whole did 

a good job--everyone gave it a good shot" (Govedich class 

notes and tape). He concluded with, "Basically, I'm 

pleased" (Govedich notes and tape). He allowed many times 

for questions, but the class had few. 
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Next steve presented a new assignment, based on the 

film, Faces of the Enemy. He told the students to take 

notes, for he would ask them questions later which would 

rely on the notes. (In his final interview, steve said he 

works very hard to avoid allowing the students to use film 

time as "nap time.") He further explained that he wanted 

students to use their notes on the film as the basis for a 

new paper, which was a two-part assignment on the "social 

context we live within." The paper would explore the 

insights one might derive from an "interactionist approach 

or how one views symbols--how symbols influence world view 

and any additional insights on the way symbols help us see 

the world in new ways." The first part would "capsulize 

the most important ideas in the film in one or two 

paragraphs." The second part would be for each student to 

find some articles from the newspaper or magazines or other 

written media relating to social issue or problems. 

That article should be "critiqued in terms of ready

made ideas as a way to look at the problem." In other 

words, each student should "read some material and see how 

someone is trying to persuade you through ready-made images 

in a persuasive message" (Govedich notes and tape, February 

10, 1992). The final product should not be "terribly long

-one and a half or two pages." He restated that the 

students should critique a specific written piece in terms 
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of ready-made ideas: find this in the real world" (Govedich 

interview and tape). He added that four or five paragraphs 

"should do it, keeping in mind that a writer is exploring a 

basic idea in each paragraph" (Govedich notes and tape). 

He concluded by giving students an example of something 

which might illustrate the concept of stereotyping 

(although he never used that word): preparing our society 

to go to war when the US invaded Kuwait. He also told the 

class that the film "Faces of the Enemy" would be narrated 

by Sam Keen, and its thesis was that all nations use basic 

themes to characterize the enemy, such as barbarian, demon, 

aggressor, and madman: "we make an idea of the enemy before 

we make war" (Govedich notes). The remainder of the class 

period was spent viewing about three-fourths of the movie. 

Wednesday, February 12, 1992 

At the beginning of this period, steve reiterated the 

assignment on the film Faces of the Enemy, which he had 

presented in the previous session. He again reminded 

students to take "fairly good notes" of important concepts 

being presented as they "relate to our discussion of 

interactionist principles"; students were to note the 

symbols and how propaganda can be used to sway thinking" 

(Govedich notes and tape). The class viewed the rest of 

the movie, and then Steve led a discussion with much board 
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work. He wrote on the board, "Propaganda is heavily used 

to sway our thinking by stirring the emotions." He told of 

his personal experience in the Gulf of Tonkin incident, 

where he was a "Chinese linguist" in the Air Force. After 

several united states' intelligence-gathering ships inside 

the agreed-upon three-mile limit caused a retaliation, the 

"official" word was that ships were "wantonly attacked." 

Congress declared the right to unlimited bombing, and 

58,000 Americans were killed after the Gulf of Tonkin 

resolution. 

steve stated that a typical propaganda technique is to 

"create the ideas of the enemy first, then build the 

weapons, and then go out and kill." He added that the 

"most important part of culture is not the things we make 

or our lifestyle, but rather the focus is not just on 

material things, but the ideas that make up the culture." 

He stated again that students should read the material and 

see if they could "figure out how someone is trying to 

persuade you through the use of certain images" (Govedich 

notes). He finally gave the class another chance for 

explanation by asking if there was any ambiguity on the 

assignment and reminded them to read the first chapter in 

the textbook well, for it was a key one for "setting" their 

thinking about sociology (Govedich notes). 
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Friday, February 21, 1992 

Nine days after steve completed assigning the writing on 

the film "Faces of the Enemy," the paper was due (this 

class period). steve told the class that he would use the 

assignment in lieu of taking roll and said he had purposely 

kept the assignment open-ended. He asked the class for 

discussion of the examples that they had found of 

propaganda sources and symbols in the media. Students 

responded freely with the following examples: David Duke, 

the boycott of American schools, the Gulf crisis, and 

Dukakis pictured in a tank, which worked to his 

disadvantage. 

After a lively discussion, steve spent the remainder 

of the period preparing the students for their first test, 

over three chapters. He gave them study guides which were 

quite thorough and told the class that he composed the test 

from the study guide, but he did mix up the questions (See 

Govedich Appendix). Students were allowed to bring in a 

half-page of notes, written on both sides. He told 

students to organize their thinking around "key ideas" and 

to know the assumptions underlying the symbolist 

functionalist perspective (Govedich notes). The study 

guide has five broad areas of essay questions, such as 

"What is sociology" or "What is a theory?" Other questions 

dealt with the basic tenets of the Functionalist and 
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Conflict models of society and the theory of symbolic 

Interactionism. In addition, steve gave the students fifty 

or sixty key terms and told them that he would select ten 

for the test. They were to know the definition, but "the 

definition is the least important part; rather, they should 

discuss why this key term or person (such as Max Weber or 

hypothesis) is an important concept for sociologists, i.e., 

what is a hypothesis and why is it important? He concluded 

the class by asking again for questions. 

Friday, February 29, 1992 

At the start of this class, steve handed back the 

first test, wrote on the board the range of the grades, 

which varied from 4 ~s to 5 ~s, 14 ,Qs, 3 ,Qs, and 4 .Es. 

This test was worth only 100 points, but steve told the 

class that the rest of the tests would be worth 180-190 

points; in other words, this test was worth only about half 

what the other tests would be worth, and no one should feel 

"doomed at this point." He also told the students that 

they could earn up to fifty points of extra credit by 

turning in reviews of articles dealing with social issues. 

He said that there were "varying degrees of red ink on 

papers" and that the most frequent comments he made were 

"vague, need more detail, focus on patterns, give an 

example, and where is your evidence?" 
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He added to students that they "should be certain to 

discuss all the parts of a question and give a clear 

statement of where you're going and a paragraph to answer 

the question" (Govedich notes and tape). He wanted a 

statement of "what the key idea will be in a paragraph 

(what the people in English call a thesis statement)." At 

this, he smiled and nodded to me, although my presence had 

never been officially announced. He stated this lack of 

focus was the "most common problem" and said the students 

should spend time organizing information. There were far 

too many insupportable assertions; students should make 

certain to give evidence. Because they were allowed to 

bring in a page of notes, they should learn to use that 

space to write down specific data and evidence, for 

example. By citing specific authors and references, they 

could "impress me with what you know." He wanted the 

students to learn good "communication skills." He 

concluded with asking if there were any questions and told 

students to see him in his office if they wanted to review 

the test. 

The latter part of the hour was spent with the 

introduction of another writing assignment, which students 

had one week to complete. They were going to view the film 

Anybody's Son will Do about basic military training. They 

were to look for the key assertions and state them in the 
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first part; then they were to write a "thoughtful 

reaction," a term that steve told the class he borrowed 

from Donn Rawlings, a colleague in the English Department. 

In the reaction section, students were to note such things 

as connections, comments about what the film says about our 

society, relationships to the previous writing exercise on 

Faces of the Enemy or personal experiences with the 

military and basic training. 

Wednesday. March 4. 1992 

At the beginning of this class, steve handed back the 

papers on the film Faces of the Enemy. As he was handing 

back the papers, he told the class that he had awarded 25 

points for the assignment: 23-25 was an ~; 20-22 was a ~; 

and 16-19 was a g. He told the class that he had given 

them a two-part assignment; the second part was that they 

were to find examples in the current media which 

illustrated the notion of propaganda. Many people had not 

completed the second part of the assignment, and those 

earned only 15 points. If, however, students now wanted to 

complete the second part of the assignment, then they would 

be allowed a second chance. He reiterated his criteria 

that if the student met the requirements of the 

assignments, that was adequate and a g. However, he 

encouraged the students and said," Don't be a minimalist. 
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Look for connections, relationships, and social 

implications" (Govedich notes). He asked for questions or 

if there were any ambiguities or needed clarifications, 

received none, and said he was "dumbfounded to have no one 

with questions" (Govedich notes). 

After this, the class had a debate on capital 

punishment and steve began to discuss one of his "pet 

peeves," the use of television in our society (Govedich 

notes). He stated that TV has a "profound influence on 

children, more than most people are willing to admit" 

(Govedich notes). At this point steve interjected the idea 

that doing an extra credit paper on the impact of TV on 

adults or children would be a "perfectly acceptable" 

activity. 

Next steve defined some terms and reminded the class 

that they had a paper due the next class period which would 

"(1) summarize the key concepts presented by the film 

"Anybody's Son will Do" and (2) explain what that means in 

context of our society and in context of the concepts we've 

been talking about, such as life stages or socialization" 

(Govedich notes). He finally asked if there were any 

lingering questions on material discussed thus far. The 

last minutes of class were spent discussing definitions of 

a group. 
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Tuesday, March 5, 1992 

Because I had left a few minutes before class was 

over, steve told me the next day that I had missed another 

writing assignment that he had decided to give. In writing 

down the assignment for me so that there would be no 

"ambiguity," steve said that he could see the advantages of 

writing out the assignment on paper to be given to 

students. On this sheet of paper he asked the students to 

"identify two groups to which you belong. Be sure that one 

is a primary group and the other is a secondary group." In 

identifying the groups, the students were asked to answer 

the following ques·tions as they relate to membership in 

these groups: 

How much time do you spend with this group? 

What are your expectations of this group? 

How is the group structured? 

What roles do you play in this group? 

How important is this group to you? 

How does this group pattern your behavior? 

(Govedich assignment sheet on groups) 

Finally, steve asked the students to write about what they 

learned from this assignment (any special insights). 
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Friday, March 13, 1992 

I attended only the first five minutes of this class, 

where steve told his students that at the end of the period 

they would start freewriting to tie together concepts from 

the first three chapters in the textbook, such as 

socialization and social deviance, and notions from the 

movie One Flew Over the Cuckoo's Nest (Govenich notes). 

The class began to view the feature-length movie after I 

left. 

Monday, March 16, 1992 

steve started this class period by handing out the 

graded student papers on the film Anybody's Son will Do. 

He said that most had done a good job of "reviewing the 

basic ideas presented by the narrator in the film," but he 

was also looking for themes on the socialization process, 

response to authority, isolation from world views, pressure 

for conformity, provision of role models, application of 

sanctions, positive feedback, and humiliation rituals; 

those concepts would be the "above and beyond" which would 

produce a superior (~) paper. On this assignment, he told 

the class that the twenty-five point writing exercise 

produced a "lot more 12s, a fair number of ~s, and no 12s or 

Ks" (Govedich notes). 
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steve then described the next writing assignment. He 

wanted the students to look for "key ideas" from the 

assigned textbook chapters and tie them in with the movie 

One Flew Over the Cuckoo's Nest. steve saw this assignment 

as "key" as students connected the film with the "social 

processes we've been discussing" (Govedich notes). One 

less than alert student asked steve, "What was the name of 

the film?" In responding to that, steve said that Ken 

Kesey's book and the film made about it described a typical 

example of a mental institution in the 1950s. The film was 

a "good artifact" which shows how the basic processes of 

socialization are reflected in a mental institution. 

Monday, April 13, 1992 

steve adhered to his requirement that he would not 

give students another paper to write until he had graded 

all the previous ones, and thus the Cuckoo's Nest paper was 

the last before spring break. This paper he returned at 

the beginning of the class period; because he considered 

the paper such a major assignment, he allowed forty points 

for its value. He wrote on the board the grade breakdown 

by numbers, and told the students that he was "looking for 

more than just an outline; he wanted them to tie in 

socialization, groups, deviance" and other concepts from 

the chapters. The grades were based on a breadth of 



205 

analysis, and he said that he now was requiring more of the 

students (Govedich notes). 

He presented another assignment at this time, asking 

students to "tie in key terms" from chapter 8 in the study 

guide to the film still Killing Us Softly, a film on the 

effects of media advertising using women as objects. Jean 

Kilbourne of Harvard-Radcliffe was the narrator, asserting 

that our attitudes about women shape and determine our 

behavior; many of those attitudes are instilled in 

consumers by advertising, often creating fantasy and 

unrealistic--and she would argue, detrimental--images of 

women. The rest of the class period was spent viewing the 

film. 

Monday, April 20, 1992 

For the first ten minutes, steve engaged the class in 

a discussion of oral responses to the film still Killing Us 

Softly. He started with the general question, "What 

assumptions was the narrator making about sexism? Are there 

any contradictions in the positions she asserts?" (Govedich 

notes). Not much happened in class response, so Steve 

continued to probe: "Is this film outdated? Would recent 

commercials indicate the same sexism?" (Govedich notes) At 

this point, when some students were vaguely commenting on 

minor points of commercials, I interjected the comment that 
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the woman had credibility because she had been studying 

this area for years and had many examples to strengthen her 

assertions. Then other students began to respond as we 

discussed her authority and whether we should accept her 

evidence. 

steve told the students that he would accept papers on 

this film all week. He then mentioned that in the last 

three weeks of the course, he would be covering the three 

chapters on family, religion, and the environment. By way 

of introduction, he mentioned that in the strict definition 

of the term, "marriage is not a social institution" because 

an "institution is a complex set of behaviors, attitudes, 

and values that function to serve the basic needs of 

society." 

Monday, April 27, 1992 

steve and I had a conversation about the fact that he 

would not be assigning any more writing tasks, since the 

semester was nearing a close. I told him that I would 

still like to sit in on one final class, and we selected 

May 4, two class periods from the end, as the one for my 

last visit. 
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Monday, May 4, 1992 

This class was about four days after the announcement 

of the Rodney King verdict and the subsequent riots in Los 

Angeles. steve made the comment that "collective behaviors 

are predictable, and certain situations are likely to 

produce certain behaviors" (Govedich notes). He told the 

class that they could have "one last shot" at extra credit 

if they wanted to "critique a late-breaking article in Time 

or Newsweek on the issue of social stratification. Since 

the class did not cover the unit in the book on social 

change, an exceptional job on this critique would be worth 

anywhere from 10-25 points. He probed, "What does it mean 

for our state of society?" Rodney King, according to 

Steve, was only the "precipitating element" (Govedich 

notes) . 

steve also offered another extra credit option for 

students to do a critique of an article on the environment. 

The last week was devoted to studying this issue. At this 

class, there were 26 people present. steve began by 

charting on the board the population explosion, and he 

asserted that the real problem underlying all the 

environmental issues is the "increasing population" 

(Govedich notes). After this introduction, he showed a 

Bill Moyers film on environmental issues. To introduce the 

film, steve once again stated that the "assumptions we make 
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about the world influence the way we behave in it, and we 

tend to assume the world is an infinite supply of 

resources" (Govedich notes). Further, in the United 

states, we waste fifty percent of the resources. Jessica 

Tuchman Mathews of the World Resources Institute spoke in 

the film at length about the "catastrophic and 

irreversible" damages which will make the planet unlivable 

in seventy-five years, unless we take immediate action. 

Some of these effects will be much hotter temperatures, the 

rise in the sea level, and the effects on wildlife. steve 

reminded the students again of the option of extra credit 

for a paper on this issue. Many students participated in 

an animated discussion of the film. 

Interview with steve Govedich: Monday, May 11, 1992 

Although we had not intended to talk for two and one

half hours, the restaurant was so noisy that we could not 

tape for the first hour and had to return to my office to 

complete the interview. The batteries in the tape recorder 

also were malfunctioning, so we retreated to a quiet office 

with an outlet. Initially, steve told me that he teaches 

at least two sections of this introductory class every 

semester and four or five each year. Because he had done 

so much writing already in the semester, steve was going to 

give the students an option for the final examination of 
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either taking a multiple choice exam or writing on one 

question. He was certain that his "neurotic overachievers" 

would opt for the essay. However, he felt quite 

comfortable with this arrangement because he realized that 

students had already written about 5000 words in his 

course, given that each essay was worth 500 words in each 

of three exams. When he came to the realization that he 

had probably trebled the 1,500-word intensive-writing 

requirement with all the additional essays, steve said, 

"I'm a fool." When I asked him how he could keep up this 

pace for the next ten years, steve replied that he would 

continue to do so, because it was "energizing." He noted, 

"I will probably settle in, do more advanced planning, and 

not give so many assignments off the top of my head" 

(Govedich interview). 

Near the beginning of the interview, we catalogued the 

number of writing assignments and determined the following 

required writings: 

1. first assignment on essay by C. Wright Mills 

2. group membership (primary and 

secondary) essay: student identifies 

self and places in groups, giving 

defining characteristics 

3. film response to specific topics in movie Faces 

of the Enemy 



210 

4. film response on basic training: 

Anybody's Son will Do 

5. paper on advertising: "Still Killing Us Softly" 

6. longer essay connecting three chapters of text, 

One Flew Over the Cuckoo's Nest," and 

mental illness (Govedich interview) 

In our discussion steve briefly delineated the rationale 

for all these assignments. In the first piece on C. Wright 

Mills, he was attempting to see if students could "simply 

tell me what they understood in a fairly complex piece of 

writing." He wanted to "get a sense of their ability to 

understand complex thinking and teach them to notice what 

assumptions they are making about the world" (Govedich 

interview). Early on in the semester, he was looking at 

their comprehension, and thus in his grading he writes 

"cryptic notes" about things the students could have 

commented upon. His "ultimate goal" of the course is to 

get people "thinking about material like a sociologist" and 

"thinking about issues differently going out of the course 

than when going in" (Govedich interview). He hopes they 

put more "emphasis on interpretation of facts going out" 

and he uses the "course as a vehicle" for them to think 

about the issues. 

By giving the students so many options for extra 

credit and revision, steve finds that students improve 
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their ability to think; they stretch beyond that which they 

have previously been capable. When asked how much of their 

grade in the course depends upon their ability to write, 

steve said, "close to 100 per cent" (Govedich interview). 

with three essay exams, six writing assignments, and extra 

credit options, as well as a final exam, steve had between 

600-700 points for the semester; ninety percent of those 

points would be an ~; eighty percent a ~; 70 percent a ~; 

sixty percent a Q; and below sixty percent, E. steve 

structures his grading scale so a student can earn no more 

than fifty points with extra credit. In other words, a 

diligent student may improve one grade with extra credit, 

but cannot jump two grades. 

