A
DOCUMENT RESUME .
ED 216 394 ¢ ' ' N cs 206 31 C
AUTHOR . Miller, Susan . =~ o L
TITLE .,  What Doet It Mean to Able to Write?: The Question
. - of Writing in the Dfscourses of Literature and
A Composition. . ) . . Co
PUB DATE Dec® 81 . 4 | ‘ ,
NOTE . 38p.; ,Paper presented at .the International Conference

on Language Problems and Public Policy (Cancun,
Mexico, December 16-19, 1981). ) -

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC02 Plus Postage. ° \' .
DESCRIPTORS -Dtscoptse'Analysis;‘Higher~Eéuqa§ign;‘Interaction;.
*Literary Criticism; Literature; *Models; *Reading
Procésses; Rhetoric; *Writing (Composition); *Writing
- !

Processes - . . - ®
IDENTIFIERS -  *Reading Writing Relationship; ?Tgxtual Analysis

. ‘ .
ABSTRACT » ‘ .o . ,
" " Competing views of written texts, of the process of -
writipg, and of the purposes of the scholarly investigation of
written discourse appear inherently at odds. Today composition tﬁ!Bry
is often demeaned as being only. pedagogical.while literary study is
granted the status of a self-fulfilling academic pursuit. What is
needed is'a model of matrix that ceuld establish scholarly
interaction bet¥een the two fields..Such a model would have to

address (1) the nature of a written text--its capacity for. sis
as both a'produtt of a prior activity and the reflection.of a h
process; ,(2) the natuge of a writing event, whether defined as an a®t

of reécording meaging or as a unique, individual, indeterminate event;
(3) the relation 'Of both individual texts ahd discrete writing events
to intertéhtualjty-—the history of texts and their conventions; (4)
the relation of the individual writer to a particular text, to a
particular writing event, and to.the history and. conventions at a
particular’moment of writing; (5), the relation of the public impact
of writing to the individual writer; and (6) the propriety of
research.questions, evidence, or methods within the study of the

r

foregoing "issues. (HOD) - . . '

8

- . . . . A
**;*********************************f**************************}**j****
*  Reproductions supplied by EDRS are ‘the best that .can be' made *

. : ;

¥ A from the original document. ) ¢ *
***********************************************************************]




LY

4

-

ED216394

o mmmemm

v

\ . R 4
- light of current positions in both of these fields. But | make this case

us, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
L - K NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
. - . - . EDUCATIONAL RESDURCES INFORMATION

' . CENTER (ERIC)
Susan Mil lers > - B s document M5 beeh reproduced as

received from the person or orgamzation

0epartment3of English < ' ' onginating 1t

i i Y in-Mi - ' . Minos changes have been made 1
University of W:scon5|n Milwaukee; 53201 L reproduction quany 'eommwe

-, PSS

® Points of view or opm:ons statedin this docu
. . . i . ment do not necessanly represefit official NIE
L . Position or policy
v/

¥
s\What Does It Mean To Be Able To Write?: /

[

' 4
The Question of Writing in the Discourses of Literature and Composition
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In 3 recent essay, '"The Common Aims that Divide Us," Wayne Booth made

a good case for the intellectual, professional, and pedagogical unification t

]
of the.fields of composition,and literary study within the discipline of .

English. 'W'imitate this purpose by proposing a new account 6f writing in

.
'y

ﬁ . R ) v . » - -
because Bgoth's premise, that ''what separates them is'not any “inherent

- » . ] b = . .. , -
intellectusl diétinctionf' has not yet been adequately supported. While

‘o ° -

the two flelds are professnonally housed together "and separately or mutually

.

claLmed by people who might agree that advanced Icteracyxls the ablllty to
read, write, and think--critically, pJeasutably, and |nd|V|dually--the|r
alntellectu;¥ domalns nonetheless dlverge Important research orp speduLatfon
lnvone\flefdhdoes not of ten appear important in the other. - They neither
discuss the;n shared nor debate their differing visions of advanced

. 3 .
literacy. And they‘probably will not, so long as they have no common frame-

.

[ 3

. work wuthln which they mlght think about the nature of ”wrlnlng

ot ra

SonéwﬁoﬁTB‘argue,;Legaonably,'that no two fields are now intellec-
tually united. 1t could be sa}dvthat ‘trying to/establish a structure

that would comprghend ”writing” ?or*the discipline of English is unnecessary . .
and bes:dethe point of contemporary-pluralrsm. Thus separate but equally

-~ \
i, -
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[

.exciting theoretical explanations of the phenomenon of written discourse

.
. .
. .y

merely mirror post-modern fragmentation, which is enormously productive.

In this view, composition and literature no more need mutual‘inteliectual
ground than linguistics and ljterature‘do.QfThat'is, one may from time to

time lnggrm the other, but, each respects.the other's integrity and appreciates

-

the meaningful'diffeFence be tween sfhdyiﬁg language systems and studying'

.

literature. It.mfbht‘therefore be argued that cases for the greater mutuality

of unification of literature and composition, made from either field, are

1
.

not ' intellectual, but perhaps political or profeésionally exploitative,

- -

and should be réjectgd. Some of the most apparent differences between

composition and literary scholarship do, after all, repregent common
o T X & o
enough intellectual @ifferences within many humanistic disciplines, as |
. . ,};‘
hope to explain. 0 . .

.

]

.

/‘\

: s .
The trouble with resting on this argument is that while fields like

E [
2

»
linguistics and literary study can agree about their differences, the

-

’ . a .
rapidly expanding field of tomposition is now at once too embryonic and,

paradoxically, too ancient to assume this or any clear relation to literary

= N

study. What composition has to offer, especially now.that literary theor'y~

is itself pluralistic and contains more than only New Critical methods and

. . o - ¢
programs, is lost tocther students of discourse because composition is still
. r - N -

. * A}
working Qut its own understanding of 'writing." Composition produces

_articles qga books '"'as much about the nature of interpretation itself as...

.

o
about the subject mattﬂk which is the manifést occasien of its own elaboration.‘”2

On the other hand, even as composition attempts to reassert its antecedents
. . " :

.

in rhetoric,3 which onee dominated literary study precisely as_liter;}y
. " ¢

- -
Led
-
_—_— .

- -
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\ ~* ' study now dominates it, rhetoric's re-emérgenmce appears to emphasize rather .
PR composition's . : 3
. .. than mitigate/‘ distinctness. Because literature's latdst recognitions of

4

‘ Qrﬁetoric” often reduce a definition of rhetoric to only the study of the

b v snngle domain of style ﬂschemes tropes, and figurative languageh--com- .

’ ‘;‘\, M . PO . :
. position students are unwilling to equate their own relation to rhetorical

. .

¢ history as they understand it with literature's perception of it. Con-

e e
~ 45

- ~ . . .
i sequently, even in the face of articles and conference programs that suggest
<

N ty
[y

v -

- 1 ! . ° .
' that the two fields h;& already mutually informative, ‘their relations,

‘pleasant and stralned occur in social rather than menta1 spaces.

*

\ g No one wou*d expect to resolve this dilemma easily, and many would

-~

wish that time and established professional power structures would resolve

. i% without recodrse to another intellectual program.:- But because pro- \

- . . -

P

fessxonal structures now only rarely provide interaction between the two, . .

1\\“

fields, laissez faire offers little hope. For those who would like to

.

° understand and profess both fields, or to understaﬁd_ehd profess one in
‘\3\ lig%t of an informed view of"the other, “a_deséription of "writing'' that
%\ - can\comprehend both researchllﬁterests is urgently needed This would be

- »

- v[gw that would identify common interests as well as separable concerns .-

o P f i . ‘. S
so_that debate, discussion, and mutual “understanding could take e
~, . r . N : . '.’ R . .
place on intellectual ground. .6 R e
Y . ] i -. )
History an# Difference C ) -
ot 7 . .

- To those who read current scholarship in both composition and.litefatUFé,

- - -
-
-

the distinct.ion -between the two fields, if not their sources, may appear too
» ’ - > -

. ’
* fundamental to be reconciled. Competing views of written texts, of the .

