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A63TRACT :
in a3 summer iastitute, secondary school writirng
teachels .s»proved their teachaing and writing skills through teaching
wiiting oy the airect method ana through participating in weekly
wIitiag curoriais. Too often, w»r¥caing is taught through such indirect
setaods as work with grammars, rhetorics, and heuristics, which seen
more attractive to teachers thaL working directly with studert

wIltels in the actual business of writing. However, the training of
wiiting teachers should encourage the teaching of writing by the ,
direct method--and the mdst direct method is the writing tutorial. In
the summer institute, teachers acted as wditors during writing
~aboratory clazsses f£or hign scaodi students, aLd they participated :n
post-practicum sessions stressing the diagnosis of particular ?
exanpies 0f student wriiting. Ihey also spent eight hours each week in
expository wiiting on seif-choset topics and were tutored by
institute stafr members in opeu-ehaed tutorials emphasizing direct
respoase to tae writing at nand, examination of all rough drafts of =
piece of writinj, and sharing of writing by tutors. Teachers® essays
.weTe publiished in two voiumes duran~ the institute. A formal
evaluation of tae institute, which included a full-year follow-up,
suggested that the institute had been remarkabiy effective irn
Changing the teacaing and editing behaviors of the teachers, as well
as their attitudes towarud themseives as writars. (GT)
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The title of this panel is "Theoretical Knowledge and Writing
Experiences for Writing Teachers.” 1 will argue that we should have
less of the former, and mor: of the latter. I will argue that a teacher-
training course or workshop or summer iInstitute should have as its absolute
center writing experiences of a particular kind: tutorials with a writing
teacher. I will argue that‘the proper model fpr these tutorials is the
relationship between mact2r and apprentice, or, to relieve us of the
oppressive Dickensian connotations of that model, perhaps we should
substitute something closer to the writing precfession: the relationship
between editor and writer.

Before getting down to my appointed‘task, howevet, I would like to
make an observation that will create a context for ﬁy argument. The
observation is that as a profession we seem to go to extraordinary lengths
to avoid the tgachiﬁg of writing by a direct method. We'll teach writing
iudirectly,.aﬁ& through the most rémarkable of indirections.

For years Qe taught writing by teaching formal grammar, the namingl y
of parts. In some quarters we still do, despiﬁe the accumulation of
evidence that the teaching of formal grammar has, if any, a negaiive effect
upon the correctness and quality of student writing. When classical grammar
becomes a cropper, ﬁe'll find a new'mohnt: transformational/generative grammars.
When we tire, as we did in the mid-sixties, of Boberts Rules, we'll begin
to listen to Frank O'Hare and éhe advocates of sentence combining. Qr, leaving
grammar and sentence combining aside for the moment, we may teach writing
by teachihg students to do New Critical readings of poetr}. Or, almost
as wonderful, we may,.with Ross Uiuteruwd, insist that the road to good

vriting is the analysis of expository writing. Today in my heart of hearts

I exult with Richard Young and Alton Becker at the possibility that we
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will discover, through the medium of linguistics and cognitive psychology,
an epistemological heuristic and a grammar that will describe not only

the sentence but the pafagraph and the essay as well. This marvellous
grammar will describe human discaurae, and in the manner of its description
will link Rhecoric with linguistics, anthropology, and physics in a unified
theory that connects the world of mind with the world of matter.

And yet, éaom another perspective, these indirect methods--work with
grammars, rhetorics, heuristies-seems an intricate form of avoidance
behavior. As long as we can teach grammars or rhetorics, demonstrate
heuristic procedures, demonstrate the analysis of expository pxase,‘or
teach literary criticism, we do not have to work directly with a student
ur;ter in the actual business of writing.

This avoidance behavior is attractive to us for three broad reasons:
1) It is safe. As long as we teach writing as a subject, we know what
ve are talking about. If we were to shift our ground and becope editors
of student writing, we would become vulnerable, for we would be an the
atudent writer's home ground. Moreover, if we became the editorz?and not
the pedagogue, we might make mistakes. We might make the student writer
angry. We might run across a student performance that we could not compete
with ourselves.

2) This avoidance behavior is attaactive because.we axe dealing not with .
gtudent writing but vith lovely conceptual fraueworks, spidery and light,
We can believe that, as wri ing teachers, we are “real“ _intellectuals of

one sort or another: linguistis, physicists, philosophers--not "Juse"

teachers of writing. | A
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3) The avoidance behavoir is attr?ctive because it is potentiaily
profitable. Any theo:ﬁ or system can become a textbook or a currfculum,
and as publishers oi'program directors, we can leave the writing class
forever.