As a final question, I then asked steve what we could 

do in the English Department to make his life easier. He 

replied that we could help the students to "read more 

critically: reading for in-depth understanding is crucial" 

(Govedich interview). In this interview, I suggested the 

idea that I would like him to read what I write up about 

his class to see if I had accurately portrayed what he 

thought occurred. I wanted steve's vote of confidence as a 

collaborator, yet I told him that he would not be expected 

to write anything unless he wished and could check to see 

if I "got it right." I wanted to be careful not to "impose 

my voice upon his or filter his thoughts and rationale 
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through my lens." My primary question for him to consider 

in reading would be, "Did I accurately portray what you 

think you told me or what you think went on in class?" 

steve was more than willing to read over my comments; in 

fact, he said that he was "curious to see what I come up 

with" (Govedich interview). His final comments are the 

last part of this chapter. 

Three Student voices 

At the second class period I attended, I immediately 

spotted three of my former students. I asked two of them 

to keep an assignment log or journal for me because I 

wanted to study what they understood from steve's 

assignments. One student had earned an 8 from me in 

English 101 (college Composition I), and the other student 

had achieved an 8 in English 100 (developmental English) 

during the previous semester; I thought they would be 

willing to help me because we had excellent rapport. That, 

in fact, was the case, and both made all their papers, 

notes, tests, and questionnaires available. The third 

student Shauna had taken English 101 from me about a year 

earlier and earned a~. Later in the semester, about a 

month into the course, I asked her to let me read some of 

steve's comments on the first test as he was handing them 

back in class, and she readily agreed. steve's comments on 
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her essay were "need more on why the terms are important" 

and "why is it important to understand this?" She earned 

70 out of 75 points on the essay; she lost one point out of 

five on definitions of key terms. Her overall grade was an 

~. At the very end of the course, I also asked Shauna to 

complete the questionnaire, which she did thoroughly. 

The student who had completed English 101 with an ~ 

(Karen) told me that she "really liked the assignment log." 

I noticed that she primarily listed specific requirements 

for each paper or written activity, such as the following 

notes to herself: 

For Friday finish reading Chapter 1 and read "The 

Promise" by C. Wright Mills, take notes on it-

What was presented, Agree? ect.[sic] Be prepared 

to discuss in class--more important than ch. 

reading! (Karen Mastermann's assignment log) 

Karen has eleven entries in her log by April 5th, noting at 

least three times when Steve offers options for extra 

credit. On the primary and secondary group paper, for 

which Steve provided a written handout, Karen writes: 

Identify two groups I belong to (a primary and 

secondary) answer questions like: what are basic 

expectations? How important is group to you? What 

role do you play? How much time? Structure? How 



does it influence my behavior? 

assignment log) 

(Mastermann 

She concludes the entry by starring the due date, 3/11 

(Wed.), one week from the date of entry. 
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Such organized behavior as listing all the questions 

Steve asked in class comes naturally for Karen, for she has 

several years on the debate team in high school and was 

coaching the present high school forensics team. When I 

asked her how she was doing in the class, she replied, "I'm 

doing really well." One of the reasons was that she and a 

friend wor]ced together on assignments. Karen also said 

that being on the debate team in high school had helped her 

to organize her thoughts. Although her freshman year of 

high school English had been "nonexistent," by her senior 

year, she had learned much in English and credits one male 

teacher for her transformation. 

When I asked her about her writing process or 

prewriting, she replied that she did "whatever suited the 

situation best" (Mastermann interview). Originally, she 

had written out all her speeches, but over the years she 

had learned to improvise. The most important things she 

listed in writing were to have an argumentative edge, 

provide much data and research, and be organized 

(Mastermann interview). On her questionnaire, Karen wrote, 

with reference to question number 8 about the most 



important things she has learned in writing: "to do pre

writing freely, the rest will come into place." Karen's 

definition of writing is the following: 

writing is a way to express one's ideas or 

opinions about a subject in a written form for 

many to read--it can also be used as an 

evaluative technique as to judge one's skills or 

perceptions of something (Mastermann 

questionnaire). 
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Shauna also notes this expressive quality in her definition 

of writing: "being able to express yourself well" (Scott 

questionnaire). She then adds, "it really is a gift--and 

requires some talent." Kachina's definition of writing 

involves more of the writing to learn concept, as well as 

the learning to write notion: "exploring one's thoughts and 

interests and also to better ones [sic] skills in writing" 

(Kelly questionnaire). 

with reference to question number 11, Karen states 

that a principle of writing she incorporates in every 

writing activity is "basically just expressing my opinion 

as clearly and honestly as possible" (Mastermann 

questionnaire). She always understood the boundaries of 

the written assignments, earned ~s on all her papers, and 

expected to receive an ~ in the course. with reference to 

her understanding of the qualities steve graded upon, she 
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thought they were "understanding and using specific 

examples as well as incorporating past lectures and logic" 

(Mastermann questionnaire). 

Karen ranks her understanding of what the most 

important qualities in her papers were and why she was 

receiving excellent grades as the following, in 

hierarchical order from most important criterion to least: 

connections to topical issues of the course, logic, details 

and support, assigned topic, argument, originality of 

ideas, focus, flavor, development, paper format, 

organization, unity, coherence, documentation, creativity, 

usage, sentence variety, grammar, and spelling. She takes 

notes every class, answers questions every class, 

summarizes monthly, paraphrases almost every class, defines 

terms monthly, writes about personal experiences or 

reactions almost every class, writes expository essays 

monthly, as well as persuasion, arguments, critiques, and 

evaluations. 

To all the rest of the writing activities in number 

21, Karen writes that she "never" employs them. She 

believes that she always had a clear idea how she would be 

evaluated by Steve, notes his written comments, and thinks 

most of his comments dealt with content. She states that 

paper length, principles of evaluation, topic, and due date 

were required in every paper (question 19). Karen thinks 
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perhaps the issue of audience was unnecessary (question 

20). She concludes the questionnaire saying that this was 

her favorite class of the semester. 

Shauna likewise has high praise for Steve's 

Introduction to Sociology course. She thought she was 

receiving the A because "he makes it interesting and I 

never want to miss his class" (emphasis hers). Although 

both of the other students were full-time, taking 12 and 14 

credits each, this was Shauna's only class; during the 

remainder of her time, she worked full-time directing a 

day-care center. Whereas each of the other students had 

only taken three hours of English at the college level (but 

was concurrently enrolled in another English class this 

semester), Shauna had already completed her English 

sequence by finishing English 102. 

Shauna states that she learned the process of writing 

in previous English classes and developed her own style. 

She credits a rigorous English 102 instructor with 

critiquing and analyzing thoroughly her writing. Shauna 

also notes that she "loves writing and can't imagine how 

difficult it would be for someone who did not" (Scott 

questionnaire). with reference to question number 11, 

Shauna states that in all her writing, she tries to 

incorporate the following principles: she always tries to 

create 
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-that to me, is very important. Good, effective 

beginnings and conclusions are almost essential 

for an "A" paper also. (Scott questionnaire) 

When I asked about the qualities upon which she 
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thought the instructor graded, she said that he seemed to 

note how they "understood the material: his main goal 

seemed to be for us to learn and understand [her emphasis] 

the message." She continues: 

Most of the assignments weren't ones you could 

sit down and write, you were really required to 

think thouroughly [sic]. (Scott questionnaire) 

Shauna's favorite writing assignments were the film 

responses, especially to the films Faces of the Enemy and 

One Flew Over the Cuckoo's Nest, but her "very favorite one 

was the film on how advertising influences our behavior and 

how it demeans women, children and men" (the film still 

Killing Us Softly). Similarly, Karen responded well to the 

video "Anybody's Son Will Do, Ii on the "re-socialization of 

recruits that go through military basic training" 

(Mastermann questionnaire). On the other hand, Kachina 

says that the only writing activity she "found interesting 

was on the primary and secondary groups" (Kelly 

questionnaire). 
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Some contrasts also occur when noting the rank order 

among the students of perceived important criteria in 

grading: Shauna cites the most important qualities in 

question 9 for her grades as organization, argument, logic, 

originality of ideas, focus, details and support, 

connections to topical issues of the course, creativity, 

paper on topic, documentation, development, coherence, 

unity, and usage. Kachina, who develops a method of her 

own for ranking, nevertheless cites argument, logic, 

originality of ideas, focus, connections to topical ideas 

of the course, and paper is on topic as the most important 

qualities in how the instructor grades. The lowest 

criteria are spelling, grammar, sentence variety, flavor, 

creativity, paper format, documentation, coherence, and 

unity are the least important qualities. Organization she 

places in the middle with a "5," where 1 is high and 10 is 

low. For Karen the most important categories were likewise 

mentioned, although "flavor" was also at the top of her 

list, ranking at the top with focus. The other two 

students do not cite flavor as important. 

Both Kachina and Shauna believed they knew the 

criteria for evaluation of what their writing, and both 

indicated that Steve wrote comments on the papers that 

dealt mostly with content. Kachina believed that length, 

format, principles of evaluation, topic, organization, and 
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due date were always clearly specified, whereas Shauna 

noted principles of evaluation, topic, due date, and 

understanding content (an added point) were important. 

However, whereas Shauna believed that audience was required 

for every paper, Kachina believed that audience might be 

the one item in the previous list which was unnecessary. 

The catalogue of writing activities listed in Table 3 

reflects these students', as well as all other students', 

answers to question 21. All three respondents note the 

importance of writing in their grade (question 22): answers 

vary from "half or more of my grade" to 80 percent and 95 

percent. steve responded to this question with the answer, 

"almost 100 percent ... 

When I gave the students the opportunity to present 

suggestions anonymously to the instructor, one student 

wrote (question 23), "nothing really. I thought the class 

was pretty clear cut and enjoyable"; one student wrote 

nothing; and one said, "Basically just to specify more 

clearly exactly what the topic will be of the paper and 

what he wants and the length." 

Interpretation and commentary 

From the three students' understanding of steve 

Govedich's grading criteria and expectations of their 

written work in his Introduction to Sociology course and my 
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observations of what steve specified in class and his own 

rationale, there seems to be much congruence. steve 

invites--actually requires--the students to think, and he 

expects that critical thinking to be reflected in their 

writing. He does focus more on organization and argument 

and logic, and students also rate those qualities as most 

important. The student who put "organization" in the 

middle is the one (Kachina) who was receiving gs and ~s in 

the early part of the course. She also did not think the 

issue of audience was important and was the least 

experienced writer of the group. All individuals also 

rated grammar and usage very low, thus reinforcing steve's 

rationale that argument and focus are much more important. 

The students seem to be interpreting this message 

accurately. 

Another item mentioned by everyone is "connections to 

topical issues of the course," and my notes indicate that 

Steve also frequently used this phrase in class. The 

students who were doing better in terms of grades in the 

course were the ones who had more writing experience; on 

the papers of the student who began in the middle range, 

steve was constantly asking her to expand her examples and 

to stop making general and unsupported statements: on one 

paper he wrote "rather general." As she began to expand 

her examples (and type her papers), she developed her 
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arguments more completely and documented specific 

quotations or examples from the films. Her grades also 

improved. Even though she had earlier written about 

something being taken "for granite" (and steve had 

corrected it to "for granted"), that was one of the few 

grammar or word choice comments steve made on the papers of 

all three students. Usually he wrote comments like "good 

analysis," "what kinds of symbols," "need to explore the 

ideas a bit more," and "need a bit more on the process of 

socialization." 

steve Govedich, still renewed from the critical 

thinking conference he attended two years ago, is employing 

the best traditions of thinking, reading, and writing 

across the curriculum as he requires his students to think 

and evaluate assumptions. He is using writing more, 

however, to reflect learning and not so much as the writing 

to learn concept or even the learning to write notion of 

attempting to initiate students into the discourse of the 

discipline. He does not do much discovery writing, except 

once in class, and he evaluates everything as a final 

product. Thus, although he says he wants students to 

explore concepts, he really wants them to present finished 

ideas in final papers. To his credit, he does not mark 

significant grammar errors, but rather pushes them to 

expand, develop, detail, and document. 
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writing for steve is a way for students to present 

more complete answers to probing questions and to think 

about biases underlying material. He and I discussed the 

possibility of developing a model of team teaching, for I 

require in English 101 papers on the media; images of 

women, men, or children in advertising; language awareness; 

and symbols; I also stress sources of bias and authority. 

We will continue to develop our curricular plan, whether it 

be a "linked" or team taught course. steve said that 

sometimes he knows students need to work more on their 

expression when a paper sounds awkward, and he does not 

even attempt to undertake that aspect of teaching writing. 

I also think that some of the techniques we use in the 

English Department would be helpful to steve, such as 

written assignment sheets and criteria for grading, peer 

review of drafts of essays, collaboratively challenging of 

assumptions in group work, written models of exemplary 

papers handed out to students, critical analyses of 

articles or chapters read as a modeling process of the 

critical thinking techniques he is teaching, and focus on 

thesis, journals or logs of writing to learn concepts, as 

in the Berthoff model of a dialogue journal. What he can 

teach us is that focus on organization, critical thinking, 

and detection of biases are paramount. Not the least of 

his prodigious skills which he also shares with all of us 
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is his enthusiasm for teaching and his genuine concern for 

coaching students in the thinking and writing processes. 

steve's Final Response (september 2, 1992) 

I found my participation in your study of writing 

across the curriculum to be a catalyst for reflection 

regarding my written assignments. I believe that our 

conversations have given me a clearer understanding of what 

I am trying to get students to learn through writing for my 

classes. I am carefully reviewing each writing assignment 

to assure that it reinforces appropriate critical thinking 

skills that are emphasized in the course. I am also 

reviewing the number of writing assignments that I give to 

assure that sufficient time can be devoted to each 

assignment. I believe that my participation in your 

project will help me further refine and improve the quality 

of written assignments that are used as learning activities 

in my courses. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

ANALYSIS OF DATA: FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

As I collected and analyzed my data, I realized that 

the following sources have provided contexts and 

information: 

1. Field notes of my observations 

2. Four instructors, selected in three 

discipline-specific courses, during 

Spring Semester 1992 

3. Thirteen students: eight in nursing, 

three in sociology, and two in 

gunsmithing: journals, assignment logs, 

interviews, written classroom papers, 

notes, essay tests, and questionnaires 

4. Review of thirty years of written 

literature on WAC and literacy 

problems, both nationally and locally; 

review of ethnography and anthropology 

5. sixteen years of personal experience 

with instruction at the community 

college level 

6. Extensive interviews with instructor.s 

and continuing discussions to the 

present 



7. Detailed questionnaires completed by 

four instructors 

8. Course descriptions, syllabi, tests, 

and assignments of instructors 
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A guiding assumption in analysis of all data has been 

that these ethnographic observations are specific to my 

lens as a composition instructor; I am (by experience of 

teaching more than twenty years) more concerned with 

rhetoric and the teaching of writing than are the 

instructors of specific disciplines. In addition, the same 

principle guided me that was paramount for Doheny-Farina in 

his ethnographic study of an emerging organization: 

"Rhetorical discourse is situated in time and place" (6). 

My place I knew well--Yavapai College--and the time was 

restricted to one semester, although conversations with 

some of these instructors have spanned ten years. Geertz 

refers to this stance as Renato Rosaldo's "notion of the 

positioned scholar": 

You are somebody: you come out of a certain class; you come 

out of a certain place; you go into a certain country; you 

then go home; you do all of these things. (Geertz qtd. in 

Olson 263) 

My only difference is that I did not go home; I am home. 

certainly this phenomenon provides for unusual 

conversations as the "subjects" of my study I encounter 
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daily. We remake the dialogue, and they are eager to see 

my conclusions. 

Another assumption in this research project was that 

my search for patterns and meanings involved construction 

of new knowledge, developed with collaboration from many 

sources. As Berger and Luckmann state, the "sociology of 

knowledge understands human reality as socially constructed 

reality": as a consequence, a "continuing conversation" 

emerges as the humanistic discipline attempts to understand 

"society as part of a human world . . . in an ongoing 

historical process" (189). To that end, the participants 

and I constructed and interpreted multiple texts, which 

became interwoven as we attempted to understand the role of 

writing and thinking in the classrooms. We continue to 

interpret, read, and write texts. 

The contemporary ethnographic mode of collaboration 

all~wed me to capture that process in a product, these 

findings. Both Gary Olson and Michael Kleine speak of 

"natives" who are literate enough to respond to our 

interpretations: I have been fortunate enough to receive 

collaboration and final comments from all four instructors. 

Their comments and correction of some "facts" (is steve 

right that a fact is an interpretation used to present a 

particular reality?) have informed my text; I have inserted 

their final words as the last comments in each of the case 
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studies. By allowing them to have the last words, I 

provide for one more iterative mode in their development of 

metacognitive awarenesses. 

Although I did not consider them as my audience 

initially when I wrote the summary and interpretations of 

classroom observations, I must say that I was nervous in 

the five months before I received all the instructor 

responses. However, they must have been equally nervous to 

write to me, for two instructors apologized for their hasty 

missive and rushed writing style. 

I was concerned that I might have been too critical. 

Would they believe that I, an English instructor, had 

anything to say to them? Was I writing the obvious? Did I 

miss out on much because I was not a member of their 

disciplines? Perhaps Karen's O'Neil's response (and our 

ongoing discussion) was the most encouraging; she stated 

that by participating in the project, she now viewed her 

teaching with and through writing differently. What more 

could any ethnographer ask? 

This research study is officially concluded, as was 

the semester, yet these instructors continuously evolve in 

their applications of writing, which they want to share 

with me. We have developed a professional friendship in 

our continuing conversations, a by-product of feminist 

research mentioned by Nielsen (6). steve commented in his 
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final response that his participation in the study was a 

"catalyst for reflection"; he stated that our conversations 

have given him a "clearer understanding" of what he is 

trying to reinforce as "appropriate critical thinking 

skills" (Govedich). 

Review of research questions 

As I catalogue the responses to all the questions and 

analyze the data, I have grouped my four original research 

questions into three areas of inquiry and data reporting. 

1. What writing and thinking activities are being 

required and executed in the classroom? 

2. What rationale and theory underpin instructors' 

assignments? How metacognitively aware of his or 

her theory is each instructor? 

3. Is the instructor using writing to enhance 

learning or teaching writing in the conventions 

of the discipline or both? 

Writing and Thinking Activities 

Analysis of data regarding the first question (writing 

and thinking activities) is drawn from questions 31, 32, 

and 34 on the instructor questionnaire and question 21 on 

the student questionnaire. Tables 1 and 2 on the following 

pages are a composite of the answers received on two 
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questions: 31 and 32. When I designed student question 21, 

I modeled it exactly on instructor question 31, in order to 

note "patterns" (Mccutcheon). Tables 3-4 summarize these 

data and are included in sequence. At the top of each 

page, I repeat the questions, taken directly from the 

questionnaires (presented as Appendices A and B). 