M -
‘ . L
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process of writing, and YF the purpo;és of §hq scholarly investigation

v
’

of written discourse appedr inherently at odds. oy T /

. o »
r pa

To study textd is 6f course not necessarily to study literature., '~

4

o All writing 4s available to analyses of its-.-semantic, synEaEtﬁc, and -
. propositiénal structures; it may be descnibed with the tools of discourse
. . N R Ll s . ]
s analysis or text linguistics, stylistics, or textual history® All writing
t . . * ~ o

may be seen through- the philosophical lens of p?agmatics anJ speech act .

4 ! . -

theory. And it may, by those who accept the atemporal,’6 steucturalist N
s * . . L4
analyses of semiotics, be viewed as wne of many equally-‘interesting systems—
. . ) — A . . -
-'\ * ‘ » " » -
of signification. y Lo
~ o -~ . . hY ‘

. Such approaches-are common enough in §Eudies of farrative .literary

- +

discourse dnd poetry as well as in reséa(ch;jn composition, and might

appear to unite rather than distinguish scholars in both fieldsx - But

the texts to which such approaches are applied in literature are assumed to

be aesthetjcally intefesting. This aesthetic quélity may be referred to

the texts' assumed coherence, unity, and completeness, to their &ssumed

-
Ly

universality or perduring spiritual relevance, or to-any of a complex set . .

~ . - -

.. of assumed relations to.other titerature. For a particular text, this .

] I . - , .
aesthetic status may depend on its place ifi the-réceived canon of literary °

works (e.g., any 61§y be Shakespeare). Or, the aesthetic definition of ‘the ;f
L : : ‘ . | ,
text may derive from a relation to this.established canon (e.g., Milton's .

prolusions or Virginia Woolf's letters). A text's aesthetic interest may .

’ -

also depend on its perceived status as & formal, generica or political Ly
lr ; 4 . 'e . N - . ,

pommentgry on texts that have alfeady been canonized (e.g., ."found"' poetry,. .

- some literary autobiographies, or, popular but ''unrecognized' novels by .

‘ -

" .nineteenth-century women). ‘ 5 -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic . A R
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" that -are §aidht§ﬁ£gbr€§§ht a‘ng;mal--ahd by extention ugually a normative--

“or by a ‘belle lettristic essayistAlfké Arnold, Johnsén; Mary Macarthy, or

Miller = §

LI °
‘

- ~ -
> PR

" The text studied in composition, on the contrary, has no such ]mplicit .
. . . >

‘. Q ' . * .
or assumed status. It is usu3lly valued and analyzed in relation to

N .

coﬁventions, whether genetic, formal, intentional, or stylistic, rather R

than stugied for its éwn sake. It is generatly presupposed 10 be a
= .. .

-

“pﬁésentation,”,or an example from ar set of successful execu;jons of one

-

et

_or more of these conventjonal categories.’ It is a mqdel, whether well- °»

’ . .

or ill-executed.. A textual “analysis in the field of compoesition might

~e R . R \ . .
reveal the same features revealed by the same approach to a literary text,
- 0] . . o, .
% . .. . o " . -, .
but the same prior assumption ‘gbout the text's autonomously interesting
. o T -

nature, would not have been made. In.composition, the methods of text,

e -

linguistics or.stylistics generally discover mpdels or $chemes or foMs r

o, ® . ~
N R
. E

P

p_pttem‘wf‘j

<
-

‘ e
. ~
[ . .. > -
Pl .

* This is not to say, as |.will emphasize later, that composition-oﬁly )

- -

v

teaches -students to write while literature teaches (for want of a better

’ -

: . oo -
word) literature. It is instead to point out 'that whatever text the -

~ -
e id .

rhetorically-oriented composition theorist analyZes, whether by a stulent
- -t 2 « . )

. - v -

R}

. . ) ‘
Auden,_thaf text is assumed to be a realvized possibility, one of many

possibiljties, not a privileged or ''special' work of arb,who;é.authoﬁity is

e -

! § '. e . . 'o
a given conditon of_its analysis. For composition,alternatives to this text
’ s

are always in question, not automatically beyond spéculation. - .
T« ) . ) : ’
A . .
. . . . R
. X
3 -
° e . - s '0
’ - ' }
» . 4 ) .
- - ’ Y e - -
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These distinct views of the text are implicit, not explicit, in eath -

« field. But their strength is revealed By considering the attentioh accorded

. \d 4 .

Mina Shaughnessy's Efrors and Expectations. sHer premises--that even the most

e v

unsgilled basic-writing will repay the asgaﬁbtion that the text is made up

e

of coherent patterns, - sustain®a properly informed reader's attention,
1 d

’ 5

antd wirll in its own sense repay close reading--

radically reversed the

-

> usual interpretive definition of the text in composition. Wide recognition

-~

of’ her reversal suggests that new assumptions in composition about the text,

-
3 . At

especially the student text, could ‘be a bridge between all who study written

- . <N .
discourse. . ' e .

~ .
.

Certainly simple separations of artistic from techﬁ?ca] creativity'‘or
-

-of the produggs of those two modes inédeﬁuétely propose a text to scholars

in either compesition or literature. To say that one field has staked out

art while the other treats 'practical writing' belles the strong positive

-
<

. N

response to Skaughnessy's’ presupposi}ions about student texts, as well

as the impact of current reader-requySe criticism, semiotics, and decon-

S ° .

structionism. As ;:;/examples of parody, pop art, street theater, or Marxist

and feminist criti€ism show, pitting the poetic against the vernacular
genqrgggs rather than settles questions about am object's evocation of

interést.6 Many in literature now find the acts of writing and of reading

~

the texts of non-fictive discour’se,7 or the tools of ''rhetoric" (howeyer

M .

limited) appropriate interests because many'no longer categorically separate

. . e . !

.

art from craft. ’ ' . .

. ”~

Nonetheﬁess, many studies of writing -activities, a{most exclusively

defined now in composition as ''the composing proéesg” distinguish
s ! ! . . N

the two fields. . The assumption implicit in

.

« . . "
.

Fagi
%t
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.referring to the composing proqess--fhet an identifiable, repeatabte, and

- \

. virtually context-free series of activities occurs-when *people write--under-

lies many empirical studies of writers that are conducted without reference
- . [ . -
. - P ' [

to the texts written. 'Many of the most important such studies do\consider

.texts, but only to note the relatively self-expressive (as opposed to public)

kind of writing that students produce if on therr own rather than fulfilling

‘ 9 ' - »
a-school assjignment. Similar studies of rgaders' patterns of agreement in
, ] ] \ .
evaluating -writing are designed without reference to the interaction that

A .

produced the writing. %hey also exclude qualitative descriptions of the o

-

10 ° . .
texts read. . - .

.

In this regard, composition research often imitates the social

o voe -

sciences by usnng lts systematlc procedures of observatlon .and its empirical

[

methods to present quantifiable results. Composition researchers have adopted

» | <
[

such tools as case studies, protocol analyses that narrate a writer's activities

and thoughts, interviews, and.elabdrate experimental research designélfor

comoaring the texts of.''controlled' -groups of'write{si They may videotape

o . H > N . . . @ >
a writer's actions, follow the eye govements "of a person in the process of

thjnking and writing, and q§e texts as ''samples' for the purpose of comparing

- -

rates of - readlng,~rates of error or rates of |mprovement from one timé to

- ~

.

‘another. They generallze from\groups or individuals about the normal develop-

ment of a writer r, more often, ‘of the structure of any one writing event. s

~ -~

A

o They borrow readily and emphatlcally From cognltlve psychology, psycho-

- «

-lanU|st|qs, artlflcnal |nteII|gence, and neurophysiology to study the

) N
mode and moment of a text"s production.

’

- 3

Explaining how it is that such studies are conducted in the humanities,
¥ 4 - .