I do not pretend to be the first persor to say any of this. 1In

: MU
Teaching the Universe of Discourse James Moffett argued dnana;elago that

we learn to write by writing, and that "the burden of-proof.is on those
who advocate an indirect method."” Moffett was [articularly hard on writing
textbooks, a genre in which "by pedagogical slight of hand, an output
activity is transformed into something to be read about.” Dopald Murray
has aréuéd that "the writing teacher should cut ciass." and turn the writing
conrse into a series of individual 9onferenqsf.

Yet in geaeral practice, these voices seem not to have been heard.
If the CCCC program is an index éf our professional concerns, we ase now
interested primarily in these topics, in descending order of importance:
research in the composing process; invention theories; building Freshman
Writing programs; anc getting gramts. All of this is so distant from my
Eden: the editor working with the writer—that I begin‘:o.despait. But
I will pull back }rom the abyss, and continue on. |

If we are to comsider the training of writing teachers in the context
I have just described, we should discourage the kinds of activity I have
characterized as.avoidance behavior, that is, all indirect approaches to
the teaehing%of writing. We should encourage the teaching of writing by
the direct method. In the training of writing teachers, it follows that

we should spend little time teaching theory, and as much time as puvssible
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helping the teachers.teach. and write, by the direct method. If we

design a courseé or institute that emphasizes theory, or anything that

wve can stand-up teach, then we will inevitably suggest to the teachers

that teaching of writing is'stand-up teaching. T> paraphrase Moffett,

"by pedagogical slight of hand, we will have transformed an output activity
into something to be read about.” To the extent that we teach what we do,
to the extent that we teach through example, we should be careful to awbid
teaching writing ggachers by any indirect methed.-

But what, you miéht well now ask, is the direct method? The most
direct method is the writing tutorial. At the University of Massachusetts,
we teach our Expository Writing courses almost exclusively by thé tutorial
method. As lomg as classes remain below eighteen students, we can continue
to teach in this way. At Springfield Techmical High School in Springfield,
Hassachusetté, the teachers teach writing individually t, their students
in writing labora;pry classes. The classes are analogous to chemistry
laboratories, or art studio ciasses, fﬁe s;udents write, ¢ud the teachers
become roving editors. So it is possible to teach writing, both at the
secondary and at the college level, by the.direct method.

In a summer Institute for the Teaching of Writing, funded by the
National Endowment for the Humanities, we worked with 42 secondary-school
teachers of writing for a six-week sémmer sessi&n. During this summér
session,. t;ey taught writing by the direct method in high-school writing
laboratory classes. Tﬂe teachers were themselves taught writing by the
direct method, in weckly writ ng tutorials. Théy'did listen to a few experts

talk about aspécts of the writing process, but the situation at the center
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of the Institute was the single writing teacher working with the single
apprehtice writer. Through the laboratory class and the tutorial, Institute
participants experienced both the role of direct-method writing teacher

and direct-method writing studenc. The results of the Institute were
interesting and positive, but before I get to them I will desgribe the
writing laboratory classes, in which participants were teachers, and the
writing tutorials, in which tﬁe participants weré writers. -

ln.the sumner of 1978, every morning at 8:00, a bus with fourteen
Institute teachers and two staff members left Amherst and travelled to
Springfield Technical High School, where the Institute had three tenth-grade
writing laboratory classes of thirty students. The syllabus was a sequence
of vriting assignments. The students wrote in class, and as they wrote the
Institute teachers, each responsible for six student writers, acted as
éditors. The class lasted for 90 minutes. At the‘end of class, stud?nts
left their work on their desks. Some of this writing was ther duplféated
and became the subject of a post-practicum session that stressgd the
diaénosis of particular examples of qtudent writing.

The most conspicuous virtue of the post-practicum sessions was.that we
were talking about real students and real pieces of student writing. There
was a limit on the scope of what I have come to recognize ;s the "teacher
fiction,” a minor genre that flourishes in teacher-training situations. The
teacher fiction most often begins with "What these kids need is” or "But
wy students...” When one of these teacher fictions begins to bloom, the
leader, Professor Leheny. was able to say, '"Yes, But we are talking about
Bill and Bill's essay, and the question before us is "what will we say to

Bill tomorrow that will cause him to ifmprove this piece of writing?" The
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post-practicum group would then decide what the edftor should do. The

next day the editor would do what the group had'sﬁggested, and in the following
post-practicum session, the results would bé in. Had the strategy worked?

Or not? And in either case, why?

That this aspect of the Institute was effective in changing teacher
behavior is an understatement. At the end of the sumer session, 38
out of 42 participants indicated that they intended to incorporate the
writing laboratory into their writing curricula. At the end of the
follow-up year, thirty of the 42 had extensively used the writicg laboratory
in their year's work i{n English.