TABLE 1 
Instructor Questionnaire Composite (item 31) 

"Which (and how much) of these writing activities do 
students do in your class?" 

Every Monthly Once or twice 
class a semester 

copying 

taking notes 4 

writing from dictation 

writing on the board 1 2 

filling in the blanks 

answering questions 1 

making lists or outlines 1 2 

labeling, making charts 2 

summarizing 1 1 

paraphrasing 

defining 4 

personal experience, 1 1 
reactions, feelings 

exposition (essays to inform) 1 1 

persuasion, arguments 1 

critiques, evaluations 1 1 

applications 1 1 1 

case studies 1 1 

dramatic works, fiction, 
poetry 

interactive learning log 

brainstorming, other 1 
prewriting 

inventing 

other (please specify) 
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Never 

3 

2 

1 

3 

2 

1 

3 

1 
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TABLE 2 
Instructor Questionnaire Composite (item 32) 

"How much class time do you usually spend on each of these 
activities?" 

Every Monthly Once or twice Never 
class a semester 

in-class writing 1 2 

discussion, analysis of 2 
models of writing 

grammar and mechanics 3 

organization and logic 4 

prewriting (inventing, 1 4 
brainstorming, listing) 

evaluation of other students' 4 
writing 

editing, revising, 4 
proofreading 

format topics (margins, 4 
headings, etc.) 

discussing errors to avoid, 4 
such as usage 
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TABLE 3 
All-Student Questionnaire composite (item 21) 

"What writing activities did you do in the classes I 
observed? Which (and how much) of these did you engage in?" 

Every Monthly Once or twice Never 
class a semester 

copying 4 3 4 

taking notes 12 2 

writing from dictation 2 1 7 

writing on the board 2 4 2 

filling in the blanks 2 5 

answering questions 7 5 1 

making lists or outlines 4 6 3 

labeling, making charts 1 6 2 

summarizing 5 2 5 2 

paraphrasing 4 5 2 

defining 4 2 5 2 

personal experience, 8 3 2 
reactions, feelings 

exposition (essays to inform) 4 3 2 

persuasion, arguments 3 2 4 1 

critiques, evaluations 4 2 4 1 

applications 3 5 

case studies 2 6 3 

dramatic works, fiction, 1 7 
poetry 

interactive learning log 2 1 7 

brainstorming, other 2 6 3 
prewriting 

inventing 3 4 

other (please specify) 
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TABLE 4 
Nursing Student Questionnaire Composite (item 21) 

"What writing activities did you do in the classes I ob
served? Which (and how much) of these did you engage in?" 

Every Monthly Once or twice Never 
class a semester 

copying 1 3 2 

taking notes 5 2 1 

writing from dictation 1 5 

writing on the board 4 2 

filling in the blanks 2 3 

answering questions 1 5 1 

making lists or outlines 6 1 

labeling, making charts 6 1 

summarizing 1 5 1 

paraphrasing 5 2 

defining 5 2 

personal experience, 2 3 2 
reactions, feelings 

exposition (essays to inform) 1 3 2 

persuasion, arguments 1 4 1 

critiques, evaluations 2 4 1 

applications 1 3 3 

case studies 6 1 

dramatic works, fiction, 1 6 
poetry 

interactive learning log 1 5 

brainstorming, other 6 1 
prewriting 

inventing 3 

other (please specify) 1 3 



235 

In reporting this information, I am attempting to 

develop what Kozma calls "grounded theory"--a theory drawn 

from a myriad of sources. Although I do not have a large 

enough pattern to be statistically significant, I can note 

some groupings of activities. 

Both the instructors and students identify "taking 

notes" as the primary writing activity (4 and 9 responses, 

out of a possible 4 instructor and 12 students, and one who 

crossed out these pages with "not applicable"; see Tables 1 

and 3). For the student responses, although I am retaining 

Paul Muspratt's responses, which were blank after the first 

three pages, in the total of 12 possible replies, it is 

important to note that he said, "these do not apply" 

because there was no "writting [sic] requirement" in the 

gunsmithing course (Muspratt questionnaire). 

After note-taking, the most frequently cited writing 

activities by students in every class were the following 

(See Table 3): answering questions (4 responses); 

summarizing (3); writing personal experiences, reactions, 

and feelings (5); and completing critiques and evaluations 

(3). In the category of once or twice a semester, the 

following writing activities were noted by students: 

answering questions (5); making lists or outlines (6); 

labeling, making charts (6); summarizing (5); paraphrasing 

(5); defining (5); critiquing, evaluating (4); persuading, 
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arguing (4); writing case studies (6); and brainstorming 

and other prewriting (6). Ironically, three students 

indicated that once or twice a semester they were involved 

in inventing, but not the three others who said they only 

engaged in prewriting. 

This observation illustrates the problem with the 

questionnaires: it was apparent that there was not cornmon 

agreement about definitions of terms, such as invention, 

exposition, case studies, and critiquing. Although I had 

attempted to include all possible writing activities in my 

original question, I now realize that some terms are 

specific to the field of rhetoric and composition; it was 

not wise to assume that people in other disciplines had 

common agreement. 

The 4 instructors stated that students in their 

classes executed the following writing activities in every 

class (See Table 1): taking notes (4); defining (2); 

answering questions (1); making lists or outlines (1); 

summarizing (1); and writing personal experience and 

reactions (1). Once or twice a semester 2 instructors (50 

percent of the sample) indicated students wrote on the 

board, made lists or outlines, and labeled and made charts. 

In the category of "never," 3 instructors indicated 

students never copied or filled in the blank answers or 

wrote dramatic works; two said students did not write 



dictation or make outlines or lists. steve Govedich 

indicated that every month students wrote exposition 

(essays to inform), persuasion, critiques, evaluations, 

applications, case studies, brainstorming, and other 

prewriting. 
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Karen O'Neil stated that in Western civilization, 

students 6 times a semester answered questions, summarized, 

paraphrased, defined, and wrote exposition, persuasion, and 

argumentation. Four times in the semester students were 

required to critique subjects. I must note that, although 

Western civilization was not the original content-area 

course to be studied, Karen's teaching strategies in that 

course have informed her nursing instruction. However, the 

above information is not reflected in the questionnaire 

responses, for I reported only the data of the classes in 

which the instructors were observed. 

As indicated in chapter 5, she notes a discrepancy 

about the way students are evaluated in the two 

disciplines. Her conclusion was that it was easier to earn 

an ~ on a paper in nursing, simply by having all the 

required sources; she indicated that her evaluations of 

nursing papers should probably scrutinize the thinking 

levels more carefully in writing for those seminars. 

All instructors indicate that taking notes is the most 

important writing activity, and 9 students concur (Tables 1 
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and 3). The 7 nursing students who responded to the 

questionnaire, the largest proportion of the student 

sample, mention activities in their class, which are common 

to their discipline--listing, labeling, charting, and 

writing case studies. six of the nursing students engage 

in prewriting, yet only the sociology instructor mentions 

prewriting as a student activity (not the nursing 

instructors). This information, which Director of 

Institutional Research Mike Topper says is not 

statistically significant, suggests that much more emphasis 

should be placed on the inventing, brainstorming, and 

prewriting aspects of thinking. 

Likewise, I did not notice many brainstorming 

activities to generate ideas in any classes I observed, nor 

were there any thinking aloud activities on writing topics, 

discussing of invention, or any other prewriting 

strategies. One time I observed Steve write student 

assumptions about C. Wright Mills' essay on the board. 

Steve required "thoughtful reactions" and the nurses wanted 

well-organized presentations, but no activities in class 

specifically mentioned the generation of ideas. 

Although 3 instructors' definitions of writing 

included thinking, they are not doing many classroom 

activities, beyond lecturing, to foster it. Three 

instructors' definitions of writing (question 11) included 
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mention of the word thought; note the 3 following responses 

to this question: 

the ability to communicate one's thoughts 

clearly, specifically, and coherently on paper; 

expressing one's thoughts in written form; and 

being able to portray thoughts in an 

understanding and cohesive manner. (Appendix C) 

Some instructors did not complete certain sections of 

the questionnaire; apparently the task seemed overwhelming 

to them, and next time I would abridge the questionnaire, 

as well as use it for more discussion in each interview. 

Although it was a touchstone for the final interviews, I 

did not ask the questions scrupulously and allowed for more 

open-ended interviews. 

Perhaps I also did not ask the right questions on the 

questionnaire; I know that I did not ask all the same 

questions in an exact order in the four interviews, 

although I felt that each interview elicited much important 

information, which covered all the topics of background, 

metacognitive awarenesses, rationale, philosophy, and 

classroom writing activities. My reason for abandoning the 

stance of an interrogator during the interviews was to 

allow the instructors to be more at ease. I was 

particularly careful to ask questions which would help me 

answer my research questions. If it were necessary to 
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follow-up a response, I would do so until I believed that I 

had received sufficient information. For example, the 

interviews with Karen and steve took longer (almost two 

hours each) because discussions of writing activities 

became complex. 

Neither the instructors nor students seemed to 

understand the word invention, and I acknowledge my 

specialized background in rhetoric may have intimidated 

some of them from asking me to explain. During the 

interview, I also did not want to alter their opportunity 

to give responses by my intrusion with definitions and 

explanations, although I did attempt to make clear what I 

was asking. As much as possible, I tried simply to obtain 

their attitudes and philosophy. If I were to execute this 

project again, I would be certain to schedule a training 

session at the outset to clarify terms--or at least discern 

that we all had common agreement on words such as 

invention. 

Yet, despite the fact that I may have lost data by 

lack of agreement on terms, I still believe this was a 

worthwhile study as I assessed present attitudes, 

practices, beliefs, and rationales. The snapshots I have 

collected were deliberately designed not to be a faculty 

development project or an imposition of my rhetoric and 

composition background on other instructors' teaching 
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strategies. I wanted to avoid the role of teacher trainer, 

and thus I may have even evaded explanations of some 

concepts in my ruthless attempts to be descriptive, not 

evaluative, or normative. I wanted to capture present 

practices of using writing and thinking at the two-year 

college, and I am satisfied that I do have representative 

classroom observations. 

Metacognition: Instructors' Rationales and Theories 

All four veteran instructors have developed rationales 

for their praxis, but these philosophies are also evolving, 

as is evidenced by the example of Karen redefining her 

nursing instruction in contrast to her pedagogy in Western 

Civilization. All 4 instructors have also worked in the 

business world in their professions, so their orientations 

are to "real world" applications. steve allows his 

students to write optional case studies in sociology; the 

nursing instructors teach students to prepare oral 

presentations on contemporary issues in nursing; and Tony 

requires that students explain processes and write out 

gunsmithing repair bills. 

Thus, all instructors are very aware of the following 

applications of writing; these are the composite of answers 

on the instructor questionnaire to item 10, the most 
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important things the instructors have learned about writing 

(Appendix C): 

1. develop format for audience and purpose 

2. express ideas clearly; make writing concise and 

to the point 

3. write with clarity, specificity, and coherency 

4. work on clarity and organization 

These qualities are also indicated in the instructors' 

definitions of writing, listed three pages earlier. They 

believe in clear expression, with considerations of 

audience and purpose, definitions which reveal a rhetorical 

understanding of situation, purpose, and audience. 

Additional information on rationale and metacognitive 

awarenesses is compiled from the following items on the 

instructor questionnaire: 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17-25, 

26, 27, 28, 30, 32, 36e, 36f, 36i, 40 and 41. In each 

chapter I have already explained the individual 

instructors' definitions of writing and their responses to 

questions 40 (change in their definition of writing) and 41 

(a question which allowed for freewriting on activities, 

sequence, and assignment). For this final analysis, I also 

reviewed the tapes of the concluding interviews with each 

instructor, as well as my transcribed notes. 
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In response to question 15, all 4 instructors consider 

themselves a "proponent of WAC." The phrase writing across 

the curriculum (question 12) means the following to them: 

1. Write assignments in all disciplines excluding 

labs (PE, art) 

2. Develop skills in written communication in 

[al]most all courses, regardless of content 

3. Insure all subject areas reinforce the 

development of writing skills 

4. Involve writing activities in all subject areas 

(Appendix C) 

My analysis of this information is that all believe in 

writing and "developing skills" in writing (two mention 

that), but no one suggested the writing to learn notion of 

thinking and exploring ideas, which is elsewhere listed in 

their definitions of writing. It is to be expected that 

people who are professionals want "skills," but an 

important stage of writing as discovery thinking may be 

lost. 

The phrase writing across the curriculum has been 

familiar to these instructors since the early 1980's 

(question 13); two mentioned that they heard it from me 

"several years ago" and another said she first heard it in 

1983-84. Those comments may again be the halo effect, 

where there is a "tendency for an irrelevant feature . 
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to influence the relevant feature in a favorable or 

unfavorable direction" (Isaac and Michael 58). The 

instructors may have wanted, early in the questionnaire, to 

credit me with their knowledge; their answers may have 

reflected such emotional variances rather than historical 

accuracy. 

Indeed, answers to question 15 indicate they have been 

using writing longer than they could have learned about it 

from me. One nursing instructor stated she has been using 

it since 1979; another said it became a practice "just this 

year"; Tony said he has been using writing for ten years; 

and steve has always been using writing, but in the last 5 

or 6 years, it has become more "intense." 

Two instructors acknowledge that they use writing 

"more than most in their disciplines" (steve); Tony says 

that his philosophy is probably different from most in his 

division, for many instructors in the Applied Science and 

Technology Division "still use multiple choice." One 

nursing instructor indicates that her WAC philosophy is 

similar to others in her division, but the other nursing 

instructor said it was never discussed in nursing, 

responses which seem to cancel each other out. 

In practice, all 4 instructors require 3-4 

examinations per course (question 17), comprised of 

multiple choice (3); short answer (3); essay exams (3); and 
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problem-solving (3). Two instructors incorporate all of 

the above in each exam, and two use some of those writing 

and thinking strategies. They also have performance exams 

and quizzes (question 23). In nursing there are 1-2 

papers, 3-4 papers in sociology (although in practice it 

was more like S or 6 papers for steve, not counting exam 

essay questions during Spring 1992 Semester); and a large 

journal in gunsmithing. Two instructors require soo words 

as the usual paper length (question 2S) and two require 

between SOO and 1,SOO words. 

In grading these papers, instructors have specific 

philosophies. Most important grading criteria are revealed 

in question 26: organization; logic; focus; details and 

support; and connections. Out of all the choices in this 

question, these five areas evoked unanimous agreement in 

that all 4 mentioned them as most important. Least 

important qualities, mentioned again by 3 instructors, are 

spelling and grammar. 

steve indicated that synthesis and documentation were 

important qualities in writing, as well as the abilities to 

formulate plausible ideas and hypotheses and make 

connections. There was much congruence in the nursing 

instructors' responses: both indicated connections to 

topical issues, details, and support, focus, logic, and 

argument as the most important criteria. Least important 
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were paper format, creativity, spelling, and grammar. 

Karen suggested that all these latter qualities would 

comprise, in her grading system, 12 percent of the grade. 

Interestingly enough, "originality of ideas" for the 

nursing instructors was lower in importance, reinforcing 

the idea that instructors want writing "to the point" 

(Lynn's definition of writing). 

Lynn also was the only one who responded to the 

"Chrysanthemums" summary/response paper; steve lost the 

paper, but said he would look for information that went 

beyond the text and noted "interrelationships." Lynn's 

answer was to the point in responding to the sample paper: 

If paper is "on topic" and student answers the questions, 

as required, with accurate information he/she will receive 

a high grade. Most of the writing in this field is very 

technical and style is not as important. (Nugent 

questionnaire) 

To have students analyze a sample paper was a 

suggestion of Duane Roen's, which I thought was a way to 

avoid the learned jargon of rhetoric and composition; 

however, I should have been more careful in my selection of 

text for review. 

I chose a student written response to "The 

Chrysanthemums" by John steinbeck, but the field of 

literature was no doubt intimidating. I deliberately 
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selected a sample with major sentence and grammar problems, 

but which had some original ideas; however, the paper must 

have been too foreign for them to assess. Karen, who spent 

the most time on the questionnaire, did not even attempt to 

respond to this question. No doubt it was too much like 

evaluating student papers. Should I replicate this 

project, I would be more brief in my questionnaire, 

particularly when depending upon good will of harried 

instructors. 

Although all instructors profess to be proponents of 

WAC, very little class time is actually spent on writing or 

thinking activities. with reference to question 32, only 

Steve does prewriting and in-class writing "monthly." For 

all these writing processes listed in this question, from 

evaluating in peer groups to formatting and discussing of 

models of writing, the remainder of the responses were 

"never." Tony was an "omit" on these pages. This analysis 

reveals that, although the instructors espouse writing, 

they spend very little class time doing it or any of the 

thinking stages that might lead to it, other than the usual 

suggestions for paper topics or lecturing. 

Rather, their responses to question 36i (about their 

personal writing, classroom writing, and writing in the 

disciplines) indicate that they believe in certain precise 

qualities and characteristics of writing: clear and concise 
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and grammatically correct prose; writing which has clarity, 

analysis, argument; and writing which contains facts. 

One nursing instructor states that charting is the 

most important function that writing fulfills. steve 

indicates that writing is a primary means of student 

assessment, another way of stating that writing is a 

measure of the mastery of learning. The composite of 

responses to question 36e (most important function that 

writing fulfills) is the following: writing 

conveys thoughts and feelings; organizes and expresses 

thinking; clarifies and specifies thinking; analyzes and 

synthesizes idea; develops thoughts and arguments; and 

states facts and perspectives. (Appendix C) 

Two of the instructors indicate writing can help organize 

and express thinking and develop thoughts, but the rest of 

the answers are concerned more with the writing product: 

writing which states facts and perspectives. Only Karen, 

in question 40, notes an evolution in her thinking about 

writing during the process of·completing the questionnaire. 

Her final definition follows: 

writing is process by which one can develop/expand one's 

ability to think. As a process it can help one think more 

critically, more wholistically [sic], more originally and 

more creatively. Writing is also a method of 

communication. (O'Neil questionnaire) 
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In her interview, Karen spoke frequently about "argument," 

a reflection of her emphasis on this thinking strategy. 