\

- ~ &

by humanists, ;equire§ morée than a definition of composition research as

o . s




Miller - 8
- R . oo . Co
"pedagogical'! (even if always accurate) would allow. Most of this work

- - P
~

by university Engiish faculty has been; dohe in the relatively short time.
ﬂ \
between the publicatlod¥’, Richard Braddock a‘g Richard Lloyd Jones'
~ .
thorough but embarrasslngly slender survey of Research in ertten Composition

(NCTE, 1963) and Mina Shaughnessy's Errors and Expectatlons (1977) During

~

this period, th genteel ailiance of rhetoric and’belleSa]ettres which

»
- »

‘sustalned the reia ion of literature td composition throughout the nineteenth
and early twentieth ce turies, taughtfstudents by assigning reaoing and
’ having them imitate (large by'%smosls “great“ essays. This alliance,
occurring during a largely pret reticai‘tink in both-fields in the new
) . {
.-\}isc1pl|pe of English, is descrihed-n W 'in composition as the '"current-
« . . . . .

rbditionaj-paraoigm,” an approach devoted drly to analyzing texts ard

;assuming that good , students wil'l imitate them. This implicytiy

/

eii}Qst view, thought to echo Romantic or 'vitalistic"' derstandlngs
TN . .

of'writing, has largely been replaced by a “process moHel .

tbat describes human processes apart from the contexts in Whlch

@

they occur or the products that resul . from them has quickiy come to
- : . . &

dOmrnate;t field. |In literature, the biograph§ and wriiting habits of

an auéhor are still usually excluded from almost all, intergretive activity,

but in composltion the blography and actions of whateVer kind of writer--

-

as well as writer$£omments on these matters--have become a primary focus

-

of attention. - . .

-

This empha%is more than the distinct ways various.programs for analyzing
P ¢ . This method's new
texts are used, now lnteliectualiy leldes composvtion from literature. A
foothold .. -
A in Departments«of Engiish”owes as much to-a general movement through-

.

out ‘the humanities as.to a swdden, inexplicable extension of educational

-

L 2N
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.

Fesearch into what were once only departments.’of literature. That is, the

-
- »

insufficiency of the unexamiped "current-traditional" view became apparent

. - . N

at the same time that scholars in all of the humanities were looking toward -

' . . . N ;
'soqial scientific research questions and methods. Composition teaching that

» @
-

-depended. (if distantly) on Latin grammar, canonical unificatiqns of rheto}icgl

.
L L4 i
- A —_

. and belleclettristic discourse, and positivistic or New Crﬁfical'assumpkions
- . . e . ! ’
. ™~ i .
about the static,' decipherable meanings of ‘texts produced little research

d .
.

of any kind  When Ehesq\aéendé for teaching became, insupportable, the§:were )

-

' ) 4 - . . . . . .
C o questidned and supplemented with a program similar to the social scientific

.
s
.

incursion into other humanistic disciplines.. -

' ‘ This movement is most visible in political science, for its stat

istfcal . ¢
_. - and predictiVé behav{orism dominates every Media elecfion‘“analysis“ we

\ ﬁear. The decay of political ph[loséphy and of political thfzry in favor .
of bolitigal science is so we’l known thaé its impliéations of ten escépe |

noticd. The rise of ""new history'" is less generally known but equally

~

’ important. This approach relies on quantification, structural a alysesy | .
. ) R .

B

and studies, of groups rather than of great figures and events.< It avoids

. . . . .
chronologgical narrative accounts of symbolic events and é%e,actlons of

s . \ H - 4

] .
elites” and "important' figures. 2 Both disciplines--as well as anthropology
. 0 . . *
and ambivalent sociology--have participated in the most recent version)of :
7’

what has become,By virtue of its repetition in every century since the

. - .
[

Renaissance, a traditional '"'new'" study of human sciences.

. ‘ y
" This movement in the humaniti€s not only appropriates methods and
y v ! C B k. A

modégls from social scientific sthdy. 1t also radically questions the doctrine

9

bf‘“p}e§eﬁce,“ or of the origination of events and works in human (or in

. . .
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. . N . L N
. transcendant) consciousness. It therefore rejects elitism, the necessary
y :
or the possible significance of individual actions of-of ‘'great'’ events
- ’ >
and the existence of a conventional,

sanctioned cultural hierarchy. Its

quantitative and experimental methods are motivated not oply, by a desire ~

. £
to imitate science, but also by wanting to use data from ordinary life,

.

and from behaviors or "signs." It uses such data in the

rd

from the masses,

S

\

2

service of answers to new questions ‘about significance,

rag

to correct esgablishment values.

S

. . . . L
scientific crlter
i

T o~

ta--validity, reliability, replicabilijty,

-~
N

It tests the new answers against'social

which may neutrallie'other criteria--class, power, money, established

which are perceived

applncabal:ty--

this movement in the

‘

dpminance. By taking these research positions,

humanitie's provﬁéq§ implicit and explicit sockal, political, cultural,

and historical cr,itiques. L

- d . ‘\
The study of literature has by no means remained aloof from this
hf- . . -

essentially post-modern turn toward fragmented egal}tariahism.

N
\ P ‘. .

current manifestation, this direction is the one taken by thpse who profess

In its

4.t .
.

o

“interpretation'' in favor of sTheé Pursuit of Signs, or
have L [y
criticism ,| reread the

to have given wup

\ -
., (l’ ] . L4 - )
semiotics. Marxist and feminist literar

tradttlonal literary canon toﬁexpose its rela
. \A\\
'to have blithely excluded from p0wer Reader-response, psychoanalytlc
.o <

and llngulstlc literary theorles all admlt evidence that was prevsously

to those it now appears

s

texts. New Criticism's

.
.

excluded from academic interpretations of literar

\

positivistic views of .texts and philology's devotign to chronological .
T (A ) -

‘“coverage“\hoflonger dominate the study of English literature.

is no JoAger the study of hdw great men reag/greag texts by great fien.

&
A3 4 . -

X ~ Ty

"Literature'

lts *

N
D

s
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" lessons no longer appear to take place in an aesthetic world whose borders

-

‘ 3 e . ) - N ! . s :
are impermeable, but’ imstead in a rhe€orical arena, where gates on lived
’ . - ¢ . . - s
. » N . ’ 4
. ) . . . ~ ‘ -.
experience open on all sides. .

.. N » ‘ R - N B
" Composition theory is also.épening formerly closed doors by using the
new social scientism to ask and an;wer resé;rch questions about student
S g .
writers. * It entertains‘the po&sibi;igy that practice and inStruction as
well as fortunate birth and inép}}ation~can make a writer. Moved by the ,
obvious needs of newly admi tigs students :ﬁd the equalay oBv?gus irrelevance T

Y

to them of traditional assumptions about the relation of litkracy to the

N . . $

”

literary--and moved by both at a time when the counfry's absorption in -

. - - s

. questidning traditional power bases was absolute--many who had been only
- . ~

. —, . . ~ . : . .
teaching composition while studying literature took up this premise.

—— s
! . ) 5

They wanted to understand and chaﬁge groups and communities.. If only " -

~ implicitly aware of their relatdion to such a theory, people in composition

.
.
.

nonetheless became-Marxist students of the means of production. T

~;~) ~However snmllar composntlon.and lnterature are in relation to a broad,

academlc context, the two fields' erceived urposes remain distinct. The
P P

&ore'veneréble belief——xhat li}erature promotes indiidual seénsitivity

and |nd|v1dual-a\9¢§t|c or'lnterpretlve abnlntneﬁ’whale composntlon aims

to produce "skilled" wrnters--holds sway in botH fields. This perceiv@d
' difference haz ancient roots in the hi;tpries pf prescriptive rhetoric .

A‘,\‘ . ~

and desqgiptive poetics, but its current professional manifestations owe .

]
-

v

the most to the Romantic and, post-Romantic visigg of ' the fﬂdividual opposed

to the collehtfve, bourgeois culture. Since the Romantic emphas fs on "insight"

dhd[”lnSplrat:on " an emphasis characteristic of what Richard Sennet has

called The Fal] of Public Man,]h it has been more - :

EMC ‘ : . . . . -

s v - ,
i - . ‘ -t
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congenial to promote reading literature as a ;4ansformiﬁ§ yumanistic Study

NP than to .focus -ofi public writing or Speaklng as a prereqU|51 e fon-full . LT /)

.0 <
. Al

u
partlcupatlon in Western culture. ]5 L|tq+ary study perhaps as abie o’

L PE . “
;dgyﬂ* replace rhetorlc |n the humanities currlculum beCause an implicit ~con- _—
) 'o\L ¢ ' t 7/ * - B 0 v
vnctlon’that enriching individual sensnbllities and éspecially pgffsonal
’ : .- v IS

«

' inte;pfetive powerg gained higher value than fostering active potentially ’

. fnfluent?al.abilifies to create pub]ic discourse. Consequently” those

L .0
-

within Enghlsh who gefuse to define “readung only as decoding" messages
N N ) v < {
. } may nonethele:‘isee "writing' only as communicdting a specific message ' L)
n( epd . .. ) CeT ’ ) L ] 7SR
to ap absent reader. Composition theory is therefore often demeaned ,as . PR

L . only “pedagogical,“ while literary stedy is granted the sta us of a
]6 > :. . \' 7 X';V‘ : ‘ '. y, -

3 , . '

e ot

self—fulfllllng academlc pursuit.