The Institute participants who were tutoring Springfield tenth graders
in the laboratory classes were themselves being tutored by Institute staff
in a program of regular writ;ng futorials. The tutorial program was
wodelled on the Advanced Expository Writing course at the University, a
course that we teach, in many cases, entirely by tutorial. Through our
experience at the University, we have learned that the tutorial is just a
fornat, and that there can be good and bad tutorials. One of our araduate
students, Charles Sides, has coméleted a study of writing tutorials now
being given in our Eﬁé}ish Departmwent. He has attended tutorials, talked
with faculty, talked withﬂ tudents, and listened to hundreds of héurs
of taped tutor;;ls. He figds many of us using the tutorial as an occasicn
to give a lecture to an audience of one. 1In too many cases; the titor
spoke in genéral terms about writing and writers, and spent little of
the time speaking directly to the student writer about the piece of ufiting

at hand.

With Sides' work in hand, we approached our Institute tutorials with

8
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a generally agreed-upon definition of "good" tuterials. Good tutorials
will have these characteristics:
1. They will be open-ended. The tutor will not have a single program.
The tuter may have a goal, but not a single path toward that goal.
2. The tutor will be i1esponsive, and will not talk goo much.
3. The tutor will emphasize dircct response to the wr;ting at hand,
4. The tutor will not consider just the final product, but will require
writers to bring all drafts, scratch-work, all pieces of paper that con-
tributed to the final draft. In this way, the tutor can have a window on
the writer's writing process, and suggest adjustments, if necessary. |
5. The tutor will be aware of writing as hehavior: avoidance strategies,
anxiety levels, and so on.
6. The tutor will approach the student as a fellow-writer, and will bring
sanples of his own writing, with ruined first-drafts, failed attempts, and
so forth. ‘ ‘
7. The tutor will apptoacp writing as a sequence of choices made by the
vriter. The tutor will, when possible, explore probable consequences of
alternate choices: eg. different opening sentences, alternate structures or
sequences, diffetent voices, different rhetorical stances.
8. The tutor will, in a non-threatening way, push the writer toward
publication.

At ihe Inséitute, acgordiug to our definition, we hadrgood tutorials,
The summer schedule was designed to emphasize the tutorials' importance.

Each week, every teacher spent eight hours writing, a;d each week

brought thisiﬁrifing to a 45-minute tutorial with a staff member. The

tutors were members of the University's English Department; all had had

9
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extensive experience as writers and editors, and as writing tutors
in the department's course in advanced expository writing. To emphasize
the importance of the tutorials, the staff scheduled a writi.g tutorial
for each teacher on the first day of the Institute. Tutorials took place
on Wednesdays, when all other activities were suspended. This day the
teechers named "W-Day," or "Writing-Day."

| In the tutorials, the tutors functioned as editors. There were no
tes.tbooks, no program, no grid of assignments. The writers were told to
spend at least eight hours each week engaged in some aspect of the writing
process. They were told to bring the product of this time--drafts, notes,
abortive beginnings, completed work--to the weekly tutorial. Dufing this
time, the tutor would review the material with the writer and say what
was necessary. The writer w~uld leave with plans for the next eight hours
of writing. The plans might include revision of the material submitted,
or new directions, or both. Armed with these élans, but not bound by them,
the writer would spend eight hours during the next week engaged in the
writing process and woulg bring the product of that activity to the next
tutorial.

Because the writers brought all their rough material te the tutorial,
the tutor had a window on their creative processes. It often happened
that the final draft was in some ways worse than the first draft.. If this
were the case, the tutor knew that the writer's editing was destructive,
and could address that problem, which might be a lack of confide -2 in
the first, spontaneous product, or am inappropriate sense of what was good

writing. It sometimes happened that the writer spent much of the writing

e '
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time starting at the paper, in some way blocked. If this were the case,

some free-writing exercises from Peter Elbow's Writing Without Teachers

might be suggested. Sometiﬁes the writing failed because the writer
put off writing untfl the night before; 1f this were the case, the tutor
~ould point out the writer's need to manzge writing-time better.

Whatever the problem, the writer learmed that writing problems are
couplicated and various and that each requires a different remedy. There
is no single writing disease‘that can be cured by a single medicine, or
text, or curriculum. Indeed, many of the Institute participants discovered
that a writer who is a blocked writer given one subject may become, given
another subject, 2 *riter who needs to prume and edit.

The teachers wi .te on topics of their own choosing. The writing had
to be expository--no poéms, piays, or short stories were allowed. The
teachers could not, morfovéd, write curriculum units for the tutorials;
they were to be writers, jg:;fézahers, and teacher-writing would blur
the distinction. For the same réhson they coula not write about the Institute,
or about their cwn classes, or about their experiences as teachers. During
the summer, most wrote in a number of genres: autobiography, parody, persuasive
essays, descriptive esséys. They wrote about subjects that were important
to them: their reasons for leaving the Church, their reaction to their
experiences in World War II, their involvement in drpm and bugle corps,
their changing relationship to their friends, children, or spouse.