Karen's concluding analysis that writing is both 

process and "a method of communication" ("the ability to 

communicate one's thoughts clearly, specifically, and 

coherently on paper") may have been a discovery for her in 

the completing of the questionnaire; it also may have been 

due to her continuing involvement in team teaching Western 

Civilization, as well as nursing. 

Lynn has a specific philosophy about writing in the 

discipline of nursing. She states that writing in the 

field of nursing is "being able to provide accurate 

information and elaborating on what the question calls for: 

a factual reporting process (Nugent interview). Lynn also 

has a very sophisticated metacognitive awareness of 

rhetoric: she describes writing in the discipline being 

composed of analysis and synthesis, but "modified for the 

audience and purpose, a sense of story and format" (Nugent 

questionnaire). 

Both nursing instructors talked about what they would 

do differently next time, and each is ready to modify the 

written essay on the final examination. Karen said, "If we 

were to do this again, we need to be real clear in 

directions." Lynn stated those directions needed to be as 

specific as, "write three paragraphs." Karen's ongoing 
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metacognitive awarenesses are indicated by her final 

comment to me in the interview: "If nothing else, you've 

made me think about this [my teaching with writing] more." 

That I provoked metacognitive reflection was also 

evident by Tony's initial comment in August 1992, after he 

first read my chapter about him. Although he did not state 

this in his written reply, he said to me orally, "I thought 

I made the guidelines and specifications for the notebook 

very clear." He seemed somewhat surprised that students 

privately had evidenced concern about vagueness of 

deadlines, format, etc. I realized that students and Tony 

were responding to different perceptions of reality. 

Although I was aware of the notebook's importance, Tony had 

privately told me of its function. His rationale was that 

it would be the most valuable tool in gunsmithing students' 

careers, where it is difficult to find current information 

on many models of guns. 

Tony also possesses a definition of writing as his 

metacognitive awareness that both content and expression 

must be joined to create effective communication. During 

the interview, he told me that most laboratory manuals in 

the field were poorly written. A week after our interview 

in May, he brought me a text on the Modern Rifle Barrel, 

written by Harold Hoffman. Tony pointed out the opening 

paragraphs as examples of poor expression [sic]: 
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When I first interested in how barrel were made, I was 

a full time gunsmith in Bucklin, Kansas. I was doing a lot 

of barrel work, such as chambering and fitting actions. 

I started to research the subject . . . One thing that 

I found out real fast, was that there was not any 

information on the process of button rifling. 

My main idea in writing this book is to give the 

readers a idea how gun barrels are made. This book may 

seem to be a little vague at time, but once the reader 

starts making the barrel, etc. it all falls in place. [sic] 

(Hoffman i). 

Tony's comment on this text was, "The English language puts 

you off so bad, you don't get the content" (Ross). 

For steve, writing is not only a fusion of content and 

expression, but also a means of "exploring assumptions and 

thinking." He wants students to "get beyond the 

regurgitation of facts and explore how things fit 

together." He strives to "teach students how to think 

about the material rather than to learn the material" 

(Govedich). He told me that his favorite writing 

assignment was the film response to the movie One Flew Over 

the Cuckoo's Nest, which required students to "tie in key 

terms" from the text, make connections to lectures, and 

provide examples from the film to illustrate the concepts. 



students were being required to think by analogy, 

definition, comparison, and synthesis. 
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Of all the instructors observed, steve seemed to be 

the most metacognitively aware--perhaps the conference on 

critical thinking at Sonoma state University in 1990 had 

propelled him to wrestle with issues of thinking and 

writing. However, he stated that even at Otero Junior 

College, he was always doing "a bit along the critical 

thinking line, but had not really stopped and defined 

carefully" what he was doing. He no longer tried to "get 

through" everything, but focused rather on teaching 

students to think (Govedich interview). Now Steve 

confidently says that he 

sees writing and thinking as the areas to focus on in the 

teaching of sociology; the content areas should be the 

avenues to achieve those goals rather than the focus on the 

content of the discipline. (Govedich interview) 

steve's suggestion about incorporating WAC at the community 

college level was that all faculty should be taken to a 

conference where they, too, could have a conversion to WAC 

philosophy--a "religious experience." He does not think it 

is possible to institute a WAC program without removing 

people from the college context for faculty development. 

All four instructors are very metacognitively aware-

that is, they think about their thinking and writing 
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assignments and have developed rationales for sequence and 

purposes. steve, who has been to a critical thinking 

conference, is an enthusiastic advocate; I am concerned, 

however, how long his exuberance will last with student 

numbers of approximately 140 per semester. I hope he can 

maintain his energy for countless assignments and grading. 

Karen is experiencing new challenges in another discipline, 

which has forced her to rethink some of her teaching 

philosophy. Lynn's rationale is discipline-specific: she 

trains students for writing that will be required in the 

field: factual and technical and precise. Tony requires 

students to develop a writing tool that will accompany them 

in the world of work; he also asks them to problem-solve on 

exams and distinguish irrelevant features in a sequence, 

such as the procedures for refining head space in a gun. 

All instructors are aware of the thinking processes they 

are attempting to foster by and with writing and thinking. 

Instructors' Uses of Writing and Thinking in Classrooms 

Although my original research question posed the 

dichotomy of teaching students to write to enhance learning 

or teaching them to write in the conventions of the 

discipline, I now realize that these different positions do 

not allow for some of the results I obtained. The writing

to-learn versus learning-to-write distinction is too 
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limiting for the variety of writing tasks I encountered. 

In fact, in the three classrooms I visited, little, if any, 

of either kind of writing was being required, but much 

writing was occurring, assigned by four instructors who 

professed to believe in WAC. 

Ann Ruggles Gere is helpful in suggesting another 

distinction: writing to show iearning and writing to learn 

(Roots 1). In fact, almost all the writing tasks I 

reviewed or observed were of the writing to show learning 

dimension. Although much talk has occurred over the years 

about writing across the curriculum, instructors in these 

three classrooms are primarily using writing as an 

indication of students' mastery of content. For example, 

steve wants an organized, "thoughtful reaction" to a film, 

eliciting major assumptions. A student would need to know 

how to freewrite his or her way to a response, perhaps from 

notes, in order to find assumptions. Having found them, he 

or she would need to organize 'carefully a fin31 paper, 

using examples and proper format. In a comparison of two 

papers written for steve's sociology class by Karen and 

Kachina, I noticed that Karen wrote more details and 

support and achieved a better grade; Kachina provided 

assumptions, but did not elaborate. 

Thus, grading criteria include more than just 

eliciting assumptions; one must also develop the points 
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with examples and make connections to other material, all 

of which steve expects from students when he states that 

they must "go beyond" minimal requirements to achieve an J!. 

Yet he does not explain carefully how to do this, other 

than one initial board exercise early in the semester; 

students brainstormed ideas, which steve wrote on the chalk 

board, from the essay "The sociological Imagination" by c. 

Wright Mills. Perhaps a model paper or additional 

brainstorming activities in class before other papers are 

due would help students understand the requirements. A 

t-lritten example of an excellent "thoughtful reaction" 

paper, not only one read in class, might also help students 

understand those writing assignments. 

All papers written by students in these three classes 

are evaluated, including the process papers in the nursing 

classes (although they are not returned). No journals, 

writing to explore ideas, or discovery writing were 

assigned; the journal in Tony's class is a distillation of 

technical procedures and specialized data, diagrams, and 

detailed explanations of methods of repair of specific 

models of guns. It is expressly designed to be a business 

aid and handbook for a career in gunsmithing. 

All writing for these classes is a finished product: 

well-thought out arguments, technical explanations of 

processes or sequences (such as how to make head space more 



precise in a gun barrel); formal presentations of 

definitions, such as advanced directives in nursing; and 

test questions, which require problem solving. 
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On steve's tests in sociology, he creates some open

ended questions, which require students to connect lecture 

data with assigned readings of films. Two examples are 

from his first SOC 101 examination: 

1. What are the basic assumptions underlying the concept 

of cultural relativism? What are some political 

implications of accepting these assumptions? How might a 

thorough understanding of the concept of cultural 

relativism enable you to better understand the norms 

(folkways, mores, laws) of your own society? 

2. What is a social institution? How do social 

institutions reflect social needs and how do they serve to 

pattern social relationships? How have the basic social 

institutions tended to evolve during the process of 

modernization? How have these changes tended to alter 

patterns of social interaction? (Govedich Exam #1) 

In the first test question, steve provokes students to 

apply theory to their own lives, certainly a critical 

thinking strategy. The second question requires students 

to give examples to ground theory. 

When the nursing instructors developed an essay 

question for the final examination, they wanted evidence 
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that students had assimilated the lecture information from 

one presentation. Some students merely listed data, but 

the nursing instructors deducted points for lack of a 

paragraph. However, I think their essay question was an 

afterthought; some students were right to discern that 

information was all that was required, not well-written and 

precise arguments. The essay question was also very vague; 

it only asked them to report information from another 

group's class presentation. Likewise, one or two of Tony's 

essay questions required a list or sequence, answers which 

could be better handled as short responses. Thus, even the 

design of an essay question can require students to think 

and make connections, but the question needs to be 

carefully structured. 

Almost all writing during the spring Semester 1992 in 

these three classes, with the exception of one in-class 

writing activity in sociology, was transactional, as 

defined by James Britton and others: 

This is language to get things done: to inform people 

(telling them what they need or want to know or what we 

think they ought to know), to advise or persuade or 

instruct people. Thus the transactional is used for 

example to record facts, exchange opinions, explain and 

explore ideas, construct theories; to transact business, 



conduct campaigns, change public opinion. 

of Writing Abilities 88) 
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(The Development 

Britton and others distinguish the transactional from 

expressive writing and poetic writing. These 3 types of 

writing are on a continuum, distinguished by roles of the 

writer as a participant or as a spectator. 

within the transactional mode are the informative and 

conative; the former includes reports, general accounts of 

descriptive information, analogies, speculations, and 

tautologies, whereas the latter is regulative 

(instructions) and persuasive (89-100). All writing 

(except for the one in-class writing) which I observed was 

writing of the transactional type, primarily informative 

and regulative. Thus, although much transactional writing 

is occurring in all these classes, the potential to use 

writing for thinking, discovering, and knowing (expressive 

writing) is largely untapped. A WAC program and faculty 

development in the areas of critical thinking, reading, 

speaking, and writing would allow for creation of new 

methods of not only learning, but also creating, knowledge. 
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ETHNOGRAPHY AS A POSTMODERN MODE (COMPOSING 

AS A WAY OF KNOWING THROUGH COLLAGE AND COLLABORATION) 

Today we hear much discussion about empowering 

students, and composing our thoughts in writing is believed 

to be one way to allow individuals to inscribe their voices 

in the resounding clamor of many cultures and multicultural 

classrooms of all ages. This composition is not merely 

transactional, as indicated in the previous chapter, but 

also may be expressive and/or poetic. 

Whether language abilities enable one to join the 

conversations of the ages depends on which multicultural 

tenet one is espousing, but almost all educators agree that 

thinking, which may be reflected in writing, is the first 

step to creating a population prepared for the uncertain 

millennium. Langer and Applebee discuss this integration 

of skills necessary for preparation of stUdents for the 

future: 

written language does indeed make a 

contribution to content learning and it can 

support the more complex kind of reasoning that 

is increasingly necessary for our successful 
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performance in our complex technological and 

information-based culture. (151) 

Beyond the power of language to prepare students for 

the future, James Berlin supports the idea of language as 

not only the record of our experience as a collective 

species, but language as capable of actually shaping that 

experience by "structuring it in a way that determines what 

we see and do not see, what we know and do not know, who we 

are and who we are not" (Berlin 9). That such a role for 

language exists should cause us as educators to pause, for 

the implications of such languaging are significant. Not 

only do students record their interactions with their 

environment by becoming cognizant of it; they also perceive 

that world with thought processes that shape their 

identity. No greater challenge--and responsibility--could 

be given to language arts instructors. 

Berlin expands upon this significant role of 

instructors and their influence in the classroom: 

The teacher-as researcher model is located at the 

intersection of all of these developments, 

representing a direct response to the social, 

political, and cultural moment. (9) 

Indeed, this moment may be termed the ethnographic moment, 

where subjects and objects are entwined, collaboration is 

the conversation, and authoring has become a function, not 



an individual or individuals. The text produced is 

collage, inversions are the norm, and people think and 

write in a collaborative mode because 

not only are we likely to learn to make better 

judgments faster learning collaboratively than 

learning alone, but also we will continue 

to make better judgments alone than we would if 

we had tried to learn judgment on our own. 

(Bruffee 5) 
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Bruffee bases his social nature of languaging upon the 

collaborative case studies of M. L. J. Abercrombie in 

medical education in England, where medical students 

"learned diagnosis faster and more reliably by 

collaborating than by working individually" (5). According 

to Bruffee, since language is a social artifact, "every use 

of language is at base social and collaborative" (3). He 

continues, "When we write, we return conversation displaced 

and internalized as thought to the social sphere where it 

originates" (2). 

Implications of such premises are revolutionary. As 

Vygotsky states, language is a reflection of inner speech, 

and that thought externalized leads people to learn faster 

in a social setting because of the zone of proximal 

development, which is defined as the fOllowing: 



It is the distance between the actual 

developmental level as determined by independent 

problem solving and the level of potential 

development as determined through problem solving 

under adult guidance or in collaboration with 

more capable peers. (86) 
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The possibilities for individuals to learn together are 

endless--whether learning how to relate to one another, how 

to help one another, or how to amass knowledge to salvage 

the planet and many species from extinction. This is, 

indeed, the time for collaboration. Our very survival as a 

species depends upon working together to solve the problems 

of the world's hungry, dispossessed, and disenfranchised. 

One only has to listen to a high school graduation speech 

to understand the acute awareness of the youth of today, 

who know that they face an uncertain future, but who are 

ready to fight against AIDS, empower the homeless, feed the 

hungry, save the planet, and bring about world peace. We 

can only add our collaboration in this fight against all 

odds; we have no choice but to collaborate. The 

alternative is much worse. 

Since people from many cultures and countries are 

learning together on this spaceship earth, the moment for 

revolutionary change is omnipresent. Marcus and Fischer 

call it the experimental moment (vii); Geertz states the 



use for ethnographic texts is fluid--indeed, "if in fact 

they actually have any," and suggests that they should 

"involve enabling conversation across societal lines": 

It is to enlarge the possibility of intelligible 

discourse between people quite different from one 

another in interest, outlook, wealth, and power, 

and yet contained in a world where, tumbled as 

they are into endless connection, it is 

increasingly difficult to get out of each other's 

way. (Works and Lives 147) 
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In 1981 Geertz wrote about a significant intellectual and 

paradigm "shift," where "something is happening to the way 

we think about what we think" ("Blurred Genres" 166). 

Construction of reality comes from "genre mixing in social 

science" (165); it is predicated upon interpretive 

explanation, which 

trains its attention on what institutions, 

actions, images, utterances, events, customs, all 

the usual objects of social-scientific interest, 

mean to those whose institutions, actions, 

customs, and so on they are. (167) 

Thus, in attempting to make sense of the reality, 

anthropology emerges by "blurring genres" (Geertz's phrase) 

and creating a "critical consciousness" (168), borrowing 

techniques from many disciplines. 
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In particular, Geertz writes of Burke and victor 

Turner and their senses of drama and ritual. Thus, text 

becomes more fluid, even performative, as my 

interpretations of classroom texts and interactions have 

demonstrated. Interpretation becomes creating meaning at a 

"meta-level" (176), a re-inscribing or interpreting of a 

"text within a text," as this dissertation demonstrates: 

To see social institutions, social customs, 

social changes as in some sense "readable" is to 

alter our whole sense of what such interpretation 

is toward modes of thought rather more familiar 

to the translator, the exegete, or the 

iconographer than to the test giver, the factor 

analyst, or the pollster. (176) 

Geertz concludes, "the refiguration of social theory 

represents, or will if it continues, a sea change in our 

notion not so much of what knowledge is, but of what it is 

we want to know" (178). 

At such a propitious moment, capturing the records of 

conversations is a multimodal enterprise which of needs 

must be a dialogic, if not polyphonic, enterprise. As 

Geertz says, "Something new having emerged both 'in the 

field' and 'in the academy,' something new must appear on 

the page" (Works and Lives 148). 
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In Geertz's parlance, the anthropologist oscillates 

between the role of "anthropologist as pilgrim and as 

cartographer"; that "oscillation" serves as "rhetorical 

tic" as "two identities advance and recede" (82). As a 

writer, then, steeped in the reflexiveness of the modern 

day, the challenge is "how to sound like a pilgrim and a 

cartographer at the same time" (lO)--how to avoid charges 

of biographer, ethnocentric observer, and impressionistic 

artist while recording scientific observation and 

incorporating triangulation and other research techniques. 

I have tried to meet this challenge as I collected 

fragments of classroom conversations, voices of students in 

journals and conversations, records of the instructors' 

moments of knowing and sharing, and a final iterative mode 

as instructors were allowed to reread my jumble of 

impressions, which I attempted to shape into meaning. Each 

instructor was allowed his or her moment to rewrite my 

words, and all chose to inscribe their responses to being 

members of my research project. I asked each of the 

instructors to respond to the factual content of the 

chapters and tell me if I "got it right." I also asked 

them if their definition of writing had changed since the 

initial meetings in the spring. I provided for this final 

comment from the instructors because, as Stephen North 

states, ethnography is 



a methodological celebration of the individual 

consciousness as the source of meaning--of 

"lawful" order--in human experience. And its 

authority lies not in its objectivity--the "pure" 

use of language by observer-as-Iens--but of a 

kind of collaboration via the phenomenal 

experience, and the words, of a single 

individual. (The Making of Knowledge in 

Composition 139) 
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To end each chapter with the instructors' words seemed 

appropriate, since, after all, their instructional 

approaches were my reason for being in their classrooms. 

Not one noted a change in definition in their final words, 

although Karen O'Neil had indicated a change in her 

definition of writing from the first page of the 

questionnaire to the last page. 