™ This dlv?bion accordlng to percelved purposes is relnforced not only

»

by misapprehensions about the passive Hatgre of'reading,]7 but also by

F- s . . .
traditiopaf but 1urrently questioned views of text;‘that elaEe their |"mealn?ngn j%
. infthe'tegaﬁitself rgthei than:in tﬁeir author§ o in coﬁmunity consensue,
v ' however provisiopal. Jhe ‘traditional vnews have»lately been opposed in much ‘ ¥
. 4 4 .
cr}tieism and research, but they still shape our J}Slon af readlng as an act | .

.

whose implications and validityvYare private, subjective and individual rather

'A ~ - o ' e
. than'part of a community's rhetorical stance toward a EERE}in its t%atual
’ . ] . .
; history. Saylng that texts themselves cqptaﬁn meanlngahnost necessltates '

1 . oy

i “defining Ywriting' as recording a meaning already in mind, rather than as a-- R

* °

wgy of coming to know or of beiné-knowledgeable about and able to play Qithin

, ' thegframework of discourse conventions. Thus even when the field © ]iterature. v At~
¢ . . , . < :;_

momentarlly overcdmes |ts re1uctance to express lt§~usefulness in a communlty,

- |ts~conc1u5|ons ahou}) texts' interpretable meanings have (until recently).

{J‘ ' "‘l RS ! .... « . N [ l N e . A
; .necessardly distorted and.limited definitons of the nature of ‘ . .

ek,
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LY -
. . .9‘.
- . ) , 3 . .
* 3 M .

writing. The purposes of the two flelds remaln opposed ~and these opposntlons
[ \

verge alwayﬁ on promptlng ""the growth of a division bet’;en those who ifudy

» .

O
|nd|V|dua1-texts (hlstorlans edltors grltles--who like to call themselves

t R ) s &
humanists) and those who study the activity of creating texts in general ’

(-2 4 .
11‘9 L N . ) .

” . -

(t..who Tike to call themselves/scientists.)

olt is at leasg clear from these distinctiOns that underétending

'”wﬁfiing' ina context broad enough to’ al low «for them will requnre a frame-

- within and *
work: that corrects a number ‘of Feceived. oplnlonsAabout the two flelds ?

Outdated perceptlons of their shared.pfb4ects.as well as their divided

goals willsnot serveé to bring them together intellectually. We might’ :

o \

welcome, for in!?Jnce a unlf;edgwlew of writing and readlng that acknow-

“

"ledged’ each to.befactiVe expressions of the individual in the world as

‘ S g . . \ ’
well as enriching, developmental contributions to personal powers. Qyt :

such a view would hawve to modifyaboth.literaty'scholars' continued distaste

\
- N v

fot“foétering.“gublic man'' and composition research's willingness to ' \§: \\\\\\\

¥

smooth out variables to describe groups of wtiters, Whjle achieving . ™.
{ " even . -/
such changes is hardly to be hoped for Adebatlng their appréfriateneEE
o > ~ el
vwould ¢ require asking ourselves thow well we nbw understand

“writing." ' ' -
. <. N

s

What Does_ri Mean To’Be'AbletTo Write?

7 . , . \
Defining “being‘able to wrd te'' addresses both literary and comquition,

rs

L.
.«

theories; it is what both fields are '‘about.'" But as this survey
. ) ’ . - N
shows, the two fields address a number of crucial issues firom

Q . . . -

L4

different, if hot opposed, perspectives. ~ Any model that could establish

scholarly interéction(between“the two fields wquld have to address:

. N B
v . -
< - . >, ‘ L . .
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L N w
.

1. The nature of.a written text--Pts capacity for analysis as both

-

“ a product of a prior activity that may or may not~fi%X a.stable .

.8 . ¢ ‘'
"'meaning," and as:the reflection of a human process

.
’
. < . .

2. The Haturb of a writing event,‘or act of‘wrifing,'whetﬁeﬁ def'ined

as an act of recording meaning, as an instance of '‘the tomposing

. . . .

-~ . : - .

- oo B
R ] . .

L ¥ e ., 2

process,"

A —

or as a unique, individual, indeterminate event. The

. nature of the "ideal" or "typical' writer described by ‘researchy

oL o \1‘/\\. e, , s
3. The relation of both individual texts and discrete writing events
rile Al
. to "intertextuality," the*deconstructionist name for the complex,
= = N ’
. . . - . .
highly textured series of writings into which any new act of

. '

wréting enters--the history of texts and their conventions;
. y .

a— -

b, The. rklation of the individual writer to a particular tex#; to

a particuj%r writing event, and to the history and conventions
4 . ’ \

?e or she is aware of at a particular moment of writing. The

¢
v

possibility or appropriateness of individual writers’% tran-
. - inter- . o
scending, modifying, or ignoring/1textual?ty, the hidtory of
‘§ . / . LY
. o
texts, and conventions- of written discourse;

>

. 5. The'relation of the public impact of writing to the individual"
{

writer; the ''uses'" of writing in the service of expression, of
N " ’ o

igdividual develgpment, and of forming cultures and communities;

6. The propriety of research questions, evidence, or methods within )

- L4 -

i

- a humanist's study of the: foregoing issues. T ~

. [ 4 . .
. . , . S .
| am'ralsing rather than resolving issues in this list, in an attempt tv

.0Ccupy students of "writing." )
state questions that} - - What Is at stake here is a matrix, or meta-

discourse, within which both students of composition and literature could

°

s

- -

P




~Situation,” althoug& foéused primarily on defining the ‘conditions that

"progres?Tvely specified representations of a fietd--the -considerations

. 4 ] ‘Miller + 15

]
‘
. L.
LY

recognige their relation to each other.

While | of course am fespOnsible fof what follows, my proposal

. : e - / . .
reiterates and combines a number of snm,ia@ discussions. It is most

- .

heavily indebted.to Dell Hymes' '"The Ethnography of Speaking,' which in

turn acknowiedges debts to-Kenneth Burke's rhetoricql theory and Kenneth

Pike's tagmemic linguistics.20 James Kinneavy's important and too

frequently overlooked hermeneutic approach in 'The Relation of the Whole

to the Part in Interpretation Theory and in the Cgtposing Process' mirrors

- -

Hymes' description in many ways, but it is more di ecé]y localized in -

o

.. - 21 . . s e e .
writing than Hymes' essay.  Lloyd Bitzer's description of "“The -Rhetorical

3

'

(S é .

‘necessitate persuasive discourse, relevantly epphasizes the ''circumstances’

. , .
of the histarical context'" in which such dis‘course-occurs.22 Michel
et >

Foucault's anélys?s of '"discursive relatibns”iin The Archaology of Know.-

Iédge, although it pointedly Hismisseg the speaking’subjecf,“ offers a

similar description 6f the relatjon of texts to their textual comtexts. 3
1 highlight these‘sourcés-and anafogués because by yriting yet another,

L} , .

discourse '‘as much about the nature of interprétatiop itself as...about they

'
-

subjeEt'matter,” | am attempting a renovative synthesis, not c]aiming.}o,

&
”

have found a Rosetta ‘stone hitherfo lost to those whosstudy’writing. e

{insofar as intellectual interaction is‘possible, it depends on translating

.
. ‘. ’

N - . ' .
among contributions from theo;jEEApf Fanguage,’composition, rhetoric, and

literature.

This proposal consists of an interpretation of four figures, or pictures,

-

- £ - TN
of writing#vents. These schemeS,are not intended as mogdels llkg those used

- B .
B .

in science to simulate processes; ghey are not Venp diagrams. They are’-

-~ .