Because writers write for publication, the staff arranged for the
publication of the teaéhers' w%iting. but in a planned sequence of events
designed to maintain in the writers a productive level of anxiety. We did

not say anything about publication for the first two weeks. The staff

11
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reported that in the first week the teachers were extremely anxious

about ghé tutorial 1tself;,§nd clearly if we had talked about publication
at this point, they would ﬁa§e become still more anxious and ;igbt have
stopped w;iting altogether. A}ter the second week, however, when tye
tutorials had become more-or-less routine, we announced that at the

third week's tutorial we would expect a piece ready for publication. To .
make the task seem possible, we established a length limit of three pages. \\h_‘
This announcement produced new anxiety, and a great deal -of lafe—n#ght_

writing and editing in the Institute dormitory. The first volume of

essays, titled Writers at Work, was copied, bound, and distributed to

the Institute members at the beginning of thé,fourth week of the summer

session. Writers at Workwwas an immediate, if local, success: the teachers

read it, they talked to other writers about the essays in the book, they ‘
mailed copies home, and they rejoiced in what was for all of them their

first publication. ‘Hhen we announced that there would be ¢ second publication
at the end of the sixth week,fthey were delightgd. The title of this

publication, Writing Teachers Writing, stg;alled their imminent return to

their profession. This time, each contributed a somewhat longer piece.
The book came to more than two-hunéred pages of prose that waé'remarkablg
for its variety and consistently high quality.

A necessary aspect of the Institute was a foraal evaluation, required -
by the National Endowment for the Humanities. T?is evaluation suggests that
the Institute was remarkably effective in changing the behavior and attitudes .
of our teachers in'théir work in the teaching of‘Qriting. Tne evaluation -
further suggests that the two most effective elements in the Institute

were the Springfield Writing Laboratory classes and the writing tutorials.

-

12




Our evaluator had these materials to werk »ith: pre- and peost-Institute
course syllabi and sets of graded papers from each participant; and
pre and post-Institute statements about the value of expository writing,
the person's view of their own writing comp~tence, the person’s attitudes
toward writing and the teaching of writing. A reyiew of pre- and post-
Institute syllabi reveals this wonderful fact: after the Institute, teachers
increased the time they spent working wiih students and their writing
by a factor of 100%. Statements such as this were frequent: fThanks lergely
to the Institute, I have come to view the teaching of expository writing
4s my most important function as an English teacher.” Along with the
increase in direct—method teaching comes a corresponding decrease in
indirect-method teaching. less reliance of "grammar lessons,” much less
time spent on che making of literary criticism. The post-Institute
responses are filled with testimonials to the effect of the program on
the teachers' confidence in themselves as writers. B
Looking at the sets of graded papers, it is possible to discern a
similar change in direc*ion. Pre-institute papers tended to be over~marked,
and the marked papers gave the distinct impression that the markings
were being used to justify a grade. Post-Institute student papers tended
to be more lightly marked, énd conveyed a sense that one writer was'talking
to another writer, ﬁrying'to help.
The participan;s’ expe;ignce'in the tutorials was clearly the source
of this change: pre~institute essays on "the value of expository writing"
stressed the ;racticaI applications of writing--—buéiﬁess letters, basic

skills needed on the *outside’; post-Institute essays on the same subject

tended to see expository writing as a process of discovery. One participant

13
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wiote, after the Institute, that expository~wtiflng‘was valuable because
it "helps the student realize what he'thinks and feels."”

The evaluator asked the participants to rate aspects of the Insrtitute
on a variety of scales. Of all the “teacher" experiences they had, tﬁey
rated the Springfield Writing Laboratory Classes by far the most useful.
On a scale of 1--5, the 1tem."va1ue of personal writing experience” scored
4.51. The item "value of tutorial in terms of teaching” scored 3.89. This
item, tested again a y@g\<?ftet the Institute, rose to 4.51. The item
"extent that tutorials changed your view.of you;self as a writer," on a
scale of 1--3 whére 1 equalled worse, 2 equalled no change, and 3 equalled
235555; the group mean response was 2.76.

Beyond the'evaiuation, the full-year follow-up allowed-us to travel
to the schools And see the te#chers at work.} We find that the teachers
are indead teaching more writing, and teaching.ii more directly, in most
cases. We find that they are writing themselves. Indeed, one of the
Institute s less happy consequences is that two of our people are well
on their way to be ;oning full-time professional writers. We may have
blown these people entirely out of‘the teaching profession.

But perhaps this is the final-inditator of the Institute's success.
It seems to us, in retrospect, that we accompli#hed what we set out to Jo:
we taught teachers that they could be writers. If the profession writing .
is in America in 1980 more attractive than the profession teaching, that

is something we can do precious little about.