To find patterns in this search for meaning has been 

my goal; to that end, I combined ethnographic research 

techniques with case study and survey techniques, which 

also included narrative techniques of construction of 

interviews and written responses on the questionnaires, not 

merely statistical analyses. According to North, since 

1963 (and until 1987, the date of publication of The Making 

of Knowledge in composition), "well over 200 survey 

studies" have been developed in the field of composition" 



(139). Many case studies likewise exist, but there are 

fewer ethnographic research projects. 
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The literature on ethnographic studies is growing, 

however, beyond the 2000 pages which North cites in 1987 

(The Making of Knowledge 273). Indeed, Wendy Bishop, who 

completed an ethnographic dissertation in 1988, states that 

from the time she began her research in 1986, she has 

watched "the surge, development, and now--perhaps--the 

cresting of a wave of similar ethnographic projects" (148). 

At that time she thought she was "inventing" ethnography 

and thus documented assiduously a 600-page dissertation 

with 100 pages of tables, charts, and raw data, none of 

which could "prove" anything more than thick description 

(148; 150). 

Bishop states that one reason for her attention to 

detail was her roots in positivism; this origin caused her 

to confuse the "imagined with the imaginary, the fictional 

with the false, making things out--people, situations, 

patterns, understandings--with making them up" (Bishop's 

emphasis 150). Although Bishop had documented thoroughly 

by "writing down" her data, she found herself bewildered by 

the task of "writing it up"; the major problem was to 

create an ethnographic narrative that included "creating 

that believable and interesting authorial identity that no 

one was talking about and no one was teaching"--the 
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"constructed author" (151). As Bishop says, the processes 

of turning ethnographic data into narratives--as well as 

all processes of gathering and writing field data down--are 

interpretive acts (148). 

The myth of objectivity has finally been exploded. 

Geertz's account of Malinowski's two narratives of the 

Trobrianders (Works and Lives "73-101) has convinced us that 

ethnography, when presented devoid of contexts as an 

author-evacuated text (Geertz's term) is not more 

representative of the experiences by "pretensions to 

objectivity than other constructions" (Bishop 151). All 

accounts of experiences are now recognized as 

constructions; as Bishop argues, literary and rhetorical 

techniques an author employs may incorporate ethical and 

emotional appeals, even though they "have not been 

sanctioned by the community of academic researchers" (153). 

Wendy Bishop concludes her article by stating that the 

ethnographic research "metanarratives--the discussions of 

how ethnographic research actually gets completed and 

accepted by our community"--have yet to be written (153). 

She describes the arduous process: 

That novice ethnographer studies writers, writing 

classrooms, or writing teachers with the aid of 

dissertation committees--members of which may 

have completed no, and read few, ethnographies 



themselves. The novice studies methods textbooks 

and does ethnography; she tries to be there 

[Geertz's term]. with little guidance, she must 

write to new audiences, assert her authority and 

methodology, and produce thick descriptions and 

convincing narratives. She learns she is 

"telling stories" and "structuring narratives," 

and she also learns that these narratives appear 

radical or unreliable to those in more 

traditional research strands. (153) 
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Although the ethnographer is frustrated to be blazing new 

territory in research circles, the "lure of ethnography is 

powerful and real" (153). 

Because "ethnography is subversive" and "overtly 

rhetorical," however, researchers who are developing 

arguments about institutions will continue to construct 

narratives (Bishop 153). In fact, when that narrative 

becomes impassioned, it may be possible to effect change in 

institutions, the most convincing proof of rhetorical 

effectiveness of argument. Linda Brodkey argues that 

critical ethnography should be written to change 

institutions by "calling attention to the fact of 

narration" (73). Bishop's conclusion is that we need more 

metanarratives, metadiscourse, or metacommentary--the tales 

of construction of the ethnography, whether realistic, 



confessional, or impressionistic); we need "reliable and 

valid stories," as well as "stories of writing it down, 

writing it up, telling where we went and what we thought 

about all along the way" (155). Michael Kleine believes 

this new form will be a composite: 

in addition to writing traditional academic 

articles . . . [we must] allow ourselves to write 

even more in the first-person singular, to write 

personal diaries--even confessions--about our 

experiences as ethnographers. (124) 

Following Kleine's suggestion about alternative forms of 

discourse, I have a tale to tell of my journey to these 

conclusions. 
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In the best objective and positivist tradition, I 

began this dissertation project with precise numbers of 

classroom visits planned. In early drafts I wrote about 

triangulation and my attempt at objectivity, although Duane 

Roen questioned if I could strip myself and my 

interpretations completely from my observations. Indeed, I 

had found myself, at times, leaping beyond "mere 

observation" in classroom settings, to finding myself 

writing metacommentary on instructional practices. Quickly 

I would pull myself back from such informed evaluation to 

the project at hand: observation. 
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In the notes of class and in the margins of my yellow 

pads, I found comments which were conclusions about ways to 

improve the instruction, such as "provide criteria sheets 

and written assignments." Once I became so engaged in 

steve's sociology class that I contributed some information 

on the fallacy of appeal to authority in advertisements; 

however, I believed that I had violated my "objectivity" 

stance" and worked harder to make certain that never 

happened again. 

I found myself becoming too involved in the classes 

and instructional practices, so I constructed a 

questionnaire to gather "objective" data. Even though I 

hand-picked students from previous classes of mine, I 

assumed they could be objective, denying the fact that my 

influence on them would be significant. That they all 

completed the questionnaires was out of respect to me, so 

certainly they would have tried to tell me what they 

thought I wanted to hear, an example of W.I. Thomas' self

fulfilling prophecy. 

Likewise, the instructors, having been selected for 

classroom observations, would not want to disappoint me. 

Certainly we must allow for that possibility, which is 

consistent with the Hawthorne studies. Those researchers 

investigated workers in an experimental group who 



knew that they were taking part in an experiment 

and were interested in its outcome; they had a 

different relationship with their supervisor than 

that which obtained in the regular departments of 

the plant; their being set apart as a small group 

led to an increase in cohesiveness among them. 

(497) 
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The results of these "social and attitudinal" factors were 

so important that they "obscured the effects of changes in 

physical conditions"; the initial hypothesis posited the 

concept that worker output would increase with improvement 

in physical conditions (497). As a result, the theory was 

broadened significantly to state that worker "output is 

influenced by factors within the work situation, to include 

social as well as physical conditions" (497). certainly my 

social and personal relationships with both the instructors 

and the students affected their willingness to respond and 

their answers to my questionnaires. 

As I conclude these observations, some twelve months 

after my initial classroom visits, I find that I no longer 

maintain objectivity. Perhaps that fact that I have been a 

part of the Yavapai College culture for 15 years affected 

my enthusiasm for my student clientele; certainly it 

affected the cooperation of students, administrators, and 

staff in collaborating on this project. That I have taught 
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ESL students, jail inmates in the Yavapai college Reading 

Academy, Verde Valley students via the telecommunications 

satellite, and the mix of re-entry, traditional, foreign, 

and retired students has given me a range of classroom 

situations to compare to the microcosm of classroom 

observations during Spring semester, 1992. 

However, the final stripping of my objective armor 

occurred when I met October 14, 1992, with the statistician 

Mike Topper, Director of Institutional Research. Over the 

years I have gathered statistics for the demographic 

aspects of this project from his office, so I anticipated 

his help in compiling the results of my questionnaires. 

Indeed, in September, he had indicated that he would assist 

me in establishing tables and charts, something my initial 

assessment of the data had failed to produce. I had 

decided that I knew too many conditions and extenuating 

factors to be objective, such as the new categories 

instructors had created when they were completing the 

questionnaire (Karen O'Neil's example of breaking one 

category into 23 percent). 

However, when I met with Mike in October, he was 

wildly enthusiastic about my methodological approach, which 

echoed trends he had noted in the statistical field 20 

years earlier. While these data might be said to be 

"pseudo-statistics," he believes, with his mathematical 
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background, that it is by far the most challenging to 

assimilate. Since my original questionnaire was 

constructed as a writing instructor, with the input of 

other writing instructors, I have to acknowledge that I did 

not obtain discrete data which can be statistically 

significant. 

According to Mike Topper, my questions, such as the 

one on writing activities, were far too detailed (at the 

time I was trying to cover all possibilities for writing 

activities, from drawing on the board to final 

examinations) and assumed common understanding of 

definitions. I realize now that I had specialized 

vocabulary of the discourse community of rhetoricians, and 

most of the instructors did not have common agreement of 

terms. Should I do this project again, I would provide 

fewer categories and keep the language as basic as "getting 

it right," which were my directions to the instructors 

about the final analysis of my chapters. 

Now I have an ideal rhetorical situation: the Director 

of Institutional Research wants me to argue my case before 

him about why Yavapai College should be committed to the 

development of a writing across the curriculum program. 

This is a rhetorician's dream: to be able to persuade and 

perhaps implement a program in which I believe vehemently. 

Rhetoric is in its central position, ending, not just with 



275 

a call to action, but perhaps action on something to which 

I am very committed. I may have the opportunity to create 

that model of a WAC program for a two-year institution, 

which I have been designing for over eight years. Both 

Mike Topper and I agreed that the institution is at a 

crisis point, which I defined as a dangerous opportunity. 

It remains to be seen how I will modify my premises. They 

follow herewith: 

1. "writing is a record of the mind in the act of knowing" 

(Gray) 

Gray stated this in his definition of writing, and by 

now most educators have accepted this premise; when one is 

forced to write something down, one discovers if he or she 

really knows it. This premise argues for the centrality of 

writing in all disciplines in an institution. 

2. Writing is "shaping at the point of utterance" 

(Britton) 

In the act of writing, an individual writes his or her 

way to new ideas because of "spontaneous inventiveness" 

(Britton 61). Thus, this idea suggests writing not only 

records one's thoughts in the process of knowing, but also 

that the process of inscribing thoughts can yield "new 

knowing" because of spontaneous insights. 

3. "writing makes us fully aware of ourselves as 

rhetorical beings" (Irmscher 243) 



276 

Just as writing allows us to compose original 

thoughts, so it also helps us shape those thoughts for 

specific audiences and purposes. Aristotle was the first 

one to make us aware of the blend of logos, pathos, and 

ethos which combine in any rhetorical act; writing records 

that thinking. Different disciplines require a 

consideration of purposes and audiences in any rhetorical 

situation; students need practice in responding to multiple 

situations before they enter disciplines or vocations which 

will require rhetorical skills. 

4. "writing is a way of learning" (Emig) 

By now this statement is a axiom in the rhetoric and 

composition field; Emig's argument that writing involves a 

"unique cluster of attributes" has never been seriously 

questioned. A different type of learning occurs with and 

through writing; students seem to learn better and retain 

knowledge longer, although I would suggest that much more 

research in this area should be undertaken. Newell is one 

individual who has researched this assumption by measuring 

recall in written passages; however, more research is 

needed, as White also suggests. The difficulty is that 

measuring learning in writing requires interrater 

reliability and a longitudinal study; more research could 

validate this assumption. 
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5. "writing is a way of promoting the higher intellectual 

development of the individual in the same sense that the 

human being's capacity for verbal-symbolic behavior is 

responsible for the superiority of our culture over that of 

other creatures" (Irmscher 242). 

The critical thinking proponents would argue that 

writing and reading fully utilize all the thinking 

capacities; when one writes, one makes sense of the 

universe. This assumption also suggests the circular 

nature of reading and writing as thinking processes. 

6. "writing, by its very nature, encourages abstraction, 

and in the shuttling process from the past to the present, 

from the particular to the general, from the concrete to 

the abstract, we seek relationships and find meaning" 

(Irmscher 243). 

As Maimon states, "we are composers by virtue of being 

human." As symbol-making animals, we abstract and, as far 

as we know, are the only animals who can use metalanguage 

to talk about our symbol-making systems. writing helps us 

in this process because it requires us to put shape to our 

thoughts. No other activity should be so central to an 

institution's mission. Kiniry, strenski, and Rose suggest 

this is the reason for WAC being at the core of the 

university; I would add that WAC should be central to all 

learning at any level. 
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The crisis of literacy is acute enough that we 

should at least attempt to undertake whatever is within our 

ability to design and execute. It is time to reverse the 

trend in weak reasoning and writing skills, as evidenced in 

measures by ETS over the last several decades. An 

encouraging harbinger of change is the September 1992 

headline in The College Board News: "SAT Scores Up for 

Class of 1992" (1). Granted, the scores are only rising a 

point or two, but perhaps the reasoning behind the numbers 

is also improving slowly in the nation. As both Karen 

O'Neil and steve Govedich said, they now are concerned 

primarily with teaching students thinking processes. No 

other challenge is greater to attempt to ensure the 

survival of student's abilities to reason; no other topic 

is more central to our mission as instructors of the next 

generations, who will lead us into the twenty-first 

century. 



CHAPTER NINE 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO FOUR GROUPS: 

RAMBLINGS AND RUMBLINGS 
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As I attempt to understand and help alleviate the 

nationwide crisis in literacy, I find myself remembering my 

first instructional classroom experiences at Stephens 

College in 1969. I noted then the lack of writing and 

thinking skills. I have continued to observe a decline, 

which I am still optimistic may one day reverse. In the 

years since then, I have attempted many new strategies, 

some which were effective and some not. I have tried 

everything from the method of Christensen cumulative 

sentence building (with a vengeance) to sentence combining 

to journals in every version from interactive learning log 

to confessional. 

But one idea will not go away: I have been haunted by 

the idea of writing and thinking across the curriculum for 

at least ten years. As I evaluate my review of literature 

and practical experiences in discipline-specific 

classrooms, as well as my own, I find that I am still an 

enthusiastic advocate of writing as thinking aloud on 

paper, the most feasible application of WAC to a two-year 

college. I am convinced that it is the most innovative 

instructional strategy in the last quarter century, an idea 



which David Russell in A History of Writing Across the 

Curriculum illustrates is centuries-old. 
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Although all of the classes I observed at Yavapai 

College in Spring 1992 were using writing to show a record 

of learning (transactional writing), I believe that the 

writing to learn component of WAC also needs to be 

incorporated (expressive writing). Students using this 

additional mode will then benefit from writing as a way of 

knowing: they will create knowledge, not only reflect it. 

The variety of instructional strategies using both methods 

of writing must be strengthened as an institution continues 

to offer education to students with limited verbal skills. 

To that end, I have developed recommendations for Yavapai 

College administrators, administrators of other 

institutions of higher education, content-area instructors, 

and composition instructors. 

My specific focus of ethnographic research has been 

Yavapai College, a two-year community college in rural 

Arizona, which, although it has not been noted for 

developing a program, does have its proponents, as my 

selected sample of four instructors has demonstrated. 

However, faculty development, as indicated by Toby 

Fulwiler, Judith Lambert, Julie Bertch, and many 

individuals in the 1991 Jossey-Bass monograph, is the key 



to institutional development from the instructional 

standpoint. 

Recommendations for yavapai College Administrators 
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I would argue that the environment at Yavapai College 

is propitious for development of a writing-across-the

curriculum program. From my observations and interviews, I 

note an enthusiasm among veteran instructors. All are 

attempting new strategies to help students with fewer 

skills learn, and the research in the last thirty years 

suggests that WAC is an ideal method to foster this 

learning. 

To create the model for this institution, with 

relatively small classes and good faculty rapport, would 

not be difficult. At relatively low cost to the 

institution, faculty development days could be devoted to 

this subject; it would be a natural extension of the 

critical thinking topics which were the subject of the 1985 

and 1990 weeks of institutional development. Members of 

the English Department, in cooperation with instructors who 

teach Western civilization, might be able to introduce 

specific strategies, such as criteria sheets and probing 

questions, which instructors in other disciplines could 

incorporate. 
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If sufficient time were available, the ideal situation 

would be for members of all disciplines to create their own 

writing assignments, with the guidance of facilitators 

skilled in critical thinking and writing applications. 

This model of faculty development would abridge the 

Fulwiler and Redlands models (Carrick), which require five 

days of writing workshops, where people spend eight hours a 

day together, writing, talking, and eating. This model 

incorporates some of the Bay Area writing Project ideals of 

participation and peer workshops, based finally upon the 

concept that if individuals experience the thrill of their 

own creative writing, then they will share that enthusiasm 

with their students. 

Such a structured situation probably would not work 

with the Yavapai faculty, who.have a culture of 

independence (not to mention some entrenched attitudes and 

divisions), but several days of writing workshops, where 

faculty are seized by the exuberance of creating writing 

assignments, could be designed. If practical applications 

were evident, faculty would be more inclined to 

participate. Faculty might also be allowed released time 

to participate in an ongoing seminar. 

The present environment at Yavapai College is one of 

rebuilding trust after a difficult period of 

administration, Governing Board, and faculty impasse over 
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issues of shared governance; however, I believe we could 

create the enthusiasm for design, implementation, and 

participation under the banner of improving instructional 

delivery to students in the service district of Yavapai 

county. That the English faculty would not be introduced 

as people who have all the answers in a faculty development 

workshop is extremely important; thus, a team-taught 

presentation, perhaps with some of the individuals in this 

research study, might diffuse faculty's perceptions of 

power or their fear of didactic imposition of standards, 

criteria, or values. 

Recommendations for Administrators of Higher Education 

From all my research and literature review, I am 

convinced that WAC as a program should not be isolated from 

its central position as a method of learning, diffused in 

all disciplines. No attempt to institutionalize WAC in a 

bureaucratic office with separate administration should be 

undertaken. Emig, Thaiss, and others argue that writing is 

at the core of learning; Fulwiler and Young argue for its 

distribution in all disciplines. To create an 

administrative structure for WAC would be to remove it from 

the faculty who must willingly incorporate it. 

However, support for WAC from the highest 

administrators is essential for creating the environment 
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for WAC. President steve Mittelstet of Dallas Community 

College has been an enthusiastic advocate; Judith Lambert 

in a telephone conversation noted his continued support, as 

well as his articulation of WAC as an institutional goal. 

A climate for writing has been fostered there by including 

information in a newsletter and recognizing published 

authors in a yearly writers' reception (Lambert telephone 

interview). 

Dallas Community College has also thoroughly reviewed 

its writing programs and made WAC a priority; in spring 

1992, all English Department members had one-fifth released 

time in order to meet regularly and evaluate programs and 

establish new goals. From an ongoing internal review, that 

institution had determined that developing writing programs 

for vocational and technical areas was its goal for the 

early 1990's. President Mittelstet solicited concerns of 

faculty members and proposed WAC as one of the ten 

priorities for the college's second decade (cummins et al., 

34) • 

Such community consensus in establishing directions is 

essential if a WAC program is to survive. At any 

institution, WAC must be enmeshed in the strategic planning 

and goals; it also needs to have grass-roots as well as 

administrative support. The model which has survived at 

Kirkwood Community College is a series of linked courses: 
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three courses taught by instructors who emphasize writing. 