-
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‘within which the next may occur, or determines the possibili

:wimplic}fiy interesting in anal}ses are capable of both hierarchical and

; ) ; - ' T Miller - 16w
— ' ’ .
necessitated both by an ?ct of writing and an act of_ textual analysis.
Rhé finalgfigure resééteg thi; representation to suggest how wrfter§ -
develop: it is‘Biatantly pedagogigal, S&t firmly depéndent on.q theoretical
chkure 6Y'writin§u' ‘ . . . )
dhen analyzing any diséourse eigvi, we commonly.identify panticular.

contexts, intentions, situations, an

manifestations in signs.. Particular

Lo -

" Cultural cohbqyts and intentions,, or desired outcomes, within them as well

A
.

ed elements that

as discourse situations and their results are the ideali

students of discourse explain. Some describe the relationshN of these

. elements teleologically (Figurg 1), showing that each determinds the limité

~—0

es that:
’ 24

follow from its pariicularization. However, stcictly hierarchical views

”

" / . . . . .
are incomplete. A discourse situation, for instance, may occur without

r

a prior intention to speak, even though the manifestation, or speech, that

results will depend on the cultural context of which the speakers share.

~

Consequently, th?elements of discourse typically identified in or

) Ve . - .
interactive description. For the purposes ofstudying discourse, they

EARE

mqyabe seen as alV?ys.in relatigﬂ/}o each other and provisionally

- L R a
dé;érministic. They are at least interrelated. ¢ )
o R -

.. FIGURE 1 ‘ : . : o )
DISCOURSE EVENTS .
' : o _
D N Context

' . E J .
‘\\\ . ) Intention ‘

LY
Sitdation . .

Y
. Manifestation

F‘:.
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- or laborious and burdensomely slow hiatuses that define the hesntatlon of

4 - -
hd . <
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-,

The eleménts of analysis are further ‘specified in Figure 2, which ,

]

names both ¢ultural.context and textual context?> as the particular nature

. ~

of "context' for writing. ,Both the act and the text of writing distinctly

rsggiye separate self:consciousness, either by virtue of minimally intrusive
| +

break’s. in the flow of events that make the fluent look for paper and pen,

. -

s hY

L J
the sqml~1|terate who must occasionally write. ertlng requlres an active

consciousness that divorces it from the temporal flow of Jdiving cu]ture

v
. »

it stops time, set®™Nng itself apart- from the communal murmur. of discourse,

if only b virtue' of‘its relatively recent silent, visyalized nature.
X Y : ¢

.

Writing evokes its own context, or frame of reference. It explains and

-

excuses itself not only in relation to the immediate, but also in relation .

¢ r

to the textual* context created by other wrltlng As Géoffre§ Hartman
has Rut it, writing is ' quallflgd by, being frgmed.”26 WRile this is

someqlme% true of speech it is always true of writing, which even in
. (% . - . ' . 2
its most caSualtforms depends on -formal schooling,whetﬁéc one has learned

only to mak@fletters or has a Ph.D. in humanities, writing transforms

or adds\to the consciousness of those who write, as they may not speak,

+

always aware participants in a separate mode. Writing depends on both
the broad’cultural setting and the textual setting in which it occurs.
To say this is to say- that writing is equally related to culture and to

the textual frame of reference, or’intertextuality. I ts* technological,
» . " ' . . s
formal, schooled origins have gredted a series of manifestations that

I

make it less able than speech to eqcape'the;artifact, or genre, of

s

"history." ; R ' - Ca -~




FIGURE 2 ' .

- WRITTEN DISCOURSE . - A

/ I

Historical Context

Cultural Context ﬂ/ History of Texts L 1A¥ . -
) . ' ) . o o Yqéf e
' Purpose ’ S ”\f
Situational Context ’ < R ",
- . g - ) o

. The Text 4 ¥ ‘ . »
. ‘ . , .

N -

\/ Ad -
B v

Scholars more often distinguish wFPting from other systems of signifoetion .

by focusing on the situational level of such a picture. They assume that ‘ )

the same discourse purﬁoses may be accomplished by both speeoH and writi;g,
S - .o ¢ '
4
“depending on the relatively primitive/oral and sophisticated/ltterate . |
- ‘ T e .

- developmental level of the person or culture.27 Exchanged aestures, tones

2

-

. of'voice, facial expreésions,‘timing, rules of dielogue, aﬁd-distaqce , o

~ N »
. . > ’- S

. from audience. are some of the elements brought into play in studles of \ '
[ 4 B
' o r
the implications of'their differenqes.28 David Olson, for instance, . , g
" T " N - N ¥

~ ¢

& - o SO, , :
. . emphasizes that writing represents what ls'saio/ while speech expresses ‘
S - R o . . -~ A —g

29 - . .. e .
what is meant. 9 To speak 'what .time is it?," may mean it is late,"
- * .
for instance To write 'what time is it?" will usUally evoke anxiety about -
T the exact time. .Writing is text-bound, not situationally interpretable.
' . : analyses - '
But to use only situational ﬁﬂ implies that the two modes are both

» ] [ oo -
only modes of communication, transmitters 6r, in writing, archives for

?

v messages. Viewedsthis way, spi king and wrltlng\dlstlnctlyt1nterest

scholars who will study the -"text' of either |n relatlon to the- presence

"

g
‘

’ of an auditor or themebsent, fictionalized, evoked perhaps dead, cgrtainly ) ‘
. . : % )

distant, in;ﬁﬁded’reader. This reasoning.implies'thatithe pen or the mouth

k2

=% v

- H
. - .
¥ . B ’
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® . ) . - - .
conyey_according to situational appropriateness. If you are here, | say

<

é —~

it; if not (and if | am one of the ielatively few who can), | wrife.

N P b . . - @
- Such a situational distinction surely provokes important ahd . .

justifiable research, but to differentiate sspeaking and writing primarily .

at thjs level is to limit both to techniques in the service of‘extending

€ eine

the voice. Situational distinction prevents -our questioning both mddes
N . ¢ ", -

/I

T as creators of messagesy as different.ways of thinking,\énd as independent
cultural gestalts. A limited (in the model, lowered) view of théir .

difference might accurately predict whether®a person would speak or write, . )

*

but it would not account for cultural and individual _situations that
. ) .
specifically result from writing nor address how the act of writing has .

. L] : } . . , - .
become a way of thinking concomitant to, .but different from,'boiﬂ ”makh;} (formal)
4 . N , )

.

o -~ spgeches'! and recording thought.. : N ’
Cla . At the same time, a sjtuational distinction of writing from speakfﬁé
B » ) i e
fﬂk + also allows "literacy' to be defined only as functional literacy, a

cultural tool ‘or skill. When textual context as well as culturaf context

is essential to describe writing, literacy also is necessarily a textual

q
-

‘ tool, the ability to act within ihe world of texts. Writing in this view ..
« '*‘ i N . | S . ' »
" is not onfy)a way to act as a citizen, professional, worker, or sociaﬁy-
. N »

. < coL .
adjusted pekson, but is also a way of "acting in the re-lived, reflective,

i
|
. . & -, ) 1 . <&

| interior space of textual interactidns. , \. &
] k4 T '
ﬁ : ’ . » € N .
‘ The prospect that this stable, historical’textyal ambiance’can modify -

. » ) ' o -
’ as well as be contained by cG]tproe.zﬂ_s, of course, the humanist's p.er’-

- g s * g
’

' spective on both composition and I&teracy studies. By theoretically
. distinguish{ng speaking and writiné_at the'fével of context rather than
. Ve v @

situation, we are required to remember that the meaning or implication

..

- - .

. -, . . * -
. of writing--both the act and the text--is always larger than the
’ A ;

E ’ - . ¢
" ke - - '
- Q ! : " ~ VA
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.

bdunda(iéé of its originating pgfpose and situatibn. Written texts

have and create their own worlds in which their writers as-well as their

a

N -

readers may enlarge and interpret cultural contexts." The'writer—in-prdcess,

B 4

as wellqas "the reader, depend on cultural and textudl histories. They are
the broadest possible relevant considerations ‘that provf@e motives to

either writer_or reader., ; ..
. . \

- The third figure specifies the elements that stimulate and control

written discobrser This configuration may be used to describe writing

-

events from the vieWpoint;Jf the writer. It may-a}so provideta way to

analyze a written text. Being .able to write means being able to - act
7 \ s -

within this matrix; being a student of writipg is to eldcidate, at any
., . 4 ‘e

' A

.

partiquaF level of education, khesgﬁtexﬁua1'elements. A complex

- . . N € ..
understanding of literacy requires attention to the matters represented here.