Most widespread at other institutions is a variation of the 

paired or clustered courses, where a common topic might be 

studied in two disciplines, or courses might be team 

taught. An example of two "attached courses" exists at 

UCLA, where biology and English are taught under the 

general theme of organismic and environmental biology. 

Another variation on this model is a Western 

civilization sequence at Yavapai College, such as the one 

in which nursing instructor Karen O'Neil and sociology 

instructor steve Govedich have participated: four 

instructors from a range of disciplines team teach a 

writing intensive course, where critical thinking and 

connections to topics in many disciplines are emphasized. 

Writing is evaluated carefully, after a series of meetings 

where norms are established by the instructors. Evidence 

of critical thinking is an important criterion in 

evaluation of students' writing. 

Although participation in WAC must be voluntary, 

incentives must also be provided, probably monetary (or 

variations thereof, such as released time). Nevertheless, 

a central consultant or person recognized as an authority 

(or several authorities) who can wield knowledge tactfully 

needs to be identified. These individuals should be 

advocates in the community of higher education and provide 
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expertise to faculty desiring assistance; they also need to 

create and implement workshops for faculty development. In 

addition, they must be individuals who create networks of 

support and take an active leadership role in promoting 

WAC. 

One example of a consultancy project is at Orange 

County Community College in California, which has evolved 

in its WAC program at the request of vocational course 

instructors (Godwin 86). An English instructor and nursing 

educator teach "sixteen specially designed documentation 

workshops within the Nursing I-IV sequence": "each workshop 

is built around a nursing-documentation situation and 

specific writing skills" (86). The goals of the 

consultancy are (1) to teach students how to transfer and 

apply key writing skills to vocational situations; (2) to 

help them develop an ongoing process for coping with 

changing situations in the classroom and work; and (3) to 

give hands-on experiences in types of on-the-job writing in 

differing environments (86). 

These goals are not that different from what the 

nursing instructors at yavapai College are already doing. 

Both Lynn Nugent and Karen O'Neil teach students the 

incorporation of factual data necessary in charting, the 

brevity of summary writing, the process of functioning in 

groups on a common goal (an application to their future 
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vocational work), and the need to focus arguments in well

written prose. 

An indirect result of this research project has been 

an informal faculty development, where the nursing 

instructors in December 1992 told me that in their revision 

of requirements for the nursing seminar for Spring 1993, 

they included a paragraph on more specific writing 

requirements, which follows: 

This assignment is to be well written. This 

means it should use proper grammar, sentence 

structure, punctuation and correct spelling. 

Your ideas should flow smoothly from one to 

another. This assignment should show significant 

evidence of your thinking. 

In addition, Karen told me that the nursing instructors 

will comment upon and return all papers, one of the biggest 

student complaints from spring 1992. 

To establish a WAC program would not be that expensive 

to the institution of Yavapai College, since many 

conscientious instructors like Karen and Lynn are 

constantly revising their approaches; all instructors 

gravitate easily toward something which works, and there is 

much evidence that WAC engages students and faculty in 

their common enterprise of learning. 
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Recommendations for Instructors in content Areas 

Although Kiniry, Rose, and Strenski state that WAC 

should be the "gadfly and conscience" of the university, I 

would also add that the concept of WAC is as persistent as 

a horsefly: its presence won't go away. A bit irritating 

because of perceived additional work by some faculty, 

nevertheless, the rewards to students in increased 

abilities in writing, thinking, and metacognitive 

awarenesses after participating in writing as thinking are 

significant. As an example, this semester I have drilled 

my students repeatedly with criteria sheets for essay 

evaluation: at least five times they have written their own 

self-evaluation, which I have found matches mine closely. 

I have no doubt that their abilities to critique their own 

papers in future classes will.continue; they now know to 

concentrate upon focus, development, transitions, support, 

expression, and mechanics. 

All content-area educators follow similar applications 

as they instruct students in conventions in specific 

disciplines, as well as allow them to write their way to 

understanding (expressive writing). To move beyond 

transactional writing in assignments, which may not be 

graded, will be to expand the range of writing 

possibilities. Karen O'Neil, for example, is very 

interested in the applications of writing as knowing for 



ethical considerations in nursing. She could assign 

freewritings on topics such as ethical considerations in 

gene transplantation and gene therapy. 
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An additional application in the content areas would 

be for those instructors to become more cognizant of direct 

applications to the world of work, such as Tony Ross 

incorporates in gunsmithing lectures. He constantly refers 

to his experiences in the work environment of gunsmithing 

or the military and develops questions which require 

students to think of other applications, such as explaining 

a gunsmithing repair bill. He creates questions which 

require students to apply their knowledge to new 

situations. 

steve Govedich also requires his students to 

understand sociological principles by making connections to 

current events, film, and literature. He writes out 

clearly his requirements for critical thinking in his 

syllabus and also specifies his primary and secondary group 

assignment, as well as the criteria upon which it will be 

graded, in writing. Although Steve repeatedly reinforces 

requirements verbally, I do think that written assignments 

in all disciplines are essential. After over twenty years' 

experience in the classroom, I have learned, from many 

mistakes, that to be as precise as possible in listing 

written criteria helps the students immensely. Although 



290 

the advanced planning required to prepare a written 

assignment sheet diminishes an instructor's spontaneity, it 

is more than compensated for by more focused student work; 

all-pervasive student complaints (such as,"I don't know 

what you want") are defeated. 

Some of Steve's other techniques, such as comments to 

"read for in-depth understanding" and "elicit assumptions," 

as well as modeling how to apply those skills, could also 

be incorporated by other content-area instructors. Focus 

on student successes, as Steve does early in the semester 

in evaluating the Mills' writ~ng assignment, is another 

technique all content-area instructors could employ. More 

peer collaboration, group work at all stages of the writing 

process, and assigning of expressive writing are other 

techniques which would aid student learning. 

One of the most important techniques for all 

instructors is to make students more metacognitively aware 

of their thinking and writing processes. Sometimes simply 

calling attention to those processes is all that is 

required. As Paul says in "A River Runs Through It" by 

Norman MacLean," 

All there is to thinking . is seeing 

something noticeable which makes you see 

something you weren't noticing which makes you 

see something that isn't even visible (92). 
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As instructors, we can assist students in noting processes 

which help them notice assumptions, which help them think 

about their thinking. 

Recommendations to composition Instructors 

By becoming aware of content-area concerns, 

composition instructors can aid their students in learning. 

More diverse reading and writing assignments (jettisoning 

some of the usual composition reader approaches) is one way 

to begin to break down disciplinary barriers. Teaching a 

rhetorical approach of consideration of audiences, purposes 

and styles is essential. Also, by teaching students to 

evaluate work situations--perhaps by assigning papers on 

vocational areas or interviewing people in the world of 

work--composition instructors can help students think about 

future applications and careers. 

Certainly a broader range of composition assignments 

would help, such as essays of summary, case studies, film 

reviews, expressive writing, documented essays in 

discipline-specific fields, and papers of process (such as 

the nursing instructors require). In a 1985 survey of 

writing assignments at Texas Tech, Jeannette Harris and 

Christine Hult found that a random selection of 3 faculty 

members' assignments and 85 students from the writing 

center indicated that short research papers, essay exams, 
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and reports were the most frequently mentioned writing 

assignments by faculty; students cited essays or themes, 

essay exams, and short research papers as most frequently 

assigned writing activities (8-9). Harris and Hult 

conclude that English departments must see their work as 

part of a "larger context" and "restructure" curricula to 

"reflect the type of writing required of students in other 

disciplines" (14). 

These authors cite the "healthy, even 

revitalizing influence" (14) of such cross-disciplinary 

communication. composition instructors also need to 

consult with individuals teaching writing-intensive 

courses, for many techniques which we have learned by 

trial-and-error in our discipline over the last thirty 

years would assist those groping toward WAC. I noted the 

same omissions I made as a beginning instructor, assigning 

writing, in all of the instructors I observed: lack of 

clear evaluative criteria, om~ssion of written assignments, 

vague language, general topics, lack of reference to 

processes or audiences. In many ways, content area 

instructors believe they should be using writing, but they 

are without training, much as we were as beginning 

instructors. We can assist, ever so gently, in aiding our 

colleagues. Certainly this research project has reinforced 

to me the benefits of collaboration: I already note 



frequent reference in my class lectures to practices in 

some of the classroom-specific disciplines. 
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The challenge to train thinkers and writers for the 

21st century is monumental. It would be easy to avoid the 

responsibility, but I often think of the day I will board 

an airplane and hear the captain introduce her or himself; 

I will recognize the name as one of my developmental 

students from Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University. I want 

to believe that she or he knows critical thinking processes 

and possesses sound judgment to pilot us all to safety. 

Thus, as instructors, we have a vested interest in 

fostering critical thinking and metacognitive awarenesses. 

When stout and Magnotto surveyed in 1987 the 1270 

institutions on the mailing list of the American 

Association of Community and Junior Colleges, the 121 

colleges that responded noted curricular changes as a 

result of WAC: 

Over one-third of reporting colleges have 

established connections between WAC and general 

education and core curricula. About one-third 

have writing-emphasis courses. Twenty-five 

percent report revised English composition 

courses, 20 percent offer team-taught 

composition/subject courses, and 16 percent 

report revised remedial programs. (11) 



These changes have resulted in "more writing outside of 

English courses" (78 percent), "increased faculty 

interaction among disciplines" (60 percent) (11): 

Half of the respondents believe that WAC has led 

to improved teaching and learning, and half noted 

more essay exams as a result of WAC. One-third 

of the respondents noted improved composition 

teaching. Almost another third indicated that 

WAC has increased faculty research, publication, 

presentations, and interaction with other 

community colleges. (11) 
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These benefits are also tempered by difficulties of WAC-

problems of two-year institutions where students enter 

under open admissions conditions. 

Other impediments to WAC are large classes, 

insufficient funding, lack of time for evaluation or 

writings, heavy teaching loads, uncertainty of assigning 

writing, faculty reluctance to change, large numbers of 

part-time faculty, misperceptions about writing to learn, 

lack of faculty interest, and overt faculty opposition (11-

12). stout and Magnotto conclude these impediments are 

actually "community college realities" (12), but that a 

"thoughtfully designed program that accommodates these 

realities can establish a strong base for future program 

development" (12). 
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WAC is a method for allowing students to explore their 

ideas and thinking as well as a way to write for a 

discipline. In this study, I found much writing being 

executed to show mastery of learning, but very little 

writing being performed to discover ideas and express 

metacognition. community college instructors can develop 

both strategies; the combination may begin to address the 

literacy crises, discussion about which surfaces regularly. 

By helping students become more metacognitively aware of 

their thinking and writing processes, instructors can aid 

students in preparation for the coming millennium. 

such development cannot but serve us all as we fumble 

together on this spaceship earth, hoping to witness the 

next century: writing and thinking will be with us always, 

and we might as well become better at performing those 

tasks. Our very survival as a species may well depend upon 

our ability to reason, think, and solve problems in our 

global environment. such is our challenge--and the main 

reason--for developing a WAC program. 
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APPENDIX A 
Edith Baker 
spring 1992 Name ________________________________ _ 

Writing Across the Curriculum Research 
Project - Questionnaire 

Please complete this questionnaire as prelude to our 
discussion about your writing processes and assignments. 
Use the backs of pages if necessary. I sincerely 
appreciate your time. 

1. Number of credits you teach during the academic year: 

2. Number of credits you are teaching during Spring 
Semester 1992: 

3. Number of students this semester: 

4. Number of years teaching: 

5. Number of years at this institution: 

6. Other institutions of higher education where you have 
taught: 

7. Highest grade level of college you have completed: 
8. Institutions of higher education you have attended and 

years: (List degrees attained) 

9. Which English and/or writing classes, when and where 
taken: 

10. List the most important things you have learned about 
writing: 

11. What is your definition of writing? 

12. What does the phrase "writing across the curriculum" 
mean to you? 

13. When and where did you first hear the phrase "writing 
across the curriculum"? 

14. Have you heard the phrase "writing across the 
curriculum" (hereafter abbreviated as WAC) referred to 
by any other concepts? If so, what are those words? 



297 

15. Would you consider yourself a proponent of WAC? If 
yes, how long have you been incorporating writing 
activities in your classes? 

16. Would you say that your philosophy of WAC is similar 
to or different from other members of your department 
or division? Why? How? 

For the following questions, please circle the correct 
answer. 

17. What is the average number of exams you usually 
require per course? 
A. 0-1 
B. 2 
C. 3-4 
D. 5 and above 

18. Do your require your students to write (in all 
courses) : 
A. multiple choice exams 

A. yes 
B. no 

19. B. short answer exams 
A. yes 
B. no 

20. C. essay exams 
A. yes 
B. no 

21. problem solving exams 
A. yes 
B. no 

22. all the above in each exam 
A. yes 
B. no 

23. other types of exams 
A. yes (Describe 
B. no 

24. What is the average number of papers you usually 
require per course? 
A. 0-1 
B. 2 
C. 3-4 
D. 5 and above 
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25. What is the usual length of each paper? 
A. 250 words (less than one typewritten page) 
B. 500 words (approximately two typewritten pages) 
C. between 500 and 1500 words 
D. more than 3000 words 

26. Which criteria do you consider most (M) important 
and/or least (L) important in grading the writing of 
your students? 

Note any which you consider, even if they are all "most" or 
"least." Please rank order the items (1 is most important) 
and give an approximate percentage of value each item has 
in a paper's final grade. It is all right to omit some 
items (and you may add some in question 27), but please try 
to include all those you believe to be essential. 

CRITERION 

A. organization 
1. most 
2. least 

B. argument 
1. most 
2. least 

C. spelling 
1. most 
2. least 

D. logic 
1. most 
2. least 

E. grammar 
1. most 
2. least 

RANK ORDER 

F. originality of ideas 
1. most 
2. least 

G. sentence variety 
(word choice and phrasing) 
1. most 
2. least 

H. focus 
1. most 
2. least 

I. details and support 
1. most 
2. least 

PER CENT OF FINAL 
GRADE 
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CRITERION RANK ORDER PER CENT OF FINAL 
GRADE 

J. Flavor (does the paper "sing" in a superior way?) 
1. most 
2. least 

K. Connections to topical issues of the course 
1. most 
2. least 

L. Creativity 
1. most 
2. least 

M. Paper format (specifications you require and 
explain) 
1. most 
2. least 

N. Paper is on assigned topic 
1. most 
2. least 

o. documentation 
1. most 
2. least 

P. development 
1. most 
2. least 

Q. coherence 
1. most 
2. least 

R. unity 
1. most 
2. least 

s. usage 
1. most 
2. least 

T. fluency 
1. most 
2. least 

27. Are there any other criteria which you consider that 
are not listed? Please name them, rank order them, 
and state approximate percentage of the paper's final 
grade: 

28. Please select the one most important item from the 
above list, which you deem to be essential in every 
written assignment you require? 

29. Are there any criteria listed in number 26 to which 
you do not pay attention at any time? List those 
criteria: 
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30. Pretend I have submitted an average (C) paper" (no 
distinguishing flashes of brilliance, but I was on 
topic, my words were mostly spelled correctly, I 
rehashed all the politically correct, stale arguments, 
my handwriting was neat (or the computer print-out was 
clean), and the paper is the right length. (I'm 
providing a sample paper for you to review on the 
following pages.) What grade would you give the 
paper? How would you clarify the grade? 
Pretend I come to you for advice because I am on 
scholarship, and I must earn an A (I always did in 
high school). What would you write on the paper or 
say to me in conference? 

Average Student paper (C----) 
summary/Reaction to steinbeck's 

"The Chrysanthmums" 

"The Chrysanthmums," a short story by John steinbeck, 
is a lesson in the different values in life of different 
people. 

Elisa Allen, lives on a farm. Where her husband and 
her garden are her life. According to her husband, she 
"had a gift with things," and her chrysanthemums were her 
pride and joy. 

While she was working in the garden one day, she 
witnessed the arrival of an old spring wagon. It was 
driven by a big stubble bearded man. When they came within 
talking distance, he asked Elisa for directions. Thrown 
into the conversation, was the strangers bid for a pair of 
scissors or a pot or pan to mend. That was how he made his 
living. A cross-country journey every year. When she 
turns him down, he turns the conversation to something that 
interest her: her chrysanthmums. He tells her this story 
about a lady whom he knows, that would like to raise them, 
and she falls for it and is willing to give this woman 
roots to grow. Now that the stranger had gotten under her 
skin, she finds two pots for him to clean. After the 
stranger received his fifty cents and the chrysanthemums 
roots, he left. 

Later that evening Elisa and her husband drive into 
town for dinner and catch up to the stranger in the wagon. 
Elisa sees on the road her chrysanthumum plants and the pot 
they were in. She is crushed to realize that there isn't 
really someone who values those flowers that look like a 
quick puff of colored smoke. 
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Reaction 

In John Steinbeck's The Chrysanthmums, I see Elisa as 
an unfulfilled farmer's wife who seeks solace in her 
gardening. I think she feels singled out because she 
thought she was the only one who cared so deeply for those 
flowers. Her caring is evident in the production of ten 
inch chrysanthmums. 

When the stranger comes along and brings up a lady he 
knows that would like to grow them, Elisa is ecstatic 
thinking she has found someone who places the same values 
on the flowers that she does. Her husband notices the 
difference as get ready for dinner that night when they 
drive into town to see the fights, too. She seems content 
with herself, more secure, more strong. 

But her hopes are dashed when the catch up to the old 
man and the wagon on the way to dinner and she realizes 
that he was using the interest in her chrysanthmums to sell 
his trade to her. 

31. Which (and how much) of these writing activities do 
students do in your class? 

A. copying 
B. taking notes 

Every class Monthly Once or twice Never 
a semester 

C. writing from dictation 
D. writing on the board 
E. filling in the blanks 
F. answering questions 
G. making lists or outlines 
H. labelling, making charts 
I. summarizing 
J. paraphrasing 
K. defining 
L. personal experience, 

reactions, feelings 
M. exposition (essays to inform) 
N. persuasion, arguments 
o. critiques, evaluations 
P. applications 
Q. case studies 
R. dramatic works, fiction, 

poetry 
S. interactive learning log 
T. brainstorming, other prewriting 
U. inventing 
v. other (please specify) 
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these activities? 
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Every class Monthly Once or twice Never 
a semester 

A. in-class writing 
B. discussion, analysis 

of models of writing 
c. grammar and mechanics 
D. organization and logic 
E. prewriting (inventing, 

brainstorming, listing) 
F. evaluation of other 

students' writing 
G. editing, revising 

proofreading 
H. format topics 

(margins, headings, etc.) 
I. discussing errors 

to avoid, such as usage 
J. other writing and thinking activities (please specify, 

as well as the amount of time you spend on them) 

33. What percentage of a student's final grade in your 
course is based on writing longer than one-word 
answers or multiple-choice items? Break down briefly 
your grading categories 

Provide the reasons why you grade this way and produce 
samples of any grading criteria you may give the 
stUdents. 