3 o

< ,

1
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" theory. His imagfnatﬁvé ability to personify me as the teacher/audience

N . - - .
B )
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a

Figure 3 may.pe.neadoboth hierarchically and multivariastly. While

r

° . ~

its upper elements determine constraints'énd.possibiﬁ?ties t follow,

variations in any of the levels modify the possibilitiés at the same, - N

higher, and lower levels. "~ .

Perhaps the best explanation of both the static and dynamic readings

«

.- - .

of the figure is a demonstration. In the,cultural context of a con-

©

» .
temporary American urniversity,-and in relation t6 the lonéJ wel l~-documented

¥

history of students taking examinations we,could trace to ‘Socrates'

oL f - . N
students' potes, the purpose of examining students in'writing is apépOpriate

-t , "‘rﬁ“

.as is a writer's intention to get.'a high grade in a university‘courgg’- '

N
)

While earlier in history the sdme examination question might have called

for a standardized answer that recorded the Ytruth' of the answer, now

the best answers may be those that transform, enlarge, or %ring personal
relevance to the'quéstion. ""Being able 'to write' meant one thing to the

. N ~
- . .
3 - . ’

medieval students,” another to ours. g .

Jack Welch, my next door neighbor (Participant) becomes a student
. (Persona) _ o . .
examinee /] ‘when our class (Setting) is transformed into an exam-

ination room (Scene) and the amount &f real time available to write becomes
b

pért of the evaluative scene in which the discourse will be read. Jack ,
v \ .

writes about the Topic | may select in the Subject of composition

) . %
s %

of his writing, an eigﬁqner rather than the woman whose lawn mower cut’
~~g. ¢ .

¥ »

his harigolds, defines my role as.participant. .The TéXt produced wifi (
meet the generic expectations of an essay examinatiom; it will not, for

insfance be a review or a report. Its Form will deperdon the humber

4 [
and length or relative weight of the questions in the exam and the response °*

.

’3 o

strategies they call for in this genre, in this situationdl context. And

»

\ ’ * ¥ P
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=\ choices of .
these ‘choices will determine/fthe order.of the semantic constituents, the
§ . . . .
'P‘ appropriate Yocabulary and termino1ogy, the necessary grammaticaf .

stnuctures and, finally, the physncal representation of the writing--
handwrltlng, in an examination book ’ . o .

jhis description shows how context and decisions,mede at upper levels

&

may determine outcomes below them. But the determination of appropriate-
[ ‘ - ‘ -
ness by the hierarchical model is incomplete. The writer transforms the
/ ~

model into a multlvarla{W matrix when engaged in a partlcular wr|t|ng

“on

event. The multivariance depends on the locus of dlscourse generation that ~

the writer brings'to writing. For instance, some student other than Jatk

> 4

Welsh who does not care about grades will experience'writing the examina-
. N . . 7 < e

tion differently. ‘She may £onceive another persona, perhaps subtly vary

L - N \

the topic to fit what she knows, and produce discourse different from -
. — y - L4

his at every other point. In another situation, a writer may foeus on

the media at hand and, whether consciously or not, use. a word processor,

= pallF s

or tape recorded dictation to explore the medium. The text produced. will

Q -
have been controlied--not only in matters of elaboration, but also in tone,

form, and its relation to the history of texts--by the writer's pre-
occupation with the means of-graphic, representation. -0r, a writer‘most

- - T,

concerned with the form of, say comparlson/contrast wnll-—as thousands of
\ 1 ]

only partialTy "assigned" composition €ssays atgeet-—transform significance,
> . .

e

voice, , arid purpose into urecognizable backgtound con- ,

.

siderations.

‘Depending on the aspect of the discourse that most occupies the writer's

o Ly, B .’ . . . .
attention and facilitdtes or constrains his or her choices, hierarchical

©
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determinations of appropriaténess-instead become‘shifting options that
- - -

may or may_not realize the implications of the hierarchy. Any of the

. ' v - .
discrete items o% the model may become’ the center of attention in a

. > .
-

gesta talt or field of vision. ConSequently, to.say that a written text

"embodles its writer's Antentlon or semantic meaning, is only partlally

)
.

s
to descyibe it. A writing is contingent on the shlfts and reorderlng

[
. . .

of griorities that writers conscnously or intuitively make.
' may : . -
The flgureAalso suggest both a static and dynamic description of
. ’ ) . '

reading. Whether seen as an analytical mode that.provides.g_rea&ing or

- , v ) . .
interpretation, .or as an individgfl process, ''reading'" depends on .all- -

4 e ’ © » )
these contextual and textual $Yements. In the first,: product-ogjented _

interpretive sense, the ("'idtal"'} reader accdunts for the relation of a -
P :

" particular text to. some or all of the elements named in the flgure The .

)
xtual ed r, hustorlan theortist, critic, or reader-for-pleasure con-

PR

sider theSe aspects of the work, either separately or in relation to others

that are higrarchically higher and lower. The "reading" is an explanatien

-

s .. -
of these eléments of a/ﬁFstlng event.

But }eadLng is, like writing, also a multivariate and individual
process. An ill-prepared or faded manuscript's graphic execution, an

' ¢ - ce *
unfamiliar or archaic vocabulary, or an unidentified genre may%e’it:her

prevent a particular reader's understapding or excite the interest of a

student.of the wfitiﬁg. A reader may read oﬁly for information (the
" - may read .
topIC or treatment of a subject) ,Afor the situation'and genre (e.g.,

&

the detective ”story“), may’fead only to edit at the levels of form and

-

below, or may want to discover the §ignificance of a particular text within

- )
— »
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.
-

< the history of its textual context. Reading has particular and individually
. P . . .
. ' ‘ M ¥ < -
: determined purposes, as writing does. Reading, hike writing,\may accomplish
. . N (% . .
one or enother purpose in light of variations in a reader's knowledge and

attention. ! ' .

Thus both thorough analyses of a ('work'" and individual readlng :

- .

experlences might be descrlbed in reference to this flgure Whnle |t is
* > ‘ o ’

not my prlmary purpose here to addltlonally ask what it means to be able

o s
S

‘ N e -the

shows its possnbllltles for aldlngdcomplex understandlng of llteracy Seen
¢ - in ﬂﬁghf of this matrix, "reading" refers both to decnpherlng and to Uy

. . . { . ‘ *}Pf . . I3

understanding a text, not to one or the other.
. . K at . i s

: Looking ° only/ithe hierarchical, product -oriented nature of this
' description . determinlng
‘. or ‘any /1 too often preVents Qur accuratelyﬁwhat it means to be unable

“to write and read. When @E&%ee that writers rearrange the focus of the

N . xﬁif £ . . o
model, we can sensibly say that beyond stages- of learnlng to control,
graphic representation and written»grammar, individual Writers are only

T e A . " .‘ - \ﬁ/‘ . .
partially -unable' to wrntg&aﬁA thirteen~year-old participant, for instance,

-

. e . \ . . -]
conceives 0nly'cé?tain desirable ohtcomes'fronlynﬁting. A poor speller's .

- . ’
-t

. Pprose may appear simplistic or unelaboraxed ‘because of ‘limited lexical
. "1

. . .

.choices. A writer‘ordinarily outside a particular language community but

L ]

<

trained in a second ''language" and ewen ''literature" will nonetheless

- e

over look or migunderstand poségbil}ties fér choice or inggrpretgfion at the
leverl of‘sigﬁational‘contextl 'And; on'ghe:othér hand, non-literate adults

~ f within a iangqégg ccmmuni%xé&%ll hav% hbﬁ,enoygh~practice in varying
situational contexts to imagine voice a;d sceneT{; writing easily: but.stilr

. .
. - L 4 L
’ . K ey 7

>~ be unable to choose appropriate genres, forms, and text executions.

. - RN
>

. R
. . . . . -

to read, even this brlef summary of the relation of the flgure to reading :
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I could multiply such e%amples, bdt it is sufficient to notice two

: -~ versions of being unable to write.- First, a writer may be weak or entirely - e

a

unpracticed at one or another-level of the model. This point will become
. » . . -
& constraint, or ‘limitation, on all the .possibilities for chdice at levels

abave and below Ft.: §econdly,\a writer ‘may be outside the figure, which

. .
1
. . 4 ¢

Yo Tis to _say outsidé the textual context that a particular set of readers’
¢ . - -
take to define a normalf‘text of whatevemkind. The most obvious example 4

* \ i hd ° ; ¢ ' 'o . .
. would be.a sécond-language speaker: But-a writer may also know nothing

of the histor¥ persona logic ,or genres_ of academy discourse bysvirtue,

. ',ﬂ for: fnstance of being ‘a Renaissance woman proscribed from learning learned

.
- -

. R e T oe—
Latin and thus prevented from writyng public discourse’. ‘Or \a writép’may

"t
oo - -
be of a class‘ that ‘would not conceive the values, purposes, or history 6f

texts of another class, and might be unable to write good scripts for ,

-
. -

" N sit t|on,cpmedies, good political speeches, or advertising copy. - “(similaf .
3constraints of course, apply to individual readers:) .‘)

..‘-> , . @,' . ,\\ :

# Being unable to write _may also be defined, then; in multivariate terms .

' . * .. -
that rearrange the model around any controllfng locus. But read, from- Cf\\)

v " ' c L, s .~

L ) bottom to top, as in Figure h the model does’ provnde a possibles -
.o "description of moving from inabllity to ability. It s commonplace to -
.x * -~ @ an 'ﬁ « ~ "
; -expect children to learn tOfmake,letters nd spell‘before they learn to use words
: S * ¢ in writing. ' d . '
5;% or constfuct whole sentencesA However holistically they may acqunre -
s:;.f; S : . . T I3 \‘\.
. o syntaCtic opt|6h9~a d vocabulary in speech they “can rarely accelerate
g T . where they .
' their.prOgress infwriting, A must master hand/eye coordination and separate

C e g - LS . ., “ M

> language from immediate, instrumental contéxts. While the acquisition of

X

N

<. E "
wrltten lan%uage may be retarded. by'%nstructionaL.omissions,°it may rarely- =~ "
- }\ . <

30 s ~ ','

be reordered or accelerated wnthln certain limits.

[y n-,

) * L . ’
. . e . -/
. .
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< . 2
THE DEVELOPMENT OF WRITING ABILITY
. . .. . . .
|  .The Text | . .
.0 Graphic representation
% (letters, syllables, words, names) .
- N \ . -
Primary Written Grammatical Structures and Syntax
R Eduf,ation ) N \ - o ’
.. ¥ .
< . - | ’ ‘Lexical Choices
t - ' (Vocabulary, reading words)
- - | hd !
. .. L Order of Semantic Constituents .
. - tSentences ih context) .
.\," - \/ ® I
fm . Form \
’ t (Paragraphs) ) - -
‘ ’ Secondary . J : Collegiate:
Education ~ ' +| Education
i \ u ‘ s Wz > M
oo ) ] . . . Genre : ) ;_
T . ‘ (Letters, exams, essays) . i
. ’ : . . ‘7- .' LR \/ . - _\.
L s T I Situational Context I ' < ¥
£ 3 - 2 '
;:“':‘ o\; _)‘ .~ N M\l/ - ’ . o
: PaMicipants S Setting . . ' Subject .
. J b D
- Personae\ . ® Scene ", Topic - -
. ,:,‘(. = ' *\\ - , .. B
' Post- ~ [~ E Purp‘kse . T -
education; - . <
Lo e Individual - U _ K . ,
", ' ] Contributions to History T .
», . . ¥ . M N s l(
.. SIS - - ‘ ¢(.; . L -
\ - History of*?exts ‘
Lo Cul tural ; , {Additions and Transformations)
‘. Context, ' . .
SRR (Transformations) . I
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B Although we migh lnd numerous objections to this chronology, pedagogy

in Greek and Roman’ SChools remarkably mirrored Flgure 4's description. In

primary school, students memorlzed and practlced writing the alphabet,

A )

moving from parts to wholes: letters, syllables, words, and finally

. ' o ‘ .
sentences. In grammar school, students learned grammar, how to parse
. p) ‘ SR

sentences correctly, to use new vocabulary, and to speak with correct.

.

accent and pronunffat?on. They also studied importanf texts to reconstruct
i - )

the often fragmented faulty manuscrlpts that first requnred restoratlon
{ -
Then they read and memorlzed them, and f|nally parsed sentences, defined

and learned new vocabulary{yords, studied their allusions to geographical,
. \

°

‘historical, or literary matters, and explained their content.. Instruction
. . L. < . &% P :
in analyzing situationat contexts was left for the rhetor, ‘'who taught later.

Even then, students were rarely asked’ to provide any of the purposes, sub-
jects, topics, personae, or scenes for ‘their compositions.3! Their

education in oratory depended, as ours in cdmposition does not, on
(] w .
mastering. textual context. L ST . A

1

- LY ‘ . "
While such a curriculum opposes almost .every curreat instinct that has

developed in a world where the media and purposes of writing are diverse’ .
and widely availabfe, its §u}tability in the ancient wdrld where writing

was.used to extend “the vonbe and recerd thought rather than to generate

.,

"thought or itself further learnlng, |s clear. Writing and texts were«then

and throughout pre,prlnt times archxvnstlc or documenQaZY, an educatlon

. -

,ul texts, textualness, and textuality was a limited but clearly purposeful

v

_goal, |If this-ancient curricula.does even ro%ghly approximate children's’
s N .
X p
" ) .

deuelppment, its use now nonetheless would demand integration with other
; 4

pedagogles that make the tentatlveness and: propositlonal nature of writing

PR

\\a/hay of learnlng and thinking as |mportant as our cultureg allows them
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" to borrow loosely from Derrida, differance.

~ 8

o, . o0 e
. Such a chronology does expose the relation of the four

AN

written diqpéurse and its contexts ‘as pictured in Figure 3. Thé individual

figure to

4 ‘ - L4

- oy

who masters lower

levels may use _them in the service of the higher levels.

Oriiginality and creativity in writi

and perhaps tnénsfofms cultural contexts depend on writers conceiving their

ng that .becomes part of textual contexts
IS . . B .

v

1

own purposes in light of elements of writing (and. textuality)

that they

)
o> .
.

al?éady have‘mastered. Those’who transcend situational context, who

-

. B . =.

schematically rise above it by proposing new results or outcomes, leave °

~

the status of writeP to become. influential authors.”

P

Their writing makes

Whetler Shakespeare, the authors
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s

& of the Declaration of lndgpendence, King writing his “Letter from - .
Blrmlngham Jailg" or the anonymous reprobate who conceived the. first
: . Minterd g °

mass-distribution form letten, they maﬁiﬁod|fy 4textual|ty” in any N
! {
describable textual and- cultural context. , . . .
N -, . ' N
By distinguishing writers from influential authors, | do not, intend

g

to reiterate the distinction of art from practicail writing.or of literature

. 4 ~

from composition. On the contrary, placing the development of writing on

>~

this comprehensive spectrum instead unites these fields in considerations

of the per%on writing in a pérti&ujar,jrather than idealized or statistically
flattened, situation. Shakespeare, for instance, may have-been a "writer''’

. of letters, just as Fielding was, of pdlitical tracts and Wallace Stevens was
of. medical school examinations. 'The point here is that categorically

prfvileging the literary author or conducting studies of "writers' that
.o . u o .
tell nothiing of the individual's relation to & textual context at a._
N~ 9 . —_—
° . . v - . CoL . . S e . -
- particular time prevents & full understanding of writing ‘in our discipline--

4 - : . * -
- . ..