34. Which of the following kind(s) of writing do you 
believe should be emphasized in the course in which 
you were observed? 
1. the writing of reports and abstracts 

a. yes 
b. no 

2. the writing of documented essays 
a. yes 
b. no 

3. the writing of critical/ analytical papers 
a. yes 
b. no 

4. skills appropriate for written examinations 
a. yes 
b. no 



303 

5. notetaking 
a. yes 
b. no 

6. interactive learning logs 
a. yes 
b. no 

7. the writing of exploratory essays (free-ranging) 
a. yes 
b. no 

8. the writing of summaries 
a. yes 
b. no 

9. application papers to real-life job situations 
a. yes 
b. no 

10. journals of feelings and reactions 
a. yes 
b. no 

11. position papers 
a. yes 
b. no 

12. papers on ethical issues 
a. yes 
b. no 

13. papers of one-page discussion topics 
a. yes 
b. no 

14. creative writing 
a. yes 
b. no 

15. sentence outlining of chapters in texts 
a. yes 
b. no 

16. chapter outlining of major concepts 
a. yes 
b. no 

17. lecture outlining of major points 
a. yes 
b. no 

18. outlining of students' own papers 
a. yes 
b. no 

19. letter and resume writing 
a. yes 
b. no 

20. other (specify) 
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Can you identify one or more types of writing from the 
choices in number 34 which you believe are most important 
in your course? Please do so. 

35. Having read the above list, are there any of these 
kinds of writing which you may incorporate the next 
time you teach any class? 

If so, what might those types of writing be? 

36. Think about your own use of writing personally, in the 
classroom, and in the discipline. 
a. Do you engage in personal writing? 
b. How often and for what purposes? 
c. Would you say that you write daily ; every 

other day ; weekly ; monthly ? 
d. What functions does writing play in your 

classroom? 
e. Please state the most important function you 

think writing fulfills. 

Can you prioritize the other functions mentioned 
in d? Circle: yes or no? Please list 
priorities, greatest to least: 

g. Do you write for professional purposes? 
h. Please state occasions or reasons 
i. What qualities or characteristics in writing do 

you particularly pay attention to for those 
purposes? 

37. Could I have a recent sample of your writing (in the 
last two years)? Can you tell me what features you 
were focusing on in the construction of this piece? 

38. Could you provide me with a model or sample of good 
writing in your field (by a professional) and by good 
students? 

39. Could you also provide me with a written assignment 
sheet for one writing activity in your course and a 
student response to that assignment? 
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40. Having completed this questionnaire, do you see a 
change in your definition of writing? Please define 
writing for me. 

Has your definition of writing changed during this 
semester? If the answer is yes, how can you account 
for the change? 

41. How do you inform the students of their writing 
activities? If you were to keep a journal of your 
rationale for all your classroom activities, what 
would you say? Be as detailed as possible. I want to 
try to understand why you have students write, if you 
do, in your classes, when it is much easier to use the 
mark-sensor. What advantages do you see in having the 
students do more writing? Please try to elicit 
reasons; I know you have some. This may help me know 
what to say to other instructors. Feel free to 
freewrite your answer--don't worry about sentence 
structure, order and mechanics. If you have a 
progression or sequence of writing tasks for students 
or for yourself, please tell them to me. Write in as 
much detail as you can, both on this page and on the 
back, if you want to write your way to an answer. 
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APPENDIX B 
Edith Baker 
Spring 1992 

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

writing Across the Curriculum Research 
Project - Student Questionnaire 

Please complete this questionnaire as prelude to our 
discussion about your writing processes and assignments in 
the class which I observed. Use the backs of pages if 
necessary. I sincerely appreciate your time. 

1. How many semesters have you been enrolled at Yavapai 
College? 

2. Approximate number of hours already completed at 
Yavapai College 

3. Number of credit hours in which you are enrolled this 
semester 

4. Number of English class hours and names of courses 
completed at Yavapai College 

5. Projected year of YC graduation 

6. Other institutions of higher education you have 
attended and years (List previous degrees attained 

7. What English and/ or writing classes have you taken? 
When and where did you take them? 

8. List the most important things you have learned about 
writing 

9. If you remember, when and where did you learn them? 

10. What is your definition of writing? 

11. Is there one or more principles of writing you try to 
incorporate in every writing activity? If so, what 
are they? 
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The remainder of your answers are based on your 
of how this instructor assigned, explained, and 

perceptions 
evaluated 

No right the writing activities in the class I observed. 
answers exist--just be honest in telling me your 
understanding of what occurred. Feel free to write 
way to an answer, including writing on the backs of 

1. Did you always understand the boundaries of the 
written assignments? 

your 
pages. 

2. If there were exceptions, please explain them with 
specific reference to assignments. 

3. What, in your perception, seemed to be the qualities 
upon which the instructor graded written activities? 

4. How are/ were your grades upon written assignments in 
this class? 

5. What grade do you think you will receive in this 
class? 

6. How does this grade compare to your grades in other 
classes? 

7. Why do you think you are receiving this grade in the 
class? 

8. Describe your favorite writing activity (or 
activities) in this class 

9. This question deals with your perceptions of the 
instructor's evaluation of your written assignments. 
which criteria do you think your instructor considered 
most important or least important in giving you the 
grade you received? Circle your answer. Please rank 
order the items (1 is most important) and guess at the 
approximate percentage of the instructor's weight in 
giving you the final grade: 

CRITERION 

A. organization 
1. most 
2. least 

B. argument 
1. most 
2. least 

RANK ORDER PER CENT OF FINAL 
GRADE 
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CRITERION RANK ORDER PER CENT OF FINAL 
GRADE 

C. spelling 
1. most 
2. least 

D. logic 
1. most 
2. least 

E. grammar 
1. most 
2. least 

F. originality of ideas 
1. most 
2. least 

G. Sentence variety (word choice and phrasing) 
1. most 
2. least 

H. focus 
1. most 
2. least 

I. details and support 
1. most 
2. least 

J. Flavor (does the paper "sing" in a superior way?) 
1. most 
2. least 

K. Connections to topical issues of the course 
1. most 
2. least 

L. Creativity 
1. most 
2. least 

M. Paper format (specifications explained by instructor) 
1. most 
2. least 

N. Paper is on assigned topic 
1. most 
2. least 

o. documentation 
1. most 
2. least 

P. development 
1. most 
2. least 

Q. coherence 
1. most 
2. least 
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CRITERION RANK ORDER PER CENT OF FINAL 
GRADE 

R. unity 
1. most 
2. least 

s. usage 
1. most 
2. least 

Circle yes or no in answer to each question 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

Did you very often have a clear idea on 
what your writing would be evaluated? 

Did your teacher mark errors in spelling, 
mechanics, and grammar? 

If so, did he/she supply the correct 
version? 

Or did he/she simply indicate that an 
error had been made? 

Did he/she make written comments on your 
papers? 

If so, did they deal mostly with content? 

Or with sentence structure and mechanics? 

When your teacher made a writing assignment, 
which of the following did he/she specify? 
a. length 
b. format (margins, heading, type of 

paper, typed) 
c. principles of evaluation 
d. audience for the paper 
e. topic 
f. organization 
g. due date 
h. style 
i. other (please specify) 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 

18. Are there any other criteria you think the instructor 
considered in grading your paper which are not 
mentioned? 

If so, what are they? 
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19. Was one or more of the above items required in every 
paper? 

If so, what was it? 

20. Is anything on the list of items in question 17 
unnecessary? 

If so, what is it? 

21. What writing activities did you do in the classes I 
observed? Which (and how much) of these did you 
engage in? 

Every class Monthly 

a. copying 
b. taking notes 
c. writing from dictation 
d. writing on the board 
e. filling in the blanks 
f. answering questions 
g. making lists or outlines 
h. labelling, making charts 
i. summarizing 
j. paraphrasing 
k. defining 
1. personal experience, 

reactions feelings 
m. exposition (essays to inform) 
n. persuasion, arguments 
o. critiques, evaluations 
p. applications 
q. case studies 
r. dramatic works, fiction, 

poetry 
s. interactive learning log 
t. brainstorming, other prewriting 
u. inventing 
v. other (please specify) 

Once or twice 
a semester 

Never 

22. How much (approximately) of your grade in this course 
do you think will be based on your ability to write? 
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23. What suggestions and/or feedback would you give to the 
instructor about clarifying future writing 
assignments? Can you give him or her help in 
orienting future students? What do you know now that 
you wish you had known at the beginning of the 
semester? 

24. Is there anything else you would like to comment upon? 
(weight of tests vs. papers, oral presentations, 
grading standards, etc.)? I will promise to keep your 
name confidential. 

25. Other general comments about writing in this class (or 
any class): 
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APPENDIX C 
Edith Baker 
spring 1992 

Name ____ ~I~N=S~T~R~U=C=T~O=R=_=C=O=M=P~O=S=I~T~E~ ___ 

Writing Across the Curriculum Research 
Project - Questionnaire 

Please complete this questionnaire as prelude to· our 
discussion about your writing processes and assignments. 
Use the backs of pages if necessary. I sincerely 
appreciate your time. 

1. Number of credits you teach during the academic year: 

2. Number of credits you are teaching during spring 
Semester 1992: 

3. Number of students this semester: 

4. Number of years teaching: 

5. Number of years at this institution: 

6. Other institutions of higher education where you have 
taught: 

7. Highest grade level of college you have completed: 

8. Institutions of higher education you have attended and 
years: 

List degrees attained 

9. Which English and/or writing classes, when and where 
taken: 

10. List the most important things you have learned about 
writing: 

FORMAT AND PURPOSE. CONCISE AND TO THE POINT. 
EXPRESS CLEARLY. CLARITY AND ORGANIZATION. 
CLARITY, SPECIFICITY, COHERENCY. 

11. What is your definition of writing? 
ABILITY TO COMMUNICATE ONE'S THOUGHTS CLEARLY, 
SPECIFICALLY AND COHERENTLY ON PAPER. EXPRESSING 
ONE'S THOUGHTS IN WRITTEN FORM. BEING ABLE TO 
PORTRAY THOUGHTS IN AN UNDERSTANDING AND COHESIVE 
MANNER. 
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12. What does the phrase "writing across the curriculum" 
mean to you? 

WRITE WORK IN ALL DISCIPLINES, EXCLUDING LAB 
(P.E., ARTS). DEVELOP SKILLS IN WRITING 
COMMUNICATION IN MOST ALL COURSES, REGARDLESS OF 
CONTENT. INSURE ALL SUBJECT AREAS REINFORCE THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF WRITING SKILLS. ALL SUBJECT 
MATTERS SHOULD INVOLVE WRITING. 

13. When and where did you first hear the phrase "writing 
across the curriculum"? 

FROM EDITH, SEVERAL YEARS AGO. YAVAPAI COLLEGE-
FROM EDITH BAKER & GERRI (1983-84). EARLY 80'S. 

14. Have you heard the phrase "writing across the 
curriculum" (hereafter abbreviated as WAC) referred to 
by any other concepts? 

NO 
If so, what are those words? 

15. Would you consider yourself a proponent of WAC? 
YES, RECENTLY 

If yes, how long have you been incorporating writing 
activities in your classes? 

'79. JUST THIS YEAR. 5 OR 6 YEARS-INTENSE. 10 
YEARS. ALWAYS. 

16. Would you say that your philosophy of WAC is similar 
to or different from other members of your department 
or division? 

SIMILAR. NEVER DISCUSSED--NSG. MORE THAN MOST. 
PROBABLY DIFFERENT--MANY TEACHERS STILL USE 
MULTIPLE CHOICE. 

Why? 
How? NUMEROUS SHORT ASSIGNMENTS AND ESSAY 

EXAMS. 

For the following questions, please circle the correct 
answer. 

17. What is the average number of exams you usually 
require per course? 

A. 0-1 
B. 2 
C. 3-4 4 
D. 5 and above 



18. Do your require your students to write (in all 
courses) : 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

A. multiple choice exams 

B. 

c. 

A. yes 2 
B. no 
OCCASIONALLY 1 

short answer exams 
A. yes 2 
B. no 1 

essay exams 
A. yes 
B. no 1 
OCCASIONALLY 1 

problem solving exams 
A. yes 4 
B. no 

all the above in each 
A. yes 1 
B. no 1 
SOME OF THE ABOVE 

exam 

1 

23. other types of exams 
A. yes (Describe) 

PERFORMANCE (1/2 AND 1/2 
B. no 

FINAL) 

24. What is the average number of papers you usually 
require per course? 

A. 0-1 2 
B. 2 1 
C. 3-4 
D. 5 and above 1 

25. What is the usual length of each paper? 
A. 250 words (less than one typewritten page) 
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B. 500 words (approximately two typewritten pages)2 
C. between 500 and 1500 words 2 
D. more than 3000 words 1 
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26. Which criteria do you consider most (M) important 
and/or least (L) important in grading the writing of 
your students? 

Note any which you consider, even if they are all 
"most" or "least." Please rank order the items (1 is 
most important) and give an approximate percentage of 
value each item has in a paper's final grade. It is 
all right to omit some items (and you may add some in 
question 27), but please try to include all those you 
believe to be essential. 

CRITERION RANK ORDER 

A. organization 
1. most 
2. least 

B. argument 
1. most 
2. least 

C. spelling 
1. most 
2. least 

D. logic 
1. most 
2. least 

E. grammar 
1. most 

.. 
2 
2 

1 
3 

.. 

2. least 3 
F. originality of ideas 

1. most 1 
2. least 2 

G. sentence variety 
(word choice and phrasing) 
1. most 1 
2. least 2 

H. focus 
1. most 2 
2. least 

I. details and support 
1. most 4 
2. least 

PER CENT OF FINAL 
GRADE 

J. Flavor (does the paper "sing" in a superior way?) 
1. most 2 
2. least 1 

K. Connections to topical issues of the course 
1. most 4 
2. least 
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CRITERION RANK ORDER PER CENT OF FINAL 
GRADE 

L. Creativity 
1. most 1 
2. least 2 

M. Paper format (specifications you require and 
explain) 
1. most 2 
2. least 2 

N. Paper is on assigned topic 
1. most 
2. least 

o. documentation 
1. most 1 
2. least 

P. development 
1. most 
2. least 1 

Q. coherence 
1. most 
2. least 

R. unity 
1. most 
2. least 

S. usage 
1. most 
2. least 

T. fluency 
1. most 
2. least 

4 

2 

1 

2 

27. Are there any other criteria which you consider that 
are not listed? 

NOT THAT I CAN THINK OF. 
Please name them, rank order them, and state 
approximate percentage of the paper's final grade: 

SYNTHESIS. ABILITY TO FORMULATE PLAUSIBLE IDEAS 
AND HYPOTHESES. 

28. Please select the one most important item from the 
above list, which you deem to be essential in every 
written assignment you require? 

CONNECTIONS. JOURNALS AND NOTEBOOKS (FOR 
PROFESSION) . 

29. Are there any criteria listed in number 26 to which 
you do not pay attention at any time? List those 
criteria: 

SPELLING AND GRAMMAR. SENTENCE VARIETY -- PRETTY 
LOW. 
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30. Pretend I have submitted an average (C) paper" (no 
distinguishing flashes of brilliance, but I was on 
topic, my words were mostly spelled correctly, I 
rehashed all the politically correct, stale arguments, 
my handwriting was neat (or the computer print-out was 
clean), and the paper is the right length. (I'm 
providing a sample paper for you to review of this 
nature in appendix A). What grade would you give the 
paper? How would you clarify the grade? Pretend I 
come to you for advice because I am on scholarship, 
and I must earn an A (I always did in high school). 
What would you write on the paper or say to me in 
conference? 

"ON TOPIC." ANSWERS QUESTIONS. ACCURATE. 
TECHNIQUE AND STYLE NOT IMPORTANT. FOCUS ON NEED 
TO GO BEYOND WHAT WAS PRESENTED IN TEXT AND THE 
IMPORTANCE OF FINDING INTERRELATIONSHIPS. 

31. Which (and how much) of these writing activities do 
students do in your class? 

Every class Monthly Once or twice Never 
a semester 

A. copying 
B. taking notes 4 
C. writing from dictation 
D. writing on the board 1 
E. filling in the blanks 
F. answering questions 
G. making lists or outlines 

1 
H. labeling, making charts 
I. summarizing 1 
J. paraphrasing 
K. defining 2 
L. personal experience, reactions, feelings 

1 1 
M. exposition (essays to inform) 1 
N. persuasion, arguments 1 
o. critiques, evaluations 1 
P. applications 1 1 
Q. case studies 1 
R. dramatic works, fiction, poetry 
S. interactive learning log 
T. brainstorming, other prewriting 

1 
U. inventing 

1 

2 
2 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 

2 
2 

V. other (please specify) NARRATIVE SUBJECTS; STORIES 

3 

1 
3 

2 
1 

3 
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these activities? 
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Every class Monthly Once or twice Never 
a semester 

A. in-class writing 1 2 
B. discussion, analysis 

of models of writing 2 
C. grammar and mechanics 3 
D. organization and logic 4 
E. prewriting (inventing, 

brainstorming, listing) 1 4 
F. evaluation of other 

students' writing 4 
G. editing, revising 

proofreading 4 
H. format topics 

(margins, headings, etc.) 4 
I. discussing errors 

to avoid, such as usage 4 
J. other writing and thinking activities (please specify, 

as well as the amount of time you spend on them) 
FILM REVIEWS - LOOKING FOR CONNECTIONS. (3 OR 4 PER 
SEMESTER) NOTE TAKING REQUIRED 

33. What percentage of a student's final grade in your 
course is based on writing longer than one-word 
answers or multiple-choice items? Break down briefly 
your grading categories 

40-45%: INDIVIDUAL REPORT, GROUP, FINAL (20% 
WRITTEN) 
55%: ORAL (SPEAKING) 

Provide the reasons why you grade this way and produce 
samples of any grading criteria you may give the stUdents. 