- "the only profession that asks people to do their own writfng--and reading.”3

B . . ~ ° :

;- . We may wish, for good causes in the service of pluralistic demands, to
[ - - 4 N
f . privilege the literary text or, p%eduee»ﬁelative evaluations of large numbers i
of student texts. But equatlng such stadies with the prlmary, nterestlng

' \ studies of the agon of wrltlng--wrltlng despite textuality, or despite )
E‘ history, or .despite our idealized if unrealized versions of ourselves
;T transforming stable-discourse contexts--reduces our scope.
5 To work only in the service of passive and reified agsthetic, graphdc,
P - .' ‘ ’ ) ' * -~
“ ) formal, structural, styllstuc, or semiotic systems rather than in pursult G v
T o - {and reading) s ,
' " of understanding writing /s for ourselves is to embrace-rather than L e

! ’ - A
L . : : ) . . s S
e " - reject the leveling misuses of origimglly liberating human sciences. The o v
‘;:‘5(" . . r . ) R - o R .
R . . [ ) ,

Z%y ] lyric dimension of writing and reading, which always occur in human as A

N
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wil as hﬁ$torical time, may bg:forgotteﬁ; writing ‘and reading may become

—

"problems'' to be ‘solved" rather than.evocativé problematics. Although
2 ’ . :
. r N B
mufually unaware of a X&mmm ait, literature-and composition may both

. . 3 -
thereby propose that wha€ Aplistotie called the ac
: '

k ¥
is not dction but only gesture-zan already ;canned movie, not a well-

tion through discourse

e

rehearsed improvisation. ,

Applications of Figure 3 to‘writing adready define many studies in

\ery
ol

‘lll\l,l\',"b

LS

Egﬁh literature and in composition. Whethef as singular probes of a text

e .
i (\}re easily recognizable as applicable in both fields.

*},i -
and editors investigate "setting' as well as

e \
,*or as the names of constituents of an “approaczy” the terms arranged here

Textual historians

>

?graphic manifestatipn”;

students of the paragraph consider '‘form." Both'NOrthrop Frye's Anatomy

a
— [ R

of Criticism and James Kinneavy's Theory of Discourse hightight 'genre.’

¥

Y > h
Students of invention as well as c¥itics of fiction often focus on the

relation ' of '"purpose' to elements of “situation.' As a.picture of a field,

of course,‘the diagram does hot hierarchically value studies of purpose

over ghose, e.g., of stfle.
* w

* But it does suggest that the relation of any

elggent of “the text to those picthred above it must impdicitly, if not .
&

expficitly; shape the conclusions reached. ‘Accounting, for example,

for formaj structures .without referénce to generic locales would misledd
by suggesting that such structures occur without reference to immediate
es would, if the diagram

> S

tood within the field'

contexts. Tﬁe provisional nature of such studi

is useful, need to be stated or at least unders

g
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The pictures of wfiting I have proposed would allow us to ask what

*
¥

. being able to write and read mean in.the fullest sense, whichever field
. [N )
Y " we are in.+ These figures are intended to translate questions between the

e

*

' - h . ?

two textual contexts, or discourses, in composition and in literature, and

may provide new answers that would otherwise have been overlooked. The

real action in our profession is in the spaces between the two fields, where

studies! that celebra conplex interrelations of the elements of "writing"

remain to be done-

, -
. . -
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.

Selected articles from the Bulletins of the ADE and ADFL (New YorkL

MLA, "1981), p. 14, . . ' -

‘e

-2 Haydéﬁ Whife,'T?opics of Discourse: .Essays in Cultural Criticism
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1978), p. 4. P

3 E.g., Robert Connors, ''The Rise and Fafl of the Modes of Diséourse,“

-

" College Composition‘ana Communication, 32 (1981), %4k4-63. - .

g Examples of this reduction, are commort in both fields. Some recent

exampl;s are Paul De‘Man, "Semiology and Rhetoric,' Textual Strategies:

Perspectives in Post-Structuralist Crigicism (Ithaca, NY: Cornell .Univ.

i

Press, 1979), pp. 121-40; Hayden White, Tropics of Discourse; J. Dubois

et. al. (GroUp4A), A General Rhetorié, trans. Paul B. BUﬁSell and Edgér
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f ) b1 ] ) c s
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traces the chronology and reversal, of the relation of the ''mechanical"

~

to the “fine' processes of creativity; see also Raymond Williams, Culture
. ' P - xyrure

.

(Glasgow, “Scotland: Fontana Paperbacks, 1981), ﬁp. 122-33, " -

> . *
7 E.g., Amgus Fletcher, ed., The Literature of Fact: Selected Papers
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-
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Janet Emlg, The Composing Process of Twelfth ~-Graders (Urbana, IL:

National Councnl of Teachers of Engllsh 1971); James Brltten et. aT., N
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Deconstruction (Ithaca, NY:
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’
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11 Richard Y0ung, ""Paradigms and Problems:, Needed Research in ﬁhetorical

\
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Y
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-
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\
.
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of Augustan Humanism,(NY: Oxford Univ. Ptess, 1965) also examine emphases

that promote the subjective individual in relation to nature and diminish

>

the ethical, political, occasfonal, and.local‘purposes of literary writing -

and study. '\ ‘

$

16 This is the view |mp11ed by Geoffrey Hartmah, “Commynlcatlon

Language, and the Humanities," ' ADE Bulletin, No. 70 (Minter 1981) “We
are like characters in & certaln kind of mystery- story, who are drawn
unwillingly into a plot that we alone, rather than the official

. investigator can unriddle. Leaving writing and reading to specialists
N .}~ ‘ — .
is like leaving interpretation’ to the police department' (p. 16). '

-

17 See, e.g., Jane Tompkins, ed., "Introduction,'" Reader-Response

#

drithism: From Formalism to Post-Strutturalism (Balfimore: The Johns

1 . . co. ' ' - ) %’
Hopkins Univ. Press, 1980), ix-xxvi. , . . '

9@ This debate is well-reeorded in Frank Lentrlcchla,After the New

Criticism (Chlcago Univ. of Chlcago Press 1980) and Gerald Graffk
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. g g9 9
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‘Context, ed \plor Paolo Glg]loll (Baltlmore Penguin Books, 1972}, pp 21-44,

I am |ndebted to Joseph Wllllams for referrlng me to Hymes' s%mlnal work

-

and pointing out its applications to writing; Flgure 3.is owed -to his guidance.
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In Donald McQuade,  ed., Linguistics, Stylistics, and the Teaching
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21
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See Joseph M. Williams, 'Language as Use-Governed Behavior," in .

Style and Variables in English,'ed. Timothy Shopen and Joseph M. Williams

(Cambridge, MA: Winthrop, 1981), p. Lk. -
J _ t R
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*

)possible the signifying bractices of later texts" (Culler, Pursuit, p. 103).

“26 Geoffrey Hartman, Saving the Text: Literatare, Derrida, Philosophy

“YBaltique: Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1981), p. xxi.
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.« v {-
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and Technoglogy (I'thaca: Cornell Univ. Press, L?]f), p..4 and passim,
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I am’ also questioﬁihg, at least on this poir¥ric Havlack's definition

. 3
3

of writing: 'All systems which use scratching or drawing or painting to

N -«

think with or feel with are irrelevant. .. . A successful or developed

-

writing system . . . 'does not think at all. It shoﬁld be the purely passive

)

instrument of the .spoken word. . . ." Origins of Western Literacy, Monograph
Series/1h, The Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, n.d., n.p., p. 17. .
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. NCTE, 1981), passim. - ‘ .. ~

29 See “From Utterance to Text: The Bias of Language in Speech{ind

.

Writing,' Harvard Educational Review, Vol. 47, No. 3 (August 1977), 257-81

and "On Language and Literacy,' International Journal of Psycholinguistics

(1980), 69-83. ° .

-

30 ponald Graves, ''Research Update; How Do Writers Develop?,"
§

Language Arts, Vol, 59, No. 2 (February 1982), 173-180, confirms Figure 4.

He is finding that very young children who say "I can't write' turn out to

be concerned about the messiness of a page-or a misspelling: His model of

A
.

. development--from ""Spelling" to'fMotor Aesthetic' to ''Convention' to '"Topic
N R i . * . ‘_Q
Informatidn" to "Revision' also approximates the order of Figure 4.
‘ N ~ & . -

31 See Danald L. Clark, RHetoric jin Greco-Roman Education (Mornihgsidg

Heights, NJ:_ Columbia Univ. Press,+1957); pp. 177-212; Donald L. Clark,
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