34. Which of the following kind(s) of writing do you 
believe should be emphasized in the course in which 
you were observed? 
1. the writing of reports and abstracts 

a. yes 5 
b. no 1 

2. the writing of documented essays 
a. yes 1 
b. no 5 

3. the writing of critical/ analytical papers 
a. yes 3 
b. no 



4. skills appropriate for written examinations 
a. yes 2 
b. no 1 

5. notetaking 
a.. yes 6 
b. no 

6. interactive learning logs 
a. yes 1 
b. no 2 
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7. the writing of exploratory essays (free-ranging) 
a. yes 2 
b. no 4 

8. the writing of summaries 
a. yes 2 
b. no 4 

9. application papers to real-life job situations 
a. yes 4 
b. no 2 

10. journals of feelings and reactions 
a. yes 3 
b. no 3 

11. position papers 
a. yes 6 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

b. no 
papers on 
a. yes 
b. no 
papers of 
a. yes 
b. no 
creative 
a. yes 
b. no 
sentence 
a. yes 
b. no 

ethical issues 
6 

one-page discussion topics 
1 
1 

writing 

3 
outlining of chapters in texts 

2 

chapter outlining of major concepts 
a. yes 
b. no 
lecture outlining of major points 
a. yes 
b. no 

18. outlining of students' own papers 
a. yes 
b. no 

19. letter and resume writing 
a. yes 
b. no 
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20. other (specify) 
ORAL PRESENTATIONS REQUIRE RESEARCH AND MOST 
WRITE OUT 

Can you identify one or more types of writing from the 
choices in number 34 which you believe are most important 
in your course? Please do so. 

REPORTS, ABSTRACTS, CRITICAL ANALYSES; 
SUMMARIZING PAPERS ON ETHICAL ISSUES; 
CRITICAL/ANALYTICAL 

35. Having read the above list, are there any of these 
kinds of writing which you may incorporate the next 
time you teach any class? 

NO, WOULD WORK OUT WITH INSTRUCTOR. CRITICAL 
ANALYSES. 

If so, what might those types of writing be? 

36. Think about your own use of writing personally, in the 
classroom, and in the discipline. 
a. Do you engage in personal writing? 

YES; WHO HAS TIME? OCCASIONALLY POSITION 
PAPERS FOR FACULTY ASSOCIATION. 

b. How often and for what purposes? 
MEMOS AND LETTERS. SYLLABI, GUIDELINES. 
RESPONSES ON STUDENTS' WORK, ESPECIALLY 
CLINICAL PAPERS. 

c. Would you say that you write daily ; every 
other day ; weekly ; monthly ? 

d. What functions does writing play in your 
classroom? 

CONVEY THOUGHTS & FEELINGS; ORGANIZE AND 
EXPRESS THINKING TO HELP CLARIFY & SPECIFIC 
THINKING; ANALYZE & SYNTEHSIZE IDEAS TO 
DEVELOP THOUGHTFUL ARGUMENTS; TO STATE FACTS 
& PERSPECTIVES. 

e. Please state the most important function you 
think writing fulfills. 

CHARTING. PRIMARY MEANS OF STUDENT 
ASSESSMENT. DEVELOP THOUGHTFUL ARGUMENTS 
BASED ON ANALYSIS & SYNTHESIS. 

f. Can you prioritize the other functions mentioned 
in d? Circle: yes or no? Please list 
priorities, greatest to least: 

g. Do you write for professional purposes? 
YES. 

h. Please state occasions or reasons 
LECTURES; GRADUATE SCHOOL; TEXTS FOR COURSES. 
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i. What qualities or characteristics in writing do 
you particularly pay attention to for those 
purposes? 

CLEAR & CONCISE & GRAMMATICALLY CORRECT; 
CLARITY, ANALYSIS, ARGUMENT; FACTS 

37. Could I have a recent sample of your writing (in the 
last two years)? Can you tell me what features you 
were focusing on in the construction of this piece? 

SUMMARIZING 

38. Could you provide me with a model or sample of good 
writing in your field (by a professional) and by good 
students? 

39. Could you also provide me with a written assignment 
sheet for one writing activity in your course and a 
student response to that assignment? 

40. Having completed this questionnaire, do you see a 
change in your definition of writing? Please 
define writing for me. 

SEE o 'NEIL--THINKING , DEVELOPING AND EXPANDING 

Has your definition of writing changed during this 
semester? If the answer is yes, how can you 
account for the change? 

41. How do you inform the students of their writing 
activities? If you were to keep a journal of your 
rationale for all your classroom activities, what 
would you say? Be as detailed as possible. I want to 
try to understand why you have students write, if you 
do, in your classes, when it is much easier to use the 
mark-sensor. What advantages do you see in having the 
students do more writing? Please try to elicit 
reasons; I know you have some. This may help me know 
what to say to other instructors. Feel free to 
freewrite your answer--don't worry about sentence 
structure, order and mechanics. If you have a 
progression or sequence of writing tasks for students 
or for yourself, please tell them to me. write in as 
much detail as you can, both on this page and on the 
back, if you want to write your way to an answer. 
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APPENDIX D 
Edith Baker 
Spring 1992 

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
NURSING STUDENT COMPOSITE 

writing Across the Curriculum Research 
Project - Student Questionnaire 

Please complete this questionnaire as prelude to our 
discussion about your writing processes and assignments in 
the class which I observed. Use the backs of pages if 
necessary. I sincerely appreciate your time. 

1. How many semesters have you been enrolled at Yavapai 
College? SEVERAL; 3; 6; 8; 10; 12; 12 

2. Approximate number of hours already completed at 
Yavapai College 40; 74; 85; 90; 96; 110; 133 

3. Number of credit hours in which you are enrolled this 
semester 11; 11; 11; 12; 13; 13; 14 

4. Number of English class hours and names of courses 
completed at Yavapai College 

9 HRS (COMP I & II); S/W WRITERS; CAN'T REMEMBER; 
WOMEN IN LIT; 101; 102; 237; LSC 100; CREATIVE 
WRITING; NONE; NAU 

5. Projected year of YC graduation 1992 

6. Other institutions of higher education you have 
attended and years (List previous degrees attained) 

MT. SAN JACINTO COLLEGE; NONE; PHOENIX; ASU; U of 
MO (COLUMBIA); NAU; NAU; COLORADO MTN. COLLEGE 

7. What English and/ or writing classes have you taken? 
CREATIVE WRITING; MA-ENG When and where did you 
take them 1962-1968; 1980 - MI; 1987; 1988-89 - YC 

8. List the most important things you have learned about 
writing 

LET IT COME FROM THE HEART; WRITE FROM THE HEART; 
WRITE ABOUT WHAT YOU KNOW; ORGANIZATION; KNOW 
SUBJECT VERY WELL AND DO NOT FOCUS ON OBVIOUS; 
ORGANIZE; SEARCH FOR EXACT WORD FOR THAT 
EXPRESSION; AUDIENCE; INTEREST; BUILD VOCABULARY; 
CORRECT SPELLING; EXPRESSION OF ONE'S PERCEPTION 
OF THE UNIVERSE & EVERYBODY & EVERYTHING IN IT; 
EXPRESSION OF THOUGHTS & IDEAS 
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9. If you remember, when and where did you learn them? 
EDITH BAKER; JOHN HAYNES; THROUGHOUT ALL CLASSES; 
EACH INSTRUCTOR COMMENTS & GENERAL INSTRUCTION; 
LIFE EXPERIENCES; ASU INSTRUCTOR; HIGH 
SCHOOL/COLLEGE PREPARATION 

10. What is your definition of writing? 
WRITING ALLOWS PEOPLE TO EXPRESS IDEAS & FEELINGS 
THAT I~Y BE DIFFICULT TO VERBALIZE; AN EXPRESSION 
OF A CONCEPT OF WHICH A PERSON DEFINES & 
ELABORATES ON; FREE-FLOW OF IDEAS, FEELINGS & 
OPINIONS; TO WRITE SO THAT OTHERS READ IT THE WAY 
YOU THOUGHT IT; COMMUNICATION OF A CONCEPT OR 
IDEA WITH THE USE OF THE ALPHABET & CULTURALLY 
ACCEPTED WORDS 

11. Is there one or more principles of writing you try to 
incorporate in every writing activity? If so, what 
are they? 

TRUTH RATHER THAN FICTION; EXAMPLES IN WRITING 
ACTIVITY ELABORATING ON THE CONCEPT; OTHER 
SOURCES FROM OTHERS; GET ORGANIZED--FOCUS ON 
MATERIAL YOU WANT TO COVER; GIVE READER A FRESH 
POINT OF VIEW; SPARK THEIR IMAGINATION; CLARITY 
OF THOUGHT; GET READERS' ATTENTION; DON'T LET 
SENTENCES RUN ON 

The remainder of your answers are based on your 
perceptions of how this instructor assigned, explained, and 
evaluated the writing activities in the class I observed. 
No right answers exist--just be honest in telling me your 
understanding of what occurred. Feel free to write your 
way to an answer, including writing on the backs of pages. 

1. Did you always understand the boundaries of the 
written assignments? N; N; N; Y; Y; Y; NOT ALWAYS 

2. If there were exceptions, please explain them with 
specific reference to assignments. 

NO KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECT--THEN IN RESEARCH FOUND 
MINIMAL INFORMATION, SO SAT DOWN & TALKED ABOUT 
TOPICS 
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3. What, in your perception, seemed to be the qualities 
upon which the instructor graded written activities? 

ONE GROUP APPROACHED INSTRUCTOR ON WRITTEN 
ASSIGNMENTS; CLARITY OF PRESENTATION; KNOWLEDGE 
OF MA.TERIAL; AUDIENCE; HOW WELL INFORMATION WAS 
RELAYED TO AUDIENCE--CLARITY OF TOPIC; ACCURACY 
OF FACTS; WHETHER OR NOT CURRENT INFORMATION; 
CLEAR, CONCISE--MAKE SURE OBJECTIVES MET; DIDN'T 
THINK WE EVER KNEW CONTENT (NURSING DATA); 
CONTENT (INDIVIDUAL REPORTS) THAT WEIGHED MOST 

4. How are/were your grades upon written assignments in 
this class? 

Ai Ai EXCELLENT; NOTHING RETURNED 

5. What grade do you think you will receive in this 
class? 

7 A's; EXCELLENT 

6. How does this grade compare to your grades in other 
classes? 

HIGHER IN THIS CLASS; SAME; A--SAME; 
APPROXIMATELY SAME; COMPARABLE 

7. Why do you think you are receiving this grade in the 
class? 

QUALITY; TIME OF WORK; KNEW SUBJECT OF PAPER 
WELL; LEARNED A LOT ABOUT SUBJECTS; DIFFERENT 
FORMATS & TOPICS; "I'M HOT"; IMPORTANT; CAME TO 
LIFE; WORKED--INSPIRED CLASS PARTICIPATION 

8. Describe your favorite writing activity (or 
activities) in this class 

RESEARCH WAS INTERESTING TO ME; WRITING HOW I 
FELT ABOUT TOPIC; SEARCHING FOR SOURCES OF 
DOCUMENTATION & ORGANIZING THE 
QUOTES/INCORPORATING THEM INTO WHAT I WANT THEM 
TO SAY FOR ME; WRITING SPEECH--MAKING CLEAR MY 
OWN POINT OF VIEW; WRITING--LISTENING TO OTHER 
REPORTS; PUTTING TOGETHER ORAL PRESENTATION 
(LARGER AUDIENCE); CONSOLIDATING MATERIALS INTO 
CLEAR, COHESIVE, UNDERSTANDABLE PRESENTATION 
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9. This question deals with your perceptions of the 
instructor's evaluation of your written assignments. 
Which criteria do you think your instructor considered 
most important or least important in giving you the 
grade you received? Circle your answer. Please rank 
order the items (1 is most important) and guess at the 
approximate percentage of the instructor's weight in 
giving you the final grade: 
CRITERION RANK ORDER PER CENT OF FINAL 

GRADE 
A. organization 

1. most 7 10% 80% 
2. least 

B. argument 
1. most 2 5% 20% 
2. least 4 

C. spelling 
1. most 
2. least 5 N/A 

D. logic 
1. most 4 50% 
2. least 

E. grammar 
1. most 3 N/A 
2. least 1 

F. originality of ideas 
1. most 4 50% 
2. least 1 

G. Sentence variety (word choice and phrasing) 
1. most 1 N/A 
2. least 3 

H. focus 
1. most 3 100% 
2. least 2 

I. details and support 
1. most 5 100% 
2. least 

J. Flavor (does the paper "sing" in a superior way?) 
1. most 2 100% 
2. least 3 

K. connections to topical issues of the course 
1. most 3 N/A 
2. least 1 

L. creativity 
1. most 3 
2. least 2 

M. Paper format (specifications explained by instructor) 
1. most 1 
2. least 2 
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CRITERION RANK ORDER PER CENT OF FINAL 
GRADE 

N. Paper is on assigned topic 
1. most 5 75% 
2. least 1 

o. documentation 
1. most 3 
2. least 2 

P. development 
1. most 1 
2. least 3 

Q. coherence 
1. most 3 
2. least 2 

R. unity 
1. most 3 
2. least 2 

s. usage 
1. most 1 
2. least .. 

Circle yes or no in answer to each question 
yes no 

10. Did you very often have a clear idea on 
what your writing would be evaluated? .. 3 

11. Did your teacher mark errors in spelling, 
mechanics, and grammar? 1 .. 

12. If so, did he/she supply the correct 
version? 1 1 

13. Or did he/she simply indicate that an 
error had been made? 1 2 

14. Did he/she make written comments on your 
papers? 2 2 

15. If so, did they deal mostly with content? 2 2 
16. Or with sentence structure and mechanics? 2 2 
17. When your teacher made a writing assignment, 

which of the following did he/she specify? 
a. length .. 3 
b. format (margins, heading, type of 

paper, typed) 5 
c. principles of evaluation 6 1 
d. audience for the paper 6 1 
e. topic 6 1 
f. organization 3 4 
g. due date 7 
h. style 1 6 
i. other (please specify) 
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18. Are there any other criteria you think the instructor 
considered in grading your paper which are not 
mentioned? 

NO; APPEARANCE IN PRESENTING, GESTURES, EYE 
CONTACT, AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION; NEEDED 5 
REFERENCES - A; WORKING WELL WITH GROUP; 
PRESENTATION OF MATERIAL 

19. Was one or more of the above items required in every 
paper? 

ONLY ONE PAPER 

20. Is anything on the list of items in question 17 
unnecessary? 

ALL APPROPRIATE; AUDIENCE & FORMAT; YES - ORAL 
PRESENTATION 

21. What writing activities did you do in the classes I 
observed? Which (and how much) of these did you 
engage in? 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 
k. 
1. 

m. 
n. 
o. 
p. 
q. 
r. 

s. 
t. 
u. 
v. 

Every class Monthly 

copying 1 
taking notes 5 
writing from dictation 
writing on the board 
filling in the blanks 
answering questions 
making lists or outlines 
labelling, making charts 
summarizing 1 
paraphrasing 
defining 
personal experience, 
reactions feelings 2 
exposition (essays to inform) 1 
persuasion, arguments 1 
critiques, evaluations 2 
applications 1 
case studies 
dramatic works, fiction, 

poetry 
interactive learning log 
brainstorming, other prewriting 
inventing 
other (please specify) 1 

Once or twice 
a semester 

3 
2 
1 
4 
2 
5 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 

3 
3 
4 
4 
3 
6 

1 
1 
6 
3 

Never 

2 
1 
5 
2 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 

2 
2 
1 
1 
3 
1 

6 
5 
1 

3 
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22. How much (approximately) of your grade in this course 
do you think will be based on your ability to write? 

10%; 20%; 50%; 50% (REST IS PUBLIC SPEAKING); 
75%; 80% (REST ON PRESENTATION) 

23. What suggestions and/or feedback would you give to the 
instructor about clarifying future writing 
assignments? Can you give him or her help in 
orienting future students? What do you know now that 
you wish you had known at the beginning of the 
semester? 

ASSIGNMENT WAS CLEAR AND INFORMATION TO FIND OUT 
ABOUT SUBJECTS WAS VERY APPROPRIATE FOR THE 
CLASS; OK - "FINE" WITH PRESENT OBJECTIVES/ 
GUIDELINES; PERHAPS SOME CLASS TIME TO ENTERTAIN 
GUESTS, FOREIGN STUDENTS; PERHAPS MORE GUIDELINES 
IN SYLLABUS ITSELF; MORE TIME TO DECIDE ON 
SUBJECT; NOT REALLY A WRITING CLASS; WE DID A 
PAPER WE PRESENTED, BUT DID NOT TURN IN THE PAPER 
TO OUR INSTRUCTOR 

24. Is there anything else you would like to comment upon? 
(weight of tests vs. papers, oral presentations, 
grading standards, etc.)? I will promise to keep your 
name confidential. 

THE NURSING INSTRUCTORS ARE NOT CONCERNED WITH 
WRITING SKILLS; NO - ALL GROUPS GAVE DIFFERENT 
PRESENTATIONS, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR BETTER 
LEARNING EXPERIENCES; NO COMMENT; DO NOT THINK 
THAT APPEARANCE (DRESS) IN ORAL PRESENTATION 
SHOULD BE EVALUATED; DON'T UNDERSTAND WHY GROUP 
PRESENTATION & INDIVIDUAL PRESENTATION PAPERS NOT 
RETURNED; ONLY FEEDBACK IS FROM ORAL PRESENTATION 

25. Other general comments about writing in this class (or 
any class): 

CLASS WAS BENEFICIAL BECAUSE OF LATEST 
INFORMATION EACH GROUP WROTE ABOUT; AFTER SETTING 
GOALS ON WHO WAS GOING TO DO WHAT & SETTING 
LIMITS ON SUBJECTS, EVERYTHING JUST SEEMED TO 
FLOW ON PAPER; RESEARCH - LOOK FOR UNIQUE; 
EMPHASIS MORE ON ORAL PRESENTATION THAN WRITTEN 
ASSIGNMENT; I LOVE TO WRITE (GO THROUGH 
APPROXIMATELY 1 BOOK OF STAMPS A WEEK); MORE A 
SPEECH THAN A WRITING CLASS; TOO MUCH EMPHASIS ON 
COMMA SPLICE 
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